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We view channels as the main form of resources in a messagpigarogramming paradigm. These
channels need to be carefully managed in settings wheranesare scarce. To study this problem,
we extend the pi-calculus with primitives for channel aflion and deallocation and allow channels
to be reused to communicate values of different types. tably, the added expressiveness increases
the possibilities for runtime errors. We define a substmattype system which combines uniqueness
typing and affine typing to reject these ill-behaved proggam

1 Introduction

Message-passing concurrency is a programming paradigmetheahared memory is prohibited and
process interaction is limited to explicit message comiation. This concurrency paradigm forms the
basis for a number of process calculi such as the pi-cal§lli]sand has been adopted by programming
languages such as the actor based language Eilang [3].

Message-passing concurrency often abstracts away fraanesmanagement and programs written
at this abstraction level exhibit poor resource awarenesthis paper we study ways of improving this
shortcoming. Specifically, we develop a statically typetérgion of the pi-calculus in which resources,
i.e. channels, can be reused at varying types and unwargedroes can be safely deallocated.

Idiomatic pi-calculus processes are often characterizeddsteful use-once-throw-away channels
[15,[14]. Consider the following two pi-calculus proceséimidons

TIMESRV £ rec X.getTiméx.x! (hr,min).X

DATESRV £ rec X.getDatéx.x! (year, mon day). X
TIMESRV defines a server that repeatedly waits on a channel ngedimeto dynamically receive a
channel name, represented by the bound variglaad then replies with the current time QrDATESRV
is a similar service which returns the current date. An idiimpi-calculus client definition is

CLIENTo = (vrety) getTime(ret;).rety?(Yhr, Ymin). (Vrety) getDaté (ret,) Tety(Zyear, Zmon, Zday) - P

CLIENT( uses two distinct channelet; andret, as return channels to query the time and date servers,
and then continues as procéswith the values obtained. These return channels are scppedté), to
preclude interference from other clients concurrentlyrgiung the servers.

From a resource management perspective it makes pragraatie $o try and reduce the number of
channels used and usaechannel to communicate with both the time server and thesateer.

CLIENT1 £ (vret) getTime(ret).ret?(Yhr, ymin) - getDate (ret).ret(Zear, Znon Zday) - P
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From a typing perspective, this reuse of the same channallsstrong updateon the channel: that is,
reuse of a channel to communicate values of different typesng update must be carefully controlled;
for instance, an attempt to use one channel to communicéitebaih servers in parallel is unsafe:

CLIENTer = (vret) (getTime(ret).ret?(ynr, Ymin)- P1 || getDate (ret).ret?(Zyear, Znon Zday)- P2)

Standard pi-calculus type systems accept au¥ENTg and rule out botltLIENT; andCLIENT grr. HOW-
ever,CLIENT1 is safe because the communication with the date server happitly afterthe commu-
nication with the time server, and also because the timeesanll only use the return channehce
Adequate resource management also requires preciseplestgiof when resources are allocated
and existing ones are disposed. The characteristic scaungtruct(vc)P is unfit for this purpose
and should be used only as a bookkeeping construct deligeatime scoping (which evolves during
computation through scope extrusion) . One reason agaioBtam interpretation is the structural rule

(sScp) P=(vc)P whenever c¢ fn(P)

whose symmetric nature would entail implicit garbage atitgn of channels, but also the possibility
of unfettered spurious channel allocations. Another neagminst this interpretation is the fact that the
pi-calculus semantics does not specify whether, in a psosesh axLIENT, channelret; is allocated
before or after the input aret;. This problem becomes more acute when scoping occurs iresidesive
definitions. We address this shortcoming by introducingxtit allocation construcilloc(x).P. When
the allocation is executed, a new channisl created at runtime and th#oc(x).P changes tgvc)P{C/x}.
Dually, we also extend the calculus with an expla@allocationoperatorfree c.P. We can then rewrite
the client as:

CLIENT2 2 alloc(x).getTime(x).X?(Yhr, Ymin).getDate (X).X?(Zyear, Zmon Zday)-free X.P

Inevitably, the added expressiveness of this extendedlpultis increases the possibilities for runtime
errors like value mismatch during communication and usdgdannels which have been deallocated.

We define a type system which rejects processes that aresytisaftype system combines unique-
ness typing[[4] and affine typin@ [14], while permitting valaoercion across these modes through sub-
typing. Uniqueness typing gives ggobal guaranteessimplifying local reasoning when typing both
strong updates and safe deallocations. Uniqueness typmde& seen as dual to affine typing![10], and
we make essential use of this duality to allow uniquenese tefmporarily violated.

2 The Resource Pi-Calculus

Fig.[d shows the syntax for the resource pi-calculus. Thguage is the standard pi-calculus extended
with primitives for explicit channel allocation and dea&tion; moreover, channel scoping records
whether a channel is allocated)or deallocated_). The syntax assumes two separate denumerable sets
of channel names, d € NAMES and variables, y € VARS, and lets identifiersl, v € NAMES U VARS
range over both. The input and channel allocation constrat binders for variableé and x resp,
whereas scoping is a binder for nameés.(c). The syntax also assumes a denumerable set of process
variablesX,Y € PVARS which are bound by the recursion construct.

Channels are stateful (allocated, or deallocated,l) and process semantics is defined over con-
figurations,(o,P) whereo € X : CHANS — {T, L} describes the state of the free channel®,rand
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PQ ;= uv.P (output) | uXP (input)
| nil (nil) | ifu=vthenPelse Q (match)
| recX.P (recursion) | X (process variable)
| P|Q (parallel) | (vc:s)P (stateful scoping)
| alloc(x).P (allocate) | freeu.P (deallocate)

Figure 1: Polyadic resource pi-calculus syntax

stateful scopindvc:s)P describes the state of scoped channels. A t(plé€) is a configuration when-
everfn(P) C dom(o) and is denoted ag>P. We say that a configuratiooi> P is closed wheneveP
does not have any free variables. Fig. 2 defines contextscoweiguration wher&’[o > P| denotes the
application of a contex®#” to a configurationo > P. In the case where a context scopes a nartie
definition extracts the state relatingadrom o and associates it with For example,

(ve)[c:T,d:Tecld]=d: T>(ve: T)cld

The reduction relation is defined as the least contextuatioel over closed configurations satisfy-
ing the rules in Fig.12, using a standard pi-calculus stmattequivalence relatiof=). Communication
(RCowm) requires the communicating channel to be allocated. Atioo RALL) creates a private al-
located channel and substitutes it for the bound variabté@allocation construct in the continuation;
the conditionc ¢ dom(o) ensures that is fresh inP. Deallocation RFREE) is the only construct that
changes the visible state of a configuration,

Fig.[2 also defines error reductions as the least contexelatian satisfying the rules fof"s. These
rules capture errors resulting from arity mismatch andatts to communicate on deallocated channels.
In particular arity mismatch can come from unconstrainegl afsstrong updates such as in the case of
CLIENT¢rr in the Introduction.

3 Type System

3.1 The typing relation

The type language is defined in Figlile 3 and the typing rulegi@en in Figuré 4. The typing relation
over processes takes the usual shdpe: P read as P is well-typed under the typing assumptions in
. Typing environments are multisets of pairs of identifiarsd types; we do na priori make the
assumption that they are partial functions (Sedtioh 3.5)s Telation is extended to configurations as

r-ocPkP
by requiring that the process is well-typedlinall channels ir are allocated iro, andl is a partial
function (.e., for every identifier inP there is exactly one typing assumptionih
3.2 The type language

The core type of our system is the channel tyﬁe],a, consisting of am-ary tuple of types? describing
the values carried over the channel andagtribute awhich gives usage information about the channel
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Contexts
cui= [ | CIP | Pl¥ | (vOFf
o>P] LonP
€lo>P|Q Eao's(P||Q) if €lobPl=0' P
Q| ¢lovP] Eo'>(Q|P) if€lobP] =0 P
(vo)¢[o>P] Eo'>(ve:s)P if €losP]=0d’,c:spP
Reduction Rules
olc)=T
o clb|[cXP — ob P{B/x} o>recX.P — g>P{recX.P/x}
c#d
RTHEN : ’ RELSE
orifc=cthenPelse Q — o>P orifc=dthenPelse Q — o>Q
c ¢ dom(o)
ALL RFREE

o>alloc(x).P — o> (ve: T) (P{¢/x}) "

o,c. T freecP—0o,c. L>P

P=P o>P — o>Q Q=Q
RSTR
o>P—0orQ
Error Reduction Rules
\d] # [%] a(c)= 1 o(c)=1 P=Q 0vQ-5
7 err = err o EIN ESTR
orcld.P|| cXQ— o>cld.P— o>CXQ— osP =%
x
Figure 2: Contexts, Reduction Rules and Error Predicates
1 affine
T = [?]a (channel type) w ( )

| proc (process)

a =
|
|

(unrestricted)

e.i) (unique afteii steps, € N)

Figure 3:

Type language
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(a channel isiIsedwhen communication takes place across the channel). Tihisué¢ can take one of
three forms:

e A channel of type[?]‘“ is anunrestrictedchannel; such type assumptions correspond to type
assumptions of the form?] in non-substructural type systems.

e A channel of type[?]1 is affine and comes with an obligation: it can be used at most once.

e A channel of type[?]('vi) comes with a guarantee that itusiqueafteri actions; we abbreviate
the type[?](’vo) of channels that are uniquewto [?]'. Unique channels can be used to describe
instances where only one process has access to (owns) athaAncordingly, strong update and
deallocation is safe for unique channels.

3.3 Structural rules

Since the type system is substructural, usage of type asgumapnust be carefully controlled, and the

logical rules do not allow to use an assumption more than.o@gerations on the typing environment

are described separately by the structural rules of Figlhofigh the subtyping relation is novel because
it combines uniqueness subtypirgJNQ) with affine subtyping $AFF) making themdual with respect

to unrestricted types, the subtyping and weakening straictules are standard.

Rule TCON contracts an assumption of the fonm T, as long asl' can besplit asT; and T».
Unrestricted assumptions can be split arbitraniy §r andpPPRrROC); affine assumptions cannot be split
at all. An assumptioni: [T]* about a unique channel can be split as an affine assumptigti* and
an assumption about a channel that is unique after one acti{J'T’l]('ﬂl)—an action using the latter
assumption must be coupled with a co-action on the affinereiiaand since the affine assumption can
only be used once it is sound to assume that the channel isainigpin after the action has happened.
More generally, a channel which is unique aftexctions can be split into an affine assumption and a
channel which is unique aftér + 1) actions, and splitting is defined in such a way that the nurober
affine assumptions for a channel never exceeds the inafethe corresponding unique assumption.

In particular when the index is 0 no other assumptions aldmatt ¢thannel can exist in the typing
environment. This means that if a process can be typed usimggae assumption for a channel, no
other process has access to that channel. The last stiuctiesar REv, makes use of this fact to allow
strong updates (“revision”) to channels as long as they migue.

3.4 Logical rules

The rules for input and outputrQuT and TIN) decrement the attribute of the channe,, they count
usage. This operation is denotedIbyc: ['T']a*1 in Fig.[4 and states that affine assumptions can only be
used once, unrestricted assumptions can be used an arbitraber of types, and if a channel is unique
afteri+1 actions, then it will be unique afteactions once the action has been performed.

Moreover, TOUT requires separate typing assumptions for each of the clsatiret are sent. The
attributes on these channels are not decremented, beaaastan has been performed on them; instead,
the corresponding assumptions are handed over to the gdgradicess receiving the message. If the
sending process wants to use any of these channels in iisgation @) it must split the corresponding
assumptions first.

Recursive processes must be typed in an environment thi@icsionly unrestricted channeteREeC).
This is reasonable since recursion can be used to definesgsexc®ith an unbounded number of parallel



E. de Vries, A. Francalanza and M. Hennessy

31

{
Logical rules

ru[T*LxTrP

TIN
F,u:[?]al— uX.P

r-p
Ik ifu=vthenPelse Q

uver

rx:[T]"+P

— TALL
Ik alloc(x).P
MNc:THEP

—— TRsT1
M= (ve:T)P

wherel® is an environment containing only unrestricted assumptamd all bound variables are fresh.

Structural rules
T=T10T>

N-Q
TIF

MuT,FP T1<:To

Typing configurations

Vcedom(l).o(c) =T

Channel usage

Type splitting

MuTy,u:ToFP r=pP
TCON — TWEAK
MuwTkHEP rLuTkEP
ru:[To* FP
TSUB ——— TREV
FruT,+P Fou:[Ty* =P
r=p I" is a partial map
TCONF
MN-ooP
r if a=1
Fe[TPEtedrafe ifa-w
M [T]*) if a=(e,i+1)
PPROC

Subtyping

SINDX

(o,i) <:(o,i+1)

ru[TPEt-p o rEP Mk Q
TOUT
Mu:[TIAv:T - ulv.p M,M2=PlQ
r% X:prockP
——  TREC —— TVAR
F°FrecX.P X:proc k- X
M-p -
TFREE
F,u:[?]'l—freeu.P o+ ni|TNIL
r-p
— TRsST2
M (ve:L)P

proc = proc o proc

(o,i+1) < w

SUNQ

TPAR

Figure 4: Typing rules
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uses of some channel. Nevertheless, it is not as serioudritien as it may seem ,as recursive pro-
cesses can still send, receive and allocate unique charfr@isnstance, the following process models
an “infinite heap” that keeps allocating new channels andsémem across a chanriedap: [[T]*]%:

INFHEAP £ rec X.alloc(x).heapgx.X

As expected, allocation introduces unique chanmes.(oc) and only unique channels can be deallo-
cated tFREE). Finally, a typing assumption is introduced in the typimyieonment for locally scoped
names only if the corresponding channel is allocatdRis(ll andrRRST2).

3.5 Consistency

When we take a bird’s eye-view of a system, every channel kastlg one type. In the definition of
I IF o> P, we therefore restrict the environment to have at most osanagtion about every channel:
we require thaf is a partial function. Consequently, we state type safetysaject reduction lemmas
with respect to environments that are partial functions.

Nevertheless, when two processes both need a typing assamelating to the same channgl
there need to be two separate assumptions in the typingoemvant ¢f. TPAR in Fig.[4). These two
assumptions need not be identical; for example, an assompti]]* can be split as two assumptions

c: Y, c:

A consistenenvironment is defined to be an environment that can be @atdip applying any of the
structural rules (contraction, weakening, subtyping @rsien) from an environment which is a partial
function. It follows that any process that can be typed inm@stsient environment can also be typed in a
environment that is a partial function. The reader may floeeavonder why we do not restrict the typing
relation to partial functions. It turns out that even if agess can be typed in a consistent environment,
some of its subprocesses might have to be typed in an intensenvironment. As an example, consider
the typing derivation

a:[[[1%,u:[]°,x: |+ freeu| alx
a:[[JH%,u: Y, x: J* F u?(). (freeu| alx)
a: [} u:[|*Falu rout a:[[4°,u: [V F azx.u(). (freeu]| alx)
a: (4%, a: (|42, u: |5 u: |V F atu | a?x.u?(). (freeu| alx)
a:[[[%,u:[]* Falu||ax.u?(). (freeu|| alx)

This is a valid typing derivation, and moreover the typingimmment used at every step is consistent.
But now consider what happens after this process takes atredstep:

u:
TCON (twice)
u:

u:[]*,u: |1 F freeu||alu
u: Y, u: [t u). (freeu alu)

u:[]* = u?().(freeul| alu)

The tail of this process looks suspicious as it attemptsde drwhile simultaneously sending it ca
Indeed,freeu||alu can only be typed in an inconsistent environmeni®,u: [|1. Nevertheless, the fact
that this process is typeable is not a violation of type gaf€he assumption: [|* tells us that there are
no processes that output arso that the input on is blocked: the tail of the process will never execute.
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Thus, when an environment
re: TR c:[T)?
(e.g.,u: [V, u:[]}) is consistent, it may be the case that
Mo [T te[T)®

(e.g.,u:[]*,u: [|}) is inconsistent this means that the tails of input or output processes mag ttabe
typed under inconsistent environments, even when therlprgeess is typed in a consistent environment.

However, communication in the pi-calculus provides syonfration points: when a communication
happens, two processes viabbthstart executing their tail processes. The following lemmgsghat if this
happens, the resulting overall system (of both processesillitypeable in a consistent environment; in
fact, both must be derivable from teamepartial function. This lemma is crucial in the subject rettlut
proof.
Lemma 1. Letl",u:[T]®,u:[T]% be a consistent environment, i.e., derivable from a paftiattion”’
by applying structural rules. Theh,u:[T]%~1 u:[T]*% 1 is derivable from the same environmdiit
and is therefore consistent.

3.6 Soundness

We prove soundness of the type system in the usual way.
Theorem 2(Type safety) If I IF o> P then P-»°".

Theorem 3(Subject reduction)If I IF o>P ando>P — ¢’ >P’ then there exists a environmdritsuch
thatl" I o’'>P'.

Taken together these two theorems imply that a well-typedgss will not have any runtime errors. The
proofs of these theorems can be found in the accompanyihgited appendix [21].

3.7 Examples

The systemgLIENT; || TIMESRV || DATESRYV fori € {0,1,2} can all be typed in our type system, whereas
CLIENTy IS rejected because type splitting enforces a common ofyjeet(cf. PUNR, PUNQ in Fig.[4.)
For convenience, we here recalliENT, and consider how it is typed, assumixg not free inP:

CLIENT2 £ alloc(X).getTime(X).X?(Yhr, Ymin)-getDate (X).X?(Z,ear, Zmon, Zday)-free X.P

Assuming an environment witgetTime [[T1,T2)}* and getDate: [[T3, T4, Ts]']®, CLIENT, types as
follows. RuleTALL assigns the unique tygd i, T,]® to variablex and the structural ruleCoN then
splits this unique assumption in two usirgNQ. Rule TOUT uses the affine assumption foffor the
output argument and the unique-after-one assumption ® ttyp continuation. Rul&IN restores the
uniqueness af for the continuation of the input after decrementing thequeness index, at which point
TREV is applied to change the object typexdirom pairs of integers (for time) to triples of integers (for
dates). The pattern of applyingCoN, TOUT andTIN repeats, at which pointis unique again and can
be safely deallocated byFREE

Unigueness allows us to typecheck a third client variati@mifesting (explicit) ownership transfer.
Rather than allocating a new channeLIENT3 requests a channel from a heap of channels and returns
the channel to the heap when it no longer needs it, therelsngehannelsacrossclients.

CLIENT3 = heapx.getTime(X).X?(Yhr, Ymin)-getDateé (X) . X?(Zear, Zmon, Zday)-heagx.P
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With the assumptioheap: [[T]*]% typing the system below is analogous to the previous clignhgs.
CLIENT3||CLIENT3||CLIENT3|| TIMESRV || DATESRY || (vc)head(c) 1)

In CLIENT2 and CLIENT3, substitutingx!().Q for P makes the clients unsafe (they perforasp.
deallocated-channel usage and mismatching communigaBath clients would be rejected by the type
system because the usexoin x!().Q requires a split for the assumption xyfand it is not possible to
split any assumption into a unique assumption and any osemaption.

Finally, system[{ll) above can be safely extended with pessesuch asLIENT4 which uses unique
channels obtained from the heap in unrestricted fashiom.type system acceptsLIENT4 by applying
subtypingfrom unique to unrestricted on the chanralbtained fromheap

CLIENT4 = heapx.rec X.(getTime(x).X2(Yhr, Ymin)-P || X)

4 Related Work

The literature on using substructural logics to supportrdesve or strong updates is huge and we can
give but a brief overview here. More in-depth discussionstmafound in[[20] 17].

Resources and pi-calculus Resource usage in a pi-calculus extension is studied inHa®it differs
from our work in many respects. For a start, their scopingstrot assumes an allocation seman-
tics while we tease scoping and allocation apart as sepeavatdructs. The resource reclamation
construct in[[19] is at a higher level of abstraction tHesec.P, and acts more like a “resource
finaliser” leading to garbage collection. Resource rectamas implicit in [19], permitting differ-
ent garbage collection policies for the same program wisdretne resource pi-calculus resource
reclamation is explicit and fixed for every program. The mdiiference however concerns the
aim of the type systems: our type system ensures safe chdeakbcation and reuse; the type
system in[[19] statically determines an upper bound for Umalver of resources used by a process
and does not use substructural typing.

Linearity versus Uniqueness|n the absence of subtyping, affine typing and uniquenessdyincide
but when subtyping is introduced they can be considered[di0hIFor linear typing, the subtyping
relation allows coercing non-linear assumptions into adinassumptions,e., !U — U, but for
unigueness typing, the subtyping relation permits cogrcinique assumptions into non-unique
assumptions. Correspondingly, the interpretation iediffit: linearity fesp. affinity) is alocal
obligationthat a channel must be used exactigsp. at most) once, while uniqueness iglabal
guaranteethat no other processes have access to the channel. Coghbistimsubtyping relations
as we have done in this paper appears to be novel. The ussfutfiche subtyping relation for
affine or linear typing is well-known (e.g., see [12]); sytityg for unique assumptions allows to
“forget” the uniqueness guarantes;IENT4 above shows one scenario where this might be useful.

Linearity in functional programming In pure functional programming languages, data structares
always persistent and destructive updates are not sugpariapping a functionf across a list
[X1,...,X] yields anewlist [f x1,..., f Xy], leaving the old list intact. However, destructive updates
cannot always be avoide@.g.,when modelling system 1/Q [1]) and are sometimes required fo
efficiency .g.,updating arrays). Substructural type systems can be usadpfmrt destructive
update without losing referential transparency: destreiaipdates are only allowed on terms that
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are not shared. Both uniqueness typing [4] and linear typianeg been used for this purpose,
although even some proponents of linear typing agree teantkich is not perfect [23, Section 3].

In functional languages with side effects, substructuypktsystems have been used to support
strong (type changing) updates. For instance, Aheteal. have applied a linear type system to
support “strong” (type changing) updates to ML-style referes[[2] in a setting with no subtyping.

It has been recognized early on that it is useful to allow thigueness of an object to be tem-
porarily violated. In functional languages, this typigalbkes the form of a sequential construct
that allows a unique object (such as an array) to be regarsawmunique to allow multiple
non-destructive accesses (such as multiple reads) afiehwlie uniqueness is recovered again.
Wadler'slet! construct([22] (or the equivalent Clean constrtit] and observer types [16] both
fall into this category, and this approach has also beentaddyy some non-functional languages
where it is sometimes calldabrrowing [7]. It is however non-trivial to extend this approach to a
concurrent setting with a partial order over execution stepir approach can be regarded as one
preliminary attempt to do so.

Strong update in the presence of sharingThere is substantial research on type systems that allowgstr
update even in the presence of sharing; the work on alias type Vault[[18, 24,18] and on CQual
[9] are notable examples of this. These type systems doogxalias analysis by reflecting mem-
ory locations at the type level through singleton types.sThakes it possible to track within the
type system that a strong (type changing) update to oneblarthanges the type of all its aliases.
The interpretation of unique (or linear) in these systentiffsrent: a unique reference (typically
called acapabilityin this context) does not mean that there is only a singleeats to the object,
but rather that all its aliases are known. For non-uniqueregice not all aliases are known and so
strong update is disallowed.

These systems are developed for imperative languages. arkdess useful for functional lan-
guages because they cannot guarantee referential transpaand they appear to be even less
useful for concurrent languages: even if we track the efféa strong update on a shared ob-
ject on all its aliases, this is only useful if we knamhenthe update happens. In an inherently
non-deterministic language such as the pi-calculus thisusily hard to know before execution.

Linearity in the pi-calculus Linear types for the pi-calculus were introduced by Kobayas al. [14]
but do not employ any subtyping. Moreover, their system oalwe used as a basis for strong
update or channel deallocation; although they split a éational linear (“unique”) channel into
a linear input channel and a linear output chanieél Definition 2.3.1 for the type combination
operator(+) ) these parts are never “collected” or “counted”. The mofmee type splitting op-
eration we use in this paper, combined with the type decreoparation (which has no equivalent
in their system) is key to make uniqueness useful for strgouiates and deallocation. Our system
can easily be extended to incorporate modalities but it doesely on them; in our case, channel
modalities are an orthogonal issue.

Fractional permissions and permission accountingBoyland [6] was one of the first to consider split-
ting permissions intéractional permissions which allow linearity or uniqueness to be teraply
violated. Thus, strong update is possible only with a futhpission, whereas only passive access
is permitted with a “fraction” of a permission. When all thradtions have been reassembled into
one whole permission, strong update is once again possible.

Boyland’s suggestion has been taken up by Boetatl. [5], who introduce both fractional per-
missions and “counting” permissions to separation logieesfite of the fact that their model
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of concurrency is shared-memory, their mechanism of pesfiorissplitting and counting is sur-
prisingly similar to our treatment of unique assumptionswidver, while their resource reading of
semaphores targetsplicit ownership-transfer, uniqueness typing allow us to reabontsexplicit
ownership-transfer. Moreover, subtyping from unique teestricted types provides the flexibility
of not counting assumptions whenever this is not requitietplffying reasoning for resources that
are not deallocated or strongly updated.

Session typesSession types [11] and types with CCS-like usage annota(itt] are used to describe
channels which send objects of different types. Howevesdhypes give detailed information on
how channels are used, which makes modular typing diffi€dt.example, thbeapchannel used
by CLIENT3 cannot be given a type without knowing all the processesubathe heap.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

We have extended ideas from process calculi, substrudagils and permission counting to define a
type system for a the pi-calculus extended with primitivaschannel allocation and deallocation, where
strong update and channel deallocation is deemed safeifpraiohannels.

The purpose of our type system is not to ensure that everymesdhat is allocated will also be
deallocatedi(e., the absence of memory leaks). This is difficult to track in@etgystem. For instance,
consider

alloc(x).(cld.ch!().nil || clda.nil || c?y.y?().freex)

Statically, it is hard to determine whether the third palafirocess will eventually execute tiieex
operation. This is due to the fact that it can non-deterrigaby react with either the first or second
parallel process and, should it react with the second psodesill block atd,?().freex. In order to reject
this process as ill-typed, the type-system needs to detéenfial deadlocks. This can be dohel[13], but
requires a type system that is considerably more comptichizn ours. We leave the responsibility to
deallocate to the user, but guarantee that resources oattecd¢ed will no longer be used.

The simplicity of our type-system makes it easily exteresibFor instance, one useful extension
would be that of input/output modalities, which blend easiith the affine/unique duality. Presently,
when a server process splits a chanme[T]® into one channel of typéT](*? and two channels of
type [T]! to be given to two clients, the clients can potentially use thannel to communicate amongst
themselves instead of the server. Modalities are a natugahamism to preclude this from happening.

We are currently investigating ways how uniqueness typadeaused to refine existing equational
theories, so as to be able to equate processes sumhesr, andCLIENTq. This will probably require
us to establish a correspondence between uniqueness gbéhlevel and restriction at the term level.
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