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Abstract

Let X be a Banach space with a Schauder basis (e;;),,cn- The relation E( is Borel reducible to permutative
equivalence between normalized block-sequences of (en),cn or X is ¢ or £ saturated for some 1 <
p < +o0. If (e),en is shrinking unconditional then either it is equivalent to the canonical basis of ¢y or
£p, 1 < p < +o00, or the relation Ey is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence between sequences of
normalized disjoint blocks of X or of X*. If (e;),cn is unconditional, then either X is isomorphic to ¢3,
or X contains 2% subspaces or 2% quotients which are spanned by pairwise permutatively inequivalent
normalized unconditional bases.
© 2006 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

In the 1990s, W.T. Gowers and R. Komorowski—N. Tomczak-Jaegermann solved the so-called
Homogeneous Banach Space Problem. A Banach space is said to be homogeneous if it is iso-
morphic to its infinite-dimensional closed subspaces; it is a consequence of two theorems proved
by these authors that a homogeneous Banach space must be isomorphic to ¢, [14,21].

It is then natural to ask how many non-isomorphic subspaces a given Banach space must
contain when it is not isomorphic to ;. This question was first asked the author by G. Godefroy,
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and not much was known until recently about it in the literature, even concerning the classical
spaces ¢ and £,.

The correct setting for this question is the classification of analytic equivalence relations on
Polish spaces by Borel reducibility. This area of research originated from the works of H. Fried-
man and L. Stanley [13] and independently from the works of L.A. Harrington, A.S. Kechris and
A. Louveau [18]. It may be thought of as an extension of the notion of cardinality in terms of
complexity, when one counts equivalence classes.

A topological space is Polish if it is separable and its topology may be generated by a complete
metric. Its Borel subsets are those belonging to the smallest o -algebra containing the open sets.
An analytic subset is the continuous image of a Polish space, or equivalently, of a Borel subset
of a Polish space.

If R (respectively S) is an equivalence relation on a Polish space E (respectively F'), then it
is said that (E, R) is Borel reducible to (F, S) if there exists a Borel map f: E — F such that
Vx,ye E, xRy < f(x)Sf(y). An important equivalence relation is the relation Ey: it is defined
on 2“ by

aEyB & dmeN, Vn>xm, an)=pB0n).

The relation Ej is a Borel equivalence relation with 2¢ classes and which, furthermore, ad-
mits no Borel classification by real numbers, that is, there is no Borel map f from 2% into R
(equivalently, into a Polish space), such that ¢ Eg8 < f(«) = f(B); such a relation is said to be
non-smooth. In fact Ey is the <p minimum non-smooth Borel equivalence relation [18].

There is a natural way to equip the set of subspaces of a Banach space X with a Borel struc-
ture (see, e.g., [20]), and the relation of isomorphism is analytic in this setting [2]. The relation
E( then appears as a natural threshold for results about isomorphism between separable Banach
spaces. A Banach space X was defined in [11] to be ergodic if Eq is Borel reducible to iso-
morphism between subspaces of X; in particular, an ergodic Banach space has continuum many
non-isomorphic subspaces, and isomorphism between its subspaces is non-smooth.

The question of the complexity of isomorphism between subspaces of a given Banach space
X is related to results and questions of Gowers about the structure of the relation of embedding
between subspaces of X [14]. In that article, Gowers proves the following structure theorem.

Theorem 1.1 (W.T. Gowers). Any Banach space contains a subspace Y satisfying one of the
following properties, which are mutually exclusive and all possible:

(a) Y is hereditarily indecomposable (i.e. contains no direct sum of infinite-dimensional sub-
spaces);

(b) Y has an unconditional basis and no disjointly supported subspaces of Y are isomorphic;

(¢) Y has an unconditional basis and is strictly quasi-minimal (i.e. any two subspaces of Y have
further isomorphic subspaces, but Y contains no minimal subspace);

(d) Y has an unconditional basis and is minimal (i.e. Y embeds into any of its subspaces).

Note that these properties are preserved by passing to block-subspaces (in the associated nat-
ural basis). Furthermore, knowing that a space belongs to one of the classes (a)—(d) gives a lot of
informations about operators and isomorphisms defined on it (see [14] about this).
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C. Rosendal proved that any Banach space satisfying (a) is ergodic [30]. The author and
Rosendal noticed that a result of B. Bossard adapts easily to obtain that a space satisfying (b) is
ergodic [11]. Finally by [7], using a result of [30], a space with (c) must be ergodic as well.

It is furthermore known that a non-ergodic space Y satisfying (d) must be isomorphic to its
hyperplanes and to its square [30], must be reflexive, by [9] and the classical theorem of James,
and that it must contain a block-subspace Yy such that Yy ~ Yy & Z for any block-subspace Z
of Y [11].

Note that the class (d) contains the classical spaces cp and £, 1 < p < 400, the dual T* of
Tsirelson’s space [6], and Schlumprecht’s space S [1]. Concerning those spaces, it is known that
coand £p, 1 < p <2 [9] are ergodic. By [29], the space T is ergodic, and the proof holds to show
that 7* is ergodic as well. For 2 < p < 400, it is only known that there exist ] non-isomorphic
subspaces of £, (see [23, Theorem 2.d.9]). The case of S is also unsolved.

These results suggest the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.2. Every separable Banach space is either isomorphic to £, or ergodic.

Now the spaces cg or £,, p # 2, are also very homogeneous in some sense, since they are
isomorphic to any of their block-subspaces (with respect to their canonical basis).

It also turns out that all the mentioned results about ergodic Banach spaces (except of course
[9]), as well as Gowers’ theorem, can be proved using block-subspaces of a given basis. So it
is natural to study the homogeneity question restricted to block-subspaces of a Banach space X
with a Schauder basis. Block-subspaces can be thought of as “regular” subspaces in this con-
text, for example, they will have a canonical unconditional basis, whenever the basis of X is
unconditional.

In fact, classical results show that we can get a lot of information about the properties of a
space with a basis from the properties of its block-subspaces. For example, recall that two basic
sequences (x,) and (y,) are said to be equivalent if the linear map T defined on the closed linear
span of (x,) by Tx, = y,, Vn € N, is an isomorphism onto the closed linear span of (y,). The
canonical bases of ¢g and £, are characterized, up to equivalence of basis, by the property of be-
ing equivalent to all their normalized block-bases (this is Zippin’s theorem, [23, Theorem 2.a.9]).

If the basis is unconditional, it will also be natural to consider sequences of blocks (i.e. finitely
supported vectors) whose supports are disjoint, but not necessarily successive (equivalently,
block-sequences of permutations of the basis). This distinction is relevant as some classical re-
sults require considering such basic sequences instead of block-sequences: for example, [23,
Theorem 2.10], according to which ¢p and £, are characterized by unconditionality and the
property that every subspace with a basis of disjointly supported blocks is complemented.

We also note that the theorem of Komorowski and Tomczak-Jaegermann [21] is totally ir-
relevant in this context: it shows the existence of an “exotic” subspace of a Banach space X
spanned by an unconditional basis, which has an unconditional finite-dimensional decomposi-
tion but which fails to have an unconditional basis, so it will give no information whatsoever on
block-sequences or disjointly supported blocks of X.

The natural question concerning the spaces cp and £, is as follows.

Question 1.3. If X is a Banach space with an (unconditional) basis, is it true that either X is
isomorphic to its block-subspaces or Eq is Borel reducible to isomorphism between the block-
subspaces of X? Is it true that if X is isomorphic to its block-subspaces then X is isomorphic to
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co or £,7 Are these assertions true when one replaces block-subspaces by subspaces supported
by disjointly supported blocks?

Note that by an easy result of [10] using the theorem of Zippin, the answer to our question is
positive if one replaces isomorphism by equivalence: if X is a Banach space with a normalized
basis (e, )nen, then either (e,),en is equivalent to the canonical basis of ¢o or £,,1 < p < +00,
or Ey is Borel reducible to equivalence between normalized block-sequences of X.

Some remarks and partial answers to these conjectures may be found in [8]. As solving these
questions seems to be out of reach for the moment, in this paper we shall concentrate our efforts
on the corresponding conjectures obtained by replacing isomorphism by permutative equiva-
lence. As it turns out, we shall get results which are very close to positive answers in that case.
Two basic sequences (x,),eN and (V,)nen are said to be permutatively equivalent if there is
a permutation ¢ on N such that (x,),en is equivalent to (yg(n))neN, in Which case we write
(xp) ~PEM (y,). Permutative equivalence between Schauder bases is implied by equivalence and
implies isomorphism of the closed linear spans.

It is common to study permutative equivalence between normalized unconditional basic se-
quences, since then any permutation of the basis is again a basic sequence. However some of
our results will concern the general case of permutative equivalence between normalized basic
sequences which are not necessarily unconditional.

We list several reasons for which studying permutative equivalence is relevant. First, some
classical results which are false or unknown for isomorphism can be proved for permutative
equivalence. The theorem of Zippin admits a generalization to permutative equivalence, due to
Bourgain et al. [3]: if an unconditional basis is permutatively equivalent to all its normalized
block-sequences, then it must be equivalent to the canonical basis of ¢y or £, [3, Proposi-
tion 6.2]. Also, a Cantor—Bernstein result is valid for permutative equivalence: if (x,),en and
(yn)nen are unconditional basic sequences such that each one is permutatively equivalent to a
subsequence of the other, then (x,),en and (y,)neN are permutatively equivalent (apparently
first proved by Mityagin [26], and [32,33]). Note that this is false without the unconditionality
assumption, by the example of Gowers and Maurey of a space isomorphic to its subspaces of
codimension 2, by a double shift of its natural basis, but not isomorphic to its hyperplanes [17].
The Schroeder—Bernstein problem for Banach spaces, which asks whether two Banach spaces
which are isomorphic to complemented subspaces of each other must be isomorphic, is unsolved
in the case of them having an unconditional basis, and solved by the negative in the general case,
by Gowers [15] and the examples of [17].

On the other hand, permutative equivalence is already a complex relation. As isomorphism, it
is analytic non-Borel, as we shall prove in Proposition 1.5, while equivalence of basic sequences
is only K, [31]. In fact, as far as we know, permutative equivalence between basic sequences
could well be as complex as isomorphism between Banach spaces with a Schauder basis, or
between separable Banach spaces in general.

Also, some results of uniqueness of unconditional bases (see [3—5,19]) make it possible, in
some special cases, to deduce permutative equivalence of basic sequences from isomorphism
of the Banach spaces they span. For example, the results of [9] about the complexity of iso-
morphism, are essentially results about the complexity of permutative equivalence: indeed, their
constructions always realize a reduction of equivalence relations to isomorphism between sub-
spaces equipped with canonical unconditional bases, and these subspaces are isomorphic exactly
when these canonical bases are permutatively equivalent [9, Theorems 2.6, 3.3]. The same holds
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in [29], where it is used that subsequences of the basis of Tsirelson’s space are (permutatively)
equivalent if and only if they span isomorphic subspaces.

In this article, we investigate the complexity of permutative equivalence between normalized
basic sequences of a given Banach space; in particular, if a Schauder basis is not equivalent to cq
or £,, we ask how many permutatively inequivalent normalized block-sequences (respectively
sequences of disjointly supported blocks) it must contain.

Conjecture 1.4. Let X be a Banach space with a (respectively unconditional) basis which is not
equivalent to the canonical basis of ¢y or £p,1 < p < +00. Then Ey is Borel reducible to per-
mutative equivalence between normalized block-sequences (respectively sequences of disjointly
supported blocks) of X.

In Section 1, we extend the results of [2] to prove that the relation of permutative equivalence
is non-Borel, and the results of [9] to show that it reduces the relation Ek,_, and thus is not
reducible to the orbit equivalence relation induced by the Borel action of a Polish group on a
Polish space (Proposition 1.5).

In Section 2, we prove several lemmas to obtain a result which is very close to a positive
answer to Conjecture 1.4. If X is a Banach space with a Schauder basis such that Eq is not
Borel reducible to permutative equivalence between normalized block-sequences of X, then there
exists p € [1, +00] such that X is £,-saturated (or cp-saturated if p = +o00), Theorem 2.8. If
the basis is unconditional, then in fact any normalized block-sequence of X has a subsequence
which is equivalent to the canonical basis of £, (or ¢q if p = +00), Theorem 2.9. If the basis
is unconditional and Ey not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence between normalized
sequences of disjointly supported blocks, then we also have that p is unique such that [, is
finitely disjointly representable on X, and that X satisfies an upper p estimate, Theorem 2.9.

Our main tools for this result are a technical lemma (Lemma 2.1); a result of Rosendal about
reductions of E( to equivalence relations between subsequences of a given basis [30, Proposi-
tion 22], which uses the result of Bourgain et al. [3, Proposition 6.2]; Krivine’s theorem [22]
about finite block representability of the spaces £, and a result of stabilization of Lipschitz
functions, by Odell et al. [27].

In Section 3, we deduce that if X is a Banach space with a shrinking normalized unconditional
basis (ey), then either (e,) is equivalent to the canonical basis of ¢y or some £,,1 < p < 400,
or Ey is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence between normalized disjointly supported
sequences of blocks on X, or on X™* (Theorem 3.1). It follows that if X is a Banach space with an
unconditional basis, then either X is isomorphic to £,, or X contains 2¢ subspaces or 2 quotients
spanned by unconditional bases which are mutually permutatively inequivalent (Theorem 3.2).

1.1. Notation

Let us fix or recall some notation. For the reader interested in more details, we refer to [23].

A sequence (e;),en With closed linear span X is said to be basic (or a Schauder basis of X)
if for any x € X, there exists a unique scalar sequence (A,),en such that x =3 Ane,. This
is equivalent to saying that there exists C > 1 such that for any x = )", .y Ane,, any integer m,
| anm Anen|l < Cllx|l. An interval of integers E is the intersection of an interval of R with N;
it will also denote the canonical projection on the span of (e,),cE, called interval projection.
A Schauder basis is said to be bimonotone if every non-zero interval projection on its span is
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of norm 1. A Banach space with a Schauder basis may always be renormed with an equivalent
norm so that the basis is bimonotone in the new norm.

Let X be a Banach space with a Schauder basis (e;,),en. We shall use some standard notation
about blocks on (e;),en, i.e. finitely supported non-zero vectors, for example, we shall write
x < y and say that x and y are successive when max(supp(x)) < min(supp(y)).

The set of normalized block-sequences, i.e. infinite sequences of successive normalized
blocks, in X is denoted bb(X). The set of normalized sequences of disjointly supported blocks
in X is denoted dsb(X). Both are seen here as metric spaces as subspaces of X with the product
of the norm topology, and this turns them into Polish spaces.

If (x,)ner 1s a finite or infinite sequence in X then [x,],<; will stand for its closed linear span.
We recall that two basic sequences (x,)nenN and (y,)nen are said to be equivalent if the map
T : [xnlneN = [Ynlnen defined by T (x;,) = y, for all n € N is an isomorphism, in which case we
write (x,) ~ (y,); if ITIIT~") < C, then they are C-equivalent, and we write (x,) ~C (yn)-
A basic sequence is said to be (C-)subsymmetric if it is (C-)equivalent to all its subsequences.
Note that a subsymmetric sequence need not be unconditional. A Banach space with a subsym-
metric Schauder basis may always be renormed to become 1-subsymmetric. Two basic sequences
(xn)neN and (y,)neN are said to be permutatively equivalent if there is a permutation o of N such
that (x,,),en is equivalent to (Yo (n))neN, in which case we write (x,,) ~P™ (y,).

Let coo denote the set of eventually null scalar sequences. If (x;),e; and (y,)ne; are finite
or infinite basic sequences, we shall say that (y,) C-dominates (x;), and write (x,) <€ (yn), to
mean that for all (A;);e; in cqo,

;

Z)»ixi Z)Li)’i
el iel

A basic sequence (u;);eN is said to be C-unconditional if for any sequence of signs (€;);eN €
{—1, 1}*, any sequence (X;);eN € coo, We have

ZE,‘MH,’

ieN

<C

<C

Z)\.iui .

ieN

In particular, any canonical projection on the closed linear span of some subsequence of a 1-
unconditional basis is of norm 1. We may always assume by renorming that an unconditional
basis is 1-unconditional. If in addition the basis is subsymmetric, we may ensure that it is also
1-subsymmetric in the new norm.

1.2. General results about permutative equivalence

In this section, we recall the setting defined by B. Bossard for studying the complexity of
equivalence relations between basic sequences, and notice that his results about isomorphism
easily extend to permutative equivalence [2].

Let u be the normalized universal basic sequence of Petczynski [28] and U be its closed
linear span. The sequence u is defined by the following property: any normalized basic sequence
in Banach space is equivalent to a subsequence u” of u such that the canonical projection from
U onto the span of u’ is bounded.

Bossard defined a natural coding of basic sequences by considering the subsequences of u
(identified with infinite subsets of N). Thus a property of basic sequences is Borel (respectively
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analytic. .. ) if the set of subsequences of N, canonically identified with subsequences of u, with
this property is a Borel (respectively analytic. . .) subset of [@]® (the set of increasing sequences
of integers).

The sequence u also has an unconditional version v = (v, )neN, i.€. v is a normalized uncon-
ditional basic sequence and any normalized unconditional basic sequence in a Banach space is
equivalent to a subsequence of v. We may represent v as a subsequence of u.

The relation Eg_ is defined as the maximum K, relation on a Polish space for the order <p
of Borel reducibility [31]. For details about <p in the Banach space context we refer to [9]; let
us just note here that Ex, cannot (and thus neither can a relation to which it reduces) be reduced
to the orbit equivalence relation induced by the Borel action of a Polish group on a Polish space.

Proposition 1.5. The relation of permutative equivalence between normalized basic sequences
is analytic non-Borel and it Borel reduces E, . In particular it cannot be Borel reducible to the
orbit equivalence relation induced by the Borel action of a Polish group on a Polish space.

Proof. By [9], the relation Eg, is Borel reducible to isomorphism between Banach spaces. In
the list of equivalence of [9, Theorem 2.6], we may obviously add the condition: “is permuta-
tively equivalent to,” since equivalence of bases implies permutative equivalence which in turn
implies isomorphism of the closed linear spans. This implies that Ex,_ is Borel reducible to per-
mutative equivalence. Note that the reduction of Eg is obtained using unconditional sequences
in£,, 1< p <2 (respectively cp), and so Ey is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence be-
tween unconditional sequencesin £, 1 < p < 2 (respectively c¢), and in particular £,, 1 < p <2
(respectively cp) contains 2¢ permutatively inequivalent unconditional basic sequences. This fact
will be used at the end of this article.

It is immediate that permutative equivalence is analytic (this was already observed in [10]). To
prove that it is not Borel, we now define an unconditional version of a family of basic sequences
indexed by the set 7 of trees on w, which was considered in [2]. We also refer to [2] for more
details about the proof or the notation, in particular concerning trees.

Let T = w=® denote the set of finite sequences of integers. Let coo(7T") be the space of finitely
supported functions from 7 to R and let ¢; : T — {0, 1} be the characteristic function of {s} for
every s € T. An admissible choice of intervals is a finite set {/;, 0 < j <k} of intervals of T
such that every branch of T meets at most one of these intervals. We consider the ¢>-James tree
space v(7T') on v, i.e. the completion of coy(7") under the norm defined by

e (Elzon))

j=0
where |s| is the length of s € T and the sup is taken over k € N and all admissible choices of
intervals {/;, 0 < j <k}.
If ACT,weletv(A) be the subspace of v(T) generated by {¢;, s € A}. We thus have defined
a map v from 7 to subsequences of v and thus of u. We claim that v satisfies the following
properties:

Z)’(S)vm

SEIj

(a) v is Borel,
(b) for all 6, v(#) is unconditional;
(c) if 8 is well founded then v(#) spans a reflexive space;
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(d) if 6 is ill founded then some subsequence of v(0) (corresponding to a branch of 0) is equiv-
alent to v.

The facts (a), (c) and (d) are valid for an £,-James space on any Schauder basis instead of (v;,).
The proof of (a) is essentially the same as [2, Lemma 2.4]. Reproduce [2, Lemma 1.5] and the
Fact in the proof of [2, Theorem 1.2] for (c), and [2, Lemma 1.4] for (d).

To prove (b), we write an unconditional version of [2, Lemma 1.3]. Consider a real sequence
(Ai)ien, I an interval of T', an integer n € N and a subset J of [0, n]. We denote by ¢ an upper
bound for the norms of canonical projections on subsequences of v. As in [2], let (s,),en be a
fixed enumeration of 7. Moreover, let foreacht € T, t = s;.

ForseT, (3 ;c;*i¢s)(s) is equal to A5 if 5§ € J and to 0 otherwise. Therefore,

z(zxi@,.)(s)vlsl | > sl < T asu
sel “iel sel,sel sel,s<n
= Z(Z)\ifpsi)(s)vlsl .
sel “ikn

Let {I;, 0 < j <k} be an admissible choice of intervals. We have

k

2

j=0

2 k

<czz

j=0

2

Z < Z Ai<l5s,v) ()vy)

selj ~ieJ

Z(ZM%) ()]

selj Nign

Thus

<c

’

> hidy,

ie

D gy,

i<n

and (¢, )ice 1s an unconditional basic sequence. The fact (b) follows.

We note the following fact about v. If v is equivalent to a subsequence of some normalized
unconditional basic sequence w, then v is permutatively equivalent to w; indeed w is equivalent
to a subsequence of v by definition of v and the result follows by the Cantor—Bernstein’s principle
for permutative equivalence mentioned in the introduction [26,32,33]. So it follows from (b)
and (d):

(d") if @ is ill-founded then ©(0) is permutatively equivalent to v.

By (c), v(0) and v are never permutatively equivalent when 6 is well founded. If A is the
~PeM_class of v, it follows from this and from (d’) that 7 \ WF = v~1(A), where WF denotes
the set of ill-founded trees on w. So by (a) and the well-known fact that WF is non-Borel, A is
non-Borel, and it follows that ~P™™ js non-Borel. O

We note here that the relations =1, and the product Eg, ® =7, defined as in [9], may, by
similar observations as in the Eg_ case, be reduced to permutative equivalence between basic
sequences.
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2. Reducing E) to permutative equivalence
2.1. Reducing Eq to permutative equivalence between block-sequences

Our initial and important technical result bares similarity with [23, Lemma 2.a.11]: from an
hypothesis on block-sequences of a Banach space, we already get a lot of information by looking
at those block-sequences of the form ((1 — A;)x, + An Yn)nen, for some fixed sequences (x,) and
(y») and choices of sequences (A;),en € [0, I]N.

Let (x;)nen and (y,)nen be normalized basic sequences generating spaces X and Y. We equip
X @ Y with its canonical normalized basis (e;,),eN, that is, for any (u,),eN € €00,

Zﬂnen Zﬂ2n—1xn Zﬂ2nyn

neN neN neN

+

We shall identify vectors in X (respectively Y') with their image in X @ Y. Given a sequence
(an)nen € 10, I]N, the sequence (a;x; + (1 —a;)y;)ien is a normalized block-sequence of X @ Y.
We denote by bby (X @ Y) the set of such infinite block-sequences.

Let (Ix)ren be a sequence of successive intervals of integers forming a partition of N, i.e.
Vk € N, min I+ = max I + 1, and let (6x)xeN be a positive decreasing sequence converging
to 0. We shall say that (1), (6x) is a rapidly converging system if 61 < 1/2 and for all k > 1:

(D) [ldg+1 < 1/4;
@) [Iel/2> Y52 1]

For any « € 2%, we define a sequence of positive numbers (a, («)),eN by
ap(@) =8k+ak), VYkeN, Vnel.
Finally we define a map f from 2% into bby(X @ Y) by
f@) = (ai(@)xi + (1 = ai(@)yi), oy
We shall say that f is the map associated to (1), (8x).

Lemma 2.1. Assume X (respectively Y) is a Banach space with a normalized Schauder basis (x,,)
(respectively (yn)). Let (Iy), (8x) form a rapidly converging system and f:2% — bby(X ®Y)
be the associated map. Then f Borel reduces the relation Eq to permutative equivalence on
bby(X @ Y) or there exist C > 1, an infinite subset K of N, and for each k € K, a subset Jy of
I with | I \ Ji| < ZI;;(I) |1;|, and distinct integers (n;);ej, such that

Srxi + ydien ~€ On)icsy-

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that (x,,) and (y,) are bimonotone.

The map f is obviously Borel (even continuous) and whenever « EgB, f () is equivalent,
and thus permutatively equivalent to f(f).

Assume f does not Borel reduce E( to permutative equivalence on bby(X @ Y). We have
f(a) ~P™ £(B) for some «, B in 2® which are not Ej related, and let C be the associated
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constant of equivalence. We may assume for arbitrarily large & that «(k) = 0 while (k) = 1. Let
K be the infinite set of such integers, and let k € K.

By the permutative equivalence between f(«) and f(B), the sequence (8xx; + (1 — k) yi)ier,
satisfies

(Skxi 4+ (1 =8031);c7, ~ Gy + (= 8D ) i

i€l
where (n;);¢y, is a sequence of distinct integers, and for all i € Ji, k; is equal to m + B(m) if m

is such that n; € I,,,.
By condition (2), there exists Ji C I, of size at least | I | — le;ll |1;| > 0, for which we have

(5kxi + (1 - ‘Sk)yi)iejk ~¢ (Skixn,- +d- Ski)yni)iejk’

where for i € Ji, k; is of the form m 4 B(m) for some m > k. So if m =k, since B(k) =1,
ki>k+1,and if m > k, k; > k + 1 too. It follows that for all i € Ji, k; > k + 1 and thus
8k; < St1-

Therefore, for any (A;)icy,,
0 as 8k+1|Jk| < 1/4, and by bimonotonicity,

Z (Sk,')\ixn,'
Ji

< S41|Jk | max [A;],
iedy

Z (Sk,' )\ixn;
Ik

1
< -
d

Z )‘-i Yn;

Ji

By the same type of estimate, we have that

3

Hpyus
Ji

Finally, (8, Xn, + (1 — 8k)Yn)ies, ~> On;)iesy - Also,

5
< Z(l_gki))\iYni gz

Ji

Z )‘iyn,' .
Ji

’

<

3
Z)\i(akxi + (1 - 8k))’i)” < 5‘
Ji

D ki Gkxi + i) D hi(Skxi + yi)
Jk Ji

1
2
since 8 < 1/2, s0 (§gxi + (1 —Sp)yidies, ~3 (Okx;i + Yidiey,, and it follows

rxi + yies, ~°€ Onies,- O

Let < be a linear order on N. When [ is a finite subset of N, we denote by (/ )f the ith
element of / written in <-increasing order.
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Definition 2.2. Let (y,) be a 1-subsymmetric 1-unconditional basic sequence. Let < be a linear
order on N. We define a norm || - || on the linear span of (y,),eN by letting, for all k € N, for
all )k, e R%,

k
Z/\iyi
i=1

k
Z)‘iy{l,...,k}f
i=1

<

Note that the 1-subsymmetry of (y,) is needed to ensure that this indeed defines a norm,
and that (y,) is a 1-unconditional basis of the completion of its span under this norm. If < is
the usual order relation on N, then ((y,), || - l|<) is obviously 1-equivalent to (y,). When (y,)
is 1-symmetric (i.e. 1-equivalent to (Yo (,)) for any permutation o on N), then the sequence
(), I - llx) is always 1-equivalent to (y,). We shall also be interested in || - ||>, where > is
defined as usual on N; note that ((y,), || - [|>) is a 1-subsymmetric basic sequence, and that
((yn)s II - lI=>) is 1-equivalent to (y,). We also note that whenever (y,) < (z,), and < is a linear
order on N, it follows that ((y,), || - <) < ((zn), I - ).

If (yn) is a subsymmetric unconditional basis, then we define | - || on [y,] by

<

’

<

Z/\iyi ZM)’{
ieN ieN

if (y;,) is the canonical 1-subsymmetric 1-unconditional basis equivalent to (y,). The previous
observations are still valid up to some constant of equivalence.

Proposition 2.3. Let X be a Banach space with a normalized unconditional basis (x,) and Y
be a Banach space with a normalized subsymmetric unconditional basis (yy). The relation E is
Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X @ Y) or there exists a linear order < on N
such that (yn) < ((yn), | - 1) and (xn) < ((n), Il - 15)-

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that (x,) is bimonotone and that (y,) is 1-
unconditional and 1-subsymmetric. We consider the following.

Fact. There exists C > 1 such that for all n € N, there exists a permutation oy, of {1, ..., n} such
that (x; ;Zzl <C (yo,l(i))l";] and (yi)i'z:] <C (yo,l(i))l";]-

We first assume Fact holds. This means that we may pick for each n € N a linear order <, on
N such that

1ee ) <E (O I Hl5,)-

and

()’l»n-»)’n) <C ((yl""7yn)v ” . ||<n)
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Let < be an accumulation point of the sequence (<,,),en in the space of linear orders on N, which
is compact. For any k € N we may find some n > k such that <, and < agree on {1, ..., k}, so
Il - ll<, and || - || agree on [y1, ..., yk]. It follows that

Graeen ) <E (O 00 - <)

therefore ((y;), || - [|<) dominates (x;). Likewise, ((y;), || - |lx) dominates (y;).
Assume now Fact does not hold. We may build by induction a rapidly converging system
(%), (Ix), s0 81 < 1/2 and for all k > 1:

(D) [ Hx|dr41 < 1/4
2 |Ik|/2>Z] L1,

and an increasing sequence of integers (Kj) so that for all k£ > 1

(3) K> Y 5Z) 1] and Kby > ks
(4) for any permutation o on {I,..., max([)}, there exists a sequence (it;); <max(f;) Of non-
negative numbers with

Z MiYo (i)

i <max(I)

Z HiXi

i<max (/)

+ >5K;.

’gl and

> MiYi'

i <max(Iy)

We note that all w;’s in (4) are smaller than 1. Also, any permutation on /; may be extended
to a permutation on {1, ..., max(/;)}. Thus using (3) and the bimonotonicity of the basis, we
deduce from (4):

(5) for any permutation T on I, there exists a sequence (u;);cy, of non-negative numbers such
that || 3 cp mixill + 11 Xo5q, miyill = 3Ky and such that || 32 cp pivepll < 1.

Now we claim that the map associated to the system (&), (Ix) Borel reduces E to permutative
equivalence on bby (X @ Y). Otherwise, by Lemma 2.1, we find C > 1, an infinite subset K of N,
and for all k € K, a subset Ji of I} with |I; \ Ji| < le‘;g) |1;|, and distinct integers (;);e, such
that, for any (A;);cy,,

) < 6k

d

Now by 1-subsymmetry of (y,), the sequence (yy,)icy, is 1-equivalent to some (Y4 (i))iey, for
some permutation o of Ji. We may extend o to a permutation ¢ of I.
Applying the previous inequality to the coefficients w; given by (5) for T = &, we obtain

iYi iXi ivi| < iVni||-

Z AiXi

iely

Sk(3Kk — 211k \ Ji|) <

Zﬂt)’o(z)

i€y
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s0, by choice of J; and by 1-unconditionality,

k—1
8 (3Kk —2Z|1j|) <C

j=1

Zmyau)H,

icl
so by (3),
k< Kid <C,
for arbitrary large k € K, a contradiction. 0O
In the following we shall use the notation (y,)~ to mean ((y,), || - <)

Proposition 2.4. Let X (respectively Y) be a Banach space with a normalized subsymmetric
unconditional basis (x,)neN (respectively (Yn)neN). Assume (x,) and (y,) are not equivalent.
Then Ey is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bby(X @ Y).

Proof. Assume (x,) and (y,) are 1-subsymmetric. We assume Eq is not Borel reducible to
permutative equivalence on bby (X @ Y) and apply Proposition 2.3: let < be a linear order on N
such that (x,) < (y,,)< and (y,) < (y,,)*. By a standard application of Ramsey’s theorem for
sequences of length 2, we may find an infinite subset K of N on which either < coincides with
< or < coincides with >.

In the first case, by passing to a subsequence with indices in K, and by subsymmetry of (x;)
and (y,), we obtain that (x,) < (y,).

In the second case, we have (x,) < (y,,)> and (y,) < (y,,)? But this means that (yn)> <
(yn)>>, and as (yn)>> is equivalent to (y,), that (y,) > (yn)>. We deduce in that case that
(xn) < (yn) as well.

By symmetry we obtain that these two sequences are equivalent. O

An immediate consequence of this fact is that Eq is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence
between normalized block-sequences of £, ®£;, 1 < p <qg <+oo,andof co® £), 1 < p <
+00.

We recall a conjecture by H.P. Rosenthal. A Schauder basis (e;;),cn 1s said to be a Rosenthal
basis if any normalized block-sequence of (e,),cn has a subsequence which is equivalent to
(en)neN- A Banach space has the Rosenthal property if it admits a Rosenthal basis.

It is not difficult to see that a Rosenthal basis must be subsymmetric unconditional. Also, all
spreading models generated by block-sequences are equivalent in a Banach space with a Rosen-
thal basis. Rosenthal conjectured that any Rosenthal basis must be equivalent to the canonical
basis of ¢y or £,, 1 < p < +o0. For more details about this property, see [12].

Lemma 2.5. Let X be a Banach space with an unconditional basis (ey,),eN. Assume Eg is not
Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X). Then there is a subsequence (f)neN of
(en)neN Such that every normalized block-sequence in X has a subsequence which is equivalent
t0 (fu)nen. In particular ( f,)neN is a Rosenthal basic sequence.

Proof. Assume Ej is not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X). Then Ej is
Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on the set of subsequences of (x,),cN for no (x,),en
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in bb(X). By [30, Proposition 22], it follows that every normalized block-sequence of X has
a subsymmetric subsequence. It remains to show that any two subsymmetric block-sequences
(x,) and (y,) in X are equivalent. We may assume, by passing to subsequences, that x; < y; <
xr4+1 for all k € N. We then apply Proposition 2.4, since E( cannot be reduced to ~P*™ on
bby([xklken ® [yrlken). O

Let X have a Schauder basis (e;),en. For 1 < p < 400, we say that £, is block-finitely repre-
sentable in X if there exists C > 1 such that for all n € N, some length n block-sequence in X is
C-equivalent to the canonical basis of £),. Note that this differs slightly from the usual definition
where it is required that we may take C = 1 + € for any € > 0. By Krivine’s theorem [22], there
always exists p € [1, +o0] such that £, is block-finitely representable in X (with C arbitrarily
close to 1 if you wish). We say that £, is disjointly finitely representable in X if there exists C > 1
such that Vn € N, some length n sequence of disjointly supported blocks in X is C-equivalent to
the canonical basis of £7,.

Using the proof by Lemberg of Krivine’s theorem [22], Odell et al. [27] proved that if X is
a Banach space with a Schauder basis, @n en Fr 1s a decomposition of X in successive finite-
dimensional subspaces of increasing dimension (where each F;, is equipped with the canonical
basis which is a subsequence of the basis of X), (¢,) is a sequence of positive reals, and f: X —
R is a Lipschitz function on X, then there exists a subsequence Fj, of F,, finite block-subspaces
G, of Fy, of increasing dimension, and a map f on R<% such that, for all k € N, for all k¥ <
ny < --- < ng, for all norm 1 vectors x; in Gy;, i <k, all coefficients (X;); <k, with |A;] <1,

< €.

k
‘f(zxixi) — 01, )
i=1

We recall that a basic sequence (x,),cN generates a spreading model (X,,),en if for any € > 0,
and k € N, there exists N € N such that for all N <n| < --- < ny, the sequences (x,;);<x and
(X;)i<k are (1 4 €)-equivalent. A spreading model is a basic sequence which is necessarily 1-
subsymmetric.

The main application given in [27] for their result is about spreading models, and we derive
from this the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Let X be a Banach space with a Schauder (respectively unconditional) basis
(en)nen. Let p € [1, +00] be such that £, is block (respectively disjointly) finitely representable
in X. Then there exist a spreading model (y,,)neN generated by a block-sequence in X, a normal-
ized block-sequence (respectively sequence of disjointly supported blocks) (x,) in X, successive
intervals Iy forming a partition of N and some C > 1 such that:

o |Iy| =k forallk eN;

o forallk e N, (xp)ney, is C-equivalent to the unit basis onk ;

o for any k € N, any k < ny < --- < ng, any normalized sequence (y;)1<i<k with (y;) €
[xn]neln,-’ Vi <k, the sequence (y;)1<i<k is 2-equivalent to (y;)1<i<k-

Proof. Assume £, is block finitely representable in X. We construct a block-subspace of X
of the form €, . F, where each F, is a block-subspace of dimension n whose basis is C-
equivalent to the basis of £/, and the F;,’s are successive. We pick a sequence (i) of positive real
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numbers smaller than 1 and decreasing to 0, and we apply the result of [27] to @,y Fr With the
norm on X, which is a Lipschitz map on X.

We obtain finite block-subspaces Gy and a spreading model y, such that for any k € N, any
k <ny < --- < nyg, any normalized sequence (y;)i1<igk With (y;) € G; is (1 + €)-equivalent
to y,. We let (x,)ncr, be the canonical basis of Gy for all k£ and we pass to a subsequence to
obtain the correct dimension k for each Gg: (x,)ney, is uniformly equivalent to the basis of lf;.

In the case when £, is disjointly finitely representable in X, we do the same construction with
the difference that each F;, will have a basis C-equivalent to the basis of 67, which is disjointly
supported on X, instead of successive. [

Lemma 2.7. Let X be a Banach space with an unconditional basis. Assume Eq is not Borel
reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X) (respectively on dsb(X)) and let (f)nen be
a Rosenthal basic sequence in X given by Lemma 2.5. Let p € [1,+00] be such that £, is
block-finitely representable in [ f,,1,en (respectively disjointly finitely representable in X). Then
(fn)neN is equivalent to the unit basis of £, (or co if p = —+00).

Proof. Let (f,) be a Rosenthal basic sequence in X. Let p be such that £, is block-finitely
representable in [ f;,],en (respectively disjointly finitely representable in X). Let (e,) be the
canonical basis of £, (or cq if p = +00). We need to prove that (f,,) is equivalent to (e;).

We note that any spreading model (y,) generated by a block-sequence in X is equivalent
to (f,). Indeed, any block-sequence generating this spreading model has a subsequence equiva-
lent to (f,,), so (¥,) is equivalent to (f;;). So by Lemma 2.6, we find a block-sequence of [ f;],en
(respectively sequence of disjointly supported blocks of X) (x,,)neN, a constant C > 1 and asso-
ciated intervals (/) of length k so that

e forall k e N, (x;)ney, is C-equivalent to (e,)ner, s
e for any k € N, any k < n; < --- < ng, any normalized sequence (y;)1<igk With (y;) €
[xn]nelnl_ , Vi <k, the sequence (y;)1<i <k is C-equivalent to (fi)1<i<k-

In the disjointly supported case, we may, by passing to a subsequence of (x,), assume that
for some subsequence (f;) of (f4), x, and fl/, are disjointly supported for all n, p in N. In the
bb(X) case, we may, by replacing (x,) by an appropriate subsequence of (x2,), assume that for
all n € N, min(supp(x,+1)) = 2 + max(supp(x,)), where the supports are with respect to (f;).
We may then find a subsequence (f;) of (f,,) such that x, < f; < x,41 for all n € N (recall that
(x) is a block-sequence of [ f;,] in this case).

In both cases, we may therefore apply Proposition 2.3 to (x,) and (f,), and using the fact
that (f;,) is subsymmetric, we find a linear order < on N such that (x,) <C/ ( fnﬁ, for some
constant C’. In particular, for all k € N,

Cner, <€ (D) ey,
This implies that
(en)ngk <CCC/ (fo(n))ngk,

where c is such that (f},) is c-subsymmetric and o is a permutation on {1, ..., k}. By symmetry
of the basis (e,) and as k was arbitrary, we deduce that ( f,,) cCC’-dominates (e,).
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We now prove that (f;;) is dominated by (e,), and to simplify the notation, we assume p <
—+00; the case p = 400 is similar. Assume on the contrary that (f;) is not dominated by (ey).
Then we may build by induction a rapidly converging system (8;), (I;) and some increasing
sequence Kj such that for all k € N,

(6) Ki>2Y 52} |1} and Kiép > k;
(7) there exists a sequence (u;);¢;; which satisfies | Zie,k/ wieill < 1and | Zielk/ wi fill = K.

Note that (|1 ,i DkeN is increasing. We consider the previously defined sequence (x,),cN and,
up to passing to the subsequence of (x,)nen corresponding to indices in (U cy 1> We may
assume that:

e forall k e N, (Xn)ner; is C-equivalent to (en)ner s
e for any k € N, any k < ny < --- < ng, any normalized sequence (y;)i1gi<k With (y;) €
[x,,],,elr/,l_ , the sequence (y;)1<igk 1S C-equivalent to (f;)1<i<k»

while we still have that for some subsequence (f,,) of (f,), X, < f; < xp41 for all n € N (re-
spectively x, and fl’, are disjointly supported for all n, p in N).

By Lemma 2.1 applied to (f;)) and (x,) we may find D > 1, an infinite subset K of N, and
forall k € K, a subset Ji of I} with |I; \ Ji| < Z];;(l) |Ij’.| and distinct integers (n;);e, such that

(Skfi/ + xi)iEJk ~P (xn;)ied;-

The end of our proof now divides in two cases. For k € K, let Ay be the set of n’s such that
{ni, ie}NI, #0.

First case. We first assume that for any m € N, we may find k € K such that the set Ay is of
cardinality at least m.

Let m € N. For infinitely many k’s, we may find a set Ly C J; of cardinality m such
that {n;, i € Ly} meets I, for exactly m values of n which are strictly larger than m. Then
(Xn;)ieL, ~C (fa;)ieL,» where (a;);er, is areordering of (1,...,m).

We deduce that

(faiers <P (8] +xi)icy,

so,as Ly C I}, for all (Aj)ier,.

1/p
<CD|$§ Ai AilP ,
c (kmgelegkq l|+c<Z| il ) )

ieLly

Z)‘-ifai

ieLy

and by symmetry of the expression on the right-hand side, we deduce that for any sequence
A)1gi<m:

D oaif;

i<m

1/p
< CD(SkmmaxMiI +C<Z |)»i|p> )
ism i<m
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Letting k tend to infinity and as m was arbitrary, we obtain that (f,) is C2D-dominated by
(en)neN-

Second case. We now assume that there exists some m € N such that for all k£ € K, the set Ag
contains at most m elements.

Then for any k € K, all (&;);ey,,

Z AiXn; Z Z AiXn;

i€y n€Ayiely,niel)

1/p
= <Cm(2|xi|"> :

i€y

It follows that

Ok

Z/\ifi’H < CDm(ZlM'IJ)]/P.

i€y i€y

Applying this to the coefficients u; given by (7), we obtain

k—1
8 (Kk — Z|1}|) <cCDm,

j=1
where c is such that ( f;) is c-subsymmetric, so by (6),
k <6 Ky <2¢CDm,
a contradiction. O

Theorem 2.8. Let X be a Banach space with a Schauder basis (ey,). Assume Eq is not Borel
reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X). Then there exists p € [1, 400] such that every
block-sequence of X has a block-sequence which is equivalent to the canonical basis of £, (or
co if p = +00).

Proof. If (e;,) is unconditional, Lemma 2.5 applies, so there is a Rosenthal basic sequence ( f;,)
such that every normalized block basis in X has a subsequence equivalent to ( f;;). Let p be such
that £, is block finitely representable in [ f; ], (p exists by Krivine’s theorem). By Lemma 2.7,
(f») is equivalent to the basis of £, (or cg if p = 400).

In the general case, note that by [30, Theorem 16], every normalized block-sequence in X
has a subsequence which is permutatively equivalent to its further subsequences. In particular,
X contains no hereditarily indecomposable subspace (no subspace of a H.I. space is isomor-
phic to a proper subspace [16]), and by Gowers’ dichotomy theorem [14], X is saturated with
unconditional block-sequences.

By the unconditional case, we deduce that X is saturated with spaces isomorphic to ¢y or £),.
Finally, if X contains £, and £,, for p # ¢, then as £, and ¢, are totally incomparable, X contains
a direct sum £, & ¢,, and we may assume that these copies are spanned by block-sequences (x;)
and (y,) which alternate (i.e. Vn € N, x, < y, < x,+1). By Proposition 2.4, E is Borel reducible
to permutative equivalence on bby (£, @ £,), so Eg would be Borel reducible to ~P"™ on bb(X),
a contradiction. The same proof holds for ¢y and £,,. We deduce that there is a unique p such that
X contains copies of £, (or ¢g if p =+400). O
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A Banach space X with an unconditional basis is said to satisfy an upper p estimate if there
exists C > 1 such that for any disjointly supported vectors x1, ..., X,,

n n l/p
> xi <C<Z||xl-||f’> (or D xi
i=1 i=1 i=1

By a simple diagonalization argument, this is equivalent to saying that for any normalized dis-
jointly supported sequence (x,),eN on X, (x,) is dominated by the canonical basis of £,, (or ¢
if p=+00).

i<n

< Cmax x| if p = +oo>.

Theorem 2.9. Let X be a Banach space with an unconditional basis (e).

e Assume Ey is not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bb(X). Then there exists
p € [1, +0o0] such that every normalized block-sequence of X has a subsequence which is
equivalent to the canonical basis of £, (or cq if p = +00).

o Assume Eq is not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on dsb(X). Then there is a
unique p € [1,+00] such that £, is disjointly finitely representable in X. If p = +00 then
(en) is equivalent to the unit vector basis of co. If p < 400 then X satisfies an upper
p-estimate and every normalized block-sequence of X has a subsequence which is equiv-
alent to the canonical basis of £ .

Proof. The bb(X) case is proved at the beginning of the proof of Theorem 2.8. Assume now
that Ey is not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on dsb(X). By Lemma 2.5, there is a
Rosenthal basic sequence ( f;,), necessarily unique up to equivalence, such that every normalized
block basis in X has a subsequence equivalent to (f,,). Let p be such that £, is disjointly finitely
representable in X. By Lemma 2.7, (f;) is equivalent to the basis of £, (or cg if p = +00), so
p is unique. It remains to show that (e, ) satisfies an upper p-estimate, which implies that (e,) is
equivalent to the basis of ¢y if p = +o00.

For any (x;,) € dsb(X), we may find a normalized sequence (v,) ~ (f;;) which is disjointly
supported from (x2,). As Ey is not Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on bb;([x2,] ®
[v,]), we deduce from Proposition 2.3 that (x2,) < (vp)™ for some linear order < on N. As (v,,)
is symmetric it follows that (x2,) < (v,), that is for some C and any (A,) € cgo,

1/p
Z)‘ZnXZn < C(Z |)L2n|p) s

neN neN

if p < +o0, or

Z A2nX2n

neN

< Cmax |z,
neN

if p = 4+o00. We obtain a similar estimate for (x2,+1) and deduce that (x,) is dominated by the
unit vector basis of £, (or cg if p = +00), and so finally (e,) satisfies an upper p-estimate. O

Note that from this theorem, we may deduce that E is Borel reducible to ~P*™ on bb(S),
where S is Schlumprecht’s space [1]. It is, however, still unknown if § is ergodic.
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3. Permutative equivalence between unconditional basic sequences in X and in X*

We obtain a complete dichotomy result by also looking at the disjointly supported sequences
of the dual X* of X, when X* has a basis. Compare this theorem with Conjecture 1.4.

Theorem 3.1. Let X be a Banach space with a shrinking normalized unconditional basis (e;,).
Then either (e,) is equivalent to the canonical basis of cy or some £, 1 < p < 400, or Ey is
Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on dsb(X), or on dsb(X*).

Proof. Assume E( is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence neither on dsb(X) nor on
dsb(X*). By Theorem 2.9, there exists ¥ = ¢ or £, for some 1 < p < +o00 such that every
normalized block-sequence of X has a subsequence equivalent to the canonical basis of Y, and
we may assume that 1 < p < 400 and that X satisfies an upper p-estimate.

Some subsequence of (e,) is equivalent to the basis of £, so its dual basis identified with a
subsequence of (e}) is equivalent to the basis of £, (where 1/p + 1/p’ = 1). Thus by Theo-
rem 2.9 applied for X*, X* satisfies an upper p’-estimate. So (€};),en is dominated by the unit
vector basis of £ . It follows that (e, ),en dominates the unit vector basis of £,. Finally (e;)nen
is equivalent to the unit vector basis of £,. O

We also deduce the following dichotomy result about the number of permutatively inequiva-
lent sequences spanning subspaces, or quotients, of a Banach space with an unconditional basis
which is not isomorphic to a Hilbert space. Note that by uniqueness of the unconditional basis
of ¢, any normalized unconditional basis of a subspace, or a quotient, of £, must be (permuta-
tively) equivalent to the canonical basis of £5.

Theorem 3.2. Let X be a Banach space with an unconditional basis. Then either X is isomorphic
to €2, or X contains 2% subspaces, or 2% quotients, spanned by normalized unconditional bases
which are mutually permutatively inequivalent.

Proof. Assume X is not isomorphic to ;. If X contains cg or £1, then we are done, since by [9],
there is a Borel reduction of E( to permutative equivalence between the canonical unconditional
bases of some subspaces of cq (respectively £1). So by the classical result of James (see [23]),
we may assume X is reflexive.

We may assume the basis of X is normalized and we apply Theorem 3.1. If Eg is Borel
reducible to permutative equivalence on dsb(X), then we obtain the desired result with subspaces
of X. If Ey is Borel reducible to permutative equivalence on dsb(X*), let f:2% — dsb(X*) be
the Borel reduction. We note that the bases f(«) and f(B) are permutatively equivalent if and
only if the dual bases f(«)* and f(8)* are permutatively equivalent; and for o € 2%, the dual
basis f(«)* is an unconditional basis of some quotient of X. We thus obtain continuum many
permutatively inequivalent normalized unconditional bases of quotients of X in the family f («)*,
ae2”.

Finally if the basis of X is equivalent to the canonical basis of some £,,1 < p < +o00, with
p < 2, [9] gives an explicit construction of 2¢ subspaces of X with normalized unconditional
bases which are mutually permutatively inequivalent (see the proof of Proposition 1.5; in fact
we even obtain a reduction of E( to permutative equivalence between such unconditional bases
in that case). If p > 2, then we use duality to deduce the existence of 2 quotients of X with
normalized unconditional bases which are mutually permutatively inequivalent. 0O
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The reader should compare this result with Conjecture 1.2, noting that the proof of Theo-
rem 3.2 actually gives a reduction of E( to permutative equivalence on an appropriate space of
basic sequences spanning subspaces or quotients of X, when X is not isomorphic to £;.

To conclude, let us mention two results with some similarity with Theorem 3.2, by the use
their hypotheses make of both subspaces and duals (respectively quotients). By P. Mankiewicz
and N. Tomczak-Jaegermann, if every subspace of every quotient of £>(X) has a Schauder basis,
then the Banach space X must be isomorphic to £, [24]. By V. Mascioni, if £, (X) is locally self-
dual (i.e. finite-dimensional subspaces are uniformly isomorphic to their duals), then X must also
be isomorphic to £, [25].
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