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DEFINABLE GROUPS OF PARTIAL AUTOMORPHISMS

MOSHE KAMENSKY

ABSTRACT. The motivation for this paper is to extend the known model the-
oretic treatment of differential Galois theory to the case of linear difference
equations (where the derivative is replaced by an automorphism.) The model
theoretic difficulties in this case arise from the fact that the corresponding
theory ACFA does not eliminate quantifiers. We therefore study groups of
restricted automorphisms, preserving only part of the structure. We give con-
ditions for such a group to be (infinitely) definable, and when these conditions
are satisfied we describe the definition of the group and the action explicitly.

We then examine the special case when the theory in question is obtained by
enriching a stable theory with a generic automorphism. Finally, we interpret
the results in the case of ACFA, and explain the connection of our construction
with the algebraic theory of Picard-Vessiot extensions.

The only model theoretic background assumed is the notion of a definable
set.

1. INTRODUCTION

A linear differential equation is an equation of the form Dz = Ax, where D
is a (formal) derivation, A is a matrix over some base differential field, and x is
a tuple of variables. To any such equation, it is possible to associate a certain
extension of differential fields, the Picard-Vessiot extension, that contains a system
of solutions to this equation. The Galois group of the equation is defined to be the
automorphism group of this field. In [12], it is shown that when the base field is
Q(¢), with Dt = 1, this Galois group is always computable.

The fundamental observation for the results of that paper, is that there is a
model theoretic interpretation of this Galois group. More precisely, there is a
general definition of the notion of “the group of automorphisms of a definable set
Q over another definable set C”. When Q is internal to C (i.e., has a definable
family of bijections into C; see section 2.1 for the definition), this group turns out
to be the group of points of a type-definable group. This fact is also explained
in [12], in appendix B.

To apply the general construction to linear differential equations, one considers
the theory of differentially closed fields (DC'F'), the model completion of the theory
of differential fields (with constant symbols for the base field.) The equation Dz =
Ax is then a interpreted as the definable set Q, while the set of constants Dz = 0
plays the role of C. The internality condition corresponds to the fact the Q is a
finite dimensional vector space over C, and thus has a definable family of bijections
with some power of C. To identify the model theoretic group with the (algebraic)
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Galois group, one may embed the Picard-Vessiot extension into a model of DCF,
and then use the fact that DC'F eliminates quantifiers.

The purpose of the present work is to describe in more detail the construction
of the model theoretic group of automorphisms, and to generalise it in a way that
will be suitable for dealing with difference equations. A linear difference equation
is an equation of the form o(z) = Az, where o is a formal automorphism, and A,
as before, is a matrix over some base difference field (i.e., a field with a prescribed
automorphism.) The algebraic theory of this case is described in [23]. Tt is analogous
to the case of differential equations, but differs in some points. In particular, the
Galois group is only constructed in the case that the subfield of constant elements
of the base field is algebraically closed.

From the model theoretic point of view, there are two essential differences be-
tween this case and the case of differential equations: First, the theory of alge-
braically closed fields with an automorphism (ACF A), which is the analogue of
DCF in this case, does not eliminate quantifiers. In particular, there are defin-
able subsets of the set defined by the equation that are not algebraic (quantifier
free definable), and the original construction would produce the group of automor-
phisms preserving all such definable sets, not only the quantifier free ones (see also
example 10, proposition 31 and example 32). The algebraic Galois group, in con-
trast, preserves the algebraic structure only. Thus we need to construct a group of
automorphisms that preserves only some definable sets.

The other distinction of this case is that, though the Galois group is constructed
as the automorphism group of a certain Picard-Vessiot extension, this extension
may have zero-divisors. Therefore, even when the quantifier free group is con-
structed, it is not clear that it coincides with the algebraic Galois group.

There are also intrinsic questions associated with the original constructions.
Specifically, if the automorphism group is definable, we may consider its points
in an arbitrary model, not just a saturated one. Our new description interprets
every such group as a group of automorphisms. Additionally, the formulas defining
the group are produced explicitly.

We now briefly summarise the contents that follow. In section 2 we give the
definitions of automorphism groups and of internality, and describe conditions for
the automorphism group G to be (type-) definable. In the case when these condi-
tions are satisfied, we show this by presenting the definition of the group explicitly.
We also compare this group with the original construction in [12]. We consider the
dependence of the automorphism group on the internality datum, and show that it
is essentially independent. Finally, we describe a definable family of groups, that
act on the G-torsor used to construct GG. The algebraic Galois group, considered
in [23] and in section 4, is eventually identified with a member of the Zariski closure
of this family.

In section 3 we approach closer to the example of ACF A, and consider theories
obtained from a stable theory by adding a generic automorphism. The goal is
to obtain a more precise description of the definition of the group, as given by
equations over the base structure. In the case of ACFA (where the stable theory
is AC'F), this means polynomial equations. It turns out that the existence of such
a description follows essentially from the stability alone.

Finally, in section 4 we consider the case of ACF A itself. We describe the
interpretation of the structure we obtained in previous sections for this case, as well
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as some more specific features that follow mainly from the Noetherian property in
this case. We then explain the connection with the algebraic Galois group of [23],
and also consider some examples.

For completeness, an appendix is included where the basic model-theoretic re-
sults used in the paper are briefly explained. This should hopefully make the paper
accessible to readers with no model theoretic background.

Acknowledgement. This work is part of my PhD research, performed in the
Hebrew university under the supervision of Ehud Hrushovski. I would like to thank
him for his guidance, and in particular for suggesting this subject, which, among
other things helped me to begin understanding stability theory.

I would also like to thank the referee for the careful reading and useful com-
ments.

1.1. History. Definable automorphism groups first appeared in the context of
strongly minimal theories, in works of Zil'ber (cf. [25]), where they are called bind-
ing groups. Poizat observed, in [19], that this construction can be used to give
a model theoretic interpretation of differential Galois theory. This approach was
taken further by Pillay, in [17] (and [18]), who extended the algebraic work of
Kolchin.

In the abstract setting, the results on the binding groups were extended by
Hrushovski to the stable case in [11]. They were further extended to simple theories
in various places, including [10] and [1]. The ultimate result, on which this work
is based, appears in appendix B of [12], where the automorphism group is proved
to exist with the sole assumption of internality. The main addition of the current
work in this respect is the elementary and explicit description of this group, from
which the extension to partial automorphisms is clear (as well as the fact that the
binding group is an intersection of definable groups, even in the unstable case.)
The interpretation of this theory in terms of definable groupoids appears in [13].

Theories of the form T, appearing in section 3 were considered by Pillay and
Chatzidakis in [4] (claim 28, for example, is proved there.) Elimination of imagi-
naries for such theories is characterised (in terms of T') in [13].

The motivating example for a big part of this theory is differential Galois theory.
As mentioned above, the model theoretic connection was observed by Poizat and
further developed by Pillay (and by Hrushovski in [12].) The algebraic theory was
known in special cases to 19th century mathematicians, and was systematically
developed by Kolchin ([15]), and later by many authors, of which Singer and van-
der-Put ([24]) and Deligne ([7]) seems the most relevant to the model theoretic
approach.

In the case of difference equations, the theory seems to be much less developed.
The algebraic theory, as we treat it, is developed by Singer and van-der-Put in [23].
A slightly different approach is taken in [9] and in [8]. For the model theoretic
context, the theory we use was developed by Hrushovski and Chatzidakis in [6].
The model theory of the Galois group was recently considered in [5].

1.2. Notation and conventions. We consider an arbitrary (not necessarily com-
plete) theory T'. By a definable set we mean a formula in the language of T', up to
equivalence with respect to T (two formulas are equivalent if the define the same
subset in any model of T'). In particular, definable sets are always over 0 unless
explicitly mentioned otherwise.
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If A is any subset of a model M, dcl(A) is the set of all elements in M of the
form f(@), where @ is a tuple of elements from A, and f is a T-definable function
on a definable set containing @.Note that this set does not depend on the ambient
model M, but only on its theory (in the language with constant symbols for A):
dcl(A) computed in one model of this theory is in canonical bijection over A with
del(A) computed in any other. Given a definable (or, more generally, ind-definable)
set X, we denote by X (A) the set of points of X that belong to dcl(A).

We will use the notion of a definable family of (definable) sets. A family is
simply a definable set ¢(z,y) C X x Y where one of the variables, say x, is con-
sidered the parameter variable of the family. Thus, in this case we have a family
of subsets of Y, varying with x. In many cases we will require the members of the
family (the fibres) to be disjoint. A general family ¢(x,y) can be converted to a
disjoint one with the same parameter variable and isomorphic fibres via the formula
V,y, z2(¥(z, 2,y) < (x =2z Ad(x,y))) (which may require a quantifier).

In appendix A, we recall some other basic notions of model theory, namely elim-
ination of imaginaries and stable embeddedness. One unusual aspect of our setting
with respect to these notions is that we do not assume 7" to be complete. This
requires some extra care with the definitions, but does not present real difficulties.
This is also explained in the appendix.

We shall mildly use the notions of pro-definable and ind-definable sets. Some
details on this can be found in [14]. For simplicity, one can always think about
a pro-definable set as a partial type, and of an ind-definable set as a bounded
increasing union of definable sets. For groups, we use the following terminology:

Definition 1. An w-group in a theory T is the intersection of a (language sized)
chain of definable groups

We note that in stable theories, any pro-definable group has this form (cf [16,
Lemma 6.18]), but this is false in general.

2. INTERNALITY AND DEFINABLE (GALOIS GROUPS

In this section, we deal with the basic notion of a set Q being internal to C.
This roughly means that Q has a definable family of bijections with C. We shall
see that having this situation is almost equivalent to automorphism groups of Q
over C being w-groups .

A basic example is as follows: Let Q be a vector space of dimension n over a
field, and let C the n-th Cartesian power of the field. The family of vector space
bijections between Q and C can be identified with the set X of (ordered) vector
space bases of Q. In this identification, an element x of X maps a vector in Q to
the coeflicients of its presentation in that basis. This set X, as well as the family of
maps from Q to C are definable from the vector space structure. Any element of
the group of linear automorphisms GL(Q) of Q can be obtained as a composition
of one bijection of this type, with the inverse of another. Automorphism groups
preserving any additional structure will be definable sub-groups (or w-groups) of
this group.

In general, given arbitrary sets Q and C, and a set X of injective maps from
Q to C, consider the set F' of bijections of Q to itself of the form f~! o g, with
f+g € X (for which the composition is defined.) Composing such a bijection ¢ € F
with an element h € X gives a new function h ot from Q to C. If, for some ¢,
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this new function is again in X for any h € X, we say that ¢ preserves X. The set
of elements of F' preserving X in this manner forms a group G. This group acts
on Q by evaluation and on X by composition, and turns out to be the group of
automorphisms of the evaluation map from Q x X to C. When all of the above
structure arises as the sets of points of definable sets, Q is said to be internal to
C, and the above construction is carried out definably in subsection 2.1. As in
the case of vector spaces, any additional (definable) structure is the preserved by a
definable subgroup of this group.

Internality is defined in definition 2. Automorphisms and groups of them are
defined in section 2.2. The final result is stated as theorem 19. Throughout the
section, unless mentioned otherwise, we work with arbitrary models of an arbi-
trary theory T', which is not necessarily complete, but which eliminates imaginaries
(possibly by passing to 7.

2.1. Internality. We are interested in the following situation:

Definition 2. Let Q, C be definable sets.

(1) Q is said to be (X, f)-internal (or simply internal) to C if X is a definable
set and f: Q x X — {C}“? is a definable map, such that, for any z € X,
the map f, : Q — {C}*? defined as f.(¢) = f(q,z) is injective, and for
x # vy, [ and f, are distinct.

(2) If Q is (X, f)-internal to C, and M is a model, we denote by

Aut(x,1)(Q/C)(M)

the group of pairs (7q, 7x ), where 7q : Q(M) — Q(M) and 7x : X(M) —
X (M) are bijections, and

f(rq(q), < (%)) = f(q, @)

for any (q,x) € Q x X. This group will be called the internality group.
(3) Assume that for any model M, we are given a group G(M) acting faithfully
on Q(M) (G is not assumed to be functorial in M.) Q is internal to C
relatively to G if Q is (X, f)-internal to C for some X, f such that, for any
model M, any g € G(M) extends to an element of Autx 7 (Q/C)(M).
In this case, the pair (X, f) is called an internality datum for G.

Remark 3.

(1) An element of G(M) is thought of as an automorphisms of Q(M). The
condition of internality relatively to G says that any such automorphism
can be extended to an automorphism of the internality structure. Our
goal is to find conditions that G is an w-group (in particular, the data is
only interesting when the isomorphism class of G(M) depends only on the
isomorphism class of M.) Note that in this part of the definition, (X, f) is
not part of the data, and G does not depend on them.

(2) Given a family (X, f) as in the definition of internality, except that the f,
are not distinct, we may obtain an internality datum from it via elimination
of imaginaries, with the same functions (from Q to C) appearing as fibres.

(3) If Q is C internal relatively to G, then the same is true for any G; < G (i.e.,
G1(M) is a subgroup of G(M), for any M.) In other words, if Q is (X, f)-
internal to C, then Q is C internal relatively to any G' < Aut(x 5)(Q/C).
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(4) Internality can be defined in the same way when C is ind-definable, rather
than just definable. However, it amounts to saying the same thing for some
definable subset of C in this case, and therefore for simplicity we don’t do
it.

(5) As can be seen from the definition (and below), it is harmless to replace C
by C’ if {C}*? = {C'}*?, and, in fact, by any C’ such that {C'}*? C {C}*
and contains sorts for all definable sets in question. We shall assume, below,
that the values of f lie, in fact, in C.

Note that the definition does not require that individual members of the auto-
morphisms group are definable (over any parameters.) However, this is in fact the
case, as follows from proposition 5 below.

In the following parts we will consider some auxiliary definable sets that appear
as a result of internality. The reader may find it convenient to refer to the summary
of notation in 2.4.

2.1.1. The set of images. Let Q be (X, f) internal to C. Different elements of X
may map Q to distinct subsets of C. The family of all these subsets is parametrised
by a definable (in T°?) set D. We apply to this family the process described in 1.2,
namely, we replace C by C x D (denoting this new set by C again), so that the
family of image sets is given as fibres of a projection to D. The internality datum
is modified accordingly. We have a natural map 7 : X — D, sending each element
of z € X to the image of Q under x. The automorphism group of the internality
structure preserves this map: For any 7 € Autx 5 (Q/C)(M), n(1(z)) = n(x)
(indeed, f(7(q),7(x)) = f(g,z), so f, and f;(,) have the same image.)

Thus, the internality datum can be described as follows: We are given a family
of maps [ : Q x X — C, another set D, and maps from X and from C to D (whose
fibres over a point d € D will be denoted X, and Cg), such that the combined
map (f,p2) : Q x X = C xp X (where py is the second projection) is a bijection.
From now on the internality datum will be assumed to be in this form. The map
C xp X — Q obtained from the inverse of the above map will be denoted by g.
As mentioned above, if this data witnesses internality relatively to G, the action is
naturally induced on C xp X, and we have g(c, h(z)) = h(g(c,z)) for any h € G.
If all elements of X map Q to the same set, D is one point, and we have a family
of bijections between Q and C. For our purposes, there is no substantial difference
between this case and a general D. At the other extreme, if all the image sets are
different, then in the new description Q x X has a definable bijection with C. In
particular, G is trivial, and if C is stably embedded, then Q is a subset of {C}“.

Remark 4. In appendix B of [12], internality is defined in terms of g rather than f,
and g is not required to be injective. In other words, according to that definition, Q
is internal to C if there is a definable map g : C x p X — Q with each g, surjective.
The kernel of ¢ is then an equivalence relation on C, and dividing by it, we get a
new set in {C}“?, where the induced map is bijective, on the fibres. We thus get
back to our situation. Since any group of automorphism considered (either here
or in [12]) acts trivially on {C}“?, this process does not affect the automorphism
group.

Equivalently, instead of dividing by the kernel of g, we may work with the original
datum, but modify D to be the family of domains of ¢, together with the equivalence
relation given by the kernel of ¢.
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See also 2.1.4 and 2.2.2 for an explicit description of the results below in terms
of the original datum.

2.1.2. Other derived structure. The following additional sets are obtained from the
internality datum: Let
F=XxpX

Given (z,y) € F, the maps f, and fy have the same image in C, so the composition
fgfl o f, is defined. Thus each point of F induces a bijection of Q on itself. We
let F be the canonical family for F (i.e., the quotient of F obtained by identifying
pairs that induce the same map), so that F is a family of bijections of Q on itself.

Similarly, any two elements z,y € X give rise to a bijection f, o fo "t from Cra)
to Cr(,). We denote the canonical family for this family by H:

H=XxX/E

where (x,y)E(z,w) if fyo fo ™' = fwo f. .
There are two definable maps 74 and 7; from H to D, for the domain and image
of the element:

7Td(fy o fwil) = 7T($)
Wz(fy o f:ﬂil) = W(y)

We denote the fibres of these maps over € D by H, and H*, respectively.

Note that if C is stably embedded, then H, being a family of maps between
subsets of C, has a canonical injective map into {C}?.

Given an element h in Hy (for some d € D), we may compose it with a function
fz, where x € X4 to obtain a new function h o f, from Q to C. We denote the

definable set of all functions acquired in this way by X:
X =H XD X/E

where F is again the relation of defining the same map. Note that we have a
canonical map from D to H corresponding to the identity map on each fibre C,,
hence we have a definable injective map from X to X, and we consider X to be a
subset of X wia this map. We denote by

MZHXDX%X

the quotient map. Note that H, j and X can all be defined in the same way in
the situation of remark 4, if we properly modify D, as explained there.

2.1.3. Definability of the group. Following 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, the internality datum
consists of definable sets Q, X, C and D, definable maps 7 : X =+ D and C — D
onto D, and a definable map f : Q x X — C over D, such that the combined
map (f,p2) : Q x X — C xp X (with ps the second projection) is bijective.
We view elements = of X as bijections f; from Q to Cr(,), and we assume that
distinct elements of X given distinct maps. We have the auxiliary definable sets
F of bijections from Q to Q, and H of bijections between fibres of C over D,
both obtained by composing two elements of X, and an extra set X containing X
of bijections from Q to fibres in C, obtained by composing elements of H with
elements of X, with composition map p: H xp X — X.

Given z,y € X(M), we write x ~ y if there exists an automorphism 7 €
Autx 5(Q/C)(M) such that 7(x) = y. We note that such 7 is unique. To see



8 MOSHE KAMENSKY

this, it is enough to show that if 7(x) = x then 7 is the identity. However, for any
q€Q,

flg,2) = f(r(q). 7(x)) = f(7(q),z)
Since each f, is injective, this shows that 7(q) = ¢, so 7 is the identity on Q. This
means that for any y € X, f, and f;(,) are the same map on Q. By the definition
of internality, this implies that 7(y) = y, so that 7 is the identity on X as well.

Proposition 5.

a. Given an internality datum (X, f) there is a definable family ¢(x,h) of subsets
of H parametrised by X, such that for any model M and (z,y) € F(M), x ~y
if and only if they define the same subset of H.

b. If Q is (X, f) internal to C, then the group G = Aut(x 5)(Q/C) is definable:
there is a definable group action Gy x Q — Q such that for any model M,
G(M) = Go(M), with the given action. The definition of the group and the
action is giwen explicitly in terms of the internality datum.

c. In particular, if Q is C-internal relatively to G, then the G action on Q is, in
the same sense, a sub-action of a definable group action.

Proof.

a. A basic observation is that p and f commute: For any ¢ € Q, h € H and z € X,
it p(h,x) € X, then we have

f(g, p(h, x)) = h(f(q,x))

where we denote by h(—) the action of H on C. This is simply the definition of
.

We now claim that the required formula is u(h, z) € X, i.e., x ~ y if and only
if

Jzogwofr €X < f.ogywof,€X

for all z,w € X for which the composition makes sense (where a function “be-
longs” to X if it has the form f; for some ¢ € X).

In fact, if both 2 and u(h,x) belong to X, and 7 is an automorphism of the
internality structure, then 7(u(h,x)) = p(h, 7(z)): to show this, it is enough to
show that they coincide as maps from Q to C. But

F(a,7(ulh,))) = f(r7H(q), u(h. @) = h(f (77 (q),2)) =
= h(f(q,7())) = (g, u(h, 7(x)))
Therefore, if x ~ y, then they define the same subset.

Conversely, assume that x and y define the same subset of H. Let 7 be the
map on Q given by g, o f;. To show that this map extends to an automorphism
of the internality structure, we need to show that given any z € X, the map
fzogz0 fy from Q to C coincides with f,, for some (unique) w € X. Let h € H
be the element corresponding to f,og,. Then we need to show that pu(h,y) € X.
But p(h,x) = z € X, so by assumption p(h,y) belongs to X as well.

b. As described above, the group is obtained as the subset of F' corresponding to
the pairs (z,y) € F such that = ~ g, i.e., pairs that satisfy

Vh e H(u(h,z) € X <= u(h,y) € X)

And the action on Q is the restriction of the corresponding action of F' (as a set
of bijection of Q with itself).
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c. By definition, G is a subgroup of the automorphism group of an internality
datum for it. O

Thus, if we want to show that the groups G(M) are the groups of points of an
w-group, we already have a natural map into a definable group, and we only need
to determine whether the image is a bounded intersection of some of its definable
subgroups. The answer to this question is given in 2.2.

Example 6. The sets Q, X and C need not be distinct. For example, if T is the
theory of groups, we may take Q = X = C to be the universe G, and f : QxX — C
to be the group multiplication. In this case, the automorphisms group is G itself,
and an element g € G actson Q=G by g+ qg ' andon X =G by 2z — gz. =

We recall the following definition.

Definition 7. Let G be a (pro-)definable group. A (pro-)definable group action
m : G x X — X is called a G-torsor if X has a point in some model, and the
combined map (pz,m) : G x X — X x X (where ps is the projection on the second
factor) is an isomorphism

The claim of proposition 5 can thus be stated as follows: The action of G on X is,
by definition, free. An orbit of this action is given by a definable (over parameters)
subset of X. Any such orbit is thus a G-torsor. If C is stably embedded, the family
of all such orbits is in {C}“.

2.1.4. An explicit definition. Let us write down the explicit first order definition
of the internality group. Following through the proof we see that it is (in the free
variable u):

(2)  Y(x,y) € F(l(z,y) =u = Yh e H(u(h,z) € X < pu(h,y) € X))

where II is the projection from F to F.

Alternatively, we may pass to the canonical family F' first. To do this, recall
that F is a family of bijections from Q to itself, and let X be the canonical family
of bijections from Q into C obtained by composing elements of F’ and X. Let

v:FxX X

be the composition map, and, as for X, we identify X with the subset v(id, X) of X.
More generally, we identify elements of X and of X that define the same function
from Q to C. After this identification, if h € H, u € F and = € X are elements
with the property that p(h, z),v(u,x) € X, then v(u, u(h,x)) = p(h, v(u, z)), since
they p and v correspond to composition on different sides. We also note that given
any u € F, the inverse of u (as a function on Q) is also represented by an element
of F, denoted v~ 1.

Claim 8. The internality group given by the subset of elements u € F satisfying
the formula

(3) Vz € X(v(u,2) € X Av(ut,2) € X)
Proof. Assume that u = II(z,y) satisfies formula (2). Given z € X, let h € H be

the element corresponding to f. o fo~'. Then u(h,z) = z and u(h,y) = v(u, z).
Hence, by formula (2), v(u,z) € X. The proof for the inverse is symmetric.
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Conversely, if u satisfies formula (3) and II(z,y) = u, assume that p(h,z) € X
for some h € H. Then for z = u(h,x), we get:

u(hyy) = ulh,v(u,2)) = v(u, p(h,2)) = v(u,2) € X
and the other direction follows from the condition on w~1!. O

We would like also to rewrite this last formula explicitly in terms of the original
data. Thus, instead of u € F, we describe its pre-image in X x X in terms of
the function f (which need not be given via a function symbol, but as a ternary
relation.) Expanding the definition we get (in the free variables (z,w) € X x X):

(4) Vo € X3y € Xo(z,y, 2, w)

where the formula ¢(z,y, z, w), representing the condition f, = fw tofiof, s
given by

) Vg€ Q,ce C(f(gy,¢c) —
e Q,de C(f(q,w,d) A f(p,z,d) A f(p, 2, ¢)))
This equation is valid also when f has the form in remark 4. In these terms, the

action of G on Q is given (via X x X) by (z,w)(p) = ¢, where z,w € X and p,q € Q
satisty

(6) de € C(f(g,w,c) A f(p, 2, ¢))
and the action on X is given by (z,w)(z) = y, where z,y,z,w € X satisfy ¢ of
equation (5).

We stress that these definitions are valid in any model. Thus, the above formulae
describe the group of automorphisms over C of the datum f : Q x X — C where
Q. X and C are arbitrary sets, and f is an arbitrary function satisfying the axioms
of internality.

2.1.5. A minimal example. The following example deals with a minimal situation.
The language contains three sorts, Q, X and C, and two function symbols, f :
QxX = Cand g: CxX — Q. The theory T says that the maps (f,p2) :
QxX — CxXand (g,p2) : CxX — Q x X are bijective and inverse to each
other (as before, ps is the projection to the second component.) This is a universal
theory, and the theories considered below extend 7. For each of them we will
consider the following possibilities for G: Go(M) is the group of all bijections of
Q(M) preserving the quantifier free subsets of all Q™ definable with parameters
from C(M). G1(M) is the group preserving all C(M) definable subsets of all Q"
and G2(M) is the full group of automorphism of M over C(M), restricted to Q:
G (M) = Aut(M/C(M))/Aut(M/Q(M), C(M)).

The group Gy can be described immediately: Q has no quantifier free structure
at all over any set of parameters contained in C. Therefore, Go(M) is simply the
set of bijections of Q(M) onto itself as a set.

(1) Let T1 be the theory saying that for any two elements (g, ¢) € Q x C, there
is a unique element of X mapping ¢ to c. Clearly, most elements of Go(M)
can not be extended to X.

Let 7 € G1(M), and let go € Q(M) be any point. Extend 7 to X(M) by
setting f(qo,7(x)) = f(77(qo), x). To show that this is an automorphism,
we need to show that the same holds for any other point ¢ € Q(M). By the
axioms, any element ¢ € C(M) gives rise to a definable bijection between
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Q and X (namely g(c,—).) Given two such elements, we get a bijection of
Q to itself, definable over these two elements. In particular, this bijection
commutes with 7. Considering this bijection for the two elements z(q) and
x(qo) we get the result. Thus, this is an internality datum for G;. Also,
since the whole structure consists of the maps f and g, we see that G; and
G+ coincide.

One may also consider the theories T;,, which say that for any pairwise
distinct q1,...,9, € Qand ¢y, ...,c, € C there is a unique € X mapping
¢; to ¢;. The same description as for T7 holds there. In fact, any model of T},
gives rise to a model of 77 with the same groups by considering the subsets
of Q™ and C" consisting of tuples with pairwise distinct coordinates.

(2) Let My be the model of T" where Qo and Cj are infinite sets of the same
cardinality, and X the set of all bijections from @y to Cy. Let T, be the
theory of My. For this particular model My, Go(My) = G1(My) = G2(My)
all coincide, since the action of the group Go(Mp) of all bijection of Q(My)
to itself extends uniquely to an action on X (Mp) (by composition), so that
and Go(Mp) = G2(My), and Gy is between the two groups.

In particular, since Gao(Mj) acts transitively on the set of pairwise dis-
tinct n-tuples (for any n), the C(M) definable subsets of Q are quantifier
free, for any model M of T,. Therefore, Gy and G coincide completely
for this theory.

However, not every model is of the same form as My: by the omitting
types theorem, we may find a model M; with Q1 = Qo, C1 = Cy but
where X is a proper subset of Xy. Therefore Go(Mj) is strictly smaller
than G1(Mj). This shows that the condition that automorphisms should
be extendible to X is non-trivial, even when there is quantifier elimination
for subsets of Q. There are some more remarks about this situation in
section 2.2.

2.1.6. Ind-definable internal sets. We conclude this sub-section with a remark (which
will not be used anywhere) about the case when Q is ind-definable (See, e.g., [14]
for the notion. An example is an infinite union of definable sets; an example of a
pro-definable set is a partial type). In this case the statement of proposition 5 is
false, and most of the structure defined here can no longer be defined (there are no
canonical families of ind-definable sets.) However, if we require the definable group
to agree with the (slightly modified) group of automorphisms for saturated enough
models, and use the horrible formula (5), we obtain a description.

So we assume now that Q = Ind;(Q;) and C = Ind;(C;) are ind-definable sets,
that can be presented via systems Q; and C,; of size less than a cardinal k. X
is still a definable set, and we are given an ind-definable map f : Q x X — C,
which amounts to giving a system of definable maps f; : Q; x X — C; (for every
i for some j.) However, the requirement that the f, are distinct is no longer first
order. We therefore modify the definition of Autx 5)(Q/C)(M) to be the set of
pairs (7q,Tx), where 7q, as before, is a (set) automorphism of Q(M), but 7 is a
bijection of X (M), where X (M) is the set of maps from Q(M) to C(M) represented
by elements of X(M) (we could have taken the same path when defining internality
in the first order case, but the existence of T allows us to use the simpler form.)
We assume that the maps in the system Q; are injective. It follows that the
injectivity of each fibre f, is a first order property (we could avoid this assumption




12 MOSHE KAMENSKY

by further modifying the definition of the automorphisms group into something
unrecognisable, but for simplicity we leave it as it is.)

We note that the properties described in the formulas (5) and (6) still define the
group and the actions, but they are no longer first order. Rewriting them in a way
that the quantifiers become first order, we get instead of ¢ there:

(7) PrOZ(VQ S Q’ia ce CJ1 (fl(qv Y, C) — Indk (1/}1',]6(25 w,q,zx, C))))
where ¢; (2, w,q,z,c) is

(8) Ep € Qk7d € Clk (fi(Q7w7d) A fk(p,Z,d) A fk(pvxvc))

At this point it is convenient to split the double implication ( <= ) into its two
components (with which the universal quantifiers on ¢ and ¢ commute.) After doing
this and rearranging terms, we get that a typical term in the projective system above
is the intersection of the two expressions:

9) Vg, c(Ind(f(q,y,¢c) = ¥))
(10) Vg, c(Pro(yy = f(q,y,¢))

The universal quantifiers always commute with projective systems, but they com-
mute with the inductive ones only for k-saturated models. For such models we thus
get an intersection of a pro-definable set with an ind-definable one (all subsets of
X*4), which can be viewed as a pro-ind-definable. Plugging this into the formula (7),
we get again a pro-ind-definable formula (which is the formula for the action of the
automorphisms group on X.) Finally, the s-saturation allows us again to move
the quantifiers on = and y in formula (4) inside, resulting in a pro-ind-definable
definition for the set of pairs of elements of X representing automorphisms. The
automorphisms group is now obtained by dividing by a projective system of equiv-
alence relations, so the final answer is that the automorphisms group coincides, for
r-saturated models, with a pro-ind-definable group (this is not very surprising —
we knew in advance that any individual automorphism is definable, so the group
is at least a subset of the pro-ind-definable set Hom(Q, Q) of all definable maps
from Q to Q.)

As an example, consider the theory, in the language of internality (2.1.5), of
the model where C and X are the rational numbers, and Q is the ind-definable
set of “finite” rational numbers, the union of intervals (—n,n), and f is given by
the restriction of addition. Then the formula (7) defines the set of pairs (z,w) of
elements of X whose distance is finite, and the group is the ind-definable group of
finite numbers. This example shows, in particular, that although each f; gives rise
to an internality datum on Q;, the resulting groups have nothing in common with
the group of the whole system.

On the other hand, if the system f has the property that for any j there is an ¢
such that if f(g,z) = ¢ for some z € X and ¢ € C;, then ¢ € Q;, then the group is
pro-definable. If, furthermore, the restriction of f to C; is just f;, then the resulting
group is an w-group, whose system is given by the groups corresponding to the f;.

2.2. Partial automorphisms. We are going to be concerned with a class of de-
finable sets, A, and restate some of the definitions relative to this class. A sets can
be thought to be quantifier free, in the sense that they need not be closed under
applying quantifiers (and also because this class is a central example.) However, no
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actual properties of quantifier free sets will be used. The collection A will be as-
sumed to be closed under boolean combinations, but only to make the formulation
simpler.

Definition 9. Let S = {X,} be any collection of definable sets, M a model. An
automorphism of S(M) is a collection of invertible maps

such that for any Cartesian product Y of elements of S, the induced map preserves
all A subsets of Y.

We note that equality is not required to be in A, so, as in example 6, a definable
set may appear more than once in the list X;, with different f;.

We denote the group of all such automorphisms by Auta(S)(M). When T C S,
we have a natural restriction map from Auta(S)(M) to the group Auta(T)(M),
and we will be interested in the kernel Auta (S/T)(M) of this map (i.e., the auto-
morphisms of S that preserve T' pointwise.)

Thus, if the set S consists of all the sorts, and A contains all quantifier free
sets, then this is what is usually called Aut(M): The group of all automorphisms
of M. In contrast, we are interested in automorphisms of some of the sorts, and
with respect to part of the structure.

The following examples show that in general, an automorphism of one sort does
not extend to other sorts, even if it preserves all of the quantifier free structure.

Example 10. Let T be the theory of groups (in the natural language) with an
extra predicate X for a subgroup of index 2. Consider the group M = Z x 27, and
let S contain only the sub-group X (M) = 2Z x 2Z. Then the function that swaps
the coordinates is an automorphism of the quantifier free structure on X (which is
just the group structure), but not of the full structure, since it does not preserve
the set Jz(y = = + x). m

Example 11. Let T be a theory saying that a sort k is an algebraically closed field,
and U is another sort, such that U x U is a finite dimensional vector space over k,
and the function that swaps the coordinates of U x U is a linear transformation.
If A consists of just the linear structure (in particular, it does not contain the
projections to U), then the swap of coordinates is an automorphism of U x U (in
the sense defined above), that does not extend to an automorphism of U (if U has
more than one element.) L]

Additional examples are provided by the theories in 2.1.5, as well as the example
of ACF A, studied in more details in section 4.

2.2.1. Relation with the full automorphisms group. If A is the set of all definable
sets, X is stably embedded and M is saturated, then any automorphism f of X (M)
can be extended to M: Indeed, first we may assume that 7" eliminates imaginaries,
since f extends uniquely to X . Next, assume we managed to extend f to some
small subset ACM, and we want to extend it further to a. Let p = tp(a/xaryua)-
Then f(p) is consistent, and as explained in A.2, determined by its restriction to a
small subset of X (M) and A. By saturation it is realised in M by some b, and we
may set f(a) = 0.
In particular, under the above assumptions,

G = Auta(M/X (M))
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acts transitively on the realisations in M of any type over X (M), and the definable
closure del(X (M)) is equal to MY, the set of fixed points of the G action on M.
This is another instance of the similarity between stably embedded sets and small
sets (The converse of this fact is also true: if X is a definable set such that any
automorphism of X lifts to an automorphism of M, then X is stably embedded.
Cf. [6, appendix].)

In this context, it is fruitful to reconsider the example in 2.1.5: For T}, the
graph of an element z € X as a function from Q to C is definable using parameters
from Q and C (namely, an arbitrary point on that graph.) In fact, QU C is stably
embedded in this theory. Therefore, G; and G5 coincide. On the other hand, in T
the graph of an element of X is not definable using parameters from Q and C, and
G is bigger than G3. A saturated model is indeed not of the form where X is the
set of all bijections from Q to C (since the set of such bijections for a model M has
cardinality strictly bigger than the cardinality of Q(M); hence given zy € X (M),
its type p(z) over Q(M) U C(M), which describes the bijection completely, would
be of cardinality smaller than the cardinality of M, so the type p(x) U {z # o}
would have to be realised in M, and this is a contradiction.)

2.2.2. Definability of the automorphisms group. A A-type over a set A is the re-
striction of a usual type over A to formulas in A.

We may now answer the question raised in section 2.1: Which subgroups of the
internality automorphism group are w-groups? The following is an analogue of
proposition 5.

Proposition 12.

a. Let Q be (X, f)-internal to an (ind-)definable set C, A a set of formulas in the
sorts Q, X and C, with f € A, and let G = Auta(Q,X/C). Then there is a set
of formulas A* with one X wvariable and no Q variables, such that the G orbit of
an element in X(M) is a A*-type over C(M)U H(M)U D(M). It thus follows
that G is an w-group.

b. Let Q be a definable set, C an (ind-)definable set, A a collection of formulas,
such that Q is internal to C relatively to G = Auta(Q/C). Then G is an
w-group.

In the proof we shall use the internality datum, and the derived functions g and
1, to convert formulas

(11) ¢(QI7---7Qm$17---7$laé)

with variables g € Q, T € X and € € C into formulas in one X variable x and
tuples d € C and h € H, as well as the original €. Given a formula as above, ¢* is
the subset of

XxpCxp...xpCxpH...xpHXx...

given by
(12) o(g(dy,x), ..., g(dn, ), p(hy,x), ..., w(hi,x),€)

Proof of 12. Note that given an internality datum (X, f) and an action of G on
X, saying that f belongs to A is equivalent to saying that (X, f) is an internality
datum for G. Therefore, the second part is a corollary of the first.

Let A; = AU {X} (X is the formula 2 € X). Any formula ¢ in A, is of the
form (11), and we set A* = {¢*||¢ € A1}, where ¢* is as in (12). Note that, in
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particular, X* € A* is the formula pu(h,z) € X, which is the formula ¢ promised
by proposition 5.

We need to show that given (z,y) € F, z and y have the same A*-type if and
only if they are in the same orbit of G. Since X € Ay, they are in the same orbit
of the internality group. Let 7 be the element in that group taking z to y. Let
o(@,T,...) € A. We claim, similarly to proposition 5, that 7 preserves ¢ if and
only if ¢*(y,¢) and ¢*(z,¢) are the same set (where ¢ contains everything except
the variable in X.) The proof is also similar:

Let § € Q(M), T € X(M) be tuples of elements, let d; be the elements of H
obtained by the compositions f,, 0g., and let &1 = f(q,2) = (f(q1,2), .-, f(qn, 2))-
Since 7 is an automorphism of the internality structure, we also have e = f(7(q), y)
and d; is also the element corresponding to fr@) © gy- On the other hand, by
the definition of g we have ¢(¢r,z) = g and g(e1,y) = 7(q). Likewise, we have
w(dy,z) =7 and p(dy,y) = 7(Z). Thus, if z and y define the same ¢* subset, then
7 preserves ¢. The converse is also true, since by definition, every element of Cr.)
is the image of some ¢ € Q under the action of z, and for every € X we may take
d € H corresponding to f, o g.. 0

Similarly to the situation of pure internality (2.1.4), the definition of the group
is explicit in terms of A and the internality datum. Let II be the projection from
F to F. Then the definition of the automorphisms group is given explicitly (in the
free variable u) as

/\¢€A*V(I,y) € F(l(z,y) = u = Ve(d(z,7) <= ¢(y,7)))

where A* = {¢*||¢ € A1} is, as before, the set of A formulas composed with g and
1, as given by equation 12. In particular, this is a universal formula relatively to
the formulas in A*, the maps 7: X — D, I : F = F, and the maps from C to D.
Note also, that we may use an existential quantifier, instead of a universal one:

N, en. 3@ ) € FI(,y) = g AVe(d(2,0) <= ¢(y,7)))

This is because the property of having the same A type over C is constant on fibres
of II, so that one pair has it if and only if any pair in the fibre has it.

Alternatively, as in 2.1.4, we may first pass to the quotient, and describe the
group via its action on X. We thus get:

u € FA /\¢6A*V$ e X,ce C(¢(KL‘,E) — qS(V(u,x),E))

where v is the function from 2.1.4, and whose restriction to G C F' is just the action
of G on X.

We note that, in addition to the quantifiers appearing explicitly in the defini-
tion, quantifiers can appear in these formulas resulting from the transformation of
formulas from A to A*, even if the formulas in A are quantifier free.

In section 3 we obtain, for a particular class of examples, a more explicit descrip-
tion, in terms of “rational function” from X to C.

Remark 13. Asin the case of pure internality, this result can be restated by saying
that the type provided is a torsor over GG. In fact, it is an w-torsor, in the sense
that it is the intersection of G;-torsors, for the groups G; preserving finite subsets
of A, whose intersection is G.
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2.2.3. Relation with the classical group. We would like to compare the group just
constructed with the classical result on the binding group. We shall use the
setting of appendix B of [12]. There, one works with a fixed saturated model
M of a theory with quantifier elimination and EI, and one considers the group
G(M) = Aut(M/C(M))/Aut(M/Q(M), C(M)). Tt is shown there that for a sat-
urated model M, this group is the group of M points of an w-definable group (Q
is not assumed to be stably embedded.) Note that in general, when M is not sat-
urated, G(M ) need not correspond to the M-points of this w-definable groups (in
fact, for some models G(M) may be trivial.)

What is the connection between this group and the group G defined here, when
A is the set of all formulas?

If C is stably embedded, these are the same groups. Indeed, G is obviously
contained in G, but as noticed before, G acts transitively on the type of an element
x € X over C, which we just saw to be a G-torsor. In particular, any automorphism
of the full structure on Q and X fixing C can be extended to the whole (saturated)
model. This is not, in general, true for automorphisms not fixing C — the triple
Q, X, C need not be stably embedded.

For general C, let C%F (the stably embedded hull of C), be the collection of
definable sets Y (in the whole theory) such that Y (M) is fixed pointwise by
Aut(M/C(M)) (this does not actually depend on M). Obviously, the automor-
phisms group G does not change when we replace C by C°F (this is not true for
G.) However, C5F is stably embedded: given a canonical family of subsets of C,
any automorphism fixing C5F pointwise must fix the parameter of the family as
well, so this parameter belongs to a set in C5F.

Therefore, in any case G coincides with a group of the form considered here.

2.2.4. Deriving internality data from A. In the example at the beginning of this
section, where Q is a finite-dimensional vector space over the field C, the internality
datum, i.e., the set of bases X, and the linear combinations function f are derived
from the linear structure A that we would like to preserve. However, with our
definitions this need not be the case in general. In other words, assuming that Q
is (X, f)-internal to C, and given a set of formulas A, it need not a-priori be the
case that (X, f) is an internality datum for G = Auta(Q/C).

Let LA be the language with the sorts Q, C, and whose basic relations are all
definable subsets of C and all sets in A. Let Ta be the theory T restricted to
L. Clearly, any definable set in TAo®? can be identified with a definable set in
{Q,C}“. If X and f correspond in this way to definable sets in Tao®/, then they
form an internality datum for G, since G is the full automorphism group of Th?.
Conversely, we have:

Proposition 14. Assume that in T there exists an internality datum for G =
Auta(Q/C), and that C is stably embedded in Ta. Then there exists such a datum
for G in Ta®?.

Proof. Let M be a model of T, and Ma its restriction to Ta. Then G(M) is the
full automorphism group of Ma over C'(Ma). Since there is an internality datum
for G, G is an w-group (in T'.) Therefore, the cardinality of G(M) is at most that
of M and Ma. The result now follows from proposition 15 below. O
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Proposition 15. Let T be a theory, C a definable set stably embedded in T. If
there is a saturated model M of T' such that G(M) = Aut(M/C(M)) has at most
the cardinality of M, then the universe is internal to C.

Proof. If there is a tuple a € M, such that any automorphism fixing C(M) and a is
the identity, then, since C is stably embedded and M is saturated, dcl(aUC(M)) =
M. Therefore, a defines a surjection from a power of C onto M (more precisely, any
element of M is in the image of some a definable map from C. By compactness, a
finite number of these maps suffices, and this finite number can be combined into
one surjective map on a quotient of the union of their domains, a set in {C}“.)
We assume there is no such tuple, and will show that the cardinality of the
group is bigger than the cardinality « of M. By saturation, it follows that for
any subset A of M of cardinality less than k, and any automorphism f over C
one may find a different automorphism over C, which agrees with f on A. This
allows us to build a binary tree of height x, with different branches corresponding
to different automorphisms over C. The number of such branches is 27, so we get
a contradiction. (]

Considering the example of 2.1.5 again, we see that indeed in 77, X is a quotient
of Q x C, whereas in T, (where C is not stably embedded), X might have larger
cardinality than Q and C in some models, hence can not belong to Ta.

2.2.5. A partial converse. Proposition 12 has the following partial converse:

Proposition 16. Let Q be internal to C, and let G be an w-group acting faith-
fully on Q. Then Q is (X, f)-internal to C, where the internality datum is com-
patible with the action of G, and there is an ind-definable set C containing C,
and a set A of definable subsets of (Cartesian products of) Q. X, C, such that
G = Auta(Q,X/C)

Proof. Let G be the intersection of a decreasing chain of definable groups G;. We
first claim that the action of G on Q is the restriction of an action on Q of some Gj.
In fact, by compactness, the action is the restriction of some function f: Go x Q —
Q. For any ¢ > 0, let Q; be the set defined by Vg, h € G;(f(g, f(h,q)) = f(gh,q)).
Then the union of all Q; is Q, a definable set. The same is true of some finite union,
hence f is an action when restricted to some G;, which from now on is denoted Gj.

We may now construct (X, f). Let (X1, f1) be the given internality datum, let
X2 = X1 xGp, and let fo : Qx X5 — C be given by fa(q, z, g) = f1(9q, ). With the
action of G on X3 given by h(z,g) = (z,gh™!), we obtain, by taking the canonical
family, internality datum (X, f) compatible with Gy. Since G is contained in Gg
this is also an internality datum for G (and any other G;.)

Let P, = X/G;, the (definable) set of orbits of the G; action on X, and let
7 : X — P; be the quotient map. We set C = (J{C,P;}. We let A be the
collection of definable subsets of Cartesian products of Q,X and C preserved (set-
wise) by G. Note that the maps m; are included in A.

Let G = Auta(Q,X/C), and we will show that G = G. We already know that
G is an w-group, and G is contained in G (in a way compatible with the action.)
By deAﬁnition, G fixes the G orbits on X. However, the action of G on X is free, so
G =G. O
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2.3. The opposite groupoid. Let Q be a definable set, (X, f)-internal to C. We
assume the internality datum to be given as in the beginning of 2.1.3. In particular,
we have a definable map 7 : C — D whose fibres are image sets of elements of X
(regarded as maps on Q), and another definable set H whose elements can be
considered as bijective maps between the mentioned fibres:

H={fyofs '|lz,y € X}

Our purpose in this section is to describe the structure of H. It turns out that
H is a definable groupoid, acting definably on X. In particular, we get a family of
groups acting on X, and the action turns out to be free. These groups do not act by
automorphisms (and in general do not act on Q at all), but any point of X gives rise
to a (non-canonical) isomorphism of any of these groups with the automorphisms
group G of the internality structure. In particular, there is only one isomorphism
class of these groups, which is determined by any of them. Given a collection of
definable sets A, these statements go through for Ga and an w-groupoid Ha. The
advantage of considering H and not G is that H belongs to C*F.

2.3.1. Definable sets of types. Recall that the composition of elements of X and H,
viewed as functions from Q to C and from C to C, is denoted by p: H x p X — X,
where X is a set containing X. Consider the definable set defined by u(h,z) € X.
We view it as a family of subsets of H parametrised by X, and consider the canonical
family d : H — E and the natural map ¢ : X — E obtained from it. Note that
E is in C%F, and, by the proof of proposition 5, the fibres of the map t are the
orbits of the action of the definable automorphisms group G on X. So F is the set
of such orbits, and may be regarded as the definable set of types of elements of X
over H, with respect to the formula u(h,z) € X. The map ¢ then associates to
each element its type.

As with C and D, we replace H by H, and thus we get an action u : HxpX — X.
For e € E, we denote by H, and X, the fibres over e.

If h € He and = € X, let f = t(u(h,z)). We claim that for any other y € X,
t(p(h,y)) = f as well. In fact, there is an element g € G such that y = g(z), hence,
since G acts by automorphisms of the internality structure,

p(h,y) = p(h, g(x)) = g(u(h, )
holds as well, so p(h,z) and u(h,y) are in the same orbit. Thus any h € H, maps
X, bijectively to some Xy. Let ¢ : H — E be the map assigning to each h € H,
the above element f. Let H,' be the set of elements h such that d(h) = e and
cth)=f.

If A is any collection of definable sets, the construction is analogous. E = Ea
is again defined to be the set of orbits of the action of Ga on X, where G is the
automorphism group associated with A, as described above. The main difference
with the case of pure internality is that G is an w-group, rather than a definable
group, so Fa is a pro-definable set, and each H.' is an w-definable set.

The following is just a restatement of the above construction:

Proposition 17. Let A be a set of formulas containing f and the formula x € X.
For any a € X, b € Xy there is a unique h € Hf with p(h,a) = b. Given any
g9 € Ga, g(b) = p(h, g(a)).

Proof. h is simply the element corresponding to f, o f, '. Indeed, we have by
definition that ju(h,a) = b, so in particular h € HS. The fact that h commutes
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with Ga follows, as before, from the fact that the action of both is given by compo-
sition of functions, on different sides. This also implies uniqueness, since Ga acts
transitively on each Xj,. 0

2.3.2. A description in terms of definable groupoids. Recall, from [13], that a de-
finable groupoid is a collection of definable sets satisfying the axioms of a groupoid,
namely, a category all of whose morphisms are isomorphisms. Explicitly, we have:

(1) Two definable sets Ob (objects) and Mor (morphisms.)

(2) Two definable maps dom, cod : Mor — Ob, the domain and the co-domain
(range) of a morphism, giving rise to a combined map Mor — Ob x Ob.
The fibre over the objects z,y € Ob is denoted Mot (z, y).

(3) A definable composition map m : Mot X op NMor — Mor, where the fibre
product is with respect to dom in the first factor, and with respect to cod
in the second one. This map is over Db x Ob, with the obvious maps.

(4) A definable map id : Db — Mor, the identity morphism for any object,
over Db x Ob (with the diagonal map from Ob.)

All this data satisfies the usual axioms of a category, as well as the axiom stating
that every element of 9ot has an inverse with respect to m (so that all morphisms
are isomorphisms.)

Analogously to the case of groups, we may define an w-groupoid to be a pro-
definable set that has a defining system consisting of definable groupoids and func-
tors.

Furthermore, given a definable groupoid G, a G-torsor is a definable surjective
family F' — ©Ob and a definable action p : Mor X op F — F| such that

m

Mot Xop F F

codomy /
Db

commutes,
(13) po(mx1)=po(lxu): Mot Xpp Mot Xpp F — F
(14) oy =po(idx1): Db xpp F 5 F

(i.e., the action is compatible with composition and identity maps), and such
that the map

Mot X op F pxl FxF
dm\ /
Ob x Ob

is an isomorphism. When G is an w-groupoid, a G-torsor is a system of torsors over
the groupoids involved in defining G.

If G is an w-group acting on a definable set F' over a map F' — FE, such that
each fibre F, is a G-torsor, then G X E can be viewed as an w-groupoid G (with
both dom and cod the projections), and F' is then a G torsor.

Back to our construction, in this terminology we have an w-groupoid with mor-
phisms set H and objects set E/, and X — FE is a torsor over it. The action of Ga on
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X preserves this map and acts on each fibre as a torsor, and so gives rise to another
groupoid with X as a torsor. The two torsor structures commute. However, the
groupoid H is connected (i.e., for any e, f € E, H/ is non-empty.)

In particular, for any element e € F, HS is an w-group (defined over e), and
any element x € X, gives rise to an isomorphism between the groups G and H¢
(sending the element g € G to the element in H representing the map f, o fg(m)_l.)
This map is not canonical, though: the map determined by a different element y is
obtained from the first one by conjugation with f, o fo b

The H-torsor structure of X allows us to interpret each element of H as a partial
definable function from X to itself. Conversely, let h be a partial function from X
to itself, definable in Ta over C%¥ and let 2 € X, be a point where h is defined,
y = h(z). Then h coincides on X, with f, o f, . In fact, h commutes with the
action of Ga on X, and X, is a G-torsor, so h is defined on the whole X,, and is
determined by its value on any one point, for instance x, where it has the same value
as fy o fe"*. Thus for any e, f € H, HY is naturally interpreted as the set of Ta
definable functions from X, to Xy defined over C°F and the groupoid structure
is just composition of functions (which turn out, in particular, to be bijections.)

2.4. Summary. We conclude the section with a summary of the notation and
results that appeared so far.

Notation 18. Let Q be (X, f) internal to C, A a collection of definable sets.

e D is the set of image sets of Q under elements of X. Without loss of gen-
erality we assume that the subsets of C corresponding to distinct elements
of D are disjoint. The family of inverses to the family f is denoted by
g:CxpX—Q.

e F' is the set of bijections from Q to itself, obtained by composing two
elements of X with the same image. G = G is the group of automorphisms
of Q (and X), preserving A and the internality datum. In particular, Gy
is the group of automorphisms of the internality datum, and Gao C Gy. F
need not be a group in general, but Gy C F', compatibly with the action
on Q. The action of G on X is by composition of functions from Q to C.

o I/ = L is the set of orbits of the action of Gy on X. We denote by ¢ the
map from X to E. Thus we have a “forgetful” map from E to D. H is the
set of partial maps from C to itself, obtained by composing two elements of
X. If h € H is obtained as f o fz"*, composition with k maps bijectively
the Gy orbit of x to that of y. Thus, by modifying H, we get maps from
H to E, for the domain and image of an element of H. The composition
map is denoted by u: H x g X — X. The composition of the map from H
to E x E with the map to D gives the domain and range of elements of H
as maps on C.

H = Ha and Ea are the analogous constructions for the group Ga.
Thus Ea is the (pro-definable) set of orbits of G on X, and H is the
opposite groupoid to G.

The main results are summarised in the following theorem.

Theorem 19.
(1) Let Q be (X, f)-internal to C
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(a) For any collection A of definable sets, there is an w-group Ga, and
a definable action of GA on Q and X, whose points in a model M
are identified via this action with the group of automorphisms of Q, X
preserving all A sets and the internality structure (and fixing all other
sorts involved in A.) This group is the intersection of the definable
groups Ga, for finite subsets Ao of A.

(b) If G is an w-group acting faithfully on Q, then it is of the form men-
tioned above (perhaps for different X and f)

(2) If Q is internal to C, A a collection of definable subsets of Q,C, G = Ga
the group as in la, and C is stably embedded, then G does not depend on
the internality datum.

(3) If Q and C are definable sets, C is stably embedded, and for some saturated
model M, the automorphism group G of Q(M) over C(M) has the same
cardinality as M, then Q is internal to C (and the internality structure is
automatically preserved by G), and G is, therefore, an w-group.

Proof.
(1) (a) This is proposition 12.
(b) proposition 16.
(2) This follows from proposition 14, since in this case the internality datum is
constructed from Q and C using A.
(3) This is proposition 15. O

3. STABLE THEORIES WITH A GENERIC AUTOMORPHISM

We consider a theory T,, whose models are models of a given theory T = T4
endowed with an automorphism o, which is generic, in a sense defined below. We
will consider internality datum in 7,,, where the set C will be the set of fixed points
of 0. Our goal, which we achieve under some additional assumptions, will be to
describe, in terms of T, the automorphism group preserving all the T structure.
More precisely, we will describe A-types in X in terms of T' definable invariant
functions on X. Our main application is the case where T' is the theory ACF of
algebraically closed fields, which is dealt with in section 4.

3.1. The theory T,. Let T be an arbitrary theory that eliminate quantifiers. Let
B be a definably closed subset of a model of T', and let oy be an automorphism of
B (i.e., a bijection of B with itself, preserving all the quantifier free relations.) We
denote by By the subset of B consisting of elements fixed by oy. We will consider
only models of T that contain By, so we assume that By is contained in dcl(0) (if
By is non-empty, it follows that T is complete.)

Let M be any model of T' containing B, o an automorphism of M extending oy,
and A C M a definably closed subset of M, closed under o and containing B. We
call such a pair (A, o) a o-structure. The theory of T with a generic automorphism
is defined to be a theory T, in the language L, = L U o U B (where o is a unary
function symbol) with the properties that:

e T, contains the universal theory of T', and says that o is a map from the
universe to itself that is a homomorphism of the T structure (i.e., preserves
all sets definable in T'. In particular, it is injective.)

e Every o-structure can be embedded in a model of T,,. This means that for
any o-structure (A4, o) there is a model N of T,, and a function f: A - N
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over B, such that foo = oy o f, and for any tuple @ € A, any formula over

B satisfied by @ in a model of T' containing A is also satisfied by f(@) in N

(this does not depend on the model of T" used, since T" is model complete.)
e T, itself is model complete.

In other words, T, is the model companion (cf [21]) of the theory of T with an
arbitrary automorphism. 7, need not exist, in general, but if it exists, it is unique.
The existence and properties of such theories were studied in [1]. Tt follows from
the second condition (with @ the empty tuple) that T coincides with T, restricted
to L, that any model of T, is a model of T together with an automorphism, and
that any definable set of T' can be identified with a definable set of 7.

We may now state our assumptions (which will be valid till the end of the
section):

Assumption 20. We are given a theory T in a language L, which is assumed to
eliminate quantifiers, and to have EI. We fix a structure B, and an automorphism
oo of B as above. We assume:

(1) T, the theory of T with a generic automorphism as described above, exists.
This theory will play the role of the general theory T in section 2.
We denote by TO the theory obtained from T, by restricting the constant
symbols to By.
(2) T is a stable theory
(3) T eliminates imaginaries.
(4) Assumptions about the internality:

C is the set o(x) = x of fixed points of o.

Q is a T, definable set, internal to C. We further assume that this
internality is witnessed by a T, definable set X that is given within a T
definable set X by the formula o(x) = A(x), where A is a Tp definable
map.

Moreover, we assume that the maps m: X — D, g: C xp X — Q and
w: H xpX — X are given by terms (function symbols) in T,.

(5) A is the collection of quantifier free sets in Ty.

Remark 21.

(1) The EI assumption for T, is discussed in [13]. Tt is shown there that this
condition can be translated to a condition on 7', namely, that in T there
are no nontrivial definable groupoids with finite Hom sets. There is also a
description of a procedure for adding sorts to T' to achieve this condition,
similar to the way this is done to obtain EI.

(2) All our use of stability is concentrated in two results, claim 28 and claim 29.
The background from stability theory required for these results is explained
in appendix A.3.

(3) Tt follows from the fact that m, g and p are given by terms (item 4 of
assumption 20) that composition with them does not increase the number
of quantifiers. In particular, it follows that the collection A* mentioned
in 2.2.2 (and in the proof of proposition 12) is the set of quantifier free sets.
It is this condition that we actually use.

We conclude immediately from EI in 79 that C is stably embedded:
Lemma 22. Assume 20. Then C is stably embedded (in T,)
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Proof. Let ¢(c,z,b) be a family of subsets of C parametrised by =, with b € B and
¢ in TO. By EI there is a T2 canonical family 1(c,2) and function h such that
o(c,z,y) <= (e, h(z,y)). These sets are preserved by o, and since o fixes C
pointwise, it fixes the canonical parameter, so the image of h is contained in C.
Now, % and h(—,b) give a canonical family for the original set. O

3.1.1. The definability of o(x). We make a few comments on the seemingly strong
condition that for x € X, o(z) is definable (in Tg) over . We first note that it
is enough to require that for some x € X, o(x) is definable over z, since we may
restrict to the subset given by such a definition.

By taking “prolongations”, we may replace this condition by the condition that
o™ (x) is definable over

z,o(x),...,0" (x)
for some n. This is because X can then be replaced by the subset

(20,...,Tp_1) € X x o(X) x ... x " HX)

given by o(z;) = w;41. This set is definably isomorphic to X, and therefore all
assumptions are preserved. It satisfies the requirement that o(Z) is definable over
7, and since C is stably embedded, the automorphism group does not depend on
the internality datum.

We next show that this condition does in fact hold under each of two assumptions.
The first is a further assumption about the shape of the internality datum. We
recall that in general we have (using the notation as in 20) a definable group action
m: Gy x X — X with a definable quotient map g : X — F, where F is contained
in C™. We also have an action y: H xp X — X of the groupoid H on X, and the
two actions commute. In general, this structure is defined over B. The assumption
of the next proposition is essentially that there is an extension to a similar structure
over By. More precisely, we have:

Proposition 23. Let Gy be the definable automorphism group of the internality
datum, let E be the set of orbits of the action m : Gy x X — X of Gy on X, and let
g : X = E be the quotient map (so x ~ y if and only if tg(x) = 7E(y)). Assume
that there is a T, definable action my : Gy X X1 — Xy, such that

(1) Gy < G1, X C Xy and my extends m

(2) The quotient m1 : X1 — FEy of this action extends g (i.e., if mi(g,x) =y

where x,y € X, then g € Gy).
(3) w extends to a map pu1 : H xg, X1 — X4, and

my (gu Nl(hv ‘T)) =M1 (hvml(gvx))

for all g € Gy and (h,x) € H xg, X;.
(4) Xy, m1 and p1 are defined over By
(5) myq is the restriction of a definable set in Tp.

Then for x € X, o(x) is definable over x.

Proof. We first note that we may assume that £y C C* for some k. This is because
we know this for F, and we may replace E; with F1 N Ck, and X; with its inverse
image.

Now let x € X be any element. Then x € X;, and since X; is over By, also
o(x) € X;. Also, since m; is over By, and since E; is in the constants, we get
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mi(o(x)) = o(mi(x)) = m(x). Therefore, there is a unique A, € G; such that
my(Ag, x) = o(x).

Claim 24. A, does not depend on x

Proof. Let y € X be any other element, and let h € H be the element corresponding
to fy o f» *. Then pi(h,x) = y. Applying o to this equation (and using the
assumption that uy is over By), we get o(y) = o(u1(h,x)) = p1(h,o(x)). Hence

o(y) = p(h,o(x)) = p1(h, mi(Az, x)) = mi(Ag, pa(h, v)) = mi(Az, y)

By uniqueness, A, = A,. O

Let A be the constant value of all A,. A is thus defined over 0, and for all x € X
we have o(z) =m1 (4, ). O

The second variant is an assumption on 7. A sub-structure A of a model M
of T is finitely generated over another subset B if A C del(a, B) for a finite tuple
a € A.

Proposition 25. Assume that T satisfies the condition that for any structure B,
every sub-structure of a structure that is finitely generated over B is itself finitely
generated. Then for some n, o™(x) is definable (in T') over {o*(x)||0 <i < n}.

Proof. Let By be the o-structure generated by an element b € X (so this is the
T-structure generated by o?(b), for integer i.) If a € X is some other element, let
h € H be the element taking b to a. Then the o-structure A; generated by a over
By is contained in the T-structure generated by h over By (since o is the identity
on h, and Bj is closed under o.) Hence, by assumption, A; is finitely generated
over By as a T structure. In particular, for some m, 0 (a) is T definable over o*(a)
for ¢« < m, and By. However, b was an arbitrary element, so it may be taken to be
independent (in the sense of stability) from a. It follows (see claim 45) that o™ (a)
is T definable from the o?(a), i < m. Applying o enough times to the definition,
we may also get ¢ > 0. 0

We note that the assumption on finitely generated structures is true when T
is w-stable. In fact, let D be a sub-structure of the structure generated by some
tuple c. It is enough to show that there is no infinite strictly increasing chain of
sub-structures of D. However, the function assigning to each sub-structure Dy the
Morley rank and degree of ¢ over Dy is strictly decreasing, since for d € D\ Dy,
d € dcel(c) \ Dy, hence the Morley rank and degree of d over c is strictly smaller
than the same over Dy, so the result follows by symmetry.

3.2. Invariant functions. Given a T definable relation h(Z), we denote by h?
the relation h(c~1(Z)), so that, for any model M, h°(M) = o(h(M)) (note that
this is again T definable.) In particular, if h is a Tp definable function on X (that
is, a Tp definable relation whose restriction to X is a function), then h“ is the
function on o(X) obtained by conjugation with o: h® = 0 o ho o~ 1. For such a
function h we also denote by ha the function on X given by composition with the
Tg definable function A above: hq = h? o A. We call a T definable function h on
X invariant if h = h4 as functions on X (so that for z € X, h(z) € C.)

Under the above assumptions, we shall prove:
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Proposition 26. Assuming 20, let M be any o-structure, a,b € X(M). Then the
relation

tpala/cny) = tpa(b/c(r))
is given by the set of formulas h(a) = h(b), where h is a Tp definable invariant func-

tion. In particular, it is A-definable (i.e., defined by an intersection of quantifier
free formulas in T, possibly infinite in number).

Together with the explicit description in 2.2.2, this implies the following descrip-
tion of the automorphism group, which is the main result of this section:

Corollary 27. Assume 20. The group G = Auta(Q/C) is given by the intersection
of formulas of the form

Gn(g) = Vo € X(h(z) = h(gx))
where h is a T definable invariant function.

Proof. By proposition 12 and the remarks following it, the group is given by the
intersection of formulas saying that « and gx have the same A* type over C(M) U
H(M)U D(M), where x € M. We first note that D, H and E are canonical
families of subsets of C, and therefore are subsets of C themselves, since C is
stably embedded.

Thus we are reduced to equality of types over C(M). As mentioned in re-
mark 21.3, A is preserved by composition with the functions g and u appearing in
the description of A*. Hence the corollary follows from proposition 26. O

We use the terms algebraic closure and definable closure to mean these concepts
with respect to T', whereas we say o-algebraic closure, o-definable closure for the
same concepts in T,. Similarly we write acl, del in T and acl,, dcl, in Ty.

The proof of proposition 26 depends on two general claims, given below. Both
involve types in infinitely many variables. These are simply maximal consistent
sets of formulas in these variables (over a given set.) We call such types infinitary
for short. Any subset B of a model has a type over any other set A, just like in
the finite case, which we denote as usual by ¢tp(B/4) (the variables of this type will
be indexed by the elements of B; thus a statement of the form tp(B/4) = tp(C/ 4)
implies we are given a bijection between B and C.) A realisation is also defined in
the same way as for types of finite tuples.

Claim 28. Let T be a stable theory, let T, be ils associated theory with a generic
automorphism, and let A be an algebraically closed o-structure. Then A is o-
algebraically closed.

Claim 29. Let M be a model of a stable theory T with EI, C C M a definably closed
subset, A, B C M. Let E4 be the set of elements of M fized by all automorphisms
that fix A pointwise, and fix C as a set, Ca = E4NC (and similarly for B.) If
tp(A/cavcs) = t(B/caucs)- Then tp(A/c) = tp(B/c)'!

1 Note that if C is the set of M points of a definable set, then it is automatically preserved by
any automorphism, and E, (in a saturated model) is simply dcl(a). In this case, the condition
thus says that C' is stably embedded, so the claim implies that any definable set in a stable theory
is stably embedded. If C is not definable, this equivalence can be viewed as the definition of being
stably embedded (and this claim says that any definably closed subset in a model of a stable
theory is stably embedded)
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Claim 28 is a generalisation of the same result for ACF A, as appears in [0]. It was
also proven in [1]. The second essentially appears in [16, Ch. 7,remark 1.16]. Both
of these claims are consequences of stability, and are explained in appendix A.3.
Meanwhile, we use them to deduce proposition 26:

Proof of proposition 26. Let M be a model of T, extending M. The collection of
T-definable functions into C will remain the same in M. Also, since M is definably
closed, the values of any T definable invariant function » on a and b lies in C(M).
Therefore, we may assume that M is a model of T,. We write tp(A/g) for the type
in the sense of T.

Let a1 and as be elements of X(M), such that for any T definable invariant
function h, h(ai1) = h(az). We would like to show that tp(a;/c(n)) are equal
in Tp. However, since B may contain elements not fixed by o, it is more con-
venient to consider these elements as additional parameters. Therefore, we set
B; = dcl(B U a;). The map that is the identity on B and takes a1 to as extends
canonically to a bijection from By to Bs, and in the sense of this map, we shall
prove that tp(B1/c(ry) = tp(B2/c(mr). This will be done by proving the same for
an increasing sequence of subsets of C(M), until we arrive at the assumptions of
29. We note that since o(a;) = A(a;), and B is preserved by o, so is each B;.

We first note that the assumptions on a;, together with elimination of imaginaries
imply that tp(B1/o) = tp(Bz2/o) (recall that 0, the definable closure of the empty
set in T, does not include any non-fixed parameters): The canonical parameter of
any definable set lies in C, and the function taking an element of the set to this
parameter is invariant and B definable, hence a; and as agree on this set.

By definition, B; = dcl(B U a;) is the image of all B-definable functions on a;.
If h is a Tp definable function and o(h(a;)) = h(a;), we may pass to a globally
invariant function ¢ on X (as in the beginning of 3.2) by defining ¢(z) to be h(x)
if h(z) = ha(z), and a constant fixed element outside this set. We will have
h(a;) = t(a;). Hence C(B;) is the image of all invariant Tz definable functions on
a;.

Therefore, the assumption on a; implies that C(By) = C(Bz). We denote this
set by D. Further, the same assumption means that tp(B1/p) = tp(Bz2/p): If
¢(a1,b,d) holds for some b € B, d € D, then d = h(a1) = h(az) for some invariant
h, and so ¢(a1,b, h(a1)) is a B-definable formula that holds of aq,b, hence also of
(ag2,b) by the previous step. We next show that the same holds when C(B;) is
replaced by C(acl(B;)).

Indeed, for any ¢ € C, tp(c/p,;) (hence its set of realisations) is preserved by
o, since o(c) = ¢ and B; is a o-structure. In particular, if ¢ is algebraic over By,
the finite set Y of conjugates of ¢ over B is fixed by o. Since T has EI, this set
is coded by an element y € C, definable over B;. By assumption, it is definable
over Bo, and B, B> have the same type over y. Hence c is algebraic over By, and
By, Bs have the same type over c: if ¢ satisfies some formula over By, so do all its
conjugates over By, hence all its conjugates over By. Since E = C(acl(By)) is the
set of such ¢, the same is true for this set.

As we just showed, E = C(acl(Bs)) and tp(B1/g) = tp(B2/gr). We now use
again the fact that each B; is a o-structure, and deduce from claim 28 that acl can
be replaced by acl,, so that E = C(acly(B;)).

Finally, we note that the condition tps(a1/c) = tpa(az/c) does not depend
on the model M. Therefore, we may assume that M is saturated. Under this
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assumption, the set Ep, that appears in claim 29 is contained in dcl,(B;), and so
the set C'p, there is contained in E. Since we just proved that tp(B1/g) = tp(B2/E),
and Cp, UCR, C E, applying claim 29 we get the result. O

Remark 47 ties the description of the images of invariant functions with canonical
bases.

Remark 30. As can be seen from the proof, internality is not used in this propo-
sition, but only the assumption that o(a) is definable (in T) over a.

3.2.1. Comparison with the classical group. We now apply these results again, in
order to compare the group G of automorphisms of the quantifier free structure,
to the usual model theoretic automorphism group. Let Gy = Aut(Q/C) be the
subgroup of GG preserving all C-definable subsets of Q. It turns out that Gg is
pretty close to G:

Proposition 31. Assume 20, and let G = Auta(Q/C) be the quantifier free auto-
morphism group, and Go be the subgroup of full automorphisms. Then the quotient
G /Gy is pro-finite.

Proof. Let Y be a C definable subset of X (possibly with quantifiers.) We will
show that its orbit (as a set) under G is finite. This will be enough, since Gy is the
stabiliser, inside G, of such subsets.

Let Z C X be an orbit of G. For any point z € Z, we get from the internality
datum a subset Y, = {f, o fy_1|y € Y} of H. Since C is stably embedded, the
canonical parameter c, for this set lies in C. Thus we get a o-definable function
from Z to C, sending z to c,. By claim 28, ¢, is algebraic (in the sense of T') over
the o-structure generated by z, and therefore over z (since o(z) is T-definable over
z). In other words, we have a T definable function ¢ from Z to finite subsets of
C, such that ¢, € t(z). But since Z is an orbit of G, t is constant on Z. Thus
there is a finite subset W, such that ¢, € W for all z, so the number of sets Y, is
finite. Finally, we note that by fixing an element zy of Z, the sets Y, are identified
with the orbit of Y under G: any g € G can be written as fz(fl o fy, for a unique

Yy € Z, hence gY = f., 'Y, . O

4. THE CASE OF ACFA

In this section we study the example of the situation in 20 where T is the theory
of algebraically closed fields. The resulting theory T, is called the theory of alge-
braically closed fields with an automorphism (ACF A), and was studied in [6]. In
particular, it is proved there that ACF' A eliminates imaginaries. The base set B
is, in this case, a field with an automorphism, which we shall also denote by k. An
interesting example is when k = Q(t), and o(t) = ¢ + 1.

4.1. Internality in ACFA. We proceed to describe explicitly the internality da-
tum and the associated structure in the example we consider (linear difference
equations over k). We use the notation as in 2.4.

The set C, given by the equation o(z) = x is a pseudo-finite field, called the
fixed field. The set Q, in our example, is given by an equation o(q) = Agq, where
q is a (column) tuple of variables (of length n), and A is an invertible matrix
over B. Such an equation is called a linear difference equation. The set Q has a
definable vector space structure over C, of dimension n. Therefore, it is internal
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to C, with the internality datum consisting of the set of vector space bases X,
where f: Q x X — C” assigns to any vector ¢ and basis = the coefficients of the
representation of ¢ in the said basis. We think of the elements of X as matrices,
whose columns are the basis elements (hence solution to the equation.) In these
terms, f is given by f(q,z) =27 1q.

Thus, the image of any element 2 € X (viewed as a map from Q to C" via f) is
the whole C", so the set D consists of one point. The inverse map g : C" x X — Q
is given by g(a,2) = xa. The set X coincides with the subset of GL,, given by
o(r) = Az. The set H is the set {y~'z||z,y € X}, or equivalently, the subset
of GL,, given by o(z) = z, and so, in other words, is identified with GL,(C).
The action p : H x X — X is given by u(h,z) = xh™!, so the set E = Ej also
consists of one point. Finally, the group Gy of automorphisms of the internality
datum coincides with the set F, defined in section 2.1 as {yz~!|jz,y € X}. It is
the subgroup of GL,, given by o(z) = AvA~!.

It follows from this description that all assumptions of 20 are satisfied. The fact
that A is the set of quantifier free sets means that we are interested in the group
G of automorphisms of Q preserving all polynomial relations. Since ACF A does
not have quantifier elimination, this is different, in general, from the usual model
theoretic group Gy that preserves all definable relations:

Example 32. Assume B = Q, and let Q be given by o(z) = 4x. It is easy
to see that any non-zero solution to this equation is transcendental over C (in
general, in dimension 1 the only equations over the fixed field that can have algebraic
solutions are those with A a root of unity. This can be seen by considering the
minimal polynomial of a solution, and also follows from proposition 36, below.)
Therefore, the quantifier free automorphism group is the multiplicative group of
C. In particular, there is only one quantifier free type of non-zero elements of Q
over C. On the other hand, a square root of such a non-zero element may satisfy
either the equation o(z) = 2z or o(z) = —2x (and the other one satisfies the same
equation), so this unique quantifier free type splits into at least two full types. m

Note, however, that according to proposition 31, Gy is a pro-finite index subgroup
of G.

We next note that X is “Zariski dense” in the set X of bases of K", i.e., if p
is any polynomial on X (over any base set) such that o(z) = Ar = p(x) = 0,
then p is identically 0. This follows from the axioms of ACF A. The main axiom
of ACF A states (cf. [0]):

Axiom 33. Let U be an irreducible variety (over the model K ), and let V C U x
o(U) be an irreducible sub-variety, projecting dominantly to each factor. Then for
any proper closed subset W of V', there is a point x € U(K) with (z,0(x)) € V\W.

Applying this axiom with U = o(U) = X, V the variety given by ¥ = AX and
W the closed subset given by p(X) = 0 (and using the fact that X itself is dense
in the n? dimensional affine space), we get the result.

It follows that the generic type over B (in the sense of ACF) is consistent with
X. Hence, for the definition of the group we may concentrate on types that extend
this generic type. This allows us to describe the automorphism group G:

Corollary 34. The group G of automorphisms of the equation o(q) = Aq pre-
serving all polynomial identities, is the subgroup of GL, p given by the equation
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o(g) = AgA~1, and all the equations
Va(r(z) #0 = (r(gz) # 0 A h(z) = h(gz)))

with h = £ a rational function on X over B, satisfying (globally) h = h? o A, where
h? is the function obtained from h by applying o to the coefficients.

In particular, it is the intersection of the definable group given by o(g) = AgA~!
and an algebraic group G defined over B.

Proof. Any such rational function A restricts to an actual function around any point
satisfying r(z) # 0. This function has values in C for elements in X. If g € G is any
automorphism, then r(z) # 0 implies r(gz) # 0, and therefore h(z) = h(gx) for any
element in x € X with r(z) # 0. Since the condition is a polynomial equation, it is
satisfied for any other = as well. Thus any automorphism satisfies these equations.

Conversely, let g be any element satisfying the above formulas. To show that it
is an automorphism, it is enough to show for one element z € X that = and gz
satisfy the same quantifier free type over C. Let x be an element of X generic (in
the sense of ACF') over g (i.e., x does not lie in any g definable sub-variety.) Then
both 2 and gz are generic over 0, and in particular r(z) # 0 and r(gx) # 0. Any
invariant definable function (as in corollary 27) coincides on the generic type with
an invariant rational function. Hence, x and gx agree on all invariant functions, so
by proposition 26, they have the same type.

The last statement follows since any w-definable group in an w-stable theory (like
ACF) is, in fact, definable (cf. [3]), and any definable group in ACF is algebraic
(cf. [20].) O

Remark 35. We thus have the following description of the set of types: there is
an open subset U of X (given by the functions r above), and an algebraic map F'
into some affine space L. The space of types of elements of X N U is the image of
X N U under this map, and the image lies in L(C).

On the other hand, since X is a torsor over GL,,, B, and G is an algebraic subgroup
of GL,, g, the quotient X/ G is an algebraic variety V (over B.) Since the group G
is, in general, not preserved by o, o is not deﬁned on this quotient. However, if we
define ¢ as A~' oo on X and by ¢(g) = A~ 1o(g9)A on GL,,, we an automorphism
of the group action of GL, on X that preserves the group G. Therefore, it does
induce an automorphism of V. The sets X and G are precisely the sets of fixed
points of ¢, and therefore the set of types X/G embeds via the quotient map into
the set of fixed points of ¢ on V.

Hence, if we take the open set U above to be closed under the G action, we
get a map from the image of U in V to L, which is a bijection on the level of the
sets of types. However, we do not know whether this map can be taken to be an
isomorphism, and whether it can be extended to the whole quotient space V.

In the case that the base field B consists only of fixed elements (i.e., C(B) = B),
we may give a more explicit description of the situation. In this case o is, itself, an
automorphism, and therefore the corresponding element A of GL,, belongs to G.
In general, we claim:

Proposition 36. Let G4 be the intersection of all algebraic subgroups of GL,
defined over C(B) and containing A, and let U be the definable subgroup of GL,,
given by o(x) = ArA™. Then G C G4 NU. If B = C(B), the groups are equal.
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As will be evident from 4.2, this is similar to Proposition 1.21 in [23].

Proof. Let Go = GaNU. Since Gy C U, Gy acts on X. Let Sy = X/Gy and
S = X/GA. Since G4 is defined over the fixed field, o is well defined on S. Since
U is precisely the subgroup of GL,, preserving X, Sy embeds into S. The image
of Sp in S is fixed pointwise by o, since A € G4. Hence elements with the same
(quantifier free) type over C are in the same G4 orbit. Since these types are
G-torsors, G C Gy.

If B = C(B), then A € G, so in particular it belongs to the algebraic group G
associated with G. Since this group is also defined over B = C(B), we get that
Gy C G. O

Remark 37. If F is a connected algebraic subgroup of GL,, containing A, we
may also find a solution to the equation in E (when X and GL, are identified as
algebraic varieties.) This again follows from axiom 33: The projections from the
subset of E x E given by y = Ax to each of the components is an isomorphism.

4.1.1. The opposite groupoid. The situation with the opposite group (studied in
section 2.3) is slightly more complicated. According to proposition 26, there is a
stratification of X, such that the situation described in remark 35 holds, maybe
with different data on each stratum. To simplify notation, we will now assume that
the whole of X is one stratum. We thus have an algebraic map F, with Ex = F(X).

Given a value e in this set Ea, we obtain a (quantifier free) type p. of an
element of X(M), over C(M) (which is the orbit associated with this value), and a
subgroup H., whose action (given by (z,g) — xg~!) is transitive on the realisations
of p. (recall that, in the language of groupoids, e is an object, H, is the group of
automorphisms of e, and p. is the set of isomorphisms between e and the special
object corresponding to the equation. The action is given by composition).

Proposition 38. The group H. is given explicitly by the formulas o(g) = g and
the algebraic subgroup H. of GL,, defined by

(15) Vo(F(z) =e <= F(zg™') =¢)
Proof. By definition, H, is the subgroup of GL, (C) given by
Vre X(F(z)=e <= F(zg™ ') =e)

Hence, the only thing that should be verified is that “Va € X” can be replaced by
LCV:L,” .

Let Z be the irreducible algebraic set given by the equation F(z) = e, viewed
over the subfield L of M generated by k and C(M). Then X N Z is dense in Z,
since, by the definition of F' (e is the canonical base of p.), the ACF type of any
element of X N Z over L is the generic type of Z. Hence if (X NZ)g = X N Z then
Zg=2Z. O

In general, there is no reason for these subgroups H. to coincide (see example 42.)
However, as explained in section 2.3, they are all conjugate over C, together with
the torsors p. on which they act. We would like to obtain some information about
the conjugacy classes. Since H, is the Zariski closure of H, (over C), we get that
the H, are conjugate as well.

We have three notions of conjugacy between the elements of the family H,: con-
jugacy over C, conjugacy over acl(C) (“absolute”), and conjugacy over C(k). We
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will discuss only the first two. Given any definable family of subgroups, conjugacy
of two elements over C is a definable property, so it makes sense to ask in which
field a conjugacy class lies (the absolute conjugacy class lies in some pro-definable
set).

The conjugacy class over C belongs to dcl,(k), since it is canonically associated
with the equation, and to C, since it is defined in terms of subgroups of C (we
now cousider the group alone, without the torsor.) The absolute conjugacy class
is coarser, and therefore belongs to the same set. We now make the following
observation:

Claim 39. For any difference sub-field k of a model M of ACF A, k is linearly
disjoint from C(M) over C(k). In particular,

dely (k) N C(M) C acl(C(k)) N C(M)

Proof. We need to show that any subset of C(M) linearly dependent over k is
linearly dependent over C(k). Let > c¢;a; = 0 be a minimal linear dependence,
where ¢; € C(M) and a; € k. Applying o, we get > c¢;o(a;) = 0. The minimality
implies that there is a € k such that o(a;) = aa; for all i. It follows that O'(Z—J) = Z_,
for all 4,7. Dividing the dependence by a; we thus get a linear dependence over
C(k).

The “in particular” part is now deduced as follows: We saw that

dcly (k) C acl, (k) = acl(k)
Hence it is enough to prove that
C(acl(k)) = C(acl(C(k)))
This follows from the fact that C(acl(k)) is linearly disjoint from k over C(k). O

In particular, if the fixed field of the base is algebraically closed, this fixed field
will contain a point in the family Ea (the Zariski closure of Ea), which will therefore
define a group over the base field that lies in the same (absolute) conjugacy class as

any H. (note that in this case, by the above claim, the conjugacy class will belong
to the base field.)

4.2. The algebraic theory. Our aim now is to describe the relation between our
results and the algebraic Galois theory of linear difference equations. This theory is
described in [23] (and more recently, in [5].) For the sake of clarity, we shall repeat
part of the exposition there.

As before, we have a fixed base field k, with a fixed automorphism o on it. A
difference algebra over k is a k-algebra B, together with a ring automorphism of
B whose restriction to k is 0~!. The inverse of ¢ will be denoted 0. A map of
difference algebras is a map of usual k algebras that commutes with o. The set of
difference algebra maps from A to B will be denoted by Homj (A, B). A difference
ideal is an ideal I of B such that o(I) C I. If B is Noetherian (which it is, in any
situation we consider), this implies that o(I) = I. The kernel of a map of difference
algebras is a difference ideal, and the quotient of a difference algebra by a difference
ideal is again a difference algebra.

Given a linear difference equation o(Z) = AT, where, as before, T is a tuple of
variables, and A is a matrix over k (which will be fixed from now on), we associate

with it a difference algebra R as follows: as a ring, R = k[X,det(X)™"], where
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X is a matrix of variables (of the same size as A), and det(X) is the determinant
polynomial in these variables (in other words, R is the coordinate ring over k of the
variety of invertible matrices.) The action of ¢ on R is determined by the action
on the generators, where it acts as o(X) = AX.

If B is any difference algebra (always over k), the set Homg (R, B) may be
identified with the set of invertible matrices x over B that satisfy o(z) = Az. In
particular, if M is a model of ACF Ay, we have X(M) = Hom{ (R, M). For any
element x € X(M), we will denote by ¢, : R — M the corresponding map. The
kernel of such a map is a difference ideal. This ideal clearly depends only on the
quantifier free type of x over k, and in turn determines this type (together with the
difference equation.)

More generally, Let L be any subfield of C(M) extending C(k), and let Ry =
L®cw R (note that kz, = L ®c ) k is again a field, since, by claim 39, k and L are
linearly disjoint over C(k); it is the subfield of M generated by k and L. Therefore
Ry, is the analogue of R for the base field kz.) As before, any element z € X(M)
determines a map ¢% : Ry, — M and an ideal I* in Ry that corresponds to the
(quantifier free) type of  over L.

Recall also that with any such element x we have associated the canonical base
of its type over C(M), which is a certain subfield L, of C(M) (since it is definably
closed.) This is, in fact, the field generated by the values on p of the invariant func-
tions. The connection between these objects is given by the following proposition.

Proposition 40. Let p the quantifier free type of a solution of the equation over
C(M), let I be the ideal corresponding to p in Roay, and let D = Rey /1.

(1) Let L be a perfect subfield of C(M), I* = I N Ry, the ideal corresponding
top in Ry, D, = Rp/I*. Then the map C(M) ®r, D;, — D is an
isomorphism if and only if L contains the canonical base of p.

(2) The ideal I is a mazimal difference ideal in Ro(ar)-

In particular, if L contains the canonical base of p, then I™ is a maximal differ-
ence ideal.

Proof.

(1) If L contains the canonical base of p, I” contains all elements of the form
f(x)—c where f is an invariant function. By proposition 26, this determines
the type p completely. Hence I is generated by I”.

Conversely, if the map is an isomorphism, let d be the value on p of an
invariant function f. Then d® 1 —1® f goes to 0 in D, so it is 0 already
in C(M) ®r, Dr. Hence d € L. Since the canonical base of p is the
definable closure of all these values, and L is definably closed, L contains
the canonical base.

(2) Assume that I is not maximal, and let J D I be a difference ideal extending
1. Since I comes from a solution that lies in the field M, it is a prime ideal.
Therefore, the dimension of J is strictly smaller than the dimension of I.
We may also assume that J is radical, since the radical of a difference ideal
is also a difference ideal. We show that in fact, we may assume that J is
prime. Let Ji,...,J, be the prime decomposition of the ideal generated by
J in Rye(c(a), as a usual ideal (so that J = (J;.) This decomposition
happens, in fact, over some finite field extension of C(M), and in particular,
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over the fixed field of some ¢”. Then ¢™ acts on this set of ideals, and for
some larger m, o™ fixes each of them.

We now replace (M, o) by (M, o01), where o1 = ¢™. In this new model,
the fixed field Cy in the new structure is an algebraic (finite) extension of
the original fixed field. The solution z of the original equation is also a
solution of the implied equation for ;. The associated ideal I; extending
I is again a prime difference ideal (for the difference algebra obtained from
the new equation.) So is each of the ideals J; extending I;. Since the base
field extension is algebraic, the dimensions of I and I; are the same, and
similarly for J;. In particular, each J; is a proper extension of I;. Replacing
J with J;, this shows that we may assume that J is prime.

Since J is a prime difference ideal, Rg(ap)/J is a o-structure (i.e., a
difference algebra which is an integral domain.) Therefore, it can be em-
bedded (over C(M)) in M. If ¢ is the quantifier free type of the image X
under this embedding, the associated ideal is J. Now let x be a solution of
p, y a solution of ¢, h = 2~ 'y. Then h defines an automorphism of Ren
taking I to J. The image of J under this map will be strictly contained
in J. This process gives an infinite increasing chain of ideals, contradicting
the fact that Rc(ar) is Noetherian. O

Note that if L satisfies the above condition, then Ry /IF is a simple difference
ring whose fixed field L is the fixed field of kz. This is similar to Lemma 1.8 in
[23].

Let p be a fixed type over C(M), L its canonical base, I the associated ideal in
Ry and S, = Ry /I. Thus, the set p(M) of realisations of p in M is identified with
Hom{ (Sp, M). Therefore,

(16) Homg, (Sp ®x, Ry, M) = p(M) x X(M)

Recall from section 2.1, that given an element x € p(M), and another element
y € X(M), we may form the element h = x~!y, which conversely determines,
together with x, the element y. In other words, any element z € X(M) gives a
definable bijection between X and H (which in our case is just GL,(C).) This is
reflected by the fact (equation 1.2 in [23]) that St ®y, Ry is isomorphic to S®p T,
where T' = L[Y, det(Y) "] represents H (i.e., H(M) = Hom{ (T, M).)

Finally, dividing by the ideal generated by I in Sp ®x, Rr, we get the ring
S1, ®k, Sr, that represents the set p(M) x p(M) of pairs of realisations of p in M.
The definable bijections mentioned above restrict to definable bijections between p
and the group H, we obtained. Since the group H, is algebraic and defined over
kz, it is represented by some quotient W of T. The bijection mentioned above
corresponds to the equation S;, ®y, S, = Sr ® Wy, equation 1.3 in [23]. When
C(k) is algebraically closed, these algebras are, as explained earlier, isomorphic (as
usual algebras) to algebras S ®c) L and W ®@c ) L, where S and W are defined
over k. This recovers (up to isomorphism) the algebras constructed in [23].

Note that in contrast with the algebraic approach, there need not be a torsor
of solutions defined over the base field k. This corresponds to the cases when the
definable set Ea of all torsors (the image of X under the meromorphic invariant
function F'), contains no point of k. This can happen even if C(k) is algebraically
closed, since Fa is not (in general) constructible. In this case, we still obtain a
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group and a torsor over it by taking a point in some constructible set containing
Ea. This torsor is isomorphic (over an extension field) to the torsors we obtained,
and is isomorphic to the torsors obtained in [23]. However, both are isomorphisms
of algebraic varieties, and the points of this torsor do not solve the equation.

4.3. Some examples.

Example 41. Consider the equation o(x) = —z. Then X is the same set, with
0 removed. For any 2 € X, 2? lies in C, and so z2 is an invariant function. If k
contains a solution d of the equation, then x/d is also an invariant function, and so
the group is trivial.

We now assume that this is not the case. Then we may take F(r) = 22, and
Ea = F(X) is then the set of fixed elements whose square root is not fixed. Any
of the torsors we defined is of the form z? = e with e € Ea. The canonical base
for this torsor is the field extension of C(k) obtained by adding e. If C(k) has no
extensions of order 2 (in particular, if C(k) is algebraically closed), then Ea has
no k points, and so none of these torsors is defined over k. The torsors considered
in [23] are of the form 22 = d where is a non-zero element of C(k). If d is not in
Ea, this set is isomorphic algebraically (over C(k)(e)) to the set 22 = e, but the o

structure is not the same. [
Example 42. Let A be of the form

-1 a

0 b

We may take a matrix of solutions to lie in the set ({§ ), where z satisfies o(z) =
—x. In other words, the set of triangular matrices is consistent with the set of solu-
tions. However, if we would like to emulate the construction of the automorphisms
group G using global invariant functions (as above), restricting to this set would
be counter-productive: the set of upper triangular matrices is a proper closed sub-
group, and indeed, the function x? is an invariant function on this set, but not on
the whole set of solutions.

Instead, let Y = (f Z{J) be an arbitrary solution. Apply the determinant, we see
that

o(det(Y)) = det(A) det(Y) = —bdet(Y)

Therefore,

w agw w

()~ o))~ der(y)

and similarly

z z

()~ " de)
Hence the function F' given by

22 Ay U)2

det(Y)?2" det(Y)?’ det(Y)?

Y o ( )

is an invariant function from X onto the subset £ of A®\ (0,0,0) given by s> = rt,
and from the whole set of solutions to E(C).
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According to proposition 36, the automorphism group G will be contained in
the group of matrices of the form (iol Z)v and for generic a and b will be equal
to this group. For certain values of a and b, there will be some other invariant
functions. For example, if k = C(k), G will be the subgroup generated by A
(again, by proposition 36.) The function ((b + 1)z — az)? will be an additional
invariant function in this case.

If Y7 and Y5 are two solutions with F(Y;) = F(Y3), the matrix taking Y7 to Ys
is in the above group. Therefore, for generic a and b these three functions generate
all other invariant functions. Note that the automorphism group can be obtained,
in this case, by imposing the condition that an element preserves any one of the
above functions alone, but on the whole space of solutions. However, this will not
suffice when restricting to a particular type. Note also, regarding remark 35, that
FE is the quotient of the action of the group of matrices of the form (%1 ;) on X.

For similar reasons, the groups in the family H will be distinct in this case. Let
T(d,e,5) be the set of solutions Y = (% ¥) corresponding to the point (d,e, f) €

E(C). Let Hg.e,5) be the group of matrices that preserve T(q. sy (this is a typical
element of the family of groups H.) Then a direct calculation shows that H . )

is given by the equations

2 2
p pr T
d 2 —d
a2 " Xaaze T aa@ye
pq ps+rq rSs
d 2 p—
det(22 T *aenzye T aezye T
2 2
q qs S
d 2 -
det(22 ez T aenze =7

where Z = (f ‘51) is an element of H(4. ry. In particular, it does depend on the
point (d, e, f). ]

Example 43. The equality of groups in proposition 36 is false in general (when
A is not over the fixed field.) For example, consider the one-dimensional equation
given by A = 1 where k = Q(t), with o(t) = ¢ + 1. Since A is not a root of
unity, it generates the whole of G,,. However, the automorphism group is trivial,
since ¢ is a solution. [

APPENDIX A. MODEL THEORETIC BACKGROUND

A.1. elimination of imaginaries. The notions of imaginaries, and elimination of
imaginaries, were introduced in [22].

Recall that a theory T has the property of elimination of imaginaries (EI) if
for any definable family ¢(z,y), there is a definable set Z and a definable family
¥ (z,y) with parameter variable z in Z, such that

Vo € X3z € ZVy(d(x,y) <= ¥(z,7))

holds in 7. By definition, such Z and 1 determine a unique definable map fy :
X — Z, such that ¢(x,y) < ¥(fs(x),y). If we require that f4 is onto (i.e., any
member of the 1 family is also a member of the ¢ family), the triple (Z,, fy) is
determined up to a unique definable map, and is called a canonical family for ¢.
If ¢(x,y) € X x X happens to be a definable equivalence relation on X, then
fo + X — Z as above is simply the quotient of X by this relation. Conversely,
given any ¢(z,y) C X x Y, the definable set E4(x1,z2) given by Yy(¢(z1,y) <=
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od(x2,y)) is an equivalence relation on X, and a canonical family for ¢ as above
is the quotient of X by E,. Thus, a theory has EI if and only if any equivalence
relation has a quotient.

We say that a collection of definable sets {X;} has EI if the theory of these sets
with the induced structure (i.e., the theory whose sorts are the X; and whose basic
relations are all the definable subsets of products of the X; in the original theory)
eliminates imaginaries.

This notion depends on the language. In a context where the language can be
changed, EI can always be assumed. To show this, we modify the language as
follows:

e For any family ¢(z,y) € X x Y parametrised by X, we introduce a new
sort X4 and a new function symbol 7y : X — X,.
e For any such family ¢, let ¥(z,y) C X4 x Y be given by the formula

Jr € X(Pp(z,y) Amp(x) = 2)

We extend the theory by the requirement that (X4, 1, 74) is a canonical
family for ¢.

The theory obtained in this way (when applying the procedure for all sorts)
eliminates imaginaries (it might seem that the process needs to be iterated; however,
any family in the new theory corresponds to a family in the original one, and is
therefore accounted for.) This theory is denoted 7¢?. The procedure does not
change the category of models (and elementary maps), up to natural equivalence.
In particular, a type over parameters in 7' can also be viewed as a type in T°9.
However, for a given language and theory, it is an interesting question whether the
theory in that language admits EI.

Given a collection of definable sets X;, we denote by {X;}? the collection of all
canonical families for all families with parameter variables in Cartesian products
of the X; (possibly by adding sorts, as described above.) A definable map from a
definable set Y to {X;}! is a definable map into (a finite union of) any of these
families (in other words, it is a definable set in {X;, Y}/ that happens to be a
function on Y.)

A.2. stable embeddedness. The notion and properties of stable embeddedness
are discussed in the appendix of [6]. A definable set X is called stably embedded if
for any definable family of subsets of X" there is a family definable with parameter
variable in X and with the same fibres. If X also has EI, this means that for any
definable family of subsets of X (with parameter not necessarily in X), there is a
canonical family with parameter variable in X. For example, if X is an algebraically
closed field with no other induced structure (but in a theory containing other sets),
this means that any family of distinct constructible sets is itself constructible.

When X has EI, the assumption that X is stably embedded can also be stated
as follows: for a € M, where M is some model, the subset ¢(a,z) of X(M) is
determined by the value fy(a) € X (M) of some definable function f, at a. This
description implies that ¢p(a/x () is determined by its restriction to the values
on a of all such functions fy for all ¢. This is a small set, contained in dcl(a). In
particular, it does not depend on M (this description does not depend essentially
on the EI assumption, since, as mentioned above, we may pass to the type over
{X}“? in a unique way.) For this reason, stably embedded sets enjoy some of the
good properties of small sets.
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We conclude these two parts of the appendix with a remark about these notions
applied to incomplete theories. Though both imaginaries and stable embeddedness
are defined syntactically, the standard approach in model theory is to work in a
model. However, once a model is chosen, one is dealing with two theories, the
original (incomplete) theory, and the theory of the model. In the following propo-
sition we the interpretation of several notion in terms of 7', with the corresponding
interpretation in an extension.

Proposition 44. Let Ty be a theory extending T (in the same language), and let
M be a model of Ty. Any definable set X of T determines a definable set in Ty,
also denoted by X.

(1) If T eliminates imaginaries, then so does Tj.

(2) If X is stably embedded in T, then it is stably embedded in Ty

(3) Assume that T eliminates imaginaries. If A C M, then any element of
dcly, (A) is inter-definable in Ty with an element of dcly(A)

(4) The notion of an automorphism of M does not depend the theory

Proof. (1) If ¢(x,y) € X x X defines an equivalence relation in T3, the formula
E4(x,y) given by Vz(¢(z,z) <= é(y,2)) (“¢ has the same fibre over x
and y”) gives a definable equivalence relation in 7', whose quotient is the
same as the quotient of X by ¢ in 7.

(2) is obvious

(3) Let b € delp, (A). Then f(a) = b, with a € X(A) for some T} definable set
X and function f : X — Y. These can be represented by some definable
sets X and Y and a definable relation ¢(z,y) € X xY in T If (Z,4(z,y), )
is a canonical family for ¢, then ¢ determines a bijective function in T} (and
hence in M). Thus, b is inter-definable with m(a), which is in delr(a).

(4) is also obvious.

O

In particular, the last two parts imply that we may use the usual methods of
automorphisms to (essentially) determine the definable closure.

A.3. Stability. In this appendix we give a short overview of the notions from
stability used in the paper. In particular, we give the proofs of claim 28 and
claim 29. The facts below appear in many texts on stability, for example [3].

Let T be a complete and model complete theory with EI. Till the end of this
section the word set means a definably closed subset of some model of T. For
any set A and any A-definable set X, we denote by D4(X) the boolean algebra of
A-definable subsets of X, and by Sa(X) the space of types over A that belong to
X (if A = dcl(D), we omit it.) T is called stable if for any algebraically closed set
A, any type p(z) € Sa(X) is A-definable. This means that for any definable set Y,
there is a map dp, : D(X xY) — D4 (Y) such that for any set B D A, the set of
formulas

ple < pU{o(xb)[[b € B, dyo(b)}
is consistent. Note that in this case, by completeness and model completeness of
T, p|p is a complete type over B. The collection of maps d, is called a definition
scheme. It is a fact that if T is stable, such a definition scheme d,, is unique.

We now assume that 7" is stable. The definition scheme extends uniquely to a
definition scheme dp, : Da(X X Y) = D4(Y) (by changing Y.) Each such map d,
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is a homomorphism of boolean algebras. Therefore it induces a map d5 : Sa(Y) —
Sa(X xY) of type spaces (given by the inverse image: dy(q) = {¢[|d,(¢) € q}.) So
given types p € Sa(X), ¢ € Sa(Y) we get a new type d;(q) € Sa(X xY). This
type extends both p and ¢: For ¢ € D4(X), dp¢ is a sentence over A, which is true
(and therefore belongs to ¢) if and only if ¢ € p. On the other hand, if ¢ € D4(Y),
dpd = ¢, so if ¢ € q then ¢ € d;(q).

In fact, d(q) is the “freest” extension of p and g. This can be made precise by
(at least) the following claim:

Claim 45. Let p(x), q(y) be types over an algebraically closed set A in a stable

theory T. If the formula ¢(z,y) ef (f(z) = g(y)) belongs to dy(q), where f, g are
A-definable functions, then for some a € A, f(x) = a belongs to p and g(x) = a
belongs to q.

Proof. The formula dp¢(y1) Adpod(y2) Ag(y1) # g(y2) is inconsistent: otherwise, for
y1 and ys satisfying it d,, gives an extension of p containing the formulas f(z) = g(v;)
and g(y1) # g(y2), a contradiction.

Therefore, g is constant on d,¢, and since both g and d,¢ are A-definable, the
constant value a belongs to A. Since d,¢ € ¢, this shows that ¢g(y) = a is in g.
Since dj(q) extends g, this implies that f(z) = a is in dj(q) and therefore in p. [

Given an A-definable map f, we denote by f. (or sometimes by f again) the
induced map on types: f.(p) = {¢(x)||¢(f(x)) € p}. We now note that definition
schemes are compatible with definable maps: If f is a definable function on a type
p and g is a definable function on a type ¢ (all over A), then (f,g).(d;(q)) =
% () (9+(q)): both are the set of formulas ¢(x,y) such that ¢(f(x),g(y)) € d;(q)-
Applying this observation to projections, we see that the construction of the type
dy(q) extends to types with infinite number of variables: Given two such types p
and ¢, a formula ¢(x,y) is in dy(q) if it is in d (g,), where p, and g, are the
restriction p and ¢ to the variables in ¢.

If o is an automorphism of A and p is a (possibly infinite) type, we denote by
o(p) the type obtained by applying ¢ to all the coefficients (so that an extension
of o to an elementary map takes a realisation of p to a realisation of o(p).) For a
formula ¢(z,a) with a € A, we denote by ¢° the formula ¢(z, o1 (a)).

Now, Given a type p(x) over A, the map taking a formula ¢(z,y) (over () to
dy(¢) = (do(p)@)? is a definition scheme for p: Let M be a model containing A
to which o extends. b € M satisfies d),(¢) if and only if o(b) satisfies dy(;)(9).
Therefore, o(p) U {¢(z,a(b))||d],(¢)(b)} is consistent. Applying o', this shows
that p U {¢(x,b)[|d},(¢)(b)} is consistent, and so d' is a definition scheme. By
uniqueness, d’ = d. From all this follows that for any two (possibly infinite) types
. a. od3(0)) = di (0(0)).

Using these notions, we may prove claim 28:

Proof of claim 28. Let My, My be models of T, containing A. We will construct
a third model M containing M; and My freely over A. We shall then apply this
construction in the case M; = Ms,. The freeness will mean that any algebraic
element of M; outside of A will give rise to two copies in M. However, the number
of elements conjugate to a given algebraic element is known in advance, so this will
show that there are no such elements.
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Let p and ¢ be the types of My and My in T (over A), and let F' = By U Bs be a
realisation of d;(g) (we label the variables of this type by the elements of F.) The
original automorphisms o1, 02 of the M; give rise to a bijective map o from F' to
itself. We claim that ¢ is an elementary map. To show this we need to show that
the assignment of o(b) to a variable x;, of o(d}(q)) satisfies this type. However, we
just showed that o(d;(q)) = d, (c(q)), and o(p) is the same type as p with the
variable z,(;) renamed to z;, (and similarly for ¢.) Therefore, o(d5(q)) is also dj(q)
with the same renaming of variables, so the assignment satisfies this type by the
definition of F.

Therefore F' is a o-structure, and by the definition of 7T, there is a model M of
T, containing F'. The definition of F' gives rise to an embedding of M; and Ms in
M, and since T, is model complete, this embedding is elementary. Therefore we
proved:

Any two models over A, M; and My, of T, can be elementarily embedded over
A into a third model M, such that for any tuples x € M; and y € My, with Ty
types p and g, the T type of the pair (z,y) in M is dj(q).

Now let M be any model of T, and ap € M an element in acl,(A). We denote
by a the tuple of conjugates of ag. Let N be a model as above, for My = My = M.
Thus M has two elementary embeddings into N, fi and fa, with b; = fi(a) such that
tp(by,ba/a) = dzp(bl/A)(tp(bg/A)). However, since the embedding is elementary,

b1 and by are both the set of solutions of some o-algebraic formula. Therefore,
tp(b1,b2/ ) contains the formulas m;(b1) = m,(b2) (where m; are projections). By
claim 45, for any i, w;(b1) € A, so a € A as well. O

We now aim to prove claim 29. We first note that the condition tp(A/¢c) =
tp(B/¢) consists of a collection of condition on types of finite sub-tuples. Further-
more, for any tuple a, E, C E4 (in the notation of claim 29.) Therefore, the whole
statements reduces to the case when A and B are finite tuples a and b.

We explain the result in the case when C' is algebraically closed. In this case, let
p(z) =tp(a/c), q(x) =tp(b/c) and Cy, Cy as in the claim. We first claim that for
any 0-definable set ¢(z, y), dp¢ is defined over C,. Indeed, let 7 be an automorphism
fixing a and C' (as a set.) Then 7(p) = p and so (dy¢)” = d;-1(,)¢ = dp¢. This
shows that d,¢ is over E, and it is over C' by definition.

Now let » = p [p= q [p, where D = dcl(C, U Cp). The extension of r to
acl(D) is the same in p and in ¢: if d € acl(D) and d; is a conjugate over D, then
dpp(d) <= d,¢(di) for any definable set ¢, since d,¢ is defined over D. Thus d,¢
has a well defined truth value on the set d of conjugates of d, and the same is true
of dq¢. Since d is in D, this truth value is actually the same for p and gq.

This shows that we may assume D to be algebraically closed. But now d, and d,
are both definition schemes for the type r, so by uniqueness d,, = d,, and therefore
p=gq

The crucial point in the above argument is that C, contains (the parameters for)
all the defining formulas d,¢. The definable closure of all these formulas is called
the canonical base of p, denoted €b(p). In this terms, the previous paragraph
proves the following proposition in the case that C' is algebraically closed:

Proposition 46. Let T be a stable theory with EI. There is a mapping assigning
to any type p over a (definably closed) set C, a subset €b(p) C C such that the
following holds:
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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For any automorphism 7 (of a saturated model M O C'),

¢b(1(p)) = 7(€b(p))

For any automorphism 7 fixing C' (as a set), T fizes p if and only if T fizes
€b(p) pointwise. Furthermore, €b(p) is the set of elements fixed by all such
automorphisms.

(Ezistence) If D 2 C and acl(€b(p)) N D C C, then there is a type p1 over
D extending p with €b(p1) = €b(p) (note that if C is algebraically closed,
any D satisfies the condition.)

(Uniqueness) For any set A C C containing €b(p), p is unique among
extensions q of p [a to C with €b(q) C A.

If D is any set such that DNacl(€'b(p)) = €b(p), we denote by p|p the restriction
to D of the (unique) extension of p to C' U D.

A similar result appears in [2]. As for algebraically closed C', this result implies
claim 29.

Proof. The case when C' is algebraically closed was explained above. The general
statement is proved by reducing to this case. B
Let g be an extension of p to acl(C'), and for any b € €b(q) C acl(C) let b be

the set of conjugates of b over C. We set €b(p) = B =

def {b||b € €b(q)}. Since C is

definably closed, BCC.

(1)
(2)

This is obvious from the definition and the algebraically closed case.

Let 7 be an automorphism of M fixing p. Then ¢ = 7(q) also extends
p. Therefore, there is an automorphism o of M fixing C' pointwise and
taking g1 to ¢. Hence o(7(q)) = ¢, so by the algebraically closed case, o o1
fixes €'b(q) pointwise. Since o fixes C it takes elements of acl(C') to their
conjugates, hence so does 7. Therefore 7 fixes €b(p), as required. The
furthermore part follows by the same argument.

Conversely, if T fixes €'b(p) pointwise, it takes €’b(q) to a conjugate over
C'. Let o be an automorphism fixing C' pointwise, such that oot fixes €b(q)
pointwise. If 7 preserves C as a set, it also preserves acl(C). Therefore,
by the algebraically closed case, o o 7 fixes ¢q. This shows that 7 takes any
extension of p to acl(C') to another such extension. Since p is the restriction
to C of the intersection of all such extensions, 7 fixes p.

Let D be as in the assumption. Using existence for the algebraically closed
case, we find ¢; over acl(D) extending ¢, and set p; = ¢1 [p. Then any
element of €b(p1), being a finite set of elements algebraic over €b(p), is
itself algebraic over €b(p). Since it is also in D, by the assumption on D
we have €b(p1) C C. Hence €b(p1) = €b(p).

Assume that p; is another extension of p [4 to C such that €b(p;) C A.
Let ¢1 be an extension of py to acl(C), and let r and ; be the restrictions
of ¢ and ¢; to acl(A). Since r and 1 have the same restriction to A, there
is an automorphism 7 over A taking r to 7.

However, by existence and uniqueness in the algebraically closed case,
Eb(r) =€b(q), so T takes €b(r) to a conjugate over C.

Therefore, as above, we may find an automorphism o over C, such that
oor fixes €'b(r). Since both automorphisms fix A pointwise, they fix acl(A)
as a set, and so o takes r; to r. Since o fixes C, it takes ¢ to a type over
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acl(C) whose restriction to acl(A) is r. By the algebraically closed case,
o(g1) = q. Since o fixes C' this means that p; = p. O

Remark 47. We summarise the relations between the various sets we considered.
Assume in claim 29 that the model M is saturated. We claim that C4 is the
canonical base of py = tp(4/¢). Indeed, let 7 be an automorphism of M fixing A
pointwise and C' as a set. Then p4 is fixed by 7. By the second property above,
T fixes €b(pa) pointwise. This shows that €b(pa) C Ca. Conversely, let x € Cy,
and let 7 be an automorphism fixing C as a set and fixing pa. Since 7 fixes pa,
A and 7(A) have the same type over C. Let o be an automorphism over C' taking
7(A) to A. Then o o7 fixes A pointwise and C' as a set. Hence o(7(z)) = x. Since
x € C and o fixes C, this implies that 7(x) = z. Again by the second property,
this shows that © € €b(pa).

Hence, if the conditions of claim 29 hold (and M is saturated), C4 = Cp, and
both are equal to the canonical base of the type. Considering proposition 26 again,
we see that this set also coincides (under the conditions of the proposition) with
C(B;), where B; = dcl(B U a;).

REFERENCES

1. Itay Ben-Yaacov, Ivan Tomasi¢, and Frank O. Wagner, The group configuration in simple
theories and its applications, Bull. Symbolic Logic 8 (2002), no. 2, 283-298. MR MR1919592
(2003i:03035)

2. Elisabeth Bouscaren, Dimensional order property and pairs of models, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic
41 (1989), no. 3, 205-231. MR MR984628 (90a:03040)

3. Steven Buechler, Essential stability theory, Perspectives in Mathematical Logic, Springer-
Verlag, Berlin, 1996. MR MR1416106 (98j:03050)

4. 7. Chatzidakis and A. Pillay, Generic structures and simple theories, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic
95 (1998), no. 1-3, 71-92. MR MR1650667 (2000c:03028)

5. Zoé Chatzidakis, Charlotte Hardouin, and Michael F. Singer, On the definitions of difference
Galois groups, Model theory with applications to algebra and analysis. Vol. 1 (Zoé Chatzi-
dakis, Dugald Macpherson, Anand Pillay, and Alex Wilkie, eds.), London Mathematical Soci-
ety Lecture Note Series, vol. 349, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2008, pp. 73—109.
MR MR2441376

6. Zoé Chatzidakis and Ehud Hrushovski, Model theory of difference fields, Trans. Amer. Math.
Soc. 351 (1999), no. 8, 2997-3071. MR MR1652269 (2000f:03109)

7. P. Deligne, Catégories tannakiennes, The Grothendieck Festschrift. Vol. II, Progress in Math-
ematics, vol. 87, Birkhduser Boston Inc., Boston, MA, 1990, pp. 111-195. MR MR1106898
(92d:14002)

8. Pavel 1. Etingof, Galois groups and connection matrices of q-difference equations, Electron.
Res. Announc. Amer. Math. Soc. 1 (1995), no. 1, 1-9 (electronic). MR MR1336694 (96j:12013)

9. Charles H. Franke, Picard-Vessiot theory of linear homogeneous difference equations, Trans.
Amer. Math. Soc. 108 (1963), 491-515. MR MRO0155819 (27 #5753)

10. Bradd Hart and Ziv Shami, On the type-definability of the binding group in simple theortes,
J. Symbolic Logic 70 (2005), no. 2, 379-388. MR MR2140036 (2006b:03037)

11. Ehud Hrushovski, Unidimensional theories are superstable, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic 50 (1990),
no. 2, 117-138. MR MR1081816 (92g:03052)

, Computing the Galois group of a linear differential equation, Differential Galois
theory (Bedlewo, 2001), Banach Center Publ., vol. 58, Polish Acad. Sci., Warsaw, 2002,
pp. 97-138. MR MR1972449 (2004j:12007)

13. , Groupoids, imaginaries and internal covers, arXivimath.LO/0603413, Mar 2006.

14. Moshe Kamensky, Ind- and pro- definable sets, Ann. Pure Appl. Logic 147 (2007), no. 3,
180-186. MR MR2335085 (2009¢:03029)

15. E. R. Kolchin, Differential algebra and algebraic groups, Academic Press, New York, 1973,
Pure and Applied Mathematics, Vol. 54. MR MR0568864 (58 #27929)

12.



http://arXiv.org/abs/math/0603413

42 MOSHE KAMENSKY

16. Anand Pillay, Geometric stability theory, Oxford Logic Guides, vol. 32, The Clarendon Press
Oxford University Press, New York, 1996, Oxford Science Publications. MR MR1429864
(98a:03049)

, Differential Galois theory. I, Illinois J. Math. 42 (1998), no. 4, 678-699.

MR MR1649893 (99m:12009)

, Algebraic D-groups and differential Galois theory, Pacific J. Math. 216 (2004), no. 2,
343-360. MR MR2094550 (2005k:12007)

19. Bruno Poizat, Une théorie de Galois imaginaire, J. Symbolic Logic 48 (1983), no. 4, 1151—
1170 (1984). MR MR727805 (85¢:03083)

, Stable groups, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, vol. 87, American Mathemat-
ical Society, Providence, RI, 2001. MR MR1827833 (2002a:03067)

21. Gerald E. Sacks, Saturated model theory, W. A. Benjamin, Inc., Reading, Mass., 1972.
MR MR0398817 (53 #2668)

22. Saharon Shelah, Classification theory and the number of nonisomorphic models, Studies in
Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics, vol. 92, North-Holland Publishing Co., Amster-
dam, 1990. MR MR1083551 (91k:03085)

23. Marius van der Put and Michael F. Singer, Galois theory of difference equations, Lecture Notes
in Mathematics, vol. 1666, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1997. MR MR1480919 (2000e:39008)

, Galois theory of linear differential equations, Grundlehren der Mathematischen
Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences|, vol. 328, Springer-
Verlag, Berlin, 2003, http://www4.ncsu.edu/~singer/papers/dbook2.ps. MR MR1960772
(2004¢:12010)

25. B. 1. Zil'ber, Totally categorical theories: structural properties and the monfinite ariomatiz-
ability, Model theory of algebra and arithmetic (Proc. Conf., Karpacz, 1979) (Berlin) (L. Pa-
cholski and J. Wierzejewski, eds.), Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 834, Springer, 1980,
pp. 381-410. MR MR606796 (82m:03045)

17.

18.

20.

24.

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, THE HEBREW UNIVERSITY, JERUSALEM, [SRAEL

Current address: Department of pure Math, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, On, N2L 3G1,
Canada

E-mail address: mailto:mkamensky@math.uwaterloo.ca

URL: http://mkamensky.notlong.com


http://www4.ncsu.edu/~singer/papers/dbook2.ps
mailto:mkamensky@math.uwaterloo.ca
http://mkamensky.notlong.com

	1. Introduction
	Acknowledgement
	1.1. History
	1.2. Notation and conventions

	2. Internality and definable Galois groups
	2.1. Internality
	2.2. Partial automorphisms
	2.3. The opposite groupoid
	2.4. Summary

	3. Stable theories with a generic automorphism
	3.1. The theory T
	3.2. Invariant functions

	4. The case of ACFA
	4.1. Internality in ACFA
	4.2. The algebraic theory
	4.3. Some examples

	Appendix A. Model theoretic background
	A.1. elimination of imaginaries
	A.2. stable embeddedness
	A.3. Stability

	References

