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1. Introduction

Realizability is a technique to extract computational content from formal proofs. It has been widely used
to analyze intuitionistic systems (for e.g. higher-order arithmetic or set theory), see [23] for a survey. Follow-
ing Griffin’s computational interpretation of Peirce’s law [8], Krivine developed in [13,14,12] a realizability
for second-order classical arithmetic and Zermelo—Fraenkel set theory.

On the other hand, Hyland—Ong game semantics provide precise models of various programming lan-
guages such as PCF [11] (a similar model has simultaneously been obtained in [21]), also augmented with
control operators [15] and higher-order references [1]. In these games, plays are interactions traces between a
program (player P) and an environment (opponent O). A program is interpreted by a strategy for P which
represents the interactions it can have with any environment.

In this paper, we devise a notion of realizability for HON general games based on winning conditions on
desequentialized plays, defined using the thick subtrees of [5]. We show that our model is sound for classical
Peano arithmetic and allows to perform extraction for I19-formulas.
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HON games with winning conditions on plays have been used in e.g. [6] for intuitionistic propositional
logic with fixpoints. These conditions have then been generalized in [4] to handle full first-order classical
logic, while [6] only deals with totality. In this paper we reformulate the winning conditions of [4] as sets of
positions rather than sets of plays, emphasizing the fact that winning conditions are blind to the sequentiality
information of plays. Classical logic is handled similarly to the unbracketed game model of PCF of [15].

We start from the cartesian closed category of single-threaded strategies which contains the unbracketed
and non-innocent strategies used to model control operators and references. Applying the coproduct com-
pletion of [2] to this category gives a response category [22]. If we choose smartly the object of responses,
the corresponding category of continuations is isomorphic to the first category and makes clear that the
usual flat arena of natural numbers in HON games is indeed in the image of a negative translation. Our
realizability is then obtained by equipping arenas with winning conditions on positions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notion of thick subtrees and positions, states
the equivalence with the usual game semantics framework and shows how to interpret Au-calculus in the
category of games. Section 3 defines the notion of winning strategies. Section 4 contains the definition of our
realizability relation and its adequacy for classical logic. Section 5 introduces the relativization predicate,
applies our realizability model to Peano arithmetic and shows witness extraction for I13-formulas.

2. HON games

Our realizability model is based on the Hyland-Ong—Nickau games [11] with no bracketing or innocence
constraint, so as to model control operators [15] and references [1]. We consider single-threaded strategies
in order to have a cartesian closed category.

2.1. Arenas

Here we define arenas, which are forests of moves. Arenas are the objects of the category of HON games.
A forest is a partial order (E, <) such that Vo € E,{y € E |y < z} is well-ordered. The binary relation
<7 on F is then defined as:
Vr,y € B r<1y <= zz<yAVz(xz<z<y=z=zxzVz=y)

x <1 y means that y is a direct child of . The roots of a forest correspond to the minimal elements for <.

Definition 1 (Arena). An arena is a countably branching, finite-depth forest whose nodes are called mowves.
Each move is given a polarity O (for Opponent) or P (for Player or Proponent):

¢ The roots are of polarity O
o If x < y then = and y are of opposite polarities

A root of an arena is also called an initial move. We will often identify an arena with its set of moves.
Here is an example of arena, the polarities of the moves being given on the left:

0 a f
S
P b ¢ g h (1)
-
(0] d e
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2.2. Interaction sequences via thick subtrees

In usual game semantics [11], interaction sequences are defined as words of moves with pointers between
them. Here we first define what is a position on an arena, using the thick subtrees of [5], and the interac-
tion sequences are just positions together with a sequentiality information. This choice is justified by the
positional nature of our winning conditions.

2.2.1. Interaction sequences as thick subtrees

We choose to define the positions on arenas using the thick subtrees of [5], extended to handle the case of
forests. This formalism is a nice way to deal with non-affine programs: programs that may use several times
their arguments. A thick subtree of a given tree is a subtree which can be extended in width, meaning that
branches of the initial tree can be duplicated. These duplications correspond to the distinct computations
of arguments during the execution of a non-affine program.

Definition 2 (State). Given an arena A, a state on A is a thick subforest of A, that is a forest s together
with a labeling function [ : s — A such that:

Vees,{lly)|ly<az}={zeAlz<l(x)}

This condition ensures that the roots are mapped to roots, and that the relation <; is preserved. Here is
an example of a state on the arena 1:

\
b
/

€

a
e \
b b h (2)
| \
d e

The nodes are considered distinct, even if they have the same label. By definition of the polarity, the roots
of a justified sequence are labeled with O-moves, and if z <; y, then the labels of x and y are of opposite
polarities.

We denote the empty state by e. If A is an arena, X is a subset of A (with the restricted ordering) and
s is a state on A, then s|x is the state on X whose set of nodes is [7*(X) (where [ : s — A is the labeling
of the state), with the restricted ordering. It is immediate to check that it is a state on X.

Definition 3 (Position). A position on an arena is a state which is a tree (i.e. it has a unique root). If s is a
state on an arena A, the set of positions of s, Pos (s), is the set of trees composing the state.

For example, the set of positions of the state 2 is:

>t —Q

/

e

&40‘\
D — —

A state s is a position if and only if Pos(s) = {s}. Remark that Pos(¢) = 0, so € is not a position. Our
notion of position can be seen as an attempt to give a positional account of game semantics, as in [19], but
in a quite different way.
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The justified sequences are then states on arenas together with a sequentiality information:

Definition 4 (Justified sequence). Given an arena A, we define a justified sequence on A to be a state (finite
of infinite) s on A equipped with a total order < of type at most w.! Moreover, a justified sequence must
verify:

Vr,y € s <y = <Y

The partial order < of a justified sequence corresponds to the pointers of usual game semantics settings:
x <3 y corresponds to y pointing to z. The total order < corresponds to the sequentiality of moves. The
coherence condition of justified sequences means that if there is a pointer from a move y to a move x in the
sequence, then z must have been played before y. The fact that x must be the father of y comes from the
definition of a state.

Here is an example of a justified sequence on the arena 1:

(a,1) (a,3) (f.8)
— \ \
(0,2)  (b,4) (b,5) (h,10) (3)
\ —
(d,7) (e,6) (e,9)

Where the labeling is given by the first components and the injection to natural numbers by the second
components. The empty justified sequence will be denoted ¢, like the empty state. In the following we will
allow ourselves to consider justified sequences as words of moves, without explicitly mentioning it. By the
coherence condition of justified sequences, the minimal element for < is always a minimal element for <,
and therefore labeled with a root of the arena. We can map any justified sequence to a state by forgetting
the sequentiality information, so in the following we will freely consider that a justified sequence is a state.
For example the state corresponding to the justified sequence 3 is the state 2.

2.2.2. Correspondence with the usual setting
In usual game semantics settings like [11], the justified sequences are words of moves with pointers
between them. For example, the justified sequence 3 would be represented as:

ababbedfeh

We prove here the correspondence between our notion of justified sequence and the usual one of pointed
sequence.

Definition 5 (Pointed sequence). A (potentially infinite) pointed sequence on an arena A is a word s of A
together with a partial pointing function f : |s| — |s| such that:

o If f(¢) is undefined then s; is a root of A
o If f (i) is defined then f (i) < i and sf(;) <1 s; (as elements of A)

! This means that < can be described by an injection to natural numbers.
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From pointed sequences to justified sequences If s is a pointed sequence with pointing function f, we define
the corresponding justified sequence Just (s) as the thick subforest of A whose nodes are (s;,), the order
< of the forest is defined as:

(8i,1) < (85,7) <= 3In>0,f"(j) =1
the labeling function is given by the first components and the order < is given by the second components.
Lemma 1. If s is a pointed sequence with pointing function f, then Just (s) is a state.

Proof. Let (s;,j) be a node. We have to prove:
{si|(si,0) < (s5,0)} ={z € Az < s;}

For the left-to-right inclusion, if (s;,4) < (s, ) then by definition there is some n > 0 such that f" (j) = ¢,
so by the definition of a pointed sequence, in A we have s; = Spa(g) <t Spr-1(y) <1 --- <1 Sp(5) <1 Sy
and therefore s; < s;. For the right-to-left inclusion, since an arena has finite depth, {x € A|z < s;} is
finite, and it is also a well-order (by definition of a forest), so there are =, <1 ... <1 1 € A such that
{re Alz <s;} ={z1;...;2,}. If 2 € Ais such that < sj, then & = x;, for some 1 < k < n, and then
T = Sk (;). Moreover, by definition (ka(j), f¥(j)) < (s4,4) so we conclude. O

Lemma 2. If s is a pointed sequence with pointing function f, then Just (s) is a justified sequence.

Proof. We only have to prove that if (s;,7) < (s;, ), then ¢ < j. Indeed, if (s;,4) < (s;,7), then by definition
f™(y) =i for some n > 0, but since f (k) < k as soon as f (k) is defined, we get immediately i < j. O

From justified sequences to pointed sequences 1If s is a justified sequence with labeling [ we define here the
corresponding pointed sequence Point (s). We can order the elements of s using the total ordering <, which
is of type at most w, and obtain a (possibly infinite) sequence I (z¢) ...l (xy)... such that z; < z; & i < j,
which is the word of moves of Point (s). We now define the pointing function f of Point (s). If z; € s, there
are two cases. Either {z; € s|z; < x;} = 0, in which case f(¢) is left undefined, either there is a unique
x; € s such that ; <y x;, in which case we define f (i) = j.

Lemma 3. If s is a justified sequence with labeling I, then Point (s) is a pointed sequence.

Proof. Let f be the pointing function of Point (s). If f (4) is undefined, then {z; € s|z; < z;} = 0, but
then:

freAlz<i(z)} ={l(z;)|2; <2} =0

so ! (x;) is aroot of A. If f (i) = j, then z; <y x; so x; < x; and x; < x; by definition of a justified sequence.
By definition of the ordering that we chose, this means that j < i. Moreover, by definition of a state, since
xj <1 x; we get also [ (x;) <i l(x;). O

Equivalence of the two notions The two transformations above, from pointed sequences to justified se-
quences, and from justified sequences to pointed sequences, can be composed. We can prove that for any
pointed sequence s, Point (Just (s)) = s, and for any justified sequence s, Just (Point (s)) = s. Justified se-
quences are in one-to-one correspondence with usual pointed sequences. In the following we will sometimes
use “sequence” instead of “justified sequence”.
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2.8. Strategies

Definition 6 (Thread). A thread on an arena is a sequence which, as a state, is a position. If s is a sequence
on an arena A, the set of threads of s, Threads (s), is the set of trees composing the sequence.

Warning. Note that a thread is a sequence which may not be alternating (see the definition of play), so
our definition of thread differs from the usual one.

The threads are the analogue of positions but for sequences. A sequence s is a thread if it contains exactly
one thread (i.e. Threads (s) = {s}). Remark that Threads (¢) = §) and so € is not a thread. As for sequences,
we will freely consider that a thread is a position.

Definition 7 (Play). A play s on A is an alternating sequence on A, i.e., the sequence of labels of the nodes
ordered by < has alternating polarities.

A play on an arena is the trace of an interaction between a program and a context, each one performing
an action alternatively. A P-play (resp. O-play) is a finite play whose maximal element for < is labeled with
a P-move (resp. O-move), this means that as a word, it ends with a P-move (resp. O-move). If s and ¢ are
plays, write ¢ C s if ¢ is an initial segment of s for < (with the order < restricted accordingly). This means
that t is a prefix of s as a word, and their pointers coincide. Write t Cp s (resp. t Cp s) if t is a P-prefix
(resp. O-prefix) of s, i.e. t C s and ¢t is a P-play (resp. O-play). Write t Cp s (resp. t Co s) if t Cp s (resp.
tCo s) and t # s.

Definition 8 (Strategy). A strategy o on A is a P-prefix-closed set of (finite) P-plays on A such that:

¢ 0o is deterministic: if sm and sm’ are in o, then m = m/’
e 0o is single-threaded: for any P-play s, s € 0 < Threads(s) C o

Our notion of single-threadedness of strategies matches the usual one of thread-independence (see e.g. [1]).
Also, a strategy always contains the empty play e since Threads (e) = 0.

2.4. Cartesian closed structure

The constructions we use will sometimes contain multiple copies of the same arena (for example A — A),
so we distinguish the instances with superscripts (for example AM — A®2)),

Let U be the empty arena and V be the arena with only one (opponent) move. If A4 and B are arenas
consisting of the trees A; ... A, and B;...B,, then the arenas A — B and A x B can be represented as
follows:

AxB:

B, N A, 5\ /B,

The constructions described here define a cartesian closed category whose objects are arenas and morphisms
are strategies. In the following this category will be denoted as C. Details of the construction can be found
in [9] and we only give a description of application and pairing of strategies:
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Lemma 4 (Application). Let o be a strategy on arena A — B and T be a strategy on arena A. The strategy
o (1) on B is:

o(r)= {s|B |s € 0, 514 €T and s|g play on B}

Lemma 5 (Pairing). Let o be a strategy on arena A and T be a strategy on arena B. The strategy (o, T) on

A X B is:
(o,7) = {3 play OTLAXB\SMGJ ands|567-}
These definitions of arenas will be used to associate arenas to the following simple types:

Definition 9 (Simple types). The simple types are defined by the following grammar, where ¢ is the unique
base type:

T,U == |void|unit|TxU|T—-U

We suppose given an object [¢] of C to interpret the base type, and we associate to each simple type T'
an object [T7] of C as follows:

[void] =V [unit]j =t [T xU]=[T]x[U] [T — U]=[U]"

Since C is cartesian closed, we can use the syntax of A-calculus to define strategies from other strategies.
In order to distinguish this notation from the Au-terms of Sect. 2.6 we use a bold lambda A. The type
constant void is not essential for interpreting simply-typed A-calculus in cartesian-closed C, however it will
become necessary for typing Au-calculus in Sect. 2.6, and the interpretation of void as the one-move arena
V is essential for the continuation structure of C presented in Sect. 2.5.

2.5. Category of continuations

We map classical proofs to strategies using the interpretation of call-by-name Ap-calculus in categories
of continuations described in [22]. In order to see the category C defined in Sect. 2.4 as a category of
continuations, we use the Fam construction, a variant of the coproduct completion described in [2], so C is
isomorphic to RF™(©) for some well-chosen object R of Fam (C). The Fam construction is defined as follows:

Definition 10 (Fam (C)). The objects of Fam (C) are families of objects of C indexed by at most countable
sets. A morphism from {4, |i €I} to {B;|j € J} is a function f : I — J together with a family of
morphisms of C from A; to By, for i € I.

Remark here that we differ from [2] because C doesn’t have weak coproducts nor all small products, and
the families are countable. Thus Fam (C) is not bicartesian closed, but since C is cartesian closed and has
countable products, Fam (C) is still a distributive category with finite products and coproducts, and has
exponentials of all singleton families. The empty product and terminal object is the singleton family {U},
the empty sum and initial object is the empty family {}, and:

{Ailie I} x{Bj|jeJ} ={Ai x B;|(i,j) e I x J}

Ailiely+{B;j|jeJ} ={Cy |k e IWJ} where C; =
{Ailie I} +{B;| }=A{Ck | ¥ k {Bkifke,]

{Bo}{Ai‘iel} = {HielBéi}
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We fix once and for all:

R = {V} = {[void]}

which is an object of Fam (C) as a singleton family. R has all exponentials as stated above. Fam (C) is a
response category and R¥™(C) the full subcategory of Fam (C) consisting of the objects of the form R4, is a
category of continuations (see [22]). The objects of RF*™(€) are singleton families, and R¥™(€) is isomorphic
to C. We will consider that objects and morphisms of RF*™(€) are arenas and strategies and we will use the
vocabulary defined at the end of Sect. 2.4 on RF™(©) also.

2.6. Interpreting the call-by-name Au-calculus

The types of A\u-calculus are the simple types of Definition 9. Let k™ range over a set of typed constants
and 27 (resp. a®) range over a countable set of variables (resp. names) for each type T. The grammar of

Ap-terms is the following:
M,N u= k' |a" |« | (M,N)|mM |moM | Xa”. M| MN | pa™ M| [a"] M

The typing rules can be found in [22], where our unit is their T, our X is their A and our void is their L.
For instance, the Law of Peirce is the type of the following closed term (we omit the type annotation of the
variables).

Az.pa. [ s (Ay.pf. [a]y) of type (T —-U)—=T)—>T (4)

This Ap-term will be denoted cc.

We follow [22] to interpret call-by-name Ap-calculus in R™™(C), In particular if M is a Ap-term of
type T with free variables in xfl,..wxr:ﬁ and no free name, then its interpretation is a morphism [M]
from [T1] x ... x [T,,] to [T]. This morphism coincides with the interpretation of the call-by-name CPS
translation of M (defined in [22]) in the cartesian closed category R¥™(C). See [22] for details. As stated
n [22], if two terms are equivalent under the call-by-name semantics of Au-calculus, or equivalently if their
call-by-name CPS translations are n-equivalent, then their interpretations are the same.

In the following we will drop the double brackets for the interpretation of simple types.
3. Winning conditions on arenas

We will now define our notion of realizability. We equip arenas with winning conditions on positions.
Realizers are then winning strategies, intuitively strategies whose positions are all winning.

It is well-known that preservation of totality by composition of strategies is problematic in game se-
mantics. Luckily we do not need to preserve totality, but only winningness. We thus do not impose any
totality condition on strategies, but when it turns to the definition of winning positions, we have to take
into account all maximal positions, including both infinite and odd-length ones. This leads to the notion of
winning strategy proposed in Definition 15.

In order to define the notion of winning condition on an arena we introduce the notion of P-subposition
and O-subposition:

Definition 11 (P-subposition, O-subposition). If t is a position and u is a downward-closed subset of ¢
(therefore it is a position), then w is a:

e P-subposition of ¢ if when n <; m® in t and n? € u, then m® € u

o O-subposition of ¢ if when n® <; m? in t and n® € u, then m” € u
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The intuitive meaning is that a P-subposition is a weakening of player (but any answer of opponent to a
player move must be kept), and an O-subposition is a weakening of opponent (but any answer of player to an
opponent move must be kept). A P-subposition (resp. an O-subposition) is obtained from a given position
by cutting some subtrees whose roots are labeled with P-moves (resp. O-moves). Here is an example of a
position together with a P-subposition and an O-subposition:

Polarities Arena Position P-subposition O-subposition
a a a a
A 7| ] — |
P b ¢ b b ec b c b b ¢
| a8 e |
o) d e d e e d e e
| e |
P f fr f

Now we can define the notion of winning condition on an arena:
Definition 12 (Winning condition). A winning condition on A is a set W of positions on A such that:

o If ¢ is a position on A and if some P-subposition of ¢ is in W, then t € W.
e If t € W then all the O-subpositions of ¢ are in W.

A winning position must be thought as a position that is winning for player. Under this interpretation,
the two requirements read as: if some player-weakening of a position is already winning, then the full
position is also winning, and if a position is winning, then any opponent-weakening of that position is all
the more winning. The definition of the first stability constraint on winning conditions is motivated by our
goal of interpreting classical logic. Indeed, Lemma 10 combined with this condition proves the validity of
the strategy interpreting the call/cc operator with respect to the law of Peirce. The second condition is
dual to the first and is necessary for the stability of winning conditions through the arrow construction,
proved in Lemma 6.

A state s (and by extension a sequence or a play) on the arena A equipped with the winning condition W
is said to be winning if Pos (s) C W, which is consistent with the interpretation of “winning” as “winning
for P”. Our notion of winning state can be seen as a generalization of the ones defined in [6] and [10]. In
order to obtain a realizability model of first-order logic, the notion of winning finite state is non-trivial and
there can be odd-length plays which are winning and even-length plays which are losing. Winning conditions
were also defined in [17] using payoffs on positions, but with different purposes, and in the framework of
asynchronous games.

Remark that if ¢ is a position on A — B, then t3 is a position on B, so tz is winning iff #|5 € W;, and
if ¢ is a position on A x B, then ¢ is either a position on A, either a position on B.

Definition 13 (Arrow and product of winning conditions). If W 4 and Wy are sets of positions on the arenas
A and B, then we define:

W = {t position on A — B|Pos (tj4a) S Wa = tz€ Wz}

. t positionon A = te€ W
WAXB:{tp051t10n0nAxB| posttion ot A}

t position on B = t € Wg

Lemma 6. If W4 and Wg are winning conditions on A and B, then W a_.5 is a winning condition on A — B
and Waxg 18 a winning condition on A x B.
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Proof.

e Let ¢t be a position on A — B and let u be a P-subposition of ¢ such that u € W4_.5. Suppose that
Pos (t‘A) C Wy If v € Pos (u|A) then v is a O-subposition of some w € Pos (t‘A) C Wy, sov € Wy.
Then since u € Wa,5, ujz € Wg and since ujz is a P-subposition of ¢z we conclude that ¢z € Wpg.
Finally t € W4_ 5.

e Let t be a position on A — B such that ¢t € W 4,5 and let u be a O-subposition of ¢. Let suppose that
Pos (u‘A) C Wy If v € Pos (t|A) and if m is the root of v, then the father of m is the root of ¢ which
is an O-move, and since u is a O-subthread of ¢, we get m € u. Now the position of u| 4 whose root is
m is in W4 and it is a P-subposition of v, so v € W 4. Therefore Pos (t‘A) C Wy, and since t € Wy 5
we have t|5 € Wg. Since u) is a O-subposition of ¢3, we get ujz € Wg. Finally u € W4 5.

e Let t be a position on A x B. t is either a position on A, either a position on B, so if u is a winning
P-subposition of ¢, then either u € W4, either u € Wg. Therefore t € W4 or t € Wg, and so t € W ax3.

e Let t be a position on A x B such that ¢ € W4« 5. Either t € W4, either t € Wz, so any O-subposition
of t is in W4 or Wi, so in Wyxp. O

In order to define what a winning strategy is, we use a notion of augmented plays of a strategy inspired
from [18]:

Definition 14 (Augmented play). If o is a strategy on A and s is a play on A, then s is an augmented play
of o if one of the following holds:

e SEOT,oOr
e sissuchthat Vi Cps, t€oand Vit € 0,5 [L t.

In particular, in the second case of the above definition, s is either an O-play for which ¢ has no answer,
either an infinite play (in which case s C t < s = ¢ and so the second condition, equivalent to s ¢ o, is
always true since strategies contain only finite plays). Also, because of the second condition in the second

P

case, an O-play s such that sm? € o for some P-move m® is not an augmented play of . Unlike [18], we

consider not only odd-length extensions (with an O-move), but also infinite ones.

Definition 15 (Winning strategy). If o is a strategy on A equipped with the winning condition W, then o is
said to be winning if all its augmented plays are winning.

The following lemma will be useful to prove that a strategy o is winning on (A, W).

Lemma 7. If o is a strategy on A and if s is an augmented play of o, then every t € Threads(s) is an
augmented play of o

Proof.

e If s € 0, then by single-threadedness of o, Threads (s) C o.

o If s is an O-play, then we write s = s'm with ' € 0. Let ¢t € Threads(s). If m is not a move in ¢,
then ¢ € Threads(s’) C o. If m is a move in ¢, then we write ¢ = t'm, so t’ € Threads(s") C o. If
there is some n such that tn = t/mn € o, then Threads (s'mn) = (Threads (s') \ {¢'}) U {t'mn} C o,
so by single-threadedness of o, sn = s'mn € o, contradicting the fact that s is an augmented play
of 0.
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o If s is infinite, let ¢t € Threads (s). If ¢ is finite, then there is some s’ Cp s such that ¢ € Threads (s),
but s’ € o, so by single-threadedness of o ¢ € ¢. If ¢ is infinite, then for all ¢’ Cp ¢ there is some s’ Cp s
such that ¢’ € Threads (s’), but s’ € o, so by single-threadedness of o, t' € 0. O

The above result is the exact analogue of the left-to-right direction of the single-threadedness condition
in Definition 8, but for the set of augmented plays of a strategy. The other direction is also true, but won’t
be used. Using this lemma it is sufficient to prove that every augmented play of o which is a thread (let
us call it an augmented thread of ¢) is in W in order to prove that ¢ is winning on (A, W). Indeed, if any
augmented thread of o is in W and if s is an augmented play of o, then for any ¢ € Threads (s), ¢ is an
extended thread of ¢ by the lemma, so t € W. Then Threads (s) C W so s is winning.

We now prove that the winning conditions on the arrow and product are compatible with application
and pairing of strategies.

Lemma 8. If o is a winning strategy on (A — B,Wa_p) and 7 is a winning strategy on (A, W), then o (1)
is a winning strategy on (B, Wg).

Proof. Let ¢t be an augmented thread of o (7). Using the description of application given in Lemma 4, there
is some augmented play u of o such that u 4 is an augmented play of 7 and ujz = t. Since ¢ is a thread,
u is also a thread, so since o is winning on A — B, u € Wa_,5. u|4 is an augmented play of 7 which is
winning on A, so Threads (u|A) C Wy, and therefore ujz € Wg. Finally, t = u;z € Wg. Therefore o (7) is
winning. 0O

Lemma 9. If o is a winning strategy on (A, Wa) and T is a winning strategy on (B, Wg), then (o,7) is a
winning strategy on (A X B,WAxg)-

Proof. Let t be an augmented thread of (o, 7). Using the description of pairing given in Lemma 5 and the
definition of the arena A x B, and because t is a thread, ¢ is either an augmented thread of o on A, in which
case t € Wy, either an augmented thread of 7 on B, in which case t € Wg. Therefore we get t € Wz,
and so (o, 7) is winning. O

The following lemma on the interpretation of cc illustrates the use of winning conditions and justifies the
notions of O- and P-subpositions in order to interpret classical logic through the law of Peirce.

Lemma 10. If t is an augmented thread of [cc] on the arena (T — U) — T) — T (written ((T"Y) — U) —
T(Z)) — T(3)), then the positions of tira and i are P-subpositions oftma).

Proof. [cc] being a total strategy, its augmented threads are even or infinite. Since ¢ is a thread and player
never plays in U, t is a position on the subarena:

O a;
/ ‘
P a; Tz
]
0] by ... by, T;
| |
P a; a;
\ \
O T; T;
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a;

where T; is a forest (every instance of T; in the figure above is the same forest) such that | is one of
T;

the trees of the arena T, and where by,...,b, are the roots of the arena U (each b; appearing zero or more

times in t). The position ¢ is then of the following form:

///ai t1 tm [
b, ... ‘bx, ... 'L‘l,

o oa

t‘l tln

where the t; and u are positions on the arena T;. With these notations we have:

a; Q;

@
Pos(t|T(1>): e andPos(tT(z>):{ l}

tl tm u

which are all P-subpositions of:
a;
tlT(S) = v ‘ O
tl . tm . U

It follows easily from this lemma and Lemma 6 that for any winning conditions Wy and Wy, [ecc] is
winning on the arena

(((T —U)=T)=T, W((T—)U)—)T)HT)

Remark (W4, versus Kleene arrow). Let A, B be arenas equipped with winning conditions W4, Wg. We
define here a strategy o on A — B such that for any winning strategy 7 on A, o (1) is winning on B, but ¢
is not winning on A — B. Hence the arrow on winning conditions differs from the usual Kleene realizability
arrow (see [23]).

We choose A and B to be the same arena Q consisting of one root with three children f, b and f, equipped
with the winning condition

o
q
Wo=+{ _— | | 3i,a; € {t,1}
oF of \

where the positions may be finite or infinite. We define a strategy o on @ — Q such that for any 7 winning
on (Q,Wg), o (1) is winning on (Q, Wg), but ¢ is not winning on (Q — Q,Wo_,0). o is the innocent
strategy defined by the views:

Q qO bP

Q ¢« ¢
t \\ 1 \\
0 & © ¢ a© P O P
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where a and b are distinct moves. The interaction with any single threaded strategy produces the left view,
and so the projection ¢#” is winning, but the right view (which will never happen in an interaction with

a single-threaded strategy) with a = f and b = f is losing, so o is losing.
4. First-order logic

We define a realizability model for first-order classical logic with possibilities of witness extraction. For
that the proposition 1 will be mapped to an arena in general different from V. Its associated winning
condition will be a parameter of the model, in the spirit of [14].

Let z range over a countable set of variables, f range over a set of function symbols with fixed finite
arity and P range over a set of predicate symbols with fixed finite arity. First-order terms and formulas are
defined by the following grammar:

a,b = x|f(ar,...,an)
A,B == L|P(a1,...,an)| T|AANB|A= B|VzA
In the following we use syntactic sugar for the negation of formulas: = A 2 A= 1 and for the existential:

JwA 2 ~Vz-A. Let Az be a set of closed formulas (the axioms of a theory). We use the following deduction
system based on natural deduction with a rule for the law of Peirce. In these rules, I' denotes a sequence of

formulas Aq,...,A,.
(AcAx)

[LAF A I'FA I'F((A=B)=>A) = A
- r'A TFB I'FAAB 'FAAB
LT THAAB THA TH B

I'A-B I'-A=B I'-A

'-A=1B '-nB

I'FA [+ VzA

— = (z¢FV(I" _

TFved VO T A/

Remark that | has no associated rule, since the ex-falso rule has a particular status, given the interpretation
of L. This will be discussed in Sect. 4.3.

We fix a countable first-order structure interpreting the terms of our logic, that is a countable set F
together with an interpretation f¥ : E» — FE for each function symbol f of arity n. The interpretation
is extended to every closed term: if a is a closed term of the logic, then a” denotes its interpretation in

E

the first-order structure, so a” is an element of E. It will be convenient in the following to consider terms

with parameters in F, which are first-order terms where some variables are substituted with elements of E.
The interpretation extends naturally to such terms. In the same way we will also consider formulas with
parameters: formulas in which first-order terms may have parameters.

4.1. Realizability

We let 1L be an arbitrary subset of £. We can map any first-order formula A to a simple type A* as
follows:

1* = (P(ag,...,an))" =1 T* = unit (AANB)" = A* x B*
(A= B)" = A* - B* (VzA)" = A*
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Remark that the type L* is not the type void because the associated arena would be too small to hold
informational content.
Recall that we omit the double bracket notation for the arenas, so a type 1" also denotes the associated

E
arena. We fix the arena associated to ¢ to be R(R ), where E = {U, | e € E} is the countable family of
empty arenas (and R = {V}). Hence ¢ is the usual flat arena for the set E.
We define for any F' C F the winning condition Wg on ¢ by:

o
q
mP mP\
1 2

qO
.

for 1 <4 < iy < ... as P-subpositions, and if 3k, m;, € F then 3i,m; € F. Therefore Wr is a winning
condition on ¢. Let e € E. The only extended thread of the usual strategy on ¢ for e (the one that answers

q
e to the first opponent move) is | , so this strategy is winning on Wg as soon as e¢ € F.
e

We suppose given for each predicate P of arity n a set | P| of n-uples of elements of E. We can then define
for each closed first-order formula A with parameters a winning condition YW, on the arena A*. We define
Wars = Waxp and Wa—p = Wa_,p as in Definition 13, W, is W, (recall that 1L C FE), and we let:

Wr=0  Wya= ﬂ Wale/a]
eCE
Wi _ {WJL it (af,...,a") ¢|P|
1rees@n) the set of all positions on ¢ otherwise
Note that these are indeed winning conditions. For W+, the empty set is a winning condition on ¢ which is
the empty arena with no position. For Wy, 4, it is easy to see that an intersection of winning conditions is a
winning condition, and for Wp(q, ... 4,) and W, this is because Wr is a winning condition for any F' C E,
and the set of all positions on ¢ is trivially a winning condition on ¢.

Taking Wt = () may seem surprising at first, but remember that T* = unit is the empty arena with no
threads (e is not a thread since Threads (¢) = (), so Wt = () is the only possibility. Nevertheless the only
strategy on U, which is {e}, is trivially winning since Threads (¢) = 0.

We can now define our notion of realizability:

Definition 16 (Realizability relation). If A is a closed first-order formula with parameters and if o is a strategy
on A*, then o realizes A (denoted o I A) if ¢ is a winning strategy on (A*, Wa).
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The following lemma shows that the identity formulas are realized by the corresponding identity strate-
gies.

Lemma 11. If A is a closed formula with parameters, then [Ax.x]] on A* — A* is a realizer for the formula
A=A

Proof. Let A*V) — A*® denote the arena A* — A*. Let ¢ be an augmented thread of [Az.z] such that
Threads (t|A*<1>) C W4 Since t is a thread, tlax Is a thread and tlax) =t 4= I8 also a thread. Then
t‘A*(n € Wa, so t\A*(2> = t‘A*(n EWy. O

The following result is a consequence of the remark following Lemma 10.
Lemma 12. If A and B are closed formulas with parameters, then:
[ecc]IF((A=B)=A)=A
4.2. Adequacy for minimal classical logic

We now show that realizability is compatible with deduction in minimal classical logic. Full classical logic
is discussed in Sect. 4.3.

4.2.1. Translation of proofs to strategies
We use Au-calculus and its interpretation in R¥*™(€) 2 C to map a first-order proof to a typed Au-term

which is then interpreted in C as a strategy.
Assume given a constant k4 of type A* for each A € Ax. We map a derivation v of Ay,..., A, - Atoa
A Ap*

typed Ap-term v* of type A* with free variables in 1t | ... x as follows:

TAFA ~2*  Tra " wk

TF((A=B)= A)= A ~ cc (see (4))

/

1% 14
TFT ~* TFA TFB ~ (/")
I'-AAB
N A v
PEFAAB ~mu* TEAAB s mu*
Ik A I'+B
v 14 v
_DAFB e TFA=B TFA -~V
'-A=1B I'-B
v 14
I'A ~s U* I'EVvVeAd s p*
_ FV (T —_—
TFvea “FVO) TF Ala/a]

4.2.2. Adequacy

We now prove that the strategies interpreting the proofs are realizers of the proved formula. If A is
a formula and 6 an assignment of elements of E to variables, then A[0] is the formula with parameters
obtained by replacing each first-order variable of A with its image by 6.
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Lemma 13. Let Il C E. Suppose that we have a realizer [ka] for each formula A € Ax. If v is a derivation
of the sequent T+ A and if 0 is an assignment of elements of E to free variables of T'; A, then [v*] is a
winning strategy on I'" — A* equipped with Wrg)= A[e]-

Proof. We prove the property by induction on the proof tree. For the axiom rules, we use in one case
Lemma 11, and in the other case this is an assumption of the lemma. The adequacy for the law of Peirce
comes from Lemma 10 and that of the introduction rule of T is immediate since Threads ([*]) = 0. The
introduction of A follows from Lemma 9, the elimination of = from Lemma 8 and for its introduction the
induction property doesn’t change. The remaining rules are the elimination of A and the introduction and
elimination of V:

o For the first elimination rule of A, let v be a proof of I' F A A B. An augmented thread of [mv*]
is an augmented thread of [v*] which is a thread on I'* — A*  so by Definition 13 it is winning on
I'0]= A0 A B[]

e The case of the second elimination rule of A is similar

o For the introduction of V, let v be a proof of I' A with « ¢ FV (T'). If ¢ is an augmented thread of [v*]
such that:

Threads (¢jr+) € Wryg
Let e € F and let 8/ =0 U {x +— e}. Since x ¢ FV ('), I'[0'] =T [0] so:
Threads (t|F*) - Wp[gr]
And by induction hypothesis ¢4« € Wyjg. Since A[0'] = Ale/x][0], we get that for all e € E,
ta- € WA[e/m][g], and so tia- € W(va)[e]
o For the elimination of V, let v be a proof of I' - Vx A and let a be a first-order term. If ¢ is an augmented
thread of [*] such that:
Threads (t|p*) C Wryg
Then by induction hypothesis, since (a [6])” € E we get:
far € Waalen® /a6
which terminates the proof since A [(a o))" /x} 0] = (Ala/z])[0]. O
4.3. Full classical logic
In order to get full classical logic we need to add an ex-falso rule. However since the arena 1* is not the
empty arena U (see Sect. 4.1), we have to ensure that (¢, W, ) is included in (A*, Wy) for any formula A. This
means that ¢ is a subarena of A*, so a position on ¢ is in particular a position on A*, and that W, C Wj4.
This result is obtained for formulas not of the form A= T A... AT by an easy induction on formulas, since
the winning conditions associated to atomic formulas different from T are either W) , either every position

on ¢. Formulas of the form A= T A ... AT being trivially derivable, we can add to our deduction system
the following rule:

—
T
l_

—
-
B
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where A is any first-order formula (defined in Sect. 4). This rule is erased by the mapping from derivations to
Ap-terms (or replaced with a trivial derivation for formulas of the form A= T A...AT). The corresponding
adequacy lemma is immediate from Lemma 13.

4.4. First-order logic with equality
We now show how to handle equality. We suppose that our first-order language contains an inequality

predicate # of arity 2 for which we use infix notation. As stated in Sect. 4.1, this predicate is interpreted
with the base type t. The set of pairs associated to # is:

# = {(ef)eE*|e# [}

In the following we use the notation (a = b) 2. (a #b). The following lemma states that the equations
which are satisfied in the model are trivially realized:

Lemma 14. Let a,b be first-order terms with free variables x1, ..., xy,. If:
Vei,...,en € E,(aler/x1, .. .en/xn])E = (ble1/x1, .. .en/zn})E
then:
[Me.z] FVzy...Ve,a=0b
Proof. We write & for 1 ...x, and € for ey ...e,. [Az.z] is a strategy on the arena:

FORNNNC)

Let ¢ be an extended thread of that strategy, let € € £ and let suppose that t,) is winning on a [€/7] #
b[€/Z]. Since t is a thread, tj,» is a thread, and #|,a) = t|,2 is also a thread. Therefore we have t,a) €

Wae/z)£b]e/2)- Since by hypothesis (a [€/f])E = (b [é’/f])E, we have Waje/z2pie/2 = Wi, 80 L, =t,0) €
Wi. O

The axioms for equality are:
(refl) YV (x=1) (Leib) VaVy(—Alz]= Aly]=x #v)

Recall that Vz (z = x) is only syntactic sugar for Vz (z # x = 1), and that VaVy (mA[x] = A[y] = = # v)
is also syntactic sugar for:

Vavy (Alz] = L) = Ayl = 2 # )

Lemma 15. Let 1l C F.

1. The strategy [Ax.x] on ¢ — ¢ is a realizer of (refl)
2. The strategy [Az.x] on (A* — 1) — A* — 1 is a realizer of (Leib)

Proof.

1. This is a consequence of Lemma 14.
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2. If ¢ is an augmented thread of [Az.z] on the arena
(A*(l) — L(1)> - A*® 5,2

then ¢ is even or infinite (since [Az.z] is total) and verifies ¢ 4.c)_,0) = fj4- .. Let e, f € E.
Suppose t|4-1)_,, ) is winning on —A[e] and ¢ 4.2 is winning on A [f]. Since ¢ is a thread, ¢ 4.2, @
is a thread so ¢ 4« _,,1) = |4+ _,,») 18 also a thread. This means that

b= 00 € Wale»1

We have to show then that te € We+r. We distinguish two cases:
e e # fiany position is in Wes so in particular ¢, € Wexy
e e= f:Since e = f, Wy = Way, and since ta- 5,0 =t ae@ 5,0,

Threads (t|A*<1)) = Threads (t|A*<z))

S0 ¢ 4«1 is winning on A [e]. Since tax 0,0 € Wale]s 1, we get 1,0 € Wi = Wy Since e = f,
Wexy = W1, therefore

te =t,0) € Wezy 0
5. Peano arithmetic
We now proceed to the realizability interpretation of full Peano arithmetic.
5.1. Definitions

Our first-order language is built from the function symbols 0 of arity 0, S of arity 1, and 4+ and x of
arity 2. The only predicate symbol is # of arity 2. This choice of function symbols is only for simplicity,
and we could choose to have all the symbols of primitive recursive functions.

We also fix the structure interpreting the terms of the logic to be the set of natural numbers N. The
symbols 0, S, + and X are interpreted the standard way. As stated in Sect. 4.1, # and L are both interpreted

N
as t, and the associated arena in RF*™(©) is [1] = R(R ) where N = {U,, | n € N}. Hence the type of natural
numbers is interpreted as the negative translation of N. Note that this is the usual flat arena of natural
numbers:

This differs from Laird’s interpretation of PCF with control [16], where the base type of natural numbers
is interpreted by the arena (v — ¢) — ¢.

5.2. The relativization predicate

In the setting presented before, a realizer of Vz A had to be uniform, meaning that it had to be a realizer
of A[n/z] for any n € N. This choice suffices to realize the rules of first-order logic and Leibniz equality, but
when it comes to Peano arithmetic, and more particularly to the axiom scheme of induction, we need to have
a different notion of a realizer of Vx A. Indeed, we realize the axiom scheme of induction using the recursor
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of Godel’s system T, which needs to know on which particular natural number to recurse. Therefore, we
want a realizer of Yz A to be a strategy that, given an element n € N, provides a realizer of A [n/x]. Instead
of changing the realizability semantics of quantifiers, we add a syntactic construction for relativization. We
follow [20] and extend the syntax of formulas by:

AB == ... |{a}=A

. A .
We use syntactic sugar: V'zA = Vo ({z} = A) and F'zA 2 v'z-A. We extend our notion of context so
I' may now contain some first-order variables, along with formulas. These variables appearing in I" are the
relativized ones. To introduce and eliminate our new construct, we add the rules:

TF{z}= A TF A

(FV(a)CT)

The translations of the new formulas are ({a} = A)" = ¢ — A*, and the associated winning conditions
are Way=a = Wyany— 4, which are defined since {aN} C N (see Sect. 4.1). The ex-falso rule is still valid,
thanks to the restriction of {a} being on the left of an arrow.

In order to define the translation of the new rules into Au-calculus, we associate to each first-order term
a with free variables z1,...,z, a Ap term a* with free variables x{,...,x!, and no free name. For that we
assume a given constant k¢ of type ¢ = ... = ¢ — ¢ (n + 1 times) for each function symbol f of arity n. o*
is then defined by induction: x* = z* and (f (a1,...,a,))" = kfar*...a,*.

Since the context I' may now contain first-order variables, we define a new mapping from first-order
proofs to A\u-terms: if v is a derivation of:

$17...,J,‘m7A1,...7An|_A

then v* is a typed Au-term of type A* with free variables in 24, ..., = ™" .., 2" The translation for

L
m?

the rules of the base system doesn’t change, and the new rules are translated to:

v — 7
M ~ Ar.v* w (FV(a)CT) vl
I'-{z}=A rra

We now define the interpretations of the constants k¢ of Au-calculus as strategies. In fact, we first define
strategies for any function from N™ to N and then we use the interpretation fI¥ to define [ke].

In Fam (C) a morphism from N" = {U,, X ... x Uy, | (n1,...,n,) € N} to N = {U,, | n € N} is given
by a function from N™ to N together with a strategy from U x ... x U = U to U. Since there is only one
such strategy, such a morphism is just given by a function from N to N. We will denote these morphisms
74 for g : N — N. From 7, : N® — N we define o5 : ¢ = ... = ¢ — ¢ (n + 1 times) by:

N
oy = Axi . ahy™ ()\zi\l.xg ()\zgI ..... Zn ()\zfy (Tg21---2n)) --.))
In particular, if n € N then o, is the strategy on ¢ which answers n to the initial move. The following lemma
states that the strategies o, indeed compute the correct values:

Lemma 16. Let g : N — N and nq,...,n, € N. 04 is winning on:

(L= =2 e L Wins S s {gnnn)})

Proof. We prove the lemma for n = 2 for clarity. In that case, o, is a strategy on M =2 - B Let t be
an extended thread of g, let n,n’ € E and let suppose that tj,) is winning on Wy, and |,z is winning
on Wy,y. The position corresponding to ¢ has the following shape:
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= |

q €11 ... Clp;y .-+ Cm1 ... Cmp,

T

ay ... Qap bll N b1p1 bml N bmpm

where ¢;; = g (ai, bij;). t), is the following position:

/q
ay ... Qm

Since tL € Weny, there is some 4 such that a; is labeled with n. Since ARE) is winning on Wy, the
following thread of #,»):

bil bipi

is in particular in W{n/}, so there must be some j such that b;; is labeled with n’. But then since ¢;; =
g (n,n’), we get that ¢, € Wygnnyy- O

The constants k¢ of Ap-calculus are then interpreted by [k¢] = o . The formulation of the adequacy
lemma in our new system reads as follows:

Lemma 17. Let 1. C N. Suppose that we have a realizer [ka] for each formula A € Ax. If v is a derivation
of the sequent:

xl,...,zm,Al,...,AnFA

and if 0 is an assignment of elements of N to free variables of A1, ..., An, A, then [V*] is a winning strategy
on the arena:

DM A s A A
equipped with winning condition:
Wi(21) )= ... {8(2m) } = A1 [0]= .= A, [6]= A[6]
Proof. The case of the rules of the base system are unchanged. Therefore we prove the adequacy for the two
new rules. For the introduction of relativization, the induction property is unchanged. For the elimination of

relativization, let v be a proof of 1, ..., 2z, 41,... Ay F {a}= A with FV (a) C {x1,...,2,}. By induction
on a, using Lemma 16, [a*] is winning on:

{0 (@)} = = {0 @)} = {(al)"}

and we can conclude using Lemma 8. O
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5.8. The realizability interpretation

The winning conditions for | and e # f are as in Sects. 4.1 and 4.4. The axioms are the ones for equality
(defined in Sect. 4.4) and:

(snz) Va(S(z)#0) (sinj) VaVy(z #y=S(z)#S(y))
(+0) Vr(r+0==x) (x0) Vz(rx0=0)
+s) VaVy(z+S(y)=S(+y)) (x8) VaVy(zxS(y)=z+(zxy))

(ind) VZ(A[0/x] = V'x (A= A[S(z)/x]) = V'z A)
where A is a formula with free variables among x, 2. We will now define the realizers for these axioms. We

first define p”, the recursor on type T, which is the usual recursor of Gédel’s system T. For that we define
for each n € N and simple type T a strategy pl by:

o =[Meyx]:T—=(—T—=T)—=T
¢ = Dwrzyyn(ray)] o> (T =@ —=T—=T)=T) =T (@—=T—=T)=T

pr =" (o) (pL) T (=T —T)—=T

and we finally define the strategy p” as the innocent strategy whose views are:

g\
where ¢ $ is a view of p. on the subarena T'— (1 = T —T) — T.

We use the following lemma in order to prove the validity of (ind):

Lemma 18. Let A be a formula with parameters and one free variable.

1. pit" is a realizer of A[0] = V'z (Afz] = A[S(2)]) = A0]
2. &4 is a realizer of:

Vy((A0] =V (Alz] = AS(2)]) = Aly]) = A[0] = V'z (Afz] = A[S (z)]) = A[Sy])

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of Lemma 13, since the strategies pg‘* and £€4” are the interpre-
tations of proofs of the formulas. O
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5.4. Validity of axioms

We prove that all the axioms are realized:

Lemma 19. Let 1l C N.

1. The empty strategy on v is a realizer of (Snz)

2. The strategy [Az.x] on ¢ — ¢ is a realizer of (Sinj)

3. The strategy [Az.x] on ¢ — ¢ is a realizer of (+0), (x0), (+8) and (xS)

4. pA* is a realizer of (ind)

Proof.

1. The only extended thread t of the empty strategy on ¢ is the one-move thread. We have to show that
for any n € N, t € Ws(,)20. Let n € N. Then we have (S (n))N =n+1#0=0and Ws(n)0 is the set
of all positions on ¢. In particular ¢, which is the one-move position, is in Wan(,,)o-

2. If t is an extended thread of [Az.z] on (V) — +(2), then t is even or infinite (since the strategy is total),
80t =t ¢ being a thread, ANES is a thread, and o =t is also a thread. Let m,n € N. We
have to show that if ¢,1) € Winzn, then t,2) € Ws(,)£5(m). We have m =n & (S () = (S (m))" so
Winztn = Ws(n)£s(m) 50 we can conclude.

3. This is a consequence of Lemma 14.

4. We first prove by induction on n € N that p,‘;‘* is a realizer of the formula

A0 =Yz (Alz]= A[S(x)]) = A[n]

where A is a formula with parameters and one free variable.
e The case for 0 is the first part of Lemma 18
e By induction hypothesis we have:

pn A0 =Yz (Afe] = A[S (2)]) = A[n]
and by Lemma 18 we have:
€M VY ((A[0] = ¥z (Afz] = A[S () = Aly]) = A[0] = V'z (A[2] = A[S (2)]) = A[S (v)])
so since pL | = &7 (0,) (pL), we get by Lemmas 16 and 8:
pr IF A0 = Vo (A2] = A[S (2)]) = A[S (n)]

which terminates the induction case since n+ 1 = (S (n))".
Let now ¢ be an augmented thread of p” on the arena

AW (L(1) BRI A*(?’)) @ g @)

Let suppose that ¢ 4. is winning on A [0] and #,a)_, 4«2, 4(» is winning on V'x (A [z] = A[S (z)]).
We want to prove that ¢,z 4« is winning on V'zA[z], so let n € N and let suppose that ¢, is
winning on (2, Wy,,y). Then there must be some n© in 2. Let u be the subsequence of ¢ consisting of
the initial ¢, the following ¢%, this n© and all the moves of ¢ such that the view obtained immediately
after having been played contains n®. Then w is a play of p,‘;‘*. Since a P-move does not change the
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current view, the positions of Ujg=) are O-subpositions of b a-) (the projection induces an inversion
of polarities), so they are winning on A [0], and the positions of U, (1) 5 4% (2) 5 A= (3) ATE O-subpositions of
t),1) 5 4+ 4=, SO they are winning on V' (A [z] = A[S (z)]). Then by the property on A Ujpx @)
is winning on A [n]. But u 4.« is a P-subposition of ¢ 4. (no inversion here), so ¢, 4. is winning on
Aln]. O

We define for a formula A of Peano Arithmetic its relativization A" which is obtained by replacing every
V by a V'. The following result is easy to obtain, by replacing every rule about V by two rules: one about V
and one about the relativization construct. It is also easy to derive A" from A for each A € Ax, except the
induction scheme, which is already relativized. Therefore we have the following result:

Theorem 1. If A is provable in Peano arithmetic then A" is provable in our system, so there is a computable
strategy o such that o |- A".

5.5. Extraction

We now show that from any IT3-formula provable in Peano arithmetic we can extract a computable
witnessing function.

Suppose that we have a proof of F V'23'y (a = b). We obtain by double-negation elimination a proof of
F V2 (-V'y (a # b)), and we map it to a strategy o such that:

ol-V'z (-V'y(a#b)) = Vz(Vyla#b) = 1)

Then if n € N, by Lemmas 16 and 8, o(o,) I+ V'y(a[n/z] #bn/z]) = L. Let now fix 1 =
{m e N|(a[n/z,m/y)" = (b[n/z, m/y])N} By a simple disjunction of cases we get

[Me.z] FV'y (a[n/x] # b[n/z])

therefore by Lemma 8, o (0y,) ([Az.z]) IF L. Then o (0,) ([Axz.z]) is some o, such that m € 1L. Indeed, if
o (0,) ([Az.z]) is the empty strategy then its only augmented play is ¢©, which is losing on 1.

6. Conclusion & future work

We would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments.

We have built a realizability model for Peano arithmetic using winning conditions on arenas, and have
used it in the context of witness extraction for II3-formulas. Future work will be the comparison of the
present model with the game interpretation of classical arithmetic of [7]. Our main goal is to compare two
different versions of realizers for the axiom of dependent choices: the modified bar recursion of [3] and the
clock of [13].
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