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WEAK DIAMOND AND PCF THEORY

SHIMON GARTI

Abstract. We obtain bounds on the cardinality of pcf(a) from in-
stances of weak diamond. Consequently, under mild assumptions there
are many singular cardinals of the form ℵδ for which 2ℵδ < ℵ|δ|+3 . For
example, if every limit cardinal is a strong limit cardinal then this bound
holds at a class of singular cardinals.
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2 SHIMON GARTI

0. Introduction

The singular cardinals problem is the question of possible values of 2λ,
where λ is a strong limit singular cardinal. The problem focuses on singular
cardinals since the behaviour of 2κ when κ is regular is very well understood.
In fact, the global demeanor of the power set operation at every regular
cardinal is fully described by Easton’s theorem from [Eas70].

The assumption of strong limitude comes from the fact that one can
increase 2λ (when λ is singular) simply by choosing a regular cardinal θ ∈ λ

and increasing 2θ. In order to avoid this artificial influence on 2λ one has
to assume that no cardinal below λ forces a value for 2λ, that is, 2θ ∈ λ

whenever θ ∈ λ. In other words, λ is a strong limit cardinal.
One of the highlights of set theory in the twentieth century is the following

theorem of Shelah from [She94]. If ℵδ is a strong limit cardinal and δ <

ℵδ then 2ℵδ < ℵ|δ|+4 . In order to prove this theorem, Shelah developed
pcf theory and obtained many results in cardinal arithmetic, including this
bound on the power set of strong limit singular cardinals.

To place these results in context we should mention here the other side of
the coin. Suppose, for simplicity, that λ > cf(λ) = κ and 2β = β+ for every
β ∈ λ. If κ > ℵ0 then 2λ = λ+, as proved by Silver in [Sil75].1 But Silver’s
argument is not applicable if κ = ℵ0. In fact, not only the argument but
also the statement. Magidor proved in [Mag77a], [Mag77b] that consistently
2ℵ0 = ℵn+1 for every n ∈ ω but 2ℵω > ℵω+1. It should be emphasized that
the value of 2ℵω above ℵω+1 obtained by Magidor was relatively small. In
fact, 2ℵω < ℵω1

in all known models of the failure of SCH at ℵω,
2 and the

same is true at every strong limit singular cardinal that is not a fixed point
of the aleph function. Shelah’s theorem in the specific case of ℵω amounts
to 2ℵω < ℵω4

, so we have an interesting gap between the upper bound and
the ability to increase 2ℵω under the above assumption.

Despite a lot of effort in the last few decades, no significant progress
was made in either direction. Our goal in this paper is to consider an
improvement of Shelah’s bound. That is, we try to reduce |δ|+4 to |δ|+3.
The idea is that if the class of all strong limit singular cardinals is deemed
then many of them satisfy the inequality 2ℵδ < ℵ|δ|+3 , where many of them
means class-many.

Our results hinge upon some cardinal arithmetic assumptions, but these
assumptions are relatively weak, and we actually believe that the main result
is provable in ZFC. Here is a typical statement which we can prove. Suppose
that every limit cardinal is a strong limit cardinal. Then there is a class of
singular strong limit cardinals of the form ℵδ, such that 2ℵδ < ℵ|δ|+3 . We

1A combinatorial proof of Silver’s theorem appeared in [BP76]. The analysis of 2λ in
that paper resembles basic features of pcf theory.

2
SCH is an acronym for the singular cardinals hypothesis. A common formulation is

2λ = λ+ whenever λ is a strong limit singular cardinal.
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emphasize that this conclusion follows from much a weaker assumption, as
will be explicated later.

The paper contains three additional sections. In the first one we give some
background, focusing on weak diamond and on pcf theory. In the second
we describe Galvin’s property and then we state and prove a club guessing
theorem which follows from Galvin’s property. In the last one we derive the
main results in cardinal arithmetic.

Our notation is (hopefully) standard. If κ = cf(κ) < λ then Sλ
κ = {δ ∈

λ | cf(δ) = κ}. This set is a stationary subset of λ, provided that cf(λ) > ω.
If E is a subset of κ then acc(E) = {δ ∈ κ |

⋃
(E ∩ δ) = δ}. This set is

called the set of accumulation points of E, and in the main application E is
a club of κ, in which case acc(E) is also a club of κ. Other notation will be
introduced as the need arises.
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1. Preliminaries

In this section we touch upon two topics. The first is a prediction principle
belonging to the diamond family, and the second is pcf theory. Let us
commence with the Devlin-Shelah weak diamond from [DS78].

Recall that a diamond sequence (at ℵ1) is a sequence of sets (Aα | α ∈ ω1)
such that for every A ⊆ ω1 the set SA = {α ∈ ω1 | A ∩ α = Aα} is a
stationary subset of ℵ1. The diamond principle ♦ℵ1

, discovered by Jensen
in [Jen72], is the statement that there exists a diamond sequence. It is easy
to see that ♦ℵ1

implies 2ℵ0 = ℵ1. A deep ancient result of Jensen shows that
♦ℵ1

is strictly stronger than 2ℵ0 = ℵ1, see [DJt74] for a detailed account of
a forcing construction of this result, namely the failure of the principle ♦ℵ1

in a model of CH.
Motivated by algebraic problems, Devlin and Shelah phrased a prediction

principle that is sufficiently strong to imply some of the consequences of
diamond but sufficiently weak to follow from CH. The weak diamond Φℵ1

is the statement that for every c : <ω12 → 2 one can find g ∈ ω12 so that
for every f ∈ ω12 the set {α ∈ ω1 | c(f ↾ α) = g(α)} is stationary in ω1. It
follows that Φℵ1

implies 2ℵ0 < 2ℵ1 and vice versa. So, unlike the diamond,
here the prediction principle at ℵ1 is equivalent to the cardinal arithmetic
statement.3

This equivalence holds true in general. One can define Φκ upon replacing

ℵ1 by κ in the definition of the weak diamond, and then 2κ < 2κ
+

is equiv-
alent to Φκ+ at every infinite cardinal κ.4 Modern research shows that for
κ > ℵ0, the local instance of GCH expressed by 2κ = κ+ is equivalent to
♦κ+, so diamond and weak diamond become similar from this point of view.

There is, however, a crucial difference between these principles if one
adopts a global point of view. It is consistent that GCH fails everywhere,
and then of course ♦κ+ fails for every infinite cardinal κ.5 But weak diamond
most hold, in ZFC, at a class of infinite cardinals. The following theorem
appears as [BGP23, Proposition 2.14] with a short sketch of the proof. Let
us state the theorem and give full details.

Theorem 1.1. Let κ0 be an infinite cardinal. Then the weak diamond Φκ

holds at some κ > κ0.

Proof.
Let µ = 2κ0 . We consider three possible cases. In the first case, µ is a

successor cardinal, say µ = θ+. Now if 2θ = θ+ = µ then 2θ < 2θ
+

since

2θ
+

= 2µ > µ, and then Φθ+ holds by [DS78].

3The statement 2ℵ0 < 2ℵ1 is called sometimes the weak continuum hypothesis.
4The substantial direction can be deduced from [DS78] by replacing any occurrence of

ℵ0 with κ and any occurrence of ℵ1 with κ+. The proof of the easy direction is spelled-out
in [Gar17].

5Let us indicate that ♦κ holds if κ is a sufficiently large cardinal, e.g. if κ is measurable.
But if one concentrates on successor cardinals then ♦κ+ fails everywhere in models of global
failure of GCH, e.g. [FW91].
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If 2θ > µ then let κ be the first cardinal for which 2κ > µ, and notice
that κ > κ0. Now if κ is a successor cardinal then (letting κ = χ+) one

has 2χ < 2κ = 2χ
+

and Φχ+ holds. If κ is a limit cardinal then, since κ

is the first cardinal which satisfies 2κ > µ and since 2κ0 = µ, we see that
2τ = µ for every τ ∈ [κ0, κ). It follows that κ cannot be singular,6 thus κ

is a regular limit cardinal. However, κ0 < κ and 2κ0 = µ > κ, hence κ is
weakly and not strongly inaccessible cardinal. In this case, Φκ holds7. We
conclude, therefore, that in all subcases of the case in which µ = 2κ0 is a
successor cardinal one has weak diamond at some κ > κ0, so the first case
is covered.

In the second case, µ = 2κ0 is a singular cardinal. Let θ = cf(µ). Nec-
essarily, θ > κ0 and hence 2θ ≥ µ. But cf(2θ) > θ, so 2θ > µ. Let θ0
be the first cardinal so that 2θ0 > µ. Either θ0 is a successor cardinal or
weakly inaccessible. In both cases Φθ0 holds, as explained in the previous
case. Since θ0 > κ0 (recall that 2κ0 = µ < 2θ0), the second case is covered
as well.

The last possible case is when µ = 2κ0 is weakly (but not strongly) in-
accessible. If 2θ = µ for every θ ∈ [κ0, µ) then Φµ holds by [DS78]. If not,
let κ be the first cardinal for which 2κ > µ. Notice that κ > κ0. As in the
previous cases, either κ is a successor cardinal or weakly inaccessible. In
both alternatives, Φκ holds as mentioned before, so we are done.

�1.1
In the rest of this section we survey some basic facts and definitions from

pcf theory. Motivated by the singular cardinals problem, Shelah developed
pcf theory in order to determine the possible values of 2λ when λ is a strong
limit singular cardinal. Very quickly, Shelah realized that one should un-
derstand the possible cofinalities of products of regular cardinals below λ,
in many cases end-segments of Reg ∩ λ (where Reg stands for the class of
regular cardinals).

Let a be a set of regular cardinals. In most theorems one has to assume
that |a| < min(a). A set of regular cardinals which satisfies this proviso
will be called progressive. If λ is a fixed point of the aleph-function, that
is λ = ℵδ = δ, then every end-segment a of Reg ∩ λ is of size λ. Thus, we
usually assume that λ is not a fixed point of the aleph-function.

Let a = {λi | i ∈ κ} be a progressive set. Let J be an ideal over κ.8

The ideal J gives rise to a partial ordering defined on
∏

a as follows. For
f, g ∈

∏
a one says that f <J g iff {i ∈ κ | f(i) ≥ g(i)} ∈ J . A sequence

f̄ = (fα | α ∈ λ) of elements of
∏

a is a scale in (
∏

a,J ) iff f̄ is both

6This is a consequence of the Bukovský-Hechler theorem, see [Buk65].
7The statement appears without proof in [DS78]. The detailed argument can be found

in [BNGH19, Theorem 1.3].
8We always make the assumption that J ⊇ J bd

κ , where J bd
κ denotes the ideal of

bounded subsets of κ.
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increasing (to wit, α < β < λ ⇒ fα <J fβ) and cofinal (that is, for every
h ∈

∏
a there is α ∈ λ such that h <J fα).

The product (
∏

a,J ) has true cofinality iff there is a scale in (
∏

a,J ),
in which case the true cofinality of (

∏
a,J ) is the minimal length of such a

scale. We shall write tcf(
∏

a,J ) = λ. Given a progressive set a, pcf(a) is
the set of all tcf(

∏
a,J ) where J is an ideal over a. It follows immediately

that a ⊆ pcf(a) and hence |pcf(a)| ≥ |a|. A central challenge in pcf theory
is to find an upper bound on the cardinality of pcf(a), especially when a is
an interval of regular cardinals.

By finding such an upper bound, one can derive non-trivial conclusions
with regard to the singular cardinals problem. The reason is that pcf(a)
has always a last element dubbed as max pcf(a). A fundamental theorem
of Shelah says that if λ is a strong limit singular cardinal that is not a fixed
point of the ℵ-function, and if a is a progressive end-segment of Reg ∩ λ,
then 2λ = max pcf(a). Therefore, an upper bound on pcf(a) would give an
upper bound on the value of 2λ. It should be noted that an upper bound in
terms of the i-function also exists,9 namely |pcf(a)| ≤ 2|a|. But this bound

is not absolute, as 2|a| can be easily manipulated by forcing. Thus the real
interesting bound is the ℵ-scale bound, which says that |pcf(a)| < |a|+4.

We indicate, however, that sometimes (e.g., if 2|a| = |a|+) the i-scale bound
is better than the ℵ-scale bound.

The proof of the ℵ-scale bound is a combination of basic properties of
pcf(a) and a prediction principle called club guessing. The latter will be
discussed extensively in the next section, so here we conclude with one
important feature of pcf(a), called localization. Needless to say that this
property of pcf(a) was proved by Shelah.

Theorem 1.2. Let a be progressive and assume that b ⊆ pcf(a) is also

progressive. Let λ ∈ pcf(b). Then one can find b0 ⊆ b such that |b0| ≤ |a|
and λ ∈ pcf(b0).

Intuitively, this property puts a restriction on the size of pcf(a). It is
closely related to the Achilles and the Tortoise property, which says that
within pcf(a) one cannot construct long subsets of the from b for which
max pcf(b ∩ λ) > λ. The bound of |pcf(a)| < |a|+4 can be derived from
the localization property in the context of an appropriate instance of club
guessing, as will be shown later. For more background in pcf theory we
suggest [AM10] and [BM90], as well as Shelah’s monograph [She94].

9Such bounds on 2λ when λ > cf(λ) > ω were obtained in [GH75], shortly before the
discovery of pcf theory by Shelah. However, the methods of [GH75] require uncountable
cofinality.
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2. Club guessing and Galvin’s property

Let κ, λ be regular cardinals10 where κ < λ. The set Sλ
κ is a stationary

subset of λ. Fix S ⊆ Sλ
κ that is stationary in λ, and let C = (Cδ | δ ∈ S) be

a sequence of sets such that Cδ ⊆ δ is a club of δ of order-type κ for every
δ ∈ S. One says that C is a club guessing sequence for λ iff for every club E

of λ one can find δ ∈ S for which Cδ ⊆ E. The following theorem appears
in [She94], and it plays a key role in proofs which bound the cardinality of
pcf(a).

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that λ ≥ cf(λ) ≥ κ++, where κ is a regular cardinal.

Let S ⊆ Sλ
κ be a stationary subset of λ. Then there exists a club guessing

sequence (Cα | α ∈ S).

It is important to notice that there is a gap here between the small pa-
rameter κ (that is, the size of each Cα) and the cofinality of λ (that is, κ++).
In the typical case of λ = κ++ this gap reduces to two cardinalities, and in
general this optimal gap cannot be avoided. Indeed, one can force the failure

of club guessing at Sκ+

κ . As we shall see later, this gap is instrumental when
trying to compute the size of pcf(a). Our goal in this section is to obtain

club guessing at Sκ+

κ from an instance of Galvin’s property.
Galvin showed11 that if κ = κ<κ > ℵ0 and F is a normal filter over κ

then every family C = {Cγ | γ ∈ κ+} ⊆ F admits a subfamily {Cγi | i ∈ κ}
such that

⋂
{Cγi | i ∈ κ} ∈ F . A central example is the club filter over

κ, denoted by Dκ. We use the notation Gal(F , κ, κ+) to denote the above
statement. The assumption κ = κ<κ boils down to a local instance of GCH
if one wishes to apply Galvin’s theorem at successor cardinals. Thus if
2λ = λ+ then Gal(Dλ+ , λ+, λ++) holds true.

A natural question is whether Galvin’s assumption 2λ = λ+ is drop-
pable. The answer turns out to be interesting. Abraham and Shelah proved
in [AS86] that Galvin’s property consistently fails. More specifically, they

proved that if κ is regular and λ ≥ cf(λ) > κ+ then one can force 2κ
+

= λ

with ¬Gal(Dκ+ , κ+, λ). This statement is called the ultimate failure of
Galvin’s property at Dκ+ , since the size of the family witnessing the failure

of Galvin’s property is the largest possible (namely, 2κ
+

). We conclude,
therefore, that Galvin’s theorem is not a ZFC statement.

However, one can prove instances of Galvin’s property under weaker as-
sumptions than the one used by Galvin. It was shown in [Gar17] that if

2κ < 2κ
+

= λ then Gal(Dκ+ , κ+, λ) holds.12 Thus 2κ < 2κ
+

yields instances
of Galvin’s property even if 2κ > κ+, and the original assumption of Galvin
can be relaxed. The crucial point here becomes meaningful if one adopts
a global point of view. Galvin’s assumption 2κ = κ+ may fail everywhere,

10In the general setting, λ can be singular provided that cf(λ) ≥ κ++. But for the
applications to cardinal arithmetic we may restrict our attention to λ = cf(λ).

11The proof was published in [BHM75].
12Recall that the statement 2κ < 2κ

+

is equivalent to the prediction principle Φκ+ .
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while Φκ must hold at many places, as shown in the previous section. This
point will be relevant in the sequel, due to the main result of this section
which derives club guessing (with a gap of one cardinal) from an instance
of Galvin’s property.

Theorem 2.2. Let κ be a regular and uncountable cardinal, and let S ⊆ Sκ+

κ

be stationary. If Gal(Dκ+ , κ+, 2κ
+

) holds then there exists a club guessing

sequence (Cα | α ∈ S).

Proof.
Let C = (Cδ | δ ∈ S) be a sequence of sets, where Cδ ⊆ δ is a club of δ for
each δ ∈ S. Let E ⊆ κ+ be a club of κ+. Denote by C ↾ E the sequence
(Cδ ∩E | δ ∈ acc(E)∩S). We move from E to acc(E) in order to make sure
that Cδ ∩E is a club of δ.

We claim that for some E ⊆ κ+, the sequence C ↾ E is a club guessing
sequence.13 Assume towards contradiction that this claim fails. Therefore,
for every club E of κ+ there exists a clubDE ⊆ κ+ such that if δ ∈ acc(E)∩S
then Cδ ∩ E * DE . Of course, if D ⊆ DE then Cδ ∩ E * D, so we may
shrink each DE by letting AE = E ∩DE , and now for every δ ∈ acc(E) ∩ S

one has Cδ ∩ E * AE .
Let A = {AE | E is a club of κ+}. We may assume, without loss of

generality,14 that |A| = 2κ
+

. Notice that each element of A is in Dκ+ , hence

Gal(Dκ+ , κ+, 2κ
+

) applies. Fix a family A′ = {AEi
| i ∈ κ+} ⊆ A and a club

E∗ ⊆ κ+ such that E∗ ⊆ AEi
for every i ∈ κ+. If δ ∈ acc(E∗)∩S then Cδ∩E∗

is a club of δ. Since Cδ ∩E∗ ⊆ Cδ ∩AEi
we conclude that Cδ ∩AEi

is a club
of δ as well, for every i ∈ κ+. In particular, |Cδ ∩AEi

| = κ. By induction on
α ∈ κ+ we define Eα ⊆ κ+ as follows. We let E0 = AE0

and Eα =
⋂

β∈α E
β

whenever α is a limit ordinal of κ+. Finally, Eα+1 = Eα ∩ AEα
for every

α ∈ κ+. Notice that each Eα is a club of κ+.
Fix δ ∈ acc(E∗)∩S. Since E∗ ⊆ AEα

for every α ∈ κ+ one concludes that
Cδ ∩ E∗ ⊆ Cδ ∩ AEα

for every α ∈ κ+. The sequence (Cδ ∩ Eα | α ∈ κ+) is
⊆-decreasing, and since |Cδ ∩Eα| = κ for every α ∈ κ+ we see that there is
some α ∈ κ+ for which Cδ∩E

α = Cδ∩E∗. It follows that Cδ∩E
α = Cδ∩E

α+1

since Eα ⊇ Eα+1 ⊇ E∗, so Cδ ∩ Eα = Cδ ∩ Eα+1 ⊆ Eα+1. On the other
hand, Eα+1 ⊆ AEα

and δ ∈ acc(Eα) so Cδ ∩ Eα * Eα+1, a contradiction.
�2.2

We conclude this section with a comparison between the classical club
guessing of Shelah (i.e., Theorem 2.1) and the current version which comes
from the Galvin property. In both cases we have two parameters. The
smaller parameter κ is regular and if forms the size of the guessing club

13The index set of C ↾ E is acc(E) ∩ S ⊆ S, but trivially if there is a club guessing
sequence for a stationary subset of S then there is such a sequence for S.

14Our goal is to apply Gal(Dκ+ , κ+, 2κ
+

) to A. Now if |A| < 2κ
+

then there are

2κ
+

many Es with the same AE , and they satisfy (trivially) the conclusion of the Galvin

property, so we may assume that |A| = 2κ
+

.
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Cδ. The bigger parameter λ is the domain of the clubs to be guessed. In
both proofs one begins with an arbitrary sequence C = (Cδ | δ ∈ S), where
S ⊆ Sλ

κ is stationary and each Cδ is a club of δ. Then one argues that C ↾ E

is a club guessing sequence for some E ⊆ λ.
In order to define E one creates a decreasing sequence (Eα | α ∈ κ+ + 1)

of clubs of λ, where the last element is E = Eκ+

. The sequence is continuous
and hence E is the intersection of κ+-many clubs of λ. Apart from the last
step of E, the length of the sequence is κ+, and this is necessary in order
to stabilize the decreasing derived sequences (Cδ ∩Eα | α ∈ κ+), bearing in

mind that otp(Cδ) = κ. The last step in which E = Eκ+

is created, compels
λ to be κ++ (or, more generally, cf(λ) ≥ κ++). This is the reason for the
gap between κ and λ in the classical club guessing theorem.

But in the presence of Galvin’s property one obtains a decreasing sequence
of clubs of λ so that every element in the sequence contains a fixed club

E∗, which serves (at the end) as Eκ+

. This can be done, under a mild
assumption, even for λ = κ+. Put another way, Galvin’s property helps to
reduce the gap between κ and λ to one cardinality. Thus one obtains club

guessing at Sκ+

κ , and this is crucial for computing the size of pcf(a) as we
shall see in the next section.
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3. A legend of three and four

There are three things which are stately in their march, four which are
stately in their going.15 Our goal in this section is to supply a mathematical
interpretation to the above quotation. Familiarity with the proof of Shelah’s
bound |pcf(a)| < |a|+4 where a is a progressive interval of regular cardinals
leads to the conclusion that an improvement in club guessing would give
a better bound on the size of pcf(a). In particular, if |a| = η then club

guessing at Sη++

η+
yields the corresponding bound of |pcf(a)| < |a|+3.

In this section we spell-out the proof of this statement. The only deviation
from the classical proof of Shelah is when we replace the ZFC club guessing
by the stronger version based on the Galvin property. Hence we will be able
to improve the bound on the size of pcf(a) once we show that an appropriate
instance of Galvin’s property holds at relevant places, and this will be done
later. The proof of the following theorem is based on the presentation in
[BM90]. We indicate that one can use the ideas of [AM10] as well.

Theorem 3.1. Let a be a progressive interval of regular cardinals, and let

η = |a|. Suppose that there is a club guessing sequence at S
η++

η+
. Then

|pcf(a)| < |a|+3.

Proof.
By omitting one element from a (if needed) we may assume that min(a)
is a successor cardinal, say ℵδ+1. It is easy to see that (under this slight
modification of a) all the elements of pcf(a) are successor cardinals. Denote
max pcf(a) by ℵδ+ρ+1.

We shall define a topological structure whose underlying set is ρ+1, and
then we will show that the properties of this topological space imply that
|ρ| ≤ η++. In order to generate our topology we define the following closure
operation. Given x ⊆ ρ+ 1 we let:

cℓ(x) = {γ ≤ ρ | ℵδ+γ+1 ∈ pcf({ℵδ+β+1 | β ∈ x})}.

One can verify that cℓ(∅) = ∅, that x ⊆ cℓ(x) for every x, that x ⊆ y implies
cℓ(x) ⊆ cℓ(y), that cℓ(x∪y) = cℓ(x)∪ cℓ(y) and that cℓ(cℓ(x)) = cℓ(x). Less
routine properties come from the attributes of pcf, in particular:

(a) If x ⊆ ρ+ 1 and γ ∈ cℓ(x) then there exists y ⊆ x such that |y| ≤ η

and γ ∈ cℓ(y).
(b) For every x ⊆ ρ+ 1 there is a last element in cℓ(x).
(c) If ω < cf(γ) ≤ γ ≤ ρ then there is a club c ⊆ γ such that cℓ(c) ⊆

γ + 1.

Observe that (a) is simply the localization property, and (b) is the fact
that pcf(b) has a last element.

Assume towards contradiction that |ρ| ≥ η+3, so without loss of generality

|ρ| = η+3. Let S = S
η++

η+
and let (Cα | α ∈ S) be a club guessing sequence.

15See [BDCE, Chapter 30:29].
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Fix a sufficiently large regular cardinal χ. Let (Mβ | β ≤ η++) be an
increasing continuous sequence of elementary submodels of H(χ) for which
the following requirements are met:

(ℵ) η++ ⊆ Mβ and |Mβ | = η++ for each β ∈ η++.
(i) (Mγ | γ ≤ β) ∈ Mβ+1 for every β ∈ η++.
(ג) (Cα | α ∈ S) ∈ Mβ for every β ∈ η++.
(k) {〈x, cℓ(x)〉 | x ⊆ η+3 + 1} ∈ Mβ for every β ∈ η++.

For each β ∈ η++ + 1 let γβ = Mβ ∩ η+3, so γβ ∈ η+3. It follows that
D = {γβ | β ≤ η++} is a closed bounded subset of η+3. Notice that
(γδ | δ ∈ β) ∈ Mβ+1 for every β ∈ η++ since each γδ belongs to Mβ+1 (being
definable in Mβ+1) and then the whole sequence (γδ | δ ∈ β) is in Mβ+1 by
virtue of (i).

For every α, β ∈ η++ let E
β
α = {γδ | δ ∈ Cα ∩ β}. Observe that E

β
α is

definable in Mβ+1, and hence E
β
α ∈ Mβ+1. Therefore, if cℓ(E

β
α) is bounded

in η+3 then this bound is computable in Mβ+1 and hence belongs to Mβ+1.

It follows that if cℓ(Eβ
α) is bounded in η+3 then cℓ(Eβ

α) ⊆ γβ+1.
From property (c) one infers that there exists a club E of γη++ such that

cℓ(E) ⊆ γη++ + 1. For every α ∈ S let Tα = {γβ | β ∈ Cα}, so Tα is the
D-copy of the element Cα in the club guessing sequence. Since Cα is a club
of α, Tα is a club of γα. Fix an ordinal α so that Tα ⊆ E. Let ζ be the last
element of cℓ(Tα), it exists by (b). Observe that ζ ≥ γβ for every γβ ∈ Tα

and hence ζ ≥ γα.
On the other hand, there must be some β ∈ α for which ζ ∈ cℓ(Tα ∩ γβ).

Indeed, |Tα| = η+. Hence, if y ⊆ Tα, |y| = η and ζ ∈ cℓ(y) then y ∩ Tα

is bounded in γα (recall that cf(γα) = η+), thus y = y ∩ Tα is a subset of
Tα ∩ γβ for some β ∈ α. Therefore, one concludes that ζ ∈ cℓ(Tα ∩ γβ)

for some β ∈ α, as wanted. Using the above notation, Tα ∩ γβ = E
β
α

and hence cℓ(Eβ
α) ⊆ cℓ(Tα) ⊆ cℓ(E) ⊆ γη++ + 1. In particular, cℓ(Eβ

α) is

bounded in η+3. As indicated above, the bound belongs toMβ+1. Therefore,
ζ ∈ γβ+1 < γα, a contradiction.

�3.1
Here is an easy conclusion which gives an improved pcf bound:

Corollary 3.2. Assume that:

(a) λ = ℵδ is a strong limit singular cardinal.

(b) λ is not a fixed point of the ℵ-function.
(c) a is an end-segment of Reg ∩ λ, |a| = η.

(d) 2η
+

< 2η
++

.

Then |pcf(a)| < |a|+3, and hence 2λ < ℵ|δ|+3.

Proof.

By [Gar17], assumption (d) implies Gal(Dη++ , η++, 2η
++

). Since η+ is regu-
lar we conclude from Theorem 2.2 that there exists a club guessing sequence
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at S
η++

η+
. Applying Theorem 3.1 we see that |pcf(a)| < |a|+3. Since λ is a

strong limit cardinal, 2λ = max pcf(a). Therefore, 2λ < ℵ|δ|+3 as desired.
�3.2

The corollary shows that an instance of weak diamond yields a locally
interesting pcf bound. But the real import of the weak diamond hinges
upon the fact that it holds at unboundedly many points in ZFC, as shown
before. Of course, we need instances of weak diamond at double successors,
and the existence of these instances is not a ZFC statement. However, mild
assumptions produce the desired setting.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that every limit cardinal is a strong limit cardinal.

Then there is a class C of singular cardinals such that:

(ℵ) If ℵδ ∈ C and a ⊆ Reg ∩ ℵδ is progressive then |pcf(a)| < |a|+3.

(i) If ℵδ ∈ C then 2ℵδ < ℵ(|δ|+3).

Proof.
Fix an infinite cardinal κ0 and let λ0 be the first singular cardinal greater
than κ0. Let κ = κ+0 . Since λ0 is strong limit, µ = 2κ < λ0. By the
arguments of Theorem 1.1 there must be some χ ≥ κ+ such that χ ≤ µ

and Φχ holds. Notice that χ is necessarily a double successor cardinal, so
from Corollary 3.2 one can find a singular strong limit cardinal ℵδ such that
δ < ℵδ and a progressive interval a ⊆ Reg ∩ ℵδ so that |a| = χ, and infer
that |pcf(a)| < |a|+3. Since ℵδ is a strong limit cardinal, 2ℵδ = max pcf(a)
and hence 2ℵδ < ℵ(|δ|+3). This reasoning holds with respect to every starting
point κ0, so we are done.

�3.3
The assumption that every limit cardinal is a strong limit cardinal is much

stronger than the assumption needed for getting the conclusion of the above

theorem. Basically, in order to avoid instances of 2η
+

< 2η
++

one has to
accept a restricted constellation of cardinal arithmetic. Let us describe a
typical cardinal arithmetic setting in which Corollary 3.2 does not apply.
In this setting, all the relevant instances of weak diamond concentrate on
weakly but not strongly inaccessible cardinals.16 In particular, there is a

class of weakly but not strongly inaccessible cardinals and 2η
+

is weakly

inaccessible for every successor cardinal of the form η+. Moreover, 2η
+

=

2η
++

everywhere, so cardinal arithmetic is very peculiar: there are long
intervals of regular cardinals with a constant value of the power set, and all
the regular cardinals are arranged in this way.

This is not the only setting in which Corollary 3.2 may fail, but the other
possibilities are similar. That is, long intervals with the same power set,
with values either at weakly but not strongly inaccessible cardinals, or at
their successors, or at successors of singular cardinals. The main thing is

16Of course, there might be weak diamonds on large cardinals, but these are irrelevant
to our arguments, since by starting from any κ0 we consider possible instances of weak
diamond between κ0 and 2κ0 .
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that the assumption that 2η
+

= 2η
++

holds everywhere is quite restricting.
We state, therefore, the following:

Conjecture 3.4. In any model of ZFC there is a class of strong limit singular
cardinals of the form ℵδ for which 2ℵδ < ℵ(|δ|+3).
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