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DECISIVE CREATURES AND LARGE CONTINUUM
JAKOB KELLNER* AND SAHARON SHELAH'

AsstraAcT. FoOrf,ge w® let c\{’g be the minimal number of uniforigrsplitting trees needed
to cover the unifornt -splitting tree, i.e. for every branchof the f-tree, one of thg-trees
containsv. c? is the dual notion: For every branch one of theg-trees guessegm)
infinitely often.

It is consistent that?ﬁgf = c\f’bgg
suitable pairsf;, g.).

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

= k. for N1 many pairwise dferent cardinalg,. and

1. INTRODUCTION

In the papeMany simple cardinal invariantf8], Goldstern and the second author con-
struct a partial ordeP that forces pairwise €lierent values té&; many instances of the
cardinal characteristic?yg, defined as follows:

Let f,g € w® (usually we havef (n) > g(n) for all n). An (f, g)-slalom is a sequence
S = (S(N))new 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 € [, f(n) thereis ars € S such that(n) € S(n) for all n € w.
c\{’g is the minimal size of a¥, f, g)-cover.

We investigate the dual notion: A family of (f, g)-slaloms is an{, f, g)-cover, if for
allr € [he, f(n) thereis arS € S such that(n) € S(n) for infinitely manyn € w. c?’g is
the minimal size of and, f, g)-cover.

In [3], the following is shown:

Assume that CH holds, thaf.(g).c., are stficiently different, and that

K0 =k for all € € w1. Then there is a cardinal preserving partial orer
which forces that o = keforalle € wy.

Similar results regarding as well as a perfect set of invariants were promised to appear
in a paper called 448a, which never materialized. A resultémtinuum many dierent

invariants of the form:{’ge can be found in4].

In this paper, we prove a version for countably many invdsiaft

Theorem 1. Assume that CH holds, thdf,, g.)c, are syficiently djferent, and that
KXo =k, for all € € w. Then there is a cardinal preserving”-bounding partial order
P which forces thatipgg = C\fi,gf =k forall € € w.

Date November 8, 2018.

2000Mathematics Subject ClassificatioB3E17;03E40.

* supported by a European Union Marie Curie EIF Fellowshiptrezt MEIF-CT-2006-024483.

 supported by the United States-Israel Binational Sciemméation (Grant no. 2002323), and by the US
National Science Foundation grant NSF-DMS 0600940, patitin 872.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0601083v2

2 JAKOB KELLNER AND SAHARON SHELAH

(See Section]7 for a definition of Siciently different.)
We can also gaeb; many diferent invariants, but we do not know in the ground model
which invariants will be picked:

Theorem 2. Assume that CH holds, and thé? = k. for all € € w1. Then there are pairs
(f,, 9v)vew, and there is a cardinal preserving;”-bounding partial order R which forces:

For eache € w; there is av(e) € wy such thaté()g() = c\f’()g() = K.

In any case, if the, are pairwise dferent, then in the forcing extension there are infin-
itely many diferent cardinals below the continuum, i.& 2 X,,. Therefore we cannot use
countable support iterations. We cannot use finite supfardtions either (otherwise we
add many Cohen reals, which mak#goo big). Instead, we use a variant of the countable
support product of lim-inf creature forcings. We do not assuhat the reader knows any-
thing about creature forcing. However, we do assume thatetheer knows the definition
of proper forcing (see e.d.[2] or, for the bravé, [6]), ane fct that such forcings preserve
w1. Alternatively, it is sificient to know Baumgartner’s Axiom A (cf.]1]): it is easy toese
that the forcings in this paper all satisfy Axiom A, and Axigxrforcings (are proper and
therefore) preserve;.

We writeq < pto say thag is stronger thamp. We try to stick to Goldstern’s alphabetic
convention, i.e. whenever two conditions are compatihle symbol used for the stronger
condition comes lexicographically later.

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

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

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

Sectior 2, pL1B. We define the (one-dimensional) lim-inf tremforcingQy,.

Sectior B, p[b. We use bigness and halving to show@hasatisfies pure decision (and
fusion). This implies tha®QZ, is proper andv®”-bounding. We also show rapid
reading of certain names. The proofs in this section will beegalized in Sec-
tion[3.

Sectiorl 4, pl_Il1. We introduce decisiveness and use it toexteness to functions
defined on finite products of creatures. This allows us to gang decision for
finite products of lim-inf creature forcings.

Sectiorl b, plII3. We define the forciiya variant of the countable support product of
lim-inf creature forcings, in such a way that the proof of 8&d3 still works
with only few changes. We also gst-cc (assuming CH).

Sectior®, p[C20. We show how to construct decisive creatitssufficient bigness
and halving.

In the second part, we use the methods of Sefion 5 to prover@ime 1 anfl2:
Sectiorl ¥, pl22. We formulate the requirements for TheddemdldefineP, a variant
the forcing in Sectiofl5.
Sectior 8, pL23. We show th&,, a complete subforcing d?, adds ac\f’f’gf—cover in
V[Ge]. This provest] = < .
Sectior[®, p[25. We show that M[Gp] there can be na; o “cover smaller tham,:

Otherwise we can find a conditianthat rapidly reads (without using index
p) a slalom$S and forces that the generic regl at 38 meetsS infinitely often.
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We strengtheig such that the possible values for the generic alﬂ/ayeid the
slaloms$, a contradiction.

Sectior 10, p27. We construa; many suitable pairsf(, g.) the partial ordelR, a
modification ofP, to show Theorernl2.

2. LIM-INF CREATURE FORCINGS

Creature forcing in general is described in the monogfdpims on possibilities I
forcing with trees and creaturd§] by Rostanowski and the second author. The forcing of
the proof in [3] can be interpreted as creature forcing as, wedre specifically as a lim-
sup tree creating creature forcing. We will use lim-inf ¢ueas instead. These forcings are
generally more complicated than the lim-sup case, [@and [B}stihat they can collaps& .

In this paper, we will require increasingly strong bignesd aalving, which guarantees
pure decision and therefore properness.

We now describe the setting we use. Creature forcings aneedefiy a parameter, the
creating pairK, X). We use the following objects:

e AfunctionH : w — w\ {0}

e A strictly increasing functior : w — w such that(0) = 0.

e For everyn € w a finite setk (n).

e For eachc € K(n), a real number notf > 0, and a nonempty subset wlEf
[Trm<i<rme1y H)-

e We additionally require thatval(c)| = 1 implies nor€) = 0.

A ¢ € K(n) is calledn-creature. The intended meaning of tiereature: is the follow-
ing: the set of possible values for the generic objeet[ [;.,, H(i) restricted to the interval
[F(n), F(n+ 1) — 1] is the set val). nor() can be thought of measuring the amount of
“freedom” the creature leaves on its interval. I determines its part of the generic real
(i.e. if val(c) is a singleton) then nod = O (i.e. ¢ leaves no freedom). However, this intu-
ition about norf) has to be used with caution: In particular, wIC val(c) does generally
not imply nor@) < nor(c).

We setK := (e, K(N).

In our application we will us&(n) = n, i.e. ann-creature lives on the singletdn}.

We also have a functioh : K — P(K) satisfying:

If ¢ € K(n) andd € X(¢) thend € K(n).

X is reflexive, i.ec € X(c).

X is transitive, i.ed € X(¢) andd’ € X(d) impliesd” € X(c).
If b € X(c) then valp) C val(c) and norp) < nor(c).

The intended meaning is th&{¢) is the set of creatures that are stronger than

To simplify notation later on, we extend the definitions of ,n@l andX to sequences
S t € [Trm<i<rne1) H(N): We set

nort) :=0, wval(t) ={t}, teX(c¢)iffteval(c), seX(t)iffs=t.

We now define the lim-inf forcin@:, (K, X):

Definition 2.1. A conditionp € Q; (K, X) consists of a trunk € []jg H(i) for somen
and a sequence )isn such that; € K(i) and nor¢;) > 0 for alli > n, and lim(nor¢;)) = co.

IThis is the reason we have to use lim-inf creature forcintes of lim-sup: When we deal wittf, we have
to “run away” from$ infinitely often, and it is enough to assume that we hav&@ent space to do so infinitely
often. But here we need ficient space atveryheight.
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F(4) >M
3 % g Z(p(2)) > 4(3) § 8 h
F@3)
2 val(p(2)) > q(2)
F(2) _
1 Id -
F(1)
0 Id
(@ v» > q () P >v a

Ficure 1. (a):q < p, trnklh(p) = 2, trnklh@) = 3. (b):q<m p

We set trunkp) := t, and the trunk-length trnklipj := n, and we set

() _ ifi>n,
P = e L IFG), Fi + 1) = 1] otherwise.

So we can identifyp with the sequence(i))ic,. The order orQ?, is defined byg < p if
trnklh(q) > trnklh(p) andq(i) € X(p(i)) for all i.

So in particulaig < p implies that trunkg) extends trunkg), see Figurgll(a).

Of course we assume that there aréfisiently large creatures, otherwi€g, (K, X) is
empt;ﬂ

The forcingQ;, (K, X) adds a generic regl:= [, trunk(p). Note that when we have
halving (see next section), the generic fil@iis not determined by, at least not in the
usual Wa)ﬁ

A note on the requirement

(2.1) nor((i)) > 0 for each > trnklh(p)
in the definition ofQ? :
e We could drop[{Zl1), since in the resulting forcing notioe tonditions that addi-
tionally satisfy [2.1) are dense anyway.
e Because of[(2]1), we are really only interested in creatwittsnorm> 0, so we
could restrict ourselves to creating pairs containing @uilyh creatures.
e Alternatively, we could omit the concept of trunk from thefidéion altogether.
Instead, we could assume the following: For@a# K(n) and alls € val(c) there
is ad € X(¢) such that valf) = {s} (and therefore norj = 0). However, this is

not the “right” way to think about creature forcing, and tkiersion could not be
generalized to our variant of the countable support praduct

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

2We need: For eache w there is am € w such that for alm > n there is somercreature with norm at least
.

3if nor(c) is a function of val€) and valf) C val(c) impliesd € X(c), then the generic filter is determined by
1. This assumption is reasonable (and is satisfied in manyuceetorcing constructions), but it is incompatible
with halving.
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A pair (K, X) as above is a creating pair as definedin [5, 1.2]. It satilfie$ollowing
additional properties:
finitary [5, 1.1.3]:H(n) andX(c) are always finite.
simple [5, 2.1.7]X is defined on single creatures oﬂly.
forgetful [5, 1.2.5]: valf) does not depend on values of the generic real outside of
the interval ofc[§
nice and smootH |5, 1.2.5]: A technical requirement thatiigal in the case of
forgetful simple creating pairs.

In [B] two main frameworks for forcings are examined: creattorcings [5, 1.2.6]
(defined by a creating pairl[5, 1.2.2]) and tree creatureifigee[5, 1.3.5] (defined via a
tree-creating paif [5, 1.3.3]). So in this paper we deal witrature forcing.

In [5] several ways to define forcings from a creating pairiateoduced. One example
is lim-sup creature forcin@;,., defined in[5, 1.2.6]Many simple cardinal invariantf3]
uses (a countable support product of) such forcings. ThéenfncaseQ, is generally
harder to handle, andl[5, 1.4.5] proves t@atcan collapse;. In the rest of[[5]Q*, is only
considered in a special case (incompatible with simple)refdg, is actually equivalent to
other forcings that are better behaved (cf. [5, p23 and P.M& will introduce additional
assumptions (increasingly strong bigness and halvingh&oantee tha®?, is proper and
w®-bounding. These assumptions will actually m&Ke similar toQ; of [5].

3. BIGNESS AND HALVING, PROPERNESS OF Q7

We will now introduce properties that guarantee thatis proper.

Definition 3.1. LetO<r <1,B € w.

e cis (B,r)-big if for all functionsF : val(c) — B there is ab € X(c) such that
nor(®) > nor(c) — r andF [ val(d) is constanf

e K(n)is (B, r)-big if everyc € K(n) with nor(c) > 1 is (B, r)-big.
e cis r—halvingﬂ if there is a half{) € X(¢) such that

— nor(half()) > nor() —r, and

— if d € £(half(c)) and norg) > 0, then there is & € X(c) such that

nor(®’) > nor() — r and valp’) C val(v).

e K(n)isr-halving, if all c € K(n) with nor(c) > 1 arer-halving.

So givenc andd € X(half(c)) as in the definition of halving, we can “un-halvieto get
o’. Note that thie’ generally is not irE(half(c)), although val§’)  val(d) € val(half(c)).

4n non-simple creating pairs we can have somethingdikeX({c1, c2}), €.g.c1 could live on the interval;,
c2 only, andd is ¢; andcy “glued together”.

SIn the general case, ve)(is defined as a set of pairg, () wherev € []i.rn.1)H (i) andu = v | F(n). The
intended meaning is thatimplies: If the generic objeqj restricted toF(n) is u, then the possible valuasfor
7 I F(n+ 1) are thoser such that ¢, v) € val(c). Then ‘ is forgetful” is defined as: Ify§v) € val(c) and
U € [Ti<rm H(0) then (', v) € val(c). So in the forgetful case va)(and{v : (Ju)(u,v) € val(c)} carry the same
information. In this paper we call the latter set vglfor simplicity of notation.

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

"This is a variant of, but technically not quite the same[as2[8.1].

8cf, [B, 2.2.7]. The original definition used nor(ha)f) > nor()/2 instead of nor) - r, therefore the name
halving.
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Every creature is (X)-big. If r’ is smaller tharr, then @, r’)-bigness implies,r)-
bigness, and’-halving impliesr-halving. We also get:

(3.1) If cis (B, r)-big and O< r < nor(c), thenB < | val(¢)|.

An example for creatures with bigness and halving (and thetnstronger property deci-
siveness) can be found in Sectidn 6.
We now show that increasing bigness and halving impliesgnugss:

Theorem 3.2. Setp(<n) = []i«gm H(i) and r(n) := 1/(ne(<n)). If K(n) is (2, r(n))-big
and r(n)-halving for all n, thenQ? (K, X) is w“-bounding and proper and preserves the
size of the continuum (in the following sense: in the extanghere is a bijection between
the reals and old reals).

So in particular, CH is preserved.

Note3.3. Only the growth rate of is relevant here. In particular: Fix somie> 1. Then
the theorem remains valid if we replace (@))-big andr(n)-halving with the weaker
condition (26 - r(n))-big ands - r(n)-halving. Also, it does not make anyftérence if we
require bigness and halving only for those creatures wittmnloigger thans (instead of
for all creatures with norm bigger than 1).

Note thaty(<n) is the number of possible values fgr | F(n), or equivalently the
number of possible trunks with trunk-length

We also sep(<n) = p(<n + 1) andg(=n) = p(<)/¢(<n) = [Tegysicrmery HE).

In the rest of this section we sBt= Q% (K, X).

We use a standard pure decision argument:

Let val(p, <n) denotell;<, val(p(i)), the set of possible values (modypfor i | F(n).
The size of this set is at mog{<n).

We define for everg e Tli.rmH(i) a conditionp A s: trnklh(p A ) = max(, trnkih(p)),
and

(PA 9D = {Z(E)[F(i)’ e icf)tih(:r\r/]vise.
We use this notion mostly fas € val(p, <n). In this casep A s < p. Note that
(3.2) {pAs: seval(p,<n)}is predense undeg,
which implies for alls € val(p, <n)
(3.3) PASI @iffp ik (s<y—¢).
g <* p means that| forcesp to be in the generic filter.
(3.4) g <™ pimplies val@, <n) € val(p, <n).

It is important to note that vai(i)) < val(p(i)) for all i doesnotimply g <* p (or even
justq |l p), since valp) c val(c) does not implyd € X(¢). (This would contradict halving.)
However, the followingloesfollow from (3:2):

(3.5) Ifval(q(i)) c val(p(i)) for all i < handq(i) € Z(p(i)) for all'i > h, thenqg <* p.
Letz be a name of an ordinah <n-decideg, if p A sdecideEI for all s € val(p, <n).
g essentially decides, if p <n-decideg for somen.

Y.e. there is amrs € V such thatp A sforcesz = as.
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So if p essentially decides, then we can calculate the value ofrom a finite set of
possible trunks op. So [3.3) and(3]4) imply:

(3.6) If p<n-decideg, andq <* p, thenq <n-decides.
We also get:
(3.7) If g A sessentially decidesfor eachs € val(qg, <n), then so does.

We define the following (non-transitive) relatiogs (n € w) on P:

g<npif g< pandthereisah > nsuchthag [ h=p | hand
nor(@(i)) = nforalli > h.

(Cf. Figure[1(b) on pagd€ 4).
Proof of Theorerh 3]2We will show the following properties:
e (<o pimpliesq < p, andq <n.1 pimpliesq <, p.
e (Fusion.)For every sequenagm >o p1 =1 P2 > ... thereis aj stronger than each
Pn.
e (Pure decision.)For every name of an ordinal,n € w, andp € P, there is a
g <n p essentially deciding.
Then the standard argument can be employed to show ThéoPem 3.

e w”-bounding:Let f be the name for a function from into ordinals ancp € P.
Setpo = p. If p, is already constructed, choopg 1 <n:1 pn €ssentially deciding
f(n). Fuse the sequence into somerhen modulay there are only finitely many
bossibilities for eactf(n).

e Proper: Let N < H(y) be countable and contaf and pg. Let (tn)ne, list the
P-names of ordinals that are N. Choose (inN) pni1 <n pPn such thatpp.1
essentially decides,. If q < p, for all n, thenq is is N-generic.

e The size of the continuun®o for everyp in P andP-namer for a real there is a
g < p continuously reading. This means thatis calculated by a function

eval :U val(g, <n) — 2°¢.
New
(Since eacti(m) is determined by vad(, <M) for someM.) There are only ¥
many such functions, arj@ = 2% many conditions.

So we just have to show pure decision and fusion. Fusion i& &3 (pn)ne, Satisfy
Prns1 <nt1 Pn- Setg(n) = pa(n). Thenqis in P: Fix anyM € w. There is arh > M such
that

(3.9 nor@w(m)) > M for allm> h.

Then [329) holds fopw .1 as well, and for eacpy with k > M, and therefore fog. Clearly,
g < pn for eachn.
It remains to be shown th& satisfies pure decision.
Let 7 be the name of an ordinal.
The basic constructionS(p, M):
Assume that trnklhg) = nandM € w. We defineS(p, M) the following way, see Figuid 2:
Enumerate valg, <n) as<,...,S™ 1. Sol < ¢(=n). Setp! = p. Given p¥, define
pt1 e P as follows: trunkp*t1) = §+1, pkt < pk A §41 and there is ah*! such that
e if n < m< W2, then nor*1(m)) > nor(p*(m)) — r(m),
e if m> h**1, then norp*+1(m)) > M,
and such that additionally one of the following two caseslhpl

(3.8)
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>M =k
>M
deq deq degq
half half half S0 —ff
T SN > or T | =
> —r
nl(I( \ [ g | L
N
p P’ p e pit S(p, M)

Ficure 2. The basic constructia®(p, M).

dec: pk! essentially decides or
half: it is not possible to satisfy “dec” (for any choice bf1), then p“}(m) =
half(p*(m)) for all m > n.

This way we construcpX for each 0< k < |. At each step (< k < |, we have one of
the cases “dec” or “half”. This gives a functidn: val(p(n)) — {dec half}, and we use
bigness to thin oup(n) and get somé € X(p(n)) such thatF | val(d) is constant and
nor(®) > nor(p(n)) — r(n).

Note that in this construction we have to assume thatghfm) > 1 for all -1 < k <
| — 1 andm > n, otherwise we cannot halyg(m). Also, nor(p(n)) has to be bigger than
1, otherwise we cannot use bigness. &ép, M) be undefined if these conditions are not
met. Otherwise, we defirg= S(p, M) as follows:

grn=pln=tunk@p), qn)=> qm =p-m) form>n.

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

If gis not halving, i.e. if the constant value is “dec”, theressentially decides: If
s e val(g, <n), thens = ¢ for somek < |, andq A s < p* essentially decides. Now
use [3.7).

Some properties ofS(p, M):
If g= S(p, M) is defined, then it satisfies the following:

(3.10) nor(@(n)) > nor(p(n)) — r(n).
(3.11) If m> n, then nor§(m)) > min(M, nor(p(m))) — ¢(=n) - r(m).
(3.12) If gqis halving, then n@ < g with trunk-lengthn + 1 essentially decides

To see[(3.1R), assume thgitis a counterexample. Sp < g A € < pX for some O< k < 1,
and nor¢/(m)) > 0 for allm > n. Sinceq is halving, p“ was produced by halving“*.
Pick anh such that nof' (m)) > M for all m > h. Forn < m < h, pk(m) = half(p*-*(m))
andg’(m) € Z(q(m)) € X(p¥(m)), so we can un-halveg (m) to get somedy, € X(p*~1(m))
with val(bm) < val((m)) and norby,) > nor(p-1(m)) — r(m). But then we could have
chosen a deciding conditianinstead ofp*: Definer(m) = 6, for n < m < handr(m) =
g'(m) otherwise. According td (315), <* g. (3.8) implies thar essentially decides, a
contradiction.
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S(p, M) essentially decides:
We assume th&(p, M) is halving and get a contradiction the following way: We who
that the “successors” af with increased stem have to be halving as well, and we can fuse
them into somey”. But there will be &t < g“ decidingz, a contradiction. In more detail:

If trnklh(p) = n, nor(p(m)) > 3 forallm > nand if M > 3, thenS(p, M)

(3.13) exists and is not halving.

Assume towards a contradiction ti&(p, M) is halving (or does not exist). Sgt™* = p.
Assume that fok > n— 1, we have already definefl. We setMy = M + k + 1 — n (note
thatM,_; = M), and defing*! the following way:
List val(g*, <k) ass’,..., 871 Sol < ¢(<k). Setr~! = ¢*. Givenr'-1, set
(3.14) r=SrtAs, M
(if defined). Sa' has trunk-lengttk + 1. Defineg“*1(m) to beg*(m) for m < k andr'-1(m)
otherwise.
So in particularg" = S(p, M).
If g1 is defined, ther(3.10) and (3111) imply:
o g L(m) = g¥(m) form < k.
e nor@*(k + 1)) > nor@(k)) — ¢(<k) - r(k + 1).
e nor(@*1(m)) > min(My, nor@(m))) — ¢(<k + 1) - r(m) form> k + 1.
Soin any case, we get for atl € w

(3.15) nor(@<*(m)) > min(My, nor@‘(m))) — ¢(<m) - r(m).

Iterating thisl many steps (note that(m) remains constant k > m) we get for allm:
(3.16) nor(@*'(m)) > min(My, nor@(m))) — min(l, m— k) - ¢(<m) - r(m),

and since (m) = 1/(m- ¢(<m)), we get

(3.17) nor(@*'(m)) = min(M, nor(g“(m))) - 1.

If we setk = n— 1, this shows that nog*'(m)) > 2 for all| € w, and that thereforg<'+*
is defined. Also, if we defing” by g*(m) = q™(m), theng® € P: GivenN € w, pickk such
thatM > N+1 and pickh > k such that nof‘(m)) > N+1 forallm> h. If m> h,i.e.m=
k+1for some > 0, theng®(m) = ¢*'(m), and nor¢<*'(m)) > min(My, nor(@“(m)) -1 > N.
Also, gq” < ¢ for all k € w.
The property[(3.12) oS can by induction be generalized to aky> n (recall that
q=S(p.M) =q").
(3.18) Noq' < g* with trunk-lengthk + 1 essentially decides

Fork = nthis is [3.12). We assume th&f (3.18) holdsk@nd show it fork + 1. Assume
q is a counterexampleq is stronger than some of thé (0 < i < 1) used in[(3:I4) to
construc“®. r' = S(r'"1 A ¢, M) has trunk-lengttk + 1 and is stronger thag, so we
can apply[[318) to see thdtcannot essentially decide Sor' is halving. Using[[3.12),
we see that ng’ < r' with trunk-lengthk + 2 essentially decides a contradiction.

On the other hand, there igja< g decidingr. Setk = trnklh(q)—1. Theng < g < g
contradicts[(3.18).

Pure decision:
Givenp € PandM € w, pick n such thatp(m) > M + 5 for allm > n. Similarly to
above, enumerate val(<n) ass’, ..., s, setr™t = pandr! = S(r' A §“1, M + 5).
Defineqby q | n = p | nandg(m) = r'~*(m) for m > n. Just as in[(3.15), nay(m)) >
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min(M + 5, nor(p(m))) — 1 > M + 4 form > n, i.e.q <m p. As we already know by (3.13),
eachr® essentially decides so by [3.Y) g essentially decidesas well. O

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

Theorem 3.4. Assume that gw — w \ 1is monotonously increasing, thais a P-name
and that pe P forces thaty(n) < g(n) for all n. If eachK(n) is (g(n) + 1, r(n))-big and
r(n)-halving, then there is a g p which<n-decideg/(n) for all n.

We call this phenomenaiapid reading

Proof. We modify the last proof in the following way:

The basic construction (®,1, M): We again assume that = trnklh(p), and use the
notationS(p, I, M) (for I < n) for the same construction &p, M), where we set = y(l),
and instead of trying tessentiallydecider, we try todecideit. So instead of the two cases
“dec” and “half”, we gefg(l) + 1 many cases: “0”, ... d(I)-1", and (if none of these cases
can be satisfied) “half”. Sinde< n andg is increasing, we can usg(() + 1, r(n))-bigness
instead of just (2r(n))-bigness, and we again get a homogeneoul S(p, 1, M) is not
halving, then it decideg(l).

Some properties of (@, |, M): We again gef(3.10) anf(3]11), andin(3.12) we replace
“essentially decideg” with “decidesy(l)”, i.e. we get:

If gis halving, then n@’ < g with trunk-lengthn + 1 decideg(l).
S(p,1, M) decides:We again construa¥, each time trying to decide= g(l) (indepen-
dently ofk). So [3.1#%) now reads:
r=Sr1tAs,l, M.

(Here we only needy(l) + 1, r(k))-bigness). Again we gef(3]17), and therefore egth
(andg®) is defined, and (3.18) now tells us

No g < g* with trunk-lengthk + 1 decideg.

But there is some’ < g“ decidingz, a contradiction.
So far we know the following:

If trnklh(p) = n, nor(p(m)) > 3 form > n, andM > 3, thenS(p, n, M)
exists and decidegn).

Rapid reading:Instead of the part opure decisionwe proceed as follows: Giveme P,
we can assume (by enlarging the stem) thatm(on() > 5 for all m > trnklh(p). We set
ko = trnklh(p) — 1 andg® = p’. We now constructf andqg® just as above, but this time
using

(3.19)

=S tAs, k+1, M.

As in (3.17) we see that, ¢* andg® exist. r' has sificient norm and trunk-lengtk+ 1,
so by [3:I9) each' decidesy(k + 1). This implies that*! (and therefore® as well)
<k-decidey/(k + 1). ]

Note thatP has size continuum, and in particular it i$'{(2 -cc. Together with proper,
that gives us:

Lemma 3.5. Under CH and the assumptions of Theoffend 3.2, P preserveswalinals
(and cofinalities) and the size of the continuum.
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4. DECISIVENESS, PROPERNESS OF FINITE PRODUCTS

In this section, we fix dinite setl and for everyi € | a creating pairk{;, ;).

The product forcing[ i) Q% (K, %) is equivalent taQ? (K,,X;), where the creating
pair (K;,X,) is defined as follows: Am-creaturec € K;(n) corresponds to afi|-tuple
(¢)ier such thatg; € Ki(n). val(c) = [T val(s), nor) = min({nor(s) : i € 1}), and
D = (0)ier IS INX(c) if b € Z(¢) foralli el

If each Kj(n) is r-halving, thenK,(n) is r-halving as well: We can set hafj( :=
(half(¢;))ie;. This satisfies Definitioh 311 of halving: Assume thate X(half(c)) and
nor®) > 0. Sod = (di)ia, D € X(¢), and norf;) > O for alli € I. We can un-halve
eachb; to somed;, and sed” = ()i . Thend’ is as required.

However K, will not satisfy bigness, since a functién: [];, val(¢;) — 2 can generally
not be written as a product of functiofs : val(¢;) — 2. So to handle bigness we have to
introduce a new notion:

Definition 4.1. LetO<r <1,B,K,n> 0.
e cis hereditarily B, r)-big, if everybd € X(c) with nor(®) > 1 is (B, r)-big.
e cis (K, n,r)-decisive, if there arg~, d* € X(¢) such that
nor(®-), nor@*) > nor() — r, | val(®~)| < K andbd* is hereditarily (¥", r)-big.
b~ is called aK-small successoandd* a K-big successoof c.
e cis (n,r)-decisiveifcis (K, n,r)-decisive for somé.
e K(n)is (n,r)-decisive if every € K(n) with nor(c) > 1 is (0, r)-decisive.

An example for decisive, halving creatures can be found otiGe{@.

Lemma 4.2. (1) If cis (n,r)-decisive (i.ec is (Ko, n, r)-decisive forsomeKy), then
for everyK € w there iseither a K-big successoor a K-small successor of

(2) If cis(K, n,r)-decisive and hereditaril{B, r)-big, and ifnor(c) > 1+r, then B< K.

(3) Assume thak (n) is (n, r)-decisive andB, r)-big for some B> 1, thaté € w and
thatnor(c) > 1+ ¢ - r. Then there is a hereditarilfEXP(B, n, ), r)-bigd € X(c)
such thator(®) > nor(c) — § - r, whereEXP(B, n,0) = B andEXP(B,n,m+ 1) =
2EXP(B,n,m)n .

(4) Inparticular, if K(n) is (n, r)-decisive anahor(c) > 1+r, then there is a hereditarily
(2,r)-big d € X(¢) such thamnor(®) > nor(c) —r.

(5) We can avoid small sets without decreasing the norm too miissuime thakk (n)
is (n,r)-decisive andB, r)-big for some B> 1, that§ € w and thatnor() >
1+(5+1)-r. If X Cval(c) has size less thaBXP(B, n, §), then there is & € X(c)
such thatnor(®) > nor(c) — (6 + 1) - r andval(d) is disjoint to X.

Proof. (1): If K < Kg, usebd™, otherwise usé*. (2): TheK-small successar is B-big,
and|val(d”)| < K. Now use[(311). (3): Sei; = ¢. Assume thab; is defined and has
norm bigger than 1. Su is decisive, i.e. there is i§; and aK;-small successar_, and
a Kj-big successor ,. According to (2) Ko > B, andKj,; > 2K > EXP@B,n,i+1). In

i+1°

particular,d; is hereditarily EXPB, n, 6)-big. (4): Every creature is (1)-big. (5) follows

1050 ann-creature “lives” on the produd;, [Fi(n), Fi(n+1)—1]. This does not fit our restrictive framework,
so we could just “linearize” the product. Assuhe w, i.e.|1 = {0,..., I —1}. SetF(n) := Y Fi(n) and write
it in the following way:

| f f f | f
Fi(0) Fo(®) Fi(1) Fi-i®  Fi(1) Fo
Now it should be clear how to formally defidy, K|, X, etc.
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from (3): First get a (EXF&, n, §), r)-big creaturedy, then use the functiof that maps
valdg to X U {NotInX} and thin outg to get anF-homogeneous. O

We now show by induction ok: If the n-creatures arek(r)-decisive, then we can
generalize bigness totuples.

Lemma 4.3. Assume thatbmt > 1,0 <r < 1, ¢o,..., 1 € K(n) and F satisfy the
following:

e nor() >1+r-(k-1),

e K(n)is (k r)-decisive and each is hereditarily(2™, r)-big, and

e Fis a function from[ ;. val() to 2™.
Then there areéy, .. ., d_1 € K such that

e D € X(q),

e nor(®) > nor(;) —r -k, and

e F | [Tiek val(d;) is constant.

Proof. The case = 1 follows directly from Definitiod 311 of (%, r)-big (decisive is not
needed). So assume the lemma hold«f@nd let us investigate the cdse 1.

k is (k+ 1, r)-decisive, i.e. there is aMl such thaty is (M, k + 1, r)-decisive. S§ 4]2(2)
implies
(4.1) M > 2™,

According to[4.2(1), for eachk (i < k) we can pick some; that is either anM-smalll
successor or all-big successor of (since each; is (k+ 1, r)-decisive). Ifdg is M-small,
then we letog be theM-big successor ofy, otherwise theM-small one. (For, we have
both options, since is (M, k + 1, r)-decisive.)

This gives a sequence;)c.1 Satisfyingd; € X(¢;) and norf;) > nor(;) —r. Set
S:={iek+1: disM-small, andL := (k+ 1)\ S. So{L, S} is a non-trivial partition
of k + 1, since 0 andk are in diferent sets. If € S, then|val(d)| < M, if i € L thenb; is
hereditarily 2“*-big.

SetY := [Tics val(®;). |Y| < MIS.. So we can writeY aslys, ..., Yus ).

DefineF* on []ic. val(d;) by

F'(¥) = (F(X"y1), ..., F(X"yms)).
So (using[(4.1) for the last inequality) we get:
limage€”)| < |imageF)M” < 2" < 2

Fori € L, b is hereditarily " -big and therefore'®*"*-big, and|L| < k. Therefore we
can apply the induction hypothesisko:= [L|, "' := M, t" := [S| + 1,F’ := F* and¢ = b;
fori € L. This gives usi)ic. such that

o 0 € X(1) € X(),

e nor®) > nor(;) - r - k" > nor(;) — r(k + 1), and

o F* | [1ieL val(®)) is constant, sayR™(y1), - . ., F**(Yms1))-
F* is a function fromY = [];.s val(d) to 2. Now we apply the induction hypothesis
again, this time tk” := [S| < k+ 1,m”" .= m,t” =t, F” := F*, and¢’ := d; fori € S.
This gives usy)ies such that

o € X(1) € X(q),

e nor@;) > nor(;) —r - k” > nor(;) - r(k+ 1), and

o F™ | []ies val(d)) is constant.

MlSHl
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Then §)i< is as required. O

According td 4.P(3), we can increase the hereditary bighgsecreasing the norm. So
we get (again setting EXB(n, 0) = B and EXPB, n,m+ 1) = 2EXPEnm").

Corollary 4.4. Fix § > 1. Assume thatk 1,0 < r < 1, K(n) is (k, r)-decisive andB, r)-
big, nor(i) > 1+r-(+k—-1)forO<i < kandF: [ Vval(s) - EXP(B,K,8). Then
there areb; € X(¢;) with F-homogeneous product such tmatr(d;) > nor(c) —r - (6 + k).

Proof. By first decreasing the norms by at mést, we can assume that eaglis hereditary
EXP(B, k, §)-big. Now use Lemma4l3. (Note that EX®, 6) is of the form 2" for some
mandt.) O

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

Corollary 4.5. Assume thatk 1,0 <r < 1, K(n)is (k, r)-decisivenor(;) > 1 +r - k for
O<i<kandF: [[iVval(t) — 2. Then there are F-homogeneoys= X(¢) such that
nor(®;) > nor(;) —r - (k+ 1).

In other words: If we assume thét(n) is (], r)-decisive for alli € I, then every
c € Ky(n) with nor(c) > 1+r -|l]is (2 r - (]I| + 1))-big.
In particular, we get pure decision for the finite product:

Corollary 4.6. Setp(<n) := [1i¢i [Im<r @ Hi(M), and r(n) := 1/(ne(<n)). Assume that for
alli € I and ne w, Kj(n) is (|l|, r(n))-decisive and (n)-halving. Then[];, Q%L (K;, %) is
w®“-bounding and proper and preserves the size of the continUinder CH,[ ;¢ QL (K, Xi)
is No-cc and preserves all cardinals.

Proof. [1ig QL(Ki, Zi) = QL(K},X)). Ki(n)is r(n)-halving and (2r(n) - (]I| + 1))-big
according to Corollarfz4]5. (Actually we get bigness only ¢oeatures with norm bigger
than 1+ r - |I] instead of 1.) Now use Theordm B.2 and the Note following ibteé\that
[Tia Q% (Ki, Xi) has size ®. o

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

Hi(m) > ]_[ ]_[ H;(m)

Fi(nN)<m<F;(n+1) jel m<Fi(n)
foralli € 1. In our application this will have thefiect that we can separaté, ¢§) and
(f’,d") only if their growth rates are considerablyfféirent. It is very likely that with a
more careful and technically more complicated analysis @areconstruct forcings that
can separate cardinal invariants for pairs that are notrsapfart, but this would need other
concepts than decisiveness.

5. A VARIANT OF THE COUNTABLE SUPPORT PRODUCT

We now defind®, a variant of the countable support product of lim-inf cueatforcings.
We want to end up with a forcing notion that also satisfiesdiuspure decision and,-cc
(under CH). This will give preservation of all cardinals. Wal also need rapid reading of
names.

Let | be the index set of the product. We will ugeandg for elements of .

Assumption 5.1. Fix a setl and for everyr € 1, a creating pairk,, £,). We assume that
for eachn there is an upper bourrd(n) for | [T, n<i<k, (n+1) He(1)l; @nd setp(=n) := m(n)",
@(<N) = [Tnen p(=m) andp(<n) = [Tmn e(=m).
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We define the se® in the following way:

Definition 5.2. A conditionp in P consists of a countable subset d@n¢f |, of objects
p(, n) for @ € dom(p), n € w, and of a function trnkihg) : dom(p) — w satisfying the
following (e € dom(p)):
e If n < trnklh(p, @), thenp(a, n) € [1e, m<i<k, 1) (He ()
Un<tmkin() P(a, N) is called trunk ofp ata.
e If n > trnklh(p, @), thenp(a, n) € K,(n) and norp(«, n)) > 0.
e |suppfp, n)| < nforall n> 0, where we set

supp@, n) := {& € dom(p) : trnklh(p, @) < n}.

e Moreover, lim_ (] suppf, n)|/n) = 0.
e lim_(min({nor(p(e, n)) : a € suppfp, n)})) = .

So in particular, forr € dom(p) the sequence(a, N))new IS IN Q% (Ky, Xy).

Note that now there is an essentiafdience between a parof the trunk and creature
¢ with val(c) = {t}: The trunks do not prevent the minimum of the norms at hdigltbe
large.

Remarks. e Forthe proof of Theorefd 1, we will additionally fix a functionklh™" :
| — w and add the following requirement to the definitionFof

trnklh(p, @) > trnklh™"(a).

This does not change any of the following propertie®¢ér their proofs).

¢ For the proof of Theoreml2, we will define the forciRgso that a conditiorp
picks for eachr € dom(p) one of several possibilities for a creating padr(X,).
It turns out that this does not change anything either, dpant the fact thaR is
not a complete subforcing & any more, i.e. Lemmiag.5 fails. Lemmals.4 still
holds but needs a new proof. The rest of the proofs still watheut changes.

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

Definition 5.3. q < pif
e dom() 2 dom(p),
e if @ € dom(p) andn € w, thenq(a, n) € X(p(a, n)),
e trnklh(qg, @) = trnklh(p, @) for all but finitely manya € dom(p).

Note thatq < p implies that then trnki, &) > trnkIh(p, @) for all @ € dom(p).

Figure[3 shows one way to visualige< p.

If I is finite thenP is just the producf] ,¢ Q% (Kq, o).

For everyx € |, P adds a generic reg),, defined as the union of the trunkséta for
p in the generic filter. It is easy to see thatis forced to be dferent fromy; for « # B.
Once again, the sequenag ).« does not determine the generic filter.

Conditions with disjoint domains are compatible:

Lemma 5.4. (CH) P isX,-cc.

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction thatis an antichain of siz&,. Without loss
of generality, (domg))aca forms aA-system with rootu. There are at most™® many
possibilities fora | u, so without loss of generality | u=q [ uforall p,q e A. Thenp
andq are compatible: The functiox(n) = | supp, n) U supp€, n)|/n converges to 0. So
there is arh such thatx(m) < 1 for all m > h. Constructr from p U q by enlarging the
(finitely many) trunks at supp(h) U supp, h) to heighth. Thenr e Pandr < p,g. O
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w w w w
nor>M
nor>M nor>M = q
supp sup| h )’/)
h -
— =q
|
|supp/h < 1/(M { 1)
trunk trunk trunk
I | | I
S 9] q r

Ficure 3. q< p,s<m p.r <7V p.

Lemmab5.5.1f J C |, then P, = {pe P: dom(p) C J} is a complete subforcing of P.

Proof. If pe P, thenp | J € P, andq <p pimpliesq [ J <p, p | J. Soifp Lp, g, then
p Lp g. Also, p I' Jis a reduction of: If g <p, p | J, then we can again enlarge finitely
many stems offu p T (I \ J) to get a conditiom € P which is stronger than botp and

q. i

Definition 5.6. e val'(p, <n) = [Tocdom@) [Tmen Val(p(a, m)). The size of this set is
at mostp(<n). val'(p, <n) := val'(p, < (n + 1)).
e If wc dom(p) andt € [,ew [To<m<r, () He(M), thenp A tis defined by

ty T[Foe(Mm),Fo(m+1)—1] ifm<nandaew,
p(a, m) otherwise.

(pAt)(a,m) ={

SopAte P, andift € val'(p, <n), thenp At < p.
e If 7 is a name of an ordinal, them <n-decidesr, if p A t decidesr for all t €
val''(p, <n). p essentially decides if p <n-decidesg for somen.

As in the one-dimensional case we get:

Facts5.7. (1) {pAt: teval'(p,<n)}is predense undgr (for p € P andn € w).

(2) pAt - @iff p - [(Ya € domg))t(a) <n. — ¢].

(3) Assume thaty is the result of replacing finitely many creaturesf q by creatures
d with val(d) C val(c). Theng' <* qf&}

(4) If g < pandt € val'(g, <n), thent restricted to the domain qfis in vaf'(p, <n)E

(5) If g < p, t € val''(q, <n), ands s the corresponding element in ¥&b, <n), then
gAt<sSAp.

(6) If < gandqessentially decides theng’ essentially decides

(7) 1If g At essentially decidesfor eacht e val''(g, <n), thenqg essentially decides

Recall thatp(<n) is an upper bound for the number of possible sequencesrsrof
heightn (cf.[5.1).

1 other words: Assume thatq € P, h € w, dom@) = dom(@), g(e, m) = ¢ (a, M) for all m > h and
a € dom(@@), and valff,(m)) < val(q,(m)) for all m < handa € dom(). Thenq' <* q.

12The same holds fay <* p, apart from the fact that dorp) might not be a subset of donj( (Outside of
dom(@), p could consists of “maximal creatures with no informatign”.
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Theorem 5.8. If K,(n) is (n, r(n))-decisive and (n)-halving for r(n) = 1/(n’¢(<n)) and
everya € |, n € w, then P is proper and®“-bounding. Assumig| > 2 and set1 = |I[%.
Then P forcedl| < 2% < A,

Proof. The proof closely follows the one-dimensional case. Werageive pure decision
and fusion, and the rest follows as in the proof of Thedreth G\dte thaiP| = |I|™, and
thatr,, andz are forced to be dierent fora # 3.)

So we have to defingy: First we set <{y" p, if r < p, and

e if n € wanda € supp(, n) \ dom(p), thenn > M, | supp¢, n)|/n< 1/(M + 1), and
nor(r(a, n)) > M.

Assume thatM € w andq < p. By extending finitely many trunks ig at positions
a ¢ dom(p), we get arr < g such that

(5.1) r <p" pandr(a,n) = q(a, n) for @ € dom(p)
(cf. Figure3).

s <9 p, if s< pand there is ah > M such that for altkx € dom(p),
e trnklh(s, @) = trnklh(p, @),
e if n < h, thens(a, n) = p(a, n),
e if @ € suppp, n) andn > h, then nor§(a, n)) > M.

r<m p,if r <gV pandr <9¢ p.
By (5.1) we get:

(5.2) If g <99 p, then there is an < g such thar <y p.

<p satisfies fusion:
Assume that ™)., satisfiesp™?! <.1 p™. Defineq by domg) = Uy, dom(p") and
d.(n) = pM(n), whereM > n is minimal (or: arbitrary) such that € dom(@"). Then
q € P: Fix somek. Sincep¥ € P, there is an such that

(5.3) nor@*(a,n)) > kand|supp@X, n)l/n < 1/(k + 1) for alln > | ande € supp@X, n).

Sincep*! <y,1 p¥, (B.3) holds forp**! as well, and for alp™ with m > k, and therefore
for g.

So we just have to show pure decision: Fpa name of an ordinal.

The basic constructionS(p, M):
Let n be the minimal trunk-length gb, i.e.n = min({trnklh(p, @) : @ € dom(p)}). We will
now defineS(p, M) < pfor M € w.

Enumerate val(p, <n) ass’,..., 7% Sol < ¢(=n). Setp™* := p. Givenp*?!, define
pk < p1 A andh* such that for alty € dom(p

o trnklh(pX, @) = trnklh(p“t A &, @) = maxn + 1, trnklh(p, @)),
e if n < m< hX then norp“(a, m)) > nor(p"*(a, m)) — r(m),
e if m> h¥, then norpX(e, m) > M,

and such that additionally one of the following two caseslkol
dec: pX essentially decides or

half: itis not possible to satisfy “dec” (for any choiceld), and domp*) = dom(p*?)
andpX(a, m) = half(p“(e, m)) for all m> nandae € supp<*, m).

L3ye do not require anything fer € dom(¥) \ dom(p)
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So we first try to find g satisfying “dec” (possibly with larger domain); if we failejust
halve eactp(a, m).
We construcpX for each 0< k < |. This gives a function

F: ]_[ val(p(a, n)) — {dec half}.
aesuppp,n)

EachK ,(n) is (n, r(n))-decisive, andsuppf, n)| < n. So according to Corollafy 4.5 (for
k' =n-1)there are, € X(p(a,n)) (for @ € suppfp,n)) such thatF | [,csuppp.n) Valda)
is constant and nowf) > nor(p(a, n)) — n- r(n).

For this construction to work, we have to assume that the safrall the creatures
involved are big enough (so that we can apply bigness andngglv If this is not the
case,S(p, M) is undefined. Otherwise, we set d@p, M)) = dom('~1) and fore €

dom@S(p, M))

p(a, m) if m< nanda € dom(p),
S(p, M)(@,m) = {d, if m=nanda € dom(p),
p~1(e,m) otherwise.

We callg = S(p, M) halving, if the constant value &f is “half”.

If qis not halving, thery essentially decides: If t € val'(g, <n), thent restricted to
dom(p) is in val'(p, <n), i.e. itis somes‘. Theng At < qA s andg A s is stronger than
p¥, which essentially decidegs Now use Facts 5.7(6,7).

Some properties ofS(p, M):

If g= S(p, M) is defined anch the minimal trunk-length op, then:

(5.4) nor(@(a, n)) > nor(p(a, n)) — n- r(n) for @ € supp@, n).
(5.5) nor(@(a, m)) = min(M, nor(p(a, m))) — ¢(=n) - r(m) for allm > nand
' a € suppfp, m).

(5.6) If gis halving, then there is n@ < g essentially deciding such that
: trnklh(q', @) = maxn + 1, trnklh(p, )) for all @ € dom(p).

To see[(5.6), assume thgitis a counterexample and thats such that no (e, m)) > M

for all m> hande € supp, m). Lett be in val'(q’, <n). t restricted to dong) is s for

somek < |I. We know thatp* was constructed by halving each creaturepf A s< and
thatq < p“. We now defing: Set dom() = dom(). If m < handa € suppp, m), we
un-halveq' (e, m) to somed(e, m) and setr (o, m) = §(a, m). Otherwise we set(a, m) =

g’ (e, m). According td5.7(3,6) essentially decides So we should have choseinstead
of p¥, a contradiction.

S(p, M) essentially decides:

Assume thaM > 3, and that nof(e, m)) > 3 for allm € w anda € suppfp, m). We now
show thatS(p, M) exists and is not halving.

Assume towards a contradiction tHafp, M) is halving. Letn be again the minimal
trunk-length ofp. We setq"* = p. Assume that fok > n— 1, ¢ is already defined. We
setMy = M+k+1-n. (SoM,_1 = M.) We definegf** the following way: List val'(g¥, <k)
ass’,...,s™1. Sol < (< k). Setr~1 := ¢*. Givenr'~1, setr’ = S(r'=*A &, M) (if defined).
Defined ! to beg* up tok andr'~* otherwise, and additionally increase the stems outside
dom(d¥) to satisfyq<** <{** ¢¥. More formally: We pick somé > My, h > k such that that
nor('~(a, m)) > My and|supp('-2, m)|/m < 1/My for all m > h anda € supp('-%, m).
Fora € dom¢'%) \ dom@) andm < h, we pick somé(a, m) € val(r'-*(e, m)). The we
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defineg®! by supp@+) = supp¢'-1) and

q“(@,m)  if m< kanda € dom(@"),
d“Ya,m ={r'"Ye,m) if m>horif m> kande € dom@),
t(a, M) if m< handa ¢ dom@").
Note thatq" is justS(p, M) with some increased trunks outside of dqjn(
g satisfies forr € dom@), 8 € dom(@<?):
d“Ya, m) = (e, m) form< k.
nor@*+(e, k + 1)) > nor(@ (e, k + 1)) — ¢(<K) - (k + 1) - r(k + 1).
nor@**(a, m)) > min(MX, nor(@ (e, m))) — p(<k + 1) - r(m) form > k + 1.
nor(@*(8, m)) > MXif g € supp**, m) \ dom(@").
Iterating thisl many times, we get:

(5.7)  nor@*'(a, m) >min(M¥, nor@*(a, m))) — min(l, m— k) - ¢(<m) - m- r(m),
so according to the definition ofm) we get

(5.8)  nor@*'(a, m) >min(M*, nor(@“(a, m))) — 1.

This shows, as in the one-dimensional case, that gdét defined, and thai® is a con-
dition in P, where we defing® by dom@®) = Uy, o, andg®(a, m) = g(e, m), where
k is the minimal (or: somek > m such thaio € dom@"). Just as for[{3.18), we can

generalize[(5]6) by induction and get:
(5.9) There is nay < g¢ essentially deciding such that

' trnklh(qf, @) = maxk + 1, trnklh(gX, @)) for all @ € dom@X).
But there is ay < gq“ decidingz. This implies that the trunk-lengths gf and ofg® are
the same on almost all elements of the domaigrofSo by increasing finitely many trunks
of g, we can assume that trnktii(a) = max(k + 1, trnklh(g®, «)) for somek. Soq’ < ¢
decides, a contradiction td (5]

Pure decision:
Given p and M, we find anh > M + 6 such that nogg(e,m)) > M + 6 forallm > h
anda € suppp, m). Enumerate véi(p,<h - 1) as{s',...,s}. As above, sep® = p,
P+t = S(pk A &, M + 6), and defingy by (e, m) = p(a, m) for m < h ande € dom(p),
and byq(e, m) = p'~1(a, m) otherwise. Them s‘,f,'ld p essentially decides and according
to (5.2) we find ay < g such thag <y p. i

As already mentioned, only the growth rate @) is relevant. Since we are dealing with
decisive creatures, we can increase bigness even expalhefiti n) while decreasing the
norms by a constant factor (cf. Corolldry ¥.5). We use thistli@ following version of
rapid reading. Again, we set EXB(n,0) = B and EXPB, n,k+ 1) = 28XP®BrK" and we
definer, ¢ as in the previous theorem.

Theorem 5.9. Assume that

® € w,

e g w — wis monotonously increasing,

e K,(n)is (g(n), r(n))-big, (n, r(n))-decisive and (n)-halving foralla € I, n € w,

e y(n)is a P-name and g P forces thaw(n) < EXP(g(n), n,n-¢) for all n.
Then there is a & p which<n-decideg/(n) for all n .

1430 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 tleedimensional
case:

The basic construction(®, I, M): We again assume thatis the minimal length of the
trunks inp, and use the notatid®(p, |, M) (for | < n) for the same construction &p, M),
where we set = y(l), and instead of trying tessentiallydecider, we try todecideit.

So instead of the two cases “dec” and “half”, we get EQ(B), n, n- §) + 1 many cases:
one for each potential value ¢fn), and (if none of these cases can be satisfied) “half”. So
the number of possible cases is less than EXB(n,n- (5 + 1)). We use Corollarfy4l4 to
find successorg(a, m) of p(a, m) with F-homogeneous product. This decreases the norm
by at mostr(n) - (n(6 + 1) + n), i.e. byn- (6 + 2) - r(n).

Some properties of @, |, M): So instead of[(5]4) we get

nor(d(e, n)) = nor(p(a, n)) — n(6 + 2) - r(n) for @ € suppp, n).

There is no change tb (3.5), andin {5.6) we replace “essyrdiecidingz” with “deciding

()"
S(p, I, M) decides:We again construa¥, each time trying to decide= g(I) (indepen-
dently ofk). Instead of[(5]7), we now get:

nor@* (e, m)) > min(M¥, nor(@(c, m))) — min(l, m—K) - (<m) - m(s + 2) - r(m),
andr(m) = 1/(mPe(<m)). So
min(l,m—K) - o(<m) -m- (5 +2)-r(m) < m? - o(<m) - r(m) - (6 +2) < 6 + 2.
So if we assume that
(5.10) norp(a, m)) > § + 2 for allm € w anda € suppp, m),

then again each® (and g®) is defined, and we gef(3.9) for “decidingl)” instead of
“essentially deciding”. But there is some’ < g decidingy(l), a contradiction.
So far we know the following:

If nis minimal trunk-length o, if p satisfies[(5.7]0), and if
M > 2(5 + 2), thenS(p, n, M) exists and decidegn).

Rapid reading: Instead of the part opure decisionwe again proceed as follows: Fix
p € PandM > § + 2. We can assume thatsatisfies[(5.70), even for ¢ 2) instead of
d + 2 (just increase finitely many of the trunks). We kgto be the minimal trunk-length
of p, andg®® = p. We now construof** andg® just as above, but this time using

r'=SrtAs, k+1, M.

(5.11)

l.e. we try to decide(k + 1). Eachri(e, n) has sificient norm, and so according fa (5.11)
r' (which has trunk-lengtk + 1) decideg/(k + 1). This implies that/** (and thereforeg®
as well)<k-decides/(k + 1). O

The rest of this section can safely be ignored: We descrimevie end up with our
particular definition of the product. We want to find a constian, similar to the countable
support product, so that we can generalize the pure degisamf of Sectiof B:

e To getN,-cc, the support of the product can be at most countable.Usior, we
have to allow at least countable support.

e A condition p is a sequencep(a, N))new,cedomp)- At €ach indexy, p has a trunk,
and above thap(a, n) is a creature ik ,(n).
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Ficure 4. (a) A conditionp in P: dom(p) C | is countable, at height
n there are less tham many creatures. (b) The construction analog to
S(p, M). (c) We have to redefins.

To construcS(p, M), we will setn to be the minimal height of any stem pf For
each combination for values at heightve get “dec” or “half”. We want to use
decisiveness to get homogeneous successors. For this wWehateat heighn,
there are e.g. less thamany creatures, and thidi(n) is suficiently decisive and
big with respect ta. So we will generally assume that at each helgtibere are
less tharh many creatures, the rest is trunks, cf. Fiddre 4(a).

In the same construction step we also have to assume thabetiEhcreatures at
heightn has stficient norm. So we will not just require that for eaehe | the
norms ofp(e, h) go to infinity, but that the minimum of all the norms at height
go to infinity.

When we set] = S(p, M) and are in the case “half”, instead 6f (3.12): “go<
g with trunk-lengthn + 1 essentially decideg’, we naturally get “noq’ <
essentially decides, if the trunk-length atr is the maximum oh + 1 and the
trunk-length ofp ata.”

We now assume towards a contradiction that S(p, M) is halving. We iterate
the construction for all heights, ggt, and find some/ < g“ essentially deciding
7. However, this is not a contradictioq: could just have a longer trunk at eagh
cf. Figure[4(c).

To fix this problem we redefing < p: We require that the trunk-lengths qfare
(on the common domain) almost always equal to those of. Figure[3.

Once we redefing < p this way, and additionally require that at levethere

are less thaim many creatures, we could end up with a condition whose domain

cannot be enlarged any more (since there already are méyiimlh — 1, many
creatures at each levh). We fix this by adding e.g. the requirement that the
number of creatures at levieldivided byh converges to 0.

6. A DECISIVE CREATURE WITH BIGNESS AND HALVING

In this section, we construct decisive creatures with Ingfvi
We useF(n) := nfor all n, i.e. then-creatures live on the singletdn}.

Lemma 6.1. Assume that n and B are natural numbers, and thatr < 1. Then there
is a natural numbei(n, B,r) so that we can sati(n) = ¥(n, B,r) and find r-halving,
(B, r)-big and(n, r)-decisive n-creature@ (n), £) such thator(c) > n for some: € K(n).
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Remarks. o Withoutthe last requirementthe lemmais trivial, just aseuhat nor¢) <
1 for all c € K(n), and read the definitions of halving, big and decisive.
e If such K(n), X) exists for soméH(n), then it exists for every largét(n) as well.

The rest of this section consists of the proof of the lemmas Ptoof is not needed in
the rest of the paper.

We set rapidgrowttm) = 22" anda = 2}. So log(2) =r.

The pre-norms.
Lemma 6.2. There is a Je w and a functiorpreprenoon the powerset of J such that the
following holds:

(1) preprenois monotonous, i.e.;UC U, impliespreprenong;) < preprenong,).

(2) preprenof) = 0, andpreprenor)) > a™?.

(3) If preprenong) = k+ 1then there is an Me w and a sequenc@= jo < j1 <--- <
jm such that M> max(B, rapidgrowth(s + n)) andpreprenodn[ji, jiz1—1]) > k
foralli € M.

Proof. For finite subsets of w define preprenod) > k by induction onk: For all u set
preprenong) > 0, and preprenou > 1 iff uis nonempty. Fok > 1, we set preprenasf >
k+1iff (3) as above holds. We show by inductionlothat for everya € w thereis & € w
such that preprenog[b—1]) = k: Assume this s true fdr. Givena = jo, let j; be minimal
such that preprenoi, j1 — 1]) = k. For everyi < max(B, rapidgrowth{; + n)), find the
minimal ji,1 such that preprenoi, ji:1 — 1]) = k. Then preprenor(p, jm — 1]) = k + 1.
So we can pickl such that preprenor([@ — 1]) = a™. O

We set¥(n, B,r) = H(n) = 2. For a subset of H(n), we set
prenor€) := maxXpreprenong) : uc Jc | u=2",
wherec [ uis{b [ u: bec}. Sod c cimplies prenord) < prenor¢).

Lemma 6.3. Assume that Mt w, J aset,uc J,cC 2, cu= 2" c=Jiem G, and that
u; (i € M) are pairwise disjoint subsets of u. Th2h = ¢; | u; for some i€ M.

Proof. Otherwise, for alli € M there is amng; € 2% \ (¢ | u;). Letb € 2" contain the
concatenation of thesg. Thenbe ¢ | u, sobe ¢ [ uforsome € M, anda; € ¢ | u, a
contradiction. O

The creatures. An n-creaturec is a pair €, k) such thatc ¢ H(n), k € w andk <
prenor€) — 1. nor() is determined fromg, k) by

nor(c, k) := log,(prenor¢€) — k).
Forn-creatures = (c, k) andbd = (d, k') we define
(d,k) € Z(c, k) if d c candk’ > k.
We now show that these creatures satisfy our requirements:
Proof of Lemm&G&]1lt is clear that norms can be bigger than

nor(H(n), 0) = log,(prenord(n))) = log,(preprenord)) > log, (@) = n+ 1.
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Halving. Assume nor{) > 1, i.e. prenorf) — k > a > 2. We define

half(c, k) := (c,k + [(prenor€) — k)/2]).
Note that log([(prenor€) — k)/21) > nor(c, k) — l0g,(2) = nor(c, k) —r. So

nor(halfc, K)) = log,(prenor€) — k — [(prenor€) — k)/2]) > nor(c, k) —r.
If (d, k) € £(half(c, k)) and nor¢l, k') > 0, then
prenor€l) > k' + 1 > k+ | (prenor€) — k)/2] + 1,
and we can un-halvel(k’) to (d, k) € X(c, k):
nor(d, k) = log,(prenord) — k) > log,(L(prenor€) — k)/2] + 1) > nor(c, k) -,

and valg, k) = val(d, k') = d.
Bigness.Let (c,|) be ann-creature and not(l) = x+r > r. Letu C J witness prenor) =
a**’ + 1 =2a*+ 1. So there is an increasing sequengiu.1 such that [ u=2"and

M > max(B, rapidgrowth(; + n)), and

preprenord N [ji, jiy1 —1]) = 22" +1-1>a*+ I foralli e M.
(If x> 0, the last inequality is strict.)
Take anyF : ¢ — M. Thenc = | Jjcy F7H{i}. We setu; := un [ji, jiz1 — 1] fori € M.

According to Lemm&G%]3 there is am M such thaF ~{i} | u, = 24. We sed := F1{i} C

c. Since prepreno) > a* + | andd | u; = 2%, nor(d, 1) > log,(a*) = x = nor(c,I) —r.
This shows thatd, I) is (M, r)-big, and in particularB, r)-big.

DecisivenessPick (c,1) € K(n) such that no 1) = x+r > r. As above there is a
witnessu € J, M and (ji)iem+1- Setu™ := un|jo, j1 — 1]. Letd™ C c contain for every
a € 2¥ exactly oneb € c such thatb | u” = a. Then|d| < 2 = K and (as above)
nor(d-,1) > nor(c,1) —r. So @d-, 1) is aK-small successor ot(l).

It remains to be shown that there i&abig successord(, I).

LetF : ¢ —» 2t < Mmapbtob | j;. So as above there is an< M such that
F~{i} I u = 2% for u :== un [ji, jiz1 — 1]. Obviouslyi # 0. Setd* := F~1{i}. Pick any
(d',1") € (d*, 1) with norm bigger than 1. Let prenaf] be witnessed by, M, (j{)i<m'-
Thenu N j; = 0 (since everyb € d” has the samb | j1). Soj; > j1, and (by the same
argument as abovedl(I’) is (rapidgrowth({; + n), r)-big. This finishes the proof, since

j1+n)2 jin i\ n
rapidgrowth(y + n) = 227" > 22%" = 2@Y)" = K", O

7. COUNTABLY MANY CARDINAL INVARIANTS

Recall thatc{ ; andcy , were defined in the introduction.
In the previous section, we defindfn, M, r) forr > 0 andn,M € w. We can now
specify the requirements we need for Theokém 1:

Assumption 7.1. (f., ge)ecw iS @ sequence of functions from to w. fmax IS such that
fe(M) < fmax(m) for all € € w. We set

o(=m) = fmax(m)m’ p(<n) = l_[ p(=m) r(n) = m’
and assume:

e If € # €, then there is an such thatf.(m) # f.(m) for all m> n.
o f.(m) > g.(m) for all e, m; more preciselyf.(m) > ¥(m, g.(m), r(m)).
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o If f.(m) > f.(m), theng.(m) > f.(m); more precisely(<m)f.(M)™ < g.(m).

® ge(m) > p(<m).
e gc(M+ 1) > frax(m) for all e, m € w.

The assumption states more or less thatfthg. have stficiently different growth rates,
and that each level is much bigger than the previous leviasclear that we can construct
such sequences (by induction).

Theorem 7.2. Assume CH. Choose for alle w a cardinal k. such thatx, = K§°. Let
(fe, ge)ecw bE @s above. Then there is a propes;cc, w®-bounding partial order P which
preserves cardinals and forces thétpgg = c{,gs =k forall e € w.

Let| be the disjoint union of, (e € w) such that each has sizex, and is disjoint taw.
We will usee, €, €1, ... for the cardinal invariants (i.e. for elementsw)f, anda, 3, . ..
for elements of. | will be the index set of the product.
So according to the definition oF, we can choose for eaehn € w a creating pair
(K¢(n), X) satisfying the following:
o F(n)=n,
o He(n) = fe(n),
e K.(n)is (ge(n), r(n))-big, r(n)-halving and £, r(n))-decisive.
For everya € I andn € w, we setk,(n) = K.(n), f, := f. andg, := g. and we set
trnklh™"(a) to be the minimah such thatf. (m) # f.(m) forall € < e.
P is the forcing notion defined in Sectibh 5, where we additigrnaquire
e trnklh(p, @) > trnklh™"(a) for all conditionsp anda € dom(p).

As already noted, this does not change any of the resultsaio®E.
Note thatp(<n) andr(n) are as in Theorei 5.8, and that we assume CH. So we get:

Corollary 7.3. (1) P is proper andN,-cc, P has continuous reading of names, and
preserves all cardinals.
(2) (Separated supportlyp € P, a,8 € suppp,n), a € I, B € |, ande # €, then
fe(n) * fe’ (n)
(3) (Rapid reading.)f p € P forces thaty is an(f, gc)-slalom, or thaty(n) < f.(n)
for all n, then there is a g p which<n-decides;(n) for all n € w.

It also follows thatP, := P;_is a complete subforcing d? and forces that the size of
the continuum i%,.

Proof. (1): Theoren{5l8 and Lemnmiab.4. (2): Assume that €. trnklh(p,5) >
trnklh™"(8), i.e. f.(n) # f.(n). (3) follows from[5.9: Set = 3, g(n) = fmax(n — 1) and
¥(n) = p(n - 1) for alln. EachK(n) is (ge(n), r(n))-big for somee, g.(n) > fnax(n - 1) =
g(n), andp forces that there are at mdigta(n— 1)1 < EXP(g(n), n, 3) many possible
values fory(n). So there is & < p which <n-decides/(n) = n(n - 1) for all n. O

In the following two sections, we will show th&forcesk, < c{

- andc}’pgg < ke. This
proves Theorerf 1, sinqzé’g < c\;’,g for all (f, g).

8. P, ADDS A V-COVER

Lemma 8.1. P forces (‘f,g < Ke.



24 JAKOB KELLNER AND SAHARON SHELAH

One nice way to formulate the proof is the following;: is a complete subforcing and
forces 2° = k.. And in theP-extensioV[G], the set of slaloms that are in tRe-extension
V[Gn P]forma (v, f., ge)-cover.

However, to be able to generalize the proof to the uncouatzdse of Sectidn 10, we
will not use the complete subforcing. Instead we will usespagcision more explicitly.

Proof. Let pg € P andr be aP-name for a real such thatn) < f.(n) for all n. We will
show that
(8.1) There is aq < pp and a way to determine ari.(g.)-slalomS(n) from

val''(qg, <n) restricted td., such that) forcesr(n) € S(n) for all n.

More explicitly, we find ag and a function eval which assigns to edch I, fort €
val'(qg, <n) a setS'(n) such thatS'(n) c f.(n), |S'(n)| < g.(n) and such that) forces the
following: If t is compatible with the generic filter, thgn) € St(n).

Assume that we can do this for all nanresNote that there are onk many possible
assignments as above: There are adfy = k. many possible sequencegs| I, and
2% many ways to continuously read a real fran |.. Each assignment, together with
the P-generic filter, determines a slalogh Let X be the set of all possible assignments.
This corresponds to B-nameY of a family (of sizex,) of (fc, gc)-slaloms, and according
to (81), the following holds in the-extension: For every € [, f-(n) there is a slalom
Sin Y coveringn. This impliesc\;; g S Ke:

So it remains to show(8.1). First pickm< po rapidly reading as in[Z:3(3), i.ep
<n-decideg/(n) for all n € w. We can assume that ngg((n)) > 3 for all @ € suppf, n).
We set domg) = dom(p) and trnklh§, ) = trnklh(p, @), and we will defineg(a, m) (for
all @ € suppfp, m)) as well asS(m) by induction onm. We will find g(a, m) € X(p(a, M)
such that the norm decreases by at most 2. Thaatomatically is a valid condition iR
and stronger thap.

Fixme w. SetM := suppfp, mnl.. (M stands for “medium”.) According to “separated

supportT7.3(2),
(8.2) a € suppp, m) \ I implies f,(m) # f.(m).

So eitherf,(m) < f.(m), in this case we set € S (for “small”); or f,(m) > f.(m),
then we setr € L (for “large”). So suppp, m) is partitioned intoS, M andL. We set
d(a, M) = p(a, M) fora € SU M.

p <m-decideg(m), i.e. there is a functiof that calculates(m) < f.(m):

F : val(p, <m) x( 1_[ vaI(pa(m))) — f(m).

aeSUMUL
Step 1:Assumel is nonempty (otherwise continue with Step 2).

<H(m™?! = f.(mm™™.

[] val(pe(m)

aeSUM

So we can rewrit€& as
F' 2 [ Jval(pa(m) — £ (myemem™ < g (myo,

ael
If we setB = min({g.(m) : m € L}), thenf.(m) < B, andB®" < EXP(B, m, 3). Accord-
ing to Corollary[Z.4, there arg(a, m) € X(p(a, m) for @ € L such thatF’ restricted to
[T.e val(g(a, m)) is constant and nag(a, m)) > nor(p(a, m)) —r(m) - (m+ 3). This defines
d(a, M) for @ € L. So we now knowg(a, m) for all m.
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Step 2:So (modulog) we have eliminated the dependence @h) on L, and are left
with

F : val(q, <m) x ( ]_[ val(q(a, m))) — f.(m).
a@eSUM

We now defineS(m), more exactly the evaluation that mapsval''(g, <m) | I. to St(m).

So fix such & € [],em Val(a(a, m)).

g A t allows for at mostp(<m) - 1,5 val(q(e, m)) many possible values fg{m).

If Sis nonempty, let’ be such thaf. (m) = maxf,(m) : @ € S}. Then[],es val(p.(m)) <
fo(M™. So we getp(<m) - fo(M)™ < g.(m) many possible values fgfm). (If S is empty,
we just getp(<m) many possibilities.) So we can s8t(m) to be this set of possible val-
ues. ]

9. THERE IS NO SMALL J-COVER
Lemma 9.1. (CH) P forces, < c{ o

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction that forces thatS is an @, f., g.)-cover,N; <
A<kcandS ={Sj: i€ A}.

For everyi, the set ofp’ < pp which rapidlﬂ readsg; is predense undey. Because
of N»-cc, we can find a sdd; of suchp’ which is predense undgg and has siz&;. So

J= | dom@)
ied,peb;
has sizel. Since|l| = k. > A, thereis @B € |, \ J. Fix thispg.
Let p1 < po decide thé such thatys(n) € Si(n) for infinitely manyn. We setS = S.
We can assumg € dom(p;), so we have

(9.2) Bedompy) Nl J

Let p < py be stronger than song@ € Dj, and let norp(a, m)) > 10 for alla € supp@, m).
So modulop, we can determine the value §tn) fromt | J for t € val''(p, <n)

We will show towards a contradiction that we can strengthea aq such that for all
n > trnklh(p, 8) the following holds: the generigs(n) (which is in valQ(g, n)) and less
than f.(n)) avoids every possible element §{n), (which is determined by(a, m) for
m < nanda # f). In other words, we can makg run away fromS at every height above
the trunk. Say forces thatz(n) ¢ S(n) for all n > trnklh(p, 3), a contradiction.

We set domf) = dom(p), trnklh(g, @) = trnklh(p, @), and defineg(a, m) (for all a €
suppp, m)) by induction onm. We will find a g(e, m) € Z(p(e, m)) so that the norm
decreases by at most 2. This guaranteesiisba condition inP and stronger thap.

Fix ann > trnklh(p, 3). SetA = suppf,n). Sop € A, and without loss of generality
|Al > 2. According to the definition dP, |A| < n.

Similarly to the previous section, we will partitiohinto the large indiceg, the small
onesS and{p}. However, we cannot assume that | = {8}, so the partition will not only
be based on membership lip, but has to be “finer”.S(n) only depends ot U L (and
the very small set vA(p, <n)). Again, we first use bigness to eliminate the dependence of
S(n) on the large part. And the small part isfiseiently small so thats(n) (i.e. q(n, 5))
avoids all the possible elements®fn). We now do this in more detail:

1535 in Corollanf7:B(3)
18More formally: LetX be the seft [ J : t € val''(p, <n)}. For eachx € X there is arS} such thatp forces:
(Ya € J) (@) <o — S(n) = Sj.
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Ko—smalll/ izKo-big izKo—big ¢2K0—big izKo—big
1 1 1 1

Doy Con cee Com T Coyna Comn

Kl_smaul l/zKl-big \LzKl—big \LzKl—big
Dy,
\LZKﬂkl'big
m
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Km:K—smaII\L
bam - D'B . .
K|A,,2—small¢ \LzKW,g—big
Dayu-2 Dayas
FiGure 5.

Set = p(a,n) for @ € A. Assume that fot > 0 we already have a listrf)y of
elements ofA and creatures()oca\a....a.,)- Eachd, is (K!, n, r(n))-decisive for somé!,.
SetK; == min({K}, : @ € A\{a, ...,a_1}}), and choose such thaK|, =K. Letd,, be a
Ki-small successor af,. Fore € A\ {ao, ..., a1}, let ! be aK-big successor of,. Cf.
Figure[®. Iterate this constructigofl — 1 times. So there remains oadhat has not been
listed as any, setajy-1 = @ andb,,, , = " "

Let mbe such thag = an, and set

K=Kmn S={m:l<m}, L:={xg:I|>m.

SoA s partitioned into the three parg}, S andL. We get:

e d, € X(p(a, n)), norl,) > nor(p(e, n)) — (n—1) - r(n).

o [laes|val(d,)l < KI3 < K.

o 1y is hereditarilyK,_1-bidl] and| val(d,)| < K.

e If a € L, theny, is hereditarilyK-big
Jnsuppp,n) € SUL, soS(n) is determined by vE(p, <n) x [T,esoL val(p(e, n)). We set
d(a, m) = b, forall @ € S. We also setj(8, m) = by, for now. (But we may further decrease
q(B, m) in Step 2.) We are only interested in the elementS(of) that are possible values

of 3(n), in other words we are interested@n) N val(vg). This part has size at mokt
So we get a function

F : vall(p, <n) x (l_[ val(ba)) X (l_[ val(ba)] - (g I?n))'

a€S acl

Step 1:Assumel is non-empty (otherwise continue with Step 2). Note (Q%B) < K&
ande(<n) < ge(n) < K. So we can rewrité& as
F . l_[val(ba) — (KKK = KK,

ael

L7even fgkl-big. Provided of course th& is nonempty, otherwise there is Kg1.

18aven X" -big.
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Sinced, is decisive and (hereditarily-big for @« € L and EXPK,n, 3) > KK®, we can
find F’-homogeneoug(«, n) € X(d,) for @ € L such that the norm decreases by at most
(n+1)-r(n), cf. Corollary[4.%.

Step 2:So modulog we have eliminated and can rewrité- as

F : val'(p, <n) x (1_[ val(ba)] . (g:?n))'

a€eS
Let X be the image oF (i.e. the set of possible values$fn) Nval(dg)). X has size at most
@(<n) - K2 < EXP(Km-1,n, 2). So according to412(5), we can strengthgto avoidX,
decreasing the norm by at mostign). O

10. UNCOUNTABLY MANY INVARIANTS

We construct natural numberk, ()new —1<1<n, 8Nd Gni)new.0<i<n SO that 0= fo_1 and (for
Nl € w) fir-1 = fanandfhr < gy < fry. We setfnax(n) = fan, ©(=n) = fnax(n)",
o(<n) = [Tmem@(=m) andr(n) = 1/(n%e(<n)). So we get the following picture:

0 %0 fo0= fnax0) O fi0 B = e
We require (for alh, | € w)
e fny > ¥(n,gny,r(n)) and
® Onl 2 cp(<l’l)fr?’|71.
(Compare this with 7]1.) Again it is clear that we can corstauch sequences by induc-
tion.

Let CHARS be the set of : w — w such that/(m) < mfor all m. Forv € CHARS,
we can defindf, : w — w by f,(m) = fn,m), and the same fay,. So we assign to each
vy € CHARS cardinal characteristic#vygv andc?v’gv.

Assume thaX ¢ CHARS is countable such that

(10.1)  forv #v" in X there is am(v, ") such that(m) # »'(m) for all m > n(v, V).
Then (f,, g,),<x is a suitable sequence as in Assumpfioh 7.1.

Remark.We can of course find an uncountable Xetatisfying [(10.11) as well. We could
try to define a forcing?, just as in the countable case, to force an uncountable veo$io
Theoren{ll. However, we need “separated supford” 7.3(2J8a@) ( So we have to add
appropriate requirements for conditionsHnin the style of trnkIA", this time depending
on the pain, v/, to guarantee that the maximum of the trunk-lengths atl, andg € |,/

is bigger than thea(v,v"). However, such requirements lead to the following problem
Assume thalY ¢ CHARS is countable and dense, and the domaip céntains elements
of I, for eachv € Y. Then we cannot enlarge the domainpoto contain some’ ¢ YO

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

191 more detail: Letf : Y — w be such that for al¥ € Y, there is anr € dom(p) N1, such that trnklhg, @) +
1 < f(v). EnumerateY as{vg,v1,...}. Then construct’ € CHARS\ Y the following way: Pick any® € Y
and pick a finitev’® extendingy® 1t f(»°), such that’°(m) # vo(m) for somem. Giveny”, pick any»'*! e Y
extendingy’!, and picky'*1 extending/*1 | f(»'*1) such that"*1(m) # vi,1(m) for somem. Setv’ = e, V"
Assume that there is@< p such thag € dom(@) N I,» and trnklh¢, 3) = m. Only finitely many trunk-lengths
in dom(p) were increased, so pick sorheuch thatf(+') > mand such that not trunk ih, was increased. By
the definition off, @ € suppg, m) for somea € 1 ;. v/ extends/ | f(+'), sov'(m) = »/(m) (and' # »'), which
contradicts separated support.
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following way: As before, we choose for eaele w; a cardinak. and the index sdt. of
sizex.. However, we do not fix & € CHARS fore. Instead, each conditionchooses(¢)
for eache in its domain. This makes Theorém 2 slightly weaker than Téef, since we
do not know in the ground model whichwill be assigned to a,.

We can now reformulate Theorémh 2:

Theorem 10.1. Assume CH, assume that= K?" for € € wy, and that(f,, g,),ccHarsare
as above. Then there is a prop&g-cc, w®”-bounding partial order R which forces: For

eache € w; there is ar € CHARS such that\;’cg =c{ o = keforall e e wy.

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

As in the proof of Sectiofl7, we pick for eache CHARS andn € w a creating pair
(K,(n),x,(n), with H, = f, andF,(n) = b, which is @,(n), r(n))-big, r(n)-halving and
(n, r(n))-decisive.

We letl be the disjoint union of, (e € w1), eachl, has size,.

From here on, we assume CH. We now define the forcing n&ion

Definition 10.2. A conditionp in R consists of a countable subset d@néf |, of objects
p(a, n) for @ € dom(p),n € w, and of functions trnkihg) : dom() — w and charp) :
dom(p) —» CHARS satisfying the followingd, 8 € dom(p)):
e char(p, @) = char(p,p) iff , B are in the sameé..
o If n < trnklh(p, ), thenp(e, ) € Heharp,.e)(N).
Un<tmiin() P(a, N) is called trunk ofp ata.
e If n> trnklh(p, @), thenp(a, N) € Kcharpe)(N) and norp(a, n)) > 0.
e |suppp, n)| < nforalln> 0.
e Moreover, lim_ (] suppf, n)|/n) = 0.
e lim_(min({nor(p(a, n)) : a € suppfp, n)})) = .
e (Separated support.) &8 € suppp,n), @ € I, B € lo, ande = €, then
char(p, @)(n) # char(, B)(n).

(suppf, n) is again the set af € | such that trnklhg, @) < n.)
Another way to formulate the last pointis:df 8 € dom(p), a € I, 8 € |, ande # €,
then charp, @) and charp, ) differ above soma(char(p, o), char(p, 8)) as in [10.1), and

max(trnklh(p, @), trnklh(p, B)) > n(char(, @), char(p, B)).
The order orR is the natural modification of the one &

Definition 10.3. Forp,qin R, g < pif

dom(@@) 2 dom(p),

char@, @) = char(p, @) for all @ € dom(p),

if @ € dom(p) andn € w, theng(a, N) € Zcharp,o)(P(a, N)),
trnklh(g, @) = trnklh(p, @) for all but finitely manya € dom(p).

I is not a complete subforcing any more (conditions with diigjdomains are generally
not compatible, since the union can violate separated st)pBut we still get:

Lemma 10.4. R isN,-cc.

Proof. Assume towards a contradiction thais an antichain of siz&,. By a A-system

argument, we can assume that dpint dom() = u for all distinct p, g in A. We fix an

enumeratiomg,af, ... 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 indiep¢ofp € A (n,i € w, B € U,
ecw) “of =g, “af €1.”, tkih(p, o), char, o), andp(a?’, n).

So given distinct elementg, g of A, we again increase finitely many of the stems to
guarantee that supp( g, n) has size less thanfor all n. Then the resultingis a condition
in R To see e.g. separated support, assumedhate supp¢, n). We can assume that
@ = of andB = of and that charg, o) # char@,e{) = charp,«e]). Sincep satisfies
separated support, chpr@ip)(n) # char(p, a?)(n). O

Lemma 10.5. R adds a generic reaj, for all a € I. In other words, the set of conditions
g witha € dom(q) is dense.

Proof. Assumex € |.. Fix p e R. We find ag < p with dom(@) = dom(p) U {a}.

Case 1: | ndom(p) # 0. Then we pick3 € I. n dom(p) and choose trnkllog o) >
trnklh(p, B) big enough to guarantésuppg, n)| < nfor all n. Then we choose ara, n)
with sufficient norm (e.gn).

Case 2:0therwise we again fix trnklia( @) big enough to guarantésupp€, n)| < nfor
all n, and we have to find some chay¢) satisfying separated support (for this trnkjht)).
Since|suppf, n)| < n for all n, we can find &’ € CHARS such that’(n) is not in
{v(n) : v = char(p,B),8 € suppfp, n)} for anyn. Set charg, @) = v'. Then we again choose
any q(a, n) with sufficiently increasing normgy satisfies separated support: Assysne
I Nsuppf, n). Then charg, B)(n) # v'(n) = char@, a)(n). O

It turns out that the proofs of Theorems|5.8 5.9 still wwitkiout any change:

Lemma 10.6. R is proper andv®-bounding. 1f6 € w, y(n) is a P-name and g P forces
thaty(n) < EXP(fma{n — 1), n, n- 6) for all n, then there is a & p which<n-decides/(n)
foralln.

Proof. We define<, just as in the proof of Theorelm®.8. Fusion still worksg 1§ the limit
of pn, and eaclp, satisfies separated support, then so dpeghe proof of pure decision
does not require any changes.

For rapid reading, note that eakh(n) is (fmax(n — 1), r(n))-big. Again, the same proof
still works without changes. ]

We can define th&name chak) for € € w; to be charp, «) for any p in the generic
filter anda € dom(p) N I.. Then we define thB-namef, to be feharg), and the same fag,.
We again get all items of Corollaty 7.3, and can show:

Lemma 10.7. R forces ¢ o < Keandk < c; o

Proof. The proofs of Lemmak 8.1 afd .1 still work, if we assume thatletermines
charg). |
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