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PFA and Ideals on w, Whose
Associated Forcings Are Proper

Sean Cox

Abstract  Given an ideal /, let P; denote the forcing with I -positive sets. We
consider models of forcing axioms M A(T") which also have a normal ideal / with
completeness wy such that P; € I". Using a bit more than a superhuge cardinal,
we produce a model of PFA (proper forcing axiom) which has many ideals on w;
whose associated forcings are proper; a similar phenomenon is also observed in
the standard model of MAT®1 (o-closed) obtained from a supercompact cardi-
nal. Our model of PFA also exhibits weaker versions of ideal properties, which
were shown by Foreman and Magidor to be inconsistent with PFA.

Along the way, we also show (1) the diagonal reflection principle for inter-
nally club sets (DRP(ICy, )) introduced by the author in earlier work is equiva-
lent to a natural weakening of “there is an ideal / such that P; is proper”; and (2)
for many natural classes I' of posets, MA1®1(T) is equivalent to an apparently
stronger version which we call M A Diag(1),

1 Introduction

In [4], we introduced the diagonal reflection principle (DRP)—which is a highly
simultaneous form of stationary set reflection—and proved that DRP follows from
strong forcing axioms. DRP asserts that a certain naturally defined set of w;-sized
structures—namely, those structures on which the nonstationary ideal condenses
correctly—is stationary (see Section 3 below; such condensation notions originally
appeared in Foreman [6]). Independently, Viale [13] proved similar results.

A motivation for this paper is the following observation: if F is a filter which
concentrates on sets witnessing DRP, then by examining generic ultrapowers which
use F (such ultrapowers have critical point w;), we see that Pz exhibits properties
which resemble properness. (This observation follows from Theorem 8 below.) So a
natural way to strengthen DRP is to require that P is actually proper.
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Most of this paper is devoted to models of strong forcing axioms M A(I") which
have an ideal 7 such that P; € I'; in particular, we obtain such ideals whose dual fil-
ter concentrates on sets witnessing DRP. In Section 4 we observe that, in the standard
model of M A1 (o-closed) obtained from collapsing everything below a supercom-
pact cardinal to wy, there are ideals whose duals concentrate on sets witnessing DRP
and whose associated forcings have o-closed dense subsets. It is natural to ask if a
similar situation can arise under PFA (proper forcing axiom); we answer this ques-
tion affirmatively. In particular, we prove the following theorem, which is stated more
precisely as Theorem 12 in Section 5.

Theorem Relative to a super-2-huge cardinal, it is consistent that PFA holds and
that there are ideals I such that Py is proper. Moreover, there are such ideals whose
dual concentrates on sets witnessing DRP.

This model has several other interesting features. In [9], Foreman and Magidor
showed that if either

® (w3, 2) = (w2, 1) or

e there is a presaturated ideal on ws,

ey

then PFA fails. On the other hand, the model of PFA we produce in Section 5 shows
that weaker versions of (1)—namely that (6, w2) — (w2, 1) holds for an inaccessi-
ble 6 and that there is an ideal on w, with closure properties resembling, but weaker
than, presaturation—are (simultaneously) consistent with PFA.

Finally, it is well known that PFA implies that every proper poset QQ completely
embeds below some condition in [Hg]®! /NS (for all sufficiently large 6); this is due
to the existence of stationarily many M € g,,, (Hg) such that w; C M and there ex-
ists an (M, QQ)-generic. Let S(g ¢ denote this stationary set.' So, in particular, if PFA
holds and [/ is an ideal whose associated forcing Py is proper, then P; completely
embeds into another ideal forcing Py where I’ concentrates on SIPZ ¢". (Namely, I’

is the nonstationary ideal restricted to Sﬂg ?.) In general the nature of this complete
embedding P; — IP;/ is mysterious; however, we produce a model of PFA with such
complete embeddings of a simple form. (The proof appears in Section 6.)

Theorem Relative to a super-3-huge cardinal, it is consistent that PFA holds and
that there are ideals I, 1" such that Py, Py: are proper, I’ projects to I in the Rudin—
Keisler sense, and this projection is also a projection in the sense of forcing.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives background material and nota-
tion, including a discussion “plus” versions of forcing axioms and Foreman’s du-
ality theorem (which is heavily used throughout the paper); Section 3 discusses
DRP and characterizations in terms of ideals on w,; Section 4 is about models of
M AT (g-closed) with o-closed ideal forcings; Section 5 is about models of PFA
with proper ideal forcings; and Section 6 discusses “Ideal projections as forcing pro-

jections” in models of PFA.

2 Notation and Background

2.1 Ideals g, (Hy) denotes the set of M < Hy such that [M| <k and M Nk € k.
If Z is a set, NS | Z denotes the ideal {4 C Z | A is nonstationary in | J Z}.”
Throughout this paper, ideal always means a normal ideal. If 7 is an ideal, then I
denotes the filter which is dual to 7 ; similarly, if F is a filter, then F denotes its dual
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ideal. I denotes the I -positive sets (i.e., if I C g(Z), then I T is the collection of
S € p(Z) such that S ¢ I);if F is a filter, then F* means F*. If A is a class and
F afilter, we say that F' concentrates on A iff there is some A € F suchthat A C A
(and an ideal I concentrates on A iff I concentrates on A). The forcing associated
with I is (I, C), which we will denote by P;; this is equivalent to forcing with
©(Z)/1 — {0}, where by definition S =; T iff the symmetric difference of S and T
isin /.

(6, ) — (0’, ') denotes the statement, “for every first order structure 4 on
0, there is a Z < o« such that |[Z| = 6’ and |Z N | = u' (the classic Chang’s
conjecture is the special case (w,, w1) = (01, ®)).”

We refer to a notion related to saturation of an ideal; this notion is analyzed in
more detail in [3], though no results from that paper are used here.

Definition 1 Let H be a set (typically 8 € H € Hy for some 0), let Z C p(H),
and let I C p(Z) be an ideal. Suppose that I’ is an ideal over some Z’ C Hy for
0’ > |H| such that I’ projects to I; thatis, I = {{Z'NH | Z' € A"} | A € I'}.
Letm:(I')t — ITbethemap S+ {M NH|MeS)}.
o If & is a projection in the sense of forcing (i.e., pointwise preimages of max-
imal antichains are maximal), then we say that 7, I” witnesses “ideal projec-
tions as forcing projections” and write FP(I’, I).
e If there is some I’ such that FP(I’, I') holds, then we say that FP(I) holds.
e If FP(I', I) holds where I’ is the conditional club filter relative to I at Hy/,’
we say that FpConditional Club 1y holdg,

In [3] it is shown that FP(I) implies precipitousness of [, and that
FpConditional Club 1y 4 equivalent to saturation of 7. (The latter is essentially due
to Foreman [7, Lemma 3.46].) In the present paper we produce a model of FP(/)
where [ is not saturated (or even presaturated).

2.2 Forcing axioms By MA(I") we always mean MA,, (I'); that is, for every
P e T and every w;-sized collection O of dense subsets of [P there is a filter on
P which meets every set in &. For an ordinal o, MAT%(T") means that for every
P e T, every w;-sized collection D of dense subsets of P, and every sequence
(Si | i < a) of P-names such that I-p “S; is stationary subset of w;” for every
i < «, there is a filter F C P which meets every D;, and for every i < w;j:
(Si)F := {B : there is some ¢ € F such that ¢ I B € S;\ is stationary.

The proof of Theorem 2.53 in Woodin [14] shows that M A({IP}) is equivalent to
stationarity of the following set:

Sﬂfle := {the set of M < (Hyg, €, {P}) such that ; C M

and there exists an (M, P)-generic object}

2

for all (some) sufficiently large 6. The same argument shows that MATE{PY) is
equivalent to the statement: for every sequence (S; | i < «) of P-names for station-
ary subsets of w, the set

Sfle = {the setof M < (Hy, €, {P, 5‘}) such that w; C M and there exists
Sp (3)

a g which is (M, IP)-generic and S ¢ is stationaryfor every i < a},
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is stationary for all (some) sufficiently large 6. Using the latter equivalence as moti-
vation, let us define the following apparent strengthening of M A1 ({P}).

Definition 2

e For a poset IP and a regular cardinal 6 such that p(IP) € Hyg: Sp will
denote the set of M < (Hy, €, {P}) such that w; C M and there exists a g
which is (M, P)-generic and such that S is stationary whenever S € M is a
P-name for a stationary subset of @ .

o MATPiE(T) denotes the statement that for all P € I" and for sufficiently
Hy

+ Diag,Hg

large regular 6, 7 > is stationary.

There are obvious generalizations of Definition 2 which require stationary evaluation
of names of stationary subsets of [A]* by g.* We note the following.

Lemma 3 Suppose that T is a class of posets such that whenever P € T then

P * Col(wy, p(wl)V[G]) € T (where G is the canonical P-name for the P-generic
object). Then MAY®\(T) is equivalent to M AT Pe(T),

Proof To see that MA+Diag(F) implies MA1®1(T), fix any P € T and a regular

6 such that p(P) € Hy. If (S; | { < 1) is a sequence of P-names for station-

Diag, H
ary subsets of wp, then almost every M € 51; 8.9 has § as an element; since

w1 C M, then S; € M for each i. Then if g is any (M, IP)-generic which witnesses
that M € S;7 "¢ then (), is stationary for each i < o;.

Now assume that MA+®1(T"), and let P € I"; we want to show that M A Pig(P)
holds. Let O be the P-name for Col(w, p(a)l)V[G]) where G is the canonical P-
name for the P-generic; so by assumption, PxQ € I'. Let (T | & < 1) be a (P*Q)-
name which is forced to enumerate {S € V[G] | V[G] E S C w; is stationary}.
Now for each & < wy, P * Q forces that T, is stationary (since Q¢ is countably
closed and thus stationary set preserving in V [G]). Then by M A1 (P % Q), S;; o

iy

is stationary. Let M be any element of Sfle ,let $ € M be a P-name for a
T,PxQ

stationary subset of w;, and let g % & be an (M, P % Q)-generic witnessing that

M e S Hy Then Sg = (T )gxn for some o < wq, and the latter is stationary
T]P’*Q

since M € S O
T P*Q

Corollary 4 PFAY® js equivalent to PFATPRe MM™® is equivalent to

MM *Pue and MAY® (o-closed) is equivalent to M A' P (g -closed).

Proof Let I' be one of those three classes of posets (i.e., proper, station-
ary set preserving for subsets of w;, or o-closed). Then for every P € T,

P % Col(wy, p(a)l)V[G]) e I'. Apply Lemma 3. O

2.3 Diagonal reflection We recall the definition of DRP from [4].

Definition 5 Let Z be a class of w;-sized sets (e.g., Z could be the class of all
w-closed sets).

The diagonal reflection principle at 0 relative to Z, abbreviated DRP(6, Z), is
the following statement:

There are stationarily many M € ©q, (Hgw)+) such that
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() MNHy e Z,

(2) whenever R € M is a stationary subset of [0]%, then R N [M N 6]“ is sta-
tionary in [M N 0]%.

We say that DRP holds on Z iff DRP (6, Z) holds for all regular 6 > w,.

Definition 6 wDRP (0, Z) is defined exactly like DRP(0, Z) except that we re-
place clause 5 of the definition with the following:

e Whenever R € M is a projective stationary subset of [6]%, then RN[M NO]?
is stationary in [M N 6]“.

Independently, Viale [13] considered notions very similar to DRP and proved similar
theorems to those in [4]. Adopting his terminology, for an ordinal A of cofinality at
least wp and an M < (Hyg, €,{A}...), let us say that M is A N cof (w)-faithful iff
R N'sup(M N A) is stationary in sup(M N A) for every R € M which is a stationary
subset of A N cof (w). Similarly, we will say that M is [A]®-faithful if the analogous
statement holds for every R € M which is a stationary subset of [A]?.

For this paper, the most relevant classes Z in Definition 5 are the classes of inter-
nally approachable (I A, ) and internally club (1C,, ) structures of size wi. 1Ay,
is the class of all M such that there is some e-increasing and C-continuous chain
(Ng | § < w1) of countable sets such that M = U5<w1 N and every proper ini-

tial segment of N is an element of M. I Co, is the (possibly wider) class defined
similarly, except that we only require that each N¢ is an element of M (equivalently,
M € IC,, iff M N [M]® contains a club).

2.4 Forcing quotients and Foreman’s duality theorem Following [7], if P and Q are
posets, then i : P — Q is a regular embedding of P to Q iff i preserves the order,
preserves incompatibility, and pointwise maps maximal antichains in [P to maximal
antichains in Q. If i : P — Q is regular and G C P is generic, then Q/i”G denotes
the collection of ¢ € Q such that ¢ is compatible with every member of i”G; the
ordering on Q/i”G is just the ordering inherited from Q. Regularity of i ensures
that Q is forcing equivalent to P x Q/i" 'G (where G is the canonical P-name for its
generic object).

We will often use the following construction of precipitous filters and caution
that it varies slightly from many of the constructions in [7] because the construction
below yields a filter which does not extend the ground model’s ultrafilter.” Suppose
that j : V —ypy N is an ultrapower embedding via some normal ultrafilter U € V
which concentrates on {M | M < H,} and has critical point ¥ (where x < A). Let
P € H) be a poset; note that j |} P: P — j(IP) preserves order and incompatibility.
Assume also that

J | Pis aregular embedding from P to j(PP). “)

This happens, for instance, whenever P has the x-cc, which will always be the case
in this paper.” So j(P) is forcing equivalent to P % j(P)/;”G. Then whenever G
is (V,P)-generic and H is (V[G], j(P)/j”G)-generic, in V[G][H] the map j can
be lifted to a jg+z : V[G] — N[G][H] via t¢ +— j(t)n’, where H' is the
(V.P % j(P)/j”G)-generic obtained by transferring G % H via the forcing equiv-
alence of P % j(P)/j”G with j(P). This map will be well defined and elementary
(see Cummings [5, Section 9] for details). Also, fG* H(G) is equal to the generic
for (V, j(IP)) obtained by transferring G * H to a generic for j(I’) modulo the
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equivalence of j(IP) with P % j(IP)/j”G. This last fact can be used to show that
NN jG.yHLG] = j"Hjy. Now ji, g Hy[G]is an element of N[G][H], and

Uoxn = {A € V[G] | A C p(H;[G)) and j¢, HA[G] € josr(A)} (5

is a V[G]-normal ultrafilter.” We caution again that we are using fg «p HA[G], not
j" H)y, to define the ultrafilter Ug 4, and as a result Ug. g will typically not extend
U (e.g., if P turns « into a successor cardinal, then Ug«pg concentrates on mod-
els which believe that x is a successor cardinal, while U concentrates on models
which believe that « is inaccessible). Still, using the definition of Ug. g, the fact that
NN fg* yH)[G] = j"H,, and the assumption that j is an ultrapower embedding
which maps P regularly into j(IP), then Ug«gm will always concentrate on the set A
of those M’ < H[G] such that we have the following:

e M'NV e€V;let M denote M' N V.

e M is an element of the underlying set | J | J U measured by U (e.g., if U is

an ultrafilter on p(S) then M' NV € S).

o V = “M NPis aregular subposet of P (recall that we are assuming (4)).
Using these facts, it can be shown that N[G][H] = {fG*H(f)(fC’;*HHA[G]) |
f € V[G] N AV[G]} (recall from above that A € V[G] will always have mea-
sure one in Ug« g ), and it follows that fG* H is the ultrapower map corresponding to
ult(V[G], Ug«H)-

In V[G] define the following functions on A (here we again use the notation
M :=M'NYV whenever M' NV € V):

() oM :=P/(GNM).
(2) h(M') := the generic for P/(G N M) obtained by G and the forcing equiva-
lence between P and (PN M) x P/(G N M).
(3) Givenag € j(P)/j"G, note that ¢ € V and that there is some f; € V such
that ¢ = [ f;]u (here U was the ultrafilter in the ground model). Then define
in V[G] the function f on Aby M’ - f;(M).
Then one can check:
For any H which is (V[G], j(P)/j"G)-generic,
) [Qlug.y = i(®)/j"G:
) [hugwn = H:
(3) foreveryq € j(P)/j"G.[flug.u = 4-
Definition 7  In V[G], F(j) denotes the collection of all A C g(H}) such that
”_j(]P’)/j”G A€ UG*H'

(6)

F(j) is afilter in V[G] and inherits the completeness and normality properties from
U (see [7, Section 3.2]). By (6) and a special case of Foreman’s duality theorem—
namely, [7, Proposition 7.13]—we have the following:

In V[G], the map A — ||/I € UG*H llro(i®)/j”G) is an isomor-

7
phism between F(j)* and a dense subset of ro(j(P)/j”G). M

3 Equivalent Formulations of DRP and Effect of DRP on Generic Embeddings

In this section we show that the existence of ideals whose forcings are proper implies
DRP (at least if the ideal concentrates on /Cy, ), and, in turn, DRP always yields
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ideals whose associated forcings resemble proper forcings in a weak sense. Namely,
DRP implies that for sufficiently small A, stationary subsets of [A]* are not destroyed
in the generic ultrapower of V' (though they may be destroyed in the generic exten-
sion!). In [4] we showed the following (see Section 2.3 for the definition of 1C,,
and [ A, ):
e MAT®1 (0-closed) implies DRP(6, I A, ) for all regular 6 > w, (and MM
implies wDRP (0, I A, ) for every regular 6 > w;,; see Definition 6).
e DRP(8,1C,,) implies that there is a stationary set of M € [Cy, N
$w, (Hgoy+) on which NS ' [Hg|® condenses correctly; that is, if
o : Hy — M is the inverse of the transitive collapse of M and H :=
o~ (Hg), then (NS } [H]®)#M coheres with (NS | [H]?)Y .
There are several equivalent formulations of DRP (6, I Cy, ); note that formula-
tions (C) and (D) below look like weak versions of saying P is proper.

Theorem 8 For regular 0 > w,, let 79 denote the collection of M €
$w, (Hgwy+) such that M N Hg € [Cy,. The following are equivalent:

(A) DRP(9, Z%);

(B) there are stationarily many M € Z° such that NS | [Hg]® condenses
correctly via M ;

(C) there is a normal ideal I whose dual contains the club filter over Z® such that
lFp, “every stationary R C [Hgl® from the ground model remains stationary
inult(V,G)”;

(D) there is a stationary S C Z? such that S |-y “every stationary R C [Hg]®
from the ground model remains stationary in ult(V, G).”

Proof Note thatif M N Hy € ICy,, then M N [M N Hy]® contains a club.” This
implies that, letting oas : Hyy — M be the inverse of the Mostowski collapse map
and H = UA}I(HQ), if S € M is a stationary subset of [Hg]®, then S N [M N Hy]?
is stationary if and only if V' believes that o;,ll (S) is stationary in [H]® (see the proof
of Theorem 3.6 in [4] for more details). This gives the equivalence of (A) with (B).

For the remainder of the proof, we use the standard fact” that if U is a normal V-
ultrafilter on some Z C g, (Hr) (e.g., if U is generic for the forcing with a normal
ideal) and j : V —y ult(V, U) is the ultrapower, then

j  Hr € ult(V,U) and is represented by [M — oylu,
where oy is the inverse of the Mostowski collapse of M.

®)

To see that (A) implies (D), let S be the stationary set which witnesses
DRP(6,Z?), let G be generic for (V,(Z%)/(NS } Z?)) with S € G, and
let j : V —¢ ult(V,G) be the generic ultrapower. Let R € V be a stationary
subset of [Hy]?; note that, by the definition of Z?, there are G-many models with
[Hg]® and R as elements. By (8), together with Los’s theorem and the fact that (A)
implies (B), ult(V, G) believes that NS | [j(Hg)]® condenses correctly via j*,
where j* := j | Hgwy+. In particular, ult(V, G) believes that (j *)"1(j(R)) =R
is stationary.

(D) clearly implies (C).

Finally, we prove that (C) implies (A). Let G be generic for (V,Py), and
let j : V —¢g ult(V,G) be the generic embedding. Then for every station-
ary R C [Hy]®, since R remains stationary in ult(V, G) and since ult(V,G) E
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“j"Hgoy+ N j(Hg) is internally club,” we have that ult(V, G) |= “j(R) reflects to
j" Hg.” So by Los’s theorem there are G-many structures M such that every R € M
that is a stationary subset of [ Hg]® reflects to M N Hy. Since the dual of / extends
the club filter, this collection of M is stationary and witnesses DRP(6, Z?). [

Corollary 9 Suppose that I is a normal ideal which concentrates on
1Cy, N 9w, (Hgwy+ ) such that Py is proper. Then DRP(0, I Cy, ) holds.

Proof This is an immediate corollary of part C of Theorem &, the definition
of properness, and the fact that stationarity is downward absolute from V[G] to
ult(V, G). O

We also state, without proof, a similar characterization for wDR P (Unif,,,) (here
Unif,,, denotes the class of w;-sized M such that ¢ f(sup(M N 1)) = w; for every
A € M of uncountable cofinality). The proof is very similar to the proof of Theo-
rem 8, except that one would instead use the fact that for M € Unif,,, if § € M
is a stationary subset of 6 N cof (w), then S reflects to sup(M N O) if and only if V'
believes that 03,/ (S) is stationary in o, ().

Theorem 10 For regular 0 > w,, let Z% denote the collection of M &
$wy (Hgoy+) such that M N Hy € Unify,. The following are equivalent:

(A) wDRP(8,Z7?);

(B) there are stationarily many M € Z9 such that NS } 6 N cof (w) condenses
correctly via M ;

(C) there is a normal ideal I whose dual contains the club filter over Z O such
that l=p, “every stationary R C 6 N cof (w) from the ground model remains
stationary in ult(V, G)”;

(D) there is a stationary S C Z% such that S s “every stationary
R C 6 N cof(w) from the ground model remains stationary in ult(V, G).”

4 Models of DRP(6) With Ideal Forcings That Have a o-Closed Dense Subforcing

In Foreman, Magidor, and Shelah [10] it was noted that if « is supercompact, then
MA*®1 (g-closed) holds in VC1@1-<€) 10 1 that model, a special case of Foreman’s
duality theorem (see [8, Proposition 7.13]) implies that for every o-closed poset Q
and every A, there is an ideal which concentrates on Sg N g4, (H;) and such that
the forcing with the ideal is equivalent to a o-closed forcing. We give a rough sketch
of the argument; more details and similar arguments appear in Section 5, where we
obtain analogous results for PFA (but starting from much larger cardinals than a
supercompact).

Let « be supercompact, let P := Col(w1, < k), and let G be (V,P)-generic. Let
Q be a o-closed forcing in V[G], and let Q be a name for it. Inside V[G], pick a A
sufficiently large such that Col(wy, A) is forcing equivalent to Q x Col(w1, A) (see
[5, Section 14]). Note that V' and V[G] compute Col(w1, A) the same way since they
have the same w sequences. Let j : V' — M be a H)-supercompact ultrapower of V'
(i.e., the ultrapower map by some normal fine measure on g, (H})). Since P has the
k-ccin V,then j |} P: P — j(P) is a regular embedding, and so the construction
in Section 2.4 is applicable; inside V[G] let F(j) be as in Definition 7.

Since Col(wy, A) is forcing equivalent to Q x Col(wq,A) and M[G] is closed
under A sequences from V[G], then M[G] sees the forcing equivalence. So
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M [G][H] always has a (HX[G] = H/{M[G],Q)—generic; call it g. Then g generic
clearly transfers via f M H ;/ 6] {0 a ( f "H ;/ [G], f(Q))—generic g, and, more-

over, j | H;/[G] is an element of M[G][H]. Thus M[G][H] always believes

that there is a ( f” H )t/ [G], f (Q))-generic, and so by definition of F(j) we have

VIG] = Sq € F()).

Furthermore, suppose that S € j”H ;/
of wy; say S = f(S'). Then H,[G][g] = M,[G][g] & “ 'g is stationary.” Since
A is sufficiently large with respect to Q, M [G][g] = “S ¢ is stationary” and thus so
does M[G][H], since M[G][H] is a stationary set-preserving forcing extension of
M [G][g]. From this it follows that M A+ P (g-closed) holds in V[G].

By (7), forcing with F(j) is equivalent (in V[G]) to forcing with
Col(w;, < j(k))/G. In particular, the forcing associated with F'(j) has a o-closed
dense subset. If the arbitrary Q we chose at the beginning was, say, Col(w;, Hp)
for some regular 6 then F(j) concentrates on the set Sg “1_ which consists of sets
which witness DRP(8) structures.

Finally, we observe that this model satisfies “ideal projections as forcing pro-
jections” (see Section 2.1) for a pair of ideals whose forcings are o-closed.
Suppose that k < A <« A’ and that U is a normal measure on g, (A’) and
ju : V. — My, the ultrapower map. Let proj(U) be the projection of U to g, (1)
and Jprojmy 1 V' = Mpju)y, the ultrapower map. In V[G] consider the filters F/(U)
and F(proj(U)) (see Definition 7). We need to show that FP(F(U), F (proj(U)))
holds in V[G]. The simple but key observation is that ColMri@) (g, < Joroj@) (K))
is a complete subforcing in the sense of V[G] of ColMV (wy, < jy(x)), since all
the listed models are closed under w-sequences (so they all compute the same rel-
evant Levy collapse posets), and Col(w1, < jproj(r)(k)) is a regular subforcing of
Col(w;, < jy(k)). This ensures that the canonical map (F')*™ — F™T given by
A {ZNA| Z € A} is a forcing projection. We omit the details here, but
a similar argument is given in Section 6. The point is that the ideal projection
from (F(U))* — (F(proj(U)))™ is the same as the composition of the following
sequence of forcing projections. (It is important that the map numbered 4 in this list
is a forcing projection in the sense of V[G].) Here P := Col(w;, < k) and P, P’ are
Ju(P) and jyroiw) (P), respectively:

(1) the dense embedding from (F(U))T — ro(P”/G) from (7), given by

A A e TR0 6);

(2) the forcing projection from ro(P”/G) — ro(’/G) obtained from the forc-
ing projection P’/G — P’'/G (i.e., obtained via the map which restricts
conditions in IP” to their support on jy.iwr)(k); recall that this is indeed a
forcing projection in the sense of V' [G] by the remarks above);

(3) the isomorphism from (a dense subset of) ro(P’/G) — (F(proj(U)))™ ob-
tained from (7) (i.e., the inverse of the map B > || B € proj(U )"’ lro®/G)-

(615 a 7 (Q)-name for a stationary subset

5 PFA and Proper ldeals on w»

In this section we construct a model of PFA which has many ideals I such that
Py is proper. Since there are known models of PFA where stationary reflection for
subsets of w, N cof (w) fails (see Beaudoin [1]), and since the existence of an ideal
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I with completeness w, whose forcing is proper implies such stationary reflection,'’
we know that PFA does not imply the existence of ideals on w, whose forcing is
proper. In Section 3, however, we showed that DRP (which follows from PF Atern)
implies that there are ideals whose associated forcings satisfy a very weak form of
properness. In this section we show that P FA™ P2 i consistent with the existence
of many ideals'” whose associated forcings are proper.

Our model of PFA also exhibits weaker versions of properties which are known to
be inconsistent with PFA. Foreman and Magidor [9] proved that, under PFA, there is
no presaturated ideal on w; and that (w3, w2) —> (w3, w1) fails (and that these facts
are preserved under mild forcing extensions of PFA). In particular, there is no ideal
on w; that has some well-founded generic ultrapower jg : V —¢g ult(V, G) where
ult(V, G) is closed under sequences of length < jg(w2) from V[G]. The following
theorem shows that PFA is consistent with the existence of generic ultrapowers that
are closed under sequences of length jg (w2) from the ground model.

The theorem uses a superhuge cardinal.

Definition 11 Let n € w, and let k be a cardinal.

e i is n-huge iff there is an elementary j : V — M where M is transitive,
crit(j) = k, and M is closed under j” (k) sequences. « is huge iff it is
1-huge.

e i is super-n-huge iff for every y > « there is an n-huge embedding with
critical point x such that j(x) > y. « is superhuge iff « is super-1-huge.

See Kanamori [12] for more information about notions related to hugeness. In par-
ticular, « is n-huge iff there is a k-complete normal ultrafilter U over some g(A) and
cardinals k = Ag < A1 < -+ < A, = Asuchthat {x C A | otp(x N Aj41) =
Ai} € U foreachi < n.

Theorem 12 Suppose that there is a super-2-huge cardinal. Then there is a proper
forcing extension which satisfies PFA™T P and has the following property.
Let Q be any proper poset. Then for a proper class of inaccessible A there is an
ideal I) o such that
. IV,L@ concentrates on S(giag N{M C H) | otp(M NA) = wpand M N
Wy € wy} (ie., I A,Q concentrates on sets in S(Siag which witness (A, wp) —>
(w2, w1));
e the forcing associated with I, q is proper;
o whenever jg : V —¢g ult(V,G) is a generic ultrapower by I o, then

ult(V, G) is closed under A = jg(wy)-sequences from V (though not nec-
essarily from V[G]).

Proof Let «x be a super-2-huge cardinal. We will do the standard construction, but
for that we need a Laver function for huge embeddings. "’

Fact 13 Letn € w,and letn > 1. If k is super-(n + 1)-huge, then there is a Laver
function Lav : k — V. for n-huge embeddings; that is, for every x and every A there
is an n-huge embedding j such that cr(j) = «, j(k) > A, and j(Lav)(k) = x.

This is well known, but we include a sketch of the proof, since there is a technical
issue here that does not arise when constructing a Laver function for supercompact
embeddings.'* I also thank the anonymous referee for pointing out an error in the
original version.
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Proof  Mimic the proof of Theorem 20.21 in [11]. Let us say that i is an (o, > A)-
n-huge embedding iff i is n-huge, cr(i) = «, and i (@) > A; similarly, we say that i
is (o, A)-n-huge if i is n-huge with critical point & and i () = A. For any « and any
partial function g : & — Vj, set the following:

Aa,g = the least ordinal A such that for some x € Vj, there

is no (o, > A)-n-huge embedding i such that i (g)(«¢) = x (if )

such a A exists).

Recursively, define a partial function f* : k — V, by the following:
Assuming f* | o has been defined,
(1) if Ay, = o is not defined, then f*(«) is not defined either;

(2) if Ag, s o is defined but none of the x witnessing this fact (10)
are in V,, then again f* () is not defined,;

(3) otherwise f*(«) is defined to be some x € V. which
witnesses that Ao+ o is defined.

Note that if f*(«) is defined, say f*(«) = x4, then x4, € V, and there is no
(o0, > Ag, £+ }o)-n-huge embedding i such that i (f* | «)(o) = Xq.

Suppose for a contradiction that « is super-(n 4 1)-huge and that there is no Laver
function from k — V) for n-huge embeddings. So A r is defined for every partial
f 1k — V,, and, in particular,

A, is defined (in V). (11)

By super-(n 4+ 1)-hugeness of «, there is some (1 4+ 1)-huge embedding j : V — M
such that cr(j) = « and j(k) > Ay r+.

Claim 14 kfyf* and j(f*)(x) are defined, and lljcuf* < A:I;,f*‘

Proof By (11) and the definition of A, r=, there is some x* € V/\,(Af* which
witnesses (in V) that A, s+ is defined. Since A, s+ < j(k) and M is closed under
Jj (k) sequences, then this x* is an element of VJ%).

Set A* = A:Ic/,f*‘ Note that since f* maps into V, then j(f*) | « = f*.
We will show that M = “There is no (k,> A*)-n-huge embedding i such that
i(f*)(k) = x*> If we manage to prove this, then since x* € Vi = V/{‘f and
A* < j(k) (by choice of j), then j(f*)(x) will indeed be defined (since then x* is
an element of V%C) and thus we would be in the last clause, rather than the middle
clause, in the definition (10) of j( f*) inside M ). Moreover, this will also show that
A% I < A* (by minimality in the definition of the A _y function as defined in M).
Note that x* need not be equal to j( f*)(k), but this is not necessary, as we only are
trying to show that j( f*)(k) is defined.

So suppose for a contradiction that M = “There is some (k, > A*)-n-huge em-
bedding i such that i(f*)(k) = x*”; the quoted statement is X, in parameters &,
A*, f*, x*. Since « is super-(n + 1)-huge, then, in particular, « is supercompact in
V and j(x) is supercompact in M. Then Vj%’{ ) <2 M (see Kanamori [12, Propo-
sition 22.3]). So V%C) = Vi) | “There is some (k, > A*)-n-huge embedding i
such that i (f*)(x) = x*.” Then there is some 1 € [A*, j(k)) and a normal measure
U € Vju) such that U C pg(n) codes this n-huge embedding; but since j(k) is
inaccessible in V' and n < j(x), then U also codes an n-huge embedding from the
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point of view of V."> This contradicts the fact that (in V) there is no (k,> A*)-n-
huge embedding i such that i ( f*)(k) = x*. O

So by Claim 14 we may set X := j(f*)(k) and A := Af{” «- We reach a contradic-

tion by showing that M |= “There is some (k, > A)-n-huge embedding i such that
i(f*)(x) = x. This is the first point where we use the (n + 1)-hugeness of j (up
to now we have only used 1-hugeness of j). Let U be the n-huge ultrafilter derived
from j; thatis, setk, := j" (k) and U := {A C p(ky) | j"kn € j(A)}. By standard
arguments, if iiy : V' — N is the ultrapower, then iy (f*) (k) = j(f*)(k) = X and
iy(k) = jK) > A pr > A. Since M is closed under j"*!(k)-sequences from V,
then U € M and iy | M is the ultrapower map as computed in M ; so, in particular,
M = “iy(f*) (k) = % and iy (f*)(x) > A,” which is a contradiction. O

We note that the assumptions of Fact 13 can be weakened a bit: in the proof, we
only needed the embedding j : V — M to have the property that the n-huge ul-
trafilter derived from j is an element of M. For this it would suffice to assume that
Kk is “super-(n 4 1)-almost-huge” (or in fact much less, though more than super-n-
hugeness seems to be required for the argument).

Let P be the standard Baumgartner forcing to produce a model of PFA, but using
the Laver function from Fact 13. So PP is a countable support iteration of length k
where for o < «, the ath component is the (P | «)th evaluation of Lav(x), if P | «
forces Lav() to be a proper forcing (see [11] for details). Let G be (V,P)-generic.
Let Q € V[G] be a proper poset, let A be a (regular) cardinal, let O € V be a name
for Q, and let j : V — N be a huge embedding with critical point x such that
j(k) > Aand O = j(Lav)(x).

In V[G] let F; be as in Definition 7. We need to show the following:

(1) forcing with (F;)* is a proper forcing;

(2) forcing with (F;)™ yields a generic ultrapower which is closed under 7 (w5)
sequences from the ground model, where 7 is the generic ultrapower embed-
ding;

(3) F; concentrates on S(Slag.

Now N believes that j(IP) is a countable support iteration of proper forcings,
where each forcing in the iteration has size < j(«). Since N is closed under < j(k)
sequences, then for every £ < j(k), N is correct whenever it believes that j(P) | &
forces j(Lav)(£) to be proper; also, N correctly computes the countable support
iteration of j(Lav).'® Thus ¥V k= “j(P) is a countable support iteration of proper
forcings and is thus proper.” Then we use the following fact.'’

Fact 15 If R is a countable support iteration of proper forcings, then for every
o < Ih(R): Ry I+ “R/Gy is proper.”
Then with j(PP) playing the role of the R from Fact 15, we have the following in
VIG]:
j®)/(j"G) = j(P)/G is proper. (12)

Then (7) and (12) imply that Pr, is proper in V[G].

We want to see that S(Siag € F;. (This part only requires the supercompact-
ness of x and is just the standard argument due to Baumgartner.) Let H be any

(V[G], j(P)/G)-generic. V[G] and N [G] have sufficient agreement so that N[G] &=
“Q is a proper forcing.” So by the definition of Baumgartner’s forcing, the xth
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component of H is generic for (N[G], Q) and, equivalently, generic for (V[G], Q).
Let g denote this component. Now f* = fG*H h H;/[G] € N[G][H]; this is
standard (it is the inverse of the collapsing map obtained from ;" H /{/ and j"G).
Thus N [G][H] sees that g can be transferred to a (fg*HHA [G], fG*H (Q))-generic;
call this generic . In addition, if S = fG* H(S’) is any element of fg* y HAlG]
which is a fG* g (Q)-name for a stationary subset of w;, then §g is stationary in
H /{/ [G][g] =H ){V [G]lg]. Since A is sufficiently large with respect to Q this implies
that S, is stationary in N [G][g], and since N[G][H] is a stationary set-preserving
forcing extension of N[G][g] (by Fact 15), §g is still stationary in N [G][H].

Thus we have shown that, for arbitrary /, the model f G« g H[G] is an element of
JoxH (S(giag); ) S(Siag € F; by the definition of F;. Also note that since j”A € N
and has order type A = j(k) = NQV[G][H], then N[G][H] E otp(f(’;’*HHA [G] N
ORD) = R; and fg*HHA[G] MY, € R,. So F; concentrates on sets which witness
(A, @2) = (w2, 1).

The closure of the generic ultrapower is proved as follows. We say that
f :n — ORD is a function in V[G], where n < ig(w,) and K is any generic for
forcing with F' j+ over V[G], and that i g is the generic ultrapower map. By (7) there
is some H such that ix = jg+z and oz : V[G] — N[G][H] is the generic
ultrapower. Say that f = fg, and for each § < 7 let A¢ be a maximal antichain of
conditions in IP which decide the value of f (é); note each Ag € Ve C N, so by the

hugeness of j we have that (A¢ | £ < n) is an element of N. Thus " is an element
of N[G]. O

6 PFA Plus “Ideal Projections as Forcing Projections”

Finally, we prove that if we start with a super-3-huge cardinal, then the ideals in
Theorem 12 can instantiate very special forms of “ideal projections as forcing pro-
jections.” This is a property which falls somewhere between precipitousness and
saturation; moreover, certain instances of “ideal projections as forcing projections”
are equivalent to saturation of the projection ideal (see [3]). In particular, we obtain
a model of PFA where FP(I’, I) for some I’ whose dual concentrates on [Q2(])]®-
faithful models;'® this property is stronger than the properness of P;.

Suppose that « is super-3-huge (see Definition 11). By Fact 13, there is a Laver
function Lav for 2-huge embeddings; that is, for every x and every A thereisav > A
and a 2-huge (k, v)-embedding i such that i (Lav)(kx) = x. Now use this Laver func-
tion in the Baumgartner forcing P for PFA, as in the proof of Theorem 12. Now con-
sider some normal ultrafilter U on {X C «” | otp(X) = «" and otp(X N k') = «};
note that U gives rise to a 2-huge embedding. Let jy : V — My; note that
Jju (k) = k" and that My is closed under ;3 (k) = k" sequences.

Let proj(U) be the projection of U to a (k, k")-huge ultrafilter,”” and let jyiw)
V' = proj0) Mprojv)- Then jy factors as k o jyoiwy such thatk | k" + 1 = id. Let
P := jorojv) (P). Note that

]U(P) = jproj(U)(P) =P (13)

Let G be (V,P)-generic. In V[G] let U” denote the P’/ G-name for the V[G]-
ultrafilter on [k”]¥ derived from (jy)z (see Section 2.4), and let U” denote the
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I’/ G-name for the V[G]-ultrafilter on [«']* derived from ( fpmj(U)) g (where H is
(V[G],P’/G)-generic). Let F” := F(U) and F’ := F(proj(U)) be as in Defini-
tion 7.

Consider the map on (F”)* defined by 4 + proj(A.«’) :={Z N«' | Z € A}.
We want to see that this is the ideal projection of F” onto F’ and that this is also a
projection in the sense of forcing. So assume that # is a maximal antichain in (F’)™
and that A € (F”)*. We need to show that there is some B € + such that A has
F”-positive intersection with Lift(B) := {Z € [«"]* | Z Nk’ € B}.

Let H be (V[G],P’/G)-generic such that A € U 7 (such a generic exists since
A € (F”)*, by the definition of F”). Then (note that k fixes P) k can be extended to
k : Myoin|Gl[H] — My[G][H] and jg*H =ko jp?o’;{{]), and the map jlgo’;{{]) is
(from the point of view of V[G][H]) the ultrapower of V [G] by the projection of U 4
to [k']¢. By (7), (F’)™ is forcing equivalent (in V[G]) to P’ and so this ultrapower
is a generic ultrapower of V[G] by (F’)*; so, in particular, the ultrafilter proj(U )
meets +; say that B is the element of 4 which is in proj(l']}}). Let B” € U;} be
such that B = proj(B”). Then B” N A is F”-positive. This completes the proof that
FP(F”, F’) holds.

Finally, by the same argument as in the proof of Theorem |2, the almost-hugeness
of the embeddings and the fact that P is a countable support iteration of proper forc-
ings ensures that P’ is proper from the point of view of V[G]. Moreover, we have
that (F”)* and (F’)* are both isomorphic to a dense subset of /. In particular,
forcing with (F”)™" is proper and so F” must concentrate on [Q(F’)]®-faithful (in
fact [OR D]®-faithful) models.

Notes

1. This is a general fact about forcing axioms, not just PFA; see Section 2.

2. For example, if Z = [Hy]®, then A € NS | Z iff A C [Hy]® and there is some
F : [Hg]=® — Hy such that no element of A is closed under F.

3. This is defined in [7].

4. Tf P satisfies certain requirements, this often follows from M AT Pig(IP) for sufficiently
small A; for example, if P is o-closed and I-p “|H0V| = wy,” then MAT®1 (P) implies
this generalized version for all small A.

5. The reason for this is that we want the filter to concentrate on elementary substructures
of the generic extension and thus cannot hope that a measure one set of such structures
has any intersection at all with the ground model.

6. If A C Pis a maximal antichain, then M = “j(A) is a maximal antichain in j(P)” and
this clearly then holds in V' as well. Since |A| < k = c¢r(j), j(A) = j[A]; so j[A] is
maximal in j(PP).

7. Whenever j : M — N is an embedding (not necessarily definable in M), d € M,
and j”d € N, then the ultrafilter {4 € M | j”d € j(A)} will always be normal with
respect to M.
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Thus the name; in fact, this characterizes ICy, .

. This is essentially Claim 2.26 of [7], though that claim is specifically about generic

ultrapowers by normal ideals. Roughly, normality of U with respect to functions from
V ensures that the €7 -extension of [id]y is equal to jl’} Hr. This, in turn, implies that
the transitive collapse of [id]|y as computed in ult(V, U) is in the well-founded part of
ult(V, U). Assuming that the well-founded part of ult(V, U) has been transitivized, this
transitive collapse is equal to Hr and the inverse of the collapsing map is j | Hr.

Here Col(, 6) denotes the usual Levy collapse to add a surjection from p onto 6 as in
Jech [11, (15.18), p. 238]. Col(u, < 6) denotes the version which adds surjections from
uto n forevery n < 6, asin [11, (15.19), p. 238].

This is well known. If an ideal forcing (where the ideal has, say, completeness w»)
is proper and G is generic for the forcing, then for any S C ws N cof(w) in V, S
remains stationary in V[G] and thus S = j(S) N wy is stationary in ult(V, G), where
j V. —>¢g ult(V,G). So by elementarity, V' believes that every stationary subset of
wy N cof (w) reflects.

In the sense that for every proper Q there are proper class many ideal forcings whose
ideals concentrate on Sg.

Corazza [2] considered Laver functions for super-almost-huge embeddings, starting from
a super-1-huge cardinal. An argument similar to the one below using only a Laver func-
tion for almost huge cardinals would still give proper ideals, but we want our ideals to
concentrate on models which witness (6, w2) —> (w2, w1); this is why we instead use a
Laver function for huge embeddings.

This technical issue occurs in the proof of Claim 14. The issue is that if U is a (k, A)-
supercompact ultrafilter and u < A, then the projection of U to gk (u) is a (k, u)-
supercompact ultrafilter. This need not be the case for ultrafilters witnessing hugeness.

. And V E “igy is (k, > n)-n-huge and iy (f *) (k) = x*.°
. Note that these facts only use the almost hugeness of ;.

. The author is not aware of a reference for this fact, but it is apparently widely known. One

way to prove it is to use the fact that P, has the w-covering property to show that Ve
believes the following: “The tail forcing P/ G4 is forcing equivalent to my countable
support iteration of the same iterands.”

Here (/) is some regular cardinal sufficiently large so that the properness, precipitous-
ness, and so on of I T is correctly decided by Hgq(ry- Clearly, if there is an inaccessible
> trel(7), then €2(7) can be taken to be strictly less than the least such p; the precise
value of (/) is not important in the present application.

That is, proj(U) = {{X Nk’ | X € A} | A € U}.
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