arXiv:2205.04336v1 [math.LO] 9 May 2022

HIGMAN’S LEMMA IS STRONGER

FOR BETTER QUASI ORDERS

ANTON FREUND

Abstract. We prove that Higman’s lemma is strictly stronger for better quasi orders than for well quasi orders, within the framework of reverse mathematics. In fact, we show a stronger result: the infinite Ramsey theorem (for tuples of all lengths) follows from the statement that any array [N]^{n+1} → N^n × X for a well order X and n ∈ N is good, over the base theory RCA_0.

1. Introduction

Let Seq(Q) denote the collection of finite sequences in Q. To refer to the entries and lengths of sequences, we stipulate that σ ∈ Seq(Q) is equal to ⟨σ_0, . . . , σ_{l(σ)−1}⟩. Where the context suggests it, we identify n ∈ N with {0, . . . , n − 1}. When Q is a quasi order, we define Q^{<ω} as the quasi order with underlying set Seq(Q) and σ ≤ τ ⇔ { there is a strictly increasing f : l(σ) → l(τ) with σ_i ≤_Q τ_{f (i)} for all i < l(σ).

Higman’s lemma [4] is the statement that Q → Q^{<ω} preserves well quasi orders.

As finite sequences in Q correspond to functions n → Q, a natural generalization leads to transfinite sequences with ordinal numbers as lengths. The collection of transfinite sequences in Q need not be a well quasi order when Q is one (see the counterexample due to R. Rado [13]). To secure closure properties under infinitary constructions, C. Nash-Williams has introduced the more restrictive notion of better quasi order [12]. We refer to [7] for an introduction that uses the same notation as the present paper. Parts of the definition will also be recalled in the next section. By Nash-Williams’ theorem we shall mean the statement that the collection of transfinite sequences in Q is a better quasi order whenever the same holds for Q (which is proved in [12]). The statement that Q → Q^{<ω} preserves better quasi orders is known as the generalized Higman lemma.

Reverse mathematics is a research program in logic, which aims to determine the minimal axioms that are needed to prove given theorems from various areas of mathematics (see the paper by H. Friedman [3] and the textbook by S. Simpson [15]). A classical result states that Higman’s lemma is equivalent to an abstract set existence principle known as arithmetical comprehension, over the weak base theory RCA_0 (see [15, Theorem X.3.22]). Question 24 from a well-known list of A. Montalbán [11] asks about the precise strength of Nash-Williams’ theorem. The latter is known

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 06A07, 03B30, 03F15, 03F35. Key words and phrases. Higman’s lemma, better quasi order, reverse mathematics, Nash- Williams’ theorem.

Funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) – Project number 460597863. 1

to imply the principle of arithmetical transfinite recursion (which is considerably stronger than arithmetical comprehension), by a result of R. Shore [14] (see also [6]).

Conversely, A. Marcone [6] has shown that arithmetical transfinite recursion suffices to reduce Nash-Williams’ theorem to the generalized Higman lemma. It remains open whether the latter can be proved by arithmetical transfinite recursion. A proof in ACA_0 (the extension of RCA_0 by arithmetical comprehension) had been suggested by P. Clote [2], but according to Marcone it could not be substantiated (see the paragraph after Conjecture 5.6 in [6]). In the present paper, we show that no such proof can exist: Arithmetical comprehension is known to be strictly weaker than the infinite Ramsey theorem for tuples of all lengths. We will prove that the latter follows from the statement that N^n × X is a better quasi order for any well order X and all n ∈ N (even when only the barrier [N]^{n+1} is considered). This statement is a consequence of the generalized Higman lemma.

The idea of our proof is to iterate an argument due to Marcone, which shows that arithmetical comprehension follows when the better quasi orders are closed under binary products (see Theorem 5.10 and Lemma 5.17 of [7]). We do not obtain a new upper bound on the strength of the generalized Higman lemma. The significance of our lower bound is heightened by the fact that many fundamental questions in the reverse mathematics of better quasi orders are wide open [8, 11].

2. Well foundedness proofs via better quasi orders

To connect the generalized Higman lemma and the infinite Ramsey theorem, we will use the following transformations of linear orders. The definition employs notation for sequences that is explained at the beginning of the previous section.

Definition 1. For a linear order X and finite sequences α, β ∈ Seq(X), we put

j(α, β) := min ({ j < min ( l(α), l(β) ) | α_j ≠ β_j } ∪ { min ( l(α), l(β) )}) . On Seq(X) we consider the lexicographic comparisons given by α ≺ β ⇔ { either j := j(α, β) < min ( l(α), l(β) ) and α_j <_X β_j , or j(α, β) = l(α) < l(β). Let ω(X) be the linear order with lexicographic comparisons and underlying set ω(X) := {α ∈ Seq(X) | α_{l(α)−1} ≤_X . . . ≤_X α_0}. Finally, we define iterations by stipulating ω^X_0 := X and ω^X_{n+1} := ω ( ω^X_n ) . It may help to think of α ∈ ω(X) as the Cantor normal form ω^{α0} +. . .+ω^{αl(α)−1} .

Within RCA_0, the official definition of ω^X_n does not proceed by recursion on n ∈ N. Instead, one first observes that iterated applications of Seq yield ‘balanced’ trees or terms with leaf labels or constant symbols from X. The relation ≺ between trees of height n and the set of trees in ω^X_n can then be determined by primitive recursion over the number of vertices, for all n ∈ N simultaneously. The following are equivalent over the base theory RCA_0, by results of A. Marcone and A. Montalbán [9] as well as C. Jockusch [5] and K. McAloon [10]:

(i) if X is a well order, then so is ω^X_n for every n ∈ N, (ii) for all n ∈ N, the n-th Turing jump of any set exists, (iii) the infinite Ramsey theorem holds for tuples of any length.

It is straightforward to conclude that each of these statements is strictly stronger than arithmetical comprehension (see, e. g., [1, Section 4]). We will show that (i) follows from (a weaker statement than) the generalized Higman lemma.

Given a linear order Y , we write ω + Y for the linear order with underlying set ω + Y := {(0, n) | n ∈ N} ∪ {(1, y) | y ∈ Y } and (0, n) ≤ (0, n^′) < (1, y) ≤ (1, y^′) for n ≤ n^′ in N and y ≤ y^′ in Y . When X is (isomorphic to) an order of the form ω + Y , we have an element 0 := (0, 0) ∈ X and a strictly increasing map X ∋ x → 1 + x ∈ X that is given by 1 + (0, n) := (0, 1 + n) and 1 + (1, y) := (1, y), which yields 0 < 1 + x for any x ∈ X. The next definition and lemma provide a convenient characterization of the order from above.

Definition 2. Assume X has the form ω + Y . For α ∈ ω(X) and j ∈ N, we put

α_j := { 1 + α_j if j < l(α), 0 otherwise.

Given α, β ∈ ω(X), we then set c(α, β) := α_j ∈ X with j := j(α, β).

Let us record the following basic facts.

Lemma 3. Consider α, β, γ ∈ ω(X) with X of the form ω + Y . We have α ≺ β ⇔ α_j <_X β_j with j := j(α, β). When we have α ≻ β and j(α, β) ≤ j(β, γ), we get c(α, β) > c(β, γ) in X.

Proof. The equivalence is checked by a case distinction between strict inequalities and equalities in j(α, β) ≤ l(α) and j(α, β) ≤ l(β). To verify the remaining claim, put i := j(α, β) = j(β, α) and j := j(β, γ). Given α ≻ β, we get c(α, β) = α_i > β_i by the equivalence. Due to β ∈ ω(X) and i ≤ j, we also have β_i ≥ β_j = c(β, γ). □

When X has the form ω + Y , so has ω^X_n for all numbers n ∈ N. To confirm this for n = m + 1, we note that ω^X_m contains a minimal element, which we denote by 0. If we have m = 0 and thus ω^X_m = X, this element is given as above, while m = k + 1 leads to 0 = ⟨⟩ ∈ ω(ω^X_k ) = ω^X_m . Now the elements ⟨0, . . . , 0⟩ ∈ ω(ω^X_m ) = ω^X_n form an initial segment isomorphic to N. We can conclude that the previous considerations apply with ω^X_n at the place of X. In particular, we obtain elements j(α, β) ∈ N and c(α, β) ∈ ω^X_n for any α, β ∈ ω^X_{n+1} = ω(ω^X_n ).

Let [N]^n be the set of strictly increasing sequences s ∈ Seq(N) of length l(s) = n. Whenever we use this notation, we assume n > 0. For s, t ∈ [N]^n we declare

s ◁ t :⇔ s_0 < t_0 and s_{i+1} = t_i for all i < n − 1.

If we have n > 1, the second conjunct on the right does already entail s_0 < s_1 = t_0. For n = 1, the condition s_0 < t_0 allows us to identify ([N]^1 , ◁) with the isomorphic structure (N, <). Given a quasi order Q, a map f : [N]^n → Q is called good if there are s ◁ t with f(s) ≤_Q f(t). Otherwise it is called bad. The structures ([N]^n , ◁) are examples for the notion of barrier that appears in the definition of better quasi orders (see, e. g., [7]). To follow the present paper, it suffices to know that if Q is a better quasi order, then any f : [N]^n → Q is good. We note that Q is a well quasi order precisely when this holds for n = 1. Over RCA_0, any map f : [N]^n → Q into a well order Q is good (consider s^k ◁ s^{k+1} with s^k_i := k + i and exploit linearity).

Given s ◁ t in [N]^n , it is standard to define s ∪ t ∈ [N]^{n+1} as the sequence with

(s ∪ t)_i := s_0 when i = 0, s_i = t_{i−1} when 0 < i < n, t_{n−1} when i = n.

Note that s ∪ t is strictly increasing, which relies on s_0 < t_0 when we have n = 1. Any element of [N]^{n+1} can be uniquely written as s ∪ t with s ◁ t in [N]^n . When we use the notation s ∪ t, we always assume s ◁ t. Let us observe that r ∪ s ◁ s^′ ∪ t in [N]^{n+1} entails that we have s = s^′.

To show that there can be no strictly decreasing sequence f : N → ω^X_n , we now construct maps f_k with increasingly complex domain but ever simpler codomain. For σ = ⟨σ_0, . . . , σ_{k−1}⟩ ∈ N^k and j ∈ N we write σ^⌢j := ⟨σ_0, . . . , σ_{k−1}, j⟩ ∈ N^{k+1} .

Definition 4. Consider f : N → ω^X_n for X of the form ω + Y . To define

f_k : [N]^{k+1} → N^k × ω^X_{n−k}

by recursion on k ≤ n, we stipulate f_k(r) := ⟨f^0_k (r), f^1_k (r)⟩ with

f^0_0 (⟨i⟩) := ⟨⟩ ∈ N^0 , f^0_{k+1}(s ∪ t) := f^0_k (s)^⌢ j ( f^1_k (s), f^1_k (t) ) , f^1_0 (⟨i⟩) := f(i), f^1_{k+1}(s ∪ t) := c ( f^1_k (s), f^1_k (t) ) . The family of functions f_k can be seen as a single function on sequences, as k is determined by the length of the argument. This single function can be constructed by a recursion over subsequences, which is available in the base theory RCA_0.

Let us declare that (σ_0, . . . , σ_{k−1}, α) ≤ (τ_0, . . . , τ_{k−1}, β) holds in N^k × ω^X_{n−k} if we have α ⪯ β in ω^X_{n−k} as well as σ_i ≤ τ_i in N for all i < k. The following observation is the crucial step in our argument.

Proposition 5. If f_k is bad, then so is f_{k+1} (in the situation of Definition 4).

Proof. Aiming at a contradiction, we assume

(⋆) f_{k+1}(r ∪ s) ≤ f_{k+1}(s ∪ t)

with r ∪ s ◁ s ∪ t in [N]^{k+2} . From (⋆) we can, first, conclude that f^0_k (r) ≤ f^0_k (s) holds in N^k (i. e., componentwise). Given that f_k is bad and that we have r ◁ s, we must thus have f^1_k (r) ≻ f^1_k (s) in ω^X_{n−k} = ω(ω^X_{n−(k+1)}). Now (⋆) does, secondly, entail j(f^1_k (r), f^1_k (s)) ≤ j(f^1_k (s), f^1_k (t)). We obtain c(f^1_k (r), f^1_k (s)) ≻ c(f^1_k (s), f^1_k (t)) due to Lemma 3. But by (⋆) we do, finally, get the converse inequality as well. □

In the following result, one may take X = Z when Z itself has an initial segment that is isomorphic to N. Otherwise, we can always put X := ω + Z, which is a well order whenever the same holds for Z, provably in RCA_0.

Theorem 6 (RCA_0). Consider a linear order Z with an embedding into a linear order X that has the form ω + Y . If all maps [N]^{n+1} → N^n × X are good, then ω^Z_n is a well order. In particular, this follows when N^n × X is a better quasi order.

Proof. One readily constructs an embedding of ω^Z_n into ω^X_n . So it suffices to show that the latter is a well order. Towards a contradiction, we assume that f : N → ω^X_n is strictly decreasing. Let f_k for k ≤ n be given as in Definition 4. The map f_0 is bad by our assumption on f. In view of the previous proposition, we can use induction to conclude that f_n : [N]^{n+1} → N^n × X is bad, against the assumption of the theorem. Concerning formalization in RCA_0, we note that the induction statement is Π^0_1 (and an even simpler induction over subsequences would also be possible). □

Finally, we draw the promised conclusions:

Corollary 7. Over RCA_0, the infinite Ramsey theorem (for tuples of all lengths) follows from the statement that N^n ×X is a better quasi order for every well order X and all n ∈ N. In particular, it follows from the generalized Higman lemma, so that the latter cannot be proved in ACA_0.

Proof. The first claim follows by the discussion at the beginning of this section. To reduce to the generalized Higman lemma, consider an arbitrary well order X. Let Y be the order ω + X or some other well order into which N and X embed. We note that Y is a better quasi order, provably in RCA_0 (see above or [7, Lemma 3.1]). By the generalized Higman lemma, it follows that Y^{<ω} is a better quasi order. But the latter embeds Y^{n+1} and hence N^n × X for any n ∈ N. □

References

1. Bahareh Afshari and Michael Rathjen, Ordinal analysis and the infinite Ramsey theorem, How the world computes. Proceedings of the Turing Centenary Conference and CiE 2012 (S. Barry Cooper, Anuj Dawar, and Benedikt Löwe, eds.), Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 7318, Springer, Berlin and Heidelberg, 2012, pp. 1–10.

2. Peter Clote, The metamathematics of Fraïssé’s order type conjecture, Recursion Theory Week.

Proceedings of a Conference held in Oberwolfach (Klaus Ambos-Spies, Gert Müller, and Gerald Sacks, eds.), Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 1432, Springer, Berlin and Heidelberg, 1990, pp. 41–56.

3. Harvey Friedman, Some systems of second order arithmetic and their use, Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians, Vancouver 1974 (Ralph Duncan James, ed.), vol. 1, Canadian Mathematical Congress, 1975, pp. 235–242.

4. Graham Higman, Ordering by divisibility in abstract algebras, Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society 3 (1952), no. 2, 326–336.

5. Carl G. Jockusch, Jr., Ramsey’s theorem and recursion theory, The Journal of Symbolic Logic 2 (1972), no. 27, 268–280.

6. Alberto Marcone, On the logical strength of Nash-Williams’ theorem on transfinite sequences, Logic: From Foundations to Applications (W. Hodges, M. Hyland, C.Steinhorn, and J.Truss, eds.), Oxford University Press, 1996, pp. 327–351.

7. , WQO and BQO theory in subsystems of second order arithmetic, Reverse Mathematics 2001 (Stephen Simpson, ed.), Lecture Notes in Logic, vol. 21, Cambridge University Press, 2005, pp. 303–330.

8. , The reverse mathematics of wqos and bqos, Well-Quasi Orders in Computation, Logic, Language and Reasoning (Peter Schuster, Monika Seisenberger, and Andreas Weiermann, eds.), Trends in Logic, vol. 53, Springer, Cham, 2020, pp. 189–219.

9. Alberto Marcone and Antonio Montalbán, The Veblen functions for computability theorists, The Journal of Symbolic Logic 76 (2011), 575–602.

10. Kenneth McAloon, Paris-Harrington incompleteness and progressions of theories, Recursion theory (Anil Nerode and Richard Shore, eds.), Proceedings of Symposia in Pure Mathematics, vol. 42, American Mathematical Society, Providence (RI), 1985, pp. 447–460.

11. Antonio Montalbán, Open questions in reverse mathematics, The Bulletin of Symbolic Logic 17 (2011), 431–454.

12. Crispin St. J. A. Nash-Williams, On better-quasi-ordering transfinite sequences, Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 64 (1968), no. 2, 273–290.

13. Richard Rado, Partial well-ordering of sets of vectors, Mathematika 1 (1954), 89–95. 14. Richard Shore, On the strength of Fraïssé’s conjecture, Logical Methods. In Honor of Anil Nerode’s Sixtieth Birthday (John Crossley, Jeffrey Remmel, Richard Shore, and Moss Sweedler, eds.), Progress in Computer Science and Applied Logic, vol. 12, Birkhäuser, Boston (MA), 1993, pp. 782–813.

15. Stephen G. Simpson, Subsystems of second order arithmetic, Perspectives in Logic, Cambridge University Press, 2009.

Anton Freund, Department of Mathematics, Technical University of Darmstadt, Schlossgartenstr. 7, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany

Email address: freund@mathematik.tu-darmstadt.de