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Abstract

This paper contains a classification of countable loweahditive linear orders. This is
the first step in the classification of countable 1-transitiees given in[3]. The notion of
lower 1-transitivity generalises that of 1-transitivityrflinear orders, and is essential for the
structure theory of 1-transitive trees. The classificatoogiven in terms of ‘coding trees’.
These describe how a linear order is fabricated from simpieces using concatenations,
lexicographic products and other kinds of construction.dé&fne coding trees and show how
they encode lower 1-transitive linear orders. Then we sthaiva coding tree can be recovered
from a lower 1-transitive linear ordéX, <) by examining all the invariant partitions ox.

1 Introduction

This paper extends a body of classification results for ahintinfinite ordered structures, un-
der various homogeneity assumptions. As background weiometitat Morel [7] classified the
countable 1-transitive linear orders, of which theredyreCampero-Arena and Truss [2] extended
this classification tacoloured countable 1-transitive linear orders, and Droste [5] dieskthe
countable 2-transitive trees. The work of Droste was latregalised by Droste, Holland and
Macpherson([6] to give a classification of all countable ‘Wige2-transitive’ trees; there arg
non-isomorphic such trees. The goal of this paper, and i3 extend this last classification re-
sult to a considerably richer class, by working under a mueaker symmetry hypothesis, namely
1-transitivity.

We first define the terminology used above and latetre& is a partial order in which any two
elements have a common lower bound and the lower bounds aflament are linearly ordered.
A relational structure is said to betransitive if for any two isomorphick-element substructures
there is an automorphism taking the first to the second. Ftiaparders, there is a notion, called
weak 2-transitivity that generalises that of 2-transitivity: a partial ordemieakly 2-transitive

if for any two 2-element chains there is an automorphismniakhe first to the second (but not
necessarily for 2-element antichains).

A weaker notion still is that olL-transitivity. The classification of countable 1-transitive trees is
considerably more involved than that of the weakly-2-tithres trees, and it rests on the classifi-
cation of countable lower 1-transitive linear orders — thbjsct of this paper.

Definition 1.1. A linear order (X, <) is lower 1-transitiveif

VMa,be X){re X:z<a} =2 {re X 2 <b}.
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An example of a lower 1-transitive, not 1-transitive lineader isw*, (that is,w reversed). Itis
easy to see that any branch (that is, maximal chain) of arisitige tree must be lower 1-transitive,
though it is not necessarily 1-transitive.

The natural relation of equivalence between lower 1-ttamsiinear orders isower isomorphism
rather than isomorphism.

Definition 1.2. Two linear orders{ X, <) and (Y, <) arelower isomorphicif
Mae X)(VbeY){zeX:z<a}={yeY :y<b}.
When this happens, we writ&, <) = (Y, <).
We shall use interval notation from now on where appropyitdet is,
(—o0,a] :={r e X :x<a}.

With this notation, the isomorphisms in the above defingiamay then be written more succinctly
as(—oo,al & (—o0, b|.

The classification of countable lower 1-transitive lineatass is rather involved and so the current
paper is devoted entirely to this, and the resultant classifin of countable 1-transitive trees is
deferred to[[B]. A principal feature of the classificationcofoured 1-transitive countable linear
orders, given inl] and 2], is the use obding treeso describe the construction of the orderings.
In these papers, coding trees play a totally different na@mfthat of the 1-transitive trees which we
aim to classify: they are classifiers, rather than strustiseng classified. In order to emphasise
this distinction, and to be consistent with previous rafees such as [5] and![1], we adopt the
convention that coding trees ‘grow downwards’, that is, amy elements have a common upper
bound, and the upper bounds of any element are linearly edder

Section 2 of this paper contains the definition of coding ted related notions. Section 3 de-
scribes how to recover a linear order from a coding tree. Thmmwwork of the paper is in Sec-
tion 4, where we show how to construct a coding tree from alireder. The main theorem is
Theorem_ 4.J7, which, in conjunction with Theoréml3.5, givas dassification.

In order to give the flavour of the classification, we concltide introduction with some examples
of lower 1-transitive linear orders. First, some notatiod éerminology are needed.

Let (A, <),(B, <) be linear orders; for convenience, we often omit the ordertsy). ThenA.B
denotes the lexicographic product.4fand B, where for(a, b), (a’,V') € A x B, (a,b) < (', V')

if and only ifa < @/, ora = ' andb < ¥'. Also, A + B denotesA followed by B, that is, the
disjoint union of A and B with & < b for all a € A andb € B. We writeQ for Q + {+oc}.

If Ais alinear order, thea™ denotes the ordering with the same domain and the reverse ord
If n € NU{Ry}, thenQ, is a countable dense linear order colourednbgolourscy, ..., c,—1
and such that between any two distinct points there is a mdieach colour. Likewise(,, is

Qn + {+oc}, where the point-cc is also coloured by any of the, or indeed any other colour. If
Yo, ..., Y, arelinear ordersQ, (Yy, ..., Y,_1) denotes the ordering obtained by replacing each
point of Q,, colouredc; by a convex copy of; (with the natural induced ordering). #f = Ry, we
write @NO (Yo, Yi,.. )

The simplest countable lower 1-transitive linear ordesssangletons, thew* andZ (which are
lower isomorphic), and) andQ (which are also lower isomorphic). These orders are thecbasi
building blocks for our constructions. We obtain new lowerdnsitive linear orders by concate-
nating and taking lexicographic products of existing ondere precisely, Theorein 3.5 implies
that if A and B are any lower 1-transitive linear orders which are lowemsgphic, thenv*. A+ B

is lower 1-transitive.

For example, a lower isomorphism class (that is, a classadgsomorphic linear orders) consists
of Z.7Z, which by convention we write 82, w*.Z+7Z andw*.Z-+w*. Note that we can concatenate
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w*.Z with eitherZ or w* and the resulting linear order will still be lower 1-tramgt This is
becausev* has a right-hand endpoint and beca#sandw* are lower isomorphic. Notice that
w*. A+ A = w*.A. We use the former form to streamline subsequent definitiotie paper. A yet
more complex lower isomorphism class is thaZéf which includesv* . Z? + 72, w*.Z> +w* Z+7
andw*.Z? + w*.Z + w*.

Theorem 3.6 gives another construction of lower 1-trarssitinear orders from existing ones.
This construction involves the building blo€k the linear ordef),, (Yo, ..., Y,—1) (possibly with

n = Np) is lower 1-transitive provided th¥; are lower isomorphic to each other. Moreover, as
aboveQ, (Yo, ...,Y,—1)+Y is lower 1-transitive provided” and theY; are all lower isomorphic
to each other. A simple examplels = Qy(w*, Z), which is countable and lower 1-transitive. Its
lower isomorphism class also includ@s(w*, Z) + Z andQy(w*, Z) + w*.

2 Coding Trees

This section introduces coding trees, which carry all tHevent information about lower 1-
transitive linear orders.

First, recall that a downwards growing tré€E, <) is Dedekind-MacNeille completef its maxi-
mal chains are Dedekind-complete in the usual sense, ang tfx incomparable elements have
a least upper bound. In fact, this is a special case of a gematran for partial orders, and the ba-
sics are given, for example, in Chapter 7[df [4]. Any t(@e <) has a unique (up to isomorphism
overT) Dedekind-MacNeille completion, that is, a minimal DedekiMacNeille complete tree
containing it, which is obtained as follows. #f C T then A" denotes the set of upper bounds of
A and A! the set of lower bounds, that is,

A :={zxeT:(Vac A) (z>a)}, and
Ali={zeT:(VacA)(z<a)}.

A subsetA # () is anideal of T'if (A")! = A. If x is any vertex ofl’, then the sef(z) := {y €
T : y < x} is an ideal ofl'. The Dedekind-MacNeille completion @f is the seti” (T") of the
ideals ofT" ordered by inclusion. It is easy to see tiia¢émbeds il” (T") via the map which takes
r € Ttol(x) € IP(T).

Definition 2.1. If (T, <) is a downward growing tree, and € 7', then achild of z is somey such
thaty < z and there is na: € T withy < z < z. If z is a child ofy theny is aparentof x. We
write child(z) for the set of children of. A leaf of (T, <) is somez € T such that there is no
y € T withy < x. We writeleaf (T") for the set of leaves dff’, <).

Alevelled treds a downward growing tre€T’, <) together with a partitionsr, of 7' into maximal
antichains, calledevels such thatr is linearly ordered by« so thatz < y in T implies that the
level containingr is below the level containing in the < ordering.

A leaf-branch B of a (levelled)(7’, <) is a maximal chain of " which contains a leaf.

The supremum of two incomparable points (which exists irDtb@ekind-MacNeille completion
of T, even if not inT" itself) is called aramification point

If x € T then the relation<, on{y € T : y < =} given by
a =, b ifthereisc € T suchthata,b < c< x
is an equivalence relation. The equivalence classes ateccebnesat .

In the definitions ofight andleft childrenandcoding treedelow, a tregT’, <) is equipped with

a labelling, that is, each vertex is labelled by one of thelyimZ, w*, Q, Q, Q,,, Q, ( for

2 < n < Ng), {1} (singleton), odim. Isomorphisms between such trees are required to preserve
the labelling.



Definition 2.2. Let z be a vertex off’ and < a linear order onchild(x). If a vertex is labelled
by one ofw*, Q andQ,,, theright child of that vertex is the child which is greatest under the
ordering. All the remaining children areft children. If a vertex is labelled by one @f Q or Q,,,
we consider all its children to bleft children.

Theleft forestof a vertex is defined to be the partially ordered set congistif the left children of
the given vertex together with their descendants, withritdaded structure of levels and labels.

Two forests aréasomorphic provided the subtrees rooted at the greatest elements in femest
can be put into one-to-one correspondence in such a wayhbegtdare isomorphic as trees.

Thus, an isomorphism between two forests preserves thitilgvand the labelling, but it is not
required to preserve theordering among children.

Definition 2.3. A coding treehas the form(T', <, <, ¢, <) where

1. T is a levelled tree with a greatest element, the root. The drelering is<, < is a linear
ordering on the set of children of each parent agdis the ordering of the levels.

2. There are countably many leaves.

3. Every vertex is a leaf or is above a leaf.

4. T is Dedekind-MacNeille complete.

5. The vertices are labelled By the labelling function, which assigns to the vertices ohthe
following labels:Z, w*, Q, Q, Q,, Q,, (for 2 < n < V), {1} (singleton), odim.

6. For any two vertices; andz; on the same level(z;) =; ¢(z;) or ¢(z;) = <(z;).

7. For any vertex: of the tree:

if ¢(x) = Z or Q thenz has one child;

if ¢(x) = w* or Q thenz has two children;

if () = Q, thenz hasn children;

if ¢(x) = Q, thenz hasn + 1 children;

if ¢(x) = {1} thenx is a leaf and has no children;

if ¢(x) = lim then there is only one cone at(z is not a leaf and has no children).

8. At each given level df, the left forests of vertices at that level are all isomoupini the sense
of Definition[2.2.

9. If z is a parent vertex angy, y; are two of its left children, then the subtrees with rogisy;
are not isomorphic.

We will not explain how to define a linear order from a codiregtuntil Sectiofil3, but we illustrate
Definition[2.3 in Figuré 1, where we give the coding trees far lbwer 1-transitive linear orders
in the lower isomorphism class @, that is,Z3, w*.Z? + 72, w*.Z? + w*.Z + Z andw*.Z? +
w7 + w*r.



{1} {1} {1} {1} {1 {1} {1} {1} {141}
Z3 w*. 7% + 72 W22+ w2+ 7 w*Z? + w* 7 + w*

Figure 1: Coding trees for lower 1-transitive linear orderthe lower isomorphism class @f

In order to recover a lower 1-transitive linear order fromaaliag tree, we will nee@dxpanded
coding treeswhich are closely related to coding trees and are definetl fidve reason why we
need expanded coding trees should become clear in SEttlarpice of a labelling function on
vertices, expanded coding trees carry, as part of the stejd total ordering on the set of children
of each vertex, induced by a binary relation In general, a coding tree and the corresponding
expanded coding tree do not have the same vertex set. Fam@asta point of the expanded coding
tree corresponding to a point labell€din the coding tree will have infinitely many children in
the expanded coding tree. All the children but the last oeeaasociated with the left child in
the coding tree. The idea is that a lower 1-transitive lir@der (X, <) lives on the set of leaves
of the expanded coding tree, so the expanded coding trditdims the transition between coding
tree and encoded order.

Definition 2.4. Anexpanded coding treés a structure of the forniE, <, <, <) where:

1. E'is a levelled tree with a greatest element, the root, denbyed The tree ordering i<, < is
the ordering of the levels andis the ordering of the children of each parent vertex.

2. (E,<) is a partial ordering consisting of a disjoint union of artimins whose elements are
exactly the levels dfF, <, ).

3. (F, <) has at most countably many leaves.

4. Every vertex of F, <) is a leaf or is above a leaf.

5. (E, <) is Dedekind-MacNeille complete.

6. If a vertex has any children, then theiorder type is one of the following, w*, Q, Q, Q,, or
0, for2 < n < Ny.

7. Any two verticex and 2’ on the same level are either both parent vertices, or theybath
leaves, or they both have exactly one cone below themarid 2’ are both parent vertices, then
(child(z), <) = (child(z),<).

8. For any parent vertex of the tree, one of the following holds:

(i) the <-order type ofchild(z) is Z, Q, w* or Q and the left trees rooted at the children of
are all isomorphic, or
(i) the children ofz are densely ordered byand the trees rooted at the children.ofall into
n > 2 isomorphism classes and this makes them isomorph{;,tfor 2 < n < Ng), or
(iii) the left children are as in (i) above, and has a right child and this makeild(z) order-
isomorphic toQ,,.

9. At each given level df the left forests (see Definition 2.2) from that level are eidemorphic
(meaning that, <, < are preserved).

In 8(ii), we mean that if the elements ohild(x) are coloured according to the isomorphism
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type of the trees below them, then the corresponding calblimear order (with respect ta) is
isomorphic taQ,,; likewise in 8(iii).

3 Construction of a Linear Order from a Coding Tree

In this section we describe the relationship between a golee and expanded coding tree, and
explain how the latter determines a lower 1-transitivedingrder. For the coding trees in Figlie 1
it is possible to start either at the root, or at the leaved,imductively proceed through the tree to
determine the linear order encoded by it. However, Definiid@ does not imply that the levels of

a coding tree are well ordered or conversely well orderedhsitier the example in Figuie 2.



The labels on these levels are @E

The labels on this level are dln

t t ? ? t t t t t
| | | | | | | | |

Figure 2: A coding tree that is neither well founded nor cosel/ well founded

The labels on this level are &l }

In this tree, there are infinitely many levels of verticeselddrl Q. The branches are maximal
chains which will eventually constantly descend throughrilght children ofQ,. This tree is a
coding tree, yet it is neither well founded nor conversellviainded. Examples of this kind
are the reason why expanded coding tree are necessary weredower 1-transitive linear order
from a coding tree.

As in [2], we start by defining a map which associates an exg@dedding tree to a coding tree.

Definition 3.1. Let (7, <, ¢, <, <) be a coding tree, an@F, <, <, <) be an expanded coding tree.
We say thatt is associatedvith T via ¢ if there is a functionp : E — T which takes the root
of F to the root of7’, each leaf ofF’ to some leaf of", and

() v1 Sve = ¢(v1) < P(v2),

(ii) ¢ induces an order-isomorphism from the set of levelg ¢brdered by<) to the set of levels
of T.

(iii) for each vertexv of £/, p maps{u € E : u < v} onto{u € T : u < ¢(v)}, and for any leal
of E, ¢ maps|[l, r] onto[¢(1), ¢(r)],

(iv) for each parent vertex of F, one of the following holds:

-¢(o(v)) =Z, w*, Q, Q, and this is the order type of the childrenwtinder<;

-¢(o(v)) = Qp, Q, (for 2 < n < V) and for any left childrenu, v’ of v, if the trees rooted at:
andu’ are isomorphic them(u) = ¢(u');

- ¢(¢(v)) = lim if v is neither a parent nor a leaf (in which casehas just one cone);

-s(p(v)) = {1} if vis aleaf.

The mapp is said to be arassociation magetweeri” and E.

We are now in a position to say explicitly how a tree encoddmeat order. First note that i
is an expanded coding tree, then there is a natural linear ordeaf (£) which we denote by*
and call theleaf order. If x,y are leaves, we write <* y if there arex’,y’ € E with x < 2/,
y <y, andx’ «y/.

Definition 3.2. The coding tregT’, <, s, <, <) encodesthe linear order (X, <) if there is an
expanded coding tree associated withsuch thatX is (order) isomorphic to the set of leaves of
E under the leaf order induced by

In Theoren 3.4 below, we show how to recover a linear ordenfeocoding tree. In order to do
this, we need to define certain functions caltkstoding functionswhose domains are the leaf—
branches of a given coding tree and which take a vertexan element of the ordered sgtr).
To cut down to a countable set of functions, even when thengotiee is not well founded or
conversely well founded, we begin by choosing arbitranadifvalues for each of the labels. For
each ofZ andQ, there is one default value. In the caseswdf Q and@Q,,, there are two default
values, one for the end points and one other. In the cag,othere aren default values, one



of each ‘colour’, wherea®),, has the same default values @s plus an additional one for the
endpoint.

Definition 3.3. Adecoding functionis a functionf defined on a leaf-brancB of 7" and such that

— the set of non-default values taken bis finite

—for eachz € B with¢(z) # lim, f(z) € ¢(x)

—if z is a parent vertex and a left child afis in dom f, thenf(z) # d., whered, is the default
value for the endpoint

—if z is a parent vertex and the right child ofis in dom f, thenf(x) = d,,

—if¢(x) = Q, or Q, anddom f contains a left child of: with ‘colour’ m, then f(z) has the
colourm

If ¢(x) = lim, we considetf to be undefined at.

Theorem 3.4. Any coding tree encodes some linear order, and any two lioeders encoded by
the same coding tree are isomorphic.

Proof. We proceed as in [2]. Given a coding tr€ewe construct an expanded coding tree which
is associated witl” as in Definitior3.1L.

Let X1 be the set of decoding functions @hordered by<, where forf,g € Xp, f < g if
f(xo) < g(xo) with =y the greatest point for whiclfi(z) # g(x). We show thatk is a linear
ordering. Letf andg be decoding functions such thatZ g. Consider the greatest vertexsuch
that f(x) # g(x). Such a vertex exists since féom f = domg, f andg differ only finitely often.

In the case wherdom f # dom g, we appeal to the fact thdt is Dedekind-MacNeille complete
and therefore it contains all its ramification points, hetieere is a vertex: € dom f N dom g
such thatf(x) # g(x). Thenf(z) < g(z) = f < gandf(z) > g(z) = f > g. Itis clear this
relation is irreflexive and transitive, henfgr, <) is a linear order.

In order forT to encode(Xr, <) according to Definitio_3]2, we must produce an expanded
coding tree associated wiff. Such a tree is given by

E={(x,f | (z,7]): f € Xp,z € dom f}.

The tree ordering is given by letting, f | (z,7]) < (y, f | (y,7]) if z < y € dom f. In addition
(v1, f | (vy,7]) is level with (ve, g | (ve,r]) if and only if v; is level withvs. It is now clear that
Eis alevelled tree. Its root ig,, @). Also, any(z, f [ (x,r]) lies above a leafl, f | (I,r]) where
lis a leaf indom f.

Each leaf-branch of’ is isomorphic to a leaf-branch @f, and so it is Dedekind complete. Fur-
thermore, sincd’ contains all its ramification points, so doés and thereforel is Dedekind-
MacNeille complete.

Now we consider the possible order types of sets of childfeertices ofE. Let(z, f | (z,r]) be
aparent vertex iy. Thenx is a parent vertex iff’. The order type of the children ¢f, f | (z,7])
is determined by

{(xhg [ [I’,?"]) ‘g€ Z:T7x€dorng7f F(I’,T] =g F(xﬂa]}

Sincex is a parent vertexf (z) € ¢(z). Hence the order type of the children(f, f | (x,r]) is
equal to the label of in T'. In the case of(z) = Q,, or Q,, we may say that the ‘coloured’ order
type of the children in¥ is Q,, or Q,,.

If (z, f | (z,7]) is neither a parent vertex nor a leaf, thers neither a parent nor a leaf, andso
is labelledlim.

The mappingp is given byo((x, f | (x,r])) = . This preserves root, leaves and, as we have just
seen, it preserves the relation between labels of verticésand the (coloured) order type of the



children of those vertices ifl. Alsoz < y = ¢(x) < ¢(y) and itis clear that for each vertex

of E,¢gmaps{u € E:u < z}ontof{u e T :u< ¢(zx)} and for any leaf of E, ¢ maps[l, r]
onto[4(1), ¢(r)]. ThereforeE is associated witld’ andX 1 is order isomorphic to the set of leaves
of E. Hencel encodes.r.

A back-and-forth argument shows that any two countablatineders encoded by the same coding
tree(T, <, ¢, <, <) are isomorphic. d

Theorem 3.5. The ordering® 7 encoded by the coding tré&, <, ¢, <, <) is countable and lower
1-transitive.

Proof. The way in which¥7 has been defined ensures that it is countable.

We now show thaktlr is lower 1-transitive. Take any, g € > and consider the initial segments
(—o0, f] and(—o0, g]. Now X7 is defined to be the set of all functions on the leaf-branchés o
which take a default value at all but finitely many points. Bfidition of the ordering oftr, an
initial segment of2 at f can be written as

(oo, fl=AF}U{p € Er: Bz € dom f)(p(z) < f(z)) A (Vy > z)(p(y) = f(y))}-

Let L; be theith level of the tree, and let
] ={p € (=00, f] : p(a]) < f&]) A (Vy > 2])(p(y) = F)},

Wherex{ denotes the element dbm f on the levell;, andx; denotes the element dbm p in

L;, wherep is a typical member of.)

Then, by definition of thex - ordering of the levels, it is clear thét-oo, f] is the disjoint union
of all the F{, and furthermore that < j = Flf > F;.c (where this means that every element of
Flf is greater than every eIementlbj). Since the same is true of tf¥, to show tha{—oo, f] =
(—o0, g], it suffices to show tha]flf =~ T for eachi, and the desired isomorphism frofm oo, f]

to (—oo, g] is obtained by patching together all the individual isontisms.

We remark that fok(x{) = lim, we havel‘zf = @. The labellim is not a linear order, so by
condition 3 of Definitior 2.3, if a vertex on levélis labelledlim, then all vertices on levelare
labelledlim. This shows that whenis a level with vertices labellelim, we havel“lf ~ 1Y

We now consider the cases where the vertices on feaed not labelledim. There is an isomor-
phismy from (—oo, f(:::zf)] N g(z{) to (—o0, g(z7)] Ns(z?). Moreover, there is an isomorphism
) between the left forests at the poin:tfsandxf. Now letz; be the member atom p at the level
L; for a typicalp. We now define

g9(x%) if j >4
Oi(p)(P(x5)) = § wlp(z;) ifj=i
p(x;) if j<i

wherep € T/

We must now show tha]fzf is mapped 1-1 intd" by ®,. This gives our result. We have that
®,(p) € Xr, because all suct;(p) are defined on leaf-branches ‘Bfand they take a default
value at all but finitely many points, since bqbr?) andp(z;) take the default value at all but
finitely many points (possibly witkp(p(x;)) in addition).
It is easy to see thab; is surjective. For injectivity, suppose;(p1) = ®;(p2). Then since
p1.p2 € T pi(a;) = pa(;) = f(a]) forall j > i andp, (z;) = pa(x;) for j < i by the third
clause. Since is an isomorphismy(pi(z;)) = ¢(p2(z;)) implies thatp; (z;) = p2(z;). Hence
p1(z;) = pa(z;) for all 5.

]



4 Construction of a Coding Tree from a Linear Order

In this section we complete the classification by showingaing countable and lower 1-transitive
(X, <) is encoded by a suitable coding tree. We first find the assatiexpanded coding tree
for (X,<). This is done by building a tree afivariant partitionsof (X, <) in the sense of
Definition[4.1 below. We show this is in fact an expanded cgdige for(X, <) and then give the
association map between them.

Definition 4.1. An invariant partition of X is a partition = into convex subsets, callquhrts
which is invariant under lower isomorphims @K, <) into itself. That is, for any;,b € X, any
order isomorphisny : (—oo,a] — (—o0,b], and anyz, y < a,

T~gp Yy < f(x)"’wf(y)

The family I of all parts of invariant partitions oX is partially ordered by inclusion. This allows
us to define a levelled tree structure bin

Definition 4.2. For a lower 1-transitive linear ordef X, <), theinvariant treeassociated withX
is the levelled tred whose vertices are parts in the invariant partitions’fordered byC in such
a way that

(i) X € Iistheroot
(i) each level is an invariant partition ok’
(i) the leaves are the singletor{g:} for x € X

(iv) every invariant partition ofX into convex subsets of is represented by a level of vertices
inI.

We remark thaf has a root sinc is itself lower 1-transitive and a convex subsefofMoreover,
the parts of any invariant partition & are lower isomorphic and lower 1-transitive. Lemias 4.3
and4.5 show that for any countable, lower 1-transitivedimarder, the family is a levelled tree,
thereby justifying the descriptiotieinvariant tree. The proof of Lemnia 4.3 is left to the reader.

Lemma4.3.If (X, <) is a countable lower 1-transitive linear order ands an invariant partition
of X, thenX/. _ is also a countable lower 1-transitive linear order with thelering induced by
(X, <).

Definition 4.4. Let7;, 7; be invariant partitions of X, <). We say thatr; is arefinementof 7
if every element of; is a union of members af;.

Lemma 4.5. Given any two nontrivial invariant partitions, o of X into convex subsets df,
one is a refinement of the other, and moreavgandm, have no part in common.

Proof. Let ~1, ~5 be the equivalence relations definimg m- respectively. We want to show that
Ve,ye X)(xz~my=a~y)V(Va,y € X)(z~y=x~y).
Suppose both disjuncts are false. Then therecageu, v such that

e x ~j yandz ~y y, and
e 1~ vandu ~g v.

We may assume that < y andu < v. Let f : (—oo,y|] — (—o0,v] be an isomorphism. Then
f(z) < vandf(z) ~1 v. Moreover, we must have < f(z), otherwiseu ~; v by convexity.
Sou < f(z) < v, and thereforef (z) ~5 v by convexity. Howeverg <o y implies f(x) ~5 v,
which is a contradiction.
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Without loss of generality, assume thatis a refinement of,. We want to show that; N\my = @.
So suppose for a contradiction that therg is w1 Ny, and letz, y € X be such that ~; y and
x ~y y. Pickz € pand letg : (—o0,y] — (—o0, 2] be an isomorphism. Thef(x) ~2 z, and
sincep € m N e, we havey(z) ~1 g(y), contradicting our choice af andy.

]

The next lemma proves the Dedekind-MacNeille completeaktte invariant tree.

Lemma4.6. The invariant tred of alower 1-transitive linear ordefX, <) is Dedekind-MacNeille
complete.

Proof. We need to show that

(i) the supremum of any two vertices Ins also a vertex if, and
(i) every descending chain of vertices in the tree whichasrmed below has an infimum in the
tree.

To show (i), consider two verticas , po € I that are parts of two partitions, , 7o, respectively.
Without loss of generality, assume thatrefinesr,. Then eithep; C py (andps is the supremum
of p; andps) or p; C pl, € mo. So this problem reduces to showing that the supremum ofvamy t
vertices on the same level is in

We know thats, p, C p with p € , for somer € I which coarsens, — for instance{ X } itself.
Let ~, be the equivalence relation corresponding t@hena ~ b for a,b € po, p), respectively.

Consider the set of partitions' that refiner for which a ~, b, where~ . is the corresponding
equivalence relation. By Lemnia 4.5 this is a descendingncbfipartitions. If the set of parts
containing bothz andb has an infimum, theps, p,, have a supremum. So the verification of (i)
reduces to that of (ii).

For (ii), consider a descending chain of vertipgghat are parts of a descending chain of partitions
7, bounded below by, say, where # @. Let ~., be the equivalence relation corresponding to
7. Then definer ~ y if z ~, y for all v. Let f be a lower isomorphism dfX, <). Thenz ~ y
implies f(x) ~, f(y) for all v because each of the, is an invariant relation. Henc&(z) ~ f(y)
and so~ is an invariant relation. If is the corresponding partition, theris a partition into lower
1-transitive, lower isomorphic convex subsetsXof and so its parts are vertices in Thenp is
contained in some member pfof 7, andz’ is the infimum of thep,. O

Theorem 4.7. The invariant treel of a lower 1-transitive linear ordefX, <) is an expanded
coding tree whose leaves are order-isomorphi¢.Xg <).

Proof. Firstly, the leaves of are singletons containing the elementsXgfand so they are iso-
morphic to.X.

Definition[4.2 ensures thdtis a levelled tree whose root . The tree ordering is containment,
the ordering of the levels is the one induced®yn the set of invariant partitions df, and the
ordering of the children of a parent vertex is the one indumethe linear order oX. SinceX is
countable[ has countably many leaves. Itis clear that every vertdxisfa leaf or is above a leaf.
So conditions 1 to 4 of Definition 2.4 are satisfied. Moreoyas Dedekind-MacNeille complete
by Lemmd4.b.

In order to verify condition 6 of Definition 214, we need to shthat the order type of the children
of a parent vertex i is one ofZ, w*, Q, Q, Q. or@n (for 2 < n < Ny). Consider a successor
level m; 1 of I, sow; is the predecessor. Let<€ ;1. Thenp is lower 1-transitive, and the
children ofp are those elements af which are convex subsets pf These children are lower 1-
transitive linear orders and are lower isomorphic to eabkmot et~ be the equivalence relation
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that definesr;. Then, by Lemm&_4l3y/ ~,, is also lower 1-transitive, and the order type of
p/ ~n, tells us how the children gf are ordered. In order to describe the possible order types, w
look at the structure forced by a specific invariant equivederelation, namely, the relationg,

that identifies points that are finitely far apart, defined by

x ~an y Iff 2 <y and[z,y] is finite, or y < z and [y, | is finite.

For any linear order, the equivalence classes-gf must be either finitew, w* or Z. If (X, <)

is lower 1-transitive, the equivalence classes of this farm either singletons,*, or Z. If one
equivalence class is a singleton, then they all are, and ttreerordering is dense with no least
endpoint. Hence it is isomorphic @ or Q.

Sincep/ ~, is a lower 1-transitive linear order, we can take its quadtt®n~g,. There are two
cases.

Case 1: the equivalence classesof ~.,)/ ~s, are non-trivial. Then, by the maximality df
there can be only one equivalence class, that/s;-, itself. If there is no last child, thep is
equal toZ copies of its children; otherwise, the order typepdf~ ., is w*.

Case 2: the equivalence classeg9f ~,)/ ~sy, are trivial. Then the parts of; are dense within
p. We aim to show thgt/ ~. is aQ, Q, Q, or Q,, combination of its children.

If all the left children ofp are isomorphic, theshild(p) is isomorphic taQ, or Q if the right child
exists.

If not all the left children ofp are isomorphic, then we show thaiild(p) is isomorphic taQ,,, or
Q,, if p has a right child, where the sBtof (colour, order-)isomorphism types of the left children
of p has sizen. Suppose, for a contradiction, thais not theQ,, mixture of its children. Then
there are two elements bfsuch that not all other elementslobccur between them in Let~ be

a member of” which does not occur between all pairs, and let us defiar by y ~ z if y = z,

or if no point of [y, z] (or [z,y] if z < y) has isomorphism type. This is an invariant partition
of 7 into convex pieces, and is proper and non-trivial, whicht@ictsw; and r;, 1 being on
consecutive levels.

This verifies condition 6 of Definition 2.4 for a parent vertaxa successor level of the invariant
treel.

Now consider the levels which are not successor levelstlithis includes the trivial partition,
™o, given by the relation: ~,, y <= x = y. These vertices are leaves.

There remains the case of vertices which do not have children If one part of an invariant
partition does not have a child then, clearly, none of themdekind-MacNeille completeness
implies that these vertices have one cone below them.

For condition 7, letr andz’ be two vertices off on the same level. Then, 2’ are parts of an
invariant partition, so either they are both parents, oy e both leaves, or both are neither of
these, in which case they have a single cone below them. Mergbx, 2’ are both parent vertices,
then (child(z), <) is lower-isomorphic tqchild(2’), <), since(X, <) is lower 1-transitive and:
andz’ are parts of an invariant partition.

For condition 8, letz € I be a parent vertex. Suppose theiild(z),<) = Q, Q, Q, or Q,.
Here two children vertices, b have the same colour when they are isomorphic. This isonsrph
induces an isomorphism on the trees rooted,at If (child(z),<) = Z, we wish to show the
children ofz are all isomorphic, and hence the trees below the childrerismmorphic. Now,
the children ofz are all a finite distance apart. In particular, each child dasiccessor and a
predecessor. K andb are children oft, the existence of an isomorphism from the successotof
the successor éfimplies thatz andb are isomorphic. The argument in the cédeld(x), <) = w*

is similar.

Finally we show! satisfies condition 9 of Definitidn 2.4.
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Let x andy be distinct vertices on the same level. zifand y have no children, the condition
holds trivially. So suppose that andy are parent vertices and lete x andb € y. By lower
1-transitivity, there is an isomorphism : (—oo,a] — (—o0,b] which induces an isomorphism
between—oo, a]Nz and(—oo, b]Ny. Letz,, y;, be the children of, y containinga, b respectively.
Then(—o0, a] Nz, and(—oo, b] Ny, are isomorphic. Consider the sétg, I', of children ofz, y
to the left ofz,, y;, respectively. Since(T',) = T'y, the left forests ofr andy are isomorphic.
Sincea, b are arbitraryl", andT’, can contain any particular left children efandy. O

We now must show how to construct a coding tree(fiit <) given the invariant treé, and give
an inverse association map between them.

Informally, the coding tree is obtained frofrby amalgamating left children who are siblings and
whose trees of descendants are isomorphic. The parenkvertieen labelled according to the
order type of its children id.

For each levek of I we define a relation=; on I that tells us which vertices to amalgamate:

x ~ yif there arex’ D z, ¢y DO y such that

(i) the tree of descendants of is isomorphic to the tree of descendaptsinderd, a suitable
order isomorphism (respecting both tdeorder and theg order)
(i) ',y are left children of a vertex and lie on levek, orz’ = ¢/

(i) O(z) =v.

Note that the clauses guarantee thaj are level. Now we define a relatiaa on the whole ofF/
as follows:

r~y < Jr=ux,...,2, =y, Where for eachi = 0,...,n—1 there iss; with x; ~, x;;.

The relation~~ is an equivalence relation ahy andT is then the set of equivalence classes/on
labelled as described above. We denote an elemehtf [x], wherex € I. The next lemma
ensures that the ordering drinduces one off".

Lemma 4.8. Let[z], [y] € T be such thatr < y (in I), and letz’ € [z]. Then there ig/ € [y]
such that’ < ¢/'.

Proof. Let z,y andz’ be as in the statement. Sineec [z], there areu, v andw in I such that
u, v are left children ofw andz < u, ' < v. Moreover, the tree of descendants.a§ isomorphic
to the tree of descendants ofby an isomorphisn® such thatd(z) = «’. Now, eithery > w
ory < w. If y > wthenz’ < w < y, soy is the required). If y < w, theny < u. Then
' = 0(x) < 0(y) and, since(y) < v, this implies thatr’ < v. Butf(y) € [y] because of the
way ~ is defined, sd(y) is the required’. O

Theorem 4.9. The set ofv-classes on the invariant tree @K, <) is a coding tree fo X, <).
Proof. Let T be the family of~-equivalence classes dnLet [z], [y] € T and define
2] <[y] = (3" €[z])Ey € W) <) ().

Lemmd4.8 ensures thatis well defined and transitive, 39 is an order.

Since< is the order induced by that dn 7" is a tree with roofr] and, since~ is level preserving,

T is alevelled tree. Moreovef, is countable, and every vertex'tfis a leaf or is above a leaf. We
verify Dedekind-MacNeille completeness. Firstly notet thihleaf-branches of” are isomorphic
to some leaf-branch dfand so the leaf-branches’Bfare Dedekind complete. We must now show
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that the least upper bound of any two verti¢els [y] € T'is inT. Sincel is Dedekind-MacNeille
complete, any’ € [z] andy’ € [y] have a least upper bound inLet

I' = {z € I : z is the least upper bound of andy’ for somez’ € [z],y € [y]}.

If z € T, then[2'] = [z] < [2] and[y] = [y] < [2] for somez’, v/, and sOz] is an upper bound
for [z] and[y]. Now letI” = {[z] : z € T'}. Sincel” contains the upper bounds [of and|y], itis
linearly ordered. Moreover, it is bounded above[ljyand below by[z]. LetT" be the chain

R A > D R =R T =T - 1S

By Lemma4.8, for any: € [z;41] there isv € [z;] such thaw: < v. Hence we can construct a
corresponding chain of vertices In If the [z;] do not have an infimum, then there is a chain of
vertices inI bounded below by: € [z] and without an infimum. This contradicts the Dedekind-
MacNeille completeness df Then the infimum of” is the least upper bound &f] and[y].

Next we examine the labelling. Supposes I is a parent vertex. Thejp] € T is also a parent
vertex and we let([z]) = (child(z), <), the order type of the children aof in 1. This is well
defined, ag: ~ y implies thatr andy are isomorphic and hence the sets of their children have the
same order type. Now, sindehild(z), <) is one ofZ, w*, Q, Q, Q,, Q, (for 2 < n < Ry), it
follows thats([z]) is also one of the above.

If z is neither a parent nor a leaf, then neithefzis Hence we labelz] by lim. The leaves are
labelled{1}.

Let [z], [y] € T be level parent vertices and lefy € I be representatives. Theqz|) =; <([y])
follows from the fact thatchild(z), <) = (child(y), <).

When(z], [y] € T are level but neither parent vertices nor leaves(ifis not a parent vertex and
[x] are[y] level, then[y] is not a parent vertex), both are labelléa, as remarked earlier. Hence
¢([z]) = <([y]) as required. The case whet, [y] € T are leaves is similar.

We now show thaf” fulfils condition 7 of Definitori 2.8. The number of children[ef € T is the
number of equivalence classes of the children of verti¢es [z] in I.We consider various cases.
Case 1(child(x),<) = Z,Q

All the children ofz are left children. We have also seen that they are all isohio@nd hence
they are all~-equivalent. Therefore there is one equivalence classwelp

Case 2:(child(z),<) = w*,Q

Again all the left children ofc are isomorphic and hence they are-atequivalent. A right child
of 2 forms its own equivalence class under In these caseg| has two children.

Case 3/(child(z),<) = Q,, Q,.

The ‘colours’ are the isomorphism types of the childrerx @fi 7. There are: isomorphism types
amongst the left children. The left children which are isopmic are alsa~-equivalent. Hence
there aren (n + 1 in the case of),,) ~-classes belov].

Clause 8 of Definitiof 2]3 follows from the correspondingtfabout the expanded coding tree.
Given two order isomorphic forests in the expanded codieg, ttlearly the~-classes on two such
forests are also isomorphic.

Finally, since~ amalgamates isomorphic trees of descendants of siblihgddices, the tree of
descendants of two sibling vertices in the resultingill not be isomorphic. O

We have obtained a coding tree frai¥, <). We have now to show that this tree does encode
(X, ).

Theorem 4.10. The coding tree(T’, <, <, ¢, <) obtained from(X, <) encodes X, <) in the
sense of Definition 2.4.

Proof. Firstly we show that the expanded coding treef invariant partitions ofX is associated
with T in the sense of Definition 3.1. The association functior> T is defined byy(z) = [z],
and the labelling function off is defined as follows:
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(i) if zis a parent vertex, the label @{x) is equal to(child(z), <), the (coloured) order type
of the children ofz in I,
(i) if x is neither a parent nor a leaf, the labeligfr) is lim,
(i) if xis aleaf, the label ob(z) is {1}.

As remarked in the proof of Theorem 4.9, this labelling isIvaeifined. Moreover, the labels
satisfy condition (iv) of Definitio_3]1. By the way is constructed, it is clear that preserves
levels. Moreover, the ordering dhis such thate < y in I implies thaté(z) < ¢(y) in T'. This
ensures that conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) of Definitign_Bate satisfied.

The construction of ensures thak is order isomorphic to the set of leaves lof ThereforeT’
encodes the linear ordéf in the sense of Definition 3.2, as required.

O

Therefore(T, <, ¢, <, <) encodeg X, <). Furthermore the set af-classes on the expanded cod
ing tree(F, <, <, <) constructed from the coding tré&, <, ¢, <, <) is isomorphic td 7', <, ¢, <
,<), so the two procedures, from coding tree to encoded ordek toacoding tree are converse
operations.

Theoreni 4.110 concludes our classification of countable idwteansitive linear orders. The com-
panion paper [3] is a major extension of this work, sinceasslfies countable 1-transitive trees.
The branches of these trees are countable lower 1-tramgitigar orders. However, two non-
isomorphic trees can have branch sets where the branchiesia@ phic as linear orders. In order
to consider the way lower 1-transitive linear orders emlpeithé trees, it is necessary to consider
the ramification points of the trees. These points might motdrtices of the tree, and different
types of ramification points give rise to the notionaflour lower 1-transitivity The starting
point in [3] is the classification of coloured 1-transitivedar orders. In order to give a complete
description of each countable 1-transitive tree, it is thecessary to consider the number and type
of cones at each ramification point.
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