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ON CON(DOMINATING,) > COV,(MEAGRE)

SAHARON SHELAH

ABSTRACT. We prove the consistency of: for suitable strongly inaccessible
cardinal X\ the dominating number, i.e. the cofinality of *X is strictly bigger
than cov(meagrey ), i.e. the minimal number of no-where-dense subsets of *2
needed to cover it. This answers a question of Matet.

0. INTRODUCTION

It is interesting to investigate cardinal invariants and iterated forcing replacing
Ng by a regular uncountable cardinal x, in particular s strongly inaccessible.

The situation is related but usually quite different than the one for Ry. See on
this Landver [2], Cummings-Shelah [I], Matet-Shelah [4].

In particular Matet asked whether always 0., < cov(meagre),.

We here prove the consistency of the negation starting with a super-compact
cardinal k. We intend to return to this for weakly compact x elsewhere.
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1. THE FORCING
Claim 1.0.1. Assume

(a) X is strongly inaccessible
(@)t supercompact
(b) A<k =cf(k) < p=cf(u) = p*.

Then for some forcing notion P in VT, not collapsing cardinals > X\, X\ is still
supercompact and covy(meagre) = Kk, 0\ = p.

Proof. By [Tl below. O

Definition 1.1. 1) We say that a forcing notion P is a-strategically complete when
for each p € P in the following game O, (p, P) between the players COM and INC,
COM has a winning strategy.

A play last a moves; in the S-th move, first the player COM chooses pg € P such
that p <p pg and v < 8 = ¢, <p pg and second the player INC chooses ¢z € P
such that pg <p g3.

The player COM wins a play if he has a legal move for every g < a.

2) We say that a forcing notion P is (< A)-strategically complete when it is a-
strategically complete for every o < A.

Claim 1.1.1. 1) If X is supercompact then after some preliminary forcing of car-
dinality A\, X is still supercompact and L1y below holds.

2) If X is strongly inaccessible and [y below holds and \ < k = cf(k) < p = p> for
some AT-c.c., (< A)-strategically complete forcing notion P we have lbp “Dy = p,
cov(meagre) = K7

where

G for any regular cardinal x > X and forcing notion P which is (< N)-
strategically complete (see Definition [I1]) the following set S = Sp is a
stationary subset of [H(x)]<:

S is the set of N such that for some An,xn,j = jN,N' = Ny, M =
My, G = Gy we have: we may say (An, Xn,Jn, Ny, My, Gn) is a witness
for (N,P))

(a) N < (H(x)V,€) and Pe N
(b) the Mostowski collapse N' of N is C H(x'), and jN : N — N’ is the
unique tsomorphism

N' C M = (H(xn), €) so is transitive, too
G C (j(P)N is generic over N

Proof. 1) This is essentially by Laver [3].
2) We use a (< A)-support iteration Q = (Po, Qs : o < p+k, 8 < p+ k) such that

(A) if o < p then Q, is the dominating forcing, i.e.
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(@) p€Qy iff

(@) p=,f) = (", 7)
(b) m € =\ for some e < A, the trunk of p
() fe*andnaf

<

C
(B) p<q, qiff

)
(@) nPan?
(b) fP < fi,ie. (Ve <A)fP(e) < fi(e)
(c) if Lg(n?) < e < Lg(n?) then ni(e) € [fP(g), \); this follows
(B) fix 0 = (0, : @ < \) with 6, = (2/*1+X0)+ or any sequence of cardinals
€ Reg N, increasing fast enough
(C) if o € [, u + K] then Q, is the f-dominating forcing, i.e.,
(o) pe Qg iff
(@) p=(n,f) =" f")
(b) ne HCdg(n) Oc and £g(n) is an ordinal < A
(c) fe H<<,\ O¢
(d) naf
(8) order: as in (A)(B).

Let fa be the generic for Q, and gi be the generic for Q44 for i < k.
Now:

(¥)1 each Q, is strategically (< A)-complete, in fact
(a) for a € [, i+ k) it is not (< A)-completd] but is strategically A-
complete; simply, in a play, COM can keep having the trunk being of
length > length of the play so far
(B) for a € [0, 1), Qq is (< A)-complete even for directed systems
(*)2 for each a, the forcing Q, satisfies a strong form of the A*-c.c., e.g. see [6]
hence also each P,
(x)s forcing with P, collapses no cardinal changes no cofinality and adds no
sequence to *>V
(¥)4 in VEe by = 0\ = p as witnessed by (fo : a < p)

()5 IFp,siin “gi € [1ocy B dominate ([T, 0-)VF+1”, the order being modulo

JPd = the ideal of bounded subsets of .

[Why? As in VFeti for each g € []._, 0 the set {(n, f) € Qg for every e €
[lg(n), A) we have g(¢) < f(e)} is a dense open subset of Q. ;.]

()6 IFpn “{gi 14 <K} is <jpa-increasing and cofinal in (J[. ) 0=, <jva)”.

[Why? By (*)s noting that (]._, 0-)VFr+s) = U{([].., 0:)VEr+i) 1 i < K} which
holds as = cf(k) > A" in V and P, satisfies the A*-c.c. and so (P4 :i < k)
is <-increasing and with union P, as Q is an iteration with (< A)-support.]

Now

”

(x)7 IFp,, . “covi(meagre) < K.

Ltor this, 6o > « is enough
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[Why? As we can look at []__, - instead *2 and for each e < \,i < & the set
B i = {n € [[..\0c: for every ¢ € [,A) we have g;(¢) < n(¢) < 0¢} is closed
no-where dense, and VFu+r = « [TecrOc =U{B:i e < Aji <k}

Now we come to the main and last point

()8 IFp,.. “no f € X dominate {fq : o < pu}”.

Why? Let G C P, be generic over V and so (fq : @ < p) = (fo[G] : @ < p) is well
defined. Now P, /G is just the (< A)-support iteration of (P,1;/G, Qi : i < K).
Let p € Puyy/G. Fori < s let P, =P,,;/G,Q; is the Pi-name of Q,,1;.

Assume toward contradiction

[ p* le, “f €N,

We shall apply [y. The condition [y is preserved by forcing by P, so V]G] =
VP satisfies [y. So it suffices to prove:

(¥)s if V satisfies [y and (P}, Q) : i < 7y(x),j < 7y(x)) is a (< A)-support

iteration, each @/, is (Q)VFil then forcing with ]P’;(*) add no dominating

f e and let gi € [].., 0= be the name of the generic for Q.

e<A

[Why (%)§ suffice? We apply it to VP» = V[G]; note that f = (f, : a < p) is a
sequence of members of *\ which is < Jspa-increasing and is cofinal in (ANVIE] < b

/
). So in V¥3 we have:

(a) fa €A
(0) (fa:a <p)is <jpa-increasing

(¢) {fa: @ < p} hasno common < jva-upper bound.

This implies that Ihpu( ) “a >
e

To prove (*)g assume toward contradiction

@9 p* e “f dominate ()Y,
Now we choose N = (N, : ¢ < \) such that
®1 (a) N:isasin[y for P/,

(b)) N leeN:hence \c :=N.NA> A\ :=%{\c:(<e}
(c) p*, f belong to N.

We can find f* € 2\, i.e. € (*)\)V such that
@9 for arbitrarily large e < A for some ¢ € [AZ, Ac) we have f*({) > A.

For e < Alet (Ac, Xe,je; Me, NI, Ge) be a witness for (N, P/ ) so A € (¢,)) is
strongly inaccessible and € < ( < A = x. < A¢, recalling ®;.
Let

®3 ue = N Ny(x) and let 77'Ey = (g'v)Né G.] € (AE)()‘E) and 7° = <77§ DY € ug).

Note
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®4 for each ¢ < A, if we change 75(¢) (legally, i.e. < 6;) for < A. pairs
(7,¢) € ue x A and get 77, then also 7' is generic for (NE’,P,J;[(;*)) and
N[7| = M.
By the assumption toward contradiction ®g and ]P;(*) being (< \)-strategically
closed there are ((x) and p* such that:

®5 (a) p* < pt e P;(*)

(0) C(x) <A
(¢) ptIF ()" < f(C) whenever ((¥) < ¢ < A
(d) if vy € Dom(p") then 77" ™) is an object (not just a [P’ -name)

of length > ((x).

Note that possibly Dom(p*) € U{u. : € < A}. Choose £(*) < X such that A,y >
¢(*) + [Dom(p™)| and (IO)AT < ¢ < A < f*(C)].

Let (y; : 4 < i(x)) list uc(,) in increasing order and let ;) = v(*). Now we
choose p;, 7' by induction on i < i(*) such that

®6 (a) p;_ € ]P)/
(b) ifj<i then P, = “p + < pj”
(c) ify € Dom(p;) or Just v € U{Dom(p; 1) :j < i} then pf [ vk,
447717?(7) has length > ¢ (or even > z( ) and > A ()"

(d) Py b= p* Iy <p”

(e) 7' =(vy,:j<i)anduv, € HC<>\5<*) 0¢

(f) for j < i we have I/,Y < P {1 50 pi 1 Ik “vi LGy,
(9) for j < i we have (recall 7° from ®3)

() 15" = vy, or
(B) ;€ Dom(p ) and {¢ < Aoy s 1557 (€) # v4, (Q)} is a bounded
subset of A,
First, assume we have succeeded to carry this choice. Then on the one hand

®% p:E*) is above p* hence it forces f* I [((¥),\) < f I [C(*),A) hence f* |
[C(*)v)‘s(*)) < f f [C(*)7)\E(*)) recalling that C( ) ( )-

On the other hand,
®7 p;{*) is (Ne(x), P/ (,))-generic.

[Why? As it forces 1, [ Ay = vy, for i < i(x) and (1775 ) i< i(x)) is (see
®4) “almost equal” to 7°*) which is from ®3 and see clause (g) of ®¢. That is

{(7,Q) 1 € < Aeyy € uesy and v4(C) # 1y(Q)} € U{{(7,¢) : ¢ < Ac and v,(C) #
Ny(C)} : 7 € ue(sy N Dom(p™)} so is the union of < [Dom(p™t)| < As(x) sets each of

cardinality < A.(,) hence is of cardinality < A.(,). Hence by &, the sequence 7+
is generic for (Na(*),P;(*)).]

As f € Ny it follows from ®7 that

@7 p IF “f [ Ae(x) is a function from Ao,y to As(y)”
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Together ®- +®7' gives a contradiction by the choice of f* in ®2 and of £(x) above.
Let us carry the induction. (|

Case 1: 1 =0.
Let pg =p™* [ %0.

Case 2: ¢ limit.
By clauses (b) and (c), there is p € P! which is an upper bound (even lLu.b.)
of {p;Ir :j < i} and it is easily as required. Also ¢ is well defined and as required.

Case 3: i = j + 1 and v; ¢ Dom(p™).
Clearly ; = v;+1 and 7; € u.(4). Asin case 4 below but easier by the properties
of the iteration, is easy.

Cased: i =j+1 and v; € Dom(p™)
Again v; = v; + 1 and 7 € u.(yy. First we find p’; such that:

o () »f <pj€P,
(b) ifye Dom(pj) then p’: [ y; IF “Eg(np;('”) > g7

() P, forces @ a value to the pair (77P+('“), ~fp+(’”) [ Ae(x)); we call this
pair g;.
This should be clear.
Second

®g pj hence p}; is (Ne(x), P, )-generic and (n;, : j1 < j) induces the generic.

[Why? As in the proof of ®7 above when we assume that we have carried the
induction, by ®g, clause (g) and ®4.]
Now

®10 (a) fU € (H<<AE(*) QC)N;(*)[W]
(b) q; belongs to Ms(*)[<77wl i < ]>]
(c) n¥<fb.
[Why? Clause (a) follows from clause (b) and clause (b) should be clear by (k).

Also clause (c) follows from (b).]
So we have carried the induction hence gotten the contradiction. UrT

Concluding Remarks: 0) So see (x)7 in the proof of [LTT] if g < 6. < A for e < A,
then covy(meagre) < cf([]..\ b, <jva)-

1) In ®g we can require y(x) < AT. Why? If k = A" so y() = £ then by “P/ ,
satisfies the AT-c.c.” so if p* IFp, “f dominates (*A)V” then for some v(x) < &, f
is a P;(*)-name. Generally we can use a parallel of nep see [7]. We may treat this
more generally.

2) We may control the various cf(]]. ., 0, <jva), see [5].

3) We may consider

2recall that np*(”) is an object, not a name and p;r is (Ns(*),]P’i/j )-generic
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Definition 1.2. Assume \ is strongly inaccesible (> Rg), § = (6. : ¢ < \) where
0. = cf(f.) < X and (k. : € < A) are increasing continuous sequence of cardinals
of length A with limit A\. We say that the forcing notion Q is (6, %)-centered when:
there is a function f witnessing it which means

() f is a function from Q to A such that: if k. < a < Ky1 then {p € Q :
f(p) = a} is O.-directed.
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