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THE DEFINABLE TREE PROPERTY
FOR SUCCESSORS OF CARDINALS

ALI SADEGH DAGHIGHI!, MASSOUD POURMAHDIAN?Z f

ABSTRACT. Strengthening a result of Amir Leshem [7], we prove that the consistency
strength of holding GC'H together with definable tree property for all successors of regular
cardinals is precisely equal to the consistency strength of existence of proper class many
H% - reflecting cardinals. Moreover it is proved that if x is a supercompact cardinal and
A > k is measurable, then there is a generic extension of the universe in which « is a
strong limit singular cardinal of cofinality w, A = ~1, and the definable tree property

holds at kT. Additionally we can have 2% > k¥, so that SCH fails at k.

1. INTRODUCTION

The tree property for a regular cardinal x is the statement that there is no s - Aronszajn
tree or equivalently every k - tree has a cofinal branch. In general constructing a model for
tree property on a regular cardinal x is not trivial and needs large cardinal assumptions.
The problem becomes even harder and needs stronger large cardinal assumptions when one

tries to get tree property on several successive regular cardinals. In this direction we have:

Proposition 1.1. The following results are known about tree property:

(1) (Konig) The tree property holds on Ng.

(2) (Aronszajn) The tree property does not hold on ;.

(3) (Specker) For every infinite cardinal k if k<% = K then the tree property does not hold on

k1. Specially if CH holds then Ry does not have the tree property.
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(4) (Silver - Mitchell) The tree property on Ng is equiconsistent with the existence of a weakly
compact cardinal.

(5) (Abraham) Assuming the consistency of a supercompact cardinal and a weakly compact
above it, it is consistent to have tree property on both Ny and N3.

(6) (Magidor) The consistency of tree property on both Ra and W3 implies the consistency of
"0F exists”.

(7) (Cummings - Foremann) Assuming the existence of an w-sequence of supercompact car-

dinals, it is consistent that the tree property holds for all X,,’s, 1 < n < w.

Proof. For (1), (2), (3) see [6]. (4) is proved in [8]. For (5) and (6) see [1]. The result (7) is

proved in [3]. O

An importnat point about the Aronszajn’s result in proposition 1.1 is the essential use
of AC in his construction. Thus the existing X; - Aronszajn tree is not definable. Amir
Leshem [7] proved that assuming existence of a I} - reflecting cardinal, it is consistent that

a definable version of tree property (definition 1.3) holds on ;.

Definition 1.2. An inaccessible cardinal k is II)' - reflecting, if for every A C V. definable
over V,, with parameters from V,, and for every II" - sentence ®, if (V,,,€,A4) = © then

there is an o < k such that (Vo,€,ANV,) E @.

Definition 1.3. Let x be a regular cardinal. A k - tree (T, <r) is definable if its underlying
set is Kk, and the relation <p is ¥, - definable in the structure (Hy, €) for some natural
number n. We say the definable tree property holds on k if every definable k - tree has a

cofinal branch.

Remark 1.4. In his paper [7], Leshem considers several variants of definable tree property,
including what he calls definable tree property in the strict, wide and very wide sense. His
results are about definable tree property in the strict sense which is exactly what we stated
in the definition 1.3. According to Leshem’s definitions, every definable k - tree in the strict
sense is definable in the wide sense and every definable K - tree in the wide sense is definable
in the very wide sense. Also every definable k - tree (T, <r) in the wide sense is isomorphic

to a k - tree (k,<*) that is definable in the strict sense. So it follows that without losing
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generality one can assume that the definable tree property in the strict and wide sense are

identical while the definable tree property in the very wide sense is different from them.

Theorem 1.5. (Leshem) The following statements are equiconsistent:

(1) The definable tree property holds on N;.

(2) There is a 111 - reflecting cardinal.

Proof. [7]. O

In section 2 we generalize Leshem’s result to the consistency of definable tree property for
proper class of all successors of regular cardinals using the existence of proper class many
1} - reflecting cardinals, a large cardinal assumption weaker than the existence of a Mahlo
cardinal and much weaker than what is theoretically expected for achieving tree property

in the usual sense for this class of regular cardinals.

Main Theorem 1.6. The following statements are equiconsistent:

(1) The definable tree property on successor of every reqular cardinal.

(2) There are proper class many 113 - reflecting cardinals.

The situation for the consistency of holding tree property at successor of a singular
cardinal is generally more complicated than the case of regulars. By a result of Magidor and
Shelah [9] it is known that if A is the singular limit of AT - supercompact cardinals then A\
has the tree property. This fact is used by them to prove the consistency of tree property
on N, 11 from a very strong large cardinal assumption. Later Sinapova [12] decreased the
necessary large cardinal assumption for proving the consistency of tree prperty on W, ;1 to
the existence of w - many supercompact cardinals.

On the other hand, answering an old question of Woodin, Neeman [11] produced, assuming
the existence of w-many supercompact cardinals, a model in which SCH fails at a singular
strong limit cardinal s of cofinality w and ™ has the tree property. But in Neeman’s model,
GCH fails cofinally often below , and it is still an open problem if we can have a singular
cardinal x such that GCH holds below k, 2% > k™, and ™ has the tree property.

In section 3 we prove the main theorem 1.7 which gives an affirmative answer to this ques-

tion if the tree property is replaced with the definable tree property. Our proof also reduces
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the large cardinal strength from the existence of infinitely many supercompact cardinals to

the existence of a supercompact cardinal and a measurable above it.

Main Theorem 1.7. Assume GCH holds, k is supercompact and A > k is measurable.

Then there is a generic extension of the universe in which:

1

K 1s a strongly limit singular cardinal of cofinality w,
3 = kT and the definable tree property holds at ),

(1)
(2) No bounded subsets of k are added, in particular GCH holds below k,
(3) A
(4)

25 = |j(N)|, in particular if (in V) |j(N)| > AT, then SCH fails at k.

The generic extension in which the above theorem holds is essentially the extension ob-
tained by supercompact extender based Prikry forcing introduced by Merimovich in [10].

Our results show that the definable version of tree property is so different in nature
from its original form and needs much weaker large cardinal assumptions for proving its

consistency.

2. DEFINABLE TREE PROPERTY AT SUCCESSOR OF ALL REGULAR CARDINALS
The entire argument in this section is for proving the main theorem 1.6.

2.1. From definable tree property to reflecting cardinals. In this subsection we prove
the (1) to (2) part of the main theorem 1.6 by showing that assuming definable tree property
for successors of regular cardinals in V, I1} - reflecting cardinals form an unbounded subclass

of cardinals in L (theorem 2.6). First let’s review some facts and definitions from [7].

Definition 2.1. A cardinal x has the extension property if and only if for every natural
number n and for every set A C V. definable over V,, with parameters from V., there is a

transitive set X, and a subset AX of X such that k € X and (Vy, €, A) <, (X, €,AX).

Proposition 2.2. For a cardinal x the following statements are equivalent:

(1) K has the extension property.
(2) For every natural numbern, there is a transitive set X which k € X and the structure

(X,€) is a Xy, - elementary end extension of (Vi €).

Proof. [7]. O
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Proposition 2.3. For a cardinal k the following statements are equivalent:
(1) k is I} - reflecting.

(2) K is inaccessible and has the extension property.
Proof. 7] theorem 3.2. O
Proposition 2.4. The definable tree property holds on every I3 - reflecting cardinal.
Proof. [7] lemma 3.3. O

Lemma 2.5. Let k be a successor of a reqular cardinal, if k has the definable tree property

in'V then k is 11} - reflecting in L.
Proof. Similar to the proof of theorem 5.1. in [7]. O

Theorem 2.6. If the definable tree property holds for proper class many reqular cardinals

in 'V then there are proper class many 11} - reflecting cardinals in L.

Proof. Assume that II} - reflecting cardinals in L are bounded below a cardinal A. There is
a regular cardinal k > A such that definable tree property holds for x in V. By lemma 2.5,

k is a IT} - reflecting cardinal in L greater than A, a contradiction. 0

2.2. From reflecting cardinals to definable tree property. In this subsection we are
going to prove the (2) to (1) part of the theorem 1.6 using an Easton reverse iteration of
Levy collapses of reflecting cardinals (theorem 2.12). At the first setp we need to prove that

small forcings preserve the II} - reflecting cardinals.

Lemma 2.7. If x is a II} - reflecting cardinal and P is a notion of forcing which |P| < &

then k remains 11} - reflecting in VE.

Proof. Assume that & is a II} - reflecting cardinal and |P| < x. As small forcings preserve
inaccessibility of x, by proposition 2.3 it suffices to show that x has the extension property
in V[G]. Using the equivalence in proposition 2.2 it suffices to show that in V[G] for every
natural number n, there is a transitive set Y such that x € Y and the structure (Y, €) is

a X, - elementary end extension of (V,,€). Note that by smallness of forcing notion we
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have V19 = v, [G]. Thus it is sufficient to show that for every natural number n, there is
a transitive set Y € V|G| which k € Y and the structure (Y, €) is a ¥,, - elementary end
extension of (Vi [G], €).

Fix the natural number n, without losing generality we may assume that the forcing
notion PP in V is defined by a formula of complexity X,,. Choose the sufficiently large
natural number ¢ > m,n. By extension property of x in V as a II} - reflecting cardinal, we
get a transitive set X € V and a set PX C X such that x € X and the structure (X, €, P¥)
is a ¥y - elementary extension of (Vy, €,P). In fact PX = IP because by elementary extension
the structure (X, €,P¥) is agree with (V,, €,P) on the notion of €.

Now we show that (V;[G], €) <, (X[G], €) which completes the proof because X[G] is a
transitive set in V[G] with our required property for Y. In order to do this fix a first order
Sp-formula (21, ,x,). We have V[G] E ¢(a1,-- ,a,) iff I3p € G p by (a1, ,an).
Note that by smallness of forcing we may assume that P € V,; and so we can consider the
forcing relation IFY as I-V=, thus the last statement is equivalent to 3p € G (Vi,€,P) |=
p ke w(a1, - ,an). As t was chosen sufficiently large we may assume that it exceeds the
complexity of the formula p IFp (a1, - - , a,) which is a X, - formula like ¢y, (p, P, a1, - - - , @p).
Thus by ¥, - elementary extension, Ip € G (Vi,€,P) = p Ikp (a1, ,ay) holds iff
Ipe G (X,e,P) Epltp plar, - ,a,). Equivalently X[G] E (a1, -+ ,a,) which means

(Vi|G], €) <n (X[G], €) and so & is a II} - reflecting cardinal in V|[G]. a

We need to work with the notion of a weakly homogenous forcing that is defined as

follows:

Definition 2.8. A notion of forcing P is called weakly homogeneous if and only if for every

two conditions p,q in P there is an automorphism 7w of P such that w(p) and q are compatible.

An important property of weakly homogeneous forcings is that they don’t add any new

definable set with parameters from the ground model.

Lemma 2.9. Let V[G] be a forcing extension of V' by a weakly homogeneous forcing notion

and S € V[G] is a subset of V definable in V|G| using parameters from V. Then S € V.

Proof. [5] proposition 2.2. O
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The next observation is that s - closed weakly homogeneous forcings preserve definable

tree property on x*.

Lemma 2.10. If definable tree property holds on k+ and P is a k+ - closed weakly homo-

geneous notion of forcing then in VE, kT has the definable tree property.

Proof. Assume the definable tree property holds on k% in V and T is a kT - tree in V[G]

which is definable in the structure (H:lG], €). Thus there is a first order formula with

) Wwhich defines 7. By 1 - closure of forcing we have H;Q[G] =H ;@

parameters from H ZJG
and so T is definable in V[G] with parameters from V. Thus by homogeneity of forcing P
and lemma 2.9, T € V.

T, dom(<r), ran(<r) are sets of ordinals. All these sets are definable in V[G] and so lie
in V. Since for homogeneous forcings every set of ordinals definable in V[G] with parameters
from V', then both T" and <7 are definable in V' as well.

Now by x* - closure property of forcing we know that cardinals < s are preserved and
so T is a kT - tree in the ground model. Consequently by definable tree property for ™ in

V', T has a cofinal branch b in V. Again by xT - closure of forcing, b is a cofinal branch for

T in the generic extension too. So in V[G] the definable tree property holds on x¥. O

Lemma 2.11. Let k be a regular cardinal and \ > k is a II} - reflecting cardinal, then in

+

VCollr <) e have kt = X and the definable tree property holds on r*.

Proof. A straightforward modification of the proof of theorem 1.5. O

Theorem 2.12. If there are proper class many 11} - reflecting cardinals in V., then there is a
generic extension of V' by a weakly homogeneous forcing such that GCH holds and successor

of every reqular cardinal has the definable tree property.

Proof. Let (kq : o € Ord) be an increasing continuous sequence of cardinals such that
ko = Np, and for each successor ordinal «, k, is a IIj - reflecting cardinal and no kg, for
limit ordinal «, is inaccessible (otherwise cut the universe).

Let P = ((P, | @ < Ord), (Q, | @ € Ord)) be the reverse Easton iteration such that

(1) Py is the trivial forcing,
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)

(2) For a =0, or a a successor ordinal, IF, ” Qn = Col(ka, < Kat1) 7,

(3) For limit ordinal o, IFo 7 Qo = Col(k}, < Kat1) 7.

Our defined forcing notion has the following properties:

Lemma 2.13. Let G be P-generic over V.. Then

(1) CARDVISl = {k, : a € Ord} U{k} : o € Ord, v is a limit ordinal },

(2) If A is successor of a reqular cardinal in V|G|, then A = ka1, for some «,

(3) If a =0 or « is a successor ordinal, then P ~ P, *P[am), where ko 7 ]I'D[aﬁoo) 1S Kq
- closed and weakly homogeneous ”.

(4) If « is a limit ordinal, then P ~ P, * P[%OO), where ko 7 ]I.D[%OO) is kT -closed and

weakly homogeneous .

(5) GCH holds in V[G].

Proof. The proof is standard. The homogeneity part follows from the work of Friedman-

Dobrinen [4]. O

Now note that in V[G] the definable tree property holds for successor of every regular
cardinal. To see this let A be the successor of a regular cardinal in V[G]. By part (2) of
lemma 2.13, there is an ordinal « such that A = k,41. Then we have the following cases:

Case 1: a =0 or « is a successor ordinal.

As Kq41 is a I} - reflecting cardinal in V' and all steps of our forcing up to P, are small
with respect to cardinal k.1, it follows from lemma 2.7 that 441 remains I13 - reflecting
in VP« By definition of our iteration, we force with C’ol(ﬁa, < Kay1) in VFa. By lemma
2.11, X will have definable tree property in VFe+1. Also if we split our iteration at « as
P~TP,x* ]I.D[am), then by part (3) of lemma 2.13 the tail forcing at step « is k4 - closed and
weakly homogeneous. If a is a successor ordinal like 5 + 1 then by lemma 2.10 it follows
that the already forced definable tree property on other successors of regular cardinals less
than A which are in the form 6 = k. for some v < 3, won’t be destroyed by tail forcing
because it is weakly homogeneous and has enough closure. Also in the case a = 0 there is
no successor of a regular cardinal below A and so we have nothing to prove.

Case 2: o is a limit ordinal.
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Note that by continuity of the sequence (ko : @ € Ord), we have ko = sup{xg | 8 < a}. By
smallness of forcing up to stage o with respect to ko1, Kat1 remains I11 - reflecting in VFe.
Thus the inequality ro < K < ka1 holds in VFe. By definition of our iteration we force
with Col (KT, < Kq+1) in this stage which by lemma 2.11 makes the definable tree property
on ka1 true in VFe+1. By part (4) of lemma 2.13 if we split our iteration as P ~ P, *]I.D[aﬁoo),
the tail forcing is weakly homogeneous and k1 - closed which by lemma 2.10 is sufficient to
preserve the already forced definable tree property on all successors of regular cardinals less

than A = kg41- O

3. DEFINABLE TREE PROPERTY AT SUCCESSOR OF A SINGULAR CARDINAL
In this section we give the proof of the main theorem 1.7.

3.1. Supercompact extender based Prikry forcing. In this subsection, we present Me-
rimovich’s supercompact extender based Prikry forcing which appeared in [10]. We present
it in some details as we need it for later use. For each a < j(\) let A, be minimal n < A
such that o < j(n), and let E(a) € P(\) be defined by
A€ E(a) & acjA).
Note that each E(«) is a k-complete ultrafilter on A and it has concentrated on A,. Also let
iq 1 V= N, = Ult(V, E(a)).
Finally put
E=((E(a):a<jN), (1.0 : 8, a <jA),a € range(is)))

to be the extender derived from j, where 7g o : A — A is such that j(7s.4)(8) = a (such
a mg, exists as a € range(ig)). Let i : V. — N o~ Ult(V, E) be the resulting extender

embedding. We may assume that j = 1.

Definition 3.1. Let d € [j(\)]<* be such that k,|d| € d. Then v € OB(d) if the following
conditions hold:
1) v:dom(v) = A, where dom(v) C d,

3

(1)

(2) &, ]d| € dom(v),
(3) vl < w(ld)),
(4)

4) Va < A (j(«a) € dom(v) = v(j(a)) = a),



10 A . S.DAGHIGHI, M. POURMAHDIAN
(5) a € dom(v) = v(a) < Aa,
(6) a < B in dom(v) = v(a) < v(B).

Also for vg,v1 € OB(d), set vy < vy if and only if
(6) dom(vp) C dom(ry),

(7) For all a € dom(vp) \ 5[N], vo(a) < v1 ().
We now define the forcing notion P*(E, &, A) as follows:

Definition 3.2. P*(E, x,\) consists of all functions f : d — AX<¥, where d € [j(\)]<?,

K, |d| € d, and such that
(1) For any j(a) € d, f(j(a)) = (a),
(2) For any o € d\ j[A], there is some k < w such that
f(Oé) = <f0(0(), cee 7fk—l(a)> g )\a

is a finite increasing subsequence of A,. For f,g € P*(E |k, \),

f S];*(E,I{,A) g ~ f 2 g
Remark 3.3. (P*(E, K, \), §£§,*(Eﬁ7)\)> ~ Add(\, |7(N)))-

Definition 3.4. Assume d € [j(\)]<* and k,|d| € d. Let T C OB(d)<¢(1 < ¢ < w) and
n < w. Then

(1) Lev,(T) = T N OB(d)"*",

(2) Sucr(()) = Levo(T),

(3) Sucr({Wo,- - v 1)) = {1 € OB(d) : (or .-, v1,18) € T}.
Definition 3.5. Assume d € [j(\)]<* and k,|d| € d. Let T C OB(d)<¢(1 < £ < w). For
(v) €T, let
Towy ={(WVo,--svk—1) 1k <w,(V,vo,...,v51) €T}
and define by recursion for (Vo,...,Vn—1) €T,
T<Vo ----- VUn-1) — (T(vo ..... Vn—2>)<1/n—1>'

Definition 3.6. Assume d € [j(\)]<* and k, |d| € d. We define the measure E(d) on OB(d)

by
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E(d) ={X C OB(d) : me(d) € j(X)},

where me(d) = {{j(a),a) : a € d}.

Definition 3.7. Assume d € [j(\)]<* and x,|d| € d. Let T C OB(d)~ be a tree. T is

called an E(d)-tree, if

(1) V<V0, .. .,I/n,1> eT (VO <L << I/nfl),

(2) Y{vo,...,Vn—1) €T (Sucr({vo,...,Vn-1)) € E(d)).

Definition 3.8. Assume ¢ € [j(\)]<* and A C OB(d)~*. Then

Ale={wle,...ivmo1 [ o) in<w,{vo,...,vp—1) € A}.

Remark 3.9. For f € P*(E,k, \), we use OB(f), E(f) and mc(f) to denote OB(dom(f)), E(dom(f))

and mc(dom(f)) respectively.
We are now ready to define our main forcing notion, P(E, k, A).

Definition 3.10. p € P(E, k, A) iff p = (fP, AP) where
(1) fP e P (E,k,A),

(2) AP is an E(fP)-tree.

Definition 3.11. Let p,q € P(E,k,\). Then p <* q (p is a Prikry extension of q) iff:

(1) £ <oy £

(2) AP | dom(f9) C A4

Definition 3.12. Let f € P*(E,k,\),v € OB(f) and suppose v(k) > max(f(x)). Then
oy € P*(E, Kk, A) has the same domain as f and
fla)™(v(a)) if a € dom(v), v(@) > max(f()),

f(a) Otherwise.
Given (g, ...,vn—1) € OB(f)"™ such that vo(k) > max(f(k)) and vo < --+ < vp_1, define

oy (@) =

f<,,0)m7,,n71> by recursion as
f<V0;~~~7Vn—1> = (f<V07~~~;V7172>)<Vn71>'
Let p € P(E, K, A), and suppose (vg,...,Vn—1) € AP is such that vo(k) > max(fP(k)) and

vg < - < VUnp_1. Then
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p<V07~~~;anl> = <fénl/0 l/n71>’AZ<)l/0 ..... l/n71>>'

.....

Remark 3.13. Whenever the notation (vy,...,Vn—1) is used, where vy, ..., vn—1 € OB(f),

it is implicitly assumed vo(k) > max(f(k)) and vo < -+ < Vp_1.

Definition 3.14. Let p,q € P(E,k,\). Then

pLq< 3<V0a .. '7Vn71> € Al (p < q<l/07~..,l/7171>)'

Let us state the main properties of the forcing notion P(F, k, A). The proof can be found

n [10].

Theorem 3.15. Let G be P(E, k, A)-generic over V. Then

1) (P(E,k,\), <) satisfies the A\t — c.c.,

(1)

(2) (P(E,k,\), <, <*) satisfies the Prikry property,
(3) (P(E,k,\),<*) is k-closed,
(4) ef "I9(r) =

(5) All V-cardinals in the interval (k, \) are collapsed,
(6) A is preserved in V[G],

(7)

7) In V]G], 2" = [§(M)].
It follows that V and V[G] have the same bounded subsets of x and (x1)VIC = X,

3.2. Projection of forcing notions. Recall that we assumed A > k is a measurable
cardinal. Let i : V — N witnesses this; so crit(i) = A and *N C N. Consider the forcing
notions P(E, k, A) and i(P(E, x, A)). Also note that by closure of N under A-sequences, we
have

P(E, k,)\) = P(E, 5, \) 5
also it is clear that
i(P(E, k,\)) = P(i(E), k,i(\)N-
Now by working in N, define 7 : i(P(E,k,\)) — P(E, &, \) as follows: let p = (f?, AP) €
i(P(E, K, A)). Set

m(p) = (f7 I (dom(f*) N j(A)), A? [ (dom(f") N j(A)))-

The next lemma can be proved easily.
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Lemma 3.16. (In N) « is a projection of forcing notions, in fact
(1) 7(Lip(z,k,0))) = 1p(E,k,0)>
(2) 7 is order preserving with respect to both < and <* relations,
(3) If p € P(E, K, N),q € i(P(E,k, ) and p < w(q), then there exists ¢* < q such that
m(q") <

Proof. Parts (1) and (2) can be proved easily, so we prove the part (3). Thus let p €
P(E,k,\),q € i(P(E, k,\)) and suppose that p < 7(q). Let ¢* = (f*, A*) € i(P(E, k, \)) be
such that:

(1) dom(f*) = dom(f?)U dom(f?),
(2) For a € dom(fP), f*(a) = fP(av),
(3) For a € dom(f7) \ dom(f?), f*(a) = f(e),
(4) A* is an E(f*)-tree,

(5) A* | dom(f?) C AP,
(6) A* | dom(f?) C A“.

Then it is clear that ¢* < ¢ and that w(¢*) <* p. The lemma follows. (]

3.3. Homogeneity of the quotient forcing. Assume H is i(P(E, , \))-generic over V
and let G be the filter generated by 7[H]. By Lemma 3.16 G is P(E, k, A)-generic over V,

and in V[G], we can consider the quotient forcing:
i(P(E, k,N)/G = {p € i(P(E, K, ) : m(p) € G}

In the next lemma we show that the above forcing has enough homogeneity properties. We
will use this to show that some objects which are in V[H] were already in V[G]. For a forcing
notion P and a condition p € P, set P p = {qg € P: ¢ < p} consists of all extensions of p in

P. The homogeneity of our quotient forcing follows from the next theorem.

Lemma 3.17. (Homogeneity lemma) Suppose p,q € i(P(E, &, \)) so that n(p) = w(q). Then

there are p* < p, q* < q and an isomorphism
& i(B(E, 5, ) Lp* = i(B(E, 5, ) La"

Proof. Let p1 < p and ¢; < ¢ be such that
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(1) dom(fP*) = dom(g?), call it d,
(2) APr = A1 call it A.
For each n < w and every (vo,...,vn—1) € Alet T(vo,...,Vn-1) € Aw,,...,_,) be such that

for all (v) € T'(vg,...,vn—1) and all o € dom(v),
v(a) > max(fP'(a)) © v(a) > max(f(a)).

By Lemma 3.12 [10], there are p* <* p; and ¢* <* ¢; such that

(3) 7" = frr and f7° = o,

(4) For each n < w and (v, ...,vn_1) € AP,

p?yo Un_1) S* <fgjlo)m7,jn71>uT(V07 ey I/’n—l)>7

.....

(5) For each n < w and (vp,...,vn_1) € AT,

Do) & Ty TW05 - vm1))
We now define an isomorphism @ from i(P(E, , ) | p* onto i(P(E, x,\)) | ¢* as follows:
Assume r € i(P(E, k, \)) and r < p*. Let ®(r) € i(P(E, x, \)) be such that
(6) dom(f*") = dom(f),
(7) Ya € dom(f7) \ dom(f?"), f*")(a) = f"(a),
(8) Ya & dom(f7), f*)(a) = £ () U (f(a) \ f7" (),
(9)

9) A = A",

By our choice of T'(vg, . . ., ¥n—1)’s, ®(r) is well-defined and it extends ¢*, so ®(r) € i(P(E,k, A)) |
q* and
@ i(P(E,k,A) Lp™ = i(P(E, K, 0) L g"

is well-defined. It is also easily seen that @ is in fact an isomorphism. The lemma follows. [

3.4. Completing the proof of main theorem 1.7. Finally we are ready to complete the
proof of theorem 1.7. Let V[G] be the generic extension obtained by P(E, k, A). By theorem
3.15, in V[G], k is strong limit singular of cofinality w and k™ = A. Further if [j(\)] > A,
then 2° > k™ in V[G]. So it suffices to show that the definable tree property holds in V[G]
at kT = A

Note that HVIEI(\) = HNIEI()). Now let T € V[G] be a A-tree which is definable in

HVICI()\) using parameters from HYIEI()). Also consider the forcing i(P(E, «, \)), and let
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H be i(P(E, k, \))-generic over V so that G is the filter generated by 7[H]; this is possible as

7 is a projection map. We have i[G] = G C H, so we can lift ¢ to an elementary embedding
i*: V|G] — N[H]

which is definable in V[H].
Then *(T) € N[H] is an ¢*(\)-tree, and since i*(A) = i(A) > A, we can take some

x € i*(T)2, the A-th level of i*(T"). Now consider

b={yci"(T):y <i=(r) =}

Then b is a branch of T which lies in N[H] C V[H]. But b is definable in V[H] using
parameters from V[G], and hence using the homogeneity lemma 3.17, b € V[G]. Thus T has

a cofinal branch in V[G], and the result follows.

4. OPEN QUESTIONS

We proved that the consistency strength of having definable tree property for successor
of every regular cardinal is exactly the consistency strength of having proper class many 11}
- reflecting cardinals. As it is stated in the part (7) of proposition 1.1, the existing proof for
the consistency of usual tree property for a much smaller subclass of successors of regular
cardinals, namely {X,, | 1 < n < w}, uses a very strong large cardinal assumption in order
of w - many supercompacts. We also decreased the large cardinal assumption necessary for
proving the consistency of definable tree property at successor of a singular cardinal.

The question regarding the consistency and consistency strength of usual tree property
for successors of all regular cardinals is still open. The questions related to the consistency
of tree property for successors of all singular cardinals and also for all regular cardinals in
general are also open. Inspired by these open problems regarding the usual tree property,

the following similar questions about definable tree property arise:

Question 4.1. Is it consistent to have definable tree property for successor of every singular

cardinal? What is the consistency strength of this statement?

Question 4.2. Is it consistent to have definable tree property for all reqular cardinals? What

is the precise consistency strength of it?
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