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The Hanf Numbers of Stationary Logic Il:
Comparison with Other Logics

SAHARON SHELAH*

Abstract We show the ordering of the Hanf number of £, ,(wo) (well or-
dering) £ , (quantification on countable sets), £, . (aa) (stationary logic),
and second-order logic has no more restraints provable in ZFC than previ-
ously known (those independence proofs assume CON(ZFC only). We also
get results on corresponding logics for £, ,.

0 Introduction The stationary logic, denoted by £(aa) was introduced by
Shelah [8]. Barwise, Kaufman, and Makkai [1] make a comprehensive research
on it, proving for it the parallel of the good properties of £(Q). There has been
much interest in this logic, being both manageable and strong (see Kaufman [5]
and Shelah [10]).

Later some properties indicating its affinity to second-order logic were dis-
covered. It is easy to see that countable cofinality logic is a sublogic of £(aa).
By [10], for pairs ¢, ¥ of formulas in £w,w(Q§f0), satisfying k¢ — ¢ there is an
interpolant in £ (aa). By Kaufman and Shelah [6], for models of power > X,
we can express in £, ,(aa) quantification on countable sets. Our main conclu-
sion is (on the logics see Definition 1.1 or the abstract, on 4, the Hanf numbers,
see Definition 1.2):

Theorem 0.1 The only restriction on the Hanf numbers of £, ,(wo), £, .,
L, (aa), LI are:

@ h(L,,.(wo)) < h(LE ) <h(L,,.(aa)) < h(LL)

(b) r(LE) < h(Ll,).

Proof: See 2.1 (neccessity), 2.2, 2.4, 2.5, and 3.3 (all five possibilities are con-
sistent).
The independence results are proved assuming CON(ZFC) only and the re-
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sults are generalized to £,+ ,. We do not always remember to write down the
inequalities of the form £, ,(Q;) < £, ,(Q,). For some of the results when we
generalize them to £,+ , or £, , we need a stronger hypothesis. The proofs of
the results on #(£,) < h(L,) give really stronger information: we can interpret
£, in £,, usually here by using extra predicates, i.e., every formula in £, is
equivalent to a formula in A (£,); remember A(L,) is defined by: § € A(L,)(7)
is represented by (6;,6,), 0, € £,(7.), 71 N 7, = 7, M E 0 iff M can be ex-
panded to a model of 6, iff M cannot be expanded to a model of 6, (so the re-
quirement on (6;,6,) is strong). Note that this has two interpretations: one in
which we allow 7, 7, to have new sorts hence new elements, the other in which
we do not allow it. We use an intermediate course, we allow this but the num-
ber of new elements is the power set of the old. But for £, , < £, ,(aa), for
models of power A = A¥°, we do not need new elements.
We thank Matt Kaufman for discussions on this subject.

Notation Let cardinals be denoted by \, k, u, x. Ordinals are denoted by
o, 8,7, &, 6, i,/. 6is a limit ordinal. Let H(\) be the family of sets whose tran-
sitive closure has cardinality < \ (so for A regular it is a model of ZFC™, i.e.,
ZFC except the power set axiom: and for a strong limit a model of ZC). Let
Lévy(A, k) = { f:f a function from some « < A into «}.

Lévy (N, <k) = {f:f a partial function from \ X «k to k, |[Dom f| < \,
Sfla,B) <1+8}.

Notation on logics £ will be a logic, 7 a vocabulary (i.c., set of predicates
and function symbols, always with a fixed arity, usually finite). We assume that
L£(7) is a set of formulas, each with < Oc; (£) free variables and < Oc (L) pred-
icates and function symbols; £(7) is closed under first-order operations, sub-
stitutions, and relativizations and £(7) is a set (with 7 and the family of variables
sets). Two formulas are isomorphic if some mapping from the set of predicates,
function symbols, and free variables of one onto those of another is one-to-one
and map one formula to the other. We are assuming that up to isomorphism
there is a set of £-formulas, this number is denoted by |£|. Let £, € £, mean
L1(7) € £,(7) for every vocabulary 7.

1 Preliminaries

Definition 1.1

(1) £,,,is the logic in which A¢,(|I| <\) and (3xg,...,%; ... )ies (|| < k)
are allowed, with Oc; (£, ) =« (so £, , is first-order logic)

(2) For a logic £, £(wo) extends £ by allowing the quantifier (wo x, y)o(x, ¥)
saying {{x:3¢(x, y)}, ¢(x,y)) is well ordering.

(3) For alogic £, £¢ = X£(3°) extends £ by allowing monadic predicates as free
variables and the quantifier (3°X)¢(X) saying there is a countable set X
such that ¢ (X).

(4) For a logic £, £(aa) extends £ by allowing monadic predicates as free vari-
ables and the quantifiers (aaX)o(X) saying that the collection of countable
X satisfying ¢ contains a closed unbounded family of countable subsets of
the model.
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(5) For a logic £, £ = £(3) extends £ by allowing binary predicates as free
variables and the quantifiers 3R¢(R) saying there is a two-place relation R
on the model satisfying ¢.

(6) For Q € {3°,aa,3"}, £'(Q) is defined similarly allowing a string

(Ox1...0%;.. . )ica>|a] <0ci(L).
(7) Let £¢ = £(3°), £"° = £(wo), £7 = £(3"), £% = £(aa).

Definition 1.2

(1) For a sentence , let A(y) = sup{|M|*: M E y} (so it is a cardinal (or infin-
ity) and it is the first A such that ¢ has no model = \).

(2) For a theory T, h(T) = h(Nyer¥).

(3) For a logic £ let A(L) =sup{h(¥):h(¥) < oo, Yy € £(7) for some vocabu-
lary 7}.

(4) For a logic £ and cardinal \ let 2(£,\) = sup{A(¥): for some vocabulary
7 of power < \, ¥ € £(7),h(Y¥) < o}.

(5) For a logic £ and cardinal X let ~Ath(£,\) = sup{A(T): for some vocabulary
7 of power < A, T <€ £(7), h(T) < =}.

hth(£) = H(L,»).

Claim 1.3

(1) For every y € £ for some ¢ € £, [A(Y) < 0 = h(Y) < h(p) < =].

(2) A(L) is strong limit.

(3) If £ is closed under A 4<q, for ag < \ then ¢fTA(L)] = .

(4) If the number of sentences in £ (up to isomorphism) is < A then ¢cf[A(£L)] < \.

Lemma 1.4  Assume £ is a logic € £ , and there is a function f from Card

to Card such that:

(a) fis definable in LY, i.e., the class of two-sorted models {, f(k)) is defina-
ble by some sentence of LY , or even just
(@)~ For some N* < h(L£ ) and o* € LI, for k, p,= N*, k < h(LY ), we

have {x,u) E o™ iff p = f(x).

(b) If ¥ € £ has a model of power = « then Y has a model M, k < | M| < f(x).

(c) £ is definable in £, i.e., the class {(y,7,M):y € £(7), M a 1-model,
M E Yy} is definable by a sentence in £ ff w

(d) For p < h(L), f(u) < h(L).

Then h(£) < h(LX ).

Proof: Let o € £ , be such that N* < h () < oo, where \*, ¢* are as in (a)~.
We can assume /() < 4(L) (otherwise the conclusion is trivial). Let y € £7
say that for some A, pg:

(i) The model M is isomorphic to some (H(\),E€), A strong limit.

(ii) For every k < A\, M E (3u = k) [y, has a model of cardinality u] v
(Ap = k) Kk, p) Fo*].

(iii) uo < N, ¥ has a model of power whose cardinality is in the interval
(MO ’ A ) .

(iv) For every k < \, k = pg, there is § € £ which has a model of cardinal-
ity in the interval (x,\), but for some «’ € (k,\) has no model of cardinality in
the interval («/,\).
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Now (H(h(£)),€) is a model of ¢ and it has no models of larger cardi-
nality.

We can prove similarly:

Lemma 1.5 Suppose £,8£, are logics and there is f: Card — Card such that

(a) For some N* < h(£,) and o™ € £, for k,p = N* we have: {k,u) F o™ iff
p=f(k).

(b) If Yy € £, has a model of cardinality = « then y has a model M, k < |M| <
S(K).

(c) £, isdefinable in £, just in the following weaker sense: for Ki = {(y,7) : ¢ €
LN}, K =My, 7):MEY, ¥ € £,(7)} there are Y, € £,.

(vx) [x € K, & for some \, some expansion of (H(\),E, x) satisfies y.]

and for every x {\: some expansion of (H(\),E€,Xx) satisfies ¥.} is a
bounded family of cardinals.

(d) For p < h(£y), f(p) < h(Ly).

(e) ""e" < h(£2)a °C4101,w = °(32'

Then h(£,) < h(L,).

Remark 1.6 Of course if the hypothesis 1.5 holds for £, (and £,) then the
conclusion holds for £, £5 whenever £} € £ and £, & £5.

Lemma 1.7

Q) If MEY, y € £ then this is preserved by any forcing; this holds even for
VvE LY,

Q) IfMEVY, y € £, then this is preserved by any & -complete forcing; this
holds even for y € £X .

Q) If MEY, Yy € £ , this is preserved by forcing not adding new countable
subsets of | M| (this holds even for y € £,,,)-

@) If MEY, Y € £\, \ regular, then this is preserved by forcing by P, where
P does not add sequences of ordinals of length < \. If P is R,-complete this
holds for y € £% 5.

(5) Suppose Vi, V, are models of set theory (with the same ordinals), V| € V,,
and letting \ = h(£)"" where £ is Lo, or £, or £, (just a suitable
downward Lowenheim-Skolem theorem is needed).

If {A S \:A bounded, A € Vi} = {A € \: A bounded, A € V,} then
h( 8 = h(£)".

Proof: Left to the reader.

2 Independence for £, ,, £,  In this section we shall deal with the inde-
pendence of the cases where h(£5°,) = h (L ).

Lemma 2.1

(1) For any logic £, h(£(wo)) < h(£L°) < h(£L(aa)) < h(L£").

(2) For any logic £, we have h(£¢ ) < h(LX ).

(3) For any logic £, we have h(£5+,) < h(£{’+,a,), moreover: if N < h(LY
then h(L5+,) < h(LT ).
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Proof:

(1) By Kaufman and Shelah ([6], Theorem 4.1); only £ = £, , is discussed
there, but it makes no difference, the nontrivial part is 2 (L) < h(£L%);

(2) See [6];

(3) Use 1.5 for the function f: f(x) = (x*°)™.

Lemma 2.2
(1) If V=L then h(£2°) = h(LE, ) < h(£%,) = h(LT ).
(2) If V = L, then for any logic £, h(£"°) = h(£°) < h(£) = h(L£T).

Proof: For (1), see [6]; and (2) is the same proof.

Fact 2.3 For a regular cardinal \ and y € £’ the following are equivalent:
(i) For every p large enough IFyevy, u) “¥ has a model of power \”.
(i) For some N-complete forcing Q we have: kg “y has a model of power = \”.

Proof: (i) = (ii): As Lévy(A, n) is a N-complete forcing notion, (i) is a particu-
lar case of (ii).

(ii) = (i): Let Q be a A-complete forcing notion such that |-, “y has a model
of cardinality = N”. Let p be such that u > |Q|, Ik “¥ has a model of cardinal-
ity = A but < p” and p = p*. In (VQ)LW» o has a model of cardinality A by
1.7(4).

But (VQ)Lewhm jg pLevwhm (see e.g. Kunen [7]).

Notation 2.3A Let uo[y,A] be the first cardinal u satisfying 2.3(i), if one ex-
ists, and N otherwise.

Lemma 2.4
(1) In some forcing extension of L, h(£2°,) = h(LS, ) < h(L£2,) <h(LL,).
(2) Moreover, for A < h(£X,), we have h(£5%) < h(LT,).

Remark 2.4A If we want to have: A < A(£%%) = h(£L5 ,) < h(£%,), we
should define Ny = A(L£5+ )™

Proof: Start with V'=L. Let y* € £, a sentence such that (£, ) <h(Y*) <
oo be chosen later. Let Ao > & (y*) be regular, Ao < A(LY ). We define an it-
erated forcing (P;, @;:i < o, j < o) and cardinals A; such that:

(a) iteration is with set support (so P, is a class forcing).

(b) \; is regular cardinal.

(©) N\i=Xj<i\;, and \; is the first regular cardinal = 3;<; (\; + ;)™ (when
i>0).

(d) Qi(€ V) is \;-complete.

(e) Let {{,:a < \;} be the set of all £§°,, sentences (up to isomorphism)
in VB,

We define in V7, Q; to be Lévy()\;, u;) where p; is the successor of sup{uo[¥,
NPy e &£} and s0 Ny = pf

Our model is VP=. Clearly the \; are not collapsed (as well as limits of \;
and x < \o) and other successor cardinals = A\, are collapsed. So in V7=, for
regular x = Ao, if ¢ € £, has a model of cardinality = x then it has a model
of cardinality x. As clearly A(LZ ) > Ny, we get by 1.4 h(£2,) < (LX) (as
well as (2)).
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By the Lowenheim-Skolem theorem, using 1.7(5) for y € £2°, or ¥ €
£, 4 h(Y) does not change (being o or < A\g) hence (1n Y P=) h(£ o) =
R(L2°)Y; h(LE,,) = h(LE,,)Y. Hence (in VP=) h(L29,) = h(LE,,,) as this
holds in L.

We still have to choose y* € £2°, and prove that in VP> we have h(LS ,) <
h(£%,). Thereis y* € £37,, L E“h(LS ) < h(¥*) < ” (by 2.2).

Clearly for any such ¢*, VP=E “h(LS,,) < h(¥*)” (as no new subset of
h(y*) is added), but we need also VP~ F“h(y*) < o”; but checking the sen-
tences produced in [6] proof of Theorem 4.3 (for proving L E A(£L%) =
h(£M)), they are like that. So VP~ E“h(LE ) < h(L2,)”.

Lemma 2.5

1) In someforcmg extension of L we have h(£°,) = h(£{ ) = k(L) <
h(Lx

Q) In factfor any logic £ we have h(£"°) = h(£L°) = h(L£L).

(3) For A< h(LI,) then, h(£§%) = h(£f{,,().

Proof: We start with ¥V = L. We define a (full set support) iteration, O =
{P;, Q;:i an ordinal} (Q; — a P; name) and cardinals \; such that

(@) \; is regular = &; + |P;|, for i limit \; = (XZ;<; N\) ™.

(b) Q;is N\;-complete.

(c) If iis even, G; € P; the generic set (remember Q; € V%) then let the set
of elements of P; be listed as { p,: « < \;}, and Q; will be the product
of the Lévy collapses of Ry, ,+4a+2+m tO Ry orsa+14m fOr a < \; such
that: [p. € G;= m =0] and [p. & G;= m = 1]. Let Niy1 = Ry,oir+1-

(d) If iis odd, let {¢/ : < \;} list all sentences of S‘{‘f, ), in a rich enough
vocabulary (of cardinality A;). For each «, if there is a \;-complete forc-
ing notion Q (which is a set) and (in V%) IFo “there is a model of ¥ of
cardinality = \;” then let u be such that II—Levy(x iy “¥l has a model
of cardinality \;”. Otherwise u’, = \;.

Note that u!, exists by 2.3. .
Let Q; = Lévy(N;, < Niy1) where Ny = (N + Zaan o)™
Let G, € P, be generic over V and V[G,] be our model. Note in V[G],

(%) [iodd = N =\,
[i even = \;y; = NF vetD ],
[i limit > \; = (Z,<; M) "]

For p = N\yjy1, if ¥ € £§7, has a model of cardinality = u then it has a
model of cardinality \ (by 2.3 4+ 1.7(4)). By (*) we deduce that VP= E“if y €
££%, has a model of cardinality > A then it has a model M, N\ < | M| < Ry+”.

So 1.5 is applicable to show A(£?,) < h(£ ») (and by 1.6 and 1.7) also
2.5(3) holds.

Why h(L£2°%,) = h(£5,)? Let y* describe (L), €, Go N U;5P)).

If M E Y™, then for some o and G, M = (L,,,€, G), so without loss of gen-
erality equality holds. Now if A < |a|, M E“\is a [regular] cardinal of L” iff
\ is a [regular] cardinal of L. Also we know that for every ordinal ¢, if in L,
A2 < K¢ < Npi41, {divisible by four, then forcing by Pe, collapses at most one
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of the cardinals R¢., Reio, Reys, Repg of L if N;w < < N;jw + \; then exactly
one.

We assume ¥ * say so, and so when x{:+4 < |a| the answer in M to the ques-
tion “which of 8y, 8o, Rep3, Repy is collapsed” is the right one. So when
N2iv1 < |a|, we can in M reconstruct G, N P,; (see choice of Qy;).

But VP> F “Npiy1 = 8y, 0141 @0d Npiyz = (Azi4q) ™" and for limit 6 we
have \s = (Z;cs N) 7.

The rest is as in [6], proof of 4.3.

3 h(L}°,) is O.K. but for h(Ly,, ,) large cardinals are needed and suffi-
cient In Section 2 we deal with the three cases for which A(£}°%,)) =
h(LE, ). Here we deal with the three cases where 2(£),)) < h(£L ). The new
part is Lemma 3.2, and then in 3.3 we get the desired conclusion. For dealing
with £,+ , we do not assume CON(ZFC) alone, we assume the existence of a
class of large cardinals (weaker than measurability). By 3.4 at least if A = &5 +
(2%0)*, something of this sort is necessary.

Fact 3.1 The following are equivalent for y € £,°, or even y € £3°,:
(i) For every p large enough |Fpevy(xo,<p) “R(Y) = 7.
(ii) For some (set) forcing notion P we have lrp “h(y) = o”.

Proof: Similar to the proof of 2.3.

Notation 3.1A Let the first u satisfying (i) be u;(¥) (and Ry if there is no
such p).

Lemma 3.2 (V=L).
(1) For some (set) forcing notion P

IFp “h(£2°,) < h(£LE,.)”
and this is preserved by h(£2°,)*-complete forcing”.
(2) In (1) we can use Lévy(Ry, <u) for some p > cfu = Ro.

(3) We can use instead Cohen(p) = { f: f a finite function from u to (0,1)}. So
cardinals are not collapsed.

Proof: (1) Let p* = sup{u;(¥): ¥ € £77,}.
We now define a finite support iteration (P;, Q,:i < w,n < w) and pu, as
follows:

po = p*

Qo = Lévy (o, po) .

for n =0, upyy is A(LR)Y

Qn = Lévy(Ro, pn).

Let p = (X pn). Note that P, satisfies the u* — c.c.
Now VP is our model. Note

*) VP EG.C.H. + 8, = %, and V = L[R,<] for any well ordering of R.

Note that in 8 = (0 U (P(w)VP“’; 0,+, X, €) we can define by first-order
formulas (representing ordinals by well ordering of w):
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(@) U, p, (maximal countable ordinal which is a cardinal in L,+)

(b) L,+ hence {u,:n < w) (by induction remembering the Lowenheim-
Skolem theorem) hence the iteration (really we can omit this as P, is just
Lévy (Ro, < u))

(c) the set R~ =4, {r € R: for some n, and G < P, generic over V,r €
VIG1}. And for r€ R~

d H ={ye L)’ :LIrlFh(y) <o}asitisequal to {y € L1, :L[r] F
h(¥) <Un un}

[Note that P,’s are homogeneous, hence 4 (i) does not depend on G € P,].
So by 3.1 and the choice of uy, we can define in that model B

H*=(y € £2°%:h($)""™ < ).

[How? It is N{H,:r € R™}, remembering 3.1.]
Let A = A(L£2°,) (in V)
Now we define a sentence ¢ € £, ,: it just describes (H(\),E€): it says

(i) Enough axioms of ZFC hold.
(ii) Every countable bounded set of ordinals is represented.
(iii) On every infinite cardinal « there is a model M,, with universe « satis-
fying some y € H* (which we have shown is definable in any model M
of ¢).

So we have proved the first assertion from 3.2. Now A- complete forcing,
preserve trivially “A(y) = p” as it preserves satisfaction for £ . It preserves
“h(Yy) < ”. As this is equivalent to “A(y) < N\”, the forcing adds no new model
power < A, and the Lowenheim-Skolem theorem finishes the argument.

(2) We have proved it in the proof of (1).

(3) A similar proof, replacing p,(y) by ) = first u such that l-conen(u)
“h(¥) = o” if there is one, R, otherwise.

Conclusion 3.3 For some forcing extenszons of L:
(1) A(L2,) < h(E5,.) < h(LH) = h(LL.).
@ h(L22) < h(LS,) = h(£%,) < h(Ll! o)
(3) r(LL%) < h(e%,w) < h(£“"w) < h(gl e
Proof: Combine 3.2 with Section 2.
Claim 3.4 (—0#): For \ = Ry + (2%)* we have h(£X°) = h(L5.,)-
Remark The logics are essentially equivalent.
Proof: If ¢y € £¥°, says M is, for some «, (L,[A],E€) (up to isomorphism),
a>2% Ac 2“0, every subset of w is in Lyx)[A], and o = w,, and {6 < R,:
¢fé = Ko in L,,[A]} = {6 < K,:¢fd = 8y} then by Jensen’s covering lemma
[B < |a| = every countable subset of 3 is represented in the model].
Claim 3.5 Suppose that:

() For every x for some p, p— (w;)5 or even just
(x%) For every x for some p,p —pg (¢)5*, which means: for every f: [u]<° -

x for some {y,:n < w) for every o < wy, for some Y < u, Y has order type
aand N\,(Vw € [Y]") [v, =f(W)].

Then for every N\, h(£3? ) < h(£5+ ).



STATIONARY LOGIC II 9

Remark 3.5A
(1) The property (**) was discovered by Baumgartner and Galvin [3]; proving

r—=pG (O iff n= h(L42,).

(2) See ([6], 4.2) (for A = w).

Proof: There is a sentence y € £, , such that for x < u: there is a model M of
¥, [M| = p, |PM| =N\, iff (Va < p)a A6 (¢)5°.

On K = K (the core model of V) see Dodd [4].

Claim 3.6 Suppose V = K, and (*%*) (from 3.5), then
(1) For every \ we have h(£}? ) < h(£5+,) < h(L% ) = h(LL ).
(2) For every £, h(£%) = h(L£T).

Proof: (1) First inequality by the observation above, the second inequality fol-
lows from last equality + Th 2.1(3), last equality see (2).

(Note: If ¢f6 > Ry in £, we can say for A € 6 whether {a < §:¢fa = R,
o € A} is a stationary subset of §).

(2) As in [6].

Observation 3.7 There is Y € £, , such that M F y iff M is isomorphic to
K, for some a.

It is known (see [3] and [4]):
Fact 3.8 Ifin V there is, e.g., a measurable cardinal in Card, then K F (*%).

Claim 3.9 Suppose V = K and (**) holds. For some forcing extension
ViG] of V, V[Gs] E“(*%) and for every N\, h (£X% ) < h(L5+ ) <h(L5% ) <
R(L3L ).

Proof: Similar to 2.4(1) except that we want to preserve (*#*). We define by in-

duction on « an iterated forcing (P;, Q; < «, j < o) with set support and cardi-
nals \; increasing such that:

(l) )\0 - Nz.
() Ns = (Zics \i + [ Ps)T.
(iii) if A, P; are defined, let u; be N + U{po[¥,\] 1 ¥ € £49, }.

Q; = Lévy(\}, pi) (in V%) and N\, is minimal such that \;;; =g (c)s#+ and
>\i+1 = h(£fh+,w).
We leave the rest to the reader.

Claim 3.10 Suppose V = K and (**) holds. For some forcing extension
VIGs] of V, V[Gs] E (%*) (hence the conclusion of 3.7) and for every \,

R(LR2,) < h(L5+0) = h(L5E ) <AL,
Proof: Combine the proofs of 3.9 and 2.5.
4 Lowering consistency strength We present here some alternative proofs

with lower consistency strength than in Section 3. Specifically 4.1, 4.3, and 3.2(3)
justify the restriction A = 83 + (2%°)* in 3.4.
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Lemma 4.1 Let V = L. Then there is a forcing notion P € L, not adding

reals, such that for G < P generic over V, in V[G]:

@ h(L2,) < h(LS, ).

(b) No R,-complete forcing notion (or even forcing notion satisfying the -
condition, | a set of R%'C'-complete ideals from L) changes the truth value
of “h(y) < = for y € LYY ..

(c) There is a sentence € £, , whose class of models of power = R, is just
{L,[G]:a = R,} (and note P € Ly,[V[G]]).

@A) h(L5s,) < A(LE,) = h(L ).

Remark 4.1A In the proof below, coding generic sets by the decision which
L-cardinals are collapsed is replaced here by “which L-regular cardinal have in
V cofinality &, and which cofinality &;”.

Proof: Let I(u, k) be, e.g. the class of filters D which are A-complete over some
A (this in V), where p = N <k, |UD| <.

We define by induction on n, a,, B, N j, pi,j» (P, Q;:i < ap, j < @), and
Jn such that letting I; ; = W(\; j, pi j):

(A) ap=0, apsy1 > ay.

(B) (P, Qj,pjii < ap, j < @) is an RCS iteration suitable for x,, =
i jsNijs i j» 1 < J < o, I nOt strongly inaccessible). See Shelah [9],
Ch. XI or Shelah [11], Ch. XI, particularly Definition 6.1.

(C) f, is a one-to-one function from P; onto some ordinal 3,, extending

Ue<nSe-

G, will denote a generic subset of P,.

For n = 0 there is nothing to do.

For n + 1, note that forcing by P, does not add new reals. So (£ W)=
(L2° )G and let {y;:i < w;} be alist of the sentences (up to isomorphism).

We now (i.e., for defining o, etc.) define by induction on { < wi, Qu,+¢»
Xe,+¢+1 as follows:

@) (P;, Q)i < ay+ {)is X4, ¢+1-suitable RCS iteration.

(b) If there is Qq,+¢> @ Py,+¢-name of a forcing notion satisfying the
(| Por¢| + sup{N; ;j:i <Jj < a,+ )%, «)-condition for some k such
that Ibp, ., .0 “¥; has arbitrarily large models” then Q,,+ is like that,
otherwise it is, e.g., Lévy (8;,2%1).

Next let pp = h(LY° ) Caral Q. 1, = Lévy (8, pf). Now (where ¢, ) is
Godel’s pairing function on ordinals), let in V[ Gy, +4,] : Ay = KSu(P), [0 (@) :
P,qE P, Fp=<gqgandp#q}VU[f(Dp),fn(P):q € G,,4.} and let v, =
sup{{ fu(p), fn(@) :D,q € P, 1, }. Now we define Q,, ., +; by induction on
1= yp:

Qoz,,+w| is LévY (81, RZ)V[Got"-ﬂ')'h

Qu,tor+1+2i+1 18 Lévy (R, 82) [V Gy, r0 414214111

Qo +w,+1+2i 18 Namba forcing (of V[G,, +v,+1+:]) if i € A, and Lévy
(81, R)VU=D where V(n, i) = V[Gy, o +142i] if i € Ay

Now let apy1 = otp + @1 + 295, Nyyt = | Poptrwy+2+, | » and define f,4 ;.

We leave the rest to the reader. (We can make our free choices as the first
legal candidates in L.)
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Conclusion 4.2

(1) We can do the forcing from 2.4, 2.5 to the universe we got in 4.1 getting cor-
responding results (for £, ,(Q)’s, with CH and G.C.H.): so we need
CON(ZFC) only.

(2) The same holds for 4.3 for the £, ,(Q)’s (so we use CON(ZFC + “the
class of ordinals in Mahlo”) only) [similar proof].

Lemma 4.3 Suppose V = L, ( for simplicity) and o is a Mahlo cardinal (i.e.,

every closed unbounded class of cardinals has a regular member). Then there is

an accessible cardinal \ and a forcing notion P < H(\), such that:

(a) P satisfies the \-c.c., does not add reals and collapse every p € (R,\): and
bp“G.C.H. + N is Ry” and |P| = \.

(b) K(820,) < h(L5.,).

(c) There is a sentence y € £, , whose class of models of power = R, is just
suitable expansions of {L,[G]:a = R,}.

Proof: Like 4.1, but instead of induction on #n < v we do induction on y < oo,
and in the induction only we first do the coding (Qq,+w,+i» i <) (so that for
¢), we say that for some club of C of w,, for § € C, we are coding the set of sen-
tence in £l‘3l+ [G n Pg] .

Do we really need the large cardinal hypothesis in 4.3 (and so in 4.2(2))?

Claim 4.4 Suppose 0" & V and RY is a successor cardinal in L and 2%° = &,
then for some sentence y € £)? ,, its models are exactly suitable expansions of

(Ly,®<x,(Q)), where o is the last L-cardinal < R} .
Hence, h(L£77 ) = h(LE,, ).

Proof: Should be clear.

Concluding Remarks 4.5 Still we do not settle the exact consistency strength.
In fact, e.g., if R} is the first L-inaccessible, we can still prove the last sentence
of 4.4. For h(£.7 ) < h(LE, ) with 2%0 = R, we can generalize Lemma 4.3 to
this case (using Shelah [11], Ch. XV). Also, there is a gap in consistency strength
in Section 3 for A = R; + (2%¢)*, It is not hard to show that if A = K, + 2%¢,
¢fN > R; and for some A € A, A does not exist, then £(£L3? ) = ~A(L5+ ).

Added in proof: In Lemma 4.3 a sufficient consistency strength of “G.C.H. +
(L ) < h(LE, ) is:

w2, w w2, W

there is an inaccessible cardinal A such that for every ¢, x € L, if, for a class
of ordinals «, (L,,€) F ¢[x, A] then for some N’ < \, for a class of ordi-
nals a, (L, €) Felx, N].
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