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LOCAL RAMSEY SPACES IN MATET FORCING EXTENSIONS
AND FINITELY MANY NEAR-COHERENCE CLASSES

HEIKE MILDENBERGER

ABSTRACT. We introduce Gowers—Matet forcing with a finite sequence of pair-
wise non-isomorphic Ramsey ultrafilters over w, and with this forcing we settle
the long-standing problem about the spectrum of numbers of near-coherence
classes. We prove that for any finite n > 1, there is a forcing extension with
exactly n near-coherence classes of non-principal ultrafilters.

For evaluating the new forcing, we prove a strengthening of Gowers’ theo-
rem on colourings of Finy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We connect two lines of research: The topic of whether special kinds of ultrafilters
from the ground model have extensions of the same kind in a forcing extension by
a Ramsey-theoretic forcing and the investigation of the possible numbers of near-
coherence classes. We answer Banakh’s and Blass’ question [I, Question 31] on the
finite part of near-coherence spectrum.

On the existence of special ultrafilters: For “w-bounding forcings and P-points
or even Ramsey ultrafilters the following is known: Kunen [27] proved that no
Ramsey ultrafilter can be extended to a P-point after addition of any number of
random reals at once, Shelah [37] constructed a model with no P-points, recently
Chodounsky and Guzman [L6] proved that there are no P-points in the Silver model
and that no P-point from the ground model can be extended in a Silver extension.
On the other hand [41] and [20] proved that there are Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters

Date: July 25, 2019.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 03E05, 03E35, 05C55, 05D10.

Key words and phrases. Iterated proper forcing, combinatorics with block-sequences, P-point,
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters, near coherence of ultrafilters, selective coideals, preservation theorems,
Gowers’ Fing theorem.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.7350v5

2 HEIKE MILDENBERGER

in the Sacks model, indeed, any Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter from the ground model
is preserved. Blass [9] proved that the minimum and the maximum projection of a
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter are Ramsey ultrafilters.

In the case of forcings adding an unbounded real, Ketonen proved that 0 = ¢ im-
plies the existence of a P-point, Canjar [I5] proved the generic existence of Ramsey
ultrafilters under cov(M) = ¢ and Eisworth [I7] proved the generic existence of a
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter with the Galvin-Glazer technique (see, e.g. [26]) under
the same condition. We refer the reader to [I0] for the definitions of the cardinal
characteristics cov(M), u, 9, etc. We write ¢ for 2%0.

Here we work with variants of Matet forcing [29] that come from various con-
straints on the reservoir of the pure components of the conditions. The full Matet
forcing preserves any P-point from the ground model [I7, Theorem 4] and destroys
any Ramsey ultrafilter, since it adds an unbounded real. The (non-complete) sub-
forcings with pure parts from a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter have specific preservation
properties; they destroy some P-points and preserve others, see [I7, Theorem 2.5].
We show that the reservoir Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter ¢/ can be extended to a new
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter after forcing. A new technical ingredient is the work
with names for diagonal constructions.

We prove a preservation theorem for countable support iterations and show that
there is a model of Ry = 1 < 0 = ¢ = Ny with at least three names of different near
coherence classes of ultrafilters and a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter of character c.

We fix some k € w ~\ {0}. We introduce Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters that are
related to Hindman’s theorem for colourings of Fin; as Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters
are related to Hindman’s theorem, and investigate Matet forcing with Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilters. We show that this generalisation gives nothing new in point of
near coherence classes.

Then we change the condensation order into the Tetris condensation order C et
(see Def. [6.]) and introduce a variant of Matet forcing in which particular projec-
tions of pure conditions are taken from prescribed pairwise nnc Ramsey ultrafilters
Riz, @ = 1,...,k, © = min,max. To get the pure decision property and hence
properness, we introduce a space

(Fing)“(R) ={a € (Fing)” : ¥(X; € Rimin, Yi € Rimax)1<i<k
(1.1) (Fmin—unbg = TRU, (a))
(Vi € {1,...,k})(min(s) € X; Amax(s) € V;)}

and investigate ((Fing)“(R),CLe") (see Def. B.8) and prove a new generalisation
of Gowers’ theorem and of Blass’ theorem [7l, Theorem 2.3].

Theorem [6.16l Let k > 1 and let R = (Rimins Rimax : ¢ =1,...k) be a sequence
of pairwise non nearly coherent Ramsey ultrafilters.
(1) Any CIe-descending w-sequence of elements of (Fing)“(R) has a g;f“r’*_
lower bound in (Fing)“(R).
(2) Letn € w~ {0} and a € (Fing)*(R) and let ¢ be a colouring of [TFUk(a)]™
into finitely many colours. Then there is a b Cy, a, b € (Fing)*(R) such that

[TFU(b)] is c-monochromatic.

As a corollary we get the following theorems about existence and additional
structure:
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Theorem [6.33l For any pairwise nnc Ramsey ultrafilters R, i =1,...,k, v =
min, max under CH or MA (o-centred) there is a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
U such that fori=1... k, min;(U) = Rimin and max;U) = R; max-

Pairwise non-near-coherence and Ramseyness is necessary, however, more struc-
ture emerges in the cases & > 2: The statement about the higher core filters ®>;;1
is novel. For the definition of ®>;; see Def. [6.34]

Theorem For any Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U over Finy the fol-
lowing holds:
(1) For each 1 < i < k, Rjmin and Rimax are nnc and for i < k, Rimin and
Rimax are nnc P>y (U).
(2) The projections miny (U), ..., ming(U), maxy(U), ..., max;(U) are pairwise
non-nearly coherent Ramsey ultrafilters over w.

(8) All cores ®;(U) are nearly coherent.

Now we turn to the second line of research: the number of near-coherence classes
of (non-principal) ultrafilters over w, see Def. [Tl In [II] a model with one near-
coherence class is given. Blass [5] showed that under ? < u there are 2" near-
coherence classes. Banakh and Blass [I] showed: If the number of near-coherence
classes is infinite then it is 2(27).

One of our main results about one iterand is:

Theorem Let € be a P-point and U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter with
O(U) Lrp E. Then in the forcing extension by M(U) the Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
U is destroyed and can be completed to a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U D U with
DU £rp £.

The notion of a P-point will be explained in this section, the core ®(U) is defined
in Def. 211l the Rudin-Blass order <grp is defined in Def. Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilters are defined in Def. 2:6)(6), the forcing M(1/) is defined in Def. 2141 By
[I7, Theorem 2.5], £ generates a P-point in the extension.

Theorem B3l serves as a successor step in the forcing that is used in the following
theorem:

Theorem Assume CH. Then there is a countable support iteration of proper
iterands P = (Po, M(Up) : f < wa, a0 < wa) such that in the extension there at least
three near-coherence classes of ultrafilters and there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
of character c.

We generalise from the set of blocks to Finy for some k& > 1 and show that this
does hardly change the situation.

We use the new Ramsey space ((Fing)?(R), Zr*) to define Gowers—Matet forc-
ing GM (7@) in a localisation R to a 2k-sequence R of non-isomorphic Ramsey
ultrafilters and prove our main result:

Theorem [T.I8l Assume CH and let k > 1 and fiz 2k pairwise nnc Ramsey ul-
trafilters Ro = (Rizo : 4= 1,....kz = min,max}ﬂ Then there is a countable
support iteration of proper iterands P = (Po, GM(Rg) : B < wa,a < wy) such that
in the extension there exactly 2k + 1 near-coherence classes of ultrafilters. Namely,

IThe last index in the ultrafilters indicates the iteration stage VP . The ultrafilters grow, i.c.,
Riz,a = Riz,aN VPe for a < 8 < wa.
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one class is represented by a P-point of character wi and 2k classes represented by
Ramsey ultrafilters R; z,w,, 1 = 1,...,k, £ = min, max.

A slight variation of the model gives exactly 2k near coherence classes. We thus
get the full finite near-coherence spectrum.

Corollary [7.20L For any n € w, the statement “there are exactly n + 1 near-
coherence classes of ultrafilters” is consistent relative to ZFC.

By work of Mioduszewski our result has applications to analysis, namely the
number of composants of S(RT) — Rt corresponds by [33] [34] to the number of
near-coherence classes of ultrafilters. Blass [5] gives applications to cofinality classes
of short non standard models of arithmetic, and to the decomposition of the ideal
of compact linear operators on a Hilbert space into proper subideals. His results on
equivalent characterisations of indecomposability can be translated to: For n > 1,
There is a decomposition of the ideal of compact operators into n proper subideals
such that the union of any two different of them is the whole ideal, if and only if
there are exactly n near-coherence classes. The correspondence is defined in [I3].

In the remainder of the introduction we recall some definitions from the realm
of near coherence and special ultrafilters over w. For the cardinal invariants 9 and
cov(M) we refer the reader to [10].

Let S be a countable set. By a filter over S we mean a non-empty subset of
P(S) that is closed under supersets and under finite intersections and that does
not contain the empty set. We call a filter over S non-principal if it contains all
cofinite subsets of S. A C-maximal filter is an ultrafilter.

For B C wand f: w — w, we let f[B] = {f(b) : b € B} and f~}[B] = {n :
f(n) € B}. The set of all infinite subsets of w is denoted by [w]“. For B C P(w) we
let f(B) ={X Cw : f'[X] € B}. B This double lifting is an important function
from PP (w) into itself. In analysis the special case of f being finite-to-one (that
means that the preimage of each natural number is finite) is particularly useful, see
e.g., [6].

From now on all filters over w will be non-principal filters over w, though we write
only “filter” over w. If f: w — w is finite-to-one, then also f(F) is a non-principal
filter. It is the filter generated by {f[X] : X € F}.

Definition 1.1. (1) A non-empty family G C [w]“ is called a filter subbase (over
w) if any intersection of finitely many elements of G is infinite. We write
fil(G) ={X e w]: Gnew)(3Gy...3G, € G)(X D2GoN---NGy)}

for the filter generated by G. The character of a filter F is the smallest size
of a generating subbase.

(2) Two filters F,G C [w]¥ are nearly coherent, if there is some finite-to-one
f:w — wsuch that f(F)U f(G) generates a filter.

(3) On the set of non-principal ultrafilters near-coherence is an equivalence re-
lation (for a proof see [3], e.g.) whose equivalence classes are called near-
coherence classes.

(4) Two subsets H1, Ho of [w]* are called nne, if for any X; € H;, i = 1,2 and any
finite-to-one h there is Y; C X, Y; € H;, i = 1,2 such that h[Y1] NA[Y2] = 0.

2If f is surjective, then f(B) can be written as {f[X] : X € B}. In any case, f(B) is contained
in the set of supersets of members of the latter set.
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(5) H C [w]¥ is called nowhere almost a filter if for any X € H, and any finite-to-
one h the set {h[Y] : Y € HAY C X} does not have the finite intersection

property.

For filters, nnc is the negation of near coherence. Near coherence is witnessed
by a weakly increasing surjective finite-to-one function. f is weakly increasing if
x <y — f(z) < f(y). A coideal H is nowhere almost a filter if and only if it is
nowhere almost an ultrafilter. We will use the property for coideals.

We say “A is almost a subset of B” and write A C* B if A~ B is finite. Similarly,
the symbol =* denotes equality up to finitely many exceptions between elements
of [S]“ for a set S.

Let k be a regular uncountable cardinal. An ultrafilter W is called a P,-point
if for every v < k, for every A; € U, i < 7, there is some A € W such that for
any i <y, A C* A;; such an A is called a pseudo-intersection of {A4; : i < ~}. A
Py, -point is called a P-point.

Let P be a notion of forcing. We say that P preserves an ultrafilter W over I if

Fp “VX CDHEAY eW)(Y CX VY CINX)

and in the contrary case we say “IP destroys W”. In the first case {X € [w]*NVIG] :
(IY e W)X DY} is an ultrafilter in V[G] and W generates an ultrafilter in V[G].
We just say: W is an ultrafilter in V[G]. If P is proper and preserves W and W
is a P-point in the ground model, then W stays a P-point in the forcing extension
by [1I, Lemma 3.2].

An ultrafilter W over w is called a Q-point if for every strictly increasing sequence
(n; : i € w) of natural numbers there is X € W such that for every 7, | X N
[ni,niv1)] < 1. Any @Q-point from the ground model ceases to be a Q-point after
adding an unbounded real.

An ultrafilter R is called selective (or Ramsey ultrafilter) if it is a P-point and
a Q-point. We use the von Neumann natural numbers n = {0,...,n — 1}. We
often use the following, equivalent (see [I4] Theorem 4.9] characterisation of selec-
tivity:

(¥) For any C-descending sequence (A, : n € w) of sets A,, € R thereis A € R
such that A C Ag and (Vn € A)(A~ (n+1) C A,,).

Kunen [27] contains more information on Ramsey ultrafilters. Two Ramsey
ultrafilters are nnc iff they are not isomorphic [4].

In forcing, we follow the Kunen style that the stronger condition is the smaller
one. This corresponds to the close relationship between the <-relation in Matet
forcing and the condensation relation C on the second components, the so-called
pure parts, of a condition in Matet forcing.

Readers who want to focus on our extension of Gowers’ theorem in Theorem[6.16]
that does not contain any forcing, can just read the notational part from Def. 5] to
Def. and then the new Ramsey-theoretic work from the beginning of Section
through Question

Biggest thanks go to the referee for careful reading and detecting some gaps and
errors in an earlier version. I am grateful for Andreas Blass for explaining me his
proof of [7, Theorem 2.1].
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2. MATET FORCING WITH MILLIKEN—TAYLOR ULTRAFILTERS

In this section we review results of Blass, Eisworth, and Hindman and carry it a
bit further. Our nomenclature follows Blass [7], Eisworth [I7] and Todorcevié¢ [40].

Definition 2.1.

1) We let Fin denote the set of finite non-empty subsets of w.

2) An element a € Fin is called a block.

3) For a,b € Fin we write a < b if (Vn € a)(Vm € b)(n < m).
)

(

(

(

(4) We define a well-order (of type w) <jex,pin on the set Fin via a <jexpin b if
max(a) < max(b) or (max(a) = max(b) and min(aAb) € a)l

(5) A sequence a = (a,, : n € w) of members of Fin is called unmeshed if for all
n, ap < Gpii-

(6) By (Fin)“¥ we denote the set of unmeshed sequences of members in Fin.

(7) Let a, b be blocks. We let a Ub be undefined unless a < b. Otherwise, a Ub is
defined as the union.

(8) A set X C Fin is called min-unbounded if for any n € w there is some x € X
with min(z) > n.

(9) (Fin,U) is a partial semigroup. The associative partial binary operation U lifts
to y(Fin), the space of min-unbounded ultrafilters over Fin, as follows (and
we write U for the lifted operation):

M1UL{2:{X§Fin : {S : {t : SUtEX}EUQ}Eul}.

For details and history see |26, Section 4.1].

(10) If X is a subset of Fin, we write FU(X) for the set of all unions of finitely
many members of X. We write FU(a) instead of FU({a,, : n € w}). We call
X an FU-set if there is some unmeshed @ such that X = FU(a).

(11) For § # X C Fin we let mine__.. (X) be the <jex pin-element of X. For
a € (Fin)* we let minpiy(a) = ming . {an : n < w}, which is ao.

(12) A filter over Fin is a non-empty subset of P(Fin) that is closed under inter-
sections and supersets and does not contain the empty set.

(13) For X C Fin, the set (FU(X))“ denotes the collection of all infinite unmeshed
sequences in FU(X). For a € (Fin)*, the set (FU(a))“ denotes the collection
of all infinite unmeshed sequences in FU(a) (recall item (9)).

(14) ForY C Fin and s € Fin we write (Y ;past s) for {u € Y : max(s) < min(u)}.
For a € (Fin)¥ and s € Fin we write (a ;past s) for (a, : n > ng), where
no = min{n : max(s) < min(ay)}.

Now the set of min-unbounded elements P(Fin) is equipped with a partial order
C that makes it into a topological Ramsey space in the sense of [40]. We will work
with the (closed) subspace of sets of the form FU(a). A

3Note that this is not the usual lexicographic well-order; e.g., {0,1} <jex,Fin {1}. The aim of
this well-order is to define the C-largest common lower bound of two C-compatible elements of
(Fin)“ by induction on the blocks. The relation C is defined in Def.

4Differences in behaviour of union ultrafilters that contain only min-unbounded sets, and
ordered-union ultrafilters that have a bases of unmeshed sets, are not yet known. Any known
proof of Hindman’s theorem results in an unmeshed sequence.
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Definition 2.2. Given X and Y C Fin, we say that Y is a condensation of X and
we write Y C X if Y C FU(X). We say Y is almost a condensation of X and we
write Y C* X if there is an n € w such that (Y ;past {n}) is a condensation of X.

The “blurred” order C* is an < wi-complete Ereorder._

We use the relation C mainly for Y = range(b) with b € (Fin)“, X = range(a)
for a € (Fin)¥, and then we write b C a for range(b) C range(a), and analogously
for C*.

Definition 2.3. Let a,b e (Fin)~. We say a and b are compatible, if there is a
¢ C a,b. In the contrary case we write a L b.

Lemma 2.4. Ifa and_l; are compatible, there is a weakest ¢ € (Fin)* such that
¢ ={cp, : n <w) L ba. Moreower, ¢ is given by the following procedure. By

induction on n we define ¢, as follows co = ming, .. (FU(a) NFU(D)), cpy1 =

mine, .. {s € FU(@) NFU() : ¢, < s}.
Proof. By definition & C @, b. To see that ¢ is the largest witness, for a contradiction,
we suppose that there is d C a,b such that d Z é&. We take the first n such that
dp # Cn- -

Since a and b are unmeshed sequences, there are i; < --- < i, and j; < --- < j¢
such that

(2'1) cn:ailu"'uaik:bj1U"'Ubje

and there are no common maxima of support in the sequence (@, , @i, 41, .-, @i, —1)
and in the sequence (bj,,bj,+1 ..., bj,—1) in at any pair (a,, by) with ¢ € [j1,...,J¢)
and o € [j1,...,/1) and there are no i < 1. j < j1, and a;, b; past max(supp(cn,—1)
(=1 in the case n = 1) such that min(supp(a;)) = min(supp(b;)).

First case: max(supp(dy)) > max(supp(c,)). However, then there is a block
d), with max(supp(d],)) = max(supp(c,)) and there is d”,, € FU(a ;past ¢,—1) N
FU(b ; past ¢,) such that d,, = d,, + d/ and d could be replaced the strictly larger
upper bound

d = {do,...,dp 1,d,,d" v, dpsi1,...) 3 d.
In the second and the third case, applied to d/,, we show that such a d' £ & cannot
exist and thus we get a contradiction.

Second case: max(supp(d,)) < max(supp(c,)). Since @ and b are unmeshed
sequences, then & could be broken up, similar to d is the previous case. This
possibility to break up contradicts the <jex pin-minimality of c,,.

Third case: max(supp(d,)) = max(supp(c,)). First subcase d;, <iex,Fin ¢n. This
contradicts the choice of ¢,,.

Second subcase: dj, >lex,Fin Cn. Then d,, uses in its sum not all the summands
ai,, ..., a;, that combine to ¢, and hence d,, = 0, because leaving off summands
on one side or on both sides of (2I) is not possible by the choice of ¢, and since
max(supp(d,)) = max(supp(c,)). However, d, is a block and hence not zero. Thus
also this case ends in a contradiction. (]

We write ¢ = a A b.
Definition 2.5. A set non-empty subset C C (Fin)“ is called centred, if for any
finite C' C C there is a € C/ a € (Fin)“ that is a condensation of any ¢ € C and if

C is closed under finite alterations i.e., if d € C and there are n,m € w such that
(dm, : m > mg) = (en, : n > ng) then € € C.
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We specialise C further.

Definition 2.6.

(1) Let F be a filter. A basis B of F is a subset of F such that (VF € F)(3IB €
B)(B C F).

(2) A non-principal filter F over Fin is said to be a union filter if it has a basis of
sets of the form FU(X) for X C Fin such that the elements of X are pairwise
disjoint. Note FU(X) need not be an FU-set.

(3) A non-principal filter F over Fin is said to be an min-unbounded filter if
(Vn € w)(3X € F)(Vs € X)(min(s) > n).

(4) A non-principal filter F over Fin is said to be an ordered-union filter if it has
a basis of sets of the form FU(d) for d € (Fin)*.

(5) Let p be an uncountable cardinal. A union filter is said to be (< w)-stable
if, whenever it contains FU(X,,) for X, C Fin, a < &, for some £ < pu, then
it also contains some FU(Y) for some Y such that for each a < & there is
N € w with (Y ;past {ns}) C FU(X,). Such an Y is called a lower bound of
{X4 : a < k}. For “< w;-stable” we say “stable”.

(6) A stable ordered-union ultrafilter is also called a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter.
(7) An ultrafilter is called idempotent if YU = U.

Ordered-union ultrafilters need not exist, as their existence implies the existence
of Q-points [7] and there are models without @-points [32]. Even union ultrafilters
need not exist: Blass [0 Theorem 38] showed that the existence of a union ultrafilter
implies the existence of at least two near-coherence classes of ultrafilters. In [I1]
Blass and Shelah show that it is consistent relative to ZFC to have exactly one
near-coherence class of non-principal ultrafilters. Union ultrafilters are idempotent.
Idempotent ultrafilters exist by the Ellis-Numakura Lemma [I8] [35]. With the help
of Hindman’s theorem one shows that CH or Martin’s Axiom for o-centred posets
and < 2“ dense sets implies that (even < 2¢-) stable Milliken-Taylor ultrafilters
exist [7]. We recall Hindman’s theorem:

Theorem 2.7. (Hindman, [24, Corollary 3.3]) If the set Fin is partitioned into

finitely many pieces then there is a set d € (Fin)* such that FU(d) is included in
one piece.

The theorem also holds if instead of Fin we partition some FU(c) for a ¢ € (Fin)®
and search for a homogeneous sequence d C ¢, see [T, p. 92].

Corollary 2.8. (See [1, p. 93].) Under CH or MAsw (o-centred), for every a €
(Fin)¥ there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U such that FU(a) € U.

We let for X C Fin, [X]? be the set of increasing unmeshed n-sequences of
members of X. For the evaluation of our forcings, Taylor’s theorem [39] is utilised:

Theorem 2.9. (Taylor [39].) Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter, n € w. Let
[Fin|2 be partitioned into finitely many sets. Then there is A € U such that
[FU(A)]Z is monochromatic.

Corollary 2.10. ([I7, Cor. 1.3]) Existence of diagonal lower bounds in
((Fin)*,C). Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter, and let (A, : n € w) be a



FINITELY MANY NEAR-COHERENCE CLASSES January 16, 2022 9

C-descending sequence of members of U. Then there is a B € U such B T Ay and
(2.2) (Vs € B)((B ;past s) is a condensation of Amax(s)+1)-
Such a B is called o diagonal lower bound of (4, : n € w).

In Equation ([Z2]) we can equivalently let s range over FU(B). If B is a diagonal
lower bound and B’ C B then B’ is a diagonal lower bound as well.

Definition 2.11. Let H be a subset of P(Fin).
(1) The core of H is the set ®(H) C [w]¥ such that

X e®(H)iff Gy e H)(|JY <€ X).

(2) The minimum projection of H is the set
min(H) = {min[Y] : Y € H},
where
min[Y] = {min(y) : y € Y},
and analogously we define the mazimum projection max(H).
(3) For a € (Fin)“ we write min[a] = {min(a;) : i € w}.
(4) For a € (Fin)* we write set(a) = J{a; : i € w}.

(5) For H C (Fin)¥ we let ®(H) = ®({range(a) : a € H}) and min(H) =
{min[a] : a € H}.

Note that min[a] = min[FU(a)] and J{a, : n € w} = JFU(a).

If C C (Fin)“ is centred, then the core of C is a filter over w. For centred C C
(Fin)“ and for filters C over Fin the projection min(C) is a filter and min(C), max(C) 2
®(C). Blass ([7, 3.6-3.9] together with [9, Theorem 38]) showed that for a Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilter 4, min(H/) and max (i) are nnc Ramsey ultrafilters.

The cores of centred systems are just filters over w. Even if U is an ultrafilter
over Fin, for any finite-to-one f, f(®(U)) need not be an ultrafilter over w. Blass [9]
Theorem 38]) showed that for union-ultrafilters ¢, for any finite-to-one f, f(®(U))
is not an ultrafilter because among its supersets there two nnc ultrafilters generated
by the f-images of the minimum projection and the maximum projection..

If U is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter, then ®(¢/) does not have a pseudointersection
(see [I7, Prop. 2.3]) and also any finite-to-one image of ®(U) does not have a
pseudointersection by the same proof. Hence, by Talagrand [38] ® (/) is not meagre.
Thus the filter dichotomy principle (see, e.g., [I0]) precludes the existence of a
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter.

Definition 2.12. The Rudin—Blass ordering for filters over w is defined as follows:
Let F <gp G if there is a finite-to-one f such that f(F) C f(g)ﬁ

For filters F, G, the relation F <rp G implies that F is nearly coherent to G. If
G is an ultrafilter, also the converse holds.
Now we turn to forcing:

5Also the definition f(F) C G is used in the literature. If G is a P-point both definitions are
closely related.
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Definition 2.13. Conditions in Matet forcing, M, are pairs (s, ¢) such that s € Fin
and ¢ € (Fin)¥ and s < ¢y. The forcing order is (¢,d) < (s,é) (recall the stronger
condition is the smaller one) if s C ¢ and ¢ is the union of s and finitely many of
the ¢, and d is a condensation of ¢.

Definition 2.14. For a family # C (Fin)®, the notion of forcing M(#) consists
of all pairs (s,a) such that a € H. The forcing order is the same as in the Matet
forcing.

We write set(a) = J{an : n € w}.

For a centred system C C (Fing)*, the set ®(C) is the filter fil({set(a) : a € C}).
The forcing M(C) diagonalises ®(C). Let G be a M(C)-generic filter over V. Then
the generic real

= U{s :de: (s,¢) € G}
is a pseudointersection of ®(C).

The following property of Milliken-Taylor ultrafilters ¢/ will be important for
our proof:

Theorem 2.15. (FEisworth [I7, “—” Cor. 2.5, “<-” Theorem 4, this direction works
also with non-P ultrafilters]) Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter over Fin and
let W be a P-point. Then W #rp ®U) if and only if W continues to generate an
ultrafilter after we force with M(U).

We remark:

Proposition 2.16. Suppose that U is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter and F is a filter
over w and ®(U) <grp F. Then M(U) forces that for any finite-to-one function from
the ground model, f(F) is not an ultrafilter.

Proof. Let f € V be finite-to-one such that f(®(U)) C f(F). Let G be M(U)-
generic over V, and let u be a name for the generic real y. We show:

(V(s,a) € MU))(VY € F)E(t,D) <mw) (5:@)(t,b) lFwan FIY]0 flu] # 0

(¥(s, a) € MEU))(VY € F)3(t,b) <ma) (,a))(t,b) ey FYIN(NFlul) # 0.
Let (s,a) and Y be given. Since f[set(a)] € f(®U)) C f(F), w e have f[set(a)]N
f[Y] is infinite. So there is t € FU(a) such that f[t] N f[Y] It follows that

(sUt,a;past t) by FIY]TN flu] # 0.
Now for the second property:
Next we define a colouring h of [FU(a ;past s)]% by

1 if flu] < flv]A
h(u <v) = (max(f[u]), min(f[v])) N f[Y] # 0,

0 else.

Since U is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter by Theorem [39] there is a monochromatic

b C (a ;past s), b € U. Since f is finite-to-one, the colour is 1. So we have

(5.) Fusaey FIY]O (@~ Flu) # 0. O

Now let f be a name for the function n ~ | N n|. Then
M(U) IF f is finite-to-one and flu] =" w
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and the above proof breaks down. Information on g(F) for particular filters F

with ®(U) <gp F and any name g for a finite-to-one function is contained in
Theorem [3.25]

Definition 2.17. Let F be a filter. F© ={X € [w]¥ : (VY € F)(Y N X #0)}.
For a non-principal F, F coincides with {X € [w]* : (VY € F)(YNX € [w]¥)}.
3. RAMSEY-THEORETIC COMPUTATIONS IN M(l{)-EXTENSIONS

Now we consider the Ramsey space ((Fin)“, C) in an M({/)-extension. We use the
notation V¥ for any V[G], with a P-generic filter G over V. All computations are
about names and we use the forcing theorem freely and identify names often with
their evaluations. The first aim is to examine U in the forcing extension VM) s
there an extension of the destroyed Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter ¢/ to a new Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilter? We show that under CH there are even 2“! possibilities with
pairwise nnc cores. This will be the successor step of an iteration of iterands of type
M(U, ). We introduce Ramsey-theoretic computations with names for elements of
(Fin)“ in order to establish the existence of names for Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters.
Although in the end, like in Cor. 210, min-unbounded FU-subsets of Fin are the
elements of Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters, intermediate work is better carried out with
sequences a € (Fin)*. We use letters a,b,a..., A, B, ... for elements of (Fin)®,
where capital letters are in particular used in work with sequences of sequences.
Capital letters are also used for subsets of Fin.

Definition 3.1. (1) Let @ € (Fin)* and X € [w]¥. Weleta | X = (a, : n €
w,a, C X). Note, we do not take those a,, with a,, N X # () that are not
subsets of X.

(2) Let U C (Fin)* and X € [w]“. We use the restriction symbol also for subsets
of (Fin)* andlet U | X ={a | X : a € U}).
Lemma 3.2. Now let u be a name for the Matet generic real |J{s : Ja(s,a) €
G}.
(1) M(U) IFVa € Ua | p € (Fin)~.
(2) M(U) IFU T p is an ordered-union filter.

Proof. (1) is an easy density argument. For (2), we use

MU) I (@Ab) T p=(alp) Al p) AFU@Tp) =FU@) | p

Now we restate and prove

Theorem 3.3. Let £ be a P-point and let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter such
that ®(U) £rx €. In VMU there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U D U | p
such that ®(U") Lri E.

In the remainder of this section we prove this theorem in an iterable form, The-
orem

Definition 3.4. (See [I7, Def. 3.1]) A set H C (Fin)“ is called a Matet-adequate
family if the following hold:

(i) H is closed C*-upwards.
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(ii) H is countably closed, i.e., any C-descending w-sequence of members of H has
a C*-lower bound in H.

(iii) H has the Hindman property: If a € H and FU(a) is partitioned into two
pieces then there is some b C a, b € H such that FU(b) is a subset of a single
piece of the partition.

Definition 3.5. Let (a, : n < w) be C-descending of elements a,, € (Fin)*. A
sequence b € (Fin)¥ is a diagonal lower bound of (a, : n < w) if

(3.1) (Vs € FU(b))((b ; past s) T Gumax(s)+1)-

It is equivalent to say (Vs € b))((b ;past s) C Umax(s)+1) 0 BI).

The Hindman property of H together with the countable closure of H implies
the existence of diagonal lower bounds of sequences in H, see [I7, Cor.1.3], which
is based on the deep theorem [7, 4.2]. We give an alternative proof in Lemma [3.6l

Matet-adequate families have better properties than stated in the definition; this
is similar to [7, Theorem 4.2].

Lemma 3.6. Let H be a Matet-adequate family.

(a) Let n > 1. If A € H and [FU(a)]Z is partitioned into two pieces then there
is some b T a, b € H such that [FU(D)]2 is a subset of a single piece of the
partition.

(b) H contains for each descending sequence a diagonal lower bound.

Proof. (a) is proved in [T, Theorem 4.2]. We write an alternative proof that also
serves to show that ultraness is not used. For simplicity we write the step from 1
to 2. We let ¢: [FUg(a)]2 — r for some finite r > 1. We enumerate FUy(a) as
(s¢ : £ € w) such that for any ¢, all the s; with max(supp(s;)) < max(supp(s¢))
have i < . Let ¢_1 = a. For each sy € FUg(a) by induction hypothesis we may
take a ¢y Cf, (Ce—1 ; past s¢) such that

fo: FUR(¢—1 ;past sg) = m
t— c(sp,t)

is monochromatic on FUg(¢y). Let b C; ¢¢ for any £ < w. Now we take g: w = w
with g(0) = 0 and g(¢ + 1) > g(¢) so large that

(3:2) (vr < g(0)((b spast {g(¢ + 1)}) Tk &)

Next we let for s € FUg(b), say s = s, f(s) = c(s, t) for any t € FUy(¢,)NFU(b). By
the induction hypothesis there is & Ty, b, ¢ € H, such that FU () is monochromatic
under the colouring f. Then we colour s € FUy/(¢) with colour 5 € 2 if max(supp(s))
is in (J{[g(2r +4),9(2r +j + 1)) : r € w}, and take d Ty ¢ such that FUy(d) is
monochromatic for the latter colouring. Finally we take & Ty d such that for each
there is at most one ¢ such that supp(es)N[g(2r+7), g(2r+j+1)) # 0. The existence
of such an € € H follows by [7, Theorem 3.9]. Then [FUy(€)]2 is c-monochromatic.

(b) Let (a, : n € w) be a Cg-descending sequence of element of H and let ¢ € H

be a Cj-lower bound such that é Ty, ag. We colour FU(c)]2 via

1 lf’UeFUk(ELm x(su u 1);
o, v) = {0 T ax(supp(u)) +
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Since ¢ is a Ci-lower bound of (@, : n < w), any d Cj, ¢ such that [FUg(d)]% is

c-monochromatic has colour 1 and hence is a diagonal lower bound. O

Definition 3.7. Let C C (Fin)“ be centred. C* = {a € (Fin)* : Ve e C,¢ [ a}
We introduce an abbreviation:
Definition 3.8. Let # C (Fin)¥ and let € be a P-point. We say H avoids £ if
{set(a) : @ € H} is nnc to £. For nnc see Definition [[T)(4).
The technical core of the proof of Theorem B3] is:

Theorem 3.9. After forcing with M(U), (U | 1)T is a Matet-adequate family that

for any finite-to-one h, for any a € (U | p)™,

(02 Ca)® € U T )T AL € (U T )T A hfset(bh)] N h[(set(b?)] = ).

By the latter property, (U | )™ avoids any ultrafilter from the ground model, in
particular £. Once Theorem B.9]is proved, a routine downwards construction along
w1 (see e.g., [1, Theorem 2.4]) completes the proof of Theorem Under CH in
VM) there is a Milliken-Taylor ultrafilter ** O I that avoids &.

Showing adequacy requires some technical work to evaluate the forcing.
Definition 3.10. (t,b) < (s,a) is called a pure extension of (s,a) if s = t.
Lemma 3.11. ([I7, Lemma 2.6]) M(U) has the pure decision property, that is, for
any ¢ in the forcing language for any (s,a) € M(U), there isb € U, b C a such that
(s,b) decides . O

Eisworth introduced the notion of a neat condition for a name of a subset of w.
We extend the notion of neatness for our purposes. ]

Definition 3.12. (1) Let A be a name for an infinite subset of Fin (that means,
the weakest condition forces this). We say (s,b) is neat for A if
(vt € FU(b))(Vr € FU(b ; past t))(Vu C max(r))
(vr' € FU(b ;past 7)) ((s Ut Ur’, (b ;past 1))

decides u € A and the decision does not depend on r').

(2) Let h be a name for a finite-to-one function such that h(z) < i. We say (s,b)
is neat for h if

(Vt € FU(b))(Vr € FU(b ;past t))(Vi < max(r))
(Vr' € FU(b ;past 7)) ((sUt U, (b ; past ')

decides h(i) and the decision does not depend on r’).

(3) Let ¢ be a name for a function ¢: Fin — {0,1}. We say (s,b) is neat for c if

(Vt € FU(D))(Vr € FU(b ; past t))(Vu C max(r))
(V' € FU(b ;past 7)) ((s Ut U/, (b ; past 1))
decides ¢(u) and the decision does not depend on 7).

61t can be used for names of subsets of H (w) and names for any w-hierarchy of hereditary
finite sets whose union is a subset H(w). We define neatness by tailoring initial segments towards
computations with diagonal lower bounds.
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(4) Let (4; : j < w) be a sequence of names for elements of (Fin)~. We say (s, b)
is neat for (A; : j <w) if

(Vt € FU(b))(Vr € FU(b ;past t))(Vj < max(r))(Vu C max(r))
(vr' € FU(b ;past r))((s Ut Ur’, (b ;past 1))

decides u € A; and the decision does not depend on r’).

Lemma 3.13. ([I7, Lemma 2.7, Lemma 2.8]) (s,a) € M(U). Let (X,h,¢c, (4, :
j < w)) given such that the weakest condition forces: X is a min-unbounded subset
of Fin, h is a surjective weakly increasing finite-to-one function, ¢ is a name for a

colouring, (A; : j < w) is a sequence of members of (Fin)*. Then there is b C a

such that (s,b) € M(U) is neat for X, h, ¢, (A4; : j <w). O

Remark 3.14. Since the proof does not use the fact that U is a filter, Lemma 313
also holds for M(#) for any Matet-adequate family H.

Now we prove Theorem [0l Tt is obvious that the set of positive sets (U | p)™
is upwards closed in the C*-order. Now we show that any C-descending w-sequence
has a C*-lower bound. It is not harder to directly show that there is a diagonal
lower bound.

We recall that minc jex pin was defined in Definition ZI(11). A Q-name is a set
of the form 7 = {{(0,q) : (0,q) € 7} with names o of lower rank. For x € V we
have the Q-name & = {(¢,q) : y € x,q € Q}. We drop the #-sign.

The following technique is one of the cornerstones of our forcing constructions
and interesting for itself:

Lemma 3.15. (Existence of positive diagonal lower bounds) Let U be a Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilter, £ be a P-point, ®(U) £Lrp €. Let Q = M(U) and let p be the
name for the generic real. Let X = (Xn @ n € w) be a sequence of Q-names for
elements of (Fin)¥ such that

QIF (Vn € w)(Xn € U [ )" A Xpi1 © Xa).

Then
D= {(t,(s,a)) : (s,a) EQA Bk €w)(Bto <t1 <+ <tx_1 € [Fin]%)
(33) (te1 <tr =t A (s,a) Ik “to = <${2in()~(0 WOL
/\(ti-i-l = fnlil ((Xmax(ti)Jrl fﬂ) ; past tz)) 7})}
i<k cemm -
fulfils

(34)  QFDeM I ADC XoA (Vi€ D)(D :past £) C Xynax(ryi1)-

Proof. Let (s,a) be given such that (s,a) is neat for D and for (X; [ p : i < w).
We show that there is (s,b) <q (s,a) that forces that D [ p € (U | pu)*.

Let k € w and u € FU(a). We say that u is good for (s,a), t = (to,...,tk—1) €
[Fin]%, X, if
(sUu,a;past u) lFtg = min (Xo [ u)A /\ (tiyr = min ((Xmax(t)+1 [ 1) ;past t;)).

<1ex,Fin - ) <lex,Fin ~
i<k—1
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Note that goodness requires ¢; € Fin and not just names for elements of Fin. We
define a colouring of [FU(a)]% as follows

1 if for any ¢ such that
u is good for (s,a),t, X,
(3.5) Flu<w)= there is a proper end extension t/ of ¢
such that u U v is good for (s,a),t', X;
0 else.

By Taylor’s theorem there is (s,b) <g (s,a) such that F is monochromatic on

[FU(b)]2. We argue that the monochromatic colour can only be 1: It suffices to
find u < v € FU(b) such that F(u,v) = 1. Suppose that u € FU(b) is good for
(s,a), t = (to,...,th_1), X. If k = 0, we let Xy, ,+1 = Xo. Then (sUu,b) IF
(Xmax(fk,l)-i—l f ,u) ;paSt tkfl) € (Z/{ [ ,U)Jr' So (S U uvb) I3t e (Xmax(lfk,l)-i-l [
p) ;past tp—1).

Now we show

(36) (s.5)IF D€ @ | )" ADC XoA (¥t € FUD))(D ;past ) T Xypax(iy1)-

The proof comes in four parts. First we show that D is a min-unbounded subset
of Fin. Given any k € w, the procedure above for finding v, ¢’ is iterated k times,
starting at stage k = 0 with w = s. Thus we find v; and ¢; such that

(s Uwg, b ; past vg) IF tg = <min (Xo I ),

lex,Fin

(sUwoUuwy,b ;past vy) -t = min (Xmax(to)+1 | 1),

<1ex,Fin

(sUwvU---Uwy,b ;past vy) IF t, = min (Xmax(tx_1)+1 | 1), and thus

<lex,Fin

(stlu---ka,B;pastvk)||—t0<---<tk€l~).

Next we show (s,b) IF D € (U | p)t. Suppose for a contradiction, that ¢ € ¢ and
(s',0") < (s,b) and (8',b') IF FU(¢) NFU(D) = (). Then we take d C V', (¢ ; past s'),
such that d € U and see that (s’,d) IF (D ;past s’) C FU(¢ | u). Contradiction.
Since Q I+ X,,11 C X,,, by definition of D, (s,b) - D C Xj.
For the last conjunctive clause in Equation ([B.6]), we work with the charac-
terisation of diagonal lower bound that is given immediately after Def. We
suppose that (s Uwv,b ;past v) IF t < ¢ € D. Then by the definition of D

(sUw,b;past v) IFt" € FU(X max(t)+1 | 15 ;past t). O

Recall set({a, : n <w)) =J{an : n <w}.

Lemma 3.16. Let (s,a) lFy ¢ € (U | )T Ab is finite-to-one, onto and monotone.
Then there are E € £ and (s,b) < (s,a) and &7, j = 0,1, such that
(B N\ (@ €@l w AdCo A

j=0,1

(3.7) . ; )
Blset(d)] N bfset(d'] =0 A \/ BIE] N blset(d’) = 0.
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Proof. We assume w.l.o.g. that (s, a) is neat for ¢ and h. Every name for a positive
set ¢ and every condition p let us define names &, g = 0,1, such that densely many
q below p force hset(d”)] N hfset(d")] = 0 A A\;_g (& E ¢). Again this is proved
with a colouring. ~

Let k < w and u € FU(a). We say that u is good for (s,a), d = (do,...,dg_1),
¢, and h if

(s Uu,a ;past u) lFdy = <min (e A
lex,Fin
N (digr = _min {d € FU( | ) : bld;] N bld] = 0}).

ko1 lex,Fin

Again the d; are in the ground model, not names. This, though, is not important,
since we do not use them as indices. We define a colouring of [FU(a)]% as follows

1 if for any d such that
u is good for (s,a),d, ¢, h

(3.8) Flu<wv)= there is a proper end extension d’ of d
such that u U v is good for (s,a),d’, ¢, h;
0 else.

By Taylor’s theorem 29 there is (s, b) <m@) (s,a) such that F' is monochromatic

on [FU(b)J2. Since for any k, ((¢ | w) ;past k) is forced to be in (U | u)*, the
monochromatic colour can only be 1. Now there are names d; such that
(S,b) |F<d2§+1 ke w> S (Z/{ [,LL)JF/\

(do : kew)ye U | p)tA

<C£2 ke w) CcA

b J{dax + k € wl N H{dagsr : k€ w}] =0.

The first two conjunctive clauses are shown as in the proof of Equation (B.6).
The last conjunctive clause follows from the new definition of goodness. We let
(8,0) IF &7 = (dogy; : k <w) for j =0,1. Since M(U) I+ h(€) is an ultrafilter, (s,b)
forces there are a j = 0,1 and an E € & such that h[E] N h[set(d?)] = 0. O

(3.9)

The next lemma is the most important step in the proof of Theorem 39l Indeed,
it includes again a proof that positive diagonal lower bounds exist.

Lemma 3.17. In VM®), (U | u)* has the Hindman property.
For the proof of this lemma, we adapt a theorem of Eisworth.

Theorem 3.18. [I7, Theorem 5] Let F be an ordered-union filter generated by
< cov(B) sets and let ¢ be a partition of Fin into finite sets. Then there is an
a € FT such that FU(a) is included in one piece of the partition.

At a crucial point in Eisworth’s proof a Cohen real over an elementary submodel
provides a name in a Galvin—Glazer framework. We show that also a Matet-real and
even an M(U)-generic real can be used. We recall the Galvin-Glazer [25] technique.
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Definition 3.19. We denote by «v(Fin) the set of min-unbounded (see Def. [Z63))
ultrafilters over Fin. This set is endowed with the topology generated by
{{U e y(Fin) : AcU} : ACFin}.

The space v(Fin) is a compact zero-dimensional Hausdorff space. With the
named topology and the semigroup operation U from Def. 2I(9), the semigroup
(v(Fin), U) is a right-topological semigroup. Details can be found in [26].

Lemma 3.20. (Ellis, [18]) Each compact subsemigroup of (y(Fin),U) contains an
idempotent ultrafilter.

Now we apply Ellis’ lemma to {U/ € (Fin) : & D F} for a min-unbounded filter
F.

Lemma 3.21. ([I7, Prop. 4.2]) Let F be a min-unbounded filter. There is an
idempotent ultrafilter U € v(Fin) that extends F.

Now we prove Lemma BI7l Let p force that ¢ is a partition of by € (U | p)*

into finitely many pieces and (b, : n < w) is a C-descending sequence of elements
b, € U | p)*. By Lemma B2 there is an M()-name Y’ such that
MU) I-U 2 (U | p) U {{bnm = m € w} s newh) AU VU =Y.
For X C Fin and ¢ € Fin we set
Xot={s:sUteX}.
Since {* is forced to be idempotent,
MU) IF (VX eUH({t : Xotel'} ely).
Now we use again the Milliken—Taylor trick. We assume that (s,a) is neat for ¢,
(bn 1 n <w).
Let n > 1. We call w € FU(a) good for (s,a), (Xm,dm : m < n)if (sU

u, a ;past u) forces the following statements:

(1) Xo is the piece of the partition ¢ of FU(b) that is in "

(2) Welet d_y = {—1}. For any 0 < m < n dy, is the <jex rin-least element of

{de X, NFU({ar : k € w} [ 1) NFUbmax(dy_1)+1)

(3.10) .
X ©delY" and min(d) > max(dy,—1)}

(3) Forany 0 <m <n—1, Xypi1 = Xon N (X © din)-
Here we allow names. Only the natural numbers are meant to be pinned down.
We colour [FU(a ;past s)]2 as follows:

1 if for any (X, dy, : m < n) such that
u is good for (s,a), (Xom,dy © m < n),
(3.11) F(u<wv)= there is a proper end extension (X, dp, : m < n')
such that v is good for (s,a), (X, d,, © m <n');
0 else.
Then we find a monochromatic b € U with (s,b) < (s,a). Since U is idempotent

and b € U CU’, the set in (BI0) is in U’. Hence the monochromatic colour can only
be 1. We let ¢ be a name such that (s, b) IF (Vn)(eo, ..., en—1) = (do, ..., dn—1).
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The monochromaticity statement
M) - FU(E) C Xo
is proved literally as in Eisworth [I7, page 460]. By item (2) in the current definition

of “good”, the sequence ¢ is a diagonal lower bound of <l_)~n : n < w). Now we show
that € is positive. For this we use the conditions on FU(a) in the goodness clause
(2). Suppose for a contradiction that € is not forced to be (U | p)-positive. Hence

there is ¢ € M(U), ¢ € U such that ¢ is neat for e and pu, ¢ < (s,b), and

Since U is a filter, we can assume q = (¢,¢). We produce an extension r of ¢ that
forces the contrary.

There is a minimal m such that ¢ does not determine e,,. So ¢ determines
€p = do, ey Ep—1 = dmfl.

Since [FU(¢ ; past t)]2 has colour 1,

(t,o)IFY ={d € Xpu NFU({cr : k€ w} [ 1) NFU(bmax(dy,_1)+1) °
X, ©6d €Y’ and min(d) > max(d,,—1)} € U".

Since [FU(¢)]2 has colour 1 and since ¢ is neat for € and y, there is r < g of the
form (t Uu, ¢ ;past u) and there is d € Fin

rl-d e FU(e) NFU(e | p),
in contradiction to the assumption on gq. B o Wi RS R

Henceforth we drop the tildes underneath the names.

Now we return to filters over w and answer some instances of the question left
open in the previous section: What happens to filters with ®(U) <gp F?

Mathias introduced the following notion under the name “happy family” [30,
Def. 0.1.]. Louveau studied it in the special case of ultrafilters [28]. Todorcevic [40,
Chapter 7] uses the name “selective coideal” for a happy family.

Definition 3.22. (See [30, Def. 0.1.], [40, Def. 7.3]) A set H C [w]“ is called a
selective coideal/happy family if the following hold:
(i) Iy := P(w) \ H is an ideal that contains all singletons.

(i) If (4; : i € w) is a C-descending sequence of elements A; € H, then there is
B € H such that B C Ay and (Vi € B)B~ (i+ 1) C A;. We call such a B a
diagonal lower bound of (A; : i € w).

We write Fy = {w~ X : X € Ty} for the filter that is dual to Zy. Then H
coincides with the Fy-positive sets, i.e.,

H="F ={X€eWw: (V¥YeFu)XnY #£0)}.
Lemma 3.23. Let F be a filter over w and let R be an ultrafilter over w. R C F*
iff RO F.

So the forward implication, which will be invoked many times, uses that R is
ultra.

Remark 3.24. Let H C [w]* and let € be a filter. H and & are nnc iff for any
finite-to-one function f and X € H there are a F € £ and a Y C X, such that
Y € H and such that f[E]N f[H] = 0.
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The following theorem provides information on min(/) and max ().

Theorem 3.25. Assume CH and that we force with M(U) for a Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter U, R € {min(U), max(U)} and p is the generic real. After forcing with
M(U), the set of positive sets

(BUR U {p})" ={X € ([w]*)

is a happy family that is nowhere almost a filter in VM) (and hence it is nnc to
&) and by [30, Prop. 011] is a Ramsey ultrafilter R™* D R U {u} that is nnc to &,

v VY e R)IXNY Nul=w}

Proof. The theorem is proved like Theorem [3.3] however, it is much easier. Lemma
BI85 giving diagonal lower bounds, and Lemma [B.16, showing the nnc-part, are
adapted to names for (R U {u})-positive subsets of w. There are no new ideas. [

Remark 3.26. We remark that by an analogous proof to Mathias’ [30, Prop. 011],
under CH any happy family that is nnc to £ contains a Ramsey ultrafilter as a
subset that is nnc to £. So we see that instead of heading for a Milliken-Taylor
ultrafilter U°** D U | p that yields of course min(U***) O min(U) U {u} and the
same for the maximum projection, we could proceed into a different direction: By
Theorem [B.20] we can extend the minimum and maximum projections min(lf),
max(U) to new Ramsey ultrafilters in VM) and not care whether these extensions
are the minimum and the maximum of a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter extending .
This direction will be important in Section

4. A NAME FOR A MATET-ADEQUATE FAMILY AT LIMIT STAGES
We define by induction on ov < ws a countable support iteration P, = (Pg, M(U,) :
B < a,v < ) such that for any v < a,
Pyt1 =Py« M(U,) and
Py Ik py = U{S : (s,a) € Gy}

Py - tdy 2 (s | ps) = 6 <)
is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter that avoids £.

(4.1)

In Theorem B3 we proved that there are extension of Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters
in the successor steps

]P)V ”_IPW (M(UW) ”_M(Z/{'y) Py = U{S : (S, &) S GM(Z/{»Y)}
A (Huﬂ-l 2 Uy)
(Uy 41 s a Milliken-Taylor ultrafilter and U1 2 Uy | j1,) ).

This guarantees the continuation of our construction in the successor steps, via
Uyr 2 Uy T py.

Now we consider limit steps a. If cf (o) > w, we can just take Po b U = U, ., Uy
and the inductive hypotheses will be carried on, since in proper forcing every real
appears at a step of at most countable cofinality, with the only exception that for
a = Ny the CH gets lost. So we concentrate on the hard case, cf(a) = w.
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Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Pg,Us are as in Equation [@I), o < w, cf(a) = w,
P, is the countable support limit of (Pg,M(Ug) : B < ). In VEe the filter & still
generates a P-point and the set of positive sets

( U Uy T .U'v))Jr
<«
forms a Matet-adequate family such that for any a € (U | p)T,
EL P Ca)®® e U | p)T AL € (U | p)T A h[set(b))] N h[(set(b?)] = 0).

As in Theorem B9 the latter implies avoidance of £. Again CH and a routine
enumeration along wy gives the following.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that Pg,Ug are as in Equation [@I) and P, is the count-
able support limit of (Pg,M(Ug) : B < a) and that CH holds in VF«. Then

P, I+ 3U, (Z/Ia 1s a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter that avoids £, and
Ua 2 U Uy rﬂv))'

y<a

Now we prove Theorem [Tl Blass and Shelah [I1, Theorem 4.1] showed that in
VP the closure of £ under almost supersets is a P-point.

For the new part, by induction we define an increasing sequence R = (Ry v <
a) of relations R, in VP+ such that a property called
(4.2) “P, is R,-preserving”
is a notion we want to carry from v < «, cf(y) < wi, to « in addition to the
property (1) and properness in the inductive choice of the iteration.

Now we define the relation R, for which we want to preserve statements of the
form (Vf)(39)(fRag). The relation R, will be a Borel relation on the Baire space in
VPa that contain complex parameters from the ground model, e.g. Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilters and names for Milliken-Taylor ultrafilters.

Definition 4.3. By induction on o« < wy we define the following relations.

(1) We say that a P,-name a for an element of (Fin)“ is a-positive if 1 IFp_ a €
(U Ty oy <ap)t

(2) Assume that (U, : v < «) is an ascending sequence of Milliken-Taylor

ultrafilters U, € VP, such that P, I ®U,) £rp € and Yy < § < a,
Ps Ik U, | py CUs. We say fR,g if the following holds in VFe:

(a) f = (A, h7 C),
(b) A= (A; : ¢ € w) is a C-descending sequence of a-positive sequences
Ay € (Fin)¥,

(c) h is finite-to-one,
(d) cis a partition of FU(Ap).
(e) For j =0,1 we let g7 := (gan+; : n € w). Then
(i) For j =0,1, g’ is an a-positive diagonal lower bound of A.
(ii) For j =0,1, FU(g7) is in one piece of the partition c.
(iii) h[set(g")] N h[set(g!)] = 0.

So R, is a P,-name for a relation.
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Definition 4.4. We say P, is R,-preserving if P, is proper and
P, IFVf € dom(Ry)3g(fRG)-

There are two main differences to the known “Case A” of iteration theorem [37]
Ch XVIII], [2I]: For our R,, it is not the case that for countably many tasks f,,
n € w there is one answer g, E such that VnfR,. (g, F) where R, is R, up to
mistakes before n. There are C*-incompatible positive elements g. Secondly, not
only the quests f but also the answers g are now from the forcing extension. This
differs from the traditional applications in the preservation of cardinal invariants,
see e.g. [2]. We do not write tildes below the R, ’s.

Lemma 4.5. Assume CH, a < wa, cf(a) <wy. If P, is Ry-preserving then
P, IF(U{L{ﬁ [ ug = B<a}) is a Matet-adequate family such that
(Va e U1 p)*)EL 5 Ca)
e U Tt Ab € U T )t Ahlset(bh)] N h(set(b?)] = 0).
Proof. This follows from Definition 4] O

Now we carry the preservation property upwards by induction.

Lemma 4.6. Assume CH, a < wa, and cf(a) = w. Let P, be the countable support
limit of Pg, B < a. If for B < a such that cf(5) < w1, Pg is Rg-preserving and for
any B < a Equation [@I)) holds then P, is R, -preserving.

This lemma will proved with Lemma For definiteness, we can take y =
(2/Pal)*. Under CH, for a < wa, |Py| < Ry by [36, page 96]. So x = (2%)* is
sufficiently large. The following lemma on the translation to countable elementary
submodels is well-known, see [37, Theorem 2.11 and Ch. XVIII].

Lemma 4.7. The following are equivalent.
(1) Py is Rq-preserving.
(2) Forall M < H(x) such that Py, (Up : B < a),E € M for all Py-names f € M
forallp e PoNM, if p Ik f € dom(Ry,) then there is an (M,P,)-generic ¢ > p
and there is a Po-name g € M such that g - fR.g.

The property of LemmalL7(2) is carried on by induction in the following slightly
stronger technical form that is suitable for induction.

Lemma 4.8. The induction lemma. Suppose CH, £ < { < Ry, and cf(¢) < wy. Let
M<H(x),leM,Pce M,pePcnNM and go <p | { be (M,P¢)-generic. Let
f e M be a Pc-name such that

plre, f=((An 1 n €w),c,h) € dom(Ry).
Then there is some (M,P¢)-generic condition ¢ < p | [{,1m) U qo such that q IF
(J9)(fRcg)-

Proof. Moreover we get dom(gp) ~ & € (N M. We go by induction on (. For
¢ = 0 there is nothing to prove, for ¢ successor a proof is included in the proof of
Theorem B3] namely in Lemmata ,B16l BI7 So let ¢ be a limit. We fix a
strictly increasing sequence ((p : ¢ < w) with {y =&, (s € M, and sup(y = (. We



22 HEIKE MILDENBERGER

also fix an enumeration (D,, : n < w) of the dense subsets of P¢ that are elements
of M. We let U’ be a Pc-name in M such that

P IFU" is idempotent and
U AWy T py) 7 <G U{An : n€w}).

By BZIlsuch a name U exists. We choose by induction on n, ¢, € P¢, , a P¢, -name
for a P¢, c-name d,, for an element of Fin, a P¢ -name for a P¢, c-name X,, for an
element of &%, and a P¢,-name of a p,, € P¢, ¢ with the following properties:

(a’) an € ]P)Cnv dom(qn) N § g M N Cna dn+1 [ Cﬂ = (n,

(4.3)

(b) gn is (M,P¢, )-generic,
(¢) Gnt1lFp, Pny1 € DN M NG,
(d) po I Co = qo in P,
(€) an+1 ke, Pati [ [GnsCotr) S Pu 1 [Gns Gatr) (in Pe,pcos)s
(f) a1, p1, Xo, do, X1 is such that
a1 IFee, (p1 I, . (Xo is the piece of the partition ¢ | FU(Aq) that lies in 2/’

Ady = min {de XoNFU(Ag) : XoodeU’}
ex,krin

A X1=XoN(XoO do)))
Moreover ¢1 IF p1 IFdy € M, q1 IFpy € M NG N Dy.
(&) Gn+t1s Pnti1s dny Xpng is such that

Gt e, ,, (Pns1 € MG Dy
Pt lFe,, o (do = min {d€ X, NFU(A,) : X,©delU’ and
0

lex,Fin

min(d) > max(d,—1) A h[d,—1] N h[d] = 0}
A Xpp1r=X,N(X,0 dn))).

Since the name d,, 41 is defined from elements in M, g, +1 Ihpacn+1 Prn+1 IHFDCHLC
dn+1 e M.

Since M < H(x), such a sequence exists by the induction hypothesis and the
maximum principle.
In the end we let g such that
qnlFpe, PrlFp, g lIn=(d;i:i<n)

and ¢ = U,,-, ¢» and we let g7 be a name such that ¢ IF g/ = (g2n4; : n < w).
Now it is easy to see that ¢, g/ are as desired, i.e., ¢ < p is (M,P;) generic and

(4.4) g - fRag.
Let G be P,-generic over V with ¢ € G. Since M[G] < H(x)[G] (again, see [37,
Theorem 2.11]) there are also names g € M as in Equation (4. Lr=ET

Putting Theorem and Theorem ] together yields the following.
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Theorem 4.9. Let £ be a P-point and assume CH. Then there is a countable
support iteration of proper iterands P = (P, M(Up) : B < wa, a0 < wa) such that in
the extension & is a P-point, there at least three near-coherence classes of ultrafilters
and there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter of character 0 = ¢ = Ny.

We note that Fernandez-Bréton [19] recently built a model in which, like in ours,
cov(M) =Ry <0 =Ny with a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter.

5. (RENERALISATION TO Finy

In this section we generalise the results of Sections 2 Bl and @ from Fin to Finyg
for £ > 1. We introduce Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters over Fin; and Matet forcing
for Finy.

Definition 5.1. Let k£ € w ~ {0} unless stated otherwise.
(1) For p: w — k+ 1 we let supp(p) = {n € w : p(n) # 0}.
Fing = {p: w — k+1 : supp(p) is finite Ak € range(p)}.

(2) For a,b € Fing, we let a < b denote supp(a) < supp(b), i.e., (¥m € supp(a))
(Vn € supp(b))(m < n), see Def. [ZT(3). A finite or infinite sequence (a; :
i < m < w) of elements of Fing is in block-position if for any i < j < m,
a; < aj. The set (Fing)* is the set of w-sequences in block-position, also
called block sequences. For n > 1, the set [Fing]Z is the set of n-sequences in

block-position over Finy.

(3) We define a well-order (of type w) <jex rin, on the set Finy via a <jex pin, 0 if
max(supp(a)) < max(supp(b)) or (max(supp(a)) = max(supp(b)) and there
is an m such that a | m = b | m and a(m) > b(m). For a non-empty
set X C Fing we let ming,. e, (X) be the <jex Fin,-least element of X, in
parallel to Definition [ZT[11).

(4) For k > 1, a,b € Finp ), we define the partial semigroup operation + as
follows: If supp(a) < supp(b), then a+b € Finy is defined. We let (a+b)(n) =
a(n) + b(n). Otherwise a + b is undefined. Thus a +b = a [ supp(a) Ub |
supp(b) U0 [ (w  (supp(a) U supp(b))).

(5) Let B be a min-unbounded subset of Finyg, i.e., for any n, BN {s € Finy :
{n} < s} #0. We let

FUR(B) ={bny + -+ by, :
L e w,by, €Bby, <+ <by,}
be the partial subsemigroup of Finy generated by B. We call B an FUy-set if
there is a sequence a € (Fing)“ such that B = FUy(a).

(6) The set v(Finy) is the set of ultrafilters over Fing that contain all sets of the
form {p € Finy, : {n} <p}, n € w.

(7) We lift + to (>, 7(Fing))? (so also mixed pairs are allowed) via

U+v={X CFing : {s: {t:s+teX}eVv}eul

(8) For A C Fing, s € Fing and n € w we let (A ;past s) = {a € A
max(supp(s)) < min(supp(a))}. For a € (Fing)¥, s € Fing and n € w
we let (a ;past s) = (am : m > mg), where mg is the minimal m such that
max(supp(s)) < min(supp(am)).
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(9) For min-unbounded sets A, B C Finy we let B Ty A if B C FU,(A). We say
B is a k-condensation of A. We let B C; A if there is an n € w such that
(B ;past {n}) C FUL(A). For a,b € (Fing,)* welet b Ty a if b= (b, : n < w)
and {b, : n <w} C FUy({a, : n <w}),and b C* @ has the obvious meaning.

So (Finy, +) 2 (Fin,U) via p — supp(p), and ((Finy)¥,C;1) = ((Fin)“,C) via
(an, : m € w) — (supp(an,) : n < w). For checking whether there is a min-
unbounded C' Ty A, B, a piecewise construction recursively along w with the aid
of <jex,Fin, as in the proof of Lemma yields C-weakest (i.e., largest) common
lower bounds. Since this is not entirely obvious in the Fing-setting, we state it

explicitly.

Lemma 5.2. Assume that a,b € (Fing)“ and that there is a ¢ € (Fing)“ such that
¢ Ck a,b. Then there is a Cg-largest witness ¢ = (¢, : n < w) to this, that can be
found in the following recursive way:

co = min (FUg(a) NFUL(b)),
<1cx,Fin,C
Cnt1 = <lmiFr} (FUg(a ;past ¢,) N FUk(l; ;past ¢,)).
ex,Finy,

The proof is like Lemma 2.4l -
We write ¢ = a A b for the largest ¢ Ty, a, b.
Hindman’s theorem is generalised to (Fing)“:

Theorem 5.3. (Hindman [24, Cor. 3.3]) Let k > 1 and a € (Fing)*. For every
finite colouring of ¥Uy(a) there is a infinite block sequence b Ty a such that the
elements of FU(b) are monochromatic.

Definition 5.4. A set H C (Fing)¥ is called a adequate family if the following
hold:
(i) H is closed Cj-upwards.
(ii) H is stable, i.e., any Cj-descending w-sequence of members of H has a C*
lower bound in H.

(iii) H has the Hindman property: If a € H and FUy(a) is partitioned into finitely
many pieces then there is some b Ty a, b € H such that FUg(b) is a subset of
a single piece of the partition.

Again Lemma applies.
Definition 5.5. (1) For a,b € (Fing)“ we write a [ b and say that a,b are
compatible, if there is ¢ Ty, a, b.

(2) A set C C (Fing)“ is called centred, if for any finite C' C C there is a € C
that is a generalised condensation of any ¢ € C' and if C is closed under finite
alterations i.e., if d € C and d =" e then e € C.

(3) A mnon-principal filter 7 on Finy is said to be an ordered-union filter if it has
a basis of sets of the form FU(d) for d € (Fing)“.

(4) For a Cg-descending w-sequence of members of (Fing)* (@, : n € w) and
b € (Fing)* we say: b is a diagonal lower bound if b C a¢ and

(VS S FUk(l_)))(l_) ; past S) Ck amax(supp(s))-‘rl'
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(5) Let u be an uncountable cardinal. An ordered-union filter is said to be (< u)-
stable if, whenever it contains FUk( «) for aq € (Fin)¥, o < &, for some k < p,
then it also contains some FUy(b) for some b such that for each « there is ng
with (b ;past {na}) T ba) for a < k. Such an b is called a lower bound of
{bo : a < K}. For “< w;-stable” we say “stable”.

(6) A stable ordered-union ultrafilter over Finy, is called a Milliken—Taylor ultra-
filter(over Finy, ).

(7) An ultrafilter is called idempotent if U+U = U.

In particular, any Milliken-Taylor ultrafilter is Matet-adequate and Lemma
holds.

Definition 5.6. Let k£ > 1. Conditions Matet forcing (over Finy ), My, are pairs
(s,c¢) such that s € Fing, and ¢ € (Fing)“ and supp(s) < supp(cg). The forcing order
s (t,d) <, (s,¢) (recall the stronger condition is the smaller one) if the following

holds:
(a) s =t or there are n, ig < -+ < iy, € w, and j, € {0,...,k — 1} for r <n with
at least one j, = 0 such that ¢ is a sum in the sense of Def. (I[5) of the form

t=s+cj+---+¢ci,-
(b) dCy ¢ (see Def. B1(9)).

In the case of s =t we call (t,b) a pure extension of (s,a) = p. s is called the trunk
of p and a is called the pure part of p.

Since the trunk and the pure part are in block position and since the pure parts
are block-sequences, s | supp(s) =t | supp(s) is equivalent to s | (max(supp(s)) +
1) =t | (max(supp(s)) + 1).

Definition 5.7. Given a Matet-adequate family H C (Finy ), the notion of forcing
My, (H) consists of all pairs (s,a) such that @ € H. The forcing order is the same
as in the Matet forcing.

Definition 5.8. Let H be a subset of Q(Fink) X C Fing, s € Fing.

(1) For 1 < i < k we let set;(s) = s~ 1[{i}], set;[X] = U{set:(s) : s € X}.
set[X] = U{supp(s) : s € X}.
(2) For 1 <i <k we let min;(s) = min(s~*[{i}]), min;[X] = {min,(s) : s € X}.

We have the analogous notions for max.
(3) The core of H is the set ®(H) C [w]¥ such that

X € ®(H) iff (Y € H)(set]Y] C X).
(4) For j =1,...,k, the core of H at colour j is the set ®;(H) C [w]* such that
X € ®;(H) iff (Y € H)(set;[Y] C X).
(5) The minimum projection of H at colour j is the set
min;(H) = {mlln[Y] Y e H},

and analogously we define max;(H), the mazimum projection at colour j.
(6) Let £ be an ultrafilter over w. We say H avoids € if ®(H) is nnc to &.
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(7) The My, (H)-generic function from w to k + 1 is
w=Jts | (max(supp(s)) + 1) : (F2)((5,3) € G)}.

A name for p is

p = J{((s I (max(supp(s)) + 1), (s,a)) : (s,a) € My(H)}.
Usually we do not write the tildes.
(8) In addition we define the generic i-fibres for i = 1,. .., k by letting

pi = p (i}

Again we have {min(y~'[{i}]) : v € FUg(a)} = {min(a;'[{i}]) : n € w} and
U{p7[{i}] : b € FU(a)} = U{a,,}[{i}] : n € w}. Sometimes we identify each
FUg-set FUy(a) with its generating a € (Fing)“. Especially in the forcing notion
M(#H) we think of H as a subset of (Finy)* even when we insert an Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter ¢ for H.

Remark 5.9. In the case of a centred adequate family C C (Fing)¥, a density
argument shows for any j =1,...,k,

M (C) I pj € [w]” A (VX € ©;(C))(n; € X).

The proof of the following theorem is carried out as in the original. It makes
frequent use of the good properties from Lemma

Theorem 5.10. (Generalisation of [I7, “<” Theorem 4, “—” Cor. 2.5, this di-
rection works also with non-P ultrafilters]) Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
over Finy and let W be a P-point. W 2rp ®U) iff W continues to generate an
ultrafilter after we force with My (U).

Now here is the Fing-analogon to Theorem [3.31

Theorem 5.11. Let €& be a P-point and let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
over Finy such that ®(U) £rx €. In VM W) there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter
Z/{CXt D) u [/L with (I)(Z/{CXt) fRK E.

We introduce some notions that allow us to adapt the proof of Theorem to
a proof of Theorem 111

Definition 5.12. Let C C (Fing)“ be centred. C* = {a € (Fing)* : Ve € C,¢ L a}
Definition 5.13. Let f: w — (k+1) and let a € (Fing)* and let & C (Fing)“.
(1) Weleta | f={(an : an = f | supp(a,),n € w).
(2) WeletUU [ f={al[f:acl}.
Density arguments show:

Lemma 5.14. Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter over Fing and let p be the
generic function, see Def.[5.8(7). Then

Llbwg @ piw = (K +1).
Ly, ) (Va € U)a | o€ (Fing)“.

Also Theorem is generalised, and the following now is proved literally as
there.
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Theorem 5.15. After forcing with My(U), (U | p)T is a Matet-adequate family
for any finite-to-one h, for any a € (U | p)T,

(02 Ca)® € U T )T AD € (U T )T A hfset(bh)] N h[(set(b?)] = ).

Thus Theorem B.1T] is proved. There is no problem in generalising the iteration
theory from Section dl and hence we arrive at the following result:

Theorem 5.16. Assume CH and let k > 1. Then there is a countable support
iteration of proper iterands P = (Po,My(Us) : 8 < wa, a0 < wa) such that in the
extension € is a P-point and there is a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter over Fing of
character ¢ = Ny = 0.

The rest of the section is not used in the main theorem.

Now we are concerned with the number of near-coherence classes among the
ultrafilters that contain ® () as a subset.

The following generalises [9, Theorem 38] and adds a new aspect:

Theorem 5.17. For any union-ultrafilter U over Fing, all the ultrafilters among
the projections

min;(U),i =1,2...,k
are nearly coherent to ming (U) and that class is different from the class of maxy(U),
which is the class of any of the ultrafilters among

max;(U),j=1,...,k.

Proof. We let M C {1,...k — 1} be maximal such that for any m € M the set
of X € U such that set,,[X] is infinite is C-dense in &. Then exactly for m €
M U {k}, max,, () and min,, (/) are ultrafilters. Recall, ultrafilter means non-
principal ultrafilter. by [7, Proposition 3.9].

In [9, Section 6] Blass proves that the minimum and the maximum class are
different. O

Theorem 5.18. Let U be a Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter over Fing. Let M be as
above. The cores ®;(U), j € M U{k}, are all nearly coherent.

Proof. Let A =FUyg(a) € U. We define Iy = [0, max(supp(ao))),
I 41 = [max(supp(ay)), max(supp(an+1))). Then we take a finite-to-one function
hg that is constant on I, for n € w. Then for any i,j € M,

(Vn € w)(ha[set;(an)] N halset;(a,)] # 0).

Since U is centred, for any FU(b), FU(¢) € U there is d Ty a,b,¢, FU(d) € U.
Hence we have for d = (d; : ¢ < w) for any ¢ € w that there are natural numbers
n,m,r > 1 and natural numbers i1 < -+ < in, J1 < -+ < Jm, k1 < -+ < k;, such
that

dlzai1+"'+ain :bj1+"'+bjm :Ck1+"'+0kr-
Then

halseti(de)] N halset;(dr)] has size at least max(n, m,r).

Hence
ha[U{seti(dg) Lewl]n h,—l[U{setj(dg) : £ € w}] is infinite.
Thus also the superset

h,—l[U{seti(bg) Lewl]n ha[U{setj(Cg) : £ € w}] is infinite.
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O

Remark 5.19. Theorem [5.I8 can also be proved with the help of Theorem [E.10 and
the following folklore result.

Proposition 5.20. Any forcing that diagonalises two ncc filters adds a dominating
real.

Proof. Let F and F' € V be nnc filters and let z,y € V[G] be such that (VF €
F)(x € F), (VF" € F')(y € F'). Then by the next lemma,

n — max{min(z \ (n + 1)), min(y \ (n + 1))}
is a dominating function.

Lemma 5.21. (Proof of [6l Theorem 3.2]) Let V, W be non-principal filters over
w. V is nearly coherent to W iff

{max(next(-, X),next(-,Y)) : X €e V.Y e W}
is not a <*-dominating family.

We give a proof for the direction we use: Assume that V and W are not nearly
coherent. Let h € “w be given, w.l.o.g. we assume that & is strictly increasing and
h(0) > 0. We let h be the iterate of h: h(0) = 0, h(n+1) = h(h(n)). Welet fo(n) =i
for n € [A(2i), h(2i+2)) and we let h(—1) = 0 and f,(n) = i forn € [h(2i—1), h(2i+
1)). Then there are V,,V, € V and W,, Wy € W such that f.[V.] N fo[W.] = § and
folVo] N fo[W,] = 0. Since V and W are filters, we can assume V., = V, and
W, = W,. Then for any n € w we have max(next(n, V), next(n, We)) > h(n). O

Now we finish the alternative proof of Theorem .18 My, (/) preserves € accord-
ing to Theorem and hence does not add a dominating real. However My (i)
diagonalises ®;(U) for j = 1,...,k by Remark By Proposition all the
®;U), j=1,...,k, are nearly coherent.

6. A RAMSEY SUBSPACE OF THE SPACE OF Finj,-SEQUENCES

Now we change from the Hindman Finy space to the Gowers Finy space, i.e.,
we incorporate the Tetris operation and use the resulting generalised type of con-
densation as partial order. Then we localise the space ((Fing)®, ') by choos-
ing 2k pairwise nnc Ramsey ultrafilters R; min, Rimax; ¢ = 1,...,k, that will
serve as representatives of names of near-coherence classes and get a subspace
((Fing)? (R), CEe™), see Def. We show that this space has good Ramsey the-
oretic properties, as in Theorem [G.15 and we introduce Gowers—Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilters.

We tell more about our plans: In Section [l we define a variant of Matet forcing
with a non-centred reservoir that is given by the sequences a € (Fing)“(R). The
resulting forcings are in contrast to the partial order M (/) with a Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter U (or to GMy(U) with a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter &) not o-
centred. Nevertheless they still fulfil Axiom A and hence are proper.

In order to prove that the new forcings are proper, we insert this section whose
main result, Theorem [6.16 is a common strengthening of Gowers’ theorem and of
Blass’ theorem [7, Theorem 2.2].

Definition 6.1. Let k € w ~ {0} unless stated otherwise.
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(1) For any j > 2 we define on Fin; the Tetris operation: T;: Fin; — Fin;_;1 by
T;(p)(n) = max{p(n) — 1,0} and let T = |J{Tj : 2 < j < k}.
For a € (Fin;)¥, we write T'[a] for (T'(a,) : n < w). For X C Fin;, we
write T[X] for {T(x) : z € X}.
(2) Let B be a min-unbounded subset of Fing. We let
TRUL(B) ={T09 (by,) + -+ TUO(b,,)
lew,by, €B,
bno << bn“ji ek, (HZ < g)(]z = 0)}
be the partial subsemigroup of Finy, generated by B. Here T(?) is the identity,
TW =7, TG =T o TG,
(3) For b € (Fing)* we let TFUg(b) = TFU({bn : n € w}). We call B a TFUj-
set if B = TFU(b) for some b € (Fing)v.
(4) For j > 2, we define T: v(Fin;) — v(Fin,;_1) via
T(U) ={X CFin;_y : {s : T(s) € X} eU}.

(5) For min-unbounded sets A, B C Finy we let B C[°™ A if B C TFU,(A). Note
that here k is not allowed to drop. We say B is a k-Tetris-condensation of A.
We write B C, """ A if there is an n € w such that (B ; past n) C TFU(A).

(6) We introduce the Tetris condensation order CFet on sequences. For a,b €
(Fing)” we let b CF™ @ if b= (b, : n <w) and {b, : n < w} C TFUx({a, :
n < w}), and b %" @ has the obvious meaning.
From the following lemma we will use only the part of the statement that the
described procedure produces a lower bound.

Lemma 6.2. Assume that a,b € (Fing)“ and that there is a ¢ € (Fing)“ such that
c EEC“ a,b. Then there is a Egc“—largest witness ¢ to this, that can be gotten in
the following recursive way:

¢o = min (TFUg(a) N TFUL(D)),
<1ex,Fin,c
Cnt1 = <min (TFUg(a ; past ¢,) N TFU(b ; past ¢,)).
lex,Finy,

The proof that ¢ is the largest lower bound requires additional analysis in the
second subcase of the third case in the proof of Proposition 4] due to the Tetris
operation. We skip it.

An important and deep property of the space ((Fing)®, CFe'r) is the following:

Theorem 6.3. (Gowers, see e.g. [22], [A0, Theorem 2.22]) Let k > 1 and a €
(Fing)®. For every finite colouring of TFUy(a) there is a infinite block sequence

b Tl G such that the elements of TEUy(b) are monochromatic.
The following proposition gives a first picture:

Proposition 6.4. For each a € (Fing)® there is a b T°™ b such that for each

s € TFU(b) we have

(6.1) rnlin(s) < m21n(s) < e < mkin(s) < m;;ix(s) < r]?iii((s) <-e < miax(s).
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Proof. For s € TFU(a) we let c(s) = 1 if s fulfils (G.I) and ¢(s) = 0 otherwise. By
Gowers’ Theorem there is b £} @, such that TFU(b) is monochromatic for c. We

show that the colour can only be 1. We take s; € TFUg(b), s1 < $2 < -+ < Sop_1.
Then

s =TF D (s1) + TF D (s5) + -+ + Tsp-1) + 88
+T(Spt1) +--+ T(k;_l)(SQkfl) € TFUk(Z_))
fulfils ¢(s) = 1. O

(6.2)

Definition 6.5.

(1) A non-principal filter 7 over Finy is said to be an Tetris-ordered-union filter
if it has a basis of sets of the form TFU(d) for d € (Fing)“.

(2) For a C}°"-descending w-sequence of members of (Fing)“ (a, : n € w) and
b € (Fing)“ we say: b is a diagonal lower bound if b C°™ ag and

(Vs € TFUy (6))(6 ; past ) E;C[‘etr Gmax(supp(s))+1-

(3) Let p be an uncountable cardinal. A Tetris-ordered-union filter is said to be
(< p)-stable if, whenever it contains TFUg(by) for by € (Fing)“, a < &, for
some K < p, then it also contains some TFU(b) for some b € (Fing)* such

that for each a there is n, with (b ;past {ns}) CE°% b, for a < k. Such an b
is called a lower bound of {b, : o < k}. For “< wy-stable” we say “stable”.

(4) A stable Tetris-ordered-union ultrafilter is called a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter.

Definition 6.6. A set H C (Fing)¥ is called a Gowers-adequate family if the
following hold:

(i) H is closed C,°"*-upwards.

(ii) H is stable, i.e., any Qgc“—descending w-sequence of members of H has a

Er,fc“’*—lower bound in H.

(iii) H has the Gowers property: If a € H and TFUy(a) is partitioned into finitely
many pieces then there is some b Ci°" a, b € H, such that TFUg(b) is a
subset of a single piece of the partition.

In particular, any Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter is Gowers-adequate. Gowers-
adequate families have better properties than stated in the definition; the analogue
to Lemma hold for them.

Definition 6.7. In the general case of i € {1,...,k}, * € {min, max}, we let the
variable x range over {min, max}, and we also write z;(a) for min;(a), max;(a).
We call i € {1,...,k} sometimes a coordinate, a value or a level.

We introduce a new space, called ((Fing)“(R), Cfet), the one advertised in the
Equation (1)) in the introduction.

Definition 6.8. Let &£ > 1 and let

R=(Rix :i=1,...,k & = min, max)
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be a {1,...,k} x {min, max}-sequence of pairwise nnc Ramsey ultrafilters. We
define

(Fing)“(R) ={a € (Fing)*” : Y(X; € Rimin, i € Rimax)1<i<k
(6.3) (3" € TFUg(@) A (min(s) € X; A max(s) € Yi)}.
1<i<k !

Jmin—unbg) ag 4 abbreviation for “the set of witnesses s in min-

Here we write (
unbounded”.

Remark 6.9. We remark that Equation(G.3)) is equivalent to
(Fing)“(R) ={a € (Fing)” : ¥(X; € Rimin, Ys € Rimax)1<i<k

(6.4) (3 a)(vn) /\ (min(ba) € Xi Amax(bn) € V7).
1<i<k

However, it speaks about the b, and not about the elements of TFU(b).
First we recall [7, Lemma 1.1]:

Lemma 6.10. Let Ri min, Ri,max be nnc Ramsey ultrafilters, X1 € Ri min, Y1 €
Ri,max and let (By), be a descending sequence of elements of R min, (Dn)n be a
descending sequence of elements of Rimax. Then there are X! C Xy, Y €Yy,
Xll € Ri1 min, Yll € Ri,max such that

(1) (Vz e X})(Vy e Y (y <z — x € By).

(2) (VyeYH(Vz e X])(x <y —y€ D,).

(3) In the increasing enumeration of X{UY}! the elements of X{ and Y alternate.
Lemma 6.11. There are T} -incompatible elements in (Fing)*(R).

Proof. For notational simplicity we assume that £ = 1 and the Ramsey ultrafilters
are Rmin Rmax. For transferring the situation to the general case, just replace the
value 1 by k and work only with the top ultrafilters Ri min, Rk max- Lemma [6.10],
applied to X1 = Y1 = w, A, = B, = [2n,w) yields sets X € Ruyin and Y € Ryax
such that in the increasing enumeration (z, : n < w) of X UY the even numbers
just give X and the odd number just give Y and that the z,, have distance at least
2. Then we take a natural number, call ¢,,, such that zq, < ¢, < x2,4+1. Then

a=({z2n, T2n+1} 1 n € W),
B:<{x2n7£n7x2n+l} T ne w)
have

(6.5) X = {Inlin(an) newrAY = {Inlax(an) i nEwl,

and hence a € (Finl)(RrEin,Rmax), and the same holds for b. Obviously, the
conditions a, b € (Finy)*(R) are CT°"-incompatible. O

By the way, our only possibility to verify that some sequence is in (Fink)“’(’li) is
to construct one that has ultrafilter projections as in Equation (6.3)).

By applying e.g. the trick in [7, Cor. 2.3] one sees that also below every condition
there are incompatible conditions.
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Lemma 6.12. For any ultrafilter U over Finy, the projections ming(U), maxy(U)
generate (by adding supersets) ultrafilters, and for 1 < i < k, either each of the
projections min; (U), max;(U) generates a filter or each of them contains the empty
set.

Proof. They are filters: min;(U) = {min;[X] : X € U}. Since U is a filter, the
projection min;(U) is closed under finite intersections. For ¢ < k it is possible that
there is an X € U such that min;[X]| = max;[X]| = (). By definition of Finy, the top
coordinate ming () does not contain the empty set. The family miny ({) generates
an ultrafilter: Let A C w. Then Fing = {a € Finy : ming(a) € A} U {a € Finy, :
ming(a) € A} is a partition of Fing, and one part lies in &4. The same holds for the
maximum projection. O

Definition 6.13. For an ultrafilter U € v(Finy) we say
U projects to R, if

(Vl € {1, e k})(mlnl(U) = Ri,min A maxi(l/{) = Ri,max)-
Definition 6.14. Let a € (Fing)“. set(a) = J{supp(a,) : n < w}.

In the following Theorem [610] the case of k = 1 is due to Blass’ [7, Theorem
2.2], and the unlocalised case of k > 1 is proved in Gowers’ theorem [40, 2.22].
In a sense the result can be seen as an instance of the programme outlined by
Todorcevic in [40, Remark 7.27]. The author is thankful to Andreas Blass for his
careful explanation of his proof of [7, Theorem 2.1].

Theorem 6.15. Assume CH. For any k, R as in Def. the following hold:
(1) Let a € (Fing)“(R) and let ¢ be a colouring of TFU(a) into finitely many
colours. Then there is a b T a, such that b € (Fing)?(R) and TFU(b) is
c-monochromatic.

(2) Leta, € (Fing)*(R), n € w, be T -decending. Then there is a =,.°"*-lower

bound in (Fing)“ (R).

(8) Ifa € (Fing)*(R) and Ro,min, Ro,max are two additional nnc ultrafilters, that
are nnc to each of the Ri,, 1 = 1,...,k, * = min, max, then there is a
Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter Uy, over Finy such that TFUy(a) € Uy, and
fori=1,... k, min;(U) = Rimin, max;(U) = Rimax and ®(Uy) is nnc Ro s,

T = min, max.
Since parts (1) and (2) are absolute, we get:

Theorem 6.16. Letk>1 and let R = (Rimin, Rimax : 1 =1,...k) be a
sequence of pairwise non nearly coherent Ramsey ultrafilters.

(1) Any CFet"_descending w-sequence of elements of (Fing)“(R) has a E;fc“’*—

lower bound in (Fing)“(R).
(2) Let n € w~ {0} and a € (Fing)*(R) and let ¢ be a colouring of [TFU(a)]Z
into finitely many colours. Then there is a b Ty, a, b € (Fing)*(R) such that

[TFU(b)]2 is c-monochromatic.
We prove Theorem

Proof. We prove (1), (2) and (3) simultaneously by induction on k. The case of
k =1 is given by Blass and will be repeated below for k = 1.
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It suffices to prove (1) of the theorem for a partition of Finy instead of TFUy(a)
since T9 (a,,) + -+ + 197 (an,) € TFUg(a) corresponds to (ng,k — jo), - - -, (ny, k —
jr) € Finy.

We collect some technical facts separately, before we prove Theorem [G.15

First we give a general pattern for proving the existence of a particular ultrafilter
over Fin; via compactness.

Lemma 6.17. Let Ruyin, Rmax be two nnc Ramsey ultrafilters. Let
a € (Fing)*(Rumin, Rmax). The compact Hausdor(f space

{U € v(Finy) : min(Uf) = Rupin A max(U) = Rumax A TFU1(a) € U}
is not empty.

Proof. Since min and max are continuous function, the space is compact. We show
that there is an ultrafilter & over Finj in the named space. For this it suffices to
show that for any X € Ry and any Y € Ruax

There are min-unboundedly many s € TFU;(a)

R(X,Y
(XY) such that min;(s) € X and max;(s) € Y.

We argue why this suffices: Then the open and closed set
C(X,Y) ={U € v(Finy) : (3A € U)(A is a min-unb. set of witnesses to R(X,Y))}

is not empty.

Since R;, are ultrafilters, the intersection of finitely many sets of the form
C(X,Y) is again a set of the C'(X’,Y”) with X’ being the intersection of the finitely
many X’s and Y’ being the intersection of the finitely many Y’s.

Thus any finite intersection of sets of the form C(X,Y’) is not empty, and by
compactness of y(Fin;), there is an ultrafilter

Ue(WCX,Y) : X € Rimin, Y € Rimax} € 7(Finy),
which means
min;(U) = Rp,min A maxy (U) = R max-

To fulfil requirement R(X,Y"): We verify that for any n € w there is a block
s € (TFUy(a) ;past {n}) such that min;(s) € X and max;(s) € Y. Why? Since

a € (Fing)¥(R), and X € Ruyin and Y € Rpyax there are min-unboundedly many
s € TFU;(a) such that mins(s) € X Amax;(s) € Y. O

Starting from now, we just write the requirements and show how to fulfil them.
For proving statement (1) at k on the bases of (1) and (3) at k—1, we rework and
extend the proof of Gowers’ original theorem as given by Todorcevic [40, pp. 35-36].

Lemma 6.18. Let R;,, ¢ = 1,...,k, * = min,max be pairwise nnc Ramsey
ultrafilters. For any a € (Fing)¥ the following are equivalent:

(1) @€ (Fing)“(R).
(2) There is an ultrafilter U € v(Fing) such that
TFUk(d) cEUN (Vl S {1, S k})(mlnz(U) = Ri,min AN maxi(U) = Ri,max)'
Proof. (1) implies (2): By the compactness method as explained in the previous
lemma it suffices to show that for any (X; € RiminYi; € Ri max)

(6.6) (Fmin—unbgs ¢ TFU,(a))(Vi € {1,..., k})(mlln(s) e X; A m?x(s) eYr).
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However, this is guaranteed by a € (Fing)“(R).

(2) implies (1). Let U be as in (2). Given sets X; € Rimin, Yi € Rimax,
i=1,...,k, there is a set S € U such that

S C TFUg(a) A (Vi € {1,...,k})(min[S] C X; Amax[S] CY;).

Since S € U, S is min-unbounded. Any s € S fulfils min;(s) € X; A max;(s) €
Y. O

We name the set of ultrafilters with given projections:
Definition 6.19. For 1 <14 < k and a sequence (R, , : 1 < j <4,z € {min, max})
or pairwise nnc Ramsey ultrafilters we let
(6.7) 48204 (Fin;, R) = {U € y(Finy) : (Vj € {1,...,i})

' (minj (U) = Rj,min A max; (U) = Rj,max)}-

Cave: Sometimes we use ultrafilter sequences that carry shifted indices.
Lemma 6.20. For any i, R as above, the space v8°°4(Fin;, R) is closed under +.
Proof. This is proved in [7, page 99, second but last paragraph]. O

In Lemma [6.22] we shall look at “mixed additions.” First we state some simple
observations.

Lemma 6.21.
(1) For any X C Finy, for any 1 < j < j <i we have
min[X] N min[X] = 0,
J J’

since for each s € Fin;, min;(s) # min;/(s).

(2) Given t € Finy, there is a particular (in <gin;,, ez largest) s € Finj 1 with
T(s) =t: We let supp(t) = supp(s) and t(n) = s(n) + 1 for n € supp(s). We
write for this t now st.

(3) We can lift the sharp operation by letting X* := {s* : s € X}. Given U €
~v(Fin,), there is a particular ultrafilter V € y(Fin;y1) with T(V) = U, namely

V={X": Xcu}.
We write V = lift(U). Then minj 1 (V) = ming (U) for i/ = 1,...,7, and
ming (V) = {0} and analogously for max.

Now we prove a technical lemma about the sums of good ultrafilters. Prima
facie the ultrafilters do not fit, e.g., ming(X) = R min and ming_1(V) = Ry min-
However, this mixed sum is defined on purpose.

Lemma 6.22. Let R = (R;, : 1 <i < k,z = min, max). Let X € v&°°4(Finy, R)
and V € v8°°4(Finy,_q, <R2_)m, ..oy Ri,x = min,max)). Then

W = X+V € v8°°4(Fin, R).

Proof. We have W € ~(Fing, R) iff for v = 1,...,k, x = min, max, for any X € W,
(6.8) {zy(s) : s€ X} E Ry

We fix some X € W. Then {s : {t : s+t € X} € V} € X. For any s € Finy,
t € Fing_1, such that s <t and s+t € X, and for any v =1,...,k, x = min, max,
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2y (s + t) is either x,(s) or x,(t). Either the set of (s,t) on which x, is the first is
in
X XxV={ZCFing x Fing_1 : {s: {t : (s,t) € Z} € V} € X},
or its complement is in X x V.
We start with the high values of v: For the values v = k, we have for any

s € Fing, t € Fing_1, (s +t)"'[{v}] = s7'[{v}] and hence its minimum and/or
maximum is from z,(s). Thus for X € X4V, x = min, max we have
(6.9) {zy(s+1t) : s+te€ X} Ry,

as requested in Equation (G.8]).

Now we proceed by downwards induction on v.

The next value is v = kK — 1 and = min or z = max. For s € Fing, t € Fing_1,
s<t,s+te X, wehave z,(s+t) = x,(s) or x,(s +t) = x,(t), and there is a set
Z € X x V such that for any (s,t) € Z the decision is the same. We claim that this
decision can only be for the s-parts and hence {x,(s+t) : s+t € X} = {z,(s) :
s+te€ X} € Ri_1,. This is seen as follows: Since any s+t € X is an element of
Fing, we have

(6.10) {Zpp1(s+1t) : s+te Xn{ay(s+t) : s+te X} =0.

For X € X+V, the left-hand set on the left-hand side of Equation (GI0), i.e., the
set {xp(s+1t) : s+t € X}, is already in the ultrafilter Ry, ., by the analysis of the
coordinate k in Equation [6.9. Hence by Equation (G.10),

{zp—1(s+1t) : s+te X} € Riw

and so Z € X x V did not decide for the t-part. Since there must be a decision
on Z as to whether xp_1(s +t) = xp_1(s) or zx_1(s +1t) = x_1(t), we have
Tp—1(s +t) = xi_1(s) for s € Z and hence

{zp—1(s+t) 1 s+te X} € Rp—1,-

In the next step we verify Equation (€8] for v = k — 2 with the same technique,
shifted by —1 in the v-component, and proceed by downwards induction down to
v=1. (]

Lemma 6.23. (See [40 Lemma 2.23]) Let k > 2. Let 2 < j < k. Then
T: v(Fin;) — ~v(Fin;_1) is a continuous onto +-homomorphism.

So we use freely T(U+V) = TU)+T (V).

The following is a strengthening of [40, Lemma 2.24]. It is stated in more gen-
erality than we need for the proof of statement (1) at k so that we can use it also
for the proof of statement (3) at k.

Lemma 6.24. Let a € (Fing)“(R). Let Uy—1 be a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultra-
filter over Fing_1, such that TFU,_1(T[a]) € Uy—1 and min;(Ux—1) = Ri+timin,
t=1,...,k—1, and same for max and such that Ri min, R1,max are Ramsey ultra-
filters that are nnc ®(Ux—1). In addition we let S1, Sa be two ultrafilters that are
nnc ®(Uk_1) and nnc to Ri min, R1 max- [ Let b be a finite-to-one function. The

7 The Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U, _; is given by the by the induction hypothesis, (2)
at k — 1 with shifted indices in the ultrafilters.
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set
Sy, :={X € 48°°Y(Fing, R) : T(X) =Up_1A

(6.11) /n\TFUk(d) € XA
/\ GE; € 8;)(3X € X)(h[set(X)] Nh[E;] = 0)}

is a closed non-empty subset of v(Fing).

Proof. In case k = 1, just let Uy be the principal ultrafilter {f} with f(n) = 0 for
any n, and we leave out B from the requirements below. Let Uj_1 be given by the
induction hypothesis, be as in (2) at k—1 for R14i 4, ¢ =1,...k—1, x = min, max,
such that Ry, is nnc ®(Uy,_1) and such that TFU,_1(T[a]) € Up—1. Let h be a
finite-to-one function.

Let B € Uj—1, let for 1 < i < k sets X; € Rimin, Yi € Rimax be given. The
requirement
R(X1,..., Xk, Ye,..., Y1, B, h) says

(Fmin—unbg) (s € TEUL(a,)) (Vi = 1,..., k)
(min(s) € X; Amax(s) € Y; AT(s) € BA

/\ GE; € 8;)(hlset(s)] N h[Ei]) = 0).

7j=1,2

Again the requirements are closed under finite conjunctionSEhence it suffices that
any single requirement can be fulfilled.

We take b € Uy,_1 N B such that (vn)(Vi = 1,...,k — 1)(min;(b,) € Xs11 A
max;(b,) € Yiy1). Then look at where the sets X, Y; lie outside set(b). We take
Xll C Xy, Xll € Ri,min and Yll cY, Yll € Ri,max and ¢ EEC“ l;, ¢ € Ux_1 such
that X] , Y}, set(c) are pairwise disjoint. We can do this since R; , nnc ®(U). Let
ro € w be given. We take z9 € X1, 29 > 79, 7(0) > ro such that zo < supp(cr(o)

and we take yo € Y] that lies past ¢r0y and let 71 =y and such that
(Fd =d, ) € TFUk(&)(mlin(d) =20 AT (d) = ¢r0)) A micmx(d) =yp)-

Such at d exists since a € (Finy,)*(R). We choose the next triple (21, ¢,(1),y1) with
r1 in the place of rg, and so on. Since S, S are ultrafilters, S; NSy is not meager
and hence contains a set Fy = F» such that h[E;] that is disjoint from infinitely
many of the sets A[(7,,"m+1]], m € w. We choose such an m. Then s = d, ()
fulfils the requirement. Thus we showed that Sj is not empty.

Remark 6.25. The version with the starting set TFUy(a) and the extra ultrafilters
81, Sz will be used for the proof of (3) at k. For (1) at k, we can drop the S; and
replace TFUy(a) by the full Finy.

Now we are ready to resume the thread of Todorcevic’s proof of 40, Lemma
2.24].

8Note that h is fixed. In order to look at all h simultaneously, it is best to work with two
finite-to-one functions hi, he. For any finitely many finite-to-one functions k7, j < J, there are
two finite-to-one functions h1, hs such that for any n € w, for any j < J, (R7)"1[{n}] C h;l[{n}}
or C h;l[{n}} Such a compactness argument is not used here.
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Definition 6.26. For U,V € J;_, 7(Fin;), we let V < U if U+V = V+U =V =
V+V. So V is idempotent and V is stronger and richer than U.

The relation < is a preorder on U?:l ~(Finy).

Lemma 6.27. Let Uy be as in Lemma [6:2]] There is an idempotent ultrafilter
Yidem ¢ ~2ood(Ring R) such that U™ < Uy and TU™) = Uy_;.

Proof. We let Sy = {X € 48°°4(Fing, R) : T(X) = Up_1}. By Lemma 624
Sy, # 0. By LemmaB22 the set {X+Uy,_1 : X € S}.} is a subset of v8°°d(Finy,, R).
The set {X+Ui—1 : X € Si} is a non-empty closed subsemigroup, since the sum
V+Uj—1+W+Uy—1 belongs to Si+Uj—1. This is seen as follows: We have

TOV+U—14+W) = U1 + TU—1 + Uy—1 = Up—1,

where the latter equation holds by induction hypothesis. Then we pick an idem-
potent ultrafilter W € Sp+Up_1, say W = V+Uj_, with V € Sj. Let Yidem =
Up_1+V+U—1. Then TU™ = U, and U™ = U_,+WV, being a sum of
idempotent ultrafilters, is idempotent.

Moreover U™ 414y, 1 = Uj_ 1 +U°™ = f19°™ so Yf'9°™ < Uf,_,. By Lemmal[G.22
(and a relative thereof for additions from the righthand-side) we have y/'de™ ¢
78°°d(Fing, R). O

Here is the penultimate step of the proof of statement (1) of Theorem We
pick an idempotent ultrafilter 14°™ as in the previous lemma. Let P be a piece
of the given partition of Fin;, such that P € /%™, Now by induction on n we
build a tree T'r of finite increasing sequences xg, x1, . . ., of elements of Fing and
branching sets Ag 2 A1 4 2 -+ 2 Anag,..z_1 € Ui with the following properties
for any n € w,

(a) AQ =P.

(b) Zn € Anwowran, and TEO[A, o0 0] = AL for 1 <0<k
SO An;$0;~~~7w7171 = 5,10,...,17171'

(¢) U™ z)(T®*=)(z,) + T*9)(z) € Agi’;{”in,l) for 1 <4,j <k.

(d) The tree Tr has branching sets in 4™ i.e. given (zo,...,z,) € Tr for any
n, the set of immediate tree successors of (zg, ..., z,) fulfils:

{Zn41 :Tp41 could serve in the tree T'r

(6.12)

as a prolongation of (xq,...,Tn)} = Apnt1.50,...0, € Yidem

As shown in the proof of [40, Theorem 2.22], any branch & of the tree Tr has

TFUg(z) € P. We show that there is a branch ¢ of T'r such that ¢ € (Fing)“(R).
We let Ag = Ag and or n € w we let

An+1 = ﬂ{AmjLLID ,,,,, e, :m<n, (zo,...,Tm) €T,

(6.13)
max(supp(x,,)) < n+ 1}.

Then A,, € U'9°™ and they are C-descending.

Now we come to the last step.
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Final Claim -
There is a branch ¢ through the Grigorieff tree T'r such that ¢ € (Fing)“(R). §

Proof. We recall another lemma.

Lemma 6.28. If Up_1 is a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter over Fing_1 with
projections and

(Vi€ {1,....k—1}) (& Up-1) = Rit1.2)

and Rimin, Rimax are given and both are nnc to ®(Uy—1) and V € Sp+Uk_1,
% S Z/{kfl, then (minl, T,maxl)(V) = Rl,min X L{k,l X Rl,max-

Proof. No other order is possible. Since V =V +U;_1 = Ur—1 +V, we have X € V
iff{s:t:s+teXtelUp 1} eVand X ecViff{s:t:s+te X} eV}e
Uy,—1. However, since Uy is a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter, by Lemma
the high values of s € X € Uj_1 are always in the middle. So only the order
Ri,min X Ur—1 X Ri,max in the triple projection is possible. [l

Now we return to the proof of the final claim. From A,, n € w, as given in
Equation ([€I3]) we define three families of sets:

B, = {mlln(s) cse Ay},
(6.14) Cpn:={T(s) : s€ A, A mlin(s) € B,},

D, = {mfmx(s) cs€ A, A mlin(s) € B, NT(s) € Cp}.

Since A, € U™ € ~2°d(Fin,, R), we have B, € Rimin, Cn € Up_1, Dy €
Rl,max-
We prove a relative of Blass’ Lemma [6.10 for triples:

Lemma 6.29. Fix k > 1. If k = 1, then there is no Gowers—Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter Uy—1, we replace Ux—1 by the filter {0}, where 0 is a “block” with empty
support. Suppose we are given

(1) A Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U over Fing_1 with projections Riy1.5 :
1<i<k-—1).

(2) Rz, Ramsey and nnc ®(Uy_1), x = min, max, and elements X1 € Ry, and
Yl S Rl,max;

(3) a descending sequence A, as in Equation E13) of subsets of an idempotent ul-

trafilter U™ < Uy 1, T(UN™) = Uy,_1 and U™ € v8°°(Finy,, R) contains
P.
(4) By, Cy, D, are defined from (A, : n < w) as in Equation ([G.14).
Then there is some TFU(b) € Uy_1 and there is X € Rimins ¥ € Rimax with
the following properties

(a) the blocks of X, range(b) and Y lie as follows

To<by<yo<a1<by <y <...

9We remark that in the case of ideals (or coideals) over w, Grigorieff [23] Section 1] worked
with similar trees.
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(b) the following three conditions on diagonal lower bounds hold
(Vn) (xn € By, ,),
(Vn) (by, € Cy,),
(VTL) (yn € Dmax(supp(bn)))'

Proof. First step:
We take on each of the three parts diagonal lower bounds. We take X5 € R1 min
such that

Vr,y € Xos(y <z — x € By).

We take Yo.5 € Ri,max such that
Vo,y € Yos(y < — x € Dy).
We take by € Uj_1 such that
Vn < m(bo.5,m € Crax(supp(bl)))-

Then we take X1 C Xo5, Y1 C Yo, b1 T bos, X1 € Rimin, Y1 € Rimax,
by € Uyx_1 such that X;, X, and set(l_)l) are pairwise disjoint. Since Rq min and
R1,max are nnc and both are nnc to ®(Uy_1), there are such strengthenings. The
diagonal conditions hold also for X7, l_)l, Y;.

Second step:

We start working towards the triple alternation pattern in clause (a). We take
X2 C X1, X2 € Rimin, b15 € U—1, bis TF™ by, Y15 € Rimax, Y1.5 C Y1, such
that

(6.15) (Vo < 2’ € X3)(3n)(3y € Yi5)(z < supp(bis,) <y < z').

Since Rq min is a Q-point and nnc @ (Uy_1) and nnc to Ry min, we find such a sparse
set Xo and Y715 and by 5.
We take by C1°% by 5, by € Up—1, such that

(6.16) (Vn <m)(3x € X2)(Fy € Y1.5)(supp(ba,n) <y <z < supp(ba.m).

Such a by can be found via the Taylor-colouring law of [TFUk,l(l_)l_5)]2< that sends
s < t to 1 if there are the desired elements of X9 and of Y7 5 between s and ¢t and to 0
otherwise. We find b E;fe“ 131,5, TFU, 4 (52) € Uy, _1 such that the monochromatic
colour is 1.

We take Ya C Y75, Yo € Ri max, such that

(Vy <y’ € Y2)(Fn)(Fr € Xo)(y < x < supp(b,n) < y').

Third step:

We fill up a tiny bit: If between two adjacent blocks of by there is only an element
of X5 but no larger element of Y5, we add such a point from Y7 5 to Yo and thus
get, when doing this for all situations a set Y3 such that Y5 C Y3 C Y;5. By
Equation (G.I6]) there are such elements of Y7 5 such that the alternating pattern is
established.

If between two adjacent points of Xs there is only an element of Y7 5 but no
element of Y5 or if there is only an element of by.5 but no element of by, we add,
if applicable, such a point from Y; to Y3 and thus get, when doing this for all
situations a set Y; such that Y3 C Y; C Y75, and we add, if applicable, such a
block from range(b; 5) to by and thus get, when doing this for all situations a set
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bs such that by et b3 et bis, by € Up_1. By Equation (GI5) such a filling up
is possible.

We let Xy = Xo, by = bs. Thus we have an alternating chain of enumerating
X4Urange(l;4)UY4 aswog < bg<yo<w <....

Fourth step:

We “attack the possible exceptions” to the diagonalisation requirements in clause
(b).

Exceptions for x: Suppose that in the common increasing enumeration of X, U
range(by) U Yy there is an element 2 € X, such that for no 2’ € X5, y < 2’/ <
x < bsr. We map the last bs-block before z to z by a finite-to-one function that
sends the whole interval [min(by,,,), z] to min(by ). We do this for all such z. We
define f arbitrarily on the other points so that it will be a finite-to-one function.
Then we use that R1 min, R1,max nnc ®(Uy,—1) and take bs Cfetr ba, bs € Uy,_1 and
X5 C Xy, X5 € Rimin and Y5 C Yy, Yy € Ry max such that A[Y5] N h[set(bs)] = 0,
h[X5] N hlset(bs)] = 0. Then for the common enumeration of X5, b5 and Ys we
have: Any = € X5 that is preceded by an element of Y5 or one of b5 is shielded by
an 2’ € X; from them and hence fulfils the condition that corresponds to the first
equation in (b) for X5, bs, Y5. However clause (a) is already ruined.

Exceptions for bsj: Suppose that in the common increasing enumeration of
X5 Urange(bs) U Ys there is an element bs.i € range(bs) such that for no ¥’ € by
we have for the largest € X5 preceding bs i, y < © < b’ < bs . (There might be
more z’s in the pattern, since in the first manipulation of the foruth step we may
have destroyed the alternating pattern. It is only important to do the procedure
with a smaller y.) We take a finite-to-one function that sends the whole interval
[y, max(bs, k)] to min(by r—1). We do this for all such bs ;. We define f arbitrarily on
the other points so that it will be a finite-to-one function. Then we use that R min,
Rl,max nnc (I)(Z/{kfl) and take Z_)G EECU Z_)G, Z_)G € Up_1 and Xg C X5, Xg € Rl,min
and Y5 C Y5, Y5 € Ry max such that h[Y] N hfset(bs)] = 0, h[Xs] N hset(bs)] = 0.

Exceptions for y: Suppose that in the common increasing enumeration of X¢g U
range(bg) U Yg there is an element y € Y5 such for no ¢’ € Y7 we have that for the
latest block bg,,, before y the constellation z < bg,, < v < y < &/, z,2' € Xg.
Again the remark in parantheses applies. We map the last interval [z,y] before y
to x by a finite-to-one function. We do this for all such y. We define f arbitrarily
on the other points so that it will be a finite-to-one function. Since Ri min, R1,max
are nnc ®(Uy_1) there are by Qgc“ bg, by € Up_1 and X7 C X, X7 € R1,min and
Y7 C Ys, Y7 € Rimax such that h[Y7] N hfset(br)] = 0, h[X7] N hlset(br)] = 0.

By the thinning out in the fourth step we ensured that X7, Y7, by respect clause
(b) in the following form:

(Ve e X7)(Vy € Y7)(y <z — x € By)
(6.17) (Vb € range(by))(Vz € X7)(x < supp(b) — b € C)
(Vy € Y7)(Vb € range(l_77))(supp(b) <y—yc Dmax(supp(b)))-

However, clause (a) is ruined. Note that the diagonal laws from Equation [6.17 are
preserved under further thinning out.

Fifth step:
We restore the triple alternation pattern again. We repeat the steps two and three,

and thus get Xs C X7, Ys C Y7, bs C1° by that respect (a) and (b). O
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We conclude the proof of part (1) of Theorem GI% Let X, b, Y be as in
Lemma [629] By Equation (G.I4]), for each n, there is

Cn € Amax(supp(cwl)) s.t. (mlin(cn) =2, ANT(cn) = by A Inlax(cn) = Yn).

By the definition of the A, we have TFU(¢) C P. Since
bely_, € 'ngOd(Fink,l, (Ritiz + 1 <i<k—1,=min, max)),
{mlin(cn) :n<w}=X € Rimins
{mfmx(cn) :n<w}=Y € Rimax, and
@ (Uy—1) is nnc R1 min, R1,maxs

we have ¢ € (Fing)?(R). So ¢ is branch of the Grigorieff tree with the desired
properties. Thus Theorem [6.15 part (1) is proved.

We prove part (2). Again we encounter the phenomenon (as in the proof of the
Hindman colouring in the M(If)-extension in Lemma B.IT) that we almost proved

the existence of diagonal lower bounds already during the proof of the colouring
theorem.

Lemma 6.30.
(1) a CFet_descending sequence an, n € w, @, € (Fing)*(R),

(2)
B, = {mlin(s) : s € TFU(a,)}

(6.18) C,, :={T(s) : s€ TFU(an) A mlin(s) € B,}
D, = {mfxx(s) : s € TFU(a,) A mlin(s) € B, ANT(s) € Cn}

Then there is some b £, T(ay,), b € (Fing_1)“(Ritiz : 1<i<k—1,az=
min,maxl) and there is X € Ri min, ¥ € Ri,max with the following properties the
blocks of b and X and Y lie as follows

o <by<yp<zT1<b <y <...
and the following three conditions on diagonal lower bounds hold
(6.19) (Vn) (.’L‘n (S Byn71 Ab, € Cmn Nyn € Dmax(supp(bn)))

Proof. This is proved as in Lemma[6.29] In the first step, we take separate diagonal
lower bounds, call them as there. For the middle part by € (Fing)* ((Ri4ie : 1 <
i < k— 1,z = min,max)) we choose by (3) at k — 1 a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor
ultrafilter Uy,—1 € v2°°4(Fing_1(Riyix : 1 <4 < k— 1,7 = min, max)) such that
®(Ui—1) is nnc Ry, and such that TFUk_l(i)l) € Ur_1. Then we can go on as in
the proof of Lemma O

Equation B9 yields a diagonal bound ¢ € (Fing)“(R) of @y, n € w. This finishes
the proof of statement (2) at k.

Now we turn to (3) at k:

Let &; and Sz be two new ultrafilters, nnc to any of the (R, : i =1,...,k,x =
min, max). Using CH, we enumerate via (X, ho : a < wq) any subset X, of Fing
and any finite-to-one function h,, such that each pair appears cofinally often in the

enumeration. By induction on o < wy we choose a, € (Fing)¥(R) such that
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(1) @q41 decides X, and
(2) fori=1,2,3E; € S, halset(an+1)] NhalE;] = 0.
(3) (V8 < a)(ag 5" da).

Then we let U be generated by {TFU(aq : o < wn}.

Given ag, < a, we first take a Er,fc“’*—lower bound a, of them as guaranteed
by (2) at k. We let h = h, By induction hypothesis there is a Gowers—Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilter Uy, avoiding S; and containing TFUy_1(7T'[¢4]). In step 0, just
drop all clauses about a,. Then we build Sy in Lemma [6:24] (this time in the form
with the R, and the S; and the starting set TFUy(a), note that this lemma uses
only (3) at k — 1), i.e., the requirement pertains to h,, and TFUy(a) such that for
any X € X € S, (3E; € Si)i—12(h[set[X]] N A[E;] = 0) and TFUk(a,) € Udem.
We use, that h-avoiding S; is preserved by + to find an idempotent ultrafilter
U <y g U™ € Sy 4+ Uy such that TFU(a@,) € U™ and U9°™ b avoids
S;. Then we take Y, to be X,, if X, € U™ or Y = Finy, \ X, otherwise. Now
we build all the Grigorieff tree with A, eyidem and A,, C TFUg(aq). A branch of
it is taken as aq41. Then TFUy(an4+1) C Y.

Thus we finish the proof of part (3) at k of Theorem [6.15 O

Question 6.31. We do not know a proof in the Baumgartner [3] style. The anal-
ogous question for Gowers’ Finy, theorem is asked in [40].

Now we show that under CH or under MA or after forcing with the pure part of
GM(R) there is a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter.

Corollary 6.32. Let k, R be as in Def. 6.8 The family (Fing)*(R) is Gowers-
adequate.

Corollary 6.33. Let k, R be as in Def. [6.8. Under CH or under MA (o-centred)
there is an Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter.

Proof. We perform a E;fe“’*—downward construction of length ¢ with lower bound

in the limit steps that are either given by CH or provided by MA(o-centred). In
the successor we use Theorem [6.15] to decide whether the next subset of Finy is in
or out with the aid of Theorem O

Definition 6.34. Let £ > 2 and let 1 < i < k. Let U be an ultrafilter over Fing.
We let

Poi(U) ={{s"[{i+1,....k}] : s€ X} : X €U},
and call ®>,11(U) the core strictly above i.

The following generalises [9, Theorem 38] and shows that in any Gowers—Milliken—
Taylor ultrafilter over Fing the 2k pairwise nnc Ramsey projections can be found.
The additional information on the higher cores can be seen as a justification of the
inductive procedure in the proof

Theorem 6.35. For any Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U over Finy the fol-
lowing holds:

(1) For each 1 < i < k, Rimin and Rimax are nnc and for i < k, R;min and
Rimax are nnc P>y (U).

(2) The projections miny (U), ..., ming(U), maxy(U), ..., max;(U) are pairwise
non-nearly coherent Ramsey ultrafilters over w.
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(8) All cores ®;(U) are nearly coherent.

Proof. In [T, Proposition 3.9] it is shown that all minima and all maxima are Ramsey
ultrafilters. It remains to show that they are pairwise non-nearly coherent.

We prove (1). In the first step we consider the case of min;(U), max; (). Almost
verbatim as in [0, Section 6] it is shown that for any j € {1, ..., k}, the two Ramsey
ultrafilters min;(¢) and max;(U) are not nearly coherent. The reasoning uses only
the closure of TFUy(b) under + from Def. 51(7) and does not refer to the Tetris
function.

We show that for any 1 < i << k, min;(U) and ®>;41(U) are not nearly coherent.
The crucial step is the Tetris step that does not exist for the Hindman space. For
a contradiction, we assume that f is finite-to-one and f(min;(U)) 2D f(P>iy1(U)).
W.lo.g. we assume that f is non-decreasing and surjective. We let I,, = f~1[{n}].
We colour Finy, as follows. Let c(s) = 0 if the k such that min(s~1[{i}]) € I is
equal to the k" such that s=[{i + 1,...k}] meets I}s; and 1 otherwise. We choose
a c-monochromatic TFUy(a) € U. We show that the colour is 1. For any r < ¢,
r,t € range(a) whose supports do not meet the same I-interval we have for any
j >i+1 that j & range(T*~9(r)) but i € range(T*~"(r)) and hence

o(THFD (1) ) = 1.

However, by the assumed near coherence there are infinitely many n such that

I, N {min(a'[{i}]) : m € w}n (U{a;l[{i +1,...,k}] : L ew}) #A0.
We take n, m, ¢ such that

min(ay, [{i}]) € In.a; [{}] N I # 0.

Then in case m < ¢ we have c(a,, + a¢) = 0 and in case m = ¢ we have ¢(a,,) = 0.
Contradiction.

Similarly one shows the statement about R; max.

(2): Statement (1) implies (2), since for j > 4, min; (i), max; () DO P>;y1(U).

(3) Now we consider the cores. We let a € (Fing)® such that TFUg(a) € U.
Then there is some finite-to-one h such that

(V) (hlay  [{1})] = - = hlag ' [{k}))-

Any set in U is of the form TFU(b) for some b compatible with a, we can assume
b CFe . Then by the definition of the condensation order, in each block of b there
must be one block of a that does not drop by the Tetris function. Hence

(vn)(¥i = 1,..., k) (hlby " [{i}] N Alby ' [{5}] # 0).
Thus ®;(U) and @, (U) are nearly coherent non-meagre filters. O

7. LOCALISED GOWERS—MATET FORCING

Now we harvest a fruit from the Ramsey theoretic work: a new family of forcing
orders that allows us to arrange the number of near-coherence classes. Since we
use generalised condensations by including the Tetris operation, we call the new
forcing Gowers—-Matet forcing.
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Definition 7.1. Let £ > 1. Conditions in Gowers—Matet forcing, GMy, are pairs
(s,a) such that s € Finy and a € (Fing)“ and supp(s) < supp(ag). Let p = (s,a) €
GM. The component s is called the trunk of p and the component a is called the

pure part of p. -
The forcing order is (¢,b) < (s,a) (recall the stronger condition is the smaller

one) if the following holds:
(a) s =t or there are n, ip < -+ < iy, € w, and j, € {0,...,k — 1} for r <n with
at least one j, = 0 such that ¢ is a sum of the form

t=s-+ T(j“)(aio) R T(j")(ain)-

(b) bCFetr @ (see Def. BII(6)).

In the case of s =t we call (t,b) a pure extension of (s,a) = p.

Definition 7.2. Given a Gowers-Matet-adequate family H C (Fing)“, the notion
of forcing GMy,(H) consists of all pairs (s, a) such that a € H. The forcing order is
the same as in the Gowers—Matet forcing.

Definition 7.3. For H = (Fing)“(R) from the previous section we let GMj(R) =
GM(H).

Thanks to Theorem [6.15] we have:

Lemma 7.4. GM(R) has the pure decision property, i.e., for any ¢ € L(€),
(s,a) € GM(R) there is (s,b) <o (s,a) such that ((s,b) IF ¢ V (s,b) IF —).

Lemma 7.5. The forcing poset (GMy(R), <, (<n)n<w)) fulfils Aziom A and hence
1S proper.

Proof. A derivation of Axiom A for the relations (<,), from the pure decision
property for tree forcings can be found, e.g., in [2] Section 7.1]. Properness alone
can also be proved as in [I1] 2.3, 2.4, 2.5]. The latter proof uses the existence of
lower bounds, i.e., statement (2) of Theorem [6.15], but not the pure decision prop-
erty. O

Definition 7.6. Let H be a subset of (Finy)~.
(1) The GMj(H)-generic function from w to k + 1 is

w= s | (max(supp(s)) + 1) : (F2)((5.3) € G)}.
(2) Again the generic i-fibres for i = 1,..., k are written as
pi = pH{a}].
(3) Any Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter ¢ avoids & iff ®(U) Lgrp £.

Now we investigate the number of near-coherence classes in models our our new
forcing.

Definition 7.7. Let X € [w]¥. We let fx(n) = |X Nnl.

We start with a density argument for evaluating our forcings.
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Theorem 7.8. Assume CH. Let R be as in Def [68. Let h: w — w be a finite-
to-one function. Let £ and W be ultrafilters over w such that W, € ?rp Ri for
i=1,...,k, x = min,max. Then

GM(R) IFGMk(R)fsupp(u)(W) = fsupp(u) ().

Proof. Suppose for some E € & W € W, some (s,a) € GM(R), (s,a) IF
Jsupp() (W] N foupp(y [E] N [n,w) = 0. By Theorem BI5I(3), there is a Gowers—
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter U, such that TFUy(a) € U and such that ®(Uy) avoids
E,W.

So there is a b C}°" @ such that TFU(b) € Uy, and such that there are infinitely
many elements of E outside set(b) and infinitely many elements of W outside set ().
Since TFU(b) € Uy, Lemma implies that b € (Fing)“(R). We take some
e € (E ~ set(b)) such that e > max{n, max(supp(s))}. and some w € W ~ set(b)
such that w > max{n, max(supp(s))}. Then we can lengthen s by taking ¢t > s
such that
min(supp(t)) > w,e and (s + t,b) <emy(Rr) (8,a). Then (s + £,0) IF faupp(u (€) =
Jsupp(u)(w). Contradiction. O

Theorem 7.9. (Adaption of [I7, Theorem 4]) Let k > 1 and R be as above and
assume that £ is a P-point with € 2 rB Ri min, Rjmax for any i S {1,...,k}. Then

E continues to generate an ultrafilter after we force with GM(R).

Proof. By Theorem [GI5(2) the conditions (s,a) such that there is a Gowers—
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter ®(Uy,) is nnc to & (which means ®(Uy) Zrmrp €) and
such that @ € Uy, are dense in GM,(R. Since GMy,(R) has the pure decision prop-
erty we can carry out the proof literally as in [I7, Lemma 2.3 — Lemma 2.10]. O

Now we are concerned with the second iterand. The following follows from an
easy density argument.

Lemma 7.10. For any i € {1,...,k}, © = min, max, we have

GMi(R) IF Ri» U{p} is a filter subbase.

Now we come to the k-dimensional version of Theorem [3.25] It is crucial that the
Ramsey ultrafilter R; ,, is not diagonalised. Otherwise we would add a dominating
real. For each 1 <7 < k the two Ramsey ultrafilters Rumin,; and Rumax,; are destroyed
by the i-fiber pu;.

Theorem 7.11. Let k, R be as in Def. 68
GMy(R) IF(Vi € {1,...,k},z € {min, max})
(7.1) (il((Rix U{pi}))" is a happy family
that is nowhere almost a filter).

and hence by Mathias’ [30, Prop. 011] combined with [5, proof of Theorem 14],
GMy(R) |F(EI<R§)X; =1, kx= min,max})((V(i,x))(Rff‘; D (RixzU{mi})A

’Rf’;t is a Ramsey ultrafilter that is nnc to 8)

and the extensions are pairwise nnc).



46 HEIKE MILDENBERGER

Proof. Theorem allows us to transfer the proof of Theorem B:25 to GM,(R).

Lz1m

We rework Section ] the iteration theory for limit steps, for iterands of the form
GM, (7@) We fix k and R = Ry as in Def. We define by induction on o < wo a
countable support iteration (in the sense of [37, Def. III, 3.1]) P, = (P, GM(R,) :
B < a,v < «) such that for any 8 < «, )

Py Ik (V(i, 2)) (Riws 2 (J{Riey Uiy} = v < B}
(72) A Rizp is a Ramsey ultrafilter that is nnc to £)
and the R; ;3,1 =1,...,k, £ = min, max, are pairwise nnc.

We use for names the same letters as for the corresponding evaluated names.

Here Pg.; forces that ug is the GMy(Rg)-generic real, and ug,; denotes its i-
fibre according to Definition [E8(8). In Theorem [ZI1] we proved that there are
extensions in the successor steps. This guarantees the existence of ﬁﬁﬂ with the
desired properties.

Now we consider limit steps «. If c¢f(a) > w, we can just take Py IF Rjz0 =
U'v <a Riz~ and the inductive hypotheses will be carried on, since in proper forcing
every real appears at a step of at most countable cofinality, with the only exception
that for a = Ny the CH gets lost. So we concentrate on the hard case, cf(a) = w.

P, IF (HR_Q)(/\ Riga 2 J{Riws U{psi}) : B<al

7.3 . . o
(7.3) and the R; 4,4, ¢ =1,...,k, © = min, max, are pairwise nnc

Ramsey ultrafilters that are nnc to £ ),

will follow from the CH, a routine enumeration according to [30, Prop. 011] and [5]
proof of Theorem 14] the following theorem:

Theorem 7.12. Suppose CH, a < we, cf(a) = w, and that Pg,?@g are as in
Equation ((2) and P, is the countable support limit of (Pg, GM(Rg) : 8 < «).
In VT for any i,x, the set of positive sets

(U Riwry U{pri) "

<«

forms a happy family that is nowhere almost a filter.

As in the proofs of ThfzoremIZ:ﬂwe introduce an increasing sequence (R, (7%<v) :
v < a) of relations Ry (R<s) in VFe such that a property called

(7.4) “P, is Ro(R<q)-preserving”

is carried in addition to the property (Z2) and properness in the inductive choice
of the iteration.

We define a relation R,(R<,) and are concerned with statements of the form
(Yf)(39)(fRa(R<a)g) for a Borel relation R,(R<s) on the Baire space in VFa,
Here the argument R, indicates the invoked parameters from the ground model:
Ramsey ultrafilters in the stage 0 and names for Ramsey ultrafilters in any later
stage.

We do not write tildes below the R, (R<4)’s, although these relations are names.
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Definition 7.13. By induction on a < ws we define the following relations.

(1) Let P, = (P3,GMy(R,) : B < a,7 < a) be defined with (TZ). Let i €
{1,...,k}, z € {min, max}. We say that a P,-name ¢ for an element of [w]*
is a-(i, z)-positive if 11kp, g € (U{AL(Rizy U{tyi}) + v <a})t.

(2) Let Po = (Ps,GME(R,) : B < a,7 < a) be defined with (T2). We say
fR&(R<a)g if the following holds in VFa:

(a) f=(A,h, (i),

(b) A= (A : ¢ € w)is a C-descending sequence of a-(i, x)-positive members
of [},
(¢) h is finite-to-one,
(d) for j = 0,1 there are ¢/ € [w]*, with the following properties:
(i) g=9"Ug",
(ii) ¢’ is an a-(i,x)-positive diagonal lower bound of A and
(iif) R[g°) Nhlg'] = 0.
Definition 7.14. We say P, is Ry (R <4 )-preserving if P, is proper and
P I (Vf € dom(Ra(R<a)))(39)(fRa(R<a)9)-
Lemma 7.15. We assume CH, a < wz and cf(a) = w. If Py = (Ps, GM(R,) :
B <a,y<a)is Ro(Rcn) preserving then
Py IF({BURs 28 U {pip}) = B <o)t
is a happy family that is nowhere almost a filter).
Proof. This follows from Definition [Z.14] O

As mentioned a routine enumeration gives:

Corollary 7.16. If P, I- CH and P, is Ro(R<a)-preserving then Equation (T3)
holds.

We carry the preservation property upwards by induction.

Lemma 7.17. Assume CH, a < wa, cf(a) = w. Let Py be the countable support
limit of Pg, 5 < . If for B < a such that cf(8) < w1, Pg is Rg(R<p)-preserving

and for any p < «, (L2) holds then Py is Ro(R<q) preserving.

Proof. As in Lemma

This finishes the proof of Theorem

Finally we answer Banakh’s and Blass’ question on the finite part near-coherence
spectrum:

Theorem 7.18. Assume CH and let k > 1. Then there is a countable support
iteration of proper iterands P = (P, GMMR};) 0 B < wo,a < wa) such that in the
extension there exactly 2k + 1 near-coherence classes of ultrafilters. Namely, one
class is represented by a P-point of character wy and 2k classes represented by the
names Ramsey ultrafilters R; 4 w,, 1 = 1,...,k, £ = min, max.

Proof. We start with a ground model V that fulfils CH. By CH there are a P-point £
and a {1, ..., k}x{min, max}-sequence of Ramsey ultrafilters R, such that any two
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of them are nnc. A countable support iteration (Pg, GMy(R,) : 8 < w2,y < wa)
of proper forcings with (2] at any stage 8 forces: There are at least the near-
coherence classes of £, R z.w,, ¢ = 1,...,k, = min, max.

Why are there no other near-coherence classes in V¥«2? For a contradiction, we
suppose that W is a non-principal ultrafilter in V]G] for some Py,,-generic filter G
and W is nnc to any R pw,, ¢ = 1,...,k, x = min, max and nnc to €. Then by [11]
Lemma 5.10] there are a p € P, NG, say p € Py, for an oy € wy (by [1I, Lemma
5.6]), and an wy-club C' C [ag, w2) such that for each o« € CU{w2}, WNV[GNP,]
has a P,-name (for which we again write W N V|G NP,]) and

plFp, WN V]G NP,] is an ultrafilter that is nnc to R; ;o and nnc to €.

We fix @ = min(C).
By Theorem [.8 and Theorem we have for any a € C|

Py foupp(ua) W N VIGNPL]) = foupp(ua)(€) A E generates an ultrafilter.

Since

plFe,, Wis a filter and W 2 WN V|G NP, ],
we have p “_sz fsupp(#a)(W) = fsupp(#a)(g). |:|

Theorem 7.19. Under CH there is an iteration (Pg,Qqn : § < wa, a0 < wa) that
forces exactly 2k near-coherence classes.

Proof. We fix a O(ng)—sequence (Do : «a € S§f> in the ground model or add
one by a preliminary forcing that preserves CH. At iterand Qo = GM;((Riz,0 :
i =1,...,k,x = min,max)), cf(a) = w;y, we work with only one top ultrafilter
Ri,min,a that extends the ultrafilters Ry min,g, 8 < a. The other top ultrafilter
Rk max,o is varied according to a O(ng) sequence, namely to be some Ramsey
ultrafilter that is (forced to be) nnc to D, that is handed down by the diamond, if
the diamond hands down a name of an ultrafilter D, that is forced to be nnc to £
and nnc to any of the R; ; o, ¢ =1,...,k — 1, z = min, max or (i,z) = (k,min)
According to Theorem in stage VFPet+1 we have that D, is nearly coherent to
E. If W € VFes extends D,, then in the final model W is nearly coherent to
& via f,,. At stages a of uncountable cofinality and below conditions where the
diamond does not hand down an ultrafilter that is nnc to £ and nnc to any of the

Rizast=1,...,k—1, z =min, max or (¢,z) = (k, min), or at stages of countable
cofinality or successor stages we choose for Ry max,o any Ramsey ultrafilter that
is nnc to any of the R; 40, ¢ = 1,...,k — 1, £ = min, max or (i,2) = (k, min)

and nnc to £. Since for any P,,-name 7 for an ultrafilter, there are stationarily
many o € S’gf such that 7 N Ve = D, any ultrafilter W in P,,, extension is
nearly coherent to £ or nearly coherent to some of the R;w,, ¢ = 1,...,k =1,
2 = min, max or (i,x) = (k, min). O

Corollary 7.20. For any n € w, the statement “there are exactly n + 1 near-
coherence classes of ultrafilters” is consistent relative to ZFC.

10Details about book-keeping functions that are defined from diamond sequences can for ex-
ample be found in [3I] Section 2].
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For n = 1 we can take the Matet model without any localisation [8] or the Miller
model [I2] or the Blass—Shelah model [11].

The following two propositions give more information on the decompositions of
the iterands.

Proposition 7.21. Fiz k, R as Definition B3 We let Qpure = (Fin% (R), £,.°"%)
and we let U = {(a,a) : a € Qpure}. Then the following holds:

(1) Qpure s w-closed.

(2) GMy(R) is densely embedded into Qpure ¥ GMy(U).

(3) Qpure forces that U is a Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter with min;(Y) =
Rimin and max;(U) = Rimax fori=1,... k.

(4) Qpure forces that ®(U) (P is defined in Def. [5.8(3)) is nnc to any filter from

the ground model that is nnc R 5. @ =1,...,k, £ = min, max.

Proof. (1) The forcing order Qpure is w-closed by (2) of Theorem [6.101

(2) We map (s,a) € GM(R) to (@, (s,a)). This is a dense embedding. Details
can be found in [I7, Proposition 3.2].

(3) By Theorem [6.I5 and density arguments, the first forcing, Qpure, forces that
is generic filter is an Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter. Since Qpure does not add
reals, only colourings and descending w-sequences from the ground model have to
be considered.

Statement (4) follows from Theorem [T.8] applied to Qpure- O

Remark 7.22. We sketch an alternative way to force at least 2k + 1 nameable
near-cohernce classes: Force with an iteration of iterands GMy (U, ), Us a Gowers—
Milliken—Taylor ultrafilter in VP without localisation to R. In the successor steps
one needs to prove the analogon to Theorem about completing the destroyed
Gowers—Milliken-Taylor ultrafilter U,, in a non-localised form. So here for the
existence of Uy 1 2 U, we need Gower’s theorem in a computation about names.
We expect that this can be done similarly to the proofs in Section However,
there is no way to prevent that more nnc Ramsey ultrafilters than the projections
are created in the iteration, since the iteration could just be the Fing-shadow of an
iteration with Gowers—Milliken—Taylor ultrafilters over Fing1.
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