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Abstract. We deal with the property of weak normality (for non-
principal ultrafilters). We characterize the situation of |[];, . Xi/D| = A.
We have an application for a question of Depth in Boolean algebras.

0. Introduction.

The motivation of this article, emerged out of a question about the Depth of
Boolean algebras. We found that a necessary condition to a positive answer on a
question of Monk (appears in [8]) depends on the following condition. We need
a sequence of cardinals A = ()\; : i < ) with limit A (or just A = limp()), see
Definition 0.4 below, and for simplicity i < k = A; < A), and an ultrafilter D on
cf(X) = &, such that |[],_,. Ai/D| = X (see [12] and [3], about the connection to
Boolean algebras; We give new results about the Depth, in Section 2).

These requirements are purely set-theoretical, and they depend on the nature
of k and A, and also on the properties of D. On one hand, if D is a regular ultrafilter
then |J],_. Ai/D| = A". Notice that A" > X in our case, since cf(\) < x. On
the other hand, having a measurable cardinal x = cf(\) (or just cf(A) < &, & is
measurable) and a normal ultrafilter D, we can choose a sequence as above, with
| Hi<m /\Z/D| = A

Regular ultrafilters and normal ultrafilters are two poles. The question is,
what happens to other creatures in the zoo of ultrafilters. We will introduce here
the notion of weak normality (the basic notion appears in [4], and the general
notion is taken from [11]), and prove two theorems. First, |[[, . Xi/D| = A
implies that D is weakly normal (in the sense of Definition 0.3 below). Second,
that under the assumption of weak normality one can find A = ()\; : i < k) with
the properties above.

Recall that a normal ultrafilter on « is closed under diagonal intersections of
K sets from the ultrafilter. It follows, that any regressive function f on k, has a
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suitable set Sy in the ultrafilter, such that f is constant on Sy. In other words,
one can find a (unique) ordinal av, such that {i < x: f(i) = a.} € D (when D is
the normal ultrafilter).

This property of regressive functions, leads us to another notion of normality.
It might happen that for no a, one can get {i < k: f(i) = a.} € D, but for some
o, < k we have {i < k: f(i) <.} € D.

DEFINITION 0.1 (Weak normality). Let x be an infinite cardinal, D a uni-
form ultrafilter on k. We say that D is weakly normal, when:

(*) For every regressive function f on k, one can find a, < &, such that {i < k :
f(@) <.} eD.

Every normal ultrafilter is also weakly normal. The opposite need not to be
true. If D satisfies the weak normality condition of < a,, but not the requirement
of = a, then D is not x-complete, so it is not a normal ultrafilter.

For our needs, we would like to generalize the notion of weak normality. So
far, we focused on regressive functions from x into . Let us define the property
of regressiveness, in a more general context.

DEFINITION 0.2 (Regressive pairs). Let (k,6) be a pair of cardinals, D an
ultrafilter on k. Let ¢ : K — 6 be any function. We say that f : Kk — 60 is
(K, g)-regressive, if i < k = f(i) < g(7).

In the light of Definition 0.1, taking § = « and g = id, gives the familiar
notion of a regressive function on . We would like to form the new concept of weak
normality, based on the regressive functions of 0.2. But look, if we choose g(i) =0
for any ¢ < k, or even g : kK — 6 bounded, then we will have an uninteresting
definition. That’s the reason for demand (i) in part (a) below:

DEFINITION 0.3 ((k,0)-weak normality). Let (k,0) be a pair of cardinals,
gk — 0, and D an ultrafilter on x.

(a) D is (k, g)-weakly normal, if
(i)e<O={i<k:9(i)>¢€} €D.
(ii) For any (k, g)-regressive f, thereis j; < 6, such that {i < x: f(i) < js} €
D.
(b) D is (k,0)-weakly normal if there is a function g : kK — @ such that D is
(k, g)-weakly normal.

Two remarks about the definition. First, we speak about an ultrafilter (that’s
what we need for our claims), but the definition (with some modifications) applies
also to a filter. Second, we use f(i) < j; (instead of < in 0.2), but there is no
essential difference.
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The last definition that we need, adapts the notion of limit for sequence of
cardinals to the notion of an ultrafilter.

DEFINITION 0.4 (limp())). Let A = (\; : i < k) be a sequence of cardinals,
D an ultrafilter on . p := limp () is the (unique) cardinal such that {i < x: 3 <
Ai < u} € D, for every 5 < p.

We conclude this section with some elementary facts.

Cram 0.5.  Assume i = (u; : j < 0) is an increasing sequence of cardinals,
with limit A. Let D be a (k,0)-weakly normal ultrafilter on k, and g : kK — 0 a
witness. Let \; = fug¢;y, for every i < k. Then A = limp((X\; : i < K)).

ProoF. Easy, by the definition of limp. O

In the following claim we learn something about the relationship between
limp((A; : 4 <)) and | [[,.,. Ai/D]:

Cram 0.6.  |[],.. Ai/D] > lmp((Ni : i < K)).

PROOF. Assume to contradiction, that |[],_.A\i/D| = p < limp(A).

Choose 8 < limp(A) such that u < 5. By 0.4 we have:
A={i<rk:p<B <\ <limp(A\)}eD.

Define x = Min{); : i € A}. Easily, one can define a sequence (aq : o < x) of
members in [[,_, Ai/D, such that a, <p ag (notice that one needs to define the
an-s only on the set A, and 0 on k \ A is alright). But x > 8 > pu, contradicting
the fact that |[[._. A\i/D| = p. O

i<K

We say that ([],., Ai, <p) is O-directed, if any A C [],_, A/ D satisfies |A| <
6 = A has an upper bound in [],_, Ai/D. We say that 6 is x-strong when
a < 0 = |a|® < 6. The following useful claim draws a line between 6-directness
and the cardinality of [],_,. Ai/D.

CLAIM 0.7 (Simple properties of cardinal products). Let D be an ultrafilter
on K.

(@) If (I;<n. Mi» <p) is O-directed, then | [, .. \i/D| > 6.

(b) If k; = cf(k;) for everyi < k, and B < 0 = {i < kK : B < K;} € D, then
(ILi<. %, <p) is O-directed.
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PRrROOF.

Ai/D] = 6, < 0, then there exists an unbounded sequence
of members in [],_, Ai/D, of length 6., contradicting the #-directness.

(b) Having A C [[,.,. /D, |A] = 0. < 0, just take the supremum of g(i) for
every g € A, on the set {i < k : 0, < k;} (and 0 on the rest of the i-s).
By our assumptions, we get an upper bound for the set A which belongs to

Hi<,§/{i/D~ D

The last proposition that we need, is about the connection between 6 = cf(\)
and A. We defined the property of (k,#)-weak normality, when 6 = cf(\). We
concentrated in (k, g)-regressive functions, when g : K — 6. But sometimes we

(a) Easy, since if |]];_,

want to pass from 6 to A in our treatment.

Cram 0.8. Let § = cf(\) < k < A\, D an ultrafilter on k,{u; : j < 6)
increasing continuous with limit A\, g : k — 0 and \; = pge;) for every i < k such
that limp ((A; 14 < K)) = \. Assume that

FeIn= G <N(i<r:fi) <) € D).

1<K
Then D is (k, g)-weakly normal (hence (k,0)-weakly normal).

PrROOF. We will show that D is (k, g)-weakly normal. Let h : kK — 6 be
any (,g)-regressive function. For every i < & define f(i) = pp(;) + 1. Clearly
J €1l Xisince Nj = pig(s) and pup(iy < piges) for every i < k. Let vy < A be such
that {i <k : f(i) < s} € D. Define jj; to be the first ordinal such that p;, > ~v¢.
By that, we have {i < r: h(i) < ji} € D, so we are done. O

We have defined some notions of normality, for ultrafilters. The other side of
the coin is regular ultrafilters. A good source to this subject is [1]. Let us start
with the definition:

DEFINITION 0.9 (Regular ultrafilters). Let D be an ultrafilter on &, a < &.

(a) D is a-regular if there exists E C D, |E| = «, and for every ¢ < k we have
Hee€ E:ice}| <N
(b) D is regular, when a = k.

Notice that every ultrafilter is a-regular for any a < Ng, so the definition
is interesting only when « is an infinite cardinal. But even in the first infinite
cardinal, i.e. &« = X, we have a useful result for our needs.
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CramM 0.10.  An wltrafilter D on k is Ng-regular if and only if it is not
Ny -complete.

Proor. 1If D is Ng-regular, let £ C D be an evidence. Every ¢ < x belongs
to a finite subset of E, and |E| = Rg, so i ¢ [ F for any ¢ < . In other words,
N E=0¢ D, so D is not Nj-complete.

If D is not N;-complete, we can find a countable E C D, such that (E ¢ D.
Leaning on the fact that D is an ultrafilter, we can define a countable E’ which
stands in the demands of the Ny regularity. [l

We state the following well-known results, without a proof:

THEOREM 0.11.  Let k be the first cardinal such that we have a non-principal
Ny -complete ultrafilter on it. Then k is a measurable cardinal.

THEOREM 0.12.  Suppose p is a compact cardinal, x = cf(x) > p, and 6 < p.
Then x? = x.

The proof of these theorems can be found in [5].
We conclude this section with an important cardinal arithmetic result, for
Ro-regular ultrafilters (the proof can be found in [1]):

CrAM 0.13.  Let A be an infinite set, D an Ng-reqular ultrafilter on 7. Then
[T, A/D| = |A[*.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. We thank the referee for the excellent work, which
was much deeper than just simple proofreading.

1. Weak normality and low cardinality.

The title of this section is not just a rhyme. It captures mathematical infor-
mation. For showing this, let us start with the simple direction.

PrOPOSITION 1.1.  Assume D is a (k,0)-weakly normal ultrafilter on k,
cf(N) = 0 and X\ is k-strong. Then we can find a sequence of cardinals N\ =
(Xi 11 < k) such that A =limp(A) and |, Ai/D| = A.

PRrROOF. First, we choose our sequence. Let i = (1, : j < 6) be a continuous
increasing sequence of cardinals, with limit A. Let g : K — 6 be a witness to the
(K, 0)-weak normality of D. Define A\; = p4(;, for any i < x. By 0.5 we know that
A= hI?(lD(</\z 1< ﬁ))

Now, we must prove two inequalities:

(a) A < [Il;c.Ai/D]. By 0.6 and the fact that A = limp({\; : i < k)), we
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conclude that A < |]],_,. Xi/D|.

(b) [ILic. Ai/D| < X. Observe that for every f € ]
such that {i < x: f(i) <vs} € D.
Why? Well, f € [[,.. N = [lic, ig(i)- Define f* : x — 0 in the following
way: for every i < k let f*(¢) be the first ordinal j such that f(i) < p;. f* is
(k, g)-regressive (truly, we have f*(i) < g(i), but the difference between < and
< is unimportant here). By the (k, g)-weak normality assumption, one can find
J < 6 such that the set {i < k: f*(i) < j} € D. That means also that the set
{i <k : f(i) < p;} belongs to D, so choose v = p; and the assertion follows.
For v < Alet %, be the set {f € [[,_,. M\, and {i < k: f(i) <~} € D}. Now,
we have:

ier Ai we can find 7y < A,

1<K

o] fos< 1)

<K 1<K <A
<Y {HD:feZ <Y I <axa=x 0
T<A 7<A

One remark about Proposition 1.1. We took an infinite A such that A is -
strong. Clearly, that assumption is vital, since A* > X in our case. So under that
necessary restriction on A, all we need for the low cardinality of the product is the
(k, 0)-weak normality of D. We turn now to the opposite direction:

THEOREM 1.2. Assume

(a) 0 =cf(\) <k <A,

(b) (A\i i < k) is a sequence of cardinals,
(¢) imp((N; 1 i < K)) = A,

(d) AF < X for every i <k,

(
(

Al
e) D is an ultrafilter on K,

)
f) D is not closed to descending sequences of length 0 (e.g., D is not N-

complete),
Then D s (k,6)-weakly normal.

PROOF. Let f = (fo : @ < )\) be a set of representatives to [[,_,_ A\;/D.

Denote k; = cf(\;), for every i < k.

(¥)o imp({k; : i < K)) < A. [Why? If limp({k; : © < K)) > A then 8 <
A= {i <w:B < n} € D,so([lc.ri<p) is Mdirected, by 0.6 and
0.7(b). Since A is singular, ([],., ki, <p) is even A*-directed, so by 0.7(a)
|TLi<.. 5i/D| > X" and consequently | ], Xi/D| > AT since x; < \; for

<K

1<K
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every i < r, contradicting assumption (f) here.]
It follows from (x)o that k; = cf(A;) < A; for a set of i’s which belongs to D.
Without loss of generality, we can assume that:
(%)1 cf(N\;) < A, for every i < k.
For every i < k, choose (\; ¢ : € < k;) such that:
( i ) Kk < )\i,e = Cf(/\i,g) < /\i,
(i) e, A = A
(iil) Kiy = Kiy = Niy,e = Aip,e fOr every € < Ky, = Fy,.
(x)2 Thereisno h € [],_,. ki, such that imp ((X; ne) : @ < k) = A. [Why? exactly
like (*)g, upon replacing k; by )\:h(i).]
Let i = (u; : j < 6) be an increasing continuous sequence of singular
cardinals, with limit A\. Notice that 8§ > Yo here, by (f) and (g), hence
such i exists. We claim that for D-many i’s we have \; € {y; : j < 6}.
Otherwise, define ¢(i) = sup{j : u; < \;} for ¢ < k. Since i is continuous,
we will get pic(;) < A; for D-many i’s, so easily one can create h € ], xs
such that pie;) < Ajp) < Ai. Clearly, we have limp ((A; p5) 1 @ < K)) = A,
contradicting (x)s. So, without loss of generality:
(¥)3 Ai € {p; : j < 0}, for every i < k.
For each i < k, let g(7) be the first ordinal j < 6 such that A\; = p;. We will
show (in (x)4 below) that g is a witness to the (k, #)-weak normality of D.
(%)a For every f €], . A, there is 4 < A, such that:

{t <k:f(i) <vs}eD.

For every i < r, define P; = {); ¢ : € < k;}. By the choice of the A; s, [[,.,. Pi/D
is unbounded in [, . Ai/D. Observe that tcf(]],_, Pi/D) = cf(\) = 6, since
| TT;<,. Ai/ D] = A. Consequently, tcf(][, . x:/D) = 0, since otp(P;) = &; for every
1 < K.

Now, let f € [[,..A: be any function. [[,_,. Pi/D is unbounded in
[I;c. Xi/D, so we can find m € [],_,. P;/D such that f <p m. By (*)2 and
the observation above, v := limp((m(i) : i < k)) < X\. Choose 7¢ = 7, and the
proof of (x)4 is complete.

Now we can finish the proof of the theorem. Just notice that Claim 0.8 asserts,
under ()4, that D is (k, 8)-weakly normal (with respect to the function g, which
is defined above). O

1<K

We conclude this section with the case of singular cardinals with countable
cofinality. One of the early results about the continuum hypothesis, much before
the Cohen era and even before Godel, asserts that 2% # R,,. More generally, if
cf(A) = Ng, then A\ can not realize the continuum (the result belongs to Konig,
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and appears in [6]).

One of the metamathematical ideas of the pcf theory, suggests to replace the
questions of 27 by questions of products of cardinals, modulo an ultrafilter. We
would like to phrase a similar result about singular A-s with countable cofinality,
this time in the light of the pcf. This result is the content of Corollary 1.4 below.

PROPOSITION 1.3 ((k, Rg)-weak normality). For any cardinal & there is no
(k, Ro)-weakly normal ultrafilter on k.

PROOF. Suppose that D is an ultrafilter on k, and g : kK — Ny satisfies
condition (i) of Definition 0.3 (a). It means that {i € x : g(i) > j} € D for
every j € w. Let f: k — Ry be defined by f(i) = g(i) — 1 (and if g(¢) = 0 then
f(@) = g(%)) for all i < k.

Then for every j € w\ {0} we have {i e k: f(i) < j}={i € r:g9() <j} =
No\ {i € 5 : g(3) > j} ¢ D, by (i) 0

COROLLARY 1.4. Assume

(a) Ng =cf(A) <k <A,

(b) A= (\; 1@ < K) is a sequence of cardinals,
(c) limp(A) = A,
(
(
(

d) A is k-strong,

e) D is an ultrafilter on k,

f) D is not closed to descending sequences of length 6 (e.g., D is not Wi-
complete).

Then |[];c. Ni/D| # X. O

REMARK 1.5 (Measurability and weak normality).

(N) If D is closed under descending sequences of length cf()\), then Theorem 1.2
and the former corollary need not to be true. In particular, if x is a measurable
cardinal and A > k, cf(A) = Rg, then A can be realized as |[],_. Ai/D|.
Nevertheless, D is not (k, Rg)-weakly normal (see 1.3).

(3) The situation is different for (k,#)-weakly normal ultrafilters when 6 > Ng.
For example, it is consistent to have a weakly normal (uniform) ultrafilter on
Ny, see [2] and the history there, and see also [13].

1<K

2. Applications to Boolean algebras.

We turn now to the field of Boolean algebras:

DEFINITION 2.1 (Depth and Depth™). Let B be a Boolean algebra.
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(a) Depth(B) := sup{6: there exists A C B, |A| =0, A is well ordered by <p}.
(b) Depth™(B) := sup{#*: there exists A C B,|A| = 6, A is well-ordered by
<B}.

Monk raised the following question:

QUESTION 2.2. Let (B; : i < 6) be a sequence of Boolean algebras, D an
ultrafilter on 6, B = [[,_, B;/D. Can we have, in ZFC, an example of Depth(B) >

[I;~¢ Depth(B;)/D?

We try to find a necessary condition for such an example above a compact
cardinal. We start with the following claim, from [12]:

<0

CrLaIM 2.3.  Assume

(a) 0 <pu<A,

(b) p is a compact cardinal,

(¢) A=cf(N), D is an ultrafilter on 0,
(d) (Vo < A)(Jal” < N),

(e) Depth™(B;) < A for every i < 6.

Then Deptht (B) < A.

As a simple conclusion, we can derive our necessary condition in terms of
cardinal arithmetic:

CONCLUSION 2.4. Assume

(a) 0 <p <A

(b) p is a compact cardinal,

(¢) Depth(B;) < A, for every i < 6,
(d) D is a uniform ultrafilter on 6,
(e

) Depth(B) > A + [,y Depth(B;)/D

Then Depth(B) = A" and |[],_, Depth(B;)/D| = A.

PrOOF. By (c) we know that Depth™(B;) < A, so clearly Depth™(B;) <
ATT for every i < 6. Now, AT stands in the demands of Claim 2.3 (remember that
p is compact, so (AT)? = At by Solovay’s theorem). Hence Depth™(B) < AT+,
and consequently Depth(B) < AT.

y (e), | IT;<¢ Depth(B;)/D| is strictly less than Depth(B). But we deal here
with a case of [[,_, Depth(B;)/D > X, so the only possibility is Depth(B) = A*
and | [];.y Depth(B;)/D| = A. O

We focus, from now on, in the case of a singular A with cofinality Ry. In
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general, it seems that those cardinals behave in a unique way around questions of
Depth. The following Theorem shows that there is a limitation on examples like
2.4, for a singular \ with countable cofinality:

THEOREM 2.5. Assume

(a) kK < p <\ pis a compact cardinal,

(b) & is the first measurable cardinal, 0 < K,

(¢) X is a singular cardinal, cf(\) = Ny,

(d) (B;:i<0) is a sequence of Boolean algebras,
(e) D is a uniform ultrafilter on 6,

(f

) Depth(B;) < A, for every i < 6.
Then Depth(B) < .

PROOF. Assume toward contradiction, that Depth(B) > A. Due to 2.4, we

have an example of |[];_, Depth(B;)/D| < Depth(B) above a compact y, so by
virtue of Conclusion 2.4 we must have |[];_, Depth(B;)/D| = A. Theorem 1.2
implies, under this consideration, that D is (6, Rg)-weakly normal. But this is

impossible, as shown in 1.3. O

REMARK 2.6 (Consistency results).

(a) By [7] it is consistent that the first compact is the first measurable. Conse-
quently, there is no example of | [], _, Depth(B;)/D| < Depth(B) for singular
A-s with countable cofinality above the first measurable cardinal, in ZFC.

(b) By [3], if V = L there is no example as above. This paper gives (part of) the
picture under large cardinals assumptions.
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