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Abstract

The AA-calculus is adependent type theory with both linear and intuitionistic dependent function spaces. It can be
seen to arise in two ways. Firstly, in logical frameworks, where it is the language of the RLF logical framework
and can uniformly represent linear and other relevant logics. Secondly, it is a presentation of the proof-objects of
a structural variation, with Dereliction, of a fragment of BI, the logic of bunched implications. As such, it isaso
closely related to linear logic. Bl isalogic which directly combines linear and intuitionistic implication and, in its
predicate version, has both linear and intuitionistic quantifiers. The AA-calculus is the dependent type theory which
generalizes both implications and quantifiers. In this paper, we study the categorical semantics of the AA-calculus,
gives a theory of ‘Kripke resource models', i.e. monoid-indexed sets of functorial Kripke models, in which the
monoid gives an account of resource consumption. A class of concrete, set-theoretic modelsis given by the category
of families of sets parametrized over asmall monoidal category, in which theintuitionistic dependent function space
is described in the established way, but the linear dependent function space is described using Day’s tensor product.

Keywords: Dependent type theory, categorical semantics, Kripke models, logical frameworks, sub-structural logics.

1 Introduction

A long-standing problem has been to combine type-dependency and linearity. In [17], the
present authors introduced the AA-calculus, a first-order dependent type theory with a full
linear dependent function space, as well as the usual intuitionistic dependent function space.
The AA-calculus can be seen to arise in two ways:. in logical frameworks and in linear and
bunched logics.

Logical frameworks. Logical frameworks are formal meta-logics which, inter alia, provide
languages for describing logics in a manner that is suitable for mechanical implementation.
Now, in order to describe alogical framework one must:

1. characterize the class of object-logicsto be represented;

2. give ametarlogic or language, together with its meta-logical status vis-a-vis the class of
object-logics; and

3. characterize the representation mechanism for object-logics.

The above prescription can conveniently be summarized by the slogan
Framework = Language + Representation.

We remark that these components are not entirely independent of each other.
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One representation mechanism is that of judgements-as-types, which originates from
Martin-Lof’s [21] development of Kant’'s notion of judgement [18]. The methodology of
judgements-as-typesis that judgements are represented as the type of their proofs. A logical
system is represented by a signature which assigns kinds and typesto afinite set of constants
that represent its syntax, its judgements and its rule schemes. An object-logic’'s rule and
proofs are seen as proofs of hypothetico-general judgements. Representation theorems relate
consequencein an object-logic -, to consequencein an encoded logic -y,

(X)J1(h1)s -+ s Jm(Ppm) Fp 6 T() object — consequence
U encoding
Ix,z1:J1(¢1),. .., Tm:Im(Ppm) Fe, Ms : J(¢) meta — consequence,

where X is the set of variables that occur in ¢;, ¢; J;, J are judgements; § is a proof-object
(e.g. a)-term); T'x correspondsto X ; each x; correspondsto a place-holder for the encoding
of J;; and M is ameta-logic term corresponding to the encoding of 4.

The LF logical framework consists of the AII-calculus together with the judgements-as-
types mechanism for representing logics [1, 10, 29]. One consequence of this method of
encoding isthat encoded systemsinherit the structural properties of the meta-logic. Now, the
structural strength of LF is determined by the structural strength of the AIT-calculus which, as
it stands in propositions-as-types correspondence with the {—, V}-fragment of intuitionistic
logic, admits the structural rules of weakening and contraction. Consequently, LF is able to
uniformly represent, i.e. the encoding |} is surjective on proof-objects, only logics which also
admit these structurals [34, 11].

We illustrate the use of LF by giving a brief example of how the {A, D}-fragment of
Intuitionistic Logic (IL) isuniformly represented in LF viajudgements-as-types. The natural
deduction presentation of thislogic, in which the sole judgement is concerned with the proo f
of aproposition, is as follows:

¢ proof ¢ proof N 9o A1 proof (i€{0,1}) AE
o AN proof ¢; proof
(¢)
: ¢ D ¢ proof ¢ proof
P ror.)f >
pproof . Y proof
¢ D ¢ proof

Thesignature X, begins by declaring the constant o: Type to represent the syntactic cate-
gory of propositions. We declare the constant proof:0 — Type to represent the object-logic
judgement. A proof of -, ¢ proof is represented by aterm of type proof(¢) in the meta-
logic. The representation of the syntax is completed by declaring constants for each of the
two formula constructors:

Ao —0—o0 D:0 — 0 — 0.

The object-logic rules are then represented by the following declarations, wherei € {0,1}:

AND- : II¢,¢:0. proof(¢)—proof(y)—+proof(A(¢,1)))
AND-E; : IL ¢y, p1:0.proof(A(do, d1))—proof(é;)

mMP1 2 ILp, 90 (proof (¢)—proof (¢))—proof (D (¢,¢))

IMPE : TIIg,v:0.proof(D (¢,¢))—proof (o) proof ().
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A strong representation theorem — a bijection, in fact — can be given for this encoding
since the AII-calculus has the same structural strength as IL; both admit the structural rules
of weakening and contraction. It is, in fact, for this reason that LF cannot uniformly encode
linear and other relevant logics. To illustrate this point, suppose X ;.1 is a uniform encod-
ing of intuitionistic linear logicinLF, andthat I' x,T'a by, M;:J(9) istheimage of the
object-consequence (X)A +;,; 6:J(¢). If Ix,Ta Fy,,, Ms:J(¢) is provable, then so
isTx,Ta,Te Fy,,, Ms:J(¢). By uniformity, the latter is the image of an object-logic
consequence (X)A, 0 F,;, ¢":J(¢), which implies weakening in linear logic, a contradic-
tion. This structural strength excludes from LF's scope object logics involving the notions of
intension and state.

In [17], the present authors present a language in which such weakening and contraction
are not forced. The connectives of such a language are motivated by studying the natural
deduction form of rules for relevant logics and the resulting language forms the basis of the
RLF logica framework [17]. Thisis done quite generally, by considering Prawitz's general
form of schematic introductions from a more relevant point of view. Consider a schematic
#1 rule as given by the figure below. In the rule, only the bound assumptions for G ; are
shown; we elide those for G, where k # j, for the sake of readability:

[Hjal---[Hjny]

#(F1,..., Fn)

Inthe aboverule, 1 < j < p. The F's, Gs and Hs are formulae constructed in the usual
way. An inference infers aformula#(F,. .., Fy,) from p premisses G+, . .., G, and may
bind assumptions of the form H; ,,. .., H; n, which occur above the premiss G;. We let
the assumptions be multi-sets, thus keeping the structural rule of exchange. We require that
discharge be compulsory.

The introduction schema is annotated as follows to indicate the method of encoding: o
is the type of propositions, the A is the linear universal quantifier and 1T is the intuitionistic
universal quantifier. So we quantify over alinear proposition as AF:o and over an intuition-
istic proposition as IIF:0. We aso use AF'lo for the latter and AF'€o to range over both
linear and intuitionistic quantifications. Each inference — that is, the binding of assump-

tions Hj1,...,H;p,; above premiss G; and the inference of formula #(F, ..., F,) from
premisses Gy, ...,G, —isrepresentedbya —o .
l [H;a]0- - -O[Hj ny]
Gig --- OG; O O Gy
AFy€0,Gj€0,Hj €0 l
#(F1,..., Fn)

The premisses G4, . . ., Gp are combined either multiplicatively or additively, depending on
whether their contexts are disjoint or not. These combinations are distinguished by the use
of two conjunctions, the multiplicative ® and the additive &, and so the structural strength is
forced. We have used O as meta-syntax for both ® and &.
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In the meta-logic, then, the schematic introduction rule would be represented by a constant
of the following type:

AFg,Gj,Hj,kEO. ...D(Dlghj(HjJ) —0 Gj)lj... —0 #(Fl,...,Fn),

where1 <[ < h; and O;<p, represents an iterated 0. From the general encoding formula
above, it can be seen that the connective  occurs only negatively, allowing us to curry it
away.

We emphasize how the three logical constants have been used in the framework: the & is
used to undertake additive conjunction; the A is used to quantify and (in its non-dependent
form —o) to represent implication; and the IT is used to represent dereliction from relevant in-
ference. It should be possible then to formulate a precise idea regarding the compl eteness of
the set {&, —, —o, II, A} with respect to al sentential operators that have explicit schematic
introduction rules [27, 40]. A similar analysis can be undertaken for the corresponding elim-
ination rule.

Thus, by analysing the form of relevant natural deduction, the AA-calculus can be seen
to arise as the language of the RLF logical framework, which consists of the AA-calculus
together with the judgements-as-types mechanism for representing logics. Since the AA-
calculus admits weakening and contraction only in highly restricted circumstances, deter-
mined by the |- — — trandation of intuitionistic logic into linear logic, the structural
strength of RLF correspondsto that of intuitionistic linear logic and, so, is sufficiently weak
to uniformly represent systems such as linear and other relevant logics and stateful type sys-
tems such as ML with references[17]. Infact, RLF is closely related, via a propositions-as-
types correspondence [13, 16], to a structural variant (with Dereliction) of a fragment of the
bunched logic, BI.

Linear and bunched logics. The second way in which the AA-calculusarisesisin the context
linear logic [9] and of BI, the logic of bunched implications[24]. In BI, amultiplicative (or
linear) and an additive (or intuitionistic) implication live side-by-side. The propositional
version of Bl arises from an analysis of the proof-theoretic rel ationship between conjunction
and implication, and can be viewed as a merging of intuitionistic logic and multiplicative,
intuitionistic linear logic. Such a system requires that antecedents of logical consequences
be structured not as lists but rather as bunches, in which there are two kinds of combining
operation, *;’, which admits weakening and contraction and *,’, which does not. Bunches,
which originaly arose in relevant logic [38], alow the formation of two kinds of function
space, the intuitionistic one —, corresponding to *;” and the linear one —, corresponding to
‘.1 Theintroduction rules are given by

T,Al B T;AF B
- 5 -
T-4-—-B '-A-B

In eliminating the connectives, the premiss contexts must be combined with regard to the type
(whether linear or intuitionistic) of the connective.

I'HtA—-oB AFRA '-A—-B AFA
— K — F.
I'AFB I'NAFB

1The usual presentation of Bl uses the symbol —, or ‘magic wand’, to denote multiplicative implication. We
use —o here simply for uniformity within this presentation.
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A similar distinction obtains at the level of predicates and quantifiers. To seethis, consider
the following form of first-order sequent:

(X)L F o,

where X denotes the collection of first-order variables occurring in I" and ¢. If we alow X
to be structured as a bunch, then we can identify two forms of universal quantifier, with the
following introduction rules:

(L ke 0 (X0l Vaewrd
(X)TFVX.6 (X)TF ¢

vnewla

wherez ¢ FV(T).2
Therule of Derdlictionin Bl, in asimplified and propositional form, 3

Loy
N A

reveal s the relationship between the fragment of Bl with which we shall be concerned and
linear logic. We return to this point in the sequel.

Bl possesses two very natural semantics. The first of these, a categorical semantics of
proofs, is given, at the propositional level, by doubly closed categories (DCCs). A DCC is
a category equipped with two monoidal closed structures; it is called cartesian if one of the
closed structures is cartesian and the other symmetric monoidal. So, categoricaly, the ;" is
modelled by a cartesian product and the *; is modelled by a symmetrical monoidal product
in the same category.

A rich class of models of Bl can be obtained by using a construction due to Day [8], who
shows that any monoidal category C induces a monoidal closed structure on Set ¢ This,
combined with the cartesian structure on Set¢”" yields ahost of concrete modelsfor Bl. The
construction follows. The unit I of the monoidal structureis C[—, I]. The tensor product is
written using co-ends,

XY

)

(A B)Z = / AX x BY xC[Z,X ®Y],
and the linear implication is written using an end,

(4 — B)X = /Set[AY,B(X 9 V)] = SaC” [A(<), B(X © —)].
Y

(Anend anditsdua can be seen, roughly speaking, as quantifiers. The categorical definition
of an end isas alimit obtained from certain bifunctors[20].)

The second semantics of Bl is a Kripke-style semantics of formulae, which combines
Kripke's semantics of intuitionistic logic [19] and Urquhart’s semantics of relevant logic
[42]. These can be understood to be given, respectively, in Set 7, where P is a poset, and in
Set™, where M is a commutative monoid. A semantics of Bl can be obtained by working

2For technical reasons, it is necessary to associate the marker ! with ‘intuitionistic’ variables.
SThisruleis explained in general in the sequel.
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in Set®” , where, for simplicity, we can take C°? = M to be a partially-ordered commutative
monoid. Given such amonoid M = (M, -, e, C), the second semantics of Bl can be defined
viaaforcing relation m |= F, for aworld m and aformula F'. All propositions must satisfy
the familiar Kripke monotonicity property fromintuitionistic logic. The clausesfor thelinear
and intuitionistic implication are then given as follows:

lLrE¢—oyifandonlyif,foral s € M,if s = ¢thenr - s |= ;
2.r=¢—yifandonlyif, foral s € M,if s Crands = ¢, thens = 4.

If we consider a predicate bunched logic, in which the variables in the antecedent have a
bunched structure too, then we can form two kinds of quantifiers, alinear oneV .., and an
intuitionistic one V. The Kripke-style semantics for predicate Bl can be given by extending
the above ideas, and are discussed in [24, 36]. Although presheaf DCCs are adequate for
such a semantics of predicate Bl, they do not yield a good interpretation of proofs. For this,
we must move to an indexed or fibred setting in which the predicate Bl judgement (X )I" + ¢
isinterpreted by interpreting the propositional judgement " F ¢ over the interpretation of the
variable context X .4

The relationship between Bl and the AA-calculusis that the AA-calculusis the dependent
type theory which generalizes, in the presence of a certain notion of dereliction, both impli-
cations, — and —o, and both quantifiers, V and V.. It is, thus, in a propositions-as-types
correspondencewith avariant of the {&, —, —, V, V ey }-fragment of Bl with Dereliction. It
must be stressed, however, that the development of a dependently-typed A-calculusin proper
correspondencewith Bl remains outstanding (though see the discussionin [37]).

The purpose of this paper is to study the categorical semantics of the AA-calculus. Thisis
given here by Kripke resource models, which are monoid-indexed sets of functoria Kripke
models, {J,:[W, [C°?,Cat]] | » € R}. Theindexing element » € R can be seen as the
resource able to redlize the functorial Kripke structure it indexes. We work with indexed
category theory, rather than, for example, Cartmell’s contextual categories[5], as the indexed
approach allows us to separate certain conceptual issues and, hence, allows us to recognize
the extra structure needed for studying the model theory of structurally weaker logics and
type theories than the intuitionistic ones. We will see this later, in Section 3.2, when we
motivate the structure needed to model the AA-calculus.

Kripke resource models generalize, aswe might expect, the functorial Kripke modelsof the
AMI-calculus [35]. These consist of a functor 7:[W, [C °P, Cat]], where WV is a Kripke world
structure, C is a category with a (x, 1) cartesian monoida structure on it and [C °P, Cat] isa
strict indexed category. The intuitionistic dependent function space 1T is modelled as right
adjoint to the weakening, or projection, functor p*: 7(W)(D) — J(W)(D x A).

In the AA-calculus, we have two kinds of context extension operators, so we require C to
have two kinds of monoidal structure oniit, (®,I) and (x,1). Theintuitionistic dependent
function space I can be modelled, as usual, using the right adjoint to projection. However,
thereis no similar projection functor correspondingto A. For this, we must require the exis-
tence of the natural isomorphismHoijT, (w)(Dxa)(1, B) =2 Hom g, (wyp)y(1,Az:A.B),
where D @ A isdefined inthe (r +r')-indexed model. Thisis sufficient to define the function
space.

4The two semantics we describe are, of course, formally instances of the same abstract construction. However,
we suggest that such a view is conceptually misleading. The forcing semantics is not required to model the typing
assertion associating a proof-object to alogical consequence and so admits more immediately a very wide range of
conceptual interpretations: agreat deal is possible in the category of sets.
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While the AA-calculus has familiar soundness and, via a term model, compl eteness theo-
rems, it isimportant to ask if there is a natural class of models. For the ATl-calculus, for in-
stance, the most intuitive concrete model isthat of families of sets, Fam. This can be viewed
as an indexed category Fam:[Ctx°P, Cat]. The base, Ctx, is a small set-theoretic category
whose objects are sets and morphisms are set-theoretic functions. For each D € obj(Fam),
Fam(D) = {y € B(z) | z € D}. Thefibreis just a discrete category whose objects
are the elements of B(z). If f € Fam(C, D), then Fam(f) just re-indexes the set over
D to one over C. As thereis little structure required in the fibre, the description of fami-
lies of sets can also be given sheaf-theoretically, as Fam:[Ctx °?, Set], each Fam(D) being
considered as a discrete category. Using Day’s construction, we can show how to obtain a
corresponding class of set-theoretic models, parameterized on a small monoidal category, for
the AA-calculus. That is, we describe a families of sets model in BIFam:[C, [Ctx °?, Set]],
where C is some small monoidal category. The definition of I in BIFam is given as usual,
but the definition of A uses arestriction of Day’s tensor product [8].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we present the type theory in
both syntactic and algebraic forms. We also make a brief remark regarding the propositions-
as-types correspondence between Bl with Dereliction and the type theory; in Section 3, we
describe the Kripke resource models of the type theory; Section 5 concludes the paper by
constructing a class of Kripke resource models from the category of families of sets.

This paper, the content of which was sketched in [15], continues the work first reported in
Ishtiag and Pym [17] (see also [16]). The reader is referred to that paper for a full syntactic
study of the type theory, together with its use as a language in the logical framework RLF.
Theideas presented there were first considered by one of usin [33].

2 The AA-calculus

In this section, we give a syntactic presentation of the type theory, which we henceforth refer
to as System N. We briefly comment on the propositions-as-types correspondence with a
fragment of predicate Bl. We also give aagebraic presentation of the type theory, in order to
prepare for the completeness argument later.

2.1 A syntactic presentation

The AA-calculusis a first-order dependent type theory with entities at three levels. objects,
types and families of types, and kinds. Objects (denoted by M ,N) are classified by types.
Types and families of types (denoted by A, B) are used to represent syntactic classes and
judgement forms. Families of types may be thought of as functions which map objects to
types. Kinds (denoted by K) classify families. In particular, there is a kind Type which
classifies the types. We will use U, V' to denote any of the entities.

The abstract syntax of the entities is specified by the following grammar:

Kinds K == Type|Az:A.K|Az!A.K
Types A = a|Az:A.B|Az!A.B|Ax:A.B|Az!A.B|AM | A&B
Objects M == clx|Ac:A.M|Az!AM|MN |(M,N)|moM |71 M .

We write z€ A to range over both linear (z: A) and intuitionistic (z!A) variable declarations.
The X and A bindthe variablez. Theobject A z: A .M isaninhabitant of the linear dependent
function type A z: A .B. The object A z!A .M is an inhabitant of the type A z!A . B, which
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can also be written as I1 z: A . B.® The notion of linear free and bound variables (LFV, LBV)
and substitution may be defined accordingly. When «x is not freein B we write A — B and
A — BforAz:A.Band A z! A .B, respectively.

We can define the notion of linear occurrence by extending the general idea of occurrence
for the A-calculus[3], though we note that other definitions may be possible.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Linear occurrencein U)
1. x linearly occursin z;

2. if z linearly occursin U or V (or both), then z linearly occursin A\yeU .V, in AyeU .V,
andinUV,wherez # y;

3. if z linearly occursin both M and NV, then z linearly occursin (M, N);
4. if z linearly occursin M, then z linearly occursin ; (M );
5. if z linearly occursin both A and B, then x linearly occursin A& B.

The definition is extended to an inhabited type and kind.

DEFINITION 2.2 (Linear occurrencein U:V')
A variable z linearly occursin the expression U:V if it linearly occursin U, in V', or in both.

We remark that the above definitionsarenot ‘linear’ in Girard'ssense [4, 2]. However, they
seem quite natural in the bunches setting. O’ Hearn and Pym, for instance, have examples of
Bl terms — the AA-calculus is in propositions-as-types correspondence with a non-trivial
fragment of Bl — where linear variables appear more than once or not at all [24].

EXAMPLE 2.3
The linear variable x occursin theterms cz:Bx (assumingc : A x:A .Bz), fz:d (assuming
fia—d)yand Ay:Cz.y : Cz — Cz (assuming C:A —o Type).

In the sequel, we will often refer informally to the concept of a linearity constraint. Es-
sentialy this means that all linear variables declared in the context are used: a production-
consumption contract. But we generalize this, so that the judgement z: A, y:cx Fx y:cx in
whichthelinear x is consumed by the (type of) y declared after it and the y itself is consumed
in the succedent, isavalid one.

Inthe AA-calculus signatures are used to keep track of the types and kinds assigned to con-
stants. Contexts are used to keep track of the types, both linear and intuitionistic, assigned to
variables. The abstract syntax for signatures and contextsis given by the following grammar:

Signatures X
Contexts r

O 1Z,alK|X,c!A
() |T,z:A|T,z!A.

The AA-calculusis aformal system for deriving the following judgements:

F ¥ sig Y isavalid signature

s I'context T'isavalid contextin X
I'Fs KKind KisavaidkindinX andT
'ty A:K Ahasakind KinX andT’
'ty M:A M hasatype AinX andT.

SIndeed, we could take II as a primitive, with A and IT being connected not by linear logic’'s Dereliction, which
uses ! to convert an extension, T, z: A, of acontext to an extension I'; ! A, but rather by aversion of Bl'sdereliction
rule, which allows the inference of an intuitionistic extension, I'; 2! A, from alinear extension, I", z: A. We return to
thispoint in Section 2.7.
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WewriteT Fx, U:V foreitherof I' by A:K or T Fxy M:A,andT Fx X for T Fy K Kind
o'y U:V.

The definition of the type theory depends crucially on several notions to do with the join-
ing and maintenance of contexts; these are the notions of context joining, variable sharing
and multiple occurrences. In joining together two contexts to form athird, the order of dec-
larations and type of variables (linear versus intuitionistic) must be respected. Following a
joining of contexts, certain occurrences of linear variables — those that are shared by afunc-
tion and its argument — are identified with one another. This sharing isimplemented by the
 function and is crucial in alowing the formation of sufficiently complex types. A techni-
cal prerequisite to sharing is the notion of multiple occurrences, which alows us to declare
contexts of the form z: A, z: A, i.e. contexts in which repeated but distinct declarations of
the same variable are possible. These notions will be explicated at appropriate pointsin this
section.

Therulesfor deriving judgementsin the type theory are givenin Tables 1 and 2. These are
conveniently separated into alinear and an intuitionistic set, the latter directly related to the
intuitionistic ATI-calculus.

TABLE 1. MA-caculus
Valid Signatures

(=)

F () sig
FXsig Fs KKind a¢gX FXsig ks AType ¢ ¢ X
(EK1) (TA
FX,a!K sig F X, clAsig
Valid Contexts
X sig

)

Fs () context

Fs I context A s A:Type [E;5A] (z € dom(E)orz:A € E)

(rA)
s E,z:A context

Fx I' context A by A:Type [E;T; A] (z & dom(E) or z:A € E)

(T A
Fs E, 2! A context
Valid Kinds
Fs T context I',z:A Fx K Kind
(KAz) (KAZ1)
I' s Type Kind T'kFs Az:A.K Kind
[Fs A:Type Aby K:Kind [E';T;A] 2 = E'\(lin(T) Nlin(A))
(KAZ2)

ZEFs A — K:Kind

I, z!A g K Kind
S— XV )
I s Az!A.K Kind

One of the main points to note about the context formation rules is that a context can be
extended with either linear or intuitionistic declarations. There is no zone or ‘stoup’ sepa-
rating the linear from the intuitionistic parts of the context. The context formation rules also
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TABLE 2. AA-calculus (continued)

Valid Families of Types
Fs!T context a!K € ¥

(Ac)
Thrs a:K
I, z:A Fs B:Type ks A:Type Abs B:Type [E;T;A] E=E"\({lin(T) Nlin(A))
(AAT1) (AAZ2)
I'Fs Az:A.B : Type Ets A —o B:Type
T',z!A s B:Type
(AAIT)

I'ts Az!A.B : Type
I'ks B:Az:A.K AbFg N:A [E;T;A] E=8"\k(,A)
(AAE)

I'z:A s B:K
(AXNAT)
Zts BN : K[N/z]

1A Fs N:A [E;T5!1A]

'kts A2:A.B: Az:A.K

I',z!A+s B:K I'ts B: Az!A.K

(AXAIT)
Ers BN : K[N/z]

(AALE)

ks Az!A.B : Az!A K

I' s A:Type T Fsx B:Type
(A&T)

I' Fs A&B:Type

I'Fs AK Abg K'Kind K=K [gT;A4]
- (A=)
Zks A:K
Valid Objects
Fs!T context clA € X
(Mc)
T ks c:A
T ks A:Type I' s A:Type
(MVar) (MVar!)
T,2:AbFs 2:A L z!lAbs 2:A
I'z:Atx M:B I'ks M : Az:A.B AkFs N:A [ET;A] E=E\k(T,A)
(MAAT) (MAE)
Tks Az:A.M : Az:A.B Ets MN : B[N/z]
I,2!A+rs M:B ks M : Ag!A.B 'A ks N:A [5;T;!A]
(MXA!T) (MAE)
Ets MN : B[N/z]

T'ks Az!A.M : Az!A.B
T'ts M:A Tk N:B ks M @ Ag&kA,
—_—— (M&&;) (i € {0,1})

(M&T)

I'ts (M,N) : A&B ks miM : A;
[E;T; A

MFs M:A Abs A Type A=A’
(M =)

Sty M:A'
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introduce two particular characteristics of the type theory. The first one is that of joining
the premiss contexts for the multiplicative rules. The join must respect the ordering of the
premiss contexts and the concept of linear versus exponential variables. A method to join T’
and A into = — denoted by [=; T'; A] — is defined in Section 2.2.

In order to motivate the second characteristic of the type theory, consider the following
example of a non-derivation:®

EXAMPLE 2.4
Let AlType, c!A — Type € X and note that the argument type, cz, is a dependent one; the
linear z isfreeinit.

z:A Fz;.cm:Type

T:A, z:icx by zicx z:A )—z;.cz:Type

z:AbFs Azicx .z ¢ Azice.cx x:A,y:cx by y:cx

z:A, A, y:cx bs (N zicx .2)y « ca

The problem here is that an excess of linear 2s now appear in the combined context after
the application step. Our solution is to recognize the zs in each premiss context as distinct
occurrences of the same variable, the one occurring in the argument type cz. The z is said
to be shared between the function and its argument. This sharing is implemented via the x
function, which is defined in Section 2.4. Sharing necessitates a binding strategy for multiple
occurrences. thisis described in Section 2.3. One implication of this solution is that repeated
declarations of the same variable are allowed in contexts. For this reason, the usua side-
condition of z ¢ dom(ZE) is absent from the rules for valid contexts, though of course we
don’t allow the same variable to inhabit two distinct types.

Thereare several interesting object-level rules. Thetwo variabledeclarationrules, (M Var)
and (M V ar!), declare linear and intuitionistic variables, respectively. These rules should be
not seen as weakening in the context I as, by induction, the variablesdeclared in T" are * used’
in the type A. The other interesting set of rules are those for the two function spaces. Con-
sider the introduction rules first. If the context has been extended linearly, then (M AAZ)
introduces the linear dependent function space A z: A . B. Otherwise, if the context has been
extended intuitionistically, then (M AA!Z) introduces the intuitionistic dependent function
space A z! A .B. In the elimination rules, the side-conditions realize a sharing-sensitive join
of the premiss contexts. For the (M A!€) rule, the context for the argument N: A isan entirely
intuitionistic one (A), which allows the function to use N as many times asit likes.

2.2 Context joining

The method of joining two contextsis aternary relation [Z; I'; A], to be read as ‘ the contexts
I and A are joined to form the context =’. Or, for proof-search: ‘the context = is split into
the contextsT" and A’.

Thefirst rule for defining [Z; T'; A] states that an empty context can be formed by joining
together two empty contexts. The second and third rules comply with the linearity constraint,
and imply that the linear variables in = are exactly those of I" and A. The last rule takes

6Note that the fact that A z:cz .cx isjust cx —o cax is of no importance here, the dependency on = being the
point of interest.
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account of the intuitionistic behaviour of exponential variables. In search, the intuitionistic
variable z! A would be sent both wayswhen the context is split. Therulesare givenin Table 3.

TABLE 3. Context joining

(JOIN)
[ 05 O
[E;T; A] [E;T; A
_ (OINL) ——— (JOIN-R)
[E,z:A; T, 2:A; A] [E,z:A;T; A, z:A]

[E; T A]

(JOIN-)
[E, 2! A; T, 2! A; A 21 A]

Further, the context joining relation must respect the ordering of the contexts and the linearity
constraint as defined by the binding strategy. We remark that if we were also studying the
distribution laws for relevant contexts, then the context joining relation would need to take
regard of these context equalities.

2.3 Multiple occurrences

Consider the multiple occurrences idea from a proposition-as-typesreading. Then z: A, x: A
can be understood as two uses of the same proof of a proposition, as opposed to x: A, y: A,
which can be seen as two distinct proofs of the proposition. Though this idea can be seen, in
the presence of the binding strategy that we are about to describe, as an internalization of a-
conversion, it allows us a degree of freedom, that at the structural level of terms (as opposed
to types), which is useful in dealing with variable sharing (Section 2.4).

The ‘leftmost free occurrence of z in U’ is the linear occurrence of z in the leftmost sub-
term of U. The important cases are those for abstraction and application, which are defined
asfollows:

Ime(A\yeA.V) = { %:E(})) ﬁf;f;w } o,y distinct

Imeg(Az€AV) = Imgz(Az€A.V[z/x]) z new

Img(QM) = Imz(M) z, @ distinct
mg(V x € LFV(V

tma (VM) = { Img (M) otherwise

We define the leftmost occurrence of z: A in a context I as the first declaration of z: A in
I'. Similarly, the rightmost occurrence of z: A in I is the last such declaration. The binding
strategy now formalizes the concept of linearity constraint:

DEFINITION 2.5 (Leftmost binding)
Assume ', z:A, A Fy U:V and that x: A is the rightmost occurrence of z in the context.
Then z binds:

1. thefirst leftmost occurrence of x inran(A), if thereis such a declaration;
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2. the unbound leftmost linear occurrencesof z inU:V.

Thereis no linearity constraint for intuitionistic variables: the rightmost occurrence of x!A
in the context binds all the unbound zs used in the type of a declaration in A and al the
occurrencesof z inU:V.

The rules for deriving judgements are now read according to the strategy in place. For ex-
ample, inthe (M AAT) rule, the A\(A) bindsthe leftmost occurrenceof x in M (B). Similarly,
in the (admissible) cut rule, the term N: A cuts with the leftmost occurrence of z: A in the
context A, z: A, A’. Inthe corresponding intuitionistic rules, the A!(A!) bindsall occurrences
of z in M (B) and N:A cutsall occurrencesof z! A in the context A, z!A, A'.

In the sequel, we use the leftmost binding and cutting strategy as discussed above. We
remark that there is a general ij strategy, that of binding the ith variable from the left and
cutting the jth variable from the lft.

EXAMPLE 2.6
Ifb,c: A — Type € Y anda! Az:A.bx — cx — Type € ¥, then

z:A,y:bx, x: A, z:cx by, axyz: Type.
We return to this example and give a proof of the typing in Example 2.9.

Though we can construct such terms, the main motivation for multiple occurrencesis to
introduce the notion of sharing.

2.4 Variable sharing

Variable sharing is a central notion which alows linear dependency to be set up. In fact, this
notion is aready implicit in Definition 2.1 of linear occurrence. Sharing occurs when linear
variables are needed for the well-formedness of the premiss types but not necessarily for the
well-formedness of the conclusion type. This requirement is regulated by a function .

We define x by considering the situation when either of the two contextsI" or A are of the
form...,xz:Aor...,z:A,y:Bz. The only case when the two declarations of z:A are not
identified with each other iswhen both I" and A are of theform...,z: A, y:Bx.

DEFINITION 2.7
Thefunction  is defined for the binary, multiplicative (AAE), (M AE) and (Cut) rules

I'Fs U : AzC.V AbFg N:C [E;1;A] 2 =8"\k([,A)
(AAE), (MAE)
Etrs UN : V[N/z]
I(A[N/z])
A, 2:C, A Fs U:V T kg N:C [E;T;AA'[N/z]] E =E\k(T,A)
(Cut)

2y (U:V)[N/z]

For each z: A occurring in both T" and A, construct from right to left as follows: (Formally,
k(T, A) is defined recursively on the structure of T and A, read from right to left. We adopt
the following informal notation for ease of expression.)
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s(T,A) = {} if lin(T) Nlin(A) =0

{z:A € lin(T) Nlin(A) | either (7) there is no y:B(x)
to the right of x:Ain T
k(T,A) = or (i1) there is no y:B(x) otherwise.
to the right of x:Ain A
or both (¢) and (ii)}

The second clause is needed to form a consistent type theory which alows the formation
of sufficiently complex dependent types. By this, we mean types such as Az 1:A4; ... Axy:
A, (zy1,...,2,-1) . Ainwhich the abstracting types depend upon previously abstracted vari-
ables. In binary rules, it can be that some variables must occur, in order to establish the
well-formedness of typesin each premiss, in the contexts of both premisses, and must occur
only once in order to establish the well-formedness of typesin the conclusion. However, it is
possible for other variables occurring in both premissesto play arolein the logical structure
of the proof; these variables must be duplicated in the conclusion. These requirements are
regulated by «.

We should emphasize that « relies on the formation of a set, rather than a multiset, of
variables. It might be that alternative definitions for variable sharing are possible.

In the absence of sharing of variables, when thefirst clause only applies, we have alinear
dependent function space but without the dependency of the abstracting A ;son the previously
abstracted variables.

Given the definition, we can now consider the following example, which corrects Exam-
ple2.4:

EXAMPLE 2.8
Suppose A!Type, c!A — Type € X. Then we construct the following:

Fs A:Type
Fs ctA —o Type z:Abyxg x:A Fs A:Type
z:A by cx:Type f Fs c:A — Type z:Abs x:A
z:A, zicx by zice z:A Fx cz:Type f
z:AbFs Azice .z : Azicx .cx z:A,y:cx Fx yicx

t+.
z:A,yicx by (Azicx .2)y @ cz

The 7 denotes the context join to get z: A. The {1 side-condition is more interesting. Firstly,
the premiss contexts are joined together to get z: A4, z: A, y:cx. Then, k removes the extra
occurrence of z: A and so restores the linearity constraint.

The function & is not required, i.e. its useis vacuous, when certain restrictions of the AA-
calculus type theory are considered. For instance, if we restrict type-formation to be entirely
intuitionistic so that type judgements are of the form IT" 5, A:Type, then we recover the
{0, —o, & }-fragment of Cervesato and Pfenning’'s A= T type theory [6].

We conclude this section by completing Example 2.6, of alinear dependent type formed
using the notions of multiple occurrences and variable sharing.

"There is an erroneous claim in [15, Section 2.2], corrected in [16]. The term czx is indeed a valid one but it
does not require mutliple occurences of z. Example 2.9, given here, is correct.
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EXAMPLE 2.9
Ifb,c: A — Type € ¥anda!Az:A.bx — cx — Type € X, then we can construct the
following proof:

Fsa: Az:A.bx —o ce —o Type z:Ats x:A 2:Abx bz:Type

z:A Fx ax:br —o cx —o Type z:A,y:bx Fx y:bx z:A by ca:Type

z:A,y:br Fx z:cx —o Type z:A, zicx by zice

z:A,y:bz, x:A, z:cx Fx azyz:Type

The last two applications have a non-trivial k action which forces one of the z:4s to be
shared. It can be checked that all the constants used in the proof are well-typed.

2.5 Déefinitional equality

The definitional equality relation that we consider here is the gn-conversion of terms at
all three levels, subject to the binding strategy. The parallel nested reduction form of 3n-
reduction is written as —. The transitive closure of — is denoted by — *. The definitional
equality relation, =, between terms at each respective level is defined to be the symmetric
and transitive closure of —. The one-step reduction relation iswritten as — 1.

The relation, subject to the binding strategy, is given by the rulesin Table 4. We include
just the rules for B-reduction; the rules for n-reduction follow the usual pattern [10, 7, 39],
eg.

’ Pk Az€A . Mz:B ThrsM:C xz¢gFV(M)

ks Az€A . Mz=M ’

This concludes the syntactic presentation of the type theory. We refer to this presentation
assystem N. We will write N provesT' -y M: A, etc. to mean that the assertionT' -y M:A,
etc. is derivable in the system N. A term is said to be well-typed or valid in a signature and
context if it can be shown to either be akind, have akind, or have atypein that signature and
context. We speak similarly of valid contexts relative to a signature and of valid signatures.

2.6 Basic properties

A summary of the major meta-theorems pertaining to system N and its reduction properties
are given by the following theorem:

THEOREM 2.10 (Basic metatheory of the AA-calculus)

1. (Church—Rosser) All well-typed terms are Church—Rosser.

2. (Structural Admissibilities) Exchange, weakening, dereliction, contractionand (two forms
of) cut are admissible.

3. (Unicity of Types and Kinds) If N provesT' +x U:V and N provesT' -y U:V’, then
V=Vv.

4. (Extended Unicity of Domains) If N proves A z€ A .U inhabits A ze B .V, then A = B.

5. (Subject Reduction) If N provesT Fx U:V andU —; U’, then N provesT s U":V.

6. (Strong Normalization) If N provesT Fyx U:V, then U is strongly normalizing.

7. (Predicativity) If N provesT s, M:A, then erase(M) (thetype erasure of M:A) canbe
typed in the Curry type-assignment system.
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TABLE 4. Paralel nested reduction

A—- A" M- M

- UH refl) —— (= M)
- AzEA.M — AzcA' .M
A—- A K- K M- M NN
(— KA) —(— Mapp)
AzeA.K - AzeA' K’ MN — M'N'
A—- A" B—B M-+ M N-—N'
(— AA) (— MB)
Az€A.B —» AzcA'.B’ (Az€A.M)N — M'[N'/z]
A—- A" B— B M- M NN’
(— AN) —_— (= M&)
Az€A.B = AzeA' B’ (M,N)y — (M',N")
A—> A M- M M= M
— (= Aapp) — (= Mn)
AM—>A1M’ T M — 7T,'M’
B—+B NN’ M — M’
(— AB) —— (= Mmo)
(Az€A.B)N — B'[N'/z] wo{M, Ny — M’
A A B-o B N — N'
— (= AL) 71(—> M)
A&B — A'&B' 71 (M,N) - N

8. (Decidability) All assertions of the AA-calculus are decidable.

The proof of this theorem, presented in [17], is obtained by adapting the techniques of
Harper et al. [10] to this setting. The proof of the Church—Rosser property is shown by
proving confluence for the one-step reduction relation and then inducting on the number of
reduction steps. The proof of strong normalizationis by giving a‘dependency- and linearity-
less' trandation of the AA-calculus into the Curry-typable untyped A-calculus. The transla-
tion is faithful and consistent and allows us to ‘reflect’ the strong normalization property of
the A-calculus back to the AA-calculus.

We use this technique, of giving atranslation to prove a property, to obtain Church—Rosser
for n-reduction. Thiswasthe main difficulty in Harper et al.’s metatheoretic study of the AII-
calculus. One solution, dueto Salvesen, isto use van Daalen’s technique of |abel-conversion
[39]. We exploit that result by giving a faithful and consistent translation of the AA-calculus
into the A\II-calculus and appealing to the reduction properties of the latter.

2.7 The propositions-as-types correspondence

The AA-calculustype theory is motivated by a consideration, inter alia, of linear logic. How-
ever, it is structurally also very close to BI, the logic of bunched implications. In Bl, we
have two kinds of function spaces, the linear one — and the intuitionistic one —. Corre-
spondingly, there are two kinds of quantifiers, the linear one V .., and the intuitionistic one
V. Proof-theoretically, these arise because of extra structure in the context. There are two
distinct context-formation operators, the *;’, which admits the structural rules of weaken-
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ing and contraction, and the *,, which doesn’t. We can add the rule of Dereliction, the full
propositional form being

[(AA) o

T(A;AY) ¢’
to BI; this allows consequences such as ¢ — ¢ F+ ¢ — 1) to be provable. Neither Bl’'s nor
the AA-calculus' rule for Dereliction relies on the presence of a general ! modality.

It follows that the AA-calculus stands in propositions-as-types with the {&, —, —,V,

Vhew }-fragment of Bl with the rule of Dereliction, the full predicate form being

(X Y)I(AA) F ¢ D
(X (VYA IAD 6

)

where each !Z denotes Z with each x: A replaced by 2! A and each *, replaced by ‘;’, but
without the unit operation taking a bunch A(T") to A(,T).8 This operation changes the
status of T" within a derivation, so that a variable which starts out in additive combination
with its neighbours can bind multiplicatively. No corresponding operation is possible in the
AA-caculus, so that this proposition-as-types correspondence does not properly generalize
that for propositional Bl and its associated simply-typed A-calculus, aA. The addition of
Dereliction represents the extent to which the AA-calculus corresponds to linear logic: the
basi c context-extension operationin AA adds atypeto the right-hand end of acontext, T", z: A
orI', 2! A, sothat, in the given fragment, the rel ati onship between these two cases may be seen
either as an instance of Bl’s Dereliction or as an instance of linear logic's Dereliction. ®

The basic ideafor the correspondence between Bl and the AA-calculusisto consider ‘;" as
intuitionistic extensionand *,;” aslinear extension. Thisisimplemented by giving atranslation
of Bl contextswhich relies, to acertain extent, on the notion of dereliction. Theidea of view-
ing the Bl context joining connectives as context extension operators necessarily restricts the
correspondence to a fragment, though a non-trivial one, of Bl. The correspondence between
the connectivesis given by the following table:

ENE
A &

— —

Vo [AIZ
View | A—:1—

In fact, as mentioned in Section 2.1, we could take the type-constructor IT as a primitive,
with the relationship between A and IT being given by Bl’s dereliction rule.

One view of this correspondence is, then, that the RLF meta-logic uses this fragment of
BI, just as the LF meta-logic uses the {—, V}-fragment of Intuitionistic Logic. A detailed
account of the correspondenceis givenin [13, 16].

It remains a challenging and open problem to give a systematic analysis of the relationship
between substructural logics and dependent type theories. In particular, it remains to formu-

8Though note that, for the purposes of completeness later, we will take both units in the type theory; in our
present context, thisis aminor matter.

9This observation suggests a way to have both additive and multiplicative quantifiers in linear logic. The basic
quantifier would be the multiplicative, or linear, one and the additive, or intuitionistic, one would be recovered via
the exponential. See [37] for more discussion of this point.
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|ate a dependent type theory in correspondence to a proper fragment of BI, i.e. in which the
structural rules are unaltered.

2.8 Analgebraic presentation

In preparation for our presentation of a categorical semantics of the AA-calculus in general
and, in particular, for the completeness argument later, we give an algebraic presentation of
the AA-calculus type theory. Theideaisto consider provably well-formed syntactic objects
modulo definitional equality. We let |U| denote the a/3n-equivalence class of expressions of
the AA-calculus, though we will tend to omit the | — | brackets where no confusion arises.

DEFINITION 2.11
Let ¥ be a signature. The base category C(X) of contexts and redlizations is defined as
follows:

e Objects. contextsT" such that N provesty I' context.

o Arrows: redizations T 23" A such that N provesT' b (M;:A4;)[M;/x;]
where A = z1€4,...,2,€A,.

i—1
j=1

<$1,...,wn>

— |dentitiesare 1 €A1, ...,z,€A, =" 11€Aq,...,2,€A,. We will write the
identity arrow onT" as 1p.

— Composition is given by substitution. If f =T (MiyMn) A ang g=A
(N1[M; /y;15_q e No[M; /Y515 1)
then f;g=T — o.

<N1:>NP> (_),

Thefollowing proposition follows easily from the definition:

ProPOSITION 2.12
C(X) isacategory.

PrROOF. We must check that 1 is anidentity morphism and that composition is associative.
We omit the details. [ |

InthejudgementsT Fy, A:TypeandI Fy M:A, thecontext ', whichis an object of C(X)
according to Definition 2.11, can be seen as an index for the type A and theterm M. That is,
M and A depend on the variables declared in I'. This can be seen in the internal logic too,
where in the judgement (X)I' F ¢, X isanindex for ¢. We formalize this for the algebraic
presentation of the syntax by taking C () to be the base for the following.

DEFINITION 2.13
We inductively define a strict indexed category £(X) over the base category C(X)

£(T) : C(D)” — Cat,

where Cat is the category of small categories and functors, as follows:

e ForeachT" in C(X), the category £(X)(T") is defined asfollows:
— objects: Types A suchthat N provesT Fyx A:Type;
— morphisms; A M B where the object M issuch that T, z: A M y:B inC(X). By
the classifying category theorem which follows, this amountsto the assertion N proves
I, 2:A s M:B. Compositionis given by substitution.
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eForeach f : I' = AinC(X), E(X)(f) isafunctor f* : £(X)(A) — E£(X)(T") given by
F7(A) = Alf] and £(M) = M),

We remark that each C(X)(T") is a category. Note that the identity arrow A L AoverTis
given by theterm A x: A .x, corresponding to the definition of morphisms above. To see that
this construction is correct, consider that the axiom sequent is of theform ', x: A Fy x:A4,
with the side-conditionthat T" -y A:Type, thereby using the variablesin T

The relation between the type theory and the category defined by the two definitions above
is given by the following theorem, which states that the term category defines no more and
no less than what can be provedin N.

THEOREM 2.14 (Classifying category)
Let ¥ beasignatureand let T, M and A bein a3n-normal form.

e N provesty T context if and only if I isan object of C(X);
e N provesT' Fy A:Type if and only if A isan object of £(X)(T);
elet Mj,..., M, be objects. N proves I'; Fs Mi:Bi[1\4]-/:L~j];.‘1 if and only if

=1
r <M1:>M"> Yy1€B1, ...,y €By isanarrow of C(X);

e N provesT Fy, M:A if and only if () X Aisanarrow of EE)D).

PROOF. By induction: in the forward direction on the structure of the proofsin N; and in the
backward direction on the complexity of expressions. The arguments are straightforward and
we omit the details. [ |

3 Kripkeresource models of the AA-calculus
3.1 Kripkeresource AA-structure

We motivate the mathematical structure which is used to model the AA-calculus by consider-
ing, informally, models of the internal logic. In fact, the structure we motivate will be quite
modular; a sub-structure will model the intuitionistic {—, IT}-fragment of the AA-calculus
(i.e. the A\II-calculus).

Thekey issuein the syntax concernsthe co-existing linear and i ntuitionistic function spaces
and quantifiers. This distinction can be explained by reference to a resource semantics. The
notion of resource, such astime and space, isaprimitive oneininformatics. Essential aspects
of a resource include our ability to identify elements (including the null element) of the
resource and their combinations. Thus we work with a resource monoid (R, +,0). We can
aso imagine a notion of comparison C between resources, indicating when one resource is
better than another, in that it may prove more propositions. Similar ideas can be seen, post
hoc, in the relevant logic literature [42].

A resource semantics elegantly explainsthe difference between the linear and intuitionistic
connectivesin that the action, or computation, of the linear connectives can be seen to con-
sume resources. We consider this, informaly, for the internal logic judgement (X)A F ¢.
Let M = (M,-,e,C) be aKripke resource monoid. A simplified version of the forcing
relation for the two implicationsis defined as follows:

lLr=¢—ovyifandonlyif, fordl s e M;if s = ¢ thenr - s = 4;
2.r=¢—yifandonlyif, fordl s € M,if s Crands = ¢, thens = 4.
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A similar pair of clauses defines the forcing relation for the two Bl quantifiers. Here
D:M°P — Setisadomain of individualsand v € [X]r isan environment appropriateto the
bunch of variables X at world r, where [ X] istheinterpretation of the bunch of variables X
in Set™™:

L (X)u,r |=Vz.¢ifandonlyif, foral r C sandall d € Ds,

(X;2)([X](r E s)u,d), s = ¢;
2. (X)u,r E Vnewz.¢ if and only if, for dl s and al d € Ds,
(X,ar)[u,d],r -8 |: b

Here (—, —) is cartesian pairing and [—, —] is the pairing operation defined by Day’s tensor
product construction in Set™” . The resource semantics can be seen to combine Kripke's
semanticsfor intuitionistic logic and Urquhart’s semanticsfor relevant logic [19, 42]. Further
detailsarein [24, 36].

Suppose we have a category £ where the propositions will be interpreted. Then we will
index £ in two ways for the purposes of interpreting the type theory. Firstly, we index it by
aKripke world structure YW. Thisisto let the functor category [W, £] have enough strength
to model the {—, V}-fragment of the internal logic and so correspond to Kripke-style models
for intuitionistic logic. Secondly, we index [W, £] by aresource monoid R. Thus, we obtain
R-indexed sets of Kripke functors {7,:[W,&] | r € R}. We remark that the separation of
worlds from resources considered in this structure emphasizes a sort of ‘ phase shift’ [9, 12].
We briefly reconsider this choicein Section 5.

We now consider how to model the propositions and so explicate the structure of £. The
basic judgement of the internal logicis (X)A F ¢, that ¢ is a proposition in the context, A,
of propositions over the context, X, of variables. Onereading of this judgement, and perhaps
the most natural, isto see X as anindex for the propositional judgement A + ¢ :

Thisreading can be extended to the type theory, where, in the basic judgementT' -y, M: A,
I" can be seen as an index for M: A or that M: A dependson I for its meaning. Thus we are
led to using the technology of indexed category theory [25]. More specifically, in the case of

the type theory, the judgement T -y M:A is modelled as the arrow 1 M—@ [A] in the fibre
over [I'] inthe strict indexed category £:C°P — Cat.

We remark that this is not the only technique for modelling a typing judgement; Cartmell
[5], Pitts [26] and several other authors use a more ‘one-dimensional’ structure which relies
on the properties of certain classes of maps to model the intuitionistic fragment of the AA-
calculus. These are formally equivalent to the indexed approach but the latter is appealing
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for one main reason: it provides a technical separation of conceptually separate issues. For
instance, at alogical level, the base and fibres deal, respectively, with terms and propositions.
At the cost of less bureaucracy, these issues would be muddied in the non-indexed approach.

We need the base category C to account for the structural features of the type theory and its
interna logic. Recall that, proof-theoretically, the two function spaces and quantifiers arise
because of extra structure, viz. the two types of context extension operators, in the context.
To model the context, we work with a category with two kinds of structure on it.

DEeFINITION 3.1 (Doubly monoidal category)

A doubly monoidal category is a category C equipped with two monoidal structures, (®, I)
and (x,1). C is caled cartesian doubly monoidal if x is cartesian. We will use e to range
over both multiplications.

There are a couple of comments we need to make about the monoidal structure on C.
Firstly, there is no requirement that the bifunctors ® and x be symmetric, as the contexts
which the objects are intended to model are (ordered) lists. Secondly, the use of the symbol
x as one of the context extension operators suggests that x is a cartesian product. This
is indeed the case when {7, | » € R} isamodel of the internal logic, where there are no
dependencieswithin the variable context X, but nat when {7 | » € R} isamode of thetype
theory, where there are dependencies within I". In the latter case, we have the property that
for each object D extended by x, thereis afirst projectionmap pp 4:D x A — D. There
is no second projection map gp. a:D x A — AinC, as A by itself may not correspond to a
well-formed type. For modelling the judgement ', z€ A 5 z: A, we do, however, require
the existence of amap 1 - [A] inthe fibre over [T] o [A].

Theinteraction between projection and other mapsin C is stated by requiring the following
pullback in C:

A
Dx )i pya
]
PD,fxA PE, A
D E
f

The pullback indicates, for the cartesian case, how to interpret realizations as tuples. Suppose

1 % Aisanarow in thefibre over D, then there exists a unique arrow D <1[i>M> D x A.
The pullback does not cover the case for the monoidal extension. For that, we must require

the existence of the unique arrow D <1[&M>
bifunctoriality of ®.

A doubly monoidal category C with both exponentials or, aternatively, C equipped with
two monoidal closed structures (x,—,1) and (®, —, I), is called a doubly closed category
(DCC) in O'Hearn and Pym [24]. DCCs provide a class of models of Bl in which both func-
tion spaces are modelled within C. We will work with the barer doubly-monoidal category,
requiring some extrastructure on the fibresto model the function space. Thiscan beseenasa
natural extension to the semantics of bunchesto account for dependency. It can be contrasted
to the Barber—Plotkin model of DILL [2], which usesapair of categories, amonoidal oneand
a cartesian one, together with a monoidal adjunction between them. However, such a model

D ® A in C, the tuples being given by the
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forces too much of a separation between the linear and intuitionistic parts of a context to be
of useto us.

We now consider how the function spaces are modelled. In the intuitionistic case, the
weakening functor p7, 4 hasaright adjoint ITp, 4 which satisfies the Beck—Chevalley condi-
tion. In fact, this amountsto the existence of a natural isomorphism cur y

Hom g, (wypxa)(Pp.a(C),B)
Hom g, (w)p)(C,p,a(B))

The absence of weakening for the linear context extension operator means that we can’t
model A in the same way but the structure displayed above suggests a way to proceed. It is
sufficient to require the existence of anatural isomorphismA p 4,

Homg, ., (w)(Dea)(L, B)
Hom g, (wypy(1,Ap,Az€A.B)

in the indexed category. Here, we use e to range over ® and x, and € to range over : and !.
There are a couple of remarks that need to be made about the isomorphism. Firstly, it refers
only to hom-sets in the fibre whose source is 1. This restriction, which avoids the need to
establish the well-foundedness of an arbitrary object over both D and D e A, sufficesto model

thejudgementT' -y, M:A asanarrow 1 124 [A] inthefibreover [I']: examplesare provided
by both the term and set-theoretic models that we will present later. The second remark we
wish to makeisthat the extended context is defined in the r + r'-indexed functor. The reason
for this can be seen by observing the form of the forcing clause for application in Bl . Given
these two remarks, the above isomorphism allows the formation of function spaces.

The type theory also contains an additive conjunction connective, &. Thisis modelled by
requiring each category 7,-(1W) (D) to have products.

DEFINITION 3.2
Let (R, +,0) beacommutative monoid (of ‘resources’). A Kripke resource AA-structureis
an R-indexed set of functors

{Jr - DV, [C%, Cat]] | r € R},

where (W, <) isaposet, C? = UwewCi, where W € W and each Cyy isasmall doubly
monoidal category, with 1 2 1,0 and Cat is the category of small categories and functors
such that

1. Each J,.(W)(D) has atermina object, 1 7. (w)(p), preserved on the nose by each f*(=
Tr(W)(f)), where f:E — D € Cyy.

2. ForeachW € W, D € Cw and object A € 7, (W)(D) thereisaD e A € Cyy.

For the cartesian extension, there are canonica first projections D x A "2¢ D and

canonical pullbacks

1ONote that [15] has a bad typographical error, corrected in [16]: It has 122 T whereit should have 1 22 1.
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fxA

Ex f*(A) ——= D x A
_
PE,f~A PD,A
E D
f

The pullback indicates, for the cartesian case, how to interpret realizations as tuples. In
particular, for each 1 Mae J-(W)(D), there exists a unique arrow D M b x A
It does not cover the case for the monoidal extension. For that, we requirethereto exist a
unique D(=D ®I) e
For both extensions, there is a canonical second projection 1 ‘25" 4 in the fibre over
D e A.
These maps are required to satisfy the strictness conditions that (1,)*(4) = A and
1pela =1peaforeach4 € J.(W)(D); g*(f*(A4)) = (g; f)*(4) and (ge f*(A)); f
A = (g;f) e Aforeach F 4 BadE L D in Cw. Moreover, for each W and D,
D [ ] ]-\7,,(W)(D) = D

3. For each D, A, thereisanatural isomorphismA p 4,

D ® A, thetuples being given by the bifunctoriality of ®.

Homg . . (w)(Dea)(l,B)
Hom g (wyp)(1,Ap az€A.B)’

in which the extended context is defined in the » 4+ r’-indexed functor. This natural

isomorphism is required to satisfy the Beck-Chevalley condition: For each E 4 Din
Cw andeach B in J,.(W)(D e A)

f*(Ap,aB) = Ap p-a((f ®ida)"B) .
4. Each category 7. (W)(D) has cartesian products.

Our approach is modular enough to aso provide a categorical semantics for the intuition-
istic fragment of the AA-calculus, the All-calculus. For that, we work with a Kripke AII-
structure which consists of a single functor 7,.:[W, [D°?, Cat]], where D is (essentidly) a
category with only the (modified) cartesian structure (%, 1) on it [35]. The definition of IT as
right adjoint to weakening can be recovered from the natural isomorphism.

This can be seen in the Lemma 3.3, which is motivated by the propositions-as-types cor-
respondence discussed earlier. We embed a Kripke resource AA-structure {7, | r € R}
into a Kripke AII-structure ;7 and show that the function space given by A p14(B) in the
AA-structure case is just that given by TIp, 4(B) in the AI-structure case. Such aresult is
to be expected, as a AII-structure has just the sub-structure of a AA-structure to model the
intuitionistic fragment of the AA-calculus. Recall that a Kripke AII-structure is a functor
J : W, [D°P,Cat]], where D is (essentially) a category equipped with just the (modified)
cartesian closed structure, plus the usual coherence conditions.
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LEMMA 3.3
The natural isomorphism

curw : Homgzwypea)(pp 4(1), B) =  Homgwyp)(1,1p,a(B)) : cur;vl,

in the Kripke AII-structure 7, is just the A p 4 natural isomorphisminthe D x A caseinthe
Kripke resource AA-structure.

PRrROOF. Fix a 7, to work in. Then define a trandation, !, from the AA-structure to the A\IT-
structure. Informally, the trandlation can be seen as follows:

where the primed components are the same as the originals except that, for objects, the AA-
structures {—o, A, x, —, I1} operatorsare transated into the AIl-structures { —, II, x, —, IT}
operators (we add x to the AII-structure in the obvious way) respectively. A similar trans-
lation is done for the morphisms. The key point is that !'s action on is to forget the linear-
intuitionistic context extension operator difference, translating both to the context extension
operator x. The units are dealt with similarly: both are translated to the D unit context 1.
Thetrandation has some similarity with Girard'strandation of — — — into!— — — [9].

To show that the natural isomorphisms are the same, we start with the conclusion of the
natural isomorphism A p, 4 and compute:

HOer(W)(D)(I, ACE'A B)
!

Hom zwyp)(1, Iip1a(!B))

cur’l,

Hom gaw)(px14)(Pip 1a(1), (!B))

which is the translation of the premiss of the A p 4 natural isomorphism. Thisis so as the
first projectionpp 4:D x A — D existsineachC. [ |

Syntactically, the Lemma 3.3 should be seen as a tranglation from the AA-calculus to the
AMI-calculus (and so the reverse of the translation used to show the strong normalization part
of Theorem 2.10). More semantically, it should perhaps be seen in a 2-categorical setting.
The statement of the lemma would be that in some category which has those structures asits
objects, one should be able to construct an arrow from a AA-structure to a AIT-structure.

3.2 Kripke resource X-AA-model

A Kripke resource model is a Kripke resource structure that has enough points to interpret
not only the constants of X but also the AA-calculus terms defined over X and a given context
I'. Formaly, a Kripke resource model is made up of five components. a Kripke resource
structure that has X-operations, an interpretation function, two C-functors, and a satisfac-
tion relation. Except for the structure, the components are defined, due to interdependences,
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simultaneously by induction on raw syntax. This explains the long and complex formal defi-
nition of the model (below).

I gnoring these interdependenciesfor amoment, we explain the purpose of each component
of themodel. Firstly, the Kripke resource structure provides the abstract domain in which the
type theory isinterpreted. The X-operations provide the points to interpret constants in the
signature. Secondly, the interpretation [—] is a partia function mapping raw (that is, not
necessary well-formed) contexts I" to objects of C, types over raw contexts A r to objectsin
the category indexed by the interpretation of I, and terms over raw contexts M r to arrows
in the category indexed by the interpretation of I". Types and terms are interpreted up to 8-
equivalence. Thirdly, the C-functors maintain the well-formedness of contexts with regard
to joining and sharing. The model must also be constrained so that multiple occurrences
of variables in the context get the same interpretation. Finally, satisfaction is a relation on
worlds and sequents axiomatizing the desired propertiesof themodel. In stronger logics, such
asintuitionistic logic, the abstract definition of the model is sufficient to derive the properties
of the satisfaction relation. van Dalen’s description of a Kripke model for intuitionistic logic
is done this way, for instance [43]. In our case, the definition is given more directly. More
remarks on the definition of amodel will be in order following its presentation.

We remark that we restrict our discussion of semanticsto theI" s M : A: Type-fragment.
Thetreatment of theT" -y, A: K -fragment is undertaken analogously — in a sense, the A: K -
fragment has the same logical structure as the M:A-fragment. To interpret the kind Type,
we must require the existence of a chosen object, cal it €2, in each fibre. The object 2 must
obey several equations: it must be preserved on the nose by any f* and must behave well
under quantification. Details of the treatment of the A: K -fragment in the case of contextual
categories are in Streicher’s thesis [41]. The analogous development in our setting is similar
and we omit the details.

DEFINITION 3.4
Let ¥ bea AA-calculussignature. A Kripke resource X-AA model is a5-tuple

{Tr:[W,[C°P,Cat]] | r € R}, [—], join, share, |=5),

where {7,.:[W, [C°?,Cat]] | r € R} isaKripkeresource AA-structurethat has ¥-operations,
[—] is an interpretation from the raw syntax of the AA-calculus to components of
Jr:[W, [C°P, Cat]], join and share are C-functorsand = y. isasatisfaction relation onworlds
and sequents, defined by simultaneousinduction on the raw structure of the syntax asfollows:

1. The Kripke resource AA-structure has X:-operationsif, for all W in W,
(a) corresponding to each constant c!lAz,€A4; .... Az, €A, . Type € X thereisin each
J.(W)([!2]"}.) an operation op.. such that

Opc(IIMlFl]]Z,' tey [[Mml“m]]?m)
isan object of jr(W)([[E]]?i), where

[[E]]V}i = share join([[[‘m]]vjtn, ..., share join([[Fl]]%, [['@]]VJVT) )
(b) correspondingto each constant c!A z1 €A, .... Az, €A, .A € X thereisin each

Tr(W)([1®, 21 €A1, ..., 2mEAR]Y )

anarow 17 wy(p) —> [A]"., where D = [!1®,z1 €Ay ,...,2mEAR]Y .
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2. Aninterpretation [-] . , in each such 7., satisfies, at each W:

@ [017, =~ le;

(0) [T, 2:A]5 , , = [T15 @ [Ar]7,:

(©) [T, 1417, = [F17, x [Ar]7;

@ =y~ g " [agy,
where [[F]]VJVT = share join([[Fn]]%, ..., share join([[FQ]]%, [[Fl]]vjvl) )
© [0l ~ Lirgw
() [(eMy... Ma)rly, = ope([Mir]y, - [Mar, 1y, ) in 7.(W)(ITT7,),
where [[F]]VJVT = share join([[Fn]]%, ..., share join([[l“g]]%, [[Fl]]vjvl) )
(0) [Az:A.Br]y =~ A[F]]%[[AFM([[BF,I;A]]?:H) , where the extended context is de-
fined in the r + s-indexed model;
(h) [Az!A.Br]y ~ A[F]]%’[[AF]]%([[BF,MA]]%);
() [A&Br]y, = [Ar]y. x [Brly.;
0 [l ~ Lirgw
) [e]y, =~ A™(ope);
() [era:aly, ~ q[r o A7 ;
(m) [Az:A.Mp]Y =~ AEFH’[[AF]]VJVT([[MF,I;A]]%;
() [\a2!A.Mp]Y ~ A[FH%’H,AFM([[MMA]]Y;);
() [MN=]7, = (e INALZY (A pagqw (IMP15))),
where[E'] . = join([T]7 ,[A]7) and[E]) = share([E']}, );
(P (M, N)ply, = (Ml [Nrl7):
@ [7:(M)p]Y =~ mi([Mr])), wherei € {0,1}.
Otherwise the interpretation is undefined.

3. There exists abifunctor join on C. The purpose of join, on objects, isto extend the first
object with the second, discarding any duplicate cartesian objects. The definition of join
on objectsis asfollows:

Joind[017., 017 = 1017,
join([T]Yy [[A,:U:A]]Za/) = join([[]5,[A]Y) @ [2:A]7,
join([D,z:A1'Y A7) = join(I[17 ,[A]}) ® [2:A]7,
join([T, z1A4]") , [A, 14]") ) join([T1Y ,[A]7.) x [#!A4]Y7 . .

The definition of join on morphisms is similar. It is easy to see that [=] VJVHS =

join([T1Y, . [A17)-
Thereexistsafunctor share onC. The purposeof share isto regulate sharing of multiple
occurrences of an object. The definition of share on objectsis as follows:
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share([[()]]?l) = [[<>]]VJVT
share([Z] 7 ) join(share([[é]]?;s, ); [[\I’]]ZH o)
it [£]Y, = join([T,:A, 1]}, . [A,2:AATY, )
Ay:B(z) € T', A
[, = join{ITly,. [Al7,)
[[\If]]v};uw, = join([[x:A]]vjt,jOin([[F’]]Za [[AI]]VJ‘Z,))
= [2]7, otherwise.

The definition of share on morphismsis similar. The purpose of share isto ensure that
the joined objects and morphisms are well-formed.
Both join and share ‘cut across interpretations’ in that the result object isin a different
R-indexed model from the argument object(s). Thisis necessary for defining the inter-
pretation of function application.
4. Satisfaction in the model is a relation over worlds and sequents such that the following
hold:
@ Jr, W s (c:4) [IT] if and only if ¢ € dom(Z);
(b) I, W |=x (z:A) [[',z€A] if and only if [[F,a:eA]]?i isdefined ;
©) I, W =5 (M : Az:A.B) [I']if and only if for al W < W' and for al ' € R,
if 75, W' Es (N:A) [4], then J:, W' s (MN:B[N/z]) [Z], where [[E]]f}:rs =
join([T] ,[A]Y ) and [E]} = share([E1]7 . );
(d) Jp, W |=x (M:A&B) [I]if andonly if 7., W |=x (m;(M):A) [T], fori € {0,1};
© Jr, W Es (M : Az!A.B) [Iif and only if for dl W < W', if J,,W Ex
(N:A) ['A], then J., W |=s (M N:B[N/z]) [E], with
[E17, = join([T1Y,, [AL7,)-

We require two further conditions on the model:

1. (Syntactic monotonicity) If [X]"; is defined, then [X"]"7  is defined, for all subterms X’
of X and summandsr’ of . This condition is needed for various inductive arguments. It
is not automatic as the interpretation is defined over raw objects.

2. (Accessibility) Thefunctor 7, (W) hasdomainC = LIWGWC%(W). So that [[F]]?i €Cw

and [[F]]VJVTI € Cy. If thereisanarrow W < W' € W, then

(a) there exists a functor &:Cyy — Cyy such that £([X]7) = [X]') , where X (recall)
ranges over contexts, types and term; ,

(b) 7 (W)([T17.) = Jn(W)(IT]7, ) and Jr(W)(IT15) = F(W)([T1Y.), for each
context I'; otherwise 7, (W) ([T];. ) is undefined.

A few remarks concerning Definition 3.4 are in order. The type theory has a structural
freedom at the level of termswhich, logically, allows the existence of multiple occurrences of
the same proof. However, it can bethat, in operating on the representation of two judgements,
the same occurrence of an object in the base of the resulting representation is used to form
the valid terms and types in both representations. This sharing requirement is regulated by
the existence of the functor share onC.
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The second accessibility condition on the model is the simplest one regarding the model-
theoretic notion of relativization: that of interpreting constructs in one world and reasoning
about them from the point of view of another. In the definition of model, and so in the sequel,
the accessibility relation we take equates contexts, etc. over the worlds. A syntactic term can
be seen, inacertain sense, asa‘rigid designator’, that is, one whose interpretation is the same
over different worlds, for a semantic object. For example, suppose N provesT 5 M:A. If
[[Mp]]v}i is defined (given soundness this will be the case), then, for all W < W' € W,

[[Mp]]%’ is defined and equal to [[Mp]]?i. In a sense, the syntactic term M designates all

objects [Mr]"). .

We also remark that there are several notions of partiality in the model. Technically, the
interpretation function is a partial one because it is defined for raw objects of the syntax but
the partiality plays two other réles too. Firstly, there is dependent typing partiality to ‘boot-
strap’ the definition. Secondly, there is Kripke semantic partiality of information, in which
the further up the world structure one goes, the more objects have defined interpretations. We
refer to Streicher [41], Pym [35], and Mitchell and Moggi [22] for some comments regarding
these matters.

The following lemmafollows easily from the definition:

LEMMA 3.5
join and share are functors.

PrROOF. We need to show that both join and share preserve identities and composition. We
omit the details.

We now consider various model-theoretic properties of the satisfaction relation.

LEMMA 3.6 (Monotonicity of =)
Let 3 beasignature and

({TJ- | r € R},[-], join, share, Ex)
beamode. If 7, W s (M:A) [and W < W', then 7, W' =5 (M:A) [T].

PROOF. By induction on the syntax of M:A. If W < W', then, by accessibility, [X]Y} is

defined asf[[X]]?i , where X rangesover I', A and M. For each case of M: A, the conclusion

is given by the definition of |=x. [ |

LEMMA 3.7 (=x-forcing viaglobal sections)

- ({TJ- | r € R},[-], join, share, Ex)

beaKripke resourcemodel. .7,, W [ (M:A) [[]if andonly if [I]") isdefined, [Ar]Y. is

defined, [Mr]Y;, isdefinedand 1 ) ey (il [Ar]"]. isanarrowin 7, (W)([T]Y).

PROOF. By induction on the structure of M:A.

(c:A) For the = direction, we require the model to have enough points, and so get such an
arrow. The < direction isimmediate from the definition of = ..

(z€A) For the = direction, the second projection map 1 -5 A in the fibre over the context
I, z€ A givesusthe required arrow. The < direction isimmediate from the definition of
Fs.
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(Axz:A.M : Az:A.B) For the = direction, by induction hypothesis we have that

w
lomraay, ) —  Breals,,

isan arrow in J,4s(W)([T, x:A]]?’m). We then use the natural isomorphism A to get
the arrow

[[)\z:A.MF]]“’TVT -
lyomarry) —  [Az:A.Br]y

in7.(W) ([[F]]%). For the <= direction, suppose there exists an arrow

[[)\z:A.MF]]‘}]T w
Lrowaryy) —— [AzA.Br]g

in jr(W)([[F]]%). It follows immediately that the existence of an arrow

[Nalz, AT
lr.owmaary) —  [4aly,
implies the existence of an arrow
[MN=]Y,

w
Lnwmazryy) — [BIV/#l:ly,

where [2]"7 . = join([T]%},[A]") and [E]"] = share[Z']7 . The definition of
s thengivesus 7, W s (Ax:A.M : Az:A.B) [T].
(Ax!A.M : Az!A.B) For the = direction, by induction hypothesis we have that

[[MF,E!A]]“;VT
ki

w
L7 w)(r et [Br,z1al 7,

isan arrow in J,.(W)([T, :c!A]]?i). We then use the natural isomorphism A to get the
arrow

NotA.Mr]Y w

inJ.(W) ([[F]]V}i). For the < direction, suppose there exists an arrow

NatA.Mr]Y, w

in j,,(W)([[F]]%). It follows immediately that the existence of an arrow

el 14a1%
Lz wy@ary) [4a]7,
implies the existence of an arrow

[MN=]7. w
Lz, —  [BIN/algly, ,

where [E]" = join([]"},[!A].). The definition of =5 then gives us 7, W s
(Az!A.M : Az!A.B) [T];
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(M :A& B) For the = direction, by induction hypothesis twice we have the arrows

T MFW
[ro(M 1,

w
Lz nyarny) [4r],

and

[ma(M)r1,

w
Lz w)r1¥,) [Br]y.

inJ.(W) ([[F]]?i)' Recall that we can construct productsin each 7,.(W) (D). So we have
the arrow

Lo (M) w1 (M), 1Y, ”
La.omyari%,) — [A&Br]7,

in jr(W)([[F]]V}i). For the <= direction, by induction hypothesis twice we have that
TIrs W =x (mo(M):A) [I'] and J,,, W =5 (m1(M):B) [I']. The definition of |=x, then
givesus 7., W |=x. (M:A&B) [T]. ||

The substitution lemma for |=5 has two cases, one for substituting a linear variable and
onefor substituting an intuitionistic one.

LEMMA 3.8 (Substitutivity of |=x)
Let X beasignature and

<{'~7T | re R}: [[—]],jOiTL, share, ':Z>
be amodel.

LT, W Ex (UV) [Az:A A, T, W Ex (N:A) [[] and [[A,A’[N/m]]]v}il is de-
fined, then 7;, W Ex (U:V[N/z]) [E], where
[[E'HVJVW = join([T1Y,[A, A'[N/]],) and [2] ], = share([[E’]]vjVSJrr, ).

2.8 7., W Ex (U:V) [Az!A A, T, W Ex (N:A) [IT] and [[A,A’[N/x]]]%, isde-
fined, then 7., W [=x (U:V[N/x]) [E], where
[21%, = join{IIT]Yy . [A, A'[N/2]]T ).

PRrROOF. By induction on the structure of the syntax and the functoriality of models.

1. Thelinear case is quite interesting as it shows an essentia use of several of the model’s
components. In the following, we will omit, for simplicity, the parameters on the inter-
pretation, although it can be seen, by induction, what these ought to be. Then the basic
argument is that, by the structure of the model, we can construct the following squarein

Cw:

(share join([A], [T])) —— (share join([A], [T])) ® [A]
! g

X —————— (share join([A], [I])) ® [A] » [AT]
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where

share join([A], [TT)) ® ((Ishare join(ray,rr1ys [IN1))*[A]
Lshare join([ATICT) > [V])

Lshare join(IALLITT) s ((Lshare join([AT,[rT)s [N1))*d")
(Lshare join([A],IT])> [[N]D! d,>

(Lshare join([A],IT])> [[N]D! 1[[A’]]>

S
1 T

(
(
(
(
(

and1 % [A'] is, by induction, an arrow in thefibre over (share join([A], [T])) ® [4].
Then, by the functorial structure of the model, we have an arrow

1 (<<lshare join([A],[T])> [[N]Da l[A’]] >)* HU]]

(((Lshare join(rag,irpys INTD), 1parg) V]

in the fibre over the object (share join([A], [T1)) ® ((1shareagerry)s [INT)) “TA'T.
2. The argument for the intuitionistic case is similar to the linear one, except that we use the
pullback condition to extend the context with [ A]. ||

4 Soundness and completeness

In this section, we prove the (usual) soundness and completeness theorems for the AA-
calculus with respect to Kripke resource models. The proof of soundness uses the definition
of interpretation and satisfaction in the model. The proof of completeness, via aterm model
construction, is moreinteresting, indicating a view of contexts as resources and worlds.

LEMMA 4.1 (Context and Type Interpretations)
Let X beasignature and

({J-|r € R},[-],join, share, =x)
be aKripke resource ¥-AA model.

1. If N provestx I' context, then, for those W where [[F]]?i is defined, [[F]]?i € obj(C).

2.1f N provesT' k5 A:Type, then, for those W where [[Ap]]vj‘i is defined, [[Ap]]?i €
obj(J-(W)([T])))-

Proor. Follows from Definition 3.4. The proofs are done by induction on the structure of

proofsof system IN and, because of interdependencies, must be done simultaneously with the
proof of Theorem 4.2. [ |

THEOREM 4.2 (Soundnes)
Let X be asignature and

({Jr | r € R}, [-], join, share, Ex)

beaKri‘Q/ke resource model, and let W be any world in this model. If N provesT' Fy M:A
and [I'] ; is defined, [[AF]]Z is defined and IIMF]]Z is defined, then 7, W =5 (M:A) [T].
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ProOOF. By induction on the structure of proofsof I' -y, M:A. The proof of soundnessis
done simultaneously with the proof of Lemma4.1. We do some representative cases.

(Mc) SupposeN proves!T' Fy. ¢ : Axz€A;....Ax,,,€A,, .A. By Definition3.4, {7, |r €

R} hasenoughpointstointerprete : Axz,€4; ....Azp, €A, . Aand [[Czr]]?/r = A"(op.)
(i.e. m applications of the natural isomorphism on op.) where

.....

It can be observed that [e;r] ;. type-checks. By induction, we havethat [!T] "} is defined.
0T, W s (¢ : Azi€A; ... . Azpm€EAy, .A) [IT] follows.,

(MVar) Suppose N provesT',x:A by x:A because T’ Fx, A:Type. By induction, we have
that [T', 2:A] 7. is defined. According to Definition 34, [#r ;4] = dpr .apw andthe
latter has the correct type. So we have shown

HEF,Z:A]]VV;‘ w
Ly (wy(Ir,z:a1%,) =7 [Ar] 7,

and 7., W [=x (z:A) [T, z:A] follows.

(MMAAT) Suppose N provesT' by Ax:A.M : Az:A.B because I',z:A by M:B. By
induction, we have, for W such that [[BF,I;A]]K isdefined and that 7.+ sW Ex. (M : B)
[T,z : A],i.e that

w
lypomyraary, ) —  [Braaly, -
We now use the natural isomorphism A [ [ar]y, 1O Qe

[[)\w:A.MF]]‘V%‘ w

Soweobtain 7, W Ex (Az:A.M : Az:A.B) [I].

(MAE) Suppose N proves = Fx MN:B[N/z] becauseT' by M : Az:A.Band A +y
N:A with [2";T; Al and 2 = Z'\k(T", A). By the induction hypothesis twice we have
that 7., W |=x (M : Axz:A .B) [T'], that is,

s P 1
Lo, w1 [Aa:A.Br]y,

and J,, W =5 (N:A) [A], that is,
INalY, w
Ly.wyary,) — [Aaly, -

Assume W < W' € Y. By monotonicity and the definition of satisfaction, we have that
Jo, W' s (MN:B[N/x)) [E], where [} = join([T]}. ,[A]7 ) and [E], =
share([[E’]]?/s;r), that is

’
[MN=]Y

Ly owoazry

[BIN/2].1%
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We check that thisis the interpretation given by the model. According to Definition 3.4,
[MNzg] % is defined and is equal to, using monotonicity,

((1[[1“]]%’ ) [[NA]IK ) (A[[F]]%I,[[AF]]Z’ ([[MF]]jT E
where = is defined as above. We need to check the types. Firstly, we already have
w’ w’
[Mr]; - 1.7r(W’)([[F]]V}’T') — [Az:A.Br]; .

Applying the natural isomorphismA[[F]]vJVz [Ar]% givesus
w' . w’
A[[F]]VJVT'JM,[[AF]]VJVT;S([[MRI:A]]Jrh) : 1JT+S(W')([[F,x:A]]VJVT’+3) - [[BF,E:A]]JHS :

The functor (1[[F]]W, L[V, A]]VJV'>* performs the required substitution. Finally the action of
TIr e

join and share gives us [Z] %’.

(M&T) SupposeN provesT Fy, (M, N): A& B becauseN provesT -y, M:A and N proves
T by N:B. By the induction hypothesistwice, we havethat 7., W =5 (M:A) [T], that
is

[Mr]7, w
Ly wmaryy — [Arly,

andthat 7., W s (N:B) [[], that is

Nl o qw
Ly, w)y(rp) [Brly, -

Now, each category J,-(W)(D) in the model has products. We use this property in
TJr(W) ([[F]]?i) to construct

LM, N w
Lonaryy) —  [(A&B)]7,

and J,, W s ((M,N):(A&B)) [I] follows.

(M&E;) Suppose N proves T’ Fy m;(M):A;, for i € {0,1} because N provesI' Fx
M:Ap&A;. By the induction hypothesis, we have that 7., W s (M:A4p& A1) [T,
that is,

Lz W
Lo,y — [(Ao&A)rly .

Then the definition of satisfaction alows usto construct, for i € {0,1},

[m: (M),

w
Ly owmyarny) [4ir] 7,

and 7., W [es (m;(M):A;) [T'] follows.
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(M =) Itisconvenient, asweareworkinginthe 1 : A-fragment of the typetheory, to observe
that Bn-equalities are generated by therule

F,QZEAI—E M:B Ably N:A
Sty (Az€A.M)N =3 M[N/z] : B[N/z]’

where [Z/;T; Al and = = E'\k(T", A), and by therule

Thy M : Az€A.B
Ty A\yeA.M)y=, M : Az€cA.B’

wherey ¢ FV (T, z€ A). Then, an application of the natural isomorphism and Lemma3.8,
allows usto show that if M =g, N, then[M]") =~ [N]. i

To see that Dereliction is sound in these models, consider that both [T, z: A] and [T, z! A]
have corresponding second projection maps (¢s) in the fibre over [T']. So if aterm built out
of linear gs is soundly interpreted, then so is the one built out of intuitionistic ¢s. Note that
the conversefails because of the extra properties of the latter.

We now turn to consider compl eteness. We begin with the appropriate definition of validity

for =x.

DEFINITION 4.3 (Ex-validity for AA)
I'Es M:A,i.e. M:Aisvaidwithrespect to T, if and only if, for all models ({7, | r € R},

[1, join, share, =x) and all worlds W such that [T]"}, [Ar]’. and [Mr]'}. are defined,
T, W l=s (M:A) [T,

Several components of the term structure will be defined using the category of contexts
and realizations, C(X), that we defined previously. We need to following definitions prior to
giving amodel existence lemma.

PROPOSITION 4.4
C(X) isadoubly monoidal category.

PrROOF. The two context extension operators are, roughly speaking, taken to be an extension
with A and an extension with ! A. Formally, of course, we have to define arbitrary combina-
tions of objects (contexts, in this case) rather than extensions. So objects of C(X) are Ar,
i.e.Fx T', A context (we are allowed to extend only with types which are well-formed over
contexts). The monoidal operators are defined by induction, using the join operation:

AT join(A,T)
Ax1l(=1xA) = A
AxTD = join(lA,IT).

The following rules for the units need to be taken in the type theory:

)
F» 1 context Fx I context

together with the context equivalences which let I and 1 be, respectively, units of extension
with A and extension with ! A. |
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DEFINITION 4.5
The category P(X), afull sub-category of C(X), is defined as follows:
e Objects:
— () isan object of P(X);

— If " isan object of P(X) and there existsan arrow T’ A by Ain C(¥),thenT' x A
isan object of P(X).
e Morphisms: The arrows just considered.
LEMMA 4.6
Thetuple consisting of the set of objectsin C(X), the context joining operation [—; —; —] and

the unit context () = I defines acommutative monoid.

PROOF. For ease of argument, we will adopt the following notation: I'A will denotethejoin
of the contextsT" and A.

Wefirst show that () behaves as a 2-sided identity. Thisisimmediate due to the coherence
eguival ences between contexts.

Next, we show that the joining relation is associative: if I', A and © arevalid contexts, then
I'(A®) = (I'A)O, where [T (AO); T; AB], [AB; A; 0], [(TA)O; TA; O] and [TA; T'; Al.

The proof of associativity is by induction on the length of the context T'(A®). The base
caseiswhenIT'(A©) = (). By the definition of the joining relation, thisimpliesthat T = ()
and that A© = (). By the same argument, we know know that A = () and © = (). We use
the definition to construct (I'A)© which is also equal to ().

There are three inductive cases to consider, one for each of the (JOIN-L), (JOIN-R) and
(JOIN-!) rules. For the first of these, we have T'(A®) = T'(A(©',z:A)) by (JOIN-L). By
assumption, T'(A(©',z: 4)) splitsintoT" and A(©', z:A) and A(©', z:A) splitsinto A and
©', z:A. By theinduction hypothesis, I" and A jointoformI’'A, and T’ A and ©’ join to form
(T'A)®'. By (JOIN-L), (TA)©' and z:A join to form (I'A)O’,z:A = (I'A)O. The other
two cases are argued similarly and we omit the details.

Lastly, we show the commutativity of the joining relation: if [Z;T; A], then [Z; A;T.
The proof is by induction on the length of the context =. For the base case, when = = (),
the proof is immediate. There are three inductive cases to consider, one for each of the
(JOIN-L), (JOIN-R) and (JOIN-!) rules. For thefirst of these, suppose [E', z:4; T, z: A; A].
By the induction hypothesis, we have that if [Z'; T'; A], then [E; A; T']. Then an application
of (JOIN-R) givesus [E', z:A; A; T, z: A]. The other two cases are argued similarly and we
omit the details. [ |

Asjoining is associative, we can informally say ‘T, A and © jointo formI'A®’. That is,
we can talk about n-way joining and there need be no confusion.

We remark that in logics which include conjunctions and disjunctions, such as intuition-
istic logic or BI, one must develop the notion of prime theory. Prime theories have exactly
the structure required by the semantic clauses for the connectives and are used to prove com-
pleteness. The construction of prime theories is not necessary in the minimal cases of both
the AII- and AA-caculi, where function spaces are the only connectives. (The AA-calculus
does have the additive conjunction, but the term model inherits enough structure from the
syntax to push the definitions through.)

LEMMA 4.7 (Model Existence)
ThereisaKripke X-AA model

({T(E)A}v [[_]];'(Z)Avj()ina share, ':E>
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with aworld Wy such that if I' /s, M:A, then T (X) o, Wo s (M:A) [T].

PrROOF. We construct such amodel out of the syntax of the AA-calculus.

The Kripke X-AA structure 7(X) , is defined as follows. The category of worlds is taken
to be P(X). The base category is the co-product of C(X) o, whereeach A € ob(P(X)). The
indexing monoid is given by the context joining relation [—; —; —], as defined by Lemma4.6.
The functor 7 (X) ,, indexed by an element A € 0bj(C(X)), is defined as follows:

Objects Types A suchthat N proves ¥ -y A:Type
TE)A0)T) = { Arrows E(X)(¥) arrows
where [®'; ©; A], @ = &'\k(0, A),
and [¥/;T; @], ¥ = ¥'\k(T, ®).

The algebraic presentation of the type theory and Theorem 2.14 alows us to see that
T(Z)A(0)(T) isacategory. We also need to check that 7 (X) , isafunctor.

We next check that 7(X) , is a Kripke structure. Each of the following points refers to
those of Definition 3.2:

1. The terminal object in each 7(X) , (©)(T') is taken to be the unit additive context 1. We
choose this because the proof theory has the judgement N provesT Iy 1 so that 1 always
exists in each fibre. 1 contains no free variables and so is always preserved on the nose
by any f*.

2. The map q(r 4y is given by theterm z whereI', x€ A Fx. z:A. Thefirst projection map
for an intuitionistically extended context

'=z€4,,... 7mn€An;xn+1!An+1

is defined by p(T') = z1€A4,,...,2,€A,. Thisis well-defined because weakening is
admissible in the syntax. We need to check that the appropriate squareis a pullback. This
can be done using the properties of substitution and we omit the details.
Thetwo extensions, D - D ® Aand D — D x A, are given by the context extension
rules of the type theory.
We need to check the strictness conditions. This too can be done using the properties of
substitution and we omit the details.

3. The natural isomophism is given by the abstraction and application rules of the type
theory:

[,2€A s M:B
Ths Az€A.M : Az€A.B’

where z€ A, recall, ranges over both linear z: A and intuitionistic 2! A declarations. We
need to check that these meet the Beck—Chevalley condition. This can be done using the
properties of substitution and we omit the details.

4. The productsin each 7 () o (A)(T') are given by the (M &Z) and (M &E;) rules.

The model is defined as follows. 7(X) 4 is the Kripke AA-structure defined above. The
Y -operations of the model are given by the constants declared in the signature X. The inter-
pretation [[—]]}(E)_ is the obvious one in which a term (type) is interpreted by the class of
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terms definitionally equivalent to the term (type) in the appropriate component of 7 (X). The
functors join and share are defined by the joining relation [—; —; —] and &, respectively.

The satisfaction relation |=x in 7 (X) is given by provability in the type theory. That is,
T(X)e,A Ex (M:A) [I'] is defined to be = Fx M:A, where Z is the sharing-sensitive
joinof ®, A and I'. We must check that this relation satisfies the inductive clauses of the
satisfaction relation:

112 Fy c:Aifandonly if c:A € ¥ isimmediate as the X-operations are the c: As;

2.2, 2:A by x:Aifandonly if Fx =, z: A context by induction on the structure of proofs
of both hypotheses;

32 by M:Ax:A.Bif andonly if ® Fx N:A implies ¢ Fx MN:B[N/z], where
[P E;®] and ¥ = U'\k(E, ®), holds, in one direction, by (M AE) and, in the other,
by an application of Cut. The intuitionistic caseis similar; and

4.2 by M:A&Bif andonly if Z sy mg(M):A and = by w1 (M):B isimmediate by the
& rules.

The conditions on the models are met as follows:

1. monotonicity is met by the fact that all terms are well-defined, i.e. constructed in ac-
cordance with the proof rules. so avalid term will only ever be constructed from valid
sub-terms; and

2. accessibility is provided by the posetal nature of P(X).

From Theorem 2.14, we have that 7 (X) o, A |y (M:A) [I'] if and only if = Fy M:A,
where £ is the sharing-sensitivejoin of @, A andT'.

We can now finish the proof of model existence. We assume the premissthat ' t/s, M:A.
Then, at the initial node (W, = ()), the model constructed from the syntax has the required
property; that 7(2) o, Wo s (M:A) [@], where[I'; ©; @]. [ |

THEOREM 4.8 (Compl eteness)
ks M:Aifandonlyif T' =5 M:A.

PROOF. Theorem 4.2 (Soundness) shows the forward direction. For the other, we assume
T t/s M:A and apply Lemma4.7. [ |

5 A classof set-theoretic models

We describe a class of concrete Kripke resource models, in which the AA-structure
{Tn: v, [CP, Cat]] | r € R}

is given by BIFam:[C, [Ctz°?, Set]], where C is a smal monoidal category and C'tz is a
small, set-theoretic category of ‘contexts’. The model is a construction on the category of
families of sets and exploits Day’s tensor product construction [8] to define the linear depen-
dent function space.

We start by describing the indexed category of families of sets, Fam:[C'tz °", Cat]. The
base, C'tz, is a small, set-theoretic category defined inductively as follows. The objects of
Ctx, caled ‘contexts, are (i.e. their denotations are) sets and the arrows of C'tz, caled
‘realizations, are set-theoretic functions. For each D € obj(Ctx), Fam(D) = {y €
B(z) | # € D}. The fibre can be described as a discrete category whose objects are
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the ys and whose arrows are the maps 1,:y — y corresponding to the identity functions

id:{y} — {y} on y considered as a singleton set. If £ 4, D is an arow in Ctz, then

Fam(f) = f*:Fam(D) — Fam(F) re-indexestheset {y € B(z) | z € D} over D tothe
set {f(z) € B(f(z)) | z € E} over E. We are viewing Set within Cat; each object of Set is
seen as an object, adiscrete category, in Cat. Because of this, the category of families of sets
can just be considered as a presheaf Fam:[C'tz P, Set], rather than as an indexed category;
we will adopt this view in the sequel.

We can explicate the structure of C'tx by describing Fam as a contextual category [5]. The
following definition is from Streicher [41]:

DEFINITION 5.1
The contextual category Fam, together with its length and denotation DEN:Fam — Set, is
described as follows:

1. 1 isthe unique context of length 0 and
DEN(1) = {0} ;

2.if D isacontext of length n and A:DEN(D) — Set is afamily of sets indexed by ele-
mentsof DEN (D), then D x A isacontext of lengthn + 1 and

DEN(D x A) = {(z,y) | = € DEN(D), y € A(z)}.

If D and E are objects of the contextual category Fam, then the morphisms between them
are smply the functions between DEN(D) and DEN(E).

The codomain of the denotation, Set, allows the definition of an extensional context ex-
tension x but Set does not have enough structure to define an intensional context extension
®. (The obvious candidate, such as some tuple-based construction, is really just a kind of
cartesian product and inheritsthe x's structural properties. It may be that some suitable cat-
egory of domains has enough structure to define such aproduct.) In order to be able to define
both x and ®, we denote Fam not in Set but in a presheaf Set®”, where C is a monoidal
category. We emphasize that, in general, C can be any monoidal category and, therefore, we
are actually going to describe a class of set-theoretic models. For simplicity, we take C °P to
be a partially-ordered commutative monoid M = (M, -, e, C). The cartesian structure on the
presheaf gives usthe x context extension and a restriction of Day’s tensor product [8] gives
usthe ® context extension.

We note that the restriction of Day’s tensor product we consider is merely this: consider
the set-theoretic characterization of Day’s tensor product as tuples (z, y, f) and, of al those
tuples, consider only those where the y is an element of the family of setsin x. Thisis quite
concrete, in the spirit of the Cartmell—Streicher models, and is not a general construction for
afibred Day product.

Within the contextual setting, we then have the following definition:

DEFINITION 5.2
The contextual category BIFam, together with its length and denotation
DEN:BIFam — Set™, is described asfollows:

1. 1 isacontext of length 0 and
DEN(1)(Z) = {0};
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2. I isacontext of length 0 and
DEN(I)(=) = M[-, 1];

3. if D isacontext of lengthn and A:DEN(D)(X) — Set™ isafamily of M-setsindexed
by elementsof DEN (D)(X), then
(@) D x Aisacontext of lengthn + 1 and

DEN(D x A)(X) = {(z,y) | # € DEN(D)(X), y € (A())(X)},

and
(b) D ® Aisacontext of lengthn + 1 and

XY
DEN(D © 4)(2) = {(x,4, /) € / DEN(D)(X) x (A(x))(Y) x M[Z,X & Y1}.

The ® extension is defined using co-ends. Here we have used the characterization of
Day’s tensor product as tuples, with the restriction, to account for dependency, of the
triples (z,y, f) tothoseinwhichy € A(z)(Y).

If D and E are objects of BIFam, then the morphisms between them are the functions
between DEN(D)(X) and DEN(E)(Y'). BIFam is Fam parametrized by M; objects that
wereinterpreted in Set are now interpreted in Set ™.

Now consider BIFam in an indexed setting. By our earlier argument relating indexed
and contextual presentations of families of sets, BIFam can be seen as a functor category
BIFam:[Ctz°?, SetM]. This is not quite the presheaf setting we require. However, we
caculate

[Ctzor, [Set™]] [CtzoP x M, Set]
M x Ctz°P, Set]

[M, [CtzP, Set]],

IR1e 1R

and so restore the indexed setting (and a so reiterate the ideathat M parametrizes Fam).

Lastly, we say what the R and ¥V componentsof the concretemodel are. Define (R, +,0) =
(M,-,e) and define (W, <) = (M/ ~, C), where the quotient of M by the relation w ~
w - w iS hecessary because of the separation of worlds from resources (cf. Bl's semantics
[24, 36, 42]). This alows usto define J,(w) = BIFam(r - w). The quotiented M main-
tains the required properties of monotonicity and bifunctoriality of the internal logic forcing
relation. It is then easy to check that BIFam(r - w) doessimulate 7, (w).

We check that BIFam:[ M, [C't2°P, Set]] is aKripke resource AA-structure and that it can
be used to define a Kripke resource X-A\A-model.

LEMMA 5.3
BIFam:[M, [Ctz°P, Set]] is aKripke resource AA-structure.

ProOF. Recdl that we view Set as Cat. Each of the following points refers to those of
Definition 3.2:

1. The terminal object in each fibre is taken to be the one-point set {(}}. As this is not
indexed by any variables, it will always be preserved on the nose by any f *.
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2.1f D € obj(Ctx) and A isaset indexed by € BIFam(Z)(D), then the two context
extensions are given by D x A and D ® A. The second projection ¢ p 4 is simply the
element-hood of the set A. The first projection pp 4 is defined for the object D x A
by pp,a(x,y) = x. Thefirst projection cannot be defined for the object D @ A asthe
elements of the denotation of D @ A do not consist of pairs. The pullback and other
coherences need to be checked but these are very similar to the calculations for the term
model, and we omit them.

3. The natural isomorphism A is defined for each type of context extension as follows: for
the ® extension, for any set B indexed by the denotation of D ® A (writethisas B pg 4),
wedefinecurry(Bpga) = AaBp where, forany . € BIFam(X)(D), A 4B isdefined
as

{f:BIFam(Y)(A(z)) —» Uy{BIFam(X ® Y)(B(z,y)) | y € BIFam(Y)(A(z))}
| Va € BIFam(Y')(A(x)), f(a) € BIFam(X ® Y)(B(z,a))}.

For the x extension, for any set B indexed by the denotation of D x A (write this as
Bpxa), wedefine curry(Bpx a) = 4B, where, for any x € BIFam(X)(D), 14 B
is defined as

{g:BIFam(X)(A(z)) = Uy {BIFam(X)(B(z,y)) | y € BIFam(X)(A(z))}
| Va € BIFam(X)(A(x)), f(a) € BIFam(X)(B(z,a))}.

The inverse functor is just application and defined as follows. For the ® case, for any
z € BIFam(X)(D) andy € BIFam(Y)(A(z)) and f € Aa(B),

uncurry f = f(y).

For the x case, for any x € BIFam(X)(D) and y € BIFam(X)(A(z)) and g €
M4 (B),

uncurry g = ¢g(y).

We must check that curry and uncurry are isomorphisms and aso that the Beck—
Chevalley condition holds. However, these are fairly simple calculations about abstrac-
tion, application and substitution in Set, with just the additional, resource parametrization,
and we omit them.
We comment that, although we only require a natural isomorphism for our lemma, we
have described the adjointsto @ and x in Set™™.

4. The product M x N of two objects in each fibre is taken to be the cartesian product of
the corresponding singleton sets { M} x {N}.

LEMMA 5.4
BIFam can be extended to a Kripke resource X-AA-model.

PROOF. The category BIFam is defined as follows: BIFam(s)(D) is the family of D-
indexed sets at s. That BIFam is afunctor arises due to a combination of the bifunctoriality
of C and the functoriality of the presheaf [C'tz °P, Set].

The definition of a model requires the structure to have enough points to interpret the
constants of the signature. We can work with an arbitrary signature and interpret constants
and variables as the functors Const: M — Set and D: M — Set respectively.
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Theinterpretation function [—] 5rp.., 1S Parametrized over worlds—resourcesr. Theinter-
pretation of contexts is defined following the same idea as the construction of the category
Ctzx:

1 [[F7 mA]])B(?;};m = [[F]])B(IFam ® [[AF]]EIFam;

X X X
2 HF7$!A]]BIFam = [[F]]BIFam X [[AF]]BIFam'

Theinterpretation of functionsis defined using the curry functor and the interpretation of &
is defined using the product in each set.

The interpretation function is defined simultaneously with the instances of the functors
join and share on Ctz. The definitions of these are similar to those for the joining relation
[—; —; —] and the sharing function « of the term model. We omit the details.

Satisfactionisarelation over M and [Ctx°P, Set] with the clauses reflecting the properties
— in particular, those of application — of the example model:

1. X s f:Az:A B [D]if andonly if Y F a:A [E] implies
X®Y ks f(a):Bla/a] [D  E;
2. X |y fillz:A B [D]if andonly if X =5 a:A [E] implies
X ks f(a):Bla/a] [D x E.

The conditions on the model are met due to the bifunctoriality of C and the definition of
the interpretation function. [ |

6 Discussion

We briefly discuss what we see as the main deficiencies of the analysis presented herein. The
first important deficiency of thiswork liesinitslevel of abstraction. Although our categorical
framework provides a clear definition of the structure which must be carried by a model of
the AA-calculus, it remains rather closely tied to the syntactic organization of the calculus. 1*
We should prefer to have a more abstract definition of a class of models, of which our Kripke
resource models would be a (leading) example. We should then seek to show that Kripke
resource models would be complete with respect to such a class, perhaps via a covering
property. Whilst we should welcome a more abstract semantics for the AA-calculus, we
prefer instead to seek a more abstract semantics of a purely bunched calculus, mentioned in
Section 2.7 and discussed below, and so to understand AA in a more general context.

The second important deficiency concerns the relationship between the AA-calculus and
bunched logics[37]. Theinternal logic of AA admits the bunched version of Dereliction, g.v.
in simple propositional form,

L(¢,¢) Fx

T(g59) Fx
Moreover, as we discussed in Sections 2.7 and 4, our semantics for AA depends critically
upon the admissibility of Dereliction: The formulation of the axiom sequent as

FeeAbrgx: A,

1 This objection is, perhaps, common to descriptions of models based on fibrations.
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and its interpretation using second projections from the base category, whereI',z € A is
interpreted, to the fibres, where typing assertions are interpreted, guarantees the admissibility
of Dereliction. The syntax and semantics of a purely bunched system, in which Dereliction
is not necessarily admissible, is the subject of current research. A (somewhat speculative)
discussion of thiswork is providedin [37].

The third important deficiency concerns the absence of a semantic analysis of RLF, the
logical framework associated with AA. Such an analysis should provide an account of the
representation of (Kripke) models of object-logics with (Kripke) models of the type-theory
(i.e. the meta-logic). Such studies, for a variety of frameworks, including LF, RLF and (the
putative) BLF are the subject of current research [30, 31, 32].

Finaly, consider the definition of the set-theoretic models in Section 5. It was simpler,
here, to work with an unspecified, arbitrary signature. However, if we consider a signature
which encoded the judgements of an imperative programming language, so that we had such
Y -operationsin each fibre, then we conjecture that BIFam providesabasisfor agood model
for an imperative programming language. In particular, we conjecture that BIFam would
model the behaviour of the store quite finely. The basis for this conjecture lies in work
which uses the internal logic to reason about local—global issues in state-ful programming
[14, 23, 28].
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