arXiv:2112.10876v2 [math.LO] 27 Aug 2022

An isomorphism theorem for models of Weak König’s Lemma without primitive recursion

Marta Fiori-Carones^∗ Leszek Aleksander Kołodziejczyk^∗

Tin Lok Wong^† Keita Yokoyama^‡

December 25, 2023

Abstract

We prove that if (M, X ) and (M, Y) are countable models of the theory WKL^∗_0 such that IΣ1(A) fails for some A ∈ X ∩Y, then (M, X ) and (M, Y) are isomorphic. As a consequence, the analytic hierarchy collapses to Δ^1 provably in WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, and WKL is the strongest Π^1_2 statement that is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1.

Applying our results to the Δ^0_n-definable sets in models of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n +¬IΣ^0_n that also satisfy an appropriate relativization of Weak König’s Lemma, we prove that for each n ⩾ 1, the set of Π^1_2 sentences that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n is c.e. In contrast, we prove that the set of Π^1_2 sentences that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n is Π2-complete. This answers a question of Towsner.

We also show that RCA0 + RT^2 is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_2 if and only if it is conservative over BΣ^0_2 with respect to ∀Π^0_5 sentences.

In this paper, we investigate a new model-theoretic argument that can be used to study some fragments of second-order arithmetic. It is a cliché that classical model-theoretic techniques are of limited use in understanding models of arithmetic, and in particular it is well-known that commonly studied theories of arithmetic do not have nice model-theoretic properties such as model completeness and quantifier elimination. Nevertheless, we use an automorphism-based argument to obtain a kind of model completeness result for a specific fragment of second-order arithmetic with (partially) negated induction. This result can be applied to obtain new information both about general properties of some theories of second-order arithmetic, including true ones, and about specific principles considered in reverse mathematics.

The main theorem of the paper concerns the axiomatic theory known as WKL^∗_0. This is a fragment of second-order arithmetic consisting of the theory RCA^∗_0 – that is, Δ^0_1-comprehension, Δ^0_1-induction, and the totality of exponentiation – and the additional axiom WKL expressing a compactness principle

∗Institute of Mathematics, University of Warsaw, marta.fioricarones@outlook.it,

lak@mimuw.edu.pl.

†Department of Mathematics, National University of Singapore, matwong@nus.edu.sg. ‡Mathematical Institute, Tohoku University, keita.yokoyama.c2@tohoku.ac.jp.

called Weak König’s Lemma, which says that any infinite 0–1 tree has an infinite path. Compared to the usual base theory considered in reverse mathematics, RCA_0, the system WKL^∗_0 is proof-theoretically much weaker, as a result of not requiring induction for Σ^0_1 properties. On the other hand, WKL^∗_0 goes beyond RCA_0 in that WKL implies the existence of noncomputable sets.

It is known that in some important respects WKL^∗_0 behaves similarly to its stronger cousin WKL_0 := RCA_0 + WKL. For example, it was shown in the seminal paper [39] that WKL^∗_0 is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0. This is analogous, and can be proved analogously, to the well-known theorem that WKL is Π^1-conservative over RCA_0. A more recent observation [10] is that WKL^∗_0, like WKL_0, implies the completeness theorem for first-order logic; moreover, it also implies some watered down versions of completeness tailored to cut-free consistency,

which are often helpful as WKL^∗_0 does not imply cut elimination for firstorder logic. This makes it possible to discover numerous connections between the model theory of WKL^∗_0 and that of first-order arithmetic.

Here, we prove a result that applies specifically to models of WKL^∗_0 without Σ^0_1-induction and has no apparent analogue for WKL_0. It can be seen as an extension to the second-order setting of some earlier results to the effect that countable models satisfying Σ_n-collection (and exp) but not Σ_n-induction have (in fact, many) nontrivial automorphisms.

Theorem 2.1 (abbreviated version). Let (M, X ) and (M, Y) be countable models of WKL^∗_0 such that (M, X ∩ Y) |= ¬IΣ^0_1. Then (M, X ) and (M, Y) are isomorphic.

One possible interpretation of the theorem is that the only new sets that can be added to a model of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 are paths through binary trees. To see this, note that if (M, X ) is a countable model of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, then by [39] it can be �-extended (that is, extended without changing the first-order universe M) to a model (M, Y) of WKL^∗_0. If G ⊆ M is an arbitrary set contained in any other �-extension of (M, X ) satisfying RCA^∗_0, then even though Y might not contain G itself, by Theorem 2.1 it will contain a set H such that (M, G) and (M, H) are isomorphic.

In its more general form, Theorem 2.1 allows the isomorphism to fix a given finite tuple of first- and second-order elements. This has a number of consequences both for WKL^∗_0 and for other theories.

For example, it follows from Theorem 2.1 that provably in WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 the analytic hierarchy collapses down to Δ^1, and even to a slightly more restricted class. If one views arithmetical formulas (i.e., those without second-order quantifiers) as quantifier-free, this means that WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 is a model complete theory, and it is the model companion of RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1. As a result, WKL is the strongest Π^1_2 statement that is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. The model completeness phenomenon is quite unexpected, as it does not typically occur in any recognizable form among fragments of first- or second-order arithmetic.

When n ⩾ 1 is arbitrary, and (M, X ) is a countable model of RCA^∗_0 satisfying the Σ^0_n-collection scheme BΣ^0_n and a relativization of WKL to Δ^0_n-definable sets but not satisfying IΣ^0_n, then the family of Δ^0_n-definable sets of (M, X ) forms a model of WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1. Thus, Theorem 2.1 applies to this family, implying that the variety of �-extensions of models of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n is also somewhat limited, though in general not quite as drastically as for n = 1.

A corollary of this is related to a question of Towsner [42]. Towsner proved that the set of Π^1_2 sentences that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_n is Π_2- complete for each n ⩾ 1, and he asked whether this still holds true if IΣ^0_n is replaced by BΣ^0_n. We show that this is, rather surprisingly, not the case if additionally one explicitly negates IΣ^0_n: for n ⩾ 1, the set of Π^1_2 sentences that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n +¬IΣ^0_n is computably enumerable. On the other hand, we show that Towsner’s question as originally stated has a positive answer. The argument for this does not rely on Theorem 2.1, although one of its ingredients is a result (Theorem 6.5) whose known proofs are also based on automorphisms of models of arithmetic.

One further consequence of Theorem 2.1 is connected to Ramsey’s theorem for pairs and two colours, RT^2, and more precisely to the problem whether BΣ^0_2 axiomatizes the Π^1 consequences of RCA_0 + RT^2. We prove that this is the case if and only if BΣ^0_2 proves all the ∀Π^0_5 consequences of RCA_0 + RT^2 (note that this is known for ∀Π^0_3 consequences and open from ∀Π^0_4 onwards); moreover, if this is the case then it can be proved using the “single jump control” method of [4]. We prove these facts by applying Theorem 2.1 to the Δ^0_2-definable sets in models of RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 + ¬IΣ^0_2. A different proof is possible using the fact that RT^2 is a so-called restricted Π^1_2 formula.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. We present the necessary definitions and background in the preliminary Section 1. Section 2 contains the proof of our isomorphism theorem. In Sections 3 and 4, we discuss the consequences of the theorem for WKL^∗_0 and for higher levels of the arithmetic hierarchy, respectively. Section 5 concerns implications of the theorem for RT^2, as well as a more general discussion of the behaviour of restricted Σ^1 formulas under negated Σ^0_1-induction. Finally, in Section 6 we present our positive solution to Towsner’s problem.

1 Preliminaries

We assume that the reader has some familiarity with fragments of second-order arithmetic and with models of first- and second-order arithmetic (see [37] or [18] for second-order arithmetic and [23] for models of first-order arithmetic).

We write Δ^0_n, Σ^0_n, Π^0_n to denote the usual formula classes defined in terms of first-order quantifier alternations, but allowing second-order free variables. On the other hand, notation without the superscript 0, like Δ_n, Σ_n, Π_n, represents analogously defined classes of purely first-order, or “lightface”, formulas, that do not contain any second-order variables at all. If we want to specify the secondorder parameters appearing in a Σ^0_n formula, we use notation like Σ_n(A). We extend these conventions to naming theories.

If Γ is a class of formulas, then the class ∀∃Γ contains formulas that consist of a block of universal (first- and/or second-order) quantifiers, followed by a block of existential quantifiers, followed by a formula from Γ. The class ∀Γ is defined analogously. For example, ∀Σ^0_n and ∀Π^0_{n+1} are the same class of Π^1 formulas.

The theory RCA^∗_0, originally defined in [39], is obtained from RCA_0 by weakening the Σ^0_1-induction axiom IΣ^0_1 to Δ^0_1-induction and adding a Π_2 axiom exp that explicitly guarantees the totality of exponentiation. The theory WKL^∗_0 is obtained from WKL_0 in an analogous way; put differently, WKL^∗_0 is RCA^∗_0 plus Weak König’s Lemma WKL. Already RCA^∗_0 proves the collection scheme BΣ^0_1, and the first-order consequences of RCA^∗_0 and of WKL^∗_0 are axiomatized by BΣ_1 + exp.

Already IΔ^0 + exp is strong enough to support a well-behaved universal Σ_n(Y ) formula Sat_n(x, y, Y ) (“the Σ^0_n formula (with Gödel number) x with one first- and one second-order variable holds of the number y and the set Y ”), for each standard natural number n. As a consequence, we have access to these universal formulas in any theory containing RCA^∗_0.

When we consider a model (M, X ) of some fragment of second-order arithmetic (or simply work inside this fragment without reference to a specific model), the word set without any qualifier refers to an element of the second-order universe X . In contrast, a Σ^0_n-definable set (or Σ^0_n-set for brevity) is any subset of the first-order universe M that is definable in (M, X ) by Σ^0_n formula. A Δ^0_n-definable set or Δ^0_n-set is a Σ^0_n-set that is simultaneuosly definable by a Π^0_n formula. The notions of a Σ_n- and Δ_n-set are defined in the obvious way.

In general, the models we study only satisfy Δ^0_1-comprehension, so Δ^0_n-sets for n ⩾ 2 and Σ^0_n-sets for n ⩾ 1 will not always be sets. However, thanks to the availability of universal formulas, we can quantify over Δ^0_n- or over Σ^0_n-sets using second-order quantifiers (e.g. “for every Y and every equivalent pair of a Σ_n(Y ) and a Π_n(Y ) formula...”). Whenever we present reasoning or statements that are to be understood as formalized in second-order arithmetic, we indicate quantification over definable sets that might not be sets by putting a tilde over the quantified variable, as in ~X. So, for example, “for every Σ^0_1-set ~X there exists X such that ∀k (k ∈ ~X ↔ k ∈ X)” would be a slightly unusual way of expressing the Σ^0_1-comprehension axiom of ACA_0. Sometimes, in the context of a modeltheoretic argument, we may also use a tilde to warn the reader that a given subset of M might not belong to the second-order universe at hand. However, in those situations we treat adding the tilde as a matter of convenience, and we do not strive for consistency (partly because it would be unattainable: often we work with several models at the same time, and what is a set in one model may not be a set in another).

We write Δ^0_n-Def(M, X ) for the collection of all the Δ^0_n-sets of (M, X ). If A is a subset of M, we write Δ^0_n-Def(M, A) for the collection of all the Δ_n(A)-sets. If (M, X ) |= BΣ^0_n + exp where n ⩾ 1, then (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, X )) |= RCA^∗_0. A model of RCA^∗_0 is topped if it has the form (M, Δ^0_1-Def(M, A)) for some A ⊆ M.

The notation A ⩽_T B means that A is Δ_1(B)-definable. The join of A and B, denoted by A ⊕ B, is {⟨0, k⟩ : k ∈ A} ∪ {⟨1, k⟩ : k ∈ B}; note that A ⩽_T A ⊕ B and B ⩽_T A ⊕ B, but at the same time A ⊕ B is Δ_1(A, B)- definable. A ≡_T B means that A ⩽_T B and B ⩽_T A. If A is a subset of some model M and (M, A) |= IΔ_0(A) + exp, then A^{(n)}, the n-th jump of A, is the Σ_n(A)-set {⟨e, k⟩ : (M, A) |= Sat_n(e, k, A)}. As usual, we write A^′ for A^{(1)}, the jump of A. The following result provides a variant of the important method of “jump inversion” adapted to the setting of fragments of second-order arithmetic.

Theorem 1.1 (Belanger [3]). Let n ⩾ 1. Assume that M is a structure and A, C ⊆ M are such that (M, A) |= BΣ^0_{n+1} and (M, A^′ ⊕ C) |= BΣ^0_n. Then there exists B ⊆ M such that C is Δ_2(A ⊕ B)-definable and (M, A ⊕ B) |= BΣ^0_{n+1}.

A cut in a model of arithmetic M is any subset I ⊆ M that contains 0 and is closed downwards and under successor. We can write I ⊆_e M to indicate that I is a cut in M. Note that if (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0, then no proper cut in M can be a member of X . On the other hand, some proper cut is Σ^0_1-definable in (M, X ) if and only if (M, X ) |= ¬IΣ^0_1. If I is a Σ^0_1-cut in (M, X ), then there is an unbounded (i.e. cofinal in M) set A ∈ X that can be enumerated in X in increasing order as A = {a_i : i ∈ I}.

For an element s of a model M, Ack(s) stands for {a ∈ M : M |= a ∈_{Ack} s}, where ∈_{Ack} is the usual Ackermann interpretation of set theory in arithmetic (“the a-th bit in the binary notation for s is 1”). In a model (M, X ) of RCA^∗_0, sets of the form Ack(s) are exactly the bounded subsets of M that belong to X . The following theorem states an important basic fact about such sets.

Theorem 1.2 (Chong–Mourad [5, Proposition 4]). Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0. Then for every pair of bounded disjoint Σ^0_1-definable sets X, Y ⊆ M there exists s ∈ M such that Ack(s) ∩ (X ∪ Y ) = X.

We use the symbol ω to denote the set of standard natural numbers and the symbol N to denote the set of natural numbers as formalized within RCA^∗_0. In other words, if (M, X ) is a model of RCA^∗_0, then N^{(M,X )} is simply the first-order universe M. This convention clashes with the custom of referring to a model that has the same first-order universe as some other model but a smaller secondorder universe as an ω-submodel. Because of this, we use the term �-submodel (and, conversely, �-extension) in such situations.

A structure A is recursively saturated if for any computable set of formulas {ψ_n(x, y) : n ∈ ω} and any tuple b of the appropriate length, if A |= ∃x ⋀_n i=0 ψ_i(x, b) for each n ∈ ω, then there is a tuple ā such that A |= ψ_n(a, b) for all n. Recursively saturated structures only play a very minor role in this paper; for more on them, see e.g. [23, Chapters 11.2 & 15].

2 The isomorphism theorem

In this section, we state and prove our main theorem on isomorphisms between models of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. One can view the theorem as a generalization to second-order arithmetic of a result of Kossak’s [30, Theorem 3.1] (see [31] or [22] for a correction to the proof) saying that every countable model of BΣ_1(A) + exp + ¬IΣ_1(A) has continuum many automorphisms. In fact, our proof is somewhat reminiscent of Kossak’s argument, in which one also finds a truth-coding trick that goes back to Smoryński [40, Lemma 1.2], Kotlarski [34, Lemma 4.4], and Alena Vencovská [unpublished].

Theorem 2.1. Let (M, X ) and (M, Y) be countable models of WKL^∗_0 such that (M, X ∩ Y) |= ¬IΣ^0_1. Let c be a tuple of elements of M and C be a tuple of elements of X ∩ Y. Then there exists an isomorphism h between (M, X ) and (M, Y) such that h(c) = c and h(C) = C.

Proof. Since (M, X ∩ Y) |= ¬IΣ^0_1, there exists a set A ∈ X ∩ Y cofinal in M and a proper cut I ⊊_e M such that A can be enumerated in increasing order as A = {a_i : i ∈ I}. We may assume w.l.o.g. that I is closed under exp (see [15, Theorem 2.4] or [28, Lemma 9]) and that the tuple of sets C contains both A itself and the Δ_1(A)-definable set {⟨i, a_i⟩ : i ∈ I}, so that the relation “x = a_i” between x and i is Δ_0(C)-definable. Finally, by adding a sufficiently large number to all the elements of A if necessary, we may assume that a_0 > I.

We build the isomorphism h by a back-and-forth construction. At each step of the construction, we have finite tuples r, s, both in M, and R, S, in X , Y respectively, such that we have committed to h(r) = s and h(R) = S. Initially, r = s = c and R = S = C. In each step, we add either a first- or a second-order element to either the domain or the range of h, so that after ω steps of the construction h becomes a bijection from (M, X ) onto (M, Y). The inductive condition we maintain is:

(#) there exist b > I and ϵ > ω in M such that for each i ∈ I,

each j < b, and each Δ_0 formula δ (with Gödel number) < ϵ, (M, X ) |= δ(a_i, j, r, R) iff (M, Y) |= δ(a_i, j, s, S). Of course, the statement that the (potentially nonstandard) formula δ is satisfied in a model is expressed using a fixed truth definition for Δ_0 formulas, Sat_{Δ0} . Note that (#) holds at the beginning of the construction with ⟨r, R⟩ = ⟨s, S⟩ = ⟨c, C⟩. We have to verify that it can be preserved at each step of the construction. There are two kinds of step to consider: adding a first-order element to our tuple and adding a second-order element.

First-order step. Let us consider the case where we want to add a new firstorder element r^∗ to the domain of our map h, so we need to find s^∗ ∈ M such that the tuples r, r^∗, R and s, s^∗, S still satisfy (#). The construction for adding a first-order element to the range of h is analogous.

By the inductive assumption, we have b > I and ϵ > ω witnessing (#) for r, R, s, S. Define b^′ = log log log b and ϵ^′ = log log ϵ. Notice that b^′ > I and ϵ^′ > ω, since both I and ω are closed under exp.

Let D stand for the following definable subset of (I × b^′ × ϵ^′):

{⟨i, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ : i ∈ I, j < b^′, ⌜δ⌝ < ϵ^′ is (the Gödel number of) a Δ_0 formula, and (M, X ) |= δ(a_i, j, r, r^∗, R))} Both D and (I × b^′ × ϵ^′) \ D are bounded and Σ^0_1-definable, so by Theorem 1.2 there exists j^∗ ∈ M coding a set Ack(j^∗) such that Ack(j^∗) ∩ (I × b^′ × ϵ^′) = D. Moreover, since I < b^′ ≪ log log b and since we can choose ϵ small enough, we can assume that j^∗ < log b.

Let i^∗ ∈ I be such that r^∗ ⩽ a_i∗ . By the definition of j^∗, for each i ∈ I the structure (M, X ) satisfies: ∃y ⩽a_i∗ ∀i^′ ⩽i ∀j ⩽b^′ ⋀ ⌜δ⌝<ϵ^′ ( δ(a_i′ , j, r, y, R) ↔ ⟨i^′, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ ∈_{Ack} j^∗ ) , (1)

as witnessed by y := r^∗. If i ∈ I and i ⩾ i^∗, then (1) implies:

∃x,y ⩽a_i ( x = a_i∗ ∧ y ⩽ x ∧ ∀i^′ ⩽i ∀v ⩽a_i ( v = a_i′ →

→ ∀j ⩽b^′ ⋀ ⌜δ⌝<ϵ^′ ( δ(v, j, r, y, R) ↔ ⟨i^′, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ ∈_{Ack} j^∗ )) ) . (2)

For each fixed i ∈ I, the statement (2) can be expressed as a (nonstandard) Δ_0 formula γ with parameters i^∗, b^′, j^∗, a_i, r, R. The formula γ consists of a fixed-length part independent of ϵ^′, followed by a conjunction whose conjuncts correspond to Δ_0 formulas δ with ⌜δ⌝ < ϵ^′. Each such conjunct is an equivalence, with the formula δ, which consists of at most log ϵ^′ symbols, written out on the left-hand side and with ⌜δ⌝ referred to by its (say binary) numeral on the righthand side. Thus, in total, γ has length O(ϵ^′ ·log(ϵ^′)), which means that ⌜γ⌝ < ϵ. Moreover, the tuple of parameters ⟨i^∗, b^′, j^∗⟩ is smaller than b.

We can therefore apply (#) from the inductive hypothesis with δ := γ and j := ⟨i^∗, b^′, j^∗⟩ in order to conclude that for each sufficiently large i ∈ I, the structure (M, Y) satisfies (2) with r, R replaced by s, S. From this it easily follows that (M, Y) in fact satisfies ∃y ⩽a_i∗ ∀i^′ ⩽i ∀j ⩽b^′ ⋀ ⌜δ⌝<ϵ^′ ( δ(a_i′ , j, s, y, S) ↔ ⟨i^′, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ ∈ Ack(j^∗) ) (3)

for each i ∈ I. Note that (3) is (1) with r, R replaced by s, S.

By BΣ^0_1 in (M, Y), there must exist some y ⩽ a_i∗ that witnesses (3) for all i ∈ I. We can choose any such y as our s^∗.

Second-order step. This step is somewhat similar to the first-order one, with the role of BΣ^0_1 now played by WKL. As before, we consider only the case where we want to add a new second-order element R^∗ ∈ X to the domain of h and we need to find S^∗ ∈ Y such that r, R, R^∗ and s, S, S^∗ still satisfy (#).

By the inductive assumption, we have b > I and ϵ > ω witnessing (#) for r, R, s, S. The parameters b^′ and ϵ^′ are defined as in the first-order step. The set D and the element j^∗ are also defined as before, but with r, r^∗, R replaced by r, R, R^∗. It follows from the definition of j^∗ that (M, X ) satisfies ∃F ⊆[0, log a_i) ∀i^′ ⩽i ∀v ⩽log log a_i ( v = a_i′ → → ∀j ⩽b^′ ⋀ ⌜δ⌝<ϵ^′ ( δ(v, j, r, R, F ) ↔ ⟨i^′, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ ∈_{Ack} j^∗ )) (4) for each large enough i ∈ I, as witnessed by F := R^∗ ∩ [0, log a_i). (The reason for the restriction to large i ∈ I is that we want all terms in a Δ_0 formula δ with ⌜δ⌝ < ϵ^′ to evaluate to a number below log a_i on arguments below max(log log a_i, b^′, max(r)). In this way, the value of δ on such arguments is unchanged when we replace R^∗ by R^∗ ∩ [0, log a_i).)

Arguing as in the first-order case, one can check that for a fixed i ∈ I the statement (4) is equivalent to a Δ_0 formula with Gödel number below ϵ and parameters b^′, j^∗, a_i, r, R, where the tuple ⟨b^′, j^∗⟩ is below b. Therefore, we can apply (#) from the inductive hypothesis to conclude that (M, Y) satisfies ∃F ⊆[0, log a_i) ∀i^′ ⩽i ∀v ⩽log log a_i ( v = a_i′ → → ∀j ⩽b^′ ⋀ ⌜δ⌝<ϵ^′ ( δ(v, j, s, S, F ) ↔ ⟨i^′, j, ⌜δ⌝⟩ ∈_{Ack} j^∗ )) (5)

for each large enough i ∈ I. Note that (5) is (4) with r, R replaced by s, S.

Let T ∈ Y be the tree consisting of all 0–1 strings σ such that, for each i ∈ I large enough (the largeness is expressed by a single inequality, with no quantifiers involved) and such that a_i < |σ|, the string σ↾_{log ai} is the characteristic function of F ⊆ [0, log a_i) satisfying (5) for i. By the previous paragraph, there are arbitrarily large elements of T , so by WKL in (M, Y), there is an infinite path B ∈ Y through T . Any such path is the characteristic function of a set that we can use as S^∗.

Remark. A more refined version of the proof of Theorem 2.1, in which the exponentially closed cut used to lower-bound the parameter b is decoupled from the Σ^0_1-cut indexing a cofinal subset of the first-order universe, can be used to show the following. If (M, A) is a countable model of BΣ_1(A) + exp + ¬IΣ_1(A), then any exponentially closed cut in M that contains some Σ_1(A)-definable cut is the greatest initial segment fixed pointwise by some automorphism of (M, A). This is also the information about greatest pointwise fixed initial segments that can be obtained from the previously published arguments drawing on [40] such as those of [30]/[31] or [22].

We record the following immediate consequence of Theorem 2.1. Further implications of the theorem for WKL^∗_0 are discussed in the next section.

Corollary 2.2. Let (M, X ), (M, Y) be models of WKL^∗_0 such that (M, X ∩Y) |= ¬IΣ^0_1. Let c be a tuple of elements of M and C be a tuple of elements of X ∩ Y. Then (M, X , c, C) ≡ (M, Y, c, C), and if X ⊆ Y then (M, X ) ≼ (M, Y), where the elementarity applies to all L_2-formulas.

3 Consequences for WKL^∗_0

In this section, we show how Theorem 2.1 implies that Weak König’s Lemma combined with the failure of Σ^0_1-induction has a number of unusual properties. In particular, we prove that in WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 the analytic hierarchy collapses (Corollary 3.3, Theorem 3.13) and the low basis theorem fails in a very strong sense (Theorem 3.9). We also show that WKL is the strongest Π^1_2 statement that is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 (Theorem 3.6).

Most of the main results of this section can be interpreted in general modeltheoretic terms, cf. e.g. [41, Chapter 2.2]. If we view arithmetical formulas as quantifier-free, Π^1 as purely universal, Π^1_2 as ∀∃, and so forth, then, for instance, Corollary 3.3 says that the ∀∃ theory WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 is model complete. Together with the Π^1 conservativity of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 from Simpson–Smith [39], this implies that WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 is the model companion of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 (by Theorem 3.13, it actually has the slightly stronger property of being a model completion of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1). Thus, models of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 are precisely the existentially closed models of RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1, and WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 is the strongest ∀∃-theory that has the same purely universal consequences as RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 (this is essentially what Theorem 3.6 tells us).

In fact, most of the results mentioned above could be proved using Corollary 2.2 and general model-theoretic arguments. However, we give proofs that are more specialized to arithmetic, because they provide some additional information. We begin by checking that Σ^0_1-induction is not needed to justify the well-known fact that a model of WKL contains many coded submodels of WKL [37, Corollary VIII.2.7].

Definition 3.1. Given (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0, a set W ∈ X , and an element k ∈ M, let W_k stand for {j ∈ M : ⟨k, j⟩ ∈ W }. We say that W codes the family of sets {W_k : k ∈ M}, and we refer to (M, {W_k : k ∈ M}) as a coded �-submodel of (M, X ). We use the abbreviated term coded �-model if (M, X ) is clear from the context or irrelevant, and also to refer to (N, {W_k : k ∈ N}) when working in a formal theory.

Lemma 3.2. Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and let A ∈ X . There exists a Δ_1(A)- definable infinite 0–1 tree T ∈ X such that if W ⊆ M is an infinite path in T , then (M, {W_k : k ∈ M}) is a model of WKL^∗_0 with A = W_0.

As a consequence, for every (M, X ) |= WKL^∗_0 and every A ∈ X , there exists W ∈ X coding an �-model (M, W) of WKL^∗_0 with A ∈ W.

Note that it is not assumed in the lemma that W ∈ X or even that BΣ_1(W ) holds: an arbitrary subset W ⊆ M with the property that the characteristic function of W ↾_k is a node of T for every k ∈ M will have the property that (M, {W_k : k ∈ M}) |= WKL^∗_0.

Proof. Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and A ∈ X be given.

It is easy to check that the well-known equivalence between WKL and the Σ^0_1-separation principle [37, Lemma IV.4.4] holds over RCA^∗_0. Moreover, Σ^0_1- separation clearly implies Δ^0_1-comprehension. Thus, given W ⊆ M, to prove that the structure (M, {W_k : k ∈ M}) is a model of WKL^∗_0 it suffices to show that it satisfies IΔ^0, that {W_k : k ∈ M} is closed under join, and that for any k ∈ M and any two Σ_1(X) formulas φ(x, X), ψ(x, X) (possibly with first-order parameters from M), if φ(·, W_k ) and ψ(·, W_k ) define disjoint sets, then there is some W_ℓ separating them. Given an arbitrary tree from a model (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and an arbitrary W ⊆ M that is a path in that tree, IΔ_0(W ) will always hold, and a fortiori {W_k : k ∈ M} will satisfy IΔ^0, simply because bounded initial segments of W will always have the form Ack(s) for some s ∈ M. So, it is enough to verify closure under join and Σ^0_1-separation.

Let (φ_i(x, X))_{i∈M} be an effective listing of all Σ^0_1 formulas in M with a unique first-order variable x and a unique second-order free variable X. (The formulas may involve numerals that represent first-order parameters.) We take T to be a 0–1 tree describing finite approximations to some W such that:

(a) W_0 = A,

(b) W_{⟨0,i,j⟩} = W_i ⊕ W_j for every i, j,

(c) for every i, j, k ∈ M, if the sets defined by φ_i(·, W_k) and φ_j (·, W_k) are disjoint, then W_{⟨1,i,j,k⟩} is a separating set for them.

Formally, to determine whether a finite binary string σ belongs to T , we look at the largest s such that ⟨i, j⟩ < |σ| for each i, j < s, so that σ can be viewed as containing an s × s binary-valued matrix. The conditions (a)–(c) are then expressed as requirements concerning this matrix. For instance, (a) is expressed by requiring that σ(⟨0, i⟩) = 1 iff i ∈ A, for each i < s. We leave (b) to the reader. The condition (c) is expressed by requiring that, whenever ⟨1, i, j, k⟩ < s and there is no x < s such that there are witnesses below s for both the formulas ψ_i(x) := φ_i(x, {w < s : σ(⟨k, w⟩) = 1}), ψ_j (x) := φ_j (x, {w < s : σ(⟨k, w⟩) = 1}), then for each x < s, the existence of y < s witnessing ψ_i(x) implies that σ(⟨⟨1, i, j, k⟩, x⟩) = 1, and the existence of y < s witnessing ψ_j (x) implies that σ(⟨⟨1, i, j, k⟩, x⟩) = 0. It is straightforward to verify that T is an infinite Δ_1(A)-definable binary tree. By our discussion above, if W ⊆ M is an infinite path in T , then W codes an �-model satisfying WKL^∗_0 and containing A.

Remark. The construction of a single infinite binary tree whose paths correspond to coded models of WKL has been used earlier, for instance in the context of comparing variants of Weihrauch reducibility [19, Proposition 4.9]. It can also be applied to give a relatively simple proof of the result of [15, 1] that WKL_0 does not have superpolynomial proof speedup over RCA_0 for Π^1 sentences (see [2], or see [43] for a very similar argument expressed in terms of the arithmetized completeness theorem). Combined with the formalized forcing argument described at the end of the present section, it can also prove the fact, alluded to in [27], that a similar non-speedup result holds also for WKL^∗_0 over RCA^∗_0.

Note that for any L_2-formula φ(x, X), there is a single arithmetical formula in variables x, X, W that expresses the property “W codes an �-model containing X and satisfying φ(x, X)” in RCA^∗_0. The number of first-order quantifier alternations in this formula will depend on φ.

Corollary 3.3. Over WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1, any L_2-formula φ(x, X) is provably equivalent both to a Σ^1 formula and to a Π^1 formula.

More specifically, WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 proves that the following three statements are equivalent for any x, X: (i) φ(x, X), (ii) “there exists a coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 + φ(x, X)”,

(iii) “every coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 containing x, X satisfies φ(x, X)”.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, it is provable in WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 that for every x, X there is a coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 containing X. By Corollary 2.2, it is provable in WKL^∗_0 that any such model satisfies φ(x, X) if and only if φ(x, X) holds. This proves both (i) ↔ (ii) and (i) ↔ (iii).

Corollary 3.3 says that in WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 the analytic hierarchy collapses to Δ^1. At the end of this section, we will explain how this collapse result can be strengthened.

We can use Corollary 3.3 and other consequences of Theorem 2.1 to give a characterization of Π^1-conservativity over RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 for Π^1_2 sentences. Before that, however, we digress briefly in order to point out that the Π^1 consequences of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 are not as pathological a theory as might be supposed.

Proposition 3.4. The Π^1 consequences of RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 are contained in those of ACA_0; in particular, they are true in all ω-models. They are incomparable to the Π^1 consequences of RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n, for any n ∈ ω.

Proof. As discussed in Section 6, the principle CΣ^0_{n+1} is a Π^1 statement provable in RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 but not in RCA_0+IΣ^0_n. Of course, Con(IΔ_0+exp) or the totality of the iterated exponential function are examples of Π^1 statements provable in RCA_0 but not in RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1.

It remains to prove that the Π^1 consequences of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 are contained in those of ACA_0, or by contraposition, that any Σ^1 statement consistent with ACA_0 is consistent with RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. This is implicit in the proof of [29, Proposition 2.2]. We spell out the argument. Let (M, X ) be a countable recursively saturated model of ACA_0 + ∃Xα(X), where α is arithmetical, and let A ∈ X be such that (M, A) |= α(A). The one-sorted structure (M, A) is a countable recursively saturated model of PA(A).

By recursive saturation, for every a ∈ M there exists b ∈ M that is above any element definable in (M, A) with parameters below a. By another application of recursive saturation, there exists a sequence ⟨a_k⟩_{k<c} for c nonstandard such that each a_k is above any element definable in (M, A) with parameters below a_{k−1}. Let I be the initial segment of M generated by C = {a_n : n ∈ ω}, and let A_I = A ∩ I. Note that I is obviously closed under exp and that A_I ⊕ C is the intersection with I of a definable set, so the structure (I, A_I ⊕ C) satisfies BΣ^0_1. Of course, it does not satisfy IΣ^0_1, because ω is Σ_1(C)-definable.

Since I is closed under definability in (M, A) and PA(A) has definable Skolem functions, (I, A_I ) is an elementary substructure of (M, A). Thus, (I, A_I ) |= α(A_I ). Putting things together, we conclude that (I, Δ^0_1-Def(I, A_I ⊕ C)) is a model of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 + ∃Xα(X).

Lemma 3.5. Let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 if and only if RCA^∗_0 proves the Π^1 sentence “every coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 satisfies ψ”.

Proof. If ψ is a Π^1_2 sentence which is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, then, by [39] and a routine union of chains argument (cf. [44]), WKL ∧ ψ is also Π^1- conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. By Corollary 3.3, WKL^∗_0 + ψ + ¬IΣ^0_1 proves that every coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 satisfies ψ. So, by Π^1-conservativity, also RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 proves this statement, which is then obviously provable in RCA^∗_0 since RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_1 rules out the existence of coded �-models of ¬IΣ^0_1.

On the other hand, if there is a Σ^1 sentence ξ consistent with RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 but not with RCA^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 +ψ, then by [39] there is a model of WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 +ξ. Clearly, this model must also satisfy ¬ψ, so by Corollary 3.3 it contains a coded �-submodel satisfying WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 + ¬ψ.

Remark. Even though Corollary 3.3 applies to arbitrary L_2-formulas φ, the proof of Lemma 3.5 employs a union of chains argument that only works for Π^1_2 statements. In fact, Lemma 3.5 cannot be generalized to Σ^1_2 sentences ψ, as witnessed by ψ := ¬WKL [28, Proposition 11].

Lemma 3.5 already implies that the set of Π^1_2 sentences that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 is c.e., and thus it is a computably axiomatized theory. The next result states that in fact this theory has a rather simple axiomatization.

Theorem 3.6. Let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 if and only if WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 ⊢ ψ.

Proof. Of course, if the Π^1_2 sentence ψ follows from WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, then it is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, by [39].

On the other hand, if ψ is Π^1_2 and Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1, then, by Lemma 3.5, RCA^∗_0 proves that every coded �-model of WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 satisfies ψ. But then Corollary 3.3 implies that WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 proves ψ.

Remark. Theorem 3.6 means in particular that, in contrast to the tree forcing used to add paths through binary trees to a model, any forcing notion that can be used to obtain witnesses to statements that do not follow from WKL + ¬IΣ^0_1 will not in general preserve BΣ^0_1 when applied to a ground model satisfying BΣ^0_1 + exp + ¬IΣ^0_1. Note that unprovability from WKL + ¬IΣ^0_1 is known e.g. for relatively weak Ramsey-theoretic such as the cohesive Ramsey’s Theorem CRT^2 (cf. [14]), which is very easy to witness using either Cohen or Mathias forcing.

Similar observations specifically about Cohen forcing, but in the context of models of ¬exp, were made in [11] and [12]. Other results showing that it can be impossible to preserve collection while forcing include [38, Theorem 1], [20, Theorem 4.3].

An important feature of WKL is the low basis theorem [21]: if T is any infinite 0–1 tree, then T has an infinite path W which is low in T , i.e. every Δ_2(T ⊕ W )-definable set is Δ_2(T )-definable. It is known that the low basis theorem holds provably in RCA_0, in the sense that if (M, Δ^0_1-Def(M, T )) |= RCA_0 ∧ “T is an infinite 0–1 tree”, then there is some W ⊆ M low in T such that W is an infinite path in T and (M, Δ^0_1-Def(M, T ⊕ W )) still satisfies RCA_0 ([16], see [17, Chapter I.3(b)]).

Chong and Yang [8] showed that some important properties of low sets fail in the absence of Σ^0_1-induction: for example, over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ_1 there is no non-computable low Σ_1-set. Here, we prove that the low basis theorem fails in RCA^∗_0 in a strong way: in general, a computable tree in a model of RCA^∗_0 will not even have an arithmetical path.

Lemma 3.7. Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0, and let W ∈ X code an �-model (M, W) |= RCA^∗_0. Then W /∈ W.

Proof. If W codes W, then the sequence ⟨W_k ⟩_{k∈M} contains all sets that belong to W. By a standard diagonalization argument, such a sequence cannot itself belong to W.

Lemma 3.8. Let (M, X ) |= WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. Then for every A in X , there is a set B ∈ X which is not arithmetically definable in A.

Proof. Suppose otherwise. By Lemma 3.2 there exists W ∈ X coding an �- model W of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 such that A ∈ W. Assume that there is an arithmetical formula φ(x, A), with no set parameters other than A, which defines W in (M, A). Then (M, X ) |= ∃X ∀x (x ∈ X ↔ φ(x, A)). On the other hand, Lemma 3.7 implies that W /∈ W, so (M, W) |̸= ∃X ∀x (x ∈ X ↔ φ(x, A)). This contradicts Corollary 2.2.

Theorem 3.9. Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and let A ∈ X be such that (M, A) |= ¬IΣ_1(A). Then there exists a Δ_1(A)-definable infinite 0–1 tree T such that for any W ⊆ M, if W is an infinite path in T , then W is not arithmetically definable in A (in particular, it is not low in A).

Proof. Let (M, X ) and A be as above, and let T be the Δ_1(A)-definable tree from Lemma 3.2. If W is an infinite path in T , then, letting W := {W_k : k ∈ M}, we have (M, W) |= WKL^∗_0 and A ∈ W. If W were arithmetically definable in A, then every set B ∈ W would also be arithmetically definable in A, contradicting Lemma 3.8.

We may reformulate this as a reverse mathematics-style statement, which follows immediately from Theorem 3.9 and the aforementioned provability of the low basis theorem in RCA_0.

Corollary 3.10. For each n ⩾ 2, the following statements are equivalent provably in RCA^∗_0:

(i) RCA_0,

(ii) for every infinite 0–1 tree T , there exists a Σ_n(T )-set ~W such that ~W is an infinite path in T and IΣ_1(~W ) holds,

(iii) for every infinite 0–1 tree T , there exists a Σ_n(T )-set ~W such that ~W is an infinite path in T .

As far as we know, the following purely model-theoretic question remains open. If the answer is negative, then it has to be witnessed by a model that is not only uncountable, but does not have countable cofinality. Question 3.11. Is it the case that for every model (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and every infinite 0–1 tree T ∈ X , there exists an infinite path in T ?

To conclude this section, we return to the topic of the collapse of the analytic hierarchy. We discuss how to strengthen Corollary 3.3 to say that provably in RCA^∗_0, if A is any set witnessing the failure of IΣ^0_1, then each L_2-formula is equivalent not merely to a Δ^1 formula, but to an arithmetical formula with A as parameter. In particular, if even IΣ_1 fails, then every L_2-formula is equivalent to an arithmetical one with no additional parameters. The strengthened collapse result is proved by a forcing argument which is routine but tedious, so we only provide a sketch.

It is well-known that if T is an infinite 0–1 tree in a countable model of RCA^∗_0, then forcing with Δ_1(T )-definable infinite subtrees of T gives rise to an infinite path in T that still satisfies BΣ^0_1 [39]. The analogous forcing construction for adding paths to trees that live in models of RCA_0 was formalized within RCA_0 in [1, Sections 4–5]. Here, we formalize in RCA^∗_0 a variant of this forcing such that the generic sets correspond to coded �-models of WKL^∗_0.

The following definition is made in RCA^∗_0.

Definition 3.12. Given any set X and another set A that we treat as a parameter, let T_{X,A} be a tree defined like the one in Lemma 3.2 but with paths corresponding to sets W that code an �-model of WKL^∗_0 with W_0 = X, W_1 = A. The conditions of the forcing notion P_{X,A} are the Δ_1(X, A)-definable infinite subtrees of T_{X,A}, ordered by inclusion. A first-order name has the form k̇ for a natural number k, and it is intended to denote k itself. A second-order name has the form Ġ_k for a natural number k, and it is intended to denote G_k where G is a generic path in T_{X,A}.

For a condition S and a sentence φ of the language obtained by extending L_2 with all first- and second-order names, treated as constants, the forcing relation S ⊩_{X,A} φ (with the subscripts often omitted below) is defined in the following way. If φ is a purely first-order atom, then S ⊩ φ if and only if φ holds (under the intended interpretation of names). If φ has the form t(k̇) ∈ Ġ_ℓ, then S ⊩ φ if the set {σ ∈ S : σ(⟨ℓ, t(k̄)⟩) = 0} is finite. The ⊩ relation is extended to non-atomic formulas (which we take to be built using ¬, ∧, and ∃) as follows: S ⊩ ¬φ := ∀Q⪯S (Q ⊮ φ), S ⊩ φ ∧ ψ := (S ⊩ φ ∧ S ⊩ ψ), S ⊩ ∃x φ := ∀Q⪯S ∃R ⪯Q ∃k (R ⊩ φ(k̇)), S ⊩ ∃X φ := ∀Q⪯S ∃R ⪯Q ∃k (R ⊩ φ(Ġ_k )). Note that for any L_2-formula φ(x_1, . . . , x_n, Y_1, . . . , Y_m), the statement S ⊩_{X,A} φ(ẋ, Ġ_{y1} , . . . , Ġ_{ym} ) can be expressed by an arithmetical formula in x, y, S, X, and A. For a model (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and X, A ∈ X , a generic filter G in P_{X,A} can be identified with an infinite path in T_{X,A}, which codes an �-model (M, {G_k : k ∈ M} of WKL^∗_0 with G_0 = X and G_1 = A. We refer to this structure as M[G]. One can prove the following two statements by (simultaneous) induction on the complexity of φ. Firstly, if S is a condition, then S ⊩ φ iff for every generic G with S ∈ G it holds that M[G] |= φ (as usual, under the intended interpretation of names). Secondly, if G is generic and M[G] |= φ, then there is some condition S ∈ G such that S ⊩ φ.

If (M, X ) is a model of WKL^∗_0 and A is a witness for the failure of IΣ^0_1 in (M, X ), then by Corollary 2.2, for any c ∈ M, any X ∈ X , and G generic for P_{X,A}, the structure (M[G], c, X) is elementarily equivalent to (M, X , c, X). This means that either every condition will force φ(ċ, Ġ_0) or every condition will force ¬φ(ċ, Ġ_0), depending on whether φ(c, X) holds. Thus, we obtain the following collapse result:

Theorem 3.13. Let φ(x, X) be an L_2-formula. Then WKL^∗_0 proves that following statements are equivalent for any x, X and any Y such that ¬IΣ_1(Y ) holds: (i) φ(x, X), (ii) ⊩_{X,Y} φ(ẋ, Ġ_0).

In particular, over WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ_1, φ(x, X) is equivalent to the arithmetical formula ⊩_{X,∅} φ(ẋ, Ġ_0), which has no free variables other than X.

4 Generalization to higher levels

If n ⩾ 2 and (M, X ) is a model of RCA_0+BΣ^0_n+¬IΣ^0_n, then the Δ^0_n-definable sets of (M, X ) form a model of RCA^∗_0+¬IΣ^0_1. Thus, it is reasonable to expect that the results of Sections 2 and 3 say something about RCA_0 +BΣ^0_n +¬IΣ^0_n, for instance about Π^1-conservativity over that theory. The case of n = 2 is particularly interesting, as some prominent problems concerning the first-order consequences of Ramsey’s Theorem for pairs and related statements boil down to the question whether these statements are Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 + ¬IΣ^0_2.

In this section, we show that Theorem 2.1 does indeed have some consequences for higher levels of the arithmetic hierarchy. First, however, we generalize the results of Proposition 3.4 to n ⩾ 2.

Proposition 4.1. For each n ⩾ 1, the Π^1 consequences of RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n +¬IΣ^0_n are contained in those of ACA_0 and incomparable to the Π^1 consequences of RCA_0 + IΣ^0_m for each m ⩾ n.

Proof. The argument for incomparability with the Π^1 consequences of RCA_0 + IΣ^0_m for m ⩾ n is essentially the same as in the proof of Proposition 3.4 and uses the statements CΣ^0_{m+1} and Con(IΣ_{n−1}).

The argument showing that the Π^1 consequences of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n are contained in those of ACA_0 is also similar to the one in Proposition 3.4, but now it has to be combined with a “jump inversion” argument based on [3]. Let (M, X ) be a countable recursively saturated model of ACA_0 + α(A), where A ∈ X and α is arithmetical, and let C, I, A_I be obtained as in the proof of Proposition 3.4. We then know that (I, A_I ⊕ C) |= BΣ^0_1 + α(A_I ) and (I, C) |= ¬IΣ^0_1. Moreover, (I, A_I ) is an elementary substructure of (M, A), which means in particular that (I, A_I ) satisfies induction for all arithmetical formulas, and, by construction, that (I, (A_I )^{(m)} ⊕ C) |= BΣ^0_1 for any m.

Let C_1 := C. If n = 1, we have nothing more to do. Otherwise, note that (I, (A_I )^{(n−2)}) |= BΣ^0_2. Since (I, (A_I )^{(n−1)} ⊕ C_1) |= BΣ^0_1, we can use Belanger’s jump inversion Theorem 1.1 to obtain some C_2 ⊆ I such that (I, (A_I )^{(n−2)} ⊕ C_2) |= BΣ^0_2 and C_1 is Δ_2(C_2)-definable. If n = 2, we are done, and otherwise, since (I, (A_I )^{(n−3)}) |= BΣ^0_3 and (I, (A_I )^{(n−2)} ⊕ C_2) |= BΣ^0_2, we can use Theorem 1.1 again to get C_3 such that (I, (A_I )^{(n−3)} ⊕ C_3) |= BΣ^0_3 and C_1 is Δ_2(Δ_2(C_3))-, thus Δ_3(C_3)-definable. Continuing in this way, we eventually get C_n such that (I, A_I ⊕ C_n) |= BΣ^0_n and C_1 is Δ_n(C_n)-definable. But then (I, Δ^0_1-Def(A_I ⊕ C_n)) is a model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n + ∃Xα(X).

Corollary 4.2. For any n ⩾ 1, the Π^1-consequences of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n are contained in those of

RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + {IΣ^0_m → BΣ^0_{m+1} : m ∈ ω}. (6)

The theory in (6) is one of two natural relativizations of the theory IB from [24]. In [26], this is referred to as the “weak” relativization.

Proof. Let (M, X ) be a model of the theory in (6) and let A ∈ X satisfy α(A) with α arithmetical. If m ∈ ω is the smallest such that (M, X ) |̸= IΣ^0_m, then m ⩾ n and (M, X ) |= BΣ^0_m, so (M, Δ^0_{m−n+1}-Def(M, X )) |= RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n + ∃Xα(X). On the other hand, if (M, X ) satisfies induction for all arithmetical formulas, then the closure of X under arithmetical definability witnesses that ∃Xα(X) is consistent with ACA_0 and thus, by Proposition 4.1, with RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n.

In order to generalize further results of Section 3, in particular Lemma 3.5 and Theorem 3.6, to arbitrary n, we need a suitable variant of Weak König’s Lemma.

Definition 4.3. Let Δ^0_n-WKL be the statement: “for every Δ^0_n-set ~T that is an infinite 0–1 tree, there exists a Δ^0_n-set ~W that is an infinite path in ~T ”.

Note that Δ^0_1-WKL is equivalent to WKL provably in RCA^∗_0. On the other hand, Belanger [3] showed that Δ^0_2-WKL is equivalent to the cohesive set principle COH over RCA_0 +BΣ^0_2. The appearance of BΣ^0_2 here is not incidental. COH, being Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 [4], does not prove BΣ^0_2, but an argument in the spirit of [13, Proposition 5] shows that Δ^0_2-WKL does.

Proposition 4.4. For every n ⩾ 1, Δ^0_n-WKL implies BΣ^0_n over RCA^∗_0. In fact, BΣ^0_n is already implied by the statement “for every Δ^0_n-set that is an infinite 0–1 tree and every number k, there is a node at level k in the tree with infinitely many nodes above it”.

Proof. For fixed n, we argue that the statement above implies BΣ^0_m by external induction on m ⩽ n. The thesis obviously holds for m = 1. Now assume that it holds for m < n and that BΣ^0_{m+1} fails, and let ψ(x, y) be a Π^0_m formula such that for some k, it holds that ∀σ ∈{0, 1}^k ∃y ψ(σ, y) but the witnesses y cannot be bounded in a way independent of σ.

Consider the definable set of binary strings ~T consisting of all strings with length ⩽ k and all σ^⌢τ where |σ| = k and there is no y ⩽ |τ| with ψ(σ, y). Then ~T is a Δ^0_{m+1}-set (in fact, a Σ^0_m-set) by BΣ^0_m. Moreover, it is an infinite 0–1 tree, but for every σ of length k there are only finitely many vertices in ~T above σ.

Lemma 4.5. For every n ⩾ 1, Δ^0_n-WKL is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n. Moreover, any countable topped model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n can be �-extended to a model of RCA^∗_0 + Δ^0_n-WKL.

Proof. For n = 1, this is [39, Corollary 4.7], and for n = 2, it follows from results of [6] and [3].

We prove the general case by induction on n. Like in the proof of Proposition 4.1, we use a jump inversion argument based on Theorem 1.1. Assume that the statement holds for n. To prove it for n + 1, it is enough to show that given any countable model (M, A) |= BΣ^0_{n+1} and a Δ_{n+1}(A)-definable infinite 0–1 tree ~T , we can find B ⊆ M such that (M, A ⊕ B) |= BΣ^0_{n+1} and there is a Δ_{n+1}(B)-definable path in ~T .

Note that (M, A^′) |= BΣ^0_n and ~T is Δ_n(A^′)-definable. So, by our inductive assumption, there exists ~P ⊆ M such that (M, A^′ ⊕ ~P ) |= BΣ^0_n and there is a Δ_n( ~P )-definable path ~G in ~T . By Theorem 1.1, there is some B ⊆ M such that (M, A ⊕ B) |= BΣ^0_{n+1} and ~P is Δ_2(B)-definable. Thus, ~G is Δ_n(Δ_2(B))- definable, and hence Δ_{n+1}(B)-definable because Δ_2(B)-collection holds.

It follows immediately from Theorem 2.1 that any two countable models of Δ^0_n-WKL that �-extend the same model of BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n are to some degree similar.

Corollary 4.6. Let n ⩾ 1, and let (M, X ) and (M, W) be countable models of RCA^∗_0 + Δ^0_n-WKL such that (M, X ∩ W) |= ¬IΣ^0_n. Let c be a tuple of elements of M and C be a tuple of subsets of M that are Δ^0_n-definable in both X and W. Then there exists an isomorphism h between (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, X )) and (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, W)) such that h(c) = c and h(C) = C.

Proof. Apply Theorem 2.1 to (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, X )) and (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, W)).

We introduce an auxiliary piece of notation.

Definition 4.7. Given n ⩾ 0 and a set A, we write X ≪^n_A Y for the statement “for every Δ_n(X⊕A)-set ~T that is an infinite 0–1 tree, there exists a Δ_n(Y ⊕ A)- set ~W that is an infinite path in ~T ”.

The choice of the ≪ symbol is inspired by the computability-theoretic notation X ≪ Y , which means that Y has PA-degree relative to X, that is, every X-computable infinite 0–1 tree has a Y -computable path.

Lemma 4.8. For each n ⩾ 1, RCA^∗_0 proves that:

(a) for any sets X, Y, A, if X ≪^n_A Y , then BΣ_n(X ⊕ A) holds,

(b) for any sets X, Y, A: X ≪^n_A Y holds if and only if there exists a Δ_n(Y ⊕ A)- set that codes an �-model of WKL^∗_0 containing (X ⊕ A)^{(n−1)},

(c) Δ^0_n-WKL is equivalent to ∀X ∀Z ∃Y X ≪^n_Z Y .

Proof. To prove (a), note that if X ≪^n_A Y , then in particular for every number k and every Δ_n(X ⊕ A)-set that is an infinite 0–1 tree, there is a node at level k with infinitely many nodes above it. By the argument from the proof of Proposition 4.4, this implies BΣ_n(X ⊕ A).

We turn to (b). First assume that there is a Δ_n(Y ⊕ A)-set ~W coding an �-model ~W of WKL^∗_0 such that (X ⊕ A)^{(n−1)} ∈ ~W. Clearly, every element of ~W is a Δ_n(Y ⊕ A)-set. Moreover, every Δ_n(X ⊕ A)-set belongs to ~W, because ~W contains (X ⊕A)^{(n−1)}and is closed under Δ^0_1-comprehension. If the Δ_n(X ⊕A)- set happens to be an infinite 0–1 tree, it will have an infinite path belonging to ~W. So, X ≪^n_A Y holds. In the other direction, if X ≪^n_A Y holds, then by (a) the Δ_n(X ⊕ A)-sets form a model of RCA^∗_0, so by Lemma 3.2 there is a single infinite Δ_n(X ⊕ A)-definable 0–1 tree ~T such that any ~W that is a path in ~T codes an �-model of WKL^∗_0 containing (X ⊕ A)^{(n−1)}. Since X ≪^n_A Y , some such ~W is a Δ_n(Y ⊕ A)-set.

In the proof of (c), the right-to-left direction is immediate. In the other direction, assuming Δ^0_n-WKL we get BΣ^0_n by Proposition 4.4. So, by Lemma 3.2 again, given sets X and Z there is a single infinite Δ_n(X ⊕ Z)-definable 0–1 tree ~T such that any path in ~T codes an �-model of WKL^∗_0 containing (X ⊕ Z)(n−1). By Δ^0_n-WKL, there is some Y for which there is a Δ_n(Y )-definable path in ~T . Then X ≪^n_Z Y holds for any such Y .

Definition 4.9 (≪^n_A-basis theorem). Let n ⩾ 1 and let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence of the form ∀X ∃Y α(X, Y ) where α is arithmetical. For a given set A, the ≪^n_A-basis theorem for ψ is the following statement:

for any sets Z and X, if X ≪^n_A Z then there exists a Δ_n(Z ⊕ A)-set ~Y such that α(X, ~Y ) and X ⊕ ~Y ≪n_A Z. The following result can be viewed as a generalization of Lemma 3.5.

Theorem 4.10. Let n ⩾ 1 and let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence of the form ∀X ∃Y α(X, Y ) where α is arithmetical. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n if and only if RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n proves the following Π^1 sentence γ^n_ψ:

“for every set A, if IΣ_n(A) does not hold, then the ≪^n_A-basis theorem for ψ holds”.

We will write γ_ψ instead of γ^n_ψ whenever n is clear from the context, including in the proof of Theorem 4.10 itself.

Proof. The left-to-right direction can be proved by an argument that is similar to the one in the proof of Lemma 3.5, but a bit more complicated. We argue in a slightly different way in order to obtain some additional information (Corollary 4.11).

Let ψ be the Π^1_2 sentence ∀X ∃Y α(X, Y ). We argue that the Π^1 sentence γ_ψ is provable in RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n +ψ. Let (M, X ) be a countable model of that theory. Let X, Z, A ∈ X be such that ¬IΣ_n(A) holds and X ≪^n_A Z. Since ψ is true in (M, X ), there is a set Y ∈ X such that (M, X ) |= α(X, Y ). By Lemma 4.5, we can �-extend (M, X ⊕ Y ⊕ Z ⊕ A) to a structure (M, Y) satisfying Δ^0_n-WKL. Of course, (X ⊕ Y ⊕ A)^{(n−1)} is a Δ^0_n-set in (M, Y).

The statement X ≪^n_A Z is arithmetical in X, Z, A, so since it was true in (M, X ), it also holds in all the other second-order universes considered. So, Lemma 4.8(b) implies that there is a Δ_n(Z ⊕ A)-set ~W coding a model (M, ~W) of WKL^∗_0 with (X ⊕ A)^{(n−1)} ∈ ~W. By Δ^0_n-WKL (and Proposition 4.4), we know that (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, Y)) is a model of WKL^∗_0, and by ¬IΣ_n(A), we have (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, Y)) |= ¬IΣ^0_1 and (M, ~W) |= ¬IΣ^0_1.

Thus, by Corollary 2.2, the statement “there exists Y such that α(X, Y ) and (X ⊕ Y ⊕ A)^{(n−1)} exists as a set”, which is true in (M, Δ^0_n-Def(M, Y)), must also be true in (M, ~W). Let ~Y ∈ ~W be a witness to the ∃Y quantifier in that statement. Then in (M, X ⊕ Z ⊕ A), and hence also in (M, X ), it is the case that ~Y is a Δ_n(Z ⊕ A)-set and α(X, ~Y ) holds. Moreover, X ⊕ ~Y ≪^n_A Z, because each Δ_n(X ⊕ ~Y ⊕ A)-set belongs to ~W which is an �-model of WKL^∗_0 coded by a Δ_n(Z ⊕ A)-set (cf. the proof of the right-to-left direction of Lemma 4.8(b), whose statement might not apply directly because ~Y might not be a set in the sense of (M, X )).

Since X, Z, A were arbitrary such that ¬IΣ_n(A) holds and X ≪^n_A Z, this completes the argument that RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n +ψ proves γ_ψ. By Π^1-conservativity, also RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n proves γ_ψ. Of course, RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_n proves γ_ψ as well by the definition of γ_ψ.

In the right-to-left direction, assume that RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n proves γ_ψ . By a standard ω-chain argument, to prove Π^1-conservativity of ψ over RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n it is enough to show that for any countable (M, A) |= BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ_n(A) and any Δ_1(A)-set X, there exists ~Y ⊆ M such that (M, ~Y ⊕ A) |= BΣ^0_n and α(X, ~Y ) holds. By Lemma 4.5, we can extend (M, A) to a model (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 + Δ^0_n-WKL. By Lemma 4.8(c), we can take some Z ∈ X such that X ≪^n_A Z. It follows from our assumption that (M, X ) |= γ_ψ, so there is some ~Y ⊆ M such that α(X, ~Y ) holds and X ⊕ ~Y ≪n_A Z. Since Z ⊕ A ∈ X , we have (M, (Z ⊕ A)^{(n−1)}) |= BΣ^0_1 and thus (M, ~Y ⊕ A) |= BΣ^0_n, which is what we wanted to prove.

We record that the proof of the left-to-right direction of the theorem actually shows the following.

Corollary 4.11. Let n ⩾ 1 and let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence. Then RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ψ proves γ^n_ψ, where γ^n_ψ is the Π^1 sentence from Theorem 4.10.

A discussion of what Theorem 4.10 and Corollary 4.11 say about proving conservativity over collection principles, mostly in the context of Ramsey’s theorem for pairs and two colours, can be found in Section 5.

The following Theorem can be viewed as a generalization of Theorem 3.6. Whereas Theorem 3.6 says that a Π^1_2 sentence ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 exactly if it is provable from WKL, the result below replaces WKL with Δ^0_n-WKL and replaces provability of ψ with the provability of a more complicated Π^1_2 sentence guaranteeing that the second-order universe can be extended by solutions to instances of ψ. The sentence says that well-behaved but possibly non-set solutions to ψ exist, and that they can be found uniformly for instances of bounded complexity.

Theorem 4.12. Let n ⩾ 1 and let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence of the form ∀X ∃Y α(X, Y ) where α is arithmetical. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n if and only if RCA^∗_0 + Δ^0_n-WKL + ¬IΣ^0_n proves the statement:

∀X_0 ∃Y_0 ∀X ⩽_T X_0 ∃ Δ_n(Y_0)-set ~Y ( ~ Y ⊕ X_0 ≪^n_∅ Y_0 ∧ α(X, ~Y ) ) . (7)

Proof. Let ψ be Π^1_2 of the form ∀X ∃Y α(X, Y ).

For the left-to-right direction, assume that ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n, so RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n proves the sentence γ_ψ from Theorem 4.10. We argue within RCA^∗_0 + Δ^0_n-WKL + ¬IΣ^0_n and fix a set A satisfying ¬IΣ_n(A). Consider any set X_0. By Lemma 4.8(c), there is Y_0 such that X_0 ≪^n_{X0 ⊕A} Y_0. Naturally, this implies X ≪^n_{X0 ⊕A} Y_0 for every X ⩽_T X_0 as well. We have ¬IΣ_n(X_0 ⊕ A), so we know by γ_ψ that the ≪^n_{X0 ⊕A}-basis theorem for ψ holds. Therefore, for every X ⩽_T X_0 there exists a Δ_n(X_0 ⊕ Y_0 ⊕ A)-set ~Y such that α(X, ~Y ) and ~Y ⊕ X ≪^n_{X0 ⊕A} Y_0; the latter implies ~Y ⊕ X_0 ≪^n_∅ X_0 ⊕ Y_0 ⊕ A. This proves (7) with the outermost ∃ quantifier witnessed by X_0 ⊕ Y_0 ⊕ A.

The proof of the right-to-left direction is just like the one in Theorem 4.10.

The first of the two corollaries below follows directly from either Theorem 4.10 or Theorem 4.12. The second follows from their proofs in the right-to-left direction.

Corollary 4.13. For each n ⩾ 1, the set of Π^1_2 sentences which are Π^1- conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n is c.e. Thus, it is computably axiomatizable.

Except for n = 1, we do not know whether the set in question is finitely axiomatizable.

Corollary 4.14. Let n ⩾ 1 and let ψ be a Π^1_2 sentence which is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n. Any countable topped model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n can be �-extended to a model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n + ψ.

Remark. An analogue of Corollary 4.14 for RCA_0 +IΣ^0_n+¬BΣ^0_{n+1} fails. One way of showing this is as follows. Consider the theory in the language of first-order arithmetic and an additional predicate Tr with axioms consisting of IΣ_n and the statement that Tr is a truth class, i.e. satisfies Tarski’s inductive conditions for a definition of truth for the arithmetical language. It is known that this theory is conservative over IΣ_n (this was proved for PA instead of IΣ_n in [33] and generalized to a wider class of theories in [36]; see also [9]). Therefore, every countable recursively saturated model of IΣ_n admits a truth class, and hence, by the results of [42] (see Theorem 6.3 in the present paper), the Σ^1 sentence “there is a Δ^0_{n+1}-set which is a truth class for the language of firstorder arithmetic” is Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n + ¬BΣ^0_{n+1}. On the other hand, it is also known that a nonstandard model of IΣ_n admitting a truth class has to be recursively saturated (this was originally proved for PA instead of IΣ_n in [35]; the new proof in [32], as noted in Remark 1 of that paper, works already over IΔ_0 + exp and thus over IΣ_n for each n ⩾ 1). As a consequence, a nonstandard model of RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n will not �-extend to a model of the above Σ^1 sentence unless it is recursively saturated.

5 Arithmetical consequences of RT^2

In this section, we study the implications of our results for the general question of what methods can be used to prove Π^1-conservativity of Π^1_2 sentences over collection, and for the concrete problem whether Ramsey’s Theorem for pairs and two colours (RT^2) is Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2. This is a major open problem in reverse mathematics, originally posed in [4].

Our main technical observation in this area is an upper bound on the quantifier complexity of the first-order part of the Π^1 sentences one has to consider to settle the problem about RT^2 (Corollary 5.2). We give two proofs of the bound, both of which work for a wider class of statements than just RT^2. The first proof is based on Theorem 4.10 and Corollary 4.11. The second actually avoids the use of Theorem 2.1 and its corollaries altogether, but relies heavily on the particular syntactic form of RT^2.

5.1 Implications of the isomorphism theorem

In [4], there are two separate approaches used to prove that every computable colouring f : [ω]^2 → 2 has an infinite homogeneous set H that is low_2, which means that H^{′′} ≡_T 0^{′′}. The “double jump control” approach is to build H in such a way as to control H^{′′} directly using 0^{′′}. The “single jump control” approach is to show that if W is any set that has PA-degree relative to 0^′ – that is, to recall, if each 0^′-computable infinite 0–1 tree has a W -computable path – then there is H homogeneous for f such that W computes H^′, and in fact still has PA-degree relative to H^′. This is essentially the unrelativized version of the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for RT^2, i.e. the special case of the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for X = ∅, with Z such that Z^′ ≡_T W . Since by the low basis theorem relativized to 0^′ there is a set W of PA-degree relative to 0^′ such that W^′ ⩽_T 0^{′′}, single jump control again gives H that is low_2.

A relativized version of the double jump control approach was the one used to prove Π^1-conservativity of RT^2 over RCA_0 + IΣ^0_2. When IΣ^0_2 fails, single jump control (or the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem) seems more likely to be applicable, and indeed it was applied in [6] to prove that weakenings of RT^2 known as CAC and ADS are Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2. A priori, however, it is conceivable that a proof of Π^1-conservativity of RT^2 over BΣ^0_2 could use neither of the two approaches.

What Theorem 4.10 shows is that if a Π^1_2 sentence ψ := ∀X∃Y α is Π^1- conservative over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n, then in principle this has to be provable by means of the ≪^n_A-basis theorem for ψ, where A is any witness to ¬IΣ^0_n. In the specific case of RT^2, the relevant n equals 2, and conservativity over IΣ^0_2 is already known from [4]. Thus, if RT^2 is in fact Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_2, then in the currently unknown cases it will always be possible to apply the single jump control argument (relative to a set A witnessing ¬IΣ^0_2).

The results of Section 4 also imply that there is always a bound on the complexity of Π^1 sentences we need to study in order to understand if a given Π^1_2 sentence is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n. For a Π^1_2 sentence ψ, it follows from Theorem 4.10 and Corollary 4.11 that ψ is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n if and only if RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n proves the sentence γ^n_ψ. If ψ is ∀∃Π^0_k, then γ^n_ψ can be written as a ∀Π^0_ℓ statement for ℓ = max(n + 3, k + 2); and, by Corollary 4.11, it is provable in RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n. So, we get:

Corollary 5.1. Let n ⩾ 1, and let ψ be a ∀∃Π^0_k sentence, where k ⩾ 2. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n +¬IΣ^0_n if and only if it is ∀Π^0_ℓ -conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n, where ℓ = max(n + 3, k + 2).

RT^2 is a ∀∃Π^0_2 sentence, and we have the additional information that it is Π^1-conservative over IΣ^0_2. This gives:

Corollary 5.2. RCA_0 + RT^2 is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_2 if and only if it is ∀Π^0_5-conservative over BΣ^0_2.

The discussion up to this point has only used the following properties of RT^2: it is a Π^1_2, and more precisely ∀∃Π^0_2, sentence that is Π^1-conservative over IΣ^0_2 and implies BΣ^0_2 in the presence of RCA_0. More specific features of RT^2 are needed for the remark below.

Remark. In the special case of RT^2, the role of γ^2_{RT2} in the preceding can be played by the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for RT^2. Indeed, we have the following:

(1) RCA_0 + RT^2 proves the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for RT^2.

(2) RCA_0 + RT^2 is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_2 if and only if BΣ^0_2 proves the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for RT^2.

To show (1), let (M, X ) be a countable model of RCA_0 + RT^2, and assume that X, Z ∈ X are such that X ≪^2_∅ Z and X is a 2-coloring of [M]^2. (Note that (M, X ) is already a model of Δ^0_2-WKL.) By Lemma 4.8(b), there is a Δ_2(Z)- set ~W coding a model (M, ~W) of WKL^∗_0 with X^′ ∈ ~W. Applying Lemma 3.2, take ~V ∈ W such that X^′ ≪^1_∅ ~V . If IΣ_1( ~V ) holds, then ~V -primitive recursion is available in (M, X ). Thus one can directly formalize the single jump control argument in the form of the proofs of Theorems 6.44 and 6.57 and Corollary 6.58 of [18], which are carried out using solely “d-computable/primitive-recursive arguments” where d is a fixed degree such that ∅^′ ≪ d. This gives a Δ_1( ~V )- set ~Y such that ~Y is an infinite homogeneous set for X and (X ⊕ ~Y )^′ ⩽_T ~V . Since ~V ≪^1_∅ Z^′, we get X ⊕ ~Y ≪^2_∅ Z. If IΣ_1( ~V ) fails, then both (M, ~W) and (M, Δ^0_2-Def(M, X )) are models of WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 containing ~V , so one may find ~Y ∈ ~W such that ~Y is an infinite homogeneous set for X and (X ⊕ ~Y )′ ∈ ~W as in the proof of Theorem 4.10. This again implies X ⊕ ~Y ≪^2_∅ Z. Hence the ≪^2_∅-basis theorem for RT^2 holds in (M, X ).

The left-to-right direction of (2) is a direct consequence of (1), and the rightto-left direction of (2) can be shown as in the proof of the right-to-left direction of Theorem 4.10.

5.2 Restricted Σ^1 formulas

Definition 5.3. A restricted Σ^1, or rΣ^1, formula has the form ∃Y ξ, where ξ is Σ^0_3. A restricted Π^1_2, or rΠ^1_2, sentence has the form ∀X (η(x) → ∃Y ξ(X, Y )), where ∃Y ξ(X, Y ) is rΣ^1.

As mentioned above, RT^2 is a ∀∃Π^0_2 and thus an rΠ^1_2 sentence. In this subsection, we study the behaviour of rΣ^1 formulas in WKL^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1.

We show that each rΣ^1 formula is equivalent in WKL^∗_0 +¬IΣ^0_1 to an arithmetical formula with a relatively clear combinatorial meaning. Lifted to n = 2, this provides us with a ∀Π^0_5 consequence of RT^2 that leads to an alternative proof of Corollary 5.2, but differs from the sentence γ^2_{RT2} used in the proof from Section 5.1 by having a meaningful restriction to computable instances.

The investigation of rΣ^1 formulas also gives us an opportunity to discuss some additional interesting properties of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1. We begin with a variation on a theme suggested by Theorem 2.1: the possibilities for changing a model of RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 by adding new sets to it are rather limited. Here, we show that it is not possible to add an unbounded set that is “sparser” than all those present in the ground model or to add a new bounded Σ^0_1-definable set. The statement about bounded sets is not used elsewhere in the paper but it is potentially of independent interest.

Lemma 5.4. Let (M, X ) |= RCA^∗_0 and let A ∈ X be such that (M, A) |= ¬IΣ_1(A). Then:

(a) For every unbounded set S ∈ X there exists an unbounded Δ_1(A)-definable set B such that for every b_1, b_2 ∈ B with b_1 < b_2 there exist s_1, s_2 ∈ S with b_1 ⩽ s_1 < s_2 ⩽ b_2.

(b) Every bounded Σ^0_1(M, X )-definable set is Σ_1(A)-definable.

The result has a rather obvious generalization to higher n, in which (M, X ) satisfies BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ_n(A) and the statements (a) and (b) concern Δ^0_n- and Σ^0_ndefinable sets, respectively.

Proof. Let C be an unbounded Δ_1(A)-definable set such that C = {c_i : i ∈ I} for some proper Σ_1(A)-definable cut I ⊊_e M. Such a set C exists because ¬IΣ_1(A) holds.

We first prove (a). Given an unbounded S ∈ X , we find the set B as a suitable subset of C. Define a sequence ⟨i_k : k ∈ K⟩ cofinal in I by

i_0 = 0, i_{k+1} = min{i > i_k : |S ∩ [c_{ik} , c_i]| ⩾ 2}. Here K consists of exactly those k ∈ I for which i_k exists. K is clearly Σ^0_1- definable, and it is a cut because both S and C are unbounded sets. Let B be {c_{ik} : k ∈ K}.

Clearly, B is unbounded and there are at least two elements of S between any two elements of B. It remains to show that B is Δ_1(A)-definable. Notice that both {i_k : k ∈ K} and I \ {i_k : k ∈ K} are Σ^0_1-definable. So, by Theorem 1.2, there is some d ∈ M such that Ack(d) ∩ I = {i_k : k ∈ K}. Then B = {c_i ∈ C : i ∈ Ack(d)}, which shows that B is Δ_1(A)-definable because C is.

For (b), we adopt some ideas from the proof of Theorem 2.2 in Chong– Yang [7]. Let R be a Σ^0_1-definable set in (M, X ) that is bounded above by e ∈ M. Suppose R = {x ∈ M : (M, X ) |= ∃z θ(x, z)}, where θ is a Σ^0 formula, possibly with parameters from (M, X ). Use Theorem 1.2 to obtain d ∈ M such that Ack(d) ∩ (I × [0, e]) = {⟨i, x⟩ : (M, X ) |= ∃z ⩽c_i θ(x, z)}. Then R = {x ∈ M : x ⩽ e ∧ ∃i∈I ⟨i, x⟩ ∈ Ack(d)}. So R is Σ_1(A)-definable.

In general, an rΣ^1 formula has the form ∃Y ∃w ∀u ∃v δ where δ is bounded. However, we can assume without loss of generality that the arithmetical part of the formula is actually ∀u ∃v δ, because the initial existential quantifier ∃w can be merged with the existential set quantifier ∃Y . Using standard tricks, we can also assume that all quantifiers in δ are bounded by v.

Definition 5.5. Let φ(X) be an rΣ^1 formula of the form ∃Y ∀u ∃v δ(X, Y, u, v), where all quantifiers in δ are bounded by v. We define α_φ(X, Z) to be the following arithmetical statement:

There is an unbounded Δ_1(Z)-definable set W = {w_i : i ∈ I} such that for every i ∈ I there is a finite set y ⊆ [0, w_i] satisfying ∀u⩽w_j ∃v ⩽w_{j+1} δ(X, y, u, v) for each j < i. Roughly speaking, α_φ(X, Z) says that some Z-computable set provides a lower bound for the “rate of convergence” of sequence of finite approximations to a witness for the ∃Y quantifier in φ(X).

Theorem 5.6. Let φ(X) be rΣ^1, and let α_φ(X, Z) be the arithmetical formula from Definition 5.5. Then:

(a) RCA^∗_0 ⊢ ∀X ∀Z (¬IΣ_1(Z) → (φ(X) → α_φ(X, Z))),

(b) WKL^∗_0 ⊢ ∀X ∀Z (α_φ(X, Z) → φ(X)).

Proof. Let φ(X) be ∃Y ∀u ∃v δ(X, Y, u, v) with quantifiers in δ bounded by v.

We first prove (b). Let X, Z be such that α_φ(X, Z) holds, and let the set W = {w_i : i ∈ I} witness the existential quantifier in α_φ(X, Z). Let T be the tree consisting of finite 0–1 strings τ such that for every i satisfying w_{i+1} < |τ|, we have ∀u ⩽ w_i ∃v ⩽ w_{i+1} δ(X, {x : τ(x) = 1}, u, v). By the choice of W , the tree T is infinite, so by WKL there is an infinite path Y in T . Clearly, we have ∀u⩽w_i ∃v ⩽w_{i+1} δ(X, Y, u, v) for each i ∈ I, which implies φ(X).

Turning to (a), assume that we have φ(X), and let Y witness the existential set quantifier in φ(X). By BΣ^0_1, for every number a there is some b such that ∀u ⩽ a ∃v ⩽ b δ(X, Y, u, v). This implies the existence of an unbounded set ^W = { ^w_j : j ∈ J} such that for every j ∈ J we have ∀u⩽ ^w_j ∃v ⩽ ^w_{j+1} δ(X, Y, u, v).

Now let Z be such that ¬IΣ_1(Z) holds. By Lemma 5.4(a) with S := ^W , there exists an unbounded Δ_1(Z)-definable set W = {w_i : i ∈ I} such that for each i ∈ I there is some j ∈ J with w_i ⩽ ^w_j < ^w_{j+1} ⩽ w_{i+1}. As a consequence, we have ∀u⩽ ^w_i ∃v ⩽ ^w_{i+1} δ(X, Y, u, v) for each i ∈ I. But this means in particular that W has the property required in α_φ(X, Z).

Corollary 5.7. Let ψ be an rΠ^1_2 sentence of the form ∀X (η(x) → φ(X)), where φ is rΣ^1. Then ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + ¬IΣ^0_1 if and only if RCA^∗_0 proves ∀X ∀Z (¬IΣ_1(Z) ∧ η(X) → α_φ(X, Z)).

We now consider what can be said about RT^2 using techniques based on Lemma 5.4. As in the proof of Corollary 5.2 in Section 5.1, the only specific features of RT^2 needed below are that it is an rΠ^1_2 sentence, implies BΣ^0_2, and is Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + IΣ^0_2.

Let ζ(f, Z) express the following:

If f : [N]^2 → 2, then there is an unbounded Δ_2(Z)-set ~W = {w_i : i ∈ I} such that for every i ∈ I there is a pair of finite strings ⟨σ, τ⟩ satisfying: • |σ| = |τ| = w_i, • {x : σ(x) = 1} is homogeneous for f,

• for each j < i, there are at least w_j elements x ⩽ w_{j+1} such that σ(x) = 1,

• for each j < i and each e ⩽ w_j , if τ(e) = 1, then there is a computation s ⩽ w_{j+1} witnessing e^{Z⊕σ} ↓, and if τ(e) = 0, then e^{Z⊕σ} ↑.

Loosely speaking, ζ says that, assuming f is a 2-colouring of pairs, there is a Δ_2(Z)-definable infinite tree of finite approximations to an infinite homogeneous set for f and to the jump of the join of that set with Z. Note that ζ can be written as a Σ^0_4 formula, so the statement ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)) is ∀Π^0_5.

Theorem 5.8. RCA_0 + RT^2 proves ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)). RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 proves that statement if and only if RT^2 is Π^1-conservative over BΣ^0_2.

Proof. We first show that RCA_0 + RT^2 proves ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)). Let (M, X ) |= RCA_0 + RT^2. Let f ∈ X be a 2-colouring of pairs from M, and let Z ∈ X be such that IΣ_2(Z) fails. By RT^2, there is H ∈ X which is an infinite homogeneous set for f. Since (M, X ) satisfies BΣ^0_2, there is an unbounded Δ^0_2- set ~S = {s_j : j ∈ J} in (M, X ) such that for each j, there are at least s_j elements of H below s_{j+1}, and each machine e ⩽ s_j run with oracle H ⊕ Z either stops before s_{j+1} or does not stop at all.

By Lemma 5.4(a) applied to (M, Δ^0_2-Def(M, X )) with S := ~S and A := Z^′, there exists an unbounded Δ_2(Z)-definable set ~W = {w_i : i ∈ I} such that there are at least two elements of ~S between any two elements of ~W . We claim that ~W witnesses that ζ(f, Z) holds. To see this, consider fixed i ∈ I. Let σ be the characteristic function of H ∩ [0, w_i], and let τ be the characteristic function of (H ⊕ Z)^′ ∩ [0, w_i]. Then the pair ⟨σ, τ⟩ has the properties required by ζ(f, Z) for this i. This shows that (M, X ) |= ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)).

Thus, we have proved that RCA_0 + RT^2 implies ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)). Now assume that RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 proves that statement as well. As in the proof of Lemma 4.10, to prove the Π^1-conservativity of RT^2 over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 + ¬IΣ^0_2, and thus over RCA_0 +BΣ^0_2, it is enough to show that for any countable (M, A) |= BΣ^0_2 + ¬IΣ^0_2 and any Δ_1(A)-definable 2-colouring of pairs f, there is ~H ⊆ M unbounded homogeneous for f such that (M, A ⊕ ~H) still satisfies BΣ^0_2.

By [6], there is a model (M, X ) |= RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2 + COH with A ∈ X . By our assumption, ζ(f, A) holds in (M, X ). Since COH implies Δ^0_2-WKL over RCA_0 + BΣ^0_2, there is a Δ^0_2-set in (M, X ) which is an infinite path in the infinite Δ_2-definable 0–1 tree provided by ζ(f, A). Thus, there is an unbounded Δ^0_2-set ~H in (M, X ) such that ~H is homogeneous for f and (A ⊕ ~H)′ is a Δ0_2-set in (M, X ). But this means that (M, (A ⊕ ~H)^′) |= BΣ^0_1, so (M, A ⊕ ~H) |= BΣ^0_2.

By Theorem 5.8, the statement ∀f ∀Z (¬IΣ_2(Z) → ζ(f, Z)) can be used to give an alternative proof of Corollary 5.2. A possible advantage of that statement over the sentence γ_{RT}2 is that the restriction of the latter to computable instances is trivially true in any model of BΣ_1 + exp, because in such a model there can never be computable sets A, Z, X such that X ≪^n_A Z (cf. Lemma 3.8). On the other hand, the Π_5 sentence obtained by restricting ζ(f, Z) to computable colourings f and computable Z (that is, essentially, to situations where IΣ_2 fails) seems more interesting, and it is quite unclear whether BΣ_2 proves it.

6 Solution to a problem of Towsner

In [42], Towsner proved that for every n ⩾ 1, the set of Π^1_2 sentences ψ which are Π^1-conservative over RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n is Π_2-complete.

Towsner also asked whether the same holds with IΣ^0_n replaced by BΣ^0_n. The question as stated is only really meaningful for n ⩾ 2, because RCA_0 + BΣ^0_1 is simply RCA_0. So, in order to generalize the question to n = 1 we take the liberty of changing the base theory to RCA^∗_0.

Question 6.1 (essentially Towsner [42]). For fixed n, is the set

{ψ ∈ Π^1_2 : RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n}

Π_2-complete?

By Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 4.13, the answer to Question 6.1 is “almost negative”, in that the set of Π^1_2 sentences ψ which are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n is c.e. for each n. For n = 1, we even know that this set is finitely axiomatizable.

Below we show that the original question, without the explicitly added ¬IΣ^0_n, nevertheless has a positive answer.

Theorem 6.2. For every n ⩾ 1, the set

{ψ ∈ Π^1_2 : RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ψ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n}

is Π_2-complete.

To prove this, we recall an important result that Towsner uses as a lemma in his argument for the Π_2-completeness of Π^1-conservativity over IΣ^0_n.

Theorem 6.3. [42] If (M, X ) is a countable model of RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n and ~S ⊆ M, then there is a family Y ⊇ X of subsets of M such that (M, Y) |= RCA_0 + IΣ^0_n and ~S is Δ^0_{n+1}-definable in (M, Y).

Definition 6.4. For each n ⩾ 1, the Σ^0_n cardinality scheme, CΣ^0_n, asserts that no Σ^0_n formula defines a total injection from N to N with bounded range.

Theorem 6.5. [26] For each n, k ⩾ 1, the theory RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n proves CΣ^0_k.

A proof of Theorem 6.5 is given in [26]. As mentioned in [26], a different proof from the one described there can be obtained by relativizing Kaye’s proof of the result that any model of BΣ_1 + exp + ¬IΣ_1 is elementarily equivalent to an ℵ_ω-like structure [25, Theorem 2.4].

Note that Theorem 6.5 means that an analogue of Theorem 6.3 for BΣ^0_n fails. For example, if (M, X ) is a countable model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ¬IΣ^0_n then the graph of any bijection between M and the standard cut ω cannot be arithmetically definable in any (M, Y) |= BΣ^0_n with X ⊆ Y.

In the proof of Theorem 6.2, we use a combination of Theorem 6.3 and Theorem 6.5.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. Fix n ⩾ 1. The set of those Π^1_2 sentences ψ that are Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n is clearly Π_2, so we only need to prove completeness. Given a Π_2 sentence φ := ∀x ∃y δ(x, y), define the Σ^1 sentence ψ_φ as ¬IΣ^0_n∨∃Z ∃a [ (there exists a Σ_{n+1}(Z) function ~f : N → a) ∧ ∀x⩽a ∃y δ(x, y) ] . We claim that ψ_φ is Π^1-conservative over RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n if and only if φ is true in the standard model of arithmetic ω.

Assume that φ is true in ω, and let (M, X ) be a countable nonstandard model of RCA^∗_0 +BΣ^0_n. If (M, X ) |= ¬IΣ^0_n, then also (M, X ) |= ψ_φ. On the other hand, if (M, X ) |= IΣ^0_n, by Theorem 6.3 we can �-extend (M, X ) to (M, Y) in which there is a Δ^0_{n+1}-definable (and thus Σ^0_{n+1}-definable) bijection ~f between M and ω. If M |= φ, let a be any nonstandard element of M. If M |= ¬φ, then, using IΣ_1 in M, let a be the largest element of M such that M |= ∀x ⩽ a ∃y δ(x, y); in this case, a is necessarily nonstandard. In each case, we see that ~f is an injection from M into a_M , so (M, Y) |= ψ_φ.

We have shown that if ω |= φ, then every countable nonstandard model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n �-extends to a model of RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ψ_φ. This is enough to show that ψ_φ is Π^1-conservative over φ.

Now assume that φ is false in ω, and let m ∈ ω be such that ω |= ¬∃y δ(m, y). We argue that the Σ^1 formula ¬∃y δ(m, y) ∧ ¬CΣ^0_{n+1} is consistent with RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n (in fact, with RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_n) but not with RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n + ψ_φ.

Let M be a countable nonstandard model of Th(ω). Then (M, Δ_1-Def(M)) |= RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_n + ¬∃y δ(m, y). Use Theorem 6.3 to �-extend (M, Δ_1-Def(M)) to (M, Y) |= RCA^∗_0 + IΣ^0_n + ¬CΣ^0_{n+1}. Of course, ¬∃y δ(m, y) still holds in (M, Y), because it is a purely arithmetical statement. This shows the consistency of ¬∃y δ(m, y) ∧ ¬CΣ^0_{n+1} with RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n.

On the other hand, assume that a structure (M, X ) satisfies both RCA^∗_0 + BΣ^0_n +ψ_φ and ¬∃y δ(m, y)∧¬CΣ^0_{n+1}. By Theorem 6.5, (M, X ) must satisfy IΣ^0_n, so it must also satisfy the second disjunct of ψ_φ. In particular, for any element a witnessing the existential number quantifier in that disjunct, we have M |= ∀x ⩽ a ∃y δ(x, y). On the other hand, any such a also has to be nonstandard, which gives a contradiction with M |= ¬∃y δ(m, y).

Acknowledgements

Fiori Carones and Kołodziejczyk were partially supported by grant number 2017/27/B/ST1/01951 of the National Science Centre, Poland. Part of this research was conducted when Wong was financially supported by the Singapore Ministry of Education Academic Research Fund Tier 2 grant MOE2016-T2-1- 019 / R146-000-234-112. Yokoyama was partially supported by JSPS KAK- ENHI grant number 19K03601 and 21KK0045.

References

[1] Jeremy Avigad. Formalizing forcing arguments in subsystems of secondorder arithmetic. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 82:165–191, 1996.

[2] Jeremy Avigad. Mathematical Logic and Computation. Cambridge University Press, to appear.

[3] David R. Belanger. Conservation theorems for the cohesiveness principle.

Preprint, 2015.

[4] Peter A. Cholak, Carl G. Jockusch, and Theodore A. Slaman. On the strength of Ramsey’s theorem for pairs. J. Symb. Log., 66(1):1–55, 2001.

[5] C. T. Chong and K. J. Mourad. The degree of a Σ_n cut. Ann. Pure Appl.

Logic, 48(3):227–235, 1990.

[6] C. T. Chong, Theodore A. Slaman, and Yue Yang. Π^1-conservation of combinatorial principles weaker than Ramsey’s Theorem for pairs. Adv. Math., 230:1060–1077, 2012.

[7] C. T. Chong and Yue Yang. Recursion theory on weak fragments of Peano arithmetic: a study of definable cuts. In Proceedings of the Sixth Asian Logic Conference (Beijing, 1996), pages 47–65. World Sci. Publ., River Edge, NJ, 1998.

[8] C. T. Chong and Yue Yang. The jump of a Σ_n-cut. J. London Math.

Soc. (2), 75(3):690–704, 2007.

[9] Ali Enayat and Albert Visser. New constructions of satisfaction classes. In T. Achourioti et al., editor, Unifying the philosophy of truth, volume 36 of Log. Epistemol. Unity Sci., pages 321–335. Springer, Dordrecht, 2015.

[10] Ali Enayat and Tin Lok Wong. Unifying the model theory of first-order and second-order arithmetic via WKL^∗_0. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 168(6):1247– 1283, 2017.

[11] António M. Fernandes. The Baire category theorem over a feasible base theory. In Stephen G. Simpson, editor, Reverse mathematics 2001, volume 21 of Lect. Notes Log., pages 164–174. Association for Symbolic Logic, 2005.

[12] António M. Fernandes, Fernando Ferreira, and Gilda Ferreira. Analysis in weak systems. In Logic and computation, volume 33 of Tributes, pages 231–261. College Publications, 2017.

[13] Fernando Ferreira. A feasible theory for analysis. J. Symb. Log., 59(3):1001– 1011, 1994.

[14] Marta Fiori-Carones, Leszek Aleksander Kołodziejczyk, and Katarzyna W.

Kowalik. Weaker cousins of Ramsey’s theorem over a weak base theory. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 172(10):Paper No. 103028, 22 pages, 2021.

[15] Petr Hájek. Interpretability and fragments of arithmetic. In P. Clote and J. Krajíček, editors, Arithmetic, Proof Theory, and Computational Complexity, pages 185–196. Oxford University Press, 1993.

[16] Petr Hájek and Antonín Kučera. On recursion theory in IΣ_1. J. Symb. Log., 54(2):576–589, 1989.

[17] Petr Hájek and Pavel Pudlák. Metamathematics of First-Order Arithmetic.

Springer-Verlag, 1993.

[18] Denis R. Hirschfeldt. Slicing the truth. On the computable and reverse mathematics of combinatorial principles. World Scientific, 2015.

[19] Denis R. Hirschfeldt and Carl G. Jockusch, Jr. On notions of computabilitytheoretic reduction between Π^1_2 principles. J. Math. Log., 16(1):1650002, 59 pages, 2016.

[20] Denis R. Hirschfeldt, Richard A. Shore, and Theodore A. Slaman. The atomic model theorem and type omitting. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 361(11):5805–5837, 2009.

[21] Carl G. Jockusch, Jr. and Robert I. Soare. Π^0_1 classes and degrees of theories. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 173:33–56, 1972.

[22] Richard Kaye. Model-theoretic properties characterizing Peano arithmetic.

J. Symb. Log., 56(3):949–963, 1991.

[23] Richard Kaye. Models of Peano Arithmetic. Oxford University Press, 1991.

[24] Richard Kaye. The theory of κ-like models of arithmetic. Notre Dame J.

Formal Logic, 36(4):547–559, 1995.

[25] Richard Kaye. Constructing κ-like models of arithmetic. J. London Math.

Soc. (2), 55(1):1–10, 1997.

[26] Leszek Aleksander Kołodziejczyk, Katarzyna W. Kowalik, and Keita Yokoyama. How strong is Ramsey’s theorem if infinity can be weak? J. Symb. Log., 2022. To appear. DOI:10.1017/jsl.2022.46.

[27] Leszek Aleksander Kołodziejczyk, Tin Lok Wong, and Keita Yokoyama.

Ramsey’s theorem for pairs, collection, and proof size, 2020. Submitted, available at arXiv:2005.06854.

[28] Leszek Aleksander Kołodziejczyk and Keita Yokoyama. Categorical characterizations of the natural numbers require primitive recursion. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 166(2):219–231, 2015.

[29] Roman Kossak. Models with the ω-property. J. Symb. Log., 54(1):177–189, 1989.

[30] Roman Kossak. On extensions of models of strong fragments of arithmetic.

Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 108(1):223–232, 1990.

[31] Roman Kossak. A correction to: “On extensions of models of strong fragments of arithmetic” [Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 108 (1990), no. 1, 223–232; MR0984802 (90d:03123)]. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 112(3):913–914, 1991.

[32] Roman Kossak and Bartosz Wcisło. Disjunctions with stopping conditions.

Bull. Symb. Log., 27(3):231–253, 2021.

[33] H. Kotlarski, S. Krajewski, and A. Lachlan. Construction of satisfaction classes for nonstandard models. Canad. Math. Bull., 24:283–293, 1981.

[34] Henryk Kotlarski. On elementary cuts in recursively saturated models of Peano arithmetic. Fund. Math., 120(3):205–222, 1984.

[35] A. H. Lachlan. Full satisfaction classes and recursive saturation. Canad.

Math. Bull., 24(3):295–297, 1981.

[36] Graham E. Leigh. Conservativity for theories of compositional truth via cut elimination. J. Symb. Log., 80(3):845–865, 2015.

[37] Stephen G. Simpson. Subsystems of Second Order Arithmetic. Association for Symbolic Logic, 2009.

[38] Stephen G. Simpson. Baire categoricity and Σ^0_1-induction. Notre Dame J.

Form. Log., 55(1):75–78, 2014.

[39] Stephen G. Simpson and Rick L. Smith. Factorization of polynomials and Σ^0_1 induction. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 31(2-3):289–306, 1986.

[40] C. Smoryński. Back-and-forth inside a recursively saturated model of arithmetic. In Logic Colloquium ’80 (Prague, 1980), volume 108 of Stud. Logic Foundations Math., pages 273–278. North-Holland, Amsterdam-New York, 1982.

[41] Katrin Tent and Martin Ziegler. A course in model theory, volume 40 of Lecture Notes in Logic. Cambridge University Press, 2012.

[42] Henry Towsner. On maximum conservative extensions. Computability, 4(1):57–68, 2015.

[43] Tin Lok Wong. Interpreting Weak König’s Lemma using the Arithmetized Completeness Theorem. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 144:4021–4024, 2016.

[44] Keita Yokoyama. On Π^1 conservativity of Π^1_2 theories in second order arithmetic. In C. T. Chong et al., editor, Proceedings of the 10th Asian Logic Conference, pages 375–386. World Scientific, 2009.