Chapter 11
Happy Families and Their Relatives

A cadence is a certain simultaneous progression of all the voices in a composition accom-
panying a repose in the harmony or the completion of a meaningful segment of the text.

GIOSEFFO ZARLINO
Le Istitutioni Harmoniche, 1558

In this chapter we shall investigate combinatorial properties of certain families of
infinite subsets of w. In order to do so, we shall use many of the combinatorial tools
developed in the preceding chapters. The families we investigate—particularly P-
families and Ramsey families—will play a key role in understanding the combina-
torial properties of Silver and Mathias forcing notions (see Chapter 24 and Chap-
ter 26, respectively).

Happy Families

The P-families and Ramsey families mentioned above are relatives to the so-called
happy families. The name “happy families” comes from a children’s card game,
where the idea of the game is to collect the members of fictional families. The con-
nection to families in Set Theory is that a family & C [w]* is happy if for every
countable decreasing sequence yy 2 y; 2 - -- of elements of & there is a member
of & which selects certain elements from the sets y; (cf. PROPOSITION 11.6 (b)).
This explains why happy families are also called selective co-ideals—which is more
sober but less amusing.

Firstly recall that a family % C [w]“ is a filter if it is closed under supersets and
finite intersections, and that the Fréchet filter is the filter consisting of all co-finite
subsets of w (i.e., all z € [w]* such that w \ z is finite). To keep the notation short,
for z C w define ¢ := w \ z. For a filter # C [w]“, # T denotes the collection of
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276 11 Happy Families and Their Relatives
all sets « C w such that ¢ does not belong to .7, i.e.,
ﬁ+:{x§w:x°¢9}.

Notice that since .Z is a filter, we have .# C Z 1. Another definition of Z 1 is
given by the following

FACT 11.1. For any filter % C [w]|*, x € % if and only if z N z is non-empty
whenever z € .

Proof. On the one hand, if, for some 2z € .#, x Nz = (), then 2° D z, which implies
that ¢ € . and therefore z ¢ Z . On the other hand, if * C w is such that
x ¢ F+, then2° € F. So, for z := 2° we have 2 € .F andz N z = (. —

By FACT 11.1 and the Ultrafilter Theorem we obtain the following alternative defini-
tion of ZT:

Ft = U {% C P(w): % is an ultrafilter containing .7 }.

In particular, for every ultrafilter % C % (w) we have % * = % .

If 7/ is an ultrafilter and z U y € %, then at least one of = and y belongs to % . In
general, this is not the case for filters .%, but it holds for .# .

LEMMA 11.2. Let F C [w]* be a filter. If F T contains x U y, then it contains at
least one of x and y.

Proof. If neither « nor y belongs to .# T, then z¢,y° € .%. Hence, (x U y)¢ =
2 Ny° € F, and thereforex Uy ¢ F . o

Now, a filter % C [w]¥ is called a free filter if it contains the Fréchet filter. In
particular, every ultrafilter on [w]® is free. Notice that for a free filter #, FT =
{r Cw:Vz e F(Jxr Nzl =w)}, and that a filter Z C [w]“ is an ultrafilter iff
% = . Finally, a family & of subsets of w is called a free family if there is a
free filter # C [w]® such that & = % . In particular, [w]* and all ultrafilters on
[w]* are free families. Notice that a free family does not contain any finite sets and is
closed under supersets. Moreover, a free family & is closed under finite intersections
iff & is an ultrafilter on [w]*.

Recall that fin(w) denotes the set of all finite subsets of w. To keep the notation
short, for s € fin(w) let 5 := |J s, and for n € w let nt := n + 1 (in other words,
n™ is the successor cardinal of n). In particular, for non-empty sets s € fin(w) we
have 5§ = max(s) and 57 = max(s) + 1.

A setx C wis said to diagonalise the set {z; : s € fin(w)} C [w]® if the following
conditions are satisfied:
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e x C xy;

e forall s € fin(w),if 5 € z thenz \ 51 C z,.

For o/ C [w]¥ we write fil(«/) for the filter generated by the members of 7, i.e.,
fil(«7) consists of all subsets of w which are supersets of intersections of finitely
many members of 7.

Now, a set & C [w]* is a happy family if & is a free family and whenever fil({z; :
s € fin(w)}) C &, there is an x € & which diagonalises the set {z; : s € fin(w)}.

Below, we give two examples of happy families; in the first the family is as large
as possible, and in the second the family is of medium size—in the next section we
shall see examples of happy families which are as small as possible.

FACT 11.3. The family [w]* is happy.

Proof. Let {zs : s € fin(w)} C [w]¥ be a subfamily of [w]* and assume that
fil({zs : s € fin(w)}) C [w]¥, i.e., the intersection of finitely many elements of
{zs : s € fin(w)} is infinite. Let ng := () zp and for k € w choose ng+1 > ny such
that

Nk+1 € ﬂ{xs c5t Snk—i—l}.

By our assumption, those choices are possible. Let x = {ny, : k € w}; thenx C xy,
and whenever 5 = ny, (i.e., 57 < ng + 1), we get

AN Qm{x5:5+ gnk—i—l}.
In particular, x \ 5t C x4, as required. -

In order to construct non-trivial examples of happy families, we first have to intro-
duce the following notion: For a mad family &/ C [w]“, let Z . be the collection of

all subsets of w which almost contain the complement of a finite union of members
of 7.

The goal is to show that 9‘; is a happy family whenever o/ C [w]* is a mad family,
but for this we first have to prove that .%, is a free filter.

PROPOSITION 11.4. If o/ C [w]¥ is a mad family, then %, is a free filter but not
an ultrafilter.

Proof. Let o7 C [w]* be a mad family and let
Fog={yew” ... 00 € d((woU...Uxz,) " y)}.

Firstly, % is a free filter: By definition, .% . is closed under supersets and contains
all co-finite sets, and since &7 is mad, no co-finite set is the union of finitely many
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members of &7, hence, %, does not contain any finite set. Further, for any y, 1’ €

F o there are xg, . .., x, and z{), . . ., 2}, in & such that
C C
(Uxi) C"y and (Ux}) cry,
S JjEM

which shows that

<U:viU U x;>cg*ymy/eﬁ%.

S JjeEM

Secondly, .% . is not an ultrafilter: We have to find a set z € [w]* such that neither z
nor z¢ belongs to %4 . Let {z; : i € w} be distinct elements of <7. Notice that it is
enough to construct a set z € [w]“ such that both z and z© have infinite intersection
with each z;. To construct such a set z, take a strictly increasing sequence ng <
... < np < ...of natural numbers such that for each k € w, if k = 2!/(2m + 1),
then both noy, and nogy1 are in x,, and put z = {ngx : k € w}. =

Now we are ready to give non-trivial examples of happy families. Even though the
proof of the following proposition becomes considerably easier if we use the char-
acterisation of happy families given by PROPOSITION 11.6(b), we think it makes
sense to have some non-trivial examples of happy families—and to work with the
original definition—before giving an equivalent definition of happy families.

PROPOSITION 11.5. Let & C [w]* be a mad family. Then %}, is a happy family.

Proof. Given any family {y; : t € fin(w)} with fil({y, : ¢ € fin(w)}) C .Z. For
s € fin(w), let 2z, = N{y; : t < 5}. Then for any n € w, xy,} = x, whenever
n = 5. We shall construct an = € %}, which diagonalises {y; : t € fin(w)} by
showing that for all n € w, =\ nt C Tfn}- For this, let z°—constructed as in the
proof of FACT 11.3—diagonalise {z5 : s € fin(w)}. We may not assume that z*
belongs to . % * . ie., there mightbe a z € .% such that 29Nz is finite. However, since
o is mad, there is a y° € o7 such that z° Ny is infinite. For each s € fin(w) define
zl := x, \ y°. Notice that all 2} are infinite and that fil({z! : s € fin(w)}) C .Z},
as Yy € /. Let 2! diagonalise {x! : s € fin(w)} and let y' € &/ be such that
z' Ny’ is infinite. Since 2! C 25 C w \ y° we get y' # y°. Further, notice
that 2! also diagonalises {zs; : s € fin(w)}. Now, for each s € fin(w) define
22 = 25\ (y° Uy') and proceed as before. After countably many steps we have
constructed two sequences of infinite sets, (z° : i € w) and (y° : i € w), such that
each 3 belongs to .7, y* # y’ whenever i # j, x* N y* is infinite (for all i € w),
and z' diagonalises {zs : s € fin(w)}. Construct a strictly increasing sequence
ng < ... < ng < ...of natural numbers such that ng € zy and for each k € w, if
k = 21(2m + 1), then
ng € yi Nz N Tlnp_11}
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Such a sequence of natural numbers exists because all sufficiently large numbers in
" belong to x(,, ,y and since y* N ' is infinite. Finally, let z = {ny : k € w}.
Then z diagonalises {z; : s € fin(w)} and it remains to show that € Z.,
i.e., x has infinite intersection with each member of .%,. By construction, for each
1 € w, TN yi is infinite, and since & is mad, x \ yi is infinite as well. Thus, =
has infinite intersection with the complement of any finite union of elements in .27,
hence, » € 7. -

After having seen that there are non-trivial happy families, let us now give another
characterisation of happy families, which will be used later in this chapter.

PROPOSITION 11.6. For a free family &, the following statements are equiva-
lent:

(a) & is happy.

(b) If yo 2 y1 2 --- D y; 2 --- is a countable decreasing sequence of elements
of &, then there is a function f € “w such that fw] € &, f(0) € yo, and for
all n € w we have f(n+1) € ygm).

Proof. (a) = (b) Assume that & is happy and let {y; : i € w} C & be such that for
all i € w, y;+1 C y;. For each s € fin(w) define

T :ﬂ{yi:iSE}.

Notice that fil({z; : s € fin(w)}) C &. Since & is assumed to be happy, there is an =
which diagonalises the family {z, : s € fin(w)}. Let f = fy—recall that f, € “w
is defined as the unique strictly increasing bijection between w and x (defined in
Chapter 9). For an arbitrary n € wlet s := 2N (f(n)+1). Thens™ = f(n)+1and
sex.Asf(n+1)ex\5 andz\ 57 C z, C Yy, wehave f(n+1) € yp(n),
and since n was arbitrary, f has the required properties.

(b) = (a) Assume now that & has property (b) and let {z; : s € fin(w)} C & be
such that fil({z; : s € fin(w)}) C &. We have to find an = € & which diagonalises
{zs : s € fin(w)}. For each i € w define

yi:m{xS:ESi}.

Obviously, for each i € w we have y; € & and y;+1 C y;. By (b) there is a function
f € “w such that flw] € & and for all n € w we have f(n + 1) € yy(,). Let
x = flw] and let s € fin(w) be such that § € x. Then there exists an n € w such
that f(n) = 8, and for every k € =\ 57 we have k = f(m) for some m > n, hence,
k € yf(n)- Now, 5t = f(n) + 1, and since Yrn) € w5 we get k € x,. Hence, for
all s € fin(w) with § € x we have z \ st C z,, which shows that  diagonalises
{zs: s €fin(w)}. =
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We leave it as an exercise to the reader to find an easier proof of PROPOSITION 11.5
by using the characterisation of happy families given by PROPOSITION 11.6 (b).

Ramsey Ultrafilters

So far we have seen two examples of happy families. In the first example (FACT 11.3),
the happy family was as large as possible, and in the second example
(PROPOSITION 11.5), the happy families were of medium size. Below, we consider
happy families which are as small as possible, i.e., happy families which are ultra-
filters.

A free ultrafilter 7 C [w]¥ is a Ramsey ultrafilter if for every colouring 7 :
[w]? — 2 there exists an 2 € % which is homogeneous for m, i.e., 7|2 is constant.

The following result gives two alternative characterisations of Ramsey ultrafilter.
The first characterisation of Ramsey ultrafilters is related to P-points and ()-points
(introduced below), and the second characterisation shows that a Ramsey ultrafilter
is an ultrafilter that is also a happy family.

PROPOSITION 11.7. For every free ultrafilter % , the following conditions are
equivalent:

(a) % is a Ramsey ultrafilter.

(b) Let {u; C w : i € w} be a infinite partition of w, i.e., | J{u; : i € w} = w

and for any distinct i, j € w we have u; Nu; = (. Then either u; € % for a
(unique) i € w, or there exists an x € % such that for eachi € w, |z Nu;| < 1.

(c) % is happy.

Proof. (a) = (b) Let {u; : ¢ € w} be an infinite partition of w. With respect to
{uw; : i € w} define the colouring 7 : [w]? — 2 by

0 if there is an ¢ € w such that {n,m} C w,,

m({n,m}) = {

1 otherwise.

By (a) there is an x € % such that 7[[,}> is constant. Now, if 7|2 is constantly
zero, then there exists an ¢ € w such that x C wu;, hence, u; € % . On the other hand,
if 7|[;)2 is constantly one, then for any distinct n,m € x and any i € w we find that
{n, m} N u; has at most one element, hence, for each i € w, 2 N u; has at most one
element.

(b) = (c) By PROPOSITION 11.6 it is enough to show that for every countable
decreasing sequence yp 2 Y1 2 ... 2 Y, = ... of elements of % there is a
function f € “w such that flw] € %, f(0) € yo, and for all k € w we have
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f(E+1) € ypay. 'y = ,eo, Yn € %, then the function f, € “w has the required
properties. So, let us assume that (), yn» ¢ % and without loss of generality
let us further assume that for all n € w, y, \ Ynyr1 # 0. Consider the partition
{W6 Y Mhew Unt U {yn \ Ynt1 : n € w} and notice that none of the pieces are in
% . By (b), there exists a set x = {a,, : n € w} € % such that for all n € w,
O (Yn \ Ynt1) = {an}, in particular, z N, ., yn = 0. Let g € “w be a strictly
increasing function such that g(0) > 0, g[w] C z, and forall n € w, z \ g(n) C
Yn. For k € w let g¥T1(0) := g(g*(0)), where g°(0) := 0. Now, since % is an
ultrafilter, either

ug = U [g%(()),g%H(O)) or u; =uw\ U
kEw

belongs to % —recall that [a,b) = {i € w : a < i < b}. Without loss of generality
we may assume that ug € %, and consequently x N ug € % . By (b) and since %
is an ultrafilter, there exists a set z = {cj : k € w} C x such that z € % and for all

ke w,
20 [g°7(0), g 1(0)) = {ex}-

By construction, for each k € w we have cx1 > g(ck). To see this, notice that

Ckt1 € [QQHQ(O%Q%H(O)),

which implies cx11 > g?**2(0). On the other hand,

e € [67(0), ¢**71(0)),

which implies g?*71(0) > ¢, and because the function g is strictly increasing, we
get g2*+2(0) > g(cy); hence, cx 1 > g(cx). Finally, by the definition of g we have
x\ g(ck) C Ye,, and since cx41 > g(cg) and cp41 € x, for all k € w we have

C]g_;,_l S ka .

Thus, if we define the function f € “w by stipulating f(k) := cx, then f has the
required properties.

(c) = (a) Let % be an ultrafilter that is also a happy family, and further let 7 :
[w]?> — 2 be an arbitrary but fixed colouring. We have to find a y € % such that
7|(y2 is constant. The proof is similar to the proof of PROPOSITION 4.2. First we
construct a family {z; : s € fin(w)} € %. Let 2y = w, and let x5y € % be such
that z79y € w\ {0} and forall k, k" € w0y we have 7({0, k}) = 7 ({0, k'}). Notice
that since % is an ultrafilter, Z{0} exists. In general, if x, is defined and n > 3, then
let 24,1} € % be such that 24,3 € 2, \ nt and for all k, k" € x4,(,) we have
7({n, k}) = n({n, k’'}). Since % is happy, there is a y € % which diagonalises the
family {z, : s € fin(w)}. By construction, for eachn € y and forall k, k' € y\ n™
we have 7({n, k}) = 7({n,k’}) and we can define the colouring 7 : x — 2 by
stipulating
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( {0 if thereis a k € x \ n* such that 7({n, k}) = 0,
T(n) =

1 otherwise.

Since % is an ultrafilter, there exists a € % such that  C y and 7|,, is constant,
hence, 7|2 is constant. !

At first glance, condition (a) is just related to PROPOSITION 4.2 and not to RAM-
SEY’S THEOREM. However, the following fact shows that this is not the case. More-
over, even PROPOSITION 4.8 is related to Ramsey ultrafilters (the proofs are left to
the reader).

FACT 11.8. For every free ultrafilter 7/ , the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) 7% is a Ramsey ultrafilter, i.e., for every colouring 7 : [w]? — 2 there exists an
x € % which is homogeneous for .

(b) For any n € w, for any positive integer r € w, and for every colouring
7 : [w]™ — r, there exists an x € % which is homogeneous for .

() Let {rr : k € w} and {ny : k € w} be two (possibly finite) sets of positive
integers, and for each k € w let 7y : [w]™ — 11 be a colouring. Then there
exists an x € % which is almost homogeneous for each Ty,.

It is time now to address the problem of the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters. On the
one hand, it can be shown that there are models of ZFC in which no Ramsey ul-
trafilters exist (see PROPOSITION 26.23). Thus, the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters
is not provable in ZFC. On the other hand, if we assume, for example, CH (or just
p = ¢), then we can easily construct a Ramsey ultrafilter.

PROPOSITION 11.9. If p = ¢, then there exists a Ramsey ultrafilter.

Proof. Let {m, : @ € ¢} be an enumeration of the set of all 2-colourings of [w]?,
i.e., for every colouring 7 : [w]? — 2 there exists an o € ¢ such that 7 = 7,. By
transfinite induction we first construct a sequence (z, : @ € ¢) C [w]* such that
{za : @ € c} has the finite intersection property and for all o € ¢, |5, ]2 iS
constant. Let xg := w and assume that for some o € ¢ we have already constructed
xg (B € «a) such that {xg : S € «} has the finite intersection property and for
all vy +1 € o we have 7r.y|[%+1]z is constant. If « is a successor ordinal, say o =
Bo + 1, then let 2, € [x3,]* be such that mg,|f,, |2 is constant (notice that by
RAMSEY’S THEOREM 4.1, x4 exists). If « is a limit ordinal, then let x,, be a
pseudo-intersection of {xg : B € «} (notice that since || < p, zoy1 exists). In
either case, the family {3 : 8 € a} has the required properties. In particular, the
family & = {x,, : @ € ¢} has the finite intersection property and for each colouring
7 : [w]?> — 2 there is an & € & such that 7|2 is constant. Finally, extend the
family & to an ultrafilter %7. Then % is a Ramsey ultrafilter. -
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P-points and Q-points

Below, we consider ultrafilters which are weaker than Ramsey ultrafilters, but which
share with them some combinatorial properties.

A free ultrafilter 7 is a P-point if for each partition {u,, C w : n € w} of w, either
u, € % for a (unique) n € w, or there exists an x € % such that for each n € w,
x N uy, is finite.

Furthermore, a free ultrafilter % is a Q-point if for each partition of w into finite
pieces {u, C w:n € w} (i.e., for each n € w, u, is finite), there exists an x €
such that for each n € w, x N u,, has at most one element.

An alternative definition of ()-points is in terms of so-called interval partitions: A
partition P = {u,, C w : n € w} of w is an interval partition if each u,, € P is of
the form [a, b] (for some a, b € w), where [a,b] :== {n € w:a < n < b}.

FACT 11.10. An ultrafilter % C [w]“ is a Q-point if and only if for each interval
partition {I,, C w : n € w} there is an x € %, such that for each n € w,
NI, <1.

Proof. (=) Because every interval partition is a partition of w into finite pieces, this
direction follows immediately from the definition of @Q)-points.

(<) Let P = {u, Cw:n € w} be a partition of w into finite pieces. Let ag :=
max(ug) and for m € w, let

A1 = max{max(un) SUun €P A upN[0,am + 1] # Q)} .

Furthermore, let Iy := [0, ag] and, for m € w, let 1,41 := (am, @m41], Where
(@my @my1] = {n € w: am < n < amy1}- Since {I,, : n € w} is an interval par-
tition, by our assumption there is an = € % such that foreachn € w, [z N I,,| < 1.
Notice that by construction, if, for some n,m € w, u, N I, #* (, then for all
kew\{m—1,m,m+ 1} we have u,, N I, = (). This shows that for each n € w,
| Nuy,| < 2,and if |z N u,| = 2 for some n € w, then there is an m € w such that
|z Nup, NI, =1and |2 Nuy, N Iyp1] = 1. Now, let

xo:={xNIlgyy :mew} and z1:={xNIlyyi1:meEw}.

Then for each n € w we have that z¢ N u,, as well as z; N u,, contains at most
one element, and since one of ¢ or 21 belongs to %, there is a set in %/ with the
required properties. —

Comparing the definitions of P-points and ()-points with PROPOSITION 11.7 (b), it
is evident that a Ramsey ultrafilter is both a P-point as well as a Q-point; but the
converse is also true:

FACT 11.11. % is a Ramsey ultrafilter if and only if % is a P-point and a QQ-point.
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Proof. (=) This follows immediately from PROPOSITION 11.7 (b) and the defini-
tions of P-points and Q-points.

(<) Let % be a P-point and a Q-point and let {u,, C w : n € w} be a partition
of w. We have to show that either u,, € % for a (unique) n € w, or there exists
an x € % such that for each n € w, x N u,, has at most one element. If there is a
u, € %, then we are done (notice that since % is an ultrafilter, u,, is unique). So,
assume that for all n € w, u,, ¢ % . Since % is a P-point, there exists a yg € %
such that for each n € w, yo N u,, is finite. For n € w let 5, := yo N u,. Further,
let {a; :i € w} =w\ U,epilon :n € w}and forn € wlet I2,41 := {a,}. Then
{I, : m € w} is a partition of w into finite pieces. Since % is a (Q)-point, there
exists a y1 € % such that for each m € w, y; N I,;, has at most one element. Now,
let x = yo Ny1. Then x € % and for each n € w, £ N u,, has at most one element,
hence, by PROPOSITION 11.7 (b), % is a Ramsey ultrafilter. -

Below, we give two other characterisations of P-points. The proofs are straightfor-
ward and are left to the reader.

FAcCT 11.12. For every free ultrafilter % , the following conditions are equiva-
lent:
(a) % is a P-point.

(b) For every family {z, : n € w} C % there is an x € % such that for all
n€w,r C* xy, (.., x\ x, is finite).

(c) For every family {z, : n € w} C % there is a function f € “w and a set
x € % such that forall n € w, z \ f(n) C .

There are also characterisations of P-points which are not so obvious. As an ex-
ample we give a characterisation of P-points which is seemingly stronger than the
characterisation given in FACT 11.12.(b).

PROPOSITION 11.13. For a free ultrafilter 7 , the following conditions are equiva-
lent:

(a) % is a P-point.

(b) For every family {x,, : n € w} C % thereis an x € % such that for infinitely

many n € w, x \n C z,.

Proof. (b) = (a) Let{x, :n € w} C % be an arbitrary countable subset of some
ultrafilter %7 C [w]“. For each n € w, define

x, = mxk.

k<n
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Then {z], : n € w} C % andforall m,n € w withm < nwehavez,, D z/,. Now,
by assumption there is an € % such that for infinitely many n € w, z \ n C z/,,
then for all n € w, x C* x,,. Hence, by FACT 11.12 (b) and since {x,, : n € w} C
% was arbitrary, we get that % is a P-point.

(a) = (b) Since % is a P-point, by FACT 11.12 (c) there exists a function f € “w
and a set y € % such that for all n € w, y \ f(n) € z,. Hence, there also exists
a function g € “w such that g(0) = 0 and for all £ € w we have y \ g(k + 1) C
Ty Since % is an ultrafilter, either yo = (J,.c,,[9(2k + 1), 9(2k 4 2)) or y1 =
Ukewl9(2k), g(2k+1)) belongs to % . Let x = yNy., where ¢ € {0, 1} is such that
Yo € % . Thenforevery k € wwe have x\ g(2k+¢) = x\g(2k+e+1) C zopye.

P-points and @Q-points, and consequently Ramsey ultrafilters, can also be charac-
terised in terms of functions, but first we have to introduce the notion of finite-
to-one functions: A function f € “w is finite-to-one if for every k € w, the set
{n ew: f(n) =k} is finite.

PROPOSITION 11.14. Let % be a free ultrafilter.
(a) % is a P-point if and only if for every function f € “w there exists an © € %

such that f|,, is constant or finite-to-one.

(b) % is a QQ-point if and only if for every finite-to-one function f € “w there
exists an x € % such that f|, is one-to-one.

(c) % is a Ramsey ultrafilter if and only if for every function f € “w there exists
an x € % such that f|, is constant or one-to-one.

Proof. Let f € “w be an arbitrary but fixed function. For each k € w let uy :=
{new: f(n) =k}. Then {uy : k € w} \ {0} is a partition of w. The proof now
follows from FACT 11.11 and the following observations (the details are left to the
reader):

» Forany x € [w]“, f|, is constant iff there is a k € w such that x C uy.

» Forany x € [w]“, f|, is finite-to-one iff for all & € w we have x N uy, is finite.

¢ The function f is finite-to-one iff each uy, is finite.

e Forany x € [w]¥, f|, is one-to-one iff for all k& € w, x N uy has at most one
element. -

The next result shows that ultrafilters, and especially -points, must contain quite
“sparse” sets.

PROPOSITION 11.15. For free families % C |[w]* we have

(a) If % is a free ultrafilter, then the family {f, € “w : x € %} is unbounded.
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(b) If % is a Q-point, then the family {f, € “w : x € % } is dominating.

Proof. (a) Let f € “w be arbitrary. Define g(0) = max{f(0),1} and for k € w
define g(k + 1) := g(k) + f(g(k)). Further, let zo = [0, g(0)), and in general, for
n € w,letz, = [g(2n),g(2n + 1)) and y,, = [g(2n + 1), g(2n + 2)). Finally, let
v = U,cp, Tn and y = U, ., ¥n- We leave it as an exercise to the reader to verify
that f, £* fand f, £* f. Hence, f dominates neither f, nor f,. Now, since %
is an ultrafilter, either = or y belongs to %/. Hence, f does not dominate the family
B ={fr €“Yw:x € %}, and since f was arbitrary, 2 is unbounded.

(b) Let g € “w be arbitrary. Without loss of generality we may assume that g is
strictly increasing. For n € w, let I,, = [g(2n), g(2n + 2)). Then {I,, : n € w}isa
partition of w into finite pieces. Since % is a ()-point, there exists an x € % such
that for each n € w, z N I,, has at most one element which implies that g <* f,.
Hence, f,, dominates g, and since g was arbitrary, the family {f, € “w : x € %}
is dominating. —

As we have seen above (PROPOSITION 11.9), p = ¢ implies the existence of a
Ramsey ultrafilter. On the other hand, one can show that © = c¢ is not sufficient to
prove the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters (see PROPOSITION 26.23). However, as a
consequence of the next result, we see that 0 = ¢ is sufficient to prove the existence
of P-points—which shows that P-points are easier to get than Ramsey ultrafilters
(cf. RELATED RESULTS 66 & 67).

THEOREM 11.16. 9 = ¢ if and only if every free filter over a countable set which
is generated by less than ¢ sets can be extended to a P-point. In particular, ® = ¢
implies the existence of P-points.

Proof. (<) Suppose that & C “w is a family of cardinality less than ¢. For f € &
and n € w define

zp={(nk) ewxw: f(n) <k} and z, ={(m,k) Ewxw:n<m},
and let
¢ ={z;:feEtU{zn:ncwlU{zCwxw: (wxw)\ zis finite}.

Notice that || < ¢ and that each set in ¢ is an infinite subset of the countable
set w X w. Moreover, for any finitely many members g, ...,y, € % we have
Yo N...Ny, is infinite. Now, the family ¥ generates a free filter over w x w, which,
by assumption, can be extended to a P-point % C [w X w]“. Consider the partition
{un : n € w} of w x w, where for n € w, u, := {n} x w. Notice that no u,
(for n € w) belongs to % . Since % is a P-point, there exists a y € % such that
for all n € w, y N u, is finite. Let us define the function ¢ € “w by stipulating
gn) = U{k € w: (n,k) € yNuy,}. Sincey € %, for all f € & we have
y Nz is infinite. Hence, for every f € & there are infinitely many n € w such that
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g(n) > f(n). In other words, g is not dominated by any function f € &, which
shows that no family of cardinality less than ¢ is dominating.

(=) The proof is by induction using the following

CLAIM. Suppose that the free filter % C [w]* is generated by less than ? sets and
let {x, : n € w} C . Then there exists an x € [w]* such that for all n € w,
x C* x,, and for all y € %, x Ny is infinite.

Proof of Claim. Without loss of generality we may assume that for all n € w,
ZTp+1 C . Fory € F define g, € “w by stipulating g,(n) = N(y N zy).
Notice that the set y N x,, is non-empty, and that if y C v/, then for all n € w,
gy (n) < gy(n). Now, since .7 is generated by less than 0 sets, and since every free
ultrafilter generated by less than D sets has a basis of less than ? sets, there exists a
function f € “w such that for all y € .# we have f £* g,. Finally, let

x = U (zn N f(n)).

new
We leave it to the reader to verify that = has the required properties. Actaim

By the claim and the assumption that © = ¢ we inductively construct a P-point as
follows: Let { X, C [w]¥ : | Xa| < w A a € ¢} be an enumeration of all countable
subsets of [w]*. Let %, be any free filter which is generated by less than 0 sets and
assume that we have already constructed .%,, for some « € ¢. If X, U %, has the
finite intersection property, then we use the claim to obtain a set z,41 such that
{Za+1} U ZF, has the finite intersection property and x,1 is a pseudo-intersection
of X; and let %, 1 be the filter generated by .%,, and x4 1. If X, U .%, does not
have the finite intersection property, then let %1 = .%,. Further, if & € cis alimit
ordinal and for all 8 € o we have already constructed 3, thenlet 7, = ¢, F5-
Finally, let .# = |J,.. #o. Then .Z is a P-point: Firstly, by construction, .% is a
filter, and since the free filter .% is contained in .%, .7 is even a free filter. Secondly,
for any x € [w]* there exists a 8 € ¢ such that X3 = {z}. Thus, either z € F311
or there is a y € % such that x N y is finite, which implies that ¢ € .%3. Hence,
Z is a free ultrafilter. Finally, for every set {z,, : n € w} C .7 there existsay € ¢
such that X, = {z,, : n € w}. Since X, U .%, has the finite intersection property,
there is an 2,11 € 1 suchthatforalln € w, zy11 C* . -

Ramsey Families and P-families

Below, we give characterisations of Ramsey ultrafilters and P-points in terms of
games, which lead to so-called Ramsey families and P-families respectively.

The two games we shall consider are played between two players, which we shall
call DEATH and the MAIDEN. We have chosen these two players, because DEATH
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and the MAIDEN is a well-known motif of Danse Macabre or Dance of Death,
which has received numerous treatments, especially in the second movement of
Schubert’s string quartet no. 14, called Der Tod und das Mddchen. Moreover, since
the crucial point in the games we consider is that one of the players does not have
a winning strategy, the player without a winning strategy is—for obvious reasons—
always the MAIDEN.

Now, a run of an infinite two-player game consists of an infinite sequence (zo, yo,
Z1,Y1,...) which is constructed alternately by the two players. More precisely, the
first player starts the game with zy and the second player responds with yg, then the
first player plays x; and the second player responds with y;, and so on. Of course,
in order to get a proper game we also have to introduce some rules defining legal
moves and telling which player wins a particular run of the game.

Before we introduce some further game-theoretical notions, let us illustrate the no-
tion of rules by the following infinite two-player game, played between DEATH and
the MAIDEN.

Let & be an arbitrary free family. Associated with & we define two quite similar
games, denoted G and G%, between two players, say DEATH and the MAIDEN.

In the game G ¢, the MAIDEN always plays members of & and then DEATH responds
with an element of the MAIDEN’s move. More precisely, the rules for G¢ are as
follows: For each i € w, z; € & and a; € z;. Furthermore, we require that for
eachi € w, r;41 C z; and a; < a;4+1. A run of Gg is illustrated by the following
diagram:

MAIDEN To ) T ) To )
o NSRS N
DEATH ao < ai < as

Finally, DEATH wins the game G¢ if and only if the set {a; : ¢ € w} belongs to the
family &.

In the game G%, DEATH has slightly more freedom, since he can now play finite sets
instead of singletons. A run of G} is illustrated by the following diagram.

MAIDEN g

2 Z1 2 2 2
g \ / \ / \ /
50 51 e

DEATH

Again, the sets x; played by the MAIDEN must belong to the free family & and each
finite set s; played by DEATH must be a subset of the corresponding x;. Further-
more, for each i € w we require that 7,41 C (z; \ U, <; s;). Notice that the finite
sets s; may be empty. Finally, DEATH wins the game G if and only if | J{s; : i € w}
belongs to the family &.
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Now we define the notion of a strategy for the MAIDEN. Roughly speaking, a
strategy for the MAIDEN is a “rule” that tells her how to play, for each n € w,
her n™* move z,,, given DEATH’ previous moves my, . .., m,. In fact, a strategy
for the MAIDEN in the game Gg is a mapping o from seq(& U w) to &. Intu-
itively, with respect to Gg, a strategy o for the MAIDEN works as follows: The
MAIDEN starts playing zg € &, where zg = o()) and then DEATH responds by
playing an element ay € xo. Then the MAIDEN plays 1 = o(xg, ag), which—
by the rules of the game—is a set in & and a subset of zy, and DEATH responds
with an element a; € x; where a; > ap. In general, for positive integers n,
xn = o(xo,a0,...,Tn-1,an-1), Where z,, € &, , C Tp_1, a0, ..,an_1 are
the moves of DEATH, and xy, . . . ,x,—; are the previous moves of the MAIDEN.

A strategy o for the MAIDEN is a winning strategy if, whenever the MAIDEN
follows the strategy o, she wins the game—no matter how sophisticated DEATH
plays. For example, ¢ is a winning strategy for the MAIDEN in the game Gg, if
whenever {a,, : n € w} C wis such that ay € o(f)) and forall n € w, a, < ant1
and a,41 € o(x,a0,...,Tnt1), then {a, :n € w} ¢ &.

Now, a free family & is called a Ramsey family if the MAIDEN has no winning
strategy in the game G . In other words, no matter how sophisticated her strategy is,
if & is a Ramsey family, then DEATH can win the game. Ramsey families will play
an important role in the investigation of Mathias forcing notions (see Chapter 26).

Furthermore, a free family & is called a P-family if the MAIDEN has no winning
strategy in the game G%. P-families will play an important role in the investigation
of restricted Silver forcing. In fact, in Chapter 24 it will be shown that Silver forc-
ing restricted to a P-family (called Silver-like forcing) has the same combinatorial
properties as unrestricted Silver forcing and as Grigorieff forcing, which is Silver
forcing restricted to a P-point.

Obviously, the family [w]“ is a Ramsey family and every Ramsey family is also a
P-family. Now, the reader might guess that [w]“ is not the only example and that
there must be some relation between Ramsey families and Ramsey ultrafilters, as
well as between P-families and P-points; this is indeed the case:

THEOREM 11.17. Let % C [w]® be a free ultrafilter. Then

(a) % isa P-pointif and only if % is a P-family, and
(b) % is a Ramsey ultrafilter if and only if % is a Ramsey family.

Proof. (a) We have to show that the MAIDEN has a winning strategy in the game
G>, if and only if % is not a P-point.

(<) Suppose that % is not a P-point. Then, by FACT 11.12(b), there exists a set
{yn : n € w} C % such that whenever y € [w]“ has the property that for all
n € w, y \ yp is finite, then y ¢ % . Let o(0) := yo (i.e., *y = yo), and for any
k € wand {so,...,s;} C fin(w) let o(xo, S0, .-, Tk, Sk) = [Ncp ¥i \ U< Si-
If the MAIDEN follows that strategy o and the sequence (si : k € w) represents
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the moves of DEATH, then for all n € w we have (U, s) \ » is finite. Hence,
Ukew si & %, which shows that DEATH loses the game, or in other words, o is a
winning strategy for the MAIDEN.

(=) Under the assumption that %/ is a P-point we show that no strategy for the
MAIDEN is a winning strategy. Let us assume that the MAIDEN is playing according
to some strategy o. We have to show that DEATH can win. For n € w, let X,, be the
family of sets played by the MAIDEN in her first n + 1 moves, assuming that she is
following the strategy o and DEATH plays in his first n moves only sets s;, C n (for
k < n). More formally, 7o = o(0), Xo = {z0}, and for positive integers n, z € X,
iff there are sg, ..., s, C n for some k < n, such that x = o(xg, So, - - -, Tk, Sk)
where for all ¢ < k, s; C z; and z; = o(xo, So, - - -, %4, $;). Recall that by the
rules of the game, DEATH can play @) in any move. Clearly, for every n € w, X,
is a finite set of elements of %, and since % is an ultrafilter, y,, := () X, belongs
to % . Moreover, since % is a P-point, by FACT 11.12(c) there is a set y* € %
and a strictly increasing function f € “w with f(0) > 0 such that for all n € w,
y*\ f(n) C yn.Let ko := f(0), and in general, for n € w let ky11 := f(ky). Since
9/ is an ultrafilter, either

20 = U [ija k2j+l) or z;=w \ 20

JEW

belongs to % . Without loss of generality we may assume that z; € %, which
implies z; Ny* € %, i.e.,

U ([k2j+1, kaji2) N y*) cU.

JEw
Consider the run
(0, 85, T1, ST -+
of the game G7,,, where the MAIDEN plays according to the strategy o and DEATH
plays

[k2j+1, k2j+2) N y* ifn = kgj for some j € w,
0 otherwise.

It is clear that |J,,,, 55, € % . In other words, the MAIDEN loses the game if the
moves of DEATH satisfy the rules of the game G, . To see that this is indeed the
case, notice first that for all positive integers 7, s,’;%;2 C [k2j-1, k2;) C koj. Thus,
if n = ky;, then for all k& < n we have s, C n. Now, if n = ko; for some j € w,

then s}, = 522], = [k2j+1, k2j+2) N y*. Further, we have

y* \ k2j+1 = y* \ f(kQJ) C Ykoy = ﬂXk2j C ﬂ{an s 7:6]62]‘} C Thaj »

where g, ..., Ty,; are the moves played by the MAIDEN when DEATH plays
855157, ,- Now, by the definition of s} we get sj, C y* \ kj41, and since
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y* \ k2j11 C Tg,,;, we finally have
Sha; © Thay -

So, for n = ky; we get s;; C x,, which shows that for all n € w, s}, C =, as
required.

(b) We show that the MAIDEN has a winning strategy in the game Gy, if and only if
the free ultrafilter % is not a Ramsey ultrafilter.

(<) Under the assumption that the free ultrafilter 7 is not Ramsey we construct a
winning strategy for the MAIDEN in the game Gy, . If % is not a Ramsey ultrafilter,
then, by PROPOSITION 11.6, there exists a set {x,, : n € w} C % such that for
each function f € “w with f(0) € x and f(n + 1) € 2y, we have flw] ¢ %.
Let o(()) := o, and for n € w let o(xg, ag, ..., Tn,an) := Zq,. By the rules of
G s Gn+1 € T, . Define f € “w by stipulating f(n) = a,. Then f(0) € x¢ and
forall n € w we have f(n +1) € z¢(,), and therefore { f(n) : n € w} ¢ % . Thus,
{an : n € w} ¢ %, which shows that DEATH loses the game (i.e., ¢ is a winning
strategy for the MAIDEN), and consequently, % is not a Ramsey family.

(=) Under the assumption that the free ultrafilter %7 is Ramsey we show that no
strategy for the MAIDEN is a winning strategy. We will do this by following the
corresponding proof of (a) after we have modified the game G4 : If the MAIDEN
plays x,, at some stage, then we allow DEATH to respond either with a singleton
{an} C z,, or with the empty set. In other words, DEATH may respond to the move
x,, of the MAIDEN by playing t,,, where t,, = {a, } (for some a,, € x,,) or t, = 0.
DEATH wins the game if and only if | J,,.,, t» € % . Itis obvious that every winning
strategy o of the MAIDEN in the game Gg, corresponds to a winning strategy of
the modified game: If ¢,, = () (for some n € w), then the MAIDEN responds with
Tpy1 = Tp, and if t, = {a,}, then she responds according to the strategy o,
where she assumes that DEATH has played a,,. Notice that if DEATH plays ¢,, = (J,
the MAIDEN could also respond by playing some z,+1 € % with z,11 & =,
which shows that it makes it harder to win for DEATH if he plays (} at some point.

Let now o be any strategy for the MAIDEN in the modified game, which can be
identified with the game G . We have to show that DEATH can win. As above,
forn € w, let X,, be the family of sets played by the MAIDEN in her first n +
1 moves, assuming that she is following the strategy o and DEATH plays in his
first n moves only sets ¢, C n (for k& < n). More formally, zg = o(0), Xo =
{zo}, and for positive integers n, x € X,, iff there are tq,...,tx C n for some
k < n, such that z = o(xo,to,...,Zk, tx) where for all ¢ < k, t; C x; and
x; = o(xo,to, - - ., X;, t;). Recall that by the modified rules of the game, DEATH can
always play (. Clearly, for every n € w, X, is finite, and since % is an ultrafilter,
yn := [ X, belongs to % . Moreover, since % is a Ramsey ultrafilter, and since
every Ramsey ultrafilter is a P-point, by FACT 11.12(c) there is a set y* € %
and a strictly increasing function f € “w with f(0) > 0 such that for all n € w,
y*\ f(n) C yn. Let kg := f(0), and in general, for n € w, let k41 := f(ky).
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Since %/ is an ultrafilter, either

zZ0 = U[kgj,k2j+1) or zj Zw\ZO

JEW

belongs to % . Without loss of generality we may assume that z; € %, which
implies z; Ny* € %, i.e.,

U ([k2j+1a koji2) N y*) cEU.

JEW

Now, since 7% is a Ramsey ultrafilter, by PROPOSITION 11.7 (b) there exists a set
{ak,; : j € w} C wsuch that

V] cw (ak2j S [k2j+1,l€2j+2)) and {CLk2j 1] € W} EU.

Consider the run (xo, ¢, 1,17, ...) of the game G4, where the MAIDEN plays
according to her strategy o and DEATH plays

n

o { {ag,; } if n = koj and ag,; € y*,

O otherwise.

Because {ax,, : j € w} € %, we get {ag,;, : j € w} Ny* € % which shows
that | J,,c, t;, € % . In other words, the MAIDEN loses the game if the moves of
DEATH satisfy the rules of the game G, . For this, notice first that for all positive
integers j, ag,,_, € [k2j—1,k2;) C kaj, in particular we get Aky;_p < koj. Thus,
if n = koj, then for all k& < n we have t; C n where ¢} is either {ax} or 0.
Now, if n = koj; for some j € w, then a,, = ag,; € [k2ji1,k2;42), and hence
tZQj C [k2j+1, k2j+2) Ny*. Further, we have

y* \ k2j+1 = y* \ f(kQJ) c Ykoy = ﬂXk2j C ﬂ{an cee 7$k2j} c Thaj >

where zo, ..., Ty, are the moves played by the MAIDEN when DEATH plays
t0s- - stks, ,- Now, by the definition of ¢}, we get t},, C y* \ kzj41, and since
y* \ k2ji1 C gy, , we finally have

*
thj g Ik2j .

So, for each n € w we have either ¢} = {a,} and a,, € x, or ¢}, = 0, and in
both cases we have ¢}, C x,,. This shows that if the MAIDEN plays according to the
strategy o, DEATH can win. Hence, o is not a winning strategy for the MAIDEN. -

Roughly speaking, Ramsey families are a kind of generalised Ramsey ultrafilter and
P-families are a kind of generalised P-point.

Let us turn back to happy families and let us compare them with Ramsey families.
At first glance, happy families and Ramsey families look very similar. However, it
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turns out that the conditions for a Ramsey family are slightly stronger than for a
happy family. This is because in the definition of happy families we require that
they contain sets which diagonalise certain subfamilies having the finite intersec-
tion property. On the other hand, a strategy of the MAIDEN in the game G¢ can be
quite arbitrary: Even though the sets played by her in a run of G form a decreas-
ing sequence, the family of possible moves of the MAIDEN does not necessarily
have the finite intersection property. Of course, by restricting the set of strategies
the MAIDEN can choose from, we could make sure that all happy families are Ram-
sey. In fact we just have to require that all the moves of the MAIDEN—no matter
what DEATH is playing—belong to some family which has the finite intersection
property. However, the definition of Ramsey families given above has the advantage
that the MAIDEN is able—by a winning strategy—to defeat DEATH in the game G
even in some cases when & is happy (see PROPOSITION 11.19).

Below, we show first that every Ramsey family is happy, and then we show that
there are happy families which are not even P-families. Thus, Ramsey families are
smaller “clans” (i.e., families who originate from the same family and have the same
name) than happy families.

FAcT 11.18. Every Ramsey family is happy.

Proof. Let & be a free family which is not happy. Thus, there is exists a set
¢ = {ys : s € fin(w)} C & such that fil(¥) C & but no y € & diago-
nalises 7. Let 0(f)) := zy and for n € w and s = {ag,...,a,} € fin(w) let
0(20,00,- -+, %n,0n) =y cgYs- It is not hard to verify that in the game Gg, o is
a winning strategy for the MAIDEN. —

By PROPOSITION 11.5 we know that every mad family induces a happy family. This
type of happy family provides examples of happy families which are not Ramsey
families, in fact, which are not even P-families.

PROPOSITION 11.19. Not every happy family is Ramsey; moreover, not every
happy family is a P-family.

Proof. Tt is enough to construct a happy family which is not a P-family: Let {¢ :
k € w} be an enumeration of Unew "w such that for all 7, j € w, t; C t; implies
i < j, in particular, ¢y = (. For functions f € “w define the set z; € [w]¥ by
stipulating

Tyi= {kEw:3n,i,j€w(f|n:ti/\f|n+1:t‘j/\i§k<j/\tigtk)}.

Obviously, for any distinct functions f, g € “w, x N x4 is finite (compare with the
sets constructed in the proof of PROPOSITION 9.6). Now, let & := {zf : f € “w}.
Then o7 C [w]* is a set of pairwise almost disjoint sets which can be extended to a
mad family, say <. Recall that by PROPOSITION 11.5, ﬁ; is a happy family.
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We show that ﬂ; is not a P-family: Let ky := 0 and let 2y := w be the first move
of the MAIDEN, and let sy be DEATH’s response. In general, if s,, is DEATH’s nth
move, then the MAIDEN chooses ky, 1 such that k,, 1 > max(sy,), |tk, .| =n+1,
and ty, C tg,,,,and then she plays

Tpp1 ={i €w:tg,,, Csi}.

Obviously, for every n € w we have x,,41 & z,. Moreover, all moves of the
MAIDEN are legal:

CLAIM. Foreveryn € w, z, € Z.,.

PoC Firstly, for every n € w, x,, has infinite intersection with infinitely many mem-
bers of 7. Indeed, x,, N xy is infinite whenever f |n = t, . Secondly, for every
z € F . there are finitely many yo, . .., yr € & such that (yo U ... Uyg)® C* 2.

Now, for z,, let z¢ € %4 \ {yo,...,yr} such that zy N x, is infinite. Then, since

xr N (yoU...Uyy) is finite, zy C* z. Hence, x,, N 2 is infinite which shows that
A .

T, € ﬁg{ ctaim

By the MAIDEN’s strategy, | J
Moreover, | J,, .,
to ZF1, s, & 1. Hence, DEATH loses the game, no matter what he is
o new o g
playing, which shows that the MAIDEN has a winning strategy in the game Q;+. In
o

new tk, = [ for some particular function f € “w.
sn C xy € H, and since subsets of members of %%, do not belong

other words, the happy family ﬁ; is not a P-family. —

The Rudin—Keisler Ordering of Ultrafilters over w

In this section, we introduce an ordering on the set of all ultrafilters over w. For this,
we first define the image of an ultrafilter under a function f : w — w.

For f € “w and an ultrafilter ¥ C (w), let
f)={ecw:Iyer (f ca)}.
We leave it as an exercise to the reader to show that
FO) = {aCw: fal e 7},
where f~![z] := {n € w: f(n) € z}.

FACT 11.20. If ¥ C & (w) is an ultrafilter over w and % = f(¥'), then % is also
an ultrafilter over w.

Proof. Since f~1w] = w, we getw € %, and since f1[0] = 0, we get O ¢ % .
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Ife C 2’ andx € f(¥) (ie, x € %), then f[yo] C « for some yy € ¥, and
therefore f[yo] C ', which shows that 2’ € f(¥) (i.e., ' € %).

If z,2’ € f(V) (ie, x,a' € %), then f~t[z], f~1[2'] € ¥, and since ¥ is an
ultrafilter, (f~!z] N f~1a’]) € ¥. Now, since f~ z] N f~1a'] = f~Hz N a'],
wegetz Nz’ € f(V) (e, xNa’ € U). 4

The so-called Rudin—Keisler ordering “<,,” on the set of ultrafilters over w is now
defined as follows:

U <V <= Af €e“w(U = fV))

Furthermore, for ultrafilters %, ¥ C &?(w) we define

U =V <= % = f(¥) forsome bijection f € “w.

FACT 11.21. (a) The relation “<g” is reflexive and transitive.

(b) The relation “=g,” is an equivalence relation on the set of ultrafilters over w.

Proof. (a) For the identity function ¢ : w — w we obviously have (%) = %,
hence, % <wx % . Furthermore, if f(#') = ¥ and g(¥') = % for some functions
fig €“w,then gof (W) = U, hence, % <z ¥V and ¥ <ix # implies % <z ¥ .

(b) Notice that if f,g € “w are bijections, then f~1, g~1, and fog are also bi-

[T 1]

jections. From this observation it follows easily that the relation “=g” is reflex-
ive, symmetric, and transitive (e.g., if f(%) = ¥, where f is a bijection, then

70 =) .

The following lemma will be crucial in the proof of THEOREM 11.23.

LEMMA 11.22. For any ultrafilter % C £ (w) and any function f € “w we have
f%)=% — {new:f(n)=n}teu.

Proof. Let f € “w be an arbitrary but fixed function and let  C £?(w) be an
ultrafilter such that f (%) = % . We consider the following three sets:

D:={ncw: f(n) <n} (decreasing)
E:={necw: f(n)=n} (equal)
I'={necw: f(n)>n} (increasing)

Since 7% is an ultrafilter, exactly one of the sets D, E, I belongsto . If £ € %,
then we are done. So, we have to show that neither D nor I belongs to % .



296 11 Happy Families and Their Relatives

Assume towards a contradiction that D € %/. Then for every n € D we consider
the sequence (f*(n) : k € w) where f°(n) :=nand f**'(n) := f(f*(n)). By the
definition of D, for every n € D there is aleast k,, € w such that f*~ (n) ¢ D. Then
D is the disjoint union of the sets D' := {n € D : k,, isodd} and D" := {n € D :
k, is even}, and since % is an ultrafilter and by assumption D € %, exactly one
of these two sets belongs to % . Now, since f(D’) = D" and f(D") = D', thisis a
contradiction to f(% ) = %, which shows that D ¢ % .

So, assume towards a contradiction that I € % . Then for every n € I we consider
again the sequence (f¥(n) : k € w). If, for n € I, there is a k € w such that
f¥(n) ¢ I, then let k,, be the least such number; otherwise, let k,, := w. Then I is
the disjoint union of the sets Ip :={n €l : k, cw}land I, :={nel:k, =w}.
Since 7 is an ultrafilter and I € % (by assumption), exactly one of the sets Ip and
I, belongs to % . If Iy € % , then exactly one of the sets I() := {n € I : ky, is odd}
and I}y := {n € Iy : k,, is even} belongs to % ; but since f(I})) = I}/ and f(I}])) =
I, this is a contradiction to f(%) = % . So, Iy ¢ %, which implies that I, € % .
Now, for each n € I, there exists a least number m,, € I, such that there is a
k € wwith f*(m,) = n.Let I, := {n € I, : 3k € w(f*(m,) =n)} and
I :={n €1, : 3k € w(f*(m,) = n)}. Since the two sets I/, and I/ are disjoint
and their union is I, either I/, or I/ belongs to %/, but not both. Furthermore, we
get f(I) = I/ and f(1!!) = I/, which is again a contradiction to f(%) = % . So,
1,, also does not belong to %, which shows that I ¢ % .

Since 7% is an ultrafilter and D U E U I belongs to %, but neither D nor I belongs
to % , we get that E belongs to %, which completes the proof. -
The following result shows that up to “=g4-equivalence”, the Rudin—Keisler order-
ing “<g.” is antisymmetric.

THEOREM 11.23. For all ultrafilters % , V" C &(w) we have

(U < VNV < W) — U = V.

Proof. Assume that % <gx ¥ and ¥V < % and let f,g € “w be such that
f(¥) = % and g(%) = V. Notice that fog(%) = % . So, by LEMMA 11.22,
there is an o € % such that for all n € xg, fog(n) = n, i.e., fog|., is the identity
function. Hence, g|,, as well as f|g[$0] is one-to-one, i.e., f and g are both bijections
between the sets 2o and g[zo]. Now, we show that there exists a set 2, C x¢ in %
such that g|,; can be extended to a bijection § € “w. If |w \ o| = |w \ g[zo]|, take
any bijection h between w \ z and w \ g[zo]. Then, for z{, := z¢, § := gUh has the
required properties. Otherwise, the set o must be infinite and we can split g into
two disjoint infinite parts x(, and x{] where z{, belongs to % . In this case, take any
bijection h between the two infinite sets w \ j and w \ g[z(] and let § := g U h.

Since § € “w is a bijection, v, € %, g(%) = V, and g|,; = §l.,, we get that
glxzp] € V. It remains to show that this implies §(% ) = ¥. Since g(% ) = ¥, we
get
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{gla] :zew} vV and {gfl[y]:ye“//}g%.

Furthermore, by construction of g we have g[,; = §|,;. Now, for every y € 7 let
y' = yNglzy] and let 2’ := g '[y]. Theny’ € ¥, 2’ € %, and g[z'] C y, which
shows that g(% ) = 7. 4

For the sake of completeness we give the following

FACT 11.24. For any ultrafilter %7 C £?(w) and any function f € “w we have

f(%) = % — Fx € U(f]. is one-to-one).

Proof. Assume f(%) =w %, where f € “w and Z C & (w) is an ultrafilter. By

i)

definition of “=”, there exists a bijection g € “w such that ge f (%) = % . Hence,
by LEMMA 11.22, there is an z¢p € % such that gof|,, is the identity function, and
since g| ¢[z,] is one-to-one, f|, is also one-to-one. !

So far, we have not seen an example of an ultrafilter % C [w]* which is neither a
P-point nor a Q-point. The following result gives now such an example.

THEOREM 11.25. For any ultrafilters %, C [w]“ there is an ultrafilter # C
[w]“, which is neither a P-point nor a Q)-point, such that

U < W and V < W .

Proof. In a first step we construct an ultrafilter #° C [w]“ which is above % and
¥, and in a second step we show that 7 is neither a P-point nor a (J-point.

Firstly, let
W*:{ngxw:{aew:{bew:<a,b>€X}€"//}6@/}.

Then #* is a non-principal ultrafilter over w X w. To see this, notice first that () ¢
W*, thatw X w € #*, that #* C [w X w] (this is because %, ¥ C [w]¥), and that
Xe#*and X C X' C w x wimplies X’ € #*. Furthermore, let Xg C w X w
be such that Xy ¢ #*. Then

{facw:{bew: (ab)e X} eV} ¢ U,
which implies, since % is an ultrafilter, that

{dcew:{bew: (ab eXo} ¢V} e,
and consequently, since ¥ is an ultrafilter, we get

{dew:{Vew:(d V)¢ XoteV} e,
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which shows that (w x w) \ Xo € #*. Finally, let jo : w X w — w be a bijection.
Then # := {jo[X] : X € #*} is an ultrafilter over w. In order to show that % is
above both ultrafilters %7 and 7', we work with % and define the projections 7,
and 7y by stipulating

oy PwXxw) — P(w)

X — {acw:Iew(ab) e X)}
Ty Plwxw) — P(w)

X — {bew:Jacw(ab) e X)}

We leave it as an exercise to the reader to show that % = 7o [#*] and that ¥ =
7wy [#*]. Now, we define f, g € “w by stipulating
frw—w
n = 7o ({jo~'(n)})
g:rw o w
m = 7y ({jo~" (m)})
where j is as above. Then, since {jo~'[z] : 2 € #'} = #* and % = {7 (X) :
X € V/*}, for every ¢ € % there are Xg € #* and zg € #/, such that Xy =
jo~*z0] and 7 (Xo) = o, i.e., o (jo '[z0]) = @o. Hence, f[z0] = ¢ where

zo € W, and since xg € % was arbitrary, we get f(#) = % . This shows that
U <gzx W—therelation ¥ <p # is shown similarly.

It remains to prove that # is neither a P-point nor a )-point. We work again with
the ultrafilter #* C [w X w]“ and show that #* is neither a P-point nor a Q-point.

W* is not a Q-point: Firstly, let
D:={{a,b) cwxw:a<b}.
Notice that D belongs to #*. Now, define 7 : w X w — D by stipulating

(a,by ifa<b,
{(a,a) otherwise,

7T(<a7 b)) = {
and for each m € w, let

Um = {{a,b € wx w:w({a,b)) = (a,m)}.

Then {u,, : m € w} is a partition of w X w where each u,, is finite—in fact,
|tm| = 2m + 1. Assume towards a contradiction that #* is a Q-point. Then there
isa Yy € #* such that for each m € w, |Yg Nuy,| < 1. Since #7* is an ultrafilter,
(YonD) € #*. Above we have seen that ¥ = my [#*], so, for yg := my (YoND)
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we get that yo € 7. Furthermore, by definition of #/* and since (Yo N D) € #'*,
for each ny € yq we get that the set

Ve :=={m €w: (ng,m) € (Yo N D)}

belongs to the ultrafilter ¥". Now, if n¢ and ng are distinct members of yq, then
Vie N Vi € 7, in particular, V,,, N V,,, is non-empty. Let mo be an element of
Vig N Vi . Then (no, mo) and (ng, mo) are two distinct elements of Y N D which
both belong to u,,,. So, |YQ N U, | > 2, which contradicts our assumption and
shows that #* is not a Q-point.

W* is not a P-point: For each n € w, let
Up = {(n,m) :mew}.

Then {u, : n € w} is a partition of w X w. Assume towards a contradiction that
there is an Xp € #* such that for each n € w, Xp N u,, is finite. Let zp :=
7 (X p) be the projection of X p. Then, since Xp € #*, xp € % . Now, since ¥
contains only infinite sets and X p Nwu,, is finite for each n € w, we get that for each
ng € xp, {m € w: (ng,m) € Xp} is finite and therefore does not belong to ¥'.
Consequently, Xp ¢ #*, which contradicts our assumption and shows that #* is
not a P-point. —

The next result shows that Ramsey ultrafilters are minimal with respect to the
Rudin—Keisler ordering.

FACT 11.26. If %, %' C |w]“ are ultrafilters, where % is a Ramsey ultrafilter,
then
U <k W — U= U'.

Proof. Assume that %’ <g« %, where % is a Ramsey ultrafilter. By definition
of “<g”, there exists a function f € “w, such that f(%) = %', and since % is
a Ramsey ultrafilter, by PROPOSITION 11.14 (c), there exists an x € %/ such that
f|z is constant or one-to-one. If f|, is constant, then the ultrafilter f(%) would
be principal, which contradicts the fact that f(%) = %' and %' C [w]“. So, f].
is one-to-one. With similar arguments as in the proof of THEOREM 11.23 we find
an 2’ C z in % such that f|, can be extended to a bijection f € “w, such that
f(%) = %', which shows that % =, %'. B

In order to state the following lemma—which will play a key role in the construction
of a model of ZFC in which there are up to Rudin—Keisler equivalence just finitely
many Ramsey ultrafilters (cf. PROPOSITION 27.6)—we first have to define a certain
game: Let %, ¥ C [w]“ be two free families. Then the game Q% is the composition
of the games G4, and G, visualised by the following figure:
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MAIDEN 9 € % nev T2 EU ys €V
DEATH to € IO S1 € yl] to € xQ <2 S3 € [y3]<“’

The rules for Q% are as follows: For each i € w, x9; € %, Y211 € V, to; is either
the empty set or a singleton {ag;} with as; € x9;, and $g;41 is a finite subset of
y2i+1. Finally, DEATH wins the game gff; if and only if | J{te; : i € w} € % and
U{S2i+1 NS w} ev.

LEMMA 11.27. Let % be a Ramsey ultrafilter and ¥ be a P-point. Then % <g V'
if and only if the MAIDEN has a winning strategy in the game Q%.

Proof. (=) First we show that if % < ¥, then the MAIDEN has a winning strat-
egy o in the game Q%. So, assume that % <. ¥ and let f € “w be such that
f(¥) =% . Since ¥ is a P-point, there exists a set yo € ¥ such that f is finite-to-
one on yg. Let zg := f[yo]; then g € % and define o(()) := zo. Assume now that
to € [w0]<2 is the first move of DEATH. Since f is finite-to-one on yo, f~*[to] N yo
is finite. Let

y1 =10 \ (max(f*[to] Nyo) +1)

and define o(0, zo,tg) := y1. Assume that s; € [y;]<“ is the second move of
DEATH. Then let

x2 = fln]\ (max(f[sl]) + 1)

and define o (0, o, to, y1, $1) := x2. The next moves of the MAIDEN are

ys o= y1 \ (max(f~'[t2) Nyn) +1) and x4 := flys] \ (max(f[ss]) +1),

respectively. Proceeding in this way we finally get

UtQiE% <~ U52i+1¢7/7

€W 1EW

which shows that DEATH loses the game whenever the MAIDEN plays according
to the strategy c—no matter what he plays. Hence, o is a winning strategy for the
MAIDEN.

(<) By contraposition we show that if % < ¥, then no strategy o for the
MAIDEN is a winning strategy. For this we first combine the proofs of THEO-
REM 11.17 (a) & (b) and then use the premise that % £ V.

Let o be any strategy for the MAIDEN in the game g,”;/ . We have to show that
DEATH can win. Let zp := o(0) (i.e., zo € %), let Xy := {x0}, and for positive
integers n, x € X, if and only if for some k < n there are ¢g, t2,...,t2r C n and
$1,83,...,S2k+1 C n such that z = o(xo, to, Y1, - .., S2k+1), where forall i < k
we have:
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to; € [w9;]<%  where @2 = o(z0,t0,Y1 ..., 52i-1),
and

]<w

52i41 € [Y2ir1 where  y2i11 = o(wo,t0, Y1 - - -, t2:) -

Similarly, for n € w we define Y,, by stipulating y € Y, if and only if for some

k < n there are tg,to,...,torp C m and s1,S3,...,S2,—1 C n such that y =
o(xg, to, Y1, - - -, tar ), where for all ¢ < k we have:
to; € [w9;]<?  where @2 = o(z0,t0, Y1, S2i-1),
and
52i—1 € [Y2i—1]<¥  where  y2i_1 = o(@o,t0, Y1 .,t2i—2) -

Recall that by the rules of the game, DEATH can always play (). Clearly, for every
n € w, both sets X,, and Y}, are finite subsets of %7 and ¥, respectively. Hence, for
eachn € w,( X, € %Z and (Y, € ¥. Moreover, since both ultrafilters % and ¥
are P-points, there are sets * € % and y* € ¥, and a strictly increasing function
f € “w with f(0) > 0 such that forall n € w,

2\ f(n) € ()X and y*\ f(n) € (Yo

Let kp := f(0), and in general, for m € w, let kypt1 := f (ks ). Furthermore,
for m € w, let Uy, := [km, km+1)- Since % is a Ramsey ultrafilter, there is a set
x = {am : m € w} in % such that for each m € w, u,, Nz = {a,, }. Define the
two sets ., J C [w]“ by stipulating

Ses <= {am meSte¥,
Te7: |Jum:meT}ev.

Notice that for any S, S’ € . we have S NS’ € .7, in particular, S N S’ € [w]¥;
similarly for T,T" € 7. In fact, since % and ¥ are ultrafilters, . and .7 are
ultrafilters, too. We show now that due to the fact that ﬁm ¥, the two ultrafilters
. and 7 can be separated. For this we prove the following two claims.

CLAIM 1. Thereare S € .¥ and T € .7 such that SNT = (.

Proof of Claim 1. If there are S € % and T' € 7 such that S N T is finite, then
S'=8\(SNT)isin.” and S’ NT = (). So, assume towards a contradiction that
forall S € Land T € .J we have |SNT| =w.

First we show that this implies that forall S € . and T € 7, SNT € YN 7,
and consequently we get . = 7. Indeed, if Sy N Ty ¢ & for some Sy € &
and Ty € 7, then S| := w \ (So N Tp) belongs to ., and since . is a filter,
Sy NSy € 7. Hence, (S, N So) NTy =S, N (So NTp) =0 and for S := SN Sy
in. and T = T} in Z we have S N'T = (), which contradicts our assumption.
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Now we show that . = 7 implies % <g ¥, which contradicts the fact that
U 4w V:Letg € “w be such that for all m € w we have g[u,,] := {an, }. Then for
eachy € ¥ we get g[y] € % . To see this, notice that the set {m € w : y Nu,, # 0}
belongs to .7 and therefore, by the definition of g and since .¥ = 7, we get
glyl € % . So, g(V') = %, which implies that % <. 7. Actaim 1

CLAIM 2. There are S € . and T € 7 such that S N'T = () and for all distinct
m,m’ € SUT, |m —m/| > 2, where |m — m/| denotes the absolute value of the
difference m — m/.

Proof of Claim 2. By CLAIM 1 there are S € . and T € .7 such that S N T = 0.
Let A:= {2k : k € wyand B := {2k + 1 : k € w}. Then either the set S N A or
the set SN B belongs to .¥; similarly, either the set TNAortheset TNB belongs
to .7 . Without loss of generality, let us assume SN A € ..

TNAE T,letSy:=SNAandTy :=TNA Then Sy € .%, Ty € 7, and
because S and 7" are disjoint, Sy and T are disjoint subsets of A and for all distinct
m,m’ € Sop UT, we have |m —m/| > 2.

If7TNA ¢ 7, then TNB e 7. Now, by the definition of . and .7, and since %
and ¥ are filters, the sets

xg = {agk : k € w} and yB = U{UQk+1 ik €w}

belong to %/ and ¥, respectively. Let g4, g— € “w be functions such that for all
k € w we have: g4 [ugkt1] = {azkt2}, 9—[uzk+1] = {azk}, and gy [ugkt1] =
g—[uax] := {0}. In particular, we get g+ [yp] = 24 \ {ao} and g_[yp] = x4, i.e.,
both sets g4 [yp] and g_[yp] belong to 7. On the other hand, since % £ ¥, we
have that neither g4 (¥) = % nor g_(¥') = % . Hence, there are y,,y_ € [yp]*
which belong to ¥ such that neither g [y ] nor g_[y_] belongs to % . So, for §j :=
y+ Ny_ we getthaty C yp, gy € ¥, and

g+l ¢ % and g [y & U .

Now, since % is an ultrafilter and g+ [y] ¢ %, we get (w \ 9+[7]) € % . which

implies that 2 := 24 N (w \ g+[7]) belongs to % ; similarly, we get that z_ :=

x4 N(w\ g-[y]) belongsto % .Forz := x4y Nx_wegetT Cxa, T € U, and
g+lglNz=0 and g_[gNnz=0.

With respect to  and ¥, consider the two sets

So = {2k€w:a2k€i} and Tj:= {2k+1€w:gjﬂu2k+1§£@}.

By definition, Sy € &, Ty € 7, and Sy N Ty = . Furthermore, if n € Ty, then
n = 2k+1 (for some k € w) and §Nusgs1 # (. Hence, by definition of g4 and g_,

agk+2 € g+[y] and agx € g-[7],



The Rudin—Keisler Ordering of Ultrafilters over w 303

which implies that neither asg42 nor ag, belongs to z, and consequently neither
2k + 2 nor 2k belongs to Sy. In other words, if n € Tj, then neither n + 1 nor
n — 1 belongs to Sy, which shows that for all m € Sy and n € Ty, |m — n| > 2.
Furthermore, since Z C x4, for any distinct m, m’ € T we have |m — m'| > 2.
Similarly, since § C yp, for any distinct m, m’ € § we have |m — m/| > 2. Thus,
So NTy = ( and for all distinct m,m’ € Sy U Ty we have |m — m/| > 2, as
required. ctaim 2

Let So € % and Ty € 7 be such that SyNTy = () and for all distinct m, m’ € SUT,
|m — m’| > 2. Consider the run (z¢,t},v1,7,...) of the game G%, where the
MAIDEN plays according to her strategy o and DEATH plays

. {am+1} ifn="kyn,m+1€Sy,and a1 € z*,
t2n = .
0 otherwise,

and

. Y Nume1 ifn=k,andm+41 e Ty,
S =
2t 0 otherwise.

It is clear that | J,., t5, € % and that J, ., 53,.; € 7. In other words, the
MAIDEN loses the game if the moves of DEATH satisfy the rules of the game gff; .
To see this, notice first that for any m € w we have

2\ kg1 = 2\ f(km) €[ Xk S [ [@os-- - 72k, } C T2,

where zo,vy1 ..., Tok,,
* * * .
1o, ST -+, Sok, 15 and

are the moves played by the MAIDEN when DEATH plays

Y\ ki1 =y \ f(km) C mYkm c m{ylu s Y2k t1} S Y2kt

where 2o, Y1 . . ., T2k, , Y2k, +1 are the moves played by the MAIDEN when DEATH
plays tg, s ..., t5; . By definition, for all m € w, ¢35, ~and s5, ., are both sub-
sets of k;,,+2—in fact, they are subsets of [k, 41, km-t2). Now, recall that whenever
m+1eSy(m+1eTy),thenm+1¢ Ty (m+1¢.Sy) and neither m € Sy nor
m € Tp. In particular, if m" < mandm’ +1,m + 1 € So U Ty, thenm’ < m — 2.
Hence, for n = ky,, m’ < m, and m + 1 € Sy U Ty, we get that t;km, and sgkm,ﬂ
are both subsets of n (e.g., if m’ = m — 1, then both sets t;km/ and Sakm/ﬂ are

empty). This shows that the moves of DEATH satisfy the rules of the game gff; ,
which completes the proof. —
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NOTES

Happy Families and Ramsey Ultrafilters. Happy families were introduced by
Mathias [12] in order to investigate the Ramsey property as well as Ramsey ul-
trafilters. Furthermore, happy families are closely related to Mathias forcing—also
introduced in [12]—which will be discussed in Chapter 26. FACT 11.3 and PROPO-
SITION 11.5 are taken from Mathias [12, p. 61 ff.]. PROPOSITION 11.6 is due to
Mathias [12, Proposition 0.8] and the characterisation of Ramsey ultrafilters (i.e.,
PROPOSITION 11.7 and FACT 11.8) is taken from Bartoszyfiski and Judah [1, The-
orem 4.5.2] and Booth [3, Theorem 4.9] (according to Booth [3, p. 19], most of [3,
Theorem 4.9] is due to Kunen).

On P-points. A point x of a topological space X is called a P-point if every
intersection of countably many open sets containing x contains an open set con-
taining . Now, the ultrafilters we called P-points are in fact the P-points of the
topological space Sw \ w (defined on p. 273). The existence of P-points of the
space Sw \ w cannot be shown in ZFC (see RELATED RESULT 68). However, by
THEOREM 11.16, which is due to Ketonen [10] (see also Bartoszyniski and Judah [1,
Theorem 4.4.5]), it follows that P-points exist if we assume CH—which was first
proved by Rudin [16]. PROPOSITION 14.9 is due to Booth.

Ramsey Families and P-families. Ramsey families and P-families were first in-
troduced and studied by Laflamme in [11], where the filters associated to a Ramsey
family are called +-Ramsey filters, and the filters associated to a P-family are called
P+-filters. Furthermore, PROPOSITION 11.19 is a generalisation of Halbeisen [6,
Proposition 6.2].

Characterisation of Ramsey ultrafilters and P-points in terms of games. THEO-
REM 11.17 can be found in terms of functions, which can be interpreted as strategies
for certain games, in Grigorieff’s paper [5] (see Proposition 6.4 and Corollary 1.16).
At about the same time (i.e., around 1970), THEOREM 11.17 was also discovered
by Galvin, Hechler, and McKenzie, but their paper was never published (see RE-
LATED RESULT 71). The proof of THEOREM 11.17 presented here is taken from
Bartoszyfiski and Judah [1, Theorems 4.5.3 & 4.4.4]. Furthermore, LEMMA 11.27
is due to Shelah [18, Lemma 5.11], who proved it in a slightly different way using
finite models.

The Rudin—Keisler Ordering. The basic properties of the so-called Rudin—Keisler
ordering of ultrafilters over w were studied by Keisler [9] and Rudin [14] (see also
Rudin [15, p. 355 ff.]). However, it was apparently Katétov [8] who first defined an
ordering of arbitrary filters equivalent to the Rudin—Keisler ordering. The results
about the Rudin—Keisler ordering presented above were discovered independently
by many people and can be found for example in Booth [3]. For the Rudin—Keisler
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ordering of P-points we refer the reader to Blass [2] and to Comfort and Negrepon-
tis [4§16].

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

RELATED RESULTS

On the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters. Mathias showed that under CH, ev-
ery happy family contains a Ramsey ultrafilter (see Mathias [12, Proposi-
tion 0.11]). In particular, this shows that Ramsey ultrafilters exist if we assume
CH (according to Booth [3, p. 23], this was first shown by Galvin). However,
by PROPOSITION 11.9 we know that p = c¢ is sufficient for the existence of
Ramsey ultrafilters. With Martin’s Axiom in place of p = ¢, this result is due to
Booth [3, Theorem 4.14]. Furthermore, Keisler showed that if we assume CH,
then there are 2° pairwise non-isomorphic Ramsey ultrafilters (see Blass [2,
p. 148]). Finally, by combining the proofs of Keisler and Booth, Blass [2,
Theorem 2] showed that t = ¢ is enough to get 2° pairwise non-isomorphic
Ramsey ultrafilters (see PROPOSITION 14.10 for a slightly more general result
and for t see Chapter 9 | RELATED RESULT 55). On the other hand, we shall
see in Chapter 26 & 27 that the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters is independent
of ZFC (see also Chapter 22 | RELATED RESULT 121).

How many Ramsey ultrafilters exist? As mentioned above, there may be 2¢
pairwise non-isomorphic Ramsey ultrafilters and there are models of ZFC in
which there are no Ramsey ultrafilters. Moreover, in Chapter 23 we shall con-
struct a model in which there are exactly ¢ Ramsey ultrafilters, and in Chap-
ter 27 we shall see that it is consistent with ZFC that there are exactly x Ram-
sey ultrafilters for any cardinal k with 0 < K < wa.

There may be P-points which are not Ramsey. It is consistent with ZFC
that there exists a P-point which is not a Ramsey ultrafilter (see PROPOSI-
TION 14.9). Moreover, there is a model of ZFC in which there are just P-points
but no Q-points (see Chapter 26 | RELATED RESULT 155).

On the existence of Q-points. Mathias [13, Proposition 10] showed that 9 =
w1 implies the existence of (Q-points. Recall that by PROPOSITION 11.9,p = ¢
implies the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters; in particular the existence of P-
points and @Q-points. Thus, the existence of (Q-points is consistent with ? > w; .
However, if there are just P-points but no ()-points, then we must have 0 > wj.

On the existence of P-points. P-points were studied by Rudin [16], who
proved, assuming CH, that they exist and that any of them can be mapped
to any other by a homeomorphism of Sw \ w onto itself. In particular, CH
implies the existence of P-points. Of course, this follows from the fact that
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CH implies the existence of Ramsey ultrafilters, and Ramsey ultrafilters are
P-points. However, as mentioned above, the converse is not true. Now, it is
natural to ask whether there are also models of ZFC in which there are no P-
points. This is indeed the case, as Shelah showed in [17] (see also Shelah [18,
VI, §4], Wimmers [20], or Bartoszynski and Judah [1, 4.4.7]). Moreover, as
for Ramsey ultrafilters, it is consistent with ZFC that, up to permutations of w,
there exists a single P-point (see Shelah [18, X VIII, §4]).

Simple P,-points. For any regular uncountable cardinal «, a free ultrafilter
U C [w]¥ is called a simple P,-point if 7/ is generated by an almost de-
creasing (i.e., modulo finite) x-sequence of infinite subsets of w. Clearly, ev-
ery simple P, -point is a P-point. It is conjectured that the existence of both, a
simple P,;, -point and a P,,,-point, is consistent with ZFC. (For weak P-points
and other points in Sw \ w see, for example, van Mill [19, Section 4].)

Rapid and unbounded filters. A free filter # C [w]“ is called a rapid fil-
ter if for each f € “w there exists an x € .% such that for all n € w,
|z N f(n)| < n. By definition, if .% is rapid filter, then {f, : z € .F} is
a dominating family. It is not hard to verify that all Q-points are rapid (see
FACT 26.22), but the converse does not hold (see, for example, Bartoszynski
and Judah [1, Lemma 4.6.3] and in particular the remark after the proof of that
lemma). However, as for P-points or (Q-points, the existence of a rapid filter
is independent of ZFC (see PROPOSITION 26.23). A weaker notion than that
of rapid filters is the notion of unbounded filters, where a free filter .# C [w]*
is called unbounded if the family {f, : x € F#} is unbounded. Since every
free ultrafilter induces an unbounded family (cf. PROPOSITION 11.15 (a)), un-
bounded filters always exist. Furthermore, one can show that every unbounded
filter induces a set which does not have the Ramsey property (for a slightly
more general result see Judah [7, Fact 8]).

Characterisations of ultrafilters by games. In their unpublished notes, Galvin,
Hechler, and McKenzie characterised different types of ultrafilters in terms of
games.

For example they characterised Ramsey ultrafilters by the following game,
where 7% C [w]“ is some ultrafilter:

MAIDEN 2o & % 2 U
Gk, \ / oo
DEATH so € [w]* s1 € [w]*
where k is a positive integer, the sets zg, sg, 21, S1, . . . are pairwise disjoint,

and the MAIDEN wins the game if and only if | J Zn € % . Now, the ul-

necw
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trafilter 7/ is a Ramsey ultrafilter if and only if the MAIDEN does not have a
winning strategy in the game g;;,.

Furthermore, they characterised P-points by the following game, where ¥ C
[w]“ is some ultrafilter:

MAIDEN 2y & ¥ 21 ¢V
o N / AN -
DEATH s0 € fin(w s1 € fin(w
where the sets zq, So, 21, S1, . . . are pairwise disjoint and the MAIDEN wins

the game if and only if Unau zn € V. Now, the ultrafilter ¥ is a P-point if
and only if the MAIDEN does not have a winning strategy in the game G7,.

Finally, they characterised @-points by the following two games, where in
both games, # C [w]* is some ultrafilter:

MAIDEN  z; € fin(w) z1 € fin(w)
G - \

DEATH s0 € [w]® s1 € [w]k
where k is a positive integer, the sets zg, s, 21, S1, - . - are pairwise disjoint,
and the MAIDEN wins the game if and only if ( J,, ., 2n € #'.

DEATH qg €w a; €w
- \ / \ /

MAIDEN g0 €{0,1} e1 €{0,1}

where ag, aq, . . . are pairwise distinct and the MAIDEN wins the game if and

only if the set {ay, : €, = 1} is infinite and does not belong to #'.

Now, the following statements are equivalent:

(a) # is a Q-point.
(b) The MAIDEN does not have a winning strategy in the game g;;.
(c) The MAIDEN does not have a winning strategy in the game G5, .

72. Another characterisation of Ramsey ultrafilters. Let 7/ C [w]“ be an ultrafil-
ter. The game G/, is defined by
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MAIDEN (CL(), Io) (CLl, Il) (CLQ, IQ)

s N\ \y /

DEATH Yo Y2

The sets y; and x; played by DEATH and the MAIDEN respectively must
belong to the ultrafilter %/, and for each i € w, a;11 must be a member
of y;. Furthermore, for each ¢ € w we require that ;.17 C y; C x; and
that a; < min(x;). Finally, the MAIDEN wins the game G/, if and only if
{a; : i € w} does not belong to the ultrafilter % .

In 2002, Claude Laflamme showed me that % is a Ramsey ultrafilter if and
only if the MAIDEN has no winning strategy in the game G, .

On strongly maximal almost disjoint families*. A mad family </ is called
strongly maximal almost disjoint if given countably many members of .7, ;;,
there is a member of &7 that meets each of them in an infinite set.

For a free family &, consider the following game: The moves of the MAIDEN
are members of & and DEATH responds as in the game Gg. Furthermore,
DEATH wins if and only if the set of integers played by DEATH belongs to
&7, but has infinite intersection with each set played by the MAIDEN.

If & is a mad family, then obviously, in the game described above, the
MAIDEN has a winning strategy if and only if /' is not strongly maximal
almost disjoint, which motivates the following question: Is it the case that for
a mad family <7, Z ., is Ramsey if and only if &7 is strongly maximal almost
disjoint?
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