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Abstract

We present tools for analysing ordinals in realizability models of classical set theory built
using Krivine’s technique for realizability. This method uses a conservative extension of ZF
known as ZF., where two membership relations co-exist, the usual one denoted € and a stricter
one denoted ¢ that does not satisfy the axiom of extensionality; accordingly we have two equality
relations, the extensional one ~ and the strict identity = referring to sets that satisfy the same
formulas. We define recursive names using an operator that we call reish and denote 7, and
we show that the class of recursive names for ordinals coincides extensionally with the class
of ordinals of realizability models. We show that T(w) is extensionally equal to omega in any
realizability model, thus recursive names provide a useful tool for computing w in realizability
models. We show that on the contrary e-totally ordered sets do not form a proper class and
therefore cannot be used to fully represent the ordinals in realizability models. Finally we
present some tools for preserving cardinals in realizability models, including an analogue for
realizability algebras of the forcing property known as the x-chain condition.

1 Introduction

Realizability aims to extract the computational content of mathematical theories: a theory (or a
logical system) is interpreted in a model of computation by establishing a correspondence between
formulae and programs in a way that is compatible with the rules of deduction. For instance, a
realizer of an implication A — B is a program which, when applied to a realizer of A, returns a
realizer of B. The origins of realizability date back to Kleene’s work in constructive mathematics
[Kle45]: Kleene'’s realizability formalized the intuitionistic view that proofs are algorithms
(computable functions) by interpreting proofs in Heyting arithmetic as recursive functions.

In modern realizability, recursive functions are replaced by programs formalised in some variant
of A-calculus [Bar85]. Modern realizability extends the Curry-Howard isomorphism, which is a
method to establish an isomorphism between proofs in intuitionistic logic and the terms of the
simply typed A-calculus. In the 90’s, the work of T. Griffin [Gri89] led to pass the barrier of
intuitionistic logic and to extend the Curry-Howard correspondence to classical logic by using the
Ac-calculus, an extension of A-calculus that formalizes computation in the programming language
Scheme. Building on the work of Griffin, the French mathematician J.-L. Krivine developed a
method for realizing not only classical logic, but even Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory ZF (see for
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instance [Kri0l] and [Kril2]). Following this technique it is possible to extract from any proof
in ZF a program formalized in some variant of A-calculus: for instance, the axiom of foundation
is realized by the Turing fixed point combinator. Krivine’s technique generalizes the method of
Forcing, but forcing models are uninteresting from a computational perspective since everything is
realized by a single program. In this paper when we refer to realizability models, we will refer to
realizability models not built from forcing unless explicitly specified.

One of the main obstacles when working with realizability models for set theory is the analysis
of ordinals, in fact when one works in forcing (at least with posets), the resulting model is a proper
extension of the ground model that shares the same ordinals, this is not necessarily the case for
realizability models.

When working with forcing, it is important to consider what happens to the cardinality of each
ordinal in the forcing extension. For instance, uncountable ordinals (hence uncountable cardinals)
may collapse to countable ones, a useful technique for producing many different consistency results.
Collapsing cardinals may happen as well in realizability models for set theory, for example see
Section 3 of [Kril8]. In forcing, the simplest way to prevent these collapses is through chain
conditions, which we will generalise to realizability models. Finally, ordinals code well-ordered sets,
thus being able to talk about ordinals is especially important for realizing fragments of the axiom
of choice.

In this paper we present several results about the ordinals of realizability models for set theory.

1.1 Introduction to Realizability

In this section we present Realizability Algebras, which are the main building blocks for the
construction of realizability models for set theory. We shall briefly explain the main intuition
behind this construction. We start with a model of set theory, and we will use programs and
stacks to evaluate the potential truth and falsity values of set theoretic statements. For
computational reasons, we work with a non-extensional version of set theory, called ZF., that
involves two membership relations: the usual one and a stricter relation that does not satisfies the
axiom of extensionality. We will use the terms of the A.-calculus, a variant of A-calculus that
includes as a term the control operator call-with-current-continuation; this additional term will be
essential in showing that our resulting models satisfy a classical theory. We will use A.-terms to
evaluate the truth values of formulas in the language of ZF., and we will use stacks, namely
sequences of A.-terms, to evaluate the falsity values of such formulas. While related to each other,
truth values and falsity values will be fundamentally different, so that a A.-term is in the truth
value of a formula (we say that it “realizes the formula”), if it is somehow “incompatible” with
every stack in the falsity value of that formula, but in general the falsity value of a formula ¢ will
not necessarily coincide with the truth values of —¢. These definitions will respect certain logical
constraints such as no stack can be in the falsity value of T, and every stack is in the falsity value
of L. Then we choose some privileged collection of A.-terms that we call realizers, and we will
show that the set of formulas that are realized by some realizer forms a consistent theory which
includes ZF. and is closed under the rules of derivation of classical natural deduction. Finally, a
realizability model will be a model of such a theory. Since ZF. is a conservative extension of ZF,
such a model will induce a model of ZF.

The main ingredients of realizability algebras are A.-terms, stacks and processes which we define
next. We will give the definition in full generality, in particular allowing for non-empty sets of special



instructions. These are customisable constants which can be added to our realizability algebras
to ensure the models satisfy additional principles. For example, if the algebra is countable and
contains the special instruction quote then one can prove Dependent Choice holds in the model.
It is worthwhile to note that quote only makes sense if the algebra is countable. Therefore, the
inclusion of additional special instructions can significantly change the theory we are able to realize.
However, except for Section 8, all the statements in this paper will be realized by terms of the A.-
calculus without any special instruction. From this, it will follow that they hold in every realizability
model, even if the calculus includes special instructions.

Definition 1.1. Let V be a model of ZF and let A, B be two sets in V with B # {):

o We let A% and 114 p denote the elements of V defined by the following grammars, modulo
a-equivalence. Their elements are called respectively A.-terms and stacks:

AE (Ae-terms) :

t,s = T variable; we choose a set of variables that is countable in V)
| ts application)
| cc call-with-current-continuation)
| ke
| &a

IT4 B (Stacks) :

(
(
| Au.t (abstraction; u is a variable and ¢ is a A -term)
(
(continuation constants; 7 is a stack)

(

special instructions; a € A)

T o= wg (stack bottoms; 3 € B)

| t.m (tis a closed A.-term and 7 is a stack)
e Ay p €V denotes the set of all closed A -terms,

e Ra.p € V denotes the set of all closed \.-terms that contain no occurrence of a continuation
constant. Such terms are called realizers.

o Ay pxllsp € V denotes the Cartesian product Ay g <114 p. Its elements are called processes.
We will write t x w for (t,7) € Ag p*1l4 B.

Application on A.-terms is left associative, so (ts1sz---s,) means ((---((ts1)s2)--+)s,) and
has higher priority than abstraction. (Au.ts) means (Au.(ts)). When there is no ambiguity, we will
drop the indexes A, B and simply denote Ay g by A, Aiﬁ? by A" 114 g by I and R4 g by R.

The terms cc and k; refer to the call-with-current-continuation procedure from the Scheme
programming language, that allows access to the current context of a process (i.e. the current
stack). Roughly speaking, cc saves the current context as a continuation term k, that can be later
restored; when a continuation term k. is applied to a term, the existing context is eliminated and
the applied continuation context is restored in its place, so that the process flow will resume at
the point at which the context was captured. This behaviour is formalized in the definition of the
evaluation hereafter, that sets the rules of reduction on the set of processes.



Definition 1.2. Let V be a model of ZF and let A, B be two sets in V.

e <4, € Vis called the evaluation preorder and denotes the smallest preorder on Ay g+ 14 p

such that:
ts* T ~AB t % s.m  (push)
At *x ST >=AB tlu =] (grab)
ccxt.m  >AB t % ky.m  (save)
ko xt.m  >apB txo (restore).

Note that there is no evaluation rule for the special instructions, depending on the context
we may define other evaluation relations with specific evaluation rules for the special instructions.
When there is no ambiguity, we will drop the indexes A, B and simply write < for <4 g.

Definition 1.3. Let V be a model of ZF. A realizability algebra in V is a tuple A = (A, B, <4 B, 1)
such that:

e AcV (ie.AcV, BeV, <ypeVand 1L €V),
e <4 pis an (possibly trivial) extension of the evaluation preorder on Ay g xIl4 p.

e 1 is a subset of Ay p*Il4 p that is upwards closed for -4 g, i.e. if txm >4 p s* o0 and
sxo € 1, then txm € 1. It is called the pole of the realizability algebra.

The pole is not in general downward closed. A downward closed pole induces the following
property which is true in Kleene’s realizability but not necessarily in classical realizability: if tu
realizes B for every u that realizes A, then t realizes A — B.

In order to define a realizability model for classical set theory, we consider a non-extensional
conservative extension of the usual set theory. This theory was originally formulated by Friedman
in [Fri73] in his proof that ZF is equiconsistent with IZF using a double negation translation.
However, this translation does not work well with the Axiom of Extensionality. For this reason, the
proof first goes via a non-extensional set theory which contains two distinct membership relations: €
which behaves like the standard membership relation, and € which is a form of “strong membership”.

Throughout this paper, we will work in first-order logic without equality: individual language
may contain a symbol that happens to be written “=", but models are not required to interpret it
by “meta” equality. In addition, we will assume that the only primitive logical constructions are
—, T, L, and V; for V, A, and 3, we will use De Morgan’s encoding. We remark here that logical
connectives will be evaluated in their usual, right associate, manner. Thus:

e Ay means (p — (Y —1)) =1,
e oV means (p —1) = (v —-1) =L1),
o Jdz p(z) means (Vz (p(x) —»L1)) —L.

We will denote by L¢ the first-order language over the signature {€,~} where € and ~ are
binary relation symbols. The language of ZF. requires two distinct symbols for the membership
relation, € and € (the former will refer to the usual extensional membership relation, the latter



will correspond to a stricter non-extensional membership relation). However, for computational
reasons it is better to take as primitives the negative versions of those symbols. In fact we are
going to define truth and falsity values of formulas, intuitively the falsity values can be regarded as
computations that challenge the validity of the formula, but to compute the falsity of an expression
of the form a ¢ b is easier than to compute the falsity of a € b, since for the former it is enough
to show that a is in fact in b, while for the latter one would need to go over all the elements of b
and check that a is none of them, this computation may not terminate. Thus the language of ZF,,
which is denoted L., is the first-order language over the signature {¢, C, ¢, #}, where all 4 symbols
are binary relation symbols. It can be proven that # is definable from ¢ via the Leibniz equality
and is therefore not necessary in the signature, however we include it here for practical purposes.
Fmlc and Fml: denote the collection of all formulas in £ and L. respectively. In the language L.,
we will use the following abbreviations:

Abbreviation | Meaning Abbreviation | Meaning

achb|adb—L1 a~b| (aCb)A(bCa)
acb|lagb—l Veea (x) | Vo (xrea — p(z))
a=bla#b—1 Jrea p(x) | Vo (p(x) > xda)) > L

In particular, by a slight abuse of notation, we will consider Fmlc to be a subset of Fml.. ZF
denotes the usual set theory, written in the language L¢, i.e. ZF is a subset of Fmle, while ZF,
denotes non-extensional set theory, as defined by Krivine, written in the language L. (i.e. ZF. is a
subset of Fml.). In a nutshell, the axioms of ZF. state that:

o An equivalent presentation of the axioms of ZF minus the Axiom of Extensionality (essentially
the double negation) are satisfied over the signature {¢,#} (rather than {e€,~}).

o € is the extensional collapse of €: x € y iff there is 2’ €y such that x ~ 2/;
e C is the extensional inclusion: =z C y iff for every zex, we have z € y;
o ~ is extensional equality: two sets are ~-equal iff they have the same €-elements.

For full details, including the list of the axioms of L., we refer the reader to [Kril2]; see also
Friedman’s earlier account in [Fri73]. As proven in [Fri73], ZF. is a conservative extension of ZF:

Theorem 1.4 (Friedman / Krivine). Let ¢ be a closed formula in Lc: ¢ is a consequence of ZF
if and only if it is a consequence of ZF..

A proof of this fact can be found in [Kri01]. For further details we refer to [Mat23].

Whenever L is a first-order language that contains L., we will denote by ZFEL the theory
obtained by taking ZF. and enriching all the axiom schemas to include the formulas of L.

Our construction of realizability models follows the presentation in [Mat23]. Let V be a model
of Zermelo-Frzenkel set theory, ZF, and let A = (A, B, <, 1) be a realizability algebra in V.

We define NV C V as follows: for any ordinal a € V, let N;;"V = Up<a P(N“;’V x IT), then

let N4V .= Uacord N4V where Ord denotes the class of ordinals in V. The elements of NV are
called (A, V)-names. Note that for all o, N2V € V, but N4V ¢ V (NAV is a proper class in V).



We will generally drop the exponents and simply write N, and N. Given an element a € N we let
dom(a) = {b|3Ir €1l (b,7) € a} € V.

Certain names will play a special role in the realizability model: the so-called gimel names
denoted A(a) and reish names denoted T(a) are defined as follows.

Definition 1.5. For z C N, we define A(z) := x x II.

Definition 1.6. We define I(z) for z € V recursively as:
AWz) ={y),7) |y €z, 7 € 11}

A function f : N"™ — N is said to be A-definable if there is a formula ¢(z1,...,z,,y) € Fml.
such that, for any a1,...,a, € Nand b € V, V | p(ai,...,a,,b) if and only if b = f(aq,...,ay).
Let £A be the language obtained from L. by adding for each A-definable function f : N* — N an
n-ary function symbol “f”.

The realizability interpretation of LA in A consists of the following.

Definition 1.7. To each closed formula ¢ in Eg“ with parameters in N, we associate a truth value
|| € A and a falsity value ||¢]| C II, they are defined jointly by induction on the complexity of ¢:

o ol ={teA|Vrelpl,txme L}

o || T[:=0and | L =TI

o llag bl ={mell|(a,m) € b};

o |la#b|:=|T| if a#D, ||L| otherwise;

e |lagb| = Ucedom(b){t.t’.w |(c,m) €bt €laC et €|cCal};

e o Cblli= U Ly (B | (7)€ 0t e 2B}
o = 0] = {tm | £ € ol € 0]
o Vo o@)| =, lela/alll

Formally, ||a ¢ b|| and ||a C b|| are defined by induction on the pair (max(rky(a),rkx (b)),
min(rkx(a), rkn(b))) under the product order, where rky(c) := min{a | ¢ € Noy1}.
We say that a closed A.-term ¢ realizes a closed formula ¢ with parameters in N and write

tI- ¢, whenever t € |g|.

As a first example of using realizers, we shall show how to realize Peirce’s Law. As this is
logically equivalent to the law of Excluded Middle, from this it will follow that we will obtain a
classical theory.

Proposition 1.8. Suppose that © € ||¢||. Then for any formula + in L2, kr - ¢ — 9. In
particular, k; IF —¢p.

Proof. Suppose that ¢ IF ¢ and 7 € |[¢||. Then, k; x t.w > ¢t x w. Thus, since ¢ IF ¢ implies that
txme I, kyxtr € L. O



Proposition 1.9 (Peirce’s Law). For any formulas ¢ and ¢ in L2, ccl- (9 — ) — @) — .

Proof. Suppose that ¢ I (¢ — ¥) — ¢ and 7w € ||¢||. By Proposition 1.8, k. IF ¢ — 1, from which
it follows that
ccxtam =txky.me A.

O

Now, we would like to associate to A a “realizability theory” consisting of all closed formulas
which are realized. However, by the above argument, for all tx7 € L the A.-term k; t realizes the
formula L. Therefore, in order to obtain a realizability theory that is not automatically inconsistent,
we will need to exclude terms of this shape; this is where the set R of realizers comes into play (i.e.
the closed A, terms containing no continuation constant):

Definition 1.10. The realizability theory of (A, V), denoted by T4 v, is the set of all closed
formulas, ¢, of £ with parameters in N for which there exists ¢ € R such that ¢ realizes (.

The following facts are standard (see e.g. [Kril2]):

o the realizability theory of (A, V) is closed under classical deduction, (i.e. if ¢ € Ty v and ¢
entails 1) in classical logic, then ¢ € Ty v);

o this theory is consistent if and only if for every ¢ € R there is a stack 7 such that t x 7 ¢ 1L;

e this theory is generally not complete.

Theorem 1.11 (Krivine). Let V be a model of ZF and A a realizability algebra in V. The
realizability theory of (A, V) contains ZF?‘. In particular, it contains ZF., and therefore ZF.

We refer to [Kril2] for a proof of this, or [Mat23] for an alternative proof using the setup given.
This justifies the following definition:

Definition 1.12. A realizability model of ZF. is a pair N' = (V,A), with V a model of ZF and A
a realizability algebra in V. We write N IF ¢ for “T 4 v contains ¢”.

Sometimes, we will argue within models of the realizability theory T 4 v and by abuse of language
we will call the realizability model any model of T4 y. As previously mentioned, the realizability
models derived from forcing posets are computationally uninteresting since everything is realized
by a single program. From this it can be proven that the set of truth values, 7(2), consists of
precisely two e-elements. It can also be proven that if A is a countable realizability algebra and
9(2) consists of precisely two e-elements then the resulting model is equivalent to a forcing model.
We refer to [Mat23] for full details. We shall therefore say that either a realizability model or 7(2)
is trivial whenever 7)(2) consists of precisely two e-elements.

We end this introduction with two brief pieces of notation that will be frequently used
throughout this work, the first of which is a variant of subsets for just the e-structure.

Definition 1.13. Given a,b € N, we let a C. b=Va(rea — zeb).

The second piece of notation will give a significantly easier way to view bounded universal
quantifiers. We will introduce a new formula VmJAcp(a;) which will be used to realize formulas of
the form Vz € JAp(z) whenever A is a collection of names. In particular, this will work for " (a) for
every a € N.



Definition 1.14. Given A C N we define HV:UJ(A)gp(x)H = Upealle®)]].

The benefit of this presentation for bounded universal quantifiers is that it behaves in an
analogous way to its unbounded counterpart. Namely, it is formed as the union of the falsifier of
the formula for each element in A. Moreover, using double negations, the formula Vz e (A)p(x)
is in fact Vax(—p(z) — = ¢ J(A)) which can lead to much less readable sentences. We remark here
that we required our names to be of the form 1(A) rather than arbitrary names in order for item 2
of Proposition 1.15 to go through.

Proposition 1.15. Fiz A C N.
1. duv.ou - VmJ(A)go(:E) — Vr(—p(x) — z ¢ I(A)).
2. Au.ce(Mk.uk) IF Va(—~p(z) — = ¢ (A)) — Ve D ().

3. Hence, for every set c € V, N I+ Vmﬁ(c)gp(x) Ve Ne)p(z).

Proof. The first and third claims are straight forward.

For the second claim, let ¢ IF Vz(—p(x) — x ¢ JA) and © € ||¢(b)|| for some b € A. Since
(b,o) € }(A) for every o € I, m € ||b ¢ a|. It follows that k. IF =p(b) and ¢ * kry.m € 1. Hence
we have Au.cc(Ak.uk) x t.m = t * kry.m € 1L from which we can conclude that Au.cc(Ak.uk) IF

Va(—p(z) = = £ NA)) — Vi@ o(z). 0
1.2 Useful Realizers

Here we briefly list some of the realizers that we will make frequent use of throughout this paper.
For some of the simpler statements we will also explicitly state A-terms which satisfy the required
properties and leave it to the interested reader to verify this. However, we remark here that all of
these results follow from the fact that the realizability model satisfies ZF..

o I = )u.u.
o Let wo = 00, where 0 = \u. v.(v(uu))(uu).! Then wo IF Vao(z C ).

o Let wi = Au.(uwg)wg. Then wy IF Vz(zr ~ x), where  ~ y is an abbreviation for
(zCy—(yCz—L1)) —L

o Let wo =06, where ¢/ = Au. v  \w.v(uu). Then wy I Va(z & x).
o wilkVaVyVz(x Cy — (y Cz—a C 2)).

o wylkVaVy(xey — = 2 vy).

o Let ws = Au.Av.wu. Then ws - — ((p —L) —1).

We also have a standard way to encode the natural numbers in A-calculus, known as the Church
numerals.

Definition 1.16. (Church numerals) Let 0 denote the A-term Au.Av.v. For n € w, n+ 1 denotes
the A-term Au.\v.(nu)(uv). In particular, 1 denotes the A-term Au.Av.uv.

Remark 1.17. Let s = An.Au.Av.(nu)(uv). Then, for every n € w we have sn =3 n + 1.

IThis can be seen as a type of “Turing fixed point combinator”.



2 Functions

In the latter half of this paper we will discuss cardinality of objects in the realizability model.
In order to do this, we need to have a clear concept of what a function is. This has different
consequences depending on where extensional and non-extensional terms are used. Thus we must
be very careful to differentiate between each version, where €- will denote the standard definition
over ZF. Each of these definitions can also be generalised in the obvious way to n-ary functions.

Definition 2.1. (ZF.) f is said to be an €-function with domain a if it is a binary relation
satisfying the following two conditions:

o (€e-totality) Vo € aJy f(x,y);
o (€-Fun(f,a)) Vo € aVy, ' (f(z,9) A f(z,0)) = y =)

Definition 2.2. (ZF,) f is said to be an e-function with domain a if it is a binary relation satisfying
the following two conditions:

o (e-totality) Yz eaJy f(z,y);
o (e-Fun(f,a)) VoeaVy,y (f(z,y) A f(2,y) =y =)

Definition 2.3. (ZF.) f is said to be an extensional function with domain a if it is a binary
relation satisfying the following two conditions:

o (e-totality) VxeaJy f(z,y);
o (ExtFun(f,a)) Vz,2'caVy,y' (f(z,y) A f@,¢y) N ~a' - y~y).
Definition 2.4. Let f be a binary relation satisfying any of the above versions of being a function.
f is said to be an extensional injection if
Vo, o' eaVy (f(z,y) A f(2',y) = z ~ ).
f is said to be an e-surjection onto b if

VyebIzea f(z,y).

Remark 2.5. Because ZF is being interpreted in ZF. with equality given by ~, when we have an
extensional function f(x,y) we will also read this as f(x) ~ y.

An important concept is how to build functions in a realizability model. In general, this is
difficult to do for extensional functions. However, given a function f in the ground model it is
possible to “lift” it in some precise sense to an e-function in the realizability model. We outline
this method in this section, full details are then given in Section 16 of [Mat23].

We define special functions sng, up, op that in the realizability model will be interpreted as the
singleton, the unordered pair, and the ordered pair respectively.

Definition 2.6.
e sng: N — N, a~ {a} xIL
e up: Nx N = N (a,b) = {(a,0.7) | m € I} U {(b,1.7) | m € I},
e op: Nx N — N, (a,b) — up(up(sng(a), 7(0)), sng(sng(b))).



Definition 2.7. Suppose that A C N and f: A — N is a definable function in V. We define the
lift of f, f as .
f=A(ople, f(c)),m) | c€ A,w € II}.

Proposition 2.8 ([Mat23]). Let A C N and let f: A — N be a definable function in V. Then
NIk e -Fun(f,3(A)) and for all c € A,

N IFVz(op(c, 2) € f +— z = f(c)).

One particular benefit of this result is that it gives us the ability to give a canonical name for
the basic internal operations in . For example, if A = N and f is a definable class function, such
as the function sng, then f will be a definable class e-function which outputs the desired operation.
Using this, we can treat such functions as symbols that have been added to the language and freely
use them in ZF.. The construction of f can also be generalised in a straightforward manner to
functions with domain A x B, where A, B C N, from which we can lift the other two functions in
Definition 2.6. We refer to Section 9 of [Mat23] for full details.

Theorem 2.9 ([Mat23]). The functions sng,up, op globally lift to the realizability model. Moreover,
N |- Va,b(sng(a) ~ {a} Aup(a,b) ~ {a,b} A op(a,b) ~ (a,b)),
where (a,b) is the Wiener definition of the ordered pair, {{{a},0}, {{b}}}.

Instead of having to work with “the unique y such that op(z,y)e f” we want to instead treat f
as a function symbol. For this we introduce a new falsity value to work directly with f(x).

Definition 2.10. Suppose that A C N and f: A — N is a function in V. Let f be the lift of f.
Then, for any formula ¢(u,v, ﬁ) and W C N,

le(z, f(z), @) ifz € A,

II otherwise.

(e, f(x), @)l = {

Proposition 2.11 ([Mat23]). For every formula ¢,

NI+ VmJ(A) (o(z, f(:n), ﬁ) < Yy(op(z,y) ef — o(z,y, @)))

The Axiom of Choice is hard to realize, instead a weaker version of the Axiom of Choice can be
seen to hold in many realizability models, this is the so-called Non-extensional Aziom of Choice,
NEAC

Definition 2.12. NEAC is the assertion that every e-relation can be reduced to an e-function.
Namely: For every r, there exists some f such that

o VaVy,y'(op(z,y)e f Aop(z,y)e f =y =1y),
b f gE Ta

o VaVy3y'(op(z,y)er — op(z,y') e f).

10



As proven by Krivine (see for instance [Kril2]), if the realizability algebra contains a special
instruction q implementing the instruction quote of the LISP programming language, then the
realizability model realizes NEAC.

Lemma 2.13. Suppose that A is a countable realizability algebra and A contains a special
instruction q satisfying the instruction quote. Then N |- NEAC.

An analogous statement for algebras of uncountable cardinality can be obtained for a generalized
quote, denoted y, that has been defined in [FG20].

3 Ordinals and Cardinals in ZF,

Over ZF, there are multiple standard ways to define the notion of an ordinal. For example:

1. An ordinal is a transitive set which is well-ordered by €.

2. An ordinal is a transitive set a satisfying trichotomy. That is, for any x,y, € a, precisely one
of the following hold: x € y, y € x, or x = y.

3. An ordinal is a transitive set of transitive sets.

When working over the weaker theory ZF., which does not have Extensionality, we should not
necessarily expect the definitions to remain equivalent. We consider the following definitions.

Definition 3.1. A set a is said to be e-transitive if Vx e aVye x(y € a).

A set a is said to be an e-ordinal if it is an e-transitive set of e-transitive sets.

A set a is said to be an e-trichotomous ordinal, or e-TOD if it is an e-transitive set which
satisfies e-trichotomy. That is, whenever b, ce a then precisely one of the following hold: bec, ceb,
orb=c.

We remark here that we have taken the definition of e-ordinal to be a transitive set of transitive
sets which is not necessarily the standard definition. However, it turns out to be a much easier
definition which a broad class of sets will satisfy. In particular, we will have that the e-ordinals
form a proper class, whereas in general the class of e-TOD sets will be extensionally equal to a set.

Proposition 3.2. (ZF.) The following are equivalent:
1. a is an e-TOD.

2. a is an e-transitive set and a is €-well founded, namely for every non-empty X C. a,
JzeXVreX(zexVz=ux).

Before we give the proof, we first need two lemmas. The first gives us that in ZF, if x €y then
y ¢ x. This is usually proven using Foundation however, since this is not an assumed axiom of ZF,
we will use the axiom of e-induction instead. The second tells us that any element of an e-TOD is
itself an e-TOD. Note that the corresponding result is also trivially true for e-ordinals.

Lemma 3.3.
1. ZF. B Vx,y(rey — y ¢ ),

2. ZF.FVx,y,z(xeyNyez — z ¢ x).

11



Proof. Both of these statements are proven using e-Induction. Since they are very similar we shall
only prove the second of these. Let p(b) = Vz,y(zebAbey — y ¢ x) and suppose that Vbe ap(b), we
show ¢(a). Fix b, ¢ and suppose by contradiction that be a, a€ c and ceb. Then, since be a, we have
©(b). So, since ce bAbe a, we have a ¢ ¢, contradicting a € ¢. Thus we must have beaNacc — ¢ ¢ a,
which is ¢(a). Thus we have proven ZF. F Vzp(z). O

Lemma 3.4. (ZF.) Suppose that a is an e-TOD and be a, then b is an e-TOD.

Proof. Suppose that a is an e-TOD. Take bea and deceb, we need to show that deb. First,
suppose that b = d. Then we must have that be ce b, which contradicts the first part of Lemma 3.3.
On the other hand, suppose that be d. Then, we would have that be de ceb which contradicts the
second part of Lemma 3.3. Hence, by the e-trichotomy of a, deb.

Finally, since a is e-transitive, given c¢,de b we have ¢,de a. Thus ced or dec or ¢ = d. O

Proof of Proposition 3.2. We prove the first implication by e-Induction. So suppose that a was
an e-TOD and that every bea satisfied (2). Now suppose for a contradiction that for some
X Cea,VzeXJxe X—(zex Vz = x). Since a is € trichotomous, it must then be the case that
Vze Xdre X(xez). Given be X let Y = {ye X | yeb}, which is non-empty by assumption. Since
Y C. b, which satisfies (2), we can fix some zeY such that VzeY(zexz V z = ). Now, consider
xe X. If €z then, since zeb and b is e-transitive, x €Y. But this means that zex V z = x, which
gives a contradiction. Hence, since x, z € a, which is e-trichotomous, we must have zexz V z = x,
contradicting the assumption that X did not have an e-minimal element.

For the reverse implication, suppose that a satisfied (2) and take z # y in a. Consider X =
{zea|z=axzVz=yV(zexANz¢y)V(zeyAz¢x)}. This has an e-minimal element, say z. Now,
if zex but z ¢ y then, by minimality, we must have z = y. Hence y e x. Similarly, if zey but z ¢ =,
then z =xey. Thus zey Vyex, so a is e-trichotomous. O

Corollary 3.5. (ZF.) Suppose that a is an e-TOD. Then a is an e-ordinal.

While every e-TOD is also an e-ordinal the reverse need not hold. For example, suppose that
9(2) had size greater than 2. Then there will be two ordinals a,be T(2) such that a ¢ b and b ¢ a.
But then (a U {a}) U (bU{b}) is an e-ordinal which is not e-trichotomous. In the same way, it is
possible to have multiple e-ordinals which externally have the same size. For example, in [FG20]
the authors introduce the ordinals 7 (which we will define in the next section) and show that 7 is
an e-TOD which is extensionally equal to n. From this it follows that 4 always has size 4, while it
is also possible for T(2) to have size 4, such as in [Kril§].

A final, key property, of e-TODs is that extensional equality is equivalent to Leibniz equality.

Proposition 3.6. ([FG20, Proposition 3.10]) (ZF.) Suppose that a is an e-TOD. Then
VeeaVyca(lx ~y — x =1y).

Proof. Let a be an e-TOD and take x,y € a with = # y. Then either z ey or yex. But, if €y then
x € y, from which it follows that = 2 y. Similarly, if ycx then y % x. O

We can also define the concept of an e-cardinal over ZF., which we do next.

Definition 3.7. An ordinal a is said to be an e-cardinal if for every be a there is no extensional
function which is an e-surjection of b onto a.

12



It may appear unnatural to define e-cardinals in terms of extensional functions rather than
e-functions. However, this is done because we want to have that if a is an e-cardinal in a model of
ZF. then it is an €-cardinal in the extensional part. This then allows us to obtain results in the
resulting ZF model.

Proposition 3.8. (ZF.)
1. If a is an e-transitive set, then it is an €-transitive set;
2. If a is an €-ordinal, then it is an €-ordinal;
3. If a is an €-cardinal, then it is an €-cardinal.

Proof.

1. Take c € b € a. Then there exists some x € a such that x ~ b and there exists some y ¢ x such
that y ~ ¢. Since a is assumed to be e-transitive, y € a. Therefore ¢ € a by definition of €.

2. Suppose that a is an e-ordinal. We have already shown that a is €-transitive, so it suffices to
prove that every b € a is €-transitive. So let d € ¢ € b € a. Then we can find zey e x € a such
that x ~ b, y ~ c and z ~ d. Since a is an €-ordinal, z € x and therefore d € z. Finally, d € x
and x ~ b gives us d € b, as required.

3. Let a be an e-ordinal. We shall show that if ¢ is not an €-cardinal then « is not an e-cardinal.
To this end, suppose that b € a and f: b — a was an €-surjection. Fix z€a such that b ~ z
and define a binary relation g by

g(x,y) <= Icca(f(z,c) Nc>y).

We shall show that g defines an extensional function which is an e-surjection from z onto a.
There are three things to prove: that g is e-total on a; g satisfies the definition of being an
extensional function; and g is an e-surjection.

For the first claim, take x € z. Then x € z and therefore z € b. Since f is €-total, we can fix
¢ € a such that f(x,c) and then fix y € a such that y ~ c¢. Hence we have g(z,y).

For the second claim, fix z,2" b, y,y' €a and suppose that g(x,y) holds, g(z’,y") holds and
x ~ 2. Fix ¢,d € a such that f(x,c) holds, f(2/,c) holds, ¢ ~ y and ¢ ~ ¢/. Since f is an
e-function, z, 2’ € b and = ~ 2/, we must have that ¢ ~ ¢/. Therefore y ~c~c ~ v .

For the final claim, fix yea. Then y € a so, since f is an €-surjection, we can fix ¢ € b such
that f(¢,y) holds. Since t € b and b ~ z, t € z. Therefore, there exists some d¢ z such that
t ~ d. Since g is e-total, we can fix y'ca such that g(d,y’) holds and then, by definition,
¢ € a such that f(d,c) and ¢ ~ ¢/'. Finally, since f is an e-function and t ~ d, y ~ ¢ ~ 1/,
from this we can conclude that g(d,y) holds.

O

In our arguments, it will often be beneficial to improve the claim that there are no surjections
to one asserting that every function is bounded. This will be particularly useful because it allows
us to work with the notion of e-functions rather than extensional ones. On the other hand, we note
here that the non-extensional axiom of choice is vital to the proof.
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Proposition 3.9. (ZF. +NEAC) Suppose that a is an e-ordinal and for all be a, every e-function
f:b— a is bounded, that is to say there is some ce a such that f“b Cc c. Then a is an €-cardinal.

Proof. We shall show that for every b € a, every €-function f: b — a is bounded, and therefore
not an €-surjection.

To do this, take b € a and b’ €a with b ~ /. Now, suppose that f: b — a were an €-function.
Define a relation 7 on b’ x a by

op(z,y)er < f(z) ~y.

Then, by NEAC, we can find an e-function g C. r with g: & — a. Since g is an e-function it is
bounded, say by ce a. Now, if z € b, there is some 2’/ € b’ with x ~ 2/. Then f(z) ~ f(2') ~ g(2/) e c.
Thus f(x) € ¢, so f“b C ¢ and f is bounded. O

4 Names for Ordinals

Now, given an ordinal « in the ground model we have two ways to associate it to an ordinal in a
realizability model: A(a)= {(N(B),7) | B € a,m € IT} and & (the former is presented in [Mat23],
the latter was introduced in [FG20]), which we discuss in this section. The key difference between
them is that & will be an e-TOD whereas 7 («) will only be if the realizability model is trivial. On
the other hand, we can only define & for @ < |A| and to prove that it is an e-TOD will require the
existence of a special realizer (see [FG20] for details). Instead, 7 («) is defined for every ordinal o
in any realizability model without any need for additional instructions.

Definition 4.1. Suppose that (v, | @ < |A|) is an enumeration of all terms. For o < |A| define &
recursively as

&= {(B,Vg.ﬂ') | B € a,mell}.
We state here some of the standard properties one can prove about these names.
Proposition 4.2.
1. For all B < o, T1F(B)eNNe) and Au.(uwg)wo IF () C N a),
2. For all < a <|A|, Au.uvg - Bea and Au.(uwo)wo - 3 C é.
We can also define a variant of bounded quantification which works for restrictions to hat names.

Definition 4.3. For a < |A| and ¢(z) a formula, let

Ve (@) = U {vs-m | 7 € llo(B)]]-

BEa

As before, it is easy to see that this exhibits the same behaviour as bounded quantification.

The notation for the bounded quantifier V2% may be confused with the bounded quantifier VmJ(A)

defined in Definition 1.14, but it will be clear from the context which of the two we mean.
Proposition 4.4. For every a < |A|,

1. du v wow(uw) IF Velo(z) — Va(-e(z) — = ¢ &),

2. Au.ccu I Va(—p(z) = z ¢ &) — Vatp(z).
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We next show that both T(a) and & correspond to ordinals in the realizability model. We shall
observe here that so far there was no need for additional special instructions; these will be needed
to show that & is an e-TOD.

Proposition 4.5. If § is an ordinal in V then it is realized that 2(0) is an e-ordinal in N by a
realizer that does not depend on §.

Proof. Let ¢ be an ordinal in V. We shall show that 7(d) is an e-transitive set of e-transitive sets.
To do this it suffices to show that

IIF Vazjw)vty(y £00) 2 ydx)

and
AuAvaou - Vmﬁ(é)Vsz(z fr—(zey—ydux)).

For the first claim, fix € §,c € N, t I c £ () and 7 € |[c £ I(B)||. Now |lc ¢ VPB)|| ={o |(c,0) €
A(B)}. So, since this set is non-empty, it must be the case that ||c # I(5)|| = II and ¢ = (y) for
some vy € 3. Therefore, ||c ¢ ()| = ||(v) ¢ ()| = II and therefore t x w € I, from which the
result follows.

For the second claim, fix f < a < d,c€ N, tlFc¢ Va), slFce(B) and m € II. We first show
that ¢ I- ¢ ¢ I(5).

If ¢ # A(y) for any v € S then [|c # V(B)|| = 0 and the result follows so suppose that ¢ = (v)
for some v € 5. Then, since 5 C a, |c £ )| = |lc £ Wa)|| = II. Therefore t x o € I for any
o € II. Hence t xo € L for every o € ||c £ (5|

From this it follows that Au.\v.wuxt.s.m > s« t.mr e I. O

Proposition 4.6. If § < |A| then it is realized that § is an e-ordinal in N by a realizer that does
not depend on 6.

Proof. 1t will suffice to prove that

AuAw.w - Va:SVy(y £0—yda)

and
v wav IFY2OVyVz(z ¢ o — (zey — y ¢ x)).

For the first claim, ||V:L"‘§Vy(y £0—yda)= Ua<p<s{vptva-m [t IF & ¢ 6, m e I}. So, fix
a< <0, WEHandsupposetll—ézg‘S. Then

AW W * Vgt T = tx Vg.m € L.

For the second claim, observe that element of |VaoVyVz(z ¢ © — (zey — y ¢ ))|| are of the form
vy.t.s.vg.m where B <y <d,ae N, tlFag¢?, sl acf and (B,I/B.ﬂ') € 4. We shall first see that
tIFa ¢ p.
For this, if a # & for any o < f then ||c # 3| = 0 and the result is immediate. So suppose that
a = @ for some o < 3. Then |jc ¢ B|| = {va.0 | 0 € I} = ||c #4||. Thus s t.x’ € L for all 7’ € II
and hence
AUV AW WY * vy tas.vg.T = sk tvg.m € L.
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Since ZF. proves that any e-ordinal is an €-ordinal and any €-ordinal satisfies trichotomy, and
the above realizers were uniform, the following corollary is immediate.

Corollary 4.7. There exist fized realizers ug and uy such that for any § € ORD and u € |A|,

ug I+ Vxﬁ(é)Vyﬁ(é)(x ceyVr~yVyer)

and
up lIFVatvyt(z e yva ~yVy € x)

We end with the observation that if « is a limit ordinal then T(«) is also realized to be an
e-limit ordinal. Recall that « is a limit ordinal if for every 5 € a;, 8 + 1 € . However, since there
are many non-extensionally equal names for 5+ 1 we need to take a slightly weaker formulation of
being a e-limit ordinal.

Definition 4.8 (ZF.). We say that an e-ordinal a is an e-limit ordinal if VzeaJyea(zey).
Proposition 4.9 (ZF.). If a is an e-limit ordinal then a is an €-limit ordinal.

Proof. Suppose that a is an e-ordinal (and hence an €-ordinal) and that Vrxeadyca(zey). Fix
xz € a and 7' €a such that x ~ 2/. Then we can find some y £ a such that 2’¢y. But from this it
follows that x € y. Thus we have that Va € a3y € a(x € y).

To see that this implies that @ is an €-limit ordinal, suppose that o € a and take 8 € a such
that o € 8. Then, since the €-ordinals are linearly ordered by €, a +1 < 3. So, since 5 € a and a
is an ordinal we must have that a + 1 € a. O

Proposition 4.10. If « is a limit ordinal then N I+ “9(«) is an € -limit ordinal”. Hence () is
realized to be an €-limit ordinal.

Proof. Let a be a limit ordinal. It suffices to prove that I I+ v 1@ (Vyj(a) (x ¢ y) —1L). To do

this, fix 8 € a, w € II and suppose that ¢ IF Vyﬁ(a)(ﬁ(ﬂ) ¢ y). Since « is a limit ordinal, 8+ 1 € «
and thus ¢ IF (8) ¢ V(B +1). But, |7(B) £ B+ 1)|| = and thus I xt.r = t.r € 1. O

Finally, in order to obtain that & is an e-TOD we need to add a special instruction, y, which
allows one to compare the terms in A by their indices. This is done in section 3 of [FG20].

Definition 4.11. Let x € A be a special instruction defined by the following rule: we extend the
order < to be the smallest pre-order on A x IT such that for any «, 5 € |A|, t,s,7 € A and 7 € II,

txm if a<p,
X * Vo-vgt.sar.m = ¢ s« if a=p,

rxm if g <a.

Theorem 4.12. ([FG20, Proposition 3.11]) Suppose that x € A and < has been expanded to satisfy
Definition 4.11. Then there exists a realizer 8 € R such that for every a < |A],

0+ “& is an € -Trichotomous ordinal”.
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5 Comparing Names for Ordinals

Having defined the names 7 («) and &, we now wish to see which ordinals these names correspond
to in a realizability model. It is easy to see that J(0) = 0 = (), which will be a name for the
empty set in N. In this section we investigate three key things: successor ordinals, w (the first
limit ordinal), the class of all ordinals.

5.1 Computing Successors

It has previously been proven in [FG20] that n+1 extensionally corresponds to n + 1 and @
corresponds to w. Using an alternative proof, we shall reprove this and also show that the same
holds for the recursive names. For this, recall that wo was a fixed realizer such that wq I- Vz(z C ).

Lemma 5.1. For any ordinal «,
Au.(uwg)wo IF Vazj(‘”l)(a: C Nw)).

Proof. Fix f € a+ 1 and t.r € ||9(8) € I«)||. This means that for some v € B we have
tIFA(y) € e) while (A(y),7) € I(B). Since v < 8 < a, (A(y),7) € W) and thus wo.wo.7 €
17(y) € a)||. Hence Au.(uwo)wo xt.m =t x wo.wo.m € L. O

From this it follows that if « is a successor ordinal then so is J(«) in the extensional sense. We
remark here that we shall make free use of the symbols 4+, < and < when discussing extensional
ordinals. So, by 5 < «a we mean € o or f ~ a and by a + 1 we mean a U {a}.

Proposition 5.2. If a = [ + 1 then N I+ “A(«) is the €-successor of V(B)”, that is
NI a) = (B) + 1.

Proof. Since 8 € o, I'lF I(B) e (). Thus, using Lemma 5.1,
NI 9(B) e Wa) AVz Y@ (z C (B)).

We now argue within a realizability model N' = (N, #,¢,C). We know that (8) and 9(«) are
€-ordinals with I(5) < A(a). Thus V(B)+1 < I(«) (here “a+ 1" is some set which is extensionally
equal to the successor of the €-ordinal a). On the other hand, using Lemma 5.1, Proposition 1.15
and the fact that z€a — = € a, we also have that for all x € V(«),  is an €-ordinal with z < 9(5).
From this it follows that I(«) < 9(8) + 1 and thus the two are indeed extensionally equal. O

Corollary 5.3. For alln € w, N I 2(n) is the n'*-successor of 0.

In order to prove that n+1is extensionally equal to the successor of 7, in [FG20] the authors
need to add another additional instruction £. This instruction was used to ensure that successor
ordinals do not “collapse” to their predecessor. However, by a very similar argument to the above,
we can show that this additional instruction can be removed. In particular, in any realizability
model we will have that a + I names the successor of &.2

For this, we give a mild variant of the theory of lifting functions. This will give us a method
to lift any ground model function f: kK — k, where kK = |A|, to an e-function f : kK — K in the
realizability model.

2Note that this argument will also not require the special instruction x. This was only needed to ensure that &
was an e-TOD.
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Definition 5.4. Let x = |A| and f: k — k. We define the ordered lift of f, f as

f={(op(&, f()),va.7) | @ € K, € IT}.
As before, we can also define the value ||¢(z, f(x))|| analogously to the general case.

Definition 5.5. Let f: k — & be a function in the ground model. Then, for any formula ¢(u, v, E?)
and W C N,

otherwise.

oz, f(x), )H_{{Vﬂlﬂellw( F(a), @)} if 2 = o for some a € k,

As for the traditional lift, it is straightforward to show that f is a lift of the function f.

Proposition 5.6. If f: kK — k is any function in the ground model then, for every formula ¢,
N I a" (p(x, f (), W) «— Vy(op(z,y) e [ — p(z,y, @))).

Proposition 5.7. If f: k — k is any function is the ground model then, in N, f is an €-function
with domain & and range &. Moreover, for any a € K,

NI f(&) = f(a).
We now consider the successor function succ: kK — k, succ(a) = o + 1.

Lemma 5.8. Let wq be the fized realizer such that wq IF Vo (x C ). Then
Mo Aw.aw(Au. (uwo)wo) - Va2 Vy((y € 2 — L) — y ¢ suce(x)).
Hence, N |- Vx*(suce(z) ~ = + 1).

Proof. First observe that any element of |V2*Vy((y C 2 —L1) — y ¢ suce(z))| is of the form
Vo.t.vg.m where 8 < a < K, t IF B Ca—L and (v 3, ) € succ(h) = a+ L But, since 8 < a,
Mu.(uwo)wo IF B C & Thus, ¢« (Au.(uwg)wg).c € L for all ¢ € II, from which the result
follows. O

Corollary 5.9. For alln € w, N'I- (n) ~f.

5.2 The ordinals of N/

In this section we show that the class of all ordinals of N corresponds to the class I(ORD) =
{(N(a), ) | « € OrD, 7w € II}. Note that we can expand the language of realizability structure
with predicates for arbitrary classes C' by extending the definition of the truth and falsity values
in the obvious way for formulas of the form xeC, z € C and x C C'. We can define a bounded

operator vz N(ORD) by

¥z O®)p@) = [ lle(Na)

acORD

and it is easy to see that this has the desired meaning.
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Lemma 5.10. NV |- Va:j(ORD)(ORDE(a:)), where ORD.(x) is the assertion that x is an e-transitive
set of e-transitive sets.

Proof. This just follows from the fact that there is a realizer for the statement
() is a e-transitive set of € -transitive sets which does not depend on «. O

We show that I(ORD) is a proper class.

Lemma 5.11. For any set a € N, there exists an ordinal 3, such that
A Av. (wau)v)wa IF I (B,) € a,

where wo, w3 € R are the fixed realizers such that wo IF Va(x & z) and ws IF VaVyVz(z C y —
(ySz—aC2)).

Proof. Given ¢ € dom(a) and s € A, define

c,s =

)

{min{5 | slFeCA(6)} if this set is nonempty

0 otherwise.

Next, let B, = sup{d.s | ¢ € dom(a), s € A} + 1.

Now, suppose that t.s.m € ||7(5,) & al|. Then we can fix ¢ such that (¢,7) € a, t IF (5,) C ¢
and s - ¢ C I(B,). By definition, this means that there exists some § < 3, such that s IF ¢ C 9(J).
Thus, (wst)s IF (8,) € (). On the other hand, since § < B4, (N(0),7) € N(Ba) and wa - (0) &
9(9). But this means that wo.m € ||7(8,) € D(0)|| and hence

A ((W3u)v)Wo x t.s.m = (Wst)s * wo.m € L.

Lemma 5.12. NV |- Va23y(ye I(ORD) Ay & x).

Proof. 1t will suffice to prove that
Aw.w(Au v (wsu)v)ws) I+ Vw(Vyj(ORD) (y € x) —1),

where wy and wj are the fixed realizers from the previous lemma.

Fixae N, mrell and ¢ IF Vyﬁ(ORD)(y € a). By Lemma 5.11, we can find some ordinal /3, such
that Au.\v.((wsu)v)wy IF (B,) € a. Thus, since ¢ I- (B,) € a, we have

tx AuAv.((wWau)v)wa.m € 1L,
as required. O

Next, by using the same argument as in Lemma 5.1 we can show that J(ORD) is closed under
initial segments (in the sense that for all z € D(ORD), if y € x then y € I(ORD)), and thus will
corresponds to the class of extensional ordinals.

Lemma 5.13. Au.(uwq)wq |- Vy-j(ORD) (y € (ORD)), where wo € R is the fized realizer such that
wo |- Va(x C ).
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Proof. Fix f € OrD and t.r € ||7(8) € I(ORD)||. This means that we can fix some § € § such
that t IF 9(5) € I(ORD). But, since ¢ is an ordinal,

wo.wo.m € |(5) & WORD)|| = J{s.5".0 | (¢, o) € I(ORD), 55 I I(5) = c}.

Hence Au.(uwq)wq * t.m =t * wo.wo.m € L. O

Thus, J(ORD) is realized to be an extensional proper class, every element of which is an e-
ordinal, which is closed under initial segments. Since being an e-ordinal implies being an €-ordinal,
and in ZF the ordinals can be defined as the unique proper class of ordinals which is closed under
initial segments, the following is then immediate.

Theorem 5.14. N |+ Vz(ORDe(z) — 2 € I(ORD)). That is, in any realizability model, I(ORD)
is a name for the class of extensional ordinals.

5.3 Computing w

We now proceed to show that T(w) corresponds to w. For this we first consider the lift of the
successor function to J(ORD) rather than 4. Due to the uniform nature of the realizers used in
Proposition 5.2, there is a single realizer » € R such that for any ordinal «,

rIF “A(a 4 1) is the successor of V(a)”.

Hence, the following will be immediate using the general theory of lifting functions (see [Mat23],
Section 16 for details). Here we let succ denote the successor function on ordinals, o — a + 1.

Lemma 5.15. Let succ = {(op(N(a),Na+1)),7) | @« € OrD, 7 € II}. Then, in N, succ is an
e-function from (ORD) to itself. Moreover,

N IF V$1(OR‘D)(“ST1FC(3:) is the successor of x”).

Theorem 5.16. Let wy be a fized realizer such that wy |-V (x ~ ). Then

Au.wiu |- Vi ) (Vy-’(‘”) (x # succ(y)) = Yy(y £ x)).
Hence, N |- (w) ~ w, where w is extensionally the first infinite ordinal.

Proof. Fix n € w, t IF Vy-’(w)(ﬁ(n) # succ(y)) and m € |Vy(y ¢ V(n))||. Since ||Vy(y ¢ V(n))|| =
Um<nllI(m) ¢ I(n)||, for this to be non-empty we must have that n # 0. From this we obtain that
tIF(n) # succ(N(n — 1)). On the other hand, by definition of the lift, this gives ¢ I- (n) % (n).
Thus A\u.wiu*t.m = wy xt.wr € 1.

For the second part of the theorem, again using the definition of succ, by taking logical
equivalences

N IFVz e Ww)(z = I(0) V Iye Ww)(“z is the successor of y7)).

Moreover, N |- 0 W (w) A Vae Ww)(suce(x) e w)). From this it follows that N IF V(w) ~ w as w
is the unique set containing 0 which is closed under successors and satisfies that every element of
it is either 0 or a successor. U
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The same method can also be used to show that & corresponds to w. As with the successor
case, this will not involve any additional special instructions. In particular, by taking v, = n in
the enumeration of |A|, we can arrange that & is a well-defined e-TOD which represents w in any
realizability model. We remark here that when A is countable then the enumeration of terms in
this way will have order-type w + w, allowing us to define W+ w. However, this makes no difference
to the overall analysis.

In order to do this, we first work with the intermediary set J(dom(®)). Here, the exact same
argument will give us that this is a name for w.

Theorem 5.17. \u.wju I VmJ(dom(Q))(VyJ(dom(a))(az # suce(y)) — Vy(y ¢ x)).
Hence, NIk J(dom(®)) ~ w.

Corollary 5.18. NV IF & ~ w.

Proof. First recall that N IF & C. J(dom(®)) and therefore, in the extensional model where these
are both ordinals, & < }(dom(®)).

Next, by Lemma 5.8, we have that N I Vz*(“succ(z) is the successor of 2”). Taking the natural
restriction of this map gives us an e-function from @ to 3(dom(®)). Moreover, by the uniform nature
of the realizers from Proposition 5.7 and Lemma 5.8, we have

N IF Va®(z € suce(z) A suce(z) e ).

Thus, @ is realized to be an infinite ordinal which is at most w and therefore the two must be
extensionally equal. O

The next thing to show would be that T(«) always corresponds to the a-th ordinal of the
realizability model. This is indeed true in the case for forcing where one shows that the
interpretation of the canonical name for «, denoted &%, is always equal to a. Note that, for
§ = (w1)V, it need not be the case that 9(4) is the w; of NV, for example it may be collapsed to a
countable ordinal, and that could happen even in forcing models. Therefore we must detach an
ordinal from any cardinal it could represent in a given model. However, proving a general
correspondence between () and « appears difficult to achieve. For example, it was relatively
straightforward to show that 9 (w) was an infinite ordinal, and thus N IF w < 9 (w). The difficulty
is in the reverse direction. Here we heavily used the fact that w is the unique non-empty set
which is closed under successors and satisfies that every element is either 0 or a successor.
Without such a clear description of an ordinal the authors do not know how to prove 7(«)
remains the a-th ordinal in the realizability model.

6 Preserving Cardinals

Since V(w) is a name for w, it will remain an €-cardinal in any realizability model. The next
question to address is which other ordinals give rise to cardinals. As with forcing, in general it may
not be the case that ¢ being a cardinal in V implies that 7(d) should remain a cardinal in N, in
fact, it is very difficult to give general conditions for when this occurs.

However, in this section we shall show that if 6 > |A] is a regular cardinal then T(J) remains a
cardinal in A/. This is the realizability analogue of the fact that forcing preserves cardinals greater
than the size of the poset.
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Recall that ExtFun(f, a) is the formula expressing that f is an extensional function with domain
a, namely

ExtFun(f,a) = Va{z3,y1, y2 (v1 = 22 — op(w1,y1) € f — op(2,y2) € f = y1 # y2 —L).
Theorem 6.1. Let § > |A| be a regular cardinal. Then
N IEVfVae(6)Ibe V() (ExtFun(f,a) — Vyea(op(y,b)e f —1)).

Namely, in N, if ac () then any extensional function f: a — () is not an e-surjection. Thus,
A(0) is an e-cardinal in N and hence also an €-cardinal.

Proof. Fix wi,wy € R to be realizers such that wy IF Va(z ~ z) and wy IF VaVy(xey — z % y)
and let
up = A w.owiww(wyl).

We shall first show that for any f € N and « € § there is some p € § such that ug IF (I (), W (w), f)
where
p(a,b, f) = ExtFun(f,a) — Vy*(op(y,b) e f —L1).

To do this, for v € « and s € A, let X, s := {8 € |sl-op(N(v),(B))e f}. Since |[A| and « are
both less than §, which is a regular cardinal,

poi=sup({min(X,s) | s€ A,y €a})+1<4.

Note that if 5 < p then IIF 9(5)e I (u) and therefore wyIlF I(8) 2 ().

Now, suppose that t IF ExtFun(f,a) and r.7 € HVyj(a)(op(y, (w))e f —L)||. Then we can fix
v € a such that 7 I op(T(7y), W(w)) e f. Thus we must have that X, # 0, so let § = min(X, ).
Then, r IF op(A(7),N(B)) € f and, since 8 < pu, wal IF () % (u). From this we can conclude
that ug x t.r.m = towq.r.r.wylor € L.

To finish the proof, it will suffice to show that
w = Mekug -V FYa YO (7510 (o(a,b, f) —L) —1).

Fix f € N, a € 0, m € II and let us suppose that ¢ IF Vb-’(‘s)(go(ﬁ(oz), b, f) —L1). Taking u as in the
claim, we have ug IF ©(9(a), I(p), f). On the other hand, by assumption, ¢ I (A (), Wu), f) =L,
and thus

Ak kug xtom = txug.m € L,

completing the proof O

The same argument in fact shows us that in A/, for every a there is an e-cardinal § such that a
does not surject onto 4.

Theorem 6.2. Given a € N, let § = |[dom(a) U A|". Then, in N', V(d) is an e-cardinal and there
is no extensional function which is a e-surjection of a onto 7(J).
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Proof. The proof is very similar to Theorem 6.1 and therefore we will just sketch the details. Since
IIFVz(z ¢ J(dom(a)) — 2z ¢ a), we have N Ik a C J(dom(a)). So, it will suffice to prove there is no
surjection of J(dom(a)) onto T(§). Fix a € N and let § = |dom(a)UA|T. Then, by Theorem 6.1, I(d)
is a cardinal in . Fix f € N and, for b € dom(a) and s € A, let Xj 5 := {8 | s IF op(b,V(B)) ¢ f}.
Since |dom(a)| and |A| are both less than J, we can fix

p=sup({min(Xp;) | s€ A,f€a})+1 <.

Then, proceeding as before, if ¢ IF ExtFun(f,(dom(a))) then ugt I+ Vb%p(b, V(1)) ¢ f. The end of
the argument from Theorem 6.1 can then be used to show that the same realizer v will realize that
there is no extensional function which is a e-surjection of (dom(a)) onto 7(4). O

These arguments do not immediately give us that 7(d) remains a regular cardinal. However, a
very slight modification of the proof can be used to show that for every ae 9(d), every e-function
f:a — 7(9) is bounded. Thus, by Proposition 3.9, in the presence of NEAC 7(0) is indeed a
regular €-cardinal.

Corollary 6.3. Let § > |A| be a regular cardinal. Then
NI+ VfVaj(‘s)Elbj(é) (e-Fun(f,a) — Vy“Vzﬁ(& (op(y,z)e f — zeb)).

That is, for every ac (0), every e-function f: a — () is bounded.
Hence, if N'IF NEAC, then 9(0) is a reqular €-cardinal in N .

Using the argument of Theorem 6.1 we can in fact show that every cardinal greater than the
size of the realizability algebra is preserved.

Theorem 6.4. Let § > |A| be an infinite cardinal. Then, in N', V(8) is an €-cardinal.

Proof. Tt only remains to consider the case when ¢ is a singular cardinal. Then, since Choice holds
in the ground model, ¢ is the supremum of a set, .S, of regular cardinals, all of which are greater
than |A|. Let S ={(MNa),7) | @ € S,7 € II}. Since S can be written as a }name, Proposition 1.15
gives us that Vy° corresponds to the bounded universal quantifier. Then, by the uniform nature of
proof of Theorem 6.1, in particular that it did not depend on 9,

N I- Vyg “y is an € -cardinal”.
Next, it is easy to see that
TI-vySye6) and TiFva YO (wyS (@ 4 y) —L).
Using the fact that (N, €,~) gives a model of ZF, it follows that
NIFEJS ~95),

where |J is the internal union in the extensional part of the realizability model. Thus, () is the
supremum of a set of €-cardinals, and hence also an €-cardinal. O
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7 Epsilon Totally Ordered Sets

While the class I(ORD) extensionally corresponds to the class of ordinals in a realizability model,
we again remark that the definition of an ordinal as an e-transitive set of e-transitive sets is not
always the most appropriate. Therefore, it is worth considering what is the class of e-TODs.
Since, under the reasonable assumption of having the special instruction y, & is an e-TOD for all
a < k= |A|, & will in general provide a lower bound for the supremum of the class of e-TODs.
We next show that every such ordinal in fact injects into (k1) and thus forms a set. In order to
do that, we need to first investigate certain classes which can be built using elements of 7(2).

7.1 Building Classes from 7(2)

Recall that 2 can be seen as a Boolean algebra with binary operations V and A and unary operation
—. Lifting these operations gives a new Boolean algebra on the set of truth values 9(2), the proof
of which can be found in Section 16 of [Mat23].

Theorem 7.1. 9(2) is a Boolean algebra with binary operations V and A and unary operation —
given by the lift of the corresponding (trivial) operations on {7(0),7(1)}.

We remark here that this Boolean algebra may satisfy many interesting properties. For example,
it may be atomless (a is said to be an atom if, for any x, a A z is either 0 or a) a property which is
used in [Kril2] to produce a realizability model in which the reals are not well-ordered.

We now define a function h: {9(0),7(1)} x N — N, by

0 ifa=0,

z ifa=1.

h((a), z) — {

Since {7(0),7(1)} = dom(M(2)), by Definition 2.7 this lifts to an e-function h: I(2) x N — N
which we will also denote by ax.

Two important properties of f are “linearity”, as defined in [Kril5], and that if two elements
a,b of M(2) are incompatible then abx = h(a, h(b, z)) results in a set which is equal to 0.

Lemma 7.2 (Linearity). Let f € N be a binary function satisfying any of the concepts of being a
function from Section 2. Then

IIF Vaﬁ(z)Vbjg)VxVy(abf(:n, y) = abf(ax,by)).
Proof. Tt suffices to prove that for any x,y € N, I I+ abf(z,y) = abf(az,ay) for the 4 possible
values of the pair (a,b) € {0,1}2. But this is just I I 9(0) = 9(0), unless a = b = 1 in which case
we have IIF f(z,y) = f(z,y). O
Proposition 7.3. N I+ VxVan)Vbj(z)(a Ab="(0) = abz = 9(0)).

On the other hand, it is worth remarking that, from the point of view of the realizability
structure, if a # 7(1) then h(a, z) is always extensionally equal to the empty set.

Proposition 7.4. I+ Vava 1) (a #9(1) = Vy(y ¢ ax)).
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Proof. Fix x € N, there are two cases to consider. If a = 0 then [|7(0) # (1) = Vy(y £ D(0))|| =0
and therefore any term realizes the statement. On the other hand, if ¢ I- 9(1) # T(1) then for any
mell, txm e 1. ]

We next define a ground model function (- < -): N? — 2 by

1 if z € dom(y)

T < =

( v) {O otherwise

This then lifts to a function (- < -): N> — <(2) in N which translates the formula zey into a
function into 2, that is a truth value.

Proposition 7.5. N IFVaVy(zey — (x < y) = (1)).

Proof. Tt suffices to prove that for any a,b € N, I'lF (a < b) # (1) — a ¢ b, which is immediate
from the definition. O

Finally, in A, given ae 7 (2) we shall define classes M, such that for any z, xe M, if and
only if there is some ye N such that x = ay. Naively, we should have M, = {z | Jy(z = ay)}.
The issue is that the symbol = is only defined for sets and the Leibniz definition of equality
(x =y <> Vz(xez < yez)) does not make sense for proper classes; thus the above specification
does not lead to a unique definition for the class M,.

Instead, to ensure that this is a well-defined definition, we formally work in the second-order
realizability theory GB. which is defined in Section 9 of [FGM24|. Here we will have a two-sorted
first-order logic where the first sort will represent sets (denoted by lower case letters) and the second
sort classes (denoted by upper case letters). It is then shown that if (V,C) is a model of GB then
we can construct the realizability model N' = (N, D) as a natural generalisation of the set case and
prove that it is a model of GB..

However, since the details of the theory and extended realizability interpretation are not vital,
we will omit all details of the construction itself.

Proposition 7.6. NV I+ Vaﬁ(z)EIMVa;(xeM «—— Jy(b(a,y) = z).

Proof. Given a € {0,1}, let Z, = {(x,t.7) |z € N, 7 € I1, ¢ I+ Jy(h(a,y) = z)}. Then, using the
proof of Separation in realizability models, for any « € N,

lz # Zall = |3y (b(a,y) = 2) —L|

and thus

Ihad Z, — (Ely(f)(a,y) =zx)—1).
and

IIF (Ely(ﬁ(a,y) =z)—>l)—>xf Z,.
Hence,

Au(uDI IF IMVz(x ¢ M «— (Jy(b(a,y) = x) —1)).

Since the same realizer works for both ¢ = 0 and a = 1, it follows that Au.(uI)I can be used to
construct a realizer for our desired statement. O
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Remark 7.7. We call M, any class satisfying the statement of Proposition 7.6. Observe that
there may be more than one class satisfying this definition since M, is only defined up to e-equality
(having the same e-elements), which is strictly weaker than the Leibniz equality given by =.

We shall denote this weaker sense of equality as follows, where we use the ~ symbol to remind
the reader that it is closer in flavour to extensional equality.

Definition 7.8. Say that x ~. y iff Vz(z ez +— z€y).

7.2 The Set of all Epsilon Totally Ordered Sets

We next show that the collection of all e-ToDs form a set. To do this, we first need a lemma which
provides a method to approximate functions in the realizability model by functions in the ground
model.

Lemma 7.9 (Approximating Functions using the Ground Model). Let A be a realizability model
and let k = |A|. Then for any formula ¢(u,x1,...,x,) in F'ml: there exists a class function g, :
k X N™ — N such that

NIV, .oz, Gue(u,xq, ..., x,) — Elaj(“)go(g@(a,ajl, ey T), X X)),
where g, is the canonical lift of g, to an e-class function.

Proof. Fix an enumeration (v, | a € k) of A and let ¢(u, z) be a formula in F'ml.. To ease notation,
without loss of generality, we shall assume that ¢ has only two free variables. Given a € k, let
Py,={rell|vy*xm ¢ I} Using AC in the ground model, define g,: K x N — N such that for
any b € N and « € &, if P, N ||Vu—p(u,b)|| # 0 then P, N ||[=¢(g,(c, b),b]| # 0. Otherwise, set
g¢(a, b) = 0.

Then the lift of g, is g, = {(op(op(N(),b),g,(,b)),7) | b € N,a € k,m € II}. We shall
conclude by showing that

Ik Vw(VaW(“)ﬂgp(g@(a, x),x) = Yu-p(u,x)).

For suppose this was not the case. Fix b € N, v, I- Va-j(“)—'gp(gw(a, b),b) and 7w € ||Yu—p(u,b)||
such that I« v,.m ¢ 1. From this it follows that v, x 7 ¢ 1. Therefore, 7 € P, N ||[Vu—¢(u,b)]|.
Now, by the construction of g, fix o € Py N ||[=¢(g9,(7,b),0)||. But then vy IF —=¢(g,(I(7),b),b).
Moreover, since o € Py, v, xo &€ L.

Finally, since o € ||=¢(g,(7,0),b)||, o € HVaj(“)—mp(@p(a, b),b)|| and so vy x o € UL, yielding our
desired contradiction. d

Lemma 7.10. Let k = |A| and suppose that N I+ NEAC and there exist a,be 2(2) such that
a,b# 0 and aNb= 0. Then, if there are two e-functions fo : M, — (Ord) and fy : My — V(Ord),
then one of them is bounded in (k™).

Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that both fy and fi are unbounded in 9(x™). This means that
NIFVzeWNst)Twe M, Iye My ze fo(z) N f1(y).

Extend fp and fi; to N by setting fo(x) = I(0) if z ¢ M, and fi(z) = I(0) if © ¢ M. Let

Y(x,y) = folz)e fi(by).
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Then, by Lemma 7.9, there is a ground model function g which lifts to an e-function § such
that

Ve By le,y) = 30 D, 5(x.0)),
In particular,
(By(folaz) e fi(by)) ~ 30 1 (folaz)  fi(bj(az, ).
Now, since a A b =0, bg(azx, o) = bg(bax, o) = bg(0,0). So

(3y(folaz) e fi(by)) = 30 @ (fo(ax) € f1(b3(0,7)))).

Next, by hypothesis, Vze (") Iz, y(z € fo(ax) e f1(by)). Thus,
Vze k™) 3 3o 1) (z¢€ fo(ax) e f1(bg(ax,0))).

So, using the fact that any element of T(kT) is an e-transitive set and bg(az,o) = b3(0,0),
Vze k™) EIU-’(“)(zEfl(bg(O,J)). Using NEAC, we can define a function h: (k™) — (k) such
that h(z) = o, for some o, such that z¢ f1(bg(0,0.)). But, from this it follows that the function
h': (k) = k™), o — f1(bg(0,0)) is unbounded in (xT), contradicting Corollary 6.3. O

Theorem 7.11. Suppose T(2) is non-trivial and N' |- NEAC, then any e-function from an e-TOD
into V(k™) is bounded.

Proof. Let X be an e-TOD. First, observe that for any ac (2) with a # 7(0), the function x — az
defines an e-injection from X into M,. Thus is because, if  # y in X then either zey or yex.
Without loss of generality, suppose that xzey. Then, by Proposition 7.5, (z < y) = 9(1) and
therefore (ax < ay) = a. Thus azx # ay since a # 7(0).

Now, suppose that f: X — O (k™) were an unbounded e-function. By the above observation,
there is an e-surjection g: M, — X for all ae 9(2), a # 7(0). But then go f: M, — (k") must
be an unbounded e-function.

But now, if (2) is non-trivial then we can fix some a ¢ 9(2) such that a,—a # 7(0). Then we
must have unbounded e-functions from M, and M_, onto 7 (x"), contradicting Lemma 7.10. O

Theorem 7.12. Suppose IV(2) is non-trivial and NEAC holds in N'. Then {X | X is a €¢-TOD} C
(k™). Hence, the collection of all e-TODs extensionally forms a set.

Proof. First note that any e-TOD X is automatically an e-ordinal and hence an €-ordinal. Next,
since any e-function from X into (k™) is bounded, it must also be the case that every e-function
from X into (k™) is bounded. Thus, since X and (k™) are both €-ordinals, they can be compared,
and it must be X € V(xT). O

Remark 7.13. If (2) is non-trivial then in general the collection of e-TODs does not form a set
in the non-extensional sense. This is because, for any ac (2) with a # (1), ax ~: (0) for every
2. Thus there are no e-elements of ax and so ax trivially satisfies the definition of being an e-TOD.

On the other hand, if T(2) is trivial then it can be shown that T(«) is an e-TOD for every
ordinal «, and thus they form a proper class.
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8 Chain Conditions

In this section we study a version of the §-chain condition which has been adapted to work with
realizability algebras. Recall that the d-chain condition for forcing asserts that every antichain,
that is a set of incompatible conditions, has cardinality strictly less than 6. For Boolean algebras,
being incompatible is a symmetric property (p is incompatible with ¢ if and only if ¢ is incompatible
with p). However, in our system, we will need an ordered version of the notion of antichain. This
is because of the non-symmetric way we realize conjunctions, namely ¢ IF @ ~ b does not in general
imply that ¢ IF b ~ a. Of course the axioms of equality are realized, hence N' = a ~ b — b ~ q,
but one should just be aware of the fact that realizing a ~ b and b ~ a may require two distinct
realizers.

Definition 8.1. Let us say that a realizability algebra satisfies the d-chain condition if there exists
a realizer p € R such that for every d-sequence of terms (ug | 8 € 6) C A, for every t € A and
mell:

if vy, 8 €0(y < — (t xuy.ug.m € 1)), then 35 € dp *t.ug.m € L.

We also have a weaker, but more natural, uniform version of the Chain Condition which is more
symmetric in nature.

Definition 8.2. Let us say that a realizability algebra satisfies the uniform J0-chain condition if
there exists a realizer p € R such that for every A C A of cardinality at least ¢, for every t € A
and 7 € II:

if for every a # b in A (t xa.b.w € 1), then there exists an a € A such that p x t.a.7m € 1.

To provide evidence that this is an appropriate way to define the realizability analogue of chain
conditions, we begin by proving that if B is a Boolean algebra which satisfies the J-chain condition
then it induces a realizability algebra that also satisfies the d-chain condition. This algebra is
formally defined in Section 2.2 of [FG20] and its properties are explicitly studied in Section 19 of
[Mat23]. For completeness, we sketch the construction now.

Given a Boolean algebra B = (B, 1,0, A, V, ) we define the realizability algebra Ap as follows:
Ag = (0,{wp | b € B}, <, 1), so there are no special instructions and there is a stack bottom for
every condition of B. To define the pre-order and the pole, we begin by inductively defining a
function 7: A?o, Y Lo,y — B, where A’(‘Q ) denotes the set of all - possibly open - A.-terms.

o for every stack bottom p, we let 7(p) = p;

o for every term t and every stack m, we let 7(t * 7) = 7(t) A 7(7);
o for every variable z, 7(x) = 7(cc) = 1;

o for all A-terms t,u, we let 7(tu) := 7(¢) A 7(u);

o for every variable z and every term ¢, we let 7(A\x.t) = 7(t);

o for every stack m, we let 7(k,) = 7(7).

Then, we define < by t x 7 > s o if and only if 7(¢) A 7(7) < 7(s) A7(0) and we let I be the set
of all processes t x 7 such that 7(t) A 7(w) = 0.
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Theorem 8.3. Let B be a complete Boolean algebra and § a reqular cardinal. B satisfies the §-cc
if and only if Ag satisfies the §-chain condition.

Proof. We begin by observing that any realizer is formed by using just A-abstraction and the
call-with-current-continuation and therefore for any realizer p € R, 7(p) = 1.

For the first direction, suppose that B satisfies the d-cc. We shall show that any realizer p will
witness that Ag satisfies the d-chain condition. Let (ug | 8 € 6) € A be a sequence of terms and
suppose that for 5 < v, txuy.ug.m € 1. By definition, this means that 0 = 7(¢)AT(ug) AT (uy)AT (7).
Now, if 7(t) A7(m) = 0 then for any 8 € 6, 7(p) AT(t) AT(ug) AT(m) € L and therefore pxt.ug.m €
1. So suppose that 7(t) A 7(w) > 0. Then either 7(ug) A 7(t) A 7(7) = 0 for some 8 € § or
T(uy) A7(ug) = 0 for every v # 3 in 0. But, if the second case were to hold then {7(ug) | 5 € 0}
would form an antichain in B, contradicting the assumption that B satisfies the J-cc. Thus we must
be in the first case, in which case such a ug satisfies the conclusion of the claim.

For the reverse direction, suppose that Ag satisfies the §-chain condition, as witnessed by p. Let
A C B be an antichain of cardinality at least § and enumerate the first 6 many terms as (ps | 5 € 6).
For p € B, let w), be the stack bottom corresponding to p. Without loss of generality, we can assume
that 0 ¢ A. Then for every a # b in A, we have that 7(I) A 7(ws) A T(wp) A T(w1) = 0 and therefore
I'xwg.wp.w1 € L. In particular, this gives us that if v < 3 then I'xwp_ .wp,.w1 € L. Therefore, by
the d-chain condition, there is some 8 € § such that p x L.wy,.w; € 1L, which by definition means
that 0 = 7(p) A 7(I) A T(wp,) A T(w1) = pg which is a contradiction as we assumed that a # 0 for
all a € A. O

Note that since that realizability algebra is built from the Boolean algebra, it satisfies the
following symmetric property: t x sg.s1.m € 1L iff ¢t x s1.59.7m € 1. From this it follows that we can
replace the §-chain condition with its uniform version.

Proposition 8.4. Suppose that a realizability algebra A satisfies the following property:
Vi, s0,51 €E AVr € Il t % sg.851.m € 1L <=t xs1.50.7 € 1.

Then p witnesses the d-chain condition for A iff it realizes the uniform d-chain condition for A.

Proof. We first see that the d-chain condition always implies the uniform version. To see this,
suppose the d-chain condition holds, as witnessed by p, and let A C A be a set of terms of
cardinality at least § such that for every t € A and 7 € II,

Va,be A(a#b—txa.be 1)

Let (ug | B € 6) be an enumeration of 6 many of the terms. Then, whenever v < 3, txu.ug.m € 1.
Thus, by the d-chain condition, we can fix 3 € ¢ for which p x t.ug.m € L.

Now suppose that p witnesses the uniform §-chain condition and the additional property holds.
Let A= (ug | § € 6) be a sequence of terms such that for every ¢t € A and 7 € II,

Vy,B€0(y < B —=txuyug.me L)

Then, if u, and ug are in A with u, # ug, either v < 8 and ¢ x uy.ug.m € 1L or B < v and
txug.u,.m € 1. But, by the additional property, one of these processes is in the pole if and only
if the other one is. Thus ¢ x uy.ug.m is always in IL. Hence, by the uniform ¢-chain condition, we
can find some ug € A such that p xt.ug.m € L. O
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Corollary 8.5. Let B be a complete Boolean algebra and § a reqular cardinal. B satisfies the §-cc
if and only if Ag satisfies the uniform &-chain condition.

Definition 8.6. Let -Surj(f,a,b) be an abbreviation for the following statement:
e-Surj(f,a,b) = Vy(lyeb — Va(op(z,y)e f —x ¢ a) —1)

Unpacking the above formula, €-Surj(f,a,b) is equivalent to Vye b3x € a(op(z,y) € f), which is
the assertion that f is an e-surjection from a onto b.
We begin with an observation:

Proposition 8.7. Let wy € R be the fized realizer such that wo |- Vz(x & ) and let wg =
AfAg.gwa. Then whenever oo < 3, wg IF () 2 (B).

Proof. Fix ordinals o < 8. Removing the abbreviation, we shall show that
A Av.ows IF ) a) € (B) — (N(B) € Va) —L).
So, suppose that t IF V(a) C A(B), sk (B) C I(«) and take 7 € II. Then
wa.r € (J{r.o (W), 0) € B). 7 I-3(v) & Na)} = [7(B) € ).

<«

Thus, Au. \v.owy xt.s.m = sxw.m € L. O

We note again the anti-symmetric nature of this proof. Namely, if o < [ then we need a
different realizer to obtain N I 9(8) 2 T(«). This is precisely why we need to take an order for
our chain of terms in the definition of J-chain conditions.

Theorem 8.8. Suppose that a realizability algebra satisfies the §-chain condition for some regular
cardinal §, as witnessed by the term p. Then there exists a realizer v such that,

vl VfVa-’(‘S) (ExtFun(f,a) — € -Surj(f,a, () —L).

Proof. Let wg be the realizer from Proposition 8.7, let ws = Af.A\g.gf and let w; € R be such
that wy IF Va(x ~ z). It is easy to see that, for any formula ¢, ws IF ¢ — ((¢p —1) —L1). We shall
show that a realizer for the desired statement is

v = At.)s. (cc ()\k‘.(W5 (/\u.k‘((p(twl))u))) (SI)))Wﬁ.

Due to the complicated nature of this realizer, we briefly explain where the construction comes
from. The idea it to suppose that v did not realize our statement. This means that we will be able
to find a set f, ordinal v € §, stack m and terms ¢, s such that ¢ realizes f is an extensional function
with domain () and s realizes f is an e-Surjection but v xt.s.m ¢ 1. Deconstructing v will give
a new term v’ such that for any 3 € §

v I Va(op(z,V(B)) e f — = ¢ ().

Therefore, for each f € 0 we can choose some ag € 7, stack mg € II and term ug such that
ug IF op(N(ag), V(B)) e f but v/ xug.mg ¢ . Simplifying " again will then give us that for each
B ed, prtwiug.we.m & L.
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However, as § is regular and v € §, we can find some « € y for which B := {f € §|ag = a} has
cardinality 0. Then, since the ug realize incompatible information for f(9(a)) whenever g < 3, we
will have twy * ug.ug.wg.m € L for all 3 < " in B. But this will contradict the d-chain condition.

We now give the details of the argument.
Suppose for a contradiction that v did not realize our statement. Then we could fix some f € N,
v €4, tIF ExtFun(f, (y)), sk e-Surj(f, I(y), (d)) and 7 € II such that v xt.s.w & 1. Now this

means that
VxS - (cc ()\k‘ (W5()\u k((p(tw1)) )(SI))>W6 * T

= CC* ()\k; (W5 (Au.k((p(twr)) ) (SI)) We. T

= N (w5 (oo (p(Ew1)) 1)) (1) ) # Kgm- W
= W5 (MK (P(EW1))u)) * sLowg.m

So, in particular, we must have that ws(Au.kwq.r ((P(tW1))u)) *x sL.wg.m & L.
Next, we observe that for any § € §, I IF (8)e(d). Therefore, since s realizes that f is a
surjection from () onto 7(J), for every 5 € § we have

sIIFVz(op(z,NB))e f = x ¢ (v)) —L
From which we can deduce that sI.wg.m € ||(Vz(op(z, V(B))e f — x £ (y)) —L) —L||. Thus, for

every 3 € 6 we must have that

W5 (Mt (P(EW1))u)) I (Va(op(z, VB)) e f — x £ A7) L) —L .

Since ws was constructed to be a realizer for double negations this gives us that

Atk ((P(EW1))u) If Va(op(2, A(B)) € f — = £ (7).

Deconstructing what that means, for every 8 € 0 we can choose an ag € v, mg € II and
ug IF op(Nag), N(B)) e f such that Mu.kwe.r((p(twr))u) x ug.mg ¢ 1. Again simplifying the
term, we have that for every g € ¢

A (P(EW1)) 1) * ug.ms = Kyg.r * (P(EW1))ug.ms
- (p(th))uB * Wg.T
= P *IW1.Uz. W T
So, for all B € d, p*xtwi.ug.we.m & 1.
However, the function § — ag maps d to . Therefore, by the regularity of ¢ there must exist

an a € vy for which B := {f € § | ag = a} has cardinality 6. Then, since ug IF op(V(a), V(B)) e f
and t realizes that f is an extensional function, if 8 € 8’ then

Wi.Ug-UB «Wg T
€ [17(e) = e) = op(Va), WB)) e f = op(Ne),A(B)) e f — B) % WB) =L

So, twi x ug.ug.we.m € I whenever 5 < '. Finally, by the d-chain condition, this means that we
can fix some 3 € B such that p xtwy.ug.we.m € 1, yielding the desired contradiction. O
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Corollary 8.9. Suppose that a realizability algebra satisfies the d-chain condition for some reqular
cardinal 0, as witnessed by the term p. Then D(0) is an e-cardinal in N and hence also an €-
cardinal.

Recall that €-Fun(f, a) abbreviates the statement that f is an e-function with domain a. That
is
e-Fun(f,a) = VaVy¥y'(op(z,y)e f — op(z,y)e f —y #y —1).
If our realizability algebra only satisfies the uniform é-chain condition then we can only prove that

for every ae(9), if e-Fun(f,a) then f is not an e-Surjection. This is because in the above proof,
if t IF ExtFun(f,a) then for 8 # 5’ we will have

twiugug - (B) % WB) =L .

However, we cannot deduce twy*ug.ug .m € I from this because we need different terms depending
on whether 5 <  or ' < . This problem is resolved when t IF e-Fun(f,(v)) due to the
symmetric nature of non-extensionality equality.

We further remark that if it were to be the case that for all 8,5 € B, ug = ug/, then in order
to apply the uniform J-chain condition we formally need to define distinct terms which realize the
same things. This can be easily done. For example, let (v, | @ € |A|) be an enumeration of A.
Then we can define ug = Av.Aw.v(ugrg). It is then easy to see that

uglbp = uglk .
Theorem 8.10. Suppose that a realizability algebra satisfies the uniform §-chain condition for

some reqular cardinal §, as witnessed by the term p. Then there exists a realizer v such that,

v - VfVa-’(‘S) (e -Fun(f, a) — € -Surj(f,a, V(d)) —L).
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