UNIFORM UPPER ESTIMATES AND THE
REPEATED AVERAGES HIERARCHY

R.M. CAUSEY
ABSTRACT. We use the repeated averages hierarchy to prove a Ramsey theorem regarding uniform

upper estimates of convex block sequences of weakly null sequences. The base case of the theorem
recovers a result of Freeman.

1. INTRODUCTION

In [13],[14] Knaust and Odell proved the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let X be a Banach space.

in X has a subsequence C'-dominated by the canonical ¢y basis.

weakly null sequence in X has a subsequence C-dominated by the canonical ¢, basis.

In [I0], Freeman proved the fully general extension.

o

Suppose that every weakly null sequence in X has a subsequence dominated by (g,)>2 ;.

C-dominated by (gn)5> ;.
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(1) [13] If every normalized, weakly null sequence in X has a subsequence dominated by the canon-
ical ¢y basis, then there exists a constant C such that every normalized, weakly null sequence

(i) [14] For 1 < p < oo, if every normalized, weakly null sequence in X has a subsequence
dominated by the canonical £, basis, then there exists a constant C' such that every normalized,

Theorem 1.2. Let X be a Banach space and (g,)5>, a seminormalized Schauder basic sequence.

there exists a constant C' such that any weakly null sequence in Bx has a subsequence which is

The Mazur lemma states that a sequence in some Banach space is weakly null if and only if every
subsequence of the sequence has a norm null convex block sequence. A Banach space is said to

have the weak Banach-Saks property if each of its weakly null sequences has a subsequence whose

Cesaro means converge to zero in norm. Having the weak Banach-Saks property is equivalent to

the property that every weakly null sequence in the space has a norm null convex block sequence

such that for each convex combination, the convex coefficients are equal. Schreier [22] gave an

example of a Banach space lacking the weak Banach-Saks property, prompting the question of

quantifying the complexity of supports and coefficients required to witness weak nullity via the

Mazur lemma. In [2], Argyros, Mercourakis, and Tsarpalias solved this problem by introducing

the repeated averages hierarchy. The repeated averages hierarchy is an ordinal-indexed collection of

families of convex coefficients such that blockings with respect to the zero level simply corresponds to

taking subsequences, blockings with respect to the first level corresponds to Cesaro means, blockings
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with respect to the second level corresponds to Cesaro means of the Cesaro means, etc. In [2], the
authors defined the Banach-Saks index of a weakly null sequence, corresponding to the minimum
level of the hierarchy required to witness weak nullity via the Mazur lemma. Furthermore, they
showed that for any ordinal £ < wy, there is a weakly null sequence whose Banach-Saks index exceeds
&, aresult the £ = 1 case of which corresponds to Schreier’s example. Since the introduction of the
repeated averages hierarchy, a number of classical results, such as Rosenthal’s characterization [20]
of when a weakly null sequence admits a subsequence generating a spreading model isomorphic to
¢; and Elton’s theorem [9] on near unconditionality, have seen transfinite generalizations using the
repeated averages hierarchy. We recall that Elton’s theorem states that every normalized, weakly
null sequence has a nearly unconditional subsequence. We also recall that the subsequences of a
given sequence are simply the level zero blockings of that sequence with respect to the repeated
averages hierarchy. Argyros and Gasparis [I] proved an ordinal quantified verison of Elton’s theorem
such that the statement corresponding to the ordinal £ replaces the level zero blocking with the
level £ blocking.

The goal of this work is to provide such a treatment to Freeman’s theorem. Freeman’s theorem
has hypotheses and conclusions concerning sequences and their subsequences, which corresponds
to level zero blockings with respect to the repeated averages hierarchy. We wish to prove in full
generality the corresponding result for level ¢ blockings. The case & = 0 of Theorem recovers
the theorem of Freeman, as discussed in Section Bl Our proof avoids the intermediate use of C(K)
spaces which was present in the arguments of both [13] and [I0]. Furthermore, it provides ordinal-
quantified information not contained in those proofs. By this, we mean that if uniform estimates
fail, they must fail in a quantifiable way at a countable ordinal. Moreover, it turns out to be more
convenient to work in more generality than in the class of normalized, weakly null sequences. We
now discuss the general setting in which we will work.

For a Banach space X, z € X, and n € N, we let  ® e, denote the sequence whose n'* term is z,
and each other term is zero. We denote by the formal series >~ | x, ®e, the sequence (z1, z2,. .., ).
We let cgo(X) denote the span of {xr®e, : z € X,n € N} in £ (X). For a Banach space X, we say
a Banach space (R, r) with cpo(X) C R C lo(X) is a subsequential space on X provided that, with
Br={se R:r(s) <1},

(i) Br C Bo(x),
(ii) if ¢ € Bg, then every subsequence of ¢ is also in Bg.

Let us say a norm s on ¢oo(X) is bimonotone if

(i) forany z € X and n € N, s(z ® e,,) = ||z,
(ii) for ¢ = (2,)% € coo(X),

S(g) = SupS(an X en) = lgLIlS(ZIn & 6n)-
n=l| n=1

<m

In this case, we may define S to be the subspace of ¢, (X) consisting of those (7,)5; € loo(X)
such that

sups(Z T, & en) < 0.

m n=1
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We may then extend s to S by letting

s((xn)le) = s&p 8(27::1 Ty ® en>

for (z,)52, € S\ coo(X). We refer to S as the natural domain of s. When a bimonotone norm s on
coo(X) is given, we will let S denote the space constructed from s in this way. We note that (.5, s)
is a Banach space, and the inequality in (i7) remains valid for any ¢ € S.

We are now ready to state the £ = 0 case of our main theorem, which generalizes Theorem [[.2]

Theorem 1.3. Let X be a Banach space, (R,r) a subsequential space on X, and s a bimonotone
norm on coo(X) with natural domain S. The following are equivalent.

(1) Every member of R has a subsequence which is a member of S.

(2) For anys € R, there ezist a constant C' and a subsequence o of ¢ such that every subsequence
of o lies in C'Bg.

(8) There exists a constant C such that for every ¢ € Bg, there exists a subsequence o of ¢ such
that every subsequence of o lies in CBg.

We will also work in more generality than with the repeated averages hierarchy. Given an infinite
subset M of N, we let [M] denote the infinite subsets of M. In Section 6 we recall all required
definitions regarding £-homogeneous probability blocks. For the moment, let us simply recall the
property of a probability block (8, P) which connects it to convex block sequences. If P = (%3, P)
is a probability block, then B is a collection {Py;,, : M € [N],n € N} of finitely supported
probability measures on N such that for any sequence ¢ = (z,,)32, in the Banach space X and
for any M € [N], the sequence (D7 Py, (i)z;)2

° , is a convex block sequence of (x,,)nen, Where

Pps.n(i) is the measure Py, ({i}) of the singleton {i}. For convenience, we denote the convex block
sequence (352 Pagn(i)ai)ney of ¢ = (2,)52; by Efjs.

Theorem 1.4. Fix { < wy, let P = (P, P) be a £-homogeneous probability block. Let X be a Banach
space, (R,r) a subsequential space on X, and s a bimonotone norm on coo(X) with natural domain
S. The following are equivalent.

(1) For every s € R, there exists M € [N] such that for every N € [M], ER¢ € S.

(2) For every ¢ € R, there exist M € [N] and a constant C' such that for every N € [M],
EXs € CBs.

(3) There exists a constant C' such that for every ¢ € Bpg, there exists M € [N] such that for
every N € [M], Ef¢ € CBs.

(4) For every s € R and L € [N], there exists M € [L] such that for all N € [M], Efc e S.

(5) For every ¢ € R and L € [N]|, there exist M € [L] and a constant C' such that for all
N € [M], Ef¢ € OBs.

(6) There ezists a constant C' such that for every ¢ € Br and every L € [N], there exists M € [L]
such that for all N € [M], EXs € CBg.

Remark 1.5. Let I'(R, S, P) be the infimum of C' > 0 such that property (6) of Theorem [[.4]
holds, where I'(R, S, P) = oo if there is no such C. We will later show that if P = (B, P) and
Q = (9Q, Q) are any two {-homogeneous probability blocks, ['(R, S, P) = I'(R, S, Q). Therefore the
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six properties in Theorem [ 4l are properties of the ordinal £ which do not depend upon the particular
&-homogeneous probability block (3, P). Therefore we can unambiguously define I'(R, S, &) to be
['(R, S, P), where P = (3, P) is any &-homogeneous probability block. The importance of this
result is that in some instances, such as the proofs of |7, Corollary 4.9] and [5, Corollary 2.9], it is
more convenient to use a probability block which is constructed from two others in order to prove
results concerning convex block sequences of convex block sequences. Therefore having flexibility
in choosing probability blocks is beneficial.

We will also show that if v < £ < wy, ['(R, S,€§) < ['(R,S,v). That is, if the pair R, S satisfies
the six equivalent properties in Theorem [L.4] for some v-homogeneous probability block, then for
every v < £ < wq, the pair R, S satisfies the same six conditions, with at least as small a uniform
constant, for any £-homogeneous probability block.

Remark 1.6. Let us note that Theorem [[.3]is a special case, the £ = 0 case, of Theorem [[L4l Let
us discuss why Theorem [I.4] has six conditions, while Theorem has only three. We observe that
the last three conditions in Theorem [[4] appear similar to the first three, except they state that
the desired set M not only exists, but any infinite subset L of N contains such a subset M. Since
Theorem [I.3] deals with sequences and subsequences, and since R and Bg contain all subsequences
of their members, the hypothesis that every member of R (resp. Bg) has a subsequence with some
certain property is the same as the hypothesis that every subsequence of a member of R (resp.
Bgr) has a further subsequence with that property. Therefore in the case that we are dealing with
subsequences rather than convex blocks, condition (1) of Theorem [[.4] is equivalent to condition
(4), condition (2) is equivalent to condition (5), and condition (3) is equivalent to (6).

However, when (3, P) is a £&-homogeneous probability block with 0 < £ < wy, the conditions on
EL/¢ depend on convex coefficients, which themselves depend upon the positions of the vectors in
the sequence ¢. Therefore, if we know (1) holds and ¢ = (x,);2,; € R and L € [N] are given, we
know that ¢ = (z1(n))52, € R. Here, for an infinite subset I of N, I(n) denotes the n'" smallest
member of I. But an application of (1) to the sequence (z1x,)p2; yields K € [N] such that for all
N € [K], EEp € S. In the sequence/subsequence setting (that is, in the & = 0 setting), this would
mean that all subsequences of (zp(x()))se, lie in S, and we could finish by letting M = L(K)
(that is, M(n) = L(K(n))). However, in the 0 < & < w; case, since the convex blocks coming
from P depend upon the positions of the vectors in the sequence, E£ ¢ need not be equal to Ef( K)S-
Therefore showing that the first three conditions of Theorem [[.4] imply the last three will involve
using properties of £&-homogeneous probability blocks to overcome this difficulty. This requires a
combinatorial result, Theorem [5.4]

We obtain the following transfinite analogue of Freeman’s result.

Corollary 1.7. Fiz 0 < £ < wy and let P = (B, P) be a {-homogeneous probability block. Let
X be a Banach space and let (g,)52, be a seminormalized Schauder basis. If for every weakly null
§ € loo(X), there exists M € [N] such that EXc is dominated by (g,)5%,, then there exists a constant
C such that for any weakly null ¢ € By (x) and L € [N], there exists M & [L] such that for all
N € [M], EX¢ is C-dominated by (g,)>,. Furthermore, if such a constant C exists, then depends
only on &, and not on the particular £-homogeneous probability block (B, P).
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2. THE PRINCIPLE OF UNIFORM BOUNDEDNESS

We first recall the Principle of Uniform Boundedness and recite a proof a the gliding hump
argument. Our proof of Theorems and [[L4] are analogous to this proof. The idea is quite simple:
If uniform inequalities do not hold, we take vectors with worse and worse constants and then glue
them together to find a single vector for which the inequality in question does not hold. We use the
following argument as a painless introduction to the obstructions present in this argument, as well
as give an indication to how we will eventually overcome these obstructions.

Let us suppose that 2 is a collection of (continuous) operators from the Banach space X into
a Banach space Y such that for each x € X, sup g ||Az| < 00. Seeking a contradiction, assume

that sup 4cq ||A|| = co. Let us recursively choose z,, € Bx, A,, € 2, and positive constants C,,, D,,
such that for all n € N,
(i) D, > 4",

(i) 5UDaca | 22| = Ci < o0,
(iii) ||Anzyn|| > Dn,
(iv) Spy Cf;z < D/*/3,

)

(v) for each 1<k<mn, 3 -2"|A] < D,i/zDi/z.

—e

v

As we discuss in the following paragraphs, it follows from these choices that for each n € N,
1/2 n—1 1/2 0 1/2 .
| An 1/2$Cn|| >~ DY s Do HAn—D}/zka < 2’ and Zk:nHHAn—D}/zka < Do Therefore with
k k

3 3
_ o x
T = anl ek
n

2DL?
3

sup |Az]| > SUPHA x| > sule/2 — 00,

yielding the necessary contradiction and finishing the proof. We next discuss how to obtain these
estimates, and the analogy to our eventual proof of Theorems and [[4
We know from (i)-(iv) that || A, 1/2:17n|| > Dy,

i, k # n, does not cancel out the action of A, on —=x,. We estimate the action of A, on
D1/2 I I D1/2
k n

We have to guarantee that the action of A, on

ﬁxk, k # n differently in the cases k < n and k > n.
k

For k < n, we have the estimate

1 Ch
[An—7 ol = [Anzil < ,
D;/Z D1/2 D1/2

SO

)

n—1 n—1 C
k

|14, mxkn > =% > < D,*/3.
k=1 k=1 k

Given that z; was chosen before A,,, we could not choose A, to satisfy anything better than the
inequality || A,zg| < Cg. In our proofs of Theorems [[.3 and [[.4] the part of the argument analogous
to this, in which we use the hypothesis of pointwise estimates, will be straightforward.

Now suppose k > n. Since for k > n, A, was chosen before z; was chosen, we are able to use
the estimate ||A,xy|| < ||An|| rather than the weaker estimate || A, x|l < supgeq ||Azk]] = Ck. The
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stronger estimate yields that

A= < Lol ¢ D
no.o1/2 ~ 1/2 PR
k/ Dk/ 3-2
from which it follows that
o DrlL/2 D71L/2
Z 14 1/2%|| Z 3.2k< 3
k=n-+1 k=n+1

while the weaker estimate ||A,z|| < supyeq ||[Azk|| = Ck yields the useless

1 Ci
14n —5 il < > D,/”.
D} D}

Y
The main obstruction to our proof of Theorems[[.3and [[L4 will be to modify the estimate analogous
to the k > n case here.

We will use the fine Schreier families F¢, £ < wy (defined in Section M), to introduce a quantified
measure of the failure of uniform upper estimates. That is, if the uniform estimates desired in
Theorems and [I.4] do not hold, we will have an ordinal quantification such that for some
sequence in Bp, the failure of the uniform estimates will be witnessed on sets in F¢. Moreover,
there will be a minimum countable ordinal v such that the desired estimates are infinitely bad on
members of sets in F,, but which are uniformly controlled by some constants a; on members of
sets in F¢ for ¢ < v, and such that sup,., a; = co. Therefore we can find sequences ¢, € Bg,
analogous to z,, above, such that the D,-badness of ¢, can be witnessed on sets in F¢,, and for the
later sequences ¢, we have uniform control a, over how bad ¢, can be on sets in F¢,. The finite
quantity a., will then play the role of || A, in our proof of the Principle of Uniform Boundedness.

Let us give two examples. In our first example, we consider uniform domination of normalized,
weakly null sequences in ¢y by the canonical ¢y basis. Of course, uniform upper estimates do not
hold. But note that for each finite k, there exists a constant a;, which in this case is equal to k'/2,
such that for each C' > a5 and any normalized, weakly null sequence (z,,)5°, in fs, there exists a
subsequence (y,,)>, of (z,,)%, such that for each set G with |G| < k and any scalars (a,)neg,

1> anyallee < CIY_ anenlleo-

neG neG

Thus while we do not have upper estimates of the form

| Zanynnéz < Zanennco

neG neG
for all finite G C N, we have this estimate for all G with |G| < k (that is, G in the fine Schreier
family F%) and a constant C' depending on k. Although it is unnecessary to perform such an
involved computation in this particular example, we can find weakly null sequences ¢, € Bpg,
integers m; < my < ..., and constants C,, such that for £ > n, the sequence ¢, admits ¢y upper

estimates with constant m,lq/ ® 4 £ for linear combinations of not more than m,, vectors, and such that

any subseqgence of ¢, does not exhibit ¢y upper estimates with any constant less than m,l/ > _con
linear combinations of m,, vectors. Therefore the lack of ¢y upper estimates on ¢, can specifically be
witnessed on linear combinations of vectors such that the support of the linear combination lies in

Fum,,, and we do have uniform upper estimates on such linear combinations. Thus we can maintain
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uniform, but worse and worse, upper estimates on linear combinations with supports in F, where
¢, approaches the breaking point w.

For our second example, let us consider Tsirelson’s space T ([24]). This space is reflexive and
infinite dimensional, and therefore it cannot have the property that every normalized, weakly null
sequence has a subsequence dominated by the ¢y basis. How do we witness that this space does not
have such upper estimates? Tsirelson’s space has the property that for any C' > 2, any m € N, and
any normalized, weakly null sequence (z,)°, in 7', there exists a subsequence (y,)>%; of (2,)%%,
such that for any G with |G| < m and any scalars (a,)neq,

||Zanyn||T CHZaneano
neG neG
By diagonalizing, it follows that we can have the upper estimates
||Zanyn||T CHZanenHCO
neG neG

for all G € F,,. More generally, it is known that for any normalized, weakly null sequence, m € N,
and C' > 2™, we can find a subsequence (y,)5°, of (z,)32, such that for any G € F,m and scalars

||Zanyn||T CHZanenHCO

neG neG

(an>n€G7

But it is known that for any normalized, weakly null sequence (z,)°;, m € N, and ¢ > 0, we can

find G € F,m+1 and scalars (a,)neq such that

I Z annllT > ( )l ZanenHCO

neG neG

n=1»

Thus we can find ordinals ¢, 7 w* and weakly null sequences ¢, C Br such that the badness of
Gy is witnessed by linear combinations of vectors whose supports are members of F, , on which
we do have uniform upper estimates by some constant depending on (,,. Thus we can maintain
uniform, but worse and worse, upper estimates on linear combinations with supports in F¢, where
(, approaches the breaking point w®.

3. DOMINATION BY A BASIS AND SUBSEQUENCES

In this section, we show how to deduce Corollary [L.7 from Theorems [[.3] and [L.4l First we note
that any seminormalized Schauder basis is equivalent to a normalized, bimonotone Schauder basis.
Therefore it suffices to prove Corollary [[7] under the stronger hypothesis that (g,)%°; is normalized
and bimonotone.

Assume (g,,)%%; is normalized and bimonotone, from which it follows that the sequence of coor-
dinate functionals (¢7)%, is also a normalized, bimonotone Schauder basis for its closed span in
G*. Let us define the norm s on c¢oo(X) by letting

S((x”>n 1 = Ssup ||Z.§L’ Tn gn

z*€eB X *
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For a fixed sequence (x,,)7, and p € N, let I, denote the map from span{g, : n < p} to X taking
gn to x,,. Then

AT zanxnux Hzangnu(; }

= sup

> ool < 1)

n=1

sup }Zanz (z,)| : 2* € Bx~,

{
{
{

lo <1}

I
w
==

e

Zf’f*(%)g;;) (Z angn)‘ s a* € By~
= sup{HZ x*(z,) g5

It is also easy to see that since (g})7°, is normalized and bimonotone, the norm s on c¢o(X) is

n=1

P
o = BX*} = S(an@)en).

n=1

bimonotone. Furthermore, ¢ = ()72, € foo(X) is dominated by (g,)p2; if and only if sup, [|1,|| =
sup, s(D_h_; Tn ® e,) < oo, which happens if and only if ¢ is in the natural domain S of s, and
in this case s(¢) is the domination constant. Therefore applying Theorem with this choice of
s recovers the result of Freeman. Applying Theorem [[.4] with this choice of s yields Corollary [L.7]
which is new.

4. COMBINATORICS

Given a set A, we let A< denote the set of finite sequences whose members lie in A. This includes
the empty sequence, which we denote by @. Given t € A<¥  we let |t| denote the length of ¢. If
t € A<¥ and if s is any (finite or empty) sequence whose members lie in A, we let ¢ < s denote
the relation that t is an initial segment of s, and ¢ < s denotes the relation that ¢ is a proper
initial segment of s. A subset T' of A<“ is called a tree on A (or just a tree) provided that for any
s <teT,it follows that s € T. We let s ~t denote the concatenation of s and t. Given a tree T,
we define the set M AX(T) to be the set of <-maximal members of T', sometimes called the leaves
of T. We define the derivative 7" of T by

=T\ MAX(T).
We note that 77 C T is also a tree. We then define the transfinite derivatives
T° =T,
T£+1 (T§ )
and if £ is a limit ordinal,
T¢=(1°
(<€

If there exists an ordinal ¢ such that T¢ = @, we say T is well-founded, and otherwise we say T'
is ull-founded. If T is well-founded, the rank of T, denoted by rank(7), is the miniumum ordinal
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¢ such that T¢ = @. The following properties are standard, so we omit the proof. However, we
isolate them for future reference.

Proposition 4.1. Let A be a countable set. Then either T is well-founded and rank(T) is countable
or T s ill-founded.

Throughout, we identify subsets of N with strictly increasing sequences of members of N by
identifying a subset of N with the sequence obtained by listing its members in strictly increasing
order. Because of this identification, we use set and sequence notation interchangeably. For E, F' C
N, we let £ < F' denote the relation that either £ = @, F' = &, or max F <min F. Welet n < F
denote the relation that (n) < F and E < n denote the relation that E < (n).

Given an infinite subset M of N, we let [M] denote the set of infinite subsets of M and [M]<“
denote the set of finite subsets of M. Given F C [N]<* and M € [N], we let F [ M denote the
members of F which are subsets of M. If F is hereditary, this is the same as

F={FNM:FeF}.

For (1,)f_, (my)t_, € [N]<¥, we say (I,),_, is a spread of (m,),_, if m,, <1, forall 1 <n <t
We will also topologize the power set 2 of N with the Cantor topology, which is the topology
making the identification 2¥ 3 F <+ 15 € {0, 1} a homeomorphism, where {0, 1} has the product
topology. We say F C [N]<“ is

(i) spreading if F contains all spreads of its members,

(ii) hereditary if F contains all subsets of its members,

(iii) compact if it is compact with respect to the Cantor topology,

(iv) regular if it is spreading, hereditary, and compact.

We say a regular family F is nice if

(i) it contains all singletons,
(ii) for any F' € F, either F' € MAX(F) or '~ (n) € F for all n > F.

If 7 C [N]<“ is regular and non-empty, then for any M € [N], we let M|F denote the maximal
initial segment of M which is a member of F. Since F is compact, there must exist some n € N,
and therefore there must exist some minimal n € N, such that (M(1),...,M(n)) ¢ F. We then let
M|F = (M(1),...,M(n —1)), where if n = 1, (M(1),...,M(n —1)) = @. We note that M|F is
possibly empty, and M|F need not be a member of M AX(F). However, if F is nice, then M|F is
non-empty and a member of MAX (F).

Given a nice family P, we use the notation F' =p Uf,_, F,, to mean

(i) F= U%:ana

(ii) F1 <...< F,
(iii) for each 1 < n < t, F,, € MAX(P).
This notation will be used heavily throughout.

Since we identify sets with sequences, every hereditary set F C [N]<“ is naturally identified with
a tree on N. In this case, each derivative is also hereditary. In particular, for each ordinal £, either
@ € F¢or F* = @. From this it follows that the rank of F cannot be a limit ordinal. We also
remark here that for a spreading, hereditary set F, a member F' € F is maximal in F with respect
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to the tree order < if and only if it is maximal in F with respect to inclusion. Moreover, if F' € F
is not maximal in F', then there exists p € N such that F'U (n) for all n > p. From this it follows
that for any regular F and M € [N], MAX(F) | M = MAX(F | M).

Given M € [N] and n € N, we let M(n) denote the n'* smallest member of M, so that M =
(M(n))e2,. If F € [NJ<“and 1 < n < |F|, we let F(n) denote the n'® smallest member of F. Given
M € [N] and F C N (finite or infinite), M (F') = (M (n))ner, and note that M (F') is a spread of F.
Given M € [N] and F C [N]<¥, we let F(M) = {M(F) : F € F}. We note that if F is hereditary,
then F (M) is also hereditary, and either F, F(M) are both ill-founded or both well-founded with
the same rank.

Note that F (M) need not be spreading, since a spread of a member of F (M) need not be a subset
of M, but F(M) is spreading relative to M. That is, if E € F(M) and F € [M]<¥ is a spread of F,
then I’ € F(M). To see this, note that since £ € F(M) and F € [M]<, we can write £ = M(G)
and F'= M(H) for some G € F and H € [N]<“. Then for each 1 <n < |E|,

M(G(n)) = E(n) < F(n) = M(H(n)),

from which it follows that G(n) < H(n). That is, H is a spread of G, and therefore H € F and
M(H) € F(M).
We recall the fine Schreier families, (F¢)e<w,, and the Schreier families, (S¢)e<w,. We define

F0:{®}>

Ferr ={0tU{(n)UF :n < F e Fe},
and if £ < wy is a limit ordinal, we fix &, T £ and define
]:5 = {FEIn< FE]'—&L}.

Note that we employed a choice of &, 1 & when ¢ is a limit ordinal, but none of our results depend
upon making any particular choice of &,. We also note that for n < w, F, is the set of subsets of N
with cardinality not exceeding n. For convenience, we let F,,, = [N]<“, the set of all finite subsets
of N. Of course, F,, is spreading and hereditary, but ill-founded and non-compact. Moreover,
Fe C Fy, forall £ <ws.

We define

Sozflz{@}U{(n)ZneN},

t
n=1

and if £ < wy is a limit ordinal, fix &, 1 ¢ and define
ng{F:EInSF€8§n}.

We note that the choice of &, in the definition of S¢ need not be the same as the choice of §,
in the definition of F. Furthermore, some of the results we cite below for S assumed that when
§ < wi is a limit ordinal, &, 1 £ is chosen so that for all n € N, &, is a successor and S¢, 41 C S, ;-
It is known (see, for example, the presentation in [4]) that such a choice of £, 1 £ exists.
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Given a spreading, hereditary family F and a regular family P, we let
t
FIP = {etu{JF: Fi< .. <F,2#FeP mnk),, €F},
n=1
and for M € [N], we let
t
mezg@u{UE,ﬂ<“xda@#ﬂePrMﬁmmeefwn}
n=1

Note that FN[P] = F[P] and if M € [N] and N € [M], the spreading property of F yields that
F(N)C F(M), so FN[P] c FM[P].

Remark 4.2. Note that if F is regular, P is nice, M € [N|, and F =p UL_,F,, € [M]<¥, then
F e FM[P] if and only if (min F,)!_, € F(M). Indeed, if F =p Ul _,F,, and (min F},)!_, € F(M),
then F,, € P by the definition of =p and F,, C F € [M]<“. From this it follows that F' € F[P]. For
the converse, suppose F =p UL_,F, and F = U!_,E, for some F) < ... < E,, @ # E, € P | M,

and (min E,)"_; € F(M). Then since Ej,..., E are successive members of P and Fi,..., F; are
successive, maximal members of P, there exist 0 = [y < [y < ... < [; < r such that for each
1<y <t,
l; j lj+1
E.xJR=zUEn
n=1 n=1 n=1

From this it follows that min £j;, ,,; < minF} for each 1 < j < ¢, and (min F,)t_, is a spread
of a subset of (min E,)’_, € F(M). Since F(M) is hereditary, F(M) is spreading relative to

M, and (min F,,)!,_, € [M]=* is a spread of a subset of (min E,)_,, (min F,)!_, € F(M), and
F=p Uﬁllen S fM[P]

In the next proposition, we recall the following facts from [4, Propositions 3.1, 3.2] regarding
regular families, and specifically the fine Schreier and Schreier families. Here, we note that, as
shown in that source, the rank of a regular family is the same as its Cantor-Bendixson index as a
topological space.

Proposition 4.3. (i) For any two reqular families F,G, rank(F) < rank(G) if and only if there
exists N € [N] such that F(N) C G if and only if for any M € [N, there exists N € [M] such
that F(N) C G.
(11) For each & < wy, Fe is reqular with rank € + 1, and Fg is nice for 0 < £ < wy.
(iii) For & < wy, S¢ is nice with rank w® + 1.
() If F,G is reqular, then so is

H:={FUG:F<G,FeF GegG}.

Moreover, if rank(F) = p+ 1 and rank(G) = ¢ + 1, then rank(H) =+ p+ 1.
(v) If F,P are regular (resp. mnice) families, so is F[P]. Moreover, if rank(F) = £ + 1 and
rank(P) = ¢ + 1, then rank(F[P]) = (& + 1.
(vi) The fine Schreier families have the almost monotone property. That is, for any ¢ < £ < wy,
there exists | € N such that if | < F' € F¢, then F' € Fr.
(vii) The Schreier families have the almost monotone property.
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Remark 4.4. Note that for any regular F, P and any M € [N], F[P] and FM[P] are tree isomorphic
to subtrees of each other, and therefore have the same rank. The inclusion is a tree isomorphism of
FM[P] onto a subtree of F[P], while F' + M(F) is a tree isomorphism of F[P] onto a subtree of
FM[P].

Remark 4.5. We will frequently use the fact that if M € [N] and N € [M], and if M(m) = N(n)
for some m,n € N, it follows that m > n. That is, the n'” term of the subsequence N of M cannot
occur before the n'® position in M. For such M, N and F € [N]<“, since N(F) € [M]<¥, there
exists G € [N]<¥ such that M(G) = N(F). It then follows from the first sentence of the remark
that this G must be a spread of F.

The next proposition concerns our standard diagonalization procedure.

Proposition 4.6. Suppose that My D My D ... are infinite subsets of N and M(n) = M,(n) for
alln € N. Fiz a limit ordinal ¢ < wy and let (T ¢ be such that Fe = {F : 3k < F € F¢, }. Then

Fe(M) | Fe, (M)
k=1
and for any regular family P C [N]<%,
FMP) c | F P

k=1

Proof. For the first inclusion, if @ # F' € F¢, we may fix k € N such that £ < F' € F. Let
N = (Mp(1),...,Mp(k — 1), M(k), M(k + 1)) € [Mg]. Then M(F) = N(F) = M(G) for some
spread GG of F'. The fact that G is a spread of F' follows from the content of Remark [£5 By the
spreading property of F¢,, G' € F¢,. Therefore

M(F) = N(F) = My(G) € F¢,(My).

Since F' € F; was arbitrary, we have the first inclusion.

For the second inclusion, we note that any set H € ‘FCM [P] can be written as H = U, _, F,,, where
Fi<..<F,@#F,eP| M, and (minF,),_; € Fe(M). Then (min F,,)!,_, = M(F) for some
F € F¢. As in the preceding paragraph, we may choose some k such that k£ < F' € F;, and note
that (min F,)!,_, = M(F) = M(G) € F, for some spread G of F. This yields that H € ./Té:[’“ [P].
Since H € ]-"é‘/[ [P] was arbitrary, we deduce the second inclusion.

O

We next recall a special case of the infinite Ramsey theorem, the proof of which was achieved
in steps by Nash-Williams [16], Galvin and Prikry [11], Silver [23], and Ellentuck [8]. The general
form of the infinite Ramsey theorem holds for analytic sets, but we will only need it for closed sets.

Theorem 4.7. IfV C [N] is closed, then for any L € |N|, there exists M € [L] such that either
L] CcVor[LlNV=0.

The following dichotomy was shown in [19] by Pudlak and Rédl.
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Theorem 4.8. For any non-empty reqular family P, any N € [N|, and any finite partition
MAX(P) | N = U _\T, of MAX(P) | N, there exist M € [N] and 1 < n < r such that
MAX(P) | M CT,.

Remark 4.9. We will use a continuous version of Theorem .8 Namely, for any N € [N], any
non-empty regular family F, any § > 0, and any bounded function hy : MAX(F) [ N — R, there
exist M € [N] and a,b € R such that 0 < b —a < § and ho(F) € [a,b] for any ' € F [ M.
Indeed, we partition the range of hg into finitely many sets Ay, ..., A, of diameter less than ¢ and
partition MAX(F) | N into Ty,...,T, by letting T; = hy'(A;). We then apply Theorem E.8 to
obtain M € [N] and 1 < i < n such that MAX(F) [ M C T;. We conclude by letting a = inf A;
and b = sup A;.

The next theorem was shown in [12] by Gasparis.

Theorem 4.10. If F,G C [N]<¥ are hereditary, then for any L € [N, there exists M € [L] such
that either F | M C G or G | M C F.

We also include the following result, whose proof is similar to that of the proof of Theorem [£.10L

Proposition 4.11. Let F,G be hereditary families such that F is nice. Then for any L € [N], there
exists M € [L] such that either F | M C G or GN MAX(F | M) = @.

Proof. If @ ¢ F, then F | L = @ C G. Therefore in this case we can take M = L. Assume
@ € F. Recall that for M € [N], M|F is the maximal (possibly empty) initial segment of M which
lies in F. Note that M +— M]|F is locally constant. Indeed, since F is nice, for any M € [N,
M|F € MAX(F), and M|F = N|F for any N which has M|F as an initial segment. Since the set
of such N is clopen, it follows that

V={Me|N]: M|F € G}

is closed. By Theorem [A.7] there exists M € [N] such that either [M] C V or [M]NYV = &. If
[M] C V, then fix FF € MAX(F | M) and fix ' < N € [M]. Note that since ' € MAX(F [ M),
F = N|F. Since N € [M] C V, FF = N|F € G. This shows that MAX(F | M) C G. Since G is
hereditary, F | M C G.
If  M]NY =@, for any F € MAX(F | M), we fix F' < N € [M] and note that, since N ¢ V,
F = N|F ¢G. Therefore MAX(F | M)NG = @.
U

We isolate here the following technical piece which will be of later use.

Proposition 4.12. Let P, Q be nice families such that rank(Q) < rank(P). Then for any M, L €
IN], K € [L(M)], and m € N, there exist F, E € [N]< such that

(i) m < F e MAX(Q) | M,
(i) L(F'\ (min ) = K(E),
(i) E € P.
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Proof. By Proposition 3] there exists N € [N] such that {N(G) : G € Q} C P. Note that since
K e [L(M))], if L(M(n)) = K(k) for some k,n € N, then n > k. Choose k; € N such that m < k;.
Since K € [L(M)], K (k1) = L(M(ny)) for some ny > k;.

Now assume that k; < ... < ks and ny < ... < n, have been chosen such that L(M(n;)) =
K(k;) for each 1 < i < s. As stated in the previous paragraph, n; > k; for each 1 < i < s.
Choose kgy1 > N(M(ns)) and note that kg > N(M(ng)) = ng > ks. Choose ngyq such that
K(ksi1) = L(M(nsy1)) and note that ngyq = kg1 > N(M(ng)) = n,. This completes the recursive
construction.

Since Q is nice, there exists ¢ € N such that (M(n;))i_, € MAX(Q). Let F = (M(n;))!_; and
let £ = (k;)!_,. Then

m <k <ny < M(ny)=minF,
so (7) is satisfied. For (ii), note that
L(F\ (min F)) = (L(M(n:))i—y = (K (k:))i—, = K(E).
For (i), we note that since k; 11 > N(M(n;)) for alli € N, E = (k;)'_, = (ki41)!Z] is a spread of
(N(M(ni)))isy € N(F) € {N(G) : G€ Q} C P,

and E € P, since P is spreading and hereditary.

We next collect some standard facts about functions on wi+ = [0, wy].

Proposition 4.13. Suppose I' : w; + xw — [0,00] is a function such that for each k < w, ¢ —

I'(¢, k) is non-decreasing. Define I' : w1+ — [0, 00] by I'(¢) = sup,,, I'(¢, k).

(i) Fork < w, the map ¢ — T'((, k) is continuous if and only if whenever ( < wy is a limit ordinal
and C € (0,00) is such that sup, .. I'(u, k) < C, then I'(¢, k) < C.

(ii) If for each k < w, ¢ — I'(C, k) is continuous, then so is I' : w1+ — [0, 00].

(111) Suppose that ' : w1+ — [0,00] is continuous, I'(0,k) = 0 for all k < w, and I'((,k + p) <
D((+p, k) < p+D(C k+p) forallk,p < w. Then either I'(wy) < 0o, or there exists a countable
ordinal vy such that I'(y) = co. In the case that T'(wy) = oo, if v is the minimum ordinal such
that T'(y) = oo, then 7y is a countable limit ordinal and for any p < w, {I'(¢,p): ( <~} is an
unbounded subset of [0, 00).

Proof. (i) Continuity means that for any limit ordinal ¢ < wq, lim,4c (1, k) = I'(¢, k). Since
w— I'(p, k) is non-decreasing,

lim I'(y, k) = sup (1, k) < T(C, k).
w1 <

Then 1+ T'(u, k) is continuous if and only if for all limit ordinals ¢ < wy, sup,.. I'(p, k) = T'(¢, k)
if and only for all limit ordinals ¢ < w; and C' € R such that sup,. (i, k) < C, I'(¢, k) < C.

(27) If each ¢ — I'((, k) is non-decreasing, then so is ¢ — I'(¢). We check continuity as in ().
Since each ¢ — I['((, k) is continuous, then for any limit ordinal ¢ < wy,

I'(¢) = sup I'(¢, k) = supsup I'(u, k) = supsup I'(p, k) = sup I'(1).

k<w p<¢ u<C k<w n<g
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(ii7) If T : wy+ — [0, 00] is continuous and I'(w;) = oo, then for each [ € N, min I'"*([l, 00]) < w;.
Therefore «y := sup, min I'"*([I, o0]) < w;, and since T" is non-decreasing, I'(y) = oc.

Now suppose that I'(w;) = oo and « is the minimum ordinal ¢ such that I'(() = co. By the
previous paragraph, v is countable. Since I'(0) = 0, v # 0. We also note that v cannot be a
successor. Indeed, if v = ¢ + 1, then I'({) < oo and by the properties of I" assumed in (i),

L(y)=supl((+1,k) <1+supl((,k+1) <1+T(¢) < 0.

k<w k<w

Thus «y is a countable limit ordinal. By minimality of v, I'({,p) < T'(¢) < oo for all { < v and
p < w. Therefore for any p < w, {I'(¢,p) : ¢ < v} is a subset of [0,00). By continuity of I,
sup., I'(¢) = oo. Therefore for any 0 < D < oo, there exists ( < v such that D < I'(¢). This
means there exists k& < w such that D < I'((, k). By the properties of I', D < I'((, k) < I'(( + &, 0).
This shows that {I'(¢,0) : ¢ < ~} is unbounded. Now for any p < w and 0 < D < oo, since
{T’(¢,0) : ¢ <~} is unbounded, we may find { < 7 such that I'(¢,0) > p+ D. Then

D <T(¢,0) —p <I(C+p,0) —p < T'(¢, p).

5. PROBABILITY BLOCKS

Recall that for a regular family P, a member of P is maximal in P with respect to inclusion if
and only if it is maximal with respect to the initial segment ordering. Therefore, M AX (P) denotes
the set of maximal members of P with respect to either one of these orders. Similarly, for any
N € [N], a member of P [ N is maximal in P | N with respect to inclusion if and only if it is
maximal in P | N with respect to the initial segment ordering, so M AX (P [ N) is unambiguous.
Furthermore, MAX(P | N) = MAX(P) | N.

Let us recall that if P is a nice family, it is spreading, hereditary, compact, contains all singletons,
and for each F' € P, either ' € MAX(P) or F' ~ (n) € P for all ' < n. For M € [N] and a
nice family P, M|P denotes the maximal initial segment of M which is in P. Since P contains all
singletons, M|P # @. Since for each F' € P, either F' € MAX(P) or F' ~ (n) € P for all F' < n,
it follows that M|P € MAX(P).

In this section, we treat probability measures on N as functions on N by letting P(i) = P({i}).
For a probability measure P on N, we let supp(P) = {i € N : P(i) # 0}. Suppose that P is a nice
family and B = {Py;,, : M € [N],n € N} is a collection of probability measures on N. Then we say
(B, P) is a probability block provided that

(i) for each M € |NJ, supp(Par1) = M|P,

(ii) for M, N € [N] and r € N such that supp(Py;,.) < N € [N], it follows that Pn; = Py,

These properties together imply that for any M € [N], (supp(Parn))5e, is the unique partition
of M into successive, maximal members of P, and if two measures Py, Py, have equal supports
then they are equal measures. From this it follows that for any n € N, the map M — Py, is
locally constant. We refer to this as the permanence property. By the permanence property, if
F =p Ul _|F,, then Py, = Py, for each 1 < n <t and any two M, N € [N] which have F' as an
initial segment. Therefore we can define for F' =p Ul _ F,, and each 1 < n < ¢ the measure Pg,, by
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letting Pp,, = Py, for any F' < M € [N], and the definition of P, is independent of the particular
choice of M.

If (3, P) is a probability block, then any set which is a finite union of successive, maximal members
of P is uniquely expressible as such. That is, if F' = US_,F,, = U._,G,, where F}; < ... < Fj,
Gy <...<Gyand Fp,,G, € MAX(P) forall 1 <m < sand 1 <n <t then s=t¢and F, =G,
for all 1 < n < t. Therefore if F' =p U;_, F,, and F =p U _ Gy, then s =t and F,, = G, for all
1 < n <t Moreover, F =p Ul _ | F, if and only if for some (equivalently, every) M € [N] such that
F <M, F=U_supp(Py,), and in this case F,, = supp(Py;,,) for each 1 < n < t.

Given a Banach space X and a sequence ¢ = (z,)22; C X, M € [N], and a probability block P =
(B, P), we define EX/< to be the sequence whose n'* term is >°00 | Py, (i), = 2 icsupp(Bagn) DM (1)
We denote this n'* term by EF ¢(n). The superscript P in this notation is to refer that expectations
are taken with respect to measures coming from the probability block P = (3, P). When we are
considering a second probability block @ = (2, Q), we use the notations Ef\?/lg, E%g(n) When we
are only considering a fixed probability block P = (3, P) and no confusion can arise, we omit the
superscript P from the notation and write simply Ey¢, Eyq(n).

If X is a Banach space, F =p U,_ F,, ¢ € {(X), and M, N € |[N] are such that FF < M and
F < N, then Epc(n) = Eyc(n) for all 1 < n < ¢ by the permanence property. For this reason,
we can unambiguously define for F =p Ul _ | F,, and ¢ = (,,)°, C X the sequence E£s such that,
with FF < M € |[N], Ef¢(n) = E{;¢(n) for all n <t and EXg(n) = 0 for all n > ¢. That is, by the
facts mentioned at the beginning of this paragraph, the definition Efc(n) = E{,¢(n) for all n <t is
independent of the choice of F' < M € [N]. When there is no potential for confusion, we write Ep¢
in place of EX¢ and Epg(n) in place of EXg(n).

For a regular family F and N € [N], we define

NoF={(nF)eNx|N|**:ne FeF| N}

and
NoF={nF)eNx|N|**:ne Fe MAX(F | N)}.

Given N € |[N] and a regular family F, we say a function h : N & F — R is tail independent
provided that for any n € N and F,G € MAX(F) | N such that [1,n|NF =[1,n]NG, h(n, F) =
h(n,G). This is equivalent to saying that for any H € F and F,G € MAX(F) such that H < F
and H < G, h(n, F) = h(n,G) for all n € H. In this case, we can extend h to a function, which we
also denote by h, defined on N F. Forn € H € F | N, wefix FF € MAX(F) | N such that H X F
and let h(n, H) = h(n, F'). We note that, by tail independence, this definition is independent of the
choice of maximal extension F' of H. We refer to the extension of h: NOF - Rtoh: NOF - R
as the natural extension of h.

If f is a function defined on a subset S of N such that F =p UL_, F,, C S, we define

Fr-

ELf = ZZf (i)Prn (i) ZEPM

n=1ieF,
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We note that the last sum is a sum of expectations in the usual sense. If f: N © F — R is tail
independent and we extend f to its natural extension on N & F, and if F =p UL_, F,,

Exf(-, ZZszPFn ZZfzu" )P ().

n=1ieF, n=1ieF,

That is, if ¢ € U,_ F,,,, then f(i, F') does not depend on F, .1, ..., F;. Again, if no confusion can
arise, we omit the superscript P from the notation.

We next observe that, up to passing to infinite subsets, every function on N & F is close to being
tail independent.

Proposition 5.1. Fiz N € [N|, a reqular family F containing a singleton, and a bounded function
g: NoF — R. For any sequence (£,)22, of positive numbers, there exist M € [N] and a
tail independent function h : M © F — R such that if (M(n),F) € M & F, then |g(M(n), F) —
h(M(n), F)| < &,. Furthermore, h may be taken to satisfy h(n, F) = g(n, F) for all (n, F) € M&F.

Proof. Let us begin with an observation. Fix F' € F and let
G={GeF:F<G FUGE€ F}.

This is a regular family, possibly containing only @. For any L € [N], any ¢ > 0, and any
bounded function f: MAX(G) — R, as noted in Remark 4.9 we may choose L; € [L] such that
diam{f(G) : G € MAX(G) | L1} < e. Of course, diam{f(G) : G € MAX(G) | Lo} < ¢ for any
Ly € [Ly].

We now return to the proof, wherein we will apply the argument in the preceding paragraph. For
the base step of the recursion, we define Ng = N.

Now assume that Nyg D N,—; € [N] and my < ... < m,_1, m; € N; have been chosen. If n = 1,
choose m; € Ny. If n > 1, choose m,, € N,_; such that m,, > m,_;. Now let Fi,..., F; be an
enumeration of those members F' of F such that F' C (my,...,m,) and max F' = m,,. If there are
no such F', we simply let N,, = N,,_1 N (m,, 00). Otherwise we apply the procedure from the first
paragraph of the proof to obtain N,,_; D Ly D ... D L; such that for each 1 < i < ¢,

diam{g(m,, ;UG): F; < G € [L]|~*, ;UG € MAX(F)} < &,.

Let N,, = L;. This completes the recursive step.
Now let M(n) = m,, for each n € N, so M € [N]. Fix (m, F) € M © F and define

h(m, F) = sup{g(m, ([1,m]NF)UH):m < H e [M]~“,([I,m]NFYUH € MAX(F)}.

Note that this definition only depends on [1,m] N F. From this it follows that if (m, F'), (m,G) €
Mo F and [I,m|NF = [1,m] NG, then h(m,F) = h(m,G). Thus h is tail independent. If
(m, F) € MeF, we define Hy = ([1, m]NF)\[1, m] and note that m < Hy and F' = ([1, m]NF)UH, €
MAX(F). From this it follows that
g(m, F) = g(m, ([1,m] 0 F)) U Ho)
<sup{g(m, (I,m]NF)UH):m< He M (1,m]NFYUH € MAX(F)}
= h(m, F).
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For (m, F') € M & F, there exists some n € N such that m = m,, and, with Fy, ..., F} as defined in
the recursive construction, there exists some 1 < i < ¢ such that [1,m]NF = F,. Let Hy = F'\ F},
so that Hy € [N,]<% C [L;]<%, and note that since

diam{g(m,, F;UG) : F; < G € [L;]~*, F;UG € MAX(F)} < e,
it follows that

g(m, F)+¢e, = g(my,, F; U Hy) + ¢,
> e, +inf{g(m,, F; UH):m, < H € [L;|**, F;UH € MAX(F)}
> sup{g(m,, ;UH):m, < H € [L;]~*,F;UH € MAX(F)}
> sup{g(m,, ; UH) :m, < He [M]~“,F;UH € MAX(F)}

The last inequality uses the fact that m,, < H € [M]<* implies m,, < H € [L;]<*.
[

For a countable ordinal £, we say that a probability block (B, P) is &-sufficient provided that for
any regular F with rank(F) < w®, for any L € [N], and any & > 0, there exists M € [L] such that

sup{Pn1(E): N € [M],E € F} <e.

We say (B, P) is &-homogeneous provided that it is &-sufficient and rank(P) = w® + 1.

We note that there is only one nice family P with rank w® + 1 = 2, which is F; = {F € [N]<* :
|F| < 1}. From this it follows that if (I3, P) is 0-homogeneous, then P = F; and ‘B is the collection
of Dirac measures given by Py, = dpr(n). We refer to this unique 0-homogeneous probability block
as the Dirac block. In this case, if ¢ = ()52, then for M € [N], Ey¢ = (2a())ne;. Therefore in
the £ = 0 case, the hypothesis that for every ¢ in R (or Bg) and every L € [N], there exists M € [L]
such that E,;¢ has some specified property is precisely the hypothesis that every member of R
(or Br) has a subsequence with that specified property. Therefore we can see how the sequence-
subsequence hypothesis in Theorem fits as a particular case of our sequence-(3, P)-convex block
hypothesis of Theorem .4

We next observe that if 0 < £ < wy, £&-homogeneous probability blocks can be taken to have small

Cp norms.

Proposition 5.2. Fiz 0 < £ < wy and let P = (P, P) be a E-homogeneous probability block. For

any sequence (0,)5°, of positive numbers and any L € [N], there exists M € [L] such that for all
N e [M],neN, andi €N, Py,(i) < 5.

Proof. Since CB(F;) =2 < w*, for any M € [L], by the definition of &-sufficient, for any § > 0 and
L € [N], there exists M € [L] such that

sup{Pn1(7) : i € NN € [M]} = sup{Pn.(F): F € Fi, N € [M]} <.
We recursively select M; D My D ..., M, € [L] such that for all n € N,

sup{Pn1(7) : N € [M,],i € N} < J,.
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Now let M (n) = M,(n) and fix N € [M]. Let N,, = N\ U/-'supp(Pxs;) € [M,]. Note that by the
permanence property, for any n € N, Py, = Py, 1, so

sup{Pn (%) : i € N} < 9,.
U

The £ = 0 case of the following result is trivial. The 0 < & < w; case of the following was shown
in [7], which combines [21], Corollary 4.10] and [7, Lemma 3.12].

Theorem 5.3. Let P = (B, P) be a {-homogeneous probability block. Fiz K € [N] and a bounded
function hy : K&P — R. If for some D € R and each ' € MAX(P) | K, Epho(-, F) > D, then for
any § > 0, there exists L € [K| such that for each F' € P, there exists L(F) C G € MAX(P) | K
such that for eachn € F, ho(L(n),G) = D — 6.

Theorem 5.4. Fiz 0 < (,£ < w; and assume (B, P) is a E-homogeneous probability block. Assume
L e N, DeR, and g: LS F[P] = R are such that g is a bounded function and for every
F € MAX(FP)) | L, ELg(-,F) = D. Then for any sequence (6,)3°; of positive numbers, any
M € [N], any 0 < v < &, and any v-homogeneous probability block (Q, Q), there exist

t
F:Q UFnE}—é\iﬂQ],

n=1

numbers by, ..., by € R, and sets Hy,...,H, € P | L, H e MAX(F:[P]) | L, such that

(1) for each 1 < n <t and each i € N, Qp,(i) < 0p,

(i1) L(F, \ (min F,,)) C H,,

(iii) H =p U,y Ha,

(iv) for each 1 <n <t andm € F,\ (minF,), g(L(m),H) > b, — 0y,
(V) i bn = D.

Proof. By replacing (6,,)22, with a sequence of smaller numbers if necessary, we may assume this
sequence is decreasing. By replacing M with a subset thereof and appealing to Proposition (.21 we

may assume that for any n € N,
sup{Qn () : i € NN € [M]} < 4,.

Therefore (i) will be satisfied by any choice of F' € F,[Q] | M.

Let J C R be a compact interval containing the range of g. By applying Proposition 5.1l with
en = 0,/2, we can find Ly € [L(M)] and a bounded, tail independent function h : Ly © F¢[P] = R
such that if (Lo(n), F') € Ly © F¢[P],

g(LO(n)vF) < h(LO(n>7F) < g(LO(n>7 )+5n/2

F
Since MAX (F¢[P]) | Lo € MAX(F¢[P]) | L and g|rpor.p) < hlr,erp), it follows that for any
H € MAX(F[P]) | Lo
D < Epg(, H) <Eph(, H).
Since Ly € [L(M)], it follows that Ly = L(M(T)) for some T € [N]. Let Ky = Lo(M(T)) €
[L(M(T))].
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Since h is tail independent, we may consider the natural extension h : Ky @ F¢[P] — J. Define
fi s MAX(P) | Ky — J by letting n,(F) = ELZh(-, F). This is well defined because we have
taken the natural extension. As noted in Remark 9] we may fix a;,b; € R such that by — a; <
01/4 and Ly € [Ky| such that fi(F) € [a1,b] for all ' € MAX(P) | L. By considering the
function hy : Ly © P — J given by ho(n,F) = h(n,F'), we may apply Theorem to find
K, € [Ly] such that for any F' € P, there exists K1(F) C G € MAX(P) such that for any n € F,
hKi(n),G) = ho(K1(n),G) > a1 — §;/4 > by — 61/2. Since K; € [L(M(T))], we may appeal
to Proposition to find F} € MAX(Q) | M(T) and E; € P such that M(7T(1)) < F, and
L(Fy \ (min F)) = K;(F,). Since E; € P, there exists K;(E;) C Hi C MAX(P) | L, such that
for each n € Ey, h(Ki(n), H1) > by — 6;/2. Note that the n = 1 case of item (i7) is satisfied
with this choice. Since for any m € Fy \ (min F}), L(m) = K;(n) for some n € Ej, it follows
that h(L(m), Hy) > by — §;/2 for any m € F; \ (min Fy). Since M(T(1)) < Fy € [M(T)]<% and
Ly = L(M(T)), for any m € F; \ (min Fy), L(m) = Ly(p) for some p > 1, from which it follows that
for any Hy < H € MAX(F[P]),

9(Lo(p), H) = h(Lo(p), H) — 6,/2 = h(Lo(p), H1) — 6,/2 = h(Lo(p), H1) — 61/2
= h(L(m), Hl) — 51/2 2 bl — 51.

Here we have used that h is tail independent and Lo(p) = L(m) € H;. Therefore g(L(m),H) >
by — 01 for each m € Fy \ (min Fy) and Hy = H € MAX(F;[P]). Therefore for n = 1, item (iv) will
be satisfied for our eventual choice of H; < H € MAX (F¢[P])

Now suppose that for some s € N, by,...,b,, F1 < ... < Fy, F,, € MAX(Q), L1 D K; D
...D Ly DK, H <...< Hg, H, € MAX(P) have been chosen such that (min H,);_, € F.
If (minH,,)5_; € MAX(F;), we let t = s and we are done. Otherwise we perform the following
recursive step. Let Ay = (min H,,)5_, and B, = U} _, H,,. Note that since F is nice, A; ~ (m) € F¢
for all Ay < m. Since max B, > max Aj, it follows that A; ~ (m) € F¢ for all By < m, and therefore
Bs;UF € F[P] for all B; < F € P. We now choose Ly € [K] such that By < Ly, and define
fox1: MAX(P) | Lyyy — J by fer1(F) = EER(-, B, U F). Again using the fact stated in Remark
4.9 by passing to a subset of L,,; and relabeling, we may assume there exist a4,1,bsy1 such that
bsi1—asi1 < 0sp1/4 and foi1(F) € [ast1,bsia] for all F € MAX(P) | Lsi1. By another application
of Theorem applied to the function hg : Lgyy © P — J given by hg(n, F') = h(n, Bs U F), we
can find K1 € [Lgy1] such that for any F' € P, there exists K 1(F) C G € MAX(P) | Lgiq such
that for each n € F, h(Ks11(n), BsUG) = asy1 — d541/4 = bsi1 — 0s11/2. By another application
of Proposition I 12, we may find Fy1y € MAX(Q) | M(T) and E,yy € P such that

max{max Fy, M(T'(s+ 1)), M(min H,)} < Fy4q

and L(Fyyp \ (min Fyyq)) = Kgiq(Es1). Since Eg1q € P, there exists Kgyp1(Fsy1) C Hgpq €
MAX(P) | Lsyq such that for all n € FEgyq, h(Kg1(n), Bs U Hgyq) = bsy1 — 0s11/2. Then the
n = s+ 1 case of item (i7) is satisfied. For any m € Fy,1 \ (min Fy, 1), there exists n € F,y; such
that L(m) = Ks11(n), and h(L(m), B{UHg 1) 2 bsi1—0s11. Since M(T(s+1)) < Fyyq € [M(T)]<¥
and Ly = L(M(T)), for any m € Fyiq \ (min Fy4), L(m) = Lo(p) for some p > s + 1, from which
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it follows that for any B, U Hyyy = H € MAX (F[P)),

g(L(m)’ H) = g(LO(p)’ H) 2 h(LO(p)a H) - 510/2 = h(LO(p)a Bs U Hs-i—l) - P/2
> h(Lo(p), Bs U Hs+1) - 5s+1/2 = h(L(m)v Bs U Hs+1) - 5s+1/2 Z b8+1 - 5s+1-

Here we have used the fact that h is tail independent and L(m) = Ly(p) € Bs U Hgyq. Therefore
g(L(m), BsUHs 1) = bsy1—0s11 for each m € Fyy\ (min Fyy4) and B{UH, 1y < H € MAX(F:[P]).
Therefore the n = s + 1 case of item (iv) will be satisfied for our eventual choice of By U Hgyq =<
H € MAX(F,[P]). This completes the recursive construction.

Since F¢ is nice, this process must eventually terminate when (min H,),_; € MAX(F¢). As in
the previous paragraph, we let By = U;_, H,, for 1 < s < t. For convenience, we let By = &. Item
(1) is satisfied as noted in the first paragraph of the proof. Items (ii) and (iv) were verified in the
recursive construction. Let H = U'_; H,,. It follows from the construction that H; < ... < H,,
since for each 1 < s < t, Hy C By < Lgy1 D Hgyq. Since Hy < ... < Hy, H, € MAX(P), and
(min H,)!,_, € MAX(F;), H =p U.,_H,, € MAX(F;[P]). Therefore item (ii7) is satisfied. As was
noted in the construction, since B, U Hypy < H € MAX(F[P]) for s =0,1,...,t — 1, item (iv)
is satisfied. By the permanence property together with tail independence of h and the fact that
Hye MAX(P) | Ly and H € MAX(F:[P]) | Lo,

t t
D <Eph(- H) = Ej h(-,U;_ Ha) <Y b,
s=1 s=1

Here we have used the fact that for s =0,...,t —1 and any G € MAX(P) | L1,
E&h(-, U H,) = EEA(-, BsU G) = fo1(G) < bpr.

It remains to show that F' =g Ul,_; € F{,[Q]. We note that by construction, F; < ... < F
and F, € MAX(Q) | M, so F =g U!_,F,. Note that we can write (min F,,)!_; = M(G) for
some G € [N]<¥. Since F¢ is hereditary and (min H,)!_, € F;, (min H,)"”}, € F;. Since for each
1<n<t, M(minH,) < F,1,

M(G\ (min G)) = (min F,);,_, = (min Fo )25
is a spread of M((min H,) ), so that G \ (minG) is a spread of (min H,),_", € F;. Therefore

n=1
G\ (minG) € F;, and G = (minG) ~ (G \ (minG)) € Feyq. Since Fy < ... < Fy, F, € Q [ M,
and (min F,)!_; = M(G) € Fea(M), F € FYL[Q].

O

The proof in the case that (£, Q) is a 0-homogeneous (or, more accurately, the 0-homogeneous)
probability block is easier.

Theorem 5.5. Fiz 0 < ( < wy and assume (P, P) is a E-homogeneous probability block. Assume
L e N, DeR, and g: LS F[P] = R are such that g is a bounded function and for every
F e MAX(F:P)) | L, ELg(-,F) = D. Then for any sequence (8,)3, of positive numbers, any
M € [N], and the 0-homogeneous probability block (Q,Q), there exist L € [L], F = (m,)._, €
Fei1(M), numbers by, ..., by € R, and sets Hy,...,H, € P, H € MAX(F¢[P]), such that

(1) L(my) € Hy,



22 R.M. CAUSEY

(it) H =p U:L:1 Hy,
(i1i) for each 1 < n <t, g(L(my,), H) = b, — 0y,

(i) St _ b, = D.

Proof. By replacing (6,,)22; with a sequence of smaller numbers if necessary, we may assume this
sequence is decreasing.

Let J C R be a compact interval containing the range of ¢g. By applying Proposition B.1] with
en = 0,/2, we can find Ly € [L(M)] and a bounded, tail independent function h : Ly © F¢[P] - R
such that if (Lo(n), F') € Ly © F:[P],

g(LO(n)’F) < h(LO(n)>F) < g(LO(n)>F) +57L/2'

Since MAX(F¢[P]) | Lo € MAX(F¢[P]) and g|rperp) < hlreer(p), it follows that for any
H e MAX(F:[P]) | Lo,

D < Eyg(-, H) < Egh(-, H).
Since Ly € [L(M)], it follows that Ly = L(M(T)) for some T € [N]. Let Ky = Lo(M(T)) €
[L(M(T))].

Since h is tail independent, we may consider the natural extension h : Ky @ F¢[P] — J. Define
fi: MAX(P) | Ky — J by letting n,(F) = ELh(-, F). This is well defined because we have taken
the natural extension. As noted in Remark [£.9] we may fix ai,b; € R such that b, — a; < 61/2
and L, € [Ky] such that fi(F) € [a1,b1] for all FF € MAX(P) | L. Fix H € MAX(P) | L.
Since Eﬁlh(-,Hl) > a; = by — 01/2, there exists ny € Hy such that h(ny, Hy) > by — §;/2. Since
Ly C L(M), there exists my € M such that ny = L(my), and h(L(my), Hy) = h(ny, Hy) = by —01/2.
Since n; € Ly C Lo, ny = L(M(T(p)) = Lo(p) for some 1 < p € N. Then for any H; < H €
MAX (E[P]).

g(L(m1), H) = g(Lo(p), H) = h(Lo(p), H) — 61/2 = h(L(m1), H) = h(L(my), Hy) — 61/2
2 bl - 51.

Assume that m; < ... <m,, Hy <...< H, Ly,..., Ls have been chosen such that (min H,,)5_, €
Fe. If (min H,,)5_, € MAX(F,[P]), we are done. Otherwise we perform the following recursive step.
Let By = US_Hy and fix Ly € [Lg] such that By < Lgy;. Since (min H,)?_, € F¢ \ MAX(F),
B;UF € F[P] for all By < F € P. By again using Remark L9 passing to a subset and
relabeling if necessary, we may also assume that for some az11 < bgyq with bgyq — asy1 < d541/2,
EEL(-, B, U F) € [ays1,bsrs] for all F € MAX(P) | Lysr. Fix Hyop € MAX(P) | Lys; and
nsy1 € Hgyq such that h(ngyq, B¢ U Hgi1) 2 agi1 = bsyq1 — 0541/2. Since ngyq € Loy C L(M),
Ngy1 = L(mgyq) for some mgy € M. Since L(mg) < Lgi1(1) < ngyqy = L(mgyy), it follows that
Mgr1 > M. Since my < ... < mgyq and m, € Ly forn =1,...,s+ 1, it follows that ms,1 = Lo(p)
for some p > s+ 1. Therefore for any B; U Hy 1y = H € MAX (F[P]),

9(L(myi1), H) = g(Lo(p), H) = "(Lo(p), H) = 6541/2 = h(L(ms11), H) = h(L(mys1), H1) = 6541/2
2 bs—i—l - 554—1-

Since L(M (min Hy)) < Lgy1 < ngp1 = L(mgyq), it follows that M (min H,) < mg,;. This completes
the recursive step. The details are checked as in the proof of Theorem [£.4]
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6. THEOREMS [1.3] AND [1.4]

In this section, let X be a Banach space. Let R be a subsequential space on X. We recall
that this means that coo(X) C R C {oo(X), R is a (not necessarily closed) subspace of (. (X) on
which there exists a norm r such that (R,7) is a Banach space and, with B = {¢c € R : r < 1},
Br C By (x) and if ¢ € Bg, then every subsequence of ¢ also lies in Br. We also fix a bimonotone
norm s on coo(X ), which means that for each x € X and n € N, s(x ® e,) = ||z| and for any
¢ = (Tn)nz1 € coo(X),

s = sups(ixn ® en) = ligls(izn ® en>.
n=l| n=1

<m

The natural domain of a bimonotone norm is defined to be the space S of all sequences (z,)%°, €
lso(X) such that sup,, s(O-" |, r, ® e,) < co. The norm s naturally extends by the formula

n=1

(i) = sws (3o )

to all of S, and (.5, s) is a Banach space.

Throughout this section, 0 < £ < wy and P = (B, P) is a fixed, {&-homogeneous probability block.
When [E,; is written with no superscript, it is understood that the convex block sequence is taken
with respect to this probability block P = (3, P). If we wish to consider convex blocks coming from
some other probability block Q = (Q, Q), we include the superscripts E4, and IEJ\Q/[ to distinguish.

We will prove the following, further quantified theorem, and then deduce a large part of Theorem
L4 and as special cases. We now state this further quantified theorem, for which recall that if
F is regular and M € [N}, M|F denotes the maximal initial segment of M which is a member of
F. We also agree to the convention that M|[N|<¥ = M.

Theorem 6.1. Fiz ( < wq, £ < wy, and let P = (B, P) be a E-homogeneous probability block. Let
X be a Banach space, (R, || - ||r) a subsequential space on X, and s a bimonotone norm on coo(X)
with natural domain S. The following are equivalent.

(1) For every ¢ € R, there exist M € [N] and a constant C' such that for every N € [M],
EN|]:<[7>}§ € C'Bg.

(2) There exists a constant C' such that for every ¢ € Bg, there exists M € [N] such that for
every N € [M], Enz,pis € CBs.

(3) For every ¢ € R and L € [N], there exist M € [L] and a constant C' such that for all
N e [M], EN|]:C[73}§ € CBs.

(4) There ezists a constant C such that for every ¢ € Br and every L € [N, there exists M € [L]
such that for all N € [M], Exz,ps € CBs.

We also include here the relationship between these properties for two different probability blocks.

Theorem 6.2. Let ( < wy be a limit ordinal and fit § < v < wy. Let P = (P, P) be a &-
homogeneous probability block and suppose that R,S and (B, P) satisfy item (4) of Theorem [G]]
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with constant C. If Q = (Q, Q) is any v-homogeneous probability block, then for any C' > C, R, S
and (Q, Q) satisfy item (4) of Theorem [61 with constant C’.

We will prove Theorem by completing the implications
LH=0)=@=(02)=(Q1).

It is obvious that (4) = (2) = (1), from which it follows that we need only to prove (1) = (3) = (4)
to complete the proof of Theorem [6.11

Let us note that conditions (1), (2), (3), and (4) of Theorem [6.1] in the special case that { = wy,
are respectively equivalent to (2),(3), (5), and (6), of Theorem [L4. We will complete Theorem [[.4]
by completing the implications

1) = (2)= ()= 6) = (3) = (1)

and
(5) = (4) = (1).

In Theorem [[4] the implications (6) = (3) = (1) and (5) = (4) = (1) are clear. Moreover, since
conditions (2), (5), and (6) of Theorem [[.4] are the ( = w; cases, respectively, of conditions (1), (3),
and (4) in Theorem [6.1] the implications (2) = (5) = (6) in Theorem .4 will be special cases of the
implications (1) = (3) = (4) in Theorem [6.Il Therefore, once we complete the proof of Theorem
[6.1] the only implication remaining to complete the proof of Theorem [[4l will be (1) = (2), which is
Proposition Let us also discuss why Theorem [[.4] has six conditions while Theorem only has
four. Theorem [[.4] contains the ( = w; case of Theorem [6.1], as well as two additional conditions, (1)
and (4), the analogues of which do not appear for the ( < w; case. The reason for this is because,
since M|F¢[P] is a finite set for any M € [N], any nice P, and any countable (, it follows that for
any ¢ € £oo(X) and any such M, P, ¢, Exz.pis € coo(X) C S.

We also note that Theorem is a special case of Theorem [[.4. Namely, Theorem [[.4] when P
is the Dirac probability block is precisely Theorem L3l

The proof of the next proposition is an application of the Ramsey theorem similar to an unpub-
lished result of Johnson [17].

Proposition 6.3. If for every ¢ € R, there exists M € [N] such that for all N € [M], Eyc € S,
then for any < € R, there exist M € [N] and C > 0 such that for all N € [M], Eys € CBg.

Proof. By homogeneity, it is sufficient to prove the result for each ¢ € Br C By (x). Suppose that
for some ¢ € Bg, no such M and C' exist. For each p,q € N, define

p
Vip ={M € [N] : S(Z Eys(n) ®e,) < 2¢}.
n=1
Since for each n € N, M — Ep¢(n) is locally constant, it follows that V,, is a closed set, as is

V, = ﬂ Vg
p=1

Moreover, note that by the properties of s and its definition on the natural domain S, for N € [N],
Ens € 2¢Bg if and only if N € V,. By hypothesis, there exists some M, € [N] such that for
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all N € [My], Exy¢ € S. Since V, is closed, we can apply Theorem E.7 recursively to select
M, D My O ... such that for each ¢ € N, either [M,] C V, or [M,|NV, = &. We note that for each
¢, the second alternative must occur. Indeed, if [M,] C V,, then we set M = M, and C' = 2q to
obtain M and C' as in the conclusion of the proposition. This contradicts our hypothesis that for
this ¢ € B, no such M and C exist. Therefore we have My D M; D M, O ... such that for each
geN, [M,]NY, =2.

For each ¢ € N, let [, = Ul_ 1supp(IP’M n)- Select N(1) < N(2) < ... such that for each ¢ € N,
I, < N(q) € M,. Then N € [Mp], from which it follows that Eyg € S. Therefore there exists some
C € N such that Ey¢ € CBg. Fix C < ¢ € N and define L = I, U (N \ U_ supp(Py.,)) € [M,]. By
the permanence property, Py, = Py, for all n > ¢. Since we have assumed ¢ € Br C By (x), it
follows that ||Erc(n)|| < 1for all n € N. Since L € [M,], there exists p € N, which by the properties
of s we may assume exceeds ¢, such that s(>°7_ E;¢(n) ® e,) > 2¢. Then

p p
S(Z Enc(n) ®e,) = S(Z Enc(n) ® e,) = s( ZELg ) ®ep)
n=1 =
> S(Z Ers(n) ® e,) Z Ers(n) ® e,)

O B )~ S B

>2q—q=q>C.

This contradiction finishes the proof.
O

For our proof of the implications (1) = (3) = (4) of Theorem [61], we will define a transfinite
way of measuring the failure of uniform upper estimates. Our next few technical definitions lay the
necessary groundwork for accomplishing this. For each k < w, define the bimonotone norm s, on

CO()(X) by

Sk (Z Tn @ en) = S(Z Tn & €n+k)
n=1 n=1

and let S; be the natural domain of sy.

The definitions in the following paragraphs are made, and depend upon, our fixed probability
block P. These definitions can be made with respect to any probability block, and later we will
briefly wish to consider these notions for another probability block @ = (£, Q). When necessary,
we will include in our notation a reference to the underlying probability block.

For k < w, 0 < C < o0, and a sequence ¢ € R, let us say a finite subset G of N is (k, C, ¢)-good
provided that for any F =p U._, F,, C G, sx(Eps) < C. In the case that P is the Dirac probability
block, this is equivalent to the condition that, if ¢ = (z,)%2,, then for any (m4,...,m;) C G,
sk(X _ T, @ €,) < C. Obviously any subset of a (k,C,)-good set is also (k,C,)-good. Let
&(k,C, <) be the set of all (k, C, ¢)-good sets. Since any subset of a (k, C, ¢)-good set is also (k, C,<)-
good, it follows that &(k, C, <) is hereditary.
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For¢e R, M € [N],( <w, k<w,and 0 < C < o0, let us say that (¢, M) is ((, k, C)-stable
if ]-"é‘/[ [P] C &(k,C,s). In the case that P is the Dirac probability block, this is equivalent to the
condition that F.(M) C &(k,C,<). Let us say that (¢, L) is (¢, k, C)-Ramsey if for any M € [L],
there exists N € [M] such that (¢, N) is (¢, k, C)-stable. For {( < wy, k <w, ¢ € Bg, and L € |[N],
let T'(C, k,s, L) denote the infimum of C' > 0 such that (¢, L) is (¢, k, C)-Ramsey. We recall the
convention that inf @ = oo, so that I'((, k,s, L) = oo if no such C exists.

Remark 6.4. (i) For¢ € R, (¢,N) is (¢, k, C)-Ramsey if and only if for any L € [N], there exists
M € [L] such that (¢, M) is (¢, k, C')-stable (equivalently, for any L € [N], there exists M € [L]
such that FM[P] C &(k,C,<)).

(ii) For ¢ € R, (s, M) is (w1, k, C)-stable if and only if [M]<“ C &((, k,C) if and only if Ex¢ €
CBg, for all N € [M]. Similarly, (¢,N) is (wy, k, C')-Ramsey if and only if for any L € [N,
there exists M € [L] such that [M]<¥ C &(k,C,¢) if and only if for any L € [N], there exists
M € [L] such that for all N € [M], Enc € CBeg,.

(ili) If (g, L) is (¢, k, C)-stable, so is (¢, M) for any M € [L], since FM[P] C F}[P] when M € [L].
Similarly, if (¢, L) is (¢, k, C')-Ramsey, so is (s, M) for any M € [L].

(iv) Since (s, L) being ((, k, C')-Ramsey implies that (¢, M) is (¢, k, C)-Ramsey for any M € [L], it
follows that

I'(¢, k,s,N) = sup I'(C, k,s, L).

Le[N]

Note that our function I" takes four arguments: An ordinal ¢ < wq, a non-negative integers k < w,
a sequence ¢ € Bg, and a set L € [N]. For brevity, we adopt the convention that if I' appears with
one or more of these four arguments missing, this means that we have taken the supremum over
the appropriate set of the missing arguments. For example,

(¢, k,s) = sup I'(¢, k, s, L),
Le[N]

I'(¢) = sup sup sup I'(¢, k,<, L),
k<w ¢€BRr LE[N]

I’ = sup sup sup sup I'(¢, k,s, L),
(<wi1 k<w c€BR LE[N]

etc. We write I'” and I'? if we need to distinguish between these functions defined for different
probability blocks P, Q.
We next deduce several properties of these functions.

Lemma 6.5. (i) For a fivzed k < w, ¢ € Bg, and My € [N], the function ¢ — I'(C, k,s, My) is
non-decreasing from wi+ to [0, 00]. This implies that for fivred k < w and ¢ € Bg, the functions
C—T(( k,s), (= T(¢ k), and ¢ — T'(C) are non-decreasing.

(i1) For a fized k < w, ¢ € Bg, and My € |[N], the function ( — I'(C,k,s, My) is continuous
from wi+ to [0,00|. Therefore for a fired k < w and ¢ € Bg, the functions ( — I'((, k,<),
¢ T(( k), and ¢ — T are continuous.

(111) T'(0) = 0.
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(iv) For each k,p < w, ¢ € Bg, and ( < wy, ['((,k+p,s) < T((+p,k,s) < p+T((,k+p,s).
Moreover, for any ( < wy and k,p < w, I'((,k+p) < T'(C+p k) < p+T(¢(,k+p) and
I'(¢+p) <p+T(Q).

(v) For any countable ¢ and p < w, I'(() < n+ p+ ['((,p), where { = B+ n is the unique
expression of  as a non-successor ordinal 5 and n < w. In particular, if 6 < wy is a limit
ordinal, I'(8) = I'(3,0).

(vi) For any ordinal { < wq, I'(¢) < oo if and only if I'(¢,0) < oc.

Proof. In all parts of the proof, an inequality is trivial if the majorizing quantity is infinite. Therefore
we prove the inequalities only in the cases that the majorizing quantity is finite.

(1) Fix k <w, p < ¢ < wy, s € Bg, My € [N], and assume I'((, k, <, My) < C. We must show that
for any L € [Mo], there exists M € [L] such that F}'[P] C &(k,C,c). But we know that for any
such L, there exists N € [L] such that F[P] C &(k, C,<). By the almost monotone property of the
fine Schreier families, there exists [ € N such that [ < H € F, implies H € F¢. Let M(n) = N({+n)
for all n € N. Then M € [L] and

FPl c FY[P) Cc &(k,Cq).

o

The second inclusion follows from the properties of V. To see the first inclusion, fix

withog#F <...<F,F,ePIMCP]N,and
(minFn)Zzl = (M(n))nec

for some G € F,. Then with H = (I+n :n € G),l < H € F,, so H € F.. Moreover,
(min F,)!_, = (M(n))nec = (N(L 4+ n))nec = (N(n))nenr € Fe¢(N). From this it follows that
F = U,_F, € FY[P]. Thus we have shown that for any L € [Mj], there exists M € [L] such
that F)/[P] C &(k,C,<), from which it follows that I'(u, k,<, M) < C. Since this holds for any
C>T(C ks, M), I'(u, ks, My) < T'(C, k, <, Mp). The remaining parts of (i) follow from taking the
appropriate suprema.

(i1) Fix k < w, ¢ € Bg, and M, € [N]. By Proposition .13 we must show that for any limit
ordinal ¢ < wy, if sup,, . I'(i1, k, ¢, My) < C, then I'((, k, <, My) < C. We do this in two cases. First
suppose that ( < w; and let ¢, T ¢ be such that

fgz{E:ElngEe}}n}.

Assume sup, . I'(p, k5, My) < C and fix L € [Mg]. As noted in Remark 6.4, we may find L D
M; D My D ... such that for all n € N, F¢, (M,) C &(k,C,s). Let M(n) = M,(n) and note that

FMP) | FP] c 6(k,C,5)
n=1

by Proposition 6. Since L € [My] was arbitrary, I'((, k, <, My) < C. This completes the { < w;
case.
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Now suppose that ( = w; and assume that sup,_,, I'((,k,s, M) < C. Fix L € [Mg]. For any
¢ < wi, there exists M € [L] such that FM[P] C &(k, C,¢), from which it follows that

rank(&(k, C,<) | L) > rank(F}[P]) = w*¢ + 1.

Since this holds for any { < wy, rank(&(k,C,<) [ L) = oo. By Proposition @1l &(k,C,<) [ L is
ill-founded. From this it follows that there exists M € [N] such that for all t € N, (M(n)).,_; €
&(k,C,<) | L. This obviously implies that M € [L]. Moreover, since &(k,C,<) | L is hereditary and
contains all initial segments of M, it contains all subsets of M. This means that F2/[P] = [M]<* C
&(k,C,<). Since L € [My] was arbitrary, this yields that I'(wy, k, ¢, My) < C. The remainder of (i7)
follows from taking the appropriate suprema.

(737) This follows from the fact that Fo = {@} and & is vacuously &(k,0,¢)-good for all £ < w
and ¢ € R.

(iv) Fix ¢ € Br and suppose that I'(¢ + p, k,¢) < C. Fix L € [N]. We may fix N € [L] such
that FX[P] C &(k,C,s). Let I = U,_supp(Py,) and M = N\ I. We claim that F}[P] C
&(k +p,C,). Indeed, fix G € ]-"CM[P] and F =p U!_ | F,, C G. Then

t

TUF =p (O supp(Pa) ) U (| F) € FE,[P) € 6(k, C.c)

and

Sk+p (i Erc(n) ® en) = Sk+p (i Enrs(n +p) @ en) = sk, (i Enrs(n +p) @ en+p)
n=1

n=1 n=1
t+p t+p
= Sk( Z E/urs(n) @ €n) < Sk (Z E/urs(n) @ €n) < Cl
n=1+p n=1

Therefore for any L € [N], there exists M € [L] such that FM[P] C &(k + p, C,<). This yields that
['((,k+ p,s) < C, and since C > I'(¢ + p, k,s) was arbitrary, I'((, k + p,<) < T'(C + p, k, ).

Now suppose that I'((, k + p,s) < C and fix L € [N]. We may fix M € [L] such that FM[P] C
&(k 4+ p,C,5). We claim that F}{ [P] C &(k,p + C,c), which will finish the proof of the first
inequality of (iv), since L € [N] and C' > I'((,k + p,<) are arbitrary. Fix G € FY [P] and
F=pU _F,CG. If t <p, then

t t
(D Ersn) @ en) < Bl <t <p<p+C.
n=1 n=1
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Ift > p, let H, = F,,, foreach 1 <n <t—p Let H=UH, ¢ FM[P] and note that
H =p U"" H, and

Sp (i Epc(n) ® en> = s} (i Erc(n) ® e, + zt: Erc(n) ® en>

n=p+1

gﬁ;M&d@H+%<§éﬁqu®eO

n=p+1

t—p
=p+ Sk+p<ZEH§(n) & 6n) < P+ C.

n=1

The remainder of (iv) follows from taking the appropriate suprema.

(v) Let ¢ = 8+ n be the unique expression of { as the sum of a non-successor ordinal 5 and
n <w. If B =0, then ¢ = n. In this case, by (i) and (iv), I'(() < n+T'(0) = n < co. Now assume
f > 0, which means ( > w. For ¢ < w, if ¢ < p, we write p = k + ¢ and use (iv) and the fact that
I'(+, ¢) is non-decreasing to find that for any pu < j,

U, q) <T(pu+k,q) <k+TD(p,p) <p+Ty,p).
If ¢ > p, then we write ¢ = k + p and use (iv) to find that
L(p,q) =T(u k+p) <T(p+kp) <p+T(p+k p)
In either case, we obtain the inequality
P(p,q) <p+T(p+(a—p)",p),

where m™ = max{0, m}.
By continuity of T'(+),

L(B) =sup () = supsupT(p,q) < p+T(p+(¢—p)",p) <p+T(B,p).
pu<pB pu<pB q<w

Combining this with (iv), we find that

L) <n+T(B)<p+n+TD(Bp).

For 8 < wy, the second statement of (v) follows from the first with p = n = 0. From continuity
of the functions ¢ — I'(¢) and ¢ — I'((,0),

['(wy) = sup{I'(B) : B < wy, B a limit ordinal} = sup{I'(3,0) : f < wy, B a limit ordinal} = I'(wy, 0).

(vi) Fix ¢ < wy. If ¢ is zero or a limit ordinal, I'(¢) = I'(¢,0) by (éi¢) if = 0 and by (v) if { is a
limit ordinal, and the result is trivial in this case. If { is a successor ordinal, then ( < w; and there
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exist a non-successor ordinal 5 < w; and p < w such that ( = 4 p. By (i) and (v),

[(¢) = supT(¢. k) = sup T'(B +p.k) < p+sup (B, p + k)

k<w k<w k<w

<p+T(B)=p+T(8,0) <p+T(0).

O

Remark 6.6. Since I'(() is a non-decreasing, continuous function of ( € wi+, I' = sup,,,, ['(¢) =
Sup; ., I'(¢) = I'(w1). Moreover, we have the following, which is a direct application of Proposition

4. 1ol

Corollary 6.7. Either I' < oo or there exists a countable limit ordinal v such that T'(y) = oo and
for each k < w, {I'(C, k) : ¢ <~} is an unbounded subset of [0, 00).

To give further information about the minimum ordinal v such that I'(y) = oo, we have the
following.

Lemma 6.8. (i) Let F,G be regular families with the same non-zero rank. Then for k < w,
LeN],0< C < oo, and s € Bg, there exists M € [L] such that FM[P] C &(k,C,s) if and
only if there exists M € [L] such that GM[P] C &(k,C,<).

(ii) For ,p < wy, T(C + 1) < T(C) + D(n).
(111) If I' = oo, then there exists 0 < v < wy such that min{¢ : I'(§) = oo} = w".

Proof. (i) The statement of (7) is symmetric in F and G, so we only need to prove one direction of
the implication. Assume there exists M € [L] such that FM[P] C &(k,C,<). By Proposition 3|
there exists K € [N] such that G(K) C F. Let N(n) = M(K(n)), so N € [M] C [L]. We claim that
GN[P] c FM[P], from which it will follow that GN[P] C &(k,C,<). Fix @ # F € GN[P]. Then
we can write F' = U, | F, for some Fy < ... < F;,, @ # F, € P| N CP | M, and (min F,,)!,_, €
G(N). The last condition means that (min F},):_; = N(G) = M(K(G)) for some G € G. Then
K(G) € G(K) C F, from which it follows that (min F,)!_; = M(K(G)) € F(M). Therefore we
have shown that F = U!_, F, for some F} < ... < F;, @ # F, € P, and (min F,,),_, € F(M), so
F € FM[P]. Since F was an arbitrary non-empty member of GV[P], and since @ € FM[P], we are
done.

(73) If T'(¢) = oo or I'(i) = oo, the result is trivial, so assume both quantities are finite and fix
I'() < B<ooand I'(u) < C < o0. Fix k <w, L € [N], and ¢ € Bg. Since I'((, k) < I'(¢) < B,
we may select Ly € [L] such that ]:CLO[P] C &(k, B,¢). Since sup;,, I'(p, 1) = I'(n) < C, we may
recursively select Ly O L1 D Ly O ... such that for all ¢ € N, Fa?[P] C &(k + ¢,C,<). For each
g €N, let I, =supp(Py,,) and I, = U!_,1,,. Let Iy = @. Choose M(1) < M(2) < ... such that
for each ¢ € N, I, < M(q) € L,.

Let

F={FUG:F<G,FeF,GeF]},
and note that rank(F) = ¢ + p + 1 = rank(F4,) by Proposition We claim that

FM[P] C &(k, B+ C,5).
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By (i), this will imply that there exists N € [M] such that F2\ [P] C &(k, B + C,¢). Since this
holds for arbitrary k < w, < € Bg, L € [N], B > I'({), and C > I'(u), we will be done with (i7) once
we show the inclusion FM[P] C &(k, B + C,¢).

Fix o # £ € FM[P] and H =p U._|E, C E. Note that (min E,)!_, € F(M), as noted in

Remark Therefore there exist ' < G, F' € F,, and G' € F¢ such that
M(FYUM(G) = M(FUG) = (min E,)"

i
Note that either of the sets F, G could be empty. With ¢ = |F|,
M(F) = (minE,)!_, € F,(M)
and
M(G) = (min E,);_,., € Fe(M).
Let ,
T:QU@MLﬁwMMM»eMA

n=1

Since ¢ = |F| and F < G, min G > ¢, and
M(G) =T(G) € F(T),
and

t
Hy = U E, € ]-“CT[P] C J-"CL‘I[P] CO®k+qCxg).

n=q+1

Since M (F) € F,(M),

q
Hy:=|JE, € F)'[P| ¢ FI*[P] C &(k,B,5).

n=1

Therefore

sk(Egc) = sk (Zt: Eps(n) ® en) = s(i Ens(n) ® en+k>

n=1

q t
= S(Z Ems @ ener+ > Ems(n—q) ® 6n+k>

n=1 n=q+1

q t—q
<s (Z Ep ¢ ® en-i—k) + s (Z Epg,s(n) ® 6n+k+q)
n=1 n=1

= sk(En,<) + skiq(Emc) < B+ C.

(7i1) If ' = oo, then by Corollary [6.7] there exists a minimum countable ordinal A such that
I'(A) = oo. Since I'(0) = 0, 0 < A < wy. By the minimality of A, if ¢, u < A, then I'(¢) + I'(u) < 0.
By (i), I'(C + 1) < T'(¢) + I'(u) < o0, and ¢ + o < A. Therefore we have shown that 0 < A < w;
is such that if (,u < A, then ( + p < A. It is a standard fact about ordinals that A\ = w? for some
0 <7y < w. Since (1) <1+ p(0) =1 by Lemma [6.5(ii7) and (iv), 1 < A and 0 < 7.

O
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Proposition 6.9. IfI'(w;) < 0o, then (B, P) and R, S satisfy (6) of Theorem[14 Moreover, I'(w;)
is the infimum of C such that (6) is satisfied with constant C.

Proof. Assume that I'(w;) < oo and fix I'(w;) < C' < oo. Note that sup,,, I'(¢) = I'(w1) < C. Fix
¢ € Br and L € [N]. For each ¢ < wy, I'({) < C, from which it follows that there exists M, € [N]
such that ]-"éwc [P] € &(0,C,¢). From this it follows that

rank(&(0,C,¢) [ L) > 1"&:(11{(./75\4C [P]) = rank(F¢[P]) > rank(F¢) = ¢ + 1.

Since this holds for any ¢ < wy, it follows that &(0,C,<) | L is ill-founded. Therefore there exists
an infinite subset M of N such that for every ¢ € N, (M(n)),_; € &(0,C,<) | L. This clearly
implies that M € [L]. Since &(0,C,<) is hereditary, [M]<* C &(0,C,s). Now for any N € [M] and
t e N, if H, = U _ supp(Pn,), then H; € [M]=* C &(0,C,¢) and s(Eg,¢) < C. By the properties
of s and S, Ey¢ € CBg. Since ¢ € By and L € [N] were arbitrary, condition (6) of Theorem [L.4]
is satisfied. Moreover, since C' > I'(w;) was arbitrary, the infimum of C' such that (3, P) and R, S
satisfy condition (6) is not more than I'(wy).

It remains to show that this infimum is not less than I'(w;). To that end, assume (J3,P) and
R, S satisfy condition (6) of Theorem [[.4] with constant C'. Then for any ¢ € Bg and L € [N], there
exists M; € [L] such that Exc € CBg for all N € [M;]. Fix k € N and let I = U*_ supp(Pas, )
and M = M\ I. Here, =@ if k = 0. Fix F =p U, _| F,, € [M]<“. Fix N € [M] such that F < N
and note that I UN € [M;] and E;yns(n+ k) = Exc(n) for all n € N by the permanence property.
By the bimonotone property of s,

sk(Eps) < sk(Ens) < s(Euns) < C.
Therefore F![P] = [M]<“ C &(k,C,<). Since ¢ € Bg, k < w, L € [N] were arbitrary,

' =T'(wy) = sup sup sup I'(wy, k,¢, L) < C.
SEBR k<w L€[N]

O

The preceding result shows the connection between the conditions appearing the ( = w; case of
Theorem and the function I'. We now wish to illustrate the connection between the conditions
in Theorem and the function I' in the ( < w; case.

Proposition 6.10. Fiz ( <wy, k <w, ¢ € Bg, and L € [N].

(i) Fix 0 < C < oo. If L € |N] is such that for each My € [L], there exists M € [M;] such that
for all N € [M], Exz,ps € CBs,, then (¢, k,¢, L) < C.
(1) If 0 < C' < o0, L € [N], k <w are such that I'((, k,s, L) > C, then there exists M € [L] such
that for all N € [M], Eniz,pis & CBs,. In particular, MAX (F¢[P] | M) N&(k,C,¢) = @.
(iii) If T'(C+1,k,s, L) < C, then for any M,y € [L], there exists M € [M,] such that for all N € [M],
]EN‘]—'C[’P]g S Cng.

Proof. (i) Fix M, € [L] and let M € [M;] be such that for all N € [M], Enz,ps € CBs,. For any
F e FJP] | M and G =p U,_,G,, C F, there exists N € [M] such that G < N|F;[P]. By the
properties of M, Ey 7 s € CBg,. By bimonotonicity and the permanence property, together with
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the fact that G < N|F;[P], Egs € CBg,. Since G =p U!,_|G,, C F was arbitrary, F' € &(k,C,s).
Since F' € F¢[P] | M was arbitrary,

FMIP] € F[P) I M C &(k,C,5).

Since M; € [L] was arbitrary, we are finished with (7).
(i4) The condition I'(¢, k,s, L) > C implies the existence of some Ly € [L] such that there does
not exist M € [Ly] such that (¢, M) is (¢, k, C')-stable. We let

V= {M € [N] . EM|]:<[7>}§ € CBSk}

Since this is a closed, and in fact clopen, set, Theorem [4.7] guarantees the existence of some M € [L]
such that either [M] C V or [M|NV = @. We will be done once we show that the inclusion [M] C V
cannot hold. If the first alternative were to hold, we could choose G € FM[P] C F¢[P] | M and
F =p U _,F, C G. There exists N € [M] such that F' < N|F:[P], so by bimonotonicity,

sk(Ers) < sk(Enjzps) < C.

Since G € FM[P] and F =p U.,_|F, C G were arbitrary, (¢, M) is (¢, k, C)-stable. This con-
tradiction finishes the first part of (i¢). For the second part of (ii), since for any N € [M],
N|F:[P] =p U,_,F, for some F, and t, and since sz(Enrps) > C, N|F[P] ¢ &(k,C,5). We
conclude (77) by noting that

MAX(F[P] I M) = {N|F[P]: N € [M]}.

(i19) Fix My € [L]. Since I'(¢ + 1,k,s, L) < C, there exists My € [M;] such that fé\f’l[P] C
&(k,C,s). By Theorem I0, there exists M € [M;] such that either fé\f’l[P] I M C F:[P] or
FeP] I M C fé‘ﬁ [P] € &(k,C,s). By comparing the rank of fé‘ﬁ [P] | M, which is w®(¢ +1) +1,
to the rank of F¢[P] | M, which is w*¢ + 1 < w®(¢ + 1) + 1, we see that the second inclusion must
hold. Therefore F¢[P] [ M C fé\f’l [P] C &(k,C,s). From this we deduce that for any N € [M],

since N|FC[P] S ‘FC P] I M C @(k,C’, (), EN|]-‘C[’P]§ S CBSk

—

O

One of the major increases in difficulty in the case of a £-homogeneous probability block with
0 < & < wy is that the convex coefficients a vector in a sequence receives depends upon its position in
the sequence. We now turn to the process of overcoming this difficulty. The idea is, once we obtain
some hereditary badness, we can make that badness independent of the position of a vector in the
sequence by witnessing the badness with linear functionals. Then moving the vector within the
sequence does not lose the badness. Our next two results compare I' values between two probability
blocks, so we use superscripts to distinguish.

Lemma 6.11. Let £ < wy and P = (B, P) be our fized, {-homogeneous probability block. Assume
S = (zn)p2) € Be(x), k <w, ( <wi, and L € [N] are such that for each F € MAX(F:[P]) | L,
si(Efs) = D. Then with ¢ = (xpm))2,, for any v < &, any v-homogeneous probability block
Q=(9,9), and N € [N],

(¢ +1,k,0,N) > D.
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Proof. We first prove the trivial £ = 0 case. This case is trivial, since it implies that P and () must
both be equal to the Dirac probability block. In this case, F;[P] = F¢[Q] = F¢ and F¢11][9Q] = Fri1.
Assume 0 < C' < oo and M € [N] are such that F}{,[Q] C &9(k,C, 0). We can then recursively
choose i,,j, € N such that iy = M(1) and for all n € N, 7, = L(i,) and M(j,) < int1 € M.
By compactness, there exists ¢ € N such that F':= (j,),_; € MAX(F:) = MAX(F¢[P]). Since
Jn = L(iy) for all n € N, F' € MAX(F:P]) | L. Since i,, € M for all n € N, we can write
E := (in)t_, = M(G) for some G € [N]<“. Since 4,1 > M(j,) for each 1 < n < t,

M(G\ (min G)) = (in)sp = (in+1)n21

is a spread of M((j,)52Y) € M(F). From this it follows that G'\ (min G) is a spread of a subset, of
F, and therefore G'\ (min G) € F;. Therefore

G=(mnG)U(G\ (minQ)) € Fe
and
E = (in)y—y = M(G) € F&, = FEL[Q) € 89(k, C, o).
Then since E =g Uf,_;(i,) and

Trin) - 1<n<t
EZo(n) =
£o(n) { 0 i< n,

51@(22:1 Trin) @ en) < C. But since F =p U _ (jn) = UL_; (L(i)) € MAX(F[P]) | L and

Tj, =Tre,) ls<n<t
Ef¢(n) = J
zs(n) { 0 it <n,

it follows from our hypotheses that sk(Z;zl Trg,) ®en) = D > C, a contradiction. This contradic-
tion finishes the £ = 0 case.

We next prove the 0 < £ < w; case. Assume that 0 < C' < oo and M € [N] are such that
fé\frl[Q] C &% (k,C, ). In order to prove the lemma, we must show that C' > D. To that end,
we will assume C' < D and reach a contradiction. Fix a sequence (£,)5%, C (0,1) such that
C+ Zzozl e, < D. For each n € N, let 0,, = €,,/4. Note that for any n € N, any real number b < 2,
and any 0 < ¢ < 0y, (1 —¢)(b—0n) —c = b — gy,

For each I' € MAX(F[P]) | L, we may choose fr € Bg: such that

fr(Eie) = Re fr(Epe) = si(Ef<) > D.

We define g : L © F¢[P] — [-1,1]. Fix (i, F) € L © F¢[P], write F =p U, _, F,, let 1 < j <t be
such that ¢ € F};, and define

g(i, F) = Re fp(z; ® e;) € [-1,1].
Then for F =p U, _ | F,, € MAX (F[P]),

Efg(nF) =Y Ef g(F) =3 3 Pra(i)Re fr(z; @ e,) = Re fF<Z(Z Prn(i)z:) ® en>

n=1 1€EFy, n=1 i€l

= Re fr(EFs) = si(Ers) = D.
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Let us consider the case 0 < v. By Theorem B4, we may find F' =o U.,_F, € F},[9Q],
bi,....,s €R, Hy <...< Hy, H, € MAX(P) | L, H € MAX(F¢[P]) | L such that

(1) for each 1 <n <t and each i € N, Qp,(i) < dy,

(ii) for each 1 < n < ¢, L(F, \ (min F,)) C H,,

(iii) H =p U.,_  H,,

(iv) for each 1 <n<tandme F,\ (minF,), g(L(m), H) > b, — 0p,
(v) DY, b

Since F € F,[Q] C &(k,C, 0), sk(E%0) < C. However,

s(E0) > Re [ (EZ0) = Re fu (3 (D Qrali)er) @ en)

n=1 {€F,

- Z Z Qrn(i)Re fu(rre ®en)

n=1ieF,

- Z@Fn l'Illl'lF )Re fH(xL(man & en + Z Z @FnRe fH(xL ® en)

n=1 i€ Fy\(min Fy)

—Z@Fn min F,)Re f(21(min £) @ €n) +Z S Qrali)g(Lii), H).

n=1{€Fy\(min Fy)

For the last equality, we have used the fact that for 1 <n <tandi € F, \ (minF,), L(i) € H,,
from which it follows that

g(L(i), H) = Re fru(xrm @ en).

Now continuing the inequality,

si(E20) > ZQM min F,)Re for (2L min ) @ €n) +Z > Qrali)g(L(i), H)

n=1 n=1 (€ Fy\(min F,)

ZQpn (min F,) +Z (1 — Qpy(min F,)) (b, — 0p)

n=1

_ Z (1~ Qpp(min F,)) (b, — 6,) — Qp(min F, )]

n=1

t [e%¢)
>an—5n>D—an>C.
n=1 n=1

This is a contradiction, and finishes the 0 < v case.

We now consider the v = 0 case. Note that in this case, ) is the Dirac block and F; M Q] =
Fer1(M). By Theorem B3] there exist F' = (my,)!_, € Fey1(M), L € [L], by,...,b € R, and sets
Hy,...,H, € P, HE MAX(F([P]), such that L(m,) € H,, H =p |J._, H,, for each 1 < n < t,
g(L(my), H) = b, — 6,, and 3, _ b, = D. Let 0 = (21(,))3,. Then

t

t t o)
Sk (Z T () @ en) > Re fu (Z T (mn) @ en> = Zg(L(mn), H)2Y by—=0,2D—=) e,>C.
n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1

n=1
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Since Egg =3 T, ®@e, and sk(Egg) < C, this is a contradiction. This contradiction finishes

this case.
O

Corollary 6.12. Let £ < wy and P = (B, P) be our fixed, £-homogeneous probability block. Fix
v < & and any v-homogeneous probability block Q = (Q, Q).

(i) For any ¢ < wy and k < w, TP(¢, k) < TP+ 1,k) and TP () <TQ(C+1).

(ii) If ¢ < wy is a limit ordinal, TT(¢) < T9(Q).
(iii) If v =€ and if ¢ < wy is a limit ordinal, TT(¢) = T'9(().

Proof. (i) If £ =0, then v =0 and P = @ is the Dirac probability block. Assume 0 < . Suppose
that T'T(¢, k) > D. There exists ¢ € By such that I'P(¢, k,¢,N) > D. This means there exists
L € [N] such that there does not exist M € [L] such that (¢, M) is (k, D,)-stable. By Proposition
6.10(i7), there exists L € [N] such that for each N € [L], Ey7 pic ¢ DBs,. By Lemma [6.11]
I'?(¢ +1,k) > D. Since this holds for any D < I'P(¢, k), TP(¢, k) < T9(C + 1, k).

The second inequality of (i) follows from the first by taking the supremum over k.

(1) By (i) and Lemma [6.5(v), for a limit ordinal ¢ < wy,

L) =T"(¢,0) = sup [ (1, 0) < sup P9(p +1,0) = T9(¢, 0) = T9(Q).
u< u<

(27i) This follows from (i), since the inequality holds in both directions.
U

We are now ready to prove the remaining implications (1) = (3) = (4) of Theorem [6.1] which

we now recall.

Corollary 6.13. Fizx ( < wy.

(i) If for every s € Bp, there exist C and M € [N] such that for all N € [M], Enz p)s € CBsg,
then for every ¢ € Br and L € |N|, there exist C and M € [L] such that for all N € [M],
ENW[p]g € CBs.

(ii) If for each < € Br and L € |N], there exist M € [L] and 0 < C' < oo such that Ey|z p)s € Bs,
then there exists a constant C' such that for all ¢ € Br and L € [N], there exists M € [L] such
that for all N € [M], Ey,z,p)s € Bs.

Proof. (i) We first prove the { < w; case by contraposition. Suppose there exist ¢ € Br and L € [N]
such that for all M € [L] and 0 < C' < o0, there exists N € [M] such that Eyz,pis ¢ CBs. By
Proposition B.I0(4i¢), infer) (¢ + 1,0,5, My) = oo. Indeed, if there were some M, € [L] and
0 < C < oo such that I'(¢ + 1,0, ¢, My) < C, then by Proposition [6.10(ii7), there exists M & [M))]
such that for all N € [M], Eyr.p) € CBs, a contradiction. Therefore I'(¢ + 1,0,¢, Mp) = oo for
all My € [L]. Let 8 be the largest non-successor ordinal not exceeding ¢ and note that by Lemma
6.5(v), I'(8, k, s, My) = oo for all My € [L] and k < w. Since I'(p) < p for any p < w by Lemma [6.5]
this implies that ( > w.

Claim 1. For any k < w and My € [L], there exist u < 8 and My € [My] such that for all N € [M;],
Eni7,.p)s ¢ kBs,.
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Let us prove the claim. Suppose that for some k < w and My € [L], no such p < § and M; € [My]
exist. Fix pu < 8 and define the closed set

Ve = {M S [N] : EM|]—"L[P}§ c kBSk}

Then for any K € [M)], we use Theorem .7 to deduce the existence of some M € [K] such that
either [M] C V; or [M] NV, = @. By our contradiction hypothesis in the proof of the claim, it
follows that the alternative [M] NV, = @ cannot hold, otherwise M; = M and p are as in the
conclusion of the claim. From this it follows that [M] C V. Therefore we have shown that for any
K € [M] and p < f3, there exist M € [K] such that for all N € [M], Exz,ps € kBg,. It follows
from Proposition [6.10(7) that I'(u, k, s, My) < k+ 1. Since this holds for any u < 5, by Lemma
6.51(i2), ['(5, k, s, My) < k + 1, contradicting the fact that I'(5, k, s, My) = oo established in the
paragraph before the claim. This is the necessary contradiction, and we have proved the claim.

We apply Claim [ recursively to select L D M; D My D ... and pq, fto, ... < [ such that for
all 1 <k <wand N € [M], Ey Fo IPIS ¢ kBg,. At each stage of the recursion, if necessary we
may replace M, with a subset thereof and use the almost monotone property of the fine Schreier
families together with the fact that p, < f < ¢ to deduce that F,, [P] | My C F.[P]. Choose
M(1) < M(2) < ...such that M(k) € M. Fix 1 <k <wand N € [M]. Let I = U_ supp(Pn.,)
and note that (N|F,,+x[P])\I = (N\I)|F,,[P] by the permanence property. Also, note that, since
I contains at least the first &k members of N, (N|F,, 4+x[P]) \ I C My, from which it follows that
(N|Fup4u P\ T € MAX(F,,, [P] I My). Also by the permanence property, Eniz, . pjs(n+ k) =
E\n)7., | p1s(n) for all n € N. By the bimonotone property of s,

S(EN|Z xlPIS) = 8 (Z ENiFy aip1s(n) & en) > s (Z Ev\niz, pis(n) @ €n+k)

n=1 n=1
= st(E@n\n|z,, 1p1S) > k.

This implies that for any N € [M], I'(up+k+1,0,¢, N) > k by Proposition6.10l Therefore M € [L]
and i1, fg, ... < [ have the property that for any 1 < k < w and any N € [M], S(EN\F,%MQ > k.
By another application of Lemma [6.5(7), for any N € [N],

P(C>0aQaN) >SUPF(Mk+k‘+1>0aQaN):OO
k

By another application of Proposition [6.10(¢), there cannot exist Ny € [N] and 0 < C' < oo such
that for all N € [Ny, Enr.pi0 € CBs. This finishes the proof by contraposition in the ¢ < w;
case.

It remains to prove the ¢ = w; case. Fix ¢ € Br and L € [N]. Our goal is to show that there
exist n € N and M € [L] such that [M]<¥ C &(0,n,<). If condition (1) of Theorem [6.1] is satisfied
for ¢ = wq, then it is also satisfied for all { < w;. This means that for each { < wy, there exist
ne € N and M, € [L] such that F:[P] | M C &(0,n¢,5) [ L. This implies that

suprank(®(0,n,¢) [ L) > wy,

neN
from which it follows that for some n € N, &(0,n,<) | L is ill-founded. Therefore there exists some
M € [L] such that &(0,n,<) [ L contains all initial segments of M. Since &(0,n,¢) | L contains all
subsequences of its members, [M|<“ C &(0,n,<) [ L. This completes the ¢ = w; case.
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(1) First let us note that, by Lemma [6.5(v) and Proposition [6.10(i:7), it is sufficient to prove
that under the hypothesis of (ii), I'({) < co. We prove this by contradiction.

Assume that for each ¢ € Br and L € [N], there exist M € [L] and 0 < C' < oo such that for all
N € [M], Ey|7.pis € CBg, and assume also that I'(¢) = co. Let

B =min{py <w; : I'(f) =0} <.

Note that by Corollary[6.7, 3 is a limit ordinal and for any k < w, {I'(i, k) : © < B} is an unbounded
subset of [0, c0).

Note that for any 0 < D < oo and k < w, there exist ¢ € Br and p < 3 such that I'(u, k,¢) > D+
1. By Proposition [6.10(i7), there exists M € [N] such that for all N € [M], Eyz pic ¢ (D +1)Bs,.
Let ¢ = (2,)52, and 0 = (Ta(n))52,- By Lemma applied with Q = P,

inf T'(u+1,k,0,N)>D+1>D.
Ne[N]

By another application of Proposition[6.10{(77), this implies that for any L € [N], there exists M € [L]
such that for any N € [M], Exz,.,pj0 ¢ DBs,. Therefore in this paragraph we have shown that
for any 0 < D < oo and k < w, there exist u <  and ¢ € Bpg such that for any L € [N], there
exists M € [L] such that for all N € [M], sp(Enjz,p0) > D.

Fix D; > 4. Fix g, € Bg and p; < 8 such that for any L € [N], there exists M € [L] such that
for all N € [M], SO(IE]\”F“1 p101) > Dy. Fix M; € [N] and 0 < (' < oo such that for any N € [M],
s(En iz pjo1) < Cr.

Now assume that for some [ € N, constants D.,...,D;, C},...,C), sequences o1,...,0, € Bg,
M, D ...D M, and p, ..., < B have been chosen. Choose Dy, > 4!*! so large that
(a) Lo 5 < DIA/3,

1

k+T(pp+1)
(b) max A < ST -
1<kt D7Dy

We may select g1 € Br and p41 < 8 such that for any L € [N], there exists M € [L] such
that for all N € [M], SZ(EN‘ful+1[p]Ql+1) > Diy1. Choose K € [M;] such that for all N € [K],
Sl(]EN‘]:M+1[7D} 01+1) > Dyy1. By hypothesis, we may fix Ky € [K] and Cj,; such that for all N € [K],
s(Exiz p10is1) < Cipa. Now using Proposition B.10(éii) recursively, we may find Ko D K1 D ... D
K; such that for each 1 < k < [ and each N € [Kj], SI(EN‘]:Mk[p]Ql_i_l) < Tk + 1)+ 1. Let
M; 1 = K;. This completes the recursive construction.

Now let o =37, ﬁgl. Since

N | =1

and since R is a Banach space, the series above converges and ¢ € Bgi. Fix L(1) < L(2) < ...
such that for all [ € N, L(l) € M,;. By hypothesis, there exist M € [L] and 0 < C' < oo such
that for all N € [M], s(Enp)) < C. By the bimonotone property, this implies that for any
G=p U _ G, € FJ|P] | N, s(Ego) <C.

Choose k so large that D,i/ 2 /3 > C. By the almost monotone property, there exists j € N
such that if j < G € F,, -1, then G € F.. From this it follows that if j < G € F,, 1x-1[P],
then G € F¢[P]. For each I € N, let J; = U, J', where J!,... J} | C N are any sets such that
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j<Ji<...<J,and JL € MAX(P) | M;. Choose j < N(1) < N(2) < ...such that for each
leN, Jy <N(). Let G = N|Fy,15-1[P] € MAX(F,+k-1[P]) I N. Since j < G € Fy,15-1[P] I N
and N € [M], G € F[P] | M, and s(Egp) < C. The rest of the proof involves providing estimates
for s(Egg) for each [ € N, and combining these estimates to contradict s(Egp) < C. We perform
these estimates for [ =k, l < k, and [ > k.

In the remainder of the proof, we use the convention that for sets I,..., I, UﬁL:ZJn = g if
i > j. Write G =p U!,_,G,,. Note that since G =p U.,_|G,, € MAX(F,, +x-1[P]), it follows that
Ut _.Gn € MAX(F,,[P]), and by heredity, U.,_,G,, € F,, [P] for each | > k.

For each | € N, let

min{t,/—1}

t
E = U G, and Fl:UGn.
n=lI

n=1
Note that E; < F;, G = E; U F}, and by the triangle inequality,

min{¢,l—1}

sBro) < Y, sEra) <l-1.

n=1

Note also that since M(l) < F; € [M]|<*, F; € [M;]<¥. By the previous paragraph, F; € F,, [P]
for each | > k, from which it follows that F; € F,, [P] | M; for each [ > k. Also, by the previous
paragraph, Fj, € MAX(F,, [P]), so F}, € MAX(F,,[P]) | M.

For convenience, if F; = &, let Epg be the zero sequence. By the permanence property,
Epo/(n) =Ego(n+1—1) for each n € N, so that

o0 min{t,l—l} o0
s(Bea) = S(Z Eco(n) ® €n) < 8( Y. Epan)e €n> + S(Z Era(n) ® €n+z_1>
n=1 n=1 n=lI
=s(Ego)+s-1(Era) <I—1+s1(Egro).

If [ > k, our choice of M; and F; € F,, [P] [ M; can be combined with the previous inequality to
find that

s(Eco) <l—1+s51(Epo) <U—14+T(ue+1)+1=1+T(pp + 1).
Combining this with (b),

D2 pL?
E < =L "k

If k=1, since F}, € MAX(F,,[P]) | M, our choice of M), and bimonotonicity yield that
Dy, < sp—1(Ep0r) = S(Z Ep 06(n) ® €n+k—1)
n=1
= s(Z Egor(n) ® en> < s(Z Egok(n) ® en> = s(Egox).
n=~k n=1
This implies that t > [.

Now consider | < k. Recall the set J; chosen prior to choosing N. The set J; is the union of
[ — 1 consecutive, maximal members of P | M;, j < J;, and max J; < N(I) < F; € [M]<“. Since



40 R.M. CAUSEY

M(l) < N(I) < Fy € [M]<*, F; € [M]<*. Then
< AUR = |0 (| G)| U R € PPl T My € F[P) T M.

Here we have used that J; < Ufl;llGn < Fy, each of these three sets is a subset of M;, F}, € F,,[P],
and J; U (U"Z1G,,) is a union of k — 1 successive members of M AX (P).
This implies that s(E,ur0) < C; by our choice of M;. By the permanence property, for all n > I,
Eca(n) = Egura(n) =Era(n+1—-1) =Ejura(n).
Therefore

s(Eca) = S(i Eca(n) ® €n> Sl—=1+ S(i Eca(n) ® €n>

n=1 n=l
=[—-1 + S(Z EJlUplQl(n) (29 6n> < [ + S(EJlUplQl) < [ + Cl.
n=l

Combining these estimates and using (a), we find that

k— 00
s(Eqox) s(Eqor) s(Eqor)
C = S(EGQ) 1/2 Z 1/2 o Z D1/2
—1 =1
1/2 1/2 = D
>Dk/ _Dk/ /3 — Z 3.le
I=kt1

D)?/3> C.

This contradiction finishes the proof.

7. EXAMPLES

In this section, we wish to discuss the distinction of these properties for distinct £. Distinguishing
0 < & < wy from & = 0 will establish the distinctness of our properties from that studied by Freeman
and Knaust/Odell.

For the remainder of this work, for a Banach space X and 1 < p < oo, we let S, denote the space
of (x,)22; such that there exists a constant C' such that for any (a,);>; € coo, || D oney an®n|l <
Cl| 320 anenlle,- We let s,((2,)52,) denote the infimum of such C'. As noted in Section 3, s, is a
bimonotone norm on coo(X) and S, is its natural domain.

We also let R = ci(X), the space of weakly null sequences in X, endowed with the || - ||, (x)
norm. Since R is closed in £ (X), R is a subsequential space. We let I', denote the I' function
from the previous sections with this choice of R and s = s,, S = S,. Of course, these notations
should depend on X, but this omission will cause no confusion. For £ < wy, we let 7,(£) denote
the minimum ordinal ¢ such that for any £-homogeneous probability block P, I’ 5 (¢,0) = ¢ if any
such (¢ exists, and 7,({) = w; if no such ¢ exists. We note that by Corollary [6.12] in order to
compute v,(€), it is sufficient to consider only P = (&¢, S¢), the repeated averages hierarchy. For
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concreteness, we consider only these probability blocks for the remainder. We let E?v denote the
convex blockings with respect to the probability block (&g, S¢). The function I'* is defined similarly.

We recall that for a Banach space X and 0 < £ < wy, we say a sequence (r,,)22; is an E -spreading
model provided that it is bounded and

0< inf{HxH L E€S, 1= |al.z= Zanazn}.

nek nek

We say the sequence (x,)5%, is {-weakly null provided it is weakly null and has no subsequence

n=1
which is an (5-spreading model. If ¢ = (z,)%2, C X is é&-weakly null, then for any £ > 0 and
L € [N}, using [7, Theorem 4.12] as in the proof of [7, Proposition 4.13], we can find M € [N] such

that for all N € [M] and n € N, ||[E§<(n)| < €/2". Therefore for any N € [M],

sp(Exe) <D I[Eys
n=1

This shows that Ff,(wl, 0,¢) = 0. That is, we have trivially small behavior with respect to blockings
of ¢ at level ¢ of the repeated averages hierarchy when ¢ is &-weakly null. The analogy for the
¢ = 0, sequence/subsequence case would be the case that ¢ is a norm null sequence. Therefore if
X has the property that every weakly null sequence in X is {&-weakly null (that is, if X has the
&-weak Banach-Saks property), then Ff,(wl) = 0. Thus the study of &-convex blocks in a &-weak
Banach-Saks space is trivial.

On the other hand, if X is a Banach space which admits a weakly null sequence which is not
¢ + 1-weakly null (that is, if X fails to have the £ + 1-weak Banach-Saks property), then X admits

€€+1

a weakly null ;7 -spreading model, say ¢ = (z,)72 . Then

0<e:= inf{||:c]| B €S, 1= laga = Zanxn}.
nek ner
Assume that FM[S] € &(0,C,¢) for some k € N, M € [N], and 0 < C' < oo. Since Fi(M) =
Fi. | M, this simply means that for any Fy < ... < Fy, F, € S | M, Ur_ | F,, € 6(0,C,<). Then if
N € [M] has k < N and Uf_ F,, = N|Fx[S¢] € Seqa,

k
1
c > HZ WIENg(n)H > ek/EVP.
n=1

Since this holds for any & € N and M € [N], it follows that I'(k) > ek/k\/P 00 and 7,(¢) = w.
—00

This is the smallest possible value of 7,(£), and we see the opposite behavior to that in the previous
paragraph.

Therefore the only spaces with interesting behavior of the function v,({) are spaces in which every
weakly null sequence is £ + 1-weakly null, but in which there exists a weakly null sequence which is
not &-weakly null. We now discuss a general method for constructing such a space. Suppose that
H is a Banach space which is the completion of some norm c¢gy such that the canonical cyy basis is
normalized, 1-unconditional, shrinking basis for H. For z = 220:1 a;e; € cop, welet Ex = icp Qi€
For = € cqo, we also let ran(z) be the smallest integer interval containing {i € N : a; # 0}. Let us
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define H¢ to be the completion of ¢yy with respect to the norm

o0
|2]la, = Sup{HZ |Eusllesemax, || By < Ba <. Bu € 55}.
n=1

oo
n=1

It is easy to see that (e,)s%, is a normalized, 1-unconditional basis for He.

Let us also assume that the canonical basis of H is block stable and 1-left dominant. By block
stable, we mean there exists a constant B > 1 such that for any normalized block sequences
(#n)nis; (Yn)nzy such that

max{max ran(z, ), maxran(y,)} < min{minran(z,), minran(y,+1)}

for all n € N, then

é”ian% <H§:anyn <BH§:anzn
n=1 n=1 n=1

for all (@), € coo. If we wish to emphasize the constant B, we say H is B-block stable. By 1-left

o0

% 1, (1,)22; of positive integers such that

dominant, we mean that for any increasing sequences (m,,)
my, < [, for all n € N, it follows that

o0
H Z aneln
n=1

oo
< HZ e,
n=1

for all (a,)22, € coo.
We will use the following.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that the canonical basis of H is normalized, 1-unconditional, shrinking, B-
block stable, and 1-left dominant. Then for { <wi, C > B, any s = (v,)52; C By, which is either
a weakly null sequence or a block sequence, and any A, L € [N|, there exists M € [L] such that for
any N € [M], ES;s(n) is C-dominated by (eam))t

n=1-*

Proof. Fix ¢ = (z,)52, C Bp, which is either a weakly null sequence or a block sequence. Fix
A, L € [N]. Fix € > 0 such that 2¢ + B < C and a decreasing sequence (£,)5°; C (0,1) such that
2y > em <e. If (2,)0%, is weakly null, then by replacing L with a subset thereof, we may
assume that there exists a sequence (y,);2; C Bg, such that (yrm))s2, is a block sequence, for any

o
n=

n €N, ||z, = ynllg, < €n, and minran(yrm)) > A(n) for all n € N. If (z,)72, is already a block
sequence, we let y, = x, and, by replacing L with a subset thereof, assume minran(yz)) > A(n).
In either case, we have a sequence (y,);2; C By, such that (yrm)nZ; is a block sequence, and for
each n € N, |ly, — 2, ||5, < &, and minran(y,u) > A(n). Let 0 = (yn)p2;-

Let
G ={E: (max Supp(yL(n)))neE € St

which is a regular family with rank w® + 1 [4, Proposition 3.1]. Let M; = L and let r; € N be such
that M;(1) = L(rq).

Now assume that M; D ... D M; € [L], r; < ... < r; have been chosen. Combining [7, Lemma
4.3] and [7, Corollary 4.8], there exists M;, € [M;] such that

sup{S?VJ(G) G €G,N € [My],minG <} < ey
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Let r,41 € N be such that M, 1(t + 1) = L(ry+1). This completes the recursive process. Let
M (t) = My(t) for each t € N and note that M € [L].
Fix N € [M]. Fix scalars (a,)°%; € cgo. Let

x = Z anES s (n)
n=1

and
o
y=>_ a.Eio(n)
n=1
We omit the trivial case 0 = a3 = as = ... and assume that a := max,en|a,| > 0. Let [} =

[1, max ranES 0(1)] and for n € N,
L1 = (maxran(E§ o(n)), max ran(ES, o(n + 1)].

Fix Fh < Fy < ..., Ej S 85, such that

Iyl = HZ 1Byl

7=1

Note that by omitting superfluous E;, we may assume that for each 1 < j < s, there exists at least
one value of n € N such that E;ES0(n) # 0.
For each n € N, let

T,={jeN:minFE, € [,}.

Note that for each n € N and j € T,,, EjE?VQ(m) = 0 for all m < n. Note also that for each n € N
and j € T, \ (maxT,,), E;ES 0(m) = 0 for all m > n. From this it follows that

2]l e < as + |lyll

a5+HZ|an|ZHEE Wleenas | +a> S 1 Buwer B otm)]

J€T, n=1 m=n+1

Here we agree to the convention that if 1), = &, E.x7, denotes the zero projection.

Claim 1. 307, 3% || B, Exvo(m)|le, < 300, 3%\ e, from which it follows that

CLZ Z ||EmaxTnE§VQ( ||41 < ae HzaneA(”

n=1 m=n+1

Claim 2. Let hy, =Y cp | EEY 0(n)|le, emax s, Then

HZ anl Y- IBES el e, |,

JETR

< BHZ An€A(n)
n=1

Let us assume the claims and see how this finishes the proof, assuming that ¢ > 0 was chosen

small enough that 2¢ + B < C. We note that since the basis of H is normalized and bimonotone,
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<20l aneag | m, so the estimate above combined with the two claims yields that

[l e < ag + [yl

a5+HZlan|Z||EEN@ ) llesCmas 1 +a2 S B By o(m)ll

JETR n=1 m=n+1

< (28 + B)HZ An€A(n)
n=1

We now prove Claim 1. In the proof, recall that r, € N has the property that M(t) = M,(t) =
L(r;) for each t € N. Note that it is sufficient to show that for each m,n € N with m < n,
| Emax 1, B 0(m) ||, < €. To that end, fix such an m,n. The result is trivial if T, = @ or if
EmaxTnEva(m) = 0, so assume EmaxTnEi,Q(m) #+ &. Let t € N be such that

M(t + 1) = minsupp(Sy,m)

and note that ¢t +1 > m. Let Nyo = N\ U] supp(Sgw) € [M;41] and note that by the permanence
property, S?V,m = S?vo,r et

J ={i € supp(Sy.m) : Emax1,Yi 7# 0} € [N]

and note that, since N C L, J = L(Jp) for some J, € [N|<“. For each j € J, fix some m; €
Eraxt, Nran(y;). By definition of T,,,

min Fhaxr, < max [, = max{maxran(y,):r € Supp(Sg\,’n)} < maxran(ya)) = maxran(yrr,))-
Let G = (r¢) U Jy and note that
(max tan(yz(5))) e = (maxran(yz(r,)) U (max ran(y,) : j € )
which is a spread of
(minEmaxTn) U (mj ] € J) C EmaxTn - Sf.
Therefore G € G and min G < ;. By our choice of M;,, and since Ny € [My11],
S?V,m(G) = S?le(G) S €41 S Eme

Since Epaxt,, € S¢ and y; € B He for all i € N,

||EmaxTnE§v,m||f1 Z S ||EmaxTnyJH€1 Z S?V,m(j)
jeJ jeJ
= Sim = S} (G) < em.
Jj€Jo

We now prove Claim 2. Let h,, be defined as in Claim 2. Forn € Nand j € T}, let G; = E; N I,,.
Note that since supp(E5 0(n)) C I, G,E§o(n) = E;ES o(n) for all n € N and j € T,,. Furthermore,
it follows from the definition of 7T}, that for j € T},, min E; € T},, so that G; # &. Also, max G <
max F; for each j € T,,. For n € N, let

S, =1{j €T, : E;E50(n) # 0}
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and note that
h'n = Z HEQE§V9( |ZlemaxE Z HE E |£1€maxE

JETR JESn
For n € N, let

= Z ||GJ'E§VQ(n)HZ1emaij

JESn
and note that by 1-left dominance,

[Sien], <[],

Note that since ran(g,) C I,, (g,)52; (after omitting any zero vectors if necessary) is a block

sequence in H. Note also that

lgnllar = || 3 1GSES () s emacs |, <

JESn

||E§V9(n)||H5 <L

For each n € N and j € S,,, since N € [N], L(r) € U’;leupp(Si,,n) for each r € N. Therefore for
eachn € Nand 5 € 5,

max £; > min{minran(y,) : r € supp(Sf\,’n)} > min ran(yminsupp(ggv’n))

> minran(yrm)) > A(n).
Therefore minran(g,) > A(n). By B-block stability and l-unconditionality, (gn)n:g.20 1S B-

dominated by (€minran(gn))n:gn0, Which is 1-dominated by (€a(n))n:g.0 by 1-left dominance. There-
fore

HZ |an| Z ||E IENQ ||Z16maLxEJ

J€TR

L, S HZ |an|gn
n=1 H
< BHZ ‘an‘eA(n)
n=1

This gives Claim 2.
O

Corollary 7.2. If (, C, 1 < p < oo are as in Lemma [7]], then the canonical basis of He is
shrinking. Furthermore, the canonical basis of He is weakly null and not §-weakly null.

Proof. Lemmal7. Il yields that any bounded block sequence in H, has a convex block sequence which
is dominated by a weakly null sequence, which implies that any bounded block sequence in H is
weakly null. Therefore the canonical basis of Hy is shrinking.

It follows from the previous paragraph that the canonical basis of H, is weakly null. It is evident
that the canonical basis of H is such that for any £ € S¢ and scalars (ay)nep,

I3 anea]|, = [ tan eman, | =D laal
nekE nek nek

Therefore the canonical H basis is an £§—spreading model, and therefore not &-weakly null.
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We recall that for an ordinal 1 < p < w; and 0 < 9 < 1, the Figiel-Johnson Tsirelson space T,
is the space which is the completion of ¢oy with respect to the implicitly defined norm

t
||z, , = max{||z||co,sup{192 [ Lnallz,, [ < ... < I (minl,),_, € SM}}.

n=1
Welet 1/p+1/qg =1 and let T/% denote the g-convexification of 7}, 9. It is easy to see that for any
block sequence (z,)_; € T;% such that (minran(z,)),_, € S,,

n=1
1/ t a \M? t
(3 el ) < S
n=1 n=1

¢ q 1/q
< ( Ty ) .
< (X lenl,
Recall that for non-empty regular families F, G,

t
FlG] = {@}U{U F, - Fi<..<F,0#F,¢ Q,(minFn)Zzl 67:}-
n=1

If rank(F) = p1 + 1 and rank(G) = uy + 1, then rank(F[G]) = pop; + 1. We also define F®' = F
and FoH = FIFE™] for m € N. Since rank(S,,) = w* + 1, it follows that rank(S™) = w™ 4 1.
It is easy to see by induction that for any m € N and any block sequence (x,)!_, C T/% such that
(minran(z,)),—; € SE™,

m/q : q L4 . t q 14
(3l ) <X < (X lalit, )
n=1 i n=1 9 n=1 o

a)

'2)*, then for any m € N and any block sequence

An easy duality argument yields that, if H = (T/E
(Zn)hy € H such that (minran(z,)),_, € S,

n=1

t , 1/p t ) t ) 1/p
(S llamli) ™ < S| <o a (3 lmalt)
n=1 n=1 n=1

with the ¢, norm replaced by the maximum if p = oo.

Before completing our examples, we isolate the following piece of bookeeping.

Lemma 7.3. Fiz{ < wy, For any M € [N], there exists T € [M] such that for any F =s, U,_, F,, €
FLISe], there exist N € [M] and H € Fu such that UL,_, F, = UneHsupp(Si;,n).

Proof. Let K(1) =1 and K(p+1) = K(p)+p+1>p+1. Fix By < E; < ... with E,, € MAX (&) |
M. Let T'(n) = min Eg(,) € M for all n € N. Note that T' € [M]. Fix F' =g, Ul F, € FLI[S]
and note that if min F},, = T'(i,,), then H = (i,)}_; € Fu, since (min F},)! _, € FZL,.

Forn =1,...,t, let j, be such that 7(j,) = max F,, and note that i; < j; < iy < jo <.... Since
min F} = T'(i1) = min Eg,) > K(i1) > i1, we can select J; C (1, K (7)) with |J;| =43 — 1. Let
G1 = Uje, i and note that G is a union of 7; — 1 consecutive, maximal members of S¢ [ M, and
G1 < Fi. Therefore Gy U I} is a union of ¢; consecutive, maximal members of S¢ [ M and F} is the
last of those consecutive sets.

Next, suppose that G; < F} < ... < G, < F, have been chosen such that Gi;UF,U... UG, UF,
is the union of i, consecutive, maximal members of S¢ | M and Fy, is the i of those sets for each
m=1,...,n. If n =t let Ny € [M] be such that F; < Ny, and we are done with the recursive
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process. In this case, we let N =G, U F;U...UG;UF,UN,. If n <t, we complete the recursive
step as follows: Since j, < 511,

K(in+l) - K(]n) 2 K(Zn-i-l) - K(in+l - 1) = in—i—l-

Therefore we can choose a subset J,, 1 of (K (j,), K(i,41)) of cardinality 4,1 — i, — 1. Let G111 =
Uie, ., & and note that F,, < G411 < Fj,41 and Gy is a union of ¢, 41 —%, —1 consecutive, maximal
members of S¢ [ M. From this it follows that Gy U Fy U ... U F, U G,qq U Fj4q is a union of 4,4
consecutive, maximal members of S¢ | M.
Now if N = GiUF, U...UG,UF,UN, € [M] as above, then U.,_,F, = Uizlsupp(wan) =
Une Hsupp(ngvn), as desired.
O

Corollary 7.4. Fir 1 <p < oo andlet 1/p+1/q=1.

(1) If H=1{, (resp. co if p=00), then with X = He, R = c{{(X), and S = Sy, 7,(§) = wy.
(i) For0 <9 < 1,1 < pu<wp, and H = (T;%)*’ wh < 7,(€) < 00.

Remark 7.5. The examples from Corollary [[.4l yield that we can obtain uncountably many distinct
values of 7,(§) for different choices of H.

Proof of Corollary[7.4 In the proof, to avoid repetition, we leave it to the reader to make the
appropriate substitution of ¢, norms with maxima and ¢, with ¢y in the p = 0o case.

(¢) In the case H = {,, then the canonical basis of H is normalized, 1-unconditional, shrinking,
1-block stable, and 1-left dominant. By Lemma [[T], for any C' > 1 and any L € [N], there exists
M € [N] such that for any N € [M], E5¢ is C-dominated by the £, basis. This yields that
Yp(€) = wy, and in fact Ff,(wl) < 1. In this case, the space H is the higher order Baernstein space
Xe p-

(1) It was shown in [I5] that T}, is block stable. From this it easily follows that T’ fg and its
dual H = (ng)* are block stable. Let B be such that H is B-block stable. Since the rank of S, is
wh 4 1, there exists A € [N] such that for any G € Fou, A(G) € S,..

By Lemma [T} for any C' > B, ¢ € Buwm,), and L € [N}, there exists M € [L] such that
for any N e [N], B is C-dominated by (eam))pe,. Let T € [M] be as in the conclusion of
Lemma [7.3. Then for any F =s, U,_, F,, € F1.[Se], there exist H € F» and N € [M] such that
F = UneHsupp(vavn). Write H = (i,)%_,. Fix any scalars (a,)!_, and let b;, = a, forn=1,... .
Let b, =0 for n € N\ H. Then since A(H) € S,,

[ amistnl], = [ S nessto], < S hene

— CHZ buean| < Cﬁ—l/q(z |bn|p) g (Z |an|p) "

neH neH n=1

H

This yields that I(y) < B/9Y and 7,(§) > p.
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However, if we take the canonical basis ¢ = (en)52; € Bews,), then for any M € [N], if M =
U | E,, then for any (a,)>, € ¢,

DIRERGI IS DSI(EETIND SrsC NI P CA—
n=1 n=1

m=1

H

oo
= H§ : |a”|€maxsupp(S‘§w n) "
n=1

Therefore Ej/¢ 1-dominates the subsequence (e o, of the H basis. Since the H =

maxsupp(Si{,n))
(T;%)* basis does not have a subsequence dominated by the ¢, basis, this shows that there cannot
exist any M € [N] such that Ey¢ € S,. This shows that v,(§) < w.

To see that the basis of H has no subsequence dominated by the ¢, basis, note that since the
canonical basis of H dominates the ¢, basis, any subsequence of the basis of H which is dominated
by the ¢, basis must be equivalent to the ¢, basis. If such a sequence existed, then H would admit
a complemented copy of ¢,. Then T:fg would contain an isomorphic copy of ¢,, and T}, y would

contain an isomorphic copy of ¢;. But T}, y famously contains no isomorphic copy of ¢;.
O
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