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TOPOLOGICAL GAMES AND ALSTER SPACES

LEANDRO F. AURICHI' AND RODRIGO R. DIAS?

Dedicated to Ofelia T. Alas on occasion of her 70th birthday

ABSTRACT. In this paper we study connections between topological games
such as Rothberger, Menger and compact-open, and relate these games to
properties involving covers by Gg subsets. The results include: (1) If Two has
a winning strategy in the Menger game on a regular space X, then X is an
Alster space. (2) If Two has a winning strategy in the Rothberger game on a
topological space X, then the Gs-topology on X is Lindelof. (3) The Menger
game and the compact-open game are (consistently) not dual.

1. TOPOLOGICAL GAMES

We start by recalling some definitions. The following properties were introduced
in studies of strong measure zero and o-compact metric spaces, respectively.

Definition 1.1 (Rothberger [27]). A topological space X is said to be a Roth-
berger space if, for every sequence (Uy )new of open covers of X, there is a sequence
(Un)new satisfying X = ,,c,, Un with U,, € Uy, for all n € w.

Definition 1.2 (Hurewicz [15]). A topological space X is said to be a Menger space
if, for every sequence (Up)new of open covers of X, there is a sequence (Fp)new
satisfying X = U U, ey, Fn with Fy € [Un]<N0 for all n € w.

The following topological games are naturally associated to the above properties.

Definition 1.3 (Galvin [12]). The Rothberger game in a topological space X is
played according to the following rules. In each inning n € w, One chooses an
open cover U, of X, and then Two chooses U, € Uy,. The play is won by Two if
X = U, co, Un; otherwise, One is the winner.

Definition 1.4 (Telgdrsky [38]). The Menger game in a topological space X is
played as follows. In each inning n € w, One chooses an open cover Uy, of X, and
then Two chooses a finite subset F, of Up,. Two wins the play if | J Fn 18 a cover
of X ; otherwise, One is the winner.

new

It is easy to see that, if One does not have a winning strategy in the Rothberger
(resp. Menger) game in a topological space X, then X is a Rothberger (resp.
Menger) space. The following theorems show that these properties can in fact be
expressed in terms of such games.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 54D20; Secondary 54G99, 54A10.

Key words and phrases. topological games, selection principles, Alster spaces, Menger spaces,
Rothberger spaces, Menger game, Rothberger game, compact-open game, G s-topology.

1 Partially supported by FAPESP (2010,/16939-6).

2 Supported by FAPESP (2012/09214-0).


http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.5463v2

2 L. F. AURICHI AND R. R. DIAS

Theorem 1.5 (Pawlikowski [24]). A topological space X is Rothberger if and only
if One does not have a winning strategy in the Rothberger game on X.

Theorem 1.6 (Hurewicz [15]). A topological space X is Menger if and only if One
does not have a winning strategy in the Menger game on X.

A more systematic study of combinatorial properties in topological spaces was
initiated by M. Scheepers in [30]. Scheepers introduced a framework for investi-
gating some classes of properties and their naturally associated games in greater
generality, which has originated the subject of selection principles. One such general
selection principle and its associated game are defined as follows.

Definition 1.7 (Scheepers [30]). Let A and B be nonempty families. Si(A,B)
denotes the following statement:

For every sequence (Ap)new of elements of A, there is a sequence
(Br)new such that By, € A, for eachn € w and {B,, : n € w} € B.

Definition 1.8 (Scheepers [31]). Let A and B be nonempty families with § ¢ A.
The game G1 (A, B) is played as follows. In each inning n € w, One chooses A,, € A,
and then Two chooses B, € A,,. Two wins the play if {B,, : n € w} € B; otherwise,
One is the winner.

Thus the Rothberger property is the particular case S;(O, Q) of Definition [ 7]
where O denotes the family of all open covers of the space — more explicitly,
S1(Ox,O0x) means that X is a Rothberger space, where Ox = {Uf C 7x : X =
JU}. It is also clear that X is a Menger space if and only if S;(O%, Ox) holds,
where O% = {U € Ox : U is closed by finite unions}. Similarly, the Rothberger and
Menger games can be regarded as the games G; (O, O) and G, (0*, 0) respectivelyﬂ

The implication that was already observed in these particular cases holds in gen-
eral: namely, the nonexistence of a winning strategy for One in the game G; (A, B)
implies S1 (A, B). The converse, which holds in the particular cases previously con-
sidered (Theorems [[LAl and [LA), is not always true; see [32, Example 3].

We now turn to (apparently) another game:

Definition 1.9 (Galvin [12]). The point-open game in a topological space X is
defined by the following rules. In each inning n € w, One picks a point x, € X,
and then Two chooses an open set U, C X with x,, € U,. The play is won by One
if X = U,cw Un; otherwise, Two is the winner.

In [I2], F. Galvin showed that the point-open game is essentially the same as
the Rothberger game, in the following sense.
We say that two games G and G’ are dual if

- One has a winning strategy in G if and only if Two has a winning strategy
in G’; and

- Two has a winning strategy in G if and only if One has a winning strategy
in G'.

Theorem 1.10 (Galvin [I2]). The Rothberger game and the point-open game are
dual.

1Although the rules of G1(O*,0) and the Menger game are not quite the same, it is easy to
see that these games are equivalent, i.e. One (resp. Two) has a winning strategy in G1(O*, O) if
and only if One (resp. Two) has a winning strategy in the Menger game.
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We may then wonder how the point-open game could be modified to produce a
similar game that is dual to the Menger game. The following is a natural candidate:

Definition 1.11 (Telgdrsky [36]). The compact-open game in a topological space
X is defined as follows: in each inning n € w, One chooses a compact subset K,
of X, and then Two chooses an open subset U, of X such that K, C U,; the play

is won by One if X =, ¢, Un, otherwise Two is the winner.

In [38, Corollary 3], R. Telgdrsky proved that One has a winning strategy in the
compact-open game if and only if Two has a winning strategy in the Menger game.
Telgérsky also observes (in Proposition 1 of the same paper) that One having a
winning strategy in the Menger game implies Two having a winning strategy in the
compact-open game, and then asks:

Problem 1.12 (Telgarsky [38]). Does the converse hold? Ie., are the Menger
game and the compact-open game dual?

As we shall see later, in Examples B.11] and [3.12] this may not always be the
case.

The relationship between these two games may be more clearly understood by
considering the following.

Definition 1.13. Let X be a topological space. An open cover U of X is said to
be a k-cover of X if for every compact subset K of X there is U € U such that
K CU. The family of all k-covers of X will be denoted by Kx.

The next result is a particular case of Theorem 6.2 of [37].

Proposition 1.14 (Galvin, Telgarsky [37]). The game G1(K, O) and the compact-
open game are dual.

Problem [L.12 may then be rewritten as:

Problem 1.15 (Telgarsky [38]). Does the existence of a winning strategy for One in
G1(KC, O) imply the existence of a winning strategy for One in the game G1(O*, 0)?¢

Note that O* C K; thus, a counterexample to Problem [[L.T2] (i.e. Problem [[.T3))
must be a space in which these two classes of open covers are, in a certain sense,
very far from each other. These problems shall be further discussed in Section B

As has already been observed, if One does not have a winning strategy in
G1(K,0) (i.e. Two does not have a winning strategy in the compact-open game),
then S1(KC, O) holds. The question of whether the converse holds remains unsettled:

Problem 1.16. Is S1(K,0) equivalent to One not having a winning strategy in
the game G1(K,0) (i.e. Two not having a winning strategy in the compact-open
game)?

2. ALSTER SPACES

We now turn to properties of covers of topological spaces by Gs subsets. The
main object of our interest is the Alster property, defined below (Definition 2.2]).

Definition 2.1. Let X be a topological space. A cover W of X by Gs subsets is
said to be an Alster cover if every compact subset of X is included in some element

of W. The set of all Alster covers of X will be denoted by ofx .
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Definition 2.2 (Alster [I]). A topological space X is an Alster space if, for every
U € dx, there is a countable YV CU with X =JV.

Alster spaces were introduced in [I] in an attempt to characterize the class of
productively Lindeldf spaces, i.e. the class of topological spaces X such that X xY
is Lindel6f whenever Y is a Lindel6f space.

Theorem 2.3 (Alster [1]). Alster spaces are productively Lindeldf. Assuming the
Continuum Hypothesis, productively Lindeldf spaces of weight not exceeding N1 are
Alster.

An internal characterization of productive Lindel6fness — a problem attributed
to H. Tamano in [25, Problem 5] — is still unknown. The following problem,
implicitly raised in [I] (see also [6]), remains open:

Problem 2.4 (Alster [I], Barr-Kennison-Raphael [6]). Is is true that every pro-
ductively Lindeldf space is an Alster space?

After observing that both the properties “X is an Alster space” and “Two has a
winning strategy in the Menger game on X” are implied by “X is o-compact”ﬁ and
imply “X is Lindel6f and every continuous image of X in a separable metrizable
space is o-compact”, F. Tall asks in [35, Problem 5]:

Problem 2.5 (Tall [35]). Is there any implication between the Alster property and
Two having a winning strategy in the Menger game?

We shall provide a complete answer to Problem by showing that:

- if a Two has a winning strategy in the Menger game on a regular space X,
then X is Alster (Corollary [ZT3);

- the regularity hypothesis in the above result is essential (Example B.3));

- the converse implication does not hold (Example B.4]).

In what follows, we will denote by O% the family of all covers of a topologi-
cal space X by Gy subsets. We start by proving a characterization of the Alster
property in terms of the selection principle Sy

Proposition 2.6. A topological space X is an Alster space if and only if S1(x, Ogg)
holds.

Proof. The converse is clear. For the direct implication, suppose that X is an
Alster space and let (U, )new be a sequence in o/x. Let S = Hnew U, and, for each
[ €8, define Vy = (N, o, f(n). It follows that {V; : f € S} is an Alster cover of
X; therefore, there is {f, : n € w} C S such that X =, . V7,. Now, for every
n € w, define A,, = f,(n). Then

X=UV.=UNE:cU hn) = 4

new new kew new new

necw

and, since A, € U,, for all n € w, we are done. O
Corollary 2.7. Every Alster space satisfies S1(KC, O).
Proof. This is immediate in view of Proposition 2.6 since K C <. O

2A space is o-compact if it is a countable union of compact subsets.
3Proposition has also been obtained (independently) by L. Babinkostova, B. Pansera and
M. Scheepers in [4].



TOPOLOGICAL GAMES AND ALSTER SPACES 5

Let us now consider a natural modification of the compact-open game.

Definition 2.8 (Telgarsky [37]). The compact-G5 game in a topological space X
is defined in the same way as the compact-open game, with the difference that now
Two is allowed to play Gs subsets of X.

The proof of the following result is analogous to the proof of Proposition [.T4—
see [37, Theorem 6.2].

Proposition 2.9. The game Gy (<7, 0%) and the compact-Gs game are dual.
Propositions and yield:

Corollary 2.10. If Two does not have a winning strategy in the compact-Gs game
on a topological space X, then X is an Alster space.

As usual, the characterization of the selective property in terms of its naturally
associated game is of interest:

Problem 2.11. Is the Alster property equivalent to Two not having a winning
strategy in the compact-Gs game?

Finally, Theorem 5.1 of [37] and Corollary 3 of [38] can be combined to yield:

Theorem 2.12 (Telgarsky [37, 38]). Consider the following statements about a
topological space X :
(a) One has a winning strategy in the compact-Gs game on X;
(b) One has a winning strategy in the compact-open game on X ;
(¢) Two has a winning strategy in the Menger game on X.
Then (a) <> (b) — (c). Furthermore, if X is regular, then the three statements
are equivalent.

This allows us to relate the Menger game to the Alster property:

Corollary 2.13. If Two has a winning strategy in the Menger game on a regular
space X, then X is an Alster space.

Proof. By Theorem and Corollary O
In [38, Corollary 4], Telgdrsky showed:

Theorem 2.14 (Telgdrsky [38]). If X is a metrizable space, then Two has a win-
ning strategy in the Menger game on X if and only if X is o-compact.

In [5], T. Banakh and L. Zdomskyy noted that Telgarsky’s argument would follow
with “regular hereditarily Lindel6f” in place of “metrizable”. Since hereditarily
Lindelof regular spaces have the property that every compact subset is a Gs (a
condition that clearly implies o-compactness in the presence of the Alster property),
Corollary extends the Banakh-Zdomskyy version of Theorem [2.14]

Telgarsky’s proof of the equivalence between (b) and (¢) in Theorem[2.12is rather
indirect. Inspired by [29], we can give a more straightforward proof of Corollary
213 which does not depend on the aforementioned equivalence:

An alternative proof of Corollary[ZI3. Let o : <“Ox \{0} — [rx]<*° be a winning
strategy for Two in the Menger game on X. Now let W be an Alster cover of X.
Our task is to find a countable subset of W that covers X.
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The following claim is taken from [29].

Claim 1. For every s € <“Ox, the set K; = ([{Uo(s™U) : U € Ox} is compact.

Indeed, let V be a cover of K¢ by open subsets of X. For each x € K, pick an
open neighbourhood U, of X such that U, is included in some element of V; now,
for each 2 € X \ Kj, pick an open neighbourhood U, of X with U, C X \ K.
Consider then Uy = {U, : # € X} € Ox, and let F € [X]<N be such that
o(s"Uy) = {U, : = € F}. Note that K, C Jo(s~Uy) = J{Us : © € F};
thus, if for each x € F N K, we pick a V, € V with U, C V,, we will have
Ks CU{Vy :x € Fn K,}. This proves Claim 1.

For each s € <“Ox, we can then fix a W, €¢ W with K, C W,.

Claim 2. For every s € <“Ox, there is a countable Cs C Ox such that K, C
MUe(s~U) : U € Cs} CWs.

Since Ky C W, the set {X \ Uo(s™U) : U € Ox} is an open cover of X \ Wi.
But X \ W; is an F,-subset of X; since our hypothesis implies that X is a Lindel6f
space, it follows that X \ Wy is Lindelof as well, whence there is a countable C; C Ox
such that X \ W, C | UH{X \Uo(s™U) : U € Cs}. This proves Claim 2.

Now define recursively Ay = Cy and A1 = A, UUJ{Cs : s € "TtA,} for
all n € w. Let A = J{A, : n € w}. We will show that the countable subset
Wo ={W,:s € <“A} of W is a cover of X.

Suppose, to the contrary, that there is p € X \|JW,. Since p ¢ Wy, there is some
Uy € Cy such that p ¢ Jo((Uo)). We also have p & Wy, so there is Uy € Cyy)

such that p ¢ |Jo((Uo,U1)). By proceeding in this fashion (p ¢ W, ), and so
on), we obtain a play

(Uo, U((Uo)),ul,U((Uo,ul)),UQ, U((Uo,ul,UQ)),Ug, .. )

of the Menger game on X such that p ¢ |Jo((Uo, U, ..., Ux)) for all k € w. But
this is a contradiction, since Two follows the winning strategy ¢ in this play. O

A similar argument shows that, if “Menger” is replaced by “Rothberger” in
Proposition T3 the conclusion can be replaced by “Xj is Lindelof” — here, X5 is
the set X endowed with the topology generated by the G subsets from its original
topology. But in this case we can avoid the requirement of any separation axioms
by making use of Theorem (cf. Theorem 6.1 of [36] and Theorem 2 of [12]):

Proposition 2.15. If Two has a winning strategy in the Rothberger game on a
topological space X, then Xs is a Lindeldf space.

Proof. By Theorem [[.T0] this hypothesis is equivalent to the existence of a winning
strategy for One in the point-open game. Let then o : <“7 — X be such a strategy,
where 7 is the topology of X.

Now let W be a cover of X by Gy subsets. For each W € W, fix a sequence
(U(W,n))new of open sets with W =, ., U(W,n). Proceeding by induction on
n € w, we shall assign to each s € "w an element W of W as follows.

First, pick Wy € W such that o(0) € Wy. Now let n € w be such that W, € W
has already been defined for all s € "w. For each s € "w and each k € w, choose
W~ € W satisfying o(ts ) € Wy~y, where ts ) € 17 is the sequence defined by
ts.x(i) = U(Wspi, s(7)) for all i < n and ¢ ,(n) = U(Ws, k).

We claim that {W; : s € <“w} C W is a cover of X. Suppose not, and fix p €
X\U,e<wy, Ws. Forn € w, we can recursively pick k, € w withp ¢ U(Wg,y,_,., kn).



TOPOLOGICAL GAMES AND ALSTER SPACES 7

But then we get a contradiction from the fact that
(0((2))7 U(W@7 k0)7 U(U(qu ko))a U(W(ko)7 kl)u U(U(W(kg)u kl))u U(W(ko,k1)7 k2)7 e )
is a play of the point-open game in which One plays according to ¢ and loses. [

We shall see later, in Example 3.5 that the regularity hypothesis in Corollary
is essential.

The following diagram summarizes the connections between the properties con-
sidered in this paper. We will now quote some results from which some of the
implications in the diagram follow.

For the first result (proven in Theorem 5.2 of [19]), recall that a topological space
X is scattered if every nonempty subspace Y C X has an isolated point (relative
toY).

Theorem 2.16 (Levy-Rice [19]). If a regular space X is Lindeldof and scattered,
then Xs is Lindeldf.

The next result is attributed to F. Galvin in [I3] — see Theorem 47 of [33].
Recall that a P-space is a topological space in which every Gs subset is open.

Proposition 2.17 (Galvin). A P-space is Lindeldf if and only if it is Rothberger.

Recall that a Michael space is a Lindelof space X such that X x w® is not Lin-
delof. Michael spaces have been constructed with the aid of several set-theoretical
hypotheses; see e.g. [21], [I8] and [22]. In Proposition 3.1 of [26], it was shown{l

Theorem 2.18 (Repovs-Zdomskyy [20]). If there is a Michael space, then every
productively Lindelof space is Menger.

Finally, a closer look at the proof of the folklore fact that compact scattered
spaces are Rothberger (see e.g. [3l Proposition 5.5]) shows that, in fact, we have:

Proposition 2.19 (folklore). Two has a winning strategy in the Rothberger game
on every compact scattered space.

Each arrow of the diagram has the number of the result from which the impli-
cation follows, as well as the number of the counterexample (in Section [)) showing
that the implication cannot be reversed — or that the regularity assumption is
necessary, if this is the case.

“We thank Lyubomyr Zdomskyy for bringing this result to our attention.
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3. COUNTEREXAMPLES

We shall now see that, unless the question of whether the converse implication
holds is indicated, the implications from the previous diagram cannot be reversed
(at least consistently); moreover, the regularity assumptions that appear in the
diagram cannot be dropped (again, at least consistently). This will follow from the
examples listed below.

Example 3.1. A compact Hausdorff space that is not Rothberger.

The Cantor set 2“ satisfies these conditions: it is folklore that the sequence
(Up)new of open covers of 2¢ defined by U, = {m, *[{0}], 7, [{1}]}, where m, :
2 — 2 is the projection onto the n-th coordinate, witnesses the failure of the
Rothberger property.

Example 3.2. A Lindelof scattered reqular space that is not o-compact and such
that Two has a winning strategy in the Rothberger game.

This is the one-point Lindel6fication of an uncountable discrete space, i.e. the
space X = AU{p}, where A is uncountable and p ¢ A, in which every point of A is
isolated and cocountable subsets of X are open. Two has a winning strategy in the
Rothberger game since, if she covers the point p in the first inning, only countably
many points remain uncovered.

Example 3.3. A Rothberger regular space that is not productively Lindeldf.

J. Moore’s L space [23] is Rothberger (see [33] section 4]) but has a non-Lindelof
finite powenl] (see [39, Theorem 3.4(2)] and [2, Theorem 2]).

Example 3.4. There is a Lindeldf regular nmon-scattered space Y such that Y
is Lindelof (hence, in particular, Y is Alster) and Two does not have a winning
strategy in the Menger game on Y.

Let Y be the space considered by Telgarsky in Section 7 of [37]: for each A\ €
lim(wy) = {7y € w1 : 7 is a limit ordinal}, fix a cofinal subset C, C A such that
|CaNa| < Rg whenever v < A; theset Y = {x¢, : A € lim(w1)}U{xF : F € [w1]<N°é
is then regarded as a subspace of 2*! with the countable box product topology 7

Note that Y = Y and that {xr : F € [w1]<"¢} is a closed subset of Y without
isolated points. In [37], it was proven that the compact-open game on Y is unde-
termined; thus, in view of Theorem [2.12] there is no winning strategy for Two in
the Menger game on Y.

As in Corollary 213l we can give a proof for this last fact that does not rely on
the equivalence between (b) and (¢) of Theorem 212

A direct proof for Example[57} For each p € Y and each a € w;, we shall write
Vip,a)={yeY :yla=pla} €.

Let o be a strategy for Two in the Menger game on Y. By expanding the answers
of Two if necessary, we may regard o as a function o : (<% lim(wy))\ {0} — [w1]<N,
meaning that, if One gives an open cover {V(y,a) :y € Y} of Y with a € lim(wq)
— note that, as Y is Lindeldf and w; is regular, any open cover of Y has an open
refinement of this form —, Two responds by choosing, for some F € [a]<¥¢, the
open sets V(y,a) with y € {xg: G C F}U{xc, : v € FNlim(wi)} U {xc.}-

5We thank Marion Scheepers and Boaz Tsaban for pointing this out to us.
6Here, x4 denotes the function in “12 satisfying {a € w1 : xa(a) = 1} = A.
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For each t € <¢lim(w; ), we have max(c(t"a)) < « for all a € lim(wy); thus, it
follows from Fodor’s Lemma ([I0, Theorem 2]; see e.g. [I7, Theorem 21.12]) that
there exist f; € w; and a stationary set Sy C lim(wq) such that, for all a € St,
we have max(o(t™a)) = B:. Let M be a countable elementary submodel of Hy for
a convenient choice of 6 (see e.g. [9] or [I7, Chapter 24]) such that Y, 7,0 € M,
and consider A = M Nw; € lim(w). By elementarity, it follows that, for each
t € <“lim()), there exist 8; € A and an unbounded subset S; of A with S; C lim())
such that max(c(t"a)) = B for all a € ;.

We shall now prove that ¢ is a not a winning strategy by showing that One can
prevent the point x¢, € Y from being covered if Two plays according to o.

In order to accomplish this, One starts by picking &, € Cy with gy < &, and
then plays ag € Sy such that £y < ap — which, we recall, is short for saying that
she plays the open cover {V(y,a) : y € Y}. Since Two follows the strategy o, he
responds with o((c)) € [A]<™°; now One picks &1 € Cy satisfying B(a,) < &1, and
then plays a; € S(o,) With & < ai. In general, in the n-th inning, if ¢, = (@& )k<n
is the sequence of One’s moves so far, she picks &, € C such that 8;, < &,, and
then plays a,, € S, with &, < ay,. It is clear that the point x¢, € Y is not covered
in any of the innings, since for all n € w we have maxo((ao,...,an)) < & < ap

and xc, (fn) =1 U

Example 3.5. There is a Hausdorff non-reqular space X such that S1(Kx,Ox)
fails and yet Two has a winning strategy in the Menger game on X — in particular,
X is a Menger space.

This is the space X obtained by taking the real line R (with the usual topology)
and then declaring every countable subset closed. Since every compact subset of
X is finite, it follows from Theorem 17 of [30] that S;(Kx,Ox) is equivalent to
S1(Ox,Ox), which does not hold since R is not a Rothberger space.

Now write {2k +1: k € w} = UjEwAj with |A;] = Rg for each j € w, and let g
be a winning strategy for Two in the Menger game played on the real line with the
usual topology — such a strategy exists since R is o-compact. We may assume that,
in the Menger game on X, One only plays covers constituted by basic open sets of
the form U \ C, where U is open in R and C' C R is countable; for each such basic
open set W, fix U(W) open in R and C(W) € [R|=N with W = U(W) \ C(W);
then, for each basic open cover W of X, define U(W) = {U(W) : W € W} € Ok.

We shall now describe a winning strategy for Two in the Menger game on X. In
each even inning 2k € w, if (W;);<2 is the sequence of open covers played by One
so far, Two responds with Far € [Wai]<N0 such that o(U(Wai))i<k) = {UW) :
W e Faor} —ie, {UW) : W € Fa} is Two’s answer to the sequence (U (Wa;))i<k
in the Menger game on R according to the strategy o. Now T'wo makes use of the
innings in Ay, to cover the countably many points in Uy 7, C(W). The fact that
0 is a winning strategy for Two in the Menger game on R guarantees that X will
be covered by Two through this procedure.

Example 3.6. If there is a Luzin subset of the real lineE then there is a Hausdorff
non-reqular space X that is Lindelof scattered and such that Xs is not Lindeldf.

"That is, an uncountable set L C R such that L N A is countable for every nowhere dense
subset A of R. The Continuum Hypothesis implies the existence of a Luzin set [20, Theorem 1].
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Let L C R be a Luzin set, which we may assume to consist only of irrational
numbers. On the set X = LUQ, consider the topology in which every point of L is
isolated and basic neighbourhoods of ¢ € Q are of the form {g}U{z € L: |z —¢| <
n+r1} for n € w. It is clear that X is scattered and that Xs, being discrete and
uncountable, is not Lindelof. Yet X is Lindelof: from any open cover U of X, we
can extract a countable subset Uy that covers Q; as L is a Luzin set, Uy leaves only

countably many points of L uncovered.

Definition 3.7. An open cover U of a topological space X is an R-cover if every
Rothberger subspace of X is included in some element of U. The set of all R-covers
of X will be denoted by Rx.

The following result is a straightforward generalization of the implication (3) —
(1) of Theorem 17 of [30]; its proof is essentially the same.

Proposition 3.8. A topological space X satisfies S1(R,O) if and only if X is a
Rothberger space.

Corollary 3.9. Let X be a topological space such that every compact subspace OE!
X is Rothberger. Then X satisfies S1(K, Q) if and only if X is a Rothberger space

Proof. Since in this case we have Rx C Ky, it follows that S;(Kx,Ox) implies
S1(Rx,Ox) — which, by Proposition B.§| is equivalent to X being Rothberger. O

Corollary 3.10. Let X be a topological space every compact subspace of which has
an isolated point. Then X satisfies S1(KC, O) if and only if X is a Rothberger space.

Proof. This follows directly from Corollary 3.9} since every compact scattered space
is Rothberger. O

Example 3.11. If cov(M) < 0, then there is a Menger regular space that does not
satisfy S1(K, O).

It follows from Theorem 5 of [11] that cov(M) is the least cardinality of a non-
Rothberger subspace of the real line; let then X C R be such a subspace. As
|X| < 0, it follows from Theorem 5 of [16] (see also [II, Theorem 3]) that X is a
Menger space. By the Cech-Pospisil Theorem ([8]; see e.g. [14, Theorem 7.19]), any
compact subspace of X without isolated points would have size at least ¢ > 0 > | X|,
which is impossible; thus, by Corollary B.I0, X does not satisfy Sq(IC, O).

Example 3.12. If there is a Sierpiriski subset of the real lineﬂ then there is a
Menger regular space that does not satisfy S1(KC, O).

Pick a Sierpiniski set S C R and endow it with the Sorgenfrey line topology. By
Corollary 3.6 of [28], S is Menger. Since S does not have measure zero, it cannot be
Rothberger [27]; thus, as every compact subset of the Sorgenfrey line is countable,
it follows from Corollary B9 that S does not satisfy S; (K, O).

In view of Examples [3.11] and [3.12], it is natural to ask:
Problem 3.13. Is it consistent with ZFC that every Menger reqular space satisfies
S1(K,0)?

8This has also been observed independently in [4].
9That is, an uncountable set S C R such that SN A is countable for every (Lebesgue) measure
zero subset A of R. The Continuum Hypothesis implies the existence of a Sierpiriski set [34] 4.6].



12 L. F. AURICHI AND R. R. DIAS

We conjecture that the answer is negative. Note that this could be proven by
means of a dichotomic argument, e.g. by showing that a counterexample exists
under cov(M) = 9. Should this be the case, one might still ask:

Problem 3.14. Is there a ZFC example of a Menger reqular space that does not
satisfy S1(KC, 0)?

We point out that a set of reals satisfying these conditions would have to be, in
particular, a ZFC example of a non-o-compact Menger subspace of R — a kind of
set that only recently has been constructed (see Theorem 16 in [7]). Note also that,
if the regularity requirement is dropped, then Example answers Problem [3.14]
in the affirmative.
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