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This paper, centinuing previous work by the same author,
is concerned with the following problem: Given a metrisable
uniformity U for a set X, does there exist another (distinct)
uniformity 83 for X such that the two corresponding Hausdorff
uniformities induce the same topology on the set, S(X) say,
of all nonempty subsets of X? Sufficient conditions for the
existence, and sufficient conditions for the nonexistence, of
such a uniformity ¥ are given, together with related results
concerning the Hausdorff uniformities (derived from 11 and B)
for S(X,), where X; is a subset of X, everywhere dense in
the topology derived from 1,

The notation is that used in the previous paper [4]; Theorem 1
of that paper will be referred to as Theorem 1A, and so on. We
shall also say for brevity that a uniformity ¥ is H-singular (over X)
if and only if there exists no distinct uniformity for X which is H-
equivalent to B on X.

1. H-equivalence on dense subsets. Our first theorem will allow
an improvement of Theorem 4A.

THEOREM 1. Let B be o metrisable uniformity for X (that is,
one with an enumerable base in X X X) and X, a subset dense in
X, in the topology 7 (L) induced by V. Let U be another unifor-
maty for X, such that

a g WMWco (B) on X;

(b) the restrictions 0, B, of U, BV to X, x X, are H-equivalent
on X,.

Then if W and B are not H-equivalent on X the cardinal of X
must be measurable.

We achieve the proof by five propositions, the first two of which
do not depend on the metrisability of B,

(i) Uc®.

By Theorem 1A', U, and ¥, are proximity-equivalent (on X)); as
B, is metrisable this implies N, C B,. Given U,c U, take a symmetric

U e U such that Zsfc U,, and a symmetric V ¢ B such that T?’/' NX, x X)

t The part of Theorem 1A actually used here was proved earlier by D. H. Smith,
[1, Th. 1).
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c U. Given any 2¢ X, since .9 () 7 (L) and X, is dense in X,
we have V() N U®) N X, # @. Thus if (z,2’)e V there exist z,, 2]
in X, with (z, ) and («/, 2)) both in V' N U. Then

(@, o) e V(X x XU
so that (z,2") e (3]c U,. That is, Vc U, so that U, 8.

(ii) U, B are proximity-equivalent on X; hence 9 (1) = .7 (V).

Let A, B be B-remote, say Ts/'—remote where Ve is symmetrie,
Then 4, = V(4) N X, and B, = V(B) N X, are V-remote subsets of X,
so (again since 1, ?1 are proximity-equivalent) there exists symmetric
Uell with A, B, U-remote. Then U(A)), U(B)) are U-remote in X,
but as X, is dense we have A — (4,; B) = (4,;; W) < U(4,), where (4,; B)
and (A, ) are the closures of A4, in .7 (B), .7 (1) respectively. Simi-
larly Bc U(B,), so that A, B are also U-remote; the reverse implica-
tion follows at once from (i).

From now on we suppose U, B not H-equivalent on X. It follows
from (i), (ii) and Theorem 1A that there exists a set E,C X which
is B-discrete but not N-discrete,

(i) If {E,;n=1,2,...} is a sequence of disjoint subsets of E,
then, for some N, U(E,; n = N) is U-discrete.

We can choose a base {V,;n =1,2, ---} of 8 such that each V,
3
is symmetric, V,,,c V, for all n, and E, is V,-discrete. Let

S=UE;:;n=1)CE,),

and let f: S— X, be such that, for all z in E,, (z, f(x)) ¢ V, (for each
n>1). Thus if xe€ F,, yc E, are distinct (whether or not m = n)
we have (f(z), f(y)) ¢ V., for otherwise we should have (z,%)e V,.o V,
3
oV, V.. Thus f is one-one and S, = f(S) is V,-discrete. By (b) and
Theorem 1A, S, is also U-discrete, say U-discrete where Ucll is sym-
metric. By (i) above there exists N with V,c U. Repeating the
argument just used, we see that if m, n are both =N then (for 2+y)

xekl, yekE, imply (x,y) e U, since V,oUoV,C Zj'

(iv) A finite or countable union of disjoint U-discrete subsets of
E, is U-discrete.

By (iii) it is clearly sufficient to consider the union of two such
sets D, D,. As disjoint subsets of E,, D, and D, must be LB-remote,
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hence by (ii) U-remote; it follows at once that if each is U-discrete
so is their union.

(v) There exists a subset E, of E,, not itself U-discrete, such
that one at least of any two disjoint subsets of E,, is U-discrete.

It is sufficient to consider the case of subsets which are comple-
mentary in E, (and so by (iv) cannot both be U-discrete). We suppose
the proposition false and obtain a contradiction. By induction, there
exists (if the proposition is false) a sequence of disjoint subsets of
E,, say {E,,n =1,2, ---} such that, for each %, neither E, nor E,\
(E,U -+ U E,) is U-discrete. (If this holds for n = p, since E = E,\
(E,U --- U E,) is not of the required type, there exists E,., C E such
that neither E,.; nor E\E,,, is U-discrete.) But this contradicts (iii),
which implies that E, is U-discrete for all sufficiently large n.

Finally, we write, for all Ec X, ¢(E) = 0 if and only if EN E,
is U-discrete, p(&) = 1 otherwise. Propositions (iv) and (v) assure us
that o is a countably additive two-valued measure for X, nontrivial
since (X) =1 and @(F') = 0 for every finite set F. That is, the
cardinal of X must be measurable.

Before applying this theorem to obtain an improved form of The-
orem 4A, we prove the following converse.

THEOREM 2. If & s any measurable cardinal, there exists a
space (X, B), X of cardinal & and B metrisable, and a uniformity
W(£B) for X such that N, B are proximity-equivalent but not H-
equivalent on X, while their restrictions to X, X X,, where X, is a
certain dense subset of X, are H-equivalent on X,.

Let Y be a set of cardinal &, A the set of ordinals a,1 < a £ w,
and X = Y X A, also of cardinal 8 We define a metric p for X,
and the associated uniformity B, by writing

olly, @), (v, a’)] = 1 if y = ¢

mrify=vy,a=m, o =w,
orify=9%,a=0,d =m;
Im?—nt|ify=vy,a=m,a =mn
Oify=9,a=c.

It is clear that this is a metric, and that .97 (L) is the product of

the discrete topology on Y and the order topology on A. Let ¢ be a

nontrivial measure for ¥ with values 0 and 1; write &% ={E,ECY

and (&) = 1}. We remark that & is a countably intersective non-
trivial ultrafilter over Y. For Fec¢ . and 1 < n < @ we define (E, n)
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as the set of points [(y, @), (¥, @)] in X x X such that either y = ¢’
and @« = a' or y =9 and «, @ both =n or again vy, y" both in E and
a,a’ both =n. It is easily checked that the system {(E, n); Ec 7,
1 £ n < w} is finitely intersective and is the base of a uniformity
for X, which we take for I, Finally, we put X, = Y x (4\{w}), p-dense
in X,

The set {(y, ®); y € Y} is B-discrete but not 1l-discrete; by Theorem
1A 1 and B are not H-equivalent on X. We prove that the remain-
ing conditions are satisfied.

(i) 1,V are proximity-equivalent on X.

If P, Q are subsets of X such that p(P, @) = N7, then for each
yeY the set {(y,); « > N} meets at most one of the sets P, Q.
Write P,C Y = {y; 3, « > N, (y, @) € P} and define Q, similarly. Since
P,NnQ, = @, at most one of P, @Q,, and hence at least one of Y\P,
Y\Q,, is in & : say Y\P,e.# . Then for (y,a)e P and (v, a')eQ,
[(y, @), (', )] e (Y\P,, N +1). Thus P, @ are U-remote so that U is
proximity-finer than 2L: the reverse relation is trivial. (As DB is metric
we now know that 1 B, a fact which is easily checked directly.)

(ii) The restrictions of U, B are H-equivalent on X,.

Let Pc X, be B-discrete; say po(p, p’) = N~ if p = p’ and both
are in P, Then for each ye Y there is at most one m with m = N,
(y, m)e P. The sets Y,, ={y; (y,m)e P}, N=m < w, are disjoint,
so there is at most one such m, say m = M, with Y,e & . If M
exists it is easily checked that P is (Y, M + 1)-discrete. If no M
exists then, since o(Y,) =0, all m = N, Y, = Y\U(Y,; m = N) must
be in & ; again we check that P is (Y,, N)-discrete. Thus every 2-
discrete subset of X, is also 1l-discrete; by Theorem 1A, since (i) holds
and L < B, the restrictions of U,V are H-equivalent on X,.

To obtain as wide a generalization as possible of Theorem 4A, we
remark that in the statement and proof of Theorem 2A it is essentially
irrelevant that K< X; K may be any compact uniform space (with
uniformity 28), in particular, any compact 7, space with its unique
natural uniformity. With a view to a later application, we point out
further that when we say that an indexed set {y;; ¢ e I} is V-discrete,
we mean that (y;,y;)eV and 4,jel imply y; = y;, not necessarily
T =17.

THEOREM 3. Let (X, B) be a uniform space, B having an enu-
merable base, (B, L) any precompact uniform space. Suppose there
exists a set of functions {f;: B— X; i€ 1} such that
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(1) UfB)iel) =X;

(ii) for each be B, the set E = {fi(b);1el} ts V-discrete, for
some fized VeB;

(iii) the functions f;, i € I form an equi-uniformly continuous set.
Then, if (and in general only if) the cardinal of X is nonmeasura-
ble, L is H-singular over X,

COROLLARY. The theorem holds whenever I has mnonmeasurable
cardinal.

We omit the details of the proof, which proceeds by extending
the functions f; to map the compact completion of (B, ) into the
completion of (X, B), almost precisely as in the first part of the proof
of Theorem 4A, and then applying Theorem 1. (It is known that if
the cardinal & of X is nonmeasurable then so is the cardinal of its
completion; in this case as ¥ is metrisable the completion has cardinal
at most 29.)

To prove the Corollary we observe that, whatever may be the
cardinal of B, each f,(B) is precompact in a metrisable uniformity,
hence of cardinal €, so that by (i) and the properties of cardinals we
know that the cardinal of X is nonmeasurable.

If the cardinality condition is dropped, the subspace (X, T |
(X, x X)) of Theorem 2 provides a counter-example. We take for B
the subspace {n';n =1,2, ---} of R', with the obvious mappings
f(n™) = (y,n) e X,, for each ye Y.

2. A simple sufficient condition for a metric uniformity to be
H.singular. The criterion of Theorem 2A is intrinsic for the space con-
cerned, but rather complex. Our remark above, that K need not be
a subspace of X, strengthens the theorem but removes its intrinsic
character. We can however deduce, in the case when B is metrisable,
a simple intrinsic criterion sufficient for H-singularity. The idea used,
and the basic lemma needed, can be stated without the assumption
of metrisability; the rest of the proof is essentially similar to that of
the well-known theorem stating that every compact metric space is a
continuous image of the Cantor set, though there are minor technical
complications.

We say that a uniform space (X, RB) is equi-uniformly locally
totally bounded (abbreviated as e.l.t.b.)’; and in particular V,-e.l.t.b.,
if and only if there exists V,e®L such that, for every V,e %, the
number of (distinet) points in an arbitrary V,-small and V -discrete

2 I am indebted to the referee for pointing out that this is equivalent to saying

that 8 has a basis defined (in the usual manner) by a star-bounded [2, p. 94] collec-
tion of coverings of X.
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subset of X is bounded. We denote by N(V, the greatest such
number (for a given V,). We define similarly a (V,)-e.l.t.b. subset of X,

LEmma. If X is Vy-el.t.b., and if V, V,€B are symmetric and

IZ/'C V,, then there exists a set of at most N(V,) sets E,, each V-dis-
crete, such that U V(E,) = X.

Proof. Let E be a maximal V -discrete subset of X; since E is
maximal V(E) = X. Let E, be a maximal V-discrete subset of E, E,
of E\E, E, of E\(E, U E,) and so on; if and as soon as E, U --- U E,
= E we terminate the process. If x is any point of E, V(x) (being
V-small) contains at most N(V)) points of E. If, for any m, E, is
defined and ¢ E, U --- U E,, then by the maximality condition each
of E,, -++, E, must meet V(z) N E. Thus m < N(V)-1, as x < E; hence
xeE U---UFE, for some m < N(V)). Since « is arbitrary in £ we
have, for some m < N(V),E=E, U---UFE, and so X = V,(F)=
Vl(E1) U---u V1(Em)

THEOREM 4. If (X, B) s a complete e.l.t.b. space, and L has a
countable base, then B is H-singular over X.

COROLLARY. The same s true if X is not complete, if its car-
dinal is nonmeasurable.

We suppose, for convenience, B defined by a metric p; we write
as usual V, for {(z, ¥); po(x, ¥) < €}, S(E, ¢) for V.(E), and say e-discrete,
¢-e.l.t.b. for V .-discrete, V.-e.l.t.b. Let then X be ¢-e.l.t.b., and let
€, = &/10. By the lemma, we can find a finite number N, of disjoint
be,-discrete sets, say E,, 1 < n < N,, such that U S(¥,,&)=X. We
now take a sufficiently large index set I, the same for all %, and
index the points of each E, as x,(n) (repetitions being allowed but the
whole of E, being covered).

For each integer p =1, let N, be the maximum number of points
in any 2-7¢-discrete set of diameter at most 2°-75(<¢,). We define,
in succession, for each z¢ E, = U E, and each finite set of indices n,,
«++, M, such that 1 £ %, < N, all », a point y(z;n, -+, n,) in such a
way that

(i) U (S[yx; ny, 1/2)e]; 1 < m, = Ny D S(x, €,);

( i )' U (S[y(x; Ny =0y np)) 2_p81]; 1 = Ny = Np)

2 S[y(a}; Ny ooy np—-l)y 21—:”61] for p>1;

(i) plyta; n), 2] < &

(11 ) p[y(x! Ty = vy Np)y Y(X; Mgy =+, In’p-—-l)] <27, p>1.

By the definition of N, this is obviously possible (repetitions be-
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ing allowed).

Let K (compact) be the product of discrete spaces D,, D,, ---, D,,
-++; D, having N, members for each p = 0. A point £ of K may be
represented by a sequence of integers {k(p); 1 < k(p)=<N,,p=0,1, -..};
the product—topology is induced by the metric d(k, k') = 2-* if and only
if p is the least » such that k(r) # k'(r) (and of course d(k, k) = 0). We
define fi(k) as lim, . y(zJk(0)]; k1), - - - k(p)). It follows from our re-
quirements above, by standard arguments, that f;(k) is defined for all
ke K and that the functions f; are equi-uniformly continuous from
(K, d) into (X, o). Moreover, the set {fi(k); k(0) = m} is compact and
contained in the closure of S(x;(m), 2¢,) and, being dense (at least) in
S(x;(m), €,), it contains S(zx;(m), ¢,). We note that, since the points y
are defined as functions of the points x, not directly in terms of the
indices ¢ € I, if for any ¢, j € I we have z,(m) = z;(m) then fi(k) = f;(k)
whenever k(0) = m. If however x,[k(0)] and «,[%(0)] are distinct then
(since E, is 5¢, discrete for each n) o(fi(k), fi(k)) = be, — 4¢, = ¢,. Thus
all the conditions of Theorem 1A, as modified by the remarks follow-
ing Theorem 2, are satisfied, and our theorem is proved.

The corollary follows at once, with the help of Theorem 1, by
applying the theorem to the (metric) completion of X, which is clear-
ly also e.l.t.b.

3. Griteria similar to that of Theorem 4. There seems to be
a natural connection, at least for metrisable uniformities, between
local total boundedness and H-singularity. The construction of the
counter-example in [3] depended essentially on the fact that the space
considered was, so to speak, “uniformly locally nontotally-bounded”; one
can make this notion precise and show that such a (metric) uniformity
is certainly not H-singular. The wide gap between these two oppos-
ing criteria may be somewhat narrowed; we give below two theorems
which say, very roughly, that in each case a finite number of small
portions of the space may be disregarded (as will be seen, the exact
expression is rather complicated). I have not however been able to
obtain any necessary and sufficient condition for H-singularity, (For
simplicity, our results are stated in terms of a given metric.)

THEOREM 5. If (X, p) is a complete metric space such that, for
each 6 >0, there exists a finite set E(6) with X\S(E(d), d) e.l.t.b.,
then the uniformity B defined by o- is H-singular. The same holds
for X mot complete, if tts cardinal is nonmeasurable.

Proof. Suppose X p-complete, and 1 H-equivalent to B on X,
Given € > 0, put § = (1/3)¢ and form E(0). For each =z, in E(6) the
sets S(x,, ) and X\S(x,,20) are p-remote, hence (Theorem 1A) U-
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remote; that is, 3U,, € U such that if o(z,,x) < 6 and (z, y)e U, then
0%, ¥) < 20 and hence p(x,y) < 30 = ¢. By Theorem 4,1l and B in-
duce identical uniformities over the closed, hence complete, set X\
S(E(d), 0). Since E(o) is finite it easily follows that for some U,ell
we have (z,9)eU,= p(x,y) <e, all z,yeX; that is, UDB. The
reverse inclusion certainly holds since B is metric and !, 8 are prox-
imity-equivalent.

As before, we deduce the corollary by means of Theorem 1. We
remark that it is easy to show by examples that Theorem 5 is effec-
tively stronger than Theorem 4.

Finally, we give a theorem in the opposite direction. Since the
construction and proof are very similar to those used in the special
case described in (2), they are given in a slightly condensed form.

THEOREM 6. Let (X, p) be a metric space such that, for some
0, > 0, there exists in X a 20,-discrete sequence {x,;n =1,2, ...} of
distinct points, with the following property; for any 06,0 <0 = 0,
there exists 1 = 1(9),0 < n < 0, such that, for every integer m and
every sequence {y,;n = 1,2, ...} satisfying S(y,, 6) C S(x,, 0,) for all
n, all but a finite number of the sets S(y.,, 0) contain n-discrete sets
A, each having more than m members. Then the uniformity B de-
fined by p is mot H-singular over X.

Proof. Define §, inductively by 0,., = 1/4)9{(1/2)d,}, all p =0
(so that 9, < 27°»9, since 7(9) < ). If and only if E is a 20,-discrete
set we define h(p, E, ) as max [0,1 — ¢7*,.,0(z, E)], and d, (¢, y) =
h(p, E, ) + h(p, E, y), except when there is a point z of E such that
x and y are both in S(z, d,.,), in which case d, ;(z, ¥) = | k(p, E, ) —
hip, E,y)|. We define a uniformity 1 with a sub-base consisting of
all sets of one of the forms

(@) {(z, y); d, (2, y) < €}, where ¢ > 0 and E is 2j,-discrete;

™ Az, v); ] f(®) — f(y)| < &}, where f is any uniformly continuous

function from (X, p) to the unit interval [0, 1].
It is easily checked that U c %, that U, B are proximity equivalent
(because of the presence of the sets of type (b)), and that any B-
(i.e., p-)discrete set K is also U-discrete, since, for some p, E is 20,-
discrete. Thus, by Theorem 1A, 11 and B are H-equivalent,

It remains to prove that U == B. It is sufficient to show that,
given any finite set of h-functions, there exists an infinite (1/2)0,-
discrete set, at all points of which all the A-functions vanish; for as
the f-functions are bounded we can apply to them a “pigeon-hole”
argument and thus show that, for any given Uecll, (x, y) € U cannot

imply oz, y) < (1/2)3,.
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Suppose then that m, of the given A-functions have p =0, m,
have p = 1, and so on up to m, with p = ¢ say. Apply the condition
of the enunciation, first with ¢ = (1/2)d, and m = 1 + m,, putting
Y, = %,. It can be seen, by calculating distances, that for any 26,
discrete set E and any given n there is at most one set S(y, d.),
ye A,, which meets {z; 2(0, F, )  0}. If therefore n = N, (say) we
can choose z, , € A, such that all the m, h-functions with » = 0 vanish
throughout S(z, ., 6,): moreover S(z,,, 6,) < S{z,, (3/4)d,}. We repeat
the argument with y, = «,,, for » = N, (and, say, ¥y, = 2, for n < N,),
putting m = m, - 1,0 = (1/2)0,, and so on. Finally we obtain a set
of points {x,,..;n = N,} at which all the given A-functions vanish;
since z, .., € S{x,, (3/4)d,} the set {x, ...} is (1/2)d,-discrete.

As an example of the application of Theorem 6, let X, be (cf.
[3]) the set of all bounded real sequences = = (x,, %, %,, +--) With the
metric o(x, «’) = sup |z, — x|, and let X, be the subset of X, defined
by 2, =r, 0, <1 forl<n<r X,=0 for n > r. The subspace
X=UX,;r=1,2, -..) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 6, so that
the uniformity defined by o is not H-singular over X. We note that
X is locally compact and g-compact, so that a metric uniformity may
have quite a ‘good’ topology and yet not be H-singular.

REFERENCES

1. D. Hammond Smith, Hyperspaces of a uniformizable space, Proc. Cambridge Phil.
Soc. 62 (1966), 25-23.

2. J. R. Isbell, Uniform spaces Math. Surveys 12 (1964)

3. A.J. Ward, A counter-example in uniformity theory, Proc. Cambridge Phil. Soc.
62 (1966), 207-208.

4. , On H-equivalence of wumniformities (the Isbell-Smith problem), Pacific J.
Math. 22 (1967), 189-196.

Received June 30, 1966. This paper was written while the author held a visiting
position at the University of Washington.

CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY, CAMBRIDGE, ENGLAND






PACIFIC JOURNAL OF MATHEMATICS

EDITORS
H. ROYDEN J. DUGUNDJI
Stanford University Department of Mathematics
Stanford, California University of Southern California
Los Angeles, California 90007
R. R PHELPS RICHARD ARENS
University of Washington University of California
Seattle, Washington 98105 Los Angeles, California 90024

ASSOCIATE EDITORS

E. F. BECKENBACH B. H. NEUMANN F. WoLr K. Yosipa

SUPPORTING INSTITUTIONS

UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA STANFORD UNIVERSITY
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY UNIVERSITY OF TOKYO

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY * * *

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY AMERICAN MATHEMATICAL SOCIETY
UNIVERSITY OF OREGON CHEVRON RESEARCH CORPORATION
OSAKA UNIVERSITY TRW SYSTEMS

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER

Printed in Japan by International Academic Printing Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan



Pacific Journal of Mathematics

Vol. 28, No. 1 March, 1969

Patrick Robert Ahern, On the geometry of the unit ball in the space of real

annihilating MeASUTES . . .........o e 1
Kirby Alan Baker, Equational classes of modular lattices . ................ 9
E. F. Beckenbach and Gerald Andrew Hutchison, Meromorphic minimal

SUTTACES . . . o oottt ettt et e e 17
Tae Ho Choe, Intrinsic topologies in a topological lattice . ................ 49
John Bligh Conway, A theorem on sequential convergence of measures and

SOMe ApPPlICATIONS . .. ..o ot 53
Roger Cuppens, On the decomposition of infinitely divisible probability laws

without normal factor. . .......... ... 61
Lynn Harry Erbe, Nonoscillatory solutions of second order nonlinear

differential eqUALIONS . ............c..u o i, 77
Burton L. Fein, The Schur index for projective representations of finite

BPOUDS ettt e et e e e e e e 87
Stanley P. Gudder, A note on proposition observables..................... 101
Kenneth Kapp, On Croisot’s theory of decompositions.................... 105
Robert P. Kaufman, Gap series and an example to Malliavin’s theorem. . . .. 117

E. J. McShane, Robert Breckenridge Warfield, Jr. and V. M. Warfield,
Invariant extensions of linear functionals, with applications to
measures and stochastic processes . ................

Marvin Victor Mielke, Rearrangement of spherical modifi

Akio Osada, On unicity of capacity functions ............

Donald Steven Passman, Some 5/2 transitive permutation

Harold L. Peterson, Jr., Regular and irregular measures o
dyadic Spaces............coiiii i

Habib Salehi, On interpolation of q-variate stationary sto
PFOCESSES . . o v et ettt e et

Michael Samuel Skaff, Vector valued Orlicz spaces gener
N-functions. I ......... ... ... ...

A.J. Ward, On H-equivalence of uniformities. II. . . . . ...

Thomas Paul Whaley, Algebras satisfying the descending
for subalgebras ............... ... .. . . . ... ..

G. K. White, On subgroups of fixed index ...............

Martin Michael Zuckerman, A unifying condition for impl
the axioms of choice for finite sets.................




	
	
	

