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We (re)define session types as projections of process lmbhawith respect to the communication
channels they use. In this setting, we give session typesnarg&s based on fair testing. The
outcome is a unified theory of behavioral types that sharasywan aspects with conversation types
and that encompass features of both dyadic and multi-pagsien types. The point of view we
provide sheds light on the nature of session types and gw@sahhance to reason about them in a
framework where every notion, from well-typedness to tHaygping relation between session types,
is semantically — rather than syntactically — grounded.

1 Introduction

The leitmotif in the flourishing literature on session types|[14,[15, 18piassociate every communi-
cation channel with a type thabnstraintshow a process can use that channel. In this paper we take
the opposite perspective: vaefinethe session type associated with a channel apthjection of the
behavior of the processes restricted to how that channeddd by them. As expected, this approach
requires a language of session types that is more generattibaones we usually encounter in other
works. But — this is in summary the contribution of this workhe language we come up with is just
a minor variation of well-known value-passing process lalgse that can be semantically characterized
using well-known concepts and techniques.

To get acquainted with our approach, let us consider theviiatlg example written imr-calculus like
language and which is a slightly simplified variant of the wadtng example in[16]:

Seller = a?(x).x?(title : String).x!price(title).x?(addr : Address).x!date(title)
Buyerl = (vc)alc.c“The Origin of Species’t?(price: Int).(vd)bld.d!price/2.d!c
Buyer2 = b?(y).y?(contrib: Int).y?(z).Zaddressz?(d : Date)

Here we have two buyers that collaborate with each otherderaio complete a transaction with a
seller. Buyerl creates a local channéhat it sends to Seller through the public charmelhe channel
c is normally dubbedession it is a fresh channel shared by Buyerl and Seller on whichvtimecan
communicate privately. Og Buyerl sends to the Seller the name of a book, and Selleregiaswith its
price. At this stage Buyerl asks for the collaboration of 8@y it creates another fresh chandevhich
it communicates to Buyer2 by means of the public chatmet sends Buyer2 the amount of money
Buyer2 should contribute, and finally delegateshe private channet to Buyer2, so that Buyer2 can
complete the transaction with the Seller. This implies santhe Seller a delivery address and receiving
the estimated delivery date.

Let us focus on the public channedsand b: the former is used by Buyerl for sending a channel
of some type, say, and is used by Seller for receiving a channel of the same thpeur approach
we say that the type ais 77.1|!n.1, where 7.1 is the projected behavior of Seller an!n.1is the
projected behavior of Buyerl am and| denotes the composition of these two behaviors. In a similar
way, b is used by Buyerl and Buyer2 and has typel! ?6.1, assuming that the channel exchanged
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between Buyerl and Buyer2 has tyffe Channelc is more interesting: it is created by Buyerl, which
uses it according to the typ8tring.?Int. Howeverc is delegated to Seller right after its creation, and
to Buyer2 when Buyerl has finished using it. So, the true tfpeisn |!String.?Int.p wheren is
the projection of Seller’'s behavior with respect to the ¢t (after it has been received by Seller),
andp is the projection of Buyer2’s behavior with respect to themeahannel after it has been received
by Buyer2. By similar arguments, one can see that the typeisff | !Int.!p.1 and the mentioned
typesn, 6, andp are defined asS2ring.!Int.?Address.!Date.l, ?Int.?p.1, and Address.?ate.1,
respectively. If we were to depict the projection we haverageal for typing the channels in the example,
we could summarize it as follows:

Seller Buyerl Buyer2
a: .1 In.1
b: 6.1 ?6.1
C: 7String.!Int.?Address.!Date.l IString.7Int.1 IAddress.?ate.l
d: IInt.lp.1 ?Int.?p.1

Can we tell whether the system composed of Seller and the tyerd “behaves well’? Although at
this stage we have not given a formal semantics to sessi@s,tyay looking at the types for the various
channels involved in the example we can argue that they afiteally “reduce” to a parallel composition
of I's. If we read the typd. as the fact that a process stops using a channel with thatttyipaoughly
indicates that all the conversations initiated in the eXarapentually terminate successfully.

The projection we have operated abstracts away from theaerhgependencies between communi-
cations occurring on different channels. This is a wellsknsource of problems if one is interested in
global progress properties. In our approach, and unlikergihesentations of session types, we do not
even try to impose any linearity constraint on the channeisgused, nor do we ugmlarities [11] or
indexes[[16] 1] for distinguishing differerdles For example, the process Buyerl keeps using channel
after it has been delegated, and it delegates the chanrehom® before terminating. As a consequence,
the projection we operate may not even capture the tempepantiencies between communications oc-
curringon the same channerhis can happen if two distinct free variables are instaatl with the same
channel during some execution. Thus, we must impose addit@mnstraints on processes only to ensure
the type preservation property. Interestingly, we will He&t these additional constraints are similar to
those used for ensuring global progress [9, 1, 3].

We can identify three main contributions of this work: (1) sfew that session types can be naturally
generalized to an algebraic language of processes thatlclessembles value-passimrs (2) as a
consequence, we are able to work on session types reusisgtaeikit of known results and techniques;
in particular, we are able to semantically justify the fumgatal concepts (duality, well-typedness, the
subtyping relation) that are axiomatically or syntacticgdresented in other theories; (3) we provide
a unified framework of behavioral types that encompassesarésanot only of dyadic and multi-party
session types, but also of conversation types [2].

Structure of the paper. In Section[2 we define session types as a proper process alggbipped
with a labeled transition system and a testing semanticsdban fair testing. This will immediately
provide us with a semantically justified equivalence relat actually, a pre-order — to reason about safe
replacement of channels and well-behaving systems. Indb€gtve formally define a process language
that is a minor variant of thg-calculus without any explicit construct that is dedicat®dession-oriented
interaction. We will show how to type processes in this laggiand illustrate the main features of the
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type system with several examples. Finally, we will staterttain properties (type preservation and local
progress) of our typing relation. Sectioh 4 concludes.

Related work. Theories of dyadic session types can be traced back to theswbHonda [[14] and
Hondaet al. [15]. Since then, the application of session types has betmaed to functional lan-
guages([20, 12] and object-oriented languages (see [1@rdlist a few examples). A major line of
research is the one dealing with so-called multi-party ieastypes, those describing sessions where
multiple participants interact simultaneously [16, 1]. lndepth study of a subtyping relation for ses-
sion types can be found in_[11], while J19] provides an inceatal tutorial presentation of the most
relevant features of dyadic session types.

Conversation types [2] are a recently introduced formalisat aims at generalizing session types
for the description of the behavior of processes that iotesdthin and across the scope of structurally
organized communications called conversations. Contrenstypes are very similar to the language of
session types we propose here, for example they embed &epacmhposition operator for representing
the composed behavior of several processes simultaneaos@ssing a conversation. The difference
with our approach mainly resides in the semantics of typestraat session types as terms of a proper
process algebra with a proper transition relation and alf¢tevant notions on types originate from here.
In [2], the semantics of conversation types is given in teofrs/ntactically-defined notions of subtyping
andmerging Also, [2] uses a process language that incorporates é&xptinstructs for dealing with
conversations, while we emphasize the ideprofected behavioby working with the nakedr-calculus.

Elsewhere[[B] we have been advocating the use of a testingpagpin order to semantically justify
session types. Unlikeé [3], here we disallow branch selaatiepending on the type of channels. This
reduces the expressiveness of types for the sake of a seapbi of the technicalities in the resulting
theory. Another difference is that in the present paper vepidfair testingapproach([18].

Finally, it should be mentioned that the use of processegmsthas already been proposed in the
past, for example i [%, 17]. In particular, |17] uses a laagg close to value-passimgres for defining
an effect system for Concurrent ML.

2 Syntax and semantics of session types

Let us fix some conventionsg], 6, p, ...range ovesession typesx, ...range oveactionst, s, ...range
overtypes v, ...range over an unspecified $€étof basic valuess, .. .range over an unspecified set of
basic typesuch adnt, Bool, String, and so on. The syntax of session types is defined by the gramma
in Table[1. Types represent sets of related val@es the empty type, the one inhabited by no value;
basic types are arbitrary subsets/6ffor everyv € ¥ we writev for thesingleton typavhose only value
is v itself. We will write v : t to state that inhabits type and we will sometimes say thatis of typet.
Actions represent input/output operations on a channel.aétion t represents the sending of an
arbitrary value of type; an action Prepresents the receiving of an arbitrary value of tip&ctions h
and 7 are similar but they respectively represent the sendingeeelving of a channel of type.
Although session types are used to classify channels, thegrithe the behavior of processes using
those channels. Consistently with this observation, weoftién present session types as characterizing
processes rather than channels. In the explanation thetvilit is useful to keep in mind that, when a
process uses a channel according to some protocol desbrfteedession type, it expects to interact with
other processes that use the same channel according topotiecols. For a communication to occur,
the process must perform an action on the channel (say,rgpadvalue of some type), and another
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Table 1: Syntax of session types.

n = session type a = action t = type
0 (failure) 2 (value input) 0 (empty)
| 1 (success) | 1t (value output) | v (singleton)
| a.n (action prefix) | ?n (channel input) | B (basic type)
| n+n (external choice) | !'n (delegation)
| nan (internal choice)
| nln (composition)

process must perform the corresponding co-action (sagiviag a value of the same type). The session
type O classifies a channel on which a communication error has metuNo correct system should ever
involve channels typed b, and we will see that it is useful to have an explicit term da&npa static
error. The session typkedescribes a process that performs no further action on aaehahhe session
type a.n describes a process that performs the aatipand then behaves according to the protatol
The session typg + 0 is theexternal choiceof n and 8 and describes a process that offers interacting
processes to behave according to one of the branches. Dimdlgession typg & 0 is theinternal
choiceof n and 8 and describes a process that internally decides to behaeedang to one of the
branches. The session type 6 describes the simultaneous access to a shared channel pydeasses
behaving according tg and 6l If we haven processes sharing a common channel and each process
behaves according to some protoggl thenn; | --- | n, describes the overall protocol implemented by
the processes on the channel.

We do not rely on any explicit syntax for describing recuesbehaviors. We borrow the technique
already used ir |3] and define the set of session types astthemmssibly infinite syntax trees generated
by the productions of the grammar in Table 1 that satisfy tiewing conditions:

1. the tree must contain a finite numberdifferentsubtrees;
2. on every infinite branch of the tree there must be infinituoences of the action prefix operator;
3. the tree must contain a finite number of occurrences ofdinallpl composition operator.

The first condition is a standardgularity conditionimposing that the tree must beegular tree[6].
The second one is@ntractivity conditiorruling out meaningless regular trees such as those gederate
by the equationX = X + X or X = X & X. Finally, it can be shown that the last condition enforcexd th
the protocol described by a session type is “finite state”.

To familiarize with session types consider the followingtexamples:

?Int.!String.1+ 7Bool.lReal.l

describes a process that waits for either an integer nunrbeBoolean value. If the process receives
an integer number, it sends a string; if the process receiv@eolean value, it sends a real number.
After that, in either case, the process stops using the ehalmstead, the session typekt.1$ !Bool.1
describes a process that internally decides whether toaeirdeger or a Boolean value.

It may seem that the syntax of session types is overly gereanit that external choices make sense
only when they are guarded by input actions and internalesainake sense only when they are guarded

1we use the word “shared” to highlight the fact that two (or eJgrocesses simultaneously act on the same channel. This
should not be confused with the terminology used in diffesassion type theories, where “shared channels” are pyblic
known channels on which sessions are initiated.



Luca Padovani 75

Table 2: Transitions of session types.

(R1) (R2) (R3) (R4) (R5)
1 %1 nee—n wn-Y%n pnn 02
(R6) (R7) (R8) (R9) (R10)
vl vt n—n' n-n' n—n'
Y

It.n — vt A.n n n+6—n-+06 r]+9i>n’ ne—n'lé

(R11) (R12) (R13)
nn uzv nln e-Se by e Mg
nie-n'16 nie-"n'e ne—n'l¢
(R14) (R15)

ntn 00 p=p nBn 6o pzp

ne—n'o nie—»o

by output actions. As a matter of facts, this is a commonioti&tn in standard session type presentations.
In our approach, this generality is actuatigcessarya session typg = !Int.1|!Bool.1 describes two
processes trying to simultaneously send an integer and &owalue on the same channel. A process
interacting with these two parties is allowed to read bothesin either order, since both are available.
In other words, the session tygeis equivalent toInt.!Bool.1+ !Bool.!Int.1, that is the interleaving

of the actions im. Had we expandeq to !Int.!Bool.16 !Bool.!Int.1 instead, no interacting process
would be able to decide which value, the integer or the Baohaue, to read first. The ability to
express parallel composition in terms of choices is welligtt in process algebra communities where it
goes under the name ekpansion lawi7z, [13]. This ability is fundamental in order to define comgple
proof systems and algorithms for deciding equivalencesidadility issues aside, we envision two more
reasons why this generality is appealing: first, it allowsaisxpress the typing rules (Sectioh 3) in a
more compositional way, which is particularly importanbimr approach where we aim at capturing full,
unconstrained process behaviors; second, it clearly aggacommunications (represented by actions)
from choices, thus yielding a clean, algebraic type languaigh orthogonal features.

We equip session types with an operational semantics tmiosithe actions performed by processes
behaving according to these types. The labeled transifjstes of session types is defined by the
rules in Tablé R plus the obvious symmetric rules of thoseenring choices and parallel composition.
Transitions make use tdibelsranged over by, . ..and generated by the grammar:

H = v | M| W] | In

Strictly speaking, the transition system is defined by twatiens: a labeled onets describing
external, visible actionand an unlabeled one— describinginternal, invisible actionsThus, the tran-
sition system is an extension of the oneaafs without 1’s [[7] to a value-passing calculus. Rulel()
states that the session typemits a single actior” denoting successful termination of the protocol, and
reduces to itself. By ruler2), the session typg ¢ 6 can perform an internal transition to eithgior 6.
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Rules R3) and R4) deal with output actions. The session typg)!emits the values and reduces tq.
Similarly, !p.n emits a signalp (the output of a channel of tyg®). Rule R5) is the dual of rule §4)
and states thatg2n emits a signal @ (the input of a channel of type). Rule (R6) states that a process
behaving according td.r) internally chooses a valueof typet to send, and once has committed to such
a value it reduces tovln. Rule R7) is the dual of rule 3), but because of rulerg) observe that a
process behaving according taj commits to sendingne particularvalue of typet, whereas a process
behaving according tot? is able to receivany value of typet. Rule R8) states that- is indeed an
external choice, thus internal choices in either branchatgpreempt the other branch. This is a typical
reduction rule for those languages with two different chejcsuch agcswithout 1’s [7]. Rules R9)
and R10) state obvious reductions for external choices, whidér@fny action that is offered in either
branch, and parallel compositions, which allow either congmt to internally evolve independently.
Rule (R11) states that any action other tharns offered by a parallel composition whenever it is offered
by one of the components; rule12) states that a parallel composition has successfultyitated only
if both components have; rul&k{3) states the obvious synchronization between compoiudietsng
dual actions. RuleR14) states that a process sending a channel ofgygen synchronize with another
process willing to receive a channel of type but only if p < p’. Here=< is asubtyping relatiormeaning
that any channel of typpe can be used where a channel of typéas expected. We shall formally define
=< in a moment; for the time being we must content ourselves thithintuition. Rule R15) states that
if the relationp < p’ is not satisfied, the synchronization occurs nonethelegst yields an error.

Before we move on to the subtyping relation for session typesshould point out a fundamental
design decision that relates communication and exterr@tel. On the one hand, values other than
channels may drive the selection of the branch in externaicels. For example, we havé:t.n +

?true

MBool.0 n while ?Int.n + 7?Bool.0 —— 6. Thetype of the value determines the branch, and
this feature allows us to model the label-driven branchcsiele that is found in standard session types
theories. On the other hand, the last two rules in Table 2 shatbranch selection cannot be affected by

the type of the channel being communicated. It is true thag 2 ?0’.6 i nand p.n+7?0'.0 ?—pl> 0,
but when we composeo? + ?p’.0 with !p”.6’ either reduction is possible, and the residual may or
may not bed depending on the relation betwegnp’, andp”:

p"=p p"2p
o.n+72".6|'p".8' —n|6 20.n+20.6|'p".6/ — 0

To be sure that the residual is rigtit must be the case that’ < p and p” < p’. In summary, we
do not allow dynamic dispatching according to the type ofanctel, namely all channels are treated as
if they had the same type. This is not the only possible ch@ee [3] for an alternative), but is one that
simplifies the theory.

In the following we adopt standard conventions regardirggttansition relations: we write=- for
the reflexive, transitive closure ef—; we write LN (respectively,n :“>) if there existsf such that
n 0 (respectively,n £ 0); we write ——, &5, =% for the usual negated relations; for example,
n — means that) does not perform internal transitions.

The first semantic characterization we give is thataipletesession type, namely a session type
that can always reach a successful state, no matter of@saittransitions.
Definition 2.1 (completeness)We say that) is completef n = n’ impliesn’ .

Intuitively, a complete protocol is one implemented by gses which can always terminate suc-
cessfully their interaction, without the help of any othengess. Observe, as a side note, that complete-
ness implies that no evolution of the system may yield arremrtead to a state where one process insists
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on sending a message that no interacting party is willingctept. 1 is the simplest complete session
type; the session typeg 2 |!n.1andn |!String.?Int.p we have seen in the introduction are also com-
plete, since every maximal transition leads to a succdgdfiminated state. The simplest example of
incomplete session type @ another example beingft.1|!Real.1 because of the maximal reduction
?Int.1|!Real.l — ?Int.1|!v/2.1 —. If we taken as the solution of the equatiof= ?Int.X and
6 as the solution of the equatidh=!Int.Y we have that) | 6 is not complete, despite it never reaches
a deadlock state. In this sense the notion of completenebsdsrafairness principlethat is typically
found in fair testing theories [18].

Completeness is the one notion that drives the rest of tloeythé/e define the subtyping relation for
session types, which we callbsessiomas the relation that preserves completengss:“smaller than”
0 if every session type that completecompletesd as well.

Definition 2.2 (subsession)We say that) is asubsessioof 6, notationn < 8, if n | p complete implies
6 | p complete for every. We write~ for the equivalence relation induced by namely~ = <N >.

In other words, we are defining an equivalence relation fesisa types based on (fair) testing [18]:
we use completeness as the notion of test, and we say thaessims types are equivalent if they pass
the same tests. As a consequence, the equational theomagghby this definition is not immediately
obvious, although a few relations are easy to check: for @kam-, ©, and| are commutative, associa-
tive operators@ is neutral for+ and1 is neutral for|; furthermoren @ 6 < n. Namely, it is safe to use a
channel with type7 & 6 where another one of typg is expected. If the safety property mentioned here
seems hard to grasp, one should resort to the intuitionlleatype” of a channel actually is the behavior
of a process communicating on that channel. A process tipatéto receive a channel with tygewill
behave on that channel accordingpif we send that process a channel with type» 0, the receiving
process will still behave according tp, which is a more deterministic behavior tharp 8, hence no
problem may arise. As a special case of reduction of nonuétesm, we haveHeal.n < !Int.n as-
suming thatInt is a subtype oRkeal. Other useful relations are those concerning failed psEEswe
haveO0~ a.0and 0.n ~ ?0.n =~ 0. More generally, the relation ~ 0 means that there is no session type
6 such that | 6 is complete:n is intrinsically flawed and cannot be remedied. The clasoatffawed
session types will be of primary importance in the followitgthe point that we reserve them a name.

Definition 2.3 (viability). We say thatj is viableif n | p is complete for some.

Remark 2.1. At this stage we can appreciate the fact that subsessiomdejpa the transition relation,
and that the transition relation depends on subsessiors. Cligularity can be broken by stratifying the
definitions: a session typgis given weight 0 if it contains no prefix of the fornp®r !p; a session type
n is given weightn > 0 if any session typg in any prefix of the form @ or !p occurring inn has weight
at mostn— 1. By means of this stratification, one can see that the demsitof the transition relation
and of subsession are well founded. |

It is fairly easy to see thak is a precongruence with respect to action prefix, internalogh and
parallel composition. The case of the action prefix is ttivias regards the internal choice, it suffices
to observe thatn @ 0) | p is complete if and only if botl | p and 8 | p are complete. Namelyp
corresponds to a set-theoretic intersection betweenoseggies that completg and 8. As regards
the parallel composition, the precongruence follows fréva very definition of subsession, singg
n’ <X0|n"if (n|n’)|p complete implieg6 | n’) | p complete, namely ify | (n’ | p) complete implies
0|(n'|p) complete, that is if7 < 6. Because all the non-viable session types=arequal, however,
=< is not a precongruence with respect to the external choice. Fangbea we haveD < !Int.0 but
IInt.14+ 0 £ !Int.1+ !'Int.0 =~ 0. This is a major drawback of the subsession relation as ifisied,
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since it prevents< from being used in arbitrary contexts for replacing equathk wquals (note that is
nota congruence for the same reasons). We resort to a standanilige for defining the largest relation
included in< that is a precongruence with respect to the external chale call this relatiorstrong
subsessian

Definition 2.4 (strong subsession) et C be the largest relation included i that is a precongruence
with respect to+, namelyn C 8 if and only if n +p < 8+ p for everyp. We write~ for the equivalence
relation induced by_, namely~ =CnN .

We end this section with a few results abeutindC. First of all, we can us& for reasoning about
viability and completeness of a session type:

Proposition 2.1. The following properties hold:
1. nis not viable if and only ify C O;
2. niscompleteifandonlyift+n C n.

Then, we prove thak andC arealmostthe same relation, in the sense that they coincide as soon as
the smaller session type is viable. This means that for atitpral purposes the use ©fin place of< is
immaterial, if not for the gained precongruence, since icame we will be keen on replacing a channel
with a viable type with one that is not viable.

Theorem 2.1.n < @ ifand only if eithern C0orn C 6.

Remark 2.2. It is interesting to comparg with the subtyping relation for session types(ini[11]. From
a technical point of view, the two relations arise in comgdlietifferent ways:C arises semantically as
a relation between session types that preserves commstethe subtyping relation in [11] is defined
(co)inductively and by cases on the syntax of session typeglrelated. The essence of this latter
relation is strictly connected with the direction of the leanged messages: wh8r< T holds, S sends
more things and receives fewer, regardless of whether $etst are labels or actual data. In contrast
the relationC is fundamentally determined by reduction of nondeterminisvhich is captured by the
law n & 6 C n. Note that this law does not say anything about messagesg beint or received. For
example, we havelht.1® !'Bool.1 C !Int.1 but also 2nt.16¢ ?Bool.1 C ?Int.1. We can identify
two other significant differences: the first one is that in theory of session types, the successfully
terminated session typgecan be composed with actions. For examfile, ?Int.1 describes a process
that is waiting for an integer, but is also perfectly happydominate the session at this time without
any further communication. As another examdes !Int.1 describes the behavior of a process that
internally decides whether to terminate the session withay further communication, or to do so only
after having sent an integer. Incidentally, observe thattéto examples complete each other. [Inl [11]
(and in most session type theories) the terminal behavionatabe composed with others. The type
system we will describe later does not use this capabilityeei but this is just to keep it simple and
with a reasonable number of rules. The second and last efiifer we want to emphasize is that the
law n C n + 8, which is somehow dual aff @ 6 C nj, doesnot hold, while it is sound in[[11]. Two
main reasons justify this fact: the first is that in our theerys an algebraic operator that can combine
arbitrary session types, and for this reason the extermételsometimes is an internal choice in disguise:
for example, it is possible to prove thatrit.n + ?Int.0 ~ ?Int.(n © 6). This cannot happen in [11]
because of the very syntax of session types, which prevebitsaay compositions of behaviors. The
second reason is that the synchronous communication maatevrelying upon does not tolerate the
introduction ofinterferencesFor example, we havel2t.1[Z ?Int.1+ ?Bool.1 because the session type
IInt.1+4 !'Bool.0 completes the first session type but not the second oneBtlwd ® branch introduces
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Table 3: Syntax of processes.

P process T o= action
0 (idle) | u?(x:t) (value input)
P (action prefix) | ule (value output)
| u?(x) (channel input)
P-+P (external choice) | ulv (delegation)

P@®P (internal choice)
P|P  (parallel composition)
(ve)P  (restriction)

|
!
| P (replication)
|
!
|
!

an interference that may enable harmful synchronizatiés.this and other reasons the adoption of a
synchronous communication model is questionable in practiowever, one can show that by suitably
restricting behaviors (for instance, by forbidding output external choices such as in the example
above) some instances of the Igw_ n + 6 become sound again. Furthermore, it is possible to simulate
partial forms of asynchrony by means of the session typeulagg we have presented (the idea is not
explored in detail here, but the interested reader may finteduints in[4]). In summary, the relation

is both an extension and a conservative restriction of théyping relation in[[11]. |

3 Processes

Processes are defined by the grammar in Table 3. WPUS¢R, ...to range over processes; we use
...to range over action prefixes; we wgdd, ¢, ...to range ovechannel nameswe letx, y, z, ...range
overvariablesandu, v, . ..range over channel names and variablesh6uld not be confused withthat
we used to range over elements¥o§; we lete, ...range over an unspecified languagexressions
The process language is a minor variation of thealculus, so we remark here only the differences: we
have four action prefixesu?(x : t) denotes a receive action for a basic vakuef typet on channel;
ule denotes a send action for the value of the expressiom channel; u?(x) denotes a receive action
for a channek on channels; ulv denotes a send action for a chanmeln channel. Consistently with
the language of session types, actions denoting sendfeegperations of channels are “untyped”. The
processxP denotes unbounded replications of procBsandP + Q andP & Q respectively denote the
external and internal choice betweBrandQ. We will usually omit theo process; we will writefn(P)
for the set of free channel names occurrindPifthe only binder for channel names is restriction); we
will write P{M/,} for the proces® where all free occurrences of the variakleave been replaced Ioy.
The transition relation of processes is defined by an alntastard relation in Table 4, so we will
not provide detailed comments here. In the table, we werjte for the fact that expressiamevaluates to
v. Labels of the transition relation are ranged overby. . and are generated by the following grammar:

¢ =1 | c¢cm | cim | c!(d)

wherem, ... ranges ovemessagesiamely basic values and channel names. Actidenotes an internal
computation or a synchronization. Actions of the forBm andc!m are often calledree inputsandfree
outputsrespectively. Actions of the forrol (d) are calledoound outputsaind represent the extrusion of
a private channeld in this case. We use these actions to model session init&ativhereby a private
channel is exchanged and subsequently used for the acteidtion. Notions of free and bound names
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Table 4: Transitions of processes.

PoQ-P  «P-xPIP )P TSP} cdP PP

vit elv PP PP r47T

cAx: )PPl ceP P PrQ-SP1Q P+Q - P
PP oMo PP 0 Q  d¢m@Q P-%P  ba(f)nfn(Q) —0

PIQ-P|Q P|Q - (vd)(P'|Q) PIQ—P'|Q

PP  de¢fa(@ubn(t) PILP  cxd

(vd)P - (vd)P’ (vd)p 2 p

in labels are standard, wittn(c?d) = fn(c!d) = {c,d}, fn(c?/) = fn(clv) = fn(c!(d)) = {c}, and
bn(cl(d)) = {d}, the other sets being empty.

We remark only two distinctive features of the transitiotatien: (1) the replicated proces$
evolves by means of an internal transitionx®| P; technically this makesP a divergent processbut
the fact that we work with a fair semantics makes this onlytaitj€2) similarly to the transition relation
for session types, the transition relation for processkxisebranches of external choices according to
the type of the basic value being communicated. This is evitkethe transitions foc?(x : t).P, which
are labeled by values of tyge

The typing rules for the process language are inductivefinee in Tablé 5. Judgments have the form
= P: A, wherel is a standard environment mapping variables to basic typega @& an environment
mapping channel names and channel variables to sessian tWeewritedom(A) for the domain ofA.
Rule (T-wEAK) allows one to enrickd with assumptions of the form : 1, indicating that a process
does not use the channel The premises ¢ dom(A) impliesu ¢ £n(P) since it is always the case that
fn(P) C dom(A). Rule (r-suB) is an almost standard subsumption rule regarding the tiyaelannel.
The peculiarity is that it works “the other way round” by allimg a session typé to become a smaller
session typey. The intuition is thaP behaves according #®on the channal. Thus, it is safe to declare
that the session type associated witis even less deterministic th&h This rule is fundamental in the
type system since many other rules impose equality consiran session types that can only be satisfied
by finding a lower bound to two or more session types. It shalgd be appreciated the importance of
using C, which is a precongruence, since this allows us to apply ftleuB) in arbitrary contexts.
Rule (T-RES9) types restrictions, by requiring the session type astatiwith the restricted channel to
be of the form1+ n. In light of rule (T-suB) and of Propositiof 211(2), this requirement imposes that
the session type of a restricted channehust be complete. Namely, there must not be communication
errors onc. Rule (T-NiIL) types the idle process with the empty session environment. The proggss
should not be confused with the failed session t9pthe former is the successfully terminated process
that does not use any channel; the latter denotes a comrtioniesror or a deadlock. Rule{iINPUT)
types an input action for basic values of tyipeThe assumptiox : t is moved into the environmeifit
and if the session type associated witim the continuatiorP is nj, then the overall behavior &fonuis
described byt2n. Rule (r-ouTPuT) is similar, but regards output actions of basic values. ¥¢eime an
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Table 5: Typing rules for processes.
(T-WEAK) (T-susB) (T-RES)
r=pP:A u ¢ dom(A) rEP:AU{u: 6} nce FrEP:AU{c:1+n}
MrEP:AU{u:1} rEP:AU{u:n} M (ve)P:A

(T-NIL) (T-INPUT) (T-INPUTS)
Fx:tEP:AU{u:n} FrEP:{x:p}
rFo:0 FEu?(x:t).P:AU{u:2.n} MEu?(x).P:{u:?p.1}

(T-ouTPUT) (T-OUTPUTS)
-e:t rEP:AU{u:n} r=P:Au{u:n,v:6}

r-ueP:Au{u:'t.n} FrEuv.P:Au{u:!p.n,v:0|p}

(T-EXT) _ _ (T-INT)
FEm.R:AU{u:n}'e subj(75) =u'® r-P:A TFQ:A

FrESy mR:AU{u: S ni} rNEPeQ:A

(T-BANG) _ _ (T-PAR) _ _
FEP:{u:n'<h niC(ni|mi)' FEP:{u:n'sh M-Q:{u:6'<"
P {u:ni '€} FEP|Q:{u:ni|6'<}

unspecified set of deduction rules for judgments of the fbrme : t, denoting that the expressiehas
typet in the environment. Rule (T-INPUTS) types an input action for a channel The continuation

P must be typed in a session environment of the fdsm p}, requiring thatP must not refer to (free)
channels other than the received one. Consequently, thiewhacess behaves according to the session
type Pp.1. The severe restriction on the continuation process isssace for type preservation, as we
will see in Examplé_3]5 below. Rule{ouTPUTS) types delegations, whereby a channi sent over
another channel. This rule expresses clearly the idea of projection we argybng in our approach: the
delegated channeglis used in the continuatiolR according to the session tyggwhich may bel in case
rule (T-wEAK) is applied); at the same time, the channé$ delegated to another process which will
behave on it according {@. As a consequence, the overall behaviovimexpressed by the composition
of 68 andp, namely by8 | p. If uis used in the continuatioR according ton, then its type isp.n in

the conclusion. RuleTtexT) types external choices. These are well typed only when le@ich of the
choice is guarded by an action whose subject (a/e write subj() for the subject of actiom). For
this reason the rule is only applicable to processes of the fa.P; + - - - + ,.P,, which we abbreviate
onu of each branch, which we abbreviatejgs, n;. Rule (T-INT) types internal choices, but only when
the two branches do have the same session environment. arhtsecachieved by repeated applications
of rules (-WEAK) and (T-suB). Rule (T-PAR) types the parallel composition of processes. Again this
rule shows the idea of projection and, unlike other sesgipa systems, allows (actually requires) both
processes to use exactly the same channels, whose codegpsession types are composed witn
this context rule -WEAK) can be used to enforce that the session environmenBdadQ are exactly
the same, recalling thdtis neutral for|. Finally, rule (--BANG) types replicated processes: the basic
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idea is that a replicated proceeB is well typed if any channel it uses is “unlimited” (in thet@inology
of [11])), which in our case translates to the property thaiutt be smaller than two copies of itselfis
the simplest session type with this property, but there tirers as we will see in Examgle B.1.

Remark 3.1. Thanks to our setting, we have the opportunity to make soresting connections
between the subtyping relations used in type theories fogramming languages and the behavioral
preorders that arise in many testing theories for procegbeds. According to Definitidn 2.2, if < 6,
then it is safe to replace a process behaving according with another process behaving according
to 8. This is because, by definition ef, every context that completeswill also complete§. Note in
particular that the safe substitution regardslétriger object This contrasts with the subtyping relations
where it is safe to replace an object of typewith another object of typ&if Sis a subtype ofl. In
fact, this is exactly the notion of safe substitutability are using in rule -suB). This mismatch can
be source of confusion: recall that in our view a session tgp®ot the type of channel, but rather is
the allowed behavior of a process on a channel. Thus, if anghdras type Int.1, that means that
the process using it behaves accordingot!1. Now, it is safe to replace that channel with another
one with type Int.14 !Bool.l: since we are replacing the channel, and not the procesqrdiocess
will still behave according toInt.1, but this time on a channel that allows more behaviors. Since
1Int.1¢!Bool.1 C IInt.1, we are assured that the substitution is safe. |

Example 3.1(persistent service provideriConsider the process
Q = *servef?(x).P

which accepts an unbounded number of connection requedteeahannekerverand processes them
in the proces®. Assume we can type the non-replicated process as follows:

Fr=pP:{x:p}
I+ servef(x).P: {server: ?p.1}

To apply rule {-BANG) for Q we needserverto have a type) such that) C n | n, and .1 clearly
does not have this property. Consider the sessionnybat is solution of the equatiod = 1¢ ?p.X. We
haven C ?p.1and furthermore) = n | . Hence we can now typ® with an application of rule¥-suB)
followed by (T-BANG). |

Example 3.2(multi-party session)Intuitively, a multi-party session is a conversation takpiace on a
restricted channel that is shared between three or moriipartts. Consider a systefwa)(P|P|Q)
where

p g

Q

the idea being that the two instancesRofepresent two servers checking whether a number is prime.
The proces$) establishes a connection by sending the two servers a fhesinelc and sending on this
channel some integer number The two servers are thus able to process the number inglamall the
first one that succeeds sends the result ba€k tdpon reception of the result from one of the serves,
notifies the other server by sending a dummy valbert, which we assume is a singleton type inhabited
only by abort itself.

It is easy to verify that, withirP, the channek has typen = ?Int.(!Bool.1+ ?abort.l) andais
used according to the typg 2. In Q, ais used according to the typg 11|!n.1 andcis used according
to the typen |!Int.1|n|!Int.1| 2Bool.labort.1l. Hence, the overall type @fis 'n.1|!n.1|?n.1|?n.1
and the whole system is well typed since bathtype andc’s type are complete. |

a?(x).x2(y : Int).(X!isprimey) + x?(z: abort))
(ve)(alc.cln|alc.cln|c?(x : Bool).Clabort)

o

def
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The type system permits to find type derivations for processing channels with a non-viable
session type. Examples of such processes?xe 0).0. A non-viable session type indicates an intrinsic
flaw in the process. For this reason viability is really the aotion that characterizegell-typednessf
processes. We say that a session environiésiviable if so is every session type in its codomain.

Theorem 3.1(subject reduction)Letl - P : A and P—— Q andA viable. Ther + Q: A.

Example 3.3. If compared with more standard session type theories, ttiemof viability looks as an
additional complication of our more general setting. Atgudhe rules in Tablé5 project the behavior
of a process with respect to the channels it uses and impase dal constraints. Then, the viability
hypothesis in Theorefn 3.1 ensures that the process is mallybehaved. Without this hypothesis,
subject reduction does not hold. Consider for example tbegasP | Q where

p ! (ve)(alc) Q def a?(x).x13
On one handP sends a fresh channelto Q, but does not use it anymore. On the other hapd,
pretends to send an integer on the channel it receivesProftcording to the rules in Tablg 5 we have
FP|Q:{a:!(1).1]?('Int.1).1}. In particular, the session type associated itk not viable, because
1 <1Int.1 does not hold. Indeed, we have the reduction

P|Q - (vc)(0]c!3)

where the residual process is ill typed, simde associated with the session type Int.1 which is not
complete, hence it does not satisfy the premise of riRES). |

Before addressing type safety, we justify by means of exasible two main constraints imposed by
the type system in order to guarantee type preservation.

Example 3.4. To justify rule (T-EXT), consider the process

p &f a?(x: Int).b?Ay:Bool)+b?(X: Int).ay: Bool)
and suppose it well typed, wheae ?Int.1+ 7Bool andb: ?Bool.1+ ?Int.1. Apparently,both aand
b are able to receive either an integer or a Boolean value agdtans such asva)(vb)(P |al3|b!3)
would be well typed. Alas, the external choices in the tygea andb do not take into account the fact
that any synchronization d? with another process may actuallijsableone branch in these choices.
The reduction
(va)(vh)(P|al3|b!3) — (va)(vh)(b2(y: Bool)|0|b!3)

leads to an ill-typed process, sinoéas type Bool.1|!Int.1 which is not complete. |

Example 3.5. The severe constraint in the premise of rataNPUTS) can be justified by looking at the
following processes:

p & alc.alc.c?(x: Int).c?Ay:Bool)

Q def a?(x).a?(y).yltrue.x!3

whereP can be typed with a derivation like the following:

NFc?(x: Int).cy:Bool):{a:1c: ?Int.?Bool.1l}
Falc.c?(x: Int).c?(y:Bool): {a:!(!Bool.1).1 c:!Bool.1| ?Int.?Bool.1}
Itk alcalc.c?(x: Int).cy:Bool): {a:!(!Int.1).!(!Bool.1).1,c: !Int.1|!Bool.1| ?Int.?Bool.1}
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The proces® delegates the channeltwice ona. The first time, the delegated behavior Iat.1,
while the second time the delegated behaviorBisol.1. Each timec is delegatedP assumes that
the receiving process will implement the delegated bemaWowever, as it can be clearly seen in the
conclusion of the typing derivation above, the overall dated behavior of is !Int.1|!Bool.1, namely
the parallel composition of the two behaviors that were s#ply delegated. This is fundamental for
the completeness afs type, since the input operations performed by the residuR at the top of the
typing derivation occur in a specific order.

The proces®), which receives both delegations, is unaware xetdy will be instantiated with the
same channel. S is well typed andk andy have respectively typeBbol.1 and Int.1, as requested
by P, but Q uses these channels in a specific order that is not capturtitelyrojections. The process
P| Q deadlocks in two steps:

P|Q —— c?(x: Int).c2(y: Bool) | cltrue.c!3

where in the final state we hage ?Int.?Bool.1|!Bool.!Int.1 which is not complete. By requiring, in
the premise of ruleTtINPUTS), that the receiving process cannot use any channel bidrethe received
one, we are basically imposing that the receiving processt handle every received channel in a thread
of its own. |

In judgments of the fornh - P : A the environmend is an approximation dP insofar as it describes
the projections ofP’'s behavior with respect to the channels it uses and delegdteis well known
that this approximation is unable to capture situationsre/ineell-typed processes deadlock because the
interdependence between communications occurring oerdiff channels are lost. Our approach is no
exception, as shown by the following example.

Example 3.6(deadlock) Consider the system
(va)(vb)(al3.b?(x: Bool) | bltrue.a?(x: Int))

where the channela andb have respectively typg = !Int.1|?Int.1 and 6 = ?Bool.1|!Bool.1l. In
both cases we havket+ n C n and1+ 6 C 6, hence the system is well typed but deadlock. |

The safety property we are able to state guarantees thal thieaprocesses sharing some channel
c are immediately ready to communicate anthen they will eventually synchronize. Since in our
transition relation for processes synchronization igeigd not just by the channels on which messages
are exchanged, but also by the type of the exchanged mes#agewentual synchronization translates
to the fact that there is no communication error: it is nelierdase that there is a process willing to send
a message of some type, and no other process is ever willigédve messages of that particular type.
The notion of “readiness” we mentioned is captured by thieohg definition:

Definition 3.1 (readiness) We say thaP is readyoncif P | cis derivable by the rules:

c¢ tn(P) Plc Qlc Plc Qlc Plc c#£d
Plc P+Qlc P|Qlc (vd)Plc

Intuitively, P is ready orc if either it does not use, in which case it plays no role in any synchro-
nization onc, or if P is prefixed by an action whose subjectijsor if every branch oP is ready orc.
Observe that wheR = P, + P,, bothbranches are required to be readycoiThis is not overly restrictive
because, by ruleT(exT), if either branch is prefixed by an action whose subjed, iso must be the
other branch.

Theorem 3.2.I1f I - P:AU{c: n} andn complete and R c, then either & £n(P) or P —.

1.P | subj(m)
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4 Concluding remarks

It may sound obvious to state that session types are behbt¥yges. Yet, although session types are
normally associated with channels, channels do not expgsbehavior. The solution of this apparently
innocuous paradox lays in the equally obvious observatiahthe session type associated with a channel
reflectsthe behavior of @rocessconcerning the input/output operations that the procedsnpes on that
channel. By taking this mirrored point of view we have beele &b define a simple and, in our opinion,
elegant theory of session types that generalizes, unifiesseamantically justifies many concepts that
can be found scattered in the current literature: (multty)asession types are terms of a suitably defined
process algebra closely based on value-passtg completenesexpresses the property that a session
is well-formed and never yields a communication eruwality [11] n > 8 is the special case where
n | 8 is complete;viability captures the concept of well-typed process, namely of geoteat can be
composed with others in order to implement complete sesstbesubtyping relatiorbetween session
types arises semantically by relating those session tyyagpteserve completeness in arbitrary contexts.

The adoption of a fair testing semantics|[18] for sessioe$yip original to the best of our knowledge.
In fact, most presentations of session types rely on notibdsality or well-formed composition where
the only concern is the absence of communication errordewiine fairness principle we adopt imposes
an additional constraint: that at any time a conversaticalvigys able to reach a so-called successful
state. Whether or not this is desirable in practice, fromcairigcal point of view there are both pros
and cons: on the one hand, the fair subsession relation is difficult to characterize coinductively
and axiomatically because fairness escapes the merestrwtttypes; on the other hand, the subsession
relation is an all-in-one tool that incorporates safe stuiability (rule (t-suB)), viability, and complete-
ness (Proposition 2.1). We have been unable to fully chamiaet completeness in terms of a non-fair
subsession relation (see [4] for an attempt in the contelkebfvioral contracts).

The type system we have provided as a proof-of-concept itid®é8 may look excessively restric-
tive, in particular with respect to the rule-(NPUTS) which demands that the continuation cannot use
any (known) session if not the received one. We have threeredisons regarding this point: (1) this
is a direct consequence of our focus on the idea of projeabduior, which allows a more liberal use
of channels; (2) similar restrictions can be found in typstesns guaranteeing global progress [9,/1, 3];
(3) the provided type system is very natural and simple, idenisig the freedom it leaves in the use of
channels; this simplicity suggests that it can be smoothtgreled with features such as polarities or
roles which would likely help relaxing the constraints. \Wa\ve this extension as future work.
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