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Abstract

Using the tools of reverse mathematics in second-order arithmetic, as de-
veloped by Friedman, Simpson, and others, we determine the axioms nec-
essary to develop various topics in commutative ring theory. Our main
contributions to the field are as follows. We look at fundamental results
concerning primary ideals and the radical of an ideal, concepts previously
unstudied in reverse mathematics. Then we turn to a fine-grained anal-
ysis of four different definitions of Noetherian in the weak base system
RCA, + I3,. Finally, we begin a systematic study of various types of inte-
gral domains: PIDs, UFDs and Bézout and GCD domains.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

This thesis concerns the intersection of two distinct areas of mathematics:
commutative ring theory, and mathematical logic. The first, commutative
ring theory, also known as commutative algebra, has its roots in classical
algebraic number theory and algebraic geometry [K1e98].

19th century number theory was concerned with problems such as
solvability of Diophantine equations, or of polynomial congruences, over
the integers Z. A common technique that emerged was to extend Z by an
algebraic integer, obtaining new domains such as Z[v/2i], Z[i], or Z[w] for w a
primitive root of unity. If these new domains had unique factorisation, then
one could draw conclusions about the original equations or congruences.

Unfortunately, these domains failed to have unique factorisation in
many important cases. Kummer’s idea was to further add “ideal primes”
to the domain to restore unique factorisation [Kum47a; Kum47b]. While
brilliant, Kummer’s ideas were vague, and Dedekind later put Kummer’s
work on a rigorous footing by giving the modern definition of an ideal
in a ring [Ded71]. Two particular features of Dedekind’s work—a fo-
cus on axiomatic methods, as well as an acceptance of nonconstructive
procedures—marked a new style of mathematics which would come to
dominate the 20th century, ultimately paving the way for mathematical

logic.
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On the other hand, algebraic geometry is concerned with algebraic va-
rieties. Given a fixed set of polynomials P C R[zy,...,z,], the variety Vp
is the set of points in R" satisfying the equations p(z1,...,z,) = 0 for all
p € P. These are the higher-dimensional generalisation of algebraic curves
(which are the case n = 2). Now, to any variety V, we can assign the set
I(V') of polynomials which vanish on V; this is an ideal in R[zy, ..., z,].
Hence, we can study algebraic varieties by studying ideals in polynomial
rings. This correspondence was exploited to great effect by Hilbert in
his basis theorem [Hil90] and Nullstellensatz [Hil93], and later by Lasker
[Las05] and Macauley [Mac13].

Attempting to create a general theory encompassing all these ideas,
Fraenkel gave the first abstract definition of a ring in [Fral5], and Sono
gave the modern definition soon after [Son17]. This opened the door to
the pioneering work of Noether, which established abstract ring theory as
a subject. Specifically, Noether [Noe21] generalised the results of Hilbert,
Lasker and Macauley to what are now called Noetherian rings, and later
recast the work of Dedekind et al in an abstract setting [Noe27].

Meanwhile, a mathematical revolution had been brewing. Tradition-
ally, mathematics had been concerned with finite objects and construc-
tive procedures, and grounded in reality [Eve69; MN82]. The work of
Dedekind, Hilbert, Peano, Cantor and others in the late 1800s marked a
departure from this, thereby ushering in modern, abstract pure mathe-
matics. This new style of mathematics was distinguished by its focus on
abstraction and the axiomatic method, and acceptance of nonconstructive
proofs—those which prove the existence of an object without actually con-
structing an example.

Another feature of this new mathematics was the acceptance of com-
pleted infinity rather than just potential infinity—the idea that infinite sets
could be manipulated as mathematical objects in their own right. This idea
perhaps appeared first in Dedekind’s work on ideals [Ded71; Kle98]. Can-
tor was the first to systematically study infinity, founding the field of set
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theory with his seminal work on cardinals [Can74] and ordinals [Can83].
As set theory developed, paradoxes arose (most notably Russell’s), and
the need for a careful and rigorous foundation for mathematics became
clear. One such foundation was provided by ZFC in the 1920s [Zer30].

Cantor’s work provided new impetus to mathematical logic, a small
subfield of mathematics developed by Boole, De Morgan, and Peano in the
mid-to-late 1800s [Boo54; DeM47; Pea89]. Around this time, the ideas of
computation, mathematical truth and mathematical proof were formalised
for the first time. By the 1930s, logic was a thriving area of mathematics—
highlights included Godel’s (in)completeness theorems [G6d29; God31],
Turing’s negative solution to the Entscheidungsproblem [Tur37], Tarski’s de-
velopment of model theory [Vau86], and Hilbert’s work on proof theory
[HB34] and geometry [Hil99].

A later development in logic was reverse mathematics, initiated by
Harvey Friedman in the late 1960s [Fri67; Fri69]. Reverse mathematics
asks, for a given theorem of mathematics ¢, “what axioms are really nec-
essary to prove ¢?” More broadly, it studies the logical implications be-
tween foundational principles of mathematics. An early example was
the discovery of non-Euclidean geometries, thereby proving the indepen-
dence of the parallel postulate from Euclid’s other axioms [Lob29; Bol32].
Another early result, more in the style of reverse mathematics, was the
demonstration that over ZF, the axiom of choice, Zorn’s lemma, and the
well-ordering principle are all pairwise equivalent [Bir40; FB58; Tra62].

Traditionally, reverse mathematics is done in second-order arithmetic,
in which there are two types of objects: natural numbers n,m,k, ..., and
sets of natural numbers A, B,C, ..., and quantification is allowed over
both types of objects. Restricting oneself to natural numbers may seem
unnecessary limiting, but this is not so. In fact, most mathematics deals
with countable or “essentially countable” objects (such as separable met-
ric spaces), and so can be formalised in second-order arithmetic. This in-

cludes virtually all “classical” mathematics, or that taught in undergradu-
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ate courses [SIm09, p. xiv].

In practice, reverse mathematics involves attempting to prove a theo-
rem ¢ of “ordinary” mathematics in a weak subsystem & of second-order
arithmetic. But, supposing we can do this, how do we know we’ve found
the optimal (weakest) system? The empirical phenomenon is thus:

“When the theorem is proved from the right axioms,
the axioms can be proved from the theorem.”

—Harvey Friedman [Fri74]

This is the “reverse” part of reverse mathematics. Having proved ¢ from
S, to show this is optimal, we want to demonstrate a reversal of ¢: a proof
of S from ¢. This means that ¢ cannot be proved in a weaker system &',
because if it could, then &’ would also prove S via ¢, meaning S’ is not
actually a weaker system after all.

The utility of reverse mathematics is abundant. Apart from its obvious
use in finding the “best” proof of a given statement ¢, it also gives us a
way to quantify how nonconstructive or noncomputable ¢ is. The idea is
that stronger subsystems correspond to more nonconstructive power, so
the “constructiveness” of ¢ is inversely proportional to the strength of the
systems S in which ¢ can be proved [FSS83]. Similarly, many theorems
guarantee a solution to a given problem—reverse mathematics then tells
us how complex the solution could be relative to the problem, which can
be made precise in terms of computability.

Here is an example of reverse mathematics in ring theory. The usual
way to prove that every commutative ring has a prime ideal is to prove
that it has a maximal ideal (Krull’s theorem), and then prove every maxi-
mal ideal is prime. However, Friedman, Simpson and Smith showed that
the existence of maximal ideals is equivalent to the system ACA,, whereas
the existence of prime ideals is equivalent to the strictly weaker system

WKL, [FSS83]. This shows the usual proof strategy is not optimal—there
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is a “better” way to prove the existence of prime ideals, which doesn’t re-
quire the stronger assumption that maximal ideals exist. In terms of com-
putability, this shows that maximal ideals can be more “noncomputable”
than prime ideals—more precisely, given a computable ring, its maximal
ideals could all be as complex as the halting problem, while we can always
compute a prime ideal from a PA degree.

In this thesis, we study the reverse-mathematical content of various
theorems of ring theory. We will begin by reviewing basic ideas from ring
theory (§2), and from logic, computability and reverse mathematics (§3).
We then proceed to study the following key ideas from commutative alge-
bra:

* Primary ideals (§4), which are the ideals I such that whenever ab € I,
then a € I or 0" € I for some n.

e The radical /T of an ideal I (§4), which is the set of r such that some

r"isin I.

* Noetherian rings (§5), which have many equivalent definitions; one of

the more popular is that every ideal is finitely generated.

* Several classes of integral domains (§6), including PIDs, UFDs, Bézout
and GCD domains, their properties, and the relations between them.

In relation to the philosophy of reverse mathematics, we find that all
the results we examine are provable in ACA;.! We will show that many
important results, such as the equivalence of different notions of Noethe-
rian, actually require ACA,. Thus, we conclude that ACA is the right axiom
system in which to develop (most) of classical commutative algebra. This
thesis includes many new, original results—some of the more important

ones are:

This seems to be true for algebra in general, with the notable exception of some struc-
ture theorems and (ordinal) invariant results [SIm09].
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e Theorem 4.10: WKL, is equivalent to “+/T maximal = [ primary”.

* Theorem 5.4: RCA, + IX, proves the equivalence of weak and strict
chain conditions on ¥, -ideals.

¢ Theorems 5.10 and 5.11, showing that WKL, or ACA, are equivalent
to the agreement of several definitions of Noetherian.

¢ Theorem 6.26: ACA( proves that if R is an integral domain in which

every prime X,-ideal is principal, then R is a ¥,-PID.

* Theorem 6.30 and Corollary 6.35: ACA, is equivalent to “every PID
admits a Dedekind-Hasse norm”.

* Theorem 6.39, where we construct a PID whose set of primes is II,
complete.

1.1 Notational conventions
The following notational conventions will apply to this thesis:

* We will use N to denote (the underlying set of) the model of arith-
metic we are working inside, and w to denote the standard model
{0,1,2,...}. Generally, the distinction will not be important.

* For aring R, we will use R[Z] as an abbreviation for R[z, z1, . . .], the

polynomial ring over R in infinitely many indeterminates.

* In mathematics, pairs, tuples and sequences are commonly denoted
using parentheses, e.g. (z,y), (ap, a1, . ..). However, in ring theory, it
is also common to use parentheses to denote the ideal (A) generated
by a collection of elements A C R. To avoid confusion, we will try
to consistently use angle brackets (x,y), (ao, a1, ...) to denote a pair,

tuple or sequence, and reserve parentheses for ideals.
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¢ or () will denote the empty sequence or tuple.

The SANS SERIF font will generally be reserved for subsystems and
axioms of second-order arithmetic.

We will use ¢, ¢1, - . ., ¢, . .. to denote a standard listing of the par-
tial computable functions, and Wy, W, ..., W, ... to denote a listing
of the c.e. sets.

We may use A = {z : 2 ¢ A} to denote the (absolute) complement

of a set A, particularly for sets of natural numbers.

For mathematical statements ¢ and v, we use ¢ + 9 (“¢ proves ")
to mean there is a proof of ¢ from . This notation extends to formal

systems, e.g. S - ¢ means there is a proof of ¢ in the formal system

S.

For a statement ¢ and a structure M, we use M F ¢ (“M models ¢”)
to mean the statement ¢ is true in M. Similarly, M = S means that

all axioms of the formal system S are true in M.



Chapter 2
Ring theory

Here, we quickly review the basic notions of ring theory that we will need,
as covered in any basic algebra textbook [AM94]. For us, “ring” will mean

“commutative ring with unity”, unless explicitly stated otherwise.

Definition 2.1. A ring is a set R, equipped with constants O, 1z € R,
and binary operations +, - on R (called addition and multiplication, respec-

tively), such that:

(i) R isan abelian group under addition, with additive identity 0.
(ii) Multiplication is associative: (a-b)-c=a- (b-c)forall a,b,c € R.
(iii) Multiplication is commutative: a-b="b-aforalla,b € R.

(iv) 1gis a two-sided multiplicative identity.

(v) Multiplication distributes both ways over addition: a - (b + ¢) = (a -
b)+ (a-c)and (a+b)-c=(a-c)+ (b-c) forall a,b,c € R.

As usual, we will often omit the dot for multiplication, and instead
denote it by juxtaposition, i.e. ab instead of a - b.

Given a ring R, we can construct a larger ring R|x| of “polynomials
over R” in the variable x. We do this by “freely” adding the variable z, i.e.
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asserting no relationship between = and elements of R. A formal construc-

tion follows.
Definition 2.2. For a ring R, the polynomial ring R|x] is defined as follows:
* The underlying set of R|z] is the collection
{{ag,...,an) € R* 1 a, # 0} U{()}
We denote (ag, . . ., a,) by a,2™ + ap_12"t + -+ + a1 + ay.
® Opp) = 0r = () and 1y = 1z = (1g).

* Addition and multiplication in R[z] are defined as follows:

n m max{n,m}
(Z a,-xZ) + ( bixi> = Z (a; + b;)x’
=0

1=0 1=0
n m m+n %
=0 1=0 1=0 Lj=0

Given a polynomial ring R[z], we could repeat the construction to get
(R[z])[y], which we write simply as R[z,y] for brevity. Iterating this con-
struction, we get an increasing sequence R[xo|, R[zo, z1], R[xo, x1, Z2], - . ..
We will use R[z]| = R|x¢, x1, .. .| to refer to the limit of this sequence.

Definition 2.3. In a ring R, an ideal I C R is a subset of R such that for all
a,be land r,s € R, we have ar + bs € I.

Ideals are important since they give us a way to create new rings:

Definition 2.4. Given a ring R and ideal I C R, the quotient ring R/I is

defined as follows:

* The underlying set is the quotient of R by the equivalence relation
r~s <= r —s & I. We denote the equivalence class of r by r + I.

o OR/]IOR—i-[aI’Id 1R/I:1R+[‘
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e (a+I)+(b+1I)=(a+b)+ITand (a+ I)(b+I)= (ab) + I. These
operations are well-defined.

We recall some important ways of creating ideals.

Definition 2.5. Let R be a ring and A C R an arbitrary subset. The ideal
generated by A is the set

(A) ={air+--+aprn:a1,...,a, € Ajry, ..., 1y € R}

If A= {ay,...,a,} is a finite set, we write (ay,...,a,) and say this ideal is

finitely generated. If A = {a}, we say (a) is principal.

Definition 2.6. Given two ideals I, J C R, the ideal quotient of I by J is the
set
I'J={reR:(VjeJ)(rjel)}

The most common case of Definition 2.6 is when J = (a) is a principal
ideal. In this case, we will abuse notation and write / : a instead of I : (a).
I':a also admits a simpler definition here,as [ :a = {r € R:ra € I}.

We now recall an important subclass of the commutative rings.

Definition 2.7. An element a € R is a zero-divisor if there is b # Og such
that ab = 0.

Definition 2.8. A ring R is an integral domain if it has no nonzero zero-

divisors, i.e. whenever ab = 0, thena = 0 or b = 0.

Integral domains satisfy cancellation of multiplication: if a # 0 and
ab = ac, then b = c. Indeed, this is an alternative characterisation of inte-

gral domains.

Definition 2.9. Given an integral domain R, its field of fractions Frac(R) is

the ring defined as follows:

¢ The underlying set of Frac(R) is the quotient of {(r,s) € R*: s # 0}
by the equivalence relation (r,s) ~ (1, s') <= rs’ =1's. We denote

the equivalence class of (r, s) by r/s.
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* OFraC(R) = OR/]-R and 1FraC(R) = ]-R/]-R~

o (r/s)+ (r')s") = (rs' +1's)/(ss') and (r/s)(r'/s") = (r1")/(ss’). These
operations are well-defined.

We can verify that Frac(R) is indeed a ring, and in fact, it is a field—
every nonzero element has an inverse. We can naturally view R as a sub-
ring of Frac(R) via the embedding r +— r/1.

There is an important generalisation of Definition 2.9, which covers
both the case when R is not an integral domain, and when we don’t want

every element of R to be a denominator.

Definition 2.10. Suppose M C R is multiplicatively closed, contains 1,
and contains no zero-divisors. The localisation of R at M, Loc (R, M), is the
ring whose underlying set is the quotient of {(r,m) € R* : m # Og} by
the equivalence relation (r,m) ~ (r',m') <= rm’ = r'm, and where the

operations are defined as in Definition 2.9.

Intuitively, Loc (R, M) is obtained from R by allowing division by the
elements of M. As before, R is naturally a subring of Loc (R, M) via the
embedding r — r/1.

Definition 2.11.

(i) A multiplicatively closed set M is saturated if whenever ab € M, then
both a,b € M.

(i) M = {r € R: (3s € R)(rs € M)} is the smallest saturated set
containing M, and is called the saturation of M.

The concept of saturation is important because:

Theorem 2.12. Given multiplicatively closed sets M/, N C R, we have that
Loc (R, M) 2 Loc (R, N) canonically iff M = N. In particular, it is always
true that Loc (R, M) = Loc (R, M).
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Essentially, when we localise at M, we are really localising at its satu-
ration M. To see why, take r € M, i.e. thereis s € R with rs € M. Then,
s/rsis an element of Loc (R, M). But r - (s/rs) = 1, so we have introduced
an inverse for r, even if r ¢ M. If we check that M is saturated, then we
know that we’ve only added inverses for elements of M/, and nothing else.

Animportant case of localisation is the so-called “localisation at a prime

ideal”, which is really the localisation at the complement of a prime ideal.

Definition 2.13. Anideal I C R is prime if whenever ab € I, then a € I or
bel.

Example 2.14. Suppose P C R is a prime ideal. Then, M = R\ P is
multiplicatively closed, so we can take the localisation Loc (R, M). This is
sometimes called the localisation of R at P and denoted Rp.

Another important example of localisation is the total quotient ring,
which generalises the field of fractions construction to non-integral do-

mains.

Definition 2.15. For any ring R, the set M of all non-zero-divisors of R is
multiplicatively closed and contains 1. The total quotient ring Frac(R) is
the localisation Loc (R, M).

When R is an integral domain, O is the only zero-divisor, so Definition
2.15 reduces to Definition 2.9.



Chapter 3
Logical prerequisites

Here, we review the necessary background material from model theory
[Mar02], first- and second-order arithmetic [HP17; Sim09], reverse mathe-

matics [Sim09], and computability [Soa87; Soal6].

3.1 Second-order arithmetic

For us, arithmetic will refer to the model-theoretic study of the theory of
the natural numbers, Th(N). Our reverse-mathematical studies will be
done in the traditional setting of second-order arithmetic. In first-order arith-
metic, we are only allowed to quantify over elements of N, while in second-
order arithmetic, we may also quantify over subsets of N. This greatly
increases the expressive power of our logic (for example, we can define
well-foundedness, or completeness of R).

We work in a two-sorted model theory, whose sorts are numbers, de-
noted with lowercase letters n,m, k, ..., and sets, denoted in uppercase
A B,C,.... Our language is £, = {0,1,+,-, <, €}, where the symbols
have the expected types, e.g. 0 is a number, + takes two numbers and
returns another, € is a binary relation between a number and a set, etc.

Numerical £,-terms are defined inductively: 0, 1, and variable symbols

x; are numerical Lo-terms, and if s, ¢ are numerical £o-terms, then (s + t),

13
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(s-t) are too. Numerical £,-terms represent (possibly nonstandard) natural
numbers, and we will use £ to abbreviate the numerical term

k t?rrnes
The only set £o-terms are variables X;. We also define £,-formulae induc-
tively:

Definition 3.1. The collection of £Lo-formulae is defined as follows:

(i) If s, t are numerical terms, and X is a set variable symbol, then (s =
t), (s < t)and (s € X) are formulae.

(ii) If , ¢ are formulae, then (—p), (0 AY), (p V), (¢ — ) and (¢ <> V)
are formulae.

(iii) If ¢ is a formula, then (Vx) ¢ and (3z) ¢ are formulae.

(iv) If pis a formula, then (VX) ¢ and (3X) ¢ are formulae.

A theory S is simply a set of formulae. We may also use the terms sub-
system or formal system, especially when we are considering the members
of S as axioms.

There are a wide variety of £,-formulae, which we will now classify
based on their “complexity”. Our chosen measure of complexity will be
based on how many times the quantifiers alternate. This defines a struc-
ture known as the arithmetical hierarchy.

The lowest level of complexity consists of formulae containing only
bounded quantifiers: those of the form (Vz)(z < k — ¢) or (Fz)(z < k —
1)) for some numerical term. We will often abbreviate these to (Vx < k) ¢
and (Jz < k)1 respectively. From there, universal formulae are given II

classifications, and existential formulae given X classifications.

Definition 3.2 (arithmetical hierarchy). Let ¢ be an £,-formula. We say ¢
is Aj or arithmetical if it contains no set quantifiers. If ¢ is arithmetical, we

assign further classifications to it as follows:
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E0 ZJ1 E2 ZJ3
I S S &

Ay © A A, Ay
I L & L & L

HO Hl H2 H3

Figure 3.1: The arithmetical hierarchy.

(i) ¢ is called XJ and II} if it only contains bounded quantifiers.

(ii) pis called X2, if it is of the form ¢ = 3z, - - - 3z, ¢, where ¢ is IT).
(iii) ¢ is called IT? , ; if it is of the form ¢ = Vz; - - - Vx,, ¢, where ¢ is 0.
(iv) ¢is called AY if it is Y, and logically equivalent to a IT? formula.

Often, we will drop the superscript 0, and just speak of ¥, or II,, for-
mulae. Now we look at some important principles of arithmetic, which

will be pertinent in our study of reverse mathematics.
Definition 3.3. Let ¢(z), ¥(x, y) be formulae of arithmetic.

(i) The induction principle for ¢, lp, is the statement
©(0) A (Vn)[e(n) = @(n +1)] = (Vn)p(n)
(ii) The strong induction principle for ¢, I'p, is the statement
(V) ([(vm < n) p(m)] = @(n)) — (Yn) ¢(n)
(iii) The least number principle for , Ly, is the statement
(Fn) o(n) = (3) (@) A (Ym < 1) =p(m))
(iv) The bounding principle for 1), B1), is the statement

(VE) [(Vn < k)(Fm) ¢(n,m) — (30)(Yn < k)(3m < £)(n,m)]
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All of the above principles trivially hold in the standard model of arith-
metic w. However, recall that we have nonstandard models of arithmetic,
which satisfy the same basic axioms as w. These nonstandard models are
linear orders of type w + Z - K for some linear order K [Hen50]. In one
of these models, the above principles could fail. For example, Ly fails if
¢ is true exactly on the Z - K part, while Bty could fail if the bound & is
nonstandard.

For a class of formulae I', we define II" to be the theory consisting of all
the statements |y for all (appropriate) ¢ € I'. The theories I'T, LI', BI" are
defined analogously. We will usually take I' to be a classification in the
arithmetical hierarchy: for example, 1%, is induction for all X, formulae.

These arithmetical principles are closely related to each other:

Theorem 3.4. For every formula of arithmetic ¢(z), I'p = L(—¢).
Theorem 3.5 [PK78; HP17]. Over PA™ + 1%, foralln € N:
@ 1%, 111, s, 'L, LY, , LII, are all equivalent.
(i) LA, ., BX, ., BII, BA,  areall equivalent, and imply IA, ;.
(ii) 1¥,,, = BX,,, = IX,, and these implications are strict.

Theorem 3.6 [Sla04]. Over PA™ + I3, + exp, IA,,,, is equivalent to LA,
(and hence to BX, |, BIL,, BA, ).

We will not define PA™ and exp, but they are extremely weak base the-
ories, which will be subsumed by our chosen base theory RCA,. Hence,
we can simply assume the equivalences in Theorems 3.5 and 3.6, and our
arithmetical principles are split into two families of equivalence classes, as
shown in Figure 3.2.

We now prove a lemma about induction, which will be useful later.

Definition 3.7. For a formal system S, the inductive formulae Z(S) for S is
the collection of formulae ¢ such that S F I'p.
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D1 B ' LY LIl ' :
- o LA, 1B, BIL, BA, |
S a a
mom s, oL
o LA, | BS, BIL BA,.
| 1A, | |
Fommeo-o-o--- Fommmmo-o-o-- Ammmmmmooomo- -- RCAg
IS I LY LI | |
. L LAy 1B, Bl BA |
| INg | |
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Figure 3.2: The induction, bounding, and least number principles. Vertical
positioning denotes equivalence over PA™ 413, and the horizontal dotted

lines denote equivalence over PA™ + I3, + exp.

Lemma 3.8. If Z(S) is closed under negation, then it is closed under arbi-

trary Boolean combinations.

Proof. Let I' .= Z(S): then S F I'T (and indeed, I' is maximal with this
property). Since I' is closed under negation, S F LI' too by Theorem 3.4.
Since the connectives — and A are complete for propositional logic [Smi03,
p- 98], and we already know I'is closed under —, it suffices to prove closure
under A.

So, pick ¢(z),¢(z) € I': we want to show S F I'(¢ A ¢). For each n,
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assume
(Vm < n)lp(m) Ap(m)] = ¢(n) A (n)

By contradiction, suppose there is a with —((a) A 1(a)), and without
loss of generality, suppose —¢(a). By LI', we can assume a is minimal.
By the inductive assumption, there is b < a with =(¢(b) A 1(b)), hence
—1)(b) by minimality of a. Again by LI', assume b is minimal. Then, by
the inductive assumption, there is ¢ < b with =(¢(c) A 1(c)). But this
contradicts minimality of a and b. O

Lemma 3.8 allows us to induct on arbitrary Boolean combinations of
¥, and II; formulae in RCA, which will prove useful.

3.2 Reverse mathematics

For a system S of second-order arithmetic, a model M of S consists of a
set N and a collection of subsets of N, with appropriate interpretations for
the £y-symbols, so that all the axioms of S hold. All the systems S we
consider will include the basic axioms of first-order arithmetic, hence N
will be restricted to range over nonstandard models w + Z - K, where the
Ly-symbols are given the usual meanings. If K = &, i.e. N = w, we call M
an w-model, and then M is determined by a collection of subsets of w.

We are almost ready to define the subsystems RCA,, WKLy, ACA, of
second-order arithmetic, which will form the basis of our work. Some of
these subsystems will include the following second-order comprehension

principle:

Definition 3.9. Let ¢(z) be a formula of arithmetic. The comprehension prin-
ciple for ¢ is the sentence Cy = (3X)(Vn)(n € X < ¢(n)).

Essentially, Cy asserts that the set X = {n : p(n)} exists. As before,
given a class I' of formulae, we write CI' for the theory consisting of Cy for
all (appropriate) ¢ € T'.
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Definition 3.10. RCA, is the subsystem consisting of the basic axioms of
first-order arithmetic, 1329, and CAY.

RCA is the system in which reverse mathematics is usually done. Al-
though RCA( doesn’t give us 3, comprehension, we do get bounded ¥,

comprehension:

Definition 3.11. Let ¢(x) be a formula of arithmetic. The bounded com-
prehension principle for ¢ is the sentence BCy = (Vk)(3X)(Vn)[n € X <+
(o(n) An < k)]

BCyp asserts that for every k, the set X;, = {n < k : p(n)} exists.

Lemma 3.12 [Sim09, Thm I1.3.9]. RCA, proves BCY,, i.e. BCyp for every ¥,

formula ¢.

Definition 3.13. ACA, is the subsystem consisting of the basic axioms of
first-order arithmetic, IAj, and CA{.

WKL, has a slightly different definition. Recall that (finitary) Cantor
space 2<“ is the set of all finite binary strings. A tree is a set 7" C 2<“ that is
closed under taking initial segments. A path through T is an infinite binary

sequence « such that all initial segments are in 7T'.

Definition 3.14. Weak Konig's lemma is the statement that every infinite tree
T C 2<% contains a path. WKL, is the subsystem consisting of RCA, plus
weak Koénig’s lemma.

Every infinite tree 7' C 2<“ has a path which is arithmetical relative to T
[Sim09, Example 1.8.8]. Hence, ACA, implies WKL, which in turn implies
RCA. In fact, all these implications are strict. Along with the stronger
systems ATR, and II;-CA,, these make up the “big five” subsystems of
second-order arithmetic. RCA, has a standard w-model REC, consisting of
the subsets of w definable by a A, formula. Similarly, ACA, has a standard

w-model ARITH, consisting of the subsets of w definable by an arithmetical
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formula. We also have the full w-model P(w), which is a model of all these
axiom systems.

The idea of reverse mathematics is: for a known theorem ¢ of math-
ematics, find the weakest formal system S such that S F ¢. Given such
a proof, we show S is optimal by demonstrating a reversal of ¢: a proof
¢ = S. In practice, no single theorem can axiomatise all of mathematics,
and so we have to supplement ¢ with a base theory B (i.e. a reversal is ac-
tually a proof B + ¢ = S). Throughout this report, we will take B = RCA,,
unless stated otherwise.

If we prove S F ¢, and then reverse this (over B), we say that ¢ is
equivalent to S (over B). A remarkable empirical result of reverse math-
ematics is that almost all theorems of mathematics are equivalent (over
RCAy) to one of the big five systems, though there are exceptions. In the
case of abstract algebra, most results can be proven in ACA,, except (ordi-
nal) invariant results, which are usually equivalent to ATR,, and structure
theorems, which often fall at the level of IT}-CA,. To demonstrate, we now

review some reverse-mathematical studies of ring theory in the literature.
Theorem 3.15. The following are provable in RCA:

(i) A field has no nontrivial proper ideals [DLMO07].

(ii) If I € Risanideal and R/I is a field, then I is maximal [DLMO07].

(iii) An ideal I C R is prime if and only if R// is an integral domain
[Con10].

(iv) Maximal ideals are prime [Con10].
(v) Euclidean domains are PIDs [Sat16].

Theorem 3.16 (RCA;). WKL, is equivalent to each of the following state-

ments:

(i) Every commutative ring has a prime/radical ideal [FSS83; FSS85].
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(ii) If I C Ris a maximal ideal, then R/I is a field [DLMO7].

(iii) In Artinian rings, prime ideals are maximal [Con10].

(iv) Every Artinian integral domain is a field [Con10].

(v) r € Risnilpotentif and only if » belongs to every prime ideal [Sat16].
(vi) (Local) Artinian rings are Noetherian [Con10; Con19].

(vii) Every Artinian ring is a finite direct product of local Artinian rings
[Con19].

Theorem 3.17 (RCA(). ACA, is equivalent to each of the following state-

ments:
(i) Every commutative ring/domain has a maximal ideal [FSS83].
(ii) Every commutative ring has a minimal prime ideal [Hat89].
(iii) If R has no nontrivial, proper, principal ideals, it is a field [DLMO07].

(iv) Anintegral domain is a UFD iff it has the a.c.c.p. and all irreducibles
are prime [GM17].

(v) r € Rbelongs to every maximal ideal of R if and only if forall s € R,
1 — rsis a unit [Sat16].

3.3 Computability

Here, we review the basic notions of computability theory that we will
need. The presentation will be very brief, so the reader unfamiliar with
computability theory is urged to consult a textbook on the subject [Soa87;
Soal6].

We will assume the Church-Turing thesis, and work with an informal

notion of computability. Therefore, we say a set A C w is computable if
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there is an algorithm which, given n, always terminates and tells us if
n € A. Similarly, a function f: w — w is (total) computable if there is an
algorithm which, given n, always halts and outputs f(n).

By this definition, most sets and functions arising in mathematics are
computable. We can construct non-computable sets: the archetypal ex-
ample is the halting problem @', which is the set of pairs (e, n) for which
the eth computable function halts on input n. Nonetheless, @' is still com-
putably enumerable, or c.e.: there is an algorithm which lists its elements.

There are several equivalent definitions of c.e.:
Proposition 3.18. The following are equivalent for a set A C w:
(i) Aisc.e., ie.thereis an algorithm which lists the elements of A.
(ii) A is the domain of a partial computable function.
(iii) A is the range of a partial computable function.
(iv) Ais empty, or the range of a total computable function.
(v) Ais finite, or the range of a total computable injection.

(vi) A has a computable enumeration: a uniformly computable sequence
Ay C A C A C - suchthat A=J
that |A;| = s.

A,. We can further require

EIS)

There is a close correspondence between computability and the arith-
metical hierarchy: a set A C w is computable if and only if it can be defined
by a A, formula, and c.e. if and only if it can be defined by a ¥, formula.

We recall some of the basic results of computability theory. Every al-
gorithm can be coded by a natural number: for example, by writing it in
a fixed (Turing-complete) programming language. This gives a listing ¢,
of the partial computable functions. We can furthermore get a uniformly
computable listing, i.e. the function (e, n) — ¢.(n) is computable. Similarly,

we can get a uniformly c.e. listing W, of the c.e. sets.
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We can also consider relativised computations: those with access to an
oracle A C w, so that the algorithm can ask at any point if any natural
number n is in A. We say A is Turing reducible to B, and write A < B, if A
can be computed with B as an oracle. The relation <t is a preorder, so we

obtain an equivalence relation =t in the standard way:
A=1rB «<— A<t B and B<t A

The =r-equivalence-classes are called Turing degrees, and are partially or-
dered by <r. The degree of all computable sets is called 0.

For any oracle A C w, we can similarly list all the partial A-computable
functions wg‘. Thus, for any A, we define the Turing jump A’ as the halting
problem relativised to 4, i.e.

A= {{e,n) : p?(n) halts}

Then, A <p A, i.e. A’ is always strictly above A in the Turing degrees. The
Turing jump is also a well-defined function on Turing degrees.

We also have a stronger notion of computable reduction: we say A is
m-reducible to B (A <,,, B) if there is a computable function f: w — w such
thatn € A <= f(n) € B. Informally, the idea is that we can consult the
oracle B only once. For some level I' in the arithmetical hierarchy, we say
thata I' set A is I' complete if for every I' set B, B <,,, A.

Proposition 3.19.
(i) @ is X, complete.
(ii) Inf = {e: W, is infinite} is II, complete.

Another important class of Turing degrees are the PA degrees, which
are those that can compute a complete consistent extension of Peano arith-
metic. By Godel’s famous incompleteness theorem, 0 is not PA. 0’ is PA,
but there are also PA degrees strictly below 0'. There are also many equiv-
alent characterisations of PA degrees:
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Proposition 3.20. For a Turing degree d, the following are equivalent:
(i) dis PA,i.e. it computes a complete consistent extension of PA.
(ii) d computes a path through any computable (or II,) tree 7" C 2<¥.

(iii) For any disjoint c.e. sets A, B, d computes a separating set for A and
B,ie.asetCsuchthat ACC,BNC =@.

We can also speak about PA degrees relative to some oracle A, or PA
degrees over A. Proposition 3.20 relativises: d is PA over A iff it computes
an extension of “PA plus a predicate for A”, iff it computes a path through
any A-computable tree, iff it can separate any two disjoint A-c.e. sets.

Having reviewed classical computability, we now point out the close
correspondence between computability and the subsystems RCA,, WKL,
ACA, of second-order arithmetic. This connection arises because our cho-
sen base system RCA; somehow corresponds to the “computable world”.
Indeed, A, comprehension allows us to define exactly the subsets of w
which are computable (with parameters/oracles in the model).

Many of the theorems 7" studied in reverse mathematics have the form

T = (X)[p(X) = (3Y) (X, Y)]

where ¢(X) and ¢(X,Y) are properties of the sets X and Y. We could
view T as a problem or challenge: given a set X such that ¢(X), find a set
Y such that (X, Y). Now the connection is thus: RCA, - 7" when we can
always choose Y to be X-computable. WKL, - 7" when we can choose Y
computable from a PA degree over X, and ACA( I~ T if we can choose Y
arithmetical in X.

This correspondence is also useful in reversals of 7. Over RCA,, T' -
WKL, if for every A, we can construct A-computable X so that every suit-
able Y is PA over A. Similarly, T = ACA, if we can construct X so that
every Y computes A'.
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While this correspondence is completely precise only in w-models, a
nearly identical proof can generally be made to work in nonstandard mod-
els. Furthermore, we will generally just take X to be computable (i.e.
A = @), as the fully relativised version will again follow nearly identi-
cally. So in practice, we will prove something like “there is a computable
X with ¢(X), such that every Y with ¢(X,Y) has PA degree [computes
@']”, and we will take this as evidence that 7' = WKL, [resp. T = ACA,].

Now, we will construct various computability-theoretic objects, which
will be useful later when proving reversals. We saw that a degree d is PA
iff it can separate any two disjoint c.e. sets A, B. Our first lemma is that

there is a “universal pair” A, B so that any separator has PA degree:

Lemma 3.21. There are disjoint c.e. sets A, B such that whenever C' has
A CC,BNC = g, then C has PA degree.

Proof. Fix a coding F,, of all sentences in the language of PA. Let A =
{n : PAF F,} and B = {n : PA - =F,}. Then, A, B are c.e. since PA
is computably axiomatisable, so we can search for a proof of F,, from PA.
AN B = @ since PA is consistent.

We claim A, B are as required. Fix a separator C' of A and B. There is
no reason C' should be consistent, but we can use it to compute a complete
consistent extension D, as follows. We build D in stages D,, with D, = @.
At stage s, let G, = (\pep, F) = Fs. f G, € O, let Dyyy = D, U{F};
else, let D,,1 = D, U {—F,}. By construction, D is a complete consistent
extension of PA, hence C' is PA. L]

Lemma 3.21 will be useful in showing a theorem implies WKL,. To
show a theorem implies ACA(, we will employ a few different techniques.
The first is simply to code @' itself into a computable ring. Often it is not
possible to do this directly, so we have a few other methods.

Definition 3.22. Fix a computable enumeration @, of @'. The modulus of
@' is the function jizr mapping n to the least s such that @[, = @'[,..
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Theorem 3.23. Suppose f: w — w dominates jg: for every n, f(n) >
tigr(n). Then, f >1 @',

!/
fn+1)"

this computation is always correct. O

Proof. We compute if n € @' by asking if n € @ By definition of jiz,

Another useful trick to code @ into a construction is using a c.e. set

that is so “dense” that its complement dominates ;.
Lemma 3.24. There is a c.e. set A such that

(i) ACis infinite.

(ii) Any infinite subset B C AL computes &'

Proof. Fix an enumeration of @’, and enumerate A starting with A, = @.
Now, at stage s, suppose AL = {¢y < ¢; < ---}. If n enters @ at stage
s, we put ¢, Cyy1,. .., cs into A. We now verify that A has the required

properties.

(1) AL is infinite: by induction, all the A, are finite, so each AE is infinite.
Now given k € N, Aﬁg,(k +1) contains some j > k which will never

leave AC.

(ii) Any infinite subset B C AL computes @' in a very simple way: if
B = {by < by < ---}, then the function n — b, dominates p,. The
proof is as follows. If Ab = {co < ¢1 < ---}, then each b; = ¢; for
some j with i < j < b;.

Now if any k < i entered @’ at a stage s > b;, thency,...,¢;,...,¢; =
bi,...,c,; would have been put into A (by construction). As b; ¢ A,
this can’t have happened, so @, [; = 91, i.e. b; > g (7). O

To finish this section, we will review some useful ideas from a sub-
branch of computability called computable structure theory [Mon21]. Es-
sentially, this is the study of model theory from the point of view of com-
putability, and the primary objects of study are computable structures. For

what follows, let 7 be a computable theory in a finite language L.
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Definition 3.25. A computable (presentation of a) T-structure M consists of:
(i) A computable subset M/ C N.
(ii) For every constant ¢ € £, an element c™ € M.

(iii) For every k-ary function f € £, a computable function fM: M* —
M.

(iv) For every k-ary relation R € £, a computable function RM: M* —

{0,1}.

such that, with these interpretations of the £-symbols, M satisfies all for-
mulae in 7.
A c.e. T-structure consists of the same data, but we allow M to be c.e.

instead.

We will be primarily concerned with the language Liing = {0,1,+,-},
and the Ljy-theory 7Tying consisting of the usual commutative ring axioms.
A computable ring is just a computable Tyg-structure, i.e. a computable set
R C N with elements Oz, 1z € R and computable binary operations +, - on
R which form a ring.

When doing reversals, we will often need to construct a computable
ring having certain properties. However, the following result shows that

it is sufficient to construct a c.e. ring:

Theorem 3.26. Any c.e. T-structure M is (computably) isomorphic to a

computable T -structure M’

Proof. If M is finite, this is trivial, so assume M is infinite, and fix an in-
jective computable enumeration ¢: N — M. The inverse ¢~ ': M — Nis

partial computable, since given m € M, we can search for the n such that

p(n) =m.
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Now, define M’ as the structure with support N, and £-symbols inter-
preted

C
U, mg) =

RM,(nla -, my) = RM ((p(nl), ce go(nk))

Then, M’ is a computable 7T -structure, and by construction, ¢ is a com-
putable T-isomorphism M’ — M. O

When using Theorem 3.26 in practice, we will often abuse notation,
and identify M and M’ via the computable isomorphism ¢. This means
we will treat c.e. rings as if they are computable. We should note that the
isomorphism will also preserve many computable subobjects of M. For
example, if I C M is a computable ideal, then sois o~ (I) C M.

A particularly useful case of Theorem 3.26 is localising a computable
ring by a c.e. subset:

Corollary 3.27. Suppose R is a computable ring, and M C R is a mul-
tiplicatively closed c.e. subset containing 1z but no zero-divisors. Then
Loc (R, M) is (computably) isomorphic to a computable ring S.

Proof. Define Loc (R, M) exactly as in Definition 2.10. This is a computable
quotient of a c.e. structure, hence we get a c.e. structure. Now apply The-
orem 3.26. [



Chapter 4

Radicals of ideals and primary

ideals

We now begin our study of ring theory in second-order arithmetic. We can
use the standard definitions of rings, polynomial rings, ideals, etc. verba-
tim in second-order arithmetic. The definition of quotient ring might cause
some concern, since we naively define R/I as a set of sets. However, we
can amend this by defining the elements of R/I to be minimal representa-

tives of their equivalence class [Sim09, Defn II1.5.2].

Definition 4.1 (RCA,). Let / C R be an ideal. The quotient ring R/I is the
set
R/I = {reR:(Vs<yr)(s€eR—r—s¢l)}

which exists by A; comprehension. RCA can define a function ¢: R —
R/1, called the quotient map, so that for every r € R, ¢(r) is the unique
element of R/I such that r — ¢(r) € I. The ring operations on R/I are then
the operations induced by ¢ from R.

A similar trick can be used to construct the field of fractions or localisa-
tions in RCA(. As usual, we use r + I (or simply r) to denote ¢(r). In RCA,,
it follows from Definition 4.1 thatr + 1 = s + I iff r — s € 1. We will also

make wide use of the following theorem:

29
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Theorem 4.2 (ideal correspondence theorem; RCA). For a ring R and ideal
I C R, the quotientmap ¢: R — R/I is anisomorphism between the ideals
of R containing I, and the ideals of R/I.

Furthermore, the quotient map preserves many properties of ideals,
such as maximality, primality, primary-ness, being the radical of another
ideal, etc. As a result, this frequently gives an equivalence between state-
ments of the form VR VI C R ¢(R,I) and VR ¢(R,{0}), with the equiva-
lence provable in RCA,.

By fixing the parameters a and b, the following lemmas can be proved
by A, induction.

Lemma 4.3 (RCA;). For all a, b in a commutative ring R, (ab)"” = a"b".

Lemma 4.4 (binomial theorem; RCA). For all ¢, b in a commutative ring R,
(a+b)" =37, (’;) al b,

We now examine some properties of ideals and the relationships be-
tween them, and show that most of these relationships are provable in
RCA,.

Definition 4.5. A ring R is reduced if it has no nontrivial nilpotent elements,

i.e. whenever 2" = 0 for some n > 0, then z = 0.
Definition 4.6. Let / C R be an ideal.
(i) I is prime if whenever ab € I, thena € I orb € I.
(ii) I is primary if whenever ab € I, then a € I or b" € I for some n.
(iii) The radical of I is defined v/I = {a € R : 3n > 0 such that a" € I}.

(iv) [ is semiprime or radical if whenever o™ € I for somen > 0, thena € I
(equivalently, I = /T).

(v) The adjoint of I is defined I* = {a € R: 3b ¢ I such that ab € I}.
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(vi) I isprimal if I* forms an ideal.

Theorem 4.7. The following are provable in RCA:
(i) VI is an ideal.

(ii) I C Ris semiprime if and only if R/ is reduced.

(iii) If I is primary, then VT is primel.

(iv) [ is prime iff it is primary and semiprime.

(v) [ is primary iff every zero divisor in R/I is nilpotent.

(vi) If I # R is primary, then [ is primal (and furthermore, [+ = V).
(vii) If I is primal, then I* is prime.
Proof.

(i) We prove only closure under addition. Suppose a,b € V/1,i.e.a", b™ €
I. Letk := n+m—1. Using the binomial formula, we can write (a+b)*
as

ak 4o (fb) a” hm—1 + (y’;) an—lpm 4o bk
a”( ) + 0 ) €1
hence a + b € V1.

(ii) By the ideal correspondence theorem, this is equivalent to saying {0}

is semiprime iff R is reduced, which is trivial.

(iii) Suppose ab € V/T: then (ab)" = a™b" € I, so either a” € I, whence
a € VI, or (b")* = b"* € I, whence b € /1.

'We also say that I is quasi-primary.
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(iv) (=) Any primeidealis trivially primary (take n = 1), and semiprime
by A, induction on p(n) : a” € I — a € [ for a fixed parameter
acl.

(<) If ab € I, then by primary-ness, either a € I or b" € I, whence
b € I by semiprimality.

(v) By the ideal correspondence theorem, this is equivalent to saying {0}
is primary iff every zero divisor in R is nilpotent, which is immediate

from the definition of primary.

(vi) By (i), it is enough to prove the assertion in brackets. Pick a € I*, i.e.
there is b ¢ I with ab € I. Since I primary, either b € I (which is a
contradiction), or a € VT as required. Now if a € Vi, by L, there
is a minimal n > 0 such that a” € I. Then a"~! witnesses that a € I*.

(vii) Suppose ab € I#,i.e. there is ¢ ¢ I such that abc € I. If be € I, then ¢
witnesses that b € I*. If bc ¢ I, then bc witnesses that a € I*. O

Now, we present some basic results about operations and relations be-

tween two ideals and their radicals, which are provable in RCA,.

Definition 4.8. Ideals I, J C R are comaximal if every r € R can be written
asr=i+jforiel,jeJ.

It suffices (under RCA) to show that 1 =17 + ;.
Theorem 4.9. The following are provable in RCA:
(i) If VT and v/J are comaximal, then I and J are comaximal.
(i) vINJ =vVInJ.
Proof.

(i) Suppose 1 = a + bwherea” € I, b™ € J. Letk :== n +m — 1. Then,
using the binomial formula, we can write 1 = 1¥ = (a + b)* as
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a* + o+ (Bamomt + (B)antem o+ b
a”( ) + 0 )
Thus, 1 =i + j for suitable a” | i, b™ | j.
(i) () Trivial.
(D) Ifa e VINVJ, thena® € I, a™ € J, so a™x{nmt ¢ 1 J. O

To conclude this section, we analyse the following characterisation of the
radical:

Vi= ()P

PDOI
P prime

However, we require ACA to show the LHS exists, and I1;-CA, to show
the RHS exists. So, we will analyse the part of this theorem that doesn’t re-
quire comprehension for either side. The two containments can be written

respectively as:
e I and v/ are contained in exactly the same prime ideals.
o Ifx ¢ VI, then there is a prime ideal P D I such that = ¢ P.
By the ideal correspondence theorem, these are respectively equivalent to:
e If r is nilpotent, it belongs to every prime ideal of R.
e If r belongs to every prime ideal of R, then it is nilpotent.

[Sat16, p. 62] showed that the first statement is provable in RCA,, and

the second is equivalent to WKL,.

4.1 The RAD principle

So far, we have seen that almost all basic facts about radicals and primary

ideals are provable in RCA,. The notable exception is the following:
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Theorem 4.10 (RCA). WKL, is equivalent to “for all ideals I C R, if VT is

maximal, then I is primary”.

Proof.

(=) We prove the contrapositive of the consequent. Suppose I is not pri-
mary: then there are a,b € R such thatab € I,a ¢ I,b ¢ /1. Using
WKLy, we will construct an ideal J 2 V1.

Define ' C 2<% as the set of all F' C {0,1,...,n — 1} such that the
following hold:?
(i) If 0O < n, then 0y € F.
(i) Forallc,d € F,ifc+d <n,thenc+d € F.
(iii) Forallc € F,d < n,if cd < n, then cd € F.
(iv) Forallc < n,if " € I, thenc € F.
(v) If b < n,thenbd € F.
(Vl) If 1p <n, then 1g ¢ F.
T is computable since for a finite string, we can simply check all the

above conditions exhaustively. A path J through 7' is a proper ideal
containing b and v/T: since b ¢ /I, it follows that .J 2 +/I. Also, T is

downwards closed, hence a tree.

T is infinite since every level is nonempty. Given n, let

4 {c<n:c"el}U{b} b<n
. {c<n:cel} b>n
Enumerating A, = {c1,..., ¢}, let

F, = {c<n:3dy,....,dg € R)(c=c1di + -+ cdr)} = (An)],

which exists by bounded ¥, comprehension (Lemma 3.12).

?Here, we identify binary strings of length n with subsets F' C {0,1,...,n — 1}.



CHAPTER 4. RADICALS OF IDEALS AND PRIMARY IDEALS 35

We claim F;, € T at level n. Conditions (i)—(v) are evidently satisfied.
For condition (vi), note that it can only fail if 1z < nand 1y € F, i.e.
1gp = c1dy + -+ - + cdy, for some dy, . . ., d; € R. Expanding

1g = (1g)"™ = (c1dy + - -+ + cpdy,)™

note that each term is divisible by either b or some ¢ € [, ie. 1z €
(I,b). Then a = aly € (I,ab) = I, giving a contradiction. O

(<) We construct a computable ring R and a computable, proper ideal
I € R which is not primary, such that any proper ideal J 2 /T has
PA degree. Thus, the assumption that v/T is not maximal gives a
larger ideal .J 2 /T of PA degree, which computes WKL,.

Fix disjoint c.e. sets A, B as in Lemma 3.21. We will build R and I
such that any proper ideal J 2 v/I computes a separator of A and B.

Let R = Z[z,y, 20, 21, - . .]. To begin, let I = (zy) (the ideal generated
by xy). This is to ensure [ is not primary (with witness zy). Now if j
enters A at stage s, add z; to the list of generators for I. If j enters B
at stage s, add (z; — 1)° to the list of generators for I.

Then, I is computable - to work out if p € I, we only need to run
the construction up to stage s = deg(p). At this stage, I is finitely
generated, so we can compute if p € I. We can assume nothing is

enumerated when s = 0, meaning I (and v/T) are proper ideals.

Now, let J D /I be a proper ideal of R. Let X; = {n € N: 2, € J}.
Then, X; separates A and B: A C X, and BN X; = @, because if
there were n € BN X, then z,,(z, — 1) € Jso 1 € J, contradicting
that J is proper. Since X is J-computable, it follows that J has PA
degree. O

In the (<) construction of Theorem 4.10, note that /T itself is of PA
degree. Thus, the computational power lies in comprehension for an ideal
containing /I, possibly not strictly. By asserting that /T itself must be
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computable, the focus shifts more to the (non-)primary-ness of I. In other
words, we want to establish the reverse-mathematical strength of the state-
ment

“if /T exists and is maximal, then I is primary” (RAD)

or equivalently,
“if T is not primary and VT exists, then v/T is not maximal”
By the ideal correspondence theorem, RAD is also equivalent to:

“if /0 exists and is maximal, then {0} is primary”

“if {0} is not primary and /0 exists, then v/0 is not maximal”
From Theorem 4.10, it follows that:
Proposition 4.11. WKL, proves RAD.

Conversely, we might try to argue that RAD implies WKL,. One strat-
egy is to use a construction similar to [DLM07, Thm 3.2]. As before, we fix
disjoint, c.e. sets A, B C N such that any separator is of PA degree. Start-
ing with some “ring of coefficients” U, we set Ry := U|x, x1, . . .|. Then, we
enumerate R as a c.e. subring of the total quotient ring of Ry, adding z,,/ f
forn € A, f € Ulxy,...,r,-1] anon-zero-divisor, and (z,, — 1)/ f forn € B,
f € Ulzo,...,x,—1] a non-zero-divisor.

We want to choose U so that R satisfies the following:

(@) I = {0} is not primary (equivalently, there are non-nilpotent zero

divisors).
(b) The nilradical v/0 is computable.
(c) Any proper ideal J 2 /0 has PA degree.
To ensure R satisties condition (c), we will force it to satisfy:

(d) Any proper ideal J 2 /0 contains a non-zero-divisor.
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Then, given an ideal J 2 v/0, we have a non-zero-divisor fed,sox,=f-
(xn/f) € J for sufficiently large n € A, and similarly xz,, ¢ .J for sufficiently
large n € B. Thus, J computes a separator for A and B up to finitely many
differences. Sensible though it may seem, this strategy is doomed to fail
because of the following:

Proposition 4.12. {0} C R is primary iff any proper ideal J 2 1/0 contains

a non-zero-divisor.
Proof [MSE21].

(=) By Theorem 4.7.(v), every zero-divisor is nilpotent, so since J con-

tains a non-nilpotent, it contains a non-zero-divisor.

(<) Assuming any proper ideal J 2 /0 contains a non-zero-divisor, we
will show any non-nilpotent is a non-zero-divisor. Let x be non-
nilpotent: then the ideal (x, \/6) 2 v/0 contains a non-zero-divisor
by assumption. In other words, there are a,b € R so that ax + bis a

non-zero-divisor, and b" = 0.

By induction, we show that for every d > 0, (az + b)? is not a zero-
divisor. The base case d = 1 is true by assumption. Now, suppose
(az + b)? is not a zero-divisor, but (ax + b)*™! is. Let r # 0 be such
that (az + b)?*'r = 0. Then, (az + b)%(ax + b)r = 0. By assumption,
az + b is not a zero-divisor, so (az + b)r # 0: this shows that (az + b)?

is a zero-divisor, a contradiction.

In particular (az + b)" is a non-zero-divisor. Expanding (azx + b)"
using the binomial formula, and using the fact that " = 0, we have
(ax+b)" = cx for some ¢ # 0. Since cz is not a zero-divisor, it follows

that z is not a zero-divisor, as required. O

Currently, we know that RAD lies between RCA, and WKL,, but its exact
reverse-mathematical strength remains open. It’s possible that RAD falls
into the “zoo” of reverse-mathematical principles lying strictly between
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RCA; and WKL, which have been keenly studied in recent years [San18§;
RMZoo].

Question 4.13. What is the exact reverse-mathematical strength of RAD?



Chapter 5
Noetherian rings

Aswe proceed, we will consider ideals 7 C R which may not be computable

relative to R, but only c.e. relative to R.

Definition 5.1. A ¥,-ideal Z C R is a sequence (ao, a1, az, . . .) of elements
of R, such that for all i,j € Nand r, s € R, there exists k = k(i,j,r,s) € N

such that a;, = a;r + a;s.

To be precise, we will define basic notions such as subset and equality
for 3;-ideals. Note that these are defined non-uniformly—we don’t require
there to exist a function witnessing the inclusion/equality.

Definition 5.2. Let Z = (ag, a1,...), J = (by, b1, ...) be ¥;-ideals in R, and
r e R.

(i) We say r € T if there exists m such that r = a,,.
(i) Wesay Z C J ifforalln, a, € J.
(iii) WesayZ C JifZ C Jand J ¢ 7.
(iv) WesayZ =JifZ C Jand J C 7.

Definition 5.3.

39
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(i) Forany n € Nand ay, ...,a,-1 € R, the set
(agy .- ap_q) = {aoro F ot ATt 70y -y Tl € R}
is a ¥,-ideal, called the ¥,-ideal generated by aq, . . ., an—1.

(ii) A X,-ideal 7 is finitely generated if there exist n € Nand ay, ..., a,-1 €
R such that Z = (ay, . .., a,_1), in the sense of Definition 5.2.(iv).

Typical examples of ¥,-ideals are principal ideals (a) C R, which in gen-
eral are not computable. ¥,-ideals are thus the right notion of ideal for
PIDs.

As [Sat16] remarks, defining Noetherian rings is difficult, because there
are many different, classically equivalent notions which are not equivalent
over RCAy. For a countable commutative ring R, [Sat16] considers the
following eight definitions of Noetherian:!

(i) Every A -ideal I C R s finitely generated.
(ii) R has no strictly increasing chain of A,-ideals Iy C I, C - --.
(iii) Every chain of A,-ideals Iy C I; C --- in R eventually stabilises.
(iv) R contains no sequence ay, ay, . ..such thatforalli, a; ¢ (ag,...,a;—1).
(v) Forallag,ay,...in R, thereisisuch that {a; : j € N} C (aq,...,a;1).
(vi) R has no strictly increasing chain of ¥;-ideals Z, C 7, C - - -.
(vii) Every chain of ¥,-ideals Z, C Z; C - -- in R eventually stabilises.

(viii) Every ¥,-ideal Z C R is finitely generated.

![Sat16] actually considered their negations, as well as two further conditions which
don’t characterise Noetherian, but instead a (weaker) condition called a.c.c.p..

2Simpson [Sim88] called property (v) “Hilbertian”, and noted the equivalence
(v)<(viii).
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We conduct a full reverse-mathematical analysis of these conditions.
Firstly, we reduce them to just five conditions, by showing that, over RCA,,

(ii) and (iii) are equivalent, and (v), (vii) and (viii) are equivalent.

(ii)=-(iii): By contradiction, suppose there is a chain of A-ideals I, C I; C
- in R which never stabilises. Fix an enumeration ag, a1, ... of R.

Define ny = 0, jo least such that a;, € I,, and (ng1, ji+1) the least
pair® such that a;,,, € I, \ In,. Then, I,, C I,,, C --- is a strictly

increasing, uniformly A, chain of ideals.
(iii)=-(ii): Trivial.
(v)=(viii): Let ag, ay,... be an enumeration of Z. By assumption, there is

i such that Z C (ag,...,a;,—1), whence Z = (ay,...,a;_1) is finitely

generated.

(viii)=-(vii): Given a chain of ¥-ideals Z, C Z; C --- in R, T = |J -, Z,
is a ¥;-ideal. Suppose Z = (by,...,by_1). Then, in particular, each
b; € Z,s0 (Vi < m)(3k;)(b; € It,). The predicate “b; € I;,” is 3, hence
by BX, (see Definition 3.3), we conclude that (3n)(Vi < m)(3k; <
n)(b; € It,). Hence all b; are in I,,, whence the chain stabilises at n.

(vil)=(v): (ag) C (agp,a1) C (ag,a1,as) C --- is a nested chain of ¥;-ideals,

so there is some ¢ such that for all j, a; € (ao,...,a;) = (ag,...,ai_1).

(vii)=(vi) follows trivially in RCA,;. The converse also seems com-
putably true; however, the induction necessary to prove it appears to go
beyond 1.

Theorem 5.4 (RCA( + 1%,). (vi)=(vii).

Proof. By contradiction, suppose there is a uniformly c.e. chain of ¥, -ideals
Zy € Z; C --- in R which never stabilises. We will build a strictly increas-
ing, uniformly c.e. subsequence J, C J1 C --- via a “moving marker”

priority argument [Soal6, §4.3.2].

3Such a pair always exists, by assumption. We can find it simply by brute force search.
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Each 7, will have a “marker” m,, pointing to the ideal Z,,,, which it
will copy: any element enumerated into Z,,, is also enumerated into 7,.
Additionally, each 7, n > 0 keeps track of a “witness” z,, € J, which
it believes is not in 7,,_;. If we see z,, enter 7,_;, then we increment m,,,
and enumerate 7, till we find a new witness. We will assume that every
element enumerated into 7, also enters 7, for m > n.

To begin, let m( = 0, and enumerate the first element of 7, into J,. At
stage s > 0, suppose we have finitely enumerated Jj, ..., Js—1, and de-
fined markers my, ..., m,_; and witnesses z1,...,z,_1. Define 7, as the

current value of 7,_1, and m, = m,_; + 1. For each i < s, enumerate the

next element of Z,,, into J;,...,Js, and let z; be some element enumer-
ated* into J,_;.
Now, for i = 1,..., s in increasing order, we check if z; has been enu-

merated into J;_; during this stage. If not, nothing need be done. If so,
increment m; by 1, and start enumerating the new Z,,,, into .7;, . . ., J,. Since
Ji—1 is finite so far, we will eventually see an element not in J;_;: this is
our new witness z;. We stop enumerating 7,,, when z; is found. This
concludes stage s.

Now, we prove by induction on n that every marker m, eventually
stabilises. Formally, we induct on the ¥, formula

o(n) = (3s)(Vt > s) (Mt = My s)

where m; , is the value of the ith marker at stage s.

Firstly, note that my = O never changes. Now, suppose that my, ..., m,_;
have stabilised already. There are infinitely many elements in | J Z; \ Z,,, ,:
let £* be least such that Z,- contains one. Then, m,, will stabilise at some
point > k*, since after this point, we will eventually enumerate an element
of | UZ; \ Z,n,_,, and thus take a witness z,, ¢ Z,,,_,,
discarded. Therefore, the z,, witness that the chain J, € J; C - - - is strictly

increasing. [

which will never be

“Choosing s € Js—1 ensures that the process in the next paragraph will be carried

out fori = s.
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We leave open the question of whether I3, is actually necessary to
prove Theorem 5.4, and instead assume a base theory of RCA, + I3, for
the rest of this chapter. Over RCA, + |X,, we then get four distinct no-
tions of Noetherian, which we name A,-Noetherian, A-a.c.c., sequentially
Noetherian and X,-Noetherian respectively.

Definition 5.5. A ring R is A -Noetherian if every A -ideal I C R is finitely
generated.

Definition 5.6 (RCA¢). A ring R has the A;-a.c.c. if either of the following
equivalent conditions holds:

(ii) R has no strictly increasing chain of A,-ideals Iy C I, C - - -
(iii) Every chain of A,-ideals I, C I; C --- in R eventually stabilises.

Definition 5.7. A ring R is sequentially Noetherian if it contains no sequence

aop, ay, ...such that for all 4, a; ¢ (ag,...,a;—1).

Definition 5.8 (RCA, + 13,). A ring R is ¥,-Noetherian if any of the follow-
ing equivalent conditions holds:

(v) Forall ag,ay,...in R, there is i such that {a; : j € N} C (ag,...,a;_1).
(vi) R has no strictly increasing chain of ¥,-idealsZo C Z; C - - -.
(vii) Every chain of ¥,-ideals Z, C Z; C - - - in R eventually stabilises.
(viii) Every ¥,-ideal Z C R is finitely generated.

We first establish the trivial (true in RCA,) relations between the differ-
ent notions of Noetherian.

Proposition 5.9 (RCA).
(i) Every 3,-Noetherian ring is A;-Noetherian.

(ii) Every X,-Noetherian ring is sequentially Noetherian.



CHAPTER 5. NOETHERIAN RINGS 44

ACA, RCA,
ACA, | | RCAq
RCA, ACA,
AC}* ‘w

ACA,
eq.

\RCA/

WKL,

S
Noeth.

Figure 5.1: The different definitions of Noetherian, and logical implica-
tions between them over RCA( + |1X,. Green arrows are conjectured.

(iii) Every sequentially Noetherian ring has the A,-a.c.c..
(iv) Every ¥,-Noetherian ring has the A,-a.c.c..
Proof.
(i) Trivial from the last definition of >;-Noetherian.
(ii) Trivial from the first definition of ¥,-Noetherian.

(iii) Repeat the construction in the proof of (ii)=-(iii) on page 41. Note
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that (a;, )ren is a “bad” sequence: a;, € I, for ¢ < k. Hence, we have
(ajm s 7&jk) C I, but @11 §§ Ly.-

(iv) Follows from the previous two items. O

ACA, is enough to prove the equivalence of all the given definitions of
Noetherian, so it is an upper bound for all arrows in Figure 5.1. We now
determine the strength of the other implications.

Theorem 5.10 (RCA(). The following are equivalent:
(i) ACA,.
(ii) Every ring with the A,-a.c.c. is 3;-Noetherian.
(iii) Every ring with the A,-a.c.c. is A;-Noetherian.
(iv) Every sequentially Noetherian ring is ¥;-Noetherian.
(v) Every sequentially Noetherian ring is A;-Noetherian.

Proof. (i)=-(ii) was observed above, and (ii)=-(iii), (iii)=(v), (ii)=(iv), and
(iv)=(v) are trivial in light of Proposition 5.9. Therefore, it just remains
to prove (v)=-(i). We will use the contrapositive of (v), and construct a
computable ring R with a computable, non-finitely-generated ideal / C R,
such that every “independent sequence” ag, a;, ... computes &'.

We use the ring R from [Con10, Thm 6.1]. In short, start with the ring
Ry = Q[z]/(z;x; : i, € N), which consists solely of linear polynomials
with the multiplication

(q + Z aixz) (7’ + Z bixi) = qr+ Z(rai + gb;)x;

Then, we enumerate A as in Lemma 3.24, and when we see n enter A,
quotient Ry by x, = kx,, for an appropriate choice of £ € Q. We can
choose the k in such a way to ensure the final ring R is computable—see
[Con10] for details.
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The ideal I = (x¢,21,...) C R is computable, as it consists of all poly-
nomials with zero constant term, and not finitely generated since A is
co-infinite. Now, given an independent sequence ag, a;,... € R, we can
obtain an independent sequence qg,a’,... € I as follows. Set a; = aq,
till we find a,, with nonzero constant term ¢. Then, for all i > n, we set
a; = qa;41 — 1i+10,, Where r; is the constant term of a;.

Now, [ is an w-dimensional vector space over Q with basis {z,, : n ¢
A}, and the a] are a linearly independent sequence in /. For each n, let
f(n) be the largest variable appearing in qy,...,a,,,,. By independence,
f(n) must be greater than the nth element of AC. Thus, f dominates g,
and so ay, a}, ... computes &', O

Theorem 5.11. WKL, is equivalent to “every ring with the A,-a.c.c. is se-
quentially Noetherian”.

Proof. We will actually work with the contrapositive of the given state-
ment, i.e. “if R has a sequence ay, a1, ... such thatforalli, a; ¢ (ao,...,a;_1),

then R has a strictly increasing chain of A,-ideals”.

(=) Let C C 2“ consist of the sequences of sets I = (lo, [1, I5,...) such
that

(a) Forall k € N, [, is an ideal.
(b) Forallk e N, I}, C I;.,;.
(c) Forall k € N, ay, € I but ag1 & I.
By writing the above conditions in first-order logic, we can verify

that C is a I1{ class. Classically, C is nonempty, since it contains the
sequence (ag) € (ap,a1) € (ag,a1,as) € ---. Therefore, WKL, gives a

= = =

member of C, which is a strictly increasing chain by condition (c).’

>This can be done more rigorously a la Theorem 4.10, by building a computable tree
T C 2<¢ such that C = [T, and verifying every level of T' is nonempty.
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(<) We build a computable ring R, with a computable bad sequence
aop, ai, . .., such that every strictly increasing chain of computable ide-
als Iy C I; C --- is of PA degree. As in Theorem 4.10, fix disjoint c.e.
sets A, B such that any separator has PA degree. Without loss of
generality, we may assume that the complement of A U B contains a

computable increasing sequence® ng < ny < ---.

The construction is identical to [DLMO07, Thm 3.2]. In short, we first
set Ry = Z|xg, z1,...], and add in elements of its field of fractions
Frac(Ry). Begin enumerating A and B, and:

e If n enters A, add to R all elements of the form Tn .
p(Toy .-y Ty_1)
n— 1
e If n enters B, add to R all elements of the form 9[; .
p(Toy .-y Ty1)

Let R C Frac(Z[z]) be the subring generated by all the above addi-
tions. Then, R is c.e., and hence computably isomorphic to a com-
putable ring [DLMO7, p. 8].

We claim the sequence z,,,, ., , Zp,, . . . is bad. By II; induction on ¢,
we will show that for all k£ > i, z,,, ¢ (z,.-.,Tn,_,)- The base case
i = 0 follows since x,,, ¢ {0}. The case i = 1 follows since n;, ¢ A, so
T, [Tn, ¢ Rand thus z,, ¢ (x,,).

Now, assume the inductive hypothesis for : — 1. Fixing £ > i, we

have, in particular, that z,, ¢ (z,,,...,%,, ,). By contradiction, we
will show that z,,, ¢ (z,,,...,Zn,_,). Thatis, we suppose that z,, €
(Zngs - -+ Tn, ,), SO We can write x,, = qu rjTn, for some r; € R.

: . B ,
We will rewrite z,,, = >, | 7]

(Zng, - - -, Tn,_,) and contradicting our inductive assumption.

7, for some r; € R, showing z,, €

As an arbitrary element of R, r,_; must have the form

rio = f 4+ > gewe/pe + Y helwe—1)/q

Le A’ lepB’

®If not, redefine A’ = {2a : a € A} and B’ = {2b : b € B}: then 1,3,5,... is such a

sequence.
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where f € Z[z], A’ C Aand B’ C B are finite, and py, ¢, are elements
of Z[xg,...,xs—1]. We will show that each summand in r;_; can be
“moved” into a different r;, hence we can write z,,, as a linear com-
bination of x,,, ..., z,, ,. Let ¢;/d, be an arbitrary summand in r;_,
for ¢, d; € Z[Z].

e If dy = d,z,,_, for some d, € Z|z|, then we can take ¢,/d, out of

r;-1, and put ¢;/d;x,, into r; for some j < i — 1.

e Otherwise, the term (¢y/dy)x,,,_, contains a factor of z,,, ,, which
must be cancelled out by another r;, j < i — 1, since z,,, contains
no factor of z,,, ,. Hence, ¢, = ¢;z,,, and we can take c,/d, out

of r;_1, and put ¢,x,,, ,/d, into r;.

This rewrite shows that z,, € (x,,,...,%,, ,), contradicting our in-
ductive assumption. Hence, z,,,, ,,, Zp,, . . . is @ computable bad se-
quence, as required.

As shown in [DLMO07, Thm 3.2], every nontrivial proper ideal of R
has PA degree. If I, C I; C --- is a strictly increasing chain, then /;

is a nontrivial proper ideal of R: hence the chain has PA degree. [

Conjecture 5.12 (RCA;). The following are equivalent:
(i) ACA,.
(ii) Every A,-Noetherian ring is ,-Noetherian.
(iii) Every A,-Noetherian ring is sequentially Noetherian.
(iv) Every A,-Noetherian ring has the A-a.c.c..

We previously observed (i)=(ii), and by Proposition 5.9, (ii)=-(iii) and
(iii)=-(iv) are trivial. Therefore, it just remains to prove (iv)=-(i). Essen-
tially, this would require us to construct a computable ring R with a uni-
formly computable, nonstabilising chain of ideals I, C I; C I, C -- -, such
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that every non-finitely-generated ideal J C R computes &’. Following
Conidis [Con10; Conl4], one idea would be to take A as in Lemma 3.24,
and construct a ring so that every non-finitely-generated ideal computes
an infinite subset of A®. However, we have not yet found a construction
that works.

Noetherian rings have been studied before in reverse math, but the def-
initions have not been standard until now. For example, Conidis [Con10;
Con19; Con21] took A, -a.c.c. as his definition of “Noetherian”, while Simp-
son [SIm88] used ¥,-Noetherian. We hope the results of this section allow
a finer analysis of Noetherian rings in reverse mathematics. In particular,
one could analyse the reverse-mathematical strength of previously studied
theorems, but with a different notion of Noetherian. For example, Coni-
dis [Con10; Con19] proved that “every Artinian ring has the A;-a.c.c” is
equivalent to WKL,. From this result, we can deduce:

Corollary 5.13. WKL, is equivalent to
“every Artinian ring is sequentially Noetherian” (%)

Proof. In one direction, given an Artinian ring R, WKL, proves that R has
the A -a.c.c. [Conl0; Con19], and then that R is sequentially Noetherian
by Theorem 5.11.

In the other direction, RCA, proves that sequentially Noetherian im-
plies A;-a.c.c. (Proposition 5.9), hence over RCA,, (x) implies “every Ar-
tinian ring has the A,-a.c.c”, which implies WKL, O

Simpson [Sim88] showed that, over RCA,, the theorem “for every field
Kandn € N, K[zy,--- ,x,] is ¥;-Noetherian” is equivalent to WO (w") :=
“w* is well-ordered”. Proposition 5.9 shows that RCA; + WO(w*) also
proves this statement for the other notions of Noetherian, but we don’t
know if these reverse. We would also like to see a study of the more gen-
eral version of Hilbert’s basis theorem: “if R is X-Noetherian, then R[z] is
Y-Noetherian”, where X, Y are chosen from our four notions of Noethe-

rian.
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5.1 The a.c.c.p.

Classically, there is a weakening of the Noetherian chain condition, which
only requires every ascending chain of principal ideals to stabilise. This is
called the ascending chain condition on principal ideals, or a.c.c.p. for short.
The a.c.c.p. is of interest because it is often sufficient to prove many of the
consequences of Noetherian-ness.

In RCA,, there are two sensible notions of a.c.c.p., as noted by [Sat16].
Again, assuming RCA,, + |3, as our base theory, we can show that they are

equivalent.
Theorem 5.14 (RCA( + 13,). The following are equivalent for a ring R:

(i) There is no sequence ay, ay, ... in R such that (ag) C (a1) € ---

(ii) Every sequence (ag) C (a1) C -- - eventually stabilises.

Proof. (ii)=-(i) is trivial. For (i)=(ii), given a nonstabilising sequence (ay) C
(a1) C ---, we can use the same priority argument as in the proof of Theo-

rem 5.4 to construct a strictly increasing sequence. [

Definition 5.15 (RCA, +1%,). R has the a.c.c.p. if the conditions of Theorem
5.14 are satisfied.

RCA( + |3, clearly proves that a ;-Noetherian ring has the a.c.c.p..
ACA, appears to be necessary to show the other notions of Noetherian
imply a.c.c.p.. However, we do not prove this—we leave it as an open

question.



Chapter 6
Integral domains

Definition 6.1 (RCA,). An integral domain is a ring R with no nonzero zero-

divisors.

Integral domains are those rings satisfying one of the most basic laws
of arithmetic—the cancellation of multiplication. There are a wide variety
of different subclasses of integral domains, each generalising properties of
our favourite rings: Z, fields, polynomial rings, etc. These form a complex
web of implications—an extensive diagram is shown on page 52.

The aim of this chapter is to initiate a systematic study of the different
integral domain properties in reverse mathematics. Some special classes
of integral domain have already seen study—Euclidean domains [DK11;
Sat16], PIDs [Sat16], and UFDs [Bur13; GM17]. We extend this study by:

¢ considering additional classes of integral domains (Bézout and GCD

domains).

* analysing reverse-mathematically the containments between these

different classes of integral domains.

The new types of integral domains we consider often have several (clas-
sically) equivalent definitions. Hence, part of the analysis is to determine
how hard it is to prove these equivalences, and if they are not equivalent
in RCA, to determine which is the right notion in RCA,.

51
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Euclidean domain
principal ideal domain

regular local

Bezout domain

Prufer domain

normal domain

atomic domain
Mori domain

Figure 6.1: Some of the different types of integral domain, and the logi-
cal implications between them [IDMap]. Modified and reproduced with

permission.
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First, we will review the existing reverse-mathematical work on inte-
gral domains. The first work in this area appears to be the study of Eu-
clidean domains, initiated in [DK11] and continued in [Sat16, §6.4].

Definition 6.2 [DK11; Sat16]. An integral domain R is a Euclidean domain
if there is a function f: R\ {Ogr} — Nsuch that for all a,d € R with d # Og,
there are ¢, € R such thata = dg + r and f(r) < f(d) if r # Og.

[DK11] were concerned with the reverse mathematical strength of
every Euclidean domain has a minimal Euclidean function (MEF)

They determined that MEF proves ACA,, and conjectured that MEF is equiv-
alent to ACA{, the system consisting of ACA, plus the assertion that the wth
Turing jump of any set exists. Meanwhile, [Sat16] proved in RCA, that Eu-

clidean domains satisfy a version of Bézout’s lemma.

Proposition 6.3 (RCA). R/I is an integral domain iff / C R is a prime
ideal.

Proof. Trivial by the ideal correspondence theorem (Theorem 4.2). O
Definition 6.4. Let R be aring, and fix r, s € R.
(i) ris a unit if there exists s € R such that rs = 1.

(ii) r is irreducible if r # Og, 7 1 1g, and for all a,b € R, whenever r = ab,

then at least one of q, b is a unit.

(iii) ris primeif r # Og, r 1 1g, and if for all a, b € R, whenever r | ab, then

r|aorr|b.
(iv) r, s are associates (written r ~ s) if r = su for a unit u € R.

These notions can also be characterised by conditions on the corre-
sponding principal ideals, and these equivalences are trivially provable
in RCA,.
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Proposition 6.5 (RCA).
(i) ris aunitiff (r) = R.
(ii) r is irreducible iff () is maximal among proper principal ideals.
(iii) r is prime iff (r) is a nonzero proper prime ideal.
(iv) In an integral domain, r ~ s iff (r) = (s).
RCA, can prove basic properties of the associate relation:
Proposition 6.6 (RCA).
(i) ~ is an equivalence relation.
(ii) If @ ~ band ¢ ~ d, then ac ~ bd.
(iii) In an integral domain, if a ~ b and ac ~ bd, then ¢ ~ d.
Proof.

(i) Reflexivity follows since 1p is a unit. For symmetry, if a ~ b, then
a = bu where wv = 1,, so b = buv = av, whence b ~ a. Transitivity

follows since the product of units is a unit.
(i) We have a = bu, c = dv = ac = bd(uww) = ac ~ bd.

(iii) We have a = bu, ac = bdv. Then buc = bdv — wuc =dv = ¢ =
d(uv),soc~d. O]

RCA( can also prove many basic facts about primes and irreducibles.
Henceforth, given elements a,b € R, we will use “(a/b) € R” as a short-
hand for “there exists ¢ € R such that a = b¢”, and use “(a/b)” as a name

for c.
Proposition 6.7 (RCA).

(i) If pis primeand p | a; - - - ay, then there is j < n such thatp | a;.
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(ii) If r is irreducible, a not a unit, and @ | r, then a ~ 7.

(iii) In an integral domain R, every prime element is irreducible.
Proof.

(i) Fixing a4, as, ..., we proceed by induction on

p(n) = (plaray— (37 <n)(p|ay)

This formula is £, — 3;, so by Theorem 3.8, RCA( can carry out this

induction.

(ii) Since a | r, we have (r/a) € Rand r = a(r/a). Then, (r/a) must be a

unit since r is irreducible.

(iii) Suppose p is prime and p = ab. Then, p | ab in particular, so p | a
or p | b by assumption. WLOG, suppose p | a, so (a/p) € R. Then,
a = p(a/p) = ab(a/p). Hence, b(a/p) = 1 and b is a unit. O

The converse of Proposition (iii) is not true in general. Integral domains
for which the converse holds are called AP domains.!

Definition 6.8. An integral domain R is an AP domain if every irreducible

element in R is prime.

6.1 Bézout and GCD domains

[Sat16, Thm 6.34] proved in RCA, that a version of Bézout’s lemma holds
in Euclidean domains. This inspired us to take up a reverse-mathematical
analysis of Bézout domains—those in which Bézout’s identity holds. How-
ever, we will first analyse the weaker notion of GCD domains—those in
which every pair of elements has a gcd. GCD domains can also be charac-

terised by existence of Icms, or in terms of ideals.

77

!AP is an abbreviation for “Atoms are Prime”, “atom” being an older term for “irre-
ducible element”.
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Definition 6.9. Let R be a ring, and fix b € R and a finite subset A C R.
(i) bis the greatest common divisor of A, written b = gcd(A), if:

(@) Foralla € A,b| a, and

(b) For every c satisfying property (i)(a), ¢ | b.
(ii) bis the least common multiple of A, written b = lem(A), if:

(a) Foralla € A, a | b, and

(b) For every c satisfying property (ii)(a), b | c.
We first need a simple lemma about gcds.

Lemma 6.10 (RCA). Forall a, b, c € R, if ged(a, b) and ged(ac, be) both exist,
then ged(ac, be) = ged(a, b) - c.

Proof. Let d = gcd(a, b) and e = ged(ac, be): we will show that e ~ de. In
one direction, since d | a,b, we have dc | ac,bc = dc | e. This implies
(e/dc) € R. Conversely, since e | ac, b, we have ed | ade, bdc = (e/dc)d |
a, b. Therefore, (e/dc)d | d, so e | dc as required. O

Theorem 6.11 (RCA). For a ring R, the following are equivalent:
(i) Any two elements of R have a gcd.
(ii) Any two elements of R have an lcm.

(iii) For all a,b, there is a unique minimal principal >;-ideal containing
(a,b).

(iv) The intersection of two principal ¥,-ideals is principal.

Proof.
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(i)=(ii): Let d = gcd(a,b). In particular, d | a,b, so (a/d), (b/d) € R. We
claim a(b/d) = lem(a, b). Clearly a | a(b/d), but also a(b/d)d = ab =
(a/d)bd,so b | a(b/d) = (a/d)b.

Now, suppose ¢ € R is such that a,b | ¢. Then ab | ac,bc, so ab |

ged(ac, be) = de by Lemma 6.10. Hence a(b/d) | c as required.

(ii)=(i): Let ¢ = lem(a,b). In particular, a,b | ¢, so (¢/a),(¢/b) € R. Also,
since a | aband b | ab, we have ¢ | ab by definition, so (ab/{) € R.
We claim (ab/l) = ged(a,b). We have (ab/¢)(¢/b)b = ab, which im-
plies (ab/l)(¢/b) = a, so (ab/f) | a, and similarly (ab/¢) | b. Now,
suppose e | a,b = (a/e),(b/e) € R. Clearly a | a(b/e), but also
a(b/e)e = ab = (af/e)be = a(b/e) = (a/e)b, hence b | a(b/e) =
(a/e)b. By definition of ¢, ¢ | a(b/e) = el | ab = (ab/{)l = e |
(ab/l) as required.
(i)« (iii) and (ii)<>(iv) are straightforward since a | b <= (b) C (a).
We have

(a,b) C (ged(a,b)) and (a) N (b) = (lem(a,b)) O

Definition 6.12. An integral domain R is a GCD domain if R satisfies any
of the conditions in Theorem 6.11.

We can extend each of the conditions in Theorem 6.11 from two ele-
ments to an arbitrary finite number, but in each case, we seem to require

¥4 induction.

Proposition 6.13 (RCA, + 13;). An integral domain R is a GCD domain iff
any of the following holds:

(v) Any finite subset of R has a ged.
(vi) Any finite subset of R has an lcm.

(vii) Every finitely generated X ,-ideal in R is contained in a unique mini-

mal principal ¥,-ideal.
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(viii) Finite intersections of principal ¥,-ideals are principal.

Proof. The equivalences (i)<(v), (ii)<(vi), (iii)<(vii), (iv)<(viii) all follow

by induction. In each case, the formula we induct over is X;. O

GCD domains also satisfy one of the most fundamental properties of

PIDs and UFDs: every irreducible element is prime.
Proposition 6.14 (RCA(). GCD domains are AP domains.

Proof. Suppose R is a GCD domain, » € R is irreducible, and r | ab. Let
d = ged(ar, ab). In particular, we have d | ar = (ar/d) € R. The case
ab = 01is trivial, so suppose ab # 0. Then a, b # 0 since we are in an integral
domain, and hence d # 0.

Now, since a | ar, a | ab and d is the gcd, we must have a | d, so
(d/a) € R. Then, dr = (d/a)ar = (d/a)(ar/d)d = r = (d/a)(ar/d).
Since r is irreducible, either (ar/d) or (d/a) is a unit. If (ar/d) is a unit,
then ar ~ d, soar | ab = r | b. If (d/a) is a unit, then a ~ d, and
rlar,ab = r|d = r|a. O

Bézout domains are a special type of GCD domains, in which the gcd of
A is required to be a linear combination of elements of A. There are several
definitions of Bézout, which turn out to be equivalent in RCA,. In partic-
ular, this additional condition lowers the amount of induction required to
prove the equivalence between the case |A| = 2 and the case for arbitrary
finite A. Thus, the equivalence between these two cases goes through in
RCA,.

Theorem 6.15. For a commutative ring R with unity, the following are
equivalent over RCA:

(i) Every paira,b € Rhasa ged d, and thereare z,y € Rs.t. ax +by = d.
(ii) Every finite set A C Rhasaged d,and d € (A).

(iii) For all a,b € R, there exists d such that (a) + (b) = (d).
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(iv) Every finitely generated >J,-ideal is principal.
Proof.
(i)=(iii): Suppose d | a, d | b (i.e. (a/d),(b/d) € R), and d = ax + by,
for some z,y € R. We claim that (a) + (b) = (d). Picking some
ak + bl € (a) + (b), we have

ak + bl = d(a/d)k +d(b/d)l = d((a/d)k + (b/d)l) € (d)
Conversely, picking dk € (d), we have
dk = (ax +by)k = a(zk) +b(yk) € (a)+ (b)

(iif)=-(iv): Fix a finitely generated X,-ideal Z = (ay, ..., a,). We induct on
the formula
p(k) = (3s)[(ar, ..., ar) = (s1)]

which is ¥, since it can be written as

gO(k’) = (38)(3()1, N ,bk,Cl, e 7Ck)
(S = blal + -+ bkak A (V] S k:)(aj = CjS))

©(0) is witnessed by s = 0, and ¢(1) by s = a;. By induction,
assume (aq, ..., a;) = (s'). Then, by assumption, there is s such that

(s') + (ags1) = (s), whence (a1, ..., ag, ag1) = ().

(iv)=-(ii): The ideal (A) is finitely generated, so by assumption, fix d such
that (A) = (d). We claim d = gcd(A). For every a € A, we have

a € (A) = (d), hence d | a, so d is indeed a common divisor of A.

Since d € (d) = (A), this immediately implies there exist by, ..., b, €
R such that d = a1b; + -+ + anb,, where A = {ay,...,a,}. It then
follows that d = gcd(A). Fix any other common divisor e | A: then
(a;/e) € R for each i < n. Hence

n n n

d = Zaibi = Ze(ai/e)bi = G-Z(ai/e)bz-

=1 =1 =1

so e | d as required.
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(ii)=(): Trivial. u

Definition 6.16. An integral domain R is Bézout if any of the equivalent

conditions in Theorem 6.15 holds.

From definition (ii) of Bézout and (v) of GCD domain, it follows triv-
ially (in RCAy) that any Bézout domain is a GCD domain.

6.2 UFDs and PIDs

In this section, we discuss two important types of integral domains: unique
factorisation domains (UFDs) and principal ideal domains (PIDs). These were
some of the earliest types of integral domains considered, and they both
have rich and well-developed theories with a lot of overlap. Consequently,
we have had to order the results in this section carefully to make it clear

that there is no circularity.

6.2.1 UFDs
In what follows, let [n] = {1,...,n}.

Definition 6.17. An integral domain R is a unique factorisation domain (UFD)
if every nonzero element r € R can be written 7 = ug; - - - ¢, for a unit
v and irreducibles ¢, ..., ¢,, and this factorisation is unique, i.e. for any
other irreducible factorisation r = u/q; - - - ¢,,, we have n = m, and there is

abijective map h: [n] — [n] such that foralli < n, ¢; and g}, are associates.

UFDs can also be characterised in terms of the existence of prime fac-
torisations, and then uniqueness automatically follows. RCA; can prove

this characterisation, but first we need some lemmas about UFDs.

Lemma 6.18 (RCA;). UFDs are AP domains.
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Proof. Let ¢ € R be irreducible: we will show ¢ is prime. If ¢ | ab, then
(ab/q) € R. Substituting in the unique factorisation of (ab/q) into g(ab/q) =
ab, it follows that ¢ is in the unique factorisation of ab. Multiplying the fac-
torisations of a and b respectively gives another factorisation of ab. Hence,
up to units, ¢ is in the unique factorisation of a or b, so ¢ | aor ¢ | b as
required. O

Lemma 6.19 (RCA¢). In an integral domain R, suppose that ps,...,p, are
prime, ¢, ..., qn are irreducible, and p; ---p, ~ ¢1---¢n. Then, n = m,
and there is a bijective map h: [n] — [n] such that for all i < n, p; and g

are associates.

Proof. Fixing prime ps,...,p, and irreducible ¢, ..., g, with p;---p, ~

¢1 - - - ¢m, we induct up to n on the ¥, formula
¢(k) = (Jinjective h: [k] — [m])(Vi < n)(pi ~ qns))
See [Burl3, p. 50] for details. O

Theorem 6.20 (RCA,). For an integral domain R, the following are equiv-
alent.

(i) Risa UFD, in the sense of Definition 6.17.

(ii) Every nonzero element r € R factors into primes and a unit.
Proof.
(i)=(ii): Follows from Lemma 6.18.

(ii)=-(i): By Proposition 6.7.(iii), a prime factorisation is an irreducible fac-

torisation. Uniqueness follows from Lemma 6.19. O

By Lemma 6.18, we will use “prime” and “irreducible” interchangeably
when discussing UFDs.

Proposition 6.21. UFDs are GCD domains.
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Proof. Suppose R is a UFD, and fix finite A C R. By assumption, each a €
A has a unique factorisation a = up; - - - p,,. By bounded £, comprehension,
for each a € A, RCA( can recursively define finite sets A4y O --- D A, by
Ag=A{1,...,n} and

Appr = A\ {J €A (b€ R)(pj = b Puina,)}

Letting ¢; = Pmina, , and b; = |A; \ A;_1| as long as A;_; # &, we can
instead factorise a = ug} - - - ¢’ for non-associate primes ¢, ..., ¢, and
b; > 0. Then gcd(A) = ¢i"' - - - ¢&» where ¢; is the minimum of the b; for all
a€ A ]

In fact, the above proof shows that UFDs satisfy the stronger definition
of GCD domain (Proposition 6.13), without the assumption of IX,. Thus,

we can freely assume the existence of arbitrary gcds in a UFD.

6.2.2 PIDs

[Sat16] furthermore considered principal ideal domains (PIDs)—integral do-
mains in which every ideal is principal. As mentioned in the previous
section, the most natural notion of ideal for PIDs is ¥, -ideal, since the prin-
cipal ideal (a) is ¥, in general, and may not be computable for every a.

Definition 6.22 [Sat16]. An integral domain R is a (X,-)PID if every X;-
ideal Z C R is principal.

Right from the definition, we see that RCA, proves every PID is Bézout
(using definition (iv) of Bézout), and that every PID is ¥;-Noetherian. Re-
call that ¥,-Noetherian was the strongest notion of Noetherian, and so
RCA, also proves that PIDs satisfy all the other definitions of Noetherian,
and that all PIDs have the a.c.c.p..

Classically, every PID is a UFD. The usual proof can be broken down

into four steps:

(i) Show every PID is a Noetherian AP domain.
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(ii) Show every element r has an irreducible factor.
(iii) Then, show r can be written as a product of irreducibles.

(iv) Show that any prime factorisation of r is unique up to order and

units.

RCA can carry out step (i): this is Theorem 6.36.(ii), along with the ob-
servation that any PID is Noetherian. RCA can also carry out step (iv): this
is Lemma 6.19. The usual proofs of steps (ii) and (iii) require us to recog-
nise when an element is irreducible or a unit, hence they require ACA, (as
these conditions are II, and ¥, respectively). [Burl3; GM17] showed that
ACA is necessary for step (iii):

Theorem 6.23 [Bur13; GM17]. ACA, is equivalent to “in a ring with a.c.c.p.,
every element has an irreducible factorisation”.

We have not yet determined the reverse mathematical strength of step
(i), i.e. “in a ring with a.c.c.p., every element has an irreducible factor”.
We believe that it could be shown equivalent to ACA,, using a similar ar-
gument to [GM17, Thm 1.2], but using perfect binary trees instead of “fish-
bones”. However, the details have not been worked through at the time of
writing.

For completeness, here is a proof in ACA that all PIDs are UFDs.
Corollary 6.24 (ACA). Every PID is a UFD.

Proof. We saw that RCA,, proves every PID R is AP and Noetherian (hence
has the a.c.c.p.). By Theorem 6.23, every element of R factors into irre-

ducibles. By AP-ness, this is also a prime factorisation, hence R is a UFD
by Theorem 6.20. O

6.2.3 Equivalent definitions of PIDs

PIDs can be classically characterised in two alternative ways. One is the

existence of a Dedekind—Hasse norm, a slight generalisation of a Euclidean
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norm. The other is the (ostensibly weaker) requirement that only every
prime ideal is principal. We now show that this latter characterisation is
provable in ACA,.

Lemma 6.25 (RCA). Suppose I C Risanideal,anda ¢ I.If (/,a)and [ :a
are both principal, then I is principal.

Proof. Suppose (I,a) = (b) and [:a = (c¢). Since (I,a) = (b), we have
(a/b) € R, and there are d € R, i € I such that b = i 4+ ad. We will in fact
prove that I = (bc). To see that bc € I, note that ¢ € I :qa, so ac € I. Then,
bc = (i +ad)c =ic+ (ac)d € I.

Tosee I C (bc), pick r € I. Then, r € (I,a) = (b), so (r/b) € R. Since
r €I, wegetr(a/b) = (r/b)b(a/b) = (r/b)a € I, whence (r/b) € [:a = (c).
Writing (r/b) = ¢/, we have r = bk = bel € (bc). O

Theorem 6.26 (ACA;). Suppose R is an integral domain in which every
prime ;-ideal is principal. Then, R is a 3,-PID.

Proof. By contrapositive. Suppose R is not a PID: then there is a nonprin-
cipal ¥,-ideal Z C R. We will construct a nonprincipal prime ideal P O 7.

Fix a standard listing of all pairs (a,b) € R?. By recursion, we simulta-
neously build a tree 7' C 2<“ and associate every finite binary string o € T
with a ¥;-ideal Z,. As we construct 7', we will ensure that for every o € T,
7, is nonprincipal. To begin, we let ' = {¢} and Z. := Z. Now, given
o € T, there are two cases:

(i) If Z, is prime, set P = Z,, and stop the construction here—we are
done.

(i) Otherwise, look for the first pair (a,b) € R? such that ab € Z, but
a,b ¢ Z,. Then set Z,~¢ = (Z,,a) and Z,~; = Z,:a. Note that
a € (Z,,a)and b € Z,:a. Put 070 into T iff (Z,, a) is nonprincipal,
and put 01 into T iff 7, : a is nonprincipal.
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Note that all the Z, are X, relative to Z. To tell whether a ¥ ideal is
prime is I1Z, and telling if one is principal is ¥%. ACA, proves the existence
of 7', which is powerful enough to carry out the construction of 7" and the
Z,. Thus, ACA, proves that 7" and the Z,, exist.

Now, assume that case (i) never happened. The resulting set 7" is in-
deed a tree, and by Lemma 6.25, every o € T has a successor in 7. By
induction, it follows that 7" is infinite. By WKL,, take a path a € [T, and

P=JZa,

neN

define

P must be a prime ideal, since if there were a,b € R such that ab € P
but a,b ¢ P, we would have forced @ € P or b € P at some stage of
the construction. Furthermore, P is nonprincipal, since if P = (p), then
p € L, for some n, whence Z,; = (p). The theorem follows. O

Now, we consider the characterisation of PIDs in terms of Dedekind—
Hasse norms, and show that this is equivalent to ACA, over RCA,.

Definition 6.27. A Dedekind—Hasse norm on an integral domain R is a func-
tion f: R — N such that:

i) f(r)=0 <= r=03.

(ii) For all nonzero a,b € R, either b | a or there exist z,y € R such that
0 < f(ax +by) < f(b).

(iii) For all nonzero a,b € R, f(a) < f(ab).

A Dedekind—Hasse domain (DHD) is an integral domain which admits a
Dedekind-Hasse norm.

Item (iii) is not always included in the definition, since given a function
/[ R — N satisfying just (i) and (ii), we can define f’: R — N satisfying
all three by f'(r) = min{f(ra) : a # Ogr}. However, this process is not
computable, and hence we must assert condition (iii).
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Classically, a ring is a DHD if and only if it is a PID. One direction of
this equivalence is provable in RCA:

Theorem 6.28. RCA, proves “every DHD is a PID”.

Proof [Hen13]. Suppose (R, f) isa DHD, and Z C R a nonzero ¥-ideal.
The image A := f(Z \ {0}) is a nonempty c.e. subset of N. By LY}, Ahas a
least element n. Then, we enumerate 7 till we find b # 0y with f(b) = n.
We claim Z = (b). Pick nonzero a € I. Note that for all z,y € R,
ar + by € I, so we can’t have 0 < f(ax + by) < f(b) by choice of b. It
follows that b | a. O

Every Euclidean norm is a Dedekind-Hasse norm (choosing z = 1p

every time), and hence:
Corollary 6.29 [Sat16]. RCA, proves “every Euclidean domain is a PID”.

However, ACA, is needed for the converse of this theorem. First, we
show that it can be proved in ACA,.

Theorem 6.30 (ACA). Every ¥,-PID is a DHD.

Proof [Hen13]. As we saw in Theorem 6.24, ACA,, proves that every PID
is a UFD. In ACA,, we can tell which elements are irreducible/prime (as
this is II9), so given an element € R, simply search for its factorisation
p1 -+ pr. We define f: R — N by mapping 0z to 0, and r # Or to k£ + 1,
where £ is the number of irreducibles in the factorisation of 7.

We claim f is a Dedekind-Hasse norm. (i) is true by definition, and
(iii) follows since f(ab) = f(a) + f(b). For (ii), since every PID is Bézout,
d = gcd(a,b) can be written as a linear combination of @ and b. Then, if
b~ q - -q1an~ pi---py then there is some ¢; not associate to any p;.
Hence, f(d) < f(b) as required. O

For the reversal, we need to construct a computable PID R so that every

DHN on R computes @'. We want to use our usual method of coding a c.e.
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set A C N into the polynomial ring Q[Z]. Unfortunately, Q[z] is not a PID.
However, we can take a localisation to make it a PID, and still retain the
ability to code using the z;’s. First, we need a lemma about a certain partial

order, which we will use in the construction.

Lemma 6.31 (RCA,). Let Nfi" be the collection of sequences in NN which are
eventually zero. Define a partial order <onNVby a < 3 <= Viq; < f3;.

Then, (N, <) has a meet for every nonempty X, subset.

Proof. Let A C N be nonempty. Essentially, the meet « of A is defined by
a; = min{f; : f € A}, but it takes some work to show that this exists in
RCA,.

Formally, we will construct o by viewing it as a function N — N, i.e. a
set of pairs. Since A is nonempty, fix some v € A. Since y € Ni", letn € N
be such that (Ym > n)(vy,, = 0). By A, comprehension, let K := {(m,a) :
m < n,a < 7v,}. Via bounded ¥; comprehension (Lemma 3.12), we can

define the following finite subsets of Kj:

K- = {(m,a) € Ko: (36 € A)(a= Bn)}
K. = {(m,a) € Ko: (38 € A)(a > fn)}

Again by A, comprehension, let K := K_\ K.. We claim K is a func-
tionn — N:if (m, a), (m,d’) € K, then there are 5, 3’ € Asuch thata = 3,
a = pg,,butforall § € A, a,a’ < 6,,. In particular, a« < ], = o« and
a < B, =a,hencea =ad.

Now, fixing m < n, the set A,, = {b: (38 € A)(b = B,,)} is ¥y, so it
has a least element a,, by LY. Then, (m,a,,) € K. Hence, K is a function
n — N. We finally define a by

a = K U {(m,0):m>n}

and this is a function N — N, and an element of N*. By definition, a =
N A O
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In fact, N* has a meet for every nonempty subset, but RCA, only has
enough induction to prove this for ¥, subsets.

Before proving the next proposition, we observe that every polynomial
p € R[] can be written as p = ) cox® for a unique choice of finite
F C Nfin and coefficients ¢, # 0 (where 2 := []z for a € N"). We will
call F the support of p, and denote it supp(p).

Proposition 6.32 (RCA). There is a computable ring 7 C Frac (Q[z]) so
that:

(i) Tis a X,-PID.
(ii) Every z; is not a unitin 7'
(iii) Foralli # j € N, we have z; { ;.

Proof. Let M C Q[z] be the set M = Q[z] \ ;= (x;). M is multiplicatively
closed: take p, ¢ € M. By assumption, supp(p) contains at least one element
a with a; = 0. Among these, take the ones with maximal o, then of those,
the ones with maximal o, etc., until we obtain a unique element «.. Do the
same to obtain a “lexicographically maximal” element /5 € supp(q).

We claim that the pointwise sum a+ 3 € supp(pq). Otherwise, the cross
term c,dzz®™? would have to be cancelled out by another term c7d5x7+‘5,
with v # «, § # 3, v+ 6 = a + . But then either v would have to be
lexicographically above «, or § above f—contradiction. Hence, pg has a
term c,dgx®*? not containing ;. As this holds for all i € N, pg € M.

Let T be the localisation of Q[z] at M. We claim T satisfies all the con-
clusions of the proposition. For (iii), note that the elements of 7" have the
form p/m for p € Q[z], m € M. Now, consider the product x;p/m. If
z;p/m = x; for j # i, then z;p = x;m. However, this is not possible, since
m is not divisible by z;. This also implies that (ii) holds.

Now, we show 7' is a 3,-PID. Given p € Q[z], let 8 := A supp(p). Then,
p = 2°m for some m € M. Thus, up to units, every element of 7T is a

product of z;’s, i.e. a monic monomial. Note also that there is a bijective
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map between these monic monomials and Nfi" (as defined in Lemma 6.31),
where o € Nfi* corresponds to z®. Furthermore, the relation < on Nfin
corresponds exactly to the divisibility order on 7.

Given a nonzero Y,-ideal I C T, let X; := {a € Ni® : 22 € [}. Since
X7 C Nfi" js nonempty and ¥, we can define a :== A X; by Lemma 6.31.
Now, we claim I = (2*). The C direction follows since 2 divides every-
thing in /.

Conversely, we show 2 € I. Let n be such that o,,, = 0 for all m > n.
By definition of «, for every i < n, there is a'Y € X; such that agi) = .

D (i)
Now, considering the sum > ._ x*, we can factor out 2, and we are left

<n

with an element m of M. Multiplying by 1/m gives 2 € I. O

T is very useful in reversals of theorems about PIDs, since we can code

into the z; as we usually would. Here’s a simple example.

Theorem 6.33. There is a PID so that the set of units computes &'

Proof. Localise T" at {z,, : n € @'}. Then, n € @' <=z, is a unit. O
Now, we can complete the reversal of “every PID is a DHD”.

Lemma 6.34 (RCA). If (R, f)isa DHD, thenr € Risaunitiff f(r) = f(1g).

Proof. First, since f(a) < f(ab), we have f(1g) < f(1gr) = f(r) for any
r # Or, hence 1 has minimal norm among nonzero elements of R.

(=) If rs = 1p, then f(r) < f(rs) = f(1g). Hence, f(r) = f(1g) by
minimality of f(1g).

(<) Suppose f(r) = f(1g). If r { 1g, then there are x,y € R such that
0 < f(x+ry) < f(r) = f(1g), contradicting minimality of f(1z). O

Corollary 6.35. “Every PID is a DHD” implies ACA,.

Proof. Let R be the PID in Theorem 6.33. By assumption, let f be a DHN
on R. By Lemma 6.34, f computes the set of units of R, which computes
&' O
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In Theorem 6.33, we constructed a computable PID R so that every
DHN on R computes @' (by computing the units of R). However, note
that the collection of DHNss on a PID is a II; set in Baire space. Thus, we
expect that this result is not optimal in terms of computability, i.e. one
could likely find a computable PID so that every DHN computes some
X >7 @'. However, we leave this question open.

Another possible direction is to analyse the strength of “every PID is a
DHD” for the weakened notion of DHN without condition (iii). Unfortu-
nately, Lemma 6.34 fails badly in this case, and it is not clear that such a
DHN can determine the units. Hence, one would need a different way of

getting computational power from a DHN.

6.2.4 Theorems about PIDs

[Sat16] proved several basic results about PIDs in RCA:
Theorem 6.36 [Sat16, §6.4]. The following are provable in RCA:
(i) Every Euclidean domain is a ¥,-PID.
(ii) Every PID is an AP domain.
(iii) For a irreducible/prime in a PID, (a) is a maximal A,;-ideal.
Corollary 6.37. In a PID, every nonzero prime ideal is maximal.

Proof. If P = (p) is a nonzero prime ideal, then p is prime, so the result
follows by Theorem 6.36.(iii). O

Here, we prove some more results concerning PIDs. Notice that in the
proof of Theorem 6.33, x,, is irreducible/prime iff n ¢ @', hence we get a
computable PID in which the primes are II, complete. Thus, as a corollary,
we get:

Corollary 6.38 (RCA,). The following are equivalent:
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(i) ACA,.
(ii) For any PID R, the set of units of R exists.
(iii) For any PID R, the set of primes of R exists.

Since the set of irreducibles in any ring is II, in general, we would
expect that this complexity for the primes is not optimal. Indeed, we can
improve it to II, complete:

Theorem 6.39. There is a computable PID whose set of irreducibles is II,
complete.

Proof. We will build a polynomial ring i with variables z., e € N, such that

z. is prime iff W, is infinite. Hence, we will have a many-one reduction

from the primes of R to Inf = {e : IV, is infinite}, which is II, complete.
Start with Ry = Q[x;, yi0, 2i0 : ¢ € N|/(2; — yipzip : © € N) localised at

[U(?Ji,o) U U(Zz‘,o)}c

Now, to build R, we begin enumerating all IV, in parallel. When a new
element enters W, at stage s, we do the following:

(i) Localise at y.+, where t = max{u : y., € R at stage s}.
(ii) Freely add elements y. s, 2. s to R, i.e. let Rnew = Rold[Ve.s, Ze,s)-
(iii) Set x. = Ye s2es, 1.€. quotient R by (e — Ye s2e.s)-
(iv) Localise at M = {p € R : p contains y ; or z., but p & (yes) U (2c,) }-

Note that for any ring S and element s € S, the natural map S —
Sly, z]/(s — yz) is injective. Hence, combining steps (ii) and (iii) above, we
can consider this as a proper expansion of R. Since we only add elements,
and never remove/quotient any, it follows that R is c.e.. Thus, we may

assume R is computable by Theorem 3.26.
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We claim Risa PID. Ris alocalisation of Q[x., Ye s, zes : (€, 8) € K]/(xe—
YesZes : (€,5) € K) for some c.e. set K. By step (iv), the non-units of R are
all contained in

U (ye,s) U (ZG,S)

(e,s)eEK
So, as in Proposition 6.32, every element of R is (up to a unit) a product of
the y. s and z. 5, so R is a PID by the same argument.

For each z., its only possible nontrivial splittings are y. z.s where
(e,s) € K. If W, is finite, then the last y., we add will never be made
a unit; hence z. is properly reducible into y. sz ;. Conversely, if W, is
infinite, every y. s we add will eventually be made a unit, so z. is irre-
ducible. O

There is a well-known characterisation of when the polynomial ring
R[z] is a PID: this is exactly when R is a field. In fact, R[x] is famously
a Euclidean domain in this case. This characterisation is also provable in
RCA,, but first we need the following technical lemma about polynomial
division.

Lemma 6.40 (RCA). Suppose R is a field, and fix p,d # 0 € R[z] with
deg(p) > deg(d). Then, there are polynomials ¢, € R[x] such that

@) p=dqg+r;
(ii) deg(q) < deg(p) — deg(d);
(iii) deg(r) < deg(d).

Proof. Write

p = apx" + --- + apx™ + + ax + ag

d = bpz™  + + bhix 4+ by
The claim is that there are

g = Comx™™™ + e + -+ ar + o

r = 1™t 4+ o 4+ e 4+ e
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withp =dq +r.

Substituting the above expressions into equation (i), we get a system
of n + 1 linear equations in n + 1 variables ¢;, ¢;, with coefficients in a,,
b; (see Figure A.1). The corresponding (n + 1) x (n + 1) matrix A is
upper-triangular (see Figure A.1), and all entries on the main diagonal
are nonzero (since b,, # 0r). Thus, we can obtain a solution for e;, ¢; by
computing A~ 'a, where a is the (n + 1)-vector of coefficients of p. See
Appendix A. ]

Theorem 6.41 (RCA,). For an integral domain R, the following are equiv-
alent:

(i) Risa field.
(ii) R|x]is a Euclidean domain.
(iii) R[z]is a X,-PID.
Proof.

(i)=(ii): We claim the degree function deg is a Euclidean function on R[z].
Pick p,p’ € R[z] with p’ # 0. There are two cases:

deg(p) < deg(p'): then ¢ = 0, r = p satisfy the definition of Eu-
clidean.

deg(p) > deg(p’): follows from Lemma 6.40.
(ii)=(iii): Already proven (Corollary 6.29).

(iii)=(i): Pick a € R and consider the ¥,-ideal (a,z) in R[z]. By assump-
tion, there is b € R[z] such that (b) = (a,z). We must have b € R, else
(b) = (a, ) could not contain constants.

Since z € (b), there is a polynomial p € R[z] such that bp = . Now,
p must be linear, sop = cx +d = (bc)r + bd = x. Matching
coefficients, we must have bc = 1, d = 0.
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Hence, b is a unit and (b) = (a,z) = R|z]. In particular, 1z € (a,z),
so there are polynomials ¢, € R[z]| such that 1z = ag + xr. Write
q = ¢z + kfor k € R; then 1z = ak + z(r + a¢’). Again matching
coefficients, we get r 4+ a¢’ = 0, ak = 1p. Thus, a is a unit. O

6.2.5 Gauss’ lemma

Now, we return to our study of UFDs. An important theorem about UFDs
is that R is a UFD if and only if R[z] is one. One direction is easy: if R[z]
is a UFD, then every r € R has a factorisation in R[z], but by degree con-
siderations, this must actually be a factorisation in R. The other direction
is nontrivial, and we analyse its proof here.

Definition 6.42. Let R be a GCD domain, and p € R[z], p # 0. The content
of p, cont(p) is the gcd of its coefficients. We say p is primitive if cont(p) = 1.

For any nonzero p € R[z], we can take ¢ = cont(p) and factor p = ¢p’ to
get a primitive polynomial p'.
Before we prove the theorem, we need a series of lemmas. The name

Gauss’ lemma is commonly given to any of these lemmas.

Lemma 6.43 (RCAy; [Sinl1, Lem 12.1.8]). Let R be a UFD, and K the field
of fractions of R. Fix p,q € R[z].

(i) If p, g are primitive, then so is pq.
(ii) cont(pq) ~ cont(p) cont(q).
(iii) If p is primitive and ¢ | p, then ¢ is primitive.
(iv) If p is primitive, then the following are equivalent:

(a) pisirreducible in R[z].
(b) pisirreducible in K[z].

(c) pis prime in R|x].
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(d) pis prime in K|z].
Proof.

(i) Fix a prime » € R. Since p, ¢ are primitive, both must have some
term not divisible by r. Picking the terms a,2" in p and b,,2™ in ¢
of maximal degree with this property (by LII,), the "™ term in pq
can’t be divisible by r either. As this is true for all primes r, we must

have cont(pq) = 1.

(ii) Let ¢, = cont(p) and ¢, = cont(q), and write p = ¢,p/, ¢ = ¢,¢'. Then
pq = cycqep'q’, and since p'q’ is primitive by (i), the result follows.

(iii) From (ii), we get cont(q) | cont(p) | 1 as required.

(iv) (a)=(b): Suppose p is primitive and irreducible in R[z]. We have
cont(p) = 1 but p is not a unit, so deg(p) > 0. By contradiction,
suppose p is reducible as p = rs for non-units r, s € K|z| (ie.
deg(r),deg(s) > 0). By clearing denominators and dividing off
contents, we can find a, b, ¢,d € R and primitive 7', s’ € R[z] so
that r = (a/b)r’, s = (¢/d)s'.

Then bdp = acr's’, so taking contents and using that p,r’, s’ are
primitive, (ii) gives bd ~ ac, p ~ r's’. Now we’ve properly fac-
tored p in R[z], contradicting irreducibility of p.
(b)=(d): K|z]is aPID by Theorem 6.41, so AP by Theorem 6.36.(ii).
(d)=(c): Suppose p is primitive and prime in K[z]. Fix r,s € R[z]
such that p | rsin R[z]. Then, p | rs in K[z] too, so by primeness,
p | rorp | sin K[z]. Without loss of generality, suppose p |
in K[z],i.e. v = ph for h € K[z]. Write r = ¢’ for ¢ = cont(r),
r’ primitive. Clearing denominators and taking contents, write
h = (a/b)l for a,b € R, I € R[x] primitive.
Then ber’ = apl/, so taking contents and using that 7/, p, ' are
primitive, (ii) gives bc ~ a, " ~ ph’. Now we see r = cr’ ~ p(ch’)

and ch’ € R[z], so pis prime in R[z].
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(c)=(a): By Proposition 6.7.(iii). O
Theorem 6.44 (RCA, + IX;). If Ris a UFD, then R[z] is a UFD.

Proof. We proceed by strong induction on

¢(n) = (Vp)(degp=n A pprimitive

— (Juunit)(3q1, . . ., gy prime)(p = uqs - - - ¢m))

By Lemma 6.43, the ¢; must be primitive, so we can say they are prime/
irreducible in a I, way: they can’t be factored into polynomials of strictly
lower degree. Hence, ¢ is a II; formula.

If deg(p) = 0, then since p is primitive, it is a unit, so we are done. So
suppose deg(p) > 0. If p is irreducible, then it is prime by Lemma 6.43.(iv).
Otherwise, p is properly reducible into non-units ¢, 7. By Lemma 6.43.(iii),
q,r are primitive, so by induction, they have prime factorisations. The
product of these factorisations gives the required factorisation of p.

We have proven that every primitive p € R[z] has a prime factorisation.
This implies every p € R[z] has a prime factorisation, since we can just
factor out the content of p as p = ¢p/, and combine the factorisations of ¢
and p’. Now the result follows from Theorem 6.20. ]

One possible strategy to reduce the amount of induction required for
Theorem 6.44 would be to find a “nice” coding of R[z|, and do strong
induction on the code for p. This would take the induction down to 1%,.
For this to work, we would need a coding ¢: R[z] = N such that whenever
p = qr for non-units ¢, r, we have c(q), ¢(r) < ¢(p).

The problem is that, for general UFDs, this coding can’t be computable.
This is because it would allow us to compute the irreducibles of R[z] from
@', because we could simply check all ¢ < p to find factorisations of p,
and ask @' if ¢ is a unit. [DM18] constructed a UFD R such that Irr(R) is
I,-complete, and since Irr(R) = R N Irr (R[z]), it follows that Irr (R[z]) is
also is Il,-complete. For this ring, such a coding must join @’ above @”; in

particular, it can’t be computable (even from &’).
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More generally, it seems the only way to reduce the induction in The-
orem 6.44 is to bound the quantifiers on p and ¢;. However, if we could
bound these, then we could compute the factorisation of any element by
a finite search of all elements less than the bound. Essentially, reducing
the complexity would require us to a priori “know” the factorisation of p,

which we cannot expect in general.



Chapter 7
Conclusion

In this thesis, we used the tools of reverse mathematics to analyse several
topics in ring theory, particularly radicals, Noetherian rings and integral
domains. Every theorem we analysed turned out to be provable in ACA,,
including Theorem 6.26, the usual proof of which uses Zorn’s lemma. We
also showed that some key results in commutative algebra actually require
ACA, (i.e. they are equivalent to ACA, over RCA):

* The equivalence of several notions of Noetherian (Theorem 5.10).
¢ Every PID admits a Dedekind—Hasse norm (Corollary 6.35).

Furthermore, we expect that most of the other results that were proven
in ACA, will turn out to be equivalent to ACA,. This suggests that ACA is
the right axiom system in which to develop countable commutative alge-
bra.

The majority of the results we studied were provable even in RCA,.

Some were provable in RCA( with extra induction:

* The equivalence of weak and strict chain conditions for X,-ideals
(Theorem 5.4, I%,).

* If Risa GCD domain, then every finite subset has a gcd (Proposition
6.13, I%,).

78
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e If Ris a UFD, then so is R[z] (Theorem 6.44, I1%,).

Hence, if one had philosophical objections to working in a noncon-
structive system such as ACA,, we can still develop the majority of count-
able commutative algebra “computably” in RCA, (+ 13;), including most
basic facts about integral domains (§6). However, RCA, still can’t prove
some important results such as the existence of irreducible factorisations
under a.c.c.p. (Theorem 6.23), and the equivalence of different definitions
of Noetherian (Theorems 5.10 and 5.11).

Finally, our work has given rise to many open questions. Two par-
ticularly interesting, related problems are reversing Corollary 6.24 (PIDs
are UFDs) and Theorem 6.26 (all prime X,-ideals principal = PID)
in ACAy. The most obvious way is to construct a computable non-UFD
in which every enumeration of a nonprincipal ideal computes &’ (resp.
a computable non-%,-PID in which every enumeration of a nonprincipal
prime ideal computes @’). To do this, we need to be able to force com-
plexity on nonprincipal ideals, so that they require @ to be enumerated.
We could do this, for example, by forcing the nonprincipal ideals to be
I1,-complete - it seems like novel techniques would be needed to do this.

Here are some of the other problems we’d particularly like to see solved:

¢ Determine the exact reverse-mathematical strength of RAD (page 36).

Determine whether I3, is necessary for Theorem 5.4.

Prove Conjecture 5.12.

¢ Use reverse mathematics to analyse important results about Bézout
and GCD domains, such as:

- Ris Bézout iff it is a Priifer GCD domain.

— The following are equivalent for a GCD domain: UFD, a.c.c.p,
Noetherian, atomic.
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— The following are equivalent for a Bézout domain: PID, Noethe-
rian, UFD, a.c.c.p., atomic.

¢ Determine whether I3, is necessary for Theorem 6.44.



Appendix A

Linear algebra

This appendix is devoted to the proof of Lemma 6.40, and proving in RCA,
the necessary theorems of linear algebra.

We will only need to consider square matrices.

Definition A.1. Let K be a field. An n x n matrix A over K is an array of
elements of K:

A171 ALQ o Al,n
A2,1 A2,2 e A2,n
An,l An,? e An,n

Notationally, we will use the same letter to refer to a matrix and its el-
ements, but the matrix A will be in boldface, while its entries A; ; will be
italicised. The definitions of matrix multiplication, identity matrix, invert-
ible matrix are as usual. Furthermore, the usual proofs of associativity of

matrix multiplication, uniqueness of inverses, etc. go through in RCA,.

Definition A.2. Let A be an n x n matrix, and 7, j < n. The minor submatrix
A, ; is the (n — 1) x (n — 1) matrix obtained from A by removing the ith

row and jth column.

Definition A.3. The determinant of an n x n matrix A is given inductively

81
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onn. Ifn =1, thendet(A) = Ay ;. If n > 1, then

det(A) = i(—l)”“}lm det(A,,;)

i=1
Although tedious, the usual proof of the Laplace expansion theorem

goes through in RCA: that is, we could equally well have done cofactor

expansion along a different row/column to define the determinant.
Lemma A.4 (RCAy). If det(A) # Ok, then A is invertible.

Proof. As usual, we define the adjugate of A as the matrix B such that
Bij = (—1)"7 det(A;;). Then, we show that AB = BA = det(A)L the

proof uses the aforementioned Laplace expansion theorem. O
Definition A.5. A matrix A is upper-triangular if A; ; = 0 for all i > j.

Lemma A.6 (RCA(). The determinant of an upper-triangular n x n matrix
Ais A171 . A272 cee An,n'

Proof. Fix A, and for all k < n, let

Aig Ag o Arg
A(k,) L AQ,I AQ,Q e AQ,k
Akr Ak - Apg

By ¥, induction on k, we prove that for all £ < n, det (A®) = 4, -
Ay - -+ Ag k. The result follows taking k£ = n.

The £ = 1 case follows directly from the definition of determinant.
Now, suppose det (A®)) = Ay ;- Ay, - -+ Ay, .. By definition,

det (A®D) = Ag,y; det (A,ﬁ’fﬁ{) 4ot Ay det (Aélfﬁl“)

Since A is upper-triangular, all terms except the last are zero. Hence,
det (A*TD) = Ay g jyq det (Agﬂl,lJrl) However, A{"") .| = A®), whence

the claim follows. O]



APPENDIX A. LINEAR ALGEBRA 83

Corollary A.7 (RCA.). Let A be an upper-triangular matrix. If every A;; #
Ox, then A is invertible.

Proof. By Lemma A.6, det(A) # Ok, so the result follows from A .4. O

Corollary A.7 is enough to prove Lemma 6.40. The relevant system of

equations and matrix are shown on the following page.



€0

€1

6n—m—s—l

b

1 bn—m

1 bnferl

1 bmfl
b

+ bo Co
+ b1 co
+ bn—m Co

em—1 T bim—1 Co
bm Co
bo
bn—m—l e bO
bnfm Ce bl
bmf2 T b2mfn71
bm—l e me—n
bm T b2m—n+1
—

= CLO
bo c1 =
bn—m—l ¢+ bO Ch—m = Qp—m
bn—m 1+ bl Cn—m = Qp—m+1
bm—2 c + b2m—n—1 Ch—m = Qm-1
bmfl c + b2mfn Ch—m = 0am
bm a1 + b?m—n—‘rl Ch-m = Gmy1
bm Ch—m = Qp

Figure A.1: The system of linear equations
and corresponding matrix obtained from
the proof of Lemma 6.40, in the case when
2m > n. The case 2m < n looks similar.
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Appendix B

Zorn’s lemma

The motivation for this section originally came from Theorem 6.26. All of
the proofs we could find used Zorn’s lemma in an essential way; hence,
we wondered if it was possible to formalise those arguments in second-
order arithmetic. One might be tempted to say no, since Zorn’s lemma for
suborders of (P(N), C) seems to have an essential third-order quality. Our
idea was to pull back the inclusion relation along an indexing of, say, the
c.e. sets, reducing a third-order problem to a second-order one. As it turns
out, this “pull-back” doesn’t work, and we’ll discuss why below.

However, supposing it did work, we would reduce the problem to a
second-order version of Zorn’s lemma. That is, given a set A at some level
I' of the arithmetical hierarchy (I' depends on the complexity of the orig-
inal index set) and a partial order < at some level © of the arithmetical
hierarchy (depending on the complexity of the sets being indexed), we
want to show Zorn’s lemma holds for (A4, ).

We now proceed to the formal development in second-order arithmetic.
The definition of partial orders (on subsets of N) is as usual. For a partial
ordering <, < will denote the corresponding strict relation. < denotes the

usual order relation on N.

Definition B.1. Let (A, <) be a partial order.
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(i) A chainin (A, <) is a function f: N — A which is <-increasing: for
alln, f(n) < f(n+1).

(ii) Given a chain f in (A, <), an upper bound for f is an element a € A
such that f(n) < a (equivalently, f(n) < a) for all n.

(iii) A maximal elementa € (A, X) is one such that there isno b € A with
a < b.

Definition B.2. Let I' and © be classesof subsets of N and N?, respectively.
ZL(T', ©) is the following statement: for every I" subset A C N and © rela-
tion < on N, if < is a partial order, and every chain f: N — (A, <) has an
upper bound, then (A4, <) has a maximal element.

Evidently, if ' C [V and © C ©/, then ZL(I",©’) E ZL(I", ©). Here is the
standard proof of arithmetical Zorn’s lemma in ACA,.

Theorem B.3. ACA, proves ZL(Aj, A}).

Proof. Suppose A and < are Aj (arithmetical), and < is a partial order. By
contradiction, suppose (A, <) has no maximal element. We will construct
a chain f: N — A with no upper bound.

Fix an enumeration (ao, a1, . ..) of A. We define f by recursion, starting
with f(0) = ao. If f(n) = ax has been defined, then search for the next
¢ > k such that a; > a;, and set f(n + 1) = a,. Since ay, is not maximal, we
know we will always find a, > a.

Now, we claim f has no upper bound in A. Suppose it did have an
upper bound ay, (i.e. f(n) < ay for all n). Then, we would have found «ay,
at some stage of constructing f, and thus set f(j) = a; for some j. But
ay %4 ag, so this is a contradiction. O

Essentially the same proof shows that RCA; F ZL(X,, A,). With some

care, we can improve this to show:

Theorem B.4. RCA( proves ZL(X,, %,).
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Proof. Suppose A = {ay, a4, ...} isce.,,and < = |J,, <, isa c.e. partial order.
We define f by recursion, starting with f(0) = ao. Then, fori = 0,1,...,
we continue searching through pairs (n, k) to find one such that a,, > f(7),
and set f(i+1) = a,. Since f(i) is not maximal, we know there is a,, > (i),
and this will be revealed at some finite stage k. Hence, f is total. As in the

proof of Theorem B.3, f has no upper bound in A. O
Theorem B.4 is optimal, in a sense:
Theorem B.5 (RCA,).
(i) If the usual order relation < is O, then ZL(II;, ©) implies ACA,.
(ii) If Nis I, then ZL(T', I1; ) implies ACA,.
Proof.

(i) Let A be as in Lemma 3.24. We consider the carrier set A® (which is
IT;) under the usual order relation <. Then, since Alis infinite, it has

no maximal element, but any chain in A® computes &'.

(i) We take A = N and build a II; partial order < on N, using a “block
merging strategy”. The blocks B,, will be intervals in (N, <) such that
all b € B,, are x-incomparable, and b < cforall b € B,,, ¢ > max(B,,).
We begin with B,, = n,ie. < = <.

To merge blocks B,, B,; means to remove from < all pairs (b, c),
where b € B, and ¢ € B, ;. We enumerate @', and if we see n enter
@' at stage s, and s € By, for some k > n, then we merge the blocks
B,, ..., By. So, in the final partial order, we will have a < biff a is in

a strictly earlier block than b.

More formally, in RCA, we can define markers m,, ; by recursion on
s, where m,, ; marks the start of B, at stage s. To begin, m,, oy = n, and
when we see n enter @’ at stage s, we find the least j with m; > s,
and set My, 11,541 = Mjs, Mpi2s41 = Mjq1,6 €tc. Then, leta b
(Vs)(3n < b)(a < m,s < b), which is II.
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By bounded ¥, comprehension, RCA, can prove the existence of @'[,
and @', for every s and n. Hence, the formula

e(n) = (3s)(Vm <n)(m e .|, < me ')

n

is ¥;, so RCA; can prove (Vn) ¢(n) by induction. Now if @'[, has
stabilised at stage s, it follows that m,, will henceforth be fixed, so
RCA( proves all the m,, stabilise and all the B, are finite.

(N, <) has no maximal element, since for every n € By, we have
n < m for any m € Byiy. By ZL(I',1I;), let f be a chain in (N, x).
By II; induction, we can prove that f(n) is in block B,, or higher, by
inducting on

p(n) = (Vs)[f(n) > mn,]

Hence, for all n, f(n+ 1) > pe(n), and so f computes &' O
Corollary B.6 (RCA¢). ZL(T', ©) is equivalent to ACA, if
(i) ' 21l and <is ©, or
(ii) NisI'and © D II;.

Now, say we are working in a model M of second-order arithmetic,
and have a collection of ¥,-ideals which we are trying to apply Zorn’s

lemma to, e.g.:
K = {Z : 7 is a nonprincipal ¥,-ideal}

Being 3, in M, each element of ' has an enumeration which exists in
M. So, the idea would be to index all the enumerations in M, and pull
back along the indexing to obtain a first-order partial ordering, to which
ZL(T",©) can be applied. The problem is that we cannot index all the pos-
sible enumerations in the model, as there may be uncountably many, e.g.
when M = P(w) is the full w-model.
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We could attempt to fix this using an internal notion of computability.
The idea is we have a universal ¥, formula ¢(e, n, X) such that for all >,
formulae ¢ (n, X'), we can (in RCA) find e such that

(VX)(Vn) (gp(e,n,X) YRS z/J(n,X))

Defining W = {n : ¢(e,n, X)} (but not necessarily assuming this set
exists), and given some nonprincipal ¥,-ideal Z, we can then look at the
set

K = {e : W is a nonprincipal ideal }

which is [1Z. We define a relation on K by e < ¢/ <= WZ C WZ, which
is T1Z.

So, it seems that we have successfully reduced the problem to a second-
order one. However, now another problem arises: since < is [1Z, the chains
in K that we are trying to defeat are no longer Z-computable, but only 7"-
computable. We can define an internal notion of Z"”-computability, but the
union of (internally) Z-c.e. sets indexed by an (internally) Z”-computable
function may not be (internally) Z-c.e. itself—in general, it will only be
(internally) 2.

So, to ensure closure under Z"”-computable chains, we could instead
look at indices for X7 nonprincipal ideals. However, now the inclusion
relation is I1Z, so the chains we need to defeat are 1(4)-computable, SO we
would need to pass to ¥Z nonprincipal ideals to ensure closure. One can
see that we will never be able to “catch our tail”.

It is disappointing that the principles ZL(I', ©) don’t seem to be appli-
cable in reverse mathematics as we might have hoped. Nonetheless, we
have left the results in this appendix, as we think they are interesting in
their own right. It would be interesting to look at the statements ZL(I", ©)
from the perspective of Weihrauch reducibility [BGP21], where one could
obtain a more fine-grained analysis than the crude classification we gave
in Theorem B.4 and Corollary B.6.
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