arXiv:2303.05198v1 [math.CO] 9 Mar 2023

INFINITELY MANY ABSOLUTE UNIVERSES

Urban Larsson^1 Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, India Richard J. Nowakowski^2 Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Dalhousie University, Canada Carlos P. Santos^3 Center for Mathematics and Applications (NovaMath), FCT NOVA, Portugal

Abstract

Absolute combinatorial game theory was recently developed as a unifying tool for constructive/local game comparison (Larsson et al. 2018). The theory concerns parental universes of combinatorial games; standard closure properties are satisfied and each pair of non-empty sets of forms of the universe makes a form of the universe. Here we prove that there is an infinite number of absolute misère universes, by recursively expanding the dicot misère universe and the dead-ending universe. On the other hand, we prove that normal-play has exactly two absolute universes, namely the full space, and the universe of allsmall games.

1 Introduction

Absolute combinatorial game theory was recently developed as a unifying tool for constructive/local game comparison [6, 5]. A small but significant number of instances from the literature was used to motivate the theory. Here, we demonstrate that the absolute theory has infinitely many applications.

Recall the definition of partial order for short combinatorial games: G ě H if, for all games X, if Left wins H ` X, then she wins G ` X, as first and second player respectively. One of the most celebrated theorems in combinatorial game theory states that under the normal-play convention, G ě H if and only if player Left wins G ´ H playing second.

Under misère play, due to loss of group structure, comparison results are more intricate. But recent work find constructive methods in the sense

1larsson@iitb.ac.in 2r.nowakowski@dal.ca 3Under the scope of the projects UIDB/00297/2020 and UIDP/00297/2020;

cmf.santos@fc.ul.pt

that only the games G and H, together with some proviso are required. Since equivalence classes are small in full misère (for example the zero-class is trivial), one often turn towards restricted/modular misère, to find more order and algebraic structure. This naturally requires closure properties of standard game operators, such as taking options, addition and conjugation. Any set of games that satisfies the closure properties is a universe of games.

In a recent break through the authors were able to prove a general constructive comparison result, given another natural closure property called parentality, that encompass not only normal and misère play, but also scoring play. A universe is parental if, for any pair of non-empty subsets of games A and B in the universe, the game tA | Bu belongs to the universe. Universes that are parental and ‘outcome saturated’ are called absolute, and the absolute theory applies. It turns out that outcome saturation is a consequence of parentality. Therefore the single relevant property to test whether a universe fits under the absolute umbrella is parentality.

Typically, a restriction of a convention concerns only the game form, and not the winning/ending convention. The most famous restriction is “impartial” which means that, at each stage of play, both players have the same options. However, the impartial universe is not parental. Another standard restriction is dicot, which means that, at each stage of play, either both players or neither player can move. The universe of all dicots is parental (irrespective of winning/ending convention). Another restriction, with wide applications, is the universe of dead-ending games. If at some stage of play, player Left cannot move, then, after any sequence of Right moves, Left still cannot move. It is not possible that Right opens up any more Left options. And vice versa. All placement rulesets have this property. The dead-ending universe contains the dicotic universe, and it is parental.

Siegel [11, 10] study full misère, Dourbec et al. [1] study dicotic misère and Milley et al. study misère dead-ending [7, 9]. Milley et al. [8] give a brilliant survey on this development. Analogous parental scoring play universes, that fit under the absolute umbrella, have been studied by Stewart (full scoring play) [12, 13], Ettinger (dicot scoring play)[2], and the authors (guaranteed scoring play)[3, 6].

Thus, we already know that absolute theory embraces several common situations. However, for a theory to be really useful, one would hope that it applies to an infinite set of instances. In this paper we prove that there is an infinite number of parental universes, with respect to distinguishability. We do this by recursively expanding the misère dicots and dead-ending games respectively. We prove that, in contrast, normal-play has only two absolute universes.

In Section 2 we recall some absolute terminology and basic combinatorial games’ definitions. In Section 2.1 we define the notion of parentality. In Section 3 we discuss the dicot kernel of game forms and we define the (parental) closure of a given set of game forms. The rest of the paper is devoted to the classic conventions, Section 4. We start with normal-play in Section 4.1, and we finish off with the infinitely many misère absolute universes, Section 4.2. In Section 4.2.1 we study universes between the dicot and dead-ending universes, and in Section 4.2.2 we study universes that enclose the dead-ending universe.

2 Some absolute terminology

The theory is built through a totally ordered, additive abelian, group of adorns A. A terminal position is of the form t∅^ℓ | ∅^ru where ℓ, r P A. In general, if G is a game with no Left options then we write G^L “ ∅^ℓ for some ℓ P A and if Right has no options, we write G^R “ ∅^r for some r P A.

We refer to ∅^a as an atom and a P A as the adorn. A position in which Left (Right) does not have a move is called a Left- (Right-) atom. A purely atomic position is both Left- and Right-atomic. Let 0 “ � ∅^0 |∅^0 ( , where 0 is the identity of A. In this paper, whenever A “ t0u, we will omit the adorn 0, and write simply ∅ “ ∅^0.

A free space recursively builds all possible game forms, given a group of adorns. Let A be a group of adorns and let Ω_0 “ tt∅^ℓ | ∅^ru | ℓ, r P Au. For n ą 0, Ω_n is the set of all game forms with finite sets of options in Ω_{n´1}, including game forms that are Left- and/or Right-atomic, and the set of game forms of birthday n is Ω_nzΩ_{n´1}. Let Ω “ Ť ně0 Ω_n. Then Ω “ pΩ, Aq is a free space of game forms.

By some abuse of terminology, we sometimes refer to the game form G P Ω simply as a game, although there is not yet any incentive to play, or compare G with other games in the same free space. An evaluation function ν : A ^ A Ñ V takes care of the first part; here we are concerned exclusively with A “ 0 and V “ t´1, `1u. The function ν distinguishes normal-play from misère: ν_Lp0q “ ´1, ν_Rp0q “ `1 in normal-play, whereas in misère we have ν_Lp0q “ `1, ν_Rp0q “ ´1.

The notion of a game space pΩ, A, V, νq includes the free space together with E and ν. Usually, we write G P Ω, and we assume an underlying given

game space quadruple.

In a disjunctive sum of games, the current player picks exactly one game

component and plays in it, by leaving any remaining components intact.

Here, and elsewhere, an expression of the type G^L ` H denotes the set of

games of the form G^L ` H, G^L P G^L, and this notion is only defined when

G^L is non-atomic.

Consider a free space pΩ, Aq, and a pair of game forms G, H P pΩ, Aq.

The disjunctive sum of G and H is given by:

G`H “

$ ’ ’ ’ ’ & ’ ’ ’ ’% t∅^{ℓ1`ℓ2} |∅^{r1`r2} u if G “ t∅^{ℓ1} |∅^{r1} u and H “ t∅^{ℓ2} |∅^{r2} u; � ∅^{ℓ1`ℓ2} |G^R ` H, G ` H^R ( , if G “ � ∅^{ℓ1} |G^R ( , H “ � ∅^{ℓ2} |H^R ( , and at least one of G^R and H^R non-atomic; � G^L ` H, G ` H^L |∅^{r1`r2} ( , if G “ � G^L |∅^{r1} ( , H “ � H^L |∅^{r2} ( , and at least one of G^L and H^L non-atomic; � G^L ` H, G ` H^L |G^R ` H, G ` H^R ( , otherwise.

The conjugate of a given game switches roles of the players. The conjugate

of G P Ω is

ò G “

$ ’ ’ ’& ’ ’ ’% t∅^{´r} |∅^{´ℓ}u, if G “ t∅^ℓ |∅^ru, ℓ, r P A t ò G^R |∅^{´ℓ}u, if G “ t∅^ℓ |G^Ru

t∅^{´r} | ò G^Lu, if G “ tG^L |∅^ru t ò G^R | ò G^Lu, otherwise,

where ò G^L denotes the set of game forms ò G^L, for G^L P G^L, and similarly for

G^R.

2.1 Parental universes of game forms

A set of game forms U Ď pΩ, Aq is well behaved, and forms a universe of

games, if it satisfies the following closure properties on the basic definitions.

a) Ω_0 Ď U;

b) U is closed for disjunctive sum: if G, H P U, then G ` H P U;

c) U is closed for conjugation: if G P U, then^òG P U;

d) U is hereditary closed: if G P U and G^1 is an option of G, then G^1 P U;

A set S Ă pΩ, Aq of game forms is parental if, for any pair of finite non-empty sets of game forms, G, H Ă S, then tG |Hu P S. If a parental set S “ U is a universe, then U is a parental universe.

There are some classical parental universes based on the following definitions.

Definition 1 (Dicot). A game form G is a dicot if G^L “ ∅ ô G^R “ ∅, and all options are dicots. The parental universe of dicotic forms is designated by D.

Definition 2 (Dead-ending). A dead-ending form has the property that if, at some stage of play, a player cannot move, then they cannot move after any sequence of moves by the other player. A dead-ending form G is called a Left-end if G^L “ ∅ and a Right-end if G^R “ ∅; thus, the zero game t∅ | ∅u is both a Left-end and a Right-end. A game is an end if it is a Left-end or a Right-end. The parental universe of dead-ending forms is designated by E.

3 Closure of parental game forms

Problem 3. For a given free space Ω, what is the ‘smallest’ parental universe?

The notion of ‘smallest’ requires a definition.

Definition 4 (Kernel). Consider universes of games U^1 Ď U Ă pΩ, Aq, where U is parental. Then U is the kernel of Ω, if it satisfies: if U^1 is a parental universe, then U^1 “ U.

It turns out that the answer to Problem 3 does not depend on the enclosing game space.

For any given game space, the smallest parental universe is the dicot universe.

Theorem 5 (Dicot Forms). Consider a free space pΩ, Aq, and a universe U Ď pΩ, Aq. If U is parental then all dicot forms of Ω belong to U.

Proof. Suppose that there is a dicot form G R U. Assume that G is a simplest form in such conditions. We cannot have G P Ω_0 since, by definition of universe, Ω_0 Ď U, contradicting the fact G R U. Therefore, we have G^L ‰ ∅ and G^R ‰ ∅. But, by definition of dicotic form, the elements of G^L and G^R are dicotic and, by the smallest rank assumption, those elements belong to U. Therefore, by parentality, G P U; that is again a contradiction. All dicot forms of Ω belong to U.

Corollary 6 (Dicot Kernel). The kernel of a free space is its dicotic universe.

Proof. Combine Definitions 4 and 1 with Theorem 5.

Let us define three set operators on game forms.

Definition 7 (Set Operators). There are three set operators on a set of game forms S Ď pΩ, Aq.

The disjunctive sum operator: DpSq “ tG ` H : G, H P Su;

The conjugation operator: CpSq “ t^òG : G P Su;

The parental operator: PpSq “ ttX |Y u : X, Y Ď S, |X| ą 0, |Y | ą 0u.

Definition 8 (Closure of Game Forms). Let S Ď pΩ, Aq be a hereditary closed set of game forms, and consider the following recursion:

Day 0. S_0 “ S Y Ω_0;

Day n ą 0. S_n “ Dp

Ť_{n´1} i“0 S_iq Y Cp

Ť_{n´1} i“0 S_iq Y Pp

Ť_{n´1} i“0 S_iq.

The closure of S is the set of game forms S “

Ť_8 i“0 S_i.

Theorem 9. Let S Ď pΩ, Aq be a hereditary closed set of game forms. The set S is a parental universe.

Proof. The hereditary closure follows by expanding Day 0, taking into account that S is hereditary closed. The closure for disjunctive sum, closure for conjugation, and parentality follows by Definition 8.

4 The classic conventions

Problem 10. How many parental universes are there in the classical conventions, normal- and misère-play respectively?

We use the standard distinguishing operator for games. Fix a convention, normal- or misère-play. The perfect play outcome of a game G is

• opGq “ L if Left wins independently of who starts.

• opGq “ R if Right wins independently of who starts.

• opGq “ N if the next player wins independently of who starts.

• opGq “ P if the previous player wins independently of who starts.

In the classic conventions the set of adorns is A “ t0u, and we may identify Ω “ pΩ, Aq, and omit to adorn empty sets of games.

Definition 11 (Distinguishability). Let U P Ω be a universe. A pair of games G, H P U are distinguishable modulo U if there is X P U such that opG ` Xq ‰ opH ` Xq. If G and H are indistinguishable modulo U, we say they are equal and write G “ H pmod Uq.

Definition 12 (Proper Extension). Let U, U^1 P Ω be two universes such that U Ď U^1. We say that U^1 is a proper extension of U if there is G P U^1, such that, for all H P U, G and H are distinguishable modulo U^1. If U^1 is not a proper extension of U, we write U » U^1, meaning that the universes U and U^1 are the same with respect to distinguishability.

Observation 13. Note that universes may differ with respect to game forms, but be the same with respect to distinguishability.

Returning to Problem 10, the question that arises concerns how to obtain proper extensions from the Dicot Kernel.

4.1 Normal-play

Let us first analyze the game space Ω in normal-play.

Theorem 14. Consider a normal-play parental universe U Ď Ω. If U contains a non-dicot form distinguished from zero modulo Ω, then U » Ω.

Proof. In Definition 12, take U^1 “ Ω; all comparisons will concern the full game space of normal-play games. We assume the existence of a non-dicot form in U, and hence it has a follower G that is Left-atomic or Right-atomic, but not both. Without loss of generality, suppose that G is Right-atomic and not Left-atomic. Then Left wins playing second, so G ě 0. But by assumption, G ‰ 0, so G ą 0.

We claim that G “ k is a positive integer. Namely, k “ mintℓ : ℓ ą G^Lu, for all Left options of G, and where ℓ a positive integer. Suppose first that Right starts the game G ´ k. Since G is Right-atomic, the only option is to G´k`1. By minimality of k, there is a left option G^L such that G^L ě k´1. Hence, Left wins when Right starts in G^L ´ k ` 1. Next, suppose that Left starts G ´ k. By definition, for all Left options, G^L ´ k ă 0. Hence, Left loses.

We have the following possibilities:

1. If k “ 1, then there is a form in U equal to 1;

2. If k ą 1, then, since by Simplicity Theorem t0 | ku “ 1 and due to the fact that U is parental, there is a form in U equal to 1;

In both cases, there is a form in U equal to 1. But then, since U is closed for conjugation and for disjunctive sum, every integer has a form in U.

Now, let G “ tG^L | G^Ru be an arbitrary non-atomic canonical form under normal-play. Consider the form G^1 obtained by replacing all the integers of G^L Y G^R by equal forms of U, whose existence we have already guaranteed, and by replacing all the other forms of G^L Y G^R by equal forms of U, whose existence is assumed by induction. On the one hand, by construction, G^1 “_{Np} G since the two forms have equivalent sets of options modulo Ω. On the other hand, by parentally, G^1 P U. We conclude that each short game value has a form in U, and hence U » Ω.

Thus, we have the following result.

Corollary 15. The dicot (all-small) universe is the single proper absolute universe under normal-play.

Proof. By Theorem 14, we know that an absolute universe is no smaller than the universe of all dicots. By Theorem 5 we know that adjoining any nondicot form to the dicots produces the full game space Ω. Hence the universe of dicots U Ď Ω; note that if X P U, then X ` 1 P L , but ´1 ` 1 P P, so indeed U Ă Ω is a proper extension.

4.2 Misère-play

What about misère-play? Theorem 19 is the first step to the answer. We will give two different proofs, first a classical variation, by finding explicit distinguishing games, and then we use the modern approach, by absolute theory developed in [5].

We separate the outcome function in its two parts. The possible misèreplay results are L (Left wins) and R (Right wins); by convention, they are totally ordered with L ą R. The Left- and Right-outcome, in optimal play from both players, of a misère-play game G is

o_LpGq “ " L, if G^L “ ∅; max o_RpG^Lq, otherwise,

o_RpGq “ " R, if G^R “ ∅; min o_LpG^Rq, otherwise,

respectively.

In [5], we proved the following result.

Theorem 16 (Basic Order, [5]). Suppose U Ď pΩ, Aq is an absolute universe of combinatorial games and let G, H P U. Then G ě H if and only if the following two conditions hold

Proviso:

o_LpG ` Xq ě o_LpH ` Xq for all Left-atomic X P U;

o_RpG ` Xq ě o_RpH ` Xq for all Right-atomic X P U;

Maintenance:

For all G^R, there is an H^R such that G^R ě H^R, or there is a G^{RL} such that G^{RL} ě H;

For all H^L, there is a G^L such that G^L ě H^L, or there is an H^{LR} such that G ě H^{LR}.

A consequence of this is the following useful result. Its usefulness is due to that normal-play theory is well known, and so it can be easy to see when the normal-play inequality fails to hold. If it fails to hold, then the inequality fails in any (!) absolute universe. And indeed, in this paper we prove that there is an infinite number of such universes.

Corollary 17 (Normal-play Order Preserving, [5]). Let G, H P U, an absolute universe. If G ě_U H then G ě_{Np} H.

The next results demonstrate that the misère-play convention has a richer structure than normal-play.

4.2.1 Absolute universes strictly between D and E

First, we present two proofs for the existence of an absolute universe strictly between D and E. We will have use for a concept, closely related to the conjugate.

Definition 18 (Adjoint). Consider a misère-play universe U and a game G P U. Then G^˝ is the adjoint of G, where

G^˝ “

$ ’ ’& ’ ’% t0|0u if G “ 0; � G^{R˝} |0 ( if |G^R| ą 0 and G^L “ ∅; � 0|G^{L˝} ( if |G^L| ą 0 and G^R “ ∅; � G^{R˝} |G^{L˝} ( otherwise,

and where ˝ applied to a set operates on its elements.

It is well know that, under the misère-play convention, G ` G^˝ P P.

Theorem 19. Let S “ D Y t1u, where 1 “ t0 | ∅u. Then, S is a proper extension of D and E is a proper extension of S.

Proof 1. We observe that, by definition of closure of S, the forms 0, 1, 1 ` 1, . . . are the only Right-atomic games in S.

First, we prove that each Right-atomic game is distinguished from any dicot game. This follows by the Maintenance, specifically by Corollary 17, because a strictly Right-atomic game is a positive number, and hence greater than any dicot in normal-play. Therefore, modulo S, a Right-atomic game different than zero cannot be equal to a dicot. Hence S is a proper extension of D.

Let us see that t0, 1 | ∅u differs from all Right-atomic games of S modulo E. • The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 0, because opt0, 1 | ∅uq “ R and op0q “ N .

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1, because opt0, 1 | ∅u ` t0 | ˚uq “ L and op1` t0 | ˚uq “ P.

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1 ` 1, because opt0, 1 | u ` t0 | ˚uq “ L and op1 ` 1 ` t0 | ˚uq “ N .

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1 ` 1 ` . . . ` 1 (more than two summands) because opt0, 1 | ∅u ` t0 | ˚uq “ L and op1 ` 1 ` . . . ` 1 ` t0 | ˚uq “ R.

Now, let us consider a game G not Right-atomic. Because opt0, 1 | ∅uq “ R, in case of equality, this forces opGq “ R. Let

X “ tt0 | all adjoints of followers of Gu | ˚, t0 | ˚uu.

Playing first, Right wins G`X by choosing the local misère-play winning line of G. This follows, since Left has only losing moves in X. Namely, whenever Left plays in X, Right responds to the appropriate adjoint-follower of G. In case of a final Left move to 0 ` X, Right answers ˚; in case of a final Left move to 1 ` X, Right answers 1 ` t0 | ˚u; in case of a final Left move to 1 ` . . . ` 1 ` X (at least 2 summands), Right answers 1 ` . . . ` 1 ` ˚. On the other hand, playing first, Right loses t0, 1 | ∅u`X. Therefore, t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ G. This proves that E is a proper extension of S.

Proof 2. The first two paragraphs are the same as in the first proof.

Let us use Theorem 16 to show that t0, 1 | ∅u differs from all Right-atomic games of S modulo E. We get extensive use of Corollary 17. In the third item, we cannot use it, but instead Maintenance gives a contradiction in E, and moreover, the Proviso gives another contradiction.

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 0, because t0, 1 | ∅u “_{Np} 2 ą_{Np} 0.

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1, because t0, 1 | ∅u “_{Np} 2 ą_{Np} 1.

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1 ` 1, because the Proviso is not satisfied with L “ o_Lpt0, 1 | ∅u´1q ą o_Lp1`1´1q “ R. In fact, Maintenance is not satisfied, in spite the normal-play equality. Namely, take H “ t0, 1 | ∅u and G “ 1 ` 1. Choose H^L “ 0. Then there is no G^L such that G^L ě H^L, because 1 -ě 0 in misère play, and there is no H^{LR} such that G ě H^{LR}.

• The game t0, 1 | ∅u ‰ 1 ` 1 ` . . . ` 1 (more than two summands) because t0, 1 | ∅u “_{Np} 2 ă_{Np} 3 ď 1 ` 1 ` . . . ` 1.

Moreover, by normal-play theory, and Corollary 17, one may deduce that t0, 1 |∅ u ‰ G whenever G^R ‰ ∅ and G ‰_{Np} 2. Otherwise, an argument similar to that used in the first proof is needed.

Theorem 19 shows that the closure of S “ D Y t1u is larger than the dicot universe but smaller than dead-ending universe. By extending this approach, we show that there is an infinite number of extensions strictly between the dicot and dead-ending universes.

Definition 20. Let n be a nonnegative integer. Then, n moves for Left are recursively defined in the following way:

0 “ t∅|∅u;

n “ tn ´ 1 | ∅u if n ě 1.

The form ´n, n moves for Right, is recursively defined in a similar way.

Definition 21. Let n be a nonnegative integer. Then, n controlled moves for Left are recursively defined in the following way:

p0 “ 0;

pn “ t0, 1, 2, . . . , n ´ 1 | ∅u if n ě 1.

The form x́n, n controlled moves for Right, is recursively defined in a similar way.

Notice that in normal-play, we don’t need to distinguish moves from controlled moves. However, in misère-play, these forms are not equal. We will study the closure of the following universes. Definition 22. For n ě 1, let S_n “ D Y tp1, . . . , zn ` 1u.

Thus S_0 is the universe studied in Theorem 19. The universes S_n are parental, since they are extensions of the dicot universe. Definition 23. Recursively, let f_n be the game form f_0 “ ˚;

f_n “ t0 | f_{n´1}u, if n ą 0.

Observation 24. Under the normal-play convention, these game forms are the canonical forms of the games ˚, Ò, ò˚, 3.Ò, 4.Ò˚, . . .

Lemma 25. Consider misère-play, with n ě 1. Left wins n ` f_k playing second if and only if n “ k.

Proof. If k is zero, the result is trivial.

Suppose that k ą 0 and n “ k. After a Right’s first move from k ` f_k to k ` f_{k´1} then Left answers k ´ 1 ` f_{k´1} and wins by induction.

Suppose that k ą 0 and n ‰ k. After a Right’s first move from n ` f_k to n ` f_{k´1}, there are two possibilities. If Left replies from n ` f_{k´1} to n, Right wins since he has no more moves. If Left replies from n ` f_{k´1} to n ´ 1 ` f_{k´1}, Right answers n ´ 1 ` f_{k´2} and, by induction, wins, or, if k ´ 1 “ 0, Right moves to n ´ 1 and also wins, since it leaves the last move to be made by Left. In this second case, observe that, since k “ 1, n ě 1, and n ‰ k, we must have n ě 2.

The following result relies on equivalence classes in the misère-play convention. We give 2 proofs; in the first, we find an explicit distinguishing game, and in the second proof, we use absolute theory.

Theorem 26. There is an infinite number of absolute universes strictly between D and E.

Proof 1. Let n be a nonnegative integer. It suffices to prove that if G P S_n then G ‰ zn ` 2 mod S_{n`1}, that is, S_{n`1} is a proper extension of S_n.

We observe that, by definition of closure of S_n, the forms pk with 0 ď k ď n ` 1, and all disjunctive sums of these forms, are the only Right-atomic games in S_n. First, let us see that zn ` 2 does not equal any Right-atomic game of S_n.

Trivially, zn ` 2 ‰ 0, since op zn ` 2q “ R and op0q “ N . Let X “ t˚ | f_0, . . . , f_{n`1}u. By Lemma 25, Left wins playing second in z n ` 2 ` X. Namely, Right must play to fm, for some 0 ď m ď n ` 1, and then Left responds with the game pm ` fm.

Consider now an arbitrary Right-atomic disjunctive sum G_1 ` . . . ` G_j P S_n.

If this Right-atomic game has more than one summand, then Left loses G_1 `. . .`G_j `X playing second, because Right goes to G_1 `. . .`G_j `f_0 “ G_1 `. . .`G_j `˚. Left loses because she has two or more moves in the Rightatomic summand.

If the disjunctive sum has only one summand, the best possible case for Left is zn ` 1 ` X. (The “hand tying principle” holds in misère play for non-empty sets of options.) But, even so, Left loses playing second, because Right chooses zn ` 1 ` f_{n`1} (Lemma 25). Therefore, in all cases, Left loses playing second in G_1 ` . . . ` G_j ` X.

We conclude that zn ` 2 is not equal to a Right-atomic game of S_n modulo S_{n`1}.

Suppose now that opGq “ R, and let

X “ tt0 | all adjoints of followers of Gqu || f_0, f_1, . . . , f_{n`1}u.

Playing first, Right wins G ` X by choosing the local misère-play winning line of G. By the adjoint construction, Left loses by playing in X, at any stage. In case of a Left move to 0 ` X, Right answers f_0; in case of a Left move to G_1 ` . . . ` G_j ` X, with more than one Right-atomic summand, Right answers G_1 ` . . . ` G_j ` f_0; in case of a Left move to G_1 ` X, with one Right-atomic summand, Right answers G_1 ` f_{n`1}. On the other hand, playing first, Right loses zn ` 2 ` X (Lemma 15). So, zn ` 2 is different than G modulo S_{n`1}, and the proof is finished.

Proof 2. It suffices to prove that if G P S_n then G ‰ zn ` 2 mod S_{n`1}.

We observe that, by definition of closure of S_n, the forms pk with 0 ď k ď n ` 1 and all disjunctive sums of these forms are the only Right-atomic games in S_n. First, let us see that zn ` 2 does not equal any Right-atomic game G of S_n.

By Corollary 17, zn ` 2 ‰ G, unless possibly G “ ř p k_i, with ř k_i “ n ` 2, because zn ` 2 “_{Np} n ` 2. Thus, it suffices to prove that Maintenance mod S_{n`1} gives G “ ř p k_i ‰ zn ` 2 “ H, whenever ř k_i “ n ` 2. Since z n ` 2 R S_n, the disjunctive sum has at least two summands. There is a Left option H^L “ 0, and for this option there is no G^L such that H^L ě G^L. Namely any G^L has at least one summand, 1 ď_{Np} G^L, and, so, that violates the normal-play inequality; by Corollary 17, we know that H^L “_{Np} 0 ă_{Np} 1 ď_{Np} G^L cannot happen.

Moreover, the option H^L “ 0, does not have a Right option, so we cannot have H^{LR} ě G.

We conclude that zn ` 2 is not equal to a Right-atomic game of S_n modulo S_{n`1}.

Also , zn ` 2 does not equal any G with G^R ‰ ∅ modulo S_{n`1}; the argument is the same as the proof of Theorem 19.

4.2.2 Absolute universes strictly between E and Ω

First, we present a proof for the existence of an absolute universe strictly between E and Ω. From now on, for ease, we just present one proof.

Theorem 27. Let S “ E Y tt∅| 2uu. Then, S is a proper extension of E and Ω is a proper extension of S.

Proof. We observe that, by definition of closure of S, the forms t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u ` L, where L is a Left-end form, are the only Left-atomic games of S.

First, we prove that, modulo S, t∅| 2u is distinguished from any Left-end form G. Let X “ t´1 | 0u. This follows because, playing first, Left wins G ` X by moving to G ´ 1; her victory is explained by the fact that G is a Left-end. On the other hand, playing first, Left loses t∅| 2u ` X; she has to move to t∅| 2u ´ 1 and Right replies 2 ´ 1.

Second, let us consider a game G P N not a Left-atomic form. Let X “ t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u with a sufficiently large number of copies of t∅| 2u, depending on the rank of G. Left loses playing first in G ` X; that happens because Right can give a large number of moves to Left, by opening the components after a first move by Left in G. On the other hand, Left wins playing first in t∅| 2u ` X; she has no moves. Hence, S is a proper extension of E.

Third, consider the N -position t∅| 3u P Ω. We prove that, for any G P S, the form t∅| 3u is different than G modulo Ω. Of course, we only need to consider the case G P N . Let

X “ t´2, tt´n |∅u |∅u | tall adjoints of followers of G | 0uu,

with a sufficiently large n. Playing first, Left loses t∅| 3u ` X since both t∅| 3u´2 and t∅| 3u`tt´n |∅u |∅u are losing moves; Right replies to 3´2 or to 3`tt´n |∅u |∅u. On the other hand, Left wins G`X playing first. Since G is an N -position, she can force a Right last move in the G component. That must produce a position like t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u ` L ` X with Left to play. There are two possibilities:

1. Right has two or more consecutive moves in t∅|2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u ` L;

in that case, Left answers t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u ` L ` tt´n |∅u |∅u and she is in time to reach ´n;

2. t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u ` L is t∅| 2u or L; in that case Left answers t∅| 2u ´ 2 or L ´ 2 (L is a Left-end).

Hence, Ω is a proper extension of S.

Observation 28. The reason why the extension is made with t∅| 2u and not with t∅| 1u is easy to understand. If Right plays on a disjunctive sum t∅| 2u ` . . . ` t∅| 2u with a large number of summands, he is able to “give” a large number of moves to Left, and that can be a big advantage under the misère-play convention. On the other hand, if Right plays on a disjunctive sum t∅| 1u`. . .`t∅| 1u with a large number of summands, he cannot “give” a large number of moves to Left, since whenever he opens a component, Left immediately finishes that component. In fact, E Y tt∅| 1uu is not a proper extension of E; using Theorem 16, it is possible to check that t∅| 1u is equal to 0 modulo E Y tt∅| 1uu.

By extending the previous approach, we show that there is an infinite number of extensions strictly between E and Ω. We need a preliminar lemma and a definition.

Lemma 29. Let G be the disjunctive sum t∅| n_1u ` . . . ` t∅| n_ku where k ě 2 and where, for all i, n_i ě 2. Let n be a positive integer. If Right, playing first, wins G ´ n, then Right, playing first, wins both

1. G ´ pn ` 1q ` ˚, and

2. G ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u.

Proof. Case 1. In the game G ´ pn ` 1q ` ˚, playing first, Right moves to G ´ n ` ˚. The only available answer for Left is to G ´ n. Against that answer, by hypothesis, Right wins. Observe that, in total, Right makes k ` n ` 1 moves before the n_1 ` . . . ` n_k ` 1 moves available for Left (the summand 1 is the move in the star).

Case 2. In the game G ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u, Right can move to n_1` t∅| n_2u ` . . . ` t∅| n_ku ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u. A Left move to pn_1 ´ 1q` t∅| n_2u ` . . . ` t∅| n_ku ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u would lose the game since Right can answer with pn_1 ´1q`t∅| n_2u`. . .`t∅| n_ku, opening all the remaining components after a move that Left still has in the first one. Hence, let us analyse a Left move to n_1 `t∅| n_2u`. . .`t∅| n_ku´pn`1q`˚. Against that move, Right adopts the strategy of playing consecutively in the component ´pn ` 1q.

Two things may happen: (1) Right runs out of moves in that component before Left has to play in the star, he opens the second summand of G and wins; (2) Left spends all her moves in the components n_1 and ˚ before Right runs out of moves in ´pn ` 1q, Right makes all the moves as in the analysis of G ´ pn ` 1q ` ˚. In total, Right makes k ` n ` 1 moves before the n_1 ` . . . ` n_k ` 2 moves for Left (the summand 2 respects to the two Left moves in t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u and in ˚). This is even one more move for

Left than in the case of the analysis of the game G ´ pn ` 1q ` ˚. Therefore, Right also wins in this second case.

Definition 30. Let n ě 2 be an integer. Then, the Left-hook of order n is the game form rn “ t∅| nu. The Right-hook of order n is the game form Ắn “ t´n |∅u.

Definition 31. For n ě 2, let Z_n “ E Y tr2, . . . , rnu.

Theorem 32. There is an infinite number of absolute universes strictly between E and Ω.

Proof. It suffices to prove that, for all n ě 2, if G P Z_n then G ‰ Ćn ` 1 mod Z_{n`1}. Indeed, this proves that Z_{n`1} is a proper extension of Z_n.

We observe that, by the definition of closure of Z_n (Definition 8), the forms Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k ` L, with 2 ď n_i ď n and a Left-end L, are the only Left-atomic games in Z_n. First, let us see that Ćn ` 1 does not equal any Left-atomic game of Z_n.

If L fl t∅|∅u then Ăn_1 `. . .` Ăn_k `L is a negative integer under the normalplay convention and Ćn ` 1 is equal to zero under the normal-play convention. Due to that, by Corollary 17, the games Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k ` L and Ćn ` 1 are not equal modulo Z_{n`1}. Hence, suppose that L – t∅|∅u, that is, consider only disjunctive sums of the type Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k.

If there is only one summand, let X “ ´n. We have that, playing first, Right wins Ćn ` 1 `X by moving to n`1´n, and loses Ăn_1 `X since n_1 ď n. Hence, suppose that there are two or more summands.

Let X “ ´n. If, playing first, Right loses Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k ` X, then, since Right wins Ćn ` 1 ` X, Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k and Ćn ` 1 are not equal modulo Z_{n`1}. Therefore, suppose that, playing first, Right wins Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k ´ n. By Lemma 29, Right also wins Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u. But, playing first, Right loses Ćn ` 1 ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u; if he moves to Ćn ` 1, Left runs out of moves and wins; if he moves to pn ` 1q ` t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u, Left wins with the move pn`1q´pn`1q`˚ since she can force an extra Right’s move in the star. Therefore, in this last case, X “ t´pn ` 1q ` ˚ | 0u distinguishes Ăn_1 ` . . . ` Ăn_k from Ćn ` 1.

Suppose now that G P N has a Left option. Let X “ r2 ` . . . ` r2 be a disjunctive sum with a sufficiently large number of copies of r2, depending on the rank of G. Left loses playing first in G ` X; that happens because Right is in time to give a very large number of moves to Left, by opening the components after a first move by Left in G. On the other hand, Left wins playing first in Ćn ` 1 ` X; she has no moves. Z_{n`1} is a proper extension of Z_n.

References

[1] P. Dorbec, G. Renault, A. N. Siegel, and E. Sopena, Dicots, and a taxonomic ranking for misère games, Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series A, vol. 130, pp. 42–63, 2015.

[2] J. M. Ettinger, A metric for positional games, Theoret. Comput. Sci.

(Math Games), vol. 230, pp. 207–219, 2000.

[3] U. Larsson, R. J. Nowakowski, J. P. Neto, and C. P. Santos, Guaranteed scoring games, Electron. J. Combin., vol. 23, no. 3, p. Paper 3.27, 29, 2016.

[4] U. Larsson, R. Milley, R. J. Nowakowski, G. Renault, C. P. Santos, Reversibility, canonical form and invertibility in dead-ending mis‘ere play, this volume.

[5] U. Larsson, R. J. Nowakowski, C. P. Santos, Absolute combinatorial game theory; this volume and http://arxiv.org/abs/1606. 01975.

[6] U. Larsson, R. J. Nowakowski, C. P. Santos. Game comparison through play, Theoret. Comput. Sci., 725:52–63, 2018.

[7] U. Larsson, R. Milley, R.J. Nowakowski, G. Renault, and C.P. Santos, Recursive comparison tests for dicot and dead-ending games under misère play, Integers 21B (2021), #A16.

[8] R. Milley, G. Renault, Restricted developments in partizan mis‘ere game theory, in U. Larsson (Ed.) Games of No Chance 5, MSRI Book Series 70, Cambridge University Press, (2018).

[9] R. Milley and G. Renault, Dead ends in misère play: The misère monoid of canonical numbers, Discrete Mathematics, vol. 313, no. 20, pp. 2223– 2231.

[10] A. N. Siegel, Misère canonical forms of partizan games, in R.J.

Nowakowski (Ed.) Games of No Chance 4, MSRI Book Series 63, Cambridge University Press, Massachusettes (2015).

[11] A. N. Siegel, Combinatorial Game Theory, American Math. Soc. (2013).

[12] F. Stewart, Scoring Play Combinatorial Games. PhD thesis, University of Dundee, 2011.

[13] F. Stewart, Scoring play combinatorial games. In Urban Larsson, editor, Games of No Chance 5, volume 70 of Mathematical Sciences Research Institute Publications, pages 455–475. Cambridge University Press, 2019.