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GENERIC ABSOLUTENESS REVISITED

SAKAE FUCHINO, TAKEHIKO GAPPO, AND FRANCESCO PARENTE

Abstract. The present article is concerned with the relation between recurrence axioms and Laver-
generic large cardinal axioms in light of principles of generic absoluteness and the Ground Axiom (GA).

M. Viale proved that Martin’s Maximum™ together with the assumption that there are class many
Woodin cardinals implies #(X,)V <3, H(R)VI® for a generic G on any stationary preserving P which
also preserves Bounded Martin’s Maximum. We show that a similar but more general conclusion follows
from each of (P. H(k))z,-RcA™ (which is a fragment of a reformulation of the Maximality Principle for
P and H(x)). and the existence of the tightly 7P-Laver-generically huge cardinal.!

While under “P = all stationary preserving posets”. our results are not very much more than Viale’s
Theorem, for other classes of posets, “PP = all proper posets” or “P = all ccc posets”, for example, our
theorems are not at all covered by his theorem.

The assumptions (and hence also the conclusion) of Viale’s Theorem are compatible with the GA. In
contrast, we show that the assumptions of our theorems (for most of the common settings of 7 and with
a modification of the large cardinal property involved) imply the negation of the GA. This fact is used
to show that fragments of Recurrence Axiom (P. H(x))r-RcA™ can be different from the corresponding
fragments of Maximality Principle MP(P, H.(x))r for T’ = II,.

§1. Introduction and preliminaries. In the following, we tried very hard to make
the present article as self-contained as possible. For notions and notation which
remain unexplained, the reader may refer to [23, 24], or [25]. Set-theoretic forcing
is treated here just as in [25] with the exception that P-names for a poset P are
represented with an under-tilde, e.g., as Qor§S. We adopt the (fake but consistently

interpretable) narration that generic filters “exist” though otherwise we remain in
the ZFC narrative so that all classes mentioned here are (meta-mathematically)
definable classes.

The main theorem of Viale [32] states the following.

THEOREM 1.1 [(M. Viale, Theorem 1.4 in [32])]. Assume that MM** holds, and
there are class many Woodin cardinals. Then, for any stationary preserving poset P
with |p“BMM”, we have

H)Y <5, HO)VIE for (V. P)-generic G.
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IWe use here the definite article since it is known that a tightly P-Laver-generic large cardinal, if it
exists, is the unique cardinal k. (= max({R,.2%0})) for (almost?) all reasonable non-trivial instances
of P and notions of large cardinal (see [13]).
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Here MM* is the following strengthening of the Martin’s Axiom (MM):
(MM**): For any stationary preserving PP, any family D of dense subsets of P
with | D| < N, and any family S of P-names of stationary subsets of
i with | §| < Ny, there is a D-generic filter G on PP such that S[G] is
a stationary subset of w; forall § € S.

BMM is the Bounded Martin’s Maximum, a weakening of MM which is an instance
of Bounded Forcing Axioms: for a class P of posets closed under forcing equivalence
and a cardinal k, the Bounded Forcing Axiom for P and < & is the axiom stating:

(BFA. .. (P)): For any complete Boolean> P € P, and a family D of maximal
antichains in P such that |D| < k and |1 | < & for all I € D,
there is a D-generic filter G on P.

The Bounded Martin's Maximum (BMM) is BFA_ y, (stationary pres. posets).
Bounded Forcing Axioms were introduced by Goldstern and Shelah [18] answering
a problem asked by the first author of the present paper in [10].

In Theorem 1.1, the condition “|p“BMM ”” cannot be simply dropped. For
example, the formula saying that there is a set which is the power set of w is Z,.
Since ~CH holds in V under MM, if P forces CH then H(R,)V As, H(X)VIE for
(V,P)-generic G.

We show that a conclusion similar to and more general than that of Theorem 1.1
follows from each of (P, H(k))z,-RcA™ which is a fragment of Recurrence Axiom
(a reformulation of Maximality Principle introduced in [15]) for P and H(k),
see Section 2 below, and the existence of the tightly P-Laver-gen. large cardinal
(Theorems 4.1 and 5.7).

The notion of Laver-generic large cardinal is introduced in Fuchino et al., [13].
The definition we give here is the slightly modified version in later papers such as in
Fuchino [11].

For an iterable class P of posets (i.e., class P of posets satisfying (1.2) and (1.3)
below) a cardinal & is said to be (zightly, resp.) P-Laver-gen. supercompact if, for any
A >k and P € P, there is a P-name @ with |p @ € P, such that for (V,P @)-

generic H, there are j, M C V[H] such that j : V=5, M) j(k) > A P.H. j"/ e M
(and P * Q is of size < j(), resp.).

This definition can be adopted to many other large cardinal notions other than
supercompactness. The reader may refer to [11] for definitions of other variants of
Laver-generic large cardinal. Defined as above, it is not obvious at first glance that
the Laver-genericity is formalizable in the language £ of ZFC. That it is actually
the case, is shown in Fuchino and Sakai [14].

A tightly P-Laver-generic large cardinal, if it exists, is unique and decided to be
Kefl i= max({X,,2%}) for all known reasonable non-trivial instances of P with a
strong enough large cardinal notion (see [13], or [11, 12]). This is the reason why we
often simply talk about the tightly P-Laver-generic large cardinal.

2We say that a poset IP is complete Boolean if P =B \ {Op} for a complete Boolean algebra. Note
that the definition of BFA< . (P) makes sense only when PP is complete Boolean (since otherwise it can
be the case that P does not have any maximal antichains of size < k).

iV im M denotes the condition that j is an elementary embedding of V into a transitive M
with the critical point .
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While under “P = all semi-proper posets”, our results are not much more than
slight variants of Viale’s (but without relying on the stationary tower forcing
technique), for other classes of posets, for example, “P = all proper posets” or
“P = all ccc posets”, they are not at all covered by Viale’s result in [32] nor by its
proof.

In the following we shall always assume that the classes P of posets we consider
are normal, that is,

(1.1) P isclosed with respect to forcing equivalence, and {1} € P.

In particular, we assume that for any Py € P there is a complete Boolean’ P € P
which is forcing equivalent to Py. In some cases like the case “P = all g-closed
posets” where the original class of posets is not normal we just replace P with its
closure with respect to forcing equivalence without mention.

In some cases (like in the definition of Laver-genericity above) it is natural
to consider (normal) classes of posets which are closed with respect to two-step
iteration. A class P of posets is called iterable if

(1.2) P is closed with respect to restriction. That is, for P € P and p € P, we
always have P [ p € P, and

(1.3)  Forany P € P, and any P-name Q of'a poset with [-p“Q € P, we have
P+QeP.

Viale’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.1 is a result built upon the following Theorem 1.2.
We shall use the following notation for the formulation of the Theorem. For an
ordinal a, let o) := sup({| # \ . f < a}). Note that ') = « if « is a cardinal.
Otherwise, we have a( H=al

In Bagaria [3] the following theorem contains the extra assumption that, translated
into the context of the following formulation, x is a successor of a cardinal
of uncountable cofinality. However we can eliminate this assumption by slightly
modifying the proof in [3].

THEOREM 1.2 (Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem, Theorem 5 in [3]). For an
uncountable cardinal k and a class P of posets closed under forcing equivalence,
and restriction (in the sense of (1.2)) the following are equivalent:

(a) BFAL.(P).
(b) Forany P € P, X-formula ¢ in Lc and a € H(k), |Fp“p(a)” < ¢ a)
(c) For any P € P and (V,P)-generic G, we have H(k)V <5, H((kH))VI G] vie

PrOOF. Note that (b) < (c) is trivial since ZFC proves that
(1.4)  H(u) <5, V for any uncountable cardinal u

(Lévy [27]).
Note also that if k = 280, we also have the equivalence of (a). (b). (c) with

(¢) Forany P € P and (V. P)-generic G, we have H(2%0)V <5 H((2%0)VIEN)VIC],

— (Theorem 1.2)

The following is one of many nice applications of Theorem 1.2.
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COROLLARY 1.3. If'P contains a poset adding a new real then BFA_ (P) for k > N,
implies ~CH.

PrROOF. Assume that BFA_ .(P) holds for x > X;, but also CH holds in V. Let

a = P(w). We have a € H(k)" by CHand H(k) =“a is P(w)”. The statement can

be formulated as a ITj-formula with the parameter a. But if P € P adds a real,
H(x)VICl |=“a is not P(w)”. This is a contradiction to Theorem 1.2, (c).

— (Corollary 1.3)

Suppose that R is a definable class (proper or set). We shall say that a class P of
posets is provably correct for R if the following is provable in ZFC:
(1.5) foranyP € Panda(e V), a e R |fFp“a e R”.
Thus if P is provably correct for R and G is a (V,P)-generic for a P € P then
(V.e.RY) is a (class) substructure of (V[G]. €, RVI®I).
Let Ins denote the non stationary ideal over w;. Thus
Ins := {X C w; : X is non stationary}.

LemMmA 1.4. If (we can prove that) all P € P are stationary preserving then P is
provably correct for Iys.

Let R be (the Lc-definition of) a class. Let £ < R be the language which extends

L with anew unary predicate symbol R where M = R (a)isinterpretedasa € RM
in an €-structure M. In the following, we shall often identify the (definition) of the
class R with the symbol R of R, and simply write R and L¢  instead of R and
L_ - This also applies when we are talking about Ins and Le -

The following Lemma 1.5 can be proved in the same way as with the corresponding
lemma for £ formulas.

LemMA 1.5. For transitive (sets or classes) M, N with M C N and a class R (i.e.
an Lc-formula with one single free variable) such that RM = RN N M . we have:
(1) (M. e.RM) = p(a) & (N.€.RN) = (@) for all Zo-formula ¢ = o(X) in
Leranda € M.
(2) (M, e, RM) = p(a) = (N.€.RN) = (@) for all Zi-formula ¢ = o(X) in
Leranda e M.

LeMMA 1.6. For a X-formula ¢ in L¢ g we can find a Zy-formula in Le with the
parameter | equivalent to .
PrOOF. “x € Ins” can be expressed by a Xi-formula in L¢:
Jy(yCw A xCw A yisaclubinw; A xNy =0).
Thus “x & Iys” can be expressed by a I1;-formula in L. 4 (Lemma 1.6)

LemMa 1.7 (A special case of Lemma 6.3 in Venturi and Viale [31]). For a cardinal
A > 2%, we have (H(A). €. Ins) <z, (V. €. Ins).

The following Theorem 1.8 is an extension of Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem
1.2. A special case of this theorem (the case where P = the stationary preserving
posets) is also attributed to Bagaria in [33]. Though Theorem 1.8 in its generality
must have been known, we included it here since we could not find any proof in the
literature.
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We consider the following “plus”-version of Bounded Forcing Axioms: For a
(normal) class of posets P,

(BFAZS"(P)): For any complete Boolean P € P, a family D of maximal antichains
inPsuchthat |D| < kand |I| < & forall I € D, and for a set S of P-names
of cardinality < & such that each S € S is a P-name of a stationary subset of
w1, there is a D-generic filter G on P such that §' € S are stationary subsets of
1.

THEOREM 1.8. Suppose that P is a class of posets closed under forcing equivalence,
and restriction (in the sense of (1.2)) such that all elements of P are stationary
preserving and k = 280 = 281 * Then the following are equivalent:

(a) BFAZS"(P).

(b) For any Zi-formula ¢ = ¢(x) in Lc j. a € H(k). and P € P, we have

F-r“pla)” & ¢la)
(c) Forany P € P, and (V,P)-generic G, we have

VIG
<H(2NO)V, Gsllbjls> {21 <H((2N1) [ ])V[G]’ GII\YS[G]>
ProOOF. The equivalence of (b) and (c) follows from Lemma 1.7. 4

(a) = (b): Assume that BFAZS"(P) holds, and let P € P. Without loss of
generality, we may assume that P is completely Boolean with P = B \ {Op}. Suppose
a € H(k) and ¢ is a Xi-formula in L 5. If ¢(a) holds in V., then we also have
IFp“¢(a)” by Lemma 1.5.

Suppose now that ¢ = 3y w(x, y) for a bounded formula y in Le 1y and
IFp“@(a)”. Without loss of generality, we may assume that a C u for some cardinal
u < k (this is because a can be reconstructed from trcl™ (a), and trel™ (a) can be
coded by a subset a* of | trcl™(a)|). The formula ¢(a) can be then replaced by
another formula saying:

Ix (x is the set “a” reconstructed from the transitive set coded by a*
and ¢(x) holds).

Note that this formula is X1 in L¢ j with the parameter a* if ¢ is X1 in L¢ .

We may also assume that « is not an ordinal (if necessary, we can replace a with
a subset of u with some redundant complexity to make a ¢ On).

Let b be a P-name such that |-p“y(a.b)”. Let G be a (V,P)-generic filter and
we work in V[G]. Letting b = b[G]. we have y(a.b).

Working further in V[G], let 4 be large enough such that V), satisfies a large enough
fragment of ZFC,a, b € V;,and V; = w(a,b). Let M < V; besuchthat u C M, a,
be M,and | M| = u < k. Note that we have (M, €, Ins " M) < (V. €, Iys) since

Iys is definablein (V. €). Letm : M = M, be the Mostowski collapse of M and let
v = On N M. Note that we have m [ u U {a} U (Ins " M) = id ,,1410(1ysnm) a0d
hence Ins " M = Ins N M.

Let M := (v +u. E. I f.g) be the structure in the language £L:={E. 1. /. g}
such that there is an isomorphism -

“Note that this implies ~CH.
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(1.6) i : (My. €. Ins N My, rank.go) = (v + . E. I . g)
such thati [ v =1id ,.i(a) =v,and i(m(h)) = v + 1,

where rank is the rank function restricted to M, and gy: My — M; is
a mapping such that go [ u is an enumeration of (P(w;)N M)\ Ins (=
(the set of all stationary subsets of w;)™0) and gy (Mo \ u) = {0}.

Clearly, (v + u, E. I) = w*(v,v + 1)), where y* is the formula obtained from y
by replacing symbols € and .IN_S, iny by E and [.

Note that we have

(L7) (v+u.E L f.g) EYx Co (I(x)V3a<k(gla)=x)).

LetOt. E. 1. f gev be P-names of M. E, I, f and g, respectively. By replacing
PwithP [ p for some p € P if necessary, we may assume that

(1.8) all the properties of (v + u, E. I, f. g) used below are forced (as a statement

on(v+u.E. 1. f.g)) by Lp.

InV, let D be the family of dense sets in IP generated by the following predense sets
in P, each of size < u < k. Note that since P is assumed to be completely Boolean,
each predense subset of P can be replaced by a maximal antichain of at most the
same size.

(1.9) {[ f(e) = Blp : B<v}\{0s}. and {[gla)=pTg: f<v+u}\
{0p}, foralla € v 4 u.

(110) {I[DQT ': G(ao, ...,ak,l)]]B, I[ta ': —|9(Clo, ...,ak,l)]]m} \ {®IB}= for all 20-
formulas 8 in £ and aq, ....a; | € v + 4.

(L11) {IW = n A0(ao, ... ax 1) I, [0 = —nlao. ... ax 1) Ig. [ = —0(ao.
v ai1) Ig} \ {Og}, for all Zy-formulas 7, 6 in £ and ay, .... a1 € v + p.

(L12) {I-Cx Ec)n(x.ap.....ar- )z} U {[d EcArnldag. .. ac1)]g :
d ev+u})\ {0}, for all £;-formulas 7 = 5(x, xo, .... x,_1) in £ and c,
ag, ....ai-1 €V + u.

To see that each of the setsin (1.9) is a maximal antichain in IP of size < u, suppose
that o € v + p and p € PP. Then there is g <p p which decides _Z(a) €v” by (1.8),
if follows that g |Fp “ f (o) = B for some f € v. For the sets corresponding to g
the argument is the same. h

It is clear that elements of each of the sets in (1.9) are pairwise incompatible, and
these sets are of size < u < .

The setsin (1.11) and (1.12) are not necessarily maximal antichains but it can be
proved similarly that each of them sums up to 1p and is of size < u < k.

By (1.8), we have that

(1.13) |fp“{t€w : & Eg(a)} is a stationary subset of w;”.

Now. in V, let G be D-generic filter such that

(1.14) g(@)[G]:={¢€cw : plFp* éEg( )” for some p € G} is a stationary

subset of o forall e < u.
G exists by BFALS*(P), by (1.13), and since D is a family of dense sets generated
by small sets with | D| < k.
Let

MG] := (v + u. E[G]. I[G]. fG]. g[G]).
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where
EG]:={¢&n) :&nev+u pllp“(n) € E” for somep € G},
IGl:=={¢:¢ev+u plFp“éel” forsomep € G},
ZG ={&n) :E¢nev+uple” <§17)€Z”forsome]peG}, and
gIGI==A{({&n) : &nev+u pl-e”(Cn) €g” forsomep € G}.
Cram 1.8.1

(1) M[G] is an L-structure.
(2) For each Z1-formula 0 = 0(xq. ..., x3_1) in L and ag, ..., a1 € v + u,

(1.15) [M = O(ay. ... ar 1) 1 € G if and only if M[G] = O(ao, .... ax_1).

3 E[G] is extensional and well-founded. E[G] onv + u coincides with the canonical
ordering on v + u.

 (1): Since the maximal antichains in (1.9) are in D, we have f[G]:v + u — v and
g[G]:v+,tt—>v+,u.

(2): By induction on the construction of the formula 0 using (1.10), (1.11), and
(1.12).

(3): By (1.8). we have |Fp“ I = Axiom of Extensionality”., and

(RL1) [rp "0 = Vax¥y (xEy — (1)),

By (2), it follows that E[G] is extensional and the statement on the structure M[G]
corresponding to (N1.1) holds. A similar argument shows that the canonical ordering
on v coincides with E[G] | v2. This and the property of M[G] corresponding to (R1.1)
implies that E[G] is well-founded. — (Claim 1.8.1)

By Claim 1.8.1, (3). we can take the Mostowski collapse of the struc-
ture M[G]m™ : (v + . E[G]. I[G]) =N (My.e,I*). Since (v+ u.E[G].I[G])
“w*(v,v+1)” by (1.6), (1.8), and Claim 1.8.1, (2), we have m*(v) = a and
hence (M,, €. I*) = w(a, m*(v + 1)), where the predicate Iys is interpreted as I*.
Thus (M, €. 1*) = ¢(a). By (1.7), (1.8), (1.14), and Claim 1.8.1, (2), we have
I* = Ins N M.

Since ¢ is 1, it follows that V' = ¢(a) by Lemma 1.5, (2).

(b) = (a): Assume that (b) holds, and suppose that P € P is complete Boolean,
D is a set of maximal antichains each of size < k with |D| < k., and S is a set of
P-names of stationary subsets of w; with | S| < .

By replacing elements of S by equivalent P-names which are sufficiently nice, we
may assume that each element of S is nice P-name of size ®; (this is possible since
we assumed that P is completely Boolean).

Let X = |JDthen | X | < k. Let u := max{| X |,| S |}. Let 4 be sufficiently large
with V; <5, V for sufficiently large n. Let M < V; be such that | M | = u, (1.16) P
D.X.S€ M.and u + 1 C M. Note that (1.16) implies D.S C M and .S € S.

Let m : M = M, be the Mostowski collapse and (P, <p,) = m((P. <p)). Let
So:={m(S) : S € S}.
Since (V, P)-generic filter G generates an (M, Py)-generic filter, we have

|- there is a (M, Py)-generic filter which realizes each element of Sy
to be a stationary subset of w;”.
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By the assumption (b). it follows that

V = there is a (M, Py)-generic filter which realizes each element of Sy
to be a stationary subset of w;”.

Let Gy be such a filter. Then m ! G, generates a D-generic filter G; on P which
realizes each element of S to be a stationary subset of w;. — (Theorem 1.8)

§2. Recurrence Axioms and the Ground Axiom (GA).

2.1. Hierarchies of Recurrence and Maximality. The term “Recurrence Axiom”
was coined in Fuchino and Usuba [15] (see also Fuchino [11]). The Recurrence
Axiom for a (normal) class P of posets, a set 4 of parameters, and a set I' of
Lc-formulas ((P, A)r-RcA, for short) is the statement (2.1) below.

A ground of a (transitive set or class) model W (of some set theory) is an inner
model Wy of W such that there is a poset P € W such that W is a P-generic extension
of Wj. For a class P of posets, a ground W, of W is a P-ground of W if there is a
poset P € Wy such that Wy =“P € P” and W is a P-generic extension of W.

The Recurrence Axiom (P, A)r-RcA is the following statement formulated in an
axiom scheme in L¢ (that this axiom is not formalizable in a single formula is
discussed in [12]).

(2.1) ForanyP € P.¢(X) € T.anda € A.if |-p“p(a”)”. then thereis a ground
W of V such that @ € W and W = ¢(a).

The definition of a stronger variant (P, A)r-RcA* of (P, A)r-RcA is obtained when
we replace “ground” in (2.1) by “P-ground”. If I' = L¢, we simply drop I" and talk
about (P, 4)-RcA(T).

For definability of these axioms in the language of ZFC, see the paragraphs around
Lemma 3.5.

As we have already followed these conventions without explanations, we often
identify check names of sets with the sets themselves and drop the symbol “¥ . Also
we shall often replace tuples @ of parameters by a single parameter «a for simplicity
(actually without loss of generality in most of the cases).

Recurrence Axioms are almost identical with Maximality Principles introduced
in [20] with the same parameters. For P, 4 as above, the Maximality Principle for
P and A (MP(P, A) for short) is defined as below.

For a class P of posets, an Lc-formula (@) with parameters @ (€ V) is said to be
aP-button if there is P € P such that for any P-name Q of poset with |-p“Q € P”,

we have |Fp.o“ (@)
If o (@) is a P-button then we call P as above a push of the P-button ¢ ().
For a class P of posets and a set A (of parameters), the Maximality Principle for

P and A (MP(P. A). for short) is the following assertion which is formulated as an
axiom scheme in L.

MP(P, A): For any Lc-formula ¢(X) and @ € 4. if ¢(@) is a P-button then o (a)
holds.

Similarly to the restricted versions of Recurrence Axiom, we define, for a set I" of
L c-formulas.

MP(P, A)r: Forany p(X) € I'anda € A4, if p(a) is a P-button then ¢ (@) holds.
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ProPoSITION 2.1 (Barton et al. [6]. see also Proposition 2.2 in [15]). Suppose that
P is a class of posets and A a set (of parameters).

(1) (P, A)-RcA™ is equivalent to MP(P, A).
(2) (P, A)-RcA is equivalent to the following assertion:

(2.2) For any Lc-formula o(X) and @ € A. if (@) is a P-button then o (@) holds
in a ground of V.

See Lemma 3.4 in Section 3 below and its proof.

Recurrence Axiom (< Maximality Principle) can be also characterized as the
ZFC version of Sy-David Friedman’s Inner Model Hypothesis [9] (see Barton et al
[6]. see also Fuchino and Usuba [15] or Fuchino [11]).

In contrast to the proposition above, (P, 4)r-RcA* is not necessarily equivalent to
MP(P., A)r for some set I' of formulas. In the next section, we prove that (under the
consistency of certain large cardinal axioms) MP(P, 4)s, does not imply (P. A)s,-
RcA and MP(P. A)p, does not imply (P. A)p,-RcA (see Corollary 3.12).

Later we shall also consider a restricted form of (2.2) which we will call
MP~ (P, A)r.

MP-(P, A)r: For any ¢(X) € I and @ € A, if ¢(a) is a P-button then ¢(a)
holds in a ground of V.

Writing MP™(P. 4) for MP™(P. 4).. the assertion of Proposition 2.1, (2) is
reformulated as (P, 4)-RcA < MP~ (P, 4).

While Recurrence Axioms are assertions about the richness of the grounds of
the universe V, their characterizations as Maximality Principles may be seen as a
variation of generic absoluteness.

The following is an immediate consequence of Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theo-
rem 1.2.

THEOREM 2.2 (Ikegami and Trang (reformulated for our hierarchy of restricted
Recurrence Axioms) [22]). For a (normal) class P of posets and a cardinal k. the
following are equivalent:

(a) (P.#H(x))s, -ReA™.
(b) (P, H(s))s,-ReA.
(C) BFA. n(P)-

ProoF. (a) = (b): is trivial.

(b) = (c): Assume that (P.H(k))s,-RcA holds, and suppose that P € P, ¢ is
a Xi-formula in L¢ and @ € H(k). By Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.2, it is
enough to show that |-p“¢(a)” < ¢(a) holds.

IFr“p(a)” < @(a):is clear since ¢ is 2.

IFp“@(a)” = p(a): Assume that |-p“¢@(a)”. By (P.H(k))s,-RcA., there is a
ground W of V such that « € W and W |= ¢(a). Since ¢ is X; it follows that
V= p(a).

(c) = (a): Assume that BFA_ . (P) holds. Suppose that |-p“¢(a)” for P, ¢, a as
above. Then, by Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.2, we have ¢(a). In particular,
since {1} € P (remember the convention set at (1.1)), ¢ (a) holds in a P-ground of
V (namely, V itself). — (Theorem 2.2)
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According to Joel Hamkins [20] it is an observation of his former PhD student
George Leibman that MA follows from Maximality Principle for P = ccc posets, and
the set of parameters 7 (2%0). Actually the corresponding statement had been proved
much earlier by Stavi and Viddninen [30] (see also the introduction of [30]). This
observation is now a part of Theorem 2.2, since MA is equivalent to BFA_,x, (P)
for this P.

Strictly speaking, Theorem 2.2 is different from the original theorem in Ikegami—
Trang [22] (Theorem 1.13 there) in that Ikegami and Trang are talking about the
¥,. I,-hierarchy MP(--- )1 for ' = X,,, I, etc., which is shown to be different from
(---)r-RcA* hierarchy (see Corollary 3.12 and the remark before the corollary). The
proof above together with the proof of Theorem 1.13 in [22] actually shows that for
a normal class of posets, (P, H(X,))s,-RcAT coincides with MP(P. H(X,))s, (see
Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2).

(P, H(R;y))r-RcAT and MP(P, H(R,))r in general can be different principles. We
will address to this subtle difference in the next Section 3, and show that these two
hierarchies can split up drastically on the I, and X, levels (see Corollary 3.12).

2.2. (In)compatibility of Recurrence and Maximality with GA. The GA is the
axiom asserting that there is no proper ground of the universe V. The axiom is
introduced by Joel Hamkins and Jonas Reitz. Its basic properties including the
formalizability of the axiom in L¢ are proved in Reitz [28].

The relative consistency of GA with PFA is proved in [28] (see also the proof of
Theorem 3.8 below; actually GA is even consistent with MM ™" see Theorem 6.3).
In particular, this and Ikegami—Trang Theorem 2.2 imply the following.

THEOREM 2.3. GA is relatively consistent with (P.H(R;))s,-RcA™ for a class of
posets P whose elements are proper.

Since the Recurrence Axiom implies that there are “many” different grounds, it
is clear that Proposition 2.3 cannot be generalized for (- )p-RcA for arbitrary I'. In
particular, since GA itself is formalizable in a I13-sentence in L¢ (see the remark
after Lemma 3.4), and it is not true in any non-trivial generic extension of the ground
model, we obtain the following.

THEOREM 2.4, Suppose (P, 0)z,-RcA holds for a non-trivial class P of posets. Then
GA does not hold.
MP (P.0)s, for a non-trivial P also implies ~GA.

PrROOF. Assume toward a contradiction that (P, 0)s,-RcA holds for a non-trivial
class P of posets, and GA also holds. Let y be the I13-sentence expressing that the
universe does not have a non-trivial ground. Let P € P be non-trivial forcing. Then
- “—w”. Since —y is a X3-sentence, (P. 0)z,-RcA implies that there is a ground W
of V such that W = —y. Since we also assumed GA, W must be identical with V.
Thus V = —y. This is a contradiction.

Since w above is a P-button, the same proof leads to a contradiction under
MP~ ('P @)23 . — (Proposition 2.4)

Actually we also have the following delimitation, which shows that Theorem 2.3
is optimal in many instances of P.
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In the following, we use a variant of the cardinal invariant b* introduced in Eda
et al. [8]:
b** := min{k € Card : for any B C “w, if B is unbounded in “«w with
respect to <* , then there is B’ C B with
| B'| < & such that B’ is unbounded in B}.
LemwMma 2.5.
(1) b =Ny can be formulated as a ,-sentence o in Lc.
(2) b** = X can be formulated as a T1»-sentence y in L¢.
(3) b < 0 can be formulated as a T1,-sentence 1 in L.
ProOF. (1): The following formula ¢ will do:
3B 3R IF (B C“w A “Ris an w-like linear ordering on B which is
witnessed by F” A Vf (f €0 — (3ge€ B)(g £* f))).

(2): The following formula y will do:

2o IT; and hence its negation is X
—_——
VB (B C“w A Bisunbounded in “w» —
% %
—_——

dB'3dR IF (B’ C B A B’ isunbounded in B
A R is w-like order on B’ which is witnessed by F)).

%
(3): “b = 0” is characterized by the existence of a bounding family C “w which
is well ordered with respect to <*. Similarly to above, this can be formulated by a
¥,-sentence. Hence, the negation of the equality (< b < 9) is I in L.
— (Lemma 2.5)

LEmMA 2.6. b < b** <0.

ProOF. Let (f, : a <b) be such that f, <* f, for all a <o’ <b, and
{fa : @ <b} is unbounded in “w (this can be done by letting {g, : @ < b}
be an unbounded subset of “w, and defining f,, a < b inductively such that
we have g, <* f, for all @ < b). Let B={f, : @ <b}. Then no B’ C B with
| B"| < | B| = bis unbounded in 5.

Note that the sequence (f, : a < b) as above also shows that b is a regular
cardinal.

This proves that b < b**,

To show that b** < 0, suppose that D C “w is dominating in “w (with respect to
<*),and | D|=0.

For any unbounded B C “w, and foreachd € D letbh,; € B besuchthatb,; £* d.
Then B’ = {b; : d € D} C B is unbounded in “w and hence also unbounded in B
and is of cardinality < 0. This shows that b** < 0. — (Lemma 2.6)

In the following, we denote with C,, the finite support k-product of Cohen forcing,
and with D the finite support iteration of Hechler forcing of length w;. It is easy to
see that (over an arbitrary ground model V) we have |¢, “b = R;,0 > x” for any
regular £ > Ny, and |Fp “0 = X;”. More generally, letting D, be the FS-iteration of
Hechler forcing of length & for regular x, we have |Fp, “b=0=x".
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PROPOSITION 2.7.  Suppose P is a class of posets withD € P and (2.3) b > Ny holds.

(1) 1f (P.0)s,-RecA holds, then GA does not hold.
(2) If (P.0)n,-RecA holds, then GA does not hold.

PrOOF. Suppose that P is as above, and (2.3) holds.

(1): Suppose that (P, 0)s,-RcA and GA hold.

Since we have |Fp“b = X;”, and since “b = N;” is expressible in a X,-sentence
in L by Lemma 2.5, (1), it follows by (P.0)s,-RcA., that there is a ground W, with
Wy =“b = X;”. Since V = W by GA, this is a contradiction to (2.3).

(2): Suppose that (P, 0)r,-RcA and GA hold.

Note that by (2.3) and Lemma 2.6, we have (2.4) V = b** > ;.

Since we have |—p“0=8;", we have |Fp“b** =X;” by Lemma 2.6. Since
“b** = N|” is expressible in a IT,-sentence in L by Lemma 2.5, (2), it follows by
(P, @)HZ-RCA, that there is a ground Wy with Wy |E=“b** = X;”. Since V = W, by
GA, it follows that V |=“b** = X;”. This is a contradiction to (2.4).

— (Proposition 2.7)

The following can be proved similarly to Proposition 2.7, (1).

ProposITION 2.8. Suppose that P is a class of posets with Cy, € P and b > X,
holds. Then (P.0)s,-RcA implies that GA does not hold.

LemmaA 2.9. CH can be formulated both as Xj-sentence and Tly-sentence in L
without parameters.

ProrosITION 2.10.

(1) Suppose that ~CH holds and P contains a poset collapsing 2% to Ny without
adding reals. Then each of (P.0)s,-RcA and (P.0)n,-RcA implies ~GA.

(2) Suppose that CH holds and P contains a poset Q adding >N, reals without
collapsing cardinals <X,. Then each of (P.0)s,-RcA and (P. 0)n,-RcA implies
-GA.

(3) Suppose that P contains sufficiently many ccc posets (containing enough CS-
iterations of Cohen and Hechler posets would suffice), then each of (P.0)s,-RcA
and (P. 0)n,-RcA implies =GA.

ProoF. Similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.7 using Lemma 2.9. For (3), we
consider cases where (a) 8; = b =0, (b) X} < b =10, or (c) N; < b < 0. and apply
Lemma 2.5 in all of the cases. = (Proposition 2.10)

2.3. Incompatibility of Laver genericity with GA. In the following we want to
discuss the impact of the results we obtained above on axioms stating that there is
a Laver-generic large cardinal (Laver-gen. large cardinal axioms).

The strongest variant of Laver-generic large cardinal axiom which has been
considered so far, is the tightly super-C(°°)P-Laver-generically hyperhuge cardinal
(see Fuchino and Usuba [15]).

Here, a cardinal « is said to be (zightly. resp.) super-C ) P-Laver-generically
hyperhugeifforalln € Nandforany 4y > x and P € P, thereare 1 > Ao with V, <5,
V., and P-name @ with |Fp “@ € P” such that for (V,P @)-generic H, there are
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Jjo M CV[H] with j:V S, M. j(k) >4 j"j(A). P.P+QHe M. V) <y,
V[H] (and P * Q is of size < j(x), resp.).”

We can also define (tightly) super-C(°°)P-Laver gen. large cardinal analogously
for notions of large cardinal other than hyperhugeness (see [15] or [11]). For an
iterable class P of posets which also permits transfinite iteration with some suitable
support, we can prove that the existence of the tightly super-C(°)P-Laver gen.
hyperhuge cardinal is consistent under a 2-huge cardinal [15].

Note that we cannot formulate the (genuine) large cardinal property correspond-
ing to (tightly) super-C (>)P-Laver-generically large cardinal in £. However, for a
natural class P of posets like proper posets, semiproper posets, ccc posets, etc. we
can formulate the notion of (tightly) super-C (°)P-Laver-generically hyperhugeness
in an axiom scheme in Lc. This is because P-Laver-generically hyperhugeness of
a cardinal  implies kK = ke (1= max{Ns, 2%1) for these classes P of posets, and
hence we can formulate the (tightly) super-C (°°)P-Laver-generically hyperhugeness
of such & in infinitely many formulas without introducing a new constant symbol
for the cardinal.

In Fuchino and Usuba [15]. it is proved that if & is tightly super-C()P-
Laver-generically ultrahuge, then (P, H(x))-RcAT holds. Here the tightly super-
C>°)P-Laver-generically ultrahugeness is apparently much weaker than tightly
super-C () P-Laver-generically hyperhugeness.

Note that (P, H(x))-RcAT is also an assertion formalizable only in infinitely many
formulas. In contrast, it is proved in [12], that, in a sense, Laver-genericity without
“super-C(°°)” details never implies the full (P, H(k))-RcA*.

By the result mentioned above and by Theorem 2.4, it follows immediately that:

PROPOSITION 2.11.  For any iterable class P of posets. if k is tightly super-C > P-
Laver-generically ultrahuge, then GA does not hold.

In [15], it is proved that if  is tightly P-generically hyperhuge (not necessarily
Laver-generic) then there is the bedrock (i.e., the ground satisfying GA) and & is
hyperhuge in the bedrock.

On the other hand, it is shown in [11] that a tightly 7P-Laver-generically ultrahuge
cardinal for nice iterable P is < k.5 . Here an iterable class P of posets is said to be
nice if the following is provable in ZFC: either P preserves w; and Col(wy, {wy}) € P,
or P contains a poset which adds a new real. Actually the following lemma is one
of the main rationales of the definition of the cardinal k..j .

LEmMMA 2.12. Suppose that P is a nice iterable class of posets. If k is P-Laver-gen.
supercompact, then k < Keeji .

ProoF. By Lemma 6., (2) and (3) in [11]. — (Lemma 2.12)
Thus we obtain the following.

PrOPOSITION 2.13. For a nice iterable class P of posets, suppose that there is
a tightly P-Laver-generically hyperhuge cardinal. Then the bedrock exists and it is
different from V. In particular, GA does not hold.

SWhen we say “a poset P is of cardinality < x” we actually mean that there is a poset Q forcing
equivalent to P such that | Q| < u.
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Proor. By Lemma 2.12, the tightly P-Laver-generically hyperhuge cardinal is
< Kt (in V) while & is hyperhuge in the bedrock W. This implies that V # W. In
particular, GA does not hold. = (Proposition 2.13)

At the moment we do not know if the existence of a tightly P-generically
hyperhuge in theorem in [15] mentioned above can be weakened to the existence of
some tight generic large cardinal of lower consistency strength. However, in [11], it
is proved that for an iterable class P of posets, if & is tightly P-Laver-gen. ultrahuge
then (P, H(x))z,-RcA™ holds ([11, Theorem 21]). Note that ultrahuge cardinal is
apparently much weaker than hyperhuge cardinal.

THEOREM 2.14. Suppose that ‘P is an iterable class of posets satisfying one of the
conditions in Proposition 2.10.
If Kyt Is tightly P-Laver-gen. ultrahuge then GA does not hold.

Proor. If k is tightly P-Laver-gen. ultrahuge then (P.H(x))s,-RcA™ holds
by Theorem 21 in [11]. Thus if D € P then (by Proposition 5.5 below and) by
Proposition 2.7,(1), it follows that GA does not hold.

Other cases can treated similarly by applying other assertions of Proposition 2.10.

— (Theorem 2.14)

§3. Hierarchies of restricted Recurrence Axioms and Maximality Principles. The
proof of Theorem 2.2 can be reused almost without any change to prove the following
generalization of Theorem 1.13 in Tkegami-Trang [22].

THeEOREM 3.1 (Generalization of the original lkegami-Trang Theorem). For a
(normal) class P of posets, and a cardinal k the following are equivalent:
(a) MP(P. H(k))s, .
(b) MP(P. H(k))s,.
(c) BFAL.(P).
COROLLARY 3.2. For a class P of posets and for an infinite cardinal k., we have
MP(P. H(x))s,. < MP (P. H(k))s,. < BFAL .(P).
= (P H(H))EI-RCA, = (P, H(E))zl-RCA+.
PrOOF. By Theorems 2.2 and 3.1. =1 (Corollary 3.2)
The following lemma holds since IT;-formulas are downward absolute.
LEMMA 3.3. For any class P of posets. and any set A. (P.A)n,-RcA" and
MP(P. A)u, hold (in ZFC). In particular, we have
(P.A)n,-RcA < (P, A)n,-RcAt & MP (P, A), < MP(P. A)y, .
In the following, we show that the equivalence in Lemma 3.3 does not hold for
I,.
Nevertheless, we have the following implications.

LeMMA 3.4. Suppose that P is a (normal) class of posets defined by a X,,-formula
without parameters for some number m, and A a set.’

6Note that “x is ccc poset”, “x is proper posets”, “x is semi-proper poset” are all X,-statements. In
case of “x is (semi-)proper poset”, this can be seen in the formulation:
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(1) (P, A)n,-RcAt = MP(P, A)n,,. for all n > max{m. 1}.
(2) MP(P. A)s, = (P, A)s,-RcA*, for all n > max{m.3}.

Proor. The following proofs are just re-examinations of the easy proof of
Proposition 2.1, (1) (e.g., the one given in Fuchino and Usuba [15]).

(1): Note that, for n = 1, the claim also follows from Lemma 3.3.

Assume that (P. 4)n,-RcA™ holds for n > max{m.2}. To show that MP(P, 4),
holds, suppose that ¢ = ¢(X) is a Il,-formula, @ € 4, and P € P is such that
IFp<VP € P(|-p“e(@)”)” holdsin V.

“YP e P(|Fp“p(x)”)”isIl, by the choice of n. Let us denote this formula by
©*. Thus, we have |Fp“p*(a)”.

By (P, A)n,-RcAt, it follows that there is a P-ground W of V such that @ € W
and W = ¢*(@). By the definition of ¢*, and since W is a P-ground, it follows
that V = ¢ (@). (2): Assume that MP(P, A)s, holds. Suppose that ¢ is X, -formula,
a € A, and P € P is such that

(3.1) |Fp“ep(a)”.
Then we have |Fp“ (@) holds in a P-ground”.
The assertion

(3.2) “p(x) holds in a P-ground”

can be expressed in a ¥, -formula ¢** = ¢**(X) (see the remark after the proof of the
present lemma). By (3.1) and by the definition (3.2) of ¢** we have |Fp.q “ ¢**(@)”

for all P-names Q with [-p“Q € P”. Thus, by MP(P, A)s,,. it follows that V =

@**(a@). By the definition of ¢**, it follows that there is a P-ground W, such that
Wy ): tp(a). — (Lemma 3.4)

The fact that (3.2) can be formulated in a X,-formula for n > max{m, 3}, can be
seen as follows.

First, let us notice the fact formulated in Lemma 3.5 below.

In the following, for formulas ¢ and y = w(x, 7) we denote by ¥ *7) the formula
¢ restricted to y (x, ¥) where y (x, 7) is thought to be the definition of the class Ay =
{x : w(x,7)} with parameters (or, more precisely, place holders for parameters) 7.
The semi-colon in “@¥*7)” should remind this allocation of roles among the free
variables of .

Thus %) corresponds to the informal statement: A5 = .

LemMA 3.5. Suppose that w = w(x.7) is a Z,,-formula and ¢ is T,-formula (I1,,-
Sformula, resp.). Then <p"’<"‘:7> i8 @ Xy {mny-formula (a L ax {mny-formula, resp.).

Proor. For quantifier free formula ¢, the claim of the Lemma is true since

oY =p.
Suppose that, for a ¥,-formula ¢y = @o(x9.X) (IT,-formula ¢ = ¢1(xp,. X)),
") is Xy (1¥ ) is TI, resp.).

“Jg IF (k is a cardinal A F “codes” the fact “k > (3p,) T (| x|)” A ++).”

Here, the underline to & is added to suggest that the symbol does not denote a constant symbol but
rather a variable in the language £<. We shall keep this convention in the following.
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Then

(Vx0) (w (x0. ) = 0¥ ) is Tlyax(m i1} and
(Fx0) ( (x0.7) A V7)) is Zmax {mk+1}-
Using this fact, the claim of the Lemma can be proved now by induction on #.
= (Lemma 3.5)

An examination of [5, 28] reveals a construction of a IT,-formula ®(x, P.J.r. G)
which says that

P is aposet, d is a regular cardinal in V., there is a uniquely determined inner
model M with §-cover and §-approximation properties such that r = (2> 2)M,
P e M, M #YV., Gisan (M, P)-generic set such that V = M[G], and x € M.

Let v = y(x) be a T,,-formula expressing “x € P”. Then, for a Z,-formula ¢ =
@ (x) for n > max{m, 3}, the formula ¢**(X) defined as

3P33Ir3G (0. P.6.1. G) A y®¥)(P) A P )(%))

is X, by Lemma 3.5, and ¢** (@) expresses “p (@) holds in a P-ground”.
We shall also use the following variant of Maximality Principle. Let P, A4, T be as
before.

MP* (P, A)r: For ¢ € I, and @ € 4, if p(a) is a P-button, then {1} is a push
of the P-button p(a).

As before, we drop the subscript I" from MP (P, A)rif I’ = L.

LEMMA 3.6.

(1) MP*(P. A)r = MP(P, A)r.

(2) (Hamkins [20]) For an iterable P. MP" (P, A) < MP(P. A). More precisely.
if P is X,,-definable, then for any n > max{m, 1}, we have MP" (P, A)n, <
MP(P, A)py, .

(3) For an iterable P. if MP™ (P. A)r. then for any P € P. we have

e MP* (P, ).

Proor. (1):1is clear by definition.

(2): By (1), it is enough to show “<=”, Assume that MP(P. 4) holds, and suppose
that ¢ (@) is a P-button for an Lc-formula p and@ € A. Then p* :=VQ (Q € P —
IFo “¢(@)”) is a P-button. Hence, by MP(P. A). ¢* holds in V. But this means that
{1} is a push for the button ¢.

(3): Suppose that MP* (P, A)r holds (in V). For o € I'.and @ € 4. let P € P be
such that it forces that (@) is a P-button. By Maximal Principle (of forcing), there
is a P-name Q of a poset such that

Fe“QeP A g “VR(REP = |x=p(@")™

Since P isiterable, it follows that (@) is a P-button over V. Thus, by MP* (P, 4)r.
{1} is a push of the P-button (@) (in V).

Again since P isiterable, it follows that |-p “ {1} is a push of the P-button ¢ (a)”.

= (Lemma 3.6)

The following should be folklore.
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LemMa 3.7. (1) If « is a limit ordinal and V, satisfies a sufficiently large finite
fragment of ZFC. then for any P € V,, and (V. P)-generic G. we have V,[G] = V, V€.
(2) If a is a limit ordinal and V., satisfies a sufficiently large finite fragment of ZFC,
then for any direct limit P of an iteration of length On"* in V., which is definable and
preserving cardinals in Vo, if G is (V,IP)-generic, then we have
Vo [G] = V, Ve,

(3) For each natural number k. there is a sufficiently large k' > k such that for any
a € Onif Vo <3, Vlie. a is L-correct), then for any poset P € V, and (V.P)-
generic G, V"1 <5 V[G].

(4) Suppose that (P, Q rac On) is an Easton support class iteration of
increasingly directed closed pgsets and B is the class direct limit of the iteration. If k is
a natural number and k is a regular cardinal which is Zy,-correct for a sufficiently large
k' > k. then we have V,,VIC] <s, VI[®] for any (V.B)-generic & and G,, = & N P,.

ProoFr. (1): See. e.g.. Lemma 3.2in[15]. (2): follows from (1).
(3): See the proof of Lemma 4.8, (1) in the extended version of [15].
(4): Let ® = ®(x) be an L-formula which defines 3. Then by the choice of &, we

have P, = ®"=" . The claim (4) follows from this fact with an argument practically
identical to that for (3). — (Lemma 3.7)

By Theorem 2.4, we cannot replace I, in the next theorem by X5.

THEOREM 3.8. Suppose that P is a X,-definable iterable class of posets containing
all o-closed posets, and that MP™ (P, H(Keet ), holds. Suppose further that there is
a proper class KC of supercompact cardinals.

If B is the class poset for Laver preparation for K (see the proof below for more
details), then we have

”_m “GA + MP(P. H(Htef[ ))Hz
+ there are class many supercompact cardinals”.

PrOOF. Let P, K be as above.

Let f : On — V be a universal Laver function for K. L.e., a class function f such
that

(3.3) for any x € K, we have f | k:k — V,, and for any x € V and any

4 > max{k, | trcl(x) |}, there is a normal ultrafilter U, ; . over P,(4) and

associated elementary embedding j,.;  : V =5 M with j.,(f)(k) = x.
We may also assume that

(3.4) f(a)=0forall @ < Keefi -

Note that /' | k, k € K are uniformly definable across V,, ( = H(k)) forall & € K.

A universal Laver function exists (see, e.g., Apter [1, Lemma 1]).

Let (P, : a € On) be the Laver preparation along with f making supercompact-
ness of all K € K indestructible by x-directed closed forcing. That is, (P, : a € On)
is defined as the iterative part of the Easton support iteration (P,, Qa : @ € On)
with a control sequence (4, : @ € On) of cardinals defined recursively by the
following.

(3.5) If & € On s a limit and closed with respect to (A5 : f < a). f(a) = (Q. 1)

with |-p, “Q is a-directed closed poset™. then @a =Qand 4, = 4. -

(3.6) Otherwise Ao = sup{s : f < a}and |Fp, “Qq = {1}".
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Let 3 be the class forcing which is the direct limit of (P, : & € On). For each
k € K, let P, be (the class P,-name of) the x-directed closed tail part of the
iteration. Thus P ~ P, « P~ , and |Fp, “ P , is a k-directed closed class poset”.

Let & be (V. *B)-generic. For each x € K, let G, = & NP,. Each x € K is made
indestructible under x-directed closed forcing by P, (see. e.g., [26]). In particular, &
remains supercompact in V[G;] forall 4 € K. It follows that x remains supercompact
also in V[&].

&] = GA. This is because V[&] satisfies Continuum Coding Axiom (CCA), and

GA follows from it (see [28, Theorem 3.2]). That V[&] satisfies CCA follows from the
fact that in V[®] there are cofinally many indestructible supercompact cardinals.

Thus, it is enough to show that V[®] = MP(P, H (ke ))m,. Note that we have

(37) ,H(Htef[ )V = H(Hrefl )V[GK] = H(K/tcf[ )V[Qj]
by min(K)-directed closedness of %R, and (3.4). Also

(3.8) ¥, Vil = p, VI&]
for all k € K by k-directed closedness of 9B~ , and Lemma 3.7, (2).

Working in V[®], suppose that ¢ = ¢(X) is a I,-formula and @ € H(kefr)
(: ,H(K'tef[ )V)

Further in V[®], suppose that S € P is such that

(3.9) VI8 E |Fs“VT € P(|F7r“p(@)”)”.
We want to show that ¢ (@) holds (in V[®]).

By replacing V by V[G,,]. and K by K\ ko + 1 for a large enough o € K with
S € V[Gy,]. we may assume that S € ¥, for a ko < min(K). Let g be (V[&].S)-
generic. Since S € P and since P is iterable, we have

(3.10) V[®]ig] = VT € P (-7 ¢(@)”).

By (3.8) (and Lemma 3.7, (2)), we have

(3.11) v, VICllel _ 1 Vieliel

forall k € K.

Note that each x € K remains supercompact in all of V[G,]. V[G][g], V[®]. and
V[&][g]. Thus,

(3.12) ¥, V19! <5 V@],

(3.13) 7, V[Qf [9 < , VI&]igl.
(3.14) 7, V[Gﬂ <5 V[G ]. and

(3.15) V, VGl <zz V[G,][g].
for all k € K. By (3.8) and (3.12), we have

(3.16) ¥, VGl <5 V[®],
for all k € K. Similarly

(3.17) v, VIEel <5, VI®][g]
holds for all & € K by (3.11) and (3.13),

“YT € P( ||—T “p(@)”)” is I1, (note that we need X,-definability of P for this).
Hence V%€ = vT € P (|- “ ¢(@)”) by (3.10) and (3.17). By (3.15). it follows
that V[G,][g] = VT € P (|F7r“®(a)”). This implies that ¢(a) is a P-button in
V[G,].
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Similarly, since V[®] = S € P, and P is X,, we have V[G,] = S € P by (3.16) and
(3.14).

Since we have V[G,] = MP" (P, H (ki ))m, by Lemma 3.6, (3). it follows that
VIG.] E ¢(a) forallk € K.

Since ¢ is I, and K is cofinal in On, it follows that V[®] = ¢(a@) by (3.16).

This shows that V[®] = MP(P, 'H(Ktef[ ))”2 holds. = (Theorem 3.8)

If we start from a ground model with a proper class K of C")-supercompact
cardinals (see Bagaria [4]) for sufficiently large 7, we can improve the condition “P
is X,-definable” in Theorem 3.8 by “P is X3-definable” (see the remark after the
proof of Proposition 3.10).

“IL,” and “MP(P, H ket )i, in Theorem 3.8 can be also replaced by “As” and
“MP*(P. H(kxes1))a,” which is not covered by MP(P, H(kefi))r, (Proposition
3.10).

In the following, we quickly review the definition and some needed facts about
the variation MP* (P, A)r of the Maximality Principle which will be further studied
in Gappo and Lietz [16].

For an iterable class P of posets, a set A of parameters, and a set I" of L-formulas,
let ()% be the set of provably P-persistent formulas in I". That is. the collection of
all formulas ¢ € T, ¢ = (X) such that the £Lc-sentence

(3.18) (¢)5 :=Vx (p(¥) > VR € P (|~ ¢(x)”))

is provable in ZFC.

Note that if T is closed with respect to equivalence (which is provable in ZFC)
and has a recursive representatives (modulo the equivalence), then the same holds
for (I')% (as far as P is a definable class but this is always assumed).

Now MP*(P, A)r is defined as the axiom scheme consisting of formulas of the
form

(3.19), (VB € P) (VX € 4) (|Fp“»(X)” = »(X)).

for each ¢ € (I')%.

Similarly to the MP(---)r and (--- )p-RcA* hierarchies, we write MP*(P, A) for
MP*(P, A) .. MP*(P. H(2%)) of the family P consisting of ccc posets corresponds
to the principles considered in Stavi and Véédnénen [30].

The main point of the definition of MP*(P, A)r is that the persistence is coded
in the collection (T')% so that each formula (3.19),, in MP*(P. 4)r remains at about
the same complexity of .

The following is easy to prove.

LEMMA 3.9. For an iterable class P of posets, arbitrary set A of parameters and set
T of formulas, the following are equivalent:
(Cl) MP(P A)(l");‘,7 (b) MPJr (P A)(l");‘,7 (C) (P, A)(r):;)—RCA+,
(d) MP*(P, A)r.

The hierarchy of this type of restricted Maximality Principles also appears in
Goodman [19]. Our MP*(P, A)r is called “I'-MPp(A4)” in [19]. Though the choice

of symbols in [19] is so that letter I" is used to denote the class of posets and @ to
denote the class of formulas.
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The hierarchy of MP* is actually a special case of the hierarchy of “BFA(P.T),.,”
in Aspero [2] (see [16]).”

The proof of Lemma 3.4, (2), shows also the implication.

(2') MP*(P, A)s, = (P, A)s,-RcA™, for all n > max{m, 3}, where P is Z,,,.
Thus, by Theorem 2.4, MP*(P, A)s, for n > max{m,3} for m as above implies
—=GA. In particular, for X3-definable P, MP*(P, 4)s, implies =GA. This shows that
the condition A; in the following proposition is (almost) optimal.

ProposiTiON 3.10. Suppose that P is a Xs-definable iterable class of posets
containing all o-closed posets, and that MP™ (P, H(Keeji))a, holds. Suppose further
that there is a proper class K of C"-supercompact cardinals for a sufficiently large n
and B is the class poset defined as in the proof of Theorem 3.8 for this K.

Then we have

”_‘43 “GA + MP*(P H(K/tcf[ ))A3”'

PrOOF. Suppose that K and 3 are as above and MP™ (P, H (keji ))a, holds.

Let & be a (V, 3)-generic filter.

As it has been already shown in the proof of Theorem 3.8, we have V[®] = GA.

So we prove V[®] = MP*(P. H(keeji))a,. Working in V[&], suppose that ¢ =
@(X)is a (A3)-formula and @ € H(keet) (= Hkeest)V).

Further in V[®], suppose that S € P is such that

(3.20) V[8] E |Fs“p(a)”.
We want to show that ¢ (@) holds (in V[&]).

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.8, we may assume that S € VKOV fora ko <
min(K). Let g be (V[®]. S)-generic. By the choice (3.20) of S, we have

(3.21) V[8][g] = ¢(a).

By the choice of the “sufficiently large” n (in terms of Lemma 3.7, (4) and (3)),
and by (3.8),

(3.22) ¥, VGl <5 V@],

(3.23) ¥, VIGlEl <5 V@ ][g].
and, since x remains supercompact in V[G,] and V[G][g],

(3.24) ¥, V16 <5 VIG,].

(3.25) ¥ VIEEl <5 VIG,][g).
forall k € K.

By (3.22). S € P (in V[®]). and since P is £3. V,.VI®*! = S € P. Hence. by (3.24).
V[G.] ES € P.

Since ¢ is Az, (3.21) and (3.23) implies V. V(¢ = » (7). This and (3.25) imply

VIG.llg] = ¢(@).
By ¢ € (A3)%. it follows that V[G,][¢] = VQ € P (|-g“ ¢ (a@)”). Thus V[G,] =

BEPMQs“QEP — Irg“e@™).

Since V[_(GK] = I\/I_P+(77,’;'-[(/ir;f[))A3 by Lemma 3.6, (3) (and since {1} € P), it
follows that

"These principles are related but different from the Bounded Forcing Axioms BFA< . (P).
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(3.26) V[G,] = ¢(@).

Since ¢ is Az, and hence I3 in particular, V,VI® |= o (@) by (3.24). Thus. by
(3.26), it follows that V[®] = ¢(a).

This shows that V[&] &= MP* (P, 'H(K,teﬂ ))A3 holds. = (Proposition 3.10)

The first half of the proof of Proposition 3.10 can be applied to the proof of
Theorem 3.8 to obtain the following.

(A variant of Theorem 3.8) Suppose that P is a X3-definable iterable class of posets
containing all o-closed posets, and that MP™ (P, H(kcefi )i, holds. Suppose
further that there is a proper class K of C-supercompact cardinals for a
sufficiently large n.

If 3 is the class poset for Laver preparation for K, then we have
H—m “GA + MP(P, ,H(Kiref[ ))Hz
+ there are class many supercompact cardinals”.
The following theorem is also obtained by combining the proofs of Theorem 3.8
and Proposition 3.10 taking Lemma 3.9 into account.

TueoreM 3.11. (1) Suppose that P is a T,-definable iterable class of posets
containing all a-closed posets such that MP™ (P, H (ki ))r holds where T denotes
here the set of all formulas representable as the conjunction of a Xy-formula and
a (A3)%-formula. Suppose further that there is a proper class K of supercompact
cardinals and*B is the class poset defined as in the proof of Theorem 3.8 for this K.

Then we have

g “GA + MP*(P. H(keejt))r”
(2) Suppose that P is a 3-definable iterable class of posets containing all o-closed
posets such that MP™ (P, H(kees1 ))r holds where T is the set of formulas defined as in
(1). Suppose further that there is a proper class K of C'"-supercompact cardinals for
a sufficiently large n, and g is the class poset defined as in the proof of Theorem 3.8
Jor this K.
Then we have

H—q3 “GA + MP*(P, H(Hmf[ ))r”.

The following corollary shows in particular that the implication in Lemma 3.4,
(1) for n = 2 cannot be reversed.

CorOLLARY 3.12. (1) Suppose that P is a X,-definable iterable class of posets
containing all a-closed posets, and also a poset adding a real. Assume further that
there is a proper class K of supercompact cardinals, and MPWP,H(NMI ))r holds
where T is defined just as in Theorem 3.11. Then, there is a class poset 33 such that we
have

o = (P.0),— ReA,— (P.0)g,— ReA and MP(P., H(keet))r”.

(2) Suppose that P is a Lz-definable iterable class of posets containing all o-closed
posets, and a poset adding a real. Assume further that there is a proper class K of
C'"-supercompact cardinals for sufficiently large n. and MP™ (P, H(Keest )1 holds for
the set of formulas I as defined in Theorem 3.11. Then, there is a class poset § such
that we have

o <= (P.0)m,— ReA. = (P.0)g,~ ReA and MP™ (P. H(Keefi ) )r”.
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PrOOE. Note that MP* (P, H (ke ))x, for P as here implies =CH (see Fuchino
and Usuba [15, Theorem 3.3]).

(1): By Proposition 2.10, (1) and Proposition 3.11, (1).

(2): By Proposition 2.10, (1) and Theorem 3.11, (2). — (Corollary 3.12)

Typical instances of P in Corollary 3.12 are when P is the class of all proper
posets, the class of all semi-proper posets, or the class of all stationary preserving
posets.

PROBLEM 3.13. Do some theorems hold which would imply certain non-implications
similar to those in Corollary 3.12 for P = o-closed posets, or P = ccc posets?

§4. Generic absoluteness under Recurrence Axioms. The conclusion of the
following Theorem 4.1 generalizes that of Viale’s Theorem 1.1 ([32, Theorem 1.4]).
Note that the assumption in our Theorem 4.1, the Recurrence Axiom (P, H(k))-
RcA™ for an uncountable cardinal x and an iterable class P of posets, namely, is
of much lower consistency strength than the assumptions in Viale’s Theorem for
some instances of P. Actually the assumption of Theorem 4.1 is even compatible
with V' = L for many “natural” classes P of posets including the cases “P = all ccc
posets” or “P = all proper posets” (see [20, Theorems 5.6 and 5.10]). For “P =
all stationary preserving posets”, Theorem 1.6 in Ikegami and Trang [22] proves
that the existence of proper class many strongly compact cardinals plus a reflecting
cardinal is an upper bound of the consistency strength of the Maximality Principle
for the P.

Known lower bound of this Recurrence Axiom is also large. By Ikegami-
Trang Theorem 2.2, (stationary preserving, H(2%0))-RcA is equivalent with BMM.
Schindler [29] shows that BMM implies that there is an inner model with a strong
cardinal.

In contrast, the Maximality Principle for P = semi-proper posets, the consistency
strength is much lower than this by Aspero [2]. Note that, in general, semi-proper
and stationary preserving are not identical notions.

The existence of the tightly super-C (>*)P-Laver-gen. hyperhuge cardinal x is the
known Laver-generic large cardinal axiom which implies the full Recurrence Axiom
for P and H (k) (see Fuchino and Usuba [15]).

There is practically no (consistent) generic large cardinal axiom formalizable in a
single formula which also implies (P. ?)-RcA for any sufficiently general class P of
posets ([12]).

In [15], it is proved that for an iterable class P of posets, the existence of
the tightly super-C(°)P-Laver-gen. hyperhuge cardinal x with k = Keejt Implies
(P. H(Keei))-RcAT where kejp is defined as ke := max{2%,X,}. Note that this
does not contradict what we mentioned in the last paragraph since the tightly super-
C (=) P-Laver-gen. hyperhugeness of Kreji 18 only expressed by an axiom schema.
Note that by [15] we know the exact consistency strength of this principle (as that
of Keer being super-C () hyperhuge in the bedrock).

In Section 5 we show that the generalization of the conclusion of Viale’s Theorem
1.1 (like that of the following Theorem 4.1) already follows from tight P-Laver-gen.
hugeness. This assumption is still much stronger than that of Viale’s Theorem 1.1
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but the upper bound of the consistency strength of this Laver-genericity is far below
the consistency strength of a tight super-C (°*)P-Laver-gen. hyperhuge cardinal.

THEOREM 4.1. Suppose that P is an iterable Z,-definable class of posets for n > 2
and (P, H(k))s,ur-RcA™ holds for an uncountable cardinal k where T is the set of
all formulas which are conjunction of a y-formula and a Tl -formula. Then, for any
P € P such that |p“BFA_.(P)".

H(ut)V <3, H(uH)VIC  holds for all u < w and for (V. P)-generic G.
Thus, we have H(x)V <z, H((k))VICHVIE],

PROOFE. Suppose that P € P is such that |Fp“BFA_.(P)” and G is a (V,P)-
generic filter. Let ¢ = (x) be a r-formula in L¢, and ¢(x) = Iy w(x, y) for a
I1;-formula v in Lc. Let u < k and a € H(u™) (C H(x)). We have to show that
Hu )Y | pla) & H((u)VENVE = o(a),

Suppose first that H(u*)V |= ¢(a). Let b € H(u™)Y be such that H((u*)V)V =
w(a,b). Since we have V = BFA_ ,(P) by Ikegami-Trang Theorem 2.2, it follows
that H((u)VIEYVIC] = w(a, b) by Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.2, and thus
H((uH VNI = o (a).

Note that we did not use the assumption “ | “ BFA_ ,(P)”” for this direction.

Suppose now H((u")VICHYVIC! = (a). By (P.H(k))s,ur-RcAT, there is a P-
ground W of V such that

(4.1) W =“BFA_ - (P) A H(u") = pla)”.
Note that the formula in (4.1)is X, if n > 3and [ifn = 2.

Let b € H((u*)V)W be such that W =“H(u") = w(a.b)”. By Bagaria’s Abso-
luteness Theorem 1.2, and since V is a P-generic extension of W, it follows that
VE“H(u") | wla.b)” and hence H(u")Y = p(a).

For the last statement of the present theorem, let ¢ be a X,-formula, and
a € H(k). If H(k) = @(a). then, by (1.4), there is u < & such that H(u™) = ¢(a).
By the first part of the theorem, it follows that H((u*)VICHVI®! = (a). Thus
H((D)VENVIE - o (a) by (1.4).

If H((kH)VIEHVIE] = 5(a). then there is u < & such that H((u™)VIE)VIC] =
@(a) (this is also shown using (1.4)). Hence H((u")V) = ¢(a) by the first part of
the theorem. — (Theorem 4.1)

Note that by Lemma 1.6, the conclusion (4.1) of Theorem 4.1 can be yet
strengthened to

(4.2) (H(uh). €. Ins)Y <5, (H(uh). €. Ins)VI®! holds for all u <k and for
(V. P)-generic G.

§5. Generic absoluteness under Laver-genericity. Laver-genericity also implies a
conclusion similar to that of Viale’s Theorem 1.1. Although this fact does not have
an advantage in terms of consistency strength in comparison with Theorem 4.1, the
Laver-generic large cardinal we need in Theorem 5.7 below is much weaker than the
tight super-C (°)P-Laver-generic hyperhugeness, the generic large cardinal property
which is known to imply the corresponding Recurrence Axiom used in Theorem 4.1
(see[12, 15]).
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In Viale [32]. the absoluteness statement of his Theorem 1.1 is also discussed in
connection with the Resurrection Axiom (see Theorem 5.2).

Adopting the generalized setting introduced in Fuchino [12], we define the
Resurrection Axiom as follows: for an iterable class P of posets and a definition u*®
of an uncountable cardinal (e.g.. as Ry, Ny, 2%, (2%0)", k.5 etc.).’ the Resurrection
Axiom for P and p* is the statement.

RA(P, u®): ForanyP € P, thereis aP-name Q of a poset such that |-p“Q € P~
and H(u®)V < H(u®)VIH for any (V. P * Q)-generic H.’

~

LemMA 5.1 (Hamkins, and Johnstone [21]). Assume that P is an iterable class of
posets, u® is a definition of an uncountable cardinal, and RA(P, u®) holds. Then

(1) BFAL 4o (P) holds.

(2) If all elements of P preserve stationarity of subsets of wy, 280 =28 and
u® = 28" then BFA:;f. (P) holds.

Proor. (1): It is easy to check that (c) of Bagaria’s Theorem 1.2 holds."
(2): Similarly to (1) using (c) of Theorem 1.8." ~ (Lemma 5.1)

THEOREM 5.2 (A generalization of Theorem 5.1 in Viale [32]). Suppose that P is
an iterable class of posets, u® is a definition of an uncountable cardinal and RA(P, u®)
holds. Then we have

H(u®)V <5, H(u®)VIE],
Sor any P € P such that |-p“BFA_ 4 (P)”, and (V. P)-generic G.
PrOOF. An argument similar to that of Lemma 5.1 will do. — (Theorem 5.2)
In [12], the boldface version of the following is proved:

THEOREM 5.3 (Fuchino [12]). For an iterable class P of posets, and a definition u®
of a cardinal, if u® is tightly P-Laver gen. superhuge, then RA(P. u®) holds.

COROLLARY 5.4. For an iterable class P of posets, and a definition u® of a cardinal,
if u® is tightly P-Laver gen. superhuge, then we have

H(u®)V <5, H(u®)VIC],
Sor any P € P such that |-p“BFAL 4o (P)” and (V. P)-generic G.
Proof. By Theorems 5.2 and 5.3. = (Corollary 5.4)

Note that for many cases (with natural setting of P and the notion of large
cardinal), if x is P-Laver-gen. large cardinal, then x = k.5 (see Fuchino et al.

[13]).

8More precisely, when we say “u® is a definition of an uncountable cardinal” we mean that ZF or
ZFC proves the statement “x® uniquely exists and x® is an uncountable cardinal”.

9Here we mean with “H(u®)V < H(u®)VH” the elementarity H((u®)V)Y < H((p®)VEI)VE],

10 Actually we do not need this condition in this part of the proof and hence we can obtain the
Bounded Forcing Axiom under a weaker notion of Resurrection Axiom in which the second step Q may
be anything. -

Note that for this proof, the weaker variant of RA(P) as in the proof of (1) is apparently not
sufficient.
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In the following, we show in a direct proof, that Corollary 5.4 can be yet slightly
improved (see Theorem 5.7 below).

It is known that Laver-gen. large cardinal axiom proves strong forms of double-
plus forcing axioms (see [13, Theorem 5.7]). In the Proposition 5.5 below we only
recap a part of this result needed for the following argument.

For a class P of posets, and cardinals  and 4,

FAL<*(P): For any P € P. any family D of dense subsets of P with | D | < «. and
any family S of P-names of stationary subsets of w; with | S| < 4, there is a
D-generic filter G on IP such that S[G] is a stationary subset of w; forall S € S.

Note that MM™ is just FAiifz(stationary preserving posets). FA_ .(P) is the

principle we obtain by dropping the mention about S from the definition of
FALL(P).

ProposITION 5.5. (1) Suppose that w is P-Laver-gen. supercompact. Then
FA. .(P) holds.

(2) If all elements of the class P of posets are stationary preserving and r is P-
Laver-gen. supercompact, then FALS"(P) holds.

<K

Proor. We prove (2). (1) can be shown by a subset of this proof.

Assume that « is a P-Laver-gen. supercompact cardinal, and let P, D, S be as in
the definition of FAZS"(P). Let Dy, o < u and S, a< ' be enumerations of D
and S, respectively.

Let A =|P|. Without loss of generality, we may assume that 4 > x and the
underlying set of P is /. Let Q be a P-name with [-p “ Q € P” and such that for any

(V. P x Q)-generic HL. there are j, M C V[G] such that j : V S5, M, j(k) > A, j" A
P.P+QHeM.
Let G be the P part of H. Then, since j(u) = u. j(u') = u'. j(D) = {j(Dy) :
a < u},and j(S) = {j(S,) : o < u}, we have
(5.1) M =% j"G generates a filter on j(IP) which is
j(D)-generic, and realizes elements of j(S) to be stationary”.
Note that we need here the condition that P is stationary preserving since otherwise
the stationary set S[G] in V[G] might be no more stationary in V[H].
(5.1) implies that
M = there is a j(D)-generic filter on j(IP)
which realizes all elements of j(S) to be stationary”.
By elementarity, it follows that
V = there is a D-generic filter on P
which realizes all elements of S to be stationary”.
= (Proposition 5.5)

LEMMA 5.6. Suppose that k is P-Laver-gen. supercompact for an iterable P. Then
we have H(k)V <z, H((s VWV for any P € P and (V. P)-generic G.

PrOOF. By Proposition 5.5, (1) and Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.2.
1 (Lemma 5.6)

The following theorem improves Corollary 5.4.
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THEOREM 5.7.  For an iterable class P of posets, suppose that BFA_ ,(P) holds, and
K is tightly P-Laver-gen. huge."> Then, for any P € P such that |Fp“BFAL(P)”,

H(u")Y =z, HuHVIC! holds for all u < k and for (V. P)-generic G.
Thus, we have H (k)Y =, H((5H))VICHVICT,

PROOF. Suppose that |p“H(u") = ¢(a)” for P € P with |Fp“BFA_.(P)”,
1 < kK, Tr-formula ¢ and for @ € H(u™). Let G be a (V, P)-generic filter. Then we
have

(5.2) VIG] F“BFA(P) A H(u") | p(a@)”.
Let o = yy(¥. y) where y is a ITj-formula in Lc. Let b € H((ut)VICI)VIC] be such
that H((ﬂ+)V[G])V[G] = w(a.b).

Let Q be a P-name with |-p“Q € P” such that, for (V. P+ Q)-generic H with

(5.3) G C H (under the identification P < P @)

there are j, M C V[H] such that j : V % M,

(54) [P+Q| < j(x) (by tightness),

(5.5 P,P+Q,H € M. and

(5.6) j"j(k) e M.

By (5.2), (5.3), and Bagaria’s Absoluteness Theorem 1.2 (applied to V[G]), we
have V[H] =“ w(a. b)” and hence V[H] =“H(u") E w(a.b)”.

By (5.4), and (5.6), there is a P-name of b in M. By (5.5), it follows that b € M.
By similar argument, we have H((u*)VIE)VIE] C M and hence H((u*)VE!)VIE =
H((ut)M)M € M. Thus we have M |=“H(u") = w(a.b)”.

By elementarity, it follows that V |=“(3b € H(ut)) H(u") E w(a.b)”, and
hence V =“H(u") = ¢(a@)” as desired.

Suppose now that P, u, ¢, @ are as above and assume that V =“H(u") = ¢(a)”
holds. For a IT;-formula y as above, let b € H(u™)Y be such that V =“H(u™) =
y(a.b)”.

Since V = BFA_ . (P) by assumption, it follows that V[G] = w(a. b) by Bagaria’s
Absoluteness Theorem 1.2, and hence V[G] E“H(u") E ¢(a)”.

The last assertion of the theorem follows by the same argument as that given at
the end of the proof of Theorem 4.1. —1 (Theorem 5.7)

§6. Some more remarks and open questions. In this final section we collect some
observations we could not put in the appropriate places in previous sections, and
mention some open questions.

Since most of the claims in this section are easy consequences of known results,
some of them may be already known.

6.1. Restricted Recurrence Axioms under Laver-genericity. As we already men-
tioned at the end of Section 2, the existence of a tightly PP-Laver gen. ultrahuge

12Note that by Proposition 5.5, BFA< x(P) follows from the assumption that & is P-Laver-generic
supercompact. Thus the conclusion of the theorem follows from the combination of the assumption
being P-Laver-generic supercompact and tightly P-Laver-gen. huge. Note also that this combination
follows from the tight 7P-Laver-gen. superhugeness of «.
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cardinal x implies (P, #(k))s,-RcA™ ([11, Theorem 21]). This result can be slightly
improved so that its conclusion stands in line with the assumptions of Theorem 4.1
for the case of n = 2.

THEOREM 6.1 (A slightly improved version of Theorem 21 in Fuchino [11]).
Suppose that k is tightly P-Laver-generically ultrahuge for an iterable class P of
posets. Then (P, H(x))r-RcA* holds where T is the set of all formulas which are
conjunctions of a Ly-formula and a T1y-formula.

ProoF. A slight modification of the proof given in [11] will do. Nevertheless,
we present the proof here because of the subtlety of the modification of the proof
around (6.8) below.

Assume that « is tightly P-Laver generically ultrahuge for an iterable class P of
posets.

Suppose that ¢ = ¢(X) is Z, formula (in L¢), v = w(X) is 1, formula (in L),
a € H(k), and P € P is such that

(6.1) V= [Fp (@) Aw(a)”.

Let 4 > & be such that P € V; and

(6.2) V; <y, V for a sufficiently large n.

In particular, we may assume that we have chosen the n above so that a sufficiently
large fragment of ZFC holds in V; (“sufficiently large” means here, in particular, in
terms of Lemma 3.7, (1) and that the argument at the end of this proof is possible).

Let Q be a P-name such that |-p“Q € P”, and for (V.P x Q)-generic H. there
are j, M C V[H] with

(63) j:VSH. M

(6.4) j(x) >4,
(6.5) PxQ. P. H. V;(,)"™ € M. and
(

6.6) |P+QJ < j(x).

By (6.6). we may assume that the underlying set of P+ Q1is j(x) and P * Q € Vju)v
Let G := HNP. Note that G € M by (6.5). We have

Since V(5 M(= Vx[]})m) satisfies a sufficiently large fragment of ZFC
by elementarity of j, and by Lemma 3.7, (1)
V[H]
= Vin " = Y [H].
\,-/

by (6.5)
Thus, by (6.5) and by the definability of grounds. we have V) Ve M and
Vi i)V[G] € M. We may assume that V].\fll) as a ground of V].MZ) satlsﬁes a large
enough fragment of ZFC.

Camvm 6.1.1. V;,)V[G] E p(a) A w(a).

By Lemma 3.7. (1). ¥;Y[G] = V;YI®), and V;,)V[G] = V;;) V%) By (6.2). both
V,V[G] and VX/» [G] satisfy still large enough fragment of ZFC. Thus, by Lemma

6.2 below, it follows that

(6.7)

](/L j(/L
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(6.8) V:[G] <5, V;(,)"[G] <z, VIG

1
By (6.1) and (6.2). we have V,V[G] = ¢(a@) and V[G] = w(@). By (6.8) and since ¢
is X, and v is I, it follows that ijV[G] Eop(a) Any(a). - = (Claim 6.1.1)
Thus we have
(6.9) M |="thereisa P-ground N of V;(;) with N |= ¢(a@) A w(@)”.
By the elementarity (6.3), it follows that
(6.10) V |=“there is a P-ground N of V; with N = ¢(a) A w(a)”.

Now by (6.2), it follows that there is a P-ground W of V such that W = ¢ (@) A
l//(a) = (Theorem 6.1)

We used the following variation of (1.4) in the proof of Theorem 6.1 to obtain
(6.8).

LEmMA 6.2. Suppose that 6, 6’ € On, 6 <6’ and both V5 and Vy satisfy a
sufficiently large fragment of ZFC. Then we have V5 <s, Vs <5, V.

PRrROOF. Suppose that @ € V; and y(X.7) is a bounded formula in L.

If Vs = 3yy(a.7), then there are b € Vs such that Vs = w(a,b). It follows that
Vs |= w(@.b) and hence Vy = Iyy(a. 7).

Suppose now that Vs = Iyw(a, 7). Since Vy satisfies a sufficiently large fragment
of ZFC, there is M € Vj such that

Vsr = trel(a) | = | M |. M is transitive, @ € M. there areb € M
such that M = w(a.b)”.
But then such M as above must be an element of V5 and thus
Vs = |trel(a)| = | M |. M is transitive, @ € M. there areb € M
such that M = w(a.b)”.

It follows that Vs = Iy w(a,y).
The argument above shows that Vs <5, Vs. Vs <5, V can be shown with
practically the same argument. — (Lemma 6.2)

6.2. Separation of some other axioms and assertions. In Section 3, we separated
some instances of (P, H(x))r-RcA and MP(P,H(x))r by compatibility with the
GA. The same idea can be also used to separate some other principles and axioms.

THEOREM 6.3. “MM™ "+ there are class many supercompact cardinals” (or even
class many extendible cardinals) is consistent with GA.

PrOOF. Sean Cox [7] proved that MM™* is preserved by w,-directed closed
forcing ([7. Theorem 4.7]). Starting from a model with cofinally many supercompact
cardinals, use the first supercompact to force MM™ . Then the class forcing just
like that in the proof of Theorem 3.8 (or like the one in [17]) will produce a desired
model. — (Theorem 6.3)

COROLLARY 6.4. MM™™ or even MM 4 “there are class many super compact
cardinals” does not imply that the continuum is a tightly P-Laver gen. ultrahuge
cardinal for any of the large enough subclass P of the class of all semiproper posets.
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PrOOF. Let P = semiproper posets. Note that, if x is P-Laver generically
supercompact, then x = 2% follows (see, e.g., Fuchino [11, Theorem 5 and
Lemma 6]).

If k is the tightly P-Laver generically ultrahuge continuum, then Theorem 6.1
together with each one of the Propositions 2.7, 2.8, and 2.10 implies that GA does
not hold. Thus the model of MM 4 “there are class many super compact cardinals”
+ GA of Theorem 6.3 witnesses the desired non-implication. — (Corollary 6.4)

Note that Corollary 6.4 with “tightly PP-Laver gen. ultrahuge” replaced by “tightly
P-Laver gen. hyperhuge” is trivial. This is because consistency strength of the
existence of the tightly P-Laver gen. hyperhuge cardinal is known to be that of the
existence of a (genuinely) hyperhuge cardinal (see the remark right after Proposition
2.11).

Our Theorems 4.1 and 5.7 generalize Viale’s Theorem 1.1 in terms of possible
instances of the class P not covered by Theorem 1.1 and also in terms of the
cardinal x in the conclusion of the theorems which can be strictly bigger than X,
(which can really happen if e.g., P is the class of ccc posets).

On the other hand, the premise of Viale’s Theorem 1.1 is consistent with GA by
Theorem 6.3 while this is not the case with Theorem 4.1 for many natural instances of
‘P by Propositions 2.7, 2.8, and 2.10 and unclear in case of P = stationary preserving
posets with Theorem 5.7.

Viale’s Theorem 1.1 in particular, implies the following.

COROLLARY 6.5 (to Viale’s Theorems 1.1 and 6.3). The assertion

H(R)Y <5, HO)VICL for any stationary preserving poset P with |-p “ BMM”,
and (V,P)-generic G.

is consistent with GA.

Concerning Theorem 5.7, it is open at the moment if the existence of a tightly P-
Laver-gen. huge cardinal is inconsistent with GA. However some of its strengthenings
do contradict GA for many instances of the class P of posets as we saw in Proposition
2.13 and Theorem 2.14.

The positive answer to the following question would give a clear separation of
Laver-genericity from the corresponding forcing axiom with double plus.

PROBLEM 6.6. Does the (tightly) P-Laver gen. supercompact cardinal axiom (i.e.,
the existential statement of such a cardinal, e.g. for P as in Corollary 3.12) imply the
negation of GA?

Though Corollary 6.4 makes the positive answer to the following problem rather
unpromising, Theorem 2.53 of Woodin [33] and its variants (e.g., [7, Theorem 4.5])
seem to suggest a positive answer.

PROBLEM 6.7. Is there any reasonable assumption under which MM™ and (tightly)
‘P-Laver gen. supercompact cardinal axiom are equivalent?
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