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ON CLOSED DEFINABLE SUBSETS
IN HENSEL MINIMAL STRUCTURES

KRZYSZTOF JAN NOWAK

ABSTRACT. This paper deals with Hensel minimal structures on
non-trivially valued fields K. The main aim is to establish the
following two properties of closed 0-definable subsets A in the affine
spaces K™. Every such subset A is the zero locus of a continuous
0-definable function f : K™ — K, and there exists a 0-definable
retraction r : K™ — A. While the former property is a non-
Archimedean counterpart of the one from o-minimal geometry, the
former does not hold in real geometry in general. The proofs make
use of a model-theoretic compactness argument and ubiquity of
clopen sets in non-Archimedean geometry.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper continues our research on Henselian valued fields from
our papers [12;, 16, 17, 18], and particularly on Hensel minimal struc-
tures from [17, 20]. The axiomatic theory of Hensel minimal structures
was introduced by Cluckers-Halupczok—Rideau [d, f]. Actually, their
research followed numerous earlier attempts to find suitable approaches
in geometry of Henselian valued fields which, likewise o-minimality in
real geometry, would realize the postulates of both tame topology and
tame model theory. Those attempts have led to various, axiomati-
cally based concepts such as C-minimality [11;, 15], P-minimality [12],
V-minimality [13], b-minimality [§], tame structures [¥, 3], and even-
tually Hensel minimality:.

So let K be a 1-h-minimal structure, i.e. a model of a 1-h-minimal
theory in an expansion £ of the language of valued fields. The main
aim is to establish the following two properties of closed 0-definable
subsets A in the affine spaces K™.

Theorem 1.1. Every closed 0-definable subset A of K™ is the zero locus
Z(g) :={x € K" : g(z) = 0} of a continuous 0-definable function g
on K".
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Theorem 1.2. For every non-empty closed 0-definable subset A of an
affine space K™, there exists a 0-definable retraction r : X — A.

Remark 1.3. Note that while the former property is a counterpart
of the one from o-minimal geometry (see e.g. [1i, Proposition 2.7.5]
and [8, Property 4.22]), the former does not hold in real geometry in
general. The proofs of these theorems make use of a model-theoretic
compactness argument and ubiquity of clopen sets in non-Archimedean
geometry.

As an immediate corollary from Theorem 1.2, we obtain the following
non-Archimedean version of the Tietze-Urysohn extension theorem.

Corollary 1.4. Let A be a closed 0-definable subset of an affine space
K™, Then every continuous 0-definable function f : A — K can be
extended to a continuous 0-definable function F: X — K.

Proof. Put F := for where r : K™ — A is a 0-definable retraction. [
We shall adopt the multiplicative convention |- | for the valuation of
the ground field K. For x € K", put
|z| := max {|z1], ..., |z.|}

and
B(a,r):={x e K": |[x —a| <r}
for a € K", r € |K|, r > 0. Note that every two (open) balls B(a, €)

and B(x,r), a,z € K", are either disjoint, or one is contained in the
other according as ¢ < r or r <e.

2. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS
We begin by stating two lemmas.

Lemma 2.1. If A = J;_, A; and the conclusions of the main theorems
hold for every subset A;, then they hold for A.

Proof. The case of Theorem 1.1 is immediate. Indeed, if A; = Z(g;),
i=1,...,s then A= Z(g1-...gs).

For Theorem 1.3, it is enough (by induction on s) to consider the
case s = 2. Put

Uy := U {B(z,r): v € A\ A, r < R(x)},

where
B(z,r) ={ye K": ly—z| <r}



ON CLOSED DEFINABLE SUBSETS 3

and

R(z) ={lz —y|: ye Ay} for x € A\ As,.
Obviously, U; is an open 0-definable subset of K™ containing A; \ As
and disjoint from As.

Furthermore, we assert that the set U; U (A; N Ay) is a closed subset
of K,,. It suffices to show that if @ lies in the closure U; of the set Uy,
then a € Uy or a € A; N As. So supposing a € A; N Ay, we must get
a < Ul-

Were a € Ay, we would get a ¢ A;. Then

Ve>0dx e A\ Ay 3r < R(x) B(a,e)N B(x,r) # 0.

If ¢ < r, then B(a,e) C B(x,r), and thus B(x,r) N Ay # (), which
is impossible. Therefore ¢ > r, and then B(x,r) C B(a,¢). Hence
B(a,e)N Ay # 0 for all € > 0, and thus a € A; = A;, which again is a
contradiction.

Therefore a ¢ A and then B(a,€¢y) = () for an ¢g > 0. When a € Ay,
then a € Uy, as desired. So suppose a € A;. Then

Vee (0,60) Jz € Ay \ Ay Ir < R(x) B(a,e) N B(x,r) # 0.

If € < r for some r < R(z), then B(a,e) C B(z,r), a € B(z,r) and
thus a € Uy, as desired. The other case where € > r for all r < R(x)
is impossible, because then we would get B(z,r) C B(a,€¢). Hence
B(a,e)N Ay # 0 for all € > 0, and thus a € A; = A;, which again is a
contradiction. This proves the assertion.

Consequently, U; is disjoint from A, and is a clopen 0-definable
neighbourhood of A; \ Ay in K™\ (4; N As).

The situation is symmetric. It is easy to check that the set
U2 = K" \ (Ul U (Al N Ag)

is disjoint from Ay, is a clopen 0-definable neighbourhood of A, \ A; in
K™\ (A1 N Ay), and the set Uy U (A1 N Ay) is a closed subset of K™.

Therefore, if i : X — A; and v : X — A, are two O-definable
retractions, so is the map

r: K" — (A1UA2)
given by the formula

( )_ 7“1(1’) if Z'EUlU(AlﬂAg),
)= 7“2(1’) if zelUyU (Al N Ag),

which is the desired result. O



4 KRZYSZTOF JAN NOWAK

Lemma 2.2. There exists a continuous definable function g, : K!, — K
such that
g(w)=0 <— w=0.

Proof. We define the functions g; inductively. Put

o wy if |'LU2| < |’LU1|,
g2 (w1, wy) = { wy if wi] < |wsl,

and

9t+1(w1, . >7~Ut+1) = 92(91&(“1, ce ,tt), wt+1)-
O

For the proofs of both theorems under study, we shall proceed by
induction with respect to the dimension k£ = dim A. The case k = 0 is
straightforward by the above lemmas.

So assume that the conclusion holds for the subsets of K" of dimen-
sion < k with 1 < k < n. We shall first consider the case k < n,
reducing the problem to the sets A of a special form. To this end, we
shall apply parametrized cell decomposition, Lemma 2.1 and a model-
theoretic compactness argument.

In order to prove Theorem 1.1, we can and shall additionally assume
that the subset A is bounded. Indeed, put

A= J{Ar: Tc{1,....n}} with A;:=ANB,
with
By:={r e K": |5;| <1 foriel and |z;|>1 forj &I},
and
¢r: Br— K", ¢1(x) =y,

where y; = x; for i € I and y; = 1/xz; for j & I. Then B; are clopen
subsets of K™, ¢; are homeomorphisms of B; onto the bounded subsets
Dy := ¢;(By), and Ej :i¢[(A]) are closed subsets of D;. Further, the
(topological) closures Ej of the sets Ej are bounded subsets of K™.
Therefore, if E} is the zero locus of a continuous 0-definable function
gr : K™ — K, then Aj is the zero locus of the function f; := g7 o ¢y

which is a continuous O-definable function on the clopen subset Bj.
This establishes the reduction.

For coordinates x = (z1,...,2,) in the affine space K", write

= (yvz)v Y= (xl,...,xk), = ($k+1,...,.§(,’n).

Let 7 : K™ — K% be the projection onto the first k& coordinates. For
y € K*, denote by A, C K"~* the fiber of the set A over the point y.
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Denote by E and OF := E \ E the closure and frontier (in the valu-
ation topology) of a set E, respectively. We have the basic dimension
inequality (cf. [1, Proposition 5.3.4]):

(2.1) dim F < dim E.

By Lemma 27T, along with parametrized cell decomposition (op.cit.
Theorem 5.7.3) and the induction hypothesis, we can assume that A is
(perhaps after a permutation of variables) the closure of a parametrized
0-definable cell C' = (Cf),¢ of dimension k of cell-type (1,...,1,0,...,0),
with RV -sort parameters { and centers c¢. Since definable RV -unions
of finite sets stay finite (op.cit., Corollary 2.6.7), the restriction of 7 to
C has finite fibers of bounded cardinality.

Further, by suitable O-definable partitioning, we can assume that A
is the closure E of a 0-definable subset E of dimension k such that all
the fibers E,, y € n(E), have the same cardinality, say s, and the sets

of the j-th coordinates of points from the fibers £, have the same
cardinality, say s;, for each j = k +1,...,n. Since the fibers E, are
finite, the projection

F:=n(E)c K"
is of dimension k (op.cit., Corollary 5.3.4). Again, this fact, along with

cell decomposition, Lemma 2.t and the induction hypothesis, allow us
to come down to the case where F is an open 0-definable subset of K*.

Now consider the polynomials
5

Py, Z) = I Z—2=1]%—ciw), yeF j=k+1,....n,

2€Cj(y) =1
Then
Pj(y> Z]) = Z;] + bj71(y)Z;j71 +...+ bj,Sj(y)> ] =k + ]-7 ey
where b, : F' — K, i=1,...,s;, are O-definable functions.

We still need the following lemma, which resembles to some extent
the primitive element theorem from algebraic geometry.

Lemma 2.3. There exist a finite number of linear functions
NiK"F S K 1=1,...,p,

with integer coefficients such that, for every y € F, A\, is injective on
the Cartesian product H;L:kﬂ Cj(y) for somel=1,...,p.
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Proof. The conclusion follows by a routine model-theoretic compact-
ness argument. [

By Lemma 223 and Lemma 211, we can further assume, after a suit-
able 0-definable partitioning, that one linear function

A KR K

with integer coefficients is injective on every product

H Cj(y)a yGF.

j=k+1
Consider now the polynomial

P(y,Z2) =[] (Z=X2) =2+ bi(y)Z° " + ... + b(y),

zely

where b; : F' — K are 0-definable functions. Then
E={x=(y,2) € Fx K"

Pio(xy, .o 2y Tpr1) = oo = Po(xy, o g, ) =

P(xy, ..., 2, N(Xgg1,y .-, T0)) = 0}

The sets of all points at which the functions bj;(y) and b;(y) are
not continuous are 0-definable subsets of F' of dimension < k (op.cit.,
Theorem 5.1.1), and so are the closures of those sets by inequality 2.T.
Hence and by Lemma 2.t along with the induction hypothesis, we can

additionally assume that b;;(y) and b;(y) are continuous functions on
the open subset F. Then E is a closed subset of F' x K" * and thus

(2.2) OF C OF x K",

In this manner, we have reduced the proofs of the theorems under
study to the case where A is the closure of the set E described above.
Moreover, in the proof of the first theorem, we have assumed without
loss of generality that the set E is bounded.

Proof of Theorem '1_}. Since F is an open subset of K, its frontier
OF is a closed subset of K* of dimension < k (inequality 2.1). By the

induction hypothesis, OF' is the zero locus of a continuous 0-definable
function f: K¥ — K.

Observe now that the functions b;;(y) are bounded because so are
the sets A and E under study. Therefore the functions

f(y) - bji(y) and f(y) - bi(y)
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extend by zero through OF to continuous functions on F. And then
they extend by zero off F' to continuous 0-definable functions on K*.

We can thus regard the coefficients of the following polynomials (in

the indeterminates Zy 1, ..., Z, and Z, respectively):
Qk+1(y> Z]) = f(y) : Pk-i—l(ya Zk-i—l)a cee Qn(y> Zn) = f(y) ) Pn(?/a Zn)
and

as continuous O-definable functions on K* vanishing off the subset F.
Put

G ={xe K": Qr1(x1,..., 05, Tp1) = ... = Qu(T1,..., 2, 2T,) =
Q(x1, .. xp, M(xpyr, .-, xn)) = 0}

Then

(2.3) GN(Fx K" =F

and

(2.4) GN((K*\ F)x K" = (KF\ F) x K"7*,
Put

E:={(bc,2) EExK"*: (byc) e E A Vy€OF |z| <|y—1

A Yo,we K" [((bv), (byw) € E, v#£w)=|z| < |v—w|}
and

E:=pf)Cc K"=K"x K" ",
where
p: KFx K" F x K"°F 5 (y, 2,w) = (y, 2 +w) € KF x K"7F,
Let A be the closure of E; obviously, £ C Eand A=F C A.

Remark 2.4. Note that the third condition of the conjunction in the
definition of the set & will be used only in the proof of Theorem 1.4.

It is easy to check that EDFEisa clopen subset of F' x K" % In
view of equality 2.2 and the second condition of the conjunction in the
definition of the set &£, we get

OE =0E, A=FEUJE
and B B
AN(K*\F)x K%)= An (0F x K"*) = 0F.
Hence and by eqaulity 274, we get
GNAN((K*\F)x K"*) = An (K*\ F) x K"™*) = 0E.
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Further, equality 2.3 yields

GNAN(Fx K" =EnA=E.
Therefore, combining the above two formulae, we get
(2.5) GNA=EUJE=FE=A.

But by the induction hypothesis, 0F = OF is the zero locus of a
continuous 0-definable function e : K™ — K. Then the function

o) = 0 if SL’GAV, N
e(x) if ze K"\ A.

is continuous with zero locus A:
A={ze K": &) =0}.
Hence and by equality 2.3, we obtain
(2.6) A=A{Qrs1(x1,. .., TpyTpy1) = ... = Qu(x1, ..., Tk, T,) =
Q(x1, ..., xp, N(Tpy1, ..., 2n)) =€(x) =0} C K™

Now it follows immediately from Lemma 2.2 that A is the zero locus
of the continuous 0-definable function

gn—k+2(Qk+l(x)> ) Qn(x)a Q(ZL’), g(z))a

as desired.

Finally, suppose that A is of dimension k = n. Then A = U U FE
for an open 0-definable subset U C K™ and a closed 0-definable subset
E C K" of dimension < n. By the induction hypothesis, F is the zero
locus of a continuous 0-definable function f : K™ — K. Then A is the
zero locus of the following continuous definable function

(z) = 0 if ze A,
IE= f@) if ze Km\ A.
This completes the proof of Theorem 1. O

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We keep the notation from the foregoing
proof and assume that the conclusion holds for the subsets of K" of
dimension < k with 1 < k < n. Again, we are reduced to the case
where the set A is the closure E of the set E described before. The
third condition of the conjunction in the definition of the set £ ensures
the following property of the set E:

For each x = (y,2) € E there is a unique (y,w) € E, denoted by
p(x), such that

v(z —w) =min{v(z —u): (y,u) € E}.
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But, by the induction hypothesis, there exists a 0-definable retraction
p: K" — OFE. Then the map r : K™ — A given by the formula

] oplx) if ek,
rie) = { plz) if ze K"\ E

is a O-definable retraction we are looking for.

Finally, suppose that A is of dimension & = n and the conclusion
holds for the subsets of K™ of dimension < n. As before, A=UUFE
for an open 0-definable subset U C K™ and a closed 0-definable subset
E C K" of dimension < n. By the induction hypothesis, there exists
a 0-definable retraction p : K™ — E. Then the map r : K" — A given

by the formula
r(z) = x if zel,
) plx) if xe K"\ U,

is a O-definable retraction we are looking for. This finishes the proof of
Theorem 1.2. O

We conclude with the following comment. In the purely topological
setting, the existence of a continuous retraction onto any non-empty
closed subset of an ultranormal metrizable space was established by
Dancis [7]. Previously, Ellis [@, 10] studied the problem of extension of
continuous maps defined on closed subsets of zero-dimensional spaces
with values in various types of metric spaces; in particular, of con-
tinuous functions from ultranormal and ultraparacompact spaces into
a complete field with non-Archimedean absolute value. He obtained,
among others, a non-Archimedean analogue of the Tietze—Urysohn the-
orem on extension of continuous functions from a closed subset of an
ultranormal space into a locally compact field with non-Archimedean
absolute value.
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