ALMOST DISJOINT REFINEMENTS AND MIXING REALS

BARNABAS FARKAS, YURII KHOMSKII, AND ZOLTAN VIDNYANSZKY

ABSTRACT. We investigate families of subsets of w with almost disjoint refine-
ments in the classical case as well as with respect to given ideals on w. More
precisely, we study the following topics and questions:

1) The existence of perfect J-almost disjoint (J-AD) families; and the exis-
tence of a “nice” ideal J on w with the property: Every J-AD family is count-
able but J is nowhere maximal.

2) Examples of projective ideals.

3) The existence of (J,Fin)-almost disjoint refinements of families of J-
positive sets in the case of everywhere meager (e.g. analytic or coanalytic)
ideals. We show that under Martin’s Axiom if J is an everywhere meager ideal
and H C J* with |H| < ¢, then there is a family {Ay : H € H} € J* such that
(i) Ay € H for every H and (ii) Ay, N Ay, € J is finite for every two distinct
Hy,H, € H.

4) We prove the following generalization of a result due to J. Brendle:
If V € W are transitive models, w‘{v CV,P(w)NV # P(w)NW, and J is
an analytic or coanalytic ideal coded in V, then there is an J-almost disjoint
refinement (J-ADR) of J* NV in W, that is, a family {Ay : X € I* NV} e W
such that (i) Ay € X, Ay € J* for every X and (ii) Ay NAy € J for every distinct
X andY.

5) Connections between classical properties of forcing notions and adding
mixing reals (and mixing injections), that is, a (one-to-one) function f : w —
w such that [f[X]NY| = w for every X,Y € [w]® NV. This property is
highly relevant concerning almost disjoint refinements because it is very easy
to find an almost disjoint refinement of [«w]® NV in every extension V € W
containing a mixing injection over V.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let us begin with our motivations which led us to work on almost disjoint
refinements and their generalizations. First of all, the following easy fact seems
to be somewhat surprising (see also Proposition 1.7):
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Fact 1.1. If H C [w]®( = {X € w : |X| = w}) is of size < ¢, then H has an
IZ!almost-disjoint refinement {Ay : H € H}, that is, (i) Ay € [H]® for every
H € H and (ii) |Ay NAg| < w for every H # K from K.

The following theorem due to B. Balcar and P Vojtas$ is probably the most
well-know general result on the existence of almost-disjoint refinements.

Theorem 1.2. (see [BaV80]) Every ultrdfilter on w has an almost-disjoint refine-
ment.

B. Balcar and T. PazAAk !Z!, and independently J. Brendle !Z! proved the
following theorem: !Z!

Theorem 1.3. (see [BaP10], [LS08]) Assume that V C W are transitive models
and P(w)NV # P(w)NW. Then [w]® NV has an almost-disjoint refinement
in W (where by transitive model we mean a transitive model of a “large enough”
finite fragment of ZFC).

One of our main results is a generalization of this !Z! theorem in the context
of “nice” ideals on w, that is, we change the notion of smallness in the setting
above by replacing finite with element of an ideal J. 7!

In order to formulate our generalization, we have to introduce some nota-
tions and the appropriate versions of the classical notions.

Let J be an ideal on an infinite set X. We always assume that [X]<® = {Y C
X :|Y| < w} C€Jand X ¢ J. Let us denote by J* = P(X) \ J the family of
J-positive sets, and by J* = {X \ A: A € J} the dual filter of J. If Y € J* then let
JIY={A€J:ACY}={BNY : B eJ} be the restriction of J to Y (an ideal on
Y). The ideal of finite subsets of X will be denoted by Fin.

Definition 1.4. We say that a non-empty family A C J* is J-almost-disjoint (J-
AD) if ANB € J for every two distinct A, B € A. A family A € J* is an (J,Fin)-AD
if AN B| < w for every two distinct A, B € A.

Definition 1.5. Let H C J*. We say that a family A = {Ay : H € H} is an
J-AD refinement (J-ADR) of  if A is J-AD and Ay; € H, Ay € J* for every H. If
J = Fin we simply say AD-refinement (ADR).

We say that a family A = {Ay : H € H} is an (J,Fin)-AD refinement ((J, Fin)-
ADR) of H if A is an J-ADR, moreover |Ay; NAg| < w for every distinct H, S € J.

Notice that an ideal on a countable set X can be regarded as a subset of the
Polish space 2% using a bijection between X and w. Thus, it makes sense to
talk about Borel, analytic etc ideals or certain descriptive properties of an ideal,
such as Baire property or meagerness (it is easy to see that these properties
does not depend on the choice of the bijection). We say that an ideal J on w is
everywhere meager if J | X is meager in P(X) for every X € J*.

Now we can formulate our generalization.

Theorem 1.6. Assume that V C W are transitive models, w‘{v CV, P(w)NV #
P(w)NW, and J is an analytic or coanalytic ideal coded in V. Then there is an
J-ADR of It NV in W.
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Clearly, if J is an ideal on w then there is a family (e.g. J*) of size ¢ which
does not have any J-ADR’s. Conversely, we have the following very special case
of results from [BgHM84] and [BaSV81]:

Proposition 1.7. If J is an everywhere meager ideal and H € [J*]<°, then 3 has
an J-ADR.

Proof. Let H ={H, : a < k}. Applying Corollary 1.11, we can fix an J-AD family
A={A;: & <k*}onHg and for every f <« let Tg = {{ <x™ : HgNA; € T*},
furthermore let R = {f§ <k : |Tg| < x} (we know that 0 ¢ R). By induction on
a € k \ R we can pick a

§a€Ta\(U Tﬁu{ia/:a'ea\R})
BER
because |T,| = x* and | J{Tp : B €R}| <k, and let E, = H,NA; € J*. Then
the family {E, : @ € k \ R} is an J-ADR of {H, : @ € k \ R}. We can continue
the procedure on {Hp : 3 € R} because E, NHg € J for every a € x \ R and

B ER. (]
proposition (not capital)

This Proposition motivates the following:

Question 1.8. Let J be an everywhere meager ideal and H € [J*]<‘. Does H
have an (J,Fin)-ADR?

We consistently answer this question proving the following.

Theorem 1.9. Assume MA,. and let J be an everywhere meager ideal, then every
H € [IT]= has an (J,Fin)-ADR.

Our other aim was to investigate certain definable (e. g. Borel, analytic,
coanalytic etc.) ideals. In the past two decades the study of such ideals has be-
come a central topic in set theory. It turned out that they play an important role
in combinatorial set theory, in the theory of cardinal invariants of continuum,
as well as, in the theory of forcing (see e.g. [Ma91], [S099], [F], [Hr11] and
many other publications).

The following characterisation theorem is due to Sierpinski ((1)«—(2)) and
Talagrand ((2)«—(3)), for the proofs see e.g. [BrJ, Thm 4.1.1-2].

Theorem 1.10. Let J be an ideal on w. Then the following are equivalent: (1) J
has the Baire property, (2) J is meager, and (3) there is a partition {P, : n € w}
of w into finite sets such that {n € w : P, C A} is finite for each A€ J.

From now on, when working with partitions of a set, we always assume that
every element of the partition is nonempty.

For example, analytic and coanalytic ideals are everywhere meager, because
their restrictions are also (co)analytic hence satisfy the Baire property, and so
these restrictions are meager by Theorem 1.10 above. From this theorem we
can also deduce the following important corollary.
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Corollary 1.11. If J is a meager ideal, then there is a perfect (J,Fin)-AD family.
In particular, if J is everywhere meager; then there are perfect (J,Fin)-AD families
on every X € J*.

Proof. Itis easy to define a perfect AD family A on w (e.g. consider the branches
of 2<¢ in P(2<®)). Fix a partition (P, ),,c,, of w into finite sets such that {n € w :
P, C A} is finite for every A€ J. ForeachA€ Alet A’ =| J{P,: n €A} € J*, and
let A ={A' : A€ A}. Then |A’ NB’| < w for every two distinct A, B € A hence
A’ is an (J,Fin)-AD family. The function P(w) — P(w), A— A’ is injective and
continuous hence A’ is perfect. O

Concerning the reverse implications of this corollary, we prove the following.

Theorem 1.12. (a) The existence of perfect (J,Fin)-AD families does not im-
ply that J is meager.

(b) If b = ¢ then there is an non-meager ideal J such that there are perfect
(J,Fin)-AD families on every X € J*. Here ¢ stands!Z! for the continuum
and b for the bounding number, that is, b = min{|F| : F C w® is <*-
unbounded} where f <* g iff the set {n € w : f(n) > g(n)} is finite.

(c) Thereis anideal J such that every J-AD family is countable but J is nowhere
maximal, that is, J | X is not a prime ideal for any X € J* (in particular
there are infinite J-AD families).

(d) It is independent from ZFC whether the example in (c) can be chosen as
5}

We also define new notions of mixing and injective mixing reals, and in-
vestigate connections between these new notions and classical properties of
forcing notions (such as adding Cohen/random/splitting/dominating reals and
Laver/Sacks-properties).

Definition 1.13. Let P be a forcing notion. We say that an f € w® N VT is a
mixing real over V if |[f [X ]NY| = w forevery X, Y € [w]“NV. If f is one-to-one,
then we call it an injective mixing real or mixing injection.

Our results are summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1.14. Let P be a forcing notion.

(i) If P adds random reals then it adds mixing reals.
(ii) If P adds dominating reals, then it adds mixing reals.
(iii) If P adds Cohen reals then it adds mixing injections.
(iv) If P adds mixing injections then it adds unbounded reals.
(v) If P has the Laver-property, then it does not add injective mixing reals.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 3 we prove Theorem 1.12, as
well as study some problems concerning the possible generalizations of Corol-
lary 1.11 on the second level of the projective hierarchy. In Section 4 we present
a plethora of examples of Borel and projective ideals on w. In Section 5 we
show Theorem 1.9. In Section 6 by modifying Brendle’s proof of Theorem 1.3,

In Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.6, by modyfying Brendle's

prove proof of Theorem 1.3.
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we prove Theorem 1.6. In Section 7 we study the notions of mixing and injec-
tive mixing reals. Finally, in Section 8, we list some open questions concerning
our results.

2. PRELIMINARIES AND BASIC FACTS

As usual, % 11° will stand for the ath level of the Borel hierarchy while
we denote by g}l, Ei the levels of the projective hierarchy. If r is a real, the

appropriate relativised versions are denoted by Zg(r), Hg(r) etc.
Suppose that J is an ideal on the set X. As mentioned before, if X is countable
then we can talk about complexity of ideals: Jis F,, gg, ,1:[’,11 etcif J C P(X) ~ 2%

isan F,, gg, Ei etc set in the usual compact Polish topology on 2X. If we fix

a bijection between w and X we can define the collection of £2(r),TI%(r) etc
subsets of 2% as well. If X = " then the we will always assume that the
bijection is the usual, recursive one.

For example, Fin =[w]~“ isan F, ideal, Z={AC w : [ANn|/n — 0} is F,5,
and Conv ={A € QN[0,1] : A has only finitely many accumulation points} is
F ;5. etc (see more examples in Section 4). Similarly, we can associate descrip-
tive complexity to any X € P(w), and we can also talk about Baire property and
measurability of subsets of P(w). Clearly, if Y € J* then J | Y belongs to the
same Borel or projective class in P(Y) as J in P(w) (simply because J [ Y is a
continuous preimage of J).

For a family H ¢ 2% we will denote by id(7() the ideal generated by the sets
in JH.
We say that an ideal J on w is
e tall if every infinite subset of w contains an infinite element of J;
e a P-ideal if for every sequence A, € J (n € w), there is an A € J such
that A, C* A for every n, that is, |A,, \ A| < w for every n.

We will need the following two fundamental results of descriptive set theory
(see e.g. in [J]):

Theorem 2.1. (Shoenfield Absoluteness Theorem) If V € W are transitive mod-
els, co‘l’v CV,andr € w® NV, then E%(r)formulas are absolute between V and
w.

Corollary 2.2. If X C P(w) is an analytic or coanalytic set in the parameter
r € w®, then the statement “X is an ideal” is absolute for transitive models V. C W
with co'l’v CVandreV.

Proof. Let ¢(x,r) be a Zi(r) or H%(r) definition of X (r € w®). Then the
statement “X is an ideal” is the conjunction of the following formulas (i) V
a € Fin p(a,r), (i) V x,y (x &€ y or =p(y,r) or p(x,r)), and (iii) V x,y
(mp(x,r)or ~p(y,r) or ¢(xUy,r)). In particular, “X is an ideal” is H%(r) and
hence we can apply the Shoenfield Absoluteness Theorem. O

etc. (I think the correct
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the
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Theorem 2.3. (Mansfield-Solovay Theorem) If A € L[r] is a Z;(r) set, then A
contains a perfect subset.

Other than these, we will use descriptive set theoretic tools such as I'-completeness,

I'-hardness etc, which all can be found in [K].

Let Tree = {T C =% : T is a tree} be the usual Polish space of all trees on w
(a closed subset on P(w<*)) and as usual, we denote by [T]={x € w® :V n
x [ n € T}, the branches of T.

In Section 7 we will heavily use standard facts about forcing notions, for the
details see [BrJ].

3. ON THE EXISTENCE OF PERFECT (J, Fin)-AD FAMILIES

First of all, we show that the reverse implication in the first part of Corollary
1.11 does not hold.

Example 3.1. The assumption that there is a perfect (J, Fin)-AD family does not
imply that J is meager: Fix a prime ideal J on w. For every partition P = (P, ).,
of w into finite sets, fix an Xp € [w]® such that Ap = | J{P, : n € Xp} € ]
(notice that J cannot be meager); and let J be an ideal on 2<“ be generated
by the sets of the form A}, = U{Zk : k € Ap}. Tt is easy to see that the set
{{f In:n€ w}:f €2%} of branches of 2<¢ is a perfect !Z! AD family. Clearly,
a set of the form {f | n: n € w} contains elements with domain n for every
n € w, while for every A}, we have that the set {dom(x) : x €A,,} € J. Thus, a
set of the form {f [ n:n € w} cannot be an element of the ideal. So we obtain
that the family {{f [n:n € w}: f € 2%} is a perfect (J, Fin)-AD family.

J is not meager: Assume the contrary, then by Theorem 1.10 there exists a
partition Q = (Q,)e,, of 25 into finite sets such that {n € w : Q,, C A} is finite
for every A € J. Then there is a partition P = (P,),e., Of w into finite sets such
that for every n there is an!Z! m with Q,, € | J{2* : k € P,}. We know that
A), €7, a contradiction because A}, contains infinitely many Q,,’s.

What can we say if there are perfect (J, Fin)-AD families on every X € J*? In
this case we have only consistent counterexamples.

Theorem 3.2. Assume that b = ¢. Then there is a non-meager ideal J on w such
that there are perfect (J,Fin)-AD families on every X € J*.

Proof. Let [w]® = {X, : a < ¢} and {partitions of w into finite sets} = {P, =
(P¥)new : @ < ¢} be enumerations. We will construct the desired ideal J as an
increasing union (_J{J, : a < ¢} of ideals by recursion on a < ¢. At the ath stage
we will make sure that

@ 19,] < |a| + w ????IS IT CORRECT TO USE I, INSTEAD OF A GENER-
ATING SET?;
(i) P, cannot witness that J, is meager;
(iii) either X, belongs to J, or there is a perfect (J,, Fin)-AD family on X ;;
(iv) we do not destroy the (J ﬁ,Fin)-AD families we may have constructed
in previous stages.

can all be
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Let Jo = Fin and fix a perfect AD family A, on X,,. At stage a > 0 we already
have the ideals Jg for every f < a, let I, = U{Jﬁ : B < a}. We also have
perfect (J.,, Fin)-AD families Ag on X € J% , for certain € D, C a.

If we can add X, to J,, that is, Ag Nid(J., U {X,}) = @ for every § € D,
IZ!, then let 7/, = id(J., U {X,}) and D! = D,.

Suppose that we cannot add X, to J,, that is, Ag Nid(J., U {X,}) # @ for
some f3 € D,. Since J_, is generated by < b = ¢ many sets it is an everywhere
meager ideal (see [So77] or [BI10, Thm. 9.10]). We can apply Corollary 1.11
to obtain a perfect (J,, Fin)-AD family A, on X, let / = J_,, and let D =
D, U{a}.

Fix a partition Q = (Q,)nee 'Z! of w into finite sets !Z! such that {n € w :
Q,, C A} is finite for every A€ J/ (we know that J/ is meager).

Claim. There exist partitions Qg 5 = Q). ., for every B € D/ and B€7J,

such thatAﬂQg \ B # ) for every A€ Ay, B € ¥ ,and n € w.

Proof. Let € D, and B € J/. We know that Ag is compact as a subset of
P(w). Basic open sets in P(w) are of the form [s,t]={AC w :sNA =0 and
t € A} for disjoint, finite s,t € w. Then Ag C (J{[8,{n}]: n € w \ B} because
A\B is infinite for every A € Ag. Therefore Ag C J{[8,{n}]: n € Ny\B} for an
Nj € w, in particular, ANN, \ B # 0 for every A€ Ag. Let QQ’B =[0,N,). We can
proceed by the same argument: Ag C (| J{[@, {n}]: n € [Ny, w)\ B} hence there
is an Ny > Ny such that Ag € ({[0,{n}] : n € [Ny,N;) \ B}, in other words,
AN[Ny,N;)\ B # 0 for every A€ Apg. Let Q/f’B = [Ny, N;) etc. O

Now we have the family Q = {P,} U{Q}U{Qpp : B € D,,B € T }'Z! of
partitions and |Q] < ¢ = b. Hence there is a partition R = (R,,)ne, Which
dominates all of these partitions, thatis, V P = (P,)ye, €QV*° m3InP, CR,,
(see [BI10, Thm. 2.10]). Let Y = | J{Ry, : n € w} and J, = id(J, U{Y}).

Then (i) is clearly satisfied, in order to see (ii) notice that by the fact that the
partition R,,, was dominating and P, € Q, for almost every m there exists an n
with P% C Ry,,. Condition (iii) is also clear if X, € 7/ .

If X, ¢ J/, then by definition a € D), so to see (iii) and (iv) we have to show
that for every § € D/, the family Apg is not just an (7, Fin)-AD family, but also
an (J,, Fin)-AD family. In other words, it is enough to check that for every
A€ Ag wehave A\ (BUY) # 0 for every B € 7). Let B € J/. Then for almost

every m, there is an n,, such that QQT’HB C€ Ry41, and by the claim we know that
AN le’nB \ B # . Therefore, A\ (BUY) is infinite, hence Ag N7, = @ for every
B eD.. O

What can we say about ideals on the second level of the projective hierarchy,

do there always exist perfect or at least uncountable (J, Fin)-AD families? If all
gé and Qé sets have the Baire property, then of course, yes because then gé and

Q% ideals are meager and we can apply Corollary 1.11. On the other hand, there

isa Xj (i.e. Aj) prime ideal Isn’t this well known?Citation? Jin L: Using a A}-
good well-order < on P(w), by the most natural recursion, extending our ideal
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with a <-minimal element at every stage (and avoiding universal quantification
by applying goodness), we obtain such an ideal. Clearly, every J-AD family is a
singleton.

Similarly, we can construct a Zé-ideal J in L such that there are infinite J-AD
families but all of them are countable: Copy the above ideal J to the elements
of a partition {P, : n € w} C [w]® of w, and let J be the generated ideal.

This last example is very artificial in the sense that, this ideal is constructed
from maximal ideals in!Z! a very “obvious” way, many of its restrictions are
prime ideals. However, we can construct even more peculiar ideals:

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that there exists a é}l ultrafilter on w for some n. Then
there exists a é}l ideal such that it is nowhere maximal but every J-AD family is

countable. In particular, there exists such a é; ideal in L.

Proof. Let U be an!Z! ultrafilter and define u : P(w) — [0, 1] as w(A) = limy @
where lim,, stands for the U-limit operation on sequences in topological spaces,
that is, limy(a,) = a iff {n € w : a, € V} € U for every neighbourhood V' of
a. It is easy to see that if {a, : n € w} is compact, then limy(a,),e. €Xists, in
particular, u is defined on every A € P(w). It is also straightforward to show
that u is a finitely additive non-atomic probability measure on P(w), that is,
w(@® =0, u(AuB) = u(A)+ uB) fANB =0, wW(w)=1,and if W(X)=¢>0
then for every 6 € (0, €) there is a Y5 € X with u(Ys) = 6.

Let J = {A C w : u(A) = 0}. Then J is an ideal. J is nowhere maximal
because of u is non-atomic (in particular, there are infinite J-AD families). We
show that every J-AD family is countable. If there was an uncountable J-AD
family A, then A, = {A € A : u(A) > 1/n} would be uncountable for some
n € w and therefore among every n many element of A,, there would be two
with J-positive intersection.

Notice that if U is érll (n > 2) then J is also érll because A€ Jiff V k € w

{new:|Ann|/n < 27%} €U, and the function A— {n € w : |[ANn|/n < 27}
is continuous (for every k). O

4. EXAMPLES OF BOREL AND PROJECTIVE IDEALS

There are several classical examples of Borel ideals, here we present some
of them which have easily understandable definitions, and the reader can see
that these examples are motivated by a wide variety of backgrounds. For the
important roles of these ideals, especially in characterisation results, see [Hr11].

1Z!

Some F, ideals:

Summable ideals. Let h : w — [0, 00) be a function such that )
oo. The summable ideal associated to h is

g, = {Ag w:Zh(n) < oo}.
neA

h(n) =

new

Maybe $<_L$-minimal
element?

Before we rather talked
about "prime ideals" so
maybe keep it
consistent? (doesn't
really matter...)

There are many classical
examples of Borel ideals.
Here we present some of
those that have an easily
understandable definitions,
and the reader can see
that...

important role (not roles)
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It is easy to see that a summable ideal Jj, is tall iff lim,_,, h(n) = 0, and
that summable ideals are F,, P-ideals. The classical summable ideal is J; ;, = Jp,
where h(n) = 1/(n+ 1), or h(0) = 1 and h(n) = 1/n if n > 0. We know that
there are tall F,, P-ideals which are not summable ideals: Farah’s example (see
[F, Example 1.11.1]) is the following ideal:

: A 21‘1 2n+1
JF:{Agw:me{n’| nlz, )|}<oo}.

n2

n<w
The eventually different ideals.
ED = {AE w X w :limsup|(A),| < oo}

n—,oo
where (A), = {k € w : (n,k) € A}, and EDg, = ED [ A where A = {(n,m) €
wx w:m<n}. €D and €Dy, are not P-ideals.
The van der Waerden ideal:

W = {A C w : Adoes not contain arbitrary long arithmetic progressions}.

Van der Waerden’s well-known theorem says that W is a proper ideal. W is not
a P-ideal. !Z!
For interesting results about this ideal see J. Flaskovd’s papers CITATION?.

The random graph ideal:
Ran = id({homogeneous subsets of the random graph}), 1Z!

where the random graph (w, E), E C [w]? is up to isomorphism uniquely deter-
mined by the following property: If A,B € [w]<® are nonempty and disjoint,
then thereisann € w such that {{n,a}: a € A} CE and {{n,b} : b€ B}nE =0.
A set H C w is (E-)homogeneous iff [H]> C E or [H]? N E = §. Ran is not a
P-ideal.

The ideal of graphs with finite chromatic number-:

G = {E Clw]?: x(w,E) < co}.
It is not a P-ideal.

Solecki’s ideal: Let CO(2) be the family of clopen AY? !Z!subsets of 2% (it
is easy to see that |CO(2%)| = w), and let Q = {A € CO(2%®) : A(A) = 1/2}
where A is the usual product measure on 2. The ideal § on Q is generated by
{I, :x €2“} where I, = {A€ Q: x € A}. 8 is not a P-ideal.

Some F_ s ideals:

Density ideals. Let (P,),c., D€ a sequence of pairwise disjoint finite subsets
of w and let g = (u,),ec., e a sequences of measures, u,, is concentrated on P,
such that limsup,,_, o u,(w) > 0. The density ideal generated by [ is

Zp = {AQ w: nl_i)rgoun(A) = O}.

A density ideal 2 is tall iff max{u,({i}) : i € P,} o, 0, and density ideals
are F 5 P-ideals. The density zero ideal Z = {A Cw:lim, o |ANn|/n= 0} isa
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tall density ideal because let P, = [2", 2"*1) and u,(A) = |ANP,|/2". It is easy
to see that Jy/, & Z.

Szemerédi’s famous theorem says that W C Z (see [Sz75]). The stronger
statement W C J; /, is a still open ErdATs prize problem ($3000).

Are you sure we need to mention this in
The ideal of nowhere dense subsets of the rationals: the paper?

Nwd = {AC Q: int(4) = 0§}

where int(-) stands for the interior operation on subsets of the reals, and A is
the closure of A in R. Nwd is not a P-ideal.

The trace ideal of the null ideal: Let N be the o-ideal of subsets of 2 with
measure zero (with respect to the usual product measure). The Gs-closure of a
set AC 2<“ is [A] = {x €2:3%nxn EA}, a G5 subset of 2¢. The trace of
N is defined by

Is this standard notation for G_delta closure? I find it
tr(N) = {A C2“:[A]le N}. confusing since it looks like the normal closure (i.e.,
. . [Tree of A]). This might be confusing (e.g., there is a
Itis a tall F b P-ideal. paper by Hrusak in which he makes a mistake

Some tall F 5, (non P-)ideals:

The ideal Conv is generated by those infinite subsets of Q N[0, 1] which are
convergent in [0, 1], in other words

Conv = {A € Qn[O0,1]: |accumulation points of A (in R)| < w}.
The Fubini product of Fin by itself:
Fin ® Fin = {Ag wXxw: ¥V new|A),l < w}.

Some non-tall ideals:
An important F, ideal:

Fin®{0}={A§wxw:\7’°° nEw(A)nZQ)},
and its F5 brother (a density ideal):

{0} ® Fin = {Ag wxw:Vnewl|A),l < w}.

Applying the Baire Category Theorem, it is easy to see that there are no Gg
(i.e. Qg) ideals and we already presented many F, (i.e. gg) ideals. In general,
we have Borel ideals at arbitrary high levels of the Borel hierarchy:

Theorem 4.1. (see [C85] and [C88]) There are gg and Qg-complete ideals for
every a > 3.

About ideals on the ambiguous levels of the Borel hierarchy see [E94].

We also present some (co)analytic examples.
Theorem 4.2. (see [Z90, page 321]) For every x € w® let I, = {s€ w~® : x |

Is| £ s} where < is the coordinatewise ordering on every w". Then the ideal on
w=® generated by {I,, : x € w®} is Q%-complete.


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Are you sure we need to mention this in the paper?

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Is this standard notation for G_delta closure? I find it confusing since it looks like the normal closure (i.e., [Tree of A]). This might be confusing (e.g., there is a paper by Hrusak in which he makes a mistake because of this...)
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Theorem 4.3. The ideal of graphs without infinite complete subgraphs,
Se={EC[w]?: VX e[w]’[X]* ¢ E}
isa g%-complete (in P([w]?)), tall, non P-ideal.

Proof. Tallness is trivial. If for every n € w, we define E, = {{k,m} : k <
n,'Z!m # k} € G, and E, C* E C [w]?, then E contains a complete subgraph
(see also in [Me09]), hence G, is not a P-ideal.

IZ! Let WF = {T € Tree : [T] = @} be the [I]-complete set of well-founded

trees. Furthermore, let Tree’ be the family of those trees T such that (i) every
t € T is strictly increasing and (ii) if {t € T : n € ran(t)} # 0 then it has a
C-minimal element (n € w). Then !Z! it is not hard to see that Tree’ is also
closed in P(w<*) hence Polish. Finally, let WF' = {T € Tree’ : [T] = @}, clearly,
it is also II].

We will construct Wadge-reductions WF <., WF’ <, G..

WF <,, WF’: Fix an order preserving isomorphism j between «w<® and
a T, € Tree’, more precisely assign to each t = (ty,ty,...,t,,) the sequence
(p}o,pgopfl, . ,p}opf1 . erl) where p; denotes the ith prlme number.

Let f : Tree — Tree be defined as f(T) = {j(t) : t € T}. Clearly, f
is continuous and T € WF iff f(T) € WF’: in order to see this, notice that
every element of f(T) will be strictly increasing, and obviously T € WF iff
f(T) € WF. Moreover, if n € j(t) for some t € T then by the definition of j

we have ptlopf pi”“ =n and (ty,...,t,) € T so for such a t we will have
J((tgs---sty)) C ](t) Thus, j((tg,...,t,)) will be a C-minimal element con-

taining n.
WF' <y G.: For every T € Tree’ let E; = | J{[ran(t)]* : t € T}. We show
that the function T — E; is continuous. If u,v € [[w]2]<w are disjoint then it

is easy to see that the preimage of the basic clopen set [u,v] = {E C [w]*:u C
E,vNE=0} CP([w]?)is

{T eTree’: (3t € TuC[ran(t)]*) and (¥ t € T v N[ran(t)]* = 0)}.

Although, as the collection of the sets satisfying first part of the condition is
a countable union of clopen sets, this set seems to be G5 (and it is enough to
prove that G, is E%-complete), actually, it is open in Tree’: Let m = max(Uv)+1.

Then the set {T € Tree’ : ¥V t € T v N[ran(t)]? = @} is the intersection of Tree’
and the clopen set (in P(w<*))

[(Z), {t € m=™ : t is strictly increasing and v N [ran(t)]* # 0}]

The function T — E; !Z! is a reduction of WF’ to G.: Clearly, if T € Tree’
and x € [T] then X = ran(x) € [w]® shows!Z! that E; ¢ G, (i.e. [X]* C E).
Conversely, if [X]?> € E; and X = {k, < k; < ...}, then for every n there is
a t, € T such that k,,k,,; € ran(t,), we can assume that t, is minimal in
{s €T :k, €ran(s)}. It yields that t; Ct; Ct5 C ... O
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In the following example, we show that a seemingly!Z! “very” Hé definition
can also give us a Q%-complete ideal.

Theorem 4.4. The ideal
Jh={ACwxw:VX,Y€[w]?IX €[X]?°TY €[Y]*ANX' xY') =0}
isa g%-complete (in P(w x w)), tall, non P-ideal.

Proof. Tallness is easy because injective partial functions from!Z! w to w belong
to Jp.

First we show that this ideal is Qi, for which the next claim is clearly enough.
For X,Y € [w]® define TT(X,Y) = {(n,k) € X xY : n < k} and TY(X,Y) =
{(n,k)eX xY :n>k}.

Claim. A € J, iff for every infinite X and Y the set A does not contain T1(X,Y) or
THX,Y).

Proof of the Claim. The “only if” part is trivial. Conversely, assume that A & J,,
i.e. there exist X,Y € [w]® such that AN (X’ x Y') # 0 for every X’ € [X]?
and Y’ € [Y]®. Fix increasing enumerations X = {x, < x; < x5 < ...} and
Y ={yo < ¥y1 < Y2 <...}. By shrinking the sets X and Y, we can assume
that xy < yg < x; < y; < ..., in particular X N'Y = ). Consider the following
coloring ¢ : [w]?> = 2 x 2: for m < n let c(m,n) = (xA(Xm> Yn)> Xa(Xns Yim))
where y,(x,y) = 1iff (x,y) €A.

Applying Ramsey’s theorem, there exists an infinite homogeneous subset S C
w. Let S = ZUW be a partition into infinite subsets such that the elements of Z
and W follow alternatingly in S. Then the elements of the sets X’ = {x,, : m €
Z} and Y’ = {y, : n € W} follow alternatingly in w as well.

S cannot be homogeneous in color (0, 0), otherwise AN (X’ x Y’') = @ would
hold. Similarly, if S is homogeneous in color (1,1) then X’ x Y’ C A and we are
done.

Now suppose that S is homogeneous in color (1,0) (for (0, 1) the same argu-
ment works). If x,, € X', y, € Y" and x,, < y, then m < n because ZNW = .
Hence by the homogeneity of S we can conclude (x,,,y,) €A, so T'(X’,Y’) C
A. O

Now we show that J, is E%-complete. We will use (see [K, 27.B]) that the set
S={CEK(2‘°):VX€CV°°newx(n)=0}

is Ei-complete where X(2¢) stands for the family of compact subsets of 2¢
equipped with the Hausdorff metric, i.e. with the Vietoris topology???, we know
that K(2¢) is a compact Polish space.

To finish the proof, we will define a Borel map K(2) = P(w x w), C — A;
such that C € S iff A € J,. Fix an enumeration {s,, : m € w} of 2<%, for every
s € 2<% define [s] = {x € 2 : s C x} (a basic clopen subset of 2¢), and let

Ac ={(m,n) : Isp| > n, s,u(n) =1, and [s,,]1N C # B}.
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For C € S we show that A; € J,. Let X,Y € [w]® be arbitrary. If the set
{meX :[s,,]NC =0} is infinite then we are done, since

Acn({meX :[splnC=0} xY)=0.

Otherwise, using the compactness of C we can choose an {my <m; <...} =
X" €[X]® and a convergent sequence (x;);e, such that x; € [s,,, ]n C for every
i. If x; > x then x € C € S !Z! so x(n) = 0 for every n = n, for some n,.
If n € Y \ ny then for every large enough i we have n < |s,, | and s,, (n) =
x(n) = 0, hence the section {m : (m,n) € (Ac N (X’ x Y))} is finite. On the
other hand, for a fixed m if [s,,| < n then (m,n) ¢ A, therefore the section
{n:(m,n) € (AcN(X’xY))} is also finite. By an easy induction, one can define
anX” €[X']®andaY” €[Y]® such that A, N (X" xY")=4.

Now we show that if C ¢ S then A € J,. Let x € C be so that Y = {n :
x(n) = 1} is infinite and let X = {m : x € [s,,]}. Now clearly, if (m,n) € X x Y
then (m,n) € Ac if and only if n < |s,,|. In particular, for every n € Y the set
{meX :(m,n) € Ac} is finite, and it clearly implies that the rectangle X x Y
witnesses that A. ¢ .

Finally, the failure of the P property is trivial: consider the sets A, € J defined
by A, = {(k,l) : k < n}. If for some A we have A,, C* A for every n then every
horizontal section of A is co-finite. By induction one can select infinite sets X
and Y with TY(X,Y) C A, so by the claim A ¢ J,,. O

Remark 4.5. One can give an alternate proof of Theorem 4.3 constructing a
Borel reduction of the set C to §..

Theorem 4.6. There exist 3} and I1}-complete tall ideals for every n > 1.

Proof. First we will construct g}q-complete ideals. Let J be a tall Borel ideal, A

be a perfect J-AD family, and let A, be a gi-complete subset of the Polish space
A. Define J, =id(JU A,,), i.e. J, is the ideal generated by JUA,,. Then J, is a
tall proper (because A, is infinite) ideal. J,, is g}l because

T, ={XCw:IkewI@A)ixeA X\ (A UA U---UA )T}

In order to see that J,, is g}l-complete, we know that if B is a 21”11 set a Polish
space X, then it can be reduced to A,, with a with a continuous map f : X — A,
furthermore applying the trivial observation that A, = J,, N.A, we obtain that
this map is in fact a reduction of B to J,, as well.

Now we proceed with erl ideals. Again, there exists a Q}l-complete set B, C

A. The previous argument gives that the ideal 7/ = id(J U B,,) is [[ﬂll-hard, so it
is enough to prove that 7/ is fl:ldlq In order to see this just notice that since A is
an J-AD-family, if J, = id(J U.A) then we have

X€Jy\7 iff S€JyandIA€c A\ B, ANX €J".
This implies, as J, is clearly X1, that Jo \ 7/ is a £} set. So using I/, C J, we
obtain that J, is Q}l O
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The idea of the above proof can be used to construct gg-complete ideals for
a > 3 as well.

5. ON (J,Fin)-ADR’s
In this section, we study Question 1.8.

Theorem 5.1. Assume MA, and let J be an everywhere meager ideal, then every
H € [I*]=F has an (J,Fin)-ADR.

Proof. Let H = {H, : a < k} be an enumeration. Define p € P = P(K) iff p is
a function, dom(p) € [x]<¢, and p(a) € [H,]=® for every a € dom(p); p < q
iff dom(p) 2 dom(q), V a € dom(q) p(a) 2 q(a), and V {a, B} € [dom(q)]?
p(a)np(B) =q(a)nq(B).

Then IP is a poset. First of all, we show that P has the ccc. Let {p; : & < w1} C
P. Then {dom(p;) : & < w;} € [k]=“. We can assume that this family forms
a A-system, dom(pg) = Dy UR. There are at most w many functions R — Fin,
hence we can also assume that there is a ¢ € P such that p; [ r = q for every
& < w;. Clearly, p: Up, € P and ps Up, < p; for every &, < w;.

It is easy to see that for every a < k the set D, = {p € P : a € dom(p)}
is dense in P. If G is a {D, : a < k}-generic filter, then let F; : k = P(w),
Fg(a) =|J{p(a): p € G}. Clearly, F;(a) C H, for every a.

We show that F;(a) N Fg(B) is finite for every two distinct a,3 < k. Let
p€D,NG,q€DgNG, and r € G be a common lower bound of them. It is easy
to see that Fg(a) N Fg(B) =r(a)nr(f).

If somehow we can make sure that F;(a) € J*, then we are done because
{Fg(a) : a < k} will be an (J,Fin)-ADR of H. We show that if G is (V,P)-
generic then Fg(a) is a Cohen-real in P(H,) over V. It is enough because then
(a) Fg(a) ¢ I | H, (we know that J | H, is meager) and (b) to show (a) for
every a, it is enough to use k many dense sets. |ZIWHY???

Fix an a < «, let C(H,) = {s : s is a finite partial function form H, to 2}
where s < t iff s 2 t (then C(H,) adds a Cohen subset of H, over V), and
define the map e = e, : P — C(H,) as follows:

() dom(e(p)) = J{p(B)NH, : B € dom(p)};
(i) e(p)(n) =1iff n € p(a).
We show that e is a projection (see e.g. [A11, page 335]), that is,

(1) e is order-preserving, onto, and e(#) = 0;
(2)VpePYseCH,) (s<e(p) > Ip <pe(p)=s).

Clearly, e(§) = 0. If p < q and n € dom(e(q)) then, as p(3) D> q(8) we have
that e(p)(n) = 0 implies e(q)(n) = 0. Moreover, e(p)(n) = 1 and e(q)(n) =0
would imply n € dom(q(f)) for some  # a hence dom(p(a)) Nndom(p()) 2
dom(q(a)) ndom(q(fB)), a contradiction. So e is indeed order preserving.

To show that e is onto, we have to assume that H, € | J{H g B # a} (and
w.l.o.g. we can do so by extending H to be a cover of w and adding w as an
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element to ). For an s € C(H,) define p € P as follows: Fix a finite D C «
containing a such that dom(s) € | J{H g : B € D}, let dom(p) = D, and define
p(a)=s"(1)and p(B)={n¢e HgNH, :s(n)=0}. Then e(p) =s.

To show that e satisfies (2), fix a p € P, an s € C(H,), and assume that
s < e(p). Define p’ € P as follows: For every n € J = (s \ e(p))~(0) pick a
Tn € Kk \{a} such thatn € H, . Let dom(p”) = dom(p)U{y, : n € J} and define

p’(a) = p(a)us~'(1), if B € dom(p")\{a} then p’(B) = p(B)uf{ne€J : p =7,}.
It is straightforward to see that p’ € P, p’ < p, and e(p’) =s.

We know that if G is (V, P)-generic then e[ G] generates a (V, C)-generic filter
G’. Notice that the Cohen real defined from G’ is F;(a), so !Z! we are done. [

Unfortunately, at this moment, we do not know whether we really needed
Martin’s Axiom in the previous theorem or it holds in ZFC. We show that if we
attempt to construct a counterexample, that is, say a tall Borel ideal J and a
family 3 € [J*]<° without a (J,Fin)-ADR, we have to be careful. Let us define
the following cardinal invariants of tall ideals on w: The star-additivity of J is

add*(9) =min {|X| : X S Jand A A€ TV X € X X C* A},
the Fodor number of J is
F(J) = min {|}] : 3 € J* has no J-ADR},
and the star-Fodor number of J is
F*(3) = min {|3(| : 3¢ € J* has no (J,Fin)-ADR}.

Clearly, J is a P-ideal iff add*(J) > w. Proposition 1.7 says that F(J) = ¢
whenever J is everywhere meager; and clearly, F*(J) < F(7).

Fact 5.2. If add*(9) < F(J) then add*(J) < F*(9). If add*(J) = F(J) then F(J) =
F*(9).

Proof. Assume that H = {H, : a < x} € J* where x = add*(J) < F(J). First
fix an J-ADR {A, : a < k} of H (A, € H,). Then for every a < x fixa B, €J
such that A, NAg C* B, for every § < a, and let A’ =A, \ B,. Then {A] : a <
k} is an (J,Fin)-ADR of H. The second statement can be proved by the same
argument. ([l

In particular, if J is a P-ideal, and F*(J) < ¢, then ¢ > ws.

6. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.6

Proof. Applying Corollary 1.11, we can fix perfect J-AD families Ay on every
X € J*. The statement “Ay is an J-AD family” is (at most) ,1:[’5 hence absolute

because if Ay = [T] is coded by the perfect tree T € Tree, = {T C2<“: T isa
tree} then “Ay is an J-AD family”’=

Vx,y€[T](x €T and (x =yorxny€7))

where of course we are working on 2¢ and (x Ny)(n) = x(n)- y(n) for every n.
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For every X,Y € J* let B(X,Y) ={A€ Ay : ANY € J"}. Then it is a continu-
ous preimage of J* (under Ay — P(w), A— ANY), hence if J is analytic then
B(X,Y) is coanalytic, and similarly, if J is coanalytic then B(X,Y) is analytic.

Let k = |¢V|" and fix an enumeration {X, : a < «} of the set I* NV in W.
Working in W, we will construct the desired J-AD refinement {A, : a < «},
A, € X, by recursion on k. During this process, we will also define a sequence
(Bo)aex in I

Assume that {A; : & < a} and (Bg)g, are done. Let y, be minimal such
that B(X, ,X,) contains a perfect set. This property, namely, that an analytic
or coanalytic set H € P(w) contains a perfect set, is absolute because if it is
analytic then “H contains a perfect subset” iff “H is uncountable” is of the form
“Y f € P(w)® I x (x € H and x ¢ ran(f))” hence it is [[é, and if H is coanalytic
then “H contains a perfect set” is of the form “J T € Tree, (T is perfect and V
x € [T] x € H)” hence it is g% In particular, y, < a. We also know that if C is
a perfect set coded in V, then in W it contains k many new elements: We know
it holds for 2 e.g. because of the group structure on it, and we can compute
new elements of C along a homeomorphism between C and 2% fixed in V. Let

B, €B(X,,,Xo)\ (V U{Bg: &< a}) be arbitrary,

and finally, let A, =X, N B, € J*. We claim that {A, : @ < x} is an J-AD family
(it is clearly a refinement of J* NV). Let a, B <k, a # .

Ify,=yp=ythenB,,Bg € AXy are distinct, and hence A,NAg € B,NBg €J
(actually, we can assume that it is finite).

If y, < yp, then because of the minimality of yg, we know that B(X,_,Xp)
does not contain perfect subsets. It is enough to see that B(X, _,Xp) is the same
setin W, i.e. if Y (x,r) is a £1(r) or I11(r) definition of this set then V x € W
(4 (x,r) = x € V). Why? Because then B, ¢ B(X,,_,Xg) but B, € 'AXm’ hence
it yields that A, NAg S B, NXp €J.

The set K := B(X, _,Xp) is analytic or coanalytic and does not contain perfect
subsets (neither in V nor in W). Applying the Mansfield-Solovay theorem, we
know that K C L[r] (r € V). We also know that (L[r])V N P(w) = (L[rDV N
P(w) holds because w} €V, hence KV =K". O

Remark 6.1. Itis natural to ask the following: Assume that V € W are transitive
models, W contains new reals, and let C be a perfect set coded in W. Does C
contain at least |¢"|" many new elements in W? In other words: Does |C" \
V" > |cV|" hold? Surprisingly, the answer is no! Moreover, it is possible that
there is a perfect set of groundmodel reals in the extension, see [VW98].

Remark 6.2. What can we say about possible generalizations of Theorem 1.6,
for example, can we weaken the condition on the complexity of the ideal? In
general, this statement is false. Let ¢(x) be a 2; definition of a Z% prime P-ideal
Jin L (of course, the construction of a Z% prime ideal can be modified to obtain
a P-ideal). We cannot expect that p(x) defines an ideal in general but we can
talk about the generated ideal: x € J iff “3 y € J x C y” which is Zé too. If r is
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a Sacks real over L, then { is still a prime ideal WHY??Why do we need the p
prop?? in L[r] hence J* N L does not have any J-ADR’s in L[r].

7. MIXING REALS AND CARDINAL INVARIANTS

In this section, we study two closely related rather descriptive properties of
forcing notions, one of which is slightly stronger then “[w]® NV has an ADR in
VP”,

Definition 7.1. Let P be a forcing notion. We say that an f € w®NV¥ is a mixing
real over V if |[f[X]NY| = w forevery X,Y € [w]®NV. If f is one-to-one, then
we call it an injective mixing real or mixing injection.

Clearly, in the definition above, it is enough to require that f[X]NY # @ for
every X, Y e[w]®NV.

Proposition 7.2. Let P be a forcing notion. Then the following are equivalent:
(i) There is a mixing real f € w® NVF over V.
(ii) Thereisan f € w® NV such that f[X]= w forall X € [w]® N V.
(iii) There is a partition (Y,)ne, Of w into infinite sets in V¥ such that Y
Xelw]?NVVn|XnY,| =w.
(iii)’ There is a partition (Y,),e,, Of w into infinite sets in V¥ such that Y
Xelw]®NVVnXnY,#0.

Proof. (ii)—(i) and (iii) «—(iii)’ are trivial. (ii)«—(iii)’ because let Y, = f —1(n)
(and vice versa). Finally, (i) implies (ii): Fix a partition (C,),e,, Of w into
infinite setsin V and let g : w — w, g [ C,, = n. If f is a mixing real over V,
then h = g o f has the required property. O

(iii) says that mixing reals can be seen as “infinite splitting reals”. Recall
that a set S C w is a splitting real over V if [X NS| = |X \ S| = w for every
Xe[w]®nV.

Why is this property relevant to almost-disjoint refinements? Fix an AD
family A = {A, : @ < ¢} in V, and let {X, : @ < ¢} be an enumeration
of [w]?in V. If f € w® N VP is a mixing injection over V, then the family
{flA INX, :a<c}€VFisan ADR of [w]®NV.

Proposition 7.3. Let P be a forcing notion.

(i) If P adds random reals then it adds mixing reals.
(ii) If P adds dominating reals, then it adds mixing reals.
(iii) If P adds Cohen reals then it adds mixing injections.
(iv) If P adds mixing injections then it adds unbounded reals.
(v) If P has the Laver-property, then it does not add injective mixing reals.

Proof. (i): Let A be the usual probability measure on w®, that is, A is uniquely
determined by the values A([s]) = 25O =sM=-=s(r=1)=n where s : n — w and
]l={f e w?:sCf}. N, ={AC w®: A(A) = 0}, then it is well-know
that Borel(w®)/N, is forcing equivalent to the random forcing. It is enough to
see that the set Ay y = {f € w® : |f[X]NY| < w} is a null set in w® for every

Here we can cite Lemma
7.3.48 from Bartoszynski-
Judah, even though it talks
about Miller forcing (but the
proof for Sacks should be
even easier).

| am not sure if P-points
are really *necessary* in
this case. There is a
general result that every
forcing adding a new real

Not sure | understand
"rather descriptive"

| would prefer "splitting
partition” or "infinite splitting
partition”

Isn't that the
*definition* of random
forcing?



Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Not sure I understand "rather descriptive"

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
I would prefer "splitting partition" or "infinite splitting partition"

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Here we can cite Lemma 7.3.48 from Bartoszynski-Judah, even though it talks about Miller forcing (but the proof for Sacks should be even easier). 

I am not sure if P-points are really *necessary* in this case. There is a general result that every forcing adding a new real destroys some ultrafilter, but that's probably not a definable ultrafilter. So it *could* be that Sacks frocing preserves Delta^1_2 ultrafilters, but I have no idea.
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X,Y €[w]®: Axy = Upeo{f € 0 fIXINY Cn} and if X = {x; : k € w}
andn € wthen {f : f[X]NY Cn}={f :Vk f(x;)enU(w\Y)} Clearly,
2™ :menu(w\Y)} =¢e < 1andhence A({f : fF[X]NY C n}) <
1Z1limy_, 00 €€ = 0.

(ii): Trivial modification of the proof of fact that adding a dominating real
implies adding a splitting real works here as well (see e.g. [Hb, Fact 20.1]).

| do we need more details here? |I would vote for a detailed proof.

(iii): We can talk about injective Cohen-reals. Simply consider the forcing
notion (Inj, 2) where Inj = {s € w<® : s is one-to-one}, or the forcing notion
(Borel(INJ) \ M(INJ), €) where INJ = {f € w® : f is one-to-one} is a nowhere
dense closed subset on w® and M(INJ) is the meager ideal on this Polish space.
It is not hard to see that these forcing notions are forcing equivalent to the
Cohen forcing.

If ¢ is an injective Cohen-real over V, then c is mixing: For every X,Y € [w]®,
the set AS(’Y =Axy NINI=J,c,, {f €INJ: f[X]NY C n} is meager because
{f €INJ: f[X]NY Cn}is closed and nowhere dense in INJ.

(iv): Let f € INJNV? be a mixing injection and assume on the contrary that
there is a strictly increasing g € w® NV such that f, f ! < g (where of course
f~! < g means that f (k) < g(k) for every k € ran(f)).

We define X = {x; : k € w},Y = {y; : k € w} € [w]® in V as follows:
xo =0, yo = g(0), x, = max{g(y;) : k < n}, and y, = g(x,). Suppose that
f(xi) =y, for some k,l € w. If k <1 then

Fxp) < glxy) = g(max{g(y,) : m < k}) < g(max{g(y,) :m<I1}) <y,

a contradiction. Now, if k > [ then

xi = f 1) < g(y;) < max{g(y,): m <k} = x;

which is again impossible. Thus, f[X]NY = @, so f cannot be a mixing injection.

(v): Fix a sequence (a,),e,, in V with the property a,.; —a, > (n +2)2"*!
and a, > 1. Assume that p IF f € INJ. Let ¢ be a P-name for a function on
w such that p IF g(n) = !Z!graph(f) N (a, x a,) for every n. Thenp IF g €
I Ic., P(a, x a,) hence thereis a g < p and a “slalom” S : w — [w x W]<® in V
which catches g, that is, S(n) € !Z!P(a, x a,), |S(n)| < 2", and q I g(n) € S(n)
for every n: here we apply the Laver property of our forcing notion to a name
g foran w — [w x w]=® function. We can assume that all elements of S(n)
are injective partial functions a,, — a,.1.WHY? 2. COULDN'T WE USE USUAL
SLALOMS?

Working in V, we will define the sets X = {x,:n€ w},Y ={y,:n€ w} €
[w]® by recursion on n such that g IF f[X]NY = 0.

Let x( € ag be arbitrary. We know that there is a y, € a, such that (xg, yo) ¢
(JS(0) (a function cannot cover {(xo,k) : k < ag}).

| think this reference is
sufficient, or maybe we
can give a sketch: "from a
dominating real we easily
obtain a _dominating
interval partition_ of
omega (meaning that
). Letting {Y_n : n<
\omega} be such that
each Y_n is the union of
infinitely many intervals of

Maybe "since this is a
countable notion of
forcing..."

It should really say that " \dot
{g} is an element of Prod_{n
\in \omega} INJ(a_n, a_n)",
where INJ(a_n, a_n) is the
set of injective functions from
a_nto a_n. If | understand
the proof correctly, this is

1inAA in A A~~~ ntial viiavs A~

for a function from
omega to...
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Assume that we already have X, = {x; : k < n} and Y,, = {y\ : k < n} such
that (X, x ¥;,) N U<, [JS(k) = 0. There is an x,,,; € a,41 \ a, such that

{s(an) :seS(n+1),x,41 € dom(s)} ny,=40.

Why? If for every m € a,;; \ q, there is an s,,, € S(n + 1) such that s,,,(m) € Y,
then there is a set H € [a,;; \a, ]"2 such that s,, = s does not depend on m € H
(because |a,41 \ a,] > (n+2)2"" and [S(n + 1)| < 2"*1). But it would mean
that H € dom(s) and |s[H]| < |Y,| = n+ 1 which is a contradiction because s is
injective.

We alsowant to fixa y,,q € a,41\a, suchthat y,,; #s(x;) foranyk <n+1,
s € S(n+1) if x;, € dom(s). The set of forbidden values is of size at most
2"*1(n + 2) hence there is such a y,,1. O

In the diagram below, we summarize logical implications between classical
properties of forcing notions and the ones we defined above. We will show
that arrows without an % above them are strict (i.e. not equivalences), and that
there are no other implications between these properties. The arrow - -+ > with
question mark means that we do not know whether this implication holds (but
the reverse implication is false). Of course, C stands for the Cohen forcing, B
is the random forcing, and to keep the diagram small, we did not put “P adds

...”7 and “P has the ...” before the properties we deal with.
C-reals dom. reals
%
inj. mixing { ~ unb. reals
B-reals mix. reals spl. real
a2

A

» —Sacks prop.

—Laver prop.

The non-trivial non-implications in the diagram are the following:
e —Laver prop. - splitting reals: PT , (see [BrJ, 7.3.B])

no splitting??? e.g. if it preserves P-points...

e —Sacks prop. - splitting reals: The Miller forcing (see [BrJ, Lemma
7.3.48]).
we do not need this is the first one above is OK

e unbounded reals + splitting reals: The Miller forcing (see [BrJ, 7.3.E]).
e spl. reals - —Sacks prop.: Silver forcing (see [Hb, Lemma 2.3] and

Sacks prop??? |)

Have we really covered
absolutely all possible cases
of implications?

... >can be

\usepackage{
amssymb }
\dashrightarrow

Better idea. The "Infinitely
equal forcing EE" from
Section 7.4.C in Bart-Judabh. |
don't really understand this
forcing very well, but trusting
the book; it is

(a) omega”omega-bounding
(Lemma 7.4.14)

(b) preserves p-points
(Lemma 7.4.15)

(c) makes around model

We list the remaining questions in the next section. [straightforward proof.

I don't know a good reference, but it's a compeltely h

bt
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(a) omega^omega-bounding (Lemma 7.4.14)
(b) preserves p-points (Lemma 7.4.15)
(c) makes ground model reals measure zero (Lemma 7.4.13)

Now it follows that EE cannot have the Laver property: if it did,  it would also have the Sacks property since it's omega^omega-bounding. But then it cannot have property (c), since forcings with the Sacks property do not increase non(null) (in fact they do not increase cof(null), and we can use Theorem 2.3.12 from the book as a reference for this fact).
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8. RELATED QUESTIONS

Question 8.1. Does there exist a non-meager ideal J (in ZFC) such that there
are perfect (J,Fin)-AD families on every X € J*?

In Example 3.3, assuming that there is a gé ultrafilter, we constructed a Zlé
ideal J such that every J-AD family is countable but J is nowhere maximal.

Question 8.2. Is it consistent that there are no %, ultrafilters but there is a 2,
ideal J such that every J-AD family is countable but J is nowhere maximal?
Remark: We know (see ) that if we add any number of random reals
simultaneously over a model of V = L, in the extension there are no g% ultrafil-
ters but there is a non meager Zlé ideal J (and hence J is nowhere maximal). It
would be interesting to know the possible sizes of J-AD families in this model.

We already presented g}l and Q}l-complete ideals but our construction was
pretty artificial.

Question 8.3. Can we define “natural” 2111 and [I”ll-complete ideals?

Question 8.4. Is it consistent that for some (tall) Borel (P-)ideal J a family
H € [J*]=° does not have an (J, Fin)-ADR?

Question 8.5. Assume that V,W and J are as in Theorem 1.6. Does there exist
an (J,Fin)-ADR of 7" NV in W? Or at least an J-ADR {Ax : X € IT NV} ew
such that for every two distinct X,Y € J* NV (using the notiations from the
proof of Theorem 1.6) there is a By y € JNV such that Ay NAy C By y?

Question 8.6. Does adding mixing injections imply adding Cohen reals?

Question 8.7. Does the the Sacks property of a forcing notion imply that it does
not add mixing reals?

Proposition 7.2 motivates the following notions: Let n € !Z!w \ 2. We say
that a forcing notion adds an n-splitting real, if there is a partition (Y} )<, of w
into infinite sets in V¥ such that |[X NY,| = w for every X € [w]®NV and k < n.
In particular, adding 2-splitting reals is the same as adding splitting reals, and
adding w-splitting reals is equivalent to adding mixing reals.

Question 8.8. Does adding n-splitting reals (n = 2) imply adding (n + 1)-
splitting reals?

Question 8.9. Does adding splitting reals (or n-splitting reals for every n) imply
adding mixing reals? What can we say about the Silver forcing? (It is straight-
forward to see that it adds n-splitting reals for every n.)

REFERENCES

[A11] U. Abraham: Proper forcing, Handbook of Set Theory, eds. M. Foreman, M. Magidor, and
A. Kanamori, Springer-Verlag, Berlin (2011), pages 333-394.
[BaP10] B. Balcar, T. PazAAk: Quotients of Boolean algebras and regular subalgebras, Arch. Math.

Logic 49 (2010), pages 329-342.

Actually, this is not

well-known so it's
better to explain

Delta™1 ||~
this.

1. If there are no
dominating reals
over the reals of L[r]
for every real r, then
there exists a
Sigma’l_2
unbounded filter--
this can be cited:
Bart-Judah
Theorem 9.3.9 (2).

2. If all Delta™1_2
sets are either:
Lebesgue-
measurable, have
the Baire property,
or the Ramsey
property (or the
Silver-measurability

Something that might be
worth mentioning in relation
to these questions (here or
perhaps at the end of the
previous section).

"It is easy to see that if P
adds a splitting real then an
iteration of P of length n
adds a 2”n-splitting real. In
fact, splitting reals and n-
splitting reals cannot be
separated in terms of
cardinal invariants. If "s_n"
denotes the "least size of a
family of n-splitting reals"
then s_n = s: for the non-
trivial direction, assume we
have a splitting family of
size kappa and consider all
possible iterated "nestings"
of splitting reals from that
family; there are kappa’n =
kappa many of them, and
each one forms an n-
splitting family. The same
holds for the number s_{<

nmonal i o

tha loact ciza



Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Delta^1_2

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Actually, this is not well-known so it's better to explain this.

1. If there are no dominating reals over the reals of L[r] for every real r, then there exists a Sigma^1_2 unbounded filter-- this can be cited: Bart-Judah Theorem 9.3.9 (2).

2. If all Delta^1_2 sets are either: Lebesgue-measurable, have the Baire property, or the Ramsey property (or the Silver-measurability property), then there cannot be Delta^1_2 Ultrafilters.

3. Therefore, in ANY model where the above is true but where we don't add dominating reals, will satisfy the conclusion. E.g.: Cohen model, random model, or the Silver-iterated model. (For Cohen and Random, we can refer to Bar9t-Judah, Theorem 9.2.1.

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
Something that might be worth mentioning in relation to these questions (here or perhaps at the end of the previous section).

"It is easy to see that if P adds a splitting real then an iteration of P of length n adds a 2^n-splitting real. In fact, splitting reals and n-splitting reals cannot be separated in terms of cardinal invariants. If "s_n" denotes the "least size of a family of n-splitting reals" then s_n = s: for the non-trivial direction, assume we have a splitting family of size kappa and consider all possible iterated "nestings" of splitting reals from that family; there are kappa^n = kappa many of them, and each one forms an n-splitting family. The same holds for the number s_{< omega}, i.e., the least size of a family A such that for every X and every n, there exists an n-splitting-real in A which splits X.  However, it is not clear whether the same holds for s_{mix} = least number of mixing reals."

In fact I haven't thought a lot about the last sentence.. perhaps it is true but I am not sure. Also, I am not sure if an omega-iteration of forcings adding splitting reals will necessarily add a mixing real. Any ideas? (let's not spend too much time on this :)

Yurii Khomskii (lokal)
n \geq 2

Again I think it's better to use n-splitting partition or something like that.

There is actually a term "omega-splitting real", and it means something totally difrerent (a real which splits countably many reals at once...) so this might be confusing.


Yurii Khomskii (lokal)



ALMOST DISJOINT REFINEMENTS AND MIXING REALS 21

[BaVv80] B. Balcar, P Vojtas: Almost disjoint refinements of families of subsets of N, Proc. Amer.
Math. Soc. Vol. 79/3 (1980), pages 465-470.

[BaSV81] B. Balcar, P Simon, P. Vojt4s$: Refinement properties and extensions of filters in Boolean
algebras, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 267 (1981), no. 1, pages 265-283.

[BrJ] T Bartoszynski, H. Judah: Set Theory: On the Structure of the Real Line, A.K. Peters,
1995.

[BgHM84] J.E. Baumgartner, A. Hajnal, A. MatAS: Weak saturation properties of ideals, Infinite
and finite sets, Vol.I., Colloquia mathematica Societatis JAAnos Bolyai 37 (1984), editors
A. Hajnal, L. Lovasz, VT. Sés, North-Holland, pages 137-158.

[BI10] A. Blass: Combinatorial cardinal characteristics of the continuum, Handbook of Set The-
ory, eds.:M. Foreman and A. Kanamori, Springer, 2010, pages 395-491.

[C85] J. Calbrix: Classes de Baire et espaces d’applications continues, C.R. Acad. Sc. Paris, Série
I, 301 (1985), pages 759-762.

[C88] J. Calbrix: Filtres Boréliens sur Uensemble des entiers et espaces d’applications continues,
Revue Roumaine de Math. Pures et Appl. 33 (1988), pages 655-661.

[E94] Ev. Engelen: On Borel ideals, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic 70, (1994), pages 177-203.

[F] I. Farah: Analytic quotients: theory of liftings for quotients over analytic ideals on the
integers, Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society 148, no. 702, 2000.

[Hb]  L.J.Halbeisen: Combinatorial Set Theory: with a gentle introduction to forcing, Springer-
Verlag (London), 2011.

[Hr11] M. Hru$dk: Combinatorics of filters and ideals, in Set theory and its applications, Con-
temp. Math. 533 (2011), Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, pages 29-69.

[J] T. Jech: Set theory / The Third Millennium Edition, revised and expanded, Springer Mono-
graphs in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2003.

(K] A.S. Kechris, Classical Descriptive Set Theory, Springer-Verlag, New York,

[Ma91] K. Mazur: F,, ideals and w,w}-gaps in the Boolean algebra P(w)/I, Fund. Math. 138
(1991), pages 103-111.

[Me09] D.Meza-Alcéntara: Ideals and filters on countable sets, Ph.D. thesis, Universidad Nacional
Auténoma México, México, 2009.

[S099] S. Solecki: Analytic ideals and their applications, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic 99 (1999), pages
51-72.

[So77] R. C. Solomon: Families of sets and functions, Czechoslovak Math. J. 27(102) (1977),
no. 4, pages 556-559.

[LSO8] L. Soukup: Nagata’s conjecture and countably compact hulls in generic extensions, Topol-
ogy Appl. 155 (2008), no. 4, pages 347-353.

[Sz75] E. Szemerédi: On Sets of Integers Containing No k Elements in Arithmetic Progression,
Acta Arith. 27 (1975), pages 199-245.

[VW98] B. Velickovic, W.H. Woodin: Complexity of reals in inner models of set theory, Ann. Pure
Appl. Logic 92/3 (1998), pages 283-295.

[Z90] S. Zafrany: Analytic filters and prefilters, J. Symbolic Logic 55, no. 1 (1990), pages 315-
322.

KURT GODEL RESEARCH CENTER FOR MATHEMATICAL LOGIC (KGRC), VIENNA, AUSTRIA
E-mail address: barnabasfarkas@gmail.com

KURT GODEL RESEARCH CENTER FOR MATHEMATICAL LOGIC (KGRC), VIENNA, AUSTRIA
E-mail address: yurii@deds.nl

ALFRED RENYI INSTITUTE OF MATHEMATICS HUNGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
E-mail address: vidnyanszky.zoltan@renyi.mta.hu



