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The definability of E in self-iterable mice

Farmer Schlutzenberg!

Abstract

Let M be a fine structural mouse and let F' € M be such that M E“F is a
total extender” and (M||Ih(F), F') is a premouse. We show that it follows that
F € EM where EM is the extender sequence of M. We also prove generalizations
of this fact.

Let M be a premouse with no largest cardinal and let ¥ be a sufficient
iteration strategy for M. We prove that if M knows enough of ¥ | M then EM
is definable over the universe | M | of M, soif also | M | E ZFC then | M | E“V =
HOD”. We show that this result applies in particular to M = My|\, where
M, is the least non-tame mouse and A is any limit cardinal of M.

We also show that there is no iterable bicephalus (N, E, F') for which F is
type 2 and F' is type 1 or 3. As a corollary, we deduce a uniqueness property
for maximal L[E] constructions computed in iterable background universes.

Keywords: inner model, mouse, extender, sequence, self-iterable, bicephalus
2010 MSC: 03E45, 03E55

1. Introduction

Kunen [1] showed that if V' = L[U] where U is a normal measure, then U
is the unique normal measure. Mitchell [4, 5] constructed inner models with
sequences of measurables and proved analogous results regarding these. Steel
[18, §8] and Schimmerling/Steel [9, §2] also proved related results, asserting
roughly that if P is an iterate of K and E is an extender which is sufficiently
certified and (P||a, E) is a premouse, then E is on the extender sequence of P.

In this paper we will consider variants of these results pertaining to fine-
structural mice M below a superstrong cardinal. Let F' € M be such that
M E=“F is a total (and possibly wellfounded) extender”. We are interested in
questions such as:

1. Is F' in the extender sequence IE]‘JF/I of M?

2. Is F the extender of an iteration map on M?23

Email address: farmer.schlutzenberg@gmail.com (Farmer Schlutzenberg)
IThanks to John Steel for discussions on the topic of this paper.
2John Steel suggested this question, under the added assumption that V = | M].
3Where the iteration map is via a fine structural tree on M, as in [3].
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We will show in Theorems 3.4-3.9, the central results of the paper, that
under further reasonable (but significant) assumptions, the answer (to at least
one of the above questions) is in the affirmative, and thus, EM is in some
sense maximal with regard to extenders. The statements of these theorems are
analogous to the results of Steel and Schimmerling/Steel mentioned above. The
simplest case is the following theorem. (See §1.1 for a review of terminology and
notation. Throughout the paper, we use the definition of premouse from [19,
82]. These models do not have extenders of superstrong type on their extender
sequence. For the central results, this is the only anti-large cardinal hypothesis
we require. For premice with superstrongs things are somewhat different, as
discussed in 3.10.)

Theorem (3.4). Let N be a (0,w; + 1)-iterable premouse. Let E € N be such
that (N|[Ih(E), E) is a premouse and E is total over N. Then E € EV.

Steel first proved the following version of 3.4; see [14] for the proof.

Theorem (Steel). Let N be a (0,w; + 1)-iterable premouse with no largest
cardinal. Let E € N be such that N |=“E is a total wellfounded extender such
that v = v(E) is regular and N||lv = Ult(N, E)||v”. Then E € EV.

Note that Steel’s result requires slightly less coherence of E with respect to
EN (through v(E)), than does 3.4 (through lh(E)). The “no largest cardinal”
is more than enough for Steel’s result, but some such closure was used. On
the other hand, in 3.4, v(E) need not be a cardinal in N, and we do not
explicitly demand that Ult(N, E) be fully wellfounded; it is only required that
Ult(N, E) be wellfounded through Ih(E)+1 (this is part of the requirement that
(N|Ih(E), E) be a premouse).

Theorems 3.5-3.9 are modifications of 3.4 in which E fits on the sequence of
an iterate P of N (that is, (P|[Ih(E), E) is a premouse). In 3.9, we also relax the
requirement that £ € N, demanding instead that E be appropriately definable
over N (and that the iteration tree leading from N to P is likewise definable).
In order to state and prove this result precisely we must develop a coding of
iteration trees over premice, which takes some work.

Because these results give criteria for an extender E to be in Ef , or to be
in Ei for an iterate P of N, one can try to use them to show that a mouse can
recognize its own extender sequence, and we achieve this in certain situations.
Given a premouse M, we write [M | for the universe of M. Recall that M, is
the canonical proper class inner model with n Woodin cardinals. Steel showed
that for n < w, KM» = M,,* and therefore EM» is definable over |M,,| and
| M, | E“V = HOD”. Tt seems to be unknown precisely how far Steel’s result

4For n = 1, Steel argued as follows. In Mj, let u be measurable and § be Woodin. Let
K, be Steel’s core model of height u, as computed in V(;M1 (see [18]). Steel showed that
K, = Mj|u. This yields a definition of EM1 in | My |. For n > 1, he defines K|§; inductively
on ¢, where §; is Woodin and é_1 = 0, defining K|d; = K(K|d;—1), proceeding much as for
M in the interval (§;—1,0;). In My, K|§; = Myn|d; is above-6;_1, d;-iterable.



generalizes. We will show anyway in 4.13 that mice with a measurable limit of
Woodins typically have a significant failure of self-iterability, one which seems
to present a difficulty in generalizing Steel’s result to this level. Nonetheless,
using results in §3, we will prove Theorem 4.9, a consequence of which is the
following (we write My for the minimal non-tame mouse; see §4):

Theorem. Suppose My exists and is (w,w1,ws + 1)-iterable. Let X be a limit
cardinal of Myy and N = My|\. Then EVN is definable over | N]|.

Note that M, is well beyond a measurable limit of Woodins. Analogous
methods work for many tame mice. The method depends on Theorems 4.3 and
4.7, a corollary of which is:

Theorem. Let Z be a premouse satisfying ZFC+ “I am (w, OR, OR)-iterable”.
Then EZ is definable over | Z| and |Z] =“V = HOD”.

The self-iterability hypothesis of this theorem fails if Z has a Woodin car-
dinal, but Theorems 4.3 and 4.7 themselves are versions suited to premice with
Woodin cardinals, and which give the same conclusion. The method breaks
down with non-tame mice, because of a more serious lack of self-iterability (see
4.12).

Finally, in §5, we adapt Mitchell and Steel’s “Uniqueness of the next ex-
tender” result [3, 9.2] to bicephali B of the form (|B], E, F), with E type 2
and F type 1 or 3. This has positive implications regarding the uniqueness of
maximal L[E]-constructions. (Although the question is natural, uniqueness in
this particular case was not required for the arguments in [3]; and such bicephali
were not considered there.)

The paper proceeds as follows. In §1.1 we review notation and terminology.
In §2 we review Dodd fine structure for extenders (due to Steel) and prove
various related facts. In §3 we state and prove the central results 3.4-3.9, making
use of most of the work in §2. However, the proof of 3.4, for example, only
depends on the results in §2 in the case that E is type 2, so one can basically
skip §2 if one is only interested in the case that E is type 1 or 3, and refer to
parts as needed. In §4 we consider, for premice N, the definability of EV over
| N]. This section uses only Theorems 3.6 and 3.8 from §3, and in particular,
not Theorem 3.9, nor the material on coding of iteration trees in §3. Finally, §5
is on bicephali. This section can be read independently of §§3,4, and depends
only a little on §2.

The pieces of §§2-4 due to the author are taken primarily from the author’s
dissertation [14], with various refinements having been incorporated. There was
a significant error in a draft of this paper, which is addressed in 4.10 and 4.13.

1.1. Conwventions and Notation

General: For v € OR, H, denotes the set of sets hereditarily of size less
than v. For an extensional H, trcoll(H) denotes the transitive collapse of H.
Given any set X, trclos(X) denotes the transitive closure of X. We use the
lexicographic order on [OR|<¥: a <jex b iff a # b and max(aAb) € b. We



sometimes identify elements of [OR]<“ with strictly descending sequences of
ordinals. Let a € [OR|<¥ with a = {ag,...,ar—1} where a; > a;41 for all
i+1< k. We write a | j for {ao,...,aj—1}. Let either 0,7 be sequences, or
o,7 € [OR]<¥. We write o < 7 iff there is k such that o = 7 [k, and write o <7
iff c 97 and o # 7.

Premice: Premice are as in [19], except that we officially consider a pre-
mouse to be an amenable structure P = (72, E, ﬁ), where F is the amenable
coding of the active extender F of P, as described in [19, 2.9-2.10]. (Note that
this coding is independent from squashing, and in this paragraph we consider
no squashed premice.) We may blur the distinction between F and F'; when-
ever we write (7=, E, F) we literally mean P as above. We write | P| for the
universe JX of P, F' = F(P) for F, E' = E(P) for the extender sequence E
of P, excluding F¥', and Ef = E, (P) is E” "F”. If P has a largest cardinal it
is denoted by lged(P). We write Q < P iff Q is an initial segment of P, that
is, either @ = P or Q = (ij,EP I a,EL) for some limit ordinal o < OR”.
We write QP iff Q < P and Q # P. Let a < ORY be a limit. Then Pla
denotes the @ < P such that OR® = a; and P||a denotes (|Q],E?,) where
Q = P|a. The notation v(P) = v(FF) is discussed below. ISC abbreviates
“initial segment condition”. Such notation and terminology is used likewise a
little more generally, for example with respect to segmented-premice (defined in
2.9).

Extenders: Our use of the term extender allows long, non-total measure
spaces, and does not require full wellfoundedness of corresponding ultrapowers
(clarified below).> We will only consider those extenders which can be consid-
ered as being over (the universe of a) premouse. By restricting our attention
to these we simplify some small considerations. Let us clarify. Let M be a
premouse. Much as in [19, Definition 2.1 and following paragraph], we say that
E is an extender over | M | iff there is a structure N (N need not be transitive)
and j: [M] — N which is Xg-elementary (in the language of set theory) such
that x = cr(j) exists and & + 1 C wfp(N), and there is § € (k, ORM] and
S C wip(N) such that

E={(z,a)|ze M & 3¢ < [z C [€]'"] & a € [S]<“ N j(x)}.

We write kg = cr(FE) for the critical point of E. The space of E, denoted

5The motivation for this is as follows. Most of the time we will deal with extenders E
over some structure M, where E is likely not over V (it does not measure enough sets). We
want to be able to use the term extender to refer to such E, instead of partial (pre-)extender.
But for partial extenders, it is difficult to give a useful general notion of completeness or
wellfoundedness. Thus, we prefer not to make any such demand in general (in our definition
of extender). Although this usage of extender diverges from the conventional formal one
(being V-total and countably complete), it also seems to be pretty common in informal usage,
and is convenient for our present purposes. We also need to deal with long extenders in
general.



space(E), is 6. The measure domain of E is

meas(E) = U P(E]™) N M.

(&,n)EdXw

We say that E is total iff meas(E) = U¢ ,yesx0 P[E]"). The support of E is
spt(E) = S. We say that F is short iff space(E) = kg + 1. (One could require
that S C |Jg4j(§) and there be at most one £ < ¢ such that S C j(£), as only
this part of E is relevant.) If E is short and S = A € OR, we write E; y = E,
and write Ej = Ej j(xp)-

An amenable transitive structure is a structure R = (|R], Po,..., Px_1)
with transitive universe |R| and finitely many predicates P;, such that each
P; is amenable to |R|. An amenable transitive structure R = (| R|,E,...) is
pm-basedS iff (|[R|,E,() is a (passive) premouse. Given F and a pm-based R,
we say that F' is an extender over R iff F is an extender over |R]|. A pm-based
extender is an extender over (the universe of) some premouse (equivalently,
over some pm-based structure). So pm-based extenders can be be non-short,
and when short, we use the phrase extender over (a premouse) where [19] uses
pre-extender over. Finally, in this paper all extenders we consider are pm-based
extenders, so at this point we adopt the:

Convention 1.1. FEzxtender abbreviates pm-based extender.

Thus, we always explicitly state assumptions on the totality of extenders,
and on the wellfoundedness of ultrapowers by extenders.

Let R be a premouse and F an extender over R. Let M be a pm-based
structure. Suppose that Hé‘gacc( B = ’H:;acc( B Then E is an extender over
M. In fact, N = Ultg(M, E) is formed as usual (including the predicates of N)
and likewise the associated ultrapower embedding j = i/, and j : M — N is
cofinal and ¥y-elementary with respect to the language of M; this is routine by
Lo$’ Theorem. (But N might be illfounded.) We abbreviate i/ by ig if M is
understood. Ultrapowers are generally by default at degree 0 (as above), unless
context dictates otherwise. If M is a premouse, then i%l’k denotes the degree
k ultrapower embedding M — Ult, (M, E), if defined. Sometimes we might

abbreviate this with i% or ig. Given a € [spt(E)]<“ and an r¥} function f,

[a, f]fgk denotes the object represented by the pair (a, f) in Ulty(M, E); we
may also write [a, f]% if we wish to suppress k. The notation Ult(E, F), for
F' an extender, and the notation oy, are introduced in 2.26.

Let E be an extender over M. Note that if spt(E) € OR then for each
a € spt(E) we have o = [{a}, f]¥ where f = id has sufficiently large domain.
For 8 < a € spt(E), recall that 3 is a generator of E iff 8 # [a, f]¥ for all
fand a € [B]<¥. The natural length v(E) = vg of E is the maximum of
(k})M and the strict sup of generators of E. For X C spt(E), E| X is the
sub-extender of E with support X and domain the least § < space(FE) such that

6pm abbreviates premouse.



either 6 = space(F) or ig(d) > sup(X). (Thus, E [spt(F) is equivalent to E in
terms of the ultrapowers it produces, but might have smaller domain.) Given
an active premouse or related structure P, Ih(F*) denotes the length of F¥,
that is, OR”. We sometimes write Ih(F) to denote Ih(F?), when P is as above
and F = FP [ (7Ut) and F? is generated by 7Ut where 7 € OR and t € [OR]<%
(see 2.1).

Fine structure: For definability over premice, we basically follow [19],
using the Y, hierarchy and n'"' core €,(P) basically as there. As in [19],
Co(P) denotes the squash P54 of P if P is type 3, and otherwise just denotes
P (as mentioned earlier, P is by definition amenable). If P is not type 3, we
also define P*1 = P, so in all cases, €y(P) = P1. Also in general, €(P)""4
denotes P.

Let n < w, let P be an n-sound premouse with w < pf’, and let X C &,(P).
Let H be (i) the set of points in €y(P) definable over €y(P) with a generalized
r¥,+1 term from parameters in X U {ul'} (cf. [3, 2.8.1]). By [3, Proof of
Lemma 2.10], H coincides with (ii) the set of points y € €y(P) such that for
some 13,41 formula ¢ and 7 € (X U {ul'})<¥  y is the unique y’ € €o(P) such
that €o(P) = ¢(&,y") (this uses the n-soundness of P and that & can include
ul’). We write Hull?, ; (X) for the structure

(H, HNE®P) [ peo®)

and write cHull!, ; (X) for its transitive collapse. We may occasionally identify
a type 3 premouse with its squash, so in particular, if P is type 3, then we
might write cHull!,;(X) where we really mean cHull!,;(X)"9. We define
Hull” (X) and cHulll (X) similarly. For 6 € [pf,,,OR"], the é-core of P is
cHull?,; (6U{pL.1}). Also, ThY ;(X) and pTh/, ; (X) respectively denote the
generalized and pure 1¥; 41 theories of €(P) in parameters in X U{ul’}. (These
theories include only generalized or pure r¥ 1 formulas, not negations thereof.)
We will make use of the stratification of the pure theories given in [3, Proof of
Lemma 2.10]. Because H above is determined by the corresponding pure theory,
we also have a corresponding stratification of H; see 2.23. Given p € [pd]<¥,
an (n + 1)-solidity witness for (P,p) (or just for p) is a theory

cHull},; (a U (p\(a + 1)),

where o € p. A generalized (n + 1)-solidity witness for (P, p) is analogous, but
defined as in [20]. A (generalized) (n + 1)-solidity witness for P is that for
(P,pL1). And wl,; denotes the set of all (n + 1)-solidity witnesses for P.

We take weak k-embedding 7 : M — N to be defined as in [13] (this definition
is due to Steve Jackson). That is, the definition is as usual, except that we add
the demand that there be a cofinal set X C p,]cw such that 7 is 13 1-elementary
on Hully ; (X). (This ensures that the proof of the Shift Lemma goes through
as expected. We do not know whether one can prove the Shift Lemma for weak
k-embeddings as defined in [3], when 1 < k < w.)

Iteration trees: Structures such as premice, phalanxes of premice, bi-
cephali, pseudo-premice, etc, we call premouse-related. All iteration trees (see



[19]) we consider in this paper will be fine-structural, in that they are much
as in [3, §5], and based on premouse-related structures. We will not specify
exactly what we mean by the general term iteration tree, but it suffices to con-
sider k-maximal trees (see below) and stacks thereof. Let 7 be an iteration
tree. We write MO’ZL for the model to which E applies after any drop in
model, and 2311 e M, =M ﬂT for the canonical embedding, if it exists. We
write k7 = cr(ET), vT = v(ET) and 1h] = In(ET). If In(7) = 6 + 1, then
MTL = M], b7 = [0,0]7, and if there is no drop along b7 then i’ = ig?e. We
say T is above p iff p < cr(E7) for each o + 1 < 1h(T).

For k < w, the notion k-mazximal iteration tree T (on a k-sound premouse) is
defined in [19, Definition 3.4], and equivalently in [3, Definition 6.1.2]. The main
points are that for all a+1 < 1h(7), with k = ], we have: (i) lh(Eg—) <1n(ET)

for all B < ;7 (i) pred” (a41) is the least 3 such that x < 1/;—; (i) M7, is the
largest N < Mg— such that ET measures P(k) N N; and (iv) deg” (o + 1) is the
largest n < w such that ) < p, (M;L) and either [0, « 4 1]7 drops or n < k.
We will also extend, in an obvious manner, the term k-maximal iteration tree
to trees on premouse-related structures. Any non-obvious details in relation to
such will hopefully be clear in context. We often abbreviate k-mazimal iteration
tree by (k-)mazimal (tree). Whenever we use the term mazimal with regard to
an iteration tree, it is in the sense of k-mazimal (for some, or for the relevant,
k). The iteration trees we consider will all be either maximal, or stacks thereof
(but most will be maximal).

Let k < w, let M be a k-sound premouse, and let §# < OR. The notions (k, 0)-
iteration strategy for M and (k, 0)-iterability of M are defined in [19, Definition
3.9]. (In particular, such a strategy ¥ yields T-cofinal wellfounded branches
exactly for k-maximal trees 7 which are according to ¥ and have limit length
< 0.) For (k,a«,0)-iteration strategy and (k,«,0)-iterable see [19, Definition
4.4].% Given p € OR and ¥, we say that ¥ is an ((k, 0)-, etc) iteration strategy
for M above p iff ¥ works as an ((k,0)-, etc) iteration strategy with respect
to trees above p. We extend this language in the obvious manner to iteration
strategies and iterability for premouse-related structures.

If T is k-maximal then ®(7) denotes the phalanx associated to T (see [18]).
Let M, N be premice and m,n < w such that M is m-sound and N is n-sound.
Let 6 < ORM and A < ORY with 6 < A\, M||§ = N and ¢ is a cardinal
of N. We write P = ((M,m,J),(N,n),A) for the phalanx on which maximal
trees T are formed with the usual conditions augmented by the following: (i)
M7, = M and deg” (—1) = m and MJ = N and deg” (0) = n, (ii) E] is the
first extender of 7 and E] € EY with A < Ih(E]), (iii) if cr(E]) < & then
pred” (o + 1) = —1. For the phalanx notation ®(7,:, E) see 2.37.

"In [3] this requirement is included in the definition of iteration tree, whereas in [19] it is
a requirement in the game Gy (M, 0). The book [18] seems to weaken this requirement in its
use of k-mazimal.

8 The author claims that all assumptions of (k, a, 0)-iterability in the paper can actually
be weakened and replaced with (k, o, 0)*-iterability (see [16, p. 1202]).



2. Dodd structure

The proof of Theorems 3.4 and 3.5-3.9 will involve the analysis of a compari-
son. In some cases we will need to deal with the possibility that some generators
of extenders are moved by an iteration map resulting from the comparison. We
will need to analyze how such generators are moved. This section gives us the
tools for this analysis. Parts of this section are also needed in §5. Somewhat
restricted versions® of the above-mentioned results basically do not rely on the
current section, except that they refer to Definition 2.37 and use a simple case
of Lemma 2.38.

We begin by surveying some definitions and notation. These definitions are
taken from, or are slight variants of definitions from, [3] and [7]. See §1.1 for
background notation, etc.

Definition 2.1 (Generators; Dodd condensation). Let E be an extender'? over
a premouse N. We say that F is standard iff spt(E) € OR and o = [id, {a}]¥
for each o < spt(E).*! Suppose E is standard and let v = spt(E) and k = k.

Let X C v and o < 7. Then « is generated by X (with respect to F) iff
there are f € N and b € [X]<* such that o = [b, f]¥. We say that X generates
E iff every element of v is generated by X. We write £ ~ FE [ X iff X generates
E. We say that E is finitely generated iff there is some finite X generating F.
For t € [y]<% and a < v we say that « is a t-generator iff v is not generated by
aUt. We say E is weakly amenable (to N)*? iff

P(k) N N = P(x) N ULt(N, E).

If E is weakly amenable then (k1) denotes (k1)N = (kT)UIIV.E),

Suppose E is weakly amenable. We define the Dodd parameter tg = t(E) of
E, and Dodd projectum 7g = 7(F) of E. Let (k,to,...,tx—1) be lex-largest in
[OR]<% (ordered as in §1.1) such that for each i < k,

t; is the largest {to,...,t;_1 }-generator o of E such that o > (k).
Here k exists as t;41 < t; for i+1 < k (maybe k = 0). Then tg = {to,...,tk—1}

and 7z is the sup of (k*)F and all ¢ g-generators of E.1* We say E is Dodd-sound
iff both

9In particular, when the extender E in 3.4 and 3.5-3.9 is type 1 or 3.

100ur use of the term extender is specified in Convention 1.1.

'Note that this is independent of N, and if we consider a degree k ultrapower (k < w)
instead of degree 0, we also get the same result; likewise for other notions defined in 2.1.

12This is equivalent to the requirement that for every a € [y]<¥ and £ < space(F) and
f € N such that f : k — P([¢]l]), we have {y | f(7) € Ea} € N. Thus, it agrees with
the terminology of [20, §2.3] regarding extenders on structures. However, it differs from the
condition described in [3, Definition 1.0.8] — we might, for example, have ORY < spt(E) € OR.

3Note that 7 > (k)N iff 7 is a limit of ¢g-generators of E (by choice of k). Possibly
k =0 and 7g = v(E); this happens for example if E is the active extender of a type 1 or 3
premouse.



- E(t;Utgli) € Ut(N, E) for all i < k, and
— if g > (k)N then E | (aUtg) € UL(N, E) for all a < 75.

Now let F' be any extender (possibly non-standard) over N. Let E be the

(equivalent) standard extender, derived from ip, such that

spt(E) = sup ([{a},id]F +1)
aespt(F)

and space(F) is as small as possible (i.e. E = E [spt(E)). We might apply the
preceding terminology to F' in two ways, depending on context: (a) applying
it literally to E (for example, “X generates o” would apply to a set X iff
X C spt(E), even if spt(E) < spt(F)); (b) dealing directly with X C spt(F),
as with the notation “F [ X” introduced in §1.1.'% The intended meaning will
hopefully be clear in context.

Let 0 € OR and s,t € [OR\o]<“ with lh(s) = 1h(¢). Let E, F be extenders
with meas(E) = meas(F') and o, s,t C spt(E) Nspt(F). We write E =, ;; F iff
El(cUs) and F [ (o Ut) are isomorphic, via the mapping of support which is
the identity below ¢ and sends s to t. That is,

(x,aUs) € E <= (zr,aUt) e F
for all z € meas(F) and a € [0]<¥. =
The first fact below is straightforward to prove; see [7, 3.1].

Fact 2.2. Let E be a weakly amenable extender with spt(E) € OR and k = k.
Then T is the least T > (kT)¥ such that there ist € [OR]<% with TUt generating
E. Andtg is the least t € [OR]<“ witnessing this property of 7. In particular,
E~FE[tpUtg.

If e > (k1)F then E is not finitely generated. If 75 > (k7)F and g €
wip(Ult(N, E)) then 7g is a cardinal of Ut(N,E). If 15 = (k7)F then E is
finitely generated, indeed, generated by tg U {x}.

Fact 2.3 (Steel, [7, 3.2],[12, 4.1]). Let N be an active, 1-sound, (0,w1,w; +1)-
iterable premouse. Then FN is Dodd-sound.™

Remark 2.4. Let M be a Dodd-sound active premouse, F = FM 1 = kp,
t =tM, 7 =M and suppose that (ut)M < 7. Let ¢ € [ORM]<¥ and ~ < 7.
Then F[(qU~) is in M. For F is generated by ¢ U T, so we may pick £ € [y, )
such that ¢ is generated by t U . By the second clause of Dodd-soundness,
Fl(tug) € M, but F[(qU~) is easily computed from F[(tU¢).

4 That is, let 7 : N — T be Xg-clementary, such that F is derived from 7. Let U =
Ultg(N, F) and k : U — T the factor map. So rg(k) is isomorphic to U, but maybe o <
k(a) € spt(F). In case (b) we deal literally with X C spt(F), so might have k(a) € X,
whereas in case (a) we deal with the collapsed version of F', and sets X C spt(F), so might
have o € X (and might have oo C X).

15We remark that although the proof superficially uses AC, the fact nonetheless follows
from ZF alone. This is because one can first pass to an inner model of choice containing the
premouse and closed under the iteration strategy. Likewise for solidity, condensation etc.



Remark 2.5. For active premice N such that Ult(N|(xT)V, F) is wellfounded,
where F' = FY and k = kp, the definition of Dodd-soundness is optimal, in that
no larger fragments of F' can possibly appear in Ult(NV, F) (but this seems to
use the assumption that N is below superstrong). If 77 > (k) the optimality
is clear. Suppose 7 = (k7). Tt is well-known that {x} generates (k7). So
if tp = () then F =~ F[{k}, so F is just a normal measure. So suppose tp # (.

Then we claim that
F~Fltp ¢ Ult(N,F).

For F = F [tp U {k}, so it suffices to see that x is generated by {7} for every
v € [k, A) where A = ip(k). So fix v € [k,A). By [19, Claim 2 of proof of
8.27] (the proof of which uses the non-superstrong assumption), we may fix
f € NNk such that v < ip(f)(k) < A. Define g : K — & by letting g(«) be
the least 8 such that 8 = «a or f(8) > . Then g € N and ip(g)(y) = k.

We now introduce a variant of the Dodd parameter and projectum, more
analogous to the standard parameter and projectum.

Definition 2.6. Let D be the class of pairs (s,0) € [OR]<% x OR such that
if s # (0 then o < min(s). We extend <jex to wellorder D. Fix (s;,0;) € D
for j = 1,2. Let s} be the strictly decreasing sequence with range s;. Let
33» = S;‘A<0j>, a monotone decreasing sequence. Let (81,01) <jex (S2,092) iff
either s < s or there is ¢ < min(lh(s}),lh(s3)) such that s} [i = s5 [ and

s1(2) < s5(3). —

Definition 2.7. Let M be a pm-based structure and 7 : M — N be -
elementary (N need not be wellfounded). We say 7 is cardinal preserving iff

M = “ais an cardinal” <= N E “m(a) is a cardinal”

for all « € ORM. We say = is Dodd-appropriate iff 7 is cardinal preserving,
p = cr(m) exists and is inaccessible in M, M||(ut)™ = N|(u")V and there is
A < m(u) such that A € wip(N) and E; » ¢ N.

Assume 7 is Dodd-appropriate. Let p = cr(w). The Dodd-fragment param-
eter, projectum (Sz,0,) of 7 is the <jex-least (s,0) € D with

o> ()M and E;[(cUs) ¢ N.

If F is a weakly amenable extender over M, N = Ult(M, F) and 7w = ip is
Dodd-appropriate, then (sp,op) denotes (sx,0). For an active premouse R,
(sr,or) denotes (spr,opr) (note that ipr is Dodd-appropriate). a

Remark 2.8. Let 7 : M — N be Dodd-appropriate with N wellfounded. Let
p=cr(r) and 7(u) € S € ORYN and F be the (possibly long) extender derived
from 7 with support S; so E, C F. Let U = Ult(M, F') and k : U — N be the
factor map. Then cr(k) > ip(u) = () and

Ulip(u) = Nln(p) and U| (") = N|(p*)Y = M|(u")™, (1)
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and it easily follows that ip is Dodd-appropriate and
(s7,0F) = ($7,07) <iex (0, 7(p)).-
Moreover, (sp,0r) <jex (tp,Tr): Suppose not. Let G = F [ (tp U7p). Then

(tr,7F) <iex (87, 0F) <iex (0,7(1)). (2)

Therefore G is short, and because tp U 7 generates F, therefore G ¢ U. But
G € U by line (2) and the definition of (sg,or), contradiction. It easily follows
that F' is Dodd sound iff (sp,or) = (tp, 7F).

There is a characterization of s, o, analogous to the definition of the Dodd
parameter and projectum. Let s = (sg,...,s;_1) € OR<" be the longest possi-
ble sequence such that for each i < [,

s; is the largest o > (u™)™ such that E, [ ((si) Ua) € N.

Note s;+1 < s;. Then s = s and o, is the sup of (;ﬁ)M and all o such that
E;1(sx Ua) € S. We omit the proof.

In §5 we apply some of the results of §2 to pm-based structures which are not
premice. For example, we will deal with structures of the form Ult(P, H), where
P is type 3 and cr(H) = vp (computing the ultrapower without squashing P).
See [3, §9]. We now set up terminology in relation to this.

Definition 2.9. We say that M is a segmented-premouse (seg-pm) iff either
(a) M is a passive premouse, or (b) there are N, F, F' such that:

1. M = (N, F),

2. N is a passive premouse,

N has a largest cardinal ¢,

F is a short extender over N of length OR”,
v(F) <6,

ORYN = (5+)U1t(N.,F)7

Noe o e W

N = Ult(N, F)|ORY, and

8. F is the amenable coding of F as in [19, 2.9-2.10], except that § is used
in place of v(F); that is, F is the set of all tuples (v, &, a, z) such that

~ wp < &< (kp)N and § <y < ORY, and
— F" € N|vy and (a,z) € F' where F' = F N (N|¢ x [0]<%).

A segmented-premouse which is not a premouse is proper. —

11



Remark 2.10. Premice are segmented-premice. However, active seg-premice P
can fail the ISC, or can have v(F?) < lged(P), or both. Proper seg-premice can
arise, for example, from taking ultrapowers of type 3 premice at the unsquashed
level. There are two main kinds of examples of this. Let @ be a type 3 premouse
and v = v(F?) = lged(Q). Let E be a short extender weakly amenable to Q
and P = Ult(Q, E) (formed at the unsquashed level); suppose P is wellfounded.
Let u = cr(F). The first example arises in the case that

1= cof?(v) < .
For then as discussed in [3, §9] (or see 2.11), z% is discontinuous at v at
V(FP) = supi¥“v < i%(v) = lged(P).

But in this case P satisfies the ISC. The second kind of example results if v = p
(so v is inaccessible in Q). In this case P fails the ISC, as (by 2.11)

v <v(FP) =v(E),

and Felv=FFvbut FO[v ¢ P.

Regarding fine structure for proper seg-premice P, we only deal with degree
0. That is, we only define pg = ORY and 0-soundness (declared trivially true),
and ultrapowers of P are degree 0, formed without squashing. Moreover, when-
ever we form U = Ulty(P, E) for an active seg-premouse P, without squashing

P, we define 'V as usual, that is,

FU= | Jip(FPna).
zeP
Lemma 2.11. Let P be an active seg-pm, F = F¥, and H a (possibly long)
extender over P, with W = Ulto(P, H) a seg-pm.'5 Let Ap C 1h(F) generate
F and Ay C spt(H) generate H. Let j = it For an extender E, given
t € [spt(E)]<¥, write Gg,; for the set of t-generators of E, and Gg = Gp .
Then:

(i) Ay U j“Ap generates FW'. Therefore Gy U j“Gr generates FW and if
space(H) < cr(F) + 1 then j“Ar generates F'V.

(1) j4Gre= Gpw iy Nrg(j) for each t € [ORP]<v.
(i3) If cr(F) < cr(H) then Gg C Gpw.

So if cr(F) < cr(H) then Gg U j“GF is a generating set of generators of F'V ;
and if space(H) < cr(F) + 1 then j“GF is a generating set of generators.*”

16Seg-premousehood requires just that W is wellfounded and ZZ is continuous at (nlt)P .

"However, FW can also have generators outside of Gz Uj“Gp. For example, suppose that
P is a type 2 premouse, cr(F) < £ = cr(H) < v(F), W is wellfounded, and H is short, with
G bounded in j(§). So W is a premouse and j(§) is a cardinal of W, so (by the ISC) is a
limit of generators of FW | whereas £ is not a limit point of Gg U j“Gp.
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Proof. Part (i): The first sentence is proven like [3, 9.1]: Let a < v(FW). Let
Y : Ultg(P, F) — Ultg(W, F*)

be the map induced by j. Let f € P and b € [Ag]<¥ with a = j(f)(b). Let
g € Pand c € [Ap]<* with f =L (g)(c). Then « is generated by bU j(c) with
respect to FV. For ¢ | P = j and ¢ o if, =i}y 0 j, so

a=j(f)®) = () = »(ik(9)()(b) = ipw(i(9))(i(c))(b)-

The second sentence follows easily; note that if space(H) < cr(F) + 1 then
Gy C j(er(F)) = cr(FW).

Part (ii): Because being a t-generator is an rII; property of .

Part (iii): Suppose k = cr(F) < cr(H) and o € Gy but @ ¢ Gpw. Fix
bea]<¥ and f: [5]l! = & with f € W, such that

ipw (f)(b) = o
Then f € P; in fact (k7)) = (k)W < cr(H) because W is a premouse.'® Let
w € P be such that j(p) > a. Let
g=ipe(f) 0 (1" x p).
Then g € P and
§(9) = ipw (F) N ()™ % (),

so j(g)(b) = a, contradicting the fact that o € Gp. O

Lemma 2.12 below is essentially [2, 2.1.4]. It can be deduced from 2.11,
using that 77 U tp generates F', and, by rll;-elementarity, that j sends total
fragments of F to total fragments of F".

Lemma 2.12. Let P,F,H,W,j be as in 2.11, with space(H) < 7p. Assume
that F is Dodd sound. Then FW is Dodd sound. Moreover, tpw = j(tr) and

rpw = sup(j*7r).

Lemma 2.13. Let P,F, H,W,j be as in 2.11. Assume op < cr(H) and
Plop)NP=P(op)NW.

Then FW is not Dodd sound. Moreover, spw = j(sp) and opw = 0p.

Proof. Let 0 = op and s = s and s’ = j(s). We have (spw,o0pw) >1ex (8',0)
as j maps fragments of F' to fragments of FW. As o < cr(H),

F=,.0F"

18Not just a protomouse; see [2].
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(cf. 2.1). So F (0 Us) and FW | (0 Us') are coded by identical sets in P(o),
and P(oc) NP =P(o) NW, so

FVi(ous)¢Ww.

Therefore (spw,opw) = (s',0). And as in the proof of 2.11(iii), cr(H) is an
s’-generator of FW, so F is not Dodd sound. 0

The proof of 2.15 to follow is similar to that of [7, 4.4]. Moreover, 2.17
improves the conclusion of [7, 4.4] to 0 = 1. Recall from [3] that the premouse
language uses the constant symbols ji, , %, interpreted by u? = cr(F?), v¥’ =

v(FP) and v = the largest witness to the ISC for P, when P is type 2.

Definition 2.14. Let P be a premouse, F = FP, p = u?, X C ORF. Then
AP (X) denotes the set of all € P such that « = [a, f]5, for some f € P and
a € [X]<¥ (note we may take f € P|(u™)P). —|

Lemma 2.15. Let P be a type 2 premouse, F' = FF, y=pF, X C ORY and
A = AP(X). Suppose v¥ ,~F € A. Then

A={zeP|zecHull (XU}

Proof. Clearly
pUX CACH =g HUlY (X U (uh)P).

Let us show H C A. We have u € A because ¥ € A and by the argument in
2.5. So (uH)P U X C A, so it suffices to see that A <,x, P, and for this we
define a premouse P and an r¥;-elementary 7 : P — P such that rg(n) = A.
Recall here that r3;-elementarity is with respect to the language of premice,
incorporating [, v, .

Let F* = F | (ANOR), Q = P|(u*)” and R = Ul(Q,F*) and R =
Ult(Q, F). Let o : R — R be the natural factor map. Let o(#) = v and
€= @) and 7 = o[ (R|). So (ut)? < cr(r) and rg(7) = A and p(¢) = OR”.
Let F be the (u, &)-extender derived from zg, so (X,a) € Fiff (X,7(a)) € F*.
Let P = (R|¢, F), where F codes F as in [19, 2.9-2.10], but replacing the triple
(o, Eo,v(E,)) of [19] with (¢, F, ). Som: P — P. Let 4F = n71(yF), v =1,
u? = p. Tt suffices to see that 7 is r¥;-elementary (so P is a premouse).

By construction, (", 07, i) = (4,07, u?).2® Now g o zg = zg So for
A€ P([p]<*)N P and v < &, we have

m(iF(4) N []<) = iF(A) N (7).

So 7“F C FP. Since 7 I (nT)F =id, [19, 2.9] shows that 7 is cofinal in P. It
follows that 7 is r3;-elementary. O

19This is the main reason for incorporating the assumption that v*,vF € A. There are
standard counterexamples when these assumptions fail; see the proof that iterable 1-sound
mice are Dodd-sound.
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Part (ii) of the following lemma is proved in almost the same way; part (i)
is easy:

Lemma 2.16. Let P, F,u be as in 2.15, ¢ € OR” and ¢ € [OR"]<¥, with
(ut)P < & Then (i) if cHulll (¢U€) € P then F [ (qUE) € P, and (ii) if
Fl(qué) e Pand 4", 0P € AP(qU¢€) then cHulld (U €) € P.

Corollary 2.17. Let P be a type 2, Dodd sound premouse, and pn = pu* .
Then tp = p¥ U (uh)F.

Proof. Let v = p¥ U (u™)¥. Easily 7p > 7, so suppose 7p > . Let X = q U4,
where ¢ € [OR”]<¥ is such that p!’, 17, ~F € AP (q). By 2.4, FP | X € P, so by
2.16, cHull] (X) € P, so Th{ (p¥ U {p’}) € P, contradiction. O

Lemma 2.18. Let k > 1 and let P be a k-sound, type 2, Dodd sound premouse.
Let H be a short extender, weakly amenable to P, with cr(H) < pf and R =
Ulty (P, H) wellfounded. Let j = sz

Then R is Dodd sound. Moreover, tr = j(tp).

If tp = (7)Y or k> 1 then T = j(7p).

If k=1 then T =supj“Tp.

Proof. 2° If k > 1, elementarity considerations give the lemma. So suppose
k=1 Let F=FF u=u", t=1tp and 7 = 7». Now j maps fragments of F'
to fragments of F'® by elementarity.

Suppose 7 = (u)P. Then F is generated by t U {u}, an rlly condition,
preserved by j, so R is Dodd sound with tg = j(tp) and 7 = (j(u) ") F = j(7p).
But j is continuous at (u*)f, as (u*)f is 1X-regular, as u < pf.

Now suppose 7 > (u+)F. Tt suffices to see that j(t) Usup j“r generates F%.
Suppose not. Let k = cr(H). Let a, f be such that v = [a, f]ﬁ,’1 is a j(t)-
generator for F'® with v > sup j“r, where f : [x]" — P is given by a 1> ({q})
term for some ¢ € P. Since the statement “a is a j(t)-generator” is rIly, rg(f)
includes a 7-cofinal set of ¢-generators. We have

rg(f) € J = Hully (5 U {q}).
Let A < 7 be large enough that
w g, vE 4 e A= AB(tUN).
Then A has no t-generators above A. But by 2.15, J C A, contradiction. O

For the iteration trees U we will encounter, EY will always be weakly
amenable (over MZY,), but ostensibly may not be close to M3%,. We now
show that weak amenability gives a little more fine structural preservation than
was established in [3]. The argument is related to that for [3, 6.2(Claim 5)]
(though there, the extenders were always close to the relevant models), and also
related to some of the preceding lemmas.

20Tf R is (0,w1, w1 + 1)-iterable, then the Dodd soundness of R follows from 2.3. But we
don’t want to assume this much iterability here.
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Definition 2.19. Let N be a k-sound premouse with w < p&. The (k + 1)-
solidity parameter, projectum of N, denoted (z,iVH, C,ﬁl), is the <jex-least pair

(2,¢) € D such that ¢ > w and Thy,,(C U {z}) ¢ N. (See 2.6.) .

Remark 2.20. The (rather trivial) requirement that ¢ > w is just made to sim-
plify the comparison between (;41 and pgy1. By [3, 2.10], one can equivalently
replace “Th” in 2.19 with “pTh”. The author does not know an example, but it
seems that ¢ ,JCYH might fail to be a cardinal of N. However, the following facts fol-

low easily from the definition; let (z,¢) = (21,1, () and (p, p) = (PR 1, Ppyr):

— There is a characterization of (z, ) like that of the Dodd-solidity ordinals
in 2.8.

- p<(< pi\/ and (27<) <lex (pup)'

— Nis (k+1)-solidiff p=z iff p = (.

N is (k + 1)-sound iff N = Hully,;(C U 2).

(The last item follows from the others: Suppose N = Hullivﬂ(c Uz) but p < (.
Note p = z U ¢ for some g C [p,¢) with ¢ # (). But then (p,p) <iex (2,¢), a
contradiction.)

Lemma 2.21. Let N be a k-sound premouse. Let E be a short extender weakly
amenable to N with cv(E) < pY. Let U = Ulty(N, E) and j = ng Suppose U
is wellfounded. Then z{ | = j(zf).,) and {{ ; =supj“¢l,,.

Proof. Let (z,¢) = (21,1, (Y1) and 2/ = j(2) and ¢ = sup j“C.
First observe that (2, (") <iex (211, ¢t} 1): By the proof of [3, 4.6], if (b, a) €
D and Thy, (U {b}) € N then

Thy/,, (j(e) U {i(b)}) € U.
It remains to see that
t' =der pThY,  (C'U{2'}) ¢ U. (3)

So suppose t' € U. We show ¢ =qer pThyy 1 (¢ U {z}) € N, a contradiction.

Let k = cr(E). If kK > ¢ then t & ¢’ by 31 elementarity (exchange z with
2"). So by weak amenability, ¢ € N. (The details in 2.13 are analogous.)

So k < (. Also, ¢ < pI¥. For otherwise ¢ = plY. But pTthVH (pN) ¢ N (since
pThy,, has access to parameters p{cv, u{cvfl), so z =0, and pg =, s0

t' = pThi’ 1 (pf) ¢ U,

contradiction.

Since ¢ < p¥ thereis f € N and b € [v(E)]<% such that f: [k]<“ — N and
t' = [b, f]gk (We get f € N even if p¥ = (¢(T)", because in this case there is
no X% singularization of pY.) We will compute ¢ from f, giving t € N. Now
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pThy, is a set of ¥y, formulas. We may assume that for each = € [k]<%,

f(z) is a set of 1% formulas in parameters in ¢ U {z,ud}.
For a < ¢, let
ty =pThiy, (U {z})

and let f, : []l®l = N be defined
falz) = f(@) [ (@ U {z,u}),
where T'| X is the restriction of a theory T to parameters in X. For a < ¢/, let
to = pThi i (a U {'}).
Case 1. For each v < (, j(tiv) = t?(v)'
We leave this case to the reader; it is simpler than the next one.
Case 2. For some v < (, j(tfyv) =+ tg.](,y).

Fix such a v. Let <* be the prewellorder on pThy, ; (N) defined in [3, Proof

of 2.10]. Tt follows that ¢, is cofinal in <*, and that cof™(<*[ t,) = . Let
h € N be such that h : & — ¢, and h is cofinal, increasing and continuous with
respect to <*. For a € [y,() let g4 : K — N be defined

9a(B) =tY 1<"h(B)

where T | < ¢ is the restriction of a theory T (of the appropriate kind) to
formulas v such that ¢» <* ¢. Then g, € N (maybe (ga), ¢ N) and

k
(90 {R}E™" = t(a)-
We may assume that x = min(b). Let ¢/, : [x]!"l — N be defined
9o (¥) = go(min(z)).

So there is X, € Ej such that g, [ X = fo | Xa-
Define the relation R C ¢ x ([x]!*1)? by

R(a,21,72) <= [max(z1) < min(zs) and fo(21) C folx2)].
So R € N. Define the relation v C ¢ x [x]I! by
(o, 21) <= R(a,21,22) holds for Ep-almost all xs.

Fix @ € [y,(). Note that if 1,22 € X, and max(r;) < min(zz), then
R(a,x1,x2). So if x1 € X, then ¥(a,z1). On the other hand, if ¥(«,x1)
then there is xo € X, such that R(a,x1,z2), and so fo(x1) C to. So let
Se ={z1| ¥(a,z1)}. Then S, € N as R € N and by weak amenability, and

ta=|J fala).

21€Sa
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Suppose cofN(Q < k. Fix a cofinal function g : K — ¢ with ¢ € N and
rg(g) C [v,¢). Again by weak amenability and as R € N,

S =aet {(B,2) [ ¥(g(B), )} € N.

But then
t= |J fam@eN,

(B,2)€S’

as required.

Now suppose instead that cofN(C) > k. Let R, be the a-section of R. For
a1, a0 € [7,€) with a1 < a9, we have R,, C R,,. So R,, = R, for all
sufficiently large oy, g < (. Fix such an 1. Then S =g4¢¢ S, is independent of
a € fa1,(),and S € N. Solet 8" = [a1,() x S. Then

t= U fa(z) € N,

(a,x)ES!
completing the proof. 0(2.21)

Notation 2.22. Let N be a k-sound seg-pm. Let F = (F,),_, be a sequence
of weakly amenable short extenders. For { < A, let (Na),<, be the degree k
iterated ultrapower based on IV, using the extenders in F, if it is defined. That
iS, NO = N,

Not1 = Ultg(Ng, Fo),
and we take direct limits at limit «.. If N, is illfounded, or F,, is not an extender
over Ny, or cr(F,) > pkp‘*, then for all 8 > «, Ng is undefined. Say that F is

k-pre-good for N iff Ny is defined (but is maybe illfounded), and k-good iff
k-pre-good and wellfounded. Suppose F is k-pre-good for N. We write

Ulty(N, F) = N,
and
ik N = Ulty(N, F)

for the ultrapower embedding. If N is active, Ult,(F~, F) and Ult,(id, (FN) “F)
both denote F(Ulty (N, F)).

Following the (kind of) calculations used in [3, Proof of Lemma 2.10]:

Definition 2.23 (Minimal Skolem terms). Let ¢ be an r¥;; formula of n+ 1
free variables. The minimal Skolem term associated to ¢ is denoted m7,, and
has n variables. Let R be a k-sound premouse with w < pff. We define the
partial function

m7f : € (R)" — & (R),

by induction on k, maintaining the following: Let I' = 37, ({pf', uft_,}). The
graph of mrf is I', and T is closed under substitution of minimal Skolem terms;
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this is uniform jointly in ¢ and in k-sound premice R of the same type. Moreover,
for X C €y(R),

Hullff ;(X) = {mTf(f, ul) | @ is 18 & 7€ X<*}.21

If £ =0 then rm'ff is just the usual r3; Skolem function associated to ¢.

Suppose k > 1. Let u = u,}f_l and p = p,}f. Let 1 be an r¥; formula and
(v, w) be the r¥;; formula

3t € Ty[(t, v, w)].

Let T be a set of 13 formulas in parameters in « U {u,p}, where a < p¥.

Let v < a, let f = (Bo, B1, B2, B3) € at, let ¥ = (rg,r1,72,73) be minimal r¥
Skolem terms. Write s; for the term-in-parameters r;(5;, u,p). Let € €y(R).
Say T codes a witness to Jwp(z,w) at (v, [, 7) iff

— x = s& (that is, 75*(B2,u,p) is defined and = z),

— T contains the formula “3t, q, 2, w[t = sp,q = $1,2" = s9,w = s3, t is a
set of r¥j formulas in parameters in v U {¢}, and (¢, 2, w)]”,

— for each X formula g and ¥ € v<“, T contains the formula
“3t, q[t = s0,q = s1 and t contains the formula “p(¥,¢q)”]”
iff T contains the formula “Jq[¢ = 1 and o(%, q)]”.

Let o(v,w) be r3k11. Then ¢'(v,y) is the formula “p(v,y) and letting
(a,, B,7) be lex-least such that Thy (e U {px}) codes a witness to Jwep(v, w),
then y = r3 (B3, ug—1,px)” (the formula is to be interpreted over k-sound premice
S, with up_1,pr—1 interpreted, of course, as uf_l,pf). Note that:

— ¢ is r8%+1({uk—1,px}) (uniformly so),

— > ¢’ is recursive (when we choose ¢’ naturally),
~ €o(R) | 3wpla,w) it Co(R) | 3w (z,w) i Co(R) |= Sy (z,w).

We now define m7, for ¢ 1% 1. Let Z € €o(R)". If €(R) = —3ye(Z,y),

then m7f(Z) is undefined. Otherwise

mTf(f) = the unique w € €y(R) such that €(R) £ ¢'(Z, w). 4
Corollary 2.24. Let N be a k-sound premouse. Let F = (Fy), . be a sequence
of weakly amenable short extenders, k-good for N. Let N, = Ultx(N,F | ).

0 2\ 1S well-aejinea ana wekLifounacea. et =1, en:
(So Ny is well-defined and wellfounded.) Let j =i%". Th

21Recall here that Hull§+1(X) includes uf by definition; likewise Th§+1(X) is a theory in
parameters in X U {uff}.
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1. z,]cvﬁl = j(z,]g\g_l) and Cé\ifl = supj“C,ﬁl.

2. If N, Ny are both (k+1)-solid then pivil =j(pp.,) and p]kvﬁl =supjpn, -
3. If N is not (k + 1)-solid then neither is Ny.

4. Ny is (k+1)-sound iff N is (k+1)-sound and cr(Fy) < pivfl forall o < A.

Proof. Let p=pp, 1, p=pp1s ¢ =y 2= 200, ¢ =supj“C and 2’ = j(2).
Part 1 is by induction on A, using 2.21. We just verify that the induction
does not fail at a limit stage. We do have the necessary theories in V) as usual.
So suppose
t' = Thy? (('U2') € Ny

Let o < X\ and ign = i%f&a) and i,y = zgﬁak/\) and ¢* be such that i, (t*) =t'.

Let z* = ipa(2) and ¢* = supips “¢. Then by r¥;41 elementarity,

Thy's, (CFUZ") =t* € N,

contradicting the inductive hypothesis.

Part 2 follows from part 1 and 2.20.

Part 3: Suppose that N is not (k + 1)-solid. Then by 2.20, p < {. For a
premouse M and ¢ € M, let C,i\_{l(q) and z%_l (¢) be the relativization of the
(¢, z) notions for M at degree k+ 1, to theories in the expanded language with a
constant symbol ¢ interpreted by ¢. Clearly the preceding results relativize (for
example, i(zp%, (q)) = zf%.,(i(¢)) for appropriate ultrapower maps i : M — R,
etc). Now ¢ (p) = p and 2z, ,(p) = 0. So

/

Pty < G2 (i (p) = sup ¢ (p) < ¢

So again by 2.20, N, is not (k + 1)-solid.
Part 4: Suppose that N is not (k 4 1)-sound. Then by 2.20,

N # H =qe¢ Hully,; (CU 2),
and since ¢’ < j(¢) it suffices to see
N # Hull2, (5(¢) U 2.
So let x € N\H. We claim that
jla) ¢ Hulli, (j(¢) U 2), (4)

which suffices. Now clearly ¢ < p¥. Stratify H via the methods of [3, 2.10]
(cf. 2.23). So

H= | Ha,

¢<a<py

20



where H,, is the set of all y € H such that for some 8 < ¢ and minimal ¥
Skolem term r,
to = Thy (@ U {py'})

codes a witness to the fact that y = r(z, 8,ul). (Here if k& = 0, t, should be
replaced with the o™ “fragment” of €;(N) in the usual manner.)
Let a € (¢, plY) with

x, z,ukN € HullkN(a U {pév}),

or x,z,ukN €ty if k=0, and « a limit if & > 0. The fact that = ¢ H, is then

an 1Y assertion about (x, z,ulY,t,).?? But

j(ta) = T (e) U{pp ™)),
and j is r¥j-elementary, so j(x) ¢ HJ],\(](;), where HA]YVA is defined over N, analo-
gously. Since pg* = supj“p, line (4) follows. So by 2.20, Ny is not (k + 1)-
sound.
Now suppose instead that N is (k+ 1)-sound. Let £ be least such that either

&= Xorcr(Fy) > p' = supige “p.

Let p' = ioe(p). Then by standard arguments, pivfrl =y, pivfrl = p' and N¢
is (k + 1)-sound. (Alternatively, some of those arguments can be avoided by
noting that by part 1 and some other arguments,

Ne (+N N
Ne = Hull, 7 (Cofy U{zi1 1),

so by 2.20, N¢ is (k + 1)-sound.) So we are done if A = &, and if A > £ then
note that cHuH]kVJﬁl(C’ U z’) = N¢ # Ny, so N, is not sound. 0(2.24)

Remark 2.25. The previous result is optimal in the sense that a degree 0
ultrapower of a 1-sound but non-2-sound structure, can be fully sound. For let
N be a 1-sound premouse such that for some © < A < ORY, N = 7, (N|\) and
pY = X and X is 1XV -regular, and suppose there is a short extender E weakly
amenable to N with cr(F) = k. Let Uy = Ulty (N, E) and Uy = Ultg(N, E), and
suppose that each U; is wellfounded. Then it is easy to see that Uy < Uy, and
so Uy is fully sound. We can arrange this situation with N being non-2-sound
(and so p& < A, but we might have either x < p2’ or pYY < k).

We now analyze extenders used in iteration trees. The analysis decomposes
such extenders into linear compositions of Dodd sound extenders, identified
via Dodd-fragment parameters and projecta. The associativity of extenders
underlies the analysis.

22The r¥), complexity arises in identifying some terms which output x, z, ui\’
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Definition 2.26. Let P be a k-sound segmented-premouse, F = FF and E a
short extender over P with cr(E) < pf’. Then Eoy P denotes Ulty (P, E); Eoy F
or Ulty,(F, E) denotes FU+(PE) Write o for og. In the absence of parentheses,
we take association of oy, to the right: F o Fo; Q = E o (F o; Q). -

Lemma 2.27 (Associativity of Extenders). Let P,Q be seg-premice. Suppose
F=FFP #£(), FisoverQ, Q is k-sound and kp < p,;Q. Let E be a short extender
over P such that (k5)" < k.23 Let U = Ulty(Q, F) and UF = Ulty(P, E).
Suppose U and U}; are wellfounded. Then

(EoF)orQ=FEo (FogQ),

Q.k _ Uk _ .Qk
'por =1'g Olp -

Proof. Let A = OR”. Then \ is a U-cardinal, A < p¢ and H{ = |P]. So F is
an extender over H)[{, hence over U. Let j = z%k Note j is continuous at A,
(A = ORVE and #\+ ") = |UF] and j1#HY = if. By 2.11,

VEor = vp Usupih “vp.

And letting &€ = max(vp,lged(P)), for A € PNP([kp]<¥),
igor(A) N [VEor] < = ip(ir(A) N[E]) N [vEor] <. (5)

Define an isomorphism ¢ : Ultg(Q, F o F') — Ult, (U, E) by

(g i (@) UBZR) = [y 0y 5"

for k-terms 7, defined from parameter ¢ € @, and a € [vp]<¥, b € [vg]<¥,
and where ¢’ = ig’k(q) and 7’ is defined from 7 by converting the appropriate
arguments to parameters. Los’ Theorem, (5) and the fact that degree k em-
beddings respect the T} predicate, show v is well-defined and r¥j-elementary;
surjectivity is clear. Moreover, 1) commutes with the ultrapower embeddings,
Qk _ Uk _:Qk

SO Gl =1g Olip . 1
Corollary 2.28. Let P,, ..., Py, Q be segmented-premice. Suppose that for each
i, B; = FP £ 0, cr(Biy1) > cr(E;), Eir1 is over P, Ey is over Q, and
cr(Ep) < pg. Then writing Qo = Q and Q;+1 = Ultr(Q;, E;),

((...(EpnoE,_1)0...)0Ey) o, Q = FEpok(...0r (FoorQ));
'Q7k — 'Qn;k Q ;k
U (BnoBn 1)o.)oBy) = L, ©--:0 ige -

Definition 2.29 (Dodd core). Let G be an extender such that (og,sqa) are
defined. The Dodd core of G, denoted €p(G), is the transitive collapse of
Glog Usg.2* We often identify €p(G) with its trivial completion. -

23We initially had the stronger assumption that kr < kg and E is weakly amenably; the
referee noticed that it might be enough to assume that (H;C)P < kg, which it is.

24 That is, let Eg = G [ogUsg, let s’ = [s, id}%o where G is over M, and let j = 7,%0 Then
Cp(Q) is the extender derived from j with support og U s’.
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Remark 2.30. Let S be a k-sound premouse such that every E € Ei is Dodd
sound. Let W be a k-maximal tree on S. Let a < Ih(W) and G € E(MY),
with G not Dodd sound.

By elementarity, G = F(MYY), so a is the unique o/ such that G € E4 (M)).
Write ag = a. Lemmas 2.12-2.18 show deg” (ag) = 0 and ¢p(G) = F(Mﬁ*m),
where 8 is the least 8’ such that (i) 8’ +1 <y ag and W does not drop in
model in (4’ +1, aglw, and (i) F(M), ) is not Dodd sound; condition (ii) can
equivalently be replaced with (ii’) cr(ig‘filﬁac) > 7 where F' = F(MEWH)

Also, v = pred” (6+1) is the unique ordinal 5 such that € (G) € IEJF(MJY/,V)
For W is normal and lh(ExV) < OR(MEK) =1h(¢p(G)).>

For Dodd sound G € E4 (M)"), ag denotes the least § with G € E (M)Y).

Definition 2.31 (Dodd ancestry). Let W, «a be as in 2.30 and G € E, (MY).
We define the (Dodd) ancestry of G in W, denoted Da’’(G), and the ordering
<, recursively on ag. If G is Dodd-sound let Da"(G) = 0. Suppose G is
not Dodd-sound. Let v be such that €p(G) € E4 (MY) (by 2.30, ~ is unique).

Define Da’” (@) to be the sequence d = (dg) g p With domain

D={3|p+1€(v,aclw},

such that ds = Da”’ (Egv)
Now recursively define the relation <} by:

B<bny < 38 €domDa(EI))[B=p orB <P, Bl
We also write E};V <Pa EIY to mean g <), 7. a

Note that in 2.31, G is Dodd-sound iff Da"’(G) = 0.

Figure 1 presents a typical Dodd ancestry. An extender F is represented
by the symbol |, with cr(E) and lh(F) corresponding to the lower and upper
bounds of the symbol respectively. F <p, F iff F is pictured to the left of F,
within its vertical bounds. So Dodd sound extenders have no extenders to their
left. In the figure, G <p, H <pa J and G <p, J, but G, H £p, 1.

Lemma 2.32. Let W, G be as in 2.31. Then:
(a) For all B <P, v we have cr(E)Y) < cr(EYY) < Ih(EY’) < Ih(EX).

(b) Let v1,7v2 € dom(Da' (@), with v, < v2. For all +} <V 1 and v5 <
v2, we have vy < 4.

(¢) Let v € dom(Da" (@) and let A = pred”V (y +1). Suppose that EIY/V =
F(M)Y). Then W drops in model at some 8 € (0,7]w such that § > X.

25Literally here, we mean OR(MEKVl) = 1h(G’) where G’ is the trivial completion of €p (G).
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Figure 1: Dodd ancestry of extender J

Proof Sketch. We omit the proof. Parts (a),(b) use 2.30 and the normality of
W. Part (c¢) is mostly similar to part of the proof of closeness, [3, 6.1.5]. O

Definition 2.33 (Dodd decomposition). Let W, G be as in 2.31. Let £ =
{€p(EY) | B <pa ag}. The Dodd decomposition of G is the sequence of
extenders enumerating £ in order of increasing critical point. -

Definition 2.34 (Core sequence). Let P,Q be premice, j : P — Q a k-
embedding. We define the degree k core sequence (Qq, ja) o<y Of 7. Set Qo = P
and jo = j. Let jo : Qo — @ be given. If j, = id or is Dodd-inappropriate set
A = . Otherwise let (s,0) = (s;,,0j,) and Hy =1g(ja). Set

Qa1 = cHull?, | (Hy UsUo)

and jo+1 @ Qay1 — @ the uncollapse. Take direct limits at limits «. Since
H, € Hpg for a < f3, the process terminates. .

Lemma 2.35. Let W,G be as in 2.31 with W being k-maximal on S. Let
F = (Fa)nen be the Dodd decomposition of G, and G = Ulte(id, F [ ).

Then G1 = €p(G) and G\ =G.

Let a € [1,)]. Then Gy = FN« for some premouse Ny, and if & < X then
F,, is close to N, and piv‘* < cr(F,). Moreover, for all a, there is a k-mazimal
tree W, on S and ( < ag and m € w such that:

(i) Wal(+1=WIC+1,

(it) Ih(Wa) = C+m+1,

(iii) Ga € By (M),

(iv) Ih(EY=) <1h(Ga) for all B+1 <Ih(W,),
)

(v) if ¢ < ag then cr(G) < V%/V, and
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N . We,
(vi) if m >0 then cr(G) < v .

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on ag for ag + 1 < Ih(W), with a
subinduction on « € [1, A]. So assume it holds for H = E}V for cach ay < ag.
If G is Dodd sound then A = 1, and we use ( = ag and m = 0.
Suppose G is not Dodd sound. So A > 1. We use 2.30 in the following.
Suppose o = 1. We have G; = €p(G). Set m = 0 and ¢ with G; € EJF(Mg/V)

and 3 + 1 such that ¢ = pred” (8 + 1) <y ag. Then (v) holds because
cr(G) = cr(Gr) < 76, < (i) o0n) <.

Suppose @ = S+ 1 > 1. So Gg41 = Ulto(Gp, Fp). Let ' be such that
Fs = QD(EEY). Let v/ <X ag be such that 8 € dom(DaW(Exy)). Let
e’ = pred” (8 + 1). Let ¢ be such that Fjs € E+(M<W) Then define m € [1,w)
and & = Wpg, 1 by setting EéY = Fg, and Eé&z = F(Mgﬂ) for 1 <4 < m, until
we reach ng_m with active extender F' with cr(F) = cr(G). Each ECX-H is a
sub-extender of some G’ S‘]S‘g G, and applies to the same premouse in X as does
G’ in W. So cr(ECXHH) < cr(Eg(H).

For instance, pred™ (¢ 4+ 1) = ¢’. For by 2.30 and normality of W,

cr(Fp) = cr(EY) <min(vfY, 1)),
and for each § < ¢, we have Ih(E}Y) < V%/V < 1h(Fp). In particular, { > ¢’. But
WIC+1=X[¢+1,s0 pred® (¢ +1) =¢'. If ¥/ = ag then m = 1. Otherwise
m > 1, and Ecx+1 = F(Mgil) is a subextender of F(M[}/}}H), and each apply to
the same premouse, etc.

We claim that Wg41 = X is as desired. Certainly & is normal, and its

models are wellfounded, since they embed into models of W. Now let Hy = Fjp
and let H; 41 = F(M} ) for i < m. Then using 2.28, F(Mg)im) is

CFit1
(...((Hoo Hy)o Hs)o...0oHp) = HooHjo...oHy. (6)
Let ap be such that €p(G) € Ex(MYY). Let ¢ = pred™ (¢ +m). So
v =max([ap,ac)w N B +1).
Let X ={0"| & +1€ (ap,t)w}. Then
Hyp, = Ulto(€p(G), (B3 )5, )- (7)

By induction, for ¢’ € X, E}YY = Ulty(Fs, F [ (d,¢)), where F | [d,¢) is the Dodd
decomposition of EYY (so F5 = €p(EY)). But then

Ulto(M3?Y,, EYY) = Ulto(M3Y,, F 16, ¢)),

and the ultrapower maps agree. This fact is a straightforward extension of 2.27;
we omit the details. Therefore H,,, = Ulto(€p(G),F [[1,£)), where F [[1,§)
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is the concatenation of the Dodd decompositions of EYY for §' € X, and the
ultrapower map is that corresponding to (7). We get a similar representation
for each H;, thus partitioning F [ [1, 5] into m + 1 intervals. Finally, using (6)
and the extension of 2.27, then F(Mgim) is

UltO(CD(G)v]:Hlvﬁ + 1)) = G:@-l‘l-
We leave the remaining details and limit case to the reader. 0(2.35)

Lemma 2.36. Adopt the hypotheses and notation of 2.85. Let P be an m-
sound seg-pm, with G over P and cr(G) < pr. Suppose that Ult,,(P,G) is
wellfounded. Then for a < X, we have Ult,,(P,G,) = Ult,, (P, F | &) and

-Pm __ .Pm d the d f -Pm .
ZGQ = l]_—h , an € aegree m core Ssequence of tq 18

B Qa,m
<Qa _ Ultm(P,fFOé),pr[a,A)>agA'

In particular, z%[‘arj) 18 not superstrong.
Suppose that P is (m + 1)-solid. Then if;’g and z%‘[‘aﬁ) are m-embeddings,

preserve ppy1, and are cofinal at pp41.

Proof Sketch. For the (inductively established) characterization of the core se-
quence of ig’m, given @, and factor embedding j, = ZJQTEOT;) as above, note
that

Ulty, (P, G) = Ulty (Qu, F [[er, N)),

and show that the natural factor embedding
k:Ulty(Qu, Fu) — Ulty (P, G)

maps the maximal fragments of F,, in Ult,, (Qq, F) (corresponding to (sp,,0r,))
to those of the extender derived from ZJQTEOT;) This follows the argument for 2.13,

and that op, < cr(Fg) when oo < . For the second paragraph, use 2.24 and
commutativity. 0

Definition 2.37. Let W be a k-maximal tree on a k-sound premouse N, of
length ¢ + 1. Let P = Mg/v and v < OR” | with Th(EY) < v for every a + 1 <
Ih(W). Let E be an extender such that (P||v, E) is a premouse.

The potential k-mazimal tree W~ (E) is the “putative iteration tree” W on
N of length ¢ 4 2, extending W, with EZW = F, and with predW+ (C+1), etc,
determined by the rules for k-maximality. We say the tuple (k, W, ¢, P, E,WT)
is potential for N.

As usual ®(W) denotes the phalanx associated to W (see [18]). Let (k, W, ...)
be potential for N. Let U = MZX_Y and d = degW+ (¢+1). Let ¢ = lged(P|[Ih(E)).
We write ®(W, ¢, E) for the phalanx

((@(W), <), (U, d),Th(E)) .
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Normal trees i on ®(W, ¢, E), indexed with ordinals > ¢+1 (the first model of U
is MCMH)’ must satisfy the usual conditions for k-maximality, except/including

that (i) MY, = U, (ii) Ih(E) < In(EY, ), (iii) if cr(EY) < ¢ then pred” (a+1) =
6 < ¢and MY, < MY and deg” (o + 1) are as usual (like for ®(W)), and (iv)
if cr(EY) = ¢ then pred (a+1) = ¢+ 1 and MY, = U and deg”((+1) =d.

We now establish a phalanx iterability criterion guaranteeing that an exten-
der is on the sequence of a premouse. The lemma should be compared with [18,
8.6] (to which it is very similar); there, the exchange ordinal is vg instead of «.
The lower exchange ordinal leads to our need to appeal to the Dodd-structure
analysis in the proof. (And in our application of the lemma later, our iterability
proof only seems to give iterability with respect to ¢.)

Lemma 2.38. Let M be an w-sound premouse projecting to w. Suppose that
every E € EY is Dodd sound. Let ¢ < OR™ and let ¥ be an above-c, (w, w; +1)-
strategy for M. Let

(w, W, ¢, P,E,WT)

be potential for M, with W via 3. Let ¢ = lgcd(P||lh(E)). Suppose that
¢ < 1h(E) and ¢ is a cutpoint of P|lh(E).%
Then E € E¥ iff the phalanx P = ®(W, 1, E) is normally (wy + 1)-iterable.

Proof. We have ¢ +1 =1h(W) and P = MY and (P|[Ih(E), E) is a premouse.
Let 6 = pred””” ((+1)and Q = M5ﬁ+ <MY and m = degW+ ((+1) and
ip=i2™:Q = Ulty(Q,E) = MY/;.

The proof that B is iterable assuming F € Ei we mostly leave to the
reader since we won’t use this fact. The point is that §(W*) = (W, v(E), E)
is iterable since M is iterable above ¢, and there is a direct correspondence
between normal trees U on P and normal trees V on ®(WT). (For example
when E is type 2: Let 8+ 1 < Ih(U) with pred?(8+1) = ¢ +1 and cr(EY) =t

Then ME% = Mlﬁ and degl’{(ﬁ + 1) = m, whereas predv(ﬁ +1) = ¢ and
MEL = P|Ih(E) and deg” (8 + 1) = 0. It follows that

MZB/{_;’_l = Ultm(Q7 F(M,g-i-l))’

and in particular, M g 1 is wellfounded.)

So assume ‘P is iterable. In comparison of B vs ®(W), the resulting trees are
above ¢ (but we allow cr(E) < ¢). For if P|lh(E) is active then cr(FFME)) > ¢
because ¢ is a cutpoint of P|lh(F). So suppose there is an active premouse N
such that P||Ih(E) < N and Ih(E) is a cardinal of N and cr(FY) < ¢. Then

26Note we don’t assume ¢ < cr(E). But if P[lh(E) is active then ¢ < cr(FPIRE)),
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cr(FN) = 1+ < ¢, by the ISC and since ¢ is a cutpoint of P|lh(E). So ¢ is
inaccessible in P|lh(E), so F is type 2 or 3, so

cr(E) is < t-strong in P|[Ih(E), as witnessed by EXIIME),

The ultrapower map j : P|[Ih(E) — Ult(P|[Ih(E), FV) preserves this statement.
But then by the ISC, P|[lh(E) does not have a cutpoint above ¢, contradiction.

So we get a successful w-maximal comparison (X”,)’), with ) such that
WY is via X. Write

X=Wr"X and Y =W"7Y,

so ) is an w-maximal tree on M with Y [((+1) =W, and X' [({+2) = W™ and
X is w-maximal except that ECX = F so maybe F ¢ EJF(MCX), and maybe the
exchange ordinal ¢ < vg. So we can’t apply the Closeness Lemma [3, 6.1.5] to
X. But for all 41 < 1h(X), E7 is weakly amenable over M}¥,. Let Z = M.
Clearly Z < MY. By 2.24, Z is unsound, so Z = M. Let a + 1 € b be least
such that (a1, 00]x does not drop in model or degree, and let n = deg™ (a+1).
Since Z = M2, therefore Z is n + 1-solid, so by 2.24,

z X X
Prnt+1 = lZ+1,oo(pn+1(MZZ+1))

and pZ. | = pup1(MIT,). We have W = Y[ (¢ + 1). Standard arguments now
show that b% is above U and b does not drop in model or degree above U (that
is, (+1€bY and (¢ + 1,00]x does not drop in model or degree), so

- X =k X
717 =def zz+1700 U — Z.

Similar arguments show that ) # W, and letting 8+ 1 = min(b¥\ (¢ + 1)), that

§ = pred”(B+1), M3Y, = Q = MY and deg” (8 + 1) = m and (8 + 1,00]y

does not drop in model or degree, so
7 =i Q= 2
We have j¥ oip = j7, since these maps preserve p,,+1 and do not move the

generators that generate Q. If vg < cr(j?), standard arguments now show
F e Ef . So assume F is type 2, with largest generator v, and

Let G = EJ. So Glvg C Ej».
Claim 1. G is the only extender used on b¥, and vg = j* (v +1).

Proof. Let o € [+ 1,00]x be least such that

o = 00 or Cr(ifoo) > Z'é(+1,g(7)'

28



Let (t1,71) =i, ,(t,7)- Now E[c € U and
Eplu=j%E) € Z,

since cr(E) < cr(j%) and j* oip = j¥. Tt follows that 1y < vg and G |11 € Z.
Since pfﬂ_l =j%o iE(pSI_H), Z has the (m + 1)-hull property at v; + 1, i.e.,

Hull7 , (n+ DU {pZ NP +1)=ZNPyn+1) (8)

(cf. [18, Example 4.3 and following Remark]). But 71 < ((¢1)*)Z and v, is a
generator of G. For if f : [u]<* — p with f € @, then

v ¢ ie(f) N = n ¢ %)) M = n ¢id™ () Mm™.
Therefore v; +1 = vg. It follows that
My = Hunfz-kl((% +1)uU {Piﬁl}) = Mgﬂv
but then in fact M¥ = Z = MB)H, proving the claim. O(Claim 1)

By Claim 1, F is a subextender of G. We will refine this observation, using
the Dodd structure analysis. Now 2.35, 2.36 apply to V,G. Let F = (F,)
be the Dodd decomposition of G. Let

a<A

G = Ulto(id, F [ ).

Let (Za,ja),<y be the degree m core sequence of ig’m = jY. For a < 3 let

Jap = jgl 0 ju. By 2.36,
Za - Ultm(Quj:ra)a

S i 'Za;m d ; — 'Zocxm
Jab = pja,p) AN Jo T V)

and jag, jo are m-embeddings which preserve py, ;.

Claim 2. There is € < X such that Z. = U and G. = E.

Proof. We will inductively define m-embeddings i, : Z, — U such that (see
Figure 2 for a partial summary):

— Joa = jX Oiq (SO i Preserves Ppi1),
— 130 Jag = tq for a < 3,

— if @ > 0 then ¢,y € rg(in),

if Z, # U or i, #id then cr(iy) < ¢ (so if & > 0 then i, (cr(ia)) < ¢).

Case 1. o = 0.
We have Zy = Q and jo = j. Set ig = ip.
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Figure 2: Commuting maps for a < j3

Case 2. a=1.
Observe first that £ [~ € U. This follows the ISC if E [~ is not type Z, so
suppose otherwise.2” Then ¢ is the largest generator of E [, and

E EL,{L},{Ll} G.

But G711 € Z, by [12],s0 G1tU {11} € Z. Since P(t) N Z = P(1) N U, then
FElt+1€U,so Ely €U as required.

Let s = sgp and 0 = og. Then v = max(s) since vg =v+ 1 and E v € U.
Also, 0 < v since E ~ E [t U {v}. So as above, G | 0 U j¥(s) ¢ Z, but for
each X such that E | X € U, we have G [ j*(X) = j*(E | X) € Z. Therefore
sqg = j%(s) and og = 0. It follows that

Zy = cHully, (0 U {s} U {pp1})-

Let 41 : Z1 — U be the uncollapse. Then v = max(s) € rg(i1), so ¢ € rg(i1).
Now suppose ¢ < cr(iy). Since vy € rg(i1), then v < cr(iy). Since 4y is an
m-embedding preserving p,,+1, therefore U C rg(i1), so Z; = U and 47 = id.

Case 3. a=p+1> 1.
Suppose Zg # U and ig : Zg — U with

k= cr(ig) = cr(jg) = cr(Fp) < ¢

Now Fp is over Zg, Fj is on the extender sequence of a premouse (by 2.30) and
ZgNP(k)=ZNP(k)=UNP(k). Therefore x is inaccessible in Zg and in U.
Since ¢ € rg(ig) we have ' =ig(k) < ¢.

Now Ej, ¢ U, for otherwise j¥ (k') = jg(x) and E;, = j*(E;,) € Z,
contradicting 2.36. So ig is Dodd-appropriate. Then jX(siB) = s, and 0y, =
0, because o < £’ < 1 and j¥oip = Jp- (In fact, therefore s;, = s;, as s;, C v.)
Now proceed as in Case 2.

Case 4. « is a limit.
This case follows from the commutativity of the maps before stage «.

27We can’t quote [12] here since we don’t know that (P||lh(E), E) is iterable.
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This defines all i,. Now since Zy = Z and j) = id, there is € < X such that
Z. =U and i, =1id, so zgsm =ip,s0 G, = E. O(Claim 2)

Fix ¢ as in Claim 2. Let W, be as in 2.35. Then E = G. € E (M2:). But
W and W. are both normal trees via 3, using only extenders F' with 1h(F') <
Ih(E), and MY |[Ih(E) = MX=|[Ih(E). Therefore W = W,, and E € Ef, as
required. 0(2.38)

3. Extender maximality

Let N be a (k + 1)-sound mouse with w < pﬁﬁrl. Our proofs of Theorems
3.4-3.9 require the formation of (k + 1)-sound, r¥;-elementary, proper hulls
of N, containing a given parameter. The following lemma helps with this.

Lemma 3.1. Let N, n be such that N is an (n+ 1)-sound premouse and either
(i) N is (n,w;,w; + 1)-iterable, or
(ii) N is (n 4+ 3)-sound and (n + 3,w; + 1)-iterable.

Let 6 € [w, p2, ;) be an N-cardinal and z € €y(N). Then Jq € €;(N) such
that letting
H = Bl (61U {q))

and M = trcoll(H) and m : M — N be the uncollapse, then © € H, M a4 N,
pM =0, q=mn(pM ), and p), , = ¢\« for some .?®

Proof. We may assume N is countable, and if (ii) holds, then by replacing N
with Hull), ,(0), we may assume p,, = w and N is (n + 4)-sound. For the
assertion in the second paragraph of the lemma rIl,, 4, given p,43 > w. This
uses that {p),,} is an rII7, ; singleton. Also, {ul'} is an rII}, , singleton. We
prove both of these facts by induction on n. Suppose that {u?'} is rIIY, ,; we
show that {pX',;} is rII¥ 5. By the induction hypothesis, we may use u = u}’
as a parameter. But pl,; is the unique p € [OR(€y(N))]<* such that

(a) pis (n+ 1)-solid for N, and

(b) N = Huur]erl(pijJrl u{pr})

(note that in both (a) and (b), w is an implicit parameter). Condition (a) is
r22 5 ({u}), because we only need to assert the existence of generalized solidity
witnesses. And (b) holds iff for every 2 € €y(N) there is a € OR™ such that
x € Hull), ;({p,a}) and there is a generalized (n + 1)-witness for p U (a + 1)
(apply the latter condition with z = p¥ 11 and note that a < N +1); this is
rII% 5 ({u}). It follows easily that {uf ,} is also rII% .

28Given N,n,z,0,q as in 3.1, we say that ¢ witnesses 3.1 with respect to (N, n,z,0).
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For notational simplicity, we assume n = 1, but the proof easily generalizes.
Let wg be the set of 2-solidity witnesses for pY. Let p € (p5)<% be <jex-least
such that

N N
Wo, T € HuHQ (0 U {p7p2 })

If p = () then ¢ = () witnesses the lemma (by degree 2 condensation®?), so assume
p # (. Let v = max(p). Let

Ho = cHully (v +1) U {p3'}).

We have Hy € N since v < pi. Let m : Hy — N be the uncollapse. Let
71 = cr(n) = (yH)Ho. Let § = card™ () = card™ (y1) = p&°. Let R < N be
least such that 71 < OR® and R projects to 6. For a theory ¢ and parameters
a, b, write t,, for the theory resulting by replacing a with b.

Claim. Let t = pThY ((v + 1) U {p)}). Then b jp 1S r38t, where p is some
constant symbol.

Proof. Suppose (i) holds. Let B be the phalanx ((N,1,0), (Hp, 1),71) (see 1.1).
Compare P with N, forming normal/1-maximal trees T on P and U on N. The
details, including iterability and the analysis of the comparison, mostly follow
the proof of solidity in [3, §8] and [19], using weak Dodd-Jensen as in [19].

We get that b7 is above Hy and non-dropping (with degT(bT) = 1), and
MT MY, 1f ML « MY then M is sound, and it follows3? that

M! = Hy=R<N,

which suffices. Otherwise let @ = M7 = MY%. Note that I is non-trivial. In
fact, b drops in model, since pg < < p&, and by 2.24.3% Moreover, letting
a+ 1 =min(b¥\{0}), b drops in model at a + 1, but not in model or degree
beyond there. So letting R* = MY, a N, we have § = pf" < cr(if. o), so
R* = R; also deg" (b) = 1. So all 1@? subsets of § are rXft, which suffices.
Now suppose (ii) holds. Let B = ((N,3,9), (Ho,1),v1). Compare P with
N, again producing 7 on B and U on N, with U being 3-maximal. Argue as
in the previous case, but using the fact that N is (n + 4)-sound and p&,, = w,
with standard fine structure, in place of weak Dodd-Jensen. O(Claim)

Now Hy = cHull) (71 U {p)'}) (recall v; = (y+)H0), so Hp is a 2-solidity
witness for p) U {y1}. Let ¢1 = pY¥ U{m} and w; = w U {Hp}. Note that
RU{R} C HullY (§ U {71}) by choice of R, so by the claim and choice of 7, 1,

z,wy € HullY (6 U {q1}).

291f (i) fails then we don’t have the usual iterability assumptions for degree 2 condensation,
but one can easily modify the proof thereof using the fine structural assumptions in (ii).

30Here the traditional argument involves showing that EI is close to M;Il, which takes
some extra work because we are iterating a phalanx. An alternative is to use 2.24 to deduce

that if 7 is non-trivial then MZ is not sound.
311n fact, pg = ¢, again either by closeness of extenders or by 2.24.
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Let p’ € [OR]<¥ be <jex-least with
z,wy € Hully (0 U {p',q1}).

Sop’ €. If p = 0 we set ¢ = q;. Otherwise, repeat the preceding argument
with g1, wy, p’ in place of go = p, wo, p, and so on, producing

a=py U{v,72 -, W},

with 71 > 72 > ... > 7 (and k as large as possible). Let M = cHull) (9 U {q})
and 7 : M — N be the uncollapse. We have pM = p) = 0 is a cardinal of N,
M is sound and M € N. Degree 2 condensation (arguing as in Footnote 29 in
case (ii)) gives M < N. 0(3.1)

Definition 3.2. Let N be an (n + 1)-sound premouse. We say that N is n-
reasonable if every F € Ef is Dodd sound and NN satisfies the conclusion of 3.1
with respect to n. We say that N is reasonable iff N is w-sound and n-reasonable
for all n. B

Note that n-reasonableness is first order, and a consequence of (n + 1)-
soundness and (n,wy,w; + 1)-iterability. And by condition (ii) of 3.1, it is also
a consequence of w-soundness and (w,w; + 1)-iterability, and therefore:

Corollary 3.3. Let N be a (0,w; + 1)-iterable premouse. Then every proper
segment of IV is reasonable.

We now state the most central theorems of the paper. They share the
same basic theme, but differ in certain details. The first was stated in the
introduction:

Theorem 3.4. Let N be a (0,w; + 1)-iterable premouse. Let E € N be such
that (N|[Ih(E), E) is a premouse and E is total over N. Then E € EN.

Theorem 3.5. Let N be a (0,w; + 1)-iterable premouse. Suppose there are
cofinally many v < ORYN such that Nl is admissible. Suppose that if N has a
largest cardinal k then N = “cof(k) is not measurable”.

Let (0, W, ¢, P, E,WT) be potential for N, with E € N and { < w. Suppose
that V' does not drop in model. Then E € Ef.

Note that in 3.5 it is possible that Ih(E) = ORF, given that [0,¢]y drops.
In this case, the conclusion is that £ = FF.

Theorem 3.6. Let N be a premouse and w < n < OR™ with n an N-cardinal
and N |E“nt exists”. Let R € N be a reasonable premouse with |R| =
(Hye)NV.32 Let c € ORY and ¥ € N33 with

N = “% is an above-c, (w,n")-strategy for R”.
Let (w,W,¢, P,E,WT) be potential for R and such that:

32| M| denotes the universe of M.
33Note that ¥ C N|(nTT)N | so it makes sense to have ¥ € N.
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-~ W,E € N and W is above n, of length < ()N and via %,
~ ¢ < Ih(E) and ¢ is a cutpoint of P[lh(E),3*

— cr(E) < n < Ih(E) (therefore b does not drop).3
Then E € EX.

In both 3.6 above and 3.7 below, W is above ¢ because it is via 3, but we
do not assume ¢ < cr(E) explicitly (but ¢ < cr(E) follows from the conclusion
that E € Ei) Note that in 3.6, although ¥ is an above-c strategy and possibly
¢ < 7, we assume also that W is above 7, and since R has largest cardinal 7,
this is a serious restriction on W. It ensures that W is equivalent to a tree V
on some R’ < R, and V € R. However, 3.7 makes no such assumption.
Theorem 3.7. Let N be a premouse and 1 > w regular in N with N = “y*
exists”. Let R € N be a reasonable premouse with |R] = ’H,]]V. Let ¢ < n be a
cutpoint of R. Suppose that if T is the largest cardinal of R and ¢ < cofN(T)
then cofN(T) is not the critical point of any R-total F € Ef.

Let ¥ € N be such that N |E“Y is an above-c, (w,n)-strategy for R”. Let
(W, W, ¢, P, E,WT) be potential for R with W, E € N and W via 3, Th(W) < n
and ¢ < ORY, and AL non-dropping. Then E € Ef.

In the following two variants, the tree W € N, and W is via X, but X is

external, not assumed to be in N. The first is actually a corollary of the second,
but it contains the main point and its statement is simpler, so we give it first:

Theorem 3.8. Let N be a premouse and 3 a (0,07 + 1)-strategy for N, where
0> w. Let n < ORY be an N-cardinal. Let (0, W, ¢, P, E,W™T) be potential for
N|n, such that W, E € N, and W follows the strategy for N|n induced by X,
Ih(W) < 6T, and b does not drop. Then E € EP.

Theorem 3.9 below is finer than the previous results. Hypothesis (d) of 3.9,
which asserts that W and E are suitably definable over NV, will be made precise
in 3.26.

Theorem 3.9. Let k < w. Let N be a (k+1)-sound k-reasonable premouse and
¢ € OR be a cutpoint of N. Let 6 € OR and X be an above-c, (k, 0% +1)-strategy
for N.3% Let (k,W,(, P,E,W7) be potential for N, such that:

(a) W is via ¥ with Th(W) < min(6+, pi)'), 37

(b) ¢ <1h(E),

(¢) bW does not drop, and cr(E) < pk+1(M ) where v = predW (C+1),
(d) W and E are r3y,, in the codes.?

34The hypothesis “c < Ih(E)” is redundant if W is non-trivial, as W is above c.
35The hypothesis “n < 1h(E)” is redundant if W is non-trivial, as W is above 7.

36 Actually 1f 0 > wy then a (k,01)-strategy suffices.

3TTh(W) < po will actually follow from the assumption that W is rE "1 in the codes.
38Cf. 3.26
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Then E € Ei.

Note that in 3.9, we might have lh(E) = OR’ even with [0,(]yy non-
D VAVANTA

dropping. By 2.24, the assumptions of 3.9 imply pg.1(M)}Y) = sup i p{c\ﬂrl.
Remark 3.10. The literal generalization of these results to “premice” M with
enough extenders of superstrong type on Ef\f fails. For suppose F is a total type
2 extender on EM, U = Ult(M, E), x = lged(M|Ih(E)), F € EY, k = cr(F),
F is of superstrong type and U-total. Then Ult(M|lh(E), F) and U|lh(F) are
distinct active premice, with the same reduct. If M is iterable and M = ZF~,
then the other hypotheses of 3.9 also hold.

This doesn’t appear to be a strong failure of 3.9, however, since both exten-
ders are on the extender sequence of normal iterates of M. (Also, in Jensen’s
M-indexing, these extenders are not indexed at the same point.)

In the proof of 3.6 we will need to consider ostensibly illfounded ultrapowers,
and fine structural embeddings between them. Toward this we define generaliza-
tions of the usual fine structural notions for such possibly illfounded “premice”,
at least to the extent that these notions are well defined. The definitions and
calculations are almost the usual ones; however when U = Ult,, (M, E) is ill-
founded there is a subtlety in the definition of pl, TV and r£ ,,, as in this

case it seems possible that the natural candidate for p¥ is a proper segment of
ORY which is however not a cut “in” U, i.e. there is no p € ORY such that

pm={aeU|UEacp})

So we give a detailed description of things in order to handle this issue. 3°
Definition 3.11. Let N = (|N|,E, F) be a structure in the premouse lan-
guage, possibly illfounded. Suppose that N =T am a premouse” and N has
wellfounded w; so N is correct about what formulas are. We define the fine
structure of N as far as possible. Write

ORY = {a € [N]| N [ a € OR}.

Suppose first that N =“I am not type 3”. Define p}’ = ORY. We say
that N is 0-sound and O-feasible. Define r¥Y as usual, and for X C N, define
HullY (X) as usual: the set of all y € N such that for some ¥; formula ¢ and
T € X< yis the unique y’ € N such that N = p(Z,y').

Define pY as the set of all o € ORY such that either o < w or for all p € N,
we have Thy (a U {p}) € N. Note that pI¥ is an €N-initial segment of ORY,
but we might have pI¥ € ORY but pY not “in” N. Given p € [ORV]<¥, we

391n an earlier version of this paper, the author had not noticed the issue with p% and simply
claimed that there was no problem in adapting the fine structure to illffounded structures, and
omitted any discussion thereof. A question from the anonymous referee regarding the topic
lead to the author’s noticing the issue.
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define the 1-solidity of p for N as usual. We say that N is 1-sound iff there is
p € [ORM\pN]<“ such that p is 1-solid for N and N = Hull} (pY U {p}).

Suppose N is 1-sound. Define p to be the unique p witnessing this, and
define uf' as usual. (Uniqueness: Suppose p <fZ q are both such. By the
1-solidity of ¢, there is a “limit ordinal” a € OR" such that “pY C a” and
ThY (U {p}) € N. But N = Hull} (o U {p}), and the usual diagonalization
argument then constructs a new subset of <, a contradiction.) Define TV as
usual; that is, the set of all t = Th' (o U {¢}) for some a € pI¥ and ¢ € N. So
TN C N. Define r2) and Hull) (X) from T}V as usual. (So u € Hully(X) by
definition.)

We say that N is 1-feasible iff N is 1-sound and either pl¥ = ORY or
pY is “in” N. If N is n-feasible where n > 1 and p) > w, define pl,,
(n + 1)-solidity and (n 4+ 1)-soundness as above. If N is (n + 1)-sound define
PN uN TN SN, HullY,, (note these definitions do not require (n + 1)-
feasibility) and also (n + 1)-feasibility as above.

If N is instead type 3 then these things are adapted in the obvious manner
to €o(N) = N34, (Here N®¢ is well-defined as v(F) is well-defined by the
premouse axioms.)

Let M, N be as above and 7: €o(M) — €(N). We say that 7 is a virtual
(weak/near) m-embedding given the usual conditions on 7, using the parameters
etc defined as above. For example, for virtual weak m:°

— M, N are m-sound,

— for k < m we have w(p}) = p¥,

— for k < m we have either
~ pM = OR(€(M)) and p}f = OR(€y(N)), ox
~ g < OR(€o(M)) and w(p}!) = pl¥
— m is rY,,-elementary,
~ thereis a cofinal X C pX such that 7 is 1, 1-elementary on Hull), | (X).

Because M, N are m-sound (hence (m — 1)-feasible if m > 0) we have defined
all the fine structural notions needed to make sense of these requirements.

We also extend the definition of reasonable to possibly illfounded structures
N as above, in the obvious fashion. —

Definition 3.12. Let P,Q be active premice and o : €y(P) — €o(Q) a weak
0-embedding. Then 1, : Ulto(P, F'¥) — Ulto(Q, F'?) denotes the map induced
by o through the Shift Lemma. (Note o C v,.) !

Lemma 3.13. Let m < n < w. Let M, N be premice, M is m-sound, N
is n-sound, w : M — N a weak m-embedding. Let P,Q be active premice,

40Cf. the definition of weak m-embedding in §1.1.
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o : P — Q a weak 0-embedding. Let E = FF', F = FQ, k = kg, it = kp.
Suppose
MI[(x*)™ = P|(xT)" and NI[|(u")Y = Q|(n*)?

and 7| (k7)™ C 0. Suppose k < pM and pu < pM. Let
U = Ulty (M, E) and W = Ult, (N, F)

(U, W might be illfounded). Let i =in "™ and j = i%"™ and ¢ : U — W be the
Shift Lemma map.

Then U is m-sound, W is n-sound, i a virtual m-embedding, j a virtual
n-embedding, ¢ a virtual weak m-embedding, ¥ o7 = j o,

Yo [ (OR” +1) C 2.

Moreover, if M is k-sound and p2/,; <k then

U = Hulll,,,, (W(B) U {i(p}s1)))-

Proof Sketch. For simplicity we assume m = 2 and M, N are not type 3. Note
that (U could be illfounded and) pY might not be “in” U.
To verify that U is 2-sound and ¢ is a virtual 2-embedding, one proves:

1. r¥p- and r¥;-Los theorem holds. Hence i is r3;-elementary.

2. Let b € [v(E)]<¥ and
INE [/@]‘bl — M

be 13 with rg(g) € pM. Define
h: K] — M,

h(u) = Thy" (g(u) U {f(u)}).
Note that h is 1¥2. Let f=1f b]jT\;/[’2 and likewise §, h. Then

U k= “h=Thi(gU{f})".

3. If pM = ORM then p¥ = ORY, and if p} < ORM then i(p}) < p¥.

4. i(pM) is 1-solid for U, as witnessed by i(w}) (w is the set of 1-solidity
witnesses for M).

5. U = HullY (i(p}) U {i(p}")}).

6. U is 1-sound and 1-feasible with p{ = i(p}) and u{ = i(u}) and ei-
ther pM = ORM and p¥ = ORY, or pM < ORM and p¥ = i(p}M) (use
diagonalization to see pi <i(p)).

7. r29-Los theorem holds. Hence 7 is r¥o-elementary.
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8. Let f: [k]l®l = M be r23 ({¢}) and x < a < p}!. Let t = ThY (U {q}).
Define h : []l*l — M by h(u) = the r¥s-theory in parameters o U {f(u)}
determined by ¢ and substitution. Then h is r¥3/({(q,t)}) and

U |= “h = Thy(i(e) U {f})".

9. supi“p! < pY.
10. i(pd?) is 2-solid for U, as witnessed by i(w3?).

11. Let b € [v(E)]<“ and ¢ be r¥y and ¢ € M be such that ¢(q, -, -) defines a
function f : [k]I!l = M over M. Let f = [f, b]],\ELQ. Then

U k= “f is the unique y such that (i(q),b,y)”.

12. U = Hully (rg(i) U v(E)) = Hully (i“pd! U {i(p})} U v(E)).

13. U is 2-sound with p§ = i(pd?) and i(ud!) = v and p§ = supi“pd? (but
maybe U is not 2-feasible).

14. iis r¥s-elementary; this follows from properties 8, 12 and r3;-elementarity,
just like when U is wellfounded.

Similarly, j : N — W is also a virtual n-embedding, and the r¥Y-Los theo-
rem holds, etc. The usual calculations using all these facts (including r¥s-Los
theorem for both ultrapowers), now give that ¢ is a virtual weak 2-embedding,
commutativity holds etc.

Finally suppose that M is k-sound and p}! < k. So M = Hull}’ (kU {p}'}).
By the r24-elementarity of i,

rg(i) = Hully (s U {i(pg")})-
But U = HullY (rg(i) U v(E)) (as above), so U = Hull{ (v(E) U {i(pd")}). O

Lemma 3.14. Let 7 : €y(M) — €o(N) be a virtual weak k-embedding. Let ¢
be r¥;41 and x € C(M). If €(M) | ¢(x) then €4(N) = ¢(n(z)).

Proof. If k = 0 this is immediate. If k > 0 it holds because 7“T C T}, which
holds just as for a weak k-embedding.*! 0

Proof of 3.6. We argue overall as in the proof of the ISC in [3, §10]. First, for
motivation, make the following simplifying assumptions: that R = N|(n*)V,
W is trivial, so E coheres EV, and that we can compare Ult(N, E) with N,
producing trees U,V such that M¥ = MY 5" and bY do not drop, i cip =1i",
and vy < cr(i%). Then standard arguments using the ISC show that E is used
in V, and E € EV, as required.

41 That is, with weak k-embedding defined as in §1.1.
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Now drop the above simplifying assumptions. We don’t even know, for
instance, that Ult(N, E) is wellfounded. So we will instead arrange a situation
similar to that in the preceding paragraph, but with R replaced by a certain
hull M, which will be k£ + 1-sound for some k, with p,ﬁl = w. Denoting the
resulting collapses of E, W, etc, by E, W, etc, and letting ¢ = lged(P|lh(E)),
we will show that the phalanx 8 = ®(W, 7, E) (see 2.37) is sufficiently iterable
in N to allow comparison with M. If 7 = v(E) (that is, F is type 1 or 3), then
the proof is completed as in the previous paragraph. In general we will rely on
the Dodd structure analysis from §2, appealing to 2.38.

We now commence with the details. Because W is above 7, it is equivalent
to a tree V on some R’ < R such that pf/ = 7. Note then that V., E € R. Let
k < w be large enough to reflect the facts about « = (V, E, ¢) into the model
M defined below. Now by assumption R is reasonable. So we can fix ¢ € R<%
witnessing 3.1 with respect to (R, k,z,0 = w). Let

M = cHullf; ({¢})

and m : M — R be the uncollapse. So M is sound, reasonable, p%_l = w,
ppty = n!q), and 7 is a near k-embedding. Since R |= ZFC™ and 7, ¥ € N
and w{ < (n")V,

N E “M is above-¢, (w,w;y + 1)-iterable”.

Let V = 77 1(V), etc. Let V_y be the same tree except with MY = M (we
have MS’ aM). So (w,W,(, P, E,WT) is potential for M and ¢ is a cutpoint of
P|Ih(FE). Let i

U = Ulty(M, E) = MV

We will show that U is wellfounded, and define the phalanx P = dW, 1, E).
(See 2.37. Note that P has last model U, at degree k.)

Claim. U is wellfounded and N |=“B is (wy + 1)-iterable.”

Proof. We first find M’< P|[lh(E) and a virtual weak k-embedding v’ : U — M’
such that ¢/ € N and 7 | (max(z,¢) + 1) C ¢’. Tt follows that U is wellfounded,
and so ¢’ is in fact a weak k-embedding. Working in N, we will then lift normal
trees 7 on ‘P to above-¢, normal trees U on ®(W). Since W is via ¥ € N, this
suffices. We will use ,’, which are in N, as initial copying maps, using 7 to
lift the models of ®(W) to (some) models of ®(W) and 1’ to lift U to M'.

Let U = Ulty(R, E) = Ult, (R, E). (We don’t assume U is wellfounded.) Let
j=ik j= i{g’k and 1 : U — U be the Shift Lemma map. By 3.13 and in the
sense of 3.11, U is k-sound, U is fully sound, v is a virtual weak k-embedding,
Yoj=jomand 7| (lh(E)+1)C .

By elementarity, U is reasonable (in the sense of 3.11). Let 2’ = (j(q), v(F),¢)
and ¢ € U<¥ “witness 3.1”7 with respect to (U, k,2’,¢) (in the obvious sense).
Let

M’ = cHullf,  (tUq)
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and let 7 : M’ — U be the uncollapse, so n’ is a virtual near k-embedding.
Then M’ <« U|lh(FE) since Ih(F) is a cardinal in U, so M’ < P|[Ih(FE) and M’ is
wellfounded. Moreover,

W(E) + 1) U{c, (@)} S rg(n).

We claim that rg(¢)) C rg(n’). First let us verify that rg(oj) C rg(n’). Let
y € M. Let ¢ be r¥i1 with y = mTé\‘[((j) (see 2.23). Then by commutativity
and elementarity of 7,

Y(i(y) = j(n(y)) = mrg (j(q)) € rg(n’),
as desired. But -
U = Hull{ (rg(7) U v(E))
(see the proof of 3.13) and v is r¥-elementary and +“v(E) C v(E) C rg(n'),

which suffices. B
It follows that v’ : U — M’ is a virtual weak k-embedding where

V(@) = (1) (¥(2)).
But then U is wellfounded, so 1’ is in fact a weak k-embedding.
So we have M’ ¢’ as desired. We now lift trees 7 on P to U on (W), via

m,1)’. The details are mostly standard; we just make a couple of key points.
Note 7 [ (max(z,¢) + 1) C ¢’ and

W'(5,8) = 1, ¢ < ' (Ih(E)) < Ih(E) = n(I(E)).

For the models ME’ we use copy map

oMY MY — MY

o w(a)?
and for MJ = U we use
mo=v":U— M aM}¥ = M.

For o > 0 we then proceed to define 7, : M, T — MY inductively as usual. Now
Ih(E) < 1h(E]), so

1c < ¢/ (I(E)) < Ih(EY) < ORM < In(E),

and ¢’ | (Ih(E) + 1) C 7, for all @ > 0. Tt follows that if cr(E]) < 7 then
root” (a+1) = m(root” (a+1)) and T, U agree about drops and degree at a+1,
and if there is a drop in model then m(M:7T,) = MY . If cr(E]) = i then
M:T, =U and MY, = M" and deg” (a + 1) = deg"(a + 1) = k.%2

Because ¢ < 1h(E) is a cutpoint of P|Ih(E), we get that ¢ is a cutpoint of
M for all « just as at the start of the proof of 2.38. It follows that U is above

¢, so we can use X for forming U. O

421f we had used t+ 1 in place of ¢ as an exchange ordinal in defining B, and 7 = cr(E'Z—),
then P’ = M;Il < P and M;%l = M’. We have not constructed appropriate embeddings
for lifting such P’ to M’, so the copying process would break down.
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Now since M is above-t, (w,w; + 1)-iterable in N, the claim above combined
with Lemma 2.38 implies F € Eﬁ, so E € Ei, completing the proof.* (]

The proofs of the variants are similar, proceeding by defining an iterable
phalanx 3 and appealing to Lemma 2.38. So we just give a sketch.

Proof of 3.4. We may assume N is passive, and note that every extender in
EV is Dodd sound and every proper segment of N is reasonable. Let v <
ORY be such that E is definable over Ny (so Ih(E) < 7). We have cr(E) <
pi\,”'y as E is N-total. Using 3.1 let k < w and g € [y]<% be such that M =
cHullivﬂ({q}) is sound (and ppl, = w) and the facts about E reflect to an
extender E defined similarly over M. We have cr(E) < pM. Let U = Ulty, (M, E)
and 7 = lged(M|[Ih(E)) and define the phalanx

P = ((M,k,2), (U, k),Ih(E)).

It suffices to see that 9P is (wy + 1)-iterable, as then we can use is 2.38. But we
have the Shift Lemma map ¢ : U — ig_’O(Nh), and we can find M’ < N|[Ih(E)
and a suitable weak k-embedding )’ : U — M’ as in the preceding proof. 0

Proof of 3.5. We may assume that N is countable with largest cardinal k. Since
E e N, Ih(E) < OR", so we may also assume N is passive. Let A be such that
k< A< ORY and E € N|\ and piv"\ = and cofV (k) = cof VM (k). Let ~
be least > A such that N|vy is admissible. We have W on N and lh(W) < w.
We claim that there is a 0-maximal tree V on N|vy using the same extenders
(with the same indices) as does W, and moreover, W,V have the same tree,
drop and degree structure, and letting I = {,1h(E}Y),...,Ih(EY )}, then for
m < 1h(W),

- M) isa Aivh(l)—deﬁnable transitive class of N|vy and:
— if [0, m]yy does not drop then MY =i}V (N|v) has height v, and

— if [0, m]yy drops then MY = MY € N|v.

For suppose [0, m]yy does not drop. Then 4}, is continuous at x and i}, (N|x) =

Ultg(N |k, F) where F' is the branch extender, since N |=“cof(x) is not measur-
able”. Therefore if in\a =k then 4}, (N|a) is determined by i}”, (t) where t C &
is the appropriate theory, and i}, () = Us<r iy (t I B). This gives a Aivh(l)
description of the function N|a + i} (N|a) for such a < +. Therefore MY is
AN(1). Using the admissibility of N|y, it follows that OR(M)Y) =~ and MY,
is admissible. So M) =i¥ (N|y) by the minimality of ~.

Now considerations as above show that if the conclusion of the theorem fails,
the failure is a first-order sentence satisfied by N|y (taking I, F to be minimal

431n 2.38, W7 s allowed to drop, but we needed YT o be non-dropping in order to prove
that P is iterable.
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counterexamples with respect to N|y and with properties as above, then they
also yield a counter-example with respect to N). So we may assume that [, F
are minimal. Fix 0 < k < w such that the failure and all properties established
reflect into M = cHulliVJlr’I (0). Let m : M — N|y be the uncollapse. Write
n(E) = E etc.

Now V is a 0-maximal tree on M, but is in fact equivalent to a k-maximal
tree. For pM = p,]cw = R, so it suffices to see that the relevant LE{CW functions
with range C & are bounded on measure one sets. So let u < & and FF € EM
be M-total with cr(F) = pu. Let b € [v(F)]<“. Let f : [u]"l — & be an 1M
function. We want A € Fj, such that f“A is bounded in k. If k is singular in
N then K is singular in M with cofinality # u, which easily gives such an A.
Suppose & is regular in N. Let 7(f) be the @th—function defined over N|v as

. . . _ N
[ is over M. Because 7 is a near k-embedding and 7(R) = x = p), 7. we have

7(f) : [r())? — &, but 7(f) € N, so 7(f) is bounded in x. But the fact that
there is a bound on 7(f) is an r¥j;1 assertion about the relevant parameters,
and therefore f is bounded in &, so A = ul®! suffices. )

Now let V* = V7 (E) as a k-maximal potential tree. Let U = MY, As
in the proof of 3.6 we obtain a suitable lifting map v’ : U — M’ with M’ <
MY |h(E). (Let WF =W ~(E) and V¥ = V ~(E), both 0-maximal. As above,
M;}o+ = i})/g (N|v) and zg; = i})/g I N|y. So zg; is fully elementary and we
can define M’ as a hull of M;ff) Define the phalanx B = ®(V,7,U), where
= lged(P|lh(E)), and show that B is iterable in V, contradicting 2.38. O

Proof of 3.7. Because 7 is regular in N and by our assumptions about cof® (1)
(when R has a largest cardinal 7), there is v < n and an w-maximal tree V
on Ny equivalent to W. (Choose v so that: For a < Ih(W), if [0, a]y drops
let Qo = M)V and otherwise let Q, = i}V (N|y); then MY = Q, and the
factor map o,: MY — Q, is just the identity.) Because lh(W) < 7, we have
V,E € R. We set M = cHully, ; ({q}) with an appropriate ¢, k, and 7 : M — R
the uncollapse with V, E € rg(m). The rest is much like before. O

Proof of 3.8. This is basically like for 3.6, but the iterability is established in
V, not in N. Let v < ORY with W, E € J(N|y). Let z € N|y with W, E
definable over N|vy from x. Let k be sufficiently large and let ¢ € N|vy witness
3.1 with respect to (N|vy,k,z,0 = w). Let

M = cHully ]} ({g})

and 7 : M — N|vy be the uncollapse. Let 7(z) = x etc. Let W, E, defined over
M from Z, be the preimages of W, E. Let X be the k-maximal tree on N|vy de-
termined by W; so X is via the strategy induced by X. Similarly, let X’ be the k-
maximal tree on M determined by W. So ®(X) is (6§ +1)-iterable (in V), since
7 lifts its models appropriately to models of ®(X). And (k, X,(, P*, E,X7T) is
potential for M (with the obvious definitions for P*, XT). Let U = M£+. Then
U is wellfounded and the phalanx ¢ = ®(X, 7, E) is (+ + 1)-iterable, where
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7 = lged(P*|[Ih(E)). For we can find M’ < P[Ih(E) and an appropriate lifting
map ¢ : U — M’, essentially as in the proof of 3.6. So by 2.38, E € Ei, SO
Ee Ef, as desired. (I

None of the remainder of §3 is needed in §§4,5.

We next proceed toward the proof of 3.9. But first we need to make its
statement precise, in terms of the manner in which W and FE are definable over
N. This involves coding iteration trees on N, definably over N.

Remark 3.15. Squashing of premice complicates our tree coding. If IV is type
3, we will only have direct representations for elements of N*1. But a tree 7 on
N can have v(FY) < Ih(EJ) < OR(N), so E = EJ ¢ N*i. One option is to
represent such an E with a pair (a, f) such that ip~(f)(a) = E. But instead,
we will adjust the rules of normal iteration trees, to rule out such 7.

Definition 3.16. Given an iteration tree 7 and o + 1 < Ih(7), « is T-
exceptional iff M7 is type 3 and v(M]) < 1Ih(E]) < OR(M]). A tree T’
on a k-sound premouse N is pre-adjusted k-mazimal iff there is a k-maximal
tree 7 on N such that 7’ has index set

I(T)U{(,0) | @« +1 <1h(T) & « is T-exceptional},

ordered with o < (,0) < 8 for o < 3, and if o is T-exceptional, then E7 =
F(MT) and EZ 0= = E7, and otherwise ET = E7 and <7, D7’ deg” are
determined as g’or k-maximal trees.

Given N, T, T as above, adj(T) denotes the unique tree i on N with U = T’
and the index set of ¢ an ordinal. Such trees U are adjusted k-maximal.

Given W, P,v, E,2WT as in 2.37, we define the corresponding adjusted po-
tential k-mazimal tree U = adj(W™T) similarly. In particular, if P is type 3
and v(FF) < v < OR(P), then for some a, lh(U) = a+ 3, E¥ = FF and
EY  =E. -

Remark 3.17. We make some remarks on the preceding definition; see [13
for more details. We use notation as in 3.16. For 7’-indices x < y with EyT
defined, we have v] < VZ—/, and if v] = VZ—, then z = a and y = («,0) for
some T -exceptional a.. The tree structure of 7/ [ OR is essentially that of T but
for example if pred” (3 + 1) = a and « is T-exceptional and v(MT) < cr(E])
then pred” (8+1) = («,0). (Thus, we also might have v < Ih(7) such that
7 >T B+1 > abut vy )47/ a. ) In this case, T drops in model at S+1 (but with
M3T, ¢ (MT)*), and Mﬁﬂ = M}7,. So for each a < Ih(T), MT = MT, and
if « <7 8 and (o, B]7 does not drop in model then o <7+ 8 and («, 8]7 does
not drop in model and i” B =3l &p- Moreover, for T-exceptional a, whenever T
forms an ultrapower of some P < M(a,0)= we have P < M(T 0)|OP{(MZ).
The map T +— adj(T) is well-defined and 1-1, and, for e.g., (k,w1,w; + 1)-
iterability is equivalent to the corresponding iterability for adjusted k-maximal
trees. By coding only adjusted k-maximal trees, we avoid the problem of 3.15.
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Given an iteration tree 7 on a premouse N, and a + 1 < Ih(7), let A =
v(ET) if M7 is type 3 and E] = F(MT), and let \] = Ih(E7) otherwise. So
v(ET) < AJ. If T is adjusted k-maximal, and o < B < 1h(T), then A is a
cardinal of MBT, MT|N] = MBT|)\T, and if 3+ 1 < 1h(T) then \] < I/(Eg—)

The precise meaning of the following lemma is described in the definition to
follow:

Lemma 3.18 (Coding of finite trees). Let N be a k-sound premouse and 7 be a
finite, adjusted k-maximal tree on N. In the codes, the models and embeddings
of T are rA},, and the I3 4eeT (n)41 Satisfaction relation for M is o, 4

Definition 3.19. Let N, k,7T be as as above. We define rAA/iVH relations

M (), ~n(,9), en(,y), En(z), Fn(2), inm(,y)

(e.g. M, (x) is in two variables n,z) such that properties (1)-(8) below hold.
(The intended meaning is as follows: M,, C €y(N) is a class of codes for elements
of QO(M,T ), and =2, e,,, E,,, F, represent equality, membership, the internal ex-
tender sequence and active extender predicates of Qﬁo(MZ— ) with respect to the
coding, and i,,,, codes i/ ..) We will have:

1) M,, C &€(N), and =, is an equivalence relation on M,,.

2) e, €M, x M, and E,,, F;, € M,,, and e,, E,, F},, each respect ~,,.

3) M = (M|, €, E(M]), F(M])) = (Mn, en, En, Fy) /~n.

(
(
(
(4

)
)
)
) inm # 0 just when i/ is defined, and in this case, inm € M, x M,, and
respects (R, &), and il 2 i/ (R, ).

We start with (Mo, =0, €0, Eo, Fo) = (Q:()(N), =, €, EQO(N), FQO(N)) and ioo =
id : Mg — Mg. Suppose we have defined M,,, etc. We make some definitions.
Let
Snt My, — Co(M)])

be the natural surjection, that is, ¢,(x) is the image of [z]~, under Mostowski
collapse. If ¢, (z) = 2/, we say (z,n) is a code for (z’,n) (or just z is a code for
2’ if n is understood).

Let t=t7 = (<7,97, deg”, d”) where?®

d7 = {(a.5) € I(T)? | @ <7 § and (a. B}y 1 DT # 0},

44The rAIIC\:Ll, eregT(n)Jrl and rZé\Crl referenced here are all pure, not generalized. Likewise
elsewhere in this paper, unless explicitly stated otherwise.

4547 is presently redundant, but included for consistency with later notation for transfinite
trees.
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Let Ih(t) = Ih(T). Let p. % = pi¥_, if pi | < piY, and p; | = ) otherwise. We
say p is good for (T,m)*¢ iff m < Ih(7) and

p = (pjk\[?ujkvflap];ivptu f)

for some & = (zo,... ,CC]h('];z_g) e N™T)=1 and for each n < m, we have (i)
M, (z,,), (ii) if ET = F(M)]) then c,(x,) = 0, and (iii) if E] # F(M,) then
sn(zn) = IW(ET). We say p is good for T iff p is good for (T,1h(7) — 1). Note
that “good for (7,m)” makes reference to M,,, etc, only for n < m. We require
p to be good for (7,m) in order to define M,,, ~,,, etc. It will become clear
that we can find p which is good for 7.

We continue with the properties of the coding, giving upper bounds for
its complexity, and the complexity of the satisfaction relation for models of
T. In order to assist in the calculations, we also define functions which yield
standard parameters and translation procedures associated to 7, in the codes:
Crit,, is a code for cr(E] ); Star, 41 is a code for OR(M;:7,); given m # n, Shift
translates codes for ordinals within the support of Egin(mm) between M,,, and
M,,; Def converts a given definition over €o(M,], ) for a set A C cr(E]) to a
definition for A over €o(M;T,) (both definitions are of the relevant complexity,
from parameters); and MeasDef converts a given finite set a of FE -generators

T

into a Eiw"“—deﬁnition of (ET),. The latter two functions are just effective
implementations of the proofs of [3, 4.5] and the Closeness Lemma [3, 6.1.5],
which the reader should probably have in mind:

(5) The definitions of My, ~,, etc, are rAY,, ({p}) in any parameter p good
for (7, n); the definitions used only depend on k and the type of N.

(6) Satisfaction: Let Saty(p, ) iff n < 1h(T), ¢ is an r34.,7 ()41 formula,
x = (xg,...,x¢—1) for some ¢ < w, M,,(z;) holds for each i < ¢, and

Co(M]) = @(sn(x0), - - Sn(Te-1)).

Then Sat is 133, , ({p}) for good p, uniformly.
The set of triples (n, ¢, x) such that

n < 1h(T), @dcg N (0,n]7 # 0 and Sat,, (¢, )
is TAY,; ({p}) for good p, uniformly.

(7) Parameters: There are functions Crit, Star, uniformly r¥7, , ({p}) for good
p, such that:

(a) dom(Crit) =1h(7) — 1. We have M,,(Crit,,) and ,(Crit,) = cr(E]).

n

46We have encoded in good p more information than strictly necessary, so as to skip some
calculations.
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(b) dom(Star) =1h(7)\{0}. If n+1 ¢ 27 then Star, 1 = (); otherwise
MpredT (nt1) (Starn41) holds and ¢ eq7 41y (Starni1) = OR(M;:L).

(8) Translations: There are functions Shift, Def, MeasDef, uniformly r¥7, | ({p})
for good p, such that:
(a) Shifting generators: dom(Shift) is the set of tuples (m, n, ) such that
(i) m,n < 1h(T) and m # n and M,,(x), and
(i) Sm (%) € A
If Shift,,, () = y then M, (y) and ¢, (y) = ¢ ().
(b) Definitions of sets; cf. [3, 4.5]: We have dom(Def) =

{(n+1,2,0) [n+1<Ih(T) & Myi1(z) & ¢ I8 18467 (g 1) 411

Let m = pred” (n +1). Then Def,,;1(z,¢) = (z/,¢') where:
(1) Mo (@) with 6u(a') € €o(MET,),

(i) ¢ is an r¥4e7 (541)41 formula, and

(iii) for all & < cr(ET), we have

Co(M[ 1) @lsni(2),0) <= CMTL) ¢ (m(a’), ).
(¢) Definitions of measures; cf. [3, 6.1.5]: We have dom(MeasDef) =
{(n,a) [n+1 <I(T) & My(a) & cala) € AT]},
and MeasDef,(a) = (x, ) is such that, letting k = pred” (n+1) and
C = €y(M;T,), we have:
(i) Mg(z) and ¢,(z) € C and ¢ is r¥4, and
(ii) (B])eu@) ={A€C|CE oA q(@))}-
This completes the list of properties. Now suppose p is good for (7,n), and
we have defined the following things:
— (Mj, %j,ej,IEj,Fj), ijk and Satj for j, k <n,
— Crit;, MeasDef}, Starjy1, Def;;q for j < n, and
— Shift;y, for j, k < n with j # k.

Suppose n+ 1 < 1h(T), and p is actually good for (7,n+1). We want to define
M, 1 etc. We have M,,(z,) and z,, determines E/. Let Crit, be the natural
code in M,,, determined by z,,, for cr(ET). Let k = pred” (n 4 1); note that p
determines k and determines whether k € 27. If k = n let ¢ = Crit,,; otherwise
let

¢ = Shift,, (Crit,,).

So My(c) and <k (c) = cr(E]) in general. If k € 97| let Star,. 11 be the natural
code in My, for OR(M;:7,), determined by ¢ and zj. Using these codes, take
M,,+1(x) to be the natural formula asserting “x = ((¢,t),b) where:
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~ Mi(q) and < (q) € €(M;T,),
— t is a generalized degT(n +1) term,
o Mn(b) and gn( ) [AT] w »

Here we use Satj to assert “ci(q) € €o(M;7,)", etc. Now to define 41,
Sat,, 41, etc, we Los” Theorem. For this we need to translate statements about
measure one sets of £/ to statements over M, . For this, the main arguments
follow the proofs of [3, 4.5] and [3, 6.1.5], observing that everything is sufficiently
effective, and in particular, that we get r¥7, ; ({p}) functions. We will use degree
k + 1 min-terms to uniformize r¥}, , ({p}) relations and obtain our functions.
We will just sketch the definition of MeasDef,,, assuming k < n; the case k =n
is much easier. Let k = cr(E] ), so k < v(E]).

Assume E] # F(M]), so AT = 1h(E]). Given a € M,, with ¢, (a) € [\]]<¥,
we can identify via rA;-satisfaction for M, (and our good parameter p), those
codes ¢ € M,, such that v = ¢, (c ) is the position of (E) ). (4) in the canonical

wellorder of M (so y € (kT1)Mx).
Using Shift, such codes ¢ are translated to Mgyi-codes ¢’ for v, since if
k41 <n then (kHH)Mi < Ay Write ¢ = ((¢,1),b). Let p = cr(E]) and

¢ =pred” (k+1).

Now v < (kTH)Mi < (/{**)M’LI, so there is f : [p]l*®I — 4 such that
fe&(M;T)) and

T () (s(0)) = v = M0 (i3 (su(a)), s (B)).

We can identify the My-codes d for such functions f sufficiently effectively; the
main point here is that we can refer to Saty41 (or just ~41) to check equality
(we also have the My-code cry, for p, so can check that f : [u]!*® — 1), Such
M¢-codes d can then be converted to My-codes d’ using Shift.

The set of tuples (a,b,d’) as above is r%}, | ({p}), so there is an 1%}, | ({p})
function selecting some such b,d’ as a function of a. Let b* = ¢, (b) and f =
¢r(d’). Note that

(BT ),y s e D (e g1

and uniformly so. Now M |Ih(E]) < M;7, and p incorporates the code zj,
for Ih(E]), so this almost suffices. However, it might be that M7, is active
type 3 and M, [Ih(E] )< M7, but M, |Ih( ET 4 ¢ M;{L) in which case the
relevant parameters are not available dlrectly to Co(M}: +1) But because T is
adjusted k-maximal, note that M *T aMT +, and then it is easy to convert our
(parameters for) definitions of measures over M}/ [Ih(E]) into (parameters for)
definitions for those measures over €(M;:7,), using the method above. This
completes the definition of MeasDef,, (a) assuming E] # F(M]).

If instead E] = F(M,]), use the proof of [3, 6.1.5], effectivized through the
function Def, combined with the preceding argument. We leave the remaining
details to the reader.
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Using standard calculations with Los Theorem, it is now straightforward
to define =, 11, etc, and Sat, 1, in terms of Sat;, and MeasDef,,, and see the
relevant properties. The definition of Sat,; also easily yields Def,, ;. For
Shift,, »,+1, we convert an M,,-code ¢ for an ordinal < /\Z to the M, 41-code
(((7], tia), ¢), where () is the natural Mp-code for the empty set and tiq the term for
the identity map. For Shift, 1., an M, 1-code ((g,t),b) for an ordinal o < A7
can be converted to some M,,-code for «, using min-term uniformization to make
the selection. —

To summarize, we have:

Lemma 3.20. Let N,k,7 be as above. Then there is p which is good for
T. For any p which is good for T, the coded satisfaction relation Sat, defined
relative to p, is r¥g+1({p})-

We next extend the coding to infinite trees 7. The plan is as follows. A
code for an object z € €o(M]) will be of the form (a, ), and = will essentially
consist of some finite support for z, in terms of functions and generators coming
from finitely many earlier models M ﬂT . We demand that the full tree structure t
of T, and a function [ specifying the sequence of extenders used in the tree are
given in advance, with both suitably definably over N from some parameter.
The specification of the extenders must naturally be given through the coding,
analogous to the finite tree case; that is, (a,[h(a)) will be a code for Th(E])
(or for () if ET = F(M)). (So Iy is the analog of the parameter ¥ used in the
finite case.) We now proceed to the details.

Definition 3.21. Let N be a k-sound premouse. Let 1 < A < pév and
t= (<, DY, deg, d")

where < is an iteration tree order, D' a drop structure and deg' a degree
structure, each on ), and d* as before.

Suppose A < w. For & € N1 let

p=p(t,7) = (0, uk_1, 20 6 T);
We say p is coherent (for N) iff there is an adjusted k-maximal tree T on N
such that p is good for T.

Now remove the restriction that A < w, but suppose that t is A 1. Fix an
3, function [h with domain A. The intention is that [f is a sequence of codes
for extender lengths, for a tree 7 with structure t. The elements z € €q(M])
are coded with pairs (o, x), where = describes a finite support for z in terms
of codes for earlier models in 7. We define 7 [ (o + 1), and the collection C,,
of all z such that (o, z) is a code, and the interpretation ¢(, z) € €o(M]), by
recursion on a.

First, Cp = €o(N), and ¢(0,z) = .

Now let n > 1, and suppose:
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— we have defined the adjusted k-maximal tree 7 [n on N, with structure
tln,

— for all 5 < n, we have defined Cs and ¢(8,x) for all z € C3, and
Co(M]) = {s(8,2) | z € Cg}.

Then we say that (t,[h) is n-coherent. (Note that 1-coherence is trivial.)

Suppose 7 is a limit and n < X\. We set [0,7)7 = [0,7)¢. We set C, to be
the set of all pairs (8+ 1,x) such that 41 <¢n and (5 + 1,7n)¢ does not drop
in model and x € Cgy;. We define

s, (B+1,2)) =ifyy,(s(B+1,2)).

Assuming that MZ is wellfounded, note that (n + 1)-coherence follows.
Suppose 7 = o+ 1 < X and that h(a) € C,. Let v = ¢(a, Ih(a)). Suppose
either:

~y=0and E=F(M])#0,or
v <po(M]) and E = F(M]|y) # 0.

Then we set EZ; = FE; suppose this determines an adjusted k-maximal tree
T I (a+2) (including wellfoundedness). Let 3 = pred'(a+ 1) and M* = M}7,.
Then Cy41 is the set of pairs of the form

T = ((ﬂaqvu)5 (aaa))

such that ¢ € Cs and
q/ = g(ﬂvQ) € Q:O(M*)a

w is an r3,-Skolem term, where n = deg” (a 4+ 1), a € C, and
d =q(a,a) € A]]<.

For these objects, we define
s(a+1,) = [fyualp ™
Note then that (n + 1)-coherence follows.
A code (relative to (t,1h)) is a pair («, x) such that (t,h) is (a+ 1)-coherent
and z € C,. (So ¢(a,z) is defined for codes (a,x).) We say that (t,[h) is
coherent iff it is A-coherent. -

Remark 3.22. For the definability of the coding, and the associated satisfaction
relation, etc, we will use the fact that adjusted k-maximal trees 7 are natural
direct limits of finite such trees 7. In [15, §2.3], finite supports for k-maximal
iteration trees were discussed. We assume the reader is familiar with such
methods. Adjusted trees were not considered there, but it is straightforward
to adapt those methods to adjusted trees. In particular, we have that for each
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adjusted k-maximal tree 7 of length A and for each finite set J C A x V with
Jo € €o(M]), there is a finite support S C Ax V (defined much as in [15]) with
J C S. Moreover, for any such S, letting 7 = Ts be the corresponding finite

hull of 7 (finite meaning that 1h(7) is finite), the natural “copy map”
Ta M g — M Z

is a near degT(a)—embedding (here a € Ig where Ig is the projection of S on

the left coordinate, and deg” (@) = deg” («)).4” The iteration maps commute
in the obvious manner with the maps 4. B

If 7 is our coded tree, then given 7, @&, as above and z € €,(M7) and
z = ma(Z), we will convert the code (o, x) for z into a code ¢ for z; here ¢
is a code in the sense of our earlier coding for finite trees (3.19). We will
write ¢ = tc(a, z) (te for transitive collapse); we remark that ¢ depends on the
choice of T though (which below is determined through a support S). This
code conversion will be appropriately effective, and since w5 is a near degT(a)-
embedding, we can define the r¥ ., 7,41 satisfaction relation for M, 7 in terms

of that for such models M7 . The details, to follow, are basically an effective
version of material from [15, §2.3].

Definition 3.23. Let N,k,t,Ih be as in 3.21 (we don’t assume coherence),
with IV iterable for finite k-maximal trees. Let S C A x €y(N) and let Ig be
the projection of S on its left coordinate. We say S is a support with respect to

(t,[h) iff:
1. S is finite and 0 € Ig.
2. If (o« +1,2) € S then (o, Ih(a)) € S and = = ((B, ¢, u), (o, a)) where:

- ﬂ = predt(oz + 1)5
— wis an 1¥geet (a41) Skolem term, and
B (a,a),(ﬁ,q)ESandﬁ—i—leIS.

3. If (a,z) € S and « is a limit then
max(aNlg)=v+1 <«

and z = (8+ 1,y) € S where §+ 1 <¢ a and (8 + 1, ) does not drop in
model or degree. Moreover, if a+1 € Is and 2 = [h(a) then +1 < y+1.48

If (o, x) € S, say that («,x) is a potential code. Now we want to translate
from the codes for infinite trees discussed in 3.21 and our earlier coding for finite

4THowever, as in [15], those a € I such that o < max(Ig) but a+1 ¢ Ig, do not correspond
to any @; this is also discussed further below.

48The last requirement helps ensure that when S is a support, then tg is an adjusted k-
maximal tree; see [15] for further explanation.
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trees in 3.19. Toward this, we compute the transitive collapse te(a, x) of (a, ),
with respect to a given support S with (a,2) € S (though (o, ) might not
actually be a code in the sense of 3.21). Let

Es={aels|a+1els},

Pg = Is\(ES U {max([s)}).

Let tg = t[ Is. We consider tg as a padded tree structure, indexed with ordinals
in Ig, with padding occurring at precisely the ordinals in Pg, and extenders used
at the ordinals in E5.%° Let tc(ts) denote the non-padded tree structure which is
otherwise isomorphic to tg. We enlarge S to a support which includes canonical
potential codes for the empty set with respect to each o € Ig, and which is
closed under (coded) images under iteration maps. So, recursively on a € Ig,
we define e,, such that (a, e, ) codes the empty set: Set eg = (). Given a+1 € Ig
and 8 = pred‘(a + 1) (so § € Is also), let

Cat1 = ((ﬁv €3, C)a (Oé, 604))7

where ¢ = ¢(v) is the Skolem term for the constant function with value v. Given
a limit o € Is and v+ 1 = max(Is N«), let

€a = (7 + 1’e’>’+1)'

Now for 7,8 € Ig such that v <; ¢ and (v,8]¢ N D' = @, and given a pair
of the form d = (7,z), we define a pair d? of the form (6,y). Set d¥7 = d.
Suppose 7 < 4. Suppose first that Is N (y,8); = 0. If § = a + 1 then note that
v = pred*(a + 1), and we set

dvott = (04 +1, ((’7) xz, C)a (Ot, ea)))

with ¢ as before. If § is a limit (so v = max(Ig Nd) and v is a successor) then

we set
d° = (6,(7,d)).

Now if instead Is N (7, d)¢ # 0 then letting S = max(Is N (7,0)t), we set

a0 = (dvﬂ)ﬂé'

Now let S" = SU{(a, en) | @ € Is} and S” the closure of S" under d + d7°
(for ,0 € Ig). Note S’,S” are (finite) supports with Ig/» = Ig = Ig.

For (a,z) € S” we will define te(a, ), recursively on a. Here if (t,1h) is
coherent, determining tree 7, and (a,z) is a code, then tg is a finite length
adjusted k-maximal tree 7, a sub-tree of 7, and with M,, the coding of M
defined as in 3.19, then we will have tc(a, x) € M,,. The definition is as follows:

1. te(0,z) = =,

9P for Padding and E for Extenders.
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2. te(a+1,((8,q,u), (o, a))) = ((tc(B, q), u), te(a, a)),

3. for limit «, te(a, d) = te(y+1,d?T17FY) where d = (3+1,y) and y+ 1 =
max(Ig N a).

Let p(t,S) = p(te(ts), &) where

T = (i) i ccara(ps) = (t(@ 0())) e -
We say (t, 1) is pre-coherent (for N) iff:
— for every finite J C X there is a support S such that J C Ig, and
— p(t, S) is coherent for every support S.

By essentially the arguments in [15], if (t,[f) is coherent, then it is pre-
coherent. Note that if S7,Sy are supports with Is, C Ig, then S; U Sy is a
support. Therefore if (t, [h) is pre-coherent then the collection of all supports is
directed under C.

Suppose (t, [h) is pre-coherent. Then we can make sense of “MJ” for each
a < A, even if this structure is illfounded, as the direct limit of models M,
where T is a finite tree determined by a support S and & the corresponding
collapse of . We write M%, etc, for the codeset for elements of €o(M]), etc.
So, we define A}, (N) relations M}, (z), etc, and ry, ; (N) relations Saty, (¢, x),
etc (we define analogues of all relations defined in 3.19) as follows. For coherent
p, let MP | etc, denote the relations M, etc, defined as in 3.19 from p, and let 77
be the corresponding tree on N. For z € N, set v € M}, <=

35 |S is a support for (t,1h) & (a,z) € S & Mgng%Es)(tc(a,x)) .

The remaining relations (Sat,, etc) are defined similarly. B

Remark 3.24. Let N, k, t,[h be as in 3.21 with (¢, [h) pre-coherent. Then there
is a unique adjusted putative k-maximal tree 7 on N, such that:

— Ih(7) < X and either Ih(7) = A or 7 has a last, illfounded model,
— t[1In(T) =7,
— for each av < Ih(T), we have

M = (Mg, €0, Bl By /20,

ar o

and letting ¢* : M% — M7 be the natural surjection, if EJ = F(M]T)
then ¢*(Ih(a)) = 0, and otherwise ¢’ (lh(a)) = Ih(E]).

Moreover, Sat;, defines 13,7 ()11 satisfaction for M (in the codes), etc, as
in 3.19. Here the natural surjection ¢} results from the considerations in 3.22,
and the fact that Sat}, is correct also follows from 3.22.
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We continue to assume that (t,[h) is pre-coherent. Note then that (t,[h) is
coherent iff the tree 7 above has wellfounded models (hence length \). And if
(t,1h) is coherent then C, = {z | M (x)} and ¢(a,z) = ¢i(x) for all x € C,
(where C,, and ¢ are as in 3.21).

The set of all coherent p (in the sense for codes for finite trees) is a Boolean
combination of r¥}, | ({¢}) sets, where ¢ = (pN,u |, pi ), uniformly in N
(k-sound, of the same type). For example, with such complexity, one can assert
that for each n, M,,(z,) and z,, codes either () or the index of an extender on
E(€ (M), and that drops occur exactly where t specifies. (Note that asserting
that an extender does not cause a drop in model can require an rIIyY, | ({q})
assertion.)

Let X be the set of tuples (z, pg, ¢1,p2) € €o(N) such that each ; is an
Y41 formula and for some A < pév :

— po(z,-) defines over €o(N) an iteration tree structure t on A, and ¢1(z, )
defines its complement,

— pa(x,-,) defines over €y(N) a function [h with domain A, and
— (t,1h) is pre-coherent.

Note that X is II;-over-r¥y, | ({q}), for

q= ((pou B '7(p3,$,p]k\7,u]k\771,p;i\fl)7

uniformly in N. Therefore this property (when true) is passed downward under
near k-embeddings.
The following definition completes the description of our coding.

Definition 3.25. Let 7 be a k-maximal tree on k-sound N. Then

({E, Py Pty (p—"t) S Q:O(N)

is transfinite-good for T iff there is (t,[h) which is coherent and yields T as in
3.24 and [h, t, =t are rX0 , ({}), via the formulas @y, o, -t !

Remark 3.26. We now clarify hypothesis 3.9(d) and X* = adjW™). Let
(' +2=1h(X*). So EX" = F and either [Ih(E) = OR” and P = MZ "] or

Ih(E) < OR and P[Ih(E) = ¢,(MZ " )[Ih(E).

Let X = X1 (¢’ +1). Then 3.9(d) first asserts that if Ih(X') > w then there is
p which is transfinite-good for X'. If Ih(X) > w, let M{, be defined from p via
3.25 and 3.21. If h(W) < w, let p be good for X and let M¢ be defined from p
as in 3.19. Let E* C MY, (or E* C M) be the set of codes for elements of E
(the P||lh(E)-amenable predicate for E). Then 3.9(d) secondly asserts that E*
is r-z}{cv-i-l'
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Proof of 3.9. We follow the notation used in the preceding discussion of coding.
Let X+, X,(',p be as in 3.26. Let e € N be such that () E* is £, ({e}).
Using k-reasonableness let gy € OR(IN)<“ witness 3.1 with respect to (N, k, z,w)
where

€T = (capv Cla eap]kv+l)'
Let M = cHully ;({go}), let 7 : M — N be the uncollapse, let 7(p) = p and

let X be defined over M from p as X is defined over N from p; “bars” denote
preimages under 7 in general.

Claim 1. We have:

(a) The hypotheses of 3.9 and properties mentioned in 3.26 and (1) regarding
N, W, X, p, etc, excluding “cr(E) < per1(MY)?, hold regarding M, W,
X, p, etc. Moreover, cr(E) < pr(MY).

(b) E€E((M2) iff E € By (MZ).

(¢) X is a hull of X (see [6]), via hull maps m [ 1h(X) : Th(X) — 1h(X) and
o : MY — Mf(a), where To 0 So = Sr(a) © T [ M.

(d) o is a near deg? (a)-embedding.

Proof sketch. The premousehood of (P|[lh(E), E) uses that the premouse ax-
ioms are Q-formulas, E* is 137, ({e}), Mgf, is tAN  ({p,¢'}), and 7 is 184y
elementary. The rest of (a) and (b) are similar. Parts (¢) and (d) are proved
by induction through 1h(X); cf. [15, §2.3]. Here part (d) involves an adaptation
of the argument in [8], or alternatively uses the uniformity of the definition of
Sat” in 3.23.%° (]

Let ¢ = lgcd(P||Ih(E)). Let B be the phalanx ®(X, 7, E) and P’ the phalanx
®(W, 1, E). Note that 9B, have the same last model U = ML " = MY". By
2.38, the following claim completes the proof.

Claim 2. U is wellfounded and % is (wy + 1)-iterable.

Proof. The (wq 4 1)-iterability of P’ follows easily from that of 3, and we prove
the latter. We lift trees on P to trees on ®(X), using the maps m, from Claim
1(c), and a weak k-embedding ¢ : U — M’ with some M’< P|Ih(E). We will get
M’ and ¢ through a variant of the earlier arguments. Let v/ = pred™ (¢’ + 1).
We have
cr(E) < prr1 (M) = supig, “pilyq-

Let 1 < pp,, be a cardinal of N with cr(E) < i, (u). Again using k-
reasonableness let ¢; € OR(N)<“ witness 3.1 with respect to (N, k, qo, ). Let

K, = cHully',; (1 U {q1}).

50The proof of uniformity itself used the argument of [8].
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So K, < N||py,,. We have the natural near k-embeddings
o:M— K,and7: K, = N,

with m = 7 o00. Let 7(do) = qo. Now
N ': VQO ' is I'Ek+1 =Vz € ,UJ<W [@(QO,Z,’UJQ) = K,LL ': QD(qAOazaukKu)}] )

and this is an rll;4q assertion ¥(qo, Go, pt, Ky, ug).?t Let U = MZX". We have
virtual k-embeddings

j:iX+:N—>Uandj:i/?+:M—>[7.

So j(K,)<U and U = 9(j(z)) where z = (qo, Go, i, K., ur)-

Let o : U — U be given by the Shift Lemma. So g is a virtual weak k-
embedding.5? Define a (putative) virtual weak k-embedding o' : U — j(K,,) as
follows. First set

Joj=joo

Now U = Hullg(rg(j) Uv(E)) and
rg(e) = Hully (rg(¢ 0 j) U 0*v(E)).

We set ‘
rg(¢) = Hulf"™ (rg(¢ 0 ) U 0*v(E)).
Note that the two hulls are isomorphic (to U), and ¢ is a virtual weak k-
embedding, because U = v(j(2)) and o“v(E) C j(u).
Now U E“j(K,) is reasonable”. So let ¢ € j(K,)<“ witness this for
(j(K,), k7, ) where ¢ = lged(P||Ih(E)) and r = (j(4o), v(E),¢). Let

M = cHulli(_i_Kl”)(L U{g2})
and ¢ : M" — j(K,) be the uncollapse. Note M'<P|lh(E) (hence is wellfounded)

and rg(o’) C rg(s). Define ¢ : U — M’ by ¢ = ¢~ 1o o/. Then 9 is a weak
k-embedding, and the rest is like before. O(Claim 2)(3.9)

511t’s not clear that this would hold if we allowed ¢ to be generalized r3j 1.

52It’s not clear yet that o is a virtual near k-embedding, because the proof of [8] depends
on strong closeness with respect to (Mj?,E)7 (MZ, E), but here, the measures of E,E are
ostensibly not definable at all over M, M, é‘? .
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4. Definability of E

Given a mouse M and x € M, we can ask whether EM is definable over | M |
from z. If s0,%3

M| £ “V = HOD,".

Steel showed that for n < w, KM = M,,, so EM» is | M,, |-definable (from z = 0,
i.e. without parameters); see [10] for n < w. In this context, K is fully iterable
“in intervals between Woodin cardinals”. As we show in 4.13, this degree of
self-iterability fails for mice with a measurable limit of Woodins. The author
does not know if one can prove a generalization of Steel’s result at this level.

We next prove, in 4.3 and 4.7, that EM is nonetheless | M |-definable for
various mice M with measurable limits of Woodins, and also give a new proof for
M,,.>* Both theorems require a certain degree of self-iterability; 4.7 requires less,
but requires also that the internal strategy agrees with a fuller external strategy
for the mouse. We then prove in 4.9 that 4.7 applies in particular to My|d, where
M,y is the least non-tame mouse (see 4.4) and § is its largest (Woodin) cardinal.
This approach to proving “V = HOD” (in a mouse) is essentially limited to tame
mice (cf. 4.12), as the degree of self-iterability required typically fails beyond
there.

We remark that, using a quite different approach, Woodin has proved the
following weaker version of 4.3. Let M be a tame mouse satisfying PS, and
having no Woodin cardinals. Suppose M |“Every proper segment of me is
fully iterable”. Then |M| E“V = HOD”. However, Woodin’s proof does not
seem to show that EM is definable over |M]. Also, Nam Trang and Martin
Zeman have recently found a proof of self-iterability sufficient to apply 4.3, very
different from what we do here, and which works in a different context.

Lemma 4.1. Let N be a premouse. Let v < ORY be an N-cardinal. Suppose
N E=“TF exists”. Let R, S € N be reasonable premice such that

LR] = |S] = (Hy+)".

Let ¢,0 < (YN be cutpoints of R, S respectively. Suppose R|p = S|u where
p =max(c,0), and N |=“R (S) is above-¢ (above-d), (w,y ' +1)-iterable”. Then
R=S.

Proof. We work in N. Suppose R # S, and let n be least such that
R|(n*)™ # Sl(n*)N.

Let R = R|(n™)Y and §' = S|(n")N. Let ¥ be an above-c, (w,n + 1)-
strategy for R/, and T likewise but above-d for S’. Consider the (possibly

530ne might want to assume that M | = ZFC, in order to know that HOD, is defined as
usual.

540f course, the fact that KMn» = M,, gives more information than just the fact that EMn
is definable over | My, |; and significantly, the “K” in Steel’s result has a corresponding generic
absoluteness which does not seem to be present in our results here.
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partial) comparison (7,U) of R’ with S’, formed using X, T". (If the comparison
reaches length ™ + 1, then we stop.) We take (7,U) to be padded as usual.

We claim (7,U) is above 1. For n < 1h(E) and max(c¢,?) < lh(E) for all
extenders E used in (7,U). Suppose « is such that (7,U) | o + 1 is above 7
but cr(EY) < . Then by 3.6, EY € E (M), so M [Ih(EY) = MY|Ih(EY),
contradiction.

Now suppose 7 is non-trivial. Then there is @ < R such that p@ = 7 and
T can be considered a tree on . This is because T is above 1. Moreover,
b7 drops. The same things hold for ¢/. Therefore the comparison is successful
(and has length < (p7)%"), and (still assuming 7 is non-trivial), U is trivial,
and S <MZ. But then EJ € |[R| = |S] € ML, contradiction. O

Lemma 4.2. Let N be a premouse and let n < ORY be an N -cardinal such that
N E“ntt exists”. Suppose N|(n™)N is reasonable, ¢ is a cutpoint of N|(n™)N
and

N = “N|n™ is above-c, (w,n™ + 1)-iterable”.

Let H = (M) (if (3N = ORY then set H = |N|). Then
(a) {N|(n")N} is a SE({N|c}) singleton, uniformly in N, n and c.
(b) If ¢ < n then {N|(n")N} is a S ({N|n}) singleton, uniformly in N, 7.

Proof. Part (a): By 4.1, H =“N|n™ is the unique reasonable premouse R such
that (i) [R] = H,+, (ii) N[c< R, (iii) ¢ is a cutpoint of R, and (iv) R is above-c,
(w,nT + 1)-iterable.”

Part (b): If ¢ < then by 4.1, H E=“N|n™ is the unique reasonable premouse
R such that N|n<R and for some ¢ < 7, items (i), (iii) and (iv) above hold.” O

We can now deduce the first main theorem of this section. In the theorem,
if N f& ZFC then we take HODY to be the union of all transitive sets coded by
a set of ordinals X such that for some v < ORY, X is definable from ordinal
parameters over nyv .

Theorem 4.3. Let N be a premouse satisfying PS, all of whose proper segments
are reasonable. Suppose that for each N -cardinal 1 < ORY there is ¢ < n such
that ¢ is a cutpoint of N and

N = “N|n™ is above-c, (w,n™ + 1)-iterable”.

Then EN is definable over |[N| and |[N| | “V = HOD”. In fact, {N|(n*t)N} is
S where H = (Hyyes)N, uniformly in 1.

Proof. Using 4.2(b), we can define N|n, for N-cardinals 7, by induction on
n, uniformly in 7. (Given N|n, we determine N|(n*)Y by an application of
4.2(b).) Moreover, the induction leading to and producing N|(nT)¥ is in fact
So-definable over (H,+3)™ (from no parameters). O
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We can now give an alternate proof of Steel’s result that | M,,| E“V = HOD”
for n < w: Theorem 4.3 applies to N = M, using ¢ as the supremum of the
Woodin cardinals § of N such that § <. (See [17] for the proof of self-iterability
in the n < w case, and [19, §7] for the n = w case.) Now recall:

Definition 4.4. A premouse M is non-meek iff there is F € Eﬂ‘r/[ such that
M]cr(E) |=“There is a proper class of Woodins”. A premouse M is non-tame
iff there is E € E} and § such that cr(E) < 6 < v(E) and M|Ih(E) =45 is
Woodin”. Meek/tame means not non-meek/non-tame. We write M, for the
least non-tame, sound, (w,w; + 1)-iterable mouse, assuming such exists. -

We show below that if a non-tame mouse exists then M is well-defined;
that is, there is a unique minimal sound non-tame mouse M which projects to
w. We will show that | My|A| can define EM»l* but we need a variant of the
results above to achieve this, as in this case the self-iterability hypothesis of 4.3
fails.

Definition 4.5. Let N be a premouse and ¥ a (possibly partial) iteration
strategy for N. We say that X is extender-mazximal iff for every

(k7W7<7P7E7W+)

potential for N, with W via X, plredW+ (C+1)=0,and bW does not drop in
model or degree, then E € E (M2Y). =

Lemma 4.6. Let R, S be passive sound premice with |R] = |.S], with largest
cardinal 7, and R|n = S|n. Suppose there are extender-maximal, above-n,
(w,nt + 1)-iteration strategies for R, S. Then R = S.

Proof. This is like 4.1. Let Xpr,¥g be strategies witnessing the assumption.
Compare (R, S) using (Xg,3s), producing trees (7,U). It suffices to see that
(T,U) is above 7. This follows from extender-maximality. O

Analogously to Theorem 4.3, we now conclude:

Theorem 4.7. Let N be a premouse satisfying PS, and ¥ a (0,07 + 1)-strategy
for N, where § = card(N). For an N-cardinal 1, let ¥, be the partial strategy
induced by X for trees which are in N, on N|(nt)N, above n, and of length
< (p™)N. Suppose that 3, € N for each such n. Then N |= S, is extender-

mazimal” and EN is definable over |N|, so |[N| |=“V = HOD".

Proof. Because N is iterable, all its proper segments are reasonable. Note that
because X, € N, N is closed under X, and N =%, is an above-n, (w,nt + 1)-
strategy for N|n*”. The extender-maximality of 3, follows from 3.8.

Now work in | N |; we define EV. We identify N |n inductively on N-cardinals
7. Suppose we have N|n. Then by 4.6 and the properties of 3,, note that N|n*
is the unique premouse R such that [R] = H,+ and R|n = N|n and there is an
extender-maximal, above-n, (w,n™ + 1)-iteration strategy for R. d
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We will next show that whenever A is a limit cardinal of M, then the
hypotheses of 4.7 apply to My|\, with X the (0,w; + 1)-strategy for Mp|A
induced by the unique (w,w; + 1)-strategy for M. The general method of
proof is standard, but some non-standard details are involved. The method also
works for many mice simpler than M.

Lemma 4.8. (a) Let N be a non-tame premouse with no non-tame proper
segment. Let X C €o(N). Then cHulll (X) is non-tame. Therefore if N is
(0,w1 + 1)-iterable then My is well-defined,

My = cHullY (0),

P1 (Mnt) =w and pl(Mnt) = @

(b) Let M be a type 3 premouse with v(M) regular in M. Let v(M) =
la, f1M, with a, f € M. Let T be a 0-mazimal tree on M such that i” exists.
Let R = MZ. Then

v(R) = [i" (a),i" ()] Fx-
Therefore if M is non-tame then so is R.
Proof. (a) N is type 3 and v(F) = [{x}, f]¥y where k = cr(F") and
fir—=kK
is such that f(a) is the least Woodin 6 of N such that § > a. Now &, f €
HullY (X). Let H = cHull' (X) and let &, f € H be the collapses of , f. One
can show -
v(F™) = [{&}, fljn-

Therefore H is non-tame.
(b) Let
Y Ult(M9, FM) — Ult(R*, FF)

be induced by i7; i.e.,
b(la, flga) = 7 (a), i (f)]Er -

We need to see that 1 is continuous at v(FM). So let v < ¥(v(FM)). Let
b,g € R be such that v = [b,g]ﬁ?. Because T is only 0-maximal, there is
f € M*% and some a such that (b,g) =i” (f)(a). Therefore there are h € M4
and o < v(F%) such that

v € ipn o iT (h)¥[a] <.
There is 8 < v(FM) such that a < i7 (3). Tt follows that
v € Y(ipm (h)“[B]=%).

We may assume
ipas (R)“[B]<% C v(FM).

But v(FM) is regular in Ult(M, FM), so ipm “[8]<¢ is bounded in v(FM). It
follows that v < v(FF), as required. O
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Theorem 4.9. Assume My exists (so is (w,w; + 1)-iterable). Let 3 be the
unique (w,wy + 1)-strategy for My, Let n < ORM=t be an My -cardinal and ¢ be
the sup of all 6 < n such that 6 =0 or § is Woodin in My. (So ¢ is a cutpoint
of My||OR(My), but maybe not a strong cutpoint.) Suppose ¢ < n. Let A > n
be a limit cardinal of Myy.

If n = (¢F)Mot et € = ¢; if np > (¢F)Moe) et & = (¢F)Mot. Let T be the
partial strategy induced by % for 0-mazximal above-§ trees on Myt|n which are in
Mnt|A.

Then T is a class of Myg|\.

Therefore My |\ =T is an extender-maximal, above-§, (0, \)-strategy for
Myui|n”, and EM=lX s definable over | M| \].

Remark 4.10. A draft of this paper claimed that My |\ E“Z|n is above-c,
n-iterable”. But this is false for some ¢, n, A, as we will show in 4.13. The earlier
putative proof of this claim ignored the fact that if ¢ is measurable in My,
hence a limit of Woodins, and E is an My-total extender with cr(E) = ¢, then
Ult(Myt|n, E') has Woodins above 1h(E), which means that correct Q-structures
for trees using such an F can be non-tame.

Proof. The last sentence follows from 3.8 (which gives the extender-maximality)
and 4.7. So we just need to see that I is a class of Myt|\. We may easily assume
that 7 is a successor cardinal of My, and A < k = cr(F*nt). We will consider
first the case that A = k, and then deduce the general case from this one. Let
N = My|n and Z = My|k.

Note that T" is everywhere Q-structure guided (as 7 is a successor cardinal
and ¢ is a cutpoint; ¢ might be a measurable limit of Woodins, but if (¢*)M» < g
then the trees we consider are above & = (¢)Mnt),

Let W € Z be a limit length, above-¢ tree on N, via I'. Work in Z. Let
C = (Na),<q be the maximal fully backgrounded L[E|-construction above Ny =
M (W), with all background extenders E* such that E* € EZ and cr(E*) >
(W), and where ) is least such that either 2 = & or the 6(W)-core @ of Ng is
a Q-structure for M (W). (Here each N, is a premouse with M (W) < N, and
d(W) a cutpoint, not just an M (WV)-premouse.)

If Q < k then in Z we can use @ to determine b as usual, completing the
proof in this case (that A = k). So assume 2 = & for a contradiction. Let
H=Fs let R=1ig(N,), let 6 = v(H), let G =H|R x [§]<%, let

U =Ul(R|(xNE, Q),

let S =U|(6T)Y = R||(67)Y, let G’ be the trivial completion of G, and Q =
(S,G"). Given an iterate M’ of My and iteration map j : My, — M’ with
o(W) < cr(y), let Q(M’) denote “j(Q)”, that is, the structure defined over
M’ from M (W) in the same manner as we have just defined @ over My from

Claim. @ is a non-tame premouse and is (0,w; + 1)-iterable above 6(W).
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Assume the claim. If M(W) # Q then M(W) <@ and ORM™) is Woodin
in Q. So comparing @ with the tame 6(W)-sound Q-structure extending M (W)
leads to contradiction, using 4.8(b). So the following completes the proof in this
case:

Proof of Claim. In this proof we write 6(P) to denote lged(P), for premice P.

Non-tameness and the ISC for @ is via the usual proof that Woodinness is
absorbed by L[E]-constructions. For iterability, we define a 0-maximal strategy
for @, lifting trees 7 on @ to O0-maximal trees 7’ on M, via our strategy for
M.y, using a variant of the lift /resurrect procedure of [3, §12]. We assume the
reader is familiar with that procedure, and just explain the differences. The
differences arise because @ is not built by a standard L[E]-construction: S is
built by i (C) in Ult(My, F), but F? is not available to Ult(My, F).

We will decompose T into the form U 7V, where (U,V) is a stack of two
normal trees, and decompose 7' into the form U’ ~(F) 7V’, also a stack of two
normal trees (U' ~(F), V). We lift U to U’ via almost the usual procedure. The
tree V begins at the least 6 such that the appropriate ancestor for Eg— is not
directly available to €o(M] ). We set ' = F(M]"), and then lift V to V' via
the usual procedure.

The tree U’ results from lifting/resurrection of U to M, except that for
each a < Ih(U), if [0,aly does not drop then the lift of MY is Q(MY') (the
“image” of Q), whereas if [0, i/ drops then the lift of MY is €, (N5=), where

MY u’
C, = zF(f;wg,)(zZ(;{a(C)),
Yo < In(C,), and ny = deg” (a). So the lift is in Ult(MY', F(MY")), but may
not be in M:; a“/. Likewise for partial resurrections. Resurrection, if necessary, is
computed in Ult(MY | F(MY)).

We choose U as long as possible such that for all a4+ 1 < h(lf),

(i) if [0, oy does not drop then either EY € €o(MY) or EY = F(MY),5and

[e3

(i) letting E* = EY', the ancestor of the lift of EY, either E* € €o(MY")

)

or E* = F(MY) (the latter occurs just when [0, a]y; does not drop and
B¢ = F(M{)).
Let 8 = pred”(a + 1) and k = deg"(a + 1). Let
o MM, — ka(Ngﬁ)

be the partial resurrection map determined by cr(EY). If € (Ny~) € Co(MU")
or € (Nf]:a) = €o(Q(MY")) then define 7,4 as usual. Suppose otherwise. Then

Ulto (Ulto(MY', F(MY')), E¥') = Ultg (MY, 1, F(MY¥,,))

[e3 [e3

55As Q is type 3, when [0, oy does not drop, we can have v(MY) < 1h(EY) < OR(MY),
in which case (i) fails.
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and the ultrapower maps commute. Let

j: Ulto(MY', F(MY')) = Ulto (MY}, F(MY,,))

be the resulting ultrapower map (via E4'). Then we define my4; in the usual
way, except that 7 replaces z%/a 41

Note that by our choice of U, the first drop in model along any U-branch is
to some MY, < Qﬁo(Mé’), where 8 = pred”(a + 1). So M4, € dom(mg). (But
the resurrection of mg(MZ%,) may not be in MZB’{,)

If V=0 then F, V' = 0.

Suppose V # (). Then 1h({) is a successor 6 + 1, and either (i) or (ii) above
fails for a = 0. We set E] = F = F(MY'). Let A = ip(cr(F)). We will define
T'=U "(F) "V, indexed with

0,1,...,0,0%,0+1,...).

Let M = M. Then MJ, |\ = Ult(M, F)|\ and if,,(C) = Cy. Suppose (i)
fails for « = 6. Let

¢ UMY, F(MY)) — Q(Ult(M, F))

be induced by my, through the Shift Lemma, and let E* = ¢(EY). By 4.8(b),
Y(S(MY)) = §(MY"), so S(MY") < Ih(E*). If instead (i) holds, use ¢ = mg
to lift Eg’ to an extender E*. In either case let Eg: be the ancestor of E*,
according to Cy. Note that Ih(F) is a cutpoint of MY, and Ih(F) < cr(E],).

Let o be the map resurrecting E* to Eg:. Let v € OR be least such that
o((vy)) > 5(M§’/). Then v is a limit cardinal cutpoint of M, [Ih(E] ). For
the limit cardinality is clear; and if G € E4 (M] [Ih(E])) overlaps ~ then the
ancestor G’ of (1(G)) is such that cr(G') < §(MY') < 1h(G"), contradicting
the tameness of Ult(M, F)|\. Also, v < Ih(E]).

Let V be the remainder of 7, so T = U ~V. Then by the previous paragraph,
Vis on MY and is above . We lift V to a normal tree V' on My, above (M ).
For this we use the standard process; we need not lift to any Q(Mgf,). This is
because [0, 5] drops in model for every § such that § <5 8. For suppose
[0,0]7 does not drop and let o + 1 < Ih(7) with pred” (a + 1) = 6; then
Ih(E] ) has cardinality <« in M/, and therefore a +1 € D7 If (i) fails this is
immediate, and (i) holds it is because v < Ih(E] ) < MJ) and (y) < 6(M] "),
but o(¢(v)) > 5(Mg/), and o results from resurrection of projecting structures
(so if (7+)M9T < 1h(E]), then () (7)) = ¥ (), contradiction). We leave the
remaining details to the reader. O(Claim)

Now consider the case that A < « is a limit cardinal of M. As before,
we have W € Z = M|\ and want to compute I'(W). We simply look for
some R with N<R< My and W € R = ZFC and R =“My L[E]-construction
above M (W) reaches a Q-structure @ for M (W) as above”. We use this Q
to compute b. Since My|k has these properties and A\ < k is a limit cardinal
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of My, by condensation there is also some such R < M|\, and any such R
computes the correct Q-structure, so we are done. This completes the proof of
the theorem. O

Remark 4.11. The methods above can be adapted to many other canonical
tame mice, for example, the least proper class mouse with an inaccessible limit
of Woodin cardinals, etc.

It is known that under sufficient large cardinal assumptions and for suffi-
ciently complex reals z, HOD™™ N R = M; NR. So if z is a sound mouse
projecting to w which extends M 1# , then L[z] is a mouse satisfying “R ¢ HOD”.

Steel asked: (1) Suppose M is a mouse satisfying ZFC. Does |M | satisfy
“V = HODx for some X C w{‘/[ ”?? Naturally we can also consider the variant
of (1) in which we require X to be a real.

Some related questions are: (2) To what extent can the methods used to
prove 4.9 be adapted to more arbitrary (non-“canonical”) tame mice? (3) Do
or can non-tame mice known enough of their own iteration strategies in order
that one can answer (1) using the methods of this paper?

It turns out that non-tame mice very typically do not know enough of their
own iteration strategy to suffice for (3). This is demonstrated in 4.12 below,
which is a simple variant of an observation possibly due to Steel; see [11, 1.1].
However, the author has since answered (1) positively; the proof uses methods
quite different to those of this paper. Moreover, if M is tame then we may take
X to be a real, but it is not known to the author whether the same holds for
non-tame M. These results are to appear. The author has also shown that
various canonical non-tame mice, for example M,q,, satisfy “V = HOD”.

Proposition 4.12. Let N be a countable premouse satisfying ZFC and ¥ an
(w, w1 + 1)-strategy for N. Let P< N be active and suppose T,6,n are such that

a(FPy <7t <§<ORP <n< (+H)V,

T is a cardinal of N, P =% is Woodin”, and n is a culpoint of N. Let ¥/ be
the strategy induced by X, for 0-maximal trees T on P such that T € N, T is
above 7, and of length < (7H)N.56 Then ¥’ ¢ N.

Proof. For simplicity we assume that § < vg. The argument in this case can be
adapted to the case that 6 = vg, using part of the argument for 4.8.

Suppose ¥’ € N. Let k be the least measurable of P such that x > 7.
Let B be the d-generator extender algebra of P at 0, using extenders F with
cr(E) > k. Working in N, let T on P be given by first iterating  out past n and
then making N|n generic for i7 (B) over M. Because X' € N, this succeeds
with 7 € N of length < (77)V. Let E = F(ML), so cr(E) = cr(FF) < 7, E is
N-total and Ult(N, E) is wellfounded, because ¥’ is induced by . Moreover,

56That is, /(7)) is defined for such 7 of length < (71)N.,
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N|n is generic over Ult(N,E). Let @ < N be least such that p& = 7 and
iT(5) < OR®. Then
Q ¢ Ult(N, E)[N|n]

since ¢ is a cardinal in Ult(N, E)[N|n]. But @ € Ult(N, E)[N|n] as in the proof
of [11, 1.1],%" contradiction. 0(4.12)

We finally adapt the example above to show that the above-(¢t)Mst iterabil-

ity of Myut|n in My established in 4.9 cannot in general be improved to above-c
iterability, and that the same holds for typical non-meek mice. The example
also indicates that if non-meek mice satisfy “V = K” (whatever this means)
then there must be new difficulties involved in the proof, as the core model K
involved would be less iterable than that in the case of M,,:

Proposition 4.13. Let N be a countable premouse satisfying ZFC and ¥ a
(0, w1 4+ 1)-strategy for N. Let ¢ be a limit of Woodin cardinals of N and suppose
there is E € EN such that

c=cr(E) < (MY <Ih(E).
Suppose there is a cutpoint d of N such that Th(E) <0 < ORY. Then
N = “N|Ih(E) is not above-c, (0,07 + 1)-iterable”.

Proof. Suppose otherwise. Let E € EV be least witnessing the assumption. Let
U = Ult(N|(c*)N,E). Then i¥(c) is a limit of Woodins of U. Let § be the
least Woodin of U such that § > Ih(E) = (¢t+)V. Form an above-lh(E) tree
U on U, first linearly iterating past 0, and then iterating to make N |0 generic
for the above-lh(E) extender algebra of ML at §* = (). By the iterability
assumption, this succeeds, with 1h(U) < (0)N. Let T = E"U. Now T can
be considered a tree 7' on N, with last model W (77 has wellfounded models;
otherwise pull a counterexample to wellfoundedness down below N|(¢*)Y for
a contradiction). Let P < N be least such that §* < OR” and pf < 6*. Let
P*=iT(P)eW.

Now 0* is regular in W[N|?], so P ¢ W[N|[d]. By absoluteness as in the
proof of 4.12, it follows that in W[N|9][G], where G C Col(w, §*) is W[N|0]-
generic, there are Py, P», 71, T2 such that P; is a sound premouse, P; ﬂ Py ﬁ Py,
N[o < P, 0 is a cutpoint of P;, pLi < 6%, and m; : P, — P* is elementary.
The existence of such objects embedded into P* is therefore forced over W by
Col(w, 6*). This pulls back elementarily to N, P and some Woodin ¢’ < ¢. But
this contradicts the iterability of IV in V. 0

57Sketch: In the generic extension after collapsing 7, we can search for a @ of the right
form, extending N|n, and embedded into ig(Q). But then by uniqueness we get @ in the
ground model.
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5. Mixed bicephali

In this section we generalize Mitchell and Steel’s “Uniqueness of the next
extender” result from [3, §9]:

Theorem 5.1. Let R be an (w1 + 1)-iterable countable transitive model of ZFC.
Work in R. Let C = (Nq), <, be a fully backgrounded L[E]-construction. Sup-
pose there are fully backgrounded extenders E,F # O such that (Nx, E) and
(Nyx, F) are premice. Then E = F .58

The assumption that R = ZFC is made for simplicity; one can as usual get
by with less than this. In the case that E, F' are either both type 2, or neither is
type 2, this already follows from the bicephalus arguments in [3]. The remaining
case, that say E is type 2 and F is not, was not considered in [3] (this case was
not necessary for the results there). However, the uniqueness question in this
case is of course also natural, and we verify it here.

In what follows we use 6(P) = 6 to denote lgcd(P).

Definition 5.2. A mized bicephalus is a structure (N, E, F), where (N, E) is a
type 2 premouse and (N, F)) is a type 1 or type 3 premouse.

A mis-bicephalus is a structure (N, E, F'), where (N, E) is a type 2 premouse
and (N, F) is a segmented-premouse.®”

Given a mixed or mis-bicephalus B = (N, E, F), FP = Fand FF = F. H

Remarks similar to those in 2.10, regarding fine structure and ultrapowers,
also apply to mis-bicephali. Ultrapowers of such are always constructed at the
unsquashed level. This works like for type 2 bicephali in [3, §9]. The reader
should now recall the two examples of proper seg-pms in 2.10; in the comparison
argument to follow we need to deal with these and more general examples.

In a normal iteration tree T, the exchange ordinal v/ associated with ex-
tender E is usually the strict sup of generators v(E] ). For our trees on mixed
bicephali, it is convenient to tweak this in special cases; the tweak makes the
proof of iterability of bicephali slightly smoother.

Definition 5.3. Let N be a mixed bicephalus. The maximal iteration game on
N is defined as usual, except that for a + 1 < 1h(7): Set v] = v(E]), unless
[0, )7 does not drop and EJ = F;(M]), in which case set v] = §(M]).%°
Then pred” (a + 1) is the least 8 such that cr(ET) < V;—. We say N is a-
iterable iff player IT has a winning strategy in the maximal game on N of length
a. o

58We leave the precise interpretation of “fully backgrounded” to the reader; it should be
enough to guarantee the (0,wi + 1)-iterability of B in the proof.

59 ¢“mis-” abbreviates “mixed segmented-". Segmented-premouse is defined in 2.9.

60Steve Jackson noticed that we could have instead set v = v(ET) in all cases. However,
doing so would slightly complicate the standard proof of iterability of the bicephalus (when the
bicephalus is constructed by fully backgrounded L[E]-construction in an iterable background
universe).
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Lemma 5.4. There is no (w1 + 1)-iterable mized bicephalus.
From now on we write bicephalus for mis-bicephalus.

Proof. Suppose P is otherwise. We may assume P is countable. As in [3,
89], we compare P with itself, producing padded 0-maximal trees T,U. For
a+1 < 1h(T), say EI is T-special iff [0, a]7 does not drop and EJ = Fy (M]T).
We may and do require that if E7 is T-special then EY # () (we have

FO(MI) #Fl(Mg{)u

because Y # F). Likewise for U.
We claim that the comparison fails. This is as in [3, §9], but we discuss a
detail not discussed there. Suppose the comparison succeeds, with

Q=ML I<R=MY.

Then b7 drops (otherwise FOQ #+ F2 and the comparison can continue). In [3],
it is argued that therefore @ is unsound, so @ = R, so b drops, and standard
fine structure leads to contradiction. The appeal to fine structure assumes that
enough extenders used in 7, U are close to the models to which they apply. But
[3, 6.1.5] was not proven for bicephali. We deal with this by proving:

(1) If [0,6 + 1]7 drops then EJ is close to (M, ;)7 likewise for /.51

Suppose that E is T-special. Let k = cr(E]). If v € [0, a7 is least such
that v = o or cr(z'zy—a) > cr(Fy (MI)), then x = cr(F (MZ—)) So for § < v, we
have v] < k, and if v < a, then x < cr(i?;a) < V,YT. Therefore pred” (a+1) = ~
and cr(ET) = cr(Fy (M,Z’))

Applying this to all T-special extenders, we get:

(¥2) If EJ is T-special, 7 is as above and § + 1 € (v,a]r, then EJ is not
T-special.

By these and similar considerations regarding those « such that [0, a]7 does
not drop and E] = Fy(M]), we have:

If [0, + 1]7 drops then either Ih(E]) < OR(MJ ) or [0, 8] drops.

By this and the argument of [3, 6.1.5], (x1) follows.

We examine the generators of T-special extenders. Given a short extender
E weakly amenable to a premouse M, let o(E) denote the least o > (1) such
that E o ¢ Ultg(M, E) and E | ¢ is not type Z. (Note that o(F) is independent
of the choice of M.)

61 Establishing “closeness” in general would require consideration of EgM'Fl'FQ) in the lan-

guage using both Fi, F5, which we prefer to avoid. We could alternatively make do with
semi-closeness, using 2.24, but we also need the consequences of the proof of (x1) later.
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If M is a premouse and E € EY, then o(E) = v(E). Suppose [0,a]r is
non-dropping. Then o(Fy (M) = supif, “6(P). Moreover,

o(Fu(M])) < v(Fi(M]))
iff there is 8 <7 « such that
ig; “(P) = z'g—B “0(P) C cr(iga). (9)
In this case, we have that

v(F1(M]) = SEP(V'(EVT)), (10)
y<a

where V'(E) = v(F) if E is type 2 or type 3, and v/(E) = cr(E) + 1 if E is type
1. These statements can be proven inductively along the branch [0, o], using
2.11 and (%2) for the successor case, and rII; elementarity in the limit case.

It follows that if [0,a]7 is non-dropping, then v(Fy(M])) < §(MT), and
therefore M is a bicephalus, and player II does not win through 5.3(a).

So the comparison fails, reaching length w; + 1. We take a hull and get
7 : H — Vp elementary with H countable. Let x = cr(r). Then M € H and
m I MT =il and likewise with U. Also

KW
T u
MT|(r )M = M| ()M,

and the (k, w; )-extenders derived from ], and % , are identical. Denote this

extender G. We have M |wy = MY |wy, so MY agrees with MY about V.
Let a+1 = min(k,w;]7 and B+1 = min(k,w:Jy. So E7, G and EZ[;{ measure

the same sets and are compatible through min(v/ Vg ). Now

0o(G) = o(E]) < v(E]) <v].

Likewise for U, 3, so o(E]) = o(G) = Q(Eg{)

Case 1. v(E]) = o(E]) = 0(G) = o(EY) = v(EY).

If @ = 3, then also Ih(E]) = lh(EZB’{), so the compatibility implies E] =
EY = EY, contradiction. So assume o < 3. Then U(Eg’) <Ih(E]) < lh(Eg’),
and Ih(E7) is a cardinal in Mg|1h(Eg), S0 Eg is indexed too late for a premouse,
so is U-special. So Mg’ has form (N, Fy, E%), and by our rules on using U-special
extenders, E} # (. So MBT|ORN is active.

Now ORY is a cardinal of Ulte (MY, EY). But E] [v(ET) = EY [v(EY) and
M|k = MY|k. So Ulto(M],E]) and M],, agree with Ulto(MY, EY) past
ORY + 1, and agree with Mé” strictly below OR”. But then for all v € (o, B),
ET =0. So M] = MT,,, so Mlg—|ORN is passive, contradiction.

Case 2. o(ET) < v(E]).
By the case hypothesis, E/ is T-special. We digress for a moment.
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Definition 5.5. Let F be a short extender, weakly amenable over N. For
o < v(E), we say F | o is a natural segment of E iff either (i) o = 0, or (ii)
0> (k5)N and v(E|p) = ¢ and

P(0) NUlty(N, E) = P(p) N Ulty(N, E | o).
Let the segmentation of E be
S ={o| Eo is a natural segment of E}.
For 0,0 € S with 0 < o let
Joo : Ultg(N, E o) — Ulty(N, E | 0)

be the factor embedding, and if o < g, let kKo = cr(Jyp). If 0 = min(S\(c + 1)),
let G, be the (K, 0) extender derived from j,,. We call the extenders G, the
natural factors of E. —

If N is a premouse and E = FV then clearly S = {0,v(E)}. If E = E7,
is T-special, then o(E) = min(S\{0}). Let S € [0,a/]7 be least as in line (9)
(with o replacing a). Then S\{0} consists of those ordinals g of either the
form o = o(E), or the form ¢ = v(E]) for some § such that § + 1 € (8,a/]7.
Moreover,
Go = EJ 10(E])

and if o € S\{0} and there is p € S such that o < p then
Gy, = E] [v(E]),

where ¢ is least such that § + 1 <7 o/ and cr(E]) > 0. Further, E] is not
T-special. These remarks follow from the calculations in [18, 4.3 and following
Remark| using fact (x2) and 2.27, much as in the proof of 2.35.

We now continue with Case 2. Let S = (o¢)._,, be the segmentation of
G and let (G,),.g be the sequence of natural factors of G. This sequence is
just the concatenation of the sequences of natural factors of the extenders Eg—
for 6 + 1 € (k,w1]7. Likewise for the natural factors of the extenders EY for
0+1¢€ (Ii,wl]u.

We have 9o = 0 and 01 = o(E]) < v(E]), and E] is T-special. So

Go =El o1 =Ef o
and there is 7 such that EWTO is non-7-special and g = V(E'YTO ) and
G.Ql = E'Z:) [92-

Now if o1 < v(EY) then there is 5/ such that EY, is non-U-special and gy =
V(E,Z;[,) and
GQl = E'Z)//{’ r927
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but then (M |[In(ET ), ET ) is a premouse, and likewise for EY,, so ET = EY,
contradiction. So g1 = v(EY).

Now let ag = o and By = 8 and
B+ 1 =min((Bo + 1, wi]u).

So 02 = Q(Egll) and
GQI = Elﬁji{l sz-

Now like before, g2 < I/(Elé{l) (here if 1h(E77—0) < lh(EZ[;{I), use the argument from
Case 1). So there is a non-U-special EY such that o3 = v(E¥ ) and

Go, = E¥ [ 0s.

But then as before,

Go, = B[, 10(E],)
for some T-special E] with o(E])) < v(E])). So by (x2), EI has only two
natural factors, G,, and G,,.

This pattern continues through w stages, producing a sequence of overlapping

T- and U-special extenders EZ;2 and Egm_“, for ¢ < w, each having exactly two

natural factors. The natural factors of E;;l are Gy,, and G

factors of Eg{m+1 are Gg,, ., and G, .

For i < wlet k; = cr(G,,) and Fy; = E7 . So kg; = cr(Fy;). The next claim

Q24
shows that MZ; is illfounded, a contradiction.

02:+1; the natural

Claim. For each i < w we have ip,,(Kk2;) > Kojt2.
Proof. We will take ¢ = 0 for simplicity, but the general case is similar. We have
B IV(ET) = Go = 5, To(Ef),

and gy = Q(Elé{l) < V(Egl). Let ¢ <y 1 be least such that g < cr(ilgﬂl).
Then 7 > ¢ because otherwise there is some extender used along [0, ¢y, which
sends its critical point > 0o, but then Q(E%l) > p9, a contradiction. And

02 = V(Fl(Mé’{)) and
Fi(ME) o2 = G,

So E,Z:) and Fy (MCM ) are essentially the same extender. Therefore

MH||OR(MY) = Ult(M]]

Yo’

.
EJ)[JOR(M),

0

which implies that Eé” = () for all £ € [(,70), so M% = JWCU7 and implies that
either

Ih(Fy (M) =1n(E]) & Fy(MY)=E] & EY =Fy(MY)
or

In(Fy (ME) > I(ET) & EY =0=E] ., & EY ., =F(MY).
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Note that, in any case, letting F' = F} (MCU), we have
iGgl ('%1) = iF(F@l) > 5(Mé/{) > Ko.

The fact that ip (k1) > (M) is because F is not of superstrong type, which is
because F{ is not of superstrong type (this is easily preserved under iteration).
The last inequality is because ky = cr(EY ) and MY | = Mé’

But ip, (ko) > %7, (k1) = ip(k1). This completes the proof of the claim (in
the case that i = 0). O

This completes Case 2, and by symmetry, the proof.
Using the lemma, one can establish “Uniqueness of the next extender”:

Theorem 5.1, Proof Sketch. Suppose not. By [3, §9, §12], B = (N, E, F) is a
mixed bicephalus. But B is (0,w; + 1)-iterable, by the proof in [3, §12]. But
the iterability of B contradicts Lemma 5.4.

(At the request of the referee, we provide a sketch of the iterability proof. It
is almost the same as the case for a bicephalus with two active type 2 extenders.
Given a tree 7 on B and its lift & on R, and given o < Ih(7) such that [0, a7
does not drop, write

M] =M, = (Na, Foa, Fia),

Ba - ZZ(;IQ(B) - (AOU EOOH Ela)-
We will have then a lifting map
Mo+ My — Ba,

with
To 0ig, =i, | B,

and in particular, m,(0(M,)) = 0(By). Moreover,
T - (NavFia) — (Aaina)

is a weak 0-embedding for both ¢ = 0 and 7 = 1 (that is, Xg-elementary, and
Yi-elementary on an €-cofinal set). So m, lifts extenders from ENe to EBe,
and lifts F;, to F;,. Moreover, in the case that EZ; = F,, because we use the
exchange ordinal v = §(M) and since i¥, is fully elementary, we have

WQ(VT) = §(Ba) = v(E14),

so in this case we have the usual sort of correspondence of exchange ordinals v
and %) O

70



References

[1]

2]

[15]

[16]

Kenneth Kunen. Some applications of iterated ultrapowers in set theory.
Annals of Mathematical Logic, 1(2):179-227, 1970.

William Mitchell, Ernest Schimmerling, and John R. Steel. The cover-
ing lemma up to a Woodin cardinal. Annals of Pure and Applied Logic,
84(2):219-255, 1997.

William Mitchell and John R. Steel. Fine structure and iteration trees.
Number 3 in Lectures Notes in Logic. Springer-Verlag, 1994.

William J. Mitchell. Sets constructed from sequences of ultrafilters. Journal
of Symbolic Logic, 39(1):57-66, 1974.

William J. Mitchell. Sets constructed from sequences of measures: revisited.
Journal of Symbolic Logic, 48(3):600-609, 1983.

Grigor Sargsyan. Hod Mice and the Mouse Set Conjecture. Memoirs of the
American Mathematical Society, 2015.

Ernest Schimmerling. Combinatorial principles in the core model for one
Woodin cardinal. Annals of Pure and Applied Logic, 74(2):153-201, 1995.

Ernest Schimmerling and John R. Steel. Fine structure for tame inner
models. Journal of Symbolic Logic, 61(2):621-639, 1996.

Ernest Schimmerling and John R. Steel. The maximality of the core
model. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 351(8):3119—
3141, 1999.

Ralf Schindler. Core models in the presence of Woodin cardinals. Journal
of Symbolic Logic, 71(4):1145-1154, 2006.

Ralf Schindler and John Steel. The self-iterability of L[E]. Journal of
Symbolic Logic, 74(3):751-779, 2009.

Ralf Schindler, John R. Steel, and Martin Zeman. Deconstructing inner
model theory. Journal of Symbolic Logic, 67(2):721-736, 2002.

Farmer Schlutzenberg. Reconstructing copying and condensation. To
appear, available at https://sites.google.com/site/schlutzenberg/home-
1/research/papers-and-preprints.

Farmer Schlutzenberg. Measures in mice. PhD thesis, University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 2007. Arxiv: 1301.4702.

Farmer Schlutzenberg. Homogeneously Suslin sets in tame mice. Journal
of Symbolic Logic, 77(4):1122-1146, 2012.

J. R. Steel. Core models with more woodin cardinals. The Journal of
Symbolic Logic, 67(3):1197-1226, 2002.

71



[17] John R. Steel. Projectively well-ordered inner models. Annals of Pure and
Applied Logic, 74(1):77-104, 1995.

[18] John R. Steel. The core model iterability problem. Number 8 in Lecture
Notes in Logic. Springer-Verlag, 1996.

[19] John R. Steel. An outline of inner model theory. In Matthew Foreman and
Akihiro Kanamori, editors, Handbook of set theory, volume 3, chapter 19.
Springer, first edition, 2010.

[20] Martin Zeman. Inner Models and Large Cardinals. Walter de Gruyter,
2002.

72



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Conventions and Notation

	2 Dodd structure
	3 Extender maximality
	4 Definability of E
	5 Mixed bicephali

