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Abstract

We give a proof of the Marker-Steinhorn Theorem which fills a gap
in previous proofs of the result.

1 Introduction

1.1 The Marker-Steinhorn Theorem

Let M = (M,<, . . .) be an o-minimal structure. An elementary extension
N = (N,<, . . .) of M is tame1 if, for every a ∈ N , the set {b ∈ M : b < a}
has a supremum inM∪{−∞,+∞}. The Marker-Steinhorn Theorem [MS94,
Theorem 2.1] states that a type p ∈ Sn(M) is definable if and only if it is
realized in a tame elementary extension N of M. In particular, for any N -
definable subset X of Nn, the externally definable set X∩Mn isM-definable.

The Marker-Steinhorn Theorem was first proved in [MS94] by the name-
sake authors. This was followed shortly after by a proof by Pillay [Pil94].
Tressl [Tre04] gave a short non-constructive proof for o-minimal expansions
of ordered fields via valuation theory. Van den Dries [vdD05] produced a
short proof of a stronger version of the theorem, again in the case of o-
minimal expansions of ordered fields. Chernikov and Simon [CS15] state the
theorem for o-minimal expansions of Dedekind complete linear orders as a
corollary of a more general theorem around stable embeddedness in the NIP
setting. By analizing definable linear orders, Walsberg [Wal19] gave a proof
for o-minimal expansions of ordered groups.

∗University of Leeds
1In [MS94] they write that M is Dedekind complete in N
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In the present paper we present a proof of the Marker-Steinhorn Theorem
which fills a gap in the proofs of the full result in [MS94] and [Pil94]. Our
approach also streamlines these proofs, circumventing the structure by cases
in [MS94], as well as the use of regular cell decomposition in both proofs.

In Section 1.2 we fix terminology and conventions. In Section 1.3 we
describe the gap in the proofs presented in [MS94] and [Pil94]. In Section 2.1
we prove two results on definable preorders in o-minimal structures which
we will require in our proof. Finally, in Section 2.2 we prove the Marker-
Steinhorn Theorem. We end the paper by asking (Question 2.4) whether
the strengthening of the theorem for o-minimal expansions of ordered fields
proved by van den Dries [vdD05] holds in every o-minimal theory.

1.2 Conventions

Throughout we work in an o-minimal structure M = (M,<, . . .) and an
elementary extension N = (N,<, . . .). Throughout n, m, k and l are natural
numbers greater than zero.

Any formula is in the language of M without parameters unless stated
otherwise. We use u and v to denote tuples of variables. We use a, b, c, d, e, x
and y to denote tuples of parameters. We use s, t and r exclusively for unary
variables or parameters. We denote by |u| the length of a tuple u.

For any (partitioned) formula ϕ(u, v), let ϕopp(v, u) denote the same for-
mula after switching the order of the variables v and u. For any formula ϕ(u),
possibly with parameters from N , and set A ⊆ N |u|, let ϕ(A) = {a ∈ A :
N |= ϕ(a)}. Throughout and unless otherwise specified “definable” means
“definable in M over M”.

We use notation 〈a, b〉 for ordered pairs, setting aside the notation (a, b)
for intervals. For a set B ⊆ Nn and an element x ∈ Nm, with 0 < m < n,
we denote the fiber of B at x by Bx = {t ∈ Nn−m : 〈x, t〉 ∈ B}.

In general an n-type is a type in Sn(M), interpreted as a non-trivial
ultrafilter in the Boolean algebra of definable subsets of Mn. Recall that
an n-type p is definable if, for every formula ϕ(u, v) with |u| = n, the set
{b ∈ M |v| : ϕ(Mn, b) ∈ p} is definable. By type basis for a type p we mean
a filter basis, meaning a subset q ⊆ p such that any set in p is a superset of
some set in q.

We fix some standard notation regarding o-minimal cells. For a function
f we denote its domain by dom(f). Let us say that a partial function Mn ⇀
M ∪ {−∞,+∞} is definable if either it maps into M and is definable in the
usual sense or otherwise it is constant and its domain is definable. Given two
such functions f and g, let (f, g) = {〈x, t〉 : x ∈ dom(f)∩dom(g) and f(x) <
t < g(x)}. For a set B ⊆Mn, let us say that a family {fb : b ∈ B} of definable
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partial functions Mn ⇀ M ∪ {−∞,+∞} is definable if the sets B(+∞) =
{b ∈ B : fb ≡ +∞} and B(−∞) = {b ∈ B : fb ≡ −∞} are both definable
and moreover the families {dom(fb) : b ∈ B(+∞)}, {dom(fb) : b ∈ B(−∞)}
and {fb : b ∈ B \ (B(+∞)∪B(−∞))} are (uniformly) definable in the usual
sense. We adopt the same conventions for functions and families of functions
Nn ⇀ N ∪ {−∞,+∞}.

We direct the reader to [vdD98] for background o-minimality. In partic-
ular we will make use of o-minimal cell decomposition [vdD98, Chapter 3,
Theorem 2.11].

1.3 The gap

Let N be a tame elementary extension of M. Consider an n-type p(v) ∈
Sn(M), with n > 1, that is realized in N by an element a ∈ Nn. We write
a = (d, e) ∈ Nn−1 ×N .

Let ϕ(v, u) be a formula with |u| = 2 satisfying that, for every b ∈ N2,
the set ϕ(Nn, b) is an o-minimal cell of the form (fb,+∞) for some partial
function fb : N

n−1 ⇀ N .
Let B = ψ(M2) be a subset of M2, defined by a formula ψ(u), with the

property that, for every b ∈ B, it holds that N |= ∃tϕ(d, t, b). In proving the
Marker-Steinhorn Theorem (Theorem 2.3), we wish to show that ϕ(a, B) =
{b ∈ B : fb(d) < e} is definable. We label this set P = ϕ(a, B).

Let BN = ψ(N2). Let π : N2 → N be the projection to the first coordi-
nate. Recall our fiber notation. We may make the following assumptions.

(i) B is an open cell.

(ii) For every t ∈ π(B), either Bt = Pt or Bt ∩ Pt = ∅.

(iii) For every t ∈ π(B), there exists r1, r2 ∈ BN
t such that f〈t,r1〉(d) < e and

f〈t,r1〉(d) > e. Hence N |= ϕ(a, t, r1) and N 6|= ϕ(a, t, r2).

(One may additionally assume that, for every t ∈ π(B) and r, r′ ∈ BN
t with

r < r′, if d is in the domain of f〈t,r〉 and f〈t,r′〉, then f〈t,r〉(d) < f〈t,r′〉(d).)

Example 1.1. An example with B =M2 in the case where M expands an
ordered field would be as follows. For v = (v1, v2) and u = (u1, u2) binary
variables, let ϕ(v, u) := v2 > u1v1 + u2. Let p(v) a 2-type realized by an
element 〈d, e〉 such that d > r for every r ∈ M and, furthermore, for any
〈b1, b2〉 ∈ M2 the inequality e > b1d + b2 holds if and only if b1 < 1. Note
that in this case we have that P = (−∞, 1).
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Proving the definability of P is addressed indirectly in Claim (2.8.2)(ii)
(page 193) in [MS94], and at the end of the proof of Theorem 1.1. in [Pil94].
However in both cases the proofs have gaps. In our proof of Theorem 2.3
this situation is dealt with towards the end, through the treatment of the
case I∗ = I∗(2). Below we describe two specific scenarios where the proof
that P is definable is relatively straightforward, even when we generalize the
scenario to having P ⊆ Mm for any m > 1, and π : Mm → Mm−1 being the
projection to the first m− 1 coordinates.

If there exists a definable function h : π(B) → M with h(t) ∈ Bt for all
t ∈ π(B), then we may apply an induction (on dimension) argument to the
image of h and derive that its intersection with P is definable, and hence,
using assumption (ii), that P is definable. This applies to any case where M
has definable Skolem functions (e.g. M expands an ordered group), as well
as the case where for example B =M2 (by taking h to be the identity map).

If M expands (R, <) then, since by Dedekind completeness every el-
ementary extension is tame, the Marker-Steinhorn Theorem simply states
that every externally definable set is definable. In this case we may use the
fact, proved by Shelah [She09], that the projection of every externally de-
finable set in an NIP (e.g. o-minimal) structure is externally definable, to
observe that π(P ) is externally definable. We then derive, through an in-
ductive argument, that π(P ) is definable. By assumption (ii) it then follows
that P = ∪t∈π(P ){t} ×Bt is definable.

In both scenarios described above our proof of Theorem 2.3 may be sig-
nificantly streamlined, including avoiding the use of Lemma 2.2, as well as
the introduction and analysis of the set I∗.

An issue with trying to prove the definability of P in general by means of
an inductive argument is that it is upfront not clear whether the projection
π(P ) is externally definable in M with parameters from N. Observe
that this same issue would not be present if trying to answer Question 2.4
positively, since the class of subsets of Mm (for any m) definable in the pair
(N ,M) is closed under projections.

2 Proof of the Marker-Steinhorn Theorem

2.1 Preorders

We introduce some preliminary results on definable preorders that we will
need in our proof.

Recall that a preorder is a reflexive and transitive relation. A preordered
set (B,�) is a set B together with a preorder � on it. It is definable if the
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preorder is definable. We use notation b ≺ c to mean b � c and c 6� b. Given
subsets C,D ⊆ B, let C ≺ D mean c ≺ d for every c ∈ C and d ∈ D.
For b ∈ B we write C ≺ b and b ≺ C instead of C ≺ {b} and {b} ≺ C
respectively. For every b, c ∈ B let (b, c)� = {d ∈ B : b ≺ d ≺ c}. We also
write (b,+∞)�, (−∞, b]�, [b, c]�, etc, with the natural meaning.

Let p ∈ Sn(M) be an n-type and G be the collection of all definable
partial functions f : Mn ⇀ M ∪ {−∞,+∞} whose domain is in p. Then p
induces a linear preorder � on G given by f � g if and only if {x ∈ Mn :
f(x) ≤ g(x)} ∈ p. In other words, f � g when f(ξ) ≤ g(ξ) for some (every)
realization ξ of p.

Let F = {fb : b ∈ B} be a definable family of functions in G. Without
loss of clarity we will often abuse notation and refer to � too as the linear
preorder on the index set B given by b � c if and only if fb � fc. Note that,
for any set A ⊆ M , if F and p are A-definable, then � on B is A-definable
too.

Given a definable linearly preordered set (B,�) by a cut (P,Q) we mean
a partition {P,Q} of B where P ≺ Q. In practice we will consider the
case where P is non-empty and does not have a maximum. Hence the cut
(P,Q) may be identified with the partial type p of intervals (b1, b2)�, for
b1 ∈ P ∪ {−∞} and b2 ∈ Q ∪ {+∞}. In this sense (P,Q) is definable if p is
definable, equivalently if P and/or Q are definable. We will reduce the proof
of the Marker-Steinhorn Theorem to a question of definability of cuts.

Given a linearly preordered set (B,�) and a set P ⊆ B, we say that a
subset C ⊆ P is cofinal in P if, for every b ∈ P , there exists c ∈ C with
b � c.

The next lemma will provide an alternative in the proof of Theorem 2.3
to the use of “j-gap points” in [MS94].

Lemma 2.1. Let (B,�) be a definable linear preorder and (P,Q) be a cut.
Fix m = dimB, and suppose that every definable subset C ⊆ B satisfying
that C ∩ P is cofinal in P has dimension m.

Let {Cx : x ∈ X} be a definable family of pairwise disjoint subsets of B,
each of dimension less than m. Then there exists a finite definable partition
{B(i) : i ≤ k} of B such that, for each x ∈ X and i ≤ k, either Cx∩B(i) ⊆ P
or Cx ∩ B(i) ⊆ Q.

Proof. We may assume that P 6= ∅ since otherwise the result is trivial. It
clearly suffices to find a finite definable partition of ∪x∈XCx as described.

For each b ∈ B and x ∈ X , let P (x, b) = {c ∈ Cx : c ≺ b} and Q(x, b) =
{c ∈ Cx : b ≺ c}. Let I(x, b) = {c ∈ B : P (x, b) ≺ c ≺ Q(x, b)}, that is,
I(x, b) denotes all the points in B that realize the same cut over Cx as b.
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For every x ∈ X , since dimCx < m, then Cx ∩ P is not cofinal in P , and
so there exists some b ∈ P such that {c ∈ P : b � c} ∩ Cx = ∅. In particular
b satisfies that P (x, b) = P ∩ Cx and Q(x, b) = Q ∩ Cx. Observe that
{c ∈ P : b � c} ⊆ I(x, b). Consequently I(x, b) ∩ P is cofinal in P , meaning
that dim I(x, b) = m. For any x ∈ X let B(x) = {b ∈ B : dim I(x, b) = m}.
We have shown that for each x ∈ X the set B(x) is non-empty.

Claim 2.1.1. For each x ∈ X the family {I(x, b) : b ∈ B(x)} is finite.

Proof. For each x and b, b′ ∈ B observe that either I(x, b) = I(x, b′) or
I(x, b) ∩ I(x, b′) = ∅. We fix x ∈ X . Consider the definable equivalence
relation on B whose equivalence classes are the sets I(x, b), for b ∈ B(x),
and the complement in B of their union. Recall that dimB = m. Since
dim I(x, b) = m for every b ∈ B(x), we derive from [Pil88, Proposition 1.8]
that there can only be finitely many classes of this form, and the claim
follows. �Claim

By Claim 2.1.1 and a standard compactness argument we may fix a k > 0
such that, for each x ∈ X , the family {I(x, b) : b ∈ B(x)} has size less that k.
Note that, for each x ∈ X and b ∈ B, the set I(x, b) completely determines
the set P (x, b) and vice versa. Hence, for any x ∈ X , the family of sets
P(x) = {P (x, b) : b ∈ B(x)} has size less than k. Observe moreover that
P(x) is nested, that is, for any two sets in P(x) one is a subset of the other.

For any x ∈ X and i ≤ k, let P
(i)
x denote the i-th smallest set (ordered

by inclusion) in P(x), if P(x) has at least i sets, and otherwise let it simply

denote Cx. Let us also define P
(0)
x = ∅. Then, for any x ∈ X and i ≤ k,

let C
(i)
x = P

(i)
x \ P (i−1)

x . Note that, for fixed x ∈ X , the sets C
(i)
x for i ≤ k

are pairwise disjoint and they partition Cx. Moreover for fixed i the sets C
(i)
x

are definable uniformly in x ∈ X . For each i ≤ k we define B(i) = ∪x∈XC
(i)
x .

Note that {B(i) : i ≤ k} is a finite definable partition of ∪x∈XBx.
Towards a contradiction suppose that there exists x ∈ X and i ≤ k such

that Cx ∩B(i) = C
(i)
x intersects both P and Q. Let b ∈ B(x) be as described

in the paragraph right above Claim 2.1.1, that is P (x, b) = P ∩ Cx and

Q(x, b) = Q∩Cx, and dim I(x, b) = m. Hence we have that P (x, b)∩C(i)
x 6= ∅

and Q(x, b) ∩ C
(i)
x = C

(i)
x \ P (x, b) 6= ∅. Let j ≤ k be such that P (x, b) =

P
(j)
x . If j ≥ i note that C

(i)
x ⊆ P

(j)
x and if j < i then P

(j)
x ∩ C

(i)
x = ∅.

Contradiction.

The following lemma, in its form for linear orders, is contained in the
literature (see for example Lemma 2.1 in [OS09]). We include a proof to
remain self-contained.
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Lemma 2.2. Let (B,�) be a definable linear preorder with B ⊆ M . Then
there is a finite partition J of B into points and intervals such that, for every
J ∈ J , exactly one of the following three conditions holds.

(i) b ≺ c for every b < c in J .

(ii) b ≻ c for every b < c in J .

(iii) b � c and c � b for every b and c in J .

Proof. Since the boundary points of B can be taken as singletons in J ,
we may assume that B is a union of open intervals. For each b ∈ B, the
sets [b,+∞)� and (−∞, b]� form a definable covering of B. Hence by o-
minimality for each b ∈ B there exists c > b such that at least one of the
following holds:

(1) b � (b, c),

(2) b � (b, c).

Let J(i), for i ∈ {1, 2}, denote the definable set of points in B satisfying
condition (i) above. So J(1) ∪ J(2) = B. Furthermore, let f1 : J(1) →
M ∪ {+∞} be the definable function such that f(b) denotes the supremum
(with respect to <) of all points c > b such that equation (1) holds. Let f2
on J(2) be defined analogously. By o-minimality let J be a finite partition
of B into points and intervals that is compatible with {J(1), J(2)} and such
that, for every J ∈ J and i ∈ {1, 2}, if J ⊆ J(i) then the restriction fi|J is
continuous. We show that J is the desired partition.

Let J ∈ J be an interval. We show if J ⊆ J(1) then b � c for every
b < c in J . In particular this implies that, if J ∩ J(2) = ∅, then every b < c
in J must in fact satisfy that b ≺ c, since otherwise we would have b � c′ for
every c′ ∈ (b, c], and thus b ∈ J(2).

Hence suppose that J ⊆ J(1). Towards a contradiction let us fix b < c
in J with b ≻ c. Then by definition of f1 it must be that b < f1(b) ≤
c. Furthermore every d ∈ (b, f1(b)) must satisfy that f1(d) ≤ f1(b). By
continuity of f1 on J we derive that f1(f1(b)) = f1(b), contradicting the
definition of f1 and J(1).

An analogous argument shows that if J ⊆ J(2) then b � c for every b < c
in J , and in fact b ≻ c when J ∩ J(1) = ∅, and so the lemma follows.

2.2 The proof

We state and prove the more contentful direction of the Marker-Steinhorn
Theorem, and direct the interested reader to [MS94, Corollary 2.4] for the
proof that every definable type is realized in a tame extension.
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Theorem 2.3 (Marker-Steinhorn Theorem [MS94]). Let M be an o-minimal
structure and let N be a tame extension of M. For every a ∈ Nn, the type
tp(a/M) is definable.

Proof. Let us fix a ∈ Nn and a formula ϕ(a, u), with |u| = m. We must
prove that the set ϕ(a,Mm) is definable. We do this by induction on m and
n, where in the inductive step we assume that it holds for any 〈n′, m′〉 smaller
than 〈n,m〉 in the lexicographic order. We may clearly assume that a /∈Mn

and ϕ(a,Mm) 6= ∅.
The case n = 1, for anym, follows easily from o-minimality and tameness.

In particular, let ra be the supremum in M ∪ {−∞,+∞} of (−∞, a) ∩M .
If ra < a then tp(a/M) has a definable basis of the form {(ra, t) : ra < t, t ∈
M}, and otherwise it has a definable basis of the form {(t, ra) : t < ra, t ∈
M}.

The casem = 1, for any n, is also straightforward as follows. By definition
of tame extension it is easy to see that any interval I ′ ⊆ N with endpoints
in N ∪{−∞,+∞} satisfies that I ′ ∩M is definable (in M), and so applying
o-minimality it follows that the set ϕ(a,M) = ϕ(a,N) ∩M is definable.

Hence onwards we assume that n,m > 1. Let a = 〈d, e〉 ∈ Nn−1 × N .
Let {ψi(N

m+n) : 1 ≤ i ≤ l}, be a (0-definable) cell partition of ϕopp(Nm+n).
For every b ∈ Nm, the set ϕopp(b, Nn) = ϕ(Nn, b) is partitioned by sets
ψi(b, N

n) for 1 ≤ i ≤ l, each of which is either the empty set or a cell. In
particular N |= ϕ(a, b) if and only if N |= ψi(b, a) for some i. So to prove
the theorem it suffices to pass to an arbitrary 1 ≤ i ≤ l and show that
ψi(M

m, a) = ψopp
i (a,Mm) is definable. Hence, by passing from ϕ(a, u) to

ψopp
i (a, u) if necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that all the

non-empty sets of the form ϕ(Nn, b), for b ∈ Nm, are cells (and in fact cells
of the same kind, i.e. (ij)-cells for some fixed sequence (ij) ∈ {0, 1}n).

Now by induction hypothesis tp(d/M) is definable. Suppose that there
exists a definable (over M) partial function f : Nn−1 ⇀ N with f(d) = e.
Then, for every b ∈ Nm, we have that N |= ϕ(a, b) if and only if N |=
∃t (ϕ(d, t, b) ∧ (f(d) = t)), and so by induction hypothesis the result follows.

Hence onwards we assume that there does not exist a definable (over M)
partial function f : Nn−1 ⇀ N with f(d) = e. In particular by assumptions
on ϕ we have that, for every b ∈ Nm, the set ϕ(Nn, b) is either empty or
a cell of the form (fb, gb) for two definable ({b}-definable in N ) continuous
functions fb and gb. Let

B = {b ∈Mm : N |= ∃t ϕ(d, t, b)}.

Since tp(d/M) is definable the set B is definable. Clearly ϕ(a,Mm) ⊆ B.
We show that the sets {b ∈ B : fb(d) < e} and {b ∈ B : gb(d) > e} are both
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definable. Then their intersection equals ϕ(a,Mm). We present the proof for
{b ∈ B : fb(d) < e}, since the proof for remaining set is analogous.

Let P = {b ∈ B : fb(d) < e} and Q = {b ∈ B : fb(d) > e} = B \ P .
We must show that P (equivalently Q) is definable. Since ϕ(a,Mm) 6= ∅ we
have P 6= ∅. Let � be the linear preorder on B induced by {fb(d) : b ∈ B}
described in Section 2.1, i.e. for b, c ∈ B, we have that b � c if and only
if fb(d) ≤ fc(d). By definability of tp(d/M) the preordered set (B,�) is
definable. Note that (P,Q) is a cut in (B,�).

Observe that, to prove the definability of P , it suffices to show that there
exists a definable set P ′ ⊆ P that is cofinal in P (with respect to �), since
then P = {b ∈ B : b � c for some c ∈ P ′}. So we may always pass to a
definable subset B′ ⊆ B such that B′ ∩ P is cofinal in P , and then prove
definability of P ′ = B′ ∩ P . In particular one such set must always exist in
any finite definable partition of B. Hence by o-minimal cell decomposition
we may assume that B is a cell.

Claim 2.3.1. If there exists a definable subset C ⊆ B with dimC < m such
that C ∩ P is cofinal in P then P is definable.

Proof. By o-minimal cell decomposition we may assume that C is a cell. If C
is a singleton then P has a maximum and thus is definable so we may assume
that dimC > 0. Hence we have that 0 < dimC < m. Consider the injective
projection πC : C → Ndim(C). We may apply the inductive case 〈n, dim(C)〉
to the formula fπ−1

C
(b′)(d) < e and reach that

P ∩ C = {π−1
C (b′) : N |= fπ−1

C
(b′)(d) < e}

is definable. Since P ∩C is cofinal in P this implies that P is definable. �Claim

By Claim 2.3.1 we may assume that any definable subset of B of dimen-
sion less than m satisfies that its intersection with P is not cofinal in P . In
particular dimB = m. Onwards let π : Nm → N denote the projection to
the first coordinate.

We apply Lemma 2.1 to the family of sets {t} × Bt, for t ∈ π(B), and
derive that there exists a finite definable partition {B(i) : i ≤ k} of B such

that, for every i ≤ k and t ∈ π(B), either {t} × B
(i)
t ⊆ P or {t} × B

(i)
t ⊆ Q.

By passing if necessary from B to a subset B(i) such that B(i) ∩ P is cofinal
in P , we assume that B has this property. That is, it holds that P =
∪t∈π(P ){t} × Bt. (By o-minimal cell decomposition and Claim 2.3.1 we may
maintain the assumption that B is an open cell.) Note that {π(P ), π(Q)}
forms a partition of π(B). To prove that P is definable it suffices to show
that π(P ) (equivalently π(Q)) is definable.
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Now let ⊑ denote the linear preorder on π(B) given by t ⊑ s if and only
if, for every x ∈ Bt, there is some y ∈ Bs such that 〈t, x〉 � 〈s, y〉. Since � is
definable then ⊑ is clearly definable too. Observe that, for any t ∈ π(P ) and
s ∈ π(Q), it must hold that t ⊏ s. In other words, (π(P ), π(Q)) is a cut in
(π(B),⊑). Since P 6= ∅ we have π(P ) 6= ∅. Onwards we say that a subset of
π(P ) is cofinal in π(P ) if it is cofinal with respect to ⊑. Like we previously
argued with P , in order to prove that π(P ) is definable it suffices to find a
definable subset of π(P ) that is cofinal in π(P ).

We now introduce a number of sets definable in N . Let BN be the set
defined in N by the same formula that defines B in M. More generally, we
use the superscript N to denote an M-definable set (including an interval)
which is being understood in N . Let B∗ = {b ∈ BN : N |= ∃tϕ(d, t, b)}.
Finally, let P ∗ = {b ∈ B∗ : fb(d) < e}. Note that B ⊆ B∗ ⊆ BN and P ⊆ P ∗

with P ∗ ∩Mm = P .
We consider a partition of π(B)N into three N -definable subsets as fol-

lows. (Note that π(B)N = π(BN ).)

(i) I∗(0) = {t ∈ π(B)N : P ∗
t = ∅}.

(ii) I∗(1) = {t ∈ π(B)N : P ∗
t = BN

t }.

(iii) I∗(2) = {t ∈ π(B)N : ∅ 6= P ∗
t ( BN

t }.

We fix I∗ = I∗(i), for some 0 ≤ i ≤ 2, satisfying that I∗∩π(P ) is cofinal in
π(P ). If I∗ ∩ π(P ) is definable (in M) then π(P ), and thus P , are definable.

Observe that, since P ⊆ P ∗, it must hold that I∗(0)∩π(P ) = ∅, and so it
cannot be that I∗ = I∗(0). Suppose that I∗ = I∗(1). By definition of I∗(1)
in this case observe that I∗ ∩ π(P ) = I∗ ∩M . Applying the case m = 1 of
the proof, we derive that I∗ ∩ π(P ) is definable.

Hence we are left with the case I∗ = I∗(2). Onwards we assume that P
(equivalently π(P )) is not definable and reach a contradiction, by showing
that there exists a definable subset C of B of dimension less than m such
that C ∩ P is cofinal in P , and then applying Claim 2.3.1.

We require the following preliminary claim, showing that we may assume
that I∗ is M-definable. Onwards let I = I∗ ∩M . Recall that, by the case
m = 1 of the proof, I is definable.

Claim 2.3.2. There exists t1, t2 ∈ I, with (t1, t2)
N ⊆ I∗, such that (t1, t2) ∩

π(P ) is cofinal in π(P ).

Proof. By o-minimality I∗ is a finite union of points and intervals (in N).
Hence, by making I∗ smaller if necessary, we may assume that it is an open
interval (if a singleton is cofinal in π(P ) then we immediately have that π(P )
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is definable). Similarly, by applying Lemma 2.2, we may assume that ⊑
restricted to I is either ≤, the reverse order of ≤, or the trivial preorder
where any two points are equivalent.

Now if I∗∩π(Q) = ∅ then we have that I∗∩π(P ) = I∗∩π(B) = I∗∩M =
I, which is definable. Hence it must hold that I∗ ∩ π(Q) 6= ∅. Since we also
have I∗ ∩ π(P ) 6= ∅ we derive that ⊑ restricted to I cannot be the trivial
preorder.

Suppose that ⊑ on I coincides with ≤. Pick t1 ∈ π(P ) and t2 ∈ π(Q).
By definition of ⊑ we have t1 ⊏ t2 and so t1 < t2. Furthermore since π(P )
is not definable t1 cannot be a maximum in π(P ), and so (t1, t2) ∩ π(P )
must be cofinal in π(P ). Since I∗ is an interval we clearly also have that
(t1, t2)

N ⊆ I∗. The case where ⊑ on I equals the reverse of the order ≤ is
analogous by picking t1 ∈ π(Q) and t2 ∈ π(P ). �Claim

By Claim 2.3.2 after passing to a subset if necessary we assume onwards
that I∗ is an M-definable open interval in N . (In particular I∗ = IN .)

Since B is an open cell then, for every t ∈ π(B)N , the fiber BN
t is an

open cell in Nm−1 (in particular definably connected). Consequently, for
every t ∈ I∗, by definition of I∗(2) it must be that

bd(P ∗
t ) ∩ B

N
t 6= ∅,

where bd(P ∗
t ) denotes the topological boundary of P ∗

t in Nm−1.
Consider the set, definable in N , given by

H∗ =
⋃

t∈I∗

{t} × bd(P ∗
t ).

By o-minimality for each t ∈ I∗ it holds that dim bd(P ∗
t ) < m − 1, and so

H∗ has dimension less than m (see Chapter 4, Proposition 1.5 and Corollary
1.6, in [vdD98]). Moreover, by the above paragraph, for every t ∈ I∗ it holds
that H∗

t ∩ BN
t 6= ∅. Hence we have reached that there exists a definable

set H∗ ⊆ Nm in N of dimension less than m satisfying that H∗
t ∩ BN

t 6= ∅
for every t ∈ I∗. Since M � N and I∗ = IN is M-definable, then there
must also exists a definable (in M) set C ⊆ Mm of dimension less that m
satisfying that Ct ∩Bt 6= ∅ for all t ∈ I. By considering C ∩B in place of C
we may assume that C is a subset of B. We must now show that C ∩ P is
cofinal in P . We use the following claim.

Claim 2.3.3. For each t ∈ π(P ) there exists s ∈ I∩π(P ) such that {t}×Bt ≺
{s} × Bs.
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Proof. Fix t ∈ π(P ) and suppose that an s as described does not exist. Recall
that, by assumptions on B, every s ∈ π(B) satisfies that either Bs ⊆ Ps or
Bs ⊆ Qs. In particular every s ∈ π(Q) must satisfy that {t}×Bt ≺ {s}×Bs.
Hence we derive that I∩π(Q) = {s ∈ I : {t}×Bt ≺ {s}×Bs}, meaning that
I ∩ π(Q) is definable, or equivalently I ∩ π(P ) is definable, and consequently
π(P ) is definable. Contradiction. �Claim

Now fix b ∈ P . By Claim 2.3.3 let s ∈ I∩π(P ) be such that b ≺ {s}×Bs.
Recall that Bs = Ps. Since, by definition of C, it holds that Cs ∩Bs 6= ∅, we
derive that there is c ∈ C ∩ P with b � c. It follows that C ∩ P is cofinal in
P . Since dimC < m we reach a contradiction by Claim 2.3.1.

Van den Dries [vdD05, Proposition 8.1] proved a strengthening of the
Marker-Steinhorn Theorem for o-minimal expansions of ordered fields. We
end the paper by asking whether or not this result holds without the field
assumption.

Question 2.4. Let M = (M, . . .) be an o-minimal structure and N be a
tame elementary extension. Consider the pair (N ,M), i.e. the expansion of
N by a unary predicate for M . Is every subset of Mn definable in (N ,M)
also definable in M?
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