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BACHMANN-HOWARD DERIVATIVES

ANTON FREUND

ABSTRACT. It is generally accepted that H. Friedman’s gap condition is closely
related to iterated collapsing functions from ordinal analysis. But what pre-
cisely is the connection? We offer the following answer: In a previous paper
we have shown that the gap condition arises from an iterative construction on
transformations of partial orders. Here we show that the parallel construction
for linear orders yields familiar collapsing functions. The iteration step in the
linear case is an instance of a general construction that we call ‘Bachmann-
Howard derivative’. In the present paper, we focus on the unary case, i.e.,
on the gap condition for sequences rather than trees and, correspondingly, on
addition-free ordinal notation systems. This is partly for convenience, but it
also allows us to clarify a phenomenon that is specific to the unary setting:
As shown by van der Meeren, Rathjen and Weiermann, the gap condition on
sequences admits two linearizations with rather different properties. We will
see that these correspond to different recursive constructions of sequences.

1. INTRODUCTION

There is clearly a parallel between Higman’s lemma [12] and Kruskal’s the-
orem [I5] on embeddings of sequences and trees, respectively. Not least, this parallel
is manifest in the fact that both results have an elegant proof by Nash-Williams’s
minimal bad sequence method [I8]. If one wants to make the parallel more precise,
it is natural to start with the observation that both sequences and trees are recurs-
ive data types. Such a data type can be constructed as the initial fixed point of
a suitable transformation. For example, the initial fixed point of Z +— 1+ X x Z
is the set Seq(X) of sequences with entries in X, while the initial fixed point of
X +— Seq(X) is the set of ordered finite trees. In [8] we have studied certain gen-
eral transformations of partial orders that we call normal PO-dilators (alluding to
Girard’s [9] dilators on linear orders). If W is a normal PO-dilator, then its initial
fixed point TW carries a canonical partial order. In the aforementioned examples,
this order coincides with the usual embedding relation from Higman’s lemma and
Kruskal’s theorem (as already observed by Hasegawa [10, [I1]). Thus both these
results are instances of a general fact, which we call the uniform Kruskal theorem:
If the normal PO-dilator W preserves well partial orders (WPOs), then the so-called
Kruskal fixed point TW is a wpro itself. Together with Rathjen and Weiermann,
the present author has shown that the uniform Kruskal theorem is equivalent to
ITi-comprehension [§] (in the setting of reverse mathematics [22]). This is particu-
larly interesting because it means that the uniform Kruskal theorem exhausts the
full strength of the minimal bad sequence method (which has been analyzed by
Marcone [16]), in contrast to Kruskal’s original theorem.
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Harvey Friedman has introduced a gap condition on embeddings of trees, which
leads to a much stronger version of Kruskal’s theorem (see the presentation by
Simpson [21]). Schiitte and Simpson [20] have studied the corresponding condition
for embeddings of sequences. It has been observed that the gap condition is related
to an interative construction (in particular by Hasegawa [I0, 11]). One way to
make this precise has been worked out by the present author [6]: Given a normal
PO-dilator W and a partial order X, one can construct a relativized Kruskal fixed
point TW(X) that comes with a bijection

(1.1) Lx + Kx X+W(TW(X))—>TW(X)

Here addition denotes disjoint union, i.e., we have functions tx : X — TW(X)
and kx : W(TW (X)) = TW(X) such that TW(X) is the disjoint union of their
images. The order on TW(X) is determined by certain inequalities between the
values of tx and kx (see [6]). The transformation X — TW(X) can again be
equipped with the structure of a normal PO-dilator, which we call the Kruskal
derivative of W. From now on, the notation 7W will be reserved for this PO-dilator.
The single fixed point from [8] should thus be denoted by 7W (0), where 0 stands
for the empty order. The principle of I1}-comprehension is still equivalent to the
statement that 7TW preserves wpOs if W does. Now that TW is a transformation
rather than a single order, we can iterate the construction: Let Ty be the identity
on partial orders, considered as a normal PO-dilator. Given T,,, define T, |, as the
Kruskal derivative of Seq o T,,. Then put T, := T, o T, ;. In [6] it is shown
that T, (0) is isomorphic to the set of trees with labels in {0,...,n — 1}, ordered
according to Friedman’s strong gap condition. The analogous (but much simpler)
result for a certain collection of sequences is discussed below.

The equivalence between IIi-comprehension and the uniform Kruskal theorem
has been derived from a previous result on the level of linear orders. Each dilator D
(i.e., each suitable transformation of well orders) gives rise to a linear order 9D,
which we call the Bachmann-Howard fixed point of D (since it relativizes the
Bachmann-Howard ordinal or, more precisely, the notation system from [19]). By
an earlier result of the author [2, 3, 4, [5], IT}-comprehension is equivalent to the
statement that 9D is a well order for any dilator D. In the present paper, we will
relativize the construction of ¥D to a linear order X. This results in a Bachmann-
Howard fixed point YD(X) over X, which comes with a bijection

tx +9x : X + D(ﬁD(X)) — 19D(X),

analogous to (LI)). The appropiate inequalities between different values of tx and
Jx will, once again, be a crucial part of the definition. As above, the notation 9D
is now reserved for the transformation X — ¢D(X), while the single fixed point
from [5] should be denoted by ¥#D(0). We will see that the transformation 9D can
again be equipped with the structure of a dilator. This dilator D will be called
the Bachmann-Howard derivative of D.

Let us discuss the relation between Kruskal and Bachmann-Howard derivatives.
By a linearization of a partial order P by a linear order X we shall mean an order-
reflecting surjection f : X — P. Here, order-reflecting means that f(z) <p f(y)
implies x <x y, which also ensures that f is injective. Note that this coincides
with the usual notion of linearization if we identify X with its image under f. A
linearization of a PO-dilator W by a dilator D is a natural family of linearizations
D(X) — W(X), one for each linear order X. We will show that any linearization
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of W by D can be transformed into a linearization of the Kruskal derivative 7W
by the Bachmann-Howard derivative ¥ D.

We now consider an application of our general constructions. In [I7], van der
Meeren, Rathjen and Weiermann study a certain collection of sequences with gap
condition, as well as its linearization by iterated collapsing functions. We will give
the following systematic reconstruction of these objects:

(1) Let 58 and Tg be the identity on partial and linear orders, respectively
(considered as a normal PO-dilator and a dilator in the sense of Girard).

(2) Define Sy ; as the Kruskal derivative of S, and T%_; as the Bachmann-
Howard derivative of T2,

(3) Write 1 for the order with a single element. Then SY(1) coincides with
the set of sequences S, [0] from [I7, Definition 12], ordered by Friedman’s
strong gap condition. Furthermore, T%(1) coincides with the system T},[0]
of collapsing functions from [I7, Definitions 24 to 27].

Now the fact that T,,[0] 2 T(1) is a linearization of S, [0] = S%(1) is immediate
by the general result from the previous paragraph, which thus replaces the expli-
cit verification in [I7, Lemmas 10 and 11]. More importantly, our reconstruction
clarifies two conceptual points. First, it confirms that gap condition and collapsing
functions are closely related, maybe even more closely than expected: they arise by
entirely parallel constructions on partial and linear orders, respectively. Secondly,
the collapsing functions studied in [I7] (and the variant with addition in [23]) are
supposed to generalize Rathjen’s notation system for the Bachmann-Howard or-
dinal (see [§]). But do they provide “the right” generalization? Our reconstruction
shows that, in a certain precise sense, the answer is positive.

In order to indicate that our constructions cover a larger range of applications,
we sketch two possible modifications. In the first of these we put Tg = Tg and
Tny1 = TpoT, 4, where T, ; is defined as the Bachmann-Howard derivative
of T,, (note the similarity with the clause Tj,41 = T, o T,, 41 from the discussion of
[6] above). It seems that T, (1) is a linearization of the order S, from [I7], which is
more liberal than the order S,,[0]. For the second modification, consider a dilator S
that linearizes the PO-dilator Seq from above (e. g. take S = wo as below). Let Dy
be the identity on linear orders, define D, as the Bachmann-Howard derivative
of SoD,, and set D, 1 := D, 0 D, .. Since the construction is entirely parallel to
the one from [6] (discussed above), this should yield a linearization of Friedman’s
gap condition on trees. We expect that the linear orders D,,(0) are closely related
to the iterated collapsing functions with addition that are studied in [23]. Details
of both modifications remain to be checked. We have sketched them to indicate the
potential breadth of our approach.

As observed by van der Meeren, Rathjen and Weiermann [I7], the linearization of
S2(1) =2 S,,[0] by T%(1) = T,,[0] does not have maximal order type. It is expected
that this phenomenon is specific to the case of sequences, i.e., that collapsing
functions do exhaust the maximal order type for trees. Our approach provides
some justification for this expectation, or at least a systematic explanation. To
present the latter, we consider sequences on a more concrete level: The elements
of S?(X) can be represented in the form (iy, ..., i, ) with i; = 0 and 2 € X (and
with some further conditions, see Definition 5.1 below). In view of ([I1I), the fact
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that S?l 41 18 the Kruskal derivative of S?l is witnessed, amongst others, by injections
K% = Sp(Spar (X)) = Sppi (X)),
We will see that these functions are given by

K% (i1, ooy, 1y e di2) ) = 0,61 + 1,0y + 1, 41, - o, 1, ).

Note that j; is the second entry on the right that is equal to zero, which guarantees
that % is injective. To generalize the construction from sequences to trees, think
of the last entry of an element (iy,..., i, ) € SO(X) as a leaf labelled by .
Indeed, the orders T, (X) from above (studied in [6]) consist of trees with labels
from {0,...,n — 1} U X, where labels from X are allowed at leaves only. We can
now point out a crucial difference between sequences and trees: A sequence different
from () (the empty sequence) has a single leaf with known location (the last entry).
This means that it suffices to record the leaf label and the rest of the sequence or,
more formally, that we have a bijection

0 ~ g0
{0} U (X xS,({+}) = S,(X),
(@, (i1, ooty %)y > (B, oy ig, T).
In the case of trees, there are many possible locations for leaf labels, and a similar
bijection does not appear to be available. It turns out that we get an alternative
construction of the gap condition on sequences (but not on trees). To describe this

construction, we recall that the set Seq(Z) of finite sequences in Z is the initial
Kruskal fixed point of the transformation X — 14 Z x X, i.e., that we have

Seq(Z) = TW(0) with W(X)=1+ 2 x X.

Here Z x X is the usual product of partial orders, where (z,z) <zxx (2/,2') is
equivalent to the conjunction of z <z 2’ and x <x z’. The order 1 + Z x X
contains a further element but no other strict inequalities. We will see that there
is an isomorphism

(1.2) Snr1(1) = Seq(S, (1))

of partial orders, for each n € N. Together with (1) to (3) from above, this yields a
second construction of sequences with gap condition in terms of Kruskal derivatives
(or fixed points). While the two constructions coincide for partial orders, it turns
out that they differ in the linear case. Given a linear order Z, we define wo(Z) as

the initial Bachmann-Howard fixed point of the transformation X — 14+ Z x X
i.e., we set

(1.3) wa(Z) =9D(0) with D(X)=1+2Zx X.

Note that, in the linear case, the single element of 1 lies below all elements of Z x X,
while (z,2) <zxx (z/,2') holds if we have z <z 2z’ or (z =z’ and x <x 2’). For an
ordinal o and n € N, the ordinal w; is explained by the recursive clauses w§ = «
and wy g = w*n (towers of exponentials in the sense of ordinal arithmetic). The
resulting ordinal wg is isomorphic to the order wy(1+ ) from ([I3)), as shown in [7].
We now define linear orders OTE by the recursive clauses

(1.4) OTg=1 and OTY,; =w(OTY).
As we will see, OT coincides with the order OT},[0] from [I7, Section 5] (up to a

typo in the cited reference, see SectionBlbelow). Important results of the cited paper
can now be deduced from general facts about Bachmann-Howard fixed points: First,
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the parallel between (L2) and (T4) ensures that OT),[0] linearizes S° (1) = S,[0].
Secondly, iterated applications of the result from [7] show that OT,[0] has order
type wop—1 = wi,_; = w3, for any n > 0. In [I7] this fact was established by
explicit computations that involve the addition-free Veblen functions, which may
seem somewhat ad hoc. Let us recall that wo,_1 is the maximal order type of the
partial order S%(1) 2 S,,[0], as shown in [I7] (based on results from [20]).

To summarize, the present paper introduces the general notion of Bachmann-
Howard derivative. The latter allows us to give two systematic reconstructions of
the gap condition on finite sequences. While the two constructions yield the same
result in the case of partial orders, the versions for linear orders lead to two different
systems of collapsing functions, both of which have been studied in [I7]. The first
construction does not realize the maximal order type (in the case of sequences) but
seems to be of greater general interest, since it is readily extended from sequences
to trees (cf. [6]). The second construction exploits a property that is specific to
sequences, and it realizes the maximal order type.

2. THEORY, PART 1: BACHMANN-HOWARD DERIVATIVES

In this section we define the notion of Bachmann-Howard derivative, by making
the informal explanation from the introduction precise. We then give a proof of
existence and uniqueness, including a criterion that is useful for applications.

To recall the definition of dilators, we need some terminology: Write [X]<% for
the set of finite subsets of a set X. Each f : X — Y induces a function

[F1=°: [X]™ = [Y]= with  [f]**(a) = {f(2) |z € a}.

This yields an endofunctor []<“ on the category of sets. Given a € [X]<“, we will
write ¢, : @ < X for the inclusion map, provided that X is clear from the context.
Let LO be the category of linear orders and order embeddings. We will omit the
forgetful functor from orders to sets (and thus apply [-]<“ to orders). Conversely, a
subset of an order will often be considered as a suborder. Finally, let us agree that
rng(f) denotes the range (in the sense of image) of f.

Definition 2.1. An LO-dilator consists of a functor D : LO — LO and a natural
transformation supp : D = [-]<“ such that the so-called support condition

suppy (0) C mg(f) = o €mg(D(f))

holds for any LO-morphism f : X — Y and any o € D(Y). If, in addition, D(X)
is well founded for any well order X, then (D, supp”) is called a WO-dilator.

Note that the converse of the implication in the definition is automatic since supp
is natural. There is at most one natural transformation supp : D = [|<“ that
satisfies the support condition, since supp x (¢) is determined as the minimal a C X
with 0 € rng(D(t,)). Furthermore, such a natural transformation exists if, any
only if, D preserves pullbacks and direct limits, as verified in [2, Remark 2.2.2].
This means that our definition of WO-dilators coincides with Girard’s definition of
dilators [9]. We have added the prefix WO for clarity, since we will later consider
variants of dilators on partial orders.

As supports are uniquely determined, we often write D instead of (D,supp).
Sometimes (but not always) we then write supp? to refer to supp. Let us write

o =nr D(14)(09) with a € [X]< and o9 € D(a)
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if the equality holds and we have supp,(co) = a. This notation allows us to
formulate a version of Girard’s normal form theorem:

Lemma 2.2. Consider an LO-dilator D and a linear order X. FEach o0 € D(X)
has a unique normal form o =xv D(tq)(00). The latter satisfies a = suppy (o).

Proof. For o = D(t4)(0¢) we have suppy (o) = supp,(cg) by naturality. Now the
existence of a normal form with @ = supp y (o) follows from the support condition.
Uniqueness holds as o determines a and as the embedding D(i,) is injective. O

As observed by Girard, the normal form theorem entails that dilators are determ-
ined (up to natural isomorphism) by their restrictions to the category of finite linear
orders. Since this category is essentially small, these restrictions can be represented
by sets (rather than proper classes). A formalization in second order arithmetic is
available for the countable case (see e.g. [B] for details). In the present paper we
do not work in a specific base theory.

To define the Bachmann-Howard derivative 9D of an LO-dilator D we must, in
particular, specify a transformation X — 9D(X) of linear orders. The following
definition constructs the required orders from syntactic material. A more abstract
characterization, which can be easier to handle in applications, will be given later.
We point out that the orders ¥D(X) are relativized versions of the Bachmann-
Howard fixed points that we have constructed in [5].

Definition 2.3. Let us consider an LO-dilator D. For each linear order X, we define
a set YD(X) of terms and a binary relation <yp(x) on that set by simultaneous
recursion. The set 9D(X) is generated by the following clauses:

(i) For each element x € X we have a term T € 9D (X).
(ii) Given a finite set a C ¥ D(X) that is linearly ordered by <yp(x), we add a
term (a, o) for each element o € D(a) with supp? (o) = a.

For s,t € 9D(X) we stipulate that s <yp(x) t holds if, and only if, one of the
following clauses applies:
(i) We have s =T and ¢t =7 with x <x y.
(ii") The term s is of the form T while ¢ is of the form ¥(b, 7).
(iii’) We have s = 9(a,0) and t = 9(b, 7), the restriction of <yp(x) to aUbis a
linear order, and one of the following holds:
— We have D(tq)(0) <p(aup) D(w)(7) for the inclusions ¢, : @ = aUb
and ¢, : b = a Ub. Furthermore, we have s’ <yp(x) t for all s’ € a.
— We have s <yp(x) t' for some t' € b (i.e., we have s <yp(x) t’ or
s and ¢’ are the same term).

To justify the recursion in detail, one can argue as follows: In a first step, ignore
the reference to <yp(x) in order to generate a larger set JoD(X) 2 ¥D(X). More
precisely, declare that JoD(X) contains 9¥{a,c) whenever a C ¥9D(X) is finite
and o € D(a) holds with respect to some linear order on a. Then define a length
function ! : 99 D(X) — N by recursion over terms, stipulating

(@) =0 and I(¥a,0)) =1+ 2-1(r).
rea
Finally, decide r € ¥D(X) and s <yp(x) t by simultaneous recursion on /(r) and
I(s) + (), respectively. For example, we can decide r € ¥D(X) for r = ¥(a, o) as
follows: Recursively decide a C 9 D(X) and compute the restriction of <yp(x) to a.
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If the latter is a linear order, then check o € D(a) and supp?(c) = a with respect
to it. At various places in Definition 2.3] we have required that certain restrictions
of <yp(x) are linear. The purpose was to ensure that D : LO — LO is only applied
to (morphisms of) linear orders. Ex post, linearity is automatic by the following
lemma, which is proved as in the non-relativized case (see [5, Proposition 4.1]).

Proposition 2.4. The relation <yp(x) is a linear order on YD(X).

The syntactic construction of #D(X) can be hard to apply, even in simple cases.
For this reason, we now develop a more abstract characterization.

Definition 2.5. Consider an LO-dilator D and a linear order X. A Bachmann-
Howard fixed point of D over X consists of a linear order Z and functions ¢ : X — Z
and ¥ : D(Z) — Z with the following properties:

(i) The function ¢ : X — Z is an order embedding.
(ii) We have i(x) <z 9(o) for all z € X and o € D(Z).
(iii) If we have o <p(z) T as well as z <z U(7) for all z € suppZ (o), then we
have ¥(o) <z 9(t). Furthermore, 2 <z 9¥(c) holds for any z € suppZ ().

Let us extend the syntactic orders 9 D(X) into Bachmann-Howard fixed points:

Definition 2.6. To define tx : X — ¢D(X) and ¥x : D(WD(X)) — 9D(X), we
stipulate tx () =T and ¥x (o) = ¥a, 09) for o =xF D(ta)(00).

As expected, we obtain the following;:

Proposition 2.7. The tuple (VD(X),tx,Vx) explained by Definitions[Z.3 and 2.4
is a Bachmann-Howard fized point of D over X.

Proof. Tt is immediate that conditions (i) and (ii) from Definition are satisfied.
Concerning condition (iii), we point out that s <yp(x) ¥x(o) is immediate for a
terms of the form s = T, by clause (ii’) of Definition The remaining conditions
are verified as in the non-relativized case, for which we refer to [5, Theorem 4.1]. O

In the non-relativized case, [5, Theorem 4.2] shows that 9 D(0) can be embedded
into any Bachmann-Howard fixed point of D over the empty set. Here we establish
a stronger categorical property, which will be useful below (see [6, Section 3] for
parallel constructions in the context of partial orders).

Definition 2.8. A Bachmann-Howard fixed point (Z,¢,9) of D over X is called
initial if any Bachmann-Howard fixed point (Z’,¢/,4¢') of D over X admits a unique
order embedding f : Z — Z’ such that

L Z 2 D(2)
X / lf lD(f)
L/\) A : D(Z/)

b

is a commutative diagram.

By the usual categorical argument, initial Bachmann-Howard fixed points are
unique up to isomorphism. The following yields existence and a useful criterion.

Theorem 2.9. Consider an LO-dilator D and a linear order X. For any Bachmann-
Howard fized point (Z,1,9) of D over X, the following are equivalent:
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(i) We have Z = rng(t) Urng(9), and there is a function h : Z — N such that
z € suppZ (o) entails h(z) < h(9(a)), for any o € D(Z).
(i) The Bachmann-Howard fized point (Z,t,9) is initial.
Furthermore, the Bachmann-Howard fized point from Proposition [2.7 is initial.

Proof. We first assume (i) and derive (ii). Aiming at the latter, we consider an
arbitrary Bachmann-Howard fixed point (Z’,¢/,9") of D over X. The diagram from
Definition 2.8 commutes if, and only if, we have

fl(z)) = () for all z € X,
F9(0)) = #(D(f o 12)(o0)) o any o =xr D(ta)(on) € D(Z).

The idea is to read these equations as a recursive definition of f, which is possible in
view of the following observations: First, ¢ and 9 are injective by clauses (i) and (iii)
of Definition 25 (see also [2 Lemma 2.1.7]). Secondly, the union Z = rng(¢)Urng(«)
is necessarily disjoint, by clause (ii) of the same definition. Finally, the composition
f oty does only depend on values of f on arguments z € a = suppZ (o), for which
a recursive call is justified due to h(z) < h(¥(0)). In view of these observations,
there can be at most one embedding f : Z — Z’ with the required properties. To
show that there is one, we first define a length function [ : Z — N by the recursive
clauses I(¢(z)) = 0 and {(J(0)) = 1 + ZzEsuppg(U) 2 - 1(z), which are justified as
above. By simultaneous induction on I(z) and I(z9) +1(z1) one can now check that
f(z) € Z' is defined and that zg <z 21 entails f(z9) <z/ f(z1). The motivation for
the simultaneous verification is that f o (¢, needs to be an embedding for D(f o ¢,)
to be defined. The only interesting case in the induction concerns an inequality

zo =9(0) <z V(1) = 21.

Crucially, we must have z <z () for all elements z € suppZ (o), since ¥(1) <z 2
would entail ¥(7) <z ¥(c), by clause (iii) of Definition 235 If o <p(z) 7 fails, we get
(o) <z 2’ for some 2’ € suppZ (), for the same reason. Writing o =xr D(14)(00)
and 7 =nxr D(1p)(70), we can use the induction hypothesis to show that one of the
following must hold (write f o, = f[(aUb) od, with ¢/, : a <= aUb):

— We have D(fota)(00) <p(zy D(fouw)(0) and z <z f(I(7)) = ¥ (D(fouw)(70))

for all = € [f]<* (supp () = suppZ.(D(f © 1) (00))

— We have 9'(D(f o t4)(00)) <z 2’ for some 2’ € supp2, (D(f o 1) (10))-

In either case, clause (iii) of Definition [Z3] yields

f(z0) = 9" (D(f 0 1a)(00)) <z V' (D(f o w)(10)) = f(21)-
Next, we use the criterion provided by (i) to show that the Bachmann-Howard fixed
point (YD(X),tx,¥x) from Proposition [Z7]is initial. To see that we have

¥9D(X) =rng(tx) Urng(¥x),

it suffices to observe that the same condition supp? (o) = a appears in clause (ii)
of Definition 2.3l and in the definition of normal forms (as given in the paragraph
before Lemma 2.2)). Let us now define h : ¥D(X) — N by recursion over terms,
setting h(Z) = 0 and h(¥a, 00)) = 1 + max{h(s)|s € a}. To see that this function
has the required property, it suffices to recall that o =xy D(14)(00) € D(VD(X))
entails suppgD( X)(U) = a, by Lemma Finally, it is now easy to conclude
that (ii) implies (i), because any initial Bachmann-Howard fixed point must be
isomorphic to (9D(X), tx,Vx) (see the proof of [6] Theorem 3.5] for details). O
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Now that we have established existence and uniqueness up to isomorphism, we
will sometimes speak of ‘the’ initial Bachmann-Howard fixed point of D over X
and denote ‘it’ by ¥D(X) (i.e., this notation is no longer reserved for the specific
term systems from Definition 2:3). In [6] we have introduced a notion of Kruskal
derivative for dilators of partial orders. We now define the corresponding notion in
the context of linear orders.

Definition 2.10. A Bachmann-Howard derivative of an LO-dilator D consists of
an LO-dilator YD and natural families of functions
tx : X 2> 9D(X) and ¥x:DodD(X)— 9D(X)

such that (VD(X),tx,9x) is an initial Bachmann-Howard fixed point of D over X,
for each linear order X.

To avoid misunderstanding, we point out that the functions 9 x need not be order
embeddings. Hence we do not have a natural transformation 9 : D o 9D = 9D
between endofunctors of linear orders (but the naturality condition is the same).

Proposition 2.11. Assume that, for each linear order X, we are given an initial
Bachmann-Howard fized point (9D(X),tx,9x) of D over X. There is a unique
way to extend this data into a Bachmann-Howard derivative of D.

Proof. We first show that the given map X +— 9¥D(X) can be uniquely extended into
a functor. Given an embedding f : X — Y of linear orders, it is straightforward to
check that (§D(Y), ty of, ¥y ) is a Bachmann-Howard fixed point of D over X. Since
(OD(X),tx,¥x) is initial, there is a unique embedding 9D(f) : ¥D(X) — ¥D(Y)
such that the following is a commutative diagram:

¥
Lx
X/
Lm’ﬂ

D(X) +2— DWD(X))

lﬂD(f) lD(ﬁD(f))

DY) +—5—— D@D(Y))

The very same diagram (with the triangle written as a square) must commute if
the functions tx and ¥ x are to be natural in X. Hence there is a unique extension
into a functor ¥D : LO — LO with the required properties. It remains to consider
the extension into an LO-dilator. First observe that the required functions

supps? : 9D(X) — [X]<¥
are necessarily unique, as naturality and the implication from Definition 2.1l require
suppy” (o) = ({a € [X]*“| o € mg(¥D(wa))},

where ¢, : a = X are the inclusions. For existence we use the characterization from
part (i) of Theorem It allows us to define supports by the recursive clauses

suppy” (vx (x)) = {z},
supp%” (Vx (o)) = | J{supp%” (s) | s € suppfipx)(0)}-

Naturality and the implication from Definition 2.1l are checked by induction. For de-
tails we refer to the analogous argument for partial orders (see [6, Theorem 4.2]). O

Together with the last sentence of Theorem 2.9 we get existence:



10 ANTON FREUND

Corollary 2.12. Any LO-dilator has a Bachmann-Howard derivative.

By an isomorphism between LO-dilators (D, supp”) and (E,supp”) we simply
mean a natural isomorphism 7 : D = E of functors. This is justified because the
supports are automatically respected, i.e. we have supp® on = supp”. For an iso-
morphism this is particularly easy to see (cf. the paragraph before [6, Theorem 4.4]).
It is also true but more subtle when 7 is merely a natural transformation (see [9]).
We can now formulate the appropriate uniqueness result:

Proposition 2.13. If (9°D,°,9°) and (V' D,:',9') are two Bachmann-Howard
derivatives of the same LO-dilator D, then there is a unique natural isomorphism
n:9°D = 91D such that the diagram

POD(X) X DO D(X))

X/7 J{"X J{D(Wx)
X I1D(X) <T D(W'D(X))

commutes for every linear order X.

Proof. Existence and uniqueness of isomorphisms nx : 9°D(X) — 91 D(X) as in
the diagram are due to the assumption that (9°D(X), %, 9% ) and (9! D(X), %, 9%)
are initial Bachmann-Howard fixed points of D over X. The non-trivial claim of
the proposition is that these isomorphisms are natural in X. This is shown as in the
corresponding result for partial orders, for which we refer to [6, Theorem 4.4]. O

In the next section we will want to take iterated Bachmann-Howard derivatives.
To see that the result is still unique, one should check that the derivatives of iso-
morphic LO-dilators are isomorphic. This follows from the previous result and the
following observation, which is shown as in the partial case (see [6] Proposition 4.6]).

Lemma 2.14. If (VE,,9) is a Bachmann-Howard derivative of E and n: D = E
is a natural isomorphism, then (VE, 1, Yen) is a Bachmann-Howard derivative of D,
where Y o1 : DoVE = JE is given by (J en)x = Jx o nyp(x)-

Having established existence and uniqueness, we will speak of ‘the’ Bachmann-
Howard derivative of D and denote ‘it’” by ¥D. To complete the basic theory
of Bachmann-Howard derivatives, we should show that 9D is a WO-dilator (i.e.,
preserves well foundedness) when the same holds for D. Since a particularly short
proof of this fact exploits the connection with partial orders, we defer this result
until Corollary below.

3. APPLICATION, PART 1: UNARY COLLAPSING FUNCTIONS

In the introduction we have described a recursive construction of LO-dilators T2.
Starting with the identity functor Tg : LO — LO (which is an LO-dilator with
support functions suppy : Tg(X) = X — [X]<% given by suppy(z) = {2}), we
have defined TY 11 as the Bachmann-Howard derivative of TY. This construction
is explained and justified by the results of Section[2l Also in the introduction, we
have claimed that T2 (1) coincides with the order T},[0] from [I7] (where 1 is the
order with a single element). This claim will be proved in the present section.
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Due to the uniqueness results from Section[2lwe can argue ‘the other way around’.
This means that we will not, at first, consider T,OL as given by a recursive construc-
tion. Instead, we will give an ad hoc definition of T?L, which extends the definition
of the term systems T,[0] = T,(1) from [I7]. In a second step, we will define
transformations (" : Id = T2+1 and 9" : T% o T?H_l = T2+1 that turn T2+1 into
a Bachmann-Howard derivative of T®. By Proposition 213 and Lemma 214 this
will entail that our ad hoc definition and the recursive construction yield the same

result after all (up to natural isomorphism).

Definition 3.1. Given a linear order X, we generate a set T(X) of terms and a
function S : T(X) — NU{-1} by simultaneous recursion:

(i) For each z € X, include a term T € T(X) with S(z) = —1.
(ii) Given s € T(X) and ¢ > max{S(s)—1,0}, add ¥;s € T(X) with S(0;s) = 1.
For each : € NU {—1}, let k; : T(X) — T(X) be given by the recursive clauses

ki(T) =T and  ki(d;s) = {k»(s) if j > .

To define a binary relation <t(x) on T(X), we declare that s <t(x) ¢ holds if, and
only if, one of the following clauses applies:
(i’) We have s =T and ¢t =7 with x <x v.
(ii’) The term s is of the form T while ¢ is of the form ¥;¢’.
(iii’) We have s = ¢;¢" and t = ¥;t¢/, and one of the following holds:
— We have ¢ < j.
~ We have i = j, s’ <y(x) t' and k;(s") <t(x) t.
~ We have i = j and s <t(x) k;(t').
Concerning the last clause, we clarify that s <t(x) t abbreviates the disjunction of
s <7(x) t and the statement that s and ¢ are the same term.

To justify the definition of <t(x) one can employ the function h : T(X) — N
given by h(Z) = 0 and h(9;s) = h(s) + 1. An easy induction shows h(k;(s)) < h(s).
It follows that s <t(x) t can be decided by recursion on h(s) + h(t).

Lemma 3.2. The relation <y(x) on T(X) is a linear order.

Proof. For a term s = ¥;s' € T(X), the s-secure subterms of s are defined as
follows: The term s’ is s-secure. And if ¥;t with j > ¢ is s-secure, then so is ¢.
More intuitively, ¢ is s-secure if we have s =¥;, ... 9¥;, t with j1,...,j, > 4. If ¢ is
s-secure for s = ¥;5', then the following holds: First, k;(t) is s-secure. Secondly, we
either have k;(t) = k;(s'), or t is k;(s")-secure with k;(s") = ¢;s” for the same i. We
will establish the following two statements simultaneously by induction on s. To see
that the restriction to s-secure subterms is necessary, consider the counterexample
that would arise from s = ¥19¢91910 and t = ¥1910 = kq(¢).

(1) If t is s-secure with s = 1J;s, then we cannot have s <t(x) ki(t).

(2) We do not have s <t(x) s.

In the induction step for (1), we use side induction on t. We may write k;(t) = 0;t/,
because the conclusion is trivial when k;(t) has a different form. Let us exclude all
reasons for which s <v(xy k;(t) could hold: First, note that h(k;(t)) < h(t) < h(s)
excludes equality. Secondly, given that ¢ is s-secure, the same holds for ¢'. Thus
the side induction hypothesis excludes s <t(x) k;(t'). Finally, the only remaining
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reason would involve k;(s") <t(x) ki(t). The latter entails that k;(s") and k;(t) are
different, by part (2) of the simultaneous induction hypothesis. It follows that ¢
is k;(s")-secure, so that the main induction hypothesis excludes k;(s) <t(x) ki(t).
Concerning the induction step for (2), we note that only terms of the form s = ¥;s’
are interesting. Since the induction hypothesis excludes s <t(x) s', the inequality
5 <t(x) s would require s <t(x) k;i(s’). This, however, is excluded by part (1).
Trichotomy and transitivity are readily established by induction on the combined
term complexity (e.g., on h(s) 4+ h(t) for trichotomy between s and t). O

Together with trichotomy, statement (1) from the previous proof yields:
Corollary 3.3. We have k;(s) <7(x) ¥is whenever ¥;s € T(X).
We will be particularly interested in the following suborders of T(X).

Definition 3.4. For n € N and a linear order X, define T,,(X) C T(X) as the sub-
order of terms that contain indices below n only. Equivalently, T,,(X) is generated
just as T(X), but with the additional restriction ¢ < n in clause (ii) of Definition 311
Furthermore, we define T2 (X) = {s € T,,(X)|S(s) < 0} as the suborder of terms
that have the form T or outer index 0. We will also write <t(x) (or just <) for the

restriction of this order to T, (X) and T2 (X).
As mentioned before, we have the following connection:

Corollary 3.5. The orders T,, and T,[0] from [I7, Section 2.3.3] coincide with our
orders T, (1) and T°(1), respectively (where 1 is the order with a single element).

Proof. If we write 1 = {0} and identify 0 € T, (1) with 0 € T},, the definitions
coincide except at one point: Definition 27 of [I7] declares that s > t and ¥;s < k;(t)
imply ¥;s < ¥;t. In the corresponding clause (iii’) of our Definition B.I], we have
omitted the condition s > ¢, because it turns out to be superfluous: According to
[I7, Lemma 9] (cf. also Corollary B3 above) we have k;(t) < ¥;¢. Hence it follows
from transitivity that 9;s < k;(¢) alone entails 9;s < ¥;t. O

We want to show that T9, ; is a Bachmann-Howard derivative of TO. Officially,
this claim does only make sense once we have specified a dilator T? that extends
the transformation X ~ T9(X) of linear orders. We defer this extension until later,
because we want to start with the most interesting part of the construction:

Definition 3.6. For each number n € N and any linear order X, we define a
function o : T, 0 T, 1(X) — Tpi1(X) by the recursive clauses

o%(T) =r (with r € T91+1(X)) and o'%(9;8) = Vip10% ().

Now we define 9% : T?lngH_1 (X) — T2+1 (X) by setting 9% (s) = Yoo’y (s). Finally,
let % : X — T?H_l(X) be given by /% (z) = 7.

Note that elements r =7 € Ty, ;(X) give rise to elements 7 =7 € T, 0Ty ;(X).

We have
n S(s) = —1 if sis of the form 7,
S(ok(s)) = :
S(s)4+1  otherwise.

For ¢ > 0, it follows that the condition ¢ > S(s) — 1 from Definition Bl is equivalent
to i+ 1> S(o%(s)) — 1. This justifies the second clause in the definition of o%.
To justify the definition of 9%, it suffices to note that s € T} o Ty, ;(X) entails
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S(s) < 0 and hence 0 > S(o%(s)) — 1. To formulate the next result, we need one
new piece of notation: For s € T(X), the value k_;1(s) € T(X) is always of the
form T with x € X. We define k : T(X) — X by setting

k(s)=z fork_i(s)=7.

In particular, s € TO o T2+1(X) yields k(s) € T2+1(X). We will see that the
following proposition ensures the crucial clause (iii) of Definition

Proposition 3.7. The function 0% : Ty o To, 1 (X) = Tut1(X) is an order iso-
morphism, for each n € N and any linear order X. Furthermore, the following
holds for all s,t € T2 o T?H—l(X)"

— If we have s < t and k(s) < 9% (t), then we have 9% (s) < 9% (¢).

— We have k(s) < 9%(s).

Proof. An easy induction over an arbitrary term r € T, 1 (X) shows that it lies in
the range of o'y. As preparation for the rest of the proof, one inductively shows

kiv1(o% (s)) = o’k (ki(s))
for i € NU{—1}. In the crucial case of a term s = T, this follows from k;(s) = s and
0% (s) = r = ki+1(r), where the latter relies on S(r) < i+ 1 due to r € To ;(X).
Now an easy induction on h(s)+ h(t) shows that s < ¢ implies 0% (s) < o’ (¢). This
implication does automatically upgrade to an equivalence, as we are concerned
with linear orders. In particular o% is injective, and indeed an order isomorphism.
Concerning the claims about 9%, we first note that k(s) < 9% (¢) entails

ko(ox (5)) = ox (k-1(s)) = k(s) < Jook (t)-
Since we already know that s < t entails 0’} (s) < 0% (), we get
V% (s) = oo’x (s) < Dok (t) = Uk (1)

under the given assumptions. Arguing as before, we see that the remaining claim
amounts to ko(o%(s)) < Yoo’ (s), which holds by Corollary 3.3l O

As promised, we now extend T (and in the process also T,,) into an LO-dilator.

Definition 3.8. For each embedding f : X — Y of linear orders, we define a
function T(f) : T(X) — T(Y) by the recursive clauses

T(N)(@) = f(x) and  T(f)(Vis) = T(f)(s)-
Furthermore, we define functions supp : T(X) — [X]<“ by setting

suppX (s) = {k(s)}-
We will also write supp’ for the restrictions of this function to T, (X) and to To (X).
By To(f) : To(X) = To(Y) and T2(f) : TO(X) — T2(Y) we denote the restric-
tions of T(f) with (co-)domains as given.

It is immediate that we have S(T(f)(s)) = S(s), which confirms that the func-
tions T(f), Tn(f) and T2(f) are well-defined with the indicated codomains. We
have given recursive definitions because they easily generalize from sequences to
more complicated data types (cf. the treatment of trees in [6]). In the present case,
it may simplify matters if we observe

T(Wy, ... 9;,7) =0, ...9,, f(x) and supp}(é’j1 05, ) = {x}.

Let us now verify the following:
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Proposition 3.9. The previous definition extends T,, and T?I into LO-dilators.

Proof. A straightforward induction over s € T(X) shows k;(T(f)(s)) = T(f)(ki(s)).
Given an order embedding f : X — Y, one can now check

s<rx)t = Ts) <tv) THE)

by induction over h(s)+ h(t) (for h: T(X) — N as given after Definition BI]). Two
more easy inductions show that T respects identity morphisms and compositions.
It follows that T, and T" are endofunctors of linear orders. By the definition of k
and the first line of this proof, we have E(T'(f)(s)) = f(k(s)). This yields

suppy oT(f)(s) = {E(T(f)(5))} = [f1=“({k(s)}) = [f]=* o supp (s),

so that supp' is natural. To conclude that T, is a dilator, we show

suppy (r) C mg(f) = r € mg(Tu(f))

by induction over r € T, (Y), still for f: X — Y. In the base case of a term r =7
we observe suppy- (1) = {k(¥)} = {y}. By the antecedent of our implication we may
write y = f(x), which yields r = T,,(f)(Z) as desired. In the step for r = ;7' we
note that k_1(r) = k_1(r') entails suppj-(r) = suppy.(r’). Given the antecedent of
our implication, we can thus invoke the induction hypothesis to get ' = T,,(f)(r()
for some r{, € Tp(X). In view of S(ry) = S(T(f)(ry)) = S(’) we may form the
term 97 € T, (X) to get r = T, (f) () € ng(T,(f)). In order to deduce the
analogous implication for T2, we need only observe that T,(f)(ro) = r € TO(Y)

n’

entails S(ro) = S(r) < 0 and hence 7o € TO(X) C T,(X). O

The following theorem is the main result of this section. We write ™ and ¥ for
the families of functions % : X — To_, (X)) and 9% : To o Ty 1 (X) = To 1 (X),
which are indexed by the linear order X (cf. Definition B.G]).

Theorem 3.10. The Bachmann-Howard derivative of To, is given by (To, 1,1, 9"),
for each number n € N.

Proof. A straightforward induction over terms shows that the functions o’ from
Definition are natural in X. Omne can conclude that the same holds for %
and ¥%. In view of Definition 210, it remains to show that (T% ;(X), %, 9%) is
an initial Bachmann-Howard fixed point of T,DI over X, whenever X is a linear order.
Clauses (i) and (ii) of Definition [2Z5lare immediate by our constructions. Clause (iii)
holds by Proposition B and the definition of supp’. To complete the proof, we
verify the criteria from part (i) of Theorem The first criterion demands

To 1 (X) = mg(e%) Urng(9%).

To see that this holds, consider a term ¥gs € Th_;(X). We note that s € T,,41(X)
must satisfy S(s) < 1, due to Definition Bl From Proposition BT we know that
0% is surjective, which yields s = 0% (s’) for some s’ € T, o To,,(X). By the
paragraph after Definition we get S(s') = —1 or S(s’) = S(s) — 1 < 0, which

means that we even have s’ € Ty o To 1 (X). We now see

Vs = Yoo’k (s') = 9% (s') € rng(¥%) with 9% : T o T?lJrl(X) — T?lJrl(X),
as required. The second criterion requires a function h : T% +1(X) = N with

h(r) < h(9%(s)) forany s€ Ty oTo, (X)andre supp%,lﬂ(x)(s).
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We show that this holds for (the restriction of) the function h : T(X) — N from the
paragraph after Definition 3.1l By our definition of supports, the only possibility is
r = k(s). By induction over s € T,, o T ;(X) one can verify h(k(s)) < h(c%(s)).
In view of h(9%(s)) = h(Yoo'%(s)) = h(o%(s)) + 1 this yields the claim. O

The LO-dilator TY has been defined in two different ways: First, we have
constructed T in terms of iterated Bachmann-Howard derivatives, according to
steps (1) and (2) from the introduction. Secondly, we have given an ad hoc con-
struction of T" in Definitions B} B4l and B8 The results of the two constructions
coincide by Theorem B.10, as explained in the first two paragraphs of this section.
Let us point out that there is, nevertheless, an interesting difference: For the ad
hoc definition of T?l, we needed to define T,, as an auxiliary construct (which also
appears in many inductive verifications). In contrast, the recursive construction
via Bachmann-Howard derivatives yields T?l directly.

4. THEORY, PART 2: CONNECTING WITH KRUSKAL DERIVATIVES

In Section 2] we have introduced the Bachmann-Howard derivative 9D of an
LO-dilator D. A parallel construction on the level of partial orders was previously
studied in [6]: For each suitable dilator W on partial orders, it yields the so-
called Kruskal derivative 7W. In the present section we establish fundamental
connections between Bachmann-Howard and Kruskal derivatives, i.e., between the
linear and the partial case.

Important notions from [6] will be recalled informally, but the reader may need
to consult the cited reference for precise definitions. A function f : X — Y between
partial orders is a quasi embedding if it is order reflecting, i.e., if f(z) <y f(z')
implies + <x z’. We consider the category PO of partial orders with the quasi
embeddings as morphisms. A PO-dilator is a functor W : PO — PO that satisfies
certain conditions, in particular a support condition as in Definition 1] above
(see [0, Definition 2.1] for details). We call W a WPO-dilator if, in addition, W (X)
is a well partial order whenever the same holds for X. By W [LO : LO — PO we
denote the restriction of a PO-dilator W to the category of linear orders. Also, we
sometimes consider an LO-dilator D as a functor D : LO — PO, i.e., we implicitly
compose it with the inclusion LO < PO. We can then consider v as in the following;:

Definition 4.1. By a quasi embedding of an LO-dilator D into a PO-dilator W we
mean a natural transformation v : D = W [LO.

Note that v consists of a quasi embedding vx : D(X) — W(X) for each linear
order X. If a PO-dilator W satisfies a certain normality condition, then it has an
essentially unique Kruskal derivative TW (see Definition 2.3 and Section 4 of [6]).
The latter comes with natural families of functions

X 5 TW(X) and kY :WoTW(X) = TW(X),
indexed by the partial order X. From SectionPlabove we recall that the Bachmann-
Howard derivative 9D of an LO-dilator D comes with functions
R X 59D(X) and 9% :DodD(X) = 9D(X),
where X does now range over linear orders. Together with Theorem g below, the

following result provides the connection between Kruskal and Bachmann-Howard
derivatives. The theorem extends [8, Theorem 4.5, in which v¥; is only constructed
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for the empty order X = 0. Even though the main idea remains the same, we
provide full details, as the setting and notation in [8] are somewhat different.

Theorem 4.2. Let v : D = W [LO be a quasi embedding of an LO-dilator D into
a normal PO-dilator W. There is a unique quasi embedding v+ : 9D = TW | LO
such that the diagram

D
ID(X) «X  DowD(X)

FTTWX) e W TW(X)

* lW(V)t)OVﬁD(X)

commutes for each linear order X .

Proof. By Lemma [22] each 0 € D o ¥D(X) has a normal form o =nr D(t4)(00)
with a C 9D(X) and o € D(a). Note that vyp(x)oD(ta) = W(ta) 0 Ve holds since
v is natural. Hence the diagram in the theorem commutes if, and only if, we have

v (R (2)) =¥ (2) for z € X,

vE(95%(0) = k% o W(v¥ 014) o ve(00) for 0 =nv D(a)(00)-
The idea is to read these equations as recursive clauses, which is justified as follows:
According to Definition 210 the tuple (9D(X ),Lﬁ,ﬁ)’%) is an initial Bachmann-
Howard fixed point of D over X. By (the proof of) Theorem [2.9] it follows that the

functions ({ and 9 are injective, and that 9D(X) is the disjoint union of their
ranges. Furthermore, the same theorem yields a function h : ¥D(X) — N such that

5 € suppgD(X)(U) = h(s) < h(9R(0))

holds for any element o € D o9 D(X). Here supp?” is the support that comes with
the LO-dilator D (see Definition 2] and the discussion that follows it). Now recall
that o =xv D(t4)(00) entails suppgD(X)(a) = a, by Lemma [Z2]1 This means that
the clauses above define v (s) by recursion over h(s). More precisely, a straight-
forward induction on h(s) shows that the value v¥ (s) is uniquely determined, i.e.,
that there is at most one quasi embedding V;E such that the diagram in the theorem
commutes. The proof of existence is somewhat more subtle, since we must simul-
taneously show that V;; is a quasi embedding, in order to ensure that W(V;; 0 lg)
is defined. Let us define [ : ¥D(X) — N by stipulating {(:£(z)) = 0 and

1(9R(0)) =1+ Yoeca2-l(s) for o =nr D(ta)(00),

which is itself a recursion based on h. By simultaneous induction on the values I(r)
and [(s) +1(t) one can now show that v (r) € TW(X) is defined and that we have

vi(s) <tweo vk(t) = s <gpu t-
To establish this implication, we distinguish cases according to the forms of s and ¢.
First assume s = ({(z) and ¢t = £ (y). Then the antecedent of our implication
amounts to ¥ () <7w(x) t¥ (). According to [6 Definition 3.1] we get z <x y.
Now s <yp(x) t follows by clause (i) of Definition 2.5 above. By the same definition,
we always have s <yp(x) t for terms of the form s = (§(z) and ¢t = 9§ (7). For
terms s = 98 (o) and t = (L (y), say with o =xr D(14)(00), we have

v (s) = KX o W% 0 ta) 0 val00) £rw(x) X (2) = v (1),
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again by [6 Definition 3.1]. It remains to compare terms s = ¥ (o) and t = 98 (7).
We write 0 =nxr D(tq)(00) and 7 =x D(w)(70) and assume

nEZ o W(V;E 0g) 0 Va(op) = V;E(S) <Tw(x) l/;g(t) = RE}’ o W(V;E o 1p) o Up(1p).

According to [0, Definition 3.1], this inequality can hold for two different reasons.
In the first case we have v (s) <7 (x) t’' for some element

t' € suppyyy (x) (WX o ) 0 (7)) = [V © 1] < (supp,” (1(70))) -

By [8, Lemmas 4.2 and 4.4] any quasi embedding of an LO-dilator into a PO-dilator
respects supports. This means that we have supp}” (v4(79)) = supp?’ (19) = b, where
the last equality comes from the normal form condition (see the paragraph before
Definition 2.2)). We can thus write t' = v (t) for some t) € b. The latter entails
that we have [(t;) < I(t), so that we get s <yp(x) ty by induction hypothesis. By
LemmaZ2we have b = suppgD( X) (7), so that clause (iii) of Definition 25 allows us
to conclude t <yp(x) V¥R (1) = t. Now transitivity yields s <vD(x) t, as desired (in
fact the inequality is strict in this case). In the remaining case, the above inequality
v (s) <7w(x) v¥(t) holds because we have

W (v 0ta) 0 va(00) Sworw(x) Wk o w) o vy(10).

Let us factor ¢, = tqup 0 ¢, and 1y, = tqup © ¢, With tqup : aUb — 9D(X). The
induction hypothesis ensures that V;; o Lqup is a quasi embedding, which allows us
to form the quasi embedding W(V;; o tqup). The previous inequality thus entails

(4.1) W(L;) o v4(00) <W(aUb) W(LZ) o vp(70)-

Due to the naturality of v, we get vaup 0 D(t,)(00) <w(aup) Yaub © D(13,)(70). Since
vaup reflects the order while D(tqup) preserves it, this entails

o= D(La)(oo) = D(Lan) © D(L:z)(oo) <Do¥D(c) D(taup) © D(Lz)(TO) =T
In order to conclude s = 95 (0) <yp(x) 95 (7) =t by clause (iii) of Definition 27
it remains to show that we have
r <gp(x) VR(r) forallr e suppgD(X)(o) =a.
Analogous to the above, we get
a = supp (00) = [1o] = (suppy, (va(00))) = suppaly, (W (th) © va(00))

as well as b = supp!’, (W (:}) o v(70)). Due to inequality (£I)) and the assumption
that W is normal (cf. [0, Definition 2.3]), it follows that any r € a admits an ' € b
with 7 <yp(x) 7’ (note that the inequality holds in ¥ D(X) because aUb is a suborder
of the latter). Once again, clause (iii) of Definition 25l yields 1’ <yp(x) 98 (7). Now
transitivity allows us to conclude r <yp(x) ¥R (7), as needed. This completes the
simultaneous proof that l/;g is well defined and a quasi embedding. It remains to
show naturality. Given a quasi embedding f : X — Y, we prove

vy 0 9D(f)(s) = TW(f) ovx(s)

by induction over h(s), for h : 9D(X) — N as above. The crucial case concerns a
term s = ¥ (o), say with ¢ =xr D(14)(00). Using the naturality of 92, we get

ID(f)(s) = 9D(f) 0 0% © D(1a)(00) = 95 © D(ID(f) © ta)(00)-
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In order to apply u;; to the expression on the right side, we need to determine the
normal form of D(I9D(f) o t,)(00). Consider the restriction 9D(f) [a: a — b with
codomain b := [9D(f)]<“(a). In view of 9D(f) oty = tp o (9D(f)[a) we get

DD(f) o tq)(00) = D(tp)(o1) for o1 :=DWD(f)a)(oo) € D(b).
This expression is in normal form, since the naturality of supports yields
suppy (01) = [9D(f) [a]< (suppy (00)) = [0D(f) 4] (a) = b,

where supp? (o) = a comes from the normal form condition for ¢ =xr D(14)(00).
By the recursive definition of V;;, we now obtain

vyt 0 9D (f)(s) = Ky o W (v5 o 1) o vp(01).
The naturality of v yields vy(01) = W(ID(f) [a) o v4(0p) and hence
W(w) o vp(o1) =W (1 o (0D(f) [ a)) o va(o0) = W (ID(f) © ta) © Va(00)-

Since r € a entails h(r) < h(s), we have vy: o ¥D(f) o1, = TW(f) o v o1, by
induction hypothesis. Putting things together, we can finally conclude

V)Jﬁ 0 9D(f)(s) = Ky o W(TW(f)o V)JE 014) 0 va(og) =
=TW(f)or¥ o W(v% ota) ova(og) = TW(f)ovk(s),

as needed for the inductive proof that v is natural. O

We now deduce the result that was promised at the end of Section2l Our proof is
somewhat indirect but nevertheless instructive, as it connects several fundamental
facts. Even though we do not formalize the present paper in a specific meta theory,
we point out that the following argument uses ITi-comprehension, in the form of
the minimal bad sequence lemma. This is unavoidable by the results of [3] [5].

Corollary 4.3. If D is a WO-dilator (i. e., preserves well foundedness), then so is
its Bachmann-Howard derivative 9D.

Proof. That 9D is an LO-dilator is guaranteed by Definition (but see also
Proposition [ZTT]). It remains to show that 9D(X) is a well order when the same
holds for X. According to [8] Section 5] there is a quasi embedding v : D = Wp [LO
into a normal WPO-dilator Wp. By the previous theorem we get a quasi embedding

vy 1 9D(X) = TWp(X)

for each linear order X. Assume that X is a well order and hence a well partial
order. Then TWp(X) is also a well partial order, by [6, Proposition 2.7] (which
is proved by the minimal bad sequence method of Nash-Williams [18]). Given
an infinite sequence sg, s1,... in YD(X), we get a sequence vy (so),v¥(s1),...
in TWp(X). Since the latter is a well partial order, there are ¢ < j such that
we have v (s;) <Twp(X) v (s;). We can infer s; <oD(X) Sj, a8 vy is a quasi
embedding and hence order reflecting. This shows that ¥D(X) is a well order. O

As an immediate consequence of our general approach, we re-obtain the following
known result about the orders T;,[0] from [I7, Section 2.3.3].

Corollary 4.4. The order T,[0] is well founded for each n € N.
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Proof. In the previous section we have studied LO-dilators T with 7,,[0] 2 T2 (1).
It suffices to show that these are WO-dilators. We argue by induction on n. In
the base we need only observe T?l(X ) = X. The step is covered by the previous
corollary, as T 11 is the Bachmann-Howard derivative of TY, by TheoremBI0 O

Let f: X — Y be a quasi embedding between partial orders. If X is linear and
f is surjective, then we call f a linearization (of Y by X). This coincides with the
usual notion if we identify X with its image under f. Linearizations are particularly
important, as they are related to maximal order types and independence results (see
e.g. [13, 21], 1} [T4]). We introduce the corresponding functorial notion:

Definition 4.5. Consider an LO-dilator D and a PO-dilator W. A quasi embedding
v: D = WLO is called a linearization (of W by D) if vx : D(X) — W(X) is
surjective for each linear order X.

Our next goal is to identify a condition which ensures that the quasi embedding
vt 9D = TW LO from Theorem[£2lis a linearization. As the following example
shows, the assumption that v : D = W LO is a linearization does not suffice.

Example 4.6. We define a transformation X — W(X) of partial orders by
W(X) = {(z,2") € X |2’ £x x},
(z,2") <wx) (1:y) & z<xyanda’ <xy
If f: X =Y is a quasi embedding, then 2’ € x z implies f(z') £y f(x). We thus
get a function W (f) : W(X) — W(Y) by setting W(f)(z,2') = (f(z), f(«’)). Let
us also define functions supp% : W (X) — [X]<“ by putting supp¥ (=, 2') = {x,2'}.

It is straightforward to verify that this data constitutes a normal PO-dilator. Here
it is crucial that the support condition

suppy’ (o) Cmg(f) = o €mg(W(f))

is only required when f : X — Y is an embedding, rather than just a quasi
embedding (see [0, Definition 2.1]). In the present case, the support condition does
in fact imply that f is order preserving. For each linear order X, we put

D(X) = {(z,2') € X? |z <x a'},
(z.2') <px) (1,y") & aw<xyor(r=yanda’ <xy).
Given that X is linear, the underlying sets of D(X) and W (X) are equal. We may
thus declare that D(f) : D(X) — D(Y) and supp¥ : D(X) — [X]<“ coincide with
W (f) and supp¥ , respectively, for any embedding f : X — Y of linear orders. It is
easy to see that this yields an LO-dilator. The identity maps vx : D(X) — W(X)
constitute a linearization v : D = W | LO. Theorem gives rise to a quasi
embedding v : 9D = TW | LO, which we shall now describe concretely. For each

partial order X, we consider a collection B(X) of structured binary trees with leaf
labels from X, which is recursively generated as follows:

— For each x € X we have an element T € B(X) (a single node with label z).
— Given s, € B(X) we add an element o(s,s’) € B(X) (the tree in which
the root has immediate subtrees s and s').

To extend B into a functor (currently on sets but later on orders), we stipulate

B(f)(@) = f(x) and B(f)(o(s,s")) = o(B(f)(s), BI)(s)).
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We also define support functions supp% : B(X) — [X]<“ by setting

supp (7) = {} and  supp%(o(s, s")) = suppX (s) Usupp (s").
To describe the Kruskal derivative TW of W, we first define a partial order g};V( X)

on B(X). The latter coincides with the usual embeddability relation for labelled
trees, which can be given by the following recursive clauses:
(i) If we have x <x vy, then we have T ngx) 7.

(ii) We have s <3y o(s,s") and 8" <g , o(s, ).

(iif) If we have s <g ) t and 8" <jg ) ', then we have o(s, ') <j/ v o(t,t').
One can check that this turns B into a normal PO-dilator. Indeed, B is the Kruskal
derivative of X +— X2, where the order on X? extends the one on W (X) in the
obvious way. In view of W (X) € X2, we now define TW (X) C B(X) as the smallest
suborder that contains all elements T and contains o(s, s’) for any s,s" € TW(X)
with s’ ggV(X) s. We can turn 7W into a normal PO-dilator by restricting the
constructions from above. Let us define

N X 5 TW(X) and &Y :WoTW(X) = TW(X)

by setting (¥ () = T and k¥ (s,s’) = o(s,s’). As one readily verifies, these func-
tions witness that 7W is the Kruskal derivative of W (so that the notation 7W is
indeed justified). To describe the Bachmann-Howard derivative 9D of D, we first
refine §%V(X) into a linear order Sg(x) on B(X). The latter is characterized by the
following clauses together with (i-iii) above (with §§<X) at the place of §}§V(X)):

(iv) We have T <£(X) o(t,t") for any terms of the given forms.

(v) If we have s <£(X) t and s’ <£(X) o(t,t"), we have o(s, s) <£(X) o(t,t').
Analogous to the above, let 9D(X) C B(X) be the smallest (linear) suborder that
contains all elements T and contains o(s, s’) for any s,s’ € 9D(X) with s <g(X) s

To turn 9D into an LO-dilator, it suffices to restrict the functions B(f) and supp’
from above. We define

R X - 9D(X) and 9% :DodD(X)— ID(X)
as the restrictions of /%Y and ¥, i.e. by (£ (z) =7 and 91 (s,s’) = o(s,s’). These
functions witness that ¥D is the Bachmann-Howard derivative of D. Since gg( X)
refines ng x)» We have 9D(X) € TW(X). One can verify that the inclusion maps
vy 1 9D(X) = TW(X)

satisfy the conditions from Theorem 2] which characterize v uniquely. We now
consider X = {0, 1,2} with the usual linear order. The element o(o(0,1),2) € B(X)
is contained in 7W (X) but not in 9D(X), so that v} is not surjective. This means
that vT : 9D = TW I'LO is no linearization, even though v : D = W [LO is one.

The previous example suggests the following notion:
Definition 4.7. A PO-dilator W is called flat if the support condition

suppy (o) Cmg(f) = o €mg(W(f))

holds for any quasi embedding f : X — Y between partial orders (recall that [6]
Definition 2.1] does only require this condition for embeddings).

As expected, we get the following (cf. Theorem [1.2)):
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Theorem 4.8. Consider a linearization v : D = W [LO of a normal PO-dilator W
by an LO-dilator D. If W is flat, then v : 9D = TW [ LO is again a linearization.

Proof. Given a linear order X, we need to show that v : 9D(X) — TW(X) is
surjective. According to [0, Definition 4.1], the order TW (X) comes with functions
KX - TW(X) and k%Y : Wo TW(X) — TW(X) that turn it into an initial
Kruskal fixed point. By [6l Theorem 3.5] we get a function h : TW(X) — N with

r e suppgyw(x)(a) = h(r) < h(x¥(0)).

For s € TW(X) we shall now show s € rng(vy) by induction on h(s). Also by [6]
Theorem 3.5], it suffices to consider the following two cases: First, let us look at
an element s = (¥ (). Here we obtain s = v} (1 (z)) € rng(v¥) by the diagram

in Theorem Secondly, consider s = k¥ (¢). The induction hypothesis yields
SUPPVTVW(X)(U) C ng(vy).

Let us recall that v is a quasi embedding but no embedding (unless 7W (X) is

linear). Hence the support condition from [6, Definition 2.1] does not apply. But

since W is flat we get o € rng(W(vy)) anyway. We also know that vyp(x) is

surjective, by the assumption that v is a linearization. Thus we may write
o =W(vi)ovypx)(oo) forsome oo € DodD(X).
Due to the diagram in Theorem 2] we then obtain

s =¥ (o) = v 0 9%(00) € mg(v),

as needed to complete the inductive proof. ([l

In the following section we will construct sequences with gap condition via it-
erated Kruskal derivatives. The following result will ensure that all PO-dilators in
this construction are flat.

Proposition 4.9. We consider a normal PO-dilator W. If W 1is flat, then so is
its Kruskal derivative TW .

Proof. Given a quasi embedding f : X — Y, we need to prove the support condition
suppy"" (s) Crmg(f) = s € mg(TW(f))
for arbitrary s € TW(Y). Similarly to the previous proof, this can be achieved by
induction on h(s), where h: TW(Y) — N with
r € suppyw(y)(a) = h(r) < h(r¥ (o))

is provided by [6, Theorem 3.5]. An element s = ¢}’ (y) has support {y}, by the
proof of [6, Theorem 4.2]. Given that the premise of the support condition holds,
we thus get y = f(z) for some z € X. The diagram in [6 Definition 4.1] yields

S=1y o f(CC) = TW(f) © LX(x) € rng(TW(f)),

as required. It remains to consider an element s = s} (¢). Here we have

suppy"” (s) = | J{suppX" (r) |7 € supplyy (xy(0)},

again by the proof of [6] Theorem 4.2]. Assuming the premise of the support
condition for s, we can thus invoke the induction hypothesis to get

SUPPFi (x) (0) € tg(TW(f)).
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Using the assumption that W is flat, we obtain
o=WoTW(f)(op) forsome og€ WoTW(X).
Now the diagram in [6, Definition 4.1] yields
s = k¥ (@) = TW(f) o k¥ (00) € g(TW (1)),
as needed for the inductive proof that TW is flat. (|

5. APPLICATION, PART 2: LINEARIZING THE GAP CONDITION FOR SEQUENCES

As shown in Section [3] one can reconstruct certain collapsing functions by tak-
ing iterated Bachmann-Howard derivatives (of dilators on linear orders). In the
present section we show that sequences with Friedman’s gap condition arise from
a completely parallel construction in terms of Kruskal derivatives (of dilators on
partial orders). This confirms that there is an extremely tight connection between
collapsing functions and the gap condition. Also in this section, we give a second
iterative construction that yields the same gap condition but different collapsing
functions. This explains a phenomenon from [I7], as discussed in the introduction
of the present paper.

Definition 5.1. For each partial order X, let S(X) and S : S(X) = NU{—1} be
generated by clauses (i) and (ii) from Definition BI (with S at the place of T, so
that S(X) = T(X) when X is linear). Also, let k; : S(X) — S(X) for i e NU{-1}
be given as in the cited definition. To define a binary relation <s(x) on S(X), we
declare that s <g(x) t holds if, and only if, one of the following clauses is satisfied:

(i’) We have s =7 and t =7 with z <x y.

(ii’) We have t = 9;t' with s <g(x) k;(t') (where s can be of the form Z or ¥;s’).

(iii’) We have s = v;s" and t = J;t' (for the same 7) with s’ <g(x) t".
Furthermore, let S, (X) C S(X) consist of the terms with indices i < n only, and
put SY(X) = {s € S,,(X) | S(s) < 0} (cf. Definition B4). We will always consider
these subsets with (the restrictions of) the relation <s(x) (sometimes written as <).

Let h: S(X) — N be given as in the paragraph after Definition B.Il Once again
we have h(k;(s)) < h(s), so that s <s(x) t can be decided by recursion on h(s)+h(t).
Let us begin with a preparatory result:

Lemma 5.2. If we have s <g(x) t, then we get k;(s) <s(x) ki(t) for any i € N.

Proof. We argue by induction on h(s)+ h(t). First, assume that s < 9;¢' = ¢ holds
because of s < k;(t'). We then get k;(s) < k;(k;(¢')) by induction hypothesis. For
j < we have k;(k;(t')) = k;(t'), so that we obtain k;(s) < k;(¢') and then
kz(s) S ﬁjt/ = ki(ﬁjtl) = kl(t)

For j > i we get k;(k;(t')) = k;(t') and thus k;(s) < k;(¢') = k;(t). Secondly, assume
that s = 9,8’ < 9;¢' = ¢ holds because of s’ < ¢'. For i < j we have k;(s) = k;(s)
and k;(t) = k;(t), so that it suffices to invoke the induction hypothesis. For i > j
we have k;(s) = s and k;(t) = t, which means that the claim is trivial. O

The following is known for X = 1 = {0} (see e.g. [I7]), but the author has not
found a reference for the (straightforward) generalization.

Lemma 5.3. The relation <sx) on S(X) is a partial order.
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Proof. Reflexivity is immediate by induction over terms. To establish antisymmetry
one first shows that s < ¢ entails h(s) < h(t), by induction over h(s) + h(t). The
point is that ¢ < s becomes impossible if s < ¢ = ¢,t' holds by clause (ii’) above,
since we then have
h(s) < h(k;(t")) < h(t') < h(t).

Antisymmetry between s and ¢ is now straightforward by induction on h(s) + h(t).
To show that r < s and s < ¢t imply 7 < ¢, one uses induction on h(r) + h(s) + h(t).
In the most interesting case we have r < s = ¢;s' because of r < k;(s’), while
s <t =9;t' is due to s’ < t’. The previous lemma ensures k;(s") < k;(t'). Using
the induction hypothesis, we get r < k;(¢') and then r < ¢;t' = ¢. O

For X =1 = {0} we get 0 <s(1) s by a straightforward induction over s € S(X).
This means that our order (S, (1), <s(1)) coincides with the order (75,,<) defined
in [I7, Section 2.3.3]. According to [I7, Lemma 10], we thus have the following (see
the cited reference for a precise definition of the gap condition):

Corollary 5.4. If we identify 0;, ...9;,0 € S,(1) with the sequence (iy,...,in),
then <s) coincides with the strong gap embeddability relation due to H. Friedman.

Analogous to Section B we will show that S 41 is the Kruskal derivative of s?.
Let us first turn S,, and S into PO-dilators.

Definition 5.5. For each quasi embedding f : X — Y between partial orders, let
S(f) : S(X) — S(Y) be defined by the clauses from Definition B8] (with S at the
place of T). Let k : S(X) — X be given as in the paragraph before Proposition B.17
For a partial order X, we now define supp% : S(X) — [X]<“ by supp% (s) = {k(s)}.
We will also write supp% for the restrictions of this function to S,,(X) and to S (X).
Furthermore, we write S,,(f) : Su(X) — S, (Y) and S (f) : S°(X) — S (Y) for the
restrictions of S(f) with the indicated (co-)domains.

As expected, we have the following:
Proposition 5.6. Definition[5.0 extends S,, and S?L into normal PO-dilators.

Proof. Most verifications are completely parallel to the proof of Proposition[3.9] but
two additional observations are needed: First, the map f — S(f) on morphisms
preserves not only embeddings but also quasi embeddings, as required by clause (i)
of [6, Definition 2.1]. Secondly, normality amounts to the implication

s<sx)t = k(s) <x k(t),
which holds by Lemma [5.2] (since we have k(r) = x for k_1(r) = 7). O
Let us now describe the extension into a Kruskal derivative:
Definition 5.7. For each number n € N and any partial order X, let
0% 5105041 (X) = S (X)
be given by the clauses from Definition Now define functions
K% :Sp oS (X)) —=Sh 1(X) and % : X —S).(X)
by setting k% (s) = Joo’% (s) and % () = T.

Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 3.7 one can show the following;:
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Proposition 5.8. The function o' : Sy o S?H-l(X) — Sp+1(X) is an order iso-

morphism, for each number n € N and any partial order X.

Proof. To show that o' is surjective and order preserving, one argues as in the
proof of Proposition 37 It remains to show that o% reflects the order, i.e., that

ok (s) <ox(t) = s<t

holds for s,t € S,,0S)_;(X). We argue by induction on h(s) + h(t) and discuss the
two most interesting cases: First consider terms of the form s =7 and ¢ = ¥,¢'. In
view of 7 € T%_;(X) we have r = T or ¥gr’, which means that

0% (s) =r < Vj410% (1) = ok (1)

can only be due to 0% (s) < kjt1(o%(t')) = o'%(k; (")), where the equality comes
from the proof of Proposition B.71 By induction hypothesis we get s < k;(¢') and
then s < 19jt’ = t, as desired. Let us also consider s = 19;s’ and ¢t = 7. For terms
of these forms, the inequality s < ¢ is always false. To show that 0% (s) < o’ (t) is
false as well, we observe

S(o%(s)) = S(Wita0%(s") =i+1> 0= 8(r) = S(o% (1)),

where S(r) < 0isdue tor € T (X). On the other hand, a straightforward induction
on h(sg) + h(to) shows that sy <ty implies S(sg) < S(s1). O

In the following, :" and x" denote the families of functions % : X — SO (X)
and &% : ShoSh 1 (X) — Su1(X), respectively, indexed by the partial order X. We
recall from [6 Section 4] that Kruskal derivatives are essentially unique. Hence the
following means that the recursive construction from the introduction is uniquely
realized by the normal PO-dilators S?L that we have defined in the present section.

Theorem 5.9. The Kruskal derivative of S° is given by (5?1-1-17 M R™).

Proof. Part (i) of [0, Definition 4.1] requires that (SZH(X),L},A}) is an initial
Kruskal fixed point of S?I over X, for each partial order X. The most interesting
conditions from the definition of Kruskal fixed point (see [6l, Definition 3.1]) demand

() & T LK),

< Rx
K% (s) <K% (t) < s<torrkk(s) <Ek)

for 2 € X and s, €S) 0SY 1 (X). In view of &% (t) = Poo’% (t), the left side of the
first equivalence is indeed equivalent to

T < ko(o% (1) = 0% (k-1 (1)) = k().

as in the proof of Proposition[3.7l Similarly, the left side of the second equivalence is
equivalent to the disjunction of 6’ (s) < o%(t) and £’ (s) < k(t). This is equivalent
to the right side, as o' is an order embedding. To show that our fixed point is
initial we use the criterion from [6, Theorem 3.5], which demands that we have
S 1(X) = mg(t%) Urng(k%) and h(k(s)) < h(k%(s)) for some h: S),;(X) — N.
These requirements can be verified as in the proof of Theorem It remains to
show that part (ii) of [6, Definition 4.1] is satisfied, i. e., that the functions (% and
k' are natural in X. This is readily reduced to the naturality of o', which can be
established by induction over terms, as in the proof of Theorem O
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We can now use our general approach to re-derive two results that were previously
shown by explicit computations. In view of Corollaries and [5.4] we focus on
the case of X = 1. The following is a special case of H. Friedman’s result on tree
embeddings with the gap condition (see [21]). For the case of sequences, the result
was analyzed by Schiitte and Simpson [20] (see also [I7) Section 2.2]).

Corollary 5.10. The order S0 (1) (sequences with gap condition, cf. Corollary[5F)
is a well partial order for each n € N.

Proof. We argue by induction on n to show that X +— S%(X ) preserves well partial
orders. The base case is immediate in view of S? (X) 2 X. The induction step is
covered by [6, Corollary 4.5], given that S{ ; is the Kruskal derivative of S. [

As in the previous section, a surjective quasi embedding f : X — Y between a
linear order X and a partial order Y is called a linearization. The following result
was first established by a concrete verification in [I7, Lemma 11], which provides
additional information: it shows that one can take v to be the identity on the
underlying set T% (1) = S (1). This information could also be tracked through our
general constructions, but we will not do so: the forte of our approach is precisely
that fewer concrete computations are necessary.

(1) = S (1) of
the partial order S° (1) (sequences with gap condition) by the linear order To (1)
(collapsing functions, cf. Section [3).

Corollary 5.11. For each n € N we have a linearization vy : TO

Proof. As preparation, we use induction on n to show that S?l is flat in the sense
of Definition [£771 The induction step is covered by Proposition For the base
case we recall S)(Y) = {7|y € Y}. Given f: X — Y with

suppy () = {k()} = {y} C mg(f),

we write y = f(x) to get T = f(z) = SY(f)(T) € g(Sq(f)). The point is that this
works for any quasi embedding f, not just for embeddings. By recursion on n, we
now construct linearizations v™ : T = S? I'LO in the sense of Definition For
n = 0 we can define v% as the identity map on T)(X) = {F|z € X} = S)(X). In
the step we define v"*1 as the quasi embedding ()T from Theorem This is
justified because T,DI 41 and 52 41 are the Bachmann-Howard and Kruskal derivative
of TY and S?, respectively, by Theorems and From Theorem (4.8 we learn
that " *1 is a linearization, given that the same holds for v and that S is flat. [

The linearization of SY (1) by T%(1) does not realize the maximal order type,
as shown in [I7] (see also the introduction of the present paper). We will now
present a different construction of S (1) in terms of iterated Kruskal fixed points.
Interestingly, the parallel construction in terms of Bachmann-Howard fixed points
yields the order OT,[0] from [I7, Section 5], which differs from T%(1) and does
realize the maximal order type of S°(1). The idea is to consider the following
transformations W,,, which are readily shown to be normal PO-dilators.

Definition 5.12. For each n € N and any partial order X we put
Wa(X)=1+5S2(1) x X ={0}U{(s,2)|s € S%(1) and = € X}.
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To define a partial order on W,,(X), we declare that 0 is incomparable to all other
elements, and that we have
(s,2) <w,(x) (s,2") & s<gq)s andz <x .

Given a quasi embedding f : X — Y, we define W,,(f) : W,,(X) — W,(Y) by
Wo(f)(0) = 0 and W, (f)(s,z) = (s, f(x)). Also, let suppy : W, (X) — [X]<% be
given by suppy (0) = 0 and suppx (s, z) = {z}.

We will show that S%, (1) is the initial Kruskal fixed point of W,, over 0 = 0.
This gives rise to a recursive construction, since W,, does only depend on Sg(l),
and since initial objects are unique up to isomorphism.

Definition 5.13. To construct a function 7, : S,(1) x Sp,1(1) — Sp41(1), we
define m,(s,t) by recursion over the term s, setting

mn(0,t) =t and m,(9;s,t) = ip1mn(s, ).
We then define i, : Wy, (S0, 1 (1)) — SO, 1(1) by £,(0) = 0 and #, (s, 1) = o (s, t).
Let us also agree to write ¢, : 0 — S, (1) for the empty function.

To see that the definition of 7, is justified, one should observe that we have

S(ma(s.t)) = { SO0 s =0,
Tn Sv = .
S(s)+1 otherwise.

This also shows that s € S°(1) entails S(m,(s,t)) < 1, as needed to justify the
definition of k,,. As promised, we have the following:

Theorem 5.14. The tuple (Sy, (1), tn, ky) is the initial Kruskal fived point of Wy,

over 0, for each number n € N.

Proof. Let us abbreviate Z =S}, (1). To show that we have a Kruskal fixed point,
we need to prove that the equivalence
kn(0) Lz kn(T) & 0 <w,(2) T or kp(o) <zt for some ¢ € supp(7)

is satisfied for all 0,7 € W,,(Z) (cf. [0} Definition 3.1]). For o = 0, both sides
of the equivalence hold, since we have 0 <y t for any t € Z (see the paragraph
before Corollary[5.4]). For o # 0 and 7 = 0, both sides of the equivalence fail. Now
consider o = (s,t) and 7 = (s',t’). Then our equivalence amounts to

Pomn(s,t) <z domn(s’,t) & (s <s(1) s and t <z t') or Yomp(s,t) <z t.
Given that ¢ € S% (1) entails k;41(¢') = ¢, an auxiliary induction over s’ yields
ki1 (mn(s',1)) = mn(ki(s)), ).
For i = —1 we get k_1(s’) = 0 and hence ko(m,(s',t")) = 7,(0,t') = t. In view of
Definition [5.1] this entails that the last equivalence reduces to
(s, t) <s(y mu(s',t') &  s<suy s and t <z t'.

The latter can be shown by induction over h(s) 4+ h(s’), where we admit s, s’ from
the bigger set S, (1) D S”(1) to make the induction go through. For s =0 = ¢/,
both sides of our equivalence amount to ¢ <z t'. Now consider s = 0 and s’ = 9;r".
In view of S(m,(s,t)) = S(t) <0 < j+ 1 and 7, (s, t") = F;41m, (1, ), the left
side of the desired equivalence is equivalent to

n(8,t) Ss(1) ki1 (mn (1, t) = mn (k; (1), 1).
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Inductively, this is equivalent to the conjunction of s <g1y k;(r') and t <z t'. We
can conclude since both s <g(1) " and s <g(1) k;(r’) are automatic for s = 0. If
we have s = ¢;r and s’ = 0, then both sides of the desired equivalence fail. To see
this, note that we have

S(mn(s,t)) = S(Wig1mn(r,t)) =i+1>0> S(t') = S(ma(s',t))

and S(s) =i > —1 = S(s’). At the same time, a straightforward induction shows
that so <s(1) s1 entails S(s0) < S(s1). Finally, consider s = ¢;r and s’ = ;7. The
left side of the desired equivalence can hold for two reasons: First, assume that we
have m,(s,t) <s(1) kjr1(mn(r',t')). As before, we get s <g(1) k;(r') and t <z t'.
The former entails s <g(;) s’, as needed for the right side. Now assume that the
left side holds because we have i = j and 7, (r,t) <s(1y m,(r',t’). Inductively we
get 7 <g(1y " and t <z t’, and the former entails s <g(;) s’. By reading the given
argument backwards, one obtains the implication from right to left. To show that
our Kruskal fixed point is initial, we apply the criterion from [6, Theorem 3.5]. As
preparation, one shows that any r € S,,11(1) lies in the range of 7,,, using induction
over r. To conclude that k,, is surjective, it suffices to observe that Jor € S?z+1(1)
requires S(r) < 1, so that r = m,(s,t) forces S(s) <0 and hence

(5,1) € Sp(1) x Sppa(1) € Wa(Snia(1)).
Finally, we need to verify that
resuppyz(o) = h(r) < h(kn(o))

holds for all ¢ € W, (Z) = W, (Sh1(1)). For o = 0 we have supp (o) = 0, so that
the condition is void. For o = (s,t) we have supp (o) = {t}, which means that
the claim amounts to h(t) < h(kn(s,t)). This reduces to h(t) < h(m,(s,t)), which
is readily established by induction over s. [l

We have just seen a reconstruction of S% (1) via iterated Kruskal fixed points. In
the following, we show that the parallel construction for Bachmann-Howard fixed
points yields the orders OT,[0] from [I7), Section 5]. Let us first recall the latter.

Definition 5.15. For each n € N we construct a set OT,, of terms. Simultaneously,
each term s € OT,, is associated with a number S(s) € {-1,...,n — 1} and finite
subsets K;(s) C OT,, for i > —1, according to the following clauses:
(i) We have a term 0 € OT,, with S(0) = —1 and K;(0) = 0.
(ii) Given s,t € OT,, and i < n with ¢ > max{S(s) — 1, 5(t),0} and K;(s) = 0,
we add a term 6;st € OT,, with S(6;st) = ¢ and

{6;st} ifi<j,

K;(;st) =
(bist) {Kj(s)UKj(t) otherwise.

To define a binary relation <ot on OT,,, we declare that r <ot ' holds if, and
only if, one of the following clauses applies:
(i) We have r =0 and " # 0.
(ii") We have r = 6;st and v’ = 6,s't' with ¢ < j.
(iii’) We have r = 0;st and r’ = 0;s't’, and one of the following holds:
— We have s <ot s’ and t <o1 ' = ;5.
— We have s = s’ and t <ot t'.
— We have 6;st =r <ot t' (i.e. 7 <ot or r =t as terms).
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Finally, we set OT = {s € OT,|S(s) < 0}. We will also write <ot for the
restriction of the given relation to this set.

The reader may have noticed that our definition of <ot looks somewhat different
from the one in [I7, Definition 37]. This has the following context: First, the cited
reference also defines <ot on a larger set that contains terms 6;st with K;(s) # 0.
This leads to additional conditions that are void in our case. Secondly, we have
declared that 6;st <ot ¢’ entails ;st <ot 6;s't’. In [I7], this implication has
s’ <ot s as an additional assumption. At the same time, [I7, Lemma 23] shows
that ¢/ < 6;s't' does always hold. As it is transitive, the order from [I7] will thus
satisfy our stronger implication, so that the two definitions coincide. On a different
note, [I7, Definition 40] declares that we have

OT,[0] = {s € OT,.| s <ot 600}
It is easy to see that this yields OT,,[0] = {0}, which contradicts [I7, Corollary 6].
Presumably, this is a typo that should be corrected into

OTn[O] = {S e 0T, | s <oT Hlm}

Strictly speaking, this is only explained when we have n > 1, so that 6,00 is avail-
able. For the corrected definition one can show OT,,[0] = OT? by a straightforward
induction over terms. The following was left implicit in [I7]:

Lemma 5.16. The relation <ot is a linear order on OT,, for each n € N.

Proof. Define h : OT,, — N recursively by h(0) = 0 and h(6;st) = h(s) + h(t) + 1.
A straightforward induction over h(r) + h(s) 4+ h(t) shows that the conjunction of
r <ot s and s <ot t implies r <oT t. We can now establish r £o1 r by induction
over h(r). This is readily reduced to r = 0;st Lot t. In view of 6;st € OT,, we must
have S(t) <4, which leaves a term of the form ¢ = 6;s't’ as the only interesting case
(with the same i as in r = ;st). We trivially have 6;s't’ <ot t, which provides the
inequality t = 6;s't’ <ot 0;st = r. Now if r <ot t was true, then transitivity would
yield ¢ <ot t, which contradicts the induction hypothesis. Finally, trichotomy
between s and ¢ follows by a straightforward induction over h(s) + h(t). O

Parallel to the above, our aim is to show that OT, 41 is the initial Bachmann-
Howard fixed point of the following LO-dilators D,, over the empty order 0.

Definition 5.17. For each n € N and any linear order X we put
Dp(X)=1+0T% x X = {0} U{(s,2)|s € OT" and z € X}.

To define a linear order on D, (X), we declare that 0 is the smallest element, and
that we have

(s,2) <p,x) (s,2") & s<ors or(s=sandz<xa).
For any embedding f : X — Y, we define a function D, (f) : Dn(X) — D,(Y) by
D, (f)(0) =0 and D,(f)(s,z) = (s, f(x)). Also, let suppy : D,(X) — [X]<“ be
given by suppx (0) = 0 and suppx (s, z) = {z}.
Let us construct the functions that Definition requires:
Definition 5.18. Let the map OT,, > s — sT € OT,,41 be given by the recursive
clauses 07 =0 and (6;st)* = 0, 11s+tT. Now define 9, : D,(0TY,,) — OTy ., by
9,(0) =0 and 9U,(s,t) = OpsTt.
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Let us also agree to write ¢, : 0 — OT" 41 for the empty function.
To justify the definition of s™ € OT,, 11, one should simultaneously check

S(s)=-1 ifs=0,

Kipai(sT) ={t"|t € Ki(s)} and S(s*)= {5(8) +1  otherwise.

In particular we get Ko(s™) = ), as an easy induction over s yields K_1(s) = ). For
s € OTY we also obtain S(sT) < 1, so that we indeed have 9, (s, t) = fpsTt € 0Ty, ;
for (s,t) € D,(OTy ;). We can now establish the promised result:

Theorem 5.19. The tuple (OT?H_l,Ln,an) is an nitial Bachmann-Howard fized
point of Dy, over 0, for each number n € N.

Proof. As preparation one checks that s <ot t implies s <oT t*, by a straight-
forward induction over h(s)+ h(t) (cf. [I7, Lemma 24]). Abbreviating Z = OT?H_17
we now verify the two conditions from clause (iii) of Definition First, we need
to show that z € suppy (o) implies z <z 9, (o), for any o € D, (Z). In the case of
o = 0 we have supp (o) = 0, which means that the condition is void. For o = (s,t)

we have supp(s,t) = {t}, so that the claim amounts to
t <z 19n(s,t) = 908+t.
In the proof of Lemma [5.16] we have shown 0gs™t £ot t, which suffices due to

trichotomy (in view of S(t) < 0 it is easy to give a direct argument as well). The
second condition from clause (iii) of Definition does essentially amount to

(So,to) <D, (2) (51,t1> and tg <z 90$ILt1 = oosarto <z 9051%1.

Assuming that the left side holds, we have sar = sf and tg <ot t1, or sar <oT sf

and ty <z Hosftl, using the fact that we have shown as preparation. In either case,
the right side follows by clause (iii’) of Definition 515l To show that our fixed point
is initial, we use the criterion from Theorem 2.9l Let us first observe

h(t) < h(sT) + h(t) + 1 = h(BpsTt) = h(In(s,1)),
for h : OT?hLl — N as in the proof of Lemma [5.16 It remains to show that the
function 9, : D, (OTo, 1) — OTo ., is surjective. An easy induction shows that any

element s € OT,,41 with Ko(s) = () can be written as s = SBL for some sg € OT,,.
For S(s) <1 we get 59 € OTY, and it is straightforward to conclude. O

Finally, we use our general approach to re-derive two known results. The follow-
ing was first shown as a consequence of [I7, Lemma 25].

Corollary 5.20. For each n € N we have a linearization f, : OTo — S2(1) of the
partial order S° (1) (sequences with gap condition) by the linear order OT" (binary
collapsing functions, cf. [I7, Section 5]).

Proof. We construct f, by recursion over n € N. In the base case, let fy be the
identity on OT§ = {0} = SJ(1). Given f,, we get a linearization v : D,, = W,
by setting vx(0) = 0 and vx(s,x) = (fn(s),x). It is easy to see that W, is flat
(cf. Definition 7). Theorems and yield a linearization vt : ¥D,, = TW,,.
From Theorems [£.14] and we know that TW,,(0) and 9D, (0) coincide with
Sv_.1(1) and OTY, ,, respectively (up to isomorphism). Hence setting

Jnt1= VSF : OT%H = 19D (0) = TW,(0) = S?z+1(1)
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completes the recursive construction. (I

The following result was first shown in [I7, Corollaries 6 and 7]. The proof in
the cited paper goes via an addition free variant of the Veblen functions. In the
author’s opinion, our general approach leads to a much more transparent argument:

Corollary 5.21. For eachn > 1, the linear order OT% has order type wap_1, which
means that it realizes the maximal order type of the partial order 591(1)

Proof. Recall that we have w§ = a and wg, | = w¥n. We will show
OT, =2 1+wd,

by induction over n € N. This entails the first claim of the corollary, as n > 1 yields
1+ wgn = wgn = w%n—l = Wan-1-

In the base case of our induction, it suffices to recall OT) = {0} and w) = 0. The

induction step relies on [7, Theorem 2.2]. To state the latter, consider an arbitrary

ordinal «. Analogous to Definition .17 we get an LO-dilator D with

DYX) =1+ (1+a) x X.

According to the cited theorem, we have ¥D*(0) = w$. From Theorem (.19 we
know OTo, ; = 9D, (0) with D,,(X) = 14+ 0T, x X. Now the induction hypothesis
provides a natural isomorphism D,, & D for a = w),,. In view of Lemma 214
(and the uniqueness of initial fixed points), we obtain

0T, 2 9D,(0) 2 dD“n (0) = wi* = wl, 1) =1 +w)
nt+l — n(0) = (0) 2w, = Worny1) = L+ Warnq1)s

as needed to complete the induction step. Finally, let us give references for the
fact that S(1) has maximal order type wa,_1, for n > 1. In the paragraph after
Lemmal5.3 we have observed that our order SY (1) coincides with the order (7},[0], <)
from [I7, Section 2.2.3]. The cited reference shows that this order is isomorphic
to a certain collection S,,[0] of sequences with the strong gap condition. According
to [I7, Lemma 3 and Corollary 2] (based on work by Schiitte and Simpson [20]),
that collection has maximal order type woy,_1, for n > 1. O
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