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Abstract

Various spaces of symmetries of a structure are naturally endowed with both an alge-
braic and a topological structure. For example, the automorphism group of a structure
is, on top of being a group, a topological group when equipped with the topology of
pointwise convergence. In some cases, the algebraic structure of such space alone is
sufficiently rich to determine its topology (under some requirements on the topology).
For automorphism groups, the problem of when this happens has been actively pursued
over the last 40 years. With the exception of some early work of Lascar, the analogue of
this problem for endomorphism monoids and polymorphism clones has only received
attention in the past 15 years. In this guide, we survey the current state of affairs in this
relatively young line of research. We moreover use this opportunity to polish several
existing results and to extend them beyond what was hitherto known.

Keywords: endomorphism monoid, polymorphism clone, topological reconstruction,
Zariski topology, pointwise convergence topology, bi-interpretation, ω-categoricity.

1 Introduction

Given a structure A with domain Ω, we may associate with it various spaces of symmetries:
its automorphism group Aut(A), its monoids of elementary self-embeddings EEmb(A), of
self-embeddings Emb(A), and of endomorphisms End(A), and its polymorphism clone
Pol(A) (the space of homomorphisms from some finite power of A into itself, see Sec-
tion 2.1).

Each space of symmetries of A is naturally endowed with the topology of pointwise
convergence τpw. For the spaces which are subsets of ΩΩ (which include all but the last
space above), this is just the subspace topology induced by the product topology on ΩΩ,
where Ω is endowed with the discrete topology; in the case of Pol(A) it is the topology
induced in the sum space O :=

⋃
n∈N ΩΩn

of the spaces ΩΩn
which again bear the prod-

uct topology. It is folklore that the subgroups of the full symmetric group SΩ on Ω which
are topologically closed in it correspond to automorphism groups of first-order structures
with domain Ω. Analogously, closed submonoids of the full transformation monoid ΩΩ

are precisely the endomorphism monoids of first-order structures, and closed subclones of
the full clone O :=

⋃
n∈N ΩΩn

the polymorphism clones of first-order structures.

When Ω is countable, as we will be assuming throughout this paper, closed submonoids
of ΩΩ are Polish topological semigroups. That is, they are separable and completely metriz-
able (i.e. Polish) and the semigroup operation is continuous. Similarly, closed subgroups
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of SΩ are Polish topological groups (that is, both group multiplication and inversion are
continuous), and closed subclones of O are Polish topological clones (that is, composition
of functions is continuous).

The picture described above raises two natural questions:

Question 1.1. What information can we recover about the original structure A from a given
space of symmetries (thought of as a topological group / monoid / clone)?

Question 1.2. To what extent does the algebraic structure of a space of symmetries deter-
mine its topological structure?

Regarding Question 1.1, we have an extremely satisfying answer when A belongs to
the class of ω-categorical structures, which includes e.g. (N;=), (Q;<), the random graph,
countable vector spaces over finite fields, and the countable atomless Boolean algebra
B∞. In that case, its spaces of symmetries recover the original structure up to certain no-
tions of bi-interpretation [1, 14, 16]. In particular, Aut(A) and EEmb(A) recover A up
to bi-interpretability, Pol(A) recovers A up to the stronger notion of primitive positive
bi-interpretability, and End(A) recovers it up to the intermediate notion of existential pos-
itive bi-interpretability (modulo some minor caveats, see Theorem 2.8). Moreover, by a
result of [51], restricting our attention to ω-categorical structures with no algebraicity, their
spaces of symmetries with the topologies of pointwise convergence recover the original
structure even up to bi-definability, see [27].

This fact makes Question 1.2 even more inviting in the ω-categorical context. There are
several ways of making Question 1.2 precise, which gives rise to different notions of “topo-
logical reconstruction”. Let us focus for a moment on a closed transformation monoid S
and on a class of topological semigroups C. We say that S is reconstructible with respect to
C if whenever there is an algebraic isomorphism α : S → T ∈ C, there is also a topological
isomorphism ξ : S → T . If, instead, we ask the topological isomorphism between S and
T is already given by α, then we say that S has automatic homeomorphicity (AH). Au-
tomatic homeomorphicity with respect to the class of Polish semigroups is known as the
Unique Polish Property (UPP) since it is equivalent to there being a unique Polish semi-
group topology on S . Finally, one might ask that all semigroup homomorphism from S to
a member T of C are continuous. This property is known as automatic continuity (AC). All
notions above can be defined analogously for topological groups and topological clones.

For automorphism groups of ω-categorical structures, these notions of reconstruction
have been heavily studied in model theory, group theory, and topological dynamics. Re-
construction of Aut(A) with respect to the class Col

G of automorphism groups of ω-categorical
structures (also known as closed oligomorphic permutation groups) is equivalent to being
able to recover A from Aut(A) up to bi-interpretation. And there are well-established
(though not fully general) methods for proving properties that imply automatic homeo-
morphicity of Aut(A) with respect to the class Ccl

G of closed subgroups of SΩ. A notable
fact for groups is that by the Open Mapping Theorem for Polish groups [6, Theorem 1.2.6],
if Aut(A) has automatic continuity with respect to a given class of Polish groups, then it
also has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to it; in particular, this applies to Ccl

G .
Automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

G can be equivalently characterised by the small
index property (SIP): a Polish group has the small index property if every subgroup of in-
dex ≤ ℵ0 is open1 The small index property has been proved for several natural classes of
ω-categorical structures: SΩ, Aut(Q,<), the automorphism group of the countable atom-
less Boolean algebra, the automorphism groups of all ω-categorical ω-stable structures and
of the random graph [23, 55, 35, 30]. With the exception of Aut(Q,<), the mentioned
groups have been shown to have a stronger property than SIP, known as ample generics,

1Some authors define the SIP by asking that subgroups of index < 2ℵ0 are open [39]. By Baire category, every
open subgroup of a Polish group has index ≤ ℵ0, which is why we use the former definition for the purposes of
automatic continuity.
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(1) [25, Question 4.7];

(2) [25, Proposition 4.1];

(3) [34, Theorem 6.24];

(4) [2, Theorem 4.4];

(5) [36, Proposition 2.9];

(6) Theorem 4.7;

(7) Theorem 4.9

(8) Question 5.24;

(9) [18, Corollary 10];

(10) [50, Proposition 2.3];

Figure 1: Implications amongst automatic continuity (AC) and automatic homeomorphicity (AH)
notions with respect to different classes, with the relevant citations. Above, G indicates the auto-
morphism group of an ω-categorical structure, G its monoid of elementary embeddings, and S its
endomorphism monoid.

which implies automatic continuity with respect to the class C2
G of second countable topo-

logical groups [34]. Finally, showing that Aut(A) has a weak ∀∃-interpretation (in the
sense of [51]) also implies that Aut(A) has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

G .
This latter method applies to several structures for which the SIP is not known (such as
the generic poset), or does not hold (such as the Cherlin-Hrushovski structure, cf. Defini-
tion 2.6) [2].

Moving from automorphism groups to monoids of elementary embeddings, endomor-
phism monoids, and polymorphism clones, the way various notions of reconstruction in-
teract takes several unexpected turns. The point of this survey is to help the reader navigate
this sea of notions of topological reconstruction and the techniques that have been devel-
oped in this field for spaces of symmetries other than automorphism groups. In the process
of doing so, we polished several existing results in the literature to clarify the picture of the
current state of the art, and we also prove the significant transfer result (Theorem 4.7) that,
for A a countable ω-categorical structure, automatic homeomorphicity of Aut(A) with re-
spect to Ccl

G implies automatic homeomorphicity of EEmb(A) with respect to the class Ccl
T

of closed transformation monoids on Ω.

Roughly, the picture we will paint for monoids of elementary embeddings and endo-
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morphism monoids is as follows: very little is known about reconstructibility (wrt Ccl
T ) as a

separate notion from automatic homeomorphicity (wrt Ccl
T ). The only known ω-categorical

counterexample to reconstruction is the same for automorphism groups, monoids of ele-
mentary embeddings, endomorphism monoids, and polymorphism clones [13], and comes
from a classical construction by [26]. Regarding automatic homeomorphicity and auto-
matic continuity, we summarise the current situation in Figure 1. Notably, there is no Open
Mapping Theorem for Polish semigroups, and hence automatic continuity and homeomor-
phicity are formally incomparable notions. The high connectivity of the top part of the fig-
ure displays the main result of this paper (Theorem 4.7). Nevertheless, the reader should
not be fooled by what is omitted from the figure: no monoid of elementary embeddings of
an ω-categorical structure has UPP or automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

T . Meanwhile,
the bottom of the figure is highly disconnected from the top half, with the only implications
being the obvious ones. In particular, no matter how strong the reconstruction properties
of Aut(A) are, End(A) may fail to have automatic homeomorphicity even with respect to
itself. This is the result of our efforts in polishing previous results of [18].

Despite the disconnect between the bottom and top part of Figure 1, several techniques
have been developed to prove versions of automatic homeomorphicity for endomorphism
monoids (and polymorphism clones). On one hand, there is a body of “bottom-up” results
which rely on transferring upwards automatic homeomorphicity from Aut(A) to End(A),
passing through EEmb(A). This in particular includes work of [7, 56, 8, 25] and previous
work on monoids of elementary embeddings now subsumed by Theorem 4.7 [47, 18, 7, 56].
On the other hand, the seminal paper [25] introduced several new ideas and techniques
which are especially suited to the study of semigroups and clones and which do not (nec-
essarily) rely on upwards transfer from the study of some underlying topological group.
In particular, the authors introduce Property X, a frequently occurring property for semi-
groups that can be used to deduce maximality of the topology of pointwise convergence
amongst Polish semigroup topologies. Property X can then be mixed with the study of the
Zariski topology τZ, a topology defined through purely intrinsic information on an alge-
braic semigroup, which, if shown to coincide with τpw, implies that τpw is minimal amongst
Hausdorff semigroup topologies. This yields a route to prove UPP without relying on any
form of reconstruction for an underlying group which is often fruitful since τpw = τZ on
End(A) under fairly general conditions [49, 24, 42]. The latter fact is notable since it stands
in stark contrast with the situation for groups, where the Zariski topology tends to be less
well-behaved and usually distinct from τpw [28, 3].

Indeed, the work of [49] in combination with [51] (see [27]) yields another remarkable
fact that we note in this survey: monoids of elementary embeddings of ω-categorical struc-
tures with no algebraicity have automatic action compatibility in the sense that any alge-
braic isomorphism between two of them is induced from a bijection between their underly-
ing domains. The analogue of this statement for automorphism groups is wide open, with
substantial works in the field proving it under additional assumptions [51, 44, 2].

In spite of the growing body of available techniques, we are still far from any form
of complete picture for topological reconstruction of endomorphism monoids or polymor-
phism clones. Throughout this guide, we include several open questions which we believe
may help the field grow.

2 Preliminaries

We will assume some basic knowledge of model theory, such as the first five chapters
of [53]. For more on ω-categorical structures and topological reconstruction in the context
of automorphism groups, we refer the reader to the survey [39].
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2.1 Spaces of symmetries and their topologies

Let Ω be a countable set. We endow ΩΩ with the topology of pointwise convergence τpw

given by the product topology on ΩΩ, where Ω is assigned the discrete topology. We write
O(1) := ΩΩ for the full transformation monoid on Ω, where the monoid operation is
composition of functions. When we talk about the topology of pointwise convergence τpw

on any subspace of O(1) we mean the induced subspace topology. The monoid O(1) with
the topology τpw is a topological semigroup in the sense that the semigroup operation is
continuous. Moreover, O(1) is Polish, i.e. separable and completely metrizable. Closed
submonoids of O(1) are still topological semigroups with τpw. The full symmetric group
SΩ with τpw is a Polish topological group (i.e. composition and inversion are continuous),
and any of its subgroups which is closed in SΩ is a Polish topological group.

For n ≥ 1, let O(n) = ΩΩn
be the set of functions f : Ωn → Ω, and O :=

⋃
n∈N O(n).

We call O the full clone on Ω. Analogously to the previous paragraph, we endow each
O(n) with the product topology and endow O with the sum topology. This defines the
topology of pointwise convergence τpw on O. Note that τpw has a sub-basis of open sets
{U(a,b)| a ∈ Ωn, b ∈ Ω, n ≥ 1}, where for a ∈ Ωn, b ∈ Ω,

U(a,b) := { f ∈ O(n)| f (a) = b} .

Similarly, {U(a,b)| a, b ∈ Ω} forms a subbasis of open sets of τpw on O(1). We often find it
convenient to think of the notion of topological closure induced by τpw: given F ⊆ O and
f ∈ O, we say that f ∈ F if for all finite C ⊆ Ω there is some g ∈ F such that g↾C = f↾C.
Topological closure on O(1) is identical.

Definition 2.1. We call C ⊆ O a function clone over B if

• C contains all projections: for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k ∈ N, C contains the k-ary projection to
the ith coordinate πk

i ∈ O(k), given by (x1, . . . , xk) 7→ xi;

• C is closed under composition: for all f ∈ C ∩ O(n) and all g1, . . . , gn ∈ C ∩ O(m),
f (g1, . . . , gn), given by

(x1, . . . , xm) 7→ f (g1(x1, . . . , xm), . . . , gn(x1, . . . , xm)),

is in C ∩ O(m).

We say that a function clone is closed if it is closed in τpw on O. Given a set of functions
S ⊆ O, we denote by ⟨S⟩ the smallest closed function clone containing S . A closed func-
tion clone C together with τpw is a (Polish) topological clone in the sense that each C ∩O(n)

is clopen and each operation compn
m : O(n) × (O(m))n → O(m) given by ( f , g1, . . . , gn) 7→

f (g1, . . . , gn) is continuous.

Definition 2.2. Let C and D be function clones. A clone homomorphism ξ : C → D is a
map which preserves arities of functions, is constant on the projections {πk

i |1 ≤ i ≤ k} and
preserves composition of functions.

Definition 2.3. Let A and B be first-order structures in the same relational language. A
map f : A → B is a homomorphism if it sends tuples in a relation of A to tuples in the
corresponding relation of B; it is an embedding if it is moreover injective and sends only
tuples in a relation of A to tuples in the corresponding relation of B; and it is an elementary
embedding if it preserves the truth of arbitrary first-order formulas. We write Aut(A),
Emb(A), EEmb(A), and End(A) for, respectively, the automorphism group, the monoid
of self-embeddings, the monoid of elementary self-embeddings, and the endomorphism
monoid of A. By a polymorphism of A we mean a map An → A for some n ≥ 1 which
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preserves each relation R of A:

if


a1

1
...

a1
k

 , . . . ,


an

1
...

an
k

 ∈ R, then


f (a1

1, . . . , an
1 )

...

f (a1
k , . . . , an

k )

 ∈ R.

Note that unary polymorphisms correspond to endomorphisms and that the polymor-
phisms of a relational structure form a closed subclone of O. We write Pol(A) for the
polymorphism clone of A.

The following correspondences are easy to prove (allowing relational structures to be
in an infinite language):

• closed subgroups of SΩ correspond to automorphism groups of relational structures
on Ω;

• closed submonoids of O(1) correspond to endomorphism monoids of relational struc-
tures on Ω;

• closed function clones on Ω correspond to polymorphism clones of relational struc-
tures on Ω.

2.2 ω-categorical structures and related notions

Definition 2.4. Let Ω be a countable set (we allow Ω to be finite). We say that a permutation
group G ↷ Ω is oligomorphic if G ↷ Ωn has finitely many orbits for each n ∈ N in its
natural action g · (x1, . . . , xn) = (gx1, . . . , gxn) for (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Ωn. A structure A is ω-
categorical if its automorphism group is oligomorphic.

With our definition, all finite structures are ω-categorical. A large class of countably
infinite ω-categorical structures is given by homogeneous structures in a finite relational
language (finitely homogeneous structures):

Definition 2.5. A countably infinite structure A in a relational language is homogeneous
if every isomorphism between finite substructures extends to an automorphism of A.

Homogeneous structures are in one-to-one correspondence with certain well-behaved
classes of finite relational structures known as Fraïssé classes. Given a Fraïssé class K, the
homogeneous structure whose age (i.e. class of finite substructures) is K is known as its
Fraïssé limit. We refer the reader to [39] for a survey on ω-categorical and homogeneous
structures. We usually name homogeneous structure after their age (for which they are
the generic countable object). Thus, the generic Kn-free graph Hn is the countable homo-
geneous graph whose age is the class of finite graphs which do not embed a copy of the
complete graph Kn, the generic poset is the Fraïssé limit of finite partially ordered sets, and
so on.

Spaces of symmetries of ω-categorical structures have natural characterisations in terms
of their actions: closed oligomorphic subgroups of SΩ correspond to the automorphism
groups of ω-categorical structures; closed transformation monoids on ΩΩ are called oligo-
morphic if they contain an oligomorphic permutation group, and correspond to endomor-
phism monoids of ω-categorical structures. Moreover, monoids of elementary embeddings
of ω-categorical structures correspond precisely to closed oligomorphic transformation
monoids with a dense set of invertibles. Similarly, polymorphism clones of ω-categorical
structures correspond to closed oligomorphic clones, i.e., closed clones whose unary oper-
ations are an oligomorphic transformation monoid.

In some sections, we will be working with countable saturated structures. These are
countable structures A such that for each of their finite subsets B, A realises all 1-types
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over B. In particular, ω-categorical structures are saturated. In countable saturated struc-
tures we have that EEmb(A) = Aut(A).

The latter fact provides one motivation for reconstructing the topology on the class of
closed submonoids S of ΩΩ whose subgroup G of invertibles is dense. Further, monoids
of this class are an essential intermediate step when lifting reconstruction results from au-
tomorphism groups to endomorphism monoids. Finally, if G is even oligomorphic, such
monoids are called model-complete cores, and they appear as an essential concept in var-
ious applications e.g. in Ramsey theory or Constraint Satisfaction (see [41, 4, 10, 11]). The
name of model-complete core was originally given to ω-categorical structures whose en-
domorphism monoid has a dense set of invertibles; it was shown in [10] that every ω-
categorical structure A has a substructure C which is a model-complete core and such that
A has a homomorphism into C, and C is ω-categorical and unique up to isomorphism [10].
Closed clones whose monoid of unary functions are a model-complete core are called the
same.

Given a group G ↷ Ω and B ⊆ Ω finite, the algebraic closure of B, acl(B), is the set of
all elements of Ω which have finite orbit under the action G(B) ↷ Ω of the pointwise sta-
biliser of B. We say that G ↷ Ω has locally finite algebraic closure if the algebraic closure
of any finite set is finite; this is the case for all oligomorphic actions. Moreover, G ↷ Ω has
no algebraicity if for all finite B ⊆ Ω, acl(B) = B. It is easy to see that this implies that the
center Z(G) of G is trivial.

Some remarkable results of [36, 37] on monoids of elementary embeddings rely on the
assumption that the underlying group G is G-finite: for every open subgroup U ≤ G, the
intersection of all closed subgroups of finite index in U still has finite index in U. As far as
we know, there are no known examples of finitely homogeneous structures which are not
G-finite. However, allowing for an infinite language it is easy to build such structures [38]:

Definition 2.6. By the Cherlin-Hrushovski structure ACH we mean the homogeneous struc-
ture obtained as the Fraïssé limit of finite structures with, for each n ∈ N, a 2n-ary equiva-
lence relation En on n-tuples, such that each En has at most two equivalence classes.

The Cherlin-Hrushovski structure also does not have the small index property [36].

2.3 Interpretations

One motivation for reconstructing the topology of various spaces of symmetries of an ω-
categorical structure is that one can then further reconstruct the structure itself up to vari-
ous notions of interpretation.

Definition 2.7. Let A and B be first-order structures, respectively in the signatures L and
L′. A first-order interpretation (fo-interpretation) of B in A is a partial surjection I :
Ad → B for some d ∈ N such that for each relation R of B defined by an atomic L′-formula
ϕ(x1, . . . , xn), the relation

I−1(R) :=

{(a1
1, . . . , ad

1, . . . , a1
n, . . . , ad

n) ∈ And | B ⊨ ϕ(I(a1
1, . . . , ad

1), . . . , I(a1
n, . . . , ad

n))}

is first-order definable in A. We say that d is the dimension of the interpretation I. Below,
we are mainly interested in stronger notions of interpretations. In particular, we say that I
is an

• existential interpretation (e-interpretation) if each I−1(R) is definable in A as an
existential formula;

• existential positive interpretation (ep-interpretation) if each I−1(R) is existentially
positively definable in A;
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• primitive positive interpretation (pp-interpretation) if each I−1(R) is primitively
positively definable in A.

It is easy to see that any interpretation I of B in A naturally gives rise to a continuous
group homomorphism Aut(I) : Aut(A) → Aut(B). Moreover, for ω-categorical A and
B, a continuous group homomorphism f : Aut(A) → Aut(B) is of the form Aut(I) for
some interpretation I if and only if its range acts oligomorphically on B [1]. Analogous
statements hold for e-interpretations with respect to embedding monoids [14, Theorem
3.2], for ep-interpretations with respect to endomorphism monoids [14, Theorem 3.6], and
for pp-interpretations with respect to polymorphism clones [16, Proposition 22]. Whilst
this already motivates understanding when homomorphism between oligomorphic spaces
of symmetries are continuous, our main interest in this survey lies in topological isomor-
phisms. We will see below these encode bi-interpretations of varying degrees of strength.

Note that interpretations compose naturally. In particular, if I is an (fo/e/ep/pp)-
interpretation of B in A and J is an (fo/e/ep/pp)-interpretation if A in B, we say that
A and B are (fo/e/ep/pp)-bi-interpretable if the induced partial functions I ◦ J and J ◦ I
are (fo/e/ep/pp)-definable in B and A respectively. See e.g. [1, 14, 16] for details.

Theorem 2.8. Let A and B be ω-categorical structures of size > 1. Then:

1. A and B are bi-interpretable if and only if Aut(A) and Aut(B) are isomorphic as topological
groups (Coquand, Corollary 1.4 in [1]).

2. If Emb(A) and Emb(B) are isomorphic as topological monoids, then A and B are existen-
tially bi-interpretable [14, Theorem 3.14]. The converse does not hold [14, Example 4.4].

3. If A and B are existentially positively bi-interpretable, then End(A) and End(B) are iso-
morphic as topological monoids. The converse holds as long as neither of A and B have a
constant endomorphism (by [14, Theorem 3.12]).

4. A and B are primitively positively bi-interpretable if and only if Pol(A) and Pol(B) are
isomorphic as topological clones [16].

As mentioned, (3) does not hold in full generality: let A be an ω-categorical structure
with a constant endomorphism. Let A′ be the structure obtained by adding a new element
c to A as well as unary predicates for {c} and its complement in A′ (which is A). Then
End(A) and End(A′) are topologically isomorphic. However, any structure existentially
positively interpretable in A also has a constant endomorphism [14, Lemma 3.9], so A and
A′ cannot be bi-interpretable. Nevertheless, one can get a fully general correspondence
looking at clones and using [16]:

Lemma 2.9. Let A and B be ω-categorical structures. Then, A and B are existentially positively
bi-interpretable if and only if ⟨End(A)⟩ and ⟨End(B)⟩ are isomorphic as topological clones.

Proof. One direction is a direct consequence of (3). For the other, suppose that the two
clones are isomorphic. These clones are the polymorphism clones of the structures A′, B′

obtained by enriching A, B by the 4-ary relation defined by x = y ∨ u = v. By (4), A′, B′

are pp-bi-interpretable, and hence A, B are ep-bi-interpretable. The reason constant en-
domorphisms do not pose a problem in this setting is that they are detected by the clone
structure: an endomorphism f is constant if and only if f ◦ π2

1 = f ◦ π2
2 for the two binary

projections π2
1 , π2

2 .

Studying monoids of elementary embeddings is also relevant to the problem of recon-
structing structures up to first-order bi-interpretability. The following folklore result is a
direct consequence of Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 2.8.

Proposition 2.10. Let A and B be ω-categorical structures of size > 1. Then, A and B are
first-order bi-interpretable if and only if EEmb(A) and EEmb(B) are isomorphic as topological
monoids.

8



While this characterization of first-order bi-interpretability might seem less natural than
the one with automorphism groups, it may actually be easier to verify than the latter. For
example, by Theorem 5.6 [49], if two ω-categorical structures with no algebraicity have
isomorphic endomorphism monoids of elementary embeddings, then this isomorphism
will be a topological one. No analogue of this result is known for automorphism groups.

2.4 Notions of reconstruction

Definition 2.11. Let S be a topological semigroup and C be a class of topological semi-
groups. We say that

1. S is reconstructible with respect to C if whenever there is a semigroup isomorphism
from S to a member T of C, there is also a semigroup isomorphism which is moreover
a homeomorphism between S and T ;

2. S has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to C if every semigroup isomor-
phism between S and a member T of C is a homeomorphism;

3. S has automatic continuity with respect to C if every semigroup homomorphism
from S to a member T of C is continuous.

Analogous definitions exist for topological groups and clones and the corresponding no-
tions of homomorphism.

Definition 2.12. We define several classes of topological groups, semigroups and clones
CY

X depending on the parameters X and Y as follows: X ∈ {G,G, T , C} indicates whether
the class we are looking at is a class of topological groups (G), topological monoids with
a dense group of invertible elements (G), semigroups (T ), or clones (C). Meanwhile, we
use Y ∈ {2, cl, sat, ol} to indicate whether we are looking at the class of (in the order of
decreasing generality):

1. second countable topological groups, semigroups, clones, which we denote, respec-
tively, by C2

G , C2
T , C2

C .

2. closed subgroups of SΩ, closed submonoids of ΩΩ with a dense set of invertibles,
closed submonoids of ΩΩ, or closed subclones of O, which we denote, respectively,
by Ccl

G , Ccl
G , Ccl

T , Ccl
C .

3. the classes in item 2 restricted to those elements whose underlying group of invertible
elements is the automorphism group of a countable saturated structure. We denote
these by Csat

G , Csat
G , Csat

T , Csat
C , respectively.

4. the classes in item 2 restricted to those elements whose underlying group of invertible
elements is oligomorphic. We denote these by Col

G , Col
G , Col

T , Col
C , respectively.

Another established notion of reconstruction is when a semigroup (group, clone) has a
unique Polish compatible topology. This is known as the Unique Polish Property (UPP).
Note that UPP is equivalent to automatic homeomorphicity with respect to the class of
Polish topological semigroups (groups, clones).

3 Reconstruction

The following is implicit in [36, 37]:

Proposition 3.1 (Proposition 11 in [18]). Let G and H be closed permutation groups on Ω. Let
ξ : G → H be a continuous homomorphism. Then,

1. ξ extends to a continuous homomorphism ξ : G → H;

2. if ξ is an isomorphism then ξ is an isomorphism and a homeomorphism.

9



Consequently, G and H are isomorphic as topological groups if and only if G and H are isomorphic
as topological semigroups.

Proposition 3.1 was an ingredient for the following result of Lascar, which already sug-
gests that monoids of elementary embeddings yield more information towards reconstruc-
tion than automorphism groups:

Theorem 3.2 ([37]). Let G ∈ Col
G be G-finite, and let H ∈ Ccl

G . Let η : G → H be an algebraic
isomorphism. Then, η↾G : G → H is a topological isomorphism.

Note that Proposition 3.1 yields the following upwards reconstruction result:

Corollary 3.3. Let G ∈ Ccl
G have reconstruction with respect to Ccl

G . Then, G has reconstruction
with respect to Ccl

G .

The result above also yields transfer of reconstruction from G with respect to Col
G to G

with respect to Col
G . Very little is known about other forms of transfer of reconstructibility:

Question 3.4. Let G ∈ Ccl
G .

• (reconstruction lifting) Does G having reconstruction with respect to Ccl
G imply that G

has reconstruction with respect to Ccl
T ?

• (reconstruction descent) Does G having reconstruction with respect to Ccl
T imply that

G has reconstruction with respect to Ccl
G ?

The main issue with the first question is that we may not be able to ensure that any
topological semigroup isomorphic to G is such that its subgroup of invertible elements is
dense. For the second question, an issue is that algebraic isomorphisms between groups
may not lift to algebraic isomorphisms of their closures. Both questions are open even if G
is oligomorphic, cf. [13, Questions 4.1 & 4.2].

It is important to keep in mind throughout this survey that we do have a counterex-
ample to reconstruction at all levels of symmetries of an ω-categorical structure; however,
surprisingly it is the only one we are aware of.

Theorem 3.5 ([26, 13]). There are G, H ∈ Col
G such that

• the groups G and H are algebraically, but not topologically isomorphic;

• the monoids G and H are algebraically, but not topologically isomorphic;

• the clones ⟨G⟩ and ⟨H⟩ are algebraically, but not topologically isomorphic.

The structures in Theorem 3.5 rely on the existence of separable profinite groups P and
Q which are algebraically but not topologically isomorphic [58]. By a generalisation of the
Cherlin-Hrushovski structure, these can then be encoded as the quotients by an oligomor-
phic normal subgroup of two oligomorphic groups ΣP and ΣQ [13, Proposition 3.4]. These
are then “perturbed” to obtain G and H. We note that the latter groups have a non-trivial
center (and in particular, algebraicity) and are not G-finite.

4 Automatic homeomorphicity

4.1 Automatic homeomorphicity for monoids of elementary embeddings

In this subsection, we prove that for any countable saturated structure, automatic homeo-
morphicity lifts from its automorphism group (with respect to Ccl

G ) to its monoid of elemen-
tary embeddings (with respect to Ccl

T ). This is an original result, completing the answer to a
problem which is central to several papers on topological reconstruction for monoids [18, 7,

10



56, 47]. In particular, [47] answer this problem positively in the context of saturated struc-
tures whose automorphism group has a trivial centre. Uncovering the key idea behind
their proof is the essential tool to answer this question in full generality.

We begin from the following key lemma for reconstruction:

Lemma 4.1 ([18, Lemma 12]). Let G ∈ Ccl
G have automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

G .
Suppose that the only injective Φ ∈ End(G) that fixes G pointwise is the identity. Then G has
automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

T .

The majority of this section is dedicated to proving the assumption on End(G) is always
satisfied when G is the automorphism group of a saturated structure.

Definition 4.2. Let G ∈ Ccl
G . We call a subset S ⊆ Ω free if the orbits of tuples under the

action G{S} := {α ∈ G | α(S) = S} ↷ S are precisely the restrictions of orbits of G ↷ Ω to
S. We say that S is Galois-closed if the pointwise stabilizer GS of S in G acts without fixed
points on Ω \ S. Finally, f ∈ G is free Galois-closed if its image is.

We remark that this notion is a translation of the notion of superhomogeneity used
in [47] from structures to permutation groups. We shall now apply some results of that
paper which are formulated there in terms of structures. For any countable saturated
structure A, there is a structure A′, which is saturated, homogeneous (in a countable lan-
guage), and such that Aut(A) = Aut(A′) (see, e.g., [47]), allowing us to speak in terms of
G := Aut(A). When G is oligomorphic, this is known as the canonical structure for G. In
this case A′ is obtained by adding a relation for every orbit of tuples under G.

Proposition 4.3 ([47]). Let G ∈ Ccl
G and let Φ ∈ End(G) fix G pointwise. Then for all free

Galois-closed h ∈ G there exists gh ∈ Z(G), such that Φ(h) = h ◦ gh.

Proof. For f ∈ G, let
f ∗ := {(α, β) | α, β ∈ G, α ◦ f = f ◦ β} .

Clearly, for any h ∈ G we have Φ(h)∗ = h∗. By Corollary 3.12 and Proposition 3.13 of [47]
this implies that there is some gh ∈ Z(G) such that Φ(h) = h ◦ gh.

Our key observation is that the main results of [47] rely on a correspondence between
maps in End(G) which fix G pointwise and homomorphisms ϕ : G → Z(G) mapping G to
1:

Proposition 4.4. Let G ∈ Csat
G and let Φ ∈ End(G) fix G pointwise. Then, there is a semigroup

homomorphism ϕ : G → Z(G) such that ϕ(G) = {1} and for each f ∈ G

Φ( f ) = ϕ( f ) ◦ f .

Proof. For any f ∈ G, by [47, Proposition 5.1], we can take free Galois-closed g, h ∈ G such
that g = h ◦ f . By Proposition 4.3, there are zg, zh ∈ Z(G) such that Φ(g) = g ◦ zg and
Φ(h) = h ◦ zh. Now, since Φ is a homomorphism,

h ◦ f ◦ zg = g ◦ zg = Φ(g) = Φ(h ◦ f ) = Φ(h)Φ( f ) = h ◦ zh ◦ Φ( f ).

Since h is injective and zh, zg ∈ Z(G) (being in Z(G)), we get

Φ( f ) = z−1
h ◦ zg ◦ f .

In particular, we can set ϕ( f ) = z−1
h ◦ zg. Since Φ fixes G pointwise, we must have that

ϕ(G) = 1. We now claim that ϕ : G → Z(G) is a homomorphism. To see this, note that for
f , g ∈ G, since ϕ( f ), ϕ(g) ∈ Z(G),

( f ◦ g) ◦ (ϕ( f ) ◦ ϕ(g)) = (ϕ( f ) ◦ f ) ◦ (ϕ(g) ◦ g) = Φ( f ◦ g) = ( f ◦ g) ◦ (ϕ( f ◦ g)) ,

which by injectivity of f ◦ g implies ϕ( f ◦ g) = ϕ( f ) ◦ ϕ(g) as required.
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The proof of the following lemma will use some basic model-theoretic techniques.

Lemma 4.5. Let G ∈ Csat
G . Let h ∈ G. Then there are f ∈ G and α, β ∈ G such that

α ◦ f ◦ h = f ◦ β.

Proof. Let h ∈ G. Let A be a saturated structure with automorphism group G. Write
A1 for A and A0 for h(A1). Since h is an elementary self-embedding, its inverse is an
isomorphism α0 : A0 → A1. We first construct an elementary extension A2 ⪰ A1 together
with an isomorphism α1 : A1 → A2 extending α0. To do so, take an enumeration of
A1. Consider the type p(z; A0) := tp(A1/A0) in a variable z of length ω. Let A2 be a
realisation of p(x; α0(A0)) and define α1 to be the map sending every element of A1 to its
realisation in A2. This map is an isomorphism and extends α0. By repeating this process,
we get an elementary chain

A0 ⪯ A1 ⪯ · · · ⪯ Ai ⪯ Ai+1 ⪯ . . .

where, at each stage i ≥ 1 we have an isomorphism αi : Ai → Ai+1 extending αi−1.
Write A′ for the union of this elementary chain and α for

⋃
i∈N αi. By construction, α is an

automorphism of A′. Since it is a union of a countable chain of countable saturated models,
A′ is still a countable saturated model of the first-order theory of A. In particular, there is
an isomorphism f : A′ → A1 (cf. [53, Lemma 5.2.8]). Define h′ : A′ → A′ as f−1h f . Note
that, for a, b ∈ A′,

h′(a) = b ⇔ f−1h f (a) = b ⇔ h f (a) = f (b) .

Hence, since f is an isomorphism between A′ and A, it yields an isomorphism between
the structures (A′; h′) ∼= (A; h) (i.e., the expansions of A′ and A by, respectively, h′ and h).
In particular, to prove our lemma, it is sufficient to prove its conclusion for (A′; h′) rather
than for (A, h). Now, f h′ = h f yields an isomorphism A′ → A0. Moreover, recall that α
is an isomorphism A′ → A′ such that α(A0) = α0(A0) = A1. Thus, since f h′, α, and f−1

are all isomorphisms, f−1α f h′ := β ∈ Aut(A′). Hence,

α ◦ f ◦ h′ = f ◦ β,

as desired.

Corollary 4.6. Let G ∈ Csat
G , and let H be any group. Then, any homomorphism ϕ : G → H such

that ϕ(G) = {1} is constant.

Proof. Let h ∈ G. By Lemma 4.5 there are f ∈ G and α, β ∈ G such that

α ◦ f ◦ h = f ◦ β.

Since ϕ is a homomorphism,

ϕ(α) ◦ ϕ( f ) ◦ ϕ(h) = ϕ( f ) ◦ ϕ(β).

Since ϕ(α) = ϕ(β) = 1 and ϕ( f ) ∈ H, this implies that ϕ(h) = 1.

Theorem 4.7. Let G ∈ Csat
G have automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

G . Then, G has
automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

T .
Moreover, suppose θ : G → ΩΩ is an injective homomorphism and that θ(G) is closed in SΩ. Then
θ is a homeomorphism onto its image, which is an element of Ccl

G .

Proof. By Proposition 4.4 and Corollary 4.6, any Φ ∈ End(G) that fixes every element of G
is the identity function on G. Hence G has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

T
by Lemma 4.1. Given the first part, the proof of the second part is identical to that of [7,
Lemma 4.1].
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Note that the same proof yields that if G has automatic homeomorphicity with respect
to a subclass C of Ccl

G (e.g. Col
G ), then G has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to the

subclass of those monoids in Ccl
T whose group of invertibles belongs to C (e.g. Col

T ). The
corollary below now follows by the same argument as in [47, Theorem 2.4]:

Corollary 4.8. Let G ∈ Col
G be G-finite. Then G has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to

Ccl
G .

4.2 Automatic homeomorphicity for endomorphism monoids

Surprisingly, automatic homeomorphicity may fail for the endomorphism monoids of struc-
tures whose automorphism groups have automatic homeomorphicity even in very tame
cases. The following is an adaptation of [18, Theorem 8]. Our main contribution is that the
structure in the counterexample below is extremely tame. Firstly, it is model-theoretically
tame being ω-stable and a reduct of a finitely homogeneous structure. These structures are
very well understood [22]. Secondly, being ω-categorical and ω-stable, its automorphism
group has ample generics [30], and so our example is also tame from the point of view of
reconstruction of its automorphism group.

Theorem 4.9. There is an ω-categorical structure A which is ω-stable and first-order definable
from a finitely homogeneous structure such that Aut(A) has automatic continuity with respect to
C2
G , but End(A) (and hence also the clone ⟨End(A)⟩) has a non-continuous automorphism. In

particular, End(A) (and ⟨End(A)⟩) do not have automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Col
T

(and Col
C ).

Proof. Let B be the structure with an equivalence relation E with infinitely many classes of
size 2. Let A′ consist of two disjoint copies B1, B2 of B plus an additional new element
⋆ which is (only) related to itself in E, and which has additional unary predicates B1, B2
for the domains of B1, B2. It is easy to see that A′ is finitely homogeneous (hence, ω-
categorical) and ω-stable. In particular, it has ample generics by [30] and so Aut(A′) has
automatic continuity with respect to C2

G . Let

F := { f : A′ → A′| f (B1) ⊆ B2 ∪ {⋆}, f (B2 ∪ {⋆}) = {⋆}, f preserves E}.

Consider the closed monoid T := Aut(A′)∪F ; its invertibles are precisely the elements of
Aut(A′). Let T∞ consist of those elements of F which miss an infinite number of E-classes
in B2. Let α ∈ Aut(A′) flip the two elements of any E-class (and fix ⋆). We define the map
η : T → T by

η( f ) :=

{
f f /∈ T∞ ;
α f f ∈ T∞ .

Using that α commutes with all elements of Aut(A′), it is easy to see that η is an auto-
morphism of T . However, taking a sequence ( fn)n∈N outside of T∞ converging to a non-
constant element g in T∞, (η( fn))n∈N converges to g but η(g) = αg ̸= g. Hence η is not
continuous.

In spite of the above negative result, there are still reasonable situations where one may
hope to lift automatic homeomorphicity results from Aut(A) to End(A). In particular, [7,
56] developed a sophisticated technique which they use to show automatic homeomor-
phicity for the endomorphism monoids of (Q,≤) and some structures first-order definable
in it with different automorphism groups. They make use of the small index property for
Aut(A) and some additional information on the structure of its open subgroups, which
may be provided by some (possibly weak) form of elimination of imaginaries.

Their main idea is as follows: consider an isomorphism θ : End(A) → S ∈ Ccl
T . This can

be viewed as a faithful monoid action of End(A) on Ω, the domain of S ; in the following
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discussion, to distinguish this action from the original action of End(A), we write A for
the domain of the original action. The aim is to directly show that θ is a homeomorphism
by studying how the induced action of G := Aut(A) on Ω can extend to θ. By the orbit-
stabilizer theorem, for any x ∈ Ω there is a bijection between the orbit X := Orb(x) of x
under G ↷ Ω and the left-cosets in G of the stabilizer Gx = {g ∈ G | θ(g)(x) = x}. Since
X is countable, Gx has countable index. Thus, if G has the SIP we know that Gx is open.
Since the open subgroups of G are precisely those containing the pointwise stabilizer GB
of a finite set B under the action G ↷ A, we can conclude that Gx ⊇ GB for some finite B.
With additional information on the open subgroups of G, however, we can draw stronger
conclusions.

We say that G has elimination of imaginaries if every open subgroup of G is equal
to GB for some finite B, and that it has weak elimination of imaginaries if every open
subgroup of G is sandwiched between GB and the setwise stabiliser G{B} for some finite
B. Several ω-categorical structures have weak elimination of imaginaries, e.g., (N,=), the
random graph, and infinite vector spaces over finite fields. It is easy to prove that if G
has weak elimination of imaginaries, then for any open subgroup H ≤ G there is a finite
algebraically closed B ⊆ A and L ≤ G{B} ↷ B such that

H = G(B,L) := { f ∈ G| f↾B ∈ L} .

Groups with the SIP and weak elimination of imaginaries are said to have the strong small
index property (SSIP) [19].

Let us now return to analysing an isomorphism θ : End(A) → S ∈ Ccl
T assuming that

G has the SSIP. In that situation, for any x ∈ Ω we have Gx = G(B,L) as above. In particular,
we can identify the orbit X = Orb(x) with the orbit of the pair (B, L) under the natural
action of G where for g ∈ G, g(B, L) = (gB, gL); here, gL is a subgroup of G{gB} ↷ gB.
Doing this for all G-orbits, we can rewrite the action of G on Ω as the action of G on a
disjoint union of G-orbits of pairs (Bi, Li)i∈I , where I is a countable set. Using Theorem 4.7
and the proof of [7, Lemma 4.2], we can then also describe the action of G on Ω: for any
f ∈ G and any (gBi, gLi), where g ∈ G and i ∈ I, we obtain f (gBi, gLi) = (hgBi, hgLi)
where h ∈ G is an arbitrary element which agrees with f on gBi.

For the final step, which requires the most work, one needs to describe how End(A)
acts on the orbits of the action G ↷ Ω induced by θ and deduce that this action yields that
θ is a homeomorphism. Whilst this cannot always be done successfully (as demonstrated
by Theorem 4.9), it already yielded substantial results for various structures with a first-
order definition in (Q,≤) (see [20]; the relations in the statement below are all taken to be
reflexive):

Theorem 4.10 ([7, 56]). Let A be any of: (Q,≤), (Q, sep), (Q, betw), (Q, circ). Then, End(A)
has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

T . Moreover, Pol(A) has automatic homeomor-
phicity with respect to Ccl

C .

5 On the number of Polish topologies

In this subsection, we study Polish topologies on closed oligomorphic monoids. Whilst all
monoids in Col

G have at least two Polish semigroup topologies, several interesting monoids

in Col
T have the Unique Polish Property.

5.1 Multiple Polish topologies on monoids of elementary embeddings

Lemma 5.1 ([24, Proposition 5.1]). Let S ∈ Ccl
T be a monoid of injective functions whose group

of invertible elements is not closed in ΩΩ. Then, there are at least two distinct Polish semigroup
topologies on S . In particular, this is the case for any S ∈ Col

G .
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Proof idea. Consider the topology I4 on the monoid of injective functions Inj(Ω) generated
by τpw and the open sets (Wa)a∈Ω of the form

Wa := { f ∈ Inj(Ω) | a ̸∈ Im( f )} .

This is a Polish topology on Inj(Ω) [25, Theorem 5.15 & Section 5.5]. It is easy to see that the
induced topology τc on S is a Polish semigroup topology in which the group of invertibles
is closed, yielding that τc ̸= τpw.

Similar ideas were used by [52] to prove, for every n, failure of UPP for the endomor-
phism monoids of the generic graph without independent sets of size n and of the complete
multipartite graph with ω-many blocks of size n. Whilst not all endomorphisms of these
structures are injective, there is some m ∈ N such that, for any endomorphism, the preim-
age of any point has size ≤ m, and this is sufficient to build a similar topology to τc which
is distinct from τpw.

Definition 5.2. Let G ↷ Ω have locally finite algebraic closure. We say that acl forms
a pregeometry if it satisfies the exchange property: for all a, b ∈ Ω and C ⊆ Ω finite, if
a ∈ acl(C ∪ {b}) \ acl(C), then b ∈ acl(C ∪ {a}).

When acl forms a pregeometry, we can adequately define the dimension dim(B) of
a finite set B ⊆ Ω as the smallest n such that there is C ⊆ Ω with |C| = n and acl(C) =
acl(B) [57] (we assign dimension ℵ0 to infinite subsets of Ω). Note that acl forms a pregeom-
etry in any oligomorphic permutation group with no algebraicity, or in the automorphism
group of any vector space over a finite field.

Lemma 5.3. Let G ↷ Ω be such that acl forms a pregeometry. Then, there are at least countably
many Polish semigroup topologies on G.

Proof. This is essentially the proof of [24, Theorem 5.22 (i) & (vi)]. Note that for any f ∈ G,
the image Im( f ) is algebraically closed. Let S0 := τc from the proof of Lemma 5.1. For each
n ∈ N let

Fn := { f ∈ G | dim(Ω \ Im( f )) = n} .

For all n ∈ N, we define Sn to be the topology generated by Sn−1 and Fn−1.

Claim 1: For each n ∈ N, Sn is a semigroup topology.

Proof of Claim 1. We need to prove that composition is continuous. Note that for all f , g ∈
G,

dim(Ω \ Im( f g)) = dim(Ω \ Im( f )) + dim(Ω \ Im(g)) .

In particular, for any l ≤ n, choosing m, k ∈ N such that m + k = l, we get that Fm · Fk ⊆ Fl .
This yields continuity as desired.

Claim 2: For all l < n the topologies Sl and Sn are distinct.

Proof of Claim 2. Firstly, using the fact that acl is a pregeometry (and Neumann’s Lemma [29,
Corollary 4.2.2]), it is easy to see that the sets Fl are non-empty for all l ∈ N. Let f ∈ Fn and
let B be an open neighbourhood of f in Sn; it suffices to show that B ̸= Fn. Since f does
not belong to any Fm for any m < n, we must have that B ∈ S0. Hence, there exist a basic
open neighbourhood U(a,b) ∈ τpw and some set

W{c1,...,ck} = { f ∈ G | ∀i ci ̸∈ Im( f )}

such that f ∈ U(a,b) ∩ W{c1,...,ck} ⊆ B. By a back & forth argument, using Neumann’s
Lemma and the fact that algebraic closure forms a pregeometry, it is easy to construct some
g ∈ G such that g ∈ B but g ̸∈ Fn by building g so that it agrees with f on a and so that its
image avoids an algebraically closed subset of Ω of dimension > n containing {c1, . . . , ck}.
This implies that Fn ̸= B, as we wanted to show.
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Claim 3: For each n ∈ N, the topology Sn is Polish.

Proof of Claim 3. By [33, Lemma 13.2] it is sufficient to prove that for each n, Fn is closed in
G. Note that

G \ Fn := { f ∈ G|dim(Ω \ Im( f )) > n} ∪ { f ∈ G|dim(Ω \ Im( f )) < n} .

The first of the two sets in this union is open in S0 and the second is just
⋃

i<n Fi. Hence this
set is open in Sn, as desired.

It is natural to wonder whether the technique of Lemma 5.3 can be extended to all
monoids in Col

G . We point out that there are ω-categorical structures for which every non-
surjective elementary embedding has co-infinite image, meaning that one cannot define
different topologies by open sets of the form of the sets Fn. In particular, using a classi-
cal construction of Hrushovski [31], one can build an ω-categorical graph such that every
vertex has infinite valency and such that for any two vertices and any path of length two
connecting them, the vertex in the middle of the path belongs to their algebraic closure
(cf. [40, Theorem 5.1]). From this, it is easy to prove that any of its non-surjective elemen-
tary embedding has co-infinite image. Thus, we ask the following:

Question 5.4. Does every G ∈ Col
G have infinitely many Polish semigroup topologies?

5.2 Minimality of τpw and the Zariski topology

Definition 5.5. Let S be a monoid. The semigroup Zariski topology τZ, introduced in [25],
is the topology on S for which a subbasis is given by all sets

Mϕ,ψ := {s ∈ S |ϕ(s) ̸= ψ(s)} ,

where ϕ, ψ : S → S are functions of the form

s
ϕ7→ tkstk−1s . . . t1st0 and s

ψ7→ qlsqk−1s . . . q1sq0 ,

for fixed k, l ≥ 1 and t0, . . . , tk, q0, . . . ql ∈ S .

When S is a group, a potentially finer topology can be defined by allowing inverses of
s to appear in the definitions of ϕ and ψ; this topology is the group Zariski topology, and
we shall not consider it here.

Contrary to the pointwise convergence topology τpw on a transformation monoid S ,
the semigroup Zariski topology τZ is defined in purely algebraic terms rather than from
the action of S . In particular, any isomorphism between monoids is a homeomorphism
with respect to this topology. In [25], it was pointed out that although τZ need not be Haus-
dorff or a semigroup topology, it is contained in any topology enjoying these properties; in
particular, τZ ⊆ τpw. In fact, in [25, 24] it was shown that τZ = τpw for the endomorphism
monoids of several ω-categorical structures, and a general condition for this to happen was
provided in [49]. An ω-categorical structure A has a mobile core if any of its elements is
contained in the image of an endomorphism into a substructure which is a model-complete
core. Trivially, this is satisfied if A is itself a model-complete core.

Theorem 5.6 ([49]). Let A be an ω-categorical structure without algebraicity which has a mobile
core. Then τZ = τpw on End(A) if one of the following two conditions holds:

• the model-complete core of A is finite;

• the model-complete core of A is infinite and does not have algebraicity.
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In [49], also the first example of an ω-categorical structure A for which τZ ̸= τpw on
End(A) was provided, answering a question from [24]. We remark that another albeit
less natural example could actually be obtained from Theorem 3.5 [13]: clearly, if End(A)
and End(B) are isomorphic but not topologically isomorphic, τpw ̸= τZ must hold for
one of the two monoids. This example also answers positively [49, Question 4.1] asking
about the existence of an ω-categorical structure with a Hausdorff semigroup topology on
its endomorphism monoid which is not finer than τpw. Indeed, using a non-topological
isomorphism between End(A) and End(B) to send τpw from one monoid onto the other,
one sees that one of the two structures must be a positive example (although we do not
know which one). However, the following strengthening of the conclusion of the question
remains open:

Question 5.7. Is there S ∈ Col
T such that there is a Hausdorff semigroup topology on S

which is strictly coarser than τpw?

Meanwhile, vastly generalizing the example from [49], a large number of further in-
stances of τZ ̸= τpw has been announced recently:

Theorem 5.8 ([42]). Let G ∈ Ccl
G have locally finite algebraic closure and non-trivial center. Then

τZ is not Hausdorff on G, and hence in particular τZ ̸= τpw.

At least in the case of transitive clones, minimality of τpw can be lifted from the monoid
its unary functions. Call a semigroup S acting on Ω weakly directed if for all a, b ∈ Ω
there are f , g ∈ S and c ∈ Ω such that f (c) = a and g(c) = b. Any transformation monoid
containing a transitive permutation group is weakly directed. A clone is weakly directed if
the monoid of its unary functions is.

Lemma 5.9 ([24, Lemma 6.3]). Let C ∈ Ccl
C be weakly directed. Suppose that τpw is minimal

amongst Hausdorff semigroup topologies on the monoid of unary operations of C. Then, τpw is
minimal amongst Hausdorff clone topologies on C.

5.3 Maximality of τpw, Property X, and automatic continuity

Definition 5.10. Let S be a topological semigroup and G a subset of S . We say that S has
Property X with respect to G if the following holds: for every s ∈ S there are fs, gs ∈ S and
ts ∈ G such that s = fstsgs and for every neighbourhood U of ts, the set fs(U ∩ G)gs is a
neighbourhood of s.

Theorem 5.11 ([25, Theorem 3.1]). Let S be a topological semigroup with topology τ and G ⊆ S .
If S has Property X with respect to G, then:

1. if τ is Polish and G is a Polish subgroup of S then τ is maximal among the Polish semigroup
topologies for S ;

2. if G is a subsemigroup of S with automatic continuity with respect to a class C of topological
semigroups, then S has automatic continuity with respect to C.

The following notion was introduced in [21]:

Definition 5.12. A countably infinite relational structure A is homomorphism-homoge-
neous (H-homogeneous) if every homomorphism between finite substructures of A ex-
tends to an endomorphism of the whole structure.

Definition 5.13. A Fraïssé class K in a relational language has the strong amalgamation
property with homomorphism gluing (SAPHG) if for any A, B1, B2 ∈ K and embeddings
fi : A → B for i ∈ {1, 2}, there is a strong amalgam, i.e. C ∈ K and embeddings gi : Bi → C
for i ∈ {1, 2} such that g1 ◦ f1 = g2 ◦ f2 and g1(B1) ∩ g2(B2) = g1 f1(A), with with the
property that whenever h is a map from a subset of C to some D ∈ K containing g1 ◦ f1(A)
in its domain and h ◦ g1 and h ◦ g2 are homomorphisms, then h is also a homomorphism.
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We remark that the SAPHG implies that the amalgam C in the definition is “canonical”
in a sense that agrees with several notions of canonical amalgamation in the literature [54,
45, 32]; the SAPHG is strictly stronger than the existence of a canonical amalgam.

Theorem 5.14 ([24]). Let A be a homogeneous and H-homogeneous structure whose age has
SAPHG. Then, End(A) equipped with τpw has Property X with respect to Aut(A).

Example 5.15. The assumptions of Theorem 5.14 apply to the following structures:

1. the random graph R;

2. the generic directed graph;

3. the disjoint union ωKn of countably many copies of the complete graph Kn;

4. the generic strict poset;

5. any of the structures above including loops;

6. the generic equivalence relation with n-many countably infinite classes En,ω;

7. the Cherlin-Hrushovski structure ACH.

All structures above except the generic strict (or non-strict) poset and ACH are such that
their automorphism groups are known to have ample generics, and so automatic continuity
with respect to C2

G [30]. With the exception of ACH these examples are already mentioned
in [24]; the claimed properties are easy to prove for ACH.

[25] also show that the endomorphism monoid of the countable atomless Boolean alge-
bra B∞ has Property X with respect to its automorphism group, and the latter is known to
have automatic continuity with respect to C2

G .
The following proposition can be applied to deduce that the examples above whose

automorphism group has automatic continuity with respect to C2
G are such that their endo-

morphism monoids have automatic continuity with respect to C2
T :

Proposition 5.16 ([25, Proposition 4.1]). Let G ∈ C2
G . Then, G has automatic continuity with

respect to C2
G if and only if it has automatic continuity with respect to C2

T .

While Property X is a powerful tool for showing maximality of τpw and lifting of au-
tomatic continuity from subgroups of a monoid, [50] note that there is some leeway in
Definition 5.10: the decomposition of s ∈ S could be of arbitrary length without chang-
ing the truth of Theorem 5.11; they call this generalization Property X. Similarly, in the
same definition s can be composed from the left with a left-invertible element of S , leading
to pseudo-Property X. They apply this notion to End(Q,≤) equipped with τrich, a finer
topology than τpw, and the subgroup Aut(Q,≤) equipped with τpw to conclude that any
Polish semigroup topology on End(Q,≤) must be contained in τrich. By a series of further
arguments, of which some can be recast as statements about pseudo-Property X, and others
involve different techniques such as Baire category, they obtain:

Theorem 5.17 ([50]). End(Q,≤) has the UPP.

[50] note that most of the results on the UPP in Example 5.15 do not use the full strength
of Polishness: they have unique second countable metrisable semigroup topologies. This
occurs whenever the UPP can be shown applying the second item of Theorem 5.11. The
considerably more complex proof of Theorem 5.17, which only partially fits into this frame-
work, additionally requires the space to be Baire.

For the endomorphism monoids of some well-studied structures the status of the UPP
is still open; among homogeneous graphs, the only one for which whether the UPP holds
is not known is the following (see [52]):

Question 5.18. Does the endomorphism monoid of the complete multipartite graph Kω,ω
(with ω-many blocks of size ω) in the language of graphs have UPP?
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Property X can also be applied in the context of clones. Given a topological clone C
with a topology τ, we can associate with it a topological semigroup SC with domain C,
topology τ, and the operation ∗ given by f ∗ g = f (g, . . . , g). Whilst the algebraic structure
of SC is weaker than that of C in the sense that not every semigroup homomorphism with
respect to ∗ is a clone homomorphism, it is often sufficiently rich to restrict the possible
clone topologies on C:

Lemma 5.19 ([25, Lemma 7.1]). Let C be a topological clone and let SC have automatic continuity
with respect to C2

T . Then, C has automatic continuity with respect to C2
C .

In [25], the above lemma and Property X are used to show that τpw is the unique second
countable Hausdorff clone topology on the polymorphism clone of the countable atomless
Boolean algebra. In [24, Theorem 6.2], it is shown that homogeneous, H-homogeneous
structures A with the SAPHG and whose age is closed under finite non-empty direct prod-
ucts are such that SPol(A) has Property X with respect to Aut(A). This is then applied to
prove UPP and automatic continuity with respect to C2

C for various structures, such as the
random graph and ωKω with loops. We invite the reader to compare this result also to [46,
Theorem 4.1]. In the latter theorem, the authors introduce the amalgamated extension
property (AEP) [46, Definition 3.23], a weaker amalgamation property than the SAPHG.
They show that homogeneous, H-homogeneous structures A with the AEP whose age is
closed under finite non-empty direct products, and whose endomorphisms contain all con-
stant functions, are such that Pol(A) has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

C .
The latter result is based on “gate covering” techniques of [18], but, unlike the original
paper, does not rely on upwards transfers of automatic homeomorphicity from the under-
lying automorphism group.

5.4 More on automatic continuity and open mappings

Preceding the positive instances in Example 5.15, automatic continuity for semigroups was
believed to be a less fruitful notion than for groups due to the following result:

Theorem 5.20 ([18, Corollary 10]). No G ∈ Col
G has automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

T .

The small index property for groups can be meaningfully extended to semigroups. A
right congruence on a semigroup S is an equivalence relation E ⊆ S × S such that when-
ever (g, f ) ∈ E and h ∈ S , then (hg, h f ) ∈ E . We define a left-congruence analogously but
with respect to composition from the other side.

Definition 5.21. A topological semigroup S has the right small index property (rSIP) if ev-
ery right congruence with countably many classes is open in S ×S . We define analogously
the left small index property (lSIP).

Proposition 5.22 ([25, Proposition 4.3]). A topological monoid S has the rSIP if and only if it
has automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

T .

Proposition 5.23 ([25, Corollary 4.5]). If a topological monoid S has automatic continuity with
respect to C2

T , then it has both the rSIP and the lSIP.

Automatic continuity with respect to Ccl
T and with respect to C2

T are distinct notions
for Polish semigroups, and even for closed oligomorphic transformation monoids [25,
Proposition 5.18]. Moreover, contrasting the Open Mapping Theorem for Polish groups,
automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

T does not imply automatic homeomorphicity with
respect to Ccl

T for Polish semigroups (cf. [25, Proposition 5.15]); however, we do not know
an example of this phenomenon within the class of endomorphism monoids.

Question 5.24. Is there S ∈ Ccl
T with automatic continuity with respect to Ccl

T but without
automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

T ? If so, is there an oligomorphic example?
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Regarding the openness of clone homomorphisms, we have both a lifting result from
semigroups as well as a result specific to clones. The former implies that for isomorphisms
from a transitive clone C, it is sufficient to check openness on its unary functions.

Theorem 5.25 ([18]). Let C,D ∈ Ccl
C . Let ξ : C → D be a clone homomorphism and let ξ ′ be its

restriction to unary functions.

• Suppose D is weakly directed. If ξ ′ is continuous, then so is ξ;

• Suppose C is weakly directed and ξ is an isomorphism. If ξ ′ is open, so is ξ.

The following trick for clones is not available for monoids, since homomorphisms of
the latter do not necessarily preserve constant functions:

Proposition 5.26 ([18]). Let C ∈ Ccl
C contain all constant functions. Then, any isomorphism

ξ : C → D ∈ Ccl
C is open.

6 Rubin’s dream: stronger notions of reconstruction

The group SΩ acts continuously on ΩΩ by conjugation: (θ, f ) 7→ f θ := θ f θ−1 for θ ∈ SΩ
and f ∈ ΩΩ. Hence, for any closed subsemigroup S of ΩΩ and any θ ∈ SΩ, we obtain a
new closed subsemigroup Sθ := { f θ | f ∈ S} which is topologically isomorphic to it by
fixing θ in the above map. We call such homeomorphisms set-induced. This idea leads to
a stronger notion of reconstruction:

Definition 6.1. Let S ∈ Ccl
T and C ⊆ Ccl

T . We say that S has automatic action compatibility
with respect to C if any algebraic isomorphism from S onto an element of C is set-induced.

Again, the analogous notion can be defined also in the context of permutation groups and
clones. In the latter case, the action on ΩΩn

is

(θ, f ) 7→ f θ(x1, . . . , xn) := θ f (θ−1(x1), . . . , θ−1(xn)).

These notions have a structural interpretation: we call structures A, B on Ω (fo/e/ep/pp)-
bi-definable if they are (fo/e/ep/pp)-bi-interpretable with d = 1 and a bijection I : Ω → Ω
(using the notation from Definition 2.7). In the situation where they are ep-bi-definable, for
θ := I we have End(B) = End(A)θ . Analogous statements hold for the other notions of de-
finability. Moreover, for all of these notions the converse (i.e. the existence of a permutation
θ moving one space of symmetries onto the other by conjugation) holds in the oligomor-
phic case. This follows from the theorem of Ryll-Nardzewski, Engeler, and Svenonius for
automorphism groups, is due to [15] for pp-bi-definability, and is folklore for the other
cases.

For the above form of reconstruction to hold, we need to exclude algebraicity: for any
oligomorphic permutation group G we can construct a topologically isomorphic oligomor-
phic G′ whose action is not isomorphic to that of G by adding a fixed point. Thus, the
interesting classes are Cna

G , Cna
G , Cna

T , and Cna
C : spaces of symmetries of ω-categorical struc-

tures without algebraicity. In this context, we already have the following consequence of
Theorem 5.6 regarding automatic homeomorphicity:

Corollary 6.2. Let G ∈ Cna
G . Then, G has automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Cna

G .

Proof. By Theorem 5.6,τZ = τpw for any structure in Cna
G , yielding that any isomorphism

between two structures in the class is also topological.

However, much more is true. Namely, it is a result of [51] that any fo-bi-interpretation
of B in A, where A, B are ω-categorical structures without algebraicity, gives rise to a bi-
definition: this is essentially Lemma 2.11 in [51]. In some of the literature on reconstruction
one gets the impression that this fact has been overlooked, perhaps due to the complex
mathematical language used in Rubin’s paper and the belief that the statement holds only
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in the presence of a weak ∀∃-interpretation (the main topic of Rubin’s article). Be that as
it may, the same statement holds for all stronger (i.e. e/ep/pp) notions of bi-interpretation
by analysing Rubin’s proof, and a new proof has been announced in [27]:

Theorem 6.3. Let S , T ∈ Cna
T . Then any topological isomorphism from S onto T is set-induced.

Similar statements hold in Cna
G and Cna

C .

Theorem 6.3 has, in the case of groups, been exploited to show that the equivalence
relation of topological isomorphism on the class Cna

G of closed oligomorphic groups without
algebraicity is smooth [43]. By [27], the same is true for monoids (i.e. the class Cna

T ) and
clones (i.e. the class Cna

C ). Both works contain generalisations beyond the context of no
algebraicity. As a consequence of Theorem 6.3, automatic homeomorphicity and automatic
action compatibility coincide in the context of Cna

G . Together with Corollary 6.2 this yields:

Corollary 6.4. Let G ∈ Cna
G . Then, G has automatic action compatibility with respect to Cna

G .

Some specific cases of Corollary 6.4 were proven in [8]. The following proposition al-
lows to lift being set-induced from semigroup homomorphisms to clone homomorphisms.

Proposition 6.5 ([8, Theorem 4.3]). Let C,D ∈ Ccl
C with C being weakly directed. Let ξ : C → D

be a surjective clone homomorphism and let ξ ′ be its restriction to unary functions. If ξ ′ is set-
induced, then so is ξ.

We can thus extend Corollary 6.4 to transitive clones.

Corollary 6.6. Let C,D ∈ Cna
C be model-complete core clones. If C is transitive, then any clone

isomorphism ξ : C → D is set-induced.

7 Final remarks on clones

In this final section, we summarise some of the literature on reconstruction for polymor-
phism clones mentioned throughout this survey and list some final questions on the topic.
Current techniques for clones usually rely on lifting reconstruction properties from the un-
derlying group or monoid. Whilst this was originally the case also for the study of recon-
struction for monoids, now we have several powerful direct techniques. We hope that the
study of clones will develop in a similar direction. The original “gate covering” techniques
of [18] relied on lifting to prove automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

C of the Horn
clone, the polymorphism clone of the random graph, and all minimal closed clones above
the automorphism group of the random graph. Meanwhile, [7, 56] use Proposition 5.26 and
other lifting tricks to deduce automatic continuity of the polymorphism clones of (Q,≤)
and the other structures mentioned in Theorem 4.10. Although Property X for SPol(A) can
be used to deduce UPP and automatic continuity for Pol(A) [25, 24], current proofs of UPP
do rely on lifting minimality of τpw using Lemma 5.9, and automatic continuity still relies
on lifting from Aut(A). The only existing technique that seems to not rely on lifting is [46,
Theorem 4.1], which utilises gate coverings to show automatic homeomorphicity with re-
spect to Ccl

C for the polymorphism clones of various homogeneous structures, such as the
generic (non-strict) poset.

One challenge we face is that current techniques often rely on specific structural prop-
erties such as particular forms of amalgamation. However, most structures do not enjoy
these properties themselves, although in many cases they are first-order definable, or in-
terpretable, in another structure that does. For example, amongst the continuum of closed
clones whose underlying permutation group is SΩ (presented in [12]), we only know auto-
matic homeomorphicity for those containing the full monoid O(1), for the Horn clone [18],
and for ⟨SΩ⟩ [7].

Question 7.1. Does the polymorphism clone of every structure which is first-order defin-
able in (N,=) have automatic homeomorphicity with respect to Ccl

C ? In general, are there

21



conditions which guarantee that automatic homeomorphicity of End(A) (or Pol(A)) for a
structure A imply the same for the structures first-order definable or interpretable in it?

Note that Theorem 4.9 shows that some non-trivial conditions must be imposed. We are
not aware of any model-complete core clone without automatic homemorphicity whose
monoid of unary functions has automatic homeomorphicity.

Of particular interest, especially in applications to Constraint Satisfaction [9, 48], is
when an ω-categorical structure A pp-interprets all finite structures. This is the case if
and only if there is a continuous clone homomorphism from Pol(A) to the clone P{0,1} of
projections on a two-element set. Naturally, one then wishes to know whether all such ho-
momorphisms must be continuous, or whether at least the existence of a homomorphism
implies the existence of a continuous one. A structure first-order definable in the Cherlin-
Hrushovski structure provides a counterexample to the former statement [17]. However,
the proof requires the ultrafilter lemma, and the structure is only homogenisable in an infi-
nite language. The truth of the latter statement is unknown, cf. [17, Questions 7.3 & 7.4].

Question 7.2. Let C ∈ Col
C have a clone homomorphism to P{0,1}. Does it then always also

have a continuous such homomorphism? Can the existence of a discontinuous homomor-
phism from some C ∈ Col

C to P{0,1} be proven in ZF? Can it be proven for the polymorphism
clone of a structure which is first-order definable in a finitely homogeneous structure?

A positive answer to the first question is made plausible by the result from [5, Theorem
1.6] that for an ω-categorical model complete core, Pol(A, c1, . . . , cm) has a continuous ho-
momorphism to P{0,1} for some constants c1, . . . , cn if and only if Pol(A, d1, . . . , dn) has a
homomorphism to P{0,1} for some constants d1, . . . , dm.
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[15] Manuel Bodirsky and Jaroslav Nešetřil. “Constraint Satisfaction with Countable Ho-
mogeneous Templates”. In: Journal of Logic and Computation 16.3 (2006), pp. 359–373.

[16] Manuel Bodirsky and Michael Pinsker. “Topological Birkhoff”. In: Transactions of the
American Mathematical Society 367 (2015), pp. 2527–2549.

[17] Manuel Bodirsky, Michael Pinsker, and András Pongrácz. “Projective clone homo-
morphisms”. In: Journal of Symbolic Logic 86.1 (2021), pp. 148–161.

[18] Manuel Bodirsky, Michael Pinsker, and András Pongrácz. “Reconstructing the Topol-
ogy of Clones”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 369 (2017), pp. 3707–
3740.

[19] Peter J. Cameron. Oligomorphic permutation groups. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1990.

[20] Peter J. Cameron. “Transitivity of permutation groups on unordered sets”. In: Math-
ematische Zeitschrift 148 (1976), pp. 127–139.

[21] Peter J. Cameron and Jaroslav Nešetřil. “Homomorphism-homogeneous relational
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