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GROWING SPINES: AD INFINITUM ET AD INFINITESIMALIA

BLAISE BOISSONNEAU, ANNA DE MASE, FRANZISKA JAHNKE,
AND PIERRE TOUCHARD

ABsTrRACT. We prove that for every ordered abelian group G there exists a
non-trivial ordered abelian group H such that G < H & G with the lexico-
graphic order, and give a first-order characterization of ordered abelian group
G such that G < G @ H for some non-trivial H. We apply this to characterize
which ordered abelian groups (respectively fields) ensure that any henselian
valuation with said value group (respectively residue field) is definable in the
language of rings. This answers a question of Krapp, Kuhlmann, and Link.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper investigates automatic definability of henselian valuations, a notion
motivated by questions raised by Krapp, Kuhlmann, and Link [23]. Along the way,
we study a range of structures (namely valued fields, ordered abelian groups and
coloured linear orders) and provide characterizations of “augmentability” in these
settings.

1.1. Automatic Definability. We call a valuation v on a field K definable if the
valuation ring O, is a definable set in the language of rings.

It is a well-known fact that if the value group of a henselian valuation is Z, then
the valuation is definable, and even (-definable, see [28] and [5]. In [21], it is shown
more generally that the valuation is definable if the value group is p-regular and
not p-divisible. This inspires the following terminology:

Definition 1.1.

e An ordered abelian group G has automatic definability (in the class of
henselian valued fields) if in any henselian valued field (K,v) with value
group vK = @G, the valuation is definable. We say that the valuation v is
definable by properties of the value group.

e A field k has automatic definability if in any henselian valued field (K,v)
with residue field Kv = k, the valuation is definable. We say that the
valuation v is definable by properties of the residue field.

We define similarly automatic ()-definability by requiring valuations to be (-
definable. By Beth’s Definability Theorem, one sees that automatic (-definability in
fact coincides with uniform (-definability of the valuation across the set of Henselian
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valued fields with a fixed residue or a fixed value group. In this terminology, the
questions raised by Krapp, Kuhlmann, and Link are:

Question (|23, Question 5.1]). Which ordered abelian groups and which fields have
automatic (0-)definability?

We give a full characterization for ordered abelian groups, and for fields of char-
acteristic 0. More precisely, we show:

Theorem A. Let k be a field of characteristic 0. The following are equivalent:

(1) k is t-henselian, i.e it is elementary equivalent to a field k' that admits a
non-trivial henselian valuation,

(2) for some valued field (K,v) with residue field k, the valuation v is not defin-
able (not even over parameters), i.e., k does not have automatic definability,

(3) for some valued field (K, v) with residue k, the valuation v is not (-definable,
i.e., k does not have automatic 0-definability.

This is proven in Theorem 4.2. As we discuss in Section 4, this theorem does not
hold in positive characteristic. Similar characterizations for existential (respectively
universal) definability of valuations were shown by Anscombe and Fehm [1].

For ordered abelian groups, the characterization is formulated in terms of aug-
mentability: an ordered abelian group G is called weakly (resp. strongly) augment-
able by infinitesimals if there is a non-trivial ordered abelian group H such that
G=G® H (resp. G x G @ H). We show:

Theorem B. Let G be an ordered abelian group. The following are equivalent:

(1) G is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals,
(2) for some valued field of (K,v) with value group G, the valuation v is not
(-definable, i.c., G does not have automatic O-definability.

Moreover, the following are equivalent:

(1) G is strongly augmentable by infinitesimals,

(2) G has no minimum positive element and is closed in its divisible hull GV,

(8) for some valued field of (K,v) with value group G, the valuation v is not
definable (not even over parameters), i.e., G does not have automatic de-
finability,

This is the combination of Theorems 4.5, 4.9 and 4.10. This theorem in turn
gives rise to a new question:

Question 1.2. Which ordered abelian groups are augmentable by infinitesimals,
both weakly or strongly?

Note that while Theorem 4.9 provides a characterization of ordered abelian
groups having automatic definability without referring to strong augmentability, its
proof relies on the classification of strongly augmentable ordered abelian groups.

1.2. Augmentable ordered abelian groups. Ordered abelian groups are much-
studied objects in model theory. By the results of Schmitt in his Habilitationsschrift
[30], and Cluckers-Halupczok [7], many first-order properties of ordered abelian
groups can be reduced to corresponding properties of their spines, which are chains
of uniformly definable convex subgroups. To answer Question 1.2, we will be using
the formalism of spines of Schmitt, and building on the impressive work of Delon
and Lucas in [9]. We prove:

Theorem C. An ordered abelian group G is strongly augmentable by infinitesimals
if and only if for any n = 2, there exists no g € G with F,(g) = {0}.
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Additionally, G is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals if and only if there exists
k > 2 such that for any n > 2 with k|n, the n-Spine of G is weakly augmentable on

the right, that is, there’s a non-empty coloured linear order ¥, such that Sp,,(G) =
Sp,(G) + %,

Theorem C is proven as Theorem 3.19 and Theorem 3.34. For an introduction to
the formalism of spines, see Subsection 3.2. We also characterize augmentability
by infinites, by proving that it holds for every ordered abelian groups:

Theorem D. Let G be an ordered abelian group. Then G is strongly augmentable
by infinites, that is, there always exists a non-trivial ordered abelian group H such
that G X H® G.

This is Theorem 3.5. It is a key part of our proof of Theorem A. One may inquire
when a group is “augmentable” by a specific group H. We do not explore this
question in depth, but we characterize ordered abelian groups G with G < G & Q
in Lemma 3.21 and those with G < Q ® G in Corollary 3.6.

Once again, the characterization of weak augmentability of G is phrased in terms
of weak augmentability of its spine. Thus, the following question remains:

Question 1.3. When is a coloured linear order augmentable?

1.3. Augmentable linear orders. Model theory of linear orders is also a topic
on his own, one of the main reference being [29]. To the best of our knowledge
Question 1.3 was not explicitly studied before, although it is close in spirit to other
results (see, e.g. [11]). We show the following:

Theorem E. Let X be a coloured linear order. Call X strongly augmentable (on
the right) if there exists Y non empty such that X < X+Y, and weakly augmentable
if X=X+Y. Then:
(1) X is strongly augmentable if and only if it does not have a maximal element,
(2) X is weakly augmentable if and only if it is elementary equivalent to some-
thing of the form B+ . L, where B and L are non-empty coloured linear
orders.

This is Proposition 5.7 and Corollary 5.5 below. The first characterization (ex-
istence of a maximal element) is finitely axiomatisable, while the second one is ax-
iomatisable but not finitely axiomatisable, as we explain in Proposition 5.8. With
these results, we conclude our study.

To summarize, we group our results by theme rather than ordering them by
logical implications, therefore, some proofs rely on results presented later in the
paper.

First, we present in Section 2 a wide variety of results tying together augment-
ability and definability. This can serve as a motivation for the rest of the paper,
and we also believe some results to be of interest in and of themselves.

Then, we characterize augmentability of ordered abelian groups in Section 3.
This relies on the machinery of spines, which we recall in detail in Subsection 3.2
and Subsection 3.4. With the help of these results, we characterize automatic de-
finability for ordered abelian groups and for fields in Section 4. Finally, we study
augmentable linear orders in Section 5, furthering our understanding of augment-
ability.

1.4. Historical remarks on the model theory of ordered abelian groups.
Ever since the fundamental results of Robinson and Zakon [27], the model theory
of ordered abelian groups has been studied intensely. Schmitt wrote his Habilita-
tionsschrift [30] in 1982, which collects most of his work on ordered abelian groups,
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including his celebrated collaboration with Gurevich, published two years later
([16]). It builds on and completes Gurevich’s work [14, 15]. This Habilitationss-
chrift is a milestone in the model theory of ordered abelian groups: the principle
of reducing the theory of ordered abelian groups to theories of coloured chains is
clearly exposed, the theory of spines is fully axiomatised, etc. In turn, general
properties of coloured chains can then be lifted to ordered abelian groups. Among
other applications, let us mention a cancellation theorem proved simultaneously
by Delon-Lucas [9] and Giraudet [13]: if A and B are ordered abelian groups and
A™ = B™, then already A = B. In fact, in [9], Delon and Lucas enriched the theory
of Schmitt and proved various striking results on ordered abelian groups. We will
recall some of them in this paper. Surprisingly, their paper appears to go largely
unnoticed (we found two citations, only one recorded on MathSciNet).

Consecutively, Delon and Farré published in 1996 a work on almost real closed
fields [8], where again the theory of Schmitt is used and enriched. Remarkably, a
double reduction, similar to the one we use in the present paper (from Henselian val-
ued fields to ordered abelian groups, then from ordered abelian groups to coloured
chains), structures their paper. To our knowledge, this is the first time that
Schmitt’s work is used in order to study definability in henselian valued fields.

Outside of these authors (Delon, Farré, Lucas), few seem to cite Schmitt and
Gurevich’s work in a non-superficial way. Even in 7], where the authors reformulate
Schmitt’s reduction in more modern terms (with notions such as, e.g., relative
quantifier elimination), Schmitt’s Habilitationsschrift is only cited for a syntactical
comparison.

Contemporary to Schmitt, we find other major works in the subject, with au-
thors such as Weispfenning [36, 37| and Giraudet [13], mentioned earlier. Both use
different sets of techniques.

Modern works are numerous, and we only cite a few: distality in ordered abelian
groups is partially studied in [3], a complete classification of strongly dependent or-
dered abelian groups can be found in [17], and elimination of imaginaries is partially
treated in [35]. Due to the nature of these questions, or by a deliberate choice to
restrict them, authors tend only to study ordered abelian groups with finite spines,
eluding completely the difficulties that Schmitt’s theory is meant to address. It is
perhaps not an exaggeration to say that Schmitt’s work has been largely forgotten
or overlooked in modern model theory. This is certainly due to several factors, such
as the nature of the Habilitationsschrift (non-published, difficult to find) and the
(unavoidable) technical nature of the statements. This contrasts with the striking
efficiency of this theory, to which [9] is perhaps the best illustration.

1.5. Notation.

1.5.1. Valued fields. We usually denote a valued field (K,v), where v is the valu-
ation map. We typically denote by O, its valuation ring, by vK its value group
and by Kv and its residue field. The first-order language of valued fields is L) =
Liing U {O}, where Lying = {+,-,0,1} is the language of rings, and O is a unary
predicate interpreted as the valuation ring.

If k£ is a field and T' an ordered abelian group, k((I')) denotes the Hahn series
field, that is, the field of formal power series ) ger Agt?, where ag € K, with well-
ordered support. This field is equipped with the t-adic valuation “val” sending
der agt? tomin {g € I' | ay # 0}. Note that for G and H ordered abelian groups,
k(G H)) 2 k((H))((GQ)), where @ is the lexicographic sum — see below.

1.5.2. Ordered abelian groups. The first-order language of ordered abelian groups
is Loac = {0,+,<}. We denote by @ the lexicographic sum of ordered abelian
groups, that is, given I an ordered index set and for each 7 € I an ordered abelian
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group G, @iel G; is the set of sequences (g;)icr, with each g; € G;, of finite
support (i.e. g; # 0 for finitely many 4), equipped with coordinate-wise addition
and with the lexicographic order: (g;)icr < (h;)icr if and only if there is j € I such
that g; < h; and g; = h; for all ¢ < j. Note that H (or formally, {0} x H) is a
convex subgroup of G & H.

We denote by H the Hahn product of ordered abelian groups, that is, H,.; G:
is the set of sequences with well-ordered support, coordinate-wise product and
lexicographic order. If g is an element of an ordered abelian group, we write |g| for
the absolute value of g, that is, |g| = max{g, —g}. If S is a subset of G, we let (S)
denotes the group generated by S, and Convg(S) or simply Conv(S) the convex
hull in G of the group generated by S.

1.5.3. Linear orders. We often work with coloured linear orders, that is, in a lan-
guage with a binary relation “<” and an arbitrary number of unary predicates. In
a fixed such language, given an ordered index set I and for each ¢ € I a linear
order X;, we denote by >, ; X; the disjoint union of all the X, equipped with the
ordering x < y if and only if either x € X;, y € X; and ¢ < j, or z,y € X; and
X; Fa < y. If we work with colours, for any unary predicate P in the language and
x €Y . Xi, we colour by P if and only if x € X; and X; & P(x). If all X; are
identical copies of the same linear order X, then the lexicographic sum >, ; X; is
often denoted Y - X or ), X.

We denote simply by n the linear order with n points (usually all monochro-
matic). We write w for the order-type of the natural numbers N, w* for the set w
equipped with the reversed order, so w* F x < y if and only if w F x > y, ( for the
order type of the integers Z, and n for the order type of the rationals Q.

Acknowledgments. Our gratitude goes to Salma Kuhlmann for her comments
on a previous version of this work and for pointing us to the work of Delon and
Lucas. In our first ArXiv preprint, we were only able to show that all ordered
abelian groups are augmentable by infinites — essentially reproving one of the main
theorems of [9]. Building further on the ideas of Delon and Lucas, we were able
to obtain characterizations for (weak) augmentability by infinitesimals, completing
the picture.

In no particular order, we thank Artem Chernikov, Philip Dittmann, Arno Fehm
and Immanuel Halupczok for their remarks during presentations of this project.
We thank Sylvy Anscombe for her generous comments and technical support. We
deeply thank David Gonzalez and Doug Cenzer for all the interesting discussions
on linear orders, which nourished Section 5. Finally, we give some special thanks
to Francgoise Delon for various discussions, and to Peter Schmitt for sending us a
copy of his Habilitationsschrift.

Part of this project was carried out at the Hausdorff Research Institute for
Mathematics (HIM), to which we extend our gratitude.

2. DEFINABILITY AND AUGMENTABILITY

This section establishes many results showing links between definability of certain
sets and the notion of “augmentability” in an ordered or valued structure. Most
importantly, we study the definability of valuation rings in henselian valued fields of
equicharacteristic 0. This is, in some sense, folklore material, although we presented
it with a new perspective. This will be extremely useful when we investigate notions
of automatic definability (Section 4).

We mostly rely on the following classical result:
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Fact 2.1 (Beth’s definability theorem, [20, Thm. 6.6.4]). Let L, L' be first-order
languages with L C L'. Let T be a theory in L' and p(T) a formula of L. Then
the following are equivalent:

e If A and B are models of T such that Alx = Bl, then A = ¢(a) if and
only if B = (a), for all tuples a € A;
e »(T) is equivalent modulo T to a formula ¥(T) of L.

Beth’s definability theorem is central to our arguments, and it will be used on var-
ious occasions throughout the paper. Its strength is to turn notions of definability
into more malleable notions. As we shall see, in equicharacteristic 0 henselian valued
fields, definability of the valuation can be phrased in terms of non-co-augmentability
(see Definitions 2.11 and 2.16). This equivalence, in turn, enables us to apply the
Ax—Kochen/Ershov machinery and explore various refinements and variants of the
problem of definability.

We will also give two more applications of Beth’s definability theorem, by study-
ing definability of convex subgroups of ordered abelian groups and of end segments
of coloured linear orders.

2.1. Augmentable Henselian Valued fields. Recall that a valuation v on a field
K is definable if there is an L,ing-formula ¢ (z), possibly using parameters from K,
such that ¥(K) = O, holds. If v is definable via a formula ¢ that requires no
parameters from K, we say it is -definable.

A direct application of Beth’s definability theorem for valued fields gives the
following result:

Corollary 2.2. Let (K,v) be a valued field. Then, the following are equivalent:

e v is not (-definable in the language of Ting,
o there is a field K* with two distinct valuations v and w such that (K,v) =
(K*,u) = (K*,w).!

Proof. The equivalence follows from Beth’s definability theorem applied with the
language £ = Lying, L = Lyal, the theory T'= Th,/ (K, v) and where ¢(z) is the
Lya-formula asserting = € O. O

Example 2.3. Consider the z-adic valuation v, and the y-adic valuation v, on the
field K = R(z,y); then by symmetry, (K,v,) = (K,vy) and neither valuation v,
nor vy is (-definable.

Similarly, we can characterize definability over parameters:

Corollary 2.4. Let (K,v) be a valued field. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) v is not definable (over parameters) in the language of rings,
(2) there is a field embedding K C K* in an extension K* and two distinct
valuations w,u on K* such that (K,v) < (K*,u) and (K,v) < (K*,w).

Proof. The equivalence follows once again from Beth’s definability theorem, applied
this time with the language £ = Lying(K) (with constant symbols for each element
in K), £’ = Lya(K), the theory T = Th,/(K,v) and where ¢(z) is once again the
Lya-formula asserting x € O. O

We now want to study the analogues of Corollaries 2.2 and 2.4 in the henselian
setting, but where we require in addition the valuations v and w on K* to be
comparable. In this case, one will be a coarsening of the other (and hence corre-
sponds to a convex subgroup). Thus, we recall some facts about convex subgroups
of ordered abelian groups and (non-)comparability of henselian valuations.

ISuch a valued field (K, v) was called self-similar in [2, Definition 5.2].
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Fact 2.5 (e.g. [4, Corollary 3.3.38] ). Consider an exact sequence of abelian groups:
0—+A—-B—-C—0.

Assume that A is pure in B (i.e. all elements a € A which are n-divisible in B
are n-divisible in A). Assume also that A is Ry-saturated. Then the exact sequence
splits: B= A x C.

This gives the following well-known consequence:

Corollary 2.6. Let (A, B) be a Ry-saturated pair of ordered abelian groups where
A is a convex subgroup of B. Then B~ B/A @ A.

In particular, if G is an arbitrary ordered abelian group and C < G a convex
subgroup, we have G = G/C & C.

The first statement is immediate (see, e.g. [25, Exercise 2.33]). The second one
is obtained by taking an Ni-saturated extension after naming the convex subgroup
with a predicate.

Next, we recall the following facts from [10] concerning the collection of all
henselian valuations existing on a fixed field K, including the definition of the
canonical henselian valuation. Notice that all fields admit at least one henselian
valuation since the trivial valuation is henselian. Consider the following sets

H,(K) = {v]|vis henselian, Kvis not separably closed},
Hy(K) = {v]|vis henselian, Kvis separably closed}.

Two valuations v, w are said to be comparable if O, C O, or O, C O, holds for
their valuation rings O, resp. O,. If O, C O,,, then we say that w is coarser than
v (or a coarsening of v) and that v is finer than w (or a refinement of w).

Fact 2.7 (|10, Theorem 4.4.2]). Let K be a field. Then the henselian valuations in
H,(K) are linearly ordered by inclusion. If Ho(K) # 0, then there is a valuation
vi in Hy(K) which is the coarsest valuation in Ho(K), and it is finer than any
valuation in Hi(K). If Ho(K) = 0, then there is a valuation vk in Hy(K) which
is the finest valuation in Hy(K).

: Hy(K)
\
Oy

AN
AN

In either case, the valuation vk is called the canonical valuation of K, which is
then comparable to any other henselian valuation on K. We will usually denote by
Kvgk and vk K the residue field and the value group of the canonical valuation.

Thus, the two valuations in the statement of Corollary 2.2 are always comparable
if we assume one of the residue fields to be non-separably closed. If we restrict our
study to equicharacteristic 0 however, this last assumption is not necessary. Indeed,
we can refine Corollary 2.2 as follows:

Proposition 2.8. Let (K,v) be a henselian valued field, with char(Kv) = 0. Then
the following are equivalent:
(1) v is not B-definable in the language of rings,
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(2) there is a field K* with two distinct comparable valuations u and w such
that (K,v) = (K*,u) = (K*,w).

Proof. The direction (2) implies (1) follows immediately from Corollary 2.2. To see
that (1) implies (2), note that Corollary 2.2 implies that if v is not (-definable in
Lying, there is a field K* with two distinct valuations u and w such that (K,v) =
(K*,u) = (K*,w). In case w and u are already comparable, we are done. If they
are not comparable, both their residue fields are algebraically closed by Fact 2.7
— neither of them is equal to the canonical henselian valuation vg+ on K*, and
the residue field of vwg+ is itself algebraically closed. In particular, I'* = uK*
has a nontrivial divisible convex subgroup, since u induces a nontrivial henselian
valuation on the residue field of vi- (see, e.g. [10, p.45]). Hence, I'* is elementarily
equivalent to I'™* @ Q (for a self-contained proof, see Lemma 3.21). By the Ax-
Kochen/Ershov principle ([19, Theorem 6.17]), (K, v) is elementarily equivalent to
the field Kv((Q))((T*)) with two distinct but comparable valuations: one being the
power series valuation with value group I'* & QQ and residue field Kv, the other the
power series valuation with value group I'* and residue field Kv((Q)) (note that
the residue fields are elementary equivalent as both are algebraically closed of the
same characteristic). O

We show next that a similar result holds with parameters allowed. In the proof,
we use the following fact (cf. [33] for a proof).

Fact 2.9. Let (K,v) be a Ny-saturated henselian valued field of equicharacteristic
0. Then (K,v) elementary embeds in the Hahn series Kv((vK)).

Proposition 2.10. Let (K,v) be a henselian valued field of equicharacteristic 0.
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) v is not definable (over parameters) in the language of rings,
(2) there is a field K* with two distinct comparable valuations u and w such
that (K,v) < (K*,u) and (K,v) < (K*,w).

Proof. As before, the direction (2) implies (1) follows already from Corollary 2.4. It
remains to show that (1) implies (2). The proof is a variant of that of Proposition 2.8
Assume that (K, v) is henselian with char(Kv) = 0 and that v is not Lying(K)-
definable. By Corollary 2.4, there is a field K* with two distinct valuations w
and w such that (K,v) < (K*,u) and (K,v) < (K*,w). If w and u are already
comparable, we are done. If they are not comparable, both their residue fields are
algebraically closed by Fact 2.7 — neither of them is equal to the canonical henselian
valuation vg+ on K*. In particular, I'* = uK* has a nontrivial divisible convex
subgroup and hence elementarily embeds into I'* @ Q (for a self-contained proof,
see Lemma 3.21). By Fact 2.9 and the elementary embedding version of the Ax-
Kochen/Ershov principle ([19, Theorem 6.17]), (K, v) now embeds elementarily into
the Hahn product K*u((Q))((I'*)) with two different but comparable valuations:
one embedding is with respect to the power series valuation with value group I'* ®Q
and residue field K*u, the other with the valuation with value group I'* and residue
field K*u((Q)) (note that the embeddings of residue fields is elementary as both
are algebraically closed of the same characteristic). O

2.1.1. Weak augmentability.

Definition 2.11. Let (K,v) be a valued field. We say that (K,v) is weakly aug-
mentable if there is a field K* and two valuations v and w on K* with O,, € O,
such that (K,v) = (K*,u) = (K*,w).
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Observation 2.12. Rephrasing Proposition 2.8, we have that (K, v) is weakly aug-
mentable if and only if the valuation v is not (-definable in the language of rings
Lring-

Definition 2.13. Let k be a field and I" be an ordered abelian group. We say that
k and T' are weakly co-augmentable if there is a non-trivial ordered abelian group
A such that k = k((A)) and T =T @ A.

Theorem 2.14. Let (K,k,T',v) be a henselian valued field of equicharacteristic 0.
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) v is not (-definable

(2) (K,k,T) is weakly augmentable

(8) k and T are weakly co-augmentable.

Proof. The equivalence (1) < (2) is essentially Proposition 2.8 together with the
definition of weakly augmentable valued fields. We prove (2) < (3), starting from
the left-to-right implication. Let K* be a field with two strictly comparable valua-
tions O, € Oy, such that

(KT kyv) = (K7 Ty, kys u) = (K5, T, b, w)

holds. Since O, € O, we have T',, = IT",,/A, for some nontrivial convex subgroup
A of T,. By Corollary 2.6, T';, =T',,/A & A. Therefore, we have

r=r,=r,oA=I'gA.

On the other hand, since u induces a nontrivial henselian valuation on k, with
value group A and residue field k,, by the Ax-Kochen/Ershov theorem it follows
that k, = ky((A)). Therefore, we have

k= kw = ka((B)) = k((A)),

that is, k and I' are weakly co-augmentable.

For the other implication, let k and I' be weakly co-augmentable by a common
ordered abelian group A. Then, by the Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle, (K, T, k,v)
is elementarily equivalent to the field k((A))((T")) with two distinct comparable
valuations: one being the power series valuation with value group I' @ A and residue
field k£, and the other the power series valuation with value group I' and residue
field £((A)). O

Remark 2.15. In [18], the authors give an example of a valuation ring which is (-
definable, but neither with an V3 or 3V formula. This example fits in our framework,
since its residue field and value group are not weakly co-augmentable.

Therefore, the quantifier alternation of the formula defining the valuation in a
non weakly co-augmentable henselian valued field can be high.

2.1.2. Strong augmentability.

Definition 2.16. Let (K,v) be a valued field. We say that (K,v) is strongly
augmentable if there is a field extension K* of K and two strictly comparable
valuations O,, € O,, on K* such that (K,v) < (K*,u) and (K,v) < (K*,w).

Observation 2.17. Rephrasing Proposition 2.10, we have that (K,v) is strongly
augmentable if and only if the valuation v is not definable (with parameters) in the
language of rings Lying-

Definition 2.18. Let k be a field and I" be an ordered abelian group. We say that
k and T are strongly co-augmentable if there is a non-trivial ordered abelian group
A such that k g k((A)) and T < T A.

Remark 2.19.
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e Let k be a field of characteristic 0. If there is an elementary extension &’ 3= k
such that &' < k'((A)), then k < k((A)). Indeed, by Ax-Kochen/Ershov,
we have k C k((A)) < k'((A)), and thus we also have k < k((4Q)).

e Similarly, if there is an elementary extension I' 5= T" such that IV < TV @ A,
then T CTHAKIYP A, and thus also I’ < T' @ A.

We give the following example of a weakly augmentable valued field which is not
strongly augmentable.

Example 2.20. Consider the field k := R((D,, Z)) = R((P,,,,Z)) and the or-
dered abelian group I' := @, ;| Z = P, Z. The Hahn series

K = k() =R(EPD)(D 2))

w*+1
is weakly augmentable, as it is isomorphic to its coarsening
R(EP2)(ED2)),
14w w*
but it is not strongly augmentable.

That I is not strongly augmentable is shown in Example 3.20. We only note here
that the proof essentially relies on the fact that the natural embedding of linear
orders w* — w* + 1;n — n is not elementary.

Theorem 2.21. Let (K, k,T',v) be a henselian valued field of equicharacteristic 0.
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) v is not definable

(2) (K,k,T) is strongly augmentable

(8) k and T are strongly co-augmentable.

Proof. The equivalence (1) < (2) is Proposition 2.10 together with the definition of
strongly augmentable valued fields. We prove (2) < (3), starting from the left-to-
right implication. Let K* be a field extension of K with two valuations u,w with
O, € Oy, such that

(K, T k,v) < (K*, Ty, kuy,u)
and

(K,T,k,v) < (K*, T, kuw, w).
Since O,, € O, then again I'), 2 T',,/A, where A is convex in I, and u induces a
valuation on k,, with value group A and residue field k,,.

The elementary embedding version of the Ax-Kochen/Ershov theorem implies
that ky, =k ku((A)). By Keisler-Shelah, there exists a non-principal ultrafilter
such that k,, and k,((A)) have isomorphic ultrapowers over ¢/ and the isomorphism
is the identity when restricted to k¥, i.e.

ke S ku((A))H.

By Fact 2.9,

ku((A)Y < KL ((AY)),
and since kY < kY, we have that

K((AY) < K ((AY).
Then, there is a compatible embedding such that

Y < Y ((AY)).
On the other hand, consider the exact sequence
AY T (T, /A,
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Since it is N;-saturated, by Corollary 2.6, we have T/ = (T',,/A)* @ AY. Tt follows
that

=1 gAY,
Now, by T¥ < TY  we have that

MoAY xTY o AU >=TY,

Moreover, since I < T and T¥ C TY @ AY| there is a compatible embedding
such that

<Y gAY,
That is, Y and TY are strongly co-augmentable by AY. By Remark 2.19, k and T’
are strongly co-augmentable.

For the other implication, let k£ and I" be strongly co-augmentable by an ordered
abelian group A. Then, again, by the elementary embedding version of the Ax-
Kochen/Ershov theorem, it follows that (K,T,k,v) embeds elementarily in the
Hahn product k((A))((T")) with the two different comparable valuations: one with
residue field k and value group I' @ A and the other with residue field k((A)) and

value group I'.
O

We can develop Example 2.20 further to illustrate Theorems 2.14 and 2.21:

Example 2.22. Let K = R((D.Z)) = R(D,Z))((D,-Z)). Then, the only
(-definable henselian valuation is val : K — P, Z. All other henselian valuations
are definable over parameters, but not (-definable. This results from the following:
e R and P, Z are not weakly co-augmentable; indeed, R((H)) is only real-
closed if H is divisible, that is, R is only augmentable (both weakly and
strongly) by divisible ordered abelian groups, while (P Z is not (weakly)
augmentable by any divisible ordered abelian group.
e R((,7Z)) and @,,. Z are weakly co-augmentable by Z.
e R((,Z)) and . Z are not strongly co-augmentable, since . Z has
a positive element and is therefore not strongly augmentable.

Similarly, we have that any non-trivial convex subgroups of @C Z is definable,
but not (-definable.

2.2. Augmentable ordered structures. To conclude this section, we give two
more applications of Beth’s definability theorem, this time applied to ordered
abelian groups and coloured linear orders. In a very similar way, we can link
the definability of convex substructures/end segments with a certain notion of co-
augmentability.

The results of this subsection are self-contained, in the sense that no other results
of the paper rely on them. For the sake of brevity, we decided to omit some parts
of the proofs.

2.2.1. Ordered abelian groups.

Definition 2.23. Let G and H be ordered abelian groups. Then the pair (G, H)
is weakly co-augmentable if there is a non-trivial ordered abelian group A such that
we have:

e G=Ga A,

e H=AH.
The pair (G, H) is strongly co-augmentable if there is a non-trivial ordered abelian
group A such that, for the natural embedding, we have

e GXGDA,

e HXA®H.
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Proposition 2.24. Let G be an ordered abelian group, and C' a convex subgroup
of G. Then
o C is (-definable if and only if (G/C,C) is not weakly co-augmentable.
e C is definable over parameters if and only if (G/C,C) is not strongly co-
augmentable.

Proof. We prove the weak case. The proof for the strong case is left to the reader.
To show the right-to-left implication, assume that C is not ()-definable. By Beth’s
definability theorem, there is an elementary extension G* and convex subgroups
C1 < 05 of G* such that

(G*,C1) = (G*,Cs) = (G,0)

in the language Loag U {P} with a unary predicate for the convex subgroup. At
the cost of taking an ultrapower, we may assume that both C7, Cy are X;-saturated.
Then set A := C/C4. By Corollary 2.6, we have

[ ] CECQ%A@C& EA@C,

e G/IC=G"/C12G*/Con A=G/CaA.
In other words, (G/C,C) is co-augmentable by A, as wanted.
To show the left-to-right implication, assume that (G/C,C) is co-augmentable by
A. Let (G*,C*) be an Ry-saturated extension of (G,C). Then G* =2 G*/C* ¢ C*
and we observe that (G*/C*,C*) is also co-augmentable by A:

e G*/C*=G*/C*® A,

e C*=AC*
Then, we have:

(G*/C* A C*,CY)=(GT/C*aC*,C") = (GF/CT"dABC",A® CY).

A 0-Loag-formula cannot define C in G, as then it will define both A & C* and
C* in G*/C* & A ® C*, which is absurd. O

The following corollary shows that if (K, v) is a henselian valued field of equichar-
acteristic 0, then the notions of co-augmentability give a one-to-one correspondence
between the (0))-definable coarsenings of v in Lying and the (0)-definable convex sub-
groups of vK in Loag-

Corollary 2.25. Let (K,v) be a henselian valued field of equicharacteristic 0 and w
a coarsening of v. Let A,, be the corresponding convez subgroup of viK. Then w is
definable (resp. O-definable) in Lying if and only if the pair (WK, A,,) is not strongly
(resp. weakly) co-augmentable, if and only if A, is definable (resp. (-definable) in
vK in EOAG-

Proof. We prove the weak case. The proof of the strong case is left to the reader.
By Proposition 2.24, it is enough to show the first equivalence. For the left-to-
right implication, assume that (wK, A,,) are co-augmentable by H. Recall that, by
the Ax-Kochen/Ershov theorem in equicharacteristic 0, we have Kw = Kv((Ay)).
Then it follows that

(K, wK, Kw,w) = (Kv((Aw))((H))((wK)), wK & H, Kv((Ay)), u),
and
(K, wK, Kw,w) = (Kv((Au))((H))(wK)), wK, Kv((Ay))((H)), u'),

where u and u' are two strictly comparable valuations on Kv((Ay))((H))(wK)).
Hence w is not (-definable in the language of rings L,ing by Beth’s definability the-
orem.

For the other implication, assume w is not (-definable in Lying. Then, by Theo-
rem 2.14, Kw and wK are weakly co-augmentable by a non-trivial ordered abelian
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group H, that is Kw = Kw((H)) and wK = wK © H. We only need to show that
H is an infinite augment of A,,. Since Kw = Kv((Ay)), it follows that

Kw=Kv((Ay))((H)) 2 Kv((H ® Ay)),
that is Ay, = H ® Ay O

A comparable statement in the context of almost real closed field can already be
found in [8, Theorem 4.4.].

2.2.2. Coloured linear orders.

Definition 2.26. Let X and Y be coloured linear orders. We say that the pair
(X,Y) is weakly (resp. strongly) co-augmentable if there exists a non-empty
coloured linear order Z such that both X = X + Z (resp. X < X + Z) and
Y=Z+4Y (resp. Y X Z+Y) hold.

Proposition 2.27.

(1) An end segment I of a coloured linear order X is ()-definable if and only if
the pair (X \ 1,1) is not weakly co-augmentable.

(2) An end segment I of a coloured linear order X is definable with parameters
if and only if the pair (X \ I,I) is not strongly co-augmentable.

The proof is very similar to the previous ones and will be omitted for the sake
of brevity.

Working with spines, it is now possible to establish a correspondence between
definable convex subgroups of an ordered abelian group G and definable end seg-
ments of the coloured linear order Sp,,(G), as was done by Delon and Farré in [8,
Corollary 4.2]. Their result can be rephrased in terms of co-augmentability.

3. AUGMENTABILITY OF ORDERED ABELIAN GROUPS

We established in the previous section a clear link between definability of valu-
ations and augmentability of ordered abelian groups. It remains to understand ex-
actly when ordered abelian groups are augmentable. As hinted by Proposition 2.24
and as we will see later, we actually need to consider “both sides” of augmentability,
that we call augmentability by infinite and by infinitisemals.

Definition 3.1. Let G be an ordered abelian group. We say that

o (G is weakly-augmentable by infinitesimals if G = G @ H for some non-trivial
ordered abelian group H.

o (G is weakly-augmentable by infinites if G = H & G for some non-trivial
ordered abelian group H.

Definition 3.2. Let G be an ordered abelian group. We say that

o (G is strongly-augmentable by infinitesimals if G < G & H for some non-
trivial ordered abelian group H.

o (G is strongly-augmentable by infinites if G < H ® G for some non-trivial
ordered abelian group H.

We call such H strong- (resp. weak-)augments of G. We will mainly rely on the
work of Delon and Lucas [9] to characterize strongly-augmentable ordered abelian
groups. We will need, however, to delve deeper into the theory of spines to char-
acterize the class of ordered abelian groups weakly-augmentable by infinitesimals.
For that, we will use Schmitt’s Habilitationsschrift [30] as a main reference.
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3.1. Strong Augmentability by infinites. We show that all ordered abelian
groups are strongly augmentable by infinites. This can be easily deduced by the
first Proposition of [9]:

Fact 3.3 (See [9, Proposition 1]). Let G be an ordered abelian group and G' an
elementary extension. Then the convex hull Conveg (G) of G in G’ is also an
elementary extension of G and an elementary substructure of G':

G < Convg (G) < G-

Remark 3.4. Let G, H, H' be ordered abelian groups. If G < H ® G and H' = H,
then G H ®G,as HOG =g H & G.
Similarly, if G X G@® H and H' = H, then G X G® H'.

Theorem 3.5. All non-trivial ordered abelian groups are augmentable by infinites.

Proof. Let G be a non-trivial ordered abelian group and let G’ be an elementary
extension of G realising a type at +00. Let H be the convex hull of G in G’. Then
G =< H by Fact 3.3 and G'/H # {0}. Consider the exact sequence 0 — H —
G' — G'/H — 0. Move if needed to an X;-saturated extension (G*, H*) = (G', H).
By Corollary 2.6, G* = G*/H* @ H*. Since H < H*, then also G < H*. This
implies that A ® G < A ® H* for any ordered abelian group A, in particular,
G*/H*® G < G*/H* ® H* =2 G*. Now since G < G* and G C G*/H* @ G, we
have that G < G*/H* & G. O

Note that it follows from the proof that all ordered abelian groups G admit a
proper elementary extension G* such that G is a convex subgroup of G*.

We can, in fact, be more precise and characterize when an ordered abelian group
admits an n-divisible infinite augment. The statement (and its proof) use the
formalism of spines, which we will introduce immediately after.

Corollary 3.6. Let G be an ordered abelian group. Then for any natural number
n>2, TFAE:
(1) Any infinite strong-augment of G is n-divisible,
(2) Some infinite strong-augment of G is n-divisible,
(3) Sp,,(G) has an initial point.
Furthermore, TFAE:

(4) Q is an infinite strong-augment of G,

(5) Any divisible ordered abelian group is an infinite strong-augment of G,
(6) Any infinite strong augment of G is divisible,

(7) For any n, Sp,,(G) has an initial point.

Proof. The implication (1) = (2) is immediate. We prove (3) = (1). Let H be a
non n-divisible ordered abelian group and assume G < H ® G. Let h € H ¢ nH,
then in H & G, F,,(h,0) D G. Recall that Sp,,(G) < Sp,,(H ® G) (see [9, Lemma
0]); thus,

Sp,(G) F (V2)(3y)(y < 2),
that is, Sp,,(G) doesn’t have an initial point.

To show (2) = (3), assume now that H is n-divisible and that G < H & G.
Since H is n-divisible group and therefore n-regular, all elements (h, g) and (h', ¢'),
with h,h' € H \ {0} and g,¢' € G, belong to the same n-regular class. This
mean that A,((h,g)) = A.((h,g")) for all h,h' € H\ {0} and ¢,¢' € G. Finally,
F,((h,g9)) € An((h,g)) by definition. Therefore, A, ((h,g)) for h € H \ {0} is an
initial point in the n-spine of H @ G, and by elementarity such an initial point also
exists in Sp,,(G).
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The second set of equivalences follows immediately from the first and from Re-
mark 3.4 — since the Loag-theory DOAG of divisible non-trivial ordered abelian
groups is complete. O

Note that this results characterizes infinite strong augments, but says nothing
about weak augments. For example, the n-spine of @ Z has an initial point for
every n, and thus, any infinite strong augment is divisible, by the previous result.
However, Z is also an infinite weak augment of @ Z.

3.2. Review of the language of Schmitt. We present here the language of
spines, as developed by Schmitt in his Habilitationsschrift [30]. We were also guided
by the excellent exposition made in [9]. Notice that (minor) choices of convention
may be different to the literature.

Let G be an ordered abelian group. For g € G, we define the archimedean class
of g as follows:

e A(g,G) denotes the largest convex subgroup of G not containing g,
e B(g,G) denotes the smallest convex subgroup of G containing g,
e R(g9,G) = B(g,Gq)/A(g, G) the archimedean class of g in G.

Next, we define the n-regular class of ¢:
Definition 3.7. Let n > 2 and g € G.
o We let A,(g,G) denote the convex subgroup:
ﬂ{C’ 4G : B(g,G)/C is n-regular}
e We let B,,(g,G) denote the convex subgroup:
U{C <G :C/A(g,G) is n-regular}.

e We let R, (g9,G) denote the quotient B,(g,G)/A,(g,G). This is an n-
regular group, and in fact the largest one containing a projection of g.

To an element g, we can associate another important convex subgroup, called the
n-fundament of g, denoted F,(g,G):

Fo(g,G) = J{C 2G:Cn(g+nG) =0}

If g ¢ nG, then F,(g,G) is the largest convex subgroup C' such that g + C' is not
n-divisible in G/C. If g € nG, we sometimes write F,,(g,G) = 0.

Definition 3.8. The n-spine Sp,,(G) of G is the set of definable convex subgroups
{A0(9,G) 1 g € G,g # 0} U{F,(9.G) : g € G\ nG}?
with the reverse ordering for the inclusion: if C,C" € Sp,,(G),
C<C' & C2C.
It will also be equipped with colours that we define below.

If there is no ambiguity on the ambient group, we may simply write A, (g), F,.(g),
B.,.(9), etc.

°Notice that F, (g,G) = 0 for all g € nG, but 0 is not considered as an element of the spine by
our definition. We deviate from Schmitt’s convention in [30] here for a good reason: otherwise, we
would have a last element in all the spines, which would make a characterization of augmentability
more difficult to state.
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Definition 3.9. For C' a convex subgroup of G, we set
I'i(n,C,G)={9g€G:F,(g9,G) CC}

I2(n,C,G)={g€G:F,(9,G) € C}
and
F(na Ca G) = Fl(”a 07 G)/FQ (Tl, Ca G)

We fix the group G and omit it in the notation, by writing I'(n, C'),T'y(n, C') and
I'y(n,C). For T" an abelian group, p a prime and s a natural number, we denote by
I'[p] the p-torsion of I', and we define

ap(T) = {dimwp<<p8‘1F>[p]/(pSr)[p]) if finite

00 otherwise -
This is the number of copies of the cyclic group Cjs in I'.
Definition 3.10. If R is an n-regular ordered abelian group and p|n, we denote

dimg, (R/pR)  if finite

00 otherwise

Bp(R) = {

This is the number of copies of Z,) in R.

Definition 3.11. Let n € N and p*» be largest prime power of p factor of n. We
equip Sp,(G) with the following unary predicates F,,, A,,, D, & s.m; Bp,m , Where
s < kp and m € N, where:

A, (C) if C = A, (g) for some g € G,

F,(C) if C = F,(g) for some g € G,

D(C) if C = A, (g) for some g € G and R, (g) is discrete,

Qp.s.m(C) if C = F,(g) for some g € G and ay, (T'(p*r, C)) > m,

Bp.m(C) if C = A, (g) for some g € G and for g such that 5,(R,(g)) > m.

We denote by Ls;, ~the following language

{<,An, Fo} U{apsm i pIn, s < kp, m € N}U{Bpm : pln, m € N}

Interested readers can find some examples described in [9] and [31]. We want to
emphasise some more. The following example show that A, and F,, don’t need to
intersect:

Remark 3.12. Alternative definitions of the ay:(I'(p*»,C)) can be found in [7],
where they are denoted d, s(C) and dp%(C).

Example 3.13. Recall that 7 denotes the dense linear order (Q, <). Consider
H = 6977 Q and for every irrational 7, a sequence (r]) of rational greater than =
converging to m. We consider the element a™ = (a])re, € H, Q where:

- J1 ifr=rT for some i,

~ 10 otherwise.

Set G := (H,a™ : 7 € R\ Q). Then, for every integer n, Sp,,(G A, (G) =Q,

) =R,
and F,(G) = R\ Q. For z € A,(G), R, = Q and for z € F,(G), ap s(x) = 0 for
s<k—1land apr_1(z)=1.

The next example builds on the previous one, hinting that the predicates «, s
can be intricate.



GROWING SPINES: AD INFINITUM ET AD INFINITESIMALIA 17

Example 3.14. Let G be as above. Fix an integer s, and let (¢,,) be an increasing
sequence of irrational numbers converging to 0. Set b = péal». We can
insure that b € H, Q by forcing the support of a,,, to be in Jtn, tns1]. Now set
G' = (G,b). Then F,(G’) has an extra point for x = F,(b) = Conve (D>, Q),
and o, s(z) =1, ap () =0 for all r # s.

Fact 3.15 (Schmitt).

e For alln € Ny, the n-spine Sp,,(G), equipped with its colors and ordering,
is interpretable by G in the ordered group language Loag-

e [30, Corollary 4.7] Let G and Go be two ordered abelian groups. Then
G1 = G if and only if for alln € Nsq:

Schmitt proves, in fact, a quantifier elimination result relative to the spine [31,
Theorem 1.7]. We will not state it, as we will use instead the work of Delon and
Lucas [9], which is based on this stronger result.

In the next lemma, we gather some intermediate results from Schmitt’s Habili-
tationschrift that we will use later:

Lemma 3.16. Let n > 1 be an integer, and G be an ordered abelian group.

(1) for a € G\ nG, we have the following equivalence:
g € F,(a) & (Vh € G)(Jh| < nlg] = a+ h ¢ nG).

(2) Fu(g) = Upmn Fpm (9),
(3) for all m|n such that n|m* for some k, and for all g € G\ nG, there is h
such that F,,(g) = Fy(h).

See [30, Lemma 2.10] for (2) and (3). A proof of first-ordered definability of F,
is scattered in [30, Chapter 3], or [31, p. 393]. However, the exact statement (1) is
[7, Lemma 2.1].

3.3. Strong Augmentability by infinitesimals. To characterize ordered abelian
groups which are strong augmentable by infinitesimals, we rely on the second propo-
sition of Delon-Lucas:

Fact 3.17 ([9, Proposition 2]). Let H < G be a pair of ordered abelian groups. Let
Hy be the H-infinitesimals of G:

Hy:={g€G:Vhe Hh+#0—|g| <|n)}.

Assume that for all integers n:
e forall g € G, Fu(g,G) # {0},
e forallge G, F,(g9,G) # Hy.
Then H < G/Hy with the obvious embedding.

Corollary 3.18. Assume that for all g € G and all n, F,(g9,G) # {0}. Then G is
strongly augmentable by infinitesimals.

Proof. Observe that in particular, G has no smallest positive element, and we
can find an elementary extension G' of G with a non-trivial convex subgroup of
infinitesimals G3.

Claim 1. There is an elementary extension G* of G such that for all n € N and
g €G", Gi # Fu(g,G").
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Proof of Claim 1. If for all g € G and all n, F,,(g,G) # G}, we are done. Assume
otherwise and for example that F, (a1, G') = G} for some a; € G! and n; € N.
Consider the type over G U {a'}:
pr(x) = {z ¢ Fy, (a1, G} U{[z| < |g]: g € G\ {0}}.

This type says that z is a new infinitesimal of G, larger than G§. Let G? be an
extension realising p;. Let G2 be the subgroup of infinitesimals in G2. Note that
F,, (a1,G?) # G2 since x € G\ F,, (a1, G?).

If G3 is not an F),, then we are done. Else, there is az € G? and ny € N such
that F,, (a2, G?) = GZ, and we define similarly

pa(x) = {z ¢ Foy(az, G*)} U{lz| < 9] : g € G\ {0}}.
and G? realising it. We proceed by induction and define if needed G™, a,, nm

and p,, for any m < w. If this process stops at some finite point, we are done.
Otherwise, let G* denote the union |J,, G™:

Gy G§  Go

. F

We claim that for all element ¢ in G* and n € N, F,,(¢9,G*) # Gj.
Indeed, take g € G* and n € N. There is m such that g € G™. Now either

e F,(9,G™) 2 G}, which means by definition that it contains an element of
our original group G. This also holds in G* since G™ < G*. This means
that F,,(g,G*) 2 G§. Or,

e F.(g,G™) C G- But Gy = F,, (am,G™), and the first-order sen-
tence “F,(g,G™) C Fy, (am,G™)” is true in G™. Moving to G™ ', there
is an x realising py,, which means x € GJ"™' \ F,, (am, G™'). Since
F,, (am, G™) D F,(9,G™), we have in particular = ¢ F,(g, G™1).

m

Consequently, z € G§ \ F\,(g, G*), that is, F,, (g, G*) # G§.

O

Go

|:lof Claim 1
By Fact 3.17, G < G*/G{ and in particular
(1) G+Gix G /Gl @ Gy
Consider the pair (G*, @), in the language of groups with a predicate for G. In
this language, G is definable and the statement “G < G*/G}” is therefore part of
the theory of the pair (G*, G). We can therefore move, if needed, to an elementary

extension of the pair (G*,G), and assume that G*,G§ and G*/G{ are R;-saturated
and

(2) GG =2G"/G) e Gy.
From Equations (1) and (2), it follows that
G =< Ga Gy,

and this shows that G is augmentable by infinitesimals.
O

As we shall see now, it is, in fact, an equivalence. We can also reformulate the
assumption as a property of the spines. We have:

Theorem 3.19. Let G be an ordered abelian group. The following are equivalent:

(1) G is strongly augmentable by infinitesimals
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(2) forallg € G and alln > 2, F,(g,G) # {0}
(3) for alln > 2, Sp,,(G) doesn’t have a last element satisfying F, .

Proof. (2) = (1) is the previous result. For (1) = (2), assume that there is H #
{0} such that G < G@® H and fix n € Nand g € G. If F,(9,G) = {0}, then
F,.((9,0),G ® H) is also {0}. By definition of Fj,, this means that (g,0) is n-
divisible modulo any non-trivial convex subgroup. In particular, g is n-divisible in
G = (G H)/H; but this means F),(g) = 0 which contradicts the assumption that
F,.(g9) = {0}. Finally, (2) < (3) is immediate: if Sp,,(G) has a smallest element
satisfying F,, then this must correspond to the convex subgroup {0}, and there is
therefore g € G such that F,(g,G) = {0}. O

This completely characterizes ordered abelian groups which are strongly aug-
mentable by infinitesimals.

Example 3.20. Consider G := @ . Z. Then for all n > 2, the order type of
Sp,,(G) is w*. All points satisfy exactly the following predicates:

Ve € Sp,(G) Fu(x) A An(2) A D(2) A Bp,1(2) Aty v, (n)-1,1(2)

where v, (n) is p'" valuation of n.

In particular, Sp,,(G) has a last element satisfying F,,, and G is not strongly
augmentable by infinitesimal by Theorem 3.19. Notice however that Z is a weak
infinitesimal augment of G: we have, indeed, that G = G & Z, and in fact, that
G=GaLZ.

Like in the case of augmentation by infinites, we now characterize ordered abelian
groups strongly augmentable by a divisible infinitesimal augment. Parts of this
characterization already appear in [12, Lemma 5.9].

Lemma 3.21. Let G be an ordered abelian group. TFAE:

(1) G < G® H for some non-trivial divisible ordered abelian group H.

(2) G<G® H for any divisible ordered abelian group H.

(3) Given an ordered abelian group H, we have G < G @® H if and only if H is
divisible.

(4) G=G @ H for some non-trivial divisible ordered abelian group H.

(5) G=G® H for any divisible ordered abelian group H.

(6) G admits for each prime p a non-trivial p-divisible convex subgroup.

(7) For each prime p, there is g € G such that the interval (0, g) is non-empty
and p-divisible.

(8) There is G' = G admitting a non-trivial divisible convez subgroup.

(9) For each n > 2, Sp,,(G) has a final point satisfying —F,.

Proof. (2) = (1) is clear and (1) = (2) follows from Remark 3.4 and the complete-
ness of the theory of divisible ordered abelian groups.

Similarly, we get (4) < (5).

We now prove (6) = (7) = (8) = (9) = (6). First, assume that (6) holds. Then
G admits a non-trivial p-divisible convex subgroup, and any g > 0 in this convex
subgroup fulfills (7). Next, if (7) holds, then G has an infinitesimal type, in the
sense that {0 < z < |g| | g € G \ {0}} is a finitely satisfiable type — this is because a
p-divisible interval is dense. Take G’ realizing this type and consider the subgroup
G|, of G-infinitesimals in G’. It is non-trivial, and it is divisible, as for p and g € G
given as is (7), G’ satisfies “0 < x < g — x is p-divisible”, that is, we have (8).

Continuing from (8) towards (9), assume (8) holds and take G’ = G with a
non-trivial divisible convex subgroup, call it C. Fix n > 2. Now any ¢ € C satisfies
Ap,(c) = {0}. This is a final point in Sp, (G’). Take now g € G’ and compute
Fo(g): if g € nG’, then F,,(g) = 0 is not in the spine, and if g ¢ nG, then also
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g+ c ¢ nG for any ¢ € C since ¢ € C is divisible, that is, F,,(g) 2 C. In both
cases, Fy,(g) # {0}, so Sp,,(G’) satisfies “I have a final point which is =F”. Since
Sp,,(G") = Sp,,(G), (9) holds.

Finally, assume (9). Fix p prime, by (9), Sp,(G) has a final point which is
not an F,. Then this final point must be an A, and for some g € G, we have
Ay(g) = {0}. Now B,(g) is a convex subgroup of G. Take h € By(g), then
F,(h) € Ay(h) = A,(g) = {0} by properties of the spine. Since the final point is
not an F,, we can’t have F,(h) = {0}; thus, F,(h) = 0, that is, h is p-divisible,
and B,(g) is a non-trivial convex subgroup of G which is p-divisible. This gives
(9) = (6).

To close the loop, observe that (3) = (1) = (4) = (8). Now assume (8) holds,
i.e. there is G’ = G admitting a non-trivial divisible convex subgroup, name this
subgroup C. Then G’ = G'/C & C by corollary 2.6. To show the right-to-left
implication of (3), take H a divisible ordered abelian group. By properties of
divisible ordered abelian groups, C < C @ H. Thus G'/C o C X G'/C e C & H,
and since G = G'/C @& C, we have G < G® H.

We show now the right-to-left implication of (3). Assume that G < G® H. Now
also G’ <X G' ® H. Take c € C, now G’ satisfies that any element in the interval
(0, ¢) is divisible, so G’ ® H also, and in particular, any element in H is divisible.

Thus, we have (8) = (3), which completes the proof. O

Note that this characterizes groups which are both weakly and strongly aug-
mentable by divisible infinitesimals; however, a “weak” version of (3), namely

(3’) Given an ordered abelian group H, we have G = G & H if and only if H
divisible.

is stronger than all the above statements. Indeed, we have the following example:

Example 3.22. @ _.(Z® Q) = (6D Z) ® Q is weakly augmentable by Q. It is,
however, also weakly augmentable by Z & Q.

3.4. Axiomatisation of the theory of spines. We will proceed in the next
subsection to characterize ordered abelian groups which are weakly augmentable by
infinitesimals. We need to recall and discuss Schmitt’s axiomatisation of n-spines.
We fix an integer n and for each prime p|n, we let p*» be the largest prime power
dividing n. We sometimes drop the index n in our notation for more visibility, and
in particular write F'(z) and A(x) instead of F,(x) and A, (x).

Definition 3.23. Let Tg;, , be the following list of axioms in the language Lgp », :

AS2) (Vz) (=Bpm(x) = —Bpm+1(z)) for all pjn and m > 1
(map,sm(z) = "ap s ms1(x)) forall pin, s <k, and m > 1
V) (-F(x) = -oyps1(x)) for all pjn and s < k,
(mA(z) = —fp1(x)) for all p|n
(A(2) V F(z))®
z) F(z) < V{aps1(z) i pln,s < kp})?

(AS9) (Vz) (D(x) = Bp,1(x) A —fp2(x)), for all pin

3We adapted this axiom to our convention. Notice that in [30], the corresponding axiom reads
(Vz) ((A(z) V F(z)) A (A(z) — Jy(z < y)). This seems to be a mistake: by their convention, the
n-spine can contain a last element which is an A (and an F').

4yWe adapted this axiom to our convention. In [30], Schmitt needs to make an exception when
there is a smallest convex subgroup which is divisible.

5In [30], the corresponding axiom has a small typo, as the — is missing.
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(AS10) (Va) [A(2) > (F(@) < Vypo Bpa (@))]

(AS11) (Vz,y) [(x <y A A(z)) = (F2)(x <z <y A F(z))]

(AS12) (Vz,y) [(z <y A-Ax)) = (Fz)(x < z <y A A(2))]

(AS13) (vy) [2A(y) = (F2)(z <y A A(2))]

(AS14) (a,y) [(z < yAF @) Aapsa(y) = (32)(@ < 2 < YAF()AV 1, apaa ()]

for all pjn and s < k, — 1

Here is one of the main result of Schmitt’s Habilitationsschrift ([30, Lemma 5.4
& Theorem 5.7]):

Fact 3.24 (Schmitt). For any ordered abelian group G, Sp,,(G) is a model of Tsp -
Conversely, for all models S of Tgp, r, there is an ordered abelian group G such that
Sp,(G) = S.

Remark 3.25. Let M be a model of Ts, . Then an end-segment M’ automati-
cally satisfies all axioms, except potentially the Axiom (AS13) (which asserts the
existence of a point y before an —A). However, if M’ has no minimum, or if its
minimum satisfies A, then M’ satisfies (AS13), and will therefore also be a model
of TSPn .

Example 3.26. Consider H = @ Z and let a = (an)new € H, Z with a, = 2
for all n € N. Set
G:=(H,a).
The A,,’s are exactly the following convex subgroups:
Gy ={reG:Vi<ka(i)=0}.

and we have D(Gy) A F(Gy,) for all k and all n. There is one additional F, and it
is Fa(a) = {0}.

o o o o s [ J

Go G1 Ga G3 {0}
The 2-spine {G,, : n € N} U{ {0} }, equipped with the reversion inclusion order
and the appropriate colors @z i m,B2,m, D, F2, A2, is a model of Tg,,. Also, all

end-segments are model of Tsp, , except the end-segment consisting only of the last
point.

We give later a more involved example of a group G which 2-spine admits an
augment which is not a model of (see Example 3.29).

Lemma 3.27 ([30, Lemma 3.15]). Let m,n be integers such that m|n. For every
sentence o in Lsp, , there is a sentence @, in Ls, —such that, for all ordered abelian
groups G,

In fact, [30, Lemma 3.15] is stronger and can be reformulated in terms of inter-
pretation. The statement above is however all we need for the main result of this
section.

Unfortunately, we do not have, in general, an inclusion Sp,, C Sp,,, for njm. In
other word, the set of spines is not (quite) a directed system of chains:

Example 3.28. Consider G := P, Z2) © 694 Z(3). We compute the order type
of the 2,3 and 6-spines. Consider the elements a = (1,0,0,...,...,0,0,0,...) and
b=1(0,0,0,...,...,0,1,0,...). Then we have:

o As(a) = B Z) and Ag(a) = DB\ 0y Z2) © D Z
o Ay(b) = {0} and Ag(b) = B,,50 Zs)-
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Then, one can see that Sp, is of type w + 1 and contains an extra point for {0}.
The 6-spine Spg is as expected of type w + ¢ but the spine Sp; contains one extra
point for the convex subgroup @C Zs)-

Spa(G) e e e
Sp3(G)

Spe(C) o o o

In other words, 2-divisible ribs can “create” a point in the 3-spine and vice versa.

3.5. Weak Augmentability by Infinitesimals. The next example is due to De-
lon and Lucas. Rephrased in our setting, it is an ordered abelian group whose
2-spine Sp,(G) = Tsp, can be “augmented”, i.e. there is a Lgp,-structure ¥ such
that Sp,(G) + X |= Tsp,, but the augment 3 itself doesn’t satisfy (AS13).

Example 3.29 ([9, Example p.503-4]). Consider H .= . Z and H := P .. , Z.
Let (@i)i<w be a sequence of ordinals cofinal in a. Let a® = (a§)sew~ € Hw Z:

aa{2 if 8 = «; for some i < w,
5=

0 otherwise.
Then set
G:=(H,a” : o < w", limit)

and

G = (H' )a”:a<w*- 2, limit).
The convex subgroups are the

Gy ={xeG:V8>az(B)=0}
where o € w® - 2. The convex subgroups G,4+1 (successor ordinals) are D and
Ap, F, for all n. All G, (successors and limits) except Gy = G are Fy’s. We have
1 ifs=1and2n

also for o limits ag s(I'(n,G,)) = .
’ 0 otherwise.

e s ot 8 s 8 st @ e e et @ e e wee
GUJ Gw~2 Gw~3
We consider the end-segment ¥ == {G, : w* < a <w¥ -2}
® o o o .- ® o o o .- ® o o o - ® o o o -
Gue wa+w Gw‘“+w‘2 wa+w~3

We can see that
Sp, G+ 3 = Sp, G’ = Sp, G,
but X is not the 2-spine of a group, as its doesn’t satisfy (AS13).
Fact 3.30 (Delon-Lucas ([9, Proposition 4-4 2.])). Let G and H be two ordered

abelian groups and let n be an integer. Assume that one of these two statements
does not hold:®

(1) Sp,,(G) has a last element x which satisfies —F,,.

6Note that Delon-Lucas use the inclusion-preserving-order on the spines, which must be re-
versed to fit our convention.
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(2) Sp,,(H) has a first element y.
Then Sp,,(G ® H) = Sp,,(G) + Sp,,(H).

Definition 3.31. Let G be an ordered abelian group. We denote Sp(G) the set
{Sp,,(G) : m > 2} of spines of G. We see Sp(G) as a multisorted structure, with
a sort for each Sp, (G) in the language £,, and no relation nor function between
them.

Definition 3.32. We say that Sp(G) is weakly augmentable on the right if there
is an integer k > 1 and a set of non-empty coloured chains ¥ := {¥,, : k|n}, ¥,, an
L,-structure, such that

Sp,(G) + £, = Sp,,(G).

Lemma 3.33. Let G be an ordered abelian group. TFAE:

(1) G is not weakly augmentable by Q.

(2) there exists k such that Spy,(G) either has no final point or has a final point
satisfying F.

(3) there exists k such that for all n multiple of k, Sp,,(G) either has no final
point or has a final point satisfying F,.

Proof. (1) & (2) comes from Lemma 3.21-(9). To prove (2) < (3), we simply
observe that for any n, Sp, (G) has a final point satisfying —F,, if and only if G
has a non-trivial n-divisible convex subgroup. This is in fact part of the proof of
Lemma 3.21.

Now (3) = (2) is immediate, and we also have the implication (2) = (3), since
if no convex subgroup of G is k-divisible, then no convex subgroup of G is mk
divisible, for any m € N. g

Theorem 3.34. Let G be an ordered abelian groups. If Sp(G) is weakly aug-
mentable on the right, then G is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals. If G is not
weakly augmentable by Q, then the converse also holds: if G is weakly augmentable
by infinitesimals, then Sp(G) is weakly augmentable on the right.

Proof. To show the first implication, assume that Sp(G) is weakly augmentable on
the right: let £ € N and {%,, : k|n} all non-empty be such that

for all integers n such that k|n.

If ¥, has a first element y satisfying —A,(y), then from (AS12) applied to
Sp,,(G) + X,, at the point y, we deduce that Sp,(G) has no maximum element.
In such a case, Sp,,(G) is in fact strongly augmentable (Corollary 5.5). Then, by
Lemma 5.3, we may find a strong augment of Sp,,(G) with no minimal element. In
any case, we may assume that ¥,, doesn’t have a first element satisfying —A4,, (y).

By Remark 3.25, ¥,, satisfies Ts, and by Fact 3.24, there are groups H,, with
Sp,,(Hp) = 2,,.

We show now that G and H,, satisfy the conditions of Fact 3.30 (i.e. either (1)
or (2) is false), and thus, we would deduce that:

Indeed, the problematic case is when Sp,(G) has a last element z satisfying
—F,(x) and ¥, has a first element y. This is impossible, as such an z would then
satisfy A, (x) by (AS6). But now, by (AS11), as y is the immediate successor of z,
x would need to satisfy F},, a contradiction.

Let H = [],, H, be a non-principal ultraproduct of the H,,, with nN € U/ for all
n. Let m be an integer with k|m and let ¢ be a sentence in the language of m-spines.
For all multiple n of m, by Lemma 3.27, there is a sentence ,, in the n-spine which
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interprets ¢. Also, observe that G ® H = ([[,, G) @ (I],, Hrn) = [[,(G @ H,,), and
therefore, by Los’s theorem:

Sp, (G & H) = ¢ & Sp,([[(G & HY) E o,
17

< for U-many n, Sp,, (G & H,) E ¢,

< for U-many n with m|n, Sp,,(G @ H,) = Sp,,(G) + X, = ¢,
< for U-many n with m|n, Sp,,(G) E ¢,

& for U-many n with m|n, Sp,,,(G) E ¢

© Sp,(G) E ¢

By Fact 3.15, G & H = G, as wanted.

To show the second implication, assume that there is H such that G & H = G,
and G is not augmentable by some divisible ordered abelian group. By Lemma 3.33,
there is an integer k such that, for all multiple n of k, Sp,,(G) doesn’t admits a last
point satisfying —F;,. By Fact 3.30,

Sp,(G & H) = Sp,,(G) + Sp,, (H).

By Fact 3.15, Sp,,(G) = Sp,,(G) + Sp,,(H) for all such n. Since H is not divisible,
Sp,,(H) is not empty, in particular, Sp(G) is augmentable on the right, as wanted.
U

Merging this result with Lemma 3.21, we obtain:

Corollary 3.35. An ordered abelian group is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals
if and only if one of the following holds:

(1) it is weakly augmentable by a divisible infinitesimal augment, in which case

it is also strongly augmentable by an infinitesimal augment,
(2) its multisorted set of spines is augmentable.

Note that the two cases are not mutually exclusive, as seen in Example 3.22.

We conclude this section with simple examples, to show that for all integers
n # m, there is no correlation between right-augmentability of Sp,,(G) and right-
augmentability of Sp,,(G).

Example 3.36. Denote by 7 the linear order (Q, <). Consider the ordered abelian
group

G =P Zz Q) & (Zp) & Ly).
n

We have
Spy(G) = (n+1)-L

where L = {a, b} with As(a) A Fz(a) and A2(b) A —~Fy(b). In particular, Spy(G) is
right-augmentable and in fact Spy(G) + Spy(G) = Spy(G). The 6-spine Spg(G) is
n- L+ L' where

o L ={a,b} with Ag(a) A Fs(a) and Ag(b) A —Fg(b).

o I/ ={a,b'} with Ag(a) A Fs(a) and Ag(b') A Fg(b').
We can see that the 6-spine is not right-augmentable and in fact, G is not augment-
able by infinitesimals. The converse is technically also false:

Example 3.37. Consider G = @, Z3). The 6-spine is right-augmentable, but
the 3-spine is a singleton-chain {a} (with —F3(a) A A3(a) by convention) and there-
fore is not augmentable.
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In the next example, we give an ordered abelian group G such that Sp,«(G) is
augmentable on the right, but Sppk+1(G) is not. This is due to our convention to

not include all predicates « in the spines.”

Example 3.38. Consider the ordered abelian groups H = (P, Z,a) and H' =
(B, Z,b), where a = (2)pew and b = (22),¢, are elements of H_Z. Set G =
@D, H® H'. Then Sp,(G) is augmentable on the right but Spg(G) is not.

The 4-spine of G can indeed be identified with the linear order @ . (w+1). The
convex subgroups C' corresponding to the points (n,m), n,m € w have colors D(C)
and the convex subgroups C' corresponding to the points (n,w), n € w have colors
FQ(C) A\ ﬁAQ(C) A\ 01271)1(0) A\ ﬁa2,1’2(0>.

(2,w) (1,w) (0,0)

The 8-spine of G is identical, except the last point (0,w) has colors F»(C) A
_‘AQ(C) A\ 042,271(0) A\ —|04272,2(C) AN —\Ot27171(0).

(2,(&1) ( ,W) (O,LU)

4. AUTOMATIC DEFINABILITY OF HENSELIAN VALUATIONS

We are now ready to characterize automatic definability of valuations. Recall
that an ordered abelian group is said to have automatic ()-definability (in the class
of henselian valued fields) if for any henselian valued field (K, v) with vK = G, the
valuation v is Lying-(0)-definable, and similarly for a (residue) field k.

4.1. By properties of the residue field. We build on Theorem 3.5 to study
elementary embeddings of henselian valued fields, and to characterize when the
valuation is automatically (uniformly) definable from properties of the residue field.

Recall that a field £ is called t-henselian if k is L,ing-elementarily equivalent to
a field admitting a non-trivial henselian valuation. The key observation in what
follows is that Theorem 3.5 gives rise to an elementary embedding of any ¢-henselian
field of characteristic 0 into some (non-trivial) power series field over it:

Proposition 4.1. Let k be a t-henselian field of characteristic 0. Then k < k((H))
for some non-trivial ordered abelian group H.

Proof. Let k be a t-henselian field of characteristic 0. Arguing as in Remark 2.19, we
may replace k with any L,i,s-elementary extension. In particular, we may assume
that k is Ny-saturated in L,ing. By [26, Lemma 3.3, k admits a non-trivial henselian
valuation v. Passing to an Nj-saturated Lya-elementary extension (k*,v*) of (k,v),
we may further assume that (k,v) is Ry-saturated as a valued field. We next argue
that k& admits a non-trivial henselian valuation w of residue characteristic 0. Note
that v has a non-trivial coarsening w of residue characteristic 0 if and only if
vk 2 Conv(v(p)) holds. That this inclusion is proper is ensured by N;-saturation
of (k,v). Thus, replacing v by w, we may assume char(kv) = 0.

Now, by Fact 2.9, we have (k,v) < (kv((vk)), u), where u denotes the power series
valuation on kv((vk)). Denote G := vk. By Theorem 3.5, we have G < H & G for
some non-trivial ordered abelian group H. Thus, we obtain — once again by the
Ax-Kochen/Ershov Theorem in equicharacteristic 0 —

k< ko((G)) < ko((G))((H))
"For example, according to Schmitt’s definitions that we use here, only the predicates ap,1,m,

m > 1, are present in the p-spine. In [7] however, the p-spine is equipped with all the predicates
Qp,s,m, § > 1,m > 1.
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and
k((H)) < ko((G))((H)).-
This induces an elementary embedding k < k((H)). O

We now link the proposition above to L,ing-definability of henselian valuations
with a given residue field.

Theorem 4.2. Let k be a field of characteristic 0. The following are equivalent:

(1) k is not t-henselian, i.e., it is not elementary equivalent to a field k' that
admits a non-trivial henselian valuation,

(2) k has automatic definability, i.e., for every henselian valued field (K, v) with
residue field k, the valuation v is definable (possibly using parameters),

(3) k has automatic O-definability, i.e., for every henselian valued field (K, v)
with residue field k, the valuation v is O-definable,

(4) all henselian valuations with residue field elementarily equivalent to k are
uniformly (-definable in Lying. More precisely, there is a parameter-free
Lying-formula () which defines the valuation ring v of in any henselian
valued field (K, v) with residue field Kv a model of The,, (k).

ring (

Proof. The implications (4) = (3) and (3) = (2) are trivial.

We show (2) == (1) via contraposition. Assume that k is t-henselian. By
Proposition 4.1, we have k < k((H)) for some non-trivial ordered abelian group H.
We have the following chain of elementary embeddings:

k< k((Ho) < k(Hoy @ Hye Hy)) << k(( €D Hi)) <
—n<i<n
where H; are all copies of H and with the obvious embeddings. By Tarski’s chain
lemma [32, Theorem 2.1.4], k is an elementary substructure of k" := k(D H)). By
Theorem 2.21, it is enough to show that &’ is strongly co-augmentable with some
ordered abelian group I'. Set I' := EBC H and let I be another copy of I". Note that
L X TaT’ (by, e.g., playing Ehrenfeucht—Fraissé games) and that £’ < &'((T)). In
other words, k' and T" are strongly co-augmentable by I", as claimed.

The implication (1) = (4) is essentially [12, Proposition 5.5]. We give the
proof for convenience of the reader. Assume k is not ¢-henselian, in particular k is
not separably closed. Consider the Ly,-theory T which stipulates that any model
(K,v) is henselian with residue field Kv = k (in Lying) and the Lyu-formula ¢(z)
which asserts that © € O,. Take (K1,v1), (K2,v2) = T that have the same Lying-
reduct, i.e., in particular K1 = K5. Then both v; and vy are henselian valuations
with non-separably closed residue field, thus they are comparable, cf. [10, Theorem
4.4.2]. Assume for a contradiction that we have O,, C O,,, then v; induces a non-
trivial henselian valuation on Kvs. But then k is t-henselian, in contradiction to
our assumption. Thus, we have v; = vo, and so Fact 2.1 implies that v is uniformly
()-definable in all models of T'. O

Remark 4.3. Theorem 4.2 does not hold in general for fields of positive character-
istic.

(1) It is always true, regardless of the characteristic, that k not being ¢-henselian
implies k has automatic (-definability, see [12, Proposition 5.5|. In fact, the
argument in [12] even shows that the valuation ring is (-definable by an 3v-
formula.

(2) The converse direction fails in general. If k is imperfect and admits no
Galois extensions of degree divisible by p, then any henselian valuation with
residue field k is definable by [22, Proposition 3.6]. Such a field could be t-
henselian and still have automatic definability. Examples exist abundantly,



GROWING SPINES: AD INFINITUM ET AD INFINITESIMALIA 27

e.g., F,(¢)%P is t-henselian (and in fact even henselian) but admits no proper
Galois extensions of any degree.

(3) We do not know whether Theorem 4.2 hold for perfect fields of positive
characteristic, and we have no counterexample. A crucial point in our
proof is Proposition 4.1, which is false for perfect fields in general: if & is
perfect, then k < k((H)) would imply that H is p-divisible and hence the
power series valuation on k((H)) is tame. However, there are examples of
perfect henselian fields which have no elementary extension that admits a
non-trivial tame valuation. One such example is k = (F,((t))¥)P°, the
perfect hull of any nonprincipal ultrapower of the power series field F,,((¢))
(see [34, Example 4.1.5]).

(4) It is nonetheless possible to prove Proposition 4.1 for some classes of fields
of positive characteristic; namely, if k is t-henselian of tame type, that
is, if k is elementary equivalent to some field L admitting a non-trivial
henselian tame valuation v, then k < k((H)) holds for some non-trivial
ordered abelian group H. The proof of this is identical to the proof of
Proposition 4.1, using the tame version of Ax-Kochen/Ershov ([24, Theo-
rem 7.1]) and noting that since the value group vL is p-divisible, any infinite
augment H of vL must also be p-divisible.

Conversely, if k is perfect and k < k((H)) holds, then k is necessarily
t-henselian of tame type.

As we mentioned in the introduction, Theorem 4.2 partially answers the question
raised in [23, Section 5.4]. Specifically, they inquire about identifying the classes
C and Cy of fields with automatic definability and automatic (-definability respec-
tively. Theorem 4.2 shows that restricting to the case of characteristic 0, the class
of fields that are not t-henselian coincides exactly with both the classes C and Cj.
These classes are not elementary:

Remark 4.4. The class of t-henselian fields is axiomatisable in Lying: it is clearly
closed under elementary equivalence, and if (K;);er is a family of ¢-henselian fields,
then for each i there is a field L; = K; admitting a nontrivial henselian valuation v;.
Now, we have [[,, K; = [, Li, and passing to Lya.1, we have that [],,(L;,v;) is a
henselian non-trivially valued field for any nonprincipal ultrafilter 2. Thus, [, K;
is t-henselian, and the class of ¢-henselian fields is closed under ultraproducts.

However, its complement is not axiomatisable: calling a valued field n<-henselian
if Hensel’s Lemma holds for polynomials of degree up to n, one can construct ng-
henselian fields (K,,,v,) for every n > 2 which are not t-henselian (see e.g. [12,
Lemma 6.4]). Any non-principal ultraproduct of these is henselian.

Therefore, Theorem 4.2 implies that the classes C and Cy are not axiomatisable.

4.2. By properties of the value group. We finally characterize value groups
with automatic definability and automatic (-definability. The two notions are
known to be distinct: in [23, Example 4.9] shows that @ . Z has automatic de-
finability but does not have automatic (-definability. Let us point out that this
group is weakly augmentable by the infinitesimal Z but not strongly augmentable
by infinitesimals, as seen in Example 3.20.

4.2.1. With parameters. We give a complete characterization of ordered abelian
groups with automatic definability, answering [23, Question 5.1 (i) (1)].

Theorem 4.5. An ordered abelian group G has automatic definability with param-
eters if and only if G is not strongly augmentable by infinitesimals.
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Recall that we have classified strong augmentability in Theorem 3.19. This
classifcation is expressed by conditions on the n-fundaments of G, denoted by F,(g)
for g € G (see Definition 3.7).

In order to prove the theorem and define the valuation in any henselian val-
ued field with non-augmentable value group, we will use “Robinson’s generalised
formula”.

Proposition 4.6. Let (K,v) be a henselian valued field. Suppose there is t € O,
such that v(t) is not p-divisible for some prime p. If p # char(Kwv), then consider
Robinson’s formula

ep(x,t): (Fy)(1+ta? = yP).
If p = char(Kw), consider instead the formula

ep(z,t): (y)(1 +ta? = y* —y).

In either case, the Lying-formula
Vp(z,t): (Vy)(ep(y, 1) = wp(ay,t))
defines the valuation ring
Oy ={a€ K |v(a) >0Vou(a) € Fp(v(t))}

which is a nontrivial coarsening of v. In particular, if Fj,(v(t)) = {0}, then ¢p(z,t)
defines O,,.

This is a quite well-known generalization of Robinson’s formula, which we learned
from Scanlon, see for example [22, Prop. 3.6] or [6, Prop. 1.4.1].

Proof. We first claim that ¢,(x,t) defines the set I; := {a € K | pv(a) > —v(t)}.
This is a standard consequence of Hensel’s lemma: If 1 + taP is a p"-power, then
v(1 + tzP) is clearly p-divisible. If 1 + ¢zP is of the form y? + y, then v(y) < 0 (as
otherwise v(1 + taP) = v(y) > 0 = v(1) which implies v(tz?) = 0, contradicting
that v(t) is not p-divisible). Then again, v(1 + taP) is p-divisible. Since v(txP) =
pu(x) 4+ v(t) is not p-divisible by choice of ¢, this is possible only if pv(z) + v(t) =
v(tzP) > v(1) = 0, that is, pv(z) < —v(t).

Conversely, assume that pv(z) > —v(t). Then v(1 + ta?) = 0. If char(Kv) # p,
then 1 € Kv is a single-root of the Kv-polynomial Y? — res(1 + tz?). By Hensel’s
lemma, there is y € K such that y? = 1 + t2P, as wanted. Similarly, in residue
characteristic char(k) = p, 1 € Kwv is a single-root the Kv-polynomial Y? +Y —
res(1 + tzP) and Hensel’s lemma gives y € K such that y? + y = 1 + taP.

Now observe that the formula v, (z,t) defines the multiplicative stabilizer of I,
that is, the set
We aim to show that b € S if and only if v(b) > 0 or v(b) € F,(v(t)).

If v(b) > 0, we take a € I, and clearly pv(ba) > pv(a) > —v(t), that is, b € S;. If
v(b) € Fp(v(t)) and v(b) < 0, we take a € I;. Recall that, by Lemma 3.16(1), v(b) €
F,(v(t)) means that v(t) + h is not p-divisible for all h € vK with || < plv(b)].
Assume towards a contradiction that ab ¢ I;. Then we have pv(a) > —v(t) but
p(v(a) + v(b)) < —v(t). So, 0 < pv(a) + v(t) < —pv(b). In particular, pv(a) + v(¢)
lies in the convex hull of v(b); but v(t) — (pv(a) + v(t)) is p-divisible, contradicting
the fact that v(b) € F,(v(t)).

Finally, assume that v(b) < 0 and v(b) ¢ F,(v(t)). This means that there is h €
(pu(b), —pv(b)) such that v(t) + h is p-divisible. If h > 0, we note that v(t) +h — ph
is also p-divisible, but h — ph is now negative, so we might assume h < 0. Now
v(t) + h < v(t) and is p-divisible. Take a € K such that pv(a) = —(v(t) + h). Now
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pv(a) > —v(t) so a € I;. But p(v(ab)) = pv(a) + pv(b) = —v(t) — h+ pv(b) < —v(¢)
since pv(b) < h, thus ab ¢ I;, which in turn means b ¢ S;. O

Now Theorem 4.5 follows easily: in one direction, if G < G & H with H # {0},
then we take k = C((, H)), and by Theorem 2.21, since k and G are strongly
co-augmentable, the valuation is not definable in k((G)).

In the other direction, if G is not augmentable by infinitesimals, then by Theo-
rem 3.19, there is n > 2 and g € G such that F,,(g) = {0}. By Lemma 3.16, there
is p|n and h € G such that Fj,(h) = {0}. We conclude by Proposition 4.6.

Remark 4.7. As in Remark 4.4, we note that the class of ordered abelian groups
which are strongly augmentable by infinitesimals is axiomatisable in Loag, in fact,
an axiomatization is explicitely given in Theorem 3.19.
Its complement, however, is not, as any finite collection of conditions of the form
(Vg)Fn(g) # {0} is satisfied by Z, for p big enough — but Z, satisfies F},(1) = {0}.
Therefore, the class of ordered abelian groups with automatic definability is not
axiomatisable.

Furthermore, let us note that in this case, we have an explicit formula defining
the valuation ring, with quantifier alternation of the type V4. Finally, let’s compare
our result to the main theorem of [23]:

Fact 4.8 ([23, Theorem 3.1]). Let G be an ordered abelian group. If G is not a
closed subset of its divisible hull GYV, then G has automatic definability.

Theorem 4.5 gives a new proof of their result. Moreover, we now show that the
results of Kuhlmann, Krapp and Link are essentially optimal:

Theorem 4.9. Let G be an ordered abelian group. Then G is strongly augmentable
by infinitesimals if and only if G has no minimum positive element and is closed in
its divisible hull GUV.,

Proof. We use the characterization of strong augmentability by infinitesimals given
in Theorem 3.19 as well as [23, Remark 3.2], which states the class of ordered
abelian groups G which are closed in their divisible hulls is axiomatised by the
axiom scheme

(Pn)n>2: (Va) [(Vb > 0)(3g) (la — ng| < b — (3h)(a = nh))].

Assume first that G is strongly augmentable by infinitesimals. It is clear that
G cannot have a minimum positive element. Now fix n > 2 and a € G. We know
that F,(a) # {0}, and there is two possibilities: either F,(a) = 0, in which case
a is n-divisible; or Fj,(a) 2 {0}, in which case a — ng ¢ F,(a) for any g € G by
definition of F),, thus, taking any b € F,,(a) \ {0}, we have that |a —ng| > b for any
g € G. In both cases, we have that ¢,, holds in G.

Assume now that G has no minimum positive element and is closed in G4V,
Fix n > 2 and a € G. If a is n-divisible, then F,(a) = . If a is not n-divisible,
then by ¢, there must exist some b € G~ such that for all g € G, |a — ng| > b.
Since G has no minimum positive element, we move if needed to some elementary
extension G* = G with A(b) 2 {0} — where A(b) is the largest convex subgroup
not containing b. We have by elementarity that for all ¢ € G*, |a — ng| > b.
In particular, a — ng ¢ A(b), and F,(a,G*) 2 A(b), and thus F,(a,G) # {0} by
elementarity. This holds for all n > 2, and therefore by Theorem 3.19, G is strongly
augmentable. O

4.2.2. Without parameters. Similarly as for the strong case, if an ordered abelian
group G is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals, that is, if G = G & H for some
ordered abelian group H # {0}, then we can construct a henselian valued field



30 B. BOISSONNEAU, A. DE MASE, F. JAHNKE, AND P. TOUCHARD

(K,v) with vK = G and on which v is not (-definable. We now prove that this is
the only obstacle to definability:

Theorem 4.10. Let G be an ordered abelian group. The following are equivalent:

(1) G has automatic (-definability.

(2) The valuation v is uniformly definable in the class of henselian valued fields
with value group elementary equivalent to G.

(8) G is not weakly augmentable by infinitesimals.

Proof. We already argued why if G is weakly augmentable by infinitesimals, then
it can’t have automatic -definability, that is, (1) implies (3). (2) implies (1) is clear,
and to prove (3) implies (2), we apply Beth’s definability theorem (Fact 2.1) with
L = Liing, L' = Lya1, T the L'-theory of all henselian valued fields with value group
elementary equivalent to G, and the Ly,-formula ¢(x) which asserts that © € O,.

Let (K,v1) and (K, v2) be two models of T" which are expansions of the same
field K, we want to prove that O,, = O,,.

Case 1: the residue fields Kv, and Kvo are both separably closed. Then we
have O,, C O,,, and Kvy itself is separably closed, by the defining property of
the canonical henselian valuation. But if O,, is a strict refinement of O,,., then
v1 induces a non-trivial valuation 77 on Kwvg. Since Kvg is separably closed,
the value group v7(Kvg) is divisible. Now, any divisible ordered abelian group is
weakly (even strongly) augmentable by infinitesimals, and therefore, G = 11 K =
v K ®v1(Kvk) is also weakly-augmentable by infinitesimals, a contradiction. Thus
Oy, = Oy, , and similarly, O,, = O, , so they are indeed equal.

Case 2: at least one of the residue fields Kv1 or Kve is not separably closed. Then
at least one of v; or vy is a coarsening (not necessarily strict) of vk, and is thusfore
comparable with all other henselian valuations. So v; and vy are comparable, say
0., € O,,, and denote by 77 the induced valuation on Kvs. But now G = 1 K =
v K @ 17(Kvg) = G @ 1(Kvz). Because G is not augmentable, we conclude that
71 (Kvg) = {0}, that is, 77 is trivial, or v; = vs. O

Remark 4.11. As in Remarks 4.4 and 4.7, we have that the class of ordered abelian
groups augmentable by infinitesimals is axiomatisable, but its complement is not.
Indeed, this class is clearly closed under elementary equivalence and ultraprod-
ucts, since [[,,(G; ® H;) = [],,(Gi) ® [[,,(H;).
To see that its complement is not closed under ultraproducts, we simply observe
that Z,) is not weakly augmentable by infinitesimals, but [],, Z¢,) = Q is.

In Proposition 5.8, we give an explicit axiomatisation of the theory of weakly
augmentable coloured linear orders. From this, we can write the theory of ordered
abelian groups with weakly augmentable n-spine for any fixed collection of n € N.
This is not however enough to obtain an explicit axiomatisation of the class of
ordered abelian groups weakly augmentable by infinitesimals.

Finally, we give an example on how Theorem 4.10 can be used to give a new proof
of previously know results. Note that by the sheer virtue of being an equivalence,
Theorem 4.10 is stronger than any theorem of the form “if (K,v) is a henselian
valued field and vK has property P, then v is (-definable”.

Fact 4.12 ([21]). Let G be an ordered abelian group. If G is p-regular and not
p-divisible for some prime p, then G has automatic O-definability.

Proof. Let G be such a group and suppose that G = G @ H for some H # {0}. Now
G @ H is p-regular by elementarity, and a quotient of a p-regular ordered abelian
group by a non-trivial convex subgroup is always p-divisible, thus G = G @ H/H
is p-divisible, a contradiction. O
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For an example of a non-regular ordered abelian group which nonetheless has
automatic (-definability, consider @, cp Z(,) ® Z.

5. AUGMENTABILITY OF COLOURED LINEAR ORDERS

In this section, we fix a language of coloured linear order £ = {<, xq : @ < A},
where x,’s are all unary predicates. We call chain any coloured linear order in this
language. Recall that, given two chains X = (X, <x) and Y = (Y, <y), we let
X + Y denote the chain with base set X U'Y and with ordering “<,” defined as
z<jyyifandonlyifz,ye X Az <xy,orz,yc YAz <yy,orxe XAyeY.
We define colours in X + Y in the obvious way.

Definition 5.1. Let X and Y be chains. A chain X is said to be
e weakly augmentable (on the right) if there exists an non-empty chain Y
such that X = X +Y. We say then that X is weakly augmentable (on the
right) by Y, and Y is a weak augment of X.
e strongly augmentable (on the right) if there exists an non-empty chain Y’
such that X < X +Y. We say then that X is strongly augmentable (on
the right) by Y, and Y is a strong augment of X.

Similarly, we can define augmentability on the left, by replacing X + Y with
Y + X. As the situation is symmetric, we mostly consider, in this section, aug-
mentability on the right, and will only specify when needed. It is clear that being
strongly augmentable implies being weakly augmentable.

Example 5.2.
e w is strongly augmentable by (.
e w* is weakly augmentable by a single point. However, it is not strongly
augmentable, as it has a maximum.
e w + 1 is not weakly augmentable.
e >, (C+n+() is strongly augmentable by > (¢ +w +w* + ().
for any chain X, )" . X is weakly augmentable by X.

The following lemma, although not used in this section, is useful in general to
study augmentability. In particular, it was used in the proof of Theorem 3.34.

Lemma 5.3. Let X be a strongly augmentable chain, and letY be a strong augment
of X:

X<xX+Y
Then ZC Y is also a strong augment of X :

X<X+ZY.
¢

Proof. This is a direct application of Tarski’s chain lemma [32, Theorem 2.1.4 &
Exercise 2.1.1] : Define L,, the chain consisting of 2n + 1 successive copies of Y:

n
Ly=3 Y=Y, 4 +Y,
where Y; is a copy of Y for all natural number i. With the obvious embedding of
L, in L, 1, we have for all n € N:
X+Ln < X+Y—n—l +Ln +Yn+l = X+Ln+1~
By Tarski’s chain lemma, X < U, (X + Ln) = X + >, Y, as wanted. O

Let A C B be two chains, and a € B an element. We denote:
e Boa={be B:3Jac A, b0a} for O € {>,<},
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e Bop={be B:Vac A, bla} for 0 e {>,<},
o (A)p=B>aNBca={beB:3a,a €A, a<b<d},
e Bp, = BD{a} for O e {2, >, <,<}.

Lemma 5.4 (See [9, Example 1]). Let A, B be chains with A < B. Then:
(1) A< (A)p < B,
(2) A< BgA < B, and
(3) A< B>a < B.

Proof. Let a € A. With the notation above, we have B¢, = {z € B |z < a} and
As,={x € A| x> a}. Denote B¢, + Asq by C,. We have naturally A<, < Bga,
therefore, A = A¢, + Asq, < Cq < B. The chain of structures (Cy)qea is thus
elementary, and by Tarski’s chain lemma, A < (J Co <X B, and U,y Ca is
exactly B¢a.

Reversing the ordering gives a proof of A < B> 4 < B. For the convex hull, we
simply note that (B<a) 4 = (4) 5. O

acA

We now use this fact to characterize strongly augmentable linear orders:

Corollary 5.5. Let A be a chain. Then A is strongly augmentable on the right
(resp. on the left) if and only if it has no last element (resp. no first element).

Proof. We do the proof on the right; reversing the ordering gives a proof on the left.
If A has a last element, clearly there can’t be a non-empty X such that A < A+ X.
Suppose that A has no last element. The “type at infinity”

Too(z) ={a <z |ac A}

is thus satisfiable. Let B = A be |A|T-saturated. Then in particular, B contains a
realisation of m,, that is, B~ 4 # 0.

Remark 5.6. For the first (and last) time in this paper, we have a class which is
finitely axiomatisable, as “not having a max” is expressed by one sentence. This
means the classes of strongly augmentable and not strongly augmentable chains are
both axiomatisable.

Now by Lemma 5.4, we have A < Bgua, therefore by back-and-forth, we have
A+ X < Bga + X for any coloured linear order X; in particular, A + Bsa <
Bca+Bss=B. Now A< Band A C A+ B> 4 < B, therefore, A A+Bs 4. O

The following proposition, also due to Delon and Lucas (see [9, p.510]), gives a
simple characterisation of weakly augmentable chains.

Proposition 5.7. Let L be a non-empty chain. A chain C is weakly-augmentable
by L if and only if there is a chain B such that C = B+ )" . L.

Proof. Clearly, if C'is of the form B+ )" . L, it is weakly augmentable by L. As-
sume now that C' is weakly augmentable by L. We may replace C with a saturated
enough model, so that there is an isomorphism o : C + L — C. The application o
can then be iterated on L, since o(L) is a subset of C. Letting L™ denote o™ (L),
all L™ are clearly disjoint, with L"*' < L™. Their union (J, L™ = Y . L™ is an
end-segment of C. Denote B := C'\ ) . L". Then by back-and-forth, we have

C=B+)Y L"=B+)Y L,
w* w*

and this conclude the proof. [l
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This characterisation of weakly augmentable chain is similar to the character-
isation of “right-abosrbing” chains in [11, Proposition 3.15]: a chain X is called
right-absorbing if there exists Y such that X +Y ~ X, a property that we could
instead call “isomorphically augmentable on the right”. [11, Proposition 3.15] states
that X is right-absorbing if and only if X ~ X + 5" . A for some chain A.

To conclude this short section, we note that the class of weakly augmentable
chains is also elementary, and an explicit axiomatisation can be given. We are
deeply grateful to David Gonzalez for providing us such an axiomatisation, which
we now present. Let ¢ be a sentence in £, and let x be a new variable which doesn’t
occur in ¢. We denote by ¢« (z) the formula with free variable z obtained from ¢
by replacing quantifiers (Jy) and (Vy) by (Jy < z) and (Vy < ) respectively. It is
easy to see that for all chains C' and ¢ € C, we have:

Clke<lo) & O F e

As a preliminary remark, note that if a chain does not have a maximal element,
then it is strongly augmentable by Corollary 5.5 — and thus also weakly augment-
able. Remains to axiomatise weakly augmentable chains with a maximal element.
For ease of notation, we move to a language containing a new constant symbol
standing for the maximal element.

Proposition 5.8. Let Ly := LU{M} be the language L with a constant M. The
theory T, of weakly augmentable chains with maximal element M consists of the
following azioms:

e (V) (y < M), and
o for each sentence ¢ in L, (p — (Fx < M) o< (z)).

Proof. Let C be a weakly augmentable chain with maximal element M. Then
C = C + L for some non-empty L, and by elementarity, L has a maximal element.
Let ¢ be a sentence in £ such that C' F ¢. Now C = (C + L)<, where M¢ is
the maximal element of C'. Thus, C' + L E (3z < M)p<(z), and C alike.
Conversely, assume that C' is a model of T,,. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that C is |£|T-saturated. By compactness, we can find an element m € C
such that m < M and Cg,, = C. Then C' = C¢,,, +Cs,,, = C+C,,,. In particular,
C is weakly augmentable. O

Remark 5.9. The class of weakly augmentable chains is not finitely axiomatisable,
since its complement is not axiomatisable: any finite chain n is not weakly aug-
mentable, but for a non-principal ultrafilter 2, we have that [[,,n ~ w + w* is
weakly augmentable.
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