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Department of Mathematics and Informatics, University of Novi Sad,
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Abstract

We investigate the partial orderings of the form〈P(X),⊂〉, whereX is a re-
lational structure andP(X) the set of the domains of its isomorphic substruc-
tures. A rough classification of countable binary structures corresponding to
the forcing-related properties of the posets of their copies is obtained.
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1 Introduction

The relational structureX = 〈ω,<〉, where< is the natural order on the setω
of natural numbers is a structure having the following extremal property: eachω-
sized subsetA of ω determines a substructure isomorphic to the whole structure. If
instead of〈ω,<〉 we take the integer lineZ = 〈Z,<〉, then we lose the maximality
of the set of isomorphic substructures (the set of positive integers is not a copy
of Z). Finally, the minimality of the set of copies is reached by the linear graph
GZ = 〈Z, ρ〉, whereρ = {〈m,n〉 : |m−n| = 1}, since each proper subsetA of Z
determines a disconnected graph and, hence, fails to be a copy of the whole graph.

We investigate the posets of the form〈P(X),⊂〉, whereX is a relational struc-
ture andP(X) the set of the domains of its isomorphic substructures. Although
some our statements are general, the main result of the paperis the diagram on Fig-
ure 1, describing an interplay between the properties of a countable binary structure
X and the properties of the corresponding poset〈P(X),⊂〉. So we obtain a rough
classification of countable binary structures concerning the forcing-related proper-
ties of the posets of their copies: for the structures from column A (resp. B; D)
the corresponding posets are forcing equivalent to the trivial poset (resp. the Cohen
forcing,〈<ω2,⊃〉; aσ-closed atomless poset) and the wild animals are in cagesC3

andC4, where the posets of copies are forcing equivalent to the quotients of the
form P (ω)/I, for some co-analytic tall idealI.

Clearly, such classification depends on the model of set theory in which we
work. For example, under the CH all the structures from columnD are in the same
class (having the posets of copies forcing equivalent to(P (ω)/Fin)+), but this is
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2 Miloš S. Kurilić

not true in the Mathias model. Also the classification is veryrough. Namely, it is
easy to see that equimorphic structures have forcing equivalent posets of copies [5]
and, hence, all countable non-scattered linear orders are equivalent in this sense.
Moreover, the class of structures satisfyingP(X) = {X} contains continuum many
non-equimorphic structures [8].
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Figure 1: Binary relations on countable sets

A few words on notation. LetL = {Ri : i ∈ I} be a relational language, where
ar(Ri) = ni, i ∈ I. An L-structureX = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 is calledcountableiff
|X| = ω; binary iff L = {R} andar(R) = 2. If A ⊂ X, then〈A, {(ρi)A : i ∈ I}〉
is asubstructureof X, where(ρi)A = ρi ∩ A

ni , i ∈ I. If Y = 〈Y, {σi : i ∈ I}〉 is
anL-structure too, a mappingf : X → Y is anembedding(we writeX →֒f Y) iff
it is an injection and

∀i ∈ I ∀〈x1, . . . xni〉 ∈ Xni (〈x1, . . . , xni〉 ∈ ρi ⇔ 〈f(x1), . . . , f(xni)〉 ∈ σi).
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If X embeds inY we writeX →֒ Y. Let Emb(X,Y) = {f : X →֒f Y} and
Emb(X) = {f : X →֒f X}. If, in addition,f is a surjection, it is anisomorphism
(we writeX ∼=f Y) and the structuresX andY areisomorphic, in notationX ∼= Y.
So we investigate the posets of the form〈P(X),⊂〉, whereX = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉
is a relational structure and

P(X) = {A ⊂ X : 〈A, {(ρi)A : i ∈ I}〉 ∼= X} = {f [X] : f ∈ Emb(X)}.

More generally, ifY = 〈Y, {σi : i ∈ I}〉 is a structure of the same language, let
P(X,Y) = {B ⊂ Y : 〈B, {(σi)B : i ∈ I}〉 ∼= X} = {f [X] : f ∈ Emb(X,Y)}.

2 Homogeneity and atoms

If P = 〈P,≤〉 is a partial order,p, q ∈ P are compatibleiff there is r ≤ p, q.
Otherwisep andq are incompatibleand we writep ⊥ q. p ∈ P is anatom, in
notationp ∈ At(P), iff each q, r ≤ p are compatible.P is called: atomlessiff
At(P) = ∅; atomic iff At(P) is dense inP; homogeneousiff it has the largest
element andP ∼= p↓= (−∞, p]P, for eachp ∈ P . Clearly we have

Fact 2.1 A homogeneous posetP = 〈P,≤〉 is either atomless or downwards di-
rected andAt(P) = P in the second case.

A family B is an uniform filter baseon a setX iff (UFB1) ∅ 6= B ⊂ [X]|X|;
(UFB2) For eachA,B ∈ B there isC ∈ B such thatC ⊂ A ∩B.

Theorem 2.2 LetX = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 be a relational structure. Then
(a) 〈P(X),⊂〉 is a homogeneous poset;
(b) 〈P(X),⊂〉 is either atomless or atomic;
(c) 〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomless iff it contains two incompatible elements;
(d) If 〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomic, thenAt(P(X)) = P(X) and, moreover,P(X) is an

uniform filter base onX. Also
⋂

P(X) ∈ P(X) iff P(X) = {X}.

Proof. (a) Clearly,1P(X) = X. LetC ∈ P(X) andf ∈ Emb(X), whereC = f [X].
We show that〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼=F 〈(−∞, C]P(X),⊂〉, where the functionF is defined
by F (A) = f [A], for eachA ∈ P(X). ForA ∈ P(X) we haveF (A) ⊂ C and
there isg ∈ Emb(X) such thatA = g[X]. Clearlyf ◦ g ∈ Emb(X) and, hence,
F (A) = f [g[X]] ∈ P(X). ThusF : P(X) → (−∞, C]P(X).

Sincef is an injection,f [A] = f [B] impliesA = B, soF is an injection.
Let P(X) ∋ B ⊂ C. SinceB ⊂ f [X] we haveB = f [f−1[B]] and, clearly,

〈f−1[B], {(ρi)f−1[B] : i ∈ I}〉 ∼=f |f−1[B] 〈B, {(ρi)B : i ∈ I}〉 ∼= X. Thus
f−1[B] ∈ P(X) andB = F (f−1[B]), soF is a surjection.
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Sincef is an injection, forA,B ∈ P(X) we haveA ⊂ B ⇔ f [A] ⊂ f [B].
ThusF is an order isomorphism.

(b) Follows from (a) and Fact 2.1.
(c) If P(X) contains two incompatible elements, then it is not downwards di-

rected and, by Fact 2.1, must be atomless.
(d) Let〈P(X),⊂〉 be atomic. By Fact 2.1,At(P(X)) = P(X) andP(X) satisfies

(UFB2). SinceX ∈ P(X) ⊂ [X]|X|, (UFB1) holds as well. Suppose thatA =
⋂

P(X) ∈ P(X) andP(X) 6= {X}. ThenA  X and, sinceP(X) ∼= A↓, there is
B ∈ P(X) such thatB  A. A contradiction. ✷

3 The complexity and size

For each relational structureX we have{X} ⊂ P(X) ⊂ [X]|X| andP(X) is of
size 1 or infinite, because iff ∈ Emb(X) andf [X] 6= X, thenfn[X], n ∈ N, is a
decreasing sequence of elements ofP(X). Now we show that|P(X)| ∈ {1,ℵ0, c}.

By 2ω andωω we denote the Cantor cube and the Baire space andpk : 2ω → 2
andπk : ωω → ω, k ∈ ω, will be the corresponding projections. As usual, the
mappingχ : P (ω) → 2ω, whereχ(A) = χA, for eachA ⊂ ω, identifies the
subsets ofω with their characteristic functions and a setS ⊂ P (ω) is called closed
(Borel, analytic ...) iffχ[S] is a closed (Borel, analytic ...) set in the space2ω.

For S ⊂ P (ω) let S ↑= {A ⊂ ω : ∃S ∈ S S ⊂ A} and, forA ⊂ 2ω, let
A ↑= {x ∈ 2ω : ∃a ∈ A a ≤ x}, wherea ≤ x means thata(n) ≤ x(n), for all
n ∈ ω. Instead of{a}↑ we will write a↑.

Theorem 3.1 If X = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 is a countable relational structure and
IX = {I ⊂ X : ¬∃A ∈ P(X) A ⊂ I}, then

(a)P(X) is an analytic set;
(b) P(X)↑ is an analytic set;
(c) IX is a co-analytic set containing the idealFinX of finite subsets ofX;
(d) The setsP(X) andP(X)↑ have the Baire property and size 1,ℵ0 or c.

Proof. Without loss of generality we supposeX = ω. Let ar(ρi) = ni, i ∈ I.
(a) This statement is a folklore but, for completeness, we include its proof.

Claim 1.Emb(X) is a closed set in the Baire space,ωω.

Proof of Claim 1.We show that the setωω\Emb(X) is open. Letf ∈ ωω\Emb(X).
If f is not an injection andm,n ∈ ω, wherem 6= n andf(m) = f(n) = k,

thenπ−1
m [{k}] ∩ π−1

n [{k}] is a neighborhood off contained inωω \ Emb(X).
Otherwise there arei ∈ I andm1, . . . ,mni ∈ ω such that〈m1, . . . ,mni〉 ∈

ρi 6⇔ 〈f(m1), . . . , f(mni)〉 ∈ ρi. ThenB =
⋂

j≤n1
π−1
mj

[{f(mj)}] is a neighbor-
hood off contained inωω \ Emb(X).
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Claim 2.The mappingF : ωω → 2ω defined byF (f) = χf [ω] is a Borel mapping.

Proof of Claim 2.By [1], p. 71, it is sufficient to show thatF−1[p−1
n [{j}]] is a Borel

set, for eachn ∈ ω andj ∈ 2. Clearly, forf ∈ ωω we havef ∈ F−1[p−1
n [{j}]] ⇔

χf [ω](n) = j. Thusf ∈ F−1[p−1
n [{1}]] iff n ∈ f [ω] iff f(k) = n, that isf ∈

π−1
k [{n}], for somek ∈ ω. SoF−1[p−1

n [{1}]] =
⋃

k∈ω π
−1
k [{n}] is an open set

and, similarly,F−1[p−1
n [{0}]] = ωω \

⋃

k∈ω π
−1
k [{n}] is closed and, hence, Borel.

Claim 3.χ[P(X)] = F [Emb(X)].

Proof of Claim 3.Sinceχ is a bijection, forA ⊂ ω we have:χA ∈ χ[P(X)] iff
A ∈ P(X) iff A = f [ω], that isχA = χf [ω] = F (f), for somef ∈ Emb(X) iff
χA ∈ F [Emb(X)].

By Claims 1 and 2,F [Emb(X)] is an analytic set (see e.g. [1], p. 86). Thus, by
Claim 3, the setχ[P(X)] is analytic.

(b) If we regard the setEmb(X) as a subspace of the Baire spaceωω, then
{π−1

k [{n}] ∩ Emb(X) : k, n ∈ ω} is a subbase for the corresponding topology on
Emb(X) and we have

Claim 4.B =
⋃

f∈Emb(X){f}×χf [ω]↑ is a closed set in the productEmb(X)×2ω.

Proof of Claim 4.Let 〈f, x〉 ∈ (Emb(X)× 2ω) \B. Thenx 6∈ χf [ω] ↑ and, hence,
there isn0 ∈ ω such thatx(n0) < χf [ω](n0). Thus, first,x(n0) = 0, which implies
x ∈ p−1

n0
[{0}] and, second,χf [ω](n0) = 1, that isn0 ∈ f [ω] so there isk0 ∈ ω

satisfyingf(k0) = n0 and, hence,f ∈ π−1
k0

[{n0}]. Now we have〈f, x〉 ∈ O =

(π−1
k0

[{n0}] ∩ Emb(X)) × p−1
n0

[{0}] and we show thatO ∩ B = ∅. Suppose that
〈g, y〉 ∈ O ∩ B. Then, since〈g, y〉 ∈ O, we haveg(k0) = n0 andy(n0) = 0;
since〈g, y〉 ∈ B we havey ≥ χg[ω], which implies∀n ∈ g[ω] y(n) = 1. So
y(n0) = 0 impliesn0 6∈ g[ω], which is not true becauseg(k0) = n0. ThusO is a
neighborhood of〈f, x〉 contained in(Emb(X)× 2ω) \B and this set is open.

Claim 5.χ[P(X)↑] = π2ω [B], whereπ2ω : Emb(X)× 2ω → 2ω is the projection.

Proof of Claim 5. If x ∈ χ[P(X) ↑], then there areC ∈ P(X) andA such that
C ⊂ A ⊂ ω andx = χA. Let f ∈ Emb(X), whereC = f [ω]. Thenf [ω] ⊂ A
impliesx ≥ χf [ω] and, hence,〈f, x〉 ∈ B andx = π2ω(〈f, x〉) ∈ π2ω [B].

If x ∈ π2ω [B], then there isf ∈ Emb(X) such thatx ≥ χf [ω] and forA =
x−1[{1}] we havex = χA ≥ χf [ω], which impliesP(X) ∋ f [ω] ⊂ A, that is
A ∈ P(X)↑ and, hence,x = χ(A) ∈ χ[P(X)↑].

By Claim 1,Emb(X) is a Polish space soEmb(X)×2ω is a Polish space too. Since
the projectionπ2ω is continuous, it is a Borel mapping and, by Claim 4,π2ω [B] is
an analytic set (see [1], p. 86). By Claim 5 the setχ[P(X)↑] is analytic as well.
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(c) follows from (b) and the equalityIX = P (X) \ P(X)↑.
(d) follows from (a), (b) and known facts about analytic sets(see [1]). ✷

4 The separative quotient

A partial orderP = 〈P,≤〉 is calledseparativeiff for each p, q ∈ P satisfying
p 6≤ q there isr ∈ P such thatr ≤ p andr ⊥ q. Theseparative modificationof P is
the separative pre-ordersm(P) = 〈P,≤∗〉, wherep ≤∗ q iff ∀r ≤ p ∃s ≤ r s ≤ q.
The separative quotientof P is the separative partial ordersq(P) = 〈P/=∗,E〉,
wherep =∗ q ⇔ p ≤∗ q ∧ q ≤∗ p and [p] E [q] ⇔ p ≤∗ q.

If κ is a regular cardinal, a pre-orderP = 〈P,≤〉 is κ-closediff for eachγ < κ
each sequence〈pα : α < γ〉 in P , such thatα < β ⇒ pβ ≤ pα, has a lower bound.
ω1-closed pre-orders are calledσ-closedand the following facts are well known.

Fact 4.1 Let P be a partial order. Then
(a)P, sm(P) andsq(P) are forcing equivalent forcing notions;
(b) P is atomless iffsm(P) is atomless iffsq(P) is atomless.

Fact 4.2 If κ<κ = κ, then all atomless separativeκ-closed pre-orders of sizeκ,
are forcing equivalent (for example to the tree〈<κκ,⊃〉).

Theorem 4.3 LetX = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 be a relational structure. Then
(a) sm〈P(X),⊂〉 = 〈P(X),≤∗〉, where forA,B ∈ P(X)

A ≤∗ B ⇔ ∀C ∈ P(X) (C ⊂ A⇒ ∃D ∈ P(X) D ⊂ C ∩B); (1)

(b) | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| = 1 iff 〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomic;
(c) | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| ≥ ℵ0 iff 〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomless;
(d) If | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| = ℵ0, then〈P(X),⊂〉 is forcing equivalent to the reversed

binary tree〈<ω2,⊃〉 (a forcing notion adding one Cohen real);
(e) If CH holds andsq〈P(X),⊂〉 is σ-closed, atomless and of sizec, then

〈P(X),⊂〉 is forcing equivalent to(P (ω)/Fin)+.

Proof. (a) This follows directly from the definition of the separative modification.
(b) If | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| = 1, then for eachA,B ∈ P(X) we haveA ≤∗ B so,

by (1), there isD ∈ P(X) such thatD ⊂ A ∩ B. Thus〈P(X),⊂〉 is downwards
directed and, hence, atomic.

If 〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomic andA,B ∈ P(X), then, by Theorem 2.2(d), for each
C ∈ P(X) satisfyingC ⊂ A there isD ∈ P(X) such thatD ⊂ C ∩ B. Thus, by
(1),A ≤∗ B, for eachA,B ∈ P(X). HenceA =∗ B, for eachA,B ∈ P(X), and,
consequently,| sq〈P(X),⊂〉| = 1.
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(c) The implication “⇒” follows from (b) and Theorem 2.2(b). If the poset
〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomless, then it contains an infinite antichain{An : n ∈ ω}. By (a),
A ≤∗ B implies thatA andB are compatible, thusAm 6=∗ An, form 6= n, which
implies that the setsq〈P(X),⊂〉 is infinite.

(d) If | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| = ℵ0, then, by (c), the partial order〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomless
and, by Fact 4.1(b),sq〈P(X),⊂〉 is atomless as well. By Facts 4.1(a) and 4.2 (for
κ = ω), 〈P(X),⊂〉 is forcing equivalent to the forcing〈<ωω,⊃〉 or to 〈<ω2,⊃〉.

(e) follows from Facts 4.1(a) and 4.2 (forκ = ω1). ✷

Example 4.4 〈P(X),⊂〉 is a separative poset isomorphic to〈<ω2,⊃〉. LetG<ω2

be the digraph〈<ω2, ρ〉, whereρ = {〈ϕ,ϕai〉 : ϕ ∈ <ω2 ∧ i ∈ 2}. Forϕ ∈ <ω2
letAϕ = {ψ ∈ <ω2 : ϕ ⊂ ψ} and let us prove that

P(G<ω2) = {Aϕ : ϕ ∈ <ω2}. (2)

The inclusion “⊃” is evident. Conversely, ifA ∈ P(G<ω2) andf : G<ω2 →֒ G<ω2,
whereA = f [<ω2], we show thatA = Af(∅).

First, if f(ϕ) ∈ A anddom(ϕ) = n, then, since〈ϕ ↾ k, ϕ ↾ (k + 1)〉 ∈ ρ,
for k < n − 1, we have〈f(ϕ ↾ k), f(ϕ ↾ (k + 1))〉 ∈ ρ, for k < n. But
this is an oriented path fromf(ϕ ↾ 0) = f(∅) to f(ϕ ↾ n) = f(ϕ), which
implies f(∅) ⊂ f(ϕ), that isf(ϕ) ∈ Af(∅). Second, by induction we show that
f(∅)aη ∈ A, for all η ∈ <ω2. Let f(∅)aη ∈ A. Thenf(∅)aη = f(ψ), for some
ψ ∈ <ω2. Since〈ψ,ψak〉 ∈ ρ, for k ∈ {0, 1}, we have〈f(ψ), f(ψak)〉 ∈ ρ
and, hence,f(ψak) = f(ψ)ajk = f(∅)aηajk, wherejk ∈ {0, 1}. Sincef is an
injection we havej0 6= j1 and, hence,f(∅)aηa0 andf(∅)aηa1 are elements ofA.
SoA = Af(∅) and the proof of (2) is finished.

Using (2) it is easy to see that〈<ω2,⊃〉 ∼=F 〈P(G<ω2),⊂〉, whereF (ϕ) = Aϕ.

5 Indivisible structures. Forcing with quotients

A relational structureX = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 is called indivisible iff for each
partitionX = A ∪ B we haveX →֒ A or X →֒ B. The aim of this section is to
locate indivisible structures in our diagram.

Theorem 5.1 A relational structureX is indivisible iff IX is an ideal inP (X).

Proof. Let X be a indivisible structure. Clearly,∅ ∈ IX 6∋ X andI ′ ⊂ I ∈ IX
impliesI ′ ∈ IX. Suppose thatI ∪ J 6∈ IX, for someI, J ∈ IX. ThenC ⊂ I ∪ J ,
for someC ∈ P(X) andC = (C∩I)∪(C∩(J \I)). SinceC ∼= X,C is indivisible
and, hence, there isA ∈ P(C) ⊂ P(X) such thatA ⊂ C ∩ I orA ⊂ C ∩ (J \ I),
which is impossible becauseI, J ∈ IX. ThusIX is an ideal.
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Let X be a divisible and letX = A ∪ B be a partition such thatX 6 →֒ A and
X 6 →֒ B. ThenA,B ∈ IX and, clearly,A ∪B 6∈ IX. ThusIX is not an ideal. ✷

Theorem 5.2 If X = 〈X, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 is an indivisible relational structure, then
(a) sm〈P(X),⊂〉 = 〈P(X),⊂IX〉, whereA ⊂IX B ⇔ A \B ∈ IX;
(b) sq〈P(X),⊂〉 is isomorphic to a dense subset of〈(P (X)/ =IX)

+,≤IX〉.
Hence the poset〈P(X),⊂〉 is forcing equivalent to(P (X)/IX)

+.

Proof. (a) LetA \B ∈ IX. If C ∈ P(X) andC ⊂ A, thenC \B ∈ IX and, since
IX is an ideal andC 6∈ IX, we haveC ∩B 6∈ IX and, hence,D ⊂ C ∩B, for some
D ∈ P(X). By (1) we haveA ≤∗ B.

If A \ B 6∈ IX, thenC ⊂ A \ B, for someC ∈ P(X) andC ∩ B = ∅ so, by
(1), we have¬A ≤∗ B.

(b) By (a) and the definition of the separative quotient, we havesq〈P(X),⊂〉 =
〈P(X)/=∗,E〉, where forA,B ∈ P(X),

A =∗ B ⇔ A△B ∈ IX and [A]=∗ E [B]=∗ ⇔ A \B ∈ IX. (3)

We show that〈P(X)/=∗,E〉 →֒f 〈(P (X)/IX)
+,≤IX〉, wheref([A]=∗) = [A]=IX

.
By (3) and (a),[A]=∗ = [B]=∗ iff A =∗ B iff A △ B ∈ IX iff A =IX B iff
[A]=IX

= [B]=IX
iff f([A]=∗) = f([B]=∗) andf is a well defined injection.

f is a strong homomorphism since[A]=∗ E [B]=∗ iff A\B ∈ IX iff [A]=IX
≤IX

[B]=IX
iff f([A]=∗) ≤IX f([B]=∗).

We prove thatf [P(X)/=∗] is a dense subset of(P (X)/=IX)
+. If [S]=IX

∈

(P (X)/=IX)
+, thenS 6∈ IX and there isA ∈ P(X) such thatA ⊂ S. Hence

A ⊂IX S andf([A]=∗) = [A]=IX
≤IX [S]=IX

.
By Fact 4.1(a) these three posets are forcing equivalent. ✷

Confirming a conjecture of Fraı̈ssé Pouzet proved that eachcountable indivisible
structure contains two disjoint copies of itself [9]. This is, essentially, the statement
(a) of the following theorem but, for completeness, we include a proof.

Theorem 5.3 If X = 〈ω, {ρi : i ∈ I}〉 is a countable indivisible structure, then
(a) 〈P(X),⊂〉 is an atomless partial order (Pouzet);
(b) |P(X)| = c;
(c) | sq〈P(X),⊂〉| > ω.

Proof. (a) Suppose that〈P(X),⊂〉 is not atomless. Then, by Theorem 2.2(d),
U = P(X) ↑ is a uniform filter onω. SinceX is indivisible, for eachA ⊂ ω there
is C ∈ P(X) such thatC ⊂ A and, hence,A ∈ U , or C ⊂ ω \ A, and, hence,
ω \A ∈ U . ThusP(X)↑ is a uniform ultrafilter onω and, by a well known theorem
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of Sierpiński, does not have the Baire property (see e.g. [1], p. 56). A contradiction
to Theorem 3.1.

(b) Suppose that|P(X)| < c. Then, by (a) and Theorem 3.1, we have|P(X)| =
ω and, hence,P(X) = {Cn : n ∈ ω} ⊂ [ω]ω. Since each countable subfamily of
[ω]ω can be reaped, there isA ∈ [ω]ω such that|Cn ∩ A| = |Cn \ A| = ω, for
eachn ∈ ω, and, hence, neitherA nor ω \ A contain an element ofP(X), which
contradicts the assumption thatX is indivisible.

(c) This is Theorem 3.12 of [4]. ✷

6 Embedding-maximal structures

A relational structureX will be calledembedding-maximaliff P(X) = [X]|X|. In
this section we characterize countable embedding-maximalstructures and obtain
more information on the structures which do not have this property. IfP = 〈P,≤〉
is a partial order, a setS ⊂ P is somewhere densein P iff there isp ∈ P such that
for eachq ≤ p there iss ∈ S satisfyings ≤ q. Otherwise,S is nowhere dense.

Theorem 6.1 For a countable binary relational structureX = 〈ω, ρ〉 the following
conditions are equivalent:

(a) P(X) = [ω]ω;
(b) P(X) is a dense set in〈[ω]ω,⊂〉;
(c) X = 〈ω, ρ〉 is isomorphic to one of the following relational structures:

1 The empty relation,〈ω, ∅〉,
2 The complete graph,〈ω, ω2 \∆ω〉,
3 The natural strict linear order onω, 〈ω,<〉,
4 The inverse of the natural strict linear order onω, 〈ω,<−1〉,
5 The diagonal relation,〈ω,∆ω〉,
6 The full relation,〈ω, ω2〉,
7 The natural linear order onω, 〈ω,≤〉,
8 The inverse of the natural linear order onω, 〈ω,≤−1〉;

(d) P(X) is a somewhere dense set in〈[ω]ω ,⊂〉;
(e) IX = Fin.

Then the posetsq〈P(X),⊂〉 = (P (ω)/Fin)+ is atomless andσ-closed.

Proof. The implication (a)⇒ (b) is trivial and it is easy to check (c)⇒ (a).
(b) ⇒ (c). LetP(X) be a dense set in〈[ω]ω,⊂〉.

Claim 1.The relationρ is reflexive or irreflexive.

Proof of Claim 1.If R = {x ∈ ω : xρx} ∈ [ω]ω, then there isC ⊂ R such that
〈ω, ρ〉 ∼= 〈C, ρC〉 and, sinceρC is reflexive,ρ is reflexive as well. Otherwise we
haveI = {x ∈ ω : ¬xρx} ∈ [ω]ω and, similarly,ρ must be irreflexive.
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Claim 2. If the relationρ is irreflexive, then the structure〈ω, ρ〉 is isomorphic to
one of the structures 1 - 4 from (c).

Proof of Claim 2.Clearly,[ω]2 = K0 ∪K1 ∪K2 ∪K3, where the sets
K0 = {{x, y} ∈ [ω]2 : ¬xρy ∧ ¬yρx},
K1 = {{x, y} ∈ [ω]2 : xρy ∧ yρx},
K2 = {{x, y} ∈ [ω]2 : xρy ∧ ¬yρx ∧ x < y},
K3 = {{x, y} ∈ [ω]2 : xρy ∧ ¬yρx ∧ x > y},

are disjoint. By Ramsey’s theorem there areH ∈ [ω]ω andi ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} such
that [H]2 ⊂ Ki. SinceP(X) is a dense set in〈[ω]ω ,⊂〉, there isC ⊂ H such that

〈ω, ρ〉 ∼= 〈C, ρC〉. (4)

If [H]2 ⊂ K0, then for differentx, y ∈ C we have¬xρy and, sinceρ is
irreflexive,ρC = ∅. By (4) we haveρ = ∅.

If [H]2 ⊂ K1, then for differentx, y ∈ C we havexρy andyρx. So, sinceρ
is irreflexive,ρC = C2 \∆C , that is the structure〈C, ρC〉 is a countable complete
graph. By (4) we haveρ = ω2 \∆ω.

If [H]2 ⊂ K2, then for differentx, y ∈ C we have

(xρy ∧ ¬yρx ∧ x < y) ∨ (yρx ∧ ¬xρy ∧ y < x). (5)

Let us prove that for eachx, y ∈ C

xρy ⇔ x < y. (6)

If x = y, then, sinceρ is irreflexive, we have¬xρy and, since¬x < y, (6) is true.
If x < y, by (5) we havexρy and (6) is true.
If x > y, by (5) we have¬xρy and, since¬x < y, (6) is true again.

Since (6) holds for eachx, y ∈ C we haveρC =<C . Clearly〈C,<C 〉 ∼= 〈ω,<〉,
which, together with (4), implies〈ω, ρ〉 ∼= 〈ω,<〉.

If [H]2 ⊂ K3, then as in the previous case we show that〈ω, ρ〉 ∼= 〈ω,<−1〉.

Claim 3. If the relationρ is reflexive andY = 〈ω, ρ \∆ω〉, then
(i) P(Y) is a dense set in〈[ω]ω,⊂〉;
(ii) The structure〈ω, ρ〉 is isomorphic to one of the structures 5 - 8 from (c).

Proof of Claim 3. (i) Let A ∈ [ω]ω, C ⊂ A and〈ω, ρ〉 ∼=f 〈C, ρc〉. Then, since
f is an isomorphism, we have〈x1, x2〉 ∈ ρ \ ∆ω iff 〈x1, x2〉 ∈ ρ ∧ x1 6= x2 iff
〈f(x1), f(x2)〉 ∈ ρC ∧f(x1) 6= f(x2) iff 〈f(x1), f(x2)〉 ∈ ρC \∆ω = (ρ\∆ω)C .
Thus〈ω, ρ \∆ω〉 ∼=f 〈C, (ρ \∆ω)C〉, which impliesC ∈ P(Y).

(ii) Since ρ \ ∆ω is an irreflexive relation, by (i) and Claim 2 the structure
〈ω, ρ \∆ω〉 is isomorphic to one of the structures 1 - 4. Hence the structure 〈ω, ρ〉
is isomorphic to one of the structures 5 - 8.
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(b) ⇔ (e). SinceIX = P (ω) \ (P(X) ↑) we have:P(X) is a dense set in
〈[ω]ω,⊂〉 iff P(X)↑= [ω]ω iff IX = Fin.

(b) ⇒ (d) is trivial.
(d) ⇒ (b) LetP(X) be dense belowA ∈ [ω]ω. Then there areC ⊂ A andf

such thatX ∼=f 〈C, ρC 〉 and, by the assumption,

∀B ∈ [C]ω ∃D ∈ P(X) D ⊂ B. (7)

For S ∈ [ω]ω we havef [S] ∈ [C]ω and, by (7), there isD ⊂ f [S] such that
X ∼= 〈D, ρD〉. Sincef is an injection we havef−1[D] ⊂ S; D ⊂ f [S] implies
f [f−1[D]] = D and, sincef is an isomorphism,〈f−1[D], ρf−1[D]〉 ∼=f |f−1[D]

〈D, ρD〉 and, hence,f−1[D] ∈ P(X). ThusP(X) is a dense set in〈[ω]ω,⊂〉. ✷

Corollary 6.2 If X = 〈ω, ρ〉 is a countable binary relational structure, then
(a)P(X) = [ω]ω or P(X) is a nowhere dense set in〈[ω]ω,⊂〉;
(b) If X is indivisible, thenIX = Fin or IX is a tall ideal (that is, for each

S ∈ [ω]ω there isI ∈ IX ∩ [S]ω).

Proof. (b) If IX 6= Fin, then, by Theorem 6.1,P(X) is a nowhere dense subset of
[ω]ω, so forS ∈ [ω]ω there isI ∈ [S]ω such thatA ⊂ I, for noA ∈ P(X), which
means thatI ∈ IX. ✷

7 Embeddings of disconnected structures

If Xi = 〈Xi, ρi〉, i ∈ I, are binary relational structures andXi ∩ Xj = ∅, for
different i, j ∈ I, then the structure

⋃

i∈I Xi = 〈
⋃

i∈I Xi,
⋃

i∈I ρi〉 will be called
thedisjoint unionof the structuresXi, i ∈ I.

If 〈X, ρ〉 is a binary structure, then the transitive closureρrst of the relation
ρrs = ∆X∪ρ∪ρ−1 (given byx ρrst y iff there aren ∈ N andz0 = x, z1, . . . , zn =
y such thatzi ρrs zi+1, for eachi < n) is the minimal equivalence relation onX
containingρ. In the sequel the relationρrst will be denoted by∼ρ or ∼. Then for
x ∈ X the corresponding element of the quotientX/∼ will be denoted by[x]∼ρ

or [x]∼ or only by [x], if the context admits, and called thecomponentof 〈X, ρ〉
containingx. The structure〈X, ρ〉 will be calledconnectediff |X/∼ | = 1. The
main result of this section is Theorem 7.5 describing embeddings of disconnected
structures and providing several constructions in the sequel.

Lemma 7.1 Let 〈X, ρ〉 = 〈
⋃

i∈I Xi,
⋃

i∈I ρi〉 be a disjoint union of binary struc-
tures. Then for eachi ∈ I and eachx ∈ Xi we have

(a) [x] ⊂ Xi;
(b) [x] = Xi, if 〈Xi, ρi〉 is a connected structure.
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Proof. (a) Lety ∈ [x] andz0 = x, z1, . . . , zn = y ∈ X, wherezk ρrs zk+1, for
eachk < n. Using induction we show thatzk ∈ Xi, for eachk ≤ n. Suppose that
zk ∈ Xi. Thenzk ρrs zk+1 and, ifzk = zk+1, we are done. If〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρ, there
is j ∈ I such that〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρj ⊂ Xj × Xj and, sincezk ∈ Xi, we havej = i
and, hence,zk+1 ∈ Xi. If 〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρ−1, then〈zk+1, zk〉 ∈ ρ and, similarly,
zk+1 ∈ Xi again.

(b) Let 〈Xi, ρi〉 be a connected structure andy ∈ Xi. Thenx ∼ρi y and,
hence, there arez0 = x, z1, . . . , zn = y ∈ Xi, where for eachk < n we have
zk (ρi)rs zk+1, that iszk = zk+1 ∨ zk ρi zk+1 ∨ zk (ρi)

−1 zk+1, which implies
zk ρrs zk+1. Thusy ∼ρ x and, hence,y ∈ [x]. ✷

Proposition 7.2 If 〈X, ρ〉 is a binary structure, then〈
⋃

x∈X [x],
⋃

x∈X ρ[x]〉 is the
unique representation of〈X, ρ〉 as a disjoint union of connected relations.

Proof. ClearlyX =
⋃

x∈X [x] is a partition ofX and
⋃

x∈X ρ[x] ⊂ ρ. If 〈x, y〉 ∈ ρ,
thenx ∼ y, which impliesx, y ∈ [x]. Hence〈x, y〉 ∈ ρ ∩ ([x] × [x]) = ρ[x] and
we haveρ =

⋃

x∈X ρ[x].
We show that the structures〈[x], ρ[x]〉, x ∈ X, are connected. Lety ∈ [x] and

z0 = x, z1, . . . , zn = y ∈ X, wherezk ρrs zk+1, for eachk < n. Using induction
we show that

∀k ≤ n zk ∈ [x]. (8)

Suppose thatzk ∈ [x]. Thenzk ρrs zk+1 and, if zk = zk+1, we are done. If
〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρ, there isu ∈ X such that〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρ[u] ⊂ [u] × [u] and, since
zk ∈ [x], we have[u] = [x] and, hence,zk+1 ∈ [x]. If 〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ρ−1, then
〈zk+1, zk〉 ∈ ρ and, similarly,zk+1 ∈ [x] again.

For eachk < n we have〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈ ∆X ∪ ρ ∪ ρ−1 so, by (8),〈zk, zk+1〉 ∈
∆[x] ∪ ρ[x] ∪ ρ−1

[x] = (ρ[x])rs. Thusx ∼ρ[x] y and, since the relation∼ρ[x] is
symmetric,y ∼ρ[x] x, for eachy ∈ [x]. Since the relation∼ρ[x] is transitive, for
eachy, z ∈ [x] we havey ∼ρ[x] z and, hence,〈[x], ρ[x]〉 is a connected structure.

For a proof of the uniqueness of the representation, supposethat 〈X, ρ〉 =
〈
⋃

i∈I Xi,
⋃

i∈I ρi〉 is a disjoint union, where the structures〈Xi, ρi〉, i ∈ I, are
connected. By Lemma 7.1(b), fori ∈ I andx ∈ Xi we haveXi = [x] and, hence,
ρi = ρ∩(Xi×Xi) = ρ∩([x]×[x]) = ρ[x]. Thus〈Xi, ρi〉 = 〈[x], ρ[x]〉. On the other
hand, ifx ∈ X, thenx ∈ Xi, for somei ∈ I, and, similarly,〈[x], ρ[x]〉 = 〈Xi, ρi〉.
Consequently we have{〈Xi, ρi〉 : i ∈ I} = {〈[x], ρ[x]〉 : x ∈ X}. ✷

Proposition 7.3 Let 〈X, ρ〉 be a binary relational structure andρc = (X ×X) \ ρ
the complement ofρ. Then

(a) At least one of the structures〈X, ρ〉 and〈X, ρc〉 is connected;
(b) Emb〈X, ρ〉 = Emb〈X, ρc〉 andP〈X, ρ〉 = P〈X, ρc〉.
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Proof. (a) Suppose that the structureX = 〈X, ρ〉 is disconnected. Then, by Propo-
sition 7.2,X is the disjoint union of connected structuresXi = 〈Xi, ρi〉, i ∈ I,
and we show that〈X, ρc〉 is connected. Letx, y ∈ X. If x ∈ Xi andy ∈ Xj ,
wherei 6= j, thenx 6∼ρ y, which implies〈x, y〉 6∈ ρ, thus〈x, y〉 ∈ ρc and, hence,
x ∼ρc y. Otherwise, ifx, y ∈ Xi, for somei ∈ I, then we pickj ∈ I \ {i} and
z ∈ Xj and, as in the previous case,x ∼ρc z andy ∼ρc z and, since∼ρc is an
equivalence relation,x ∼ρc y again.

(b) If f ∈ Emb〈X, ρ〉, then f is an injection and for eachx, y ∈ X we
have〈x, y〉 ∈ ρ ⇔ 〈f(x), f(y)〉 ∈ ρ, that is〈x, y〉 ∈ ρc ⇔ 〈f(x), f(y)〉 ∈ ρc

and, hence,f ∈ Emb〈X, ρc〉. The another implication has a similar proof. Now
P〈X, ρ〉 = {f [X] : f ∈ Emb〈X, ρ〉} = {f [X] : f ∈ Emb〈X, ρc〉} = P〈X, ρc〉.
✷

Lemma 7.4 Let 〈X, ρ〉 and〈Y, τ〉 be binary structures andf : X → Y an embed-
ding. Then for eachx1, x2, x ∈ X

(a)x1ρrsx2 ⇔ f(x1)τrsf(x2);
(b) x1 ∼ρ x2 ⇒ f(x1) ∼τ f(x2);
(c) f [[x]] ⊂ [f(x)];
(d) f | [x] : [x] → f [[x]] is an isomorphism.

If, in addition,f is an isomorphism, then
(e)x1 ∼ρ x2 ⇔ f(x1) ∼τ f(x2);
(f) f [[x]] = [f(x)];
(g) 〈X, ρ〉 is connected iff〈Y, τ〉 is connected.

Proof. (a) Sincef is an injection and a strong homomorphism we havex1 ρrsx2 iff
x1 = x2 ∨ x1 ρ x2 ∨ x2 ρ x1 iff f(x1) = f(x2)∨ f(x1) ρ f(x2)∨ f(x2) ρ f(x1)
iff f(x1) τrsf(x2).

(b) If x1 ∼ρ x2, then there arez0, z1, . . . , zn ∈ X such thatx1 = z0 ρrs z1 ρrs
. . . ρrs zn = x2 and, by (a),f(x1) = f(z0) τrs f(z1) τrs . . . τrs f(zn) = f(x2)
and, hence,f(x1) ∼τ f(x2).

(c) If x′ ∈ [x], thenx′ ∼ρ x and, by (b),f(x′) ∼τ f(x) sof(x′) ∈ [f(x)].
(d) Clearly,f |[x] is a bijection. Sincef is a strong homomorphism, forx1, x2 ∈

[x] we havex1 ρx2 iff f(x1) τf(x2) iff (f |[x])(x1) τ(f |[x])(x2).
(e) The implication “⇒” is proved in (b). Iff(x1) ∼τ f(x2), then, applying

(b) to f−1 we obtainx1 ∼ρ x2.
(f) The inclusion “⊂” is proved in (b). Lety ∈ [f(x)], that isy ∼τ f(x). Since

f is a bijection there isx′ ∈ X such thaty = f(x′) and, by (e),x′ ∼ρ x, that is
x′ ∈ [x]. Hencey ∈ f [[x]].

(g) follows from (e). ✷
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Theorem 7.5 LetXi = 〈Xi, ρi〉, i ∈ I, andYj = 〈Yj , σj〉, j ∈ J , be two families
of disjoint connected binary structures andX andY their unions. Then

(a)F : X →֒ Y iff there aref : I → J andgi : Xi →֒ Yf(i), i ∈ I, such that
F =

⋃

i∈I gi and

∀{i1, i2} ∈ [I]2 ∀xi1 ∈ Xi1 ∀xi2 ∈ Xi2 ¬ gi1(xi1) σrs gi2(xi2). (9)

(b) C ∈ P(X) iff there aref : I → I andgi : Xi →֒ Xf(i), i ∈ I, such that
C =

⋃

i∈I gi[Xi] and

∀{i, j} ∈ [I]2 ∀x ∈ Xi ∀y ∈ Xj ¬ gi(x) ρrs gj(y). (10)

Proof. (a) (⇒) Let F : X →֒ Y. By Proposition 7.2, the setsXi, i ∈ I, are
components ofX andYj, j ∈ I, are components ofY. By Lemma 7.4(c), for
i ∈ I and x ∈ Xi we haveF [[x]] ⊂ [F (x)] so there is (unique)f(i) ∈ J ,
such thatF [Xi] ⊂ Yf(i). By Lemma 7.4(d),F |Xi : Xi → F [Xi] ⊂ Yf(i) is an
isomorphism and, hence,gi : Xi →֒ Yf(i), where the mappinggi : Xi → Yf(i)
is given bygi(x) = F (x). Clearlyf : I → J andF =

⋃

i∈I gi. Suppose that
gi1(xi1) σrs gi2(xi2), that isF (xi1) σrs F (xi2), for some differenti1, i2 ∈ I
and somexi1 ∈ Xi1 andxi2 ∈ Xi2 . Then, by Lemma 7.4(a),xi1 ρrs xi2 and,
hence,xi1 ∼ρ xi2 , which is not true, becausexi1 andxi2 are elements of different
components ofX.

(⇐) Let F =
⋃

i∈I gi, where the functionsf : I → J andgi : Xi →֒ Yf(i),
i ∈ I, satisfy the given conditions.

Let u, v ∈ X, whereu 6= v. If u, v ∈ Xi for somei ∈ I then, sincegi is
an injection, we haveF (u) = gi(u) 6= gi(v) = F (v). Otherwiseu ∈ Xi1 and
v ∈ Xi2 , wherei1 6= i2 and, by the assumption,¬ gi1(u) σrs gi2(v), which implies
gi1(u) 6= gi2(v) that isF (u) 6= F (v). ThusF is an injection.

In order to prove thatF is a strong homomorphism we takeu, v ∈ X and prove

u ρ v ⇔ F (u) σF (v). (11)

If u, v ∈ Xi, for somei ∈ I, then we have:u ρ v iff u ρi v (sinceρXi = ρi) iff
gi(u) σf(i) gi(v) (becausegi : Xi →֒ Yf(i)) iff gi(u) σ gi(v) (sinceσYf(i)

= σf(i))
iff F (u) σ F (v) (becauseF ↾ Xi = gi). So (11) is true.

If u ∈ Xi1 andv ∈ Xi2 , wherei1 6= i2, then¬u ρ v, becauseu andv are
in different components ofX. By the assumption we have¬ gi1(u) σrs gi2(v),
which implies¬ gi1(u) σ gi2(v), that is¬ F (u) σ F (v). So (11) is true again.

(b) follows from (a) and the fact thatC ∈ P(X) iff there isF : X →֒ X such
thatC = F [X]. ✷
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8 Embedding-incomparable components

Two structuresX andY will be calledembedding-incomparableiff X 6 →֒ Y and
Y 6 →֒ X. We will use the following fact.

Fact 8.1 Let P,Q andPi, i ∈ I, be partial orderings. Then
(a) If P ∼= Q, thensmP ∼= smQ andsqP ∼= sqQ;
(b) sm(

∏

i∈I Pi) =
∏

i∈I smPi;
(c) sq(

∏

i∈I Pi)
∼=

∏

i∈I sqPi.

Theorem 8.2 Let ρ be a binary relation on a setX. If the componentsXi =
〈Xi, ρXi〉, i ∈ I, of the structureX = 〈X, ρ〉 are embedding-incomparable, then

(a) 〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼=
∏

i∈I〈P(Xi),⊂〉;
(b) sq〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼=

∏

i∈I sq〈P(Xi),⊂〉.
(c)X is a divisible structure.

Proof. (a) By Theorem 7.5(b) and since the structuresXi are embedding-incom-
parable,C ∈ P(X) iff there are embeddingsgi : Xi →֒ Xi, i ∈ I, such that
C =

⋃

i∈I gi[Xi] and¬ gi(x) ρrs gj(y), for each differenti, j ∈ I, eachx ∈ Xi

and eachy ∈ Xj . But, sincei 6= j, x ∈ Xi andy ∈ Xj impliesgi(x) ∈ Xi and
gj(y) ∈ Xj , it is impossible thatgi(x) ρrs gj(y) and, hence, the last condition
is implied by the condition thatgi : Xi →֒ Xi, for eachi ∈ I. Consequently,
P(X) = {

⋃

i∈I Ci : 〈Ci : i ∈ I〉 ∈
∏

i∈I P(Xi)} and it is easy to check that the
mappingf :

∏

i∈I〈P(Xi) ⊂〉 → 〈P(X),⊂〉 given byf(〈Ci : i ∈ I〉) =
⋃

i∈I Ci is
an isomorphism of posets.

(b) follows from (a) and Fact 8.1(a) and (c).
(c) The partitionX = Xi ∪ (X \Xi) witnesses thatX is divisible. ✷

9 From A1 to D5

In this section we show that the diagram on Figure 1 is correct. The relations
between the properties ofX andP(X) are established in the previous sections.
Since| sq〈P(X),⊂〉| ≤ |P(X)|, the classesB1, C1,D1, C2 andD2 are empty and,
sincesq〈[ω]ω,⊂〉 = (P (ω)/Fin)+ is aσ-closed atomless poset, the classesA5,
B5 andC5 are empty as well. By Theorem 5.3 we haveA4 = B4 = ∅ and in the
sequel we show that the remaining classes contain some structures. First, the graph
GZ mentioned in the Introduction belongs toA1 and its restriction toN to A2.
The classB2 contains the digraph constructed in Example 4.4 and in the following
examples we construct some structures fromA3, B3 andC3.
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Example 9.1 〈P(X),⊂〉 collapsesc to ω andX is a divisible structure belonging
to C3. Let X = 〈X, ρ〉 = 〈

⋃

n≥3G
′
n,
⋃

n≥3 ρ
′
n〉, where the setsG′

n, n ≥ 3, are
pairwise disjoint and〈G′

n, ρ
′
n〉

∼= 〈Gn, ρn〉, where the structure〈Gn, ρn〉 is the
directed graph defined byGn = <ω2× {0, 1, . . . , n − 1} and

ρn = {〈〈ϕ, 0〉, 〈ϕak, 0〉〉 : ϕ ∈ <ω2 ∧ k ∈ 2} ∪

{〈〈ϕ, i〉, 〈ϕ, j〉〉 : ϕ ∈ <ω2 ∧ 〈i, j〉 ∈ {〈0, 1〉, 〈1, 2〉, . . . , 〈n− 1, 0〉}}.

Using the obvious fact that two cycle graphs of different size are embedding in-
comparable we easily prove that for differentm,n ≥ 3 the structures〈Gm, ρm〉
and〈Gn, ρn〉 are embedding incomparable as well so, by (a) of Theorem 8.2,

〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼=
∏

n≥3〈P(〈Gn, ρn〉),⊂〉. (12)

Let n ≥ 3. Like in Example 4.4 forϕ ∈ <ω2 let Aϕ = {ψ ∈ <ω2 : ϕ ⊂ ψ} and
Bϕ = Aϕ × {0, 1, . . . , n− 1}. Let us prove that

P(〈Gn, ρn〉) = {Bϕ : ϕ ∈ <ω2}. (13)

The inclusion “⊃” is evident. Conversely, letB ∈ P(〈Gn, ρn〉) andf : 〈Gn, ρn〉 →֒
〈Gn, ρn〉, whereB = f [Gn]. Clearly, deg(v) ∈ {4, 5}, for each vertexv ∈
<ω2× {0}, anddeg(v) = 2, otherwise Thus, sincef preserves degrees of vertices
we havef [<ω2×{0}] ⊂ <ω2×{0} andf ↾ <ω2×{0} : <ω2×{0} →֒ <ω2×{0}.
Since the digraph<ω2 × {0} is isomorphic to the digraphG<ω2, by Example 4.4,
there isϕ ∈ <ω2 such that

f [<ω2× {0}] = Aϕ × {0}. (14)

Now, since eachv ∈ Gn belongs to a unique cycle graph withn vertices andf
preserves this property by (14) we haveB = f [Gn] = Bϕ and (13) is proved.

By (13), like in Example 4.4 we prove that〈P(〈Gn, ρn〉),⊂〉 ∼= 〈<ω2,⊃〉.
Thus, by (13), the poset〈P(X),⊂〉 is isomorphic to the direct product〈<ω2,⊃〉ω

of countably many Cohen posets which collapsesc toω (see [2], (E4) on page 294).
The partitionX = G3 ∪ (X \G3) witnesses thatX is a divisible structure.

Example 9.2 〈P(X),⊂〉 is an atomic poset of sizec andX ∈ A3. Let X =
〈X, ρ〉 = 〈

⋃

n≥3G
′
n,
⋃

n≥3 ρ
′
n〉, where the setsG′

n, n ≥ 3, are pairwise dis-
joint and 〈G′

n, ρ
′
n〉 is isomorphic to the digraph〈Gn, ρn〉 given byGn = ω ×

{0, 1, . . . , n− 1} and

ρn = {〈〈n, 0〉, 〈n + 1, 0〉〉 : n ∈ ω} ∪

{〈〈n, i〉, 〈n, j〉〉 : n ∈ ω ∧ 〈i, j〉 ∈ {〈0, 1〉, 〈1, 2〉, . . . , 〈n − 1, 0〉}}.
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As in Example 9.1 we prove that for differentm,n ≥ 3 the structures〈Gm, ρm〉
and〈Gn, ρn〉 are embedding incomparable so, by (a) of Theorem 8.2,

〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼=
∏

n≥3〈P(〈Gn, ρn〉),⊂〉. (15)

Let n ≥ 3. Using the arguments from Example 9.1 we easily prove that

P(〈Gn, ρn〉) = {Bk : k ∈ ω}, (16)

whereBk = (ω \ k)× {0, 1, . . . , n− 1}, for k ∈ ω.
By (16) we have〈P(〈Gn, ρn〉),⊂〉 ∼= 〈ω,≥〉 = ω∗. Thus, by (15), the poset

〈P(X),⊂〉 is isomorphic to the direct product(ω∗)ω of countably many copies of
ω∗ which is an atomic lattice of sizec.

Example 9.3 sq〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼= 〈<ω2,⊃〉 although|P(X)| = c, thusX ∈ B3. Let
Y = 〈Y, ρ〉 be the digraph considered in Example 4.4 andZ = 〈Z, σc〉, where
〈Z, σ〉 is isomorphic to the digraph from Example 9.2 andY ∩Z = ∅. Since〈Z, σ〉
is a disconnected structure, by Proposition 7.3(a) the structureZ is connected and,
clearly,σc = (Z × Z) \ σ is a reflexive relation, which implies that the structures
Y andZ are embedding incomparable. Thus, by Theorem 8.2(a), for the structure
X = Y∪Zwe have〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼= 〈P(Y),⊂〉×〈P(Z),⊂〉 and, since by Proposition
7.3(b)P(Z) = P(〈Z, σ〉), we have|P(X)| = c.

By Theorem 8.2(b) we havesq〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼= sq〈P(Y),⊂〉×sq〈P(Z),⊂〉. Since
〈P(Z),⊂〉 is an atomic poset, by Theorem 4.3(a) we have| sq〈P(Z),⊂〉| = 1 and,
hence,sq〈P(X),⊂〉 ∼= 〈<ω2,⊃〉 × 1 ∼= 〈<ω2,⊃〉.

In the sequel we show that the remaining classes are non-empty and give more
information about some basic classes of structures.

Linear orders. A linear orderL is scatterediff it does not contain a dense
suborder or, equivalently, a copy of the rationals,Q. OtherwiseL is anon-scattered
linear order. So, ifL is a countable linear order, we have the following cases.

Case 1: L is non-scattered. By [3], for each non-scattered linear order L the
poset〈P(L),⊂〉 is forcing equivalent to the two-step iterationS ∗ π, whereS is the
Sacks forcing and1S 
 “π is aσ-closed forcing”. If the equality sh(S) = ℵ1 or
PFA holds in the ground model, then the second iterand is forcing equivalent to the
poset(P (ω)/Fin)+ of the Sacks extension. So, ifL is a countable non-scattered
linear order, then forcing by〈P(L),⊂〉 produces reals. In addition,L is indivisible.
Namely, ifQ is a copy ofQ in L andL = A0∪̇A1, then, sinceQ is indivisible,
there isk ∈ {0, 1} such thatQ ∩Ak contains a copy ofQ and, by the universality
of Q,Q ∩Ak contains a copy ofL as well. Hence,L ∈ C4.
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Case 2: L is scattered. By [6] for each countable scattered linear order L
the partial orderingsq〈P(L),⊂〉 is atomless andσ-closed. In particular, ifα is
a countable ordinal andα = ωγn+rnsn + . . . + ωγ0+r0s0 + k its representation
in the Cantor normal form, wherek ∈ ω, ri ∈ ω, si ∈ N, γi ∈ Lim ∪{1} and
γn + rn > . . . > γ0 + r0, then by [7]

sq〈P(α),⊂〉 ∼=
∏n

i=0

((

rpri (P (ωγi)/Iωγi )
)+)si

, (17)

where, for an ordinalβ, Iβ = {C ⊂ β : β 6 →֒ C} and, for a posetP, rp(P)
denotes the reduced powerPω/ ≡Fin andrpk+1(P) = rp(rpk(P)). In particular,
for ω ≤ α < ωω we have

sq
(

P(
∑0

i=n ω
1+risi),⊂

)

∼=
∏n

i=0

((

rpri (P (ω)/Fin )
)+)si

. (18)

Thus ifL is a scattered linear order, thenL ∈ D3 ∪ D4 ∪ D5 and, for example,
ω + ω ∈ D3, ω · ω ∈ D4 andω ∈ D5, since an ordinalα < ω1 is an indivisible
structure iffα = ωβ, for some ordinalβ > 0.

So, under the CH, for a countable linear orderL the poset〈P(L),⊂〉 is forcing
equivalent toS∗π, where1S 
 “π = (P (ω̌)/Fin)+”, if L is non-scattered; and to
(P (ω)/Fin)+, if L is scattered. But it is consistent that the poset〈P(ω + ω),⊂〉
is not forcing equivalent to(P (ω)/Fin)+: by (18) we havesq〈P(ω + ω),⊂〉 ∼=
(P (ω)/Fin)+ × (P (ω)/Fin)+ and, by a result of Shelah and Spinas [10], it is
consistent that(P (ω)/Fin)+ and its square are not forcing equivalent.

Equivalence relations and similar structures. By a more general theorem
from [5] we have: IfXi = 〈Xi, ρXi〉, i ∈ I, are the components of a countable
binary structureX = 〈X, ρ〉, which is

- either an equivalence relation,
- or a disjoint union of complete graphs,
- or a disjoint union of ordinals≤ ω,

then sq〈P(X),⊂〉 is aσ-closed atomless poset. More precisely, ifN = {|Xi| :
i ∈ I}, Nfin = N \ {ω}, Iκ = {i ∈ I : |Xi| = κ}, κ ∈ N , and|Iω| = µ, then
the following table describes a forcing equivalent and somecardinal invariants of
〈P(X),⊂〉

X sq〈P(X),⊂〉 is sq〈P(X),⊂〉 is ZFC⊢ sq〈P(X),⊂〉
forcing equivalent to is h-distributive

N ∈ [N]<ω or |I| = 1 (P (ω)/Fin)+ t-closed YES

0 < |Nfin|, |Iω | < ω ((P (ω)/Fin)+)n t-closed NO

|Iω | < ω = |Nfin| (P (∆)/EDfin)
+ × ((P (ω)/Fin)+)µ σ-closed NO

|Iω | = ω (P (ω × ω)/(Fin×Fin))+ σ-closed, notω2-closed NO
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where∆ = {〈m,n〉 ∈ N×N : n ≤ m} and the idealEDfin in P (∆) is defined by
EDfin = {S ⊂ ∆ : ∃r ∈ N ∀m ∈ N |S ∩ ({m} × {1, 2, . . . ,m})| ≤ r}.

The structureX is indivisible iff N ∈ [N]ω orN = {1} or |I| = 1 or |Iω| = ω.
Thus ifX is a countable equivalence relation, thenX ∈ D3∪D4∪D5 and some

examples of such structures are given in the diagram in Figure 9. We remark that, if
Fκ denotes the full relation on a set of sizeκ, the following countable equivalence
relations are ultrahomogeneous:

⋃

ω Fn (indivisible iff n = 1);
⋃

n Fω (indivisible
iff n = 1) and

⋃

ω Fω (theω-homogeneous-universal equivalence relation, indivis-
ible of course).

X ultrahomogeneous

X equivalence relation

⋃
1 Fω

⋃
ω F1

⋃
ω Fω

⋃
n∈ω Fn

⋃
ω F2

⋃
2 Fω

F3 ∪
⋃

ω F2D3

D4

D5

Figure 2: Equivalence relations on countable sets

The same picture is obtained for
- Disconnected countable ultrahomogeneous graphs, which are (by the well

known classification of Lachlan and Woodrow) of the form
⋃

mKn, wheremn =
ω (the disjoint union ofm-many complete graphs of sizen);

- Countable posets of the form
⋃

m Ln, wheremn = ω (the disjoint union of
m-many copies of the ordinaln ∈ [1, ω]).

We note that the relational structures observed in this section are disconnected
but taking their complements we obtain connected structures with the same posets
〈P(X),⊂〉 andsq〈P(X),⊂〉. For example, the complement of

⋃

m Fn is the graph-
theoretic complement of the graph

⋃

mKn.
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