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COMBINATORIAL PROPERTIES AND DEPENDENT CHOICE IN
SYMMETRIC EXTENSIONS BASED ON LEVY COLLAPSE

AMITAYU BANERJEE

ABSTRACT. We work with symmetric extensions based on Lévy Collapse and extend a few
results of Arthur Apter. We prove a conjecture of Ioanna Dimitriou from her P.h.d. thesis.
We also observe that if V' is a model of ZFC, then DC«, can be preserved in the symmetric
extension of V in terms of symmetric system (P,G,F), if P is k-distributive and F is k-
complete. Further we observe that if V' is a model of ZF 4+ DCy, then DC< . can be preserved
in the symmetric extension of V' in terms of symmetric system (P, G, F), if P is k-strategically
closed and F is k-complete.

1. INTRODUCTION

Serge Grigorieff proved in [Gri75] that symmetric extensions in terms of symmetric system
(P, g,}“)ﬂ are intermediate models of the form HOD(V[a])VI¢! as a varies over V[G]. Arthur
Apter constructed several symmetric inner models based on Lévy Collapse in terms of heredi-
tarily definable sets. The purpose of this note is to translate the arguments of a few of those
symmetric inner model constructions to symmetric extensions in terms of symmetric system
(P,G, F) and extend a few published results. In particular, we prove the following.

e We observe an infinitary Change conjecture in the model constructed in Theorem 11
of [AKOG]. Moreover, we prove that R, is an almost Ramsey cardinal in the model.

e We reduce the large cardinal assumption of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 of [AC13].

e We prove the failure of AC,; in the symmetric extension of subsection 4.1 of [Karl9.
Moreover, we study a different argument to preserve the supercompactness of k in the
symmetric model.

e We observe the mutually stationarity property of a sequence of stationary sets in the
symmetric model constructed in [Apt83a]. We also observe an alternating sequence of
measurable and non-measurable cardinals in the model. Moreover, we observe that N,
is an almost Ramsey cardinal in the model.

Secondly, we prove a conjecture of Dimitriou related to the failure of Dependent choice—or DC—in
a symmetric extension based on finite support products of collapsing functions, from [Dim11].
We also study new lemmas related to preserving DC in symmetric extensions inspired by Lemma
1 of [KarT4]. In particular, we observe the following.

e Let V be a model of ZFC. If P is k-distributive and F is x-complete, then DC., is
preserved in the symmetric extension of V with respect to the symmetric system (P, G, F).

e Let V be a model of ZF + DC,, where AC can consistently fail. If P is k-strategically
closed and F is k-complete, then DC. is preserved in the symmetric extension of V'
with respect to the symmetric system (P, G, F).

1.1. Preserving Dependent choice. Woodin asked in the context of ZFC, that if « is strongly
compact and GCH holds below x, then must GCH hold everywhere? The problem is still open
in the context of ZFC. One variant of this question is if GCH can fail at every limit cardinal less
than or equal to a strongly compact cardinal x where as GCH holds above k. Apter answered
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this in the context of ZF. In Theorem 3 of [Apt12], Apter constructed a symmetric inner model
based on Lévy collapse where x is a regular limit cardinal and a supercompact cardinal, and
GCH holds for a limit ¢ if and only if § > . In that model the Countable choice—or AC,,— fails.
At the end of [Apt12], Apter asked the following question.

Question 1.1. Is it possible to construct analogous of Theorem 8 in which some weak version

of AC holds ?

In Lemma 1 of [Karl4], Asaf Karagila proved that if PP is k-closed and F is k-complete then
DC.,; is preserved in the symmetric extension in terms of symmetric system (P,G,F). The
author and Karagila both observe that “IP is k-closed” can be replaced by “P has x-c.c.” in
Lemma 1 of [Kar14]E We note that the natural assumption that (P,G,F) is a tenacious
systerrE is required in the proof as written by Karagila in Lemma 3.3 of [Kar19].

Observation 1.2. (Lemma 3.3 of [Karl9]). Let V be a model of ZFC. If P has k-c.c. and
F is k-complete, then DC., is preserved in the symmetric extension of V with respect to the
symmetric system (P,G,F).

Applying Observation 1.2, we construct a symmetric extension to answer Question 1.14

Theorem 1.3. Let V be a model of ZFC' + GCH with a supercompact cardinal . Then there is
a symmetric extension with respect to a symmetric system (P, G, F) where DC«, holds and AC\
fails. Moreover, k is a reqular limit cardinal and a supercompact cardinal, and GCH holds for a
limit § if and only if § > K.

We observe that ‘P is k-closed’ can be replaced by ‘P is k-distributive’ in Lemma 1 of [Kar14].
This slightly generalize Lemma 1 of [Kar14], since there are x-strategically closed forcing notions
which are not -closed] and k-distributivity is weaker than < k-strategic closure

Observation 1.4. (Lemma 3.2). Let V be a model of ZFC. If P is k-distributive and F is k-
complete, then DC— is preserved in the symmetric extension of V' with respect to the symmetric
system (P, G, F).

We also observe that even if we start with a model V', which is a model of ZF + DC,, where AC
can consistently fail, we can still preserve DC., in a symmetric extension of V in certain cases.
In particular, we observe the following.

Observation 1.5. (Lemma 3.3). Let V be a model of ZF + DC\,. If P is k-strategically closed
and F is k-complete, then DC— is preserved in the symmetric extension of V' with respect to
the symmetric system (P, G, F).

1.2. Proving Dimitriou’s conjecture. In section 1.4 of [DimII], Toanna Dimitriou con-
structed a symmetric extension based on finite support products of collapsing functions. At
the end of the section, Dimitriou conjectured that DC would fail in the symmetric extension
(see Question 1 of Chapter 4 in [Dimll]). We prove the conjecture. In particular, we prove
that AC,, fails in the symmetric extension. For the sake of convenience, we call this model as
Dimitriou’s model and prove the following in section 5.

Theorem 1.6. In Dimitriou’s model AC,, fails.

2The author noticed this observation combining the role of k-c.c. forcing notions from Lemma 2.2 of [Apt01]
and the role of k-completeness of F from Lemma 1 of [Karl4].

3Definition 4.6 of [Kar19a).

4The author would like to thank Asaf Karagila for helping to translate the arguments of Arthur Apter from
Theorem 1 of [Apt01] in terms of symmetric extension by a symmetric system (P, G, F). We construct a similar
symmetric extension to prove Theorem 1.3.

5As for an example, the forcing notion P(x) which adds a non-reflecting stationary set of cofinality w ordinals
in K is k-strategically closed but not even wa-closed.

6As for an example, the forcing notion for ‘killing a stationary subset of w1’ is wi-distributive, but not even
< wq-strategically closed.
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1.3. Reducing the assumption of supercompactness by strong compactness. In The-
orem 2 of [ACI3|, Apter and Cody obtained a symmetric extension where 8; and Ng are both
singular of cofinality w, and there is a sequence of distinct subsets of Ny of length equal to any
predefined ordinal, assuming a supercompact cardinal k. In section 6, we observe that applying
a recent result of Toshimichi Usuba, which is Theorem 3.1 of [ADU19], followed by working
on symmetric extensions based on strongly compact Prikry forcmgﬂ it is possible to reduce the
assumption of a supercompact cardinal s to a strongly compact cardinal «.

Observation 1.7. Suppose k is a strongly compact cardinal, GCH holds, 6 is an ordinal in a
ground model V' of ZFC. Then there is a symmetric inner model M in which cf(R1) = cf(Rg) =
w, and there is a sequence of distinct subsets of Ny of length 6. Consequently, AC,, fails in M.

Similarly, we reduce the large cardinal assumption of Theorem 3 of [ACT3| from a supercompact
cardinal to a strongly compact cardinal. In Theorem 3 of [AC13|, Apter and Cody obtained a
symmetric extension where X, and X, 41 are both singular with w < ¢f(Ry,41) < Ry, and there
is a sequence of distinct subsets of N, of length equal to any predefined ordinal, assuming a
supercompact cardinal k. We prove the following.

Observation 1.8. Suppose k is a strongly compact cardinal, GCH holds, 6 is an ordinal in a
ground model V' of ZFC. Then there is a symmetric inner model M in which X,, and N1 are
both singular with w < c¢f(Ry41) < Ny, and there is a sequence of distinct subsets of X, of length
0. Consequently, AC,, fails in M.

1.4. Infinitary Chang conjecture from a measurable cardinal. Assuming a measurable
cardinal, Apter and Koepke constructed a symmetric model A/ based on Lévy collapse in Theo-
rem 11 of [AKO6]. In NV, w; is singular, and R, is a Rowbottom cardinal carrying a Rowbottom
filter. They mentioned that in N, AC,, fails because of the singularity of w;. We first observe
an infinitary Chang conjecture in a symmetric extension, which is very similar to N, except we
consider a finite support product construction. We use the observation that it is possible to force
a coherent sequence of Ramsey cardinals after performing Prikry forcing on a normal measure
over a measurable cardinal x (see Theorem 3, [AK06]). We also use the observation that an
infinitary Chang conjecture can be established in a symmetric model, assuming a coherent se-
quence of Ramsey cardinals. In the symmetric model, AC,, fails because of the singularity of
w1.

Theorem 1.9. Let V be a model of ZFC where there is a measurable cardinal. Then there is a
symmetric extension with respect to a symmetric system (P, G, F) where w is singular and thus
AC,, fails. Moreover in the symmetric extension, an infinitary Chang conjecture holds.

Similarly, we also observe an infinitary Chang conjecture in the symmetric inner model N. For
the sake of convenience, we call the model N as Apter and Koepke’s model and prove the
following.

Theorem 1.10. An infinite Chang conjecture holds in Apter and Koepke’s model. Moreover,
Ry, 18 an almost Ramsey cardinal in the model.

1.5. Mutually stationary property from a sequence of measurable cardinals. Foreman
and Magidor asked whether it is consistent that (S, : n < w) such that each S, is stationary on
N,, is mutually stationary in ZFC. In [Apt04], Apter answered the question in ZF assuming the
consistency of w-sequence of supercompact cardinals. In Theorem 1 of [Apt83a], Apter further
obtained a similar symmetric inner model based on Lévy collapse as constructed in [Apt04], where
N, carries a Rowbottom filter and DCly,, ~holds for any arbitrary ng € w, from a w-sequence of
measurable cardinals. We observe that in the symmetric model from Theorem 1 of [Apt83a], if
(S : 1 <k <w) is a sequence of stationary sets such that Sy C R, 4op11) for every 1 <k < w,
then (Sk : 1 < k < w) is mutually stationary. We also observe that in the symmetric model each

7An exhibition of symmetric extension on strongly compact Prikry forcing can be found in [AH9T].
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N, o+2(k+1) 18 a measurable cardinal. For the sake of convenience, we fix an arbitrary no € w in
the ground model V', call the symmetric model from [Apt83a] as N,,, and prove the following.

Observation 1.11. The following holds in the symmetric inner model Ny, .

(1) Foreach 1<k < w, R, o+2(k+1) 98 @ measurable cardinal and Ny, ok i not a measurable
cardinal. In particular, for each 1 < k < w, there are no unifrom ultrafilters on Ny, tok.

(2) If (Sk : 1 <k < w) is a sequence of stationary sets such that Sk C N, 1ok41) for every
1<k <w, then (Si: 1 <k <w) is mutually stationary.

(3) N, is an almost Ramsey cardinal in the model.

Structure of the paper.

e In section 2, we cover the basics.

e In section 3, we prove Observation 1.4, Observation 1.5 and study a few lemmas
related to preserving Dependent choice in symmetric extensions inspired by Lemma 1
of [Karl4].

e In section 4, we prove Theorem 1.3 applying Observation 1.2. In particular, we prove
the failure of AC); in the symmetric extension of subsection 4.1 of [Kar19]. Moreover,
we study a different argument to preserve the supercompactness of x in the symmetric
model.

e In section 5, we prove Theorem 1.6. This answers the question of Dimitriou from her
thesis.

e In section 6, we prove Observation 1.7 and Observation 1.8. Consequently, we
reduce the large cardinal assumption of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 of [AC13], from
a supercompact cardinal to a strongly compact cardinal.

e In section 7, we prove Theorem 1.9 and Theorem 1.10 and study an infinite Chang
conjecture in Apter and Koepke’s model from Theorem 11 of [AK06].

e In section 8, we prove Observation 1.11 and study the mutually stationary property
of a sequence of stationary sets in Apter’s model from Theorem 1 of [Apt83a).

2. BAsIcs

2.1. Large Cardinals. In this section, we recall the definition of inaccessible cardinals in the
context of ZFC and other large cardinals in the context of ZF. In ZFC, we say & is a strongly
inaccessible cardinal if it is a regular strong limit cardinal where the definition of “strong limit” is
that for all @ < k, we have 2% < k. In the context of ZF, the above definition doesn’t make sense,
as 2% may not be well-ordered. We refer the reader to [BDL07] for details concerning inaccessible
cardinals in the context of ZF. We recall the other necessary large cardinal definitions in the
context of ZF from ‘The Higher Infinite’ [Kan03] of Akihiro Kanamori.

Definition 2.1. Given an uncountable cardinal s, we recall the following definitions.

(1) k is weakly compact if for all f : [k]? — 2, there is a homogeneous set X C k for f of
order type k.

(2) & is Ramsey if for all f : [k]<“ — 2, there is a homogeneous set X C & for f of order
type k.

(3) & is almost Ramsey if for all « < k and f : [k]<* — 2, there is a homogeneous set X C k
for f having order type a.

(4) & is pu-Rowbottom if for all & < x and f : [k]<¥ — «, there is a homogeneous set X C &
for f of order type s such that |f"[X]<¥| < u. & is Rowbottom if it is wi-Rowbottom.
A filter F on k is a Rowbottom filter on & if for any f : [k]<“ — X, where A < k there
is a set X € F such that |f"[X]<¢| < w.

(5) & is measurable if there is a k-complete free ultrafilter on . A filter F on a cardinal &
is normal if it is closed under diagonal intersections:

If X, € F for all a < k, then A, X, € F.
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In ZF we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. (Lemma 0.8 of [Dim11]). An ultrafilter U over k is normal if and only if
for every regressive f : k — Kk there is an X € U such that f is constant on X.

Thus, we say an ultrafilter & over k is normal if for every regressive f : Kk — x there
is an X € U such that f is constant on X.

(6) For a set A we say U a fine measure on P, (A) if U is a k-complete ultrafilter and for any
i€ A, {x € P.(A) i€z} €U Wesay U is a normal measure on Py (A4), if U is a fine
measure and if f : Py(A) — A is such that f(X) € X for a set in U, then f is constant
on a set in U. k is A-strongly compact if there is a fine measure on P, (), it is strongly
compact if it is A-strongly compact for all Kk < A.

(7) k is A-supercompact if there is a normal measure on P (A), it is supercompact if it is
A-supercompact for all K < .

Remark 1. We note that the definition of supercompact (similarly strongly compact) is meant
in the terms of ultrafilters, which is weaker than the definition of supercompact in terms of
elementary embedding due to Woodin [Definition 220, [Wood10]] (e.g. N; can be supercompact
or strongly compact if we consider the definition of supercompact or strongly compact in terms
of ultrafilters [Inal3], but ®; can not be the critical point of an elementary embedding).

Remark 2. In section 2 of [IT19], Tkegami and Trang defined that an ultrafilter & on P, X
is normal if for any set A € U and f: A — P, X with ) # f(o) C o for all ¢ € A, there is an
xo9 € X such that for U-measure one many o in A, xg € f(o). They note that their definition
of normality is equivalent to the closure under diagonal intersections in ZF, while it may not be
equivalent to the definition of normality in our sense without AC.

From now on, all our inaccessible cardinals are strongly inaccessible. We recall that a limit of
Ramsey cardinals is an almost Ramsey cardinal in ZF (Proposition 1 of [AKO0S]).

2.2. Lévy—Solovay Theorem. We state a part of Lévy—Solovay Theorem (Theorem 21.2 of
[Jec03]) in ZFC. By a small forcing extension with respect to k we mean a forcing extension V|G|
obtained from V after forcing with a partially ordered set of size less than .

Theorem 2.3. Let k be an infinite cardinal, and let P be a partially ordered set of size less than
k. Let G be a P-generic filter over V.

e If k is Ramsey in V, then k is Ramsey in V[G].

e If k is measurable with a k-complete ultrafilter U in V then k is measurable with a k-
complete ultrafilter Uy = {X C k: X € V[G],TY e U[Y C X|} defined in V|G| generated
by U in VI[G].

Proof. Proof of preserving Ramseyness follows from Theorem 21.2 of [Jec03] and proof of
preserving measurability and the fact that x-complete ultrafilters in the ground model generate
k-complete ultrafilters in the small forcing extensions with respect to x follows from the Lévy—
Solovay Theorem in [LS67]. O

2.3. Symmetric extension. Symmetric extensions are submodels of the generic extension con-
taining the ground model, where the axiom of choice can consistently fail. Let P be a forcing
notion, G be a group of automorphisms of P and F be a normal filter of subgroups over G. We
recall the following Symmetry Lemma from [Jec(3].

Theorem 2.4. (Symmetry Lemma, Lemma 14.37 of [Jec03|). Let P be a forcing notion,
@ be a formula of the forcing language with n variables and let 01,09, ...0, € VE be P-names. If
a € Aut(P), then p I- (o1, 02, ...00) < a(p) IF p(a(oy),a(o2), ...a(on)).

For 7 € VP, we denote the symmetric group with respect to G by sym9r = {g € G : g7 = 7}
and say 7 is symmetric with respect to F if sym97 € F. Let HS” be the class of all hereditary
symmetric names. That is, recursively for 7 € VF,
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T € HST iff 7 is symmetric with respect to F, and for each o € dom(7), 0 € HS”.

We define symmetric extension of V' with respect to F as V(G)” = {7 : 7 € HS”}. For the
sake of our convenience we omit the subscript F sometimes and call V(G)” as V(G).

Definition 2.5. (Symmetric System, Definition 2.1 of [KH19]). We say (P,G,F) is a
symmetric system if P is a forcing notion, G the automorphism group of P and F a normal filter
of subgroups over G.

Definition 2.6. (F-Tenacious system, Definition 4.6 of |[Karl9a]). Let (P,G,F) be a
symmetric system. A condition p € P is F-tenacious if {m € G : n(p) = p} € F. We say P is
F-tenacious if there is a dense subset of F-tenacious conditions. We say (P, G, F) is a tenacious
system if P is F-tenacious.

Karagila and Hayut proved in Appendix A of [KarI9a] that every symmetric system is equivalent
to a tenacious system. Thus, it is natural to assume tenacity and work with tenacious system.
We recall the following theorem which states that the symmetric extension V(G) is a transitive
model of ZF.

Theorem 2.7. (Lemma 15.51 of [Jec03]). If (P,G,F) is a symmetric system and G is a
V-generic filter, then V(G) is a transitive model of ZF and V C V(G) C V[G].

2.4. Terminologies from Dimitriou’s thesis. We recall the terminologies like Approzimation
Lemma, Approximation property and (G,Z)-homogeneous forcing notion, from [Dimll]. For
E C P, let us define the pointwise stabilizer group to be fixgFE = {g € G : Vp € E,g(p) = p}
i.e. it is the set of automorphisms which fix £ pointwise. We denote fixgF by fix F for the sake
of convenience. A subset Z C P(P) is called G-symmetry generator if it is closed under unions
and if for all g € G and E € Z, there is an E' € T s.t. g(fixE)g~! D fixE’. It is possible to see
that if Z is a G-symmetry generator, then the set {fixE : E € T} generates a normal filter over
G (Proposition 1.23 of Chapter 1 in [Dim11]). Let Z be the G-symmetry generator generating a
normal filter F over G, we say E € T supports a name o € HS if fixE C sym(o). Since P, G and
T are enough to define a symmetric extension, we define a symmetric triple (P,G,7Z) and work
with it.

Definition 2.8. (Symmetric Triple (P,G,T)). We say (P,G,T) is a symmetric triple if P is
a forcing notion, G an automorphism group and I a G-symmetry generator.

Let (P,G,Z) be a symmetric triple, then Z is projectable for the pair (P,G) if for every p € P
and every E € Z, there is a p* € E that is minimal in the partial order and unique such that
p* > p. Wecall p | E = p* the projection of p to E. We say that P is (G, Z)-homogeneous
if for every E € Z, every p € P and every ¢ < p | E there is an automorphism a € fixF s.t.
a(p) || ¢- (P,G,Z) has the approximation property if for all formula ¢ with n free variables,
names 01,09, ...0, € HS all with support E € Z and for every p € P, p I+ ©(01, 09, ...0,,) implies
that p [ EIF (01,02, ...00).

Lemma 2.9. (Lemma 1.27 of [Dimll]). Let (P,G,Z) be a symmetric triple. If P is (G,T)-
homogeneous, then (P,G,T) has the approximation property.

Lemma 2.10. (Approxzimation Lemma, Lemma 1.29 of [Dimll]). Let (P,G,T) be a
symmetric triple. If (P,G,T) has the approximation property then for all set of ordinals X €
V(G), there ezists an E € T and an E name for X. Thus, X € V|G N E].

2.5. Homogeneity of forcing notions. We recall the definition of weakly homogeneous and
cone homogeneous forcing notions from [DFQS].

Definition 2.11. (Definition 2 of [DF08]). Let P be a set forcing notion.

o We say P is weakly homogeneous if for any p,q € P, there is an automorphism a : P — P
such that a(p) and q are compatibleﬁ

8The Levy collapse Col(), < k) is weakly homogeneous, given an infinite cardinal x and a regular cardinal .
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e Forp € P, let Cone(p) denote {r € P :r < p}. We say P is cone homogeneous if and
only if for any p,q € P, there exist p’ < p, ¢ < q, and an isomorphism m : Cone(p’) —
Cone(q').

Following Fact 1 of [DF0S§], if P is a weakly homogeneous forcing notion, then it is cone homo-
geneous too. Also, the finite support products of weakly (cone) homogeneous forcing notions are
weakly (cone) homogeneous. A crucial feature of symmetric extensions using weakly (cone) ho-

mogeneous forcings are that they can be approximated by certain intermediate submodel where
AC holds.

2.6. Failure of a weaker form of the axiom of choice. A weaker version of the axiom of
choice is AC,; for a cardinal k. We use AC, to denote the statement “Every family of x non-
empty sets admits a choice function”. We note that if x* is singular, then AC, fails. This is
due to the following well known fact.

Fact 2.12. AC, = cf()\) > & for all successor cardinal \.

We sketch another way of refuting AC,,. One of the weaker forms of AC is AC4(B) which states
that for each set X of non-empty subsets of B, if there is an injection from X to A then there is
a choice function for X. We recall Lemma 0.2, Lemma 0.3 and Lemma 0.12 from [Dim11].
Under AC4(B), if there is a surjection from B to A, then there is an injection from A to B. We
recall that in ZF if k is measurable with a normal measure or weakly compact and a < k then
there is no injection f : k — P(«) (This is Proposition 0.1 of [Bul78|) and in ZF for every
infinite cardinal s, there is a surjection from P (k) onto k*. The following lemma states that if
a successor cardinal k is either measurable with normal measure or weakly compact then AC,
fails, which is Corollary 0.3 from [Bul7§].

Lemma 2.13. Let k = at be a successor cardinal. If k is measurable with normal measure or
weakly compact then AC,+(P(a)) fails.

Proof. Let AC.+(P(«)) holds. We show k = at is neither measurable with normal measure
nor weakly compact. In ZF, there is a surjection from P(«) onto a®. Now AC,+(P(«)) implies
there is an injection f/ from o™ to P(a) which states that kK = o™ is neither measurable with
normal measure nor weakly compact. O

3. PRESERVING DEPENDENT CHOICE IN SYMMETRIC EXTENSIONS

Dependent Choice, denoted by DC or DC,, is a weaker version of the Axiom of choice (AC)
which is strictly strongetﬁ than the countable choice, denoted by AC,,. This principle is strong
enough to give the basis of analysis as it is equivalent to the Baire Category Theorem which
is a fundamental theorem in functional analysis. Further, DC' is equivalent to other important
theorems like the countable version of the Downward Loweinheim—Skolem theorem and every
tree of height w without a maximum node has an infinite branch etc. On the other hand, AC
has several controversial applications like the existence of a non-Lebesgue measurable set of real
numbers, Banach—Tarski Paradox and the existence of a well-ordering of real numbers whereas
DC' does not have such counter-intuitive consequences. Thus it is desirable to preserve dependent
choice in symmetric extensions.

We denote the principle of Dependent Choice for k by DC, for a cardinal x. This principle states
that for every non-empty set X, if R is a binary relation such that for each ordinal o < k, and
each f: a — X there is some y € X such that f R y, then there is f : Kk — X such that for each
a <k, flaR fla). We denote the assertion (VA < k)DCy by DC.,. The axiom of choice is
equivalent to Vk(DC}) and DC,; implies AC).

9In Howard—Rubin’s first model (N38 in [HR98]), AC, holds but DC,, fails.
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We recall the definition of a x-c.c. forcing notion, k-closed forcing notion, and a s-distributive
forcing notion from Definition 5.8 of [Cuml0] and the definition of a k-strategically closed
forcing notion from Definition 5.14 and Definition 5.15 of [Cum10].

Asaf Karagila proved in Lemma 1 of [Kari4], that DC., can be preserved in the symmetric
extension in terms of the symmetric system (P, G, F), if P is k-closed and F is k-complete. In
Lemma 3.3 of [Kar19], Karagila and the author both observed independently that ‘P is x-closed’
can be replaced by ‘P has k-c.c.” in Lemma 1 of [Karl4]. The author independently observed
this by combining the role of k-c.c. forcing notions from Lemma 2.2 of [Apt01], and the role of
k-completeness of F from Lemma 1 of [Kari4].

The idea was the following. If P has k-c.c., then any antichain is of size less than . So by Zorn’s
Lemma in the ground model, there is a maximal antichain of conditions A = {p, : & < v < K}
extending p such that for all a < 7, p, IF f(d) = {,, where {, € HS. Then we can follow Lemma
1 of [Karl4] to finish the proof.

In a private conversation with Karagila, the author came to know that they independently
observed the same fact. We note that there was a gap in the above observation. Specifically,
the author was not aware of the fact that every symmetric system is equivalent to a tenacious
system. Karagila fixed this gap. In particular, in Lemma 3.3 of [Karl9], Karagila wrote that
the natural assumption that (P, G, F) is a tenacious system is also required in the proof.

Lemma 3.1. (Lemma 3.3 of [Karl9]). Let V be a model of ZFC. If P has k-c.c. and F is k-
complete, then DC— is preserved in the symmetric extension of V' with respect to the symmetric
system (P, G, F).

We can slightly generalize Lemma 1 of [Karl4] and observe that ‘P is k-closed’ can be replaced
by ‘P is x-distributive’.

Lemma 3.2. (Observation 1.4). Let V be a model of ZFC. If P is k-distributive and F is k-
complete, then DC is preserved in the symmetric extension of V' with respect to the symmetric

system (P, G, F).

Proof. Let G be a P-generic filter over V. Let § < &, we show DCjs holds in V(G). Let X and
R are elements of V(G) as in the assumptions of DCjs. Since AC is equivalent to Vk(DC)) and
V[G] a model of AC, using Vx(DCy) in V[G], we can find a f : 6 — X in V[G]. We show this
f:6— Xisin V(G). Let po IF f is a function whose domain is § and range is X which is a
subset of V(@). For each a < &, Dy = {p < po : (3z € X)p IF f(&) = & where & € HS} is
open dense below pg. Consequently by d-distributivity of P, D = Ny<5D,, is dense below pg. So,
there is some p € DN G. We can see that for each o < 6, there is a x,, such that p I+ f(d) = Iq
where &, € HS. Define g = {{&,&,) : @« < §}. Now, since each &, € HS, sym(i,) € F.
By k-completeness of F, H = Ny<rsym(iy) € F. Next, since H C sym(g) and F is a filter,
g € HS. We can see that p IF g = f Thus, there is a dense open set of conditions ¢ < p, such
that for some g € HS, q I+ g = f. By genericity, f& = f € V(Q). O

Remark. If k is either a supercompact cardinal or a strongly compact cardinal and A > k is a
regular cardinal, there are certain forcing notions like supercompact Prikry forcing [Apt85] and
strongly compact Prikry forcing [AH91] which are known to be non-x-closed, but still can preserve
DC,; in the symmetric extension based on such forcings. In particular, Apter communicated
to us that, assuming the consistency of a 2*-supercompact cardinal x and a regular cardinal
A > k, Kofkoulis proved in [Kof90], that in a symmetric extension based on supercompact Prikry
forcing, DC); was preserved. In particular, DC\ holds in the symmetric inner model constructed
in Theorem 1 of [Apt85]. Further applying the methods of Kofkoulis, assuming the consistency
of a A-strongly compact cardinal x and a measurable cardinal A > k, a symmetric extension
based on strongly compact Prikry forcing was constructed in [AH91] where x became a singular
cardinal of cofinality w, x* remained a measurable cardinal and DC,, was preserved. We can
also find another exhibition of Kofkoulis’s method with certain modifications in [AM95].
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We may observe that even if we start with a model V', which is a model of ZF + DC), where AC
can consistently fail, we can still preserve DC., in a symmetric extension of V in certain cases.
Specifically, we observe the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. (Observation 1.5). Let V be a model of ZF + DC,;. If P is k-strategically closed
and F is k-complete, then DC— is preserved in the symmetric extension of V with respect to
the symmetric system (P, G, F).

Proof. Let G be a P-generic filter over V. By Theorem 2.2 of [GJ14], DC, is preserved in
VIG]. Let § < k, we show DCs holds in V(G). Let X and R are elements of V(G) as in the
assumptions of DCj. Since DCy, is preserved in V[G], we can find a f : § — X in V[G]. We
show this f:d — X is in V(G). Let p IF f is a function whose domain is § and range a subset
of V(G). Consider a game of length &, between two players I and IT who play at odd stages and
even stages respectively such that initially IT chooses a trivial condition and I chooses a condition
extending p and at non-limit even stages 2ac > 0, II chooses a condition extending the condition
of the previous stage deciding f(d) = {, where f, is in HS. By k-strategic closure of P, II has
winning strategy. Thus, we can assume the existence of an increasing sequence of conditions
(pa : @ < 0) extending p such that p, IF f(&) = £, where i, is in HS for each a < 8. It is
enough to show that f = {zfg : B < 4} is in HS which follows using k-completeness of F as done
in Lemma 1 of [Karl4]. O

Remark. Let V be a model of ZF + DC,,. We can also observe that if P is well-orderable of
order type at most x and k-c.c. at the same time and F is xk-complete, then DC,; is preserved in
the symmetric extension of V' in terms of the symmetric system (P, G, F). Let G be a P-generic
filter over V. By Theorem 2.1 of [GJ14], DC, is preserved in V[G]. Rest follows from the
proof of Lemma 3.3 of [Karl9].

Question 3.4. Suppose V be a model of ZF + DC,, and P is k-distributive. Can we preserve
DC,; in every forcing extension V[G] by P?

If the answer is in the affirmative, we can say that if V' is a model of ZF + DCy, P is k-
distributive and F is k-complete, then DC., is preserved in the symmetric extension in terms
of the symmetric system (P, G, F) following Lemma 3.2.

3.1. Number of normal measures a successor cardinal can carry and DC. Takeuti
[Tak70] and Jech [Jec6§] independently proved that if we assume the consistency of “ZFC +
there is a measurable cardinal” then the theory “ZF 4+ DC + N; is a measurable cardinal” is
consistent. In section 1.33 of [Dim11], Dimitriou modified Jech’s construction and proved that
if we assume the consistency of “ZFC + there is a measurable cardinal x and v < & is a regular
cardinal” then the theory “ZF + the cardinality of 7 is preserved + 47 is a measurable cardinal”
is consistent. Apter, Dimitriou, and Koepke [ADK14] constructed symmetric models in which for
an arbitrary ordinal p, N,11 can be the least measurable as well as the least regular uncountable
cardinal. Bilinsky and Gitik [BGI12] proved that if we assume the consistency of “ZFC + GCH
+ there is a measurable cardinal x” then we can obtain a symmetric extension where k is a
measurable cardinal without a normal measure. Assuming the consistency of “ZFC + GCH +
there is a measurable cardinal”, we observe that a successor of regular cardinals like Ny, No,
N, +2, as well as N, 12, can carry an arbitrary (non-zero) number of normal measures in ZF +
DC.

In Theorem 1 of [MFQ9], Friedman and Magidor proved that a measurable cardinal can be
forced to carry arbitrary number of normal measures in ZFC.

Lemma 3.5. (Theorem 1 of [ME09]). Assume GCH. Suppose that k is a measurable cardinal
and let o be a cardinal at most k™. In a cofinality preserving forcing extension, then s carries
exactly a normal measures.

We recall the definition of a symmetric collapse from [KH19].
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Definition 3.6. (Symmetric Collapse, Definition 4.1 of [KH19]). Let k < X be two infinite
cardinals. The symmetric collapse is the symmetric system (P, G, F) defined as follows.

o P=Col(k,< A).
e G is the group of automorphisms m such that there is a sequence of permutations T =
(Tq + K < a < A) such that 7, is a permutation of a satisfying mp(«a, 8) = wap(a, B).
o F is the normal filter of subgroups generated by fix(E) for bounded E C A, where fiz(E)
is the group {7 :Va € E,np(c, 8) = p(a, B)}.
Lemma 3.7. Let & < A be two infinite cardinals such that cf(X) > x and (P,G,F) is the
symmetric collapse where P = Col(k, < X). Then, F is k-complete.

Proof. Fix v < xk and let, for each 8 < 7, Kg € F. There must be bounded Eg C A for each
B <~ such that fixEg C Kg. Next, fix(Ug<yEg) C Ng<y fixEg C Ng<yKja. Since cf(A) > &,
Ug<~E3 is a bounded subset of A\. Consequently, Ng<, K3 € F. d

We observe that after a symmetric collapse, the successor of a regular cardinal can be a measur-
able cardinal carrying an arbitrary (non-zero) number of normal measures assuming the consis-
tency of a measurable cardinal. Further we can preserve Dependent choice in certain cases.

Theorem 3.8. Let V be a model of ZEC + GCH with a measurable cardinal k. Let A be any
non-zero cardinal at most kT and let n < k be reqular. Then, there is a symmetric extension
where k = 0" is a measurable cardinal carrying A normal measures. Moreover, AC, fails and
DC«,, holdi in the symmetric model.

Proof. Applying Lemma 3.5, we obtain a cofinality preserving forcing extension V' of V' where
K is a measurable cardinal with A many normal measures. Let V'(G) be the symmetric extension
of V' obtained by the symmetric collapse (P, G, F) where P = Col(n, < k) and G a P-generic
filter over V'. In V/(G), k = n™. We can also have the following in V'(G).

e By Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.5 of [Apt0I], x remains a measurable cardinal with A
many normal measures.

e Since k is a successor as well as a measurable cardinal, AC,; fails using Lemma 2.13.

e Since P is n-closed and the filter F is 7-complete by Lemma 3.7, DC, holds using
Lemma 1 of [Karl4].

O

Remark. The referee pointed out that DC; is preserved in V'(G). Assuming that A is regular,
the proof of Lemma 3.7 gives that F is A-complete. Consequently, since « is a regular cardinal
in V', F is k-complete. Since PP is k-c.c., by Lemma 3.1, DC, is preserved in V'(G).

Question 3.9. Can N, 11, Ny, 41 carry any number of normal measures in ZF?

In [Apt06] and [AptI0], Apter proved that X, 41 can carry > N, ;2 number of normal measures
and N, 41 can carry > N, 1o number of normal measures respectively. If it is consistent that «
is supercompact and A > k carry arbitrary number of normal measures then we can prove the
consistency of successor of singular cardinals like R, 41 and R, 11 being measurable cardinals
with arbitrary normal measures by methods of [Apt06] and [Apt10].

4. FAILURE OF GCH AT LIMIT CARDINALS BELOW A SUPERCOMPACT CARDINAL

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3 applying Lemma 3.1. Consequently, we answer Ques-
tion 1.1 asked by Apter. We note that Theorem 1.3 was already observed by the author and
written by Karagila in subsection 4.1 of [Kar19]. In this section we write the proof in more
details. We further observe the failure of AC,; in the symmetric model and provide a different
argument to prove that the supercompactness of & is preserved in V(G) from [Inal3].

107f we assume n> w.
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Proof. (Theorem 1.3).

(1) Defining ground model (V'): At the beginning of the proof of Theorem 3 of [Apt12],
from the given requirements, Apter constructed a model V' where there is an enumeration
(k; : 1 < k) of C'U{w} where C C k is a club of inaccessible and limit cardinals below
a supercompact cardinal x such that 2% = nj+ holds. We consider V' to be our ground
model. For reader’s convenience we recall the steps from the proof of Theorem 3 of
[Apt12] as follows.

e Let V be a model of ZFC + GCH with a supercompact cardinal &.

e Let Q1 be Lavers partial ordering which makes ks supercompactness indestructible
under s-directed closed forcing. Since Q; may be defined so that |Q;| = &, we have
Y QueAdd(s,5" ) Z 17, is a model of ‘ZFC + & is supercompact + 25 = x++ 4 20 = 5+
for every cardinal § > k™.

e Let Q3 be the Radin forcing defined over k. Taking a suitable measure sequence
will enable one to preserve the supercompactness of x (c.f. [Git10]). Consequently,
V,* =V is a model of ‘ZFC + & is supercompact + 2% = kT+ + 2° = §* for every
cardinal § > k + There is a club C C k composed of inaccessible cardinals and their
limits with 20 = 28" = §++ for every § € C".

e With an abuse the notion for the sake of convenience we consider the ground model
tobe V. ="V. Let (k; : i < k) € V be the continuous, increasing enumeration of
CU{w}.

(2) Defining symmetric system (P,G, F):

e Let P be the Easton support product of P, = Col(kX1, < kat1) where a < k.

e Let G be the Easton support product of the automorphism groups of each P,,.

e Let F be the filter generated by fix(«) groups for o < k, where
fix(a) = {m € HpcrAut(Py) : 7 | o = id}.

(3) Defining symmetric extension of V: Let G be a P-generic filter. We construct a
model V(G)” by the symmetric system (P, G, F) defined above in (2) and call it as V(G)
for the sake of our convenience.

Since each P, is weakly homogeneous, the following holds.
Lemma 4.1. If A € V(G) is a set of ordinals, then A € V[G | ] for some a < k.

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that A = {({p,é) :plF€e A} € HS is a
name for A. Let ¢ I € € A and let 3 support ¢ and A. Let, for the sake of contradiction
q | BV ée A Then, there is a ¢ such that ¢ < q | 8 where ¢ |- —(¢é € A). Since each P,
is weakly homogeneous, the Easton support product is weakly homogeneous too. Thus there is
a a € fixg such that a(q) || ¢. By Lemma 2.4, a(q) I a(¢) € a(A). Since B supports é and
A, and a € fix3 we get a(q) IF € € A which is a contradiction to the fact that a(q) || ¢’ and
¢ k=€ A). Thus, q | BIFée A If = supf then we get that {((g [ a),é) :ql-éc A} isa
name for A. |

We apply Lemma 4.1 to prove that x remains supercompact in our symmetric extension V(G).
Inamder [Inal3] proved that if we assume the consistency of “ZFC + there is a supercompact
cardinal x, and v < k is a regular cardinal” then the theory “ZF + the cardinality of v is
preserved + 7T is a supercompact cardinal” is consistent. We incorporate the arguments from
[Inall] in order to show that x remains supercompact in our symmetric extension V(G). We
recall Lemma 26 of [[nal3], Lévy—Solovay Lemma (Lemma 27 of [[nal3]) and Theorem
29 of [Inal3].

Lemma 4.2. (Lemma 26 of [Inal3]). Let k be a regular cardinal, v > k and P be a partial order
of size less than k. Then for every C € Pu(y)VICl, there is a D € P.(v)V such that in V]G],
CCD.

Lemma 4.3. (Lévy—Solovay Lemma, Lemma 27 of [Inal3]). In V, let k be a regular cardinal,
D be a set and U a k-complete ultrafilter on D. Let P be a poset of size less than k and G a V -
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generic filter on P. Suppose V|G| = f : D — V. Then thereis S €U and g: S =V inV s.t.
VIGIEfIS=g.

Applying Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3 we obtain the following lemma, which is analogous to
Lemma 33 of [Inal3].

Lemma 4.4. Let D be a set and U a k-complete ultrafilter on D in V. Suppose V(G) = [ :
D — V. Then thereis SeU andg: S =V inV st. V(G) = f | S=g.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, for some o < k we get f € V[G | a]. Now we can say G | « is P'-
generic over V where [P'| < k. By Lemma 4.3 we get a S € U and g : S — V in V such that
VIGlal = f1S=g S0, VG Ef1S=g. 0

Similarly Lemma 34 of [Inal3], we obtain the following lemma by applying Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.5. In V', let D be a set and U a k-complete ultrafilter on D. Let VW be the filter on
D generated by U in V(G). Then W is a k-complete ultrafilter.

We follow the proof of Theorem 35 from [Inal3] and refer the reader to [Inal3|] for further
details.

Lemma 4.6. In V(G), Kk is supercompact.

Proof. Let v > k be arbitrary. Since k is supercompact in V', there is a normal measure i/ on
P.(7) in V. Let V be the k-complete measure it generates on P, (7)Y in V(G). Let W be the
filter generated by V on P.(y) in V(G). Since W is generated by a k-complete ultrafilter on
Pu(7)V C Pu(y), W is a k-complete ultrafilter by Lemma 4.5.

Fineness: Let X € P, ()" (). By Lemma 4.1, for some o < x we have X € V[G | a]. Since x
is not collapsed while going from V to V[G | a], X € P.(y)V[¢°l. By Lemma 4.2 and following
the arguments in the last three lines from (ii) of Theorem 35, [[nal3], X € V', where V' is the
fine measure that U generates on Py (v)VI¢1l. Now ¢4 C V' € W since P, (v)VIE1e] € P, (7)Y ().
Consequently W is fine.

Choice function: Let V(G) = f : Pu(y) — v and V(GQ) = VX € P.(v)(f(X) € X). By
Lemma 4.1, for some o < k we get h = f | P.(y)V € V|G | o]. By Lemma 4.3, we get Y € U
and (g:Y — )V such that V|G [ a] E h | Y = g. Now by normality of I/ in V we get a set
in U such that g is constant on x, and so h is constant on a set in /. Hence, we will get a set y
in W such that f is constant on y. O

Lemma 4.7. In V(G), DC< holds.

Proof. We see that F is k-complete. Fix v < x and let, for each 8 < v, Kg € F. There must
be fixf for each B < 7 such that fix3 C K. Next, fix(max{3: 8 < ~}) C Ng<~ fix8 C Np<~r K3
implies Ng<, Kz € F. Since PP is the Easton-support product of the appropriate Lévy collapse, [P
has k-c.c. Since F is k-complete and P has k-c.c., we obtain DC«, in V(G) by Lemma 3.1. [

Lemma 4.8. In V(G), AC, fails.

Proof. Since the cardinality of k1% is preserved in V(G) for a < k, we can define in V(G) the
set X, = {x C ktF : 2 codes a well ordering of (kZ+T) of order type kZ*}. We claim that
(Xo:a < k) € V(G). Let B be a support of X, for each a < . Since X, € V(G), let X, € HS
be a name for X,. We define the collection {X, : @ < k} in V and let X = {X, : a < &}.
Since A is a support of X, for each a < &, fix3 C sym(X,) for each o < k. Consequently,
fixf C Nyer sym(X,). Now we have that for every m € Na<r sym(Xa), m(X) = X, and so
7 € sym(X). Thus fix3 C sym(X). Consequently, sym(X) € F, i.e., X is symmetric with
respect to F, since we define F to be the filter generated by fix(«) groups for a@ < k. Since all
the names appearing in X are from HS, X € HS. Consequently, (X, : a < ) € V(Q).
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Although each X, # 0, we claim that (ITy<xXa)"(@) = (). Otherwise let y € (IpcpXa)V ().
Since y is a sequence of sets of ordinals, so can be coded as a set of ordinals. There is then a
v < K such that y € V[G | 7] by Lemma 4.1 and V|G | 7] is V-generic over P such that |P| < k.
There is then a final segment of the sequence {(k}*1) : @ < k) which remains a sequence of
cardinals in V[G [ «] which is a contradiction. O

We prove that in V(G), GCH holds at a limit cardinal ¢ if and only if § > . Since GCH implies
AC, GCH is weakened to a form which states that there is no injection from §*+ into P(5) in
Theorem 3 of [Aptl2]. We follow this weakened version of GCH in our following lemma. We
follow the explanation given in subsection 4.1 of [Kar19] by Karagila, to observe that in V(G),
GCH holds for a limit cardinal ¢ if and only if § > k.

Lemma 4.9. In V(G), GCH holds for a limit cardinal § if and only if 6 > k.

Proof. Since P has k-c.c., cardinals above k are preserved in V[G]. Also, P C V. Thus for any
limit cardinal § > & there is no injection from §*+ into P(4) in V[G], since GCH holds above
in V. Consequently, there is no injection from §*7 into P(d) in V(G).

We show that if § < k is a limit cardinal then ™% can be injected into P(§) in V(G). Since
VY@ = V,QV[G], we note that it is enough to prove this phenomenon in V[G]. If § < & is a limit
cardinal in V[G], then § = &; for some i < . Since § € C, we have 2° = §*+. We note that the
Easton support product up to i is §T-c.c., so it does not collapse 7 and the Easton support
Product above i is 6T "-closed, so it does not collapse 6+ also. Thus, ™1 is not collapsed in
V[G]. By similar arguments, k™ injects into P(x) in V(G) since 2 = k¥ holds in V and
cardinals at and above k are same in V, V(G) and V[G]. O

O

Remark 1. The referee suggested us to remark the following. In the context of ZF, there are
two reasonable definitions for the statement GCH at p.

(1) There is no injection u™ —7 P(u).
(2) There is no surjection P(u) —54" pt+.

In ZF, it is possible that there is no u™ — P(u), but there is always a surjection P () —5%" pt.
In our case the above two definitions behave the same, so the referee suggested us to remark that
both definitions (1) and (2) work, by the same proof.

Remark 2. In Theorem 1 of [Apt01], assuming ‘o(x) = §* for 6* < kT any finite or infinite
cardinal’ Apter constructed an analogous symmetric extension where DC., holds and where &
can carry an arbitrary number of normal measures regardless of the specified behavior of the
continuum function on sets having measure one with respect to every normal measure over k. We
observe that we can obtain the result of Theorem 1 of [Apt01] starting from just one measurable
cardinal  if we use Theorem 1 of \%[FOQ] by Friedman and Magidor instead of passing to an
inner model of Mitchell from [Mit74]

Corollary 4.10. (of Theorem 1 of [Apt01]). Let V be a model of ZFC + GCH with a
measurable cardinal k and let \ be a cardinal at most kT. There is then a symmetric extension
with respect to a symmetric system (P, G, F) where K is a measurable cardinal carrying A many
normal measures (U: : o < N). Moreover for each a < X, the set {§ : 2° = 6t and ¢ is

inaccessible} € U and DC, holds.

Remark 3. Apter used analogous arguments in Lemma 2.2 of [Apt01], similar to Lemma 4.1
to preserve a certain amount of dependent choice in some symmetric models (e.g. symmetric
models from Theorem 1 of [Apt01], Theorem of [Apt00], and Theorem 2 of [Apt12]).

Has done in the proof of Theorem 1 of [Apt01].
2T here is nothing specific about §t+, the continuum function can take any value.
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5. PROVING DIMITRIOU’S CONJECTURE

In Theorem 1 of [Apt83a], Apter obtained a symmetric inner model where X, carries a Rowbot-
tom filter and DCy,,  holds for any arbitrary ng € w from a w-sequence of measurable cardinals.
In section 8, we observe that there is an alternating sequence of measurable and non-measurable
cardinals in the symmetric model. Apter constructed the model based on Easton support prod-
ucts of Lévy collapse. Consequently, DCy,,~was preserved (see Lemma 1.4 of [Apt83a]). In
section 1.4 of [Dim11], Dimitriou constructed a similar symmetric extension with an alternat-
ing sequence of measurable and non-measurable cardinals, excluding the singular limits. She
constructed the model based on finite support products of collapsing functions, unlike the model
from [Apt83a]. In [DimlI], Dimitriou claimed that by using such a finite support product con-
struction, a lot of arguments could be made easier. In particular, she used finite support products
of injective tree-Prikry forcings, in several constructions from Chapter 2 of [Dim11]. There are
many symmetric extensions based on finite support products of Lévy Collapse. In Theorem
5.6 of [KH19], Karagila and Hayut considered a symmetric extension based on finite support
product of Lévy Collapse. In section 6, we encounter two symmetric extensions based on the
finite support products of Lévy Collapse due to Apter and Cody from [AC13] (see Theorem 2
of [AH9I] also). On the other hand, there is a downside to this method. Specifically, Dimitriou
conjectured that DC,, would fail in the model. In this section, we prove that AC,, fails in the
model and thus prove the conjecture of Dimitriou. In other words, we prove Theorem 1.6. We
recall the terminologies from section 2.4.

Proof. (Theorem 1.6). Firstly, we give a description of the symmetric extension constructed
in section 1.4 of [Dim11] as follows.

(1) Defining ground model (V): Let V be a model of ZFC, p is an ordinal, and K = (k. :
0 < € < p) is a sequence of measurable cardinals with a regular cardinal g below all the
regular cardinals in K.

(2) Defining a triple (P,G,T):

e For each € € (0, p) we define the following cardinals,

K] = Ko,

k! = K} | if € is a successor ordinal,

kL = ((U¢<ekic) ™)V if € is a limit ordinal and U< k¢ is singular,
k. = (Uccerc) T if € is a limit ordinal and Ueccke = K. is regular,
K. = Uccekic if € is a limit ordinal and U¢ccke < K is regular.

Let P = Ilp<i<,P; be the Easton support product of P; = Fn(k}, ki, k}) ordered
componentwise where for each 0 < i < p, Fn(k}, ki, k)= {p : 6, = K; : [p| < K}
and p is an injection} ordered by reverse inclusion. Also p : K} — k; is denoted as a
partial function from &} to k;.

o G = Ilp<i<,G; where for each 0 < i < p, G; is the full permutation group of ; that
can be extended to P; by permuting the range of its conditions, i.e., for all a € G;
and p € P;, a(p) = {(+, a(B)) : (¥, 5) € p}.

e For m < w and e = {a; : i < m} is a sequence of ordinals such that for each
1 < i < m, there is a distinct ¢; € (0,p) such that a; € (k[ , k). We define
Ee = {(0,....pe, N (K, X a@1),0,...;pe, N (KL, X @2),0,...,pe, N (KL, X a;),0,...pc,, N

(K., % om),0,..; 7 €P}and T = {E, : e € I (K}, 1)}, where TIJY, _ (1), ;)
is the finite support product.

(3) Defining symmetric extension of V: Clearly, Z is a projectable symmetry generator
with projections 7 | Ee = (D, ..., pe, N (kL X a1),0,..pe, N (KL, X a2),0,...pc, N (K. X
am),0,...). Let T generate a normal filter Fr over G. Let G be a P-generic filter. We
consider the symmetric model V(G)7Z as our desired symmetric extension.

It is possible to see that P is (G, Z)-homogeneous and so (P, G, Z) has the approximation property.
Consequently, by Lemma 2.10 for all set of ordinals X € V(G)”Z, there exists an E € Z such
that X € V[G N E]. Following Lemma 1.35 of [Diml1], in V(G)7Z for every ¢ € (0,p),
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(k)" = Kke. We prove that AC,, fails in V(G)”Z. For the sake of convenience we define V(G)7*
as V(G), HS'* as HS, and Fr as F.

Lemma 5.1. In V(G), AC,, fails.

Proof. Since the cardinality of !, is preserved in V(G) for n < w, we can define in V(G) the set
X, = {x C k!, : @ codes a well ordering of ((k.,)")V of order type x.,}. We claim that (X, :
n < w) € V(G). Let E € T be a support of X,, for each n € w. Since X,, € V(Q), let X,, € HS
be a name for X,,. We define the collection {X,, : n < w} in V and let X = {X,, : n < w}.
Since E is a support of X,, for each n € w, fixE C sym(X,) for each n € w. Consequently,
fixE C ,ew sym(X,). Now we have that for every = € Mhew sym(X,), 7(X) = X, and so
e sym(X) Thus fixFE C sym(X). Consequently, sym(X) € F, ie., X is symmetric with
respect to F, since E € 7 and the symmetry generator Z generates F. Since all the names
appearing in X are from HS, X € HS. Consequently, (X,, : n < w) € V(Q).

Although X,, # 0, we claim that (I, X,,)" (%) = (. Otherwise let y € (I,,<, X,,)"(%). Since
y is a sequence of sets of ordinals, so can be coded as a set of ordinals. Thus, there is an
e = {ai,...a,} such that y € V[G N E.] by Lemma 2.10. There are distinct €; such that
a; € (ki,, ke;) and let | be max{e; : a; € e} such that [ is an integer. Next let M = {i : ¢; < [} and
M' = {i: ¢ >1}. Then VG N E,] is Wienr F'n(ky,, i, k,) X Wienr Fn(k,, o, K., )-generic over
V. By closure properties of e Fn(k.,, oy, k), all elements of the sequence ((k;,)* : n < w)
remain cardinals after forcing with ILicr Fin(s.,, as, k., ). Next, since M is finite we can find
J < w such that for all 7 > j, [Ilienr Fn(kl,, i, k., )| < kr. Thus, a final segment of the sequence

((kh,)T : n < w) remains a sequence of cardinals in V[G N E.] which is a contradiction. O
]

Remark. In Theorem 5.6 of [KH19], Karagila and Hayut proved the following.

e Assuming the existence of countably many measurable cardinals, it is consistent that
there is a uniform ultrafilter on X, but for all 0 < n < w, there are no uniform ultrafilters
on N,.

They considered a symmetric extension M based on finite support product of the symmetric
collapses Col(kp, < kn+1). Following the proof of Lemma 5.1, we can say that AC,, fails in the
symmetric extension M. We consider another similar symmetric extension. Let 7} be a model
of ZFC where (£, : 1 <n < w) is a countable sequence of supercompact cardinals. Let Q be the
forcing notion (see [Apt83], [Apt04]) which makes the supercompactness of each &, indestructible
under ,-directed closed forcing notions. Let H be a Q-generic filter over V4 and V = V4 [H] be
our ground model. Let ko = w in V. Consider the symmetric extension N obtained by taking
the finite support product of the symmetric collapses Col(ky,, < Kn+1). In the resulting model
N the following hold:

(1) Since the forcing notions involved are weakly homogeneous, if A is a set of ordinals in
N, then A was added by an intermediate submodel where AC holds.
(2) For n > 0, each £, becomes X,, in N.

Following Lemma 4.3 of [KH19], we can observe that for each 1 < n < w, there are no uniform
ultrafilters on ®,, in A/. Consequently for each 1 < n < w, X, can not be a measurable cardinal
in NV. Since we are considering symmetric extension based on finite support products, AC,, fails
following the proof of Lemma 5.1. We can see that each N, remains a Ramsey cardinal for
1<n<winN. Fix1<n<w. Let f:[5,]¥ — 2 is in N. Since f can be coded by a set
of ordinals, f was added by an intermediate submodel (say V') where AC holds. Without loss
of generality, we can say that V' = V[G1][G2] where G; is Qp-generic over V such that Q; is
kn-directed closed and Gy is Q2-generic over V[G1] such that |Q2| < k,,. Since Q; is ky,-directed
closed, Kk, remains supercompact in V[G;] as the supercompactness of k, was indestructible
under k,-directed closed forcing notions in V. Consequently, %, remains a Ramsey cardinal
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in V[G,]. Since Q3 is a small forcing with respect to &, &, remains Ramsey in V[G1][G2] by
Theorem 2.3. There is then a set X € [k,]"™ homogeneous for f in V', and since V' C N,
X € [kn]® is homogeneous for f in A/. Consequently, for 1 < n < w, each x, is Ramsey in N.

6. REDUCING THE ASSUMPTION OF SUPERCOMPACTNESS BY STRONG COMPACTNESS

In this section, we prove Observation 1.7 and Observation 1.8. Consequently, we reduce
the large cardinal assumption of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 of [AC13], from a supercompact
cardinal to a strongly compact cardinal.

6.1. Strongly compact Prikry forcing. Suppose A > k and k be a A-strongly compact car-
dinal in the ground model V. Let U be a k-complete fine ultrafilter over P, (A).

Definition 6.1. (Definition 1.51, [Git10]). A set T is called a U-tree with trunk t if and only if

the following holds.
(1) T consists of finite sequences (P, ..., P,) of elements of Py (\) so that Py C Py C ...P,.
(2) (T, <) is a tree, where < is the order of the end extension of finite sequences.
(3) tis atrunk of T, i.e., t € T and for everyn € T, n <t ort <.
(4) For every t I n, Sucr(n) ={Q € Px(A\):n ~{(Q) €T} €U.

The set Py consists of all pairs (¢, T) such that T is a U-tree with trunk ¢. If (¢,T), (s, S) € Py,
we say that (¢, T) is stronger than (s,S), and denote this by (¢,T) > (s,5), if and only if T C S.
Let G be V-generic over Py [ Following a Prikry like lemma (c.f. Theorem 1.52 of [Git10],
Lemma 1.1 of [AH91]), P,y does not add bounded subsets to x. Also, (A)V is collapsed to &
in V[G]. Again, Py is (A<®)T-c.c. Let § € [k, \) be an inaccessible cardinal. If x C P, (A), let
xld={ZNdé:ZecaxtandU | §={x | d:x € U}. Since, U is a k-complete, fine ultrafilter
on Pe(N), U | 0 is a k-complete, fine ultrafilter on P, (d). Consequently, we can consider the
strongly compact Prikry forcing Pyyps5 like Pyy.

Proof. (Observation 1.7). We perform the construction in two stages. In the first stage, we
consider a symmetric inner model of a forcing extension based on strongly comact Prikry forcing
as done in [AH91], instead of supercompact Prikry forcing as done in Theorem 1 of [ACT3].

(1) Defining ground model(V): We start with a model V of ZFC where & is a strongly
compact cardinal, § an ordinal and GCH holds. By Theorem 3.1 of [ADU19] we can
obtain a forcing extension V' where 2 = 0 and strong compactness of k is preserved. We
assume A >  in V such that (cf(\)Y < k.

(2) Defining a symmetric inner model of the forcing extension of V:

e Let U be a fine measure on P,(\) and P = Py be the strongly compact Prikry
forcing. Let G be V-generic over Py,.

13Alternatively7 we also recall the definition of a strongly compact Prikry forcing Py from [AH9I|. Let U be
a fine measure on Px(\) and F = {f : f is a function from [Px(A\)]<% to U}. In particular, P, is the set of all
finite sequences of the form (p1,...pn, f) satisfying the following properties.
e (p1,..pn) € [P(N)]<¥.
o for0<i<j<m,piNK#p;NK.
o feF.
The ordering on Py is given by (g1, ...gm,9) < (P1,...,Pn, f) if and only if we have the following.
n < m.
(p1, ..., pn) is the initial segment of (g1, ..., qgm)-
Fori=n+1,...,m, g € f({P1,-.., Pnsdn+1, -, qi—1))-
For ¥ € [Px(V)]<¥, g(¥) C f(F).
For any regular § € [k, A], we denote r | § = {{poNé,...pnNJ) : If € F [{po,...pn, ) € G]}. In V[r | ] C V]G],
K is a singular cardinal having cofinality w. Since any two conditions having the same stems are compatible, i.e.
any two conditions of the form (p1, ..., pn, f) and (p1, ..., pn, g) are compatible., Py, is (A<*)%-c.c.
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e We consider the model constructed in section 2 of [AH91]. In particular, we
consider our symmetric inner model A/ to be the least model of ZF extending V' and
containing r [ ¢ for each inaccessible 6 € [k, A) where 7 [ § = {{po N J,...p, N ) :
3f € F{po,...pn, ) € G]} but not the A-sequence of r [ §’s.

We follow the homogeneity of strongly compact Prikry forcing mentioned in Lemma 2.1 of
[AH91] to observe the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. If A € N is a set of ordinals, then A € Vr | 8] for some inaccessible § € [k, ).

Lemma 6.3. In N, k is a strong limit cardinal.

Proof. Since, V. C N C V[G] and P does not add bounded subsets to x, V and N have same
bounded subsets of x['4 Consequently, in NV, x is a limit of inaccessible cardinals and thus a
strong limit cardinal as well. O

As explained in the introduction, our definitions of strong limit cardinal and inaccessible cardinal
generally do not make sense in choiceless models. In spite of that, we can see that the assertion
in Lemma 6.3 makes sense (see the paragraph after Theorem 1 of [AC13]). Since A and V
have the same bounded subsets of x, the usual definitions of k is a strong limit cardinal and
§ < k is an inaccessible cardinal make sense in N.

Lemma 6.4. If v > X is a cardinal in V, then v remains a cardinal in N .

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, let + is not a cardinal in N. There is then a bijection
f i a — ~ for some a < v in N. Since f can be coded by a set of ordinals, by Lemma 6.2
f € V[r | 8] for some inaccessible § € [r,\). Since GCH is assumed in V we have (§<%)"0 = g,
and since Add(k, ) preserves cardinals and adds no sequences of ordinals of length less than &,
we conclude that (§<%)V = (§<#*)"0 = 4. Now Py s is (6<%)*-c.c. in V and hence §-c.c. in V.
Consequently, v is a cardinal in V[r | 6] which is a contradiction. O

Lemma 6.5. In N, cf (k) = w. Moreover, (kt)N = X and cf(\)N = cf(N)V.

Proof. For each § € [k, \), we have V[r | 6] € N. Consequently, cf (k)" = w since cf (k)VI"15] =
w. Following Lemma 2.4 of [AH9I], every ordinal in (x, ) which is a cardinal in V' collapses
to have size x in NV, and so (k7)Y = \. Since V and A have same bounded subsets of , we see
that cf(A\)Y = cf(\)Y < k. O

We can see that since, V. C N and (2% = )V, there is a §-sequence of distinct subsets of x in
N. Since cf (k1) < k we can also see that AC, fails in N.

In the second stage, we consider a symmetric inner model of a forcing extension of N based on
product of Lévy collapse as done in the proof of Theorem 2 of [AC13].

(1) Defining ground model: Consider the ground model to be N. Let (£, : n < w) be a
sequence of inaccessible cardinals less than x which is cofinal in k.
(2) Defining a symmetric inner model of a forcing extension of N:
e Let P = Col(w, < k) and G be N-generic for P. Let P,, = Col(w, < k). Following
the proof of Theorem 2 of [AC13], G,, = GNP, is N-generic for P,,.
e Let M be the least model of ZF extending A containing each G,, but not G as
constructed in Theorem 2 of [AC13].

Following the proof of Theorem 2 of [ACI3], we have the following in M.

(1) Since M contains G,, for each n, cardinals in |w, k) are collapsed to have size w and so
RM > k.
(2) If z € M is a set of ordinals, then z € N[G,,] for some n < w.

14We can observe another argument from Lemma 2.2 of [AH91].
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(3) Since Col(w, < y,) is canonically well-orderable in N with order type &, cardinals and
cofinalities greater than or equal to x are preserved to N|[G,].

(4) Since & is not collapsed, x = ¥, cf(N))M = cf(N2)™M = w. Consequently, AC,, fails in
M.

(5) There is a sequence of distinct subsets of N; of length 6.

O

Proof. (Observation 1.8). We recall the symmetric inner model N from the previous proof.
We consider a symmetric inner model of the forcing extension of A as done in the proof of
Theorem 3 of [ACI3].

(1) Defining ground model: Consider the ground model to be A as in the previous proof.
Let (ky, : n < w) be a sequence of inaccessible cardinals less than x which is cofinal in .

(2) Defining a symmetric inner model of the forcing extension of N:
e Let Py = Col(w, < ko), Pi = Col(ki—1,< ki) for i € [lw). Let P = II/" P,

<wo T

For each n < w, we can factor P as P = P;, x P" where P}, = H@gnpi and
P = I, Pi. Let G = G% x G™ be N-generic for P. Following Theorem 3

of [AC13], each G is N-generic for P¥.
e Let M be the least model of ZF extending N containing each G}, but not (G}, :
n < w) as constructed in Theorem 3 of [AC13].

Following the proof of Theorem 3 of [ACI3], we have the following in M.

(1) Since G% € M for each n < w, we have X, > & and hence X1 > (k7)Y in M.

(2) If z is a set of ordinals in M, then z € N[G}] for some n < w (see Lemma 6 of [AC13]).

(3) Since N and V contain the same bounded subsets of x, and V' C A, P¥ can be well-
ordered in both V and A/ with order type less than . Therefore, cardinals and cofinalities
greater than or equal to x are preserved.

(4) k=R, and (k7)Y =R, ; are both singular with w < cf(Ry41) < No.

(5) There is a sequence of distinct subsets of X, of length 6.

7. INFINITARY CHANG CONJECTURE FROM A MEASURABLE CARDINAL

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.9 and Theorem 1.10. In particular, first we observe an
infinitary Chang conjecture in a symmetric extension in terms of (P, G, Z) triple, which is similar
to the model constructed in Theorem 11 of [AKQ6], except we construct a finite support product
construction as in section 5. Secondly, we observe an infinite Chang conjecture in Apter and
Koepke’s model from Theorem 11 of [AKO06].

7.1. Infinitary Chang Conjecture. We define a set of good indiscernibles, Erdés like partition
property, infinitary Chang conjecture and state the relevant lemmas. We recall the required
definitions and Lemmas from Chapter 3 of [Dim11]. For the sake of our convenience we denote
a structure A on domain A as A= (A4, ...).

Definition 7.1. (Set of good indiscernibles, Definition 3.2 of [Dimll]). For a structure
A=(A,..) with A C Ord, a set I C A is a set of indiscernibles if for alln < w, all n-ary formula
¢ in the language for A and every oy, ..., an, o}, ...;al, in L if a1 < ... < ap and o) < ... < al,
then

AE (a1, ...an) if and only if A E é(af,...al,).
The set I is a set of good indiscernibles if and only if it is a set of indiscernibles and we al-
low parameters that lie below min{aa, ..., an,af,...al} ie., if for all x1,..x, € A such that
X1yl < min{aq, ..o, o, ...al} and every (n 4+ m)-ary formula, then

AE ¢(1,...m, 01, ...a) if and only if A= ¢(z1, ..., m, 0, ...00,).
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Definition 7.2. (a-Erdds cardinal and Erdés-like Partition Property, Definition 3.7
of [Dim1d]). The partition relation o — (B)) for ordinals «,8,v,0 means for all f : [a]” — ¢
there is a X € [a]® such that X is homogeneous for f. For infinite ordinal o, the a-Erdés

cardinal k() is the least k such that k — (a)5“. For cardinals k > X and ordinal 0 < k we

mean k —% (\)5 if for every first order structure A = (k,...) with a countable language, there

is a set I € [K\0]* of good indiscernibles for A.

Definition 7.3. (Infinitary Chang conjecture, Definition 3.10 of [Dimll]). Infinitary
Chang conjecture is the statement (Kn)new — (An)new Which means for every structure A =
(UKn, ...) there is an elementary substructure B < A with domain B and cardinality UN\; such
that for every n € w, |B N ky| = Ap.

Definition 7.4. (Definition 3.14 of [Dim1l]). Let (k; : i < w) and (\; : 0 < i < w) be two
increasing sequence of cardinals such that k = U<, k;. We say (k; 1 i < w) is a coherent sequence
of cardinals with the property ki1 —" (Niy1)s" if and only if for every structure A = (k,...)
with a countable language there is a (N\; : 0 < i < w)-coherent sequence of good indiscernibles for
A with respect to (k; : i < w).

Lemma 7.5. (Corollary 3.15 of [Dimll]). (ZF) Let (k; : i < w) and (A; : 0 < i < w) be two
increasing sequence of cardinals such that kK = Ujcwki. If {Kki i < w} is a coherent sequence of
cardinals with the property fiy1 —" (Nit1)s® then the Chang Conjecture (Kp)new — (An)new
holds.

Lemma 7.6. (Proposition 3.50 of [Dimll]). Let us assume that V = ZFC+ ‘k = k(\)
exists’, P is a partial order such that |P| < k and Q is a partial order that doesn’t add subsets to
k. If G is P x Q generic then for every 0 < k, V[G] | k =% (\)5%.

Lemma 7.7. (Lemma 3.52 of [Dimll]). Let (k; : i < w) and (\; : 0 < i < w) be two
increasing sequence of cardinals such that (k; : 0 < i < w) is a coherent sequence of Erdds
cardinals with respect to (N\; : 0 < i < w). If Py is a partial order of cardinality < k1 and G
is V-generic over Py, then in V[G], (k, : n < w) is a coherent sequence of cardinals with the

property knt1 =" (Any1)5”.

Proof. (Theorem 1.9).

(1) Defining ground model (V). Let s be a measurable cardinal in a model V' of ZFC.
By Prikry forcing it is possible to make x singular with cofinality w where an end segment
(k; : 1 <14 < w) of the Prikry sequence (4; : 1 <i < w) is a coherent sequence of Ramsey
cardinals by Theorem 3 of [AK06]. Now Ramsey cardinals k; are exactly the k;-Erdds
cardinals. Thus we obtain a generic extension (say V) where (k; : 1 < i < w) is a
coherent sequence of cardinals with supremum & such that for all 1 <i < w, k; = K(kK;).
We define the following cardinals.

(a) Ky =w and Ko = N,,.
(b) k] =RNyi1.
(c) K, =k, % or each 1 <i < w.

(2) Defining a triple (P,G,Z). We consider a triple similar to the one constructed in
section 5.

o Let P = II;,[P; be the Easton support product of P; = Fn(k}, k;, ;) ordered
componentwise where for each 0 < i < w, Fn(k}, ki, k)= {p : K = ki : |p| < K}
and p is an injection} ordered by reverse inclusion. Also p: kK, — k; is denoted as a
partial function from &} to ;.

o G =1II,.,G; where for each i < w, G; is the full permutation group of x; that can
be extended to IP; by permuting the range of its conditions, i.e., for all a € G; and
p € Py, alp) = {(¥,a(B)) : (¢, B) € p}.

e For m € w and e = {ay, ..., } a sequence of ordinals such that for each 1 <7 < m,
there is a distinct €; < w such that a; € (k. , ke, ), we define E, = {(0, ..., pe, N (K], x

al)amv'-'pm n (K’/Ez X O‘2)a®v'-'pem n (’i/em Xlam)vma");? EPtand T ={E. : e €
T (o ).

1<w
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(3) Defining symmetric extension of V. Let Z generate a normal filter 7 over G. Let
G be a P-generic filter. We consider the symmetric model V(G)?7. We denote V(G)”7
by V(G) for the sake of convenience.

Since the forcing notions involved are weakly homogeneous, the following holds.

Lemma 7.8. If A € V(G) is a set of ordinals, then A € VI[GN E,] for some E, € T.

Following the arguments in Lemma 1.35 of [Dim11], we can see that in V(G), (k)T = &; for
every i < w. Similar to the arguments from the proof of Theorem 11 of [AKO06], it is possible
to see that in V(G), k = Ry )v and (R,)V = N;. Consequently x = R, and ¢f(k) = w in
V(G). Further w; is singular in V(G). Following Fact 2.12, AC,, fails in V(G). We prove that
an infinitary Chang conjecture holds in V(G).

Lemma 7.9. In V(G), an infinitary Chang conjecture holds.

Proof. Let A = (k,...) be a structure in a countable language in V(G). Let {¢, : n < w} be
an enumeration of the formulas of the language of A such that each ¢, has k(n) < n many free
variables. Define f : [k]<¥ — 2 by,

f(e1,...en) = 1if and only if A |= ¢n(e1, ..., €xn)) and f(e1,...€,) = 0 otherwise.

By Lemma 7.8, there is a E, € Z such that f € V[G N E.]. Fix an arbitrary 1 <i < w. We
can write V|G N E.]=V[G1][G2] where G; is Qq-generic over V such that |Q1| < k;, and Gs
is Qo-generic over V[Gy] such that Gy adds no subsets of x;. Consequently, by Lemma 7.6,
ki =51 (15;)5% in VG N Ee]. So, for all 1 <i < w, k; =" (k;)5* in V]G N E,].

Let e = {a1, ..., & } where for each i € {1,...,m}, there is a dictinct €; such that o; € (K., 1, Ke,)-
Consider j to be max{¢; : a; € e}. If GN E, is P-generic over V then since |P| < x;, by Lemma
7.7, (ki : 7 <1 < w) is a coherent sequence of cardinals with the property k; —%i-1 (;)5* for
all j < i < w. By Definition 7.4, there is a (k; : j <i < w)-coherent sequence (A,, : j <n < w)
of good indiscernibles for A with respect to (k; : 7 — 1 < i < w). We obtain a (k; : j — 1 <
i < w)-coherent sequence (A4, : j —1 < n < w) of good indiscernibles for A with respect to
(ki j —2<i<w) as follows.

e Since Kj_1 =2 (kj_1)5"“, we obtain a set A;_1 € [kj_1\K;j—2]"* of indiscernibles for
A with respect to parameters below ;_5. Consequently, we obtain a (k; : j—1 < i < w)-
coherent sequence (A, : j — 1 < n < w) of good indiscernibles for A with respect to
(ki:j—2<i<w).

If we continue in this manner step by step for the remaining cardinals 1,...kx;_2, then since
ki =1 (k;)5¥ for each 1 < i < j — 2, we can obtain a (k; : 0 < i < w)-coherent sequence
A= (4, : 0 < n < w) of good indiscernibles for A with respect to (k; : i < w) and A €
VIG N E.] C V(G). Therefore for all 1 < i < w, k; =" (k;)5* and (k; 1 1 < i < w) is a
coherent sequence of cardinals in V(G) by Definition 7.4. Using Lemma 7.5, we can obtain
an infinitary Chang conjecture in V(G) as Lemma 7.5 can be proved in ZF. O

O

Proof. (Theorem 1.10). Let N be the symmetric inner model constructed in Theorem 11 of
[AKO06]. We first translate the arguments in terms of a symmetric extension based on a symmetric
system (P, G, F).

e Consider P and G as mentioned in the previous construction (used for proving Theorem
1.9).

o Let T = {E. : e € I;cw(k},K;)} where for every e = {a; : i < w} € Iy (K}, ki),
E.={{piN(k, x ;) : i <w): P €P}. Let T generate a normal filter Fr over G. We
define F to be Fr.
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Let G be a P-generic filter. We consider the symmetric model V(G)”. We denote V(G)”
by V(G) for the sake of convenience. The model V(G) is analogous to the symmetric inner
model A constructed in Theorem 11 of [AKO6]. Since the forcing notions involved are weakly
homogeneous, the following holds.

Lemma 7.10. If A € V(G) is a set of ordinals, then A € V|G N E,] for some E. € T.

Similar to Lemma 7.9, we observe an infinite Chang conjecture in V(G).

Lemma 7.11. In V(G), an infinite Chang conjecture holds .

Proof. Let A = (k,...) be a structure in a countable language in V(G). Let {¢, : n < w} be
an enumeration of the formulas of the language of A such that each ¢,, has k(n) < n many free
variables. Define f : [x]<¥ — 2 by,

f(er,...en) = 1if and only if A |= ¢n (€1, ..., €x(n)) and f(e1,...€,) = 0 otherwise.

By Lemma 7.10, there is a E. € Z such that f € V[G N E.]. Fix an arbitrary 1 < i < w.
We can write V[G N E.]=V[G1][G2] where G; is Qq-generic over V such that |Q;| < &;, and G2
is Q2-generic over V[G1] such that G adds no subsets of ;. Consequently, by Lemma 7.6,
ki =1 (k)5 in V[G N Ee]. So, for all 1 <4 < w, k; =51 (k;)5* in V[G N E.]. Thus by
Definition 7.2, we obtain a set A; € [k;\r;—1]" of good indiscernibles for A for each 1 < i < w,
in V[GNE,]. Consequently, we obtain a (k; : 0 < i < w)-coherent sequence A = (A; : 0 < i < w)
of good indiscernibles for A with respect to (k; : i < w) and A € V[GN E.| C V(G). Therefore
for all 1 <i < w, k; =1 (k)5 and (k; : 1 < i < w) is a coherent sequence of cardinals in
V(G) by Definition 7.4. Using Lemma 7.5, we can obtain an infinitary Chang conjecture in
V(G) as Lemma 7.5 can be proved in ZF. O

Applying Theorem 4 of [AK06] and Proposition 1 of [AK0S8], we prove that R, is an almost
Ramsey cardinal in V(G).

Lemma 7.12. In V(G), X, is an almost Ramsey cardinal.

Proof. Following the terminologies from the proof of Theorem 11 of [AKO06], x = R, in V(G).
We show k is an almost Ramsey cardinal in V(G). Let f : [k]<¥ — 2 be in V(G). Since f can
be coded by a subset of k, f € V[GN E,] for some E. € Z by Lemma 7.10. Now, in V, « is the
supremum of a coherent sequence of Ramsey cardinals (k; : i < w). By Theorem 4 of [AK06],
we can see that (k; : 4 < w) stays a coherent sequence of Ramsey cardinals in V[G N E,]. Also x
is the supremum of (k; : i < w) in V[GN E,]. Thus & is an almost Ramsey cardinal in V[G N E,]
by Proposition 1 of [AKOS|. Thus for all 8 < &, there is a set Xg € V[G N E.] C V(G) which
is homogeneous for f and has order type at least 8. Hence, k is almost Ramsey in V(G) since f
was arbitrary. O

O

8. MUTUALLY STATIONARY PROPERTY FROM A SEQUENCE OF MEASURABLE CARDINALS

Let x be a cardinal. C' C k is a club set if it is closed and unbounded. S C k is stationary if
SN C # 0 for every club C. We recall the definition of mutually stationary sets from Foreman-—
Magidor [MF0I] and a theorem due to Foreman and Magidor.

Definition 8.1. (Mutually Stationary Sets, Definition 1.1 of [Apt04]). Let K be a set
of regular cardinals with supremum X\. Suppose S, C k for all kK € K. Then (S, : k € K) is
mutually stationary if and only if for all algebras A on X, there is an elementary substructure

B < A such that for all k € BNK, sup(BNK) € Sk.

Theorem 8.2. (Theorem 5.2 of [CEMO06]). Let (k; : i < §) be an increasing sequence of
measurable cardinals, where § < kg is a regular cardinal. Let S; C k; be stationary for each
i < 8. It is then the case that (S; : i < &) is mutually stationary.
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8.1. Mutually Stationary property from a sequence of measurable cardinals. It is not
a theorem in ZFC, that if K consists of an increasing sequence of regular cardinals and for each
k € K, S, C k is stationary in &, then (S, : k € K) is mutually stationary. In particular, in L,
by Theorem 24 of [MF01], there is a sequence of stationary sets (S, : 1 < n < w) such that
Sp C N, S, is stationary and consists of points having cofinality Ry, yet (S, : 1 < n < w) is not
mutually stationary. Foreman and Magidor asked! whether it is possible to construct a model of
ZFC where if (S, : 1 <n < w) is such that each S, is stationary on R,,, then (S, : 1 <n < w) is
mutually stationary. Starting from an w-sequence of supercompact cardinals, Shelah constructed
a model of ZFC in section 6 of [CEMO06], where if we define the sequence of stationary sets as
follows,

S ={a <Ny :cf(a) =Rpy}if n>1and f:w — 2 is an arbitrary function.

then the sequence (S : 1 < n < w) is mutually stationary. In [Apt04], Apter gave a com-
plete answer to the aforementioned question of Foreman and Magidor in a choiceless context.
Specifically, Apter constructed a symmetric inner model preserving DC,,, from a w-sequence of
supercompact cardinals where if (S, : 1 < n < w) is a sequence of stationary sets such that
Sp C N, then (S, : 1 <n < w) is mutually stationary.

We recall the symmetric inner model from Theorem 1 of [Apt83a] and recall the terminologies
from [Apt83a]. In particular we fix an arbitrary ng € w and assume an increasing sequence of
measurable cardinals (xx : k < w) in a ground model V' of ZFC. Then we consider the symmetric
inner model constructed in Theorem 1 of [Apt83a]. For the sake of convenience we call the
symmetric model N, .

Proof. (Observation 1.11). We note that in Ny, xx = Ny 42(k41) for each k < w.

(1) Following Lemma 1.36 of [Dim11], each R, ,2(x41) is a measurable cardinal in N,
for each 1 < k < w. Following Lemma 4.3 of [KH19], for each 1 < k < w, there are no
uniform ultrafilters on N, 4o, in Np,,. Consequently for each 1 < k < w, N, 121 can not
be a measurable cardinal in N, .

(2) We observe that in the symmetric model AV,,, from Theorem 1 of [Apt83a], if (Sk : 1 <
k < w) is a sequence of stationary sets such that S C xj for every 1 < k < w, then
(Sk : 1 <k < w) is mutually stationary. Suppose N, = (S : 1 < k < w) is a sequence
of stationary sets such that Sy C x for every 1 < k < w. Since (S : 1 < k < w) can be
coded by set of ordinals, by Lemma 1.1 of [Apt83a], there exists some f € K for which
(Sk:1<k<w)eVI[G] f]

Following Lemma 1.3 of [Apt83al, x; remains measurable in V[G | f] for every
1 <k < w. We can observe that Sy is a stationary subset of xx in V[G | f]. Let C be
any club set of x; in V[G | f]. Since the notion of club subset of xy is upward absolute
and V[G | f] € Np,, C is also a club set of xj in A,,,. Since in N,,, Sk is a stationary
subset of xx we have Sy N C # (). By Theorem 8.2, (S : 1 < k < w) is mutually
stationary in V[G | f].

We note that following Lemma 1.2 of [Apt83a], if A = UgecwXk, then A = X, in NV, .
Thus for algebras A on A, there is an elementary substructure B < A in V|G | f] such
that for all k¥ < w, sup(B N xx) € Sk. Thus there is an elementary substructure B < A
in NV, such that for all k¥ < w,sup(B N xx) € Sk. Hence in Ny, (Sk : 1 < k < w) is
mutually stationary.

(3) By Lemma 1.2 of [Apt83al, if A\ = U,<yXn, then A = X, in N,,,. We can see that A
is an almost Ramsey cardinal in A,,, by a well-known argument from Lemma 2.5 of
[ADKT6]. For reader’s convenience, we provide a sketch of the proof. Let f: [\]<¢ — 2
be in A,,,. Since f can be coded by a set of ordinals, f € V[G | f] for some f € K by
Lemma 1.1 of [Apt83al. Following Lemma 1.3 of [Apt83a], xx remains measurable
in VIG | f] for every 1 < k < w. Consequently, xj is Ramsey in V[G | f] for every

15in page 290 of [MFOT].



COMBINATORIAL PROPERTIES AND DC, IN SYMMETRIC EXTENSIONS 23

1 <k <w. Now, in V[G | f], A is the supremum of Ramsey cardinals (y; : 1 < i < w).
Thus A is an almost Ramsey cardinal in V[G | f] by Proposition 1 of [AK08]. Thus
for all B < A, there is a set X3 € V|G | f] C N, which is homogeneous for f and has
order type at least 3. Hence, A is almost Ramsey in N, since f was arbitrary.

O
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