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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY

GABRIEL HOLLANDER

Abstract

In this paper, we construct a pure-term model for first-order para-
doxical set theory, in which new identification and differentation
rules hold. An analogous construction was already studied for pos-
itive and partial set theory.

1. Introduction

“Positive set theories” were introduced in the pioneer work of Gilmore [1],
for the “partial case”, and have been studied since in the other cases also
(“positive” and “paradoxical”’). Gilmore showed the consistency of abstrac-
tion, but the incompatibility of abstraction with extensionality; this was the
initial indication that the main problem is the one of “identification/dif-
ferentiation”. Gilmore’s model allows no real identifications between sets
at all. In his model, “equality” (=) is just “formal identity”.

The more recent methods developed in [2] and [3] do allow non-trivial
identifications, but bring restrictions on the terms that are used. In this paper,
we study a kind of “dual” variant of these methods.

We will use the notions of “positive formula” and “positive term”. We
will define these notions inductively as to create a language £, that uses the
symbols €, = and the abstractor { | }:

e Any variable is a positive term;

e If 7,7/ are positive terms, then 7 € 7/ and 7/ = 7/ are positive
(atomic) formulas;

If ¢, 1 are positive formulas, then so are ¢ V ¢, ¢ A ¥, 3z @,V @;

T and L (respectively “true” and “false”) are positive formulas;

If ¢ is a positive formula, then { = | ¢ } is a positive term;

If ¢, 1 are formulas, then so are —p,  V 1, p A ¢, 3x p, YV ©;
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386 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

We let also £ be the usual first-order language constructed with only the two
relation symbols €, =, so without the abstractor. If 7 is a positive term of the
form { z | ¢(x) } with ¢ a positive formula, then we will further refer to ¢
as Qr.

For a structure to be a model of positive set-theory, it must interpret the
involved terms and satisfy the following scheme of abstraction axioms,

Viyva (z € {t| o(t,7)} < o(z,7)),

where ¢ is a positive formula.

One possible way of examining whether structures satisfy this abstraction
scheme, is to divide the problem into the two implications that appear in the
definition above:

e We define the admissible models as those that satisfy the implication

ViV (z € {t| ot} — o(2,7))

and for which the relation = is a congruence for the language £; this
is an equivalence relation satisfying replacement in formulas of L.

o We define the co-admissible models as those that satisfy the other
implication

Vgva (z € {t]o(t,9)} — ¢(z,9))
and for which the relation = is a congruence for the language L.

In [2], it is proven that the method of admissible models gives good re-
sults for positive set-theory. Furthermore, [3] shows that this method can be
productive also for partial set-theory. This kind of theory is inductively de-
fined on the language with four relation symbols €T, €, =", =", and the
abstractor { | }, in the same way as for the positive case:

Any variable is a positive term;

o If 7,7/ are positive terms, then 7 €™ 7/, 7 €~ 7/, 7 =T 7/ and
7 =" 7/ are positive (atomic) formulas;

If ¢, ¢ are positive formulas, then so are ¢ V ¢, o A ¢, Jx ©, YV ;

T and L are positive formulas;

If ¢ is a positive formula, then { = | ¢ } is a positive term;

If , 1 are formulas, then so are —p, © V 1, p A ¢, 3z p, YV ©;
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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY 387
The full partial set-theory (Gilmore [1]) is constructed on this language £+
with the following axioms,
e The relation =7 is a congruence relation for £F;
e The partiality axioms
—(retyAnr e y) and —(z=TyAx="y);
o The abstraction scheme
vive ((z € {t] et} = ple,7))
Mo e {tlelt.)} = 7@D)),
where  is defined as follows
-retrlisTe 7,
—r=t7lisT="17,
- Dis o,
- pViisp A,
- dxpisVaip,
- LisT,
so ¢ is a non-classical kind of negation of .
We finish the definitions for the theory of partial sets by giving the adaptation
of the concept of “admissibility”:
p(z.9) —z e {t| ey}
P(z,9) —we {t|et,y)}.

There is a dual version of the partial set-theory, which we will call the
paradoxical set-theory. This is defined in the same way as for the partial case,
except that the partiality axioms are replaced by the following paradoxality
axioms:

retyvee y and z=Tyvr="y.
Sadly, the method of admissible models doesn’t seem to work in a straight-
forward way for the paradoxical case. This is why we develop in this paper
the method of the co-admissible models. In a first instance, we will work
with the positive case, and afterwards, we will adapt it to the paradoxical
case.
i
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388 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

2. The positive case

In this section, we use the duals of the techniques used in [2] and [3], again
modulo restrictions on the terms that are allowed. Roughly speaking: these
techniques “work”™ for “first-order terms”.

So, in the following, we define inductively the universe U, of the models
we will consider in the rest of this discussion:

Up = {{z | ¢(z)} | ¢ is a positive formula of £ }
Up = {{z | ¢(z,m,...,7)} | ¢is apositive formula of £ and

U, = U U,.

nw

Tlyenoy Tk EUj,forsomej<n}

Each element of U, is thus a closed term 7 and we denote ¢ (z) the formula
such that 7 is { z | ¢~ () }.
Models in this discussion will thus be of the form

M = (Uu.HeMa:M)a

with €, and =), two binary relations on U,, intended to interpret the rela-
tion symbols € and = respectively.
In this context, we say that M is co-admissible if M satisfies the conditions

MEe(z) - MEzer

and =) is a congruence relation for £. We note at once that there exists at
least one co-admissible model, namely the "full model”,

(U, U3, UZ),
where every element belongs to and equals every element of U,,. Finally,
we write M < N, for two models M and N if and only if they satisfy the
conditions

EmM2€ny and =y 2=p.

We say that M is an extension of NV or that IV is “better” than M. For
M < N, we always have the implication

“Positive preservation lemma™: N = (71 ...,7) = M = o(11...,T),
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for any positive formula ¢ of £, and parameters 71 ...,7, € U,. We can
prove this easily by induction on the complexity of the formula ¢.

We will denote the set of all co-adminissible models as Ag. We will now
select inductively among the models of Ay as follows: if A, is a defined
selection among the co-admissible models, then we define A, as follows,

Aa+1:{M€A(X|M||_(XT:T/—>M):T:7-/}

for o an ordinal. In this definition, we use the symbol I, to denote a “forc-
ing” relation, that we will define later in this discussion, based on some
conditions. Finally, if v is a limit ordinal, then we complete this inductive

definition by stating
Ay =) Ao

a<y
We have thus formed a chain of selections of co-admissible models

Ay D A1 DA D A3 D -+

for which there must exist a fixed point ¢ for which A5, 1 = As, otherwise
one would have an injection from the proper class of ordinals into the set
‘P Ap, which is not possible.

It is in this selection As of co-admissible models that we would like to find
a maximal model G (for the order < defined above). For this, we will prove
that every A, is inductively ordered, so the existence of the desired maximal
element will follow from Zorn’s lemma.

We start by demonstrating that every chain of elements of A has an upper
bound. Actually, as this upper bound will be the “intersection” of the chain
elements, it suffices to show that Ay is closed under “intersections” of chains.

Let thus (Mg)g<y: Mo < My < My < -+ < M, < --- be a chain
of elements of Ay, with v a limit ordinal. We then define the “intersec-
tion” [ 3 Mp of the models Mg as follows,

e We keep the same universe U, as in the rest of this discussion;
e We define €n)y, as the intersection ) By EMpg
e We define =n )y, in the same way: ﬂﬁ<7 =Mj-

It is for this “intersection” of models [ 3 Mpg that we will prove it to be
still co-admissible. For this, we consider an arbitrary element 7 of U,, and

assume that
M Ms = - ().
B<y
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As, for ¢ < 7y, we have that M < ﬂﬁ<v Mg, we get
V(< Mg = pr (),
by the “positive preservation lemma”. As each M is co-admissible, it fol-
lows that
V(<~y: MeE=xer,
so we conclude
ﬂ M 8 ’: T ET,
8
which proves that the intersection is still co-admissible, as we wanted.

We then continue inductively: we prove that the intersection of a chain of
elements of A1 still remains in A, 1, given that this is true in A,. Itis for
this part that we will consider the following condition on the forcing relation
IF:

N <Nlg7=7 = Nlgr=7,
so every extension of a forcing model should force in its turn.
Thus, for a chain My < My < My < --- of elements of A,11, we
suppose that
(Mg lbaT="1"
8
As each model M3 is an extension of the intersection of the models, we have
that
VB <y: Mgl m=1"
This implies by definition of A, that
VB<~vy:MglET="1,
and thus, we conclude that
ﬂ MglET=1,
8
what we wanted to prove. In this proof, we of course used the induction
hypothesis when we declared that ) 3 Mp still is an element of A,.

We finish this part by mentioning that A,, for a limit ordinal 7, is also
closed under intersections of chains, if this is true for every ordinal o < 7.
This proof is straightforward.

i
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We have thus proved in the previous paragraphs that for every ordinal o,
the set A, of models is closed under intersections of chains of its elements,
and thus is inductively ordered. It follows from the lemma of Zorn that the
fixed point set A5 described earlier has a “maximal'” element, which we
will call G for the rest of this discussion. We were able to find an adequate
forcing relation, which is

M ko 7=7" ifandonlyiff  co-admk V(o (z) < ¢ (x)),

where co-adm is the theory of the co-admissible models.

Notice that this definition is independent of the choice of the model M
and of the ordinal «, while the forcing relations described in [2] and [3] for
respectively the positive and the partial case are not uniformly defined. This
is because in this positive case, using co-admisssible models (and not ad-
missible models as in the two earlier articles), it seems to be very difficult
to use a non-uniformly defined forcing relation. We discuss this more in
detail in the related section “Comments”. However, even if the fixed point
is quickly reached here (as 6 = 1), we keep the presentation using possible
non-uniform forcing relations M I+, (which depend on M and «) as that al-
lows easier comparisons with the “admissible models”-approach, and could
provide future alternative forcings.

We come now to the precise meaning of “G is generic”, via our Generic
Lemma:

Grst=7GET=",

for arbitrary terms 7 and 7'.

In the following paragraphs, we will prove this lemma. For this, observe
that the direction from left to right follows from the definition of Agsyq: as
G € A5 = Asy1, we have immediately that

Ghrst=7 >GETr="7,

what is the first half of what we would like to prove.

For the other half, we will define a new model G’ for which we will prove
that it is “better” than G. We take for this G’ the model defined with the
same universe U,,, and for which the interpretations of the relation symbols
satisfy

{G' =7=17" ifandonlyif Glrs7=17

Eqr isequal to €¢ .

!'This element is maximal with respect to the order < between models, so this is the
“best” model, as we described earlier.
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392 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

We first show that G is a better model than G, so that G < G’. As both
models have the same interpretation for the € relation symbol, we only check
that = C =¢. For this, we suppose that G’ |= 7 = 7/, so by definition of
G’, we have that G |5 7 = 7/, which implies by the first part of this proof
that G = 7 = 7/. This is what we wanted to prove in this paragraph.

We then continue by showing that G’ belongs to every A, for every ordi-
nal a. This, of course, will be done by induction on the class of ordinals.

In a first instance, we show that G’ € A. For this, we first suppose that
G’ = ¢-(z) and we must show that G’ = = € 7. As G’ > G, it follows
from G’ = p,(x) that also G = ¢, (x) holds, by the “positive preservation
lemma”. As G is co-admissible, it follows that G = = € 7. We conclude
with G’ |= « € 7, as per definition € is exactly €.

To finish the proof that G’ € A, we still have to show that =¢ is a
congruence relation for the language L. For this, we suppose that

GEr=zer=1,

and we must prove that G’ |= 2’ € 7. As we already have that G < G/, by
the “positive preservation lemma”, we get

GeExd=ver=7,

so this implies
GlEer,

as (G is a co-admissible model for which =g is a congruence relation for
L. As per definition, the models G and G’ have the same €-relation, we
conclude that

G =i et

as we wanted to prove.

In a second instance, we show that if G’ € A,, then it follows that G’ €
Aq+1, for every ordinal . We thus suppose that G € A,. To prove that
G’ is also in A, 1, we suppose that G’ |-, 7 = 7/. As by definition of our
forcing relation, this relation is independent of the ordinal « and the involved
model, this is equivalent to G IFs 7 = 7/, and thus G’ = 7 = 7/, what we
wanted to prove.

In a last instance, we show that if we suppose that G’ € A, for all ordi-
nals v smaller than a limit ordinal ~, then we also have that G’ € A, For,
as A is the intersection of all A, with o < +, this follows immediately.

This finishes the proof that the model G’ is in A, for all ordinals . And
thus, it follows that G’ € As. As G < G’ and G is maximal in As per
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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY 393

choice, we conclude that G = G’. This implies that the direction of right to
left is proven, what we wanted in these paragraphs.

It is for this generic model GG that we can now prove abstraction. For this,
as (G is already a co-admissible model, it suffices to show the implication

GEzer—GEe(x).

As in the previous paragraphs, we define a (new) “better” model G’ > G, as
follows:
{G' Exer ifandonlyif G = ¢-(x)

=q isequal to =g .

It easily follows from the definitions that G’ > G, so we just need to show
that G’ € A,, for all ordinals . Again, we do this by induction on the
ordinal a:

e For o = 0, we must prove that G’ is in fact co-admissible. We thus
suppose that G’ |= ¢, (x), so it holds also that G = ¢, (), by the
“positive preservation lemma”, as G’ is better than G. We conclude,
by definition of G’, that G’ |= x € 7, as we wanted.

Further, we check that =¢ is a congruence relation on G’. Actu-
ally, the only less trivial point is:

ifG'Exer=7,thenG Exer.
By the definition of G’, this is brought back to the implication
if G E ¢r(z)and G =7 =7/, then G = ¢ (2),

and this is guaranteed by our Generic lemma and the forcing adopted
here.

e We suppose in the following step that G’ € A,, for an ordinal . We
now want to prove that G’ € A,.1, so suppose that G’ Ik, 7 =
7/. As our forcing relation is independent of the ordinal « and the
involved model, this implies that G |, 7 = 7/, so it follows by
induction hypothesis that G |= 7 = 7’. As G and G’ have the same
=-relation, we conclude that also G’ =7 = 7’ and thus G’ € A1,

what we wanted to prove.

e In the last step of the induction, we suppose that G’ € A,, for all
ordinals o < ~y, with v a limit ordinal. We conclude immediately
that also G’ € (.« N A, holds, as we wanted.
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394 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

This finishes the proof that G’ € A, for all ordinals «. It follows as above
that G’ € As, so G = G, as G was maximal in Ag. Finally, in this way we
have proven that G indeed satisfies abstraction, as we wanted.

We conclude for the case of positive set-theory as follows: we have con-
structed (5, a pure term model for abstraction on “first-order” terms—these
are terms of the type { z | ¢(z,¥) }, with ¢ € L. Furthermore, the equal-
ity on this model is a congruence relation for the language £. Finally, this
model satisfies the following “intensionality ” rule:

co-adm b Vz(p-(z) < o (2)) <= GET=1,

that allows many identifications of first-order terms in the universe.

3. The paradoxical case

For the discussion in this section, we will use the following universe U,, ana-
logue to the one used in the positive case, but this time in the language £

Up = {{z | ¢(x)} | ¢ is a positive formula of £}
Up={{z | (@, m,...,7)} ’ ¢ is a positive formula of £¥ and

iy, Tk € Uj, for some j < n }

Us= | Un

nw

Of course, L7 is the “first-order” fragment of £F, this is the fragment that
does not use the abstractor.

Models in the rest of this discussion of the paradoxical case will thus be of
the form

M = (Uw7 €L7 6]747 :L7 :M)a

with EL, SYE :]-l\‘/[ and =}, four binary relations on U,, interpreting the
relation symbols €*, €=, =" and =" respectively. We suppose =" to be a
congruence for the language £ and M to satisfy the paradoxality axioms.

As this section is based on adaptations of what precedes, we will just give
an outline of the proof. Only the parts which differ from the positive case
will be proven thoroughly in this part.
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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY 395

We will call a model M which satisfies the following conditions

{SO(%?J) —z e {t]ety)}

Pl g) —w e {t{elty)}

co-admissible and denote by Ag the set of all co-admissible models. If M
and N are two models, we will write M < N to denote that NV is “better”
than M if it holds that

+ + - - _+ N _+ - N _-
€Ey2€y and €,,0€y and =, O=5 and =, D= .

The “positive preservation lemma” also holds in the paradoxical case, and
will be used often, as in the positive case.

We continue our discussion by forming a chain of selections in Ay by
stating

Aapi ={M e Ay |Mlrg7="7 - MpET=""7
andM“_aTziT/_)M):T:fT/}’

when A, has already been defined, and where I, is chosen here as the
forcing relation defined by:

Mo r="7" ifandonlyiff  co-adm vz (o, (x) & ()
Mlrgm="17 if and only iff ~ co-adm ¥ Vz (- (z) & o (),

where 1) & X is a shorthand notation for
b XAP o X

and thus this is a stronger equivalence between formulas than «.

The definition by induction started above finishes by stating that A is the
“intersection” of the A,, with a < +y, with «y a limit ordinal. So this is the
model defined as follows:

We keep the same universe U, as in the rest of this discussion;

We define €, as the intersection (), ., €}/

We define €, in the same way: ﬂa<7 SIS

_+
a<y T My’

We define :;Ma in the same way: ()
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396 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

o We define =, 10 the same way: ﬂoé<7 ="

Finally, the chain of selections of co-admissible models

Ay DA DA DA3D -+,

must again have a fixed point ¢ for which A5, = A;.

In the same way as in the preceding section, we can prove that each A,
is inductively ordered, and thus the lemma of Zorn can be applied to As to
prove the existence of a maximal element G € Ag for the order < defined
between models. We will now show that this model G is again “generic”, as
it satisfies to the properties

Glrst="7GEr="7 and Glsr="7GEr="17,

for arbitrary terms 7 and 7’ in Uy,,.

The proof goes in the same way as in the positive case: the implications
from left to right are straightforward, so we only prove the implications from
right to left. For this, we again define a model G as follows:

+ _ -+
Co=Cae
€Ea=¢€g;
G'E=r="7" ifandonlyif G, 7="7,
G'Er="7 ifandonlyif Gl-,7=""7"
We start by showing that the model G’ satisfies the paradoxality axioms,

so if we suppose that G’ ¥ 7 =T 7/, then it follows that G | 7 =1 7/, so
per definition of the forcing relation, we have that

co-adm ¥ Vz (- (z) & on (z)).

We conclude that G’ = 7 =~ 7/, per definition. So G is indeed a paradox-
ical model, as we wanted to prove. Notice that =" is “classical” in G’: we
indeed have that

GlErrz="y < -GEx="y.

We then show that G’ is a better model than G, so that G < G’. As both
models have the same interpretation for the €™ and €~ relation symbols,
we only check that :g, C :g and =, C=,. For this, we suppose that
G' = 7 = 7/, so by definition of G’, we have that G IF5 7 = 7/, which

f
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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY 397

implies G' |= 7 = 7/, by the definition of As;. The inclusion =, C =,
can be proven in the same way. We conclude that G < G’, as we wanted.

We continue by showing that G’ belongs to every A,,, for every ordinal c.
This, of course, will be done by induction on the class of ordinals.

In a first instance, we show that G’ € Ag. For this, we first suppose that
G' = ¢-(x) and we must show that G’ =z €t 7. As G’ > G, it follows
from G’ = o, (x) that also G = ¢, (x) holds, by the “positive preservation
lemma’. As G is co-admissible, it follows that G |= 2 €T 7. We conclude
with G’ |= x € 7, as per definition Eg, is equal to eg. The implication
G' E,.(xr) — G' = a € 7 can be proven in the same way.

We also have to show that :JGF, is a congruence relation for the language £7.

For this, we suppose that G’ = o' =% z €™ 7 =T 7/, so it also holds that
G E 2 =T x €™ 7 =T 7/, by the “positive preservation lemma”. As =/,
is a congruence relation, it follows that G = et 7/, so we conclude that
G' =2’ €t 7/, as G and G’ have the same €T -relation. Furthermore, if we
suppose

G'Ea="r="y,

then G’ |= 2/ =~ y also holds, as =" is “classical” in G'. This proves that
:JCS, is indeed a congruence relation for the language £F, as we wanted.

In a second instance, we show that if G’ € A,, then it follows that G’ €
Aqq1, for every ordinal o.. We thus suppose that G’ € A, and G’ Ik, 7 =T
7'. By the definition of our forcing relation, this implies G Ik, 7 =" 7/, and
thus G’ =7 =" 7/. The case for =~ goes in the same way.

In a last instance for this section, we will show that if we suppose that G’ €
Ay, for all ordinals o < ~ with « an arbitrary limit ordinal, then it is also
true that G’ € A,; as A, is the intersection of every A, with & < ~, this
follows immediately.

This finishes the proof that the model G’ is in A,, for all ordinals . And
thus, it follows that G’ € As. As we have also that G < G’ and that G is
maximal in A per choice, we conclude by stating G = G’. This implies that
the direction of right to left is proven, what we wanted in these paragraphs.

This model G will, as in the positive case, again satisfy abstraction. We
prove this in the following paragraphs.

We define a (new) “better” model G’ > @G, as follows:

G'l=z et 7 ifandonlyif G ¢ (z),
G'Exe 1 ifandonlyif G o (z),
:g, is equal to :JG’,

= 1s equal to =;
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398 GABRIEL HOLLANDER

this new model G’ is obviously again paradoxical. Also, G’ > G holds, as
in the positive case.

Again can one show that G’ € A,, for all ordinals a. So we conclude
that G’ = G, as G’ was maximal in As. Finally, in this way we have proven
that G indeed satisfies abstraction, as we wanted.

Final conclusion for the paradoxical case: we have found a pure term
model G which satisfies the abstraction scheme. Also, this model satisfies
the following intensionality rule allowing identification of terms:

Glr="7 ifandonlyif co-adm b Vz(pr(z) & o (x)).

Finally in this model, the relation =" is classical: “z =" y” is simply the
negation of “z =1 1.

Notice that, unlike what happens in the article [3], we didn’t have to use
any automorphism argument; we come back to this in our further “Com-
ments”’, but mention already that precisely the use of automorphisms brought
in more extra restrictions on the terms admitted in the partial case studied
in [3].

4. Remarks and comments

In this final section, we will give a few comments about the differences and
the similarities with respect to the case of admissible models.

In the article [1] of Gilmore, no real identifications take place between
terms, except formal identifications as for example between the terms { x |
x = x}and {t | t = t}, while the two terms {z | x = x} and {x |
x = x Ax = x} are not considered “equal”. In comparison, this paper
now provides models in which more identifications are possible, based on
an intensionality rule using the defining formulas as determining factor of
identification.

In the papers [2] and [3], the notions of “better” and “extension” coincide:
every extension is a better model, and every better model is an extension.
On the other hand, in this paper, if we have M < N, for two models M
and N, then we say that M is an extension of N, while IV is better than M.
This seems to be the origin of many differences with the case of admissible
models elaborated in the two articles [2] and [3].

Furthermore, in the case of the admissible models for partial set-theory,
extra restrictions had to be made on the envolved terms (one had to consider
only so-called “predicative” terms), due to the use of an “automorphism ar-
gument”. On the other hand, the co-admissible models in the paradoxical
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INTENSIONAL POSITIVE AND PARADOXICAL SET THEORY 399

case don’t present any need for such restrictions on terms, as there is no
need for an automorphism argument.

Nevertheless, in the “admissible model”-case, the equality relation in the
final models was a “strong” congruence, so one allowing also substitution
in terms; in this article, the equality is “only” a congruence relation for the
corresponding first-order language.

We also note that the differentiation =" used in the paradoxical case is
classcial: one has that =" is just the “negation” of =",
We observe that it is also possible to use another relation == defined as

r="y ifandonlyif It ((zetAyec t)V(ze tAyeT 1))

in the style of Gilmore [1].
Finally, let us mention two open questions about the method of co-admissi-
ble models described in this paper:

e Does there exist a forcing relation such that the generic model sat-
isfies extensionality at least on the “classical” sets: a set 7 is called
classical if and only if Vz (x € 7 <> =2 €~ 7)? This question has
been answered positively for the “admissible model”-case for partial
set-theory.

e Does there exist adequate non-uniform forcing relations M I, so
dependent on the model M and the ordinal «?

We leave these open questions for future investigations.

E-mail: gabriel.hollander@gmail.com

REFERENCES

[1] P.C. Gilmore. The Consistency of Partial Set Theory without Exten-
sionality. Proceedings of Symposia in Pure Mathematics, American
Mathematical Society, 13: pages 147-153, (1974).

[2] Roland Hinnion. Intensional Positive Set Theory. Reports on Mathe-
matical Logic, 40: pages 107-125, (2006).

[3] Roland Hinnion. Intensional Solutions to the Identity Problem for Par-
tial Sets. Reports on Mathematical Logic, 42: pages 47-69, (2007).

“02hollander”
2012/9/6
page 399

— P



