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Abstract

We investigate the partial orderings of the foff(X), C), whereX is a re-
lational structure an®(X) the set of the domains of its isomorphic substruc-
tures. A rough classification of countable binary strudwerresponding to
the forcing-related properties of the posets of their coebtained.
2000 Mathematics Subject Classificati@3C15, 03E40, 06A10.
Keywords relational structure, isomorphic substructure, poseting.

1 Introduction

The relational structur& = (w, <), where< is the natural order on the set
of natural numbers is a structure having the following eximeproperty: each-
sized subsetl of w determines a substructure isomorphic to the whole strectér
instead of{w, <) we take the integer ling = (Z, <), then we lose the maximality
of the set of isomorphic substructures (the set of posititegers is not a copy
of Z). Finally, the minimality of the set of copies is reached hg tinear graph
Gz = (Z, p), wherep = {(m,n) : |[m —n| = 1}, since each proper subsétof Z
determines a disconnected graph and, hence, fails to beya€tme whole graph.

We investigate the posets of the fofiA(X), C), whereX is a relational struc-
ture andP(X) the set of the domains of its isomorphic substructures. oigjn
some our statements are general, the main result of the {gsatherdiagram on Fig-
urell, describing an interplay between the properties ofiatable binary structure
X and the properties of the corresponding pd$¥K), C). So we obtain a rough
classification of countable binary structures concerngyforcing-related proper-
ties of the posets of their copies: for the structures frotaron A (resp. B; D)
the corresponding posets are forcing equivalent to thekposet (resp. the Cohen
forcing, (<¥2, D); ac-closed atomless poset) and the wild animals are in cages
and Cy, where the posets of copies are forcing equivalent to théiente of the
form P(w)/Z, for some co-analytic tall idedl.

Clearly, such classification depends on the model of setrgh@owhich we
work. For example, under the CH all the structures from caluprare in the same
class (having the posets of copies forcing equivalerifttw)/ Fin)™), but this is
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not true in the Mathias model. Also the classification is venygh. Namely, it is
easy to see that equimorphic structures have forcing deuivposets of copies|[5]
and, hence, all countable non-scattered linear orderscangagent in this sense.
Moreover, the class of structures satisfyin@) = { X } contains continuum many
non-equimorphic structures!|[8].
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Figure 1: Binary relations on countable sets

A few words on notation. Lef = {R; : i € I} be arelational language, where
ar(R;) = n;, i € I. An L-structureX = (X, {p; : i € I}) is calledcountableiff
|X| = w; binaryiff L = {R} andar(R) = 2. If A C X, then(A,{(pi)a:i€cl})

is asubstructureof X, where(p;)a = p;, N A", i € I. If Y = (Y, {o; : i € I})is
an L-structure too, a mapping: X — Y is anembeddingwe writeX — ; Y) iff

it is an injection and

Viel Y(xi,...xn,) € X" ((x1,...,2n,) € pi = (f(z1),..., f(xn,)) € 04).
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If X embeds inY we write X — Y. Let Emb(X,Y) = {f : X <=, Y} and
Emb(X) = {f : X <= X}. If, in addition, f is a surjection, it is arsomorphism
(we writeX = Y) and the structureX andY areisomorphic in notationX = Y.

So we investigate the posets of the fofB(X), C), whereX = (X, {p; : i € I})

is a relational structure and

P(X) = {AC X : (A{(p)a:i € I}) = X} = {f[X] : f € Emb(X)}.

More generally, ifY = (Y,{o; : i € I}) is a structure of the same language, let
PX,Y)={BCY : (B, {(oi)p:iel}) =X} ={f[X]:feEmbXY)}.

2 Homogeneity and atoms

If P = (P, <) is a partial orderp,q € P arecompatibleiff there isr < p,q.
Otherwisep and g areincompatibleand we writep | ¢. p € P is anatom in
notationp € At(P), iff eachq,r < p are compatible.P is called: atomlessff
At(P) = 0; atomiciff At(P) is dense inP; homogeneousf it has the largest
element and® = p |= (—o0, p|p, for eachp € P. Clearly we have

Fact 2.1 A homogeneous posét = (P, <) is either atomless or downwards di-
rected andAt(IP) = P in the second case.

A family B is anuniform filter baseon a setX iff (UFB1) §§ # B c [X]XI;
(UFB2) For eachd, B € B there isC € B such thatC’ C An B.

Theorem 2.2 Let X = (X, {p; : i € I}) be arelational structure. Then
(a) (P(X), C) is a homogeneous poset;
(b) (P(X), C) is either atomless or atomic;
(c) (P(X), C) is atomless iff it contains two incompatible elements;
(d) If (P(X), C) is atomic, themAt(P(X)) = P(X) and, moreoveP(X) is an
uniform filter base onX. Also (P(X) € P(X) iff P(X) = {X}.

Proof. (a) Clearly,1px) = X. LetC € P(X) andf € Emb(X), whereC' = f[X].
We show thatP(X), C) = ((—o0, Clp(x), C), where the functiont” is defined
by F(A) = f[A], for eachA € P(X). For A € P(X) we haveF'(4) ¢ C and
there isg € Emb(X) such thatd = g[X]. Clearly f o ¢ € Emb(X) and, hence,
F(A) = flg[X]] € P(X). ThusF : P(X) — (—o0, Clpx)-

Sincef is an injection,f[A] = f[B] implies A = B, soF'is an injection.

LetP(X) > B C C. SinceB C f[X] we haveB = f[f~![B]] and, clearly,
<f_1[B]7{(pi)f*1[B] S I}> gf|f*1[B} <B7{(pz)B S [}> >~ X. Thus
f~YB] € P(X)andB = F(f~![B]), soF is a surjection.
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Since f is an injection, forA, B € P(X) we haveA C B < f[A] C f[B].
ThusF is an order isomorphism.

(b) Follows from (a) and Fagt2.1.

(c) If P(X) contains two incompatible elements, then it is not downwatid
rected and, by Fatt 2.1, must be atomless.

(d) Let(P(X), C) be atomic. By Fadt 2 1At(P(X)) = P(X) andP(X) satisfies
(UFB2). SinceX ¢ P(X) c [X]X], (UFB1) holds as well. Suppose that=
NP(X) € P(X) andP(X) # {X}. ThenA ¢ X and, sinceP(X) = A, there is
B € P(X) such thatB ¢ A. A contradiction. O

3 The complexity and size

For each relational structut® we have{X} c P(X) c [X]XI andP(X) is of
size 1 or infinite, because ff € Emb(X) and f[X] # X, thenf"[X],n € N,isa
decreasing sequence of element®@X). Now we show thaiP(X)| € {1, Rq, c}.

By 2“ andw® we denote the Cantor cube and the Baire spacgan@® — 2
andr : w¥ — w, k € w, will be the corresponding projections. As usual, the
mappingy : P(w) — 2“, wherex(A) = xa, for eachA C w, identifies the
subsets of with their characteristic functions and a et P(w) is called closed
(Borel, analytic ...) iffy[S] is a closed (Borel, analytic ...) set in the spate

ForS§ ¢ Pw)letSt={A Cw:35€ S S C A} and, forA C 2, let
At={zr € 2¥ : Ja € A a < z}, wherea < x means that(n) < x(n), for all
n € w. Instead of{a} 1 we will write a 1.

Theorem 3.1 If X = (X,{p; : @ € I}) is a countable relational structure and
Ix ={I c X : =34 € P(X) A C I}, then

(a) P(X) is an analytic set;

(b) P(X) 1 is an analytic set;

(c) Zx is a co-analytic set containing the idé&h x of finite subsets of;

(d) The set®(X) andP(X)1 have the Baire property and sizeN, or c.

Proof. Without loss of generality we supposé = w. Letar(p;) = n;, i € 1.
(a) This statement is a folklore but, for completeness, whkide its proof.

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

Proof of Claim 1.We show that the set*\ Emb(X) is open. Letf € w“\Emb(X).
If fis not an injection andn,n € w, wherem # n and f(m) = f(n) = k,
thenm . [{k}] N7, 1[{k}] is a neighborhood of contained inu* \ Emb(X).
Otherwise there are € I andm,...,m,, € w such thatimi,...,m,,) €
pi 4 (f(m1),..., f(mn,)) € pi. ThenB = (;,,, 71 [{f(m;)}] is a neighbor-
hood of f contained inv* \ Emb(X).
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Claim 2. The mapping' : w* — 2¢ defined byF'(f) = x (. iS a Borel mapping.

Proof of Claim 2.By [1], p. 71, it is sufficient to show that —*[p; 1[{j}]] is a Borel
set, for eachn € w andj € 2. Clearly, forf € w* we havef € F~t[p, t[{j}]] &
Xfw(n) = j. Thusf € F~tp, '[{1}]] iff n € flw] iff f(k) = n, thatisf
. ' [{n}], for somek € w. SOF 1 [p 1 [{1}]] = Uye,, 7, ' [{n}] is an open set
and, similarly, F = [p;, 1 [{0}]] = w* \ Uje, 77 '[{n}] is closed and, hence, Borel.

Claim 3. x[P(X)] = F[Emb(X)].

Proof of Claim 3.Sincey is a bijection, forA C w we have:xa € x[P(X)] iff
A€ P(X)iff A= flw], thatisxa = xs = F(f), for somef € Emb(X) iff
X4 € F[Emb(X)].

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

(b) If we regard the seEmb(X) as a subspace of the Baire spacg then
{7, '[{n}] NEmb(X) : k,n € w} is a subbase for the corresponding topology on
Emb(X) and we have

Claim4. B = U tepmpx) {f} X X Tis aclosed setin the produinb(X) x 2.

Proof of Claim 4.Let (f, z) € (Emb(X) x 2¥) \ B. Thenx & x (., T and, hence,
there isng € w such thatr(ng) < xf[(n0)- Thus, firstz(ng) = 0, which implies
z € p,)[{0}] and, secondy s1j(no) = 1, that isng € fw] so there isky € w
satisfying f (ko) = no and, hencef & wlgol[{no}]. Now we have(f,z) € O =
(77,;01 [{n0}] N Emb(X)) x p,1[{0}] and we show thaD N B = (). Suppose that
(9,y) € ON B. Then, sinceg,y) € O, we haveg(ky) = no andy(ng) = 0;
since(g,y) € B we havey > x,,], which impliesvn € glw] y(n) = 1. So
y(ng) = 0 impliesng ¢ g[w], which is not true becausgky) = ng. ThusO is a
neighborhood of f, z) contained iEmb(X) x 2¢) \ B and this set is open.

Claim 5. x[P(X) 1] = mow [B], wheremsw : Emb(X) x 2 — 2¢ is the projection.

Proof of Claim 5. 1If z € x[P(X) 1], then there ar€ € P(X) and A such that
C C ACwandz = ya. Let f € Emb(X), whereC' = f[w]. Thenf[w] C A
impliesz > x ) and, hence(f,r) € B andz = mo ((f,z)) € mow[B].

If x € 79w [B], then there isf € Emb(X) such thatr > x ;) and for4 =
z~'[{1}] we havex = xa > Xy, which impliesP(X) > flw] C A, that is
A € P(X)1 and, hencey = x(A) € x[P(X)1].

By Claim 1,Emb(X) is a Polish space domb(X) x 2¢ is a Polish space too. Since
the projectionrq. is continuous, it is a Borel mapping and, by Claimm, [B] is
an analytic set (seel[1], p. 86). By Claim 5 the g (X) 1] is analytic as well.
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(c) follows from (b) and the equalityx = P(X) \ P(X)1.
(d) follows from (@), (b) and known facts about analytic et [1]). O

4 The separative quotient

A partial orderP = (P, <) is calledseparativeiff for each p,¢q € P satisfying
p £ qthereisr € P suchthat < pandr L ¢. Theseparative modificationf P is
the separative pre-ordem(P) = (P, <*), wherep <* ¢ iff Vr <p3ds<rs<gq.
The separative quotientf P is the separative partial ordeq(P) = (P/="*, ),
wherep =* ¢ < p <* qAqg<*p and [p] [q] & p < q.

If xis aregular cardinal, a pre-ordér= (P, <) is x-closediff for each~y < s
each sequenc@,, : « < v) in P, such thatr < 5 = pg < p,, has alower bound.
w1-closed pre-orders are calledclosedand the following facts are well known.

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

Fact4.2 If k<" = &, then all atomless separativeclosed pre-orders of size,
are forcing equivalent (for example to the trig¢'x, D)).

Theorem 4.3 LetX = (X, {p; : i € I}) be arelational structure. Then
(@) sm(P(X), ) = (P(X), <*), where forA, B € P(X)

A<'B&VCePX) (CcA=3DePX) DcCc CNB); 1)

(b) | sq(P(X), C)| = 1iff (P(X), C) is atomic;

(©) |sq(P(X), C)| > Ny iff (P(X), C) is atomless;

(@) If | sq(P(X), C)| = N, then(P(X), C) is forcing equivalent to the reversed
binary tree(<“2, D) (a forcing notion adding one Cohen real);

(e) If CH holds andsq(P(X), C) is o-closed, atomless and of size then
(P(X), C) is forcing equivalent tq P(w)/ Fin) ™.

Proof. (a) This follows directly from the definition of the sepavatimodification.

(b) If |sq(P(X),C)| = 1, then for eachd, B € P(X) we haveA <* B so,
by (@), there isD € P(X) such thatD C AN B. Thus(P(X), C) is downwards
directed and, hence, atomic.

If (P(X),C) is atomic andA4, B € P(X), then, by Theorerh 2.2(d), for each
C e P(X) satisfyingC' C A there isD € P(X) such thatD c C N B. Thus, by
(@), A <* B, for each4, B € P(X). HenceA =* B, for each4, B € P(X), and,
consequently, sq(P(X), C)| = 1.
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(c) The implication “" follows from (b) and Theoremh 212(b). If the poset
(P(X), C) is atomless, then it contains an infinite antichéi, : n € w}. By (a),

A <* Bimplies thatA and B are compatible, thud,,, #* A, for m # n, which
implies that the seiq(P(X), C) is infinite.

(d) If | sq(P(X), C)| = Ny, then, by (c), the partial ordeéP(X), C) is atomless
and, by Fadt 4]1(bxq(P(X), C) is atomless as well. By Fadts 4.1(a) 4.2 (for
k = w), (P(X), C) is forcing equivalent to the forcing~“w, D) or to (<¥2, D).

(e) follows from Fact§ 4]1(a) and 4.2 (fer= w,). O

Example 4.4 (P(X), C) is a separative poset isomorphic(f§’2, D). Let G<wy
be the digrapi<“2, p), wherep = {{p, p"i) : p € <“2 N7 € 2}. Forp € <¥2
let A, = {¢p € <¥2: ¢ C ¢} and let us prove that

P(G<wy) = {A, : p € <92} 2

The inclusion 2" is evident. Conversely, il € P(G<wy) andf : G<wg — G<wy,
whereA = f[<“2], we show thatd = A .

First, if f(¢) € A anddom(p) = n, then, sincely [ k,¢ | (k+1)) € p,
for k < n—1, we have(f(¢ | k), f(e | (k+1))) € p, for k < n. But
this is an oriented path fronfi(¢ [ 0) = f(0) to f(¢ | n) = f(¢), which
implies f(0) C f(p), thatis f(¢) € Afg). Second, by induction we show that
f(@) ne A forallp € <w2. Let f(0)"n € A. Thenf(0)"n = f(+), for some
¢ € <¥2. Since(y,y"k) € p, for k € {0,1}, we have(f (), f(Y"k)) € p
and, hencef (v"k) = f(¢¥)"jx = f(0)"n" jr, wherej, € {0,1}. Sincef is an
injection we have # j; and, hencef (0)"n~0andf(0)"n"1 are elements afl.
SoA = Ay ) and the proof ofi(?) is finished.

Using [2) itis easy to see th&at“2, D) =p (P(G<wq), C), WhereF () = A,,.

5 Indivisible structures. Forcing with quotients

A relational structureX = (X,{p; : @ € I}) is calledindivisible iff for each
partition X = AU 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 structuréX is indivisible iff Zx is an ideal inP(X).

Proof. Let X be a indivisible structure. Clearl§) € Zx # X andI’ C I € Ix
implies I’ € Zx. Suppose that U J ¢ Zx, for somel, J € Zx. ThenC Cc T U J,
for someC € P(X) andC = (CNI)U(CN(J\I)). SinceC = X, C'is indivisible
and, hence, there i$ € P(C') ¢ P(X)suchthatA c CnIorAc Cn(J\I),
which is impossible becaude J € Zx. ThusZy is an ideal.
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Let X be a divisible and leX = A U B be a partition such that < A and
X < B. ThenA, B € Tx and, clearlyA U B ¢ Tx. ThusZx is not an ideal. O

Theorem 5.2 If X = (X, {p; : ¢ € I}) is an indivisible relational structure, then
(@)sm(P(X),c) = (P(X),Czy), whereA Cz, B < A\ B € Ix;
(b) sq(P(X), C) is isomorphic to a dense subset @ (X)/ =z,)", <z,).
Hence the posef?(X), C) is forcing equivalent tg P(X)/Zx) ™.

Proof. (a) LetA \ B € Zx. If C € P(X) andC C A4, thenC \ B € Zx and, since
Ix is anideal and’ ¢ Zx, we haveC' N B ¢ Zx and, henceD C C'n B, for some
D € P(X). By (@) we haved <* B.

If A\ B & Ix, thenC C A\ B, for someC € P(X)andC N B = () so, by
@), we have-A <* B.

(b) By (a) and the definition of the separative quotient, weehg(P(X), C) =
(P(X)/=*, <), where forA, B € P(X),

A="B& AABeIx and [Al-~ <[B]=+ & A\ B € Ix. (3)

We show thatP(X) /=", <) < ((P(X)/Ix)", <z), wheref ([A]=-) = [A]-,, .
By (@) and (a),[A]-~ = [B]—~ iff A =" Biff AAB € Ix iff A =z, Biff
[A]=, = [B]=, iff f([A]=+) = f([B]=+) andf is a well defined injection.

fis astrong homomorphism sinté|_- < [B]_- iff A\B € Ix iff [A]-, <z,
[Bl=, iff f([Al=-) <z f([Bl=-).

We prove thatf[P(X)/="] is a dense subset ¢P(X)/=z,)". If [S]-, €
(P(X)/=1,)", thenS ¢ Zx and there isA € P(X) such thatA ¢ S. Hence
ACr S andf([A]=*) = [A]:IX <1y [S]:IX'

By Fact4.1(a) these three posets are forcing equivalent. O

Confirming a conjecture of Fraissé Pouzet proved that eaghtable indivisible
structure contains two disjoint copies of itsélf [9]. Theseéssentially, the statement
(a) of the following theorem but, for completeness, we idela proof.

Theorem 5.3 If X = (w, {p; : ¢ € I}) is a countable indivisible structure, then
(@) (P(X), C) is an atomless partial order (Pouzet);
(b) [P(X)] = ¢;
(©) |sa(P(X), C)| > w.

Proof. (a) Suppose thatP(X), C) is not atomless. Then, by Theorém]2.2(d),
U = P(X) 1 is a uniform filter onw. SinceX is indivisible, for eachA C w there

is C' € P(X) such thatC C A and, henceA € U, orC C w\ A, and, hence,
w\ A € U. ThusP(X)1 is a uniform ultrafilter onv and, by a well known theorem
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of Sierpifski, does not have the Baire property (see e]gp[56). A contradiction
to Theoreni 31.

(b) Suppose thdP(X)| < ¢. Then, by (a) and Theorem 8.1, we haéX)| =
w and, henceP(X) = {C,, : n € w} C [w]¥. Since each countable subfamily of
[w]“ can be reaped, there i$ € [w]¥ such thalC, N A| = |C),, \ 4| = w, for
eachn € w, and, hence, neithet norw \ A contain an element df(X), which
contradicts the assumption th&tis indivisible.

(c) This is Theorem 3.12 of [4]. |

6 Embedding-maximal structures

A relational structuréX will be calledembedding-maximatf P(X) = [X]1X]. In
this section we characterize countable embedding-maxétnattures and obtain
more information on the structures which do not have thipery. IfP = (P, <)
is a partial order, a sét C P is somewhere dense P iff there isp € P such that
for eachg < p there iss € S satisfyings < ¢. Otherwise,S is nowhere dense

Theorem 6.1 For a countable binary relational structdfe= (w, p) the following
conditions are equivalent:
(@) P(X) = [w]*;
(b) P(X) is a dense set iflw]*, C);
(c) X = (w, p) is isomorphic to one of the following relational structures
The empty relation{w, 0),
The complete graphiw, w? \ A,),
The natural strict linear order an (w, <),
The inverse of the natural strict linear orderwonw, <=1,
The diagonal relationw, A,,),
The full relation,{w, w?),
The natural linear order an, (w, <),
The inverse of the natural linear orderon{w, <~1);
(d) P(X) is a somewhere dense set(jw]“, C);
(e) Zx = Fin.
Then the posetq(P(X), C) = (P(w)/Fin)™ is atomless and-closed.

O~NO O, WN B

Proof. The implication (a)= (b) is trivial and it is easy to check (e} (a).
(b) = (c). LetP(X) be a dense set ifjw]*, C).

Claim 1. The relationp is reflexive or irreflexive.

Proof of Claim 1.If R = {z € w : zpx} € [w]¥, then there i C R such that
(w, p) = (C, pc) and, sincepc is reflexive,p is reflexive as well. Otherwise we
havel = {z € w: ~zpz} € [w]* and, similarly,0 must be irreflexive.
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Claim 2. If the relationp is irreflexive, then the structurev, p) is isomorphic to
one of the structures 1 - 4 from (c).

Proof of Claim 2.Clearly, [w]? = Ko U K1 U K5 U K3, where the sets

Ko = {{z,y} € [w]* : ~zpy A —ypz},

Ky = {{z,y} € [w]* : 2py A ypz},

Ky = {{z,y} € [W]* rapy A —ypr Nz <y},

K3 = {{z,y} € (W]t 2py A —ypx Aw >y},
are disjoint. By Ramsey’s theorem there dfec [w]|“ andi € {0,1,2,3} such
that[H]? C K;. SinceP(X) is a dense set iffw]~, C), there isC' C H such that

<w7p> = <C7 pC>' (4)

If [H]?> C K, then for differentz,y € C we have—zpy and, sincep is
irreflexive, pc = 0. By (@) we havep = 0.

If [H]?> c K, then for differentr, y € C we havexpy andypz. So, sincep
is irreflexive,pc = C%\ A¢, that is the structuréC, pc) is a countable complete
graph. By[[#) we have = w? \ A,,.

If [H]? C K, then for differentr,y € C we have

(xpy N —ypr N <y)V (ypx A —~zpy ANy < z). (5)
Let us prove that for each,y € C
xpy & x < y. (6)

If x =y, then, since is irreflexive, we have-zpy and, since-x < y, (@) is true.
If z <y, by (8) we haverpy and [6) is true.
If z > y, by (8) we have-zpy and, since-z < v, (6) is true again.
Since [[6) holds for each,y € C' we havepc =<¢. Clearly (C, <¢) & (w, <),
which, together with[(4), implie&v, p) = (w, <).
If [H]? C K3, then as in the previous case we show thatp) = (w, <~ 1).

Claim 3.f the relationp is reflexive andY = (w, p \ A,,), then
(i) P(Y) is a dense set ifjw]“, C);
(i) The structurew, p) is isomorphic to one of the structures 5 - 8 from (c).

Proof of Claim 3. (i) Let A € [w]¥, C C Aand(w,p) =f (C,pc). Then, since
f is an isomorphism, we have,x2) € p\ A, iff (x1,29) € p Az # x4 iff
(F(21), f(22)) € po A f(a1) # Fla2) i (F(21), f(22)) € po\ Au = (p\ Au)c-
Thus(w, p \ A,) =5 (C, (p \ Aw)c), which impliesC € P(Y).

(i) Since p \ A, is an irreflexive relation, by (i) and Claim 2 the structure
(w, p\ A, ) is isomorphic to one of the structures 1 - 4. Hence the strectu, p)
is isomorphic to one of the structures 5 - 8.



From A, to Ds: Towards a forcing-related classification 11

(b) & (e). SinceZx = P(w) \ (P(X) 1) we have: P(X) is a dense set in
([w]“, C) iff P(X)1= [w] iff Tx = Fin.

(b) = (d) is trivial.

(d) = (b) LetP(X) be dense belowml € [w]“. Then there ar€ C A and f
such thaiX = (C, pc) and, by the assumption,

VB e [C]¥ 3D e P(X) D C B. (7)

For S € [w]“ we havef[S] € [C]¥ and, by [[T), there i©> C f[S] such that
X 2 (D, pp). Sincef is an injection we havg~'[D] C S; D C f[S] implies
fIf7HD]] = D and, sincef is an isomorphism{f~'[D], py-1;p]) =f-1(p]
(D, pp) and, hencef ~![D] € P(X). ThusP(X) is a dense setifjw]”,C). O

Corollary 6.2 If X = (w, p) is a countable binary relational structure, then

(@) P(X) = [w]¥ or P(X) is a nowhere dense set{fw]“, C);

(b) If X is indivisible, thenZyx = Fin or Zx is a tall ideal (that is, for each
S € [w]¥ thereisI € Zx N [S]¥).

Proof. (b) If Zx # Fin, then, by Theorern 6l (X) is a nowhere dense subset of
[w]“, so forS € [w]“ there isI € [S]¥ such thatd C I, for no A € P(X), which
means thaf € Zx. O

7 Embeddings of disconnected structures

If X; = (Xi,pi), @ € I, are binary relational structures aid N X; = (), for
differents, j € I, then the structure),.; X; = (U, Xi, U, i) Will be called
thedisjoint unionof the structures;, i € I.

If (X,p) is a binary structure, then the transitive closyyg; of the relation
prs = AxUpUp~! (given byz p, yiffthere aren € Nandzg = z, 21, ..., 2, =
y such thatz; p,s z;+1, for eachi < n) is the minimal equivalence relation on
containingp. In the sequel the relatiop,.; will be denoted by~ , or ~. Then for
r € X the corresponding element of the quotient~ will be denoted byz].,
or [z]~.. or only by [z], if the context admits, and called tikemponenof (X, p)
containingz. The structure X, p) will be calledconnectedff | X/~ | = 1. The
main result of this section is Theorém17.5 describing emingdof disconnected
structures and providing several constructions in theelequ

Lemma 7.1 Let (X, p) = (U;er Xi, U, i) be adisjoint union of binary struc-
tures. Then for eache I and eachlx € X; we have

(@) [z] € Xi;

(b) [z] = X, if (X, p;) is @ connected structure.
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Proof. (a) Lety € [z] andzy = z, 21,...,2, = y € X, Wherezy p,s 241, fOr
eachk < n. Using induction we show that, € X;, for eachk < n. Suppose that
zi € X;. Thenzy, prs zky1 and, ifz;, = 241, we are done. I{zy, zx11) € p, there
is j € I such that(z, z;1+1) € p; C X; x X; and, sincez, € X;, we havej = i
and, hencez,1 € X;. If (21, 2141) € p~ !, then(zp11,21) € p and, similarly,
zp+1 € X; again.

(b) Let (X;, p;) be a connected structure apde X;. Thenz ~, y and,
hence, there arey = x,21,...,2, = y € X;, where for eaclk < n we have
26 (pi)rs Zus1, that sz, = 2p41 V 2k pi Zes1 V 2 (p)) ™! 2k41, Which implies
2k Prs Zk+1. Thusy ~, z and, hencey € [z]. O

Proposition 7.2 If (X, p) is a binary structure, thefiJ,.c x[7], U e x P2)) is the
unique representation @, p) as a disjoint union of connected relations.

Proof. Clearly X = |, x[z] is a partition ofX and|J,c x o] C - If (z,9) € p,
thenx ~ y, which impliesz,y € [z]. Hence(z,y) € p N ([z] x [z]) = p},) and
we havep = | ¢y )
We show that the structurégr], p(,)), = € X, are connected. Let € [z] and
20 = X,21,...,2n =y € X, wherezy p.s zr11, for eachk < n. Using induction
we show that
VE <n z € [x]. (8)

Suppose that, € [z]. Thenzy pqs 211 and, if zx = 2,41, we are done. If
(2ks 2k41) € p, there isu € X such that(zy, z41) € pp) C [u] x [u] and, since
zx € [r], we haveu] = [z] and, hencezy1 € [z]. If (2, 2,41) € p~1, then
(zk+1, 2k) € p and, similarly,z;1 € [x] again.

For eachk < n we have(z, 2;.1) € Ax U pU p~! so, by [8),(zx, 2k11) €
Ay U ppay U p[;]l = (pa))rs- Thusz o Y and, since the relatioridp[w] is
symmetric,y ~, =, for eachy € [z]. Since the relation-,_ is transitive, for
eachy, z € [z] we havey ~, 2 and, hence([z], p|,)) is a connected structure.

For a proof of the uniqueness of the representation, supihade X, p) =
(Uier Xi; Ui pi) is a disjoint union, where the structureX;, p;), i € I, are
connected. By Lemma.1(b), fore I andx € X; we haveX; = [z] and, hence,
pi = pN(X;x X;) = pN([z] X [7]) = pg)- Thus(X;, p;) = ([7], pfz)). Onthe other
hand, ifz € X, thenz € X;, for somei € I, and, similarly,([z], p5)) = (X, pi)-
Consequently we havig X, p;) : i € I} = {([7], pz)) : © € X} O

Proposition 7.3 Let (X, p) be a binary relational structure aptl= (X x X)\ p
the complement of. Then

(a) At least one of the structuréX, p) and (X, p) is connected;

(b) Emb(X, p) = Emb(X, p¢) andP(X, p) = P(X, p°).
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Proof. (a) Suppose that the structu¥e= (X, p) is disconnected. Then, by Propo-
sition[7.2,X is the disjoint union of connected structur€s = (X, p;), i € I,
and we show thatX, p°) is connected. Let,y € X. If z € X; andy € X,
wherei # j, thenz £, y, which implies(z, y) & p, thus(z,y) € p¢ and, hence,
x ~pc y. Otherwise, ifz,y € X;, for somei € I, then we pickj € I\ {i} and

z € X; and, as in the previous case,~,c z andy ~, z and, since~ . is an
equivalence relation; ~ ,c y again.

(b) If f € Emb(X,p), then f is an injection and for each,y € X we
have(z,y) € p & (f(2), f(y)) € p, thatis(z,y) € p° & (f(z), f(y)) € p°
and, hencef € Emb(X, p¢). The another implication has a similar proof. Now
P(X,p) = {f[X] : f € Emb(X,p)} = {f[X] : f € Emb(X, p°)} = P(X, p).

O

Lemma 7.4 Let (X, p) and(Y, 7) be binary structures anfl: X — Y an embed-
ding. Then for eaclry, zo, 2z € X

(a) T1PrsT2 = f(xl)Trsf(ZL'Z);

0) z1 ~, 22 = f(x1) ~r flx2);

© fll=l] € [F(=@)];

d) f| [z] : [x] = f[[=]] is an isomorphism.
If, in addition, f is an isomorphism, then

(8) w1 ~p 22 & f(x1) ~r fl22);

() fll=]] = [f (@)];

(9) (X, p) is connected iffY, 7) is connected.

Proof. (a) Sincef is an injection and a strong homomorphism we hayve,.; - iff
r1 =22V a1 praVagpaiff fz1) = f(x2)V f(z1) p flz2)V f(x2) p f(21)
iff f(xl) Trsf(xZ)'

(b) If z1 ~, @2, then there arey, z1, ..., z, € X such thate; = 2 prs 21 prs
... Prs Zn = T2 @nd, by (a),f(l’l) = f(ZO) Trs f(zl) Trs---Trs f(zn) = f(x2)
and, hencef (x1) ~, f(z2).

(c) If 2’ € [z], thenz’ ~, x and, by (b).f(z') ~; f(z) sof(z') € [f(z)].

(d) Clearly, f|[x] is a bijection. Sincé is a strong homomorphism, fag, x5 €
[z] we havery pxo iff f(x1) 7f(z2) Iff (f|[z])(z1) 7(f][x])(x2).

(e) The implication =" is proved in (b). If f(z1) ~; f(x2), then, applying
(b) to £~ we obtainz; ~, zs.

(f) The inclusion ‘C” is proved in (b). Lety € [f(x)], thatisy ~, f(z). Since
[ is a bijection there is’ € X such thaty = f(2’) and, by (e)x’ ~, z, that is
2’ € [x]. Hencey € f[[z]].

(g) follows from (e). O
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Theorem 7.5 LetX; = (X;,p;),t € I, andY; = (Y}, 0,),j € J, be two families
of disjoint connected binary structures alic&ndY their unions. Then

(@ F : X = Yiffthere aref : I — Jandg; : X; < Yy, i € I, such that
F =Ucr 9: and

V{il,’iQ} c [1]2 \V/l’il € Xil VZL'Z'Q € XZ'Q - Giy (:L'Zl) Ors Jiq (1’22) (9)

(b) C € P(X) iff there aref : I — I andg; : X; — Xy(;), 4 € I, such that
C = Uie[ gz[Xz] and

V{i,j} € I Yz € X; Yy € X; — g;(%) prs 9;(y). (10)

Proof. (a) (=) Let F : X — Y. By Proposition 7R, the set¥;, i € I, are
components oK andY;, j € I, are components of. By Lemma[7.4(c), for
i € Iandzx € X; we haveF|z]] C [F(x)] so there is (uniquey (i) € J,
such thatF'[X;] C Y. By LemmaZ#(d)F|X; : X; — F[X;] C Yy is an
isomorphism and, hence; : X; — Y/, where the mapping; : X; — Y
is given byg;(x) = F(x). Clearlyf : I — J andF = J,c;g;- Suppose that
9iy (ziy) ors Giy(miy), that isF(x;,) ors F(x;,), for some differentiy,io € I
and somer;, € X;, andz;, € X;,. Then, by Lemma7l4(a);, prs xi, and,
hence,r;, ~, z;,, Which is not true, becausg, andz;, are elements of different
components oK.

(<) Let F' = | J;c; g, where the functiong : I — J andg; : X; — Yy,

i € 1, satisfy the given conditions.

Letu,v € X, whereu # v. If u,v € X; for somei € I then, sincey; is
an injection, we havé’(u) = g;(u) # gi(v) = F(v). Otherwiseu € X;, and
v € X;,, wherei; # iy and, by the assumption, g;, (v) o5 gi, (v), which implies
9iy (u) # gi, (v) thatisF(u) # F(v). ThusF is an injection.

In order to prove thaf' is a strong homomorphism we takev € X and prove

upvs F(u) oF(v). (11)

If u,v € X;, for somei € I, then we haveuw p v iff u p; v (Sincepx, = p;) iff
gi(u) o) gi(v) (becausey; : X; — Yy;)) iff gi(u) o gi(v) (sinceoy,, = o)
iff F(u) o F(v) (becausd’ | X; = g;). So [11) is true.

If v € X;, andv € X;,, wherei; # iy, then—u p v, because: andv are
in different components oK. By the assumption we have g;, (u) o5 gi, (v),
which implies— g;, (u) o g;,(v), thatis— F(u) o F(v). So [11) is true again.

(b) follows from (a) and the fact that € P(X) iff there isF : X — X such
thatC = F[X]. O
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8 Embedding-incomparable components

Two structuresX andY will be calledembedding-incomparablg X < Y and
Y + X. We will use the following fact.

Fact 8.1 LetP, Q andP;, i € I, be partial orderings. Then
@ IfP=Q,thensmP = smQ andsq P = sq@Q;
(b) Sm(HieI P;) = Hz’el sm Pj;
©) sallies Pi) = [LiersaPi

Theorem 8.2 Let p be a binary relation on a set. If the componentX; =
(X, px;,), 1 € I, of the structur&X = (X, p) are embedding-incomparable, then
(@) (P(X), C) = [T (P(Xs), C);
(b) Sq<]P)(X)7 C> = Hie[ Sq<P(Xi)7 C>'
(c) X'is a divisible structure.

Proof. (a) By Theoreni_7J5(b) and since the structukgsare embedding-incom-
parable,C' € P(X) iff there are embeddings; : X; — X, ¢ € I, such that
C = U,er 9i[Xi] and— g;(x) prs g;(y), for each different, j € I, eachz € X;
and eachy € X;. But, sincei # j, z € X; andy € X; implies g;(x) € X; and
9j(y) € Xj, itis impossible thay;(z) p,s g;j(y) and, hence, the last condition
is implied by the condition thay; : X; — X, for eachi € I. Consequently,
P(X) = {Uier Ci : (Ci i € 1) € [[;c;P(X;)} and it is easy to check that the
mappingf : [ [, (P(X;) C) = (P(X),C) given by f((C; i € I)) = U, Ci s
an isomorphism of posets.

(b) follows from (a) and Fa¢t 8.1(a) and (c).

(c) The partitionX = X; U (X \ X;) witnesses thaX is divisible. 0

9 From A, to Ds

In this section we show that the diagram on Figure 1 is carrddte relations
between the properties of andP(X) are established in the previous sections.
Since|sq(P(X), C)| < |P(X)], the classes;, C1, D;, Cy and D, are empty and,
sincesq([w]¥,C) = (P(w)/Fin)" is ac-closed atomless poset, the classgs

Bs andCj; are empty as well. By Theoreim 5.3 we hate = B, = () and in the
sequel we show that the remaining classes contain soméusescFirst, the graph
Gz mentioned in the Introduction belongs #y and its restriction taN to As.
The classB; contains the digraph constructed in Exaniplé 4.4 and in thefing
examples we construct some structures frésm Bs andCs.
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Example 9.1 (P(X), C) collapses to w andX is a divisible structure belonging
to Cs. LetX = (X, p) = (U,>3Gn>U,,>3 Ph), Where the set&” , n > 3, are
pairwise disjoint andG?,, pl,) = (G, pn), Where the structuréG,,, p,) is the
directed graph defined k¥,, = <“2 x {0,1,...,n — 1} and

pn = {0, 0),(¢"k,0)) : p € 2Nk € 2} U
{{e 1), (@) 1 € =2 (i, 5) € {{0,1),(1,2),...,(n = 1,0)}}.

Using the obvious fact that two cycle graphs of differenesize embedding in-
comparable we easily prove that for differentn > 3 the structuresG,,,, p)
and(G,, p,) are embedding incomparable as well so, by (a) of The@rem 8.2,

<P(X)7 C> = Hn23 <P(<Gn7 pn>)7 C>' (12)

Letn > 3. Like in Example 4.4 forp € <“2let A, = {¢p € <“2: ¢ C ¢} and
B, = A, x{0,1,...,n — 1}. Let us prove that

P((Gn, pn)) = {Bso tp e <w2}. (13)

The inclusion “>” is evident. Conversely, l&8 € P((G,,, pn)) andf : (G, pn) —
(Gn,pn), WhereB = f[G,]. Clearly, deg(v) € {4,5}, for each vertexw €
<w2 x {0}, anddeg(v) = 2, otherwise Thus, sincg preserves degrees of vertices
we havef[<¥2 x {0}] € <¥2x {0} andf | <¥2x {0} : <“2x {0} — <¥2x {0}.
Since the digraph“2 x {0} is isomorphic to the digrapti<..5, by Exampld 4.4,
there isp € <¥2 such that

fI7°2 x {0}] = A, x {0}. (14)

Now, since eachv € G, belongs to a unique cycle graph withvertices andf
preserves this property by (14) we hale= f[G,| = B, and [13) is proved.

By (@3), like in Example_4l4 we prove thdP((G,, p,)), C) = (<¥2,D).
Thus, by [IB), the poséP(X), C) is isomorphic to the direct produ¢t«2, o)«
of countably many Cohen posets which collapstso (seel[2], (E4) on page 294).
The partitionX = G5 U (X \ G3) witnesses thaK is a divisible structure.

Example 9.2 (P(X), C) is an atomic poset of sizeandX € A;. LetX =
(X,p) = (Up>3Gn>U,>30), Where the set&r,, n > 3, are pairwise dis-
joint and (G, pl,) is isomorphic to the digrapkG,,, p,) given by G,, = w x
{0,1,...,n—1}and

pn={{(n,0),(n +1,0)) :n € w}U
{{{n,i),(n, 7)) :n€ewA (i,j) €{(0,1),(1,2),...,(n —1,0)}}.
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As in Exampld_9.1l we prove that for different,n > 3 the structuresG,,, pm)
and(G,, p,) are embedding incomparable so, by (a) of Thedrerh 8.2,

<]P)(X)> C> = Hn23<P(<Gm pn>)v C>' (15)
Letn > 3. Using the arguments from Example]9.1 we easily prove that
P((Gn, pn)) = {Bx : k € w}, (16)

whereBy, = (w\ k) x {0,1,...,n— 1}, fork € w.

By (18) we have(P((G, pn)), C) = (w,>) = w*. Thus, by[(15), the poset
(P(X), C) is isomorphic to the direct produét*)“ of countably many copies of
w* which is an atomic lattice of size

Example 9.3 sq(P(X), C) = (<+2,D) although|P(X)| = ¢, thusX € Bs. Let
Y = (Y, p) be the digraph considered in Examplel4.4 &ed= (Z,c°), where
(Z, o) is isomorphic to the digraph from Example0.2 and Z = (). Since(Z, o)
is a disconnected structure, by Proposifion 7.3(a) thetsraeZ is connected and,
clearly,c¢ = (Z x Z) \ o is a reflexive relation, which implies that the structures
Y andZ are embedding incomparable. Thus, by Thedrer 8.2(a), ¢ostilucture
X = YUZwe have(P(X), C) = (P(Y), C) x (P(Z), C) and, since by Proposition
[73(b)P(Z) =P((Z,0)), we havelP(X)| = c.

By Theoreni 8.2(b) we hawe (P(X), C) = sq(P(Y), C) xsq(P(Z), C). Since
(P(Z), C) is an atomic poset, by Theorédm ¥4.3(a) we hpugP(Z), C)| = 1 and,
hencesq(P(X), C) = (<2, D) x 1 = (<¥2, D).

In the sequel we show that the remaining classes are nornyesnplt 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 ration&s,Otherwisel is anon-scattered
linear order. So, if. is a countable linear order, we have the following cases.

Case 1 L is non-scattered. By [3], for each non-scattered lineaerwfdthe
poset(P(L), C) is forcing equivalent to the two-step iteratiSr =, whereS is the
Sacks forcing andg I+ “m is ao-closed forcing”. If the equality SI8) = N; or
PFA holds in the ground model, then the second iterand isfgrequivalent to the
poset(P(w)/Fin)™ of the Sacks extension. So,ifis a countable non-scattered
linear order, then forcing byP(L), C) produces reals. In additiod is indivisible.
Namely, if Q is a copy ofQ in L and L = AgUA;, then, since) is indivisible,
there isk € {0, 1} such that) N A, contains a copy of) and, by the universality
of Q, @ N A, contains a copy of. as well. Hence[. € Cj.
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Case 2 L is scattered. By [6] for each countable scattered lineaerofd
the partial orderingq(P(L), C) is atomless and-closed. In particular, ity is
a countable ordinal and = wnt"ms, + ... + W05y + k its representation
in the Cantor normal form, where € w, r; € w, s; € N, ; € Limu{1} and
Yo+ Tn > ... > Y0 + 1o, then by [7]

sa(B(a), &) = [Ty ( (107 (P /Z)) ), (17)

where, for an ordinapB, Zg = {C C g : 8 ¥ C} and, for a poseP, rp(P)
denotes the reduced powBf/ =gy, andrp**!(P) = rp(rp*(P)). In particular,
forw < o < w* we have

Si

sa (B(S0, w170s), € ) =TT (07 (Plo)/Fin)) )™ (19)

Thus if L is a scattered linear order, théne D3 U D4 U D5 and, for example,
w+w € D3, w-w € Dyandw € Dj, since an ordinaly < wy is an indivisible
structure iffa. = w?, for some ordinalZ > 0.

So, under the CH, for a countable linear ordethe posef{P(L), C) is forcing
equivalent ta 7, wherelg I+ “r = (P(w)/ Fin) ™7, if L is non-scattered; and to
(P(w)/Fin)*, if L is scattered. But it is consistent that the pa@ts + w), C)

is not forcing equivalent t¢P(w)/ Fin)*: by (I8) we havesq(P(w + w), C) =
(P(w)/Fin)* x (P(w)/Fin)™ and, by a result of Shelah and Spinas| [10], it is
consistent thatP(w)/ Fin)™ and its square are not forcing equivalent.

Equivalence relations and similar structures. By a more general theorem
from [5] we have: IfX; = (X;, px,), i € I, are the components of a countable
binary structureX = (X, p), which is

- either an equivalence relation,

- or a disjoint union of complete graphs,

- or a disjoint union of ordinals w,
thensq(P(X), C) is ac-closed atomless poset. More preciselyMf= {|X;| :

i €I}, Ngy = N\ {w}h, I, ={i € I : |X;| =k}, k € N,and|I,| = u, then
the following table describes a forcing equivalent and scardinal invariants of
(P(X),C)

X sq(P(X), C)is sq(P(X), C) is ZFCH sq(P(X), C)
forcing equivalent to is h-distributive
N € [NJ<%orl|I| =1 (P(w)/Fin)* t-closed YES
0 < | N, Hw| < w ((P(w)/ Fin)T)n t-closed NO
o] <w = |Ngnl | (P(A)/EDgn)T x (P(w)/Fin) Ty o-closed NO
[Io] = w (P(w X w)/(Fin x Fin))t o-closed, notva-closed NO
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whereA = {(m,n) € Nx N:n < m} and the ideat Dy, in P(A) is defined by
EDsn ={SCA:FreNVmeN |[SNn({m} x{1,2,...,m})| <r}.
The structureX is indivisible iff N € [N]“ or N = {1} or |I| =1 or|I,| = w.
Thus ifX is a countable equivalence relation, thér D3UD,U D5 and some
examples of such structures are given in the diagram in EiguvVe remark that, if
F,. denotes the full relation on a set of sizgthe following countable equivalence
relations are ultrahomogeneols;, F;, (indivisible iff n = 1); |J,, £, (indivisible
iff n = 1) and,, F., (thew-homogeneous-universal equivalence relation, indivis-
ible of course).

— Xultrahomogeneous —

U Fo

Ds
U, F1

D4 Uu.; FW UnGw F”L
U F2

D3 FsU U F>
Us Fo .

— X equivalence relation —

Figure 2: Equivalence relations on countable sets

The same picture is obtained for

- Disconnected countable ultrahomogeneous graphs, whelibg the well
known classification of Lachlan and Woodrow) of the fdriy, K,,, wheremn =
w (the disjoint union ofn-many complete graphs of sizg;

- Countable posets of the forly,,, L,,, wheremn = w (the disjoint union of
m-many copies of the ordinal € [1,w)).

We note that the relational structures observed in thisseare disconnected
but taking their complements we obtain connected strustwith the same posets
(P(X), C) andsq(P(X), C). For example, the complement|of , F), is the graph-
theoretic complement of the grapl,, /..
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