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ON PRODUCTS OF MAXIMALLY RESOLVABLE SPACES

J. CEDER AND T. PEARSON

A maximally resolvable space is one which can be de-
composed into the largest number of °‘‘maximally dense”
subsets. Answering a previously posed question, we show
that an arbitrary product of maximally resclvable spaces is
again maximally resolvable, not only with respect to the or-
dinary product topology, but with respect to other natural
topologies as well.

Given a topological space (X, 7) let 4(X, 7) denote the least among
the cardinals of nonvoid z-open sets. A space (X,7) is said to be
maximally resolvable if it has isolated points or X is the union of
A(X, 7) pairwise disjoint sets, called resolvants, each of which inter-
sects each nonvoid open set in at least 4(X, ) points.

In [1] the first author showed among things that locally compact
Hausdorff spaces and first countable spaces are always maximally re-
solvable. Moreover, it was shown that in certain cases the product
of maximally resolvable spaces is maximally resolvable. In this paper
we settle this question of the maximal-resolvability of products by
showing that an arbitrary product of maximally resolvable spaces is
maximally resolvable with respect to the ordinary product topology,
the generalized product topology, and the box topology. Other results,
as well as some interesting unsolved problems regarding products of
maximally resolvable spaces, are also presented.

In the sequel we will consider ordinals and cardinals defined so
that each ordinal is equal to the set of its predecessors, and a cardinal
is an ordinals which is not equipollent with any smaller ordinal. Car-
dinals will be denoted by the aleph notation or by the symbols k, m, n,
ete., and ordinals will be denoted by lower case Greek letters «, 8, v,
ete.. The cardinal number of a set A will be denoted by [A]. A
subset B of a topological space X is said to be m-dense in X if
|IBNU| =z m for each nonvoid open subset U of X. A subset B of
a given set M is said to be small (resp. large) with respect to M if
|B| < |M| (resp. |M — B| < |M|). When no confusion is likely, we
will denote 4(X, 7) by 4(X).

Given a Cartesian product IT {X,: ae M} of topological spaces X,,
let ZZ be the collection of all sets of the form [I{U.:ac M} where
U, is open in X,. Let <# be the topology generated by the base
Z. Let Z(resp. £€) be the topology generated by the base consist-
ing of all members of % for which U, = X, except for finitely many
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indices (resp. U, = X, except for a small subset of indices [here, we
assume W, < [M|]). Then &, 7’ and & will be called the box,
ordinary product, and generalized product topologies respectively.

2. The ordinary product topology. In this section we will
consider only product spaces equipped with the ordinary product topology
. We begin with two lemmas.

Lemm 1. (Ceder [1]) A finite product of maximally resolvable
spaces 1s maximally resolvable.

LemMMmaA 2. If X is maximally resolvable with A4(X) =1 and Y
is such that A(Y) < A(X), then X x Y is maximally resolvable.

Proof. Since 4(X) is necessarily infinite, we have
AX X Y)=AMX)-AY)=4X). If {X,:a < 4X)} is a collection of
resolvants for X, than obviously {X, X Y:a < 4(X)} gives a maximal
resolution for X x Y.

If X and Y are related as in the hypothesis of Lemma 2, then
we will say that X dominates Y. This terminology will be used
repeatedly in the proofs in the sequel. Next we have our basic theorem.

THEOREM 1. Suppose m = W, and | X, | > 2 for each a < m. If

fgpiXaI S AN X :a<m)) =< |[T1{X.:ag A}

for each finite subset A of m, then []{X.:a < m} is maximally
resolvable.

Proof. Let
7 = U{X, X Xgy X +oo X X, t{ay, @y, +++, a } a finite subset of m}.

Denote A4(JI{X.:a <m}) by n and put W= . X n x n. Clearly
|| <n-m=n so that | W| = n. Thus we can well-order W as
{Wa}acn. We shall now define the desired resolvants for the product
by means of transfinite induction on the ordinal n.

Suppose f, has been chosen for each v < B and consider w; =
(A, 1, v) where A = (X, Ty =+ +, Tu p€ .. Put

Co={fell {Xu:a < m): fla) = z.,).

Sincen < |J]{X.:a¢ A}|wehave|C,| = n, sothatC,—{f,:v < B}=
@. Now pick freC, — {fy:v <B}.
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Now, having defined the set of distinct points {f.}.<., Wwe define
for each a <n the set B, = {f;: there exists A e .2 and v < n such that
w; = <{A, a,v>}. Obviously, |B,NC,| = n for each Ae % and a < n,
so that each B, is n-dense. Hence, {B.}.c. is a family of n pairwise
disjoint, n-dense subsets of ] {X,:a<m} so that [[{X,:a<m} is
maximally resolvable.

As a corollary of the above result it follows that an infinitefold
product of any space with itself is maximally resolvable.

The technique of the proof of Theorem 1 suggests a way of
obtaining a sufficient condition for the maximal-resolvability of an
infinite completely regular space X, namely: embed X in BX, define
C, and .o in the analogous manner, and duplicate the proof of Theorem
1. The condition essential for the success of this method is that
| | < 4(X), where & is the family of all continuous functions from
X into [0, 1]. But since x(X) =< | & | this condition implies ¥(X) < 4(X),
where ¥(X) is the weight of X (i.e., the least among the cardinals
of bases of X). However, Theorem 3 of [1] asserts that any space X
is maximally resolvable whenever R, < %(X) < 4(X). Therefore, the
method of Theorem 1 applied to the image of X in 8X gives no new
results.

We remark in passing that the techniques of the proof of Theorem
1 yield a proof of Theorem 3 of [1] which is much simpler than the
original.

THEOREM 2. If X, is maximally resolvable for each o < m, then
Il {X.:a < m} is maximally resolvable.

Proof. In view of Lemma 1 we can assume that m is infinite
and each | X,| = 2. Let n = AI]{X.:a <m}). We first note that
the set {6:]|X;| > n} must be finite. If it were infinite then n =
AJT{X.: @« <m}) = k > n, where k is the next cardinal bigger than
n. Now we clearly have one of the following three cases.

Case I. The set C = {8:|X;| = n} is infinite. In this case, the
hypothesis of Theorem 1 is obviously satisfied for X = ] {X,:a e C}.
Hence, X is maximally resolvable. Clearly, 4(X) = n® = n = 4(Y),
where Y = J] {X,:a¢ C}. Hence, by Lemma2, X X Y=]]{X,:a<m}
is maximally resolvable.

Case II. For some &, 4(X.) = n. In this case we must have
A(X,) =n. Let n, = A(I] X.:a =+ &}). Then, it is easily verified that
n = 4(X,)-n, = n-n,. Hence n, < n so that the maximally resolvable
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space X, dominates [[{X,:a = & and [[{X.;« < m} is maximally
resolvable by Lemma 2.

Case III. The set C = {8:| X;| = n} is finite and 4(X,)<n for
all «. The case where C = ¢ will be seen to be a trivial modification of
the case where C == ¢, so assume C = . Put X = [[{X,:a ¢ C} and
Y =1l {X,: e C}. By Lemma 1Y is maximally resolvable. Moreover,
it is easily seen that n = |J[ 4{X.,): «eC}|-4(X). But since each
4(X,) < n and C is finite, we must therefore have 4(X) = n. Now
the hypothesis of Theorem 1 can easily be seen to be satisfied for X.
Firstly, | X3| < n = 4(X) for each 8. Secondly, for any finite set 4
there exists a finite superset B for which

AX) = |1I{4(X):ae B} || 1 { X, : a¢ B}|
= |[{4(X):aeA}|-|[TI{X.:aeB — A}|-|Tl {X.:a¢ B}|
=TI {4(X.):aecA}|-|TI{ X, : ae A}
= [T {X.:ag A}

Hence, in Case III, ] {X,:« < m} is maximally resolvable, completing
the proof.

Theorem 1 gives a particular sufficient condition for an infinite
product of arbitrary spaces to be maximally resolvable. The next
result gives another, and simpler, sufficient condition.

THEOREM 3. Suppose m = W, and n =sup{| X,|:a <m}. If
{a:| X, | = n} is empty or infinite, then [] {X,.: «a < m} is maximally
resolvable.

Proof. The proof consists of verifying the hypotheses of Theorem
1. If A is any finite subset of m, then there exists 8 < m such that
max{| X,|:ac A} <|Xz|. Hence |X;| =|Jl{X.:aecA}| and conse-
quently

[ TI{X.:a¢ A} = |I] {X.:a < m}]
2 AIH{X. : « < m}).

Secondly, for some finite set B, A([[ {X,:a <m}) = |[[ {X.:a ¢ B}| = n,
whether {a:|X,| = n} be infinite or empty. Hence, J[{X.:a < m}
is maximally resolvable.

The previous theorems naturally suggest the question: is the
product of two spaces, one of which is maximally resolvable, again
maximally resolvable ? Unfortunatelly we are unable to settle this
question, a discussion of which appears in § 4. However, we are able
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to obtain the following partial results.

THEOREM 4. Suppose A(X) =W.and |Y | = A(Y) = Waire Then
X x Y is maximally resolvable whenever X is maximally resolvable.

Proof. Well-order Y as {r;:8 < Y.}, and for each 8 < N1
put Bs =Y — {r,:v < B}. Then each point in Y belongs to at most

W, members of {B;:8 < Wuu}. Hence, for any ye Y we can en-
umerate those members of {Bs:8 < ...} which contain y as
{Bye : &€ < m} for some cardinal m < ¥,. Now let {X,: ¢ < N be
a resolution for X. For each B < W.., we put A4; = U {{y} x X.:
there exists g such that B,. = Bs}. It is easily checked that
{As: 8 < W1} gives a maximal resolution for X x Y, completing the

proof.
As an immediate consequence of Theorem 4 we obtain by induction

COROLLARY 1. If 4(X) =W, and |Y;| = 4Y,) = Was: for i =
1, .+, m, then X X Y, X «++« x Y, 1s maximally resolvable whenever
X s maximally resolvable.

Next we present two theorems, the first of which generalizes
Theorem 4 and Corollary 1 to infinite products.

THEOREM 5. Suppose | X,| = A4(X,) = W whenever p = a <§.
It X, is maximally resolvable for some vy, pt <y < &, then

M{X,:p=sa< g

18 maximally resolvable.

Proof. We divide the proof into two parts according to whether
y=pory>pu

Part I. v = p. Without loss of generality we may assume that
r=0. If & has no last member (i.e., & is a limit ordinal), then
Theorem 1 gives maximal-resolvability. Under the assumption that &
has a last member then, it suffices to prove by induction on & that
for each 8 < &, II {X. : ¢ < B} is maximally resolvable., By hypothesis
this assertion is true for B = 0. Suppose it is true for each v < G.
Then we have two cases.

Case I. B is a nonlimit ordinal. Then in particular

NXe:a< g =MN{X:a=B -1},
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which is maximally resolvable by the inductive hypothesis. Also,
TI{X:a<BH = [ Xoa| = Weoe In case [T[{X,:a<B} =N
we apply Theorem 4. On the other hand, if |T{X, a0 < B}| > W,
then

AT X ra < Bh) = [[I{Xata < B} = Ws = 4(X5)

so that ] {X,:a < B} dominates X;. So in either case [ {X,:a < B8}
is maximally resolvable.

Case 1I. B is a limit ordinal. Then we have | {X,:a < 8}]| =
W = W = 4(Xp). By Theorem 3, [T {X,:a < B} is maximally re-
solvable. Hence, I] {X,:a < 8} dominates X; so that [[{X,:a < B}
is maximally resolvable.

Part II. v > . Then v =\ + n where \ is a limit ordinal and
n is a natural number. Then we have two cases.

Case I. ¢t <. Then J] {X.:p¢ < a <)\} is maximally resolvable
by Theorem 3, JI {X,:v < a < & is maximally resolvable by Part I,
and finally the finite product T {X. : M < @ < v} is maximally resolvable
because it is dominated by X,. Hence, by Lemma 1, [T {X,: ¢t < a < &}
is maximally resolvable.

Case II. A< p. Then T {X,:v £ a < & is maximally resolvable
by Part I and the finite product J] {X,: ¢ < @ <y} is maximally re-
solvable because it is dominated by X,. Hence, by Lemma 1 again,
II{X.:u < a < & is maximally resolvable, completing the proof.

THEOREM 6. Suppose | X,| < | Xs| = 4(X;) whenever a < B < &,
If X, is maximally resolvable, then []{X.:a =&} 1s maximally
resolvable.

Proof. Define an equivalence relation~on &+ 1 by a~pg if
and only if | X,| = | X;|. Then let I" be the set of all first members
of the ~ equivalence classes. Let B be the set of all veI" such that
the interval [+, &] intersects only finitely many equivalence classes.
Let ) be the first member of B and let {4, ---, A,} be the collection
of those equivalence classes which intersect [\, £] and assume &¢ A,.
If any A, is infinite, then [] {X,:ac A,} is maximally resolvable by
Theorem 3. However, [] {X,:ae A,} is maximally resolvable even if
A, is finite, because in that case A(J[I X.:acA, — {&}}) = 4(X,) so
that X, dominates J[{X,:ac A, — {¢}}. Now if any A, is finite we
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obviously have A(J] {X,:ac A;}) < 4{Il.:«e A,}) so that
IM{X.:ae A}

dominates ] {X,:ac A;}. It follows then that J[{X.: N <a < &} is
maximally resolvable by Lemma 1. Obviously, either » = 0 or \ is
infinite. In the latter case, J[ {X.:a <A} can easily seen to be
maximally resolvable by Theorem 3. Now, applying Lemma 1 we
conclude that T[{X,:a < &} is maximally resolvable.

3. Other topologies on the product. In this section we con-
sider a product space in both the box (<#) and the generalized product
(¢°) topologies and show that the product of maximally resolvable
spaces is again maximally resolvable with respect to both <& and <.

This result for the box topology is an immediate generalization
of Lemma 1.

THEOREM 7. If each X, is maximally resolvable, then
(Il {X, :a < m}, &)

18 maximally resolvable.

Proof. Obviously 4[] {X.:a < m}) =|1] {4X,):«<m}|. For
each a < m let {4%: 8 < 4(X,)} denote a maximal resolution for X..
For any fe[[{4(X,):a < m} put A; =[] {A% @ < m}. Then it is
easily checked that {A;: fe ] {4(X,): @« <m}} gives a maximal resolu-
tion for [ {X.:a < m} with respect to <Z.

The next result is the generalization of Theorem 1 to the gener-
alized product topology.

THEOREM 8. Suppose m = W, and | X, | = 2 for each o < m. If
for each small subset A of m
[T {Xe:ac A} = A { X <m}, ©)
= [I[{X.:ae A},

then (I1{X.:a < m}, ) is maximally resolvable.
Proof. Denote by .&¢ the set of all small subsets of m and put
7 =U{ll X.:aeB}}:Be %}, Letting n=4dJ[{X.:a<m},Z)

we have | o7 | < | & |-sup{|[[ {X.:aeB}|:Be ¥} =2"-n=n-n=n.
Defining C, for Ae .o/ as in Theorem 1 we have

|1Cil=1I{X.:aeBt=zn
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for some Bec.%”. The rest of the proof is the same as in Theorem 1.

LEMMA 3. Suppose m is infinite and n = A(1] {X.:a <m}, &).
Ifn < |TT{4(X,) :a <m}|or | T {X,:ae A}| < n for each small subset
A of m, then (11 {X,:a < m}, &) is maximally resolvable whenever
each X, is maximally resolvable.

Proof.
Case 1. Suppose n < | I {4(X,): @ < m}|. In this case the proof
of Theorem 7 shows that ] {X,:a < m} is maximally resolvable with

respect to .

Case II. Suppose n = |[] {X,:a e A}| for each small subset A4 of
m. Now, if for each small subset A we had n < |[[{X,:a¢ A}|, we
could apply Theorem 8. So let us suppose that for some small subset
Aof m, |Tl{X.:ae A}| < n. However, for some small superset B
of A wehave n = |J] {4(X.):aeB}|-|]] {X.:aem—B}|, from which
we conclude that n = | [T {4(X,) : « € B}|. But the induced % -topology
on [ {X.,:ae B} coincides with the <7 -topology in which, by Theorem
7, 11 {X.: a € B} is maximally resolvable. Let {4,}... be the resolvants
for [[{X.,:aeB}). Then {4, X [1{X;:8 +# a}}.c, gives a maximal
resolution for (J] {X.:a < m}, &).

Next we need the following purely set-theoretic lemma which is
a generalization of the cardinal arithmetic property that T],.W. = W™

LeMMA 4. Suppose k is a function from an infinite cardinal m
into some set of cardinals. If sup {k,:axem—A} = n for each small
subset A of m, then | 1] {k.:aem}| = n™.

Proof. Let B={a:k,=n}. If |Bl = m, then obviously
[Tl (ke :xem}| = n™.

So let us assume that |B|<m. Since |m — B| = m and finite unions
of small sets are small, without loss of generality we can assume that
B = 0.

Since the range of k is a subset of the ordinal n it is well-ordered
by “e” and therefore is order isomorphic to some ordinal v, which is
necessarily a limit ordinal. Let e¢ be the isomorphism from v onto the
range of k and define, for each aev, E, = {B:k; = e(a)}. Now let
.7 consist of all subsets 4 of v + 1 which satisfy the following three
properties: (1) 0e A; (2) « + mec A wheneverac Aand a« + mevy + 1;
(3) B< A implies U B =sup BeA. Sincev + 1e.%7, . is nonvoid,
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and we can put I" = N .. Obviously /" satisfies properties (1) through
3). Let C=I —{y}. Thené=UC=supCel andy = &+ ¢ where
U’ = m.

Case 1. Suppose ¢t =m. Then the set D={£ + a:a <m} is order
isomorphic to m. Since m-m = m it follows that m contains m pairwise
disjoint cofinal subsets. Consequently D has a family {D..c. of
pairwise disjoint subsets, each of which is cofinal in D and v. Hence,
each k='e(D,) = F, is cofinal in n so that |[[[{k;:B8¢eF.}| = n.

Therefore,

[T {ks : 8 < m}| = |1l acm (IL {ks: BE F}) | = ™.

Case II. Suppose ¢t = 0. Foreacha < m,letD, ={oc + a:0¢el}.
Then {D,},., is a family of pairwise disjoint subsets of I°, each of
which is cofinal in v. The remainder of the proof is as in Case I.

Case I1I. Suppose 0 < ¢t < m. Then for each v < g,

sup{|Es|: &+ v =B =7 =m.

If this were not the case then, for some ¢ < m and some v < p,
sup{| s |: E+ vy = B < v} £t <m. Hence the set

A=UE;: ¢ +v =6 <}
is such that |[A| < ¢-|¢| <m, i.e. A is small. Then
sup{k,:aem—A} < e(c +v) < n,

which is a contradiction. Next, enumerate each E; as {¢§:a < | E; |},
and for each o < m define

A, = {2 : there exists 8 = & such that = ¢}} .

It is readily verified that {A4,}.<. is a family of nonvoid pairwise dis-
joint subset of m such that each k(4,) is cofinal in n. Hence,
[ TL {k::8c A} | =n for each o < m, and

T {ks : 8 <m}| = [ Ha<n(Il {ks: B A} | = 0™,

which completes the proof.

THEOREM 9. If each X, is maximally resolvable, then
(MM {X.:a < m}, ©)

18 maximally resolvable.
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Proof. Let us assume that (I] {X,:«a < m}, &) is not maximally
resolvable, Then, for each small subset B of m the following inequality
is satisfied for some small subset D of m—B:

ITT {4 X)) :aem—B} | < AJl {X.:aem — B}) < |[[{X,:aeD}|.

If this were not the case then J] {X,:aem — B} would be maximally
resolvable by Lemma 3. However, [[ {X,:aec B} is also maximally
resolvable by Theorem 7. Hence, ] {X.:a < m} would be maximally
resolvable with respect to %, a contradiction.

By taking B = ¢ in the above assumption we have for some
small subset A, of m:

ITT{4X):a<m}| < AT {Xe:a<m)) <|[[{X.:axecAy}].
Let C be a small subset of m for which
AMT {Xe:a <m}) = [ [I{4(X,) e CH- [ TI{ X g C} .

Then it follows that we can find a large subset M, of m with
sup{| X, | : «e M,} < n, where n, = sup{| X, | : «e A;}. If this were not
the case then we would have sup{| X.|:aem — C — A} = n, for every
small subset A of m. Then an application of Lemma 4 yields

A {Xe:a<mp) =2 II{| X.|:aem — C} = n*.
But this contradicts the original assumption that
AT X < m}) < | II{X. :ae A} | = /' = nj.

Hence, a large subset M, of m exists such that sup{| X, |:aec M} < n,.
Now applying the original assumption to the set B = m — M, we
obtain a small subset A, of M, for which

TH{A(Xo) rae M} | < A(TT{X.:ae M) < [I[{Xo:aeA}].

Now put n, = sup{|X,|:acA}. Then n, <sup{ X,.|:aec M} < n,.
Repeating the argument above we then find a large subset M, of M,
for which sup{| X.|:aec M)} < n,.

Continuing in this way by induction we obtain sequences {M,}7_,,
{A.}z- and {n.}7-, such that M,,, is a large subset of M, (where
M, =m), A, is a small subset of M,, n,=sup{|X.|:ae M} and
n,., < n, for each k. But this gives a contradiction since there is no
(strictly) decreasing infinite sequence of cardinals, which completes the
proof.

An interesting question is whether or not maximal-resolvability is
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preserved under other natural topologies defined on the product. For
example, let & be any family of subsets of the given index set m
which contains @ and is closed under finite unions. Then the family
7/ of all subsets [[{U,|aem} of []{X.|aem} for which U, = X,
except for a belonging to a set in & is a base for some topology
(). If % is taken to be the family of finite (resp. small, all)
subsets of the index set, then =(&) is & (resp. &, Z).

A (%) different from ¥ and &° can be obtained by taking m
to be a limit cardinal and & to be the set of all subsets of m of
cardinality less than or equal to k (or alternatively less than k if
k > W), where k is an infinite cardinal less than m. Neither the
proof of Theorem 2 nor that of Theorem 9 appears to generalize to
this particular z(2°). It may be noted that if a product space with
respect to one of these 7(%") topologies should fail to be maximally
resolvable, then the three unanswered questions of §5 would be
settled.

4. Minimal Spaces. Before posing and discussing some unsolved
problems it is necessary to review the concept of a minimal space as
originally introduced and studied by Hewitt [2] and Katétov [3]. A
dense-in-itself space (S, o) is called minimal |3] if for any dense-in-
itself (T, r) any one-to-one continuous function from 7 onto S is
necessarily a homeomorphism. Minimal spaces form a subclass of the
c-maximal spaces of Hewitt [2]. For our purposes, the main results
about minimal spaces are the following :

THEOREM 10. (Katétov |3], Hewitt |2]) Any dense-in-itself Haus-
dorff space (X, 7) has a larger topology o such that (X, o) is minimal.

Proof. (Katétov [3]) Let <& be the collection of all subsets of X
each of which is dense-in-itself. Let .o consist of all families % of
subsets of X such that t€ 2 < and % is closed under finite
intersections. Applying Zorn’s Lemma to (&7, &) one obtains a
maximal member of .o~ which is easily seen to yield the desired
minimal topology.

COROLLARY 2. (Katétov [3], Hewitt [2]) Any dense subset of a
minimal space is open; hence, there exists no pair of disjoint, dense
subsets.

Proof. If A is a dense set which is not open, then the family
of all sets of the form (AN G) U H, where G and H are open, gives
a larger topology, contradicting the maximality of the minimal topology.

Let us now modify the definition of a minimal space to require
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that both 4(S) and 4(T) be equal to m. Such a space will be called
m-minimal. Then analogously to the above results we obtain

THEOREM 11. Any dense-in-itself Hausdorff space has a larger
topology which s A(X)-minimal.

Proof. The proof is the same as that of Theorem 10 except that
we add the requirement that De & implies |D| = 4(X).

Corollary 3. In an m-minimal space each m-dense subset is open;
each dense set 1s m-dense and open ; there exists no pair of disjoint,
dense subsets.

Proof. The proof that each m-dense subset is open is similar to
the proof of Corollary 2. Suppose A is dense and U is open such that
|UNA| <m. Then U — A would be m-dense in U and hence be an
open set missing A, a contradiction.

As mentioned in § 2 an infinite-fold product of a minimal space
cannot be minimal. We can actually strengthen this remark to the
following result.

THEOREM 12. Suppose m = W, and | X,| = 2 for each a < m.
Then ([1{X.:a < m}, ) contains infinitely many pairwise disjoint
dense subsets,

Proof. Suppose for some infinite subset A of m,
B={aecA:|X,| =n}

is void or infinite, where n = supf{| X.|:ac A}. Then []{X,:ac A} is
maximally resolvable by Theorem 3 and hence, contains a sequence
(D)7, of pairwise disjoint dense subsets. It follows then that
(D, x TI {X,:a¢ A}z, is a sequence of pairwise disjoint, dense subsets
of TI{X,:a < mj.

So let us suppose that there exists no infinite set A for which the
above property holds. Then by induction we can easily construct
sequences {B.}r: and {n,};, such that n, = sup{/ X,|:a < m} and
B, ={a:|X.| = n} and n,,, = sup{| X, |:a¢ Ut B} and

B,.,={aem — B | X, | = npaad,

with the properties that each B, is nonvoid and finite and n.,, < n,
for each k. But this is a contradiction since there is no decreasing
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sequence of cardinals.
Since minimal spaces must contain more than one point, the follow-
ing is immediate.

COROLLARY 4. Amny infinite product of minimal spaces is mot
minimal.

5. Some unsolved Problems. The previously mentioned ques-
tion Q,: ‘‘Is the product of a maximally resolvable space with any
other space again maximally resolvable ?”’ is related to two other
interesting unsolved questions, namely :

Q.: Do there exist infinite cardinals n, m and a nonmaximally
resolvable space X which has n disjoint, n-dense subsets and for which
n<m=4X)?

Q;: Does there exist a maximally resolvable space having an open
subspace which is not maximally resolvable ?

An affirmative answer to Q, was prematurely claimed in [1] as
being obvious. Indeed, this is the case whenever |X| = A4(X) or
2(X) < 4(X), but in general the problem remains unsolved. In fact,
questions Q, and Q, are equivalent as shown by

ProprosiTION 1. Question Q, has an affirmative answer if and only
if Q, has an affirmative answer.

Proof. (=) Suppose (X, o) is a nonmaximally resolvable space
which has n disjoint, n-dense subsets where n < 4(X). Choose a set
Y disjoint from X such that | Y| = n. Equip Y with the topology
7 consisting of all large subsets of Y, together with @. Put Z=XU Y
and give Z the topology whose base is o Uz. Now Y is obviously
maximally resolvable with 4(Y) = n so that 4(Z) = n and Z is max-
imally resolvable. Yet X is an open subspace which is not maximally
resolvable.

(&) Suppose U is a nonmaximally resolvable, open subspace of
a maximally resolvable space X. Then U has 4(X) disjoint, 4(X)-dense
subsets, yet U is not maximally resolvable.

If n in Q, is not required to be infinite, then the answer to Q,
would be affirmative, as shown by

ExAMPLE 1. There exists a space Y, with 4(Y) infinite, which
has two, but not more than two, disjoint dense subsets.

Proof. Let X be an m-minimal space with m = W,. Give {1, 2}
the indiscrete topology, and put Y = X x {1,2}. Let Y have the
ordinary product topology. For any subset D of X, let us put
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D; =D x {1} for ¢ = 1, 2. We shall use Theorem 20 of Hewitt [2], which
states that a space is resolvable if and only if each open subset con-
tains a resolvable subspace. (A space is resclvable if it admits two
disjoint dense subsets.)

Now suppose A, B and C are three pairwise disjoint, dense subsets
of Y. Let U, be an open subset of X, which contains no resolvable
subspace. In particular, 4 N X, and B N X, are not both dense in U,,
so there exists an open subset V, in U, which misses, say, A. Since
V., is not resolvable, either BN X; or C N X, fails to be dense in V..
Hence, there exists an open set W, in V, which misses, say, B. It
follows that W, is an open set which is nonresolvable and is contained
entirely in C, and of course W, is also nonresolvable. However, since
W,cC and A and B are dense in Y, both AN X, and BN X, must
be dense in W,, a contradiction. Therefore, there cannot be more
than two disjoint, dense subsets of Y. Obviously X, and X, are
disjoint dense subsets of Y.

If we now let Y =X x{1,2,...,k}(X as before) and define
topologies on {1,2, ---, k} and Y in the analogous manner, then it is
not difficult to show that this space admits k, but not & + 1, disjoint
dense subsets.

From these considerations it is clear that the space Y = X x N,
where N represents the positive integers with the indiscrete topology,
is an obvious candidate for a space which has YR, m-dense subsets
but is not maximally resolvable. However, if | X| = m = W,, Theorem
4 shows that Y is maximally resolvable. On the other hand, the case
where m = W, is seemingly much more difficult, and we conjecture
that in this case Y is not maximally resolvable. If this conjecture is
true, then it of course also answers Q, and Q, affirmatively. In gen-
eral, then, a negative answer to @, implies positive answers to both
Q, and Q,.

Question Q, can be restated in a simpler-appearing form in case
| X| = 4(X) = W, as shown by :

ProposiTION 2. Suppose X is maximally resolvable with | X| =
AX) =W, and let 4(Y)=m = ¥,. Then X X Y is maximally re-
solvable if and only if there exists in Y a point-countable family of
m distinct m-dense subsets.

Proof. If X x Y is maximally resolvable, then the projections of
the resolvants provide such a family in Y. On the other hand, the
proof of Theorem 4 shows that X x Y is maximally resolvable when
such a family exists.

We conjecture that for sufficiently large m, m-minimal spaces can
be found to violate the condition of Proposition 2.
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