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PV RO T JEVEGEH 2 3 5. MEERIE D Woodin H8& 20 6 & 0 K E WA HIEBDEE 2 KE L 7=
& ADY®) pksrd % 2 & 259, tree production lemma (2D WTHE [1] #8#IZLTWa. R# 12o0
T [6] 22FI29 5 LR,

1 Symmetric extension
M % ZFC ONFHET IV, a € M %2EFHE T 5. (M,Coll (w, < a))-generic G IZx LT,
7= RN M[GNColl(w,< B)] | B < a}

LEHTDH. ZDOLE Ng = M(1) &RTZ L2925, AMBETIV N B M D Coll(w,<a) iZ&?
symmetric extension T#H 5 L IZREG7-T I &2\,

e M CN
o H35 M D generic extension IZEWT N =y Ng 2729, 772U G iF (M, Coll (w, < «))-generic.

1% symmetric extension O+ 2% % 52 5.

HE11. M Z2ZFCONEBETILVEL, 0 & M IZEWTEBRNE T 5. 7 CR PIROEMEE2 T L KE
5.

1. fEBD z e T IZHLTH LT P e Ms & (M,P)-generic g WFIELT o € M[g] %2725
2. ERD z,ye T ICH LT RN M(z,y) C7 %2729 .
3.6= sup{w{\/l[x] |z e}

ZOEERNM(T)=7m2 M(1)1d M ® Coll (w, < §) IZ& % symmetric extension & 74%.

BB P2dHDa<d&azer BWFHELT Mz Z8WT (M, Coll (w, < a))-generic £ 75 & 57 g 2KD
EBELTD. HPIRABIIL>TEDD. ZOLEPe M(r) L4d. § 1B TS D&M 3 L0 Pldse
THWV. Gp % (M(7),P)-generic 2 U, H=JGp T 5.

Fik. H 1Z (M, Coll (w, < §))-generic.

D e M % Coll (w,< )-FEL T 5. geP % (M,Coll (w, < n))-generic £9%. {pNColl(w,<n)|pe
D} iF Coll (w,<n)-F%ELO W <& pe DNColl(w,<n) ZpnColl(w,<n) € g&dkIITHS.
2 <5 &b yer ¥ (M, Coll(w,<n))-generic ¢ € My % g DIET pe ¢ ZWikT E5I1CH5. Gp D



genericity & b B\, A claim.
RMT Crefff3 k0% a<dicBWT HNColl(w,< o) € M(1) BKSLT 5 Z 205

U{RﬂM[HﬂColl(w,< a)lla<dtCr
ANEAVAC R
Ik ROz e T IZRHLTHS o< d PFELT 2z € M[H N Coll (w, < )] DIKILT 5.

M(r) CTEXT5%. 2 e 7 2fFERIIHMS. D={gecP|zec My} "PWETHLZILE23AER
W, g € PN M[y] & (M,Coll (w, < n))-generic £ 95%5. ¢ Mg 2LTRW., ZOLEH5 zddHd
Qe (Mlg))s TOHRIZES. 53 &0 ze7 % M) 2BWT 2 BaE»D z,y € M[z] 2723 &>
CHLS. 202 & Mz 1I28WT (M, Coll (w, < 2!9))-generic ¢ % g DIIRT x € M[g'] ZWi7=3 & 5 IZH
N%. 4 claim.

Lo TRE NI, O

& 1.2. £ € ON, 6 # Woodin £, r ZMRIHFHL L, { <o <k & 5. EROHUERY <V, T
§0€Y 2z DIZHLTHLARRY <V, BWMAEL TIREM .

e Y CVY'
e Y'NVe=YnNV,
o [EED Qus-HIfER DY IZHLT, B de DNY' MFELTY N (Ud) €d %ii=3. *1 O

Woodin FHE DR T2\ Woodin #E % #£4¢ Woodin HE L ERZ 125 5.
8 1.3. 0 % limit of Woodin £ 95, a ZWHR X < Vs TRZEHMEZTEORAMRDELE LT 3.

o HbB vy < MFELT, RTOEH Woodin HE A € (1,)NX ITHLT X F X ITETHETD
Qo \-HifEEE % capture 5.

DEERBD Z Qs WL Taz={X€ca|ZecXNXN(UZ)e Z} |3 stationary.

SR, Z € Qus & F:VES = Vo 2MLEICIE. WHAY < Vi 2 HZ €Y, YN (UZ) € Z,
Y NVspr € a 2iili7zd LOTHBTNIERY. FERRES Y < 0% Z € Qu,y 2T LD ICH5.
W % (v,8) @9 % Woodin AL T 5. Vi, OUBYERSETIVOEK (Yo | a < wy) &
Mo | <w) €W 2% a < wy TR U TIRE 2T & DTS 5.

e (ZHA} Yo Yor (U2) € 2
¢ Yo C Yo YoV, =YanV,

e X Yo NW @ a BEOTL RS,

EED B € (a,w) IZHULT, E=qyUsup(WNn,) £T5E YN Ve =Y, NV &7z 7.
AEY,NW OO a DD >b0—-2Ld5L, Y, 3 Y, TET22TO Q)\-HifiEBIEE
% capture 97 5.

Yy ik Z @ stationarity & D Bt 3. MRIEFEHO & EIEMELEE2IS. BHEEREO L 34~ 1.2 2Hv

*1 #8415y % Y captures D £\ 5.



THRZR Vo1 < Vigw 2IRZH72T LS ICHRUIXR .

d Ya - Yoz+1

L4 Yoz N V'yUsup(Wﬁna) = Ya+1 N V’yUsup(Wﬂ'r}a)
o Vo1 B Y, WETSERD Qo -HIHEH D HEA % capture LTS,

BEED Yo |la<w) & | a<w BEHEEZHELZTIEERY. 20LEHD a <w PEELT
YoNVsii €a bRy, ELEAETNEY =Y, NV MRDBY 2485, ZDL5% ahMfE
ELRVEIGELTPE2ES. SO E Y =], Yo &T2 Lk Woodin S5\ € (v,6) N Y™ %{E
BEOa<w IZHLTARY, NW OBRHID o HIZEIZVWEIICHNE. N 2ZDES5REDTRINET
5.0€Y, 295 ZOLEHMBELIOY* NWNADIEFEIZ W 2HR>TWVWE. w IFEAMED a<d %
Y_,NWAARY* NWNADRAD aflin52dE5I2lind. 20L& N=1, &0 FF. O

RNEETH 5.

EHE 1.4. § % limit of Woodin, xk ZAJHIEE, § <k £ T5. ZD& X V D generic extension DEWTH
% (V,Coll (w, < d))-generic H 2MF{EL T

R* = | {RNV[H N Coll (w, < a)] | o < 6}
YUk E WIEHDIAA j: LRY) — L(R*) BMEET 5.

FERA. a 2 1.3 Db DET 5. (V,P.y)-generic G % a € G Zifi7z3 £S5, j: V — (M,E) C V|G|
% generic embedding & 3 5. *2x XA HIE L VD j(k) = k BT S. Normality & genericity & 0 & %
Yo<Atd %X ecaTREMETHORERDELGLTELd €¢G 5.

e geX
o 2T DM Woodin HE N € (76, 0) N X TR LT X E X BT 22 TD Q\-HifEESE % capture
T 5.

W % (y6,8) 12 B 348 Woodin BBAkO®BAL TS, £ ¢ e WIHLTG: =GN Qe £T5&
a € G &Y Ge i (V,Qcg)-generic 745, £oTEEE WIZTHNULT je: V — My C V[Ge] % generic
embedding &9 %5. ZNIEFBEL LS. ke: Mg — (M, E) % factor map £ 9% & j = ke o je Ziii727.
B & <& € WIZHUT jg g, Mgy, = Me, % jeoe,([flae,) = [flae, EEET B, (M* E*) %
(Mey, Jeo» Jeo.e1 | 0,61 € W, €0 < &1) D direct limit £ 95, KD K S LA L Rm>TW5.

J

Vv (M, E)

Je k*
Jé

M 7 (M, E*)

2IDrE (M, E) 3R IZMRS 2002 LIZHEE.



SRV = | {RMe | ¢ e W} & BoTW5b, 728 ¢ € WIZ2WT RMe = RVICNVe] 2732 & h 5
11 £ VIRM ) IZV @ Coll (w, < §) 12 & % symmetric extension & 72 5. (V, Coll (w, < §))-generic

H%RM = J{RNV[HNColl(w,< )] | a <3} 27T EIZHB. j*(k) = k & D HIEHDIA
B3 To.wvy: Le(RY) = Lo(RM") %185, Lévy-Solovay OEH & ) k1& V[H] THAHBEBTHZ5 5
(RM)# ¢ V[H] 2729, £72 k & limit of comletely Jénsson & » x O FIZ cofinaly many 2 j*(y) = v
%1729 comletely Jénsson BMFEET 5. k- T (RV)# C (RM)# Uit 5. O

% 1.5. ¢ % limit of Woodin, k ZA[JIEE, 6 <k £ T5. Pe Vs 2HF LT 5. (V,P)-generic G (Zxt
LT (R#*)Y = (R#¥)VICI NV DIKRLT 5.

2 Consistency of Axiom of Determinacy

tree production lemma % i\ C 432 B RIEBAFAET % & & R¥ 5% universally Baireness 22 &
#m7. LR) NOFEBOEAIT4E T R? 12 Wadge reducible TH 25 Z &2 5 L(R) NOEBDELD tree
representation %74%.

o AL L aZ2NRNTAXELTSE, 22 TalFHITRELRV. X <, V 2+00 052K > 727
RUERIEET ke e X £ T5.8m: X ~ N 2HBNREL TS, 202 & X B (p,a,k)-generically
correct TdH 5 LALHDFIEF P € HY, ) & (N,P)-generic g € V LALED z € N[g] N R IZH L TRAL
THLEDILEWVS.

Nlg]  ¢lz,m(a)] & V = ¢z, d]

RE 2.1, p(vg,v1) ZFRER, 0 23T ARk ZRREKE T2, BN M & o lZRE2W-ZTL95.

e H . U{k}C M
e 0: M =V Z+nktEEZRS, a €ran(o) D cp (o) > Kk &7z 4.

a %" X < M To”X D (p,a, k)-generically correct £72% 6 DREDEEL L, a ¥ P, (M) D club
EBULINETD. TOLEHBIART, U WMFELTHEED P e H, & (V,P)-generic G IZX LT,

V[G] E plT) = {z € R | plz, a]} AplU] = {2 € RV | —p[z, a]}
DERALT 5.

SRR, F: M<® — M % X € P (M) LT FPX< C X 25 X < M52 o"X 4 (¢,a,5)-
generically correct 725 X5 I1ZH5. o(a*) =a £ F 5. w~ OBFEMERLBZ LW (r, | n ew) ZEET 5.
wx M x H, EORT 2RO (s,t,u) BRDEGL TS,

s € ww

te M<¥

2m +2 <lh(s) 25X t(2m +2) = F(tory,) &3,
Ih(s) > 0751 (0) = P € Hy, 124 & 7 5.
2m+3 <lh(s) 51X t(2m + 3) = u(m) Zi7=7.

S

*3 Z i reflection THHAE W fragment ZHl > T < AUE R L.



6. {u(m) |u<lh(s)} IFHBOELKZEZFRED P OIIESLRD.

7. 2m+2 < 1h(s) 2D t(m) 2 P-FABEHD LGRS X u2m + 2) € t(m) iz T.
8. 1h(s) > 1% 51X t(1) I& P-name T u(0) IFt(1): w — w 272,

9. 2m + 3 < lh(s) RS X u(2m + 3) I- t(1)(m) = s(m) &7z

10. Th(s) > 1 & 5E u(l) IF ¢[t(1),a*] ZiE= 7.

wx M x Hy EOKU % —plt(1),a] K ZER TRBICEHT 3.
T/, KAWL T B

L p[T] € {z € R[ [z, a]}
2. plU] € {z € R | =p[z, a}

v € p[T) BEEIZIS. (1, f,9) €[T] XL X —ran(f) 55, ZOLETOEED3 LY FPX<Y C X
2723, £oT X <M 9D 0" X 2 (p,a, k)-generically correct £72%. & 0 EIEF Pe X NH, &
(X,P)-generic G & P-name 7 € X 2R %723 & S IZHNS.

e HEHpeGMVHELTpIFT:w— w 2T
e BTDnewlINLTHS p, € GWFELT p, Ik 7(n) = z(n) 277
o D peG@MNEFMHELT plk o[f,a*] Zifi7-7.

o FRIHFENTH D056 07X HIN 62723, 07X D (@, a, k)-generically correct & 0 V = o[z, a]
b, UBULTHRE. A claim.
N P e H, Z2TRICZHS. G % (V,P)-generic &3 3.
EIR. KDALY B
L fEED 2 € RVICLIZH LT V[G] | ¢lx,a] 75 1E 2 € p[T)VIE 2315 5.
2. f£7ED z € RVICHIZH LT VG | —olz,a] 7 51F x € plU]VIE 31T 5.

T & U OEBIZI > T path 2 5 F <ENIXEW. H claim.
FPERS T L U ldkd2H D5, Lo TREINT. O

JEBREEE £ 1I2DWT G AV LD < k-generic THh 2 LIZHDHIETFT P TIP| <k THE2HLDMWHFIELT,
G 1% (V,P)-generic THdDELEDI LEWVD.

EH 2.2 (Tree production lemma, Woodin). (v, v1) ZiH, a /37 X &, § & Woodin H# & ¢ 5.
RDIRANLT B L RET 5.

1. G %V E®D < d-generic, H % V[G] ED < §T-generic £ 3% & EEED z € RNV[G] IZH L TR
PEALT 5.
VIG] = pla, a] & VIG][H] = @[z, d]

2. G % (V,Qcs)-generic, j: V. — M C V[G] % generic embedding £ § 5. ZDLEEED z €
RN V[G] iZx U TIRHRESLT B.

VIG] | ple,a] & M = ¢lz, j(a)]



ZDEEHBZART, UDBFELTV ED < b-generic G I3 LT,
VIG] | plT] = {z € RV | p[z,al} AplU] = {z € RV | ~¢[z, a]}
MWEALT 5. KT {z € R | ¢[z,a]} 1& d-universally Baire £725.

SR, Kk <0 IZHULTT,, U, 2V ED < k-generic (23 U CTEMD FIRMPENLT D & 5 ICHKTHIXR
V. k<0 ZERICENS. BN M, o, a* 2R %N T X5 ITHLS.

[ Hn+ g M
o M| <4
e o: M =V Z ok EzEbd a=0(a*) Do |+=1d 2727,

aC P, (M) 208 X < M T o’ X » (p,a,k)-generically correct & 722 & 5 BRKOES LTS, fli
21 &0 adcub 2B 2Z 2LV (P, (M) \a) € Qes EIRELTFEZEL. (V,Qc)-
generi G & (P,,(M)\a) € G £7225 X 5IZH5. j: V = N C V|[G] % generic embedding &3 5.
JM € j(Py,(M)\ a) D j"M < j(M) &V j(o)"i7”M & NiZEWT (p,j(a),j(k))-generically correct
TR, j(o) 5" M OHBHFHEIL M THEh» 5, M ED < k-generic g € N Z{EEIZE Y z € RN M[g]
ELzEE,

Mgl E plz,a*] & V]g] o[z, d]
& VIG] F ¢lz, d]

& N = ol j(a)]
DENLT B, o T j(0)'7”M & N IZBWT (p,j(a),j(k))-generically correct &7 0 ZHUEFJE. O
EIE 2.3. § % limit of Woodin, k Z A[HIER, 6 < k £ T 5. ZD & & R# & f-universally Baire ¥ 725%.

SEBA. Tree production lemma %\ 5. p(vg) = vg € R* & 2 5. ZHIEH 1.5 55 Woodin HE &' < 6
1Z%f L C Tree production lemma D4 %723, & - T R# 1% f-universally Baire £ 72 5. O

% 2.4. ¢ % limit of Woodin, k Z A[HIEE, § < k £ 95, ZDLE LR) NOETOEBDESIZ
<d-weakly homogeneously Suslin &7:5.

Lo TR%ER”S.

EIE 2.5 (Martin-Steel-Woodin). fERR{ED Woodin H# & 216 KD KEWATHHEBOFEZET 5. Z
DL ELR)IZBWT AD YKL T 5. O

ZOEREBDOIREIZFHOZ ZNTES. Woodin 12 & » TIROIEF FEHEMMEARENT WS,
EHE 2.6 (Woodin). WRIGMEF & E .

1. ZF + AD
2. ZFC + w f#l® Woodin #E DIFEE



3 Appendix:tree representation
Tree representation {22\ THiE.
EHE 3.1. )\ % limit of Woodin 3 %. ZD& EEHDESLE A CRIZEU TWILIFEME.

1. A ¥ <A-homogeneously Suslin.
2. A I <A-weakly homogeneously Suslin.
3. A X A-universally Baire.

£ 3.2 (homogeneous tree). r ZMRILHE T 5. X x Y EOAKT » k-homogeneous TH % & &b 55
(U, | s € <X BAHE L TRE -T2 L5105

o Kse WX IIHUT, U & T[s] LD k-5l 7 1+ V& —.
o HsCte WX IZXLT, Uy & U, D
o (LRD z € p[T) IZH LT, tower (Uypy, | n € w) 1 well-founded. *5

T DMERED )\ < k IZ2WT A\-homogeneous TH % & & <x-homogeneous &\ 5.

e A C¥“X ' r-homogeneously Suslin T % & 3dH % k-homogeneous tree T HF/EL T A = p[T] %
=T EDI LRV,

o “X DYHEAST k-homogeneously Suslin Tdh %+ D2k% Hom & £T.

e Hom?, =(,_, Hom; %LU, Hom, = Hom? 3 5.

[A#kIZ <k-homogeneously Suslin £EHT 2.

#%8 3.4. Hom?" & continuous reducibility (2B L T L TW 5.

SERA. k-Suslin set (2B} R L AR TH 5. O
F M EIERSICEUTHU TWA Z & B fHRIRE 5. Homogeneity IZREMZE L.

£ 3.5 (Martin). A C “X »'|X|"-homogeneously Suslin Tdh 2 LIKET 5. ZD&E A TRER.

E# 3.6 (weakly homogeneous tree). x % EREH L 5. X x Y EDAKT A k-weakly homogeneous T
BBEEBBI Uy | (5,1) € X & <“w) BEAEL TREMATZ L2V,

o % (s,t) € WX P CwIIHUT, Ugy 1& T[s] ED r-5Eff#HT 1 )& —.
e % (p,r) C(g,8) € WX ®YwlZTHULT, Uy 1d Uy DHF.
o ERED zepT]IZHLTHD yec RPEFLMLEL T (Uppnyn | n € w) 1 well-founded.

T PMEED X < £ 122V T A-weakly homogeneous T#H % & & <x-weakly homogeneous &\ 5.

HBEOMOYIEHD AR T FET 5.
*5 T 4 LR —DFIDEFEET LHED Y AT LD direct limit 2% well-founded ¥\ 5 Z &.



E& 3.7. A CYX » k-weakly homogeneously Suslin TH 2 &1ddH % r-weakly homogeneous tree T H37F
LT A=p[T] 2= dLEDI LRV,

M2 <k-weakly homogeneously Suslin £ E#&HT 5.
fneE 3.8. A CYX 1L TR MEMA.

1. A 1% k-weakly homogeneously Suslin.
2. A3 % k-homogeneously Suslin set B DH .

TEFHED 5B S 22 k-homogeneously Suslin 7 & 1 k-weakly homogeneously Suslin T# 5.

T 3.9. k ZREHLTE. X xY EOART & X xZ EOARU O# (T,U) » s-absolute complement
pair Th 5 &, EREOY A X k KD LIEF P & (V,P)-generic G 12X UTIRDBENLT B L&D,

VIG] = plT] = “X \ p[U]

VAZBWT p[T|NplU] = 0 D & EHEPEED 5L D generic extension T p[T]| Np[U] = 0 DKL T 5. F
7= (T,U), (R,S) % k-absolute complement pair TV iZEWT p[T] = p[R] 27T HL DL T 5. Mo
BamZ L DY Xk RiEOMEEDLIER P & (V,P)-generic G IZH LT, V[G] 12T p[T] = p[R] HEKAL
T 5.

£ 3.10 (universally Baire). x % fRIEKE T 5.

e A C “X ¥ k-universally Baire T®H % & 1EH % k-absolute complement pair (T,U) A {F1EL T
A=p[T) Zmi-dLEDILEND.

o uBX % “X D¥HHEA T k-universally Baire TH 23Dk E T 5.

e uB, =uB} £95%.

Martin-Solovay D#EH A5 k-weakly homogeneously Suslin 7 5 I k-universally Baire TH % Z & 3
»5. (r;|icw) & w< OBFMERZHA EIFE VEELTHL. T % k-weakly homogeneous tree &3 5.
(p,7) C (g,8) € <“X @ <“w TN LT, BWEUW(V,U,,) & U(V,U,,) DEIZHEES N2 H)FHDAA%
Up,r),(g,8) Ult(V, Up,) — Ult(V,U,,s) TKT.

E% 3.11 (Martin-Solovay tree). T % X x Y E® s-weakly homogeneous tree &3 5. o ZEFHEL T
%. Martin-Solovay tree ms(T, o) £ \ZIRZ 7= TH (p,t) 6D X x o« LOKTHB.

e pe<vX.

o t c MON

e t(0) < «

o EED4,j <lh(p) THLT, r, C (TRAYS X t(4) < i(prlh(m)wi),(prlh(rj),rj)(t(i)) N AVAC IS

=

7157 & LTIk k-weakly homogeneous tree T' 2* A E I NDE V OBENSRDI VAT LIZEWVT,
direct limit A% ill-founded & 725 & 5 7 path 28EHTW5. ZDTAT 72T DEFIZT S LIRDEHD
LA & 72 5.

T 3.12. T % X xY E®D r-weakly homogeneous tree £ 9 %. a > [V|T 12X LT plms(T, a)] = “ X \p|[T]



MIALT 5.
r-weakly homogeneously Suslin 7 & £ k-universally Baire T# 5.

EH 3.13. T % X x Y kLD k-weakly homogeneous tree &9 5. +KE WO LT, (T,ms(T,0)) i

k-absolute complement pair £ 72 %.
SRR, Pt & Lévy-Solovay OEH L D B\, O
% 3.14. A C R % k-weakly homogeneously Suslin 72 51X s-universally Baire.

ZZETHO K IZDVWTHD LD AERLZ. ZDOWE DKL Woodin 8% FWT WL DA
DFERPNRENTWS. Projective determinacy DT FEHAHIZE WTIRERTZ W TH 72, £Z
TlE Woodin #EHOFIED & THYIZR alternating chain 2L THEY 1 VX —DHEHZ T\ 7z,

EHE 3.15 (Martin-Steel). § % Woodin & U, X e V5 £ §5. £72 T % §"-weakly homogeneous tree
LB ZDOLEFHRKEVOIZHLT ms(T,0) 1& <5-homogeneous tree & 725,

SEHRIEE I RETH DD TEMET 5.

% 3.16. 6 # Woodin ## ¥ 3%. A C R xR % §T-homogeneously Suslin £ 5. ZD& & -3R4 1%
<d-homogeneously Suslin &725.

% 3.17. )\ % limit of Woodin & §5%. ZD& & Hom. (& IR, #itEE & BLS#/E, continuous reducibility
WBEUTHETWS.

% 3.17 £ Martin ® IIj-determinacy #* 5 #EFRAE D Woodin D% K ET % & projective determi-
nacy DA B Z L0 5. 72 Homey, 1ZBI L T Wadge order D&z & IR EILT 5.

EHE 3.18. )\ % limit of Woodin &9 5. ZDL EH B k < A HFHL T Hom,, = Homo ) DERLT 2.

FERA. (EED K < M2 LT Hom,, = Homey THDBLIKNET S. Z DL & Wadge order O K~
¥l Ag >u Al >u ... DMEFEETS. UL TORBEENEDDH S 728, Martin-Monk 12 & % <, D well-
foundedness DFEAA & [FIBRIZ U TFHIE. O

¥RIZ universally Baireness %* 5 weak homogeneity #1585, XOHE 3.19 (IR LRI TH 5.
78 3.19. w x Z EOAR T Iz UCRIZEME.

1. T 1% k-weakly homogeneous.
2. 5 <WZ LD k-SRI T 4 VX —DARE Y B FEL T, 2 € p[T] £ % countably complete 7%
(pn |n €w) e*THFELTHERD n € w IZHUT Tz [ n] € py, BIELT DI EDFEfEE 2 5.

EIE 3.20 (Woodin). 6 & Woodin #£#H & §5. T,U % wx Z LOAKT (T,U) & 6T -absolutely complement
pair £ 9 5. ZD& & T & <d-weakly homogeneous £ 745.

SEEA. (T,U) % dt-absolutely complement pair &3 %. IEAIEH n 2 T,U € V,, 725 X512 F3RE <H
5.T LU 2ZNENT & U DWAKRTV, LT Vs DR T, U, § 255 A R WTEHTHS node



ERETE. ZDOLE T =|U'| =6 £725. Qs % countable stationary tower &3 5. EHD Qs-name
135 BRGERBERI £ < 6§ WEIEL T Qcp-name & LTERETEZDTV; D& LTHNS. ZDOZ &5
Qs F p[T"] = R\ p[U] KL T 5. &> T p[T] = p[T'] BEALT 5. £72 T' ' <d-weakly homogeneous
DEE, TH <F-weakly homogeneous THEZ &6 —~fMEEERSI 2R T & Uk wxd LOARE
CIREUTHEW. k Z2{EZICHS. T » k-weakly homogenecous TH 5 Z & 2/RT. 6 I Woodin & ¥ k %
<0-T-strong 7ZEHEL TRV, £k <A< S IZHLT jy: V = My % \-T-strong embedding &3 5. ¥
& (s,u) eTNVy & X CrYIZHLT,

X € Zx(s,u) <> u € ja(X)

CEETD.
FiR. B r<A<IITHUTIRDBENLT 5.

1. Sa(s,u) ¥ k-FEHRBT7 « VX —T T[s|NV, € Ex(s,u) BEILT 5.
2. % (s,u) C (t,v) e TNVAIZH LT, Z(t,0) & Xx(s,u) DHFF.
3. & (g, /) e[TNWVIZHLT, (Ex(z In, fIn)]|new) i well-founded.

L, 2BV, (z,f) € [T N VA KU T, direct limit & M) OFIFBRET N LRDIENS5R. A
G % (V,Q<s)-generic & U, i: V — N C V[G] % generic ultrapower embedding &9 5.

FER. (T) & N I8V T i(k)-weakly homogeneous.

K<Y LD k-FEMBRIEBT7 1 VX =K% me(k) TRT. 0 = "mu(k) 7' i(T) D rk-weak homogeneity D
witness 72> TWA Z L %2R T. NE V|G IZBWTHEATHLTWENS0e N &b, x € pli(T)|NN
ELRICHLS. (T,U) I% 6T-absolutely complement pair & 0 x € p[T] BRI TS. A< § = wY[G] %+
DPRELHMBZ T e plTNVy) &95. fx (a,f) e[ TNV &7%25K5ICHS. FIFELD
@A) (z [ n,i(f) [n) | n €w) iE NIZBWT well-founded £ 7%, &> T i(T) & N iZEWT i(k)-weakly
homogeneous.

MEMH S T 1% k-weakly homogeneous & 72 5. O
FoTUEDZ EDSRIRI NI,
EIE 3.21. )\ % limit of Woodin £ 95%. ZD& EFEHOES A CRIZEL TRIZFE.

1. A lF <A-homogeneously Suslin.
2. A 1% <A-weakly homogeneously Suslin.
3. A ¥ A-universally Baire.

S 3Rk

[1] John R. Steel, The Derived Model Theorem, 2008.
[2] P. Larson, The stationary tower, University Lecture Series, American Mathematical Society, 2004.

[3] Akihiro Kanamori, The higher infinite, Perspectives in Mathematical Logic, Springer-Verlag, Berlin,
1994.

10



[4] W. Hugh Woodin, Supercompact cardinals, sets of reals, and weakly homogeneous trees,Proc. Nat.
Acad. Sci. USA 85, 6587-6591.

[5] D.A. Martin and J.R. Steel, A Proof of Projective Determinacy, Journal of the American Mathe-
matical Society bf 2 (1989), 71-125.

[6] Solovay R.M. The independence of DC from AD. In: Kechris A.S., Moschovakis Y.N. (eds) Cabal
Seminar 76 - 77. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol 689. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1978.

[7] van Wesep R. Wadge degrees and descriptive set theory. In: Kechris A.S., Moschovakis Y.N. (eds)
Cabal Seminar 76-77. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol 689. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1978.

11



