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Abstract
We establish the descriptive set theoretic representation of the
mouse M , which is called 0"t)#_ This part partially deals with
the case n = 2 by proving the many-one equivalence of MQ# and the
theory of L&é [T5] with the higher level analogs of L-indiscernibles.

1 Introduction

This is the second part of a series starting with [27]. It defines the higher
level analogs of order indiscernibles for L. They are level-3 indiscernibles for
Lg1[T3]. The theory of Lgi[T3] with these level-3 indiscernibles will be called

0%#. We will then show its many-one equivalence with Mf .
As advertised in the introduction of [27], the structure of the level-3
indiscernibles for Ls1[T3] resembles structure of the L[T3]-homogeneous trees

on w x &3 that project to a IT} set. Under AD, these trees are defined in [14]
and [6]. In this paper, we will define them again using slightly different
notations. To a new reader, the combinatorial definitions with homogeneous
trees in this paper may seem like unnecessarily complications of very simple
facts. However these definitions will fit in well with the generalized Jackson’s
analysis in the third paper of this series. We urge the reader to bear with
the cumbersome notations and possibly have a couple of simple examples in
mind. The price is very low, whereas the effort will pay off in the third paper
of this series.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.05693v4

2 Backgrounds and preliminaries

All the notations of this paper will follow [27]. We introduce additional
background knowledge for this paper.

Suppose A C R. A norm on A is a function ¢ : A — Ord. ¢ is regular iff
ran(y) is an ordinal. A scale on A is a sequence of norms @ = (¢, )n<w on A
such that if (z;)i<w € A, 2; = 2(i — 00) in the Baire topology, and for all n,
©n(x;) = Ap(i — 00) in the discrete topology, then z € A and Vn ¢, (z) < \,.
@ is regular iff each ¢, is regular. If A = p[T], T is a tree on w X A, the
A-scale associated to T is (o, )n<w Where o, (z) = (a2, ..., a®), ("), <, is the
leftmost branch of T, =pgr {f : (z,5) € [T]}, (...) : A»*! — Ord is order
preserving with respect to the lexicographic order and is onto an ordinal.
Suppose I' is a pointclass. If ¢ is a norm on A, then ¢ is a I'-norm iff the
relations

r<,ycrcAN(ye A— o) <py)),
r<,ycrr€AN(yeA—pa)<o(y).

are both in I'. ¢ = (¢, )n<w is a I'-scale iff the relations v <, y and z <, y
in (x,y,n) are both in I". I" has the prewellordering property iff every set in
I' has a ''norm. I' has the scale property iff every set in I'" has a I'-scale.
Assuming PD, Moschovakis [I8] shows that the pointclasses 1}, ,, II3,,,
D hntas b 4o have the scale property.

For a nonempty finite tuple t = (ay, ..., ax), put t~ = (ag, ..., ax_1). This
notation will be followed throughout this paper. If <; is a linear ordering on
A, for i < w, then <§?i is the Brouwer-Kleene order on  J, _, (II;<,A;) where
(ag, ..., an) <§?i (bo, - - ., by ) iff either (aq, ..., a,) is a proper lengthening of
(bo, . .., bm) or there exists k& < min(m, n) such that Vi < k a; = b; Aay <y, by.
In our applications, these orderings <; will be apparent enough so that (<;);
can be omitted from the superscript without confusion.

Put L = U,cg Llz], Lo = U,er Lalz]. If Ais a set, put L[A] =
User LA, x|, Lo[A] = U, cg La[A, x]. L and L[A] are in general not models
of ZF. Nonetheless, cardinality and cofinality in L[A] are well defined. So
for example, cf“ (o) = min{cf"*(a) : 2 € R}.

If R is a wellfounded relation, ||z| g denotes the R-rank of z, i.e., ||z||gr =
sup{||ly||r + 1 : yRz}. If < is a linear order, then pred_(a), succ<(a) denote
the <-predecessor and <-successor of a respectively, if exists.

n<w

2.1 (@Q-theory

For € R, Ly:[Ts, z] is the minimum admissible set containing (73, ). We
recall the following model theoretic representation of IT} sets in [1L[10,12].
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Theorem 2.1 (Becker-Kechris-Martin). Assume Aj-determinacy. Then for
each A C u, X R, the following are equivalent.

1. A s TI}.
2. There is a ¥y formula ¢ such that (o, x) € A iff Lez[To, x| = o(T3, o, ).

3
We will need further results on Theorem 21l The original proof of 2 =
1 in Theorem 211 is based on Theorem 2.2 and Corollary 23]

Theorem 2.2 (Kechris-Martin, [I0,12]). Assume Aj-determinacy. Let x €
R. If A is a nonempty 13 (z) subset of u,,, then Jw € AY(x)N WO, (|w| € A).

Corollary 2.3 (Kechris-Martin, [10,[12]). Assume Al-determinacy. Then
11} is closed under quantifications over uy, i.e., if A C (u,)* X R is 113, then
so are

B={(a,z): 38 < u, (B,a,z) € A},
C={(a,x): V6 <uy, (B,a,x) € A}.

Suppose X is a Polish space. For z € R and a < u,, A C X is 3i(z, )
iff there is a ¥i(z) set B C u, x X such that y € A iff (o,y) € B. Or
equivalently, A is ¥3(z, o) iff there is a ¥1(x) set B C R x X such that y € A
iff 3w € WO,, (Jw| = a A (w,a) € B). Ais [Ii(z,a) iff X\ Ais Zi(x,a).
Ais Al(z,a) iff Ais both Xi(z, @) and IIi(z, o). 3i(z, <) means 3i(z, o)
for some o < 3. Similarly define IT}(z, < 3) and Al(z, <3).

In the proof of Theorem 2] the prewellordering property for I} subsets
of w X uy, originally proved by Solovay, is used.

Theorem 2.4 (Solovay, [I3, Theorem 3.1]). Assume Al-determinacy. Sup-
pose A C uy, x R is i(z, ), where x € R, a < u,,. Then there is a II3(z, o)
norm ¢ : A — Ord, i.e., the relations

(B,y) <5 (v:2) & (B,y) € AN ((7,2) € A= 0(B,y) < (7, 2))
(B,y) <i (v:2) < (B,y) € AN ((7,2) € A= 0(Byy) < (7,2))

are I3 (z, a).

We uses the above theorems to establish a 33-boundedness theorem with
parameters in u,.

Corollary 2.5 (Reduction). Assume Aj-determinacy. Suppose A, B C u,, %
R are both 1}(z, ), where * € R, a < u,,. Then there exist 1I}(z,a) sets
A", B" Cuy, xR such that A C A, B CB, AUB=AUB and ANB =0.
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Corollary 2.6 (Easy uniformization). Assume Aj-determinacy. Suppose
A C (uy X R) X u, is Ui(z,a), where x € R, o < u,,. Then A can be
uniformized by a IL(z, ) function, i.e., there is a II3(x, ) function f such
that dom(f) = {(8,y) : 3v ((8,y),7) € A} and that ((B,y), f(B,y)) € A for
all (B,y) € dom(f).

The IT} coding system for A} sets (e.g., [2, Theorem 3.3.1]) applies to the
larger pointclass Al(<wu,). The proof is similar.

Corollary 2.7 (IT}-codes for Al(<u,)). Assume Aj-determinacy. Then
there is a 11 set C' C u,, and sets P, S C u,, x R in 13, 3} respectively such
that for any a € C,

Po =S4 =prr Da

and

{Dy:a€C}={ACR: Ais AX(<u,)}.
Proof. Let U C w x R? be a good universal I} set. Define

((n,a),(m,pB),z) € A< Yw € WO,, (lw|=a— (n,w,z) € U)
((n,a),(m,pB),z) € B+ Yw e WO, (lw| =8 —= (m,w,z) € U)

Then A, B are II} subsets of (w x u,)?. Reduce them to A’, B" according to
Corollary 2.5 Define

(n, @), (m,B)) € C = (A)na),mp) Y (B)na),ms = R

C is a IT} subset of (wxuy,)? Let P = A", S = (wxu,)> xR\ B’. Identifying
(w X u,,)? with u,, with the Godel pairing function, C, P, S are as desired. []

Theorem [2Z1] provides a model-theoretic view of @-theory [I5] at the level
of )3-degrees. We give an exposition of these results, probably with simple
strengthenings thereof.

The higher level analog of the hyperarithmetic reducibility on reals is Q)3
reducibility. @Qs-degrees are coarser than A}-degrees. y € Q3(x) iff y is Al(x)
in a countable ordinal, i.e., there is @ < wy such that Vw € WO(|lw| = a —
y € Al(z). yis Al(z) in an ordinal < w, iff there is @ < w, such that
Vw € WO, (Jlw| = a — y € Al(z)). y <aziffy € Al(z). y =a1 v iff
Yy<arr<amy y<gziffy€Qsx). y=q, viff y <q, v <q, v
Proposition 2.8 ( [I0,02)15,25]). 1. Leta,y € R. Theny € Lyg[Ts, 2]

iff y € M7 (z) iff y is AL(z) in a countable ordinal iff y is AL(z) in an
ordinal < u,.



2. The relation y € L.z [Ty, x] is 11}, where z,y ranges over R.

3
3. The relation y € AL(z) is I13, where x,y ranges over R.

5 is the higher level analog of wf, the least x-admissible. It is defined in
a different way in [I5] Section 14]. As in [I2/[15], we define

s = sup{|W|: W is a Aj(x) prewellordering on R}
= sup{{ < sy : { is Aj-definable over Lz [T, z] from {T5, z}}.

The equivalence of these two definitions of x% is proved in [12]:

ke = sup{o.t.(W) : W is a Aj(x, <u,) prewellordering on R}
= sup{X7 s MF(2) £y (29))

Moreover,
Va < u, Jw € WO, (Jw| = a AN < K3).

#
Note that x§ < )\gdl ) < d3, as proved in [I5, Lemma 14.2].

The Kunen-Martin theorem implies that 5 is a bound on the rank of any
¥ (z, <u,) wellfounded relation.

Theorem 2.9 (Kunen-Martin, [I8, 2G.2]). Suppose W is a wellfounded re-
lation on R. Suppose 7y is an ordinal and T is a tree on (w X w) Xy such that

W = p[T]. Let L.[T] be the least admissible set containing T as an element.
Then the rank of W is smaller than

sup{¢ < k : £ is Aq-definable over L[T| from {T'}}.

Corollary 2.10. Suppose W is a Yi(z,<u,) wellfounded relation on R.
Then the rank of W is smaller than k3.

We finally note down the complexity of subsets of ordinals as a con-
sequence of Theorem Il Assume Al-determinacy. Every subset of u, in
Lsi[To] is Aj;. Solovay’s game shows that every subset of w; in Lsi[T3] is in L:
Let A C wy be in Lg[Ty]. Let B and C be IT; such that w € WO A ||w| € A
iff 3z(w, z) € B iff =3z(w, z) € C. Play the game in which I produces v, 11
produces w, z, and II wins iff v € WO — (w € WO A ||w]| > ||[v]] A Va <
|w] I(w',2") <r z (Ju'|| = aA (W, 2) € BUC)). I does not win by
boundedness. If o is a winning strategy for II, then A € L|o].



2.2 Silver’s dichotomy on Hé equivalence relations

Harrington’s proof [I1], [7, Chapter 32] of Silver’s dichotomy [23] on IT}
equivalence relations generalizes to I3 in a straightforward fashion. This
folklore generalization is stated in [4,[5] in a slightly weaker form.

An equivalence relation F on R is thin iff there is no perfect set P such
that Vx,y € P (xEy — x = y). If T is a pointclass, for equivalence relations
E, F (possibly on different spaces of the form R™ x (u,,)"), E is I-reducible
to [ iff there is a function 7 in I" such that zEy <> w(x)Fr(y).

Theorem 2.11 (Folklore). Assume Al-determinacy. Let x € R. If E is a
thin TIi(x) equivalence relation on R, then E is Ai(x) reducible to a T}(z)
equivalence relation on a T13(x) subset of uy,.

Proof. For simplicity, let z = 0. The generalization of Harrington’s proof of
Silver’s dichotomy shows that for every y € R, there is a Al(<u,,) set A such
that y € A C [y]g.

Let C, P, S, (D4)acc be the IT3 coding system for Al(<wu,) subsets of R,
given by Corollary 27 Let o € C" iff a« € C and Vy € D,Vz € D,(yEz). C’
is TI}. The set

A={(y,a):a € C’" ANy € D,}

is TI3. By Corollary 2.6, A can be uniformized by a II} function 7. Let oF3
iff € C',8eC and Vy € D,Vz € Dg(yEz). F is a II} equivalence
relation on C’. 7 is a reduction from F to F. To see that 7 is also X,
apply Corollary and use the fact that 7 is a total function taking values
n uy,. ]

The reduction 7 and the target equivalence relation F' in Theorem 211
are uniformly definable from the IT3(x) definition of F, independent of z. A
similar uniformity applies to the following corollary.

Corollary 2.12. Assume Aj-determinacy. Let v € R. If E is a thin A}(x)
equivalence relation on R, then E is A(x) reducible to =,,. Here a =, 3

iff a =B < uy.

Proof. Assume z = 0. Proceed as in the proof of Theorem 2.11] until we
reach the set A. We now show that A can be uniformized by a II3 function
7 such that yEz iff m(y) = 7(2). Indeed, let ¢ be a II}-norm on A, given by
Theorem 2.4 and let 7(y) = a iff (y, ) € A and (p(y, @), @) is lexicograph-
ically minimal among the set {(¢(z, ), 8) : zEy A (z,3) € A}. Similarly to
the proof of Corollary 2.6], 7 is II} (we use E € Al here). Again, 7 is X1 7
is the desired reduction from F to =, . O



It should be possible to give an alternative proof of Corollary 2.12] using
the forceless proof of the dichotomy of chromatic numbers of graphs in [17],
but the author has not checked the details.

Corollary 2.13. Assume Aj-determinacy. Let v € R. If <* is a Al(x)
prewellordering on R and A is a Y1 (x) subset of R, then |<*| and {||y||<- : y €
A} are both in L [Ty, M ()] and A;-definable over L [Ty, M} ()]

JVIi#(z) M#(I)
K3 K3

from parameters in {Ty, M7 (z)}.

Proof. The equivalence relation a =* b <> a <* b <* @ is thin. By Corol-
lary 212, we get a Al(z)-function 7 : R — w, such that a =* b iff 7(a) =
7(b). 7 induces a wellordering <** on ran(7) where m(a) <** w(b) iff a <* b.
|<*| is then the order type of <**. ran(w) and <** are X!, hence II;-
definable over Ly [T5, ] from {T5, 2} by Theorem RIl Put w = M7 (z).
By [15, Lemma 14.2], k§ < kY. So ran(w) and <** are A;-definable over
Lyw [Ty, w] from {T5, w}. By admissibility, [<*| is A;-definable in Lyw[T5, w]
from {75, w}. The part concerning {||y||<+ : y € A} is similar. O

Remark 2.14. We do not know if Ml#(a:) can be replaced by x in the con-
clusion of Corollary [2Z13.

2.3 N-homogeneous trees

As this paper and its sequels deal with restricted ultrapowers and “restricted
homogeneous trees” over and over again, it is convenient to abstract the
relevant properties.

A transitive set or class N is admissibly closed iff

VM € NIM' € N(M' is admissible A M € M')

Suppose N is admissibly closed and X € N. v is an N-filter on X iff there
is a filter v* on X such that v = v* N N. An N-filter v is an N-measure
on X iff v is countably complete and for any A € Z(X) N N, either A € v
or X\ A €v. Ifvisan N-measure on X, then Ult(V,v) is the ultrapower
consisting of equivalence classes of functions f : X — N that lie in N. Denote
by j% : N — Ult(N, v) the ultrapower map and [f]% the v-equivalence class
of fin Ult(N,v). The ultrapower is well-defined by admissible closedness of
N, and is wellfounded by countable completeness of v. The usual Lo$ proof
shows for any transitive M € N containing { X}, for any first order formula
p, for any f; : X — M that belongs to N, 1 <1 <n,

Jn(M) = e(Al% - faln)
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iff

for v-a.e. a € X, M = ¢(fi(a),..., fula)).
Suppose v is an N-measure on X" and y is an N-measure on X™ m < n. v
projects to p iff for all AC X™ Aecpiff {&d:ad[me A} ev. V= (Vy)n<w
is a tower of N-measures on X iff for each n, v, is an N-measure on X" and
v, projects to v, for all m < n.

Suppose N is admissibly closed, X € N, and v = (v, )<, is a tower of N-
measures on X. This naturally induces factor maps jy"" from Ult(N, v,,)
to Ult(N, v,). We say 7/ is close to N iff whenever (A, ), <, is a sequence such
that A, € v, NN for all n, there exists (B,)n<, € N such that B, C A, and
B, € v, for all n. If U/ is close to N, we say v is N-countably complete iff
whenever (A,,),<, is a sequence such that A, € v, NN for all n, there exists
(an)n<w such that (ay,...,a,) € A, for all n. The usual homogeneous tree
argument shows:

Proposition 2.15. Suppose UV = (Vp)n<w is close to N. Then UV is N-

countably complete iff the direct limit of (J""" Jmen<w s wellfounded.

Proof. The new part is to show N-countable completeness of ©/ from well-
foundedness of the direct limit of (5" )m<n<w. Given (A, ),<, such that
A, € v, N N for all n, suppose towards contradiction that there does not
exist (an)n<y such that (ai,...,a,) € A, for all n. By closedness of 7/ to
N, let (By)n<w € N such that B, C A, and B,, € v, for all n. The tree
T consisting of (ay,...,a,) such that a; € B; for all i is wellfounded. The
ranking function f of T" belongs to N by admissible closedness. From f we
can construct f, : X" — N so that f, € N and [f,],, > [fat1]u,,, as usual,

'Vm7Vn>

contradicting to wellfoundedness of (j5""")m<n<w- O

An N-homogeneous system is a sequence (Vs)se,<e such that for any
r € R, vy =pgr (Van)n<w is a tower of N-measures which is close to N. For
X € N,atree T on w x X is N-homogeneous iff there is an N-homogeneous
system (Vs)sew<e such that Ty € v, for all s € w<* and for all x € p[T],
v, is N-countably complete. If T is N-homogeneous, by Proposition
and standard arguments, x € p[T] iff the direct limit of (53" )men<w is
wellfounded.

2.4 L[T5,,1] as a mouse

We recall the Moschovakis tree Ty, 1 and Steel’s computation of L[T5,,1].
Assuming Aj -determinacy, T, is the tree of the Moschovakis 11}, ;-
scale on a good universal IT},; set, defined in [I8, Chapter 6].



Assuming IT} 41-determinacy, Foy, . is the direct system consisting of non-
dropping countable iterates of M7 (). M;;m(z) is the direct limit of Fy, ..
MQ_n,OO(Z) = M;%L,OO(Z)|5§W,+1 (f'?naM#n,m?M;n,oo) - (‘an,07 M;tz,oo(()%M;n,oo(o))

Theorem 2.16. Assuming I3, ,-determinacy. Assume z is a real.

1. 83, is the least < 0%, . -strong cardinal of Mim(z), where 03, o 1S

2n,00 2n,00

the least Woodin cardinal of Mim(z).

2. M27n,00<2) = L‘s%n-kl [T2n+1, Z].

The notations concerning inner model theory follow [26]. If M is a pre-
mouse, o(M) denotes Ord NM. M < N means that M is an initial segment
of N. In Steel [25], the level-wise projective complexity associated to mice
is discussed in detail. In this paper, we find it more convenient to work with
[T}, -iterability rather than I17“-iterability in [25].

We recall the level-wise complexity of projective mice in [25]. A premouse
is by definition IIi-iterable and also IIi-iterable above any ordinal in the
premouse. A countable normal iteration tree 7 on a countable premouse
is 113, ,-guided iff for any limit A < 1h(7), there is £ < o(M]) such that
MT|¢ is a I}, -iterable above T | a and rud(M(T | @) E“6(T | a) is
not Woodin”. A countable stack of countable normal iteration trees 7 is
IT},, . ;-guided iff every normal component of T is IT3,, ;-guided.

A countable premouse P is II},  ,-iterable above n € P iff for any II}, ;-
guided stack of normal iteration trees T = (7:)i<a on P with critical points
above 7, either

1. the wellfounded model MZ exists, either as the last model of T,_;
when « is a successor or as the direct limit of (M : 4 < o) when « is
a limit.

2. a is a successor ordinal, 1h(7,_;) is limit and for any N' > M(T,)
which is sound above M(7T,), projects to M(7,), has o(M(7,)) as a
strong cutpoint and is I}, , | -iterable above o(M (7)), there is a cofinal
branch b through 7, such that either N' < M] or M] S N.

IT},, ,-iterability above 7 is enough to compare countable (2k + 1)-small pre-
mice that project to n, agree below 7, and have n as a strong cutpoint. A
countable normal iteration tree 7 on a countable premouse is IT3, , ,-guided iff
for any limit A < 1h(7), there is £ < o(M7) such that M7 |¢ is I1}, , ,-iterable
above §(T|A) and rud(M(T [«a)) =“6(T | «) is not Woodin”. A countable

—

stack of countable normal iteration trees 7 is I3, , ,-guided iff every normal
component, of 7 is IT},, ,-guided.



Assume A}, ,-determinacy. z € R codes a 13, 43-iterable mouse above 7
iff x codes a countable (2k 4 2)-small premouse P, and n € P, such that for
any v € R coding I1}, . ,-guided stack of normal iteration trees T = (Tica
on P, with critical points above 7, either

1. the wellfounded model MZ exists, either as the last model of 7,_;
when o is a successor or as the direct limit of (M] : i < ) when

« is a limit, and there is Q> MZ such that Q € M;,:H(x,v), Q is
IT3, . ,-iterable above o(MZ), rud(Q) E“there is no Woodin cardinal
< o(MZL)”, or

2. «a is a successor ordinal and there is b € M1# (x,v) such that b is a
maximal branch through 7, 1, and there is Q > /\/le“’1 such that Q ¢
M;]:_,’_l(l’,v), Q is II},, ,-iterable above O(MbT“’l), rud(Q) |="“there is

no Woodin cardinal < o(M]*")”.

IT},, s-iterability is a II}, . property by restricted quantification [18] 4D.3].
“countable” and “(2k + 2)-small” are usually omitted from prefixing “IT}, , -
iterable mouse”. Note that II3,  s-iterable mice are genuinely (w;, wy )-iterable.

<py is the Dodd-Jensen prewellordering on H;k yg-iterable mice. M <p;
N iff M, N are 11}, ;-iterable mice and in the comparison between M and
N, the main branch on the M-side does not drop. M ~p; N if M <p;
N <ps M. M <p; Nt M <p; N £p; M. The norm z — ||P,|<,, for
x coding a II}, . s-iterable mouse P, is I, 4. For instance, (P, is a II},  ,-
iterable mouse A(P, is a II},_ s-iterable mouse — P, <p; P,)) iff P, is a
IT},, 5-iterable mouse and for any II},  ,-guided normal iteration trees 7,U
on P, P, respectively, if T,U have the common last model Q and the main
branch of 7 drops, then the main branch of U also drops.

If N is a II},  ;-iterable mouse, then Zy is the direct system consisting
of countable nondropping iterates of N, and N, is the direct limit of Zy,
T oo : N = N is the direct limit map. o(Ny) < 83,5 as it is the length
of a Ay, s-prewellordering.

For a real z, all the iterability notions relativize to z-mice. <pj(.) is the
Dodd-Jensen prewellordering on II3, , s-iterable z-mice.

2.5 Kunen’s analysis on subsets of u,

Kunen’s A3-coding of subsets of u,, under AD has an effective version under
Al-determinacy.
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Theorem 2.17 (Kunen [24]). Assume Ai-determinacy. There is A} set
X C R xuy such that {X, : v € R} = P(u,) NLs[1]. Here X, = {a <
uy : () € X}

The proof in [24] generalizes easily. The only difference is that instead
of taking a surjection h : R — Z(u,) in [24, Lemma 3.7] under AD by
Moschovakis Coding Lemma, we take a surjection h : R — & (u,) N L [T3],
where G is a universal II} subset of R X u, and h(z) = G, = {a : (z,a) € G}.
Surjectivity of h follows from the fact that every subset of u,, in Lsi[T5] is IT;.
In fact, every subset of u, in Ly [T3] is AL. The critical step in the proof
of Theorem 217 corresponds to [24, Lemma 3.7]. This step works under
Al-Turing determinacy. This is why Al-determinacy is an assumption in
Theorem 2171 We don’t know if it can be weakened to Aj-determinacy.

3 More on the level-1 analysis

We present the usual arguments of Martin’s proof of ITi-determinacy in a
form that conveniently generalizes to higher levels.

3.1 The tree S, level-1 description analysis

We are working under ZF + DC.

The technical definition of tree of uniform cofinalities is extracted from
[14], defined in [6], and redefined in our paper in a more convenient way. A
tree of uniform cofinality pinpoints a particular measure that appears in a
homogeneity system for a projective set. A level-1 tree of uniform cofinalities,
or a level-1 tree, is a set P C w<¥ such that:

1. 0¢ A

2. If (i1, .. iky1) €T, k> 1, then (iy,...,i) € T and for every j < i1,
(i1, ... i, j) €T

Any countable linear ordering is isomorphic to <pgg| P for some level-1 tree
P. If P, P’ are finite level-1 trees, s ¢ P, P' = P U {s}, then the <pgg| P'-
predecessor of s~ is s. Level-1 trees are just convenient representations of
countable linear orderings and their extensions.

A level-1 tree P is said to be regular iff (1) ¢ P. In other words, when P
is regular and P # (), (0) must be the <px-maximal node of P.

The ordinal representation of P is

rep(P) ={(p) :p€ P} U{(p,n) :p € P,n <w}.
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rep(P) is endowed with the ordering
<P:<BK[rep(P).

Thus, for p € P, (p) is the <P-supremum of (p,n) for n < w. If B C w; is in
L, let BYT the set of functions f : rep(P) — B which are continuous, order
preserving (with respect to <” and <) and belong to L. If f € wi™, let

17 = (L1 Dverp,
where [f]5 = f((p)) for p € P. Let [B]"T = {[f]* : f € BT}, P is said to

be H%—we?lfounded iff PU{0} is a wellfounded tree, or equivalently, < is a
wellordering. I1}-wellfoundedness of a level-1 tree is a II} property in the real
coding the tree. A tuple @ = (a,)pep is said to respect P iff @ € [w;]"T. In
other words, each «, is a countable limit ordinal, and the map p — «,, is an
isomorphism between (P; <gg| P) and ({a, : p € P}; <). In particular, when
P is regular, P # () and & respects P, then o o) > a;, whenever p € P\ {(0)}.

A finite level-1 tower is a tuple (P;);<, such that n < w, P; is a level-1
tree of cardinality ¢ for any ¢, and i < j — P, C P;. An infinite level-1 tower
is (P;)i<w such that (P;);<, is a finite level-1 tower for any n < w. A level-1
system is a sequence P = (Ps)scw<e such that for each s € w<, (Py)icin(s)
is a finite level-1 tower. P is reqular iff each Pj is regular. Associated to a
IT; set A we can assign a regular level-1 system (P,)sc,< so that z € A iff
the infinite regular level-1 tree P, =ppr Up<y Py, is [T}-wellfounded. If A is
lightface ITj, then (P,)se,<~ can be picked effective.

Definition 3.1. S; is the tree on V,, X wy such that (0,0) € S; and a
nonempty node

(P,@) = ((P)izn, (i)izn) € Si

iff (P;)i<n 1s a finite reqular level-1 tower and putting p; € Pii1\ Pi, By, = cu,
then (Bp)pep, respects P,.

Since every tree occurring in S is regular, for a nonempty node (]3, a) €
S1, we must have oy > max(ay, ..., ).
S| projects to the universal I} set:

plSi] = {P : P is a Il}-wellfounded regular level-1 tower}.

The (non-regular) wi-scale associated to S is II;.

Definition 3.2. 1. Suppose P is a level-1 tree. The set of P-descriptions
is desc(P) =pgr P U{0}. The constant P-description is ().
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2. p=<p iff p,p’ € desc(P) and p <px p'.

3. Suppose P,W are level-1 trees. A function o : PU{0} — W U {0} is
said to factor (P,W) iff o(0) = 00 and o preserves the <px-order. (o
does not necessarily preserve the tree order.)

4. Suppose P is a level-1 tree. o factors (P, %) iff o factors (P,W) for
some level-1 tree W .

Suppose P, W are Ili-wellfounded. Then o.t.(<”) < o.t.(<") is equiv-
alent to “Jo (o factors (P,W))”. o.t.(<”) < o.t.(<") is equivalent to
“JoJw € W (o factors (P,W) AVp € P o(p) <" w)”. The higher level
analog of this simple fact will be established in the third paper of this series,
which will be an ingredient in the axiomatization of 03%.

Ifo:{1,...,n} = {1,...,n'} is order preserving, recall that
L L
where (75 (uy, .. ) = TH (upy, - e m)). We let

o .
Jsup . un+1 % un/+1

where j (8) = sup(j?)"B. So j7 is continuous at 3 iff j7(3) = jZ,,(5). The
continuity points of j7 are characterized by their LL-cofinalities:

Lemma 3.3. Suppose o : {1,...,n} — {1,...,n'} is order preserving, f <
Uny1. Put 0(0) = 0. Then j7(B) # j%p(B) iff for some k, cf“(B) = up
and o(k) > o(k — 1)+ 1. If cf*(B) = uy and o(k) > o(k — 1) + 1, then
Jop(B) = jok 0 jik (B), where o = oy o7, op(i) = o(i) for 1 < i <k,
op(k)=0ck—=1)+1, 0x(i) =0(i — 1) fork<i<n+1.

The second half of this lemma states that jg,, acting on points of L-
cofinality uy is factored into the “continuous part” j°¢ and the “discontin-
uous part” jit . This simple fact about factoring jg,, is essentially part of
effectivized Kunen’s analysis on u,, in [24].

3.2 Homogeneity properties of 5

From now on, we assume IIj-determinacy. This is equivalent to V& &
R(z# exists) by Martin [16] and Harrington [3].
The first w uniform indiscernibles (u,,),<, can be generated by restricted

ultrapowers of L. Recall that L. = |J,cp L[z], which is admissibly closed.
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Then for every subset A C w; in L, there is a real x such that A is ;-
definable over (L, [z]; €, ). Let

ML

be the L-club measure on wy, ie., A € pup iff A € L and 3C € L (C C
AACisaclubin w). When P is a finite level-1 tree, u”" is the L-measure
on card(P)-tuples in w; given by: A € u? iff there is C € pp such that
[C]PT C A. So pl is essentially a variant of the card(P)-fold product of py,,
concentrating on tuples whose ordinals are ordered according to the <pgg-
order of P. In particular, x? is the principal ultrafilter concentrating on
{0}. Put ;¥ = j]’fp, [flr = [f]ﬁp for f € L. Standard arguments show
that Ult(L, x”) = L, and j”(w1) = Ucara(p)+1. For any real z, j¥ | L[z] is
elementary from L[z] to L[z].

The set of uncountable L-regular cardinals below u,, is {u, : 1 <n < w}.
The relation “f = cf“(a)” is A} (in the sharp codes). Suppose P is a finite
level-1 tree, p € desc(P). Then

seedf el

is the element represented modulo p? by the projection map sending @ =
(ay)pep to a, if p € P, by the constant function with value w; if p = 0.
We have seedf = Ujp||_p+1, Where |p|<r is the <P_rank of p. In particular,
seedéD = Ucard(P)+1 = g (w1). For each p € P, uf’ projects to py, via the map
a— .
pP L —L

is the induced factoring map that sends j,, (h)(w1) to j© (h)(seedf,D ). Thus,
pf is the unique map such that for any z € R, p” is elementary from L|[z]
to L[z] and p” o j,, = j*, p'(w1) = seedf. If p is the <P-predecessor of p/,
then (pf)"us is a cofinal subset of seedf,. Put

seed!?” = (seedf )pedesc(P)

So p < p'iff seedzf,D < seedf,. Every element in IL is expressible in the form

3¥(h)(seed”) for some h € L.
If P, P’ are finite level-1 trees, P is a subtree of P’, then p projects to
pP in the language of Section 23 i.e., the identity map factors (P, P’). Let

X / P, P
gbr =" L—>L

be the factor map given by Section and let

.P,P’

Jsup U —> Uy
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. /
PPy, Thus, for any real z,

be jLil (a) = sup(j
FPF I Lla] : L] = Lia]
is elementary and
jP’Pl(TL[x}(seed;, . ,seedfn)) = TL[m](Seed,i/7 e ,Seedf,i)

for p1,...,pn € P. If (P,)n<w is an infinite level-1 tower, the associated
measure tower ("), is easily seen close to L.
The proof of ITj-determinacy [16] shows that

Theorem 3.4 (Martin). Assume ITi-determinacy. Let (P,),<,, be an infinite
level-1 tower. The following are equivalent.

1. (Py)n<w is I -wellfounded.
2 [wl]U{Pn:n<w}T £ 0.
3. (pF")pew is L-countably complete.

4. The direct limit of (7)) cnew is wellfounded.

The next two lemmas compute the “effective uniform cofinality” of the
image of certain ordinals under level-1 tree factoring maps.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose (P~,p) is a partial level < 1 tree whose completion
is P. a,0' both factor (P,W). o and o' agree on P~, o'(p) is the <" -
predecessor of o(p). Then for any B < j¥~ (w1) such that cf™(B) = seedf:,

0" 0 o (B) = (0 )aup 03" 7 (B).

Proof. Note that cf™(;77F(3)) = seedP_ As in Lemmal33, (0’)4, acting on
points of L-cofinality seedp is decomposed into the discontinuous part jsup

and the continuous part (o7)", where PT is the completion of the partial
level <1 tree (P,p*), (p*)” =p~, ot factors (PT,W), ¢’ and o" agree on
P, ot (p") = o(p). Let ¢ factor (P, P™) where ¢ [ P~ = id, «(p) = p™. So

tor=o0. By Considering the seedP _ -cofinal sequence in f3, it is not hard

to show that jE2* 0 j77P(8) = 17" 0 jE2 P (). Hence,

(@) 0 F(8) = (07)V 0 jELT 0 577 F(B)
= ()W o o b P(B)

=" 0 jap" (B).

g
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Lemma 3.6. Suppose (P,p) is a partial level < 1 tree, o factors (P,W).
Suppose B < j7 (wy) and either

1.p=—-1,Pt =P, o =0, cf*(f) =w, or

2. p# —1, P is the completion of (P,p), o’ factors (PT,W), o0 =o' | P,
o'(p) is the <" -predecessor of o(p~), cf“(3) = seed;;.
Then
PP+
a"(B) = (0 )ap 0 5" (B)-

Proof. By commutativity of factoring maps, " (8) = (/)" o j5F"(5). Note
that cf“ (5P (8)) = seed;:,+ when p # —1, cf“(7P"(8)) = w when p = —1.
In either case, by Lemma 33, (¢/)" is continuous at ;57" (). O

Definition 3.7. Suppose W is a finite level-1 tree, W = (w;)i<m is a distinct
enumeration of a subset of W. Suppose f : [wi]VT — wy is a function which
lies in L.

series=f The signature of f is W iff there is C' € uy, such that

(a) for any &, E € [Q]WT, if (Qugs -+ s Qo 1) <BE (Buwgs -« s Buwny_q)
then f(d@) < f(B);

(b) for any 62,5 € [Q’]WT, if (Qwgy -y Qo) = (Bugs -« s By
then f(a@) = f(B).

In particular, f is constant on a p"-measure one set iff the sig-
nature of f is ().

Suppose the signature of f is W = (w;)i<m-

resume*=f f is essentially continuous iff m > 0 and for p"-a.e. @, f(&)

=,

sup{f(B) : (Bugs--+»Buwp_1) < (Quwgy -0, _,)}. Otherwise, f
15 essentially discontinuous.

resume*=f Put [B]"T™1 = [B"" x w. For w € dom(W), put [B]"VT =
{(B,7) : B € [B"",v < B,}. Forve {=1}UW, say that the
uniform cofinality of f is v iff there is g : [w1 ]V — wy such that
g € L and for p"V-a.e. @, F(d) = sup{G(a, B) : (@, B) € [w1]VT}
and the function B +— G(a, 8) is order preserving.

It is essentially shown in [24] that f has a unique signature and uniform
cofinality. Let (P;,p;)icm™ (Pn) be the partial level < 1 tower of continuous
type and let o factor (P, W) such that o(p;) = w; for each i < m. Note that
w; =Y wy for 0 <i < m, so each P; is indeed a regular level-1 tree.
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resume*=f P = (P;)i<m 1s called the level-1 tower induced by f.

resume*=f o is called the factoring map induced by f.
Note that o | P; factors (P;, W) for each i.

resume*=f The potential partial level < 1 tower induced by f is

(a) (P, (Di)iem), if f is essentially continuous;

(b) (P, (pi)iem ™ (=1)), if [ is essentially discontinuous and
has uniform cofinality —1;

(¢) (P, (pi)icm ™ (p1)), if f is essentially discontinuous and has
uniform cofinality w, € W, (P,,,p") is a partial level < 1
tree, o((p*)”) = w,.

In particular, if w, € W, f(&) = au,, is the projection map, then the potential
partial level <1 tower induced by f is (0, (0)).

resume*=f The approximation sequence of f is (fi)i<m where dom(f;) =

[w1]T3T, fo is the constant function with value wy, fi(&) = sup{f(f) :
B € (w7, (Bugs -+ Busy) = (Qpgs - -y ap,_, ) } for 1 <i < m.

In particular, fm(ﬁa) = f(ﬁ) for p" -a.e. 5

Note that all the relevant properties of f depend only on the value of f
on a u"-measure one set. We will thus be free to say the signature, etc. of
f when f is defined on a p"-measure one set.

Definition 3.8. Suppose wy < [ < wu, is a limit ordinal. Suppose W is
a finite level-1 tree, B = [f]w < Ucaraqw)+1, the signature of f is (W;)i<m,
the approzimation sequence of f is (f;)i<m, the level-1 tower induced by f is
(P;)i<m, the factoring map induced by f is o. Then:

1. The signature of 3 is (seedK_)Km.
The approximation sequence of 3 is ([fi] . )i<m-

B is essentially continuous iff f is essentially continuous.

e e

The uniform cofinality of 8 is w if f has uniform cofinality —1. seedK
if f has uniform cofinality w, € W U {(}.

5. The potential partial level < 1 tower induced by (3 is the potential
partial level < 1 tower induced by f.

The uniform cofinality of /3 is exactly cf(3). The signature, approxima-
tion sequence and essential continuity of § are independent of the choice of
(W, f) in Definition B8, and moreover A} in 8 uniformly.
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3.3 The tree 5

In this section, we redefine the tree Sy introduced in [14, Section 2] in the
language of trees of uniform cofinalities in [6].

A partial level < 1 tree is a pair (P,t) such that P is a finite regular
level-1 tree, and either

1. t ¢ PAPU({t} is a regular level-1 tree, or
2. P£0,t=—1.

—1is regarded as the “level-0” component, hence the name “level < 17. (P, )
is of degree 0 if t = —1, of degree 1 otherwise. We put dom(P,t) = P U {t}.
a = (o) sepupey respects (P,t) iff @ P respects Pandt = —1 = oy < w, t #
—1 — arespects PU{t}. The cardinality of (P,t) is card(P,t) = card(P)+1.
The unique partial level < 1 tree of cardinality 1 is (0, (0)). If (P,t) is of
degree 1, its completion is P U {t}. (P,—1) has no completion. (P,t) is a
partial subtree of P’ iff the completion of (P, t) exists and is a subtree of P’.

A partial level < 1 tower of discontinuous type is a nonempty finite se-
quence (]3,]5) = (P, pi)i<k such that card(FPy, py) = 1, each (P, p;) is a par-
tial level <1 tree, and P;;; is the completion of (P;, p;). A partial level < 1
tower of continuous type is (P;, p;)i<x (P:) such that either k =0A P, =0
or (P, p;)i<k is a partial level < 1 tower of discontinuous type AP, is the
completion of (Pj_1,pk_1). For notational convenience, the information of a
partial level < 1 tower is compressed into a potential partial level < 1 tower.
We say a potential partial level < 1 tower is (Py,p) = (Ps, (pi)i<ing)) such
that for some level-1 tower P = (P;);<y, either P, = Py A (P, ) is a partial
level < 1 tower of discontinuous type or (P,5)~(P,) is a partial level < 1
tower of continuous type. If (P., (p;)i<k) is a potential partial level < 1 tower
of discontinuous type, its completion is the completion of (P, py).

Clearly, a potential partial level < 1 tower (P, p) is of continuous type
iff card(P,) = lh(p), of discontinuous type iff card(P,) = lh(p) — 1.

A tree of level-1 trees is a tree T on w<* (i.e., T C (w<¥)<¥ and closed
under C) and such that for any s € T, {a € w : s7(a) € T} is a level-1
tree.

A level-2 tree of uniform cofinalities, or level-2 tree, is a function ) such
that dom(Q) is a tree of level-1 trees, ) € dom(Q) and for any ¢ € dom(Q),
(Q(q11))i<im(q) is a partial level < 1 tower of discontinuous type. In particular,
QD) = (@,(0)).

We denote Q<Q) = (Qtree<Q)7Qnode<Q)) and Q[Q] = (Qtree<Q>7 (Qnode(q f
1))i<in(g))- So Q[q] is a potential partial level < 1 tower of discontinuous
type. Denote Q{q} = {a € w<* : ¢"(a) € dom(Q)}, which is a level-1 tree.
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The cardinality of @Q is card(Q) = card(dom(Q)). card(Q) could be finite or
No.
For @ a level-2 tree, Let

dom*(Q) = dom(Q) U {g~(~1) : ¢ € dom(Q)}.

Here —1 is a distinguished element which is <pgg-smaller than any node in
w<¥. So <pggl dom™(Q) extends <pg| dom(Q)) where ¢~ (—1) comes be-
fore any ¢ (s) € dom(Q). If ¢ # 0, denote Q{q,—} = {¢- (-1} U
{g7(a) + Queelq (@) = Quee(q) Na <px q(lh(q) — D}, Qfg, +} =

{qi} U {qi/-\(a’) : Qtree(qif\(a’)) = Qtree(Q) ANa >BK Q(lh(q) - 1)} For
q € dom™(Q), q is of discontinuous type if ¢ € dom(Q); ¢ is of continuous

type if ¢ € dom™(Q) \ dom(Q). In particular, {0,(—1)} C dom™(Q). Put

Qg™ (=1)] = (P, (@nodae(q1))i<in(g)), where P is the completion of Q(g). So
Q¢ (—1)] is a potential partial level < 1 tower of continuous type.

Definition 3.9. Suppose Q is a level-2 tree. A (Q-description is a triple

q=(q,P,p)

such that ¢ € dom™(Q) and (P, p) = Qlq]. desc(Q) is the set of Q-descriptions.
A Q-description (q, P, p) is of (dis-)continuous type iff ¢ is of (dis-)continuous
type. The constant Q)-description is (0,0, (0)).

Definition 3.10. Suppose @ is a level < 2 tree. An extended ()-description
is either a Q-description or of the form (2, (q, P, p)) such that (2, (¢~ (—1), P,p))
is a Q-description of continuous type. desc™(Q) is the set of extended Q-
descriptions. (d,q) € desc™(Q) is regular iff either (d,q) € desc(Q) of dis-
continuous type or (d,q) ¢ desc(Q).

If q = (¢, P,p) € desc(Q) is of discontinuous type, put q~(—1) =
(¢~ (=1), P*,p) where P is the completion of (P,p). If & = (ap)pen is
a tuple indexed by N, ¢ € dom™(Q), dom(Q(¢~)) C N if g # (), we put

a Do q= (apov q(O), co Q-1 q<lh(q> - 1))7

where pi = Qnode(q TZ)
The ordinal representation of () is the set

rep(Q) ={d ©q ¢ : ¢ € dom(Q), d respects Quee(q)}
U{d®g ¢ (—1):q € dom(Q), & respects Q(q)}.

rep(Q) is endowed with the <pj ordering:
<P=<prlrep(Q).
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Thus, the <@-greatest element is () = () © 0, and the set {(3,—1) : 8 < w1}
is <@-cofinal below ). In general, if ¢ € dom(Q) and & respects Qiree(q)
and every entry of @ is additively closed, then @ @®¢ ¢ is the <“-sup of
a~(B) ®q(—1) € rep(Q). The fact that (0) is the <px-maximum node
of a nonempty regular level-1 tree implies that if (¢, P) € desc(Q), g # 0,
(ap)pep respects P, then ) is bigger than ay, for any p € P\ {(0)}. Hence,
when @ is finite, <? has order type w; + 1. If B € L is a subset of w;, we
put
fe BeT

iff f € L is an order preserving, continuous function from rep(Q) to BU{w; }.
If f € B9 for each ¢ € dom(Q), letting P, = Qiree(q), f, is the function on
[wi]PeT that sends @ to f(d &g q), and

19 = (/19)eedom@)

where (12 = (1],

A level < 2 tree is a pair Q = (1Q,%Q) such that 49 is a level-d tree
for d € {1,2}. Its cardinality is card(Q) = >, card(Q)). We follow the
convention that 4Q always stands for the level-d component of a level < 2 tree
Q. Qis a level < 2 subtree of Q' iff 4Q is a level-d subtree of Q' for d € {1,2}.
rep(Q) = U, ({d} x rep(Q)). <9=<px| rep(Q). So <¥ is essentially the
concatenation of <@ and <®. dom(Q) = ,({d} x dom(%Q)), dom*(Q) =
Ua({d} x dom™(Q)), where dom(Q) = dom('Q) = Q. dese(@Q) = U({d} x
desc(%Q)) is the set of Q-descriptions. (d,q) € desc(Q) is of continuous type
iff d = 2 and q is of continuous type; otherwise, (d,q) is of discontinuous
type. Q is I3 -wellfounded iff 1Q is TT}-wellfounded and Q) is TI-wellfounded.
By virtue of the Brower-Kleene ordering, the next proposition is a corollary
of Theorem [3.41

Proposition 3.11. Let Q be a level < 2 tree. Then Q is I1}-wellfounded iff
<@ is a wellordering on rep(Q).

As a corollary, if Q is [TI3-wellfounded, then o.t.(<®) = w; + 1.
If f is a function on rep(Q), let Uf be the function on rep(4Q) that sends
v to f(d,v). If B €L is a subset of w;, we put

iff f € L is an order preserving, continuous function on rep(Q), and f € Bt
for d € {1,2}. f represents a card(Q)-tuple of ordinals

[/1° = ("If12) @.0)edom(@)
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where 4[f]9 = [df]ZQ. In particular, we must have 2[f]0? = wy. Let

[B]9" = {[f]?: f € BY"}.

Suppose (2,q) = (2,(q, P,p)) € desc™(Q). If f € w?T, ?f4 is the function
on [w]T defined as follows: ?fq = %f, if (2,q) € desc(Q); *fo(@) = *f, (@]

Quee(q)) if (2,a) ¢ desc(Q). If § = (By)wgedom@ € [wi]9T, we define
By for (d,q) € desc™(Q): if d = 2, q = (¢, P,p), put By = [¥f4],» where
3 = [f]9. Clearly, By = 26, if (2,q) € desc(Q) of discontinuous type,
By = jQueel@-P (23 ) if (2,q) ¢ desc(Q). The next lemma computes the
remaining case when q € desc(Q)) is of continuous type, justifying that 43,
does not depend on the choice of f.

Lemma 3.12. Suppose QQ is a level < 2 tree. Suppose 52 (dﬁq)(dyq)edom( Q) €
[w1]9T, (2,q9) = (2, (q, P,p)) € desc(Q) is of continuous type, P~ = Qiree(q7),

then %, = j55 " (35,-).

Proof. Let 5 = [f]9, f € [w1]@T. Let v = Pin(g)—1- So P is the completion of
Qlg™) = (P, v).

Suppose v = [g] ,p- < %By-, g € L. So for u" -a.e. @, g(d) < *fy- (@) =
SUPeq _ ’f(@7(€)), where @7 (€) is the extension of @ whose entry indexed
by v is . Let h(d) be the least £ < a,- such that g(@) < 2f,(@7(£)). Then
h € L. By remarkability of level-1 sharps, we get C' € pp, such that for any
a € [C)"1, h(adom(P™)) < a,. Hence for any @ € [C]FT, g(@dom(P™)) <
21,(@). Hence j7F() < %,

Suppose on the other hand v = [g],» < %B4. Then for p-a.e. @, g(d@) <
’fo(@) = supe_,, *fq(@ [ dom(P7)7(£)). Let h(d) be the least & < a, such
that g(@) < ?f,(a@ | dom(P~)"(€)). By remarkablhty, we get C € pp and
h' € L such that for any @ € [C]FT, ( V) = N(@ | {p:p <" v}). Hence,

9(a@) < *fo(a [dom(PT)" (@ [{p : p <" v})) = j F(n), where n = [@ —
sfol@n'@i{p:p <" v}))],p-. Clearly, n < 25q So v < Jap (By-). O

For a level < 2 tree, The properties of a tuple [f]? for f € w?' ar

analyzed in [14,24]. We restate the key results in the effective Context
A tuple B respects () iff 6 (]9 for some f € W1 ; B weakly respects
Q iff By = w; and for any ¢ € dom(Q) \ {0}, B, < jQueeld7)Quecla)(3 ).
We will need an Al definition of respectivity and weak respectivity. Weak
respectability is clearly A} from its definition. It is essentially shown in [24]
that respectability is also Al. We restate the relevant definitions in a more
applicable fashion.

The next few lemmas are essentially part of effectivized Kunen’s analysis
[24] of tuples of ordinals in u,. The proofs are rather routine.
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Suppose F is a club in w;. For a partial level < 1 tree (P,t), put @ =
(ap)perupy € [E]PIT I & respects (P,t), (ay)pep € [E)FT, and t # —1 —
oy € E. For a level < 2 tree @), put

rep(Q) | E ={a@ Ppq:qcE dom(*Q),a € [E]2Qtree(Q)T}
U{d®nq (-1):qe dom(*Q),a € [E]QQ(q)T}.

Put rep(Q) | E = ({1} x 1ep(1Q)) U ({2} x rep(*Q) | E). Then rep(Q) [ E'is a
closed subset of rep(Q) (in the order topology of <@).

Lemma 3.13. Suppose Q is a finite level < 2 tree, C' € py, is a club. Then
3 e [CI° iff there exist f € w¥" and E € pp such that 3 = [f]9 and

for any q € 'Q, f(q) is a limit point of C; for any q € dom(%Q), for any
a € [B)Que@t 2f (&) is a limit point of C.

Proof. The nontrivial direction is <. Suppose f € leT and F € pp, are
as given. For ¢ € dom(Q) \ {0}, let Q(q) = (P,,p,), and let ¢* be the
<pr-maximum of ‘Q{q, —}.

Claim 3.14. There is E' € uy, such that E' C E and for any q € dom(3Q) \
{0}, for any @ € [E')"Y, if p, # —1 then C N (3f (@), %f,(@)) has order type

Ozpq— .

Proof of Claim[3.17 Otherwise, there is ¢ € dom(*Q)\{0} such that p, # —1
and for pfe-ae. @, C N (3, (d),%f,(@)) has order type smaller than Q-
However, by assumption, C'N (%fy(&), 2f,(@)) is cofinal in *f, (&), and 2f,~ 1)
witnesses that %f, has uniform cofinality p, - This leads to a function h € L
where for pf-a.e. @, h(d@) is a cofinal sequence in o, of order type < ay-.

Hence, ch(seedZIjﬁ) < seedfi by Lo$, which is absurd. O
q q

Fix £’ as in Claim B4 We are able to define f' : rep(Q) [ B/ — C

such that f(1,q) = f'(1,q) for ¢ € 'Q, f(2,d @2 q) = f'(2,d Bz q) for
q € dom(*Q) \ {0}, @ € [E"]FT. Let 0 : rep(Q) — rep(Q) [ £’ be an order
preserving bijection. Let E” € up, where n € E” iff E' Ny has order type 7.

It is easy to see that 0 [ (rep(Q) [ E”) is the identity map. Define g = f’ 0 6.
Then g € C9T and [¢]? = [f]°. 0O

Lemma 3.15. Suppose Q is a finite level < 2 tree, *Q(q) = (P,,p,) for
q € dom(Q), E € ug, is a club. Suppose f :rep(Q)[FE — wy + 1 satisfies

1. f1({1} x rep('Q)) is continuous, order preserving;
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2. if ¢ € dom(XQ), then the potential partial level < 1 tower induced by
*f, is Qlq), the approzimation sequence of *f, is (*fgi)i<in(g), and the
uniform cofinality of *f, on [E]"" is witnessed by *fy~ 1y, i.e., if @ €
[E)FT, then 2f (@) = sup{*fy~ (@ (B)) : @~ (8) € rep(*Q) | E'}, and
the map B ’fo~1 (@7 (B)) is continuous, order preserving;

3. if a,b € Q{q} and a <pg b, then [fqﬂ(a)]ﬂpqﬂ(a) < [fqa(b)]ﬂpqﬂ(b).

Then there is E' € pup, such that E' C E and f | (rep(Q) | E') is order
preserving.

Proof. We know by assumption that for pfe-a.e. @, fy(&) = sup{f;~@) (@~ (3)) :
B < ap;}. Fix for the moment ¢ such that p, # —1. For @ = (a)pep,, put
a” = (o), <prp- By remarkability of (level-1) sharps, there is a function
h € L and E] € pup such that for any @ € [E/|"1, h(ad™) < a,,- and for any
B € a,- N Ey, for any a,b € Q{q}, fo@) (@7 (B)) < fo~@(a™ (R(d7))). Let
n € EYiff for any & € [E]]"", if Vp <pk p; ap < n then h(a™) < n. Finally,
let E" = ({E; : pg # —1}. E" works for the lemma. O

Lemma 3.16. Suppose that Q) is a finite level < 2 tree and 5 = (By) (d,9)dom(Q)
1s a tuple of ordinals in u,. Then E respects Q) iff all of the following holds:

1. (8,)4e1q Tespects Q.

2. For any q € dom(XQ), the potential partial level < 1 tower induced by
%6, is Qlg), and the approzimation sequence of %3, is (*By)i<in(g)-

3. If a,b € Q{q} and a <pg b then QBqa(a) < QBqa(b).

Moreover, if C' € ur, is a club, then 5 € [o)er zﬁg respects (Q and letting C’
be the set of limit points of C, then B, € C" for q € 'Q, 2, € jQue(@(C")
for q € dom(%Q).

Lemma 3.17. The relation “Q is a finite level < 2 tree A 5 respects Q7 is
Al

Lemma 3.18. Suppose QQ and Q' are level < 2 trees with the same domain.
Suppose B respects both QQ and Q)'. Then Q = @'.

If y € [dom(Q)], let Q(y) =pEF Un<wQiree(y [ 1) be an infinite level-1 tree.
Q is I -wellfounded iff

1. Vg € dom(Q) Q{q} is ITi-wellfounded,
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2. Yy € [dom(Q)] Q(y) is not ITj-wellfounded.

In particular, finite level-2 trees are ITi-wellfounded. IT3-wellfoundedness of
a level-2 tree is a IT; property in the real coding the tree.

A level-2 tree @ is a called a subtree of Q' iff () is a subfunction of Q)'. A
finite level-2 tower is a (possibly empty) sequence (Q;)1<i<n such that Q; is
a level-2 tree for 1 < i <mn, card(Q;) =i and ¢ < j — @, is a subtree of Q;.
An anfinite level-2 tower is a sequence Cj = (Qn)1<n<w such that for each n,
(Qi)1<i<n is a finite level-2 tower. A level-2 system is (Qs)secw<w such that
for each s, (Qg)1<i<in(s) is a finite level-2 tower. Associated to a H% set A
we can assign a level-2 system (Qg)se,<w S0 that x € A iff the level-2 tower
Qs =pEF (Qun)n<w is Ti-wellfounded. If A is lightface I3, then (Qg)scu<w
can be picked effective.

In our language, the level-2 tree Sy, originally defined in [14, Section 2],
takes the following form.

Definition 3.19. Assume II}-determinacy.

1. Sy s the tree on V,, X u,, such that (0,0) € Sy and a nonempty node

(0,0) # (@, @) = (Qi)1<i<n, (Q)1<in) € Sy

iff Q is a finite level-2 tower, and putting Qo = 0, ¢; € dom(Q;11) \
dom(Q;), By, = i, then (By)gedom(qn) Tespects Q.

2. Sy is the tree on V,, X uy, such that ((,0) € Sy and a nonempty node

(0,0) # (@, @) = (Qi)1<i<n, ((4)1zizn) € Sy

iff Q is a finite level-2 tower, and putting Qo = 0, ¢; € dom(Q;11) \
dom(Q;), By = i, then (Bq)gedom(q,) weakly respects Qy,.

By Theorem [3.4]
plSy] = p[Ss] = {Q : U Q is I1}-wellfounded}.

The (non-regular) u,-scale associated to Sy is A} (cf. [14]).

4 More on the level-2 analysis

4.1 Homogeneity properties of S

By [15, Lemma 14.2], Lg; [T3] is admissibly closed. We shall define a system of
Lsi[To]-measures on finite tuples in u,. This system of L [T3]-measures will
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witness Sy being Lgsi[T5]-homogeneous. Under AD, these L [Tb]-measures
are total measures induced from the strong partition property on wy (cf. [14]).
These measures enable the Martin-Solovay tree construction of S3 projecting
to the universal II} set, to be redefined in Section In our situation, we
must recast the effective version of the proof of the strong partition property
on wi. Only subsets of w; in L will be colored, and the coloring must be
guided by a level-2 tree @ and a subset A of [w;]?T which lies in L [T3].

Definition 4.1. w; has the level-2 strong partition property iff for every
finite level <2 tree Q, for every A € Ly (T3], there is a club C C wy, C € L
such that either [C]°T C A or [C]9TN A = (.

Martin’s proof of the strong partition property on w; under AD carries
over in a trivial way. For the reader’s convenience, we include a proof.

Theorem 4.2 (Martin). Assume Aj-determinacy. Then wy has the level-2
strong partition property.

Proof. We imitate the proof in [8, Theorem 28.12], which builds on partially
iterable sharps.

For x € R, A putative z-sharp is a remarkable EM blueprint over .
Suppose z* is a putative z-sharp. For any ordinal o, M- , is the EM model
built from z* and indiscernibles of order type a. The wellfounded part of
M+ o is transitive. For any limit ordinal a < 8, M-, is a rank initial
segment of M« 3. Say that z* is a-wellfounded iff o € wip(My-,). A
putative sharp code for an increasing function is w = ("7, x*) such that z*
is a putative z-sharp, 7 is a {€, z}-unary Skolem term for an ordinal and

“Yu,v'((v,v" € Ord Av < v') = (7(v) € Ord AT(v) < 7(v')))”

is a true formula in z*. The statement “("7', z*) is a putative sharp code
for an increasing function, x* is a-wellfounded, r codes the order type of
TMa*a()” about ({77, 2*),r) is ] in the code of a. In addition, when
x* = o, (77, 2*) is called a (true) sharp code for an increasing function.
The statement “ M is a putative v-sharp for some v € R, a € wip(My,), v
codes the order type of 7M>=(a)” is a X} statement about (M, r) in the code
of a.

To simplify matters, we shall ignore the level-1 component of ) and as-
sume that @ is a finite level-2 tree. Let A € Lsi[T]. Ais AZ by Theorem 211

Let B,C C R? be X3 such that

w codes (wy)gedom(@) € (WOL) ™™ A (Jwy])gedom(@) € A
< J2(w, 2) € B < ~3z(w, 2) € C.
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We define the game

H®(B)

in which I produces ("7, z*) and II produces (("o',y*),w, z). An infinite run

<<I—7-—I

1.

%), ("o, y*), w, z) is won by Player II iff

If ("7, z*) is a putative sharp code for an increasing function, then so
is ("o, y*). Moreover, for any n < wy, if

z* is p-wellfounded A 71+ (n) € wip(M,- )

then
y* is n-wellfounded A o™vn(n) € wip(M,- ).

I (T x*), (T, y*) are true sharp codes for increasing functions, z* =

o#, y* = y#, then w codes (wy)sedom@) € (WO, )*™@ and for ¢ €
dom(Q), letting g9 be defined by

oy (@) @ (g (1)),
g1 = ;’(aL[wa((crm@<q“<—1>>>> )

where the sup ranges over § such that (@~3) @ (¢~ (—1)) € rep(<%),
0o is an order preserving bijection from rep(Q) to wy + 1, we have

Vq € dom(Q)[97] ,0uec@ = |wg] -

and
(w,z) € B.

Lemma 4.3. If Player II has a winning strategy in H?(B), then there is a

club

X C w; such that X € L and [X]9T C A.

Proof. Let ¢ be a winning strategy for Player II in H?(B). We define a club
X C w; by the ¥1-boundedness argument. For n < wy, let B, be the set of
r € R such that there are ("7, 2*), ("o, y*), w,z and an ordinal 8 < 5 such

that

1.
2.

U = W

F71, 2*) is a putative sharp code for an increasing function,
g
"o, y*) is a putative sharp code for an increasing function,
( g
. <,_7:|7 l‘*> *P = ((l‘o-‘l’ y*>7 w, 2)7
. B € Wip(Mys ) A TMen(B) € wip(Ms ) A TMen (B) <.
. B € wip(My,)) A e™Mv*n(B3) has order type coded in r.
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B, is a 31 set in the code of 7. Since ¢ is winning for II, B, € WO. By
2%-boundedness, if X C w; is the club consisting of p-admissibles and limits
of p-admissibles, then for any £ € X, for any n < { and r € B,, ||| <&.

We have to show that [X]9T C A. That is, for any f € X9TNL, [f]? € A.
Pick such an f. Let 2 € R and 7 be such that for any @ @ g € rep(Q),

f@®q) =" (0o(d @ q)).

Feed in (77, 2#) for Player I in H?(A;n). The response according to ¢
is = ((To,y"),w,2) * ¢. (7o', y?) is a true sharp code for an increasing
function. w codes (wy)gedom(@) € (WO, )¥™M(@). Let g¢ be as in the definition
of H2(B). Thus, [99] et = |wy] and (w, z) € B. Thus, (Jwy|)gedom(@) € A
To finish the proof, we have to see that

[fq]thTee(Q) = [gq]MQtree(Q)

for all ¢ € dom(Q). It suffices to see that whenever & respects Q(q),

e o F(@8) @ (g (= 1)),
up £ ((65) € (g <—1>>>—sgp( o (6((aB) @ (¢~ (-1 >>>>)

< is evident. To get >, by choice of X, for any [ which is used in the
supremuin,

o M (0o((@™8) @ (¢7 (1)) <min(X \ (f((@5) @ (¢~ (1)) +1)).

The right hand side of the above inequality is < f((@~F+ 1) @ (¢ (—1))),
as f is <@-order preserving into X. O

Define the game H?(C') in the same way. A symmetrical argument gives

Lemma 4.4. If Player II has a winning strategy in H?(C), then there is a
club X C wy such that X € L and [X]°TN A =0.

The games HY(B) and H?(C) are both O(<w?-I1}), hence determined.
It remains to show that II must have a winning strategy in either H%(B)
or H?(C). Suppose otherwise and I has a winning strategy yp in H?(B)
and pc in H9(C). We apply the same boundedness argument as in the
proof of Lemma Let X be the set of countable (pg, pc)-admissibles
and their limits. Let f € [X]9T. If [f]¥ € A, pick (w,z) € B with w
coding (wy)gedom(@) and (|w,)gedom(@) = [f]¢. Then II defeats ¢y by playing
(o, %), w, 2), where o£5](v) =the v-th ¢ z-admissible ordinal. If [f]9 ¢ A,
IT can defeat p¢ by a symmetrical argument. This is a contradiction.
U
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Definition 4.5. Let Q) be a finite level < 2 tree. We define
Acp®
iff there is C' € pp, such that
[C]°T C A.

u@ is easily verified to be a countably complete filter concentrating on
[w1]@T. In particular, when card(Q) = 1, u¥ is the principal measure concen-
trating on {(w1)2,0 }. Noticing the facts that rep(Q)) has order type wy + 1,
and that [f]% depends only on { f(v) : ||v||ce is a limit ordinal}. Theorem 2]
implies that

1@ is an Lsi[To]-measure.

Let j9 = j]f:; 1) be the restricted ultrapower map of u® on Lsi[To]. Put

flue =1 f]ﬁfl (7] for f € Lg [T5]. Lo$’ theorem reads: for any first order
3

formula ¢, for any z € R, for any f; € Lg[Tb], with ran(f;) C Lig[Ts, 7],
1 <1 <n,

jQ(Lliff, [TQVT]) ): W([fl],uQv R [fn]uQ)
iff
for NQ‘a-e- gv LR§ [TQv SL’] ): @(fl(év ce fn(é})

If Q is a subtree of @', both finite, then u? projects to u® via the map
that sends () (dqedom(@)t0 (Bq)(agedom(@)- Let

[l Ult(Ls; T3], %) — Ult(Lgy [12], n)

be the induced factor map. If Q = (Qn)n<w is alevel < 2 tower, the associated
Lg1 [To]-measure tower (%)<, is easily seen close to L [T3].

The homogeneity property of the Martin-Solovay tree on a IT} set (cf. [14])
translates to our context:

Theorem 4.6. Assume Al-determinacy. Let Q = (Qn)new be an infinite
level-2 tower. Let QQ, = Up<,@n. The following are equivalent.

1. Q,, is I}-wellfounded.
2. <% is a wellordering.
3. There is E: (Bt)tedom(q.) which respects Q.

4. (p9) ey is L1 [T2]-countably complete.
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5. The direct limit of (jO™9")enew is wellfounded.

Proof. 1 < 2: By Proposition B.111

2 = 4: Suppose <9 is a wellordering. Let (4,),<. be such that A, €
pen NLg1[T3]. Let x € R and C' € L[z] be a club in w; such that [C]@T C A,
for all n. Let f : dom(<%) — C be given by

f(d@q, t) = the ||a Dq, t||ceu-th element of C.

Then f € Llx,Q,] and is order preserving. Let 3, = [f | rep(Q,,)]%". Then
for all n, (51,...,0,) € A,.
4 = 3: This follows from the fact that ;9" concentrates on tuples that

respect Q).

3= 1: If v € [dom(Q,,)], then jQ=Ek).QuE(3 ) > B, for all k < | < w.
This means the direct limit of j@«@k):Qu() ig illfounded. Hence @, () is not
[Ti-wellfounded by Theorem [3.4]

4 < 5: By Proposition O

Definition 4.7. Q°, Q!, Q%°, Q?' denote the following typical level < 2 trees
of cardinalities at most 2:

o 'Q"=10,'Q"={(0)}, dom(Q") = dom(Q") = {0}.

. 501” d € {0,1}, 'Q* = 0, dom(*Q*!) = {0, ((0))}, Q%! ((0)) is of degree

QO . . . Ql . . Q2O Q21

§< is a principle measure. p~ is essentially pp. p~ and pu~ are
essentially refinements of the Lg1 [T5]-club filter on us, the former concentrates
on ordinals of L [Tb]-cofinality w, the latter of Lsi[Ty]-cofinality w;.

4.2 The tree S;3

A partial level < 2 tree is a pair (Q, (d, g, P)) such that @ is a finite level < 2
tree, and one of the following holds:

1. (d,q, P)=(0,—1,0), or
2.d=1,q¢'Q, 'QU{q} is alevel-1 tree, P =, or

3. d =2, q ¢ dom(%Q), dom(*Q) U {q} is tree of level-1 trees, P is the
completion of XQ(¢~). (In particular, XQ(¢~) must have degree 1.)
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The degree of (Q,(d,q,P)) is d. We put dom(Q, (d q,P)) = dom(Q) U

{(d,q)}. The cardinality of (Q, (d,q, P)) is card(Q, (d, q, P)) = card(Q) +
The uniform cofinality of a partial level < 2 tree (@, (d q, P)) is

ucf(Q, (d, ¢, P)),
defined as follows.
(@, (d,q, P)) =
2. ucf(Q, (d,q, P)) = (1,¢7) if d =1, Th(q) >

(@, (d,q, P)) = (2,(0,0,(0))) if d = 1, Ih(g) = 1;

4. UCf(Qa (daqa P)) = (27 (qlapam) if d =2, QQ[q/] = (Paﬁ)a and ql is the
<pr-least element of Q{q,+}, ¢ # ¢;

5. ucf(Q, (d,q, P)) = (2,(q~, P,p))ifd =2, Q[q¢"]| = (P~,p), and Q{q, +} =
{a}.
So ucf(Q, (d, q, P)) is either (0, —1) or a regular extended @Q)-description. The
cofinality of (Q,(d,q, P)) is

1. ucf(Q (0,-1) if d = 0;

3. ucf(Q

0 ifd=0,
cf(Q, (d,q,P)) ={1 ifd=1and ¢ = min(<'@{a}),

2 otherwise.

A tuple 8 = (Bt)(e)edom(@.(dg.P)) Tespects (Q,(d,q, P)) iff 8 | dom(Q)
respects @ and B, < w if d = 0, B’ respects a completion of (@, (d,q, P))
otherwise. A partial level < 2 tree of degree 0 has no completion. A comple-
tion of a partial level < 2 tree (@, (d, q, P)) of degree > 1 is a level < 2 tree
Q* such that dom(Q*) = dom(Q, (d, ¢, P)), Q* | dom(*Q) = %Q, and either
d=1o0rd=2AQue(t) = P. For alevel <2 tree @', (Q,(d,q, P)) is a
partial subtree of Q' iff a completion of (Q, (d, q, P)) is a subtree of (.

A partial level < 2 tower of discontinuous type is a nonempty finite se-
quence (Q;, (d;, ¢;, P;))1<i<k such that card(Q,) = 1, each (Q;, (d;, ¢, P;)) is a
partial level < 2 tree, and each Q);,1 is a completion of (Qi, (di, qi, Py)). A par-
tial level < 2 tower of continuous type is (Q;, (d;, ¢, P;))1<i<x~ (Qx) such that
either k = 0 A Q, is the level < 2 tree of cardinality 1 or (Qy, (di, ¢i, Pi))1<i<k
is a partial level < 2 tower of discontinuous type AQ, is a completion of
(Qk—1, (dk_1,qr-1, Pr—1)). For notational convenience, the information of a
partial level < 2 tower is compressed into a potential partial level < 2 tower.

A potential partial level < 2 tower is (Q, (d, q, P)) = (Q+, (di, i, Pi)1<i<ing)
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such that for some level < 2 tower @ = (Qi)1<i<k, either Q. = Qr A

—

(@, (d, q, P)) is a partial level < 2 tower of discontinuous type or (@, m)A(Q*)

is a partial level < 2 tower of continuous type.

Definition 4.8. A level-3 tree of uniform cofinality, or level-3 tree, is a
function

R

such that ) ¢ dom(R), dom(R) U {0} is tree of level-1 trees and for any
r € dom(R), (R(r [ 1)) i<i<in(r) @5 a partial level < 2 tower of discontinu-
ous type ]f R<T) = (Qh (dT’7q7'7PT‘>>7 we denote Rtree<T) = Qr; Rnode('r) =
(dryqr), R[r] = (Qr, (dis @y Pri)1<i<ingry) - R[r] is a potential partial level
< 2 tower of discontinuous type. If Q is a completion of R(r), put R[r,Q] =
(Q, (dvt, @i, Pri)1<i<iny), which is a potential partial level < 2 tower of con-
tinuous type. For r € dom(R) U {0}, put R{r} = {a € w=¥ : r~(a) €
dom(R)}, which is a level-1 tree.

The cardinality of R is card(R) = card(dom(R)). R is said to be regular
iff (1)) ¢ dom(R). In other words, when R # (), ((0)) is the <px-mazimum
of dom(R).

Suppose R is a level-3 tree. Let dom™(R) = dom(R) U {r—(-1) : r €
dom(R)}. Forr € dom(R), put R{r,—} = {r= " (—=1)}JU{r""(a) : Ruee(r~"(a)) =
Rivee(r),a <pr r(Ih(r) — 1)}, R{r,—} ={r "} U{r " (a) : Rue(r "(a)) =
Rivee(r),a >pr r(Ih(r) — 1)},

If 5 = (%3,) (a.g0en 1s a tuple indexed by N, r € dom*(R), lh(r) = k, either
k=1 or dom(R(r~)) C N, we put

E@R r= <T<O>7 dBQN'r(l)’ s 7d6(]kf17 T<k - 1))7
where (d;, ;) = Ruoae(7 [7). The ordinal representation of R is the set

rep(R) :{5 @pr7r:r € dom(R), 5 respects Ripeo(T)}
U{B@rr(=1) : r € dom(R), 3 respects R(r)}.

rep(R) is endowed with the <px ordering
<F=<pglrep(R).
R is I} -wellfounded iff
1. Vr € dom(R) U {0} R{r} is Ii-wellfounded, and

2. Vz € [dom(R)] R(2) =prr Un<w(Riree(2 [ 1))1<n<w is not Ti-wellfounded.

31



For level-3 trees R and R’, R is a subtree of R' iff R is a subfunction
of R'. A finite level-3 tower is a sequence (R;);<, such that n < w, each
R; is a regular level-2 tree, card(R;) = i+ 1 and ¢ < j — R; is a subtree
of R;. R is reqular iff each R; is regular. An infinite level-3 tower is a

sequence R= (Rn)n<w such that for each n, (R;);<, is a finite level-3 tower.
[T} -wellfoundedness of a level-3 tower is a ITj property in the real coding the
tower. In particular, every finite level-3 tree is II3-wellfounded. Similarly to
Proposition B.11], we have

Proposition 4.9. Assume Aj-determinacy. Suppose R is a level-3 tree.
Then R is I}-wellfounded iff <™ is a wellordering.

Associated to a ITj set A we can assign a level-3 system (R,)sc.<~ so that
x € A iff the infinite level-3 tree R, =prr Up<wRap is [I}-wellfounded. If A
is lightface I3, then (R,)sc.,<« can be picked effective.

Suppose F' € Li[T>] is a function on rep(R), r € dom(R). Then F; is a

function on wf“ee(rn that sends 3 to F(G@®gr). F represents a card(R)-tuple
of ordinals

[FI = ([F]y)redom(r)

where [F|F = [F.] ,rue for r € dom(R). If B C &3, put

T Iz

F e BT

iff F € Lgy [T5] and F'is an order-preserving continuous function from rep(R)
to B (with respect to <® and <). Let

[B) = {[F|®: F € Bf"}.

A tuple of ordinals § = (V,)rcdom(r) is said to respect Riff ¥ € [83]%1. 7 is said
to weakly respect R iff for any t,t" € dom(R), if ¢ is a proper initial segment
of ¢/, then jftree(®)Fuee(t)(~,) > ~,. By virtue of the order <, if ¥ respects
R, then 7 weakly respects R and whenever Riee(t™(p)) = Riree(t(gq)) and

p < ¢, then v~y < i~ (g)-
The trees S5 and S5 are defined in [14]. They both project to the universal
I1} set. In our language, they take the following form.

Definition 4.10. Assume Aj-determinacy.

1. Sg is the tree on V,, x 83 such that (§,0) € Sy and
(R, @) = ((Ri)isn, (@)icn) € Sy

iff R is a finite regular level-3 tower and letting r; € dom(R;yq) \
dOH’l(RZ'), Bri = 041, then <6r>r6dom(Rn) TeSPQCtS Rn
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2. Sy is the tree on V,, x 83 such that (),0) € S and
(R, @) = ((Ri)i<n; (@i)i<n) € Ss

iff R is a finite reqular level-3 tower and letting r; € dom(R;y1) \
dom(R;), By, = g1, then (By)rcdom(r,) weakly respects Ry, .

By Theorem [L.6]
plS;] = p[Ss] = {R : R is a IT}-wellfounded level-3 tower}.

The (non-regular) scale associated to S is IT}. For & < &3, put (R,&) € S3]¢
iff (R,d) € Sy and (R, d) # (0,0) = ap < &.

Suppose E is a club in wy. For a partial level < 2 tree (@, (d,q, P)),
put @ = ()(eycdom(@,dgp)y € (B QECPIT I & respects (Q, (d, g, P)),
(0t (etyedom(@) € [E)9T, and d =1 — o, € E, d =2 — 0y € jP(E). For a
level-3 tree R, put

rep(R) [ E ={B @ : r € dom(R), 3 € [E]FueT}
U{B ®rr"(=1):r € dom(R), 5 € [E]"T}
By Lemma [3.10, rep(R) [ E is a closed subset of rep(R) (in the order topology
of <f). A useful consequence is that the order preserving bijection

0% : rep(R) | E — rep(R)
is the identity on rep(R) [ £’ for a club E' C E.

5 The lightface level-3 sharp

This section defines a real 0°# which is many-one equivalent to Mz# , under
boldface IT3-determinacy. The assumption of ITi-determinacy is very likely
not optimal.

5.1 Level-3 boundedness

Recall in Corollary 210 that the rank of a 33(<u,,, z) wellfounded relation is
bounded by 5. We would like to strengthen this fact by allowing a suitable
code for an arbitrary ordinal in 83. The strengthening is based on an inner
model theoretic characterization of u, in L[T3,z]. We say that

4 is an L-Woodin cardinal

iff L(V5) = 6 is Woodin.
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Theorem 5.1 (Woodin, [21, Theorem 5.22]). Assume IT3-determinacy. Let
K =u,. Forx € R, M, (x) = k is the least L-Woodin cardinal.

Corollary 5.2 (Level-3 boundedness). Assume Hé-determmacy. Suppose
r € R, N € Fau, nis a cardinal and strong cutpoint of N, & = Tareo(n).
Suppose g is Coll(w,n)-generic over N', r € RN Ng]. Let X\ be the least L-
Woodin cardinal in M, (x) above §. Suppose G is a 1I3(r, <u,) set equipped
with a reqular T4 (r, <u,) norm . Suppose A is a Xi(r,<u,) subset of G.
Then

sup{p(y) : y € A} < (AF)Meex(),

Proof. Put x = 0 for simplicity. Put
QN’" = {P € F, : P is a nondropping iterate of N above n}.

N is a subsystem of Fy. Let Mé\[og# be the direct limit of G;*". The
inclusion map of direct systems induces an embedding between direct limits

ﬂi\/’” : Mé\[og# — Mfw.

Let r, € R be the real coding (g, N'|n). Every mouse P € G\ corresponds
to an rg-mouse Plg| € Fa,, (converted into an rg-mouse in the obvious way,
cf. [22]). So in the direct limit,

N7 9
M270;7#[g:| = Mfoo(rg)-

By Corollary .10,

sup{p(y) :y € A} < ky’,
which in turn is smaller than the successor of u, in Mfoo(rg), as {Ty,r,} €
Mfoo (rg). By Theorem B.1] w,, is the least L-Woodin cardinal of Mfw('r’g),

hence the least L-Woodin cardinal of Mé\[ O’Zf’# above 7. By elementarity,
N (u,) = X So w1 (ky?) < (AT)Mzee This finishes the proof. O

5.2 Representations of ordinals in J;

We introduce a coding system for ordinals in 5:15 which is the higher level
analog of WO. The coding system is guided by Theorem .17 Identifying
u,, with (V, Uu,)<%, we shall assume X is a A} subset of R x (V, U u,)<*
so that the map v — X, is a surjection from R onto Z((V,, U u,)<¥).

For a finite level-3 tree R and a tuple 8 ®g t € rep(R), put

R
NS LOE@Rt
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iff for each ¥ @p s <P E@R t,
(XU)’%BRS —DEF {<§7 77) : (,Uv/?@R S, gu 77) S Xv}

is a linear ordering on u,,. Put
v e LOF

iff v € Log@m for all § ®pt € rep(R). The relations “v € LOZ 7 and

BORt
“v € LO™ are AL. Put

v € WO
BBRt

iff for each ¥ ®p s <f E@R t, (Xuv)5@ps is @ wellordering on wu,,, and the map
Y®r s+ 0.t.((Xy)50,s) is continuous, order preserving for ¥@®ps < Bdgt.
Put

v e WO

iff v e WO?; , for all B &gt € rep(R). The relations “v € Wogg . and
R R
“R is a finite level-3 tree Av € WO are IT}. If (X,)

Fop 18 wellordering
on u,, its order type is denoted by ||v A member v € WO codes a

||E@Rt'
tuple of ordinals [v]® that respects R:

)7 = [B @Rt = [[0]l g™
Clearly, if v € WO then [v]7 € LH;’;,R[TQ,U,R] and is Aj-definable in
Ln[Ty, v, R from {T5,0, R}. Put [v]" = ([]f)icaomem: So I = [F

||U ||g@Rt]uRtree(t) .

Observe the simple fact that for any finite level-1 tree W, for any a@ =
(0w )wew Tespecting W, there is a IIl-wellfounded level-1 tree W’ extending
W such that a,, = ||(w)| _w for any w € W. Intuitively, W’ “represents” &

in the sense that @ extends to a tuple @ respecting W’ and if /3 respects W,
then Yw € W oy, < B,. It is implicitly used in proving that 07 is the unique
wellfounded remarkable EM blueprint. Likewise, its higher level analog will
be an ingredient in the level-3 EM blueprint formulation of 03#.

We also need to code ordinals in 83 by direct limits of iterations of II3-
iterable mice. Suppose = € R and z codes a IT}-iterable z-mouse P,. Then

TP, o0 Pz — (Pz)oo

is the direct limit map of all the nondropping iterates of P,. o((P.)s) is the
length of a Al(z)-prewellordering, namely the one induced by iterations of
P.. By Corollary 213], 7p, oo and (P,)s are both in L [Ty, M (2)] and

HM#(z)
3

A;-definable over L [Ty, M (2)] from {Ty, M (2)}.

RM#@)
3
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5.3 Putative level-3 indiscernibles

The higher level analog of the type of L with n indiscernibles is the type
of M;_, realized by an appropriate [F]®, where F € (83)%". Such functions
F are coded by subsets of u,, in Lg [T5]. The coding system is provided by
Theorem 2171

L = {€} is the language of set theory. For a level-3 tree R, L% is the
expansion of £ which consists of additional constant symbols ¢, for each
r € dom(R). For a level-3 tree R and a tuple of ordinals ¥ = (V,)rcdom(r)

the L-structure M, expands to the L"-structure
(M300:7)
whose constant ¢, is interpreted as ;.

Definition 5.3. C C 8j is said to be firm iff every member of C is additively
closed, the set {€ : € = 0.t.(C'NE)} has order type 83 and CNE € Lsi[T3] for

all £ < 83,
Definition 5.4. C' C 5% 15 called a set of potential level-3 indiscernibles for
M, iff for any level-3 tree R, for any F,G € C*T N Lsi[T3],

(Mso3 [F]) = (M0 [GT7).

,00) ,007

A firm set of potential level-3 indiscernibles for M, . is the higher level
analog of a set of order indiscernibles for L. Note that the successor elements
of C' don’t really play a part in computing [F]" = ([F7] 4 Ruree ) ) redom(r)» @s the
relevant ultrapowers jffee(") concentrate on tuples of limit ordinals, hence
the prefix “potential”.

Lemma 5.5. Assume II3-determinacy. Then there is a firm set of potential
level-3 indiscernibles for My .

Proof. Suppose R is a finite level-3 tree. Let ¢ be an Lf-sentence. Consider
the game G where I produces reals v, z, ¢ and a natural number p, II pro-
duces reals v, 2/, ¢ and a natural number p’. The payoff is decided according
to the following priority list:

1. I and II must take turns to ensure that v € WO and ' € WO,
If one of them fails to do so, and w € rep(R) is <f-least for which
v ¢ WOET v o' ¢ WORT then I loses iff v ¢ WOZXT, and II loses iff
v € WO,

2. If 1 is satisfied, put ¥ = (V,)redom(r), Where 7, = max([v]F, [v/]F). 1
must ensure
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(a) x codes a 2-small premouse P, which satisfies “I am closed under
the Ml#-operator”;

(b) ¢ codes a strictly increasing, cofinal-in-o(P,) sequence of ordinals
(€n)n<w relative to x such that each ¢, is a cardinal cutpoint of

Pu;
c¢) P.lc; is a [Ii-iterable mouse;
(d) p codes a tuple of ordinals & = (@ )redom(r) in Pz|co relative to a;
)

(e) For each r € dom(R), 7p, ey 00(Ctr) = Vs

(
(f) (Pe;d) |= .

Otherwise he loses.

3. If 1-2 are satisfied, II must ensure 2(a)-(f) with (z, ¢, (¢)n<w, P, @, @)
replaced by (2, (¢}, )n<w, P, &/, —¢), otherwise he loses.

4. If 1-3 are satisfied, I and II must take turns to ensure for all 2 < n < w,

(a) P.lc, is a Hi-iterable mouse and Py|c, | <pj Pu|cn;

(b) Pu|c, is a ITi-iterable mouse and P,|c, <ps Pu|c,.

If one of them fails to do so, and n is least for which (a) or (b) fails at
n, then I loses iff (a) fails at n, and II loses iff (a) holds at n.

5. It is impossible that both players obey all the rules, due to a successful
comparison between P, and P,,. The definition of Gf% is finished.

The payoff of G has complexity ([0]r + w)-IT for both players. The
nontrivial part about the complexity is that 2(e) is Al, shown as follows.
According to rules 2(a)-(c), Py|c; is ITi-iterable and closed under the (gen-
uine) M7 -operator, ¢y < ¢y, and therefore M (P,|co) is canonically coded
In . Tp,|ee,00(s) 1s the length of a AY(P,|cy) prewellordering, induced by it-
erations. By Corollary 2XT3] 7p, ¢y, (i) is Aj-definable over Ly [Th, ] from
{Ty,2}. 7 is clearly Aj-definable over Lyy[T5,v] from {T5,v}. So 2(e) is
expressed into a Ay statement over L,ig,x [Ty, v, x] from {Ty, v, x, c}, or equiv-
alently, Al(v, z,c) by Theorem 2.11

Hence G is determined. Suppose for definiteness II has a winning
strategy o in G%%. Let C be the set of L-Woodin cardinal cutpoints of

M, (o) and their limits. We show that

VE € C™ (Myo; [FI7) |2 o
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Suppose towards a contradiction that ' € CE but (M;; [F]®) = ¢. As 83
is inaccessible in MQ#OO, thereisaclub D € M# in 83 so that M, ool A =< My
for any A € D. There is thus a continuous, ‘order preserving G:wtl—
C'\ supran(F) for which (M; |G(w); [F]") | ¢. Pick P € F, and ordinals
(€n)n<w (Qr)redom(r) in P such that mp (c,) = G(n) for any n < w and
Tpoola,) = [F]2 for any r € dom(R). Thus, (P|sup,, ;@) = ¢. Let
Player I play (v,z,¢,p), where v € WO, ||v|| = F(w) for any w € rep(R),
x codes P|sup,, ., ¢y, ¢ codes (¢p)n<w relative to x, p codes (. )rcdom(r)- The
response according to o is denoted by (v',2', ', p') = (v,z,¢,p) * 0. We
shall derive a contraction by showing neither player breaks the rules, using
3:-boundedness.

As o0 is a winning strategy, Player II is not the first person to break the
rules. So v € WO implies v' € WO, For each w € rep(R) which is either
the <f-minimum or a <f-successor, if N' € Fo,, 1 € N, Tr00(n) = F(w),
g is Coll(w, n)-generic over N, r, € R being the real coding (g, N|n), then
(v, 2, p') belongs to the set

Ay ={(0,z,¢,p) xo: v € WO 1€}

which is $5(M{ (r,), <u.,) by Corollary T3 and Theorem 2l Since o is a
winning strategy, A, is a subset of

B, ={(®,7,2,p) : v € WO}

B, is aTI}(<u,,) set, equipped with the IT} (< u,,) prewellordering (v', 7/, &, ') —
|17’||E. By Corollary B2, [|v/[|® < min(C'\ (F(w) + 1)). By continuity, if w
has <®-limit order type, then [[v/||F < ||v||R Consequently, for r € dom(R),

[v'] < [v]E, so if 7 is defined from v,v’ as in Rule 2, then v, = [v]£.

By our ch01ce of F and G, Rule 2 is satisfied. Let Py, (¢;)n<w, @, Por, () )new, @
be defined as in Rules 2 and 3. For each 1 < n < w, using the IT}-
prewellordering on codes of II}-iterable mice, a similar boundedness argument
shows that ||P.|c),||<,, < min(C\(G(n)+1)), and hence P,/ |c), <ps PrlCni1-

So Rule 4 is satisfied. This is impossible. O

Definition 5.6. Assume II-determinacy. Let C be a firm set of potential
level-3 indiscernibles for M, .. Then

0%

is a map sending a finite level-3 tree R to the complete consistent LE-theory
03#(R), where "' € 03%(R) iff v is an LE-formula and for all 7 € [C]*T,

(M3 7) E .
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03# is the higher level analog of 0%. Each individual 03#(R) is the higher
level analog of the n-type that is realized in L by n indiscernibles.
The proof of Lemma [5.5] shows

Lemma 5.7. Assume II3-determinacy. For a finite level-3 tree R, 0°%(R)
is a ([0 g + w)-I12) real.

5.4 The equivalence of 23# and M] (z)

For the other direction of the reduction, we want to compute O(< u,-II})
truth using 03 as an oracle.

Lemma 5.8. Assume IT3-determinacy. For a finite level-3 tree R, the uni-
versal O([D]g-11%) real is many-one reducible to 03%(R), uniformly in R.

Proof. Let B C [0]g X R be II3. Let 6 be a 31 formula such that
(g,ZL') € B« ng [Tan] ): 0(5,1‘)

G is the game with output Diff B. We need to decide the winner of G from
03#(R). B is equipped with the IT}-norm

(€, x) = the least av < k5 such that L, [Ty, z] = 0(¢, x).

If £ € ug is a club, let p¥ : [0]g — rep(R) | E be the order preserving
bijection. For 7 respecting R, let #7(¥) be the following formula:

There exist H € (83)"" and a strategy 7 for Player I such that
[H]E® = 4 and for any club E € puy, if x is an infinite run according
to 7, then for any even a < [0]r, V8 < a((8,2) € BAY(B,z) <
H(p®(B+1))) implies (o, x) € BAY(a,z) < H(pP(a+ 1)), and
there is a < [0] g such that (a, z) ¢ B.

Let 677(7) be the following formula:

There exist K € ((‘ié)RT and a strategy o for Player 1I such that
[K]® = 7 and for any club E € puy, if z is an infinite run according
to o, then for any odd a < [0]g, V8 < a((8,2) € BAY(S,x) <
K(p¥(8+1))) implies (o, z) € BAY(a,z) < K(pP(a +1)).

Let C' be a firm set of level-3 indiscernibles for M, . Suppose firstly
Player I has a winning strategy 7 in GG. Let D be the subset of C' consisting
of L-Woodin cardinals in Ms . (c) and their limits. By Corollary 5.2] if =
is a consistent run according to o, then (0,z) € B A ¢(0,2) < min(D),
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for any odd o < [0]g, (o, x) € B implies (a + 1,2) € BAY(a+ 1,z) <
min(D \ (¢Y(a,x) + 1)), and there is o < [0z such that (a,z) ¢ B. Let
H € D, Then (H, 1) witnesses 6! ([H]®). Let P € F, and 7j € P such that
Tp .o (1) = [H]®. Let &; be the least successor cardinal cutpoint of P above
max(7]) and let g be Coll(w, §)-generic over P. Let r,; be the real coding
(g,7). Then 6! ([H]®) is equivalent to a Xi(r, ;) statement 6/(r,;), hence
true in P[g]. Hence,
PColl(w,gﬁ) ): §I<7;g,ﬁ)

By elementarity, B
(Mioo)Coll(w,g,—f) ): 9[ ('f,g,[H}R)'
By Lemma 5.5, for any ¥ € [C]%,

(M) M55 |2 07 (7 ).

By a symmetrical argument, if Player II has a winning strategy in G, then
for any 7 € [C]®, B
(M) M) = 01 (7 7).

Finally, there does not exist v such that

(M3,

2,00

)Coll(w,&;) = §I<f'gﬁ) A é”(’f"g,a?)-

Otherwise, by absoluteness, 07(Y) A 0'1(7) holds. Let (H, ) witness 67(7)
and let (K, o) witness 671(). Let E € ug, be a club such that H | (rep(R) |
E) = K | (rep(R) [ E). Let x be the infinite run according to both 7 and o.
Then inductively we can see that for any o < [0]r, (o, z) € B A ¢¥(a,x) <
H(p®(a+1)), but there is o < [@] g such that (o, z) ¢ B, which is impossible.

In conclusion, Player I has a winning strategy in B iff for any 7 € [C]*,
(M; o0) NS = 01 (7,5). O

For a real x, 2% is the obvious relativization of 03#. Combining Lem-
mas 5.7 and 5.8 [27, Theorem 3.1] and Neeman [19/20], we obtain the equiv-
alence of z3# and M7 (z).

Theorem 5.9. Assume Hé-determmacy. Forx € R, 2% is many-one equiv-
alent to MQ# (x), the many-one reduction being independent of x.

By Theorem and Moschovakis third periodicity, the winner of the
game in the proof of Lemma has a winning strategy recursive in 03%.
Hence, the set of L-Woodin cardinals in M, (0*#) and their limits form a
firm set of potential level-3 indiscernibles for M, .
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