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Analysis of HOD for Admissible Structures
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Abstract

Let n > 1 and assume that there is a Woodin cardinal. For = € R let
ag be the least 8 such that

Lslz] = Sn- KP +3k(“k is inaccessible and T exists”).

We adapt the analysis of HOD*I*:C] as a strategy mouse to L, [z,G] for
a cone of reals z. That is, we identify a mouse M™ 23 and define a class
H C Lo, [x,G] as a natural analogue of HODY®¢) C L[z, G], and show
that H = Moo[20], where Mo is an iterate of M™ 2 and 5 a fragment
of its iteration strategy.
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1 Introduction

In models of ZFC, the class HOD of hereditarily ordinal definable sets is an
inner model of ZFC. However, unlike L, it is not absolutely definable, so that
for example HOD as computed in HOD need not be equal to HOD. Moreover,
unlike L, there is no general fine structural theory for HOD which makes it
difficult to show that combinatorial properties like ¢ or [ hold in HOD.

One of the current key applications of inner model theory is to understand
the HOD of models of the Axiom of Determinacy. A general strategy often
referred to as HOD-analysis has been developed to show that the HOD of inner
models of determinacy is a mouse together with fragments of its own iteration
strategy, a structure often referred to as a HOD mouse, and therefore a fine-
structural model of ZFC.

The most basic example of such an analysis is the one of HOD of L[z, G/,
where M} <7 z and G is (L[z], Col(w, < k,))-generic, where k, is the least
inaccessible cardinal of L[z], under the assumption of Al-determinacy. In this
context the determinacy hypothesis ensures that for every real =, M. f(:v) exists
and is (w, w1, wy)-iterable.

The goal of this paper is to adapt this technique to a context where the
determinacy model, which is usually a model of ZF, is replaced by an admissible
structure. In order to make this precise let us introduce the following definitions.

Definition 1.1. Let Lz = {=, €} be the language of set theory, short LST. Let
EGE = L U{E}, where E is a predicate symbol, Lep = Le U{R}, where
R is a constant symbol, and let £, be the language of premice defined as in
Definition 2.10 of [14].

Definition 1.2. Let £ O L be an extension of L and let £ > 1 be a natural
number. X-Kripke-Platek set theory in the language L, short Y- KP., is the
theory in the language £ which consists of the following axioms of Extensionality,
Pairing, Union, Infinity, and the following:

e Foundation®, i.e. Vo(z # 0 — Jy(y € z Az Ny =0)),

e Aj-Aussonderung, i.e. letting for X; formulas ¢, of the language L,
O, 4 (Z) = V2(p(2,Z) <+ "(z,T)), we have for each pair of ¥j formulas
, 1 the axiom

V1.0 [y (U1, ..., Un) = VaTVz(z € b x € a A @(z,v1,...,00))],

INote that our notion of foundation deviates from the one in [1] for the case n = 1.



e Y;-Collection, i.e. for all 3; formulas ¢ in the language L,

VaYvy.. Yo, [(Vz € adyp(z, y,v1, ..., vpn)) —
(3bVx € aTy € bp(x,y,v1, ..., vn))].

If £ is clear from the context, we write Xj;- KP instead of ¥x- KP.
Lemma 1.3. X;-KP, is Il 2-aziomatizable, for L2 L.

PrROOF. We argue by induction. In the case that £ = 1 this is clear. So
suppose that £ > 1 and that 3;_;-KP is II;4;-axiomatizable. It is easy to
see that the scheme of Ag-Aussonderung is Iljo-expressible. Thus, it suffices
to see that we can express the Yg-Collection scheme in a Il o-way over the
theory ¥p-KP. Let ¢ = Jz1Vz21 be ¥j in the language £, where ¢ is Yg_o.
Note that dy € bz Vet is equivalent to dx13y € bVzay). By ¥i_1-KP, the
formula Jy € bVxq1) is equivalent to a X1 formula, so that Jy € bdx1Vrat)
is equivalent to a Xi_; formula over ¥;_1-KP. But then it follows that every
instance of the Xx-Collection scheme is Ix49 over Xi_1-KP. O

Definition 1.4. For n > 1 let Th!, be the L j-theory consisting of the following
statements:

o Xn-KPg, ,,
e V=L[E]?, and
e Jk35(“d is Woodin” A “k is inaccessible” A k > A “k™ exists”),

and let Thy,, be the £, z-theory which consists of T h!, and the statement
Vo(La[E] ¥ Th).

Definition 1.5. For n > 1 let M™2d be the minimal (n + 1)-sound premouse
which models Th,, and is (n,w;,w; + 1)*-iterable.?

Let 6" ™ be the unique Woodin cardinal of M™d and k™" ™ be the
unique inaccessible cardinal of M™ 24 which is greater than M

Let SM"™ be an (n, w1, w; + 1)*-iteration strategy for Mm-2d,

At the end of Section 2 we will show that M»24 exists assuming that there

is a Woodin cardinal. Moreover, we will show that pnj\/l_irnl_ad =w.
We will now fix n > 1 until the end of the paper and refer to Th,,, Th/,,

sM™™ and M™% simply as Th, Th', SM™ | and M24.
Definition 1.6. For x € R let a, be the least § such that

Lg[z] = 2,-KP + 3k(“k is inaccessible and s exists”).

2See Definition 18 of [2] for a definition.
3See the paragraph before Corollary 1.10 in [13] for the definition of (n,wi, w1 + 1)*-
iterability.




Fix z € R such that M?d < 2 and let & = ;. We will denote by x the
unique inaccessible cardinal of L,[x]. Since M?d is recursive in z, M1 € L,[z]
and ORM™ < wf"‘m < K.

The idea is now to replace L[z, G| from the classical HOD analysis with
L,[z,G], where G is (Ly[z,G], Col(w, < k))-generic, and find an appropriate
version of “the HOD of L[z, G]” which takes the role of HOD in the classical
analysis. The appropriate version of “the HOD of L,[z,G]” is given by the
following definition.

Definition 1.7. For G which is (L, [z, G], Col(w, < k))-generic and X € L, [z, G]
let X,,- OD{L;‘;[}I’G] be the class of all y € L[z, G] which are ordinal definable

over L[z, G| from the parameter {X} via a ¥,, formula in the language L,
i.e. there is a 3, formula ¢ in the language £ and ordinals o, ..., ap, < a such
that for all z € Ly[z, G,

z€y <= L.x,Gl E p(z,a1,...,am, X).

Let
Lo[z,G Lao|z,G
2,-HOD {57 = {y: te({y}) € £,-0Df5 ).
We write X,,- HOD=[*:6] for ¥, - HOD e[,

{0}
Remark 1.8. Note that in the definition of X,,- ODf)"g[}w’G], we could also equiva-

lently require that y € 3,- OD{ x}rale.c) iff {y} is ordinal definable over L, [z, G]
from the parameter {X} for y € L,[z,G], i.e. there is a 3, formula ¢ in the
language L¢ and ordinals o, ...,y < « such that for all z € Ly [z, G,

2=y <= Lu[z,G) E ¢(z,a1, ..., tm, X).

This is equivalent to our definition, since L[z, G] is a model of ¥,,-Collection.

We will then be able to show the following theorem.

Theorem 1.9. Let G be (Ly[z, G, Col(w, < k))-generic. There is a countable
SM iterate My, of M2 such that there is a fragment Yo of the tail strategy
of oM giwen by Mo, such that:

olz,G
1. 2,-HOD /70 = Moo [%),

2. zn-HODf§£z’S}G]} = %,-KP A 35(%6 is Woodin”), and

3. En-HODfﬂgL[i’SJG]} is a forcing ground of Loz, G].

Remark 1.10. In the case that n > 2, we have that {RZ=[*C1} is ¥, -definable,

so that 3,- HOD (2", = %,- HOD <],

In the analysis of HOD* [*.G] it is convenient to have a proper class of fixed
points, and in that context these can be taken to be the class of Silver indis-
cernibles (at least, in the argument from the assumption that M* exists).



In this paper, we will also isolate a class S, of fixed points, rather analogous
to the Silver indiscernibles for ./\/l'i (though they will not be model-theoretic
indiscernibles). They will be similarly convenient for the analysis.

There might be ways to avoid the use of Sy for the analysis of ¥,,- HOD, and
hence the work needed to establish its existence. However, the role of the fixed
points figures more prominently in the analysis of Varsovian models [5], [12],
so apart from the convenience of having S, at our disposal, it might also help
towards generalizing the analysis carried out here to other admissible contexts.
Apart from this, the construction of S,, may be of independent interest and
have other applications. It involves an analysis of a tree T searching for an
illfounded structure whose wellfounded part is L, (RF«[C1). See Section 5 for
the construction of the fixed points and Section 7.3 for more details on their use
in the analysis.

2 Yjr-admissible premice

In this section, we will investigate the fine structure of passive premice, which
model the theory ¥;-KP for some k& > 1.

Definition 2.1. Let M be a passive premouse, and k > 1. We say that M is
Y-admissible if M = Xp-KPg .
We say that M is an admissible premouse if M | 3- KP for some k > 1.

Remark 2.2. We restrict our attention to passive premice, since an active pre-
mouse cannot model X;-KP with the active extender as a predicate and without
the active extender it is a model of ZF ™, so trivially of ¥;-KP.

Note that since we are dealing with passive premice we do not need to
consider the complexities of r¥,, formulas of active premice which arise in [4].
Moreover, since an admissible premouse is passive, the notions of a premouse
and its X code coincide. We will use these facts throughout the paper without
further mention.

The following definition is a special case of Definition 5.2 in [11]. It will allow
us to define an ordering on the 73 theory of an admissible premice which will
be useful in the fine structural computations and is important for the pruning
process described in Lemma 5.10 in Section 5.

Definition 2.3. Let ¢ be a r¥iy; formula of I + 1 many free variables. The
minimal Skolem term associated with ¢ is denoted m7, and has [ free variables.

Let R be a passive k-sound premouse with pf > w. We define the partial

functions
mTf :R' - R,
and
lvfz R' — OR".
If £ = 0 then mrf is just the usual Skolem function associated with ¢ such that

the graph of mﬁf is uniformly r¥M, and let lvg (Z) be the least § such that
Rla |E Jye(y, T), if it exists. Otherwise, let lvg(f) be undefined.



Suppose k > 0. Let Z € R.. If R = —3yp(Z,y), then m7f(Z) and lvg(f)
are undefined. Suppose that R | Jye(Z,y). Let 7 be the basic Skolem term
associated with ¢ (see [4, p. 2.3.3]). For 8 < p, let (7,)” be defined as in
the proof of [4][2.10], with ¢ = p¥. Let By be the least 3 such that (7,)? () is
defined and set

m7 (%) = (1,)7 (D),
and

2(#) = Bo.

lvw

Lemma 2.4. For R as in Definition 2.3 the graph of mﬁf is T3 ({PF)),
recursively uniformly in R, ¢, pr for R.

The following is a special case of Lemma 5.4 in [11].
Lemma 2.5. Let R be as in Definition 2.3, and X C R. Then HullkRJrl(X U
{pf}) = {mTf(f) D 18 TYg1 AT € [X]<W)

Definition 2.6. Let ¢ and 1 be r¥;11 formulas of [+ 1 < w many free variables.
Let R be a passive k-sound premouse such that ka > w. Let #, € R'. Let
R E (&) <* ¢(y) if and only if R = Jzp(Z,y) and, if R = Jz¢(¥, ), then
W (@) < ).

Lemma 2.7. Let k < w and R be a passive k-sound premouse. Then the
relation (<j;, )% is rS8 ({PE}) uniformly in R.

Since the sort of collection which holds in admissible premice by definition
is expressed in terms of the standard Xg-hierarchy of formulas, and for the fine
structural computations we use the rXg-hierarchy, we are now interested in the
relationship between these two hierarchies. The following lemma explains the
relationship between the two hierarchies in general.

Lemma 2.8. Let k > 1 and let M be a passive (k — 1)-sound premouse. Then
there are p € M and recursive functions f1 and fa such that for every rXy
formula ¢ and x € M,

M p(x) <= M fi(e)(z,p),
and f1(p) is Xk, and for every Xy formula ¢ and x € M,

M) = M fa(e)(z),
and fa(p) is r¥.

In a certain context, which we will later work in, we can improve this by
eliminating the parameter p, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 2.9. Let M be a passive premouse with a largest cardinal § and k > 1.
Suppose that pi!, = ORM. Then there are recursive functions fF and f§ such

that for any Xy, formula @, fF(p) is an r¥, formula such that for all z € M,
ME p(z) <= M fflo)(2),



and for any ¥y, formula v, f¥() is a ¥y formula such that for all z € M,

ME (@) = ME fF(¥)().

PrOOF. We argue by induction on k. In the case k = 1, there is nothing
to show. So suppose k > 1 and there are ff and f5~* as in the lemma. The
existence of the function ff is well known. Before we describe the function f¥,
note that for a € (6, OR™) and ¢ € M, H(a, q) := Hully", (aU{q}) is transitive
and bounded in M. The transitivity easily follows from the fact that ¢ is the
largest cardinal of M. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that H(«,q) is
unbounded in M for some o € (§,OR™) and ¢ € M. Then, by transitivity,
M = H(a,p). However, this means that p!, < ORM, a contradiction!

Let us now describe the function f§. Let

S :={y < ORM: M|y <5, , M}

and note that S is cofinal in OR™ and II,_;-definable over M. For an rYy
formula ¢ (z) = JaT¢It(t = Thi—1 (e U {q}) A p(a, q,t,x)), where ¢ is X1, let
(@) = 3t303B3g(a < BAg € M|BAS € SAt = Thy W (aUg) Ap(a, g, t, 7).
Note that for 8 € S by the induction hypothesis, M|5 <,x,_, M. Then,
using the fact that S is cofinal in ORM, it is easy to see that for all z € M,
MEY(@) &= ME f5{@)(@). O

Lemma 2.10. Let £k > 1 and M be a passive premouse that models Y-
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Then pp!, = ORM.

PROOF. Let us argue by induction on k& > 1. In the case k£ = 1, there is
nothing to show. So suppose that k£ > 1 and M models ¥-Collection. By the
induction hypothesis, we may assume that pﬁ/_‘ 5 = OR™M so that ﬁﬁ/_‘ o =0 and
for all < ORM, Thi',(a U {f#1,}) € M. Since pM, = OR™ and M has a
largest cardinal, it follows that

S:={y< ORM : M|y <s,_, M}

is cofinal in ORM. Moreover, S is II;_o-definable over M. We aim to see that
oM = OR™M. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that  := oM, < ORM.

Case 1. Kk =w. For m < w, let F,,, be the set of r¥X;_; formulas with parameter
pﬁf , of length less or equal than m. Note that
MEVYm <wiy(y € SAVp € F(p = My E ¢)).

Moreover, since Vo € Fp, (¢ — M|y = ¢) is an instance of the X-Collection
scheme, it follows by another application of Y -Collection that there is some
v < ORM such that M|y = Thi', (w U {p,}), a contradiction!



Case 2. k> w. Let f: k — M be such that f(a) = Thi', (e U {pM,}). Since
Thi' (aU{pM,}) € M, it follows from X;-Collection that there is some 3 € S
such that Thi' (e U {pM,}) = Thﬁ/_lli@(a U{p,}). Let F, be the set of r¥j
formulas with parameters in aU {ps*,} and let h be as in Lemma 2.8. We have
that © = Thy', (U {pM,}) if and only if

388 € S Ax=Thyl (@ U{pty}) AVp € Falp = MIB E h(g). (1)

Line (1) is Xg. Thus, f is Xg-definable over M from parameters. By -
Collection, there is € < a, such that for all a < &, Thyt, (U {pM,}) € MIc.

But this means that Thy'(x U {#,}) € M, a contradiction!
This finishes the proof. O

Lemma 2.11. Let k > 1 and let M be a passive premouse that models X~
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Suppose that pjg\/l < ORM. Then %M 1S
the largest cardinal of M.

PrROOF. By Lemma 2.10, p{c\/_ll = ORM. In particular, ﬁﬁ/_ll = ). Let
p = pﬁ/‘ and p = pﬁ/‘. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that p™ exists in
M. Let
H := Hully" (p U {p, p})

and set & := sup(H N p™™) = HN ptM < ORM. Note that

M | Vy < 3E € [p]~Tp(y = m7) (Z,p))-

However, this means that
M |y < €363 € [p] < Fp(Wnr it ()= (7, 1,7) = . (2)

But the part in parentheses of line (2) is ¥, so that by Lemma 2.8 and Lemma
2.10 we may assume that it is Xy with parameters from M. But then by -
Collection, there is a uniform 5. Thus, M can compute from T := Thﬁ/j_l(ﬂ) €
M a surjection f: [p]<“ — £ such that f € M. In the case that & = p™M
this gives immediately a contradiction. So, suppose that ¢ < p™™. Note
that for v < &, T € [p]<¥, and an rXj formula ¢, there is a subtheory of Tpg,
which witnesses the statement (mT;Vl (Z,p)) = ~. This subtheory is recursively
definable from the parameters v, #, and p. Since Hull(p U {p, p}) C H, H is
unbounded in M. Thus, we may assume that the bound § is in H. However,
since p € H, f € H and therefore £ € H, a contradiction! O

What we have shown so far gives the following criteria for when a passive
premouse is Xg-admissible.

Lemma 2.12. Let M be a passive premouse that has a largest cardinal, and
k > 1. Then the following statements are equivalent:



1. M |= 54-KP,
2. M |= 3g-Collection, and

3. there is no total unbounded function f: a — | M| such that o € ORM
and f € S (M).

PROOF. It suffices to see that 3 implies 1. The only axiom of X;-KP that is
not clear is Ag-Aussonderung. By Lemma 2.10, ppt, = ORM. Let

S={y<a: M|y=<x,, M}

and note that S is cofinal in OR™M. Let # € M and suppose that @ and ¢
are X, formulas such that M = Vz(p(z) < —(z)). We have M = Vy €
23y ( My = o(y) V(7). By Zp-Collection, there is v < OR™M which works
uniformly. Since S is cofinal in OR™, we may assume that v € S. However,
then {y € z : M = p(y)} is definable over M|y. O

Definition 2.13. Let M be a passive premouse, and k < w. We let
SM = {a < ORM : M|a <5, M}.

We have used the following observation before, but let us record it as a
lemma.

Lemma 2.14. Let k > 1 and let M be a passive premouse that models 3j-
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Then S, is cofinal in OR™M. Moreover,
S,é\fl 18 Ilx_1 -definable over M.

The proof of the following lemma is a straightforward adaption of the proof
of Lemma 15 in [2], which we leave as an exercise to the reader.

Lemma 2.15. Let m < w and let N be a m-sound premouse. Let T be a
m-mazimal iteration tree on N such that Th(T) = 6 + 1. Let b:=[0,6]7 be the
main branch of T and o be least such that a+1 € b and (a+1,0]7 does not drop
in model. Letn = a+1. Then M;;T is a Xg-admissible passive premouse with a
largest, regular, and uncountable cardinal if and only if MZ— s a X -admissible
passive premouse with a largest, reqular, and uncountable cardinal.

The following lemma collects some fine structural consequences of the theory
Thy,.

Lemma 2.16. Let k > 1 and M be a passive premouse that models Thy. For
i<k, pM = ORM and pM = 0. Moreover, p* =0 < ORM, where 0 is the
largest cardinal of M.

If M is k-sound and (k,w,w + 1)*-iterable, then, if k =1, pi' = {0}, and
if k > 2, then ppt = (). Moreover, pjg\f,’l_l =w and pﬁil = 0.

If M = MF9 then Hully!, (0) = M.



PrROOF. Let 6 be the largest cardinal of M. By Lemma 2.10, for i < k
pt = ORM and pM = 0.

Let us show that p < OR™. We will show that H := Hull}'(§ + 1) = M.
Suppose not, then H<IM, since H is transitive and 6 is the largest cardinal of M.
We want to show that H | Xj-Collection, so that H | X;-KP, which would
be contradicting the fact that M = Thy. Suppose for the sake of contradiction
that Xg-Collection fails in H. Let ¢ be a II;_; formula and p € H be such that

H | Va < 03yp(a,y, p),
but there is no z € H such that

H E=Va < 03y € zo(a,y,p).

Note that we may assume that the failure is of this form, since 6 is the largest
cardinal of H and H is a premouse. Note that

M ': Vo < 93y<ﬂ(a7yap)7

and so
M FVa < 03y € zp(a, y,p),

as witnessed by H. However, since pﬁi‘ 1= OR™M, this means that

¢ :=3B(B € Sk—1 A (Va < 03y € M|BMI|B = ¢(a, y,p))))

holds in M. Note that ¢ is ;. Thus, H | ¢. However, this means that
H E VYa < 03y € (H|B)¢(a,y,p), which is a contradiction! Thus, H =
Yk-Collection, and therefore H = M and ppt < ORM.

Let us suppose for the rest of the proof that M is k-sound and (k, w1, w1+1)*-
iterable. Next, we aim to determine value of p{;". Let us first consider the
case k = 1. By Lemma 2.11, § = p/. By condensation, M| <x, M and
thus Hull!() = M|0. But then, as in the first part of the proof, H :=
Hull}'(0 + 1) = M, so that p = {#}. Let us now consider the case of k > 2.
Again, by Lemma, 2.11, pi! = 6. Note that {0} is r¥» definable over M as the
unique cardinal that has a Woodin and an inaccessible cardinal below and is the
successor of the inaccessible cardinal. Thus, H := Hully"(6) = Hull'(6 + 1).
As before, H = M, so that pi' = {0}.

We now show pi!; = w. We claim cHull!, (0) = M* 24, From this it
follows that pﬁl = w, as otherwise by condensation M*24 M which would be
a contradiction to the fact that M | Thy. Recall that by Lemma 1.3, Thy, has
an rll; o axiomatization. However, this means that H := Hullﬁil(@) E Thy.
Note that p' € H, since {6} is r¥s-definable by the above argument. Thus,
the transitive collapse of H is sound, which means that cHullQil (0) = Mn-ad,

The claim that Hullj}, (0) = M now follows by the same argument. O

By Lemma 2.16, we immediately have the following.

Corollary 2.17. Suppose that there is an n-sound premouse M that models
Th and is (n,wi,w; + 1)*-iterable. Then, M exists and M = &, 1(M).
Therefore, if there is a Woodin cardinal, M?? exists and M?*d = €, 1(M).

10



3 Forcing over X ;-admissible premice

We assume that the reader is familiar with the level-by-level correspondence
in terms of the forcing theorem and fine structure between a premouse and its
forcing extension, as described in Lemma 3.6 and Theorem 3.9 of [15]. From
the methods employed there and in Lemma 3.20 of [10] we have the following.

Lemma 3.1. Let M be a k-sound premouse such that M = Lo (M|K) for some
k< ORM and o > 1. Let P € M N P(k) be a forcing poset that is definable
from parameters over M|k. Let g be (M,P)-generic.

Then for all (§,m) < («, k) such that £ > k

1. max{poé, k} = max{ o€ k1,

2. ifk ¢ pﬁflg, then p%‘g Uk = p%\f[g] Uk, and if k € p%‘g, then pﬁflg \

{k}Uk = pﬁ{llﬂg] Uk, and

3. there is an rEf\nA_il_gl ({k})-relation IF:Z?{LQ (the strong r¥,41 forcing re-

lation) such that for all r¥,, 41 formulas p(vg,...,v—1) and all P-names

TOy oy TI—1 € M|§,

ME[g] E o(78, sl y) == Tp € g IF (10, ey Ti—1))-

We then have the following forcing theorem for ¥,-admissible premice.

Lemma 3.2. Let M be a Xi-admissible premouse. Let P € M N P(k) be
such that k™M exists. Let p(v) be an vy formula or an rIly formula, and
00y---,0m € MF. Suppose that g is (M,P)-generic. Then the following are
equivalent:

o Mgl ¢(og,....0%,), and

e there is p € g such that p Ithmng 0(00,s ..y om). A

PrROOF. By Lemma 2.10, M is (k — 1)-sound. Thus, in the case that ¢ is
an rX formula, the claim follows from Lemma 3.1.
In the case that ¢ is an rII; formula, suppose that M[g] = ¢(of,...,09,),
ie. Mlg] £ —p(af,...,09,). Note that ~p(af,...,09,)is antrEk formula; there-
strong

fore, we have, by Lemma Lemma 3.1, that for all p € g, p I, ©(00y ey Om)-
Let

D:={peP:plF" v(og,...,0m) Vp I " =p(00,. .. ,0m)}

Note that since pﬁ/‘ > ktM D € M. Clearly, D is dense in IP so that gN.D # ().
Let p € g N D. Note that p IF""® ¢(0,...,0m), since otherwise by Lemma
3.1, Mlg] E ~¢(oo,...,0m).

strong
}_k:

4If ¢ is rTIj, we define p | ¢(00,-..,0m) to mean that there is no condition ¢ < p

such that ¢ \Ffjmng —@(00, .-, 0m)-
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Now suppose that there is some p € g such that p IF5"*" (00, ...,0m).
Suppose for the sake of contradiction, M[g] [~ ¢(of,...,0%,), i.e. Mlg] E
—p(0f,...,0%). By Lemma 3.1, there is ¢ € g such that g IF"*"® = (0g, ..., Tpm)-
However, since g is a filter, there is some r < p, ¢, a contradiction!

Corollary 3.3. Let M be a ¥i-admissible premouse. Let P € MNP(k) be such
that ktM exists. Let o(v) be an rXx A 1Ly, formula and let og,...,0m € MF.
Suppose that g is (M, P)-generic. Then the following are equivalent:

e Mg = p(df,...,09), and

o there is p € g such that p IF;""" p(d0,...,0m).

The following lemma says that forcing over Xj-admissible premice with
posets of size less than the largest cardinal of the premouse, preserves admissi-
bility. Its proof is straightforward, so we omit it.

Lemma 3.4. Let M be a Xj-admissible premouse and k an M-cardinal such
that kM exists. Let P € M NP(k) be a forcing poset. If g is (M,P)-generic,
then Mlg] is T-admissible.

4 A variant of the truncation lemma

Recall the following coarse definition. If M is a possibly ill-founded structure
in some signature £ that extends L¢, we call

wip(M) := {2 € [M] |[€™] (trcem ({x}))? is wellfounded}

the wellfounded part of M. By [1] and Problem 5.27 of [6], if M | KP, then
wip(M) E KP. This is also sometimes referred to as the Truncation Lemma.
We aim to show something similar in the case that M is an illfounded structure
which is a model of V' = L[E]. Let us define the wellfounded cut as in Definition
19 of [2]. The next lemma is a variant of the Truncation Lemma which we will
often refer to as Ville’s Lemma or a higher version of Ville’s Lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let k > 1 and M = (|M],eM EM) be an illfounded L_ ;-
structure such that M = “V = L[E]”, wfp(M) is transitive, M is w-wellfounded,
and if k > 2, then S, N (ORM \wfo(M)) # 0. Then, if wfe(M) <x, , M,
then wfe(M) E Xi-KP.

Proof. Note that w € wic(M), as M is w-wellfounded. Suppose wic(M) <x,_,
M. Tt suffices to see that wfc(M) = X-Collection. By induction on «;, it easily
follows that for o < wio(M), JEM = (Jo)M € wip(M), so that wfc(M) =
JE;&M) C wip(M). Let ¢ be a Iy formula and a,p € wic(M) such that

wie(M) = Va € adyp(z, y,p).

SIf o = 11 A )2, where 11 is r¥;, and v is rlly, p ||-Strong  means that p ”_i:trong 11 and
‘Fstrong
Pty Pa.
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Since wfc(M) <5, , M,

M [ Vz € adyp(z,y, p).

Let v € SM, N (ORM \wfo(M)). Note that because wfc(M) <x, , M and
My <s,_, M, clearly wic(M) <x,_, M|y, and, in fact, wic(M) <x,_, M|y.
In M|~y we may define a function F' with dom(F') = a such that for z € a,

F(z)=n <= M|y ExcanIy € M|(n+1)p(z,y,p) A\Vy € (M|n)—p(z,y,p).

Since wic(M) C My, it follows that F(z) < wfo(M) for all z € a. However,
this means that 7 := (J, ., F(x) C wfo(M). Since F' is definable over M|y, we
must have that n < wfo(M). This means that

wic(M) = Vz € ady € M|(n+ 1)p(z,y, p).

Thus, wic(M) E Zk- KP. O

5 A generating class of fixed points

Later on in the analysis, we will make use of a sequence S, of ordinals cofinal in
« that is fixed pointwise by iteration maps between many premice in the direct
limit systems to be considered. Moreover, this sequence will be sufficiently
generating for those premice, as described in Lemma 7.28.

The sequence S, will be of the form (o | £ < w)™ (v | ¥ < w), where
(o, | k <w) C kHEallis cofinal in xHEel*] and (v, | k < w) is cofinal in a and
defined from (o, | k < w). We define (o | k¥ < w) via the leftmost branch of a
tree T' that essentially searches for an illfounded model whose wellfounded cut
is Lo (RT), where R, introduced in Definition 5.1 below, is the set of reals of a
symmetric extension of L [x].

We will define this tree 7" and show the necessary facts first for the case
n = 1 to illustrate some of the basic ideas. We will then define T" for a general
n > 1 and prove the necessary facts about it. These proofs are similar to the
ones in the case that n = 1, but involve more fine structure.

For an arbitrary tree T', i.e. T is a set of finite sequences closed under initial
segments, and s € T, define Ty = {t € T : t C sV s C t}.

Definition 5.1. Let G be (Lq[z], Col(w, < ))-generic. Let HCT = HCEe[=¢]
and let
RY =HCT MR = L,(HCT) NR = L,(RT)NR.

We write § = gt+La®)

For the fine structural theory of the model L, (R") we refer the reader to
Chapter 1 of [16]. This means that in particular, when working with L,(R™)
we always consider it in the language L j; with R interpreted as R, and when

taking fine structural hulls we always include all reals in RT.
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Lemma 5.2. L,(RT) E Yp-KPg, ;A wr = KA “wy = kT is the largest N”.
Also, ’

o o) =0, and
o pro®) = ptlalel = g,

Moreover, o is minimal such that Lo(RY) | X,-KPr, AT emists”.

PRrROOF. By Lemma 3.4, L,[z,G] is ¥,-admissible, and so it easily follows
that Lo(RT) C Loz, G| is X,-admissible. The rest follows from Lemma 3.1.
O

Let us define T in the case that n = 1, i.e. until further notice we will assume
that n = 1.

Definition 5.3. Let T} be the tree of attempts to construct a sequence {ay, Bk)k<w
such that the following hold:

1. k< B <ap <9,
2. Lq, (RT) = “kT exists”, and

3. there is a ¥j-elementary embedding 7: Lq, (RT) — L
71 ke ®D) = id and 7(8) > Brst.

(RT) such that

Op+1

For a node s € Ty \ {0}, let (ay, B;) = s(Ih(s) — 1) and let § = tLas®),
We will later prove a more general version of the following lemma (see Lemma
5.8).

Lemma 5.4. Let s € T1 \ {0}. Then
Lo, (RY) = Hull X ® (R U {RT} U (6 + 1)).

It follows that the embedding 7 as given in clause 3 of Definition 5.3 is
uniquely determined by oy and agy1. Moreover, T} is definable over Lo (R™)|0,
so that 77 € Lo(RT).

Lemma 5.5. T is illfounded.

PROOF. Let h: w — 0 be sufficiently (L, (R™), Col(w, §))-generic such that
Lo(RT)[R] = X1-KPS. Let T” be the tree that is defined as T} in Definition 5.3
with the exception that we do not require m(8;) > Br+1 in clause 3 to hold, and
the additional requirement that oy > h(k). Note that 7/ C <“f. For a node

s €T\ {0} we write as = s(Ih(s) — 1) and 0, = rtLes ®),

Claim 1. T" is illfounded.

6See Theorem 10.17 of [3] for an example of such a generic.
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+
PrOOF. Using that plL‘*(]R ) = , it is easy to see that there is a sequence

(0 | k < w) such that for all k < w, h(k) < 0 < dx41 < 6 and

8 = 6 N Hull>® ) (5, U {0)).
Letting ay, be the ordinal height of the transitive collapse of HulllL"‘(Rﬂ (0,U{0})
it is easy to see that (ay | k < w) is a branch through 7". O

We can associate to a cofinal branch b = (ax | k¥ < w) through 7" a
branch model M, which is the direct limit of the models L, (RT) and the
maps Tk : La,, (RT) = L, (RT), since for m < k <1 < w,

Timl = Tkl © Tmk-

To complete the proof it suffices to see that there is a cofinal branch b of T
such that M, is illfounded. Suppose for the sake of contradiction not, i.e. for
every cofinal branch b of T”, M, is wellfounded.

Let b = (ay | k < w) be a cofinal branch through 7. By assumption M, is
wellfounded. Note that M, = Lg(R™) for some 8. We claim 3 € (6, «]. Suppose
not. Then there is k < w such that o € ran(mieo), where Troo: Lo, (RT) —
Lg(R™) is the direct limit map. Let & € L,, (RT) be such that mgeo(@) = au.
Note that & > 0,,). But then

Ls(RY) |= 1- KP A“the cardinal successor of  exists”,

contradicts the minimality of «.

For a node s € T’ let Th, := {p(Z,0,R"): pis a ¥ formula, ¥ € RT U
05, and L, (RT) = ¢(Z,0s,RT)}. For b, a cofinal branch of 77, let 8, € (6, o
be such that M, = Lg,(RT). Note that for s € b, we have msoo(8s) = 6,
Tsoo | 0s = id, and msoo | RT =id. Thus, for all s € b, there is some v < « such
that L (R™) = Ths.

We now want to prune 7” inside L, (R")[h]. Note that for every node s € T”
at least one of the following holds true inside L, (RT)[A]:

e there is a ranking function for 77, or
e there is some vy < a such that L,(R*") = Th;.

Since both of these are ¥; statements it follows by 31-Collection in L, (R1)[A]
that there is some v < « such that for all s € T’ there is a ranking function for
T! in Ly(R™)[h] or Ly(R") = Th,. Let T” be the result of pruning the tree
T’ over L,(R"), i.e. removing the nodes s of T” for which there is a ranking
function for (7”)s in L,(R™), and let

Th := U Th .
SeT”

Note that Th is definable over L., (R*)[h] and therefore Th € L,(R™)[h]. By the
way we picked h, it follows that Th = ThY*®")(R+ U{R*} U6+ 1). But then it
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easily follows by the X;-admissibility of L, (R™)[h] that a € «, a contradiction!
(]

Note that, by the lemma, there exists a branch through 77, and hence the
left-most branch of T; exists.

Theorem 5.6. Let b be the left-most branch of Th. Then:
e if My, is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(My) = Lo(RT), and

o for every s € b, {s} is 31 Al definable over Lo(R™) from the parameters
{K’a Tl}

PROOF. Let us suppose that 77 is pruned, i.e. 77 does not have end nodes,
and let b be the left-most branch of 71, i.e. for every node s € b, if t € T} is
such that Ih(s) = lh(¢) and t <jex s, then T} is wellfounded, which by 3;-KP is
equivalent to the existence of a ranking function for 7} in L, (R™). Note that
this gives a 31 A II; definition for {s} over L,(R™), since by X;-Collection,
the statement that for all ¢ as above there is a ranking function is ¥;, and the
statement that for (71)s there is no ranking function is II;. It remains to see
that if M, is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(Mp) = Lo(RT). This will
essentially follow from the following claim.

Claim 1. kT™Me = gtlalzl = g,

PROOF. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that (k7)M> < 0. Let 3 =
wfo(M;) = wic(M,) NOR. Note that by the definition of T}, we have (k1)M» <
B. Moreover, 8 < 0, for if 8 > 6, then in fact kHLs@®") = 0, a contradiction! By
Ville’s Lemma, Lg(RT) is X;-admissible and so Lg(R™) = Thy”, contradicting
the minimality of a! O

Let S still be wfo(Mp). Using the same argument as in the claim, we must
have 8 > «. However, 8 > « cannot be true either, as the argument from the
proof of Lemma 5.5 shows. O

In the case where n = 1 the branch of T} identified in the last theorem is
(o | k < w) of the sequence So. We will now consider the general case, i.e. n
is the natural number we fixed before Definition 1.6.

Definition 5.7. Let T be the tree of attempts to construct a sequence {ay, Bk ) k<w
such that the following hold:

1. k< B <ap <0,

2. Lo, (RT) = “kT exists”,

La, (RT)
n—1

3. p

= O,

7See Definition 1.4
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4. there is an rY,-elementary embedding 7: L,, (RT) — L
that 7 [ r+Eee®) = iq,

5. 7(Bk) > Bry1-

(R*) such

Op+1

N
Note that from condition 3 it follows that Sﬁf’i(R ) is club in oy and that
Lo, (R1)is ¥, _1-admissible. For anode s € T\ {0} welet (as, 85) = s(lh(s)—1).

Lemma 5.8. Let s € T\{0}. Then L, (RT) = H, where H := Hullﬁas(R+)(R+U
{RT}U (65 4+ 1)).

PRrROOF. Note that H is transitive, since 0 is the largest cardinal of L, (R™T).
Suppose for the sake of contradiction that H C L, (R"), so that H is bounded
in L, (RT). Let B:= ORNH so that H = Lg(R") and 3 < a.

Claim 1. Lg(R") is ¥,,-admissible.

PRrROOF. We proceed by induction. In the case where n = 1, it is easy to see
that Lg(R") is X;-admissible, since every instance of X;-Collection of Lg(R™)
is bounded by 8. But then in L, (R™) this is a X;-statement, so there is a
bound in Lg(RT) <5, L, (RT).

So suppose that n > 2 and for the sake of contradiction that Lg(R™) is not
Y,-admissible. Let ¢ be a II,,_; formula and a,p € Lg(R") be a witness to
this, that is

Ls(RY) | Vz € adyp(z,y,p),

but there is no bound in Lg(R™). Note that
Lo, (RT) |F 3B'Vz € ady € Ly (RT)¢(, y,p),

as witnessed by 8. But then because pﬁisl(R) = ag,

= 3B'(B" € Sn—1 A (Va € ady € Lp/(RT)(Lp (RY) |= o(,y,p)))),

holds in L, (R*), which is ¥,. Since Lg(RT) <y, Lo, (RT), Lg(RT) E ¢.

However, this means that Lg(R") = 38'Va € ady € Lg/(RT)p(x, y,p), so that
there is a bound in Lg(R™"), a contradiction! O

This is a contradiction, since Lg(R™") cannot be X,-admissible by Lemma
5.2! O

Note that this lemma shows that for nodes s,t € T such that s < ¢ the em-
bedding 751 : Lo, (RT) — Lq, (RT) given by condition 4 is uniquely determined

by a, and o. Mz)reover, it is easy to see that T is definable over L, (R")|f and
thus, in particular T € L, (R™T).

Definition 5.9. For 8 > k such that Lg(R") = “<™ exists”, let N3 be the struc-
ture (|Lg(RT)|, €, R, (2)zert, kTEel#]) in the signature {&, R, (&)ert, w1}
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Lemma 5.10. T is illfounded.

PROOF. Let h be sufficiently (L, (R™), Col(w, 6))-generic so Lo(RT)[h] E
¥,-KP.8 Let T}, be the tree defined as T, dropping Bx and clause 5 from the
definition of T, and with the additional requirement that aj > h(k). Thus,
Ty, C <“6. For a node s € Ty, \ {0}, we write a; = s(lh(s) — 1), and let

Thy == {p(Z,0,RT) : pis r¥, AT € ([URT]<)A Lo, (RT) = (7,0, RT)}.

Let us define a sequence of trees (T, | v < a), which we will call the (n+1)-
pruning process of T,
Set Ty := T},. Suppose that T, is defined, where v < a.. Let

Typ1:={seTy:VE< 03t e (T, \{0})(s CtAE< b))

Let A < a be a limit ordinal and suppose that T is defined for all v < A. In
the case where \ ¢ szvjl, let Ty := ﬂ7</\ T,. In the case that \ € S,]zvfl we let

Ty:i={s€ [Ty | -G <; ¥ ANa|A =1 < )},
y<A

where ¢ <% 1 means that ¢ <* ¢ € Th,.

Finally, set T, =, _, 7. Note that the tree T; does not have end nodes.
Moreover, SN is r¥No. Thus, the sequence (T, | ¥ < ) is definable by a %,
recursion over Ng,.

Claim 1. T} is illfounded.

PrROOF. The proof is analogous to the proof of Claim 1 in the proof of
Lemma 5.5. However, this time we have to verify that the branch produced is
in fact in T}
(RY)

Since ph® = pNe = 0, there exists a sequence (Jj, | k < w) such that for

all k£ < w,
o h(k) <0 < Opy1 < kel and
o 0 = wtlelel A HullY (5, U {sTL=[*1}) € OR.

Let cHy, := cHullY* (6 U {xt22[#1}) and set oy, = ORNcHy. Note that for
A€ S,]:]fl, it cannot be the case that there are rY,, formulas ¢ and 1 such that
No, E @ <* ¢ and Nu|A = ¢ < . It is then easy to see that (o | k < w) is a
branch through T7. O

For a branch b of T}, let M; be the direct limit given by the branch. Note
that we consider M, in the signature {&, R, ()yep+, s}

8The existence of such generics follows from straightforward adaption of the proof of The-
orem 10.17 in [3].
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Claim 2. If M, is wellfounded, then Th (9) C Thi\z (6).°

PROOF. Suppose not. Let ¢ be an r¥,, formula and # € [6]<“ be such that
W(Z) € Thiwzbn (0) but (%) ¢ Thivfn (0). We claim that there is an r%,, formula
v and ¥ € [0]< such that ¢(§) € Thivz“n (0) but ¢(7) ¢ Thiwzbn (6). Suppose not,
ie. Thiwz”n ) 2 Thivz“n (f). Then, we must have that Thivfn (0) is a <*-initial
segment of Thiwz”n (6). But since Thiwz”n (0) € N, and so all its initial segments

are elements in N,, this means that Thiwzbn () € Ng, a contradiction! Now,
No E o) <* ¥(Z), but for some s € b, No, = (&) <* p(y). However, this
means that s must have gotten pruned during the (n + 1)-pruning process, a
contradiction! O

To finish the proof, it suffices to see that there is a branch b through 7} such
that M, is illfounded. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that for every branch
bof T}, My is wellfounded. Note then that for any branch b of T}, M, = L, (RT)
for some 7;. By the construction of the tree T}, k1% = sup{fs | s € b} = 0
so that 7, > 6. Note that we consider M, as a structure in the signature
{E,R, (&)pert, T} so that My, = N, for some ;. As in the proof of Lemma
5.5, one verifies that v, € (6, a.

Claim 3. Ifb is a branch of T}, then N, <x, , Na.

PROOF. Let b € [T}] and suppose for the sake of contradiction that N,, Asx, ,
N,. This means that 7, < a and § := sup(S’ﬁffl N9) < 7. Note that

N,, = Hull,™ (). Let m: N,, — N, be such that if z = m7r, " (&) € N,
for an 7%, formula ¢ and & € [6]<¥, then 7(x) = m7)(Z). Note that 7 is
well-defined by Claim 2. Moreover, 7Y, statements are upwards preserved by

m, e if ¢ is r¥,, p € N,,, and N,, = ¢(p), then N, = o(7(p)).
Note that 7= [ (6 + 1) = id. Furthermore, since sup(Sfjjbl Nv) = v and
ﬂ'[SN”’] c SN by the X,,_;-elementarity of 7 and the fact that Sfjjbl is -1

n—1

definable over N,, it follows that m # id and so there is crit(w) > 6. This is a
contradiction, since 6 = lgcd(N,, ), but crit(r) is a cardinal of N, ! O

It follows from the claim that for every node s € T}, there is 7 < « such that
s ¢ T, or there is some v € SN, such that N, = Th,. Note that this is a
disjunction of two rY,, formulas. Thus, this is an instance of the X,-Collection
scheme, so that there is some 7y, which works uniformly for all nodes s € Tj,.
Recall that we are assuming that all branches through 7} give wellfounded
models. Thus, in particular,

ThYs (6) = | J Th.
seT),

9Recall that by Definition 5.9 the structure N, has the signature {é,R, (i‘)zeR+7li.+}.
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But this means that over N, the theory Thivz“n (ktEelzl) can be computed. Since

pNe = wTLal?] thisis a contradiction! Thus, there must be branches of T} whose
direct limit M, is illfounded. This shows that the tree T is illfounded. O

Theorem 5.11. There is a branch b through T such that
e if My, is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(My) = Lo(RT), and

e for every s € b, {s} is X, All,-definable over Lo(RY) from the parameter
K/"I‘Loc[m] .

Remark 5.12. In contrast to Theorem 5.6 the branch b of Theorem 5.11 cannot
be the left-most branch of T" in the case where n > 2, as otherwise it would be
in Ly(RT) which is impossible. Similarly, it cannot be the left-most branch of
any tree in L, (RT). But we will prune T in a certain way, producing a subtree
T’ that is definable over L, (R™T) (but not an element of it), and we can take b
as the left-most branch of T".

PROOF. Define the (n + 1)-pruning (T, | v < «) of T from T just as the
(n 4+ 1)-pruning of T}, was defined from T}, in the proof of Lemma 5.10. Let T’
be the result; that is, 7" is the last tree produced by the process.

We claim T is illfounded. We showed that T} has a cofinal branch ¢ =
(ag | k < w) such that M, is illfounded and sup{ay | k¥ < w} = 6. Let
¢ = ((ak, Br) | k < w), where the B;’s witness the illfoundedness of M,. Then
¢’ is a branch of T7”. For in the successor steps of the (n + 1)-pruning process,
for every node s € ¢’ and for every £ < 6, there is some t € ¢’ such that s <r t
and £ < 6, since sup{ay | k < w} = 0. And in the limit steps A € S,]:]fl, there
is no disagreement on the ordering <* between N, and N,, , since oy, € T,’L.

Let b = {(ak, Br))k<w be the left-most branch of 7" in the lexicographical
ordering. Let M, denote the direct limit given by b, which we consider in the
signature {&€,R, (&)yer+,xT}, and let B = wfo(M,). Note that kT < g <
ORM i.e. M, is illfounded and its kT is in the wellfounded cut. We consider
M, as a structure in the signature {&, R, (&),ep+, &1}

Claim 1. kT = 9.

PROOF. By construction, we have kv < @. Let us suppose, for the sake
of contradiction, that k™o < 4.

Subclaim 1. Ths (k*Mr) C Th'P (kM)

PROOF. Since Mj, is illfounded, there is an 7%, formula ¢ and i € [k TMv] <«
such that ¢(f) € Th)% (k+M0), but ¢(3f) ¢ ThiXe (k™). So, ThiNe (k+Mr)
Thiwzbn (kHMe),

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that Thivz"‘n(m*Mb) ¢ Thyzbn(n*Mb),
i.e. there is an rY,, formula ¢ and 7 € [k T]<“ such that ¢ (%) € Thivz"‘n (kM)
but (F) ¢ Thiwzbn (M), Note that N, = ¥(F) < ¢(¥), since ¢(i) does not
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hold in N,. However, p(§) <% ¢(Z) for some s € b. This is a contradiction,
since s must have been removed during the (n + 1)-pruning of 7'! O

Note that not only
Thyy, (vH41) © Thygt (xH4), (3)

but that Th%‘n(/@*‘Mb) is a <*-initial segment of Thiwzbn(li*‘Mb).lO Let 3 :=
sup{lvy" () | (&) € Thyg (v70)}.

Subclaim 2. 5’ < 5.

PROOF. Let (%) € Thivz‘*n (kTMb), Let v = lvi\,/[” (%), so Thi\/lfnil(w) wit-
nesses ¢(¥). We may assume that v > xTe. Since v = lvi\,/[*’ (Z), there is

f € rEM({#}) such that f: k™ — ~ is surjective. There are 7%, formulas
1 and 1) such that for n,{ < kM,

fn) < f(Q) <= My =11(n,¢. 7),

and

fn) = Q) = M, E¢2(n. ¢, 7).
Moreover, for all ,¢ < kMo either 9y (n, ¢, ) € Thi\g’n (kM) or ahy(n, ¢, T) €
Thiwzbn (kTMb), Let f': ktlel®l 5 4/ be the function given by the evaluation of
the defining formula of f with parameters & in N,. Then for all n,{ < kM

f'n) < f(Q) <= Na k= ¢1(n,¢, @) and f'(n) = f'(() <= Na |=12(n,(,7),
and either ¥1(n,(,T) € Th%j"n(/@*Mb) or ¥a(n,(,T) € Thfgn(nJrMb). But then
by (3), the theories must agree on these statements, so that we have an order-
preserving embedding from v into 7/, so v is wellfounded. This means that

v < B. O

Case 1. 8 = (3. Similarly as in the previous paragraph we might associate
with every v < (' some +'. Let 8 be the supremum of the +"’s for v < f'.
Note that wic(My) <s, , Mj, since # is a limit of elements of S, and j is
a limit of elements in S)*,. However, it easily follows from 3 of Definition 5.7,
that SM N (ORM\B) # (. Thus, by Lemma 4.1, Nj is ¥,-admissible, which
contradicts the minimality of «!

Case 2. ' < . For anode s € T" and v € (05 + 1,a;), we let Thy(y) :=
Th)y: (6,). We also set Thy(a) := Th\s (6,).

Subclaim 3. There is t € T' and an r¥, formula ¢ and & € [0,]< such that

1. there is v < oy such that Thy(vy:) = Thy(a),

10Note that since M, might be illfounded it could be that this not literally true, since
Th%‘;"n (kTMv) might not be an element of Mj. In this case, we mean that Th,s (kTMb) is

M
a cut of Th i (kTMp),
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2. o(Z) € Thy(ay) \ The() and lvgat (T) =y, and

3. for all t' >p: t, (&) € Thy(ay) \ Thy(a) and lvga“ (@) = m()
and for all ¥, formulas ¢ and § € [0p]< such that V() <} ¢(Z),
¥(¥) € Thy ().

PROOF. Let s € b be such that 4’ € ran(ms ;) and let 3’ € L, (RT) be such
that 74, (3") = . Note that if we set v; = 3/, then Thy(vs) = Ths(a) by the
rXy,-elementarity of mg .

We claim that there is an 7Y, formula ¢ and & € [0,]<% such that p(Z) €
Ths(as) \ Ths(a) and lvfj% (£) = ~s. Note that Lg (RT) is not ¥,-admissible,
since k7> < 0. But then also L. (R*) is not ¥,-admissible and thus there is
an %, formula ¢, § < k7L ®") and 7 € [k ®]<@ guch that

L’Ys (R+) ': va < 532¢(27 aag)u

but there is no bound for this in L, (R*). We may assume without loss of
generality that 6 = x+Lv®") . Now note that the statement (¢, k™) which

says that there is some v such that for all a < K+ there is some subtheory z
of Th,s,,_,(v) which witnesses that ¥(z, «, %), is an rX,-fact of <*-rank 7 in

L. (RT). Moreover, o(i, k+) cannot be in Thy(a) by the definition of 3.
Set sg := s. If for all extensions s’ of s¢ in 7", 3 holds we are done, so suppose
that there is some s1 >7v s such that 3 fails, i.e. there is some v, < 7,5, (Vs)

such that for some rY,, formula 1 and 77 € [/<;+L‘*81 (R+)]<W such that (%) €

Thy, (7s,) \ Ths, (@), 1\/&151 (Z1) = vs,. Let s1 be the lexicographical least such
node and let v, be the least failure at s;. If 3 holds of s; we are done, otherwise
we let s2 be the least node witnessing the contrary and let s, < s, s,(7s,) be
the least ordinal witnessing the failure of 3 at s;. If 3 holds at sy we are done,
otherwise we continue as before.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that this continues infinitely so that
((sky7ys,) | B < w) is defined. Let ¢:= (s | (Ih(s) — 1)) ((as,, Vs, ) | K <w) and
note that by construction c is a branch through 7’. However, since 75 < fs, ¢
is left of b, a contradiction!

This finishes the proof of the subclaim. O

Let t € T” be as in the subclaim. For s € (T"), let v, := m s(7:). Note
that for every s € (T");, Ths(vys) = Ths(a), as otherwise there is a disagreement
about the ordering <* between N, and Thy.

By X,,-Collection, there is some & < « such that & € S,]zvfl and Ng, =
Ths(7ys). But this means that for every node s € (T), it is pruned at some
stage £ < a during the (n+ 1)-pruning process, or there is some £ < « such that
¢ € SN, and N¢ = Thy(ys). Since this is a disjunction of two 7%, -statements,
it follows that once again by X,-Collection, there is a uniform such £. This
means that we can uniformly compute Thivz‘*n (vs) for s € (T¢); over N¢. Note
that we cannot compute T} over N¢ as there might be nodes s € (), that get

22



pruned after stage ¢ in the (n + 1)-pruning process. However, for such s still
Ne¢ |= Ths(vs). However, in the successor step of the (n + 1)-pruning process
we assured that for every ¢ < 6, there is an extension s of ¢ in T such that
¢ < 05, so that sup{7ys | s € (T"):} = 6. But this means that Thivgn (0) can be
computed over N¢, a contradiction! O

As before, we have
TR (6) C Th'%2 ().

But then, since N, = Hull)*(6), it follows that there is a ,,_;-elementary
embedding
m: No — My,

that preserves r3, statements upwards. Then, since all proper initial segments
of N, are ¥,-definable from parameters below # and 7 [ § + 1 = id, we have
that 7 is the inclusion map. This means that wfc(M;) 2 Lo(R1). From the
minimality of « it then follows that wfc(M;,) = Lo (RT).

Regarding the definability of {s} from the parameter 8 for s € b, note that
we may define {s} as follows: Note that T is ¥;-definable from the parameter
0. Given s’ € T, we have s’ = s if and only if for all t € T such that 1h(t) =
Ih(s) = m and t <jex s, there exists v such that t ¢ T, where T, is a tree in
the (n + 1)-pruning process of T and, for all v < ¢, s € T, i.e. the node s does
not get removed during the (n + 1)-pruning process. O

Definition 5.13. Let ((ag, Bk))k<w be left-most branch of the tree T’ as in the
proof of Theorem 5.11. Let p:= (ay, | k < w).

6 The direct limit systems

In this section, we will define a direct limit system F of iterates of M. We will
also refer to this system as the external system. We will then define over L[]
in a X;-fashion a direct limit system D, which we will refer to as the internal
covering system. The point is that L[z] can approximate F with D, since by
what we will show, F is in a certain sense dense in D. It will follow that the
direct limits derived from these systems agree.

In Section 8 and Section 11, we will need a relativization of the definitions
and results of this section to the context of L[z, G]. We will leave the straight-
forward adaption of the systems and the involved definitions to the context of
L,[z,G] as an exercise for the reader.

Let us begin by introducing the relevant iterability notions.

6.1 The relevant iterability notions

For a passive premouse M which models Th and an n-maximal iteration tree
T on M of limit length, we define the structure Q(7) as in Definition 2.4 of
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[17]. Since we are working in a 1-small context, this simply means that Q(7) =
L, (M(T)) for some v < OR such that there is m < w such that L. (M(T)) is

m-sound and pfn”_ﬁw(ﬂ) < 0(T) or there is A € EULJ”(M(T))(LW(M(T))) which
witnesses a failure of §(7) being Woodin with respect to EM(T),

Definition 6.1. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th. Let 6V and pu
be the unique Woodin cardinal, respectively, inaccessible greater than 6"V of N
and let OV = (uN)*N. We set N~ = N|(6™)*Y and call N~ the suitable part
of N.

We write BY for the w-generator extender algebra of N at 7V, constructed
using extenders E € EV such that vg is an N-cardinal.

If uV =k, 0N = gtlelsl and ORY = o, we say that N is a pre-M?3-like
z-weasel. Moreover, if, moreover, z is (N, BY)-generic, we say that N is a good
pre-M?-like x-weasel.

For a passive premouse N, that models Th, by Lemma 2.10, pY | = ORY,
and by Lemma 2.11, p& = 6.

Remark 6.2. If N and P are good pre-M?-like z-weasels such that N—, P~ €
L[], then, since the extender algebra may be absorbed into Col(w, < k) and
the definition of L, (R™) is homogeneous, there is g’ which is (N, Col(w, < k))-
generic and g” which is (P, Col(w, < ))-generic such that we have L(RN19'T) =
L(RP") = L (RY).

Definition 6.3. Let N be a premouse that models Th and f > w. We say
that T is a n-mazimal S-wellfounded iteration tree on N if T is defined as a n-
maximal iteration tree with the exception that for o < Ih(7), if [0,a]” NDT =0

and ORM~ £ [, then we only require that instead of full wellfoundedness
B C wic(MT).

Definition 6.4. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th, 5,7 > w, and
T an n-maximal S-wellfounded iteration tree on N of limit length less than 7.
Then T is (n, 5)-short if Q(T) exists and Q(7) ¥~ Th; otherwise we say that
T is (n, B8)-mazimal. If M = M for some o < 1h(T), we say that M is a
B-wellfounded n-maximal iterate of N.

Remark 6.5. Note that if Q(T) }~ Th, then clearly, for no N < Q(T) such that
M(T) 4N, N = Th. By condensation, it follows that for all N such that
N < Q(T), N is not a model of Th.

Let N be a pre-M?-like x-weasel such that N~ € L,[z]|x and suppose that
N is (n,wy,w; + 1)*-iterable. Let T € L,[x] be a n-normal iteration tree on N
of limit length less than . Then T is (x, 8)-short for all 3 iff Q(T) = J,(M(T))
for some v < k.

Definition 6.6. Let N be a (n — 1)-sound premouse, 8 > w, and 7 a n-maximal
S-wellfounded iteration tree on N. Let 8 < OR and let b be a cofinal non-
dropping branch through 7. We say that b is S-wellfounded if Q(T) = Q(b,T)
and if ORM? < 3, then M] is wellfounded, and else, 3 C wfc(M]).

If b is a B-wellfounded cofinal branch, we say that MZ— is a B-wellfounded
k-mazimal iterate of N (via the tree T b).
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Definition 6.7. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and n, 8 > w. We
say that N is (n, 8)-normally-short-tree-iterable if there is a function f whose
domain includes all (), 3)-short n-maximal S-wellfounded trees 7 on N, and for
an (7, 8)-short n-maximal S-wellfounded tree 7 on N, f(7) = b, where b is a
non-dropping cofinal branch through 7 that is S-wellfounded.

Definition 6.8. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and 7,5 > w.
Then a premouse P is a (1, 5)-pseudo-normal iterate of N if P |= Th, and there
is a n-maximal S-wellfounded tree 7 on NN of length less than n such that either
P is a model in T, or there is a S-wellfounded cofinal branch b of 7 such that
P = wic(M]), or T is (n, B)-maximal and P = L.(M(T)), where v < OR is
such that L. (M(T)) = Th.

Remark 6.9. Let N be a pre-M?d-like z-weasel such that N~ € L,[z]|x and
suppose that N is (n,w;,w; + 1)*-iterable. Let T € Ly[x] be a (k, £)-maximal
tree on N. Let P be the (k, x)-pseudo-normal iterate of N given by 7. Then
P=L,(M(T))and P~ € L,[z]|k.

Definition 6.10. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and 7,5 > w.
Then an (n, §)-relevant finite pseudo-stack on N is a sequence (7)< for some
k < w such that there is a sequence (N;)j<r where Ng = N, and for j < k, N;
is a passive premouse which models Th and 7; is an n-maximal S-wellfounded
iteration tree on Ng of length less than 1, and if j + 1 < k, then either T;
has successor length and is terminally non-dropping, i.e. there is no drop in
model on its main branch, and N;;q, = MZ% or Njj1 = wfc(MZé), where
M s a B-wellfounded n-maximal iterate of Nj, or 7; is (1, f)-maximal and
Nji1 = L,(M(T;)) for some v < OR.

Definition 6.11. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and 7,5 > w.
P is a non-dropping (n, 8)-pseudo-iterate of N if there is a (1, 8)-relevant finite
pseudo-stack (7;)j<k+1 on N such that 7541 has successor length and b7r+1 does
not drop in model or degree and P = Mz—c’i“ or P = wic( ;ﬁ““) and M;ﬁ““
is p-wellfounded, or Tjy1 is (1, 8)-maximal and P = L, (M (Ty41)), where 7 is
such that L, (M(Ti+1)) = Th.

Definition 6.12. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and 7,5 > w.
Then N is (1, 8)-short-tree-iterable if there is a function f whose domain includes

—

all sequences 7 = (73)s<k+1 such that

1. (T3)p<k is an (n, B)-relevant finite pseudo-stack that gives rise to a non-
dropping (7, 8)-pseudo iterate P, and

2. Ti41 is an (7, 8)-short n-maximal S-wellfounded iteration tree on P,

and for such 'f, f (’f) = b, where b is a non-dropping [S-wellfounded cofinal
branch through Tgy1.

Definition 6.13. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th. Then N is
Mad-like if

1. N is (s, k)-short-tree-iterable, and
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2. every non-dropping (k, x)-pseudo-iterate of N is in fact a non-dropping
(k, a)-pseudo-normal iterate of N.

Remark 6.14. We will use the notion of M?3-like in L,[z] and related models
so that k is a fixed parameter and therefore does not appear in the terminology.
Note that by [8] every non-dropping iterate of M?d is given by a tree of length
less than r is M?d-like. Moreover, since M3 is (n,w;,w; + 1)*-iterable, it is
also (w1, 7y)-short-tree-iterable for all v < OR.

Definition 6.15. If N is a pre-M?d-like 2-weasel that is M?d-like, we say that

N is a M?-like z-weasel. Moreover, if x is (N, B )-generic, then we say that
N is a good M?-like z-weasel.

Remark 6.16. Let N be a M?-like z-weasel such that N~ € L,[x, G] and let
T be a (k,k)-short tree on N. Then there is a unique x-wellfounded cofinal
branch b through 7.

Definition 6.17. Let N and P be M?\like. We write N --» P if P is a
non-dropping (k, k)-pseudo-normal iterate of N and denote the n-maximal -
wellfounded tree leading from N to P by Typ. In the case where Typ is (k, &)-
maximal and there is a cofinal k-wellfounded branch b through Ty p, we let Ty p
include this branch.

It is easy to see that Ty p is unique, so this is well-defined.
Lemma 6.18. --» is a partial order on the set of M?®-like premice.

PROOF. Reflexivity and anti-symmetry are clear. Transitivity follows from
2. of Definition 6.13. O

6.2 The external direct limit system

Definition 6.19. Let F be the set of all iterates N of M?d via SM™ guch that
N is a good pre-M?*-like z-weasel and N~ € L, []|x.

Lemma 6.20. Let N,P € F. Then there is Q € F such that N --+ @) and
P--Q.

PRrROOF. Let us define 7 on N~ and U on P~ recursively as follows: At
successor steps we follow the standard process of iterating away the least dis-
agreement. If the there is no more disagreement at a successor step, we stop the
process. If we reach a limit stage less than x, we distinguish two cases. The first
case is that Q(T), Q(U) € Lqy[z]. Then, since Ly[z]|k is a ZFC-model and so
Y1-absolute, we can run the standard argument!! to see that the unique cofinal
wellfounded branches of 7 and U are in Ly [x]|. The other case is that either
O(T) ¢ Lao[z] or QU) ¢ Lyfx]. Let us assume without loss of generality that
O(T) ¢ Lulz]. Note that this means that M(T) = M(U) € L,[z]|k. How-
ever, it is then easy to see that if ¢ is the cofinal wellfounded branch through

11See for example the proof of Lemma 3.10 in [17]
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T according to SM™| then MT = Lo(MT), and Lo(M7T) is a pre-M?*-like
x-weasel. Note that by the standard argument the process cannot last longer
than 7 + 1-many steps, where n = max{d",§"}.

Let R := Lo(MT7). Working in L[z]|, let T on R~ be the z-genericity
iteration at 6 of R, i.e. the iteration tree constructed in the proof of Theorem
7.14 of [14]. Quite similar arguments as before show that if @ is the iterate
given by T, Q € F. O

Corollary 6.21. (F,--») is a directed partial order.
Lemma 6.22. F # ().

PrOOF. Let T be the x-genericity iteration at M of M2 A simi-
lar argument as in the proof of Lemma 6.20 shows that MZO|((5M;)+M; €

Lo[z]|k. Thus, & remains inaccessible in M7_[x]. Moreover, by Lemma 2.15,
MT | Th. By Lemma 3.4, it follows that M7 [z] = ¥,-KP. We claim

-
o = ORM>~ = a. Let us first assume that o/ < o. Then MT[z] =
¥,- KP A“k is inaccessible” A “kTexists”, and o/ < «. This contradicts the
minimality of a. Now, let us suppose that o/ > a. Note that M7 [z]|a |

- KP Ak is inaccessible” A “stexists”, since MTL|(6M%)+ M € Ly [a]|s.
However, this means that M7 [~ Th, a contradiction. O

Note that for N, P,Q € F such that N --» P --» @Q, we have

F _F T
'N,Q = "P,Q °'N,P

where z]}-\, p: N — P is the embedding given by the iteration tree 7yp and

EMad, and likewise iﬁ o and zJ}\-, p- We may define

MZ = dirlim(P,Q;ipq | P,Q € F with P --> Q)

and let i%_ be the direct limit map. By [8], MZ is in fact a normal non-
dropping countable iterate of M and thus is a model of the theory Th and is
(w1, w1 )-short-tree-iterable (in V). 41}1/[oreover, for each P € F, i} is given by
the iteration map according to M.

Definition 6.23. Let N € F and s € ([a]<“ \ {0}). Then N is s-stable if for all
P € F such that N --» P we have i} (s) = s.

The proof of the following lemma is as in the L[z, G]-case as presented in
[17].

Lemma 6.24. Let N € F. Then for all s € ([a]<% \ {0}) there is P € F such
that N --» P and P 1is s-stable.
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7 The internal covering system

We are now going to define the internal covering system D. We will first in-
troduce the notion of s-iterability in order to state the definition of D. We
then show that D is ¥;-definable over L[] from the parameters 6 and RZ=[*1,
Finally, we will show that F is in a certain sense dense in D and D is correct
enough to approximate MZ correctly. The definitions and lemmas in this sec-
tion are mostly adaptions of [17]. However, in [17], the authors do not need to
worry much about the complexity of the direct limit, so that, for example, the
detailed analysis of Subsection 7.5 is not necessary in the L[z, G]-case.
Let us begin with the definition of s-iterability.

Definition 7.1. For an ordinal 3 let fin(8) = [8]<% \ {0} and for s € fin(5) let
s~ = s\ {max(s)}.

Definition 7.2. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and let s €
fin(ORY) be such that 6" < max(s). Set

7' = sup(6N N HUL ™) ({s7)))

and
HY = HullY ™) (3N U {57},

Let L4 be the language of set theory together with the set of constant symbols
{&}aes- and let Fml(L) be the set of formulas in the language £,. For o € 57,
let & = o and set

ThY = {{p,t): p € Fml(L,),t € [6¥]<, and N|max(s) = [t]}.
Note that via coding T hiv C V. A standard argument shows the following.

Lemma 7.3. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and s € fin(ORY)
such that 6~ < max(s). Then

2 = sup(H, NéM).

Definition 7.4. Let N be a pre-M?d-like x-weasel such that N~ € L,[z]|x. Let
s € fin(a) be such that 6 < max(s). Then N is s-iterable if for all pre-M?d-like
z-weasel Py, Py, P3 such that P, ,P; ,P; € Ly[z]|k and N --» P, —-» Py --»
Ps, letting T;; = Tp, p;, we have that Col(w, < k) forces the following statements
over Ly [z]:

1. there is a Tio-cofinal branch b which respects s in the sense that 672 €
Wfp(./\/lZ’”), b does not drop, and ibT12 (Th?") = Th* | and

2. whenever byo, bog, b1s are Ti2, T2, T13-cofinal branches respectively which
respect s, we have
-T13 Py _ T2z ;T2 Py
23 r/ys = Ty © by r/ys :

It is easy to see that the following holds.
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Lemma 7.5. Let N € F. If N is s-stable, then N is s-iterable.

Definition 7.6. Let D be the set of all (N, s) such that N is a pre-M?d-like -
weasel such that N~ € L,[z]|k, s € fin(a), and such that in L,[z] the following
holds:

1. N is M?dlike,
2. §La(N) < max(s), and
3. N is s-iterable.

For (N,s),(P,t) € D, let

(N,s) < (P,t) iff N --» P and s C ¢.

7.1 The definability of the internal covering system

We now want to show that D is ¥;-definable over L[] from the parameters 6
and RE«le],

Lemma 7.7. The set of all N that are pre-M?-like x-weasels such that N~ €
L,[z]|x is definable over Ly[x]|k.

PROOF. Let A € L,z]|s. Clearly, since s is a limit cardinal of L[],
it is definable over L,[]|x that A is a premouse with a Woodin cardinal 6.
Moreover, by condensation (§4)tLx(4) = (§4)TLa(4) 5o that the condition
that OR? = (64)+t2=(4) is also definable over Lg[z]|k. Also, it is definable
over Lq[z]|k that for all v < k, L,(A) ¥ Th. Note that since A € Lg[z],
we have that N := L,(A4) is ¥,-admissible. We claim that for all 8 < a,
N|B [~ Th. This is already true for 8 < k by assumption. Let us suppose for
the sake of contradiction that there is 8 € (k,«) such that N|8 = Th. Then
N | 3y(y > 6V AN|y | Th), which is a 3 statement with parameter 6%. Let
H := Hull)) (6¥ 4+ 1). Let 7: N — H be the inverse of the transitive collapse
map. Note that N <1 N|x. However, then there is some v € (6™, k) such that
N|v & Th, a contradiction! Thus, L,(A) = Th. O

Next, we show with Lemma 7.8 and Lemma 7.9 that the notion of (s, k)-
short-tree-iterability, which is part of the definition of s-iterability, is definable
over Ly [z]|&.

Lemma 7.8. Let N be a pre-M?>-like x-weasel such that N~ € L, [7]|k and
T € Ly[z]|k be a n-mazimal iteration tree on N of limit length less than k.
Then for a non-dropping cofinal branch b of T that is in L,[z] the following are
equivalent:

1. a C ufe(M]),
2. i] (k) C wfe(M]), and
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3. Kk C wfe(M]).

PROOF. Clearly, 1 implies 2, since i/ (k) < a, and 2 implies 3. To show that
3 implies 1, let b € Ly [z]|xT2=[*] be a non-dropping cofinal branch of 7 such
that k C wfc(M]). Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is 8 < «
such that 3 ¢ wfc(M] ) and suppose that 3 is the least such. Note that since
0 is regular in L, [z], there is N’ <« N such that if we consider 7 on N’ as T,
M is not wellfounded. Since M € Ly [z], there is (81, | k < w) € La[z] such
that i/ (8;) < B; for i < j < w.

Let € = i ((6N)*N). Note that A\ < & < k. Let X <1000 Lalz]|0 be
such that Card(X) < & and {N|Bo, T",b} U{(Bn | n < w)} UN|({ + w) € X.
Let m: M — Ly[z]|0 be the inverse of the transitive collapse map of X, so
that 7 is Yjgpo-elementary. Let {N|By,7,b} U {B. | n < A} € M be such
that w((N|Bo,T,b)) = (N|Bo,T’,b) and 7(B,) = B, for all n < X. Note that
Mz—|ig—(ORM0T) = M]. But then M/ is illfounded below &, a contradiction!

o

A similar argument for n-maximal iteration trees of successor length gives:

Lemma 7.9. Let N be pre-M?-like x-weasel such that N~ € Ly [x]|k. Let T €
L,[z] be a putative n-mazximal iteration tree on N such that Ih(T) = A+ 1 < k.
Let b =1[0,\]7. Then the following are equivalent:

1. there is a drop in model along b and ./\/lz: is wellfounded and has height
less than k, or b is non-dropping and o C wfe(M7), and

2. there is a drop in model along b and ./\/lz: is wellfounded and has height
less than K, or b is non-dropping and k C wfe(M7).

Since 2. of Definition 6.13 for non-dropping (k, )-pseudo-iterates which are
in Ly[z]|k is easily seen to be definable over L,[z]|x, we have the following.

Corollary 7.10. The set of all N that are pre-M?3-like x-weasels such that
N~ € Ly|]|r and such that Lo[z] = N is M*-like is definable over L,[x]|x.

Now it follows almost immediately that the notion of s-iterability is locally
definable over L, [z] for a fixed s € fin(«).

Lemma 7.11. Let N be a pre-M?d-like x-weasel such that N~ € Ly[z]|k, and
s € fin(e) such that @ < max(s). Then the following are equivalent:

1. Ly[z] = “N~ is s-iterable”, and
2. Lo[z]|(max(s) +w) = “N~ is s-iterable”.

This is straightforward since for any H which is (L, [z], Col(w, < k))-generic,
Lo [z)[H] and Lpax(s)+w[7][H] have the same set of reals.

Corollary 7.12. For N a pre-M?®-like x-weasel such that N~ € Lo[z]|x, and
s € fin(e) such that @ < max(s) the statement “N is s-iterable” is ¥1-definable
over L[] in parameters {N,s, RE«l1 g}
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Note that we need the parameter RE«[#] in order to quantify in a bounded
way over all possible branches that respect s.

Lemma 7.13. D is ¥ -definable over Ly [z] from the parameters 0 and RL=1#],

7.2 The relation between the internal and the external
system

Lemma 7.14. Let N € F. Then Ly[z] = “N is (k, k)-short-tree-iterable” .

PROOF. By Lemma 7.9, it suffices to see that for a (k, k)-short tree T €
Lo[z] on N, there is a branch b € L[z] such that k C wfc(M] ). By Remark
6.5, Q(T) = Jy(M(T)) for some v < &, so that Q(T) € La[z]|~.

It is easy to see that 7 is (k,)-short in V. Thus, there is a cofinal well-
founded branch b € V such that

b, T) = QT)-

Let h be (Lq[2]]0, Col(w, k))-generic. In (Ly[z]|0)[R], T, N|(6N )N, and Q(T)
are countable. Moreover, (L, []|0)[h] is a ZF ~-model. Thus, by 31-absoluteness
there is a cofinal branch ¢ € (Ly[z]|0)[h] through T’ such that

e, T) = Q(T).

But this implies that b = ¢ and therefore, b € (Ly[z]|0)[h]. However, h was
arbitrary, and thus, by Solovay’s Lemma, b € L,[z]|0. So b € L,[z]. O

Corollary 7.15. Let s € fin(a) and N € F be s-stable. Then (N,s) € D.

Lemma 7.16. Let N, P and s,t € fin(a) be such that (N,s),(P,t) € D and
max{s,t} > u, where p is the cardinal successor of max{6~ 5} in L,[z]. Then
there is R such that (R, sUt) € D, and (N, s) < (R,sUt) and (P,t) < (R, sUt).
Moreover, §7 < u < k.

PROOF. Let Q € F be s U t-stable and work in Ly[z]. Let 7 on N, U
on P, and V on @ result from the standard process of iterating away the least
disagreement at successor steps, and from choosing according to the (k, )-short-
tree-strategies for IV,P, and @ at limit steps. By the same argument as in the
proof of 6.20, the process cannot last u + 1-many steps. Moreover, since N, P,
and @ are sufficiently iterable in L, [z], the process terminates.

Note that there are three ways in which the process can terminate. The first
case is that the process stops at a limit stage, and both trees are (k, x)-short. In
this case, we either have fully wellfounded cofinal branches through 7 and U, and
we may then argue as in the proof of Lemma 6.20, or there is a branch which is
rk~wellfounded. Let us suppose without loss of generality that 7 does not have a
fully wellfounded branch. In this case, by Lemma 7.8, the x-wellfounded branch
b of T is a-wellfounded. However, then by the proof of Lemma 2.15 and the
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fact that Lo(M] |k) | Th, it follows that R := M/ |a = wfc(MY), so that
R is a (k, k)-pseudo normal iterate of N,P and (. Then it is easy to see that
(R,sUt) € D.

The second case is that there is no more disagreement at a successor step. In
this case, the final iterate R is k-wellfounded. But then again R is a-wellfounded
and then much as in the proof of Lemma 6.20, R is a M?l-like z-weasel in L[]
and 67 < 1 < max(sUt) and R is s U t-iterable.

The third case is that the process stops at a limit stage, and both trees are
(K, k)-maximal. Let

R := Lo (M(T)) = Lo (M(WU)),

where o/ is such that Lo (M(T)) = Th. We aim to see that o/ = a. Let us
first suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that o’ > a. Much as before, we
have Lo(M(T)) = Th, since M(T) € L,[z]|x. This contradicts the fact that
R = Th. Now, let us suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that o’ < «. Note
that since @ is an iterate of M?, there is by Lemma 2.15, a cofinal wellfounded
branch b leading from @ to R and an n-embedding i} : @ — R in V. However,
we may then derive a contradiction in the same way as in the proof of Lemma
6.20. O

Lemma 7.17. Let N and s € fin(a) be such that (N,s) € D and max{s,t} > ¢,
where ¢ is the cardinal successor of 6~ in Lo[x]. Then there is R such that
(R,s) € D, and (N, s) < (R,s) and x is generic over R for the extender algebra
at §%. Moreover, 6% < ¢ < k.

PROOF. We work in L,[z]. Let T be the x-genericity iteration at 6~ of N,
i.e. the iteration tree constructed in the proof of Theorem 7.14 of [14]. We argue
much as in the proof of Lemma 7.16. The only difference is in the third case of
that proof, i.e. the process is of limit length and reaches a (k, k)-maxmial tree.
Let R = Lo (M(T)), where ' is such that Lo (M(T)) |E Th. By Lemma 3.4,
¥,.-KP is preserved by forcing with the extender algebra over R. Moreover, uf
remains inaccessible in R[z]. Thus, since R~ € Ly[z], Lo (R™)[x] models

Y- KP A3k (“k is inaccessible and x T exists”).

This means that a < o' by the minimality of a. Suppose for the sake of
contradiction that o < o/. Note that since 6% < k, and & is inaccessible
in R[z]|a = La[z], & is inaccessible in R|a and el is a cardinal in R|o.
However, this means that R |= Th, a contradiction! Thus, a = o’. But then it
follows that k = pf* and kTEel] = 9B so that R is a good M?d-like z-weasel
and R~ € L,[z]|k. O

Corollary 7.18. (D, <) is a directed partial order.
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Corollary 7.19. Let N, P and s,t € fin(a) be such that (N, s), (P,t) € D and
max{s,t} > p, where p is the cardinal successor of max{6",6} in Lo[x]. Then
there is R such that (R,sUt) € D, and (N,s) < (R,sUt) and (P,t) < (R, sUt)

and x is generic over R for the extender algebra at 6. Moreover, 6% < u < k.

PROOF. We first compare as in Lemma 7.16 to arrive at a common pseudo-
normal iterate R and then do a genericity iteration of R as in Lemma 7.17.
O

We now derive a direct limit from D as follows.
Definition 7.20. Let (N, s),(P,t) € D be such that (N,s) < (P,t). We denote
by )

ZFNS) (Pt): HN — HP
the embeddlng such that if a € HY and ¢ is a rY,, formula and ¢ € [y]<% such
N|max(s P| max

that ) "G {s7}) = a, then By | py (@) = 75 "G v (), {57 ),
where b is a Typ-cofinal branch which respects s in a Col(w, < k)-extension
of Ly|x].

Using Condition 2 of Definition 7.4, it is straightforward to check that the

map is well-defined and unique. Moreover, z'(DN $),(P,t) is a Xp-elementary em-
bedding.

Lemma 7.21. Let (N, s), (P, t), (R,u) € D be such that (N,s) < (P,t) < (R, u).
Then

TN (Raw) = 5Pty (Row) © F(N.8).(Pt)-

Lemma 7.22. The set {(P,s) € D: P € FAs € fin(a) AP is s-stable} is dense
PROOF. Let (P,s) € D. By 6.24, there is N € F such that N is s-stable.
By Corollary 7.19, there is a good M?3d-like z-weasel R such that R~ € L, [7]|x,
N --» R, and P --» R. Since N --+» R, R is s-stable and thus s-iterable by
Lemma 7.14 and Lemma 7.5. Since P --» R, it follows that (P,s) < (R, s).
O

We can establish a bit more similarity between F and the direct limit system
derived from D as the following lemma shows that for N, P € F which are s-

stable, the map i(ﬁN,s),(P,t) approximates the map iﬁyp.

Lemma 7.23. Let (N,s),(P,t) € D be such that (N,s) < (P,t), N,P € F,
and N 1is s-stable. Then

il]\:/,P | HsN = i(DN,s),(P,t)'
Definition 7.24. Let

MD = dirlim(HN, HF; (N o,y (N, 8), (Pt) € D and (N, s) < (P,t))

and let z(N s)oo’ : HN — Mg be the (Xp-elementary) direct limit maps.

S
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We now aim to establish ML = MO’Z. Before we do this, we need to proof
some properties about the sequence § which we constructed in Section 5.

7.3 The generating fixed points
Definition 7.25. Let ¥ = (7 | kK < w) be such that

Yo = sup(HullZ«®") (q;, U {8} URT U {RT}) N OR),

—— =

where p'= (ay)k<. is as in Definition 5.13. Let So := p ™.
Note that by ¥,-Collection v, < « for all k¥ < w. Moreover, sup(y) = a,

as otherwise ThrLg‘iRﬂ(@ +1URTU{RT}) € Lo(RT). We also have v, =

sup{lvLe (@) : (@) € Thig® ) (ay, U {6} URY U{R*})} for k < w. In

particular, v € Sﬁfgﬂw).
Lemma 7.26. Let N € F. Let k <w and s =p | k. Then {s} is v, A rll,-
definable from the parameter 0N over N, uniformly in N.

PRrROOF. Note that BN x Col™ (w, < k) is equivalent to P := Col" (w, < &)
and therefore there exists G’ which is (N, Col”™ (w, < k))-generic and equivalent
to (z,G), i.e. N|G'| = N[z,G] = Lqa|z, G].

Let

R={(z,p) | plFy “¢isareal’} N N|x

be the canonical name of R*. Since Col(w, < ) is homogeneous, R is homo-
geneous, and L, (R™) is a Xj-definable class of L[z, G] from the parameter R,
there is an r¥, formula ¢, (r+) such that for all r¥, formulas ¢ and all n < «,

0IF or. @), ¢, R) <= Lo(RT) = o(n).

By Theorem 5.11, {s} is r¥,, A7II,-definable from the parameter 6V = g+ Lalzl
over Lo(RT). Tt then follows by Lemma 3.3 that {s} is r%, A rll,-definable
from the parameter %V over N. O

Lemma 7.27. Let N,P € F be such that N --» P. Then for all k < w,
ix.plar) = ar and for all k < w, i p(yk) = M-

PRrROOF. For ai, k < w, the claim follows immediately from Lemma 7.26.
Let k < w and let HN := Hull (o, U {0}), HY := Hull? (ay, U {0}) and H :=
HullZ> ®) (g U {0} URT U {R*)).

We claim HNOR = HY NOR = H” N OR. Note that since N~ € L,[7]|~,
N~ is coded by a real in RT. Then it is easy to see that HY C H. On the
other hand, letting P := Col™ (w, < &) and G’ be (N, Col™ (w, < x))-generic such
that N[G'] = Lo[z, G] there are P-names for every real z € RT in N|x so that,
similarly to the proof of Lemma 7.26, for every ordinal in H there is a condition
forcing its definition over N, so that H N OR C HY NnOR.
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In particular, v, = sup(H" Na) = sup(H¥ Na). In order to finish the proof,
it suffices to see that iy p(sup(HY Na)) = sup(HT N «a). Note that

N = Vn < v,3p € Fml 37 € (o] <Y (v, (Z,0) > 1),

where Fml is the set of r¥,, formulas. But then by rX,,1-elementarity, this is
preserved by iﬁﬂp, SO

P =Yn < i p(y)3e € Fml 37 € (o] < (v (Z, 0) > n).

O

However, since sup(H¥ N a) = 7, this means that iJ}\;P(Fyk) = Y.

Lemma 7.28. Let N be a good pre-M?3-like x-weasel such that N~ € Ly[z]|x
and let S C o be such that S is cofinal in 0 and . Then sup(6™ NHullY (S)) =
5.

Proof. Let X := Hull)'(S) and suppose for the sake of contradiction that
sup(X NoN) = v < 6. Let Y := HullY(y U S). Since S is cofinal in a
and 6V is regular in N, it follows that v = sup(Y N 6V). Let 7: N — N be
the inverse of the transitive collapse map of Y. Let (6,%,0) € N be such that
7((0,7,0)) = (6~ k,0). Note that ¢ is a Woodin cardinal in N, & is inaccessible
in N, and @ is the cardinal successor of K in N. As v = ¢ is the critical point
of , N|jy = N||y. Moreover, if @ := ORY, then N = La(N|y). Since N does
not have a proper initial segment that models Th, there are no extenders of EY
indexed in the interval (y,&]. Thus, N <t N.

We now aim to derive a contradiction by showing that N is 3,-admissible.
Suppose for the sake of contradiction that N is not ¥,-admissible, i.e. ¥,-
Collection fails. Let A be the least failure of ¥,,-Collection, i.e. there is a function
f € ©N(N) such that dom(f) = A where A < @ but f ¢ N, and X is the least
such. Let ¢f be a X, formula and p € N which define f.

Let us first consider the case that A < 6. Let f be the partial function

with dom(f) = sup(n[}\]) and for z € dom(f), f(:g) is the unique y € N such

that N = ¢r(x,y,m(p)) if it exists and otherwise f(z) is undefined. Note that
sup(dom(f)) < m(A\) < 6. Moreover, since S is cofinal in « and f is cofinal in

ORY it follows that f is cofinal in a. Let B C sup(m(\)) < 6 be such that
B ={¢ <7w(A\): N [ Jyes(€,y,m(p))}. Note that B is ¥,-definable. In the
case B € N it follows from ¥,,-admissibility and the X, -elementarity of 7 that
f € N, a contradiction! In the case B ¢ N, we have p¥ < sup(w(\)) < 0, a
contradiction!

Now, let us consider the case that dom(f) = . Note that 7 is continuous
at 6, since S is cofinal in 0. Let f be defined as before. Since A is the least
failure of ¥,,-Collection in N, it follows that f () is defined for all v € . But
then we have by ¥, -admissibility of N, that f € N, and it follows that f € N.
Contradiction! O

Lemma 7.29. Let N € F. Then
N = HullY (6Y U S.).
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PrOOF. Note that by Lemma 2.16, M? = Hull,/lvfrald (w). Let N € F and

i: M?* — N be the iteration map according to . Since pnMad = oM™ and the
iteration tree 7 is n-maximal, i is an n-embedding. Moreover, N is n-sound
and N = Hull,; (6™).

Let k < w and let T}, := ThY (a U {#}) € N. Note that the function f that
sends (%) € Ty, to lvg (Z) is r3,, over N. Thus, by 3,-Collection there is some

n < a such that for every ¢(Z) € Ty there is a subtheory of ThY | (n U {6}),
which witnesses ¢(Z) € Ty. However, since Sy is cofinal in « we may assume
without loss of generality that 7 € S,. But then, as Th) | (n) € HullY (S..),
Ty € Hull) (S4).

Now note that since for every r¥, .1 formula ¢ and # € [6V]<%, the r3, 1
formula 3z(m, (&) = z) has a witness which is coded by a subtheory of ThY (v)
for v < « large enough. Thus, since {ay)r<w is cofinal in 6, we may assume
that v = ay for some k < w. But T € HullY (6% U {Sx}), so that mrl (T) €

HullY (So U 6YN). O

Note that since 4 C S££H§+), we have the following.
Corollary 7.30. Let N € F. Then

N= |J HN

SE[Soo]<w

Definition 7.31. Let N € F and set S% = i%. [Soo]-

Note that for any NV, P € F we have i]]'-voo [ Soo = i}};w [ Soo. Thus, S% is
independent of N.

The next corollary is an immediate consequence of Lemma 7.29, since the
iteration maps are n-embeddings.

Corollary 7.32. M7 = HullM= (6., U S%.).

7.4 Properties of the direct limit

We are now going to establish that M7 and MOD; are equal.

Definition 7.33. Let o: M2 — MZ be defined as follows: Given (N,s) € D
and x € HY let P € F be such that N --» P and P is s-stable and set

U(ZFN,s)m(x)) = ng (Z(DN,S),(P,S) (I))
The proof of the following Lemma is a variant of the proof of Claim 2 in [7].

Lemma 7.34. MO’;) =ML and o = id.

PROOF. It suffices to see that o is surjective. Let y € MZ. Let P € F and
y € P be such that i%_(§) = y. By Corollary 7.30, there is s € [Sx]<“ such
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that § € HF. Note that by Lemma 7.27, P is s-stable and hence s-iterable.
Thus,

U(i(DP,s),oo(g)) = Z-IZ-_’—OO(Q) =Y
and y € ran(o). O

Definition 7.35. Let My = MOD; = MZ and let 65 be the unique Woodin
cardinal of My, Ko be the unique inaccessible cardinal of M., greater than
o0, and O = (Koo ) TMee.

Lemma 7.36. Let 1o be the least measurable cardinal of M. Then the fol-
lowing hold:

1. Neo = K, and
2. 600 = 0 = HLalnGl,

Proof. Showing clause 1 is a standard argument, so we omit the proof. That
doo > 0 follows as in the L[z, G]-case, so we omit the argument. Let us show
that 60 < 6. Let v < 65 and (N, s) € D be such that there is ¥ € HY such

that i(ﬁN S)OO(:y) = . Note that ¥ < vN. Let

A={(Q,8): (N,8) < (Q.s) and B < ily ) (0.0}
Let f: A — OR be given by

FU@Q.B) = i) o (B).

We have that v C ran(f). Note that the map which sends pairs (P, 8),(Q, 3) €
A such that (P,s) < (Q, s) to i(ﬁRs))(Q)S) is definable over L, [z]| max(s). Thus,
over Ly[z]| max(s), we may define the direct limit of these maps and then take
its transitive collapse in Ly [z], so that A, f € L,[z]. Since A may be coded by
a subset of k, we have that v < §. We have shown that d., < 6. O

Definition 7.37. Let

DSy ={(N,s)€D|se[Ss]“}.

Lemma 7.38. D [ Soo covers D in that for all z € My, thereis (N,s) € D | S

such that z € ran(i(DN7s)Oo).

PROOF. Let z € M. Let (N,s) € D be such that z € ran(i(ﬁN s)o0) and

let z € HY be such that i(ﬁN S)OO(Z) = z. We may assume without loss of
generality that N € F is a s-stable. By Corollary 7.30, there is ¢ € [Soo]<* such
that z € HN. But then, since N is t-stable, (IV,s Ut) € D. This means that

i(DN,t)oo(E) =z= i(DN,s)oo(g)' O
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7.5 The definability of the direct limit

So far we have established that D is a ¥-definable class of L[] in the param-
eters RL«[*] and k. We now show that M. is a ¥;-definable class of L, [x] in
the parameters RY=%l and «.

Definition 7.39. Let
D1 6={(N,s)eD:scfin(d)}.

Let M., be the direct limit of

<Hs]v;i(DN,s),(P,t) : (st) < (Pv t) €D [0>7

and for (N, s) € D | 6, let i(ﬁj\ﬁi)m be the direct limit map.

Lemma 7.40. (D | 0, <[ 0) is definable over Ly [x]|0

PRrROOF. Tt suffices to see that being s-iterable is definable over L,[z]|6 for
s € fin(6). However, this is true by Lemma 7.11. O

Definition 7.41. Let 6: My, — M]0 be such that for y € M., if (N,s) €D |6

and y € HY are such that y = ig\g)es)oo(gj), then 7(y) = iFN)S)OO(g).

The following lemma and its proof are a variant of Lemma 4.41 (b) in [5].
Lemma 7.42. ¢ =id.

PROOF. For s € [Soo]<¢ \ {0} and (N, s) € D [ S, such that N € F, let
KN be the transitive collapse of

HY = HunN ™) (g U 7)),

and let 7V: KV — HY be the inverse of the transitive collapse map. Set
N =tU {ORKN}, where 7V (t) = s7.

We aim to see that (N,5V) € D | 6. To this end note that it suffices to see
that NV is 5V -stable. Let P € F be such that N --» P and let i := iﬁ,zﬁ N — P.
Since N is s-stable, i(k) = k and i is a n-embedding, we have i(s) = 57, We
aim to see that ORNHY = ORNH?T, since then it follows that 5% = 57 and
so N is sV-stable.

Let

H := HullLelllmax(s) (o 5= U {z}),

where we consider the hull in the language £.. We claim that for all Q € F,
HNOR = H? N OR. Let us first show that H? N OR € H N OR. Note
that Q= € Lo[z]| max(s) and Q| max(s) = Lyax(s)(Q@ 7). Thus, Q| max(s) is a
definable class of L,[z]| max(s). But then it is easy to see that H? N OR C
H N OR.
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In order to show the converse inclusion, let £ € H N OR. Then by the
argument from the proof of Lemma 7.26 and Lemma 3.1, there are a X, formula
o, p € BY, 7€ [k]<%, and a B@-name & for x such that

QEplFgé = 7—£¢1[ss]|max(s)(g7 57, ).

However, since we may consider B as a subset of «, this defines & over Q| max(s).
Thus, ¢ € HY. R
Let y € Mx|0oo. Let (N,s) € D be such that N € F, N is s-stable and

there is § € Héw such that D (§) =y. Let ¢y = ;D10 (7). We claim

(N,S)O~O (N,5)o00
a(y') = y. By definition, a(y’) = i(DN,g)oo(g)' Note that N is s U 3-stable and,

therefore, (N, s U3) € D. However, i(DN,s),(N,sUE)(g) = i(DNj),(N,sug)(g)’ and the
claim follows. We have shown that y € ran(d). Since & is an embedding, it
follows that & = id. O

Lemma 7.43. ORM>~ = q.

PrOOF. Note that by definition, ORM>= > . Suppose for the sake of
contradiction that ORM> > «. By Lemma 7.42, the uncollapsed version of the
direct limit up to its largest cardinal is definable over L,[z]|f. Since L,[z] is
Y;-admissible and the full scheme of foundation holds in L[], it follows that
Oso € Ly[x]. Thus, o > 0. However, this means that M |a = X,- KP, since
Moo = Lopme (Moo|dso) = Logme (Msolf) and Ms|doo € Lofx] which holds
again by Lemma 7.42. Thus, M. |a = Th', a contradiction, since M, = Th!

O

Lemma 7.44. M is a ¥i-definable class of La[z] from the parameters RE«lz]

and {0}. In addition, D and My are Xo-definable classes of Ly[x] without
parameters.

PRrROOF. The first part follows from Lemma 7.42 and Lemma 7.43. The
second part then follows, since RY[*] is ¥y-definable over L,[z] without pa-
rameters. o

8 M’s version of the direct limit

Definition 8.1. Let x: & — « be defined as follows: For § < a, let (N,s) € D
be such that 8 € s~ and set

Note that the definition of 3* does not depend on (N, s).

By Lemma 7.13, D is a ¥;-definable class of Ly[z] from the parameters 6
and Rl This allows us to define a version of the internal covering system D
in M.
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Definition 8.2. Let ¢ be the ¥;-formula given by Lemma 7.13 and N € F
and let P = i%__(BY). Let h be (M, P)-generic. Let D™ be the class of all
a € My [h] such that M. [h] = ¢(a, 8>, RM=[]),

Let M2™ be defined analogously via 1, where v is as in the first part of

Lemma 7.44? andileF iB;TS)’(P’t) denote the corresponding maps and i?;js)oo
denote the direct limit maps.
Remark 8.3. Note that notions of pre-M?d-like z-weasel, M?d-like, and s-
iterability do not apply to the structures in D>, simply because for N € Do,
6N > 6. However, these notions may be straightforwardly adapted for the struc-
tures in ’ﬁoo, so that we will also talk about these for the elements in D>®. We
leave the details of this adaption to the reader.

Lemma 8.4. For s € fin(a), Mo|h] E “Ms is s*-iterable” .

PrROOF. Let N € F be s-stable. Note that
N E3p e BY (plkgy “N is s-iterable)”.

But this means that over My it is forced that M, is s*-iterable. O

In particular, (M, s*) € D* for all s € fin(a). Thus, the following defini-
tion makes sense.
Definition 8.5. iﬁ:oo = U{iazo)s*)oo :s € fin(a)}.

From Lemma 8.4 it follows that the following lemma is well-stated.

Lemma 8.6. M, = U{HSA{[“’ 15 € [Soo] <N\ {0}} = U{HM= : 5 € [S2]<%\
{0}} and i+ Moo — MZ™.

ProOF. This follows from Corollary 7.32 and the fact that de = sup(dee N
HullMe= (5% ). O

Definition 8.7. Let F* be the set of all non-dropping iterates N of My, via
n-maximal trees in Moo |Koo such that N™ € My |keo and let MO’Z be the direct
limit of F*.

Lemma 8.8. MO];* = MOD;OO. In particular, Mgm is a normal iterate of M.

Proor. Let N, P € F* be such that N --» P and let i: N — P be the
iteration map. We claim ¢ [ S = id. Let Q € F. Note that since ) embeds
into M, via igoo, @ embeds into N and P via n-embeddings. However, Sy, is
r¥n,4+1-definable over ). Note that then similar arguments as in the proof of
Lemma 5.11 and Lemma 7.27 show that ¢ [ S%, = id. By Corollary 7.32, M, =
Hull> (5., U S%,). We thus have that for any N € F*, N = Hull’Y (6" U %),
where 6V is the Woodin cardinal of N. Moreover, 6V = sup(6™ N Hull? (5% ))
as the proof of Lemma 7.28 shows. The claim now follows as in the proof of
Lemma 7.34. o
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Definition 8.9. Let M2 = MZ = MD™ andlet k: Mo, — M be the iteration
map given by nM
Lemma 8.10. k = il\’;[zoo.

PROOF. By the proof of Lemma 8.8, for all s € [S%]<¥, My is s-stable.
However, then similar to Lemma 7.23, for all N € F*, ’J\F&oN | HMs =

i(ﬁ]\jm)s)(MS) for all s € [S%]<¥. The claim then follows from the fact that
{(N,s): N € F* As € [S5]<%} is dense in D*. O

For the proof of Lemma 8.11 we will need to consider the internal direct limit
system as computed in L[z, G], where G is (Ly[z], Col(w, < k))-generic. So let

us fix such G and let DY=*Cl be L[z, G]’s version of D and let MEG the

direct limit of this system. We claim that M., = MOLOQ [I’G]. This is follows from
the fact that D is dense in DL=[:C], This is in turn shown by a “Boolean-valued
comparison”. More precisely, for (N, s) € DLel.Gl we compare (P,s) € D with
(N, s) via the process described in the proof of Lemma 3.47 of [17]. Together
with the argument from the proof of Lemma 7.16 it then follows that D is dense
DLalzG] By a straightforward adoption of the arguments so far, we also have
that DLel#:G is ¥ -definable over L[z, G] from the parameters 6 and REe[#:C],

and My, = MOLOQ [=.6] i Y1-definable from the same parameters.
Lemma 8.11. k [ a = .

PrOOF. Let 8 < a. By Corollary 7.32, there is s € [Se|<* such that
B e HM>=. Let N € F be such that § € ran(i(DN ) and N is {3}-stable and

)
hence s U {B}-stable. Let 5 € N be such that iZDNﬁs)Oo(ﬂ) = B. Note that N
models 3 -

and this statement is X9 over N by the remark before the statement of the
lemma. Since if,oo is X1-elementary, it follows that

Moo b= Col(w, < Fio) IF iy 151 4100 (B) = B*.

Since i?z\;[h] S*)OO(B) = k(f3), this finishes the proof. O

Lemma 8.12. * is X1 -definable from * [ 0 over My[* | 0] := Lo[EM>= x| 6)].

PROOF. Let E be the (0,63)-extender derived from k: Mo, — M, where
0% denotes the unique Woodin cardinal of MSS. Note that the iteration from
Moo to M is based on Mo |00, s0 that E is X1-definable from k | 600 = * | dso
and M6 and thus from * | € over Moo[* | 0]. Moreover, k is the same as
the ultrapower embedding o: My, — Ultg(Muo, F) = Ult, (M, E) = M. In
order to prove the claim, it suffices to see that o is ¥; definable over M [* | 6]
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from the parameter E. Let 0': M|0oo — Ult(Ms|bs, E) be the ultrapower
map of the ultrapower of My |0 via E. Note that ¢’ is ¥; definable over
Moo [* | 0] from the parameter E. Let

A={y<a:pl=l=6.}.

Since 6, is the largest cardinal of M., sup(4) = a. For v € A, let T, =
ThM=17(0,.). Note that o is continuous at . Thus, o(Ty) = Ugcp, o' (T4 N
Myo|§). However, My [+ | 6] can via o(T,) compute ¢ | (Moo|y). Thus, o is
Y1-definable over Moo [+ | ] from x* [ 6. O

Definition 8.13. Let Muo[¥] = Lo [EM= #].

Definition 8.14. Let ¥ be the restriction of SM™ o non-dropping stacks on
M, such that the last model is pre-M?d-like z-weasel and its suitable part is
in Moo|foo-

Lemma 8.15. My [*] = Moo[Z0]

PROOF. Let us first prove that Mo [*¥] C Moo [3o]. Note that F* € My [Xo].
Thus, i}, o [0 € Mx[So], where if; __ is the direct limit map. So Mu[*] C
Moo[Xo)-

In order to show that M [Xg] C Mso[*]. Let N be a non-dropping iterate of
M, via an n-maximal tree 7 which is according to SM™ guch that N is a pre-
M2 like z-weasel and N~ € Mo |koo. Let b and T be such that 7/ = 7 b. It
suffices to see that b € M. [*]. We may assume that §(7) = §V, since otherwise
it is clear that b € Myo[*].

We claim that {b} is ¥;-definable over M [*]. Let B be the set of cofinal
branches ¢ of T such that N[0V C wfc(M7). Clearly, b € B. If B = {b}, we
are done. So suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is ¢ € B such
that ¢ # b of T such that 6V C wfc(M7) and ¢ # b. Note that there is a
unique tree U on N such that there is a cofinal wellfounded branch & which is
according to Yo such that if i o4 = z{\}moo and 5o (i 0i] ) [ 600 = * | Ooo-
If there is no cofinal branch ¢’ of U such that (% 0il) | 6eo = * | 000, We
are done. So, suppose that there is such ¢’. Note that ¢ # o’. This means
that ran(if) Nran(i%) D * | do. However, * | do is cofinal in 6%, which is a
contradiction to Lemma 2.6 of [17]. Thus, {b} is 3;-definable over M[*]. By
the Spector-Gandy Theorem it follows that b € My [*]. O

9 { is Woodin in M [

In this section, we will show that d., remains a Woodin cardinal in M,[Xo].
The proof is an adaption of [9] to our context.

Definition 9.1. Let j = ijgnane: M — M., be the iteration map given by
M and let Soo be defined over M?d ag S is defined over N.
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Remark 9.2. Note that for any N € F, Soo C ran(ipgeay), since S is an
r¥n,4+1-definable class of N, where ijaay denotes the iteration map given by
sM*™ and i pad N [Soo] = Soo. Moreover, j[S.] = SZ..

Lemma 9.3. HullM=l(ran(j)) = HulM=(5% ), where we consider M.o[+]
with the predicates EM= and *.

PROOF. Notice that since Hull®> (X) € HullM=l(X) for all X, it suffices

to show that M3 = Hull,/l\/[ad(Soo). Let N € F. Note that S, is cofinal
in ORM™ and 0M™. Tt follows from the proof of Lemma 7.29 that M?d =

HullM™ (540). O

Lemma 9.4. Let H := Hull®>~"(ran(j)). Then H N a = ran(j) Na.

ProOOF. Clearly, ran(j) C H. In order to see the other inclusion, we first
prove the following claim.

Claim 1. ran(j) is closed under * and 1.

PROOF. For s € [Sxc]<% let ky = k | H)™ = ifi;. . . Note that k,
is definable from s* and % | max(s*) over My [#], so that ks € ran(j). Let
B < a and let 5 € [S]<¥ be such that 8 € HM>. We have 8* = k,(8) and
ks € ran(j). Thus, 5 € ran(j) if and only if 5* € ran(j). O

Let 8 € HNa. We aim to see that 8 € ran(j). By the claim, it suffices
to see that 8* € ran(j). By Lemma 9.3, we can fix s € [Soo|<¥ and an ¥,
formula ¢ such that § is the unique 8’ < « such that M [*] = ¢(s*,8'). Let
n € S%, be such that > max{8, 0, max(s*)} and 7 is sufficiently large so that
Mo [*]|n can compute the values of the elements of s Uk under the *-map. Let
st =s*U{n*}.

Let N € F be such that N is {8} U sT-stable. Note that since My [#] is
Y;-definable over L, [z, G] from the parameters 6 and RLa[2.G] we have that 8
is the unique ordinal less than « such that

N E Col(w, < &) IF “Mu[*] = o(8,5*)7,

and thus f is ¥i-definable over N from the parameter (s,0)'* (note that ¢
determines x and R). Note that then S is also definable over N|n from the
parameter s and a formula 1, so that 3 € HY Since N is {§}-stable,

3 su{n}-
g* = i(DN7S+)OO(B). But this means that

Hs]\f"o E “B* is the unique v such that ¥ (v, s*)”.

Since ran(j) <rx,,, M and sT € ran(j) it follows that 5* € ran(j). O

12Note that we use here that * | 6 as computed in L[] is the same as computed in Lo [z, G].
This follows by quite similar arguments as in the remark before Lemma 8.11.
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Definition 9.5. Let N be a non-dropping SM™ terate of M® such that N is
a pre-M?d-like z-weasel and N~ € L,[z]|x. Let Ay be the restriction of oM

to non-dropping stacks on N such that the last model is pre-M?d-like z-weasel
and in N|pY. Let A = A a0 = 3.

Lemma 9.6. The transitive collapse of HullM=[ol(ran(5)) is M24[A]. More-
P _ M

srmad = Vo o and d pqaa 18 Tegular in both models.

over,

PROOF. Since M[Xo] C Lo[z,G] and 6 = 0 is regular in L[z, G], it
follows that 0y is regular in M [Xg]. But then, since V;;JZ"O = WZ”[EO] the
claim follows easily. O

Let
mo: M — M C MA]

be the identity map. Let ¥ be the putative iteration strategy for M?*3[A] given
by “inverse copying” via my. This makes sense by Lemma 9.6.

For a putative iteration tree & on M?*I[A] via ¥ and 8 < Ih(i) such that
[0, Bl does not drop, we write ./\/lzg = ./\/Zf[AZg], ie. ./\/Zf is putatively M?d-like
and Azé’ is some putative iteration strategy. Letting 7 be the inverse copy on
Mad et

g MZ; — N, é’{

be the copy map.

Lemma 9.7. Let T,U, 3, and g be as above. Then ./V'é’{ = ./\/IZ;, mg = id, and
AY = Apaz- Thus, MY = MZ[AMg], and MY is wellfounded.

PRrROOF. Let R = ./\/1,73— Note that R is a SM"-iterate of M®. Since MZ is
a Yo definable class of M., we may pull this definition back via j, so that every
iterate P of M and h that is (P, Col(w, < uf’))-generic has its own version of
M, which we denote by (M, )P,

Let us write for the remaining proof My, = (M.)"!" for some fixed h which
is (R, Col(w, < pu'))-generic and M [X] = (Muo[*])FM.13 Tt is easy to see by
the earlier proofs that M, is a SM*iterate of R and therefore a ™M™ -iterate
of M2, We have the following commuting diagram.

Mad et p
TRMoo

pmad Mo

M

13Note that by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 8.15, (Meso[#])EM =

(MOO)R[h] [A(Mm)R[h]]-
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Let
35 = Hull> (ran(i yguanr. ).
Hy = HullM=l(ran(igy,)), and
HAM) = Hu PR (ran(i e g ).
By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 9.4, we have

ol MOR = ran(myqaapy ) N OR, and
HZ NOR =ran(mrp,, ) NOR,

so that
ad N Moo = ran(ipgaaps_ ),
H]O%o NMy = ran(iRMm),
and the transitive collapse of H>J is Mad[ |, and the transitive collapse of Hg

is R[AR]. Note that both their strategies lift to M [X]. By the commutativity

of the maps it follows that the transitive collapse of H R[AR is M24[A].
Let it Medng : M*[A] — M,[¥] be the inverse of the transitive collapse

map. Note that ipqaaps Likewise, define i;M and i

g iLadMoo' MddR
Let F,q0 be the (5Mad,5M°°)-extender derived from 7y aaps_, Froo be the

(67, 6M=)-extender derived from 7gas_, and Ea.qr be the (5Mad,53)—extender
derived from 7y aag. Then

Eidoo = ERoo © Ead R
and
R = Ult,(M*, Eaq r),
Moo = Ult,(M™, Bad o) = Ulty, (R, Egeo),

and ipqaapg, Iaqaaps, and igar,, are the ultrapower maps Note that the ex-
tender E,qoo can be applied to M?4[A], since VM =yM Al Likewise for

6Mdd = Vsmad
E.qr and Erss. The factor map p: Ult, (M*[A], Esgoo) — Moo[X] must be
the identity, since ipqaap; C it The same holds for the other factor

maps, so that

M2 Mo

MOO[E] (Mad[ ] adOO)
Moo[¥] = Ulty(R[AR], Erco),
R[AR] = (Mad[ J; Bad ),

and i:doo, i};oo, and i;Ld r are the ultrapower maps. However, E.qr is the
branch extender of [0, 8]y in U, so that

NYAY] = MY = Ult(M*Y[A], Baa r) = RIAR]
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and ig’,@ = iLadR is the ultrapower map. Thus, /\/’g =R = Mg and Azé’ =
Note that since mg: R — /\/g’ is the inverse copy map, we have g | 6% = id
and ig’,@ =Tg o ig,—@. However, since

ids = imear C il gaap = 199,
it follows that g [ ran(ig—B) = id. But then

N5 U ran(ig—B I Ss) C ran(mp),

so that by the argument of Lemma 7.29, ran(mg) = R, and so mg = id. O

Lemma 9.8. 6o is Woodin in M [2o] = Moo[*].

PROOF. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that d., is not Woodin in
Moo[E0]. We arrange M[Xo] as a fine structural strategy premouse. Let
Q < M [Xo] be the Q-structure witnessing that d. is not Woodin. Since My,
is a normal iterate of M4, there is a limit length n-maximal tree 7 on (M?3d)~
such that M(T) = My |6s. Since T is definable from (M?1)~ and My |00o, T
is definable over L,[z,G]|0 and therefore T € Ly[z,G]. Let b = (7)) be the
unique cofinal wellfounded branch of 7. Let U be the copy of T on M*[A] via
the copy map mp: M2 — M?34[A]. By Lemma 9.7, U is the iteration tree that
leads from M?d[A] to M, [Xo]. Note that we assume M?24[A] to be arranged as
a fine structural strategy premouse in this context. We have i/(Q) = @, where
Q < M*[A] is the Q-structure witnessing that §™ is not Woodin in M*[A].

Let h be sufficiently (L[z,G], Col(w, 8))-generic, so that Ly[z,G][h] is a
model of ¥,-KP. Over L, [z, G]|(8 + w - w)[h] we might define a tree searching
for a pair (R, c¢) such that

1. R is a strategy premouse extending Mad|5Mad,

2. 6M™ is inaccessible in J(R),
3. ¢ is a non-dropping T -cofinal branch, and
4. considering T as a tree on J(R), then i/ (R) = Q.

Note that the pair (Q,b) witnesses that there is a branch through this tree.
We claim that (Q, b) is the unique such witness: For, suppose that (R, ¢) and
(R’, ') are given by branches of this tree. Then we may consider T as a tree U
on J(R) and T as a treed’ on J(R’). Since J(R) and J(R') agree below M
U,U’ are based below §M™ | and §M™ is inaccessible in J(R) and J(R'), we
have enough agreement between the models of U and U’ in order to run the proof
of the Zipper Lemma, even though the trees are not based on the same model.

This means that if (R,¢) # (R',c'), then ./\/lad|6Mad E 36(“0 is Woodin”),
which is a contradiction!
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This shows that (Q, b) is a A; definable real over L, [z, G][h]. But then by the
Spector-Gandy theorem, (Q,b) € Lu[z, G][h]. Since Col(w, #) is a homogeneous
forcing, it follows that (Q,b) € La[r, G]. But ] is continuous at 5Mad, so that
the cofinality of d, = 6 is countable in L, [z, G], a contradiction! O

Corollary 9.9. § is Woodin in Ms[A].

10 M[+] is a ground of L,[x]

We show that My [#] is a ground of L,[z]. The argument we give is closely
related to the argument for L[z] in [9], which is due to Schindler.

Definition 10.1. Let £ be the infinitary Boolean language, given by starting
with a collection {vp tn<w € Moo[*]|0s of propositional variables, and closing
under negation and arbitrarily set-sized disjunctions in My [*]]0s0, so that L is
a definable class of M [2]|0c and £ € L1(Mso[#]|do0). Let C be the subalgebra
of B = B> such that

C={lke [ »e L},

where [|¢||p denotes the Boolean value of ¢ with respect to B, and we interpret
(Un)n<w as the generic real for B.

Since V;;JZ"O = VJZ"’"[*] and do, is a Woodin cardinal in M, [#], B is a Boolean
algebra with the doo-c.c. in M[*]. Thus, C is well-defined. We have C €
Loz, G]. Note that for all ¢ € £, [[k(@)|| M= = |[k() |31 so C C 6.

Lemma 10.2. z is (Ms[#], C)-generic in the sense that

G ={lk(Q)lle | € LAZ = ¢}
is (Mx[#], C)-generic, and M [*|[Gy] = La[z, G).

PROOF. It is easy to see that G, is a filter. In order to see genericity,
let (pa)acr € Moo[#] be such that (||k(va)|B)a<r IS @ maximal antichain of
C. Since 0o is Woodin in Mo [*], A < doe. Let ¢ = /) ¥a, and note that
p € L, since 0 is inaccessible, so that (p,)a<r cannot be cofinal in d.,, and
Ve = Vacr lloalls. It suffices to see that x = 1. Suppose for the sake
of contradiction that x = —t¢. Let ay = rkome () be the rank of ¢ in the
order of constructability of My, and let N € F be {ay }-stable. It follows that
N E ||[-¢|lgy # 0. Thus, Mo = ||k(—¢)||p # 0 and so ||k(—¢)||p € C is a
nonzero condition. But then it is easy to see that ||k(—)||pL||k(¢a)|e for all
a < A. This contradicts the maximality of (pa)a<a! O
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11 >,-HOD

Finally, we aim to characterize X,-HOD. Note that just as in the classical
analysis of HODY®¢ we can only characterize the %,-HOD of Ly[z,G] and
not of Ly[z]. This is for the same reasons as outlined on page 267 of [17] in the
L[z] case. Let us fix G which is (Ly[z], Col(w, < k))-generic and let us write
%,-HOD gy for %, HODLRL“; f]o} and ¥,-ODygy for %, ODLRF; S]G]} We
will work in this last section only the straightforward adaption of the contents
of Section 6 through Section 8 to the context of Lq[z, G, i.e. D and its related
models denote the direct limit systems and their limits computed in L, [z, G].

Lemma 11.1. %,,-HODg, = ¥,,- KP \{%,,-Collection} + AC

PrOOF. Note that for b € a € ¥,-HODygy, tc({b}) C tc({a}). Thus,
3n-HODyRy is transitive, and the Axiom of Extensionality and the Axiom of
Foundation hold trivially. Clearly, § € ¥,,- HODgy. Moreover, it is easy to see
that the Axiom of Pairing and the Axiom of Union hold in 3,,- HOD ;.

Let us verify the Axiom of ¥,,_;-Aussonderung. Let a € ¥,-HODygy, ¢ €
Le be Y1, and p € 3p,- HODgy. We aim to see that

b= {u ca:dn- HOD{]R} ): gp(u,p)} € Xp- HOD{R} :

Note that since tc(b) C tc(a) € X,- HOD g, it suffices to see that b € X,,- ODgy.
However, since a € X,- OD¢gy, there is a X, formula ¢ € L¢ and ¢ € [a]<“ that
define a via RE«1#:C1 and likewise ¢’ and ¢’ € [a]<“ that define {p} via REa[#:Cl,
Thus, 3z(¢(u, ¢, REECI) A o(u, 2, RE[#GY A (2, ¢/, RE[G)) defines b.

It remains to see that the Axiom of Choice holds in 3,,-HODg;. Let S :=

SkalnGl — 13 « o ¢ Lofz,Gl|B <x,_, Lalz,G]}. For B < a, let En- ODg (k)

n—1

be the class of all y € L, [z, G| that are ordinal definable over L, [z, G]|8 via
a %, formula in the language £ and the parameter REal.G],

Claim 1. ,-ODry = U o Zn-ODg (r} -

PROOF. It is clear that ¥,- ODg) 2 U5<a ¥n- ODg gy holds. In order to
show that X,- ODgy C U5<a ¥,-ODg (ry, let A € X,,-ODyg). Then there is
a Y, formula ¢ = Jy1p, where ¢ is I1,,_1 and aq, ..., oy, < a such that

z€ A < L,[z,G| = y(z,y, 0, ...,am,RL‘*[w’G]).

Note that this defines a X,-definable function f with domain A. By 3,-
Collection, f € Lo[z,G]. Let 8 € S be such that f € La[z,G]|8. Then
AeX,- ODﬁy{R}. O

Note that for all 8 < «, ¥,,- ODg (g} € Xy- ODygy, since X,,- ODg (g} is -
definable over L[z, G] via the parameters 8 and RE=[*Cl For A € ¥,,- OD¢g;,
let a4 be the least 8 < « such that A € X,- ODﬂ){R}. Note that a4 is X,-

definable over Ly[z,G] from the parameter A and RY«[*:Cl since oy may be
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defined as the unique v < a such that A € X,,- OD,, (g} and for all 3 < -y either
A ¢ Lz, G]|B or for all ¥, formulas ¢ and for all a € [8]<“ there exists z € A
such that L, [z, G]|B ¥ ¢(z,a, REa[®C),

Define the order <*** as follows. For a,b € [a|<%, let a <* b, if a = b or
max(aAb) € b. Note that <* is a well-order on [a]<*. Moreover, it is easy to
see that <* N[B]<¥ is Yp-definable over L, [z, G]|S without parameters for all
B <o

For %, formulas ¢(vg,v1,...,vm) and ¥(vg,v1,...,vk), and a € [a]™ and
b e [a)f, let (p,a) <** (1,b), if the Godel number of ¢ is less than the Godel-
number of ¥, or else ¢ = 1) and a <* b. Note that <** N wx [B3]<“ is a well-order
and is Xi-definable over L[z, G]|S without parameters for all § < a.

Let 3 < a. For A € ¥,-ODg (g} let (pa,a4) € w x [B]< be the <**-least
pair (p,a) € w x [8]<¥ such that for all z € L[z, G]|S8

m

2€A < Lufz,G|B E ¢(z,a, RE[=6)),

Let <g be the order induced by <** on %,,- ODg (g}, i.e. for A, B € %,,- ODg (ry,
A <p Biff (pa,a4) < (¢B,ap). Note that ¥,,- ODg (g} € X,- ODygy and <ge
Y- ODygry. Now define <*** such that if A, B € ¥,- ODygy, then A <*** B if
o < ap,orelse aq =ap and A <,, B.

Note that for all 3 < a the restriction of <*** to X,,- ODg (g} is in ¥;,- OD gy .
For B < a, let X,-HODg (g} be the class of all y € Lu[z,G]|B such that
tc({y}) C X,-ODg (ry. Next, we aim to see that for all 3 < « the restriction
of <*** to X,,-HODg (g} is in ¥,- HODygy. This follows immediately from the
following claim.

Claim 2. En-HOD{R} = Uﬁ<a En-HODgﬁ{R}

PROOF. By the previous claim, ¥,- HOD; 2 Uﬁes Yn-HODg (ry. Let
A € ¥,-HODyg;. Since tc({A}) C ¥,-ODpy and for all B € tc({A}), ap
is ¥, -definable over Ly[z,G], the function f with domain tc({A}) such that
f(B) = ap is ¥,-definable over L, [z, G|. By ¥,-Collection f € Ly[z,G]. Then

A € ¥,-HODg (g}, where 8 € S\ sup(ran(f)). O
Thus, the Axiom of Choice holds in ¥,- HODgjy. O
-HODg} _

Lemma 11.2. V;; I/:;IZ”.

PROOF. Since My, is ¥i-definable over L,[z, G| from ordinal parameters
and REe[C] we have Véz"_HOD“R} D) VM°°. For the other inclusion, let A €
VE “HOPE)  Note that we may code A as a set of ordinals using the order <***
deﬁned in the proof of Lemma 11.1. Let 8 < d be such that A C 3, and let ¢
and 7 € [a]<¥ define A over L[z, G] from the parameter RY =[Gl

Since doo = sup(doo N Hullf‘f‘""(S;O)), there is for every 8 < do some s €
[SZ]<* such that B < yMe. Since k | yM= = i(DAZo’S)OO I YMe we have that
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for every 8 < o0, k [ B € M. We have

EeA

<~ L(l[va] ': @(57717 7FYnaR)
= My | Col(w, < k) IF (£, 775 s Yns R)
<= My = Col(w, < &) IF o(k(£),77, s 7n, R)

Since k [ B € M and 77, ..., 7 < a, A € M. O

Lemma 11.3. %,-HODgy = M [*].

PrOOF. Note that X,- HODp} O Lo[Moo,* [ 0], since Lo[Myo,* [ 6] is
¥1-definable over L[z, G] from ordinal parameters and RG],

In order to see that X,- HODgpy C Lo[Meo, * [ 0], let A € X,,-HODg;. By
Lemma 11.1, we may assume that A C a. Moreover, since A € L[z, G], A is

bounded in «. Let ¢ be a 3, formula in the language £ and let aq, ..., am, <
be such that for all £ € L[z, G|

fe A = Luz,Gl E & a1, ..., am, REG]),
Then

EeA
A La[l',G] ): 90(57(117 "'7am7RLa[m7G])
= My = Col(w, < k) IF @(&*, o, ..., REal®Gl

Let 8 < « be such that A is definable over L[z, G]|S from ordinal param-
eters and RPe[*Cl Note that the proof of Lemma 8.12 shows that % | v €
Mso[* 1 6]. It follows that A € Moo [*]. O

Corollary 11.4. M [+] = ¥,-HODg) = Lo (A) for some A € P(a)N Ly [z, G].

Lemma 11.5. M [+| = 3,-KP +AC and VGM*”"[*] = VMo,

PrOOF. By Lemma 11.1, it suffices to see that X,-Collection holds in ¥,,-
HODyg). But this follows immediately from Corollary 11.4 and the fact that
L,[z,G] E X,-KP. O
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