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A GENERAL THEORY OF ITERATED FORCING
USING FINITELY ADDITIVE MEASURES

MIGUEL A. CARDONA, DIEGO A. MEJIA, AND ANDRES F. URIBE-ZAPATA

ABSTRACT. Based on the work of Shelah, Kellner, and T&nasie (Fund. Math., 166(1-2):109—
136, 2000 and Comment. Math. Univ. Carolin., 60(1):61-95, 2019), and the recent developments
in the third author’s master’s thesis, we develop a general theory of iterated forcing using finitely
additive measures. For this purpose, we introduce two new notions: on the one hand, we define
a new linkedness property, called p-FAM-linked and, on the other hand, we generalize the notion
of intersection number to forcing notions, which justifies the limit steps of our iteration theory.
Our theory also generalizes iterations with ultrafilters, which have played an important role in
the proof of the consistency of Cichon’s maximum.

We further show that any iteration constructed with our general theory preserves strong
unbounded families and what we call anti-Bendizson families, which play a central role in
preserving witnesses of cov(N) of singular size (even of countable cofinality). Finally, we apply
our theory to prove a new separation of the left-hand side of Cichori’s diagram where cov(N) is
possibly singular, even with countable cofinality.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Cardinal invariants, also known as cardinal characteristics, are cardinal numbers that capture
combinatorial properties of infinite spaces, like the real line. For instance, cov(N) is the smallest
cardinality of a family of Lebesgue-null sets whose union is the whole set of real numbers, where
N is the collection of Lebesgue-null subsets of real numbers. Other cardinal characteristics
result from abstracting combinatorial properties of measure and category of the real numbers
and compactness of subsets of the irrationals, which are arranged in the well-known Cichon’s
diagram (see Figure 1). This has been an essential object of study by set theorists for many
years and has encouraged the creation of sophisticated methods of iterated forcing to prove the
consistency of different constellations, that is, of divisions of the diagram where many cardinal
invariants take different values simultaneously (see e.g. Figure 2). Perhaps the most remarkable
result in this respect is the consistency of the so-called Cichori’s mazimum [GKS19, GKMS22a],
a constellation of Cichon’s diagram where all the non-dependent values are pairwise different.

Ficure 1. Cichont’s diagram. The arrows mean < and the dotted arrows rep-
resent add(M) = min{b, cov(M)} and cof (M) = max{0,non(M)}. It is well-
known that this diagram is complete in the sense that no other inequality can be
proved between two cardinal characteristics there. See e.g. [BJ95] for a complete
survey about this diagram and its completeness.

Cofinalities of the cardinals in Cichori’s diagram have been extensively studied (see e.g. [Mil82],
[BIS89], and [Bre9l]). By the late 1980s, it is known that all the cardinals in Cichoni’s diagram
have uncountable cofinality, except one: cov(N) (see [UZ23, Sec. 5.1]). Fremlin conjectured that
cov(N) has uncountable cofinality, which was partially answered by Bartoszynski [Bar88], who
showed that cov(N') < b implies that cov(N) has uncountable cofinality. However, this problem
was open for almost 20 years until Saharon Shelah [She00] found a negative solution in the
year 2000. For this, he constructed a finite-support iteration using partial random forcing and
sequences of finitely additive measures (fams) on P(w) to preserve a witness of cov(N') without
any restriction to the cofinality of its size. In the first part of Shelah’s iteration, Cohen reals are
added to produce a family of Lebesgue measure zero sets, of the desired size, that covers the real
line. Afterwards, partial random forcing is used to destroy covering families of smaller size, while
preserving the covering family added by the Cohen reals. Such a family is easily preserved when
its size is regular, but in the singular case, further efforts are required. For this purpose, Saharon
Shelah considered an additional property of the Cohen reals, which we call the anti-Bendizson
property (see [She00, (*x)g] and Definition 9.14). Preserving the anti-Bendixson property until
the end of the iteration ensures that the covering family of singular size is preserved [She00,
Lem. 2.7]. Finally, Shelah guarantees the preservation of the anti-Bendixson property by using
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the finitely additive measures constructed along the iteration [She00, Lem. 3.3]. We remark that
no other method to preserve anti-Bendixson families is known.

Since [She00], the most important subsequent paper for the development of this work is [KKST'19]
where new significant contributions appeared, not only in the applications but also in the de-
velopment of the method. They introduced the notion of strong fam limit for intervals (see
[KST19, Def. 1.7]), which formalizes requirements to extend iterations at successor steps using
fams. Moreover, they proved that the forcing [E, a variation of a ccc tree-creature forcing that
Haim Horowitz and Saharon Shelah introduced in [HS16]," is suitable to iterate with fams. Using
this, they forced a constellation of Cichon’s diagram where the entire left-hand side of the dia-
gram is separated and b < cov(N), and applied Boolean ultrapowers to this forcing construction
to force another constellation of Cichon’s maximum.

In the master thesis of the third author [UZ23], a first version of a general theory of iterated
forcing using finitely additive measures was introduced (see [UZ23, Ch. 4]). Moreover, by gener-
alizing preservation results of anti-Bendixson families from [She00], it was possible to construct
an iteration forcing a constellation of the left-hand side of Cichon’s diagram allowing cov(N)
singular, even with countable cofinality (see [UZ23, Ch. 5]).

This paper expands the ideas and results of the third author’s master thesis. We present a new
and improved version of the forcing theory using finitely additive measures. This theory allows
extensions of ultrafilters, hence generalizing the method of FS (finite support) iterations using
ultrafilters from [GMS16], which is one of the main ingredients in the construction of the first
model of Cichoit’s maximum [GKS19].

To achieve this, we introduce two new notions: a property we call (Z,1,¢)-linkedness (see
Definition 5.1), which generalizes an essential component of the concept of strong fam limits
from [KST19], and the generalization of the notion of intersection number for forcing notions
(see Definition 4.1). The first notion is used to define the property of pu-Y-linkedness for forcing
notions (where y is an infinite cardinal and ) is a class of objects with finitely additive measures,
see Definition 6.1), a generalization of the concept of strong fam limits, which is the cornerstone
of our iteration theory. The second notion, based on Kelley’s work [Kel59], is essential to deal
with the limit steps of our iteration theory. Depending on how ) is composed, we can guarantee
that the components of a p-Y-linked forcing notion have a “large” intersection number (see
Lemma 6.5). In this case, the result presented below, which generalizes a natural fact for
Boolean algebras with a finitely additive measure (see e.g. [UZ23, Sec. 4.1]), is the key point in
our iteration theory to deal with the limit steps.

Main Lemma A (Main Lemma 4.7). Let P be a forcing notion, 6 € [0,1] and Q C P such that

int*(Q) > 6. Lete >0, n <w and p = (p;: i <n) € Q™. Define
Y={oe"2:JqelPVi<n|[(op)=0=q<p;)r(clp;)=1=p; Lq)]}.

Then, there exists a function f: ¥ — [0,1] N Q such that:

Vi<n (Z{f(a):aGEAa(i):0}>5—a) and Zf(a):l.

cEY

Our theory studies a suitable framework we propose to iterate with p-Y-linked forcing notions
(see Definition 7.11). The iterations in this framework are called C-iterations, where C is a set
of objects, composed of finitely additive measures, which we call a fam-iteration bedrock. We
succeeded in proving general extension theorems, stated in a simplified way as follows.

Theorem B (Generalized extension theorem at successor steps —Theorem 7.14). Any C-iteration
P, of length m can be extended to a C-iteration of length m+ 1 after iterating at m with a forcing
notion that is p-Yy-linked in some suitable forcing sub-extension of P .

1And later studied in [Mej24b].
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Theorem C (Generalized extension theorem at limit steps —Theorem 7.18). If 7 is a limit
ordinal, P, is a finite support iteration of length -y such that each initial segment of the iteration
is a C-iteration then, under certain conditions, the whole iteration is a C-iteration.

Depending on the iterations, the previous theorems can be applied to construct iterations with
ultrafilters as in [GMS16, GKS19, Yam?24].

Our general theory produces iterations that are x-Fr-Knaster. This notion comes from a property
introduced in [Mej19], called Fr-linkedness, that provides a general framework of posets not
adding dominating reals. Jorg Brendle and the first two authors proved that forcing notions
with such a property preserve b small [Mej19, BCM21]. Therefore, the iterations with finitely
additive measures do not increase b, which comes from the following general result that we prove
in Theorem 8.7 and Theorem 10.3.

Theorem D. Let k be a regular uncountable cardinal. Under certain conditions on the bedrock
C, any C-iteration of length m > k, where each iterand has <k many linked components, is
k-Fr-linked and forces b < k and || <.

Our iteration theory also permits preserving and forcing anti-Bendixson families, which gener-
alizes Shelah’s [She00, Lem. 3.3] (the particular case of iterating restricted random forcing and
small posets).

Theorem E (Theorem 10.2). Let k be a regular uncountable cardinal. Under certain conditions
on the bedrock C, any C-iteration of length m > Kk, where each iterand has <k many linked
components, forces that the Cohen reals added along the iteration form a k-anti-Bendizson family
of size |m|.

We also provide in Theorem 9.16 our reformulation of Shelah’s result [She00, Lem. 2.7] stating
that certain iterations preserving anti-Bendixson families (obtained from Cohen reals) preserve
covering families of measure zero sets regardless of the cofinality of their size.

The original model from Shelah [She00] yields a constellation of Cichont’s diagram of the form
add(N) = b < cov(N) < ¢ with cov(N) singular (even with countable cofinality), where ¢ is
also allowed (in principle) to be singular. This is the only known constellation, obtained by
finite support iterations of ccc posets, where some cardinal of the left side of Cichon’s diagram
is singular. On the other hand, a bit more is known for the right side. The model of Cichoni’s
maximum, as well as most constellations obtained from finite support iterations, only allows ¢
to be singular. Some improvements appear in [Mej19] and [GKMS22b] where two values on the
right side are singular, and very recently the second author, with Goldstern, Kellner, and Shelah,
constructed a model of Cichon’’s maximum where all five non-dependent cardinal characteristics
of the right side of the diagram are singular, see [Mej24a] (however, large cardinals are used in
this proof).

Some other forcing techniques yield constellations of Cichoni’s diagram where non(M) is singular,
namely, large-products with creatures (see [FGKS17]) and some models using a large measure al-
gebra (see [GKMS22b, Sec. 5], where cov(N') can also be obtained singular but with uncountable
cofinality). However, it is unknown how to force non(M) singular with finite support iterations.

As an application, we aim to force a constellation of Cichon’s diagram where the cardinals on the
left side are pairwise different and cov(N) is singular (even with countable cofinality). For this
purpose, we use Brendle [Bre91] and Judah and Shelah [JS90] preservation theory to understand
the effect of our iterations on other cardinal characteristics of the continuum. Using this, we
can conclude that, in Shelah’s model, cov(M) = ¢ and non(M) = cov(N)*, the latter when
the cofinality of cov(N) is forced to be smaller than b. We also separate add(N') and b in our
application, which yields the following main result.
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Theorem F (Theorem 11.3). Let 0 < k be uncountable reqular cardinals and let A\ and x be
cardinals such that \ is Vyi-inaccessible, cof([x]<") = x for v € {0,k,\}, cf(A) < k < A <
x = XN and logx < A. Then, there exists a k-Fr-Knaster ccc forcing notion that forces the
constellation of Figure 2.

@ cov(N) ———— non(M) ——F+—— cof (M) ——— cof (N) ——— ¢

©
o o 10

Ny — add(N) ———— add(M) ——F—— cov(M) ——— non(N)

FIGURE 2. A separation of the left side of Cichon’s diagram with cov(A') possibly singular.

This theorem uses the following notation:
(1) A cardinal \ is f-inaccessible if ¥ < A for any cardinals ¢ < A and v < 6.
(2) log x is the minimal cardinal v such that y < 2”

The assumption log x < \ is needed (as in Shelah’s original result) to apply a famous theorem by
Engelking and Kartowicz (see Theorem 7.8) to construct a suitable bedrock C and a C-iteration
forcing the desired constellation. However, this assumption is a limitation to force the same
constellation over a model of GCH: under GCH, logx < A < x only occurs when A = y is a
successor cardinal.

To overcome this difficulty, we use a trick from [GKS19] to discard the assumption “logx < A”
when GCH holds in the ground model. More generally:

Theorem G (Theorem 11.4). In Theorem F, the hypothesis “logx < A” can be replaced by
“either 280 < K or 2<F < \”.

The trick consists of using a generic extension of P* := Fn,(x,2) (the forcing adding x-many
higher Cohen reals in #2)? for 4 = ¥; or u = s according to each case. Engelking’s and
Karlowicz’s Theorem can be used to construct a suitable bedrock C in the P*-extension, so the
desired forcing is constructed in the ground model as a finite support iteration of ccc posets such
that it is a C-iteration from the point of view of the P*-generic extension. We borrow the fams
from the P*-extension to show that the iteration will force, in V', the desired constellation.

2. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

2.1. General notation.

We denote by Z, @, and R the sets of integers, rational and real numbers respectively. Notice
the difference between the symbols “Q” and “Q”, and “R” and “R”, since Q and R will be used

2Without assuming 2<* = p, when p <  is regular, this forcing is <p-closed, (2<*)T-cc, and it forces |<*2| = u
and |x| < 2*.
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to denote forcing notions. If I C R is an interval, we define Ig := I N Q. We use the symbol
w to denote the set of natural numbers, Ord denotes the proper class of ordinal numbers, and
Card denotes the proper class of the cardinal numbers. The cardinal of the real numbers 280 is
denoted by c¢.

Let A, B be sets, a € Ord and x, A € Card. Define
[A]" = {X C A: |X| =k} and [A]~" = {X C A: |X]| < s}

We denote by 4B the set of functions f from A into B and <®A = [J{¢A: £ < a}. Similarly,
S@A = <o+l A For any t € <A we define its length by lg(t) :== dom(t). We use the symbols “(”
and “)” to denote sequences and “( )” to denote the empty sequence. When A, B are non-empty
and k is an infinite cardinal, Fn.,(A, B) is the set of partial functions from A into B with
domain of size <k.

We denote by trcl(A) the transitive closure of A and H(k) == {A: |trcl(A)| < k}. The order type
of A is denoted by otp(A). If (A, R) is a preoder and B C A, set BT :=={a € A: 3b€ B (b Ra)}.
Again, if B C A, we denote by xp the characteristic function of B over A.

We use 4 and % to denote Boolean algebras, and a, b, c, etc. to denote elements in Boolean
algebras. Regarding the atomic structure, for a Boolean algebra Z, we define:

(1) For any b € # and d € {0,1}:

" b ifd=0,
] ~b o ifd=1.

(2) For BC & and 0 € Fn(B,2), ay == /\bedom(o) b ®),

We denote by Aty the set of all atoms of Z. In the case when £ is generated by some finite
subset B, Aty = {a,: 0 € B2 n a, # 02}, so Aty is finite, |Aty| < 218 and | 4| = 2/At=],

Now, we review the following notation about trees. Given a non-empty set Z, say that T C <¥Z
is a tree when () € T and, if s Ct and ¢t € T, then s € T. Denote Lev,(T') :== T N"Z the n-th
level of T. For p € T, we define succr(p) :== {0 € T': p C 0} N Levig(,)+1(T). When the context
is clear, we simply write “succ(p)” instead of “succy(p)”. The height of the tree T is defined by
ht(T) := sup{lg(t) + 1: t € T'}. An infinite branch of T is an element of z € “Z such that, for
any n < w, z[n € T. The set of infinite branches of 7 is denoted by [T].

Let T C <“Z be a tree. Say that s € T is a splitting node of T if |succr(p)| > 1, and we let
max(T) = {p € T: sucer(p) = 0}, the set of mazimal nodes of T. In the case that T has some
splitting node, we define trunk(7") as the splitting node of shortest length. Say that T is perfect
if, for any p € T', there exists some 1 € T such that p C 7 and 7 is a splitting node in T". Finally,
T is a well-pruned tree if, for any p € T with lg(p) + 1 < ht(T"), succr(p) # 0.

When X is a topological space, B(X) denotes the o-algebra of Borel subsets of X. The Lebesgue
measure Leb in the Cantor space “2 is the (completion) of the product measure of the uniform
measure on {0,1} (i.e. which assigns measure 1 to {0} and {1}). We denote by N the ideal of
Lebesgue measure zero subsets of “2. The values cardinal invariants add(\), cov(N), non(N)
and cof (N') do not depend on the spaces R and “2. For practicality, we work in the Cantor
space.

We assume the reader to be familiar with basic techniques of set theory [Kunll, Jec03, Kec95]
and, in particular, with forcing and its iteration theory. Recall the following forcing notions:

(1) The forcing notion Cg = Fn(H X w,2) (or Fn(H X w,w), according to our convenience),
ordered by reverse inclusion, is the forcing adding Cohen reals indexed by H. Cohen
forcing is C := C,, (or any atomless countable forcing notion).
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(2) Random forcing, denoted by B, is the complete Boolean algebra B(“2)/N, which is
forcing equivalent to B(“2) \ A ordered with C. This forcing is usually used to increase

cov(N).

For forcing arguments, we denote the ground model by V. For two forcing notions P and Q,
we write P € Q when P is a complete suborder of @Q, i.e. the inclusion map from P into Q is
a complete embedding. If (P,: a < ) is a G-increasing sequence of forcing notions (like an
iteration) and G is a Pg-generic over V, we denote, for o < 8, Go =P, NG and V,, = V[G,].
When P, 1 is obtained by a two-step iteration P, x* Qa, G(a) denotes the Q[Ga]—generic set
over Vg such that Voy; = Vo, [G(a)] (i.e. Gar1 = Go x G(ar)). We use I, to denote the forcing
relation for P,, and <, to denote its preorder (although we just use < when clear from the
context).

For a forcing notion IP, define the order <® in P as ¢ <°® p iff for any r < ¢, r and p are compatible,
i.e., they have a common extension. Recall that P is separative iff <* equals <.

Recall the following stronger versions of the chain condition of a forcing notion.
Definition 2.1. Let P be a forcing notion and x an infinite cardinal.

(1) P has the k-cc (the k-chain condition) if every antichain in P has size <k. P has the ccc
(the countable chain contidion) if it has the Nj-cc.

(2) For n < w, B C P is n-linked if, for every F' C B of size < n, 3¢ € PVp € F (¢ < p).
When n = 2 we just write linked.

(3) C C Pis centered if it is n-linked for every n < w.

(4) P is x-n-linked if P = ., Po where each P, is n-linked. When x = w, we say that P
is o-n-linked. In the case n = 2, we just write k-linked and o-linked.

(5) P is k-centered if P = J
is o-centered.

a<r Pa Where each P, is centered. When x = w, we say that P

(6) P is k-n-Knaster if any subset of P of size k contains an n-linked subset of size k. When
n = 2 we just write k-Knaster.

2.2. Probability trees.

To prove the general extension theorem for limit steps (see Main Lemma 7.16 and Theorem 7.18),
some notions and results about probability trees that the second and third authors have devel-
oped in [UZ23, Chapter 2] and [MUZP] are required. Such notions and results are briefly pre-
sented in this subsection. We begin fixing basic probability notation. Recall that 2 := (Q, A, Pr)
is a probability space if Q) is a non-empty set, A is a o-algebra on 2, and Pr: A — [0, 1] is a mea-
sure such that Pr(Q2) = 1. In this case, we say that Pr is a probability measure on €. Elements in
A are called events and, if E, F € A, then Pr(FE) is called the probability of success of E. When
Pr(ENF) = Pr(E)-Pr(F), we say that E and F' are independent events. Also, we say that a func-
tion X : Q — R is a random variable on ) if, for any a € R, {0 € Q: X(0) < a} € A (i.e. X isan
A-measurable function). If X has Bernoulli distribution with parameter p, we write X ~ Ber(p).
Similarly, if X has binomial distribution with parameters n,p, we write X ~ Bin(n,p).

Example 2.2. Let n € N and p € [0,1]. We define Q,, .= {i € N: i < n}, A, = P(Q,) and
Pr,: A, — R such that, for any i < n,

Pra({i}) = (j)pm e

It is cleat that (€y,.A,, Pry,) is a probability space and the identity function By, ,,: ©, — R is a
random variable. This corresponds to the binomial distribution.

Now, we define the notion of probability tree.
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Definition 2.3 ([UZ23, Def. 2.3.1]). Let A be a non-empty set. Say that T C <“A is a probability
tree if it is a well pruned tree on <“ A with associated probability spaces (succy, Ay, PrtT> for any
t € T\ max(T), where [succ(t)]<R0 C A,.

From [UZ23, Thm. 2.3.2], we know that every probability tree 7" with finite levels induces a
probability space in each of its levels.

Theorem 2.4 ([UZ23, Thm. 2.3.10], [MUZP]). Let n* < w and T = <" 2 be the complete
binary tree of height n* + 1 endowed with a probability tree structure. Define the random vari-
able Y: Levy«(T) — R by Y(t) = {n < n*: t(n) = 0}| for any t € Lev,«(T). Assume that
there exists some p € [0,1] such that, for any t € T ~ max(T), p < p; = Prl (t7(0)). Then,
PrLev, . (p) Y < 2] < Prg .[Byp < 2] forall z € R.

3. FINITELY ADDITIVE MEASURES: EXTENSION AND INTEGRATION
In this section, we review the framework of finitely additive measures that we are going to use
throughout this paper. It is recommended to refer to [UZ23, Chapter 3] and [CMUZ] for details.
Definition 3.1. Let & be a Boolean algebra. A finitely additive measure (fam) on £ is a

function Z: & — |0, 00| satisfying:

(i) E(0%) =0,

(ii)) E(a Vb) = E(a) + Z(b) whenever a,b € B and a Ab = 04.
We say that = is finite if £(15) < co. When E(1y) = 1 we say that E is a finitely additive
probability measure.

We now give an example of a finitely additive probability measure that will appear in several
places throughout this work:

Example 3.2.
(1) Let % be a Boolean algebra, = a finitely additive measure on it, and b € & with positive
finite measure. We define the function =,: Z — [0, 1] by Z(a) = :(Eazg)b) for any a € 4.

It is clear that = is a finitely additive probability measure.

(2) Let X be a non-empty set and denote by c¥ its counting measure. For a finite non-empty
set u € P(X), we define Z% := c¥, i.e. for any x € P(X), Z%(x) == l20u] * which we call

wr |ul

the uniform measure with support u.

Example 3.3. Assume that K, L are non-empty sets and Z is a fam on P(K). Then, any
function h: K — L induces a natural fam Z;, on P(L) as follows. For any A € P(L), let
Zn(A) == Z(h71[A]). Notice that Z(K) = Z,(L) and, therefore, if = a probability fam, then =,
is also a probability fam.

More generally, if # and € are Boolean algebras and = is a (probability) fam on 2, then any
homomorphism f: ¥ — 2 induces a (probability) fam on %, namely, ¢ — Z(f(c)).

The following theorem, known as the compatibility theorem of finitely additive measures, is one
of the fundamental tools for establishing extension theorems of finitely additive measures.

Theorem 3.4. Let B be a Boolean algebra and, for d € {0,1}, let B4 be a Boolean Boolean sub-
algebra of B with a finitely additive measure Zq: Bq — [0,00). Then the following statements
are equivalent.

(a) There is a finitely additive measure = on the Boolean sub-algebra generated by By U B
extending Zq for d € {0,1}.
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(b) Eo(1g) =E1(1%) and, for any a € By and o’ € HBy, if a < d' then Zp(a) < Z1(d’).
(c) For any d,d € {0,1}, a € By and ' € By, if a < a’ then E4(a) < Eg(d).

Corollary 3.5. Let # be a Boolean algebra, € C % a sub-Boolean with a finitely additive
measure E: € — [0,00), and let b € B. If z € [0,00) is between sup{=(a): a < b, a € €} and
=/

inf{Z(a): b < a, a € €}, then there is a finitely additive measure = on the Boolean algebra
generated by € U {b}, extending E, such that Z(b) = z.

/

As a consequence of Zorn’s lemma, there is some fam = on % extending =.

We also use the following particular case of Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.6. Let =g be a fam on a Boolean sub-algebra of B and {(b;: i € I) C B. Assume
that 0 < 0 = Zg(lg) < oo and, for every finite J C I and b € dom(Zy), if Z9(b) > 0 then
bA Nicybi # 0. Then, there exists a finitely additive measure = on % extending Zg such that

—

E(bj) = 0 for every i € I.

Recall that a field of sets over X is a sub-algebra of P(X) under the set operations. We review
integration over a field of sets. Fix a non-empty set X, a field of sets & over X, and a finitely
additive measure Z: Z — [0, 00). Motivated by the definition of Riemann’s integral, if f: X — R
is a bounded function we can naturally define [, fdZ, if it exists, by approximating with upper
and lower sums over finite partitions of X from 2. In this case, we say that f is E-integrable (see
[UZ23, Def. 3.5.3]). For example, any bounded function is Z-integrable when dom(Z) = P(X)
(see [UZ23, Thm. 3.5.10]). Fundamentally, the integral with respect to finitely additive measures
behaves similarly to the Riemann integral, that is, we have available the basic properties of the
integral such as finite additivity, linearity, and monotonicity (see [UZ23, Sec. 3.5]). We also
can integrate over subsets of X: for a bounded function f: X — R, if £ C X and xgf is

=Z-integrable, we define / fd= = / xefd=.
E X
If F € # and f is =-integrable, then xgf is Z-integrable. In general, this is the context in
which we will use integration over subsets.
For example, we can calculate the integral with respect to =Z*:
Example 3.7. Let X be a non-empty set. If u C X is finite and non-empty, then

1
/X FiE" = 0 S 1)

keu

In general, we will not be interested in finitely additive measures assigning a positive measure
to finite sets. For this reason, we introduce the notion of free finitely additive measure.

Definition 3.8. Let X be a non-empty set, £ a field of sets over X and = is a finitely additive
measure on 4.

(1) PE = P¥ denotes the set of finite partitions of X into sets in dom(Z) = 4.
(2) We say that = is a free finitely additive measure if, for any z € X, {z} € £ and
E{z}) =0.
Free finitely additive measures are characterized as follows.

Lemma 3.9. Let A be a field of sets over X and let = be a finite fam on A with § = Z(X).
Then the following statements are equivalent.

(i) For any ¢ > 0, any finite F C X and any P € P=, there is some non-empty finite
u C X N F such that, for allb € P, |62%(b) — Z(b)| < e.
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(ii) All finite sets in % have measure zero.

Even more, the u in (1) can be found disjoint with all B € P of measure zero.

Inspired by the previous characterization, we define the following type of fams.

Definition 3.10. Let = be a finite fam on a field of sets over X and § := Z(X). We say that =
has the uniform approximation property (uap) if, for any £ > 0 and any P € P=, there is some
non-empty finite u C X such that, for all b € P, |§2%(b) — Z(b)| < e.

The integral can be approximated by finitely supported fams as follows.

Theorem 3.11 ([CMUZ]). Let Zg be a finitely additive measure on a field of sets B over X,
and let § .= Zy(X) < co. Let I be an index set and, for each i € I, let K; be a closed subset of
R and f;: X — R bounded. Then the following statements are equivalent.

(I) For any P € P50, ¢ > 0, any finite set J C I, and any open G; C R containing K; for
i € J, there is some non-empty finite u C X and a probability measure Z~ on P(u) such
that:

(i) |Zo(b) = 6=~ (bNu)| < e for any b € P, and

(ii) 5/ fid=™ = % Zfl(k)E_({k:}) € G; foranyie J.
w keu

(IT) There is some fam = on P(X) extending Z¢y such that, for any i € I, / fid= € K.
X
When Zq has the uap, the measure Z~ in (1) can be found uniform, concretely, we can add (111)
below to the list of equivalences. In this case, = can be found with the uap in (1)

(III) For any P € P=0, ¢ > 0, any finite set J C I, and any open G; C R containing K; for
1 € J, there is some non-empty finite w C X such that:

(1) |Zo(b) — 0="(b)| < € for any b € P, and
0
(ii) Tl Zfl(k:) € G; forany i€ J.

keu

Finitely additive measures with the uap containing finite sets of positive measure have an inter-
esting characterization.

Theorem 3.12 ([CMUZ]). Let & be a field of sets over X and = a finite fam on %A with

—

= Z(X). Then = has the uap iff either all finite sets in & have measure zero, or there are
d < w and P, € P= (called the “frame of Z”) such that, for any b € P,:
k

(i) E(b) = 5Eb for some 0 < ky < d.

(ii) Any b C b in P has either measure zero or Z(b).

(iii) If b is finite then ky < |b|.
Corollary 3.13. In Theorem 3.6, if B =P(X) and Ey has the uap, then E can be found with
the uap.

Integrability and the integrals are related when we integrate with respect to larger finitely
additive measures:

Theorem 3.14 ([UZ23, Thm. 3.5.27)). Let %y and B be fields of sets over X such that
By C A1, and let =y and =1 be finitely additive measures on By and B, respectively, such
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that 29 C Z1. Let f: X — R be a bounded function. Then, whenever f is Sg-integrable, f is
=-integrable, in which case / fd=g :/ fd=q.
X X

We are going to extend finitely additive measures along forcing iterations while preserving the
values of the integrals. For example, if M C N are transitive models of ZFC and we have a finitely
additive measure over P(w)™, there can be new reals in N and P(w)™ C P(w)", but we are
interested in keeping the value of an integral on a fam over P(w)™ when extending it to P(w)™.
So we will use the following result, which is obtained by simply relativizing Theorem 3.14.

Corollary 3.15 ([UZ23, Thm. 3.5.29]). Let M C N be transitive models of ZFC such that
=0, Bo € M, and 21, B1 € N. Assume that =y and =1 are finitely additive measures on the fields
of sets By and Py over some X € M, respectively, such that =y C 1 (and By C %1). Then

M
N E“f is E1-integrable” whenever M |=“f is Zg-integrable”, in which case </ deo> =
X

(=)’

4. THE INTERSECTION NUMBER FOR FORCING NOTIONS

The first part of this section is based on [UZ24, Sec. 3|, where the reader can find a more
detailed presentation of the intersection number in the context of forcing theory. Afterward, we
prove Main Lemma A (Main Lemma 4.7) and propose a more general version of the intersection
number.

Definition 4.1. Let P be a forcing notion and @ C P.
(1) For a finite sequence ¢ = (g;: i < n) € "P, we define
ir (7) == max{|F|: F Cna{g: i€ F} has a lower bound in P}.
(2) The intersection number of Q in P, denoted by int”(Q), is defined by

int" (Q) = inf { i]’}:)?iq)

We stipulate intP((Z)) = 1. We omit the upper index P when the context is clear.

:qE"QAnew\{O}}.

It is clear that if § € @ then 1 <i,(q) < n. As a consequence, int(Q) is a real number in [0, 1].
Also,

Lemma 4.2 ([UZ24, Lem. 3.3]). Let P be a forcing notion and Q C P. Then,
(1) For any p € P, int({p}) = 1. Moreover, int(Q) =1 iff Q is centered in P.
(2) If Q is finite, then int(Q) > ﬁ > 0.

(3) Let Q be an anti-chain in P. Then int(Q) = ﬁ if Q is finite, and int(Q) = 0 when Q is

nfinite.

(4) If m € (1,w) and int(Q) > 1 — #ﬂ’ then @ is m-linked.

Regarding the behavior of the intersection number under complete embeddings, we have the
following result:

Lemma 4.3 ([UZ24, Lem. 3.6]). Let P,Q be forcing notions, t: P — Q a complete embedding
and Q C P. Then int?(Q) = int2(,[Q]). As a consequence, for R C Q, int?(R) < int®(.~1[R]).
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Kelley proved that finitely additive measures can be used to define subsets of Boolean algebras
whose intersection number is bounded by a given value:

Lemma 4.4 ([Kel59, Prop. 1)). Let # be a Boolean algebra and =: 2 — [0,1] a finitely additive
measure. Let P:= B~ {03} and § € [0,1]. If Q == {p € P: Z(p) > 6}, then int¥(Q) > 6.3

Recall that B denotes the random forcing notion.

Corollary 4.5. Let C' C “2 be non-empty and § € [0,1]. If Q = {p € B: Lebc(p) > ¢}, then
int(Q) > 0.

As an attempt to get the converse of Lemma 4.4, the so-called Kelley’s theorem arose:

Theorem 4.6 ([Kel59, Thm. 2]). Let % be a Boolean algebra. If Q C % then there exists a
probability finitely additive measure Z: % — [0,1] such that inf{Z(b): b € Q} = int(Q).

With Theorem 4.6, we now have what is necessary to prove Main Lemma A, one of the most
important tools of this paper:

Main Lemma 4.7. Let P be a forcing notion, § € [0,1] and Q C P such that int®(Q) > 6. Let
e>0,n<wandp=(p;:i<n)€ Q. Define

Y={oc€e"2:JgePVi<n[(ocpi))=0=qg<pi)r(c(p;)=1=p; Lq)]}.
Then, there exists a function f: ¥ — [0,1]q such that:

Vi<n (Z{f(a):aGEAa(i):0}>5—a) and Zf(a):l.

ceEY

Proof. Let (#,1) be the completion of P. Define A := [Q] € & ~\ {0z}. By Lemma 4.3, we
have that int”(A) = int*(Q) > §. On the other hand, by Theorem 4.6 there exists a finitely
additive measure =: Z — |0, 1] such that, for any a € A, Z(a) > 4.

For o € "2 define b, == A,_, L(pi)"(i). It is easy to check that b, # 0 iff o0 € X. Now, we can
find a sequence of rational numbers (f(c): o € ¥) such that, for each o € 3, |E(bs) — f(0)| < 5=
and ) 5, f(o) = 1. For i <n, we have,

Z{f(a): 062A0(i)=0}>2{5(b0)—2%: oeXno(i) :0}
(L(pi))_Z{gin: oeXno(i) :0}

(e(pi)) —e 20—,
which proves the result. Oy 7

I
(1]

[1]

>

As the last part of this section, we propose a generalization of the intersection number in terms
of probability fams on finite sets. They have deep connections with the intersection number (see
Theorem 4.12) and characterize some particular cases of the linkedness notion introduced in the
next section (see Definition 5.1 and Theorem 5.19).

Definition 4.8. For any non-empty set K, If? is the class of all sequences I = (Ij: k € K) of
finite non-empty pairwise disjoint sets. Given some I € Ii}n, define Wy := (J,cx Ix- When the
context is clear, we just write “W?”, omitting the index.

Fix a forcing notion P, a finite set K, I := (I;: k € K) € I, and a probability fam = on P(K).

3A recent proof of this result can be found in [UZ24, Thm. 3.7).
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(1) For any g € WP, define

5@ = max{ [ HEER =0z g el

Notice that this set is finite, so the maximum exists.

(2) For any Q C P, define M?’P(Q) = min{,ulg(q_): ge"vQl.
The minimum exists because this set is finite (even when @ is infinite). In fact, its
size is below []c (k| + 1) < (max{|I;|: k € K} + 1)IK].

We omit the upper index P in MIT’ and Mf: when the context is clear. Notice that intP(Q) =
inf{MjE“(Q): Ie I?&} when K is a singleton and Zg is the unique probability fam on P(Kj).

By the definition, it is clear that max{ S |}) ke K } is a lower bound of p I( 7), and this value

is reached when ran(g) is an antichain in P and ¢ has no repetitions (see Lemma 4.9). On the
other hand, ,ul( 7) < 1 for any ¢ € Q. As a consequence, M Q) € [max { E(Zﬁ‘}) ke K} ,1

In the following results, we are going to study some comblnatorial properties of ) to reach the
extreme values of M7 (Q). Let us start with the lower bound.

Lemma 4.9. Within the context of Definition 4.8, if Q has at least |W|-many incompatible

conditions then M—E(Q) = max {% ke K} The converse holds when the fam = is uniform,
i.e. Z({k}) = % forallk € K.

Proof. Assume that @ has at least |W|-many incompatible conditions, so we can find some
g € WQ without repetitions such that ran(g) is an antichain in P. It is clear that ,uI;((j) =

max {% ke K}, and since this is a lower bound of MI—E(Q), we are done.

To show the converse, assume that Z is uniform and @ has <|W| incompatible elements and let
g € Q. Then, there are ¢y # ¢; in W such that qr, and gy, are compatible, hence we can find

ko, k1 € K such that ¢, € Iy, fore € {0,1} and ,ulg((j) > Ekod) | EUk1D) maX{M: ke K},

= |kl [15, | [1x]
where the last inequality holds because Z is uniform. Thus, since ¢ is arbitrary, MI—E(Q) >
E({k}) .
max { =5 ke K} Oyg

Now, we deal with the upper bound.

Lemma 4.10. In the context of Definition 4.8, MI—E(Q) =1 iff Q is |Wy|-linked, where Wy =
UlL: k€ K, S({k}) #0}.

Proof. Let Q C P and assume that MI—E(Q) = 1. Let Q" C Q be of size <|Wy|. Fix g € VQ
such that g|Wy lists Q’. Since MI—E(Q) = 1, in particular we have that u%(cj) = 1, hence there
exists a ¢ € P such that, for any k € K with Z({k}) # 0 and any ¢ € I}, ¢ < qs. Consequently,
for every ¢ € Wy, q < qo. Thus, Q is |Wp|-linked.

To prove the converse, assume that @ is |Wy|-linked. Setting K¢ := {k € K: Z({k}) # 0}, for
any 7€ "Q, ,u?(_) = M?E)(KO)(CHWO)- Therefore, it is enough to prove that, for all § € VoQ,

,u” (KO)( g) = 1. Since @ is |Wp|-linked and |ran(q)| < |Wp|, there exists some ¢ € P such that,

4Recall that I Wd”( ) = hek W ({k}) in this case when K is finite.



14 MIGUEL A. CARDONA, DIEGO A. MEJI’A7 AND ANDRES F. URIBE-ZAPATA

for any k € Kg and any £ € I, g < qo. As a consequence,

p(m = {0 e Iu,j < @}l - 2({k}) = Y E({k}) = L.

keKy keKo

Thus, MI—E(Q) =1 U410

Fixing K and =, and varying on all possible partitions in If}(n, we get a combinatorial property
to characterize when the upper bound of MI—E(Q) is reached.

Corollary 4.11. Let P be a forcing notion and Q C P. Then, the following statements are
equivalent:

(i) Q is centered.
(ii) For any I € I8, MjE(Q) =1.
(iil) int®(Q) = 1.

The following is a very interesting characterization of the intersection number.

: : . . E,P
Theorem 4.12. Let P be a forcing notion and Q C P. Then, int?(Q) = 1nffelf;l(n M7 (Q).

Proof. Let G = {(qu: ¢t €¢ W) € WQ and I € I%n. Let ¥ as in Main Lemma 4.7 and, for ¢ > 0,
find f: ¥ — [0,1]q as the same result applied to ¢ := int(Q). For any ¢ € P there is some ¢’ < ¢
in P such that, for all £ € W7, either ¢’ < gp or ¢’ L gp. Then, there is some ¢’ € ¥ such that

o'(£) =0 iff ¢ < gp. Hence, by using ¢ == Eﬁf‘}),
Z cel{l €Iy g < q}| < Z ckl{lely: ¢ <q} = Z cxl{l € I: o' (€) = 0}].
keK keK keK

Therefore,

~i[1]

7

(Q):maX{ZCk!{KGIkZ0(5):0}!:062}

keK

ZZ (ch|{€61k:0(€):0}|> f(U)ZZZ Z crf(o)

o€y \keK cEL kEK (el

o(£)=0
= Do D>, flo)=[mt(@Q) —e] > D e =int(Q) -
kEK LET}, O-((TKG)EO kEK (€]},

Since ¢ is arbitrary, u I( q) > int(Q). Therefore, since g is arbitrary, it follows that MI—E(Q) >

int(Q). Thus, int(Q) < inf7epan MIE(Q)

On the other hand, to show the converse inequality, let n € w ~ {0} and p € "Q. Consider
J € I8 such that, for any k € K, |Ji| = n and let fi: Jy — n a bijective function. Set
W = Wj. Let us define ¢ = {q;: £ € W) € W@ such that for k € K and ¢ € Iy, q == Py (0)-
Then, we can find some ¢ € P such that

WP () = K!{EGJIFJ;‘]<(M}’ /|{Z<n 0 < pIdEH)
P
:%‘{i<n:qui}’L{dE(k):ﬁ’{£<n:quz‘}’S *ip).
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Therefore, infjcyan M?’P(Q) < M?’P(Q) < M?P(Q) < iﬂjr(f ). Finally, since n is arbitrary, it follows
that inffel?(“ M?’P(Q) < intP(Q). U410

As a consequence, we can generalize Lemma 4.4 in the context of MI—E(Q)

Corollary 4.13. Let % be a Boolean algebra, Zg a probability fam on it, [ = (I,: k € K) € T8,
and § € [0,1]. If Q == {b € B: Eo(b) > 8}, then M= (Q) > 4.

We close this section by showing a relation between MI—E(Q) and M;h (Q) where Zj is as in
Example 3.3. To fix some notation, if h: K — L is a function, for any [ € L, denote K; =

T
Lemma 4.14. Let K and L be finite sets. Assume that h: K — L is a surjective finite-to-one
function. Let I = (I;: k € K) € 18 and for any | € L, define J; = U{Ix: k € K;} and
J = (J;:l€L)e Iﬁn. If, for any k: K e K, h(k) = h(k') implies Z({k}) = Z({K'}) and
1| = |Ii|, then, for every g € VQ, p5(q) > MJ (q). Asﬁa consequence, MZ(Q) > M3(Q). In
particular, if h is a bijective function, then MI Q) = M;h(Q)

Proof. Let § = (qo: £ € W) € WQ. By Definition 4.8, we can find a ¢ € P such that ,u?h (q) =
ey q<qi}| = . T -
er w n({1}). Since h(k) = h(K') implies Z({k}) = Z({k'}) and |I}| = |I}+|, we have

EEnk)  E({k})
that Tocol - = L] for any k € K. As a consequence,

(1]

Z\{KGJUT<Q£}’ ({1} = Z Z Heefkulf’léw}\ (K)

leLl leL k‘eKl
tel,:qg<gq tel,:q<q =/
2 Pl o

Thus, since g is arbitrary, it follows that M?h Q) <M I—E(Q) Finally, when h is bijective, to get
the converse inequality it is enough to use A 1. U414

5. FAM-LINKED SETS

In this section, we introduce the notion of (Z,1,¢)-linkedness and investigate their basic prop-
erties and characterizations. For instance, (Z, I, ¢)-linkedness has connections with the intersec-
tion number and with forcing with ultrafilter limits from [GMS16], as well as with the notion
of Fr-linkedness (Definition 5.10), which is a general notion for not adding dominating reals
(see Example 9.12 (2)). This new linkedness notion is the main ingredient to iterate with fams.

5.1. Strong fam limits as a linkedness property.

Below, we define the notion of (Z, I, ¢)-linkedness, which generalizes the notion of strong fam
limits for intervals from [KST19, Def. 1.7] and [KST19, Def. 1.10]. The cited reference only
considers free probability fams on P(w) and the characterization presented in Theorem 5.26,
but we allow probability fams on any P(K).

Definition 5.1. Let K # (), = a probability fam on P(K), [ = (I;: k € K) € I W == W} =
Uskex Ik, €0 € [0,1) and let P be a forcing notion. Say that Q is (2, I,e¢)-linked (inP)if Q CP
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and there is a function lim@=7=0; WQ — P, and a P-name =* of a probability fam on P(K)
extending Z such that, for any § € " Q,

=T @ I : G .
th,_,I,ao(g) I 44/ ’{ €lg:qe < P}’dE*(/{?) > 1 — 80”.
K k|

f,eouu

We omit some or all of the superscripts “Q,Z, I,eo” in “Um%@ = when the context is clear.

Remark 5.2. In Definition 5.1:

(1) In general, K is determined by = as the top element of dom =, and W = W7 is determined
by I.

2)IfJ = (J:keK)e 12 and |I,| = |Ji| for all k < w, then (Z,I,eq)-linkedness is
equivalent to (Z,J,¢&o)-linkedness (see Corollary 5.22). For this reason, we could have
used a function i: K — w \ {0} instead of I (and W) in the definition.

(3) The first assumptions imply that there is a finite-to-one map from W onto K. Hence,
K is infinite iff W infinite, in which case |K| = |W]|.

(4) The value g9 = 0 is not considered in [KST19]. We realized that it can be included in
this framework and that it helps to describe sets with ultrafilter limits. See more details
in Theorem 5.30, Corollary 5.31 and5.32.

Remark 5.3. In our applications (Theorem 8.7, Section 10 and 11), K = W = w and = is free.
If convenient, there is no problem if the reader only considers this case throughout the paper
(except when we deal with finite K).

Unless otherwise specified, until the end of this section, we fix a non-empty set K, I € I%n,
W := W7y, a probability fam = on P(K), a forcing notion P, Q@ C P, and ¢ € [0, 1).

A first easy example of a (Z, I, &g)-linked subset is a singleton:
Example 5.4. For any p € P, {p} is (Z, I, g)-linked.

Indeed, let Qg == {p}. For § € "Qq define lim: WQy — P in the natural way: lim(q) = p.

Also, consider =* as a P-name of a fam extending =, which is possible because, in any generic

extension V[G], we can extend = to a fam with domain P(K) N V[G]. It is clear that, if G
lely: G :

K |1k |

contains p, then

Example 5.5. Let (%, u) be a measure algebra, i.e. p is a probability measure on % such that
the only measure zero point is Og. If s € BT = B~ {04} then {b € B: pu(bNs) > (1—eo)u(s)}
is (2, 1,e0)-linked when Z is free. The case g9 = 0 is trivial (and does not need that Z is free)
since it is enough to set any limit as s. The case g9 € (0,1) is more complicated. It is solved
in [MUZ23] (using the characterization in Theorem 5.26) by extending ideas from Shelah [She00)]
in the case of random forcing. See more in Example 6.8.

5.2. Basic properties.

We present below many basic properties of (Z,1,eg)-linked sets. First note that the upwards
closure of a linked set is also linked.

Lemma 5.6. Q is (Z,1,¢q)-linked iff QT is.

Proof. The direction from right to left is clear. Conversely, assume that Q is (Z, I, q)-linked.
Define lim@ : W(QT) — P such that, for ¢ = (g,: £ € W) € V(QM), limQT((j) = 1im®?(p?) where
p? = (pg: £ € W) € WQ is chosen such that, for any £ € W, py < q,. Straightforward calculations
show that this limit is as required. Us 6
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In the following results, we deal with some combinatorial facts of (Z,I,eg)-linked sets.

Lemma 5.7. If Q is (2, I,¢q)-linked then, for any § € ' Q, ran(q) is predense below limE((j).
Proof. Fix Z* as in Definition 5.1. Let § = (gz: £ € W) € WQ and let p < lim®(g). Then,

Iy, : . :
p Ik cc/ ‘{66 k (MGG]}D}’ = (k) > 1—g0.
K

I
As a consequence, there are r € P, k € K and £ € I}, such that r < p and r I-%g, € G]p”, that is,
r <® q¢, hence p || g¢. Thus, ran(q) is predense below lim=(q). Os 6

g0)-linked and, for any k € K, EdkD g —e&g, then Q cannot contain

If = is suitable, a (=, I, &p)-linked set cannot contain large antichains.
1, [l

Lemma 5.8. If Q is (2,
|

antichains of size |W|.

Proof. Assume that Q is (Z, I, e0)-linked. Towards contradiction, suppose that A C @ is an
antichain in P such that |A| = |W|. So we can define § = (g,: £ € W) € "Q such that ran(q) = A
and, for any ¢ # j in W, ¢; L g;.

Fix Z* as in Definition 5.1. Work in V[G] for some generic filter G containing lim=(g). By
Lemma 5.7, A is a maximal antichain below lim(g), so [{¢ € Iy,: ¢ € G}| =1 for some kg € K
and, for any k € K ~ {ko}, |{¢ € Ix: ¢ € G}| = 0. As a consequence, we have that:

le I: G 1 =({k
ey [ HEETae }’da*(k):/ az (k) = S4RD
K Tk | (ko} kol Ik, |
which is a contradiction. =

Measure zero sets do not affect the linkedness property.

Lemma 5.9. Assume that Ko C K and Z(Ko) = 0. Then the set Q is (Z,1,¢0)-linked in P iff

it is (Z] P(K ~ Ko), I1(K ~ Kp),e0)-linked.

Proof. We can assume that Q # ,° so choose some ¢’ € Q. Let = = Z[P(K ~\ Ky) and
J=1T1(K\ Kp). If Q is (Z,1,e0)-linked witnessed by Z* and lim%, then Q is (2, J,&0)-linked
witnessed by a P-name of E*[P(K \ Kp) and the limit function lim® : W@ — P defined by
limE/((j) == lim=(g’) where ¢ := g, for £ € Wy, and ¢} := ¢’ otherwise.

Conversely, if @ is (E’ ,J, 0)-linked witnessed by =* andllimE,,then. Q is (Z,1,¢0)-linked wit-
nessed by a P-name Z* of the fam on P(K) defined by E*(B) := Z*(B \ Kj), and the limit
function defined by lim¥(g) := lim= (7] (K ~ Ko)). Os 9

The notion of Fréchet-linkedness was introduced by the second author in [Mej19], who proved
that no o-Fréchet-linked forcing notions add dominating reals. Afterward, this result was en-
hanced in [BCM21].

Definition 5.10 ([Mejl19, Def. 3.24]). Let p an infinite cardinal.

(1) A set Qo C P is Fréchet-linked in P, abbreviated by “Fr-linked”, if for any sequence
P = (pn: n <w) €“Qy there exists some g € P such that ¢ IFp “[{n < w: p, € G}| = Ny”.

(2) P is p-Frechet-linked, abbreviated by “u-Fr-linked”, if P = |J,. u Q. for some sequence
(Qu: a < p) of Fr-linked subsets of P.

(3) Pis pu-Fr-Knaster if, for any A € [P]#, there is some Fr-linked A’ € [A]*.

5According to Definition 5.1, the empty set is (Z, I, €o)-linked.
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This notion behaves well for not adding dominating reals as illustrated in Example 9.12 (2). On
the other hand, as a consequence of Lemma 5.8, when K = W = w, Z is a free fam and () is
(Z,1,20)-linked in P, then () cannot contain infinite antichains, which is, in particular, a property
of Fréchet-linked subsets (see [Mejl9, Ex. 5.3] and [BCM21, Rem. 3.1 (1)]). Motivated by this,
we present a result that shows that our linkedness property is stronger than Fréchet-linkedness.

Lemma 5.11. If Z is free, K = w and Q is (2, 1,&q)-linked, then Q is Fr-linked.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that I a partition of w into finite sets, i.e.
W = w. Let § = (gv: { < w) € “Q. We will prove that there exists some g € P such that
qlFp “3°0 < w(qe € Gp)”. To see this, it suffices to prove that lim(q) forces this. Let G be a
P-generic filter over V' such that lim(g) € G. Fix Z* as in Definition 5.1.

Working in V[G], define f: w — R by f(k) = w for all k < w. Towards contradiction,

suppose that {¢ < w: g, € G} is finite. Since = is a free fam, this implies that Z(D) = 0 where
D :={k <w: f(k) # 0}. Therefore, [ fd=* =0, which contradicts Definition 5.1. Os511

We can generalize Lemma 5.11 for arbitrary P(K) using more natural hypotheses.

Theorem 5.12. Assume that k is an infinite cardinal, |K| = k, the E-measure of any subset of
cardinality <r is zero, and P forces that [K]<* NV is cofinal in [K]<".% If Q is (E, 1, e¢)-linked,
then Q is Fry-linked, that is, for any sequence § = {qs: £ < k) € "Q, there exists some condition
q € P such that ¢ IF “|{¢ < k: @ € Gp}| = Kk".

In Lemma 5.13 and 5.14 below, we study the behavior of (Z, I, ¢g)-linked subsets under complete
and dense embeddings. If :: P — Q is a complete embedding, then ¢*: VP — V@ denotes the
canonical transformation of names.

Lemma 5.13. Let Q be a forcing notion and let v: P — Q be a complete embedding. If Q is
(2, 1,e0)-linked in P, then so is [Q] in Q.

Proof. Assume that Q C P is (2,1, ¢g)-linked witnessed by lim® and EE) Consider S = 1[Q]
and, for any 7 = (ry: £ € W) € WS, define lim® (7) = ¢ (limQ(cjf)) where, for any £ € W, ¢z o € Q
and ¢(gr¢) = 7¢, which is possible to pick by the definition of S. Also define E’g as a Q-name
of a fam extending L*(Ea), which is possible because, in any Q-generic extension V|G|, we can

extend =, to fam with domain P(K) N VIG]."
Now, let 7 = (ro: £ € W) € WS. By Definition 5.1,

{¢ € I.: gry € Gp}|
K 1|

1im® () IFp d=5(k) > 1 —eo”.

Finally, since ¢, (Gp) = L_l[GQ], we can apply the absoluteness of the integral (Corollary 3.15),
to get that

{¢ € I: rgGGQH -
K |
which proves that S is (Z, I, g)-linked. Os 13

Hm® (7) kg

(k) >1—¢0”,

Lemma 5.14. Let Q be a forcing notion and v: P — Q be a dense embedding. If S is (Z,1,¢0)-
linked in Q, then so is .= 1[S] in P.

6For example, when P is <x-distributive, or k-cc with s regular.
"Notice that, since ¢ is a complete embedding, in general we have that :*(Z7)) is just a name of the fam =5,
whose domain is P(K) N V[~ G]).
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Proof. Assume that S C Q is (2,1, 80)—linked witnessed by lim® and Z%. Consider R := . ~[S]
and, for 7 = (rg: r € W) € WR, define lim®(7) € P such that L(hm (7)) < Hm®((e(r): £ € w)),
which is possible because ¢ is a dense embedding. Consider =}, € VP such that |I—Q“H* =
1*(Z%)”, which is a name of a fam on P(K) extending Z. Let 7 = (ry: £ € W) € WR. Hence,
g = (t(ry): £ € W) € WS and, by Definition 5.1,

[{£ € I u(re) € G|
K |
Since, (lim® (7)) < lim®(q), it follows that

{tely:r e G]p}]
K I
Thus, R is (Z,1,¢p)-linked. Os 14

lim®(g) IFg “ d=5(k) > 1 —&y”

lm(7) I-p =5 (k) > 1 —gy”

5.3. The finite case.

When K is finite, our linkedness notion reduces to a property for MI—E(Q) (see Definition 4.8),
which shows more interesting aspects about the intersection number.

Theorem 5.15. If K is finite, then Q is (2, 1,¢q)-linked in P iff MI—E(Q) >1—¢.

Proof. First assume that Q is (Z,1,¢g)-linked in P. Notice that, since P(K) is finite, Z* from
Definition 5.1 is forced to be equal to Z and, for any ¢ € V' Q, we have that

[{¢ € It: qv € Gp}|
K | 1|

lim=(q) IF “1 —ep < d=(k)”.

Since W is finite, we can find some ¢’ < lim=(q) forcing that, for k € K and ¢ € I, ¢ € G iff
q < qp. This ¢ forces that the integral is below u I( 7), SO [ I( g) > 1 —gp. Since q is arbitrary,
we can conclude that MI (Q) >1—-¢p.

Now we show the converse. Assume that MI—E(Q) > 1—¢gp. For § € WQ, we define lim=(q) as

a condition that forces the maximal possible value of | K WC[E. It is not hard to show
that this maximal value is 45 (7), which is >MF=(Q) > 1 — &. Therefore, lim=(g) forces

Hlely:qe G]P’H
K 1|

d=(k) = p3(q) > 1 — &o. Us.15

From Theorem 5.15 and Lemma 4.14, it follows that:

Corollary 5.16. Let K, L be finite sets. Assume that h: K — L is a surjective finite-to-
one function. Let I = (I;: k € K) € I8 and for any | € L, define J; = U{Ix: h(k) = [}
and J = (J;: 1 € L) € T8 If for any k, k' € K, h(k) = h(k:’) implies Z({k}) = Z({k'}) and
\Ii| = |Ix:|, then (g, J 50) linkedness implies (H,I ,€0)-linkedness. Furthermore, the equivalence
holds when h is a bijective function.

As a consequence of Theorem 5.15 and Lemma 4.10:

Corollary 5.17. If K is finite and Q is |W|-linked, then it is (=, I,0)-linked.
Therefore, from Corollary 5.17 and Lemma 4.2 (4), we conclude:

Corollary 5.18. For any g € [0 ], if int? (Q) > 1 — gg then Q is (2, 1I,0)-linked.

1
VW1
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Thanks to Theorem 4.12, we have a strong connection between the intersection number and
linkedness for fams on finite sets. Notice that, in the following result, = is fixed.

Theorem 5.19. Assume that K is finite. Then int" (Q) > 1 —eg iff, for any J € T8, Q is
(2, J,e0)-linked.

Proof. On the one hand, assume that int*(Q) > 1 — 9. By Theorem 4.12, for any J € Ii,
1—¢g < int?(Q) < M?(Q), and therefore, Q is (Z,J,ep)-linked by virtue of Theorem 5.15.
On the other hand, if for any J € I, Q is (Z, J,¢)-linked, then M?(Q) > 1 — gg by virtue of
Theorem 5.15. As a consequence, by Theorem 4.12 again, 1 — gy < inffeli}(“ M?(Q) = int*(Q),
which proves the result. U519

Corollary 5.20. Let Z° be the unique probability measure on P({0}). Then int(Q) > 1—¢qo iff
Q is (20, J,e0)-linked for any J = (Jo) (with Jy finite non-empty).

5.4. Comparing parameters.

Relations between parameters (2, I,e0) and (Z/, I, g() entail relations between the correspond-
ing linkedness notions. For instance, if g9 < &f, then (Z,1,ep)-linkedness implies (Z, I, g()-
linkedness. Concerning partitions, we have the following.

Theorem 5.21. Let J = (Jy.: k € K) € I8, Assume that, for any k € K, |Ji| = dy, - |Ix| + 1,
where d, < w and 0 < rp < |Ix|. Let &’ >0 and R == {k: eK: IS_ZI < a’}. If (1 =£)E(R) > &g
and Q is (E, J,e0)-linked, then it is (2, I,eg)-linked in P, where e == 1+¢eo — (1 - )E(R). In
particular, it is (2, 1,e9 + €’)-linked when Z(R) = 1.

Proof. Assume that Q is (Z, J, gg)-linked witnessed by lim” and Z*. By the hypothesis, for any
k € K, we can partition J, = <Uj<dk Dj,k) U Ry, such that, for any j < dy, |Dji| = |1/, and

|Ri| = ri < |Iix|. Therefore, for any & € K and j < dj, we can find a bijection fj,: D;p — I
and an injective function fr: R, — I.

Now, let ¢ = {(q;: £ € Wp) € WrQ and let us define a sequence p = (p;: i € Wj) € WJ’_Q as
follows. Since J is a partition of Wy, to define p is enough to define it in each set in J: for
ke K and i € J,

) 50 i€ Dy,

’ qf,(i) if i € Ryg.

It is clear that, for any k € K and j < di, p|D;, = qo f; and p[R; = g o fi. Hence, by the
construction of p, P forces

|{€€Ik: qv € G]p>}| > |{Z € Jp:p; € GPH — Tk _ |{Z € Jp:p; € GPH — Tk

A = [T - d [Tkl =7
{icJr:picGptl—re _ Hi€Je:pi€Grl| 71k
- i) 4] il

On the other hand, P forces

/ Tk gE* (k) = / Tk gE (k) + / Tk g=* (k) < €2(R) + (K~ R) =1 — (1 — £)Z(R)
& |kl R [kl KR |7kl

As a consequence, lim! (p) forces
|{f€Ik: QgEGPH o |{i€Jk1p¢€G1p>}| s Th
. (k) > (k) - [ ez (k)
K 1| K | Tk | & |kl
>1—eg—(1-(1-£)E(R)) = (1 -€)E(R) — <.
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To conclude, it is enough to define lim!(g) := lim”’(p) and use the same =*. U5 91

As a result of Theorem 5.21, we infer:

Corollary 5.22. In the context of Theorem 5.21, if for any k € K, |Iy| divides |Ji|, then any
(8, J,¢e0)-linked set in P is (Z,1,e0)-linked. In particular, if for any k € K, |I| = |Ji|, then
(2, 1,e0)-linkedness is equivalent to (2, J,p)-likedness.

In the following, we show that our linkedness notion affects the intersection number of a set
even when K is infinite.

Lemma 5.23. Let 0 < n < w and assume that, for any k € K, |I| =n. If Q is (Z,1,e0)-linked
then, for all g = (g;: i <n) € "Q, # >1—g.

Proof. Assume that Q is (2, I, &g)-linked witnessed by lim® and =*. Since each I, has cardinality
n, we can enumerate it as {{;;: ¢ < n} C W. Hence, for any ¢ € W, there are unique k; € K
and iy < n such that ¢ = ¢, ;,. Let ¢ = (¢;: ¢ < n) € "Q. Define 7 € W@ such that, for any
te W, ry:=q;,. Then,

limE(f) F“l—ep < /K ‘{6 elp:rp € G]p}‘ / ‘{Z <n:gq; < G]p}‘ H*(k‘)

n

Since the integral is on a constant term over a probability fam, lim=(7) I- “w > 1—gp”

hence there is some 7/ < lim=(7) such that M >1—¢p. Thus, @ >1—¢eo. O503

Corollary 5.24. If for alln < w there is a " = (I': k € K) € I'® such that Vk € K (|I'| =n)
and Q is (2,17, eg)-linked, then int(Q) > 1 — &.

Theorem 5.25. Assume that E{k € K: |Iy| = n}) = 0 for all n < w (this implies that = is
free). If Q is (2, 1,e0)-linked, then int®(Q) > 1 — &.

!/

As a consequence, MI—E,/(Q) > 1 —eq for any finite K', I' € I and any probability fam Z' on
K’ i.e. Qis (2,1 q)-linked.

Proof. Let ¢ > 0 and 0 < n < w be arbitrary. Clearly, E{k € K: ¢ > ﬁ}) = 1. Pick a
partition I" = (I': k € K) € I® such that Vk € K (|I}'| = n). By using the division algorithm,
we can express |Ix| as di - n 4+ rp with 0 < r, < n. By Theorem 5.21, we obtain that Q is
(2,17, &0 + ¢)-linked. Unfixing n, we have int®(Q) > 1 — (g9 + &) by using Corollary 5.24. Since
e was taken arbitrary, int® (Q) > 1 — . O5 95

5.5. Characterizations.

The following is a combinatorial characterization of (Z, I, eg)-linkedness, which includes a special
characterization when = satisfies the uap (e.g. free).

Theorem 5.26. Letlim=: WQ — P be a function. Then, the following statements are equivalent:
(a) Q is (B,1,e0)-linked witnessed by lim=.
(b) Given
° 2'*<w,cji:(q§:€€W>€WQf0reachi<i*,
o P cP=,

e £ >0 and q € P such that for all i < i*, ¢ < lim=(g'),
there are a non-empty finite set w C K, a probability measure n on P(u) and some ¢’ < q
in P such that
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(1) |pund) —E(b)| < e forallbe P and
o) [LEEn:d <)

When Z has the uap, the measure p in (b) can be found uniform, concretely, (c) below is
equivalent to the above. In this case, Z* (in (a)) can be forced with the uap.

(c) Given
. 2'*<w,cf:(q§:€€W>€WQf0reachi<i*,
e P cPE,
e £ >0 and q € P such that for all i < i*, ¢ < lim=(g’),
there are a non-empty finite set u C K and some ¢’ < q in P such that
|un b
(1) -
|ul

du(k) >1—e9 —¢ for all i <i*.

E(b)‘ <e¢ forallbe P and

1 tely:qd <
(2)mzl{ b q_qg}‘>1—€0—€,f0ralli<i*.
ke

1|

Proof. We present the proof of (a) < (¢), i.e. we assume that = has the uap. A similar argument
can prove the equivalence with (b) (without assuming uap).

(a) = (c): Assume that Q is (Z,I,¢)-linked, that is, there exists a P-name Z* of a probability
fam on P(K) extending = such that, for any g € V0,

{¢€ I q € Gp}| -,

lm=(q) IF “
@ K 1|

(B)> 1 e (@)
Let i* < w, consider ¢ = <qé: ¢ e W) e WQ for any i < i*, and let P € P=. Let ¢ > 0 and
q € P such that, for any i < i*, ¢ < lim=(g"). Working in the generic extension V[G] for some
generic filter G containing ¢ define, for any k € K and i < i*, A} = {¢ € I;;: ¢, € Gp} and, for
— 1AL

any ¢ < i*, consider the function f;: K — [0,1]q such that, for any k € K, f;i(k) := AR By (@)

we have that, for any 7 <i*, [ fdZ*>1—¢.

The functions f; are bounded and = is a probability fam with the uap, so we can apply
Theorem 3.11 to get a finite set uw C K such that:

(i) for any b € P, |E2*(b) — Z(b)| < ¢, and

1 .
m;fi(k)_/l(fi =

By (ii) we can conclude that, for any i < i*, ﬁ > ke filk) > 1 —e9 —e. Now, we can find
P-names 1, {A}}r<, for i < i* such that, 4[G] = u and, for any k € K, AL[G] = A}C As a
consequence, in the ground model, we can find a condition ¢’ < ¢ deciding u = % and A} = A},
for any k € u and i < i*. Notice that £ € Al implies ¢’ <* ¢, and £ € Ir Al implies ¢ L gb.
Then, find ¢” < ¢’ such that ¢” < ¢} for all i < i*, k € v and £ € A}. As a consequence, we have
that:

(1) for any b € P, |E¥(b) — Z(b)| < €,

1 (el q" <q
(2) foranyi<i*,m;|{ ku]j _q£}|>1—60—6.

(ii) for any i < ¥, <e.
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(¢) = (a): We plan to use Theorem 3.11 to show the existence of Z* (in the generic extension).
Let G C P be a generic filter over V. Working in V[G], define £ = {g € YQ NV lim=(q) € G}.

Fix i* < w and, for each i < i*, § = (q@: ¢ € W) € L. Working in the ground model, let £ > 0
and P € P=. Define D; as the set of conditions r € P such that there exists a finite set v C K
satisfying:

(1) |E%(b) — =(b)| < € for all b € P, and

ZI{EGI r < g}

>1—¢g—e¢, for all i < i*.
Lk |

kEu

On the other hand, let Dy := {r € P: 3i < * (r L lim=(¢"))} and D := D; U Dy. Notice that D
is dense in P, and it is clear that D € V because its definition does not depend on the generic

filter G.

Working on the generic extension again, since D € V' is dense, G N D # (). Choose ¢ € D such
that ¢/ € G. Since lim* (') € G for any i < i*, necessarily ¢’ € Dy, hence there is a finite set
u C K such that:

(1) |Eu(b) —Z(b)| < e, for all b€ P, and

{¢ € I: qéeG} {f eI d < qj}
IU\ Z k| \UI Z k|

>1—¢g—eg, for all 7 < i*.

By Theorem 3.11, there exists a fam =* on P(K) with the uap extending = such that, for all

g=(qtewyer, [ WE @ ECH oy 5y o
K | T |

Back in V, let =* a P-name of =*. It is clear that =* is as required. Us 926

Remark 5.27.

(1) In particular cases,® a function lim= satisfying the requirement in Theorem 5.26 (c) is
called a strong fam limit for intervals in [KST19]. This notion was generalized in [UZ23],
where the property of (Z,1,¢q)-linkedness was defined according to Theorem 5.26 (c).
However, this automatically implies that = has the uap, which is too restrictive. For
this reason, in this paper, we decided to weak the original definition of (Z, I, &g)-linked
from [UZ23], which is easily recovered demanding “uap” in Definition 5.1.

(2) In the case of random forcing, (¢) = (a) in Theorem 5.26 appeared implicitly in [She00].
The converse implication is a new result, which allowed us to present a more friendly
definition of (2, I, )-linkedness.

(3) In the version of [KST19], where K = w, an arbitrary k* < w is fixed (along with
i*, ¢', etc.), and it is required that u is found disjoint with £*. This is implied by
Theorem 5.26 (c) when = is a free fam (see Corollary 5.28).

(4) The characterizations presented in this subsection are not needed to develop our theory
of iterations with fams, nor in the applications within this paper, but are essential to

check Example 5.4, 6.8 and 6.9, whose proofs are sophisticated and contained in other
articles. We present these characterizations for the completeness of our theory.

The following result is a consequence of Lemma 5.9.

Corollary 5.28. IfZ is free then (2, I, &q)-linkedness is equivalent to condition Theorem 5.26 (c)
evading finite sets, that is, there we can find u C K ~\ F for any fized finite set F'.

8See [KST19, Def. 1.7] and [KST19, Def. 1.10).
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Remark 5.29. As a converse of Corollary 5.28, if there is some forcing notion containing some
non-empty (Z,1,ep)-linked subset evading finite sets, then = must be free. This is a direct
consequence of Lemma 3.9.

When Z has the uap, the case eg = 0 has special relevance.

Theorem 5.30. Let 1im5: W@ — P. Then, the following statements are equivalent. Moreover,
%

when E has the uap, E* can be found with the uap in (ii).

(i) Q is (Z,1,0)-linked witnessed by lim=.

*

(ii) There is a P-name Z* of a fam extending E such that, for any § € " Q, im=(q) forces
that, for any 0 < § < 1,

=* ({k e i: € Ik‘}q[‘“} c€Crl 5}) —
k
(iii) Given

o i* <wand 3 = (qi: L € W) € WQ for each i < i*,
o AC K withE(A) >0, and

e ¢ >0 and q € P such that, for all i < i*, ¢ < limE((ji),
there are ¢ < q in P and k € A such that

[ € Ix: ¢ < g}
1|

>1—¢ forall i <i*.

Proof. Notice that, for any probability fam on P(K) and any function f: K — [0,1], the
integral of f is 1 iff, for any 0 < ¢ < 1, the set {k € K: f(k) > 0} has measure 1. For this
reason, (i) < (ii) is immediate from Definition 5.1.

Now assume that Z has the uap. (ii) = (iii): Fix the given objects in (iii). Then, ¢ forces that
the set below has the same =Z*-measure as A:

tel: g el
{k:eA: e "“‘que P}|>1—5foralli<i*}.
k

In particular, ¢ forces that this set has positive measure, so it is not empty. Then, there are
¢ < ¢ in P and some k € K forced by ¢’ in the set above, also satisfying that, for any i < 4*
{l € Ix: ¢ < g}

> 1 —¢ for all
1|

and ¢ € I, ¢’ < ¢} iff ¢ forces g} € Gp. Therefore, k € A and

1<t

(iii) = (ii): For ¢ = (qe: £ € W) € W@ and 0 < § < 1, let 4 (g,0) be a P-name of the set
{ke K: w > ¢}. In virtue of Theorem 3.6, it is enough to show that PP forces that,
for any finite A € P(K) NV and a finite J C ("Q) x [0,1)) NV such that Z(A4) > 0 and
lim=(q) € G for all (q,6) € J, AN(g4esw(q ) # 0. Moreover, if = has the uap then the
desired =* can be found with the uap by Corollary 3.13.

Indeed, let A C K with E(A) > 0, 1" < w and, for i <%, let §; € [0,1) and 7 € VQ, and
assume that p € P forces lim=(g') € G for all # < i*. Then, there is some ¢ < p in P stronger
than all lim=(g"). By (iii), there are k € A and ¢’ < ¢ such that ‘{gdﬁ}iﬁ/ng}‘ > ¢ for all 7 < 7%,
where § := max;<;+ 6;. Hence, ¢ forces that k € AN, w(7',0) € AN, w(7', 6). Os.30
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Recall that probability fams into {0,1} represent ultrafilters (and have the uap).9 When = is
such a fam, the previous result ensures extensions to ultrafilters.

Corollary 5.31. Let D C P(K) be an ultrafilter, P a forcing notion, and lim?”: WQ — P. Then
the following statements are equivalent.

(i) Q is (D,I,0)-linked witnessed by lim®.

(ii) There is a P-name D* of an ultrafilter on P(K) extending D such that, for any G € W Q,
lim?(g) forces that, for any 0 < 4§ < 1,

{keK: L€ Ty v € G} >5}€D*.

I
(iii) Given
o f < w and(j":(q§:€€W>€WQf0reachi<i*,
e Ae D, and

e ¢ >0 and q € P such that for all i < i*, ¢ < limD((ji),
there are ¢ < q in P and k € A such that
{f e Lv: d < g}
I

>1—¢ for all i <i*.

Corollary 5.32. Along with the hypothesis of the previous result, assume that I' = <I,i: k € K),
I} == {k}. Then, the following statements are equivalent.

(i) Q is (D, I',0)-linked witnessed by lim”.
(ii) There is a P-name D* of an ultrafilter on P(K) extending D such that, for any q € *Q,
lim?(g) -4k € K: qu € G} € D*”.
(iii) Given A A
e i*<wand @ = (q.: k€ K) € 5Q for each i < i,
e Ae D, and

e g € P such that for alli < i*, g < limD(qﬂA),A
there are ¢ < q in P and k € A such that ¢ < g}, for all i < i*.

This last result corresponds to the notion of ultrafilter limits for a subset of a poset, which
appears implicitly in [GMS16], but developed in more detail in [Mej24a, CMRM24, Yam?24].
Another version of ultrafilter limits with partitions is presented in [Mej24b].

6. u-FAM-LINKED FORCING NOTIONS
In this section, we define a new linkedness property, namely p-Y-linkedness, which will be the
key notion to iterating using fams.

Definition 6.1. Denote by V. be the class of all pairs (Z,1) such that = is a probability fam
on some P(K) and [ = (I}, : k € K) € Ti».10

Fix a forcing notion P and an infinite cardinal pu.

(1) Let Y C Y. be a class. The forcing notion P is u-Y-linked, if there exists a sequence
(Qae: a<punee(0,1)q) of subsets of P such that:

(i) Qarc is (E,1,¢)-linked for all (,1) € Y,

9ISee, e.g. [UZ23, Sec. 3.2).
10T hese pairs (2, I) may be associated to different sets K.
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(ii) for every € € (0,1)q, Uy, Qa.c is dense in P,

a<p

(2) P is u-FAM-linked, if it is pu-)),-linked, where ), is the set of all pairs (Z, 1) such that
= is a free fam on P(w), and I is a partition of w into finite non-empty sets.

(3) The forcing notion P is uniformly p-Y-linked if it is p-Y-linked witnessed by a sequence
(Qae:a < pnec(0,1)q) that also satisfies: for any (Z,1) € Y, the P-name Z* of the
fam extending = witnessing the (=, I, ¢)-linkedness of each @, do not depend on Qq ¢,
concretely, there is some P-name Z* of a fam on P(K) (K := dom I) extending = such
that, for any a < p, € € (0,1)q and § € W Qqae (W = Upek Ik), there is some g € P

(ie. ¢ = limQa’f’E’j’e((j)) forcing

{¢ € It: g € GpY| -,
K 1|

(k) >1—e. (6.1.1)

In a similar way, we can define uniformly p-FAM-linked.

When p = Ry, we write (uniformly) o-Y-linked, and o-FAM-linked, respectively.

The uniform version of u-Y-linked is motivated by the following fact. If P is u-)-linked witnessed
by (Qae: o < p A e € (0,1)q) then, for any (£,I) € Y and o < p and ¢ € (0,1)q, by
Definition 5.1 there is some P-name Z%¢ of a probability fam on P(K) extending = such that,
for any ¢q € WQW;, there exists a condition g € P forcing the integral in (6.1.1). In principle,
%€ depends on (2,1,a,¢), so we define the uniform version where we get the same fam in the

generic extension for («,¢) (but depending on (=, 1)).

The examples we know so far are uniform and, except for Example 6.4, extensive to check. We
develop the theory a bit more before presenting examples.

In this subsection, unless otherwise stated, we assume that ) is a set of pairs as described in
Definition 6.1 and P is a forcing notion.

Few modifications to Definition 6.1 as below give us equivalent formulations of the u-)-linkedness
property. These also apply to the uniform version. In particular, Observation 6.2 (3) will be
useful to prove that (uniform) p-)-linkedness is a forcing property.

Observation 6.2. Let u be an infinite cardinal.

(1) If € = (en: n < w) is a decreasing sequence of rationals in (0,1) converging to 0 and
(Qae,: o < p, n <w) is a sequence of subsets of P satisfying (i)—(ii) of Definition 6.1,
then PP is p-Y-linked witnessed by the sequence of subsets Qqc = Qa,, Where n is the
largest number such that ¢, < €.

(2) Similar to the above, o-)-linked is equivalent to: There is a sequence (Q,: n < w) of
subsets of IP such that, for some sequence € = (¢,,: n < w) of rationals in (0, 1) converging
to 0,

(i) each Q, is (E,1,&,)-linked for all (Z,1) € Y, and
(i) Ugsp @k is dense in P for all n < w.

(3) By Lemma 5.6, a forcing notion PP is p-Y-linked witnessed by (Qa.c: o < pnre € (0,1)q)

iff it is witnessed by the sequence <Q£75: a<pnree(0,1)q), since U, , Qa,c is dense

a<p
in P iff, Ua<ﬂ Q&e = P, for all € € (0,1)q. As a consequence, we get an equivalent
formulation of Definition 6.1: we can replace condition Definition 6.1 (1) (ii) by “For
every € € (0,1)q, Up<y Qa,e = P7.

(4) Tt can also be assumed in Definition 6.1 (1) that, for o < p and €’ < &, Quer € Qae-
Indeed, assume that (Qac: o < p, € € (0,1)g) witnesses that P is p-Y-linked and,
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by (3), we may assume that QQ,E = Qa,- Fort € ~“pand € € (0,1)q, define @}, =
(W Quiy,2-i: 4 < [t} if 2~ It < 5, otherwise Q) . = Qé,ﬁ, where t' € <¥“ is the sequence of
shortest length extending ¢ such that 271¥ < £ and (i) = 0 for all |t| < i < |¢/|. Then,
(Qie:t € ““u, € € (0,1)q) witnesses that P is p-Y-linked and Qi C Q}. whenever
e <e.

All these observations above are valid for the uniform version after natural adjustments.

Notice that € = 0 was not considered in Definition 6.1. By allowing it, we obtain a stronger
notion, in which case using € = 0 is enough because Q. = Qo can be used for all € € (0,1)q.

Definition 6.3. Let u be a cardinal. The forcing notion P is said to be strongly u-Y-linked
if there is a sequence (Qn: a < p) of subsets of P such that each Q, is (Z,I,0)-linked for
all (£,1) € Y and Ua<y Qa is dense in P. Observation 6.2 (3) can be applied here to get an
equivalent formulation by replacing the last requirement by J,. L Q. =P.

In analogy with Definition 6.1, the notions of strongly u-FAM-linked and the uniform version
can be defined, also using ¢ when p = .

The most basic example we can present is uniform and strong.

Example 6.4. Any forcing notion PP is uniformly and strongly |P|-V,-linked witnessed by its
singletons. Indeed, for (Z,1) € ), using the fam-limits described in Example 5.4, any P-name
=* of a fam extending = works.

Consequently, any forcing notion P is uniformly and strongly |P|-FAM-linked. In particular,
Cohen forcing is uniformly and strongly o-),-linked.

The notion of (strongly) p-Y-linked may affect the intersection number of the components. This
is an immediate consequence of Theorem 5.15 and Theorem 5.25.

Lemma 6.5. Assume that, for some (E',I') € ¥, E'({k € dom I": |I}| =n}) = 0 for all n < w.
If P is (uniformly) p-Y-linked witnessed by (Qa.c: o < p1, € € (0,1)q), then int*(Que) > 1 —¢
for all o < p and € € (0,1)q. In particular, P is (uniformly) p-Y'-linked witnessed by the same
sequence, where Y' =Y U{(Z,I) € V,: dom [ is finite}. The above is also valid for (uniformly
and) strongly p-Y-linked forcing notions (using € = 0), which means that every Qq is centered
n P.

Corollary 6.6. If Y is as in Lemma 6.5, then every p-Y-linked forcing notion is p-m-linked
for all 2 < m < w, and every strongly p-Y-linked forcing notion is p-centered.

Proof. Let P be a p-Y-linked forcing notion witnessed by (Qac: @ < pare € (0,1)g). Assume
that m < 2 and let ¢, == #H By Lemma 6.5, for all & < 4 we have that

—— <1—¢p <int(Qae,n)-

By employing Lemma 4.2 (4), we get that Qqc,, is m-linked. Next, for all o < p define
Qo ={p €P: 3¢ € Que,.(¢ <p)} It is clear that each @, is m-linked because Q,.,, is, and

Ua<u Qa = ]P) DGG

Corollary 6.7. Under the hypothesis of Corollary 6.6, every u-Y-linked forcing notion is 6-m-
Knaster for all 0 < m < w and any cardinal 6 with cf(8) > u, and every strongly p-Y-linked
forcing notion has precaliber 6.

Next, we present two relevant examples of uniformly o-FAM-linked forcing notions.
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Example 6.8. Shelah [She00] proved, implicitly, that random forcing is o-FAM-linked. This
was extended in [MUZ23], where the second and the third authors proved that any measure
algebra satisfying the p-density eroperty11 is uniformly p-FAM-linked, even more, uniformly

p-Veee-linked where Vieo = {(Z,1) € Vi Z is free}. Consequently, the measure algebra adding
p-many random reals is p-Yeee-linked for any infinite cardinal pu.

Recall that random forcing is not o-centered, so it cannot be strongly o-FAM-linked.

Example 6.9. In the construction of the iteration performed by Kellner, Shelah, and Tanasie
in [KST19], it was expected to use E, the standard o-centered forcing notion to add an eventually
different real in “w, to control non(M), but it does not have strong fam-limits (see Remark 6.12).
For this reason, they used an alternative forcing E, which comes from a creature framework from
Shelah and Horowitz [HS16], and they proved that it is o-FAM-linked. On the other hand, this
forcing is not o-centered, so it cannot be strongly o-FAM-linked.

Let Vuap = {(E,1) € Yx: E has the uap}. Following [HS16, KST19], the second author [Mej24b]

presents a framework of forcing notions, containing [E, that are uniformly o-)yap-linked.

Using the connections with Fréchet linkedness, as a direct consequence of Theorem 5.12, we get:

Lemma 6.10. Let k be an infinite cardinal. Assume that there exists a (Z,1) € Y such that

K = dom 1 has size k and the E-measure of any subset of cardinality <r is zero. If P is a
p-Y-linked forcing notion and |- “[K|<" NV is cofinal in [K]<"7, then P is u-Fr,-linked.

Corollary 6.11. If there exists (Z,1) € Y such that = is a free fam and |domZ| = R, then
every w-Y-linked forcing notion is p-Fr-linked.

However, the converse is not true:

Remark 6.12. In an unpublished manuscript, the first and second authors proved that o-FAM-
linked forcing notions do not increase non(€), where £ denotes the ideal on R generated by the
F, measure zero sets; on the other hand, they also proved that the standard o-centered poset E
that adds an eventually different real on “w increases non(€) (see [Car24, Thm. 4.10]). Hence,
E is not o0-FAM-linked, but it is o-Fr-linked (see [Mej19, Lem. 3.29]).

Observation 6.2 (3) is the key point to prove that Z-)-linkedness is a forcing property. Recall
that ¢(x) is a forcing property iff for any pair of forcing notions P, Q, if there is a dense embedding
t: P — Q, then ¢(P) is equivalent to ¢(Q); and ¢(x) is a hereditary forcing property if, for any
pair of forcing notions P and Q, if P < Q and ¢(Q) holds, then ¢(P) holds.

Theorem 6.13. u-Y-linkedness and its strong version are forcing properties.

Proof. Let P,Q be forcing notions and let +: P — Q be a dense embedding.

Assume Q is p-Y-linked witnessed by (Qae: @ < p n e € (0,1)g). By Observation 6.2, we
may assume that J,., Qo = Q for any € € (0,1)q. For any o < p and ¢ € (0,1)q define
Ppe = 171Qa.]. We will prove that P is yu-Y-linked witnessed by (P, c: o < pne € (0,1)q).
Let (£,1) € Y. By Lemma 5.14, we have that each P, . is (E,1,¢)-linked and, for € € (0,1)q
and p € P, we can choose an o < p such that ¢(p) € Qqq.¢, hence p € Py, .. Thus |J P, is
dense in P, moreover it is equal to P.

a<p

Conversely, assume PP is p-)-linked witnessed by (Py.: a < p A e € (0,1)q). For any o < p
and € € (0,1)q let Qnc == t[Pa,]. We will prove that Q is u-Y-linked witnessed by the sequence
(Que: a0 < pnce(01)q)

Hgee [MUZ23, Def. 2.5]. This is equivalent to having Maharam type p.
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Note that each Q.. is (Z,1,¢)-linked by Lemma 5.13.

Now, let ¢ € (0,1)q and ¢ € Q. By the density of ¢, there exists a p € P such that «(p) < g¢.
Then, there are p’ < p in P and o < p such that p’ € P, .. As a consequence, t(p') € Qap.e

and ¢(p’) < ¢. Hence |, Qo is dense in Q.

The same proof is valid for the strong version, just replace € by 0. Ug.13

The uniform version is also a forcing property.

Theorem 6.14. Uniformly p-Y-linkedness and its strong version are forcing properties.

Proof. Let P,Q be forcing notions and let +: P — Q be a dense embedding.

Assume that P is uniformly p-Y-linked witnessed by (Phe:a < p A e € (0,1)g). For any
a < pand e € (0,1)q, let Qn = t[Pa.]. By Theorem 6.13, Q is p-Y-linked witnessed by the
sequence (Qqe: o« < pu A e € (0,1)q), so it is enough to deal with the additional condition
in Definition 6.1 (3), for which it is enough to proceed like in the proof of Lemma 5.14. On
the other hand, if Q is uniformly p-Y-linked witnessed by (Quc: o < pre € (0,1)g), we can
proceed analogously as in the proof of Lemma 5.13.

The same argument is valid for the strong version, just replace ¢ by 0. Ug.14

Question 6.15. Is p-Y-linkedness (and its variations) a hereditary forcing property?

This is partially true: Let ¢: P — Q be a complete embedding between forcing notions and
assume that Q is p-Y-linked witnessed by (Qac: a < e € (0,1)g). For each ¢ = (Z,1) € Y,
a<pande € (0,1)q, let Ec,oz,a be a P-name witnessing that Q- is (=, I, €)-linked. If Ew,arvp
has a P-name E;a@ forallc € Y, a < pand ¢ € (0,1)q, this can be used to prove that ¢~} [Qa.c]
is (Z,1,¢)-linked, and then P is pu-Y-linked as in the proof of Theorem 6.13. This also works for
the strong and uniform versions. However, it is unclear how to proceed without the assumption

that each Eqa,g I'VF has a P-name.

The following is a characterization of “uniformly p-)Y-linked” without using integration, which
can be proved similarly as Theorem 5.26. The proofs of the linkedness property for Example 6.8
and 6.9 use this characterization.

Theorem 6.16 (cf. [Mej24b, Thm. 3.10]). Let p be a cardinal and let (Que: oo < p, € € (0,1)q)
a sequence of subsets of P such that Qae is dense in P for all e € (0,1)q. Then, the
following statements are equivalent.

a<p

(a) P is uniformly p-Y-linked witnessed by (Qac: o < p, € € (0,1)q).

(b) For each (E,1) € Y, a < p and € € (0,1)q, there is some im®*: WQ, . — P where
W = W5 such that, for any

e (B, e), e P e P=,

o i* <w, e & >0, and

o (ay,ei) € px(0,1)q, e q € P stronger than lim® i (7%) for all
o P =(ri: LeW)eQW . fori<i*, <

there are some ¢ < q in P, a finite non-empty v C dom I and a probability measure
=7 on P(u) such that

(1) E-(unb) —E(b)| <& forallb e P, and
(el qd <rl

d=" (k) > 1 —¢; — € for all i < i*.
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Furthermore, in the case = has the uap for all (2,I) € Y then (c) can be added to the list of
equivalent statements, even more, in (a), Z* (as in Definition 6.1 (3)) can be found with the
uap.

(c) For each (E,1) € Y, a < p and € € (0,1)q, there is some im®*: WQ, . — P where
W = W7 such that, for any

o (5,1)e), e PcP=
o if <w, e & >0, and
o (ai,ei) epux(0,1)q, e q € P stronger than lim®<i (7%) for all
o P =(rj: LeW)eQ ., fori<i* AN
there are some ¢’ < q in P and w C dom I finite non-empty such that
|un b

|
(1]

(b)‘ < ¢ forallbe P, and

@) LZHEGI q <’I“€}|

>1—¢; —€ foralli < i*.
I

A similar characterization of “uniformly and strongly p-)-linked” can be formulated from
Theorem 5.30.

7. ITERATING WITH p-FAM-LINKED FORCING NOTIONS

In this section, we will show that the properties needed to be able to generalize the iteration
of [She00] and establish extension theorems when iterating using fams (see Theorem 7.14 and
Theorem 7.18), are precisely those that define the u-)-linked forcing notions. We will define an
iteration frame based on [She00], but not iterating with random forcing, but in a more general
context: using p-Y-linked forcing notions.

Our iterations will allow fam-limit functions as for (Z,1,¢)-linked sets. This feature will be
described in more detail in Section 8.
7.1. The iteration structure.

First, we introduce a general framework that will allow us to iterate using fams and even
ultrafilters (see Definition 7.11).

Definition 7.1. We say that t = <P5,QQ,P;,QQ,HQ: B <m, a<m)isa prepared iteration if
it satisfies the following conditions:
(1) Py = (Py,Qq: o < ) is a FS (finite support) iteration;

(2) m = Ft UU® with F* N U* = and, for any a < 7, Qq is a P, -name,
e if a € Ft then Q, = <Q<a ¢ < B4, € € (0,1)q) is a sequence of P_-names of

subsets of Q such that, for any ¢ € (0,1)q, IFp- U<<9a QQE is dense in Q,”, and
e if a € U*, then Q? = ( '2‘70: (< 69> is a sequence of P -names of subsets of Q such
that ||—]P,(; “UC<9a Q¢ is dense in Q,”;
(3) for any o < m, P, ¢ IP?,, where
P, = {p € Pa: ¥ € dom(p) [p(€) € VF* n 3¢ < feTeel0, g (y, “p(&) € 5.7)] ]

Also, if k is an infinite cardinal, t is said to be a k-prepared iteration if it is a prepared iteration
and, for any o < 7, 0, < k.
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Q(},

P, — % Pon1

Py —— P, +Qa

Qa

FIGURE 3. Successor step in prepared iterations.

As with any iteration, a prepared iteration is constructed by recursion on § < 7. Having reached
P, for some a < m, it has to be guaranteed that P?, is dense in P, so that the choice of P, ¢ IPg,
and Q, makes sense in the definition above. It will be clear later in Lemma 7.5 that P} is dense
in Pg for all 3 <. It is clear that P, C P}, whenever o < 8 < .

Before we advance more, we introduce the following notation.

Definition 7.2. Let t = <]P’5,Qa,IP’;, Qu,0n:B<T, a< m) be a prepared iteration and y < 7.
(1) We say that 7 is the length of t.
(2) The restriction of t to v, denoted by t[v, is defined in the natural way:

tW = <Pﬁ,QaaP;aéaa9a: B <7, a< 7>-

It is clear that for any prepared iteration t and any v < 7, t[v is a prepared iteration. Similarly
for k-prepared iterations.

Notation 7.3. When we say “t is a x-prepared iteration”, it is understood that t has length
7 partitioned into sets {F*, U}, and t = (Pg, Qu, Py, Qa,00: B < 7, a < ), unless otherwise
specified.

It is not hard to see that IP)% is dense in Pg, in fact, we can prove a stronger fact. For this, we
define the following set.

Definition 7.4. Let t be a prepared iteration. For any function ¢: w — (0,1)q define D} as
the set of conditions p € Py such that:
(a) dom(p) N F* = {a,,: n < n*} where n* := |dom(p) N F*|,
(b) an < am, whenever m < n < n*, that is, dom(p) N F"* is arranged in decreasing order,
and

(c) for all n <n*, there exists some ¢ < q, such that IFp- “p(an) € Q?}(n)”'

When the context is clear, we denote D! simply as Ds. Notice that a < 3 < 7 implies D?O‘ -
DY

£

The structure of prepared iterations guarantees that Dz is dense in the final step of the iteration:

Lemma 7.5. Let t be a prepared iteration. Then, for any o < 7 and &: w — (0,1)q, the set

Dga is dense in Po. In particular, Dt is dense in P;.

Proof. Proceed by transfinite induction on a@ < 7. When v = 0 or « is a limit ordinal, the result
is clear. So we only deal with the successor case. Suppose that a = £ + 1 and assume that D;E ¢
is dense in P¢ for every function €: w — (0,1)q. Let &: w — (0,1)q and let p € P,. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that £ € dom(p). By induction hypothesis, Dﬁﬁ is dense in
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Pe, so we get that P¢ is dense in P¢ and by Definition 7.1 (3), Py ¢ Pe. As a consequence, we
can find a ¢ < f¢, a Pg—name ¢ of a member of Qg £0) and rg € P¢ such that ro < p[¢ and
o IF¢ “¢ < p(&)”, this in the case £ € F* otherwise replace £(0) by 0.

Define €: w — (0,1)q by €(n) = &(n+ 1) for any n < w in the case £ € F*, otherwise let
€ :== £. Since rg € [P¢, by induction hypothesis, there is some 71 € Dg '€ such that r1 < rg. We set
r:=riU{(§,q)}. It is clear that r € P? and r <, p. Now we show that r € DEE[O‘. This is clear in
the case & € U, so we assume from now on that £ € F*. Since 1 € D;E rg, there is m* < w such
that dom(r;) N F* = {a,,: n < m*} and this enumeration is decreasing. We define n* :== m* + 1
and
an—1 if0<n<n®,
T { ¢ ifn=0,

hence, dom(r) N F* = {v,: n < n*} and since ag < &, it is a decreasing enumeration. Let
0 < n < n* Given that r € D?f, by Definition 7.4 (c¢), there exists & < 6,,_, such that

« O —1 ”

ey, rilan1) € Qg )™
«, )¥n ”

get that IFp- “r(yn) € Q%"

« s » t
IFp-r(€) € Q% )"+ Thus, r € DL Oy 5

However, as in this case v, = a,—1 and é(n — 1) = &(n), we

Finally, if n = 0, then 79 = £ and we already know that

As a consequence, as mentioned before:

Corollary 7.6. Ift is a prepared iteration then, for any a < mw,IP? is dense in Py. In particular,
for any a < m, P G P,.

One of the fundamental parameters in Shelah’s iteration is what he calls blueprints (see [She00,
Def. 2.9]). We are going to replace this notion with that of guardrail (as in [GMS16] and
[KST19]) since we consider that this facilitates the formalization and compression of the frame
for the iterations using fams.

Definition 7.7. Let «,( be an ordinals.

(1) A function g is said to be a guardrail for v if v C dom(g) and ran(g) € Ord x [0,1)q
Denote by go and g1 the components of g, i.e. go: dom(g) — Ord and g;: dom(g) —

[0,1)q such that, for any £ € dom(g), g(£) = (go(€), 91(£))-

(2) A set G of guardrails is a complete set of guardrails over ( if, for any o: X — ¢ x [0,1)q
with X € [y]<™ there is some g € G, such that o C g.

In a prepared iteration t, a guardrail ¢ is in charge of choosing a subset QOi . of Q. at each step
a of the iteration,'? as it gives us information about the coordinates along the iteration (see
Figure 4). In this sense, it may happen that g makes illegal choices, i.e. go(a) & 0, or g1(c) # 0
when o € Ut, for some o, but such illegal choices are harmless in the sense that they happen to
just be ignored. For a legal choice, whether g;(«) is 0 or not, tells us whether the coordinate «
is in U* or in F®.

The tool we are going to use to obtain complete sets of guardrails is known as the Engelking
and Kartowicz Theorem (see [EKG65]). Here, 8~ := sup {u € Card: pu < 0}.

Theorem 7.8 ([Rinl2]). Let 6, p and x be cardinals such that Xg < 0~ < p and x < 2*. Then
there exists G C Xy such that |G| < u=<? and every function f: X — u with X € [x]<? can be
extended by a function in G.

As a consequence of Theorem 7.8, we get:

12Which justifies the name “guardrail”.
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S o
qo € QC(J-,E() 0 € QCL €1 Q€ QCI €
(&%) a o Qp ™
. > @ 3 oy
Go € Qyla) 01 € Qi G € Q g(axr)
Qg aq Qy ™

FIGURE 4. Guardrails will decide coordinates throughout the iteration in the
sense that g(ay) = ((p, €0).

Corollary 7.9. If Ry < u and x < 2 then there exists a complete set of guardrails G for x
over p such that |G| < Mo

The following definition is a generalization of [She00, Def. 2.11(d)] and it is based on [KST19,
Def. 2.33] with some modifications to adapt it to our formalism.

Definition 7.10. Let t be a prepared iteration, g a guardrail for m, and [ = (Iy: k € K) € I%n.
Consider a sequence of tuples 7 = ((q¢, g, €): £ € W). We say that 7 follows g if, for all £ € W

(a) e €[0,1)q,
(b) g(ow) = (¢, €) for some ¢4 < b,,, and

(c) qe is a P, -name such that I, “¢s € QX 713

glae) *
We can now define the generalized iteration with finitely additive measures.

Definition 7.11. We say that C is an (iteration) bedrock if it is a collection of tuples ¢ =
(2€,1¢,¢°) such that (2¢,1¢) € Y, and ¢¢ is a function. According to Remark 5.2 (1), (2, 1°)
determines sets K¢ and e,

Given a bedrock C, we say that t = (Pg,@a,P;, QG,HQ,EB: g <7, a<m)is a C-iteration if it
satisfies the following conditions:

(1) t (excluding ég) is a prepared iteration.
(2) ¢© is a guardrail for 7 for all ¢ € C.

(3) for fﬁly B (S; ™, Zp=(29: c €C), § = E° and Irp, “Z is a probability fam on P(K°)”
or all c €

(4) OZ<B<7T:>H_]P>B“HC CE= C” for any c € C.
(5) For any a < and ¢ € C, 25~ = ZS[(P(K°) N VFe) has a P,-name =5 .
(6) V5 is a P;-name for {(27,1): c € C}. If o € F*, then
IFp— “Qq is Ba-Y, -linked witnessed by the sequence <Q?€ (<b,neec(0,1)q)”
and, if & € Ut, then
IFp— “Qy is strongly Ha—jioj -linked witnessed by the sequence <Q?,0: ¢ <0,).
(7) For any ¢ € C and 7 = {(q¢, oy, €): £ € W€} following ¢, it is satisfied that:
1350, according on whether & > 0 or € = 0, we must have that all oy are in F* or all are in U*.

M A5 indicated in Remark 5.3, if convenient, there is no problem if the reader restricts to the case W° = K¢ = w,
=€ is free and € is an interval partition of w.
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(7a) If the sequence (ay: £ € W€) is constant with value «a, then:
— e eIt g eGa)} .-
. Za . k ? =
IFp, “limyye gelhg, / e

u]g‘ —a+1
(7b) If the sequence & = (ay: £ € W) has no maximum and, for all o < supcyye ou,
E5({k € K°: all}, is one-to-one and V¢ € I{ (a < ay)}) = 1 then, for all & > 0,

I ({keK {6 I dr € Glon)] | (1_6)(1_6,)}) e

T = u]g,

(k) >1—¢e".

c

If, in addition, t is x-prepared, we say that t is a k-C-iteration.

Condition Definition 7.11 (7a) requires a justification: why can we take that limit? Since the
sequence (ay: £ € W€) is constant with value o and ¢€ is a guardrail, we have that (g,: £ € W*)
is a sequence of P, names of members of Qgc(a) because 7 follows ¢g¢. As a consequence, in

VPa we have that (g,: £ € W¢) € WCQaﬁ and, as Zg is a fam in VPe which belongs to Y7,

and Qg‘c(a) is in particular (Zg , I, ¢)-linked in that model, we have that limfe‘c)"v;,c g¢ can be
calculated.

The additional condition in (7b) about the supremum is stated for the sake of generality. In our
applications where K¢ = W€ = w, and =Z¢ is free, (ay: ¢ < w) is increasing, which implies that
the sequence has no maximum and the condition of the supremum is satisfied.

In order to simplify the notation, we introduce:

Notation 7.12. Let t be a prepared iteration. For any = = <E}; B < 7maie€l), wedenote
tUE = <PB7Qa,P;,Qa,9a,§5: g <m, a <) where ég = <Elﬁ i € I) for any § <.

Until the end of this section, we fix an iteration bedrock C.

In order to construct C-iterations, we need to properly extend the parameters of the iteration at
the successor and limit steps so that the iteration still be a C-iteration. In general, this is going
to come down to simply getting the sequences of finitely additive measures properly extended,
so that they continue to satisfy the conditions of Definition 7.11. In the successor steps, there is
no difficulty, since we will show that we can amalgamate finitely additive measures throughout
the iteration (see Lemma 7.13). However, the limit step in general is not only the most difficult
step in the Shelah’s construction (see [She00, Lem. 2.13 and 2.14]), but for reasons we will see
later, it is the most delicate point in our presentation of a general theory of iterated forcing
using fams. We start with the successor step.

7.2. Extending at successor steps.

Assuming we have constructed a C-iteration up to P, we need to pick . and a desired Qv-

Much later in Lemma 11.1 and 11.2 we describes ways to construct P, such that ES/ VP has a
P> -name for all ¢ € C. Notice that P, = Py = {( )} satisfies this, which can be used to develop
finite support products with fams (and ultrafilters).

After picking P, and ny, we need to find Ef’y 41 forall ¢ € C. For this purpose, we use the following
amalgamation result, which is a consequence of Theorem 3.4 and extends [She00, Claim 1.6].

Lemma 7.13. Let M C N be transitive models of ZFC, P € M a forcing notion, G a P-generic
set over N, K € M and Zy € M and =1 € N finite finitely additive measures on P(K)NM and
P(K)NN, respectively, such that 2, extends Zy. In M, let EE‘] be a P-name of a finitely additive
measure on P(K) N M|[G] extending Zo. Then, in N, there is a P-name =% such that P forces
that =% is a finitely additive measure on P(K) N N[G] extending both 21 and =j (see Figure 5).
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FEven more, if 21 represents an ultrafilter, and EE‘] is forced to represent an ultrafilter, then E’{
can be found forced to be an ultrafilter, as well.

N — N[G] g2, —— =
M —2 M[G By — E

FiGURE 5. In the diagram on the left, the inclusion relationships between the
models are presented. In the diagram on the right, the extension relation between
the finitely additive measures is presented.

Proof. In view of Theorem 3.4 (b) and Corollary 3.5, it is enough to prove that, if b € P(K)NN
and @ € M is a P-name of a subset of K then, in N, P forces a C b = Ej(a) < Z;(b) (it is
already clear that, in N, P forces Z§(K) = E1(K) = Eo(K)).

Assume p € P and p Y “a4 C b”. Define ag = {k € K:3¢ < p (¢ M k € a)}, which is in
M. Then ap C b and p IF}! “a C ag”. Therefore, Eo(ap) = E1(ap) < =54 (b) and p IFM “=3(a) <
=§(a0) = Zo(ap)”, so p |I—N “Zi(a) < Z1(b)”. 0713

We now have all the necessary tools to generalize the extension theorem at successor steps.
Theorem 7.14. Let t be a prepared iteration of length m = v+ 1. Let E= (Eg B <7, cel)
such that t[v U Z is a C-iteration and assume that:

(i) for any c € C, Ec [P(K®) NV has a P -name 25 ;

(ii) y; is a P -name for {(ES7,I°): c € C}; if y € F* then

Iy Q, is Hy—j)y_—lmked witnessed by the sequence ( .276: (<b,reec(0,1)q)"

and, if v € Ut then
“_]P’; “ @7 is strongly HW—y;—linked witnessed by the sequence <QZ,0: (<))

Then, there exists a sequence (ZS: ¢ € C) such that t L (éc B <mce C> s a C-iteration. Even

more, if y € Ut, ¢ € C and _c is forced to represent an ultrafilter, then fr can be found forced
to represent an ultmﬁlter

Proof. Let c € C. Set (¢¢,&°) == ¢g°(7) if both ¢§(v) < 0, and gf(y) =0 iff’z € U*, otherwise
(€, %) is any pair in 6., x [0, 1)g such that e© = 0 iff v € U*. Work in V) = = VP . By hypothesis
QCC . is (77, 1¢,¢%)-linked, so there exists a Q,-name Z5* of a fam on P(K ) extending =5

such that, for any g € W° QCC

c
€Y

e {telt:g ey} .
lim=" (@) H_Q»Y 44/ k T Qy ES/’*(]{) >1— ¢, (7.14.1)
N k

Moreover, since P° ¢ P, and by integral absoluteness (see Corollary 3.15), (7.14.1) holds in
V, = VP
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Now, by Lemma 7.13, we can amalgamate as in the following diagrams:

Vy &) VLIG()] 2y — &7
J— O, v—[L( ] j SN j
v v ’7) :7 ‘:"Y

That is, in V; = VF=, there exists a fam Z¢ on P(K°) N V; extending both E¢ and =57, In the
case when y € Ut and IFY “Ef{ represents an ultrafilter”, in V., E5 7 also represents an ultrafilter
and Ef/* can be found forced to represent an ultrafilter by Corollary 5.31. Therefore, in V., E
can be found to represent an ultrafilter, as well.

As a consequence, in V', we get a sequence of Pr-names (S: ¢ € C) of these fams. Now, we

must show that t L (E% B < m, c € C) is a C-iteration. Notice that requirements (1)—(6) of
Definition 7.11 are immediate, so it remains to check the condition (7).

Suppose that 7 = {(qg¢, ay,€): £ € W€} follows g°.

(7a): Assume the sequence (ay: £ € W€) is constant with value, say, a. Now, we proceed by

cases. When a < 7 then the result follows because t [y U Zis a C-iteration; when a = v,
by (7.14.1) we get

e {eelf:qeCy} .
”_'y c‘llngWC e H_Qw “/ ) |II§| y :;:r(k) >1—¢",

(7b): Let €’ > 0. If the sequence (ay: ¢ € W€) has no maximum then ay < «y for any ¢ € W€,
therefore, the result is clear because t|vy LI Z is a C-iteration.'®

Finally, we conclude that t LI <Eg B <, ceC)is a C-iteration. U7 14

Remark 7.15. The notion of “(Z, I, gg)-linkedness” is not upward absolute for transitive models
of ZFC, and for this reason, it was necessary to resort to P, to be able to extend the finitely
additive measures.

When E% is forced to be free, E% 41 is also forced free. However, in the case that it has the
uap but is not free, it seems that the frame of E% (see Theorem 3.12) must have a P2 -name to
guarantee that Eg 41 is forced with the uap. This is reflected in Lemma 7.13 as well: when =

has the uap but is not free, and its frame is in M, if ES is forced with the uap then E’{ can be
found (forced) with the uap.

7.3. Extending at limit steps.

Now, we deal with the problem of extending at limit steps. When analyzing the limit step
extension proof for both random forcing and E (see [She00, Lem. 2.14] and [KST19, Lem. 2.39],
respectively), we notice that there are two fundamental points: having available the Lebesgue
measure and a Boolean structure. The problem is that, when considering more general forcing
notions, we do not necessarily have a Boolean structure or some measure, so we need other
alternatives. It is here where the new concept of intersection number for forcing notions plays
its stellar role in our theory because, through Lemma 6.5 and Main Lemma 4.7, we will have
enough structure available in the iterands of our iteration to be able to extend it at limit steps.
All this makes sense in the results of this section, the most important technical results of this
paper, which give the final shape to our theory.

1511 this case, we are not using the new sequence of fams, that is, the iteration up to v had already taken care
of this condition.
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Main Lemma 7.16. Let P; = (P, Qqo: o < ) be a finite support iteration with w limit, let K
and W be sets and let I = (Iy: k € K) be a partition of W into finite sets. Assume that:

(1) For any oo < m, Eq is a Pa-name of a probability fam on P(K).

(2) FEither K is finite or, for any n < w, E¢({k € K: |Ix| =n}) = 0.

(3) a < B implies IFg “Z, C 257

(4)

4) For any a < m, Q' is a Py-name of a subset of Qq, €, € [0,1)q, and P, forces

intQe QL) >1—eq. ’
Then, there is a Pr-name Zx of a fam on P(K) extending |J.__Zq such that, whenever
(i
(i) Eo({k € K: BII} is one-to-one and ¥l € Ij, (Br > a)}) =1 for all o < ,
/o

)
)

(iii) ¢ is a Pg,-name such that I-g, “rp € Qﬁz for any £ € W, and
)

a<m

B = {Bp: £ € W) is a sequence of ordinals < with supremum T,

(iv) € > 0 and (gj,: £ € W) is constant with value &o,

we have IFp_ “Z; <{k eK: o€ Li: |T; |€ GB} > (1—¢ep)(1— 6)}) =1"
k

Even more, if Py forces that =, represents an ultrafilter for all o < w, then Z can be found
forced to represent an ultrafilter. The same applies for the uap.

Proof. The case when K is finite is trivial (all Z, are the same and (i)-(iv) are never satisfied),
so we assume that K is infinite. Then, by (2) and (3), each =, is forced to be free.

With the intention of applying Theorem 3.6, we define .# as the set of pairs (¢, &) such that
¢=((Be,7¢): L € W) is as in (i)—(iv), (eg,: £ € W) is constant with value ¢ and ¢ > 0.

For each (¢,e) € .7, let Ag,g be a P -name of

{k‘EKI ‘{gelkr;FG(/Bf)}’ > (1—68)(1—6)}.
k

Pick a Pr-name Z for | J which is forced to be a fam with dom(Z) = {J,,__ P(K) N V,.

Let C' C . finite, p € P and @ € VP~ such that p IFp, “4 € dom(E) and Z(a) > 0”. Our aim
will be to find some ¢ € P, such that ¢ < p and ¢ IFp_“a N ﬂ(E,E)EC Az # 07, because this will

=
a<m —o a<m

allow us to apply Theorem 3.6 to extend = as required.
Enumerate C = {(¢',&"): i < i*} with i* <w, & = ((8},7)): { < w) and &), = €€’ for each i < i*.
Since &’ < ¢ implies that Az. C Az, is forced, by taking e := min{e’: i < i*} without loss of
generality we can assume that, for any i < i*,e’ = €. Denote A; := Azi ..
By strengthening p, we can find some v < 7 such that & is a P,-name and p € P,,.
Recall that (6551 ¢ < w) is constant with value €. Since for any i < i*,e(1 — &}) > 0, there
exists some & > 0 such that, for all i < i*, ¢/ < (1 —&})). By the choice of ¢/, we have that
(1—¢ef —¢€)(ely +¢€') >0 for any i < i*. Then, we can find some 0 < Ny < w such that
B T S
No [e(1—¢)) —¢')? i+ 1
Now, p forces in P, that Z.(a) > 0, Z,({k € K: |Iz| > No}) = 1 (by (2)) and, by (ii),
E,({k € K: (Bi: ¢ € I},) is one-to-one and V/ € I (Bi >v)}) =1 for all i < i*. Thus, there are

(7.16.1)
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some k € K and gy < p in P, such that |I| > Ny, {Bi: £ € I} C 7~ ~ is one-to-one for all
i <14, and go I-, “k € a”.

It is clear that {ﬁ} i < i*,0 € It} is finite, so there exists some m* < w such that the sequence
(Bm:m < m*) is an increasing enumeration of it. Notice that &} = 66/ = 6’Bm whenever
By = 5;; = Bm. Now, we split the rest of this proof into three parts. First, we build a suitable
probability tree and then we find a suitable event with high probability.

Part 1. The tree construction.

We will build a tree T of height m* + 1, a function p: T" — P, such that p(p) = p, € ]P’ﬁ‘p‘

(Bm» == m) for each p € T, and a probability space on succ(p) for each p € T, by induction on
the level m < m* as follows.

In the base step, we define Levo(T) == {()} and p) = qo € P, C Ppg,.

For the successor step, suppose that we have built 7" up to level m. In order to define Lev,,1(T),
let Jp, = {(i,£) € i* x I: Bi = By} and let p € Lev,,(T). Working in V¥4m, we have that,
by (4), int@sm (Q/Bm) >1- a’ﬁm, and by virtue of Main Lemma 4.7, for

¥, ={o¢€ Img. dg € Qp,,V(i,¢) € Iy [(0(3,£) =0=¢q < r@) AMo(i,l)=1=q L ré)]},

there exists some function f,: ¥, — [0,1]q such that 3 .y, f(0) =1 and, for any (i,£) € Jp,
we have that:

Y {fol0): 0 €S, na(i ) =0} > 1—ef —¢ (7.16.2)

For each o € X, choose a witness g, € Qg,, for “o € ¥,”.

Working the ground model again, there is some q’p < pp in Pg,, deciding ¥, = Sp and f, = fp.
We then define succ(p) = {p™(0): 0 € ¥,} and p,~ () = q, U{(Bm,dr)}, where ¢, is a Pg, -
name for g, (decided by ¢,). Finally, (succ(p),P(succ(p)),Pr,) is a probability space where,
for n = p~(o), Pry(n) = f,(c). By the construction, it is clear that if n = p~ (o), then
P P00 T € G(Br) & 0(i,£) = 07 for any (,£) € Jyp.

Part 2. Comparing a random variable with the binomial distribution.

To fix some notation, for any (i, £) € i* x I, define m; ¢ as the unique m < m* such that 8 = G,.
For any i < i* consider the order <t* on Ij, such that ¢ <’ ¢ iff ﬁé < ﬁé,, which is equivalent to
m; ¢ < m; . For convenience, we extend <t to I U {n’} by putting a point n; on top of I. For
¢ € I}, £ +; 1 denotes the immediate <’-successor of £.
Let 7% be the complete binary tree of height || + 1. Without loss of generality, to ease the
notation, we order the levels of T by <1*, that is, the root is at level min_;(I}) and max(T") = IkZ
is at level n;. The key to concluding the proof is to define a probability space structure on 7"
and properly transfer information from 7' into T?. For this, we are going to define a function
®*: T — T" such that, for any p € T, ®'(p) = (p(mie)(i,£)): £ € I, A m; e < htp(p)), that is,
DY (p)(¢) = p(m;)(i,£) whenever ¢ € Iy and m;, < htr(p). Notice that,

(P1) ®(p) has domain {t e I: ('t} where = min({f € Ir: m4y > htr(p) yu{n!}}. Asa

consequence, ®'[Levy,, ,(T)] C Levy(T") for any £ € I} and also ®*[Lev,, (T')] € max(T").
(P2) If p C nin T, then ®i(p) C ®¥(n).
(P3) If n € T and m;, < htr(p), then ®¥(plm; ) = ®*(p) L.

For any ¢ < ¢* and ¢ € I, define the random variable Xg on Levmiyﬁl(T) such that, for any
1 € Levp, 41(T), Xi(n) =1 — n(mi.) (i, ) € {0, 1.
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Now, let us deal with the probability space structure on 7. First, we are going to define a
probability space on its levels: for any ¢ € I, U {n!} and s € Lev,(T"), define

Pry(s) = Prie,, . [Vl <" £ (1 — X} = ()]
Notice that,

S Prils)= S Prie,. ¥ <€ (1 — X = s(£)

s€Levy(T?) s€Lev,(T?)
= Y Prie . m[® (o)l =>5]
s€Lev,(T?)
= Priey,.(r)[3s € Levy(T") (2'(p) [ = 5)] = 1,
where the last equality is given by (P1). Thus, we have that LeVg(Ti) is a probability space with

probability function Prz In this case we have that the levels of T" induces a probability space
on succ(s): denote p; =1 — e} — &’ and, for any £ € I} and s € Lev,(T"), we set:

Prie,, (@)
PrLevZ(Ti)(S) lf PrLeVZ(Ti)(S) % 07

Pri(s™(d)) =14 p if Prpey,(riy(s) =0ad=0,
1—p; if Priey,(ri)(s) =0nd=1.

Similar as the case of Lev,(T?) we can verify that, indeed, (succy:(s), P(succyi(s), Prl) is a
probability space, and for £ € I, U {n}} we have that

Priev,(riy(s) = [ [ Proje(s 1(£ +:1)).
o<l

Now, we must verify the hypotheses of Theorem 2.4: Let £ € I, and s € Lev,(T%).

Prj, 1(s7(0)) = Priey . (r)[®(p)[(£ +: 1) = s7(0)]
= Priey, . (0)[®'(p) 1€ = s A ' (p)(¢) = 0]
= Priev, . (1) [®'(pImig) = s A ®(p)(£) = 0]
= Pl (n)® (plmig) = s 1 8 (p)(0) = O

—Z{Prmm L) (P): ®(plmig) = s, @ (p)(£) =0, p € Lev, 1(T) }

where the third equality is given by virtue of (P3), and the equalities prior to the sum are given
by the definition of ® and because the probability only depends on plm; ¢+ 1. Now, using that
Priev, . (8) (P (x) = Prrey,s)(p) - Prp(p™(z)) holds in any probability tree S, we substitute
p=mn"0cand s (0) =t to get:

Pry, ,(t) = Z {PrLevmiﬁl(T) (p): @ (pImig) = s n @ (p)(£) =0nrp € LeVmi,le(T)}

= > > Priev, @) - Pry(n~ (o))

neLevm, , (T) OAEEn
®i(n)=s o(i,0)=0

— Z Z PrLevmil @ () - fn(o)

nelevm, , (T) UAGE,]
i (n)=s o(i,0)=0
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By (7.16.2),

> Y Pric, ,mm-flo) [ = D Pricy,, @) D fao)

neLevm, ,(T) o€Xy, ne€Levm, ,(T) o€Xy,
pi(p=s OO i () —s o (i,0)=0)

v

> Priee,. a)() | -pi
neLevm, , (T)

i (n)=s

= PrLeVmi’e(T) [@1(77) = 3] S = PI‘Z(S) - Dj.

In conclusion, for any £ € Ij, and s € Levy(T"), we have that
Pry, 1(s7(0)) > p; - Prj(s). (7.16.3)
If Pri(s) = 0 then pi = Pri(s7(0)), and on the other hand, if Pri(s) # 0 then we have, by
(7.16.3), that p; < Pri(s™(0)).
For each i < i* define the random variable Y; on Lev,:(T") such that, for s € Lev,«(T%),
Yi(s) = [{€ € Ti: 5(¢) = 0],
Since we are under the hypothesis of Theorem 2.4, we have that, for any z € R,
VzeR (PrLevn; aYi < 2] < Prq . [Byxp, < 2]) where n® := |I]. (7.16.4)

Finally, using ®¢ again, since for p € Lev,,«(T), Y:(®'(p)) = > ter, X} (p) we can conclude that,
for any ¢ < ¢* and any z € R,

Priey, ) | D Xi<z| = Prrey,. (r)[Yi < 2] < Pro,.[Bnep, < 2]). (7.16.5)
lely
Part 3. Find a suitable p € Lev,,«(T") with high probability.
For any i < i*, set z; == |I|(1 — &})(1 — €). Consider the following event in Lev,,(T):
E; :={p € Levy(T): |{€ € It: p(m;e)(i,£) = 0} > 2},
and define F; := Lev,,,«(T) . E;. Hence it is clear that

Priey, .(r)(Fi) = Prrey, .r) | > X7 < 2. (7.16.6)
Lely,

Therefore, using (7.16.6), (7.16.5), (7.16.4), (7.16.1) and Chebyshev’s inequality, since n* =
|| > Ny we get:

Priey . () (Fi) = Priey, . (1) Z X} < 2| <Prig, . riy[Yi < 2] < Pro,. [Bpep, < 2]
Lely,

= Prﬂn* [E[Bn*,m] — % < E[Bn*,m] - Bn*,Pi]

\/ar[Bn* ]
<P B, . — E[Bys .1l = E[By ] — 2] < Di
- [ o [ " ’pl” B [ ! Jh] ZZ] N (E[Bn*,pi] - Zi)2
Ml —ep—e)eh+e) 1 (1—ef—€)(eh +€) 1

[LPle(l—eh) — e L] [e(1—eh) —€)? 1



A GENERAL THEORY OF ITERATED FORCING USING FAMS 41

As a consequence, in Lev,,«(T) we have

Pr<U F) gZPr(F¢)<Zi*il :z'*i1 <1,

1<t* 1<i* 1<i*

hence Pr ((),;+ Ei) > 0, which implies that ﬂKl E; # 0, i.e. there exists some n € (,_;+ E.
Since for any (i,f) € i* x Iy, 7, kg, “F} € G(ﬁgmj) & n(mie)(i,¢) = 07, it is clear that
Ty ||—5m* “kean mi<i* A7, U716
The following result corresponds to Main Lemma 7.16 for the case g9 = 0:

Main Lemma 7.17. Main Lemma 7.16 is valid without assuming (2) and without the “one-to-
one” condition in (ii), but if restricting (iv) to 9 = 0.

Proof. Let .# be the set of pairs (¢, &) such that ¢ = ((8g,7¢): £ € W) is as in (i)—(iv) (without
the “one-to-one” condition in (ii)), {(eg,: £ < w) is constant with value 0 and £ > 0. Let = be
a Pr-name for |J,_. =
of Main Lemma 7.16.
Let i* <w, C={(¢,e): i <i*} C .7, A; = AEQ& for i < *, p € P and let a be a Pr-name such
that p IFp, “a € dom(Z) and Z(@) > 0”. In virtue of Theorem 3.6, it suffices to prove that there
is some ¢ < p forcing a Nz )ec A # 0.

=, and, for each (¢,¢) € .7, let Az, be a P-name exactly as in the proof

Just like in the proof of Main Lemma 7.16, find v < 7, k € K and pg < p such that pg € P, a
is a P-name, {B}: £ € I} C 7~ v for all i <i* and pg Ib,“k € a”.

Since {B}: i < i*, ¢ € I} is finite, it has an increasing enumeration (B,,: m < m*) for some
m* <w. By recursion, let us build a sequence of conditions (p,,: m < m*), where (,,» := 7, such
that, for any m < m*, p,, € Pg,,, as follows. For m = 0, let py be the condition we already have.
Now, assume that we have defined pn, € Pg,, and consider Jp, = {(i, £) € " xIj: Bi = By }. Since
g, “7 € Qﬁ ” for any (i,¢) € Jp, and, by Lemma 4.2 (1), Pg,, forces that Qﬁ is centered, there
exists some Pg, -name ¢, of a condition in Qg such that, for any (i,€) € Jpm, pm IFg,, “Gm < r“’.
Set Pmt1 = ¢m U {(Bm,dm)} € Ps,,,,- Finally, define ¢ := py,«. Then ¢ < py < p and, for any
(i,€) € Jm, we have that q|3} II—BZ “q(B}) <7”. Thus, q lIFp, “k € aN ﬂ CAC8 #£0". 0747

As a consequence of Main Lemma 7.16 and Main Lemma 7.17, we can extend C-iterations at
limit steps, that is, we get an extension theorem:

Theorem 7.18. Let m be a limit ordinal and let C be a bedrock such that, for any c € C, ¢°©
a guardrail for m and

(@) either K€ is finite or, for any n < w, Z§({k € K°: |If| =n}) =0.

Let t be a prepared iteration of length w and let (Eg a<m, c€C) be a sequence such that, for
any a < m, tla U <Eg B < a, ceC) is aC-iteration. Then there exists a sequence <E7°r ce(C)
such that t U (2S: o < 7, ¢ € C) is a C-iteration. Even more, if ¢ € C and, for any a < 7, 2
is forced by P, to represent an ultrafilter, then =S can be found forced to represent an ultrafilter.

™
The same applies for the uap.

Moreover, if all Q?a are forced centered in Qq (by P ) for any o < 7, then () is not needed
for this result.

Proof. Fix ¢ € C. When K¢ is finite the construction of ZS is trivial (it must be forced equal

to 2°), so assume that K¢ is infinite. For a < , let Q/, = Qgc(a) if g§(a) < 0, and ¢§(a) =0

iff & € Ut, otherwise let Q’a be a P_-name of some singleton contained in Qq. We verify the
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conditions of Main Lemma 7.16. By hypothesis and Definition 7.11, (1) and (3) are clear, (2)
follows from (@) and, for (4), Q', is forced to be either centered or with intersection number
>1—g¢(a), the latter by (@) and Theorem 5.25. Then we can find a Z¢ as in Main Lemma 7.16
(or in Main Lemma 7.17 when all Qg . are forced centered).

We now check the conditions in Definition 7.11 to verify that t LI <Eg a<m cel()isa
C-iteration. Conditions (1)—(6) are clear. To check (7), assume that 7 = {(gy, ay,e): £ € W€}
follows g°. The case (7a) is already taken care of by the intermediate steps of the iteration.

To see (7b), assume that @ = (a: ¢ € W€) has no maximum, f = supycyeay and, for
any o < 8, Z°({k € K°®: allj is one-to-one and ¥/ € I (ay > «a)}) = 1. When § < m,
t[BU(ES: v < B, ¢ €C) is a C-iteration, hence for all &' > 0,

‘= {¢ € IF: 4o € Glaw)}] .
IFp, “ E3 ({kEKC: k I7e] >(1—-¢e)(1-¢) =1".

In the case 8 = 7, the requirements (i)—(iv) of Main Lemma 7.16 are fulfilled, so, for any & > 0,

e . Heert: gella )
IFp, “ =2 <{k‘ e We: it k |qu§| (o)} > (1—6)(1—6’)}) =17. U718

8. FAM-LIMITS IN FINITE SUPPORT ITERATIONS

Suppose that t is a prepared iteration and p = (p;: i € L) C P?. Let i € L and £ € dom(p;).

Since p; € Py, there are ( < 6 and € € (0,1)q such that IF¢ “p; (&) € QC .. If for £ we could find a
suitable W C L such that, for all £ € W, £ € dom(p,) and I¢“pe(&) € Qée”, where ¢ and € do no
depend on ¢, then we could apply a fam limit to (pe(€): £ € W) (as in Definition 7.11 (7a)). This

idea can be used to define a fam-limit to some sequence (p;: £ € W) in P3. After a complete
analysis of the conditions that are required to formalize this idea, we arrive at the notion of
uniform A-system:

Definition 8.1. Let t be a prepared iteration and let L be a set.
(1) Say that p = (p;: | € L) C P, is a uniform-A-system with parameters (A, a,n*,r*, (*,e*)
when:
(a) For any ¢ € L, py € P3.
(b) {dom(p,): ¢ € L} forms a A-system with root A.
() n* < w and, for any ¢ € L, dom(py) = {an¢: n < n*} is enumerated increasingly,
that is, m <n <n* = ame < anp.
d) r* Cn* and, for any £ € L and n < n*, n € r* & a, ¢ € A. So, whenever n € r*
( ’ Yy ’ , )
the sequence (o, ¢: £ € L) is constant with value, say, as,.
(e) For any n € n* \ r*, the sequence (a, ¢: ¢ € L) is one-to-one.
(f) ¢*: n* x L — Ord is a function such that (*(n,f) < 0q,, and (¢*(n,£): £ € L) is
constant with value ¢ for all n € r*.
(g) €*:n* —[0,1)q is a function.

Qn ¢ I

(h) For any £ € L and n < n*, IFq, , “pe(ane) € Q(*(n,f),e*(n) )

Notice that e* determines whether an oy, ¢ is in F* or U*, since ay, ¢ € F* iff £*(n) > 0.

(2) We say that an uniform A-system with parameters (A, &, n*,r*, (*,e*) follows a guardrail
g for m if, for any n < n* and £ € L, g(an ) = (¢*(n,€),e*(n)).
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In general, from a sequence of conditions of regular size 6, we can obtain uniform A-systems
following guardrails. For this, we will use a refined version of the well-known A-system lemma:

Lemma 8.2. Let § be an uncountable reqular cardinal and let A= (A,: v < 8) be a family of
finite sets such that ((JA, <) is a well-order. Then, there are E € [0]?, n* < w and r* C n*,
such that:

(1) {A¢: £ € E} forms a A-system with root A,

(2) for any & € E, dom(A¢) = {an~: n <n*} is arranged in <-increasing order,
(3) ane € Aiff n€r*, for any & € E, and

(4) for anyn en*~r* and £, € E, if £ < ( then ay ¢ <an.

Although this is not the usual way of stating the A-system lemma (see, for example, [Kunll,
Lem. II1.2.6]), it suits our particular needs. The proof is the same as the one presented in
[Kun80, Thm. 1.6].

Theorem 8.3. Let 0 > k be uncountable regqular cardinals and t a k-prepared iteration. If
{pe: & < 0} C Py, then there are some E € [0)° and some guardrail g for T such that {pe: £ € E}
18 a uniform A-system following g. Moreover, considering the parameters of this uniform A-
system as in Definition 8.1 (1), forn € n* \r*, (ap¢: & € E) is increasing.

Proof. By Lemma 8.2, we can obtain Ey € [0]?, A, n* < w and r* C n* such that:
(a) {dom(pe): € € Ep} forms a A-system with root A.
(b) For any £ € Ey, dom(pe) = {an¢: n < n*} is arranged in increasing order.
(c) For any £ € Ey, o ¢ € A if, and only if, n € r*.
(d) For any n € n* \r* and &,( € Ey, if £ < ¢ then o, ¢ < .
By (b) and (c) we have that, for any n € r*, the sequence (o, ¢: £ € Ep) is constant with value,

say, ay,. Since pg € IP)E for every £ € Ep, for any n < n* we can find €, ¢ € [0,1)q and (¢ < o,

“ ’ Gn.g
such that “_]P)(;n,ﬁ Pg(an,ﬁ) € an,gﬁn{ﬂ.

For any & = (g,: n < n*) € "' [0,1)q, define Ez == {¢ € Ep: Vn < n* (g,¢ = &,)}. It is clear
that {Ez: £ € "'[0,1)q} is a countable family of pairwise disjoint sets whose union is Ep. So,
since |Ep| = 6 is regular and uncountable, there exists an e* € ™ [0,1)q such that |E.| = 6.
Define F' := E.«. As a consequence, €, ¢ = £*(n) for all n < n* and & € F.

For any ¢ = (Co: n € 1) € [[,,cp+ baz define Fr={§ € F:Yn€r* (Cue = (n)}, hence we have
that {F¢: ¢ € [[,,c+ Uay } is a family of pairwise disjoint sets whose union is F. Since |F| = 6
is regular and |[],c,« 0oz | < £ < 6, there is some ¢* € [[,,c,+ fax such that |F¢<| = 6. Define
E = F¢+, hence (, ¢ = ¢ for all Vn € 7* and £ € E. It is clear that {p¢: £ € E} is a uniform
A-system.

We define a guardrail g: 7 — £~ x [0, 1)q such that, for any a < 7,

(@ (Cngrene) if In<n*IE € E (a=ayg),
gla) = .
(2022,%) ifa¢ Uger dom(pe).
Finally, it is clear that {p¢: { € E} follows g. Og 3
As far as guardrails are concerned, uniformity only depends on the restriction of the guardrail

to the parameter &. Hence, it is always possible to reduce uniform A-systems to a countable
uniform A-systems following a guardrail in some complete set of guardrails. Formally,
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Theorem 8.4. Let t be k-prepared iteration, G a complete set of guardrails for ™ over Kk~ , and
let (pg: £ € L) be a uniform A-system with L countable. Then there exists a guardrail g € G
such that p = (pg: £ € L) follows g (with the same parameters).

Proof. Let (A,d,n*,r*,(*, €*) be the parameters of the A-system and let X = {ay, ¢: £ € L A
n < n*}, which is countable. Define o: X — k= x [0,1)q by o(aye) = ((*(n,£),e*(n)). By
virtue of the completeness of G, there exists some g € G such that o C g. It is clear that the
uniform A-system follows g. 0g 4

Notice that Theorem 8.4 is a good motivation for the definition of a complete set of guardrails
(see Definition 7.7).

Fix an iteration bedrock C. In the following, we show that our definition of uniform A-system
allows us to define the desired limit that we mentioned at the beginning of this subsection.

Definition 8.5. Let t be a C-iteration, ¢ € C and p = (p;: £ € W) C P, be a uniform A-system
with parameters (A, n*, a, r*, ¢*, €*) following g°. We define the limit limg(p), as follows:

(a) dom(ln (7)) = A,
(b) For any n € r*, limg(p)(ay,) is a P,. -name of limazg((pg(az): e We)).

When the context is clear, we simply write lim®(p) to refer to lim¢(p). This limit is well-defined:
By Definition 8.1 (d), for any n € r*, (ane: £ € W€) is constant with value ;. Since p is a
uniform A-system following g we have that, for any £ € W€ and n < n*, py(an ) is a P, -name.

Also, in V]P;?‘z, (pe(az): L € W€) € WCQZ(:;*) and therefore, limaag((pg(a;): LeWe)) e Qa;; is
defined.

In the following theorem, we present some properties of the limit that we have just defined.
Some of them appear implicitly in the proof of [She00, Lem. 3.4]. Property (4) is particularly
interesting, since, as in any (Z, I, eg)-linked set, lim®(p) forces “many” conditions to fall into the
generic filter.

Theorem 8.6. Let t be a C-iteration, ¢ € C and let p = (pg: £ € W€) be a uniform A-system
following g = ¢¢ with parameters (A,d,n*, r*,(* e*). Assume that, for any n € n* ~\ r*, the
sequence (auy, o: £ € W) has no mazimum and, for all o < supyeyye 0y,

E5{ke K-V elf (a<ane)}) =1
Then, im®(p) satisfies the following properties:

(o) € G(ag)
7|

e l:
(1) Forn € r*, lim®(p) IFp, “/ {0 € Tk pe i =2(k) > 1—¢%(n)”.

(2) Fornen*~r* ande >0,

Fp, =S <{k e . L€k Pé(f)ﬁ,/z') € Gan)}| > (1 - e*(n))(1 — e)}) =17,
k

o 1| "
{tely:peGY . .
=S(k)>1-— e*(n)”.

o (k) >1- Y <)

n<n*

in particular, IFp, (k) >1—¢e"(n)".

(3) im€(p) IFp, “/

c
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. 1
. €%(n) then im®(p) IFp, “EL(A:) >1-—

4) Ifo<e<1-=>

Z e*(n)”, where

n<n*

n<n

A, = {ke[(c: \{éelk‘}p‘geG}] >5}.
k

1—¢

As a consequence, im®(p) IFp, “A. is infinite” whenever =§ is free.

Proof. Let ¢ == 1im®(p) and 7, = ((pe(anye), ne,e*(n)): £ € W) for n < n*. It is clear that
T, follows ¢°€.

(1): Let n € r*. As (ape: £ € W€) is constant with value o, we have by Definition 7.11 (7a),
that:

e B : 0 € Iy pela}) € Gla)}] - o
e “lmgie(pu(z) g, [ B guecllllee 1w

Since P: G Py, by integral absoluteness (Corollary 3.15), it follows that P, forces the same

with respect to Z¢. Finally, since ¢[(a;, + 1) IFax 41%¢(;) € G(at)”, we can conclude that

qr(a; + 1) I cc/ ] |{€ € Iy: pﬁi?j) € G(a;)H Efr(k‘) >1— 6*(’11)”.

(2): Let n € n* ~r* and ¢ > 0. Since 7, follows ¢°, by hypothesis and Definition 7.11 (7b), we
obtain:

p, « EC ({k c K. [{¢ € Ii: pelany) € Glan)}| > (1= ()1 — 5)}) _

o 11|
Let G C P, be a generic set over V.. Working in V'[G], define v, : K¢ — R such that, for k € K€,

vp (k) = o€l pf(oi%j)eG(a”’Z)}‘, and consider K. ,, == {k € K°: v,(k) > (1 —¢*(n))(1 —¢)}. By

the above, =% (K. ,) = 1. Thus,

/c UndES = /K U dZS > /Kmu — e (n))(1 — £)dES = (1 — £*(n))(1 — ¢).

(3): Let G C P, be a generic filter over V such that ¢ € G. Working in V[G], define the functions
0, 0n: K¢ — R for any n < n* such that, for k € K€,

{¢ eI} po ¢ G}

o(k) = A ond gy (k) = LLLE T Pelone) & Glon )}

| T |

For p € P, p € G & Va € dom(p) (p(a) € G(a)), hence we can relate p with g, by o(k) <
> nens On(k). Also, by (1) and (2), it is clear that [ 0,d2S < €*(n) for any n < n* and
therefore, by basic properties of integration,

/ ed=S < Y (/ QndEE";) < ) £(n),
¢ n<n* Ke n<n*
which implies that

/(1—g)dE;:1—/ ed=S >1- )" &*(n).

n<n*

(4): Let G C P, be a generic filter over V such that ¢ € G. Working in V[G], consider o: K¢ — R
as in the proof of (3),let v := 1—pand 0 < e < 1= _ .e*(n). Thus, A. = {k € K°: v(k) > ¢}.
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By (3), we have

1- Z e*(n) < / vd=5 < / ed=s +/ vdES < e+ ES(A)(1 —e).
c Ke\A. Ac

n<n*

1=, c(n)—¢ 1

Thus, ZS(A,) > n<n =1- e*(n). Og ¢
n<n*

As a first application, we show that the fam-limit guarantees the Fr-Knaster property of a C

iteration under certain conditions. This means that, morally, dominating reals are not added

along the iteration.

Theorem 8.7. Let t be a k-C-iteration. If G = {g®: Z€ is a free fam on P(w), c € C} is a
complete set of guardrails for m over k=~ and 0 > k is uncountable regular, then the final step P,
is 0-Fr-Knaster.

Proof. Pick &: w — (0,1) such that } _ &(n) < 1. Let {p¢: { <6} C Pr. By Lemma 7.5, for
any § < k, there exists some g¢ € Dz such that g < pe.

Since 6 is uncountable regular, by Theorem 8.3 we get an E € [0]? such that {g¢: £ € E} forms a
uniform A-system with parameters (A, n*, &,r*,(*, €*). Since g¢ € D¢ for any £ € E, we can get
this uniform A-system such that, for the decreasing enumeration dom(ge)NF* = {y,¢: n <n~}
(note that n~ does not depend on &) we have that, whenever n’ < n~ and a, ¢ = Y/ ¢,

*(n) = &(n). (8.7.1)

Now, we show that {p¢: { € E} is Fr-linked in P;.. For this, let p := (pg, : £ < w) with each {, € E
and consider {f;: ¢ < w} C {&: ¢ < w} increasing with order type w. Define ¢ := (gg,: £ < w).
It is clear that it is a countable uniform A-system and therefore, by virtue of the completeness
of G and Theorem 8.4, we can find g := ¢g° € G such that ¢ is a uniform A-system following ¢
with the same parameters. Without loss of generality, we may assume that /€ is a partition of
w.

By (8.7.1), we have that: 0 <1 — Z g(n) <1-— Z £*(n). Also, by Theorem 8.6 (3),

n<w n<n*

Lel: GY| -
1im®(q) I / Hee "“uq'ﬁf € Gl ze 51 - S etn) > 07,
w k

n<n*

Since 2§ = =° is free, Z¢ is forced to be free and hence lim®(g) forces that gz, € G for infinitely
many £, which implies that pe, € G for infinitely many /. 0g 7

9. RELATIONAL SYSTEMS AND PRESERVATION THEORY

We revisit the preservation theory of unbounded families presented in [CM19, Sect. 4], which
is a generalization of Judah’s and Shelah’s [JS90] and Brendle’s [Bre91] preservation theory.
We also provide a reformulation of [She00, Lem. 2.7] that gives us sufficient conditions to force
cov(N) singular (even with countable cofinality) after finite support iterations.

We start reviewing some basic notation about relational systems.

Definition 9.1. We say that R = (X, Y, ) is a relational system if it consists of two non-empty
sets X and Y and a relation .

(1) A set F C X is R-bounded if Jy € YVz € F (z C ).
(2) A set ECY is R-dominating if Ve € X3y € E (x C y).
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(3) Let M be a set. An object x € X is R-unbounded over M if z [ y for all y € Y N M.

(4) Let 6 be cardinal and I a set. A family {z;: i € I} C X is strongly 0-R-unbounded if
|I| > 0 and, forany y € Y, [{i € I: x; C y}| < 0.

We associate two cardinal characteristics with this relational system R:

b(R) = min{|F|: F C X is R-unbounded}, the unbounding number of R, and

O(R) := min{|D|: D CY is R-dominating}, the dominating number of R.
We also define the dual Rt = (Y, X,C*) where y C* 2 means = [ y. Note that b(R') = d(R)
and 0(RY) = b(R).

Given another relational system R’ = (X’ Y’ '), say that a pair (V_,¥,): R — R is a
Tukey connection from R into R’ if ¥_: X — X' and ¥,:Y’ — Y are functions such that
Ve € XVy' € Y (U_(2) ' v = = C Uy(y)). Say that R is Tukey below R’', denoted by
R =1 R/, if there is a Tukey connection from R to R’. Say that R is Tukey equivalent to
R, denoted by R =1t R', if R <7 R’ and R’ <1 R. It is well-known that R <t R’ implies
b(R') < b(R) and ?(R) < 0(R’). Hence, R =1 R’ implies b(R’) = b(R) and d(R) = d(R').

Example 9.2. For Z C P(X), define the relational systems:

(1) Z:=(Z,Z,C), which is a directed preorder when Z is closed under unions (e.g. an ideal).
(2) Cvr = (X,Z,€).
The cardinal characteristics associated with an ideal can be characterized by the preceding
relational systems as follows:

Fact 9.3. If T is an ideal on P(X) containing [X]<N0, then:

Z)=cof(Z) =min{|J|: J CZI, VAecI3Be J (AC B)}.
=cov(Z)=min{|J|: T CZ, YT =X}.
=non(Z) =min{|A|: AC X, A¢T}.

The existence of strongly unbounded families is equivalent to a Tukey-inequality.

Lemma 9.4 ([CM22, Lem. 1.16]). Let R = (X,Y,C) be a relational system, 6 be an infinite
cardinal, and let I be a set of size >0.

(a) Cvipy<o 21 R iff there exists a strongly 6-R-unbounded family {z;: i € I}.
(b) B(R) >0 iff R =<7 CV[X}<0.

We focus our attention on the following types of nice relational systems.
Definition 9.5. We say that R = (X,Y,C) is a Polish relational system (Prs) if
(1) X is a Perfect Polish space,
(2) Y is analytic in some Polish space Z, and

(3) €= U<y En where (Cpp: 0 < w) is some increasing sequence of closed subsets of X x Z
such that, for any n < w and for any y € Y, (C,,)¥ = {x € X: 2 C,, y} is closed nowhere
dense in X.

Remark 9.6. By Definition 9.5 (3), (X, M(X),€) <1 R where M(X) denotes the o-ideal of
meager subsets of X. Therefore, b(R) < non(M) and cov(M) < d(R).

For the rest of this section, fix a Prs R = (X,Y,C) and an infinite cardinal .
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Definition 9.7 (Judah and Shelah [JS90], Brendle [Bre9l1]). A forcing notion P is 6-R-good if,
for any P-name h for a member of Y, there is a non-empty set H C Y (in the ground model) of
size <@ such that, for any x € X, if x is R-unbounded over H then IF “z [Z h”.

We say that P is R-good if it is Ny-R-good.

Remark 9.8. Note that § < 6’ implies that any 6-R-good poset is §’-R-good. Also, “#-R-good”
is a hereditary forcing property.

The previous property ensures that strongly unbounded families are preserved in generic exten-
sions.

Lemma 9.9 ([CM19, Lemma 4.7 (b)]). Let x and 0 be infinite cardinals such that k < cf(6).
Then, any k-R-good forcing notion preserving 6 as a cardinal preserves all the strongly 6-R-
unbounded families from the ground model.

An iteration of good forcing notion ensures the existence of strong unbounded families, i.e. Tukey
connections that allow to calculated values of cardinal invariants.

Theorem 9.10 ([BCM23, Thm. 4.11]). Let 6 > Xy be a regular cardinal and let (P¢,Q¢: € < )

be a finite support iteration such that P¢ forces that Qg i a non-trivial 0-cc 0-R-good poset for
§<m. Ifm >0 then Pr forces Cviy<o <1 R, which implies b(R) < 6 and |r| <0(R).

We now provide some examples of good forcing notions. In general, “small” forcing notions are
automatically good.

Lemma 9.11 ([CM19, Lemma 4.10]). If 0 is a regular cardinal then any poset of size <0 is
0-R-good. In particular, Cohen forcing C is R-good.

Example 9.12. The following are Prs that describe the cardinal characteristics of Cichoni’s
diagram.

(1) Consider the Polish relational system Ed := (“w,“w,#%) where z =>° y means that
z(n) = y(n) for infinitely many n. By [BJ95, Thm. 2.4.1 & Thm. 2.4.7] (see also [CM23,
Thm. 5.3]), b(Ed) = non(M) and d(Ed) = cov(M).

(2) The relational system “w := (“w,“w, <*) is Polish. Any p-Fr-linked poset is u+-“w-good
see [Mejl9, Thm. 3.30]). In particular, any u-FAM-linked poset is also p-“w-good
(see [Mej y I g
by Lemma 6.10.

(3) For each k < w, let id* : w — w such that id*(i) = * for all i < w and H =
{idkH: k <w}. Let Le* = (“w, S(w, M), €*) be the Polish relational system where

S(w,H) = {go: w — [w]<N0: Ih e HYi < w (Jo(i)] < h(z’))} :

and z €* ¢ iff V*°n (x(n) € ¢(n)). As a consequence of [BJ95, Thm. 2.3.9] (see
also [CM23, Thm. 4.2]), b(Lc*) = add(N') and 9(Lc*) = cof (V).

Any p-centered forcing notion is pt-Le*-good (see [Bre91, JS90]) so, in particular,
o-centered posets are Lc*-good. Besides, Kamburelis [Kam89] showed that any Boolean
algebra with a strictly positive finitely additive measure is Lc*-good (in particular, any
sub-algebra of random forcing).

Recall that any Lebesgue measure zero set is contained in some G§ measure zero set, hence the
latter type of set forms a basis of N'. For this reason, coding Lebesgue measure zero sets comes
from coding Gy sets, or equivalently, coding F, sets. We use the coding from [She00] of F,
measure one sets, which is essential in the proof of the consistency of cf(cov(N)) = w.
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Definition 9.13. Let § = (§;: j < w) € “(0,1). Define Q5 as the set of sequences a: w —
w X [S¥2]<¥ such that, for any j < w, a(j) = (nj,a;) satisfies that (n;: j < w) is increasing and,

s
for any j < w, aj C ™2 and|27]j|21—6j.

For any m < w, let Try,(a) be the well-pruned subtree of <“2 such that
[Tr, (@ ﬂ U ﬂ {z € “2: xIn; € a;},
nj>mtea; n;>m
n;>m 5j .

(1) For a € Q5 let N(a] :== “2 \ U,,<,, Ttm(a), which is a G5 set in “2, and it has measure
zero when ). _ d; < 00,

which is a closed set of measure >1 —

J<w
(2) Define the Prs Cnj := (5,92, <) where a <z means = ¢ N|a.

When >, d; < oo, any null set in “2 is a subset of N(a] for some a € €5 (see e.g. [CM23,

Lem. 4.8]), which implies Cns = Cvy,. Hence, b(Cng) = cov(N) and 9(Cng) = non(N).

This section concludes by showing our main preservation result for the covering of A/, which
significantly reformulates Shelah’s result [She00, Lem. 2.7].

Below, we introduce the notion @-anti- Bendizson family, which is motivated by Shelah’s result.
To this end, we present the following auxiliary relational system used to force cov(N') singular
after finite support iterations.

Definition 9.14. Define 7 := {T': T is a well-pruned subtree of <“2 of height w}, P as the
collection of perfect subtrees of <“2, and the relational system Be := (T,P,2). Notice that
{T;: i € I} is strongly 6-Be-unbounded iff, for any J € [I)?, ", ,[T;] does not contain a perfect
set, i.e. (;cs[T3] is a countable closed set (by the Cantor-Bendixson Theorem). For this reason,
we use the name 0-anti- Bendixson for the strongly 0-Be-unbounded sets.

Before stating the preservation theorem, we need a result on the absoluteness of trees:

Lemma 9.15. Let P be a forcing notion and (T;: i € I) a sequence of well-pruned subtrees of
“u. Let G be a P-generic filter over V. and assume that (;c;[T;]VIC) is countable. Then

@ =m)”.

i€l el

Proof. Since for any i € I, [I;]V C [T;]VIC, it is clear that (;.;[T;]V is countable, so it has
an enumeration (v,: n < w) € V with w < w. We show that there is no z € (,;[T;]"[¢! such
that, for any n < w, x # x,. Suppose the contrary, so assume that there are p € G and a
name & € V¥ such that, in V, p IF “& € ,;[T;] and Vn < w (& # x,)". Now, work in V. By
induction on k < w, define y = (y(k): k < w) € “w and a decreasing sequence (pi: k < w) in P
with po < p such that py IF “2(k) = y(k)” and, whenever k < w, there exists an ¢, < w such
that, p IF “2(lx) = y(bg) # xx(lk)”. Then py I “yl(k+1) =z[(k+1) € T;” for all i € I, so
y € Nier 5]V = {zn: n < w}. However, for n < w, pp IF “y(£y) # 2,,(¢,)”, hence y # x,,, which
is a contradiction. U915
Theorem 9.16. Let k < \ be uncountable cardinals such that x is regular, 6 € “(0,1) and let I

be a set. Let Pr = (P, Qu:a< ) be a finite support iteration of k-cc forcing notions. Assume
that

(1) {@': i € I} is strongly A-Cng-unbounded (so |I| > \),
(2) kp, {Tr(@’): i € I, m < w} is k-anti-Bendizson”,'® and

16T his is condition (s#)p in [She00, Lem. 2.7].
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(3) for any o < 7, Ik “ Qq contains a dense subset of size <\”.

Then, IFp, “{a': i € I) is strongly \-Cng-unbounded”. As a consequence, IFp, “cov(N) < X and

cov([I]<}) < non(N)” when > jcw0j < 00

Proof. By induction on v < m, we show that P, forces that {a':i € I} is strongly \-Cng-
unbounded. We distinguish three cases:
Case: v = 0. In this case IFp, “{a’: i € I'} is strongly A-Cng-unbounded” by condition (1).

Case: v = ¢ + 1. First, work in V¥, By the induction hypothesis, {@’: i € I} is strongly
A-Cng-unbounded. So we must show that Q¢ still forces this. Towards contradiction, suppose
that there are ¢ € Q¢ and a Q¢-name & of a real number in “2 such that,

qlFqe “Hi € I: & ¢ Nfa'l}| > A7 (9.16.1)

Therefore, by transfinite recursion on ¢ < A, we can build two sequences (i¢c: ¢ < A) and
(g¢c: ¢ < A) such that, for any ¢ < A,

o icel, o ic & {i,: p<(},
* qc <q, ® q H—(@& “ ¢ N[diC]”.

By the last item, for any ( < A there are m¢ < w and ¢; < g¢ such that g Irq, “& € [Try,, (a‘))”.

Since by condition (3) Q¢ contains a dense subset of size <A, we can find Cj € [A\]" and ¢’ € Q¢
such that, for any ¢ € Cy, ¢ < qé. On the other hand, as k is a regular cardinal, by shrinking
Cy if necessary, we can assume that there is some m < w such that, for each ¢ € Cy, m¢ = m.
Therefore, for any ¢ € Co, we have that ¢ I-g, “@ € [Tr,,(a%)]”, and therefore

¢ lbg, “ € [ [Trm(@))".
¢eCo

Now, working in VF¢[G] where G is a Q¢-generic set over VPe containing ¢’, we have by condition
(2) that 1 == eeq, [Tr,,(@')] is a closed subset of “2 not containing a perfect set. Therefore,
by Cantor-Bendixson Theorem, it is a countable set. Hence, by Lemma 9.15, we have that
Fy € VP Thus z == [G] € V¥¢. However, by induction hypothesis, [{i € I: y ¢ N[a’]}| < A,
for any y € VF¢, which contradicts (9.16.1).

Case: v limit. We split into two cases:

Case 1: cf(y) < k. Towards a contradiction, assume that there are p € P, and a P,-name of a
real number % in “2, such that:

plby “Hiel:a¢ N[@]y > N. (9.16.2)
As in the successor step, we can find C' € [A]®, {i¢c: ¢ € C'} C I one-to-one, {p;: ( € C} C P,
and some m < w such that, for any ¢ € C, p¢ < p and p¢ Iy “& € Trpp(a')”.

Since cf(y) < k, there exists a set L C + cofinal in v with |L| < k. So, for each ¢ € C, there
exists some & € L, such that p; € P¢.. Now [C| = k > [L|, so we can find a set Cy C C' with
|Co| = k and some § € L such that, for any ¢ € Co, p¢ € Pe.

On the other hand, since P¢ has the k-cc, we can find some p’ < p in P¢ such that
p/ H—g {¢ € Cp: p¢ € G}| = K.

Let G a PP,-generic filter over V with p’ € G. In V[G], Cy == {¢ € Cy: pc € G} € V[P: N G] and
|C1| = k. Therefore, by condition (2), I% = (\c¢, [Tr,n (a<)]VI) is a countable closed subset
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of “2. Then, by Lemma 9.15, F» C V[P N G|. Then z := #[G] € F,. However, by induction
hypothesis, since £ < v, and z € V[PeNG], [{i € I: x ¢ N[a']}| < A, which contradicts (9.16.2).
Case 2: cf(y) > k. Let & a nice P,-name of a real number in “2. Since P, has the k-cc and

cf(y) > k, we can find a { < « such that & is a Pe-name. Therefore, by induction hypothesis,
ke, “i{i € I: & ¢ N[a']}| < A\". Thus, P, forces the same.

We proved IFp,_“{a@’: i € I) is strongly A-Cn-unbounded”. Thus, by Lemma 9.4, we conclude
that IFp, “CV[I]<,\ =7 Cnj”. Ug 16

10. PRESERVING ANTI-BENDIXSON AND STRONGLY UNBOUNDED FAMILIES: THE ROLE OF THE
FAMS

In the previous section, we proved in Theorem 9.16 sufficient conditions to keep cov(N') “small”
and singular. In general, building finite support iterations that satisfy the conditions (1) and (3)
from Theorem 9.16 is not a problem.!” However, for the condition (2), we need to guarantee
that we can preserve anti-Bendixson families, which is a non-trivial task. For this purpose, we
need to appeal to the structure of the iterations using fams (see Theorem 10.2). On the other
hand, as we mentioned in the introduction, to force cov(N') with countable cofinality, we need to
keep b “small”, which will also be an effect of the fams along the iterations (see Theorem 10.3).

In this section, fix a sequence § = (§;: j < w) € “(0,1). Since Cohen forcing is forcing-
equivalent to any countable atomless poset, we can use the following form of Cohen forcing: C
is the poset whose conditions are finite sequences of the form ((n;,a;): j < k) satisfying the
following requirements:

e (nj: j < k) is an increasing sequence of natural numbers,
e for any j < k, a; € "2 and |26:’_JJ21_5J'

We order C by end extension. If G is a C-generic, in V[G], define ag = |J G, which is in Q.

Notice that Nlag| € N whenever 7, d; < oc.

Notation 10.1. For 0 < j < w define the function h}: w — w ~\ {0} by
ok . .
iy | G 0
! 1 otherwise.

Note that h} diverges to infinity.

For the rest of this section, fix an iteration bedrock C. Now, we show how to preserve anti-
Bendixson families in C-iterations.

Theorem 10.2. Let k < 6 be uncountable cardinals with 6 regular. Assume that t is a k-C-
iteration of length m and, for any 0 < j < w,

Gj={¢%:ceC, E°is a free fam on P(w) and Vk < w (|If] = h}(k))}

is a complete set of quardrails over k~. Further assume that L C UY, |L| > 0 and, for a € L,
Qq is a Py -name of C and Qs = {s} for any s € C. Then,

k7 {Trp(a®): a € L, m < w} is §-anti-Bendizson”,

where each a® is the Cohen real added by Q.

1TBecause we can iterate Cohen forcing to add an anti-Bendixson family.
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Proof. Towards contradiction assume that there are a condition p € Py, a Pr-name T of a
perfect subtree of <“2 and m < w such that p I “|E| > 67, where

E={acL:TCTr,@}.

Part 1: Get some suitable 0 < j* < w, g € G;+ and a countable uniform A-system following g.

Pick some &: w — (0,1) such that >  _ &(n) < 1. By transfinite recursion, we can build
sequences {p¢: { < 0} C Dz and {ag: £ <0} C L, such that, for £ < 6

* pe < p, e ag € dom(pg),

o (a¢: & < 6) has no repetitions, o pelbn “ag € .

By Theorem 8.3 we can get some H € [0] such that {pe: £ € H} forms a uniform A-system
with parameters (A, n*, a,r*, (*,e*). Since ps € D¢ for £ € H, for the decreasing enumeration
dom(ge) N F* = {y,¢:n < n~} (note that n~ does not depend on &), we can assume that,
whenever n' < n~ and oy ¢ = Vo ¢, €¥(n) = &(n’). In addition, by shrinking H and increasing
each p¢ (o) if necessary, we can assume that
(1) there exists some s* = ((n;,a;): £ < m*) € C such that, for any £ € H, pe(oe) = s*, and
(2) there is some ¢* < n* such that, for any £ € H, ag = ac-¢, that is, all a¢’s come from
the same column of the A-system. Notice that ¢* ¢ r*.

Pick some j* < w such that m < j*, sup;_,,» n; < j* and 277" < §,,+, and denote h = hj.
Consider the interval partition I = (Ix: k € w) of w such that [I[x| = h(k) and, for k > j*,
enumerate the subsets of ¥2 of size 2¥(1 —277") as {ay: £ € I;;}. In this case, for £ € Iy,

Jac

o =1-27 214,

Choose some increasing (5y: { < w) € H. For k < w and ¢ € I}, we define a condition pgz e P,
such that p/ﬁe < pg,, dom(p’ﬁe) = dom(pg,) and,'®
P, (7) if v # B,
ps,(v) =19 s ((k,ap)) if v =B and k > 5,
s*((5*,772)) if v = By and k < j*.

Notice that p' = (p’m: ¢ < w) stills forms a uniform A-system. As G;- is a complete set of

guardrails for m over k~, by virtue of Theorem 8.4 there exists some ¢ € C such that p’ is a
uniform A-system followmg g = g% E€is a free fam on P(w) and |I7| = h(k) for all k < w.
Without loss of generality, we can assume that ¢ = I.

Part 2: Get a contradiction.

Let G be a P-generic over V with 1im®(p’) € G, T := T[G], and work in V[G]. Define, for any
k <w, b = {l € Iy: ps, € G}. Then, by Theorem 8.6 (3),

‘bk’ —c * _
—d=(k 21—5 5n21—§€n > 0.
w ’Ik’ ( ) n<n* ( ) n<w ( )

Now, for k& > j* and ¢ € by, Levig(T) C ay. Indeed, by the definition of p’ﬁe, p’ﬁe(ﬁg) =
~{(k,ag)) € G(B). Since B, € H, it follows that T C Tr,,(a%). On the other hand,
a’ = ((n} Be B“) i <w) 2 s ((k,ap)), so nﬁ‘Z =k and aﬁﬁ = ay. Therefore,

T ]g{x€“2:x[n6‘i€a6‘3}—{xe‘”2 xlk € ap}

1811 the third case h(k) = 1, so I is a singleton.
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because k > j* > m, so Levi(T) C ay.
As a consequence, for k > j*:
|bk| = [{ae: £ € by} < [{ar: £ € Iy, Levy(T) C ar}|
={a C*2: Levp(T) Ca,la| = 2¢(1 —2777)}

< Qk — my
~ 2k‘—j*
where my, := min{|Levy(T)|,2¥(1 — 27°)}. Hence,

kE_m i . e
bl Gp)  Moem =27 20 (1_ ok )

= [{a C*2\ (Levi(T)): a| = 25777}

1l = 2 Ticm, (25 —9)
2k=i*

< 1] (1— o >:(1—2—j*)mk.

i<mk

Therefore, since Z¢ is free,

/(1 — 27T )M =S (k) > L 2S(k) > 1- ) &(n),

T Jw |Ik| - n<w

so (1—277)me >1 -3 Z(n) for all k > j* because the sequence ((1 — 277" )™: k < w) is
monotone-decreasing and Z, is a free fam. Since 1 -3 _ &(n) > 0, we have that (my: k < w)
is bounded and, as a consequence, (|Levi(T)|: k < w) is bounded, which implies that [T] is
finite. This contradicts that T is a perfect tree. Ui0.2

Now, we prove a similar result that will allow us to preserve strongly-6-“w-unbounded families
(added by iterating using Cohen forcing), which is the key point to keep b “small”. Again, the
structure of the iteration using finitely additive measures plays a fundamental role.

Theorem 10.3. Let k < 0 be uncountable cardinals such that 0 is reqular. Assume that t is a
k-C-iteration of length m and that G == {g®: Z€ is a free fam on P(w), ¢ € C} is a complete set
of guardrails over k™.

Further assume that L C U%, |L| > 6 and, for a € L, Qq is a P, -name of C and Qs = {s} for
all s € C. Then, IFx “n%: a € L) is strongly §-“w-unbounded”, where a® = ((n§,af): { < w)
is the Cohen real added by Qn at the step o of the iteration, and n® = (ng:l <w). As a
consequence, Pr. forces Cvipj<o <1 “w, i.e. b <0 and |L[ <.

Proof. Assume, towards a contradiction, that there are a nice P,-name & of a real number in
“w, m < w and a condition p € P such that p I-“{a € L: Vi > m (n{ < 2(i))}| > 7. To
get a contradiction, we are going to find a suitable guardrail g for m over x~ and a countable
uniform A-system following g.

Let £: w — (0,1) such that > _ &(n) < 1. As in the proof of Theorem 10.2, we can find a
uniform A-system {p¢: £ < 0} C Dz with parameters (A,n*, a,r*,(*, %), {ag: £ < 0} C L,
s* = ((ng,a;): £ <m*) € C and ¢* € n* . r* such that, for any £ < 6,

o pe <, e for the decreasing enumeration
dom(ge) N F* = {v,¢: n < n™}, when-
ever n’ < n~ and ane = Yo g, €5(n) =
o a¢ € dom(pg), &(n'),

o pe lbp Vi > m (n& < (i),

o (a¢: & < 6) has no repetitions,

o pe(ag) = 5™ and ag = ae- ¢
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By extending s* if necessary, we can assume that m < m*. Let ¢* := sup,_,,~{n; + 1} and pick
some increasing (By: ¢ < w) C #. For any ¢ < w, we define a condition p/ﬁl € P, such that

P, < pg,, dom(pj; ) = dom(pg,) and,
Pg,(7) if v # B,
Ps,(7) =14 s*T((,%2))  ify =B and £ > 17,
S04, 0°2)) if v = Bp and £ < £*,
The sequence p’ = (p%@ : £ < w) is a uniform A-system, so we can find some ¢ € C such that this
A-system follows g := ¢g¢ and =€ is a free fam on P(w).

Let G be a P,-generic set over V containing lim®(p’). By Theorem 8.6 (3),

/ H@GIE’I]C?B@GGH Ch)=1- > e(n)=1-> &n)>0,

n<n* n<w

which implies that L := {€ <w:ph € G} is infinite. For £ € L\ (%, pjs (Be) € G(B), so we have

that nﬁ" = /£. On the other hand, we know that, for any j > m* nﬁ‘Z < x(7), hence ¢ < z(m*)
because m* > m. However, since L is infinite, it follows that {¢ < w: 6 < z(m*)} is also infinite,
which is a contradiction.

Now, (n%: a < ) is strongly #-“w-unbounded in the final generic extension, so, by Lemma 9.4,
we have that Cpj<e =1 “w. 0103

Remark 10.4. The further assumption “L C U® and, for a € L, Q, is a P -name of C and
Qs,0 = {s} for any s € C” is not required in the previous theorems. Since any finite support
iteration of non-trivial posets adds a Cohen real at limit stages, for any o < 7 limit or 0 we can
pick a Cohen real a® in V4, over V,, and modify the proof to show that, in the final extension,
{Tr;p(a%): a < 7 limit or 0, m < w} is #-anti-Bendixsion for the first theorem, and similarly
for the second one. However, the proof of this more general version is a bit longer.

Moreover, in Theorem 10.2, instead of using the countably many functions h}, it is possible
to use a single function, e.g. h*(k) = H?:l (2,3:), and assume instead that the following is a

complete set of guardrails for (7,7 ):
G ={¢°:cel, =°is a fam on P(w) and Vk < w (|If| = h*(k))}.

However, we decided to stick to (h}: 0 < j < w) for a clearer proof.

11. APPLICATIONS: SINGULAR VALUES IN CICHON’S DIAGRAM

This section aims to provide applications of our results described in the previous sections. In
particular, to prove Theorem F and G, i.e. a new separation of the left-hand side of Cichoni’s
diagram with the covering of null possibly singular, we construct a x-Fr-Knaster ccc forcing
notion by iterating with fams.

Before engaging in the applications, we present some legal ways to construct P, in an iteration
with fams.

Lemma 11.1. Let P be a ccc forcing notion, @ a subset of P and let (FZ i € I) be a sequence
of P-names such that, for any i € I, IFp “F}: P(w) = R”. Then there exists a forcing notion P~
such that P~ ¢ P, Q C P~, [P7| < max{2,|Q|,|I|}®, and, for any i € I, there is a P~ -name
for E;P(w)nVE™,
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Proof. For any nice P-name & of a member of P(w) and any i € I, define E;(&) as a nice
P-name of Fj(&). For a large enough regular cardinal y, we can use a generalization of [Kunll,
Lem. IT1.8.4] to find a model N < H(x) such that “N C N, P, Q € N, QU {F, i€el} CN, N
is closed under F; for any i € I and |[N| < {2,|Q], |I|}*°. We define P~ := PN N as a suborder
of P. We show that P~ is as required.

First, it is clear that, for any p,p’ € P, p <p- p’ implies p <p p/, and p Lp- p/ implies p Lp p'.
Therefore, to prove that P~ is a complete subposet of P, it is enough to show that any maximal
antichain in P~ is a maximal antichain in P. For this, let A be a maximal antichain in P~. It
is clear that A C IP is an antichain in P, and since P is ccc, |A| < Wg. As a consequence, A € N
because A C N and N is closed under countable sequences. For the maximality, we have,
A is maximal in P~ < Vpe PN N3qg € A (¢ |[p- p)

& N “pePige A(q|lrp)

©H(x) E“VpePige A(q|pp)

& VpePge A(q|pp)

& A is maximal in P.

Hence, P~ & P. Second, since @ C P and @ C N, we have that @ C P~. Note that |P~| =
PO N| < |N| < max{2,|Q], [I]}%.

Finally, for any i € I, let 7; be a P~-name of the map P(w) N V¥ — R such that IFp- “7;(%) =
E;(z)” for any nice P"-name & of a member of P(w). Indeed, for such an &, £ € N, and it
is a nice P-name, so F;(#) € N and, since N is o-closed, we have that E;(z) is a P~-name.
Consequently, 7; is also a P™-name and IFp“r; = F;[P(w) N VET 111

We will also use the following generalization of Lemma 11.1.

Lemma 11.2. Let p and v be infinite cardinals, P a ccc forcing notion, Q a o-closed vt-cc
forcing notion, Q a Q-name such that IFg“Q C P and ]Q\ < |u|”, and let (F;: i € I) be a
sequence of P x Q-names such that, for any i € I, lFpxq ‘Fy P(w) — R”. Then there exists
a forcing notion P~ G P such that |P~| < max{u,v, ||}, I “Q C P~ and, for anyi € I,
FiP(w) NVE*Q has o P~ x Q-name.

Proof. Since Q is o-closed, IFg“P is ccc” and IFp“Q is <N;-distributive” by Easton’s Lemma.
Therefore, P(w) N VF*Q = P(w) N VP,

Set A :== max{u, v, |I|}. By recursion on n < wy, build a sequence (IP’;7 n < wip) of Q-names and
a sequence (P, : 1 < wy) of subsets of P’ such that:

(o1) H—QN “I["’;7 cP,QCP, FiIPw)n VE1%Q [as a IF"nH—name for any ¢ € I, and ]IP’;?\ <
AP, and

(o2) IFo “P' C [P’ C P;H'l

7 and [P | < PR

These sequences are constructed as follows. Set P—, = Q When 7 < wj is not a limit ordinal,
by employing Lemma 11.1 in V@, in V there is a Q-name IP); such that g “P;] cP, P, C IP);Z,
]IP’%] < [A[® and, for any i € I, there is a ]P’%—name for Fj[P(w) N VEXQ”  Since Q has the
vt-cc, we can find a P,” C P such that I-g “IP’;? C P,” and [P, | < AY (this uses that IFp“Q is
<N;-distributive”).

When 7 < w; is limit, assume we have built Pe and P,E for all & < n. Let IE‘” be a Q-name of

Ue<y, IP”é and let P == (J,, P; . Observe that H—Q “IP” =P, " because kg “IP” - IP - IP)%JFI” for
all £ < n. This finishes the construction.
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Let P~ = U, ,, P;. Notice that [P7| < Ao and P~ @ P, the latter because IFg “P~ =
Un<er ]P’;7 G P”. Tt remains to show that I-g “E;[P(w) N VP *Q has a P~-name” for i € I. By

e ), choose a Q-name 7 of a | -name o 'i LA . olnce orces [ D I
(e1), ch Q Flofa P, f EjP(w) N VE+1XQ Since Q f P, CP

each Fin is forced to be a P™-name. So let F; be a Q-name of a P~ -name of Un<w1 Fin, which
is forced to be E;jP(w) N VP *Q because P~ is the direct limit of the G-increasing sequence of
cce posets (P 1 n < w). O4q1.9

We are finally ready to demonstrate Theorem F and G. First, we review the forcing notions we
use in our forcing constructions, for the sake of completeness.

(1) The forcing LOC is the standard o-linked poset adding a generic slalom ¢g, € S(w,id) =
[Thcolw]=", ie. @ €* gy for any z € “w in the ground model (see e.g. [CMRM24,
Def. 4.1]). This forcing increases add(N') because N' =1 Le(w,id) == (Yw, S(w,id), €*)
(Bartoszyniski’s characterization of measure, see [CM23, Thm. 4.2]).

(2) D denotes Hechler’s poset for adding a dominating real over the ground model, so it
increases b. Recall that it is o-centered.

Theorem 11.3. Let 0 < k be uncountable reqular cardinals and let A and x be cardinals such
that k < X < x = X" and cof ([x|<¥) = x for v € {0,k,\}. Assume that either kK = X\, or \ is
Ny -inaccessible and log xy < A.

Then, there exists a k-Fr-Knaster ccc forcing notion that forces:

(a) add(N) = 6, add(M) = b = K, cov(N) = A, cov(M) = ¢ = x, and non(M) € {\, AT}
(see Figure 6).

(b) If X is regular then non(M) = A.
(c) If cf(\) < k then non(M) = AT, as the constellation in Figure 2.

@ cov(N) % non(M) ———— cof (M) ——— cof(N) ——— ¢

© o T30

Ny +—— add(N) ———— add(M) ——F—— cov(M) ——— non(N)

FIGURE 6. Five values in Cichori’s diagram with cov(A\') possibly singular.

Proof. First assume that x < A, A is Nj-inaccessible and log x < A. Since both k and log x are
smaller than A, there is some cardinal g < A such that K < g and y < 2#. Set 7 = x + x
(ordinal sum) and choose a complete set of guardrails G for 7 over u such that |G| < p®0, which
exists by Corollary 7.9. Note that ™ < X because \ is Nj-inaccessible.

For each 0 < j < w, let I/ be the interval partition of w such that ]I,]g\ = hj(k) for all k < w
(see Notation 10.1). Fix a free fam = on P(w), and define the bedrock C as the set of all tuples
of the form (Zg,I7,g) for 0 < j <w and g € G. Then, |C| < pN0 < \.
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We construct a k-C-iteration t of length 7 forcing our desired statement.

Consider a partition {Sp, S1,S2,S3} of m such that each S; has size y and Sy = x. For each
1 <4 < 3, fix a bijection b;: S; — S; x x such that b;(§) = («, ) implies a < &, which we
call a book-keeping function. Set U® := Sy U S; U So and F* := S3. We also fix a sequence
§=(6;: j <w)€“(0,1) such that >_._ & < oo.

We now construct t by transfinite recursion on 7 by using the method in Section 7, as represented
in Figure 7. The induction basis is clear and the limit step follows by Theorem 7.18, so we only
need to describe what we do in the successor step so that Theorem 7.14 can be applied.

J<w

So S S S3
Qc:=C Q¢ == LOC™: Q¢ == DNe Q¢ =B ¢

X+ X

FIGURE 7. Graphic representation of the iteration (considering that S; for 1 <
i < 3 are cofinal in x + x).

Assume we have constructed our C-iteration t¢ = (Pﬁ,(@a,ﬂl’;,@a,@a,éﬁz a< B <E) up to
< 7. We also assume that |P¢| < y, which implies IF¢ “c < x”. It will be clear that [Peyq| < x
£ £ &+
(and also for the limit step). We split into three possible cases:

(?ase 1: £ € S5y5. Set ]P’g : Pg, Qg = C, Peyq = Pg¢ * Qg, ¢ == Ng and, for any s € C, let
QE,O = {s}. Note that (Pg,Qq,Py,Qna,0n: B <&+ 1, a <&+ 1) is a k-prepared iteration, so
by Theorem 7.14, we can find a sequence of names of fams §£+1 = <Eg 41: ¢ € C) such that
teyr = <PB,@Q,P;,QQ,GQ,§5: B<E&E+1, a<&+1)is a C-iteration.
Case 2: £ € 51U 5s.
Denote vq =0 and v, = k. Fix i € {1,2} and assume { € S;. Since P¢ has the ccc, IF¢ “c = x”
and |(“w)Fé| = xM = y, where (“w)F¢ denotes the set of nice Pg-names of members of “w. Also
o] <V .
cof ([x]<"*) = x, so pick a cofinal family {F¢ 3: f < x} in {("Jw)PE] . For each 8 < x, let F¢ 3
be a Pg-name of the set in [“w]<"* obtained from Eg g. Then, P¢ forces that (Fep: B < x}is
cofinal in [Yw]<¥:.
This construction guarantees that we already have this enumeration for any v < ¢ in S;. Now,
define Eg = Fy,(¢), 0 = |Ep,e)| < vi (s0lF¢ “[Fe| < 6¢”) and pick a Pg-name f)f a tljansitive
model N¢ of (a finite large enough fragment of) ZFC of size 6¢ such that IF¢ “F¢ C N¢7. We
then define Pg = IP)E and the next stage Peyq == Pg * @5, where

. LOCNe if j =1,
¢ = :
DNe ifi = 2.

Each Qg o for ¢ < 0¢ is defined as a singleton for some enumeration of Qg in Vg, so Ik¢ “Qg =
UC<9§ Q¢ We can then find e = <Eg c € C) as in the conclusion of Theorem 7.14. Conse-
quently, we have that tey 1 = (Pg, Q. Py, Qar 00,25 S < E+ 1, a <&+ 1) is a C-iteration.

]P)‘
Case 3: £ € S3. Denote by QgE the collection of nice Pg-names of members of 5. As in Case

. P .
2, find a cofinal family {F¢g: f < x} in [QSE]O‘, and let F¢ 3 be the Pg-name of the member
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of [Q25]<* produced by E¢g. Set Fg = Fbg(g). Since all elements of E = Ey, ) are nice P¢-

names, each a € F depends on some countable sequence (Ag j: J < w) of (countable) maximal
antichains in P¢. Set Q = J; U; 4z, so [Q < A.

Next, by applying Lemma 11.1 we can find a forcing notion Pg a IP’E containing ) such that

Py | < max{2,|Q|, IC|}* and ngp(w) NV has a P; -name Eg’_ for each ¢ € C. Notice that
[P¢ | < Abecause A is Ny-inaccessible, [C| < pRo < Xand |Q| < A. We then define the next step of

. P, . — .
the iteration by Q¢ := BV ‘, Oc =N, Peyy :=PexQg, and let Q¢ = <Q§75: te<w2, €(0,1)q)

be a sequence of ]P’g—names witnessing that random forcing is strongly V,.-linked in vie , which

—_—

exists by Example 6.8. We can find ég = (E§: ¢ € G) as in the conclusion of Theorem 7.14.
Once again, we obtain a C-iteration t¢,q = (Pg, Qu, P, Qa, Oa, ég: B<E+T a<é+1).

This completes the construction of t := t,;. Denote P := P,, It is clear that PP is ccc and,
by Theorem 8.7, IP is k-Fr-Knaster. Also, P forces ¢ = x.

We start by proving that P forces b = k. To force b > &, it suffices to prove that, in V., any
F C “w of size <k is bounded. Indeed, assume that F' C “w has size <k in V. Since P is ccc
and cf(x) > x (which is implied by cof ([x]<*) = x), there exists some £ € Sy such that F' € V.
As a consequence, by the iteration construction, F' C F¢ g for some 3 < A, hence F' C F,,, where
a=b; 1({ ,B) > & and a € So. Then, the generic real added by Q, dominates Fy, and also F.
The converse inequality b < & is forced by Theorem 10.3.

Similarly, it can be proved that P forces § < b(Lc(w,id)) = add(N). On the other hand,
since P is obtained by a finite support iteration of #-Lc*-good forcing notions (see Lemma 9.11
and Example 9.12 (3)), P forces add(N) < € by using Theorem 9.10.

To force cov(N) > A, it is enough to show that, in Vi, any subset of Q5 of size <\ is Cnj-
bounded (see Definition 9.13). Let F' be one of such families. Then, there is some £ € S5 such
that F' € Vg, so F C F¢ g for some 3 < & Pick o € S3 such that bs(a) = (£,5). Then

F C F, = Fy,(a) and, by the construction, F, € VPa  Let 7o € “2 be the random real over
VFPa added by Q,. Then, ro ¢ Nla] for all @ € F,, so F is Cng-bounded by 7.

To prove that P forces that cov(N) < X it suffices to verify the hypothesis of Theorem 9.16.
First work in V,.. For a < x let a* € Q5 be a Cohen real added by Q, = C. Since P, is forcing
equivalent with C,, {a*: a < x} is strongly ®;-Cnz-unbounded (in Vj), which implies strongly
A-Cnjz-unbounded. Hence, (1) of Theorem 9.16 holds. On the other hand, (3) of Theorem 9.16
is clear and (2) follows by Theorem 10.2. Since the hypothesis of Theorem 9.16 are fulfilled, P
forces that {a®: a < x} is strongly R;-Cns-unbounded, which implies cov(N) < A.

It remains to settle the values of non(M) and cov(M). Let A* be the smallest regular car-
dinal >X. We get that A < A* < AT and A\* < y (in the case A = Y, since cof([x]<}) = x
implies cf(y) > A, A is regular and A* = \). By Theorem 9.10 applied to (R,0) = (Ed, \*)
(see Example 9.12 (1)), we obtain that P forces non(M) < A* and cov(M) > x. Since
IFp “c = x7, it is forced that cov(M) = x = ¢; on the other hand, P forces A = cov(N) <
non(M) < A* < AT, When A is regular, A* = ), so non(M) = X is forced. This settles (a)
and (b).

For (c), assume that cf(\) < . By (a) we know that A < non(M) < A*, so P forces non(M) =
AT because, in the other case, xk = add(M) < cf(non(M)) = cf(\) < k, which is not possible.

Finally, the case k = A is known from [Mej13, Thm. 2], but the argument above is valid for this
case under the following changes: G = "x~, U := 7 (so F'* = ) and proceed in Case 3 (£ € S3)
exactly as in Case 2 (i.e. Qg has the form BMe). Orheorem 11.3
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We can prove that the hypothesis “logx < A” in the previous theorem can be changed by a
requirement more compatible with GCH. The proof is inspired from [GKS19, Lem. 1.33].

Theorem 11.4. In Theorem 11.3, the assumption “logx < A” can be replaced by “either
20 < g oor 2<F < N7

Proof. Let p be a regular uncountable cardinal such that p < x. Recall the poset Fn.,(x,2)
of partial functions x — 2 with domain of size <u. Without any requirements (like GCH), this
poset is <pu-closed, has the (2<#)*-cc and forces |<#2| = p and |x| < 2#, which means that the
cardinals in (u,2<#] are collapsed to p when V = p < 25K,

Under the assumptions of Theorem 11.3 (excluding log x < A), consider the case when k£ < A
and A is Nj-inaccessible. In this theorem, we have assumed logxy < A to get a complete set
of guardrails of size <\ (as a consequence of Engelking’s and Karlowicz’s Theorem), but now
we plan to go along with the iteration construction without this hypothesis. The trick consists
of constructing a ccc k-prepared finite support iteration in the ground model V' such that it is
a C-iteration in the Fn,(x, 2)-extension for some suitable bedrock C that lives in this generic
extension. This means that the sequences of fams are constructed in the Fn,(x, 2)-extension.
Of course, we will need some requirements for p to conclude that the iteration constructed in
V forces what we want, but these are given along with the construction. We take advantage of
|x| < 2" in the Fn.,(x, 2)-extension to guarantee that C is small enough.

So let P* := Fn.,(x,2). In VP we have that |y| < 2*, so by Corollary 7.9 there is some
complete set G of guardrails for x + x over p of size <u®0. Fix a free fam Zg on P(w) (which
could come from the ground model) and define C as the set of all tuples of the form (Zq, I/, g)
for 0 < j < w and g € G, exactly as in the proof of Theorem 11.3. Clearly, |C| < p®o.

Back in V, let G and C be P*-names of the objects constructed above. We now construct, in
V, a ccc k-prepared iteration t of length x + x such that P* forces that it is a C-iteration after

plugging names of fams (ZS: o < y + x, ¢ € C), i.e. each Z¢ is a P* x Py-name of a fam on

P(w). We partition x + x = So U S; U Sy U S3, set Sg := x and F* := S3, and fix book-keeping
functions b; for 1 < < 3, exactly as in the proof of Theorem 11.3.

In the case £ € Ut = SpUS; U S, we proceed exactly as in the proof of Theorem 11.3, so
IP)E = IP’E. Also, P* x P¢ forces that Qg is uniformly and strongly |6¢|-Vs-linked witnessed by
singletons (recall that, by Easton’s Lemma, P¢ is ccc in VF). Then, by Theorem 7.14, there is
a P* x Peyq-name §§+1 of a sequence (Engl: c € C) of fams on P(w) such that P* forces that
the iteration up to £ + 1 is a C-iteration after including them.

The case £ € S5 is more delicate. We let Fg be a P¢-name (chosen by the book-keeping function
bs) and Q C IP)E of size <\ exactly as in the proof of Theorem 11.3. This time, we apply
Lemma 11.2 to find some Py ¢ P¢ of size <max{|Q, 2<K}®0 guch that, for each P*-name ¢ of
a member of C, ngp(w) N VE*Pe has a P* x ]P’E—name. We let Qg be a ]P’g—name of random
forcing and let (Q.: t € <“2, € € (0,1)q) be the sequence of P -names witnessing that random
forcing is uniformly o-),.-linked. By Easton’s Lemma, Pg forces that P* is <N;-distribute, so
P* x ]P’g forces that Qg is the random forcing from 748t , and so it is uniformly o-Y,4-linked
witnessed by the same sets. Therefore, Theorem 7.14 can be applied to find a P* X P¢yj-name
§£+1 of a sequence of fams on P(w) as in the previous case. At the end of the proof, we need that
[Pe| < A (for £ € S3) to guarantee that P forces [Q¢| < A (and be able to apply Theorem 9.16

at the very end). Since we have [P, | < max{|Q)|, 2<KYR0 e require that 2<F < X to get Pe| <A
(recall that A is Nj-inaccessible).
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The limit step a < x + x is clearly defined in V. In V¥, Theorem 7.18 can be easily applied to
find the names of sequences of fams that we need to get a C-iteration up to a. This completes
the construction.

Under the assumption that 2<# < A, the arguments in the proof of Theorem 11.3 that do not
use fams can be performed verbatim (in V'), so it remains to show which requirements must be
satisfied by p so that P := P, forces (over V') that cov(N) < X and b < k.

Work in VP, If k is not collapsed, i.e. V' E“k < por 2<H < K7, then we have a x-C-iteration,
so IP forces that the Cohen reals added by P, form a x-anti-Bendixson family and a strongly
k-“w-unbounded family by Theorem 10.2 and 10.3, respectively. However, this family of Cohen
reals live in VFx, thus, by downward absoluteness between VF and VF %P in V| P forces the
same. Therefore, in V, P forces b < s and, by Theorem 9.16 (applied in VFx), cov(N) < .

In conclusion, we need that 2<# < A and that either k < p or 2<# < k to succeed with the
previous argument. In the first case, k < g and 2<# < X\ imply 2<% < A, so it is enough to use
1 = k; in the second case, 2<# < x implies that 280 < k. so it is enough to use p = ¥;. For this
reason, it is enough to assume that either 2<% < X or 280 < k to succeed with the proof of the
theorem. y1.4

The following well-known result due to Shelah is a direct consequence of Theorem 11.4.

Corollary 11.5 ([She00, Thm. 3.5]). Con(ZFC) = Con(ZFC + cf(cov(N)) = Np).

The advantage of Theorem 11.4 is that the finite support iteration of ccc forcings for this con-
sistency result can be constructed in a model of GCH, which is not possible with Theorem 11.3
if GCH is added to its assumptions, log x < A < x implies that A\ =  is a successor cardinal.
Under Theorem 11.4, by assuming GCH in the ground model, A can be any uncountable cardinal
of countable cofinality, X; < 6 < k < A with 6 and & regular, and x > A such that cf(x) > A (in
particular, A = R, can be used).

12. QUESTIONS

Apart from Fremlin’s conjecture mentioned at the beginning of Section 1, solved by Shelah
in [She00], the following is of interest as well:

Question 12.1. Can cov(E) have countable cofinality?

Miller (see [BJ95, Thm. 5.1.18]) proved that @ < cov(€) implies cf(cov(€)) > w. Hence,
to provide a positive answer to this question, it must be forced ? < cov(€), which implies
cov(€) = cov(N) (see [BJ95, Thm. 2.6.9], which was originally proved by Bartoszyniski and
Shelah [BS92]). Hence, it would be necessary to force cf(cov(N)) = w without increasing 0,
e.g. by using “w-bounding forcing.

In case that A is regular in Theorem 11.4, as in [KST19] it is possible to force non(M) to be

larger than AT, particularly, any desired Ni-inaccessible regular value between A and . However,
we do not know how to do this when A is singular.

Question 12.2. Can the left side of Cichori’s digram be separated with the value of cov(N)
singular and cov(N)™ < non(M)? Can this be done for Cichori’s mazimum as well?

It is well-known that add(N'), add(M) and b are regular, and it is known how to force, using
large cardinals, Cichon’’s maximum with the cardinals of the right side singular. It is not known
how to force this without using large cardinals.
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On the other hand, it is unknown how to force Cichori’s maximum with cov(N') or non(M)
singular. Moreover, it is not known how to force non(M) singular with finite support iteration
techniques.

Question 12.3. Is it consistent with ZFC that non(M) < cov(M) with non(M) singular?
More generally: Can the left side of Cichori’s diagram be separated with the value of non(M)

singular?

It is also unknown how to force Ny < cov(M) < non(M) with non(M) singular.
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