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ABSTRACT. We answer a question of Shelah by showing that it is consistent
that every member of I{wz] N Cof(w1) is nonstationary if and only if it is
consistent that there is a k*T-Mahlo cardinal .

CONTENTS

1. Introduction

2. Adding a single closed unbounded set
2.1.  The forcing notion

2.2.  Strongly generic conditions

2.3.  Strongly generic Conditions in Ppg

3. Adding k™ closed, unbounded subsets of &
3.1. Using Oy,

3.2.  The requirements I, x and O\ 2]
3.3. The requirements Cyy 4

3.4. Definition of the forcing P*

3.5.  Completeness

3.6. Strongly generic conditions

3.7. Completion of the proof of theorem
4. Discussion and questions

References

EEEEREEEEEEE mm=

1. INTRODUCTION
In [She91l definition 2.1] Shelah defined the following ideal I[x7]:

Definition 1.1. Define, for any sequence A = (a, : @ < k1), the set B(A) to
be the set of ordinals ¥ < k* such that there is a set ¢ C v with otp(c) = cf(v),
Uec=v,and {cN&: € <v} C{an:a<v} Then I[x"] is the set of subsets of
kT which are contained, up to a nonstationary set, in some set B(A).
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2 WILLIAM J. MITCHELL

He proved in [She91l, theorem 4.4] that ™ N {v : cf(v) < K} € I[xT] for all
regular cardinals , and observed that it is consistent that the restriction of I[x™]
to {v < kT : cf(v) = Kk} is generated by a single stationary, costationary set. He
asked whether it is consistent that every subset of {v < k™ : cf(v) = k} in I[kT]
is nonstationary. We answer this in the affirmative for k = w;.

Theorem 1.2. If it is consistent that there is a cardinal k which is k™ -Mahlo
then it is consistent that I[ws] does not contain any stationary subset of {v < wa :
cf(v) =w }.

The fact that a xT-Mahlo cardinal » is necessary is due to Shelah; a proof is
given in [Mit04] theorem 13].

Our proof of theorem [[2] uses forcing to add a sequence ( D, : o < k™) of closed
unbounded subsets of k, in the process collapsing the cardinals between w; and k
onto wy so that k becomes ws. In the resulting model there is, for every set of the
form B(A), some ordinal < 7 such that B(A)N D, does not contain any ordinal
of cofinality w;. Thus every set in I[ws][{v < ws : cf(r) = wy } is nonstationary.

Section [2] introduces the basic construction by showing how to add a single new
closed unbounded set. This serves as a warm-up for section Bl introducing ideas of
the forcing in a simpler context, and also is used in section[Blas the basic component
of the forcing used to prove theorem

Most of our notation is standard. We write lim(X) for the set of limit ordinals
a such that o N X is cofinal in «, and X for the topological closure, X U lim(X),
of X, and we write Cof(A) for {v: cf(v) = A }.

The reader of this paper may find it helpful to also consult the expository paper
[Mit05], which discusses some of the material covered in this paper along with
related topics.

A basic ingredient of the forcing in this paper is the idea of forcing with models as
side conditions. This idea, in the form used in this paper, was discovered indepen-
dently by the author but the general technique method was originally introduced
and has been extensively investigated by Todorcevic. His original applications con-
cerned properties of wy; and used forcing notions which collapsed ws, but in later
applications such as [Tod85] he used a form, related to that used in this paper,
which did not collapse ws. Koszmider [Kos00] has developed a modification of
Todorcevic’s technique which uses a previously given morass to simplify the ac-
tual forcing. Koszmider’s method is arguably simpler, but it is not suitable for
the present construction: it would require a morass on wy of the generic extension,
which is the inaccessible cardinal x of the ground model.

A forcing essentially identical to that described in section 2] was discovered in-
dependently by Sy Friedman [Eri06]. The presentation in [Fri06] does not collapse
any cardinals, instead adding a closed unbounded subset of the wy of the ground
model; however this difference is due to the difference in the intended applications
of the forcing rather than any intrinsic difference in the forcing itself.

2. ADDING A SINGLE CLOSED UNBOUNDED SET

2.1. The forcing notion. In this section we define a new forcing Pg which adds
a closed unbounded subset D of the set B* := B U Cof(w), where B is a stationary
subset of { A < k : ¢f(\) > w} for a regular cardinal k. The forcing preserves
w1, while (if kK > wy) collapsing the intervening cardinals to make x = ws. This
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forcing serves both as a warm-up for and as the basic building block of the forcing
in section [§ which adds k* many closed unbounded sets to construct a model in
which Ifws] N Cof(wy) is the nonstationary ideal. As another application, it will be
observed later in this section that this forcing gives a new construction of a model
with no special No-Aronszajn trees (or, starting from a weakly compact cardinal,
no Ng-Aronszajn trees), and it is shown in [Mit05] that stripping this forcing down
to its basic technique yields a construction of such a model which is much simpler
than any of those which were previously known.

The forcing Pp is based on the standard finite forcing P, , introduced by Baum-
gartner in [Bau84l page 926], for adding a closed unbounded subset of w;. In order
to motivate the definition of Pp we give a brief description of this forcing P,,,
show how a straightforward attempt to apply it to ws fails, and describe the new
technique which we use to make it succeed.

The presentation of P,, which we will give is a variant of a version, discovered
by U. Abraham [AS83], of Baumgartner’s forcing. The set D constructed by this
forcing is not generic for Baumgartner’s forcing as originally described in [Bau84],
since D has the property that liminf,<, otp(D N (v \ «)) is as large as possible for
any limit ordinal v € D; however Zapletal [Zap96] has shown that the two forcings
are equivalent.

The conditions in the forcing P, are finite sets of symbols which we call re-
quirements. There are two types of these requirements: Iy for ordinals A < wq,
and O,y ) for pairs of ordinals 7' < 7 < wy. Two requirements Iy and O, . are
incompatible if n < A < n; any other two requirements are compatible. A condition
in P,, is a finite set of requirements, any two of which are compatible, and the
ordering of P, is by superset: p’ < pif p’ D p.

If G is a generic subset of P,, then we define D := {\ <wy : I e JG}. A
little thought shows that

21) VYA<uw ()\géD = 3,0 (O el JC & n’<)\§n)),

and it follows that D is a closed and unbounded subset of w;.

The cardinal w; is preserved by the forcing P, because the forcing is proper;
indeed it has the stronger property that if M is any countable elementary substruc-
ture of H,, and A = sup(M) then the condition {I)} not only forces that GN M is
M-generic, but actually forces that G N M is a V-generic subset of P, N M. Note
that for this property it is sufficient to take M < H,,, rather than H,,: since the
relevant dense sets are taken from V', rather than from M, it is not necessary that
PeM.

In order to define a similar forcing P,,, adding a new closed unbounded subset of
wo, one could naively try to use the same definition, but with requirements I for any
A < wsy and O,y for any 1 < 1 < wo; however this forcing is not proper and does
collapse wy. To simplify notation we will show why this is true below the condition
{I;.w}, which forces w1 -w € D. For each n <wlet &, =sup{{ <w;j:wi-n+&¢€
D}, sothat 0 < &, <w;. If p <{l,, .} and £ < w; then for any sufficiently large
n < w the set p U {Iu,nt¢, O, ntewi-(nt1)]} 18 @ condition extending p which
forces that &, = £. It follows that w; = {&, :n < w & & < wp}; thus wy is
collapsed in V[D].

In order to avoid this problem we will use a third type of requirement in the
definition of P,,. This new requirement, which we write as Cj; for any countable
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4 WILLIAM J. MITCHELL

M < H,,, is intended to play the same role as the requirement Iy plays in the proof
that P, is proper: the condition {Cjs} will force that G N M is a V-generic subset
of P,, N M. This will be accomplished by finding, for each condition p < {Cy},
a condition p|M € P,, N M with the property that every condition ¢ < p|M in
P, N M is compatible with p: thus the condition p|M € M will capture all of the
influence which p has on the forcing F,,, N M.

To see how this works, consider a set p = {Car, Oy 5 }- If (n',n] N M = @ then
Oy . Will have no effect on the forcing inside M, and we will take p|M = @. If o/
and 7 are in M then (n',7] is a member of M, and we will take p|M = {O, 1} In
either case p will be a condition, but if neither of these holds—if (n/, 7] intersects
M but is not a member of M—then there is no requirement inside M which will
have the same effect on G N M as the requirement Oy, ,; does, and in this case we
will say that O, and Cys are not compatible, and hence p is not a condition.

To see how this will block the collapse of wy described earlier for the naive
version of the forcing, let M be any countable elementary substructure of H,,, with
wi-w € M. The pair {Chs, I, .} will be a a condition, and as with P,,, it will force
w1 -w € D. Now suppose that p < {Chs, 1, .} is a condition which forces, for some
n < w, that &, < wi, that is, that D Nwy - (n 4+ 1) is bounded in wy - (n + 1). By
using (21)) (which we will show to hold for P,,) we can see that this implies that
there is a requirement O,y ;1 € p with 7' <w; - (n+1) <n. Now (7, 9] M # &,
since wy - (n + 1) is in the intersection, so the compatibility of Cys with Oy
implies that O, € M and in particular that " < sup(M Nw; - (n 4 1)). Hence
p IF fn < sup(M Nwy), and since n was arbitrary it follows that {Cus, Lo, .o} IF
{én:n<w & £n<w1}:Mﬁw1.

We are now ready to give the definition of the forcing Pg. We assume that B is
a stationary subset of an inaccessible cardinal x and that every member A\ of B is
a cardinal with uncountable cofinality such that Hy < H,. This definition can be
easily adapted (assuming that 2 = w;) to the case kK = wq, discussed previously
as P,,, by replacing the models H) in the definition with structures Lx[A], where
A C wy enumerates [wo]“. Friedman [Fri06] has pointed out that the assumption
2% = w; can be weakened, provided that there exists a stationary set S C [we]*
such that [{zNv:z e S} =w; for all v < wo.

We also assume that H,, has definable Skolem functions, so that M NN < H,
whenever M < H,, and N < H,. This assumption can be avoided by replacing H
with a structure which does have Skolem functions.

We write B* = BU{ A < £ : cf(\) = w}. The forcing will add a new closed
unbounded subset of B*.

The forcing Pp uses three types of requirements:

(1) Iy, for any \ € B*,
(2) Oy,ys for any interval with n <7’ < k, and
(3) Chr, for any countable set M < H,,.

These symbols Iy, O, , and Cys are used for convenience; since the subscripts
are distinct we can take each requirement to be equal to its subscript, that is,
In=X O¢ym = (n',n] and Cpr = M.

We first specify which pairs of requirements are compatible. The first clause
is the same as for P,,, and an explanation of the second clause has already been
given. Clauses 3 and 4 similarly assert that Cj; is compatible with I or Cp if
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and only if there there is a condition Iy|M or Cn|M which is a member of M and
reflects the effect which the requirement I, or Cy in Pp has on the forcing Pg N M.
This will be made precise in lemma [2.25

Definition 2.1. (1) Two requirements O, , and Iy are incompatible if ' <
A < n; otherwise they are compatible.
(2) Two requirements O, ,; and Cys are compatible if either O
every requirement Iy € M is compatible with O, .

(3) (a) An M-fence for a requirement I is a requirement I, € M such that
any requirement O, ,; in M incompatible with I is also incompatible
with Iy/.

(b) Two requirements Cys and Iy are compatible if either A\ > sup(M) or
there exists a M-fence for Iy.

(4) (a) An M -fence for a requirement Cy is a finite set x € M of requirements
I, with A\ € B, with the following property: Let O, , € M be
any requirement which is incompatible with N, and which has ' >
sup(M N N) if M NN € M. Then there is some Iy € z which is
incompatible with O, -

(b) Two requirements Cp; and Cy are compatible if the following clauses
hold both as stated and with M and N switched:
(i) Either M NN € M or M NN = M N Hgyp(minn)y-
(ii) There is a M-fence for Cy.

7', € M or

Definition 2.2. A condition p in the forcing Pp is a finite set of requirements such
that each pair of requirements in p is compatible. The set Pp is ordered by reverse
inclusion: p’ < pifp’ Dp.

Proposition 2.3. If Cys is a requirement and p € M N Pg then p U {Ch} is a
condition.

Proof. In verifying that C'; is compatible with any requirement in p, notice that
any requirement Iy € M is its own M-fence.

For each requirement Cy € p, the model N is a member of M and hence @ is a
M-fence for Cy. O

Notice that Clauses ([@al) and of Definition ZTlimply that sup(MNN) ¢ M
unless MNN € M. Suppose to the contrary that MNN ¢ M but A := sup(MNN) €
M. Then for any " € M N A the requirement O, 5 is in M and is incompatible
with V. The only way that a fence x € M could be incompatible with all such
requirements O,/ j would be if I € z, but A ¢ B since cf(\) = w.

In the case M N N € M, the requirement Cy;nny will be used in section to
augment the M-fence for Ciy: Any requirement O, ,; € M with " < sup(M N N)
which is incompatible with Cn will be incompatible with Cp;nny € M.

Definition 2.J] described M-fences in terms of their function. We now give alter-
nate structural characterizations and note that the fences are unique:

Proposition 2.4. The requirements I and Cy; are compatible if either A >
sup(M) or else min(M \ X\) € B*; in the later case Iyina\n) @5 the unique M-
fence for Iy.

Proof. Set X' = min(M \ ). If \ € B* then Iy is a requirement, and it is easy to
see that it is a M-fence for 1.
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6 WILLIAM J. MITCHELL

To see that it is the only possible M-fence for I, note that if n € M N\ then
the requirement O, /] is a member of M and is incompatible with I. However
any requirement Iy~ € M with A # X will be compatible with O, \, provided
that 7 > A" in the case that X < X. O

The structural characterization of an M-fence for Cly is slightly more compli-
cated:

Proposition 2.5. Suppose that Cyy and Cn are requirements, and let y be the set
of ordinals A € M such that A > sup(M NN) and A = min(M \ n) for somen € N.

Then there is M -fence for Cy if and only if y is finite, y C B, and if MNN ¢ M
and M ¢ N then min(M \ sup(M N N)) € y. In this case x := {Iy : X € y} is
a M-fence for Cn, and x is minimal in the sense that it is a subset of any other

M -fence for Cy.

Proposition asserts that two compatible requirements Cj; and Cy divide
each other into finitely many blocks: a common block below sup(M N N), followed
by finitely many disjoint blocks alternating between M and N. Each block lies
inside a gap in the other model, the upper end of which is delineated by a member
of the M-fence for Cn or the N-fence for Cjy.

This is illustrated by figure [l where the solid dots show the

required fences for compatibility of Cj; and Cp in the case ¢
where M NN =MnN Hsup(MﬂN) =NnN Hsup(MﬁN)' ‘ ‘

The cases MNN € M and M NN € N are similar, except i
that if, say M NN € M, then sup(M N N) € M, that is, the
bar in M is longer, and the smallest fence is in V. |
Proof of Lemma[2Z4 To see that any M-fence 2’ for Cy must

. . M N

contain x, and that therefore the existence of such a fence FIGURE
implies that y is finite and y C B, suppose that A € y and 1. fences
I ¢ o' and consider a requirement O, yj where n € M N A, for
n>sup(MNN)If MNN e M,and n>max({7 < A: I, € Cu
2" }). Then O, 5 is a member of M which is compatible with and
2'; however it is incompatible with Cy since (9, \] N N # & Cn
because sup(NNA) > sup(MNA) > nand O, \) € N because when
AEN. Mn

To see that the stated conditions imply that z is a M-fence N ¢
for Cy, suppose that O, ) € M is incompatible with Cn. If M
there is any ordinal v € (', n]N N with v > sup(M NN) then and
O(y ) 1s incompatible with I,y (ar\4) € o, S0 We can assume MnN
that (n',n] N N C sup(M N N). Then ' < sup(M N N), N ¢
so according to definition 2dal)) we need only consider the N.

case M NN ¢ M. In this case M Nsup(M N N) C N, so
n < sup(M N N) would imply {n',n} C N, contradicting
the assumption that O, , is incompatible with Cy. Thus
we have ' < sup(M N N) < n. Then the statement of the lemma requires A :=
min(M\sup(MNN)) € yson' < X <n, and O,y is incompatible with I € . O

Whenever we refer to a M-fence for Cny we will mean the minimal fence x
described in proposition 2.5l We will also refer to any of the individual requirements
in this minimal fence as an M-fence for Cy.
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The fact that any superset of the minimal M-fence for Cy is, according to
definition 2.1J[4al), also an M-fence for C is something of an anomaly; however
alternate definitions which avoid this seem, at least in the forcing of section Bl to
be significantly more complicated.

Corollary 2.6. If the requirements Cp; and Chpp are compatible then lim(M N
M) =lim(M) N lim(M"). O

Since the forcing Pp is not separative, it will be convenient to define notation
for the equivalent separative forcing: if G is a name for the generic set then we will
say that p’ <* pif p’ Fp € G and p’ =* pif p’ <* p and p <* p/. The goal in this
subsection is to prove the following lemma:

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that p is a condition, and let X be the finite set of or-
dinals A\ such that either (i) I\ is one of the fences required for compatibility of
two requirements in p, (ii) X\ = sup(M N X) for some Cp € p and some Iy
which is either in p or included in X by clause (1), or (iii) A = sup(M) for some
Cy €p. Thenp =pU{l\: X € X} is a condition and p' =* p. Furthermore,
VA<k((plk Iy e UG) < I\ €p).

We first consider the fences:

Lemma 2.8. Suppose that p € P, and p' is the set obtained by adding to p each
of the fences required for compatibility of requirements in p. Then p’ € Pg and

p' =* p, and every fence required for compatibility of members of p’ is a member of
/

p.
Proof. We must show that each of the fences Iy € p’ \ p is compatible with any
requirement in p, and that any fence required for this compatibility is already a
member of p’. Suppose that Cy; € p and I is a M-fence for one of the requirements
I or Cy in p.

First we show that I is compatible with any requirement O, ,; € p. Suppose
to the contrary that A € (,n]. Since I € M, the compatibility of O, ,; with
Cy implies that O,y € M, so that ' <sup(M NA) < X <. If I\ is a M-fence
for I, € p then iy’ € M implies that ' < 7 < 7, contradicting the compatibility of
I and Oy . If Iy is a M-fence for Cy € p then (n',n] NN # @, s0 Oy is a
member of N as well as of M; however this is impossible since n > A > sup(M NN).

It remains to show that I is compatible with any requirement Cjy;s € p. Let
A = min(M’\ X), so that Iy is the M’-fence for I required for compatibility of I
and Cj;/. We need to show that Iy € p’.

IfAe M then N =XandsoIy =1, €p'. f A\ ¢ M and A\ > sup(M NM’) then
I,/ is a member of p’ because it is a M’-fence for C;. Thus we can assume that
A <sup(MNM')and A ¢ M’, so that A < X <sup(M NN). Since A € M\ M’ it
follows that M N M' € M.

If I is an M-fence for I, € p, then (,\)NM' C (1, A)NM = &, so N =
min(M’ \ A\) = min(M’ \ 7) and hence Iy is in p’ as the M’-fence for I.

Now suppose that Iy is an M-fence for Cy € p, that is, A > sup(M N N) and
A =min(M \ n) for some n < A in N. In the case that A > sup(M’' N N) we claim
that sup(NNX) > sup(M’'NA), so that Iy isin p’ as an M'-fence for Cy. We have
sup(N NX) > n > sup(M N A), since A > A. However sup(M N A) > sup(M’' N A)



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

8 WILLIAM J. MITCHELL

since A < sup(M N M), cf(A) > w = cf(sup(M' N A)), and M N M = M'N
Hgpunmry € M. Finally, M' N A = M’ N )X since X' = min(M’ \ A). Hence
sup(N N X)) > sup(M’' N X), as claimed.

We will now show that the remaining case, A < sup(M’ N N), is not possible. If
it did hold then we would have sup(M'NN) > N. Now X € MNM', since M N M’
is an initial segment of M’. It follows that N N M’ is not an initial segment of M’,
as this would imply that A" € N, contradicting the fact that A’ > A > sup(M N N).
Hence NN M’ = N N Hgyp(nanry € M’ and it follows that N N A € M. Then
sup(N N'A\) < sup(M N A), but this contradicts the assumption that A is M-fence
for ON.

This completes the proof that every fence required for the compatibility of re-
quirements of p’ is already a member of p’, and hence that p’ € Pg. To see that
p' =* p, let ¢ < p be arbitrary and let ¢’ < ¢ be obtained from ¢ as in the lemma
by adding to ¢ all of the fences required for the compatibility of requirements in q.
Then ¢’ D p/, and hence ¢’ < g forces that p’ € G. O

Lemma 2.9. Suppose that p € Pg, and p’ is obtained from p by adding those
requirements I such that there is some Cpy € p such that either X = sup(M) or
A=sup(M NX) for some Ixo € p. Thenp' € Pg and p' =* p.

Furthermore if Cy € p and I € p'\ p with A < sup(IN) then the N-fence for Iy
either is equal to Iy or else is an N-fence for some Iy € p.

Proof. Again we need to show that every requirement Iy € p’ is compatible with
every requirement O, ,; or Cp in p.

In order to show that any requirement I as specified in the lemma is compatible
with any requirement O, , € p, we will assume that I is incompatible with O, ,
and show that O, . is incompatible with Cys or I/, contradicting the assumption
that it is in p. Now (1',n] " M # @ since X € lim(M), so O,y is incompatible
with Cys unless O,y € M. Since n > A, this is impossible if A\ = sup(M). If
A = sup(M N X) then Oy, € M implies that n > X', so O, ) is incompatible
with Iy/.

Now we show that Iy is compatible with every requirement Cjp;» € p. This is
immediate if A > sup(M’). If sup(M NM’) < X\ < sup(M’) then by proposition [2.5]
the fence Inin(ar\a) is a required M'-fence for Cyps. Finally suppose that A <
sup(M'NM). t M'nNM € M’ then A € M’ and hence I, is its own M’-fence.
Otherwise M’ Nsup(M' N M) C M so A <X <min(M \ \) <min(M’\ X), so the
M'-fence Inin(a\a for Iy is the same as the M'-fence I\ ay for Iy

This completes the proof that p’ € Pg and that any nontrivial fences for members
of p’ \ p are already fences for members of p. To see that p <* p/, notice that for
any condition ¢ < p we have ¢’ D p/ and hence ¢’ < p’. Thus pIF p’ € G. O

Let us call a condition p € Pg complete if every fence required for compatibility
of requirements in p is a member of p, and if Iy € p whenever there is Cj; € p such
that A = sup(M) or A = sup(M N X) for some Iy € p.

Corollary 2.10. For any condition p there is a complete condition p' =* p.

Proof. Begin by using lemma 2.8 to add to p all fences required for compatibility of
p, and then use lemma [2.9/to add requirements of the form Lsup(ary OF Igup(rrnny- O
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Lemma 2.11. Suppose that p is a complete condition and A\ < Kk is an ordinal
such that I ¢ p. Then there is a requirement O,y ,; incompatible with Iy such that
pU {0(77';77]} € Pp.

Proof. We may assume that there is Cps € p with sup(M) > A, for otherwise we
could take Oy ) = Oy, where 7' is any sufficiently large ordinal less than .
Since Igup(ary € p for each Cyy € p, it follows that there is some ordinal 7 > A with
I, € p. Let 7 be the least such.

If Chs € p then either sup(M N 7) < A or 7 € lim(M), for otherwise we would
have A < sup(M N7) < 7 and Iypmnr) € p, contradicting the choice of either A
or7. Let Y ={M:Cpy €p & 7€lim(M)}. Then Y # &, since otherwise we
could take O, = Oy y for any sufficiently large n" < A.

I claim that { M N7 : M € Y } is linearly ordered by C. To see this, note that
7 € lim(M) Nlim(M') = lim(M N M’), so that sup(M N M') > 7. The claim then
follows from the condition Definition for compatibility of C'yy and Cy.

Now pick M €Y so that M N7 is as small as possible, and set 7 = min(M \ X).
If " is any member of M N X then O, ,; € M’ for all M" € Y. T claim that there
is ¥’ € M N X such that

n >max({{<A:IgeptU{sup(M'N7):Cop €p & M' ¢Y}).

It will follow that O
(O} € Po.

To prove the claim we need to show that sup(M N A) > ¢ for all Ic € p with
& < A, and sup(M N A) > sup(M' N A) for all Cpyr € p with M' ¢ Y.

If £ < Xand I¢ € p then Iyinang) € p. Since I, ¢ p and 1 = min(M \ A) it
follows that & < min(M \ £) < A. Hence sup(M N A) > ¢&.

Now suppose that Cpr € p but M' ¢ Y. If sup(M' N M) > 7 then n € M \ M’
implies that M N M’ € M, so sup(M’' N A) = sup((M N M’')NA) € M and hence
sup(M N'A) > sup(M’' N A). Thus we can assume that sup(M’' N M) < 7, so that
sup(M'NM) < A. If € is any member of M'NX with & > sup(MNM') then Iin(ane)
is an M-fence for M’ and hence is in p. Since I,, ¢ p it follows that min(M \ &) < A.
Thus we can assume that M’ N A C sup(M N M'). If M' N M € M this implies
sup(M'NA) = sup(MNM') € M, while if M'NM ¢ M then Lyinavn\sup(Mnary) € P
as a M-fence for M’, and as before this implies min(M \ sup(M N N)) < A. Thus
in any case we have sup(M N A) > sup(M' N A). O

n.m) 18 compatible with every requirement in p, so that p U

Proof of lemma[2.7 We already know that p can be extended to a complete con-
dition p’ so that p" =" p. By lemma R.I1] if I\ ¢ p’ then there is ¢ < p’ so that
ql- I ¢ JG. O

Definition 2.12. If G is a generic subset of Pp then we write D for the set of
A < k such that I € |JG.

Corollary 2.13. The set D is a closed and unbounded subset of B*.

Proof. That D is a subset of B* follows from the fact that I is a requirement only
if A € B*. To see that D is unbounded, suppose that p € Pg and n < k. Let A
be any member of x \ 1 such that cf(\) = w and p € Hy; then I, is a requirement
which is compatible with p and which forces that A € D \ n.



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

10 WILLIAM J. MITCHELL

Finally, let A < x and p € Pp be arbitrary such that p I A € lim(D). Then
p is incompatible with any requirement O, ,; with 7" < A < 5, and it follows by

lemma 21l that p Ik A € D. Hence D is closed. O

2.2. Strongly generic conditions. It was pointed out in the discussion preceding
the definition of Pp that the forcing P,, satisfies a property stronger than that of
being proper, and it was stated as part of the motivation for P,, and hence for
Pgp that these forcings would satisfy the same property. We now make this notion
precise:

Definition 2.14. If P is a forcing notion and X is a set then we say that p is
strongly X, P-generic if plFp “G N X is a V-generic subset of P N X" where G is
a name for the generic set

Being strongly X, P-generic is stronger than Shelah’s notion of a P, X-generic
condition p, which only needs to force that GN X is a X -generic subset of PN X.
Also, the existence of a strongly X, P-generic condition does not require that P € X,
as does the existence of a X, P-generic condition in Shelah’s sense.

Definition 2.14] can be restated: pq is strongly X, P-generic if, below the condi-
tion po, the forcing P can be written as a two stage iteration. If we write P/pg
for the forcing P below the condition pg, Definition T4 implies that (with some
abuse of notation) there is a (P N X)-term R such that P/py = ((P/po) N X) * R.
The following equivalent definition of strong genericity clarifies the meaning of the
notation (P/pg) N X:

Proposition 2.15. A condition py € P is strongly X, P-generic if and only if (i) if
p,qo and q1 are any conditions such that p < po, p < qo,q1, and {qo,q1} C X then
qo and g1 are compatible in PNX, and (ii) for every p < po in P there is a condition
p|X € PN X such that any condition q¢ < p|X in X is compatible with p.

Proof. First assume that py is strongly X, P-generic. If p,q9 and ¢; are as in
clause (i) then p I- go,q1 C G N X, and since p also forces that GNnXisa generic
subset of PN X it follows that ¢o and ¢; are compatible in P N X. For clause (ii),
suppose that p < pg and let D be the set of ¢ € P N X such that either ¢ is
incompatible with p or every ¢’ < ¢ in P N X is compatible with p. Then p forces
that GND # &, so there is some ¢ € D which is compatible with p. This condition
q is a suitable choice for p|X.

Now suppose that pg satisfies clauses (i) and (ii). First suppose that go, g1 are
members of PN X and p < po forces that {go,q1} € G. We can assume, by
extending p if necessary, that p, gy and ¢; satisfy the hypothesis of clause (i), which
implies that ¢o and ¢; are compatible in P N X. Hence py forces that GNXis
a pairwise compatible subset of P N X. Now suppose that D is a dense subset of
PN X and p < pg. Then there is some ¢ < p|X such that ¢ € D. It follows that
p and ¢q are compatible in P, and if p’ is any common extension of p and ¢ then
p'lFge DN (G N X). Thus pg forces that G N X is a generic subset of PNX. O

All of the forcing notions P used in this paper will satisfy that go U g1 = qo A ¢1
for all compatible conditions go,q1 € P, and hence clause (i) will be satisfied by
any set X which is closed under finite unions. Thus we will only need to consider

11t should be noted that strong genericity as defined here is not related to the notion which
Foreman, Magidor and Shelah [FMS88] call strong genericity.
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clause (ii). A function p — p|X satisfying clause (ii) will be called a witness to the
strong P, X -genericity of po.

We will usually omit P, writing “strongly X-generic” instead of “strongly X, P-
generic”, when it is clear which forcing notion is meant.

We will say that a model X has strongly generic conditions if for every p € PNX
there is a strongly X-generic condition p’ < p. In many applications, including all
the examples in this paper, there is a single strongly X-generic condition py which
is compatible with every condition ¢ € PN X.

The next two definitions are standard:

Definition 2.16. A set Y C P(I) is stationary if for every structure A with
universe I and in a countable language, there is a set M € Y with A|M < A.

We will not normally specify the index set I. Notice that the property of being
a strongly P, M-generic condition (unlike the property of being a P, M-generic
condition) depends only on M N P; hence the set I can be taken to be the set P
of conditions. However we will also take advantage of the well known fact that if
I' D I and Y is a stationary subset of P(I), then {x C I’ : zNI € Y } is a stationary
subset of P(I’). This observation makes it possible to apply the stationarity of a
given class Y C P(P) to obtain an elementary substructure M < A where A is a
model with universe properly containing P.

Definition 2.17. A forcing notion P is said to be d-presaturated if for any set
A CV in V[G] with |A|V[G] < 8, there is a set A’ D A in V such that |A]" < 6.

We use d-presaturation as a local version of the J-chain condition: it is equivalent
to the statement that for every collection A of fewer than § antichains in P there
is a dense set of conditions p such that the set of conditions in |J.A which are
compatible with p has size less than ¢. This ensures that forcing with P does not
collapse §.

The following is a well known observation.

Lemma 2.18. Suppose that P is a forcing notion such that for stationarily many
models M of size less than § there is, for each ¢ € M, a M -generic condition p < q.
Then P is d-presaturated.

Proof. Assume that A is a P-name for a subset A of V in V[G] such that p :=

onto

|A|V[G] < 8, and let k be a P-name such that p IF k: p 22% A. For any sufficiently
large cardinal , pick a model M < Hy of size less than § such that {k, A, p, Pluu C
M and such that there is a M-generic condition py < p. Then pqy forces that for
every £ < p there is ¢ € M NG and & € M such that ¢ IF k({) = x, and hence pg
forces that A C M. (]

Corollary 2.19. If P is a forcing notion such that the trivial condition 1¥ is M-
generic for stationarily many sets M of size less than 0, then P has the §-chain
condition.

Proof. Let A be a maximal antichain in P, and apply the proof of the lemma with
the singleton G N A as A and with py = 17. O

We say that a forcing notion P has meets if any compatible pair p, g of conditions
has a greatest lower bound p A q. The following definition states another property
shared by all strongly generic conditions in this paper:
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Definition 2.20. If P is a notion of forcing with meets and X is a set then we
say that a strongly X, P-generic condition p is tidy if there is a function ¢ — ¢|X
witnessing the strong X-genericity of p such that (¢ A¢')|X = ¢|X A¢'| X whenever
q,q < p are compatible.

Proposition 2.21. Suppose that a strongly X -generic condition is tidy with wit-
nessing function g — q|X. Then (i) ¢'|X < q|X forall¢’ < q <p, and (ii) ¢ <* ¢|X
for all ¢ < p.

Proof. For clause (i), we have ¢'|X = (¢ A @)|X = (¢|X) A (¢|X) < ¢|X. For
clause (ii), if ¢ £* ¢|X then there is ¢’ < ¢ such that ¢’ IF ¢|X ¢ G; however
¢ N (¢'|X) < ¢ and by clause (i) ¢'| X < ¢|X. O

The next lemma states the critical fact which makes the existence of strongly
generic condition necessary to the constructions in this paper.

Lemma 2.22. Suppose that p is a tidy strongly X, P-generic condition, and that
stationarily many models M of size § have strongly generic conditions for P. Let
G be a generic subset of P with p € G, and suppose k € V[G] is a function with
domain ji € V such that klz € V|G N X] for each x € ([u)°)V. Then k € VI[GN X].

Recall that the strong X, P-genericity of p forces that GNnXisa V-generic subset
of PN X. Thus any two conditions ¢,¢" < p|X are compatible in P N X if and
only if they are compatible if X, and if ¢ < p|X is in X and ¢ is any formula then
qIFpax ¢(G N X) if and only if p A ¢ IFp ¢(G N X).

Proof. Let k be a name for k and let py < p be a condition which forces that k
satisfies the hypothesis of the lemma. Let 6 be a cardinal larger than x and pick
a model M < Hy of size § such that {PB,pO,X,k} C M, the function ¢ — ¢|X
is in M, and there is a strongly M-generic condition p; < po. Let ps < p; be a
condition such that p, IF & [(uNM) = s for some PN X-term §. Note that if r < py
is any condition such that r IF $(v) = « for some v € pN M then r| X I+ 5(v) = z,
as otherwise there would be ' < r|X in X such that +' IF $(v) # x, which is
impossible since ' and r are compatible.
We will show that

(22) M EYg<pA(p2M) Vv ep(qllk(v) = (@A p2AM)A(4lX)) | k).

Here p A (p2|M) and ¢|X are compatible since ¢ and ¢|X are compatible, and
g N qlX < q<pA(p2lM). Furthermore, since the three conditions ¢, p2|M and
q|X are compatible the condition p A (p2|M) A (¢|X) in formula [22)) must decide
k(u) in the same way as ¢ does. It may also be noted that in the forcings used
in this paper, and in most likely applications of lemma [2.22] the inclusion of p in
formula ([22)) is unnecessary, as po < p € M implies po|M < p.

Suppose to the contrary that formula ([2.2]) is not valid, so that there are ¢ <
pA(peIM)in M, v € MNpand z € M such that ¢ IF k(v) = = but for some
r < pA(pa|M)A(g|X) in M we have r I+ k(v) # . Then g Aps I $(v) = k(v) = ,
so (g A p2)|X IF $(v) = z. Now r < pa|M implies that r A py is a condition, and
rAp I $(v) = k(v) # x, s0 (rAp2)| X IF $(v) # . Thus (rAps)| X is incompatible
with (¢ A p2)| X.

Now 7| X <* ¢|X in PN X, since otherwise there is some ' < r|X in X which
is incompatible with ¢| X, but then r’ is compatible with r < ¢|X and hence with
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q|X. Thus (r Ap2)|X = 7| X Ap2|X <* ¢|X Ap2|X = (¢ Ap2)|X, againin PN X.
Hence (r A p2)|X and (g A p2)| X are compatible, and this contradiction completes
the proof of formula (2.2)).

By elementarity V also satisfies the right side of formula (2.2). Since ¢ IF ¢|X € G
for any ¢ < p it follows that p A (p2|M) forces that k € V|G N X]:

Vv <z (k(v) =2 < 3¢ € (GNX) A (pM)AG)IFk() =2).

To see this, suppose V[G] | k(v) = x. Then there is ¢ < pA (p2|M) in G such that
q Ik k(v) =z, but then ¢’ = ¢|X € GN X is as required. O

Another application of the idea of this proof is given in [Mit06], where it is used
to give an easier proof of the main lemma of [Mit73] and of a related lemma of
Hamkins [Ham03].

2.3. Strongly generic Conditions in Pg.
Lemma 2.23. If A\ € B then the condition {I,\} is tidily strongly Hy-generic.

Proof. Define p|H) for p < {I»} to be p|Hx := (pN Hx) U{Crinn, : Cr €D }.
It is straightforward to verify that p|H) is a condition, and it is clearly tidy since
each member of (p|H)) \ p is determined by a single member of p other than T.

To see that the function p — p|H) witnesses the strong Hy-genericity of {I)},
suppose that ¢ < p|H) is in Hx. We need to show that the requirements in p U ¢
are compatible. We will show that any requirement in p is compatible with each
requirement in q.

Any requirement I, € p with 7 > A is compatible with any requirement in H)
and in particular with any requirement in ¢; while any requirement I, € p with
7 < Aisin H)y and hence is a member of ¢g. Similarly, the assumption that p < {I}
ensures that any requirement of the form O, ,; € p either satisfies A < 7/, in which
case it is compatible with any condition in Hy, or else it satisfies n < A, in which
case O, € Hy and hence O,y € p|Hx C g.

In the case of a requirement Cy € p we have Cynpg, € p|Hx C ¢. Any require-
ment O, ) € Hy which is compatible with Cynp, is also compatible with C. A
requirement I, € H) which is compatible with Cnnpg, € p|H) must be compatible
with C, using the same fences, unless sup(N) > A > 7 > sup(N N A), and in
that case the required N-fence is Iyin(n\r) = Imin(n\), Which is required by the
compatibility of Iy and Cy.

Finally, if Cn/ € ¢ then N' NN = N'N (N N H)), and so Cy and Cn/ satisty
clause of definition [2T] in the same way that Cy+ and Cnnpg, do. The N'-
fence for Cnnp, is also a N'-fence for Cy, and a N-fence for C- is given by the
N N H-fence for Cn+ together with Iinvn)- O

Corollary 2.24. If k is inaccessible and B is stationary in , then Pp is k-
presaturated and hence preserves all cardinals greater than or equal to k.

Proof. This is immediate from lemmas 2.23] and 2.18 O

As was pointed out earlier, lemma 2.25] below, like lemma [2.23] above, is a vari-
ation of the proof of properness for P,,. Lemma [2.25 replaces the countable set
M < H,, with a countable set M < H,,.

Lemma 2.25. If Cy; is a requirement then {Cp} is tidily strongly M -generic.
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Proof. The proof is similar to that of lemma [2:23] but is more complicated because
M is not transitive. For a condition p < {Cy}, let cp™ (p) be the set of all M-
fences required for the compatibility of Cj; with other members of p. We define
the map p — p|M by

p|M:(pﬁM)UCpM(p)U{ONmM:CN ep & NNMeM}.

To see that p|M is a condition, note that (p N M) Ucp™ (p) is a condition because
it is a subset of the condition p’ D p, given by lemma 2.8 which contains all Cy-
fences for all Cy € p’. Since N N M is an initial segment of N for all Cy € p with
NN M e M, it is easy to see that the result of adding the requirements Cnnps is
still a requirement.

The function p — cp™ (p) is tidy, since each member of cp™ (p) \ p is determined
by a single member of p other than Cj;. Each member Cnnas of (p|M) \ cpM (p)
is also determined by the single member C'x of p, and hence the full map p — p|M
is tidy.

In order to show that the function p — p|M witnesses the strong M genericity
of {Car}, we need to show that if ¢ < p|M is in M then any requirement in p is
compatible with every requirement in q.

First consider a requirement I € p. If 7 > sup(M) then I, is compatible with
any requirement in M, and if 7 € M then I, C pN M C g. Hence we can assume
that 7 € sup(M)\ M. Set 7" = min(M \ 7). Then any requirement O, ,; or Cy in
M which is incompatible with I, would also be incompatible with I, € cp™ (p) C ¢,
so I is compatible with every requirement in q.

Any requirement O, € p is compatible with Cys, and thus either (n’,n] N
M = &, in which case O, , is compatible with any requirement in M, or else
Oy ) € M, in which case Oy € pN M C p|M C gq.

The case of a requirement Cy € p is somewhat more complicated than the
previous two. We first show that every requirement I € ¢ is compatible with Cy.
If 7 > sup(V) then I, is compatible with Cy, and if sup(N) > 7 > sup(M N N)
then the required N-fence for I, is a member of the N-fence for C;. Thus we can
suppose that 7 < sup(M N N). If M NN is an initial segment of N then it follows
that 7 € N, so we can also suppose that M NN € M. Then Cynn € ¢, and the
required N-fence for I is the same as the (M N N)-fence for I, required for the
compatibility of {Cynn, I} C q.

Now we show that any requirement O, ,; € ¢ is compatible with Cy. If (1, 9] N
N = @ then this is immediate, so we can assume that there is some £ € (', 7] N N.
We cannot have £ > sup(M N N), since in that case O, ,; would be incompatible
with a member of the M-fence for Cly, which is contained in cp™(p) C ¢q. Thus
n' <d:=sup(MNN). f MNN ¢ M then n < 0 as well, as otherwise O, ,,; would
be incompatible with I,in(ar\s5), which is a member of the M-fence for Cy. But
MNN ¢ M implies M N6 C N, s0 Ogy ) € N and thus O,y ,, is compatible with
Cy. If, on the other hand, M N N € M then Cpnn € g, and the compatibility of
Oy with Cy follows from its compatibility with Cpran.

Finally we show that Cx is compatible with any requirement Cn, € q. We
verify clause first. In the case that M N N is an initial segment of M, the set
N N N’ is also an initial segment of N’. On the other hand N N N’ is a countable
subset of Hs in M, and since the cardinal ¢’ := min(M \ §) is in B it follows that
NNN eMnNHys =MNHs =MNN. Thus NNN' € N.
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In the other case, when M NN € M, we have NNN' = (NNM)NN'. Since g is
a condition this is an initial segment of one of N’ and N N M, and either an initial
segment or a member of the other. Now N N N’ will stand in the same relation to
N as it does to N N M. Thus Cy and Cy- satisfy clause

It remains to verify that the necessary fences exist. If M NV is an initial segment
of M, then any N-fence for C) is also a N-fence for C,. Otherwise the union of
a N-fence for C'yy with a M N N-fence for Cy gives a N-fence for Cy.

If M N N is an initial segment of M then a N'-fence for Cy can be obtained by
taking the set of all N'-fences for members of the M-fence for Cy, and otherwise
the N'-fence for Cy can be obtained by taking the union of this set with a N’-fence
for ONQM.

This concludes the proof that any requirement in M which is compatible with
p|M is compatible with a requirement Cy € p, and hence finishes the proof of

lemma [2.25 |

Corollary 2.26. The forcing Pp is proper. (I

Lemma 2.27. If B is stationary and G is a V-generic subset of Pg then wY[G] =
vial .

w1, Wy - = K, and all larger cardinals are preserved.

Proof. Corollary 2.26] implies that w; is preserved, and corollary 2.24] implies that
k is preserved. All larger cardinals are preserved since |Pg| = k.

Thus we only need to show that each cardinal A in the interval w; < A < K is
collapsed. To see this, let Y :={MNA: e M & Cy € UG} If Cp and
Chy are compatible and A € M N M’ then clause of definition 2] implies
that either M N A C M’ or M N A C M, soY is linearly ordered by subset. Since
each member of Y is countable, it follows that |Y| < w; and hence |JY| = wy in
V[G]. But JY = A, since for any condition p € Pg and any ordinal £ < A we can
find a countable set M < H, with {p,&, A} C M, so that p U {Cp} is a condition
extending p which forces that £ € M NA €Y. O

Lemma 2.28. If A € DN B then every function 7: wy — V in V[G] such that
VE <wy (T1€ € VI[GN Hy)) is in VG N HyJ.

Proof. This is immediate from lemmas 2.22] 2.23 and O
The following observation explains why this forcing is relevant to the ideal I[ws]:

Proposition 2.29. Suppose that B C k is a set of inaccessible cardinals in V and
that G is a generic subset of Pg. Then in V|G| the restriction of the ideal I[ws] to
ordinals of cofinality w1 is generated by the nonstationary ideal on wo together with
the single set S = {\ € k: BN\ is nonstationary in X }.

Furthermore, any stationary subset of B\ S in V remains stationary in V|[G].

Proof. To see that S € Ifws], pick for each A € S a closed unbounded set Ey C A
in V' which is disjoint from B. If A € lim(D) NS and cf(A) > w then the set
¢y := E\x N D is cofinal in A\, but has order type w; since any member of D of
uncountable cofinality is in B.

Let A, ={a,ND:v <k} where {a, : v < K} enumerates in V the bounded
subsets of k, and let F' be the closed unbounded set of A < k such that every
bounded subset of A in V' is a member of {a, : v < A}. Then SN (im(D) N F) C
B(A).
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To see that no stationary subset of B\ S is in I[ws], let A = (a, : v < k) be an
arbitrary sequence in V[G], and let A be a name for A. Fix a continuous increasing
elementary chain (X, : v < k) of elementary substructures of H,+ with A e X,
and let F' be the closed unbounded set of cardinals A < k such that X, N H, = Hy.

We will show that FNDN(B\S) is disjoint from B(A). Suppose to the contrary
that A€ FN DN (B\ S) and let ¢ C A witness that A € B(A). Since the strongly
X -generic condition {I)} is in G, the set a,, = a5 € V[GNH,] for all v < \. Hence
cNv € VI[GN H,] for each v < A, and it follows by lemma 228 that ¢ € V[G N H,].
However this is impossible: G N H), is a generic subset of Pg N H)y = Ppn) and
BN\ is a stationary subset of A, so lemma implies that A is not collapsed in
V[G N H,).

To see that any stationary subset of B\ S remains nonstationary in V[G], let
T C B\ S be stationary and let F be a name for a closed unbounded subset E
of k. Now pick a continuously increasing sequence of elementary substructures X,
of H, + with E € Xo and let F be the closed unbounded set of cardinals A € «
such that Xy N H, = Hy. Then T N F' is unbounded in %, and since T" C B any
condition p € Pp is compatible with {I,} for some A € T N F. Since {I)} is
strongly H-generic, it forces that F is unbounded in A, and hence that \ € E.
Thus pU{LL\} F A e TNE. O

One other application of this forcing is of interest: like the forcing described in
[Mit73] it gives a model with no special we-Aronszajn trees if x is Mahlo in V', and
no ws-Aronszajn trees if x is weakly compact in V. The proof is the same as in
[Mit73], with lemmas[2.22] and 228 taking the place of the main lemma in that
paper. It would perhaps be hard to argue that this construction is simpler than
that of [Mit73], especially in view of the fact that (as is pointed out in [Mit06]) the
proof of main lemma of [Mit73] can be substantially simplified by using the idea of
the proof of lemma However it is shown in [Mit05] that if the current forcing
is simplified by eliminating requirements of the forms I, and O, ,, and using
clause of definition 2] as the only compatibility condition, then the generic
extension is still a model with no special wo-Aronszajn trees, or no we-Aronszajn
trees. This is certainly the simplest construction known of such a model, and is
likely the simplest possible.

3. ADDING kT CLOSED, UNBOUNDED SUBSETS OF K

We will now extend the forcing from section [2] in order to construct a se-
quence (D, : a < kT of closed, unbounded subsets of k. This sequence will
be continuously diagonally decreasing, which means that D11 C D, for all «,
and that if « is a limit ordinal then D, is equal to the diagonal intersection
ANycaDar = {v: (Vo € mo“v) v € Dy }. The definition of this diagonal in-
tersection will depend on a choice of maps 7, : ¥ = «. In addition, the sets D, will
be subsets of B}, where B, = {v < k : v is fo(v)-Mahlo }, and the definition of
the set B, depends on the choice of the function f, representing « in the nonsta-
tionary ideal. The first subsection describes how to use [, to define the functions
T and fo.

We assume throughout this section that O, holds. We also assume throughout
the section that  is inaccessible and that 2% = kT, but only in the final subsec-
tion [3.7] will we make use of the assumption that x is xT-Mahlo.
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3.1. Using O,. Let (C, : @ < k1) be a O, sequence. This means that if o < x
then C, is a closed unbounded subset of o with ordertype at most x, and if
is a limit point of C, then Cs = C, N B. It will be convenient to assume that
Cot1 = {a} for all a, that C, = « for limit @ < &, and that min(C,) = « for all
limit o > k. We will write co ¢ for the {th member of C,.

The desired functions 7, and f, will be defined by writing « as a union U£ er Ao
of sets Aq ¢ of size less than x:

Definition 3.1. We define A, ¢ for « < k™ and § < k by recursion on «:
(1) fa=n+1then Ay =@ and Ay ¢ = Ay U{n} for 0 <& < k.
(2) If o is a limit point of lim(Cy) then Ay ¢ = J{ Ay : n € im(Cy) }.
(3) If « is a limit ordinal but lim(Cy) is bounded in « then set & = sup({0} U
lim(Cy,)), and let {ay, : n < w} enumerate C, \ ap in increasing order.
Thus @ = «ap if otp(Cy) > w, and @ = 0 otherwise. Then

Aag = AagU | (AangU{an})
n<k
where k < w is least such that either (i) otp(Cy,) + k > &, (ii) & > 0 and
ap—1 ¢ A, e, or (iii) k = w.

Proposition 3.2. (1) If & <& <k then Aq e C Anr.
(2) If £ < otp(Cy) then Aae C Ca.-
(3) lim(Ca) MNcCa,e C Aa7g.
(4) U£<n Aa;5 = .

Proof. Each of the four clauses in this proposition is proved by induction on a.
In the successor case BI[1) all clauses of this lemma follow from the induction
hypothesis applied to Ay—1.¢, so we only need to consider cases [B3.1(2,3).

For clause 1, the induction argument follows easily from an inspection of the
terms of the definition.

In the case that « falls into case B.II(2), clause 2 follows immediately from the
induction hypotheses together with the fact that C,, = Co N1 for all n € lim(Cy,). In
the case that « falls into case[B.1K3), it follows similarly by applying the induction
hypothesis to Az when ¢, ¢ < @&, and it follows from clause (i) in the definition of
k for larger €.

In the case that « falls into case BI(2), clause 3 follows from the induction
hypothesis in the same way as did clause 2. Also similarly, the induction hypothesis
applied to As ¢ verifies clause 3 when co ¢ < @&, and the definition of k ensures that
ag € Aqe when cqo e > ap.

To prove clause 4 in the case that « falls into case B|(2), we have U5 enAae =
U etim(c. Ug<r Aar¢ and by the induction hypthesis o' = (J;_, Ao’ ¢ for all o €
lim(Cq). In case[3I(3) we have & = U, Aa,e € U, Ao and oy = U, Aan g
for each n < w by the induction hypothesis. To complete the proof it will be
sufficient to show that for each n < w there is an ordinal £ < k such that k > n,
where k is the integer used in case B.I(3) to define A, ¢. For n = 0 this is true for
¢ = otp(Cs)+1. Assume as an induction hypothesis that there is &y such that k > n
for £ > &y. By the induction hypothesis on « there is & such that a, € Aq,. ¢,
and then k > n + 1 whenever £ > max(&o, &1,0tp(Ca) +n + 2). O

The next lemma states the most important property of the sets Aq ¢:
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Lemma 3.3. If v € Ay Ulim(Ay ¢) UlIm(Cy) then Ay e = Aq e N7y.

Proof. Again we prove this lemma by induction on «,and the successor case BI(1)
is straightforward.

When « falls into case BI](2), we first observe that if v < 4" are in lim(C,) then
Ay e = Ay e Ny by the induction hypothesis, and it follows that A, ¢ = A, e Ny
for all v € im(Cy). If v € Ag ¢ Ulim(Aq ) then pick 4/ € im(Cy) \ . Then by
the induction hypothesis Ay ¢ = Ay e Ny = Aq e N7y.

Now suppose « falls into case BI(3). Then the lemma holds for v < @ by the
same argument. For v > &, note that if £ is as used in the definition of A, ¢
then for any n < n’ < k we have A,, ¢ = Ao, ¢ Nan = Aae Nay. Now for any
v € Aae Ulim(A,¢) we must have o, > 7y for some n < k, and the lemma then
follows in the same way as in case BIJ(2). O

Corollary 3.4. If w <& < k then |Aae| < €.

Proof. The proof is by induction on «. The only problematic case is BI(3), in
which case Aq ¢ is defined as a union of |lim(Cy )| many sets. However lemma
and proposition [3.2(2) imply that in this case Aq ¢ = J{ Ay,» : n € Im(Cy)Neae },
a union of |£| many sets. Since the induction hypothesis implies that each of these
sets A, ¢ has size at most [¢], it follows that |A..¢| < [€]. O

Corollary 3.5. If v € lim(As¢) Na then £ > otp(Cy) and v € Aq eq41. Further-
more v € Aq ¢ unless & = otp(Cl).

Proof. The proof is by induction on «. The conclusion follows immediately from the
induction hypothesis and lemma[33unless v = sup(Aq.¢). It also follows easily from
the induction hypothesis if « falls into one of the first two cases of Definition B}, so
we can assume that « falls into caseBIY3). If k > 0 then sup(Aae) = ar—1 € Aae,
and if v < & then the conclusion follows from the induction hypothesis. This only
leaves the case v = & = ap. Now ag € lim(Aq, ) implies that £ > otp(Cy,) by
Lemma B.2(2), and if £ > otp(Cy,) + 1 then £ > 0 and so ap € Age. O

Corollary 3.6. Suppose v € a\ Cyo, and let ¥ = min(Cqy \ 7). Then v € Aqe if
and only if v € Ay e and 5 € Aqe. O

The following corollary, giving some other useful properties of the sets Ay, », is
easily proved using the definition and previous results:

Corollary 3.7. (1) Suppose that v := sup(Aq x N Agrv) < min(a,o’) and
A>N. Thenv € Aay)\ n Aa’,)\’Jrl-
(2) If X is a limit ordinal then Aqx = Uy <\ Aax -
(3) If o < a and Aa/ﬁ)\ C Aay)\ then Aaly)\ e Aaﬁ)\ N sup(Aag)\).

Proof. For clause (1), we have v € lim(Aqy/ x) Nlim(Agy ). Then corollary
implies that v € Ay x41. Furthermore it implies otp(Cy) < X < A, so v € Ay »
by the second sentence of corollary

The other clauses of corollary B.1] are straightforward. O

Definition 3.8. (1) We define fo(X) = otp(Aa,n).
(2) We write B, for the set of cardinals A which are f,(A\)-Mahlo. Thus & is
« + 1-Mahlo if and only if B, is stationary.
(3) We write mq(n, A) for the nth member of A, », if otp(Aa,n) > 7, and oth-
erwise 7o, (1, A) is undefined.
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Proposition 3.9. (i) [fa]ns =« for alla < k™. (ii) If o/ € Ay x then mo(n, N) =
Tor (M X)) for all N > X and n < otp(Aqr a). (iil) If o € im(C,) then mo(n, ) =
7o (0, A) for all X and all n < otp(Aar z). O

We will normally write 7, “X instead of the correct, but cumbersome, expression
To “(X? N domain(my)).

Proposition 3.10. Suppose that X < (HK+,6) and « € X \ lim(X). Then,
o = sup(X Na) is a limit point of Co, and X N1im(Cy) is cofinal in o .

Hence Coy = Co N, Ay g = Aa e N for every € < k, and 7o = o [{ (7, A)
Ta(mA) < o }.
Proof. By elementarity we have o/ € lim(C,), and a second application of elemen-
tarity shows that lim(C,) N X is cofinal in . O

Definition 3.11. (1) If @ < kt and X = (Xo : o/ < a) is a sequence of
subsets of x then the diagonal intersection of the sequence X is the set
Nyca X ={v<r:Va' € Ay, ve Xy}

(2) A sequence X = (X, : a < k) is diagonally decreasing if Xo \ A C Xo
whenever o/ € Ay 5.

(3) The sequence X is continuously diagonally decreasing if, in addition, X, =
A X whenever « is a limit ordinal.

Proposition 3.12. (B, : a < k™) is continuously diagonally decreasing. (I

o' <a

3.2. The requirements I, » and O, (y . As in the forcing in section 2] for one
closed, unbounded set, the conditions in P* will be finite sets of requirements,
ordered by subset (that is, p < ¢ if p 2 q). The counterparts to I and Oy 5 are
relatively straightforward and are described in definition B.I3} the counterparts to
Cs are more complex and will be introduced in subsection 3.3l As in section[2] the
subscripts of the three types of requirements are distinct and hence we can simply
identify the symbols with their subscripts.

Definition 3.13. (1) I, is a requirement whenever o < k* and X\ € B.
(2) Oy 5,y is & requirement whenever 1 < 7 < &, and either v = 0 or v is a
successor ordinal smaller than x*.

As in the forcing in section 2] the requirements I, » will be used to determine
the new closed unbounded sets D,: if G is a generic set then we will define A € D,,
if and only if there is p € G with I, » € p. The definition of compatibility for these
requirements will be determined by the analogy to the forcing of section 2] together
with the desire that the sequence of sets D, be diagonally decreasing: The analogy
with section ] suggests that I, x should be incompatible with O, (,, Wwhenever
17 < A <5, and the desire that the sets be diagonally decreasing suggests that if
v € Aa,x then I, x should be incompatible with O, ¢, as well.

The desire that the sequence (D, : a < £7) be continuously diagonally decreas-
ing motivates the stipulation that the ordinal v in a requirement O, (, , cannot
be a nonzero limit ordinal: No condition should force that A ¢ D.,, where 7 is a
nonzero limit ordinal, without also forcing that A ¢ D. for some 7 € A, .

3.3. The requirements Cjr,. The next three definitions give the formal defini-

tion of the requirements Chs,,. In addition to the U, sequence C_", we fix a well
ordering < of H,+, which will be used to provide Skolem functions for that set.
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Definition 3.14. As used in this section, a model is a structure M such that
(i) M < (Hy+,€,C, <), (ii) MNlim(Cgup(ary) is cofinal in M, and (iii) otp(Caup(ar)) €
M.

For the remainder of this section we will write M < H,+ rather than M <
(Hq+, €, 6, <), leaving the predicates €, C and < to be understood. Other predi-
cates, when needed for the construction of particular models, will be specified: thus
if X is a model and 7 = sup(X) then we may write M < (X, C;) to indicate that
M is elementary with respect to the extra predicate C, as well as the standard
predicates €, C and <.

Proposition 3.15. If M and M’ are models then M N M’ is a model.

Proof. The presence of the well ordering < provides Skolem functions which ensure
that an intersection of elementary substructures is an elementary substructure.
Hence M N M’ satisfies clause BI4Yi).

To verify clause BI4(ii), set & = sup(M NM’), and note that each of lim(Cz)NM
and lim(Cy) N M’ is cofinal in a&. If @ = sup(M) or & = sup(M’) then this is
Definition BT4Yiii); otherwise it follows from Definition B.I4(i), together, if & is not
in the model, with proposition Fix any v < @ and let « € M \ v+ 1 and
o' € M’'\ v+1 be limit points of C5. Then C5; Na = C,, and C5zNa’ = Cy, so the
least limit point of Cj \ v is also the least limit point of both C, \ v and of Cy \ 7,
and hence is in M N M'.

To verify clause BI4l(iii), note that & ¢ M N M’, as otherwise we would have
a+leMnM. If @ =sup(M) then otp(Cs) ¢ M and if @ = sup(M’) then
otp(Cs) ¢ M’, and in either case @ ¢ M N M'. Otherwise set « = min(M \ @)
and o/ = min(M’ \ @) and let v = otp(Cyz). Then Cy = C,Na = Cy N @, S0
&= Ca,y = Co,y. Thus v € M N M’ would imply & € M N M'. O

For most of this subsection, and all of the following two subsections, we will
only be considering countable models, but in subsections and B we will discuss
models M of two other types: models M with |[M| < k and MNk € & (corresponding
to the requirement Isup(M),Sup(Mﬁn)) and transitive models M of size k. We say
that a model M of any of these three types is simple if otp(Cgup(ary) = sup(M N k).
We will show in subsection [3.7] that there are stationarily many simple models of
any of these three types..

Definition 3.16. A prozy is a finite set of pairs (a, \) such that A < x and «
is a limit ordinal less than x*. If a is a proxy then we write a(\) = {a : IN <
Ao, N)€atl.

Definition 3.17. C), , is a requirement if M is a countable model and a is a proxy
such that (i) If (o, A) € a then A < sup(M N k) and a > sup(M), (ii) 7 (¢, A) €
M whenever A € M, a € a()\) and ¢ € M, (iii) if A € M and a € a(\) then
either sup(Aa,n) € M or M N Ay .y is cofinal in M, and (iv) if A ¢ B, then
A ¢ Bsup(MﬂAa,,\)'

We will write Cys for the requirement Cjs & with an empty proxy, and we say
that a requirement C); is simple if M is.

Note that if Car,4 is a requirement in this forcing then Cynpr,, is a requirement
in the forcing Pp of section[2l The effect of a requirement Cjs in this forcing will
be roughly the same as if the requirement Cprnpm,, € Pp,, were used for each set D,,
with o € M.
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We will complete this subsection with some further useful observations about
the behavior of the requirements Cys and Chy q; but first will we will briefly explain
why the proxies are needed. We will want to prove, for any simple countable model
M, that the condition {C)} is strongly M-generic. To do so we will need to define
a witness function p — p|M. Consider the special case p = {Cx,Cas}, where N is
another simple model with M NN € M. The analogy with section [Zsuggests trying
{CNn,Cr}M = {Crnn}. The problem with this is that there may be & € M such
that £ > sup(M NN) but § € A, for somen € N and A € MNNN«k. In that case
any requirement Og¢ (y/,x) € M would be compatible with Cynn, however I claim
that it must be incompatible with Cy. The reason for this deals with the need for
a function ¢ — ¢|N witnessing that {Cn} is strongly N-generic. If n is the least
ordinal in N such that £ € A, x then the requirement O¢ (s 5 is incompatible with
I, », but compatible with I,s » for any " € N Nn. The same should be true of
{O¢, (.2, Cn}N, and the only condition in N which would have this effect would
seem to be {O;, (x,n}- However O, (\/ 5 is not a requirement since 7 is a non-zero
limit ordinal, and hence {O, (x/ } is not a condition. Since there is no good choice
for {O¢, (a2}, On }|IN, our definition of the forcing will have to specify that O¢ (\/,
is incompatible with Cy.

Thus the correct choice of {Cn,Cyr}|M must be a condition which is incom-
patible with every requirement Og¢ y/y as in the last paragraph. This will be
accomplished by setting {Cn}|M = {Cnnamp} where b is a proxy chosen so that
for any requirement Og¢ (y x) € M as in the last paragraph there is some 7" € b())
such that £ € A,y x. The construction of Cny|M will be given in section B8 with
the construction of the proxy b given in lemma

Proposition 3.18. If Ci,, is a requirement and o € M Ulim(M) then M Na =
To UMM N k) and MNCy ={cap:v e MnNotp(Cy) }.

Proof. If a € M then the proposition is immediate since 7, and Cy are in M. If
a € im(M)\ M and o < sup(M) then set &' := min(M \ «). Then M Na' =
Tor “(M N k) by the previous sentence, and proposition implies that this is
equal to 7, “(M N k). The second clause follows from proposition and the
observation that M NC, = M N Cy .

Finally, if o = sup(M) then MNa =J{MnNv:v € lim(Cy } = {7 “(MNk) :
velim(Cyy } =7 “(M N k). O

Notice that proposition [3.18 implies in particular that the set of ordinals of any
requirement C); is determined by M Nk together with sup(M). It follows, by using
the well ordering < specified at the beginning of section B.3] that these determine
Cyy itself.

Corollary 3.19. If Ciq and Cnp are requirements then MNN =7z (M N NN
k) C Ag sup(MANnk) where & = sup(M N N). O
Corollary 3.20. Suppose that Cyr,q and Cy p, are requirements with MNNNk € M.
Then MNN e M.

Proof. First note that & := sup(M N N) < sup(M), since otp(Cyz) € lim(M N
N N k) € M while otp(Csup(rr)) € M. Then M NN = mg“(M N NNkK) =
Tmin(M\&) “(M NN N Ii) e M. 0

Definition 3.21. If Cj;, is a requirement then we write Ay o x for J{ Ao :a €
MUa(N) }.
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The following observation will be used frequently.

Lemma 3.22. Suppose that Cpr,q and Cnp are requirements such that N Nsup(M N
NNK)C M. Then Apax NN C M for all A < sup(M NN N k).

Proof. Suppose that n € NNA, x, where A < sup(MNNNk) and n € MUa(A). By
increasing X if necessary, we can assume that A € M N N. Then v := otp(4,/ ») €
NNt C M, since |A,y x| < X and both NN« and M Nk are closed under cardinal
successor. However A,y x = A, x N7’ son’ =m,(y,\) € M. O

Lemma 3.23. Suppose that M NN Nk C M. Furthermore, suppose that A\ €
MNONNEK and o € NUb(N), and let & := sup(M N N).
(1) If Aax N @ is bounded in & then sup(Aqx N M) e M NN.
(2) If Ao x N @ is unbounded in & and & < sup(N) then o/ := min(N \ @) €
lim(Aq,z) and AgxNM C o.

Proof. For clause 1, suppose that A, x is bounded in & and set 7y := sup(Aq,2xNA4s,5)
where § := sup(M NN Nk). Since A < §, Corollary [B7(1) implies that v € Aq 41N
Ag. 5. Also, since & and ¢ are limit ordinals there are @ € (lim(Cz)NMNN)\ v and
d € MNN Nk so that v € Az 5. Then v = sup(Aa,xNAas) € N, and it follows
by Lemma [3.22] that v € M as well. Thus v € M N N, and it remains to show that
M N Aqx C v+ 1. Suppose to the contrary that there is > v in Ay N M, and
set 7/ :==min(Aqa,x \ 7+ 1). Then ' € N, and v/ =min (A, »U{n}\v+1) € M.
Thus 7' > v is in M N N, contradicting the choice of .

Now suppose that the hypothesis to clause 2 holds. First we show that we can
assume that « € N: Otherwise a € b(\), but in that case clause BIT() implies
that o := sup(IV N Ag,») is either a member of N or else is equal to sup(N). If
o’ € N then it will be sufficient to show that clause 2 holds with o in place of «,
and if o = sup(N) it will be sufficient to show that clause 2 holds for any member
of (N'\ &) N Aq,» in place of a.

Now sup(a’NAq,x) € N because o/, aand A arein N. Since @ < sup(a/NAq z) <
o/ = min(N \ @) it follows that o/ € lim(Aq ).

It remains to show that Ay, N M C . Suppose to the contrary that there is
some ordinal n € A, x N M \ /. Then o € M, either because n = o or because
n > ', in which case o € lim(Aq )Ny = lim(A,,»), so &’ € A, x41 by corollary 3.0l
and thus o/ € M by lemma[3.221 However o’ € M NN would imply o/ +1 € MNN,
contradicting the fact that o/ > @ = sup(M N N). O

3.4. Definition of the forcing P*. The definition of the forcing P*, given in
definitions and below, is very nearly a word for word copy—with the
mechanical addition of the extra subscripts—of definitions 2T and of the forcing
Pg in section[2l The most significant changes appear in clauses 1 and 2. The change
in clause 1, which was alluded to at the end of subsection [3.2] is needed to account
for the added subscripts « in I, x and 7y in O (,y 5. The change in clause 2, using
MTa] in place of M, was alluded to in subsection [33]and is needed to take account
of proxies.

A more subtle change comes in the definition of an M-fence: if I,  is an M-fence
then M is required to be a member of M, but « is not. We will see in subsection [3.6]
that if M is simple then « can also be taken to be a member of M. For this reason
we will have strongly generic conditions for simple models, but only for simple
models.
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Except for these changes, the definition is essentially a word for word copy of
definitions 2] and with the additional subscripts mechanically added to the
requirements.

Definition 3.24. We write M|a] for {Iox: A€ MNB: & ae€ MUa()) }.

Definition 3.25. (1) Two requirements O (s, and I, x are incompatible if
7 < A<mnandy € Ayt1,x; otherwise they are compatible.
(2) Two requirements O (., and Cis,q are compatible if either O
or every requirement I, x € M|a] is compatible with O, .
(3) (a) An M-fence for a requirement I, » is a requirement I, y» with X € M
such that any requirement O in M incompatible with I, ) is also
incompatible with I,/ y.
(b) Two requirements Ciy,, and I, x are compatible if either A > sup(M N
k) or there exists a M-fence for I, .
(4) (a) An M-fence for a requirement Cpp is a finite set  of requirements
Iy, with A € M N B,, with the following property: Suppose that
O, (wm € M is a requirement such that n > sup(M NN N k), n’ >
sup(MNNNk) if MAN € M, and O, () is incompatible with C .
Then there is some requirement I, » € x which is incompatible with
Oy, (n' -
(b) A model M is fenced from arequirement Cn p if (i) either MNNNH,, €
M or MANNH, = MN Hgp(mnnnx), and (ii) there is a M-fence
for ON,b-
(¢) Two requirements Cys, and Cnp are compatible if M is fenced from
Cnp and N is fenced from Ciy q.

v ) € M

¥, (n’m)]

Definition 3.26. A condition p in the forcing P* is a finite set of requirements
such that each pair of requirements in p is compatible. The order on P* is reverse
inclusion: p’ < pif p’ D p.

Although this forcing is somewhat more complicated than the forcing Ppg, our
exposition will parallel the exposition in section 2l Like Pg, the forcing P* is not
separative and we will write p’ <* pif p’ IF p € G and p =* p/ if p <* p/ and p’ <* p.
In addition we introduce the following notation for a special case of the failure of
separation:

Definition 3.27. We say that I, ) €* p if there is I,/ » € p such that either
a € Ay41,a or « is a limit ordinal and A,y is a subset (and hence an initial
segment) of Ay .

Proposition 3.28. If p € P* and I, €* p then pU {I,} € P*. Hence pU
{Ia)\} =" p.

Proof. Let I, x € p witness that I, x €* p. Then any requirement O (,y , which
is incompatible with I, » is also incompatible with I,/ x, and it follows that I, » is
compatible with any requirement O, (s, € p. In addition, if M is a model then
any M-fence for I, ) is also a M-fence for I, », and it follows that any requirement
Cu.,q € p is compatible with I, ». Hence pU {I, »} € P*.

To see that p I- I, x € U G, note that the first paragraph implies that qU{Ia 2} €
P* for any condition g < p. O
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Proposition 3.29. If Cyr, is a requirement then any requirement R € M is
compatible with Casq. Thus pU{Cur o} € P* for anyp € M N P*.

Proof. Any requirement I, » € M is its own fence for compatibility with Cayq,
and any requirement O (,y,,) € M is compatible with Cprq. If Cnp € M then,
since M NN = N, the empty set @ is both a M-fence for Cy, and an N-fence for
Cw,a- O

Unlike the case in the forcing Pp, the fences specified in definition [3.25] are
not unique. In the next two lemmas we will give an alternate characterization of

compatibility, and show that if any M-fence exists then there is a unique minimal
M-fence:

Proposition 3.30. Suppose that M is a model and I, is a requirement with
A <sup(M Nk). Set

N =min(M \ \) and o =sup({y+1:v+1€MnNAysiir})

Then 1,5 is compatible with Cyr,q if and only if X' € B,.

Furthermore, in this case Iy is a M-fence for I, x which is minimal in the
sense that if Lo av is any other M-fence for In x then (i) X' = XN, (i) o < o,
and (lll) Ia/7)\/ e* {Iaw)\w}.

Notice that o/ = « if & = 0 or « is a successor ordinal in M. We will call the
fence I,y of proposition B30 the minimal M-fence for I, z.

Proof. First, suppose that \' € B},, so that I, x is a requirement. If O,
is a requirement in M which is incompatible with I, » then, because v € Aq41,2
and 7 cannot be a limit ordinal, the choice of o/ ensures that v € Ayr11,x. Also
n <sup(MNX) <A< N <9, 80 Oy (. is incompatible with I/ x. It follows
that Iy is a M-fence for I, », and hence I, x is compatible with Cjs q.

For the other direction, suppose that I, » is compatible with Cs,q and let Loz~
be an arbitrary M-fence for I, ». First we observe that A’ = X; otherwise pick
n € MNAsuch that n > X" if X < A. Then the requirement Oy (,, /] is incompatible
with I, » but is compatible with I,/ .

If o’ is a successor ordinal then it must be a member of M. In that case On (11
is a requirement in M which is incompatible with I, » and hence must be incom-
patible with I~ , and it follows that o € Aa//+17)\.

If o is a limit ordinal then let S be the set of ordinals v+ 1 such that O,.q,(,x
is in M and incompatible with I, x. Then each ordinal y+1 € S must be a member
of Aqr41,x. Since S is cofinal in o, it follows that o is a limit point of of Ay~ »,
and hence o < o and Iy €* {In 1} O

Proposition 3.31. Suppose that M is a model, a,\ € M, and v € Aax \ M.
Then v € Amin(M\’y),)\-

Proof. Set o/ = min(M \ 7). Then sup(A,x N’ € M, since a, A and o are.
But v < sup(Aqax Na’ < o, and since o/ = min(M \ v) it follows that o/ =
sup(Aa,x Na’) € lim(Agy, ). Thus Lemma B3] implies that Ay x = Agx N/, so
v e Aa/)k. O

Lemma 3.32. Let M and N be models which satisfy im(M) Nlim(N) = lim(M N
N), and set & = sup(M N N) and 6 =sup(M NN N k). Then for any {a,\} C N
with § < A < k we have AgxNMNa C A .
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Proof. Fix v € Aax N M N a. By proposition B3 we can assume that a =
min(N \ 7) < @ We will show, by induction on v, that v € A, for all v > « in
(M N NNa). Since lim(Cyz) N (M N N) is cofinal in & it will follow that n € Az x.

Fix such an ordinal v. If @ € lim(C)) then v € Ay x = A, 2 N @, so we can
assume that a ¢ lim(C,).

Set v/ = min(C, \ a), so v/ € N. Since v/ ¢ lim(C,) there is v € C, U {0}
such that v/ = min(C, \ v + 1). Then v” € N and it follows by the minimality
of v/ that v < a < /. Since @ = min(N \ ) it follows that v/ < v < «. This
implies that v/ = min(C, \ v) € M, so v/ € M N N and the induction hypothesis
implies that v € A,/ ». Furthermore, since v’ € M N N the least ordinal X such
that v/ € A, n is alsoin M NN, so ' < § and hence v/ € A, 5 C A, x. Thus
")/GA,/_’)\:AU_’)\QI//. [l

We now consider the compatibility of requirements Cj; and Cy. It is easy to
see that if C'yy and Cx are compatible then Cynp, and Cynm, are compatible in
the forcing Pp, of section2l In particular M Nk and N N« fall into the pattern of
figure[} a common initial segment which is followed by a finite alternating sequence
of disjoint intervals. For pairs M and N which satisfy Definition B25l{4(b)i]), so that
M N N Nk is an initial segment of at least one of M and N, this can be concisely
expressed by the statement lim(M Nk)Nlim(NNk) = lim(MNNNk). The following
proposition shows that this equality also holds above k:

Proposition 3.33. If M and N are countable models such that im(M N k) N
lm(N N k) =lm(M NN Nk) then im(M) Nlim(N) = lim(M N N).

Proof. Suppose a € lim(M)Nlim(N). Then PropositionB.I8 implies that MNC,, =
{cay:v e Mnotp(Cy) } and NNCy = {ca,v : ¥ € NNotp(Cy) }. Since C,NM is
a cofinal subset of M and C, NN is a cofinal subset of N, it follows that otp(C,) €
lm(M)NIm(N)Nk = lm(MNNNk). Thus { ¢y, : v € MNANNotp(C,) } € MNN

O

is cofinal in «.

Lemma 3.34. Suppose Cnp is a requirement, M is a countable model, and the
models M and N satisfy Definition . Let y be the set of requirements

Iy such that

(1) sup(MNNNk)<A=sup(NNXN) <X for some N € M Nk, and

(2) either (i) a € b(N), (ii) o = sup(N N M), or (iii)) @ = min(N \ /) > o for

some &' € M \ sup(M N N).
Then there is a M -fence for Cnp if and only lim(M N N) = lim(M) Nlim(N) and
each of the requirements in y is compatible with Cyy.
Furthermore, in this case let © be the set of minimal M -fences for requirements

iny. Then x is a M-fence for Cny, and x is minimal in the sense that if ' is any
other M-fence for Cnp, then I, x €* &' for any Io \ € .

Proof. Note that every member I,y € y is a requirement since cf(\) = w and
hence A € Bj;,. Let us say that a requirement O, (1 € M clashes with Cy if it is
incompatible with Cn, n > sup(MNNNk), and ' > sup(MNNNk) if MNN € M.
Thus a M-fence for Cy is a finite set  of requirements I, » such that A € M and
any requirement O, ,j € M which clashes with Cy is incompatible with some
member of z.

We begin by showing that every requirement O, (, ,,; € M which clashes with C'y

is incompatible with some member of y. To this end let O, , ) be a requirement
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in M which clashes with Cy, and let I,, ), be a requirement in N[b] which is
incompatible with O, ¢,/ -

Set A = sup(N N 7). Then I, is a requirement since cf(\) = w, and v €
Axg,a0 € Axao 80 O, (4 ) is incompatible with I, x.

If ap € b(A) then In, x € y. If sup(M NN) < ap € N then set & = min(N \ 7).
Then v € Aq,x, by proposition 3.3} and since Ay z, € A, it follows that O, ) n
is incompatible with I, ) € ¥.

Thus we can assume that v < sup(M N N). If A\g > ¢ := sup(M N N N «) then
Lemma implies that v € Agx, C Aa ., where @ = sup(M N N), and hence
O+, (5, 18 incompatible with I5 \ € y.

The only remaining case has 7 < sup(M N N) and A9 < . Since g € (7', 7],
this implies that n° < ¢ and by Definition we must have M NN ¢ M, so
M Nsup(M NNNk)C N. By Lemma (with M and N switched) it follows
that v € Aagpg "M C Anp oMM C N. Thusy € MNN C Ass C Aaz, SO
again O, is incompatible with Iz x € y.

This completes the proof that any requirement O, (., € M which clashes
with C is incompatible with some requirement I, » € y. Now suppose that each
requirement I, » in y is compatible with Cjs, and let x be the set of minimal M-
fences for members of y. Than any requirement O, s ,,; € M which clashes with
Cy is incompatible with some member I,  of y and hence with its minimal M-
fence Iy € x. If, in addition, lim(M) Nlim(N) = lim(M N N) then y, and hence
x, is finite: If y were infinite then there would be an ordinal in lim(M) N Hm(N) \
lim(M N N) either as the limit of infinitely many cardinals A from clause 1, or else
as the limit of infinitely many ordinals a from clause 1(iii).

This completes the proof that if each member of y is compatible with Cj; and
lim(M) Nlim(N) = lim(M N N) then there is an M-fence for Cy.

Now we verify the final paragraph of the lemma. Let I, » be any member of y,
let I/ » be the minimal M-fence for I, x, and suppose that z’ is an M-fence for
Cn. If I » ¢ o' then by proposition B30 there is a requirement O, y € M
which is compatible with 2’ but not with I, . Now pick A € NN\ such that A > 5
and cf(\) = w. If a was given by clause 2(i) or 2(iii) then set @ = a; otherwise pick
a € lim(C,) such that v < A. Then I5 x is a member of N and is incompatible
with Oy, contradicting the assumption that 2’ is an M-fence for Cy. This
completes the proof that the fence x is minimal among all M-fences for Cy.

The last paragraph shows something more: it did not assume that members of
y are compatible with Cps or that im(M) N lim(N) = lim(M N N), and hence it
implies that if there exists an M-fence x’ for Cy then 2’ must include a minimal
M-fence for each member of y. This implies that each member of y has an M-fence,
and hence is compatible with C);. Also, since z’ is finite it follows that ¥ is finite,
but it is easy to see that this implies that lim(M) Nlim(N) = lim(M N N). This
completes the proof of the right to left direction of the equivalence, and hence of

lemma [3.341 O

3.5. Completeness. At the end of this subsection we will give a complete char-
acterization, for any condition p € P*, of the set of requirements I, » such that
plEIyx el G. For the proof of theorem [[:2] however, we will not use this charac-
terization but rather two intermediate results. The first of these will be needed in
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order to define the witness p — p|M for the strong genericity of a countable simple
model M:

Definition 3.35. If p € P* and Ci; 4 € p then cpM (p) is the set of all requirements
I such that o = min(M \ o) for some requirement I, » which is a minimal M-
fence for some requirement in p.

Notice that every member of cp™(p) is a member of M, and is a M-fence for
the minimal M-fence from which it was defined and hence for the requirement
which demanded that minimal M-fence. In general cp™ (p) need not include a
complete set of M-fences for members of p, since a minimal M-fence I,/ » may
have o = sup(M). We will see later that if M is simple then this cannot happen.

Lemma 3.36. Suppose that p € P* and Cpo € p. Then p U cp™(p) € P*,
pUcp™(p) =" p, and cp™ (p U cp™ (p)) = cp™ (p).

The second asserts that the forcing P* does in fact add new closed unbounded
sets D:

Definition 3.37. If G C P* is generic and a < ™ then we write D, = { A < K :
Ia)\ € U G }

Lemma 3.38. The sequence D = (Dy @ a < k7)) is a continuously diagonally
decreasing sequence of closed unbounded subsets of k.

The difficulty here is in showing that the sets D, are closed; the rest of lemmal[3.38
can easily be proved with the machinery already developed.

The proof of lemma B.36 will be given after the next two lemmas, which contain
the substance of the proof.

Lemma 3.39. Suppose p € P* and Cyr,q € p, and let x be the set of minimal
M -fences for requirements in p. Then pUx € P*, pUx =" p, and p U z includes
an M -fence for every requirement in p U x.

Proof. Let I, x be a minimal M-fence for one of the requirements I, » or Cn in p.
We will show that I, x is compatible with all requirements O%(n’ﬂﬂ and Cpyr o in p.
Since I, is also a fence for any ¢ < p in P*, this will imply that ¢ U {I, A} € P*.
It follows that pIF Iy x € U G, that is, that p =* pU {Iq»}. This will be sufficient
to prove the lemma, since it follows by an easy induction that p U x =* p.

First we show that I, x is compatible with every requirement O, ;s € p. In
the case that O, ., ¢ M the compatibility of O, ¢, and Cys, implies that
O, () is compatible with every requirement I,/ x € Ma], and since A € M and
a € M Ulim(M) this implies that O,/ , is compatible with I, x. Thus we can
assume that O, ) € M. If I,y is is the minimal fence for I, ; € p then O,
is compatible with I, -, since both are in p, and by the minimality of I, it follows
that O%(n’,n] is compatible with I, . On the other hand, if I, » is a minimal fence
for Cnp € p then it follows from > A > sup(M NN N k) that O,y ¢ N, and
hence the compatibility of O (, , with Cnp implies that O () is compatible
with every requirement I, » € N[b]. Again, the minimality of I, x then implies
that O, () is compatible with I, .

Now we show that I, ) is compatible with any requirement Cyps o € p. The
proof proceeds by verifying the final statement of the lemma, by showing if I, » is
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not its own M’-fence then the minimal M’-fence for I, is the same as the minimal
M'-fence for some requirement in p.

If A > sup(M N M’ N k) then any M’-fence for Cps, includes a M’'-fence for
Iy x, 50 we can assume that A < sup(M N M’ Nk). If A € M’ then I, » is its own
M'-fence, so we can assume that A ¢ M'. Hence M N M' Nk € M. We will show
that any M’-fence for I, , or for Civ is or includes a M’-fence for I, .

To this end, suppose O, 5 is some requirement in M’ which is incompatible
with I, x. Since A < sup(MﬂM’ N k) we can assume that nn < sup(M NM’'Nk), so
that M N M’ € M implies that n’,n € M. Since O, (,y ) is incompatible with I, x,
we have v € A, x N M’ and it follows by lemma [3.22] that v € M. Hence O, (s
isin M.

If I, » is the minimal M-fence for I, ; then the minimality of I, x implies that
O, () is incompatible with I, -, and hence is incompatible with the M'-fence for
I, -. This shows that any M’-fence for I, ; is a M'-fence for I, x, and thus implies
that I, » is compatible with Chss 4.

If I, is a minimal M-fence for Cn then it follows similarly that O%(n’m} is
incompatible with some I/ x € N[b]. We will show that n > sup(M' NN Nk). It
then follows that O, (,/ , is incompatible with some member of any M’-fence for
Cnp, and this 1mphes that any M’-fence for Cy p includes a M’-fence for I, » and
hence completes the proof of lemma

Suppose to the contrary that n < sup(M’' NN Nk). If M’ NN Nk is an initial
segment of M’, that is, M’ Nsup(M' NN Nk) C N, then n € M N M’ Nsup(M'N
N Nk) C MNN;however this is impossible since the fact that I, » is the minimal
M-fence for Cy , implies that sup(M NN N k) < A < n. Hence we must have
M' NN € M, and it follows that sup(N N'A) € M'N A C M. However by
lemma B34 the fact that I, ) is in the minimal M-fence for Cn implies that
sup(N NA) < XA =min(M \ sup(N N N)), so that sup(NNA) ¢ M. O

Lemma 3.40. Suppose that p € P*, a < k* 1is a nonzero limit ordinal and p I+
A ¢ Da. Then there is a successor ordinal v € Ay, such that p - X ¢ D.Y.

Furthermore if Carq € p, A € M Ulm(M), and « € M U a(A) then the least
such ordinal v is a member of M.

Proof. The hypothesis that p |- X ¢ D, could hold either because A ¢ BZ, so that
I, » is not a requirement, or because I, » is incompatible with some requirement
in p.

If A\ ¢ B then there is a successor v € A, such that A\ ¢ B, and hence
IIFA¢ Dv- Furthermore, if C)y o is as in the second paragraph then A € M, since
A ¢ Bf implies that cf(A\) > w, and hence A ¢ lim(M). Then it is easy to see that
there is some such v in M, using elementarity if « € M and definition BITIv) if
a € a(N).

Thus we can assume that I, ) is a requirement and that I,  is incompatible
with some requirement in p. Now if a requirement O, (,, € p is incompatible
with I, x then p < {Oy oy} IF X ¢ D If the hypothes1s of the second paragraph
holds then the compatlblhty of Oy (4, With Cps o implies that O, () € M and
thus v € M.

The last possibility is that I,  is incompatible with Cyp € p. Then X :=
min(N \ A) ¢ B where 3 =sup{{+1:{+1€ Aqay1aNN }. It follows that there
is a successor ordinal v € N N A, » such that ) ¢ Bj. Thus p < {Cnp}IF ¢ D'v-
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Now suppose that the hypothesis of the second paragraph holds. If A > sup(M N
N N k) then any N-fence for Cyy,, includes a N-fence for I, , contradicting the
assumption that I, x is incompatible with Cv . Thus we must have A < sup(M N
NnNk). Also A ¢ N, or else I, » would be its own N-fence, and hence we must
have NN M € M. Then lemma 322 implies that v € A, xNN C M.

This completes the proof of lemma [3.40, except that under the hypothesis of
the second paragraph we have only shown that there exists a successor ordinal
v € Ao x N M such that p IF X ¢ va not that the least such ~ is a member of M.
Now let 4/ be the least ordinal in A, » N M such that p |- A ¢ Dv“ Then ' cannot
be a limit ordinal, since in that case we could apply the lemma with 4 in place of a.
Thus 7' must be a successor ordinal, say v = ~"” + 1, but then v € M and hence
plf e Dvu. Thus 4/ is the least member v of A, x such that pIF A ¢ Dv' O

Proof of lemmalZ.360. We need to show that every requirement I, € cp™(p) is
compatible with p. If I, » is not compatible with p then p IF X ¢ D,, and by
lemma it follows that p I- X\ ¢ D'v for some v € M N A,y x. However by the
definition of cpM (p) we have o = min(M \ o/) where I, is a minimal M-fence for
some requirement in p. Now A, N M = Ay x N M, so it follows that v € Ay »
and hence I,y is incompatible with p; however this contradicts lemma (I

One more lemma is needed for the proof of lemma [3.3§

Lemma 3.41. Suppose that Cyro € p, and either (1) lox = Lsup(ar)sup(Mnir);
or else (i) A = sup(M NX) < X for some I, x €* p with N € M and o €
M Ulim(M)Ua(X). Then I, is compatible with p, and indeed p U {I, } =" p.

Proof. As in previous lemmas, it will be sufficient to show that I,  is compatible
with p, since this implies that I,  is compatible with any p’ < p and hence p <*
pU {Ia)\}.

Since c¢f(A\) = w, A € B and hence I, j is a requirement. We first show that I, x
is compatible with any requirement O, /., € p. In case (i), where A\ = sup(M),
any requirement O, , which is incompatible with I, x is incompatible with C/ 4,
and hence is not in p.

In case (ii), with A = sup(M N X') where X € M and o € M Ulim(M) U a(N),
any requirement O, ,s 1 incompatible with I, x is incompatible with requirements
Iy »» € M[a] and hence must be a member of M, but this implies that n > X so
that O, () is incompatible with I, x» € p.

Thus I, is compatible with every requirement O, ¢, € p. Now we show that
I, is compatible with any requirement Cyp in p. If A > sup(M N N N k) then
any requirement O, (.1 € N which is incompatible with I,  is incompatible with
requirements I~ x» € M[a] and hence must be incompatible with some member of
any N-fence for Cys . Hence the N-fence for Cys, includes a N-fence for I, ».

Thus we can assume that A < sup(M NN Nk). In particular, A # sup(M Nk), so
I, comes from clause (ii) for some requirement I, »» €* p. If NNsup(MNNNk) C
M then min(N \ A) = min(N \ X'), so any N-fence for I, y is an N-fence for I, .
Otherwise M NN € N, so A € N and hence I, » € p’ is its own N-fence. ([l

Proof of lemmal3.38 To see that D, is unbounded in «, let p be any condition in
P* and suppose ¢ < k. Pick 7 > ( of cofinality w so that 7 > n for all requirements
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Oty € pand 7 > sup(M N k) for all Cprq € p. Then I, . is a requirement,
pi=pU{ly,}<p,andp' Ik 7€ D\ 7.
Proposition B.28 implies that if A€ D, and o € A, ) then A € Dy, so D is
d1agonally decreasmg Lemma [3.4 unphes that if o/ is a limit ordinal and p I X €
D, forall o € A, x thenpl- X € D,, so Dis continuously diagonally decreasing.

Thus it only remains to show that D, is closed for each a@ < k™. We will show
that for any condition p and ordinals a and X such that p ¥ A € D,, there is a
requirement O, (1, compatible with p, such that " < A < 7. Then pU{O4, oy 4}
is a condition extendmg p which forces that D, N A C 7/, so that A is not a limit
point of D,,.

By extending p if necessary, and taking o to be minimal, we may assume that p

forces that p IF A € (ma’GAa N Da/) \ D,. Tt follows by lemma 340 that « is either

0 or a successor ordinal, say o = ag + 1. The case o = 0 is identical to lemma 2.TT],
so we will assume o > 0. By further extending p if necessary, we may assume that
there is an ordinal 7 > A such that p IF 7 = min(Dg \ A).

Let Y = {Cyo€p:aeM & 7€lim(M)}. Y = & then set n = A
Otherwise note that for any two members Chs, and Chyy o of Y, the fact that
7 € lim(M)Nlim(M') = lim(M N M') implies that sup(M N M’ Nk) > 7 and hence
one of M N7 and M’ N7 is contained in the other. Thus {M N7 :Cpq €Y }is
linearly ordered by C. Pick Cr,q € Y with M N7 minimal, and let = min(M \ X).
The desired requirement will be Oy (, ;) for some suitably choosen 7" < A.

If Y # o then the choice of n ensures that O, (,, is compatible with any
requirement Cippr o € Y so long as ' € M. It remains to show that n’ can be
choosen so that Og () is also compatible with the requirements I, ¢ € p and
CM/) rep \ Y.

]

Let I, 5 be a requirement in p. If o ¢ A, y1¢ then I, ¢ is compatible with O,y
for any " < A, so we can assume that o € A,;1¢. It follows that p IF ¢ € Da, o)
the choice of 7 ensures that { < A or £ > 7. If £ > 7 then O, (,y ) is compatible
with I, x for any 7 < A, so we can assume that { < A. Then Oy, ;) is compatible
with I, ¢ for any n’ € X \ £ IfY = @ then we are done; otherwise we need to show
that sup(M N \) > €. To see this, note that if ¢ = min(M \ &) then p I- & € D,
because of the M-fence for I, ¢. Since £’ <n < 7 it follows that £’ < .

It remains to consider requirements Cpyr v € p\Y. We first show that if Cppr o €
pand o ¢ M’ then Og () is compatible with Cpy o for any n" < X. Suppose
to the contrary that O ('] 18 incompatible with Cjps/ . Then there is some
ordinal o € M' U d'(n) such that a € Aqr.a. The least such ordinal o' is a limit
ordinal, and p I+ 7 ¢ Dy, so lemma implies that there is a successor ordinal
v € M' N Ay » such that p IF 7 ¢ D,. By the choice of o/, we must have v < a
and hence 7 € Agx = Aagr1., and it follows that p Ik 7 ¢ D,,. If = X this
contradicts the choice of a. If n > X then I, , €* p as the M-fence for I, €* p,
and so again plFn € Da0 This contradiction completes the proof that O,y is
compatible with Chs/ o.

The only remaining requirements to consider are Capr o € p\'Y with o € M.
Now note that lemma 336 implies that p I- sup(M’'N7) € Dq, so sup(M'N7) < A.
If Y = @ then it follows that O, (,y ) is compatible with Cpsr o so long as n' >
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sup(M' N A). If Y # @ then we must show that sup(M N A) > sup(M’' N A), so
that 7’ can be choosen to be a member of M. Suppose first that § := sup(M N
M’'Nk) > 7. Since n € M \ M’ this implies that M N M’ € M, and in particular
sup(MNM'NX) € M, sosup(MNA) > sup(M'NA). Now suppose that § < 7, and
hence d < A\. f MNM’ € M and § = sup(M’'NA) then again M'NA C M and hence
sup(MNA) > sup(M'N\). Otherwise, p IF min(M\sup(M'N\)) € D, because of the
M-fence for Cpsr o, s0 as in the case of I, ¢ it follows that min(M \sup(M’'NA)) < A
and hence sup(M N A) > sup(M’' N A).

It follows that if " < X is choosen so that 7’ > ¢ for all I, ¢ € p with £ < X
and In¢ € {I,¢}, and o' > sup(M' N A) for all Crpr o € p\ Y with a € M’, then
Oaq,(y ) 1s compatible with all requirements in p \ Y’; furthermore, we have shown
that if Y # @ then such ordinals 1’ can be found in M N A. Such a choice of 7’
gives a condition O, (,,, compatible with p which forces that D, is bounded in A,
and it follows that D, is closed. O

This completes the proof of lemmas and 338 In the remainder of this
subsection, which is not needed for the proof of theorem [[.2], we briefly explain how
the proofs of these lemmas can be used to give a characterization, for an arbitrary
condition p, of the pairs (v, ) such that pIF X € D,.

This characterization generates the set of such pairs through four steps. We
write A7, \ for the intersection of A, x with £* \ lim(x™"), that is, A}, \ contains
only 0 and the successor ordinals from A, ».

Step 1. By lemma [3.36] we can assume without loss of generality that p includes,
for each requirement C , € p, the minimal M-fence for each requirement in p.
Step 2. Suppose Car,q € p, A € MUlim(M), and o € MUa(N). If I,/ » €* p, where
o/ =sup(M N A ), then plF XA € Dy,.

This follows from lemma[3 40l With some care it can be shown that any condition
p can be extended to a condition p’ < p with p’ =* p so that I, » €* p for each
pair (a, A) as in this step. A key point in the argument is that the requirements
Cu,q € p should be considered in the order of their size: if A € M N M’ € M’ then
the pairs (o, A) from Chs,, should be dealt with before those from Cas o .

Step 3. If Carq € p, A€ M, and N = sup(M N A) < X then p IF X € D, whenever
a€ MUa()\) and plF X € D,.

This follows from lemma B.41] and it is straightforward to verify that any con-
dition p can be extended to a condition p’ < p with p’ =* p such that I, » €* p/
for all (a, \') as in this step.

Step 4. If o/ =sup(4}, ) and pI- \ € D, then pl- X\ € D,,.

This follows immediately from the fact that the sequence D is continuously
decreasing. This situation is actually an artifact of our definition of the sets A, x: if
these sets had been defined to be closed under successor then it would never happen
that sup(Aq,\) > sup(4}, ). Such a change would make this characterization more
natural.

The proof of lemma[5.38 shows that for any condition p which has been extended
as described in steps 1-3, the only pairs («, A) for which p IF A € D,, are those such
that I, » €* p and those coming from step 4 in which I,/ x €* p.

3.6. Strongly generic conditions. Earlier we described three types of simple
models: in addition to the countable models we have uncountable models X < H,+
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of size less less than x with X N H; transitive, and transitive models X < H, + with
x C X. The main result of this section asserts that each of these has a strongly
generic condition:

Lemma 3.42. Suppose that X is a simple model, and that sup(X N k) € Bgyp(x)
ifw<|X|<k. Set

{Cx} if X is countable,
pX = {Isup(X),sup(Xﬁn)} ZfX NKER,
%) if X is transitive.

Then p*X is a tidy strongly X -generic condition.

The reason for requiring that X be a simple model is given by the following
observation, which will be used to define the function p — p|X witnessing strong
genericity.

Proposition 3.43. Suppose that X is a simple model, « < K+, and A < sup(XNk).
Then Aq N X is bounded in X.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that A, x is unbounded in X. Set & = sup(X) <
sup(Aq,n) < « and let o’ be the least member of Aq11,3 \ & Then Ay Na’ =
Ay x C cox. Now @ € lim(Cy) since A, x is unbounded in X, so C5z = Cy N @.
However, since X is simple we have otp(Cs) = sup(X Nk) > A and hence sup(X N
AO/,,\) < car,n = Ca,x < @, contrary to assumption. O

In order to make use of this fact we extend to arbitrary models some of the
notation previously associated to countable models M. Recall that A; y=Aa N
(T \ lim(k™)).

Definition 3.44. If X is an uncountable model then I, ) is an X-fence for I,  if
A € X and every requirement O € X which is incompatible with I, y is also
incompatible with I,/ .

We say that I, x is the minimal X -fence for I, 5 if o/ = sup(Aj;J\ nXx).

We write cp”X (p) for the set of requirements I, y such that o/ = min(X \ &)
where I,/ is the minimal X-fence for some requirement I, » € p.

v, (n’m)]

Note that the definitions are identical to those given previously for countable
models (except that if M is countable then cp(p) also includes M-fences for
requirements Cn , € p).

The X-fences from definition [3:44] have the same properties as M-fences.

Proposition 3.45. If X is a model of any type, and p < p* if X is countable, then
pUcpX(p) € P*, and pUcp”X(p) =* p. Furthermore if X is simple then cp™ (p)
includes an X -fence for every requirement I, x € pUcp™ (P) with A < sup(X N ),
and if X is countable as well as simple then cp™ (p) also includes an X -fence for
every requirement Cnp € p.

Proof. The first statement was proved for countable models as lemma [3.36] so we
can assume that X is uncountable and hence X N k is transitive, Suppose that
Inx € cp¥(p), say that o = min(X \ o) where o = sup(A%, , N X) for some
Iy n € p. Then I,» ) €" p, so Iy is compatible with p. But since X N A
is transitive and A and « are in X, the set A, is a subset of X and hence is
contained in A, . Thus any fence for I,  is also a fence for I, .
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For the second statement, if X is uncountable then A < sup(X N \) implies
that A € X, and if X is countable then the compatibility of p, together with the
assumption that p < p¥X, imply that every stated requirement has a fence which
is a requirement I, x (or a finite set of such requirements) with A € X. Thus it
is enough to show that if I, » is the minimal X-fence for any requirement I, x
with A € X then o < sup(X). Since o/ = sup(A* , N X), this follows from
proposition 1 O

We are now ready to start the proof of lemma 421 The function p — p|X
witnessing the strong X-genericity of p¥ is defined by the equation

pIX=@NX)Ucp™(p) U{Crmal" X : Cra€p & MNX € X}
where Ciy,o|* X is given by the following lemma:

Lemma 3.46. Suppose that X is a simple model and Cyy q is a requirement com-
patible with pX such that M N X € X. Then there is a requirement Cpro|*X in X
such that (i) every requirement R in X which is compatible with {Chs.q|* X }Ucp™ (p)
is also compatible with Ciy 4, and (ii) every requirement R which is compatible with
{Chr.a} Up™ is also compatible with Cpr|*X.

The proof of lemma [3.46] will take up most of this subsection. We first show that
lemma [3.42] follows from lemma 3.46]

Proof of lemma[342 from lemma[346] First we verify that p| X € P*, that is, that
any two requirements in p|X are compatible. Any two requirements in p U cp™ (p)
are compatible by proposition 345 and if Cjs € pand M NX € X then Curq|* X
is compatible with every requirement in pUcp™ (p) by clauseB46(ii). Finally, if Cy
is another member of p such that X N N € X then the compatibility of Chsq|*X
with Cnp[*X follows from clause B.40l(ii) together with the fact that Casq|* X is
compatible with p < {COn s} Up*

Next we verify that the function p — p|X is tidy. Suppose that p,p’ < p¥ are
compatible conditions. Then pAp’ = pUp’, and (pAp')|X = p|XUp'| X = p| X Ap'| X
since each member of (pAp')| X is determined by the model X together with a single
requirement from p U p'.

It remains to show that p — p|X witnesses that p¥ is strongly generic. We need
to show that any condition ¢ < p|X in X is compatible with p, and for this it is
enough to show that ¢ is compatible with every requirement R € p.

In the case R = I, » € p and A < sup(X N k) there is an X-fence for I, ) in
cpX(p) C p|X, and any requirement in X which is compatible with this X-fence is
compatible with I, ».

Now consider R = O,y ) € p- If Oy (5 € X then O, (,y ) € pNX C p|X C g,
so it will be enough to show that if O, ¢, ¢ X then Ov (1) is compatible with
every requirement which is a member of X. Now if O, , , is incompatible with
any requirement in X then O, ;1 is incompatible w1th a requirement of the form
Io.» € X. In the case that X is countable it then follows from the definition of
compatibility of O, (5 with Cx that O, ;5 € X, so we can assume that X is
uncountable. It follows that X N & is transitive, and since I, » € X it follows that
Ao a CXandtherefore’yeX If|X|—nthen77 nekrCX, SOOV(,’ ) € X.
Otherwise we have ' < A < sup(X Nk), and therefore n < sup(X Nk) since O, (/1
is compatible with pX = {Lsup(x),sup(xnr) }» 50 again O € X.
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In the case R = Cpq with M N X € X, clause B46(i) asserts that Chrq is
compatible with any requirement in X which is compatible with p|X.

It only remains to consider the case R = Cir,o when M N X ¢ X. In this case
X must be countable and M N X N H, = X N Hs, where § := sup(M N X N k).
If I, » € gand A < 6 then A € M, and in this case I, ) is its own M-fence. If
sup(M N k) > X > 6 then the M-fence for Cx, required for the compatibility of
Chr,q with Cx, is a M-fence for I, ). Hence any requirement I, » € ¢ is compatible
with CM@.

Now we show that Cp, is compatible with any requirement O, (., € ¢ by
showing that if O, (/. is a requirement in X which is compatible with p[X but
incompatible with some requirement I, x € Mla], then O, ¢y, € M. First, we
must have 1 < §, as otherwise O, (,, would be incompatible with the X-fence
for Cpr.4, which is a member of cpX(p) C p|X. Thus {n/,n} C M. Next, we have
v € Aat1,n, where A € M and o € M Ua(N). If v < « then, since M NX ¢ X,
lemma [3.22] implies that A, x N X C M, s0 v € M. If v = a, on the other hand,
then v =« € M[a] = M Ua()), and a(X) is a set of nonzero limit ordinals while ~y
is either zero or a successor ordinal. Thus it again follows that v € M.

Finally, suppose that Cyp € ¢. Since N € X we have NN M Nk=NN(MnN
X)Nk=NnNnde X, and since “6NX C XNH; =XNMnH, it follows that
NNMnNek e M. Hence Cyr,q and Cyp satisfy clause of definition We
can obtain a N-fence for M by taking the minimal N-fences for the members of
the minimal X-fence for M, which is contained in p|X. The M-fence for X is also
a M-fence for Cy . Hence C)y,q is compatible with Chy . [l

As a preliminary to the proof of lemmal[3.46] we give a structural characterization
of the desired requirement Cisr or = Chro|* X . Recall that A}, , | is the set contain-
ing 0 together with the successor ordinals from Apsqx = J{ Aaxr : @ € MUa(N) }.

Lemma 3.47. Suppose that X and Carq are as in lemma[340, and that Cpyr o is
a requirement such that M' = M N X, a’" € X, and Ay N X = Ay, NX for
all A\ € M'Nk. Then Chr 0 satisfies the conclusion of lemma [3-46]

Following the proof of lemma B.47 we will construct such a requirement Chy 4.

Proof. The proof breaks into 3 cases, numbered from 1 to 3, depending whether
the requirement R has the form I, x, Oy () or Cnp. Furthermore, each of these
three cases has two subcases, which are labeled (a) and (b) to correspond to the
two clauses in the conclusion of lemma

Note that the hypothesis of lemma [3.46] implies that M’ Nk is an initial segment
of M N k.

(Case 1a) First suppose that R = I, » € X and I, is compatible with Cpz/ .. We
must show that I, » is compatible with Cps q. If sup(M Nk) > A > sup(M NXNk)
then any M-fence for X includes an M-fence for I, », so we can assume that
A <sup(M NXnNek)=sup(M' Nk). Set N := min(M \ ) = min(M’\ A). Now
AarxN M =AaxN(MNX) = Ay xNM since by lemmaB22A M N X € X implies
that Aqx N M C X. Thus any M’ fence for I, » is also a M-fence for I, .

(Case 1b) Now suppose that R = I, , is compatible with {Cps.} Up~. We will
show that R is compatible with Cps 4. This is immediate if A > sup(M' N k),
so we assume that A < sup(M’' N k). Then X := min(M’\ A\) = min(M \ A) and
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AaxNM' C M since M’ C M. Hence any M-fence for I, 5 is also an M’-fence for
T -

(Case 2a) Here we assume that R = O, ) € X and R is compatible with
{Chrrr o} U cpX(p), and we will show that R is compatible with Cjs,. This is
immediate unless there is some I, x € M[a] which is incompatible with O, ,}, and
in this case we must have A < sup(MNXNk), or else O, (,y ) would be incompatible
with the X-fence for Cjs 4, which is contained in cp™ (p). Thus A € X N M = M.
Furthermore v € A}, .\ NX = A}, \ N X, s0 O, .y Is incompatible with
a requirement in M'[ '] and hence is a member of M’ C M. Thus Oy is
compatible with Chy .

(Case 2b) Now suppose that R = O, (s, is compatible with {Caz,o} Up™. Then
O,y 1s compatible with Cps o unless there is some I, x € M'[a'] which is
incompatible with O (/. Since M’ and a’ are in X this implies that I, x €
X, and since O (,y 5 is compatible with pX it follows that O () € X. Since
AM% \NX = A* 1. 2NX 1t follows that O, (,y ) is incompatible with a requirement
in Mla], and hence O,y € M since O ',y is compatible with Cjs .. Hence
O%(ﬁ/ﬂ?] eEMNX = M'

(Case 3a) Suppose that R = Ciy;, € X and R is compatible with Cpss o Ucp™ (p).
We need to show that R is compatible with Cjys,. Since Cn is compatible with
Cmroy MONNK =M NNNEk is either a member of or an initial segment of N.
Also, since M’ N k is an initial segment of M the set M N N N k is also either a
member of or an initial segment of M according as it is a member or initial segment
of M’.

Let 2’ be a M'-fence for Cn and let « be a M-fence for Cx. Then 2’ U x
is a M-fence for Cnyp: If O, ., € M is incompatible with some I, x € N[b]
then O, is incompatible with some member of z if A > sup(M N X N x), and
otherwise O, 5 is incompatible with some member of z’.

In the other direction, let =’ be an N-fence for Cass o/, let y be an X-fence for
Ci.o which is contained in cpX (p), and let = be the set of minimal N-fences for
members of y. Then zUx’ is a N-fence for Chy 40 Let O%(nﬁn} € N be a requirement
which is incompatible with some requirement I, x € M[a]. If A > sup(M NN N k)
then O, ) must be incompatible with some member of z. If A < sup(MNNNk)
then )\ € M’ since N € X implies that sup(M N NNX) <sup(MnNXnNk), and
MnXnNk=Mnsup(MNXNk). Thus the fact that Ay, , \NX = A3, , \NX
implies that O, (, ] is incompatible with some member of M’[a’] and hence with
some member of x’.

(Case 3b) Finally, suppose R = Cly; is compatible with {Chs,} Up*. We need to
show that R is also compatible with Cpps o/ First, NN M' Nk=NN(MNX)Nk.
This is an initial segment of N N M thus it is either a member or initial segment of
M’ depending on whether N N M Nk is a member or initial segment of M, and it is
a a member or initial segment of N depending on whether N N M Nk is a member
or initial segment of N.

If  is any M-fence for Cp then {Iox € z: A € M’} is an M'-fence for C .
An N-fence for Cjpyr o can be obtained by taking the union of an N-fence for Cx
and an N-fence for Carq: If I, ¢ € M'[a’] then A € M’ = M N X and either
vyeM CMorvyed())CX. O
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Proof of lemma[346] It remains to construct a pair M’, @’ satisfying the hypothesis
of lemma B.47 We already have M’ = M N X. In order to construct o’ we will
define a sequence of proxies a(i) and b(¢) by recursion on i, each of which satisfies
the following recursion hypotheses:
(1) (a) Crpr a4 is a requirement, (b) Ciyp(;y satisfies Definition BI7({AV), and
(c) for any v € M' N« and any « € b(3)(v), either A, N M’ is unbounded
in M’ or sup(4a,,., NX) € M'.
(2) a(i) € X.
(3) Arpr agiyun(iyy N X = Alpa, NX for all v < sup(M' N k).
(4) Set d(i) = {a : IA(a,A) € b(i)}. Then d(i + 1) < d(i) where < is the
ordering of [T]<“ defined by d’ < d if max(d’' Ad) € d.
The ordering < is a well order, so clause 3 implies that there is some k& < w such that
b(k) = @. We will set a’ = a(k). Then Cp 4 is a requirement by clause (1) of the
recursion hypothesis, it is in X by clause 2, and it satisfies A}, ,, \NX = Apa,2NX
for A € M’ Nk by clause 3. Hence Cjy 4 satisfies the conclusion of lemma 346
Note that clause [IHl is a modification of clause [l of the Definition B.I7 of a
requirement of the type Ch q.

(Case i = 0) The recursion starts with a(0) = @ and
b(0) =bU{(a,0): v € M\ sup(M') & X Na ¢ sup(M Na)}.

The set b(0) is finite, since by proposition there can be only finitely many
a>sup(M N X) in M such that X Na ¢ sup(M N ).

Clause 2 of the recursion hypotheses is immediate and clause 4 does not apply,
so we only need to verify clauses 1 and 3.

Clause [Tal is immediate since a(0) = @. Since the requirement Cjs, satisfies
BIA@Lv) and b(0)(\) € M Ua(\) for A € M Nk, clause 1D holds for b(0). Finally,
clause [IH] follows from Lemma B:23)(T).

Now we verify clause 4 of the recursion hypothesis:

Claim. Ay q0)ub(0),y = AM,aw for allv € M' N k.

Proof. We have a(0) = @, and it is clear that Ayp p0),, € An,a,v- Since a C b(0)
it only remains to show that Aps o, NX C Ay o), Suppose v € XN A, where
aeMandv e M'Nk. Ify <sup(MNX)and A,, NX is bounded in sup(M NX)
then clause 1 of lemma B23 implies that o’ := sup(X N A,,,) € M NX = M’', and
then v € Apy10 € Ay . Iy < sup(M N X) and A,,, N X is unbounded in
X then v € Ay, C Ay, for any o € Ay, N X \ 7. Thus we can assume that
v > sup(MNX). Then (o/,0) € b(0) where o := min(M\ ), 50 Aar, € A p(0),0s
and it follows by proposition B.3T] that v € Aq,, N’ = Aarw € Anp (0,0 O

(Case i + 1) Now assume that a(i) and b(7) have been defined, and b(#) # @. To
define a(i+ 1) and b(i + 1), let (a, A) be the lexicographically least member of b(4),
and set b’ (i) = { (¢/, ') € b(3) : &/ > a }. Note that, while there may be more than
one ordinal A such that (a, A) € b(i), all but the least of these are redundant and
may be discarded.

We begin with several special cases: If A\ > sup(M’ N k) then (a, A) can be
discarded since v < sup(M'Nk); in this case we set a(i+1) = a(i) and b(i+1) = b'(4).
If @« € X then we set a(i+ 1) = a(i) U {(o,min(X \ A)} and b(i + 1) = b'(3). If
a < o +w for some limit ordinal o’ then we set a(i + 1) = a(¢) and b(i + 1) =

{(e/, M)} UV (7).
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The recursion hypotheses are clear in each of these three cases. For the remainder
we can assume that o ¢ X and that all members of C, are limit ordinals. If
C, is bounded in X then set n := max(lim(C,) N X) where X is the closure
X = X Ulim(X) of X. Otherwise, if C,, is cofinal in X, set n = Ca,sup(M'nk)- Lhen
Aap = Ay, forallv < sup(M'Nk), and n € X since M’ € X and 1 = cor sup(m/ni)
for any o € lim(C, N X) \ 0.

Claim. Ifn <sup(M’) then Ay, N C Ay g, for all v < sup(M' N k).

Proof. For any v such that A, , is cofinal in M’ we have A,, = Ay, Nn C
Ay Nsup(M') = Agipuyw € Amr o, since lim(Cgyp(agry) N M’ is cofinal in M.
If v € M' Nk and Ag,, is bounded in sup(M’) then & := sup(A4,,, N X) € M’ by
clause [Id of the recursion hypothesis. Then A, N7 = A¢, N1 C App o0 [l

Thus if n < sup(M’) we can set a(i + 1) = a(i). Otherwise set 7' = min(X \ n)
and A = min(X \ A), and set a(i + 1) = a(3) U {(n', \)}.

If Ao, NX C A, , for all v < sup(M' N k) then set b(i + 1) = b/(4). Otherwise
let (v; : j < m) enumerate the set {min(Co \ §) : 7 < & € XNMAL (ot
Note that m is finite since otherwise sup,_,y; would be in lim(Cy) N X. For
each j < m let x; be the least ordinal x € X \ A such that v, € A, ,, and set
bi+1) = b'(0) U{ (v,x5) : 5 <m}.

This completes the definition of a(i+1) and b(i+1). Again, Clauses 2 and 4 of the
recursion hypotheses are clear. Clause [[alis also immediate unless a(i 4+ 1) # a(4),
in which case we need to show that each clause of Definition BT holds of (', \') for
Cwmva(it1)- Clause BTT@) is clear. For clause BIT({), note that if v € M’ N (k\ X)),
v € M'Nk and m,y(7y,v) is defined then m, (y,v) € X since {v,7,7'} C X. In
addition m, (v,v) = my(v,v) = ma(v,v) € M, and hence my (y,v) e MNX = M.
For clause BI7|(), A, , is an initial segment of A, ,, and clause[2lasserts that either
Aqp N M’ is unbounded in M’ or else sup(A,,, N X) € M’. Since n > sup(M’),
the first alternative implies that A, , is cofinal in M’. Since ' and v are in X, the
second alternative implies that sup(A, , NX) = sup(A,, NX) =sup(4., NX) €
M'. For clause BITAW), if v ¢ B,y and 7 is least such that v € A,/ , and v ¢ B,
then v € X, and hence v € A,y , = Ay, Nn'. Thus v € M by clause [IH] of the
recursion hypothesis, soy e M NX = M.

To verify clauses [ and [Id, use the recursion hypothesis and the fact that
A%.W = Ay, Nry; for v > xiqa.

It only remains to verify clause 3 in the final case of the definition:

Claim. In the final case of the definition of a(i+1) and b(i+1) we have A}, a(§)Ub(i),v
X =430, NX foralveM Nk

Proof. The change from a(i) U b(4) to a(i + 1) U b(i + 1) consists of replacing the
single pair («, A) € b(7) with the finite set { (y;,x;) : j <m} C b(i + 1), together
with (7, min(X \ A)) € a(i + 1) if n > sup(M’). If v < X then none of these
contributes any members to either of the sets Ay, )y, OF Ay q,00 50 it will be
sufficient to verify the conclusion of the claim for v € M" N (x\ A). Since M’ C X,
this implies that ¥ > min(X \ A). Thus it will be sufficient to verify that

(3.1) AL, NX = (A;,)VUU{AT”_’V:j<m & x; gu})ﬂX

for any v > X in M'.

N
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Since n € lim(Cy) N lim(Cyy), we have Ay, N = A, , = A, N7 for every
v < k. Furthermore A, , C Ay, for all v > x;. Thus it it will be sufficient to
show that A7 , N (X \n) CU{4;,,:j<m & x; <}

Suppose that v € A;UH(X\n). Then there is some j < m such that 75 <7 <5,
where 7} = sup(Cy N7y;). However v ¢ C, since it is a successor ordinal, so v < ;.
Furthermore v € A, ., implies that v; € A, and hence v > x;, so v; € b(i+1)(v)
and v € Aa,v Ny = A'Y]‘J’ - Ab(i),u- O

This completes the proof of lemma [3.46] and hence of the strong genericity
lemma [3.42 (|

3.7. Completion of the proof of theorem We first verify that there are
stationarily many models satisfying the hypothesis of lemma [3.42]

Lemma 3.48. (i) The set of transitive simple models X < H.+ is stationary.
(i) The set of countable simple models M < H,+ is stationary. (iii) If k is k-
Mahlo then the set of simple models Y < H,+ with Y Nk € Byyp(y) s stationary.

Proof. For clause (i), any transitive set X < H,+ with cf(sup(X)) = & is a simple
model.

For the remaining clauses, let X be any model as in the last paragraph and set
T = sup(X).

For clause (ii), let M be any countable elementary substructure of the structure
(X, Caup(x)). Because Cgup(x) was included as a predicate, M N Cgypx) is un-
bounded in § := sup(M) and hence Cs5 = Cyyp(x) N 0. Finally, c5¢ = coup(x),e € M
for all £ € M Nk, so otp(Cs) = sup(M N k) and lim(Cj) is cofinal in M. Thus M
is a simple model.

For clause (iii), let E be the closed and unbounded set of cardinals A\ < k such
that there is a set Xx < (X, Cqup(x)) With XaNH,, = H,. As in the last paragraph
the models X, are simple. Set 7 = sup(X). Since k is 7 + 1-Mahlo there is a
stationary set of A € EN B;. Pick A € EN B,, and set 77 = sup(X). Then
Arx = Az, 0 fr(A) = frr(N), and since A € B, it follows that A € B, as well.
Thus the set Y = X, satisfies clause (iii). (]

Corollary 3.49. The forcing P* has the k™ -chain condition and is w1 -presaturated.
If k is kT -Mahlo then P* is k-presaturated.

Proof. The proof is immediate from lemma 218 corollary 219 lemma [3.42] and

lemma 348 O
Corollary 3.50. If k is kT-Mahlo and G is a generic subset of P* then wY[G] =
WY, wy = k. and all cardinals larger th d

1,We =K, ger than K are preserved.

Proof. By corollary 3.49, P* is wi-presaturated, x-presaturated and has the x*-
chain condition. Hence these three cardinals, and all cardinals greater than k¥,
are preserved, and it only remains to show that all cardinals between w; and x are
collapsed. This follows by the proof of the corresponding lemma 227 from section 2]
using By in place of B, Dy in place of D, and Iy , instead of I,. O

Corollary 3.51. If k is kT-Mahlo then every subset of Cof(wy) in V|[G] in I[ws]
is nonstationary.
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Proof. Assume to the contrary that A := (a¢ : £ < k) is a sequence of countable
subsets of k in V[G] such that the set B(A)NCof (wy) is stationary, where B(A) is the
set defined in definition [Tl Let A be a name for A. Fix a transitive simple model
X < (Hy+,A), so that IF A € V[GN X], and as in the proof of lemma B8 let E be
the set of A <  such that there is a model X < (X, A, Coup(x)) With XaNH,, = Hy.
Then E contains a closed and unbounded subset of x. Since B(A) N Cof(wy) is
stationary there is an ordinal A € EN D,11 N B(A4) N Cof(w; ), where 7 = sup(X).
Then X is simple, Iyp(x,),x € UG, and {Iypxa} IF VY < Xa, € V[G’ﬂ Xl
Thus a, € V[GN X,] for all v < A.

Now let ¢ C A witness that A\ € B(A). Thus otp(c) = wy, Je = A, and
cnBe{a,:v<A}CV[GNX, for all 3 < A. It follows by lemma [Z.22] that
cE V[G N X)\].

We complete the proof by showing that this is impossible. Let ¢ be a P* N X -
name for ¢. For a closed unbounded set E’ of cardinals N < A there is a model
X' < (Xy,¢) with X' N H, = Hy. Since A € B;y1 N D;41 there is a cardinal
X € E'ND;. As in the previous argument, X’ is a simple model and {I; '} € G is
a strongly X'-generic condition. Since otp(c) = w1 C X', it follows that {I, y/} IF
¢ C X', contradicting the fact that ¢ is cofinal in . O

This completes the proof of theorem

4. DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS

Several related questions and ideas are discussed in the paper [Mit05], and we
will only summarize some of them here.

The first problem is whether these techniques can be applied at larger cardinals.
One easy answer to this problem is given for any regular cardinal x by substituting
“of size less than k” for “finite” and using models of size x instead of countable
models. The resulting forcing adds closed unbounded subsets of k™ and demon-
strates the consistency of the statement that every subset of Cof(x™) in I[xTT] is
nonstationary.

No such generalization is known for cardinals ™ where & is a limit cardinal. This
problem is of particular interest in the case when & is a singular cardinal. Shelah
has shown that if x is singular then I[x*] includes a stationary subset of Cof(\)
for every regular A < , but it is open whether Cof(\) € I[x™] for any regular A in
the interval w1 < A\ < k.

Another natural question is whether the techniques of this paper can be applied
at multiple cardinals, giving a model in which, for example, neither I[ws] N Cof(w1)
nor I[ws] N Cof(ws) contain a nonstationary set. This problem seems to be quite
difficult, and a useful test problem comes from considering the much simpler ar-
gument, alluded to at the send of section 2] and given in [Mit05], which uses the
techniques of this paper to give a model with no we-Aronszajn trees. Can this
construction by used to duplicate the results of [Abr83] by obtaining, from a su-
percompact cardinal x and a weakly compact cardinal A > k, a model with no
wo- or ws-Aronszajn trees? Two approaches to this problem have been attempted.
The first, an iteration of the basic method analogous to Abraham’s construction
in [ADbr83], initially seemed quite promising; however the author has withdrawn
previous claims to have such a proof. The second approach would operate simulta-
neously on both cardinals by using forcing with finite conditions as in the present
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technique, but containing as requirements models of size less than x (that is, less
than ws in the generic extension) as well as countable models. This would give a
structure analogous to a gap-2 morass. The combinatorics of this approach are are
quite complicated.

It seems that plausible that a solution for the problem concerning I'|ws] and I[ws)]
will require solutions to both approaches to the Aronszajn tree problem, with the
second of the two approaches being used to provide a structure at A like the [,
sequence needed in this paper.

A third question is whether it is possible for I|ws] to be ws-generated, that is,
that Ifws] cannot be normally generated by any of its subsets of size less than ws.
Note that the continuum hypothesis implies that I[ws] is trivial, that is, we € Ifws],
and this paper presents a model in which I[ws] is generated by Cof(w). Either the
model of section 2] or the original model [Mit73] with no Aronszajn trees on wy give
an example in which the restriction of I[ws] to Cof(w;) is generated by the single
set {v < wy:cfV(v) =w; }. If Tlwo] is generated by fewer than ws many sets then
it is generated by the diagonal intersection of these sets, so if 22 = w3 then the
only remaining possibility is that I[ws] requires ws generators.

It is likely that it is possible to obtain such a model by using the techniques
of this paper to add closed, unbounded subsets D, x C AN B for a < kT and
A € By, with the sets { Dy ) : A € B, } forming a Og-like tree. A witness that
A := By+1 \ Ba € Iws] would then be given by { Do x N Cy : A € A}, where C) is
a closed, unbounded subset of A such that C\ N B, = &.
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