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MODEL THEORETIC EVENTS

KYLE GANNON AND JAMES E. HANSON

Abstract. How do we randomly sample an infinite sequence from a first
order structure? What properties might hold on almost all random sequences?
Which kinds of probabilistic processes can be meaningfully applied and studied
in the model theory context? This paper takes these questions seriously and
advances a plausible framework to engage with probabilistic phenomena.

The central object of this paper is a probability space. The underlying set
of our space is a standard model theoretic object, i.e. the space of types in
countably many variables over a monster model. Our probability measure is
the iterated Morley product of a fixed Borel-definable Keisler measure. Choos-
ing a point randomly in this space with respect to our distribution yields a
random generic type in infinitely many variables. We are interested in which
events hold for almost all random generic types. In this paper, we consider
two different flavors of model theoretic events:
(1) Given a fixed L-structure N , when is the induced structure on almost all

random generic types isomorphic to N?
(2) For a fixed formula ϕ(x, y) which is unstable, IP, sOP, etc., what is the

probability that a random generic type witnesses this dividing line?
In regards to Question (1), we show that if µ satisfies a particular extension

axiom, then there exists an L-structure Nµ such that the induced structure
on almost all random generic types is isomorphic to Nµ. The proof echos
a celebrated result of Glebskii et al. and Fagin concerning the existence of
almost sure theories. We also provide several examples where no such model
exists. In regards to Question (2), we observe that these values can only be 0
or 1. We show that if µ is fim, then almost no random generic types witness
instability, IP, or the strict order property. In the local NIP context, we use
results from combinatorics to prove that for any Borel-definable measure, the
average value of witnessing k-instability across all permutations converges to
0. Again, several examples are provided.

1. Introduction

Over the last 15 years, Keisler measures have become a mainstream topic in
model theory. In the mid-1980s, Keisler originally studied measures in the NIP
context as a way to study forking [26]. Around 20 years later, these objects were
revisited and recontextualized in a series of papers with authors among Hrushovski,
Pillay, Petzil, and Simon [22, 23, 24]. In the current ethos, Keisler measures are
an ingredient for studying definable groups (see e.g., [4, 6, 15]), for applying model
theory to combinatorics (e.g. regularity lemmas, see e.g., [8, 7, 27]), and for pure
model theory (see e.g., [2, 5, 14, 21]). In this paper, Keisler measures are viewed
through the lens of probability theory and we attempt to understand when certain
model theoretic properties hold almost everywhere. While this perspective is new
for these kinds of measures, our work takes philosophical inspiration from classical
results which connect logic and probability theory. The use of probabilistic methods
in mathematical logic to construct first order objects goes back to at least the
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2 KYLE GANNON AND JAMES E. HANSON

celebrated results of Glebskii, Kogan, Liagonkii, and Talanov [20] in the East and
independently Fagin [16, 17] in the West. As Fagin points out, this connection
begins even earlier with the work of Gaifman [19] and even Carnap [3].

In this paper, we are concerned with a notion of sampling relative to a partic-
ular probability distribution, which we refer to as generic sampling. In order to
describe the intuition behind generic sampling, we first recall the idea of sampling.
Given a probability space (X,B, µ), a sample is simply a tuple from a power of our
underlying set, X . How likely one is to choose a specific n-tuple depends on the
distribution µn. We are interested in infinite samples, or samples from the infinite
product space XN chosen relative to the probability measure µN. One can think of
an infinite sample as a process: At each stage, we randomly (and independently)
choose an element from X with respect to µ until we have chosen infinitely many
points. This is, in essence, the same as choosing our entire sequence at once relative
to the product measure µN on XN. We also remark that sampling has been consid-
ered in some model theoretic contexts which are different from the ones explored
in this paper [1].

In the model theory setting, our underlying spacesX is the space of types Sx(U),
with the Borel σ-algebra, and our distribution µ is some regular Borel probability
measure on Sx(U), commonly known as a Keisler measure. As mentioned previ-
ously, we are interested in infinite samples. However, the sample space Sx(U)N does
not contain enough model theoretic data. Combining our distribution µ with the
Morley product1 allows us to construct a measure Pµ on Sx(U) where x = (xi)

ω
i≥1,

i.e. the space of types in countably many variables. This probability space is rich
enough to measure many of the model theoretic events we care about.

In terms of our set-up, amodel theoretic event is simply a Pµ-measurable subset of
Sx(U) and the likelihood of the specific event B occurring is precisely its measure,
Pµ(B). There are many different kinds of events which should be interesting to
model theorists and in this article, we are interested in two distinct kinds:

(1) The event that the induced structure on a random generic type is isomor-
phic to a fixed structure N .

(2) The event that a random generic type witnesses a fixed dividing line.

Our results on the first kind of events, those associated with induced structures,
are intimately related to research involving almost sure theories. Glebskii et al. as
well as Fagin independently showed that given a finite relational language L, one
can construct a complete consistent2 L-theory T asL which has the following property:
For any L-sentence ϕ,

ϕ ∈ T asL ⇐⇒ lim
n→∞

µn ({M |= ϕ : M ∈ An}) = 1,

where An is the collection of L-structures with universe {1, ..., n} and µn is the
normalized counting measure on An. T asL is known as the almost sure theory of
all finite L-structures. In the time since, almost sure theories for many different
restricted classes of finite structures have been studied/shown to exist (see e.g., [10,
11, 28]). Fagin, in his proof, demonstrates that the theory T asL has a straightforward
axiomatization given by a family of extension axioms. In particular, T asL essentially
states that if x̄ = x1, ..., xn has a certain quantifier-free type over ∅, then x̄ can be
extended to a tuple x̄y as long as the quantifier-free type of x̄y is realized in some

1This is why the term generic appears in the phrase generic sampling.
2Fagin attributes completeness and consistency to Gaifman.
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structure. Moreover, the theory T asL is countably categorical. The axiomatization
explicitly encodes a back-and-forth argument.

One of our main theorem (Theorem 4.14) has a similar flavor to the theorem
described above. Let L be a finite relational language. If U is a monster model and
µ is a global measure which satisfies a measure theoretic extension axiom, then

(1) There exists a countable structure Nµ such that the induced structure on
Pµ-almost all random generic types is isomorphic to Nµ.

(2) ThL(Nµ) is countably categorical.

Our proof, as well as Fagin’s, relies on computing the measure of certain extension
formulas. However, the underlying spaces over which the computations are being
preformed are quite different and therefore require a different set of techniques.
Fagin’s argument is combinatorial and involves counting subsets of finite structures
while our argument involves integrating families of Borel functions over type spaces
– a standard practice in the current zeitgeist.

The second kinds of events we are interested in are witnesses to dividing lines.
Let’s consider the following example: Given a formula ϕ(x, y), we say that a type
p ∈ Sx(U) witnesses the instability of ϕ if for any/all realization (ai)i<ω |= p, there
exists (bj)j<ω such that

|= ϕ(ai, bj) ⇐⇒ i ≤ j.

What is the probability that a random generic type witnesses instability, say, of
any formula? Let’s formalize this question. Notice that we can define witnessing
k-instability of ϕ as follows:

Oϕk (x1, ..., xk) := ∃y1, ..., yk


 ∧

1≤i≤j≤k

ϕ(xi, yj) ∧
∧

1≤j<i≤k

¬ϕ(xi, yj)


 .

Then a type p ∈ Sx(U) witnesses the instability of ϕ if and only if p ∈
⋂∞
k=1[O

ϕ
k (x̄)],

which we denote as Oϕ :=
⋂∞
k=1[O

ϕ
k (x̄)]. Then the probability of a random generic

type witnessing instability is the measure of O :=
⋃
ϕ∈L Oϕ. Similar constructions

can be done for other dividing lines (i.e. I for the independence property and L for
strict order property). We observe that Pµ(O),Pµ(I) and Pµ(L) are always 0 or
1 (Lemma 6.6). Using this observation, we prove that if µ is fim, then Pµ(O) =
Pµ(I) = Pµ(L) = 0 (Theorem 6.8). We provide several examples which give different
possible values for these events under different hypothesises.

In the NIP setting, there are many examples of measures such that almost all
random types witness instability. The catch is that these measures need to not
be generically stable. In the NIP context, this is equivalent to assuming that the
measure does not self-commute, i.e. µx ⊗ µy 6= µy ⊗ µx. Hence, the construction of
the measure Pµ in these contexts is inherently asymmetric. This asymmetry gives
us the opportunity to ask, “What is the different expected values of Oϕn (x1, ..., xn)
and Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n)) where σ is an element of the symmetric group on {1, ..., n}?
How are they related?”

It turns out that if ϕ(x, y) is NIP, then the average of value across all permu-
tations of the measure of Oϕn(xσ(1), ..., xσ(n)) must tend toward 0. More explicitly,
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we prove that if µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) is M -adequate (i.e. Borel-definable and self-

associative) and ϕ(x, y) is NIP, then

lim
n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

Pµ(O
ϕ
n (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n))) = 0.

To prove the above equality, we use a deus ex machina from combinatorics. In
particular, we reduce the measure theoretic problem to a combinatorial one and
then use some hard bounds from the theory of VC dimension for permutation sets
by Cibulka and Kynčl [9] to derive a contradiction. While we are not concerned with
hard bounds, we mention that the motivated reader may derive some results about
the rate of convergence of the terms above depending only on the VC dimension of
ϕ(x, y). We remark that when ϕ(x, y) is not NIP, then it is possible for the limit
to converge to 1. This occurs in the random graph.

Our paper is outlined as follows: In section 2, we discuss preliminaries. In
section 3, we introduce the notion of generic sampling and formally construct our
probability space. Section 3 also contains some important computational lemmas
which will be relevant in later sections of the paper (Lemma 3.9, Lemma 3.10).
At the end of the section, we observe a basic application of the Borel-Cantelli
theorem (Proposition 3.11). Section 4 focuses on the isomorphism problem, i.e.
when does there exists someN such that the induced structure on almost all random
generic types is isomorphic to N? We restrict ourselves to the case where our
language is relational. We first prove that for any fixed L-structure N , the set
{p ∈ Sx(U) : induced structure on p is isomorphic to N} is a Borel subset of Sx(U)
(Proposition 4.3). Next, we describe some relatively easy contexts in which one
can obtain a positive answer to the isomorphism problem. We then move on to the
main portion of the section where we introduce the adequate and excellent measure
extension axioms. We prove that if a measure µ witnesses the excellent measure
extension axiom, then we obtain a positive answer to the isomorphism problem
and moreover the theory of the model witnessing this property is ℵ0-categorical
(Theorem 4.14, Theorem 4.15). Section 5 is focused on concrete examples around
the isomorphism problem. We show directly that the model theoretic Lebesgue
measure over DLO and the weighted-coin-flipping measures on the random graph
have positive solutions to the isomorphism problem (Example 5.1, Example 5.3).
We also exhibit some examples of measures which admit a negative answer to the
isomorphism problem (Example 5.5, Example 5.6). In the final section, we focus
our attention on another kind of event, those associated to witnessing dividing
lines. We prove that if µ is fim, then almost no random generic types witness
instability, the independence property, or the strict order property (Theorem 6.8).
This follows in part from the observation that witnessing any of these dividing lines
for a particular formula has probability 0 or 1 (Lemma 6.6). Next, we discuss some
alternative interpretations of witnessing a dividing line. We then consider some
concrete examples. Finally, we focus on the NIP setting. We prove that while it
is possible that almost all random generic types witness instability in this setting,
the average over a certain family of permutations converges to 0 (Theorem 6.19).

2. Preliminaries

Our notation is relatively standard. We assume some familiarity with model the-
ory. A good reference for background is [29]. We will always have a fixed language
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L and a fixed L-theory T in the background. The symbol U will denote a monster
model of T and M will denote a small elementary submodel. The symbols x, y, z...
will denote variables while a, b, c... denote parameters. If A ⊆ U , then Lx(A) is the
Boolean algebra of formulas with free variables among x and parameters from A
(modulo logical equivalence). An L(A)-formula is a formula with parameters only
from A. An L-formula is a formula over the empty set.

If A ⊆ U , we let Sx(A) be the associated type space. The central type space of
study will be Sx(U) where x = (xi)

ω
i≥1 and |xi| = |xj | = |x|. We recall that Sx(U)

is a Stone space, i.e. compact, Hausdorff, and totally disconnected. For indices
i1, ..., in, we will often consider the set,

[ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin)] := {p ∈ Sx(U) : ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ p}.

These sets form a clopen basis for Sx(U) and in particular, they are Borel.
We let Mx(A) be the collection of Keisler measures on Lx(A), i.e. finitely addi-

tive probability measures on Lx(A). We recall the fact that every Keisler measure
on Lx(A) extends uniquely to a countably additive regular Borel probability mea-
sure on Sx(A), even when x is replaced by an infinite tuple of variables. More
explicitly, the following statement is from Fremlin’s measure theory treatise [18,
416Q Proposition (b)] restricted to the probability measure context.

Fact 2.1. Let B be a Boolean algebra and S(B) its Stone space. Then there is a
one-to-one correspondence between finitely additive probability measures on B and
regular Borel probability measures on S(B) given by µ(A) = µ̃([A]) where for each
A ∈ B, [A] is the corresponding clopen subset of S(B).

We often make use of this correspondence without comment. The following
is a Keisler measure cheat sheet which is included for the reader’s convenience.
We remark that most, if not all, of the following definitions are originally from
[22, 23, 24].

Definition 2.2. Let µ ∈ Mx(U) and M be a small elementary submodel.

(1) We let Minv
x (U ,M) be the collection of measures in Mx(U) which are M -

invariant. We recall that µ is M -invariant if for any a, b ∈ Uy such that
a ≡M b, we have that µ(ϕ(x, a)) = µ(ϕ(x, b)) for any L-formula ϕ(x, y).

(2) Suppose µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). Then for any L-formula ϕ(x, y), we can define

the map Fϕµ,M : Sy(M) → [0, 1] via Fϕµ,M (q) = µ(ϕ(x, b)) where b |= q. We
remark that this map is well-defined since µ is M -invariant.

(3) Suppose µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). We say that µ is Borel-definable if for every

L-formula ϕ(x, y), the map Fϕµ,M is a Borel function.

(4) Suppose µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). We say that µ is definable if for every L-formula

ϕ(x, y), the map Fϕµ,M is a continuous function.

(5) Suppose that µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and ν ∈ Mx(U). Moreover, suppose that µ

is Borel-definable. We define the Morley product µ⊗ ν as follows: For any
formula ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U), we have that

(µ⊗ ν)(ϕ(x, y)) =

∫

Sy(M ′)

Fϕµ,M ′dν|M ′ ,

where M ′ is any small model containing M and all the parameters from ϕ.
The measure ν|M ′ is the regular Borel probability measure corresponding
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to the restriction of ν to Ly(M ′). We remark that this product is well-
defined. In practice, we often drop the M ′ from the notation when there is
no possibility of confusion, e.g. Fϕµ instead of Fϕµ,M ′ and ν instead of ν|M ′ .

(6) The Morley product is a separated amalgam. If µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) is Borel-

definable and ν ∈ My(U) then for any ϕ(x) ∈ Lx(U) and ψ(y) ∈ Ly(U), we
have that

(µ⊗ ν)(ϕ(x) ∧ ψ(y)) = µ(ϕ(x)) · ν(ψ(y)).

See [24].

The following definition is new, but is meant really only for internal purposes.
The motivation behind the definition is obvious; we want to define a class of mea-
sures which interacts nicely with the Morley product, but we do not want to be
constrained to the NIP setting. The terms adequate and excellent will become rel-
evant in later sections when we define the adequate measure extension axiom and
the excellent measure extension axiom.

Definition 2.3. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). We say that µ is M -adequate if

(1) µ is Borel-definable over M .
(2) Any iteration of the Morley product of µ is Borel-definable over M , i.e. for

any n ≥ 1, the measure µ(n+1)(x1, ..., xn+1) = µ(xn+1)⊗ µ(n)(x1, ..., xn) is
Borel-definable over M .

(3) µ is self-associative, i.e. the measure
⊗n

i=1 µ(xi) does not depend on the
placement of parentheses.

We say that µ is M -excellent if µ is M -adequate and µ is self-commuting, i.e.
µx ⊗ µy = µy ⊗ µx. Obviously all M -excellent measures are M -adequate.

One should keep the following examples of measures in mind.

Example 2.4. The following are examples of excellent measures.

(1) Suppose that T is NIP. Then µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) is M -excellent if and only

if µ is generically stable over M (self-commuting is equivalent to generic
stability; see [24]; self-associativity follows from e.g., [12, 13]). We will
consider the following concrete example. Let M = (R, <) and L be the
standard Lebesgue on R restricted to the interval [0, 1]. We define the
Keisler measure µL on Lx(U) as follows: For any ϕ(x) ∈ Lx(U),

µL(ϕ(x)) = L({r ∈ R : U |= ϕ(r)}).

Since the structure is o-minimal, every definable set is a finite union of
points and intervals. In particular, the sets on the RHS are Borel subsets
of R and so µL is well-defined. One can prove that µL is in M

inv
x (U ,M)

and is generically stable, smooth even. In particular, µL is M -excellent.
(2) Let L = {R} and T be the theory of the random graph. For t ∈ (0, 1), we

let µt be the unique Keisler measure in Mx(U) such that for any distinct
sequence of tuples a1, ..., an, b1, ..., bm, we have that

µt

(
n∧

i=1

R(x, ai) ∧
m∧

i=1

¬R(x, bi)

)
= (t)

n
(1− t)

m
.

For any small model M , we claim that µt is M -excellent (self-associativity
follows from the associativity of the Morley product for definable measures,



MODEL THEORETIC EVENTS 7

see [12]; self-commuting is checked below). In particular, for any t ∈ (0, 1)
µt is M -excellent.

(3) In general, if µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and µ is fim over M , then µ is M -excellent.

Self-associativity follows from associativity of definable measures while a
proof of commuting with all Borel-definable measures (and thus self-commuting)
can be found in [14].

Additionally, if T is NIP, then a measure µ ∈ Mx(U) is M -adequate if and only if
µ is M -invariant (see e.g., [23, 24] +[13]).

Fact 2.5. For any t ∈ (0, 1), the measure µt in Example 2.4 self-commutes.

Proof. By quantifier elimination and standard facts about measures, it suffices to
show that µt,x ⊗ µt,y and µt,y ⊗ µt,x agree on intersections of literals. This follows
from the fact that if two probability measures agree on a π-system, then they agree
on the σ-algebra generated by that π-system. We claim moreover that it suffices
to show these measures agree on formulas of the form

Ψ(x, y) :=
∧

t∈A

Rǫ(t)(x, at) ∧
∧

s∈B

Rǫ(s)(y, bs) ∧
∧

w∈C

x 6= cw ∧
∧

z∈D

y 6= dz ∧ P (x, y),

where P ∈ {R,¬R,=, 6=}. Choose a small model N containing M and all the
parameters in our formula Ψ. Let ϕ1(y) :=

∧
s∈B R

ǫ(s)(y, bs) ∧
∧
z∈D y 6= dz,

ϕ2(x) :=
∧
t∈AR

ǫ(t)(x, at) ∧
∧
w∈C x 6= cw, and p = µ(P (x, y)). We remark that

the possible values for p are t, 1− t, 0, and 1. Then

(µt,x ⊗ µt,y)(Ψ(x, y)) =

∫

Sy(N)

FΨ
µt,x

dµy

=

∫

Sy(N)

1ϕ1(y) · p · µt,x(ϕ2(x))dµt,y

= p · µt,x(ϕ2(x)) · µt,y(ϕ1(y)).

An almost identical computation gives (µt,y ⊗ µt,x)(Ψ(x, y)) = p · µt,x(ϕ2(x)) ·
µt,y(ϕ1(y)). �

2.1. Supports. Here we recall some basic facts relating to the supports of mea-
sures. We recall that invariantly supported measures were defined in [4].

Definition 2.6. Let µ ∈ Mx(U). We let supp(µ) denote the support of µ, i.e.

supp(µ) := {p ∈ Sx(A) : µ(ϕ(x)) > 0, for any ϕ(x) ∈ p}.

This definition makes sense when x is an infinite tuple of variables. Moreover we
say that a measure µ is invariantly supported (over M) if µ is M -invariant and for
every p ∈ supp(µ), we have that p is M -invariant.

Recall the measures from Example 2.4. We remark that µL is invariantly sup-
ported while for any t ∈ (0, 1), µt is not invariantly supported (see [4] for discussion).
The next fact recalls that all invariant measures in NIP theories are invariantly sup-
ported. See [29] for the definition of the Morley product of invariant types.

Fact 2.7. Suppose that µ ∈ Mx(U) and M be a small submodel of U .

(1) supp(µ) is a closed non-empty subset of Sx(U). This is still true when x is
replaced by an infinite tuples of variables.
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(2) (T NIP) If µ isM -invariant, then µ is invariantly supported [29, Prop. 7.15].

Proposition 2.8. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and ν ∈ My(U).

(1) If µ is Borel-definable, then for every p ∈ supp(µ) and q ∈ supp(ν), there
exists some r ∈ supp(µ⊗ ν) such that r|x = p and r|y = q.

(2) If µ is Borel-definable and invariantly supported, then (supp(µ)⊗supp(ν))∩
supp(µ⊗ ν) is a dense subset of sup(µ⊗ ν).

(3) If µ is definable and invariantly supported, then supp(µ) ⊗ supp(ν) ⊆
supp(µ⊗ ν).

Proof. For (1), notice that for any ϕ(x) ∈ p and ψ(y) ∈ q, we have that

(µ⊗ ν)(ϕ(x) ∧ ψ(y)) = µ(ϕ(x))ν(ψ(y)) > 0.

By [4, Proposition 2.7], sup(µ ⊗ ν) ∩ [ϕ(x) ∧ ψ(y)] 6= ∅. If we let Aϕ,ψ = sup(µ ⊗
ν) ∩ [ϕ(x) ∧ ψ(y)], we notice that that family A := (Aϕ,ψ)ϕ∈p,ψ∈q has the finite
intersection property. Thus

⋂
A is non-empty. Take r ∈

⋂
A.

For (2), fix θ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U). Suppose that [θ(x, y)] ∩ supp(µ ⊗ ν) 6= ∅. Then
there exists some r ∈ supp(µ⊗ ν) such that θ(x, y) ∈ r. Since r is in the support,
(µ ⊗ ν)(θ(x, y)) > 0. Choose a model M ′ such that M ′ contains M as well as
all the parameters from θ. Then

∫
Sx(M ′)

F θµ,M ′dν > 0 and so there exists some

q ∈ supp(ν) such that F θµ,M ′(q|M ′ ) > 0. So µ(θ(x, b)) > 0 where b |= q|M ′ . By [4,

Proposition 2.7], there exists some q ∈ supp(µ) such that θ(x, b) ∈ p. Then we have
that θ(x, y) ∈ p⊗ q.

For (3), note that for each p ∈ supp(µ) and q ∈ supp(ν), the Morley product
p ⊗ q is well-defined. Now fix p ∈ supp(µ), q ∈ supp(ν), and θ(x, y) ∈ p ⊗ q. Let
N be a small model such that M ⊆ N and N contains all the parameters from θ.
Then θ(x, b) ∈ p where b |= q|N . Hence µ(θ(x, b)) > 0 since p ∈ supp(µ). Then
F θµ,N (p) > 0 by definition. Since µ is definable over M , it is also definable over

N , and so the map F θµ,N is continuous. Therefore
∫
Sx(N)

F θµ,Ndν > 0. And by

definition, (µ⊗ ν)(θ(x, y)) > 0. �

3. Generic sampling

We begin by defining the probability space that is central to this paper. We
remark that the space itself is not new and has been implicitly studied in some
situations (see e.g., [24, 14]). However, it is usually framed through the eyes of
model theory, i.e. when one considers the iterated Morely product, we typically
tend to treat it as a Morley sequence in a measure. Here, however, we want to treat
it as a probability space in itself. We recall that x = (xi)

ω
i≥1.

Definition 3.1. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and suppose that µ is Borel definable. We

define the measure Pµ on Sx(U) as follows:

(1) µ(1)(x1) = µ(x1).
(2) µ(n+1)(x1, ..., xn+1) = µ(xn+1)⊗ µ(n)(x1, ..., xn).
(3) Pµ =

⋃ω
i=1 µ

(n)(x1, ..., xn+1).

Formally, the probability space we care about is (Sx(U),B, P̂µ) where B is the Borel

σ-algebra of Sx(U) and P̂µ is the unique regular Borel probability measure on Sx(U)
such that for every Lx(U)-formula ϕ(x1, ..., xn), we have that

P̂µ([ϕ(x1, ..., xn)]) = Pµ(ϕ(x1, ..., xn)).
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We remark that Pµ is exists and is well-defined by Fact 2.1. As convention, we will

always identify P̂µ with Pµ.

Remark 3.2. Intuitively, one should think of the space (Sx(U),B,Pµ) as an object
arising from a random process. The following explanation is not technically correct,
but as Pillay would say, it is morally correct : At each stage, we randomly and
independently choose a point in supp(µ) and then concatenate the Morley product
to get an element in Sx(U). Then for any A ∈ B, Pµ(A) is can be thought of as
the likelihood that a type constructed in this way is in A. This is precisely what
is occurring when our measure µ is a sum of finitely many invariant types, i.e.
µ =

∑n
i=1 riδpi where each pi ∈ Sinv

x (U ,M), ri ≥ 0 and
∑n

i=1 ri = 1 (see (3) of
Proposition 3.5). The situation is more complicated in the general.

(1) It is possible for the supp(Pµ) to contain elements which do not arise simply
as an iterated Morley product, i.e. q ∈ supp(Pµ) and q 6=

⊗ω
i=1 pi(xi) for

pi ∈ supp(µ). Hence the gluing together of types in-between stages is more
complex than just taking the Morley product. Moreover, we only know that
{
⊗ω

i=1 pi(xi) : pi ∈ supp(µ)} ⊆ supp(Pµ) when µ is Borel and invariantly
supported (See (2) of Proposition 3.5).

(2) It is also possible that almost none of the types in the support of µ are
invariant and so the Morley product does not even make sense on elements
of the support. This happens only outside of the NIP context, but it does
occur with excellent measures in the random graph. Indeed, for µt in
Example 2.4), supp(µt) = Sx(U).

Finally, we remark that Proposition 3.3 and the paragraph after it argue that
the random process associated to (Sx(U),B,Pµ) extends the random process of
randomly sampling points from Sx(U) with respect to µ.

There are some quirks that the uninitiated reader should keep in mind. First,
the Morley product is often not “commutative” and sometimes not “associative”
with respect to formulas from Lx(U) (see i.e. [14]). For instance, it is common that
the following inequality holds:3

Pµ ([ϕ(x1, x2)]) 6= Pµ ([ϕ(x2, x1)]) .

Hence, when our measure µ is only Borel-definable or M -adequate, one needs to
pay attention to the order of the variables.

Secondly, the space Sx(U) is big and by extension, so is Sx(U). In particular,
while Sx(U) is a compact Hausdorff space, it is not Polish. However this actually
seems to cause less of a problem than one might imagine. Many of the events we
care about as well as those that model theorists should care about are still Borel
relative to Sx(U) and so they are Pµ-measurable (for example, see Proposition 4.3).

Finally, we should compare and contrast the spaces (Sx(U),B,Pµ) with the stan-
dard sampling space. More explicitly, the product measure on the cartesian product
of our space (

∏ω
i≥1 Sxi

(U),D,
∏ω
i≥1 µ(xi)) where D is the smallest σ-algebra con-

taining subsets of
∏ω
i≥1 Sxi

(U) of the form
∏ω
i≥1 Ai where for each i < ω, Ai is

a Borel subset of Sxi
(U) and Ai = Sxi

(U) for all but finitely many i < ω. As a
convention, we will drop the indices off the product space. Notice that D contains
every basic open subset of

∏
Sx(U) and hence D is contained in the Borel σ-algebra

of
∏
Sx(U).

∏
µ is the unique measure such that

∏
µ(
∏
Ai) =

∏
µ(Ai).

3The sets we are measuring on either side of the inequality are typically different.
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We remark that the probability space we are studying is an extension of the
standard sampling space. The following fact brings this claim into focus.

Proposition 3.3. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) such that µ is Borel-definable. Let r :

Sx(U) →
∏
Sx(U) be the restriction map given by r(p) = (p|xi

)ωi≥1. Then the
following hold:

(1) r is a continuous surjection between compact Hausdorff spaces. Hence r is
a quotient map.

(2) The pushforward of Pµ is precisely
∏
µ, i.e. r∗(Pµ) =

∏
µ.

(3) By the previous observation, if an event occurs for
∏
µ-almost all (pi)

ω
i≥1 ∈∏

Sx(U), then the corresponding event occurs for Pµ-almost all p ∈ Sx(U).
This is just a fancy way to say that if B ∈ D and

∏
µ(B) = 1 then

Pµ(r
−1(B)) = 1.

Proof. We prove the statements:

(1) Clear.
(2) Since the collection of basic open subsets of

∏
Sx(U) forms a π-system

which generates D, it suffices to show that the measures r∗(Pµ) and
∏
µ

agree on basic open subsets of
∏
Sx(U). First assume that Ai = [θi(xi)]

for i ≤ n. Then

r∗(Pµ)
(∏

Ai

)
= Pµ

({
p ∈ Sx(U) :

n∧

i=1

θi(xi) ∈ p

})

= Pµ

([
n∧

i=1

θi(xi)

])

= µ(n)

(
n∧

i=1

θi(xi)

)

=

n∏

i=1

µxi
(θi(xi))

=
∏

µ
(∏

Ai

)

where the last equation follows from induction and the fact that the Morley
product is a separated amalgam. Now assume that Ai is open for i ≤ n.
Then Ai =

⋃
ji∈Ji

[θji(x)]. Now

r∗(Pµ)
(∏

Ai

)
= Pµ


 ⋃

(j1,...,jn)∈J1×...×Jn

[θj1(x1) ∧ ... ∧ θjn(xn)]




(∗)
= sup

(j1,...,jn)∈J1×...×Jn

Pµ

([
n∧

i=1

θji(xi)

])

(†)
= sup

(j1,...,jn)∈J1×...×Jn

∏
µxi

(θji(xi))

=
∏

sup
ji∈Ji

µxi
(θji(xi))

(∗∗)
=
∏

µxi
(Ai)
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=
∏

µ
(∏

Ai

)
.

Equations (∗) and (∗∗) follow from regularity of our measures Pµ and µ
respectively, (i.e. approximating opens by clopens). Equation (†) follows
from the previous case.

(3) Clear. �

Aided by the previous fact, we have the following alternative interpretation in
terms of random processes. A random point in the space

∏
Sx(U) corresponds to

infinitely many independent trials. In each trial, we choose a point randomly with
respect to µ. To find a random point in Sx(U), we do the same thing, but then
must make decisions about more formulas, e.g. if we choose px1 and then px2 , we
need to make some choice about formulas of the form ϕ(x1, x2). These choices are
determine generically by the Morley product.

We use the following jargon without excuse.

Definition 3.4. Given a Borel-definable measure µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M), and a subset

B ⊆ Sx(U) we say that:

(1) B is an event if B is Pµ-measurable. All Borel subsets of Sx(U) are events.
(2) B holds on almost all random generic types if Pµ(B) = 1.
(3) B holds on almost no random generic types if Pµ(B) = 0.

3.1. The support. The support of the measure Pµ is an interesting set in itself.
The elements in supp(Pµ) can be thought of as those types in which one could po-
tentially sample. Lets make a few observations in the invariantly supported context.

Proposition 3.5. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) such that µ is Borel-definable and invari-

antly supported. Let r : Sx(U) →
∏
Sx(U) via r(p) = (p|xi

)ωi≥1. Then

(1) {r(p) : p ∈ supp(Pµ)} = {(pi)ωi≥1 : pi ∈ supp(µ)}.
(2) If µ is definable then

{
ω⊗

i=1

pi : pi ∈ supp(µ)

}
⊆dense supp(Pµ).

(3) If µ =
∑n
i=1 riδpi for some p1, ..., pn ∈ Sinv

x (U ,M) and postive real numbers
r1, ..., rn such that

∑n
i=1 ri = 1, then

supp(Pµ) =

{
ω⊗

i=1

qi(xi) : qi ∈ {p1, ..., pn}

}
.

Proof. We prove the statements:

(1) It is clear that {r(p) : p ∈ supp(Pµ)} ⊆ {(pi)ωi≥1 : pi ∈ supp(µ)}. It suffices

to prove the other direction. Suppose that for each i ≥ 1, pi ∈ supp(µ).
We build a type in supp(Pµ):
(a) Step 1: Choose q1(x1) = p1(x1).
(b) Step n: Suppose we have constructed a type qn(x1, ..., xn) such that

qn ∈ supp(µ(n)) and for each i ≤ n, qn|xi
= pi(xi). By (1) of Propo-

sition 2.8, there exists some qn+1 ∈ supp(µxn+1 ⊗ µ
(n)
x1,...,xn) such that

qn+1|xn+1 = pn+1(xn+1) and qn+1|x1,...,xn
= qn(x1, ..., xn).

(c) Consider the type q =
⋃ω
n=1 qn(x1, ..., xn). We claim that q has the

desired properties.
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(2) By induction and (3) of Proposition 2.8, it is straightforward to show that
for every n ≥ 1,

⊗n
i=1 pi(xi) ∈ supp(µ(n)). It follows quickly that for every

sequence p1, p2, p3, ... of elements from supp(µ),
⊗ω

i=1 pi(xi) ∈ supp(Pµ).
We now prove the density claim. We first show that for every n ≥ 1,

{
⊗n

i=1 pi(xi) : pi ∈ supp(µ)} is dense in supp(µ(n)). Base case is triv-
ial. Suppose the statement holds for n. We now show n + 1. Suppose
that µ(n+1)(θ(x1, ..., xn+1)) > 0. It suffices to find some sequence of types

p1, ..., pn+1 such that pi ∈ supp(µ) and θ(x1, ..., xn+1) ∈
⊗n+1

i=1 pi(xi). Since

µ(n+1)(θ(x1, ..., xn+1)) > 0, there exists some ǫ > 0 such that

ǫ < µ(n+1)(θ(x1, ..., xn+1))

= (µxn+1 ⊗ µ(n)
x1,...,xn

)(θ(x1, ..., xn+1))

=

∫

Sx(N)

F θµxn+1
,Ndµ

(n)|N

=

∫

Sx(U)

(
F θµxn+1

,N ◦ rN
)
dµ(n),

where N is a small model containing M and all the parameters from
θ and rN is the standard restriction map from Sx(U) to Sx(N). Let

Ψ :=
(
F θµxn+1

,N ◦ r|N
)
|supp(µ(n)). Since the integrand in equation above

is greater that ǫ, we conclude that there exists some t ∈ supp(µ(n)) such
that Ψ(t) > ǫ. Thus that Ψ−1(( ǫ2 , 2)) is non-empty. Since µ is definable,

F θµxn+1
,N is continuous and as consequence, so is Ψ. Hence Ψ−1(( ǫ2 , 2))

is an open (non-empty) subset of supp(µ(n)). By our induction hypoth-
esis, there exists some type s ∈ Ψ−1(( ǫ2 , 2)) such that s =

⊗n
i=1 pi(xi).

Let b̄ |= s|N . Then F θµxn+1
(s|N ) = µxn+1(θ(b̄, xn+1)) >

ǫ
2 . By [4, Propo-

sition 2.7], there exists some q ∈ supp(µ) such that θ(b̄, x) ∈ q. Then
θ(x1, ..., xn+1) ∈ q(xn+1) ⊗ s(x1, ..., xn) = q(xn+1) ⊗

⊗n
i=1 pi(xi), which

completes the claim.
To complete the density proof, notice that it suffices to show that if

Pµ(θ(x1, ..., xn)) > 0 there exists some sequence p1, p2, p3... from supp(µ)
such that

⊗ω
i=1 pi(xi) ∈ [θ(x1, ..., xn)]. Now, if Pµ(θ(x1, ..., xn)) > 0, then

µ(n)(θ(x1, ..., xn)) > 0. By the previous paragraph, there exists p1, ..., pn ∈
supp(µ) such that θ(x1, ..., xn) ∈

⊗n
i=1 pi(xi). By the first paragraph,

the type
⊗ω

j=n+1 qj(xj) ⊗
⊗n

i=1 pi(xi) where for any j ≥ n + 1, qj is an

arbitrary element from supp(µ) has the desired property. In particular,⊗ω
j=n+1 qj(xj)⊗

⊗n
i=1 pi(xi) ∈ [θ(x1, ..., xn)] ∩ supp(Pµ).

(3) Notice that
(

n∑

i=1

riδpi

)
(x2)⊗

(
n∑

i=1

riδpi

)
(x1) =

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

rirj
(
δpi(x2)⊗ δpj (x1)

)

=

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

rirjδpi⊗pj (x2, x1).

By induction, equality holds. �
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The next definition insures that we do not have certain kinds of pathologies when
working with random generic types. The condition below is in the same vein as
assuming the types one is working with are not realized. While this assumption will
sometimes not be necessary when it is used, it streamlines proofs and cuts down
on case work.

Definition 3.6. Let µ ∈ Mx(U). We say that µ does not concentrate on points if
for every a ∈ U , µ(x = a) = 0.

Proposition 3.7. Suppose that µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M), µ is M -adequate, and µ does not

concentrate on points. Then for every p ∈ supp(Pµ) and i 6= j ≥ 1, xi 6= xj ∈ p.

Proof. Fix j < i. If ϕ(xi, xj) := (xi = xj), then for any q ∈ Sx(M) and b |= q we
have that

Fϕµxi
,M (q) = µxi

(xi = b) = 0,

since µ does not concentrate on points. Therefore

P([(xi = xj)]) = (µxi
⊗ µxj

)(xi = xj) =

∫

Sxj
(M)

Fϕµxi
,Mdµxj

=

∫

Sxj
(M)

0dµxj
= 0.

Thus if xi = xj ∈ p, then p 6∈ supp(Pµ). By contraposition, the statement holds. �

3.2. How to compute? In order to figure out the probability that a complicated
event occurs, one must first know how to compute the probabilities of basic events.
The lemmas in this sections are a guide to such computations. Our first fact is
standard and left as an exercise to the reader.

Fact 3.8. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and suppose that µ is M -adequate. Then for any

formula ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ Lx(U) such that i1 < ... < in,

Pµ ([ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin)]) = µ(n)(ϕ(x1, ..., xn)).

If µ is M -excellent then for any formula ϕ(xj1 , ..., xjn) ∈ Lx(U) such that the
indices j1, ..., jn are pairwise distinct,

Pµ([ϕ(xj1 , ..., xjn)]) = µ(n)(ϕ(x1, ..., xn)).

The following lemma shows that formulas with disjoint variables are probabilis-
tically independent.

Lemma 3.9. Fix µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) such that µ is M -adequate. Let {ϕl(z̄l)}nl=1 be

a collection of Lx(U)-formulas such that:

(1) For each l ≤ n, z̄l = (xjl1 , ..., xjlkl
).

(2) For each l1 < l2 ≤ n we have that {jl11 , ..., j
l1
kl1

} ∩ {jl21 , ..., j
l2
kl2

} = ∅.

Then

Pµ

([
n∧

l=1

ϕl(z̄l)

])
=

n∏

l=1

Pµ ([ϕl(z̄l)]) =

n∏

l=1

µ(|z̄l|)(ϕl(x1, ..., xkl)).

Proof. This follows directly by induction and the fact that the Morley product is a
separated amalgam (see Definition 2.2). We give an explicit proof for two formulas
with two variables each, which, with proper bookkeeping, can be extended to the
general case in the lemma: Consider the Lx(U)-formulas ϕ(x1, x3) and ψ(x2, x4).
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Let M1 be a small model containing M and all the parameters from our formulas.
Then

Pµ ([ϕ(x1, x3) ∧ ψ(x2, x4)]) = (µx4 ⊗ ...⊗ µx1)(ϕ(x1, x3) ∧ ψ(x2, x4))

=

∫

Sx1(M1)

Fϕ∧ψµx4⊗µx3⊗µx2
dµx1 .

Now for any q ∈ Sx1(M1), if a |= q then we have that

Fϕ∧ψµx4⊗µx3⊗µx2
(q) = (µx4 ⊗ µx3 ⊗ µx2)(ϕ(a, x3) ∧ ψ(x2, x4))

=

∫

Sx2 (M2)

F
(ϕ∧ψ)a
µx4⊗µx3

dµx2 ,

whereM2 is a small model containingM1a. Now we note that for any r ∈ Sx2(M2),
if b |= r then

F
(ϕ∧ψ)a
µx4⊗µx3

(r) = (µx4 ⊗ µx3)(ϕ(a, x3) ∧ ψ(b, x4))

(∗)
= µx3(ϕ(a, x3))µx4(ψ(b, x4))

= µx3(ϕ(a, x3)) · F
ψ
µx4

(r),

where (∗) holds since the Morley product is a separated amalgam (again, see Defi-
nition 2.2). And so,

∫

Sx2(M2)

F
(ϕ∧ψ)a
µx4⊗µx3

dµ2 =

∫

Sx2(M2)

µx3(ϕ(a, x3)) · F
ψ
µx4

dµ2

= µx3(ϕ(a, x3))

∫

Sx2(M2)

Fψµx4
dµ2

= µx3(ϕ(a, x3)) · (µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4))

= Fϕµx3
(q) · (µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4)).

Therefore,

Pµ ([ϕ(x1, x3) ∧ ψ(x2, x4)]) =

∫

Sx1 (M1)

Fϕ∧ψµx4⊗µx3⊗µx2
dµx1

=

∫

Sx1 (M1)

Fϕµ3
· (µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4))dµx1

= (µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4)) ·

∫

Sx1 (M1)

Fϕµ3
dµx1

= (µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4)) · (µx3 ⊗ µx1)(ϕ(x1, x3))

= Pµ([ψ(x2, x4)]) · Pµ([ϕ(x1, x3)]).

We also remark that by renaming variables (Fact 3.8) we have the following equality,

(µx4 ⊗ µx2)(ψ(x2, x4)) · (µx3 ⊗ µx1)(ϕ(x1, x3)) = µ(2)(ψ(x1, x2)) · µ
(2)(ϕ(x1, x2)).

And so the proof is complete. �

The next lemma shows us how to compute when there are some basic depen-
dencies between the formulas in our family of definable sets (specifically a block of
shared variables followed by disjoint families of variables as in Lemma 3.9). This
computation will become quite important in the next section.



MODEL THEORETIC EVENTS 15

Lemma 3.10. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). Suppose that µ isM -adequate. Let {ϕl(x̄, z̄l)}nl=1

be a collection of Lx(U)-formulas such that

(1) x̄ = (xi1 , ..., xim) and for each l ≤ n, z̄l = (xjl1 , ..., xjlkl
).

(2) i1 < ... < im and for each l ≤ n, jl1 < ... < jlkl .

(3) For each l ≤ n, max{i1, ..., im} < min{jl1, ..., j
l
kl
}.

(4) For each l1, l2 ≤ n, if l1 < l2 then {jl11 , ..., j
l1
kl
} ∩ {jl21 , ..., j

l2
kl
} = ∅.

Then

Pµ

(
n⋂

l=1

[ϕl(x̄, z̄l)]

)
=

∫

Sx̄(M ′)

n∏

l=1

Fϕl
µz̄l
dµx̄,

where

(1) M ⊆M ′ and M ′ contains all the parameters from {ϕl(x̄, z̄l)}nl=1.
(2) µx̄ = µxim

⊗ ...⊗ µxi1
.

(3) For each l ≤ n, µz̄l = µx
jl
kl

⊗ ...⊗ µx
jl
1

.

Proof. We let ψl(x̄, z̄) :=
∧n
l=1 ϕl(x̄, z̄l). Let

⋃n
l=1 z̄l = {xt1 < ... < xtq}. Now

consider the following computation:

Pµ

(
n⋂

l=1

[ϕl(x̄, z̄l)]

)
= Pµ

([
n∧

l=1

ϕl(x̄, z̄l)

])

=
(
µxtq

⊗
(
...⊗

(
µxt1

⊗ µx̄
)
...
))
([

n∧

l=1

ϕl(x̄, z̄l)

])

(∗)
=
((
µxtq

⊗
(
...⊗ µxt1

)
...
)
⊗ µx̄

)([ n∧

l=1

ϕl(x̄, z̄l)

])

=

∫

Sx̄(M ′)

Fψµxtq
⊗...⊗µxt1

dµx̄

(∗∗)
=

∫

Sx̄(M ′)

n∏

l=1

Fϕl
µz̄l
dµx̄.

We remark that equation (∗) follows from self-associativity. We now justify equation
(∗∗). For any q ∈ Sx̄(M

′), if ā |= q then we have the following:

Fψµxtq
⊗...⊗µxt1

(q) =
(
µxtq

⊗ ...⊗ µxt1

)( n∧

l=1

ϕl(ā, z̄l)

)

(†)
=

n∏

l=0

µz̄l(ϕl(ā, z̄l))

=

n∏

l=1

Fϕl
µz̄l

(q).

Equation (†) follows by Lemma 3.9. �

3.3. A basic event. In this short section, we take a moment to consider a basic
event. We argue that if µ(n)(ϕ(x1, ..., xn)) > 0, then for almost all random generic
types p there exists some tuples of indices (i1, ..., in) such that ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ p.
In fact, this doesn’t just happen once, but infinitely often. This is a classical type of
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event from probability theory and follows directly from the Borel-Cantelli theorem.
We recall this theorem below (see e.g., [30])

Theorem (Borel-Cantelli). Let (X,B,P) be a probability space and A1, A2, ... be a
sequence of events. Then

(1) if
∑ω

i=1 P(A) <∞, then P(An, i.o.) = 0 where

An, i.o. :=
ω⋂

t=1

ω⋃

i≥t

Ai,

which we interpret to mean that An occurs infinitely often.
(2) If A1, A2, ... are (probabilistically) independent and

∑ω
i=0 P(Ai) = ∞, then

P(An, i.o.) = 1.

The following can be proved by applying Borel-Cantelli. However, the proof is
quick and so we provide it for the uninitiated.

Proposition 3.11. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). Suppose that µ is M -adequate. For any

Lx(U)-formula ϕ(x1, ..., xn), we can consider the event

Aϕ := {p ∈ Sx(U) : ∃
∞(i1, ...in) such that ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ p.}

(In other words, the event Aϕ holds on a type p if there exists infinitely many

indices (i1, ..., in) such that ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ p.) If µ(n)(ϕ(x1, ..., xn)) > 0, then
Pµ(Aϕ) = 1.

Proof. We first notice that

ω⋂

t=1

( ⋃

t<i1<...<in

[ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin)]

)
⊆ Aϕ.

Hence it suffices to prove the term on the left is measure 1. Fix t ≥ 1. Notice that

Pµ

( ⋃

t<i1<...<in

[ϕ(xi1 , ..., xin)]

)
≥ Pµ

(
ω⋃

l>t

[ϕ(xl·n, ..., xl·n+n)]

)

= lim
k→∞
k>t

Pµ

([
k∨

l>t

ϕ(xl·n, ..., xl·n+n)

])

= 1− lim
k→∞
k>t

Pµ

([
k∧

l=t

¬ϕ(xln, ..., xln+n)

])

(∗)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>t

(
1− µ(n)(ϕ(x1, ..., xn))

)k−t

= 1

Equation (∗) follows from Lemma 3.9 and Fact 3.8. Since the intersection of count-
ably many sets of full measure is itself full measure, the statement holds. �

Remark 3.12. Some computations in this paper would be simplified if the follow-
ing statement were true: Suppose that µ(n+1)(θ(x1, ..., xn+1)) > 0. Then

Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[θ(x1, ..., xn, xl)]

)
= 1.
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*However, this is not the case.* Consider (R, <) ≺ (U , <). Fix types p1, p2 ∈
Sinv
x (U ,R) such that

(1) p1 ⊇ {x > a : a ∈ R} ∪ {x < a : a > R}.
(2) p2 ⊇ {x < a : a ∈ R} ∪ {x > a : a < R}.

Consider the measure µ = 1
2δp1 + 1

2δp2 . A quick computation demonstrates that

µ(2)(x1 < x2) = 1/2. We also have that

Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[x1 < xl]

)
= 1/2.

Why? If q ∈ supp(Pµ), then either q|x1 = p1 or q|x1 = p2 (each event has probability
1/2). If q|x1 = p1, then q 6∈

⋃∞
l>1[x1 < xl]. If q|x1 = p2, then q ∈ [x1 < x2]. Hence

the statement holds.

We provide another example of this phenomenon.

Example 3.13. Consider the structure M = ({a, b, c, d}, E) where E is an equiva-
lence relation. Suppose that the equivalence class of a is {a, b} and the equivalence
class of c is {c, d}. Consider the measure µ = 1

4δa +
1
4δb +

1
2δc. Then we have that

µ(2)(E(x1, x2) ∧ x1 6= x2) = 1/8. However, we also have that

Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[E(x1, xl) ∧ x1 6= xl]

)
= 1/2

Why? If q ∈ supp(Pµ), then either q|x1 is the type of a, b or c. The former two
scenarios each occur with probability 1/4 while the latter with probability 1/2.
Notice that if q|x1 is the type of c, then q 6∈

⋃∞
l=1[E(x1, xl) ∧ x1 6= xl] and so

Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[E(x1, xl) ∧ x1 6= xl]

)
≤ 1/2

We leave equality to the reader as an exercise.

4. Induced substructure

Throughout this entire section, we assume that L is a countable relational lan-
guage. Given a type p ∈ Sx(U), one can associate to p an L-structure pL as follows.

Definition 4.1. Fix p ∈ Sx(U). Consider U ′ where U ≺ U ′. Given a type p ∈
Sx(U) and a tuple a = (a1, a2, ...) ∈ (U ′)ω such that a |= p, one can consider
the L-structure aL which is simply the induced structure from U ′ onto the set
{ai : i ≥ 1}. We remark that if a,b |= p then aL ∼= bL. In particular, the map
f(ai) = bi is an isomorphism between the induced structures. Hence we let pL be
the isomorphism type of any/all the realizations of p. One can also think about
this process as constructing a structure on the set {xi : i ≥ 1} where the points in
the model are the variables, but this causes a lot of notional confusion and so we
will avoid writing this.

Given an L-structure N , we are interested in the following event:

BN := {p ∈ Sx(U) : pL ∼= N}.

This section revolves around the following question.
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Question 4.2. Given µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) such that µ is M -adequate, does there exist

an L-structure N such that Pµ(BN ) = 1?

There are several relatively easy contexts in which the answer to the above ques-
tion is yes. We will briefly discuss these later in this section. There are also quite
a few examples where the answer is no. Our main affirmative result occurs in the
following setting: Suppose that L is a finite relational language and µ satisfies a
particular extension axiom, then there exists an L-structure Nµ with the desired
properties. Moreover, ThL(Nµ) is countably categorical. Before continuing any
further, we remark that for any L-structure N , the event BN is Borel and hence
always measurable:

Proposition 4.3. For any L-structure N , the event BN ⊆ Sx(U) is Borel.

Proof. We recall that the space of labeled L-structures forms a Polish space, as
XL =

∏
R∈L 2N

r

where r is the arity of R. An element g ∈ XL clearly induces
an L-structure on N, which we will write as Ag. We have a continuous map f :
Sx(U) → XL via p→ fp = (fRp )R∈L where for each fixed R,

fRp ((i1, ..., in)) =

{
1 R(xi1 , ..., xin) ∈ p,

0 otherwise.

We remark that p ∈ BN if and only if Afp
∼= N . Hence,

BN = f−1({g ∈ XL : Ag ∼= N}).

A classical result of Scott implies that {g ∈ XL : Ag ∼= N} is Borel (e.g., see [25,
II.16.6]). Hence, BN is Borel (as it is the continuous preimage of a Borel set). �

4.1. Some relatively easy contexts. Before working toward our main result, we
briefly consider some relatively easy contexts where the answer to Question 4.2 is
yes. While the proofs are nothing to write home about, the statements provide nice
sanity checks for the kinds of theorems one might think they can prove.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose that p ∈ Sinv
x (U ,M). Consider the measure µ = δp ∈

M
inv
x (U ,M). Then there exists a structure Nµ such that Pµ(BNµ

) = 1.

Proof. Notice that |supp(Pµ)| = |{p(ω)}| = 1. So Nµ is precisely the isomorphism

type of (p(ω))L. �

A priori, the measure µ in the previous proposition might not be Borel-definable.
This is not a problem because the Morley product can be extended to a more general
context where one asks that certain measurability conditions hold. These conditions
always holds when the measure is a type. See [14] for a discussion.

The next result shows that for any countable L-structure N , there exists a mea-
sure µN such that PµN

(BN ) = 1. This is done by simply choosing a sum of realized
types which concentrates on N .

Proposition 4.5. Let N be any countable subset of M and consider the measure
µ =

∑
a∈N raδa where

∑
a∈N ra = 1. Then µ ∈ M

inv
x (U ,M) and µ is smooth (and

therefore definable). Moreover Pµ(BN ) = 1.

Proof. The proof is essentially Borel-Cantelli and is left to the reader as an exercise.
�
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We remark that sometimes one can prove some easy examples by hand, especially
when they are constructed from a finite sum of types. In these cases, one can think
of random generic types as paths through a finitely branching tree. At step n+ 1,
we choose one of the finitely many types in the support of our measure and take
the Morley product with the type we constructed at step n (see Proposition 3.5).
However, not all finite sums of types yield a positive answer to Question 4.2 (see
Example 5.5) and so a case-by-case analysis is necessary. We leave the following
example as an exercise as well. Hint: Borel-Cantelli.

Proposition 4.6. Consider (R, <) ≺ (U , <). Consider the types p1, p2, p3, p4 ∈
Sinv
x (U ,R) such that

(1) p1 ⊇ {x > a : a ∈ U}.
(2) p2 ⊇ {x < a : a ∈ U}.
(3) p3 ⊇ {x > a : a ∈ R} ∪ {x < a : a > R}.
(4) p4 ⊇ {x < a : a ∈ R} ∪ {x > a : a < R}.

Let µ1 = 1
2δp1 +

1
2δp2 and µ2 = 1

2δp3 +
1
2δp4 . Let N1 = (Z, <) and N2 = (N+N∗, <).

Then Pµ1(BN1) = 1 while Pµ2(BN2) = 1.

Our final example of this section is more general. We show that if a measure
concentrates on finitely many types which pairwise commute (including with them-
selves), then we obtain an positive answer to Question 4.2. This happens, for
example, if our measure µ is the sum of finitely many generically stable types.

Theorem 4.7. Suppose µ =
∑n
i=1 riqi where each type in {q1, ..., qn} isM -invariant,∑n

i=1 ri = 1 and for each pair 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, we have that qi(x)⊗qj(y) = qj(y)⊗qi(x).
If µ does not concentrate on points, then there exists an L-structure N such that
Pµ(BN ) = 1.

Proof. By Proposition 3.5, every element of supp(Pµ) is an iterated Morley product
of elements in {q1, ..., qk}. For each k ≤ n we let Wk := {p ∈ Sx(U) : ∃∞j, p|xj

=

qk(xj)}. By Borel-Cantelli, we claim that Pµ(Wk) = 1. Let W =
⋂n
k=1Wk. Now

Pµ(W ) = 1. We claim that if p, s ∈ W ∩ supp(Pµ), then p|L ∼= s|L. Indeed,
suppose that (a1, a2, ...) |= p|L and (b1, b2, ...) |= s|L. Notice that since µ does not
concentrate on points, we have that ai = aj if and only if i = j by Proposition
3.7. Similarly for the bi’s. We prove they are isomorphism using a back-and-forth
method.

(1) For a1, choose the first bt such that tp(a1/U) = tp(bt/U).
(2) Now suppose we a map f : {ai1 , ..., ain} → {bj1 , ..., bjn}. Let l be the

smallest index which has not yet appeared in {i1, ..., in}. By commutativity,
we have that tp(ai1 , ..., ain , al/U) = tp(ai1 , ..., ain/U) ⊗ tp(al/U). By our
induction hypothesis, we have that tp(ai1 , ..., ain/U) = tp(bj1 , ..., bin/U).
Now choose the smallest index t such that tp(bt/U) = tp(al/U). Then,

tp(ai1 , ..., ain , al/U) = tp(ai1 , ..., ain/U)⊗ tp(al/U)

= tp(bj1 , ..., bjn/U)⊗ tp(bt/U)

= tp(bj1 , ..., bjn , bt/U).

Let f(al) = bt.
(3) A similar argument allows us to go back.
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We claim that f is an isomorphism. Thus we can just let N be the isomorphism
type of any type p ∈ supp(Pµ) ∩W . �

4.2. The measure extension axioms. Moving on, we now aim to prove the
main theorem of this section. We prove that if a measure µ witnesses the excellent
measure extension axiom, then there exists some L-structureN such that Pµ(BN ) =
1. We begin by defining some terminology.

Definition 4.8. Suppose that L is a finite relational language. If ā := a1, ..., an ∈
U , we let diagā(x1, ..., xn) be the quantifier-free diagram of the tuple (a1, ..., an).
If q is a complete quantifier-free type in variables x1, ..., xn over ∅, then we let
diagq(x1, ..., xn) = diagā(x1, ..., xn) where ā |= q.

Definition 4.9. Fix µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). We say that µ satisfies the adequate measure

extension axiom if µ is M -adequate and for any a1, ..., an+1 ∈ U , if ā = a1, .., an
and

µxn+1 ⊗ µ(n)
x1,...,xn

(diagā,an+1
(x̄, xn+1)) > 0,

then

µ(n)
x1,...,xn

|M

(
[diagā(x1, ..., xn)] ∩

(
Fϕµxn+1

,M

)−1

({1})

)
= 0.

where ϕ(xn+1;x1, ..., xn) := ¬diagā,an+1
(x1, ..., xn, xn+1). Since the variables are a

little tricky, we recall that for any q ∈ Sx1,...,xn
(M), we have that

Fϕµxn+1,M
(q) = µxn+1(¬diagā(c1, ..., cn, xn+1)).

where (c1, ..., cn) |= q.
In other words: if some quantifier free diagram of length n + 1 occurs with

positive measure, then µ(n)|M -almost all types q ∈ Sx̄(M) ∩ [diagā(x1, ..., xn)] of
length n can be extended to such a tuple satisfying the n+ 1 tuple.

We say that µ satisfies the excellent measure extension axiom if µ isM -excellent
and µ satisfies the adequate measure extension axiom.

Example 4.10. We recall our two main examples from Example 2.4. We claim
that both witness the excellent measure extension axiom. We only sketch these
arguments since these examples will be worked with rigorously in the next section.

(1) It is relatively straightforward to see that µt satisfies the excellent extension
axiom. In this case, any quantifier-free type (of positive measure) in n
variables can always be extended to any quantifier-free type (of positive
measure) in n + 1 variables as long as the restriction of the larger type
is the smaller one. In this example, the term almost all could have been
replaced with all in the extension axiom.

(2) Now lets consider the measure µL. We claim that µL also satisfies the
excellent measure extension axiom, however this is more complicated to
verify. Indeed, notices that a quantifier free type in variables x1, ..., xn has
positive measure if and only if there is no equality between the variables,
i.e. we have that

µ
(n+1)
L (diaga1,...,an+1

(x1, ..., xn+1)) > 0

⇐⇒ |=
∨

σ∈Sym(n+1)

aσ(1) < ... < aσ(n+1).
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The cases are more or less similar, so we only consider the following quanti-
fier free type over the empty set, q(x1, ..., xn, xn+1) := x1 < ... < xn < xn+1.
Notice that for any s ∈ [diagq(x1, ..., xn)] ∩ Sx̄(M), and (c1, ..., cn) |= s,

Fϕµxn+1
(q) = 1

⇐⇒ µxn+1(¬diags(c1, ..., cn, xn+1)) = 1

⇐⇒ µxn+1(diags(c1, ..., cn, xn+1)) = 0

⇐⇒ µxn+1(diags|xn,xn+1
(cn, xn+1)) = 0

⇐⇒ µxn+1(cn < xn+1) = 0

⇐⇒ st(cn) ≥ 1.

where st(cn) is the standard part of cn. Therefore

[diaga1<...<an(x1, ..., xn)]∩
(
Fϕµn+1,M

)−1

({1})

= {p ∈ Sx̄(M) : st(xn) ≥ 1}.

Now,

{p ∈ Sx̄(M) : st(xn) ≥ 1} ∩ supp(µ(n)|M ) 6= ∅,

However this set has µ(n)|M -measure 0.

We will now prove a general computational lemma. We will apply it to measures
which satisfy the extension axioms. We will need the following fact.

Fact 4.11. Let X be a topological space, µ be a Borel probability measure on X,
and f : X → [0, 1] a Borel-function. If µ({x ∈ X : f(x) = 1}) = 0, then

lim
k→∞

∫

X

fkdµ = 0.

Proof. Notice the sequence (gn)n≥1 where gn = fn is a uniformly bounded sequence
of function which converges pointwise to 1f(x)=1. By the dominated convergence
theorem,

lim
n→∞

∫

X

gndµ =

∫

X

1f(x)=1dµ = µ({x ∈ X : f(x) = 1}) = 0. �

Lemma 4.12. Suppose µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and µ is M -adequate. Let ∆n+1 :=

{ϕ1, ϕ2, ..., ϕm} be a finite collection of L(M)-formulas with variables among x1, ..., xn, y.
Let p(x1, .., xn, y) :=

∧
ϕ∈∆n+1

ϕ. Let ∆n be the subcollection of formulas from ∆n+1

which contain variables only among x1, ..., xn. We let rp(x1, ..., xn) :=
∧
ϕ∈∆n

ϕ.
Suppose that

(1) µy ⊗ µ
(n)
x̄ (p(x1, ..., xn, y)) > 0.

(2) For µ(n)-almost all q ∈ Sx̄(M) ∩ [rp(x̄)], if c |= q then µ(p(c̄, y)) > 0. In
other words,

µ(n)|M
(
[rp(x̄)] ∩

(
F¬p
µ

)−1
({1})

)
= 0.

Then for any distinct indices i1 < ... < in and t ≥ 1, we have that

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[rp(xi1 , ..., xin) → p(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)]

)
= 1.
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Additionally if µ is M -excellent then for any pairwise distinct indices j1, ..., jn and
t ≥ 1, we have that

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[rp(xj1 , ..., xjn) → p(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl)]

)
= 1.

Proof. Fix variables x̄ := xi1 , ..., xin . Let m = max{i1, ..., in, t}. For any l ∈ N, we
let

(1) θl(xl;x1, ..., xn) = rp(x1, ..., xn) ∧ ¬p(x1, ..., xn, xl).
(2) ψl(xl;x1, ..., xn) = ¬p(x1, .., xn, xl).

Now we compute:

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[rp(xi1 , ..., xin) → p(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)]

)

≥ lim
k→∞
k>m

Pµ

(
[rp(xi1 , ..., xin) →

k∨

l>m

p(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)]

)

= 1− lim
k→∞
k>m

Pµ

(
[rp(xi1 , ..., xin) ∧

k∧

l>m

¬p(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)]

)

(a)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>m

Pµ

(
[rp(x1, ..., xn) ∧

k∧

l>m

¬p(x1, ..., xn, xl)]

)

= 1− lim
k→∞
k>m

Pµ

(
[

k∧

l>m

rp(x1, ..., xn) ∧ ¬p(x1, ..., xn, xl)]

)

(b)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>m

∫

Sx̄(M)

k∏

l>m

F θlµl
dµ(n)|M

(c)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>m

∫

Sx̄(M)

k∏

l>m

(
1rp(x̄) · F

ψl
µl

)
dµ(n)|M

(d)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>m

∫

Sx̄(M)

(
1rp(x̄) · F

ψ
µ

)k−m
dµ(n)|M

(e)
= 1− 0 = 1

We provide the following justifications:

(a) Renaming variables for clarity, see Fact 3.8.
(b) Lemma 3.10.
(c) Direct computation.
(d) Renaming variables, i.e. let ψ(x;x1, ..., xn) = ¬p(x1, ..., xn, x).
(e) Notice that

µ(n)|M
(
{q ∈ Sx̄(M) :

(
1rp(x̄) · F

ψ
µ

)
(q) = 1}

)
= 0

by condition (2). Hence we may apply Fact 4.11.
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We remark that the additionally claim follows from the fact that if µ isM -excellent
then the ordering of the variables does not matter. More explicitly, we have

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[rp(xj1 , ..., xjn) → p(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl)]

)

= lim
k→∞
k>t

Pµ

([
k∨

l>t

rp(xj1 , ..., xjn) → p(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl)

])

(∗)
= lim

k→∞
k>t

Pµ

([
k∨

l>t

rp(x1, ..., xn) → p(x1, ..., xn, xl)

])

= Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[rp(x1, ..., xn) → p(x1, ..., xn, xl)]

)
= 1.

Equation (∗) is an application of Fact 3.8. The last equality follows from the first
portion of this lemma. �

Lemma 4.13. Suppose µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and µ satisfies the adequate measure ex-

tension axiom. Then for any tuple a1, ..., an+1 ∈ U such that µ(n+1)(diagā,an+1
(x̄, xn+1)) >

0, t ≥ 1, and increasing indices i1 < ... < in, we have that

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[diagā(xi1 , ..., xin) → diagā,an+1
(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)]

)
= 1.

If additionally µ satisfies the excellent measure extension axiom then for any se-
quence j1, ..., jn of distinct indices (not necessarily increasing) we have that

Pµ

(⋃

l>t

[diagā(xj1 , ..., xjn) → diagā,an+1
(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl)]

)
= 1.

Proof. Follows directly from Lemma 4.12. �

Theorem 4.14. Suppose that L is a finite relational language. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M)

and suppose that µ satisfies the excellent measure extension axiom. Then there
exists a countable L-structure N such that Pµ(BN ) = 1.

Proof. We describe a Borel subset K of Sx(U) such that if q, p ∈ B, then qL ∼= pL.
After defining this Borel set, we construct an isomorphism via a back-and-forth

argument. We let Sqf
x̄ (∅) denote the collection of quantifier-free types over the

empty set. For each n, we let En := {q ∈ Sqf
x1,...,xn

(∅) : µ(diagq(x1, ..., xn)) > 0}.

Since L is a finite relational language, we have that Sqf
x1,...,xn

(∅) is finite for each n
and as consequence, En is non-empty for each n. Consider the following Borel sets:

(1) If q ∈ E1 and t ≥ 1, we let

Cq,t :=
⋃

l>t

[diagq(xl)].

By Proposition 3.11, Pµ(Cq,t) = 1.
(2) Suppose q(x1, ..., xn, xn+1) ∈ En+1, j̄ = j1, ..., jn are distinct indices, and

t ≥ 1. Let rq be the restriction of q to the variables x1, ..., xn. We define

Dq,j̄,t =
⋃

l>t

[diagrq (xj1 , ..., xjn) → diagq(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl)]
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By Lemma 4.13, Pµ(Dq,j̄,t) = 1.

Now define the set K as follows:

K := supp(Pµ) ∩
⋂

q∈E1

t≥1

Cq,t ∩
⋂

n≥1




⋂

q∈En+1

j1 6=... 6=jn
t≥1

Dq,j̄,t



.

Notice that K is the countable intersection of subsets of full measures. Hence
Pµ(K) = 1. We claim that the set K witnesses the isomorphism property. We
now prove this via a back-and-forth argument. Fix p, q ∈ K. Let (ai)i≥1 |= p and
(bi)i≥1 |= q. These are points in an elementary extension of our monster, namely
U ′. It suffices to construct and isomorphism from the induced structure on {ai}i≥1

to the induced structure on {bi}i≥1. Consider the following

(1) (Forwards) Consider a1. We have that Pµ(diaga1(x1)) > 0 because diaga1(x1) ∈
p and p ∈ supp(Pµ). Hence K ⊆ Ctpqf (a1/∅),1

and so q ∈ Ctpqf (a1/∅),1
.

Hence diaga1(xl) ∈ q for some l > 1. Let l be the smallest such index and
let f(a0) = bl.

(2) (Backwards) Similar to above, find at and send f(at) = b1.
(3) (Forwards) Suppose we are given ai1 , ..., ain , bj1 , ..., bjn and a bijection f :

{ai1 , ..., ain} → {bj1 , ..., bjn} such that f(ail) = bjl and tpqf(ai1 , ..., ain/∅) =
tpqf(bj1 , ..., bjn/∅). We let ā = (ai1 , ..., ain). Let l be the smallest index such
that al does not yet appear in {ai1 , ..., ain}. Since p ∈ supp(Pµ), it follows
that

Pµ(diagā,al(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)) > 0.

Since µ is M -excellent, by Fact 3.8, we have that

Pµ(diagā,al(xi1 , ..., xin , xl)) = Pµ(diagā,al(x1, ..., xn+1)),

and so tpqf(ā, al/∅) ∈ En+1. Choose t > max{i1, ..., in, j1, ..., jn}. Then
K ⊆ Dtpqf (ā,al/∅),j̄,t

and so q ∈ Dtpqf (ā,al/∅),j̄,t
. By construction, this im-

plies that there exists an index l∗ > t such that

q ∈ [diagā(xj1 , ..., xjn) → diagā,al(xj1 , ..., xjn , xl∗)].

Then

U ′ |= diagā(bj1 , ..., bjn) → diagā,al(bj1 , ..., bjn , bl∗).

Since tpqf(ai1 , ..., ain/∅) = tpqf(bj1 , ..., bjn/∅), we have that

U ′ |= diagā(bj1 , ..., bjn).

By modus ponnes, we conclude

U |= diagā,al(bj1 , ..., bjn , bl∗).

We let f(al) = bl∗ .
(4) (Backwards) Similar.

We claim that f is an isomorphism. By construction, f is a bijection which
preserves quantifier free types over the empty set. �

Theorem 4.15. Suppose that L is a finite relational language. Suppose that µ ∈
M

inv
x (U ,M), µ satisfies the excellent measure extension axiom, and µ does not

concentrate on points. Let Pµ(BN ) = 1. Then ThL(N) is countably categorical.
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Proof. Since µ does not concentrate on finitely many realized types, we claim that
|N | = ℵ0. Recall the definition of En from Theorem 4.14. Now consider the
following set of axioms:

(1) For each q ∈ En, we have ∃x1, ..., xnq(x1, ..., xn).
(2) For each q ∈ En, ∀x1, ..., xn(

∧
1≤i6=j≤n xi 6= xj →

∨
q∈En

q(x1, ..., xn)).

(3) For each q ∈ En+1, let rq be the restriction to the first n variables. Then
we have that

∀x1, ..., xn∃xn+1


 ∧

1≤i6=j≤n

xi 6= xj → (rq(x1, ..., xn) → q(x1, ..., xn, xn+1))


 .

By Theorem 4.14 and Proposition 3.7, N models the sentences above. Notice that
given any two countable models, these axioms explicitly encode a back-and-forth
argument. We conclude that our theory is ℵ0-categorical. �

5. Examples

In this section, we work with explicit examples. While the examples themselves
are usually quite intuitive, the computations are sometimes a little complicated.
We begin with two examples such that the induced structure on almost all random
generic types is isomorphic to a fixed countable model. These are our friends from
Example 2.4. In both cases, the measure of certain events requires integrating
particular functions over type space. It seems that this step, the integration of
these functions, is the critical step for working with specific examples. Different
examples requires different techniques. Remark 3.12 is relevant to this section.

Example 5.1. Let U be a monster model of the random graph and M a small
submodel. For t ∈ (0, 1), we let µt be the unique Keisler measure in Mx(U) such
that for any distinct sequence of tuples a1, ..., an, b1, ..., bm, we have that

µt

(
n∧

i=1

R(x, ai) ∧
m∧

i=1

¬R(x, bi)

)
= (t)

n
(1− t)

m
.

We note that for any t ∈ (0, 1), the measure µt is definable over the empty set and
so µt ∈ M

inv
x (U ,M). We claim that the induced structure on almost all randomly

generic types is isomorphic to the unique countable model of the random graph.
In other words, if N is the unique countable model of the random graph, then
Pµt

(BN ) = 1.

Proof. First note that the induced substructure on any subsets of a graph is also a
graph. Hence for any type p ∈ Sx(U), by construction pL is a graph. For each pair
of natural numbers n and subset A of [n] = {1, ..., n}, we deinfe the set

Kn,A :=

∞⋃

l=1


∧

i∈A

R(xi, xl) ∧
∧

j∈[n]\A

¬R(xj , xl)


 .

For each pair (n,A), we prove that Pµ(Kn,A) = 1. So fix a pair (n,A). For each
l ∈ N, we let

ψl(x̄, xl) :=


∨

i∈A

¬R(xi, xl) ∨
∨

j∈[n]\A

R(xj , xl)


 .
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Now consider the following computation:

Pµt
(Kn,A) = Pµ




∞⋃

l=1




n∧

i∈A

R(xi, xl) ∧
∧

j∈[n]\A

¬R(xj , xl)






= lim
k→∞

Pµt






k∨

l=1


∧

i∈A

R(xi, xl) ∧
∧

j∈[n]\A

¬R(xj , xl)








= lim
k→∞

1− Pµt






k∧

l=1


∨

i∈A

¬R(xi, xl) ∨
∨

j∈[n]\A

R(xj , xl)








= 1− lim
k→∞

Pµt






k∧

l=1


∨

i∈A

¬R(xi, xl) ∨
∨

j∈[n]\A

R(xj , xl)








≥ 1− lim
k>n
k→∞

Pµt






k∧

l>n


∨

i∈A

¬R(xi, xl) ∨
∨

j∈[n]\A

R(xj , xl)








(∗)
= 1− lim

k>n
k→∞

∫

Sx̄(M)

k∏

l>n

Fψl
µl
dµ

(n)
t

(∗∗)
= 1− lim

k>n
k→∞

∫

Sx̄(M)

k∏

l>n

(
1− (t)

|A|
(1− t)

n−|A|
)
dµ

(n)
t

= 1− lim
k>n
k→∞

∫

Sx̄(M)

(
1− (t)

|A|
(1− t)

n−|A|
)k−n

dµ
(n)
t

= 1− lim
k>n
k→∞

(
1− (t)

|A|
(1− t)

n−|A|
)k−n

= 1− 0 = 1.

Equation (∗) follows from Lemma 3.10. Equation (∗∗) follows from the fact that
for each l > n, the map Fψl

µ is constant. Indeed, if q ∈ Sx̄(M) and (a1, ..., an) |= q
then

Fψl
µl

(q) = µl


∨

i∈A

¬R(ai, xl) ∨
∨

j∈[n]\A

R(aj , xl)




= 1− µl


∧

i∈A

R(ai, xl) ∨
∧

j∈[n]\A

¬R(aj , xl)




=
(
1− (t)|A| (1− t)n−|A|

)
.

We now consider the set V =
⋂

(n,A):n∈N,A⊆[n]Kn,A. V is the intersection of count-

ably many open sets of full measures and so Pµ(V ) = 1. We claim that for any
p ∈ V , the structure pL is a countable model of the random graph. Since the ran-
dom graph is countably categorical, we have that pL is isomorphic to the unique
countable model, N . Thus, V ⊆ BN and since Pµ(V ) = 1, so does Pµ(BN ). �
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We need a computation lemma before our next example.

Lemma 5.2. Recall Example 2.4. We have that M = (R, <), µL ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M).

Let st : Sx̄(M) → Rn ∪ {∗} be the usual standard part map. Let tp : Rn → Sx̄(M)
be the map sending a tuple to its associated type. Suppose that f : Sx1,...,xn

(M) →

[0, 1] is a Borel function such that for any p, q ∈ supp(µ
(n)
L ) if st(p) = st(q) then

f(p) = f(q). Then ∫

Sx̄(M)

fdµ
(n)
L =

∫

[0,1]n
(f ◦ tp)dLn.

Proof. Standard push-forward/quotient argument and the fact that every definable
subset of Mn is Borel. �

Example 5.3. Let U be a monster model of DLO and R =M ≺ U . Let L be the
Lebesgue measure restricted to the interval [0, 1]. We recall from Example 2.4 the
measure µL in M

inv
x (U ,M). For any formula ϕ(x) ∈ Lx(U), we have that

µL(ϕ(x)) = L({r ∈ R : U |= ϕ(r)}).

Let N be the unique countable model of DLO, i.e. N ∼= (Q, <). Then PµL
(BN ) =

1. In other words, the induced structure on almost all random generic types is
isomorphic to (Q, <).

Proof. The induced substructure on any subset of a total ordering is a total order.
Hence it suffices to show that that the induced structure on almost all random
generic type is a dense ordering and is without endpoints. We first show the “with-
out endpoints” condition: For any n ≥ 1, we consider the sets

An :=

(
∞⋃

l=1

[xn < xl]

)
and Fn :=

(
∞⋃

l=1

[xn > xl]

)

We show that Pµ(An) = 1. A similar computation shows that Pµ(Fn) = 1. Indeed,
let ψl(xn, xl) := xn ≥ xl. Now consider the following computation:

Pµ(An) = Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[xn < xl]

)

= lim
k→∞

Pµ

([
k∨

l=1

xn < xl

])

≥ lim
k>n
k→∞

Pµ

([
k∨

l>n

xn < xl

])

= 1− lim
k>n
k→∞

Pµ

([
k∧

l>n

xn ≥ xl

])

(a)
= 1− lim

k>n
k→∞

∫

Sxn(M)

k∏

l>n

Fψl
µl
dµn

(b)
= 1− lim

k>n
k→∞

∫

p∈Sxn(M)

st(p)k−ndµn



28 KYLE GANNON AND JAMES E. HANSON

(c)
= 1− lim

k>n
k→∞

∫

[0,1]

xk−ndL

= 1− lim
k>n
k→∞

1

k − n

= 1− 0 = 1.

We provide the following justifications:

(a) Lemma 3.10.
(b) Follows from a direct computation. Notice that if s ∈ supp(µn) and a |= s,

then
k∏

l>n

Fψl
µl

(q) =
k∏

l>n

µl(a ≥ xl) = st(a)k−n = st(q)k−n.

(c) Lemma 5.2.

We now prove the density claim. For any n,m ≥ 1, we consider the sets

Cn,m :=

∞⋃

l=1

[(xn < xm) → (xn < xl < xm)] ,

and

Dn,m :=

∞⋃

l=1

[(xn > xm) → (xm < xl < xn)] ,

Fix n,m and let h = max{m,n}. Here we let ψl(xl;xn, xm) := xn < xm ∧ ¬(xn <
xl < xm). Now Behold!

Pµ(Cn,m) = Pµ

(
∞⋃

l=1

[(xn < xm) → (xn < xl < xm)]

)

= lim
k→∞

Pµ

([
xn < xm →

k∨

l=1

xn < xl < xm

])

= lim
k→∞

Pµ

([
xn < xm →

k∨

l=1

xn < xl < xm

])

≥ lim
k→∞

k>max{m,n}

Pµ




xn < xm →

k∨

l>max{m,n}

xn < xl < xm






≥ lim
k→∞
k>h

1− Pµ

([
xn < xm ∧

k∧

l>h

¬(xn < xl < xm)

])

(a)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>h

∫

Sxnxm (M)

k∏

l>h

Fψl
µl
d(µn ⊗ µm)

(b)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>h

∫

p∈Sxnxm (M)

1xn<xm
(p)(1 − stm(p) + stn(p))

k−hd(µn ⊗ µm)

(b)
= 1− lim

k→∞
k>h

∫

[0,1]2:x<y

(1− y + x)k−hdL2
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(c)
= 1− 0 = 1.

We provide the following justifications:

(a) Lemma 5.2.
(b) Fix s ∈ Sxn,xm

(M) and let (an, am) |= s.

k∏

l>h

Fψl
µl

(s) =

k∏

l>h

µl(an < am ∧ ¬(an < xl < am))

=

k∏

l>h

(1xn<xm
(an, am) · (1 − µl(an < xl < am))

=

k∏

l>h

(1xn<xm
(an, am) · (1 − (st(am)− st(an))))

= 1xn<xm
(an, am)

k∏

l>h

(1− st(am) + st(an))

= 1xn<xm
(an, am)(1− st(am) + st(an))

k−h

= 1xn<xm
(s)(1− stm(s) + stn(s))

k−h.

(c) Notice that if g : {(x, y) ∈ [0, 1] : x < y} → [0, 1] via g(x, y) = 1 − y + x, then
the image of g is a subset of [0, 1). Apply Fact 4.11.

A similar computation shows that Pµ(Dn,m) = 1. Consider the Borel set

K =
⋂

n≥1

An ∩
⋂

n≥1

Fn ∩
⋂

n,m≥1

Cn,m ∩
⋂

n,m≥1

Dn,m.

K is the countable intersection of sets of full measures and therefore Pµ(K) = 1.
We claim that if p ∈ K then pL ∼= (Q, <). �

The next example is easier to deal with. We provide it as a contrast to the
examples in the next subsection.

Example 5.4. Consider M = (2<ω,≤) where M |= τ ≤ σ if and only if τ is an
initial segment of σ. Let U be a monster model of T . There is a unique measure
µ ∈ Mx(U) such that for any τ ∈ M , µ(τ ≤ x) = 1

2|τ| and µ(x = τ) = 0. We
claim that µ is M -excellent (even more, it is smooth). Now let N be the theory of
a countable anti-chain in this language. We claim that Pµ(BN ) = 1.

Proof. Choose distinct n,m ≥ 1. Since the measure µ is M -smooth, it self-
commutes and so µxn

⊗ µxm
= µxm

⊗ µxn
. Let ϕ(xn, xm) = xn < xm and notice

Pµ([xn < xm]) = (µxn
⊗ µxm

)(xn < xm)

=

∫

Sxm (M)

Fϕµxn
dµxm

(∗)
=

∫

Sxm (M)

0dµxm

= 0.
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We justify equation (∗) is justified. Let p ∈ supp(µxm
). Then there exists a unique

path γp ∈ 2ω such that for each initial segment τ of γp, τ ≤ x ∈ p. We let γp(i) be
the truncated path at height i. Let a |= p and notice that

Fϕµ (p) = µ(x < a)

≤ lim
n→∞

µ

(
n∨

i=0

x = γp(i) ∨ γp(n) ≤ x

)

≤ lim
n→∞

µ(γp(n) ≤ x)

= lim
n→∞

1

2n
= 0.

We claim that

K =
⋂

n,m≥1

[¬(xn < xm)]

has measure one and if p ∈ K, pL ∼= N . �

5.1. The bad. We now consider examples which answer a resounding no to Ques-
tion 4.2. Our first example is in a finite relational language. We remark that the
measure satisfies the adequate measure extension axiom. The measure is also quite
simple: a measure which concentrates on two types. However, the measure fails
to self commute and therefore it does not satisfy the excellent measure extension
axiom. This obstruction arises from the asymmetry of the Morley product.

Example 5.5. Consider the structure M = (R × {0, 1};P,<). We have that
M |= P ((a, i)) if and only if i = 0, and we have that M |= (a, i) < (b, j) if and
only if a < b. Let U be a monster model such that M ≺ U . Consider the two
definable-types p, q where

(1) P (x) ∈ p and {k < x : k ∈ U} ⊆ p.
(2) ¬P (x) ∈ q and {k < x : k ∈ U} ⊆ q.

Consider the measure µ = 1
2δp +

1
2δq. Then for any countable L-structure N , we

have that Pµ(BN ) = 0.

Proof. We need to only consider N such that there exists p ∈ supp(Pµ) such that
pL ∼= N . Fix p ∈ supp(Pµ). We claim that p|< is isomorphic to (N, <) via xi → i.
For every i ≥ 1, exclusively P (xi) ∈ p or ¬P (xi) ∈ p. For each τ ∈ 2<ω, consider
the formula given by

Aτ (x1, ..., x|τ |) :=


 ∧

τ(i)=1

P (xi) ∧
∧

τ(i)=0

¬P (xi)


 .

A standard computation show that

Pµ(Aτ (x1, ..., x|τ |)) =
1

2|τ |
.

Notice that if τ and σ are not initial segments of one another, then [Aτ (x1, ..., x|τ |)]∩
[Aσ(x1, ..., x|σ|)] = ∅. Furthermore, there exists some path γp in 2ω such that

pL |= ∃x1, ..., x|τ |


Aτ (x1, ..., x|τ |) ∧ ∀z(x1 ≤ z) ∧




|τ |−1∧

i=1

∀z(xi < z → xi+1 ≤ z)




 ,
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if and only if τ is an initial segment of γp. So for any p ∈ supp(Pµ), we have that

Pµ(BpL) ≤ lim
i→∞

Pµ([Aγp(i)(x1, ..., xi)]) = lim
i→∞

1

2i
= 0,

where γp(i) is the path γp truncated at height i. �

The next example gives a measure which satisfies the excellent measure extension
axiom but over an infinite language. We remark that the underlying theory is
stable. This obstruction seems to arise because the type space is too large. There
are continuum many 1-types over the empty set which the measure equidistributes
over, and so choosing a countable subcollection of types cannot yield a unique model
up to isomorphism.

Example 5.6. Consider the structure M = ([0, 1], (Bp,q(x))q,p∈Q∩[0,1]) where

M |= Bp,q(a) ⇐⇒ |a− p| < q.

There exists a unique measure µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) determined by

µ(Bp,q(x)) = L({r ∈ [0, 1] :M |= Bp,q(r)})

where L is the Lebesgue measure. Notice that for every p ∈ supp(Pµ), we have
that pL realizes a countable collection of cuts. Notice moreover that if pL and qL
realize different cuts, then they are not isomorphic. Realizing a specific cut c has
probability 0 and so the collection of random generic types which do not realize c
has probability 1. So for any p ∈ supp(Pµ) and any cut c realized by p, we have
that Pµ(BpL) ≤ Pµ({q ∈ Sx(M) : qL realizes c}) = 0. This gives the result.

6. Witnessing dividing lines

Throughout this section we assume that L is countable, but not necessarily
relational.

The second kinds of events we are interested in are those related to witnessing
dividing lines. There are many dividing lines, but in this section we focus on
three: instability, the independence property, and the strict order property. We are
motivated by the following soft question:

Question 6.1. Given a random generic type, does it witness a dividing line?

Now, there are multiple ways to interpret the question above. Here, we will be
concerned with when a random generic type witnesses the dividing line either on-
the-nose or eventually (this will be evident from our definitions). We will see that
under this interpretation, these events are {0, 1}-valued. Using this observation, we
show that if µ is fim then Pµ-almost no random generic types witness instability.
As a consequence, Pµ-almost no random generic types witness the independence
property or the strict order property either. The statements themselves are philo-
sophically potent. fim measures in NIP theories are called generically stable and
these results gives more credence to idea that fim measures outside of NIP theories
should also be called generically stable. In the next subsection, we will focus on the
local NIP setting and derive some results about particular permutation averages.
We will motivate those results at the beginning of that subsection. Before going
any further, let us recall the definition of a fim measure.
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Definition 6.2. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). We say that µ is fim over M if µ is de-

finable and for any L-formula ϕ(x, y) there exists a sequences of L(M)-formula
(θn(x1, ..., xn))n≥1 such that

(1) for any ǫ > 0 there exists some nǫ such that if n > nǫ and U |= θn(a1, ..., an)
then

sup
b∈Uy

|µ(ϕ(x, b)) −Av(a1, ..., an)(ϕ(x, b))| < ǫ,

where Av(a1, ..., an) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 δai .

(2) limn→∞ µ(n)(θn(x1, ..., xn)) = 1.

The next fact follows directly from the fact that the product of measures which
are both definable and finitely satisfiable is again definable and finitely satisfiable
(see [24]).

Fact 6.3. Suppose that µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). If µ is fim, then µ(m) is definable and

finitely satisfiable in M for every m ≥ 1. Recall that a measure λ ∈ Mx1,...,xm
(U) is

finitely satisfiable in M if whenever λ(ϕ(x1, ..., xm)) > 0 then there exists a1, ..., am
in M such that U |= ϕ(a1, ..., am).

We now define the events which pertain to instability, the independence property,
and the strict order property.

Definition 6.4. Fix a formula ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U). The following formulas cor-
responds to witnessing n-instability of ϕ, shattering a set of size n via ϕ, and
witnessing a strict order of length n for ϕ respectively.

(1) Oϕn (x1, ..., xn) := ∃y1, ..., yn
(∧

1≤i≤j≤n ϕ(xi, yj) ∧
∧

1≤j<i≤n ¬ϕ(xi, yj)
)
,

(2) Iϕn (x1, ..., xn) := ∃y∅, ..., yP(n)

∧
K∈P(n)

(∧
i∈K ϕ(xi, yK) ∧

∧
i6∈K ¬ϕ(xi, yk)

)
,

(3) Lϕn(x1, ..., xn) := ∀y(ϕ(x1, y) ( ... ( ϕ(xn, y)).

The following events correspond to witnessing the instability of ϕ, witnessing the
independence property for ϕ and witnessing the strict order property for ϕ.

(1) Oϕ =
⋂∞
n=1[O

ϕ
n (x1, ..., xn)],

(2) Iϕ =
⋂∞
n=1[I

ϕ
n (x1, ..., xn)],

(3) Lϕ =
⋂∞
n=1[L

ϕ
n(x1, ..., xn)].

The following events correspond to witnessing instability, witnessing IP, and wit-
nessing the strict order property.

(1) O =
⋃
ϕ∈LOϕ

(2) I =
⋃
ϕ∈L Iϕ

(3) L =
⋃
ϕ∈LLϕ

The following facts are either immediate or left to the reader as an exercise. We
will sometimes use these results without reference.

Fact 6.5. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and supposed that µ isM -adequate. Fix any formula

ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U). If R ∈ {O, I, L},

(1) For any n < m, [Rϕm(x1, ..., xm)] ⊆ [Rϕn(x1, ..., xn)]
(2) Lϕ ⊆ Oϕ and so L ⊆ O.
(3) Iϕ ⊆ Oϕ and so I ⊆ O.
(4) Pµ(R

ϕ) = limn→∞ µ(n)(Rϕn(x1, ..., xn)).
(5) Pµ(R) ≤

∑
ϕ∈L Pµ(R

ϕ).
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Lemma 6.6. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and suppose that µ is M -adequate. If ϕ(x, y) ∈

Lxy(U), then Pµ(O
ϕ),Pµ(I

ϕ),Pµ(L
ϕ) ∈ {0, 1}.

Proof. We prove the statement for Oϕ. A similar proof works for the other dividing
lines. We have two cases:

(1) µ(n)(Oϕn (x1, ..., xn)) = 1 for every n ≥ 1. Then clearly Pµ(O
ϕ) = 1.

(2) Otherwise, let k be the smallest integer such that µ(k)(Oϕk (x1, ..., xn)) < 1.

Notice that the sequence (µ(n)(Oϕn (x1, ..., xn)))n≥1 is a decreasing sequence
bounded below by 0. Hence it converges. Thus it suffices to find a subse-
quence which converges to 0. Notice that

µ(mk)(Oϕmk(x1, ..., xmk)) ≤ µ(mk)

(
m∧

i=1

Oϕk (x(i−1)·k+1, ..., xi·k)

)

(∗)
=
(
µ(k)(Ok(x1, ..., xk))

)m
→ 0,

as m goes to infinity. Equation (∗) follows Lemma 3.9. �

Proposition 6.7. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U). If µ is fim then

Pµ(O
ϕ) = Pµ(N

ϕ) = Pµ(L
ϕ) = 0.

Proof. By (2) and (3) of Fact 6.5, it suffices to show that Pµ(O
ϕ) = 0. By Lemma

6.6, it suffice to show that Pµ(O
ϕ) 6= 1. Towards a contradiction, assume Pµ(O

ϕ) =

1. This implies that µ(n)(Oϕn(x1, ..., xn)) = 1 for each n ≥ 1. Since µ is fim, there
exists a formula θn(x1, ..., xn) such that

(1) µ(n)(θn(x1, ..., xn)) ≈ 1
100

1

(2) If |= θn(ā), then

µ(ϕ(x, c)) ≈ 1
100

Av(ā)(ϕ(x, c)).

Now notice that since Pµ([O
ϕ
2n(x1, ..., x2n)]) = 1,

Pµ

(
Oϕ2n(x1, ..., x2n) ∧ θn(x1, ..., xn)∧θn(xn+1, ..., x2n)

)

= Pµ (θn(x1, ..., xn) ∧ θn(xn+1, ..., x2n))

= Pµ (θn(x1, ..., xn)) · Pµ (θn(xn+1, ..., x2n))

=

(
1−

1

100

)2

> 0.

By Fact 6.3 the measure µ(2n) is finite satisfiability in M . Therefore there exists
some tuple (ā, b̄) in M which such that U |= Oϕ2n(ā, b̄) ∧ θn(ā) ∧ θn(b̄). Hence there
exists some c ∈ M such that U |=

∧
i≤n ϕ(ai, c) ∧

∧
i≤n ¬ϕ(bi, c). However, this

implies that Av(ā)(ϕ(x, c)) = 1 while Av(ϕ(x, b)) = 0. In particular,

1 = Av(ā)(ϕ(x, c))

≈ 1
100

µ(ϕ(x, c))

≈ 1
100

Av(b̄)(ϕ(x, c))

= 0

=⇒ 1 ≈ 2
100

0.

This is a contradiction. �



34 KYLE GANNON AND JAMES E. HANSON

Theorem 6.8. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). If µ is fim, then Pµ(O) = Pµ(I) = Pµ(L) = 0

Proof. By Fact 6.5 and Proposition 6.7,

Pµ(I) ≤ Pµ(O) ≤
∑

ϕ∈L

Pµ(O
ϕ) =

∑

ϕ∈L

0 = 0.

Replacing I with L gives the other computation. �

6.1. Extension and alternate interpretations. As mentioned earlier, the def-
initions of Oϕ, Iϕ and Lϕ are on-the-nose. Theorem 6.8 holds in a slightly more
general setting. We may replace witnessing with eventually witnessing and derive
a similar result. We remark that the proof is quite similar to the proof of Theorem
6.8 and so we provide the definitions and give a sketch of the argument.

Definition 6.9. Fix a formula ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U). For any t ≥ 1 and R ∈ {O, I, L}
we let

(1) R
ϕ
t :=

⋂
k>t[R

ϕ
t+1(xt, ..., xt+n)].

(2) R
ϕ
E :=

⋃
t≥1 R

ϕ
t .

(3) RE =
⋃
ϕ∈LR

ϕ
E .

For instance, we interpret p ∈ OE as p eventually witnesses instability.

Corollary 6.10. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M). If µ is fim then Pµ(OE) = Pµ(IE) =

Pµ(LE) = 0

Proof. By a similar argument to Lemma 6.6 and Proposition 6.7, we claim that for
any ϕ ∈ L, Pµ(O

ϕ
t ) = 0. Similarly

Pµ(IE) ≤ Pµ(OE) =
∑

ϕ∈L

Pµ(O
ϕ
E) =

∑

ϕ∈L

∑

t≥1

Pµ(O
ϕ
t ) =

∑

ϕ∈L

∑

t≥1

0 = 0.

Again replacing IE by LE gives the other result. �

Another interpretation might involve witnessing instability via a subsequence.
We can formalize this as follows: Given a formula ϕ(x, y) ∈ Lxy(U), we say
that a subsequence of p witnesses instability of ϕ if there exists an injection f :
N → N such that the pushforward f∗(p) witnesses instability of ϕ. We recall
that θ(x1, ..., xn) ∈ f∗(p) if and only if θ(xf(1), ..., xf(n)) ∈ p. And so, the set
{p ∈ Sx(U) : a subsequence of p witnesses instability for ϕ} can be written as

Sϕ :=
⋃

f :N→N
injective

f−1
∗ (Oϕ).

We first remark that, a priori, Sϕ may not be Pµ-measurable. It is a union of
uncountably many Borel sets. Secondly, it is easy to find examples of measures µ
such that µ is fim and Pµ(S

ϕ) = 1. Reconsider Example 2.4 and the measure µL.
We recall that this measure if fim. Moreover, we know that with probability one,
the induced structure on almost all random generic types is DLO (Example 5.3).
Let N = (Q, <) and ϕ(x, y) = x < y. Then the following two facts hold:

(1) BN ⊆ Sϕ.
(2) PµL

(BN ) = 1.

This shows us that Sϕ does not behave like Oϕ or Oϕ
E .
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6.2. Some examples. Here, we have a quick interlude on some basic examples.
One might have the impression that, like in the previous section, the main ingredient
in the proof of Theorem 6.8 is secretly commutativity. This is not the case. We
consider our old friends from the random graph. We recall that these measures are
M -excellent and thus self-commute.

Example 6.11. Recall from Example 2.4 the measures µt for t ∈ (0, 1). We remark
that

(1) Pµt
(BN ) = 1 where N is the countable model of the random graph (see

Example 5.1).
(2) BN ⊆ I and so Pµt

(I) = Pµt
(O) = 1.

(3) The theory of the random graph is simple and therefore no formula wit-
nesses the strict order property. In particular, this implies that for any
ϕ ∈ L, Lϕ = ∅ and thus Pµ(L) = 0.

Weaker versions of tameness are not enough to derive the conclusions of Theorem
6.8. Our next example is a fam measure which behaves poorly relatives to our
dividing line events.

Example 6.12. Let T be the theory of the random triangle free graph (the Henson
graph) in the language L = {R}. Let M |= T and M ≺ U . Consider the type
p = {¬R(x, b) : b ∈ U}. We recall from [12] that the measure µ := δp is fam over any

model and to µ is fam overM . Since µ is a type, we remark that supp(Pµ) = {p(ω)}.
One can prove that ¬R(xi, xj) ∈ p(ω) for any i, j ≥ 1. We claim that one can thus

shatter any realization of p(ω) via the edge relation. Hence Pµ(I) = Pµ(O) = 1.
Notice that Pµ(L) = 0 since T does not have the strict order property.

We now construct an example where Pµ(O) = Pµ(L) = 1 while Pµ(I) = 0.

Example 6.13. Consider M = (R, <) and let M ≺ U . Let p be the unique type
extending {x > a : a ∈ U} and consider the measure µ := δp. The measure µ is

definable over M , but it is not fim. Notice that supp(Pµ) = {p(ω)} and for each

n ≥ 1, (xn < xn+1) ∈ p(ω). Let ϕ(x, y) := x < y. Notice that Pµ(O
ϕ) = Pµ(L

ϕ) =
1 and so Pµ(O) = Pµ(L) = 1. Since our structure is NIP, we have that Pµ(I) = 0.

Our model-theoretic intuition tells use the answer to the following question
should be false via Shelah’s theorem.

Question 6.14. Does these exist a pair of structure (U ,M) and a measure µ ∈
M

inv
x (U ,M) such that the following properties hold:

(1) µ is M -adequate.
(2) Pµ(O) = 1 while Pµ(I) = Pµ(L) = 0?

6.3. The NIP. In the NIP setting, there are many examples of measures such
that almost all random generic types witness instability. This phenomena is quite
abundant (for a concrete example, see Example 6.13). The catch is that these
measures need to not be generically stable and in the NIP context, this means that
the measure does not self-commute. Hence, the construction of the measure Pµ
in these contexts is asymmetric. This asymmetry gives us the opportunity to ask,
“what are the different expected values of Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n)) where σ is an element
of the symmetric group on {1, ..., n}? Are these values dependent on one another
in some way?”
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It turns out that if ϕ(x, y) is NIP, then the average of value of the measure
of Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n)) across all permutations must tend toward 0. Why? Let’s
think about the extreme case. If Pµ(O

ϕ
n (x̄)) = 1 for every permutation of variables,

then one can quickly deduce that ϕ(x, y) has VC dimension at least n. Using this
intuition, we prove that if µ is M -adequate and ϕ(x, y) is NIP then

lim
n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

Pµ(O
ϕ
n (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n))).

One interpretation of this phenomenon is that under NIP, while one might be
able to find a large measure of witnesses to instability (e.g. Example 6.13), those
witnesses are quite fragile under permutations.

To prove the main result of this section, we use some hard bounds from the
theory around VC dimension of set of permutation to prove a soft result. It would
be interesting in its own right to compute some of the hard bounds in our setting.
We first recall the definition of the VC-dimension of a set of permutation form [9].

Definition 6.15. Let Sym(n) denote the permutation group on {1, ..., n} and A ⊆
Sym(n). Then the VC-dimension of the set A is defined to be the largest integer
k such that the set of restrictions of the permutations in A on some k-tuple of
positions is the set of all k! permutation patterns. We let rk(n) be the maximum
size of a set of n-permutations with VC-dimension k.

There is a clear connection between the VC dimension of a set of permutations
and our setting.

Lemma 6.16. Fix a formula ϕ(x, y) and a type p ∈ Sx1,...,xm
(M). If

A := {σ ∈ Sym(m) : Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(m)) ∈ p} > rd(m),

Then the VC dimension of {ϕ(x, b) : b ∈ Uy} is strictly greater than d.

Proof. Since our permutation set is strictly larger than rd(m), we know that the
VC dimension of the permutation set is strictly greater that d. Hence there exists
j1 < ... < jd in {1, ...,m} such that {σ|j1,...,jd : σ ∈ A} = Sym({j1, ..., jd}). Now let
(a1, ..., am) |= p. We claim the set {ajl : 1 ≤ l ≤ d} is shattered by {ϕ(x, b) : b ∈ U}.
Indeed, if K ⊆ {j1, ..jd}, let τ be an element of Sym({j1, ..., jd}) which places the
elements of K before the elements of {j1, ..., jd}\K. Then there exists some τ ′ ∈ A
such that τ ′|j1,...,jd = τ . Thus, |= Oϕm(aτ ′(1), ..., aτ ′(m)) implies

U |= ∃y




|K|∧

i=1

ϕ(aτ ′(i), y) ∧
m∧

i=|K|+1

¬ϕ(aτ ′(i), y)




=⇒ U |= ∃y


∧

i∈K

ϕ(ai, y) ∧
∧

i∈{j1,...,jd}\K

¬ϕ(ai, y)




And so, for some b ∈ U , we have that {aj1 , ..., ajd} ∩ {ϕ(U , b)} = {ai : i ∈ K}. �

The next theorem is by Cibulka and Kynčl [9, Theorem 1.1].

Fact 6.17. For every t ≥ 1, we have that r2t+2(m) = 2Θ(mα(m)t) and r2t+3(m) =

2Θ(mα(m)t logα(m)) where α(m) is the inverse Ackermann function.

A straightforward consequence of the above fact is the following.
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Fact 6.18. For every pair of integers (n, d) there exists an integer m such that
m!/n > rd(m).

Proof. This follows directly from Fact 6.17. Intuitively, this holds becausem! grows
much faster than “2 to the inverse Ackermann of m to the d” for fixed d. Dividing
by n is more or less garnish. �

Finally we come to the main theorem of this subsection.

Theorem 6.19. Let µ ∈ M
inv
x (U ,M) and suppose that µ is M -adequate. Let

ϕ(x, y) be an NIP formula. Then

lim
n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

Pµ(O
ϕ
n (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n))) = 0.

Proof. Since ϕ(x, y) is NIP, there exists a d such that the VC-dimension of the set
system {ϕ(x, b) : b ∈ U} is less than or equal to d. We notice that if n < n′, then

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

Pµ(O
ϕ
n(xσ(1), ..., xσ(n))) ≥

1

n′!

∑

σ∈Sym(n′)

Pµ(O
ϕ
n (xσ(1), ...xσ(n′))).

Therefore, our terms are decreasing and bounded below, and the sequence converges
to some number c. We argue that c = 0. If not, then c > 0. Choose n0 ∈ N such
that 0 < 1

n0
< c. By Fact 6.18, there exists a number m such that m!/n0 > rd(m).

Now we have that
1

n0
< c <

1

m!

∑

σ∈Sym(m)

µ(m)(Oϕm(xσ(1), ..., xσ(m)))

=

∫

Sx̄(M)

1

m!

∑

σ∈Sym(m)

1Oϕ
m(xσ(1),...,xσ(m))dµ

(m)

=⇒
m!

n0
<

∫

Sx̄(M)

∑

σ∈Sym(m)

1Oϕ
m(xσ(1),...,xσ(m))dµ

(m)

=⇒ ∃p∗ ∈ supp(µ(m)) such that
∑

σ∈Sym(m)

1Oϕ
m(xσ(1),...,xσ(m))(p∗) >

m!

n0

=⇒ |{σ ∈ Sym(m) : Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(m)) ∈ p∗}| >
m!

n

And so by our choice of m,

{σ ∈ Sym(m) : Oϕm(xσ(1), ..., xσ(m)) ∈ p∗}| > rd(m).

By Lemma 6.16, we have that the VC dimension of {ϕ(x, b) : b ∈ U} strictly greater
than d, which is a contradiction. �

Remark 6.20. The previous result actually gives us another proof of Theorem
6.8 for generically stable measures in the NIP setting. Suppose T is NIP, µ ∈
M

inv
x (U ,M) is generically stable over M . Then Pµ(O) = 0. Notice that for any

L-formula ϕ(x, y),

Pµ(O
ϕ) = lim

n→∞
µ(n)(Oϕn (x1, ..., xn))

= lim
n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

µ(n)(Oϕn (x1, ..., xn))



38 KYLE GANNON AND JAMES E. HANSON

(∗)
= lim

n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

µ(n)(Oϕn (xσ(1), ..., xσ(n)))

(∗∗)
= 0

Equation (∗) follows from the fact that µ self-commutes. Equation (∗∗) is Theorem
6.19. Hence Pµ(O) = 0 since O is the countable union of sets of measures 0.

We consider an example where the limit is equal to 1.

Remark 6.21. Notice if we consider µt from Example 2.4 and set ϕ(x, y) :=
R(x, y), the edge relation, we see that

lim
n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

Pµt
(Oϕn(xσ(1), ..., xσ(n))) = lim

n→∞

1

n!

∑

σ∈Sym(n)

1 = 1,

because µ is M -excellent (i.e. self-commutes) and Pµt
(ORn (x1, ..., xn)) = 1.
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