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SET THEORY AND FORCING 1

0. TYPESETTER’S INTRODUCTION

These notes provide a great introduction to axiomatic set theory and topics therein appropriate
for a first class for a graduate or upper level undergraduate student. I was taught set theory by
Professor Anush Tserunyan at the university of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in the Spring of 2018
following mostly these notes. My goal in TeXing these notes is to stick to Rosendal’s original
handwritten translation of Krivine’s notes as closely as possible so as to represent them well and
avoid making mistakes myself. However, I have taken the liberty in a couple sections to change
minor details. These include things like grammar or notation (for example, when discussing forcing,
Professor Tserunyan took the liberty of underlining variable names as opposed to barring the top,
so as to be able to write vectors as well when dealing with multiple variables, and I also employ
this). The overall message of these notes is unchanged. Where I include notes of my own, I precede
them with TN:, for Typesetter’s Note. I am also greatly indebted to both Professor Tserunyan
and Ms. Jenna Zomback. Without Professor Tserunyan, I would not have any good grasp of the
topics herein, and Ms. Zomback provided the last set of notes that were mysteriously missing from
both Rosendal’s handwritten pdf and my own notebook. If you happen to notice any typos, issues,
compliments, or complaints with these notes, please feel free to email me at schirlem (at) uci (dot)
edu.
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1. AXioMs OF SET THEORY

Definition 1.1. A universe of set theory is a non-empty collection of objects U equipped with a
binary relation € called the membership relation. For z, y belonging to I (which we will not denote
by z,y € U to avoid confusion with the above membership relation), when

rey
we say that x is a member of y or x belongs to y.
The objects in U are called sets. Moreover, U and € are supposed to satisfy the following list of

axioms that we detail individually{%]

(1) Axiom of Extensionality

VaVy (Vz(z €z +— 2 €y) — x =)

That is, two sets with the same members are identical.

(2) Pairing Axiom
VaVydzVu(u € z +— (u=zVu=y))

That is, for any two sets = and y, there is a set z whose members are exactly z and .
Since, by the axiom of extensionality, this set z is unique, we will denote it by the notation

{z,y}.

Note also that this applies to the case when x = y, and we get a set {z,z}, whose unique
member is . We will simplify this notation to {} and call it the singleton of z.
When x # y, we say that {x,y} is a pair or a doubleton.

Definition 1.2. Given sets z and y, we can define the ordered pair or couple {{z},{z,y}} by
repeated application of the pairing axiom. We denote this by (x,y).

Lemma 1.3. If z,y,a,b are sets and (z,y) = (a,b), then x = a and y = b.

Proof.

If © = y, then (z,y) = {{z}, {z,y}} = {{z}, {«}} = {{z}} has only a single element, implying
that also (a,b) = {{a},{a,b}} has a single element which must be {a} = {z}. Thus, a = b =
x=y.

If x # y, then (z,y) has two elements, namely, a singleton {z} and a doubleton {x,y}. It
follows that also (a,b) must contain a unique singleton, namely {a}, and a unique doubleton,
namely {a,b}. From the uniqueness and the axiom of extensionality, a = x and then also b = y.

([l

TN: For those more familiar with model theory, (U, €) will be a model of ZFC, and objects within this model
will be sets. It will take us a while to fully describe the theory ZFC, as we want the reader to have an appreciation
for each of the axioms therein.
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Definition 1.4. For any sets x1, xa, ..., Z,,, we can inductively define n-tuples (x1, x2, ..., z,) by
(z1,22,23) := (z1, (T2, x3))
(z1, 29,23, 24) := (1, (T2, T3,24))
etc.
Theorem 1.5. For any n > 1, we have
(21,22, s Tn) = (Y1, Y25 s Yn)
= (x1=y1) A (@2 =y2) Ace. A (T, = Y)

Proof.

Omitted in original notes, but very straightforward.

(3) Union Axiom
Vaﬂsz(z cy«+«— Ju(z€euAue x))

That is, for every set x, there is a set y whose members are exactly the z that belong to a
member of zf] Again, by extensionality, this set y is unique and is denoted

UCU or Ui[,’

uex

We call it the union over z. For example, | J(z,y) = U{{z}, {z,y}} = {z,y}.
So, by induction on n, we can for any sets x1, o, ..., £, construct a set {xl, T2, .uey scn} whose
members are exactly {x1,z2,...,x,}. For this,

{z1, 29, ....,xn} = U {{zl}, {za, ,xn}}ﬁ

Also, if z and y are sets, we denote by

zUy = J{z.y}

and call it the union of z and y.

Fact:
The operation U is associative, i.e.,

zU(yUz)=(xUy)Uz

so we denote (z1 U (22 U ...(xp—1 Uxy)...)) unambiguously by z1 Uze U ... U zy,.

2TN: Prof. Tserunyan explains this in a very intuitive way. Think of = as your car, and its members z are the
grocery bags, and the sets u are the actual groceries. The set y is the fridge where you empty all of your groceries
into. So, for any car full of groceries, there is a fridge where you’ve emptied all the grocery bags into.

bTN: Note that up to this point, there is no way to construct such a set. Repeated application of the pairing
axiom will not allow for pairing a doubleton and singleton to achieve a set of three elements. One needs to do this
and then apply the union axiom.
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(4) Power Set Axionf)

First, to simplify notation, we write  C y whenever the following holds:

Vz(z e x — z € y).

When z C y, we say that z is a subset of y or is contained /included in y.

The Power Set Axiom is then the following statement:
VedyVz(z Cx «— z € y).

That is, for every x there is a (unique) set y whose elements are exactly the subsets of x.
We call y the power set of z and denote it by P(z).

CAUTION: One must be careful when understanding the power set axiom. For the
variable z only refers to objects in & and mot subsets of x that happen not to be in /. In
fact, it is a basic idea in the construction of universes to make judicious choices of which
subsets of a set to include in & and which to leave out. So, in such a U, P(z) will ounly
consist of the subsets of x that are actually in U.

1.1. Class Relations:
TN: We take a short divergence to introduce class relations, which will become very important in
stating the axiom schemata of replacement and comprehension.

The language of set theory is the usual first-order language including the logical symbol = and the
extra-logical symbol €. Now, if ¢(z,y, z) is a formula with at most three free variables z,y, z, and
possibly having parameters a, a, ..., a,, we have a corresponding relation R4 on U defined by

Ry(a,b,c) < ¢ holds of a,b,c in U.

For example, if ¢ is Vz(z € ¢ — z € y), then Ry is the inclusion relation C.

The relations so obtained are called class relations, and unary class relations are also just called
classes. Later on, we shall misuse notation and write (b1, ...,b,) € Ry to denote that ¢(b1,...,by,)
holds even though Ry is in general not a set.

Example:
o) =YVuueax — Fv(verAVE(t€v+—t=uVteEu)))
defines the class of all sets  such that if u € x, then also v U {u} € x.

Class Functions:
Suppose ¢(z1,Z2, ..., Tn, y) is a formula. We say that ¢ defines a class function R, if the following
holds in U:

Va1 Voo Vo, Yy (d(x1, ooy Ty Y) A ST, oo Ty ) — y = 3).
In this case, the formula 3y¢(z1,...,z,,y) in variables z1, ...z, defines the domain of R, while
Jz13zo... 32, ¢(21, ..., Tp, y) defines the image of Ry. To simplify notation, we shall often write

&TN: It will be noted that both Prof. Tserunyan and I believe that, should ZFC be inconsistent, the inconsistency
will be at the hands of this particular axiom (well, or maybe the set existence axiom, to come later). As we’ll see
later, the Axiom of Choice won’t introduce any inconsistencies when added to ZF, so there’s no need to fear choice.
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s Tpn) =y to denote (a1, ..., Tpn,y).

TN: Further, when the length is obvious, we shall also often denote ¢(x1, ..., zy), Ix1...32,, and
V..V, as ¢(&), I and VI, respectively.

(5)

Axiom Schema of Replacement or Substitution
Suppose ¢(z,y,d) is a formula with at most free variables z and y and having parameters
a from U. Suppose ¢ defines a class function on U, i.e.

VaVyvy (o(x,y,@) A d(x,y,d — y =y')

then the following is an axiom:

Vz3uVy (y € u +— Iz € 2, ¢(z,y,a)).

That is, for every set z, we can take the image of z under the class function R4. Note that
this does not say the image under Ry, i.e. that the image of all of I/ under Ry is a set, only
that the image of a set z is a set u. As we shall see, the unrestricted axiom would lead to
contradictions.

Russell’s Paradox:

Note that ¢(x,y) given by "(z = y) A (y ¢ y)" is a functional relation. So if we allowed the
unrestricted replacement axiom, then there would be a set u such that y € u +— y & y.
But then wu € u — v vand u € u — u € u, i.e. u € u <— u ¢ u, which is a
contradiction. So, we must restrict the replacement axiom to a specific set z[]

The Comprehension Scheme
Suppose now ¥ (z, @) is a formula with a single free variable x and with parameters @. From
¢ we construct a new formula ¢(z,y, @) by

¢(xay7§) = ’(/}(3?,(_1:) A (33 = y)

Again, ¢(z,y,d) defines a class function, so we can apply the replacement axiom to obtain

Vz3uvv (v € u +— (v € 2 AY(v,@))).

For every z, this u is unique and will be denoted {v € z | ¥(v,@)} (TN: Or, sometimes

{vez:iv,a)}).
That is, for any set z and class Ry (defined possibly with parameters), there is a set
{v € z| Ry(v)} consisting of the elements of z belonging to the class Ry.

Set Existence
Since we demand U to be a non-empty collection, we also include the axiom

Jz(x = x).

From this follows that there is a unique set, denoted &, having no members. For let ¥ (x)
be the formula = # x and let z be any set. Then

g={recz|x#a}

has no members and is the unique such set.

2TN: This particular paradox was a big deal in the 1900s, as up to that point, set theory basically only existed as
naive set theory. This paradox led to the formalization and axiomatization of ZFC that we are currently exploring.
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TN: At this point, we have covered a lot of the axioms of ZFC. There still remain the axiom of
infinity, the axiom of foundation, and the axiom of choice. These will be introduced later as we
build up more machinery to be able to discuss them in proper context.

Pairing from Replacement:

We shall now see how one can get the pairing axiom from replacement, extensionality, the power
set axiom, and set existence. First, note that P(@) = {@} and P({@}) = {@,{@}}. Now, given
any two sets a and b, define

Y(x,y,a,b) = (x=FANy=a)V(z=FAy=>0).
Then Ry is a class function and so taking z = {@, {@}}, the image becomes {a, b}.
Exercise:
Given two sets a and b, show how to define (and prove the existence of) the sets

a~b anbd axb={(z,y)|lr €anyecb}.

1.2. Functions.
Suppose ¥(x,y,d) is a formula defining a class function Ry, whose domain is not just a class, but
a set. L.e., there is a set z such that

Vo (Elyz/)(x,y,é') +——zx € z)
Then R, is itself a set, i.e., for some set u,
VaVy (w(x,y,d) +— (x,y) € u)
To see this, just let v be the image of z by Ry. Then v is the whole image of R, and
u={(z,y) €z xv | Ry(z,y)}

is a set.
We say then that u is a function from z to v and denote this by u : 2 — v. So functions are always
a set of pairs and hence are identified with their graphs.

Definition 1.6. A function f:a — b from a set a to a set b is a subset f C a x b satisfying

Ve (zx €a— Jy b (x,y) € f)

VaVyvy' (((x,y) e fA(xy)e f) — (y= y’))

1.3. Families of Sets and Cartesian Products.
Suppose a : I — X is a function. For simplicity, we write a; for the unique set z € X such that

(i,x) € a. We then define
Uaiz{zeUXEIiEI, zeai}
el
ﬂai:{ZGUXWiGI, zEai}
iel

Hai = set of all functions f: I — UX such that Vi € I, f(i) € a;.
iel
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Exercise: Show that [] a; exists.
iel

CAUTION:

When I = &, then () a; =|J X and hence depends on the choice of X.
iel
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2. ORDINALS AND CARDINALS

Definition 2.1. Suppose R is a binary class relation and C' is a class. We say that R defines a
strict ordering of C' if for all sets z,y, z we have:

R(z,y) — (C(z) AC(y))
~(R(z,y) A R(y, x))
(R(z,y) NR(y, 2)) — R(z, 2).
The ordering R is total or linear if, moreover,
Vavy (C(2) AC(y) — (R(z,y) V R(y,2) vz =y)).
Suppose now R is a strict linear ordering on the class C' and X is a set all of whose elements belong
to C'. We say that X is well-ordered by R if any non-empty subset Y C X has a smallest element,

ie.

VY(((YQX)/\(@;AY)) —>E|erVa:€Y(a::y\/R(y,x))).

(Note that if R is a strict ordering on a class C' and X is a subset of C, i.e. a set all of whose ele-
ments belong to C, then we can identify R’s restriction to X with the set {(z,y) € XxX | R(z,y)}.)

Now, suppose X is a set well-ordered by R. A subset Y C X is said to be an initial segment if
Ve, y € X((y EY AR(z,y)) — x € Y).

Also, for every x € X, let 6,(X) denote the initial segment 6,(X) = {y € X | R(y,z)}.
Note that since R is strict, x & 0, (X).

Observation:
Y C X is an initial segment if and only if Y = X or Y = §,(X) for some z € X.

Proof.

If Y # X, just let « be the minimum element in X \Y.
O

2.1. Classes and Sets.

Recall that a class C is simply the collection of all z satisfying some formula ¢(z, @) with parame-
ters. Note that we do not give classes any formal existence, in the sense that they do not belong to
U, and any statement about the class C' is just a shorthand for a more complex statement involving
the formula ¢(z, @).

On the other hand, suppose there is a set z containing all members in C, i.e.
Va(¢(z, @) — z € 2)ff
Then, by comprehension, we can identify C' with the set

y={rez|¢(z a)}

2TN: Note that z needs only to contain C. It may have other elements.
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Similarly, any set z can be identified with a class, namely the class given by the formula

o(z) == (z € 2).

Slogan:
Classes are collections that sometimes are too large to be sets, while on the other
hand, all sets are classes.

Definition 2.2. A class C' is a proper class when it is not a set, i.e., when there is no set whose
elements are exactly those belonging to C.

Examples:

e U{ is a proper class given by the formula "z = z"
e Russell’s class given by the formula "x & x" is also a proper class (TN: Assuming AF,
to come later, this class is U)
Notation:
If ¢(z,d) is a formula with a single free variable z and parameters @, we let {z | ¢(z, @)} denote
the, possibly proper, class defined by ¢(z, @).
So, sets are the special classes given by expressions { € z | ¢(x, @)} where z is another set.

2.2. Well-Orderings and Ordinals.

Definition 2.3. A class relation R defining a strict linear ordering of a class C' is said to be a
well-ordering if for any « in C, the class initial segment §,(C) = {y | R(y,x)} is a set that is
well-ordered by R.

Definition 2.4. A set x is said to be transitive if Vy (y € x — y Cx). le, 2z €y€ax = z € x.

Definition 2.5. An ordinal is a transitive set « that is well-ordered by the class relation €.

Lemma 2.6. Ordinals form a class relation called Ordf] or, sometimes On.

Proof.

Ord:{aVy(yEa—>y§a)/\

VxVy(((x ca)A(yea)A(z# y)) — ey V(ye x))) A

Ve(r ea —x € x) A

Vx(((xca)A(x#®)> —>EIy€sz€x(y€z\/y—z)>}.

Example:
@,{2},{@,{@}} are ordinals.

2TN: Not to be confused with ORD, a major Chicago airport.
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Facts:
Let o be an ordinal. Then...

e ...the initial segments of « are « itself and the elements of «.
e ..s0is any f € a.
e a ¢ a. (Forif v € a, then 7 € 7 as otherwise @ would not be well-ordered by €.)

Lemma 2.7. If a and [ are ordinals, then either
a€p a=p or a3 pb.

Proof.
Let v = an B. Then ~ is an initial segment of «, 8. For if x € v and y € x, then as «, 5 are
transitive, also y € aN g = .
So, as any initial segment of an ordinal is either the ordinal itself or an element of it, there are
four possible cases:
(1) y=a=p
(2) y=a and v € 8, hence « € 8
(3) y=p and v € @, hence 8 € «
(4) v € a and v € 8. But v is an ordinal, and v € a N 8 = ~, which is impossible.

Proposition 2.8. The class Ord is well-ordered by the class relation €.

Proof.
We know that € linearly orders Ord, for if & € 5 € +, then by transitivity of v, a € v and
irreflexivity has been checked. Moreover, for any ordinal c,

0, (0rd) = {f | B is an ordinal and 8 € a} = «

is a set well-ordered by €.

Lemma 2.9. Ord is a proper class.

Proof.

For if Ord was a set a, then a would itself be an ordinal and hence a € a, which is impossible.
(To see that a is transitive, note that for « € 8 € a, since any element of an ordinal is an ordinal,
also a € a).
a
Note:
For ordinals o, 8, « C 8 <= a € B or a = 3.

Lemma 2.10. If « is an ordinal, then so is @ + 1 := o U {a}, and, moreover, a + 1 is the successor
of a in the ordering €.

Proof.
That aU{a} is an ordinal is trivial and o € aU{a}. Also, if & € 3 for 5 an ordinal, then « C 3
and so a U {a} C 3, hence aU{a} € Bor aU{a} = 4.
([l
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Terminology: In the following, we will always consider the class Ord with the well-ordering €,
and we sometimes also write < instead. That is, for ordinals «, 3:

a<fB=acf=alp
So for any ordinal «, o = {y | v is an ordinal and v < a}.

Lemma 2.11. If X is a set of ordinals, then sup X = [J X. Le., |J X is an ordinal greater than or
equal to all elements of X.

Proof.

UX ={z|3ae X, z¢c a}ﬂ is a set of ordinals and hence is well-ordered by €. To see that
J X is transitive, note that if y € x € |J X, then there is « € X such that z € «, hence, by
transitivity of «, also y € «, i.e., y € JX.
Notice, if @« € X, then « C |JX, so a < JX. And if 8 < X, ie. 8 € [JX, then
Ja € X, € a, i.e. §is not an upper bound for X. So |JX = sup X.
O

Lemma 2.12. Suppose «, 3 are ordinals and f : o — ( is a strictly increasing function, i.e. for
vE<a,7<& = f(y) < f(€). Then o < B and v < f(v) for all v < .

Proof.

Suppose towards a contradiction that there is some v < « such that f(v) < 7. Take the minimal
such *yﬂ Then, since f(y) < and 7 is minimal, f(f(7)) > f(7), but, on the other hand, since
f is strictly increasing
fo) <y = f(f() < f),
which is a contradiction.
But then if 8 < «a, 8 < f(B8) € 8, 1e. 8 < f(B) < B, which is a contradiction again.
a

Theorem 2.13. Suppose f : o — B is a function which is an isomorphism of the ordered sets
(o, <) and (B,<). Then o = B and the isomorphism is unique, i.e. f =id,. In other words, the
structure (a, <) is rigid.

Proof.

a = B follows from the lemma applied to f and f~!. Also, this gives us for any v < «, v < f(v)

and v < f7!(), hence also f(7) < f(f7' (7)) =7, i.e. v = f(7).
0

2TN: One may reasonably be concerned that this notation denotes unrestricted comprehension, as we do not
stipulate that the element = be in another set. However, recall that this notation is valid for classes, and it’s been
established that taking the union of a set is a valid set operation.

bTN: As a quick comment, the fact that ordinals are well-ordered becomes a phenomenally useful fact it proofs,
as then one can always take the minimal ordinal that satisfies some property. Keep this trick in your back pocket,
or front pocket, or, really, just always on hand.
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Theorem 2.14. For any well-ordered set (X, <x), there is a unique isomorphism onto an ordinal
(o, <).

Proof.

Uniqueness: Follows from the theorem above. [ |
Existence: Let Y = {z € X | (6, <x) is isomorphic to an ordinal}f] where d, := §,(X).
By the uniqueness part, for any « € Y, there is a unique ordinal 8(x) isomorphic to (0, <x).
Note that for  <x y and y € Y, by the isomorphism of ¢, with 5(y), d, C d, is set to an initial
segment of 5(y), which is itself an ordinal 3(x) < S(y). So z € Y and Y is an initial segment of
X.
Now z — B(x) is a function defined on Y, so by the axiom of replacement, Z = {5(x) | = €
Y'} is a set. Moreover, Z is an initial segment of the ordinal numbers. For if v < 8(x) for some
x € Y, then the isomorphism from 4, to 5(z) takes some y € §, to v, hence 4, is mapped onto
the set of ordinals below 7, i.e. 7 itself. So v = S(y).
So Z itself, being a set and an initial segment, is an ordinal Z = a and z € Y +— 8(z) < «
is an isomorphism from Y to a. Now, if Y C X, let ¢y be minimal in X ~ YIEL 80 0z = Y = q,
contradicting that zo € Y.
O
There is also a class version of this theorem. Namely, if R(z,y) is a class relation that well-orders
a proper class C, then there is a class function F' from C' to Ord which is an isomorphism of
the orderings R and €. Just define F' by F(r) = a <= there is an order-isomorphism between
(62(C), R) and (a, €).
2.3. Inductive Definitions.
Suppose ¢(z) is a formula (possibly with parameters). Then
¢(x) holds for every ordinal «
iff
(%) va (VB (8 < a — 6(8) — 6(a))
For the nontrivial implication, if (%) holds, but ¢(«) is not true for all ordinals, then one gets a
contradiction by looking at the least o such that —¢(«).

Whereas proving Va ¢(a) by proving (x) constitutes a proof by induction on ordinals, we can also
give definitions by induction.

Suppose F' is a class function of one variable and a is a subset of the domain of F, i.e., Vz €
aJy, F(x) = y. Then we let F'|, denote the function obtained by restricting F to a, i.e. for
b= {F(x) | « € a}, which is a set by replacement, F|,= {(z,y) € a x b | F(z) = y}.

Now, suppose H is any class function of one variable. We say that a function f is H-inductive
if:

e a =dom(f) is an ordinal, and
o V3 < «, fls is in the domain of H and f(8) = H(f[s).

2TN: Perhaps it ought to be mentioned that these sets where English is used in the set notation are also well-
defined. One needs only to find first order formulas which describe the English appropriately, and this is a fairly
simple exercise for the reader should they not already be convinced of this truth.

bTN: 1 told you this would come up a lot.
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So we can think of H as associating to each function f : § — X defined on an ordinal 8 an extension

f: B+1— X by f (8) = H(f). An H-inductive function just satisfies this equation whenever
defined.

Lemma 2.15. For any class function H and ordinal «, there is at most one H-inductive function
f with dom(f) = a.

Proof.

Suppose f : @ - X and g : @« — Y are distinct H-inductive functions and let § < « be
minimal such that f(8) # ¢g(8). Then flz= glg and so f(8) = H(f[g) = H(g9ls) = g(B), a
contradiction.

(]

Lemma 2.16. Suppose H is a class function and « is an ordinal such that any function f: 8 — X
with domain 8 will belong to the domain of H. Then there is an H-inductive function g : o — Y.

Proof.

Let 7 = {# < a | there is an H-inductive function fg: 8 — X}. Then 7 is a set and is seen to

be an initial segment of «, hence 7 is an ordinal < a. Moreover, by uniqueness, the assignment

B < 1+ fg is well-defined, and since for any v < 3, fg[, is also H-inductive, by uniqueness,

we have

vy<B<T = faly=fy-
Thus, f = |J fs is an H-inductive function with domain ¢ =sup 8= |J 8.
B<T BT B<T
Assume towards a contradiction that o < a. Then f defined by fl,= f and f(0) = H(f) is an
H-inductive function with domain o + 1 = o U {c} & 7, which is impossible.
O

With only slight adjustments, it suffices that for some class A, H takes values in A and any function
f: B8 — X, where X is a subset of A, belongs to the domain of H.

Theorem 2.17. Suppose A is a class and M is the class of all functions f :  — X with domain
an ordinal and range X a subset of A. Suppose H is a class function of one variable defined on all
of M and with values in A. Then there is a unique class function F, i.e., given by a formula of set
theory, such that

e [ is defined on Ord
o YaF(a) = H(Fl,)

Proof.
The class function F' is defined by
y = F(a) <= there is an H-inductive function f: o — X, X C A, and y = H(f).
O

2.4. Stratified or Ranked Classes.
A class W is said to be stratified or ranked if there is a class function p with domain W and taking
values in Ord such that for any ordinal «, the following class is a set.

Wo ={z | W(x) A p(z) < a}
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Theorem 2.18. Suppose W is a stratified class with corresponding stratification p. Also let M
be the class of all functions with domain W, for some o and H(e, f) = y a class function with
domain W x M. Then there is a unique class function F' with domain W such that for any a in

W: F(a) = H(a, F[Wp(a>).

Note:
For ain W, a € Wya)41 ~ Wy(a)-
Proof.
Set W, = {z | W(z) Ap(z) = a} and note that W, is a set and W, = |J Wj. By induction on

B<a
Ord, i.e., by applying the preceding theorem, we find a class function G defined on ordinals such

that for every a, G(a) = “the function ¢ with domain W, such that ¢(z) := H{x, 5U G(B)}
<«

for all z € W/
(Note that G(«) is written as a function of G[,, so the theorem applies.)

Also, for any a in W,
G(p(a)) = H[-, U G(B)] with domain W,
B<p(a)
We can now write
Fla)=b<= W(a)ANb= G(p(a))(a).
To see that this works, note that F |y, = |J G(B); for if a € W, say a € Wé for some
B<a
B = p(a) < a and so F(a) = G(B)(a).
It thus follows that for a in W, F(a) = G(p(a))(a) = Hla, Flw,]-
Uniqueness is an exercise.

(8) Axiom of Choice or (AC)

For any set X and A C P(X) set of pairwise disjoint non-empty subsets of X, there is a
set T'C X such that Va € A, T N a contains exactly one element.

Define also the statements

(AC’) For any set X, there is a function 7 : P(X) \ {&} — X such that 7(a) € a for every
#aCX.
(AC") If (X;)icr is an indexed family of non-empty sets, then [[ X; # .
i€l
Proposition 2.19. AC<=AC’ <= AC" (given the background theory of axioms (1)—(7)f

2TN: The proof of this is omitted from the original notes, and I do not provide it here, as this would make for a
good exercise. As a further note, there are many other statements to come which are also equivalent to the axiom of
choice. The reader is encouraged to attempt equivalence proofs of these later statements.
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Theorem 2.20 (Zermelo). Every set can be well-ordered.

Proof.

Suppose X is a set and let 7 : P(X) \ {&} — X be a choice function, i.e., m(a) € a for all
non-empty a C X.

Assume for contradiction that X cannot be well-ordered. Let H be the class function defined
by

H(f) =y <= [ is a function with dom(f)=a an ordinal, Im(f) C X and y = (X ~Im(f)).

(%) H is defined on the class of H-inductive functions. Also, H-inductive functions are injective.
For if f : @« — X is H-inductive, then for any 8 < «, f(8) = H(f[g) € X~Im(f]3), hence
for any v < 8, f(v) # f(B). It thus follows that f is injective. If also f were surjective,
then this would induce a well-ordering of X, contradicting our assumption.
By (%), we know that there is an H-inductive class function F': Ord — X, which is injective by
(x). But then since Im(f) is a set (TN: Why?), F~! : Im(F) — Ord is a function from a set
onto Ord, which is impossible.
([l
Note:
Any well-ordered set admits a choice function.

Theorem 2.21 (Zorn’s Lemma). Suppose (X, <) is a partially ordered set (or poset) all of whose
linearly ordered subsets admits an upper bound. Then (X, <) has a maximal element, i.e. there is
y € X such that Vo € X, y £ «.

Proof.

Let A={Y C X |Jr e X,Vy € Y,y <z} and let 7 : P(X) \ {&@} — X be a choice function.
Definep: A— X by p(Y) =n({z € X | Vy € Y,y < z}).
Define a class function H by

H(f) =y <= fis a function with dom(f) an ordinal and Im(f) € A and y = p(Im(f)).
(f) Any H-inductive function f : a — X is strictly increasing, ie., § < v < a = f(8) <

fn)-
It follows from (}) that the image of any H-inductive function f : & — X is linearly ordered, and
hence has an upper bound z; € X, ie. V8 < a, f(8) < zy. Now, if f: o — X is H-inductive,
but H is not defined on f, then Im(f) has no strict majorant, hence f(8) = s for some § < «
and x5 thus is the maximum in Im(f) and a maximal element of X.

If, on the other hand, H is defined on the class of H-inductive functions, then we can find an
H-inductive class function F : Ord — X, which by (1) is strictly increasing. But then F would
define an injection of a proper class into the set X, which is impossible.

O
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Proposition 2.22. Zorn’s Lemma = (AC):

Proof.
Suppose A is a collection of pairwise disjoint subsets of a set X and let

B ={T C X |T is a partial transversal for A}

We order B by inclusion and note that any linearly ordered subset of B has an upper bound.
So, by Zorn’s Lemma, B has a maximal element, which is seen to be a transversal for A, i.e.
intersects every element of A in a singleton.

O

TN: Before moving onto ordinal arithmetic, it should be noted that Zorn’s Lemma, Zermelo’s
Theorem, and the three statements for choice are all equivalent. The reader should verify this if
they have not already done so. Further questions and observations include wondering what is yellow
and equivalent to the axiom of choiceﬁ and noting that Jesus was in fact pro—choice

2.5. Ordinal Arithmetic. Recall that if « is an ordinal, the successor of «, i.e. the smallest
ordinal strictly larger than «, is a + 1 = a U {a}.

Definition 2.23. An ordinal 8 is a successor ordinal if 5 = « + 1 for some ordinal a.
Let also 0 denote the smallest ordinal, i.e. 0=9.

[ is a limit ordinal if 8 # 0 and [ is not a successor.

B is a natural number or a finite ordinal if Vo < B(av = 0V v is a successor).

Let alson(-~(0+1)+1)+~-+1j

n times

Note that if (X, <x) and (Y, <y) are well-ordered sets, then we can define well-orderings on the
sets

(X x{0pH)u (Y x{1}) and XxY
by
t=j=0and a<x b, or
(a,i) < (b,j) <= < i=j=1landa<y b, or
1<]
and

Yo < ¥y1, Or
3 < s N
(%0, y0) < (21,31) { (Yo =y1) A (xo < 1)
The first ordering, i.e. on (X x {0}) U (Y x {1}), is said to be the sum of (X, <x) and (Y, <y),
while the latter is the product of the two.

2l.e. YVa € A, T Na has at most a single element

bZorn’s lemon!

“Because how else would you explain the loaves and fishes without Banach-Tarski!

dTN: If this seems circular, that’s because it is. We get away with this by saying that it’s an intuitive definition
and we don’t care if it’s technically circular.
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Definition 2.24. For ordinals o, 8

e « + 3 denotes the unique ordinal ~ that is order-isomorphic to the sum of o and .
e aff or a - 5 denotes the unique ordinal « that is order-isomorphic to the product of a and

3.

Lemma 2.25. + is associative and 0 is a two-sided additive identity. - is associative, a -0 = 0,

a-l=1-a=a,a (B+7v) =ab+ ay, and if X is a limit, then a\ = sup af
B<A

For all we know till now, multiplication could be commutative, but this fails after the next axiom.

(9) Axiom of Inﬁnityﬂ

There is an ordinal which is not a natural number, i.e. an infinite ordinal
da (a is an ordinal A3 < a (S #O0A S isnot a Successor))

Note that the natural numbers form an initial segment of the ordinals. So, if we let w
denote the smallest infinite ordinal, we see that w is a limit ordinal.

Remark:
w2=wtw#2 w=w
wH+2#4w=2+4+uw

Exponentiation: We define o’ by recursion on £ uniformly on a by

[ ) ao =
e o* = sup o whenever \ is a limit ordinal.
B<A

Note:
Formally, we can see ordinal exponentiation as being given by a class function
Exp : Ord x Ord — Ord defined by the first order formula

there is a function f : 8+ 1 — Ord such that V¢ < 8
° f(B) =

Ex = °(=0= f(()=1

e N RO

e ( alimit = f(¢) = sup f(J).
§<C

The proof of uniqueness and existence of f follows along the same lines as the general proof for
inductive definitions (or can be deduced from it directly).

2TN: The proof of this is omitted, but it is simple to check.

bry: Finitists, beware!

CTN: Don’t tell the analysts, but this does actually mean that 0° = 1. Ok...Fine. Technically it’s just shorthand
for something that looks an awful lot like exponentiation, and we just stipulate that @2 = {@}, but that’s way less
fun than pissing off an analyst.



18 KRIVINE

2.6. Cardinals and Their Arithmetic.

Definition 2.26. Given a set X, we define the cardinality of X, denoted |X| or card(X), to be
the smallest ordinal s such that there is a bijection from X to x[]

Definition 2.27. Two sets are said to be equinumerous if there is a bijection between them. So X
and Y are equinumerous if and only if | X| = |Y.

Theorem 2.28. Suppose X and Y are non-empty sets. The following are equivalent:
(i) There is an injection from X to Y

(ii) There is a surjection from Y to X
(iil) | X[ < [Y].

Note:
|X| and |Y'| are defined using (AC).
(i) = (ii) does not require (AC)
(i) = (i) does.

TN: Even further, the statement “every set X has a cardinality” is equivalent to (AC). To see
this, we actually prove the equivalence to Zermelo’s theorem, which is equivalent to AC. Note that
if every set can be well-ordered, then there is a bijection from a set to a well-ordered set, and as
seen previously, an isomorphism from a well-ordered set to an ordinal, and then of course, from an
ordinal to its cardinality. On the other hand, if an arbitrary set X has a cardinality, then there is
a bijection from it to an ordinal, and this induces a well-ordering on X.

A common joke is that Zermelo’s theorem is clearly false, the axiom of choice is clearly true, and
Zorn’s lemma is too difficult to understand to say one way or another. I find this equivalence of
Zermelo’s theorem to the fact that every set has a cardinality very compelling in convincing one of
the truth of Zermelo’s theorem.

Theorem 2.29 (Cantor-Schroder-Bernstein). X and Y are equinumerous if and only if X injects
into Y and vice versa.

Proof.

This is trivial given (AC). But it is possible to give a proof without. (TN: The reader is
encouraged to try this for themselves. A back-and-forth technique should prove useful.)
O

Theorem 2.30 (Cantor). For any set X, |X| < |P(X)].

Proof.

Suppose for contradiction that there is a surjection 7 : X — P(X) and defineY :={zx € X |z &
m(z)}. Then if Y = 7 (y), we have

yen(y) s=yecY = ygn(y)

which is impossible.

Definition 2.31. An ordinal number « is said to be a cardinal if |k| = k.

2TN: It’s not immediately obvious why the cardinality of a set should always exist. That is, why must there exist
any bijection to an ordinal for every set? This follows from Zermelo’s Theorem, which is equivalent to AC, which
we’ve included as an axiom.
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Corollary 2.32. The class of cardinal numbers is a proper class.

Proof.

Suppose towards a contradiction that A were the set of all cardinal numbers. Then v = sup 4
is an ordinal and k = [P(y)| > v > A for any A € A. Since & is a cardinal, this is impossible.
([l

Definition 2.33. A set X is finite if |X| is a finite ordinal and is infinite otherwise. So, X is
infinite if and only if w injects into X.

Proposition 2.34 (Galileo). A set X is infinite if and only if it properly injects into itself.

Proof.

For one direction, it suffices to note that o — «+ 1 is a proper injection of w into itself.
For the converse, one shows by induction on finite ordinals that they are cardinal numbers.
|
The N-Function:
The class of infinite cardinals, being cofinal in the proper class of ordinals[]is itself a proper class
well-ordered by the usual ordering of ordinals. It thus follows that there is a uniquely defined class
function X : Ord — (Class of infinite cardinals) preserving the ordering.

For example, g = w and N, 41 is the smallest cardinal number larger than R,,.

Since the cardinal numbers are well-ordered and unbounded, for any cardinal number s there is a
smallest cardinal greater than x, which we denote x™. So, for example, n™ = n+1 for n finite, and
N;’: = Na+1.

Note:
For any ordinal v, we have |y| < v < |y|*. For if |y|* < 4, then |y|" C v and thus |y|" would
inject into the smaller cardinal ||, which is impossible.

Definition 2.35. Cardinals of the form x* are called successors, while non-zero non-successors are
called limit cardinals.

Proposition 2.36. The function X is continuous with respect to the order-topology, that is, for
any limit ordinal A,
N)\ = sup N§
E<A
Proof.

Set v = supNe. Then |y| < v < |y|T. Now, if v < Ry, then there is some & < A such that
£<A

Re, = ||, hence
supRe =7 < |77 =R, 11 < supRe
E<A E<

which is impossible. So
sup Ne < Ny < supNe.
£<A E<A O
2TN: Cofinality is defined a bit later, but all you need to know is essentially that if you pick some ordinal, there’s
a cardinal above it.
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Definition 2.37. A set X is countable if | X| < Ry and uncountable otherwise.

The Continuum Hypothesis (CH) is the statement [P(w)| = R; [

Cardinal Arithmetic.
Definition 2.38. For cardinal numbers x and A, we set
K@ A:= |k X A
k@ X :=|(rkx {0}) U (Ax{1})]

Note that both cardinal multiplication and addition are commutative and associative.

Theorem 2.39. If k is an infinite cardinal number, then Kk ® k = HH

Proof.

This is by induction on & (i.e., by induction on « in x = N,). So suppose that for all 8 < &,
18 x Bl =|8l® |8 =18

and define a well-ordering < on k X K by
max(a, 8) < max(a/, 8’)

(0, 8) < (@, ) <= { max(a, B) = max(a/, ) A (@ < ')

max(a, f) = max(a/, ) A (= a') A (B < ')

Since & X & is the increasing union of £ x £ for € < &, each £ X £ is an initial segment of (k X K, <)

and (€ x &, <) is isomorphic to some ordinal v with |y| = |£ x ] = |¢] < &, and thus v < k, we
see that (k X K, <) is order-isomorphic to x with the usual order. So |k X k| = k.

O
Corollary 2.40. k@ k = & for all infinite <[]
Proof.
KOKk=|k X2 <|kXKl=K®K=Ek.
O

Definition 2.41. For cardinal numbers x and A, let x* = ‘{f | f is a function from X to x}/|.

Thus, 2 = |P(k)| by identifying a set with its characteristic functionE|

@TN: This statement is well-known to be independent of the axioms of ZFC (meaning there are models in which
it is true, and models in which it is false). We shall prove this by the end of these notes.

bTN: This is not quite equivalent to choice, but the statement that for every infinite set A, that A x A and A
are equinumerous s equivalent to choice.

C¢TN: This is not equivalent to AC. Try a Cantor-Schréder-Bernstein argument.

drn: Yes, this is ambiguous with ordinal exponentiation. In general, this tends to be the more common usage
of this notation, and if you mean ordinal exponentiation, you should specify. Well, in general, you should always
specify, but c’est la vie.
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Lemma 2.42. If A > w and 2 < k < A, then x* = 2.

Proof.
Note that 2% = 2A®A = (2M)* > A\ > kA,
O

Definition 2.43. A function f : @ — (3 between ordinals o and £ is said to be cofinal if Im(f) is
unbounded in 8, i.e., Vy < £,3¢ < a, f(§) > 7.

The cofinality of an ordinal 8, denoted cof(f), is the smallest ordinal @ such that there is a cofinal
map from « to 8. Thus, cof(8) < S.

Note:
cof(3) is always a cardinal.

Observation:
There is a strictly increasing cofinal map h : cof(3) — .
Proof.
If f:cof(8) — B is cofinal, define h(§) := max (f(f), sup (h(’y) + 1))

v<§
O

Proposition 2.44. If a and 3 are limit ordinals and f : o — 3 is a strictly increasing cofinal map,
then cof(a) = cof(8).

Proof.

The fact that cof(8) < cof(«) is clear. Conversely, if g : cof(8) — 8 is a cofinal map, then we
can define h : cof(8) — a by

h(&) =min (y < a | f(7) > g(£)).

Then A is cofinal in «.

O
uf? (L
Sz
ZIT |«
14

FIGURE 1. Rosendal’s Visualization of the Proof

Corollary 2.45. For « a limit, cof (R,) = cof(a).

Corollary 2.46. For any 3, cof(3) = cof(cof(f)).

So, the cofinality operation is idempotent, so has plenty of fixed points.
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Definition 2.47. An ordinal § is said to be regular if cof(8) = § and § is a limit.

Note:
Regular ordinals are cardinals and the first regular cardinal is w.

TN: As the next lemma will show, “most” cardinals are regular (in a loose sense of the word
“most”), but regular cardinals become very nice to work with when doing more advanced set theory.

Lemma 2.48. x7 is regular for x > w.

Proof.

If f:a— sT is a cofinal map, then k¥ = sup f(y) = |J f(v). Since each ordinal f(v) is a set
y<a y<ao

of cardinality < ¥, i.e. < K, we see that

U ro

y<a

kT = < |o x k| = max (|al, |x])

and so |a| = kT, hence kT < a.

Note:
Since for a limit ordinal a, we have cof(R,) = cof(«), if X, is regular, then
N, = cof(R,,) = cof(a) < a <N,

so N, = a.

Definition 2.49. A cardinal x is weakly inaccessible if x is a regular limit cardinal > w.

Moreover,  is (strongly) inaccessible if k > w, & is regular, and for any A < &, 2* < k.

One cannot prove with the axioms given (nor with the axiom of foundation) that weakly inaccessible
cardinals exist.

Lemma 2.50 (Konig). If » is an infinite cardinal and A > cof(k), then £* > .

TN: We first give a proof of this Lemma, and then state Kénig’s Theorem (excluded from the
original notes) along with a proof sketch, from which this Lemma is fairly simple to conclude.
The importance of Konig’s Theorem is partially given anecdotally by Professor Tserunyan, who
mentioned that someone’s question at a conference was quickly solved with this theorem, and also
motivated by the fact that it is also equivalent to choice!

Proof.

Fix a cofinal map f : A — s and consider any function G : K — x*. We have to show that G is
not surjective. We think of x* as the set of functions from A to . So define h : A — & by

h(§) = min(k \ {G(a)(€) | a < f(§)})
Note then that if h = G(«) for some a < &, pick £ < A such that f(€) > a. Then h(€) # G(a)(&),
which is a contradiction.
O
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Corollary 2.51. If A > w, then cof (2*) > \.

Proof.
(2M)A = 228X = 22 50 if A > cof (2?), then the lemma would give

2% = (2M)* > 24,

a contradiction.

O
Notation{’
Let I be a set and (A;);cr be a sequence of sets. We denote by |_|Z-€I A; the disjoint union of A;,
ie.,

|_|A1 = {(i,a):aeAi,iEI}.
iel

The product, [[,.; A; is defined in the usual way.

el

Theorem 2.52 (Konig). Let I be a set and (A;);er, (Bi)ier be sequences of sets. If, for all ¢ € I,

we have that |A;| < |B;|, then
il iel

Proof.

First, use (AC) more than once to define an injection | |;.; 4; = [[;c; Bi-
Suppose towards a contradiction that there is a surjection g : | |;c; A; — [];c; Bi, and then
define x € [],.; B; that is not in the image of g by choosing the value x(i) such that it precludes
x from being in the g-image of {i} x A;. The main point is that for each i € I, the map
gi + A; — B; defined by a — g¢(i,a)(i) is not surjective, so one can choose a value from
B; ~\ gi[A;] as x(i) (where g;[A;] denotes the image of A; under the map g;).

O

2.7. Foundation.

(10) Axiom of Foundation or (AF)
The axiom of foundation states that € admits no infinite descending chains, or, equivalently

Vx((m#@)%ﬂyemVZEy,zgm)

Note that, if (u,)ne, were an infinite sequence, i.e., formally a function with domain w,
such that w,11 € u, for every n € w, then the set x = {uy, }ne., would contradict (AF).
Note:
(AF) = Vz, x & x.

Without assuming the axiom of foundation, we can define a class function V : Ord — U by
transfinite induction:

Vs = P(Va).

2TN: Here I am explicitly following the notation and proof sketch given during a homework exercise in the class
I took with Professor Tserunyan.
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Thus, Vo = @ and o < § = V,, C V3. From this, it follows that V41 = |J P(Va) = P(Vp).

a<p

Then, for A a limit, we get V), = |J V.
a<A
Let also V' be the class defined by

V(z) <= Ja an ordinal such that z € V.

Definition 2.53. For every set = in V, we let rank(z) = rk(z) = min(a |z € V,). Note that rk(z)
is always a successor ordinal.

Lemma 2.54. V(x) < Yy € 2,V (y).
Also, if V(z), then rk(y) < rk(x) for all y € x.

Proof.
Suppose V(z) and rk(z) = 8+ 1. Then x € Vzy1 = P(V3) and so x C V. Thus, y € x gives
y € Vz and rk(y) < 8 < rk(z).
Conversely, if Vy € x,V(y), the class function rk: V' — Ord will be bounded on the set z,
hence for some 3, x C V. Thus, z € Vg1 = V(x).
O

One can check (as an exercise) that
Lemma 2.55. For every ordinal a, V(o) and rk(a) = o + 1.
Theorem 2.56. AF <= Vz, V(z).

Proof.

(<) : Suppose Vz, V(z) and let a be any non-empty set. Let b € a be a set of minimal rank.
Then for any ¢ € b, we see that rk(c) < rk(b) = ¢ & a (since b had minimal rank), thus
showing AF. [ ]

For the converse, we need the following definition.

Definition 2.57. For any set X, define a function f with domain w by f(0) =
X, fin+1) = Upepmyz = Uf(n). We let cl(X) = U,g, f(n). Then notice
X Ccl(X) and cl(X) is transitive. Moreover, if Z is any transitive set containing
X, then Z D cl(X). So cl(X) is the unique transitive closure of X.

(=) : Now suppose that X does not belong to V, but that AF holds. Then X C cl(X) and we
claim that Y = {y € cl(X) | =V(y)} is non-empty. For if not, then cI(X) and hence also X
would be a subset of V' and thus belong to V itself, which is not the case.

On the other hand, if y € Y, then =V (y) and hence y cannot be a subset of V. Thus, for some
z €y, 7V(z). Since cl(X) is transitive, also z € cl(z) and thus z € Y too. It follows that Y is

a counterexample to AF.
|
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Proposition 2.58. cl(X) =X U,y cl(y).

Proof.
X C cl(X) and the latter is transitive, so y C cl(x) for all y € X. Since cl(y) is the minimal
transitive set containing y, also cl(y) C cl(z) for any y € X. So cl(X) 2 X U, cx cl(y).

For the other direction, it suffices to note that the right hand side is transitive. O

Definition 2.59. The theory ZF~ consists of all axioms given previously except for AC and AF.
Moreover,

ZF = 7ZF~ + AF

ZFC =7ZF + AC = ZF~ + AF + AC

ZFC~ =7ZF~ + AC.

Definition 2.60. A set X is extensional if
Ve,ye X (eNX =ynX)—z=y)
That is, (X, €) |= axiom of extensionality.

Note that every transitive set is extensional simply because the axiom of extensionality holds.

Theorem 2.61 (The Mostowski Collapse (ZF)). For any extensional set X, there is a unique
isomorphism 7 : (X, €) — (Y, €) onto a transitive set Y.

Proof.
Uniqueness: Follows by induction on the rank of elements of X.
Existence: We define 7(z) by induction on the rank of x € X.
m(z) = {n(a) :a €z N X}

(Formally, this is induction on a stratified class).

That is, note that by extensionality of X, there is a unique element ag € X of minimal rank.
Set m(ag) = &. Now, if x € X and 7(a) has been defined for all a € X with rk(a) < rk(z), we
set m(z) = {m(a):a € xNX}.

By induction on the rank, we see that 7 is injective and also that 7[X] = Y is a transitive
set. Finally, 7 is an isomorphism; for if z,y € X and x € y, then x € y N X and so

m(z) € {m(a) :a e yN X} = n(y);
and, conversely, if ,y € X and 7(z) € 7(y), then n(z) = w(a) for some a € y N X, so by

injectivity, z = a € y.
O
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3. RELATIVIZATION

Suppose C is a class. We define for every formula ¢(Z, @) in parameters @ = (ay, ...a,,), a; belonging
to O, the relativized formula ¢ (%, @) by induction on the construction of ¢:
e if ¢ is quantifier-free, then ¢ = ¢
(=9)° =6, (¢V)° =V y©
(Bye)© =Fy(Cy)) A ¢©
(Vy9)© = Vy(Cly) — ¢°)
So ¢© simply relativizes all quantifications to C. So for any ¢(Z) without parameters and any
parameters @ in C, we have

U, €) | ¢°(a) <= (C,€) = 6(a)

3.1. Consistency of the Axiom of Foundation.

Something that should be on our mind is the consistency of the axioms we have stated so far. So
proofs of relative consistency are highly important. It follows from Gdédel’s Second Incompleteness
Theorem that we cannot prove the consistency of ZFC from ZFC itself, so the only results we can
hope for are relative consistency results, such as

Theorem 3.1. If ZF~ is consistent, then so is ZF.

In fact, we shall prove the following more precise statement:

Theorem (3.1%*). Suppose U is a universe of sets satisfying the theory ZF~. Then the class V
constructed in U will be a universe of sets in which ZF holds.

Proof.
Recall that ZF~ is axiomatized b

(i) the axiom of extensionality

(ii) the union axiom

(iii) the powerset axiom

(iv) the axiom scheme of replacement
(v) set existence

(vi) the axiom of infinity

We thus have to prove that if U is a universe of sets and V is the class of sets defined by

V= U Va,then (V,€) E (i),.., (Vi)ﬂ Le., for any axiom ¢ among (i)-(vi), ¢" holds.
a€eOrd

(i): Suppose z,y belong to V and that for any z in V| z € © +— z € y. Then as z, y are subsets
of V, we have Vz (z € z +— 2z € y), so since extensionality holds in U, we have = y and
thus (z = y)" too.

(ii): Suppose x belongs to V. Then |Jz = {2z : 3y € #,z € x} is a subset of V and hence itself
belongs to V.

@TN: And recall that pairing and comprehension follow from these as well.
b TN: This notation is slightly improper, as replacement actually has infinitely many axioms, but the idea is clear.
Note that it’s obviously not enough just to show that AF holds. We still want V' to be a model of ZF~!
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(iii): If X belongs to V, then so does P(x); for any subset of  will be a subset of V' and thus
belong to V', hence P(z) is a subset of V' and thus an element of V.
(iv): Suppose ¢(z,y) is a formula with parameters in V' that defines a class function in V| i.e.

(szlgly o(x, y))V

or more explicitly
va (Viw) — 35y (Vi) £ 6 (2,9)) ).

Then the formula ¥ (z,y) := V(x) AV (y) A ¢V (z,y) defines a functional relation in U/, and
thus, for any set A, there is (by replacement in /) a set B such that

y€EB < Jx e A, Y(z,y) = (EI:E €A, gbv(as,y)) ANV (y)

Since B is a subset of V', B actually belongs to V and is the image of A in V' of the class
function defined by ¢.
(v): Trivial since & belongs to V.
(vi): We only have to show that w belongs to V, but actually we may show that all ordinals
belong to V[ This is by induction.
First, 0 = & belongs to V.
Now suppose £ belongs to V for all £ < a. Since a = {f < a}, « is a subset of V' and
hence belongs to V, finishing the induction.
Finally, to see that AF holds in V', suppose that a is a non-empty set belonging to V. Let b € a
have minimal rank. Then since a is also a subset of V', b belongs to V' too. Moreover, if ¢ € b,
then rkc¢ < rkb and so ¢ € a. It follows that bNa = &, so AF holds in V.
O

3.2. Inaccessible Ordinals and Models of ZFC.
Suppose ZFC holds in our universe /. By induction on ordinals, we see that § C V¢ for any ordinal .

Lemma 3.2. If k is a strongly inaccessible cardinal, then |V;| = k and for any a C V;, we have
a€V, < |a| <k.

Proof.
Since k C Vj, notice |V,| > k. Conversely, by induction we show that for any £ < &, |Vg| < &,
which implies that |V,;| = k. For the induction, note that if |V¢| < &, then |Veyqi| = |P(Ve)| =
2lVel < k. And if |Ve| < & for all £ < A < &, A limit, then |Vy| = [Uean Vel < §1<11;|V§| < K by

regularity of k.
Thus, if a C V,, |a|] < &, then rk : @ — k cannot be cofinal in & since k is regular. So for some
B8 < Kk, a C Vg, hence a € Vg1 C V.

O

2TN: If you've already done the exercise to show that for any ordinal a, rka = a + 1, then you're already done,
as this implies that for any ordinal «, o € V441 and hence belongs to V.
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Lemma 3.3. If x is inaccessible, then V,, satisfies ZFC.

Proof.

One can check extensionality, union, powerset, set existence, axiom of infinity, and AF in the
structure (Vi, €). So, let us check AC and replacement.

If a € V, is a family of pairwise disjoint non-empty sets, then we know that there is some T
which is a transversal for a, i.e., such that Vb € a, TN b is a singleton, and T' C |Ja. Since a is
a subset of Vi, so are all of its subsets, hence T' C V,,. Moreover, since a € Vi, |T| = |a| < &,
hence T' € V.. So AC holds in V.

For replacement, suppose ¢(z,y) is a formula with parameters in V,; defining a class function
in V,, i.e.

Vo €V, 35y € Vi, ¢V (z,y),
and that a € V.

Then (x,y) given by ¥(z,y) :=x € V. Ay € Vi, A¢V=(x,y) defines a function f with domain

contained in V,;. So f[a] is a subset of V,; of size < &, hence f[a] € Vj, verifying replacement.
(Il

Theorem 3.4. If ZFC is consistent, then so is ZFC + "there are no strongly inaccessible cardinals".

Remark:

We note that this is a statement of the metatheory, that is, not a statement of the first order
language of set theory. We are claiming that if there is no way of obtaining a contradiction from
ZFC, then the same holds for ZFC + "there are no strongly inaccessible cardinals".

Proof.

Suppose U is a universe of set theory satisfying ZFC. If there are no inaccessible cardinals in U,
we are done. So, suppose there are and let x be the minimal of these. We will show that ("there
are no strongly inaccessible cardinals")"* holds.

Note first that since AF holds, a set « is an ordinal if and only if « is transitive and totally
ordered by €, i.e.

(%) Ve,yca(reyvVycazVvVe=y)AVr(z€a— z C a)
Claim: The ordinals in V, are simply the ordinals below &, i.e. Ord"s = .

Proof.

Note that k C V,. So if a < k, then a € V,; and (%) holds for a. But then also (%)=
holds, hence « is an an ordinal in Vj, i.e., & belongs to Ord"=.
Conversely, if o belongs to Ord"=, then a € V,, and is transitive and totally ordered
by €, hence « is an ordinal, |a| < k, i.e. a € k.
]
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Claim: The cardinals in V,; are the cardinals below «.
Proof.

If A\ is a cardinal in Vi, then it is an ordinal in V,, and thus A € k. To see that A is also
an actual cardinal, note that if f : A\ «— « were a bijection of A with an ordinal a < A,
then f C Vi, |f| < k, and thus f € V. It follows that f would be a bijection in Vj
between A and a smaller ordinal, contradicting that A is a cardinal in V.
And, similarly, if A < k is a cardinal, then \ € V; and A is an ordinal in V. Moreover,
any bijection in V,; between A and a smaller ordinal would also be a bijection in U between
A and a smaller ordinal, contradicting that A is a cardinal.
|
Now that we’ve established that the cardinals in V,; are exactly the cardinals in U that are less
than k, we finally prove that no cardinal A € Vj; is strongly inaccessible in V.
If A € V,; is a cardinal in Vj;, then A < & is also a cardinal in U, but not strongly inaccessible.
So either
(i) A < w, hence also (A < w)x,
(ii) A < 2¢ for some cardinal £ < A < k, hence &,2¢ € V,; and also (£ < A < 2%)V= or
(iii) there is a cofinal function f : @ — A from an ordinal o < A, hence again «, f € V,; and thus
A is singular in V.

So no cardinal in V; is inaccessible.

3.3. The Reflection Scheme.

Definition 3.5. Suppose C is a class and ¢(Z) is a formula all of whose parameters belong to C.
We say that ¢(&) is absolute for C if for all @ in C, ¢(@) <= ¢“(@). Le., if and only if

vz (C(F) — (0(@) +— 0°(@)).

Since the relativization ¢© of a quantifier-free formula is ¢ itself, any quantifier-free ¢ is absolute
for C.

Definition 3.6. A formula ¢(Z) is said to be in prenex-form if ¢ = Q1y1Q2Yy2...Qnynt where each
Q); is a quantifier and ) is quantifier free.

Observation:

The class of formulas absolute for C is closed under logical equivalence and Boolean combinations.
That is, if F ¢(Z) +— ¢(&), then 1 is absolute for C' if and only if ¢ is absolute for C. This follows
from

F W —¢) =k (7 — ¢°),
which can be proven by induction on proofs or by model-theoretic considerations.
Since every formula is logically equivalent to one in prenex-form, when dealing with absoluteness,
it suffices to consider formulas in prenex-form.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose ¢(Z) is a formula without parameters in prenex-form and that (X, )ucw i8
an increasing sequence of sets. If ¢ and all its subformulas are absolute for every X,,, then ¢ and

all of its subformulas are absolute for X = J,, .., Xn-
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Proof.

The result is proved by induction on the length of the prefix of ¢.
If ¢ is quantifier-free, then ¢ is absolute for any class or set, so the result is trivial.

Suppose now that the result is true for ¢ (y,x1,...,x,) and let ¢(&) = Iy (y,Z). Then for
any ¢ € X, choose k < w such that ¢ € Xj. Now, if ¢(&) holds, then since ¢ is absolute for Xj,
also ¢X* (&) holds, so for some b € Xy, ¥**(b,¢) holds. As 1 is absolute for X}, we get that
(b, é), and as 1 is absolute for X, we get that ¢X(b,é). Thus, finally, 3b € X X (b, ), i.e.
().

Conversely, if ¢X(¢), then for some b € X, ¢»X (b, &). Since 1 is absolute for X, also (b, ¢)
and so Jyy(y, &), i.e. @(&).

Universal quantification is proved similarly.
|

Theorem 3.8 (The Reflection Scheme (ZF)). Suppose ¢(Z) is a formula without parameters. Then
for every «, there is a limit ordinal 5 > « such that ¢ is absolute for V3.

Proof.

Without loss of generality, we can suppose that ¢ is in prenex-form. We show by induction on
the length of the quantifier-prefix of ¢ that:

Va 38 > « a limit (every subformula of ¢ is absolute for V3).

The base case when ¢ is quantifier-free is trivial, since ¢ is absolute for V.

Now, suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for ¢ (y, ¥) and let ¢(Z) = Jyy(y, Z). Then,
by the induction hypothesis, for any « there is § > « limit such that ¢ and all its subformulas
are absolute for V3. Fix a.

We define a class function F(Z) = z by "z = F(&) is the set of all y of minimal rank such
that ¥ (y,Z)." Thus, Z belongs to the domain of F if and only if 3y (¢(y,Z) Ay € F(Z)).

We now define a strictly increasing sequence of odrinals (f,,)ncw as follows:

® [y =

® [on41 = smallest ordinal > 2, such that F(¢) € Vj,, , for every tuple ¢ = (c1,...,cx) in

the domain of F' with cq,...,c;, € Vg,,,.

® 39,10 = smallest ordinal > fs,,41 such that ¢ and all its subformulas are absolute for

Vﬂ2n+2 °

Now set 3 = sup f3,, which is a limit ordinal > «. Also, since Vg = UJ,,,, V3,,..», the previous
n<w
lemma implies that v and all its subformulas are absolute for V3. To finish the proof of the

induction step, it thus suffices to prove that also ¢ is absolute for V.

We fix c1,...,cp € V3, say ci1,...,cx € Va,,,,. First, if @V (), then there is b € V3 such that
V2 (b, €). Since 1 is absolute for Vg, also (b, &), hence Iy (y, @), i.e. ¢(C).

Conversely, if ¢(¢), then there is some b of minimal rank such that (b, ¢), hence b € F (). It
follows that F(c) € V3,,,,, and so also b € F/(¢) C V3,,,, € V3. Thus, as 1 is absolute for Vj,
we have 1V? (b, @) and hence Jy € Vg, ¥V2 (y, ), i.e. ¢V7(2).

The case of universal quantifiers is similar. Alternatively, by using V = —3-, one can reduce

it to existential quantifiers.
d

Corollary 3.9. For any true sentence o without parameters, there are arbitrarily large limit
ordinals 8 such that ¢"# holds.
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Using the preceding arguments, one can prove a more general statement:

Theorem 3.10 (ZF~). Suppose W : Ord — U is a class function such that
o a<f = W, C W;s (increasing)
o )\ limit — W) = U W;s.
B<A

Let W be the class |J Wjs. Then for any formula ¢(#) without parameters and any ordinal «,
Be0rd
there is a limit ordinal 5 > « such that

Yy, .y € Ws ("8 (F) ¢+ ¢ ().



32 KRIVINE

4. FORMALIZING LOGIC IN U

Our universe of sets U should be a place for all mathematics to be done. That is, all groups,
manifolds, function spaces, etc. can be constructed as elements of U and all reasoning about these
objects should ultimately hark back to an underlying reasoning based on ZFC. Thus, in many
ways, the set theoretical language is our machine language, while concepts such as fiber-bundles,
C*°-maps, solution spaces of partial differential equations are special kinds of sets defined by more
or less involved definitions upon definitions.

As all other mathematical topics, logic also admits a formalization in U, in such a way that
formulas, proofs, and models simply are objects within ¢/. We shall give a cursory treatment of
this.

Definition 4.1. Let V, =, 3, €, = be distinct sets in U, e.g. 0,1,2,3,4, and let V be a disjoint
countable set, say V = {n <w:n > 5}, called the set of L{—variablesﬁ

By induction on n < w, define a function n —— F,, with domain w by:
o Fo={(€,2.y), (=,2.9) |2,y €V}
o Fur1 =FaU{(=, 1), (V. f.9), (3,2, )| f.g € Fn, x € V}.

Finally, F = |J F.. Elements of F; are called atomic U/-formulas, while the elements of F are
nw

simply U-formulas. For f € F, I(f) = length(f) = minimal n < w such that f € F,.

Lemma 4.2 (Unique ReadabilityE[). For any U-formula f € F, exactly one of the following holds:
(i) f is an atomic U-formula
(ii) f =(+,g) for some unique g € F
(iii) f=(V,g,h) for some unique g,h € F
(iv) f= (g,x,g) for some unique g € F, x € V.
Moreover, in each of these cases, I(g), (k) < I(f).

Notation:
For simplicity of notation, we shall write

(@€y), (z=y), (51), (fVg), Ja(f)
for the U-formulas )
(é’z’y)7 (£’$’y)7 (;\’f)7 (\./’f’g)’ (El’x’f)

Similarly, the U-formulas
(=N V), (= (=N (59)), (=3a(1)

are written

(f —9). (fAg), (Va(f))

TN: In class, we struggled to come up with a way to represent the same logical symbols we know and love, while
making sure that there is little confusion about which are meta-logical symbols, and which are logical symbols that
are really sets in /. We settled on the convention of dotting the logical symbols inside our universe, language, etc.

bTN: Professor Tserunyan finds the inclusion of such a lemma to be useless. The truth of this lemma ought to
be painfully obvious from the construction.



SET THEORY AND FORCING 33

By induction on I(f), we define for any f € F the set var(f) of free variables in f by
—if fis (z €y) or (x=y), then var(f) = {z,y}
— var(= f) = var(f)
— war(fVg) =wvar(f)Uvar(g)
— war(3z(f)) = var(f) ~ {z}.
Also f € F is said to be a U-sentence if var(f) = @.

Note:

For any formula ¢(Z) of set theory, there is a corresponding U-formula f which we will denote
by "¢7. Thus, while ¢ is an object of our metalanguage, "¢ is a set belonging to our universe U.

So, for example, it makes sense to quantify over U-formulas in the language of set theory, which
is not the case for true formulas of the metalanguage.

Also, note that if our universe U contains non-standard natural numbers, then there may be
non-standard U-formulas, i.e. U-formulas f not of the form "¢ for some ¢ of the language of set
theory.

4.1. Model Theory for U-formulas. By induction on the length of f € F, we define for every
non-empty set X, a set Val(f, X) by

(i) Val((:céy) X) = {6 € X{=v} | §(z) (y)}ﬁ

(i) Val((z X)={6eXxt=v}|§x)=06(y)}

(iii) Val( (= ) Xvar(h) Val(f, X)

(iv) Val( f\/g , )*{5€X”‘"(fv9)|6 () € Val(f, )or Slvar(g) € Val(g, X)}
(v) Val(3z(f), X) = {6 € XvorD=H 36 € Val(f, X), Slvar(s)y~{a}=0}-

Note:
For any formula ¢(z1, ..., z,) of our metalanguage, we have (modulo changing variables)

Val("¢™, X) = {6 : {z1,...,xn} = X | ¢™ (621, ..., 6zy,) holds}.
So we can see Val("¢7, X) as the set
{(a1,...,an) € X" |¢™ (a1, ...a,) holds}.

Suppose [ is a U-formula with free variables among 1, ..., Z,, written f(z1,...,z,). Assume also
that v is a function from a subset of var(f) into a set X. Then we say that (f,~) is a U-formula
with parameters in X.

For simplicity of notation, if f(z1,...,Zn,¥y1,...,yx) is given with zq,....,z, € var(f) and ~ :
{z1, ..., xn} = X with y(z;) = a;, we write f(a1,...,an,y1,...,yx) or just f(@,g) for (f,~). In this
case, var(f(d,q)) = var(f) ~ {x1, ..., n}

A U-formula f (possibly with parameters) is said to be a U-sentence if var(f) = @. Also,

Val((f,7), X) = {6 € X*"U | Uy € Val(f, X)}

If f is a U-sentence whose parameters belong to a set X, then Val(f, X) is a subset of X? = {@&}. If
Val(f,X) = {2} =1, we say that f is true in X, written X = f. Similarly, if Val(f,X) =@ =0,

a7TN: The notation X {%:¥} hearkens back to when we defined exponentiation for cardinals. This just means "the
set of functions from {z,y} to X".
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we say that f is false in X.

Theorem 4.3 (Lowenheim-Skolem (AC)). Suppose P C X are sets. Then there is a subset Y C X
containing P, |Y| < |P| @ Ny, such that for any U-sentence f with parameters in Y,

XEf = YEL
Proof.

Fix a choice function 7 : P(X) \ {@} — X, i.e. such that 7(A4) € A for any non-empty subset
A of X. We define inductively an increasing sequence (Py,)n<w of subsets of X as follows:
- P=P
— Given P,, let R, = {g(d@,z)|g(@ z) is a U-formula with parameters @ in X and X
Jag(a, z)}

— For any g(d@,z) € Ry, let by(g,) = 7r({b eX | X Eg(a, b)})

— Define P11 := P, U{bga )| 9(ad,x) € Ry}

Since there are only countably many U-formulas, |P, 11| < |P,| @ Ng, so by induction, |P,| <
|P| & Ro.

Set Y := U,,,, Pn- We show by induction on the length of a formula that if f is a ¢/-sentence
with parameters in Y, then X = f <= Y |= f. This is trivial if f is atomic, and the induction
steps for - and V are easy.

So suppose instead that f = f(a@) = Jx 9(d, x) where the induction hypothesis holds for g. If
Y k= f(@), then there is b € Y such that YV |= g(d@,b), hence also X = ¢g(d@,b) and so X = f(a).

Conversely, if X E f(a@), find n large enough such that the parameters @ = (ay, ..., ax) all
belong to P,. It follows that g(@,x) € R,, and 5o by(g,s) € Poy1 €Y. Since X = g(@,byz.2)),
we have by the induction hypothesis that Y |= g(@,by(z,5)), and so Y |= f(@).

(I
Relativization:
As for formulas of set theory, when given a U-formula f(@,Z) with parameters in a set X, we can
define the relativized formula f* (@, ) by induction on the length of f. We then have the following
easy fact:

Theorem 4.4. Suppose X C Y are sets with X € Y and f(@, %) is a U-formula with parameters
in X. Then N
Val(£(@. @), X) = Val(f¥ (@), Y) n X" @),
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5. ORDINAL DEFINABILITY AND INNER MODELS OF ZFC

To simplify notation, if f(a, ) is a U-formula with one free variable x and parameters in a set X,
Val(f(@,x),X) is a subset of X{*} which we canonically can identify with a subset of X.

Definition 5.1 (ZF). Let OD be the class of ordinal definable sets given by:

there are ordinals oy, ...,ax, kK < w and 8 and a U-formula
OD(a) <= < f(z,a1,...,ar) with one free variable such that a,...,ap < f,
a € Vg and Val(f(z, a1, ..., 1), V3) = {a}.

Observation:
Note that every ordinal is ordinal definable by using itself as a parameter.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose ¢(z,aq, ..., a,) is a formula of the language of set theory with ordinal
parameters s, ..., a, and suppose that a is the unique set satisfying ¢(x, a1, ..., ). Then a is
ordinal definable, i.e. belongs to OD.
Proof.
By the reflection scheme, we can find an ordinal 3 satisfying
— A1y ey 0y <
—ac Vg
— ¢(z,91, ..., Yn) is absolute for V.
In particular, a is the unique element of Vj satisfying ¢'#(z, a1, ..., a;,) and hence
Val("é(x, 01, ...,an) ", V) = {a}.
So a is ordinal definable.
(Il
Proposition 5.3. There is a formula ¢ (z,y) of the language of set theory such that for any set a,
<= 3y ordinal Vz (¢(z,7) «— = = a)
— Iy ordinal ¥ (a, ).
Thus, this formula 1) provides a uniform characterization of ordinal definability.
Proof.

Let S be the class of all ordinal valued functions s : n — Ord, with dom(s) = n a finite ordinal.
That is, S is the class of finite sequences of ordinals. For s,¢ in S, we put

OD(a)

sup(s) < sup(¢) or
s <"t <= ¢ sup(s) =sup(t) A dom(s) < dom(t) or
sup(s) = sup(t) A dom(s) = dom(t) A s <jey t.

Then one can check that <’ defines a well-ordering of S whose proper initial segments are sets.
It follows that there is an order preserving class function d : Ord — S

2TN: The character used for this function is a backwards cyrillic B. The handwritten notes were a bit hard to
distinguish here, leading some in the class to speculate as to which character was used, and this was the funniest
answer, and was kept.
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Also, in ZF we can construct a bijection K : w — V,,. So, in particular, since any U-formula is
an object in V,,, K maps onto the set of U-formulas F. We can now define ¢(z,y) as follows:

y is an ordinal and d(y) = (n, 8, a1, ..., ) is a finite
sequence of ordinals such that aq,...,ar < 5, n < w

x € Vg, and K(n) = f(z,y1,...,yx) is a U-formula with
Val(f(z, a1,...,ax), V3) = {z}.

Y(z,y) =

Then, we have
<= 3y ordinal Vz (¢(z,7) «— = = a)

OD(a) __, 3y ordinal ¥(a,7).

Definition 5.4. The class HOD of hereditarily ordinal definable sets is given by

HOD(a) <= OD(a) A cl(a) is a subset of OD.

Lemma 5.5. HOD(a) <= OD(a) AVx € a, HOD(z).
This follows from the fact that

cl(a) =aU U cl(x).

r€a

Theorem 5.6. Suppose U is a model of ZF. Then HOD is a model of ZFCH’H
Proof.

Note first that HOD is a transitive class (i.e., a € bA HOD(b) = HOD(a)) containing all
ordinals.

Extensionality: Follows from transitivity of HOD plus extensionality in U. [ ]

Union: Note that if HOD(a) and b = |J x, then b is a subset of HOD. So to see that b

rEa

belongs to HOD, we only need to see that b is ordinal definable. So pick « such that 1 (a, @)
holds. Then b is the unique object x satisfying

d(x,0) =Yy (yex+— Iz(2€anye€z)).
Hence, the formula Jv (¢(v, a) A ¢(x,v)) defines b. Thus, OD(b) and HOD(b). ]

Powerset: Suppose HOD(a) and let b = P(a) N HOD be the set of all hereditarily ordinal
definable subsets of a. Then b is a subset of HOD and can be seen to be ordinal definable by
methods as above. Thus b = PHOP(q). ]

Replacement: Suppose o(x,y, a1, ...,ar) is a formula with parameters aq, ..., ax from HOD that
defines a class function in HOD, i.e.

Vz (HOD(z) — 3=y (HOD(y) A O (1. y, a)).

&TN: In other words, if ZF is consistent, then so is ZFC.
bTN: HOD is said to be an inner model of set theory. That is, a substructure of some model of a theory T that

also contains all the ordinals of the original model.
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Suppose X isin HOD and Y is the set of images in HOD of elements of X by this class function.
Notice, Y is a subset of HOD, so we need only show that Y is in OD.

So fix ordinals 8, a, ..., ay such that (X, 8),¥(a1,a1), ..., ¥(ag,ar). Then Y is the unique
object satisfying

Yz, X, a1, ...,a5) :=Vz (z €z +— Ju(ue X NHOD(z) A UHOD(u,zji))).
Hence, Y is defined by

Fv3yy ... Jyk (w(v,ﬁ) ANy, a1 Ao AN(yg, ag) A o(x, v, 41, ...,yk)).

|
Infinity: Since HOD(w), HOD satisfies the axiom of infinity. [ |

Foundation: If HOD(a) and a # @, let b € a have minimal rank. Then bNa = @ and
HOD(b). ]

Choice: Note first that we have a well-ordering of HOD by
a<'b<3a(¥(a,a) A\VB(W(b,B) — a < f)).

That is, we well-order elements of HOD according to the minimal ordinal defining them via 1.
So, if X # @ belongs to HOD, then

R={(a,b) € X*|a <'b}

is a well-ordering of X, and thus a subset of HOD, that is ordinal definable. So R belongs to
HOD and hence X can be well-ordered in HOD.
O

5.1. The Principle of Choice.
Recall that we have a formula without parameters in the language of set theory, ¥ (x,y), such that
for any set a:
<= 3y ordinal Vz (¢(z,7) «— = = a)
Iy ordinal ¥ (a,~).
Using v, we can define a well-ordering of the class OD by

a < b<= 0D(a) NOD(b) A Ja (Y(a,a) ANVB ((b, B) — o < B)).

Definition 5.7. The principle of choice is the statement that there is a first order formula ¢(z,y)
without parameters defining a well-ordering of U.

OD(a)

Note:

Since this is really a disjunction over all formulas of set theory, the principle of choice is not even
an axiom scheme and even less a first order axiom. However, on the basis of ZF, we shall see that
it is first order.
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Proposition 5.8. U satisfies the principle of choice if and only if Vo OD(x) holds.

Proof.

Note that in U, < defines a well-ordering of OD. Thus, if "Vo OD(z)", i.e. U = OD, then < is a
well-ordering of U.

Conversely, suppose ¢(z,y) is a formula without parameters defining a well-ordering of U.
Then there is a unique class function F : Ord — U such that a < § <= ¢(F(«a), F(B)). It
follows that for every a, F'(«) is ordinal definable with parameters «, and hence, Vo OD(z).

a
Thus: principle of choice <= U = OD <= U = HOD.
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6. CONSTRUCTIBILITY D’APRES K. GODEL
Definition 6.1 (ZF). Suppose A isaset and X C Ais a subset. We say that X is definable with parameters
in A if
Ik < w,3f(x,y1,...,yx) & U-formula, Jay,...,ap € A, X = Val(f(x,al, ...,ak),A).

Again, this is a first order property in X and A, so we can define the set
D(A) = {X C A| X is definable with parameters in A}.

Example:
Suppose ¢(z, Y1, ..., Yn) is a formula in the language of set theory and aq, ..., a,, € A are such that
X={zecA|AkE ¢(z,a)}. Then
X =Val("¢(x,a)7, A) € D(A).
Remark: (ZFC)
Suppose |A| > Ng. Then |D(A4)| = |A|.

To see this, note that the set of U-formulas with parameters in A has size |A| itself, and thus
also |D(A)| = |A|. In particular, for infinite A, |D(A4)| < |P(4)|.

Also, A € D(A) for any A. But if A C B is not definable, then A ¢ D(B) and so D(A) € D(B).
Nevertheless, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 6.2. If A C B and A € B, then D(A) C D(B).

Proof.

Suppose X € D(A) and that f(z,aq,...,ax) is a U-formula with parameters in A such that
X =Val(f(z,a),A). Then also

X =Val(f*x,@),B)NA=Val(f*(z,d) Nz € A,DB)

so X € D(B).
O
By transfinite induction, we now define a hierarchy of sets by
Lo = | D(Lp).
B<a

So Ly = @ and Lg C L, for § < a. Also, for 8 < a, Lg € D(Lg) C L,, and hence, by the
preceding theorem, D(Lg) C D(L,). It follows that the hierarchy can alternatively be described by

Lo=o, Lat1 =D(La), Ly = | J Le for A limit,
E<A

Moreover, since D(A) C P(A) for every set A, we see by induction on « that L, C V.

Let L be the class of constructible sets defined by L:= |J L,. So LCV.
acOrd

Definition 6.3. The axiom of constructibility is the statement & = L, which, assuming AF, is just
V =1L,ie Vx3a, z € L,.
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Lemma 6.4. L is a transitive class, that is, if A is constructible, then so is every element of A.
Also, if A € Lo, then A C Lg for some 3 < a.
Proof.

Note that if A € L¢y1 = D(Le), then A C Le.

By the proof, we see that any L,, is a transitive set.
Definition 6.5. For any constructible set X, we let order(X) = min(«| X € L,).
Theorem 6.6. Ord C L and OrdNL, = «, Va. So any ordinal « is constructible with order oo+ 1.

Proof.

By induction on «, we prove Ord N L, = «. So suppose this holds for all « less than some
ordinal 5.

If 3 is a limit, then
OrdNLg = U OrdN L, = U a=supa=0.
a<f a<f a<pB
On the other hand, if 5 = a+ 1 for some «, then, by assumption, Ord N L, = a and so a C L,,.
On the other hand, since a € Ly, v € L, for any v > 8 = a U {a}. Thus, to see that Ord

N Lg = 3, we need only to show that « is a definable subset of L, i.e. a € D(L,).
For this, consider the formula

o(z) :zVqu((qu/\véx)—>((uev)\/(veu)v(u:v))>
AVuVv (u €v €z — u € ),

which, given AF, states that x is an ordinal. Also, for any transitive class C' containing a set x,
the formulas ¢(z) and ¢ (z) are equivalent, so, in particular,

a=Val("¢(z)", Ly) € D(Ls) = Lg.
]

6.1. ¥ Formulas and Absoluteness.
We shall now consider a subclass of formulas without parameters of the language of set theory
obtained by restricting quantification.

Definition 6.7. The class of ¥;-formulas is the smallest class of first order formulas of the language
{€} such that
(i) any quantifier-free formula is 3

(ii) if ¢, are X, then so are ¢ A and ¢ V ¢

(iii) if ¢ is ¥4, then so is Jz ¢

(iv) if ¢ is Xy, then so is Vx € y ¢, i.e. Vo (z € y — ).
A class, class function, or class relation is said to be 3 if it is defined in the universe U by some
3 -formula. So a class function is 3, if it has a ¥%; graph.
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Remark:
The subclass of Ag-formulas is obtained by replacing (iii) by the following two conditions and
otherwise changing ">1" to "Ag".

(a) if ¢ is Ag, thensois Jx €y, ¢

(b) if ¢ is Ay, then so is —¢.
Theorem 6.8. Suppose ¢(z1,...,x%) is X1 and M C N are classes with M transitive. Then for
any ai,...,ap in M:

(*) (;SM(al,...,ak) — ¢N(a1,...7ak).
Remark:
Before proving this, we should acknowledge that most formulas are not ¥, but only equivalent

to Y;-formulas in some background theory. However, suppose T is a theory and ¢(Z), ¥ (&) are

formulas with ¢ 37 such that T | (¢(Z) — ¥(Z)). Assume also that M, N satisfy T. Then (%)
implies that also ¥ (@) = (@) for any @ in M.

Proof.

We prove the result by induction on the construction of ¢ by the principles (i)—(iv). (i) and (ii)
are trivial, so suppose that ¢ (x,x1,...,xx) satisfies the induction hypothesis and that aq, ..., a
belong to M.

Consider first case (iii):
If (32 ¢(x, a1, .., a))" holds, then there is some b in M C N such that ¢ (b, @), hence, by
the induction hypothesis, also ¥V (b, @) and so (Ela: U(x, d’))N.

For case (iv):
Suppose b is in M and that (Vz € by)(z, EL’))M, ie. Vo (M(z) Az € b —s M (2,d@)). By the
induction hypothesis for v, we have for any = in M,

’IZ)M(Z'75) = wN(%f_i)
So Vz (M (z) Az € b) — N (x,@)). But as M is transitive, b C M C N, so
Vo (N(z) Az €b) — PN (z,d))
that is, (Va: €b 1/)(:5,6))N, which shows the induction hypothesis for the formulas 3z and

Vx €y .
O

Lemma 6.9. Suppose ¢(y, ) is a ¥;-formula and y = F(Z) is a £; class function. Then w(F(f), Z)
defines a ¥ class relation.

Proof.
Just note that ¢ (F(&), Z) is given by
U(F (), 2) <= Ty (F(&) =y A(y, 7))
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Lemma 6.10. Suppose a is a set defined by a ¥j-formula ¢(z), i.e. 2 = a <= ¢(z), and that
Y(y, Z) is 1. Then also ¥ (a, 2) is X;.
Proof.
¥(a,2) <= Jz (o(z) A ip(z, 2)).

[l
Fact: (ZF)
Ord is a Ag class and w is defined by a ;-formula.
Proof.
Note that
Ord(z) <= VyecaVzex(yezVzeyVz=y)AVycaVz €y, z € x.
For the definition of w, we check that the following formulas are X;.
r=D:Yyex,y#y
y=zU{z}: Vzey(z€aVz=a)AVze€x, z€EyAz €y
r=w FexAVyex, yU{ytcaxAVyea(y=2VIzy=2U{z})
([l

Proposition 6.11 (ZF). Suppose H(—) is a ¥ class function of one variable defined on all functions
with ordinal domain. Then the unique class function F' defined on all ordinals and satisfying
F(a) = H(F[,) is ¥1 too.
Proof.
Again, we successively verify that certain objects, classes, and class relations are ¥;:
z={z,y}r z€zhyczAVuez(z=uVy=nu)
2= (z,y): 2= {{z},{z,y}}
yCa:Vzey, z€x
z=zUy:Yuez(ucrsAuecy AVuez, uc€zAVu€Ey, ucz
z=zNy:Vuez(uezAuey AVuex(u€y — u € z)
z=z~Ny:Vuez(uezAugy ANVuez(udy — u€ 2)
zCaxxy Yu€zdadb(acxzAbeyAu=(a,b))
z2xxy: Ya€xzVbey((ab) € z)
f is a function from x to y:

fCaxxyAVzexzTv(weyA(z,v) € f) A
VzeaVveyVuey((z,v) € fV(z,u) & fVo=u)
[Here, (z,v) € f <= Ja(a & f Na = (z,v)) is X1 in the variables z,v, f]
f is a function with domain z: Jy f : z = y
g=fle: JaTb(zCanf:a—bAg:z—bANgCf)
f is a function:3a I f :a — b
f is a function and f(z) = y: f is a function and (x,y) € f.

So finally, we can write F(a) = y by
Ord(a) A 3f (f is a function with domain a AVS € o (f(8) = H(f15)) ANy = H(f))
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Fact:
The following are 3.

f is an injection from z to y:

(f:a:—)y)/\VaExVbExVCEy(((a,c) ¢f> Y ((b,c) ¢f) \/(a:b))

f is a surjection from z to y: (f:x > y)AVbEyTa(a €z A f(a) =)
h=fog:

Exﬂyﬂz<(g:x—>y)/\(f:y—>z)/\(h:x—)z) A

va € 233 ((f(@) =) A (9(b) = ¢) A (h(a) = c)))
Proposition 6.12. B = D(A) is ¥; in the variables A, B.

The proof, as before, proceeds by successively verifying that the following classes and properties
are 21 [
Proof.

z = Fp: Le., z is the set of atomic formulas. For this, note that "z = 0" and "z = y U {y}"

are X7 and so also “z =17, “o = 2", “c = 3”7, and “c =4” are ¥;. Since -, V, 37 €, =

are 0,1,2,3,4, and V = w ~ {0, 1,2, 3,4} is also X1, we have that

Fo={erxyxV)u({=}xVYxV)
is Y1 too.
k <wA z=Fis X1 in the variables k and z:
3f [(f is a set with dom(f) = w) A (f(()) Fo) A
VuEw[f(u—i—l) f(u) ({ }x )U( f(u)xf(u))U

({3 xVx f)] Ak <w)n(z= ())]
f is a U-formula: Ik (f € Fy)
z = F: the set of U-formulas
f € FAa=war(f)is X in the variables f and a.

We now show that the class relation "Y = Xv* (/) A f € F" in the three variables X,Y, f
is 31. Note, however, that the class relation "Y = X" is not ¥;. To see this, observe that
if Z is a transitive set, then for Y, X,a € Z,

Y =XV —=Y={g9geZlg:a— X}

Since we can construct transitive sets Z with elements Y, X, a such that
Y={geZlg:a— X} C{glg:a— X},

being the set of functions from a to X is not preserved from Z to & and hence cannot be

3.

2TN: All the FOL symbols, parens, and everything else made this obnoxious to TeX. In making revisions to this
pdf, ’'m reluctant to redo all the various sizes of parens, brackets, and others to make it readable. I'll do so iff people
care, aka send me emails.
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k<wAY =X is Xy in kY, X:
k€wA3f[(fis a function with domain w) A (f(0) = {@}) AVn € w

(Vg€ fln+1),g:n+1—X) A
(Vhe f(n)Vz € X, hU{(n,x)} € f(n+1))] A (Y = f(k))]

€ FAY = Xvor().

feFAIpIk <w[(p:var(f) — k is a bijection) A
(Vge X* gopeY)A(VheYIge XF, gop=h)]

f is a U-sentence with parameters in X: 3g € F 39 : var(g) — X, f = (g,9)

z = FY% where this latter is the set of U-sentences with parameters in X:

Vf € z(f is a U-sentence with parameters in X) AVf € FVJ € xvar(f), (f,0) ez

f is a U-formula with parameters in X and z as a single free variable
z = F% where the latter denotes the set of U-formulas with parameters in X and a single

free variable z
f€FYANt="Val(f,X)is X in variables f, X,¢ and where ¢ can take the values 0, 1.
To see this, note that ¢t = Val(f, X) if and only if there is a function satisfying Tarski’s
recursive definition of truth eventually ending up with ¢.
feFisny=Val(f,X)
yeD(X): JxeVIfe Fg, y=Val(f, X)
z=D(X): Vy € z(y € D(X)) A\Vz € VVf e Fg (Val(f,X) € 2)

(]
Corollary 6.13 (ZF). The class function L : Ord — U is ¥;.
Proof.
L is a class function defined by transfinite recursion from the ¥ class function D(—)
O

Theorem 6.14 (ZF). L satisfies ZF + "V = L"

Proof.
Recall that L is a transitive class. Assume that L satisfies ZF. Then, as the class function
o — L, is well-defined in any model of ZF, we have that

[a»—>La}L

is a class function defined on all ordinals « in L. Moreover, since y = L, is X7 in the variables
y, a, we have for all y, « in L:

[y:La]L = y = L,.

Now, suppose = belongs to L and find an ordinal « such that 2 € L, (not necessarily the least
such ordinal). Then a belongs to L and, since the class of ordinals is Ay and thus has 3
complement, we have

[Ord(«)] k,
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Now, let y be the set in L such that [y = L4]*. Then also y = L, and so x € y, hence also
[z € y]F. So, finally, [z € L,]F, showing that

[Vx daz € La]L
ie., [V = L]E.

It now remains to show that L satisfies ZF.
Extensionality holds in L since L is transitive.

Union: Suppose a is constructible, say a € L,. Then b =
and

eveat C L, since L, is transitive

b=Val(3y(yéarzcy), L) € Loy
Powerset: Suppose a is in L and let b = {x C a|z is in L}. Find also « sufficiently large
such that b C L, and thus also a € L,. But then

b=Val(Vy(yéz——yEa), Ly) € Lot
Infinity: w belongs to L.

Replacement: Suppose ¢(x,y,d) is a formula with parameters ay, ..., ax in L that defines a
class function in L. Suppose c is a constructible set and set

b={y|L(y) A3z € c ¢"(x,y,d)}.
Then b C L, for some « large enough such that aq, ..,ar,c € L,. By the reflection scheme,
we can find 8 > « a limit such that

Vx,y,Z € Lg ((bLf‘ (z,y,2) +— ngL(x,y,E))
and so, in particular,

Vz,y € Lg (¢ (z,y,d) +— ¢"(z,y,d)).

It follows that
b=Val("Ix € z ¢(z,y,d) ", Lg) € Lg41.
Foundation: If a # @ belongs to L, pick b € a of minimal rank. Then b belongs to L and
aNb=g.
O
Theorem 6.15. V = L. = principle of choice.
In particular, the principle of choice is consistent. Also,
V=L = V=L=0D=HOD.

Proof.

List the set of U-formulas as (fy,)n<w. Suppose X is a set well-ordered by a relation <. We then
define a well-ordering <’ of D(X) as follows:

e The ordering < of X canonically induces a well-ordering <; of the set X <% of finite se-
quences of elements of X.

e Now, if A, B € D(X), put

there is f,,(z,9) € F and @ € X< with

A=Val(fy(x,d@),X) and for any f,,(z,Z) € F and

be X< with B = Val(fn(z,b), X), either

n<m,orn=mAd=1 b.

A <9 B <—
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e Finally, let for A, B € D(X):

ABcXANA< B
A< B<=<{ ABZX ANA=B
Ae X AB¢X.

Note that then if < is a well-ordering of X = L,, then <’ is a well-ordering of L,t1 = D(L,)
in which L, is an initial segment on which the ordering agrees with <.
Now, by transfinite induction, we define

— o= trivial ordering on Ly = &
- \a+1:<;

= 6= Ugen <o for A limit.
Then, each <, is a well-ordering of L, for each o < 8, <o=<3|L.,, and L, is an initial segment
of (LB, gﬁ)

Finally, let <=J acOrd <a; which is a class well-ordering of L in which each initial segment
is contained in some L.

O

6.2. The Generalized Continuum Hypothesis in L.

Theorem 6.16 (ZFC). Suppose F(—) is a ¥ class function of one variable. Then for any a in the
domain of F', we have

|F(a)| < |cl(a)] @ No

where cl(a) is the transitive closure of a.

Proof.

Suppose ¢(x,y) is a Xy formula with ¢(x,y) <= F(x) = y. Suppose a belongs to the domain
of F and let a be large enough such that a, F'(a) € V,, and

Va,y € Vo (0" (z,y) «— é(z,y))

(of course, we can find such an a by reflection applied to ¢).

Note that cl({a}) = {a}Ucl(a) C V, since V,, is transitive and that | cl({a})| = |cl(a)|®1. Let
A denote the set of U-sentences f with parameters in cl({a}) such that V,, = f. By Léwenheim-
Skolem applied to cl({a}) C V,, there is a subset cl({a}) C X C V,, with | X| < |cl(a)|® Ry such
that X | f for any f € A.

Since V,, is transitive, it is extensional and so

Vo E'VaVy(z=y«—Vz(z€x4+—2€y))’

Thus, V,, satisfies the axiom of extensionality and hence so does X.
Let now Y denote the Mostowski collapse and let j : X — Y be the corresponding isomor-
phism. That is, Y is a transitive set and j is a bijection such that

Vo,y € X (z €y +— j(z) € j(y))

It follows that Y satisfies every sentence in .4 where any parameter x € cl({a}) is replaced by
j(x). However, since cl({a}) is already transitive, the collapsing map j is the identity on cl({a}),
and so cl({a}) CY and Y |= f for any f € A.
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Now, "Jy é(a,y)” € A and so Y = "Jyd(a,y)”, hence for some b € Y, we have ¢Y (a,b). Since
¢ is X1 and Y is transitive, it follows that also ¢(a,b), hence F(a) = b € Y. Again, as Y is
transitive, F'(a) C Y and so

[F(a)] <[Y]=[X]| < [cl(a)] ©Ro.

Remark:
Since |P(w)| > Ng = | cl(w)| ® Ry, we see that the class function P(—) cannot be X.

Remark:
If a is a 31 definable set, i.e. the statement z = a is ¥ in the variable z, then |a| < Ry. For in
this case, a = F(&) for a 31 class function.

Theorem 6.17 (ZFC).
(i) |La| = |a| for any ordinal o > w.
(ii) for any constructible set a, |order(a)| < |cl(a)| & Ry
Proof.
(i): Since @ C L, we have |a| < |L,|. Conversely, note that « — L, is X1, so, by the previous
theorem, |L,| < |cl(a)| & N = |N].
(ii): Again, note that order(—) is a 31 class function since
order(a) =a<=a€ Lo AVB € aa ¢ Lg.

So the result follows from the preceding theorem.
O

Theorem 6.18 (ZFC). If V = L holds, then the Generalized Continuum Hypothesis (GCH) holds,
i.e., for any infinite cardinal x, 2% = K+E
Proof.

Suppose a C &, then |order(a)] < |cl(a)] ® Ry < k and so a € L, for some o < *. So,
P(k) C L+ and so [P(k)| =2% < |L.+| =&™.
(]

Definition 6.19. A sentence is arithmetical if all quantifiers are of the form
dr eV, or Vx € V,.

For example, since Peano Arithmetic is definable in V,,, any statement in Peano Arithmetic is an
arithmetical statement A

2TN: Recall that we mentioned earlier that we would be proving the independence of CH. This is technically the
first part of that proof. We are now showing that ZFC + "CH" is consistent if ZFC is, and we will later show, using
methods of forcing, that ZFC + "-CH" is also consistent if ZFC is.

bTN: This is one of the rare times that definitions work out very nicely.
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Theorem 6.20 (ZF). If an arithmetical statement ¢ is provable from ZFC+"V=L"+GCH, then
¢ is provable from ZF.

Proof.

V, =L, C L, ¢ is X1 and so from ZF, we get that ¢© = ¢. Now, suppose 11, ¥s, ..., Yn, ¢ is

a proof of ¢ from the axioms of ZFC+"V=L". If 1); is an axiom, then also ¥¥ holds (as can be

prove only supposing ZF i U), so ¥, 9L, ... wE ¢ ¢ is a proof of ¢ only using axioms of ZF.
|
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7. FORCING

Whereas Godel’s construction of L provided us with a model of ZFC+"V=L"+GCH, we shall now
present Paul Cohen’s method of forcing giving us a model of ZFC+—-CH.

Main Idea:

If U is a model of ZFC and M is a countable, transitive set in U, then forcing is a
method for adjoining a new set x to M, assumed to be somehow generic, to obtain a new
countable set M|[xz] still satisfying ZF.

We also have tools for studying this adjoining of z to M and to control the properties of M|z] in
terms of M and z. First, let us see how we can obtain countable transitive set models of ZFC.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose T is a theory in the language of set theory extending ZFC and let
m be a new constant symbol. Then, if T is consistent, so is the theory T* := T + T™ +
“m is a countable, transitive set”.

Proof.

Suppose towards a contradiction that T is inconsistent. Then there is a finite fragment of T*
that is inconsistent[J] and so there are sentences ¢, ..., ¢,, € T such that

n
T+ /\ # + “m is a countable, transitive set”
i=1
is inconsistent.

Now, since T is consistent, let ¢ be a model of T. By the reflection scheme, find an ordinal
« such that ( Ny (bz-)va holds. Also, by Lowenheim-Skolem, there is a countable set X C V,
such that for any U-formula f, we have X = f <= V,, | f. In particular, since V,, satisfies the
axiom of extensionality, so does X, and as V,, = "¢, for all i« < n, we have X | "¢, for all
i <n as well.

Let j : X — Y be the canonical map from X onto its Mostowski collapse. Then Y is a
countable transitive set and Y |= "¢, for all i < n. We can therefore expand U to a model
of T+ A\, ¢I" + “m is a countable, transitive set” by interpreting m as Y, contradicting our
assumption.

O

7.1. Generic Extensions.
In the following, suppose M is a countable transitive set satisfying ZF in a universe U satisfying
ZFC. Assume also that (P, <) € M is a poset (partially ordered set) in M, P # .

2TN: Isn’t it just so useful that proofs are finite?
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Definition 7.2.

— Elements of P are called forcing conditions, and if p < ¢, we say that p is stronger than q

— Two forcing conditions p, g are said to be compatible if Ir € P(r < p Ar < g). Otherwise,
p and g are incompatible, written p_lq.

— A subset D C Pis dense if Vp e P3g € D (¢ < p)

— D is said to be saturated if Vp € DVq < p (¢ € D).

D is said to be predense if Vp € Pdq € D (p and ¢ are compatible).

— For any set X C P, let

X:={peP|3ge X p<gq}
denote the saturation of X. Note that if X is predense, then X is dense.

Definition 7.3 (Generic Extension). Now, suppose G C PP is a subset, not necessarily belonging
to M, but only to Y. We say that G is P-generic over M if
(i) e GVgeP(p<q—q€Qq)
(that is, G is closed upwards)
(ii) Vp,q € G, p and q are compatible
(i) VD € M (if D is a dense subset of P, then D NG # @)

Since P-generics are upwards closed, we see that (iii) can be replaced by either

(iii)” VD € M (if D is a predense subset of P, then D NG # @) or
(iii)” VD € M (if D is a dense and saturated subset of P, then D NG # @)

Lemma 7.4. Suppose G is P-generic over M. Then Vp € P (p ¢G<+—dge G (pJ_q)).

Proof.

Since any two elements of G are compatible, if ¢ € G and p_lq, then p ¢ G.
Conversely, suppose p € G and consider the set

D={qeP|(g<p)V(¢lp)}
We claim that D is dense. For if r € P is given, then either r_1p, in which case r € D, or there
is ¢ € P such that ¢ < r A g < p, in which case g € D, showing density.
Also, since M satisfies ZF, the construction of D can be done inside M, and so D € M. In
other words, D € M is a dense subset of P. So, as G is P-generic over M, we have GN D # @.
So, let ¢ € GN D be any element. Note that if ¢ < p, then as G is closed upwards, also p € G,

which is by assumption not the case. So instead we must have plgq.
|

Lemma 7.5. Suppose G is P-generic over M. Then Vp,q € G3r € G (r < pAr < q). That is, any
two elements of G have a common minorant.
Proof.
Fix p,q € G and let
D={reP|rlpV(r<pArlq)V(r<pAr<q)}.

Again, since M satisfies ZF, the construction of D can be done in M, and so D € M. Moreover,
D is dense: for given any t € P, either t1p, and so t € D, or there is s € P with s <t A s < p.
In the latter case, either s_Lq, where s € D, or there is some r < s < pAr < ¢, hence r € D.

2TN: This is not a typo.
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So pick some r € G N D. Since any two elements of G are compatible, this must mean that
r <pAr <gq,and so p,q have a common minorant in G.
|
By induction, we see that

Lemma 7.6. Any finite subset of G has a common minorant in G. |

Definition 7.7. Suppose D C P and p € P. We say that D is dense below p if
VqE]P’(qu—)EIrGD(rgq)).

Lemma 7.8. Suppose G is P-generic over M and assume D € M is dense below some p € G. Then
GND#a.

Proof.

Note that E = DU {q € P|¢Llp} € M and E is dense in P. For if ¢ € P and ¢ has no minorant

in D, then ¢ and p cannot have any common minorant, hence p_Lq and thus also ¢ € D.

It follows that G N E # @& and so, as any two elements of G are compatible, also GN D # @.
O

Definition 7.9. A subset X C P is an antichain if Vp € X Vg € X (p # ¢ — pLq).
An antichain is said to be maximal if it is not contained in any larger antichain.

Note:

An antichain is maximal if and only if it is predense in P.

In particular, if X € M is a maximal antichain and G is P-generic over M, then GN X # &. (In
particular, being a maximal antichain is Ag.)

Lemma 7.10 (Assuming M satisfies AC). Suppose D € M is a dense subset of P. Then there is
a maximal antichain X C D, X € M.

Proof.

Work in M:

We order the set of all antichains X C D by inclusion and note that by Zorn’s Lemma, this
family has a maximal element X, which then is predense in (D, <). So for any p € P, there is
q € D, g <p, and so , by predensity of X in D, some r € X compatible with ¢ and thus also
with p. So X is predense in P and hence a maximal antichain.

|

Theorem 7.11 (Assuming M satisfies AC). Assume G C P. Then G is P-generic over M if and
only if

(i) any two elements of G are compatible

(ii) if X € M is a maximal antichain in P, then GN X # @.

Proof.

We have already seen that if G is P-generic over M, then (i) and (ii) hold. For the inverse,
note that if G intersects any maximal antichain X € M, then G also intersects any dense subset
De M.

Finally, to see that G is closed upwards, suppose p € G, ¢ € P and p < ¢q. We let D, :=
{r e P|rLlq} and let X C D;, X € M be a maximal antichain of the poset (D,, <). Then also
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X U{q} € M and is a maximal antichain in P. So G N (X U{q}) # @, and hence ¢ € G, since
otherwise G would contain two incompatible elements.
([l

The following result tells us that for the purposes of forcing, we can work with (D, <) instead of
(P, <) for any dense subset D € M.

Theorem 7.12. Suppose D € M is a dense subset of P. Then if G is P-generic over M, also GND
is D-generic over M. Conversely, for any H C D which is D-generic over M, there is a unique
G C P which is P-generic over M and such that H = GND. In fact, G = {p € P| Jq € H, q¢ < p}.

Proof.

Suppose G is P-generic over M. Then G N D is D-generic over M. For if E C D, E € M, is
densein D, ie. Vp € D3g € E, q < p, then F is also dense in P, hence GNE = (GND)NE # @.

Also, if p,q € GN D, then p, q are compatible in P, hence » < p, r < ¢ for some r € P. Since
D is dense in P, there is s € D, s < r, hence s < p, s < ¢, and so p, g are compatible in G.
Finally, G N D is closed upwards in D.

Conversely, suppose H C D is D-generic over M and let G = {p € P|3q € H, q < p} be
the upwards closure of H in P. Notice, since any P-generic over M is upwards closed, so G
is contained in any F' D H that is P-generic over M. Also, if FF D H is P-generic over M,
FND=HandpeF,let X ={qe€ D|qg<p}. Then obviously X € M is dense below p in P
and so FFN X # @. It follows that thereis ¢ € FND = H, g <p, hence p € G. So F =(@.

So, if G is actually P-generic over M, then G is unique with the property that GN D = H.
For this, we note that G is upwards closed. And, if p,q € G, then there are r,s € H such
that » < p, s < ¢. Since r,s are compatible, so are p,q. Finally, if E C P, E € M is a
saturated dense set, then £ N D € M is dense in D and so H N E N D # @&, whereby also
GNEDGNDNE=HNDNE#@.

O

Theorem 7.13 (Rasiowa-Sikorski (ZFC)ED. Suppose M is a countable transitive set satisfying ZF
and (P, <) € M is a poset. Then for any p € P, there exists G C P which is P-generic over M and
such that p € G.

Proof.

Since M is countable, so is P(P)NM, and we can therefore find a sequence (D,,), <. enumerating
all dense subsets D C P, D € M. Let also 7 : P(P) \ {@} — P be a choice function on P.
By induction on n < w, we define a decreasing sequence (py,)n<. Of elements of P as folows:
® Po:=Pp
® Dyl = 71'({(] € D,lgqg < pn}) (It should be noted that since D,, is dense in P, we know
that {q € D,, |q¢ < pn} # &, hence this sequence is well-defined).

Then pg > p1 > ... and ppy1 € D, for any n < w. Letting G = {¢ € P|3In < w, p, < ¢}, we
see that G is upwards closed, any two elements of G are compatible, and G intersects any dense
D CP, De M. Moreover, p € G.

([l

@TN: Wikipedia says that this theorem "is one of the most fundamental facts used in the technique of forcing."
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7.2. Mostowski Collpase of a Well-founded Relation.

Definition 7.14. Suppose A is a set and R C A x A is a binary relation. We say that R is
well-founded if there is no sequence (ay,)n<. such that a,yiRa, [or (a,+1,a,) € R] for all n < w.
Equivalently, R is well-founded if for any non-empty set X C A, there is a € X such that Vb €
X, —bRa, ie [(b,a) € R].
Suppose R is a binary relation on a set A. A function ® with domain A is said to be an
R-contraction if for any a € A
®(a) = {®(b)|b€ AADRa}.

Theorem 7.15 (ZF~). If R is a well-founded relation on a set A, then there exists a unique
R-contraction ®.

Proof.
Uniqueness: Suppose towards a contradiction that ® and ¥ are distinct R-contractions and

let X = {a € A|®(a) # ¥(a)} # @. Since R is well-founded, there is a € X such that
Vb € A(bRa — b ¢ X). But then

®(a) = {®(b) |b € AAbRa}
= {T(b)|b € AAbRa} = ¥(a)

contradicting a € X.

Existence: Note that if X C A is downwards R-closed and ® is an R-contraction on A, then
® [x is an R-contraction on X. Also, if X,Y C A are both downwards closed, then so is
X NY. Therefore, if X, Y C A and &, ¥ are R-contractions on X and Y respectively, then
P [xny, ¥ [xny are R-contractions on X N'Y and must therefore agree. Therefore, if @ is
the union of all R-contractions defined on downwards closed subsets of A, we see that ® is an
R-contraction whose domain is a downwards closed subset of A.

We claim that A = dom(®). For if not, let a € A~ dom(®) be such that Vb € A (bRa — b €
dom(®)), which exists since R is well-founded. But then we can define ¥ on dom(®) U {a} 2
dom(®) by ¥(b) = ®(b) for b € dom(®P), and ¥(a) = {P(b)|b € A AbRa}. Then ¥ is an
R-contraction defined on a strictly larger downwards closed subset of A, which is absurd.

O

7.3. Construction of Generic Extensions.
Suppose M is a countable transitive set model of ZF and (P, <) € M is a poset. Suppose also that
G is P-generic over M. We define the following relation R on M using G:

For z,y e M
Ry < I € G [(z,p) € y].
Since xRy = rk(z) < rk(y), we see that R is well-founded on M.
By the preceding theorem, there is a unique R-contraction, ® with domain M, and we shall denote
the image ®[M] by M[G]. M|G] is called a generic extension of M. Our goal is now to show that

MIG] itself is a countable transitive set model of ZF and eventually study the relation between
M, (P, <), G, and M[G].
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Lemma 7.16. M C M|[G].

Proof.
Working in M, we define a class function denoted y = Z by induction on the rank of x:

E:{(E,p)|z€:l:/\p€P}EM.

Let M denote the set M = {Z|x € M}, which is a class in M. We claim that MC Mis
downwards R-closed. For if 7 € M and uR Z, then there is some p € G such that (u,p) € 7, i.e.
u=72for some z€ x C M. Thus,u=72¢€ M too.

Also, the mapx € M —— T € M is injective. For if not, let + € M have minimal rank such
that there is y € M, y # x, §y = T. Then for any z,u € M, if z € z, we have

Z=u<=Z=1u.
On the other hand, if z € z ~ y and p € P, then (Z,p) € T =7, and so (Z,p) = (4, p) for some
for some u € y, hence u = z € y, which is absurd.

We therefore have that for any =,y € M
(%) x €y<=IRY.
There the implication from left to right is direct from the definition of 7, and conversely, if ZR 7/,
then (Z,p) € y for some p € G, hence T = Z for some z € M such that z € y. As ~ is injective,
also x = z € y. Thus, the inverse map T — z is an isomorphism of (M\, R) with (M, €).
Also, by (x), x = {y € M | yRZ}, which shows that Z — z is the unique R-contraction
defined on M. It follows that for any x € M, ®(Z) =z € M[|G]. So M C MI[G].
O
We shall reuse the construction of Z above, so let us spell it out:
Construction:
For every z € M,
z:={(y,p)|lycazrpecP}
is said to be a P-name for z. Then for any x,y € M,

r €y <= TRy and o(2) = .
Lemma 7.17. G € M[G].

Proof.

Set I':= {(p,p) |p € P} € M. We claim that ®(I') = G, hence G € M[G] = ®[M]. To see this,
suppose first that p € G. Then (p,p) € T and so pRT', hence p = ®(p) € ®(T'). So G C P(T).
Conversely, suppose y € ®(I"). Then there is z € M such that ®(z) = y and p € G such that
(z,p) € T. Tt follows that z = p, hence y = ®(z) = ®(p) =p € G. So ®(I') = G and G € M[G].
O
Remark:
In general, G ¢ M, and so no object of M is interdefinable with G. On the other hand, R and
® are defined using G. The P-names T for z € M are defined within M without using G, but will
be mapped onto = € M for any choice of G C P that is P-generic over M.
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Lemma 7.18. For any = € M, rk(®(z)) < rk(z).

Proof.
Recall that 2Ry — rk(z) < rk(y). Suppose that rk(®(z)) > rk(z) for some x € M and choose
such an x with minimal rank ] Then

rk(®(z)) = rk({®(y) |[yRa}) = [suprk(®(y))] + 1

yRx
< [sup rk(y)] +1 (by the induction hypothesis)
yRx
< rk(z), contradicting our assumption.

Lemma 7.19. MNOrd = M[G]NOrd.

Proof.

The inclusion from left to right follows from M C M|[G]. Conversely, if « € M[G] is an ordinal,
then o = ®(x) for some x € M, hence a« + 1 = rka < rkz € M. Since M is transitive, also
ac M.

O
Lemma 7.20. M[G] satisfies the axioms of extensionality, foundation, and infinity.
Proof.
M]|G] is a transitive set and w € M[G].
O

Lemma 7.21. M|[G] satisfies the union axiom.

Proof.

Since M[G] is the image of M by the R-contraction ®, we need to show that for any a € M,
there is some b € M such that

o(b) = {x|3y € @(a), v € y} = [ P(a).
So, given a € M, let

b= {(y,7) € cl(a) x P|3p,q > r3x((y,p) € x A (z,9) €a)},

which belongs to M.

Assume ¢ € ®(b). Then ¢ = ®(y) for some y € M, r € G such that (y,r) € b. Thus, for some
p,q > r and x € M, we have (y,p) € = and (x,q) € a. Since G is upwards closed, p,q € G, so
yRx and zRa, hence ¢ = ®(y) € (z) € ®(a), and so c € [JP(a). Le. ®(b) C P(a).

Conversely, assume ¢ € |J®(a) and let d € ®(a) be such that ¢ € d. Then there is x € M
and ¢ € G such that (z,q) € a and ®(z) = d, and p,€ G, y € M such that (y,p) € = and
®(y) = ¢. Pick r € G such that r < p, r < q. Then (y,r) € b and so ¢ = ®(y) € ®(b), showing
U®(a) C (D).

(I

2TN: I know I've already said this, but well-orderings are great.
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7.4. Definition of Forcing (Strong Forcing).

Suppose M is a countable transitive set model of ZF and (P,<) € M a poset. We shall write
formulas in the language of set theory with the single parameter (P, <) and three free variables
p,x,y, where p ranges over P and x,y over M. These will be denoted

plrzey, plzxgy, plz#ty, plrz=y
and we will ensure that
(1) plkgeg<:>3r2p5|z((z,r) Ey/\plkg:g)
(2) plFz#y <= Elrszlz[((z,r) Gy/\pll—g%g)\/ ((z,r) Gx/\pll—ggg)]
B) plFzgy<=Vg<p(qalfzecy)
4) plFz=y<=Vg<p(aWVz#y).
The symbol I is called the forcing relation and, e.g., "p I z € y" should be read as "p forces z € y".
Since the statements (1), (2), (3), and (4) are defined by induction on the rank of x,y, it is
intuitively clear that this is well-defined. But to see that they are class relations, we defined a
well-founded ordering < of M x M by
max (rk(zg),1k(y0)) < max (rk(z1),rk(y1)), or
(zo,90) < (z1,y1) <= ¢ max (rk(zg),rk(yo)) = max (rk(z1),rk(y1)) and
min (rk(xg),rk(yo)) < min (rk(x1),rk(y1))-
Let p: M x M — OrdNM be the corresponding rank function (which is a class function in M).
Then, by induction on the stratification p, there is a unique class function F' : M x M — P(P)*
defined in M such that

F(l'vy) = {(D17D27D37D4) € P(P)4 |p € Dl <:>p“_§€ya etc}.

So, using F', we see that (1), (2), (3), (4) are class relations in M.
Having defined (1), (2), (3), (4), we extend the forcing relation to arbitrary formulas with

parameters by induction on their construction over literals “x € y”, “x € y”, “z =y”, “z # y”.
If ¢(ar,...,an),¥(a1,...,an),0(y,a1,...,a,) are formulas of the language of set theory with pa-

rameters ay, ..., a, € M, let
(5) plk (¢(@) V(@) <= p I+ ¢(@) or p Ik (a)
(6) plkJyo(@) < 3, plko(b,a
(7) plk=p(@) <= Vg < p, q IV ¢(a).

WARNING

Contrary to classical logic, for the forcing relation, we consider formulas as being built
up from literals and NOT from atomic formulas.
E.g.

plF-(zdy) <<= Vg<p qlfzdy <<= Vg<pIr<q rirzey,
which is weaker than p I- z € y. B B

Lemma 7.22. Suppose p < ¢q. Then
ql-¢(@ = plF (@)
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Proof.

Suppose first that ¢ is one of the formulas a € b, a # b, a € b, or a = b. Then the result is
proved on the stratification p. Now for any other formula ¢, the result is proved by induction
on the construction of ¢ using (5), (6), and (7).
O
Formulas involving V and A are introduced by defining

VT ¢ <= —~Jz ¢
PAY = (=0 V ).
Thus,
() pl-Vyo(y,@) <= plk-Fy-o(y,@) <<= Vg<pWb, qlf —o(b,a)
— VYVqg<pIr<gq,rloba).
(9) plk (¢(@) A 1/1(@)) — V¢<p (EIT <gq rlk¢@ AIs<gq, sl w(@)).

Lemma 7.23. For all p € P and a,b € M with (a,p) €b, pl-a=aand pl-a €b.

Proof.

We show this by induction on rk(a). So suppose ¢ IF ¢ = ¢ for all ¢ € P and ¢ € M with
rk(c) < rk(a). Then

[plFa:a} = [ﬂq <p, qFa#a] = [ﬂq <pIr>qc ((e,r) €anglbcda)
Now, suppose towards a contradiction that ¢ < p, r > ¢, and (¢,r) € a with ¢ IF ¢ € a. Then

rk(c) < rk(a), and so ¢q I+ ¢ = ¢, hence by (1), ¢ IF ¢ € a. By (3), this contradicts ¢ IF ¢ & a.
Therefore, p |- a = a. To see that p Ik a € b, we apply (1) directly.

|
7.5. The Truth Lemma.
We begin this subsection with a preliminary lemma which is not the truth lemma.
Lemma 7.24. For any formula ¢(d) with parameters aq, ...,a, € M, there is p € G such that
p Ik ¢(a) or p Ik =¢(a).
Proof.
Note that by (7), the set
D = {p clP | plko(@) vV plk —\(b(@)}
is dense and also belongs to M. So GND # @.
O

Lemma 7.25. If a,b € M, we have
P(a) e ®(b) <= TIpeG,pllachd
O(a) #P(h) <= TIpedG, plFa#b
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Proof.
The proof is by induction on p(a,b). So assume the result holds for all ¢,d € M with p(c,d) <
p(a,b).

Suppose ®(a) € ®(b) and pick ¢ € M, ¢ € G such that ®(a) = ®(c
by the previous lemma, some p < ¢, p € G, such that either p IF ¢
plFc=a.

Since p(c,a) < p(a,b), we have

plkc+#a S D(c) # P(a)
and we must therefore have p IF ¢ = a. By (1), it follows that p I a € b.

Conversely, if p IF a € b for some p € G, then by (1), there is r > p and ¢ € M such that
(¢,r) € band p Ik ¢ = a. Again, p(c,a) < p(a,b), so if ®(c) # ®(a), then by the induction
hypothesis, there is ¢ < p, ¢ € G such that ¢ |+ ¢ # a, contradicting p I+ ¢ = a. Thus,
D(a) = (c) € D(b).

The proof for the second equivalence is similar.

(¢,q) € b. Choose also,
a

)
#aorplk—(c#a),ie

O

Lemma 7.26 (Truth Lemma). Suppose ¥(Z) is a formula without parameters and ay, ..., a, € M.
Then

MO (D(ay), ..., B(an)) <  Fped, plhv@f]
Proof.
While the previous lemma is proved by induction on p, this is proved by induction on the

PR PPN PR

construction of ¢ over literals “z € y”, “c € vy, “c =y”, “c # y”.
Now if 1 is either x; € x5 or x7 # w2, then the result is proved by the previous lemma.
Suppose ¥ is 1 € xo. Then for ay,as € M,

dped, plFaiday peGVeg<p, qlff a1 €as.
So if ®(a1) € P(az), there is r € G such that r IF a; € ag, and so for any p € G, there is
g <r, ¢ < psuch that ¢ I a1 € ag, contradicting that Ip € G, pIF a1 & as.

Thus,
et ada] — [bo) ¢ o)

& [VpéG,pl}‘mEag} e {EpEG,p}—algag}

Similarly for 1 = 22 and @ = —¢.

Suppose w(f) ya(y, Z) and the lemma holds for o. Then for any ay, ...,a, € M,
MG (@( D(a,)) <= 3Fbe M, MA(D(0b),P(ar),..., (an))

— HbeMﬂpEG,pH—U(b,g) <— JpedG ptIyo(y,d) < TG, plkya).

The case of V is easy.
O

2TN: If you don’t immediately see why this lemma is so beautiful and powerful for us, then stop, go back to the
beginning of this section, and reread until you realize how useful this is about to become.
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Notation:
Instead of writing p I+ w(@,...,@,h,...,bl) for @,b € M, we simplify notation and write p I+

(a1, .., G,y b, .y br).
So, "un-underlined" a’s refer to themselves in the generic extension M[G], while underlined b’s

refer to ®(b) in M[G]. So the truth lemma reads:
For any formula (21, ..., Tn, Y1, ..., Yx) and any aq, ..., ayn, by,...,b € M :
M@, B (by), .., (b)) =  Fp€G, pl-uy(ab).
Theorem 7.27. M[G] satisfies ZF.
Proof.

We need only check the power set axiom and replacement scheme.

For the power set axiom, suppose ®(a) € M[G] for some a € M. We let
a = {(J;,p) eclla) xP ’ dg>p, (x,q) € a} eM

and b=PM(a’) x P € M.

We claim that ®(b) = PM()(®(a)). To see this, suppose ®(u) € ®(b) and assume without
loss of generality that there is r € G such that (u,r) € b. Then u € o/, and so for any (z,p) € u,
there is ¢ > p with (z,p) € a. Since G is upwards closed, this means that if ®(x) € ®(u), also
®(z) € ®(a), hence ®(u) C ®(a) and ®(b) C PMIE (@ (a)).

Conversely, if ®(u) C ®(a), we need to find v C a’ such that ®(v) = ®(u). It follows then
that (v,r) € b for any r € G, and so ®(u) = ®(v) € ®(b). Set

v:={(z,p) €d|plFzcu}.

Then for ®(v) = ®(u), suppose that ®(z) € ®(v) for some (z,p) € a’, plF x € wand p € G. Then
by the truth lemma, also ®(z) € ®(u), so ®(v) C ®(u). Conversely, if ®(x) € ®(u) C ®(a) for
some (z,q) € a with ¢ € G, there is by the truth lemma some r € G such that r |- z € u. Now,
ifpe G, p<rq thenpl-z € uandso (z,p) € v and thus also ®(x) € ®(v). So ®(u) C &(v). m

For replacement, suppose ®(a) € M[G] and v (z,y, ®(a1), ..., ®(ay)) is a formula that in M[G]
defines a class function of the variable z. Let

B = {o(y) € M[G] | 30(x) € D(a), 6" (@(2), B(y), D(a), ... Dlan) }-
We need to find b € M such that ®(b) = B. Now, for all z € M and p € P,
F(z,p) = {y eM | y has minimal rank such that p - (z,y, a1, ...7a7n)}.

So F'is a class function in M and thus, by applying replacement in M, we see that the following
is a set in M:

b={(y.p) €M xP|3z3q>p, (v,q) €any€E F(z,p)}.

Now, if ®(y) € ®(b) for some p € G such that (y,p) € b, we find z and ¢ > p such that (x,q) € a
and y € F(xz,p), i.e., p IF ¥(z,y,d). By the truth lemma, 1™[C] (@(m),@(y)@(aﬂ, ...,@(an))
and so ®(y) € B. a

Conversely, if ®(y) € B, find ®(z) € ®(a) such that ™ (®(z), ®(y), ®(a1), ..., ®(a,)) and
assume without loss of generality that (z,q) € a for some g € G. By the truth lemma, there is
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p € G such that p I- ¢(z,y,d), and we can assume that p < q. Pick yo € F(z,p) # 9. Then
p - 4(z, yo, @) and so, by the truth 1emmaﬂ

wM[G] ((I)(Jj), (b(y())v (I)(al)7 ceey (b(a”)) :
Since 9 defined a class function in M[G], this implies that ®(y) = ®(yp). As also (yo,p) € b, we
have ®(y) = ®(yo) € ®(b). Therefore, B C ®(b) and so B = ®(b).
]

Theorem 7.28. M and M[G] contain the same ordinals.

Proof.

Recall that as M, M[G] satisfy ZF and are transitive, the notion of ordinal is absolute for both.
So the result follows from M N Ord = M[G] N Ord.
]

Theorem 7.29 (Proof omitted). M[G] is the smallest transitive set model of ZF such that M C
MI|G] and G € M|[G].

Theorem 7.30. HIf M satisfies AC, then so does M|[G].

Proof.

Suppose a[G] € M[G]. It suffices to find in M[G] a surjection from an ordinal onto a superset of
a[G]. This induces a well-ordering on a[G] by defining an injection from a[G] to this ordinal by
mapping o’ € a[G] to the least pre-image of @’ under this surjection. And finally, an injection
from a set to an ordinal obviously induces a well-ordering on that set.

So by AC in M, let f : a — cl(a) be a surjection from an ordinal « onto the transitive closure
of a. Tt should be immediately obvious that a[G] € cl(a)[G]. Using the image of f under our
collapse map should work. This is because being a function and being an ordinal are absolute,
so the image of f under the collapse map will still be a function with domain an ordinal that
maps onto a superset of a[G].

O

7.6. Consistency of ZFC + —CH.

Recall that not only is CH consistent with ZFC, but GCH is consistent with ZFC. During this final
section, we will use the preceding useful lemmas to force a new model which forces |2¢| > N;.
Here’s the general outline of our steps:

e We look at the poset [N7 X W — 2] =¥ of finite partial functions from N; X w to 2 ordered
by a < b <= a D b (really, we could also use Noz, N35304, or o).

e We present Professor Tserunyan’s graph theoretic proof of the A-system lemma.

e We show that every antichain in this poset is countable (known as the countable chain
condition) using the A-system lemma.

e We show that our poset, since it satisfies the countable chain condition, preserves cardinals
under the collapse map for a generic subset of the poset.

e We deduce that our collapsed model has an injection from RNy — 2¢.

2TN: Fun fact, the phrase “by the truth lemma” appears 5 times in this one proof.

bTN: During the first line of the proof, Rosendal’s notes cut off on the pdf on his website. I am indebted to Ms.
Jenna Zomback who has provided a hand-written copy of the remainder of the notes as given during the same class I
took. I will be using her notes as a basis for the rest of the material, but as her notes are flawless, any glraing errorrs
would of course be my sole responsibility.
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First, one should verify that the poset we’ve given is actually a poset and that for some transitive
model M satisfying ZFC, that the given poset is genuinely in M.

Also, if G C P is a P-generic ultraﬁltelﬂ set g := |JG. Then, we want to show that g is a
surjective function onto the codomain, and, setting for each a € Rz, g4 := g(a, —) : w — 2, viewing
g as a function ¢’ : Ny — 2% given by o — ¢, ¢’ is injective. These tasks are left as exercises.

What follows is Professor Tserunyan’s graph theoretic proof of the A-system lemma.

Definition 7.31. A set (think family of sets) F is called a A-system is there is a set r (called the
root) such that for any distinct a,b € F, anNb=r.

Definition 7.32. A graph is locally countable if every vertex has at most countably many neigh-
bors.

A quick observation is that a graph is locally countable if and only if each of its connected compo-
nents is countable.

For a graph G on a set V, a subset I C V is called independent if no two vertices in it are
adjacent.

Lemma 7.33 (Uses AC). A locally countable graph G on an uncountable set V' admits an inde-
pendent set I C V with |I| = |V|.

Proof.

Each connected component is countable, so their collection has cardinality |V|. Choosing a point
from each connected component gives a desired independent set.
O
The intersection graph on any family V of sets is defined by putting an edge between distinct
u,v € V exactly when v Nv # @. Call a family V of sets point-locally countable if for each
acJV, the set V, := {v € V | a € v} is countable.

Lemma 7.34 (Uses Countable-AC). The intersection graph on any point-locally countable family
V' of countable sets is locally countable.

Proof.

For each v € V, each a € v is contained in at most countably many other vertices in V. Since v
is countable and countable union of countable sets is countable, it intersects at most countably
many other sets in V.

O
The previous two lemmas give us the following:

Proposition 7.35 (Uses AC). The intersection graph on a point-locally countable uncountable
family V' of countable sets admits a pairwise disjoint collection I C V with |I| = |V].

2TN: A filter is simply a non-empty subset of a poset that is closed upwards and any two elements are compatible;
an ultrafilter would be a maximal filter; thus, we’ve already been working a lot with filters and ultrafilters through
P-generic subsets.
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Corollary 7.36 (The A-system Lemma, Uses AC). Every uncountable family V of finite sets
contains an uncountable A-system.

Proof.

By shrinking V' using uncountable-to-countable Pigeonhole Principle (involves AC), we may
assume that for some n € N, all sets in V' have the same size n and we prove the statement by
induction on n. The base case n = 1 is trivial, so suppose the statement is true for n — 1 > 1
and let V' be an uncountable family of sets of size n.

If V is point-locally countable, then Proposition 7.35 finishes the proof, so suppose that V' is
not point-locally countable and let a € [JV be such that the set V, is uncountable. Removing
a from the sets in V,, applying induction, and putting a back yields an uncountable A-system
V! CV,.

O

Lemma 7.37. HFor sets A, B with 2 < |B| < g, the poset ([A — B]<¥, D ) has the countable

chain condition. (c.c.c.)

Proof.

Suppose not. Let F' be an uncountable antichain, and let dom(F)ﬂ = Ujepidom(f)}

Claim: | dom(F)| > w.

Proof.

Suppose not. Then for some element fy € dom(F), there are uncountably many f € F

such that dom(f) = fo, lest the countably many dom(f)’s have only countably many

preimages, which implies that F' would be a countable union of countable sets and hence

countable. So, take such an fj.

Recall that fy must be finite. Then, since B is countable, we conclude that there are

uncountably many functions from a finite set to a countable set, which is a contradiction.

|

From this, we can now apply the A-system lemma and let A C dom(F') be such a system
with 7 = a N b for some a,b € A where a # b. Note that r # & (since [|dom(F') # @& because 2
functions with completely different domains are compatible).

Now, if f,, fp» € F have associated a,b € A, then f,[,.# fpl-. If they were in fact equal, then,
since (a ~r)N(b~r1) =0, f, and f, would be compatible. So, any a,b € A with a # b implies
any associated functions disagree on r which implies we have uncountably many functions from
r to B, which is a contradiction.

O

Lemma 7.38. Let M be a transitive model of ZFC. Let (P, <) be a c.c.c. (in M) poset. Then
forcing with P preserves cardinals, i.e. V P-generic over M G C P and for any ordinal x € M,

M = k is a cardinal <= M]|G] = & is a cardinal.

Proof.

Suppose towards a contradiction that I\ < x and f[G] € M[G] with f[G] : A - k whereas
M |= “k is a cardinal.”

TN: This was originally assigned as a homework exercise, so the following proof is my own.
brN: 1 recognize that this is not a bona fide domain, but this notation was meant to remind myself what I was
looking at.
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By the truth lemma, there is a pg € G such that pg IF “f is a surjection from X R
Fix o € A\. Then R
Xo={B€nr|Ip=<po, plr“f(@=p5"}.
Claim: (X, is countable)™.
Proof.

By AC in M, get 8 —— pg from X, to P such that pg C pp and pg I B € X,. Let A
be the image of this function, i.e. A:={pg| B € X} € M. This is an antichain. If pg,
and pg, are compatible, then they agree on f(@) by the truth lemma. Then, by c.c.c.,
M = “A is countable".

]
Then, let X := {X, | @ € A\}. Then |X|™ < A® Ny < &, in particular, X C &, so f is not
surjective (by the truth lemma).
O
By this lemma, we see that N7 in M is N7 in M[G]. Thus, from all of this, we conclude that in
M|G], we have a function (¢’ : Ry — 2)MIG] 4 genuine injection from R; to 2¢, which implies
2] > N7 >Ny = M[G] = ZFC+—~CH.

Q.E.D.
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