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8 DECISIVE CREATURES AND LARGE CONTINUUM

JAKOB KELLNER∗ AND SAHARON SHELAH†

Abstract. For f , g ∈ ωω let c∀f ,g be the minimal number of uniformg-splitting trees needed
to cover the uniformf -splitting tree, i.e. for every branchν of the f -tree, one of theg-trees
containsν. c∃f ,g is the dual notion: For every branchν, one of theg-trees guessesν(m)
infinitely often.

It is consistent thatc∃fǫ ,gǫ = c∀fǫ ,gǫ = κǫ for ℵ1 many pairwise different cardinalsκǫ and
suitable pairs (fǫ ,gǫ ).

For the proof we use creatures with sufficient bigness and halving. We show that the
lim-inf creature forcing satisfies fusion and pure decision. We introduce decisiveness and
use it to construct a variant of the countable support iteration of such forcings, which still
satisfies fusion and pure decision.

1. Introduction

In the paperMany simple cardinal invariants[3], Goldstern and the second author con-
struct a partial orderP that forces pairwise different values toℵ1 many instances of the
cardinal characteristicc∀f ,g, defined as follows:

Let f , g ∈ ωω (usually we havef (n) > g(n) for all n). An ( f , g)-slalom is a sequence
S = (S(n))n∈ω such thatS(n) ⊆ f (n) and|S(n)| ≤ g(n). A family S of ( f , g)-slaloms is a
(∀, f , g)-cover, if for allr ∈

∏

n∈ω f (n) there is anS ∈ S such thatr(n) ∈ S(n) for all n ∈ ω.
c∀f ,g is the minimal size of a (∀, f , g)-cover.

We investigate the dual notion: A familyS of ( f , g)-slaloms is an (∃, f , g)-cover, if for
all r ∈

∏

n∈ω f (n) there is anS ∈ S such thatr(n) ∈ S(n) for infinitely manyn ∈ ω. c∃f ,g is
the minimal size of an (∃, f , g)-cover.

In [3], the following is shown:

Assume that CH holds, that (fǫ , gǫ)ǫ∈ω1 are sufficiently different, and that
κ
ℵ0
ǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω1. Then there is a cardinal preserving partial orderP

which forces thatc∀fǫ ,gǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω1.

Similar results regardingc∃ as well as a perfect set of invariants were promised to appear
in a paper called 448a, which never materialized. A result for continuum many different
invariants of the formc∀fǫ ,gǫ can be found in [4].

In this paper, we prove a version for countably many invariantsc∃:

Theorem 1. Assume that CH holds, that( fǫ , gǫ)ǫ∈ω are sufficiently different, and that
κ
ℵ0
ǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω. Then there is a cardinal preserving,ωω-bounding partial order

P which forces that c∃fǫ ,gǫ = c∀fǫ ,gǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω.
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(See Section 7 for a definition of sufficiently different.)
We can also getω1 many different invariants, but we do not know in the ground model

which invariants will be picked:

Theorem 2. Assume that CH holds, and thatκℵ0
ǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω1. Then there are pairs

( fν, gν)ν∈ω1 and there is a cardinal preserving,ωω-bounding partial order R which forces:
For eachǫ ∈ ω1 there is aν(ǫ) ∈ ω1 such that c∃fν(ǫ),gν(ǫ) = c∀fν(ǫ),gν(ǫ) = κǫ .

In any case, if theκǫ are pairwise different, then in the forcing extension there are infin-
itely many different cardinals below the continuum, i.e. 2ℵ0 > ℵω. Therefore we cannot use
countable support iterations. We cannot use finite support iterations either (otherwise we
add many Cohen reals, which makesc∀ too big). Instead, we use a variant of the countable
support product of lim-inf creature forcings. We do not assume that the reader knows any-
thing about creature forcing. However, we do assume that thereader knows the definition
of proper forcing (see e.g. [2] or, for the brave, [6]), and the fact that such forcings preserve
ω1. Alternatively, it is sufficient to know Baumgartner’s Axiom A (cf. [1]): it is easy to see
that the forcings in this paper all satisfy Axiom A, and AxiomA forcings (are proper and
therefore) preserveω1.

We writeq ≤ p to say thatq is stronger thanp. We try to stick to Goldstern’s alphabetic
convention, i.e. whenever two conditions are compatible, the symbol used for the stronger
condition comes lexicographically later.

The theorems in this paper are due to the second author. The first author’s contribution
was to fill in some details, to ask the second author to fill in other details, and to write the
paper.

We thank a referee for very carefully reading the paper and pointing out a mistake and
numerous unclarities.

Annotated contents. In the first part, we investigate lim-inf creature forcings:

Section 2, p. 3. We define the (one-dimensional) lim-inf creature forcingQ∗∞.
Section 3, p. 5. We use bigness and halving to show thatQ∗∞ satisfies pure decision (and

fusion). This implies thatQ∗∞ is proper andωω-bounding. We also show rapid
reading of certain names. The proofs in this section will be generalized in Sec-
tion 5.

Section 4, p. 11. We introduce decisiveness and use it to extend bigness to functions
defined on finite products of creatures. This allows us to showpure decision for
finite products of lim-inf creature forcings.

Section 5, p. 13. We define the forcingP, a variant of the countable support product of
lim-inf creature forcings, in such a way that the proof of Section 3 still works
with only few changes. We also getℵ2-cc (assuming CH).

Section 6, p. 20. We show how to construct decisive creatureswith sufficient bigness
and halving.

In the second part, we use the methods of Section 5 to prove Theorems 1 and 2:

Section 7, p. 22. We formulate the requirements for Theorem 1and defineP, a variant
the forcing in Section 5.

Section 8, p. 23. We show thatPǫ , a complete subforcing ofP, adds ac∀fǫ ,gǫ -cover in

V[GP]. This provesc∀fǫ ,gǫ ≤ κǫ .

Section 9, p. 25. We show that inV[GP] there can be noc∃fǫ ,gǫ -cover smaller thanκǫ :
Otherwise we can find a conditionq that rapidly reads (without using index
β) a slalom

˜
S and forces that the generic real

˜
ηβ at β meets

˜
S infinitely often.
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We strengthenq such that the possible values for the generic always1 avoid the
slalom

˜
S, a contradiction.

Section 10, p. 27. We constructω1 many suitable pairs (fǫ , gǫ) the partial orderR, a
modification ofP, to show Theorem 2.

2. lim-inf creature forcings

Creature forcing in general is described in the monographNorms on possibilities I:
forcing with trees and creatures[5] by Rosłanowski and the second author. The forcing of
the proof in [3] can be interpreted as creature forcing as well, more specifically as a lim-
sup tree creating creature forcing. We will use lim-inf creatures instead. These forcings are
generally more complicated than the lim-sup case, and [5] shows that they can collapseω1.
In this paper, we will require increasingly strong bigness and halving, which guarantees
pure decision and therefore properness.

We now describe the setting we use. Creature forcings are defined by a parameter, the
creating pair (K ,Σ). We use the following objects:

• A functionH : ω→ ω \ {0}.
• A strictly increasing functionF : ω→ ω such thatF(0) = 0.
• For everyn ∈ ω a finite setK (n).
• For eachc ∈ K (n), a real number nor(c) ≥ 0, and a nonempty subset val(c) of

∏

F(n)≤i<F(n+1) H(i).
• We additionally require that| val(c)| = 1 implies nor(c) = 0.

A c ∈ K (n) is calledn-creature. The intended meaning of then-creaturec is the follow-
ing: the set of possible values for the generic object

˜
η ∈

∏

i∈ωH(i) restricted to the interval
[F(n),F(n+ 1)− 1] is the set val(c). nor(c) can be thought of measuring the amount of
“freedom” the creaturec leaves on its interval. Ifc determines its part of the generic real
(i.e. if val(c) is a singleton) then nor(c) = 0 (i.e.c leaves no freedom). However, this intu-
ition about nor(c) has to be used with caution: In particular, val(d) ⊆ val(c) does generally
not imply nor(d) ≤ nor(c).

We setK ≔
⋃

n∈ω K (n).
In our application we will useF(n) = n, i.e. ann-creature lives on the singleton{n}.
We also have a functionΣ : K → P(K ) satisfying:

• If c ∈ K (n) andd ∈ Σ(c) thend ∈ K (n).
• Σ is reflexive, i.e.c ∈ Σ(c).
• Σ is transitive, i.e.d ∈ Σ(c) andd′ ∈ Σ(d) impliesd′ ∈ Σ(c).
• If d ∈ Σ(c) then val(d) ⊆ val(c) and nor(d) ≤ nor(c).

The intended meaning is thatΣ(c) is the set of creatures that are stronger thanc.
To simplify notation later on, we extend the definitions of nor, val andΣ to sequences

s, t ∈
∏

F(n)≤i<F(n+1) H(n): We set

nor(t) ≔ 0, val(t) ≔ {t}, t ∈ Σ(c) iff t ∈ val(c), s ∈ Σ(t) iff s= t.

We now define the lim-inf forcingQ∗∞(K ,Σ):

Definition 2.1. A condition p ∈ Q∗∞(K ,Σ) consists of a trunkt ∈
∏

i<F(n) H(i) for somen
and a sequence (ci)i≥n such thatci ∈ K (i) and nor(ci) > 0 for all i ≥ n, and lim(nor(ci)) = ∞.

1This is the reason we have to use lim-inf creature forcing instead of lim-sup: When we deal withc∀, we have
to “run away” from

˜
S infinitely often, and it is enough to assume that we have sufficient space to do so infinitely

often. But here we need sufficient space ateveryheight.
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Figure 1. (a):q ≤ p, trnklh(p) = 2, trnklh(q) = 3. (b): q ≤M p

We set trunk(p) ≔ t, and the trunk-length trnklh(p) ≔ n, and we set

p(i) ≔






ci if i ≥ n,

t ↾ [F(i),F(i + 1)− 1] otherwise.

So we can identifyp with the sequence (p(i))i∈ω. The order onQ∗∞ is defined byq ≤ p if
trnklh(q) ≥ trnklh(p) andq(i) ∈ Σ(p(i)) for all i.

So in particularq ≤ p implies that trunk(q) extends trunk(p), see Figure 1(a).
Of course we assume that there are sufficiently large creatures, otherwiseQ∗∞(K ,Σ) is

empty.2

The forcingQ∗∞(K ,Σ) adds a generic real
˜
η ≔

⋃

p∈G trunk(p). Note that when we have
halving (see next section), the generic filterG is not determined by

˜
η, at least not in the

usual way.3

A note on the requirement

(2.1) nor(p(i)) > 0 for eachi ≥ trnklh(p)

in the definition ofQ∗∞:

• We could drop (2.1), since in the resulting forcing notion the conditions that addi-
tionally satisfy (2.1) are dense anyway.
• Because of (2.1), we are really only interested in creatureswith norm> 0, so we

could restrict ourselves to creating pairs containing onlysuch creatures.
• Alternatively, we could omit the concept of trunk from the definition altogether.

Instead, we could assume the following: For allc ∈ K (n) and alls ∈ val(c) there
is a d ∈ Σ(c) such that val(d) = {s} (and therefore nor(d) = 0). However, this is
not the “right” way to think about creature forcing, and thisversion could not be
generalized to our variant of the countable support product.

In the rest of the section, we briefly comment on how our setting fits into the framework
of creature forcing developed in [5]:

2We need: For eachl ∈ ω there is ann ∈ ω such that for allm> n there is somem-creature with norm at least
l.

3If nor(c) is a function of val(c) and val(d) ⊆ val(c) implies d ∈ Σ(c), then the generic filter is determined by

˜
η. This assumption is reasonable (and is satisfied in many creature forcing constructions), but it is incompatible

with halving.
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A pair (K ,Σ) as above is a creating pair as defined in [5, 1.2]. It satisfiesthe following
additional properties:

• finitary [5, 1.1.3]:H(n) andΣ(c) are always finite.
• simple [5, 2.1.7]:Σ is defined on single creatures only.4

• forgetful [5, 1.2.5]: val(c) does not depend on values of the generic real outside of
the interval ofc.5

• nice and smooth [5, 1.2.5]: A technical requirement that is trivial in the case of
forgetful simple creating pairs.

In [5] two main frameworks for forcings are examined: creature forcings [5, 1.2.6]
(defined by a creating pair [5, 1.2.2]) and tree creature forcings [5, 1.3.5] (defined via a
tree-creating pair [5, 1.3.3]). So in this paper we deal withcreature forcings.6

In [5] several ways to define forcings from a creating pair areintroduced. One example
is lim-sup creature forcingQ∗w∞ defined in [5, 1.2.6].Many simple cardinal invariants[3]
uses (a countable support product of) such forcings. The lim-inf caseQ∗∞ is generally
harder to handle, and [5, 1.4.5] proves thatQ∗∞ can collapseω1. In the rest of [5],Q∗∞ is only
considered in a special case (incompatible with simple) whereQ∗∞ is actually equivalent to
other forcings that are better behaved (cf. [5, p23 and 2.1.3]). We will introduce additional
assumptions (increasingly strong bigness and halving) to guarantee thatQ∗∞ is proper and
ωω-bounding. These assumptions will actually makeQ∗∞ similar toQ∗f of [5].

3. bigness and halving, properness of Q∗∞

We will now introduce properties that guarantee thatQ∗∞ is proper.

Definition 3.1. Let 0< r ≤ 1, B ∈ ω.

• c is (B, r)-big if for all functionsF : val(c) → B there is ad ∈ Σ(c) such that
nor(d) ≥ nor(c) − r andF ↾ val(d) is constant.7

• K (n) is (B, r)-big if everyc ∈ K (n) with nor(c) > 1 is (B, r)-big.
• c is r-halving,8 if there is a half(c) ∈ Σ(c) such that

– nor(half(c)) ≥ nor(c) − r, and
– if d ∈ Σ(half(c)) and nor(d) > 0, then there is ad′ ∈ Σ(c) such that

nor(d′) ≥ nor(c) − r and val(d′) ⊆ val(d).
• K (n) is r-halving, if all c ∈ K (n) with nor(c) > 1 arer-halving.

So givenc andd ∈ Σ(half(c)) as in the definition of halving, we can “un-halve”d to get
d
′. Note that thisd′ generally is not inΣ(half(c)), although val(d′) ⊆ val(d) ⊆ val(half(c)).

4In non-simple creating pairs we can have something liked ∈ Σ({c1, c2}), e.g.c1 could live on the intervalI1,
c2 on I2, andd is c1 andc2 “glued together”.

5In the general case, val(c) is defined as a set of pairs (u, v) wherev ∈
∏

i<F(n+1) H(i) andu = v ↾ F(n). The
intended meaning is thatc implies: If the generic object

˜
η restricted toF(n) is u, then the possible valuesv for

˜
η ↾ F(n + 1) are thosev such that (u, v) ∈ val(c). Then “c is forgetful” is defined as: If (u, v) ∈ val(c) and
u′ ∈

∏

i<F(n) H(i) then (u′, v) ∈ val(c). So in the forgetful case val(c) and{v : (∃u) (u, v) ∈ val(c)} carry the same
information. In this paper we call the latter set val(c), for simplicity of notation.

6Actually every simple forgetful creating pair can be interpreted as tree-creating pair as well. The resulting
tree-forcing however is different from the creature forcing: the creature forcing corresponds to the “homoge-
neous” trees only.

7This is a variant of, but technically not quite the same as, [5, 2.2.1].
8cf. [5, 2.2.7]. The original definition used nor(half(c)) ≥ nor(c)/2 instead of nor(c) − r , therefore the name

halving.
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Every creature is (1, r)-big. If r ′ is smaller thanr, then (B, r ′)-bigness implies (B, r)-
bigness, andr ′-halving impliesr-halving. We also get:

(3.1) If c is (B, r)-big and 0< r < nor(c), thenB < | val(c)|.

An example for creatures with bigness and halving (and the much stronger property deci-
siveness) can be found in Section 6.

We now show that increasing bigness and halving implies properness:

Theorem 3.2. Setϕ(<n) ≔
∏

i<F(n) H(i) and r(n) ≔ 1/(nϕ(<n)). If K (n) is (2, r(n))-big
and r(n)-halving for all n, thenQ∗∞(K ,Σ) is ωω-bounding and proper and preserves the
size of the continuum (in the following sense: in the extension, there is a bijection between
the reals and old reals).

So in particular, CH is preserved.

Note3.3. Only the growth rate ofr is relevant here. In particular: Fix someδ > 1. Then
the theorem remains valid if we replace (2, r(n))-big andr(n)-halving with the weaker
condition (2, δ · r(n))-big andδ · r(n)-halving. Also, it does not make any difference if we
require bigness and halving only for those creatures with norm bigger thanδ (instead of
for all creatures with norm bigger than 1).

Note thatϕ(<n) is the number of possible values for
˜
η ↾ F(n), or equivalently the

number of possible trunks with trunk-lengthn.
We also setϕ(≤n) = ϕ(<n+ 1) andϕ(=n) = ϕ(≤n)/ϕ(<n) =

∏

F(n)≤i<F(n+1) H(i).
In the rest of this section we setP = Q∗∞(K ,Σ).
We use a standard pure decision argument:
Let val(p, <n) denoteΠi<n val(p(i)), the set of possible values (modulop) for

˜
η ↾ F(n).

The size of this set is at mostϕ(<n).
We define for everys ∈ Πi<F(n)H(i) a conditionp∧ s: trnklh(p∧ s) = max(n, trnklh(p)),

and

(p∧ s)(i) ≔






s ↾ [F(i), F(i + 1)− 1] if i < n

p(i) otherwise.

We use this notion mostly fors ∈ val(p, <n). In this case,p∧ s≤ p. Note that

(3.2) {p∧ s : s ∈ val(p, <n)} is predense underp,

which implies for alls ∈ val(p, <n)

(3.3) p∧ s 
 ϕ iff p 
 (s<
˜
η→ ϕ).

q ≤∗ p means thatq forcesp to be in the generic filter.

(3.4) q ≤∗ p implies val(q, <n) ⊆ val(p, <n).

It is important to note that val(q(i)) ⊆ val(p(i)) for all i doesnot imply q ≤∗ p (or even
just q ‖ p), since val(d) ⊆ val(c) does not implyd ∈ Σ(c). (This would contradict halving.)
However, the followingdoesfollow from (3.2):

(3.5) If val(q(i)) ⊆ val(p(i)) for all i ≤ h andq(i) ∈ Σ(p(i)) for all i > h, thenq ≤∗ p.

Let
˜
τ be a name of an ordinal.p <n-decides

˜
τ, if p∧ s decides9

˜
τ for all s ∈ val(p, <n).

q essentially decides
˜
τ, if p <n-decides

˜
τ for somen.

9i.e. there is anαs ∈ V such thatp∧ s forces
˜
τ = α̌s.
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So if p essentially decides
˜
τ, then we can calculate the value of

˜
τ from a finite set of

possible trunks ofp. So (3.3) and (3.4) imply:

(3.6) If p<n-decides
˜
τ, andq ≤∗ p, thenq <n-decides

˜
τ.

We also get:

(3.7) If q∧ s essentially decides
˜
τ for eachs ∈ val(q, <n), then so doesq.

We define the following (non-transitive) relations≤n (n ∈ ω) on P:

(3.8)
q ≤n p if q ≤ p and there is anh ≥ n such thatq ↾ h = p ↾ h and
nor(q(i)) ≥ n for all i ≥ h.

(Cf. Figure 1(b) on page 4).

Proof of Theorem 3.2.We will show the following properties:

• q ≤0 p impliesq ≤ p, andq ≤n+1 p impliesq ≤n p.
• (Fusion.)For every sequencep0 ≥0 p1 ≥1 p2 ≥ . . . there is aq stronger than each

pn.
• (Pure decision.)For every name

˜
τ of an ordinal,n ∈ ω, and p ∈ P, there is a

q ≤n p essentially deciding
˜
τ.

Then the standard argument can be employed to show Theorem 3.2:

• ωω-bounding:Let
˜
f be the name for a function fromω into ordinals andp ∈ P.

Setp0 = p. If pn is already constructed, choosepn+1 ≤n+1 pn essentially deciding

˜
f (n). Fuse the sequence into someq. Then moduloq there are only finitely many
possibilities for each

˜
f (n).

• Proper: Let N ≺ H(χ) be countable and containP and p0. Let (
˜
τn)n∈ω list the

P-names of ordinals that are inN. Choose (inN) pn+1 ≤n pn such thatpn+1

essentially decides
˜
τn. If q ≤ pn for all n, thenq is is N-generic.

• The size of the continuum:So for everyp in P andP-name
˜
r for a real there is a

q ≤ p continuously reading
˜
r. This means that

˜
r is calculated by a function

eval :
⋃

n∈ω

val(q, <n)→ 2<ω.

(Since each
˜
r(m) is determined by val(q, <M) for someM.) There are only 2ℵ0

many such functions, and|P| = 2ℵ0 many conditions.

So we just have to show pure decision and fusion. Fusion is easy: Let (pn)n∈ω satisfy
pn+1 ≤n+1 pn. Setq(n) = pn(n). Thenq is in P: Fix any M ∈ ω. There is anh > M such
that

(3.9) nor(pM(m)) ≥ M for all m≥ h.

Then (3.9) holds forpM+1 as well, and for eachpk with k > M, and therefore forq. Clearly,
q ≤ pn for eachn.

It remains to be shown thatP satisfies pure decision.
Let

˜
τ be the name of an ordinal.

The basic constructionS(p,M):
Assume that trnklh(p) = n andM ∈ ω. We defineS(p,M) the following way, see Figure 2:

Enumerate val(p,≤n) as s0, . . . , sl−1. So l ≤ ϕ(=n). Set p−1 = p. Given pk, define
pk+1 ∈ P as follows: trunk(pk+1) = sk+1, pk+1 ≤ pk ∧ sk+1, and there is anhk+1 such that

• if n < m< hk+1, then nor(pk+1(m)) ≥ nor(pk(m)) − r(m),
• if m≥ hk+1, then nor(pk+1(m)) ≥ M,

and such that additionally one of the following two cases holds:
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dec/
half

dec/
half

dec/
half

p p0

≥ · −r

· · · pl−1p1

≥M
≥M

≥ · −r
≥ · −r

≥M

S(p,M)

bign

Figure 2. The basic constructionS(p,M).

dec: pk+1 essentially decides
˜
τ, or

half: it is not possible to satisfy “dec” (for any choice ofhk+1), then pk+1(m) =
half(pk(m)) for all m> n.

This way we constructpk for each 0≤ k < l. At each step 0≤ k < l, we have one of
the cases “dec” or “half”. This gives a functionF : val(p(n)) → {dec, half}, and we use
bigness to thin outp(n) and get somed ∈ Σ(p(n)) such thatF ↾ val(d) is constant and
nor(d) ≥ nor(p(n)) − r(n).

Note that in this construction we have to assume that nor(pk(m)) > 1 for all −1 ≤ k <
l − 1 andm > n, otherwise we cannot halvepk(m). Also, nor(p(n)) has to be bigger than
1, otherwise we cannot use bigness. LetS(p,M) be undefined if these conditions are not
met. Otherwise, we defineq = S(p,M) as follows:

q ↾ n = p ↾ n = trunk(p), q(n) = d, q(m) = pl−1(m) for m> n.

We callq halving, if the constant value ofF ↾ val(q(n)) is “half”. We will show thatq
cannot be halving.

If q is not halving, i.e. if the constant value is “dec”, thenq essentially decides
˜
τ: If

s ∈ val(q,≤n), thens = sk for somek < l, andq ∧ s ≤ pk essentially decides
˜
τ. Now

use (3.7).
Some properties ofS(p,M):

If q = S(p,M) is defined, then it satisfies the following:

nor(q(n)) ≥ nor(p(n)) − r(n).(3.10)

If m> n, then nor(q(m)) ≥ min(M, nor(p(m))) − ϕ(=n) · r(m).(3.11)

If q is halving, then noq′ ≤ q with trunk-lengthn+ 1 essentially decides
˜
τ.(3.12)

To see (3.12), assume thatq′ is a counterexample. Soq′ ≤ q∧ sk ≤ pk for some 0≤ k < l,
and nor(q′(m)) > 0 for all m > n. Sinceq is halving,pk was produced by halvingpk−1.
Pick anh such that nor(q′(m)) > M for all m ≥ h. Forn < m < h, pk(m) = half(pk−1(m))
andq′(m) ∈ Σ(q(m)) ⊆ Σ(pk(m)), so we can un-halveq′(m) to get somedm ∈ Σ(pk−1(m))
with val(dm) ⊆ val(q′(m)) and nor(dm) ≥ nor(pk−1(m)) − r(m). But then we could have
chosen a deciding conditionr instead ofpk: Definer(m) = δm for n < m < h andr(m) =
q′(m) otherwise. According to (3.5),r ≤∗ q. (3.6) implies thatr essentially decides

˜
τ, a

contradiction.
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S(p,M) essentially decides:
We assume thatS(p,M) is halving and get a contradiction the following way: We show
that the “successors” ofq with increased stem have to be halving as well, and we can fuse
them into someqω. But there will be aq′ ≤ qω deciding

˜
τ, a contradiction. In more detail:

(3.13)
If trnklh(p) = n, nor(p(m)) > 3 for all m≥ n and if M > 3, thenS(p,M)
exists and is not halving.

Assume towards a contradiction thatS(p,M) is halving (or does not exist). Setqn−1 = p.
Assume that fork ≥ n− 1, we have already definedqk. We setMk = M + k + 1− n (note
thatMn−1 = M), and defineqk+1 the following way:

List val(qk,≤k) ass0, . . . , sl−1. Sol ≤ ϕ(≤k). Setr−1 = qk. Givenr i−1, set

(3.14) r i = S(r i−1 ∧ si ,Mk)

(if defined). Sor i has trunk-lengthk+ 1. Defineqk+1(m) to beqk(m) for m≤ k andr l−1(m)
otherwise.

So in particular,qn = S(p,M).
If qk+1 is defined, then (3.10) and (3.11) imply:

• qk+1(m) = qk(m) for m≤ k.
• nor(qk+1(k+ 1)) ≥ nor(qk(k)) − ϕ(≤k) · r(k+ 1).
• nor(qk+1(m)) ≥ min(Mk, nor(qk(m))) − ϕ(≤k+ 1) · r(m) for m> k+ 1.

So in any case, we get for allm ∈ ω

nor(qk+1(m)) ≥min(Mk, nor(qk(m))) − ϕ(<m) · r(m).(3.15)

Iterating thisl many steps (note thatqk(m) remains constant ifk ≥ m) we get for allm:

nor(qk+l(m)) ≥min(Mk, nor(qk(m))) −min(l,m− k) · ϕ(<m) · r(m),(3.16)

and sincer(m) = 1/(m · ϕ(<m)), we get

nor(qk+l(m)) ≥min(Mk, nor(qk(m))) − 1.(3.17)

If we setk = n− 1, this shows that nor(qk+l(m)) ≥ 2 for all l ∈ ω, and that thereforeqk+l+1

is defined. Also, if we defineqω by qω(m) = qm(m), thenqω ∈ P: GivenN ∈ ω, pickk such
thatMk > N+1 and pickh > k such that nor(qk(m)) > N+1 for all m> h. If m> h, i.e.m=
k+ l for somel > 0, thenqω(m) = qk+l(m), and nor(qk+l(m)) ≥ min(Mk, nor(qk(m))−1> N.

Also, qω ≤ qk for all k ∈ ω.
The property (3.12) ofS can by induction be generalized to anyk ≥ n (recall that

q = S(p,M) = qn).

(3.18) Noq′ ≤ qk with trunk-lengthk+ 1 essentially decides
˜
τ.

For k = n this is (3.12). We assume that (3.18) holds fork and show it fork + 1. Assume
q′ is a counterexample.q′ is stronger than some of ther i (0 ≤ i < l) used in (3.14) to
constructqk+1. r i = S(r i−1 ∧ si ,Mk) has trunk-lengthk + 1 and is stronger thanqk, so we
can apply (3.18) to see thatr i cannot essentially decide

˜
τ. So r i is halving. Using (3.12),

we see that noq′ ≤ r i with trunk-lengthk+ 2 essentially decides
˜
τ, a contradiction.

On the other hand, there is aq′ ≤ qω deciding
˜
τ. Setk = trnklh(q)−1. Thenq′ ≤ qω ≤ qk

contradicts (3.18).
Pure decision:

Given p ∈ P and M ∈ ω, pick n such thatp(m) > M + 5 for all m ≥ n. Similarly to
above, enumerate val(p, <n) as s0, . . . , sl−1, setr−1 = p andrk+1 = S(rk ∧ sk+1,M + 5).
Defineq by q ↾ n = p ↾ n andq(m) = r l−1(m) for m ≥ n. Just as in (3.15), nor(q(m)) ≥
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min(M + 5, nor(p(m)))− 1 > M + 4 for m> n, i.e.q ≤M p. As we already know by (3.13),
eachrk essentially decides

˜
τ, so by (3.7),q essentially decides

˜
τ as well. �

A simple modification of the proof leads to a stronger property: Using the sameϕ and
r as in the previous theorem, we get:

Theorem 3.4. Assume that g: ω → ω \ 1 is monotonously increasing, that
˜
ν is a P-name

and that p∈ P forces that
˜
ν(n) < g(n) for all n. If eachK (n) is (g(n) + 1, r(n))-big and

r(n)-halving, then there is a q≤ p which<n-decides
˜
ν(n) for all n.

We call this phenomenonrapid reading.

Proof. We modify the last proof in the following way:
The basic construction S(p, l,M): We again assume thatn = trnklh(p), and use the

notationS(p, l,M) (for l ≤ n) for the same construction asS(p,M), where we set
˜
τ =

˜
ν(l),

and instead of trying toessentiallydecide
˜
τ, we try todecideit. So instead of the two cases

“dec” and “half”, we getg(l)+1 many cases: “0”, . . . , “g(l)−1”, and (if none of these cases
can be satisfied) “half”. Sincel ≤ n andg is increasing, we can use (g(n)+ 1, r(n))-bigness
instead of just (2, r(n))-bigness, and we again get a homogeneousd. If S(p, l,M) is not
halving, then it decides

˜
ν(l).

Some properties of S(p, l,M): We again get (3.10) and (3.11), and in (3.12) we replace
“essentially decides

˜
τ” with “decides

˜
ν(l)”, i.e. we get:

If q is halving, then noq′ ≤ q with trunk-lengthn+ 1 decides
˜
ν(l).

S(p, l,M) decides:We again constructqk, each time trying to decide
˜
τ = g(l) (indepen-

dently ofk). So (3.14) now reads:

r i = S(r i−1 ∧ si , l,Mk).

(Here we only need (g(l) + 1, r(k))-bigness). Again we get (3.17), and therefore eachqk

(andqω) is defined, and (3.18) now tells us

No q′ ≤ qk with trunk-lengthk+ 1 decides
˜
τ.

But there is someq′ ≤ qω deciding
˜
τ, a contradiction.

So far we know the following:

(3.19)
If trnklh(p) = n, nor(p(m)) > 3 for m≥ n, andM > 3, thenS(p, n,M)
exists and decides

˜
ν(n).

Rapid reading:Instead of the part onpure decision, we proceed as follows: Givenp ∈ P,
we can assume (by enlarging the stem) that nor(p(m)) > 5 for all m > trnklh(p). We set
k0 = trnklh(p) − 1 andqk0 = p′. We now constructqk andqω just as above, but this time
using

r i = S(r i−1 ∧ si , k+ 1,Mk).

As in (3.17) we see thatr i , qk andqω exist. r i has sufficient norm and trunk-lengthk + 1,
so by (3.19) eachr i decides

˜
ν(k + 1). This implies thatqk+1 (and thereforeqω as well)

≤k-decides
˜
ν(k+ 1). �

Note thatP has size continuum, and in particular it is (2ℵ0)+-cc. Together with proper,
that gives us:

Lemma 3.5. Under CH and the assumptions of Theorem 3.2, P preserves all cardinals
(and cofinalities) and the size of the continuum.
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4. decisiveness, properness of finite products

In this section, we fix afinitesetI and for everyi ∈ I a creating pair (K i,Σi).
The product forcing

∏

i∈I Q
∗
∞(K i ,Σi) is equivalent toQ∗∞(K I ,ΣI ), where the creating

pair (K I ,ΣI ) is defined as follows: Ann-creaturec ∈ K I (n) corresponds to an|I |-tuple
(ci)i∈I such thatci ∈ K i(n). val(c) =

∏

i∈I val(ci), nor(c) = min({nor(ci) : i ∈ I }), and
d = (di)i∈I is inΣ(c) if di ∈ Σ(ci) for all i ∈ I .10

If each K i(n) is r-halving, thenK I (n) is r-halving as well: We can set half(c) ≔
(half(ci))i∈I . This satisfies Definition 3.1 of halving: Assume thatd ∈ Σ(half(c)) and
nor(d) > 0. Sod = (di)i∈I , di ∈ Σ(ci), and nor(di) > 0 for all i ∈ I . We can un-halve
eachdi to somed′i , and setd′ = (d′i )i∈I . Thend′ is as required.

However,K I will not satisfy bigness, since a functionF :
∏

i∈I val(ci)→ 2 can generally
not be written as a product of functionsFi : val(ci) → 2. So to handle bigness we have to
introduce a new notion:

Definition 4.1. Let 0< r ≤ 1, B,K, n > 0.

• c is hereditarily (B, r)-big, if everyd ∈ Σ(c) with nor(d) > 1 is (B, r)-big.
• c is (K, n, r)-decisive, if there ared−, d+ ∈ Σ(c) such that

nor(d−), nor(d+) ≥ nor(c) − r, | val(d−)| ≤ K andd+ is hereditarily (2K
n
, r)-big.

d
− is called aK-small successor, andd+ a K-big successorof c.

• c is (n, r)-decisive ifc is (K, n, r)-decisive for someK.
• K (n) is (n, r)-decisive if everyc ∈ K (n) with nor(c) > 1 is (n, r)-decisive.

An example for decisive, halving creatures can be found in Section 6.

Lemma 4.2. (1) If c is (n, r)-decisive (i.e.c is (K0, n, r)-decisive forsomeK0), then
for every K ∈ ω there iseither a K-big successoror a K-small successor ofc.

(2) If c is (K, n, r)-decisive and hereditarily(B, r)-big, and ifnor(c) > 1+r, then B< K.
(3) Assume thatK (n) is (n, r)-decisive and(B, r)-big for some B≥ 1, thatδ ∈ ω and

that nor(c) > 1 + δ · r. Then there is a hereditarily(EXP(B, n, δ), r)-big d ∈ Σ(c)
such thatnor(d) ≥ nor(c) − δ · r, whereEXP(B, n, 0) = B andEXP(B, n,m+ 1) =
2EXP(B,n,m)n

.
(4) In particular, if K (n) is (n, r)-decisive andnor(c) > 1+r, then there is a hereditarily

(2, r)-big d ∈ Σ(c) such thatnor(d) ≥ nor(c) − r.
(5) We can avoid small sets without decreasing the norm too much:Assume thatK (n)

is (n, r)-decisive and(B, r)-big for some B≥ 1, that δ ∈ ω and thatnor(c) >
1+ (δ+ 1) · r. If X ⊆ val(c) has size less thanEXP(B, n, δ), then there is ad ∈ Σ(c)
such thatnor(d) ≥ nor(c) − (δ + 1) · r andval(d) is disjoint to X.

Proof. (1): If K ≤ K0, used−, otherwise used+. (2): TheK-small successord− is B-big,
and | val(d−)| < K. Now use (3.1). (3): Setd+0 = c. Assume thatd+i is defined and has
norm bigger than 1. Sod+i is decisive, i.e. there is aKi and aKi-small successord−i+1 and
a Ki-big successord+i+1. According to (2),K0 > B, andKi+1 > 2Kn

i ≥ EXP(B, n, i + 1). In
particular,d+

δ
is hereditarily EXP(B, n, δ)-big. (4): Every creature is (1, r)-big. (5) follows

10So ann-creature “lives” on the product
∏

i∈I [Fi (n),Fi(n+1)−1]. This does not fit our restrictive framework,
so we could just “linearize” the product. AssumeI ∈ ω, i.e. I = {0, . . . , I − 1}. SetFI (n) ≔

∑

i∈I Fi(n) and write
it in the following way:

FI (0)
︸        ︷︷        ︸

F0(1)
︸   ︷︷   ︸

F1(1)
. . . ︸              ︷︷              ︸

FI−1(1) FI (1)
︸        ︷︷        ︸

F0(2)
. . .

Now it should be clear how to formally defineH I , K I , ΣI etc.
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from (3): First get a (EXP(B, n, δ), r)-big creatured0, then use the functionF that maps
vald0 to X ∪ {NotInX} and thin outd0 to get anF-homogeneousd. �

We now show by induction onk: If the n-creatures are (k, r)-decisive, then we can
generalize bigness tok-tuples.

Lemma 4.3. Assume that k,m, t ≥ 1, 0 < r ≤ 1, c0, . . . , ck−1 ∈ K (n) and F satisfy the
following:

• nor(ci) > 1+ r · (k− 1),
• K (n) is (k, r)-decisive and eachci is hereditarily(2mt

, r)-big, and
• F is a function from

∏

i∈k val(ci) to 2mt
.

Then there ared0, . . . , dk−1 ∈ K such that

• di ∈ Σ(ci),
• nor(di) ≥ nor(ci) − r · k, and
• F ↾

∏

i∈k val(di) is constant.

Proof. The casek = 1 follows directly from Definition 3.1 of (2m
t
, r)-big (decisive is not

needed). So assume the lemma holds fork, and let us investigate the casek+ 1.
ck is (k+ 1, r)-decisive, i.e. there is anM such thatck is (M, k+ 1, r)-decisive. So 4.2(2)

implies

(4.1) M > 2mt
.

According to 4.2(1), for eachci (i < k) we can pick somedi that is either anM-small
successor or anM-big successor ofci (since eachci is (k+ 1, r)-decisive). Ifd0 is M-small,
then we letdk be theM-big successor ofck, otherwise theM-small one. (Forck we have
both options, sinceck is (M, k+ 1, r)-decisive.)

This gives a sequence (di)i∈k+1 satisfyingdi ∈ Σ(ci) and nor(di) ≥ nor(ci) − r. Set
S ≔ {i ∈ k + 1 : di is M-small}, andL ≔ (k + 1) \ S. So {L,S} is a non-trivial partition
of k + 1, since 0 andk are in different sets. Ifi ∈ S, then| val(di)| < M, if i ∈ L thendi is
hereditarily 2M

k+1
-big.

SetY≔
∏

i∈S val(di). |Y| ≤ M|S|. So we can writeY as{y1, . . . , yM|S| }.
DefineF∗ on

∏

i∈L val(di) by

F∗(x) ≔ (F(x⌢y1), . . . , F(x⌢yM|S| )).

So (using (4.1) for the last inequality) we get:

| image(F∗)| ≤ | image(F)|M
|S|
≤ 2mtM|S| < 2M|S|+1

.

For i ∈ L, di is hereditarily 2M
k+1

-big and therefore 2M
|S|+1

-big, and|L| ≤ k. Therefore we
can apply the induction hypothesis tok′ ≔ |L|, m′ ≔ M, t′ ≔ |S| + 1, F′ ≔ F∗ andc′i ≔ di
for i ∈ L. This gives us (d′i )i∈L such that

• d′i ∈ Σ(di) ⊆ Σ(ci),
• nor(d′i ) ≥ nor(di) − r · k′ ≥ nor(ci) − r(k+ 1), and
• F∗ ↾

∏

i∈L val(d′i ) is constant, say (F∗∗(y1), . . . , F∗∗(yM|S| )).

F∗∗ is a function fromY =
∏

i∈S val(di) to 2mt
. Now we apply the induction hypothesis

again, this time tok′′ ≔ |S| < k + 1, m′′ ≔ m, t′′ = t, F′′ ≔ F∗∗, andc′′i ≔ di for i ∈ S.
This gives us (d′i )i∈S such that

• d′i ∈ Σ(di) ⊆ Σ(ci),
• nor(d′i ) ≥ nor(di) − r · k′′ ≥ nor(ci) − r(k+ 1), and
• F∗∗ ↾

∏

i∈S val(d′i ) is constant.
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Then (d′i )i≤k is as required. �

According to 4.2(3), we can increase the hereditary bignessby decreasing the norm. So
we get (again setting EXP(B, n, 0)= B and EXP(B, n,m+ 1) = 2EXP(B,n,m)n

):

Corollary 4.4. Fix δ ≥ 1. Assume that k≥ 1, 0 < r ≤ 1, K (n) is (k, r)-decisive and(B, r)-
big, nor(ci) > 1+ r · (δ + k − 1) for 0 ≤ i < k and F :

∏

i∈k val(ci) → EXP(B, k, δ). Then
there aredi ∈ Σ(ci) with F-homogeneous product such thatnor(di) ≥ nor(ci) − r · (δ + k).

Proof. By first decreasing the norms by at mostδ·r, we can assume that eachci is hereditary
EXP(B, k, δ)-big. Now use Lemma 4.3. (Note that EXP(B, n, δ) is of the form 2m

t
for some

mandt.) �

Every creature is (1, r)-big, and EXP(1, n, 1)= 2. So we get forδ = 1:

Corollary 4.5. Assume that k≥ 1, 0 < r ≤ 1, K (n) is (k, r)-decisive,nor(ci) > 1+ r · k for
0 ≤ i < k and F :

∏

i∈k val(ci) → 2. Then there are F-homogeneousdi ∈ Σ(ci) such that
nor(di) ≥ nor(ci) − r · (k+ 1).

In other words: If we assume thatK i(n) is (|I |, r)-decisive for alli ∈ I , then every
c ∈ K I (n) with nor(c) > 1+ r · |I | is (2, r · (|I | + 1))-big.

In particular, we get pure decision for the finite product:

Corollary 4.6. Setϕ(<n) ≔
∏

i∈I
∏

m<Fi(n) H i(m), and r(n) ≔ 1/(nϕ(<n)). Assume that for
all i ∈ I and n ∈ ω, K i(n) is (|I |, r(n))-decisive and r(n)-halving. Then

∏

i∈I Q
∗
∞(K i,Σi) is

ωω-bounding and proper and preserves the size of the continuum. Under CH,
∏

i∈I Q
∗
∞(K i ,Σi)

is ℵ2-cc and preserves all cardinals.

Proof.
∏

i∈I Q
∗
∞(K i ,Σi) = Q∗∞(K I ,ΣI ). K I (n) is r(n)-halving and (2, r(n) · (|I | + 1))-big

according to Corollary 4.5. (Actually we get bigness only for creatures with norm bigger
than 1+ r · |I | instead of 1.) Now use Theorem 3.2 and the Note following it. Note that
∏

i∈I Q
∗
∞(K i,Σi) has size 2ℵ0. �

Remark: Decisiveness is quite costly: To be able to apply thelast corollary, we will
have to make then-th level much larger than levels before, i.e.

∏

Fi (n)≤m<Fi (n+1)

H i(m) ≫
∏

j∈I

∏

m<Fi (n)

H j(m)

for all i ∈ I . In our application this will have the effect that we can separate (f , g) and
( f ′, g′) only if their growth rates are considerably different. It is very likely that with a
more careful and technically more complicated analysis onecan construct forcings that
can separate cardinal invariants for pairs that are not so far apart, but this would need other
concepts than decisiveness.

5. A variant of the countable support product

We now defineP, a variant of the countable support product of lim-inf creature forcings.
We want to end up with a forcing notion that also satisfies fusion, pure decision andℵ2-cc
(under CH). This will give preservation of all cardinals. Wewill also need rapid reading of
names.

Let I be the index set of the product. We will useα andβ for elements ofI .

Assumption 5.1. Fix a setI and for everyα ∈ I , a creating pair (Kα,Σα). We assume that
for eachn there is an upper boundm(n) for |

∏

Fα(n)≤i<Fα(n+1) Hα(i)|, and setϕ(=n) ≔ m(n)n,
ϕ(≤n) ≔

∏

m≤n ϕ(=m) andϕ(<n) ≔
∏

m<n ϕ(=m).
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We define the setP in the following way:

Definition 5.2. A condition p in P consists of a countable subset dom(p) of I , of objects
p(α, n) for α ∈ dom(p), n ∈ ω, and of a function trnklh(p) : dom(p) → ω satisfying the
following (α ∈ dom(p)):

• If n < trnklh(p, α), thenp(α, n) ∈
∏

Fα(n)≤i<Fα(n+1)(Hα(i)).
⋃

n<trnklh(p) p(α, n) is called trunk ofp atα.
• If n ≥ trnklh(p, α), thenp(α, n) ∈ Kα(n) and nor(p(α, n)) > 0.
• | supp(p, n)| < n for all n > 0, where we set

supp(p, n) ≔ {α ∈ dom(p) : trnklh(p, α) ≤ n}.

• Moreover, limn→∞(| supp(p, n)|/n) = 0.
• limn→∞(min({nor(p(α, n)) : α ∈ supp(p, n)})) = ∞.

So in particular, forα ∈ dom(p) the sequence (p(α, n))n∈ω is inQ∗∞(Kα,Σα).
Note that now there is an essential difference between a partt of the trunk and creature

c with val(c) = {t}: The trunks do not prevent the minimum of the norms at heighth to be
large.

Remarks. • For the proof of Theorem 1, we will additionally fix a functiontrnklhmin :
I → ω and add the following requirement to the definition ofP:

trnklh(p, α) ≥ trnklhmin(α).

This does not change any of the following properties ofP (or their proofs).
• For the proof of Theorem 2, we will define the forcingR so that a conditionp

picks for eachα ∈ dom(p) one of several possibilities for a creating pair (Kα,Σα).
It turns out that this does not change anything either, apartfrom the fact thatRǫ is
not a complete subforcing ofR any more, i.e. Lemma 5.5 fails. Lemma 5.4 still
holds but needs a new proof. The rest of the proofs still work without changes.

As outlined, we have to modify the order usually used in the product:

Definition 5.3. q ≤ p if

• dom(q) ⊇ dom(p),
• if α ∈ dom(p) andn ∈ ω, thenq(α, n) ∈ Σ(p(α, n)),
• trnklh(q, α) = trnklh(p, α) for all but finitely manyα ∈ dom(p).

Note thatq ≤ p implies that then trnklh(q, α) ≥ trnklh(p, α) for all α ∈ dom(p).
Figure 3 shows one way to visualizeq ≤ p.
If I is finite thenP is just the product

∏

α∈I Q
∗
∞(Kα,Σα).

For everyα ∈ I , P adds a generic real
˜
ηα, defined as the union of the trunks ofp atα for

p in the generic filter. It is easy to see that
˜
ηα is forced to be different from

˜
ηβ for α , β.

Once again, the sequence (
˜
ηα)α∈I does not determine the generic filter.

Conditions with disjoint domains are compatible:

Lemma 5.4. (CH) P isℵ2-cc.

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction thatA is an antichain of sizeℵ2. Without loss
of generality, (dom(a))a∈A forms a∆-system with rootu. There are at most 2ℵ0 many
possibilities fora ↾ u, so without loss of generality,p ↾ u = q ↾ u for all p, q ∈ A. Thenp
andq are compatible: The functionx(n) = | supp(p, n) ∪ supp(q, n)|/n converges to 0. So
there is anh such thatx(m) < 1 for all m ≥ h. Constructr from p ∪ q by enlarging the
(finitely many) trunks at supp(q, h) ∪ supp(p, h) to heighth. Thenr ∈ P andr ≤ p, q. �
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Figure 3. q ≤ p, s≤M p, r ≤new
M p.

Lemma 5.5. If J ⊆ I, then PJ = {p ∈ P : dom(p) ⊆ J} is a complete subforcing of P.

Proof. If p ∈ P, thenp ↾ J ∈ PJ, andq ≤P p impliesq ↾ J ≤PJ p ↾ J. So if p ⊥PJ q, then
p ⊥P q. Also, p ↾ J is a reduction ofp: If q ≤PJ p ↾ J, then we can again enlarge finitely
many stems ofq∪ p ↾ (I \ J) to get a conditionr ∈ P which is stronger than bothp and
q. �

Definition 5.6. • valΠ(p, <n) ≔
∏

α∈dom(p)
∏

m<n val(p(α,m)). The size of this set is
at mostϕ(<n). valΠ(p,≤n) ≔ valΠ(p, < (n+ 1)).
• If w ⊆ dom(p) andt ∈

∏

α∈w
∏

0≤m<Fα(n) Hα(m), thenp∧ t is defined by

(p∧ t)(α,m) =






tα ↾ [Fα(m),Fα(m+ 1)− 1] if m< n andα ∈ w,

p(α,m) otherwise.

So p∧ t ∈ P, and if t ∈ valΠ(p, <n), thenp∧ t ≤ p.
• If

˜
τ is a name of an ordinal, thenp <n-decides

˜
τ, if p ∧ t decides

˜
τ for all t ∈

valΠ(p, <n). p essentially decides
˜
τ, if p<n-decides

˜
τ for somen.

As in the one-dimensional case we get:

Facts5.7. (1) {p∧ t : t ∈ valΠ(p, <n)} is predense underp (for p ∈ P andn ∈ ω).
(2) p∧ t 
 ϕ iff p 
 [(∀α ∈ dom(t)) t(α) <

˜
ηα → ϕ].

(3) Assume thatq′ is the result of replacing finitely many creaturesc of q by creatures
d with val(d) ⊆ val(c). Thenq′ ≤∗ q.11

(4) If q ≤ p andt ∈ valΠ(q, <n), thent restricted to the domain ofp is in valΠ(p, <n).12

(5) If q ≤ p, t ∈ valΠ(q, <n), ands is the corresponding element in valΠ(p, <n), then
q∧ t ≤ s∧ p.

(6) If q′ ≤ q andq essentially decides
˜
τ, thenq′ essentially decides

˜
τ.

(7) If q∧ t essentially decides
˜
τ for eacht ∈ valΠ(q, <n), thenq essentially decides

˜
τ.

Recall thatϕ(<n) is an upper bound for the number of possible sequences of trunks of
heightn (cf. 5.1).

11In other words: Assume thatq, q′ ∈ P, h ∈ ω, dom(q′) = dom(q), q(α,m) = q′(α,m) for all m ≥ h and
α ∈ dom(q), and val(q′α(m)) ⊆ val(qα(m)) for all m< h andα ∈ dom(q). Thenq′ ≤∗ q.

12The same holds forq ≤∗ p, apart from the fact that dom(p) might not be a subset of dom(q). (Outside of
dom(q), p could consists of “maximal creatures with no information”.)
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Theorem 5.8. If Kα(n) is (n, r(n))-decisive and r(n)-halving for r(n) = 1/(n2ϕ(<n)) and
everyα ∈ I, n ∈ ω, then P is proper andωω-bounding. Assume|I | ≥ 2 and setλ = |I |ℵ0.
Then P forces|I | ≤ 2ℵ0 ≤ λ.

Proof. The proof closely follows the one-dimensional case. We again prove pure decision
and fusion, and the rest follows as in the proof of Theorem 3.2. (Note that|P| = |I |ℵ0, and
that

˜
ηα and

˜
ηβ are forced to be different forα , β.)

So we have to define≤M: First we setr ≤new
M p, if r ≤ p, and

• if n ∈ ω andα ∈ supp(r, n) \ dom(p), thenn > M, | supp(r, n)|/n ≤ 1/(M + 1), and
nor(r(α, n)) > M.

Assume thatM ∈ ω andq ≤ p. By extending finitely many trunks inq at positions
α < dom(p), we get anr ≤ q such that

(5.1) r ≤new
M p andr(α, n) = q(α, n) for α ∈ dom(p)

(cf. Figure 3).
s≤old

M p, if s≤ p and there is anh ≥ M such that for allα ∈ dom(p),

• trnklh(s, α) = trnklh(p, α),
• if n < h, thens(α, n) = p(α, n),
• if α ∈ supp(p, n) andn ≥ h, then nor(s(α, n)) ≥ M.

r ≤M p, if r ≤new
M p andr ≤old

M p.
By (5.1) we get:

(5.2) If q ≤old
M p, then there is anr ≤ q such thatr ≤M p.

≤n satisfies fusion:
Assume that (pm)m∈ω satisfiespm+1 ≤m+1 pm. Defineq by dom(q) =

⋃

n∈ω dom(pn) and
qα(n) = pM

α (n), whereM ≥ n is minimal (or: arbitrary) such thatα ∈ dom(pM). Then
q ∈ P: Fix somek. Sincepk ∈ P, there is anl such that

(5.3) nor(pk(α, n)) > k and| supp(pk, n)|/n< 1/(k+ 1) for all n > l andα ∈ supp(pk, n).

Sincepk+1 ≤k+1 pk, (5.3) holds forpk+1 as well, and for allpm with m > k, and therefore
for q.

So we just have to show pure decision: Fix
˜
τ, a name of an ordinal.

The basic constructionS(p,M):
Let n be the minimal trunk-length ofp, i.e.n = min({trnklh(p, α) : α ∈ dom(p)}). We will
now defineS(p,M) ≤ p for M ∈ ω.

Enumerate valΠ(p,≤n) ass0, . . . , sl−1. So l ≤ ϕ(=n). Setp−1
≔ p. Given pk−1, define

pk ≤ pk−1 ∧ sk andhk such that for allα ∈ dom(p)13

• trnklh(pk, α) = trnklh(pk−1 ∧ sk, α) = max(n+ 1, trnklh(p, α)),
• if n < m< hk, then nor(pk(α,m)) ≥ nor(pk−1(α,m)) − r(m),
• if m≥ hk, then nor(pk(α,m)) ≥ M,

and such that additionally one of the following two cases holds:

dec: pk essentially decides
˜
τ, or

half: it is not possible to satisfy “dec” (for any choice ofhk), and dom(pk) = dom(pk−1)
andpk(α,m) = half(pk−1(α,m)) for all m> n andα ∈ supp(pk−1,m).

13we do not require anything forα ∈ dom(pk) \ dom(p)
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So we first try to find apk satisfying “dec” (possibly with larger domain); if we fail we just
halve eachpk−1(α,m).

We constructpk for each 0≤ k < l. This gives a function

F :
∏

α∈supp(p,n)

val(p(α, n))→ {dec, half}.

EachKα(n) is (n, r(n))-decisive, and| supp(p, n)| < n. So according to Corollary 4.5 (for
k = n− 1) there aredα ∈ Σ(p(α, n)) (for α ∈ supp(p, n)) such thatF ↾

∏

α∈supp(p,n) val(dα)
is constant and nor(dα) ≥ nor(p(α, n)) − n · r(n).

For this construction to work, we have to assume that the norms of all the creatures
involved are big enough (so that we can apply bigness and halving). If this is not the
case,S(p,M) is undefined. Otherwise, we set dom(S(p,M)) = dom(pl−1) and forα ∈
dom(S(p,M))

S(p,M)(α,m) =






p(α,m) if m< n andα ∈ dom(p),

dα if m= n andα ∈ dom(p),

pl−1(α,m) otherwise.

We callq = S(p,M) halving, if the constant value ofF is “half”.
If q is not halving, thenq essentially decides

˜
τ: If t ∈ valΠ(q,≤n), thent restricted to

dom(p) is in valΠ(p,≤n), i.e. it is somesk. Thenq∧ t ≤ q∧ sk, andq∧ sk is stronger than
pk, which essentially decides

˜
τ. Now use Facts 5.7(6,7).

Some properties ofS(p,M):
If q = S(p,M) is defined andn the minimal trunk-length ofp, then:

nor(q(α, n)) ≥ nor(p(α, n)) − n · r(n) for α ∈ supp(p, n).(5.4)

nor(q(α,m)) ≥ min(M, nor(p(α,m))) − ϕ(=n) · r(m) for all m> n and
α ∈ supp(p,m).(5.5)

If q is halving, then there is noq′ ≤ q essentially deciding
˜
τ such that

trnklh(q′, α) = max(n+ 1, trnklh(p, α)) for all α ∈ dom(p).(5.6)

To see (5.6), assume thatq′ is a counterexample and thath is such that nor(q′(α,m)) > M
for all m > h andα ∈ supp(q′,m). Let t be in valΠ(q′,≤n). t restricted to dom(p) is sk for
somek < l. We know thatpk was constructed by halving each creature ofpk−1 ∧ sk and
thatq′ ≤ pk. We now definer: Set dom(r) = dom(q′). If m ≤ h andα ∈ supp(p,m), we
un-halveq′(α,m) to someδ(α,m) and setr(α,m) = δ(α,m). Otherwise we setr(α,m) =
q′(α,m). According to 5.7(3,6)r essentially decides

˜
τ. So we should have chosenr instead

of pk, a contradiction.
S(p,M) essentially decides:

Assume thatM > 3, and that nor(p(α,m)) > 3 for all m ∈ ω andα ∈ supp(p,m). We now
show thatS(p,M) exists and is not halving.

Assume towards a contradiction thatS(p,M) is halving. Letn be again the minimal
trunk-length ofp. We setqn−1 = p. Assume that fork ≥ n− 1, qk is already defined. We
setMk = M+k+1−n. (SoMn−1 = M.) We defineqk+1 the following way: List valΠ(qk,≤k)
ass0, . . . , sl−1. Sol ≤ ϕ(≤ k). Setr−1

≔ qk. Givenr i−1, setr i = S(r i−1∧si ,Mk) (if defined).
Defineqk+1 to beqk up tok andr l−1 otherwise, and additionally increase the stems outside
dom(qk) to satisfyqk+1 ≤new

Mk
qk. More formally: We pick someh > Mk, h > k such that that

nor(r l−1(α,m)) > Mk and | supp(r l−1,m)|/m < 1/Mk for all m > h andα ∈ supp(r l−1,m).
Forα ∈ dom(r l−1) \ dom(qk) andm ≤ h, we pick somet(α,m) ∈ val(r l−1(α,m)). The we
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defineqk+1 by supp(qk+1) = supp(r l−1) and

qk+1(α,m) =






qk(α,m) if m≤ k andα ∈ dom(qk),

r l−1(α,m) if m> h or if m> k andα ∈ dom(qk),

t(α,m) if m≤ h andα < dom(qk).

Note thatqn is justS(p,M) with some increased trunks outside of dom(p).
qk+1 satisfies forα ∈ dom(qk), β ∈ dom(qk+1):

• qk+1(α,m) = qk(α,m) for m≤ k.
• nor(qk+1(α, k+ 1)) ≥ nor(qk(α, k+ 1))− ϕ(≤k) · (k+ 1) · r(k+ 1).
• nor(qk+1(α,m)) ≥ min(Mk, nor(qk(α,m))) − ϕ(≤k+ 1) · r(m) for m> k+ 1.
• nor(qk+1(β,m)) ≥ Mk if β ∈ supp(qk+1,m) \ dom(qk).

Iterating thisl many times, we get:

nor(qk+l(α,m)) ≥min(Mk, nor(qk(α,m))) −min(l,m− k) · ϕ(<m) ·m · r(m),(5.7)

so according to the definition ofr(m) we get

nor(qk+l(α,m)) ≥min(Mk, nor(qk(α,m))) − 1.(5.8)

This shows, as in the one-dimensional case, that eachqm is defined, and thatqω is a con-
dition in P, where we defineqω by dom(qω) =

⋃

k∈ω qk, andqω(α,m) = qk(α,m), where
k is the minimal (or: some)k ≥ m such thatα ∈ dom(qk). Just as for (3.18), we can
generalize (5.6) by induction and get:

(5.9) There is noq′ ≤ qk essentially deciding
˜
τ such that

trnklh(q′, α) = max(k+ 1, trnklh(qk, α)) for all α ∈ dom(qk).

But there is aq′ ≤ qω deciding
˜
τ. This implies that the trunk-lengths ofq′ and ofqω are

the same on almost all elements of the domain ofqω. So by increasing finitely many trunks
of q′, we can assume that trnklh(q′, α) = max(k+ 1, trnklh(qω, α)) for somek. Soq′ ≤ qk

decides
˜
τ, a contradiction to (5.9).14

Pure decision:
Given p and M, we find anh > M + 6 such that nor(p(α,m)) > M + 6 for all m ≥ h
andα ∈ supp(p,m). Enumerate valΠ(p,≤h − 1) as{s1, . . . , sl}. As above, setp0 = p,
pk+1 = S(pk ∧ sk,M + 6), and defineq by q(α,m) = p(α,m) for m < h andα ∈ dom(p),
and byq(α,m) = pl−1(α,m) otherwise. Thenq ≤old

M p essentially decides
˜
τ, and according

to (5.2) we find aq′ ≤ q such thatq ≤M p. �

As already mentioned, only the growth rate ofr(n) is relevant. Since we are dealing with
decisive creatures, we can increase bigness even exponentially (in n) while decreasing the
norms by a constant factor (cf. Corollary 4.5). We use this for the following version of
rapid reading. Again, we set EXP(B, n, 0) = B and EXP(B, n, k+ 1) = 2EXP(B,n,k)n

; and we
definer, ϕ as in the previous theorem.

Theorem 5.9. Assume that

• δ ∈ ω,
• g : ω→ ω is monotonously increasing,
• Kα(n) is (g(n), r(n))-big, (n, r(n))-decisive and r(n)-halving for allα ∈ I, n ∈ ω,
•

˜
ν(n) is a P-name and p∈ P forces that

˜
ν(n) < EXP(g(n), n, n · δ) for all n.

Then there is a q≤ p which<n-decides
˜
ν(n) for all n .

14So this step in the proof is the reason that we had to redefine≤.
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Proof. We make the same modification to the previous proof as in the one-dimensional
case:

The basic construction S(p, l,M): We again assume thatn is the minimal length of the
trunks inp, and use the notationS(p, l,M) (for l ≤ n) for the same construction asS(p,M),
where we set

˜
τ =

˜
ν(l), and instead of trying toessentiallydecide

˜
τ, we try todecideit.

So instead of the two cases “dec” and “half”, we get EXP(g(n), n, n · δ)+ 1 many cases:
one for each potential value of

˜
ν(n), and (if none of these cases can be satisfied) “half”. So

the number of possible cases is less than EXP(g(n), n, n · (δ + 1)). We use Corollary 4.4 to
find successorsq(α,m) of p(α,m) with F-homogeneous product. This decreases the norm
by at mostr(n) · (n(δ + 1)+ n), i.e. byn · (δ + 2) · r(n).

Some properties of S(p, l,M): So instead of (5.4) we get

nor(q(α, n)) ≥ nor(p(α, n)) − n(δ + 2) · r(n) for α ∈ supp(p, n).

There is no change to (5.5), and in (5.6) we replace “essentially deciding
˜
τ” with “deciding

˜
ν(l)”.

S(p, l,M) decides:We again constructqk, each time trying to decide
˜
τ = g(l) (indepen-

dently ofk). Instead of (5.7), we now get:

nor(qk+l(α,m)) ≥ min(Mk, nor(qk(α,m))) −min(l,m− k) · ϕ(<m) ·m(δ + 2) · r(m),

andr(m) = 1/(m2ϕ(<m)). So

min(l,m− k) · ϕ(<m) ·m · (δ + 2) · r(m) ≤ m2 · ϕ(<m) · r(m) · (δ + 2) ≤ δ + 2.

So if we assume that

(5.10) nor(p(α,m)) > δ + 2 for all m ∈ ω andα ∈ supp(p,m),

then again eachqk (and qω) is defined, and we get (5.9) for “deciding
˜
ν(l)” instead of

“essentially deciding
˜
τ”. But there is someq′ ≤ qω deciding

˜
ν(l), a contradiction.

So far we know the following:

(5.11)
If n is minimal trunk-length ofp, if p satisfies (5.10), and if
M > 2(δ + 2), thenS(p, n,M) exists and decidesν(n).

Rapid reading: Instead of the part onpure decision, we again proceed as follows: Fix
p ∈ P andM > δ + 2. We can assume thatp satisfies (5.10), even for 2(δ + 2) instead of
δ + 2 (just increase finitely many of the trunks). We setk0 to be the minimal trunk-length
of p, andqk0 = p. We now constructqk+1 andqω just as above, but this time using

r i = S(r i−1 ∧ si , k+ 1,Mk).

I.e. we try to decide
˜
ν(k+ 1). Eachr i(α, n) has sufficient norm, and so according to (5.11)

r i (which has trunk-lengthk+ 1) decides
˜
ν(k+ 1). This implies thatqk+1 (and thereforeqω

as well)≤k-decides
˜
ν(k+ 1). �

The rest of this section can safely be ignored: We describe how we end up with our
particular definition of the product. We want to find a construction, similar to the countable
support product, so that we can generalize the pure decisionproof of Section 3:

• To getℵ2-cc, the support of the product can be at most countable. For fusion, we
have to allow at least countable support.
• A condition p is a sequence (p(α, n))n∈ω,α∈dom(p). At each indexα, p has a trunk,

and above thatp(α, n) is a creature inKα(n).
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Figure 4. (a) A conditionp in P: dom(p) ⊆ I is countable, at height
n there are less thann many creatures. (b) The construction analog to
S(p,M). (c) We have to redefine≤.

• To constructS(p,M), we will setn to be the minimal height of any stem ofp. For
each combination for values at heightn we get “dec” or “half”. We want to use
decisiveness to get homogeneous successors. For this we need that at heightn,
there are e.g. less thann many creatures, and thatK (n) is sufficiently decisive and
big with respect ton. So we will generally assume that at each heighth, there are
less thanh many creatures, the rest is trunks, cf. Figure 4(a).
• In the same construction step we also have to assume that eachof the creatures at

heightn has sufficient norm. So we will not just require that for eachα ∈ I the
norms ofp(α, h) go to infinity, but that the minimum of all the norms at heighth
go to infinity.
• When we setq = S(p,M) and are in the case “half”, instead of (3.12): “noq′ ≤

q with trunk-lengthn + 1 essentially decides
˜
τ”, we naturally get “noq′ ≤ q

essentially decides
˜
τ, if the trunk-length atα is the maximum ofn + 1 and the

trunk-length ofp atα.”
• We now assume towards a contradiction thatq = S(p,M) is halving. We iterate

the construction for all heights, getqω, and find someq′ ≤ qω essentially deciding

˜
τ. However, this is not a contradiction:q′ could just have a longer trunk at eachα,
cf. Figure 4(c).
• To fix this problem we redefineq ≤ p: We require that the trunk-lengths ofq are

(on the common domain) almost always equal to those ofp, cf. Figure 3.
• Once we redefineq ≤ p this way, and additionally require that at levelh there

are less thanh many creatures, we could end up with a condition whose domain
cannot be enlarged any more (since there already are maximally, i.e. h− 1, many
creatures at each levelh). We fix this by adding e.g. the requirement that the
number of creatures at levelh divided byh converges to 0.

6. A decisive creature with bigness and halving

In this section, we construct decisive creatures with halving.
We useF(n) ≔ n for all n, i.e. then-creatures live on the singleton{n}.

Lemma 6.1. Assume that n and B are natural numbers, and that0 < r < 1. Then there
is a natural numberΨ(n, B, r) so that we can setH(n) = Ψ(n, B, r) and find r-halving,
(B, r)-big and(n, r)-decisive n-creatures(K (n),Σ) such thatnor(c) > n for somec ∈ K (n).
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Remarks. • Without the last requirement the lemma is trivial, just assume that nor(c) <
1 for all c ∈ K (n), and read the definitions of halving, big and decisive.
• If such (K (n),Σ) exists for someH(n), then it exists for every largerH(n) as well.

The rest of this section consists of the proof of the lemma. This proof is not needed in
the rest of the paper.

We set rapidgrowth(m) = 22m2

anda≔ 2
1
r . So loga(2) = r.

The pre-norms.

Lemma 6.2. There is a J∈ ω and a functionpreprenoron the powerset of J such that the
following holds:

(1) preprenoris monotonous, i.e. u1 ⊆ u2 impliespreprenor(u1) ≤ preprenor(u2).
(2) preprenor(∅) = 0, andpreprenor(J) ≥ an+1.
(3) If preprenor(u) = k+ 1 then there is an M∈ ω and a sequence0 = j0 < j1 < · · · <

jM such that M≥ max(B, rapidgrowth(j1+n)) andpreprenor(u∩ [ j i , j i+1−1]) ≥ k
for all i ∈ M.

Proof. For finite subsetsu of ω define preprenor(u) ≥ k by induction onk: For all u set
preprenor(u) ≥ 0, and preprenor(u) ≥ 1 iff u is nonempty. Fork ≥ 1, we set preprenor(u) ≥
k+1 iff (3) as above holds. We show by induction onk that for everya ∈ ω there is ab ∈ ω
such that preprenor([a, b−1]) = k: Assume this is true fork. Givena = j0, let j1 be minimal
such that preprenor([j0, j1 − 1]) = k. For everyi < max(B, rapidgrowth(j1 + n)), find the
minimal j i+1 such that preprenor([j i , j i+1 − 1]) = k. Then preprenor([j0, jM − 1]) = k + 1.
So we can pickJ such that preprenor([0, J − 1]) = an+1. �

We setΨ(n, B, r) = H(n) = 2J. For a subsetc of H(n), we set

prenor(c) ≔ max{preprenor(u) : u ⊆ J, c ↾ u = 2u},

wherec ↾ u is {b ↾ u : b ∈ c}. Sod ⊆ c implies prenor(d) ≤ prenor(c).

Lemma 6.3. Assume that M∈ ω, J a set, u⊆ J, c⊆ 2J, c ↾ u = 2u, c =
⋃

i∈M ci , and that
ui (i ∈ M) are pairwise disjoint subsets of u. Then2ui = ci ↾ ui for some i∈ M.

Proof. Otherwise, for alli ∈ M there is anai ∈ 2ui \ (ci ↾ ui). Let b ∈ 2u contain the
concatenation of theseai . Thenb ∈ c ↾ u, sob ∈ ci ↾ u for somei ∈ M, andai ∈ ci ↾ ui , a
contradiction. �

The creatures. An n-creaturec is a pair (c, k) such thatc ⊆ H(n), k ∈ ω and k ≤
prenor(c) − 1. nor(c) is determined from (c, k) by

nor(c, k) ≔ loga(prenor(c) − k).

Forn-creaturesc � (c, k) andd � (d, k′) we define

(d, k′) ∈ Σ(c, k) if d ⊆ c andk′ ≥ k.

We now show that these creatures satisfy our requirements:

Proof of Lemma 6.1.It is clear that norms can be bigger thann:

nor(H(n), 0)= loga(prenor(H(n))) = loga(preprenor(J)) ≥ loga(an+1) = n+ 1.
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Halving. Assume nor(c) > 1, i.e. prenor(c) − k > a > 2. We define

half(c, k) ≔ (c, k+ ⌊(prenor(c) − k)/2⌋).

Note that loga(⌈(prenor(c) − k)/2⌉) ≥ nor(c, k) − loga(2) = nor(c, k) − r. So

nor(half(c, k)) = loga(prenor(c) − k− ⌊(prenor(c) − k)/2⌋) ≥ nor(c, k) − r.

If (d, k′) ∈ Σ(half(c, k)) and nor(d, k′) > 0, then

prenor(d) ≥ k′ + 1 ≥ k+ ⌊(prenor(c) − k)/2⌋ + 1,

and we can un-halve (d, k′) to (d, k) ∈ Σ(c, k):

nor(d, k) = loga(prenor(d) − k) ≥ loga(⌊(prenor(c) − k)/2⌋ + 1) ≥ nor(c, k) − r,

and val(d, k) = val(d, k′) = d.

Bigness.Let (c, l) be ann-creature and nor(c, l) = x+ r ≥ r. Let u ⊆ J witness prenor(c) =
ax+r + l = 2ax + l. So there is an increasing sequence (j i)i∈M+1 such thatc ↾ u = 2u and

M ≥ max(B, rapidgrowth(j1 + n)), and

preprenor(u∩ [ j i , j i+1 − 1]) ≥ 2ax + l − 1 ≥ ax + l for all i ∈ M.

(If x > 0, the last inequality is strict.)
Take anyF : c→ M. Thenc =

⋃

i∈M F−1{i}. We setui ≔ u∩ [ j i , j i+1 − 1] for i ∈ M.
According to Lemma 6.3 there is ani ∈ M such thatF−1{i} ↾ ui = 2ui . We setd≔ F−1{i} ⊆
c. Since preprenor(ui) ≥ ax + l andd ↾ ui = 2ui , nor(d, l) ≥ loga(ax) = x = nor(c, l) − r.
This shows that (c, l) is (M, r)-big, and in particular (B, r)-big.

Decisiveness.Pick (c, l) ∈ K (n) such that nor(c, l) = x + r ≥ r. As above there is a
witnessu ⊆ J, M and (j i)i∈M+1. Setu− ≔ u ∩ [ j0, j1 − 1]. Let d− ⊆ c contain for every
a ∈ 2u− exactly oneb ∈ c such thatb ↾ u− = a. Then |d| ≤ 2 j1 ≕ K and (as above)
nor(d−, l) ≥ nor(c, l) − r. So (d−, l) is aK-small successor of (c, l).

It remains to be shown that there is aK-big successor (d+, l).
Let F : c → 2 j1 < M map b to b ↾ j1. So as above there is ani < M such that

F−1{i} ↾ ui = 2ui for ui ≔ u∩ [ j i , j i+1 − 1]. Obviouslyi , 0. Setd+ ≔ F−1{i}. Pick any
(d′, l′) ∈ Σ(d+, l) with norm bigger than 1. Let prenor(d′) be witnessed byu′,M′, ( j′i )i≤M′ .
Thenu′ ∩ j1 = ∅ (since everyb ∈ d′ has the sameb ↾ j1). So j′1 > j1, and (by the same
argument as above) (d′, l′) is (rapidgrowth(j1 + n), r)-big. This finishes the proof, since

rapidgrowth(j1 + n) = 22( j1+n)2

≥ 22j1·n
= 2(2j1 )n

= 2Kn
. �

7. countably many cardinal invariants

Recall thatc∃f ,g andc∀f ,g were defined in the introduction.
In the previous section, we definedΨ(n,M, r) for r > 0 andn,M ∈ ω. We can now

specify the requirements we need for Theorem 1:

Assumption 7.1. ( fǫ , gǫ)ǫ∈ω is a sequence of functions fromω to ω. fmax is such that
fǫ(m) ≤ fmax(m) for all ǫ ∈ ω. We set

ϕ(=m) ≔ fmax(m)m, ϕ(<n) ≔
∏

m<n

ϕ(=m) r(n) ≔
1

n2ϕ(<n)
,

and assume:

• If ǫ , ǫ′, then there is ann such thatfǫ (m) , fǫ′ (m) for all m> n.
• fǫ (m)≫ gǫ(m) for all ǫ,m; more preciselyfǫ (m) ≥ Ψ(m, gǫ(m), r(m)).
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• If fǫ (m) > fǫ′ (m), thengǫ(m)≫ fǫ′ (m); more preciselyϕ(<m) fǫ′(m)m < gǫ(m).
• gǫ(m) > ϕ(<m).
• gǫ(m+ 1) ≥ fmax(m) for all ǫ,m ∈ ω.

The assumption states more or less that thefǫ , gǫ have sufficiently different growth rates,
and that each level is much bigger than the previous levels. If is clear that we can construct
such sequences (by induction).

Theorem 7.2. Assume CH. Choose for allǫ ∈ ω a cardinal κǫ such thatκǫ = κ
ℵ0
ǫ . Let

( fǫ , gǫ)ǫ∈ω be as above. Then there is a proper,ℵ2-cc,ωω-bounding partial order P which
preserves cardinals and forces that c∃fǫ ,gǫ = c∀fǫ ,gǫ = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω.

Let I be the disjoint union ofIǫ (ǫ ∈ ω) such that eachIǫ has sizeκǫ and is disjoint toω.
We will useǫ, ǫ′, ǫ1, . . . for the cardinal invariants (i.e. for elements ofω), andα, β, . . .

for elements ofI . I will be the index set of the product.
So according to the definition ofΨ, we can choose for eachǫ, n ∈ ω a creating pair

(K ǫ(n),Σǫ) satisfying the following:

• Fǫ(n) = n,
• Hǫ(n) = fǫ (n),
• K ǫ(n) is (gǫ(n), r(n))-big, r(n)-halving and (n, r(n))-decisive.

For everyα ∈ Iǫ andn ∈ ω, we setKα(n) ≔ K ǫ(n), fα ≔ fǫ andgα ≔ gǫ and we set
trnklhmin(α) to be the minimaln such thatfǫ′ (m) , fǫ (m) for all ǫ′ < ǫ.

P is the forcing notion defined in Section 5, where we additionally require

• trnklh(p, α) ≥ trnklhmin(α) for all conditionsp andα ∈ dom(p).

As already noted, this does not change any of the results of Section 5.
Note thatϕ(<n) andr(n) are as in Theorem 5.8, and that we assume CH. So we get:

Corollary 7.3. (1) P is proper andℵ2-cc, P has continuous reading of names, and
preserves all cardinals.

(2) (Separated support.)If p ∈ P, α, β ∈ supp(p, n), α ∈ Iǫ , β ∈ Iǫ′ , andǫ , ǫ′, then
fǫ (n) , fǫ′ (n).

(3) (Rapid reading.)If p ∈ P forces that
˜
η is an ( fǫ , gǫ)-slalom, or that

˜
η(n) < fǫ (n)

for all n, then there is a q≤ p which≤n-decides
˜
η(n) for all n ∈ ω.

It also follows thatPǫ ≔ PIǫ is a complete subforcing ofP and forces that the size of
the continuum isκǫ .

Proof. (1): Theorem 5.8 and Lemma 5.4. (2): Assume thatǫ < ǫ′. trnklh(p, β) >
trnklhmin(β), i.e. fǫ (n) , fǫ′ (n). (3) follows from 5.9: Setδ = 3, g(n) = fmax(n − 1) and

˜
ν(n) =

˜
η(n− 1) for all n. EachK ǫ(n) is (gǫ(n), r(n))-big for someǫ, gǫ(n) ≥ fmax(n− 1) =

g(n), andp forces that there are at mostfmax(n−1)fmax(n−1) < EXP(g(n), n, 3) many possible
values for

˜
ν(n). So there is aq ≤ p which<n-decides

˜
ν(n) =

˜
η(n− 1) for all n. �

In the following two sections, we will show thatP forcesκǫ ≤ c∃fǫ ,gǫ andc∀fǫ ,gǫ ≤ κǫ . This

proves Theorem 1, sincec∃f ,g ≤ c∀f ,g for all ( f , g).

8. Pǫ adds a ∀-cover

Lemma 8.1. P forces c∀fǫ ,gǫ ≤ κǫ .
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One nice way to formulate the proof is the following:Pǫ is a complete subforcing and
forces 2ℵ0 = κǫ . And in theP-extensionV[G], the set of slaloms that are in thePǫ-extension
V[G∩ Pǫ ] form a (∀, fǫ , gǫ)-cover.

However, to be able to generalize the proof to the uncountable case of Section 10, we
will not use the complete subforcing. Instead we will use pure decision more explicitly.

Proof. Let p0 ∈ P and
˜
r be aP-name for a real such that

˜
r(n) < fǫ (n) for all n. We will

show that

(8.1)
There is aq ≤ p0 and a way to determine an (fǫ , gǫ)-slalom

˜
S(n) from

valΠ(q,≤n) restricted toIǫ , such thatq forces
˜
r(n) ∈

˜
S(n) for all n.

More explicitly, we find aq and a function eval which assigns to eacht ↾ Iǫ for t ∈
valΠ(q,≤n) a setSt(n) such thatSt(n) ⊆ fǫ (n), |St(n)| ≤ gǫ(n) and such thatq forces the
following: If t is compatible with the generic filter, then

˜
r(n) ∈ St(n).

Assume that we can do this for all names
˜
r. Note that there are onlyκǫ many possible

assignments as above: There are onlyκℵ0
ǫ = κǫ many possible sequencesq ↾ Iǫ , and

2ℵ0 many ways to continuously read a real fromq ↾ Iǫ . Each assignment, together with
the P-generic filter, determines a slalom

˜
S. Let X be the set of all possible assignments.

This corresponds to aP-nameY of a family (of sizeκǫ) of ( fǫ , gǫ)-slaloms, and according
to (8.1), the following holds in theP-extension: For everyη ∈

∏

n∈ω fǫ (n) there is a slalom

˜
S in Y coveringη. This impliesc∀fǫ ,gǫ ≤ κǫ .

So it remains to show (8.1). First pick ap ≤ p0 rapidly reading
˜
r as in 7.3(3), i.e.p

≤n-decides
˜
r(n) for all n ∈ ω. We can assume that nor(pα(n)) > 3 for all α ∈ supp(p, n).

We set dom(q) = dom(p) and trnklh(q, α) = trnklh(p, α), and we will defineq(α,m) (for
all α ∈ supp(p,m)) as well as

˜
S(m) by induction onm. We will find q(α,m) ∈ Σ(p(α,m))

such that the norm decreases by at most 2. Thenq automatically is a valid condition inP
and stronger thanp.

Fix m ∈ ω. SetM ≔ supp(p,m)∩Iǫ . (M stands for “medium”.) According to “separated
support” 7.3(2),

(8.2) α ∈ supp(p,m) \ Iǫ implies fα(m) , fǫ (m).

So either fα(m) < fǫ(m), in this case we setα ∈ S (for “small”); or fα(m) > fǫ(m),
then we setα ∈ L (for “large”). So supp(p,m) is partitioned intoS, M and L. We set
q(α,m) = p(α,m) for α ∈ S ∪ M.

p ≤m-decides
˜
r(m), i.e. there is a functionF that calculates

˜
r(m) < fǫ (m):

F : valΠ(p, <m) ×





∏

α∈S∪M∪L

val(pα(m))



→ fǫ (m).

Step 1:AssumeL is nonempty (otherwise continue with Step 2).
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∏

α∈S∪M

val(pα(m))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ Hǫ(m)m−1 = fǫ (m)m−1.

So we can rewriteF as

F′ :
∏

α∈L

val(pα(m))→ fǫ(m)ϕ(<m) fǫ (m)m−1
< fǫ (m) fǫ (m)m

.

If we setB = min({gα(m) : m ∈ L}), then fǫ (m) < B, andBBm
< EXP(B,m, 3). Accord-

ing to Corollary 4.4, there areq(α,m) ∈ Σ(p(α,m) for α ∈ L such thatF′ restricted to
∏

α∈L val(q(α,m)) is constant and nor(q(α,m)) > nor(p(α,m))− r(m) · (m+3). This defines
q(α,m) for α ∈ L. So we now knowq(α,m) for all m.
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Step 2:So (moduloq) we have eliminated the dependence of
˜
r(m) on L, and are left

with

F : valΠ(q, <m) ×





∏

α∈S∪M

val(q(α,m))



→ fǫ (m).

We now define
˜
S(m), more exactly the evaluation that mapst ∈ valΠ(q,≤m) ↾ Iǫ to St(m).

So fix such at ∈
∏

α∈M val(q(α,m)).
q∧ t allows for at mostϕ(<m) ·

∏

α∈S val(q(α,m)) many possible values for
˜
r(m).

If S is nonempty, letǫ′ be such thatfǫ′ (m) = max{ fα(m) : α ∈ S}. Then
∏

α∈S val(pα(m)) ≤
fǫ′ (m)m. So we getϕ(<m) · fǫ′ (m)m < gǫ(m) many possible values for

˜
r(m). (If S is empty,

we just getϕ(<m) many possibilities.) So we can setSt(m) to be this set of possible val-
ues. �

9. There is no small ∃-cover

Lemma 9.1. (CH) P forcesκǫ ≤ c∃fǫ ,gǫ .

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction thatp0 forces that
˜
S is an (∃, fǫ , gǫ)-cover,ℵ1 ≤

λ < κǫ and
˜
S = {

˜
Si : i ∈ λ}.

For everyi, the set ofp′ ≤ p0 which rapidly15 reads
˜
Si is predense underp0. Because

of ℵ2-cc, we can find a setDi of suchp′ which is predense underp0 and has sizeℵ1. So

J =
⋃

i∈λ,p′∈Di

dom(p′)

has sizeλ. Since|Iǫ | = κǫ > λ, there is aβ ∈ Iǫ \ J. Fix thisβ.
Let p1 ≤ p0 decide thei such that

˜
ηβ(n) ∈

˜
Si(n) for infinitely manyn. We set

˜
S ≔

˜
Si .

We can assumeβ ∈ dom(p1), so we have

(9.1) β ∈ dom(p1) ∩ Iǫ \ J.

Let p ≤ p1 be stronger than somep′ ∈ Di , and let nor(p(α,m)) > 10 for allα ∈ supp(p,m).
So modulop, we can determine the value of

˜
S(n) from t ↾ J for t ∈ valΠ(p,≤n).16

We will show towards a contradiction that we can strengthenp to aq such that for all
n ≥ trnklh(p, β) the following holds: the generic

˜
ηβ(n) (which is in val(q(β, n)) and less

than fǫ(n)) avoids every possible element of
˜
S(n), (which is determined byq(α,m) for

m≤ n andα , β). In other words, we can make
˜
ηβ run away from

˜
S at every height above

the trunk. Soq forces that
˜
ηβ(n) <

˜
S(n) for all n ≥ trnklh(p, β), a contradiction.

We set dom(q) = dom(p), trnklh(q, α) = trnklh(p, α), and defineq(α,m) (for all α ∈
supp(p,m)) by induction onm. We will find a q(α,m) ∈ Σ(p(α,m)) so that the norm
decreases by at most 2. This guarantees thatq is a condition inP and stronger thanp.

Fix ann ≥ trnklh(p, β). SetA ≔ supp(p, n). Soβ ∈ A, and without loss of generality
|A| ≥ 2. According to the definition ofP, |A| < n.

Similarly to the previous section, we will partitionA into the large indicesL, the small
onesS and{β}. However, we cannot assume thatA∩ Iǫ = {β}, so the partition will not only
be based on membership inIǫ′ , but has to be “finer”.

˜
S(n) only depends onS ∪ L (and

the very small set valΠ(p, <n)). Again, we first use bigness to eliminate the dependence of

˜
S(n) on the large part. And the small part is sufficiently small so that

˜
ηβ(n) (i.e. q(n, β))

avoids all the possible elements of
˜
S(n). We now do this in more detail:

15as in Corollary 7.3(3)
16More formally: LetX be the set{t ↾ J : t ∈ valΠ(p,≤n)}. For eachx ∈ X there is anSx

n such thatp forces:
(∀α ∈ J) x(α) <

˜
ηα →

˜
S(n) = Sx

n.
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Figure 5.

Set c0α ≔ p(α, n) for α ∈ A. Assume that forl ≥ 0 we already have a list (αk)k<l of
elements ofA and creatures (clα)α∈A\{α0,...,αl−1}. Eachclα is (K l

α, n, r(n))-decisive for someK l
α.

SetKl ≔ min({K l
α : α ∈ A\ {α0, . . . , αl−1}}), and chooseαl such thatK l

αl
= Kl . Let dαl be a

Kl-small successor ofclαl
. Forα ∈ A \ {α0, . . . , αl}, let cl+1

α be aKl-big successor ofclα. Cf.
Figure 5. Iterate this construction|A| − 1 times. So there remains oneα that has not been
listed as anαl , setα|A|−1 = α anddα|A|−1 = c

|A|−1
α .

Let mbe such thatβ = αm, and set

K ≔ Km, S ≔ {αl : l < m}, L ≔ {αl : l > m}.

SoA is partitioned into the three parts{β}, S andL. We get:

• dα ∈ Σ(p(α, n)), nor(dα) ≥ nor(p(α, n)) − (n− 1) · r(n).
•

∏

α∈S | val(dα)| ≤ Kn−2
m−1 < K.

• dβ is hereditarilyKm−1-big17 and| val(dβ)| ≤ K.
• If α ∈ L, thendα is hereditarilyK-big.18

J∩supp(p, n) ⊆ S∪L, so
˜
S(n) is determined by valΠ(p, <n)×

∏

α∈S∪L val(p(α, n)). We set
q(α,m) = dα for all α ∈ S. We also setq(β,m) = dm for now. (But we may further decrease
q(β,m) in Step 2.) We are only interested in the elements of

˜
S(n) that are possible values

of
˜
ηβ(n), in other words we are interested in

˜
S(n) ∩ val(dβ). This part has size at mostK.

So we get a function

F : valΠ(p, <n) ×





∏

α∈S

val(dα)



 ×





∏

α∈L

val(dα)



→

(

K
gǫ(n)

)

.

Step 1:AssumeL is non-empty (otherwise continue with Step 2). Note that
(

K
gǫ (n)

)

≤ Kgǫ (n)

andϕ(<n) < gǫ(n) < K. So we can rewriteF as

F′ :
∏

α∈L

val(dα)→ (KK)K×K = KK3
.

17even 2K
n
m−1 -big. Provided of course thatS is nonempty, otherwise there is noKm−1.

18even 2K
n
-big.
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Sincedα is decisive and (hereditarily)K-big for α ∈ L and EXP(K, n, 3) > KK3
, we can

find F′-homogeneousq(α, n) ∈ Σ(dα) for α ∈ L such that the norm decreases by at most
(n+ 1) · r(n), cf. Corollary 4.4.

Step 2:So moduloq we have eliminatedL and can rewriteF as

F : valΠ(p, <n) ×





∏

α∈S

val(dα)



→

(

K
gǫ(n)

)

.

Let X be the image ofF (i.e. the set of possible values of
˜
S(n)∩val(dβ)). X has size at most

ϕ(<n) · Kn−2
m−1 < EXP(Km−1, n, 2). So according to 4.2(5), we can strengthendβ to avoidX,

decreasing the norm by at most 3· r(n). �

10. Uncountably many invariants

We construct natural numbers (fn,l)n∈ω,−1≤l≤n, and (gn,l)n∈ω,0≤l≤n so that 0= f0,−1 and (for
n, l ∈ ω) fn+1,−1 = fn,n and fn,l−1 < gn,l < fn,l . We set fmax(n) = fn,n, ϕ(=n) = fmax(n)n,
ϕ(<n) =

∏

m<mϕ(=m) andr(n) = 1/(n2ϕ(<n)). So we get the following picture:

0
g0,0 f0,0 = fmax(0)

g1,0 f1,0 g1,1 f1,1 = fmax(1)
. . .

We require (for alln, l ∈ ω)

• fn,l ≥ Ψ(n, gn,l, r(n)) and
• gn,l ≥ ϕ(<n) f n

n,l−1.

(Compare this with 7.1.) Again it is clear that we can construct such sequences by induc-
tion.

Let CHARS be the set ofν : ω → ω such thatν(m) ≤ m for all m. For ν ∈ CHARS,
we can definefν : ω → ω by fν(m) = fm,ν(m), and the same forgν. So we assign to each
ν ∈ CHARS cardinal characteristicsc∀fν,gν andc∃fν ,gν .

Assume thatX ⊂ CHARS is countable such that

(10.1) forν , ν′ in X there is ann(ν, ν′) such thatν(m) , ν′(m) for all m> n(ν, ν′).

Then (fν, gν)ν∈X is a suitable sequence as in Assumption 7.1.

Remark.We can of course find an uncountable setX satisfying (10.1) as well. We could
try to define a forcingPI just as in the countable case, to force an uncountable version of
Theorem 1. However, we need “separated support” 7.3(2) for (8.2). So we have to add
appropriate requirements for conditions inP, in the style of trnklhmin, this time depending
on the pairν, ν′, to guarantee that the maximum of the trunk-lengths atα ∈ Iν andβ ∈ Iν′
is bigger than then(ν, ν′). However, such requirements lead to the following problem:
Assume thatY ⊆ CHARS is countable and dense, and the domain ofp contains elements
of Iν for eachν ∈ Y. Then we cannot enlarge the domain ofp to contain someν′ < Y.19

So p forces that the generic object does not contain anything inIν′ . But then our proofs do
not work any more, cf. e.g. (9.1). To fix this problem, we will modify the forcingP in the

19In more detail: Letf : Y→ ω be such that for allν ∈ Y, there is anα ∈ dom(p)∩ Iν such that trnklh(p, α)+
1 < f (ν). EnumerateY as{ν0, ν1, . . . }. Then constructν′ ∈ CHARS\ Y the following way: Pick anyν0 ∈ Y
and pick a finiteν′0 extendingν0 ↾ f (ν0), such thatν′0(m) , ν0(m) for somem. Given ν′l , pick anyνl+1 ∈ Y
extendingν′l , and pickν′l+1 extendingνl+1 ↾ f (νl+1) such thatν′l+1(m) , νl+1(m) for somem. Setν′ =

⋃

l∈ω ν
′l .

Assume that there is aq ≤ p such thatβ ∈ dom(q) ∩ Iν′ and trnklh(q, β) = m. Only finitely many trunk-lengths
in dom(p) were increased, so pick somel such thatf (νl ) > m and such that not trunk inIνl was increased. By
the definition off , α ∈ supp(q,m) for someα ∈ Iνl . ν

′ extendsνl ↾ f (νl ), soνl (m) = ν′(m) (andνl , ν′), which
contradicts separated support.
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following way: As before, we choose for eachǫ ∈ ω1 a cardinalκǫ and the index setIǫ of
sizeκǫ . However, we do not fix aν ∈ CHARS forǫ. Instead, each conditionp choosesν(ǫ)
for eachǫ in its domain. This makes Theorem 2 slightly weaker than Theorem 1, since we
do not know in the ground model whichν will be assigned to aκǫ .

We can now reformulate Theorem 2:

Theorem 10.1. Assume CH, assume thatκǫ = κ
ℵ0
ǫ for ǫ ∈ ω1, and that( fν, gν)ν∈CHARSare

as above. Then there is a proper,ℵ2-cc,ωω-bounding partial order R which forces: For
eachǫ ∈ ω1 there is aν ∈ CHARS such that c∀fν,gν = c∃fν,gν = κǫ for all ǫ ∈ ω1.

(Here CHARS denotes the set inV, not the evaluation of the definition of CHARS in
V[G].)

As in the proof of Section 7, we pick for eachν ∈ CHARS andn ∈ ω a creating pair
(K ν(n),Σν(n)), with Hν = fν andFν(n) = b, which is (gν(n), r(n))-big, r(n)-halving and
(n, r(n))-decisive.

We let I be the disjoint union ofIǫ (ǫ ∈ ω1), eachIǫ has sizeκǫ .
From here on, we assume CH. We now define the forcing notionR:

Definition 10.2. A conditionp in R consists of a countable subset dom(p) of I , of objects
p(α, n) for α ∈ dom(p), n ∈ ω, and of functions trnklh(p) : dom(p) → ω and char(p) :
dom(p)→ CHARS satisfying the following (α, β ∈ dom(p)):

• char(p, α) = char(p, β) iff α, β are in the sameIǫ .
• If n < trnklh(p, α), thenp(α, n) ∈ Hchar(p,α)(n).

⋃

n<trnklh(p) p(α, n) is called trunk ofp atα.
• If n ≥ trnklh(p, α), thenp(α, n) ∈ K char(p,α)(n) and nor(p(α, n)) > 0.
• | supp(p, n)| < n for all n > 0.
• Moreover, limn→∞(| supp(p, n)|/n) = 0.
• limn→∞(min({nor(p(α, n)) : α ∈ supp(p, n)})) = ∞.
• (Separated support.) Ifα, β ∈ supp(p, n), α ∈ Iǫ , β ∈ Iǫ′ , and ǫ , ǫ′, then

char(p, α)(n) , char(p, β)(n).

(supp(p, n) is again the set ofα ∈ I such that trnklh(p, α) ≤ n .)
Another way to formulate the last point is: Ifα, β ∈ dom(p), α ∈ Iǫ , β ∈ Iǫ′ , andǫ , ǫ′,

then char(p, α) and char(p, β) differ above somen(char(p, α), char(p, β)) as in (10.1), and

max(trnklh(p, α), trnklh(p, β)) > n(char(p, α), char(p, β)).

The order onR is the natural modification of the one onP:

Definition 10.3. For p, q in R, q ≤ p if

• dom(q) ⊇ dom(p),
• char(q, α) = char(p, α) for all α ∈ dom(p),
• if α ∈ dom(p) andn ∈ ω, thenq(α, n) ∈ Σchar(p,α)(p(α, n)),
• trnklh(q, α) = trnklh(p, α) for all but finitely manyα ∈ dom(p).

Iǫ is not a complete subforcing any more (conditions with disjoint domains are generally
not compatible, since the union can violate separated support). But we still get:

Lemma 10.4. R isℵ2-cc.

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction thatA is an antichain of sizeℵ2. By a∆-system
argument, we can assume that dom(p) ∩ dom(q) = u for all distinct p, q in A. We fix an
enumerationαp

0, α
p
1, . . . of dom(p) for eachp ∈ A. By a pigeon hole argument, we can
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assume that the following objects and statements are independent ofp ∈ A (n, i ∈ ω, β ∈ u,
ǫ ∈ ω1): “αp

i = β”, “ αp
i ∈ Iǫ”, trnklh(p, αp

i ), char(p, αp
i ), andp(αp

i , n).
So given distinct elementsp, q of A, we again increase finitely many of the stems to

guarantee that supp(p∪q, n) has size less thann for all n. Then the resultingr is a condition
in R: To see e.g. separated support, assume thatα, β ∈ supp(r, n). We can assume that
α = α

p
i andβ = αq

j and that char(p, αp
i ) , char(q, αq

j ) = char(p, αp
j ). Sincep satisfies

separated support, char(p, αp
i )(n) , char(p, αp

j )(n). �

Lemma 10.5. R adds a generic real
˜
ηα for all α ∈ I. In other words, the set of conditions

q withα ∈ dom(q) is dense.

Proof. Assumeα ∈ Iǫ . Fix p ∈ R. We find aq ≤ p with dom(q) = dom(p) ∪ {α}.
Case 1: Iǫ ∩ dom(p) , ∅. Then we pickβ ∈ Iǫ ∩ dom(p) and choose trnklh(q, α) >

trnklh(p, β) big enough to guarantee| supp(q, n)| < n for all n. Then we choose anyq(α, n)
with sufficient norm (e.g.n).

Case 2:Otherwise we again fix trnklh(q, α) big enough to guarantee| supp(q, n)| < n for
all n, and we have to find some char(q, α) satisfying separated support (for this trnklh(q, α)).
Since | supp(p, n)| < n for all n, we can find aν′ ∈ CHARS such thatν′(n) is not in
{ν(n) : ν = char(p, β), β ∈ supp(p, n)} for anyn. Set char(q, α) = ν′. Then we again choose
anyq(α, n) with sufficiently increasing norms.q satisfies separated support: Assumeβ ∈
Iǫ′ ∩ supp(p, n). Then char(p, β)(n) , ν′(n) = char(q, α)(n). �

It turns out that the proofs of Theorems 5.8 and 5.9 still workwithout any change:

Lemma 10.6. R is proper andωω-bounding. Ifδ ∈ ω,
˜
ν(n) is a P-name and p∈ P forces

that
˜
ν(n) < EXP(fmax(n− 1), n, n · δ) for all n, then there is a q≤ p which<n-decides

˜
ν(n)

for all n .

Proof. We define≤n just as in the proof of Theorem 5.8. Fusion still works: Ifq is the limit
of pn, and eachpn satisfies separated support, then so doesq. The proof of pure decision
does not require any changes.

For rapid reading, note that eachK ν(n) is ( fmax(n− 1), r(n))-big. Again, the same proof
still works without changes. �

We can define theR-name char(ǫ) for ǫ ∈ ω1 to be char(p, α) for any p in the generic
filter andα ∈ dom(p)∩ Iǫ . Then we define theR-namefǫ to be fchar(ǫ), and the same forgǫ .

We again get all items of Corollary 7.3, and can show:

Lemma 10.7. R forces c∀fǫ ,gǫ ≤ κǫ andκǫ ≤ c∃fǫ ,gǫ .

Proof. The proofs of Lemmas 8.1 and 9.1 still work, if we assume thatp0 determines
char(ǫ). �
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