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THE STRENGTH OF AN AXIOM OF FINITE CHOICE
FOR BRANCHES IN TREES

JUN LE GOH

Abstract. In their logical analysis of theorems about disjoint rays in graphs, Barnes. Shore, and the
author (hereafter BGS) introduced a weak choice scheme in second-order arithmetic, called the 2} axiom
of finite choice (hereafter finite choice). This is a special case of the =} axiom of choice (Z{ -ACy) introduced
by Kreisel. BGS showed that Z%—ACO suffices for proving many of the aforementioned theorems in graph
theory. While it is not known if these implications reverse, BGS also showed that those theorems imply
finite choice (in some cases, with additional induction assumptions). This motivated us to study the proof-
theoretic strength of finite choice. Using a variant of Steel forcing with tagged trees, we show that finite
choice is not provable from the A}—comprehension scheme (even over w-models). We also show that finite
choice is a consequence of the arithmetic Bolzano—Weierstrass theorem (introduced by Friedman and
studied by Conidis), assuming Z% -induction. Our results were used by BGS to show that several theorems
in graph theory cannot be proved using A} -comprehension. Our results also strengthen results of Conidis.

§1. Introduction. Reverse mathematics, as initiated by Friedman [5] in the 1970s,
is a program in the foundations of mathematics which aims to find the axioms
or formal systems needed in order to carry out proofs of particular mathematical
theorems. Early results by Friedman, Simpson, and others showed that several
basic theorems of analysis, algebra, and combinatorics, when formalized in second-
order arithmetic, are equivalent to one of five sets of axioms, now known as the
“Big Five.” (The standard reference for subsystems of second-order arithmetic is
[15].) These equivalences were proved over the base theory RCA,, which formalizes
computable mathematics and is the weakest of the Big Five. Later work revealed
several exceptions to the Big Five phenomenon, including theorems that lie strictly
between consecutive levels of the Big Five, and theorems that are incomparable to
some level of the Big Five (for instance, Ramsey’s theorem for pairs). In this paper,
we study a weak form of the axiom of choice which lies strictly between consecutive
levels of the Big Five, namely ACAy and ATR.

The study of choice schemes in second-order arithmetic predates reverse
mathematics. In 1962, Kreisel [8] introduced the =} axiom of choice (£}-AC), which
asserts that

VrnaXe(n X) — 3(X,).Vne(n, X,,)
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1368 JUN LE GOH

for each formula ¢(n, X) in the language of second-order arithmetic which is
arithmetical (i.e., has no set quantifiers). Equivalently,' it asserts that for any
sequence of trees (7,),, each of which has a branch (i.e., a ray in the sense of
graph theory), one can choose a branch from each T,.

Kreisel’s interest in X}-AC stemmed at least partially from its intimate connection
with the hyperarithmetic sets. (For background on hyperarithmetic theory, see [13].)
This connection arises from studying the w-models (defined below) of RCA( + Z}-
AC, or X1-AC, for short.

A structure in the language of second-order arithmetic has the form

(NS, +,-.<.0.1,¢),

where (N, +. -, <, 0, 1) is a structure in the language of first-order arithmetic (called
the first-order part), S is a collection of subsets of N (called the second-order part),
and € is the membership relation between elements of N and elements of S. Such
a structure is said to be an w-model if its first-order part is the standard natural
numbers N and the symbols +, -, etc. have their standard interpretations. We identify
an w-model with its second-order part.

Kreisel [8] showed that the w-model HYP consisting of all hyperarithmetical
subsets of N satisfies Ei-ACo. and furthermore, HYP is the minimum w-model of
2{-AC0. This is analogous to the well-known facts that ACAy has a minimum w-
model ARITH consisting of all arithmetical subsets of N, and RCA( has a minimum
w-model REC consisting of all recursive (a.k.a. computable) subsets of N. In fact,
Friedman [5] observed that a subset of P(N) is a model of RCA (ACA, respectively)
if and only if it is closed under (effective) join & and Turing reduction <7 (and the
Turing jump operator, respectively). In summary:

Theory Minimum w-model Closure of w-models
RCAy REC &, <r
ACAy ARITH @, <p. Turing jump
21-AC, HYP

One might hope to fill in the final entry of the table with “®, hyperarithmetical
reduction.” Every w-model of X!-AC, is closed under join and hyperarithmetical
reduction [8]. However, not every subset of P(N) which is closed under join and
hyperarithmetical reduction satisfies Zi-ACO. The issue is not that Zi-ACO is too
strong; rather, thereis no theory T such that the w-models of T are exactly those which
are closed under join and hyperarithmetical reduction [17, 2.2.2]. This motivated
the following definition:

DEFINITION 1.1 (Steel [16], Montalban [9]). A theory T is a theory of hyperarith-
metic analysis (THA) if:

ITo prove this, use [15, V.5.4] and observe that E%-ACO and the statement about trees each imply
ACA over RCA.
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— every w-model of T is closed under join and hyperarithmetic reduction, and
— T holds in HYP(Y) for every ¥ C N (here HYP(Y) consists of all subsets of
N which are hyperarithmetically reducible to Y).

Before we discuss examples of THAs, note that each THA T characterizes
the notion of hyperarithmetic reduction in the following sense: A set X C N is
hyperarithmetically reducible to a set ¥ C N if and only if every w-model of T
which contains Y also contains X.

The aforementioned results of Kreisel [8] relativize to show that £]-AC, is a THA.
In the 60s and 70s a number of THAs were identified and proved to be nonequivalent
[4, 16, 17]. These THAS are natural fragments of well-studied axiom schemes such
as choice schemes or comprehension schemes. In 2006, Montalban [9] was the first
to identify a THA which is a published theorem not stated using concepts from logic
(such as first-order formulas). This THA, known as INDEC, is a result of Jullien
(see [9]) about indecomposability of linear orderings. Other works on THAs include
[2. 10-12].

Recently Barnes, Goh, and Shore [1] (hereafter BGS) identified several theorems
of graph theory which are THAs. These theorems are variations of classical results
of Halin [6] on disjoint rays in graphs. For simplicity we only discuss the oldest
of these results (see [3. Theorem 8.2.5(i)] for its statement), which we call Halin’s
theorem. (Much of the discussion below applies to variations of Halin’s theorem as
well; see [1].) In their proof that Halin’s theorem is a THA, BGS [1] showed that
Halin’s theorem is provable using Zi—ACO, and conversely, Halin’s theorem implies
the following weakening of X}-AC, (assuming additional induction axioms on top
of what is available in RCAy):

DEFINITION 1.2 (BGS [1]).  Finite-£}-AC, consists of RCAj and
(Vn)(3 nonzero finitely many X ) (n, X) — (3(X,,),)(Va)p(n. X,)

for each arithmetical formula ¢(n. X). Formally, “(3 nonzero finitely many
X)p(n, X)” means that there is a nonempty sequence (X;);<; such that for each
X, p(n, X) holds if and only if X = X; for some i < ;.

Henceforth we will refer to ﬁnite-Z%-ACo as finite choice.

In this paper we present implications and nonimplications between finite choice
and other known THAs (Theorems 1.3 and 1.5). First we ought to discuss why
finite choice is a THA. To show that a theory is a THA, it suffices to show that it
is sandwiched between two THAs. Of course X]-AC, implies finite choice. On the
other hand, finite choice implies another known THA: unique-Z} -ACy, which asserts
(in addition to RCA) that

V! Xo(n, X) — 3(X,),Vne(n. X,)

for each arithmetical formula ¢ (1, X'). Unique-X}-ACy has appeared in the literature
with names such as arithmetical replacement H(()(D)-RA [17, p. 6]. I1}-replacement
[16, p. 74]. and most commonly weak-X!-AC (e.g., [15. VIIL.4.12]). A proof that
unique-X}-ACy is a THA can be found in [15, VIIL.4.15-16].

Since finite choice is sandwiched between Z}-ACO and unique—Z}-ACg, we can
calibrate its proof-theoretic complexity by comparing it with other THAs in this
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position. One such THA is the A]-comprehension scheme (A]-CAg). which asserts
(in addition to RCA,) that

Va(p(n) < —w(n)) = 3XVa(n € X « ¢(n))

for any ¢(n) and w(n) which are Z]. It is easy to see that £{-ACy — A]-CA¢ —
unique-X}-ACy. In order to separate Al-CAy and Z!-AC,. Steel [16] introduced a
new forcing notion and used it to construct an w-model which satisfies A]-CA, but
not Z% -ACy. Van Wesep [17] modified Steel’s methods to construct an w-model which
satisfies unique-Z} -AC, but not A}-CAO. Subsequently various modifications of Steel
forcing have been used to separate THAs [2, 9-12]. Using yet another variant of
Steel forcing (Section 3.3), we shall prove the following:

THEOREM 1.3. There is an w-model which satisfies A}-CAg but not finite choice.
Therefore A}-CAq does not imply finite choice. even if additional induction axioms are
assumed.

In particular, finite choice is strictly stronger than unique-Zi-ACo. Theorem 1.3
was used by BGS [1] to show that Halin’s theorem and many of its variants cannot
be proved using A}-CAO (even if additional induction axioms are assumed).

To show that finite choice is strictly weaker than X!-ACy. we will establish a
connection between finite choice and a known THA: the arithmetic Bolzano—
Weierstrass theorem ABW introduced by Friedman [5]. Our statement of ABW
below follows Conidis [2, p. 4470].

DEFINITION 1.4. The arithmetic Bolzano—Weierstrass theorem (ABW) states that if
A(X) is an arithmetic predicate on 2V, then either 4(X) has finitely many solutions,
or the set {X € 2" : A(X)} of A-solutions has an accumulation point.

Friedman asserted that ABW follows from Z!-AC,. Conidis [2, Theorem 2.1(2)]
furnished a proof of that statement. In addition, [2, Theorem 2.1(4)] showed that
ABW implies unique-X}-ACy over the base theory consisting of RCA, and the
induction scheme for X! formulas (denoted IZ}). (To the best of our knowledge it
is not known if ABW implies unique-X!-AC over just RCA,. Nevertheless, as every
w-model satisfies IZ{, Conidis’s result shows that every w-model of RCAy + ABW
satisfies unique-2}-ACy.) We will strengthen Conidis’s result by proving the following
(Section 2):

THEOREM 1.5. ABW implies finite choice over RCAq + 1Z].

It follows that finite choice is strictly weaker than 2}-ACy, as RCA( + IZ] + ABW
does not imply X{-AC, or even A}-CA (as witnessed by Van Wesep’s model, see [17.
Lemma 1.4] and [2, Theorem 4.7]).

Having established a connection between ABW and finite choice (Theorem 1.5),
our Theorem 1.3 gives an alternate, arguably simpler, proof of Conidis’s [2, Theorem
3.1] result that A]-CAj does not imply ABW. (See Remark 3.1.)

§2. Arithmetic Bolzano—Weierstrass. We adapt a proof of Conidis [2, Theorem
2.1(4)] to prove Theorem 1.5, which asserts that RCA( + IE% -+ ABW F finite choice.
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PrOOF OF THEOREM 1.5. Suppose that ¢ (n, Y) is an arithmetical predicate which
is an instance of finite choice, i.e.. for each n, ¢(n, Y) has finitely many solutions.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that ¢(n, ) always fails.

Define an arithmetical predicate 4 on 2V as follows: A(({X,),) holds if

3no((Vn < no)[p(n. X,)1 A (Vi > ng)[ X, = 0]).

Using IZ} and the assumption that for each n, ¢ (n, Y) has a solution, we can show
that for each ny, 4((X,),) has at least ny distinct solutions. (Note if X, is 0, then it
does not code a solution to ¢ (n, -).) Hence 4({X,),) is an instance of ABW.

By ABW. the set {(X,), : A((X,),)} has an accumulation point Y. Interpret Y as
a sequence (Y, ),. We claim that for all n, ¢(n, Y,,) holds.

Suppose towards a contradiction that ¢ (k, Y} ) fails. Since ¢ (k, -) has only finitely
many solutions, there is some m sufficiently large such that Y, [ m # Y | m for every
Y such that ¢ (k. Y) holds.

Now. by our choice of (Y,),. there are infinitely many (X, ), satisfying 4 such
that X extends Y; | m. For any such (X,),. ¢(k, X)) fails, so by definition of 4,
X, =0foralln > k.

But for each n < k, ¢(n,-) has only finitely many solutions, so there cannot
be infinitely many (X,,), satisfying the above conditions. Contradiction. We have
showed that (Y,,), is a finite choice solution to ¢(n, Y). 4

We do not know if finite choice implies ABW.

§3. A{ -comprehension does not imply finite choice. The rest of the paper is devoted
to proving Theorem 1.3 using a new variant of Steel’s [16] tagged tree forcing. We
assume familiarity with forcing in arithmetic (see, e.g., [14, Section 3]). A helpful
reference for forcing in arithmetic over ramified languages is [13, II1.4 and IV.3].

We begin by fixing some notation regarding trees. By a free we mean a subset of
N<N which is closed under prefix. An element f of NV is a branch through a tree T,
written f € [T], if every prefix of f lies in 7. If some ¢ in T is a prefix of a branch
through T, we say that o is extendible in T. The empty string is denoted by (. The
length of a string ¢ is denoted by |g|. If ¢ is a prefix of 7 (or a branch f), we write
o C 7 (o C f,respectively). If ¢ is a nonempty string, ¢~ denotes the prefix of o of
length |o| — 1. If o is a string and T is a tree, ¢ N T denotes the longest prefix of &
which lies in 7.

3.1. The model. We shall construct an w-model M., C P(N) which satisfies Al-
CA, but not finite choice. The basic setup follows [10].
To define M, we will construct a generic object

(TC{fF i eN},hO),

where TC is a tree, each f ¢ is a distinct branch through 7¢, and A% :T% —

wX U {co} is the well-founded rank function on 7, ie. for all ¢ in the well-

founded part of 79, we have h(c) = sup{h%(z) + 1: 7 € T, t D ¢}, while forall

o which is extendible in 79, we have 1% (¢) = oco. Our convention is that co = oo + 1

and co > 00 > a, 50 h%(c) = sup{h¥(z) +1:7 € T% t Do} forallgin TC.
Then, for each finite F C N (written F C; N), we define

Mp={XCN:3u<o™®X <r (T (f%)icr)*)}.
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where Y* denotes the transfinite iteration of the Turing jump of Y up to level u.
(For background on transfinite iterations of the Turing jump, see [13]. Later, we will
express My as the sets which are computable in H, r for some u < w{X, defined
below.) Notice that u ranges over the computable ordinals, rather than the ordinals
which are computable in a)lTG@U Dier . Nonetheless we will show in Corollary 3.14
that Mr = HYP(TC © (f%)icr).

Finally, our desired w-model is defined by

My = U M.
FCN

Notice that 29 does not appear in the definitions of My or M. Nonetheless it will
play a crucial role in showing that M, has the properties we desire.

Let us sketch why finite choice fails in M. We will show (Lemma 3.9) that for
each F ¢ N, Mp N[T% = {fC :i € F}. This implies that the branches through
T in M, are exactly the branches /¢, for i € N. This also implies that M, does
not contain any infinite sequence of distinct branches f IG , for such a sequence has
to lie in some My, contradicting Lemma 3.9.

This allows us to construct a failure of finite choice: For each n, let T, be the
subtree of T passing through (n). Our forcing will ensure that each [7},] contains
(nonzero) finitely many f iG. Hence M, thinks that (T},), is an instance of finite
choice. Any finite choice solution to (77,), would be an infinite sequence of distinct
branches f IG (they are distinct because the nth branch has first entry #), and hence
would not lie in M, by the previous paragraph.

In preparation for describing the forcing, we shall give every element of M., a
name. Define by recursion on x4 < w{X:

HIAF = TG ® <fl‘G>i€F: S,uAF,e = WeHlLF: H/LF = @ Sv,Ee

v<u.eeN

for u <, F ¢ N, e € N. (Here W,' is the eth computably enumerable set
relative to the oracle Y.)

3.2. The forcing language. We consider a ramified language £, which extends
the language of second-order arithmetic with constants for each element of M,
and various types of restricted set variables.

In order to define L. we first define a language L for each F C¢ N. L consists
of first-order formulas in the language of second-order arithmetic generated by
the following set variables and constants: for each D C F, there are unranked set
variables of the form Xp and ranked set variables of the form X [A, foreach 1 < wICK ,
while the constants are intended to name every element of Mp:

—T.f; fori € F;

— foreachv < w® . H, r and S, f, for each e € N.

Let Cr denote the above set of constants. If S is of the form S, r.. we define dom(S)
to be F. We define C# to be the set of all constants of the form H, r or S, . for
some v < U.

The language £, consists of | J Fe,n £r. unranked set variables of the form X,

and ranked set variables of the form X for each 1 < w{k.
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Each formula y of £, can be assigned an ordinal rank as follows:

tk(p) = 0 ulp) + 0 - o(y) + o r(p) + nly).

where:

— u(y) < w denotes the number of unranked quantifiers in y:
— o(y) < wX denotes the least upper bound of

{v : v is the superscript of a bound variable in y }
U {v + 1: some constant of the form S, ., or H, r occurs in y };

r(w) < w denotes the number of ranked set quantifiers in y;
— n(y) < @ denotes the number of connectives.

We say that a formula w of L, is ranked if all of its bound variables are ranked, or
equivalently, if rk(y) < k.

A variable of the form X 131 or Xp is F-restricted if D C F. A constant of the form
H,porS,p.is Frestricted if D C F. A formula of L, is F-restricted if all of its
bound variables and constants are F-restricted.

A formula is X-over-Ly if it is built up from ranked F-restricted formulas using
A, Vn,and 3X.

For any formula y and any ¢ < o{*. we define y* by replacing every unranked
set variable in w with its ranked counterpart. i.e., X is replaced by X# and X is
replaced by X

3.3. The forcing notion. The forcing P consists of tuples

p=(T".f".h?)
such that:
(C1) T? € N<Nis a finite tree;
(C2) f7 is a finite partial function from N to 77\{0} such that each ¢ € T? of
length 1 is an initial segment of some f7 (i)
(we view f? as a finite collection of finite paths in T7);

(C3) h? : T? — X U {occ} satisfies the following:

(a) h” is a rank function, i.e., if T C o, then h?(t) > h? (o)
(by fiat co > 0o > « for every a);

(b) foralli € dom(f 7). h?(f7(i)) = oo:

(c) h?(0) = oc.

We think of 4? as a labeling or tagging of nodes in T”. Condition (C2) is novel;
ordinary Steel forcing only requires that f7 is a finite partial function from N to 77,
We impose (C2) in order to ensure that every node of length 1 is extendible in the
generic tree 7. Note that by (C2) and (C3)(b). for each ¢ in T7 of length 1, we
must have 41”(o) = oco. Therefore, if T? contains any node of length 1, then (C3)(c)
follows from (C2) and (C3)(b). There may be nodes ¢ (of length greater than 1)
such that #?(¢) = oo yet there is no i such that ¢ C f7(i).

We say that g extends p, written ¢ < p, if:

(E1) T? D T?;

(E2) foralli € dom(f?), £9(i) is defined and f7(i) = f9(i)NT?

(old paths cannot be extended in the old tree):
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(E3) foralli € dom(f9)\dom(f?), f4(i)NT? =10
(new paths can only intersect the old tree at the root);

(E4) h4 D h?.

Conditions (E2) and (E3) are needed for us to control the complexity of the
forcing relation. Condition (E2) is present in ordinary Steel forcing [16. p. 68]. One
could weaken (E2) by considering only conditions p where each f7(i) is a leaf in
T? (such conditions are dense in the above forcing): In this case we could replace
(E2) by “foralli € dom(f?), f4(i) is defined and f?(i) C f4(i).” Condition (E3)
is not in [16] but needs to be added to it, as pointed out in [10, Section 2.2].

REMARK 3.1. Conidis [2, Section 3.2] used a more complicated variant of Steel
forcing (with locks on certain nodes of 77 which can be toggled on and off) to
prove that A]-CA does not imply ABW,. Theorems 1.3 and 1.5 together provide an
alternate proof of his result.

We will take G to be a sufficiently P-generic filter (G must decide all Z-over-Lg
formulas for all F C¢ N, as well as all formulas of the form Vn(y(n) < —p(n)),
where ¢ and y are Z-over-Ly for some F Cp N). Then we may define 79 =
Upee T7. ¥ = U, f7(i) fori € Noand h% = | . h”. By genericity, each f
is an infinite branch in 7, the branches /¢ are distinct, and 4 is the well-founded
rank function on 7.

We encode each condition as a number as follows. Fix a computable linear
ordering with well-founded part w K. (Such orderings are known as pseudo-well-
orderings; see [7].) We identify each oo < w X with its corresponding element in
the well-founded part. When we write a < ff, we always refer to their order as
ordinals rather than the natural number ordering. Using the above identification
and standard pairing functions, we may encode P as a I1} subset of N. For each
a < ok, define P, to be the set of all conditions p such that the range of 4’ is
contalned ina U {oo}. Wehave P = [ J, <o Pa P,. Each P, is computable, uniformly
in a.

3.4. The forcing relation. The forcing relation for formulas in £, is defined by
recursion as follows:

(1) for quantifier-free formulas of arithmetic y, p IF y if and only if v is true;

(2) pl-6 € Tifeither |g| <2ando € T?,org € T? and h?(c7) > 1;

(3) pIF (n,m) €f; if i € dom(f7?) andff’( )(n) = m;:

4) pl-(0.0) e Hyrif plFoeT:

(5) pIF(1,(i,(n.m))) € Hy r ifi € F and p I (n,m) € f;;

(6) forv>1, plkneS, g if plFIsR(H, ;e s.n) where R codes a universal
Turing machine;

) forv>1,plk(enu) eH rpifu<vandpl-neS,g:

) plFV¥xy(x)ifforalln €N, p I- w(n):

) pIEVXjy(X7)ifforallyv< A, e €N, pl-w(S,ge):

) pIFVX w(X*)ifforallv< Ad.e € N. F ¢ N, pl- w(S, £.):

) pIEVXpy(Xp)ifforally < wf®. e €N, plky(S, k)

) pIFVXy(X)ifforallv< of®. e e NJF ¢ N, p Ik w(S, ke):

) plkoAwifpl-pand p - w;

) plk—yifforeveryq < p,q WV v.
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LemMma 3.2, The following facts hold of IF-:

(1) If p -y, then for every sufficiently generic filter G which contains p, M.
satisfies y.

(2) If G is sufficiently generic and M, satisfies v, then there is some p € G such
that p Ik y.

Analogous facts hold for w € Lg and each model My .

Just as we encoded each forcing condition as a number, we may also encode
each formula in £, as a number. We will show that the forcing relation for certain
classes of formulas (encoded as a relation on numbers) can be computed within M,
(Lemma 3.12).

3.5. Analyzing the forcing relation for ranked formulas. In order to control the
complexity of the forcing relation, we will show that conditions that are sufficiently
similar to each other force the same formulas of sufficiently low complexity. The
basic notion of similarity in Steel forcing is known as retagging:

DEerFINITION 3.3 [16, Definition 4]. Suppose u < wICK and F C¢ N. If p and p*
are conditions, we say that they are u-F-retaggings if:

— TP =T? and fP | F = [P | F:

— h? and h? agree on labels strictly smaller than yu;

— ifh?(g) > u. then h? (o) > u.

We make some observations:

— u-F-retagging is an equivalence relation on conditions.
— If pand p* are u-F-retaggings, then for any u’ < u and any F’ C F, p and p*
are u'-F’-retaggings as well.

Central to our analysis will be the ability to replace a quantifier over P with a
quantifier over some subset Py (recall that P is H} while Py is computable). Once
we have established connections between retagging and the forcing relation, the
following lemma will be useful for achieving the above:

LemMa 3.4. Forany g € Pand any B < oK. there is some q* € Py such that:

— q and q* are B-F-retaggings for every F C¢ N;
— for every p € Pg such that ¢ < p, we have qg* < p.

PrOOF. Define 79" = T4, fq* = f4, and
* q >
B () = 00, hi(z) > p.
hi(z), hi(z) < pB.
It is easy to see that ¢* satisfies the desired properties. -

A cornerstone of the method of Steel forcing is the following basic retagging
lemma.

LemmA 3.5. Let p and p* be wf-F-retaggings. Then for all ¢ < p and all y <
p. there exists q* < p* such that q and q* are wy-F-retaggings. Furthermore, if
dom(f?" ) C F (and hence [P C fP), then we can choose q* such that 4 C f4.
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The first part of the lemma is identical in form to [10, Lemma 2.5]. The second
part has no analog in [10], but its analog would follow immediately from the proof
of [10, Lemma 2.5]. For our forcing we will construct ¢* (specifically /4") slightly
differently in order to prove the second part. The second part will be used in the
proof of Lemma 3.11.

Proor. Define ¢* as follows:
_ T4 = T9:
— in general, we define ¢ " to be the disjoint union of:
- f11F.
= /77 1 (dom(f”")\(dom(f*) N F)). and
— afunction g such that dom(g) is disjoint from F U dom(f?") and range(g) =
{o e TO\T?" :|o| =1}
— if dom(f P") C F and we want to satisfy the second part of the lemma, we
define 7" = f4 1 (FU{i: f1()NT? = 0}):

— h4" is defined by cases:

(7). ifteT?,
W (1) = o0, if 3i(x C f4(i)).
| hir), if h9(7) < wy.

wy + |t|g. otherwise,

where Q = {o € T?: h%(c) > wy} and |t|p € N denotes the rank of 7 in the
finite tree Q.

hi" is well-defined. First, we show that the second and third cases in the definition
of h%" are mutually exclusive. Suppose T C f¢ (i) for some i.

Cast 1. If £ (i) = £9(i). then h4(1) = 00 > wy.

CasE 2. If f4°(i) = f7" (i), then t € T? and h”" (r) = oco. Since p and p* are
wB-F-retaggings, we have h?(t) > wf. It follows that 29(t) = h?(t) > wf > wy.

CasE 3. Otherwise, | £ (i)| = 1. Then h4(1) = 0o > wy.

Second, in order to show that the first and second cases in the definition of
h?" do not conflict, we shall show that if t € 77 and 7 C f‘l* (i) for some i, then
h?" (1) = oo.

CASE 1. Suppose 14" (i) = f4(i) and i € F. la. If f9(i)NT? = (), then 7 = ()
so h? (1) = co. 1b. Otherwise, by (E2) and (E3), we have f4(i)NT? = f7(i).
Since p and p* are wf-F-retaggings, we have 17 (i) = f?(i). It follows that t C
fiG@) N TP = fr(i) = f7 (i). implying h” (z) = o0.

Case 2. If £9° (i) = f77(i). then 1" (z) > h?" (f7"(i)) = oc.

CasE 3. Otherwise, | £ (i)| = 1. Then h?" () = co.

To see that the first and third cases in the definition of 44~ do not conflict,
suppose t € T? and hi(t) < wy. We have h?(t) = h?(r) < wy, so by retagging,
h?" (t) = h?(t) = h4(z) as desired. We have shown that 47" is well-defined.

g* satisfies (C2). We address the two definitions of /¢ separately. Suppose o €
T4 haslength 1. We want to show that there is some i such that o C f7 (i).

We begin by considering the first definition of f7 . First, consider the case
g € T? . If there is some i € dom(f? )\(dom(f4)N F) such that ¢ C /7 (i),
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then we are done. Otherwise, since p* satisfies (C2), there is some i € dom(f? )N
dom(f7) N F such that ¢ C £ (i). Then f7 (i) = f4(i) D fP(i) = f? (i) Do
as desired.

Second. if ¢ € T4 \T?", then there is some i € dom(g) such that g(i) = o. We
have 74" (i) = g(i) = o as desired.

Next we consider the second definition of /4" . Assume that dom(f?") C F. If
o € TP, then since p* satisfies (C2), there is some i € dom(f?") such that ¢ C
£77(i). Such i lies in F by assumption, so f4 (i) = f4(i) D f?(i)= f? (i) Do
as desired.

If o € T4 \T"", then since g satisfies (C2). there is some i € dom(f¢) such that
a C f4(i). Since ¢ ¢ T? and |o| = 1, it follows that f4(i) N T? = . So i lies in
dom(f7"). Hence 4 (i) = f4(i) D o as desired. This completes the proof that ¢*
satisfies (C2).

To show that g* is a condition, it remains to check (C3). We omit the verification
as it is exactly the same as that for ordinary Steel forcing.

q* extends p*. (E1) and (E4) are immediate. To check (E2), consider any i €
dom(f7").

Cast 1. Suppose i € F. By retagging, we have i € dom(f?) C dom(f¢) and
777 (i) = f7(i). In both definitions of /4" we have f¢ (i) = f4(i), so f4 (i) N
TP = f1(i)N TP = fP(i) = f7 (i) (the second equality holds by (E2)).

Case2.If i ¢ F. then we have dom(f?") € F.So we are only concerned with the
first definition of £¢ . In this case £ (i) is defined to be f7" (i), which lies in 77",
so fU()NT? = £ (i).

To check (E3). consider any i € dom(f4 )\dom(f?"). We analyze the two
definitions of f4" separately.

We begin by considering the first definition of f .

Cast 1.i e dom(f9) N F and f4" (i) = f4(i). Since i € F\dom(f?"), we have
i ¢ dom(f”) by retagging. Hence by (E3) for ¢ < p, we have f4(i)NT? = () as
desired.

CasE 2. Otherwise, i € dom(g) and 7 (i) = g(i). In this case. g(i) ¢ T?" and
lg(i)] = 1.s0 g(i) N T?" = () as desired.

Next we consider the second definition of f¢°. If i € F. then the reasoning is
identical to Case 1 above. Otherwise. by the definition of 14", we have £ (i) N T? =
f49(i) N T? = () as desired. This completes the proof that ¢* extends p*.

Finally, it is easy to check that ¢ and ¢* are wy-F-retaggings. -

The following consequences of the basic retagging lemma are routine (see [10,
Lemma 2.4 and Corollary 2.6]). We include their proofs for completeness.

LEMMA 3.6. Let y be a ranked formula in Lr. Suppose that p and p* are (w -
tk(y))-F-retaggings. Then p I« w if and only if p* |+ .

ProoF. We proceed by induction on the rank of w. The only nontrivial case
is when y is ~¢. Assuming that p* and p are (w - rk(—¢))-F-retaggings and that
p* Ik =, we want to show that p IF -, i.e., forallg < p, wehave q Iff . By Lemma
3.5, there is some ¢* < p* such that ¢* and ¢ are (w - tk(p))-F-retaggings. Since
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p* IF =, we have ¢g* I p. Applying the inductive hypothesis to ¢ and ¢* shows that
q I} ¢ as desired. -

COROLLARY 3.7. Suppose p € P, and w € Lg. If there is some q < p such that
q Ik y. thenthereissomeq' < pinPyi wk(y)y Suchthat q' 1= y. Therefore, p I- =y
if and only if for all ¢ < p in I[Dmax{,u,co-rk(1//)}v qlf .

ProOF. Apply Lemma 3.4 to obtain some ¢’ < p in Py iy 0.k(y)} SUch that ¢
and ¢’ are (max{u, o - rk(y)})-F-retaggings. By Lemma 3.6, ¢’ I . =

COROLLARY 3.8. For each condition p and each formula w in Lp, 07W%) can decide
whether p |+ w uniformly in p and y.

ProoF. Induction on rk(y) using Corollary 3.7. =

We may now analyze which branches on T lie in each My. The proof below
follows [10, Lemma 2.7], with modifications in order to account for (C2).

LemMA 3.9. Foreach F Cy N, Mp N[T9) = {f¢ :i € F}. Hence Mo, N [T %] =
{f¢ :i € N}, but no infinite sequence of distinct f'7 lies in M.

PROOF. Suppose towards a contradiction that S = S, g, € [T%] is not f ¢ for
any i € F. Then there is some prefix ¢ C S such that ¢ ¢ fl.G for any i € F. For
later purposes, fix such ¢ with length greater than 1. By Lemma 3.2, fix p € G such
that p I- ¢(S). where o (S) is

Se[T]AeCcS A NieF)(og¢f).

Note ¢(S) is a ranked formula in L.

By genericity, we may assume that ¢ € T7. Next, fix f < w{¥ large enough so
that > o - tk(¢(S)) and p € Py.

Since p forces that ¢ is extendible in 79, we have 47 (¢) = oo (by Lemma 3.2). We
now define p* which is a -F-retagging of p, such that 47" (¢) € [, @K). Define
TP = T?. Define fp* to be the union of /7 | F and a function g such that dom(g)
is disjoint from F and range(g) = {o € T? : |o| = 1}. Finally, define

h”*(r) _ {ﬂ +|z]p. ifT D Oj A h?(t) = oo,
h?(z), otherwise,
where Q = {t:1CaV(t 20 AhP(1) = )}.

Since 7”(c) = oo and |o| > 1. it is straightforward to check that 47" is a rank
function and A?” (§)) = co. In order to show that p* is a condition, it suffices to
check that 22" (f7"(i)) = oo for all i € dom(f?"). If i € F, we have ¢ € f7(i) =
S (@) s0 (77 (i) = hP(f7 (i) = h? (f7(i)) = co. If i € dom(f?")\F (that
is. dom(g)). then £7" (i) has length 1, so 4" (f7"(i)) = h?(f7" (i) = oo.

Finally, it is clear that p* is a f-F-retagging of p, and hence an (w - tk(p(S)))-F-
retagging of p. By Lemma 3.6 we have

p*IFSe[T]Aa CS.

which is impossible because 1" (a) # co. -
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The following lemma is new; (C2) was designed in order to prove it.
LemMA 3.10. M, does not satisfy finite choice.

Proor. Consider the following arithmetical predicate ¢ (n, X) (with parameter
TY):

X e[T A X(0) =n.

First, we claim that for each n, there is some X € M, such that ¢(n, X) holds.
By genericity, fix some p € G such that (n) € T?. By (C2), there is some i such that
(n) C fP(i). Then ¢(n. £¢) holds.

Second, we claim that for each n, there are at most finitely many X € M, such
that ¢ (n, X') holds. By Lemma 3.9, it suffices to show that there are only finitely many
i such that ¢(n, /7) holds. As above, fix p € G such that (n) € T?. For each i, we
claim thatifi ¢ dom(f?).then (n) Z f¢.Suppose to the contrary that there is some
i ¢ dom(f?)suchthat(n) C f¢. Fixsomeq € G suchthatq I- (n) Cf;.Letr € G
be a common refinement of p and ¢. Then (n) C f7(i). But then f7(i) N T? # 0,
violating (E3) for r < p.

This shows that ¢(n, X) is an instance of finite choice in M,,. By Lemma 3.9,
M does not contain any infinite sequence of distinct branches through 79, so M,
does not contain any finite choice solution to ¢ (n, X). -

3.6. Analyzing the forcing relation for X-over-L  formulas. In order to show that
M = A}-CAy (Section 3.7), we need to analyze the forcing relation for Z-over-Lp
formulas y. We begin by considering formulas y” where p < wX. Note that such
formulas may not lie in any £/ because they may contain (existential) quantifiers
over set variables of the form X7.

To this end we exploit automorphisms of P, as was done in [16, Lemma 10]. Each
permutation 7 : N — N induces an automorphism 7 of P by permuting the finite
paths in each condition: 7% = 77 hi») = p7 and f*P)(z(i)) = f?(i). Each
permutation 7 also induces an automorphism of £.: For each formula y, let 7y
denote the formula obtained from y by replacing each f; by f;;) and each S, g,
by S, z«re. (In the proof below, we will denote S, «r, by 7S, r..) By induction on
rk(y), one can show that p I y if and only if #(p) I 7.

LemMa 3.11. Suppose y is T-over-Lr, p IF w*, and dom(f?) C F. If p and p*
are (o - tk(y*) 4+ w?)-F-retaggings, then p* |+ w* as well.

Proor. We prove by induction on k that if w is built from ranked, F-restricted
formulas using k steps and p is a condition such that p IF w#*, dom(f?) C F,and p
and p* are (w - rk(w*) + w - 2k)-F-retaggings, then p* I w#. The base case holds
by Lemma 3.6.

The only nontrivial inductive step is if y has the form 3Xy (X ). We want to prove
that for all ¢* < p*, there is some r* < ¢* and some S € C* such that r* I p#(S).
Our plan for doing so is illustrated in Figure 1.

Given ¢* < p*, there is some ¢ < p such that ¢ and ¢* are (w - rk(y*) 4+ w -
(2k + 1))-F-retaggings. Furthermore, since dom(f?) C F, we can choose such ¢
with f7 C f4" (by the second part of Lemma 3.5).
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FiGURE 1. Illustration of the proof of Lemma 3.11. Arrows correspond to extension
in the forcing. Dotted lines correspond to retaggings.

Since p IF w# and ¢ < p, there is some r < ¢ and some S € C# such that r IF
©*(S). By extending r, we may assume that F Udom(S) C dom(f"). To complete
the inductive step, we want to define r* < ¢* such that r and r* are (o - rk(y*) + w -
2k)-dom(f")-retaggings. By inductive hypothesis, it would follow that r* I- *(S)
as desired.

The naive definition of r* fails because there may be conflict between f” and
4", In order to avoid this conflict, we use an automorphism of P to permute r
and S as follows. Consider a permutation # which fixes F U dom( /%) and moves
dom(f")\(F Udom(f4)) to some set which is disjoint with dom( 4" ). Since 7 fixes
dom( /), we have 7ir < g. Since = fixes F and ¢ is Z-over-Lr, we have np# = p~.
So 7r IF p*(nS). Therefore, by replacing r and S with 7r and S, we may assume
that dom(f")\(F U dom(f)) and dom(f4") are disjoint.

We claim that g and ¢* are (o - rk(y*) + @ - (2k + 1))-dom(f™")-retaggings. Since
4 C f4", this reduces to showing that dom( /4" ) N dom(f”) C dom(f4). Suppose
i € dom(f4") Nndom(f"). By assumption on r, it follows that i € F U dom(f4). If
i € dom(f?), then we are done. Otherwise i € F. but since i € dom(f4") and ¢
and ¢* are (w - rk(y*) 4+ w - (2k 4 1))-F-retaggings, it follows that i € dom(f7) as
well. This proves the claim.

By Lemma 3.5, there is some 7* < ¢* such that r and r* are (o - tk(y*) + w - 2k)-
dom( f7)-retaggings. Since F Udom(S) C dom(f"), we may apply the inductive
hypothesis and the fact that r I ©#(S) to conclude that r* I ©#(S) as desired.

The following lemma is not stated in [10] but some form of it is used in the proof
of [10, Lemma 2.9(1)].

Lemma 3.12. Given a condition p, a formula w which is Z-over-Lp, and some

p <ok, 0" can decide whether p \+ w? uniformly in p. w. and p.

PrOOE. We proceed by induction on the number of steps it takes to construct
from ranked F-restricted formulas. The base case holds by Corollary 3.8.

For the inductive step, the only nontrivial case is when y has the form 3 X (X ). Fix
any 4 > o - tk(¢”(S)) + @? + o such that p € P,. We claim that p IF IX”y”(X*)
if and only if for every ¢ < p in P, there is some r < g in P, and some S € C” such
that r I ”(S). This claim suffices for proving this case of the inductive step.

To prove the forward direction, suppose we are given ¢ < p inP,. By assumption,
there is some r < ¢ and some S € C” such that r I ¢?(S). We can retag r to some
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FIGURE 2. Illustration of the proofs of Lemmas 3.12 and 3.13. Arrows correspond
to extension in the forcing. Dotted lines correspond to retaggings.

r* < g inP, such that r and r* are u-(F U dom(f"))-retaggings (Lemma 3.4). Since
u > o -1k(p”(S)) + w?. it follows from Lemma 3.11 that r* I~ ”(S) as desired.

To prove the backward direction, suppose we are given ¢ < p. In order to
construct some r < g and some S € C” such that r I ¢”(S). we follow Figure 2. We
begin by retagging ¢ to some ¢* < p in P, such that ¢ and ¢* are u-F’'-retaggings
for every F' C; N (Lemma 3.4). By assumption. there is some r* < ¢* in P, and
some S € C” such that r* I ¢?(S).

To complete the proof of the backward direction, we want to produce some r < ¢
which is a retagging of r*. Define F’ to be the union of F, dom(f"") and dom(S)
(recall that dom(S, p.) is defined to be D.) Then ¢”(S) is Z-over-Lgs. Since u >
- tk(¢”(S)) + 0> + w, there is some r < ¢ such that r and r* are (w - tk(p”?(S)) +
®?)-F'-retaggings (Lemma 3.5). It follows from Lemma 3.11 that r IF ©”(S) as
desired. -

Next, we shall show that in order to understand the forcing relation for X-over-Lr
formulas ¢, it suffices to consider formulas ¢” where p < w K. This will be useful
for showing that M, = Al-CA,.

LemMa 3.13. Suppose y is Z-over-Lp. If p Ib y. then there is some u < X such
that for all p € [u. %), p I y?.

ProoF. We proceed by induction on the number of steps it takes to construct
from ranked F-restricted formulas. The base case is trivial. For the inductive step,
the only nontrivial case is when w has the form 3X¢(X). Since p I IXp(X), for
every g < p.there exist r < ¢ and S such that r I ¢(S). By the inductive hypothesis,
r I ?(S) for all sufficiently large p < k.

Hence, foreach g < p. thereexisty, < w{X.aconditionr < ginP, .andS € C%
such that r I ¢?(S). By Lemma 3.12, we can hyperarithmetically search for the least
such y,, rand S.

By boundedness, for each f < w X, there is some y < w{X such that for every
g < pinPp. thereexists y, < y as above. For later purposes, we will choose y < w X
sufficiently large such that o - tk(p?¢(S)) + w? + w <y for every ¢ < p in Py.

Since we can find y from f hyperarithmetically, by boundedness, there is some limit
u < oK such that (1) p € P,: (2) for every f < u. there is some y < u satisfying
the previous paragraph.

We shall show that p I- 3X“p*(X*#). Given g < p, we want to construct r < g
and S € C* such that r I ¢*(S). Our plan for doing so is illustrated in Figure 2.
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We begin by retagging ¢ to some ¢* < p in P, such that ¢ and ¢* are u-F’'-
retaggings for every F’ C ; N (Lemma 3.4). Since u is a limit and dom(h?") = T9" is
finite, we have ¢* € Py for some f < u. By construction of u, thereexist y,« <y < .
a condition r* < ¢* inP, ,.and S € C’" such that o - k(" (S)) + > +w <y
and r* I- @’ (S).

Define F' to be the union of F, dom( /"), and dom(S). Since w - rk(p’7* (S)) +
@?> +w <y<uand ¢ and ¢* are u-F'-retaggings, by Lemma 3.5, there is some
r < ¢ such that r and r* are (o - tk(¢"e* (S)) + w?)-F'-retaggings. By Lemma 3.11,
we have r I ¢”¢* (S) and so r I ©*(S) as desired. =

Following [10, Lemma 2.9(2)], we conclude the following corollary.

COROLLARY 3.14. For each F C; N, My |=X{-ACy. It follows that My =
HYP(TC & (f)ier).

PrOOF. Suppose that Mr = VnIXp(n, X), where p(n, X) is arithmetic with
parameters from Mp. Fix some p € G such that p IFVniXp(n, X). By Lemma
3.13, fix some u < wICK (greater than the rank of every constant symbol in ) such
that p IF Vr3IX*#“p(n, X*). It follows that My = Vn3X“p(n, X*).

For each n, let ¢, be least such that My = ¢(n. S, ge,). For each e, H,.( r
computes whether My |= (1. Sy £e). 80 (S Fe, )n 18 @ £}-AC solution which lies in
Mp. 4

We are ready to prove that M, satisfies A%-CAO. The overall strategy follows [16,
Lemma 12], with modifications in order to account for (C2).

3.7. Proof that M, satisfies A%-comprehension. Suppose ¢(n) and w(n) are
Y-over-Lr with only n free and Mo, | Vn(y(n) <> —~p(n)). We want to define
D € M, such that

M., EVn(y(n) <> ne€ D).
A naive attempt is to consider

{neN:3q € Ggl-wn))}.
but there are two obstacles preventing us from showing that the above set lies in
M:

— M, does not contain G so we cannot search over ¢ € G;
— deciding whether ¢ I w(n) is not hyperarithmetic in general.

The second obstacle is overcome using Lemma 3.13. To overcome the first obstacle,
we shall use retagging to change the scope of our search to a class of conditions
which look like they might lie in G. based on information from 7°¢ and finitely many
branches f lG (all of which lie in M, unlike G).
Recall that (by genericity) h¢ is the well-founded rank function of 7¢. We say
that a rank function 4 : T — o{* U {cc} is v-good if T C T¢ and foralle € T
W) <v = h(o)=h%0).
he(@)>v <  hio)>v.

We will use the notion of v-goodness in our definition of D.
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We begin the proof by fixing p € G such that p - Va(w(n) < —¢(n)). By
genericity and by expanding F if necessary, we may assume that F = dom( /7). Since
p I Vn(y(n) VvV e(n)) (which is Z-over-Lr), by Lemma 3.13, we may fix u < of*
large enough such that p I- Vr(w*(n) V ¢#(n)) and u is greater than the rank of
any constant in ¢ and . Since p IF Vn(—=y (n) V = (n)) and u is large enough, we
also have p IF Va(—y#(n) V —~¢*(n)) and so p I- Vn(w#(n) < o*(n)).

Next, fix v < o X large enough such that p € P, and rk(p*(d) V y*(d)) < v for
all d € N. Now we define D C N as follows: d € D if and only if there is some
g €P,, . .2, extending p such that:

(1) ¢ I y(d):

(2) T¢ C TY (this is implied by (3) but we include it for emphasis);

(3) h?is (wv + w? + w)-good:;

(4) vi € F(f4() = £9 1 19,

Note that if ¢ € G, then ¢ satisfies (2) (by (E1)) and (4) (by (E2)). (3) must hold
as well, but even more is true: we must have 49 C h%. Since M., does not have
access to 1%, we make do with sufficiently good approximations. Observe that D
is hyperarithmetic in 79 & <fl-G>ieF, so D € Mp C M. It remains to show that
My, = w(d)ifand only if d € D.

The forward direction is straightforward: If M., = w(d), then M., = w#*(d), so
we may fix ¢’ € G extending p which forces y#(d). Using ¢’. we define ¢ as we did
in the proof of Lemma 3.4: 77 = T f1= fq/, and

S ifh‘]/(a) > v+ w? + o,
" |n¢' (6). otherwise.

h'(o)

It is straightforward to check that ¢ witnesses d € D (using Lemma 3.11 to show
that g I- w*(d)).

To prove the backward direction, suppose M., = ¢(d). Then M, = ¢*“(d), so
we may fix r € G extending p which forces ¢*(d). Suppose towards a contradiction
thatd € D, as witnessed by some ¢. Our plan is to construct conditions ¢* extending
g, r* extending r, and s* extending p, as illustrated in Figure 3.

We begin by using an automorphism of P to avoid conflict between f¢ and
f7". Consider a permutation z which fixes F and moves dom(f9)\F to some
set which is disjoint with dom(f"). Since F = dom(f”), we have g < p. It is
straightforward to check that 7g witnesses d € D. Therefore. by replacing ¢ with
7iq. we may assume that dom(f?)\F and dom(f") are disjoint. It follows that
dom(f9) Ndom(f") = F.

Next, fix finite partial functions g4« and g« on N such that:

— dom(g,+). dom(g,+). and dom( /%) U dom(f") are pairwise disjoint;

— range(g,+) = {oc € T"\TY : o] = 1}

— range(g,«) = {c € TI\T" : |o| = 1}.

We may now define ¢* as follows:

—TT =TIUT";

fa(i). ifi € dom(f9)\F;
— fU)=3/8NTY, ifieF;

gq*(i), ifi € dom(gq*);
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Va(y*(n) < —p*(n))

FIGURE 3. p and r lie in G, while g “looks like” it lies in G.

— h4" is defined by cases:

hi (1), ifte T4,
B (o) = 15 if3i(z C £97(i)).
h (1), if i (1) < wv + w?.

wv + w? +|t|g, otherwise,

where Q = {0 € T"\T9: h"(c) > wv + ©?}.
Next, define r* as follows:
T =TIUT:
fr(), ifi € dom(f")\F;
[T = fENT, ifie F;

gr*(i)a ifi € dom(gr*);
— T =he T
Finally, define s* as follows:
— TS =TIUT;
- [T =rT U
. h%(e), ifh%(c) < wv + 0%
- h* (o) = .
00, otherwise.

One may verify that:

— ¢* is a condition which extends ¢;

— r* is a condition which extends r;

— s* is a condition which extends p;

— ¢* and s* are (wv + w?)-dom(f 7" )-retaggings:

— r* and s* are (wv + w?)-dom(f"")-retaggings.
The verification is the same as that for ordinary Steel forcing, with minor additions
in order to handle the new paths contributed by g,+ and g,~. We only discuss g,+
here; the argument for g,« is similar. First, note that g,~ was defined to ensure
that ¢* satisfies (C2). Second, (E3) is satisfied for ¢* < ¢ because for each i €
dom(f4")\dom(f4) (= dom(g,~)). we have g, ¢ T and |g,(i)| = 1.

https://doi.org/10.1017/js1.2023.39 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2023.39

THE STRENGTH OF AN AXIOM OF FINITE CHOICE FOR BRANCHES IN TREES 1385

With the above facts, we may complete the proof that if M, = ¢(d), thend ¢ D.
Since ¢* < g and ¢ I w*(d), we have ¢* I w#(d). It follows from Lemma 3.11 that
s* I w#(d) (note F C dom(f4") so w*(d) is X-over-Ly,rq+))- Similarly, we have
s* |- @#(d). But since M, = Vn(y*(n) — w(n)) and M, = Vn(p*(n) — ¢(n)),
it follows that s* I w(d) A ¢(d). This contradicts the fact that p I- Va(w(n) <
—p(n)) and s* < p.

This completes the proof that M, satisfies A%-CAO.

REMARK 3.15. We are unable to extend our proof to show that M., satisfies
the I1}-separation principle (studied by Montalban [10]). We do not know if IT}-
separation implies finite choice. If there is a model of I1}-separation and IZ] (such
as an w-model of H% -separation) which does not satisfy finite choice, then we would
obtain a negative answer to [2, Question 1.11] (using Theorem 1.5).
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