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CLASSIFICATION STRENGTH OF POLISH GROUPS I: INVOLVING S∞

SHAUN ALLISON

Abstract. In recent years, much work has been done to measure and compare the com-
plexity of orbit equivalence relations, especially for certain classes of Polish groups. We
start by introducing some language to organize this previous work, namely the notion of
classification strength of Polish groups. Broadly speaking, a Polish group G has stronger
classification strength than H if every orbit equivalence relation induced by a continuous
action of H on a Polish space can be “emulated” by such an action of G in the sense of
Borel reduction.

Among the non-Archimedean Polish groups, the groups with the highest classification
strength are those that involve S∞, the Polish group of permutations of a countably-infinite
set. We prove that several properties, including a weakening of the disjoint amalgamation in
Fräıssé theory, a weakening of the existence of an absolute set of generating indiscernibles,
and not having ordinal rank in a particular coanalytic rank function, are all equivalent
to a non-Archimedean Polish group involving S∞. Furthermore, we show the equivalence
relation =+, which is a relatively simple benchmark equivalence relation in the theory of
Borel reducibility, can only be classified by such groups that involve S∞.

1. Introduction

Invariant descriptive set theory is concerned with definable equivalence relations and
definable reductions between them. In particular, we usually consider equivalence relations
living on Polish spaces, where the equivalence relations are analytic, i.e. analytic as a subset
of the product space. The definable reductions that we consider are usually the Borel ones.
To be specific, given analytic equivalence relations E and F living on Polish spaces X and
Y respectively, a Borel reduction from E to F is a Borel function f : X → Y satisfying
x E x′ iff f(x) F f(x′) for any x, x′ ∈ X . When such a reduction exists, we say that E is
Borel-reducible to F , i.e E ≤B F . In the case that E and F represent classification problems
in math, then from E ≤B F we can conclude that the problem E is no harder than F .

One common way to show that E does not Borel reduce to F is by showing that E is
generically-ergodic with respect to F . A function f : X → Y is a homomorphism from E to
F iff for every x, y ∈ X , if x E y then f(x) E f(y). Then we say that E is generically-ergodic
with respect to F iff for every Borel homomorphism f : X → Y from E to F , there is a
comeager C ⊆ X such that for any x, y ∈ C we have f(x) F f(y). In the case that E does
not have a comeager class, this precludes the existence of a Borel reduction.

While comparing equivalence relations has value, it is perhaps more valuable to give an
absolute notion of complexity of a given equivalence relation, which is invariant under Borel
reducibility. One very successful program along these lines has been, in the case of Borel
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2 SHAUN ALLISON

equivalence relations, to consider their place in the Borel hierarchy via a notion of potential
Borel complexity. This was essentially initiated in the seminal [HKL98], where a connection
to potential Borel complexity was made to the set-theoretic complexity of any definable
assignment of invariants. In particular, in the large class of equivalence relations that they
consider, an equivalence relation is potentially Π0

2 iff there is a Borel assignment of reals
as invariants, potentially Π0

3 iff there is a Borel assignment of sets of reals as invariants,
potentially Π0

4 iff there is a Borel assignment of sets of sets of reals as invariants, and so on.
The case of orbit equivalence relations gives another opportunity to produce a mean-

ingful hierarchy of complexity, this time by studying the acting (“classifying”) groups. Many
definable equivalence relations that arise in practice are orbit equivalence relations. Given a
Polish group G, a Polish G-space is a Polish space X along with a continuous action G y X .
We use EG

X to denote the orbit equivalence relation, which is analytic, and moreover every
orbit is Borel.

Formally, given an equivalence relation E on a Polish space X , we say that a Polish group
G classifies E iff there is a Polish G-space Y such that E ≤B EG

Y . This notion can be used
to separate equivalence relations up to Borel reduction. We identify three examples of this
phenomenon of particular importance.

(1) We say that an equivalence relation E is classifiable by countable structures iff it is
classifiable by S∞, the Polish group of automorphisms of a countably-infinite set with
the natural topology.

An important benchmark equivalence relation is =+, the Friedman-Stanley jump of
equality, which has particular importance in the study of potential Borel complexity
in [HKL98]. It is defined on Rω by

(xn) =
+ (yn) iff {xn | n ∈ ω} = {yn | n ∈ ω}.

This is easily seen to be classifiable by countable structures as witnessed by the
natural Bernoulli-shift action S∞ y Rω.

Hjorth showed that any orbit equivalence relation that is generically-ergodic with
respect to =+ is also generically-ergodic with respect to any action of S∞. This
implies in any case where there isn’t a comeger orbit that the equivalence relation is
not classifiable by countable structures. Hjorth also isolated a dynamical property of
some orbit equivalence relations called turbulence, which precludes them from being
classifiable by countable structures (see [Hjo00] and [Hjo02a]).

(2) Among the orbit equivalence relations classifiable by countable structures, further
separations can be found. Recall that a Polish group is complete left-invariant (or
cli) iff it has a complete metric dG which compatible in the sense that it generates
the topology, and furthermore is left-invariant, i.e.

dG(g, g
′) = dG(hg, hg

′)

for every group elements g, g′, h. In [Hjo99], Hjorth identifies a metamathematical
property of equivalence relations that preclude them from being classifiable by cli
Polish groups, and shows that =+ exhibits this property. This property was further
explored and dubbed being “unpinned” in [Kan08].
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(3) A stronger invariance notion than a Polish group being cli is being two-sided invariant
(or tsi). A Polish group is tsi iff there is a compatible complete metric dG satisfying

dG(g, g
′) = dG(hg, hg

′) = dG(gh, g
′h)

for every group elements g, g′, h.

A natural example of an equivalence relation classifiable by a tsi Polish group is
E∞, defined as the orbit equivalence relation induced by the Bernoulli-shift action of
F2 y RF2, where F2 is the free group on two generators with the discrete topology.
Since F2 is a countable discrete group, it is tsi for trivial reasons.

In [All], it was shown that an orbit equivalence relation that is generically ergodic with
respect to E∞ is generically ergodic with respect to any orbit equivalence relation
induced by a tsi non-Archimedean Polish group. This strongly parallels Hjorth’s
result relating generic ergodicity with respect to =+ and orbit equivalence relations
induced by any non-Archimedean Polish group.

In [CC22] Clemens-Coskey introduced an equivalence relation E
[Z]
0 , called the Z-jump

of E0, which is classifiable by a cli Polish group. They asked if it is in fact classifiable
by a tsi Polish group. However they showed that it is generically ergodic with respect
to E∞ and furthermore has all meager classes, thus by [All] it is not classifiable by a
tsi non-Archimedean Polish group.

This was generalized by the author and Panagiotopoulos in [AP21] to general tsi
Polish groups, and a purely dynamical property was identified similar to Hjorth’s
notion of turbulence which serves as an obstruction to classifiability by tsi Polish

groups. In particular, E
[Z]
0 is not classifiable by any tsi Polish group. We will not

need the definition of E
[Z]
0 in this work, but its definition, as well as an exploration

of an interesting hierarchy of similar equivalence relations, can be found in [CC22].

We can observe that by considering properties of the classifying group we can now start
to see that it produces a meaningful hierarchy of equivalence relations which are classifiable
by countable structures:

classifiable by non-Archimedean TSI

( classifiable by non-Archimedean CLI

( classifiable by S∞.

In another upcoming paper, we are showing with Panagiotopoulos that there is a finer
hierarchy below classifiability by CLI, and in this paper we expose another hierarchy which
exists above classifiability by CLI. With this picture in mind, the following definition seems
natural:

Definition 1.1. Say that G is stronger in classification strength than H iff for every
Polish H-space X , the orbit equivalence relation EH

X is classifiable by G.

The following weak restatement of a result of Mackey and Hjorth further motivates this
definition. Recall that G involves H iff there is a closed subgroup G0 of G and a continuous
surjective homomorphism from G0 onto H . Note that this is also sometimes said “H divides
G”.



4 SHAUN ALLISON

Lemma 1.2 (Mackey, Hjorth). If G involves H, then G is stronger in classification strength
than H.

The non-Archimedean Polish groups are exactly those that are isomorphic to closed
subgroups of S∞. Thus the non-Archimedean Polish groups which involve S∞ has maximal
classification strength among the non-Archimedean Polish groups. A result of Hjorth implies
the converse [Hjo01] (see also the more recent [LUb] which recovers this result using a different
strategy.)

Hjorth’s result gives a metamathematical sufficient condition for a non-Archimedean
Polish group to involve S∞. On the other hand, a paper of Baldwin-Friedman-Koerwien-
Laskowski contains an argument that the automorphism group of the limit of any Fräıssé
class which satisfies disjoint amalgamation involves S∞. However, not much else was known,
and there had not yet been any comprehensive study of the division between the Polish
groups which do and do not involve S∞.

In this paper, we identify several seemingly unconnected properties of non-Archimedean
Polish groups, which are equivalent to involving S∞. This tells us, we believe, that such
groups have an interesting and deep structure and are worthy of further study.

Our main result is the following, where the terms mentioned in equivalences (2), (3), (4),
and (5) are yet to be defined.

Theorem 1.3. Let G = Aut(M) be a non-Archimedean Polish group. Then TFAE:

(1) G does not involve S∞;

(2) Every disjointifying closure operator on G is trivial;

(3) Krk(M) < ∞;

(4) Krk(M) < ω1;

(5) There is no indiscernible support function on M;

(6) G does not classify =+;

In the sequel, we will add several more equivalences onto the list, as well as initiate a
finer study of the hierarchy of Polish groups not involving S∞ which arises from the rank
function Krk.

1.1. Acknowledgements. The author would like to thank Omer Ben-Neria, Clinton Con-
ley, Aristotelis Panagiotopoluos, and Spencer Unger for many valuable conversations. This
work was partially funded by the Israel Science Foundation (grant no. 1832/19).

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Countable model theory. We briefly review a few very basic concepts and notation
from the model theory of countable structures. We will always use L to refer to a countable
relational language. Given an L-structure M, we will write M to refer to the underlying
set of M. If a, a′ ∈ M and B ⊆ M , we write a ∼=B a′ iff there is an automorphism π of M
satisfying π(a) = a′ and π(b) = b for every b ∈ B.
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We write N �L M to denote that N is an L-substructure of M, and we write N ≺Lω1,ω

M iff N is an Lω1,ω-elementary substructure of M. Equivalently, N ≺Lω1,ω
M iff for every

finite B ⊆ N and a ∈ M , there is some a′ ∈ N such that a′ ∼=B a.
We say M is ultrahomogeneous iff for any two tuples ā and b̄ from M , if they have the

same quantifier-free type, then there is an automorphism sending one to the other.

2.2. Non-Archimedean Polish groups. A Polish group is called non-Archimedean if it
has a countable local basis of the identity of open subgroups. The most important such group
is S∞, the Polish group of permutations of a countably-infinite set (with the discrete topol-
ogy), equipped with the pointwise convergence topology. There are several useful equivalent
formulations of a Polish group being non-Archimedean:

Fact 2.1. Let G be a Polish group. The following are equivalent:

(1) G is non-Archimedean

(2) G is isomorphic to Aut(M) for a countable structure M in a countable language;

(3) G is isomorphic to a closed subgroup of S∞;

(4) G has a compatible complete ultrametric.

See [Gao09, Theorem 2.4.1, Theorem 2.4.4] for proofs.
We will make the most use of equivalence (2), as it allows the use of language and

techniques from model theory, even though our use of model theory will not particularly
deep. An important point is that we can assume that M is ultrahomogeneous by adding
new relations without changing the set of automorphisms. This is done as follows: for each
tuple b̄ from M , add a new relation Rb̄ to the language and declare RM

b̄
(ā) iff there is an

automorphism of M sending ā to b̄.

2.3. Non-Archimedean Polish groups that are cli and not cli. Recall that a Polish
group is cli iff it has a complete left-invariant metric which is compatible with the topology.
In the case of a non-Archimedean Polish group, we have some nice characterizations due to
Gao.

Fact 2.2 (Gao). Let G = Aut(M) be a non-Archimedean Polish group. Then TFAE:

(1) G is cli

(2) M has no nontrivial Lω1,ω-elementary substructure;

(3) there is no uncountable model of the Scott sentence of M

There is also a nice rank function due to Deissler which characterizes when G is cli, which
we will define and discuss later.

A Polish group is tsi iff it has a complete two-sided metric which is compatible with the
topology. An example of a Polish group which is cli but not tsi is the automorphism group of
the linear order with order-type Z∗Z, which is just the lex order on Z×Z. A natural action

of this group induces the equivalence relation E
[Z]
0 mentioned in the introduction, discussed

further in [CC22], [All], [AP21].
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The most important non-cli Polish group from our perspective is the automorphism group
of Knight’s model. It is significant in the sense that was the simplest known Polish group
which is not cli but does not involve S∞. Knight’s model K is a countable structure in the
language L = {<, fn}n∈ω, where < is a binary relation and each fn is a unary function which
satisfies:

(1) < is a linear order on K;

(2) for every a ∈ K, {b ∈ K | b < a} = {fn(a) | n ∈ ω};

(3) K is 1-transitive (there is an automorphism between any two pairs of elements);

(4) there is a non-trivial Lω1,ω-substructure of K.

By Gao’s characterization, (4) implies that Aut(K) is not cli. Hjorth showed [Hjo99] that
it does not classify =+ and thus does not involve S∞ (it also follows from our results in this
paper).

2.4. Examples of non-Archimedean Polish groups involving S∞. The original of
Knight’s model was to produce a countable structure whose Scott sentence has a model of
cardinality ℵ1, but no larger. It is said that the Scott sentence of Knight’s model “character-
izes” ℵ1. In [Hjo02b], Hjorth constructed, for each α, a countable structure characeterizing
ℵα. Rather than a generalization of Knight’s model, Hjorth’s construction relies on a very
different construction method which resulted in structures whose automorphism groups in-
volve S∞.

Hjorth’s model characterizing ℵ1, which we denote byH, is a countable ultrahomogeneous
structure in a language with binary relations Sn for every n, and k + 2-ary relations Sk for
every k, satisfying

(1) there is some function f : [H ]2 → ω such that for every a and b in H and n ∈ ω, we
have SH

n (a, b) iff f({a, b}) = n;

(2) for every a and b, the set S({a, b}) of all c such that f({a, c}) = f({b, c}) is finite,
and RH

k (a, b, c̄) iff c̄ enumerates S({a, b}).

It’s straightforward to check that every Lω,ω-substructure any model of the Scott sentence of
H must be countable. Thus there are no models of the Scott sentence of H of cardinality ℵ2

or higher. On the other hand, Hjorth showed that the automorphism group of H involves S∞

(in the process of showing that its Scott sentence has an uncountable model). This is done by
exploiting the fact that H satisfies disjoint amalgamation. The fact that the automorphism
groups of limits of Fräıssé structures satisfying disjoint amalgamation is stated and proved
more explicitly in [BFKL16]. Another proof of this, in even greater detail, appeared recently
in [LUa]. We briefly sketch this argument in Section 3, as we will build on this idea.

A classic example of an automorphism group that involves S∞ is Aut(Q, <), the auto-
morphism group of the rational linear order. To see that it involves S∞, partition Q into
countably-many dense subsets An. Let H ≤ Aut(Q) be the closed subgroup of automor-
phisms π satisfying that for every n,m ∈ ω and a, b ∈ An, then π(a) ∈ Am iff π(b) ∈ Am.
Then define a continuous homomorphism f : H → S∞ where f(π) is defined to be the
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unique σ ∈ S∞ such that a ∈ Am iff π(a) ∈ Aσ(m) for every a and m. To see that f is indeed
surjective, apply a back-and-forth argument.

We will construct one more example, which we will actually make use of later. Let ∆ be
some countably-infinite group, and consider a free action ∆ y I on a countably-infinite set
I with infinitely-many ∆-orbits. Now consider the closed subgroup P ≤ SI of permutations
π of I satisfying π(δ · x) = δ · π(x) for every x ∈ I.

This group involves S∞. To see this, fix a transversal T ⊆ I, i.e. a set which intersects
every ∆-orbit exactly once. Since T is a countably-infinite set, the Polish group ST is
isomorphic to S∞. Moreover, the map f : P → ST sending each π ∈ P to the unique
σ ∈ ST satisfying π(x) ∈ ∆ ·σ(x) for every x ∈ T , is easily seen to be a continuous surjective
homomorphism.

2.5. Baire-measurable homomorphisms and the orbit continuity lemma. Given a
Polish group G, recall that a Polish G-space is a Polish space X along with a continuous
action G y X . We write the induced orbit equivalence relation as EG

X . Given two such
orbit equivalence relations EG

X and EH
Y , a homomorphism is a function f : X → Y such that

f(x) EH
Y f(y) whenever x EH

X y.
The following so-called “orbit continuity lemma”, due to Hjorth and Lupini-Panagiotopoulos,

is central. This is the main way to extract information from the existence of Baire-measurable
homomorphisms that don’t trivialize on a comeager set. Our statement differs slightly from
the statement in [LP18], so we give an argument for how to recover this one from theirs.

Lemma 2.3 (Hjorth, Lupini-Panagiotopoulos). Suppose f : X → Y is a Baire-measurable
homomorphism from EG

X to EH
Y and G0 is a countable dense subgroup of G. Then there is a

comeager subset C ⊆ X such that

(1) f is continuous on C;

(2) for every x ∈ C, the set of g such that g · x ∈ C is comeager;

(3) for every x ∈ C and for every g ∈ G0, g · x ∈ C;

(4) for every x0 ∈ C and every nonempty open neighborhood V ⊆ H of the identity, there
is a neighborhood U0 of x0 and a nonempty open neighborhood W ⊆ G of the identity
such that for any x ∈ C ∩ U and for every w ∈ W with w · x ∈ C ∩ U0, we have
f(w · x) ∈ V · f(x); and

(5) for every x0 ∈ C and g ∈ G0 and nonempty open W ⊆ H such that f(g ·x) ∈ W ·f(x),
there is an open neighborhood U0 of x0 such that for every x ∈ C ∩U0, g · x ∈ C and
f(g · x) ∈ W · f(x);

Proof. Let C0 be a comeager set satisfying the first three conditions as in [LP18, Lemma
2.5]. For every g ∈ G0 and basic open W , let Cg,W be a comeager set on which the Baire-
measurable function f : X → 2 defined by

f(x) = 1 ⇐⇒ f(gx) ∈ Wf(x)

is continuous. Let C ′ be the intersection of C0 and each Cg,W and define

C = {x ∈ C ′ | ∀∗g, gx ∈ C ′ and ∀g ∈ G0, gx ∈ C ′}.
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We argue that this works.
The fact that (1)-(3) and (5) are satisfied are immediate, so we proceed to (4). Clause

(4) is almost the same as the clause (3) of [LP18, Lemma 2.5], with the difference is that
we quantify over all w ∈ W , not just a set comeager in W , with the additional assumption
that w · x ∈ U0. Let x0 ∈ C and V ⊆ H be an open neigborhood of the identity of H . Let
V̂ ⊆ H be a symmetric open neighborhood of the identity of H such that V̂ 2 ⊆ V . From
our choice of C, there is an open neighborhood U0 ∋ x0 and an open neighborhood W ⊆ G
of the identity of G such that for every x ∈ C ∩ U there is a comeager set of w ∈ W such
that f(w · x) ∈ V̂ · f(x).

Let x ∈ U0 ∩ C and w ∈ W such that w · x ∈ U0 ∩ C. Let D0 be the set of w′ ∈ W such
that f(w′ · x) ∈ V̂ · f(x) and let D1 be the set of w

′ ∈ W such that f(w′w · x) ∈ V̂ · f(w · x).
The set D0 is comeager in W and D1w is nonmeager in W , thus we may fix some w′ ∈
D0 ∩D1w. Then we have that f(w′ · x) ∈ V̂ · x and f(w′w−1 · (w · x)) ∈ V̂ · (w · x). Thus

f(w · x) ∈ V̂ −1 · f(x) ⊆ V · f(x) as desired. �

3. A weakening of disjoint amalgamation

In [Hjo02b], and more explicitly in [BFKL16], disjoint amalgamation is identified as a
sufficient condition for the automorphism group of a structure to involve S∞. In this section,
we introduce the appropriate weakening of disjoint amalgamation. We first give a brief
review of the Fräıssé theory of classes of finite structures, and review the ideas of [BFKL16].
Then we introduce the weakening of disjoint amalgamation and prove that it is necessary
and sufficient.

3.1. Fräıssé theory. We start with a brief presentation of the generalized Fräıssé theory
which we will later need. A general survey of generalized Fräıssé theory can be found in
[Kru15].

Let L be a countable relational language. Let F be a class of finite L-structures closed
under isomorphism. Let �F be a notion of “strong substructure” on F , i.e. a transitive and
reflexive binary relation satisfying

(1) if A �F B then A �L B; and

(2) if A �F B and π : B ∼= C is an isomorphism, then π[A] �F C.

We write B ∼= C iff there is an isomorphism π : B → C between B and C. More generally, if
A ⊆ B ∩ C, then we write B ∼=A C iff there is an isomorphism π : B → C between B and C
satisfying π(a) = a for every a ∈ A.

The following is standard.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose (F ,�F) satisfies the following:

(i) the empty structure ∅ is in F and ∅ �F A for every A ∈ F ; and

(ii) (amalgamation property) for any A,B, C ∈ F , if A �F B and A �F C then there is
some C′ ∈ F satisfying C′ ∼=A C and D ∈ F such that B �F D and C′ �F D.

Then there is a unique (up to isomorphism) countable L-structure M satisfying:
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(1) for any finite D ⊆ M , there is some A ∈ F with D ⊆ A and A �L M ;

(2) if A �F B and A �L M , then there is some B′ ∈ F with A �F B′, B′ �L M and
B′ ∼=A B; and

(3) if A �F B and A �F B′ and A,B,B′ �L M , if B ∼=A B′ then there is an automor-
phism π of M such that π[B] = B′ and π(a) = a for every a ∈ A.

We note that any class (F ,�F) satisfying the assumptions of the proposition is a gen-
eralized Fräıssé class as defined in [Kru15], however the notion of generalized Fräıssé class
introduced there is much more general. Classically, the definition of Fräıssé class might in-
clude other axioms. The joint embedding property axiom follows from the amalgamation
property and the fact that we require the empty structure to be a strong substructure of
every structure in F . The hereditary property is commonly required, but isn’t necessary (or
desired) in this context. Often it is required that F satisfies the essential countability axiom,
which already follows in our case from the fact that L is countable and every structure in F
is finite. For the rest of this section, we will refer to any (F ,�F) satisfying the assumptions
of Proposition 3.1 as a Fräıssé class.

We call M in the conclusion of the proposition as the limit of (F ,�F). The structure
M is ultrahomogenous, which follows by a back-and-forth argument using property (3) of
Proposition 3.1.

Conversely, if M is an arbitrary ultrahomogeneous L-structure, then (Age(M),�L) is a
Fräıssé class and its limit is isomorphic to M. Recall that Age(M) is the class of all finite
substructures of M, closed under isomorphism.

3.2. Disjoint amalgamation property. Let L be a countable relational language and
let (F ,≤F) be a Fräıssé class. Say that (F ,≤F) satisfies the disjoint amalgamation

property (also called the strong amalgamation property) iff for every A,B, C ∈ F with
A �F B and A �F C, there is some B′,D ∈ F such that B′ ∼=A B and B′ �F D and C �F D,
and moreover B′ ∩ C = A. Notice that this is property (ii) in Proposition 3.1, with the
additional requirement that B′ and C be as disjoint as possible.

Proposition 3.2 (Baldwin-Friedman-Koerwien-Laskowski, [BFKL16]). If (F ,�F) is a Fräıssé
class satisfying the disjoint amalgamation property, and M is the limit, then Aut(M) in-
volves S∞.

The proof proceeds by considering the class F∗ of “colored” versions of structures in
F . More precisely, we consider pairs (A, cA) where A ∈ F and cA : A → ω. We could
view these formally as L∗-structures, where L∗ ⊇ L is the language adding countably-many
new unary relations. We say (A, cA) is a strong substructure of (B, cB), which we write as
(A, cA) �∗

F (B, cB), iff A �F B and cB(a) = cA(a) for every a ∈ A. The class (F∗,�∗
F ) need

not satisfy the amalgamation property in general. However, with the additional assumption
that (F∗,�F) has the disjoint amalgamation property, it is easy to confirm that (F∗,�∗

F)
satisfies the amalgamation property. Thus we can compute the limit of (F∗,�∗

F), which
would be the pair (M, c) for some coloring c : M → ω, by the uniqueness of the limit of
(F ,�F). Next, consider the closed subgroup H ≤ Aut(M) of automorphisms of M which
permute the colors consistently, i.e. h ∈ H iff there is some σh ∈ S∞ such that c(h · a) =
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σh(c(a)) for every a ∈ M . There is a natural continuous homomorphism f : H → S∞ sending
h to σh, noting that σh is unique as every color appears somewhere in M . The final step is
to show that f is surjective, by fixing an arbitrary σ and constructing by a back-and-forth
method (utilizing the homogeneity of the coloring c) an automorphism h ∈ H such that
σ = σh.

The natural question: is the converse to Proposition 3.2 true? Evidently not, as one could
consider the case where F is the class of finite equivalence relations where each equivalence
class has at most two elements, and �F is the usual substructure relation. This does not
satisfy disjoint amalgamation for trivial reasons, however its automorphism group involves
S∞ as all of the pairs can be permuted arbitrarily.

One could consider the “fix” of only considering the class of substructures of M which
are definably-closed. This may require us in general to consider classes of infinite structures,
and indeed there exists a Fräıssé theory of “finitely-generated” structures which would be
useful if we were to consider substructures of M which are the definable closures of finite
sets. One would need to devise the appropriate notion of the disjoint amalgamation property
in this context, but this seems to be a reasonable approach.

This does not, however, produce a necessary condition. One could just as well take the
random graph and replace every vertex with some much more complicated structure which
is not finitely-generated. The automorphism group of the resulting structure would still
involve S∞, but would not satisfy any reasonable notion of disjoint amalgamation relative to
definable closure. The realization, then, is that we need to work with some notion of closure
which is weaker (coarser) than definable closure.

One reasonable candidate is the notion of pseudo-algebraic closure. For a countable
atomic L-structure M, the pseudo-algebraic closure of a set A ⊆ M is defined to be the
set of all b ∈ M such that b ∈ N for every N �Lω1,ω

M with A ⊆ N . We will see later
that this is not quite the correct closure notion, but it is reasonably close to the correct one,
and indeed our theory will significantly parallel the theory of the pseudo-algebraic closure
as developed in [Dei77].

In this section we work backwards and reverse-engineer exactly what property we will
want our notion of closure to exhibit in order to develop the “right” weakening of disjoint
amalgamation. In Section 4, we will instead work from the bottom-up and define the right
notion of closure that we want, which will be a very natural coarsening of pseudo-algebraic
closure from the perspective of [Dei77]. Here, we use “coarsening” to mean that our closure
operator will include possibly more elements in the closure of any set than pseudo-algebraic
closure.

In an attempt to keep the theory as simple as possible, we discard the idea of working
with classes of finitely-generated infinite structures and restrict ourselves only to classes of
finite structures. This will fortunately not be an obstacle to developing the right weakening
of disjoint amalgamation. Rather than considering the class of substructures which are
finitely-generated with respect to some closure operator and develop a notion of disjoint
amalgamation for such structures, we will work with the class of finite substructures and
instead use the closure notion to control just how “disjoint” we require the amalgamation
to be.
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3.3. Closure operators and independence relations. We begin by considering definable
closure and pseudo-algebraic closure in an abstract sense, as closure operators.

A closure operator on a set I is a function cl : P(I) → P(I) satisfying for every
A,B ⊆ I:

(1) A ⊆ cl(A);

(2) cl(A) ⊆ cl(B) whenever A ⊆ B; and

(3) cl(cl(A)) = cl(A).

Note that sometimes the axioms of closure operators demand that cl(∅) = ∅, though we will
not (and should not) demand that here. In the case that cl(A) = A, we say that A is closed.
The closure operators considered in these notes will have finite character, meaning that
cl(A) is the union of cl(A0) where A0 ranges over finite subsets of A. We say that cl is
non-trivial iff cl(∅) 6= I. This will be reflected by the fact that we will only bother to
define closure operators in terms of finite subsets. We will adopt the standard notation to
sometimes write A ∪ B as simply AB and A ∪ {b} as simply Ab, for A,B ⊆ I and b ∈ I.

Given B ⊇ C finite subsets of I, say that b ∈ B \ cl(C) is minimal in B over C iff for
every b′ ∈ (B ∩ cl(bC)) \ cl(C), we have b ∈ cl(b′C).

Lemma 3.3. Suppose cl is a closure operator on I and B ⊇ C are two finite subsets of I
such that B 6⊆ cl(C). Then there exists some b ∈ B \ cl(C) which is minimal in B over C.

Proof. Define on B \ cl(C) a binary relation ≤ by b ≤ b′ iff b ∈ cl(b′C). This is easily seen
to be a preorder. As B \ cl(C) is finite, we may choose a ≤-minimal element. �

Given such a closure operator cl on a set I and finite subsets A,B,C ⊆ I, write A |⌣C B
iff A ∩ cl(BC) ⊆ cl(C) and B ∩ cl(AC) ⊆ cl(C). We call |⌣ the independence relation

derived from cl.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose |⌣ is the independence relation derived from a closure operator cl on
a set I. For any finite A,B,C with A ⊇ C and B ⊇ C, the following hold.

(1) (Symmetry) We have
A |⌣

C

B iff B |⌣
C

A

(2) (Monotonicity) Whenever A′ ⊆ A, B′ ⊆ B, and C ′ ⊇ C, we have

A |⌣
C

B implies A′ |⌣
C′

B′

(3) (Weak transitivity) If b ∈ B \ cl(C) is minimal in B over C, then

A |⌣
C

B iff both A |⌣
C

b and A |⌣
bC

B.

Proof. Let cl be the closure operator from which |⌣ is derived. Statements (1) and (2) are
immediate. Now we prove (3). The forwards direction follows immediately from statement
(2), so we focus on the backwards direction. First, fix an arbitrary a ∈ A ∩ cl(B). By
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A |⌣bC B we conclude a ∈ cl(bC) and then by A |⌣C b we conclude a ∈ cl(C) as desired.
Second, fix an arbitrary b′ ∈ B ∩ cl(A) and assume for contradiction b′ 6∈ cl(C). Then by
A |⌣bC B we have that b′ ∈ cl(bC). By minimality of b, we have b ∈ cl(b′C). Thus we have
b ∈ cl(A) and so by A |⌣C B, we have b ∈ cl(C). This in turn implies b′ ∈ cl(C), which is a
contradiction. �

3.4. Invariant closure operators. We will ultimately be defining closure operators on
structures, and we will need them to have invariance properties with respect to automor-
phisms. In the meantime we will continue our discussion of closure operators in the abstract,
but now taking into account the existence of a group action on the underlying set.

When there is some group action P y I, we say that a closure operator cl on I is P -

invariant (or just invariant when there is no chance of confusion) iff for every A ⊆ M and
π ∈ P , we have π[cl(A)] = cl(π[A]). Given sets A,B,C ⊆ I, we write A ∼=P

C B to denote
that there is some π ∈ P such that π[A] = B and π(c) = c for every c ∈ C. In practice, we
will drop the superscript.

The following property of invariant closure operators comes in handy and is easily verified.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose P y I and cl is an invariant closure operator on I. Then for any
a, b ∈ M and C ⊆ M finite, if for every a′ ∼=C a we have a′ ∈ cl(bC), then for every a′ ∼=C a
and b′ ∼=C b we have a′ ∈ cl(b′C).

Proof. Let a′ ∼=C a and b′ ∼=C b and let σ ∈ P such that σ ↾ C = idC and σ(b) = b′. By
assumption σ−1(a′) ∈ cl(bC) and by invariance of cl we have a′ ∈ cl(b′C). �

We will usually be interested in the case that we have an L-structure M where L is
a countable relational language, and cl is a closure operator on M which is invariant with
respect to the natural action Aut(M) y M . Definable closure and pseudo-algebraic closure
on a structure M are invariant closure operators with respect to this action.

3.5. The disjointifying property. We now define a new property of invariant closure
operators on sets I with group action P y I. Let |⌣ be the independence relation derived
from an invariant closure operator cl on I. We say that cl is disjointifying iff whenever
A,B ⊇ C are finite subsets of I, there exists a finite subset A′ of I such that A′ ∼=C A and
A′ |⌣C B.

In the following proposition, we prove three additional statements equivalent to an in-
variant closure operator cl being disjointifying. The equivalence of (2) and (3) below show
that in the definition of the disjointifying property, it is enough to check A,B ⊇ C with
|A \ C| = |B \ C| = 1. The equivalence of (4) is helpful for verifying the disjointifying
property as it allows one to check two easier statements separately.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose cl is an invariant closure operator on P y I with derived inde-
pendence relation |⌣. The following are equivalent:

(1) cl is disjointifying;

(2) for any finite B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, there is some a′ ∼=C a such that a′ |⌣C B; and

(3) for any finite C ⊆ I and a, b ∈ I, there is some a′ ∼=C a such that a′ |⌣C b;



CLASSIFICATION STRENGTH OF POLISH GROUPS I: INVOLVING S∞ 13

(4) for any finite C ⊆ I and a, b ∈ I with a 6∈ cl(C), the following both hold:

(a) there is some a′ ∼=C a such that a′ |⌣C a; and

(b) there is some a′ ∼=C a such that a′ 6∈ cl(bC).

Proof. Clearly (1) implies (2), (2) implies (3), and (3) implies (4). However showing (4)
implies (1) is not easy, and instead we show each step backwards. In order we show (3)
implies (2), (2) implies (1), then (4) implies (3)

We prove (3) implies (2). We will induct on |B \ cl(C)|. The claim is immediately true
when this is 0, so fix some b0 ∈ B \ cl(C) minimal in B over C.

Fix an arbitrary a ∈ I and assume a 6∈ cl(C) as otherwise there is nothing to prove. Find
a′ ∼=C a such that a′ |⌣C b0. By the induction hypothesis, find some a′′ ∼=b0C a′ such that
a′′ |⌣b0C

B. Clearly a′′ ∼=C a. By invariance we have a′′ |⌣C b0, and then by Lemma 3.4.(3)
we have a′′ |⌣C B as desired.

The proof that (2) implies (1) is similar. We induct on |A \ cl(C)|. If this is 0, there is
nothing to prove. Otherwise, let a0 ∈ A \ cl(C) minimal in A over C. Find a′0

∼=C a0 such
that a′0 |⌣C B, as witnessed by some π ∈ P . Define A′ := π[A] so that A′ ∼=C A and a′0 ∈ A′

is minimal in A′ over C. By the induction hypothesis, find A′′ ∼=a′
0
C A′ such that A′′ |⌣a′

0
C B.

Observe that a′0 is minimal in A′′ over C as well. By Lemma 3.4.(3) we have A′′ |⌣C B as
desired.

Finally we see that (4) implies (3). We first note that (3) and (4) are equivalent to the
following statements, respectively:

(3*) Given a, C suppose there exists some b 6∈ cl(C) such that for every b′ ∼=C b, either
a ∈ cl(b′C) or b′ ∈ cl(aC). Then a ∈ cl(C).

(4*) Given a, C suppose either of the following holds:

(a) there exists some b such that for every b′ ∼=C b, a ∈ cl(b′C); or

(b) for any a′ ∼=C a either a ∈ cl(a′C) or a′ ∈ cl(aC).

Then a ∈ cl(C).

Assume (4*). Suppose we’re given a, C and some b 6∈ cl(C) such that for every b′ ∼=C b,
either a ∈ cl(b′C) or b′ ∈ cl(aC). Then in fact by automorphism-invariance we have that for
every a′ ∼=C a and b′ ∼=C b, either a′ ∈ cl(b′C) or b′ ∈ cl(a′C). Assume for contradiction that
a 6∈ cl(C).

Define a relation ≤ on the set of all a′ with a′ ∼=C a by

a′ ≤ a′′ iff ∀b′ ∼=C b, (a′′ ∈ cl(b′C) → a′ ∈ cl(b′C)).

We will argue that this is in fact a linear preorder. Granting this for now, we show that
a′ ≤ a′′ implies that a′ ∈ cl(a′′C). Since either a ≤ a′ or a′ ≤ a for every a′ ∼=C a, we would
be done because (4*).(b) would hold and we would have a ∈ cl(C), a contradiction.

Assume a′ ≤ a′′. We may find some b′ ∼=C b such that a′′ ∈ cl(b′C) (otherwise we would
have b′ ∈ cl(a′′C) for every b′ ∼=C b, and thus b′ ∈ cl(a′′′C) for every a′′′ ∼=C a by Lemma
3.5, allowing us to conclude b ∈ cl(C) by (4*).(a), a contradiction). Then of course we have
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a′′ ∈ cl(b′′C) for every b′′ ∼=a′′C b′ and thus a′ ∈ cl(b′′C) for every b′′ ∼=a′′C b′. By (4*).(a), we
can conclude a′ ∈ cl(a′′C) as desired.

All that remains to show that ≤ is a linear preorder. Reflexivity and transitivity of ≤ are
clear (and not immediately useful). To see linearity, suppose for contradiction there exist
some a0, a1 ∼=C a and some b0, b1 ∼=C b with

a1 ∈ cl(b0C) and a0 6∈ cl(b0C)

and
a1 6∈ cl(b1C) and a0 ∈ cl(b1C).

By the second statement, we have b1 ∈ cl(a1C) and thus a0 ∈ cl(a1C). But that implies
a0 ∈ cl(b0C) by the first clause of the first statement. This contradicts the second clause of
the first statement. �

If cl is an invariant disjointifying closure operator, then cl is non-trivial iff I 6= cl(A) for
any finite A ⊆ I. Also, we will implicitly assume from now on that any disjointifying closure
operator is invariant.

3.6. Disjointifying closure operators and involving S∞. We now finish this section by
proving the following theorem:

Theorem 3.7. Let I be a countably-infinite set and P ≤ SI closed with the natural action
P y I. If I has a nontrivial invariant disjointifying closure operator cl, then P involves
S∞.

Let L be the countable relational language with an n-ary relation Rā for each n ∈ ω
and ā ∈ In. We define an L-structure M living on I where for every ā, b̄ ∈ I<ω, we have
that Rā(b̄)

M holds iff there exists some g ∈ P with g · ā = b̄. It’s easy to check that M
is ultrahomogeneous, thus if we let F be the age of M, we have that (F ,≤L) is a Fräıssé
class. For each A ∈ F , we have the invariant disjointifying closure operator clA on A that
A inherits as a substructure of M.

Let F∗ be the class of pairs (A, cA) where A ∈ F and cA : A → ω∪{null} satisfying that
cA(a) = null for every a ∈ clA(∅). We say that (A, cA) is a strong substructure of (B, cB),
denoted (A, cA) �∗ (B, cB), iff

(a) A ≤L B;

(b) cA(a) = cB(a) for every a ∈ A; and

(c) cB(b) = null for every b ∈ (B ∩ clB(A)) \ A.

We remark that �∗ is a notion of strong substructure, and that F∗ consists of the pairs
(A, cA) for which the empty structure (∅, ∅) is a strong substructure.

We wish to show that (F∗,�∗) satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 3.1. The only
tricky part is showing that it satisfies the amalgamation property. Suppose (A, cA), (B, cB), (C, cC) ∈
F∗ satisfy (A, cA) �∗ (B, cB) and (A, cA) �∗ (C, cC). Because cl is disjointifying, after re-
placing (C, cC) with some (C′, cC′) ∼=A (C, cC), we may find D ∈ F such that B ≤L D and
C ≤L D and clD(B)∩C ⊆ clD(A) and clD(C)∩B ⊆ clD(A). By shrinking D, we can assume
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that D = B ∩ C. Our task now is to find a coloring cD of D such that (B, cB) �∗ (D, cD)
and (C, cC) �∗ (D, cD). This would also imply that (D, cD) ∈ F∗.

The choice of coloring is natural. Define

cD(d) =

{

cB(b) b ∈ B

cC(c) c ∈ C.

To see that it is well-defined, observe that if d ∈ B ∩ C, then d ∈ clD(A). If d ∈ A,
then of course we have cB(d) = cC(d), otherwise, if d ∈ cl(A) \ A, then we also have
cB(d) = null = cC(d). Next, suppose d ∈ clD(B)\B, for which we need to check cD(d) = null.
By our choice of D, since d 6∈ B we must have d ∈ C, but since d ∈ clD(B) ∩ C, we must
have d ∈ cl(A). Clearly d 6∈ A (because d 6∈ B), thus cD(d) = cC(d) = null. For any
d ∈ clD(C) \ C, we can confirm that cD(d) = null by the same argument.

Now we can compute (using Proposition 3.1) the limit of (F∗,�∗
F), which of course will

be isomorphic to (M, c) for some coloring c. Because cl is nontrivial, we have that every
color appears in (M, c). Finally, we let H ≤ P be the subgroup of all g such that for some
σ ∈ S∞, we have that for every a ∈ I, c(g · a) = σ(c(a)). To see that H is closed, observe
h ∈ H iff for every a, a′ ∈ I, if c(a) = c(a′) then c(h · a) = c(h · a′), which is a closed
condition. We consider the natural continuous homomorphism f : H → S∞ which sends
each h ∈ H to the unique σ ∈ S∞ such that c(h · a) = σ(c(a)) for every a ∈ I. Our final
task is to show that f is surjective.

Fix some arbitrary permutation σ ∈ S∞. Let {cn | n ∈ ω} be an enumeration of I. We
will define finite substructures An ≤ M and Bn ≤ M and gn ∈ P satisfying:

(1) An ⊆ An+1 and Bn ⊆ Bn+1 for every n;

(2) (An, c ↾ An) �∗ (An+1, c ↾ An+1) and (Bn, c ↾ Bn) �∗ (Bn+1, c ↾ Bn+1) for every n;

(3) cn ∈ A2n+1 and cn ∈ B2n+2 for every n;

(4) gn · An = Bn for every n;

(5) c(gn · a) = σ(c(a)) for every n and a ∈ An;

(6) gn+1 · c = gn · c for every n and c ∈ An.

Having done this, we can easily check that gn → g∞ for some g∞ ∈ P with g∞ ∈ H and
f(g∞) = σ. We proceed to the construction. Let A0 = B0 = ∅. Having defined A2n, by
Proposition 3.1.(1) we choose A2n+1 to be any substructure of M satisfying cn ∈ A2n+1 and

(A2n, c ↾ A2n) �
∗ (A2n+1, c ↾ A2n+1).

Now let (B̂, ĉ) be defined by

B̂ = M ↾ (g2n · A2n+1) and ĉ(b) = (σ ◦ c)(g−1
2n · b).

Observe that
(B2n, c ↾ B2n) �

∗ (B̂, ĉ).
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By Proposition 3.1.(2), there is some B2n+1 ≤L M satisfying that

(B2n, c ↾ B2n) �
∗ (B2n+1, c ↾ B2n+1)

and

(B2n+1, c ↾ B2n+1) ∼=B2n
(B̂, c∗).

By Proposition 3.1.(3) there is some h ∈ StabP (B2n) with B2n+1 = h · B̂ and c(b) = ĉ(h−1 ·b)
for every b ∈ B2n+1. Let g2n+1 = hg2n.

The even case is symmetric, and thus we have showed that P involves S∞.

4. A rank function and the minimal disjointifying closure operator

We now identify a rank function which identifies the existence of a disjointifying closure
operator. It will also allow us to define a canonical closure operator which will happen to be
the minimal disjointifying closure operator if one exists. The rank that we will define will
be a natual extension of a rank function which is already in the literature. We will start by
discussing this rank function and how it characterizes the pseudo-algebraic closure, and then
proceed to defining our new rank function and the analogous way in which it characterizes
the minimal disjointifying closure operator.

4.1. Deissler rank. This subsection is presentation of the theory developed by Deissler in
[Dei77] in somewhat different language.

Let I be a set with an action P y I. Given a finite set B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, we define
an ordinal rank Drk(a, B) as follows. We say Drk(a, B) ≤ 0 iff for every g ∈ StabP (B),
g · a = a. In general, for α > 0, we say Drk(a, B) ≤ α iff there exists some c ∈ I such that
for every c′ ∼=B c, Drk(a, Bc′) < α. We then define Drk(a, B) to be the the least α such that
Drk(a, B) ≤ α, if such α exists, otherwise we write Drk(a, B) = ∞. If Drk(a, B) ≤ α for
some ordinal α, then we write Drk(a, B) < ∞.

The following is easy to check.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose for some finite B ⊆ I and a, c ∈ I, we have Drk(a, c′B) < ∞ for
every c′ ∼=B c. Then Drk(a, B) < ∞.

We define an operator Dcl on I as follows: given B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, we declare a ∈ Dcl(B)
iff Drk(a, B0) < ∞ for some finite B0 ⊆ B.

Theorem 4.2 (ess. Deissler). Let L be a countable relational language and M a countable
L-structure with the natural action Aut(M) y M. Let B ⊆ M be finite and a ∈ M . Then
a ∈ Dcl(B) iff for every M0 ≺Lω1,ω

M with B ⊆ M0, we have a ∈ M0.

Proof. Recall that for any set M0 ⊆ M , we have M0 ≺Lω1,ω
M iff for every finite B ⊆ M0

and a ∈ M , there is some a′ ∈ M0 with a′ ∼=B a.
For the forward direction, suppose a ∈ Dcl(B) and M0 ≺Lω1,ω

M with B ⊆ M0. We
argue by induction on Drk(a, B). If Drk(a, B) ≤ 0 and a′ ∼=B a satisfies a′ ∈ M0, then we
must have a′ = a and thus a ∈ M0. Otherwise, suppose Drk(a, B) ≤ α with α > 0 and the
claim is true below α. Fix some c ∈ M such that Drk(a, Bc′) < α for every c′ ∼=B c. Let
c′ ∼=B c such that c′ ∈ M0 in which case by the induction hypothesis we have a ∈ M0.
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For the backwards direction, suppose a 6∈ Dcl(B). We will construct a Lω1,ω-elementary
submodel M0 of M with a 6∈ M0.

Given C ⊆ C ′ ⊆ M , say that C ′ has closure property (∗) over C iff for every finite
D ⊆ C and e ∈ M , there exists some e′ ∼=D e with e′ ∈ C ′. We argue that for any C ⊆ M
with a 6∈ Dcl(C), there is a set C ′ ⊆ M with C ′ which has closure property (∗) over C and
a 6∈ Dcl(C ′). Having done this, we can define a sequence

∅ = C0 ⊆ C1 ⊆ C2 ⊆ ...

such that a 6∈ Dcl(Cn) and Cn+1 has property (∗) over Cn, and define M0 =
⋃

n∈ω Cn.
Let C ⊆ M . Write C as an increasing union

⋃

n∈ω Bn of finite sets. Fix an enumeration
{an | n ∈ ω} of I. Let h : ω → ω be a function such that the preimage of every n ∈ ω
is infinite. We recursively define using Lemma 4.1 a sequence d0, d1, ... such that for every
n ∈ ω, dn ∼=Bn

ah(n) and a 6∈ Dcl(Bnd0...dn). Then let C ′ = C ∪ {dn | n ∈ ω}. It is easy to
check that this works. �

Proposition 4.3. The operator Dcl is a locally-finite invariant closure operator, and more-
over, for any finite B ⊆ I and a, c ∈ I, if a ∈ Dcl(Bc′) for every c′ ∼=B c, then a ∈ Dcl(B).

Proof. Local-finiteness and invariance are immediate. The fact that Dcl is a closure operator
follows from Theorem 4.2. The additional property (or more accurately, its contrapositive) is
also easily proved from Theorem 4.2. Suppose a 6∈ Dcl(B). Then there is someM0 ≺Lω1,ω

M
with B ⊆ M0 and a 6∈ M0. Then for any c, there must be some c′ ∼=B c with c′ ∈ M0. Since
a 6∈ M0, we must have a 6∈ Dcl(Bc′). �

In [Gao98], Gao relates the non-existence of nontrivial Lω1,ω-elementary substructures
with dynamical properties of the automorphism group. Recall that a Polish group G is cli
iff there is a complete metric d on G, compatible with the topology on G, such that d is
left-invariant, i.e. d(g, g′) = d(hg, hg′) for every g, g′, h ∈ G.

Theorem 4.4 (Gao, [Gao98]). Let L be a countable relational language and M a count-
able L-structure. Then the Polish group Aut(M) is cli iff there is no M0 ( M such that
M0 ≺Lω1,ω

M.

Putting these equivalences together, we get the following “master” list of equivalences.

Corollary 4.5 (Deissler, Gao). Let L be a countable relational language and M a countable
L-structure. The following are equivalent:

(1) Aut(M) is cli;

(2) there is no M0 ( M such that M0 ≺Lω1,ω
M;

(3) there is no uncountable L-structure satisfying the Scott sentence of M;

(4) Dcl(∅) = M ;

(5) for every a ∈ M , Drk(a, ∅) < ω1.
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4.2. Disjointifying rank. With the Deissler rank as motivation, we move on to the dis-
jointifying rank.

Let I be a set with a group action P y I. Given a finite set B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, we define
a rank an ordinal rank Krk(a, B) as follows.

We say Krk(a, B) ≤ 0 iff iff for every π ∈ P with π ↾ B = idB, π(a) = a. In general for
α > 0, we say Krk(a, B) ≤ α iff at least one of the following holds:

(1) there exists some c such that for every c′ ∼=B c, Krk(a, Bc′) < α. or

(2) for every a′ ∼=B a, either Krk(a, Ba′) < α or Krk(a′, Ba) < α.

We say Krk(a, B) = ∞ iff Krk(a, B) is not less than α for any ordinal α. We write
Krk(a, B) < ∞ to mean that Krk(a, B) ≤ α for some ordinal α. Ultimately, we define
Krk(a, B) to be the least ordinal α such that Krk(a, B) ≤ α, or ∞ if no such α exists.

Note that if we were to remove condition (2) in the recursive case of the definition of
disjointifying rank, we will just get the Deissler rank.

We list some basic properties of the rank which are easily confirmed.

Lemma 4.6. The following all hold:

(1) For finite subsets B,C of I satisfying C ⊇ B, and a ∈ I, we have Krk(a, C) ≤
Krk(a, B);

(2) For finite B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, if there exists some c ∈ I such that Krk(a, c′B) < ∞ for
every c′ ∼=B c, then Krk(a, B) < ∞;

(3) For finite B ⊆ I and a ∈ I, if either Krk(a, a′B) < ∞ or Krk(a′, aB) < ∞ for every
a′ ∼=B a, then Krk(a, B) < ∞.

We define a closure operator clmin on M by saying for a ∈ M and finite B ⊆ M that
a ∈ clmin(B) iff Krk(a, B) < ∞.

Lemma 4.7. clmin is a closure operator.

Proof. We show by induction on α that for any finite C ⊆ I and a, b ∈ I, if Krk(a, C) ≤ α
and Krk(b, aC) < ∞, then Krk(b, C) < ∞.

For the base case α = 0, we now induct on β := Krk(b, aC). For β = 0, the claim is
immediate, so let β > 0 and assume the claim is true below β. For the first case, we assume
there is some d ∈ I such that for every d′ ∼=aC d, we have Krk(a, d′aC) < β. Whenever
d′ ∈ I satisfies d′ ∼=C d, we have that d′ ∼=aC d by the fact that Krk(a, C) ≤ 0. Therefore
we have Krk(a, d′C) < β for every d′ ∼=C d, and thus Krk(a, C) ≤ β. In the second case, we
have for every b′ ∼=aC b, either Krk(b′, baC) < β or Krk(b, b′aC) < β. By the same argument
as in the first case, Krk(b, C) ≤ β follows.

Now suppose α > 0 and the claim is true below α. Suppose Krk(a, C) ≤ α and
Krk(b, aC) < ∞.

For the first case, we assume there is some d ∈ I such that for every d′ ∼=C d, we have
Krk(a, d′C) < α. We have by the induction hypothesis and Lemma 4.6.(1) that for every
d′ ∼=C d, Krk(b, d′C) < ∞. Then by Lemma 4.6.(2), we have Krk(b, C) < ∞.
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For the second case, we assume that for every a′ ∼=C a, either Krk(a′, aC) < α or
Krk(a, a′C) < α. For b′ ∼=C b and b′′ ∼=C b, write b′ ≤ b′′ iff for every a′ ∼=C a, if Krk(b′, a′C) <
∞ then Krk(b′′, a′C) < ∞. Easily, ≤ is reflexive and transitive on {b′ ∈ I | b′ ∼=C b}. We
argue it is also linear, similar to the proof of Proposition 3.6. Suppose we have such b′, b′′

such that b′ 6≤ b′′ and b′′ 6≤ b′. Then there are a′, a′′ ∼=C a such that

(1) Krk(b′, a′C) < ∞ and Krk(b′′, a′C) = ∞

(2) Krk(b′, a′′C) = ∞ and Krk(b′′, a′′C) < ∞.

We have either Krk(a′, a′′C) < α or Krk(a′′, a′C) < α. In the first case, we have Krk(b′, a′′C) <
∞ by the induction hypothesis, which contradicts Equation 2. In the second case, we have
Krk(b′′, a′C) < ∞ by the induction hypothesis, which contradicts Equation 1. Thus ≤ is a
prelinear order.

Now we argue that if b′ ≤ b′′, then Krk(b′′, b′C) < ∞. To see this, fix some a′ ∼=C a such
that Krk(b′, a′C) < ∞, which must exist because of Krk(b, aC) < ∞ and invariance. Then
for any a′′ ∼=Cb′ a

′, we have Krk(b′, a′′C) < ∞. Because b′ ≤ b′′, this means that for any
a′′ ∼=Cb′ a, we have Krk(b′′, a′′b′C) < ∞. By Lemma 4.6.(2), we have Krk(b′′, b′C) < ∞.

Finally, by Lemma 4.6.(3) we have just proved that Krk(b, C) < ∞. �

Proposition 4.8. clmin is the minimum disjointifying closure operator.

Proof. We first check that clmin is disjointifying, using equivalence (4) from Proposition 3.6.
Let C ⊆ I be finite and a, b ∈ I with a 6∈ clmin(C). First we check clause (a) from Proposition
3.6.4. Suppose for contradiction that for every a′ ∼=C a, a′ 6 |⌣C a where |⌣ is the independence
relation derived from clmin. This means for every a′ ∼=C a, a ∈ clmin(a′C) or a′ ∈ clmin(aC).
By definition of clmin and Lemma 4.6.3, we have a ∈ clmin(C), a contradiction. By a similar
argument using Lemma 4.6.2, we see that clause (b) holds as well.

Now we see that clmin is the minimum. Let cl be some other disjointifying closure operator.
We show by induction on α that for any finite C ⊆ I and a ∈ I, if Krk(a, C) ≤ α then
a ∈ cl(B).

If α = 0 and for contradiction we assume a 6∈ cl(B), then we apply clause (4a) from
Proposition 3.6 to find some a′ ∼=C a such that a′ 6∈ cl(aC). However, as Krk(a, C) = 0, it
must be the case that a′ = a, a contradiction.

Now let α > 0 and assume the claim is true below α. Suppose Krk(a, C) ≤ α. There are
two cases in the definition of Krk, so we first consider the first one. Suppose there is some
b ∈ I such that for every b′ ∼=C b, Krk(a, b′C) < α. In particular, we have a ∈ cl(b′C) for
every b′ ∼=C b. This directly contradicts clause (4b) of Proposition 3.6. The second case of
the definition is handled in the same way using clause (4a) of Proposition 3.6. �

5. Indiscernible support functions

We define another technical notion which we will see is equivalent to an automorphism
group involving S∞, with two goals in mind: to provide a motivating example of where a
nontrivial disjointifying closure operator arises, and as a technical tool which we will make
us of later.

As usual let I be a set with an action P y I. We write [I]<ω to represent the set of finite
subsets of I. A function supp : [I]<ω → [ω]<ω is a support function iff
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(1) for every finite A,B ⊆ I with A ⊆ B, we have supp(A) ⊆ supp(B).

We say supp is notrivial iff furthermore

(2) supp(A) 6= ∅ for some finite A ⊆ I;

and finally we say supp is indiscernible iff

(3) for every finite A,B ⊆ I with A ⊆ B, and for every finite u, v ⊆ ω with supp(A) = u
and supp(B) = v, and for every v′ ∼=u v, there exists some B′ ∼=A B with supp(B′) =
v′.

We write v′ ∼=u v to indicate |v′ \ u| = |v \ u|, allowing for the possibility of putting some
extra structure on the space of supports.

Note that we do not make any demands that supp is invariant. One could view this as
meaning that a support function captures local information. From the existence of such a
function supp, we will derive the existence of a nontrivial disjointifying closure operator. An
invariant closure operator, on the other hand, is a global object, as in describes relationships
between sets which is invariant under automorphisms.

We assume that supp is such a function, and our objective is to show that clmin is
nontrivial.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose a ∈ clmin(B). Then supp(aB) = supp(B).

Proof. We prove by induction on α that if Krk(a, B) ≤ α then supp(aB) = supp(B).
Consider the case where α = 0. By indiscernibility of supp, there is some a′ ∼=B a such

that supp(a′B) ∩ supp(aB) = supp(B). By the definition of Krk(a, B) ≤ 0, we know that
a′ = a, which means supp(a′B) = supp(aB) = supp(B) as desired.

Otherwise let α > 0 and suppose the claim is true below α.
In the first case of the definition of Krk(a, B) ≤ α, there is some c ∈ I such that

Krk(a, c′B) < α for every c′ ∼=B c. Fix some c′ ∼=B c such that supp(c′B) ∩ supp(aB) =
supp(B). By the induction hypothesis we have supp(ac′B) = supp(c′B) and thus supp(aB) ⊆
supp(c′B). Again we have supp(aB) = supp(B).

The second case of the definition of Krk(a, B) ≤ α is handled a similar way. Suppose
for every a′ ∼=B a, either Krk(a, a′B) < α or Krk(a′, aB) < α. Fix some a′ ∼=B a such
that supp(a′B) ∩ supp(aB) = supp(B) and | supp(a′B)| = | supp(aB)|. In the case that
Krk(a, a′B) < α we have supp(aB) ⊆ supp(aa′B) = supp(a′B) and thus we can conclude
supp(aB) = supp(B). Finally, if Krk(a′, aB) < α we have supp(a′B) ⊆ supp(a′aB) =
supp(aB). Oow we realize we must have | supp(aB)| = | supp(a′B)| = | supp(B)|, and thus
in particular, supp(aB) = supp(B). �

Although it is easy to check, we remark that if supp is nontrivial, then there must be
some finite B and a such that supp(B) = ∅ and supp(aB) ) supp(B). This can easily be
done by letting C be the smallest set with nonempty support, and choosing a to be some
arbitrary element of C and defining B = C \ {a}. Thus we can conclude:

Proposition 5.2. If P y I has a nontrivial indiscernible support function, then it has a
nontrivial disjointifying closure operator.

And we are done.
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5.1. Deriving an indiscernible support function from a Baire-measurable homo-

morphism. Our next goal is to show that if P ≤ SI classifies =
+, then there is a nontrivial

indiscernible support function on P y I. We start by finding a presentation of =+ which is
easier for us to work with.

Let ∆ y J be a free action of a countably-infinite group ∆ on a countably-infinite set
J with infinitely-many orbits. Let T ⊆ J be a transversal for ∆ y J (i.e. a set which
intersects every ∆-orbit exactly once) and fix an enumeration T = {tn | n ∈ ω}. Let Q ≤ SJ

be the set of permutations π satisfying that δ · π(a) = π(δ · a) for every δ ∈ ∆ and a ∈ J .
Now define Y to be the Gδ set of all injections f : J → R. This is a Polish space with

the pointwise-compactness topology (putting the discrete topology on J), and moreover the
natural action Q y Y defined by

(g · p)(a) = p(g−1 · a)

is continuous with respect to this topology.

Lemma 5.3. The equivalence relations EQ
Y and =+ are Borel bi-reducible.

Proof. We first see that =+≤B EQ
Y . Let ∆ = {δn | n ∈ ω} be an enumeration. Let

g : R → Rω be a Borel function satisfying

{g(x)(n) | n ∈ ω} ∩ {g(x′)(n) | n ∈ ω} = ∅

for any x 6= x′ ∈ R. One may see this as an application of the axiom of choice, but we
remark that in our applications we will always take J to be ω, in which case both the action
of ∆ and T can be definable. Now define f : Rω → Y by

f(p) = yp where yp(δn · tm) = g(p(m))(n)

for every tm ∈ T and δn ∈ ∆. This is easily seen to be a Borel reduction.
Now we see that EQ

Y ≤B =+. Fix an enumeration J = {xn | n ∈ ω} and a Borel bijection
h : R∆ → R. Define f : Y → Rω by

f(y) = py where py(n) = h(δ 7→ p(δ · xn)).

Using the fact that Q consists of only injective functions, this is a reduction, and it is clearly
Borel. �

Let N E Q be the closed normal subgroup of g ∈ Q satisfying g · a ∈ ∆ · a for every
a ∈ I. Let χ : ST → Q be the homomorphism such that for every permutation σ ∈ ST , the
group element χ(σ) is the unique one such that χ(σ) · a = σ(a) for every a ∈ T . Then N
is the normal complement of Im(χ), i.e. Im(χ) ∩N = {1} and Q = Im(χ)N . Define Sfin

T to
be the countable subgroup of π ∈ ST with finite support, i.e. π(a) = a for cofinitely-many
a ∈ T . Define N0 to be the set of h ∈ N with “finite-support” in the sense that h · a = a for
cofinitely-many x ∈ T . Then define Q0 = χ[Sfin

T ]N0, which is easily seen to be a countable
dense subgroup of Q.

Let I be a countably-infinite set and let P ≤ SI be a closed subgroup with the natural
action P y I. Let X be a Polish P -space. Fix a Baire-measurable homomorphism f : Y →
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X from EQ
Y to EP

X . Then the action Q y Y restricts to an action N y Y and f is also a
homomorphism from EN

Y to EP
X . From f we will derive an indiscernible support function.

Assuming that f is not degenerate in a way which we will soon define, the support function
will be non-trivial.

Let C ⊆ Y be the comeager set satisfying properties (1)-(4) in Lemma 2.3 applied to

f as a Baire-measurable homomorphism from EQ
Y to EP

X , with Q0 as the countable dense
subgroup of Q.

Fix some point y0 ∈ C. For finite A ⊆ I and u ⊆ T , say that u supports A iff there is a
basic open neighborhood U ∋ y0 such that for every y ∈ U ∩C and for every g ∈ StabQ0

(u),
if g · y ∈ U then f(g · y) ∈ StabP (A) · f(y). By Lemma 2.3, for every finite A there exists
some finite u such that u supports A.

Claim 1. For every finite A ⊆ I and u, v ⊆ T , if both u and v support A then u∩v supports
A.

Proof. Let U ∋ y0 witnessing that u and v both support A. We argue that U witnesses that
u ∩ v supports A as well. Let y ∈ U ∩ C and g ∈ StabQ0

(u ∩ v) be arbitrary such that
g · y ∈ U . Write g = χ(π)h where π ∈ Sfin

T ∩ StabST
(u ∩ v) and h ∈ StabN0

(u ∩ v). Fix
h0 ∈ StabN0

(v) and h1 ∈ StabN0
(T \ v) such that h = h1h0.

Let W ⊆ T be a large enough set such that ∆ · T contains the support of π and h, the
support of U , as well as u and v.

We first check that there exists π0, π2 ∈ StabST
(v) and π1 ∈ StabST

(u), each with finite
support, such that

(1) π = π2 ◦ π1 ◦ π0; and

(2) χ(π0)h0 · x ∈ U ; and

(3) χ(π1)h1χ(π0)h0 · x ∈ U .

Let σ ∈ ST be an involution such that σ[u \ v] ∩W = ∅ with support (u \ v) ∪ σ[u \ v]. By
a density argument, given that y ∈ U and χ(π)h · y ∈ U , we may also ensure χ(σ)h0 · y ∈ U
and χ(σ)χ(π)h · y ∈ U . Define π0 = π2 = σ.

With the observation that h1 and χ(π0) commute, it is enough to find π1 to satisfy
condition (1) and then conditions (2) and (3) would immediately follow.

Define π1 ∈ ST by

π1(a) =































σ(π(σ(a))) a ∈ σ[u \ v] and π(σ(a)) ∈ u \ v

π(σ(a)) a ∈ σ[u \ v] and π(σ(a)) 6∈ u \ v

σ(π(a)) a 6∈ u \ v and π(a) ∈ u \ v

a a ∈ u

π(a) otherwise.

It is easy to check that π1 ∈ StabST
(u) and has finite support. Checking that it is well-

defined is straightforward. To see that π = π2 ◦ π1 ◦ π0, we fix an arbitrary a ∈ J and check
that π(a) = (π2 ◦ π1 ◦ π0)(a).
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First consider the case that a ∈ u \ v and π(a) 6∈ u \ v. Then by the definition of π1, we
have

π2(π1(π0(a))) = σ(π1(σ(a))) = σ(π(a)) = π(a).

The case that a ∈ u \ v and π(a) ∈ u \ v is similar. The next case we have is a 6∈ u \ v and
π(a) ∈ u \ v where we have

π2(π1(π0(a))) = σ(π1(σ(a))) = σ(π1(a)) = σ(σ(π(a))) = π(a).

The case a ∈ u ∩ v is easily checked as a is fixed by π2, π1, and π2. The final case is that
a 6∈ u and π(a) 6∈ u. Then

π2(π1(π0(a))) = σ(π1(σ(a))) = σ(π1(a)) = σ(π(a)) = π(a).

We can conclude then that

(a) χ(π1)h0 ∈ StabQ0
(v) and χ(π1)h0 · y = χ(σ)h0 · y ∈ U and thus f(χ(π1)h · y) ∈

StabP (A) · f(y);

(b) χ(π2)h1 ∈ StabQ0
(u) and χ(π2)h1 · (χ(π1)h0 · y) = χ(σ)χ(π)h · y ∈ U and thus

f(χ(π2)h1χ(π1)h0 · y) = StabP (A) · f(y); and

(c) χ(π3) ∈ StabQ0
(v) and χ(π3) · (χ(π2)h1 · (χ(π1)h0 · y)) = χ(π)h · y ∈ U , and thus

f(χ(π)h · y) ∈ StabP (A) · f(y)

as desired. �

We conclude in particular that for every A there is a minimal u which supports A. The
minimal support of A, denoted supp(A), is the support of A. Now we wish to show that
supp is indiscernible. We will prove this after the following claim.

Claim 2. For any u and A, if u is a support of A witnessed by neighborhood U0 ∋ y0,
then for any finite-support σ ∈ ST and h ∈ N0 and g ∈ P with χ(σ)h · y0 ∈ U0 and
f(χ(σ)h · y0) = g · f(y0), we have that σ−1 · u is a support of g−1 ·A.

Proof. Let v = σ−1 · u and B = g−1 · A. Observe that StabP (B) = g−1 StabP (A)g and
StabST

(v) = σ−1 StabST
(u)σ. We show that v is a support of B.

Find open U1 ∋ y0 by Lemma 2.3.(4) such that for every y ∈ U1 ∩ C, χ(σ)h · y ∈ U0 and
f(χ(σ)h · y) ∈ g StabP (B) · f(y). We argue that U1 witnesses that v supports B.

Let y ∈ U1 ∩ C be arbitrary. Let gv ∈ StabQ0
(v) arbitrary and suppose gv · y ∈ U1. We

want to show that f(gvy) ∈ StabP (B) · f(y). Because y, gv · y ∈ U1 we have

(3) f(χ(σ)h · y) ∈ g StabP (B) · f(y)

and

(4) f(χ(σ)hgv · y) ∈ g StabP (B) · f(gv · y).

Because χ(σ)h · y, χ(σ)hgv · y ∈ U0 and

χ(σ)hgv · y = [(χ(σ)h)gv(χ(σ)h)
−1]χ(σ)hgv · y,
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where
(χ(σ)h)gv(χ(σ)h)

−1 ∈ StabQ0
(u)

we have

(5) f(χ(σ)h · y) ∈ StabP (A) · f(χ(σ)hgv · y).

Thus putting these together we have

f(gv · y) ∈ StabP (B)g−1 · f(χ(σ)hgv · y)

⊆ StabP (B)π−1 StabP (A) · f(χ(σ)h · y)

⊆ StabP (B)g−1 StabP (A)g StabP (B) · f(y)

= StabP (B) · f(y),

where the first inclusion is from Equation 4, the second from Equation 5, and the third from
Equation 3 as desired. �

Now we see that supp is indiscernible. Let A,B ⊆ I be finite and u, v ⊆ J finite such that
supp(A) = u and supp(B) = v, and let U0 ∋ y0 be the open neighborhood witnessing this.
Let v′ ⊆ J such that v′ ∼=u v. Fix a finite-support σ ∈ ST such that σ(a) = a for every a ∈ u
and σ[v′] = v. By a density argument, fix some h ∈ StabN0

(u) such that χ(σ)h · y0 ∈ U0.
Because χ(σ)h ∈ StabQ0

(u), there is some g ∈ StabP (A) such that f(χ(σ)h · y0) = g · f(y0).
By the claim, this means that v′ is a support of g−1 ·B, and because g ∈ StabP (A), we have
B ∼=A g−1 · B. A symmetric argument gives us that v′ is in fact the minimal support of
g−1 · B, as desired.

Our final task is to show that supp is nontrivial, otherwise it carries no meaningful
structure.

Claim 3. If supp is trivial, then f(y) EP
X f(y′) for every y, y′ ∈ C.

Proof. Suppose supp is trivial, i.e. the support of every A is empty. In other words, for
every finite A ⊆ I, there is an open neighborhood UA of y0 such that for every y ∈ UA ∩ C
and every h ∈ Q0 with g · y ∈ UA, we have f(h · y) ∈ StabP (A) · y.

Write I as an increasing union
⋃

nAn of finite sets. Fix a compatible complete metric d
on Y . For each n, let Un be an open neighborhood of y0 with d-diameter less than 1/n and
contained in UAn

.
Let y ∈ Y ∩ C by arbitrary. We will show that f(y) EP

X f(y0). For every n, let hn ∈ Q0

such that hn · y ∈ C ∩ Un. We have hn · y → y0, and so by continuity of f on C, we have
f(hn · y) → f(y0).

For every n we may find gn ∈ StabP (An) such that f(hn+1 · y) = gn · f(hn · y). Defining
g∗n := gn...g0, we have f(hn · y) = g∗n ·f(y) for every n. The sequence (g∗n) is Cauchy and thus
g∗n → g∞ for some g∗∞ ∈ P . By continuity of the group action, we have g∗∞ · f(y) = f(y0) �

Observe that for any x, x′ ∈ I, the set of y such that y(x) 6= y0(x
′) is dense and open.

Thus there is some y ∈ C such that y(x) 6= y0(x
′) for every x, x′ ∈ I. In particular, this

means Q · y 6= Q · y0. By essentially the same argument we have that EQ
Y is meager. We

conclude that if f is not just a homomorphism but a reduction, then supp is nontrivial. The
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same could be concluded if f witnesses that EQ
Y is not generically ergodic with respect to

EP
X .
Combining the results of this section, we get:

Theorem 5.4. Let I be a countable set and P ≤ SI a closed subgroup with the natural action
P y I. The following are equivalent:

(1) P y I has a nontrivial indiscernible support function;

(2) P classifies =+;

(3) there is a Polish P -space X such that =+ is not generically-ergodic with respect to
EP

X .

We have now proved all of the equivalences of the main theorem.
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