arXiv:2312.14587v1 [cs.LO] 22 Dec 2023

Measuring well quasi-ordered finitary powersets

Sergio Abriola Simon Halfon Aliaume Lopez Sylvain Schmitz Philippe Schnoebelen Isa Vialard

30th December 2023

Abstract

The complexity of a well-quasi-order (wqo) can be measured through three classical ordinal invariants: the width as a measure of antichains, the height as a measure of chains, and the maximal order type as a measure of bad sequences.

This article considers the “finitary powerset” construction: the collection P_f (X) of finite subsets of a wqo X ordered with the Hoare embedding relation remains a wqo. The width, height and maximal order type of P_f (X) cannot be expressed as a function of the invariants of X, and we provide tight upper and lower bounds for the three invariants.

The article also identifies an algebra of well-behaved wqos, that include finitary powersets as well as other more classical constructions, and for which the ordinal invariants can be computed compositionnally. This relies on a new ordinal invariant called the approximated maximal order type.

1 Introduction

Well-quasi-orders (wqos) [see 17, 19], are an extensively used and studied tool in mathematics and computer science, whose applications range from combinatorial problems [10] to graph-theory and logic [20]. Our own motivations are with the automatic verification of infinite-state systems [7, 13] and the computational complexity of verification algorithms [15].

In order to measure infinite well-quasi-orders, several notions of (ordinal) size have been developed, usually extending standard measures of finite ordered sets. The maximal order type (or m.o.t.) was originally defined by de Jongh and Parikh [9] as the order type of the maximal linearisation of a wqo. Schmidt [21] then introduced the height as the order type of a maximal chain of a wqo. Finally, Kříž and Thomas [18] crafted the notion of width, homogenised the definitions of these three ordinal invariants, and proved some first arithmetical relationships between them (see, for instance, Theorem 2.5).

For well-structured transition systems, i.e., systems that rely on an underlying wqo [1, 8, 13], one can assign complexity upper bounds based on the maximal order type through the technology of length functions theorems and controlled bad sequences [e.g., 3, 6, 12]. Schmitz [23] refined this technique by using controlled antichains, which leverages the width instead of the maximal order type. In any case, the complexity bounds are derived from bounds on the ordinal invariants of the underlying wqos, which is not a trivial task.

Fortunately, most wqos used in verification techniques are inductively constructed using simple wqos (ordinals, finite sets) and classical operations (finite sum, finite product, etc.). Usually, the ordinal invariants of an expression using these operations can be expressed as functions in the ordinal invariants of its sub-expressions. Therefore one can easily compute the ordinal invariants. of an expression compositionnaly. In 1977, de Jongh and Parikh opened the way by computing the m.o.t of the disjoint sum and Cartesian product of wqos [9], followed by Schmidt who tackled the m.o.t. of word embeddings and homeomorphic tree embeddings on a wqo [22], and Van der Meeren, Rathjen, and Weiermann who focused on the m.o.t. of the finite multiset construction [25, 27]. Abraham and Bonnet put their interest in the other ordinal invariants, measuring the height of Cartesian product, but also the width of disjoint sums and lexicographic products [2].

Džamonja, Schmitz, and Schnoebelen wrote a survey on the topic, with original results such as the ordinal invariants of the lexicographic product, but also the height of the finite multiset, finite word, and finite tree embeddings [11]. However, there are useful operations for which computing the ordinal invariants remains a challenge. For instance, the width of the Cartesian product was revealed to be non functional in the ordinal invariants of its sub-expressions by Vialard [26]; an issue that was tackled by restraining its study to a family of elementary wqos, for which the width of the Cartesian product is compositionally computable.

This paper focuses on another blind spot of the theory, namely the finitary powerset construction, for which none of the ordinal invariants are computable compositionnaly.

Contributions

Section 3 provide bounds for the ordinal invariants of P_f (X). These new bounds are listed in Table 1. We restricted our table to monomorphic bounds, i.e., bounds on f(P_f (X)) built using f(X), where f is an ordinal invariant. Section 4 provides two families of wqos, P and H, attaining those bounds.

Invariant Lower Bound Upper Bound Theorems

o(P_f (X)) 1 + o(X) 2o^{(X)} Theorems 3.3 and 4.3 h(P_f (X)) 1 + h(X) 2h^{(X)} Theorem 3.6 w(P_f (X)) 2w^{(X)} none Theorems 3.11 and 4.3

Table 1: Tight upper and lower bounds for the ordinal invariants of P_f (X); tightness is proven throughout Section 4.

The family P relies extensively on the property w(P_α) = o(P_α) to reach the upper bound for the m.o.t and the lower bound for the width. This remark paved the way towards a restricted family of wqos for which the behaviour of P_f is more regular, obtained by restraining ourselves to basic operations on wqos that preserve this property.

Definition 1.1 (Elementary wqo). We define the family of elementary wqos using the following grammar

E^{def}= α ≥ ω^ω indecomposable | E_1 ⊔ E_2 | E_1 × E_2 | E^{<ω} | M^⋄(E) | P_f (E)

This family is an extension of the family introduced in [26], broadened by including the multiset and finite powerset operations.

The ordinal invariants of P_f (X) remain non-functional, even when restricted to the family of elementary wqos. However, we introduce in Section 5 approximated versions of the usual ordinal invariants (see Definition 5.8), and prove that the extended list of ordinal invariants can be computed compositionally over the family of elementary wqos. Namely, we provide in Tables 4 and 5 (respectively page 21 and page 25) recursive equations to compute the ordinal invariants of elementary wqos. This not only gives a procedure to compute such invariants, but advocates for the further considerations of the approximated versions of the usual ordinal invariants, that seem to play a role in explaining the nonfunctional properties of the finitary powerset.

Outline of the paper. Section 2 recalls the definitions that will be used in the paper. Section 3 displays upper and lower bounds for the ordinal invariants on P_f (X). Section 4 provides families of wqos attaining those bounds. In Section 5 we prove that restraining ourselves to basic operations on wqos allows us to recover the computability of the ordinal invariants.

Genesis of this article. This article grew from unpublished notes (2013) by Abriola, Schmitz and Schnoebelen who investigated the m.o.t. of P_f (X), established the upper and lower bounds we give in Section 3.1, and proved their tightness. The observation that o(P_f (X)) is not a function of o(X) spurred research in the width invariant, with the hope that o(P_f (X)) could be better characterised when both o(X) and w(X) are known but this idea proved inconclusive. Then in 2020 Halfon and Lopez revived this line of work and gave bounds for the height and width of P_f (X), together with proofs of tightness. In 2022 Vialard joined the group and showed how one can determine exactly the values of all three invariants for a rather large family of wqos built by combining arbitrarily the powerset operation with other more classic constructs. It was then decided by all six that this material will profit from being collected in a single text.

2 Basics

Well-quasi-orderings. A sequence (x_i)_{i∈N} is good in a quasi-order (X, ≤) when there exists an increasing pair x_i ≤ x_j with i < j. Otherwise it is bad.

A well-quasi-order (or wqo) is a quasi-order (X, ≤) which has no infinite bad sequences. A wqo can alternatively be defined as a quasi-order which is well-founded (it has no infinite decreasing sequences) and satisfies the finite antichain condition (it has no infinite antichains). When the ordering can be inferred from the context, we will only write X instead of (X, ≤).

If a wqo (X, ≤) is such that ≤ is anti-symmetric, then it is a well partial order (wpo). Any wqo can be turned into a wpo by quotienting it by the equivalence relation ≡^{def}= ≤∩≥; this quotienting preserves the ordinal invariants we will introduce next. We say that two wqos are wpo-isomorphic (denoted with ∼=_{wpo}) when their wpos obtained through quotienting are isomorphic.

Ordinal invariants. For any wqo (X, ≤_X ), we define Bad(X) (respectively Dec(X) and Inco(X)) as the tree of bad sequences (respectively strictly decreasing sequences, antichain sequences) of X ordered by inverse prefix order [see 18]: the empty sequence is the root, and if s is a prefix of t, then s ≥ t.

Observe that, since X is a wqo (hence satisfies the finite antichain condition and is well-founded), the trees Bad(X), Dec(X) and Inco(X) do not have infinite branches: they are well-founded. However, they can be infinitely branching.

We ascribe an ordinal rank to any node of a well-founded tree T from bottom to top. Let s ∈ T be a node: if s is a leaf, then r(s)^{def}= 0. Otherwise r(s)^{def}= sup{ r(t) + 1 | t ≤ s in T }. Since T can be infinitely branching, r(s) is an ordinal. The rank of T is defined as the rank of its root.

Definition 2.1 (Ordinal invariants). The maximal order type (m.o.t.), height and width of a wqo X are respectively the rank of Bad(X), Dec(X) and Inco(X).

Based on the inductive definition of the ordinal rank, the ordinal invariants can be computed using residual equations. We define the residuals of a wqo X as X_{•x} = { y ∈ X | y • x } for • ∈ { <, >, ≤, ≥, ⊥, ≰, ≱ }, and x ∈ X. Then, with the above notations the following inductive characterisations can be derived:

o(X) = sup_{x∈X}(o(X_{≱x}) + 1)

(Res-o)

h(X) = sup_{x∈X}(h(X_{<x}) + 1)

(Res-h)

w(X) = sup_{x∈X}(w(X_{⊥x}) + 1)

(Res-w)

The notion of residuals can be extended to finite sets Y ⊆ X by considering the intersection of the residuals X_{•y} where y ranges in Y , namely:

X_{•Y}^{def}= ⋂ y∈Y X_{•y} . Let us notice that X_{≤x} is the usual definition of the downward closure of x in X, that will be written as ↓_X { x } when the notation feels clearer. The downward closure can also be applied to subsets Y ⊆ X, writing ↓_X Y for the union of the closures ↓_X { y } for y ∈ Y . We write ↓ Y when the wqo X is clear from the context. Note that X_{•∅} = X (because the intersection is empty) and ↓ ∅ = ∅ (because the union is empty).

About Ordinals. We suppose well-known the notions of sum, product, natural sum and natural product on ordinals, and refer to Fraïssé [14] for a more complete survey of ordinal arithmetic. Let us point out particular ordinals that will often be special cases in our results and proofs.

Definition 2.2 (Specific ordinals). An ordinal α is

• an ε-number whenever ω^α = α;

• additively indecomposable when for any β < α and γ < α, β ⊕ γ < α. Alternatively, additively indecomposable ordinals are of the form ω^{α′} with α^′ any ordinal.

• multiplicatively indecomposable when for any β < α and γ < α, β ⊗ γ < α. Alternatively, multiplicatively indecomposable ordinals (besides 2) are of the form ω^{α′} with α^′ additively indecomposable.

As an abuse of notation, we will write indecomposable for multiplicatively indecomposable in the rest of the paper, and always rule out 0, 1 and 2 from our notions of indecomposable ordinals. This simplifies the statements.

Since the bounds on the ordinal invariants of the finite powerset rely heavily on 2- exponentiation (Table 1), let us briefly recall how exponentiation is defined over ordinals.

Fact 2.3. Any ordinal α can be written uniquely as ω · α^′ + n with α^′ an ordinal and n < ω. Definition 2.4 (2-exponentiation). Let α be an ordinal with α = ω · α^′ + n, where n < ω. Then, 2^{α def}= ω^{α′} · 2^n.

Remark that Fact 2.3 implies that Definition 2.4 is valid, and furthermore that if α is an infinite ordinal, then 2^α is always additively indecomposable.

Techniques for ordinal invariants. Let us introduce the basic toolbox that will be used in this paper to study the ordinal invariants of wqos. A first observation is that w(X) ≤ o(X) and h(X) ≤ o(X), since Dec(X) and Inco(X) are subtrees of Bad(X). Furthermore, the maximal order type can be bounded using the width and height, as noticed by Kříž and Thomas.

Theorem 2.5 ([18]). For any wqo X,

1. o(X) ≤ h(X) ⊗ w(X),

2. and if o(X) is multiplicatively indecomposable and h(X) < o(X) (resp. w(X) < o(X)) then w(X) = o(X) (resp. h(X) = o(X)).

Ordinal invariants are also monotonic with respect to some relations between wqos.

Definition 2.6 (Augmentation). A quasi-order (X, ≤_X ) is an augmentation of a quasiorder (Y, ≤_Y ) whenever X = Y and ≤_Y ⊆ ≤_Y . We write this relation Y ≤_{aug} X.

Definition 2.7 (Substructure). A quasi-order (X, ≤_X ) is a substructure of a quasi-order (Y, ≤_Y ) whenever X ⊆ Y and ≤_X is the restriction of ≤_Y to X. This relation is written X ≤_{st} Y .

Definition 2.8 (Reflection). A function f : X → Y is a reflection if f(x_1) ≤_Y f(x_2) implies x_1 ≤_X x_2. When there is a reflection from X to Y , we note X → Y .

Note that if Y ≤_{aug} X or X ≤_{st} Y , then X → Y .

These relations are useful to compare the ordinal invariants of different wqos.

Lemma 2.9. For any wqos X, Y ,

• if X ≤_{st} Y then f(X) ≤ f(Y ) for f ∈ { o, w, h }.

• if X ≥_{aug} Y then f(X) ≤ f(Y ) for f ∈ { o, w }. Moreover, if X is a wpo then h(X) ≥ h(Y ).

• if X → Y then f(X) ≤ f(Y ) for f ∈ { o, w }.

Lemma 2.10. For any ordinals β < α, any f ∈ { o, w, h }, and any wqo X such that f(X) = α, there exists Y ≤_{st} X such that f(Y ) = β.

Proof. We prove the result for o by induction on o(X). If o(X) = 0, then the property is vacuously true. Otherwise, there exists x ∈ X, such that β < o(X_{≱s}) + 1. Either β = o(X_{≱x}), and Y^{def}= X_{≱x} is a solution, or β < o(X_{≱x}) and we conclude by induction hypothesis.

The proof works similarly for w and h, using X_{⊥x} and X_{<x} instead of X_{≱x}.

Classical operations on wqos. We will now recall the definitions of the operations on wqos that are used in the paper; for a more thorough survey on these constructions and their ordinal invariants, we redirect the reader to the work of [11]. For the rest of this paragraph, we will assume that (X, ≤_X ) and (Y, ≤_Y ) are two wqos.

The disjoint sum (X ⊔ Y, ≤_⊔) and the lexicographic sum (X + Y, ≤_+) both have for support the disjoint union of X and Y . However, the ordering of the disjoint sum is defined using ≤_⊔^{def}= ≤_X ∪ ≤_Y , whereas the ordering of the lexicographic sum is built using ≤_+^{def}= ≤_X ∪ ≤_Y ∪ { x ≤_+ y | x ∈ X, y ∈ Y }. The disjoint sum of two wqos remains a wqo, while the infinite lexicographic sum Σ_{γ<α}X_γ of a family of wqos (X_γ )_{γ<α} along the ordinal α is also a wqo.

The Cartesian product (X × Y, ≤_×) and the lexicographic product (X · Y, ≤_·) have for support { (x, y) | x ∈ X, y ∈ Y }, and their orderings are obtained as follows:

(x, y) ≤_× (x^′, y^′)^{def}⇔ x ≤_X a^′ ∧ y ≤_Y b^′ .

(x, y) ≤_· (x^′, y^′)^{def}⇔ y ≤_Y y^′ ∧ (y ≡_Y y^′ =⇒ x ≤_X x^′) .

Note that both the lexicographic and Cartesian product of two wqos are wqos. We denote with A^{×n} the Cartesian product of n copies A, with n finite.

The set of finite words on X, written X^{<ω}, is ordered using the word embedding relation defined hereafter: w ≤_{<ω} w^{′ def}⇔ ∃f : [1, |w|] → [1, |w^′|] increasing, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ n, w_i ≤ w^′_{f(i)} . The set of finite multisets (M^⋄(X), ≤_⋄) of elements in X ordered with multiset embedding, corresponds to X^{<ω} quotiented by the following equivalence relation: u ≡ v iff u can be obtained through a permutation of letters of v.

Let us now introduce the main operator of this paper, that is the finitary powerset construction. We write P_f (X) for the collection of finite subsets of X endowed with the Hoare embedding (also known as the domination quasi-ordering) relation, stating that S ⊑_H S^′ whenever every element x ∈ S is below some element x^′ ∈ S^′.

Notice that P_f (X) is a quotient of M^⋄(X) through the map ι: M → { x ∈ X | M(x) ≥ 1 }. Unfortunately this map does not preserve the ordinal invariants, and M^⋄(X) and P_f (X) actually exhibit strikingly different behaviours.

Even when X is a wpo, P_f (X) may not be. Fortunately, P_f (X) is equivalent to Ant(X), the set of finite antichains ordered with Hoare embedding, through the relation S → max_{≤X} S for S ∈ P_f (X). If X is a wpo then Ant(X) is a wpo too.

Similarly, observe that the finite powerset of a linear wqo is wpo-isomorphic to a linear wqo: P_f (α) ∼=_{wpo} 1+α for any ordinal α. Finally, Lemma 2.11 states some simple yet useful equivalences relating the finitary powerset constructions, disjoint unions, and lexicographic sums.

Lemma 2.11. Let X, Y be wqos. Then we have the wpo-isomorphisms

P_f (X + Y ) ∼=_{wpo} P_f (X) + (P_f (Y ) \ { ∅ }) , and P_f (X ⊔ Y ) ∼=_{wpo} P_f (X) × P_f (Y ) .

We summarise the current knowledge on ordinal invariants in Table 2; see Figure 1 (page 9) for the definitions of the specific ordinal operations present in the table. Notice that all these operations are monotonic with respect to substructures, augmentations and reflections.

3 Upper and lower bounds for P_f (X)

Our first claim is that the ordinal invariants of P_f (X) cannot be expressed as a function in o(X), h(X), and w(X), as embodied in Example 3.1.

Example 3.1. Consider X_1 = (ω + ω) ⊔ (ω + ω) and X_2 = (ω ⊔ ω) + (ω ⊔ ω) These two wqos have the same ordinal invariants, but P_f (X_1) and P_f (X_2) differ on all ordinal invariants.

Space M.O.T. Height Width α α α 1 X ⊔ Y o(X) ⊕ o(Y ) max(h(X), h(Y )) w(X) ⊕ w(Y )

X + Y o(X) + o(Y ) h(X) + h(Y ) max(w(X), w(Y ))

X × Y o(X) ⊗ o(Y ) h(X) ^⊕ h(Y ) Not functional

X · Y o(X) · o(Y ) h(X) · h(Y ) w(X) ⊙ w(Y )

M^⋄(X) ω^^o^{(X)} h^⋆(X) o(M^⋄(X)) X^{<ω} ω^ω o(X)^± h^⋆(X) o(X^{<ω})

P_f (X) ? ? ?

Table 2: How to compute ordinal invariants compositionally [11]. In order to simplify the expressions, we assume o(X) = ω^α > 1 in the case of of M^⋄(X), and o(X) > 1 in the case of X^{<ω}.

Proof of Example 3.1. Thanks to Lemma 2.11, we deduce that P_f (X_1) ∼= ω · 2 × ω · 2, and that P_f (X_2) ∼= (ω × ω) + (ω × ω). As a consequence, we obtain the following table of ordinal invariants (see [26] for the width of a Cartesian product of ordinals):

X o h w

X_1 ω · 4 ω · 2 2 X_2 ω · 4 ω · 2 2

P_f (X_1) ω^2 · 4 ω · 3 ω · 3 P_f (X_2) ω^2 · 2 ω · 2 ω

The non-functionality of the ordinal invariants of P_f does not prevent us from building bounds for h, w, and o. Our main argument to prove upper and lower bounds will be structural in the sense that, from the form of the ordinal invariants of X (e.g., are they successor or limit ordinals? finite or infinite? indecomposable?), we will deduce some structure Y related to X for which the invariants of P_f are easier to estimate. A first example of such a structural lemma, used for the upper bound on the maximal order type is the following “sandwich lemma.”

Lemma 3.2. Let (X, ≤) be a wqo such that o(X) = α + β for some ordinals α, β. Then there exists a partition X = X_α ⊎X_β such that: o(X_α) = α, o(X_β ) = β, and X_α +X_β ≥_{aug} X ≥_{aug} X_α ⊔ X_β.

(1) α ^⊕ β^{def}= sup{ α^′ ⊕ β^′ | α^′ < α, β^′ < β }

(2) α^{± def}= α − 1 if α is finite, α + 1 if α = ε + n with ε an ε-number and n ∈ N, α otherwise.

(3) h^⋆(X)^{def}= { h(X) if h(X) is additively indecomposable ≥ ω h(X) · ω otherwise.

(4) α^{∘ def}= { α + 1 if α = ε + n, α otherwise.

^α^{def}= ωα^{∘1} + · · · + ωα^{∘n} when α = ω^{α1} + · · · + ω^{αn}

(5) α ⊙ 0 = 0 α ⊙ (β + 1) = (α ⊙ β) ⊕ α α ⊙ λ = sup_{γ<λ}(α ⊙ γ + 1), λ limit

Figure 1: Definition of the notations used in Table 2.

Proof. The proof is in Appendix A.1, page 30.

3.1 Maximal Order Type of P_f (X) Let X be a wqo. It is clear that 1 + X ≤_{st} P_f (X) modulo isomorphism through the map 1 → ∅ and x → { x }. As a consequence of Table 2 and Lemma 2.9, we immediately conclude that the following lower bound holds

1 + o(X) = o(1 + X) ≤ o(P_f (X)) .

For the upper bound, we will rely on Lemma 3.2 to recursively decompose X and prove that o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2o^{(X)}.

Theorem 3.3. For all wqo (X, ≤), 1 + o(X) ≤ o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2o^{(X)}.

Proof. We prove the upper bound induction on o(X).

If o(X) is finite. Suppose w.l.o.g. that X is a wpo. Then o(X) is the cardinal of X and o(P_f (X)) is less than or equal to the cardinal of P_f (X) which is 2o^{(X)}.

If o(X) is an infinite successor ordinal, then o(X) = α + n with α limit and infinite, and 1 ≤ n < ω. Then using Lemma 3.2 we can split X = X_1 ⊎ X_2 with o(X_1) = α, o(X_2) = n, and X ≥_{aug} X_1 ⊔ X_2. Combining Lemmas 2.9 and 2.11, we have

o(P_f (X)) ≤ o(P_f (X_1) × P_f (X_2)) = o(P_f (X_1)) ⊗ o(P_f (X_2)) .

By induction hypothesis, we know that o(P_f (X_1)) ≤ 2^α, and o(P_f (X_2)) ≤ 2^n. Therefore, o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2^{α+n}.

If o(X) is a limit ordinal, then we use Equation (Res-o):

o(P_f (X)) = sup_{S∈P}

f (X)

(o(P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS) + 1)

Let us therefore decompose, given a finite set S ∈ P_f (X), the set P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS : P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS = {T ∈ P_f (X) | S ⋢_H T } = {T ∈ P_f (X) | ∃x ∈ S, ∀y ∈ T, x ≰ y} = {T ∈ P_f (X) | ∃x ∈ S, T ∈ P_f (X_{≱x})} = ⋃ x∈S P_f (X_{≱x})

As a consequence, P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS is an augmentation of the disjoint union ⨆ x∈S P_f (X_{≱x}), and the following inequality holds:

o(P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS ) ≤ ⨁ x∈S o(P_f (X_{≱x})) .

Let us write β = max_{x∈S} o(X_{≱x}) < o(X). By induction hypothesis, for all x ∈ S, we have o(P_f (X_{≱x})) ≤ 2o^{(X≱x)} ≤ 2^β . Since α is limit, 2^α is additive indecomposable. Thus o(P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS) ≤ 2^β · |S| < 2^α. Therefore o(P_f (X)̸

⊑

HS ) + 1 < 2^α, hence o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2^α.

Notice that in the proof of Theorem 3.3, we related the residual of a set S in P_f (X) with the residuals of the elements of S in X. This method will be used and reused throughout the paper.

3.2 Height of P_f (X) Using the same argument as for o(P_f (X)), it is clear that the following lower bound holds: 1 + h(X) ≤ h(P_f (X)).

Remark 3.4. P_f (X) is a substructure of the infinitary powerset P_{inf} (X) ordered with Hoare’s embedding, which is wpo-isomorphic to Down(X) the set of downward-closed subsets of X ordered with inclusion. Therefore, h(P_f (X)) ≤ h(Down(X)) = o(X) + 1 [11, Theorem 3.5].

We can do better than this upper bound: As in the proof of Theorem 3.3, we will rely on a structural decomposition lemma to handle the successor case, and on the relationship between the residuals of P_f (X) and X for the limit case.

Lemma 3.5. Let X be a wqo such that h(X) = α + 1. There exists a partition X = X_⊥ ⊎ X_⊤ such that h(X_⊥) = α and X_⊤ is wpo-isomorphic to an antichain. Proof. The proof is in Appendix A.1, page 30.

Let Γ_k denotes a wqo of k incomparable elements. Theorem 3.6. For all wqo X, there exists m ∈ N such that,

1 + h(X) ≤ h(P_f (X)) ≤ { 2h^{(X)} when h(X) is a limit ordinal 2h^{(X)} · m when h(X) is a successor ordinal Proof. We prove the upper bound by induction on h(X).

If h(X) is finite then because X is a wqo, X is finite and P_f (X) is a finite set too. As a consequence, h(P_f (X)) ≤ 2h^{(X)+m} for some m ∈ N.

If h(X) = α + 1 then we can leverage Lemma 3.5 to decompose X = X_⊥ ⊎ X_⊤ such that h(X_⊥) = α and X_⊤ ∼=_{wpo} Γ_m for some 1 ≤ m < ω. Without loss of generality, assume that X is a wpo. Recall that P_f (X) ∼=_{wpo} Ant(X), the set of antichains of X. We know that Ant(X) is a wpo, while P_f (X) might not be. Hence observe that Ant(X) ≤_{aug} { (S_⊥, S_⊤) ∈ Ant(X_⊥) · Ant(X_⊤) | S_⊥ ∪ S_⊤ ∈ Ant(X) } ≤_{st} Ant(X_⊥) · Ant(X_⊤) .

Thus, h(Ant(X)) ≤ h(Ant(X_⊥)) · h(Ant(X_⊤)) = h(P_f (X_⊥)) · h(P_f (X_⊤)) according to Lemma 2.9 and Table 2.

By induction hypothesis, h(P_f (X_⊥)) ≤ 2^α because h(X_⊥) is a limit ordinal. Let us note that h(P_f (Γ_m)) = m + 1. We conclude that h(P_f (X)) ≤ 2^α · (m + 1).

If h(X) = α where α is limit ordinal then by the Equation (Res-h): h(P_f (X)) = sup_{S∈P}

f (X)

(h(P_f (X)_{⊏HS} ) + 1)

Let us fix S ∈ P_f (X) and let Y^{def}= P_f (X)_{⊏HS} . Then Y = {T ∈ P_f (X) | T ⊏_H S} ⊆ {T ∈ P_f (X) | T ⊆ ↓ S} = P_f (↓ S)

We recall that ↓ S^{def}= ⋃ x∈S X_{≤x}. Because h(X) = α is a limit ordinal, for all x ∈ X h(X)_{≤x} = h(X_{<x}) + 1 < α. Since S ⊆ X is finite, h(↓ S) < α.

We can therefore apply the induction hypothesis: There exists m ∈ N such that h(Y ) ≤ 2h^{(↓ S)} < 2^α if h(Y ) is limit, and h(Y ) ≤ 2h^{(↓ S)} · m < 2^α otherwise. This proves that h(P_f (X)) ≤ 2^α.

3.3 Width of P_f (X)

Thanks to Theorem 3.3, we can bound the width w(P_f (X)) by o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2o^{(X)}. This inequality does not bound the width of P_f (X) by an expression depending on the width of X, and we now claim that there exists no such upper bound, anticipating the tightness results of Section 4.

Example 3.7. For all infinite ordinal α, let X_α = ω ⊔ α. Then w(X_α) = 2 and w(P_f (X_α)) = α.

Proof. Since P_f (X) ∼=_{wpo} ω×(1+α), we conclude by referring ourselves to Lemma 2.11.

As a consequence, we will focus on providing a lower bound for the width of P_f (X). As opposed to the case of h and o, this lower bound happens to be non-trivial to obtain. Our first goal is to provide structural lemmas analogue to Lemmas 3.2 and 3.5.

Lemma 3.8. Let X be a wqo such that w(X) = α + n with n ≥ 1. There exists Y of width α such that Y ⊔ Γ_n ≤_{st} X.

Proof. The proof is in Appendix A.1, page 30.

Corollary 3.9. Let X be a wqo. If w(X) = k < ω, then Γ_k ≤_{st} X.

A lower bound using the structural decomposition lemmas above will naturally rely on computing width of the following form w(P_f (Y ⊔ Γ_k)), which can be rewritten as w(P_f (Y )×P_f (Γ_k)) according to Lemma 2.11. One major roadblock to such a proof scheme is that Table 2 does not provide a close expression for the width of a product. To tackle this issue, we leverage the work of [11, 26] computing over so-called “transferable” structures, and prove the following lower bound.

Lemma 3.10 (Lower bound on the width of the Cartesian product). Let A, B be two wqos such that w(B) ≥ ω is additively indecomposable. Then w(A × B) ≥ w(B) · o(A).

Proof. The proof is in Appendix A.2, page 31.

In the following bounds for the width of the finitary powerset, we abstract away the finite constants (as in Theorem 3.6) to simplify the analysis. Note that the finite parts are computed as w(P_f (Γ_k)) for some k, which can be computed thanks to Sperner’s theorem [24]. We refer the reader to [5] for a modern presentation of the result.

Theorem 3.11. Let X be a wqo. If w(X) is infinite then w(P_f (X)) ≥ 2w^{(X)}. Otherwise w(P_f (X)) ≥ w(P_f (Γ_k)) where w(X) = k < ω.

Proof. We prove the result by induction on w(X).

If w(X) = k < ω then one can apply Lemma 2.9 and Corollary 3.9 to conclude that

w(P_f (Γ_k)) ≤ w(P_f (X)) .

If w(X) = α + n with α limit and n ≥ 1 then by Lemma 3.8, there exists a wqo Y of width α, such that Y ⊔ Γ_n ≤_{st} X. Hence w(P_f (X)) ≥ w(P_f (Y ⊔ Γ_n)) = w(P_f (Y ) × P_f (Γ_n)) according to Lemmas 2.9 and 2.11.

By induction hypothesis, 2^α ≤ w(P_f (Y )). Therefore there exists Z ≤_{st} P_f (Y ) such that w(Z) = 2^α. The latter is an additively indecomposable ordinal since α is limit and infinite, hence through Lemma 3.10:

w(P_f (X)) ≥ w(P_f (Y ) × P_f (Γ_n)) ≥ w(Z × P_f (Γ_n)) ≥ 2^α · o(P_f (Γ_n)) = 2^{α+n} .

Which is the expected lower bound.

If w(X) = ω then for all k < ω, w(P_f (X)) ≥ w(P_f (Γ_k)). Remark that sup_{k<ω} w(P_f (Γ_k)) = ω, and therefore, w(P_f (X)) ≥ ω = 2^ω .

If w(X) = α > ω and α is a limit ordinal, then for all ω < β < α, there exists a Y_β ≤_{st} X such that w(Y_β) = β thanks to Lemma 2.10. By induction hypothesis, and since ω < β, 2^β ≤ w(P_f (Y )) ≤ w(P_f (X)). Therefore,

w(P_f (X)) ≥ sup_{β<α} 2^β = 2^α .

4 Tightness of the Bounds

The upper and lower bounds provided in Section 3 allow huge gaps. For instance, when h(X) = ω^2, h(P_f (X)) can lie between ω^2 and ω^ω. We proceed to prove that these gap cannot be avoided by exhibiting for every paremeter f ∈ { w, o, h }, for every bound, a family of wqos X_α such that f(X_α) = α, and f(P_f (X_α)) equals the provided (upper or lower) bound.

4.1 Tight lower bound for the width, upper bound for the maximal order type

We first introduce a family of wqos (H_α) that will reach both the lower bounds for w(P_f (X)) and the upper bound for o(P_f (X)). We recall that Γ_k denotes a wqo of k incomparable elements for any k < ω.

Definition 4.1. Define inductively:

• H_ω0 = Γ_1,

• H_ω1 = ∑ n∈ω Γ_n, • For α > 0, H_ωωα = ∑ β<ω^α Hω^β

• And for ω^{α1} + · · · + ω^{αn} in CNF, H_{ωω}α1_{+···+ω}αn = H_{ωω}α1 · · · · · H_ωωαn . (recall that · designates the lexicographic product)

Proposition 4.2. For all ordinal α: h(H_ωα ) = w(H_ωα ) = o(H_ωα ) = ω^α.

Proof. The proof is in Appendix B.1, page 32.

We can extend the H_ωα family into a family H_α for any ordinal α, such that w(H_α) = o(H_α) = α. If α = ω^{α1} + · · · + ω^{αn} in Cantor normal form (i.e. ω^{α1} ≥ · · · ≥ ω^{αn} ), then take H_α^{def}= H_ωα1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ H_ωαn . However, H_α has height max ω^{αi} and not α. Theorem 4.3. For every α, o(H_α) = w(H_α) = α, and w(P_f (H_α)) attains the lower bound of Theorem 3.11 and o(P_f (H_α)) attains the upper bound of of Theorem 3.3. Proof. From Theorems 3.3 and 3.11 we conclude that for α infinite: 2^α = 2w^(H^{α)} ≤ w(P_f (H_α)) ≤ o(P_f (H_α)) ≤ 2o^(H^{α)} = 2^α It follows that w(P_f (H_α)) = o(P_f (H_α)) = 2^α. Hence, the upper bound in Theorem 3.3 and lower bound in Theorem 3.11 are reached.

Lastly, for α = k finite:

• (P_f (Γ_k), ⊑_H) = (P_f (Γ_k), ⊆) which is of cardinal 2^k; • w(P_f (Γ_k)) is precisely the lower bound given in Theorem 3.11 4.2 Tight upper bounds for the height We provide a family (P_α)_{α indecomposable} reaching the upper bound for the height, that is: h(P_α) = α, and h(P_f (P_α)) = 2^α. Definition 4.4. Define P_α as follows:

• P_ω^{def}= ω.

• For any indecomposable ordinals α ≥ ω^ω, let P_α^{def}= P_f (α^{<ω}).

Since 2^ω = ω and P_f (P_ω) ∼=_{wpo} ω, it is obvious that P_ω reaches the upper bound for the height of the finite powerset. For any α ≥ ω^ω indecomposable, P_α is an elementary wqo. Therefore, we will see in Section 5.2 that h(P_α) = α, and h(P_f (P_α)) = 2^α. We extend the family P_α to successors of indecomposable ordinals as follows. Definition 4.5 (Extended Family). Let α be an indecomposable ordinal and m < ω. Then, P_{α+1,m}^{def}= (P_α + 1) × Γ_m.

Lemma 4.6. Let α be an ordinal and m < ω. Then,

h(P_{α+1,m}) = α + 1 and h(P_f (P_{α+1,m})) ≥ 2^α × m .

Proof. Observe that (P_α + 1) × Γ_m ∼= (P_α + 1) ⊔ · · · ⊔ (P_α + 1) the disjoint sum of m copies of (P_α + 1). Therefore h(P_{α+1,m}) = h(P_α + 1) = α + 1 according to Table 2. According to Lemma 2.11, P_f (P_{α+1,m}) ∼= (P_f (P_α + 1))^{×m} ∼= (P_f (P_α) + 1)^{×m} hence h(P_f (P_{α+1,m})) = h(P_f (P_α) + 1) ^⊕ · · · ^⊕ h(P_f (P_α) + 1) ≥ (2^α + 1) ^⊕ · · · ^⊕ (2^α + 1) = 2^α · m + 1.

5 An algebra of well-behaved wqos

The results in Sections 3 and 4 show that one cannot derive the height, width and maximal order type of P_f (X) from the invariants of X. Here the powerset construction behaves differently from other operations for which ordinal invariants can be computed in a compositional way (see Table 2).

In this section we show that the situation is not so negative. We consider a rather large family of “elementary” wqos closed under most classical operations, for which we can compute the ordinal invariants of P_f (X), even in the presence of nested powerset constructions. This extends previous results in the literature for families of wqos which do not include the finite powerset construction [26].

Definition 1.1 (Elementary wqo). We define the family of elementary wqos using the following grammar

E^{def}= α ≥ ω^ω indecomposable | E_1 ⊔ E_2 | E_1 × E_2 | E^{<ω} | M^⋄(E) | P_f (E)

Most elementary wqos can be computed using Table 2. However some cases, for instance computing the ordinal invariants of P_f (E), or computing w(E_1 × E_2), need to be handled differently. To reduce the boilerplate code to a minimum, we will first normalise our terms so that we can minimise the appearance of “problematic” computations with the help of some isomorphisms in the spirit of those described in Lemma 2.11. The rewriting rules given in Figure 2 preserve wqos modulo isomorphism, and define a strongly normalising, confluent rewrite system.

P_f (α) → α , E × (E_1 ⊔ E_2) → (E × E_1) ⊔ (E × E_2) , (E_1 ⊔ E_2) × E → (E_1 × E) ⊔ (E_2 × E) , M^⋄(E_1 ⊔ E_2) → M^⋄(E_1) × M^⋄(E_2) , P_f (E_1 ⊔ E_2) → P_f (E_1) × P_f (E_2) .

Figure 2: Rewrite rules for elementary wqos

The normal form of a term is computable. We will theferore assume that an elementary wqo is always given via its expression in normal form, i.e., that cannot be rewritten by the above rules.

5.1 Maximal order type and width of elementary wqos

In this section, we will provide an algorithm to compute both the width and the maximal order type of an elementary wqo E. The main idea of this double computation is that most elementary wqos verify the property w(E) = o(E), in which case the following lemma can be applied.

Lemma 5.1 (Powerset Sandwich). Let X be a wqo such that w(X) = o(X). Then w(P_f (X)) = o(P_f (X)) = 2o^{(X)}.

Proof. According to Theorems 3.3 and 3.11,

2w^{(X)} ≤ w(P_f (X)) ≤ o(P_f (X)) ≤ 2o^{(X)} .

Some elementary wqos do not verify o(E) = w(E) (take for instance E = α). Moreover, if E is a Cartesian product, we cannot easily check if o(E) = w(E) as the width of the Cartesian product is not well-understood. We tackle this issue with recent work from [26], which reduces the width of a Cartesian product to its maximal order type in specific situations.

Theorem 5.2 (Vialard [26, Theorem 7.6]). Let X_1, . . . , X_n be wqos. If there exist i ≠ j ∈ [1, n] such that o(X_i) = ω^{ω·α} and o(X_j ) = ω^{ω·β} for any ordinals α, β > 0, then w(X_1 × · · · × X_n) = o(X_1 × · · · × X_n).

Proof. This theorem was originally expressed as follows:

If there exist i, j_1 ≠ j_2 ∈ [1, n] such that o(X_i) is infinite additive indecomposable, and o(X_{j1} ) and o(X_{j2} ) only have infinite exponents, then w(X_1 × · · · × X_n) = o(X_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ o(X_n).

We reformulated it with stronger but simpler constraints.

As for the powerset, it will become clear in Lemma 5.3 that most products of elementary wqos satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 5.2.

We now prove that we covered all the necessary cases in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3 (Case disjunction). Let E be an elementary wqo (given through its expression in normal form). Then:

(i) Either w(E) = o(E) = ω^{ω·β} for some ordinal β > 0. (ii) Or E = E_1 ⊔ E_2 with E_1, E_2 elementary wqos, (iii) Or E = α ≥ ω^ω indecomposable,

Proof. By induction on the expression in normal form of E:

Case E = α: then E satisfies (iii).

Case E = E_1 ⊔ E_2: then E satisfies (ii).

Case E = E^{<ω}_1 : E satisfies (i), see Table 2.

Case E = M^⋄(E_1): E is in normal for so by induction hypothesis E_1 satisfies either (i) or (iii). Hence o(E_1) > 1 is additively indecomposable, therefore E satisfies (i), see Table 2.

Case E = E_1 × E_2: E is in normal for so by induction hypothesis E_1 and E_2 both satisfy either (i) or (iii). Thus o(E_1) and o(E_2) are of the form ω^{ω·α} and ω^{ω·β} for some α, β > 0. Therefore according to Theorem 5.2 w(E) = o(E) = o(E_1) ⊗ o(E_2) = ω^{ω·(α⊕β)} hence E verifies (i).

Case E = P_f (E_1): E is in normal form so by induction hypothesis E_1 satisfies (i). Then w(E) = o(E) = 2o^{(E1)} = ωo^{(E1)} hence E satisfies (i).

We can deduce from the proof of Lemma 5.3 that for any elementary wqo E, if E = P_f (E_1) in normal form then w(E) = o(E) = 2o^{(E1)}. Similarly if E is a Cartesian product in normal form then w(E) = o(E). Hence we know the width and maximal order type of all elementary wqos, which is summarised in Section 5.1.

E w(E) o(E)

α, E^{<ω}_1 , E_1 ⊔ E_2 Table 2 Table 2 M^⋄(E_1)

P_f (E_1) 2o^{(E1)} 2o^{(E1)}

E_1 × E_2 o(E_1) ⊗ o(E_2) o(E_1) ⊗ o(E_2)

5.2 Height of elementary wqos

Given an elementary wqo E, its height h(E) is recursively defined in terms of the height of its sub-expressions thanks to Table 2, with the notable exception of h(P_f (E)) which cannot be expressed as a function of h(E).

Let us first observe that the height is trivially functional on a restricted family of elementary wqos where ordinals are limited to ω:

Definition 5.4. We define the family of ω-elementary wqos using the following grammar:

A, B^{def}= ω | A ⊔ B | A × B | A^{<ω} | M^⋄(A) | P_f (A)

Proposition 5.5. For any ω-elementary wqo E, h(E) = ω.

Proof. According to Table 2, any elementary wqo which does not contain a finite powerset construction is of height ω. Since 2^ω = ω, Theorem 3.6 suffices to conclude.

Recall that the height of the infinitary powerset construction h(P_{inf} (E)) can be computed via h(P_{inf} (E)) = o(E) + 1 (see Remark 3.4). The main contribution of this section, Theorem 5.10, derives from this equality to connect the height of the finitary powerset to the supremum of the maximal order type of approximations of E (see Definitions 5.6 and 5.8).

For any wqo A, for any n < ω, we note M^⋄_n(A) the set of multisets of exactly n elements with the multiset embedding.

Definition 5.6 (Approximation of an elementary wqo). Let E be an elementary wqo. We say E^′ approximates E, or E^′ <_{approx} E, iff:

• E = α and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} α^′ < α.

• E = E_1 ⊔ E_2 and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} E^′_1 ⊔ E^′_2 where E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 and E^′_2 <_{approx} E_2. • E = E_1 × E_2 and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} E^′_1 × E^′_2 where E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 and E^′_2 <_{approx} E_2. • E = E^{<ω}_1 and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} (E^′_1)^{×n} where E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 and n < ω. • E = M^⋄(E_1) and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} M^⋄_n(E^′_1) where E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 and n < ω. • E = P_f (E_1) and E^′ ∼=_{wpo} P_f (E^′_1) where E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1.

The notion of approximation can be understood as a principled way of considering substructures of a given wqo, and the following fact ensures that approximations are indeed substructures.

Fact 5.7. E^′ <_{approx} E =⇒ E^′ ≤_{st} E.

Leveraging, this notion of approximations, we introduce the approximated ordinal invariants.

Definition 5.8 (Approximated ordinal invariants). Let f ∈ {o, h, w}, and E be an elementary wqo. Then, f(E)^{def}= sup_E′<_{approxE} {f(E^′) + 1}.

Fact 5.9. Let E_1, E_2 be elementary wqos such that the normal form of E_1 is a subexpression of the normal form of E_2. Then f(E_1) ≤ f(E_2).

We are now ready to state the main technical lemma of this section. Theorem 5.10. For every elementary wqo E such that P_f (E) is in normal form, h(P_f (E)) = o(E) .

E o(E) Hypothesis E_1 × E_2 max(o(E_1), o(E_2)) o(E_1), o(E_2) indecomposable E_1 ⊔ E_2 max(o(E_1), o(E_2)) o(E_1), o(E_2) indecomposable M^⋄(E_1) o(E_1) o(E_1) indecomposable E^{<ω}_1 o(E_1) o(E_1) indecomposable P_f (E_1) 2o^{(E1)} o(E_1) = w(E_1)

Table 3: Computing the approximated maximal order type under conditions.

Computing o(E). Before proving Theorem 5.10, let us first show how to compute o(E) for any elementary wqo E, and therefore h(P_f (E)).

Lemma 5.11. For E elementary, o(E) can be computed as described in Table 3 in cases following the given hypotheses.

Proof. Let E_1, E_2 be elementary wqos, α = o(E_1) and β = o(E_2)

• Without loss of generality, let β ≤ α. Then, with the hypothesis that α and β are indecomposable:

– o(E_1 ⊔ E_2) ≤ sup{ α^′ ⊕ β^′ + 1 | α^′ < α, β^′ < β } = α. – o(E_1 × E_2) ≤ sup{ α^′ ⊗ β^′ + 1 | α^′ < α, β^′ < β } = α. – o(E^{<ω}_1 ) ≤ sup{ (α^′)^{⊗n} + 1 | α^′ < α, n < ω } ≤ α – M^⋄_n(A) ≥_{aug} (A)^{×n} for any wqo A, hence o(M^⋄(E_1)) ≤ o(E^{<ω}_1 ) = α.

Observe that in these four cases, E_1 is a sub-expression of E o(E) ≥ α according to Fact 5.9.

• 2w^{(E1)} ≤ w(P_f (E_1)) ≤ o(P_f (E_1)) ≤ 2o^{(E1)} according to Theorems 3.3 and 3.11.

Hence if o(E_1) = w(E_1), then o(P_f (E_1)) = 2o^{(E1)}.

The condition o(E_1) = w(E_1) for E = P_f (E_1) in Table 3 is not very restrictive, since operations like E^{<ω} and M^⋄(E) do not drastically increase the approximated m.o.t. of an elementary wqo as they do for the m.o.t., to the point that o = w holds for most elementary wqos. To prove that, we develop some lower bounds on w. While crude, these simple constructions will suffice.

Definition 5.12. For any ordinal α, let P_α = { (β_0, β_1) | β_0 ≤ β_1 < α } ≤_{st} α^{×2} the set of increasing pairs of α ordered component-wise.

Observe that M^⋄_2(α) ∼= P_α and P_α → P_f (α × 2) through the function (β_0, β_1) → {(β_1, 0), (β_0, 1)}.

Lemma 5.13. Let α ≥ ω^ω be an indecomposable ordinal. Then, sup_{α′<α} w(P_α′ ) ≥ α . Proof. Let α ≥ ω^ω, and ω ≤ α^′ < α. Then we can turn any strictly decreasing sequence x_0, x_1, . . . of α^′ − ω into an antichain (0, x_0 + ω), (1, x_1 + ω), . . . of P_α′ with respect to the prefix order. Hence sup_{ω≤α}′_{<α} w(P_α′ ) ≥ sup_α′_{<α} α^′ − ω = α − ω = α.

As we did with Lemma 5.3, let us present a structural lemma which reveals in which cases w ≠ o.

Lemma 5.14 (Case disjunction). Let E be an elementary wqo (given through its expression in normal form). Then, o(E) is indecomposable, and one of the following holds:

(i) w(E) = o(E), (ii) E = E_1 ⊔ E_2 a disjoint union of elementary wqos, (iii) E = α an ordinal.

Proof. Observe that for any elementary wqo E, w(E) ≤ o(E).

By induction on the expression in normal form of E:

Case E = α indecomposable satisfies (iii). o(α) = α is indecomposable. Case E = P_f (E_1): By induction hypothesis E_1 verifies (i) since E is in normal form.

Therefore w(E) = o(E) = 2o^{(E1)}. Hence E verifies (i). 2o^{(E1)} is indecomposable if o(E_1) is indecomposable.

Aside from P_f , the approximated m.o.t. of every elementary operation can be computed under an indecomposability hypothesis. Moreover Table 3 conserves indecomposability. Case E = E_1 ⊔ E_2 satisfies (ii).

Case E = E_1 × E_2: Assume that o(E_1) = α ≥ β = o(E_2), and therefore that o(E) = α (see Table 3). Now there exists E^′_2 <_{approx} E_2 such that ω ≤_{st} E^′_2. Thus for any E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1, w(E^′_1 × E^′_2) ≥ o(E^′_1) according to Lemma A.4. Hence E verifies (i).

Case E = M^⋄(E_1): For all E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1, we know that M^⋄_2(E^′_1) <_{approx} E, M^⋄_2(E^′_1) ≤_{aug} M^⋄_2(o(E^′_1)), and that M^⋄_2(o(E^′_1)) ∼= Po_{(E}′_{1)}. As a consequence, and according to Lemma 5.13 and Table 3: w(E) ≥ sup_{E′} 1 w(Po_{(E}′_{1)}) ≥ o(E_1) = o(E) .

Hence E verifies (i).

Case E = E^{<ω}_1 : For any E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1, for any n < ω, M^⋄_n(E^′_1) ≥_{aug} (E^′_1)^{×n}, thus w(E) ≥ w(M^⋄(E_1)). Hence E verifies (i).

E in normal form h(P_f (E)) = o(E) α α E_1 × E_2 max(o(E_1), o(E_2)) M^⋄(E_1) o(E_1) E^{<ω}_1 o(E_1) P_f (E_1) 2o^{(E1)}

Table 4: Computing the approximated maximal order type inductively.

Hence, the hypotheses in Table 3 are verified for all elementary wqo E. Theorem 5.15. For every elementary wqo E, h(E) is computable. Proof. Assume E is in normal form, and see Tables 2 and 4.

Proving Theorem 5.10. It remains for us to prove the main theorem of this section, that we restate hereafter for readability.

Theorem 5.10. For every elementary wqo E such that P_f (E) is in normal form, h(P_f (E)) = o(E) .

The lower bound o(E) ≤ h(P_f (E)) is dealt with through properties of ideal completions (see for instance [16]).

Definition 5.16 (Ideal Completion). An ideal I of A is a non-empty downwards closed and up-directed subset of X (i.e., for every x, y ∈ I, there exists z ∈ I such that x ≤ z and y ≤ z). The set of ideals of A ordered with Hoare’s embedding is denoted Idl(A), and is called the ideal completion of A.

Fact 5.17. Let us recall the following facts on ideal completion:

• The ideal completion commutes with ⊔, ×, M^⋄_n and P_f . • Idl(α) = α + 1 for any ordinal α. • P_f (Idl(A)) ≡ P_{inf} (A) for any wqo A.

As a consequence of Fact 5.17, the ideal completion of an approximation is an approximation, which we formalise in Fact 5.18.

Fact 5.18. Let E <_{approx} E^′ be two wqos. Then Idl(E) <_{approx} E^′. Lemma 5.19. For every elementary wqo E, o(E) ≤ h(P_f (E)).

Proof. Let E^′ <_{approx} E. Then Idl(E^′) <_{approx} E thanks to Fact 5.18, and in particular Idl(E^′) ≤_{st} E (Fact 5.7), thus P_f (Idl(E^′)) ≤_{st} P_f (E). Leveraging Fact 5.17 and Lemma 2.9, h(P_f (E)) ≥ h(P_f (Idl(E^′))) = h(P_{inf} (E^′)) = o(E^′) + 1. Hence h(P_f (E)) ≥ o(E).

The upper bound h(P_f (E)) ≤ o(E), in contrast, is quite subtle to prove. Observe that augmentations (Definition 2.6) do not preserve the height, depriving us of one of our favorite ways to prove bounds. That is why we introduce the notion of condensation.

Definition 5.20 (Condensation). A function f : A → B is a condensation if it is surjective, monotonic, and whenever b ≤_B f(y), there exists x ≤_A y such that b = f(x). When there exists a condensation from A to B, we note B ≤_{cond} A.

This notion is not known by the authors to appear in prior work, as opposed to the standard notions of reflection, augmentation, and substructure. Intuitively, a condensation can be seen as a quotient, where the quotient ordering and the original ordering are related.

Example 5.21. The function ι: X^n → M^⋄_n(X) mapping (x_1, . . . , x_n) to the multiset {| x_1, . . . , x_n |} is a condensation.

Remark 5.22. A surjective monotonic function f : A → B is a condensation if and only if the image of a downwards-closed set is itself downwards-closed. In topological terms, f is continuous, closed, and surjective.

The key property of condensations from A to B is that one can simulate decreasing sequences (b_i)_{i∈N} occurring in B through a careful selection of pre-images a_i ∈ f^{−1}(b_i). As a consequence, the height of B is controlled by the height of A.

Lemma 5.23. If B ≤_{cond} A, then h(B) ≤ h(A).

Proof. Let f : A → B be a condensation, b_1 > · · · > b_{n+1} a strictly decreasing sequence of B and a_1 > · · · > a_n a strictly decreasing sequence of A such that f(a_i) = b_i for all i ≤ n. Since b_{n+1} ≤ b_n there exists a_{n+1} ≤ a_n such that f(a_{n+1}) = b_{n+1}. Since f is monotonic, b_{n+1} ≱ b_n implies that a_{n+1} ≱ a_n. Hence a_1 > · · · > a_{n+1}. This shows that to all strictly decreasing sequence of B we can associate a strictly decreasing sequence of A in a way that respects prefix order, hence Dec(B) is a substructure of Dec(A) modulo isomorphism.

Example 5.24. The function ι: M^⋄(X) → P_f (X) mapping a multiset M to the set { x | x ∈ M } is monotonic, surjective, but is not always a condensation.

Proof. Take X = 3. We have {0, 1} ⊑_H {2}, but a multiset containing at least one 0 and one 1 cannot be dominated by {2} no matter the multiplicities. Furthermore, we know of instances where h(M^⋄(X)) < h(P_f (X)) (see family P_α in Section 4.2).

We will now introduce two technical tools regarding condensations. The first one is that the constructors used to build approximated wqos are monotonic with respect to ≤_{cond} (Fact 5.26). The second one is that approximations can be extended while respecting ≤_{cond} (Lemma 5.27). We will actually consider a variation ≤_{cond+st} of ≤_{cond}, that we formally formally state hereafter.

Definition 5.25. We define ≤_{cond+st} as the transitive closure of the relations ≤_{cond} and ≤_{st}, which is a quasi-ordering over wqos.

Fact 5.26 (Monotonicity). The operations ⊔, ×, P_f , and + are monotonic with respect to ≤_{cond}.

Lemma 5.27. Let E be an elementary wqo and E^′ <_{approx} E. Then there exists E^{′′} <_{approx} E such that 1 + E^′ ≤_{cond+st} E^{′′}.

Proof. By induction on the expression of E in normal form: Case E = α: for all α^′ < α, 1 + α^′ < α since α is infinite.

Case E = E_1 ⊔ E_2: 1 + (E^′_1 ⊔ E^′_2) ≤_{cond} (1 + E^′_1) ⊔ (1 + E^′_2) for all E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1, E^′_2 <_{approx} E_2.

Case E = E_1 × E_2: 1 + (E^′_1 × E^′_2) ≤_{st} (1 + E^′_1) × (1 + E^′_2). Case E = E^{<ω}_1 : 1 + (E^′_1)^{×n} ≤_{st} (1 + E^′_1)^{×n}. Case E = M^⋄(E_1): 1 + M^⋄_n(E^′_1) ≤_{st} M^⋄_n(1 + E^′_1). Case E = P_f (E_1): 1 + P_f (E^′_1) ≤_{st} P_f (1 + E^′_1).

Lemma 5.28. Let E be an elementary wqo. For all S ∈ P_f (E), there exists E^′ <_{approx} E such that ↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} E^′.

Proof. By induction on the expression in normal form of E: Case E = α: Let γ = max{ x ∈ S }. Then ↓ S ∼= γ <_{approx} E.

Case E = E_1 ⊔ E_2: ↓_E S ∼= ↓_{E1} S_1 ⊔ ↓_{E2} S_2 where S_1 = S ∩ E_1 and S_2 = S ∩ E_2. By induction hypothesis there exist E^′_1, E^′_2 <_{approx} E_1, E_2 such that ↓_{E1} S_1 ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1, ↓_{E2} S_2 ≤_{cond+st} E^′_2. Hence, ↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1 ⊔ E^′_2 .

Case E = E_1 × E_2: ↓_E S ≤_{st} ↓_{E1} S_{|E1} × ↓_{E2} S_{|E2} . By induction hypothesis there exist E^′_1, E^′_2 <_{approx} E_1, E_2 such that ↓_{E1} S_{|E1} ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1 and ↓_{E2} S_{|E2} ≤_{cond+st} E^′_2. Hence, ↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1 × E^′_2 .

Case E = E^{<ω}_1 : Let n be the maximal length of words in S, and S^′ ∈ P_f (E_1) the set of letters in words of S. Then ↓_E S ≤_{st} (↓_{E1} S^′)^{≤n}. Observe that (↓_{E1} S^′)^{≤n} ≤_{cond} (1+^{E1}_≤ S^′)^{×n}: indeed elements of (1+↓_{E1} S^′)^{×n} can be seen as words in (↓_{E1} S^′)^{≤n} padded with extra bottom elements, the condensation function removing the padding. By induction hypothesis, there exists E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 such that ↓_{E1} S^′ ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1. Thanks to Lemma 5.27, there exists some E^{′′}_1 <_{approx} E_1 such that ↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} (1 + E^′_1)^{×n} ≤_{cond+st} (E^{′′}_1 )^{×n} .

Case E = M^⋄(E_1): Let n be the maximal cardinal of multisets in S, and S^′ ∈ P_f (E_1) the set of elements in multisets of S. Then ↓_E S ≤_{st} M^⋄_{≤n}(↓_{E1} S^′) ∼= M^⋄_n(1 + ↓_{E1} S^′). By induction hypothesis, there exists some E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 such that ↓_{E1} S^′ ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1. Therefore, there exists some E^{′′}_1 <_{approx} E_1 given by Lemma 5.27, such that

↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} M^⋄_n(1 + E^′_1) ≤_{cond+st} M^⋄_n(E^{′′}_1 ) .

Case E = P_f (E_1): Let S^′ = { x ∈ E_1 | ∃y ∈ S s.t. x ∈ y } ∈ P_f (E_1). Then ↓_E S ≤_{st} P_f (↓_{E1} S^′). Using the induction hypothesis, there exists E^′_1 <_{approx} E_1 such that ↓_{E1} S^′ ≤_{cond+st} E^′_1, hence ↓_E S ≤_{st} P_f (E^′_1) .

Lemma 5.29. h(P_f (E)) ≤ o(E).

Proof. Recall that by Equation (Res-h),

h(P_f (E)) = sup_{S∈P}

f (E)

h(P_f (E)_{<S} ) + 1 .

Notice that, given S ∈ P_f (E), we have h(P_f (E)_{<S} ) + 1 = h(P_f (E)_{≤S} ) and P_f (E)_{≤S} ≤_{st} P_f (↓_E S).

Using Lemma 5.28, there exists E^′ <_{approx} E such that ↓_E S ≤_{cond+st} E^′. As a consequence, h(P_f (E)_{≤S} ) ≤ h(P_f (E^′)) ≤ h(P_{inf} (E^′)) ≤ o(E^′) + 1 according to Fact 5.17.

Therefore, for every S ∈ P_f (E), h(P_f (E)_{<S} +1) ≤ o(E), which implies by Equation (Res-h) that h(P_f (E)) ≤ o(E).

Combining Lemmas 5.19 and 5.29 proves Theorem 5.10: h(P_f (E)) = o(E).

5.3 Summary

Table 5 summarises how to compute the ordinals invariants of elementary wqos expressed in normal form. We redirect the reader to Table 4 when it comes to computing o(E_1).

E h(E) o(E) w(E) α, E_1 ⊔ E_2, see Table 2 M^⋄(E_1), E^{<ω}_1 E_1 × E_2 h(E_1) ^⊕ h(E_2) o(E_1) ⊗ o(E_2) o(E_1) ⊗ o(E_2) P_f (E_1) o(E_1) 2o^{(E1)} 2o^{(E1)}

Table 5: How to compute ordinal invariants of elementary wqos. We assume that E is expressed in normal form.

6 Conclusion

We studied the ordinal invariants of the finitary powerset of a wqo. We showed these invariants could not be expressed as functions in the ordinal invariants of the underlying wqo, and provided tight monomorphic bounds.

Even though these upper and lower bounds are often different, we managed to recover the computability needed to measure these invariants by restricting ourselves to a wellbehaved family of wqos created through classical operations, and introducing approximated variations of the usual ordinal invariants.

Let us now propose few avenues of research in continuity of this work.

Invariants for non-wqos. Width and height are more general ordinal invariants that can be defined over spaces that are not wqos. On these spaces, the bounds do not hold in general. For instance the height of a P_f (X) when X is well-founded can reach the ωh^{(X)} upper bound.

Intrinsic Approximated Invariants. The current definition of o, w, and h rely on the definition of approximation that is defined inductively on the syntactic construction of the elementary wqo. Could we generalise the notion of approximation to arbitrary wqos? Do the approximated ordinal invariants allow us to recover functionality even outside of elementary wqos?

Elementary wqos. Can we compute the invariants of wqos from the elementary family extended with other usual operations on wqos ?

References

[1] P. A. Abdulla, K. Čerāns, B. Jonsson, and Y.-K. Tsay. Algorithmic analysis of programs with well quasi-ordered domains. Inform. Comput., 160(1–2):109–127, 2000. doi:10.1006/inco.1999.2843.

[2] U. Abraham and R. Bonnet. Hausdorff’s theorem for posets that satisfy the finite antichain property. Fund. Math., 159(1):51–69, 1999. doi:10.4064/fm-159-1-51-69.

[3] S. Abriola, S. Figueira, and G. Senno. Linearizing well quasi-orders and bounding the length of bad sequences. Theor. Comp. Sci., 603:3–22, 2015. doi:10.1016/j.tcs.2015.07.012.

[4] S. Abriola, S. Schmitz, and Ph. Schnoebelen. On the maximal order type of wellquasi-ordered finitary powersets. Unpublished draft manuscript, 2016.

[5] Ian Anderson. Combinatorics of Finite Sets. Oxford Univ. Press, 2nd edition, 1989.

[6] A. R. Balasubramanian. Complexity of controlled bad sequences over finite sets of N^d . In Proc. 35th ACM/IEEE Symp. Logic in Computer Science (LICS 2020), Saarbrücken, Germany, July 2020, pages 130–140. ACM Press, 2020. doi:10.1145/3373718.3394753.

[7] A. Blass and Y. Gurevich. Program termination and well partial orderings. ACM Trans. Computational Logic, 9(3):1–26, 2008. doi:10.1145/1352582.1352586.

[8] R. Bonnet, A. Finkel, S. Haddad, and F. Rosa-Velardo. Ordinal theory for expressiveness of well-structured transition systems. Information and Computation, 224:1–22, 2013. doi:10.1016/j.ic.2012.11.003.

[9] D. H. J. de Jongh and R. Parikh. Well-partial orderings and hierarchies. Indag.

Math., 39(3):195–207, 1977. doi:10.1016/1385-7258(77)90067-1.

[10] L. E. Dickson. Finiteness of the odd perfect and primitive abundant numbers with n distinct prime factors. Amer. Journal Math., 35:413–422, 1913. doi:10.2307/2370405.

[11] M. Džamonja, S. Schmitz, and Ph. Schnoebelen. On ordinal invariants in well quasi orders and finite antichain orders. In P. Schuster, M. Seisenberger, and A. Weiermann, editors, Well Quasi-Orders in Computation, Logic, Language and Reasoning, volume 53 of Trends in Logic, chapter 2, pages 29–54. Springer, 2020. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-30229-0 2.

[12] D. Figueira, S. Figueira, S. Schmitz, and Ph. Schnoebelen. Ackermannian and primitive-recursive bounds with Dickson’s lemma. In Proc. 26th IEEE Symp. Logic in Computer Science (LICS 2011), Toronto, Canada, June 2011, pages 269–278. IEEE Comp. Soc. Press, 2011. doi:10.1109/LICS.2011.39.

[13] A. Finkel and P. Schnoebelen. Well-structured transition systems everywhere. Theoretical Computer Science, 256(1–2):63–92, 2001.

[14] R. Fraïssé. Theory of Relations, volume 118 of Studies in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics. North Holland, 1986. ISBN 978-0-444-87865-6.

[15] S. Haddad, S. Schmitz, and Ph. Schnoebelen. The ordinal-recursive complexity of timed-arc Petri nets, data nets, and other enriched nets. In Proc. 27th IEEE Symp. Logic in Computer Science (LICS 2012), Dubrovnik, Croatia, June 2012, pages 355– 364. IEEE Comp. Soc. Press, 2012. doi:10.1109/LICS.2012.46.

[16] S. Halfon. On Effective Representations of Well Quasi-Orderings. Thèse de doctorat, École Normale Supérieure Paris-Saclay, France, June 2018. URL

http://www.lsv.ens-cachan.fr/Publis/PAPERS/PDF/halfon-phd18.pdf.

[17] G. Higman. Ordering by divisibility in abstract algebras. Proc. London Math. Soc.

(3), 2(7):326–336, 1952. doi:10.1112/plms/s3-2.1.326.

[18] I. Kříž and R. Thomas. Ordinal types in Ramsey theory and well-partial-ordering theory. In J. Nešetřil and V. Rödl, editors, Mathematics of Ramsey Theory, volume 5 of Algorithms and Combinatorics, pages 57–95. Springer, 1990. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-72905-8 7.

[19] J. B. Kruskal. Well-quasi-ordering, the Tree Theorem, and Vazsonyi’s conjecture.

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 95(2):210–225, 1960. doi:10.2307/1993287.

[20] N. Robertson and P. D. Seymour. Graph minors. XX. Wagner’s conjecture. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 92(2):325–357, 2004. ISSN 0095-8956. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jctb.2004.08.001. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0095895604000784.

Special Issue Dedicated to Professor W.T. Tutte.

[21] D. Schmidt. The relation between the height of a well-founded partial ordering and the order types of its chains and antichains. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 31(2):183–189, 1981. doi:10.1016/S0095-8956(81)80023-8.

[22] D. Schmidt. Well-partial orderings and their maximal order types. In P. Schuster, M. Seisenberger, and A. Weiermann, editors, Well Quasi-Orders in Computation, Logic, Language and Reasoning, volume 53 of Trends in Logic, chapter 12, pages 351–391. Springer, 2020. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-30229-0 13.

[23] S. Schmitz. The parametric complexity of lossy counter machines. In Proc. 46th Int.

Coll. Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP 2019), Patras, Greece, July 2019, volume 132 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics, pages 129:1– 129:15. Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2019. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.129.

[24] Emanuel Sperner. Ein satz Über untermengen einer endlichen menge. Mathematische Zeitschrift, 27(1):544–548, December 1928. ISSN 1432-1823. doi:10.1007/bf01171114. URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf01171114.

[25] J. Van der Meeren, M. Rathjen, and A. Weiermann. Well-partial-orderings and the big Veblen number. Archive for Mathematical Logic, 54(1–2):193–230, 2015. doi:10.1007/s00153-014-0408-5.

[26] I. Vialard. On the cartesian product of well-orderings. arXiv:2202.07487 [cs.LO], February 2022. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.07487.

[27] A. Weiermann. A computation of the maximal order type of the term ordering on finite multisets. In Proc. 5th Conf. Computability in Europe (CiE 2009), Heidelberg, Germany, July 2009, volume 5635 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 488– 498. Springer, 2009. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-03073-4 50.

A Appendix to Section 3 “Upper and lower bounds”

A.1 Structural lemmas

Lemma 3.2. Let (X, ≤) be a wqo such that o(X) = α + β for some ordinals α, β. Then there exists a partition X = X_α ⊎X_β such that: o(X_α) = α, o(X_β ) = β, and X_α +X_β ≥_{aug} X ≥_{aug} X_α ⊔ X_β.

Proof. Let X be a wqo. There exists a reflection f : α+β → X. We let X_α = f([0, α[) and X_β = f([α, α + β[). We further assume that f makes o(X_α) minimal; since the collection of all reflections from α + β to X is a set, the collection of all possible o(X_α) is a set of ordinals, which admits a minimal element.

Now, since f is a reflection, for all a ∈ X_α, b ∈ X_β, a ≱ b. It follows that

X_α + X_β ≥_{aug} X ≥_{aug} X_α ⊔ X_β

which implies: o(X_α) + o(X_β ) ≤ α + β ≤ o(X_α) ⊕ o(X_β ). Besides, f gives a reflection from α to X_α, and one from β to X_β , hence o(X_α) ≥ α and o(X_β ) ≥ β. But then α + β ≥ o(X_α) + o(X_β ) ≥ α + o(X_β) and therefore β ≥ o(X_β) because the ordinal sum is left-cancellative. Besides, since o(X_α) ≥ α, it can be written o(X_α) = α + γ for some γ that must satisfy γ + β = β.

Then there exists a reflection g : α+γ → X_α. We consider the reflection f^′ : α+γ+β → X obtained by concatenating g and f restricted to X_β. If γ ≠ 0, Y_α^{def}= f^′([0, α[) is a strict subset of X_α, such that o(Y_α) ≥ α. Since o(Y_α) < o(X_α), it follows that o(X_α) is not minimal, which is absurd. Therefore, o(X_α) = α.

Lemma 3.5. Let X be a wqo such that h(X) = α + 1. There exists a partition X = X_⊥ ⊎ X_⊤ such that h(X_⊥) = α and X_⊤ is wpo-isomorphic to an antichain.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assume that X is a partial order. Let r : Dec(X) → h(X) be the rank function defined on Dec(X). Now let X_⊤ = { x ∈ X | r({x}) = α } and X_⊥ = X \ X_⊤. Then h(X_⊥) = α and X_⊤ is an antichain.

Lemma 3.8. Let X be a wqo such that w(X) = α + n with n ≥ 1. There exists Y of width α such that Y ⊔ Γ_n ≤_{st} X.

Proof. If n = 0 it’s obvious (Γ_0 = ∅).

Otherwise, according to Equation (Res-w), w(X) = sup_{x∈X} (w(X_{⊥x}) + 1), therefore there exists x_1 ∈ X such that w(X_{⊥x1} ) = α + (n − 1). By induction, we get an antichain x_1, . . . , x_n such that w(X_{⊥x1,...,xn} ) = α. Take Y = X_{⊥x1,...,xn} . and map Γ_n to x_1, . . . , x_n.

A.2 Lower bounds on the width of a product

Definition A.1. A wqo X is transferable if for every x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X, w(X_{≰{x1 ,...,xn}}) = w(X)

Proposition A.2. If w(X) ≥ ω is additively indecomposable, then X has a substructure of width w(X) which is transferable.

Proof. Observe that X_{≰{x1,...,xn}} = X \↓{x_1, . . . , x_n} for any x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X. By induction on h(X): Since w(X) ≥ ω, X is infinite and thus h(X) ≥ ω.

If h(X) = ω then for every x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X, X_1 = ↓{x_1, . . . , x_n} is finite and therefore of finite width. It follows that X_2^{def}= X \ X_1 is of width w(X) since the latter is additively indecomposable and w(X) ≤ w(X_1) ⊕ w(X_2). Thus X is transferable.

If h(X) > ω, either X is transferable, in which case the proposition is proved, or it is not. W.l.o.g. we assume that h(X) is limit: Lemma 3.5 says that a wqo of height α + 1 as a substructure of height α, and same width since here w(X) is infinite. If X is not transferable then there exists x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ X such that w(X_2) < w(X) where X_2^{def}= X \ X_1 and X_1^{def}= ↓{x_1, . . . , x_n}. Since w(X) is additively indecomposable and w(X) ≤ w(X_1) ⊕ w(X_2), it follows that w(X_1) = w(X). But h(X_1) < h(X) by the descent equation, and h(X_1) ≥ ω when w(X_1) ≥ ω. Therefore by induction X_1 has a transferable substructure of width w(X_1) = w(X).

In [11], there is the following property:

Lemma A.3. If δ is an ordinal and B a transferable WQO, then w(δ × B) ≥ w(B) · δ.

This lemma can be generalized to any wqo A such that o(A) = δ.

Lemma A.4. Suppose that B is a transferable wqo and A any wqo. Then w(A × B) ≥ w(B) · o(A).

Proof. Since A ≤_{aug} o(A), then w(A × B) ≥ w(o(A) × B) ≥ w(B) · o(A) according to Lemma A.3.

Lemma 3.10 (Lower bound on the width of the Cartesian product). Let A, B be two wqos such that w(B) ≥ ω is additively indecomposable. Then w(A × B) ≥ w(B) · o(A).

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Since w(B) is indecomposable, it has a substructure C of width w(B) which is transferable (proposition above).

Hence A × B ≥_{st} A × C and w(A × B) ≥ w(A × C) ≥ w(B) · o(A) according to Lemma A.4.

B Appendix to Section 4 “Tightness of the bounds”

B.1 Proofs of Section 4.1 studying the family H_α

Proposition B.1. Let α, β two additively indecomposable ordinals. Then α ⊙ β = α · β.

Lemma B.2. For all ordinal α > 0, ∑ β<α ω^β = { ω^{α−1} · 2 when α = γ + 1, γ limit ω^{α−1} otherwise

Proof. We now prove the result by induction on α > 0. For α = 1 we have 1 = ω^{α−1}.

For α = γ + 1, γ limit ordinal we have: ∑ β<α ω^β = ∑ β<γ ω^β + ω^γ = ω^γ + ω^γ = ω^{α−1} · 2 .

For α = γ + 2 we have: ∑ β<α ω^β = ∑ β<γ+1 ω^β + ω^{γ+1} = { ω^γ · 2 + ω^{γ+1} when γ limit ω^γ + ω^{γ+1} otherwise = ω^{γ+1} = ω^{α−1} .

For α a limit ordinal ∑ β<α ω^β = sup_{γ<α} {∑ β<γ ω^β } . Let γ < α, then γ + 2 < α and ∑ β<γ ω^β ≤ ∑ β<γ+2 ω β. By induction hypothesis, we conclude that ∑ β<γ ω^β ≤ ω^{γ+1} < ω^{α−1}. As a consequence, ∑ β<α ω^β ≤ ω^{α−1}. Conversely, for every γ < α, ω^γ ≤ ∑ β<γ+1 ω β, and by definition of the ordinal exponentiation, ω^α ≤ ∑ β<α ω^β.

We are now ready to prove the main lemma. Proposition 4.2. For all ordinal α:

h(H_ωα ) = w(H_ωα ) = o(H_ωα ) = ω^α.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. We prove the result by induction on α.

• It’s immediate for H_ω0 .

• Given x ∈ H_ω1 , (H_ω1 )_{≱x} is a finite set, hence o(H_ω1 ) ≤ ω according to Equation (Res-o).

Since H_ω1 is an infinite sum indexed by ω, ω ≤ h(H_ω1 ). Besides, H_ω1 contains arbitrary large antichains and thus w(H_ω1 ) ≥ ω. It follows from Theorem 2.5 that h(H_ω1 ) = w(H_ω1 ) = o(H_ω1 ) = ω^1.

• If α > 0, Table 2 and the induction hypothesis give:

h(H_ωωα ) = o(H_ωωα ) = ∑ β<ω^α ω^β w(H_ωωα ) = sup_{β<ωα} ω^β

The second expression clearly evaluates to ω^{ωα} as desired. Since ω^α is a limit ordinal, Lemma B.2 immediatly gives h(H_ωωα ) = o(H_ωωα ) = ω^{ωα} .

• For the last case: if α = ω^{α1} + · · · + ω^{αn} in CNF then by tab:fam:la-famille and the induction hypothesis:

h(H_ωα ) = o(H_ωα ) = ω^{ωα1} · · · · · ω^{ωαn} = ω^α For the width, ω^{αi} is additively indecomposable for i ∈ [1, n], hence w(H_ωα ) = ω^{ωα1} ⊙ · · · ⊙ ω^{ωαn} according to Table 2, = ω^{ωα1} · · · · · ω^{ωαn} according to Proposition B.1.