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Abstract

Iwasawa’s theorem indicates that a finite group G is supersolvable if and only
if all maximal chains of the identity in G have the same length. As generalizations
of Iwasawa’s theorem, we provide some characterizations of the structure of a finite
group G in which all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup have the same
length. Moreover, let 6(G) be the number of subgroups of G all of whose maximal
chains in G do not have the same length, we prove that G is a non-solvable group
with §(G) < 16 if and only if G = As.
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1 Introduction

In this paper all groups are considered to be finite. Let G be a group and H a subgroup
of G. A maximal chain of H in G has length r means a chain of subgroups H = Hy <
H, < Hy < ...< H, = G such that H; is maximal in H;,; for every 1 <i <r — 1.

Since every maximal subgroup of a supersolvable group G has prime index, all maximal
chains of every subgroup in G have the same length. Moreover, the following proposition
obviously holds for maximal chains of subgroups.

Proposition 1.1  Let G be a group, H < K < G. If all mazimal chains of H in G have
the same length, then

(1) all mazimal chains of H in K have the same length;

(2) all mazximal chains of K in G have the same length.

Remark 1.2 Let G be a group, H < K < G. If all maximal chains of K in G have the
same length, we cannnot ensure that all maximal chains of H in G have the same length.
For example, let G = Ay = ((123), (124)), K = ((123)) and H = 1. Since K is maximal
in (G, all maximal chains of K in G have the same length. For H, it is easy to see that
H < K <Gand H < ((12)(34)) < ((12)(34), (13)(24)) < G are two maximal chains of
H in G having different length.
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By Proposition[L 1] if all maximal chains of the identity in G have the same length, then
all maximal chains of every subgroup in G' have the same length. Using maximal chains
of subgroups Iwasawa provided the following equivalent characterization of supersolvable
groups.

Theorem 1.3 [0, Theorem 10.3.5] A group G is supersolvable if and only if all mazimal
chains of the identity in G have the same length.

As a generalization of Iwasawa’s theorem, considering maximal chains of some partic-
ular minimal subgroups, we have the following result whose proof is given in Section [3l

Theorem 1.4  Let G be a group. If all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup of
order both 2 and 3 in G have the same length, then G is solvable.

Furthermore, considering maximal chains of every minimal subgroup, we obtain the
following result, the proof of which is given in Section [

Theorem 1.5 Let G be a group and F(G) the Fitting subgroup of G. If all maximal
chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the same length, then

(1) G is non-supersolvable if and only if G = F(G) x M and ¢(G) = Z(G) = 1, where
M acts faithfully on F(G), F(G) is the unique minimal normal subgroup of G and M is
a supersolvable mazimal subgroup of G, |F(G)| =p™, n > 2;

(2) If G is non-supersolvable, then F(G) is a Sylow subgroup of G'. In particular, if
Z(G") #1, then F(G) = G.

Remark 1.6 If we assume that all maximal chains of every subgroup of G of order a
square of a prime in GG have the same length, we cannot ensure that G is solvable. For
example, let G = As. It is easy to see that all maximal chains of subgroup of As of order
4 in As have the same length, but As is non-solvable.

Remark 1.7 Assume that G is a solvable group, we cannot ensure that all maximal
chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the same length. For example, let G = S, =
((12), (13), (14)). Take H = ((12)) being a minimal subgroup of G. It is easy to see that
H < S35 ={((12), (13)) < G and H < ((12), (34)) < Dg = ((1423), (34)) < G are two
maximal chains of H in G having different length.

Remark 1.8 The group in Theorem might not be supersolvable. For example,
all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup in A4 have the same length, but A, is
non-supersolvable.

Remark 1.9 In Theorem even if assume that GG has odd order, we cannot ensure
that G is supersolvable. For example, let G = (a,b,c | a® = b = ¢ = 1, [a,b] =
1, c tac = (ab)™t, ¢ tbe = a). By the definition of G, it is easy to see that all maximal

chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the same length but G is non-supersolvable.
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Note that two examples in Remarks [[.7] and [L.§ also indicate that even if all maximal
chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the same length, all maximal chains of the
identity in GG might not have the same length.

Remark 1.10  Suppose that G is a group satisfying all hypotheses in Theorem
(2), we cannot ensure that all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the
same length. For example, let G = Sy = ((12), (13), (14)), one has F(G) = K, =
((12)(34), (13)(24)). Take M = S5 = ((12), (13)), then G = F(G) x M. Note that G
satisfies all hypotheses in Theorem [[.3] (2), but all maximal chains of ((12)) in G have
different length.

Denote by 6(G) the number of subgroups of G all of whose maximal chains in G do not
have the same length. Observe that 6(A5) = 16 including the identity and 15 subgroups
of order 2. In this paper, we obtain the following result whose proof is given in Section

Theorem 1.11 Let G be a non-solvable group. Then §(G) < 16 if and only if G = As.

In Section [B] we also discuss the cases that all maximal chains of some other special
subgroups in G have the same length.

2 Some necessary lemmas

Lemma 2.1 Let G be a group. Then G is supersolvable if and only if all maximal chains
of @(Q) in G have the same length.

Proof. We only need to prove the sufficiency part. Since all maximal chains of ¢(G)
in G have the same length, all maximal chains of the identity subgroup 1 = ¢(G)/?(G)
in G/9¢(G) have the same length. By [0, Theorem 10.3.5], G/®(G) is supersolvable. It
follows that G is supersolvable. 0O

Lemma 2.2 [8] A non-abelian simple group all of whose proper subgroups are solvable is
said to be a minimal simple group, there are five classes in all:

(1) PSLy(p), where p >3 and 51 p* — 1;

(2) PSLy(27), where q is a prime;

(3) PSLy(37), where q is an odd prime;

(4) PSL3(3);

(5) S.(29), where q is an odd prime.

Lemma 2.3 [I Theorem 5.4] Let G be a group of order n. If (n, 15) = 1, then G is
solvable.

Lemma 2.4 [0, Theorem 10.4.2] Let G be a group having a nilpotent mazimal subgroup
of odd order. Then G is solvable.



3 Proof of Theorem [1.4]

Proof. Let G be a counterexample of minimal order.

Note that if all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup in G have the same length,
then all maximal chains of every non-trivial subgroup in G have the same length by
Proposition [l

For any maximal subgroup M of G, it is obvious that all maximal chains of every
minimal subgroup of order both 2 and 3 in M have the same length by the hypothesis
(Note that if there exists a maximal subgroup E of G such that 21 |E| or 31 |E|, then E
naturally satisfies that all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup of order both 2 and
3 in E have the same length.). By the minimality of G, M is solvable. It follows that G is
a minimal non-solvable group and then G/®(G) is a minimal non-abelian simple group.

Claim @¢(G) = 1. Otherwise, assume ¢(G) # 1. If 2 | |®(G)| or 3 | | @(G)|, one has that
all maximal chains of @(G) in G have the same length. By Lemma 2] G is supersolvable,
a contradiction. If (6,|®(G)|) = 1, then all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup of
G/ ®(G) of order both 2 and 3 in G/®(G) have the same length. It follows that G/ ?(G)
is solvable by the minimality of G, which implies that G is solvable, also a contradiction.

Therefore, #(G) = 1. One has that G is a minimal non-abelian simple group. By
Lemma 2.2] we divide our analyses into the following five cases.

(1) Let G = PSLy(p), where p >3, (5, p>—1) =1 and |G| = @.

Since G is non-solvable and (5, p> — 1) = 1, one has 3 | p*> — 1 by Lemma 23

First, suppose p? = 1(mod 16). Then G has a maximal subgroup M = S, by [3]. It
is easy to see that all maximal chains of subgroups of order 2 in S4 do not have the same
length, which implies that all maximal chains of subgroups of order 2 in G do not have
the same length, a contradiction.

Next, suppose p?> # 1(mod16). Then G has a maximal subgroup M = A, by [3].
Consider a subgroup N of M of order 3, one has that N < M < (G is a maximal chain of
N in G. Let P be a Sylow 3-subgroup of G such that N < P. By Lemma 2.4l P is not a
maximal subgroup of G. Assume |P| = 3", where n > 1.

If n > 2, it is easy to see that all maximal chains of N in G' do not have the same
length, a contradiction. Therefore, N = P is a Sylow 3-subgroup of G.

Since 3| p> —1,one has 3| p+ 1 or 3| p— 1. Tt follows that 3 | ’%1 or 3 | p%l.

If 3 | ’%1, let L be a maximal subgroup of GG that is isomorphic to a dihedral group of
order 2 - p—;rl. By Sylow theorem, we can assume N < L. Since all maximal chains of N in
G have the same length, one must have p—;l = 3, which implies p = 5. Then G = PSLy(5).
It is easy to see that all maximal chains of subgroups of order 2 in PSLy(5) do not have
the same length, a contradiction.

If3 | p—gl, let R be a maximal subgroup of GG that is a dihedral group of order 2- p%l. By
Sylow theorem, we can assume N < R. Since all maximal chains of N in GG have the same
length, one must have p%l = 3, which implies p = 7, this contradicts p*> Z 1 (mod 16).



(2) Let G = PSLy(27), where ¢ is a prime.

By [3], it is easy to see that G has two distinct maximal subgroups M; and M, such
that M is a dihedral group of order 2 - (279 — 1) and M, is the normalizer of the Sylow
2-subgroup of G of order 29 - (29 — 1), where subgroups of M; and M, of order 27 — 1 are
cyclic. Let N; be a subgroup of M, of order 2, and let P be a Sylow 2-subgroup of G such
that P < M,. By Sylow theorem, we can assume N; < P. Since ¢ > 2, it is easy to see
that all maximal chains of N; in GG do not have the same length, a contradiction.

(3) Let G = PSLy(37), where ¢ is an odd prime.

By [3], G has the following two distinct maximal subgroups: M; = A, and M, is the
normalizer of the Sylow 3-subgroup of GG of order 37- @
L;l are cyclic. Let Ny be a subgroup of M; of order 3 and let @) be a Sylow 3-subgroup of
G such that ) < Ms. By Sylow theorem, we can assume N; < (). Since g > 3, it is easy

, where subgroups of M, of order

to see that all maximal chains of N; in G do not have the same length, a contradiction.

(4) Let G = PSL3(3).

By [3], G has a maximal subgroup M = S,. It is obvious that there exists a subgroup S
of M of order 2 such that all maximal chains of S in M do not have the same length, which
implies that all maximal chains of S in G do not have the same length, a contradiction.

(5) Let G = S.(27), where ¢ is an odd prime.

By [7], G has two distinct maximal subgroups: M; is the normalizer of the Sylow 2-
subgroup of order 2%4.(29—1), M, is a dihedral group of order 2- (27— 1), where subgroups
of My and M, of order 27 — 1 are cyclic. Let Ny be a subgroup of My of order 2 and let
P be a Sylow 2-subgroup of G such that P < M;. By Sylow theorem, we can assume
N, < P. Note that ¢ > 3 and then 2¢ > 6. It is easy to see that all maximal chains of N,
in G' do not have the same length, a contradiction.

By above arguments, the counterexample of minimal order does not exist and so G is
solvable. O

4 Proof of Theorem

Lemma 4.1 Let G be a group in which all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup
have the same length, F(G) be a Fitting subgroup of G. Then G is non-supersolvable if
and only if G = F(G)x M and &(G) = Z(G) = 1, where M acts faithfully on F(G), F(QG)
is the unique minimal normal subgroup of G and M is a supersolvable maximal subgroup

of G, |F(G)|=p", n>2.

Proof. Since any minimal normal subgroup of a supersolvable group has prime order,
the sufficiency part holds.
In the following we prove the necessity part.



Claim ¢(G) = 1. Otherwise, assume ®(G) # 1. Then all maximal chains of ¢(G) in
G have the same length. One has that G is supersolvable by Lemma 2], a contradiction.
Hence ¢(G) = 1.

Claim Z(G) = 1. Otherwise, assume Z(G) # 1. Then all maximal chains of Z(G) in
G have the same length. For the quotient group G/Z(G), since all maximal chains of the
identity subgroup Z(G)/Z(G) in G/Z(G) have the same length, G/Z(G) is supersolvable
by [6, Theorem 10.3.5], which implies that G is supersolvable, a contradiction. Therefore,
Z(G)=1.

Note that G is solvable by Theorem [[L4l Let N be a minimal normal subgroup of G,
where |[N| = p", n > 1. Then all maximal chains of N in G have the same length. Consider
the quotient group G//N. Since all maximal chains of the identity subgroup N/N in G/N
have the same length, G/N is supersolvable by [6, Theorem 10.3.5]. If G has at least two
distinct minimal normal subgroups, let Ny be another minimal normal subgroup of GG such
that Ny # N, then N N Ny = 1. Arguing as above, one has that G/Nj is supersolvable.
It follows that G = G/(N N Ny) is isomorphic to a subgroup of G/N x G/Ny and then G
is supersolvable, a contradiction. Therefore, N is the unique minimal normal subgroup of
G.

It follows that F(G) = N since ¢(G) = 1 by [B, Chapter III, Theorem 4.5]. So
F(G) £ @#(G). There exists a maximal subgroup M of G such that F(G) £ M. One
has G = F(G)M. Since G is solvable, F/(G) is an elementary abelian group. One has
F(G) N M Q F(G). Moreover, as F'(G) N M < M, one has F(G) N M < G. Note that
F(G)NnM < F(G), then F(G) N M = 1 by the minimality of F'(G). Therefore, G =
F(G) x M. It implies that M = G/F(G) is supersolvable.

Since G is solvable, one has Cq(F(G)) < F(G) by [3, Chapter III, Theorem 4.2].
Moreover, as F(G) < Cq(F(Q)), it follows that C(F(G)) = F(G), which implies that
M acts faithfully on F(G).

Note that G/F(G) is supersolvable and G is non-supersolvable. Therefore, |F(G)| =
P, n > 2. O

Lemma 4.2 Let G be a group in which all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup
have the same length. If G is non-supersolvable, then F(G) is a Sylow subgroup of G'. In
particular, if Z(G') # 1, then F(G) = G'.

Proof. Since G is non-supersolvable, one has that G/F(G) is supersolvable by Lemma[4.T]
where |F(G)| = p™, n > 2. By [4, Theorem 10.5.4], (G/F(G)) = G'F(G)/F(G) is nilpo-
tent. It is obvious that G’ # 1. Since F/(G) is the unique minimal normal subgroup of G,
F(G) < @', which implies that G'/F(G) is nilpotent.

Let P € Syl,(G'). Then F(G) < P. If F(G) < P, then 1 < P/F(G) charG'/F(G) <
G/F(G) since G'/F(G) is nilpotent. One has P < G, which implies that P < F(G), a
contradiction. Hence F(G) = P € Syl,(G').



Assume Z(G') # 1. Since Z(G') char G'IG, Z(G') 4G, One has Z(G') = F(G). Then
G'/Z(G') = G'/F(G) is nilpotent. It follows that G’ is nilpotent and then G’ < F(G).
Moreover, as F(G) < G’, one has F(G) = G. O

Proof of Theorem Combine Lemmas [£.1] and [£.2] together, we complete the
proof of Theorem O

5 Proof of Theorem [1.11]

Lemma 5.1 Let G be a group. If §(G) < 16, then G is solvable.

Proof. Let G be a counterexample of minimal order.

For any proper subgroup M of G, if there exists a subgroup H of M such that all
maximal chains of H in M do not have the same length, then all maximal chains of H in
G do not have the same length. Therefore, (M) < §(G) < 16. By the minimality of G,
M is solvable. It follows that G is a minimal non-solvable group and then G/®(G) is a
minimal non-abelian simple group.

If &(G) # 1, since 6(G/P(G)) < H(G) < 16, G/ P(G) is solvable by the minimality of
G. It implies that G is solvable, a contradiction. Therefore, #(G) = 1 and then G is a
minimal non-abelian simple group.

Note that if all maximal chains of the subgroup H in G' do not have the same length,
then for any g € GG, all maximal chains of H? in G do not have the same length, too.

By Lemma 2.2] we divide our analyses into the following five cases.

(1) Let G = PSLy(p), where p > 3, (5, p2 — 1) = 1 and |G| = 2221,

If p? # 1 (mod 16). Arguing as in proof of Theorem L4 one has 3| p+1 or 3| &=

Case(i): Assume 3 | 222, When p = 5, then G = PSLy(5) = A;. However, 5(A5) = 16,
a contradiction. When p > 7, GG has a subgroup H of order 3 all of whose maximal chains
in G do not have the same length. Observe that |[Ng(H)| = 2- 2 = p+ 1. Then

6(G) 2 |G : No(H)| = —% p(p U > 21 > 16, a contradiction.

Case (ii): Assume 3 | 1. Asp? # 1(mod 16), one has p > 7. Then G has a subgroup
K of order 3 all of whose maximal chains in GG do not have ’ghe same length. Observe that
ING(K)| =2 251 = p— 1. Then 6(G) > |G : Ng(K)| = ”;31 b+
contradiction.

Next assume p? = 1(mod 16). Then p > 7.

If p="7, then G = PSLy(7). It is easy to see that G has a subgroup H of order 2 all of
whose maximal chains in G do not have the same length. By [2], all subgroups of P.SLy(7)
of order 2 are conjugate in G. Then 6(G) > |G : Ng(H)| = 21 > 16, a contradiction.

If p > 7, then p > 17. By [3], G has the following four distinct maximal subgroups:

> 28 > 16, also a

My = Sy, M, is a dihedral group of order 2 - p—;l, Mj is a dihedral group of order 2 - p%l
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and M, is the normalizer of the Sylow p-subgroup of G of order LIt is easy to see

that G has a subgroup H of order 2 all of whose maximal chains in G do not have the

p(p—1
2

same length, and only one of the following three cases might be true by the hypothesis:
(a) [Na(H)| < |Sa = 24; (b) ING(H)| <2- 5% =p+1; (¢) [No(H)| <2- 232 =p—1.

p2-1)
Note that p > 17. For case (a), one has 6(G) > |G : Ng(H)| > —%— > 102 > 16, a
p(2-1)
contradiction. For case (), one has 6(G) > |G : Ng(H)| 2 — 3~ = p(p;) > 136 > 16, a
p(p?-1)
contradiction. For case (c), one has §(G) > |G : Ng(H)| =2 —2— = p(p2+1) > 153 > 16,

also a contradiction.

(2) Let G = PSLy(2%), where g is a prime and |G| = 27(2%7 — 1).

Arguing as in proof of Theorem [[L4, G has a subgroup H of order 2 all of whose
maximal chains in G do not have the same length and |Ng(H)| = 29. Then §(G) > |G :
Ng(H)|+1= % +1=2%—1+1 > 16, a contradiction.

(3) Let G = PSLy(37), where ¢ is an odd prime number and |G| = 3(1(32;_1).

Arguing as in proof of Theorem [[L4, G has a subgroup H of order 3 all of whose
maximal chains in G’ do not have the same length and |Ng(H)| < w Then §(G) >

39(329 1)

|G : No(H)| > ((7?,1); =394 1> 28 > 16, a contradiction.

(4) Let G = PSLy(3).
Arguing as in proof of Theorem [[.4] G has a subgroup H of order 2 all of whose

maximal chains in G do not have the same length. By [2], all subgroups of G of order 2
are conjugate in G. Then §(G) > |G : Ng(H)| = 117 > 16, a contradiction.

(5) Let G = S.(29), where ¢ is an odd prime and |G| = (229 4 1)229(29 — 1).

Arguing as in proof of Theorem [[L4, G has a subgroup H of order 2 all of whose
maximal chains in G do not have the same length and |Ng(H)| < 2%4(2¢ — 1). Then
(G) > |G : Ng(H)| > % = 2% +1 > 65 > 16, also a contradiction.

All above arguments show that the counterexample of minimal order does not exist
and so G is solvable. O

Lemma 5.2 Let G be a non-solvable group. Then 6(G) = 16 if and only if G = As.

Proof. We only need to prove the necessity part.

Since G is non-solvable, there exists a subgroup M of G such that M is a minimal
non-solvable group. Then M/®(M) is a minimal non-abelian simple group. Note that
S(M/d(M)) < 6(M) < 6(G) = 16, one must have §(M/P(M)) = (M) = §(G) = 16 by
Lemma 5] Then arguing as in proof of Lemma (.1l one has M/®(M) = PSLy(5) =
PSLy(4) = As.

Claim @(M) = 1. Otherwise, assume ®(M) # 1. Since all maximal chains of the
identity in G do not have the same length, one has 6(G) > §(M/P(M))+1, a contradiction.
Therefore, ®(M) = 1.



It follows that M = A;. If M < G. Since 6(M) = 6(G) = 16, one has that M is
normal in G. Let L be a subgroup of G such that M is maximal in L. Then L/M = Z,
for some prime p. One gets L = S5 or A5 X Z,. However, it is easy to see that 6(S5) > 16

and 0(As x Z,) > 16, a contradiction. Therefore, G = M = As. D

Proof of Theorem [1.11l Combine Lemmas 5.1l and [(.2] together, we complete the
proof of Theorem [L.TT] 0O
6 Remarks

Remark 6.1 A group G might not be solvable if G has at least one minimal subgroup
H all of whose maximal chains in G' do not have the same length. For example, let G =
SLs(5). It is obvious that all maximal chains of every minimal subgroup of G of odd order
in G have the same length. However, observe that Z(G) = Zy < Zy < Qs < SLy(3) < G
and Z(G) = Zy < Zg < SLy(3) < G are two maximal chains of Z(G) in G having different
length and Z(G) is the unique subgroup of G of order 2.

Remark 6.2 A group G might not be solvable if all maximal chains of any non-trivial
subgroups of G except minimal subgroups of order p for a fixed prime divisor p of |G|
have the same length. For example, it is easy to see that all maximal chains of non-trivial
subgroups of As except minimal subgroups of order 2 in A5 have the same length, but As;
is non-solvable.

Remark 6.3 If all maximal chains of every second maximal subgroup of a group G in
G have the same length, then G might not be solvable. For example, let G = PSLy(17).
By [3], it is easy to see that all maximal chains of every second maximal subgroup of
PSLy(17) in PSLy(17) have the same length, but PSLy(17) is non-solvable.

Remark 6.4 Assume that G is solvable. If all maximal chains of every second maximal
subgroup of G in G have the same length, then G might not be supersolvable. For example,
let G = GLs(3). Let H be any subgroup of G, then H € {1, Zs, Zy4, Zs, Zs X Zo, Ds, Qs,
SDyg, SLy(3), GLy(3)}, where SDyg = (a, b | a® = 1*> =1, b=tab = a3). Tt is easy to see
that all maximal chains of every second maximal subgroup of GLs(3) in G L2 (3) have the
same length, but G Ls(3) is non-supersolvable.
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