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Abstract

We define a variant of the Goodstein process based on fast-growing
functions and show that it terminates, although this fact is not provable in
Kripke-Platek set theory (or other theories of Bachmann-Howard strength).
We moreover show that this Goodstein process is of maximal length, so
that any alternative Goodstein process based on the same fast-growing
functions will also terminate.

1 Introduction

A common reaction to Gödel’s proof of incompleteness for Peano arithmetic
(PA) [10] is to argue that the unprovable statement he produced is artificially
constructed, casting doubt on whether there are ‘natural’ arithmetical state-
ments which are independent of PA. This establishes the challenge of finding
independent statements which do not involve direct coding of metamathemat-
ical objects, or other elements which may be deemed extraneous to disciplines
such as combinatorics or number theory.

Goodstein’s classic principle [12] is perhaps the oldest example of a state-
ment meeting this challenge. It is a true statement independent of PA [14]
whose understanding requires only high-school level mathematics. The proof
itself does use the well-foundedness of ε0 [11], the proof-theoretic ordinal of
PA. Goodstein’s principle is based on hereditary exponential normal forms, where-
by each natural number is written in base k in the standard way, as is each
exponent appearing in the expansion, and so forth. Thus for example we may

write 18 = 22
2

+ 2 in base-2 hereditary exponential normal form.
The Goodstein process then proceeds as follows: given a natural number

m0, write m0 in base-2 hereditary exponential normal form. Then, compute m1

by replacing every 2 appearing in the normal form of m0 by 3, then subtracting
one. We continue inductively in this fashion, defining mk+1 by writing mk

in base-(k + 2) normal form, replacing k + 2 by k + 3, and subtracting 1; the
operation of replacing every instance of k+2 by k+3 is an instance of the base
change operation. The Goodstein process terminates if mℓ = 0 for some ℓ.

For example, if m0 = 18, we would have m1 = 33
3

+ 2− 1 = 33
3

+ 1, which
already has thirteen digits. One can easily check that the sequence continues
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to grow rather quickly at first. Nevertheless, Goodstein’s principle states that
this process always terminates in finite time.

One may wonder if the use of normal forms is essential. For example, we
can write 18 = 22+1 + 22 + 22 + 2. This begs the question: will Goodstein pro-
cesses terminate no matter how we write natural numbers? Surprisingly, the
answer is yes. A Goodstein walk is a sequence m0,m1, . . . where each mk+1 is
defined by writing mk using any expression formed from 0,+, (k + 2)x, then
changing the base from k + 2 to k + 3 and subtracting one. The authors have
recently shown that every Goodstein walk is finite [8], using the fact that hered-
itary exponential normal forms are base change maximal, meaning that applying
the base change operator to the normal form of m yields the maximal value
among all the possible terms for m. This implies that Goodstein processes us-
ing such normal forms have maximal length, hence since these processes are
finite, so is any other Goodstein walk.

Goodstein’s theorem may also be extended by considering notations based
on functions other than the exponential. A parametrized version of the Acker-
mann function gives rise to independence results for theories between PA and
the second-order arithmetical theory ATR0 of arithmetical transfinite recursion
[1]. This process is based on a notion of normal form based on a ‘sandwiching’
procedure, but other natural notions of normal forms can be considered [7].
More generally, Goodstein walks are also naturally defined in terms of the Ack-
ermann function. The sandwiching normal forms are base-change maximal in
this setting, meaning that every Ackermannian Goodstein walk is finite [8].

For writing much bigger numbers, one may switch to notation using even
faster-growing functions. The ordinal ε0 can be used to define very fast-grow-
ing functions by transfinite recursion. There are several prominent examples of
this, e.g. the Hardy function [13]. Goodstein principles based on fast-growing
functions [2] give rise to independence from theories with strength the Bach-
mann-Howard ordinal, including Kripke-Platek set theory (KP) (see e.g. [15]).

Goodstein walks may also be considered in the context of fast-growing
functions. Our main goal is to show that these walks are finite, a fact inde-
pendent of KP. We will use a function that grows slightly faster than standard
fast-growing hierarchies and denote it Ak(ξ), where k is the number of itera-
tions and ξ < ε0 is an ordinal. The precise definition will be given in Section
4. Note that Peano arithmetic does not prove that these functions are total, but
KP does (as do much weaker theories).

Let us give a brief description of KP; a more formal treatment can be found
in e.g. [3]. The theory KP (with infinity) is axiomatized by all axioms of ZFC
except for powerset, but with separation restricted to ∆0 formulas and replace-
ment restricted to ∆0-collection. This theory, while much more powerful than
Peano arithmetic, does not prove that the real line exists as a set. It proves
the same arithmetical formulas as other well-known theories such as the the-
ory ID1 of non-iterated inductive definitions, and Π1

1-CA−
0 of parameter-freeΠ1
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comprehension. Precise details of these theories are not needed, except that
their proof-theoretic ordinal is ψ(εΩ+1), where Ω is the first uncountable ordi-
nal and ψ : εΩ+1 → Ω is a function that transforms possibly uncountable ordi-
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nals into countable ones. Most relevant to us is that this ordinal and its system
of fundamental sequences can be used to bound the provably total computable
functions of any of these three theories. This allows us to prove that the Good-
stein principle based on the Ak functions is is also unprovable, by showing that
the process reaches zero more slowly than stepping down these fundamental
sequences.

2 General outline

In order to define our Goodstein processes, we must first define the functions
Ak on which they are based. These functions map ordinals below ε0 to natural
numbers and are defined in terms of fundamental sequences; each ξ < ε0 is as-
signed a sequence ([ξ|n])n<ω such that ξ = limn→∞[ξ|n] whenever ξ is a limit;

for example, one may set [ω|n] = n for all n.1 Fundamental sequences are dis-
cussed in Section 3, along with general background in ordinal arithmetic used
in the text.

We can use these fundamental sequences to define fast-growing functions
by transfinite recursion. For k ≥ 2, the function Ak : ε0 → N is first defined by
setting A(ξ) = ξ+1 if ξ < ω. If ξ = α+ b with α a limit, we assume inductively
that Ak(ξ

′) is defined for all ξ′ < ξ and define Ak(ξ) by k-fold iteration along
the fundamental sequence of α applied to A2(ξ − 1): for example,

A2(ξ) = A2

(

[α|A2

(

[α|A2(ξ − 1)]
)

]
)

.

A3(ξ) is defined with an additional nesting, and in general

Ak(ξ) = Ak

(

[α|Ak

(

. . . [α|Ak(ξ − 1)] . . .
)

]
)

,

with k + 1 nested occurrences of Ak. Note that we do not assume that b = 0, in
which case the notation Ak(ξ − 1) is defined as the maximal coefficient, mc(ξ), of
ξ; that is, the largest n so that there is a sub-expression of the form ωγ · n in the
Cantor normal form of ξ. For example, the maximal coefficient of ω is 1, so that

A2(ω) = A2

(

[ω|A2

(

[ω|1]
)

]
)

= 1 + 1 + 1 = 3.

A rigorous definition of these functions is given in Definition 4.1, and their
basic properties are established throughout Section 4.

We can then use the Ak functions to write natural numbers in various ways;

we can write 3 = A2(ω) as above, or simply 3 = A2

(

A2

(

A2(0)
)

)

. For any such

expression, we may change the base from 2 to 3 by replacing every subindex 2
by 3; more generally, we define ↑ℓk t to be the result of replacing every subindex
k by some ℓ > k in a term t built up from 0, Ak, and ordinals below ε0. We may

1One typically write ξ[n] rather than [ξ|n], but the latter notation will be convenient to avoid
ambiguity in expressions such as αβ[n].
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even use the function Ak itself in the notations for these ordinals and write
e.g. A2(ω

A2(ω)) instead of A2(ω
3). Note that the value of this term is already

quite large, and the value of ↑32 A2(ω
A2(ω)) = A3(ω

A3(ω)) is much larger. With
these elements, we may define a Goodstein walk to be any sequence of natural
numbers m0,m1, . . . such that mi+1 is obtained by choosing a base-(i+2) term
ti with value mi and letting mi+1 be ↑i+3

i+2 ti − 1.
Our first main result is that any Goodstein walk is finite. We prove this by

choosing the terms ti in a canonical way, called the normal form ofmi, and show-
ing that the Goodstein process based on these normal forms always terminates
in finite time. Moreover, it gives the longest possible termination time over
any other choice of terms. The normal form for m is selected via a sequence
ξ0, . . . , ξn of ordinals below ε0 such that ξ0 = 0 and Ak(ξn) = m, and for each
i < n we have that ξi+1 is the maximal ordinal such that Ak(ξi+1) ≤ m and
mc(ξi+1) ≥ Ak(ξi). The intuition is that very large ordinals are nested within
the coefficients in the notation for m, and these lead to a maximal increase af-
ter base change, even if ξn itself is relatively small as an ordinal. In Section 5
we define these normal forms rigorously (see Definition 5.1) and in Section 6
we study the base change operation based on these normal forms. With this,
we show in Section 7 that our normal forms are indeed base-change maximal
(Theorem 7.4). In preparation for our termination proof, Section 8 shows that
normal forms are preserved under base-change. Section 9 then uses these re-
sults to establish that the Goodstein process based on these normal forms are
finite (Theorem 9.2) and, by maximality, all Goodstein walks based on the Ak

functions are finite (Theorem 9.5).
The proof of termination uses an ordinal assignment, where we define an

additional function Aω based on the ϑ function [4]. Let us denote the first un-
countable ordinal by Ω, so that the next ε-number is εΩ+1. The function Aω

maps εΩ+1 to Ω, providing notations for the Bachmann-Howard ordinal; this
function is studied in [9], where it is denoted σ. We extend the base-change op-
eration by letting ↑ωk t be the result of replacing every occurrence of ω by Ω and
every occurrence of Ak by Aω. The ordinals thus assigned to elements of the
Goodstein process are decreasing, from which we deduce that the Goodstein
process based on normal forms is terminating. All other Goodstein walks are
also terminating by maximality, even if they do not happen to be decreasing
with respect to this ordinal assignment.

The rest of the paper is devoted to establishing that this new Goodstein
principle is independent of KP (Theorem 11.6); Section 10 reviews fundamen-
tal sequences for the Bachmann-Howard ordinal, and Section 11 shows that the
Goodstein process terminates more slowly than the process of stepping down
these fundamental sequences, from which independence follows by classic re-
sults in proof theory. Section 12 provides some concluding remarks and open
questions.
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3 Ordinals below ε(κ)

In this section, we review some elementary notions from ordinal arithmetic.
Some notions covered here are only used much later in the text, so the reader
may prefer to skim this section and return to it as a reference. We assume basic
familiarity with ordinal addition, multiplication, and exponentiation. The pre-
decessor of α will be denoted α − 1, when it exists. We will use the following
simple inequalities, proven by routine induction.

Lemma 3.1. Let α, β be ordinals.

1. If α, β > 1 then α+ β ≤ αβ.

2. If α > 1 then β ≤ αβ .

Throughout the text, we will use normal forms for ordinals based on either
ω or Ω, the first uncountable ordinal. Let κ ∈ {ω,Ω} and ξ > 0 be an ordinal.
There exist unique ordinalsα, β, γ with β < κ such that ξ = καβ+γ and γ < κα.
This is the κ-normal form of ξ. Note that the ω-normal form of ξ is not precisely
its Cantor normal form, as Cantor normal forms do not involve coefficients.
For our purposes, we simply say that an expression α + β is in Cantor normal
form if α+ β > α′ + β for all α′ < α.

The ordinal ε(κ) is defined as the least ε > κ such that ε = ωε. If ξ =
καβ + γ < ε(κ) is in κ-normal form, then we may also deduce that α < ξ.
We write ε0 = ε(ω) and εΩ+1 = ε(Ω) as is standard. Define κ0(α) = α and
κi+1(α) = κκi(α). We set κi = κi(1). Then, ε(κ) = supn<ω κi.

Next we define fundamental sequences. We will reserve the more standard
notation ξ[n] for arbitrary systems of fundamental sequences, whereas the no-
tation [ξ|n]κ refers exclusively to the operation defined below.

Definition 3.2. Let κ be an ordinal and ε = ε(κ) the least ε-number above κ. We
define fundamental sequences

(

[ξ|θ]κ
)

θ<ε
and θ < κ recursively as follows, where we

assume that ξ is written in κ-normal form.

1. [0|θ]κ = [1|θ]κ = 0,

2. [καβ + γ|θ]κ = καβ + [γ|θ]κ if γ > 0,

3. [καβ|θ]κ = καθ if β is a limit,

4. [κα+1|θ]κ = καθ,

5. [κα(β + 1)|θ]κ = καβ + [κα|θ]κ if β > 0, and

6. [κα|θ]κ = κ[α|θ]κ if α is a limit.

We write simply [α|θ] when κ = ω. We define the set of coefficients of α in
coefficient κ-normal form by Cκ(0) = {0}, Cκ(κ

αθ+ β) = Cκ(α)∪Cκ(β)∪ {θ}.
The maximal coefficient of α is given by mcκ(α) = maxCκ(α); we omit the
subindex κ when κ = ω.
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Definition 3.3. Let ξ < ε(κ) be in κ-normal form. The terminal part of ξ, denoted
τκ(ξ) or τ(ξ) when clear from context, is given recursively by

1. τ(0) = 0 and τ(ζ + 1) = 1,

2. τ(καβ + γ) = τ(γ) if γ > 0,

3. τ(καβ) = β if β is a limit,

4. τ(κα(β + 1)) = τ(α) if α is a limit, and

5. τ(κα+1(β + 1)) = κ.

It is readily checked that if τ = τ(ξ) is a limit and θ < τ then [ξ|θ]κ < ξ, and
moreover ξ = limθ→τ [ξ|θ]κ. Note that we have defined [ξ|θ]κ even when θ ≥ τ ,
for notational convenience.

The following is checked by induction on ξ.

Lemma 3.4. Let λ < ε(κ) be a limit ordinal and θ < κ.

1. θ ≤ mc([λ|θ]) ≤ max{mc(λ), θ}.

2. If ξ < λ and mcκ(ξ) < θ, then ξ < [λ|θ]κ.

3. Whenever θ < η < κ, it follows that [λ|θ]κ < [λ|η].

The fundamental sequences admit a sort of left inverse, given by the fol-
lowing operation.

Definition 3.5. Define ⌈ξ⌉κ where, ξ is written in κ-normal form, by

1. ⌈0⌉κ = 0,

2. ⌈καβ + γ⌉κ = καβ + ⌈γ⌉κ if γ > 0,

3. ⌈καβ⌉κ = κα+1 if β > 1, and

4. ⌈κα⌉κ = ω⌈α⌉κ .

As before, we omit the subindex when κ = ω.

Lemma 3.6. If θ ∈ (1, κ) and ξ is a limit with τ(ξ) = κ then ⌈[ξ|θ]κ⌉κ = ξ.

Proof. We sketch the proof, which proceeds by induction on ξ. The critical case
is where ξ = κα. If α is a limit, then [κα|θ]κ = κ[α|θ]κ , so that ⌈[κα|θ]κ⌉κ =
κ⌈[α|θ]κ⌉κ . By induction hypothesis, ⌈[α|θ]κ⌉κ = α, so that ⌈[κα|θ]κ⌉κ = κα.

Otherwise, α = α′ + 1 and [κα
′+1|θ]κ = κα

′

θ. So, ⌈[κα
′+1|θ]κ⌉κ = κα

′+1.

As a corollary, we obtain that fundamental sequences are injective in the
following sense.

Corollary 3.7. If τκ(α) = τκ(α
′) = κ and θ, θ′ ∈ (1, κ) are such that [α|θ]κ =

[α′|θ′]κ, then α = α′.
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Proof. By Lemma 3.6, we have that α = ⌈[α|θ]κ⌉κ = ⌈[α′|θ′]κ⌉κ = α′.

Next we turn our attention to κ = ω. Here, the Bachmann property holds
for the system of fundamental sequences. It is convenient to define this notion
with some generality.

Definition 3.8. Let Λ be a countable ordinal. A system of fundamental sequences
on Λ is a function ·[·] : Λ× N → Λ such that

1. α[n] ≤ α with equiaity holding if and only if α = 0,

2. α[n] < α[m] whenever n < m, and

3. λ = lim
n→∞

λ[n] whenever λ is a limit.

The system of fundamental sequences has the Bachmann property if wheneverα[n] <
β < α, it follows that α[n] ≤ β[1].

The fundamental sequences we have defined are known to enjoy the Bach-
mann property [16].

Lemma 3.9. If λ < ε0 is a limit and ξ ∈
(

[λ|n], λ
)

, it follows that [λ|n] ≤ [ξ|1].

Finally, we want to observe that if [β|q] ≤ α ≤ β, then we can obtain in-
formation about the coefficients of β from those of α. To make this precise, we
first define a truncation of α to be any β ≤ α such that C(β) ⊆ {0, 1} ∪ C(α).

Lemma 3.10. Let α, β < ε0 with β a limit. If [β|q] ≤ α ≤ β, there is a truncation α′

of α and some q′ ≥ q such that α′ = [β|q′].

Proof. By induction on β. Write β = ωβ1b+ β0 and α = ωα1a+ α0 in ω-normal
form and consider the following cases.

CASE 1 (β0 > 0). Then we must have α = ωβ1b + α0 with [β0|q] ≤ α0 < β0,
which by the induction hypothesis yields a truncation γ of α0 and q′ > q such
that γ = [β0|q

′]. The desired truncation of α is then ωβ1b+ γ.

CASE 2 (β0 = 0). Consider the following sub-cases.

CASE 2.1 (b > 1). Then, α1 = β1 and b = a + 1. Moreover, [ωβ1 |q] ≤ α0 < ωβ1 ,
yielding a truncation γ of α0 and q′ > q such that γ = [ωβ1 |q′]. It follows that
ωα1a+ γ is the desired truncation of α.

CASE 2.2 (b = 1). We consider two further sub-cases.

CASE 2.2.1 (β1 = δ + 1). Then, [β|q] = ωδq, and from [β|q] ≤ α < β we see
that α = ωβ1q′ + α0 for some q′ ≥ q. In this case, ωβ1q′ is a truncation of α and
ωβ1q′ = [β|q′].

CASE 2.2.2 (β1 is a limit). We have that [ωβ1 |q] ≤ α < ωβ1 , so that [ωβ1 |q] ≤
α1 < ωβ1 . Let γ and q′ be the truncation and number given by the induction
hypothesis for α1. Then, ωγ is the corresponding truncation of α.
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4 Parametrized fast-growing hierarchies

We may use fundamental sequences to define very large natural numbers in
terms of ordinals below ε0. We introduce a version with an extra parameter k,
which will serve as the ‘base’ in our fast Goodstein walks.

Definition 4.1. For 2 ≤ λ ≤ ω, we define Aλ : ε(λ
+) → λ+ as follows. First,

introduce the abuse of notation Ak(α− 1) = mc(α), when α is a limit or zero (α− 1
itself remains undefined when α is a limit). Suppose inductively that Aλ(ξ) is defined
for all ξ < α and define Aλ(ξ) according to the following cases.

CASE 1 (λ < ω). We divide in two sub-cases.

CASE 1.1 (ξ < ω). Set A(ξ) = ξ + 1.

CASE 1.2 (ξ ≥ ω). Write ξ = α+ b with α a limit. Define A
(i)
λ (ξ) recursively by

i. A
(0)
λ (ξ) = Aλ(ξ − 1) and

ii. A
(i+1)
λ (ξ) = Aλ([α|A

(i+1)
λ (ξ)]).

Then, set Ak(ξ) = A
(k)
k (ξ).

CASE 1.3 (λ = ω). Aω(ξ) is inductively defined to be the least θ > mcΩ(ξ) such that

if ζ < ξ and mcΩ(ζ) < θ then Aω(ζ) < θ. We further define A
(i)
ω (ξ) = Aω(ξ) for all

i.

We remark that Aω is a variant of the ϑ function [4], except that Aω(ξ) may
take values that are not principal numbers; this version of the ϑ function is
denoted σ in [9], where it is studied in some detail. We also remark that our

somewhat trivial definition of A
(i)
ω (ξ) will be useful for treating the cases λ < ω

and λ = ω uniformly, for example in Lemma 4.5.
The main characterization we use of the Aω function is the following.

Proposition 4.2. If ζ, ξ < εΩ+1, then Aω(ζ) < Aω(ξ) if and only if ζ < ξ and
mcΩ(ζ) < Aω(ξ).

Throughout the paper often write A(ξ) = Aλ(ξ) whenever λ is fixed and
clear from context.

Definition 4.3. For k ∈ [2, ω) and ξ = α + b ∈ (0, ε0) with α a limit, we define
⌊ξ⌋k = [α|A(k−1)(ξ)].

It is readily checked that Definition 4.1 yields

Ak(ξ) = Ak(⌊ξ⌋k) (1)

for all ξ.
The valuesAk(ξ) grow rather quickly, but the following simple lower bound

will be useful to us. Recall that if α is zero or a limit, then A(α− 1) = mc(α) by
definition.
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Lemma 4.4. Let k ∈ [2, ω) and ξ < ε0 and write A for Ak.

1. If ξ > ω and i < j < ω, then A(ξ − 1) ≤ A(i)(ξ) < A(j)(ξ).

2. mc(ξ) ≤ A(ξ − 1) < A(ξ).

3. If ξ > ω and k ∈ [2, ω), then Ak(ξ) > 2mc(ξ) + 2.

Proof. Proceed to prove the three claims simultaneously by induction on ξ =
α+ b, where α is zero or a limit.

Proof of Claim 1. We have that A(0)(ξ) = A(ξ − 1), and induction hypothesis
applied to [α|A(i)(ξ)] < ξ yields

A(i+1)(ξ) = A([α|A(i)(ξ)]) > mc([α|A(i)(ξ)]) ≥ A(i)(ξ).

Induction on i, j then yields the claim.

Proof of Claim 2. If ξ < ω, ξ = mc(ξ) = A(ξ − 1) and A(ξ) = ξ + 1 > ξ.
Otherwise, α is a limit. That mc(ξ) ≤ A(ξ − 1) follows by definition when
b = 0, otherwise we may apply the induction hypothesis to the third claim to
see that mc(ξ) < 2mc(ξ − 1) + 2 < A(ξ − 1). That A(ξ − 1) < A(ξ) follows from
direct computation when ξ = ω, as A(ξ − 1) = 1 < k + 1 = A(ω). If ξ > ω, the
fist claim yields A(ξ − 1) = A(0)(ξ) ≤ A(k)(ξ) = A(ξ).

Proof of Claim 3. Consider two cases.

CASE 1 (α = ω). Proceed by induction on b. If b = 1 then A(0)(ξ) = A(ω) =
k+1 ≥ 3, so inductively A(i)(ξ) ≥ 3+ i, yielding A(ξ) = A(k)(ξ) = 3+ k ≥ 5 =
2mc(ξ)+3. Otherwise, the induction hypothesis yields A(0)(ξ) ≥ 2(b−1)+3 =
2b+ 1, so A(k)(ξ) ≥ 2b+ k + 1 ≥ 2b+ 3 = 2mc(ξ) + 3.

CASE 2 (α > ω). We have by the second claim that A(1)(ξ) > mc(ξ) ≥ 1 =
mc(ω). Since α > ω and A(1)(ξ) > mc(ω), we have that [α|A(1)(ξ)] > ω, so we
may apply the induction hypothesis to conclude that

A(ξ) ≥ A(2)(ξ) = A([α|A(1)(ξ)]) > 2mc([α|A(1)(ξ)]) + 2 > 2mc(ξ) + 2.

Recall below that we have defined A
(i)
ω (ξ) = Aω(ξ) for all i. This will allow

us to write the following uniformly for all λ ≤ ω.

Lemma 4.5. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and α < β < ε(λ+). If mcλ+(α) < A
(k−1)
λ (β),

then Aλ(α) < Aλ(β).

Proof. By induction on β. First assume λ < ω. Write β = λ + t for λ a limit. If
α = λ + t′ for some natural number t′, then t′ < t and the claim is established
by an easy induction on t. Otherwise, using Lemma 3.4.2, we see that α ≤ ⌊β⌋k,
and moreover Lemma 4.4.1 yields

A(k−1)(⌊β⌋k) > mc(⌊β⌋k) ≥ A(k−1)(β) > mc(α).

9



Thus we may apply the induction hypothesis to see that A(α) < A(⌊β⌋k) =
A(β).

If λ = ω, this simply repeats the characterization we have given for estab-
lishing Aω(α) < Aω(β), using the equality A(k−1)(β) = A(β).

The following is an essential application of the Bachmann property to the
study of the A functions.

Lemma 4.6. Fix k ≥ 0 and let A = Ak. Let λ < ε0 be a limit. Then, if [λ|q] < ζ < λ,
it follows that A(ζ) > A([λ|q]).

Proof. Write ζ = α + d and [λ|q] = β + c with α, β limits or zero and proceed
by induction on ζ. Note that either α = β or else [λ|q] < α < λ, from which
it follows using the Bachmann property that [λ|q] ≤ [α|1] < ⌊ζ⌋k. With this in
mind, consider two cases.

CASE 1 (α = β). Then,

α+ c = [λ|q] < ζ = α+ d,

so c < d and A(α+ c) < A(α+ d) by Lemma 4.5.

CASE 2 (⌊ζ⌋k > [λ|q]). In this case, [λ|q] < ⌊ζ⌋k < ζ < λ, so we see by the
induction hypothesis that A([λ|q]) < A(⌊ζ⌋k) = A(ζ).

Corollary 4.7. Fix k ≥ 0 and let A = Ak. Let ξ = λ+ b < ε0 with λ a limit. Then,
if ⌊ξ⌋k < ζ < λ, it follows that A(ζ) > A(ξ).

Proof. Note that ⌊ξ⌋k = [λ|q] with q = A(k−1)(ξ). Thus Lemma 4.6 yields A(ξ) =
A(⌊ξ⌋k) < A(ζ).

Thus Corollary 4.7 tells us that there may be cases where ξ < ζ yet A(ξ) >
A(ζ). However, what we can guarantee when ξ < ζ is that A(ζ) will never lie
between A(ξ) and A(ξ + 1):

Lemma 4.8. Given ξ < ζ < ε0, A(ζ) 6∈
(

A(ξ),A(ξ + 1)
)

.

Proof. Write ξ = α+ a and ζ = β + b with α, β limits. Proceed by induction on
ζ and consider three cases.

CASE 1 (ξ ≥ β). Then, since ξ < ζ we have that α = β and a < b, so that
A(ξ + 1) = A(α+ a+ 1) ≤ A(α+ b) = A(ζ).

CASE 2 (⌊ζ⌋k ≤ ξ). By Corollary 4.7, A(ζ) ≤ A(ξ).

CASE 3 (⌊ζ⌋k > ξ). In this case the claim is immediate from the induction
hypothesis.

Now that we have established the basic properties of the A functions, it is
time to define normal forms for natural numbers based on them.
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5 Normal forms based on the fast-growing hierar-

chy

Maximal Goodstein processes for the A functions are obtained by first identi-
fying base-change maximal normal forms. We define them below, with max-
imality proven in subsequent sections. Below, for an expression ϕ(ξ) we set
ξ∗ = νξ.ϕ if either ξ∗ is the maximum element of ε0 satisfying ϕ(ξ∗), or ξ∗ = 0
and no such maximum exists.

Definition 5.1. Fix k ∈ [2, ω) and let A(ξ) = Ak(ξ). Given m ∈ N, we define A(ξ)
to be the k-normal form of m, in symbols m =k A(ξ), if m = A(ξ) and there exist
sequences ξ0, ξ1, . . . , ξn such that:

1. ξ0 = 0.

2. Given i < n, ξi+1 = νζ.
(

A(ζ) ≤ m and mc(ζ) ≥ A(ξi)
)

.

3. A(ξn) = m.

We call (ξi)i≤n the normal form sequence of m.

Let us introduce some notation for normal form sequences. Suppose that
m has normal form sequence

(

A(ξi)
)

i≤n
. Then, we define ṁ = mn−1, and

ξ̇ = ξn−1. It is easy to see that ṁ =k A(ξ̇), with the same normal form sequence
as m but truncated at the second to last element.

We often need results of the form If A(ξ) is in normal form, then A(ζ) is also
in normal form, where ζ is ‘similar’ to ξ in some way. The following general
principle will be useful for establishing this.

Lemma 5.2. If A(ξ) is in normal form and ζ is such that

(a) A(ζ) < A(ξ + 1),

(b) A(ξ) ≤ mc(ζ), and

(c) for all θ, if mc(θ) ≥ A(ξ) and A(θ) ≤ A(ζ), then θ ≤ ζ,

then A(ζ) is in normal form.

Proof. Let (ξn)i≤n be the normal form sequence for A(ξ). Note that A(ξ) ≤
mc(ζ) < A(ζ) < A(ξ + 1) implies that ξ ≥ ω (otherwise A(ξ + 1) = A(ξ) + 1),
so n > 0. Note also that the maximality of ξi yields ξi+1 ≤ ξi for 0 < i < n,
and ξi+1 = ξi is impossible since A(ξi+1) > mc(ξi+1) ≥ A(ξi). It follows that
ξi+1 > ξn for all i < n− 1.

Let (ζr)i≤r be the normal form sequence for A(ζ). We claim that r = n+ 1,
ζi = ξi for i ≤ n, and ζr = ζ, witnessing that A(ζ) is in normal form. If
i < n, A(ξi+1) ≤ A(ξ) < A(ζ). If δ > ξi+1 and mc(δ) ≥ A(ξi), the maximality
of ξi+1 yields A(δ) > A(ξ). Moreover, δ > ξi+1 > ξ, so Lemma 4.8 yields
A(δ) ≥ A(ξ + 1) > A(ζ). Thus by induction on i we see that ζi = ξi, since ξi+1

is maximal with A(ξi+1) ≤ A(ζ) and mc(ξi+1) ≥ A(ξi)
IH
= A(ζi). Conditions (b)

and (c) then guarantee that ζn+1 = ζ, as needed.
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Below we provide some applications of this general lemma.

Lemma 5.3. If ξ is a successor and m = A(ξ) is in normal form, then either

(a) n = A(ξ − 1) is in normal form, or

(b) ξ = α+ A(ξ̇), where α is a limit or zero and mc(α) < A(ξ̇).

Proof. First, note that A(ξ − 1) < A(ξ) < A(ξ̇ + 1). We check that ξ − 1 satisfies
the maximality condition for normal form sequences. If A(θ) ≤ A(ξ − 1) and

mc(θ) ≥ A(ξ̇), then we also have that A(θ) ≤ A(ξ), which by maximality of
ξ implies that θ ≤ ξ. But A(ξ) > A(ξ − 1), so θ 6= ξ, hence θ ≤ ξ − 1. Thus

A(ξ − 1) is in normal form unless mc(ξ − 1) < A(ξ̇). The only way to have that

mc(ξ) ≥ A(ξ̇) but mc(ξ − 1) < A(ξ̇) is that ξ = α+ A(ξ̇) with mc(α) < A(ξ̇), as
needed.

Lemma 5.4. Let k ∈ [2, ω) and write A for Ak. Suppose that A(ξ) is in normal form
and let i < k − 1. Then, A([ξ|A(i)(ξ)]) is in normal form.

Proof. Write ξ = α + b with α a limit and let m = A(ξ), q = A(i)(ξ), and
m′ = A([ξ|A(i)(ξ)]). Consider two cases.

CASE 1 (b = 0 or mc(ξ − 1) < ṁ). In order to apply Lemma 5.2, we note

that A([α|q]) < A(ξ) < A(ξ̇ + 1), where the first inequality uses Lemma 4.4.1.
Lemma 4.4.1 also yields q ≥ mc(ξ) ≥ ṁ. Thus it suffices to show that if θ is such
that mc(θ) ≥ ṁ and A(θ) ≤ m′, then θ ≤ [α|q]. If θ ≥ ξ then A(θ) > m > m′

by maximality of ξ. If θ = α + p then p < b. Consider two sub-cases. If b = 0,
no such p exists. If mc(ξ − 1) < ṁ holds, this implies that mc(θ) < ṁ, contrary
to our choice of θ. Finally, we note that if θ ∈ ([α|q], α), Lemma 4.6 yields
A(θ) > m′. We thus conclude that A([α|q]) is in normal form.

CASE 2 (b > 0 and mc(ξ − 1) ≥ ṁ). Lemma 5.3 shows that A(ξ − 1) is in
normal form. We use this to check that [α|q] is in normal form, once again using
Lemma 5.2. Using Lemma 4.4, we can see that A(ξ − 1) ≤ q ≤ mc([α|q]) and
A([α|q]) < A(ξ). Thus it remains to check that if χ is such that mc(χ) ≥ A(ξ−1)
and A(χ) ≤ m′, then χ ≤ [α|q]. Since A(ξ − 1) is in normal form, we must have
that χ ≤ ξ − 1. If χ = α+ p then p < b, so mc(α + p) < A(α + p) ≤ A(ξ − 1). If
χ ∈ ([α|q], α), Lemma 4.6 yields A(χ) > m′. Hence indeed A([α|q]) is in normal
form.

6 Base change

The last ingredient we need in order to define our maximal Goodstein process
is the base change operator. As in the classical Goodstein process, ↑λk m replaces
every instance of k by λ in the normal form of m.

Definition 6.1. Given 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and m ∈ N, we define the base change
operation ↑λk m = ↑m inductively as follows. Let κ = λ+, and set:

12



1. ↑λk 0 = 0.

2. For m =k Ak(ξ) we set ↑m = Aλ(↑ξ).

3. For ξ = ωαb+ γ in ω-normal form, we set ↑ξ = κ↑α↑b+ ↑γ.

Base-change maximal normal forms lead to monotone base-change opera-
tors, in the following sense.

Proposition 6.2. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and write ↑ for ↑λk . Suppose that m has the
property that for all n < m, if n = Ak(ζ), then ↑n ≥ Aλ(↑ζ). Then, whenever
2 ≤ k < λ and i < j < m, it follows that ↑λk i < ↑λk j.

Proof. Working inductively, we may assume that j = i+ 1. Then, we have that
i = i+ 1 = Ak(i), and by base-change maximality,

↑j ≥ ↑Ak(i) = Aℓ(↑i) = ↑i+ 1 > ↑i.

In fact, this monotonicity property is crucial for proving that Goodstein
processes terminate; Proposition 6.2 tells us that we have monotonicity for free,
if we prove base-change maximality.

Remark 6.3. Our goal is to prove that base-change maximality indeed holds. If we are
to prove this by induction on m, then Proposition 6.2 tells us that we may assume that
the base-change operator is monotone below m. Thus this will be used as a hypothesis
in many of the following results. Once Theorem 7.4 and the subsequent Corollary 7.5
(which states that the base change is monotone) have been established, we may drop
this assumption wherever it was used.

The next lemma is our first application of the proof strategy of Remark 6.3.

Lemma 6.4. Assume monotonicity of base change below m and let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω.
Suppose that ξ, ζ < ε0 are such that mc(ξ),mc(ζ) < m. Then,

1. If ξ < ζ, then ↑λk ξ < ↑λk ζ.

2. If mc(ξ) < mc(ζ) < m, then ↑mc(ξ) < ↑mc(ζ).

Proof sketch. Both claims are easily verified using the fact that the base change
is applied to the coefficients of ξ and ζ, and we may apply monotonicity to
them given that they are bounded by m.

Lemma 6.5. Assume monotonicity of base change up to mc(α), where α < ε0 is a
limit. Let n ∈ N, 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω, and write ↑ for ↑λk . Then,

1. mc(↑[α|n]) ≤ mc([↑α|↑n]λ+), and

2. ↑[α|n] ≤ [↑α|↑n]λ+ .
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Proof. By induction on α, where the critical cases are α = ωβc with c > 1 and
α = ωβ+c with β a limit and c > 0. In the first case, we have that

↑[α|n] = ↑
(

ωβ(c− 1) + [ωβ |n]
)

= ω↑β↑(c− 1) + ↑[ωβ|n],

while
[↑α|↑n]λ+ = [ω↑β↑c|↑n]λ+ = ω↑β(↑c− 1) + [ω↑β |↑n]λ+ .

Monotonicity below mc(α) yields ↑(c− 1) ≤ ↑c − 1, while the induction hy-
pothesis yields ↑[ωβ|n] ≤ [ω↑β |↑n]λ+ . From this it readily follows that ↑[α|n] ≤
[↑α|↑n]λ+ , establishing the first item, and inspection on the coefficients involved
establishes the second. The case for α = ωβ+c is similar.

Note that as an immediate corollary we obtain that Aλ(↑[α|n]) ≤ Aλ([↑α|↑n]).
The following claims are easily verified simultaneously by induction on n and
α.

Lemma 6.6. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and assume monotonicity of base change below n.

1. If n ∈ N then n ≤ ↑λk n, and if n = A(ξ) with ξ ≥ ω, then 2n+ 2 ≤ ↑λk n.

2. If α < ε0 and mc(α) < n then α ≤ ↑λk α, and if λ < ω then ↑λk α ∈ Lim if and
only if α ∈ Lim.

Proof. Write ↑ instead of ↑ℓk, A for Ak and B for Aλ. For the first claim, proceed
by induction on n. Clearly, 0 ≤ ↑0. Otherwise, write n =k A(ξ), so that ↑n =
B(↑ξ). If ξ is finite, then ξ = n− 1 and the induction hypothesis yields ↑ξ ≥ ξ,
so that ↑n = ↑ξ + 1 ≥ n. Otherwise, proceed by a secondary induction on ξ to
show that if ξ ≥ ω then 2A(ξ) + 2 < B(↑ξ). By induction on i, we show that
A(i)(ξ) ≤ B(i)(↑ξ). For i = 0, we have if ξ is a limit that A(0)(ξ) = mc(ξ) ≤
↑mc(ξ) = B(0)(↑ξ), where we have used Lemma 4.4 to see that mc(ξ) < n, so
that we may apply the induction hypothesis. Otherwise, write ξ = α + b, so
that

A(0)(ξ) = A(α + b− 1) ≤ B(↑α+ ↑(b− 1)) ≤ B(↑α+ ↑b − 1) = B(0)(↑ξ),

where we have used monotonicity of base change below n to conclude that
↑(b− 1) ≤ ↑b− 1.

Now assume that A(i)(ξ) ≤ B(i)(↑ξ). We see that

A(i+1)(ξ) = A([α|A(i)(ξ)])
IH(ξ)

≤ B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)])

≤ B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)])
IH(i)

≤ B([↑α|↑B(i)(ξ)]) = B(i+1)(↑ξ),

where first we use the induction hypothesis on [α|A(i)(ξ)] < ξ, then the sec-
ondary induction hypothesis on i, and we have used Lemma 6.5 to see that
B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)]) ≤ B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)]). Lemma 4.4 then yields

2A(ξ) + 2 = 2A(k)(ξ) + 2 ≤ 2B(k)(↑ξ) + 2 < B(k+1)(↑ξ) = B(↑ξ).

The second claim follows by an easy induction on α using the first claim.
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In general we have that ↑[α|b] ≤ [↑α|↑b], but on occasion it would be useful
for this to be an equality. In such cases, we may instead use a variant of base
change such that ↑[α|b] = [

 

α|↑b], defined next.

Definition 6.7. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω, and write ↑ for ↑λk and set κ = λ+. For ξ < ε0
in ω-normal form, define

 

ξ =

 

λ
k
ξ recursively by

1.

 

0 = 0,

2.

 

(ωαb+ γ) = κ↑α↑b+

 

γ if γ > 0,

3.

 

ωα(b+ 1) = κ↑α↑b+
 

ωα if b > 0,

4.

 

ωα+1 = κ↑α+1,

5.

 

ωα = κ  α if α is not a successor.

Note the ‘critical clause’

 

ωα+1 = κ↑α+1, which is what differentiates

 

from
↑. This is what will make

 

commute with fundamental sequences. The oper-
ator

 

is closely related to the operation ⌈·⌉ of Definition 3.5, which we recall
provides a left inverse to the fundamental sequences; in fact, as may be seen
from the first item of the following lemma, we may have equivalently defined

 

ξ = ⌈↑[ξ|2]⌉.
Below, recall that τκ(ξ) is the terminal part of ξ, as given by Definition 3.3.

Lemma 6.8. Let ξ < ε0 be a limit ordinal, t ∈ (1, ω) and 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω. Write

 

for

 

λ
k

and ↑ for ↑λk . Then,

1.

 

ξ = ⌈↑[ξ|t]⌉.

2. ↑[ξ|t] = [

 

ξ|↑t].

3. If t > 1 and ζ is a limit with ↑[ξ|t] = [ζ|↑t], then ζ =

 

ξ.

4. Aλ(  ξ + t) ≤ Aλ(↑ξ + t).

5. ξ is a limit iff

 

ξ is a limit.

6. τλ+(

 

ξ) = λ+.

Proof sketch. Let κ = λ+. The first two items follow by induction on ξ. The
critical case is where ξ = ωα+1. For the first claim, [ξ|t] = ωαt, so that ↑[ξ|t] =
κ↑α↑t, and

⌈↑[ξ|t]⌉κ = ⌈κ↑α↑t⌉κ = κ↑α+1 =

 

ξ.

For the second, we have that

↑[ξ|t] = ↑ωαt = κ↑α↑t = [κ↑α+1|↑t]κ = [

 

ωα+1|↑t].

Other cases follow by applying the induction hypothesis to the relevant sub-
terms.

15



The third claim follows from Corollary 3.7, since from [ζ|↑t] = ↑[ξ|t] =
[

 

ξ|↑t] and injectivity of the fundamental sequences we obtain ζ =

 

ξ. The
fourth follows from the fact that

 

ξ + t ≤ ↑ξ + t and mc(

 

ξ + t) ≤ mc(↑ξ + t),
which are verified by a routine induction, and the fifth by induction and case-
by-case inspection.

The sixth item also proceeds by induction. We treat the cases where ξ =
ωα+1 and ξ = ωα(b + 1) with b > 0. We have that

 

ωα+1 = κ↑α+1, and
τκ(κ

↑α+1) = κ by definition. Similarly,

 

ωα(b + 1) = κ↑α↑b +

 

ωα, and by
the induction hypothesis, τκ(  ω

α) = κ, so that τκ(ξ) = κ as well.

The operation

 

allows us to solve the equation ↑[α|c] = [θ|↑c]λ+ when α
and c are given, but θ is unknown. Now, suppose that we are given θ as well
as the value of γ := [α|c], but not α itself. The following lemma provides
conditions under which such and α can be found; in these cases, we have α =
⌈γ⌉. Moreover, α additionally satisfies

 

α = θ. Let us make this precise.

Lemma 6.9. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and write ↑ for ↑λk and

 

for

 

λ
k

. If c > 1, γ < ε0,
and θ < ε(λ+) are such that τκ(θ) = κ and [θ|↑c]λ+ = ↑γ, then [⌈γ⌉|c] = γ and

 

⌈γ⌉ = θ.

Proof. Let κ = λ+. We have that [⌈γ⌉|c] = γ if and only if ↑[⌈γ⌉|c] = ↑γ (because
↑ is strictly monotone by Corollary 7.5), if and only if [

 

⌈γ⌉|↑c]κ = ↑γ (because
↑[⌈γ⌉|c] = [

 

⌈γ⌉|↑c]κ by Lemma 6.8.2), if and only if [
 

⌈γ⌉|↑c]κ = [θ|↑c]κ (by
assumption on γ), if and only if

 

⌈γ⌉ = θ (by Corollary 3.7 and the fact that
τκ(  ⌈γ⌉) = κ by Lemma 6.8.6). Thus we prove that

 

⌈γ⌉ = θ by induction on θ.

Write θ = καδ+β in κ-normal form and γ = ωα̌d+ β̌ in ω-normal form, so that
↑γ = κ↑α̌↑d+ ↑β̌.

CASE 1 (β > 0). Then [θ|↑c]κ = καd + [β|↑c]κ, so that the assumption that
[θ|↑c]κ = ↑γ yields ↑α̌ = α, ↑d = δ, and ↑β̌ = [β|↑c]. Since ↑β̌ = [β|↑c], we may
apply the induction hypothesis to obtain β =

 

⌈β̌⌉, and hence

 

⌈γ⌉ = ↑ωα̌d+

 

⌈β̌⌉ = καδ + β = θ.

CASE 2 (β = 0 and δ = η + 1 > 1). Then [θ|↑c]κ = καη + [κα|↑c]κ, and ↑α̌ = α,
↑d = η, and ↑β̌ = [ωα|↑c]. The induction hypothesis yields ωα =

 

⌈β̌⌉, hence

 

⌈γ⌉ = ↑ωα̌d+

 

⌈β̌⌉ = ωαη + ωα = θ.

CASE 3 (β = 0, δ = 1, and α = χ+ 1). Then [θ|↑c] = ωδ↑c, and ↑α̌ = χ, ↑d = ↑c
so that d = c > 1, and ↑β̌ = 0, so β̌ = 0. Then, ⌈γ⌉ = ωα̌+1, so that

 

⌈γ⌉ = κ↑α̌+1 = κχ+1 = θ.

CASE 4 (β = 0, δ = 1, and α is a limit). Then [θ|↑c] = ω[α|↑c], and ↑α̌ = [α|↑c],
d = 1, and β̌ = 0. The induction hypohtesis yields α =

 

⌈α̌⌉, hence since α is a
limit, so is ⌈α̌⌉, and

 

⌈γ⌉ =

 

ω⌈α̌⌉ = κ  ⌈α̌⌉ = κα = θ.
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We have noted that in general ↑[ξ|n] 6= [↑ξ|↑n]λ+ , but there is an important
case where this equality does hold. Below, τ = τΩ.

Lemma 6.10. Write ↑ for ↑ωk and let ξ < εΩ+1. If τ(↑ξ) = Ω, then ↑[ξ|n] =
[↑ξ|↑n]λ+ .

Proof sketch. This follows by induction, where the critical case is when ξ = ωζb.
We cannot have that ↑b ∈ Lim, since this would imply that τ(↑ξ) = ↑b < Ω.
Hence ↑b = β + 1 for some β, which means that b =k A(b − 1) (as A(ζ) is a
limit for any ζ ≥ ω), and thus ↑b = ↑(b− 1) + 1, so that ↑(b − 1) = β. Now,
write ζ = γ + a with γ a limit, and as above we see that a is either zero or else
↑a = ↑(a− 1) + 1. If a = 0, we have that

↑[ξ|n] = ↑
(

ωγ(b− 1) + ω[γ|n]
)

= Ω↑γ↑(b− 1) + Ω↑[γ|n]

IH
= Ω↑γβ +Ω[↑γ|↑n] = [Ω↑γ(β + 1)|↑n].

If ↑a = α+ 1, we have that

↑[ξ|n] = ↑
(

ωζ(b− 1) + ωαn
)

= Ω↑γ+↑aβ +Ω↑(a−1)↑n

= ω↑γ+α+1β + ωα↑n = [Ω↑γ+α+1(β + 1)|↑n]Ω = [↑ξ|↑n]Ω.

7 Maximality of Base Change

Our strategy for proving that every fast Goodstein walk is finite proceeds by
showing that the normal forms we have given provide the maximal value after
base change, thus yield the longest possible Goodstein processes. In this sec-
tion we prove this maximality property. We begin with some useful lemmas.

Lemma 7.1. Assume monotonicity of base change below m. Suppose thatm =k A(ξ)
with ξ = α+ b, where α is a limit and b > 0. Then,

1. ↑A(α− 1 + b) < 1 + B(↑α− 1 + ↑b), and

2. if A(α−1+b) is not in normal form, then ↑A(α− 1 + b) < 1+B(

 

α−1+↑b).

Proof. We consider two cases.

CASE 1 (A(ξ − 1) is in normal form). Then, monotonicity below m yields
↑(−1 + b) ≤ −1 + ↑b, hence

↑A(ξ − 1) = B(↑(ξ − 1)) ≤ B(↑α− 1 + ↑b).

If ↑b is infinite, then the inequality is strict, since ↑(− 1 + b) < ↑b = −1 + ↑b.

CASE 2 (A(ξ−1) is not in normal form). By Lemma 5.3, we have that mc(α) < b
and b =k A(ζ) for some ζ > ξ, which in particular implies that ζ > ω. Note
that in cases where A(ξ − 1) is not in normal form, it suffices to show that
↑A(ξ − 1) ≤ B(

 

α− 1+ ↑b), as B(

 

α− 1+ ↑b) ≤ B(↑α− 1+ ↑b) by Lemma 6.8.4.
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For the proof to work, we need to show the more general claim that for all
t ∈ [1, b+ 1],

↑A(α− t+ b) ≤ B(

 

α− t+ ↑b).

Consider two sub-cases and proceed by induction on b− t.

CASE 2.1 (A(ξ − t) ≤ b). If ↑b is infinite then −t+ ↑b = ↑b, and

↑A(ξ − t) ≤ ↑b < B(

 

α+ ↑b) = B(

 

α− t+ ↑b).

If ↑b is finite, ↑b > 2b+ 2 by Lemma 6.6, and we have that

B(

 

α− t+ ↑b) ≥ B(

 

α− b − 1 + ↑b) ≥ B(

 

α+ ⌈↑b/2⌉)

> 2(↑b/2) = ↑b ≥ ↑A(ξ − t)

(note that here ⌈↑b/2⌉ is the standard integer ceiling function).

CASE 2.2 (A(ξ − t) > b). By the induction hypothesis,

↑A(ξ − t− 1) < 1 + B(
 

α− t− 1− ↑b).

We claim moreover that A(ξ− t− 1) ≥ b. Note that mc(α) < b, so that t < b+1
(otherwise A(ξ − t) = mc(α)). Since ζ > ξ, by Lemma 4.6,

b = A(ζ) /∈
(

A(ξ − t− 1),A(ξ − t)
)

,

from which it follows that b ≤ A(ξ − t− 1). Note moreover that if λ is infinite,
b =k A(ζ) with ζ > ξ implies that ↑b is infinite.

We proceed by induction on i to show that, for i ≤ k, A(i)(ξ − t) < 1 +
B(i)(

 

α− t+ ↑b). By the induction hypothesis for b− t− 1 < b− t, we have that

↑A(0)(ξ − t) = ↑A(ξ − t− 1) < 1 + B(

 

α− t− 1− ↑b)

≤ 1 + B(0)(

 

α− t− ↑b).

Since A(i)(ξ − t) ≥ A(ξ − t − 1) ≥ b, Lemma 5.4 yields A(i+1)(ξ − t) =k

A([α|A(i)(ξ − t)]). Hence,

↑A(i+1)(ξ − t) = B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ − t)]) = B([

 

α|↑A(i)(ξ − t)]).

If λ is finite, then

B([

 

α|↑A(i)(ξ − t)])
IH

≤ B
(

[

 

α|B(i)(

 

ξ − t)]
)

= B(i+1)(

 

ξ − t).

If λ is infinite, we recall that we defined B(x) = B for all x. Then, ↑A(i)(ξ − t) <
B(i)(

 

α− t+ ↑b) yields

B([

 

α|↑A(i)(ξ − t)]) < B(

 

ξ) = B(i+1)(

 

α− t+ ↑b).

The claim follows by setting i = k, since

↑A(k)(ξ − t) < 1 + B(k)(

 

α− t+ ↑b) ≤ 1 + B(

 

α− t+ ↑b),

as desired.
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Lemma 7.2. Let 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and write ↑ for ↑λk ,

 

for

 

λ
k

. Suppose that A(ξ) is in
normal form, where ξ = α+ b with α a limit, and let i < k. Then,

1. ↑A(i)(ξ) < 1 + B(i)(↑ξ), and

2. B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)]) < 1 + B(i+1)(↑ξ).

Proof. We prove both claims simultaneously by induction on i. When i = 0,
the first claim follows from Lemma 7.1, or by definition when λ < ω and ξ is a
limit (in which case this becomes ↑mc(ξ) < 1+↑mc(ξ)). For i+1, the induction
hypothesis on the second claim and Lemma 5.4 yield

↑A(i+1)(ξ) = B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)]) < 1 + B(i+1)(↑ξ).

For the second, Lemma 6.5 yields B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)]) ≤ B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)]). If λ is
finite, then using Lemma 4.5 we see that

B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)])
IH

≤ B([↑α|B(i)(↑ξ)]) = B(i+1)(↑ξ).

If λ is infinite, from the first claim we see that ↑A(i)(ξ) < 1 + B(i)(↑ξ) = B(↑ξ),
therefore

B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)]) < B(↑ξ) = 1 + B(i+1)(↑ξ).

Recall that ⌊·⌋k was defined in Definition 4.3. We moreover use ⌊·⌋jk to de-

note its j-fold iteration in the standard way, i.e. ⌊ξ⌋0k = ξ and ⌊ξ⌋j+1
k = ⌊⌊ξ⌋jk⌋k.

Corollary 7.3. Assume monotonicity of base change below m =k A(ξ), and let j∗ be
the unique integer such that

0 < ⌊ξ⌋j∗k < ω.

Then for all i ≤ k and j < j∗,

↑(m− 1) < B(↑⌊ξ⌋jk) < 1 + B(k)(↑ξ) ≤ ↑m.

Proof. Lemma 7.2.2 and induction on j < j∗ yield

B(↑⌊ξ⌋j+1
k ) ≤ B(↑⌊ξ⌋jk) < 1 + B(k)(↑ξ).

Write ⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k = γ + c with γ a limit. Since 0 < ⌊ξ⌋j∗k < ω and ⌊ξ⌋j∗k = [γ|q] for

some q, by Corollary 3.7, we must have that γ = ω and thus ⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k = ω + c.

For all i,

A(i+1)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k ) = A([ω|A(i)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1

k )])

= A(A(i)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k )) = A(i)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1

k ) + 1,

and since m = A(k)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k ), we see that m− 1 = A(k−1)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1

k ). Lemma 7.2
then yields

↑(m− 1) = ↑A(k−1)(⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k )

< 1 + B(k−1)(↑⌊ξ⌋j∗−1
k ) ≤ 1 + B(↑⌊ξ⌋j∗−1

k ).
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We are now ready to prove that our normal forms are base-change maximal.

Theorem 7.4. If 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω and A(ζ) =k A(ξ), then A(↑λk ζ) ≤ A(↑λk ξ).

Proof. Write ↑ for ↑λk . Let m = A(ξ). Note that ζ < ξ̇. This is because m ∈
(

A(ξ̇),A(ξ̇ +1)
)

, but by Lemma 4.8, if ζ ≥ ξ̇ then A(ζ) 6∈
(

A(ξ̇),A(ξ̇ +1)
)

. Thus
we write ξ = α+ a and ζ = β + b with α, β limits and consider two cases.

CASE 1 (ζ < ξ). Let i∗ be the unique number such that 0 < ⌊ξ⌋i∗k < ω. We
claim that there is i ≤ i∗ such that ζ = ⌊ξ⌋ik. If not, observe that A(ζ) = m
implies that ζ ≥ ⌊ξ⌋i∗k , for otherwise we would have A(ζ) < A(⌊ξ⌋i∗k ) = A(ξ)
(since A is the successor on the natural numbers). Thus there is i ≤ i∗ such
that ⌊ξ⌋i+1

k < ζ ≤ ⌊ξ⌋ik. Write ⌊ξ⌋ik = γ + c with γ a limit or zero. If ζ < γ,
then Lemma 4.6 yields A(ζ) > A(⌊ξ⌋ik) = A(ξ), contrary to assumption. Thus
ζ = γ + c′, but then A(ζ) = A(ξ) yields c = c′ and ζ = ⌊ξ⌋ik. But by Corollary
7.3, A(↑⌊ξ⌋ik) < A(↑ξ), as needed.

CASE 2 ζ ∈ (ξ, ξ̇). Using the induction hypothesis (which yields monotonic-

ity below m) and Lemma 6.4, we see that ↑ζ < ↑ξ̇. Maximality of ξ yields

mc(ζ) ≤ ṁ − 1, so Corollary 7.3 yields mc(↑β) < B(k)(↑ξ̇). Lemma 4.5 then

yields B(↑ζ) < B(↑ξ̇) < B(↑ξ).

Monotonicity of base change is then immediate from Proposition 6.2.

Corollary 7.5. If n < m and 2 ≤ k < λ ≤ ω, then ↑λk n < ↑λk m.

8 Normal form preservation

The next step in showing that the Goodstein process for our normal forms ter-
minates is to show that normal forms are preserved after base-change, which
we will use later to show that the ordinal assignment gives a decreasing se-
quence of ordinals.

Lemma 8.1. Let 2 ≤ k < ℓ < ω and write ↑ for ↑ℓk. If m =k Ak(ξ) and 2 ≤ k < ℓ <
ω, then ↑m =ℓ Aℓ(↑ξ).

Proof. Write A for Ak and B for Aℓ, and proceed by induction on m. By in-

duction hypothesis we have that ↑ṁ =ℓ B(↑ξ̇). By monotonicity (Corollary

7.5), mc(↑ξ) > mc(↑ξ̇). So, in view of Lemma 5.2, it suffices to show that
↑m < B(↑ξ̇ + 1) and that if θ is such that B(θ) ≤ ↑m and mc(θ) ≥ mc(↑ξ̇),
then θ ≤ ↑ξ.

To see that B(↑ξ) < B(↑ξ̇ + 1), write ⌊ξ̇ + 1⌋ik = γi + ci with γi a limit. Then,

ξ = γi+d for some i and d < ci, since otherwise we would have A(ξ) ≥ A(ξ̇+1).
From this it is readily checked that B(↑ξ) < B(↑⌊ξ̇ + 1⌋ik) < B(↑ξ̇ + 1).

With this, it remains to show that ↑ξ is maximal. Towards a contradiction,
assume that θ̂ is minimal with the property that θ̂ > ξ, mc(θ̂) ≥ ↑ṁ, and B(θ̂) ≤

↑m. Since B(θ̂) = B(⌊θ̂⌋ℓ), we must have that ⌊θ̂⌋ℓ ≤ ↑ξ. Write ξ = α + a and
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θ̂ = β̂ + b̂ with α, β̂ limits, so that ↑ξ = ↑α + ↑a. We cannot have ↑α = β̂, since
in this case ↑b > â, and B(↑ξ) < B(θ̂). Thus β̂ > ↑α. By minimality of θ̂, either

mc(β̂) ≥ ↑ṁ and b̂ = 0, or else mc(β) < ↑ṁ and b̂ = ↑ṁ. In either case, there is

b such that ↑b = b̂.
By Lemma 3.10, there is a truncation ζ̂ of ↑ξ and some ĉ ≥ B(k)(θ̂) such that

ζ̂ = [β̂|ĉ]. Since ζ̂ is a truncation of ↑ξ, we have that ζ̂ = ↑ζ for some ζ < ξ; in
particular, ĉ = ↑c for some c.

Let θ = ⌈ζ⌉ + b. Lemma 6.9 imples that [⌈ζ⌉|c] = ζ and β̂ =

 

β. We aim to
prove that A(θ) ≤ m, and proceed by assuming A(θ) > m toward a contradic-
tion. We claim that for all i < k,

(a) ↑A(i)(θ) ≤ B(i)(θ̂),

(b) A(i)(θ) < c,

(c) A(i+1)(θ) < m, and

(d) A([θ|A(j)(θ)]) is in normal form for j < k − 1.

The third item for i = k − 1 will yield our desired claim, since it becomes
A(θ) < m, contradicting that A(ξ) is in normal form. However, we must prove
the four claims simultaneously for induction on i to go through.

Assume that all four claims hold for i′ < i. Let e = A(i)(θ).

Proof of (a). When i = 0, we have by Lemma 6.6 that

↑e = ↑A(θ − 1) ≤ B(θ̂ − 1) = B(0)(θ̂),

establishing the first claim when i = 0. For i > 0, we use the induction hypoth-
esis on the fourth claim to see that

↑e = ↑A([β|A(i−1)(θ)])

= B(↑[β|A(i−1)(θ)]) = B([

 

β|↑A(i−1)(θ)])

≤ B([

 

β|B(i−1)(θ̂)]) = B(i)(θ̂), (2)

where in (2) we have used the induction hypothesis to see that ↑A(i−1)(θ) ≤

B(i−1)(θ̂). This establishes the first claim when i > 0.

Proof of (b). Using the previous claim we see that

↑e = ↑A(i)(θ) ≤ B(i)(θ̂) < B(k)(θ̂) < ↑c,

and by monotonicity of the base change operator, e < c, establishing the second
claim.

Proof of (c). Since e < c, we have that [β|e] < ξ and mc([β|e]) ≤ mc(ζ) ≤ mc(ξ).
By Lemma 4.5, A(i+1)(θ) = A([β|e]) < A(ξ) = m.
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Proof of (d). Let j < k − 1 and χ = [β|e]. Note that the previous item yields

A(χ) < m < A(ξ̇ + 1). Since mc(χ) ≥ ṁ, by Lemma 5.2, it suffices to show that
if mc(η) ≥ ṁ and η > χ, then A(η) > A(χ). If η > ξ, then the maximality of
ξ yields A(η) > A(ξ) > A(χ). If η ≤ ξ, then η ∈ (χ, θ), which by Lemma 4.6,
implies that A(η) > A(χ). Thus A(χ) is in normal form, as required.

Applying (c) with i = n−1, we conclude that ξ is not maximal with mc(ξ) ≥
ṁ and A(ξ) ≤ m, contradicting the original assumption that A(ξ) is in normal
form. Thus we conclude that B(↑ξ) is in normal form as well.

With this and a simple induction, we obtain the following useful property.

Corollary 8.2. If 2 ≤ k < ℓ < λ ≤ ω and m ∈ N, then

↑λk m = ↑λℓ ↑
ℓ
km.

9 Fast Goodstein Walks

Now we are ready to define our fast Goodstein processes and prove that they
terminate. Using base-change maximality, we will also show that Goodstein
walks based on the A function always terminate, even if normal forms are not
used.

Definition 9.1. Given a natural number m, we define a sequence
(

Gim
)

i<α
, where

α ≤ ω, by the following recursion.

1. G0m = m;

2. if Gim > 0, then Gi+1m = ↑k+3
k+2 Gim− 1;

3. if Gim = 0, then α = i+ 1 and the sequence terminates.

The sequence
(

Gim
)

i<α
is the Fast Goodstein sequence starting on m.

Theorem 9.2. Given any m ∈ N, the Fast Goodstein sequence starting on m termi-
nates on finite time.

Proof. Let
(

Gim
)

i<α
be the fast Goodstein sequence starting on m. Let i < α.

Then,

↑ωi+3Gi+1m = ↑ωi+3(↑
i+3
i+2 Gim− 1)

< ↑ωi+3 ↑
i+3
i+2 Gim (3)

= ↑ωi+2Gim, (4)

where (3) follows from Corollary 7.5 and (4) from Corollary 8.2. Hence
(

↑ωi+2

Gim
)

i<α
is a decreasing sequence of ordinals, so α must be finite.
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It is not needed to write numbers in normal form in order for the process
to terminate. Natural numbers may be represented using the Ak functions in
various ways. To make this precise, we build terms for numbers and ordinals
out if this function. Given fixed k ≥ 2, the set of k-terms and ordinal k-terms are
defined inductively as follows:

1. 0 is both a k-term and an ordinal k-term.

2. If t is an ordinal term, then Ak(t) is both a k-term and an ordinal k-term.

3. If t, s are ordinal terms and r is a number term, ωtr+ s is an ordinal term.

We remark that we use the same notation for function symbols and the
functions they represent, but whether an expression should be treated as a term
or as a number will always be made clear. The set of k-terms will be denoted
Tk, and we set T =

⋃

k<ω Tk . The value of a term is defined inductively in the

obvious way by |0| = 0, |Ak(t)| = Ak(|t|), and |ωtr + s| = ω|t||r| + |s| (here, the
left-hand side of the equality should be regarded as a term, the right hand as
an ordinal).

The base change operator can be applied to arbitrary terms, even those not
in normal form. Given k ≤ ℓ and t ∈ Tk, we define ↑ℓ t ∈ Tℓ recursively by

1. ↑ℓ 0 = 0,

2. ↑ℓ Ak(t) = Aℓ(↑
ℓ t),

3. ↑ℓ(ωtr + s) = ω↑ℓ t↑ℓ r + ↑ℓ s.

Then, normal forms give maximal base change in the following sense.

Proposition 9.3. If 2 ≤ k < ℓ < ω and t is any k-term, then ↑ℓ t ≤ ↑ℓk |t|.

Proof. Follows from Theorem 7.4 using induction on term complexity.

With this, we may define Goodstein walks, in which natural numbers are
written using any term.

Definition 9.4. A fast Goodstein walk is a sequence (mi)
α
i=0, where α ≤ ω, such

that for every i < α, there is an (i+2)-term ti with |ti| = mi andmi+1 = ↑i+3 ti−1.

Theorem 9.5. Every fast Goodstein walk is finite.

Proof. Let (mi)
α
i=0 be a Goodstein walk for F . Let m = m0. By induction

on i, we check that mi ≤ Gim. For the base case this is clear. Otherwise,
mi+1 = | ↑i+3 ti| − 1 for some (i + 2)-term ti, and thus

mi+1 = | ↑i+3 ti| − 1 ≤ ↑i+3
i+2mi − 1

IH

≤ ↑i+3
i+2 Gim− 1 = Gi+1m,

where the second inequality uses Corollary 7.5 along with the induction hy-
pothesis for i. Thus if we choose i such that Gim = 0, we must have α ≤ i.

Example 9.6. Consider alternative normal forms obtained by writing m ≃k Ak(ξ),
where ξ is maximal so that A(ξ) = m. Such normal forms give alternative Goodstein
sequences, which are terminating by Theorem 9.5.
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10 Fundamental sequences for the Bachmann-Ho-

ward ordinal

The strategy for showing that Theorem 9.2 is not provable in KP is to compare it
to the process of descending along fundamental sequences for B(εΩ+1), whose
termination is already known not to be provable [6, 9] In the remainder of
this section, we write B = Aω. The fundamental sequences we will use are
based on those defined by Buchholz for the ϑ function [4]. We have shown that
very similar fundamental sequences can be defined for B (also denoted σ), and
that the two functions coincide for ξ ≥ Ω2 · ω [9]. In particular, we have that
ϑ(εΩ+1) = B(εΩ+1), the Bachmann-Howard ordinal.2

We need some auxiliary definitions before giving the fundamental sequen-
ces for B. We will use the function τΩ(ξ) defined in Section 3, and write τ for
τΩ.

The fundamental sequences for the B function require a case distinction
depending on whether the value of B(ξ) has a ‘jump’ at ξ; it could be either
that ξ is a limit, or that ξ is a limit but it is not the case that B([ξ|τn]) → B(ξ) as
τn → τ . This occurs when the following holds (see [4, 9]).

Definition 10.1. We define sets

1. FIX = {ξ < εΩ+1 : [ξ|1]∗ < ξ∗ = τ(ξ) = BX(γ) for some γ > ξ}, and

2. JUMP = {0} ∪ Succ ∪ FIX.

In order to ensure that the fundamental sequences converge in such cases,
we need to define an auxiliary value, essentially equivalent to Buchholz’s ϑ∗.

Definition 10.2. For ξ < εΩ+1, we set

B{0}(ξ) =











B(ζ) if ξ = ζ + 1

τ(ξ) if ξ ∈ FIX

0 otherwise.

If ξ = α+ β with α = Ωα̃, we define B{i+1}(ξ) recursively by

B{i+1}(ξ) = B
(

[α|B{i}(ξ)]
)

,

and we set

ξ̌ =

{

α if B{0}(ξ) > 0

ξ otherwise.

With this, we may now define the fundamental sequences we will use. It
will be convenient to define fundamental sequences for some uncountable or-
dinals, and thus the domain of our fundamental sequences will be Λ×N, where
B(εΩ+1) ( Λ ( εΩ+1 is as specified below.

2Note that εΩ+1 is not officially in the domain of B, but we may define B(εΩ+1) =
limn→∞ B(Ωn).
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Definition 10.3. Let ξ < B(εΩ+1), n < ω, and define

Λ = {ξ < εΩ+1 : mcΩ(ξ) < B(εΩ+1) and τ(ξ) < Ω}.

We define {·|·} : Λ× N → B(εΩ+1) by:

1. {0|n} = 0 for all n.

2. If β < Ω, then {B(β)|n} = β.

3. If ξ = [α|τ ] ≥ Ω, then {ξ|n} = [α|{τ |n}].

4. If 0 < τ(ξ̌) < Ω, then {B(ξ)|n} = B
(

{ξ̌|n}+ B{0}(ξ)
)

.

5. If τ(ξ̌) = Ω, then {B(ξ)|n} = B{n}(ξ).

Recall from the introduction that KP is a restriction of ZFC with proof-
theoretic ordinal B(εΩ+1). This ordinal can be used to bound the provably total
computable functions of KP.

Definition 10.4. For i < ω and α < B(εΩ+1), define {α|i}∗ recursively by {α|0}∗ =
α and {α|i+1}∗ = {{α|i}∗|i+1}. DefineF (n) to be the least ℓ such that {B(Ωn)|ℓ}

∗ =
0.

The function F is total since {B(Ωn)|i + 1}∗ < {B(Ωn)|i}
∗ whenever the

right-hand side is not zero, but totality is not provable in KP. In fact the fol-
lowing, more general, claim holds; it is a special case of a general principle of
Cichon et al. [5] adapted to our system of fundamental sequences [9].

Theorem 10.5. Let ϕ be Σ0
1 formula and suppose that KP ⊢ ∀x∃yϕ(x, y). Let fϕ(n)

be the least m such that ϕ(n,m). Then, ∃m ∀n > m
(

fϕ(n) < F (n)
)

.

In order to compare F (n) to the length of our fast Goodstein walks, the
following property will be useful. It holds in general for any system of funda-
mental sequences with the Bachmann property [7].

Proposition 10.6. Let (ξn)n∈N be a sequence of ordinals below B(εΩ+1) such that,
for all n, {ξn|n+ 1} ≤ ξn+1 ≤ ξn. Then, for all n, ξn ≥ {ξ|n}∗.

Proposition 10.6 thus allows us to compare sequences of ordinals globally
by considering only their local behavior.

11 Independence

Our strategy to prove that Theorems 9.2 and 9.5 are not provable in KP is to
show that they grow at least as fast as the function F of Definition 10.4. By
Proposition 10.6, it suffices to show that {↑ωk+2m|k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(m− 1) for all k, as
this will allow us to conclude that {↑ω2 m|k}∗ ≤ ↑ωk+2 Gkm. By choosing suitable
m = m(n), this will show that the termination time for the fast Goodstein
process is bounded below by F (n). We begin with a useful lemma comparing
the auxiliary value B{0}(↑ξ) to ↑A(ξ − 1). As in the previous section, we write
τ for τΩ.
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Lemma 11.1. Let k ≥ 2 and write ↑ for ↑ωk , A = Ak, and B = Aω. Then, for every
ξ < ε0,

B{0}(↑ξ) ≤ ↑A(ξ − 1).

Proof. Consider the following cases.

CASE 1 (↑ξ is a successor). Then, ↑ξ − 1 = ↑(ξ − 1). By Theorem 7.4, we see
that ↑A(ξ − 1) ≥ B

(

↑ξ − 1
)

= B{0}(↑ξ).

CASE 2 (B{0}(↑ξ) = τ(↑ξ)). Lemma 4.4 yields mc(ξ) < A(ξ−1), so by Corollary
7.5, τ(↑ξ) ≤ mcΩ(↑ξ) < ↑A(ξ − 1).

CASE 3 (other cases). Then B{0}(↑ξ) = 0, and the claim is trivially true.

We need one more preliminary lemma involving fundamental sequences.
Since we will use this in the proof by induction that {↑ωk+2m|k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(m −
1) for all m and k, we may assume that this inequality already holds below
mc(ξ). Once we have proven Proposition 11.3 below, this assumption may be
dropped.

Lemma 11.2. Let k < ω and ξ = ωξ̃ with 0 < ξ̃ < ε0. Write ↑ for ↑ωk+2, A for Ak,

and let τ = τ(↑ξ), θ = B{0}(↑ξ) and A = A(ξ − 1).
Suppose that for all m ≤ mc(ξ), we have that {↑m|k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(m− 1). Then,

[↑ξ|{τ |k}]Ω + θ ≤ ↑[ξ|A].

Proof. Write ξ = ωαc+ β in ω-normal form and consider the following cases.

CASE 1 (β > 0). Then we have inductively that

[↑ξ|{τ |k}]Ω + θ = Ω↑α↑c+ [↑β|{τ |k}]Ω + θ

≤ Ω↑α↑c+ ↑[β|A] = ↑[ξ|A].

CASE 2 (β = 0). Consider the following sub-cases.

CASE 2.1 (↑c ∈ Lim). Then, ↑c = τ by the definition of τ , so that the assump-
tion yields {τ |k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(c−1). Moreover, [ξ|A] = ωα(c−1)+ δ for some δ with
mc(δ) ≥ A. Note that Lemma 11.1 yields ↑A ≥ θ, so that also ↑δ ≥ θ. From this
we see that

↑[ξ|A] = ↑(ωα(c− 1) + δ) = Ω↑α↑(c− 1) + ↑δ

≥ Ω↑α{τ |k}+ θ = [↑ξ|{τ |k}]Ω + θ.

CASE 2.2 (↑c ∈ Succ). Write ↑(c− 1) = η, so that ↑c = η + 1. Here we consider
further sub-cases according to α.
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CASE 2.2.1 (α = ωα′). Then, τ(↑ξ) = τ(↑α), so the induction hypothesis and
Lemma 3.1 yield

[↑ωαc|{τ |k}]Ω + θ = ↑ωα(c− 1) + Ω[↑α|{τ |k}]Ω + θ

≤ ↑ωα(c− 1) + Ω[↑α|{τ |k}]Ω+θ

IH

≤ Ω↑αη +Ω↑[α|A] = ↑[ωα|A].

CASE 2.2.2 (α ∈ Succ). Then, α = ωα′+t for some finite t > 0. The assumption
that τ(ξ) = τ yields ↑t = τ , and by assumption, ↑(t− 1) ≥ {τ |k}.

If θ = 0, note that A ≥ 1, so

↑[ξ|A] = ↑[ωωα′+tc|A] = ↑
(

ωωα′+t(c− 1) + ωωα′+t−1A
)

≥ ↑
(

ωωα′+t(c− 1) + ωωα′+t−1
)

= Ω↑αη +Ω↑ωα′+↑(t−1)

IH

≥ Ω↑αη +Ω↑ωα′+{τ |k} = [↑ωαc|{τ |k}]Ω + θ.

Otherwise, θ is a limit ordinal, so that A ≥ θ > 1. Since also ωωα′+t−1 > 1,
using Lemma 3.1 we see that

↑[ξ|A] = ↑[ωωα′+tc|A] = ↑
(

ωωα′+t(c− 1) + ωωα′+t−1A
)

≤ ↑(ωωα′+t(c− 1) + ωωα′+t−1 +A)

= Ω↑αη +Ω↑ωα′+↑(t−1) + ↑A
IH

≥ Ω↑αη +Ω↑ωα′+{τ |k} + ↑A

= [↑ωαc|{τ |k}]Ω + ↑A ≥ [↑ωαc|{τ |k}]Ω + θ.

With this, we are ready to show that the Goodstein process decreases more
slowly in each step than the fundamental sequences do.

Proposition 11.3. If m ∈ N and k < ω, then

{↑ωk+2m|k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(m− 1).

Proof. Proceed by induction on m. Write ↑ for ↑ωk+2, A for Ak+2, B for Aω, and
let m =k+2 A(ξ). Consider the following cases.

CASE 1 (ξ < ω). Then m− 1 = ξ and ↑m = B(↑ξ) = ↑ξ+1, so ↑(m− 1) = ↑ξ =
{↑m|k}.

CASE 2 (ω ≤ ξ). Write ξ = α + b with α a limit and consider two sub-cases,

according to q↑ξ.

CASE 2.1 ( q↑ξ > ↑α). By the definition of ·̌, this is only possible if B{0}(↑ξ) = 0
and ↑b > 0; by the definition of B{0}(↑ξ), we must also have ↑b ∈ Lim. Check-
ing the definitions of the fundamental sequences, we have that {B(↑ξ)|k} =
B(↑α+ {↑b|k}), hence

↑(m− 1) = ↑
(

A(ξ)− 1
)

≥ ↑A(ξ − 1)

≥ B
(

↑α+ ↑(b− 1)
) IH

≥ B(↑α+ {↑b|k}) = {B(↑ξ)|k}.
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CASE 2.2 ( q↑ξ = ↑α). Let θ = B{0}(↑ξ) and A = A(ξ − 1), so that by Lemma
11.1, θ ≤ ↑A. Let τ = τ(↑ξ) and consider two sub-cases.

CASE 2.2.1 (0 < τ < Ω). By Lemma 11.2, [↑α|{τ |k}]Ω + θ ≤ ↑[α|A]. Moreover,

mcΩ([↑α|{τ |k}]Ω + θ) ≤ max{mcΩ(↑α), θ} < ↑A ≤ mcΩ(↑[α|A]),

so that the induction hypothesis and Lemma 11.2 yield

{B(↑ξ)|k}Ω = B([↑α|{τ |k}]Ω + θ) ≤ B(↑[α|A])

IH
= B(↑[α|A]) ≤ ↑A([α|A]) = ↑A(1)(ξ) < ↑A(ξ).

CASE 2.2.2 (τ = Ω). Define θi = B{i}(↑α + θ). We claim that θi ≤ ↑A(i)(ξ) for
all i. Since ↑(m− 1) ≤ ↑A(k+1)(ξ) and {B(↑α)|k} = θk, this yields the desired
result.

For i = 0, we already have that θ ≤ ↑A(ξ − 1) = ↑A(0)(ξ). For i + 1, we see
that

θi+1 = B([↑α|θi]Ω)

≤ B([↑α|↑A(i)(ξ)]Ω) by induction on i

= B(↑[α|A(i)(ξ)]) by Lemma 6.10 and τ(↑α) = Ω

= ↑A([α|A(i)(ξ)])

= ↑A(i+1)(ξ).

The following corollary, while not used explicitly for our main results, shows
that our ordinal assignment is surjective.

Corollary 11.4. For all ξ < B(εΩ+1), there exist k ≥ 2 and ξ < ε0 such that
ζ = ↑ωk ξ.

Proof. If ξ < B(εΩ+1) then ξ < B(Ωi) for some i, and

↑ω2 A(ωi) ≥ B(↑ω2 ωi) = B(Ωi) > ξ.

Thus there exist m′ and k′ ≥ 2 such that ↑ωk′ m′ ≥ ξ. Let ξ′ ≥ ξ be least with the
property that ↑ωk′ m′ ≥ ξ′ for some m′ and k′ ≥ 2.

We claim that ξ′ = ξ. If not, let k ≥ k′ be large enough so that {ξ′|k} ≥ ξ,
and let m = ↑k+2

k′ m′. By Proposition 11.3, we have that

ξ ≤ {ξ′|k} ≤ ↑ωk+2(m− 1) < ↑ωk+2m = ξ′.

But ζ := ↑ωk+2(m − 1) contradicts the minimality of ξ′. Thus we conclude that
ξ′ = ξ, as desired.

Corollary 11.5. Given m, k ∈ N, ↑ωk+2 Gkm ≥ {↑ω2 m|k}∗.
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Proof. We have that

↑ωk+3 Gk+1m = ↑ωk+3

(

Gkm− 1
)

≥ {Gkm|k},

where the inequality is an instance of Proposition 11.3. Proposition 10.6 then
yields ↑ωk+2 Gkm ≥ {↑ω2 m|k}∗ for all k.

Theorem 11.6. Theorem 9.2 (and hence Theorem 9.5) is not provable in KP.

Proof. Let m(n) := A2(ωn). It is not hard to check that m(n) is in normal form,
as ξ > ωn implies also that mc(ξ) ≥ mc(ωn) and hence A(ξ) > A(ωn) by Lemma
4.5. Then, ↑ω2 m(n) = ↑ω2 A(ωn) = B(Ωn). Let G(n) be the least value of k such
that Gkm(n) = 0. By Corollary 11.5,

↑ωk+2 Gkm(n) ≥ {↑ω2 m(n)|k}∗ = {B(Ωn)|k}
∗.

Hence, G(n) ≥ F (n), as any value of k with Gkm(n) = 0 also has {B(Ωn)|k}
∗ =

0. The function G(n) is clearly computable, hence definable by a Σ0
1 formula. It

follows that ∀x∃y
(

G(n) = y
)

is not provable in KP, hence neither is Theorem
7.4.

12 Concluding remarks

We have proven that Goodstein processes based on the A function always ter-
minate, leading to independence results of strength the Bachmann-Howard or-
dinal. This opens various lines of research. The A function is not the only fast-
growing function based on transfinite recursion below ε0. A natural question
is how sensitive the termination and independence results presented here are
to the precise choice of fast-growing functions used (e.g. the aforementioned
Hardy function [13]), and in particular if the normal forms based on succes-
sive maximization we used yield maximality of base change in a more general
context.

Variation of normal forms also leads to questions regarding independence.
Note that the alternative normal forms of Example 9.6 give rise to a terminat-
ing Goodstein process, but our methods do not establish any lower bounds on
such processes, so it is not immediately obvious whether termination is prov-
able in KP. We conjecture that it is not, and remark that independence for
this alternative Goodstein principle would also imply Theorem 11.6. Thus a
different strategy for the current work would have been to prove that the max-
imal Goodstein principle terminates, and that the alternative one leads to inde-
pendence, thus obtaining two independence results at once. The drawback of
such a ‘dual’ approach is that, at least in this case, the two Goodstein processes
would have to be studied separately, for example providing different ordinal
assignments for each. We thus leave the analysis of this alternative Goodstein
process for future work, but such a ‘dual’ approach may be interesting when
studying less involved Goodstein processes.
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Another direction involves Goodstein processes based on fast-growing hi-
erarchies up to ordinals Λ > ε0, perhaps based on the Bachmann-Howard or-
dinal, or even lager ordinals where suitable systems of fundamental sequences
are known, e.g. the ordinal of Π1

1-CA0. The challenge is in identifying the
base-change maximal normal forms in these contexts, and the proof-theoretic
strength of termination.
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