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ON CON(DOMINATINGλ) > COVλ(MEAGRE)

SAHARON SHELAH

Abstract. We prove the consistency of: for suitable strongly inaccessible
cardinal λ the dominating number, i.e. the cofinality of λλ is strictly bigger
than cov(meagreλ), i.e. the minimal number of no-where-dense subsets of λ2
needed to cover it. This answers a question of Matet.

0. Introduction

It is interesting to investigate cardinal invariants and iterated forcing replacing
ℵ0 by a regular uncountable cardinal κ, in particular κ strongly inaccessible.

The situation is related but usually quite different than the one for ℵ0. See on
this Landver [2], Cummings-Shelah [1], Matet-Shelah [4].

In particular Matet asked whether always dκ ≤ cov(meagre)κ.
We here prove the consistency of the negation starting with a super-compact

cardinal κ. We intend to return to this for weakly compact κ elsewhere.
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1. The forcing

Claim 1.0.1. Assume

(a) λ is strongly inaccessible
(a)+ supercompact
(b) λ < κ = cf(κ) < µ = cf(µ) = µλ.

Then for some forcing notion P in VP, not collapsing cardinals ≥ λ, λ is still
supercompact and covλ(meagre) = κ, dλ = µ.

Proof. By 1.1.1 below. �

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

A play last α moves; in the β-th move, first the player COM chooses pβ ∈ P such
that p ≤P pβ and γ < β ⇒ qγ ≤P pβ and second the player INC chooses qβ ∈ P
such that pβ ≤P qβ .

The player COM wins a play if he has a legal move for every β < α.
2) We say that a forcing notion P is (< λ)-strategically complete when it is α-
strategically complete for every α < λ.

Claim 1.1.1. 1) If λ is supercompact then after some preliminary forcing of car-
dinality λ, λ is still supercompact and ⊡λ below holds.
2) If λ is strongly inaccessible and ⊡λ below holds and λ < κ = cf(κ) < µ = µλ for
some λ+-c.c., (< λ)-strategically complete forcing notion P we have 
P “dλ = µ,
covλ(meagre) = κ”
where

⊡λ for any regular cardinal χ > λ and forcing notion P which is (< λ)-
strategically complete (see Definition 1.1) the following set S = SP is a
stationary subset of [H(χ)]<λ:

S is the set of N such that for some λN , χN , j = jN , N ′ = N ′
N ,M =

MN ,G = GN we have: we may say (λN , χN , jN , N ′
N ,MN ,GN ) is a witness

for (N,P))

(a) N ≺ (H(χ)V,∈) and P ∈ N

(b) the Mostowski collapse N ′ of N is ⊆ H(χ′), and jN : N → N ′ is the
unique isomorphism

(c) N ∩ λ = λN and λN strongly inaccessible

(d) N ′ ⊆ M = (H(χN ),∈) so is transitive, too

(e) G ⊆ (j(P))N is generic over N

(f) M = N ′[G].

Proof. 1) This is essentially by Laver [3].
2) We use a (< λ)-support iteration Q̄ = 〈Pα,Q

˜
β : α ≤ µ+κ, β < µ+κ〉 such that

(A) if α < µ then Q
˜

α is the dominating forcing, i.e.
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(α) p ∈ Q
˜

α iff

(a) p = (η, f) = (ηp, fp)

(b) η ∈ ελ for some ε < λ, the trunk of p

(c) f ∈ λλ and η ⊳ f

(β) p ≤Q
˜

α
q iff

(a) ηp ⊳ ηq

(b) fp ≤ f q, i.e. (∀ε < λ)fp(ε) ≤ f q(ε)

(c) if ℓg(ηp) ≤ ε < ℓg(ηq) then ηq(ε) ∈ [fp(ε), λ); this follows

(B) fix θ̄ = 〈θα : α < λ〉 with θα = (2|α|+ℵ0)+, or any sequence of cardinals
∈ Reg ∩ λ, increasing fast enough

(C) if α ∈ [µ, µ+ κ] then Qα is the θ̄-dominating forcing, i.e.,

(α) p ∈ Qα iff
(a) p = (η, f) = (ηp, fp)

(b) η ∈
∏

ζ<ℓg(η) θζ and ℓg(η) is an ordinal < λ

(c) f ∈
∏

ζ<λ θζ

(d) η ⊳ f

(β) order: as in (A)(β).

Let f
˜
α be the generic for Q

˜
α and g

˜
i be the generic for Q

˜
µ+i for i < κ.

Now:

(∗)1 each Q
˜

α is strategically (< λ)-complete, in fact

(α) for α ∈ [µ, µ + κ) it is not (< λ)-complete1 but is strategically λ-
complete; simply, in a play, COM can keep having the trunk being of
length ≥ length of the play so far

(β) for α ∈ [0, µ),Q
˜

α is (< λ)-complete even for directed systems

(∗)2 for each α, the forcing Q
˜

α satisfies a strong form of the λ+-c.c., e.g. see [6]
hence also each Pα

(∗)3 forcing with Pµ+κ collapses no cardinal changes no cofinality and adds no
sequence to λ>V

(∗)4 in VPµ , bλ = dλ = µ as witnessed by 〈f
˜
α : α < µ〉

(∗)5 
Pµ+i+1 “g
˜
i ∈

∏
ε<λ θε dominate (

∏
ε<λ θε)

V[Pµ+i]”, the order being modulo

Jbd
λ = the ideal of bounded subsets of λ.

[Why? As in VPµ+i for each g ∈
∏

ε<λ θε the set {(η, f) ∈ Qθ̄: for every ε ∈
[ℓg(η), λ) we have g(ε) ≤ f(ε)} is a dense open subset of Q

˜
µ+i.]

(∗)6 
µ+κ “{g
˜
i : i < κ} is <Jbd

λ
-increasing and cofinal in (

∏
ε<λ θε, <Jbd

λ
)”.

[Why? By (∗)5 noting that (
∏

ε<λ θε)
V[Pµ+κ] = ∪{(

∏
ε<λ θε)

V[Pµ+i] : i < κ} which

holds as κ = cf(κ) ≥ λ+ in V and Pµ+κ satisfies the λ+-c.c. and so 〈Pµ+i : i < κ〉
is ⋖-increasing and with union Pµ+κ as Q̄ is an iteration with (< λ)-support.]

Now

(∗)7 
Pµ+κ
“covλ(meagre) ≤ κ”.

1for this, θα > α is enough
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[Why? As we can look at
∏

ε<λ θε instead λ2 and for each ε < λ, i < κ the set
Bε,i = {η ∈

∏
ε<λ θε: for every ζ ∈ [ε, λ) we have g

˜
i(ζ) ≤ η(ζ) < θζ} is closed

no-where dense, and VPµ+κ |= “
∏

ζ<λ θζ = ∪{Bε,i : ε < λ, i < κ}”.]
Now we come to the main and last point

(∗)8 
Pµ+κ
“no f

˜
∈ λλ dominate {f

˜
α : α < µ}”.

Why? Let G ⊆ Pµ be generic over V and so 〈fα : α < µ〉 = 〈f
˜
α[G] : α < µ〉 is well

defined. Now Pµ+κ/G is just the (< λ)-support iteration of 〈Pµ+i/G,Q
˜

µ+i : i < κ〉.
Let p ∈ Pµ+κ/G. For i ≤ κ let P′

i = Pµ+i/G,Q
˜

′
i is the P′

i-name of Q
˜

µ+i.
Assume toward contradiction

⊡ p∗ 
P′

κ
“f
˜
∈ λλ”.

We shall apply ⊡λ. The condition ⊡λ is preserved by forcing by Pµ so V[G] =
VPµ satisfies ⊡λ. So it suffices to prove:

(∗)′8 if V satisfies ⊡λ and 〈P′
i,Q
˜

′
j : i ≤ γ(∗), j < γ(∗)〉 is a (< λ)-support

iteration, each Q′
α is (Qθ̄)

V[P′

i] then forcing with P′
γ(∗) add no dominating

f ∈ λλ and let g
˜
i ∈

∏
ε<λ θε be the name of the generic for Q′

i.

[Why (∗)′8 suffice? We apply it to VPµ = V[G]; note that f̄ = 〈fα : α < µ〉 is a
sequence of members of λλ which is <Jbd

λ
-increasing and is cofinal in ((λλ)V[G], <Jbd

λ

). So in VP
′

γ(∗) we have:

(a) fα ∈ λλ

(b) 〈fα : α < µ〉 is <Jbd
λ
-increasing

(c) {fα : α < µ} has no common ≤Jbd
λ
-upper bound.

This implies that 
P′

γ(∗)
“dλ ≥ µ”.]

To prove (∗)′8 assume toward contradiction

⊛0 p∗ 
P′

γ(∗)
“f
˜
dominate (λλ)V”.

Now we choose N̄ = 〈Nε : ε < λ〉 such that

⊛1 (a) Nε is as in ⊡λ for P′
γ(∗)

(b) N̄ ↾ ε ∈ Nε hence λε := Nε ∩ λ > λ−
ε := Σ{λζ : ζ < ε}

(c) p∗, f
˜
belong to Nε.

We can find f∗ ∈ λλ, i.e. ∈ (λλ)V such that

⊛2 for arbitrarily large ε < λ for some ζ ∈ [λ−
ε , λε) we have f∗(ζ) > λε.

For ε < λ let (λε, χε, jε,Mε, N
′
ε,Gε) be a witness for (Nε,P′

γ(∗)) so λε ∈ (ε, λ) is

strongly inaccessible and ε < ζ < λ ⇒ χε < λζ , recalling ⊛1.
Let

⊛3 uε = Nε ∩ γ(∗) and let ηεγ = (g
˜
γ)

N ′

ε [Gε] ∈
(λε)(λε) and η̄ε = 〈ηεγ : γ ∈ uε〉.

Note
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⊛4 for each ε < λ, if we change ηεγ(ζ) (legally, i.e. < θζ) for < λε pairs

(γ, ζ) ∈ uε × λε and get η̄′, then also η̄′ is generic for (N ′
ε,P

N ′

ε

γ(∗)) and

N ′
ε[η̄

′] = Mε.

By the assumption toward contradiction ⊛0 and P′
α(∗) being (< λ)-strategically

closed there are ζ(∗) and p+ such that:

⊛5 (a) p∗ ≤ p+ ∈ P′
α(∗)

(b) ζ(∗) < λ

(c) p+ 
 “f∗(ζ)” < f
˜
(ζ) whenever ζ(∗) ≤ ζ < λ

(d) if γ ∈ Dom(p+) then ηp
+(γ) is an object (not just a P′

γ-name)
of length ≥ ζ(∗).

Note that possibly Dom(p+) * ∪{uε : ε < λ}. Choose ε(∗) < λ such that λε(∗) >

ζ(∗) + |Dom(p+)| and (∃ζ)[λ−
ε ≤ ζ < λε < f∗(ζ)].

Let 〈γi : i < i(∗)〉 list uε(∗) in increasing order and let γi(∗) = γ(∗). Now we

choose p+i , ν̄
i by induction on i ≤ i(∗) such that

⊛6 (a) p+i ∈ P′
γi

(b) if j < i then P′
γ |= “p+j ≤ p+i ”

(c) if γ ∈ Dom(p+i ) or just γ ∈ ∪{Dom(p+j ) : j < i} then p+i ↾ γ 
Pγ

“η
˜

p
+
i
(γ) has length ≥ i (or even ≥ i(∗) and ≥ λε(∗))”

(d) Pγi
|= “p+ ↾ γi ≤ p+i ”

(e) ν̄i = 〈νγj
: j < i〉 and νγj

∈
∏

ζ<λε(∗)
θζ

(f) for j < i we have νiγj
E ηp

+
i
(γj) so p+i ↾ γj 
 “νiγj

⊳ g
˜
γj
”

(g) for j < i we have (recall η̄ε from ⊛3)

(α) η
ε(∗)
γj = νγj

or

(β) γj ∈ Dom(p+) and {ζ < λε(∗) : η
ε(∗)
γj (ζ) 6= νγj

(ζ)} is a bounded
subset of λε(∗).

First, assume we have succeeded to carry this choice. Then on the one hand

⊛′
7 p+

i(∗) is above p+ hence it forces f
˜

∗ ↾ [ζ(∗), λ) < f
˜

↾ [ζ(∗), λ) hence f∗ ↾

[ζ(∗), λε(∗)) < f
˜
↾ [ζ(∗), λε(∗)) recalling that ζ(∗) < λε(∗).

On the other hand,

⊛′′
7 p+

i(∗) is (Nε(∗),P′
γ(∗))-generic.

[Why? As it forces η
˜
γi

↾ λε(∗) = νγi
for i < i(∗) and 〈η

ε(∗)
γi : i < i(∗)〉 is (see

⊛4) “almost equal” to η̄ε(∗) which is from ⊛3 and see clause (g) of ⊛6. That is
{(γ, ζ) : ζ < λε, γ ∈ uε(∗) and νγ(ζ) 6= ηγ(ζ)} ⊆ ∪{{(γ, ζ) : ζ < λε and νγ(ζ) 6=

ηγ(ζ)} : γ ∈ uε(∗) ∩ Dom(p+)} so is the union of ≤ |Dom(p+)| < λε(∗) sets each of

cardinality < λε(∗) hence is of cardinality < λε(∗). Hence by ⊛4 the sequence ν̄i(∗)

is generic for (Nε(∗),P′
γ(∗)).]

As f
˜
∈ Nε(∗) it follows from ⊛′′

7 that

⊛′′′
7 p+

i(∗) 
 “f
˜
↾ λε(∗) is a function from λε(∗) to λε(∗)”.
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Together ⊛′
7+⊛′′′

7 gives a contradiction by the choice of f∗ in ⊛2 and of ε(∗) above.
Let us carry the induction. �

Case 1: i = 0.
Let p+0 = p+ ↾ γ0.

Case 2: i limit.
By clauses (b) and (c), there is p+i ∈ P′

γi
which is an upper bound (even l.u.b.)

of {p+j : j < i} and it is easily as required. Also ν̄i is well defined and as required.

Case 3: i = j + 1 and γj /∈ Dom(p+).
Clearly γi = γj+1 and γj ∈ uε(∗). As in case 4 below but easier by the properties

of the iteration, is easy.

Case 4: i = j + 1 and γi ∈ Dom(p+)
Again γi = γj + 1 and γj ∈ uε(∗). First we find p′j such that:

⊛8 (a) p+j ≤ p′j ∈ P′
γj

(b) if γ ∈ Dom(p+j ) then p′j ↾ γj 
 “ℓg(ηp
′

j(γ)) > i”

(c) p′γ forces 2 a value to the pair (ηp
+(γi), f

˜

p+(γj) ↾ λε(∗)); we call this
pair qj .

This should be clear.
Second

⊛9 p+j hence p′j is (Nε(∗),P
′
γj
)-generic and 〈ηj1 : j1 < j〉 induces the generic.

[Why? As in the proof of ⊛′′
7 above when we assume that we have carried the

induction, by ⊛6, clause (g) and ⊛4.]
Now

⊛10 (a) f qj ∈ (
∏

ζ<λε(∗)
θζ)

N ′

ε(∗)[η̄
j ]

(b) qj belongs to Mε(∗)[〈ηγj1
: j1 < j〉]

(c) ηqj ⊳ f qj .

[Why? Clause (a) follows from clause (b) and clause (b) should be clear by (∗)9.
Also clause (c) follows from (b).]

So we have carried the induction hence gotten the contradiction. �1.1.1

Concluding Remarks: 0) So see (∗)7 in the proof of 1.1.1, if ℵ0 ≤ θε ≤ λ for ε < λ,
then covλ(meagre) ≤ cf(

∏
ε<λ θε, <Jbd

λ
).

1) In ⊛0 we can require γ(∗) < λ+. Why? If κ = λ+ so γ(∗) = κ+ then by “P′
γ(∗)

satisfies the λ+-c.c.” so if p∗ 
P′

κ
“f
˜
dominates (λλ)V” then for some γ(∗) < κ, f

˜is a P′
γ(∗)-name. Generally we can use a parallel of nep see [7]. We may treat this

more generally.
2) We may control the various cf(

∏
ε<λ θε, <Jbd

λ
), see [5].

3) We may consider

2recall that ηp
∗(γ) is an object, not a name and p+j is (Nε(∗),P

′

γj
)-generic
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Definition 1.2. Assume λ is strongly inaccesible (> ℵ0), θ̄ = 〈θε : ε < λ〉 where
θε = cf(θε) < λ and 〈κε : ε < λ〉 are increasing continuous sequence of cardinals
of length λ with limit λ. We say that the forcing notion Q is (θ̄, κ̄)-centered when:
there is a function f witnessing it which means

(∗) f is a function from Q to λ such that: if κε ≤ α < κε+1 then {p ∈ Q :
f(p) = α} is θε-directed.
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