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MONOTONICITY OF THE ULTRAFILTER NUMBER
FUNCTION

TOSHIMICHI USUBA

ABSTRACT. We investigate whether the ultrafilter number function x —
u(k) on the cardinals is monotone, that is, u(A) < u(x) holds for all
cardinals A < k or not. We show that monotonicity can fail, but the
failure has a large cardinal strength. On the other hand, we prove that
there are many limitations of the failure of monotonicity. For instance,
if k is a singular cardinal with countable cofinality or a strong limit
singular cardinal, then u(k) < u(x™) holds.

1. INTRODUCTION

For a cardinal k, let u(k) denote the ultrafilter number at x, that is,
the minimal cardinality of a base of a uniform ultrafilter over k. A central
research on the ultrafilter number is comparison between u(x) and other
cardinal invariants at x: A typical one is, whether u(x) < 2" is consistent or
not. In this context, the ultrafilter number at w is studied extensively, and
recently the ultrafilter number at singular cardinals is actively researched
(e.g., [3], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10]). In contrast, little is known about the ultra-
filter number at successor cardinals. While it is still open if u(w;) < 21
is consistent or not, Raghavan and Shelah [14] proved the consistency of
W(wyt1) < 29+1 under some large cardinal assumption. However it is un-
known if this large cardinal assumption is necessary or not.

This paper also investigates the ultrafilter number, but does not aim to
study comparison between u(x) and other cardinal invariants at x. Instead,
we identify the ultrafilter numbers as the function x — u(x) on the cardinals,
and we shall consider a behavior of the ultrafilter number function. Under
GCH, the ultrafilter number u(x) is just 2 = k™, hence the ultrafilter
number function is just the continuum function x +— 2%, in particular it is
strictly increasing. On the other hand, it is easy to construct a model in
which the ultrafilter number function is not strictly increasing: Assuming
GCH, just add we many Cohen real. Then u(w) = u(w;) = wy holds in the
generic extension (e.g., see Lemma 4.1). Under this viewpoint, a natural
question arises. This is a main topic of this paper.

Question 1.1. Is the ultrafilter number function monotone? That is, for
every cardinals A < «, does u(\) < u(xk) always hold?

For some cardinal invariant, it is easy to show that monotonicity of that
cardinal invariant can fail: For the dominating number d(x), suppose GCH
and add ws many Cohen reals. Then ?(w) = w3 > wy = ?(w;p) holds in
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the generic extension. However, this naive approach does not work for the
ultrafilter numbers; In the generic extension, we have u(w) = u(w;) = ws
(see Lemma 4.1 again).

In this paper, we prove that the failure of monotonicity is actually con-
sistent. On the other hand, we also prove that the failure of it has a large
cardinal strength. Moreover there are many ZFC-limitations of the failure
of monotonicity. First, by using Raghavan and Shelah’s argument, we show
that monotonicity of the ultrafilter number function can fail.

Theorem 1.2. (1) Suppose there is a measurable cardinal. Then, in
some generic extension, there are cardinals k, A such that A\ < k but
u(k) < u(A).

(2) Suppose there is a supercompact cardinal. Then, in some generic
extension, UW(wyt1) < u(wy) holds.

(3) Suppose there is a strongly compact cardinal. Then, in some generic
extension, there is a singular cardinal k with cofinality wi such that
u(k) < u(k).

(4) Suppose there is a strongly compact cardinal. Then, in some generic
extension, there is a reqular cardinal k such that u(k™) < u(wy).

Raghavan and Shelah’s argument involves indecomposable ultrafilters,
but it is not clear if the use of indecomposable ultrafilters is necessary for
their theorem. We see that, however, the failure of monotonicity is directly
connected with indecomposability. Using this connection, we also prove that
there are many limitations of the failure of monotonicity.

Theorem 1.3. (1) u(w) < u(k) holds for every cardinal k.

(2) For cardinals k,\, if X is reqular, X\ < k, but u(k) < u(X), then
A9 < k.

(3) If k is a singular cardinal with countable cofinality, or a strong limit
singular cardinal, then u(k) < u(k™).

(4) For a singular cardinal k, if (k™) < u(k), then the set {\ < k| A
is reqular, w(\) > u(k™)} is bounded in k.

(5) If O(k) holds for a reqular k, then uw(\) < u(k) holds for every A < k.

Finally we show that the failure of monotonicity has a large cardinal
strength, so the large cardinal assumption in Theorem 1.2 cannot be elimi-
nated.

Theorem 1.4. The following theories are equiconsistent:

(1) ZFC+ “there is a measurable cardinal”.
(2) ZFC+ “there are cardinals k, A\ such that A < k but u(k) < u(A)”.

Theorem 1.5. Suppose there are cardinals k, \ such that X < k but u(k*) <
u(X). Then there is an inner models of a proper class of strong cardinals.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout this paper, a filter means a non-principal proper filter over

a non-empty set. A filter F over a set S is uniform if |X| = |S| for every

X € F. For an ultrafilter U over a set S, a subfamily G C U is a base for U

if for every Y € U there is X € G with X C Y. Let x(i4) = min{|G| |G C U
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is a base}. x(U) is called the character of U. Let u(x) be the cardinal
min{x(U) | U is a uniform ultrafilter over s}, it is called the wultrafilter
number at k. It is clear that u(k) < 2.

Fact 2.1 (Garti and Shelah [6]). u(k) > xT and cf(u(x)) > w.

Let A\ be a cardinal. A filter F over a set S is said to be A-decomposable
if there is a family {A, | o < A} such that (J, ., Ao = S and Jpex Aa & F
for every X € [\]<*. F is A-indecomposable if it is not A-decomposable. The
following lemmas can be verified easily:

Lemma 2.2. For a filter F over a set S and a cardinal A\, the following are
equivalent:

(1) F is A-decomposable.
(2) There is f : S — X such that for every X C X\ with size < \, we
have f~Y(X) ¢ F.

Lemma 2.3. If F is a A-indecomposable filter, then every filter extending
F is A-indecomposable.

It is known that the existence of an indecomposable uniform ultrafilter is
a large cardinal property.

Fact 2.4 (Prikry and Silver [13]). Let A < &k be regular cardinals. If Kk
has a A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter, then every stationary subset of
{a < k| cf(a) = A} is reflecting, that is, for every stationary S C {a < k|
cf(a) = A}, there is B < Kk such that SN[ is stationary in 5.

If k is regular, then the set {a < kT | cf(a) = K} is a non-reflecting
stationary set. By this observation, we have:

Lemma 2.5. If k is reqular, then every uniform ultrafilter over k™ is k-
decomposable.

If § is a cardinal, then every d'-complete ultrafilter is d-indecomposable,
and an ultrafilter is o-complete if and only if it is w-indecomposable.
Non-large cardinal can have an indecomposable ultrafilter.

Fact 2.6 (Ben-David and Magidor [2]). Suppose GCH and there is a su-
percompact cardinal. Then there is a forcing extension in which GCH holds
and w1 has a uniform ultrafilter U such that U is w,-indecomposable for
every 0 < n < w.

Let p, v be cardinals. An ultrafilter U over a set S is (u,v)-reqular if
there is a family F C U of size v such that for every F' € [F|*, we have
N\ F' = 0. It is easy to check that an ultrafilter U over S is (u,v)-regular if
and only if there is a family {z | s € S} such that =5 € [v]|<#, and for every
i<v,theset {s€S|icuas}isinl.

The following lemma might be folklore:

Lemma 2.7. Every v-indecomposable ultrafilter is not (w,v)-regular.

Proof. For a given {xs | s € S} with x4 € [V]<%, suppose {s € S| 5 € x5} €

U for every B < v. Because v<* = v and U is v-indecomposable, we can

find A C [v]<¥ such that |A| < v and {s € S| s € A} € U. We have

U A| < v, hence there is f € v\ |JA. But then {s € S| 8 ¢ z,} € U, this

is a contradiction. O
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Let U be an ultrafilter over a set S. For a set T and f : S — T, let
) ={X CT| fYX)eU}. f.U)isan ultrafilter (possibly principal)
over T'. It is easy to check that if ¢ is A-indecomposable, then so is f.(U).

The next lemma can be verified easily.

Lemma 2.8. An ultrafilter U over S is A-decomposable if and only if there
is a function f S — X\ such that f.(U) is a uniform ultrafilter over \.

For a regular cardinal £ and a non-empty set X, let Add(k,X) be the
poset of all partial functions p : kK x X — 2 with size < k. The order is
given by the reverse inclusion. The poset Add(k,X) is k-closed, satisfies
the (2<%)*-c.c., and adds X-many new subsets of k. For Y C X, we will
identify Add(x,Y) as a complete suborder of Add(k, X).

3. RAGHAVAN AND SHELAH’S THEOREM

In this section we give a slightly general form of Raghavan and Shelah’s
theorem with relatively simple proof. Using this theorem, we will show the
consistency of the failure of monotonicity of the ultrafilter number function
in the next section.

Theorem 3.1 (Raghavan and Shelah [14]). Let x and p be uncountable
cardinals such that:

(1) cf(u) < k < p.

(2) v < p for every v < p.

(3) k has a cf(u)-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter U.
Let P be a poset such that P has the cf(u)-c.c. and |P| < u. Then P forces
that u(k) < p.

Proof. We may assume that |P| = u, otherwise the assertion is trivial. Fix
an enumeration {p; | i < p} of P. For v < p, let us say that a P-name A
is a y-nice name if A is of the form Ua<m({d} x I,), where each I, is an
antichain in P and I, C {p; | i <~} (I, = 0 is possible).

Claim 3.2. For every P—name.B with |I—.B Ck, thereis D eU, v < pu, and
a y-nice name A such that |- BN D = A.

Proof. For each a < k, take a maximal antichain J, in P such that each
p € J, decides the statement & € B. Since P has the cf(u)-c.c., there is
Yo < p such that Jo C {p; | i <7} U is cf(p)-indecomposable, hence we
can find v < p such that D = {a < r |7, <7} € U. Let A = {(a,p) | €
D,peJy,plkae B} Clearly A is a y-nice name and IF A C D. We shall
show that IF BN D = A.

Fix ¢ € P and «a < &, and first suppose ¢ I & € A. We have a € D by
the definition of A. Pick p € J, which is compatible with q. Take r < p, q.
Since r I+ & € A, there is some (@, p') € A such that p' is compatible with r.
Since p,p’ € J, and J, is an antichain, we have p = p/. Hence p IF & € B,
and r - v € BN D.

For the converse, suppose ¢ IF & € BN D. Again, pick p € J, which is
compatible with ¢g. Take 7 < p,q. We have p I & € B, hence (&, p) € A,

and pl- &€ A. Thus r |- & € A. O
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Let N = {A | A is a y-nice name for some v < p}. Since P has the
cf(p)-c.c., {pi | i <} < p for v < p, and v* < p for every v < u, we have
W < g

Take a (V,P)-generic G. In V[G], take a uniform ultrafilter V over s
extending . Let G = {Ag € V| A € N}. We have |G| < pand G C V.
We prove that for every B € V), there is some A € G with A C B. This
completes our proof.

Fix B € V, and take a P-name B for B. We may assume that I B C &
in V. By the claim, there is A € N and D € U such that - BN D = A.
Since Y C V, we have Ao = BND eV and Ag € G. O

Theorem 3.3 ([14]). Let k be a measurable cardinal, and p > K a strong
limit singular cardinal with wq < cf(p) < k. Then Add(w,u) forces that
u(k) < 2.

Proof. Note that |Add(w, )| = 1 and every k-complete ultrafilter over & is
cf (u)-indecomposable. Hence, in the generic extension, we have u(k) < p =
2¢ < 2% by Theorem 3.1, and we know p < 2 since cf(u) < k. O

Theorem 3.4 ([14]). Suppose the continuum hypothesis. Let k be a measur-
able cardinal, and p > Kk a strong limit singular cardinal with we < cf(p) < kK.
Then Add(w, k) x Add(w1, p) forces that k = 2% and u(k) < 2".

Proof. We know that the cardinality of Add(w, k) x Add(ws, p) is just u, and
has the wy-c.c. By the standard argument, Add(w, ) x Add(wq, u) forces
that k = 2¢ and 2% > 2“1 = ;. By Proposition 3.1, we have u(k) < p < 2~
in the generic extension. U

The same argument together with Fact 2.6 proves:

Theorem 3.5 ([14]). Suppose there is a supercompact cardinal. Then there
is a forcing extension in which u(wy,y1) < 2+ holds.

Theorem 3.6. Let k be a measurable cardinal, and p > k o strong limit
singular cardinal with wy < cf(u) < k. Let U be a normal measure over k,
and Py the Prikry forcing associated with U. Then Py x Add(w, p) forces
that cf(k) = w and u(k) < 2~.

Proof. In the Prikry forcing extension VFu, it is known that U generates an
v-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter for every regular uncountable v < &
(e.g., see Kanamori [12]). Hence, the forcing with Add(w, i) over VFu forces
that k is singular with countable cofinality and u(x) < p by Proposition 3.1.
Moreover p < 2% since cf(u) < k. (]

4. MODELS WITH THE FAILURE OF MONOTONICITY 1

In this section we construct models in which monotonicity of the ultrafilter
number function fails. For this sake, we need the following lemmas.
The next lemma might be a kind of folklore.

Lemma 4.1. Let k be a cardinal, p > & a cardinal, and § < k a reqular
cardinal. If Add(d, p) has the k'-c.c. for some k' < p and preserves k, then
it forces u(k) > p.
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Proof. Suppose not. Take an Add(d, u)-name U for a uniform ultrafilter over
# with character v < p, and Add(w, )-names {A, | @ < v} of a base for
U. Fix a sufficiently large regular cardinal 6, and take M < Hy such that
v+ Kk C M and |M| < p. By the x’-c.c. of Add(d, u), we may assume that
for every a < v, A, is an Add(d, M Np)-name. Take a (V, Add(J, 1))-generic
G, and let H = GNAdd(5, M Np), which is (V, Add(d, M N p))-generic. We
know (Aa)e = (Aa)m, hence (Ay)e € V[H]. By the standard genericity
argument, the forcing Add(d, u\ M) over V[H] adds a new set B € [k]" such

that (Aa)e € B and (Ay)e ¢ £\ B for every « < v, this contradicts to that
{(Aa)g | @ < v} is a base for U. O

Lemma 4.2. Let k be a cardinal, ;1 > k a cardinal with cf(u) = cf(k), and
d < Kk a reqular cardinal. If Add(8, n) satisfies the K'-c.c. for some k' < p,
preserves k, and |Add(d, u)| = p, then it forces u(k) # p.

Proof. Suppose not. Take an Add(d, u)-name U for a uniform ultrafilter over
# with character y, and Add(6, yu)-names {A, | @ < p} of a base for U.

Fix a sufficiently large regular cardinal 6. Since cf(u) = cf(k), we can
take a sequence (M; | i < k) such that:

(1) M; < Hy and M; contains all relevant objects.
2) M; € M; fori < j < k.

) K Q Mz

) M| < p.

) K C Ui<n MZ
For i < k, since Add(d, u) has the x'-c.c., we may assume that for every
o € MyNp, Ay is an Add(d, M; N p)-name. Fix a partition {C; | i < &} of &
with |C;| = d. Fix also a bijection m; : § — C;. Take a sequence (5; | i < k)
in p such that 8; ¢ M; N p for i < k.

Now take a (V,Add(é,u))-generic G, and for v < p, let r, be the -
th generic subset of ¢ induced by G. Since 3; ¢ M;, we know that 73, is
VIGNAdd(S, M;Np)l-generic, hence we have that s; = m; “rg, has cardinality
0. Let B = |J,.,.5i- We know B € [k]". We prove that (Ao)e € B for
o < p. Fix a < u, and take a condition p € G. Pick a large i < x such that
a,p € M;. Let H= G N Add(5, M; N ). We know (Aa)g = (Aa)mr, hence
(An)q € V[H]. Since U,<i Cj has cardinality < s but (As)q has k, we can

take k > i and € € (Aq)g N Cy. By the definition of sy, there is a condition
g € Add(6, 0 \ M;) such that, in V[H], g forces that £ ¢ s, where §; is a
canonical name for s;. Thus, in V| there is some p’ < p in Add(d, u) such
that p’ IF A, ¢ B, where B is a canonical name for B. A similar argument
shows that (A,)c € k\ B for a < p. These means that B,x\ B ¢ U)g,
this is a contradiction. O

(

(3
(4
(5

Note 4.3. We does not need this lemma if cf(u(x)) # cf(k) is provable from
ZFC, and it is an open problem asked in [6].

We are ready to show that monotonicity of the ultrafilter number function
can fail.

Proposition 4.4. Let x be a cardinal, and p > k a strong limit singular
cardinal with wy < cf(p) < k. Let A < k be a cardinal with cf(\) = cf(p). If
6



K has a cf(\)-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter, then Add(w, u) forces that
u(k) < u(A).

Proof. In the generic extension, we know u(x) < p < u(\) by Theorem 3.1
and Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 4.2, we have p # u(\), so u(x) < u(\). O

The following theorems are typical applications of this proposition:

Theorem 4.5. If k is measurable and p > K is a strong limit singular
cardinal with cofinality wy, then Add(w, ) forces u(k) < u(ws).

We note that wq can be replaced by any cardinal < k with uncountable
cofinality.

Theorem 4.6. Suppose k is measurable and U a normal measure over k.
Let Py; be the Prikry forcing associated with U. Let p > K be a strong limit
singular cardinal with cofinality wy. Then Py x Add(w, ) forces that k is a
singular cardinal with countable cofinality and u(k) < u(wy).

By using Fact 2.6 we have:

Theorem 4.7. Relative to a certain large cardinal assumption, it is consis-
tent that u(wy+1) < u(wy).

If k is strongly compact, then every regular cardinal A > k has a k-
complete uniform ultrafilter. By this fact, we have:

Theorem 4.8. Suppose k is strongly compact. Let u > k™! be a strong
limit singular cardinal with cf(p) = wy. Then Add(w, 1) forces that u(k™) <
u(wr) and u(kr ) < u(kten).

5. EASY ZFC-RESULTS

In this section we shall establish some easy but useful observations about
the ultrafilter number function.
The following lemmas will be used frequently.

Lemma 5.1. Let A < & be cardinals, and U a A-decomposable ultrafilter
over k. Then u(\) < x(U).

Proof. Since U is A-decomposable, there is f : K — X such that f.(U) is
a uniform ultrafilter over A\. If G is a base for U, then {f“A | A € G}
generates fi(U); For A € G, since A C f~1(f“A), we have f“A € f.(U).
For the converse, if X € f.(U), pick A € G with A C f~}(X). Then
f“A C X. These show that {f“A | A € G} generates f.(U). Therefore

u(A) < x(fe¥)) < xMh). O

Lemma 5.2. Let A < k be cardinals with u(k) < u(X). Then every uniform
ultrafilter U over k with x(U) = u(k) is A-indecomposable.

Proof. Take any uniform ultrafilter U over sk with x(U) = u(k). If it is A-
decomposable, then u(\) < x(U) = u(k) by Lemma 5.1, this contradicts to
the assumption. O

By these observations, we can obtain some limitations of the failure of

monotonicity.
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Proposition 5.3. u(w) < u(k) for every cardinal k.

Proof. If not, then k has an w-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter ¢/ by
Lemma 5.2. Then U is in fact o-complete, so there is a measurable cardinal
A < k. Hence we have u(w) < 2¢ < XA < k < u(k), this is a contradiction. O

Proposition 5.4. (1) If k is regular, then u(k) < u(k™).
(2) If X is regular, k> X a cardinal, and u(k) < u(\), then A\T% < k.

Proof. (1). If u(k™) < u(k), then £+ has a k-indecomposable uniform ultra-
filter, but this is impossible by Lemma 2.5.
(2). By (1), we have u(A) <u(At) <u(AtT) <.-. hence \T¥ < k. O

We will prove that u(w,) < u(w;) is consistent (Corollary 7.7). In this
sense, AT¥ < k in (2) of this corollary cannot be strengthened to AT« +! < &,
If k is singular, every uniform ultrafilter over & is cf(x)-indecomposable.

Corollary 5.5. If k is singular, then u(cf(k)) < u(k).

6. MODELS WITH THE FAILURE OF MONOTONICITY 2

In Section 4, we constructed some models with A < x but u(x) < u(\).
Our main tools were Raghavan and Shelah’s theorem 3.1 and Lemmas 4.1,
4.2. However, to use these tools, it is necessary that cf(A) > w, and we
cannot apply our argument to the case cf(\) = w easily. In this section, we
show that it is possible that u(k) < u(w,,) for some xk > w,,.

The following lemma was proved by Donder [4], but we give a proof for
the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 6.1 (Donder [4]). Let k be a singular cardinal with countable co-
finality, and (K, | n < w) a strictly increasing sequence of reqular cardinals
with limit k. If U is a uniform ultrafilter over k such that U is not (w, \)-
reqular for some A < Kg, then there is f : K — K such that f.(U) is a uniform
ultrafilter over k and for every C C Kk, if C N Ky is a club in Kk, for every
n < w, then C € f.(U).

Proof. We recall some definition and notations. For f,g € "k, define f < g
if f(a) < g(a) for every o < k, and f <y g if {a < k| f(a) < g(a)} € U.
Let F be the family of all f: kK — x such that:

(1) f is monotone, that is, if @ < 8 then f(a) < f(5).

(2) sup(f“kn) = Ky for every n < w.
We claim that there is f € F which is <z-minimal in F, that is, if g € F
then {o < K | g(a) > f(a)} € U. Such a <y-minimal function is a require
one; This can be verified as follows. It is easy to check that f. (i) is uniform.
First note that for every g € F, since gof € F and f <y go f, if g <id then
{a <k |gla) =a} € f.(U) Now take C' C k such that C' Nk, is a club in
Kp for every n < w. Define g : Kk — k by g(a) = sup(C N «). Clearly g € F
and g <id. Hence X = {a < k | g(a) = a} € f.(U). By the definition of g,
we have X C (C'\ (min(C) 4+ 1)) U{ky, | » < w}. On the other hand, since
f+«(U) is uniform, we have {k,, | n <w} ¢ U, hence C € f.(U).

We show that F has a <y-minimal element. Suppose to the contrary that
such an element does not exist. By induction on £ < A, we take fe € F so
that:
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(&) fer1 <u fe

(b) fe < f, whenever n < & < 4.
For a successor step, if f¢ is defined, there is ¢ € F with g <y fe by
our assumption. Define fei1 € "k by fepi(a) = g(&) if gla) < fe(a),
otherwise let fei1(a) = fe(). One can check that fey1 € F, fer1 < fe, and
fer1 <u fe. For alimit & < A, define fe(a) = min{ fe(a) | ¢ < &}. It is not
hard to check that fe € F and f¢ < f for ¢ < &.

Finally, for £ < 0, let X¢ = {a < K | fey1(o) < fe(a)} € U. Tt is

easy to check that {X¢ | £ < 0} witnesses that U is (w, A)-regular, this is a
contradiction. O

The following can be seen as a diagonal version of Prikry and Silver’s
theorem (Fact 2.4).

Proposition 6.2. Let k be a singular cardinal with countable cofinality,
and A < k a reqular cardinal with \* = ). Suppose there are sequences
(kn | m <w) and (Sp | n < w) satisfying the following:

(1) (kn | n < w) is an increasing sequence of reqular cardinals with limit

K.
(2) For eachn < w, S, is a non-reflecting stationary subset of {a < Ky, |
cf(a) = A}

(3) For every large reqular cardinal 0, the set {M € [Hg]* | “M C M,
and ¥n < w(sup(M N ky,) € Sy} is stationary in [Hg).

Then there is no A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter over k.

Proof. Fix such (k,, | n < w) and (S,, | n < w). We may assume that A\ < kg
and S, NS, = 0 whenever n < m < w. For each 8 < k, let n(B) be the
minimal n < w with 8 < k,,.

Forn < wand a € S, fixaclub ¢, C a with order type A. Let (£ | i < \)
be the increasing enumeration of ¢,. The following is well-known, e.g., see
Lemma 2.12 in Eisworth [5]:

Fact 6.3. For everyn < w and 3 < Ky, there is a function Fg: S, NGB — A
such that whenever ag, a1 € S, N B with ag # o, the set {£° | Fg(ap) <
i < A} is disjoint from {7 | Fg(an) < i < A}.

Now suppose the contrary that there is a A-indecomposable uniform ultra-
filter U over x. By Lemma 6.1, we may assume that for every ¢ € [],, ., fin,
the set | J,, ., [t(n),kn) is in U. For t € [], ., Sn, define A(t) < A as follows:
By the choice of U, we have that X; = {5 < x| 8 > t(n(B))} € U. Define
Gy Xy = A by Gi(B) = Fp(t(n(B)). Since U is A-indecomposable, there is

A(t) < Asuch that YV; = {8 € Xy | Gi(B) = Fa(t(n(B)) < A(t)} € U.

Claim 6.4. For t,t' € [[,., Sn, if {n <w | t(n) # t(n)} is cofinite, then
there are infinitely many n < w such that {{f(n) | A(t) < i< AN {{fl(n) ]
M) <i<A}=0.

Proof. We know Y; NYy € U. Hence for a given m < w, we can find § €

Y; NYy such that m < n(B), t(n(B)) # t'(n(B)), and t(n(B)),t'(n(B)) < B.

By the choice of Fg, we have {£f(n(ﬁ)) | F(t(n(B))) < i < A}nN {£fl(n(6)) |

Fa(t'(n(8))) <i < A} =0. Because € Y;NYy, we know Fg(t(n(8))) < A(t)
9



and Fs(#'(n(8))) < A(t'). Hence {€:") | A1) <i < Abn{e @) | Aw) <
i< A} =0. O

Fix a large regular . By the choice of the S,’s, we can find M € [Hy]}
containing all relevant objects such that M < Hy, “M C M, and Vn <
w(sup(M N k,) € Sp). Define t € [[,, Sp by t(n) = sup(M N k,). Note
that sup(cyny N M N Ky) = sup(M N ky,) because ¢y, is a club in #(n) and

“M C M. For n < w, pick &, € M N {§f(n) | A(t) < i < A}. We know
€y | n < w) € M by the closure property of M. By the elementarity of M,
there is ' € M N ], S, such that &, € {55/@) | A(t') < i < A} for every
n < w. Clearly t(n) # t/(n) for every n < w, hence there is n < w with
(€M A1) < i <A n{e"™ | A#) < i < A} = 0 by Claim 6.4. However
this is impossible since &, € {{f(n)) | A(t) <i< AN {§fl(n)) | M) <i <
A} O

To show that the assumption of Proposition 6.2 is consistent, we use the
forcing notion which adds a non-reflecting stationary subsets.

For a poset P and an ordinal «, let I',(P) denote the following two players
game of length «: At each inning, Players I and II choose conditions of P
alternately with pg > qo > p1 > q1 > ---, but if § < « is limit, at the
B-th inning, Player I does not move and only Player II choose a condition
qs which is a lower bound of the partial play (pe,qc | £,¢ < 8, £ = 0 or
successor) (if it is possible):

o1 | |w|lw+1
Lpo|pi| - Puwt1
Mg |a1 | | | qust

Player IT wins if I and II could choose their moves at each inning, other-
wise, I wins.

P is a-strategically closed if Player 11 has a winning strategy in the game
' (P). If £ is a cardinal and P is k-strategically closed, then it is easy to see
that P is k-Baire, and the forcing with P does not add new < k-sequences.

Fact 6.5. Let k be a cardinal, and (P,,Q, | n < w) be an w-stage iteration
such that each Q, is forced to be k-strategically closed. Then the inverse
limit of the P, ’s is k-strategically closed.

For a regular uncountable cardinal p and regular A < pu, let S, \ be the
poset of all bounded subsets p C {a < p | cf(a) = A} such that p has a
maximal element max(p) and for every 8 < max(p), pN S is non-stationary
in 8. Define p < ¢ if p is an end-extension of q.

Let S =S, ». The following is easy to check:

Lemma 6.6. |[S| = 2<H, so0 S satisfies the (2<#)T -c.c.
The following lemma is well-known, and we only sketch the proof.

Lemma 6.7. (1) S is p-strategically closed, hence the forcing with S
does not add new < p-sequences.
(2) If G is (V,S)-generic, then |JG is a non-reflecting stationary subset

of {a < p | cf(a) = A}
10



Sketch of the proof. (1). For a limit 8 < p and a partial play (pe,qc | €,¢ <
B, & = 0 or successor), suppose ¢ = UC<B g¢ is non-reflecting. Let v =
sup(q). Then Player II takes q U {~ + A} as his move. This is a winning
strategy of Player II.

(2). Non-reflectingness is immediate from the definition of S. To show
that |J G is stationary, take a name C for a club in y. Take a descending
sequence (p; | i < A) such that for every i < A, there is «; such that a; <
sup(p;) < @41 and piqq IF &; € C. Let o = sup; o, and p = ;. pi U {a}.
It is easy to check that p e Sand plFa e CN{JG. O

Proposition 6.8. Let k be a singular cardinal with countable cofinality, and
suppose GCH. Let (ky, | n < w) be a strictly increasing sequence of regular
uncountable cardinals with limit k, and A a reqular uncountable cardinal with
A < Kg. Then there is a poset P such that P preserves all cardinals, and adds
a sequence (S, C Ky, | n < w) satisfying the conditions of Proposition 6.2.

Proof. Fix such (k, | n < w) and \. Define P, and Q,, for n < w as follows.

Let Py be the trivial poset. Suppose P, is defined. Then Q, is a P,-name
such that

H_IP’n Qn = Snn,)\-
Put P, as the forcing product P, % Q,,. It is routine to show that IPpiq] <
2<fin = g, so it satisfies the (k,)"-c.c. Let P be the inverse limit of the
P,’s. We check that P is a required poset.

By Fact 6.5, for each n < w, P can be factored as a forcing product
P, * @n * ]I"’mu such that II—Pn O, “Pmu is Kp41-strategically closed”. This
factorization shows that the forcing with P preserves all cofinalities.

Take a (V,P)-generic G, and let S,, be a generic subset of k, induced by
G. By the factorization before, we have that .S), is a non-reflecting stationary
subset of {a < k,, | cf(a) = A} in VIG].

Finally, we see that the sequence (S, | n < w) satisfies the the conditions
of Proposition 6.2. To do this, return to V. Let 6 be a sufficiently large
regular cardinal and N = Hy. Let Sn be a canonical name for S,,. Take a
P-name f such that p - f : [N]<“ — N. It is enough to show that there is
X € N and g < psuch that | X|=XC X, [X]* C X, and

qIF f4X]°¢ C X,sup(X Nk,) € 8, for n < w.

Take a large regular cardinal xy > 6 and M < H, containing all relevant
objects such that |[M| = A\ € M and [M]<* C M. Let X = M N H,.
Note that |X| = A, [X]* C X, and cf(sup(X Nky,)) = A for every n < w.
Fix an enumeration (x; | i < A) of all elements of X. By the A-strategically
closedness of P and the closure property of M, we can take a descending
sequence (g; | i < A) in P such that the following holds:

(1) go <pand ¢ € M for i < \.

(2) For i < A, there is y; € X such that ¢; I+ f(:El) = 7.

(3) For i < XA and n < w, there is @« € X N Kk, such that ¢;11 IF

max(g;(n)) = a.

Then take a function ¢ on w as follows: ¢(n) is a P,-name such that

e, “g(n) = U;<y @i(n) U {sup(X N i,)}. It is straightforward to show that
11



q is a lower bound of the ¢;’s, and ¢ I+ f.“[)?]“’ C X,sup(X Nky,) € S, for
n < w. O

By this proposition, if x is measurable we can take a generic extension in
which k is measurable and there is no wi-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter
over Wy, .

Theorem 6.9. Suppose there is no wi-indecomposable uniform wultrafilter
over wy,. Let k be a measurable cardinal, and p > Kk a strong limit singular
cardinal with cofinality w.
(1) Add(w, p) forces u(k) < u(wy).
(2) IfU is a normal measure over k and Py is the Prikry forcing associ-
ated with U, then Py x Add(w, p) forces that k is a singular cardinal
with countable cofinality and u(k) < u(wy,).

Proof. (1). Take a (V, Add(w, p))-generic G. In V[G], we have u(k) < u(wy).
We claim that, in V[G], w, does not have an w;-indecomposable uniform
ultrafilter. Suppose to the contrary that there is an wi-indecomposable
uniform ultrafilter . Let U be a name for Y. In V, let F = {X C w, |-
X € U}. Fis a uniform filter over w,, and since Add(w, 1) has the c.c.c.
and U is wi-indecomposable, for every f : w, — wi there is v < w; such
that {a | f(a) < v} € F. Then every ultrafilter extending F is an wi-
indecomposable uniform ultrafilter, this is a contradiction.

Now, in V[G], every uniform ultrafilter over w,, is wj-decomposable. By
Lemma 5.2, we have that u(w;) < u(w,), hence u(k) < u(wy) < u(wy).

(2) follows from a similar argument. O

We also have the following theorem. We leave the proof to the reader.

Theorem 6.10. Suppose there is no wi-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter
over w,. Let k be a strongly compact cardinal, and p > k a strong limit
singular cardinal with cofinality wi. Then Add(w,u) forces that u(k*) <
w(wy) and u(kte) < u(wy).

We will show that both u(k**) < u(w,) and u(k*1) < u(w,) are consis-
tent as well. See Corollaries 7.7 and Proposition 7.18.

7. MONOTONICITY AT A SINGULAR CARDINAL AND ITS SUCCESSOR

We had seen that u(k) < u(x™) always holds if & is regular. By Theorem
4.8, if k is singular then it is possible that u(k%) < u(x). On the other
hand, we will show there are some limitation of the failure of monotonicity
at singular and its successor.

We use Shelah’s PCF theory. We present some definitions and basic facts.
See Shelah [16], Abraham and Magidor [1], and Eisworth [5] for details.

Fact 7.1 (Shelah). Let k be a singular cardinal. Then there is an increasing
sequence (k¢ | € < cf(k)) of regular cardinals with limit & such that [, ke

admits a scale (f; |1 < k™) of length k', that is, the following hold:
(1) £ € I re.
(2) Fori < j < k%, fi <* f; holds, that is, there is ¢ < cf(k) with
fi(§) < f;(&) for every § > (.

12



(3) For every g € [, ke, there is i < kT with g <* f;.
We also use the following Kanamori’s result.

Fact 7.2 (Kanamori [11]). Let x be a singular cardinal. Then every uniform
ultrafilter over k™ is (K, k™)-reqular.

Now we prove the following proposition, which plays a crucial role in this
section.

Proposition 7.3. Let k be a singular cardinal. Let S be a set and U an
ultrafilter over S. If U is k™ -decomposable and cf(k)-decomposable, then U
1 k-decomposable as well.

Proof. First we check that U is (k, T )-regular. Since U is kT-decomposable,
we can find f : S — kT such that f.(U) is a uniform ultrafilter over x7.
By Fact 7.2, f.(U) is (k,sT)-regular. Fix F C f.(U) which witnesses that
f«U) is (k,x")-regular. Then it is easy to show that {f~}(X) | X € F}
also witnesses that U is (k, xT)-regular.

Since U is (k, k™ )-regular, we can take a family {zs | s € S} such that
|zs| < k and for every i < k*, we have {s € S | i € x5} € U. Fix an
increasing sequence (k¢ | £ < cf(x)) of regular cardinals with limit x which
admits a scale (f; |i < k™). Since U is cf(x)-decomposable, we can find
g: S = {re | £ < cf(r)} such that for every n < cf(k), we have {s € S |
g(a) > Ky} €U.

Now we define h : S — k as follows: Fix s € S. Take & < cf(k) such
that g(s) + |xs| < re,. Then the set {f;(&s) | i € x5} is bounded in k¢ . So
we can take h(s) < ke, with h(s) > fi(&) for every i € x,. We show that
h witnesses that U is k-decomposable. Suppose not. Take X € [k]<" such
that {s € S| h(s) € X} € U. Fix (g < cf(k) with |X| < k¢. Then we can
find j < k* and (1 > (o such that sup(X N k) < f;(§) for every & with
¢ <€ < cf(k). Pick s € S with g(s) > k¢, j € xs, and h(s) € X. Since
g(s) > K¢y, we have ke, > k¢, Hence f;(&s) < h(s) < ke, however this is
impossible since h(s) < sup(X Nke,) < fj(&s). O

Lemma 7.4. Let k be a cardinal, and suppose k has a o-complete uniform
ultrafilter U with x(U) = u(k). Then there is a uniform ultrafilter V over
such that x(V) = u(k) and V is not o-complete.

Proof. 1t is sufficient to show that there is a non-o-complete uniform ultra-
filter V over w x k with x(V) = u(k).

By the assumption, there is a measurable cardinal < x. Hence we have
2% < k. Fix a uniform ultrafilter W over w. Define the filter V over w X k
by: X € V <= thereisY € Wand Z € Y with Y x Z C X. We have that
x(V) < x(U) x 2¥ = x(U). We can check V is not o-complete as follows:
X, = [n,w)xk € Vbut(), X, = 0. We have to show that V is an ultrafilter.
Take X C w x k. Consider theset Y = {n <w |{a <k |(n,a) € X} €cU}.

Case 1: Y eW. ForneY, take Z, = {a < k| (n,a) € X} € U. Since
U is o-complete, we have Z =, Z, € U. Then Y x Z C X, hence X € V.

Case 2: Y ¢ W. ThenY' = {n<w|{a<k]|(na) e s\ X} €U} isin
W.ForneY' let Z, ={a<k|(na) e c\X}elU,and Z' =, Z], €U.
Then Y’ x Z' C (w x k) \ X, hence (w x k) \ X € V. O
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Now we can prove that u(k) < u(x™) always holds if s is a singular
cardinal with countable cofinality.

Theorem 7.5. If k is a singular cardinal with countable cofinality, then
u(k) <u(kt).

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that u(k) > u(k™). If U is a uniform
ultrafilter over s+ with x(U) = u(xk™), then U is s-indecomposable but
kT-decomposable, so w-indecomposable by Proposition 7.3. In particular
U is o-complete. By Lemma 7.4, there is a uniform ultrafilter V over
kT such that x(V) = u(k*) and V is not o-complete. Then V is cf(k)-
decomposable, hence is k-decomposable by Proposition 7.3 again, and we
have u(x) < x(V) = u(k*) by Lemma 5.1. This is a contradiction. O

We note that, by Theorem 4.8, the countable cofinality assumption of this
theorem cannot be eliminated.

Corollary 7.6. If k is reqular, then u(k+®) < u(ktt1) for every a < wy.

Again, u(kT1Hl) < u(k*1) is consistent by Theorem 4.8.
Combining Theorem 7.5 with Theorems 4.7 and 6.10 we have:

Corollary 7.7. (1) Relative to a certain large cardinal assumption, it
is consistent that u(wy) < u(wy).
(2) Relative to a certain large cardinal assumption, it is consistent that
there is a cardinal k with u(k™) < u(w,).

Next we prove that u(k) < u(k™) holds if s is a strong limit singular
cardinal.

Proposition 7.8. Let k be a singular cardinal and A < k a cardinal, and
suppose i < k1 for every p < k. If kT has a k-indecomposable uniform
ultrafilter, then k™ < k.

Proof. We may assume A > cf(k). Fix a k-indecomposable uniform ultra-
filker U over kT, which is cf(k)-indecomposable by Proposition 7.3. U is
(k, k1)-regular by Fact 7.2, so we can take a family {z, | @ < kT } such that
|zo] < k and {a | i € xa} €U for i < k.

Fix an enumeration {B; | i < &*} of U, ~[1]=* such that for every
Jj < kT, the set {i | B; = B,} is cofinal in x*. For a < k¥, let B, =
{Ujee Bi | c € [2]F)}. Since p* < k' for every p < k and |z,| < K, we
have |B,| < k*. Thus |J, Bal < k. We prove that [k]* C |, Ba, then we
have k* < kt as required.

Fix an increasing sequence (k¢ | € < cf(k)) with limit x. For X € [r]*, we
can take an increasing sequence (i¢ | § < cf(x)) such that X Nre = B;,. Put
d = {i¢ | £ < cf(x)}, which has order type cf(k). Because {« | i € x4} €U
for & < cf(k) and U is cf(k)-indecomposable, there must be a < kT such

that |[d N xa| = cf(k). Then X = J;cgne. Bi € Ba- O

Theorem 7.9. If k is a strong limit singular cardinal, then u(k) < u(x™).
Proof. If u(k™) < u(k), then £+ has a k-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter,
hence 2% = (%) = kT by Proposition 7.8. But then u(x) < 2% = x+ <

u(k™), this is a contradiction. O
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The strong limit assumption of this theorem cannot be eliminated by
Theorem 4.8.

Next we prove that if u(x™) < u(x), then u(x™) is an upper bound of the
ultrafilter numbers at almost all regular cardinals below k.

Definition 7.10. Let  be a singular cardinal, and A C k be a set of regular
cardinals with sup(A) = k and |A| = cf(k). Let U be an ultrafilter over A.
For f,g € []A, define f <y g by {p € A | f(n) < g(pu)} € U. A set
F CJJAis <p-cofinal if for every f € [] A, there is g € F with f <y g.
Let cf(J[ A, <y) = min{|F| | F is <y-cofinal}, and PP(k) the set of all
cf(J] A, <p)’s where A C k is a set of regular cardinals with sup(A) = &,
|A| = cf(k), and U an ultrafilter over A which does not contain bounded
subsets of A. Let pp(x) be the supremum of PP(k).

Fact 7.11 (Shelah). For a singular cardinal k, the following are equivalent:
(1) pp(k) = K"
(2) For every increasing sequence (k¢ | & < cf(k)) of regular cardinals
with limit , there is a subsequence (k¢ | § < cf(k)) of the sequence
with limit k which admits a scale of length k.

Definition 7.12. For a cardinal k, let ADS, be the following assertion:
there is a sequence (A; | i < k) such that A; is an unbounded subset of
k with size cf(k), and for every a < k% there is f : @ — k such that

(A \ @) N (A5 \ f(7)) =0 for every i < j < a

Fact 7.13 (Shelah). Let x be a singular cardinal. If pp(k) > k7, then ADS,
holds.

Proposition 7.14. Let x be a singular cardinal, and suppose k* has a k-

indecomposable uniform ultrafilter. Then ADS,; fails, in particular pp(k) =
+
kT,

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that ADS, holds. Let (A; |i < k™) be a
ADS,-sequence.

Let U be a k-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter over k™. By Proposition
7.3, U is cf (k)-indecomposable. For a < k1, we can find g, : «+1 — & such
that the sequence (A; \ f(i) | i < ) is pairwise disjoint. Fix 8 < k. Since
U is cf(k)-indecomposable, we can find dg < r such that Xg = {a < kT |
9da(B) < 63} € U. Now there must be some § < kT such that Y = {8 < s |
83 = 0} is unbounded in £*. We show that the sequence (Ag\d |3 € Z) is
pairwise disjoint, but this is impossible since |Y| = k™

Pick 3,8 € Y with 8 < /. We know that Xg N Xg € U, so there is
a large a > 3,8 with a € XgN Xg. Then go(8),94(8") < 6. Because
A\ go(B) and Ag \ go(B') are disjoint and go(B), ga(8’) < 6, we have that
Ag\ 6 and Ag \ 6 are disjoint as well. O

Proposition 7.15. Let k be a singular cardinal, and U a uniform ultrafilter
over k. If U is k-indecomposable, then there is a cardinal A < k such that
U is p-decomposable for every reqular p with A < p < k.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that the set {u < k | p is regular, U is
p-indecomposable} is unbounded in k.
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By Proposition 7.3, we have that U is cf(x)-indecomposable. Apply-
ing Proposition 7.14 and Facts 7.11, 7.13, we can take an increasing se-
quence (ke | & < cf(k)) of regular cardinals with limit x such that U is
rg-indecomposable, and [], #¢ admits a scale (f; [ i < x7).

For £ < cf(k), since U is k¢-indecomposable, we can find d¢ < k¢ such that
{a < k™| fa(§) < é¢} € U. Now take a large 8 < k™ such that & < f3(€)
for almost all £ < cf(k).

For @ < kT with a > 3, there is {, < cf(x) such that f3(¢) < fa()
for all £ > (4. Since U is cf(k)-indecomposable, there is ( < cf(k) with
{a < k1| {4y < (¢} €U. Hence we can find a < k* with 3 < a and (, < C.
By the choice of (,, we have 6: < f3(¢) < fa((), this is a contradiction. [J

The following theorem is immediate from Lemmas 5.1, 5.2 and Proposi-
tion 7.15.

Theorem 7.16. Let k be a singular cardinal, and suppose u(k*) < u(k).
Then there is a cardinal A < k such that u(p) < u(k™) for every regular p
with A < p < K.

Note that we can improve “every regular p” in this theorem to “every
regular or singular with countable cofinality p” by Theorem 7.5, however
cannot to “every cardinal u”; Suppose k is strongly compact, and let y > &
be a strong limit singular cardinal with cofinality w;. Then Add(w, i) forces
u(r Tty < u(st7) and u(s i) < u(kter @) for every o < wy.

We end this section by showing the consistency of u(k™1) < u(wy).

Lemma 7.17. Let & be a singular cardinal. Then u(k) < u(rkt)ef),

Proof. We may assume u(k") < u(x). Fix an increasing sequence (k; | i < cf(k))
of regular cardinals with limit x. By Proposition 7.15, there is A < k such
that u(u) < u(k™t) for every regular p with A < p < k. Hence we may
assume that for every i < cf(x), there is a uniform ultrafilter ; over x; with
xU;) < u(kt). Fix also a uniform ultrafilter V over cf(x). Now define a
filter D over k as: X € D <= {i <cf(k) | X Nk; €U;} € V. It is easy
to show that D is a uniform ultrafilter over &, and since x(U;) < u(x™), we
have x (D) < u(kT)H) . 2910 Thus u(k) < x(D) < u(xt)f), O

Proposition 7.18. Suppose there is no ws-indecomposable uniform ultrafil-
ter over w, and 2! = wy. Let k be a strongly compact cardinal, and p > K
a strong limit singular cardinal with cf(p) = ws. Then Add(we, ) forces
u(kT) < u(wy).

Proof. In the generic extension, we have that u(xT1 1) < u(ws). Since
Add(wg, i) satisfies the ws-c.c., we have u(ws) < u(w,) as in the proof of
Theorem 6.9, so we have that u(kT1+1) < u(w,).

We prove that u(kT%t) < u(k+“1*1) in the generic extension. Suppose to
the contrary that u(xt«1t1) < u(k™*1). We note that u(kT*1+1) = pu by
Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 7.17, we have u(x*1) < u(xt@rt1)«1. However,
since u(kt¥1tl) = u, cf(u) = ws, and Add(ws, u) is wo-closed, we have
u(kter) < p@t = p = u(kt@rtl)) this is a contradiction. O
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8. CONSISTENCY STRENGTH OF THE FAILURE OF MONOTONICITY

In this section, we study the consistency strength of the failure of mono-
tonicity of the ultrafilter number function. We will show that the failure has
a large cardinal strength.

We use the following Donder’s theorem.

Fact 8.1 (Donder [4]). Suppose there is no inner model of a measurable
cardinal. Let k be an uncountable cardinal.

(1) If k is singular, then every uniform ultrafilter over k is (w, k)-regular.
(2) If k is regular, then every uniform ultrafilter over k is (w, \)-regular
for every \ < k.

Proposition 8.2. Suppose there is a cardinal k such that k has a A-indecomposable
uniform ultrafilter for some A < k. Then there is an inner model of a mea-
surable cardinal.

Proof. Let U be a A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter over k. Then U is
not (w, A)-regular by Lemma 2.7, and the assertion follows from Fact 8.1. O

Theorem 8.3. Suppose there are cardinals A < K such that u(k) < u(X).
Then there is an inner model of a measurable cardinal.

Proof. By the assumption, s has a A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter.
Then there is an inner model of a measurable cardinal by Proposition 8.2.
O

By Theorems 4.5, 4.6, and 8.3, we have the equiconsistency result.

Theorem 8.4. The following are equiconsistent:

(1) There is a measurable cardinal.

(2) There are cardinals \ < k with u(k) < u(X).

(8) There is a weakly inaccessible cardinal x and a cardinal A < k with
u(k) < u(A).

(4) There is a singular cardinal k and a cardinal X < k with u(k) < u(X).

(5) There are cardinals A < k such that k has a A-indecomposable uni-
form ultrafilter.

Here let us mention another application of Donder’s theorem, which con-
trasts with Theorem 7.16.

Proposition 8.5. Relative to a certain large cardinal assumption, it is con-
sistent that there is a weakly inaccessible cardinal k such that u(k) < u(X)
for every uncountable cardinal A\ < k.

Proof. Suppose there is a measurable cardinal x and a normal measure U
over k such that V' = L[U], and V, is a model of ZFC+ “there is no inner
model of a measurable cardinal”. By Fact 8.1, for every uncountable cardinal
A < K, A has no wi-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter.

Fix a large strong limit singular cardinal g > x with cofinality wy, and
take a generic extension V[G] via poset Add(w, ). In V[G], we have u(k) <
i < u(wy). We see that, in V[G], every uncountable cardinal A < x does not
have an wj-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter. Then u(w;) < u(A), hence
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u(k) < u(wy) < u(A) as required. Suppose to the contrary that A has an wi-
indecomposable uniform ultrafilter. Since V[G] is a c.c.c. forcing extension
of V, by the argument used in the proof of Theorem 6.9, we can take an

wi-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter over A in V. This contradicts to the
choice of V. O

Next we turn to the consistency strength of the statement u(\) < u(x™)
for some A < k. For this sake, we will consider the square principles.

Definition 8.6. Let x be a cardinal. A sequence (¢, | @ < k™) is said to
be a [,-sequence if the following hold:

(1) cq is a club in a with order type < k.

(2) For every a < B < k™, if o is a limit point of ¢z then ¢, = ¢z Na.
Let O, be the assertion that there is a [l;-sequence.

Definition 8.7. Let x be a cardinal. A sequence (¢, | @ < k) is said to be
a O(k)-sequence if the following hold:
(1) ¢ is aclub in a.
(2) There is no club C in & such that for every a < &, if a is a limit
point of C then C Na = ¢,.

Let (k) be the assertion that there is a [J(k)-sequence.

Clearly O, = O(k™). It is known that the failure of the square principle
at a singular cardinal, or at successive cardinals have a very strong large
cardinal strength, but the exact strength is unknown. We just present the
following Schimmerling’s result.

Fact 8.8 (Schimmerling [15]). Suppose that:
(1) Oy fails for some singular K, or
(2) Both O(k) and O, fail for some k > wa.
Then there is an inner model of a proper class of strong cardinals.

We will prove that if x has a A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter then
O(k) fails. For this sake, we also need the next definition and Kanamori’s
another result.

Definition 8.9. Let U be an ultrafilter over k.

(1) A function f : Kk — k + 1 is a least function of U if {o < Kk | B <
f(a)} € U for every B < k, and for every g : kK — &, if {a | g(a) <
f(a)} € U, then there is § < k such that {a | g(a) < B} € U.

(2) If the identity map is a least function, then U is called a weakly
normal ultrafilter.

Note that if U is an ultrafilter over x and f : kK — &, then the filter f,(U)
over k is weakly normal if and only if f is a least function of U.

Fact 8.10 (Kanamori [11]). Let k be a regular cardinal, and U a uniform
ultrafilter over k. If there is A < k such that U is not (w, \)-reqular, then U
has a least function.

By Lemma 2.7, if i is a uniform ultrafilter over x and there is a A < &
such that U is A\-indecomposable, then U/ is not (w, A)-regular. Hence U has
a least function.

18



Proposition 8.11. Let k be a regular uncountable cardinal, and suppose
there is a reqular A < k such that k has a A-indecomposable uniform ultra-

filter U. Then O(k) fails.

Proof. To show that [J(k) fails, suppose to the contrary that there is a O(k)-
sequence (¢, | @ < k). By Fact 8.10, U has a least function. Hence we may
assume that U is weakly normal.

Claim 8.12. For every 8 < k, there is vy < k such that f < v and {a < K |
v € lim(cy)} €U.

Proof. We shall take a strictly increasing sequence (; | i < A\) by induction
on A such that for every i < A\, {a < & | [8i, Bi+1) Nca # 0} € U. First let
Bo = B. Suppose §; is defined for all j <. If 7 is limit, then §; = sup;; ;.
Suppose ¢ is successor, say ¢ = k + 1. By the weak normality of U, we can
find Bgy1 such that {« | [Bk, Bks1) Nea # 0} € U.

Let v = sup; f;. Clearly v > § and cf(y) = A\. We show that {a < & |
v €lim(cy)} €U. For i < A\, let X; = {a | [Bi, Bit1) Nca # 0} € U. Since U
is A\-indecomposable, the set Y = {a | {i < A | @ € X;} is cofinal in A} is in
U. Take a € Y. By the choice of the X;’s, we have that ¢, N~y is unbounded
in v, hence v € lim(cy). O

Let A be the set of all v < k such that {a < k| v € lim(co)} €U. A'is
unbounded in k by the previous claim. For £y, 81 € A with 5y < B1, there
is a large « such that Sy, 81 € lim(c,). Hence cg, N By = cg,. This argument
shows that C' = (J{cg | B € A} is a club in k and C' N = ¢ for every
B € lim(C'). This is a contradiction. O

Corollary 8.13. (1) Let k be a regular cardinal. If u(k) < u(X\) holds
for some X\ < k, then O(k) fails.
(2) If u(k™) < u(N\) holds for some X\ < k, then O, fails.

Proof. (2) is immediate from (1).

(1). By the assumption, we can find a A-indecomposable uniform ultra-
filter U. If X is regular, then (k) fails by Proposition 8.11. If X is singular,
then U is either cf (\)-indecomposable, or A*-indecomposable by Proposition
7.3. In either case, we have that [J(k) fails by Proposition 8.11 again. [

We point out that, if s is singular then the weak square principle U}
implies ADS,. Hence by Proposition 7.14, [0} fails if s is singular and
u(kt) < u(k)

The failure of the square principle is reflecting.

Proposition 8.14. Let s be a reqular cardinal, and suppose there is a car-
dinal X\ < K such that u(k™) < u(\) holds. Then both O(k) and O(k™)
fail.

Proof. By the assumption, ¥ has a M-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter
U. We know that Uf is k-decomposable. Now we show that there is a regular
cardinal o < k such that U is p-indecomposable. Since u(x) < u(A), there is
a A-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter. If X is regular, let © = X. Suppose
A is singular. By Proposition 7.3, U is either cf(\)-indecomposable, or else
AT-indecomposable. If it is cf()\)-indecomposable, then let p = cf()). If
At-indecomposable, we have AT < k and put u = \™.
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We have that ((x ™) fails by Proposition 8.11. Because U is k-decomposable,
we can find a p-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter over k. By applying
Proposition 8.11 again, (k) fails. O

Proposition 8.15. Let k be a singular cardinal. If u(k™) < u(k), then the
set {\ < k| A is regular and O(X) holds } is bounded in k.

Proof. By the assumption, we can take a k-indecomposable uniform ultra-
filter U over k™, which is in fact cf(x)-indecomposable by Proposition 7.3.
Now suppose to contrary that the set {A < x| A is regular and J(\) holds
} is unbounded in k. By Proposition 7.15, we can take a regular A < x such
that A > cf(k), U is A-decomposable, and [J(A) holds. Then we can take
a cf(k)-indecomposable uniform ultrafilter V over A. Hence [J()\) fails by
Proposition 8.11, this is a contradiction. O

By Fact 8.8 and these propositions, we obtain the following lower bound
of the consistency strength.

Theorem 8.16. Let k be a cardinal. Ifu(kt) < u(X\) holds for some cardinal
A < k, then there is an inner model of a proper class of strong cardinals.

To conclude this paper, we would like to ask some questions.

Question 8.17. (1) What is the exact consistency strength of the state-
ment that “u(k™) < u(\) for some A\ < k"7

(2) Is it consistent that there are cardinals A\ <  such that 2<* = X\ and
u(k) <u(A)?

(3) Is it consistent that monotonicity of the ultrafilter number function
fails at three cardinals? Namely, is it consistent that there are three
cardinals k9 < k1 < K2 with u(k2) < u(k1) < u(ko)? How about
u(ky) < u(ke) < u(kp) and u(ka) < u(kg) < u(ky)?

(4) Is there anther cardinal invariant function £(x) on the cardinals such
that the failure of monotonicity of £ has a large cardinal strength?
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