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Abstract
Orbit-finite models of computation generalise the standard models of computation,
to allow computation over infinite objects that are finite up to symmetries on atoms,
denoted by A. Set theory with atoms is used to reason about these objects. Recent
work assumes that A is countable and that the symmetries are the automorphisms
of a structure on A. We study this set theory to understand generalisations of
this approach. We show that: this construction is well-defined and sufficiently
expressive; and that automorphism groups are adequate.
Certain uncountable structures appear similar to countable structures, suggesting
that the theory of orbit-finite constructions may apply to these uncountable
structures. We prove results guaranteeing that the theory of symmetries of two
structures are equal. Let: PMpAq be the universe of symmetries induced by adding
atoms in bijection with A and considering the symmetric universe; A be the image
of A on the atoms; and ϕP MpAq be the relativisation of ϕ to PMpAq.
We prove that all symmetric universes of equality atoms have theory ThpPMpxNyqq.
We prove that for structures A, ‘nicely’ covered by a set of cardinality κ, there is a
structure B ” A of size κ such that for all formulae ϕpxq in one variable,

ZFC $ ϕpAqP MpAq
Ø ϕpBqP MpBq

As numerous statements about orbit-finite constructions are expressible in permu-
tation models, this allows theorems about computation on countable atoms to hold
for particular uncountable atoms. In particular with B :“ xQ,ďy and A :“ xR,ďy.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Set theory with atoms is an alternative to standard set theory, including elements

that are not sets. Sets with atoms was introduced by Fraenkel [1] when attempting

to prove that the negation of the axiom of choice is consistent.

Fraenkel modified the standard ZF axioms into the ZFA axioms for set theory

with atoms in a straightforward way. For example, extensionality axioms in

both theories are:

• ZF: x and y have the same elements ñ x “ y

• ZFA: x and y have the same elements and are both sets ñ x “ y

The ZFA axioms are such that when restricted to the ‘pure universe’, the class of

all sets hereditarily containing no atoms, they become the standard ZF axioms.

We shall denote the set of atoms by A and assume that it is infinite.

Using the atoms, which he called urelements, Fraenkel restricted the universe

to a class (the first Fraenkel model), which is still a model of ZFA but where the

axiom of choice fails.

More specifically, consider SympAq, the group of all bijections from A to A, and

define a canonical group action on the universe recursively. Furthermore, for a finite

tuple of atoms a P Aăω, say that x, an element of the universe, is supported by a if

@π P SympAq, if π fixes a then it fixes x.

We say x is finitely supported if there is some finite tuple of atoms supporting it.

The first Fraenkel model is the class of all hereditarily finitely-supported elements.

It is immediate that the axiom of choice fails in this model: no bijection between a
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pure set and the set of atoms is finitely supported (swapping any two atoms will

fail to preserve the function), so the set of atoms will not be in bijection with an

ordinal.

Fraenkel proved that if ZFA is consistent then ZFA ` ␣AC is consistent, but

failed to say anything about the consistency of ZF `␣AC.

Mostowski, Lindenbaum, and Specker [2][3] generalised Fraenkel’s construction

to define, for M a model of ZFA, G P M a group acting on the atoms and F P M

a normal filter of subgroups, the permutation model PMpM, G, Fq.

The construction is much that same as Fraenkel’s construction, with G playing the

role of SympAq and the filter providing a generalisation for being finitely supported.

Specifically, we say that x is supported by F if there is H P F fixing x. The

finite-support filter is the upward closure of tGa : a P Aăωu (Ga being the stabiliser

of a), which would be the filter for Fraenkel’s original construction.

Sets with atoms have recently been rediscovered by computer scientists; originally

by Gabbay [4] as a way to embed α-equivalence into the structure of the universe

for a rigorous framework of working with objects up to α-equivalence. Gabbay uses

the atoms as the variable names (justifying the topic name of ‘Nominal Sets’ [5])

and the first Fraenkel model. These are now called the ‘equality atoms’, as the

group is the automorphism group of the atoms in the structure of equality.2

As before, the theory generalises, now to permutation models constructed by

automorphism groups and finite-support filters [7].

An example, for countable atoms, is to biject the atoms with the rational numbers,

Q, to give them the structure xQ,ďy and use its automorphism group to construct

a finite-support permutation model. We say that xQ,ďy generates this permutation

2There is a topic called ‘Nominal Logic’ [6], which is unrelated to this thesis.

3



model and xAy generates the first Fraenkel model.

When we assume that the set of atoms is countable and the structure on the atoms

has nice properties (e.g. oligomorphic), we can define when a set is ‘orbit-finite’

(finite up to symmetry) and define models of computation acting on, and defined

by, orbit-finite sets e.g. automata [8] and Turing machines [9]. These orbit-finite

models of computation are usually generalisations of the standard finite models

of computation, and many standard results generalise. Importantly, when the

structure has an effective theory, the behaviour of an orbit-finite deterministic

Turing machine is computable [7].

When defining these notions of computation, we refer to the automorphism group

of the structure; this means that we express properties of computation as first-order

statements in the external universe, not in the permutation model. Concern-

ingly, since the group, G, will not usually exist inside the permutation model,

PMpM, G, Fq, we may not be able to express important properties in the first-

order logic of the permutation model e.g. being orbit-finite.

However, Blass and Brunner [10][11] showed that many properties refering to the

group can be stated in the first-order logic of the permutation model. In particular,

Blass showed that finite-support models can express the property of being orbit

finite, suggesting that most interesting properties of orbit-finite computation are

expressible by the first-order logic of the finite-support permutation models.
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1.2 Motivation

We care about the logic of permutation models generated by specific structures.

If we identify permutation models as elementarily equivalent then we can transfer

theorems between them.

The obvious example would be ‘sets are orbit-finite iff they are definable’, which

is the main component in orbit-finite computation. The theorem assumes that

the structure on the atoms, is countable and oligomorphic, but if we can show

that some finite-support permutation model generated by an uncountable and

oligomorphic structure on atoms is elementarily equivalent to a finite-support model

generated by some countable structure, then the theorem still applies. In fact, this

theorem justifies that this identification might be possible; its proof can be adapted

to work for uncountable structures given that some countable structure ‘nicely

covers’ (Theorem 5.5) it. For example, xQ,ďy satisfies the standard conditions for

the theorem and ‘nicely covers’ xR,ďy; there is no obvious way to distinguish the

theories of the permutation models generated by xQ,ďy and xR,ďy so are they

the same? If two permutation models are elementarily equivalent then the true

statements about orbit-finite constructions on the models’ generating structures,

that are expressible in the permutation models, are the same.

These give us our main question: When can we show that finite-support

permutation models generated by different structures on the atoms are

isomorphic or elementarily equivalent?

Additionally, there are some questions regarding expressibility and well-defined-ness.

Indeed, we have been referring to the permutation model induced by some structure

given a pure universe. Any model of ZF can be extended by atoms of the correct

cardinality and a corresponding permutation model can be taken, so one such

permutation model can always be constructed. However, we want to know if it’s
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unique.

When we talk about orbit-finite constructions, we refer to the generating structure

and its automorphism group. The group is usually excluded from the permutation

model and if N is a finite-support permutation model of both M and M1 the

structures, A P M and A1 P M1, that generate N may differ (although both

A, A1 P N ). We want to know what we can express in the first-order logic of

the permutation models.
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1.3 Contributions

In this thesis we study the logic of permutation models and justify its expressiveness

regarding orbit-finite constructions. We will summarise contributions at the

beginning of each section, and briefly state our main results here.

• We generalise the notion of orbit-finite computation:

– We consider uncountable structures on atoms.

– We show that every finite-support permutation model is induced by an

automorphism group (Corollary 3.29).

• We characterise equality of permutation models on the same supports but

differing pure structures (Theorem 3.36).

• We strengthen a result of Brunner [11] that being a finite-support permutation

model is expressible, by replacing the assumption of global choice by a weak

choice axiom, SV C (Corollary 4.8).

• We justify that numerous interesting statements and definitions about orbit-

finite constructions are expressible in corresponding finite-support permutation

models (Section 4).

• We prove a collection of theorems in Section 5 that allow us to conclude when

a finite-support permutation model is a finite-support permutation model in

a universe where the atoms have a different cardinality.

– We provide a method of determining a structure inducing the permutation

model in the new universe (Theorem 5.14).

• We identify all ‘first Fraenkel models’ on the same pure universe (Theorem

5.9).
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• We identify the theories of the finite-support permutation models induced by

xR,ďy and xQ,ďy (allowing reference to the inducing structures) (Example

5.18).

– We conclude that numerous theorems about orbit-finite structures on

xQ,ďy hold for xR,ďy and vice-versa.
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2 Orbit-Finite Sets

2.1 Summary

In this section we:

• Introduce set theory with atoms.

– Construct a model of ZFA in a model of ZF and vice-versa.

• Introduce orbit-finite sets.

• Recall standard theorems about definability.

2.2 Sets with Atoms

Standard set theory formalises mathematics by allowing us to talk about a ‘universe’

and its elements, the sets. In its view, sets can only contain sets, as they are all

that exist.

The typical choice is to use the ZF axioms and the first order language tPu,

containing a single binary predicate symbol.

This can seem somewhat unnatural, as we might want to consider indivisible

object, atoms. Sets with atoms, in the language L “ tP,Au with a single binary

predicate and a single unary predicate, resolve this issue.

As with standard set theory, we work using a set of axioms, Zermelo-Fraenkel

set theory with atoms (ZFA).[12]

Definition 2.1 (ZFA). The following are the axioms of ZFA:

Extensionality For all sets x and y i.e. ␣Apxq and ␣Apyq, if for all z (z P x

iff z P y) then x “ y.

Empty Set There is a set containing no elements, denoted H.
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Pairing For all elements x and y, tx, yu is a set.

Union For all sets x,
Ť

x is a set.

Power Set For all sets x, there is a set Ppxq containing precisely its subsets.

Infinity There is a set x, s.t. for y P x, y Y tyu P x.

Foundation For all non-empty sets x, there is y P x with y X x “ H

Comprehension For all L-formulae ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1, yq, for all elements a0, . . . , an,

ty P an : ϕpa0, . . . , an´1, yqu is a set.

Replacement For all L-formulae ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1, x, yq and elements a0, . . . , an, if

for x P an there is unique y s.t. ϕpa0, . . . , an, yq then ty : Dx P an.ϕpa0, . . . , an´1, x, yqu

is a set.

Empty Atoms For all atoms a, a contains no elements.

Set of Atoms There is a set containing precisely the atoms, denoted A.

Sometimes we want to refer to collections of elements which may not be sets.

These are called classes.

Definition 2.2 (Class). Let ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1, yq be an L-formula and a0, . . . , an´1

be elements.

The collection U “ ty : ϕpa0, . . . an´1, yqu is a class. We use the standard abuse of

notation of x P U to mean ϕpa0, . . . , an´1, xq.

Example 2.3. Denote by VpAq the class of all elements.

VpAq :“ tx : x “ xu

For an L-formula ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1q and a0, . . . , an´1 P VpAq, ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q holds

in the universe iff xVpAq, P,Ay |ù ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q, where ‘|ù’ takes the standard

meaning. We will sometimes just write VpAq |ù ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q when the relations

are clear.
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Example 2.4. Denote by On the class of all ordinal numbers.

On :“ tα : α is well-ordered by P and for all y P x P α, y P αu

We will want to talk about formulae holding in a class, so we can localise formulae.

Definition 2.5 (Localisation). Let U be a class and ϕ be an L-formula.

The localisation of ϕ to U , ϕU , is attained by replacing all occurances of @x and Dx

by @x P U (@x px P U Ñ . . . q) and Dx P U (Dx px P U ^ . . . q).

Theorem 2.6 ([12]). Let U be a class, ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1q be a formula, and a0, . . . , an´1 P

U .

ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q
U
ðñ U |ù ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q (1)

Definition 2.7 (Absoluteness [13]). Let ϕpx0, . . . , an´1q be a formula and N Ď M

be classes. We define ϕ to be absolute between N and M if, for a0, . . . , an´1 P N ,

xN , Py |ù ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q iff xM, Py |ù ϕpa0, . . . , an´1q.

We can define the Lévy hierarchy (Σn, Πn, and ∆n for n P N) on logical formulae

based upon their quantifier complexity. ∆1 formulae are absolute between transitive

classes.

For a collection of formulae, Γ, and a collection of axioms, S, we define ΓS to be

the formulae equivalent to a formula in Γ under the assumptions S.

Although the universe contains atoms, we can still consider the elements that

contain no atoms, contain no sets containing atoms, and so on.

Definition 2.8 (Transitive Closure). For x P VpAq,

TCpxq :“ xY
ď

xY
ďď

xY . . .

In other words, TCpxq is the smallest set s.t. x Ď TCpxq and y P TCpxq Ñ y Ď

TCpxq.
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Definition 2.9 (Pure Sets). We say that x is pure iff @y P txu Y TCpxq␣Apyq

Denote by V the class of all pure sets.

For a formula, ϕ, we may write ϕpure for ϕV .

If VpAq |ù ZFA, then V |ù ZF . So if ZFA is consistent, then ZF is consistent.

Theorem 2.10 (Cumulative Hierarchy [12]). For a set x, we define Vpxqα for α

an ordinal by recursion.

Vpxq0 :“ x

Vpxqα`1 :“ PpVpxqαq Y Vpxqα

Vpxqλ :“
ď

αăλ

Vpxqα for λ a limit ordinal

Vpxq :“
ď

α

Vpxqα

Then VpAq is the universe and VpHq “ V.

Not only can we construct a model of ZF inside any model of ZFA, but we

can also construct a model of ZFA inside any model of ZF with the pure universe

being the model of ZF and the atoms being in bijection with a given pure set. We

sketch the construction below; see [14] for the full detail.

Definition 2.11. Let V |ù ZF , and x P V . Define the class V˚pxq by recursion:

V˚
pxq0 :“ xˆ t1u

V˚
pxqα`1 :“ PpV˚

pxqαq ˆ t0u Y V˚
pxqα

V˚
pxqλ :“

ď

αăλ

V˚
pxqα for λ a limit ordinal

V˚
pxq :“

ď

α

V˚
pxqα
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Define a binary predicate, 9P, and a unary predicate, A1, on V˚pxq by:

w 9P y ðñ y “ xz, 0y ^ w P z

A1
pwq ðñ w “ xz, 1y

Define a class function F : V Ñ V˚pxq by recursion:

F pyq :“ xtF pzq : z P yu , 0y

Theorem 2.12. 1. xV˚pxq, 9P,A1y |ù ZFA

2. F is an isomorphism between V and the pure universe of V˚pxq

3. xV˚pxq, 9P,A1y |ù |A| “ |F pxq|

4. V |ù AC ðñ xV˚pxq, 9P,A1y |ù AC

See [14] and [12] for the full details. We sketch the proof here.

Proof. (1) Each axiom of ZFA in 9P,A1 can be translated into a statement, which

is either (almost) an instance of an axiom of ZF or states that atoms are

empty, which is immediate from 9P. We give an example.

Comprehension For all L-formulae ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1, yq, for all elements a0, . . . , an,

ty P an : ϕpa0, . . . , an´1, yqu is a set.

Let ϕ be as above and a0, . . . , an P V˚pxq. Let ϕ1 be ϕ with 9P for P and A1 for

A.

By comprehension,

X “ ty P πpanq : ϕ1
pa0, . . . , an´1, yqu Ď V˚

pxq

is a set (where π is the projection onto the first coordinate). So xX, 0y P V˚pxq

is the desired element.
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(2) The pure universe of V˚pxq is V˚pHq. Mostowski’s collapsing lemma [12] gives

an isomorphism between V˚pHq and its image, and the construction gives the

isomorphism as being inverse to F , so F is an isomorphism.

(3) Define f : xˆ t1u Ñ F pxq ˆ t0u by fpxa, 1yq “ xF paq, 0y and define

f 1
“ tttlu , tl, ruu ˆ t0u : xl, ry P fu ˆ t0u

We have that f 1 P V˚pxq and V˚pxq |ù ‘f 1 is a bijection from A to F pxq’.

4 Given a set in V˚pxq, we can take a choice function in V and use a similar

trick as above to move the choice function into V˚pxq.

So ZF and ZFA are equiconsistent. Notice that given a model of ZFA, we

can perform this construction within the pure universe.

Theorem 2.13. Let VpAq |ù ZFA and suppose x P VpAq with |x| “ |A|, then

VpAq – V˚
pxq

Proof. Let f : x Ñ A be a bijection. Define π : V˚pxq Ñ VpAq by:

πpxa, 1yq :“ fpaq

πpxy, 0yq :“ tπpzq : z P yu

By Mostowski’s collapsing lemma for ZFA [14], π is an isomorphism onto its image.

We show that π is surjective by well-founded-ness.

For a P A, a “ πpxf´1paq, 1yq so A Ď πrV˚pxqs.

Suppose that z Ď πrV˚pxqs so tπ´1 pyq : y P zu P V is a well-defined set. Let

Z “ xtπ´1pyq : y P zu , 0y. Note that Z P V˚pxq and πpZq “ z. We now deduce that

VpAq Ď πrV˚pxqs by well-founded-ness so π is surjective.
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It might have been possible that there are distinct models of ZFA with the

same pure universe with the atoms having the same cardinality. Theorem 2.13

shows that, fixing a pure universe and cardinality on the atoms, all models of ZFA

are isomorphic to the same class in the pure universe. So extending a model of ZF

to a model of ZFA by adding atoms in bijection with a pure set is well-defined and

unambiguous. Also, π allows us to transform any sentence on the entire universe into

a sentence on the pure universe. For every L´sentence ϕ, there is a tPu-formula ϕ1pxq

(attained by replacing P by 9P, A by A1, and bounding all quantifiers by V˚pxq) s.t.

ZFA |ù @x P V
´

|A| “ |x| Ñ
´

ϕ Ø ϕ1V
pxq

¯¯

Example 2.14. All atoms contain no elements.

@x@y pA pxq Ñ ␣y P xq

All atoms of V˚pxq contain no elements.

@x P V˚
pxq@y P V˚

pxq pA1
pxq Ñ ␣y 9P xq

Example 2.15. The atoms are in bijection with the naturals.

Df P PpAˆ Nq. p@n P ND!a P A. xa, ny P f ^ @a P AD!n P N. xa, ny P fq

The atoms of V˚pxq are in bijection with the naturals of V˚pxq.

Df 9P PV˚pxq
pA1

ˆ
V˚pxq NV˚pxq

q.

¨

˚

˝

@n 9P NV˚pxqD!a 9P A1. xa, nyV
˚pxq

9P f^

@a 9P A1D!n 9P NV˚pxq. xa, nyV
˚pxq

9P f

˛

‹

‚

The superscript XV˚pxq is used where the set X is uniquely defined by a formula

and denotes that XV˚pxq is uniquely defined by the formula translated to V˚pxq.
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2.3 Orbit-Finiteness

Unlike in ZF , where the only class automorphism on the universe is the identity,

we can extend permutations of A to automorphisms of the universe.

Definition 2.16 ([7]). For π P SympAq, define:

π : VpAq Ñ VpAq

πpaq “ πpaq for a P A

πpxq “ tπpyq : y P xu for x R A

Abusing notation, we will write π for π.

Let G ď SympAq.

Definition 2.17 (Support). Let a P Aăω.

We say that a supports x if for all π P G with πpaq “ a, πpxq “ x.

If there exists a P Aăω supporting x, then we say that x is finitely supported.

Remark 2.18. The definition of ‘a supports x’ is implicitly parametrised by a group.

The group will either be clear from the context or explicitly stated.

Remark 2.19. If a Ď b P Aăω and a supports x then so does b.

Example 2.20. Let G “ tidAu. Then:

• @x P VpAq, x has empty support (called equivariant).

Let t0, 1, . . . u “ A and G “ SympAq “ AutpxAyq. Then:

• 0 is supported by 0.

• 0 is supported by p0, 1q.

• tH, tHuu is equivariant.

• tta, a1u : a, a1 P Au is equivariant.
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• For σ P Sym pNq, xσ :“ tσ0, tσ1u , ttσ2uu , . . . u is not finitely supported.

• txσ : σ P Sym pNq , σ5 “ 5u is supported by 5 but is not hereditarily finitely

supported.

Let
␣

q : q P Q
(

“ A and G “ Aut pxA,ďyq:

•
´

0, 5
2

ı

Y r3,8q has support
´

0, 5
2 , 3

¯

.

•
Ť

nPZ

´

n, pn` 0.5q
¯

,
␣

q : q P Q^ q ď
?

2
(

are not finitely supported.

Definition 2.21. As we will be working with the automorphism groups of structures,

for a structure A on the atoms, we use A in place of AutpAq in Definition 2.17.

As in some of the above examples, we can have infinite sets that are finite

up-to the group action. We formalise this notion.

Definition 2.22. For G ď AutpAq and x P VpAq, the stabiliser of x in G is

Gx :“ tπ P G : πpxq “ xu

Definition 2.23. For a group G acting on X and x P X, the G-orbit of x is

G ¨ txu “ tπpxq : π P Gu.

Definition 2.24 (Orbit-Finite). Let G ď SympAq and x P VpAq be hereditarily

finitely supported. We define x to be orbit-finite if there is a P Aăω s.t. x is a finite

union of Ga-orbits.

Example 2.25. • A is a single orbit so is orbit-finite when G is transitive.

• For x infinite, Ppxq is not orbit-finite.

• For x finite, x is orbit-finite.

We want to say that ‘enough’ sets are orbit-finite.
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Definition 2.26 (Oligomorphic). G ď SympAq is oligomorphic if for all n P N, An

is a finite union of G-orbits.

When G “ AutpAq, we say that A is oligomorphic.

Remark 2.27. G is oligomorphic iff for all n P N, An is orbit-finite.

ñ trivial

ð for a P Aăω, Ga-orbits refine G-orbits so An is contained within a finite union of

G-orbits and G fixes An so An is equal to the finite union of G-orbits.

Example 2.28. 1. If A is countable then ThpAq is ℵ0-categorical iff A is

oligomorphic (Ryll-Nardzewski [15]).

• The structure on the atoms in the language of equality, xAy.

• The structure of inequality on the rational numbers, xQ,ďy, models the

theory of dense, linear orders (Cantor’s Isomorphism Theorem [16]).

• The Rado Graph, xV, Ey, where V is the set of vertices and E is the

binary edge relation (Erdős and Rényi [17]).

2. The group of bijections on A, SympAq, is oligomorphic as SympAq “ AutpxAyq.

3. Supergroups of oligomorphic groups are oligomorphic.

Lemma 2.29 ([7]). If G is oligomorphic and x P VpAq then

x is orbit-finite

iff for all a P Aăω, x is contained within a finite union of Ga-orbits

Remark 2.30. Without G being oligomorphic, we still have that the second condition

implies the first. Indeed, suppose that the second condition holds on x then there

exists a P Aăω s.t. x is supported by a so that x is a union of Ga-orbits and x is

contained within a finite union of Ga-orbits. So x is a finite union of Ga-orbits as

orbits are disjoint.
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2.4 Definability

We can use orbit-finite sets in orbit-finite constructions e.g. Turing machines. We

usually do this by specifying a structure on the atoms, A, and using AutpAq to

define orbit-finiteness. However, AutpAq is not explicitly known. Instead, we will

work with the types (in the sense of logic and model-theory) of A as these are

definable. Since we are working with a specific structure, we will abuse notation

by conflating the types of A and their realisations in A.

Definition 2.31. For a P An define:

tpApaq “ tb P An : for all formulae ϕpx0, . . . , xn´1q, A |ù ϕpaq iff A |ù ϕpbqu

The types of A are always unions of AutpAq-orbits but will not necessarily

be AutpAq-orbits. Hence, working with A-types may differ from working with

AutpAq-orbits, suggesting the following definition.

Definition 2.32. Let A be a structure on A. Define D to be ℵ0-homogeneous if for

all n P N and a, b P An with tpApaq “ tpApbq, there is π P AutpAq with πpaq “ b

i.e. the orbits of Aăω are the A-types.

The following standard result from model theory provides numerous ℵ0-homogeneous

structures.

Theorem 2.33 ([15]). If A is a countable and oligomorphic structure, then A is

ℵ0-homogeneous.

Example 2.34. The following structures are ℵ0-homogeneous: xAy; xQ,ďy; xN, ` 1y;

xR,ďy.

We will use the following construction of partial orders in examples through-

out this thesis.
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Definition 2.35. If xA,ďAy and xB,ďBy are partial orders then define xA‘B,ďA‘By

to be the partial order on the disjoint union of A and B, A‘B, where all elements

of A are smaller than all elements of B and define xAbB,ďAbBy to be the partial

order on the product of A and B, AbB, given by the lexicographic order. These

are coproducts and products in the category of partial orders.

Example 2.36. The structure xR‘Q,ďy is not ℵ0-homogeneous but is oligomor-

phic. See Example 5.21.

Our current goal is to form orbit-finite sets from A-types, which we do in

the following theorems.

Theorem 2.37. If A is ℵ0-homogeneous, then X Ď An is equivariant iff it is a

union of A-types.

Proof. Let X Ď An.

Suppose that X is equivariant and let a P X. For b P tpApaq there is π P AutpAq

with πpaq “ b, as A is ℵ0-homogeneous, so b P X, as X is equivariant. So

a P tpApaq Ď X for a P X. So X “
Ť

aPX tpApaq.

Suppose that X is a union of A-types and let π P AutpAq. For a P X, X Ě tpApaq “

tpApπpaqq “ tpApπ
´1paqq so πpaq, π´1paq P X. So πpXq Ď X “ π´1pπpXqq Ď

π´1pXq Ď X hence πpXq “ X.

Corollary 2.38. If A is ℵ0-homogeneous, then X Ď Ak is supported by a P An iff

X is a union of A-types in parameters a.

Proof. Right to left is trivial.

Suppose that a P An supports X Ď Ak. Let

Y :“ tπpa"bq : b P X, π P AutpAqu

Y is equivariant so, by Theorem 2.37, Y “
Ť

cPY tpApcq.

Note that X “
␣

b P Ak : a"b P Y
(

to conclude that X “
Ť

a"bPY tpAYapbq.
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Remark 2.39. The converse is also true. If A is not ℵ0-homogeneous and a P An is a

witness (there is b P tpApaq with b R AutpAq ¨ tau), then AutpAq ¨ tau is equivariant

but not a union of A-types.
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3 Permutation Models

The class of hereditarily finitely supported elements models ZFA.

This is Fraenkel’s construction.

This construction generalises to ‘permutation models’, and the ‘finite-support

permutation models’ are a special case.

3.1 Summary

In this section we:

• Introduce permutation models of ZFA.

– Construct the ‘first Fraenkel model’.

• Show that, for a fixed first-order structure A, extending a universe of ZF

by atoms in bijection with A and taking a finite-support permutation model

of a structure on the atoms induced by such a bijection, is unique up-to

isomorphism (Remark 3.17).

• We characterise automorphism groups of structures of arity ăκ as closed

groups in some topology, for κ an infinite cardinal (Theorem 3.22).

– This generalises the standard result for standard automorphism groups

as closed groups in the topology of pointwise convergence.

• We show that taking closures in the above topology preserves hereditary

ăκ-supports (Theorem 3.27).

• We prove that all ăκ-support permutation models are induced by the auto-

morphism group of some structure of arity ăκ (Corollary 3.29).

– This justifies the focus on structures in the literature, as using arbitrary

groups.
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• We show that structures on the atoms induce the same permutation model if

and only if they are mutually symmetric (Theorem 3.36).

3.2 Definitions

We can rephrase being finitely supported (with regards to G) using subgroups of G.

For all x, x is finitely supported iff there exists a P Aăω with Ga ď Gx.

Definition 3.1. Define the finite-support filter on G to be:

FG
fin :“ tH ď Ga : a P Aăω

u (2)

Observe that for all x, x is finitely supported iff Gx P FG
fin. Note that F is a

filter of groups on G. Indeed, being a filter is almost sufficient for the construction

of permutation models to work.

Definition 3.2 (Normal Filter [2]). Let A be the set of atoms and G ď SympAq.

F Ď PpGq is a normal filter of subgroups of G if:

• for H P F , H is a subgroup of G;

• for H P F , if H ď H 1 ď G then H 1 P F ;

• F is non-empty;

• for H, H 1 P F , H XH 1 P F ;

• for H P F and π P G, π´1Hπ P F ; and

• for a P A, Ga P F .

Example 3.3. Let G ď SympAq.

• The finite support filter, FG
fin, is the upward closure of tGa : a P Aăωu. This

is minimal.
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• The countable support filter, the upward closure of
␣

Gf : f P AN
(

.

• The trivial filter tH ď Gu.

• For F , a normal filter on G, and H P F , H#F :“ tH XK : K P Fu is a

normal filter on H.

Two of the above examples are generated by filter bases.

Definition 3.4. B, a collection of subgroups of G, is a filter basis for a filter F on

G iff F “ tH ď G : DB P B.B ď Hu.

Remark 3.5. A collection B of subgroups of G is a filter basis for some filter on G

(its upward closure, xBy) iff for all a P A there exists B P B with B ď Ga and for

all B, B1 P B there exists B2 P B with B2 ď B XB1.

Example 3.6. Let S be a set of subgroups of G closed under conjugation by G.

Let

#S :“
!

č

S : S Ďfin S
)

If for all a P A there exists H P #S with H ď Ga then #S is a filter basis.

Definition 3.7. For κ an infinite cardinal, the κ-support filter on G is:

FG
ăκ :“ xtGa : a P Aăκ

uy

The finite-support filter is the case FG
ăℵ0 “ FG

fin.

Definition 3.8 (Symmetric). Let x P VpAq, G ď SympAq, and F be a normal

filter on G.

• x is symmetric (with respect to F) iff Gx P F .

• x is hereditarily symmetric (with respect to F) iff for all y P TCptxuq, y is

symmetric.
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Definition 3.9 (Permutation Models). Let:

• xM,A, Py be a model of ZFA; and

• G, F P M be a group and normal filter on the atoms;

then define the class:

PMpM, G, Fq :“ tx P M : x is hereditarily symmetric with respect to Fu

Remark 3.10. The elements of different models of ZFA are different so truth in

these models differ. In Definition 3.9, we require M to model that G is a group and

F is a normal filter on the atoms. In this case, the model, where the assumptions

must hold, is obvious but this detail will become important as we work with multiple

models of ZFA. We shall be explicit about this detail whenever it’s ambiguous.

For example, the definition of PMpM, G, Fq is inside M. To be explicit, we could

say:

PMpM, G, Fq :“ tx P M : M |ù x is hereditarily symmetric with respect to Fu

Definition 3.11. Let:

• xM,A, Py |ù ZFA;

• G ď SympAq; and

• F be a normal filter on G;

define

Fnat :“ xtGx|x P PMpM, G, Fquy

Remark 3.12. PMpM, G, Fq “ PM pM, G, Fnatq as they contain the same stabilis-

ers.
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Example 3.13. All filters of the form in Example 3.6, F , are natural filters i.e. if

Fnat “ F . This includes Făκ for all infinite cardinals κ. If F is a normal filter on

G, then pFnatqnat “ Fnat as Fnat is of the form in Example 3.6.

Theorem 3.14 ([12]). For xM,A, Py |ù ZFA, G P M a group acting on A, and

F P M a normal filter on G, then xPMpM, G, Fq,A, Py is a model of ZFA.

Example 3.15. Let xM,A, Py |ù ZFA` ‘A is infinite’.

Then N “ PM
´

M, SympAq, FSympAq

fin

¯

is the first Fraenkel Model.

Claim 3.16. N ­|ù AC (the axiom of choice)

Proof. AC implies that every set is in bijection with an ordinal, which are pure.

So, if N |ù AC then there is a surjection f : x ↠ A in N for some pure set x. The

property of being a surjection from a pure set onto A is absolute between transitive

classes. So, it suffices to check all f : x ↠ A P M to contradict choice in N .

Let f : x ↠ A P M for x pure. If f P N then it is supported by some a P Aăω. Let

b0 ­“ b1 P Aza and consider
ˆ

b0 b1

˙

P SympAqa.
ˆ

b0 b1

˙

f ­“ f as b0 “ fpx0q

for some x0 P x and b0 ­“ b1 “

ˆˆ

b0 b1

˙

f

˙

px0q. So f is not supported by a

for any a P Aăω so f R N . N contains no surjection from a pure set to the set of

atoms, so N ­|ù AC.

So, if there is a model of ZFA then there is a model rejecting the axiom of

choice.

Now suppose M |ù ZFA and A˚ P M is a pure structure with M |ù |A| “ |A˚|.

We can biject A with A˚ to construct a structure A – A˚ on the atoms and take

the finite-support permutation model PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q.

Remark 3.17. The isomorphism A – A˚ induces an isomorphism M – V˚pA˚q by

Theorem 2.13, which restricts to an isomorphism

PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q – PMpV˚
pA˚

q, AutpfpF pA˚
qqq, FAutpfpF pA˚qqq

fin q
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where the left-hand side is taken relative to M, the right-hand side is taken relative

to V˚pA˚q, F is the map from Theorem 2.12.2, and f is the bijection between

F pA˚q and the atoms in V˚pA˚q from Theorem 2.12.3.

This isomorphism is definable so for every formula, ϕpxq, there is a formula, ϕ˚pxq,

with

pϕpAqqP MpM,AutpAq,FAutpAq

fin
q
Ø pϕ˚

pA˚
qq

V

Note that we made of choice of bijection between A˚ and A to induce A and we

could have chosen a different bijection to induce A1 on the atoms instead. The

right-hand-side is independent of this choice of bijection so that:

PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q – PMpM, AutpA1
q, FAutpA1q

fin q

In other words, this construction is unique up-to-isomorphism.

The logic of a finite-support permutation model induced by a pure

structure is fully determined by the pure universe

Definition 3.18. We will write PMpA˚q for the finite-support permutation model

induced in V˚pA˚q by the structure A˚ :“ fpF pA˚qq. This determines, up-to-

isomorphism, the above construction of PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q. For a P A˚, we

write a for the image of a under this mapping.

3.3 Adequacy of Automorphism Groups

Section 2.4 only applies when using the automorphism group of some first-order

structure.

Taking permutation models is more general than this. However, we will see that

every finite-support permutation model arises from an automorphism group.

Definition 3.19 (Topology of Point-wise Convergence on AA). Define a topology
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on AA by giving A the discrete topology and taking the product topology.

The basic open sets are Us :“
␣

f P AA : s Ď f
(

, where s : Aáfin A.

This induces the subspace topology on SympAq with basis Ss :“ Us X SympAq.

Although we mostly care about finite-support permutation models, the theorems

in this section generalise to ăκ-support permutation models (for κ a cardinal).

We will prove results for general κ.

Definition 3.20. Let κ be an infinite cardinal. We define the ăκ-product topology

on AA by giving the basis
!

Ş

jPJ π´1
j pUjq : J Ď A, |J | ăκ,@j P J.Uj Ď A

)

.

This induces the subspace topology on SympAq.

Note that the ăℵ0-product topology is the topology of point-wise convergence.

As before, we can say that the basic open sets are of the form Us :“
␣

f P AA : s Ď f
(

for s : Aáăκ A, inducing basic open sets on SympAq, Ss :“ Us X SympAq.

Definition 3.21. Let κ be an infinite cardinal. We define κ-structures to be like

standard first-order logical structures, except we allow predicates of all arity strictly

less than κ.

Note that ℵ0-structures are the structures in first-order logic.

Theorem 3.22 (Closed in SympAq). Let κ be an infinite cardinal.

For G ď SympAq, G is closed in the ăκ-topology iff G is an automorphism group

of a ăκ-structure. The case κ “ ℵ0 is a standard result.

Proof. Let G ď SympAq be closed in the ăκ-topology. Define:

P :“
ď

năκ

tE Ď An : E is a G-orbitu

A :“xA, P y

Clearly, G ď AutpAq as G fixes all the predicates. Let π P AutpAq.
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Claim 3.23. π is a limit point of G and hence π P G.

Let s : Aá A be a partial function with domain of cardinality n “ |s| ă κ s.t.

π P Ss. Let a P An enumerate dom psq. π paq P G ¨ tau as π fixes the G-orbits, so

there exists σ P G with σ paq “ π paq. Hence, σ P Ss. G intersects all the basic

open sets containing π so, as G is closed, π P G.

Remark 3.24. If G is oligomorphic, κ “ ℵ0 (and a countable union of countable sets

is countable, which is a consequence of AC) then for all n P N, An has finitely many

G-orbits, so P is countable.

We continue with the other direction of the proof of Theorem 3.22.

Let A be a κ-structure on A and let π P SympAqzAutpAq. Then there exists a

predicate, P , of A with a P P s.t. πpaq R P . Let S :“ Sπæa. Note that π P S. For

σ P S, σpP q ­“ P , as πpaq P σpP q, so σ R AutpAq. Now for π P SympAqzAutpAq,

there is an open set S with π P S Ď SympAqzAutpAq. Hence SympAqzAutpAq is

open and AutpAq is closed.

Remark 3.25. The structure constructed above is ℵ0-homogeneous and can be

constructed from an existing automorphism group. So every structure can be

extended to a ℵ0-homogeneous one, without changing the automorphism group.

This suggests that we can construct a candidate automorphism group by taking

the closure of a group; we must check this that will be a group.

Claim 3.26. If G ď SympAq is a group, then so is G, the closure of G in SympAq.

Proof. First note that G Ď G Ď SympAq so G contains the identity and consists of

bijections. We show that G is closed under composition and inverses.

Let π, σ P G. Let S Ďăκ A so, by definition of the topology, there are π1, σ1 P G s.t.

for all a P S, πpaq “ π1paq and σpπpaqq “ σ1pπpaqq. σ1 ˝ π1 P G and pσ1 ˝ π1q æS “

pσ ˝ πq. So G intersects all basic open sets containing pσ ˝ πq hence pσ ˝ πq P G.

Let π P G. Let S Ďăκ A so there is π1 P G with π1æπ´1pSq “ πæπ´1pSq. π1´1 P G
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and π1´1æS “ π´1æS. So G intersects all basic open sets containing π´1 hence

π´1 P G.

Now, G is the smallest automorphism group (of a κ-structure) containing G.

Recall from Section 2.4 that working with automorphism groups is preferable, since

it allows us to work with types. This motivates our goal, stated at the start of this

section, to create an automorphism group that generates the same finite-support

permutation model as G. We have a stronger result: the finite-supports themselves

are preserved. Again, this generalises to infinite cardinalities κ.

Theorem 3.27 (Supports are Preserved under Closure). Let κ be an infinite

cardinal and consider the ăκ-topology on SympAq.

Let G ď SympAq and let x be an element of the universe then for all a P Aăκ:

x is hereditarily ăκ-supported and has support a with respect to G

iff x is hereditarily ăκ-supported and has support a with respect to G

Proof. pðq : G ď G so the claim is trivial.

pñq : We prove by P-induction.

Let a P A and suppose that a P Aăκ supports a with respect to G. For π P
`

G
˘

a

there is σ P G s.t. σpaq “ a and σpaq “ πpaq, by the topology. σpaq “ a as a

supports a with respect to G so πpaq “ a. So a supports a with respect to G.

Suppose that x is a set s.t. for all y P TCpxq, for a P Aăκ if y is hereditarily

ă κ-supported and has support a with respect to G then the same is true with

respect to G. Suppose that x is hereditarily ă κ-supported and has support a P Aăκ

with respect to G. By the inductive assumption, the elements of TCpxq are ăκ-

supported with respect to G so it suffices to show that x is supported by a with

respect to G. Let π P
`

G
˘

a and y P x. y is supported by some b P Aăκ with respect

to G. By the topology, there exists σ P G s.t. σpaq “ πpaq and σpbq “ πpbq, since

|a| ` |b| ă κ` κ “ κ (note that this requires AC for κ ­“ ℵ0 but does not require
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AC for κ “ ℵ0). σ P G so σ´1 ˝ π P GaYb hence pσ´1 ˝ πq pyq “ y. It follows that

πpyq “ σpyq P x. For all y P x, πpyq P x so πpxq Ď x. We also know that π´1 P
`

G
˘

a

so π´1pxq Ď x so x Ď πpxq thus πpxq “ x. So x is supported by a with respect to

G.

Now by P-induction, the claim holds for all elements of the universe.

Corollary 3.28. If:

• xM,A, Py is a model of ZFA;

• κ is an infinite cardinal; and

• G ď SympAq;

then, considering the ăκ-topology,

PMpM, G, FG
ăκq “ PMpM, G, FG

ăκq (3)

Proof. This is immediate from Theorem 3.27.

PMpM, G, FG
ăκq “ tx P M : x is hereditarily ăκ-supported w.r.t. Gu

“
␣

x P M : x is hereditarily ăκ-supported w.r.t. G
(

“PMpM, G, FG
ăκq

If we combine the above work, we now know that any ăκ-support permutation

model is induced by some κ-structure.

Corollary 3.29 (Adequacy of Automorphism Groups). If N is a ăκ-support

permutation model of M, then it is induced by the automorphism group of some

κ-structure.
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Proof. Say that

N “ PMpM, G, FG
ăκq

By Corollary 3.28,

N “ PMpM, G, FG
ăκq

By Theorem 3.22,

G “ AutpA,
ď

năκ

tE Ď An : E is a G-orbituq

Note that if G is oligomorphic, κ “ ℵ0, and a countable union of finite sets is

countable, then the structure has countable language.

Example 3.30. Let

PermpAq :“ tπ P SympAq|π fixes co-finitely many elements of Au

It is the case that PermpAq ď SympAq and that PermpAq “ SympAq in the

ăℵ0-topology on SympAq so that they have the same finite-support permutation

models. This justifies Pitts [5] use of PermpAq instead of SympAq.

Example 3.31. Let

H :“
␣

f P QQ
|f is a piecewise linear increasing bijection

(

It is the case that H ď AutpxQ,ďyq and that H “ xQ,ďy in the ăℵ0-topology on

SympAq.

The main works on orbit-finite sets in computer science, [5] and [7], specialise to

the case of finite-support permutation models induced by structures on countable

atoms. The finite-support condition is nice, it gives some hope for definability

and ensures sufficient dependence between the group and the permutation model
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(otherwise we could use the symmetry group and have the filter encode the subgroup

information), but the additional condition that the group is an automorphism

group is more unnatural and suggests a possible generalisation. Corollary 3.29

shows that, specialising to finite-support filters, inducing permutation models from

structures is the correct generalisation.

3.4 Structures With the Same Permutation Models

It is reasonable to ask when two structures induce the same finite-support permu-

tation model. We generalise to the case of a set of supports S, which specialises

to the case of S “ A for finite-supports.

Definition 3.32. Recall # from Example 3.6. For a set S and G ď SympAq, define

FG
S :“ x# tGx : x P Suy

if FG
S satisfies the definition of a normal filter from Definition 3.2.

Fix S. If FG
S is defined for all G ď SympAq, we say that S is a set of supports.

Example 3.33. Aăκ is a set of supports for all cardinals κ.

Remark 3.34. FG
S “ FG

Săω as Ga “
Ş

aPa Ga.

Remark 3.35. • FG
A “ FG

Aăω “ FG
fin.

• For κ a cardinal, FG
Aăκ “ FG

ăκ.

Theorem 3.36. Let xM,A, Py |ù ZFA and S P M be a set of supports.

If:

• A, A1 are both first-order structures on A with A having pure language;

• N :“ PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

S q;

• N 1 :“ PMpM, AutpA1q, FAutpA1q

S q; and
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• A P N 1;

then N Ď N 1.

Proof. A P N 1 so let a P Săω support A with respect to A1 (Definition 2.21).

A has language in bijection with a pure set, so the language of A is equivariant

with respect to A. A can be seen as a function from its language to its predicates.

Both A and the elements of its language are fixed by AutpA1qa, so the range of A,

its predicates, must be fixed by AutpA1qa.

Let x P M, if x is supported by b P Săω with respect to A, then x is supported by

a"b with respect to A1. This is since for π P AutpA1qa"b, π fixes the predicates of

A so π P AutpAqb so πpxq “ x.

So N Ď N 1.

Corollary 3.37. Let xM,A, Py |ù ZFA and S P M be a set of supports.

If:

• A, A1 are both first-order structures on A with pure languages;

• N :“ PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

S q; and

• N 1 :“ PMpM, Aut pA1q , FAutpA1q

S q;

then

A P N 1 and A1
P N

iff N “ N 1

Proof. Suppose that A P N 1 and A1 P N , then by Theorem 3.36 we get that

N Ď N 1 and N 1 Ď N so that N “ N 1.

Suppose that N “ N 1. For all structures A2 with a pure language, A2 is equivariant

with respect to A2 as AutpA2q fixes the language and every predicate of A2. This

means that A P N “ N 1 and A1 P N 1 “ N .
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Example 3.38. Work in V˚pQq (Definition 2.11)

Let A “
@

Q,ď, 0
D

and A1 “
@

Q,ď, 1
D

. 0 supports A with respect to A1 and 1

supports A1 with respect to A1 so A P PMpV˚pQq, AutpA1q, FAutpA1q

fin q and A1 P

PMpV˚pQq, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q.

By Corollary 3.37, PMpV˚pQq, AutpA1q, FAutpA1q

fin q “ PMpV˚pQq, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q.

Hence, PMpxQ,ď, 0yq “ PMpxQ,ď, 1yq (Definition 3.18).
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4 Logic of Permutation Models

4.1 Summary

In this section we:

• State and prove a strengthening of Brunner’s [11] characterisation of finite-

support permutation models as a first-order sentence (Theorem 4.8).

– We remove all uses of global choice and replace it with a weakening of

choice, where necessary.

– We explain why this characterisation does not generalise to ă κ-supports.

• We show that the logic of finite-support permutation models to define and

reason about orbit-finite structures (Section 4). Specifically, we show that:

– Orbit-finite constructions can be defined inside finite-support permuta-

tion models on oligomorphic groups.

– Statements about orbit-finite constructions are expressible inside finite-

support permutation models on oligomorphic groups.

– We give the example of Ryll-Nardzewski functions being expressible.

• We introduce the notion of set-theoretic forcing [12](Section 4.4).

– We provide the definitions and theorems necessary to follow Section 5.

– We state Hall’s theorem relating forcing to permutation models.

– We explain the impact on the expressibility of permutation models.

4.2 External Properties as Internal Properties

4.2.1 Finite-Support as a First-Order Property

Our aim is to move a finite-support permutation model, N , from one external

universe to another. Suppose that we can do this, but that we are only guaranteed
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that N is a permutation model; we want a way to tell that N is a finite-support

permutation model in this new universe. This is not guaranteed, since the groups

on the atoms will have changed.

One way of doing this, is to find some property expressed in the logic of N that

ensures N is a finite-support permutation model. This means that if both M and

M1 contain N as a permutation model and M causes N to satisfy this property,

then N is a finite-support permutation model in M1. We first state a weakening

of AC formulated by Blass [10].

Definition 4.1 (Small Violations of Choice (SVC)). Let M |ù ZFA and x P M.

Then define SV Cpxq to hold in M if for all sets y P M, there exists an ordinal α

and a surjection from xˆ α onto y.

Lemma 4.2. • If SV Cpxq and there is a surjection from y onto x, then

SV Cpyq.

• Let α be an ordinal, if SV Cpxˆ αq then SV Cpxq.

Proof. Suppose SV C pxq and let f : y ↠ x be a surjection. Let z be a set and take

a surjection g : xˆ α ↠ z for some ordinal α. Define a surjection from y ˆ α onto

z by:

g1 : y ˆ α ↠ z

g1
pl, rq :“ gpfplq, rq

Therefore SV Cpyq holds.

Let α P On (the class of Ordinals) and suppose SV C pxˆ αq. Let y be a set and

take a surjection g : xˆαˆ β ↠ z for some ordinal β. |α ˆ β| “ |α ¨ β|, α ¨ β being

the ordinal product, so take a bijection f : α ¨ β Ø αˆ β. Define a surjection from
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xˆ pα ¨ βq↠ y by:

g1 : xˆ pα ¨ βq↠ y

g1
pl, rq :“ gpl, fprqq

Therefore SV Cpxq holds.

We have the following theorem by Brunner.

Theorem 4.3 (Brunner [11]). If:

• M |ù ZFA`‘Global Choice’; and

• N is a permutation model of M;

then

N is a finite-support permutation model of M

iff N |ù SV C pAăω
q

Remark 4.4. ‘Global Choice’ has multiple potential meanings, but is used here

to say that there is a class surjection from On onto the universe. This is not a

first order statement, as it is a disjunction over all the ‘Global Choice’ axioms e.g.

V “ L.

We can significantly weaken the hypotheses by removing intermediate steps

from the proof structure. We begin by relating SV C in a permutation model

to the structure of the normal filter.

Theorem 4.5. If:

• M |ù ZFA;

• G ď SympAq;
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• F is a normal filter on G with F “ Fnat (Definition 3.11);

• N “ PMpM, G, Fq; and

• S P N ;

then

• If N |ù SV CpSq, then there exists H P F s.t. tHx : x P Su is a filter base for

H#F (recall # from Example 3.3).

• If M |ù SV CpKq and there exists H P F s.t. tHx : x P Su is a filter base for

H#F , then N |ù SV CpS ˆKq.

Remark 4.6. The assumption that F “ Fnat is harmless as Remark 3.12 allows us

to replace F by Fnat “ pFnatqnat.

Proof. We first find some set B P N , ‘witnessing’ all the stabilisers (if x P N then

there is y P N s.t. Gx “ Gy). In Brunner’s proof he uses AC to pick elements,

we avoid using AC by taking some truncation of the universe via the cumulative

hierarchy.

For H ď G, s.t. H “ Gx1 for some x1 P N , define:

αH :“ min tα P On : Dx P V pAqα XN .Gx “ Hu

So there is x P V pAqαH
XN with H “ Gx.

Now define:

α “ sup tαH : H ď G and Dx P N .Gx “ Hu

So that α ě αH for all H ď G s.t. H “ Gx1 for some x1 P N . So, for H ď G s.t.

H “ Gx1 for some x1 P N , there is x P V pAqα XN with H “ Gx. So let

B :“ V pAqα XN
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B is equivariant and is a subset of N , so B P N . Also, tGx|x P Bu is a filter base

for Fnat “ F .

Suppose that N |ù SV CpSq. So N has an ordinal β and a surjection f : Sˆβ ↠

B. Let H :“ Gf . H P F as f P N .

Let x P N . There is b P B s.t. Gx “ Gb and there are s P S and α P β with

fps, αq “ b. If π P Gs XH then πpfq “ f , πpsq “ s and πpαq “ α so that πpbq “ b.

It follows that:

Hx “ Gx XH “ Gb XGf ě Gs XH “ Hs

F is natural so tGx : x P N u is a base for F , so tHx : x P N u is a base for H#F .

For x P N , Hx “ Hs for some s P S so tHx : x P N u “ tHs : s P Su is a base for

H#F .

Suppose that M |ù SV CpKq and there exists H P F s.t. tHx : x P Su is a filter

base for H#F .

Observe that for all s P S and x P N , if Hs ď Hx then the set H ¨ txs, xyu is a

surjection from H ¨ tsu onto H ¨ txu. Let y P N and let:

Y :“ txs, xy P K ˆ y : Hs ď Hxu

Note that y “ π2 pY q as tHx : x P Su is a filter base for H#F and Hx P H#F for

x P y. By SV CpKq, N has an ordinal γ and a surjection from K ˆ γ onto Y , which

we will write as xa, αy ÞÑ xsa,α, xa,αy. So xa, αy ÞÑ H ¨ txa,αu is onto the H-orbits

intersecting y. Define a surjection onto H ¨ y by:

f 1 :“
ď

tH ¨ txxsa,α, a, αy , xa,αyu : α P γ, a P Ku

Observe that the domain of f 1 is a subset of S ˆK ˆ γ and its range is a superset

of y. Also note that Gf 1 “ H so that f 1 P N . We will expand f 1’s domain and

shrink its range to achieve a surjection from S ˆK ˆ γ onto y.
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If y “ H then f 1 is the desired surjection.

Otherwise, let y0 P y and define a surjection f : S ˆK ˆ γ ↠ y in N by:

fpx, a, αq :“

$

’

&

’

%

f 1px, a, αq f 1px, a, αq P y

y0 otherwise

Now for all y P N , N contains an ordinal γ and a surjection from S ˆK ˆ γ onto

y. Therefore N satisfies SV CpS ˆKq.

We will now deduce that being a finite-support model can be expressed as logical

property of permutation models. Notice that the strengthened result says that

SV CpAăωq is stable under taking finite-support permutation models.

This is where the generalisation to ăκ-support permutation models ends; we subtly

rely on the fact that Aăω is absolute with respect to permutation models (all

permutation models contain the same Aăω as the original universe, and all believe

that it is Aăω). For general κ, this is not the case e.g. a finite-support permutation

model believes SV C
`

Aăℵ1
˘

by Lemma 4.2 and Corollary 4.8 but is not (necessarily)

a ăℵ1-support permutation model.

Theorem 4.7. If:

• M |ù ZFA;

• N is a permutation model of M; and

• κ is an infinite cardinal;

then

• If M |ù SV CpAăκq and N is a ăκ-support permutation model of M, then

N |ù SV CpAăκq and M |ù Aăκ P N .

• If M |ù Aăκ P N and N |ù SV CpAăκq, then N is a ăκ-support permutation

model of M.
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Proof. Suppose that N “ PMpM, G, Fq and assume that F “ Fnat, as Fnat “

pFnatqnat and Remark 3.12.

Suppose that M |ù SV CpAăκq and F “ FG
ăκ, so tGf : f P Aăκu is a filter base

for F . The elements of Aăκ are supported by themselves, so M |ù Aăκ Ď N and

Aăκ is equivariant so M |ù Aăκ P N .

By Theorem 4.5, N |ù SV CpAăκ ˆ Aăκq. We now construct a surjection from

Aăκ ˆ κ onto Aăκ ˆ Aăκ in N . Let

f : Aăκ
ˆ κ ↠ Aăκ

ˆ Aăκ

fpa, αq :“
@

aiăminp|a|,αq, aminp|a|,αqďiă|a|

D

Given a sequence indexed by an ordinal ăκ and an ordinal α ă κ, f splits the

sequence into two sequences indexed by ordinals ăκ by taking the first α elements

as the first sequence and the remaining elements as the second sequence. This

is surjective, as if paiqiPα and pbiqiPβ are two sequences in A with α, β ă κ, then

α ` β ă κ so fppaiqiPα
"
pbiqiPβq “

A

paiqiPα , pbiqiPβ

E

. Now by Lemma 4.2, N |ù

SV CpAăκ ˆ κq so N |ù SV CpAăκq.

Suppose that N |ù SV CpAăκq and M |ù Aăκ P N . By Theorem 4.5, there

is H P F s.t. tHf |f P Aăκu is a filter base of H#F so H#F “ FH
ăκ. Hence

N “ PMpM, H, FH
ăκq. Let x be an element of the universe. If Hx P FH

ăκq then, as

FH
ăκ “ H#F Ď F and Hx ď Gx, Gx P F . If Gx P F , then Hx “ H XGx P H#F “

FH
ăκ. Hence N “ PMpM, H, FH

ăκq.

Corollary 4.8. If:

• M |ù ZFA; and

• N is a permutation model of M;

then
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• If M |ù SV CpAăωq and N is a finite-support permutation model of M, then

N |ù SV CpAăωq.

• If N |ù SV CpAăωq, then N is a finite-support permutation model of M.

Proof. M |ù Aăω P N is always true, so apply Theorem 4.7 for ℵ0.

4.2.2 Orbit-Finite

As our aim is to identify the logic of different finite-support permutation models

so that we can transfer theorems about orbit-finite constructions, we want to be

able to express orbit-finiteness. For a set, x, the property of being orbit-finite is

defined dependent on the group inducing the permutation model, so we cannot

directly refer to it inside of the finite-support permutation model. However, the

following result says that, inside a finite-support permutation model, there is a

property of sets that characterises when a set is orbit-finite with respect to the

group inducing the permutation model.

Definition 4.9. A set x is Dedekind-finite if there exists an injection from N onto

x.

Theorem 4.10 (Blass [18]). If:

• M |ù ZFA` AC;

• G ď SympAq is oligomorphic;

• N “ PMpM, G, FG
finq; and

• x P N is a set;

then

N |ù ‘Ppxq is Dedekind-finite’

iff x is orbit-finite with respect to G
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If we drop the assumption that G is oligomorphic, then we must replace ‘x is orbit-

finite’ by ‘for all a P Aăω, x is contained within a finite union of Ga-orbits’ (Blass uses

the equivalent definition of orbit-finite from Lemma 2.29). We want oligomorphicity

to expressible in a permutation model; we use Remark 2.30. We cannot use the

above theorem directly, as we don’t know a priori that G is oligomorphic.

Theorem 4.11. If:

• M |ù ZFA` AC;

• G ď SympAq; and

• N “ PMpM, G, FG
finq;

then

G is oligomorphic

iff for all n P N, N |ù ‘PpAn
q is Dedekind-finite’

Proof. p ùñ q: Suppose that G is oligomorphic so for all n P N, An is a finite union

of G-orbits so An is orbit-finite so N |ù ‘PpAnq is Dedekind-finite’ by Theorem

4.10.

p ðù q: Suppose that for all n P N, N |ù ‘PpAnq is Dedekind-finite’. So for n P N,

An is contained within a finite union of Ga-orbits so, by Remark 2.30, An is a finite

union of G-orbits. Hence, G is oligomorphic.

4.3 Logical Truth

Now that we can refer to being ‘orbit-finite’ from inside a finite-support permutation

model, we can define orbit-finite structures. See [7] and [5] for more details. To

design these constructions, we want to refer to the structure on the atoms that

induces the permutation model; this property is expressible, and we reserve the
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details for Section 4.4.

If we want to define constructions inside the finite-support permutation models

induced by a structure A, then it is crucial that model truth in the permutation

model is the same as model truth in the original universe. This is because the

satisfaction relation, |ù, is ∆ZF A
1 (Definition 2.7).

Remark 4.12. If:

• M |ù ZFA;

• A is a structure on A;

• N “ PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q;

• ϕ is a formula in the language of A; and

• a P Aăω;

then

M |ù pA |ù ϕ paqq ðñ N |ù pA |ù ϕ paqq

So truth in A is expressible in N .

Remark 4.13. When A is oligomorphic, any definition or statement that is ∆ZF A
1 ,

excepting reference to orbit-finiteness (formally, we extend the language by a unary

predicate to refer to orbit-finiteness and define the ∆ZF A
1 formulae in this language),

can be expressed in N . This principle covers orbit-finite models of computations

and their actions e.g. Turing machines and their languages.

4.4 Almost-homogeneous Forcing

We now state an important theorem.

Theorem 4.14 (Eric J. Hall [19]). If:

• M |ù ZFA` AC;
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• N Ď M is transitive;

• N |ù ZFA; and

• N and M have the same pure sets and the same set of atoms;

then

N is a permutation model of M

iff M is a generic extension of N by some almost-homogeneous notion of forcing

4.4.1 Forcing

We assume familiarity with standard forcing techniques. Detail and intuition can

be found in [13] and detail for ZFA in [14].

Definition 4.15. pP,ď, 1q is a forcing poset if:

• ď is a preorder on P;

• 1 P P is the largest element; and

• for all p P P, there exist q, r P P with q, r ď p and for no s P P is s ď q and

s ď r.

Elements of P are forcing conditions.

Definition 4.16. For p, q P P we say:

p ∥ q

iff there exists r P P with r ď p, q

i.e. ‘p, q are compatible’.

Definition 4.17. Let pP,ď, 1q be a forcing poset. The class of P-names, VpPq,

is defined by transfinite recursion to contain all sets A Ď VpPq ˆ P. P-names are

46



denoted by a dot e.g. 9x.

We give a name to each element of the universe by recursion:

x̂ :“ txŷ, 1y : y P xu

Definition 4.18. We construct the forcing relation, ,, from the forcing conditions

to formulae in the language of forcing (this includes a P relation and allows reference

to P-names and a name for the ground model).

If p is stronger than q (p ď q) and q , ϕ, then p , ϕ.

If V |ù ϕ then 1 , ϕ
9V .

For p P P, the formulae forced by p are deductively closed and consistent.

Theorem 4.19. If pP,ď, 1q is a forcing poset in V |ù ZF pCq, then:

1 , ZF pCq

Definition 4.20. Γ is a generic object for pP,ď, 1q if:

• Γ Ď P;

• 1 P Γ;

• for all p P Γ and p ď q, then q P Γ;

• for all p, q P Γ, then there exists r P Γ with r ď p, q; and

• if D P V is dense in P, then ΓXD ­“ H.

– where D is dense in P means that for all p P P there exists q P D with

q ď p.

. Let

Γ :“ txp̂, py : p P Pu
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then

1 , Γ is a generic object for P

We can abuse notation and reason in the forcing extension VrΓs, which is the

universe where we have added some generic object, Γ, to V. VrΓs will satisfy the

formulae forced by 1. We can now give interpretations for names recursively:

V alΓpuq :“ tV alΓpvq : Dp P G. xv, py P uu

For x P V , V alΓpx̂q “ x.

Let us now consider forcing in models of ZFA.

The final part in explaining Theorem 4.14 is to define what makes a forcing

poset ‘almost-homogeneous’.

Definition 4.21. If:

• N |ù ZFA; and

• pP,ď, 1q is a forcing poset;

then

P is almost-homogeneous

iff for all p, q P P, there exists σ P AutpP,ď, 1q s.t. p ∥ σq

4.4.2 Expressibility

Forcing can be done in the logic of a model of ZFA. We can ask whether there is

a notion of forcing that forces certain properties to hold, e.g. ask for the ground

universe to be a permutation model of a certain shape. This means that statements

about being a permutation model, induced in certain ways and with properties

holding in the original universe, are expressible (assuming that AC holds in the
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pure universe).

Note that a model N |ù ZFA could have been induced as a permutation model

in multiple different universes.
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5 How to Have Less Things by Forgetting How

to Count Them3

5.1 Summary

In this section we:

• Determine a list of conditions on the group and the atoms that can induce a

forcing extension of the finite-support permutation model (Lemma 5.1).

– This forcing extension will preserve the pure universe, assign a cardinality

to the atoms, and have the finite-support permutation model as a finite-

support permutation model.

• Determine easy to check conditions guarantee Theorem 5.1’s conditions

(Theorem 5.5 and Lemma 5.8).

• Prove that the first Fraenkel model is ‘unique’ (Theorem 5.9).

– First Fraenkel models, on the same pure universe, are elementarily

equivalent.

• We prove that, under additional hypotheses, the structure inducing a finite-

support permutation model stays the same after taking the forcing extension

(Theorem 5.13).

• We determine conditions guaranteeing that a finite-support permutation model

induced by some pure structure is equivalent to a finite-support permutation

model induced by a different pure structure (Theorem 5.14).

• We conclude with examples (Section 5.5).

– The finite-support permutation models induced by xQ,ďy and xR,ďy

are elementarily equivalent, allowing reference to the inducing structures.
3Title inspired by the paper ‘How to have more things by forgetting how to count them’[20]
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5.2 Plan

We wish to identify the logic of different finite-support permutation models on

the same pure universe. We proceed as follows:

1. Use forcing to make one of the finite-support permutation models to ‘imagine’

that it was induced as a different finite-support permutation model.

2. By Remark 3.17, this construction is unique up-to class isomorphism, so

the permutation models are elementarily equivalent (allowing the inducing

structure as a parameter).

5.3 Transfer Downwards

There is the basic example, when using forcing, of adding a bijection between two

sets of different cardinality. This is called ‘Cardinal Collapse’.

In a finite-support permutation model, we forget the cardinality of the atoms hence,

we can to collapse them to a new cardinality while maintaining ‘enough’ structure

of the universe. What this means is the following, let:

• M |ù ZFA` ACpure; and

• N be a finite-support permutation model of M.

We wish to find a notion of forcing pP,ď, 1q P N s.t.:

• pP,ď, 1q P N is almost-homogeneous;

• forcing preserves the pure universe (adds no pure sets); and

• 1 ,
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Â
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
“ κ̂ for some cardinal κ.

Lemma 5.1 gives us sufficient conditions for the above to hold. We will follow

Lemma 5.1 with theorems that provide easier conditions to verify.

Lemma 5.1. If:
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1. xM,A, Py |ù ZFA` ACpure;

2. G ď SympAq;

3. N “ PMpM, G, Ffinq;

4. κ is a cardinal in M;

5. tα Ď Aα for α P κ is s.t.:

(a) for all α P κ, tα is a G-orbit;

(b) for all f P
Ť

αPκ tα, f is injective; and

(c) for all α ď β P κ, tα “ tfæα : f P tβu;

6. P :“
Ť

αPκ,fPtα
Pfinpfq is s.t.:

(a) for all f, g P P, there exists σ P AutppP,ĚqqXN and h P P with σf, g Ď h;

and

(b) for all f P P, a P A, there exists g P P with f Ď g and a is in the range

of g;

then forcing in N with pP,Ě,Hq forces ZFA`AC`|A| “ κ and N is a permutation

model in the forcing extension.

If M |ù SV CpAăωq (Definition 4.1), then this is a finite-support permutation model.

Proof.

Claim 5.2. P is equivariant and P P N

Proof. P is equivariant by construction and for x P P, x is hereditarily finite so

x P N . Hence, P P N .

Claim 5.3. Forcing with pP,Ě,Hq adds no pure sets.

Proof. Let:
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• 9S be pure name;

• p P P; and

• X be a pure set.

Suppose that

p , 9S Ď X̂ and p , 9S is pure

By (6b), we can strengthen p to p1, supporting 9S.

Let x P X.

Suppose that there exists q0, q1 P P with:

• p1 Ď q0, q1;

• qo , x̂ P 9S; and

• q1 , x̂ R 9S.

Let:

α :“ maxpdompq0q, dompq1qq

There exists q1
0, q1

1 P tα with q0 Ď q1
0 and q1 Ď q1

1. There exists σ P G with σq1
0 “ q1

1.

Thus, σq0, q1 Ď q1
1 and σp1 “ p1, as p1 is common to q0 and q1

1. Now, σq0 , x̂ P 9S,

as , is equivariant and q1 , x̂ R 9S. This is a contradiction as they have a common

strengthening.

Let:

A :“
!

x P X : p1
, x̂ P 9S

)

Every extension of p1 agrees on the elements of 9S so:

p1
, 9S “ Â P N̂

Every forcing condition, p1, strengthening p to support 9S has p1 , 9S P N̂ so

53



p , 9S P N̂ . So

H , if X P N̂ and 9S Ď X, then 9S P N̂

So the generic extension of N given by pP,Ě,Hq has the same pure sets as N .

Formally, we use well-foundedness to pick 9S of minimum rank that can be forced to

be a new pure set. 9S must appear as a subset of a pure set of lower rank, which

must already exist, leading to a contradiction. However, this is omitted from the

proof as this is standard (See [19] for examples).

Claim 5.4. Forcing with pP,Ě,Hq adds a bijection f : κ Ñ A.

Proof. Let:
9f :“ txq̂, py |p P P and p “ tquu (4)

We show that H , 9f is a bijection κ̂ Ñ Â.

Let Γ Ď P be generic and we work in N rΓs. Let:

f :“ V alΓ

´

9f
¯

By (4),

f Ď κˆ A

Let α P κ and let:

Dα :“ tp P P : α P domppqu

We show that Dα is dense (Definition 4.20). Let h P P so there exists β P κ and

h1 P tβ with h Ď h1. Hence, there exists h2 P tpα`1qYβ with h1 Ď h2 by (5c). Now,

h Ď h2æ pdomphq Y tαuq and h2æ pdomphq Y tαuq P Dα. So Dα is dense.

So there is p P Dα X Γ, so xα, p pαqy P f . This holds for all α P κ so:

dompfq “ κ
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Let α P κ and let:

Dα :“ tp P P : a P ranppqu

D is dense as for h P P, there is h1 P P s.t. h Ď h1 P Dα, by (6b). So there exists

p P Dα X Γ, so xp´1 paq , ay P f . This holds for all a P A so:

ranpfq “ A

If p P P strengthens both txx, ayu P Γ and txy, byu P Γ then, as p is an injective

function (5b), px “ y and a “ bq or px ‰ y and a ‰ bq. All elements of Γ are

comparable, so f is an injective function.

Putting all of these together, f : κ Ø A is a bijection.

Now for all Γ Ď P generic:

• N rΓs contains the same pure sets as N ;

• N rΓs is an almost-homogeneous extension of N ; and

• N rΓs contains a bijection κ Ñ A, so satisfies AC.

So, by Theorem 4.14, N is a permutation model of N rΓs.

If M |ù SV CpAăωq then N |ù SV CpAăωq, by Theorem 4.8, so N is a finite-support

permutation model of N rΓs, by Theorem 4.8.

5.3.1 Simplifying Conditions

Lemma 5.1 has many conditions. The most concerning is that P is almost-

homogeneous (6a), which is the only property internal to N .

Ideally we want simpler conditions, and for (6a) to be easier to check.

We have two ways to satisfy condition (6a):

1. Finding permutations on A as in Lemma 5.8, that remain in N .
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2. Finding permutations on κ as in Corollary 5.5 and inspired by the proof of

Theorem 4.14.

One way to ensure the conditions hold, is to have A be ‘nicely’ covered by

some set of size κ with respect to the group.

Theorem 5.5. If

1. xM,A, Py |ù ZFA` ACpure;

2. G ď SympAq;

3. N “ PMpM, G, Ffinq;

4. κ is a cardinal;

5. B Ď A with:

(a) |B| “ κ;

(b) for all m P N, a, b P Bm, and σ1 P G, if σ1a “ b then there exists σ P GB

with σa “ b; and

(c) for all S Ďfin B and S 1 Ďfin A there exists σ P G s.t. for all b P S,

σb “ b σ pS 1q Ď B;

then N has a forcing extension satisfying ZFA ` AC ` |A| “ κ and N is a

permutation model in this forcing extension.

If M |ù SV CpAăωq, then this is a finite-support permutation model.

Proof. Let j : κ Ø B be a bijection. For β P κ, let:

tβ :“ G ¨ pjæβq (5)

Now (5a), (5b), and (5c) of Lemma 5.1 hold.

Let a P A, f P P, and S :“ dompfq. By (5), there exists π P G with f “ πpjæSq.
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By (5c), there exists σ P G s.t. for x P jpSq, σx “ x and σπ´1a P B. Define:

f 1 :“ πpσ´1
pjæ

`

S Y
␣

σpj´1
pπ´1

paqqq
(˘

qq (6)

So that f Ď f 1 P P and a P ranpf 1q.

So (6b) of Lemma 5.1 holds.

For π P GB, define:

πκ “ j´1
˝ π ˝ j

Define

Gκ “ tπκ : π P Gu P V Ď N

We can define an action of Gκ on P by:

πp :“ p ˝ π´1

To show that this is a group action, it suffices to show that for all π P Gκ and p P P,

πp P P.

Let π P GB and p P P. There exists σ P G and S Ďfin κ with p “ σ ˝ jæS by (5).

We calculate:

πκp “ σ ˝ pjæSq ˝ π´1
κ

“ σ ˝ pjæSq ˝ j´1
˝ π´1

˝ j

“
`

σ ˝ π´1˘
˝
`

jæ
``

j´1
˝ π ˝ j

˘

rSs
˘˘

P P

Claim 5.6. Under this group action, Gκ consists of automorphisms of pP,Ě,Hq.

Proof. Let f, g P P and π P Gκ. If f Ď g then f ˝ π´1 Ď g ˝ π´1 so πκf Ď πκg.

Also, πκH “ H ˝ π´1 “ H.
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Claim 5.7. pP,Ě,Hq is almost-homogeneous.

Proof. Let f, g P P. There exists π P G with πpranpfq Y ranpgqq Ď B by (5c).

There exists σ P G and S Ďfin κ with f “ σ ˝ jæS, by (5). Now pπ ˝ σq pjrSsq Ď B,

so there exists π1 P GB with π1æjrSs “ π ˝ σæjrSs by (5b). We calculate:

π1
κpfq “ σ ˝ j ˝ j´1

˝ π1´1
˝ jæ

`

j´1
˝ π1

˝ j
˘

rSs

“ π ˝ jæS 1

where S 1 “ pj´1 ˝ π1 ˝ jq rSs Ďfin κ.

Similarly, find π2
κ P Gκ and S2 Ďfin κ s.t.:

π2
κpgq “ π ˝ jæS2

So:

π1
κf, π2

κg Ď π ˝ jæ pS1
Y S2

q P P

So pP,Ě,Hq is almost-homogeneous.

So the conclusion of Lemma 5.1 holds.

Theorem 5.5 still requires us to identify a subset of A of known cardinality. This

may be impossible e.g. if N is a finite-support permutation model in N 1 and N 1 is a

permutation model of M then N 1 may believe that no subset of A in bijection with

a cardinal. So Theorem 5.5 is insufficient for identifying all first Fraenkel models.

However, first Fraenkel models contain the finite permutations, which are dense in the

topology of pointwise convergence. This is sufficient for P to be almost-homogeneous.

Lemma 5.8. Suppose that the hypotheses of Lemma 5.1 are met except (6a). If

GXN Ě G then (6a) holds, where the closure is in the topology of pointwise

convergence in M.
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Proof. Let p0, p1 P P so there exist α P κ, S0 Ďfin α, f0 P tα, β P κ, S1 Ďfin β,

and f1 P tβ with p0 “ f0æS0 and p1 “ f1æS1. By (5c), assume that α “ β.

There exists σ P G with σf0 “ f1 by (5a). As GXN Ě G, there exists σ1 P

G XN with σ1æ pS0 Y S1q “ σæ pS0 Y S1q. As π1 P G ď AutppP,Ě,Hqq, σ1p0, p1 Ď

f1æ pS0 Y S1q P P.

So, pP,Ě,Hq is almost-homogeneous.

5.3.2 The First Fraenkel Model is Unique

We can now prove that:

Theorem 5.9. For all sentences ϕ,

ZFA` ACpure
$ ϕP MpVpAq,SympAq,FSympAq

fin
q
Ø ϕP MpxNyq

i.e. if ZFA` ACpure hold then,

PMpVpAq, SympAq, FSympAq

fin q ” PMpxNyq

where PMpxNyq is the class from Definition 3.18. The definition of PMpxNyq is

absolute between the universe and the pure universe, so all first Fraenkel models,

with the same pure universe, are elementarily equivalent.

Proof. Suppose that M |ù ZFA` ACpure. Let:

V “ VpHq

N “ PMpM, SympAq, FSympAq

fin q

Note that every element of N is symmetric with respect to every group and this

property is Π1 so downwards absolute (Definition 2.7). So, the only permutation

model of N is itself.
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Claim 5.10. N satisfies the conditions of Lemma 5.1.

Assuming Claim 5.10, apply Lemma 5.1 on N to obtain a forcing extension

N rΓs, where N is a permutation model.

Let:

N 1
“ PMpN rΓs, SymN rΓs

pAq, pFSympAq

fin q
N rΓs

q

N 1 is the first Fraenkel model of N rΓs |ù |A| “ ℵ0, so N 1 – PMpxNyq. All

permutation models of N rΓs contain N 1 as a permutation model, so N “ N 1 –

PMpxNyq.

We finish by noting that PM pxNyq is a pure class and is absolute between M and

V .

Proof of Claim 5.10. For n P ℵ0, let:

tn “ tf P An : f is injectiveu

By considering finite permutations on A, (5a),(5b), and (5c) clearly hold.

Let f P P and a P A, so there exists n P N and f 1 P tn with f “ f 1ædompfq. If

a P ranpf 1q then f Ď f 1 P P, otherwise f Ď f 1 Y txn, ayu P P. So (6b) holds.

Let

PermpAq :“ tπ P SympAq : π fixes cofinite elementsu

The elements of PermpAq are hereditarily finitely supported by the finite set of atoms

that they don’t fix, so PermpAq Ď N . In the topology of pointwise convergence on

SympAq,

PermpAq “ SympAq

So, by Lemma 5.8, (6a) holds.
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5.4 Group after Transfer

Theorem 5.9 is specific to the first Fraenkel model. However, we want to identify

more interesting finite-support permutation models.

After applying Lemma 5.1, we want to know how the permutation model is induced

in the new universe. If:

• M |ù ZFA` ACpure ` SV CpAăωq;

• N is a finite-support permutation model of M;

• N is a permutation model of the forcing extension N rΓs |ù |A| “ κ; and

• V is the pure universe of N ;

then

• N is a finite-support permutation model of N rΓs by Theorem 4.8;

• N is induced by a structure, A P N on A, in M by Theorem 3.29;

• A can be assumed to have pure language as N rΓs |ù AC; and

• N rΓs |ù A – A˚ for some A˚ P V as N rΓs |ù |A| “ κ;

thus, N rΓs |ù N – PMpA˚q.

So, Lemma 5.1 gives us conditions guaranteeing that a finite-support permutation

model is elementarily equivalent to one induced by a structure of cardinality

κ in the pure universe.

Remark 5.11. By Remark 4.13 and Theorem 4.11, this allows us to transfer results

about orbit-finite constructions.

Corollary 5.12. If:

• M |ù ZFA` ACpure ` SV CpAăωq;

• N is a finite-support permutation model of M; and
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• Lemma 5.1 holds with κ on N ;

then there exists a structure A˚ P V s.t. |A˚| “ κ and N ” PMpA˚q.

We do not know what A˚ is. We want to say that
A

PMpxQ,ďyq, xQ,ďy
E

”
A

PMpxR,ďyq, xR,ďy
E

, so we need to determine A˚.

Theorem 5.13. If:

• xM,A, Py |ù ZFA;

• xM1,A, Py |ù ZFA` AC;

• A P M is a structure on A;

• N :“ PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin qM;

• A has pure language;

• M |ù‘A is ℵ0-homogeneous’; and

• N is a finite-support permutation model of M1;

then

N “ PMpM1, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q
M1

Proof. By Corollary 3.29, there is A1 P N s.t.

N “ PMpM1, AutpA1
q, FAutpA1q

fin q
M1

M1 |ù AC so we may assume that the language of A1 is pure, as if A2 is A1 with a

relabelled language then AutpA1q “ AutpA2q and every set is in bijection with a

pure set.

A1 P N so there is a P Aăω s.t. M |ù‘a supports A1 w.r.t. AutpAq’. The language

of A1 is pure so for all predicates P in A1, A1 P N so there is a P Aăω s.t. M |ù‘a

supports P w.r.t. AutpAq’. As M |ù‘A is ℵ0-homogeneous’ and by Corollary 2.38,
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M |ù‘P is a union of A-types in parameter a’.

Let T “ ttpApa"bq : b P P u. As the language of A1 is pure, T is pure. As model

truth is ∆ZF A
1 and M |ù P “ tb : a"b P

Ť

tPT tpAqu, M1 |ù P “ tb : a"b P
Ť

tPT tpAqu.

So M1 |ù‘a supports P w.r.t. AutpAq’.

All predicates of A1 are supported by a w.r.t. A in M1, so, as A1 has pure language,

A1 is supported by a w.r.t. A in M1. Let:

N 1
“ PMpM1, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q
M1

By the above, A1 P N 1. Now, A P N and A1 P N 1 so, by Corollary 3.37, N “ N 1.

We now put our theorems together to conclude

Theorem 5.14. If:

• M |ù ZFA` ACpure ` SV CpAăωq;

• A P M;

– M |ù A is ℵ0-homogeneous;

– A has pure language;

• N :“ PMpM, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin qM; and

• Lemma 5.1 holds with κ on N ;

then

• N has a forcing extension N rΓs |ù |A| “ κ with

N “ PMpN rΓs, AutpAq, FAutpAq

fin q
N rΓs

• there is a structure A˚ P V s.t. |A˚| “ κ, A˚ ” A and

xN , Ay ” xPMpA˚
q, A˚

y
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Remark 5.15. If A˚ – B˚ then xPM pA˚q , A˚y – xPM pB˚q , B˚y so if ThpAq is

κ-categorical then we can determine A˚ up-to isomorphism.

Remark 5.16. If M |ù xN , Ay – xPMpB˚q, B˚y then

xPMpA˚
q, A˚

y ” xPMpB˚
q, B˚

y

5.5 Examples

Fix a pure universe V |ù ZFC.

Example 5.17 (Non-Example). Let

U :“ xpR‘Qq b R,ďy

where ‘,b are co-products and products in the category of total orders.

PMpUq is not elementarily equivalent to a permutation model of V˚pℵ0q. Indeed,

PMpUq |ù
‘there exists S, a set of disjoint,

non-empty subsets of A with |S| “ 2ℵ0’
(7)

Namely,
!

Rˆ txu : x P R
)

Clearly this cannot occur in a permutation model of V˚pℵ0q, as all partitions of

the atoms are countable and the statement in (7) is upwards absolute between a

permutation model and the original model.

Example 5.18 (
A

PMpxR,ďyq, xR,ďy
E

and
A

PMpxQ,ďyq, xQ,ďy
E

). Let:

Q :“ xQ,ďy

R :“ xR,ďy
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As ThpRq “ ThpQq is ℵ0-categorical, if Theorem 5.14 applies (see Appendix A.1),

then

xPMpRq, Ry ” xPMpQq, Qy

Example 5.19 (
A

PMpxR‘ t‹u ‘Q,ďyq, xR‘ t‹u ‘Q,ďy
E

and
A

PMpxQ,ďyq, xQ,ďy
E

).

Let:

R1 :“ xR‘ t‹u ‘Q,ďy

R2 :“ xR‘ t‹u ‘Q,ď, ‹y

Q2 :“ xQ,ď, 0y

As ThpR2q “ ThpQ2q is ℵ0-categorical, if Theorem 5.14 applies (see Appendix

A.2), then

xPMpR2
q, R2

y ” xPMpQ2
q, Q2

y

Note that

PMpR1
q “ PMpR2

q

PMpQq “ PMpQ2
q

And that R1 can be defined from R2 in PMpR2q by some formula (forgetting the

constant), and the same for Q from Q2 in PMpQ2q by the same formula. So

xPMpR1
q, R1

y ” xPMpQq, Qy

Remark 5.20. There is no class isomorphism in V˚p2ℵ0q

PMpRq – PMpR1
q

This is as Q P PMpR1q is countably infinite in V˚p2ℵ0q.
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All subsets of atoms in PMpRq are finite or uncountably infinite in V˚p2ℵ0q and an

isomorphism PMpRq – PMpR1q would preserve the cardinality of sets, so Q will

have no image under an isomorphism. Therefore, there is no class isomorphism.

Example 5.21. Let:

Q1 :“
A

Q,ď, x ÞÑ x ď
?

2
E

D :“ xR‘Q,ďy

D1 :“ xR‘Q,ď, x ÞÑ x P Ry

As ThpD1q “ ThpQ1q is ℵ0-categorical, if Theorem 5.14 applies (see Appendix A.3),

then

xPMpD1
q, D1

y ” xPMpQ1
q, Q1

y

Note that

PMpDq “ PMpD1
q

So

PMpDq ” PMpQ1
q

Although D is definable from D1 and Q is definable from Q1 by the same formula,

we cannot conclude as in the Example 5.19, as PMpQq ­“ PMpQ1q. This is because

they are not elementarily equivalent. In PMpQ1q, the atoms can be written as a

disjoint union of models of DLO, which cannot be done in PMpQq.

Figure 1 visualises the examples from this section.
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Figure 1: Examples 5.17, 5.18, 5.19, and 5.21

|A| “ 2ℵ0

PM pUq

PM pRq

PM pR1q

PM pDq

|A| “ ℵ0

PM pQq

PM pQ1q

„

„

„
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6 Conclusion and Future Work

6.1 Conclusion

Our goal was to transfer theorems about orbit-finite constructions from well-

understood structures to other structures.

We have developed machinery to show that finite-support permutation models

induced by structures of distinct cardinalities are elementarily equivalent (Theorem

5.14).

Numerous statements about orbit-finite constructions are expressible in finite-

support permutation models (Remark 4.13) and our understanding of orbit-finite

constructions relies on countability of the inducing structure, so numerous statements

about well-understood structures will hold for structures that induce elementarily

equivalent permutation models e.g. orbit-finite constructions on xQ,ďy are well-

understood, allowing us to understand orbit-finite constructions on xR,ďy.

There are obvious criticisms of this thesis. We rely on AC e.g. Theorem 4.14;

Theorem 4.8; Theorem 4.10; and Theorem 5.13. However, our result doesn’t seem

like it should require choice.

We lack precise analysis into the expressibility of permutation models.

6.2 Future Work

The above criticisms suggest the questions:

• Do our results fail without ACpure?

– Can we identify two first Fraenkel models on the same pure universe

with different theories?

– Can we identify some explicit failure? Can xPMpRq, Ry ı xPMpQq, Qy

occur without assuming ACpure?

– Is there some simpler proof without assuming ACpure?
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• Can we express being a finite-support permutation model without assuming

SV CpAăωq?

• Can we express when a set is orbit-finite without using AC?

Theorem 5.9 makes no assumption about choice principles, except ACpure. However,

it is currently unknown whether such a thing is possible.

• Is there a model of ZFA` ACpure `␣SV C? [21]

Work must be done to determine what statements about orbit-finite construc-

tions are expressible in finite-support permutation models and a list of examples

should be made.
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A Checking Conditions for the Examples

A.1 R

ThpRq “ ThpQq “ DLO

The theory of unbounded, dense, linear orders is well-known to be ℵ0-categorical.

Claim A.1. 1. R is ℵ0-homogeneous.

2. For all m P N, a, b P Qm and σ1 P AutpRq, if σ1a “ b then there exists

σ P AutpRqQ s.t. σa “ b.

3. For all S Ďfin Q and S 1 Ďfin R, there exists σ P AutpRq s.t. if q P S then

σq “ q and σrS 1s Ď Q.

1. Suppose that a, b P Rn have the same R-type. Let pijq0ďjďn´1 be a renumbering

of t0, . . . , n´ 1u s.t.
`

aij

˘

0ďjďn´1 and
`

bij

˘

0ďjďn´1 are increasing. Define f P

AutpRq by:

fpxq :“

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

bij

x´aij`1
aij

´aij`1
` bij`1

x´aij

aij`1 ´aij
aij
ă x ă aij`1 0 ď j ă n´ 1

bij
x “ aij

0 ď j ď n´ 1

x` bi0 ´ ai0 x ă ai0

x` bin´1 ´ ain´1 x ą ain´1

2. Let a, b P Qm and σ P AutpRq with σa “ b. So a and b have the same R-type.

Take f P AutpRq s.t. fa “ b as in the proof of (1); f P AutpRqQ as the coefficients

and endpoints of linear segments are rational.

3. Let a P Qn be strictly increasing and r P R. We consider the cases:

If r P a, let σ “ idR.

If r ă a0, R : “ pa0 ´ 1q" a and L :“ prq" a are both strictly increasing.
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If r ą an´1, R :“ a" pan´1 ` 1q and L :“ a" prq are both strictly increasing.

If ai ă r ă ai`1, R :“ aďi
"
`

ai`ai`1
2

˘" aěi`1 and L :“ aďi
" prq" aěi`1 are both

strictly increasing.

DLO has quantifier elimination and L, R satisfy the same atomic formulae, so they

have the same type. By (1), there is σ P AutpRq s.t. σL “ R. This shows (3) for

|S 1| “ 1 and we induct to get (3) for S 1 Ďfin R.

So R satisfies the conditions of Theorem 5.5

A.2 R2

DLO is ℵ0-categorical in the extended language with a constant symbol c. This is

a standard result from model theory.

Now R2, Q2 |ù DLO, which is complete as ℵ0-categorical, so ThpR2q “ ThpQ2q.

Claim A.2. 1. R2 is ℵ0-homogeneous.

2. For all m P N, a, b P pQ‘ t‹u ‘Qqm, and σ1 P AutpR2q, if σ1a “ b then

there exists σ P AutpR2qpQ‘t‹u‘Qq s.t. σa “ b.

3. For all S Ďfin pQ‘ t‹u ‘Qq and S 1 Ďfin R, there exists σ P AutpR2q s.t. for

q P S, σq “ q and σrS 1s Ď pQ‘ t‹u ‘Qq.

1. Suppose that a, b P pR‘ t‹u ‘Qqn. Let:

al
“ paiqaiă‹

bl
“ pbiqbiă‹

ar
“ paiqaią‹

br
“ pbiqbią‹

As the types are the same, the domains of al, bl match and the domains of ar, br

match.
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Now consider al, bl as tuples in R, their types match (as formulae on R rise to

formulae in R2 by localising quantifiers to ă ‹) so there is automorphism f P AutpRq

with fal “ bl.

Similarly, there is automorphism f 1 P AutpQq with far “ br.

f Y f 1
Y tx‹, ‹yu P AutpR2

q

This maps a to b.

2. Let a, b P pQ‘ t‹u ‘Qqm , σ1 P AutpR2q s.t. σ1a “ b. Let

al
“ paiqaiă‹

bl
“ pbiqbiă‹

They have the same R-type, so by A.1, find f P AutpRqQ with fal “ bl.

f Y pσ1
æ pH ‘ t‹u ‘Qqq P AutpR2

qpQ‘t‹u‘Qq

This maps a to b.

3. Let a P pQ‘H‘Hq
n and r P pRzQ‘H‘Hq. As in A.1, find f P AutpRq s.t.

fa “ a and fr P pQ‘H‘Hq.

f Y idpH‘t‹u‘Qq P AutpR2
q

This fixes a, ‹, and H‘H‘Q. Applying this repeatedly by induction gives us the

result.
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A.3 D

The proofs here are almost the same as A.2, but removing references to ‹. So

it suffices to show that ThpD1q “ ThpQ1q is ℵ0-categorical and that PMpDq “

PMpD1q. The later is obvious: predicates of D and predicates of D1 are mutually

equivariant, since their automorphism groups fix R‘H and H‘Q; they have pure

language; apply Theorem 3.36.

For the latter, let T be the theory in the language with binary predicate ď and

unary predicate P saying that:

• If P pxq and ␣P pyq then x ď y

• ď is a DLO on P

• ď is a DLO on ␣P

Note that D1, Q1 |ù T . Let A, B |ù T be countable. Let:

Al :“
@

P A,ďAD

Ar :“
@

AzP A,ďAD

Bl :“
@

P B,ďBD

Br :“
@

BzP B,ďBD

Al, Ar, Bl, Br
|ù DLO

So there are isomorphisms

f : Al
– Bl

g : Ar
– Br

So

f Y g : A – B
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So T is ℵ0-categorical and complete.
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