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5 Analysis of HOD for Admissible Structures
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Abstract

Let n ≥ 1 and assume that there is a Woodin cardinal. For x ∈ R let
αx be the least β such that

Lβ[x] |= Σn- KP+∃κ(“κ is inaccessible and κ
+ exists”).

We adapt the analysis of HODL[x,G] as a strategy mouse to Lαx [x,G] for
a cone of reals x. That is, we identify a mouse Mn-ad and define a class
H ⊆ Lαx [x,G] as a natural analogue of HODL[x,G] ⊆ L[x,G], and show
that H = M∞[Σ0], where M∞ is an iterate of Mn-ad and Σ0 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[x,G],

where M ♯
1 ≤T x and G is (L[x],Col(ω,< κx))-generic, where κx is the least

inaccessible cardinal of L[x], under the assumption of ∆
˜
1
2-determinacy. In this

context the determinacy hypothesis ensures that for every real x, M ♯
1(x) exists

and is (ω, ω1, ω1)-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 L∈̇ = {=̇, ∈̇} be the language of set theory, short LST. Let

L∈̇,Ė = L∈̇ ∪ {Ė}, where Ė is a predicate symbol, L∈̇,Ṙ = L∈̇ ∪ {Ṙ}, where

Ṙ is a constant symbol, and let Lpm be the language of premice defined as in
Definition 2.10 of [14].

Definition 1.2. Let L ⊇ L∈̇ be an extension of L∈̇ and let k ≥ 1 be a natural
number. Σk-Kripke-Platek set theory in the language L, short Σk-KPL, is the
theory in the languageL which consists of the following axioms of Extensionality,
Pairing, Union, Infinity, and the following:

• Foundation1, i.e. ∀x(x 6= ∅ → ∃y(y ∈ x ∧ x ∩ y = ∅)),

• ∆k-Aussonderung, i.e. letting for Σk formulas ϕ, ψ of the language L,
Φϕ,ψ(~x) ≡ ∀z(ϕ(z, ~x) ↔ ¬ψ(z, ~x)), we have for each pair of Σk formulas
ϕ, ψ the axiom

∀v1...∀vn[Φϕ,ψ(v1, . . . , vn) → ∀a∃b∀x(x ∈ b↔ x ∈ a ∧ ϕ(x, v1, ..., vn))],

1Note that our notion of foundation deviates from the one in [1] for the case n = 1.
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• Σk-Collection, i.e. for all Σk formulas ϕ in the language L,

∀a∀v1...∀vn[(∀x ∈ a∃yϕ(x, y, v1, ..., vn)) →

(∃b∀x ∈ a∃y ∈ bϕ(x, y, v1, ..., vn))].

If L is clear from the context, we write Σk- KP instead of Σk- KPL.

Lemma 1.3. Σk-KPL is Πk+2-axiomatizable, for L ⊇ L∈̇.

Proof. We argue by induction. In the case that k = 1 this is clear. So
suppose that k > 1 and that Σk−1-KP is Πk+1-axiomatizable. It is easy to
see that the scheme of ∆k-Aussonderung is Πk+2-expressible. Thus, it suffices
to see that we can express the Σk-Collection scheme in a Πk+2-way over the
theory Σk-KP. Let ϕ ≡ ∃x1∀x2ψ be Σk in the language L, where ψ is Σk−2.
Note that ∃y ∈ b∃x1∀x2ψ is equivalent to ∃x1∃y ∈ b∀x2ψ. By Σk−1-KP, the
formula ∃y ∈ b∀x2ψ is equivalent to a Σk−1 formula, so that ∃y ∈ b∃x1∀x2ψ
is equivalent to a Σk−1 formula over Σk−1-KP. But then it follows that every
instance of the Σk-Collection scheme is Πk+2 over Σk−1-KP.

Definition 1.4. For n ≥ 1 let Th′n be the L∈̇,Ė-theory consisting of the following
statements:

• Σn- KPL∈̇,Ė
,

• V=L[Ė]2, and

• ∃κ∃δ(“δ is Woodin” ∧ “κ is inaccessible” ∧ κ > δ ∧ “κ+ exists”),

and let Thn be the L∈̇,Ė-theory which consists of Th′n and the statement

∀α(Lα[Ė] 6|= Th′
n).

Definition 1.5. For n ≥ 1 let Mn-ad be the minimal (n + 1)-sound premouse
which models Thn and is (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iterable.3

Let δM
n-ad

be the unique Woodin cardinal of Mn-ad and κM
n-ad

be the

unique inaccessible cardinal of Mn-ad which is greater than δM
n-ad

.

Let ΣMn-ad

be an (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iteration strategy for Mn-ad.

At the end of Section 2 we will show that Mn-ad exists assuming that there

is a Woodin cardinal. Moreover, we will show that ρM
n-ad

n+1 = ω.
We will now fix n ≥ 1 until the end of the paper and refer to Thn, Th

′
n,

ΣMn-ad

, and Mn-ad simply as Th, Th′, ΣMad

, and Mad.

Definition 1.6. For x ∈ R let αx be the least β such that

Lβ [x] |= Σn- KP + ∃κ(“κ is inaccessible and κ+ exists”).

2See Definition 18 of [2] for a definition.
3See the paragraph before Corollary 1.10 in [13] for the definition of (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-

iterability.
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Fix x ∈ R such that Mad ≤T x and let α = αx. We will denote by κ the
unique inaccessible cardinal of Lα[x]. Since Mad is recursive in x, Mad ∈ Lα[x]

and ORMad

< ω
Lα[x]
1 < κ.

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

Definition 1.7. For G which is (Lα[x,G],Col(ω,< κ))-generic and X ∈ Lα[x,G]

let Σn- OD
Lα[x,G]
{X} be the class of all y ∈ Lα[x,G] which are ordinal definable

over Lα[x,G] from the parameter {X} via a Σn formula in the language L∈̇,
i.e. there is a Σn formula ϕ in the language L∈̇ and ordinals α1, ..., αm < α such
that for all z ∈ Lα[x,G],

z ∈ y ⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ϕ(z, α1, ..., αm, X).

Let
Σn- HOD

Lα[x,G]
{X} = {y : tc({y}) ⊂ Σn-OD

Lα[x,G]
{X} }.

We write Σn- HODLα[x,G] for Σn- HOD
Lα[x,G]
{∅} .

Remark 1.8. Note that in the definition of Σn-OD
Lα[x,G]
{X} , we could also equiva-

lently require that y ∈ Σn- OD{X}Lα[x,G] iff {y} is ordinal definable over Lα[x,G]
from the parameter {X} for y ∈ Lα[x,G], i.e. there is a Σn formula ϕ in the
language L∈̇ and ordinals α1, ..., αm < α such that for all z ∈ Lα[x,G],

z = y ⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ϕ(z, α1, ..., αm, X).

This is equivalent to our definition, since Lα[x,G] is a model of Σn-Collection.

We will then be able to show the following theorem.

Theorem 1.9. Let G be (Lα[x,G],Col(ω,< κ))-generic. There is a countable

ΣMad

-iterate M∞ of Mad such that there is a fragment Σ0 of the tail strategy

of ΣMad

given by M∞ such that:

1. Σn-HOD
Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,G]}
=M∞[Σ0],

2. Σn-HOD
Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,G]}
|= Σn-KP ∧ ∃δ(“δ is Woodin”), and

3. Σn-HOD
Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,G]}
is a forcing ground of Lα[x,G].

Remark 1.10. In the case that n ≥ 2, we have that {RLα[x,G]} is Σn-definable,

so that Σn-HOD
Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,G]}
= Σn-HODLα[x,G].

In the analysis of HODL[x,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♯

1 exists).
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In this paper, we will also isolate a class S∞ of fixed points, rather analogous
to the Silver indiscernibles for M♯

1 (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 S∞ for the analysis of Σn- 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 Lα(R

Lα[x,G]). See Section 5 for
the construction of the fixed points and Section 7.3 for more details on their use
in the analysis.

2 Σk-admissible premice

In this section, we will investigate the fine structure of passive premice, which
model the theory Σk-KP for some k ≥ 1.

Definition 2.1. Let M be a passive premouse, and k ≥ 1. We say that M is
Σk-admissible if M |= Σk-KPLpm .

We say that M is an admissible premouse if M |= Σk- KP for some k ≥ 1.

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

Note that since we are dealing with passive premice we do not need to
consider the complexities of rΣm formulas of active premice which arise in [4].
Moreover, since an admissible premouse is passive, the notions of a premouse
and its Σ0 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 rΣk 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 ϕ be a rΣk+1 formula of l + 1 many free variables. The
minimal Skolem term associated with ϕ is denoted mτϕ and has l free variables.

Let R be a passive k-sound premouse with ρRk > ω. We define the partial
functions

mτRϕ : Rl → R,

and
lvRϕ : Rl → ORR .

If k = 0 then mτRϕ is just the usual Skolem function associated with ϕ such that

the graph of mτRϕ is uniformly rΣM
1 , and let lvRϕ (~x) be the least β such that

R|α |= ∃yϕ(y, ~x), if it exists. Otherwise, let lvRϕ (~x) be undefined.
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Suppose k > 0. Let ~x ∈ Rl. If R |= ¬∃yϕ(~x, y), then mτRϕ (~x) and lvRϕ (~x)
are undefined. Suppose that R |= ∃yϕ(~x, y). Let τ be the basic Skolem term
associated with ϕ (see [4, p. 2.3.3]). For β < ρMk , let (τϕ)

β be defined as in
the proof of [4][2.10], with q = ~pRk . Let β0 be the least β such that (τϕ)

β(~x) is
defined and set

mτRϕ (~x) = (τϕ)
β(~x),

and
lvRϕ (~x) = β0.

Lemma 2.4. For R as in Definition 2.3 the graph of mτRϕ is rΣRk+1({~p
R
k }),

recursively uniformly in R,ϕ, ~pRk 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 ⊂ R. Then HullRk+1(X ∪
{~pRk }) = {mτRϕ (~x) : ϕ is rΣk+1 ∧ ~x ∈ [X ]<ω}.

Definition 2.6. Let ϕ and ψ be rΣk+1 formulas of l+1 < ω many free variables.
Let R be a passive k-sound premouse such that ρRk > ω. Let ~x, ~y ∈ Rl. Let
R |= ϕ(~x) ≤∗ ψ(~y) if and only if R |= ∃zϕ(~x, y) and, if R |= ∃zψ(~y, z), then
lvRϕ (~x) ≤ lvRψ (~y).

Lemma 2.7. Let k < ω and R be a passive k-sound premouse. Then the
relation (≤∗

k+1)
R is rΣRk+1({~p

R
k }) uniformly in R.

Since the sort of collection which holds in admissible premice by definition
is expressed in terms of the standard Σk-hierarchy of formulas, and for the fine
structural computations we use the rΣk-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 f2 such that for every rΣk
formula ϕ and x ∈ M,

M |= ϕ(x) ⇐⇒ M |= f1(ϕ)(x, p),

and f1(ϕ) is Σk, and for every Σk formula ϕ and x ∈ M,

M |= ϕ(x) ⇐⇒ M |= f2(ϕ)(x),

and f2(ϕ) is rΣk.

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 δ and k ≥ 1.
Suppose that ρMk−1 = ORM. Then there are recursive functions fk1 and fk2 such

that for any Σk formula ϕ, fk1 (ϕ) is an rΣk formula such that for all x ∈ M,

M |= ϕ(x) ⇐⇒ M |= fk1 (ϕ)(x),

6



and for any rΣk formula ψ, fk2 (ψ) is a Σk formula such that for all x ∈ M,

M |= ψ(x) ⇐⇒ M |= fk2 (ψ)(x).

Proof. We argue by induction on k. In the case k = 1, there is nothing
to show. So suppose k > 1 and there are fk−1

1 and fk−1
2 as in the lemma. The

existence of the function fk1 is well known. Before we describe the function fk2 ,
note that for α ∈ (δ,ORM) and q ∈ M, H(α, q) := HullMk−1(α∪{q}) is transitive
and bounded in M. The transitivity easily follows from the fact that δ is the
largest cardinal of M. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that H(α, q) is
unbounded in M for some α ∈ (δ,ORM) and q ∈ M. Then, by transitivity,
M = H(α, p). However, this means that ρMk−1 < ORM, a contradiction!

Let us now describe the function fk2 . Let

S := {γ < ORM : M|γ ≺Σk−1
M}

and note that S is cofinal in ORM and Πk−1-definable over M. For an rΣk
formula ψ(x) ≡ ∃α∃q∃t(t = Thk−1(α ∪ {q}) ∧ ϕ(α, q, t, x)), where ϕ is Σ1, let

fk2 (ψ(x)) = ∃t∃α∃β∃q(α < β∧q ∈ M|β∧β ∈ S∧t = Th
M|β
k−1 (α∪q)∧ϕ(α, q, t, x)).

Note that for β ∈ S by the induction hypothesis, M|β ≺rΣk−1
M. Then,

using the fact that S is cofinal in ORM, it is easy to see that for all x ∈ M,
M |= ψ(x) ⇐⇒ M |= fk2 (ψ)(x).

Lemma 2.10. Let k ≥ 1 and M be a passive premouse that models Σk-
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Then ρMk−1 = 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 Σk-Collection. By the
induction hypothesis, we may assume that ρMk−2 = ORM so that ~pMk−2 = ∅ and

for all α < ORM , ThMk−2(α ∪ {~pMk−2}) ∈ M. Since ρMk−2 = ORM and M has a
largest cardinal, it follows that

S := {γ < ORM : M|γ ≺Σk−2
M}

is cofinal in ORM. Moreover, S is Πk−2-definable over M. We aim to see that
ρMk−1 = ORM. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that κ := ρMk−1 < ORM.

Case 1. κ = ω. For m < ω, let Fm be the set of rΣk−1 formulas with parameter
pMk−1 of length less or equal than m. Note that

M |= ∀m < ω∃γ(γ ∈ S ∧ ∀ϕ ∈ Fm(ϕ→ M|γ |= ϕ)).

Moreover, since ∀ϕ ∈ Fm(ϕ → M|γ |= ϕ) is an instance of the Σk-Collection
scheme, it follows by another application of Σk-Collection that there is some
γ < ORM such that M|γ |= ThMk−1(ω ∪ {pMk−1}), a contradiction!
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Case 2. κ > ω. Let f : κ → M be such that f(α) = ThMk−1(α ∪ {pMk−1}). Since

ThMk−1(α∪{pMk−1}) ∈ M, it follows from Σk-Collection that there is some β ∈ S

such that ThMk−1(α ∪ {pMk−1}) = Th
M|β
k−1 (α ∪ {pMk−1}). Let Fα be the set of rΣk

formulas with parameters in α∪{pMk−1} and let h be as in Lemma 2.8. We have

that x = ThMk−1(α ∪ {pMk−1}) if and only if

∃β(β ∈ S ∧ x = Th
M|β
k−1 (α ∪ {pMk−1})) ∧ ∀ϕ ∈ Fα(ϕ→ M|β |= h(ϕ)). (1)

Line (1) is Σk. Thus, f is Σk-definable over M from parameters. By Σk-
Collection, there is ξ < α, such that for all α < κ, ThMk−1(α ∪ {~pMk−1}) ∈ M|ξ.

But this means that ThMk (κ ∪ {~pMk−1}) ∈ M, a contradiction!

This finishes the proof.

Lemma 2.11. Let k ≥ 1 and let M be a passive premouse that models Σk-
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Suppose that ρMk < ORM. Then ρMk is
the largest cardinal of M.

Proof. By Lemma 2.10, ρMk−1 = ORM. In particular, ~pMk−1 = ∅. Let

ρ := ρMk and p = pMk . Suppose for the sake of contradiction that ρ+ exists in
M. Let

H := HullMk (ρ ∪ {p, ρ})

and set ξ := sup(H ∩ ρ+M) = H ∩ ρ+M < ORM. Note that

M |= ∀γ < ξ∃~x ∈ [ρ]<ω∃ϕ(γ = mτMϕ (~x, p)).

However, this means that

M |= ∀γ < ξ∃β∃~x ∈ [ρ]<ω∃ϕ(lvmτM
ϕ (~x,p))=γ(~x, p, γ) = β. (2)

But the part in parentheses of line (2) is rΣk, so that by Lemma 2.8 and Lemma
2.10 we may assume that it is Σk with parameters from M. But then by Σk-
Collection, there is a uniform β. Thus, M can compute from Tβ := ThMk−1(β) ∈
M a surjection f : [ρ]<ω → ξ such that f ∈ M. In the case that ξ = ρ+M

this gives immediately a contradiction. So, suppose that ξ < ρ+M. Note
that for γ < ξ, ~x ∈ [ρ]<ω, and an rΣk formula ϕ, there is a subtheory of Tβ,
which witnesses the statement (mτMϕ (~x, p)) = γ. This subtheory is recursively

definable from the parameters γ, ~x, and ρ. Since HullMk (ρ ∪ {p, ρ}) ⊂ H , H is
unbounded in M. Thus, we may assume that the bound β is in H . However,
since ρ ∈ H , f ∈ H and therefore ξ ∈ H , a contradiction!

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

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

8



1. M |= Σk-KP,

2. M |= Σk-Collection, and

3. there is no total unbounded function f : α → ⌊M⌋ such that α ∈ ORM

and f ∈ ΣM
k (M).

Proof. It suffices to see that 3 implies 1. The only axiom of Σk-KP that is
not clear is ∆k-Aussonderung. By Lemma 2.10, ρMk−1 = ORM. Let

S := {γ < α : M|γ ≺Σk−1
M}

and note that S is cofinal in ORM. Let x ∈ M and suppose that ϕ and ψ
are Σk formulas such that M |= ∀z(ϕ(z) ↔ ¬ψ(z)). We have M |= ∀y ∈
x∃γ(M|γ |= ϕ(y) ∨ ψ(γ)). By Σk-Collection, there is γ < ORM which works
uniformly. Since S is cofinal in ORM, we may assume that γ ∈ S. However,
then {y ∈ x : M |= ϕ(y)} is definable over M|γ.

Definition 2.13. Let M be a passive premouse, and k ≤ ω. We let

SM
k := {α < ORM : M|α ≺Σk

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 Σk-
Collection and has a largest cardinal. Then SM

k−1 is cofinal in ORM. Moreover,

SM
k−1 is Πk−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 ≤ ω and let N be a m-sound premouse. Let T be a
m-maximal iteration tree on N such that lh(T ) = θ + 1. Let b := [0, θ]T be the
main branch of T and α be least such that α+1 ∈ b and (α+1, θ]T does not drop
in model. Let η = α+1. Then M∗T

η is a Σk-admissible passive premouse with a

largest, regular, and uncountable cardinal if and only if MT
θ is a Σk-admissible

passive premouse with a largest, regular, and uncountable cardinal.

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

Lemma 2.16. Let k ≥ 1 and M be a passive premouse that models Thk. For
i < k, ρMi = ORM and pMi = ∅. Moreover, ρMk = θ < ORM, where θ is the
largest cardinal of M.

If M is k-sound and (k, ω1, ω1 +1)∗-iterable, then, if k = 1, pMk = {θ}, and
if k ≥ 2, then pMk = ∅. Moreover, ρMk+1 = ω and pMk+1 = ∅.

If M = Mk-ad, then HullMk+1(∅) = M.
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Proof. Let θ be the largest cardinal of M. By Lemma 2.10, for i < k
ρMk = ORM and pMi = ∅.

Let us show that ρMk < ORM. We will show that H := HullMk (θ+1) = M.
Suppose not, thenHEM, sinceH is transitive and θ is the largest cardinal ofM.
We want to show that H |= Σk-Collection, so that H |= Σk-KP, which would
be contradicting the fact that M |= Thk. Suppose for the sake of contradiction
that Σk-Collection fails in H . Let ϕ be a Πk−1 formula and p ∈ H be such that

H |= ∀α < θ∃yϕ(α, y, p),

but there is no z ∈ H such that

H |= ∀α < θ∃y ∈ zϕ(α, y, p).

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

M |= ∀α < θ∃yϕ(α, y, p),

and so
M |= ∃z∀α < θ∃y ∈ zϕ(α, y, p),

as witnessed by H . However, since ρMk−1 = ORM, this means that

ψ := ∃β(β ∈ Sk−1 ∧ (∀α < θ∃y ∈ M|β(M|β |= ϕ(α, y, p))))

holds in M. Note that ψ is Σk. Thus, H |= ψ. However, this means that
H |= ∀α < θ∃y ∈ (H |β)ϕ(α, y, p), which is a contradiction! Thus, H |=
Σk-Collection, and therefore H = M and ρMk < ORM.

Let us suppose for the rest of the proof thatM is k-sound and (k, ω1, ω1+1)∗-
iterable. Next, we aim to determine value of pMk . Let us first consider the
case k = 1. By Lemma 2.11, θ = ρM1 . By condensation, M|θ ≺Σ1 M and
thus HullM1 (θ) = M|θ. But then, as in the first part of the proof, H :=
HullM1 (θ + 1) = M, so that pM1 = {θ}. Let us now consider the case of k ≥ 2.
Again, by Lemma, 2.11, ρMk = θ. Note that {θ} is rΣ2 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 := HullMk (θ) = HullMk (θ + 1).
As before, H = M, so that pMk = {∅}.

We now show ρMk+1 = ω. We claim cHullMk+1(∅) = Mk-ad. From this it

follows that ρMk+1 = ω, as otherwise by condensationMk-ad⊳M which would be
a contradiction to the fact that M |= Thk. Recall that by Lemma 1.3, Thk has
an rΠk+2 axiomatization. However, this means that H := HullMk+1(∅) |= Thk.
Note that ~pMk ∈ H , since {θ} is rΣ2-definable by the above argument. Thus,

the transitive collapse of H is sound, which means that cHullMk+1(∅) = Mn-ad.

The claim that HullMk+1(∅) = M now follows by the same argument.

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, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iterable. Then, Mad exists and Mad = Cn+1(M).
Therefore, if there is a Woodin cardinal, Mad exists and Mad = Cn+1(M).
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3 Forcing over Σk-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 = Lα(M|κ) for some
κ < ORM and α ≥ 1. Let P ∈ M ∩ P(κ) be a forcing poset that is definable
from parameters over M|κ. Let g be (M,P)-generic.

Then for all (ξ,m) ≤ (α, k) such that ξ ≥ κ

1. max{ρ
M|ξ
m , κ} = max{ρ

M|ξ[g]
m , κ},

2. if κ /∈ p
M|ξ
m , then p

M|ξ
m ∪ κ = p

M|ξ[g]
m ∪ κ, and if κ ∈ p

M|ξ
m , then p

M|ξ
m \

{κ} ∪ κ = p
M|ξ[g]
m ∪ κ, and

3. there is an rΣ
M|ξ
m+1({κ})-relation 

strong
m+1 (the strong rΣm+1 forcing re-

lation) such that for all rΣm+1 formulas ϕ(v0, ..., vl−1) and all P-names
τ0, ..., τl−1 ∈ M|ξ,

M|ξ[g] |= ϕ(τg0 , ..., τ
g
l−1) ⇐⇒ ∃p ∈ g(p strong

m+1 ϕ(τ0, ..., τl−1)).

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

Lemma 3.2. Let M be a Σk-admissible premouse. Let P ∈ M ∩ P(κ) be
such that κ+M exists. Let ϕ(v) be an rΣk formula or an rΠk formula, and
σ0, . . . , σm ∈ MP. Suppose that g is (M,P)-generic. Then the following are
equivalent:

• M[g] |= ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m), and

• there is p ∈ g such that p strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).4

Proof. By Lemma 2.10, M is (k − 1)-sound. Thus, in the case that ϕ is
an rΣk formula, the claim follows from Lemma 3.1.

In the case that ϕ is an rΠk formula, suppose that M[g] |= ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m),

i.e.M[g] 6|= ¬ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m). Note that ¬ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ

g
m) is an rΣk formula; there-

fore, we have, by Lemma Lemma 3.1, that for all p ∈ g, p 6strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).

Let

D := {p ∈ P : p strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm) ∨ p strong

k ¬ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm)}.

Note that since ρMk ≥ κ+M, D ∈ M. Clearly, D is dense in P so that g∩D 6= ∅.
Let p ∈ g ∩ D. Note that p 

strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm), since otherwise by Lemma

3.1, M[g] |= ¬ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).

4If ϕ is rΠk, we define p 
strong
k

ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm) to mean that there is no condition q ≤ p

such that q strong
k

¬ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).

11



Now suppose that there is some p ∈ g such that p 
strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).

Suppose for the sake of contradiction, M[g] 6|= ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m), i.e. M[g] |=

¬ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m). By Lemma 3.1, there is q ∈ g such that q strong

k ¬ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).
However, since g is a filter, there is some r ≤ p, q, a contradiction!

Corollary 3.3. Let M be a Σk-admissible premouse. Let P ∈ M∩P(κ) be such
that κ+M exists. Let ϕ(v) be an rΣk ∧ rΠk formula and let σ0, . . . , σm ∈ MP.
Suppose that g is (M,P)-generic. Then the following are equivalent:

• M[g] |= ϕ(σg0 , . . . , σ
g
m), and

• there is p ∈ g such that p strong
k ϕ(σ0, . . . , σm).5

The following lemma says that forcing over Σk-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 Σk-admissible premouse and κ an M-cardinal such
that κ+M exists. Let P ∈ M∩ P(κ) be a forcing poset. If g is (M,P)-generic,
then M[g] is Σk-admissible.

4 A variant of the truncation lemma

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

wfp(M) := {x ∈ ⌊M⌋ |∈M ↾ (trc∈M ({x}))2 is wellfounded}

the wellfounded part of M . By [1] and Problem 5.27 of [6], if M |= KP, then
wfp(M) |= KP. This is also sometimes referred to as the Truncation Lemma.
We aim to show something similar in the case thatM 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⌋,∈M ,EM ) be an illfounded L∈,Ė-
structure such thatM |= “V = L[E]”, wfp(M) is transitive,M is ω-wellfounded,
and if k ≥ 2, then SMk−2 ∩ (ORM \wfo(M)) 6= ∅. Then, if wfc(M) ≺Σk−1

M ,
then wfc(M) |= Σk-KP.

Proof. Note that ω ∈ wfc(M), as M is ω-wellfounded. Suppose wfc(M) ≺Σk−1

M . It suffices to see that wfc(M) |= Σk-Collection. By induction on α, it easily

follows that for α < wfo(M), JE
M

α = (Jα)
M ∈ wfp(M), so that wfc(M) =

JE
M

wfo(M) ⊆ wfp(M). Let ϕ be a Πk−1 formula and a, p ∈ wfc(M) such that

wfc(M) |= ∀x ∈ a∃yϕ(x, y, p).

5If ϕ ≡ ψ1 ∧ ψ2, where ψ1 is rΣk and ψ2 is rΠk, p 
strong
n ϕ means that p 

strong
k

ψ1 and

p 
strong
k

ψ2.

12



Since wfc(M) ≺Σk−1
M ,

M |= ∀x ∈ a∃yϕ(x, y, p).

Let γ ∈ SMk−2 ∩ (ORM \wfo(M)). Note that because wfc(M) ≺Σk−1
M and

M |γ ≺Σk−2
M , clearly wfc(M) ≺Σk−2

M |γ, and, in fact, wfc(M) ≺Σk−1
M |γ.

In M |γ we may define a function F with dom(F ) = a such that for x ∈ a,

F (x) = η ⇐⇒ M |γ |= x ∈ a∧∃y ∈M |(η+1)ϕ(x, y, p)∧∀y ∈ (M |η)¬ϕ(x, y, p).

Since wfc(M) ⊆ M |γ, it follows that F (x) < wfo(M) for all x ∈ a. However,
this means that η :=

⋃
x∈a F (x) ⊂ wfo(M). Since F is definable over M |γ, we

must have that η < wfo(M). This means that

wfc(M) |= ∀x ∈ a∃y ∈M |(η + 1)ϕ(x, y, p).

Thus, wfc(M) |= Σk- KP.

5 A generating class of fixed points

Later on in the analysis, we will make use of a sequence S∞ of ordinals cofinal in
α 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 〈αk | k < ω〉⌢〈γk | k < ω〉, where
〈αk | k < ω〉 ⊂ κ+Lα[x] is cofinal in κ+Lα[x] and 〈γk | k < ω〉 is cofinal in α and
defined from 〈αk | k < ω〉. We define 〈αk | k < ω〉 via the leftmost branch of a
tree T that essentially searches for an illfounded model whose wellfounded cut
is Lα(R

+), where R+, introduced in Definition 5.1 below, is the set of reals of a
symmetric extension of Lα[x].

We will define this tree T 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 Ts = {t ∈ T : t ⊆ s ∨ s ⊆ t}.

Definition 5.1. Let G be (Lα[x],Col(ω,< κ))-generic. Let HC+ = HCLα[x,G]

and let
R+ = HC+ ∩R = Lα(HC

+) ∩ R = Lα(R
+) ∩ R.

We write θ = κ+Lα(R+).

For the fine structural theory of the model Lα(R
+) we refer the reader to

Chapter 1 of [16]. This means that in particular, when working with Lα(R
+)

we always consider it in the language L∈̇,Ṙ with Ṙ interpreted as R+, and when

taking fine structural hulls we always include all reals in R+.
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Lemma 5.2. Lα(R
+) |= Σn-KPL∈̇,Ṙ

∧ ω1 = κ ∧ “ω2 = κ+ is the largest ℵ”.
Also,

• ρ
Lα(R+)
n−1 = α, and

• ρ
Lα(R+)
n = κ+Lα[x] = θ.

Moreover, α is minimal such that Lα(R
+) |= Σn-KPL∈̇,Ṙ

∧“κ+ exists”.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4, Lα[x,G] is Σn-admissible, and so it easily follows
that Lα(R

+) ⊂ Lα[x,G] is Σn-admissible. The rest follows from Lemma 3.1.

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 T1 be the tree of attempts to construct a sequence 〈αk, βk〉k<ω
such that the following hold:

1. κ < βk < αk < θ,

2. Lαk
(R+) |= “κ+ exists”, and

3. there is a Σ1-elementary embedding π : Lαk
(R+) → Lαk+1

(R+) such that

π ↾ κ+Lαk
(R+) = id and π(βk) > βk+1.

For a node s ∈ T1 \ {∅}, let (αs, βs) = s(lh(s) − 1) and let θs = κ+Lαs(R
+).

We will later prove a more general version of the following lemma (see Lemma
5.8).

Lemma 5.4. Let s ∈ T1 \ {∅}. Then

Lαs
(R+) = Hull

Lαs(R
+)

1 (R+ ∪ {R+} ∪ (θ + 1)).

It follows that the embedding π as given in clause 3 of Definition 5.3 is
uniquely determined by αk and αk+1. Moreover, T1 is definable over Lα(R

+)|θ,
so that T1 ∈ Lα(R

+).

Lemma 5.5. T1 is illfounded.

Proof. Let h : ω → θ be sufficiently (Lα(R
+),Col(ω, θ))-generic such that

Lα(R
+)[h] |= Σ1-KP6. Let T ′ be the tree that is defined as T1 in Definition 5.3

with the exception that we do not require π(βk) > βk+1 in clause 3 to hold, and
the additional requirement that αk > h(k). Note that T ′ ⊆ <ωθ. For a node

s ∈ T ′ \ {∅} we write αs = s(lh(s)− 1) and θs = κ+Lαs (R
+).

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 ρ
Lα(R

+)
1 = θ, it is easy to see that there is a sequence

〈δk | k < ω〉 such that for all k < ω, h(k) < δk < δk+1 < θ and

δk = θ ∩Hull
Lα(R+)
1 (δk ∪ {θ}).

Letting αk be the ordinal height of the transitive collapse of Hull
Lα(R+)
1 (δk∪{θ})

it is easy to see that 〈αk | k < ω〉 is a branch through T ′.

We can associate to a cofinal branch b = 〈αk | k < ω〉 through T ′ a
branch model Mb which is the direct limit of the models Lαk

(R+) and the
maps πmk : Lαm

(R+) → Lαk
(R+), since for m < k < l < ω,

πml = πkl ◦ πmk.

To complete the proof it suffices to see that there is a cofinal branch b of T ′

such that Mb is illfounded. Suppose for the sake of contradiction not, i.e. for
every cofinal branch b of T ′, Mb is wellfounded.

Let b = 〈αk | k < ω〉 be a cofinal branch through T ′. By assumption Mb is
wellfounded. Note thatMb = Lβ(R

+) for some β. We claim β ∈ (θ, α]. Suppose
not. Then there is k < ω such that α ∈ ran(πk∞), where πk∞ : Lαk

(R+) →
Lβ(R

+) is the direct limit map. Let ᾱ ∈ Lαk
(R+) be such that πk∞(ᾱ) = α.

Note that ᾱ > θ(αk). But then

Lᾱ(R
+) |= Σ1- KP∧“the cardinal successor of κ exists”,

contradicts the minimality of α.
For a node s ∈ T ′, let Ths := {ϕ(~x, θ,R+) : ϕ is a Σ1 formula, ~x ∈ R+ ∪

θs, and Lαs
(R+) |= ϕ(~x, θs,R

+)}. For b, a cofinal branch of T ′, let βb ∈ (θ, α]
be such that Mb = Lβb

(R+). Note that for s ∈ b, we have πs∞(θs) = θ,
πs∞ ↾ θs = id, and πs∞ ↾ R+ = id. Thus, for all s ∈ b, there is some γ < α such
that Lγ(R

+) |= Ths.
We now want to prune T ′ inside Lα(R

+)[h]. Note that for every node s ∈ T ′

at least one of the following holds true inside Lα(R
+)[h]:

• there is a ranking function for T ′
s, or

• there is some γ < α such that Lγ(R
+) |= Ths.

Since both of these are Σ1 statements it follows by Σ1-Collection in Lα(R
+)[h]

that there is some γ < α such that for all s ∈ T ′ there is a ranking function for
T ′
s in Lγ(R

+)[h] or Lγ(R
+) |= Ths. Let T ′′ be the result of pruning the tree

T ′ over Lγ(R
+), i.e. removing the nodes s of T ′ for which there is a ranking

function for (T ′)s in Lγ(R
+), and let

Th :=
⋃

s∈T ′′

Ths .

Note that Th is definable over Lγ(R
+)[h] and therefore Th ∈ Lα(R

+)[h]. By the

way we picked h, it follows that Th = Th
Lα(R+)
1 (R+∪{R+}∪θ+1). But then it
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easily follows by the Σ1-admissibility of Lα(R
+)[h] that α ∈ α, a contradiction!

Note that, by the lemma, there exists a branch through T1, and hence the
left-most branch of T1 exists.

Theorem 5.6. Let b be the left-most branch of T1. Then:

• if Mb is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(Mb) = Lα(R
+), and

• for every s ∈ b, {s} is Σ1∧Π1 definable over Lα(R
+) from the parameters

{κ, T1}.

Proof. Let us suppose that T1 is pruned, i.e. T1 does not have end nodes,
and let b be the left-most branch of T1, i.e. for every node s ∈ b, if t ∈ T1 is
such that lh(s) = lh(t) and t <lex s, then Tt is wellfounded, which by Σ1-KP is
equivalent to the existence of a ranking function for Tt in Lα(R

+). Note that
this gives a Σ1 ∧ Π1 definition for {s} over Lα(R

+), since by Σ1-Collection,
the statement that for all t as above there is a ranking function is Σ1, and the
statement that for (T1)s there is no ranking function is Π1. It remains to see
that if Mb is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(Mb) = Lα(R

+). This will
essentially follow from the following claim.

Claim 1. κ+Mb = κ+Lα[x] = θ.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that (κ+)Mb < θ. Let β =
wfo(Mb) = wfc(Mb)∩OR. Note that by the definition of T1, we have (κ

+)Mb <

β. Moreover, β < θ, for if β ≥ θ, then in fact κ+Lβ(R
+) = θ, a contradiction! By

Ville’s Lemma, Lβ(R
+) is Σ1-admissible and so Lβ(R

+) |= Th1
7, contradicting

the minimality of α!

Let β still be wfo(Mb). Using the same argument as in the claim, we must
have β ≥ α. However, β > α cannot be true either, as the argument from the
proof of Lemma 5.5 shows.

In the case where n = 1 the branch of T1 identified in the last theorem is
〈αk | k < ω〉 of the sequence S∞. 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 〈αk, βk〉k<ω
such that the following hold:

1. κ < βk < αk < θ,

2. Lαk
(R+) |= “κ+ exists”,

3. ρ
Lαk

(R+)

n−1 = αk,

7See Definition 1.4
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4. there is an rΣn-elementary embedding π : Lαk
(R+) → Lαk+1

(R+) such

that π ↾ κ+Lαk
(R+) = id,

5. π(βk) > βk+1.

Note that from condition 3 it follows that S
Lαk

(R+)

n−1 is club in αk and that
Lαk

(R+) is Σn−1-admissible. For a node s ∈ T \{∅}we let (αs, βs) = s(lh(s)−1).

Lemma 5.8. Let s ∈ T \{∅}. Then Lαs
(R+) = H, where H := HullLαs(R

+)
n (R+∪

{R+} ∪ (θs + 1)).

Proof. Note thatH is transitive, since θs is the largest cardinal of Lαs
(R+).

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that H ( Lαs
(R+), so that H is bounded

in Lαs
(R+). Let β := OR∩H so that H = Lβ(R

+) and β < α.

Claim 1. Lβ(R
+) is Σn-admissible.

Proof. We proceed by induction. In the case where n = 1, it is easy to see
that Lβ(R

+) is Σ1-admissible, since every instance of Σ1-Collection of Lβ(R
+)

is bounded by β. But then in Lαs
(R+) this is a Σ1-statement, so there is a

bound in Lβ(R
+) ≺Σ1 Lαs

(R+).
So suppose that n ≥ 2 and for the sake of contradiction that Lβ(R

+) is not
Σn-admissible. Let ϕ be a Πn−1 formula and a, p ∈ Lβ(R

+) be a witness to
this, that is

Lβ(R
+) |= ∀x ∈ a∃yϕ(x, y, p),

but there is no bound in Lβ(R
+). Note that

Lαs
(R+) |= ∃β′∀x ∈ a∃y ∈ Lβ′(R+)ϕ(x, y, p),

as witnessed by β. But then because ρ
Lαs(R)
n−1 = αs,

ψ := ∃β′(β′ ∈ Sn−1 ∧ (∀x ∈ a∃y ∈ Lβ′(R+)(Lβ′(R+) |= ϕ(x, y, p)))),

holds in Lαs
(R+), which is Σn. Since Lβ(R

+) ≺Σn
Lαs

(R+), Lβ(R
+) |= ψ.

However, this means that Lβ(R
+) |= ∃β′∀x ∈ a∃y ∈ Lβ′(R+)ϕ(x, y, p), so that

there is a bound in Lβ(R
+), a contradiction!

This is a contradiction, since Lβ(R
+) cannot be Σn-admissible by Lemma

5.2!

Note that this lemma shows that for nodes s, t ∈ T such that s <T t the em-
bedding πs,t : Lαs

(R+) → Lαt
(R+) given by condition 4 is uniquely determined

by αs and αt. Moreover, it is easy to see that T is definable over Lα(R
+)|θ and

thus, in particular T ∈ Lα(R
+).

Definition 5.9. For β > κ such that Lβ(R
+) |= “κ+ exists”, let Nβ be the struc-

ture (⌊Lβ(R+)⌋,∈,R+, (x)x∈R+ , κ+Lα[x]) in the signature {∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ , κ̇+}.
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Lemma 5.10. T is illfounded.

Proof. Let h be sufficiently (Lα(R
+),Col(ω, θ))-generic so Lα(R

+)[h] |=
Σn-KP.8 Let Th be the tree defined as T , dropping βk and clause 5 from the
definition of T , and with the additional requirement that αk > h(k). Thus,
Th ⊆ <ωθ. For a node s ∈ Th \ {∅}, we write αs = s(lh(s)− 1), and let

Ths := {ϕ(~x, θ,R+) : ϕ is rΣn ∧ ~x ∈ ([θ ∪ R+]<ω) ∧ Lαs
(R+) |= ϕ(~x, θ,R+)}.

Let us define a sequence of trees 〈Tγ | γ < α〉, which we will call the (n+1)-
pruning process of Th.

Set T0 := Th. Suppose that Tγ is defined, where γ < α. Let

Tγ+1 := {s ∈ Tγ : ∀ξ < θ∃t ∈ (Tγ \ {∅})(s ⊆ t ∧ ξ < θt)}.

Let λ < α be a limit ordinal and suppose that Tγ is defined for all γ < λ. In

the case where λ /∈ SNα

n−1, let Tλ :=
⋂
γ<λ Tγ . In the case that λ ∈ SNα

n−1 we let

Tλ := {s ∈
⋂

γ<λ

Tγ | ¬(∃ϕ∃ψ(ϕ ≤∗
s ψ ∧Nα|λ |= ψ < ϕ))},

where ϕ ≤∗
s ψ means that ϕ ≤∗ ψ ∈ Ths.

Finally, set T ′
h =

⋂
γ<α Tγ . Note that the tree T ′

h does not have end nodes.

Moreover, SNα

n−1 is rΣNα
n . Thus, the sequence 〈Tγ | γ < α〉 is definable by a Σn

recursion over Nα.

Claim 1. T ′
h is illfounded.

Proof. 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 ′

h.

Since ρ
Lα(R

+)
n = ρNα

n = θ, there exists a sequence 〈δk | k < ω〉 such that for
all k < ω,

• h(k) < δk < δk+1 < κ+Lα[x], and

• δk = κ+Lα[x] ∩ HullNα

n (δk ∪ {κ+Lα[x]}) ∈ OR.

Let cHk := cHullNα

n (δk ∪ {κ+Lα[x]}) and set αk = OR∩cHk. Note that for
λ ∈ SNα

n−1, it cannot be the case that there are rΣn formulas ϕ and ψ such that
Nαk

|= ϕ ≤∗ ψ and Nα|λ |= ψ < ϕ. It is then easy to see that 〈αk | k < ω〉 is a
branch through T ′

h.

For a branch b of T ′
h, let Mb be the direct limit given by the branch. Note

that we consider Mb in the signature {∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ , κ̇+}.

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 Mb is wellfounded, then ThMb

rΣn
(θ) ⊆ ThNα

rΣn
(θ).9

Proof. Suppose not. Let ψ be an rΣn formula and ~x ∈ [θ]<ω be such that
ψ(~x) ∈ ThMb

rΣn
(θ) but ψ(~x) /∈ ThNα

rΣn
(θ). We claim that there is an rΣn formula

ϕ and ~y ∈ [θ]<ω such that ϕ(~y) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(θ) but ϕ(~y) /∈ ThMb

rΣn
(θ). Suppose not,

i.e. ThMb

rΣn
(θ) ) ThNα

rΣn
(θ). Then, we must have that ThNα

rΣn
(θ) is a ≤∗-initial

segment of ThMb

rΣn
(θ). But since ThMb

rΣn
(θ) ∈ Nα and so all its initial segments

are elements in Nα, this means that ThMb

rΣn
(θ) ∈ Nα, a contradiction! Now,

Nα |= ϕ(~y) <∗ ψ(~x), but for some s ∈ b, Nαs
|= ψ(~x) ≤∗ ϕ(~y). However, this

means that s must have gotten pruned during the (n + 1)-pruning process, a
contradiction!

To finish the proof, it suffices to see that there is a branch b through T ′
h such

thatMb is illfounded. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that for every branch
b of T ′

h,Mb is wellfounded. Note then that for any branch b of T ′
h,Mb = Lγb(R

+)
for some γb. By the construction of the tree Th, κ

+Lγb = sup{θs | s ∈ b} = θ
so that γb > θ. Note that we consider Mb as a structure in the signature

{∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ , κ̇+} so that Mb = Nγb for some γb. As in the proof of Lemma
5.5, one verifies that γb ∈ (θ, α].

Claim 3. If b is a branch of T ′
h, then Nγb ≺Σn−1 Nα.

Proof. Let b ∈ [T ′
h] and suppose for the sake of contradiction thatNγb 6≺Σn−1

Nα. This means that γb < α and δ := sup(SNα

n−1 ∩ γb) < γb. Note that

Nγb = Hull
Nγb
n (θ). Let π : Nγb → Nα be such that if x = mτ

Nγb
ϕ (~x) ∈ Nγb ,

for an rΣn formula ϕ and ~x ∈ [θ]<ω, then π(x) = mτNα
ϕ (~x). Note that π is

well-defined by Claim 2. Moreover, rΣn statements are upwards preserved by
π, i.e. if ϕ is rΣn, p ∈ Nγb , and Nγb |= ϕ(p), then Nα |= ϕ(π(p)).

Note that π ↾ (θ + 1) = id. Furthermore, since sup(S
Nγb

n−1 ∩ γb) = γb and

π[S
Nγb

n−1] ⊂ SNα

n−1 by the Σn−1-elementarity of π and the fact that S
Nγb

n−1 is Πn−1

definable over Nα, it follows that π 6= id and so there is crit(π) > θ. This is a
contradiction, since θ = lgcd(Nγb), but crit(π) is a cardinal of Nγb !

It follows from the claim that for every node s ∈ Th there is γ < α such that
s /∈ Tγ , or there is some γ ∈ SNα

n−1 such that Nγ |= Ths. Note that this is a
disjunction of two rΣn formulas. Thus, this is an instance of the Σn-Collection
scheme, so that there is some γ, which works uniformly for all nodes s ∈ Th.
Recall that we are assuming that all branches through T ′

h give wellfounded
models. Thus, in particular,

ThNα

rΣn
(θ) =

⋃

s∈T ′
h

Ths .

9Recall that by Definition 5.9 the structure Nα has the signature {∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ ,
˙κ+}.
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But this means that overNγ the theory ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Lα[x]) can be computed. Since

ρNα
n = κ+Lα[x], this is a contradiction! Thus, there must be branches of T ′

h whose
direct limit Mb is illfounded. This shows that the tree T is illfounded.

Theorem 5.11. There is a branch b through T such that

• if Mb is the direct limit given by b, then wfc(Mb) = Lα(R
+), and

• for every s ∈ b, {s} is Σn ∧Πn-definable over Lα(R
+) from the parameter

κ+Lα[x].

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 Lα(R

+) which is impossible. Similarly, it cannot be the left-most branch of
any tree in Lα(R

+). But we will prune T in a certain way, producing a subtree
T ′ that is definable over Lα(R

+) (but not an element of it), and we can take b
as the left-most branch of T ′.

Proof. Define the (n + 1)-pruning 〈Tγ | γ < α〉 of T from T just as the
(n+ 1)-pruning of Th was defined from Th in the proof of Lemma 5.10. Let T ′

be the result; that is, T ′ is the last tree produced by the process.
We claim T ′ is illfounded. We showed that T ′

h has a cofinal branch c =
〈αk | k < ω〉 such that Mc is illfounded and sup{αk | k < ω} = θ. Let
c′ = 〈(αk, βk) | k < ω〉, where the βk’s witness the illfoundedness of Mc. Then
c′ is a branch of T ′. For in the successor steps of the (n + 1)-pruning process,
for every node s ∈ c′ and for every ξ < θ, there is some t ∈ c′ such that s <T t
and ξ < θt, since sup{αk | k < ω} = θ. And in the limit steps λ ∈ SNα

n−1, there
is no disagreement on the ordering ≤∗ between Nα and Nαk

, since αk ∈ T ′
h.

Let b = 〈(αk, βk)〉k<ω be the left-most branch of T ′ in the lexicographical
ordering. Let Mb denote the direct limit given by b, which we consider in the

signature {∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ , κ̇+}, and let β = wfo(Mb). Note that κ+Mb < β <
ORMb , i.e. Mb is illfounded and its κ+ is in the wellfounded cut. We consider

Mb as a structure in the signature {∈̇, Ṙ, (ẋ)x∈R+ , κ̇+}.

Claim 1. κ+Mb = θ.

Proof. By construction, we have κ+Mb ≤ θ. Let us suppose, for the sake
of contradiction, that κ+Mb < θ.

Subclaim 1. ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) ( ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb).

Proof. SinceMb is illfounded, there is an rΣn formula ϕ and ~y ∈ [κ+Mb ]<ω

such that ϕ(~y) ∈ ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb), but ϕ(~y) /∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb). So, ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) 6=

ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb).

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) 6⊆ ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb),

i.e. there is an rΣn formula ψ and ~x ∈ [κ+Mb ]<ω such that ψ(~x) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb),

but ψ(~x) /∈ ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb). Note that Nα |= ψ(~x) < ϕ(~y), since ϕ(~y) does not

20



hold in Nα. However, ϕ(~y) ≤∗
s ψ(~x) for some s ∈ b. This is a contradiction,

since s must have been removed during the (n+ 1)-pruning of T !

Note that not only

ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) ( ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb), (3)

but that ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) is a ≤∗-initial segment of ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb).10 Let β′ :=

sup{lvMb

ϕ (~x) | ϕ(~x) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb)}.

Subclaim 2. β′ ≤ β.

Proof. Let ϕ(~x) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb). Let γ = lvMb

ϕ (~x), so ThMb

rΣn−1
(γ) wit-

nesses ϕ(~x). We may assume that γ ≥ κ+Mb . Since γ = lvMb

ϕ (~x), there is

f ∈ rΣMb
n ({~x}) such that f : κ+Mb → γ is surjective. There are rΣn formulas

ψ1 and ψ2 such that for η, ζ < κ+Mb ,

f(η) < f(ζ) ⇐⇒ Mb |= ψ1(η, ζ, ~x),

and
f(η) ≥ f(ζ) ⇐⇒ Mb |= ψ2(η, ζ, ~x).

Moreover, for all η, ζ < κ+Mb , either ψ1(η, ζ, ~x) ∈ ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb) or ψ2(η, ζ, ~x) ∈

ThMb

rΣn
(κ+Mb). Let f ′ : κ+Lα[x] → γ′ be the function given by the evaluation of

the defining formula of f with parameters ~x in Nα. Then for all η, ζ < κ+Mb

f ′(η) < f ′(ζ) ⇐⇒ Nα |= ψ1(η, ζ, ~x) and f
′(η) ≥ f ′(ζ) ⇐⇒ Nα |= ψ2(η, ζ, ~x),

and either ψ1(η, ζ, ~x) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) or ψ2(η, ζ, ~x) ∈ ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb). But then

by (3), the theories must agree on these statements, so that we have an order-
preserving embedding from γ into γ′, so γ is wellfounded. This means that
γ < β.

Case 1. β = β′. Similarly as in the previous paragraph we might associate
with every γ < β′ some γ′. Let β̄ be the supremum of the γ′’s for γ < β′.
Note that wfc(Mb) ≺Σn−1 Mb, since β

′ is a limit of elements of SMb

n−1 and β̄ is

a limit of elements in SNα

n−1. However, it easily follows from 3 of Definition 5.7,

that SMb

n−1 ∩ (ORMb \β) 6= ∅. Thus, by Lemma 4.1, Nβ is Σn-admissible, which
contradicts the minimality of α!

Case 2. β′ < β. For a node s ∈ T ′ and γ ∈ (θs + 1, αs], we let Ths(γ) :=

Th
Nγ

rΣn
(θs). We also set Ths(α) := ThNα

rΣn
(θs).

Subclaim 3. There is t ∈ T ′ and an rΣn formula ϕ and ~x ∈ [θt]
<ω such that

1. there is γt < αt such that Tht(γt) = Tht(α),

10Note that since Mb might be illfounded it could be that this not literally true, since
ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) might not be an element of Mb. In this case, we mean that ThNα

rΣn
(κ+Mb) is

a cut of Th
Mb
rΣn

(κ+Mb).
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2. ϕ(~x) ∈ Tht(αt) \ Tht(α) and lv
Nαt
ϕ (~x) = γt, and

3. for all t′ ≥T ′ t, ϕ(~x) ∈ Tht′(αt′) \ Tht′(α) and lv
Nα

t′
ϕ (~x) = πt,t′(γt)

and for all rΣn formulas ψ and ~y ∈ [θt′ ]
<ω such that ψ(~y) <∗

t′ ϕ(~x),
ψ(~y) ∈ Tht′(α).

Proof. Let s ∈ b be such that β′ ∈ ran(πs,b) and let β̄′ ∈ Lαs
(R+) be such

that πs,b(β̄
′) = β′. Note that if we set γs = β̄′, then Ths(γs) = Ths(α) by the

rΣn-elementarity of πs,b.
We claim that there is an rΣn formula ϕ and ~x ∈ [θs]

<ω such that ϕ(~x) ∈
Ths(αs) \ Ths(α) and lvNαs

ϕ (~x) = γs. Note that Lβ′(R+) is not Σn-admissible,

since κ+Mb < θ. But then also Lγs(R
+) is not Σn-admissible and thus there is

an rΣn formula ψ, δ ≤ κ+Lγs(R
+), and ~y ∈ [κ+Lγs (R

+)]<ω such that

Lγs(R
+) |= ∀α < δ∃zψ(z, α, ~y),

but there is no bound for this in Lγs(R
+). We may assume without loss of

generality that δ = κ+Lγs (R
+). Now note that the statement ϕ(~y, κ̇+) which

says that there is some γ such that for all α < κ̇+ there is some subtheory z
of ThrΣn−1(γ) which witnesses that ψ(z, α, ~y), is an rΣn-fact of ≤∗-rank γs in

Lαs
(R+). Moreover, ϕ(~y, κ̇+) cannot be in Ths(α) by the definition of β′.
Set s0 := s. If for all extensions s′ of s0 in T

′, 3 holds we are done, so suppose
that there is some s1 ≥T ′ s0 such that 3 fails, i.e. there is some γs1 < πs0,s1(γs)

such that for some rΣn formula ϕ1 and ~x1 ∈ [κ+Lαs1
(R+)]<ω such that ϕ1(~x1) ∈

Ths1(γs1) \ Ths1(α), lv
Nαs1
ϕ1 (~x1) = γs1 . Let s1 be the lexicographical least such

node and let γs1 be the least failure at s1. If 3 holds of s1 we are done, otherwise
we let s2 be the least node witnessing the contrary and let γs2 < πs1,s2(γs1) be
the least ordinal witnessing the failure of 3 at s1. If 3 holds at s2 we are done,
otherwise we continue as before.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that this continues infinitely so that
〈(sk, γsk) | k < ω〉 is defined. Let c := (s ↾ (lh(s)− 1))⌢〈(αsk , γsk) | k < ω〉 and
note that by construction c is a branch through T ′. However, since γs < βs, c
is left of b, a contradiction!

This finishes the proof of the subclaim.

Let t ∈ T ′ be as in the subclaim. For s ∈ (T ′)t, let γs := πt,s(γt). Note
that for every s ∈ (T ′)t, Ths(γs) = Ths(α), as otherwise there is a disagreement
about the ordering ≤∗ between Nα and Tht.

By Σn-Collection, there is some ξs < α such that ξs ∈ SNα

n−1 and Nξs |=
Ths(γs). But this means that for every node s ∈ (T )t, it is pruned at some
stage ξ < α during the (n+1)-pruning process, or there is some ξ < α such that
ξ ∈ SNα

n−1 and Nξ |= Ths(γs). Since this is a disjunction of two rΣn-statements,
it follows that once again by Σn-Collection, there is a uniform such ξ. This
means that we can uniformly compute ThNα

rΣn
(γs) for s ∈ (Tξ)t over Nξ. Note

that we cannot compute T ′
t over Nξ as there might be nodes s ∈ (Tξ)t that get
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pruned after stage ξ in the (n + 1)-pruning process. However, for such s still
Nξ |= Ths(γs). However, in the successor step of the (n + 1)-pruning process
we assured that for every ζ < θ, there is an extension s of t in T ′ such that
ζ < θs, so that sup{γs | s ∈ (T ′)t} = θ. But this means that ThNα

rΣn
(θ) can be

computed over Nξ, a contradiction!

As before, we have
ThNα

rΣn
(θ) ( ThMb

rΣn
(θ).

But then, since Nα = HullNα

n (θ), it follows that there is a Σn−1-elementary
embedding

π : Nα →Mb,

that preserves rΣn statements upwards. Then, since all proper initial segments
of Nα are Σn-definable from parameters below θ and π ↾ θ + 1 = id, we have
that π is the inclusion map. This means that wfc(Mb) ⊇ Lα(R

+). From the
minimality of α it then follows that wfc(Mb) = Lα(R

+).
Regarding the definability of {s} from the parameter θ for s ∈ b, note that

we may define {s} as follows: Note that T is Σ1-definable from the parameter
θ. Given s′ ∈ T , we have s′ = s if and only if for all t ∈ T such that lh(t) =
lh(s) = m and t <lex s, there exists γ such that t /∈ Tγ , where Tγ is a tree in
the (n+ 1)-pruning process of T and, for all γ < α, s ∈ Tγ , i.e. the node s does
not get removed during the (n+ 1)-pruning process.

Definition 5.13. Let 〈(αk, βk)〉k<ω be left-most branch of the tree T ′ as in the
proof of Theorem 5.11. Let ~p := 〈αk | k < ω〉.

6 The direct limit systems

In this section, we will define a direct limit system F of iterates of Mad. We will
also refer to this system as the external system. We will then define over Lα[x]
in a Σ1-fashion a direct limit system D̃, which we will refer to as the internal
covering system. The point is that Lα[x] can approximate F with D̃, since by
what we will show, F is in a certain sense dense in D̃. 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 Lα[x,G]. We will leave the straight-
forward adaption of the systems and the involved definitions to the context of
Lα[x,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(T ) 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(T ) =
Lγ(M(T )) for some γ < OR such that there is m < ω such that Lγ(M(T )) is

m-sound and ρ
Lγ(M(T ))
m+1 < δ(T ) or there is A ∈ Σ

Lγ(M(T ))
ω (Lγ(M(T ))) which

witnesses a failure of δ(T ) being Woodin with respect to EM(T ).

Definition 6.1. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th. Let δN and µN

be the unique Woodin cardinal, respectively, inaccessible greater than δN of N
and let θN = (µN )+N . We set N− = N |(δN )+N and call N− the suitable part
of N .

We write BN for the ω-generator extender algebra of N at δN , constructed
using extenders E ∈ EN such that νE is an N -cardinal.

If µN = κ, θN = κ+Lα[x] and ORN = α, we say that N is a pre-Mad-like
x-weasel. Moreover, if, moreover, x is (N,BN )-generic, we say that N is a good
pre-Mad-like x-weasel.

For a passive premouse N , that models Th, by Lemma 2.10, ρNn−1 = ORN ,
and by Lemma 2.11, ρNn = θN .

Remark 6.2. If N and P are good pre-Mad-like x-weasels such that N−, P− ∈
Lα[x], then, since the extender algebra may be absorbed into Col(ω,< κ) and
the definition of Lα(R

+) is homogeneous, there is g′ which is (N,Col(ω,< κ))-
generic and g′′ which is (P,Col(ω,< κ))-generic such that we have L(RN [g′]) =
L(RP [g′′]) = Lα(R

+).

Definition 6.3. Let N be a premouse that models Th and β ≥ ω. We say
that T is a n-maximal β-wellfounded iteration tree on N if T is defined as a n-
maximal iteration tree with the exception that for α < lh(T ), if [0, α]T ∩DT = ∅

and ORMT
α 6≤ β, then we only require that instead of full wellfoundedness

β ⊆ wfc(MT
α ).

Definition 6.4. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th, β, η ≥ ω, and
T an n-maximal β-wellfounded iteration tree on N of limit length less than η.
Then T is (η, β)-short if Q(T ) exists and Q(T ) 6|= Th; otherwise we say that
T is (η, β)-maximal. If M = MT

α for some α < lh(T ), we say that M is a
β-wellfounded n-maximal iterate of N .

Remark 6.5. Note that if Q(T ) 6|= Th, then clearly, for no N EQ(T ) such that
M(T ) E N , N |= Th. By condensation, it follows that for all N such that
N EQ(T ), N is not a model of Th.

Let N be a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ and suppose that
N is (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iterable. Let T ∈ Lα[x] be a n-normal iteration tree on N
of limit length less than κ. Then T is (κ, β)-short for all β iff Q(T ) = Jγ(M(T ))
for some γ < κ.

Definition 6.6. Let N be a (n− 1)-sound premouse, β ≥ ω, and T a n-maximal
β-wellfounded iteration tree on N . Let β < OR and let b be a cofinal non-
dropping branch through T . We say that b is β-wellfounded if Q(T ) = Q(b, T )

and if ORMT
b ≤ β, then MT

b is wellfounded, and else, β ⊆ wfc(MT
b ).

If b is a β-wellfounded cofinal branch, we say that MT
b is a β-wellfounded

k-maximal 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 η, β ≥ ω. We
say that N is (η, β)-normally-short-tree-iterable if there is a function f whose
domain includes all (η, β)-short n-maximal β-wellfounded trees T on N , and for
an (η, β)-short n-maximal β-wellfounded tree T on N , f(T ) = b, where b is a
non-dropping cofinal branch through T that is β-wellfounded.

Definition 6.8. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and η, β ≥ ω.
Then a premouse P is a (η, β)-pseudo-normal iterate of N if P |= Th, and there
is a n-maximal β-wellfounded tree T on N of length less than η such that either
P is a model in T , or there is a β-wellfounded cofinal branch b of T such that
P = wfc(MT

b ), or T is (η, β)-maximal and P = Lγ(M(T )), where γ < OR is
such that Lγ(M(T )) |= Th.

Remark 6.9. Let N be a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ and
suppose that N is (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iterable. Let T ∈ Lα[x] be a (κ, κ)-maximal
tree on N . Let P be the (κ, κ)-pseudo-normal iterate of N given by T . Then
P = Lα(M(T )) and P− ∈ Lα[x]|κ.

Definition 6.10. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and η, β ≥ ω.
Then an (η, β)-relevant finite pseudo-stack on N is a sequence 〈Tj〉j<k for some
k < ω such that there is a sequence 〈Nj〉j<k where N0 = N , and for j < k, Nj
is a passive premouse which models Th and Tj is an n-maximal β-wellfounded
iteration tree on Nβ of length less than η, and if j + 1 < k, then either Tj
has successor length and is terminally non-dropping, i.e. there is no drop in

model on its main branch, and Nj+1 = M
Tj
∞ or Nj+1 = wfc(M

Tj
∞), where

M
Tj
∞ is a β-wellfounded n-maximal iterate of Nj , or Tj is (η, β)-maximal and

Nj+1 = Lγ(M(Tj)) for some γ < OR.

Definition 6.11. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and η, β ≥ ω.
P is a non-dropping (η, β)-pseudo-iterate of N if there is a (η, β)-relevant finite
pseudo-stack 〈Tj〉j≤k+1 on N such that Tk+1 has successor length and bTk+1 does

not drop in model or degree and P = M
Tk+1
∞ or P = wfc(M

Tk+1
∞ ) and M

Tk+1
∞

is β-wellfounded, or Tk+1 is (η, β)-maximal and P = Lγ(M(Tk+1)), where γ is
such that Lγ(M(Tk+1)) |= Th.

Definition 6.12. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and η, β ≥ ω.
ThenN is (η, β)-short-tree-iterable if there is a function f whose domain includes

all sequences ~T = 〈Tβ〉β≤k+1 such that

1. 〈Tβ〉β≤k is an (η, β)-relevant finite pseudo-stack that gives rise to a non-
dropping (η, β)-pseudo iterate P , and

2. Tk+1 is an (η, β)-short n-maximal β-wellfounded iteration tree on P ,

and for such ~T , f(~T ) = b, where b is a non-dropping β-wellfounded cofinal
branch through Tk+1.

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

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

Remark 6.14. We will use the notion of Mad-like in Lα[x] and related models
so that κ is a fixed parameter and therefore does not appear in the terminology.
Note that by [8] every non-dropping iterate of Mad is given by a tree of length
less than κ is Mad-like. Moreover, since Mad is (n, ω1, ω1 + 1)∗-iterable, it is
also (ω1, γ)-short-tree-iterable for all γ < OR.

Definition 6.15. If N is a pre-Mad-like x-weasel that is Mad-like, we say that
N is a Mad-like x-weasel. Moreover, if x is (N,BN )-generic, then we say that
N is a good Mad-like x-weasel.

Remark 6.16. Let N be a Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x,G] and let
T be a (κ, κ)-short tree on N . Then there is a unique κ-wellfounded cofinal
branch b through T .

Definition 6.17. Let N and P be Mad-like. We write N 99K P if P is a
non-dropping (κ, κ)-pseudo-normal iterate of N and denote the n-maximal κ-
wellfounded tree leading from N to P by TNP . In the case where TNP is (κ, κ)-
maximal and there is a cofinal κ-wellfounded branch b through TNP , we let TNP
include this branch.

It is easy to see that TNP is unique, so this is well-defined.

Lemma 6.18. 99K is a partial order on the set of Mad-like premice.

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

6.2 The external direct limit system

Definition 6.19. Let F be the set of all iterates N of Mad via ΣMad

such that
N is a good pre-Mad-like x-weasel and N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ.

Lemma 6.20. Let N,P ∈ F . Then there is Q ∈ F such that N 99K Q and
P 99K Q.

Proof. Let us define T 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 κ, we distinguish two cases. The first
case is that Q(T ),Q(U) ∈ Lα[x]. Then, since Lα[x]|κ is a ZFC-model and so
Σ1

1-absolute, we can run the standard argument11 to see that the unique cofinal
wellfounded branches of T and U are in Lα[x]|κ. The other case is that either
Q(T ) /∈ Lα[x] or Q(U) /∈ Lα[x]. Let us assume without loss of generality that
Q(T ) /∈ Lα[x]. Note that this means that M(T ) = M(U) ∈ Lα[x]|κ. How-
ever, it is then easy to see that if c is the cofinal wellfounded branch through

11See for example the proof of Lemma 3.10 in [17]
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T according to ΣMad

, then MT
c = Lα(MT ), and Lα(MT ) is a pre-Mad-like

x-weasel. Note that by the standard argument the process cannot last longer
than η + 1-many steps, where η = max{δN , δP }.

Let R := Lα(MT ). Working in Lα[x]|κ, let T on R− be the x-genericity
iteration at δR 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 Q is the iterate
given by T , Q ∈ F .

Corollary 6.21. (F , 99K) is a directed partial order.

Lemma 6.22. F 6= ∅.

Proof. Let T be the x-genericity iteration at δM
ad

of Mad. A simi-

lar argument as in the proof of Lemma 6.20 shows that MT
∞|(δM

T
∞)+MT

∞ ∈
Lα[x]|κ. Thus, κ remains inaccessible in MT

∞[x]. Moreover, by Lemma 2.15,
MT

∞ |= Th. By Lemma 3.4, it follows that MT
∞[x] |= Σn- KP. We claim

α′ := ORMT
∞ = α. Let us first assume that α′ < α. Then MT

∞[x] |=
Σn-KP∧“κ is inaccessible” ∧ “κ+exists”, and α′ < α. This contradicts the
minimality of α. Now, let us suppose that α′ > α. Note that MT

∞[x]|α |=

Σn-KP∧“κ is inaccessible” ∧ “κ+exists”, since MT
∞|(δM

T
∞)+MT

∞ ∈ Lα[x]|κ.
However, this means that MT

∞ 6|= Th, a contradiction.

Note that for N,P,Q ∈ F such that N 99K P 99K Q, we have

iFN,Q = iFP,Q ◦ iFN,P ,

where iFN,P : N → P is the embedding given by the iteration tree TNP and

ΣMad

, and likewise iFP,Q and iFN,P . We may define

MF
∞ = dir lim〈P,Q; iFP,Q | P,Q ∈ F with P 99K Q〉

and let iFP∞ be the direct limit map. By [8], MF
∞ is in fact a normal non-

dropping countable iterate of Mad and thus is a model of the theory Th and is
(ω1, ω1)-short-tree-iterable (in V ). Moreover, for each P ∈ F , iFP∞ is given by

the iteration map according to ΣMad

.

Definition 6.23. Let N ∈ F and s ∈ ([α]<ω \ {∅}). Then N is s-stable if for all
P ∈ F such that N 99K P we have iFN,Q(s) = s.

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

Lemma 6.24. Let N ∈ F . Then for all s ∈ ([α]<ω \ {∅}) there is P ∈ F such
that N 99K P and P is s-stable.
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7 The internal covering system

We are now going to define the internal covering system D̃. We will first in-
troduce the notion of s-iterability in order to state the definition of D̃. We
then show that D̃ is Σ1-definable over Lα[x] from the parameters θ and RLα[x].
Finally, we will show that F is in a certain sense dense in D̃ and D̃ is correct
enough to approximate MF

∞ 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[x,G]-case.

Let us begin with the definition of s-iterability.

Definition 7.1. For an ordinal β let fin(β) = [β]<ω \ {∅} and for s ∈ fin(β) let
s− = s \ {max(s)}.

Definition 7.2. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and let s ∈
fin(ORN ) be such that δN < max(s). Set

γNs := sup(δN ∩ HullN |max(s)
ω ({s−}))

and
HN
s = HullN |max(s)

ω (γNs ∪ {s−}).

Let Ls be the language of set theory together with the set of constant symbols
{α̇}α∈s− and let Fml(Ls) be the set of formulas in the language Ls. For α ∈ s−,
let α̇N = α and set

ThNs = {〈ϕ, t〉 : ϕ ∈ Fml(Ls), t ∈ [δN ]<ω, and N |max(s) |= ϕ[t]}.

Note that via coding ThNs ⊆ δN . A standard argument shows the following.

Lemma 7.3. Let N be a passive premouse that models Th and s ∈ fin(ORN )
such that δN < max(s). Then

γNs = sup(HN
s ∩ δN ).

Definition 7.4. Let N be a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ. Let
s ∈ fin(α) be such that δN < max(s). ThenN is s-iterable if for all pre-Mad-like
x-weasel P1, P2, P3 such that P−

1 , P
−
2 , P

−
3 ∈ Lα[x]|κ and N 99K P1 99K P2 99K

P3, letting Tij = TPiPj
, we have that Col(ω,< κ) forces the following statements

over Lα[x]:

1. there is a T12-cofinal branch b which respects s in the sense that δP2 ∈
wfp(MT12

b ), b does not drop, and iT12

b (ThP1
s ) = ThP2

s , and

2. whenever b12, b23, b13 are T12, T23, T13-cofinal branches respectively which
respect s, we have

iT13

b13
↾ γP1

s = iT23

b23
◦ iT12

b12
↾ γP1

s .

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 D̃ be the set of all (N, s) such that N is a pre-Mad-like x-
weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ, s ∈ fin(α), and such that in Lα[x] the following
holds:

1. N is Mad-like,

2. δLα(N) < max(s), and

3. N is s-iterable.

For (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃, let

(N, s) ≤ (P, t) iff N 99K P and s ⊂ t.

7.1 The definability of the internal covering system

We now want to show that D̃ is Σ1-definable over Lα[x] from the parameters θ
and RLα[x].

Lemma 7.7. The set of all N that are pre-Mad-like x-weasels such that N− ∈
Lα[x]|κ is definable over Lα[x]|κ.

Proof. Let A ∈ Lα[x]|κ. Clearly, since κ is a limit cardinal of Lα[x],
it is definable over Lα[x]|κ that A is a premouse with a Woodin cardinal δA.
Moreover, by condensation (δA)+Lκ(A) = (δA)+Lα(A), so that the condition
that ORA = (δA)+Lα(A) is also definable over Lα[x]|κ. Also, it is definable
over Lα[x]|κ that for all γ < κ, Lγ(A) 6|= Th. Note that since A ∈ Lα[x],
we have that N := Lα(A) is Σn-admissible. We claim that for all β < α,
N |β 6|= Th. This is already true for β ≤ κ by assumption. Let us suppose for
the sake of contradiction that there is β ∈ (κ, α) such that N |β |= Th. Then
N |= ∃γ(γ > δN ∧N |γ |= Th), which is a Σ1 statement with parameter δN . Let
H := HullNn (δN + 1). Let π : N̄ → H be the inverse of the transitive collapse
map. Note that N̄ ⊳ N |κ. However, then there is some γ ∈ (δN , κ) such that
N |γ |= Th, a contradiction! Thus, Lα(A) |= Th.

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

Lemma 7.8. Let N be a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ and
T ∈ Lα[x]|κ be a n-maximal iteration tree on N of limit length less than κ.
Then for a non-dropping cofinal branch b of T that is in Lα[x] the following are
equivalent:

1. α ⊆ wfc(MT
b ),

2. iTb (κ) ⊆ wfc(MT
b ), and
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3. κ ⊆ wfc(MT
b ).

Proof. Clearly, 1 implies 2, since iTb (κ) < α, and 2 implies 3. To show that
3 implies 1, let b ∈ Lα[x]|κ+Lα[x] be a non-dropping cofinal branch of T such
that κ ⊂ wfc(MT

b ). Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is β < α
such that β /∈ wfc(MT

b ) and suppose that β is the least such. Note that since
θ is regular in Lα[x], there is N ′ ⊳N such that if we consider T on N ′ as T ′,
MT ′

b is not wellfounded. Since MT ′

b ∈ Lα[x], there is 〈βk | k < ω〉 ∈ Lα[x] such
that iTij(βi) < βj for i < j < ω.

Let ξ = iT
′

b ((δN )+N ). Note that λ < ξ < κ. Let X ≺1000 Lα[x]|θ be
such that Card(X) < κ and {N |β0, T ′, b} ∪ {〈βn | n < ω〉} ∪ N |(ξ + ω) ∈ X .
Let π : M → Lα[x]|θ be the inverse of the transitive collapse map of X , so
that π is Σ1000-elementary. Let {N̄ |β̄0, T̄ , b̄} ∪ {β̄n | n < λ} ∈ M be such
that π((N̄ |β̄0, T̄ , b̄)) = (N |β0, T ′, b) and π(β̄n) = βn for all n < λ. Note that

MT
b |i

T
b (ORMT̄

0 ) = MT̄
b . But then MT

b is illfounded below κ, a contradiction!

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

Lemma 7.9. Let N be pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ. Let T ∈
Lα[x] be a putative n-maximal iteration tree on N such that lh(T ) = λ+1 < κ.
Let b = [0, λ]T . Then the following are equivalent:

1. there is a drop in model along b and MT
λ is wellfounded and has height

less than κ, or b is non-dropping and α ⊆ wfc(MT
λ ), and

2. there is a drop in model along b and MT
λ is wellfounded and has height

less than κ, or b is non-dropping and κ ⊆ wfc(MT
λ ).

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

Corollary 7.10. The set of all N that are pre-Mad-like x-weasels such that
N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ and such that Lα[x] |= N is Mad-like is definable over Lα[x]|κ.

Now it follows almost immediately that the notion of s-iterability is locally
definable over Lα[x] for a fixed s ∈ fin(α).

Lemma 7.11. Let N be a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ, and
s ∈ fin(α) such that θ < max(s). Then the following are equivalent:

1. Lα[x] |= “N− is s-iterable”, and

2. Lα[x]|(max(s) + ω) |= “N− is s-iterable”.

This is straightforward since for any H which is (Lα[x],Col(ω,< κ))-generic,
Lα[x][H ] and Lmax(s)+ω[x][H ] have the same set of reals.

Corollary 7.12. For N a pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ, and
s ∈ fin(α) such that θ < max(s) the statement “N is s-iterable” is Σ1-definable
over Lα[x] in parameters {N, s,RLα[x], θ}.
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Note that we need the parameter RLα[x] in order to quantify in a bounded
way over all possible branches that respect s.

Lemma 7.13. D̃ is Σ1-definable over Lα[x] from the parameters θ and RLα[x].

7.2 The relation between the internal and the external

system

Lemma 7.14. Let N ∈ F . Then Lα[x] |= “N is (κ, κ)-short-tree-iterable”.

Proof. By Lemma 7.9, it suffices to see that for a (κ, κ)-short tree T ∈
Lα[x] on N , there is a branch b ∈ Lα[x] such that κ ⊆ wfc(MT

b ). By Remark
6.5, Q(T ) = Jγ(M(T )) for some γ < κ, so that Q(T ) ∈ Lα[x]|κ.

It is easy to see that T is (κ, κ)-short in V . Thus, there is a cofinal well-
founded branch b ∈ V such that

Q(b, T ) = Q(T ).

Let h be (Lα[x]|θ,Col(ω, κ))-generic. In (Lα[x]|θ)[h], T , N |(δN+)+N , and Q(T )
are countable. Moreover, (Lα[x]|θ)[h] is a ZF

−-model. Thus, by Σ1
1-absoluteness

there is a cofinal branch c ∈ (Lα[x]|θ)[h] through T ′ such that

Q(c, T ) = Q(T ).

But this implies that b = c and therefore, b ∈ (Lα[x]|θ)[h]. However, h was
arbitrary, and thus, by Solovay’s Lemma, b ∈ Lα[x]|θ. So b ∈ Lα[x].

Corollary 7.15. Let s ∈ fin(α) and N ∈ F be s-stable. Then (N, s) ∈ D̃.

Lemma 7.16. Let N , P and s, t ∈ fin(α) be such that (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃ and
max{s, t} > µ, where µ is the cardinal successor of max{δN , δP } in Lα[x]. Then
there is R such that (R, s∪ t) ∈ D̃, and (N, s) ≤ (R, s∪ t) and (P, t) ≤ (R, s∪ t).
Moreover, δR ≤ µ < κ.

Proof. Let Q ∈ F be s ∪ t-stable and work in Lα[x]. Let T on N , U
on P , and V on Q result from the standard process of iterating away the least
disagreement at successor steps, and from choosing according to the (κ, κ)-short-
tree-strategies for N ,P , and Q at limit steps. By the same argument as in the
proof of 6.20, the process cannot last µ+ 1-many steps. Moreover, since N ,P ,
and Q are sufficiently iterable in Lα[x], 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 (κ, κ)-short. In
this case, we either have fully wellfounded cofinal branches through T and U , and
we may then argue as in the proof of Lemma 6.20, or there is a branch which is
κ-wellfounded. Let us suppose without loss of generality that T does not have a
fully wellfounded branch. In this case, by Lemma 7.8, the κ-wellfounded branch
b of T is α-wellfounded. However, then by the proof of Lemma 2.15 and the
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fact that Lα(MT
b |κ) |= Th, it follows that R := MT

b |α = wfc(MT
b ), so that

R is a (κ, κ)-pseudo normal iterate of N ,P and Q. Then it is easy to see that
(R, s ∪ t) ∈ D̃.

The second case is that there is no more disagreement at a successor step. In
this case, the final iterate R is κ-wellfounded. But then again R is α-wellfounded
and then much as in the proof of Lemma 6.20, R is a Mad-like x-weasel in Lα[x]
and δR < µ < max(s ∪ t) and R is s ∪ t-iterable.

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

R := Lα′(M(T )) = Lα′(M(U)),

where α′ is such that Lα′(M(T )) |= Th. We aim to see that α′ = α. Let us
first suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that α′ > α. Much as before, we
have Lα(M(T )) |= Th, since M(T ) ∈ Lα[x]|κ. This contradicts the fact that
R |= Th. Now, let us suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that α′ < α. Note
that since Q is an iterate of Mad, there is by Lemma 2.15, a cofinal wellfounded
branch b leading from Q to R and an n-embedding iVb : Q→ R in V . However,
we may then derive a contradiction in the same way as in the proof of Lemma
6.20.

Lemma 7.17. Let N and s ∈ fin(α) be such that (N, s) ∈ D̃ and max{s, t} > ζ,
where ζ is the cardinal successor of δN in Lα[x]. Then there is R such that
(R, s) ∈ D̃, and (N, s) ≤ (R, s) and x is generic over R for the extender algebra
at δR. Moreover, δR ≤ ζ < κ.

Proof. We work in Lα[x]. Let T be the x-genericity iteration at δN 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 (κ, κ)-maxmial tree.
Let R = Lα′(M(T )), where α′ is such that Lα′(M(T )) |= Th. By Lemma 3.4,
Σn-KP is preserved by forcing with the extender algebra over R. Moreover, µR

remains inaccessible in R[x]. Thus, since R− ∈ Lα[x], Lα′(R−)[x] models

Σn- KP∧∃κ(“κ is inaccessible and κ+ exists”).

This means that α ≤ α′ by the minimality of α. Suppose for the sake of
contradiction that α < α′. Note that since δR < κ, and κ is inaccessible
in R[x]|α = Lα[x], κ is inaccessible in R|α and κ+Lα[x] is a cardinal in R|α.
However, this means that R |= Th, a contradiction! Thus, α = α′. But then it
follows that κ = µR and κ+Lα[x] = θR, so that R is a good Mad-like x-weasel
and R− ∈ Lα[x]|κ.

Corollary 7.18. (D̃,≤) is a directed partial order.
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Corollary 7.19. Let N , P and s, t ∈ fin(α) be such that (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃ and
max{s, t} > µ, where µ is the cardinal successor of max{δN , δP } in Lα[x]. Then
there is R such that (R, s∪ t) ∈ D̃, and (N, s) ≤ (R, s∪ t) and (P, t) ≤ (R, s∪ t)
and x is generic over R for the extender algebra at δR. Moreover, δR ≤ µ < κ.

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.

We now derive a direct limit from D̃ as follows.

Definition 7.20. Let (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃ be such that (N, s) ≤ (P, t). We denote
by

iD̃(N,s),(P,t) : H
N
s → HP

t

the embedding such that if a ∈ HN
s and ϕ is a rΣn formula and ~y ∈ [γNs ]<ω such

that τ
N |max(s)
ϕ (~y, {s−}) = a, then iD̃(N,s),(P,t)(a) = τ

P |max(t)
ϕ (iTNP

b (~y), {s−}),

where b is a TNP -cofinal branch which respects s in a Col(ω,< κ)-extension
of Lα[x].

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

map is well-defined and unique. Moreover, iD̃(N,s),(P,t) is a Σ0-elementary em-
bedding.

Lemma 7.21. Let (N, s), (P, t), (R, u) ∈ D̃ be such that (N, s) ≤ (P, t) ≤ (R, u).
Then

iD̃(N,s),(R,u) = iD̃(P,t),(R,u) ◦ i
D̃
(N,s),(P,t).

Lemma 7.22. The set {(P, s) ∈ D̃ : P ∈ F∧s ∈ fin(α)∧P is s-stable} is dense
in D̃.

Proof. Let (P, s) ∈ D̃. By 6.24, there is N ∈ F such that N is s-stable.
By Corollary 7.19, there is a good Mad-like x-weasel R such that R− ∈ Lα[x]|κ,
N 99K R, and P 99K R. Since N 99K R, R is s-stable and thus s-iterable by
Lemma 7.14 and Lemma 7.5. Since P 99K R, it follows that (P, s) ≤ (R, s).

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

stable, the map iD̃(N,s),(P,t) approximates the map iFN,P .

Lemma 7.23. Let (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃ be such that (N, s) ≤ (P, t), N,P ∈ F ,
and N is s-stable. Then

iFN,P ↾ HN
s = iD̃(N,s),(P,t).

Definition 7.24. Let

M D̃
∞ = dir lim〈HN

s , H
P
t ; i

D̃
(N,s),(P,t) : (N, s), (P, t) ∈ D̃ and (N, s) ≤ (P, t)〉

and let iD̃(N,s)∞ : HN
s →M D̃

∞ be the (Σ0-elementary) direct limit maps.
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We now aim to establish MF
∞ = M D̃

∞. Before we do this, we need to proof
some properties about the sequence ~p which we constructed in Section 5.

7.3 The generating fixed points

Definition 7.25. Let ~γ = 〈γk | k < ω〉 be such that

γk = sup(HullLα(R
+)

n (αk ∪ {θ} ∪ R+ ∪ {R+}) ∩OR),

where ~p = 〈αk〉k<ω is as in Definition 5.13. Let S∞ := ~p⌢~γ.

Note that by Σn-Collection γk < α for all k < ω. Moreover, sup(~γ) = α,

as otherwise Th
Lα(R

+)
rΣn

(θ + 1 ∪ R+ ∪ {R+}) ∈ Lα(R
+). We also have γk =

sup{lvLα(R+)
ϕ (~x) : ϕ(~x) ∈ Th

Lα(R
+)

rΣn
(αk ∪ {θ} ∪ R+ ∪ {R+})} for k < ω. In

particular, γk ∈ S
Lα(R+)
n−1 .

Lemma 7.26. Let N ∈ F . Let k < ω and s = ~p ↾ k. Then {s} is rΣn ∧ rΠn-
definable from the parameter θN over N , uniformly in N .

Proof. Note that BN × ColN (ω,< κ) is equivalent to P := ColN (ω,< κ)
and therefore there exists G′ which is (N,ColN (ω,< κ))-generic and equivalent
to (x,G), i.e. N [G′] = N [x,G] = Lα[x,G].

Let
Ṙ = {(ż, p) | p P

N “ż is a real”} ∩N |κ

be the canonical name of R+. Since Col(ω,< κ) is homogeneous, Ṙ is homo-
geneous, and Lα(R

+) is a Σ1-definable class of Lα[x,G] from the parameter Ṙ,
there is an rΣn formula ϕLα(R+) such that for all rΣn formulas ϕ and all η < α,

∅ P

N ϕLα(R+)(η̌, ϕ̌, Ṙ) ⇐⇒ Lα(R
+) |= ϕ(η).

By Theorem 5.11, {s} is rΣn ∧ rΠn-definable from the parameter θN = κ+Lα[x]

over Lα(R
+). It then follows by Lemma 3.3 that {s} is rΣn ∧ rΠn-definable

from the parameter θN over N .

Lemma 7.27. Let N,P ∈ F be such that N 99K P . Then for all k < ω,
iFN,P (αk) = αk and for all k < ω, iFN,P (γk) = γk.

Proof. For αk, k < ω, the claim follows immediately from Lemma 7.26.
Let k < ω and let HN := HullNn (αk ∪ {θ}), HP := HullPn (αk ∪ {θ}) and H :=

HullLα(R+)
n (αk ∪ {θ} ∪ R+ ∪ {R+}).
We claim H ∩OR = HN ∩OR = HP ∩OR. Note that since N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ,

N− is coded by a real in R+. Then it is easy to see that HN ⊆ H . On the
other hand, letting P := ColN (ω,< κ) and G′ be (N,ColN (ω,< κ))-generic such
that N [G′] = Lα[x,G] there are P-names for every real x ∈ R+ in N |κ 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 ∩OR ⊆ HN ∩OR.
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In particular, γk = sup(HN ∩α) = sup(HP ∩α). In order to finish the proof,
it suffices to see that iNP (sup(H

N ∩ α)) = sup(HP ∩ α). Note that

N |= ∀η < γk∃ϕ ∈ Fml ∃~x ∈ [αk]
<ω(lvϕ(~x, θ) > η),

where Fml is the set of rΣn formulas. But then by rΣn+1-elementarity, this is
preserved by iFN,P , so

P |= ∀η < iFN,P (γk)∃ϕ ∈ Fml ∃~x ∈ [αk]
<ω(lvϕ(~x, θ) > η).

However, since sup(HP ∩ α) = γk, this means that iFN,P (γk) = γk.

Lemma 7.28. Let N be a good pre-Mad-like x-weasel such that N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ
and let S ⊆ α be such that S is cofinal in θ and α. Then sup(δN ∩HullNn (S)) =
δN .

Proof. Let X := HullNn (S) and suppose for the sake of contradiction that
sup(X ∩ δN ) = γ < δN . Let Y := HullNn (γ ∪ S). Since S is cofinal in α
and δN is regular in N , it follows that γ = sup(Y ∩ δN ). Let π : N̄ → N be
the inverse of the transitive collapse map of Y . Let (δ̄, κ̄, θ̄) ∈ N̄ be such that
π((δ̄, κ̄, θ̄)) = (δN , κ, θ). Note that δ̄ is a Woodin cardinal in N̄ , κ̄ is inaccessible
in N̄ , and θ̄ is the cardinal successor of κ̄ in N̄ . As γ = δ̄ is the critical point

of π, N̄ ||γ = N ||γ. Moreover, if ᾱ := ORN̄ , then N̄ = Lᾱ(N̄ |γ). Since N does
not have a proper initial segment that models Th, there are no extenders of EN

indexed in the interval (γ, ᾱ]. Thus, N̄ ⊳N .
We now aim to derive a contradiction by showing that N̄ is Σn-admissible.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that N̄ is not Σn-admissible, i.e. Σn-
Collection fails. Let λ be the least failure of Σn-Collection, i.e. there is a function
f ∈ ΣN̄n (N̄) such that dom(f) = λ where λ ≤ θ̄ but f /∈ N̄ , and λ is the least
such. Let ϕf be a Σn formula and p ∈ N̄ which define f .

Let us first consider the case that λ < θ̄. Let f̃ be the partial function
with dom(f̃) = sup(π[λ]) and for x ∈ dom(f̃), f̃(x) is the unique y ∈ N such
that N |= ϕf (x, y, π(p)) if it exists and otherwise f̃(x) is undefined. Note that

sup(dom(f̃)) ≤ π(λ) < θ. Moreover, since S is cofinal in α and f is cofinal in

ORN̄ it follows that f̃ is cofinal in α. Let B ⊆ sup(π(λ)) < θ be such that
B = {ξ < π(λ) : N |= ∃yϕf (ξ, y, π(p))}. Note that B is Σn-definable. In the
case B ∈ N it follows from Σn-admissibility and the Σn-elementarity of π that
f ∈ N̄ , a contradiction! In the case B /∈ N , we have ρNn ≤ sup(π(λ)) < θ, a
contradiction!

Now, let us consider the case that dom(f) = θ̄. Note that π is continuous
at θ̄, since S is cofinal in θ. Let f̃ be defined as before. Since λ is the least
failure of Σn-Collection in N̄ , it follows that f̃(γ) is defined for all γ ∈ θ. But
then we have by Σn-admissibility of N , that f̃ ∈ N , and it follows that f ∈ N̄ .
Contradiction!

Lemma 7.29. Let N ∈ F . Then

N = HullNn (δN ∪ S∞).
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Proof. Note that by Lemma 2.16, Mad = HullM
ad

n+1 (ω). Let N ∈ F and

i : Mad → N be the iteration map according to Σ. Since ρM
ad

n = θM
ad

and the
iteration tree T is n-maximal, i is an n-embedding. Moreover, N is n-sound
and N = HullNn+1(δ

N ).

Let k < ω and let Tk := ThNn (αk ∪ {θ}) ∈ N . Note that the function f that
sends ϕ(~x) ∈ Tk to lvNϕ (~x) is rΣn over N . Thus, by Σn-Collection there is some

η < α such that for every ϕ(~x) ∈ Tk there is a subtheory of ThNn−1(η ∪ {θ}),
which witnesses ϕ(~x) ∈ Tk. However, since S∞ is cofinal in α we may assume
without loss of generality that η ∈ S∞. But then, as ThNn−1(η) ∈ HullNn (S∞),

Tk ∈ HullNn (S∞).
Now note that since for every rΣn+1 formula ϕ and ~x ∈ [δN ]<ω, the rΣn+1

formula ∃z(mτϕ(~x) = z) has a witness which is coded by a subtheory of ThNn (γ)
for γ < α large enough. Thus, since 〈αk〉k<ω is cofinal in θ, we may assume
that γ = αk for some k < ω. But Tk ∈ HullNn (δN ∪ {S∞}), so that mτNϕ (~x) ∈

HullNn (S∞ ∪ δN ).

Note that since ~γ ⊆ S
L(R+)
n−1 , we have the following.

Corollary 7.30. Let N ∈ F . Then

N =
⋃

s∈[S∞]<ω

HN
s .

Definition 7.31. Let N ∈ F and set S∗
∞ = iFN∞[S∞].

Note that for any N,P ∈ F we have iFN∞ ↾ S∞ = iFP∞ ↾ S∞. 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. MF
∞ = HullM

F
∞

n (δ∞ ∪ S∗
∞).

7.4 Properties of the direct limit

We are now going to establish that MF
∞ and M D̃

∞ are equal.

Definition 7.33. Let σ : M D̃
∞ → MF

∞ be defined as follows: Given (N, s) ∈ D̃
and x ∈ HN

s let P ∈ F be such that N 99K P and P is s-stable and set

σ(iD̃(N,s)∞(x)) = iFP∞(iD̃(N,s),(P,s)(x)).

The proof of the following Lemma is a variant of the proof of Claim 2 in [7].

Lemma 7.34. M D̃
∞ =MF

∞ and σ = id.

Proof. It suffices to see that σ is surjective. Let y ∈MF
∞. Let P ∈ F and

ȳ ∈ P be such that iFP∞(ȳ) = y. By Corollary 7.30, there is s ∈ [S∞]<ω such
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that ȳ ∈ HP
s . Note that by Lemma 7.27, P is s-stable and hence s-iterable.

Thus,

σ(iD̃(P,s),∞(ȳ)) = iFP∞(ȳ) = y

and y ∈ ran(σ).

Definition 7.35. Let M∞ = M D̃
∞ = MF

∞ and let δ∞ be the unique Woodin
cardinal of M∞, κ∞ be the unique inaccessible cardinal of M∞ greater than
δ∞, and θ∞ = (κ∞)+M∞ .

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

1. η∞ = κ, and

2. δ∞ = θ = κ+Lα[x,G].

Proof. Showing clause 1 is a standard argument, so we omit the proof. That
δ∞ ≥ θ follows as in the L[x,G]-case, so we omit the argument. Let us show
that δ∞ ≤ θ. Let γ < δ∞ and (N, s) ∈ D̃ be such that there is γ̄ ∈ HN

s such

that iD̃(N,s)∞(γ̄) = γ. Note that γ̄ < γNs . Let

A := {(Q, β) : (N, s) ≤ (Q, s) and β < iD̃(N,s),(Q,s)(γ̄)}

Let f : A→ OR be given by

f((Q, β)) = iD̃(Q,s)∞(β).

We have that γ ⊆ ran(f). Note that the map which sends pairs (P, β), (Q, β) ∈

A such that (P, s) ≤ (Q, s) to iD̃(P,s),(Q,s) is definable over Lα[x]|max(s). Thus,

over Lα[x]|max(s), we may define the direct limit of these maps and then take
its transitive collapse in Lα[x], so that A, f ∈ Lα[x]. Since A may be coded by
a subset of κ, we have that γ < θ. We have shown that δ∞ ≤ θ.

Definition 7.37. Let

D̃ ↾ S∞ = {(N, s) ∈ D̃ | s ∈ [S∞]<ω}.

Lemma 7.38. D̃ ↾ S∞ covers D̃ in that for all z ∈M∞ there is (N, s) ∈ D̃ ↾ S∞

such that z ∈ ran(iD̃(N,s)∞).

Proof. Let z ∈ M∞. Let (N, s) ∈ D̃ be such that z ∈ ran(iD̃(N,s)∞) and

let z̄ ∈ HN
s be such that iD̃(N,s)∞(z̄) = z. We may assume without loss of

generality that N ∈ F is a s-stable. By Corollary 7.30, there is t ∈ [S∞]<ω such
that z̄ ∈ HN

t . But then, since N is t-stable, (N, s ∪ t) ∈ D̃. This means that

iD̃(N,t)∞(z̄) = z = iD̃(N,s)∞(z̄).
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7.5 The definability of the direct limit

So far we have established that D̃ is a Σ1-definable class of Lα[x] in the param-
eters RLα[x] and κ. We now show that M∞ is a Σ1-definable class of Lα[x] in
the parameters RLα[x] and κ.

Definition 7.39. Let

D̃ ↾ θ = {(N, s) ∈ D̃ : s ∈ fin(θ)}.

Let M̄∞ be the direct limit of

〈HN
s ; iD̃(N,s),(P,t) : (N, s) ≤ (P, t) ∈ D̃ ↾ θ〉,

and for (N, s) ∈ D̃ ↾ θ, let iD̃↾θ

(N,s)∞ be the direct limit map.

Lemma 7.40. (D̃ ↾ θ,≤↾ θ) is definable over Lα[x]|θ

Proof. It suffices to see that being s-iterable is definable over Lα[x]|θ for
s ∈ fin(θ). However, this is true by Lemma 7.11.

Definition 7.41. Let σ̄ : M̄∞ →M∞|θ be such that for y ∈ M̄∞, if (N, s) ∈ D̃ ↾ θ

and ȳ ∈ HN
s are such that y = iD̃↾θ

(N,s)∞(ȳ), then σ̄(y) = iD̃(N,s)∞(ȳ).

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

Lemma 7.42. σ̄ = id.

Proof. For s ∈ [S∞]<ω \ {∅} and (N, s) ∈ D̃ ↾ S∞ such that N ∈ F , let
KN be the transitive collapse of

HN := HullN |max(s)
ω (κ ∪ s−),

and let πN : KN → HN be the inverse of the transitive collapse map. Set

s̄N = t ∪ {ORK
N

}, where πN (t) = s−.
We aim to see that (N, s̄N ) ∈ D̃ ↾ θ. To this end note that it suffices to see

thatN is s̄N -stable. Let P ∈ F be such thatN 99K P and let i := iFN,P : N → P .

Since N is s-stable, i(κ) = κ and i is a n-embedding, we have i(s̄N ) = s̄P . We
aim to see that OR∩HN = OR∩HP , since then it follows that s̄N = s̄P and
so N is s̄N -stable.

Let
H := HullLα[x]|max(s)

ω (κ ∪ s− ∪ {x}),

where we consider the hull in the language L∈̇. We claim that for all Q ∈ F ,
H ∩ OR = HQ ∩ OR. Let us first show that HQ ∩ OR ⊆ H ∩ OR. Note
that Q− ∈ Lα[x]|max(s) and Q|max(s) = Lmax(s)(Q

−). Thus, Q|max(s) is a
definable class of Lα[x]|max(s). But then it is easy to see that HQ ∩ OR ⊆
H ∩OR.
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In order to show the converse inclusion, let ξ ∈ H ∩ OR. Then by the
argument from the proof of Lemma 7.26 and Lemma 3.1, there are a Σω formula
ϕ, p ∈ BQ, ~z ∈ [κ]<ω, and a BQ-name ẋ for x such that

Q |= p B ξ̌ = τLα[x]|max(s)
ϕ (~z, s−, ẋ).

However, since we may consider BQ as a subset of κ, this defines ξ overQ|max(s).
Thus, ξ ∈ HQ.

Let y ∈ M∞|θ∞. Let (N, s) ∈ D̃ be such that N ∈ F , N is s-stable and

there is ȳ ∈ HN+

s such that iD̃(N,s)∞(ȳ) = y. Let y′ = iD̃↾θ

(N,s̄)∞(ȳ). We claim

σ̄(y′) = y. By definition, σ̄(y′) = iD̃(N,s̄)∞(ȳ). Note that N is s ∪ s̄-stable and,

therefore, (N, s ∪ s̄) ∈ D̃. However, iD̃(N,s),(N,s∪s̄)(ȳ) = iD̃(N,s̄),(N,s∪s̄)(ȳ), and the

claim follows. We have shown that y ∈ ran(σ̄). Since σ̄ is an embedding, it
follows that σ̄ = id.

Lemma 7.43. ORM∞ = α.

Proof. Note that by definition, ORM∞ ≥ α. Suppose for the sake of
contradiction that ORM∞ > α. By Lemma 7.42, the uncollapsed version of the
direct limit up to its largest cardinal is definable over Lα[x]|θ. Since Lα[x] is
Σ1-admissible and the full scheme of foundation holds in Lα[x], it follows that
θ∞ ∈ Lα[x]. Thus, α > θ∞. However, this means that M∞|α |= Σn- KP, since
M∞ = LORM∞ (M∞|δ∞) = LORM∞ (M∞|θ) and M∞|δ∞ ∈ Lα[x] which holds
again by Lemma 7.42. Thus, M∞|α |= Th′, a contradiction, since M∞ |= Th!

Lemma 7.44. M∞ is a Σ1-definable class of Lα[x] from the parameters RLα[x]

and {θ}. In addition, D̃ and M∞ are Σ2-definable classes of Lα[x] without
parameters.

Proof. The first part follows from Lemma 7.42 and Lemma 7.43. The
second part then follows, since RLα[x] is Σ2-definable over Lα[x] without pa-
rameters.

8 M∞’s version of the direct limit

Definition 8.1. Let ∗ : α → α be defined as follows: For β < α, let (N, s) ∈ D̃
be such that β ∈ s− and set

β∗ = iD̃(N,s)∞(β).

Note that the definition of β∗ does not depend on (N, s).
By Lemma 7.13, D̃ is a Σ1-definable class of Lα[x] from the parameters θ

and RLα[x]. This allows us to define a version of the internal covering system D̃
in M∞.
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Definition 8.2. Let ϕ be the Σ1-formula given by Lemma 7.13 and N ∈ F
and let P = iFN∞(BN ). Let h be (M∞,P)-generic. Let D̃∞ be the class of all
a ∈M∞[h] such that M∞[h] |= ϕ(a, θ∞,RM∞[h]).

Let M D̃∞

∞ be defined analogously via ψ, where ψ is as in the first part of

Lemma 7.44, and let iD̃
∞

(N,s),(P,t) denote the corresponding maps and iD̃
∞

(N,s)∞
denote the direct limit maps.

Remark 8.3. Note that notions of pre-Mad-like x-weasel, Mad-like, and s-
iterability do not apply to the structures in D̃∞, simply because for N ∈ D̃∞,
θN > θ. However, these notions may be straightforwardly adapted for the struc-
tures in D̃∞, so that we will also talk about these for the elements in D̃∞. We
leave the details of this adaption to the reader.

Lemma 8.4. For s ∈ fin(α), M∞[h] |= “M∞ is s∗-iterable”.

Proof. Let N ∈ F be s-stable. Note that

N |= ∃p ∈ BN (p BN “N is s-iterable)”.

But this means that over M∞ it is forced that M∞ is s∗-iterable.

In particular, (M∞, s
∗) ∈ D̃∞ for all s ∈ fin(α). Thus, the following defini-

tion makes sense.

Definition 8.5. iD̃
∞

M∞∞ =
⋃
{iD̃

∞

(M∞,s∗)∞ : s ∈ fin(α)}.

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

Lemma 8.6. M∞ =
⋃
{HM∞

s∗ : s ∈ [S∞]<ω \ {∅}} =
⋃
{HM∞

s : s ∈ [S∗
∞]<ω \

{∅}} and iD̃
∞

M∞∞ : M∞ →M D̃∞

∞ .

Proof. This follows from Corollary 7.32 and the fact that δ∞ = sup(δ∞ ∩
HullM∞

n (S∗
∞)).

Definition 8.7. Let F∗ be the set of all non-dropping iterates N of M∞ via
n-maximal trees in M∞|κ∞ such that N− ∈M∞|κ∞ and letMF∗

∞ be the direct
limit of F∗.

Lemma 8.8. MF∗

∞ =M D̃∞

∞ . In particular, M D̃∞

∞ is a normal iterate of M∞.

Proof. Let N,P ∈ F∗ be such that N 99K P and let i : N → P be the
iteration map. We claim i ↾ S∗

∞ = id. Let Q ∈ F . Note that since Q embeds
into M∞ via iFQ∞, Q embeds into N and P via n-embeddings. However, S∞ is
rΣn+1-definable over Q. Note that then similar arguments as in the proof of
Lemma 5.11 and Lemma 7.27 show that i ↾ S∗

∞ = id. By Corollary 7.32, M∞ =
HullM∞

n (δ∞ ∪ S∗
∞). We thus have that for any N ∈ F∗, N = HullNn (δN ∪ S∗

∞),
where δN is the Woodin cardinal of N . Moreover, δN = sup(δN ∩ HullNn (S∗

∞))
as the proof of Lemma 7.28 shows. The claim now follows as in the proof of
Lemma 7.34.
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Definition 8.9. LetM∞
∞ =MF∗

∞ =M D̃∞

∞ and let k : M∞ →M∞
∞ be the iteration

map given by ΣMad

.

Lemma 8.10. k = iD̃
∞

M∞∞.

Proof. By the proof of Lemma 8.8, for all s ∈ [S∗
∞]<ω, M∞ is s-stable.

However, then similar to Lemma 7.23, for all N ∈ F∗, iF
∗

M∞N
↾ HM∞

s =

iD̃
∞

(M∞,s)(N,s)
for all s ∈ [S∗

∞]<ω. The claim then follows from the fact that

{(N, s) : N ∈ F∗ ∧ s ∈ [S∗
∞]<ω} is dense in D̃∞.

For the proof of Lemma 8.11 we will need to consider the internal direct limit
system as computed in Lα[x,G], where G is (Lα[x],Col(ω,< κ))-generic. So let

us fix such G and let D̃Lα[x,G] be Lα[x,G]’s version of D̃ and let M
Lα[x,G]
∞ the

direct limit of this system. We claim thatM∞ =M
Lα[x,G]
∞ . This is follows from

the fact that D̃ is dense in D̃Lα[x,G]. This is in turn shown by a “Boolean-valued
comparison”. More precisely, for (N, s) ∈ D̃Lα[x,G], we compare (P, s) ∈ D̃ 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 D̃ is dense
D̃Lα[x,G]. By a straightforward adoption of the arguments so far, we also have
that D̃Lα[x,G] is Σ1-definable over Lα[x,G] from the parameters θ and RLα[x,G],

and M∞ =M
Lα[x,G]
∞ is Σ1-definable from the same parameters.

Lemma 8.11. k ↾ α = ∗.

Proof. Let β < α. By Corollary 7.32, there is s ∈ [S∞]<ω such that

β ∈ HM∞
s∗ . Let N ∈ F be such that β ∈ ran(iD̃(N,s)∞) and N is {β}-stable and

hence s ∪ {β}-stable. Let β̄ ∈ N be such that iD̃(N,s)∞(β̄) = β. Note that N
models

Col(ω,< κ)  iD̃(V [ġ],s)∞(β̄) = β

and this statement is Σ2 over N by the remark before the statement of the
lemma. Since iFN∞ is Σ1-elementary, it follows that

M∞ |= Col(ω,< κ∞)  iD̃
∞

(V [ġ],s∗)∞(β̄) = β∗.

Since iD̃
∞

(M [h],s∗)∞(β) = k(β), this finishes the proof.

Lemma 8.12. ∗ is Σ1-definable from ∗ ↾ θ over M∞[∗ ↾ θ] := Lα[E
M∞ , ∗ ↾ θ].

Proof. Let E be the (θ, δ∞∞)-extender derived from k : M∞ → M∞
∞ , where

δ∞∞ denotes the unique Woodin cardinal of M∞
∞ . Note that the iteration from

M∞ toM∞
∞ is based onM∞|δ∞, so that E is Σ1-definable from k ↾ δ∞ = ∗ ↾ δ∞

and M∞|δ∞∞ and thus from ∗ ↾ θ over M∞[∗ ↾ θ]. Moreover, k is the same as
the ultrapower embedding σ : M∞ → Ult0(M∞, E) = Ultn(M∞, E) = M∞

∞ . In
order to prove the claim, it suffices to see that σ is Σ1 definable over M∞[∗ ↾ θ]
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from the parameter E. Let σ′ : M∞|θ∞ → Ult(M∞|θ∞, E) be the ultrapower
map of the ultrapower of M∞|θ∞ via E. Note that σ′ is Σ1 definable over
M∞[∗ ↾ θ] from the parameter E. Let

A = {γ < α : ρM∞|γ
ω = θ∞}.

Since θ∞ is the largest cardinal of M∞, sup(A) = α. For γ ∈ A, let Tγ =

ThM∞|γ
ω (θ∞). Note that σ is continuous at θ∞. Thus, σ(Tγ) =

⋃
ξ<θ∞

σ′(Tγ ∩
M∞|ξ). However, M∞[∗ ↾ θ] can via σ(Tγ) compute σ ↾ (M∞|γ). Thus, σ is
Σ1-definable over M∞[∗ ↾ θ] from ∗ ↾ θ.

Definition 8.13. Let M∞[∗] = Lα[E
M∞ , ∗].

Definition 8.14. Let Σ0 be the restriction of ΣMad

to non-dropping stacks on
M∞ such that the last model is pre-Mad-like x-weasel and its suitable part is
in M∞|κ∞.

Lemma 8.15. M∞[∗] =M∞[Σ0]

Proof. Let us first prove that M∞[∗] ⊆M∞[Σ0]. Note that F∗ ∈M∞[Σ0].
Thus, iF

∗

M∞∞ ↾ θ ∈ M∞[Σ0], where i
F∗

M∞∞ is the direct limit map. So M∞[∗] ⊆
M∞[Σ0].

In order to show thatM∞[Σ0] ⊆M∞[∗]. Let N be a non-dropping iterate of

M∞ via an n-maximal tree T ′ which is according to ΣMad

such that N is a pre-
Mad-like x-weasel and N− ∈M∞|κ∞. Let b and T be such that T ′ = T ⌢b. It
suffices to see that b ∈M∞[∗]. We may assume that δ(T ) = δN , since otherwise
it is clear that b ∈M∞[∗].

We claim that {b} is Σ1-definable over M∞[∗]. Let B be the set of cofinal
branches c of T such that N |δN ⊆ wfc(MT

c ). Clearly, b ∈ B. If B = {b}, we
are done. So suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is c ∈ B such
that c 6= b of T such that δN ⊆ wfc(MT

c ) and c 6= b. Note that there is a
unique tree U on N such that there is a cofinal wellfounded branch b′ which is
according to Σ0 such that if iUb′ ◦ i

T
b = iF

∗

M∞∞ and so (iUb′ ◦ i
T
b ) ↾ δ∞ = ∗ ↾ δ∞.

If there is no cofinal branch c′ of U such that (iUc′ ◦ i
T
c ) ↾ δ∞ = ∗ ↾ δ∞, we

are done. So, suppose that there is such c′. Note that c′ 6= b′. This means
that ran(iUb′) ∩ ran(iUc′) ⊇ ∗ ↾ δ∞. However, ∗ ↾ δ∞ is cofinal in δ∞∞, which is a
contradiction to Lemma 2.6 of [17]. Thus, {b} is Σ1-definable over M∞[∗]. By
the Spector-Gandy Theorem it follows that b ∈M∞[∗].

9 δ∞ is Woodin in M∞[Σ0]

In this section, we will show that δ∞ remains a Woodin cardinal in M∞[Σ0].
The proof is an adaption of [9] to our context.

Definition 9.1. Let j := iMad∞ : Mad → M∞ be the iteration map given by

ΣMad

and let S̄∞ be defined over Mad as S∞ is defined over N .
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Remark 9.2. Note that for any N ∈ F , S∞ ⊆ ran(iMadN ), since S∞ is an
rΣn+1-definable class of N , where iMadN denotes the iteration map given by

ΣMad

, and iMadN [S̄∞] = S∞. Moreover, j[S̄∞] = S∗
∞.

Lemma 9.3. HullM∞[∗]
n (ran(j)) = HullM∞[∗]

n (S∗
∞), where we consider M∞[∗]

with the predicates EM∞ and ∗.

Proof. Notice that since HullM∞
n (X) ⊆ HullM∞[∗]

n (X) for all X , it suffices

to show that Mad = HullM
ad

n (S̄∞). Let N ∈ F . Note that S̄∞ is cofinal

in ORMad

and θM
ad

. It follows from the proof of Lemma 7.29 that Mad =

HullM
ad

n (S̄∞).

Lemma 9.4. Let H := HullM∞[∗]
n (ran(j)). Then H ∩ α = ran(j) ∩ α.

Proof. Clearly, ran(j) ⊂ 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 ∈ [S∞]<ω let ks = k ↾ HM∞
s∗ = iD̃

∞

(M∞,s∗)∞. Note that ks
is definable from s∗ and ∗ ↾ max(s∗) over M∞[∗], so that ks ∈ ran(j). Let
β < α and let s ∈ [S∞]<ω be such that β ∈ HM∞

s∗ . We have β∗ = ks(β) and
ks ∈ ran(j). Thus, β ∈ ran(j) if and only if β∗ ∈ ran(j).

Let β ∈ H ∩ α. We aim to see that β ∈ ran(j). By the claim, it suffices
to see that β∗ ∈ ran(j). By Lemma 9.3, we can fix s ∈ [S∞]<ω and an rΣn
formula ϕ such that β is the unique β′ < α such that M∞[∗] |= ϕ(s∗, β′). Let
η ∈ S∗

∞ be such that η > max{β, θ,max(s∗)} and η is sufficiently large so that
M∞[∗]|η can compute the values of the elements of s ∪ κ under the ∗-map. Let
s+ = s∗ ∪ {η∗}.

Let N ∈ F be such that N is {β} ∪ s+-stable. Note that since M∞[∗] is
Σ1-definable over Lα[x,G] from the parameters θ and RLα[x,G], we have that β
is the unique ordinal less than α such that

N |= Col(ω,< κ)  “M∞[∗] |= ϕ(β, s∗)”,

and thus β is Σ1-definable over N from the parameter (s, θ)12 (note that θ
determines κ and Ṙ). Note that then β is also definable over N |η from the
parameter s and a formula ψ, so that β ∈ HN

s∪{η}. Since N is {β}-stable,

β∗ = iD̃(N,s+)∞(β). But this means that

HM∞

s+
|= “β∗ is the unique γ such that ψ(γ, s∗)”.

Since ran(j) ≺rΣn+1 M∞ and s+ ∈ ran(j) it follows that β∗ ∈ ran(j).

12Note that we use here that ∗ ↾ θ as computed in Lα[x] is the same as computed in Lα[x,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 ΣMad

-iterate of Mad such that N is

a pre-Mad-like x-weasel and N− ∈ Lα[x]|κ. Let ΛN be the restriction of ΣMad

to non-dropping stacks on N such that the last model is pre-Mad-like x-weasel
and in N |µN . Let Λ = ΛMad = Σ0.

Lemma 9.6. The transitive collapse of HullM∞[Σ0]
n (ran(j)) is Mad[Λ]. More-

over, VMad

δM
ad = V

Mad[Λ]

δM
ad and δMad is regular in both models.

Proof. Since M∞[Σ0] ⊆ Lα[x,G] and θ = δ∞ is regular in Lα[x,G], it

follows that δ∞ is regular in M∞[Σ0]. But then, since VM∞

δ∞
= V

M∞[Σ0]
δ∞

the
claim follows easily.

Let
π0 : M

ad → Mad ⊆ Mad[Λ]

be the identity map. Let Ψ be the putative iteration strategy for Mad[Λ] given
by “inverse copying” via π0. This makes sense by Lemma 9.6.

For a putative iteration tree U on Mad[Λ] via Ψ and β < lh(U) such that
[0, β]U does not drop, we write MU

β = NU
β [ΛU

β ], i.e. N
U
β is putatively Mad-like

and ΛU
β is some putative iteration strategy. Letting T be the inverse copy on

Mad, let
πβ : M

T
β → NU

β

be the copy map.

Lemma 9.7. Let T ,U , β, and πβ be as above. Then NU
β = MT

β , πβ = id, and

ΛU
β = ΛMT

β
. Thus, MU

β = MT
β [ΛMT

β
], and MU

β is wellfounded.

Proof. Let R = MT
β . Note that R is a ΣMad

-iterate of Mad. Since M∞
∞ is

a Σ2 definable class ofM∞, we may pull this definition back via j, so that every
iterate P of Mad and h that is (P,Col(ω,< µP ))-generic has its own version of
M∞ which we denote by (M∞)P [h].

Let us write for the remaining proofM∞ = (M∞)R[h] for some fixed h which
is (R,Col(ω,< µR))-generic and M∞[Σ] = (M∞[∗])R[h].13 It is easy to see by

the earlier proofs that M∞ is a ΣMad

-iterate of R and therefore a ΣMad

-iterate
of Mad. We have the following commuting diagram.

Mad R

M∞

i
MadR

i
MadM∞

iRM∞

13Note that by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 8.15, (M∞[∗])R[h] =
(M∞)R[h][Λ(M∞)R[h] ].
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Let

H∞
ad = HullM∞[Σ]

n (ran(iMadM∞
)),

H∞
R = HullM∞[Σ]

n (ran(iRM∞)), and

H
R[ΛR]
ad = HullR[ΛR]

n (ran(iMadR)).

By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 9.4, we have

H∞
ad ∩OR = ran(πMadM∞

) ∩OR , and

H∞
R ∩OR = ran(πRM∞) ∩OR,

so that

H∞
ad ∩M∞ = ran(iMadM∞

),

H∞
R ∩M∞ = ran(iRM∞),

and the transitive collapse of H∞
ad is Mad[Λ], and the transitive collapse of H∞

R

is R[ΛR]. Note that both their strategies lift to M∞[Σ]. By the commutativity

of the maps, it follows that the transitive collapse of H
R[ΛR]
ad is Mad[Λ].

Let i+
MadM∞

: Mad[Λ] → M∞[Σ] be the inverse of the transitive collapse

map. Note that iMadM∞
⊆ i+

MadM∞
. Likewise, define i+RM∞

and i+
MadR

.

Let Ead∞ be the (δM
ad

, δM∞)-extender derived from πMadM∞
, ER∞ be the

(δR, δM∞)-extender derived from πRM∞ , and EadR be the (δM
ad

, δR)-extender
derived from πMadR. Then

Ead∞ = ER∞ ◦ EadR

and

R = Ultn(M
ad, EadR),

M∞ = Ultn(M
ad, Ead∞) = Ultn(R,ER∞),

and iMadR, iMadM∞
, and iRM∞ are the ultrapower maps. Note that the ex-

tender Ead∞ can be applied to Mad[Λ], since VMad

δM
ad = V

Mad[Λ]

δM
ad . Likewise for

EadR and ER∞. The factor map ρ : Ultn(Mad[Λ], Ead∞) → M∞[Σ] must be
the identity, since iMadM∞

⊆ i+
MadM∞

. The same holds for the other factor
maps, so that

M∞[Σ] = Ultn(M
ad[Λ], Ead∞)

M∞[Σ] = Ultn(R[ΛR], ER∞),

R[ΛR] = Ultn(M
ad[Λ], EadR),

and i+ad∞, i+R∞, and i+adR are the ultrapower maps. However, EadR is the
branch extender of [0, β]U in U , so that

NU
β [ΛU

β ] = MU
β = Ult(Mad[Λ], EadR) = R[ΛR]
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and iU0β = i+
MadR

is the ultrapower map. Thus, NU
β = R = MT

β and ΛU
β =

ΛR = ΛMT
β
.

Note that since πβ : R → NU
β is the inverse copy map, we have πβ ↾ δR = id

and iU0β = πβ ◦ iT0β. However, since

iT0β = iMadR ⊆ i+
MadR

= iU0β,

it follows that πβ ↾ ran(iT0β) = id. But then

δN
U
β ∪ ran(iT0β ↾ S̄∞) ⊆ ran(πβ),

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

Lemma 9.8. δ∞ is Woodin in M∞[Σ0] =M∞[∗].

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that δ∞ is not Woodin in
M∞[Σ0]. We arrange M∞[Σ0] as a fine structural strategy premouse. Let
Q⊳M∞[Σ0] be the Q-structure witnessing that δ∞ is not Woodin. Since M∞

is a normal iterate of Mad, there is a limit length n-maximal tree T on (Mad)−

such that M(T ) =M∞|δ∞. Since T is definable from (Mad)− and M∞|δ∞, T
is definable over Lα[x,G]|θ and therefore T ∈ Lα[x,G]. Let b = Σ(T ) be the
unique cofinal wellfounded branch of T . Let U be the copy of T on Mad[Λ] via
the copy map π0 : M

ad → Mad[Λ]. By Lemma 9.7, U is the iteration tree that
leads from Mad[Λ] to M∞[Σ0]. Note that we assume Mad[Λ] to be arranged as
a fine structural strategy premouse in this context. We have iUb (Q̄) = Q, where

Q̄⊳Mad[Λ] is the Q-structure witnessing that δM
ad

is not Woodin in Mad[Λ].
Let h be sufficiently (Lα[x,G],Col(ω, θ))-generic, so that Lα[x,G][h] is a

model of Σn-KP. Over Lα[x,G]|(θ + ω · ω)[h] we might define a tree searching
for a pair (R, c) such that

1. R is a strategy premouse extending Mad|δM
ad

,

2. δM
ad

is inaccessible in J (R),

3. c is a non-dropping T -cofinal branch, and

4. considering T as a tree on J (R), then iTc (R) = Q.

Note that the pair (Q̄, b) witnesses that there is a branch through this tree.
We claim that (Q̄, b) is the unique such witness: For, suppose that (R, c) and

(R′, c′) are given by branches of this tree. Then we may consider T as a tree U

on J (R) and T as a tree U ′ on J (R′). Since J (R) and J (R′) agree below δM
ad

,

U ,U ′ are based below δM
ad

, and δM
ad

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, c) 6= (R′, c′), then Mad|δM
ad

|= ∃δ(“δ is Woodin”),
which is a contradiction!
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This shows that (Q̄, b) is a ∆1 definable real over Lα[x,G][h]. But then by the
Spector-Gandy theorem, (Q̄, b) ∈ Lα[x,G][h]. Since Col(ω, θ) is a homogeneous

forcing, it follows that (Q̄, b) ∈ Lα[x,G]. But i
T
b is continuous at δM

ad

, so that
the cofinality of δ∞ = θ is countable in Lα[x,G], a contradiction!

Corollary 9.9. δ∞ is Woodin in M∞[Λ].

10 M∞[∗] is a ground of Lα[x]

We show that M∞[∗] is a ground of Lα[x]. The argument we give is closely
related to the argument for L[x] in [9], which is due to Schindler.

Definition 10.1. Let L be the infinitary Boolean language, given by starting
with a collection {vn}n<ω ∈ M∞[∗]|δ∞ of propositional variables, and closing
under negation and arbitrarily set-sized disjunctions in M∞[∗]|δ∞, so that L is
a definable class ofM∞[x]|δ∞ and L ∈ L1(M∞[∗]|δ∞). Let C be the subalgebra
of B = BM∞

ω such that
C = {‖k(ϕ)‖B | ϕ ∈ L},

where ‖ψ‖B denotes the Boolean value of ψ with respect to B, and we interpret
〈vn〉n<ω as the generic real for B.

Since VM∞

δ∞
= V

M∞[∗]
δ∞

and δ∞ is a Woodin cardinal inM∞[∗], B is a Boolean
algebra with the δ∞-c.c. in M∞[∗]. Thus, C is well-defined. We have C ∈

Lα[x,G]. Note that for all ϕ ∈ L, ‖k(ϕ)‖M∞

B
= ‖k(ϕ)‖

M∞[∗]
B

, so C ⊆ δ∞.

Lemma 10.2. x is (M∞[∗],C)-generic in the sense that

Gx = {‖k(ϕ)‖B | ϕ ∈ L ∧ x |= ϕ}

is (M∞[∗],C)-generic, and M∞[∗][Gx] = Lα[x,G].

Proof. It is easy to see that Gx is a filter. In order to see genericity,
let 〈ϕα〉α<λ ∈ M∞[∗] be such that 〈‖k(ϕα)‖B〉α<λ is a maximal antichain of
C. Since δ∞ is Woodin in M∞[∗], λ < δ∞. Let ψ =

∨
α<λ ϕα, and note that

ϕ ∈ L, since δ∞ is inaccessible, so that 〈ϕα〉α<λ cannot be cofinal in δ∞, and
‖ψ‖B =

∨
α<λ ‖ϕα‖B. It suffices to see that x |= ψ. Suppose for the sake

of contradiction that x |= ¬ψ. Let αψ = rk<M∞ (ψ) be the rank of ψ in the
order of constructability of M∞ and let N ∈ F be {αψ}-stable. It follows that
N |= ‖¬ψ‖BN 6= 0. Thus, M∞ |= ‖k(¬ψ)‖B 6= 0 and so ‖k(¬ψ)‖B ∈ C is a
nonzero condition. But then it is easy to see that ‖k(¬ψ)‖B⊥‖k(ϕα)‖B for all
α < λ. This contradicts the maximality of 〈ϕα〉α<λ!
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11 Σn-HOD

Finally, we aim to characterize Σn-HOD. Note that just as in the classical
analysis of HODL[x,G], we can only characterize the Σn-HOD of Lα[x,G] and
not of Lα[x]. This is for the same reasons as outlined on page 267 of [17] in the
L[x] case. Let us fix G which is (Lα[x],Col(ω,< κ))-generic and let us write

Σn-HOD{R} for Σn- HOD
Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,G]}
and Σn-OD{R} for Σn- OD

Lα[x,G]

{RLα[x,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 Lα[x,G], i.e. D̃ and its related
models denote the direct limit systems and their limits computed in Lα[x,G].

Lemma 11.1. Σn-HOD{R} |= Σn-KP \{Σn-Collection}+AC

Proof. Note that for b ∈ a ∈ Σn-HOD{R}, tc({b}) ⊆ tc({a}). Thus,
Σn-HOD{R} is transitive, and the Axiom of Extensionality and the Axiom of
Foundation hold trivially. Clearly, ∅ ∈ Σn-HOD{R}. Moreover, it is easy to see
that the Axiom of Pairing and the Axiom of Union hold in Σn- HOD{R}.

Let us verify the Axiom of Σn−1-Aussonderung. Let a ∈ Σn- HOD{R}, ϕ ∈
L∈ be Σn−1, and p ∈ Σn- HOD{R}. We aim to see that

b := {u ∈ a : Σn-HOD{R} |= ϕ(u, p)} ∈ Σn- HOD{R} .

Note that since tc(b) ⊆ tc(a) ⊆ Σn-HOD{R} it suffices to see that b ∈ Σn-OD{R}.
However, since a ∈ Σn- OD{R}, there is a Σn formula ψ ∈ L∈̇ and q ∈ [α]<ω that

define a via RLα[x,G] and likewise ψ′ and q′ ∈ [α]<ω that define {p} via RLα[x,G].
Thus, ∃z(ψ(u, q,RLα[x,G]) ∧ ϕ(u, z,RLα[x,G]) ∧ ψ′(z, q′,RLα[x,G])) defines b.

It remains to see that the Axiom of Choice holds in Σn-HOD{R}. Let S :=

S
Lα[x,G]
n−1 = {β < α : Lα[x,G]|β ≺Σn−1 Lα[x,G]}. For β < α, let Σn-ODβ,{R}

be the class of all y ∈ Lα[x,G]|β that are ordinal definable over Lα[x,G]|β via
a Σn formula in the language L∈̇ and the parameter RLα[x,G].

Claim 1. Σn-OD{R} =
⋃
β<αΣn-ODβ,{R}.

Proof. It is clear that Σn-OD{R} ⊇
⋃
β<αΣn- ODβ,{R} holds. In order to

show that Σn- OD{R} ⊆
⋃
β<αΣn-ODβ,{R}, let A ∈ Σn- OD{R}. Then there is

a Σn formula ϕ ≡ ∃yψ, where ψ is Πn−1 and α1, ..., αm < α such that

z ∈ A ⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ∃yψ(z, y, α1, ..., αm,R
Lα[x,G]).

Note that this defines a Σn-definable function f with domain A. By Σn-
Collection, f ∈ Lα[x,G]. Let β ∈ S be such that f ∈ Lα[x,G]|β. Then
A ∈ Σn-ODβ,{R}.

Note that for all β < α, Σn- ODβ,{R} ∈ Σn- OD{R}, since Σn- ODβ,{R} is Σn-

definable over Lα[x,G] via the parameters β and RLα[x,G]. For A ∈ Σn- OD{R},
let αA be the least β < α such that A ∈ Σn-ODβ,{R}. Note that αA is Σn-

definable over Lα[x,G] from the parameter A and RLα[x,G], since αA may be
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defined as the unique γ < α such that A ∈ Σn- ODγ,{R} and for all β < γ either
A 6⊂ Lα[x,G]|β or for all Σn formulas ϕ and for all a ∈ [β]<ω there exists z ∈ A
such that Lα[x,G]|β 6|= ϕ(z, a,RLα[x,G]).

Define the order ≤∗∗∗ as follows. For a, b ∈ [α]<ω, let a ≤∗ b, if a = b or
max(a∆b) ∈ b. Note that ≤∗ is a well-order on [α]<ω. Moreover, it is easy to
see that ≤∗ ∩[β]<ω is Σ0-definable over Lα[x,G]|β without parameters for all
β ≤ α.

For Σn formulas ϕ(v0, v1, ..., vm) and ψ(v0, v1, ..., vk), and a ∈ [α]m and
b ∈ [α]k, let (ϕ, a) ≤∗∗ (ψ, b), if the Gödel number of ϕ is less than the Gödel-
number of ψ, or else ϕ = ψ and a ≤∗ b. Note that ≤∗∗ ∩ ω×[β]<ω is a well-order
and is Σ1-definable over Lα[x,G]|β without parameters for all β ≤ α.

Let β < α. For A ∈ Σn-ODβ,{R} let (ϕA, aA) ∈ ω × [β]<ω be the ≤∗∗-least
pair (ϕ, a) ∈ ω × [β]<ω such that for all z ∈ Lα[x,G]|β

z ∈ A ⇐⇒ Lα[x,G]|β |= ϕ(z, a,RLα[x,G]).

Let≤β be the order induced by≤∗∗ on Σn- ODβ,{R}, i.e. for A,B ∈ Σn-ODβ,{R},
A ≤β B iff (ϕA, aA) ≤ (ϕB, aB). Note that Σn- ODβ,{R} ∈ Σn-OD{R} and ≤β∈
Σn-OD{R}. Now define ≤∗∗∗ such that if A,B ∈ Σn- OD{R}, then A ≤∗∗∗ B if
αA < αB, or else αA = αB and A ≤αA

B.
Note that for all β < α the restriction of≤∗∗∗ to Σn- ODβ,{R} is in Σn-OD{R}.

For β < α, let Σn- HODβ,{R} be the class of all y ∈ Lα[x,G]|β such that
tc({y}) ⊂ Σn- ODβ,{R}. Next, we aim to see that for all β < α the restriction
of ≤∗∗∗ to Σn- HODβ,{R} is in Σn-HOD{R}. This follows immediately from the
following claim.

Claim 2. Σn-HOD{R} =
⋃
β<αΣn-HODβ,{R}

Proof. By the previous claim, Σn-HOD{R} ⊇
⋃
β∈S Σn- HODβ,{R}. Let

A ∈ Σn- HOD{R}. Since tc({A}) ⊆ Σn-OD{R} and for all B ∈ tc({A}), αB
is Σn-definable over Lα[x,G], the function f with domain tc({A}) such that
f(B) = αB is Σn-definable over Lα[x,G]. By Σn-Collection f ∈ Lα[x,G]. Then
A ∈ Σn-HODβ,{R}, where β ∈ S \ sup(ran(f)).

Thus, the Axiom of Choice holds in Σn- HOD{R}.

Lemma 11.2. V
Σn-HOD{R}

δ∞
= VM∞

δ∞
.

Proof. Since M∞ is Σ1-definable over Lα[x,G] from ordinal parameters

and RLα[x,G], we have V
Σn-HOD{R}

δ∞
⊇ VM∞

δ∞
. For the other inclusion, let A ∈

V
Σn-HOD{R}

δ∞
. Note that we may code A as a set of ordinals using the order ≤∗∗∗

defined in the proof of Lemma 11.1. Let β < δ∞ be such that A ⊆ β, and let ϕ
and ~γ ∈ [α]<ω define A over Lα[x,G] from the parameter RLα[x,G].

Since δ∞ = sup(δ∞ ∩ HullM∞
n (S∗

∞)), there is for every β < δ∞ some s ∈

[S∗
∞]<ω such that β < γM∞

s . Since k ↾ γM∞
s = iD̃

∞

(M∞,s)∞
↾ γM∞

s , we have that
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for every β < δ∞, k ↾ β ∈M∞. We have

ξ ∈ A

⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ϕ(ξ, γ1, ..., γn,R)

⇐⇒M∞ |= Col(ω,< κ)  ϕ(ξ∗, γ∗1 , ..., γ
∗
n,R)

⇐⇒M∞ |= Col(ω,< κ)  ϕ(k(ξ), γ∗1 , ..., γ
∗
n,R)

Since k ↾ β ∈M∞ and γ∗1 , ..., γ
∗
n < α, A ∈M∞.

Lemma 11.3. Σn-HOD{R} =M∞[∗].

Proof. Note that Σn-HOD{R} ⊇ Lα[M∞, ∗ ↾ θ], since Lα[M∞, ∗ ↾ θ] is

Σ1-definable over Lα[x,G] from ordinal parameters and RLα[x,G].
In order to see that Σn- HOD{R} ⊆ Lα[M∞, ∗ ↾ θ], let A ∈ Σn-HOD{R}. By

Lemma 11.1, we may assume that A ⊆ α. Moreover, since A ∈ Lα[x,G], A is
bounded in α. Let ϕ be a Σn formula in the language L∈̇ and let α1, ..., αm < α
be such that for all ξ ∈ Lα[x,G]

ξ ∈ A ⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ϕ(ξ, α1, ..., αm,R
Lα[x,G]).

Then

ξ ∈ A

⇐⇒ Lα[x,G] |= ϕ(ξ, α1, ..., αm,R
Lα[x,G])

⇐⇒M∞ |= Col(ω,< κ)  ϕ(ξ∗, α∗
1, ..., α

∗
m,R

Lα[x,G])

Let β < α be such that A is definable over Lα[x,G]|β from ordinal param-
eters and RLα[x,G]. Note that the proof of Lemma 8.12 shows that ∗ ↾ γ ∈
M∞[∗ ↾ θ]. It follows that A ∈M∞[∗].

Corollary 11.4. M∞[∗] = Σn-HOD{R} = Lα(A) for some A ∈ P(α)∩Lα[x,G].

Lemma 11.5. M∞[∗] |= Σn-KP+AC and V
M∞[∗]
θ = VM∞

θ .

Proof. By Lemma 11.1, it suffices to see that Σn-Collection holds in Σn-
HOD{R}. But this follows immediately from Corollary 11.4 and the fact that
Lα[x,G] |= Σn- KP.
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