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Abstract

Game semantics describe the interactive behavior of proofs by
interpreting formulas as games on which proofs induce strategies.
Such a semantics is introduced here for capturing dependencies
induced by quanti�cations in �rst-order propositional logic. One
of the main di�culties that has to be faced during the elaboration
of this kind of semantics is to characterize de�nable strategies,
that is strategies which actually behave like a proof. This is usu-
ally done by restricting the model to strategies satisfying subtle
combinatorial conditions, whose preservation under composition is
often di�cult to show. Here, we present an original methodology
to achieve this task, which requires to combine advanced tools
from game semantics, rewriting theory and categorical algebra. We
introduce a diagrammatic presentation of the monoidal category
of de�nable strategies of our model, by the means of generators
and relations: those strategies can be generated from a �nite set
of atomic strategies and the equality between strategies admits a
�nite axiomatization, this equational structure corresponding to
a polarized variation of the notion of bialgebra. This work thus
bridges algebra and denotational semantics in order to reveal the
structure of dependencies induced by �rst-order quanti�ers, and
lays the foundations for a mechanized analysis of causality in pro-
gramming languages.

Denotational semantics were introduced to provide useful abstract invari-
ants of proofs and programs modulo cut-elimination or reduction. In partic-
ular, game semantics, introduced in the nineties, have been very successful
in capturing precisely the interactive behavior of programs. In these seman-
tics, every type is interpreted as a game (that is as a set of moves that can be
played during the game) together with the rules of the game (formalized by a
partial order on the moves of the game indicating the dependencies between
them). Every move is to be played by one of the two players, called Propo-
nent and Opponent , who should be thought respectively as the program and
its environment. The interactions between these two players are sequences
of moves respecting the partial order of the game, called plays. In this set-
ting, a program is characterized by the set of plays that it can exchange with
its environment during an execution and thus de�nes a strategy re�ecting
the interactive behavior of the program inside the game speci�ed by the
type of the program.
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The notion of pointer game, introduced by Hyland and Ong [?], gave one
of the �rst fully abstract models of PCF (a simply-typed �-calculus extended
with recursion, conditional branching and arithmetical constants). It has
revealed that PCF programs generate strategies with partial memory, called
innocent because they react to Opponent moves according to their own view
of the play. Innocence is in this setting the main ingredient to characterize
de�nable strategies, that is strategies which are the interpretation of a PCF
term, because it describes the behavior of the purely functional core of the
language (hiei�-terms), which also corresponds to proofs in propositional
logic. This seminal work has lead to an extremely successful series of seman-
tics: by relaxing in various ways the innocence constraint on strategies, it
became suddenly possible to generalize this characterization to PCF pro-
grams extended with imperative features such as references, control, non-
determinism, etc.

Unfortunately, these constraints are quite speci�c to game semantics and
remain di�cult to link with other areas of computer science or algebra. They
are moreover very subtle and combinatorial and thus sometimes di�cult to
work with. This work is an attempt to �nd new ways to describe the behavior
of proofs.
Generating instead of restricting. In this paper, we introduce a game
semantics capturing dependencies induced by quantifiers in first-order propo-
sitional logic, forming a strict monoidal category called Games. Instead
of characterizing de�nable strategies of the model by restricting to strate-
gies satisfying particular conditions, we show here that we can equivalently
use a kind of converse approach. We show how to generate de�nable strate-
gies by giving a presentation of those strategies: a �nite set of de�nable
strategies can be used to generate all de�nable strategies by composition
and tensoring, and the equality between strategies obtained this way can
be �nitely axiomatized.

What we mean precisely by a presentation is a generalization of the usual
notion of presentation of a monoid to monoidal categories. For example,
consider the additive monoidN2=N�N. It admits the presentation hpanglej
p; q j qp= p q i, where p and q are two generators and qp= p q is a relation
between two elements of the free monoid M on fp; qg. This means that N2

is isomorphic to the free monoid M on the two generators, quotiented by
the smallest congruence � (wrt multiplication) such that q p� p q. More
generally, a (strict) monoidal category C (such as Games) can be presented
by a polygraph, consisting of typed generators in dimension 1 and 2 and
relations in dimension 3, such that the category C is monoidally equivalent to
the free monoidal category on the generators, quotiented by the congruence
generated by the relations.
Reasoning locally. The usefulness of our construction is both theoretic
and practical. It reveals that the essential algebraic structure of depen-
dencies induced by quanti�ers is a polarized variation of the well-known
structure of bialgebra, thus bridging game semantics and algebra. It also
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proves very useful from a technical point of view: this presentation allows
us to reason locally about strategies. In particular, it enables us to deduce
a posteriori that these strategies actually compose, which is not trivial, and
it also enables us to deduce that the strategies of the category Games are
de�nable (one only needs to check that generators are de�nable). Finally,
the presentation gives a �nite description of the category, that we can hope
to manipulate with a computer, paving the way for a series of new tools to
automate the study of semantics of programming languages.

A game semantics capturing �rst-order causality. Game semantics
has revealed that proofs in logic describe particular strategies to explore
formulas, or more generally sequents. Namely, a formula (or a sequent) is a
syntactic tree expressing in which order its connectives must be introduced
in cut-free proofs. In this sense, it can be seen as the rules of a game whose
moves correspond to connectives. For instance, consider a sequent of the
form

8x:P ` 8y:9z:Q (1)

where P and Q are propositional formulas which may contain free variables.
When searching for a proof of (1), the 8y quanti�cation must be introduced
before the 9z quanti�cation, and the 8x quanti�cation can be introduced
independently. Here, introducing an existential quanti�cation on the right
of a sequent should be thought as playing a Proponent move (the strategy
gives a witness for which the formula holds) and introducing an universal
quanti�cation as playing an Opponent move (the strategy receives a term
from its environment, for which it has to show that the formula holds);
introducing a quanti�cation on the left of a sequent is similar but with
polarities inverted since it is the same as introducing the dual quanti�cation
on the right of the sequent. So, the game associated to the formula (1) will be
the partial order on the �rst-order quanti�cations appearing in the formula,
depicted below (to be read from the top to the bottom):

hxymatrix@Ri=4 e x@C=4 e x8x har@*j¡jdi8y
9z (2)

This partial order is sometimes called the syntactic partial order generated
by the sequent. Possible proofs of sequent (1) in �rst-order propositional
logic are of one of the three following shapes:

hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j ��� j P [t/x] ` Q [t 0/z]i j P [t/

x]` 9z:Qi jP [t/x] ` 8y:9z:Qij8x:P ` 8y:9z:Qi hinferrule jhinferrule j
hinferrule j hinferrule j ��� j P [t/x] ` Q [t 0/z]i j P [t/x] ` 9z:Qi j 8x:P ` 9z:Qi j
8x:P ` 8y:9z:Qi hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j ��� j P [t/

x]`Q [t 0/z]ij8x:P `Q [t 0/z]ij8x:P `9z:Qij8x:P `8y:9z:Qi
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where P [t/x] denotes the formula P where every occurrence of the free
variable x has been replaced by the term t. These proofs introduce the
connectives in the orders depicted respectively below

hxymatrix@Ri=4 e x@C =4 e xhar@*j¡jdi8x
har@*j¡jdi8y
9z

hxymatrix@Ri=4 e x@C =4 e xhar@*j¡jdi8y
har@*j¡jdi8x
9z

hxymatrix@Ri=4 e x@C =4 e xhar@*j¡jdi8y
har@*j¡jdi9z
8x

which are all total orders extending the partial order of the game (2): these
correspond to the plays in the strategies interpreting the proofs in the game
semantics. In this sense, they have more dependencies between moves: proofs
add causal dependencies between connectives.

Some sequentializations induced by proofs are not really relevant. For
example consider a proof of the form

hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulej�jP `QijP `8y:Qij9x:P `8y:Qi

The order in which the introduction rules of the universal and existential
quanti�cations are introduced is not really signi�cant here since this proof
might always be reorganized into the proof

hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulej�jP `Qij9x:P `Qij9x:P `8y:Qi

by �permuting� the introduction rules. Similarly, the following permutations
of rules are always possible:

hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j � j P [t/x] ` Q [u/ y]i j P [t/x] ` 9y:Qi j
8x:P ` 9y:Qi hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j � j P [t/x] ` Q [u/ y]i j
8x:P ` Q [u/ y]i j 8x:P ` 9y:Qihqtandihinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j � j
P [t/x]`QijP [t/x]`8y:Qij8x:P `8y:Qi hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulej�j
P [t/x]`Qij8x:P `Qij8x:P `8y:Qi

Interestingly, the permutation

hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulej� jP `Q [t/y]ijP ` 9y:Qij9x:P `9y:Qi  
hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulej�jP `Q [t/y]ij9x:P `Q [t/y]ij9x:P `9y:Qi
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is only possible if the term t used in the introduction rule of the 9y connec-
tive does not have x as free variable. If the variable x is free in t then the rule
introducing 9y can only be used after the rule introducing the 9x connective.
Now, the sequent 9x:P `9y:Q will be interpreted by the following game

hcpd�nputjd e pe x 0:psi

Whenever the 9y connective depends on the 9x connective (hieiwhenever x
is free in the witness term t provided for y), the strategy corresponding to
the proof will contain a causal dependency, which will be depicted by an
oriented wire

hcpd�nputjd e pex:psi

and we sometimes say that the move 9x justi�es the move 9y. A simple
further study of permutability of introduction rules of �rst-order quanti�ers
shows that this is the only kind of relevant dependencies. These permuta-
tions of rules where the motivation for the introduction of non-alternating
asynchronous game semantics [?], where plays are considered modulo certain
permutations of consecutive moves. However, we focus here on causality
and de�ne strategies by the dependencies they induce on moves (a precise
description of the relation between these two points of view was investigated
in [?]). They are also very closely related to the motivations for the intro-
duction of Hintikka's games and independence friendly logic [?].

We thus build a strict monoidal category whose objects are games and
whose morphisms are strategies, in which we can interpret formulas and
proofs in the connective-free fragment of �rst-order propositional logic, and
write Games for the subcategory of de�nable strategies. One should thus
keep in mind the following correspondences while reading this paper:

category logic game semantics combinatorial objects
object formula game syntactic order

morphism proof strategy justi�cation order
This paper is devoted to the construction of a presentation for this

category. We introduce formally the notion of presentation of a monoidal
category in Section 1 and recall some useful classical algebraic structures
in Section 2. Then, we give a presentation of the category of relations in
Section 3 and extend this presentation to the category Games, that we
de�ne formally in Section 4.

1 Presentations of monoidal categories

We recall here brie�y some basic de�nitions in category theory. The inter-
ested reader can find a more detailed presentation of these concepts in
MacLane's reference book [?].

Presentations of monoidal categories 5



Monoidal categories. A monoidal category (C ; 
; I) is a category C
together with a functor


: C �C!C

and natural isomorphisms

�A;B;C: (A
B)
C!A
 (B 
C)htcommai �A: I 
A!Ahqtandi�A:A

I!A

satisfying coherence axioms [?]. A symmetric monoidal category C is a
monoidal category C together with a natural isomorphism


A;B:A
B!B 
A

satisfying coherence axioms and such that 
B;A � 
A;B=A
B . A monoidal
category C is strictly monoidal when the natural isomorphisms �, � and �
are identities. For the sake of simplicity, in the rest of this paper we only
consider strict monoidal categories. Formally, it can be shown that it is not
restrictive, using MacLane's coherence theorem [?]: every monoidal category
is monoidally equivalent to a strict one.

A (strict) monoidal functor F :C!D between two strict monoidal cate-
gories C and D is a functor F between the underlying categories such that
F (A
B)=F (A)
F (B) for every objects A and B of C, and F (I)= I. A
monoidal natural transformation �:F!G between two monoidal functors F ;
G:C!D is a natural transformation between the underlying functors F and
G such that �A
B= �A
 �B for every objects A and B of C, and �I=I . Two
monoidal categories C and D are monoidally equivalent when there exists a
pair of monoidal functors F :C!D and G:D!C and two invertible monoidal
natural transformations �: IdhmathcaliC!GF and ":FG! IdhmathcaliD.

Monoidal theories. A monoidal theory T is a strict monoidal category
whose objects are the natural integers, such that the tensor product on
objects is the addition of integers. By an integer n

�
, we mean here the �nite

ordinal n
�
= f0; 1; :::; n ¡ 1g and the addition is given by m

�
+ n
�
=m+n

(we will simply write n instead of n
�
in the following). An algebra F of a

monoidal theory T in a strict monoidal category C is a strict monoidal
functor from T to C; we write Alg

T
C for the category of algebras from T to C

and monoidal natural transformations between them. Monoidal theories are
sometimes called PRO, this terminology was introduced by MacLane in [?]
as an abbreviation for �category with products�. They generalize equational
theories � or Lawere theories [?] � in the sense that operations are typed and
can moreover have multiple outputs as well as multiple inputs, and are not
necessarily cartesian but only monoidal.
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Presentations of monoidal categories. We now recall the notion of pre-
sentation of a monoidal category by the means of typed 1- and 2-dimensional
generators and relations.

Suppose that we are given a set E1 whose elements are called atomic
types or generators for objects. We write E1� for the free monoid on the
set E1 and i1:E1!E1

� for the corresponding injection; the product of this
monoid is written 
. The elements of E1� are called types. Suppose more-
over that we are given a set E2, whose elements are called generators (for
morphisms), together with two functions s1; t1: E2! E1

�, which to every
generator associate a type called respectively its source and target . We call
a signature such a 4-uple (E1; s1; t1; E2):

hvcenter j hxymatrix@Ci=7ex@R =

7ex
E1har*jdii1 har@i<¡0.7 e x> [d l]s1har@i<0.7 e x> [d l]t1E2
E1
� i

Every such signature (E1; s1; t1;E2) generates a free strict monoidal category
E , whose objects are the elements of E1� and whose morphisms are formal
composite and formal tensor products of elements of E2, quotiented by
suitable laws imposing associativity of composition and tensor and compat-
ibility of composition with tensor, see [?]. If we write E2� for the morphisms
of this category and i2:E2!E2

� for the injection of the generators into this
category, we get a diagram

hvcenter j hxymatrix@Ci=7ex@R =

7ex
E1har*jdii1 har@i<¡0.7 e x> [d l]s1har@i<0.7 e x> [d l]t1E2har*jdii2
E1
� har@i<¡0.7 e x> [l]s1� har@i<0.7 e x> [l]t1

� E2
� i

in hSeti together with a structure of monoidal category E on the graph

hxymatrix@Ci=10 e x@R= 10 e xE1� har@i<¡0.7 e x> [l]s1� har@i<0.7 e x> [l]t1
� E2

�

where the morphisms s1� ; t1� :E2�!E1
� are the morphisms (unique by univer-

sality of E2�) such that s1=s1� � i2 and t1= t1� � i2. The size jf j of a morphism
f :A!B in E2� is de�ned inductively by

jj 0 jf j 1 if f is a generator
jf1
 f2j jf1j+ jf2j jf2 � f1j jf1j+ jf2j

In particular, a morphism is of size 0 if and only if it is an identity.
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Our constructions are an instance in dimension 2 of Burroni's polygraphs
[?], and Street's 2hnbdicomputads [?], who made precise the sense in which
the generated monoidal category is free on the signature. Namely, the fol-
lowing notion of equational theory is a specialization of the de�nition of a
3-polygraph to the case where there is only one generator for 0-cells.

De�nition 1. A monoidal equational theory is a 7-uple

E=(E1; s1; t1; E2; s2; t2; E3)

where (E1; s1; t1; E2) is a signature together with a set E3 of relations and
two morphisms s2; t2:E3!E2

�, as pictured in the diagram

hvcenter j hxymatrix@C i=7ex@R =

7ex
E1har* jdii1 har@i<¡0.7 e x> [d l]s1har@i<0.7 e x> [d l]t1E2har* jdii2 har@i<¡0.7 e x> [d l]s2har@i<0.7 e x> [d l]t2E3
E1
� har@i<¡0.7 e x> [l]s1� har@i<0.7 e x> [l]t1� E2� i

such that s1� � s2= s1� � t2 and t1� � s2= t1� � t2.

Every equational theory de�nes a monoidal category E= E /� obtained
from the monoidal category E generated by the signature (E1; s1; t1; E2) by
quotienting the morphisms by the congruence � generated by the relations
of the equational theory E: it is the smallest congruence (wrt both compo-
sition and tensoring) such that s2(e)� t2(e) for every element e of E3.

We say that a monoidal equational theory E is a presentation of a strict
monoidal category M when M is monoidally equivalent to the category
E generated by E. Any monoidal category M admits a presentation (for
example, the trivial presentation with E1 the set of objects of M, E2 the
set of morphisms of M, and E3 the set of all equalities between morphisms
holding in M), which is not unique in general. In such a presentation, the
category E generated by the signature underlying E should be thought as a
category of �terms� (which will be considered modulo the relations described
by E2) and is thus sometimes called the syntactic category of E.

We sometimes informally say that an equational theory has a generator
f : A! B to mean that f is an element of E2 such that s1(f) = A and
t1(f) =B. We also say that the equational theory has a relation f = g to
mean that there exists an element e of E3 such that s2(e)= f and t2(e)= g.

We say that two equational theories are equivalent when they generate
monoidally equivalent categories. A generator f in an equational theory E

is super�uous when the equational theory E0 obtained from E by removing
the generator f and all equations involving f , is equivalent to E. Similarly,
an equation e is super�uous when the equational theory E0 obtained from
E by removing the equation e is equivalent to E. An equational theory is
minimal when it does not contain any super�uous generator or equation.
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Notice that every monoidal equational theory (E1; s1; t1; E2; s2; t2; E3)
where the set E1 is reduced to only one object f1g generates a monoidal
category which is a monoidal theory (hNi is the free monoid on one object),
thus giving a notion of presentation of those categories.
Presented categories as models. Suppose that a strict monoidal cat-
egory M is presented by an equational theory E, generating a category
E=E /� . The proof that E presentsM can generally be decomposed in two
parts:

1. M is a model of the equational theory E: there exists a functor M :
E!M. This amounts to checking that there exists a functor M 0:
E !M such that for all morphisms f ; g:A!B in E , f � g implies
M 0 f =M 0 g.

2. M is a fully-complete model of the equational theory E: the functor
M is full and faithful.

We sometimes say that a morphism f :A!B of E represents the morphism
Mf:MA!MB of M.

Usually, the �rst point is a straightforward veri�cation. Proving that
the functor M is full and faithful often requires more work. In this paper,
we use the methodology introduced by Burroni [?] and re�ned by Lafont [?].
We �rst de�ne canonical forms which are canonical representatives of the
equivalence classes of morphisms of E under the congruence � generated
by the relations of E. Proving that every morphism is equal to a canonical
form can be done by induction on the size of the morphisms. Then, we show
that the functor M is full and faithful by showing that the canonical forms
are in bijection with the morphisms of M.

It should be noted that this is not the only technique to prove that an
equational theory presents a monoidal category. In particular, Joyal and
Street have used topological methods [?] by giving a geometrical construction
of the category generated by a signature, in which morphisms are equiv-
alence classes under continuous deformation of progressive plane diagrams
(we give some more details about those diagrams, also called string dia-
grams, later on). Their work is for example extended by Baez and Langford
in [?] to give a presentation of the 2-category of 2-tangles in 4 dimensions.
The other general methodology the author is aware of, is given by Lack
in [?], by constructing elaborate monoidal theories from simpler monoidal
theories. Namely, a monoidal theory can be seen as a monad in a par-
ticular span bicategory, and monoidal theories can therefore be �composed�
given a distributive law between their corresponding monads. We chose
not to use those methods because, even though they can be very helpful
to build intuitions, they are di�cult to formalize and even more to mech-
anize: we believe indeed that some of the tedious proofs given in this paper
could be somewhat automated, a �rst step in this direction was given in [?]
where we describe an algorithm to compute critical pairs in polygraphic
rewriting systems of dimension 2.
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String diagrams. String diagrams provide a convenient way to represent
and manipulate the morphisms in the category generated by a presentation.
Given an objectM in a strict monoidal category C, a morphism �:M 
M!
M can be drawn graphically as a device with two inputs and one output of
type M as follows:

hcpd�nputjmu l tml a b e l:psi or simply as hcpd�nputjmu l tm:psi

when it is clear from the context which morphism of typeM 
M!M we are
picturing (we sometimes even omit the source and target of the morphisms).
Similarly, the identity M:M!M (which we sometimes simply writeM) can
be pictured as a wire

hcpd�nputji dm:psi

The tensor f 
 g of two morphisms f :A!B and g:C!D is obtained by
putting the diagram corresponding to f above the diagram corresponding
to g. So, for instance, the morphism �
M can be drawn diagrammatically
as

hcpd�nputjmu l txi dm:psi

Finally, the composite g� f :A!C of two morphisms f :A!B and g:B!C
can be drawn diagrammatically by putting the diagram corresponding to g
at the right of the diagram corresponding to f and �linking the wires�. The
diagram corresponding to the morphism � � (�
M) is thus

hcpd�nputjmu l ta s s o clm:psi

Suppose that (E1; s1; t1; E2) is a signature. Every element f of E2 such that

s1(f)=A1
 ���
Amhqtandit1(f)=B1
���
Bn
where the Ai and Bi are elements of E1, can be similarly represented by a
diagram

hcpd�nputjs i g n a t u r ef:psi

where wires correspond to generators for objects and circled points to genera-
tors for morphisms. Bigger diagrams can be constructed from these diagrams
by composing and tensoring them, as explained above. Joyal and Street
have shown in details in [?] that the category of those diagrams, modulo
continuous deformations, is precisely the free category generated by a sig-
nature (which they call a �tensor scheme�). For example, the equality

(M 
 �) � (�
M 
M)hqeqi(�
M) � (M 
M 
 �)

in the category C of the above example, which holds because of the axioms
satis�ed in any monoidal category, can be shown by continuously deforming
the diagram on the left-hand side below into the diagram on the right-hand
side:

hcpd�nputjmuxmur:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmuxmul:psi
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All the equalities satis�ed in any monoidal category generated by a signature
have a similar geometrical interpretation. And conversely, any deformation
of diagrams corresponds to an equality of morphisms in monoidal categories.

2 Algebraic structures

In this section, we recall the categorical formulation of some well-known alge-
braic structures, the most fundamental in this work being maybe the notion
of bialgebra. We give those de�nitions in the setting of a strict monoidal
category which is not required to be symmetric. We suppose that (C ;
; I)
is a strict monoidal category, �xed throughout the section.
Symmetric objects. A symmetric object of C is an object S together with
a morphism


:S 
S!S 
S

called symmetry and pictured as

hcpd�nputjs yms:psi (3)

such that the diagrams

\xymatrix{
S\otimes S\otimes

S\ar[d]_{S\otimes\gamma}\ar[r]^{\gamma\otimes S}&S\otimes

S\otimes S\ar[r]^{S\otimes\gamma}&S\otimes S\otimes

S\ar[d]^{\gamma\otimes S}\\

S\otimes S\otimes S\ar[r]_{\gamma\otimes S}&S\otimes

S\otimes S\ar[r]_{S\otimes\gamma}&S\otimes S\otimes S\\

}

and

\xymatrix{
&S\otimes S\ar[dr]^{\gamma}&\\

S\otimes S\ar[ur]^{\gamma}\ar[rr]_{S\otimes S}&&S\otimes
S\\

}

commute. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjy a n gb a x t e rr:psi hqeqi hcpd�nputjy a n gb a x t e rl:psi
hcpd�nputjs yms ym:psi hqeqi hcpd�nputji dxi d:psi

(4)

(the �rst equation is sometimes called the Yang-Baxter equation for braids).
In particular, in a symmetric monoidal category, every object is canonically
equipped with a structure of symmetric object.
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Monoids. A monoid (M; �; �) in C is an object M together with two mor-
phisms

�:M 
M!Mhqtandi�: I!M

called respectively multiplication and unit and pictured respectively as

hcpd�nputjmu l tm:psihqtandihcpd�nputjun i tm:psi (5)

such that the diagrams

hvxymj
M 
M 
Mhar*jdiM
�har*jri¡�
M M 
Mhar*jdi�

M 
Mhar*jri� M
ihtandihvxymj

har*jd riMI 
Mhar*jri�
M M 
Mhar*jdi� har*jliM
�M 
 Ihar*jd liM
M

i

commute. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjmu l ta s s o cl:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l ta s s o cr:psi
hcpd�nputjmu l tun i tl:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l tun i tc:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l tun i tr:psi

(6)

A symmetric monoid is a monoid equipped with a symmetry morphism 
:
M 
M!M 
M which is compatible with the operations of the monoid in
the sense that it makes the diagrams

\xymatrix{

&M\otimes M\ar[dr]^{\gamma}&\\

M\ar[ur]^{\eta\otimes M}\ar[rr]_{\eta\otimes M}&&M\otimes M\\
}

\xymatrix{

&M\otimes M\ar[dr]^{\gamma}&\\

M\ar[ur]^{M\otimes\eta}\ar[rr]_{M\otimes\eta}&&M\otimes M\\
}

commute. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjmu l ts ymrna tr:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l ts ymrna tl:psi
hcpd�nputje t as ymrna tl:psihqeqihcpd�nputje t as ymrna tr:psi

(7)

are satis�ed, as well as the equations obtained by turning the diagrams
upside-down. A commutative monoid is a symmetric monoid such that the
diagram

hvxymj
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M 
Mhar*jd ri�
M 
Mhar*ju ri
har*jr ri� M

i

commutes. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjmu l tc omm:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l t:psi (8)

In particular, a commutative monoid in a symmetric monoidal category is a
commutative monoid whose symmetry corresponds to the symmetry of the
category: 
= 
M;M. In this case, the equations (7) can always be deduced
from the naturality of the symmetry of the monoidal category.

A comonoid (M;�; ") in C is an object M together with two morphisms

�:M!M 
Mhqtandi":M! I

respectively drawn as

hcpd�nputjc omu l tm:psihqqtandihcpd�nputjc o un i tm:psi (9)

satisfying dual coherence diagrams. Similarly, the notions symmetric
comonoid and cocommutative comonoid can be de�ned by duality.

The de�nition of a monoid can be reformulated internally, in the lan-
guage of equational theories:

De�nition 2. The equational theory of monoids M has one generator for
objects 1 and two generators for morphisms �: 2! 1 and �: 0! 1 subject to
the three relations

� � (�
1 )hqeqi� � (1
�)
� � (�
1 )hqeqi1hqeqi� � (1
�)

(10)

The equations (10) correspond precisely to the equations for a monoid
object (8). If we write M for the monoidal category generated by the equa-
tional theory M, the algebras of M in a strict monoidal category C are
precisely its monoids: the category Alg

M
C of algebras of the monoidal theory

M in C is monoidally equivalent to the category of monoids in C. Sim-
ilarly, all the algebraic structures introduced in this section can be de�ned
using algebraic theories.

Remark 3. The presentations given here are not necessarily minimal. For
example, in the theory of commutative monoids one equation for units of
monoids ( 5) is derivable from the equation ( ?), one of the equations ( 7)
and one of the equations for units of monoids ( 5):

hcpd�nputjmultunitr:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmultunitrsym:psihqeqihcpd�nputj
mu l tun i tl:psihqeqihcpd�nputjmu l tun i tc:psi

A minimal presentation of this equational theory with three generators and
seven equations is given in [ ?]. However, not all the equational theories
introduced in this paper have a known presentation which is proved to be
minimal.

Algebraic structures 13



Bialgebras. A bialgebra (B; �; �; �; "; 
) in C is an object B together with
�ve morphisms

� B 
B!B � I!B
� B!B 
B " B! I

htandi

:B 
B!B 
B

such that 
:B
B!B
B is a symmetry for B, (B; �; �; 
) is a symmetric
monoid and (B; �; "; 
) is a symmetric comonoid. The morphism 
 is thus
pictured as in (3), � and � as in (5), and � and " as in (9). Those two
structures should be coherent, in the sense that the diagrams

should commute. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjh o p fl:psi= hcpd�nputjho p fr:psi
hcpd�nputjc o un i tmu l t:psi= hcpd�nputjc o u n i txc o u n i t:psi hcpd�nputjc omu l tun i t:psi= hcpd�nputjun i txun i t

should be satis�ed.
A bialgebra is commutative (hrespicocommutative) when the induced

symmetric monoid (B; �; �; 
) (hrespisymmetric comonoid (B; �; "; 
)) is
commutative (hrespicocommutative), and bicommutative when it is both
commutative and cocommutative. A bialgebra is qualitative when the dia-
gram

\xymatrix{

&B\otimes B\ar[dr]^{\mu}&\\

B\ar[ur]^{\delta}\ar[rr]_{B}&&B

}

commutes. Graphically,

hcpd�nputjr e ll:psihqeqihcpd�nputjr e lr:psi (12)

De�nition 4. We write B for the equational theory of bicommutative
bialgebras. It has one generator for objects 1, �ve generators for morphisms

� 2! 1 � 0! 1
� 1! 2 " 1! 0

htandi

: 2! 2

and twenty-two relations: the two relations of symmetry ( 4), the eight
relations of commutative monoids ( 8) ( 7) ( ?), the eight relations of cocom-
mutative comonoids which are dual of ( 8) ( 7) ( ?), and the four compatibility
relations for bialgebras ( 11).

We also write R for the equational theory of qualitative bicommutative
bialgebras which is de�ned as B, with the relation ( 12) added.
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Dual objects. An object L of C is said to be left dual to an object R when
there exists two morphisms

�: I!R
Lhqtandi":L
R! I

called respectively the unit and the counit of the duality and respectively
pictured as

hcpd�nputja d jun i tl r:psihqtandihcpd�nputja d jc o u n i tl r:psi

making the diagrams

hvxym j
L
R
Lhar*jd ri"
L

Lhar*ju riL
�har*jr riL L ihqtandihvxym j

R
L
Rhar*jd riR
"
Rhar*ju ri�
Rhar*jr riR R i

commute. Graphically,

hcpd�nput jz i gz a gl:psi= hcpd�nput j i dL:psihqtandihcpd�nput jz i gz a gr:psi=
hcpd�nputji dR:psi

We write D for the equational theory associated to dual objects.

Remark 5. If C is a category, two dual objects in the monoidal category
End(C) of endofunctors of C, with tensor product given on objects by com-
position of functors, are adjoint endofunctors of C. The theory of adjoint
functors in a 2-category is described precisely in [ ?], the de�nition of D is
a specialization of this construction to the case where there is only one 0-cell.

3 Presenting the category of relations
We now introduce a presentation of the category hReli of �nite ordinals
and relations, by re�ning presentations of simpler categories. This result is
mentioned in Examples 6 and 7 of [?] and is proved in three di�erent ways
in [?], [?] and [?]. The methodology adopted here to build this presentation
has the advantage of being simple to check (although very repetitive) and
can be extended to give the presentation of the category of games and
strategies described in Section 19.
The simplicial category. The simplicial category � is the monoidal
theory whose morphisms f :m! n are the monotone functions from m to
n. It has been known for a long time that this category is closely related
to the notion of monoid, see [?] or [?] for example. This result can be for-
mulated as follows:
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Property 6. The monoidal category � is presented by the equational theory
of monoids M.

In this sense, the simplicial category � impersonates the notion of monoid.
We extend here this result to more complex categories.
Multirelations. A multirelation R between two �nite sets A and B is a
function R:A�B!hNi. It can be equivalently be seen as a multiset whose
elements are in A�B or as a matrix over hNi, or as a span

hxymatrix@Ci=2 e x@R=2 e x har*jd lisRhar*jd rit
A B

in the category FinSet of �nite sets � for the latest case, the multiset
representation can be recovered from the span by

R(a; b)hqeqijhsetofje2Rhtqis(e)= ahtandit(e)= bij

for every element (a; b) 2 A � B. If R1: A! B and R2: B! C are two
multirelations, their composition is de�ned by

R2 �R1(a; c)hqeqi
X
b2B

R1(a; b)�R2(b; c)htdoti

This corresponds to the usual composition of matrices if we see R1 and R2
as matrices over hNi, and as the span obtained by computing the pullback

hxymatrix@Ci=2 e x@R=2 e x har*jd liR2 �R1har*jd ri
har*jd lis1R1har*jd ri

t1 har*jd lis2R2har*jd ri
t2

A B C

if we see R1 and R2 as spans in hSeti. The cardinal jRj of a multirelation
R:A!B is the sum

jRjhqeqi
X

(a;b)2A�B
R(a; b)

of its coe�cients. We writeMRel for the monoidal theory of multirelations:
its objects are �nite ordinals and morphisms are multirelations between
them. It is a strict symmetric monoidal category with the tensor product 

de�ned on objects and morphisms by disjoint union, and thus a monoidal
theory. In this category, the object 1 can be equipped with the obvious
structure of bicommutative bialgebra

(1; R�; R�; R�; R") (13)
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In this structure, R�: 2! 1 is the multirelation de�ned by R�(i; 0) = 1 for
i=0 or i=1, R�: 1!2 is the multirelation dual to R�, and R�: 0!1 and R":
1! 0 are uniquely de�ned by the fact that the object 0 is both initial and
terminal in MRel. We now show that the category of multirelations is pre-
sented by the equational theory B of bicommutative bialgebras. We write B
for the syntactic category of B (hieithe monoidal category generated by the
underlying signature of B), so that B/� is the monoidal category generated
byB, where� is the congruence generated by the relations ofB. The bicom-
mutative bialgebra structure (13) induces an �interpretation functor� I:B!
MRel such that I(1) = 1, I(�) =R�, I(�) =R�, I(�) =R� and I(") =R".
Since, the morphisms (13) satisfy the equations of bicommutative bialgebra,
the interpretations of two morphisms of B related by � will be equal. The
interpretation functor thus extends to a functor I /�:B/�
!MRel.

Example 7. Consider the morphism

((�
 �
 1) � (1
 �) � (�
 "))
 1hqcoloni3! 4

of B whose graphical representation is

hcpd�nputji n t p:psi (14)

Its interpretation is the multirelation

((R�
R�
 1) � (1
R�) � (R�
R"))
 1 (15)

This multirelation is a function 3�4!hNi (where 3 and 4 are respectively
the sets f0;1;2g and f0;1;2;3g) and can thus be represented as the following
hNi-valued matrix of size 3� 4:0@ 2 0 1 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1

1A
This matrix is computed by evaluating the formula ( 15) but has in fact a
very natural interpretation if we consider the string diagrammatic represen-
tation ( 14) of the morphism: an entry (i; j) of the matrix is precisely the
number of di�erent paths in wires linking the object i on the input to the
object j on the output (for example, from 0 there are two paths to 0 and one
to 2, thus the �rst line of the matrix).

For every morphism �:m+1! n in B, where m> 0, we de�ne a mor-
phism written Sm!n�:m+1!n by

Sm!n�hqeqi� � (
 
m¡1 ) (16)

Graphically,

Sm!n�hqeqihcpd�nputjg s yms:psi
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The stairs morphisms are de�ned inductively as either 1 or S�0 where �0 is
a stair, and are represented graphically as

hcpd�nputjg s ym:psi

The length of a stairs is de�ned as 0 if it is an identity 1, or as the length of
the stairs �0 plus one if it is of the form S�0. The stairs of length n+1 is
written 
n:n!n.

Morphisms � which are precanonical forms are de�ned inductively: � is
either empty or

Hm!n�0= hcpd�nputjb i a l gn fe t a:psi htori Em!n�0= hcpd�nputjb i a l gn fe p s:psi

or

Wi
m!n�0hqeqihcpd�nputjb i a l gn fmu:psi

where �:m!n is a precanonical form. In this case, we write respectively �
as Z: 0! 0 (the identity morphism 0), as Hm!n�0:m!n+1, as Em!n�0:
m+1!n or as Wi

m!n�0:m!n (where i is the length of the stairs in the
morphism). Algebraically,

Z=0 Em!n�0= "
 �0 Hm!n�0= �
 �0

and

Wi
m!n�0hqeqi(i
 �
 (n¡ 1¡ i)) � (
i
 (n¡ i)) � (1
 �0) � (�
 (m¡ 1))

Precanonical forms � are thus the well formed morphisms (where composi-
tions respect types) generated by the following grammar:

�hqgramdefiZhgramoriHm!n�hgramoriEm!n�hgramoriWi
m!n� (17)

In order to simplify the notation, we will remove the superscripts in the
following and simply write Wi� instead of Wi

m!n�.
It is easy to remark that every non-identity morphism � of a category

generated by a monoidal equational theory (such as B) can be written as
�= (m 
 � 
 n) � �0, where � is a generator, thus allowing us to reason
inductively about morphisms, by case analysis on the integer m and on the
generator �. Using this technique, we can prove that

Lemma 8. Every morphism �:m! n of B is equivalent (wrt the relation
�) to a precanonical form.

Proof. By induction on the size j�j of �.

� If j�j=0 then m= n and �=n . If n=0 then �=Z. Otherwise, we
have �=n+1=1
n=W0EHn and n is equivalent to a canonical form
by induction on n.
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� Otherwise, the morphism � is of the form �= � �  with j� j=1 and
j� j+ j j= j�j. By induction hypothesis, the morphism  is equivalent
to a canonical form. Moreover, the morphism � is of the form m1

� 
m2 where � is either �, �, �, " or 
. We show the result by dis-
tinguishing these �ve cases for � and for each case by distinguishing
whether the precanonical form of  is of the form Z, H  0, E  0

or Wi 
0.

1. Suppose that �= �.

a. If  =H 0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1=0 then we have the equivalence

hcpd�nput j b i a l gm uh11
:psihqequivihcpd�nput j

b i a l gmuh12
:psi

where  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis.

� Otherwise, the morphism � can be represented
by

hcpd�nputjb i a l gmuh21:psi

and is of the form H (((m1¡ 1)
 �
m2) �  0),
where the morphism ((m1¡ 1)
 �
m2) �  0 is
equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

b. If  =E 0 then the morphism � can be represented by

hcpd�nputjb i a l gmue:psi

and is of the form E (� �  0) where the morphism � �
 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

c. If  =Wi
0  0 then we distinguish four cases

� If m1<i¡ 1 then we have the equivalence

hcpd�nput j b i a l gm uw11:psihqequivihcpd�nput j
b i a l gmuw12

:psi

and � is of the formWi¡1 (((m1¡1
 �
m2))�
 0) where the morphism ((m1¡1
�
m2))� 0
is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

� If m1= i¡ 1 then we have the equivalences

hcpd�nput j b i a l gm uw21:psi � hcpd�nput j b i a l gm uw22:psi �

hcpd�nputjb i a l gmuw23:psi
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and we actually are in the case which is handled
just below.

� If m1= i then we have the equivalence

hcpd�nput j b i a l gm uw31:psihqequivihcpd�nput j
b i a l gmuw32

:psi

and � is of the form Wi (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis.

� If m1>i then � can be represented by

hcpd�nputjb i a l gmuw41:psi

and is of the form Wi (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis.

2. Suppose that �= �.

a. If  =Z then �=HZ which is a precanonical form.

b. If  =H 0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1=0 then �=HH 0 which is a precanonical
form.

� Otherwise, �=H (((m1¡1)
 �
m2)� 0) where
(m1¡ 1)
 � 
m2 is equivalent to a precanon-
ical form by induction hypothesis.

c. If  =E 0 then �=E (� �  0) where the morphism � �
 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

d. If  =Wi 
0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1� i then ��Wi+1 (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis.

� Otherwise, �=Wi(�� 0) where the morphism ��
 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induc-
tion hypothesis.

3. Suppose that �= �.

a. If  =H 0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1= 0 then ��HH  0 where  0 is a pre-
canonical form.

� Otherwise, ��H (((m1¡1)
�
m2)� 0)where
((m1¡ 1)
 � 
m2) �  0 is equivalent to a pre-
canonical form by induction hypothesis.
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b. If  = E  0 then �= E (� �  0) where the morphism
� � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis

c. If  =Wi 0 the we distinguish three cases.

� If m1< i then ��Wi+1 (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis

� If m1 = i then ��WiWi+1 (� �  0) where the
morphism � �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical
form by induction hypothesis.

� Otherwise, �=Wi (� �  0) where the morphism
� �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis.

4. Suppose that �= ".

a. If  =H 0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1=0 then ��  0 where the morphism  0 is
a precanonical form.

� Otherwise,  =H (((m1¡1)
"
m2)� 0) where
((m1¡ 1)
 "
m2) �  0 is equivalent to a pre-
canonical form by induction hypothesis.

b. If  = E  0 then �= E (� �  0) where the morphism
� � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

c. If  =Wi 
0 then we distinguish three cases.

� If m1< i then ��Wi¡1 (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis.

� If m1= i then ��E (�� 0) where the morphism
� �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis.

� Otherwise, �=Wi (� �  0) where the morphism
� �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis.

5. Suppose that �= 
.

a. If  =H 0 then we distinguish two cases.

� If m1=0 then �� ((1
 �
m2) �  0) where the
morphism (1
 � 
m2) �  0 is equivalent to a
precanonical form by induction hypothesis.

� Otherwise, �=H (� �  0) where the morphism
� �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis.
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b. If  = E  0 then �= E (� �  0) where the morphism
� � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

c. If  =Wi 0 then we distinguish four cases.

� If m1<i¡1 then ��Wi (� �  0) where the mor-
phism � � 0 is equivalent to a precanonical form
by induction hypothesis.

� If m1= i¡1 then ��Wi¡1(((m1+1)
 

m2)�
 0) where the morphism ((m1+1)
 

m2)� 0
is equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

� If m1= i then ��Wi+1 (((m1+1)
 

m2)� 0)
where the morphism ((m1+1)
 
 
m2) �  0 is
equivalent to a precanonical form by induction
hypothesis.

� Otherwise, �=Wi (� �  0) where the morphism
� �  0 is equivalent to a precanonical form by
induction hypothesis. �

The canonical forms are precanonical forms which are normal wrt the
following rewriting system:

HWi Wi+1H
HE EH

WiWj WjWi when i < j
(18)

when considered as words generated by the grammar (17). It is routine
veri�cations to show that two precanonical forms � and  such that �
rewrites to  are equivalent. This rewriting system thus provides us with a
notion of canonical form for precanonical forms:

Lemma 9. The rewriting system ( 18) is normalizing.

Proof. We �rst show that the rewriting system is terminating by de�ning
an interpretation of precanonical forms into hNi�hNi, ordered lexicograph-
ically. This interpretation J¡K is de�ned on generators by

JZK=(0; 0) JHK=(0; 0) JEK=(1; 0) JWiK=(1; i)

and on composition and identities by

JG�F K=(JGK1+2� JF1K; JGK2+2� JF K2)hqtandiJK=(0; 0)

where F and G are such that JF K=(JF K1; JF K2) and JGK=(JGK1; JGK2). It
can be remarked that the rules are strictly decreasing wrtthis interpretation:

JHWiK=(2; 2 i)> (1; i)= JWiHK JHEK=(2; 0)> (1; 0)= JEHK
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and

JWiWjK=(3; i+2 j)> (3; j+2 i)= JWjWiK

The rewriting system is therefore terminating. It moreover locally con�uent,
since the two critical pairs are joinable:

hvxymj

har*jd liWiWjWkhar*jd ri
WjWiWkhar*jdi WiWkWjhar*jdi
WjWkWihar*jd ri WkWiWkhar*jd li

WkWjWi

i hvxymj

har*jd liHWiWjhar*jd r
Wi+1HWjhar*jdi
Wi+1Wj+1Hhar*jd ri

Wj+1Wi+1H

with i < j <k with i < j

The rewriting system being terminating, it is thus con�uent. �

Remark 10. Canonical forms are the precanonical forms of the form

Wikn
n ���Wi1

nE ��� ���Wik1
1 ���Wi1

1EH ���HZ (19)

with i1
p� :::� ikp

p , for every p such that 1� p�n.

From Lemmas 8 and 9, we can �nally deduce that every morphism of
the category B is equivalent to an unique canonical form.

Lemma 11. The interpretation functor I /�:B/�!MRel is full.

Proof. We show the result by showing that the functor I:B!MRel is full,
hieithat every multirelation R:m!n is the image of a precanonical form �:
m!n in B, by induction on m and on the cardinal jRj of R.

1. If m=0 thenR is the interpretation of the precanonical formH :::HZ,
with n occurrences of H.

2. If m> 0 and for every j < n, R(0; j) = 0 then R is of the form R=
R" 
 R0, where R0:m ¡ 1! n is the multirelation such that R0(i;
j)=R (i+1; j). By induction hypothesis, R0 is the interpretation of
a precanonical form �0 and R is therefore the interpretation of the
precanonical form E�0.

3. Otherwise, we necessarily have n=/ 0 and there exists and index k 0

such that R(0; k) =/ 0. We write k for the greatest such index. The
multirelation R is of the form

Rhqeqi(k
R�
n¡ 1¡ k) � (R
k
n¡ k) � (1
R0) � (R�
m¡ 1)

Where R0:m!n is the multirelation de�ned by R0(0; k)=R(0; k)¡1
and R0(i; j) =R(i; j) for every (i; j) =/ (0; k). The multirelation R0

is thus of cardinal jR0j= jRj ¡ 1 and is the interpretation of a pre-
canonical form �0:m!n by induction hypothesis. Finally, R is the
interpretation of the precanonical form Wk�

0. �
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The proof of the previous lemma provides us with an algorithm which,
given a multirelation R, builds a precanonical form � whose interpretation
is R. The execution of this algorithm consists in enumerating the coe�cients
of the multirelation column after column. We suppose given a multirela-
tion R:m!n. In pseudo-code, the algorithm can be written as follows:
for i=0 to m¡ 1 do
hnulli for j=n¡ 1 downto 0 do
hnulli for k=0 to R(i; j) do
hnulli print �Wj�
hnulli done
hnulli print �H�
hnulli done
done
for j=0 to n¡ 1 do
hnulli print �E�
done
print �Z�

The word printed by the algorithm will be a precanonical form whose inter-
pretation is R.

Knowing the general form (19) of canonical forms, it is easy to show
that the precanonical form produced by the algorithm are actually canonical
forms. Conversely, every canonical form (19) can be read as an �enumer-
ation� of the coe�cients of a multirelation in a way similar the previous
algorithm. This shows that, in fact, multirelations R:m!n are in bijection
with the canonical forms �:m! n. A morphism of B being equivalent to
an unique canonical form, we �nally deduce that

Theorem 12. The categories B /� and MRel are isomorphic, hieithe
category MRel of natural numbers and multirelations is presented by the
theory B of bicommutative bialgebras.

Relations. The monoidal category hReli has �nite ordinals as objects and
relations as morphisms. This category can be obtained from MRel by quo-
tienting the morphisms by the equivalence relation � on multirelations such
that two multirelations R1; R2:m! n are equivalent when they have the
same null coe�cients. We can therefore easily adapt the previous presenta-
tion to show that

Theorem 13. The category hReli of relations is presented by the equational
theory R of qualitative bicommutative bialgebras.

In particular, precanonical forms are the same and canonical forms are
de�ned by adding the rule

WiWi=)Wi (20)

to the rewriting system (18), which remains normalizing.
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4 A game semantics for �rst-order causality
Suppose that we are given a �xed �rst-order language L, that is
� a set of proposition symbols P ; Q; ::: with given arities,

� a set of function symbols f ; g; ::: with given arities,

� and a set of �rst-order variables x; y; :::.

Terms t and formulas A are respectively generated by the following gram-
mars:

t hqgramdefi xhgramorif(t; :::; t)
A hqgramdefi P (t; :::; t)hgramori8x:Ahgramori9x:A

(we only consider formulas without connectives here). We suppose that
application of propositions and functions always respect arities. Formulas
are considered modulo renaming of bound variables and substitution A [t/x]
of a free variable x by a term t in a formula A is de�ned as usual, avoiding
capture of variables. In the following, we sometimes omit the arguments of
propositions when they are clear from the context. We also suppose given a
set Ax of axioms, that is pairs of propositions, which is re�exive, transitive
and closed under substitution (so that the obtained logic has the cut-elim-
ination property). The logic associated to these formulas has the following
inference rules:

hinferrulejA [t/x]`Bj8x:A`Bj(8¡L)i hinferrulejA`BjA`8x:Bj(8¡R)i[0]
(with x not free in A)[0]

hinferrulejA`Bj9x:A`Bj(9¡L)i hinferrulejA`B [t/x]jA`9x:Bj(9¡R)i[0]
(with x not free in B) [0]

hinferrulej(P ; Q)2AxjP `Qj(Ax)i hinferrulejA`BB `CjA`Cj(Cu t)i

Games and strategies. Games are de�ned as follows.

De�nition 14. A game A= (MA; �A;�A) consists of a set MA whose ele-
ments are called moves, a function �A from MA to f¡1;+1g which to every
move m associates its polarity, and a partial order �A on moves, called
causality or justi�cation, which should be well-founded, hiei such that every
move m2MA de�nes a �nite downward closed set

m#hqeqihsetof jn2MAhtqin�Ami

A move m is said to be a Proponent move when �A(m)=+1 and an Oppo-
nent move otherwise.

The size jAj of a game A is the cardinal of its set of moves MA.

Remark 15. More generally, games should be defined as event structures [ ?]
in order to be able to model additive connectives. We don't detail this here
since we only consider formulas without connectives.
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If A and B are two games, their tensor product A 
B is de�ned by
disjoint union on moves, polarities and causality:

MA
B=MA]MBhtcommai �A
B=�A+�Bhqtandi�A
B=�A[�B

The opposite game A� of the game A is obtained from A by inverting polar-
ities of moves:

A�=(MA;¡�A;�A)htdoti

Finally, the arrow game AhllimpiB is de�ned by

AhllimpiBhqeqiA�
Bhtdoti

A game A is �liform when the associated partial order is total (we are mostly
interested in such games in the following).

De�nition 16. A strategy � on a game A is a partial order �� on the
moves of A which satis�es the two following properties:

1. polarity: for every pair of moves m;n2MA,

m<�nhqqtimpli�A(m)=¡1hqtandi�A(n)=+1

2. acyclicity: the partial order �� is compatible with the partial order
of the game, in the sense that the transitive closure of their union is
still a partial order ( hieiis acyclic).

The size jAj of a game A is the cardinal of MA and the size j� j of a
strategy �:A is the cardinal of the relation ��.
A category of games. At this point it would be very tempting to build
a category whose

� objects are games,

� morphisms �:A!B are strategies on the game AhllimpiB.

The identity strategy A:A0!A (the apostrophe sign is only used here to
identify unambiguously the two copies of A) would be the strategy such that
for every move m in A and m0 in A0, which are instances of a same move m,
we have m0�Am whenever �A(m) = +1 and m �Am0 whenever �A(m) =
¡1 (it can easily be checked that this de�nition satis�es the axioms for
strategies). Now consider two strategies �:A!B and � :B!C. The par-
tial order �� on the set MA ]MB is relation on MA ]MB, hieia subset
of (MA]MB)2, and similarly for � . The partial order ���� corresponding
to composite � ��:A!C of the two strategies � and � would be de�ned as
the transitive closure of the relation ��[�� on MA]MB]MC restricted to
the set MA]MC. It is easily checked that identities act as neutral elements
for composition. Similar ideas for composing strategies were in particular
developed in the appendix of [?].
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For example, consider the game A with two Proponent moves m1

and m2 and the empty causality relation, the game B with two Propo-
nent moves n1 and n2 and the causality relation n1�B n2, the strategy �:
A0!A such that m1

0 ��m2 and m2
0 ��m1 and the strategy � :A!B such

that m1�� n1 and m2�� n2. Their composite is the strategy � � �: A0!
B such that m2

0 ���� n1 and m1
0 ���� n2. This can be viewed graphically

as follows:

hvxymj

A0har*jr r ri� Ahar*jr r ri� B

m1
0har@i/4ex/[r r r r] m2

0har@i//[r r] m1har@i/3ex/[r r r] m2har*jdrri n1har@*j:> jdi
n2

i  

hvxymj

A0har*jr r ri��� B
m1
0 har*jd r r ri m2

0 har@i//[r r] n1har@*j: > jdi
n2

i

In the diagram above the dotted arrows represent the causal dependencies
in the games and solid arrows the dependencies in the strategies.

However, the composite of two strategies is not necessarily a strategy!
For example consider the game A de�ned as before excepted that m1 is
now an Opponent move, the game B de�ned as before excepted that n2 is
now an Opponent move, the strategy �: 0!A (where 0 denotes the empty
game) such that m1��m2 and the strategy � :A!B such that n2��m1

and m2��n1. Their �composite� is not a strategy because it does not satisfy
the acyclicity property:

hvxym j
0har*jr r ri� Ahar*jr r ri� B

m1har@i//[r] m2har@i//[r r] n1har@*j: > jdi
har@i//[u l l l] n2

i  

hvxymj

0har*jr r ri��� B
n1har@*j: > jdi
har@i/4e x/[u]n2

i

This is a typical example of the fact that compositionality of strategies
in game semantics is often a subtle property that should be checked very
carefully.

Remark 17. A more conceptual explanation of this compositionality problem
can be given as follows. If we write P for the game with only one Proponent
move, the game A should correspond, in a model of linear logic to either the
tensor or the par of P and P �. However, we have not included in our strate-
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gies conditions which are necessary to distinguish between the interpretation
of tensor and par. This explains why we are not able to recover the composi-
tionality of the acyclicity property, which is deeply linked with the correctness
criterion of linear logic. We leave a precise investigation of this for future
works, in which we plan to extend our model to �rst-order linear logic.

Fortunately, if we restrict the previous attempt of construction of a
category, by only allowing �nite �liform games as objects, then we actually
construct a category (hieithe composite of two morphisms is a morphism)
that we writeGames. Moreover, we show that the connective-free fragment
of �rst-order propositional logic can be interpreted in this category and
that the conditions imposed on strategies characterize exactly the strategies
interpreting proofs (Theorem 26).

We could give a direct proof of the fact that Games is actually a cate-
gory. However, a direct proof of the fact that the composite of two acyclic
strategies is acyclic is combinatorial, lengthy and requires global reasoning
about strategies. This proof would show, by reductio ad absurdum, that if
the composite of two strategies contains a cycle (together with the causality
of the game) then one of the strategies already contains a cycle. So, it would
moreover not be very satisfactory in the sense that it would not be construc-
tive. Instead of proceeding in this way, we de�ne the category Games in
an abstract fashion, construct a presentation of this category, and conclude
a posteriori that in fact its only morphisms are strategies, which implies in
particular (Theorem 25) that strategies do actually compose!

We �rst de�ne a weaker notion of strategy

De�nition 18. A cyclic strategy � on a game A is a relation on the moves
of A, hieia subset of MA�MA, such that

1. the relation � is re�exive and transitive,

2. polarity: for every pair of moves m;n2MA,

m�nhqtandim=/ nhqqtimpli�A(m)=¡1hqtandi�A(n)=+1

In particular, every strategy is a cyclic strategy. From this de�nition it
is very easy to build a category CGames whose

� objects are games,

� morphisms �:A!B are strategies on the game AhllimpiB,

� identities and composition are de�ned as above.

Since the de�nition of cyclic strategy is much weaker than the notion of
strategy, it is routine to check that the category is well-de�ned. We now
de�ne the category Games as the category generated in CGames by �nite
�liform games and strategies, hieithe smallest category whose

� objects are �nite �liform games,
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� for every objects A and B, and every strategy �:AhllimpiB in the
sense of De�nition 16, we have that � is a morphism in hHomi(A;B),

� for every objects A, B and C, if � is a morphism in hHomi(A; B)
and � is a morphism in hHomi(B; C) then their composite � � � (in
the category CGames) is a morphism in hHomi(A;C).

As mentioned above, we will show in Theorem 25 that the only morphisms
of this category are actually strategies.
A monoidal structure on Games. If A and B are two games, the game
A4B (to be read A before B) is the game de�ned as AhlltensiB on moves
and polarities and �A4B is the transitive closure of the relation

�AhlltensiB[ hsetofj(a; b)htqia2MAhtandib2MBi

This operation is extended as a bifunctor on strategies as follows. If �:A!B
and � :C!D are two strategies, the strategy �4� :A4C!B4D is de�ned
as the relation ��4�=��]�� . This bifunctor induces a monoidal structure
(Games;4; I) on the category Games, where I denotes the empty game.

We write O for a game with only one Opponent move and P for a game
with only one Proponent move. It can be easily remarked that �nite �liform
games A are generated by the following grammar

AhqqgramdefiIhgramoriO4AhgramoriP4A

A game X14���4Xn4I where the Xi are either O or P is represented graph-
ically as

X1
���
Xn

and a strategy �:A!B is represented graphically by drawing a line from
a move m to a move n whenever m �� n. For example, the strategy �P :
P4P!P

hcpd�nputjmu l tP :psi

is the strategy on the game (O4O)
P in which both Opponent move of the
left-hand game justify the Proponent move of the right-hand game. When
a move does not justify (or is not justi�ed by) any other move, we draw a
line ended by a small circle. For example, the strategy "P :P! I, drawn as

hcpd�nputjc o u n i tPsma l l:psi

is the unique strategy from P to the terminal object I. With these con-
ventions, we introduce notations for some morphisms which are depicted in
Figure 1.
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hvboxj

�O O4O!O �P P4P!P

�O I!O �P I!P

�O O!O4O �P P!P4P
"O O! I "P P! I


O O4O!O4O 
P P4P!P4P
�OP I!O4P "OP P4O! I


OP : P4O!O4P
respectively drawn as
hcpd�nputjmu l tO:psi hcpd�nputjmu l tP :psi

hcpd�nputjun i tO:psi hcpd�nputjun i tP :psi

hcpd�nputjc omu l tO:psi hcpd�nputjc omu l tP :psi

hcpd�nputjc o u n i tO:psi hcpd�nputjc o u n i tP :psi

hcpd�nputjs ymO:psi hcpd�nputjs ymP :psi

hcpd�nputjun i tOP:psi hcpd�nputjc o u n i tOP:psi
hcpd�nputjs ymOP:psi

i

Figure 1. Generators of the strategies.

A game semantics. A formula A is interpreted as a �liform game JAK by

JP K= I J8x:AK=O4JAK J9x:AK=P4JAK
A cut-free proof �:A`B is interpreted as a strategy �: JAKhllimpiJBK whose
causality partial order �� is de�ned as follows. For every Proponent move
P interpreting a quanti�er introduced by a rule which is either

hinferrulejA [t/x]`Bj8x:A`Bj(8¡L)ihqqtorihinferrulejA`B [t/x]jA`9x:Bj
(9¡R)i

every Opponent move O interpreting an universal quanti�cation 8x on the
right-hand side of a sequent, or an existential quanti�cation 9x on the left-
hand side of a sequent, is such that O��P whenever the variable x is free
in the term t. For example, a proof

hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j hinferrule j hnulli jP `Q [t/z] j (Ax)i jP ` 9z:Q j
(9¡R)ij9y:P `9z:Qj(9¡L)ij9x:9y:P `9z:Qj(9¡L)i

is interpreted respectively by the strategies
hcpd�nputjs t r a te xx y:psi

hcpd�nputjs t r a te xx:psi
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hcpd�nputjs t r a te xh<jji
when the free variables of t are fx; yg; fxg or ;:
Remark 19:This interpretation could be generalized to proofs with cuts using the composition of the category

An equational theory of strategies:Wecannow introduce the equational theorywhichwill be shown to present
De�nition 20:The equational theory of strategies is the equational theoryGwith two atomic typesO andP and

� theOpponent structure

(O; �O; �O; �O; "O; 
O) (22)

is a bicommutative qualitative bialgebra;

� the objectP is left dual to the objectOwith �OP as unit and "OP as counit;

� theProponent structure (P ; �P ; �P ; �P ; "P ; 
P); aswell as themorphism 
OP ; are deduced

hcpd�nputjmu l tP :psi hcpd�nputjc omu l tOa d j:psi

hcpd�nputjc omu l tP :psi hcpd�nputjmu l tOa d j:psi

hcpd�nputjun i tP :psi hcpd�nputjc o u n i tOa d j:psi

hcpd�nputjc o u n i tP :psi hcpd�nputjun i tPa d j:psi

hcpd�nputjs ymP :psi hcpd�nputjs ymOa
d j:psi

hcpd�nputjs ymOP:psi hcpd�nputjs ymOa
d jOP:psi

Figure2:Proponent is leftdual toOpponent:

Wewrite G/� for themonoidal category generated byG: It can be noticed that the generators �P ; �P ; �P ; "P ; 


Remark 21: If we adopt the point of view of logic; the relations of Figure 2 (aswell as in fact all the relations of our

hinferrulejhinferrulejhnullij>` 0=0j(Ax)ij>`9x:x=0j(9¡R)i
and
hinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulejhinferrulejhnullij>` y= yj(Ax)ij>`9z:y= zj(9¡R)ij>`8y:9z:y=
and the second proof reduces to the �rst one by cut¡ elimination:

Lemma 22:With the notations of 20;wehave:

� (P ; �P ; �P ; �P ; "P ; 
P) is a qualitative bicommutative bialgebra;

� theYang¡Baxter equalities

hcpd�nputjy a n gb a x t e rx y zr:psihqeqihcpd�nputjy a n gb a x t e rx y zl:psi
holdwhenever (X;Y ; Z) is either (O;O;O); (P ;O;O); (P ; P ;O) or (P ; P ; P );

� the equalities

hcpd�nputjmu l ts ymrna tPl:psi= hcpd�nputjmu l ts ymrna tPr:psi
and
hcpd�nputjmu l ts ymlna tOl:psi= hcpd�nputjmu l ts ymlna tOr:psi

hold (and dually for comultiplications);

� the equalities

hcpd�nputje t as ymrna tP l:psi= hcpd�nputje t as ymrna tPr:psi
and
hcpd�nputje t as ymlna tOl:psi= hcpd�nputje t as ymlna tOr:psi

hold (and dually for counits);

� the equalities

hcpd�nputja d jc o un i tOr:psi= hcpd�nputja d jc o u n i tOl:psi
and
hcpd�nputja d jc o un i tPr:psi= hcpd�nputja d jc o u n i tPl:psi

hold (and dually for the counit of duality)
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