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Abstract

Separation systems are posets with additional structure that form an ab-
stract setting in which tangle-like clusters in graphs, matroids and other
combinatorial structures can be expressed and studied.

This paper offers some basic theory about infinite separation systems
and how they relate to the finite separation systems they induce. They
can be used to prove tangle-type duality theorems for infinite graphs and
matroids, which will be done in future work that will build on this paper.

1 Introduction

This paper is a sequel to, and assumes familiarity with, an earlier paper [4] in
which finite abstract separation systems were introduced. The profinite sepa-
ration systems introduced here, and the results proved, will form the basis for
our proof of the tangle duality theorem for infinite graphs [I], as well as for a
more comprehensive study of profinite tree sets [9].

Abstract separation systems were introduced in [4] to lay the foundations
for a comprehensive study of how tangles, originally introduced by Robertson
and Seymour [12] in the course of their graph minors project, can be generalized
to capture, and relate, various other types of highly cohesive regions in graphs,
matroids and other combinatorial structures. The basic idea behind tangles is
that they describe such a region indirectly: not by specifying which objects,
such as vertices or edges, belong to it, but by setting up a system of pointers
on the entire structure that point towards this region. The advantage of this
indirect approach is that such pointers can locate such a highly cohesive region
even when it is a little fuzzy — e.g., when for every low-order separation of a
graph or matroid ‘most’ of the region will lie on one side or the other, so that this
separation can be oriented towards it and become a pointer, but each individual
vertex or edge (say) can lie on the ‘wrong’ side of some such separation. (The
standard example is that of a large grid in a graph: for every low-oder separation
of the graph, most of the grid will lie on one side, but each of its vertices lies on
the ‘other’ side of the small separator that consists of just its four neighbours.)

This indirect approach can be applied also to capture fuzzy clusters in set-
tings very different from graphs; see [2, [3] [6] [7] [§] for more discussion.

Robertson and Seymour [12] proved two major theorems about tangles: the
tangle-tree theorem, which shows how the tangles in a graph can be pairwise
separated by a small set of nested separations (which organize the graph into a



tree-like shape), and the tangle duality theorem which tells us that if the graph
has no tangle of a given ‘order’ then the entire graph has corresponding tree-like
structure. Both these theorems can be proved in the general settings of abstract
separation systems [7, [6], and then be applied in the above scenarios.

Unlike the tangle-tree theorem, the tangle duality theorem can be extended
without unforeseen obstacles to infinite graphs and matroids. This too is most
conveniently done in the setting of abstract separation systems. The infinite
separation systems needed for this are profinite — which means, roughly, that
they are completely determined by their finite subsystems. This helps greatly
with the proof: it allows us to use the abstract tangle duality theorems from [7]
on the finite subsystems, and then extend this by compactness [IJ.

Although compactness lies at the heart of these extensions, they are not
entirely straightforward: one needs to know how exactly a profinite separation
system is related to its finite subsystems — not just that these, in principle,
determine it. This paper examines and solves these questions. It does so in the
general setting of arbitrary profinite separation systems, of which the separations
of infinite graphs and matroids (no matter how large) are examplesﬂ

Our paper is organized as follows. The basic definitions and facts about
abstract separation systems are not repeated here; instead, the reader is referred
to []. In Section[2]we cite just a couple of lemmas that will be used throughout,
and define homomorphisms between separation systems; these will be needed
to set up the inverse systems on which our profinite separation systems will be
based. A brief reminder of inverse limits of finite sets is offered in Section Bl
Profinite separation systems, including a natural topology on them, are then
introduced rigorously in Section [d] Section [5] contains most of our groundwork:
it gives a detailed analysis of how, in ‘nested’ profinite separation systems, the
properties of the separation system itself are related to the properties of the
finite separation systems of which it is an inverse limit. In Section [6] we apply
this to obtain a compactness theorem for subsystems that occur as witnesses
to the nonexistence of abstract tangles [I]. The theorem says that a profinite
separation system has a nested subset of a certain type — one that avoids some
given forbidden sets of separations — as soon as all its finite projections have
nested subsets of that type. In Section [7] finally, we compare the combinatorial
properties of nested separation systems with their topological properties; this
has implications on the tools, topological or combinatorial, that can be used to
handle profinite nested separation systems when these are applied.

2 Separation Systems

For definitions and basic properties of abstract separation systems we refer to
[] and [5]. In addition, we shall use the following terms.

We call a separation co-small if its inverse is small. If an oriented separation
7 is trivial and this is witnessed by some separation s, we also call the orien-
tations 5, § of s witnesses of the triviality of 7. And finally, if ¥ € 0 C §
for some separation system S , we may informally say that 7 is trivial in o to
express that 7 is triviaL in § with a witness in 0. Note that this does not
depend on anything in S outside o: it is equivalent to saying that 7 is trivial

INote that whether or not two vertex sets A, B covering a graph G form a separation is
determined by its subgraphs of order 2: it is if and only if G has no edge from AN\ B to B\ A.



in the separation system that S induces on the set of separations in ¢ and their
inverses.
We shall be using the following two lemmas from [4]:

Lemma 2.1 (Extension Lemma). [ Lemma 4.1] Let S be a set of unoriented
separations, and let P be a consistent partial orientation of S.

(i) P extends to a consistent orientation O of S if and only if no element of
P is co-trivial in S.

(ii) If p is mazimal in P, then O in (i) can be chosen with p mazimal in O
if and only if P is nontrivial in S,

(iii) If S is nested, then the orientation O in (ii) is unique.

Nested separation systems without degenerate or trivial elements are | known
as tree sets. A subset o C S splits a nested separation system S if S has a
consistent orientation O such that O C [o] and o is precisel ly the set of maximal
elements of O. Conversely, a consistent orientation O of S splits (at o) if it is
contained in the down-closure of the set o of its maximal elements.

The consistent orientations of a finite nested separation system can be re-
covered from its splitting subsets by taking their down-closures, but infinite
separation systems can have consistent orientations without any maximal ele-
ments.

Lemma 2.2. [, Lemmas 4.4, 4.5] The splitting subsets of a nested separation
system S without degenerate elements are proper stars. Their elements are
neither trivial nor co-trivial in S If S has a degenerate element s, then { S} is
the unique splitting subset of S,

The splitting stars of the edge tree set E (T) of a tree T, for example, are
the sets ﬁt of edges at a node t all oriented towards ¢. By this correspondence,
the nodes of T can be recovered from its edge tree set; if T is finite, its nodes
correspond bijectivly to its consistent orientations.

Given two separation systems R, S, a map f: R— Sisa homomorphism of
separation systems if it commutes with their involutions and respects thj order—
ing on R. Formally, we say that f commutes with the mvolutzons of R and §
if (f(7 )) = f(r)foral 7 € R. It respects the ordering on R if f(r1) < f(r3)
whenever 71 < 5. Note that the condition for f to be order-respecting is not
‘if and only if”: we allow that f(r1) < f(r3) also for incomparable 71,75 € R.
Furthermore f need not be injective. It can therefore happen that 7] < 75
but f(r1) = f(r3), so f need not preserve strict inequality. A bijective homo-
morphism of separation systems whose inverse is also a homomorphism is an
isomorphism.

3 Inverse limits of sets

Let (P, <) be a directed poset, one such that for all p,q € P there is an r € P
such that p,q¢ <r. A family X = (X, | p € P) of sets X,, is an inverse system if
it comes with maps fq,: X, — X, defined for all ¢ > p, which are compatible in
that fr, = fqp © frq Whenever p < ¢ < 7"E| If all the f,, are surjective, we call X

2If desired, this can be extended to all p < g < r in P by letting Jpp =idx, forall p € P.



a surjective inverse system. Any inverse system (Y, | p € P) with Y, C X, and
maps fqp [ Yy is a restriction of X.

A family (z, | p € P) with z, € X, such that f,,(z4) = z, for all p < ¢
is a limit of X. The set lim X of all limits of X is the inverse limit of X. If
each of the X, carries a topology, then lim X" is a subspace of the product space
HpE pXp, and we give X the subspace topology of the product topology on
this space. In this paper, all the sets X, will be finite and carry the discrete
topology. This makes the maps f,, continuous and [] X, compact, so X is
compact too since it is closed in [ . p X

The following folklore ‘compactness theorem’ ensures that limits of such
inverse systems exist; see, e.g., [L1] for an introduction to inverse limits including
its standard short proof.

peP

Lemma 3.1. The inverse limit of any inverse system of non-empty discrete
finite sets is non-empty, Hausdorff and compact.

Thus, in any inverse system of finite sets we can pick one element from each
of them so that these choices commute with the maps f;,. When P is the set
of natural numbers, this becomes Konig’s familiar infinity lemma.

4 Profinite separation systems

For this entire section, let P be a directed poset and & = (S, p | p € P) afamily
of finite separation systems (S’p, <,”) with homomorphisms fg,: S — S for all
p < q. Then S .= hrnS becomes a separation system ( S <,*) if we deﬁne

) (rp|p€P)_(sp|p€P) = Vpe P:r,<s, and
e (splpeP) :=(5|peP).

We call (§, <,*) the inverse limit of the separation systems (S?p, <,*). Separa-
tion systems that are isomorphic to the inverse limit of some finite separation
systems are profinite.

For example, let V' be any set, (§V, <,*) the system of set separations of V,
and suppose that P is the set of finite subsets of V ordered by inclusion. For
each p € P assume that (57,,, <,*) is the system of all the set separations of p,
and that the f,, are restrictions: that for ¢ > p and 5; = (4, B) € S7q we have

fap(5q) = 8¢ 1p:=(ANp,BNp).

Then every limit § = (s, |[pe P) € S =1lim S defines an oriented separation
(A, B) of V by setting A := (J,cpAp and B 1= {J,p By for s, =: (4, By).
This (A, B) is the unique separation of V such that (ANp, BNp) = §, for all p,
and § = (A, Bl is easily seen to be an isomorphism between the separation
systems S and Sy .

Although we shall mostly work with abstract separation systems and their
inverse limits in this paper, it will be useful to keep this example in mind. To
help support this intuition, we shall usually write the maps f,, as restrictions,
i.e., write

Sq1p = fap(54)

whenever s, € g; and q > p, as well as

Sip:=sp,



whenever § = (s, | p € P) € S, even when the separations considered are
not separations of sets. Similarly, given s € S, or s € S, with ¢ > p, we write
s | p = {sp,8,} for the separation in S, with orientations s, := § | p and
Spi= 5 [p. .

Given a subset O C S, we write

Olp:={sIp| €0}

We shall refer to these as the projections of 4, § and O to p. Note that
S [p= §q Ip C 52 for all p and ¢ > p, with equality if our inverse system S is
surjective.

Even if our inverse system (5;, | p € P) is not surjective, it induces the
surjective inverse system (S [p | p € P), whose inverse limit is again S with
the same topology. When we consider a given profinite separation system in this
paper and need to work with a concrete inverse system of which it is the inverse
limit, we can therefore always choose this inverse system to be surjective.

By Lemma our separation system S =1limS is a compact topological
space. Every subset O of S induces a restriction of S, the inverse system
(Olp|pe€ P). While clearly O C ]gl (Olp|pe€ P), this inclusion can be
strict. In fact, im (O [p | p € P) is precisely the topological closure O of O in S:

Lemma 4.1. (i) The topological closure in S of a set O C S is the set of all

—

limits § = (s, | p € P) with s, € Olp for all p.

(ii) A set O C S is closed in S if and only if there are sets Oy C ‘S?p, with
fap 1Oq C Op whenever p < q € P, such that O = yLn(Op |peP).

Proof. Assertion (i) is straightforward from the definition of the product topol-
ogy on S. The forward implication of (ii) follows from (i) with O, = O [p. For
the other direction, note that lim (O, | p € P) is a compact subspace of the
Hausdorff space S (Lemma . O

An immediate consequence of Lemma u is that every separation system
T C S that is closed in S is itself _proﬁnite and can therefore be studied inde-
pendently of its ambient system S. We shall later have to deal in particular
with nested subsystems of given separation systems. We shall therefore study
profinite nested separation systems and tree sets first (Section .

Lemma [£.1] will be our main tool for checking whether orientations of sepa-
ration systems are closed. Let us illustrate how this is typically done.

Example 4.2. Consider a ray G = vie1v2€203 . .., with end w say, and let R be
the separation system consisting of all separations of order < k of the graph G
for some fixed integer k > 2. Let P be the set of all finite subsets of V' = V(G),
and for p € P let S}, be the set of separations of order < k of the subgraph G[p].
With restriction as bonding maps, this makes § = (Si, | p € P) into an inverse
system, with R~ 3§ = lim § via (A,B) - ((Anp,Bnp) | pe P) for all
(A, B) € R, as earlier.

Now let O be the orientation of R ‘towards w’, the set of all separations
(A, B) € R such that G[B] contains a tail of G. Note that since k is finite, O is
well defined and consistent. Clearly, (V,0) ¢ O. It is also straightforward to
check from first principles that (V, ) lies in the closure of O.

Instead, let us use Lemma[4.1]to prove this. We just have to find separations
Sp € O I psuch that § = (5, | p € P) corresponds to (V,0) under our



isomorphism between R and S. Let sp = (p,0) for each p € P. These s,
lie in O | p, because s, = 7 [ p for ¥ = (p,V ~p) € O. But we also have
sp = (V,0) | p for each p, so (V,0) corresponds to § = (s, | p € P) as
desired.

In Example we expressed (V,0), via the isomorphism R — §, as the
limit § = ($, | p € P) of its projections s, = (p,0). It can also be expressed
as a limit in R itself in various ways. For example, (V, @) is the supremum in R
ofthe chain C = {(A,, By) [ n € N} C O where 4, :== {v; | i < n} and

= {wv; | i > n}. Topologically, (V,0) lies in the closure in S not only of O
but also of C.

Our next lemma generalizes these observations to our abstract S: chains

in § always have a supremum, which lies in their topological closure.

Lemma 4.3. If C' C Sisa non-empty chain, then g has a supremum and an
infimum in S. Both these lie in the closure of C in S.

Proof. We prove the assertion about suprema; the proof for infima is analogous.

For each p € P, let s, be the maximum of the finite chain C [p in S If
these §, are compatible, in the sense that § := (5, |p € P) € S, then 5 is
clearly the supremum of C, and it will lie in its closure by Lemma [4

To show that the s, are compatible, suppose that s, [p # s, for some p < g.
Then $4 [p < §p, since g [ p lies in (C' [ ¢) [p = C | p, whose maximum is $,.
Pick any 7 € C with ¥ [p = §,. Then 7 [q # $, and hence 7 [ ¢ < §;, while
Jo(T Tq) = 7 1p=35,> ;D= fep(Sq). Hence fy, does not respect the
ordering on §q, which contradicts our assumption that it is a homomorphism of
separation systems. O

A direct consequence of Lemma is that, in closed subsets of S, every
separation lies below some maximal element and above some minimal element:

Lemma 4.4. If O C S is closed in §, then for every s € O there exist in O
some 7 < § that is minimal in O and some t > 3 that is mazimal in O.

Proof. Let C be a maximal chaln in O containing §. By Lemmau 4.3} C has an
infimum 7 and a supremum ¢ in S. By the lemma these lie in C, and hence
in O since O is closed. Then 7 is minimal and ¢ is maximal in O, by the
maximality of C, and 7 < § < t as desired. O

Recall that we shall be interested in tree sets 7 C S , and in particular in
their consistent orientations. As we noted earlier, the consistent orientations O
of 7 can be retrieved as O = [o] from just their sets o of maximal elements, the
splitting stars of 7—but only if every ¥ € O lies below some maximal element
of O. Lemma [4.4]says that this is the case when O is closed in S

Corollary 4.5. A conﬁistent orientation of a mested separation system T C S
splits if it is closed in S. O

In Section [0 we shall see that Lemma 5] does not have a direct converse:
profinite tree sets can have consistent orientations that split but are not closed
in these tree sets.



5 Profinite nested separation systems

Let us again consider a profinite separation system S = I&H( ; |peP)#0
with bonding maps fg,, fixed throughout this section. Our ~aim in this section
is to study the relationship between S and the projections S This will enable
us later to lift theorems about finite separation systems to proﬁmte ones.

We are particularly interested in the cases where the Sp (and hence S as
we shall see) are nested; we shall then study the interplay between the splitting
stars of S and those of the S_;,. Understanding this interplay will be crucial
to lifting tangle duality or tangle-tree theorems about finite separation systems
to profinite ones, as both these types of theorem are about tree sets and their
splitting stars.

We begin our study with some basic observations. Since the Si, form an

—

inverse system of separations, and S is its inverse limit, we have
r<§ = rip<Sip (1)

for all ¥, 5 € 5(; with ¢ > p or 7, 5 € S. In particular, projections of nested
sets of separations are nested. Thus if our inverse system (S?p | p e P)is
surjective and S is nested, then so are all the §p. Projections of stars are
stars, as long as they contain no degenerate separation (which are not allowed
in stars).

Projections also commute with inversion: §[p = (§[p)* for all § as above.
Hence projections of small separations are small, and projections of trivial sep-
arations are trivial if p is large enough to distinguish them from their witness:

Lemma 5.1. Letr—(rp|p€P)€Sand :(§,|p€P)E§besuch
that T is trivial in S and s witnesses this. Then there exists p € P such that,
for all ¢ > p in P, the separation 7 is trivial in Sy and s, witnesses this.

Proof. Since s witnesses the triviality of 7, we have 7 ¢ {5, §}. Hence there
exists p € P such that r_(; ¢ {sq, 84} for all ¢ > p. For all such ¢ we have T'q < 3
as well as rq < 5 [q =5, by (1), so s, witnesses the triviality of rq in S O

Locally, for p < 4 it can happen that trivial separatlons of S_’g project to
nontrivial ones in Sp if the witnesses s, of the trivialiy of vy in S, project to
the same separation in S as rq does. However, if fg, is onto, then nontrivial
separations in S will always also have a nontrivial preimage in S

Lemma 5.2. If fop: S — Sp is surjective, then for every , € S that is not
trivial in S, there exists rq € S that is not trivial in S and such that Tqlp=1p.

Proof. Let r4 be maximal in S with Fq I p = rp. Suppose ry is trivial in Sq,
witnessed by s, say Then 7, ¢ {$q D, 84 [ p}, by the maximality of 74. Hence
s|p #rp, and by (1) it witnesses the triviality of 7, in S O

Let us see to what extent these observations, startmg with ( . have a con-
verse. Suppose we know that the projections in S of some elements of S or of
S with p < ¢ are small, trivial, nested or splitting stars: can we mfer that these
elements themselves are small trivial, nested or splitting stars in S or S ?

The direct converse of (1)) will usually fail: two separations of a set, for
example, can happily cross even if their restrictions to some small subset are
nested. If S is nested, however, we have a kind of converse of :



Lemma 5.3. Let 7,5 be elements of a nested set 7 C §, and let p € P.
Assume that r | p # s|p, that neither ¥ [p nor § |p is trivial in 7 p, and that
FIp< Sip. Thenr#sand ¥ < 5

Proof. Our assumption of r [p # s |p implies r = {7, 7} # {5, §} = s by (1).
If orientations of r and s were related in any way other than as ¥ < 3 then,
by , their projections to p would be related correspondingly. This would
contradict our assumption of ¥ [p < 5 [p as either ¥ [p or § | p would then
be trivial in 7 [p, or ¥ [p = § [p. Since 7 is nested, however, r and s must
have comparable orientations. The only possibility left, then, is that ¥ < 5 as

desired. O]

Lemma [5.3] (.3 says that any ordering between two fixed projections of limits

r, s € S lifts to 7 and & themselves if we assume that these are nested. Our
next lemma says that this will be the case as soon as the Sp are nested:

Lemma 5.4. If every S?p is nested, then so is S,

Proof. If r,s € S are not nested, then 7 £ 3 for all four choices of orientations
7 of r and § of s. Each of these four statement is witnessed by some p € P, in
that 7 [p £ 3 |p. Since P is a directed poset, there exists some ¢ € P that is
1arger than these four p. By . then, 7 [ g £ & [q for all choices of orientations
7 of r and § of s. But these riq and § | q are the four orlentatlonb of rlq

and S [q, since the involution in S commutes with that in S via the projection
S - S Hence S is not nested, contrary to assumption. O

The fact that projections of small separations are small also has a converse
at the limit:

Lemma 5.5. If ¥ = (r, |[pe P) € S is such that each Tp is small, then T is
small.

Proof. As projections commute with the involutions , we have I = (rp |peP).
Hence if r, <7, for all p € P, then ¥ < ¥ by deﬁmtlon of < on S. O

Lemma says that being small is a property that cannot disappear sud-
denly at the limit. But it is not clear that regular profinite separation systems,
those without small elements, are inverse limits of finite regular separation sys-
tems. Such finite systems can, however, be found:

Proposition 5.6.
(i) Ewvery inverse limit of finite reqular separation systems is reqular.

(ii) Ewery profinite regular separation system is an inverse limit of finite reg-
ular separation systems.

Proof. Assertion (i) follows immediately from (.

For (ii) assume that S = @1( p | p € P) is regular. If some py € P
exists for Wthh Spo is regular then, by . every S with p > pg is regular, and
s —hm( » | D> Do) as desired.

Suppose now that no such pg exists, i.e., that no Sp is regular. For each
pe Plet X, #10 be the set of small separatlons in S Then (X, | p € P)
is a restriction of (S, | p € P), since fgp(Xq) € X, for all p < ¢q by . By



Lemma it has a non-empty inverse limit X. Pick & € X. Then also ¥ € §
and by construction every projection of Z is small. But then Lemma implies
that 7 is small, contrary to our assumption that S is regular. O

Interestingly, we cannot replace the Word ‘small’ in Lemma[5.5| with ‘trivial’.
It is true that if all prOJectlons of ¥ € § are trivial then there exists s € S such
that both 7 < s and ¥ < §. But this s cannot, in general, be chosen distinct
from r: it may happen that § = 7 is the only choice. In that case, we have
said no more than that 7 is small—which we know already from Lemma .5

Let uscall ¥ = (7, |p € P) € S finitely trivial in S if for every p € P there
exists ¢ > p in P such that ry is trivial in S [ g. By Lemma any such 7’
will be small, since if r, is trivial and hence small, then r, too will be small,
by (] . if p < gq. However even if S is a tree set and 7 is maximal in a closed
consistent orientation of S it can happen that 7egSis finitely trivial (but not
trivial), even with 7, trivial in S [p for all p € P. Here is an example:

Example 5.7. Let P = {1,2,...}. For each p € P let o, be a proper star with
p elements, and S the separatlon system consisting of O'p and the respectlve
inverses as well as a Separatlon sp = {$p, 5p}, where s, is tr1V1a1 in S with
exactly one element f, of T witnessing this. Let fpy1p: Sp+1 — S’ be the
homomorphism which maps s, 1 and £, 41 to 5;, maps op 1~ {p11} bljectlvely
to op, and is defined on the inverses of these separatlonb so as to commute with
the i IHVGI‘SIOH These ¢ maps induce bondmg maps fgp: S — S by concatenation.

Let § _IL( p|p€P) Then § := (sp|p€P)€Slstheonlysep—
aration in S whose projections to p do not meet o, for any p € P. It is easy to
see that every r € S\ {s} has an orientation 7’ such that 7 [p = t for some p.
Then 7 [p' = sp for any p’ < p, and 7 [anq\{t}fOrallq>p So this p
is in fact unique given r, and conversely 7 is the only element of S such that
7 | p = tp; let us denote this 7 by 7.

We have shown that S consists of the star o := {5} U {7p | p € P} plus
inverses. By construction § is ﬁnltely trivial; in fact, all of its projections are
trivial. However § is not trivial in S because no r, could witness this: as
7 [ q € o4~ {ty} for ¢ > p, and £, is the only element of o, witnessing the
triviality of sg, the fact that s, < t; < 7, ¢ (since o4 is a star containing both
ty and 7, | ¢) implies that s, £ 7, [ ¢ and hence & £ r,, by (.

Thus, § is a maximal element of the star o, which is a closed consistent
orientation of S. O

Note how the separation 5 in Example n escapes being trivial even though
all its projections are trivial, because the w1tnesses t of the triviality of those
projections do not lift to a common element of S Wthh would then witness the
terlahty of 5. Rather, the t are projections of pairwise different separations
Tp € S none of which can alone witness the triviality of s.

The fact that o can be a splitting star containing a finitely trivial separation,
even though splitting stars cannot contain trivial separations (Lemma, thus
seems to rest on the fact that ¢ is infinite. This is indeed the case:

Lemma 5.8. Assume that S is nested, and let o = {7,51,...,8n} be any finite
splitting star of S (where n. > 0).
(i) No element of o is finitely trivial in S,

(ii) If o = {7}, then 7 p is nontrivial in S1p for every p € P.



Proof. Let O be a consistent orientation of S that splits at o.

For (i) suppose without loss of generality that 7 is finitely trivial in S. Let
P’ C P be the set of all p € P for which 7 | p is trivial in S [ p, and for each
p € P’ pick some s(p) € S such that s(p) | p witnesses the triviality of 7 | p
in S[p. Let 3 (p) be the orientation of s(p) that lies in O.

As 7 Ip < $(p)Ip by the choice of s(p) we cannot have s(p) < 7, by ().
Hence s (p) < §; for some i. As o is finite, there is some i € {1,...,n} for which
the set P” of all p € P’ with §(p) < §; is cofinal in P’ (and hence in P). But
now we have 7 [p < 5(p) [p < 5; [p for every p & P” and hence 7 |p < 5 |p
for all p € P. But this means that ¥ < s;, which contradlcts the fact that o is

a proper star (Lemma .

For (ii) let p € P be given and suppose that 7 | p is trivial in S [ p. Let
5§ € O be such that s | p witnesses the triviality of 7 | p in S [ p. Then
7 Ip < S |p. Butas {7} splits S, witnessed by O 3 §, we also have § < 7
and hence §p < 7 Ip, by (1)). This is a contradiction. 0O

Our situation when lifting theorems about finite separatlon systems to profi-
nite ones will be that we know the S and wish to study S. In partlcular we
shall be interested in its closed consistent orientations, given those of the S

Let us begin lzy addressing a local question in this context. Suppose an
orientation O of S that we would like to be consistent is in fact inconsistent,
and that this is witnessed by an inconsistent pair {§,5'} C §. Will this show
in the projections of §, and s},? More specifically, if we start with a consistent
orientation O, of S, (without degenerate elements) and take as O the unique
orientation of S that projects to a subset of O,, will O be consistent?

Given an inconsistent palr {§,5} C S consider 7, := § [p and 7}, := & | p
for some p € P. If 7, # 7, then {7, 7]} is also inconsistent, by (D). But it
can also happen that r, = 77,. In that case we would expect that 7, and 7}, are
inverse to each other, i.e. that 7y = 7. This is indeed what usually happens,
and it will not cause us any problems. (In our example, only one of 7, and 77},
lies in Oy, so only one of § and s will be adopted for O.) However it can also
happen that § and &', despite being inconsistent, induce the same separation
Tp =Tp in S

Example 5.9. Let V be a disjoint union of four sets A, B, C, X. Let S be the
system of set separations of V| and consider its projections to U := C'U X. Let

=(XUACUXUB)and ¥ = (CUXUA,XUB). Then s < s, s0{§,s}
is inconsistent, but their projections 7, =}, = (C U X, X) to U coincide.

In fact, it can happen that every projection 7 [ p of some 7 € S coincides
with the projections to S of some two inconsistent separations in S (depending
on p). Such curious separations 7 are rare, of course, and in practice they do
not cause any big problems. For example, one can show that they are small,
because all their projections 7 [p are — like 7, in the above example

Let us return to the question of what we can deduce about S from mfor—
mation we have about the S We saw in Lemma that if all the S are
nested then so is S. Then the closed consistent orlentatlons of S Whlch we
shall be interested in most, are essentially determmed by its sphttlng stars (see
Section ) Ideally, then, the stars o splitting S should be the limits (as sets)
of the stars splitting the S
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Before we prove two lemmas saying essentially this, let us see why it cannot
quite be true as stated. For a start, o might consist of two separations 51, 53 € S
whose projections 1 [ p and $3 [ p to some p € P are inverse to each other
(i.e., are the two orientations of the same unoriented separation in S,), and
hence cannot lie in the same consistent orientation of S,. More fundamentally
recall that, by Lemma 2.2 splitting stars contain no tr1v1al Separatlons But
separations § € S that are not trivial in S may well have projections § [ p that
are tr1v1al in Sp, as we saw in Example Hence we cannot expect o [ p to
split S just because o splits S.

Our next lemma shows that these two examples are essentially the only ones.
The first can be overcome by choosing p large enough, while in the second we
only have to delete the trivial separations in o [ p to, obtain a splitting star of S’

Recall that S° denotes the essential core of S’ the separation system ob—
tained from S by deletmg its degenerate trivial, and co-trivial elements. In the
lemma below, let &, :={§ | § € 0,,}.

Lemma 5.10. Assume that (S » | p € P) is surjective, and that the S and
hence S are nested. Assume further that o C S splits S witnessed by the
consistent orientation O of S. Then either o = {¥} with 7 finitely trivial in S
or r degenerate, or there exists pg € P such that, for all p > pg, the set

op = (clp)NSy
splits §p, witnessed by the consistent orientation O, := (O [p) \ 0p of §p.

Proof. Consider first the case that |o| = 1. i.e., that o has the form {7’} for
some 7" = (r, |pe P) € S. By Lemma 7 cannot be finitely trivial, and
if ¥ is finitely trivial we are done by assumptlon Thus we may assume that
neither ¥ nor 7 is finitely trivial in S , and that r is not degenerate. Then there
exists pp € P such that 7, € 5;3 for all p > pg. We claim that this pg is as
desired.

To see this, observe that 7 is the greatest element of O, which by (1]) implies
that rp is the greatest element of O,. Let us show that Op is an orientation
of S Suppose there is a nondegenerate s € S for which §,5 € O,. Then
§ < rpand § < 71, S0 1y is co-trivial in Sp, contrary to the ch01ce of po.
A similar argument shows that O,, is consistent.

Let us now consider the case that |o] > 2. We shall first show that there
ex1sts some py € P such that all O | p with p > py are consistent orientations
of S We then show that this pg is as desired.

By the surjectivity of the bondmg maps we have S = S [ p for each p € P,
so O | p contains at least one of s, and §, for each s, € S It thus suffices to
find pg so that O [p is antisymmetric and consistent for all P> po.

For every p € P let

I, ::{(@,Q,H@,%EO[pand@Ss;}.

Note that O [ p is a consistent orientation of Sp if (and only if) I, is empty:
any pair (5, $,) of separations in O | p that witnesses that O | p is inconsistent
lies in I,, and so does any pair witnessing that O [ p is not antisymmetric.
Furthermore, for any ¢ > p, if (rg, ;) lies in I, then (74 [ p, S, [ p) lies in Ip,.
Thus if I,, is empty for some py € P then I, is empty for all p > pyg.
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Suppose I, is non-empty for all p € P. The farnlly (I, | p € P) forms
an inverse system with bonding maps borrowed from (S, | p € P ), which by
Lemma E 1| has a non-empty inverse limit. Let (7, §) = ((rp,$p) | p € P) be
an element of this inverse limit. Then 7 = (7, | p P) and § = (5, |peP)
are elements of § satisfying 7 < 3. By Lemma 3| O is closed in § giving

s € O by Lemma 1) since 7, , € O [ p for all p.
But this contradlcts the fact that O is a consistent orientation of 5. Indeed

fr # s then 7 and 5 witness its inconsistency. If r = s with ¥ = &, then
¥ < 8§ = 7,s0 T is co-small. Choose s € o so that § < &, Then every
t € o~ {5} (which exists, since |o| > 2) is trivial, as t < & < § < &,

which contradicts Lemma, [2.2] n And finally, if r = s with ¥ = §, then r must
be degenerate as O is antisymmetric, but in that case o = {7} by Lemma [2.2] .
contradicting |o| > 2. This completes our proof that there exists pg € P such
that O [p is a consistent orientation of S for all p > po.

Let us now show that this pg is as clanned. For this we only need to check,
for all p > pg, that o, := (o [p) N 571? is the set of maximal elements of O [ p
since O [ p is a consistent orientation of §p, by the choice of pg, and finite, it
clearly splits at the set 7, of its maximal elements.

To see that 7, is contained in o), let 7, € 7, be given and pick some 7 € O
with 7 [p = ﬁ] As O splits at o, there is some § € o such that ¥ < §. But
then F{, < & 1p by (1 . and hence rp = 5 ['p by the max1n1ahty of 7, in O [ p.
Thus, ), € o [p. But this implies ’I"p € 0p, since 7, C S by Lemma ﬁ

For the converse inclusion let s, € o, be given and pICk § € owith §[p=s5,.
If s, is maximal in O [p then s, € 7, and there is nothing to show. Otherwise
there exists t; € 7, with tp # s, and §p < F As seen above we can find £ € o
with ¢ [p = t;. Then § # ¢ and hence § < © by the star property, which
implies s, < t by (L] . But then ¢, witnesses that s, is trivial in S and hence
does not lie in o), contrary to our assumptlon O

In applications of Lemma [5.10] it will be convenient to know that all the
separations deleted from o [ p in the definition of o, are in fact trivial, not
co-trivial, and even trivial in o [ p rather than just in the larger S Our next
lemma will imply this (with o [p as the star considered there).

Given a subset o of a separation system S , write o~ for the set obtained
from o by deleting any separations that are trivial in o (that is, trivial in S
with a witess in o; see the start of Section [2] for a formal definition). Note that
if o is finite, then any ¥ € ¢ \ ¢~ is not only trivial in ¢ but has a witness of
this in ¢7: just take a maximal witness in o, which cannot also be trivial in o
since its own witnesses would have an orientation that is a greater witness of
the triviality of 7.

Leana 5.11. Let S be a nested separation system split by a star o, and let
o C S be any star containing o°.

(i) If o is antisymmetric, then o= o N So = o~, and any element of o that
is trivial in S has a (nontrivial) witness for this in o°.

—

(ii) If o is not antisymmetric, then there exists § € 5° such that o° = {35}

4,4;

and o~ =15,

3...in whose proof we shall not use Lemma,
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Proof. (i) By Lemmawe have o° C S°. As o° C o, this yields 6® C o N Se.
And we have o N S° C o7, because elements of ¢ that are trivial in ¢ are also
trivial in §. For the converse inclusions, and the second statement of (i), we
show that any ¥ € o \ ¢° is trivial in ¢ with a witness in ¢° C o, and hence
does not lie in o~ either.

Let O be the consistent orientation of S whose set of maximal elements is o°.
If ¥ € O, then ¥ < 3 for some 5 € 0°, by the choice of O. The inequality is
strict, since 7 # § as 7, 5 € 0 and 0 is antisymmetric by assumption. Hence
7 < § <7 by the star property of 0 3 7, §, with a contradiction.

Thus, 7 ¢ O and therefore ¥ € O. As before7 there exists § € ¢° such that
7 < 8. This time, the inequality is strict because 5 € ¢° while 7 € o~0°. But
we also have ¥ < §, by the star property of 0 > 7, 5. As ¢ is antisymmetric
by assumption, the inequality ¥ < § is strict, too. Thus, 7 is trivial in S with
a witness § € ¢°, as desired.

(ii) If o is not antisymmetric, then o 2 {§, §} for some s € S. Since o is
a star, any other element of ¢ is trivial with witness s. In particular, c® C o
contains no such other elements by Lemma[2.2] As ¢° is antisymmetric, we thus
have ¢° = {5} for one of the orientations § of s.

As any element of o other than §" and § is trivial in o, we have 0~ C {5, 5}
As § € 0° C S§° is neither trivial nor co-trivial even in S we also have the
converse inclusion, i.e., 6~ = {§, §} as claimed. O

Next, let us prove a local converse of Lemma [(.10] which implies that every
star splitting an element S of a surjective inverse system (.S, | p € P ) of nested
separation systems is 1nduced modulo the deletion of trivial separations, by
some splitting star in every 5:1 with ¢ > p. Our proof will be independent of
Lemma [5.11] since using it would not make it much shorter.

Lemma 5.12. Let fq,: S — S be an epimorphism between two nested sepa-
ration systems tgzthout degenemte elements, denoted as %b—> Sip. Ifop, C S
splits Sy, then Sy is split by a set o4 such that (o4 [p) NSy = (041p)” = 0p.

Proof. Let O, be a consistent orientation of S of which o, is the set of maximal
elements. By Lemma op is a star in S 5 (Whlch it clearly also splits). Let

oq::{§e$| FlpeO,}.

As 5;, contains no degenerate element, O, is antisymmetric: an orientation of §;.

Here our proof splits into two cases: that o, has a co-small element or not.
We first assume it does not.

Let us show that O, is consistent. Suppose it is not. Then there are
7,77 € Oy such that 7 < 7 (and r # /). By (1) we have 7 [p < 7 | p.
If » [ p # 7' | p then this violates the consistency of O,, which contains ¥ [p and
7 | p because 7,77 € O,. Hence r [ p = r’ | p, with orientations 7 [p = 7 | p
since O, contains both but is antisymmetric. Thus, ¥ [p = 7 |p is small, while
rlpe€ Op lies below (§) some § € 0,. But then we must have 77 [p = § as
otherwise § < 77 | p < 77 | p is trivial, which contradicts our assumption that
§seo,C S 5. Hence 77 |p = § € 0, is co-small, contradlctlng our assumption.

We have shown that Og is a consistent orientation of S Let o4 be the set
of its maximal elements, a splitting star of S,. Let us show that (04 1p) N SY =

(Uq p)~ = Op-
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Clearly, (oqp) N §° C (o4 1p)~. For a proof of (aq p)~ C o, consider any
s € a4 for Wthh s [p is not trivial in o4 [p. As § € O, , we have §[p € O,.
Hence if S |p ¢ o, then 5 [p < s |p € o, for some s € S (Here we use that
fop is surjectlve.) Note that s € O, by definition of O,. As 5 [p and s’ [ p
both lie in O,, they cannot be inverse to each other, so s [p # s p Recall
that § [p is not trivial in o, [p, by assumptlon As O, _is consistent, s’ [p € O,
cannot be co-trivial either, even in S (Apply Lemma 1) with P = {5 |p}. )
Hence § < &', by Lemma apphed to o, U {5’} and (aq U{s})Ip=oy,lp
This contradlcts the max1mahty of & in Og as an element of g,.

To show the converse inclusion g [p D o, (note that o, C S 5> by Lemma,
consider any r € o, and choose § € O, maximal with § [p = 7. We need
to show that § € oq, i.e., that § is maxirnal in O4. By 7 any s > § in Oy
satisfies s’ [ p > 5 | p. As s | p € O, by definition of O,, and 5 | p = 7
is maximal in O, as an element of o,, we must have equality sIp=51]p.
But this contradlcts the choice of § in Oy. Hence such an s/ does not exist, so
§ € 04 as desired. This completes our proof that (o4 [p) N Sp = (041p)” = 0p,
and hence of the lemma, in the case that o, contains no co-small separation.

Let us now assume that o, does contain a co-small separation, $, say. Then
the star o, cannot contain any other separations, as any such separation r <

p < Sp would be trivial and thus contradict Lemma

Let M C Oq be the set of all § € S with § Ip = $p. As before, for
any inconsistent pair 7,77 € O, we have ¥ [p = " [ p € 0, = {5} and this
separation is co-small, giving 7,77 € M.

Let us show that no minimal element 7/ of M can be co-trivial in S_’;. Any
witness 7 for this would have orientations ¥, ¥ < r’. One of them, 7 say, would
be in O,. Then 7,7’ are an inconsistent pair in O, giving 7,7 € M as above.
But now ¥ < 77 contradicts the minimality of 77 in M.

Similarly, no ¥ € M can be trivial in 52. Indeed, suppose s € S, witnesses
the triviality of 7. Then 7 < § as well as 7 < §, which implies 7 [p < 5 [p
aswell as ¥ [p < § ['p by . One of these, § [p say, lies in O,. Then s, =
7 |p = § |p by the maximality of s, in O,. But now s, = s [p= 7 [p < § [p,
so 5, is small as well as, by assumption, co-small, and hence degenerate. This
contradicts our assumptions about S?p.

As M has a minimal element, we thus have M’ := M N SZ’ # (; let 51 € M’
be maximal. Then s7 is also maximal in O(’Z =04y~ (M ~{51}) C Oy for
any § € O, with $1 < § we have §, = 51 [p < § [p € Op, with equality by
the maximality of s, in O,, and hence 5 € M. Now Oy is a partial orientation
of Sy, and it is consistent, since it has only one element in M. By Lemma
O, therefore extends to a (unique) consistent orientation O of S in which s is
maxnnal Let 04 > s1 be the set of all the maximal elements of O. Then o, is
a splitting star of S

To complete our proof we have to show that (oq [p) N Si‘,’ = (04p)” = 0p.
We have o, = {5,} C (g4 | )ﬂSO C (04 Ip), since §, = §1 [p and §1 € oy.
For the converse inclusion let § € o, be arbitrary; we show that if §[p # s,
then § [p is trivial in o4 [p and hence does not lie in (o4 [p)~.

Assume that § [p # $,. Then § # s1. By and the star property for o,
we therefore have § [p < §1[p = §, < §p, so § [p is trivial unless § [p = §,.
Then § € M with §1 < §. The inequality is strict, since $§ and § are distinct
elements of the asymmetric set O. Hence § ¢ M’ by the choice of 51, and thus
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§ € M~ M' Now § cannot be tr1v1al in Sq, since this would make s7 < §

trivial too. Hence § is co-trivial in S But then s is trivial and thus cannot
be maximal in O (Lemma [2.1{ii)), a contradlctlon. O

Recall that our aim was, broadly, to show that the splitting stars o of S are
precisely the limits of the splitting stars of the projections Si,. In Lemma
we showed that, except for the pathological case that o is a ‘finitely co-trivial’
singleton, this is indeed true for all large enough p. In Lemma [5.12] we proved
only a local converse of this: we did not show that the sphttlng stars of S are
induced by splitting stars of S but by splitting stars of S for all ¢ > p. Th1s
is what we shall need in [I].

Here, then, is a more direct converse of Lemma [5.10

Proposition 5.13. Assume that (S » | D € P) is surjective, and that each of
the S zs nested and contains no degenerate separations. Let p € P be given. If

» C S splits S and contains no co-small separation, then S is split by a set o
such that (olp )ﬁSO = (o]p)” =o0p.

Proof. Let O, be the consistent orientation of S witnessing that o, splits Sﬁp,
and let O := {s eS|speo Op}. As in the proof of Lemma |5.12] first case,
O is a consistent orientation of S . Also as before, its set o of maximal elements
satisfies (o [p) N Si? = (o p)” = 0p. But in order to show that o splits S we
must prove that every element of O lies below some_element of ¢. This follows
from Lemma if O is closed in S. But by Lemma and the definition of O,
the topological closure of O in S is O itself. So O is indeed closed in S. O

What happens in Proposition if o does contain a co-small separation,
5p say? Then o, = {sp} as before. Suppose S has a splitting set o as desired,
one such that (o [p )QS; =(olp)~ = p; witnessed by the consistent orientation
O of S, say. Then o has an element s in M :={5 € S| § 'p =5, }. Note
that § € o is neither tr1v1a1 nor co-trivial, by Lemma - Let us show that
g is max1ma1 in MnS° , indeed in the set M’ of elements of M that are not
co-trivial in S.

Suppose M’ has an element s’ > 5. As s’ ¢ O by the maximality of § in O,
we have & € O. Then o has an element f such that & < . If = § then
§ < 8 < §. Since & is not trivial, this can happen only with equality & = §
[4, Lemma 2.4]. But then § is small, and hence so is § [p = &, by . Since
Sp is also co-small it is degenerate, a contradiction. Hence t # 5. As ¢ and &
lie in the star o, we have § < ¢, as well as ¢ < § by choice of #. But then

<t < and thus, by . 5, < t [p < §, with equahty In particular,

[p € S;ﬂ and hence t [p € (o ]p )DSO =0, = {$p}, since t € 0. But now
t [p=sp = t [ p, contradicting our assumptlon that S’ has no degenerate
elements. This completes the proof that s’ does not exist, and hence that our
arbitrary § € o N M is maximal in M’ O M N S°.

The upshot of all this is that if o, contams a co-small separation, we can
only hope to find a splitting star o of S inducing o,, in the sense that (o |

p) N S° = (0 [p)” = gp, if the set M N S° has a maximal element. However,
while M is closed in S and thus has maximal elements above all its elements
(Lemma , this need not be the case for M N S°. Indeed, it is even possible
that every S, contains such a splitting singleton {s,} for which the conclusion
of Proposition fails; so we cannot even get this conclusion for sufficiently
large p € P.
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Let us complete this section with a special case of Lemma [5.11] that has a
shorter proof and is of special interest: the case that the star ¢ containing a
splitting star ¢° of S is its closure. While the closure of an arbitrary subset
of § may well add nontrivial elements to that set, this is not the case when the
set is a splitting star:

Proposition 5.14. Assume that S = lim (S, » | p € P) is nested and has no
degenerate elements. Let c° C S be a splitting star of S, and let o 2 o° be its
topological closure in S. Then o is a star, and 0~ = o°.

Proof. Let us show first that o is a star. Given distinct 7, 5 € o, let py € P
be large enough that 7 [pg # 5 | po. By Lemma there are for each p > pg
distinct 77, s" € 0° with ¥ [p=17'[pand 5 [p= 5 [p. As ¢° is a star we have
7 <§,s0 T Ip < §[pby ( . This holds for every p > py and hence shows
that ¥ < § in S,

It remains to show that 0~ = ¢°. By Lemmawe have 0~ D ¢°. To show
th converse inclusion, let ¥ € o \. ¢° be given; we show that 7 is trivial in o.

Suppose first that ¥ € 0°. As o is a star, any § € ¢° with § # 7 is
trivial with witness r, so 0° = {7} by Lemma But then ¥ co=0°F 7
a contradiction.

Suppose now that §é o°. Let O be the orientation of S w1tnessmg that
o° Sphts S. Then either 7 € O or ¥ € O. If ¥ € O there exists some 5 € 0°
with 7 < 5, as O splits at ¢°. But also § < 7 as ¢ D ¢° is a star, giving
¥ = § € 0°, contrary to assumption. Therefore we must have ¥ € O. As O
splits at o° there is an § € ¢° with ¥ < §. But we also have ¥ < § by the star
property of o; note that ¥ # §, since otherwise ¥ = &, while 7 ¢ ¢° > § by
assumption. Thus, 7 is indeed trivial with a witness in ¢° C o, as desired. [

6 The tree set compactness theorem

The idea behind describing an algebraic structure as an inverse limit of finite
structures lies, quite generally, in the promise to be able to lift properties known
for those finite structures to the given profinite one. In the context of tree sets,
one particularly interesting such property is that that the tree set is one ‘over’
some collection F of sets of separations: tree sets over F are dual to F-tangles,
and the latter provide a very general concept that can be used to capture highly
cohesive substructures of a given structure such as a graph or a matroid. In
this section we prove such a result: we show that a profinite nested separation
system S = @1 (Sp | p € P)is ‘over’ F if its projections S are, essentially,
‘over’ the corresponding projections of F.

Let us define the concepts 1nvolved here. We start by lifting the inverse
system (S, | p € P) defining S to an inverse system of the power sets 25
whose inverse limit describes the power set 2 5 of S:

Lemma 6.1. Let S = (52 | p € P) be an inverse system with maps fqp.

(i) The family 25 := (237’ | p € P) is_an inverse system with respect to
fap: 9251 — 25 , where fqp, maps 0 C Sy to { fop(5)| S €0} CS,.

(ii) Ewery limit (o, | p € P) € lim 25 is itself an inverse system with maps
fap 104 a surjective restriction ofS O
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If we write S := lim S as usual, there is a natural bijection ¢: 25 5 1im 25
given by o — (o [p| p € P). Its inverse ¢! coincides with the lim operator
on the elements of lim2° according to (ii) above, as o = Jim (olp|peP).
We shall use this bijection to topologize 2, giving it the coarsest topology that
makes ¢ continuous (where 1£12$ carries the product topology with the finite
sets 2% discrete, as usual).

Let us return to our context in which S = L p | p € P) is a profinite
separation system. For F C 25 we write

Flp={olploeF}

and say that a nested subset 7 C S is over F if all its splitting stars lie in F.
Note that F is closed in 25 if and only if it contains every set o C S such that
for every p € P there exists some 6 € F Wlth olp=olp.

Naively, our aim would be to prove that S has a nested subset over F € 25
as soon as F is close in 25 and every S has a nested subset 7, over F [p. The
standard way to prove this would be to show that all these 7, form an inverse
system as a restriction of 25, where S = (§p | p € P) as earlier, and then to
use the compactness theorem, Lemma to find a limit point (7, | p € P) of
this system, one compatible family of nested separation systems 7, over F [ p.
We would then hope to show that the limit 7 = lim (7, | p € P) of this family,
a restriction of S, is a nested subset of S over .7-"

An immediate problem with this approach is that we cannot expect to find
such nested 7, C ‘S?p over F [ p: recall that the sets in F [ p will usually contain
trivial or co-trivial separations, but splitting stars of nested separation systems
do not. We shall therefore have to weaken the requirement of being over F [p to
being ‘essentially’ over F [p, that is, up to the deletion of trivial separationsﬂ

The next problem, then, is in which separatlon system to measure this triv-
iality. If we measure it in the relevant Sp, it can happen that the nested separa-
tion systems 7, C S that are essentially over F [p still do not form an 1nverse
system. (This is because projections of separatlons Ty € S that are tr1V1al in S
can project, for ¢ > p, to separations §, € S that are not tr1v1al in S —a subtle
but critical issue

The solution W111 be to measure the triviality of separations in the stars
o € Fpnotin S but in these o themselves. Lemmas E)L 1f and E‘ will then
help us show that the nested subsystems 7, of S that are essentially over F [p
in this sense, do form an inverse system, and we can proceed as outlined above.

To help with the applicability of our compactness theorem later, we shall
also make some provisions for such quirks as finitely trivial elements of S or
elements r = (rp | p € P) such that for every p there is an inconsistent pair
5,5 € S with § Ip=1p, =25 Ip. Let us call such 7 € S finitely inconsistent.

Note that if ¥ = (7, \ p € P) is finitely trivial in S, then all the 7, 7, are small.
And the same is true if 7 is finitely inconsistent, since 7, = s [p < & |p =1,
by (1)) and the inconsistency of {§,s}. By Lemma this implies that 7 too
is small. Thus, finitely trivial separations are small, and finitely inconsistent
separations are co-small.

4See the proof of Theorem below for why some such assumption will be necessary.

5Co-trivial separations will not arise in the relevant projections; cf. Lemmas and

6Indeed, this caused us some headache. The problem is that the pI‘OJeCthl’lS [ 7"_> and the
witness §; of its triviality in Sq can project to the same element of Sp, which then is no longer
trivial because it has ‘lost its witness’. Compare Lemman 5.2 and the discussion preceding it.
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Recall that F is closed in 25 if and only if it contains every set o C S such
that for every p € P there exists some 6 € F with 6 [p = o [p. Let us call F
essentially closed in 25 if it satisfies the following three conditions. The first is
that F contains every set o C S such that for every p € P there exists ¢ € F
such that either (6 [p)” = (o [p)” or (6[p)” ={Sp, §[p} and 0 = {s}. The
second condltlon is that F contains every smgleton { } such that ¥ is finitely
inconsistent in §. The third condition is that J contains every singleton {r}
such that 7 is finitely trivial in S.

Note that, formally, these condltlons depend not only on F and S but also
on the inverse system S = (S, | p € P) of which S is the inverse limit. While
bearing this in mind, it would be cumbersome to keep making this explicit; after
all, the topology on 2 5 , and hence the notion of F being (properly) closed in 2 S
also depend on S 1tself.

However, we shall need later that if F is essentially closed with respect to S
then also with respect to any cofinal subsystem Sy = (§p |po <p€P)ofS,
where py is some fixed element of P, whose inverse limit will also be S. While it
is immediate for the second and third condition in the definition of ‘essentially
closed’ that their validity for S implies their validity for SOEI we need a lemma
to ensure this also for the first condition:

Lemma 6.2. Let p < q, and consider stars o, in S such that (o [q)~ = (5 q)~.
Then also (o [p)” = (6 p)~

Proof. The assertion follows from Lemma applied to both ¢ and &. O

Lemma 6.3. For every star o in S and p < q we have (olp)~=(olq9) ).

Proof. By Lemma [5.2) E the nontrivial elements of o | p, those in (o [ p)~, are
projections of elements of nontrivial elements of o [ ¢, which are those in (cr q,
and thus lie in (o [ ¢)~ | p. As they are nontrivial even in o [p = (o [¢q) [p 2
(o0 1q)~ I'p, this shows ‘C’.

For a proof of ‘2, let us start from the inclusion (o ¢) [p C o | p noted
above. Abbreviating o [ ¢ =: p, and noting that o [p = (o [¢) [ p, we can rewrite
this as p~[p C p[p. We need to show that this implies

(p~Ip)~ C(plp)~, (2)

i.e., that deleting the respective trivial elements in the stars p~ [ p and p [ p
maintains the inclusion. Thus, we have to show that elements of p~[p that are
trivial in the larger star p[p are trivial also in p~[p 1tse1f

In order to deduce this from Lemma [5.11} with the S there taken to be the
separation system R formed by p[p and the inverses of its elements, let us show
that p~ [ p contains a splitting star of R. Since ppis a star it is consistent [4],
and the set of its maximal elements splits R. By Lemma these separations
in p [ p are nontrivial in R. They therefore have a nontr1v1al preimage in p by
Lemma i.e., lie in p~ ['p as desired.

If p~ [ p is antisymmetric, then (p~ [p)~ is equal to this splitting star of R by
Lenlma i) In particular, (p~ [p)~ contains no separations that are trivial

*)4;

in R, proving (2). If p~ [ p is not antisymmetric, it has the form p Ip=1{5s,
by Lemma ii), with s nontrivial in R again proving O

7If a separation in S is finitely inconsistent with respect to Sg then clearly also with respect
to S, and similarly for finitely trivial.
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We need one more lemma to deal with the second condition in the definition
of ‘essentially closed’:

Lemma 6.4. Let o be a splitting star of some nested T C S = lim S, where

S =(5p|p€P). Assume that, for all p € P" with P’ cofinal in P, there exists

rp e S such that (olp)~ ={rp} and 5 Ip= Tp = 8 | p for some inconsistent
s €S. Theno= {7} for some T € S that is finitely inconsistent in S.

Proof The sets p, C o [pof separatmns Tp € S for which there are inconsistent
,8 € S such that § Ip =1, =5 |pform an inverse system (p, | p € P) as a

restrlctlon of S. The p, are nonempty by assumptlon for p € P’, and are hence

nonempty for all p. Pick a limit ¥ = (7, |[€ P) € S with Tp € Pp for all p.

As noted earlier, the 7%, € p, C o[ pare co-small, sincer, = 5 [p< s [p=71,
by and the inconsistency of {§, s}, the pair associated with them as in the
definition of p,. By Lemma then, ¥ is co-small too, and by Lemma i)
it lies in the closure of o in S. Let us show that, in fact, ¥ € o.

This is clear if |o| = 1: then |p,| < |o | p| =1 too and hence p, = {r,} for
all p, glvmg T = (7p | p € P) € 0. So assume that |0 > 2. By Lemma.
then, 7 lies in the consistent orientation O of S whose set of max1ma1 elements
is 0. If T ¢ o, this means that there exists § € o such that ¥ < §, because o
splits S. Then § > T is co-small too. Since o is a star, any other separation in o
would be trivial with witness s. As o splits S and hence has no trivial elements,
this means that o = { §} and hence |o| = 1, contrary to our assumption.

Thus, ¥ € 0. Since T is co-small, this implies |o| = 1 and hence o = {T} as
above. As T € im (pp | p € P) is finitely inconsistent by definition of the pp,
this completes our proof. O

Assume that .7-" c2 5 is a set of stars in S. For every p € P, let £, be the set
of all stars o C S with o~ = {rp} for some 7, such that S has an mconsnstent
subset { 5,5} Wlth §p =1, =5]p. Then let

Fp:=FlpUL,.

Let us say that a nested subsystem 7, C Si; is essentially over F, if for every

sphttmg star o, of Tp there exists some o € Fp such that elther op = 0~ or
={s}and 0~ = {7, for some 5 € 5.

The nested subsets of S that are essentially over F, form an inverse system:

Lemma 6.5. Let p < q, and assume that S (and hence S, 1) has no degenerate
elements. If 74 is a nested subset of S essentially over Fgq, then 1, := 74 p is
a nested subset ofS essentially over ]-'

Proof. By , Tp is nested. To prove that it is essentially over F,, consider a
splitting star o, of 7,,. Applying Lemmal[5.12)to 7, — 7, yields that 7, is split by
a star o4 such that (o4 [p)~ = 0p. As 74 is essentially over F, there exists a star
o € F4 that contains o4. Let p := o [p. By , p is a star in 7,. It contains the
splitting star o, because o contains o, and o, [ p contains o,. Hence p~ = o, by
Lemma (1) if p is antisymmetric. If not, then p~ = {3, §} with 0, = {5}
by Lemma |5.11)(ii). In either case it only remains to show that p € F,,.

Ifo € Flg thenpe (Flq) lp=FIpC F,as desired. Otherw1se
o€ Ly, with o™ = {rq} say, and there exist inconsistent §,s’ € S such that
§1q=1,=25"1q. Let 7, := 7, |p. Then also §|p =1, = §'|p.
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By and the inconsistency of { 5,5’} we have 7, = § [p < & [p =17, so
7p is co-small. In particular, 7, cannot be trivial in p, as that would also make it
small and hence degenerate. But 7, does lie in p by definition, so 7, € p~ = o).

Since oy, is a star, the fact that 7, € o, is co-small implies that any other
element of o, would be trivial in it. This would contradict Lemma @ Hence
op = {7}, and thus again p € £, C F,, as desired. O

Here, then, is our compactness theorem for tree sets, and more generally
for ngsted subsets, in profinite separation systems. Recall that a nested subset
7 C S is over F if all its splitting stars lie in F.

Theorem 6.6. Let S = lim ( » | p € P) be a profinite separation system with-
out degenerate elements, and let F C 25 be essentially closed in 25 If every S
has a nested subset T, that is essentially over F,, then S has a closed nested
subset T over F.

Proof. Let us show first that, by replacing P with a cofinal subset of the type
{p € P |p>po} for some fixed pyg € P, and the inverse system (.S?p |peP)
with the corresponding subsystem (whose inverse limit is still S ), we may assume
that the § have no degenerate elements. Indeed if every § has a degenerate
element then the (non empty) sets of these, one for each p, form a restriction of
our inverse system (.S, | p € P) whose limits are degenerate elements of S. This
contradicts our assumptions about S. Hence there exists po € P such that Sp0
has no degenerate element. Then the same holds for every S’ with p > pg, and
we replace P with the (cofinal) subset of all these p, renaming the subset as P.

Note that replacing P with such a cofinal subset entails no loss of gener-
ality. Indeed the premise of our theorem, that F is essentially closed in 25
continues to hold when being essentially closed is redefined with reference to
such a subsystem: this is immediate for the second and the third condition in
the definition of ‘essentially closed’, and it follows from Lemma for the first
part of the first condition. For the second part of the first condition, note that
ifo ={8} then (6 [p)” ={3]|p, §p} follows for p < ¢ from the corresponding
assertion for ¢, with the same &, since

(@Ip) " =(clap) =ola) Tp)” ={5lq 51q}) Ip)"={3Ip, 5 p}_( :

3

by Lemma and {s|p, §Ip}” ={5[p, §|p} because §|p and §|p are
inverse to each other by (] .

The conclusion for the subsystem, that S has a closed nested subset over F,
coincides with that for the original system, since both S and its topology are
the same for the original inverse system and its cofinal subsystem.

Let us now prove the assertion of the theorem. If 7, = () for some p € P
then () is the only splitting subset of 7,,. As 7, is essentially over F,, this means
that there is a star o € F, such that ¢~ = (. But then also o0 = 0: since
o is finite, it has a nontrivial maximal element if it is nonempty, so that also
o~ #0. Thus, @ € F,, and hence () € F [p. But this is possible only if () is also
an element of 7. But then the empty subset of S is over F , and we are done.
From now on we assume that the sets 7, are nonempty.

For each p € P, let T, # 0 be the set of all nonempty nested sets 7, C S
that are essentially over f By Lemma (6.5} (7, | p € P) is an inverse system
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with respect to the maps 7, — 7, [ p for ¢ > p. Being subsets of AS?,,, the 7,
contain no degenerate separations.

By Lemma there exists (7, [ p € P) € Im (7, | p € P). This family
(rp|peEP)is 1tself a surjective inverse system, a restrlctlon of (S, |peP).
The set

Ti=1lm (7, |peP)
of its limits is closed in § by Lemma and nested by Lemma Note that
TIp=1, =74 [pforall p,qg € P withp <gq.

For a proof that 7 is over F we have to show that every o C 7 that splits 7 lies
in F. As Fis, by assumptlon essentially closed this is the case if ¢ = {T} with
7 finitely trivial in S. We may therefore assume that o is not of this form. By
Lemma E therefore, and our assumption that S has no degenerate elements,
there exists p; € P such that every oy := (o [p) N7, with p > p; splits 7,

The star (o [ p)~ 2 o, must be antisymmetric: otherwise Lemma m(ii)
would imply that o) = {8} C {5, 5} = (¢ [p)” for some § € 77, in which
case § would also lie in 77 (because § does) and hence in (¢ [p) N7y = o,

p
a contradiction. By Lemma [5.11](i), therefore, we have

o, =(olp)”. (4)

As o, splits 7, which is essentially over F,,, there exists 7, € F;, such that
either

G, =0, (5)
or ~— — = . o —
G, = {5p,5p} with o) = {35} (6)

for some s, € 7.

Suppose first that these 7, can, for some set of p > p; cofinal in P, be found
in £, rather than in F [p By deﬁmtlon of £,, this means that \U | =1 for all
those D, so G, satisfies rather than (@ Thus,

(@lp)” = % o , = {7}

with inconsistent 5,5 € 3, depending on p, such that §p = 7p = 8| p. By
Lemma [6.4] this yields that ¢ = {¥} with ¥ finitely inconsistent, which in turn
implies o € F since F is essentially closed.

We may now assume that, for some set P’ of p > p; cofinal in P, we have &, €
F Ip, and thus 6, = 7 [p for some 6 € F depending on p. We may assume that
either (5] or @ holds for all p € P’ since one of them must occur cofinally often.
Suppose first that (5] holds for all p. By (5)), (4) and 6, = 6 [p we then have

(lp)” = (olp)”

for all p € P’. By Lemma [6.2] - this identity holds for all p € P, not_just those
in P’. But this implies that o € F since F is essentially closed in 2.

Suppose finally that (€] holds for all p € P’. Then {s;} = op=(olp)NTy
for all p € P’. So each o [ p has only one element that is not trivial in 7,.
Lemma [5.2] therefore implies that these s, are compatible, in that fg,(s5;) = s
for all p < ¢ in P’. As P’ is confinal in P, these s, (and their projections to
p € P~_P’) form an element § := (s, | p € P) of 5. Note that § € 7 by
Lemma i)7 since 7 is closed in S.
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Let us show that o = {§}. Suppose not, and consider any 7 € o \ {5}.
Then 7, := ¥ [p# § |p = §, for cofinally many p. But 7, # s, means that 7,
is trivial in o [p (and hence in 7,), as otherwise it would be in

(elp)” . . {s p}
a contradiction.

As every trivial separation in a finite separation system has a nontrivial wit-
ness, and s, is the only nontrivial element of o [ p, every 1, is trivial in o [ p
with witness sp Thus, 7, < 5, as well as rp < §, for all our cofinally many p,
so ¥ < 5 and ¥ < § by definition of < in S and .

If r # s, this shows that 7 is trivial in 7. (Here we use that 5 € 7; see ear-
lier.) This contradicts our assumption of 7 € o by Lemma since o splits 7.
Hence r = s, and thus ¥ = § by the choice of ¥. As 7 was an arbitrary
element of o \ {5}, this means that o ~ {§} = {7} = {§}. Being a splitting
star, o is antisymmetric, so our assumption of ¥ € o implies by ¥ = § that
§ ¢ o. Hence, in fact, c = o~ {5} ={5}.

As 0 = {5} and §[p = §, by definition of §, we thus have

{55} =0lp= (Ufp)_US 8 {sp}-
So §p, is degenerate, which contradicts our assumption about S?p secured early
in the proof. This completes our proof that o = {§}.

Recall that, by assumption and (@, there exists for every p € P’ some 6 € F
such that (6 [p)~ = {5, 5,} = {S[p, §Ip}. As P’ is cofinal in P, the same then
holds for all p € P; see (3)). Since F is essentially closed, this implies o € F as
desired. O

Flnally, let us address the question of when the nested separation system
7 C S found by Theorem can be chosen to be a tree set. The essential
core 7° of 7, obtained from 7 by deleting all its trivial and co-trivial separations,
is indeed a tree set that is still over F: note that any splitting star o of 7° also
splits 7, because adding the trivial orientations of any separation in 7 ~\ 7° to
a consistent orientation of 7° yields a consistent orientation of 7 with the same
maximal elements. The question, however, is whether 7° is closed in 7 (and
hence in S , as required by the theorem).

In general, it is possible that the essential core of a nested separation system
fails to be closed in it: Example shows one of the ways in which this can
happen, and Example [7.5] below describes another instance.

The proof of Theorem [6.6] cannot easily be altered to prevent thlb from
happening to the set 7 it finds: given p € P and a nested subset 7, of S that
is essentially over J, the essential core 7, will be a tree set essentially over F,.
However we might not be able to find a compatlble family (7, |p € P) of such
tree sets: for ¢ >pa nontrivial separation from S may well project to trivial
separations in Sp, so T, [p = 7p does not imply that T Ip=1,.

7 Orienting profinite nested separation systems
In Sectlon ] we exammed how the splitting stars of a nested profinite separation

system S = lim (Sp | p € P) relate to those of its projections. Let us now look
at the consistent orientations which these splitting stars induce.
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If S is finite, all its consistent orientations O are induced by a splitting star o,
in the sense that O = [o] \ &, where ¢ is the set of maximal elements of O
(and 0 :={5 | s €o}).

This is not the case for profinite separation systems in general. For example,
the orientations of the edge tree set E(T) of an infinite tree T towards some
fixed end of T" are consistent but do not split. Note that these orientations also
fail to be closed in the topology of the inverse limit: by Corollary every
closed consistent orientation of S splits. This raises the question of Whgther
the closed consistent orientations of a nested profinite separation system S are
precisely those that split. Such a purely combinatorial description of the closed
consistent orlentatlons of S and in addition one that makes no reference to the
inverse system (S, | p € P ), would certainly be useful.

Unfortunately, though, even tree sets can have consistent orientations that
split but are not closed. Here is an example that is not a tree set, but typical:

Example 7.1. Let P be the set of all integers p > 3. For each p € P let g; be
the separation system consisting of a star o, with p elements, plus their inverses,
where 9 contains two separations §, and 7, such that o, \ {s,,7,} is a proper
star, s, < §,, and rp < t (aswell as 7, < t) for all ¥ € o, ~ {r,}. For each p
pick an element £, of o, ~ {sp, Tpt.

Let fpt1p: 57;+1 — S be the homomorphlsm which maps s, and %,
t0 &5, Maps 75,41 t0 75, MapPs 0,1 {511,711, tp11} bijectively to a,~{5},75},
and is defined on the inverses of these beparatlonb so as to commute with the
1nvers1on These maps induce bondlng maps fgp: S — S by concatenation.

Let S := L (Sp|p€P). Then S consists of an 1nﬁn1te star o as well as
the respectlve inverses, and we have o [p = Tp_ for all p € P. The separation
§=1(5] P € P) lies in o and is small, as sp < sp for all p € P by construction.
However s is not trivial in S: we have sL£T for 7 :=(r, | p € P) € o, since
Ty < $p for all p; and for every other t €0 with £ ;é there is a unlque peP
such that ¢ [p = tp, and for this p we have 5 £ t Hence s # ¢ in S.

For future use, note that 7 is trivial in S Wltnessed by s.

Consider the orientation O := {5}uU (0 ~ {5}) of S. By the star property
of o we have ¢ < § for all ¢ €0 with ¢ # &, so § is the greatest element
of O. As § is not co-trivial in S as seen above, thls means that O is consistent
and splits at { §}.

Let us now show that O is not closed in § by proving that § lies in the
closure of O in . By Lemma we need to show that s, € O [ p for each
p € P. Solet p € P be given and consider the (unique) element ¢ € o~ {5}
for which ¢ | (p+1) = i, Then ¢ |p = 5p by the definition of fp4;, and
hence 5, € O[p.

Therefore the orientation O of S splits but is not closed in S, O

P41

The next two lemmas show that every orientation O of S that splits but
fails to be closed must more or less look like Example First we show that
if O has a greatest element then this must be co-small:

Lemma 7.2. Let O be a consistent orientation of S with a greatest element 1.
Then either O is closed in S, or m is co-small but not co-trivial and ' lies in
the closure of O.

Proof. Note first that 7, cannot be co-trivial, because consistent orientations of
separation systems cannot have co-trivial elements (Lemma (1)) Suppose
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that O fails to be closed, that is, there is some nondegenerate § € O for which
% lies in the closure of O in S. By Lemmathere exists for every p € P some
¥ = 7(p) € O such that § [p= 7 |p. As m is the greatest element of O we
have ¥ < m, and hence 5§ |p= 7 [p < mi|p for every p, giving § < mi in S. I

s # m this contradicts the consistency of O. So s = m, and hence 3 = m since
these lie in O. Thus, § = m > § is co-small. O

If a consistent orientation of S has two or more maximal elements, then
these cannot be co-small. Indeed, since S is nested, the only way such elements
could be incomparable would be that they are inconsistent. Thus if such an
orientation splits, we would expect it to be closed in S. This is indeed the case:

Lemma 7.3. Any consistent orientation O of S that splits at a star of order
at least 2 is closed in S.

Proof. We verify the premise of Lemma (ii), with Op, := O[p for all p.

Suppose that O # O := Hm (Op | p € P). Then O’ contains some § ¢ O,
so 8§ € O. This 5 lies below some maximal element m of O. Let n be another
maximal element of O. As m and 7 are consistent and incomparable, but have
comparable orientations, they point towards each other. In particular, n < .
As m and 7 both lie in O they cannot be inverse to each other, so n < .
Hence there exists ¢ € P such that 7 [p < [p for all p > q.

Consider any p > ¢q. As § € O’ thereexists ¥ = 7(p) € O with ¥ [p= § [p.
This 7 lies below a maximal element of O. But we cannot have ¥ < 7, since
in that case  [p > 7 [p= § [p > |p, contradicting the fact that p > q.

Therefore 7 lies below some other maximal element of O and hence7 like that

element, points towards 7: we have ¥ < nn. Thus, n [p >7r [p =5 [p>ilp.
As this mequahty holds for each p > ¢ we have n < 7 in S contrary to the
maximality of 7 # m in O. O

Lemmas and together show that a consistent orientation of S that
splits but is not closed in S has a very particular form: it must have a co-small
greatest element that is not co-trivial. Rather than describing such orientations
directly, let us see if we can characterize those S that admit such an orientation.

Let us call a nested separation system S normal if the consistent orientations
of S that split are precisely those that are closed in S,

Theorem 7.4. If all small separations in S are trivial, then S is normal. In
particular, reqular profinite tree sets are normal.

Proof Let us assume that all small separations in S are trivial and show that
S is normal. By Corollary |4.5) all closed consistent orientations of S split.
Conversely, let O be a conslstent orientation of S that splits, say at . If o
is empty then so is S, so O is closed in . If |o| > 2 then O is closed by
Lemma[7.3] And if |o| = 1, then O is closed by Lemma O

Theorem leaves us with the problem to characterize the normal nested
separation systems among those that do contain nontrivial small separations.
Interestingly, there can be no such characterization, at least not in terms of
separation systems alone: normality is not an invariant of separation systems!

Indeed, our next example shows that we can have isomorphic profinite nested
separations systems of which one is normal and the other is not:
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Example 7.5. Let G = (V, E) be a countably infinite star with centre z and
x #* z another vertex of G. Let S ¢ be the separation system consisting of
({z},V) and all separations of the form ({y,z},V —y) for y # z, plus inverses.
Let (A,B) < (C,D) if either A C C and B 2 D, or (4,B) = ({z,2},V —x)
and (C,D) = (V —z,{z,z}).

Let @ be the set of all finite subsets of V that contain x and z. For all
g € Q let S be the set of all (A,B) [¢q := (ANg, BNgq) with (4, B) € Se.
Given (Aq, By), (Cy, Dyg) € Sy let (Ag, By) < (Cy, Dy) if and only if there are
(A,B) < (C,D) in Se such that (A,B)q=(Ay,By) and (C,D) [q = (Cy, Dy).

Then S¢ = Jim (Sq | ¢ € Q). Note that S¢ contains only two co-small
separations: (V —z,{z,x}) and (V,{z}). The first of these is a splitting singleton
star, since its down-closure (minus its inverse) orients Sa consistently: the
orientation consists of all (A, B) with € B. This orientation of Sq is clearly
closed in S¢. In particular, the inverse ({z,z},V — x) of its greatest element
does not lie in its closure.

The other co-small separation, ({2}, V), is co-trivial. By Lemmasand.
therefore, all sphttlng consistent orientations of S, @ are closed, so S G s normal

However, SG is isomorphic to the separation system S of Example
which has a consistent orientation that splits but is not closed, and hence is
not normal. Indeed, both separation systems consist of a countably infinite
star (plus inverses) that contains one small but nontrivial separation, and one
trivial separation with all the other separations as witnesses, and has no further
relations. O

Example . may serve as a reminder that the topology on a proﬁnlte sepa-
ration system S depends, by definition, on the inverse system of which S is the
inverse limit. It shows that this dependence is not just formal:

Corollary 7.6. The topologies of isomorphic profinite nested separation systems
can differ. O

In our particular case of Examples[7.1]and[7.5] the difference in the topologies
hinged on the question of whether the small but nontrivial element of an infinite
star lies in the closure of the rest of that star. In Theorem [Z.4] we noted that if
S contains no nontrivial small separations it is normal.

In the rest of this section we shall prove a converse of this: if S contains
no trivial (small) separation, i.e., is a tree set, it fails to be normal as soon as
it contains an infinite star. The reason, interestingly, is that every maximal
infinite star contains a small separation that lies in the closure of its other
separations [I0]. The only way in which this is compatible with normality is
that that separation is not only small but in fact trivial.

Recall that S = hm (Sp | p € P) is a nested profinite separation system.

Lemma 7.7. If S is a tree set containing an infinite star, then S is not normal.

Proof. Let o C § be an infinite star. Like all stars, o is consistent []. It is also
antisymmetric, since otherwise all but two of its elements would be trivial. The
inverses of the elements of o, therefore, are pairwise inconsistent.

Our plan is to find a small separation 5 € S that lies in the closure of
o' := o~ {5)}. By Lemma/2.1|we can extend {5} to a consistent orientation O
of §. Since the inverses of the separations in ¢’ are pairwise inconsistent,
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O contains all but at most one element of o EI Like o', therefore, O will have so
in its closure, and hence not be closed. As §j is co—small it will be maximal in S
since any larger separation would be co-trivial in S. Since every two separations
in O have comparable orientations, the maximality of §g in S implies that O
lies in its down-closure and hence splits at {Sp}. Thus, O will be a consistent
orientation of S that splits but is not closed in S completing our proof that S
is not normal.

Let us now show that such an §j exists. For every p € P let S” C S be the
set of all § € S for which there are infinitely many 7 € o Wlth r F p=5.
As o is infinite but Sp is finite, S is non-empty. Note that (S’ |pe P)isa
restriction”| of (.S, |p € P). Pick s € Jim (S |pe P) Then for each p € P
there are 1st1nct 7,1 € o~ {5y} such that 7 [p =8, [p=1"|p, so § lies in
the closure of o \ {fo} Furthermore by the star property we have 7 < 7 and
hence sg [p < 80 [p by , 80 §; is small by Lemma O

The converse of Lemma [Z.7] holds too:
Lemma 7.8. If S is a tree set but not normal, it contains an infinite star.

Proof. Assume that S is not normal, and let O be a cons1stent orientation of S
that witnesses this: one that sphts but is not closed in S. By Lemma |7
and [7.3 . O has a greatest element m with 7 > 7n and n in the closure of O.
Suppose that S contains no infinite star. We will find some p € P for which
(mTp) ¢ O[p, contradicting the fact that i lies in the closure of O.

Let M be the set of minimal elements of §. Then M is a star in S and
therefore finite by assumption. Note that 7n € M \ O, since any § < in would
have § > ni contradict the definition of m, but M ~ {m} C [m] \ {in} =
By Lemma every separation in S lies above an element of M.

No § € M is trivial in S with witness m. Hence for every § € M with
s # m there is a p(§) € P such that s [p # m [p and § [ p is not trivial with
witness m [ p for all p > p(§). By . we have s [p < m [p for all p > p(3).
Pick p € P large enough that i [p # m |p and p > p(s) for all § € M with
s # m. We shall show that (m[p) & Olp

Suppose to the contrary that there exists t € O such that ¢ [p = in|p.
Pick § € M with § < ¢. Then § < ¢ < m, where the last inequality is strict
since ¢ [p =i |p # m|p by the choice of p. In particular, § # m. But
we also have § # in: otherwise § = in < t < m, where the first inequality
is strict since ¢ € O while in ¢ O, which makes 7 trivial with witness ¢, a
contradiction. Thus, § ¢ {mi,m} and hence s # m.

By the choice of p, this implies that even s[p # m [p, yet that § [p is not
trivial with witness m [p. But it is, since § [p < m|p (by § < t < 7)) as well
as §p < t |p=in|p (by the choice of ), a contradiction. O

Lemmas [7.7] and [7.§] together amount to a characterization of the profinite
tree sets that are normal. It turns out that, for tree sets, normality is more
restrictive than it might have appeared at first glance:

Theorem 7.9. A profinite tree set is normal if and only if it contains no infinite
star. O

81n fact, it contains all of them — but this is harder to show [10].

—
9As an inverse system of sets, not of separation systems: the S, need not be closed under
taking inverses.
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