arXiv:2405.09275v1 [math.LO] 15 May 2024

FEFERMAN’S COMPLETENESS THEOREM

FEDOR PAKHOMOV, MICHAEL RATHJEN, AND DINO ROSSEGGER

Abstract. Feferman proved in 1962 [Fef62] that any arithmetical theorem is a consequence of a suitable transfinite iteration of full uniform reflection of PA. This result is commonly known as Feferman’s completeness theorem. The purpose of this paper is twofold. On the one hand this is an expository paper, giving two new proofs of Feferman’s completeness theorem that, we hope, shed light on this mysterious and often overlooked result. On the other hand, we combine one of our proofs with results from computable structure theory due to Ash and Knight to give sharp bounds on the order types of well-orders necessary to attain the completeness for levels of the arithmetical hierarchy.

1. Introduction

By Gödel’s Second Incompleteness Theorem no consistent extension of PA with a computably enumerable axiomatization can prove its own consistency. Thus, whenever we extend a sound arithmetical theory T to a sound theory T^′ that proves the consistency of T , it is guaranteed that T^′ is stronger than T , i.e., T h(T^′) ⊇ T h(T ). The idea of using this phenomenon to attain transfinite sequences of theories of ascending strength is going back to Alan Turing [Tur39]. In modern terms, Turing defined transfinite iterations of local reflection Rfn by

Rfn^0(T ) = T Rfn^{α+1}(T ) = T + Rfn(Rfn^α(T )) Rfn^λ(T ) = ⋃ α<λ Rfn^α(T ).

Here, for a theory T with a fixed c.e. axiomatization, Rfn(T ) is the collection of all principles Prv_T (⌜φ⌝) → φ, where φ is any arithmetical sentence.

A subtle feature of this definition is that it requires to pick some fixed c.e. axiomatization of Rfn^α(T ) at each step. Thus α have to be computable ordinals with fixed computable presentations and the theories Rfn^α(T ) depend not only on the order type of α but also on the particular choice of presentation. As was proven already by Turing, for any true Π_1-sentence φ there is a computable presentation α of the ordinal ω + 1, in fact an ordinal notation in Kleene’s O, such that Rfn^α(PA) proves φ. Of course there cannot be a single computable presentation α such that Rfn^α(PA) proves every true Π_1 sentence, as this would mean that there is a c.e. extension of PA proving all true Π_1 statements. Thus, the construction of theories

Date: June 10, 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 03F15, 03F30, 03C57.

The work of Pakhomov was funded by the FWO grant G0F8421N. The work of Rathjen was supported by the John Templeton Foundation Grant ID 60842 and by the European Union (ERC Advanced Grant, C-FORS: Construction in the Formal Sciences, awarded to Øystein Linnebo, project number 101054836). The work of Rossegger was supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement No. 101026834 — ACOSE. 1

Rfn^α(PA) has intensional character: Their consequences depend not only on the order type of α, but also on the choice of particular computable presentation.

Turing also conjectured that for every arithmetical theorem φ, there is a computable presentation of an ordinal α such that Rfn^α(PA) proves φ. Later, Feferman [Fef62] refuted this conjecture and considered a variant of Turing’s progression, where local reflections Rfn(T ) are replaced with uniform reflections RFN(T ): ∀x ( Prv_T (⌜φ(ẋ)⌝) → φ(x) ) , where φ(x) is any arithmetical formula.

For this variant of progressions, Feferman proved that Turing’s conjecture holds, i.e., any true arithmetical sentence is provable in RFN^α(PA). This result is often referred to as Feferman’s completeness theorem. Feferman’s construction gives ω^{ωω+1} as an upper bound on the order type of the ordinal notations along which one needs to iterate reflection to obtain a prove of φ.

The presence of an upper bound in Feferman’s result indicates that it is a negative result: It essentially shows that proof-theoretic strength of an arithmetical sentence φ couldn’t be appropriately measured by the least order type of ordinal notation, iteration of reflection along which proves φ. However, when restricted to natural ordinal notation systems the length of iterations of reflection necessary to obtain a particular theory does reflect the proof theoretic strength of the theory. This phenomenon was explored and used for the applications to ordinal analysis [Sch79; Bek03]. We furthermore note that as was shown by the first author and James Walsh [PW21], for systems of second-order arithmetic and their Π^1-consequences, the strength of the systems can be appropriately measured in terms of the length of iterations of Π^1-reflection, which is a measure closely connected with the Π^1-proof theoretic ordinals of theories.

Feferman’s original proof of his completeness theorem is not widely known; likely, due to its considerable technical difficulty. One feature that Feferman’s proof shares with Turing’s (rather simple) proof of the Π^0_1-completeness of consistency progressions is the employment of non-standard definitions of the axioms of theories. These non-standard definitions are engineered in such a way that we know them to be an axiomatization of a “natural” theory only if we know a certain sentence φ to be true. In Feferman’s proof they appear in ever more intertwined ways. Very artfully, he applies increasingly more entangled versions of the recursion theorem to generate non-standard definitions of theories (see [Fra04] for further details). Franzén [Fra04, p. 387] expressed this as follows:

The completeness theorem [i.e. Feferman’s] can be seen as a dramatic illustration of the role of intensionality in logic.

In this paper we present three new proofs of Feferman’s completeness theorem. The first is a simple proof of this theorem using results not available to Feferman at the time such as the conservativity of ACA_0 over PA. The second proof is an alternative proof using techniques that Feferman could have had access to, such as Schütte’s completeness theorem for ω-logic. At last we combine our first proof with results of Ash and Knight [AK90] in computable structure theory to obtain precise bounds on the order types appearing in Feferman’s theorem.

1.1. Structure of the paper. The paper is structured as follows. First, in Section 2 we give a fully self-contained presentation of our simple proof of Feferman’s completeness theorem.The proof is split into three well-understood steps:

(1) For any arithmetical sentence φ there is a computable order L such that

ACA_0 ⊢ WO(L) ↔ φ and ACA_0 ⊢ LO(L).

(2) For any computable linear order L such that ACA_0 ⊢ LO(L) the theories ACA_0 + WO(L) and PA + LO(L) + TI(L) prove exactly the same first-order sentences.

(3) As we prove in Lemma 5

RFN^{L+1}(PA) ⊢ TI(L).

The ideas of the proofs of this components are the following: (1) This is a particular case of ACA_0-provable Π^1-completeness of well-orders.

For the convenience of readers we give a standard proof of the fact (Lemma 3) (2) We prove this in Lemma 18 by showing that the extension of any model of PA + (L) + TI(L) by the second-order universe consisting of first-order definable sets is a model of ACA_0 + WO(L).

(3) Like most other facts about the iterations of reflection principles, this fact is straightforward to prove using Löb’s Theorem We note that neither of this facts are actually new. The first is going back to Kleene and the formalized version can be found in [Sim09]. The second fact is a triviality, while the third one is folklore.

In Section 3 we give a proof of Feferman’s completeness theorem using techniques available at the time and in Sections 4 and 5 we obtain sharp ordinal bounds for Feferman’s completeness theorem.

Theorem 1. For every true Π_{2n+1} sentence φ there exists a computable PAverifiable linear order L ∼= ω^n + 1 such that

RFN^L(PA) ⊢ φ.

To prove Theorem 1 we replace the use of Π^1-completeness of computable wellorders with a sharper theorem of Ash and Knight [AK90], who proved the Π^0_{2n+1}- hardness of the property to be an index of a computable order of order type ω^n.^1 We complement Theorem 1 with the following result proving that the upper bound on order types is in fact sharp:

Theorem 2. There exists a true Π_{2n}-sentence φ such that for any computable PA-verifiable linear order L of order type at most ω^n

RFN^L(PA) ⊬ φ.

The key point in the proof of Theorem 2 is that for any ordinal α < ω^n there is a Σ_{2n} definition of the property of an index of a computable order to be an isomorphic copy of α.

We remark that in our main results we are dealing with reflection iterated along arbitrary computable well-orders, while classically Feferman and Turing considered iterations along ordinal notations from Kleene’s O. In fact the results are sensitive to this distinction and in Section 6 we establish ω^{n+1} + 1 as an upper bound on the order types of elements of O necessary to attain arbitrary true Π_{2n+1}-sentences as the consequences of iterated full uniform reflection.

1In fact it is easy to see that this set of indices is Π0

2n+1-complete

1.2. Acknowledgements. The first author would like to thank Stella Moon whose questions lead him to start investigations on Feferman’s theorem. He would also like to thank Nikolay Bazhenov for pointing him to the work of Ash and Knight. Finally, we would like to thank Andrey Frolov for sharing with us his neat alternative proof of the theorem of Ash and Knight.

2. Feferman’s Completeness Theorem via Kleene’s Normal Forms

2.1. Computable orders. Usually recursive progressions progress proceed along some ordinal given by some ordinal notation system such as Kleene’s O. We deviate from this since we will work directly with indices for computable orderings.

A linear ordering L is a pair consisting of a set L and a binary relation ⪯^L satisfying the usual axioms of linear orders.^2. Note that L could be recovered from ⪯^L as the set of x such that x ⪯ x.

Formally within first-order arithmetic we represent computable orders L as natural numbers coding pairs consisting of an index of a Π_1-set and an index of a Σ_1-set such that they represent the same set ⪯^L and this set is a binary relation satisfying the axioms of linear orders. We have first-order arithmetical formula LO(L) expressing that L is indeed a computable linear order in the sense above. We say that L like this is PA-verifiable computable linear order if PA proves LO(L). Over ACA_0 we formulate the second-order formula WO(L) expressing that L is a well-order: LO(L) ∧ ∀Y ( ∃x(x ∈ Y ∩ L) → (∃x ∈ Y ∩ L)(∀y ∈ Y ∩ L)(x ⪯^L y) ) The following theorem gives the first part of our proof of Feferman’s completeness theorem.

Lemma 3. For any arithmetical sentence φ there exists a PA-verifiable computable linear order L such that ACA_0 ⊢ φ ↔ WO(L).

This follows immediately from the fact that it is provable in ACA_0 that the set of indices of computable well-orders is a complete Π^1-set and that every arithmetical formula is Π^1, see [Sim09, Lemma V.1.8].

For the convenience of the reader we give a proof of Lemma 3 using standard techniques.

Proof. We claim that there is a formula equivalent to ¬φ over ACA_0 that is of the form (∃f : N → N)∀xψ(f, x), where ψ(f, x) is a quantifier-free formula whose atomic subformulas are equalities of terms built from f and primitive-recursive formulas.

To prove the claim we consider φ to be a formula built using Boolean connectives and existential quantifiers. Then we consider the expansion of the language of arithmetic by Skolem functions f_χ(⃗y) for all the subformulas χ of φ of the form ∃xξ(x, ⃗y). Now, by induction on subformulas θ(⃗x) of φ, we define their Skolemized variants θ^′(⃗x) that are quantifier-free formulas in the expanded language: the transformation (·)^′ commutes with Boolean connectives and χ = (∃xξ(x, ⃗y))^′ is ξ(f_χ(⃗y), ⃗y). For each Skolem function f_χ where χ = ∃xξ(x, ⃗y) we have the axiom

2Formally, ⪯L is a set of natural numbers, however we may view it as a binary relation using the

standard pairing function ⟨i, j⟩ = (i + j)^2 + i.

ξ(x, ⃗y) → ξ(f_χ(⃗y), ⃗y) that expresses that f_χ(⃗y) is indeed a Skolem function for ∃x ξ(x, ⃗y). This allows us to transform ¬φ over ACA_0 to a formula of the form ∃ ⃗f∀⃗x ψ( ⃗f, ⃗x), where the quantifier ∃ ⃗f quantifies over the candidates for Skolem functions and the following formula is the universal closure of the conjunction of the axioms expressing that the f’s indeed are designated Skolem functions and ¬φ^′. After that, using supplementary primitive-recursive functions, it is easy to merge multiple multivariant f’s into a single unary f and multiple ⃗x into a single x. Which finishes the proof of the claim.

Subsequently we transform φ from the form (∀f : N → N)∃x ¬ψ(f, x) to ∀f∃x θ(f ↾ x), where θ(y, x) is a quantifier-free formula in the language with primitive-recursive functions that expresses that

(1) y is a code of a sequence (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}) that we treat as a pair consisting of x = s_0 and a partial function f : i → s_{i+1}, (2) the domain of f is sufficient to evaluate the validity of the formula ψ(f, x), (3) and the formula ψ(f, x) is false.

Hence over ACA_0, φ is equivalent to the well-foundedness of the primitiverecursive tree of sequences T = {(s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}) | θ((s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}))}. We construct L as the Kleene-Brouwer order on T , i.e., the order where each node (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}) is bigger than all its descendants (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}, u_k, . . . , u_{l−1}) and for all u_k < u^′_k all the elements in the subtree of (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}, u_k) are smaller than the elements in the subtree of (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}, u^′_k).

Every infinite branch through T is an infinite descending chain through L. Thus, provably in ACA_0, well-orderedness of L implies the well-foundedness of T . In the other direction, for every infinite descending chain in L using arithmetical comprehension we find the infinite descending sequence (), (s_0), (s_0, s_1), . . . in T that is defined to consist of sequences (s_0, . . . , s_{k−1}) whose sub-trees contain infinitely many elements of the original descending sequence.

The linearity of this L is of course trivial to verify in ACA_0. And since PA is precisely the set of first-order consequences of ACA_0, the produced order L is PA-verifiable. □

2.2. Transfinite induction. The statement that a linear order L is well-ordered is clearly second-order and thus not expressible in PA. However, as we will see, it is closely related to the transfinite induction scheme for L.

For L a PA-verifiable linear order, TI(L), the transfinite induction scheme for L consists of the formulas (∀x ∈ L)((∀y ≺^L x)φ(y) → φ(x)) → (∀x ∈ L) φ(x), where φ ranges over arbitrary arithmetical formulas that could contain other free variables.

Lemma 4. Suppose L is a PA-verifiable computable linear order. Then the theory ACA_0 + WO(L) is a conservative extension of PA + TI(L).

Proof. Obviously, ACA_0 + WO(L) ⊇ PA + TI(L). Now let us show that every firstorder consequence of ACA_0 + WO(L) is provable in PA + TI(L). In order to do this we will show that any model A of PA + TI(L) can be extended to a model of ACA_0 + WO(L). Indeed, we extend A to a model of the language of second-order arithmetic by all the subsets A ⊆ A that are definable in A by an arithmetical formula with parameters from A.

Let X be in the second-order part of A such that φ(x) defines X. Then, as A satisfies induction for φ(x), it also satisfies induction for X and as X was arbitrary, it satisfies set induction. If φ is an arithmetical formula with parameters Y_1, . . . Y_n from A, then let θ_i be the arithmetical first-order formulas defining Y_i and ψ be the formula with every subformula of the form t ∈ Y_i replaced by θ_i(t) for any term t. Then A |= ∀x(ψ(x) ↔ φ(x)) and thus A satisfies arithmetical comprehension for φ.

It remains to show that A satisfies WO(L). As A satisfies transfinite induction over L for arbitrary φ(x) with side parameters, it satisfies the second-order principles ∀X ( (∀x ∈ L)((∀y ≺^L x)y ∈ X → x ∈ X) → (∀x ∈ L) x ∈ X ) . Which is clearly equivalent in ACA_0 to the well-foundedness of L: ∀X ( ∃x(x ∈ X ∩ L) → (∃x ∈ X ∩ L)(∀y ∈ X ∩ L)(x ⪯^L y) ) . Given that we assumend L to be PA-verifiable computable linear order, we conclude that we have A |= ACA_0 + WO(L). □

2.3. Uniform reflection and its iterations. For an arithmetical c.e. axiomatizable theory T represented by a Σ_1-formula Ax_T (x) expressing that x is a Gödel number of an axiom of T , we have the natural arithmetized provability predicate Prv_T (x). To be precise, the formula Prv_T (x) expresses that x is a Gödel number of an arithmetical sentence and there exists a proof in first-order logic of x from some premises y all of which satisfy Ax_T (y).

Full uniform reflection RFN(T ) for a c.e. axiomatizable theory T as above is the scheme (1) ∀x ( Prv_T (⌜φ(ẋ)⌝) → φ(x) ) , where φ(x) is any arithmetical formula.

To simplify our notations we will consider RFN(T ) to be the extension of T by the schemata above.

For a PA-verifiable computable linear order L we define the uniformly c.e. axiomatizable family of theories (RFN^{(L,a)}(T ))_{a∈L} as

RFN^{(L,a)}(T ) = T + ⋃ b≺^La RFN(RFN^{(L,b)}(T ))

Notice that RFN(RFN^{(L,b)}(T )) as a set of theorems might depend on the choice of Σ_1-formula recognizing axioms of RFN^{(L,b)}(T ). Thus, in order to make the definition above formally correct we in fact need to produce a family of formulas defining axioms of theories RFN^{(L,a)}(T ).

We are going to define a Σ_1-formula Ax^L_T (x, y) with the intention that when we substitute a numeral a of a instead of x, then the resulting Σ_1-formula Ax^L_T (a, y) should be the formula recognizing the axioms of RFN^{(L,a)}(T ). We construct Ax^L_T (x, y) by Gödel’s Diagonal Lemma so that Ax^L_T (x, y) is equivalent to the conjunction of the following conditions:

(1) x ∈ L, (2) y is an axiom of T or for some z ≺^L x, y is an instance of the uniform reflection scheme RFN(RFN^{(L,z)}(T )).

Notice that the instance of RFN(RFN^{(L,z)}(T )) formulated as in Eq. (1) employs Prv_{RFN}(L,z)_{(T )}(x) as a subformula, which in turn is fully determined by the formula Ax_{RFN}(L,z)_{(T )}(x). For the purpose of the fixed point definition of Ax^L_T (x, y), this instances of Ax_{RFN}(L,z)_{(T )}(x) are as we intended simply Ax^L_T (z, x). That is, above we define Ax^L_T (x, y) in terms of its own Gödel number. Since the conjunction of the items (1) and (2) is clearly Σ_1, the standard proof of the Diagonal Lemma will produce in this case a Σ_1-formula Ax^L_T (x, y).

Finally, we put RFN^L(T ) = T + ⋃ a∈L RFN^{(L,a)}(T ).

Lemma 5. For any PA-verifiable computable order L and a ∈ L, the theory RFN^{(L,a)}(PA) proves all instances of TI(L ↾ b), where b ≺^L a.

Proof. Recall that Löb’s Theorem [Löb55] (in the case of PA) states that if for some arithmetical sentence θ we have PA ⊢ Prv_{PA}(⌜θ⌝) → θ, then PA ⊢ θ. Note that Löb’s theorem could in fact be considered just as a reformulation of the Gödel’s Second Incompleteness Theorem for the theory PA + ¬θ.

We will pick as the sentence θ the natural formalization of the statement of Lemma 5 in the language of arithmetic. In the rest of the proof we reason in PA (i.e. by finitistic means) to prove that Prv_{PA}(θ) implies θ, which by Löb’s theorem will imply that θ is provable in PA and hence by soundness of PA we will conclude that θ is true which is precisely what we needed to show.

We suppose that we have a proof p of θ, a PA-verifiable computable order L and an element a ∈ L. Our goal is produce a proof in RFN^{(L,a)}(PA) of an instance (2) (∀x ≺^L b)((∀y ≺^L x)φ(y) → φ(x)) → (∀x ≺^L b) φ(x), of transfinite induction TI(L ↾ b).

Note that the fact that L is a PA-verifiable linear order implies that PA proves that L is a PA-verifiable linear order. Therefore, since θ is provable in PA, it is provable in PA that,

∀c ≺^L b Prv_{RFN}(L,b)_{(PA)} ( ⌜(∀x ≺^L ċ)((∀y ≺^L x)φ(y) → φ(x)) → (∀x ≺^L ċ) φ(x),⌝ ) . Henceforth, since RFN^{(L,a)}(PA) contains RFN(RFN^{(L,b)}(PA)) we conclude that RFN^{(L,a)}(PA) proves (3) ∀c ≺^L b ( (∀x ≺^L c)((∀y ≺^L x)φ(y) → φ(x)) → (∀x ≺^L c) φ(x) ) . Obviously (3) implies (2) even over PA, which concludes the proof of our claim and hence the lemma. □

Theorem 6 (Feferman’s Completeness Theorem). For every true arithmetical sentence φ there exists a well-founded PA-verifiable linear order L such that

RFN^L(PA) ⊢ φ.

Proof. By Lemma 3 we could pick a PA-verifiable computable well-order L_1 such that ACA_0 ⊢ φ ↔ WO(L_1).

By Lemma 4, PA + TI(L_1) ⊢ φ.

And for the order L that is obtained from L_1 by adding one element a on the very top, by Lemma 5 we get RFN^{(L,a)}(PA) ⊢ φ and hence RFN^L(PA) ⊢ φ □ 3. Feferman’s Completeness Theorem via Deduction Chains

One might wonder whether Feferman could have used a different and technically more transparent approach other than his intricate applications of the recursion theore other than his intricate applications of the recursion theoremm. Indeed, the idea we are putting forward here is that two results available at the time could have led to such a proof. The first result, perhaps unsurprisingly, is Löb’s theorem from 1955 [Löb55] while the second is Schütte’s 1956 completeness theorem [Sch55, Satz 6] for ω-logic, which showed that with every true arithmetic statement a canonical primitive recursive proof tree (indeed a Kalmár-elementary tree) can be associated, entailing that ω-logic with the primitive recursive ω-rule (indeed Kalmár-elementary ω-rule) is already complete.^3 Löb’s theorem, of course, was well known at the time, but even today it remains largely unknown that Schütte was the first mathematician who showed the primitive recursive completeness of ω-logic and introduced canonical search trees.^4

Definition 7. (The Tait calculus for ω-logic) For classical logic, the so-called Tait calculus is very convenient (see [Tai68] and [Sch77]). In it one deduces finite sequences of formulas, called sequents. Sequents are referred to by capital Greek letters Δ, Γ, Λ, Ξ, . . .. The result of appending a formula θ to a sequent Γ is written Γ, θ. Formulas are assumed to be in negation normal form, i.e., negations appear only in front of atomic formulas, whereas negation of more complex formulas is a defined operation, using De Morgan’s laws and dropping double negations. The other logical particles are ∧, ∨, ∃, ∀. Literals are either atomic formulas or negated atomic formulas. Working in ω-logic means that we can assume that formulas have no free variables. Below we are only concerned with ω-logic based on the language of PA. As a result, all literals are either true or false, and this can be checked by a primitive recursive algorithm. The axioms of the infinitary calculus are those sequents that contain a true literal. The rules are the usual ones for deducing

3The completeness with the recursive ω-rule is usually credited to Shoenfield whose article [Sho59] appeared in 1959, while the canonical proof tree in many papers is associated with Mints’ work (see [Min76], [Sun83], [Fra04]).

4The reasons for this are unclear. Schütte’s paper was in German, but that shouldn’t have been

an obstacle back then. It appeared in the rather new journal Archiv für mathematische Logik und Grundlagenforschung. At the time, political reasons might have played a role in that there were two newly founded German journals of mathematical logic housed in different newly formed German states, perhaps appealing to different types of political allegiance.

a conjunction, disjunction, or existential formula, plus the ω-rule (for details see [Sch77]).

Definition 8. For any non-literal ψ, a ψ-deduction chain is a finite string Γ_0, Γ_1, . . . , Γ_k of sequents Γ_i constructed according to the following rules:

(i) Γ_0 = ψ.

(ii) Γ_i is not axiomatic for i < k. (iii) If i < k, then Γ_i is of the form Γ^′_i, χ, Γ^{′′}_i where χ is not a literal and Γ^′_i contains only literals. χ is said to be the redex of Γ_i.

Let i < k and Γ_i be reducible. Γ_{i+1} is obtained from Γ_i = Γ^′_i, χ, Γ^{′′}_i as follows:

(1) If χ ≡ χ_0 ∨ χ_1 then Γ_{i+1} = Γ^′_i, χ_0, χ_1, Γ^{′′}_i .

(2) If χ ≡ χ_0 ∧ χ_1 then Γ_{i+1} = Γ^′_i, χ_j , Γ^{′′}_i where j = 0 or j = 1.

(3) If χ ≡ ∃x θ(x) then Γ_{i+1} = Γ^′_i, θ(m), Γ^{′′}_i , χ where m is the first number such that θ(m) does not occur in Γ_0, . . . , Γ_i.

(4) If χ ≡ ∀x θ(x) then Γ_{i+1} = Γ^′_i, θ(m), Γ^{′′}_i for some m.

The set of ψ-deduction chains forms a tree, the Stammbaum B_ψ , labeled with strings of sequents.^5

We will now consider two possible outcomes.

• Case I: B_ψ is well-founded.

Then B_ψ yields an elementary recursive ω-proof of ψ. So ψ is true. • Case II: B_ψ is not well-founded.

Then one shows that ψ is false by verifying that an infinite path through this tree contains only false formulas, proceeding by induction on the length of such formulas.

Kleene’s normal form theorem for arithmetic formulas (Lemma 3) also assigns a linear computable ordering ≺_φ to every sentence φ such that the truth of φ is equivalent to ≺_φ being a wellordering. This result is obtained by a series of syntactic transformations performed on φ, and the feeling is that it doesn’t yield any new insights as to the truth of φ. Schütte’s completeness theorem, however, associates with φ an ordering coming from a search tree for φ in ω-logic and the natural feeling is that this result is the more important one.

5Later this tree was also called canonical tree

Definition 9. (Reflexive Induction) There is an immediate consequence of Löb’s theorem, christened reflexive induction. It was singled out by Girard and Schmerl (see [Sch79], p. 337). Here we will use a slight variant due to Beklemishev [Bek15].

A formula θ(u) is said to be ≺-reflexively progressive with respect to T if T ⊢ ∀x[Prv_T (⌜∀y ≺ ẋ θ(y)⌝) → θ(x)]. Lemma 10. If θ(u) is ≺-reflexively progressive with respect to T , then T ⊢ ∀x θ(x). Proof. By Löb’s theorem it suffices to show T ⊢ Prv_T (⌜∀x θ(x)⌝) → ∀x θ(x). (4) Reasoning in T , assume Prv_T (⌜∀x θ(x)⌝). Then also ∀x[Prv_T (⌜∀y ≺ ẋ θ(y)⌝), whence, by ≺-reflexive progressiveness, ∀x θ(x), ascertaining (4). □ Theorem 11. Let ψ be an arithmetic sentence and L be the Kleene-Brouwer ordering on B_ψ . Then, for any node σ ∈ B_ψ , RFN(RFN^{(L,σ)}(PA)) ⊢ Γ_σ, (5) where Γ_σ is the sequent in the node σ. And in particular for the root node ⟨⟩: RFN(RFN^{(L,⟨⟩)}(PA)) ⊢ ψ (6) Proof. We will prove the L-reflexive progressivity of (5), which implies that (5) is provable in PA and hence true. For this, we reason in a PA-formalizable manner.

Suppose that it is PA-provable that for all τ ≺^L σ we have RFN(RFN^{(L,τ )}(PA)) ⊢ Γ_τ . (7) Our goal is to prove (5). The form of Γ_σ can be effectively determined. The most interesting case is the one where Γ_σ is of the form Γ^1_σ , ∀xθ(x), Γ^2_σ with redex ∀xθ(x). Then there are effectively determinable σ_n ≺^L σ such that Γ_{σn} is of the form Γ^1_σ , θ(n), Γ^2_σ , and from (7) it follows that it is PA-provable that ∀n ( RFN(RFN^{(L,σx)}(PA)) ⊢ Γ^1_σ, θ(n), Γ^2_σ ) . (8) And since it is PA-provable that all σ_n are smaller than σ, we conclude that PAprovably we have ∀n ( RFN^{(L,σ)}(PA) ⊢ Γ^1_σ , θ(n), Γ^2_σ ) . (9) Thus, applying reflection for RFN^{(L,σ)}(PA) to (9) we conclude that we have RFN(RFN^{(L,σ)}(PA)) ⊢ ∀y ( ⋁ Γ^1_σ ∨ θ(y) ∨ ⋁ Γ^2_σ ) , (10) for a fresh new variable y. Given that y is not free in either Γ^1_σ or in Γ^2_σ , we get RFN(RFN^{(L,σ)}(PA)) ⊢ Γ_σ.

(11) □

3.1. Upper bounds on the size of the Stammbaum. One can show that the ordinal height of the Stammbaum B_ψ of a true sentence ψ is less than ω^2. More precisely, if the syntactic buildup of C from literals takes k steps, then the height of B_ψ is strictly less than ω · (k + 1). This follows by induction on k, by showing the more general result that any sequent containing a true formula of complexity k has a Stammbaum of height strictly less than ω · (k + 1).

As a result of the foregoing, we then get that the Kleene-Brouwer ordering ≺ of B_ψ has an order-type strictly less than ω^{ω·(k+1)}, and thus strictly less than ω^{ω2} . Later in this paper we shall improve this bound by developing progressions of theories staying below ω^ω.

4. A theorem of Ash and Knight in ACA_0

The goal of this section is to prove a version of a theorem of Ash and Knight [AK90] from computable structure theory in ACA_0. In its original formulation, this theorem connects membership in hyperarithmetical sets to the well orderedness of certain linear orders. Before we state and prove our version of this theorem we need to make some definitions.

We are now ready to state the version of Ash and Knight’s theorem we have in mind.

Theorem 12. Let n ∈ ω. Then for every Π_{2n+1} formula φ(x) there is a uniformly computable sequence of linear orders (L_i)_{i∈ω} such that ACA_0 proves that for any i L_i ∼= { ω^n if φ(i) ω^n(1 + η) if ¬φ(i).

In order to prove Theorem 12 we will need a few more lemmas. The first is the relativized version of Shoenfield’s classical limit lemma. See [Soa99] for the classical proof of this theorem and more background on computability theory.

Also to prove Theorem 12 we will need the notions of Δ^0_n(X) linear orders. Our definitions follow Simpson [Sim09] and can be done in ACA_0.

In order to define relative computability, fix for each n ∈ ω a universal Π^0_n formula π_n(e, x, X) with free number variables e and x, and a free set variable X. Here Π^0_n universality should be ACA_0-verifiable, i.e., for any Π^0_n formula φ(e, x, X) we should have ACA_0 ⊢ ∀e∃e^′∀x∀X(φ(e, x, X) ↔ π_n(e^′, x, X)). This allows us to define some standard notions within ACA_0. We say that a set Y is Π^0_n(X) if there exists e such that x ∈ Y ↔ π_n(e, x, X). We say that a set Y is Σ^0_n(X) if its complement N \ Y is Π^0_n(X). We say that a set is Δ^0_n(X) if it is simultaneously Π^0_n(X) and Σ^0_n(X). A set Y is X-computable if it is Δ^0_1(X). A set Y is computable if it is ∅-computable.

A linear order L = (L, ⪯^L) is Δ^0_n(X) if ⪯^L is Δ^0_n(X). Notice that this implies that the universe L is also Δ^0_n(X), since by reflexivity x ∈ L iff x ⪯^L x. If L is Δ^0_1(X), then we say that L is X-computable. We will denote linear orders by calligraphic letters and their universes L by the corresponding capital letters. A sequence of linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} is uniformly Δ^0_n(X) if there is a Δ^0_n(X) set S such that its i^{th} column is equal to ⪯^{Ai} , i.e., S^{[i]} = {x : ⟨i, x⟩ ∈ S} =⪯^{Ai} .

As usual, a sequence of linear orders is uniformly X-computable if it is uniformly Δ^0_1(X).

In a standard manner, using Ackermann membership, we encode finite sets of naturals by natural numbers, i.e., the elements of a number A with the binary expansion a_{n−1} . . . a_0 are all i < n such that a_i = 1. Let (A_i)_{i∈ω} be a sequence of finite sets of naturals. We say that a set X is the limit of (A_i)_{i∈ω} and write X = lim A_i if x ∈ X iff ∃i(∀j > i)x ∈ A_j , x ∉ X iff ∃i(∀j > i)x ∉ A_j . Lemma 13 (ACA_0; Limit Lemma). Fix a set X. A set Y is Δ^0_2(X) if and only if there is an X-computable sequence of finite sets (A_i)_{i∈ω} such that Y = lim A_i.

Proof. (⇒). As Y is Δ^0_2(X) there are e_0, e_1 such that y ∈ Y ↔ π_2(e_0, y, X) ↔ ∀u∃vR(e_0, y, u, v, X) y ∉ Y ↔ π_2(e_1, y, X) ↔ ∀u∃vR(e_1, y, u, v, X) for some formula R containing only bounded quantifiers. First, for fixed i, define sets B_i and C_i as follows. y ∈ B_i ↔ y < i ∧ (∃u < i)(∀v < i)R(e_0, y, u, v, X) y ∈ C_i ↔ y < i ∧ (∃u < i)(∀v < i)R(e_1, y, u, v, X) The sequences (B_i)_{i∈ω} and (C_i)_{i∈ω} are clearly X-computable and it is easy to see that y ∈ Y ↔ ∃i(∀j > i)y ∈ B_i, y ∉ Y ↔ ∃i(∀j > i)y ∈ C_i. Let age_B(i, y) = min({i + 1} ∪ {k ≤ i : y ∉ B_{i−k} }) and age_C (i, y) = min({i + 1} ∪ {k ≤ i | y ∉ C_{i−k}}). Clearly both age_B and age_C are X-computable functions from N^2 to N. We define A_i = {y < i : age_B(i, y) > age_C (i, y)}. The sequence (A_i)_{i∈ω} is clearly uniformly X-computable. To see that Y is its limit notice that if y ∈ Y , then there is i_0 such that (∀j > i_0)y ∈ B_j and that for every i with y ∈ C_i, there is j > i such that y ∉ C_j . Let i_1 be the least such j with y ∉ C_j greater than i_0. Then for all j > i_1, age_B(j, y) > age_C (j, y) and hence y ∈ A_j . That y ∉ Y if there is i such that for all j > i y ∉ A_j can be shown in a similar manner.

(⇐). Assume (A_i)_{i∈ω} is uniformly X-computable and let Y be the limit of (A_i)_{i∈ω}. There are e_0 and e_1 such that x ∈ A_i ↔ π_1(e_0, ⟨i, x⟩) and x ∉ A_i ↔ π_1(e_1, ⟨i, x⟩). From this one can easily extract a pair of Π^0_2 formulas which given parameter X define the membership relation of Y , respectively, its negation. Thus Y is Δ^0_2(X). □ From Lemma 13 we can derive a limit lemma for linear orders. Recall that even if L is Δ^0_2(X), we assume that L is X-computable.

We say that a sequence of finite linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} is locally coherent if ⪯^{Ai} ↾ (A_i ∩ A_{i+1}) =⪯^{Ai+1} ↾ (A_i ∩ A_{i+1}), for each i. We will be interested in the situation when a linear order L is the limit of a locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω}. In this case we think about L as the order obtained by the following procedure. We start with the order A_0. At each stage i we switch from A_i to A_{i+1} by removing all the elements x ∈ A_i \ A_{i+1} and adding all the elements in x ∈ A_{i+1} \ A_i. The order L consists of all the elements x that are present in some A_i and aren’t removed in any A_j , for j > i. Whether x ⪯^L y can be checked in any A_i such that both x, y aren’t removed at any stage ≥ i.

We say that S is a partial successor relation on a linear order L if (1) ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ S ⇒ x ≺^L y, (2) ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ S ⇒ (∀z ∈ L)(z ⪯^L x ∨ y ⪯^L z). A finite linear order with a partial successor relation A is a triple (A, ⪯^A, S^A), where ⪯^A is a finite linear order and S^A is a finite set of pairs that is a partial successor relation on ⪯^A. We say that a sequence of finite linear orders with partial successor relations (A_i)_{i∈ω} is locally coherent if ⪯^{Ai} ↾ (A_i ∩ A_{i+1}) =⪯^{Ai+1} ↾ (A_i ∩ A_{i+1}) and S_i ↾ (A_i ∩A_{i+1}) ⊆ S_{i+1} ↾ (A_i ∩A_{i+1}). As for sequences of finite linear orders we will be interested in the situation when a linear order with the total successor relation L = ⟨⪯^L, S^L⟩ is the limit of a locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders with partial successor relations (A_i)_{i∈ω}.

Note that for a linear order without successor relation L = lim A_i and successive x, y ∈ L, new elements z might appear and disappear between x and y inside A_i’s for indefinitely large i. However, for a linear order with successor relation L = lim A_i and neighboring elements x, y ∈ L, for large enough stages (after the point when both x and y will no longer be removed) we could guarantee that no more new elements will appear in A_i’s between x and y.

Using this definition we get the following corollary of Lemma 13.

Corollary 14 (ACA_0). Fix a set X. A linear order L is Δ^0_2(X) if and only if there is an X-computable locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} with limit L, i.e., x ∈ L ↔ ∃i(∀j > i)x ∈ A_j and x ⪯^L y ↔ ∃i(∀j > i)x ⪯^{Aj} y. Proof. (⇒). From Lemma 13 we get a sequence (B_i)_{i∈ω} of finite sets with limit ⪯^L. We may assume that no B_i contains elements greater than i. We define a locally coherent sequence (A_i)_{i∈ω} as follows. Let A_0 be the empty order. Assume we have defined A_i. To define A_{i+1} first let C_{i+1} be the largest subset of {x : ⟨x, x⟩ ∈ B_{i+1}} linearly ordered by B_{i+1}. Then let D_{i+1} be the largest subset of C_{i+1} ∩ A_i such that B_{i+1} ↾ D_{i+1} =⪯^{Ai} ↾ D_{i+1} and define A_{i+1} by

A_{i+1} = D_{i+1} ∪ (C_{i+1} \ A_i) and ⪯^{Ai+1} = B_{i+1} ↾ A_{i+1}.

This sequence is clearly uniformly X-computable. To see that it has limit L, consider x, y ∈ L such that x ⪯^L y. There exists i such that for all j > i and z, w ≤ max(x, y) we have ⟨z, w⟩ ∈ B_j ⇐⇒ z ⪯^L w. By definition we have that x ⪯^{Ai+2} y. (⇐). A locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} is a special case of a sequence of finite sets. Thus this implication is a direct consequence of Lemma 13. □

Using the same ideas as in its proof, we can extend Corollary 14 to work for locally coherent sequences of finite linear orders with partial successor relations.

Corollary 15 (ACA_0). Fix a set X. A linear order L with successor relation S^L is Δ^0_2(X) if and only if there is an X-computable locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders with successor relation (A_i)_{i∈ω} with limit L.

We are now ready to prove two lemmas crucial for our proof of Theorem 12. They give a sufficient condition for the existence of computable linear orderings of order type ω · L for any linear ordering L.

Lemma 16 (ACA_0). Fix X and let L be a Δ^0_2(X) linear order with a least element. Then there is an X-computable linear order of order type ω·L with an X-computable successor relation and 0 as its least element.

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that 0 is the least element in L. As L is Δ^0_2(X), by Corollary 14 there is a uniformly X-computable sequence of linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} with limit L. We may furthermore assume that A_i does not contain elements greater than i and that each A_i has the correct information about 0.

We define L^′ of order type ω ·L as the union ⋃ s∈N L^′_s of an X-computable sequence

of finite linear orders L^′_0 ⊆ L^′_1 ⊆ . . .. Together with L^′_s we define an X-computable sequence of order-preserving surjections f_s : L^′_s → A_s.

We put L^′_0 = A_0 and let f_0 be the identity function. Assume we have defined L^′_s and f_s. For every x ∈ L^′_s, let f_{s+1}(x) = f_s(x) if f_s(x) ∈ A_{s+1} and otherwise let f_{s+1}(x) be the greatest element to the left of f_s(x) in A_{s+1} ∩ A_s, i.e.,

f_{s+1}(x) = max_{⪯As} {a ∈ A_{s+1} ∩ A_s : a ⪯^{As} f_s(x)}.

Notice that f_{s+1} is an order-preserving surjection from L_{s+1} onto A_{s+1}.

At last, for each a ∈ A_{s+1} we add to L_{s+1} an additional element x_a such that x_a is L_{s+1}-greater than all previously present y ∈ L_{s+1} with f_{s+1}(y) ⪯^{As+1} a and x_a is L_{s+1}-smaller than all all previously present y ∈ L_{s+1} with f_{s+1}(y) ≻^{As+1} a. We put f_{s+1}(x_a) = a.

Verification: Clearly, the described procedure gives us computable sequences of L^′_s and f_s. Notice that for a ∈ ⋂ r≥s A_r (that is a that stabilizes in A_r’s starting at

the stage r = s) we have f^{−1}_s (a) ⊆ f^{−1}_{s+1}(a) ⊆ f^{−1}_{s+2}(a) ⊆ . . .. Moreover, for r ≥ s, the set f^{−1}_{r+1}(a)\f^{−1}_r (a) is a non-empty set such that all it’s elements are to the right (in L_{r+1}) of the elements of f^{−1}_r (a). We put f : L^′ → L to be the function that maps x to f_s(x), where s is the least number such that x ∈ L^′_s and f_s(x) ∈ ⋂ r≥s A_r.

From the construction it is clear that f is an order-preserving function and that for any a ∈ L the order type of f^{−1}(a) inside L^′ is ω. Hence the order type of L^′ is ω · L. Notice that if x ∈ L^′_s, then its successor in L^′ is guaranteed to be in L^′_{s+1}. This allows us to define an X-computable successor function on L^′. □ Lemma 17 (ACA_0). Fix X and let L be a Δ^0_2(X) linear order of order type ω · K for some linear order K. Further assume that L has 0 as its least element and that the successor relation in L is Δ^0_2(X). Then there is an X-computable linear order isomorphic to L with 0 as its least element.

Proof. As L is Δ^0_2(X), by Corollary 15 there is a uniformly X-computable locally coherent sequence of finite linear orders (A_i)_{i∈ω} with partial successor relation and

L as its limit. Furthermore we can assume without loss of generality that 0 is the least element of all A_i.

We build an X-computable linear order L^′ isomorphic to L as the union of a sequence of extending finite orders L^′_s. As in the proof of Lemma 16 we also define order-preserving surjections f_s : L^′_s → A_s.

We put L^′_0 = A_0 and let f_0 be the identity function. Assume we have defined L^′_s and f_s. For elements x ∈ L^′_s we put f_{s+1}(x) = max_{⪯As} {a ∈ A_{s+1} ∩ A_s | a ⪯^{As} f_s(x)}. The additional elements of L^′_{s+1} are x_a for a ∈ A_{s+1} such that there are no y ∈ L^′_s with f_{s+1}(y) = a. We put f_{s+1}(x_a) = a and insert x_a in L^′_{s+1} above all y with f_{s+1}(y) ≺^{As+1} a and below all y with f_{s+1}(y) ≻^{As+1} a.

This finishes the construction. Let L^′ = lim_s L^′_s.

Verification: Clearly L^′ is X-computable. It remains to show that L^′ ∼= L. First of all notice that the order L^′ splits into the blocks B_a, for a ∈ L, where B_a = ⋃ s≥s_a f^{−1}_s (a) and s_a is the first stage such that a ∈ ⋂ s≥s_a A_s. In order to finish

the proof it is enough to show that all B_a are finite and non-empty. For a given a ∈ L consider its successor b. In all the orders A_s, for s ≥ max(s_a, s_b), the element b is the successor of a according to S^{As} . Thus no elements will appear in between a and b in the orders A_s. Therefore no new elements will be added to B_a after the stage max(s_a, s_b) and hence B_a is finite. The block B_a is non-empty since by construction f^{−1}_{sa} (a) = {x_a}. □

Combining Lemmas 16 and 17 we get a formal version of a special case of a theorem due to Ash [Ash91] as stated in [AK00, Theorem 9.11]: If a linear order L has an isomorphic copy that is Δ^0_3, then ω · L has a computable copy. The proof of this in two steps, first applying Lemma 16 with X = ∅^′ and then using Lemma 17, was communicated to us by Andrey Frolov.

Proof of Theorem 12. If X is Π_{2n+1}, then, for some Σ_{2n} set Y x ∈ X ↔ ∀y⟨x, y⟩ ∈ Y. We can now build a uniformly Δ_{2n} sequence of linear orders (C_i)_{i∈ω} such that if x ∈ X, then C_i is the linear order only containing the element 0 and if x ∉ X, then C_i has order type 1 + η where the first element is 0. The construction is again in stages where C_{i,s} contains only one element 0 if for all y < s ⟨x, y⟩ ∈ Y and otherwise we build a copy of η after the 0. The structure C_i = lim_s C_{i,s} clearly is as required.

Having defined (C_i)_{i∈ω} we apply Lemma 16 and then to the resulting sequence Lemma 17 and so on, until, after n repetitions of this process we get a computable sequence of linear orders L_i such that L_i ∼= { ω^n if i ∈ S ω^n(1 + η) if i ∉ S. Of course the way Lemma 16 and Lemma 17 are stated we can not do this right away. We require more uniformity. However, looking at the proof of Lemma 16 the only step that is not uniform is the assumption that the first element is 0. However, in our case this is no obstacle, as we have defined (C_i)_{i∈ω} so that all C_i have 0 as its first element. □

Corollary 18. For any Π_{2n+1} sentence φ there exists a computable linear order L such that ACA_0 verifies the following:

(1) L is a linear order; (2) L ∼= ω^n if φ;

(3) L ∼= ω^n(1 + η), if ¬φ; (4) φ ↔ WO(L).

Proof. We consider φ as φ(x), then apply Theorem 12 to it and finally put L = L_0. □

Combining Lemma 4 and Corollary 18 we get

Corollary 19. For any Π_{2n+1} sentence φ there exists a computable linear order L such that

(1) PA proves that L is a linear order; (2) L ∼= ω^n if φ is true;

(3) L ∼= ω^n(1 + η), if φ is false; (4) PA + φ ≡ PA + TI(L).

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1

Theorem 1. For every true Π_{2n+1} sentence φ there exists a computable PAverifiable linear order L ∼= ω^n + 1 such that

RFN^L(PA) ⊢ φ.

Proof. We use Corollary 19 to obtain computable PA-verifiable linear order L_1 ≃ ω^n such that PA +TI(L_1) ⊢ φ. Next we consider order L that is L_1 with one additional element added on the very top, L ≃ ω^n+1. By Lemma 5 then we see that RFN^L(PA) proves all instances of TI(L_1) and thus φ, which concludes the proof of Theorem 1. □

5. Lower bound for Feferman’s completeness

In order to provide lower bounds for Feferman’s completeness theorem we will use the fact that for any computable linear ordering L and n ≥ 1 there is a Σ_{2n} formula L↾_x→_ny such that for any a ∈ L and α < ω^n (represented as a Cantor normal form term) the formula L↾_x→_nα expresses that the initial segment of L up to α embedds into α. We will furthermore need the following property being PA-verifiable for PA-verifiable linear orders L: (12) (∀α < ω^n)(∀a ∈ L)((L↾_a→_nα) ↔ (∀b ≺^L a)(∃β < α)(L↾_b→_nα)) We will do this by defining for n ≥ 0 more general Σ_{2n} formulas [x, y)^L→_nz such that for a ⪯^L b and α < ω^n the formula L↾[a, b)→_nα expresses that the interval [a, b)^L in L embeds into α. Then we put L↾_x→_ny to be (∃z ∈ L)((∀w ∈ L)(z ⪯^L w) ∧ ([z, x)→_ny)). We define this formulas by induction on n. For the case of n = 0, the only eligible ordinal α is 0 and thus we simply put [x, y)^L→_nz to be x = y. For n + 1, given an ordinal α = ω^{m1} + . . . + ω^{mk} , where all m_i ≤ n, we express the property [a, b)^L→_{n+1}α as (∃c_0 ⪯^L . . . ⪯^L c_k) ( c_0 = a∧c_k = b∧(∀i < k)(∀d ∈ [c_i, c_{i+1})^L)(∃β < ω^{mi} )([c_i, d)→_nβ) ) , which is a Σ_{2n+2} formula. In a standard manner we go from the above formulas for individual α to a single Σ_{2n+2} formula [x, y)^L→_nz. Verification of (12) is also routine.

Let C be the standard order of order type ε_0, whose elements are nested Cantor normal form terms. For α < ε_0 we put RFN^α(T ) to be RFN^{(C,α)}(T ).

Lemma 20. For any n ≥ 1 and PA-verifiable computable linear order L it is PAprovable that for any a ∈ L and α < ω^n we have

(13) RFN(RFN^α(T )) + (L↾_a→_nα) ⊃ RFN(RFN^{L,a}(T )).

Proof. We fix n and prove this using Löb’s theorem. We reason in finitistic manner (which here simply means PA-formalizable) and assume that it is PA-provable that for all PA-verifiable computable linear orders L, ordinals α < ω^n and a ∈ L we have (13). We consider some L, α < ω^n and a ∈ L and claim that (13) holds.

Note that for any c.e. U extending PA, we have RFN(U) + φ ⊇ RFN(U + φ). And that RFN(U) + (U ⊇ V ) ⊇ RFN(V ). Thus in order to prove (13) it is enough to show that PA + (L↾_a→_nα) proves that any finite fragment U of RFN^{L,a}(T ) is contained in RFN^α(T ) + φ for some true Σ_{2n}-sentence φ^6.

We further reason in PA + (L↾_a→_nα) and consider a finite fragment U of RFN^{L,a}(T ). Notice that U is a subtheory of some RFN(RFN^{L,b}(T )), where b ≺^L a. By (12) we can deduce from L↾_a→_nα that there is β < α such that L↾_b→_nβ. We take L↾_b→_nβ as our φ. By the premise that (13) is already PA-provable we see that U is contained in RFN(RFN^β (T )) + (L↾_b→_nβ) and hence U is contained in RFN^α(T ) + (L↾_b→_nβ). □

Theorem 2. There exists a true Π_{2n}-sentence φ such that for any computable PA-verifiable linear order L of order type at most ω^n

RFN^L(PA) ⊬ φ.

Proof. Indeed by Lemma 20 the theory

T = RFN^α(PA) + “all true Σ_{2n}-sentences”

contains RFN^L(PA), for any PA-verifiable computable well-ordering L of order type ≤ ω^n. However, the arithmetically sound theory T has a Σ_{2n}-set of theorems and thus there is a true Π_{2n} sentence φ that is not provable in this theory. Hence φ can not be proved by any RFN^L(PA) of the considered form. □

6. Reflection iterated along elements of O

Feferman’s completeness theorem was based on progressions along notations in Kleene’s O, but in Theorem 1 we iterate reflection along a computable well-order. There is a subtle difference in that notations in Kleene’s O yield linear orderings with properties that are generally not possessed by computable linear orderings. In particular, the successor relation, the set of limit points, and the end and starting points of such an ordering are computable.

A testament that Theorem 1 cannot be transferred to work with progressions along ordinal notation systems is that it gives for every true Π_1 sentence φ a

6We take Σ 2n here since it is what we need for the proof. Any other class Σ_k/Π_k would be eligible, but not the class of all arithmetical formulas, since we cannot finitistically talk about the truth of arbitrary arithmetical sentences.

computable well-order L of order type 1 such that RFN^L(PA) ⊢ φ. Ordinal notation systems such as Kleene’s O have a unique notation for finite orderings and thus the analogous theorem for ordinal notation systems must fail. However, we can still obtain tight bounds for progressions along ordinal notation systems by using basic properties of computable linear orderings.

For an arbitrary number a and c.e. axiomatizable T extending PA we define RFN^a(T ) to be

(1) RFN^{2a} (T ) = RFN(RFN^a(T )), (2) RFN^{3·5e} (T ) = T + ⋃ {RFN(RFN^a(T )) | a = {e}(n) for some n}, (3) RFN^a(T ) = T , for a that aren’t of the forms 3 · 5^e or 2^{a′} .

We make this definition precise in a manner fully analogous to what we did in Section 2.3

Theorem 21. For every true Π_{2n+1} sentence φ there exists a ∈ O with |a| = ω^{n+1} + 1 such that RFN^a(PA) ⊢ φ.

Proof. Let φ be a Π_{2n+1} sentence and L be the linear ordering obtained in Corollary 18. Then ACA_0 proves WO(L) if and only if φ is true. In particular, the ordering L^′ = ω · (1 + L) + 1 is a computable ordering such that ACA_0 proves L^′ ∼= ω^{n+1} + 1 if and only if φ is true. We can also assume that L^′ comes with other special properties shared with notations in Kleene’s O: It has a computable successor relation, a computable set of limit points and there are algorithms that compute first and last elements, predecessors, and fundamental sequences for limit points. For example, the ordering defined by L^′ = {∞, (−1, m), (n, m) : n ∈ L, m ∈ ω}, (n_0, m_0) ⪯^{L′} (n_1, m_1) ⇐⇒ (n_0 ⪯^L n_1 ∨ n_0 = −1) ∧ m_0 ≤ m_1,

and for all x, x ⪯^{L′} ∞

clearly has these properties. It is shown in [AK00, Lemma 4.13] that there is a computable function g : L^′ → N such that for every x ∈ L^′, if ⪯^{L′} x =⪯^{L′} ↾ {y ⪯^{L′} x : y ∈ L^′} is well-ordered, then g(x) ∈ O and |g(x)| ∼= ⪯^{L′} x. If ⪯^{L′} x is not well-ordered, then g(x) ∉ O.

Using the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 1 we now get that if φ is true, then RFN^{g(∞)}(PA) ⊢ φ, and |g(∞)| = ω^{n+1} + 1. □

Corollary 22 (Feferman’s original completeness theorem). For any true arithmetical sentence φ, there exists a ∈ O with |a| < ω^ω such that RFN^a(PA) ⊢ φ. Furthermore, the bound on |a| is tight, i.e., for every α < ω^ω, there is a true arithmetical sentence φ such that for no a ∈ O with |a| = α, RFN^a(PA) ⊢ φ.

A similar result was claimed in [Fen68], however Savitt found a mistake in this proof [Sav69].

7. Discussion and Open Questions

Although we haven’t done this in the paper, it appears to us that it is easy to adopt the techniques from Theorem 2 to show sharpness of the upper bound from Theorem 21 on the order types for the iterations of reflection along elements of O necessary to attain the completeness of iterations of reflection for Π_{2n+1}-sentences.

In the paper we have been focusing on the iterations of full uniform reflection, however when we want to obtain some true Π_n-sentence in principle it is natural to expect that we need to iterate just partial uniform Π_n reflection RFN_{Πn} instead of full uniform reflection RFN. For example, the existence of such iterations could be easily proved from combining Feferman’s completeness theorem for full uniform reflection together with Schmerl’s formula that allows to transform shorter iteration of stronger reflection to a longer iteration of weaker Π_n reflection, while preserving the set of Π_n-consequences. It appears to us that the methods used in this paper can be adopted to show that for some natural number constant C and every n we can replace RFN with RFN_{Π2n+1+C} in Theorem 1. However, it is not clear to us whether in Theorem 1 full uniform reflection RFN can be replaced with just RFN_{Π2n+1} , while keeping the bound ω^n + 1 on the order type.

References

[AK00] Christopher J. Ash and Julia F. Knight. Computable Structures and the Hyperarithmetical Hierarchy. Vol. 144. Newnes, 2000. isbn: 978-0-444- 50072-4. doi: 10.1016/s0049-237x(00)80006-3.

[AK90] Christopher J. Ash and Julia F. Knight. “Pairs of Recursive Structures”.

In: Annals of Pure and Applied Logic 46.3 (1990), pp. 211–234. [Ash91] Christopher J. Ash. “A Construction for Recursive Linear Orderings”. In:

The Journal of symbolic logic 56.2 (1991), pp. 673–683.

[Bek03] Lev D. Beklemishev. “Proof-theoretic analysis by iterated reflection”. In:

Archive for Mathematical Logic 42.6 (2003), pp. 515–552.

[Bek15] L. D. Beklemishev. “Proof Theoretic Analysis by Iterated Reflection”. In:

Turing’s Revolution. Springer, 2015, pp. 225–270.

[Fef62] Solomon Feferman. “Transfinite Recursive Progressions of Axiomatic Theories”. In: The Journal of symbolic logic 27.3 (1962), pp. 259–316.

[Fen68] Jens E. Fenstad. “On the completeness of some transfinite recursive progressions of axiomatic theories”. In: The Journal of Symbolic Logic 33 (1968), pp. 69–76.

[Fra04] Torkel Franzén. “Transfinite progressions: A second look at completeness”. In: The Bulletin of Symbolic Logic 10.3 (2004), pp. 367–389.

[Löb55] Martin H. Löb. “Solution of a problem of Leon Henkin”. In: The Journal of Symbolic Logic 20.2 (1955), pp. 115–118.

[Min76] Grigorii E. Mints. “The universality of the canonical tree”. In: Soviet Mathematical Doklady 17.2 (1976).

[PW21] Fedor N. Pakhomov and James Walsh. “Reflection ranks and ordinal analysis”. In: The Journal of Symbolic Logic 86.4 (2021), pp. 1350–1384.

[Sav69] Steven Savitt. “Jens Erik Fenstad. On the completeness of some transfinite recursive progressions of axiomatic theories. The journal of symbolic logic, vol. 33 (1968), pp. 69–76.” In: The Journal of Symbolic Logic 34.1 (1969), pp. 131–131.

[Sch55] Kurt Schütte. “Ein System des verknüpfenden Schliessens”. In: Archiv für mathematische Logik und Grundlagenforschung 2 (1955), pp. 55–67.

[Sch77] Helmut Schwichtenberg. “Proof theory: Some applications of cut-elimination”.

In: Handbook of Mathematical Logic. Ed. by John Barwise. Vol. 90. Studies in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics. North-Holland, 1977, pp. 867–895.

[Sch79] Ulf R. Schmerl. “A fine structure generated by reflection formulas over primitive recursive arithmetic”. In: Studies in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics. Vol. 97. Elsevier, 1979, pp. 335–350.

[Sho59] Joseph R. Shoenfield. “On a restricted ω-rule”. In: L’ Académie Polonaise des Sciences. Bulletin. Série des Sciences Mathématiques, Astronomiques et Physiques. 7 (1959), pp. 405–407.

[Sim09] Stephen G. Simpson. Subsystems of Second Order Arithmetic. Vol. 1.

Cambridge University Press, 2009.

[Soa99] Robert I. Soare. Recursively Enumerable Sets and Degrees: A Study of Computable Functions and Computably Generated Sets. Springer Science & Business Media, 1999.

[Sun83] Göran Sundholm. “Proof Theory: A survey of the omega rule”. In: Oxford D. Phil. dissertation (1983).

[Tai68] William W. Tait. “Normal derivability in classical logic”. In: The Syntax and Semantics of Infinitary Languages. Ed. by John Barwise. Vol. 72. Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer, 1968, pp. 2004–236.

[Tur39] Alan M. Turing. “Systems of logic based on ordinals”. In: Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society, Series 2 45 (1939), pp. 161–228.

(Pakhomov) Vakgroep Wiskunde: Analyse, Logica En Discrete Wiskunde, Universiteit Gent and Steklov Mathematical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow Email address: fedor.pakhomov@ugent.be URL: https://homepage.mi-ras.ru/~pakhfn/

(Rathjen) School of Mathematics, University of Leeds Email address: m.rathjen@leeds.ac.uk URL: http://www1.maths.leeds.ac.uk/~rathjen/rathjen.html

(Rossegger) Institut für Diskrete Mathematik und Geometrie, Technische Universität Wien

Email address: dino.rossegger@tuwien.ac.at URL: https://drossegger.github.io/