C. Aubert, C. Di Giusto, S. Fowler & V. K. I Pun (Eds.): 17th Interaction and Concurrency Experience (ICE 2024) EPTCS 414, 2024, pp. 1–20, doi:10.4204/EPTCS.414.1

© B. van den Heuvel, J.A. Pérez This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution License.

A Gentle Overview of Asynchronous Session-based Concurrency: Deadlock Freedom by Typing

Bas van den Heuvel

Karlsruhe University of Applied Sciences, Karlsruhe, and University of Freiburg, Freiburg, Germany

Jorge A. Pérez

University of Groningen, The Netherlands

While formal models of concurrency tend to focus on synchronous communication, asynchronous communication is relevant in practice. In this paper, we will discuss asynchronous communication in the context of session-based concurrency, the model of computation in which session types specify the structure of the two-party protocols implemented by the channels of a communicating process. We overview recent work on addressing the challenge of ensuring the deadlock-freedom property for message-passing processes that communicate asynchronously in cyclic process networks governed by session types. We offer a gradual presentation of three typed process frameworks and outline how they may be used to guarantee deadlock freedom for a concurrent functional language with sessions.

1 Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to overview recent work on new verification techniques that enforce deadlock freedom for message-passing processes. We target concurrent systems that form cyclic process networks and that communicate asynchronously, governed by protocols expressed as session types [43, 25].

We rely on process calculi as formal models of concurrency, as they provide a firm foundation for specifying and analyzing message-passing programs and for principled designs of programming abstractions involving concurrent, interactive behavior. We are also interested in asynchronous communication, which, from the standpoint of distributed systems, can be informally described as the kind of process communication in which no global clock is assumed; as such, an observer has no way of knowing if the message they have sent has been received. These intuitions can be precisely formulated in a languageindependent way (cf. [42]). Unsurprisingly, asynchronous communication is of clear practical relevance: it is the standard in most distributed systems and web-based applications nowadays.

Despite this pragmatic interest, process calculi such as the π-calculus tend to focus on synchronous communication, rather than on asynchronous communication. In fact, as we discuss later on, the study of formalisms such as the asynchronous π-calculus originated from an interest in the essential ingredients of the synchronous π-calculus. There is a vast literature on the asynchronous π-calculus as a ‘fundamental core’ of the π-calculus, its behavioral theory, and its relationship with the original synchronous π-calculus, in particular from the point of view of relative (or comparative) expressiveness (see, e.g., [23, 4, 36, 1, 33, 32, 37, 5]). In the π-calculus, asynchronous communication admits an elegant and economical formulation: asynchronous processes can be defined simply by decreeing that in output-prefixed processes x[v];P the continuation P can only correspond to the inactive process 0. This ensures that there are no processes that are blocked by an output action, but also that a process x[v];0 can be regarded as an ‘output particle’ that has been emitted but not yet received by some intended receiver. These particles could then be arranged into some suitable structure, such as a queue or a stack [3].

Asynchronous communication is also relevant for session-based concurrency, which can be described as the model of interaction in which processes exchange messages following some predetermined protocols specified as session types. Session types specify sequences of input and output actions, possibly recursive, which define communication structures between two or more interacting parties. Sessiontype systems leverage those structures to ensure that interacting processes always respect their intended specifications and never exhibit issues such as message mismatches (e.g., ill-formatted data), message duplication and loss, out-of-order messages, race conditions, and deadlocks—the insidious situation in which processes are permanently blocked, awaiting indefinitely a message that will never arrive. The use of session types for excluding deadlocks in asynchronous processes is the central theme in our work.

Session-based concurrency has been widely studied using (variants of) the π-calculus, which provide a simple yet rigorous framework for developing verification techniques for message-passing programs. In this context, asynchronous communication usually has a less economical definition than in the untyped setting: processes/programs are typically defined together with some runtime entities, such as buffers, which explicitly account for the in-transit messages by following the structure of their corresponding sessions [15, 16]. Different designs for these buffers, accounting for different levels of granularity, are possible [28]. This treatment has direct consequences on the notions of causality that govern reasoning over well-typed processes: actions from different sessions should be independent from each other, but actions (including outputs) within a session should follow the ordering described by their session type. As a result, the machinery required by asynchronous sessions entails some notational burden, for instance when formulating the meta-theoretical results for well-typed processes. Moving to an asynchronous setting has also important consequences for central notions, such as subtyping, which is decidable under a synchronous semantics but becomes undecidable in the asynchronous case [29].

In this paper, we are interested in verification techniques for ensuring that asynchronous session processes are deadlock free. Just as session-based concurrency integrates elements and concepts originating from different areas (concurrency theory, process calculi, type systems, programming languages), we consider an amalgamation of two separate developments, which leads to a clean formulation of asynchronous communication in which deadlock-freedom guarantees hold for a wide class of processes.

On the one hand, we consider logical correspondences, in the style of Curry-Howard, that connect session types and linear logic [8, 46]. This line of work provides in particular clean foundations for both the analysis of deadlock freedom and for asynchronous communication. Indeed, as shown by DeYoung et al. [14], in a logically-motivated setting, asynchronous communication enjoys a remarkably economical formulation, in which output particles represent the intended communication structure using continuation passing. On the other hand, we consider type systems for the π-calculus that exclude deadlocks by considering priority-based approaches [26, 34], which avoid vicious cycles in advanced communication patterns. These two strands of work are distinct in nature but complementary nevertheless; in particular, it is known that priority-based approaches to deadlock freedom are strictly more powerful than logicbased approaches [12, 13]. In this paper we show how the proposed amalgamation enables a fresh understanding of the key insights involved in enforcing deadlock freedom in an asynchronous setting, gradually going from no enforcement, to enforcement restricted to tree-like topologies, and culminating in deadlock freedom for the cyclic topologies of processes that abound in practice (such as those present in parallel algorithms).

Structure of the document. Section 2 gives a high-level discussion on the interplay of asynchronous communication and (session) protocols. Section 3 presents AP: a π-calculus with asynchronous communication whose session-type system enforces conformance to session protocols but does not exclude deadlocks. Sections 4 and 5 build upon AP to gradually illustrate the essentials of deadlock freedom by typing. We first introduce ACP, an asynchronous variant of Wadler’s CP [46] that enforces deadlock freedom for processes that form tree-like networks. Then, we present the key ideas underlying APCP, an enhancement of AP with a priority-based approach to typing, which enforces deadlock freedom also for processes that form cyclic networks. Section 6 briefly discusses LAST^n, a functional language with asynchronous sessions (based on the language by Gay and Vasconcelos [16]), for which deadlock freedom can be guaranteed via a correct translation into APCP. Section 7 collects some final remarks.

Origin of the results. This paper is intended as a gentle introduction to our journal paper [21], which offers a full treatment of APCP, its meta-theoretical results, formal connections with LAST^n, and comparisons with related works. In particular, Sections 5 and 6 collect selected results first reported in [21]. For the sake of presentation, here we consider typed calculi without recursive processes and recursive session types, which are included in [21]. The discussion in Section 2 and the asynchronous variant of CP presented in Section 4 are new to this presentation.

2 Encodings as (Session) Protocols and Asynchronous Communication

In the theory of the π-calculus, asynchronous communication was not the first choice. The π-calculus was introduced as a calculus of synchronous, channel-based communication, from which asynchrony arose as a (syntactic) limitation—a sort of afterthought. Much of what we know about asynchronous communication in this setting actually comes from studies investigating the (non-)existence of (correct) encodings of synchronous into asynchronous communication. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the theory of session types followed a similar path: it was first formulated using programming models with synchronous communication; the interest in asynchrony came later, and continues to be relevant, especially as session types have found their way into (mainstream) programming languages [2].

Encodings between process calculi can intuitively be seen as protocols: given a step in a source calculus, an encoding gives a precise sequence of steps in the target calculus that represents it. A bit of history may be instructive here. Shortly after the (synchronous) π-calculus was introduced, researchers sought to determine the essential ingredients of interaction and concurrency. An initial subject of study was polyadicity—the ability to send and receive finite lists of names in a single communication step:

x[v_1,... ,v_k];P | x(y_1,... ,y_k);Q −→ P | Q{v_1/y_1}... {v_k/y_k}

where x[ṽ] and x(ỹ) denote output and input prefixes, respectively, and ‘;’ and ‘|’ denote sequential and parallel composition, respectively. The question is then whether the polyadic π-calculus can be encoded into the monadic variant, in which at most one value can be exchanged. Milner [31] gave the following protocol for the exchange of a list of values v_1,... ,v_k over name x: create a fresh name s, send s over x, and then use s to individually transmit each v_i (with i ∈ 1... k) using a monadic communication. Hence, this protocol represents a single k-adic communication with k + 1 monadic communications, using s as a private session to avoid interferences. Interestingly, as simple and plausible as this protocol looks, its correctness is not obvious, in particular if one considers full abstraction: as shown by Quaglia and Walker [40], using types for monadic processes is essential for establishing a sound and complete correspondence between source (polyadic) processes and their corresponding target (monadic) processes.

This brings us back to the issue of asynchronous communication. Studies on asynchronous variants of the π-calculus originated from the question: can a synchronous communication discipline be represented in the simpler and more pragmatic asynchronous setting, in which output is not a blocking operation? For the π-calculus without choice constructs, two encodings/protocols were independently proposed by Boudol [4] and by Honda and Tokoro [23] (who studied it for a core language for objects).

We briefly review these two encodings, following the presentation by Van Glabbeek [17], writing �·�_B and �·�_{HT}, respectively (in both cases, the encoding is a homomorphism for other process constructs):

�x[y];P�_B = (νu)(x[u] | u(w);(w[y] | �P�_B)) �x[y];P�_{HT} = x(u);(u[y] | �P�_{HT}) �x(z);P�_B = x(u);(νw)(u[w] | w(z);�P�_B) �x(z);P�_{HT} = (νw)(x[w] | w(z);�P�_{HT})

The encodings adopt different approaches to represent synchronous communication. In Boudol’s encoding/protocol, a single communication step is represented using three steps in the asynchronous calculus: first on x and then on the two fresh names u and w (on which the source value y is finally communicated). Observe that the direction of actions is preserved: an output is encoded into an output, and same for input. Honda and Tokoro’s encoding/protocol is simpler. It only involves one fresh name but it does not preserve directionality: indeed, the encoding of input takes the initiative by sending a freshly created name on which the communication of y will occur. Despite these differences, both encodings are correct with respect to Gorla’s correctness criteria [18], as shown in [17].

In our opinion, the view of encodings as protocols is insightful in itself, but also because we are interested in session types as a way of specifying protocols for (deadlock-free) concurrent processes. In this respect, there are two salient points worth making.

• First, there is a tension between asynchronous communication and session types: while the former aims at unconstraining behaviors (by ensuring that only inputs are blocking points in communication), session types aim at constraining behaviors, for a good reason: to ensure that processes conform to some intended communication structure. This tension does not entail a conflict, but it does have a consequence: the incorporation of session types in asynchronous process calculi results in a model that stands “in between” synchrony and asynchrony but differs from both [28]: (output) actions from different sessions should be independent from each other, but (output) actions within a session should follow the ordering described by their session type.

• Second, it is known that the choice between synchronous and asynchronous communication directly influences deadlock-freedom analyses [10]: the asynchronous setting appears as the most convenient scenario in which to develop techniques for ensuring deadlock freedom for (session) processes, as it involves the least amount of blocking operations. Also, when considering sessions, asynchronous communication makes differences between different sessions even more prominent. To see this, consider the following process in a synchronous setting:

P = (νxy)(νuw)(u[z];y[v];P_1 | x(v);w(z);P_2)

where we use the restriction (νxy) to declare x and y as dual endpoints of a session. Hence, in P we have that x and y form one session, different from the session formed by u and w. Also, P consists of two sub-processes, both with blocking operations (outputs in the left sub-process, inputs in the right sub-process); the cyclic dependencies induced by these operations make P deadlocked. Having an output on a session that blocks an output from another session is difficult to justify. While a variant of P in which these two outputs are swapped (as in y[v];u[z];P_1) would immediately solve the issue, a more fundamental observation is that P is not directly expressible in an asynchronous setting. In fact, in an asynchronous setting we could have a process like

(νxy)(νuw)(u[z] | y[v] | P_1 | x(v);w(z);P_2)

that expresses the dependency between the two sessions in a deadlock-free manner.

Process syntax:

P,Q ::= x[a,b] send | x(y,z);P receive | x[b] ◁ j selection | x(z) ▷ {i : P}_{i∈I} branch | P | Q parallel | (νxy)P restriction | 0 inaction | [x ↔ y] forwarder ................................................................................................................................................ Structural congruence:

[SC-ALPHA]

P ≡_α Q P ≡ Q

[SC-PAR-UNIT]

P | 0 ≡ P

[SC-PAR-COMM]

P | Q ≡ Q | P

[SC-PAR-ASSOC]

P | (Q | R) ≡ (P | Q) | R

[SC-SCOPE]

x,y /∈ fn(P) P | (νxy)Q ≡ (νxy)(P | Q)

[SC-RES-COMM]

(νxy)(νzw)P ≡ (νzw)(νxy)P

[SC-RES-SYMM]

(νxy)P ≡ (νyx)P

[SC-RES-INACT]

(νxy)0 ≡ 0

[SC-FWD-SYMM]

[x ↔ y] ≡ [y ↔ x]

[SC-RES-FWD]

(νxy)[x ↔ y] ≡ 0 ................................................................................................................................................ Reduction:

[RED-SEND-RECV]

(νxy)(x[a,b] | y(a^′ ,b^′);Q) −→ Q{a/a^′,b/b^′}

[RED-SEL-BRA]

j ∈ I (νxy)(x[b] ◁ j | y(b^′ ) ▷ {i : Q_i}_{i∈I} ) −→ Q_j{b/b^′}

[RED-FWD]

y ≠ z (νxy)([x ↔ z] | P) −→ P{z/y}

[RED-SC]

P ≡ P^′ P^′ −→ P^′ Q^′ ≡ Q P −→ Q [RED-RES] P −→ Q (νxy)P −→ (νxy)Q

[RED-PAR] P −→ Q P | R −→ Q | R

Figure 1: The AP process language: syntax and reduction semantics.

Having presented a high-level discussion on the interplay between encodings/protocols, asynchronous communication, and deadlock freedom, we now move on to formally presenting a basic process model of asynchronous communication and its corresponding type system.

3 Asynchronous Processes

We start by presenting a calculus of asynchronous processes, dubbed AP. We define its syntax, reduction semantics, and session-type system. Well-typed processes perform their ascribed session protocols but may run into deadlocks. As such, AP provides a basic framework for developing more sophisticated typing disciplines that enforce deadlock freedom, namely ACP and APCP, to be introduced later on.

Syntax. We write a,b,c,... ,x,y,z,... to denote names (or endpoints); by convention we use the early letters of the alphabet for the objects of output-like constructs. Also, we write x̃,ỹ,z̃,... to denote finite sequences of names. With a slight abuse of notation, we sometimes write x_i ∈ x̃ to refer to a specific element in the sequence x̃. Also, we write i,j,k,... to denote labels for choices, and I,J,K,... to denote finite sets of labels. In AP, communication is asynchronous (cf. [23, 24, 4]) and dyadic: each communication involves the transmission of a pair of names, usually interpreted as a message name and a continuation name. We use P,Q,... to denote processes.

Figure 1 (top) gives the syntax of processes. The send x[a,b] emits along x a message name a and a continuation name b. The receive x(y,z);P blocks until along x a message and continuation name are received (referred to in P as the placeholders y and z, respectively), binding y and z in P. The selection x[b] ◁ i sends along x a label i and a continuation name b. The branch x(z) ▷ {i : P_i}_{i∈I} blocks until it receives along x a label i ∈ I and a continuation name (referred to in P_i as the placeholder z), binding z in each P_i. In the rest of this paper, we refer to sends, receives, selections, and branches as prefixes (even though sends and selections do not prefix a continuation process). We refer to sends and selections collectively as outputs, and to receives and branches as inputs.

The process P | Q denotes the parallel composition of P and Q. Restriction (νxy)P binds x and y in P, thus declaring them as the two names of a channel and enabling communication (cf. [45]). The process 0 denotes inaction. The forwarder [x ↔ y] is a primitive copycat process that links together names x and y.

Names are free unless otherwise stated (i.e., unless they are bound somehow). We write fn(P) for the set of free names of P, and bn(P) for the set of bound names of P. Also, we write P{x/y} to denote the capture-avoiding substitution of the free occurrences of y in P for x. We write sequences of substitutions P{x_1/y_1}... {x_n/y_n} as P{x_1/y_1,... ,x_n/y_n}.

Reduction semantics. The reduction relation for processes (P −→ Q) formalizes how complementary outputs/inputs on connected names may synchronize. As usual for π-calculi, reduction relies on structural congruence (P ≡ Q), which relates processes with minor syntactic differences. Structural congruence is the smallest congruence on the syntax of processes (Figure 1 (top)) satisfying the axioms in Figure 1 (middle).

Structural congruence defines the following properties for processes. Processes are equivalent up to α-equivalence (Rule [SC-ALPHA]). Parallel composition is associative (Rule [SC-PAR-ASSOC]) and commutative (Rule [SC-PAR-COMM]), with unit 0 (Rule [SC-PAR-UNIT]). A parallel process may be moved into or out of a restriction as long as the bound channels do not occur free in the moved process (Rule [SC-SCOPE]): this is scope inclusion and scope extrusion, respectively. Restrictions on inactive processes may be dropped (Rule [SC-RES-INACT]), and the order of names in restrictions and of consecutive restrictions does not matter (Rules [SC-RES-SYMM] and [SC-RES-COMM], respectively). Forwarders are symmetric (Rule [SC-FWD-SYMM]), and equivalent to inaction if both names are bound together through restriction (Rule [SC-RES-FWD]).

We define the reduction relation P −→ Q by the axioms and closure rules in Figure 1 (bottom). We write −→^∗ for the reflexive, transitive closure of −→. Rule [RED-SEND-RECV] synchronizes a send and a receive on connected names and substitutes the message and continuation names. Rule [RED-SEL-BRA] synchronizes a selection and a branch: the received label determines the continuation process, substituting the continuation name appropriately. Rule [RED-FWD] implements the forwarder as a substitution. Rules [RED-SC], [RED-RES], and [RED-PAR] close reduction under structural congruence, restriction, and parallel composition, respectively.

Type system. AP types processes by assigning binary session types to names. Following Curry- Howard interpretations, we present session types as linear logic propositions (cf., e.g., Caires et al. [9], Wadler [46], Caires and Pérez [7], and Dardha and Gay [11]).

Definition 1 (Session Types for AP). The following grammar defines the syntax of session types A,B.

A,B ::= A ⊗ B | A

&

B | ⊕{i : A}_{i∈I} | &{i : A}_{i∈I} | •

A name of type A ⊗ B (resp. A

&

B) first sends (resp. receives) a message name of type A and a continuation name of type B. A name of type ⊕{i : A_i}_{i∈I} selects a label i ∈ I and sends a continuation name of type A_i. A name of type &{i : A_i}_{i∈I} offers a choice: after receiving a label i ∈ I, the continuation name should behave as A_i. We write • to denote the type of a session protocol that is finished, i.e., a session that is closed. Closed sessions are usually typed using the linear logic units 1 and ⊥ (cf., e.g., [8, 11]), but AP does not associate any process behavior with closed sessions, so we follow Caires [6] in conflating 1 and ⊥ to the single, self-dual type •.

Duality, the cornerstone notion of session types and linear logic, ensures that the two names of a channel have complementary behaviors.

Definition 2 (Duality). The dual of session type A, denoted A, is defined inductively as follows:

A ⊗ B ≜ A

&

B ⊕{i : A_i}_{i∈I} ≜ &{i : A_i}_{i∈I} • ≜ • A

&

B ≜ A ⊗ B &{i : A_i}_{i∈I} ≜ ⊕{i : A_i}_{i∈I}

Judgments are of the form P ⊢ Γ

where P is a process and Γ is a context that records assignments of types to channels of the form x : A. A judgment P ⊢ Γ then means that P can be typed in accordance with the type assignments for names recorded in Γ. The context Γ obeys exchange (assignments may be silently reordered), but disallows weakening (all assignments must be used, except names typed with •) and contraction (assignments may not be duplicated). The empty context is written ∅. In writing Γ,x : A we assume that x /∈ dom(Γ).

Figure 2 gives the typing rules. We describe the typing rules from a bottom-up perspective. Rule [TYP-

SEND] types a send; this rule does not have premises to provide a continuation process, leaving the free

message and continuation names to be bound to a continuation process using Rules [TYP-PAR] and [TYP- RES] (both of which will be discussed next). Similarly, Rule [TYP-SEL] types a selection, where the continuation name is free. Rules [TYP-RECV] and [TYP-BRA] type receives and branches, respectively.

In the tradition of simply-typed π-calculi [41], we have two separate rules for parallel composition and restriction. Rule [TYP-PAR] types the parallel composition of two processes that do not share assignments on the same names. Rule [TYP-RES] types a restriction, where the two restricted names must be of dual type. Rule [TYP-END] implements a constrained form of weakening, which silently removes a closed name from the typing context. Rule [TYP-INACT] types an inactive process with no names. Rule [TYP-FWD] types forwarding between names of dual type.

AP satisfies an important form of type soundness that guarantees consistency of typing across structural congruence and reduction. This property is key to proving safety properties such as session fidelity (correct implementation of assigned session types) and communication safety (no message mismatches). Theorem 1 (Type Preservation for AP). Given P ⊢ Γ and Q such that P ≡ Q or P −→ Q, we have Q ⊢ Γ.

[TYP-SEND]

x[a,b] ⊢ x : A ⊗ B,a : A,b : B

[TYP-RECV]

P ⊢ Γ,y : A,z : B x(y,z);P ⊢ Γ,x : A

&

B [TYP-SEL]

j ∈ I x[b] ◁ j ⊢ x : ⊕{i : A_i}_{i∈I},b : A_j

[TYP-BRA]

∀i ∈ I: P_i ⊢ Γ,z : A_i x(z) ▷ {i : P_i}_{i∈I} ⊢ Γ,x : &{i : A_i}_{i∈I}

[TYP-END]

P ⊢ Γ P ⊢ Γ,x : •

[TYP-PAR]

P ⊢ Γ Q ⊢ Δ P | Q ⊢ Γ,Δ

[TYP-RES]

P ⊢ Γ,x : A,y : A

(νxy)P ⊢ Γ

[TYP-INACT] 0 ⊢ ∅ [TYP-FWD]

[x ↔ y] ⊢ x : A,y : A

Figure 2: The typing rules of AP.

Deadlock freedom is a fundamental property for message-passing processes. However, typing in AP is too permissive to guarantee deadlock freedom, as illustrated by the following example. Example 1. Consider the process

(νxy)(νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);y[c,d])

which can be considered as the “hello world” of deadlocked message-passing processes. The process is deadlocked because the left receive (on x) is waiting for the right send (on y), which is blocked by a receive (on w) waiting for the left send (on u), which is blocked by the left receive. We refer to such a state as a cyclic dependency. The corresponding typing derivation, given below, is valid in AP; for brevity, the right subtree (analogous to the left one) is omitted and superscripts on rule labels indicate a number of repeated applications of the same rule.

u[a,b] ⊢ u : • ⊗ •,a : •,b : •_{[TYP-END]2} u[a,b] ⊢ v : •,x^′ : •,u : • ⊗ •,a : •,b : •_{[TYP-RECV]}

x(v,x^′);u[a,b] ⊢ x : •

&

•,u : • ⊗ •, a : •,b : •

. . w(z,w^′);y[c,d] ⊢ w : •

&

•,y : • ⊗ •, c : •,d : •_{[TYP-PAR]} x(v,x^′);u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);y[c,d] ⊢ x : •

&

•,u : • ⊗ •,a : •,b : •,w : •

&

•,y : • ⊗ •,c : •,d : •_{[TYP-RES]2} (νxy)(νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);y[c,d]) ⊢ a : •,b : •,c : •,d : •

Note that deadlock freedom is usually guaranteed for closed processes, i.e., without free names. The process above is not closed, but it can be trivially closed because all its free names are typed •.

In fact, the cyclic dependencies introduced in the example above are the only source of deadlock in our process calculus. As we will see in the next two sections, there are multiple ways for typing to guarantee deadlock freedom by ruling out cyclic dependencies.

4 Asynchronous CP

ACP is an asynchronous variant of Wadler’s Classical Processes (CP) [46]. It can be obtained from AP by a minor yet crucial modification to Figure 2: Rules [TYP-PAR] and [TYP-RES] are replaced by the following Rule [TYP-CUT], which combines parallel composition and restriction:

P ⊢ Γ,x : A Q ⊢ Δ,y : A_{[TYP-CUT]} (νxy)(P | Q) ⊢ Γ,Δ

As we will see, replacing Rules [TYP-PAR] and [TYP-RES] with Rule [TYP-CUT] guarantees deadlock freedom simply by ruling out all possible cyclic dependencies, because it ensures that every pair of processes shares at most a single pair of names with dual behaviors. We shall write^C⊢ instead of ⊢ to denote the difference between the two type systems.

The different typing for parallel composition has an effect on the semantics of (typable) processes. Indeed, note that most structural congruence rules in Figure 1 (middle) do not preserve typing under^C⊢ (e.g., the left process in Rule [SC-SCOPE] is not typable at all). Therefore, we define an alternative structural congruence for ACP, denoted^C≡, with Rules [SC-ALPHA] and [SC-FWD-SYMM] as in Figure 1 (middle) and the following rules:

[SC-CUT-SYMM]

(νxy)(P | Q)^C≡ (νyx)(Q | P)

[SC-CUT-ASSOC-L]

y /∈ fn(Q) w /∈ fn(P) (νxy)(P | (νzw)(Q | R))^C≡ (νzw)(Q | (νxy)(P | R))

[SC-CUT-ASSOC-R]

y /∈ fn(R) z /∈ fn(P) (νxy)(P | (νzw)(Q | R))^C≡ (νzw)((νxy)(P | Q) | R)

Accordingly, we define reduction for ACP, denoted^C−→, as in Figure 1 (bottom), except that Rule [RED- SC] uses^C≡. We write P^C −̸→ whenever there exists no Q such that P^C−→ Q. We have the following: Theorem 2 (Type Preservation for ACP). Given P^C⊢ Γ and Q such that P^C≡ Q or P^C−→ Q, we have Q^C⊢ Γ.

Example 2. Recall the deadlocked process from Example 1. Under^C⊢, this process is not typable, because its two parallel sub-processes are connected on two pairs of names. We can create a well-typed variant by splitting one of the sub-processes into a parallel composition instead of sequence, such that the resulting two sub-processes can be connected to the original left sub-process on a single pair of names each: (νxy) ( (νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);0) | y[c,d] ) The corresponding derivation is shown below; for readability, we omit the left subtree, which is identical to that in Example 1 (writing^C⊢ instead of ⊢). . . x(v,x^′);u[a,b]^C⊢ x : •

&

•,u : • ⊗ •, a : •,b : •

[TYP-INACT]

0^C⊢ ∅_{[TYP-END]2} 0^C⊢ z : •,w^′ : •_{[TYP-RECV]} w(z,w^′);0^C⊢ w : •

&

• [TYP-CUT]

(νuw)(x(v,x^′);u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);0)^C⊢ x : •

&

•,a : •,b : •^{[TYP-SEND]} y[c,d]^C⊢ y : • ⊗ •, c : •,d : •_{[TYP-CUT]} (νxy) ( (νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);0) | y[c,d]

)_C ⊢ a : •,b : •,c : •,d : •

As a result, the cyclic dependency from Example 1 is broken, and the process is deadlock free. Note that we use 0 to accommodate the standalone receive.

The following result captures common definitions of deadlock freedom (cf., e.g., [26]), where, e.g., when a process contains a non-blocked output it will reduce until an input on an opposite endpoint is non-blocked and communication can take place.

Theorem 3 (Deadlock Freedom for ACP). Given P^C⊢ ∅, if P^C −̸→, then P^C≡ 0.

Commuting conversions. The sequent calculus of linear logic induces a form of proof equivalence known as commuting conversions, where rule applications may be commuted past each other while preserving assumptions and conclusion. Caires and Pfenning [8] noticed that some commuting conversions correspond to structural congruences in type systems such as ACP. For example, Rule [SC-CUT-ASSOC- L] commutes two applications of Rule [TYP-CUT]. On the other hand, other commuting conversions induce more significant process transformations, e.g., they change the order of blocking prefixes. Writing ⇝ to denote such transformations and annotating processes with relevant free names, we have, e.g.,

(νxy)((νaa^′)(νbb^′)z[a,b];(P_a′ | Q_b′_{,x}) | R_y) ⇝ (νaa^′)(νbb^′)z[a,b];(P_a′ | (νxy)(Q_b′_{,x} | R_y))

by commuting the application of the synchronous variant of Rule [TYP-SEND] past the application of Rule [TYP-CUT]. These conversions do not correspond to structural congruences but to typed behavioral equivalences (cf. [38, 39]). Importantly, this behavioral characterization of commuting conversions holds under synchronous communication, where outputs are blocking. Interestingly, DeYoung et al. [14] discovered that, under asynchronous communication, some of these latter commuting conversions that involve outputs correspond to simple structural congruences. This is the case for our previous example:

(νxy)((νbb^′)((νaa^′)(z[a,b] | P_a′ ) | Q_b′_{,x}) | R_y)^C≡ (νbb^′)((νaa^′)(z[a,b] | P_a′ ) | (νxy)(Q_b′_{,x} | R_y))

As discussed in Section 2, to study deadlock freedom at its core, it is desirable to have a setting with the least possible “amount of blockage”. Hence, the above discoveries confirm that deadlock freedom is best studied under asynchronous communication, for synchronous communication entails unnecessary blockages by outputs leading to artificial sources of deadlock, whereas asynchronous communication adequately considers inputs as the only source of blockage.

5 Priorities for AP

We now consider APCP [21], which uses the same process language as AP: syntax, structural congruence, and reduction are defined exactly as in Figure 1. Following [26, 11], we extend the session types of AP (Definition 1) with priority annotations on binary connectives. Priorities are natural numbers. Intuitively, prefixes whose type has lower priority should not be blocked by those with higher priority.

We write π,ρ,... to denote priorities, and ω to denote the ultimate priority that is greater than all other priorities and cannot be increased further. That is, for every π ∈ N, ω > π and ω + π = ω. Also, by abuse of notation, we reuse A,B,... to denote APCP session types.

Definition 3 (Session Types for APCP). The following grammar defines the syntax of session types A,B.

A,B ::= A ⊗^π B | A

& π B | ⊕^π {i : A}_{i∈I} | &^π {i : A}_{i∈I} | •

Session types retain the same meaning as in Section 4. A name of type • does not require a priority, as closed names do not exhibit behavior and thus are non-blocking.

The priority of a type is determined by the priority of its outermost connective:

[TYP-SEND]

π < pr(A),pr(B) x[y,z]^P⊢ x : A ⊗^π B,y : A,z : B

[TYP-RECV]

P^P⊢ Γ,y : A,z : B π < pr(Γ) x(y,z);P^P⊢ Γ,x : A

& π B [TYP-SEL]

j ∈ I π < pr(A_j) x[z] ◁ j^P⊢ x : ⊕^π {i : A_i}_{i∈I},z : A_j

[TYP-BRA]

∀i ∈ I: P_i^P⊢ Γ,z : A_i π < pr(Γ) x(z) ▷ {i : P_i}_{i∈I}^P⊢ Γ,x : &^π {i : A_i}_{i∈I}

Figure 3: Typing rules of APCP that add priority conditions to the AP typing rules in Figure 2.

Definition 4 (Priorities). For session type A, pr(A) denotes its priority:

pr(A ⊗^π B) ≜ pr(A

& π B) ≜ pr(⊕^π {i : A_i}_{i∈I}) ≜ pr(&^π {i : A_i}_{i∈I}) ≜ π pr(•) ≜ ω

The priority of • is the constant ω: the type denotes the “final”, non-blocking part of protocols. Although the connectives ⊗ and ⊕ also denote non-blocking prefixes, they do block their continuation until they are received. Hence, their priority is not constant.

APCP typing judgments are denoted P^P⊢ Γ. We write pr(Γ) to denote the least of the priorities of all types in Γ:

pr(∅) ≜ ω pr(Γ,x : A) ≜ min(pr(Γ),pr(A)).

The typing rules of APCP ensure that prefixes with lower priority are not blocked by those with higher priority. To this end, they enforce the following laws:

1. Outputs with priority π must have messages and continuations with priority strictly larger than π; 2. A prefix typed with priority π must be prefixed only by inputs with priority strictly smaller than π; 3. Dual prefixes leading to a synchronization must have equal priorities.

The typing rules for APCP are the same as those for AP in Figure 2, and have the same meaning. To enforce the laws above, conditions on priorities are needed: Figure 3 shows the modified typing rules for prefixes. Rules [TYP-SEND] and [TYP-SEL] require that the priority of the subject is lower than the priorities of both objects (continuation and payload)—this enforces Law 1. In Rules [TYP-

RECV] and [TYP-BRA], the used name’s priority must be lower than the priorities of the other types in

the continuation’s typing context—this enforces Law 2. Law 3 is enforced by extending type duality (Definition 2) to require that A = B not only if the sequences of actions in A and B are complementary, but also that their priority annotations match up perfectly. This is then implicitly enforced by Rules [TYP- RES] and [TYP-FWD] (omitted from Figure 3).

We have the following results:

Theorem 4 (Type Preservation for APCP). Given P^P⊢ Γ and Q such that P ≡ Q or P −→ Q, we have Q^P⊢ Γ.

Theorem 5 (Deadlock Freedom for APCP). Given P^P⊢ ∅, if P −̸→, then P ≡ 0. Example 3. Recall the deadlocked process from Example 1:

(νxy)(νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);y[c,d])

An attempt to type this process under^P⊢ reveals the cyclic dependency: the dual receive on x and send on y have priority π, the dual send on u and receive on w have priority ρ, and the two applications of Rule [TYP-RECV] contradictorily require π < ρ and ρ < π.

On the other hand, recall the non-deadlocked variant from Example 2:

(νxy) ( (νuw)(x(v,x^′ );u[a,b] | w(z,w^′);0) | y[c,d] ) In this case,^P⊢ only requires π < ρ but not ρ < π, so no cyclic dependency is detected and the process is considered well typed.

By abuse of notation, we write ⊢,^C⊢, and^P⊢ to denote the sets of processes that are well typed by the typing rules of AP, ACP, and APCP, respectively. These classes are related by strict inclusions: Theorem 6 (Comparative Expressiveness). We have^C⊢ ⊂^P⊢ ⊂ ⊢.

The example above is typable under^C⊢, so we illustrate how much more expressive APCP is than ACP with a variant of Milner’s cyclic scheduler [30] (inspired by [11, Example 1]), which is not typable under^C⊢. This variant is finite and has a fixed number of three participants; the interested reader can consult [21] for a recursive cyclic scheduler with n ≥ 2 participants.

Example 4. We construct a ring of three partial schedulers A_i, each of which simultaneously invokes a worker B_i and waits for the others to finish. Each scheduler A_i (1 ≤ i ≤ 3) communicates with its worker on name w_i (connected to the worker’s name z_i), with its left neighbor on name x_{i−1} (x_0 ≜ x_3), and with its right neighbor on name y_i. The schedulers and workers are defined as follows, writing ‘_’ for unused names:

A_1 ≜ (νa_1y^′_1)(νb_1w^′_1)(νc_1_) ( y_1[a_1] ◁ start | w_1[b_1] ◁ start | w^′_1(_) ▷ {done : y^′_1[c_1] ◁ done | x_3(x^′_3) ▷ {start : x^′_3(_) ▷ {done : 0}}} ) A_i ≜ (νa_iy^′_i)(νb_iw^′_i)(νc_i_) ( x_{i−1}(x^′_{i−1}) ▷ {start : w_i[b_i] ◁ start | y_i[a_i] ◁ start | w^′_i(_) ▷ {done : x^′_{i−1}(_) ▷ {done : y^′_i[c_i] ◁ done}}} ) 2 ≤ i < 3 B_i ≜ (νd_i_)(z_i(z^′_i) ▷ {start : doSomething();z^′_i [d_i] ◁ done}) 1 ≤ i ≤ 3

Thus, A_1 starts the routine by signaling its right neighbor and worker. It then waits for its worker to finish, and signals its right neighbor it is done. Only in the end does it wait for a start signal from its left neighbor, and then wait for it to finish. The other two schedulers are defined identically. They wait for a start signal from their left neighbor, and then start their worker. After its worker is done, it signals to its right neighbor, and waits for its left neighbor to finish. Workers wait for a start signal, do some task (doSomething() stands for some arbitrary computation), and signal that they are finished afterwards.

A complete, cyclic scheduler Sched is then formed by connecting the partial schedulers on channels between x_i and y_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3.

Sched ≜ (νx_1y_1)(νx_2y_2)(νx_3y_3) ( (νw_1z_1)(A_1 | B_1) | (νw_2z_2)(A_2 | B_2) | (νw_3z_3)(A_3 | B_3) ) To type Sched, we assign the following types to names for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3:

• w_i : ⊕^{πi} {start : &^{π′i} {done : •}},

• x_i : &^{ρi} {start : &^{ρ ′i} {done : •}},

• y_i : ⊕^{σi} {start : ⊕^{σ ′i} {done : •}}

• z_i : &^{ϕi} {start : ⊕^{ϕ ′i} {done : •}}.

Applications of Rule [TYP-RES] require that π_i = ϕ_i, π^′_i = ϕ^′_i , ρ_i = σ_i, and ρ^′_i = σ^′_i , for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3. Applications of Rules [TYP-SEL] and [TYP-BRA] then require:

• ρ_1 < ρ^′_1, and π_1 < π^′_1 < ρ^′_1,ρ_3;

• ρ_1 < π_2,ρ_2,π^′_2,ρ^′_2, π_2 < π^′_2, ρ_2 < ρ^′_2, and π^′_2 < ρ^′_1,ρ^′_2;

• ρ_2 < π_3,ρ_3,π^′_3,ρ^′_3, π_3 < π^′_3, ρ_3 < ρ^′_3, and π^′_3 < ρ^′_2,ρ^′_3.

We verify that these requirements are consistent, so Sched^P⊢ ∅. Hence, Sched ∈^P⊢ \^C⊢, yet the process is deadlock free (following Theorem 5).

6 Asynchronous Functional Sessions

With APCP we have established a solid foundation for asynchronous processes that are deadlock free by typing (Theorem 5). To bring these foundations closer to programming calculi, we consider LAST: a concurrent λ -calculus in which asynchronous message-passing is governed using session types [16]. In LAST, which stands for Linear Asynchronous Session Types, channels can form cyclic connections and deadlock freedom is not guaranteed by typing.

The variant LAST^n that we consider here is, in spirit, the functional variant of AP (Section 3): it is obtained via translation into AP, resulting in a call-by-name semantics (rather that LAST’s call-by-value semantics) and an explicit treatment of variable substitution. Prior works ensure deadlock freedom for synchronous variants of LAST by extending the type system with priorities [35, 27]. Rather than accommodating these contributions to the asynchronous setting, as in Section 5, for LAST^n we develop an alternative approach to deadlock freedom: LAST^n translates into AP, and operational correctness of the translation guarantees that well typedness under^P⊢ implies deadlock freedom for the source program.

We illustrate the call-by-name semantics and explicit substitutions in LAST^n using a simple example.

Example 5. Using standard λ -calculus notation, the following sequence of term reductions (^M−→) and structural congruences (^M≡) illustrate the call-by-name semantics and explicit substitution (⦃...⦄) of LAST^n: ( λx.x (λy.y) ) ( (λw.w) (λz.z)

)_M −→ ( x (λy.y) ) ⦃ ( (λw.w) (λz.z) ) /x⦄

M≡ (x⦃

( (λw.w) (λz.z) ) /x⦄) (λy.y)

M−→

( (λw.w) (λz.z) ) (λy.y)

M−→ (w⦃(λz.z)/w⦄) (λy.y)^M−→ (λz.z) (λy.y)
M−→ z⦃(λy.y)/z⦄^M−→ λy.y

Notice how every function application immediately evolves into an explicit substitution, instead of first reducing the argument to a value as a call-by-value semantics would.

LAST^n programs are configurations C,D,... of parallel threads executing functional terms M,N,... connected by buffered channels for asynchronous message-passing. The semantics of configurations is defined in terms of a reduction relation, denoted C^C−→ D. We write^C−→^∗ for the reflexive, transitive closure of^C−→, and C^C −̸→ if there is no D such that C^C−→ D. Next, we briefly discuss the types of LAST^n, and thereafter focus on the deadlock-freedom guarantee through translation. We refer to [21] for details about the language and type system of LAST^n.

Types can be divided into functional types T,U and session types S:

T,U ::= T × U pair | T ⊸ U function | 1 unit | S session S ::= !T.S send | ?T.S receive | ⊕{i : T}_{i∈I} select | &{i : T}_{i∈I} branch | end Configurations may contain at most one main thread with a return type, denoted ♦M, and arbitrarily many unit-typed child threads, denoted ♦N. Configurations are then typed Γ^C⊢^ϕ C : T. The annotation ϕ can be ♦ or ♦, denoting whether C contains a main thread or not, respectively. The typing context Γ is a list of variable-type assignments x : U, and T is the configuration’s return type (T = 1 if ϕ = ♦).

We translate configurations into AP processes. Our translation crucially relies on the typing of configurations, in particular to correctly translate buffers. Note that AP processes have no functional behavior, so as usual our translation is parametric on a dedicated name on which the source configuration’s return type can be observed. In the following we describe the translation focussing on types, operational correctness, and deadlock freedom; again, we refer to [21] for details on other aspects. Definition 5 (Translation). The translation of typed LAST^n configurations into AP processes is denoted �Γ^C⊢^ϕ C : T�_z, where z is the name on which T can be observed.

Although this translation does not return typed processes, it does preserve typing. Notice that LAST^n and AP have different types, and so the connection between LAST^n configurations and AP processes (Definition 5) can be captured by a translation on types: it reflects how the translation on configurations adds additional synchronizations that ensure that the behavior of configurations is soundly captured by the “more concurrent” nature of AP (i.e., the translation does not add behavior not present in the source configuration). This way, the following definition illustrates the work done by the translation to ensure operational soundness (discussed hereafter). Given Γ^C⊢^ϕ C : T, we refer to types in Γ as context types. Definition 6 (Translation: Types). The translation of LAST^n types is denoted �T�, and �T� for context types. They are defined mutually, by induction on the structure of T. �T� ≜ • ⊗ �T� �T × U� ≜ �T� ⊗ �U� �T ⊸ U� ≜ �T�

&

�U� �1� ≜ • �!T.S� ≜ • ⊗ �T�

&

�S� �⊕{i : S_i}_{i∈I}� ≜ • ⊗ &{i : �S_i�}_{i∈I} �end� ≜ • ⊗ • �?T.S� ≜ �T� ⊗ �S� �&{i : S_i}_{i∈I}� ≜ ⊕{i : �S_i�}_{i∈I} Context type translation extends naturally to typing contexts �Γ�. Example 6. We illustrate the translation of types by means of an example: �(T × S) ⊸ !T.S� = �T × S�

&

�!T.S� = (• ⊗ �T × S�)

&

• ⊗ �T�

&

�S� = (• ⊗ �T� ⊗ �S�)

&

• ⊗ (• ⊗ �T�)

&

• ⊗ �S� = (• ⊗ �T�

&

�S�)

&

• ⊗ (• ⊗ �T�)

&

•

&

�S� = (• ⊗ (• ⊗ �T�)

&

• ⊗ �S�)

&

• ⊗ (• ⊗ �T�)

&

•

&

�S� Figure 4 breaks down the resulting AP type and explains it in terms of the associated behavior of a process translated from a term implementing the type.

The first property of the translation is type preservation, under ⊢:

(• ⊗ announce pair ready (• ⊗ announce substitution ready �T� first component )

& receive first component • ⊗ announce substitution ready �S� second component )

& receive parameter • ⊗ trigger buffer (• ⊗ announce substitution ready �T� payload )

& receive payload provider •

& await substitution ready �S� continuation

Figure 4: The translation of (T × S) ⊸ !T.S, given in Example 6, in detail.

Theorem 7 (Translation: Type Preservation). Suppose given P = �Γ^C⊢^ϕ C : T�_z. Then P ⊢ �Γ�,z : �T�.

Let us now make precise what we mean by our translation being operationally sound. The property is based on Gorla’s criteria for correct translations [18]. We focus on operational correctness, which encodes a correspondence between the behavior of a source program and its translation. Operational soundness then means that any behavior of the translation is reflected by behavior of the source program. In context of our translation, this means that at any state of execution of a translated configuration, another state can be reached that is the translation of a configuration reachable from the source configuration. Note that the other direction, where any behavior of the source program is preserved by the translation (operational completeness), holds as well but is omitted for brevity. Theorem 8 (Translation: Operational Soundness). Suppose given P = �Γ^C⊢^ϕ C : T�_z, and suppose P −→^∗ Q. Then there exists D such that C^C−→^∗ D and Q −→^∗ Q^′ for Q^′ = �Γ^C⊢^ϕ D : T�_z.

As discussed before, the type system for LAST^n cannot guarantee deadlock freedom by itself. However, we can rely on APCP for an indirect result. Operational soundness is key here, as it guarantees that if a translated configuration is able to reduce, then so is the source configuration. We are then able to prove deadlock freedom for closed configurations (with empty typing context and unit return type) if their translation is well typed under^P⊢. The idea is that a closed configuration translates into a closed AP process. Well typedness under^P⊢ (more stringent than under ⊢) then guarantees deadlock freedom (Theorem 5), which transfers back to the source configuration through operational soundness. Hence, we state a deadlock-freedom result for LAST^n in the spirit of Theorems 3 and 5 (recall: given P^P⊢ ∅, if P −̸→, then P ≡ 0), where the inactive process 0 corresponds to a main thread of unit value ♦(). Theorem 9 (Deadlock Freedom for LAST^n). If �∅^C⊢^♦ C : 1�_z is well typed under^P⊢, then C^C −̸→ implies C^C≡ ♦().

Hence, Theorem 9 defines a proof technique for enforcing deadlock freedom for LAST^n programs, which, given a program, first applies the translation into asynchronous processes and then checks for typability in APCP (i.e., under^P⊢). Our deadlock-freedom result is conditional in that it is contingent on correct typability in APCP. A practical procedure for type reconstruction/inference would be needed to correctly associate priorities to the session types obtained using the translation in Definition 6.

7 Conclusion

This paper has presented an overview of recent work on static verification techniques for message-passing processes with asynchronous communication. Based on our results in [21], we have provided a unified presentation for different forms of deadlock enforcement based on type systems. Our presentation involves four typed languages: AP, ACP, APCP, and LAST^n.

We started by presenting AP, a simple session π-calculus with asynchronous communication, whose typing discipline enforces conformance to session protocols but does not exclude deadlocks. As such, AP is representative of a class of typed process frameworks that make the conscious decision of imposing minimal conditions over the processes/programs that can be typed (cf. [16, 45, 44])—in these frameworks, the programmer has wide agency to write typable programs, but also the responsibility of ensuring that their programs enjoy correctness guarantees that go beyond protocol conformance.

Subsequently, we presented ACP, an asynchronous variant of Wadler’s CP, which results from AP via a simple but crucial modification: the two separate typing rules for process composition and restriction in AP are replaced in ACP by a single rule that coalesces both constructs following the cut rule in linear logic (Rule [TYP-CUT]). ACP is based on the logical correspondence that connects session types and classical linear logic; its formulation follows the presentation by DeYoung et al. [14], which was given in the setting of intuitionistic linear logic. To our knowledge, an asynchronous version of CP had not been presented before, so this can be considered an original (yet modest) contribution of this paper. Owing to its logical foundations, ACP inherits the known expressiveness limitations of its predecessors: it can only enforce deadlock freedom for processes that form tree-like topologies.

APCP then arises as another variant of AP, aimed at overcoming these limitations by adopting the key features from priority-based approaches. This ensures that APCP can enforce deadlock freedom for processes forming cyclic topologies. We briefly discussed how AP and APCP provide a suitable foundation for a correct interpretation of a concurrent functional calculus with asynchronous sessions, dubbed LAST^n. The fact that AP, ACP, and APCP determine a wide spectrum of techniques for enforcing deadlock freedom is important when considering LAST^n. In fact, AP suffices for a basic concurrent interpretation of functional sessions; if the interest is in deadlock-free behaviors, then APCP (and, to some extent, ACP) can provide an indirect approach based on a correct typed translation.

Here we have focused on typing disciplines for binary (two-party) protocols. Further applications of APCP include the analysis of multiparty (n-ary) protocols, which involve more than two parties and for which the analysis of deadlock freedom is both important and challenging, especially when processes can interleave actions from different sessions and exchange references to sessions in communications (aka delegation), as supported in AP, ACP, and APCP. Interestingly, APCP provides a basis for the decentralized (static) analysis of process implementations of multiparty protocols, as developed in [20]; this decentralized analysis, in turn, can be adapted also to a setting with dynamic (run-time) verification, to consider (untyped) asynchronous processes whose behavior is governed by a monitoring infrastructure based on session types [22]. The PhD thesis of the first author provides a unified account of APCP—its theory and applications—, but also detailed comparisons with related works [19].

B. van den Heuvel, J.A. Pérez 17

Acknlowedgments We are grateful to the organizers and participants of ICE’24 for their comments and to Juan C. Jaramillo for discussions and comments on previous versions of this document.

The research described here has been supported by the Dutch Research Council (NWO) under project No. 016.Vidi.189.046 (‘Unifying Correctness for Communicating Software’).

References

[1] Roberto M. Amadio, Ilaria Castellani & Davide Sangiorgi (1998): On Bisimulations for the Asynchronous Pi-Calculus. Theoretical Computer Science 195(2), pp. 291–324, doi:10.1016/S0304-3975(97)00223-5.

[2] Davide Ancona, Viviana Bono, Mario Bravetti, Joana Campos, Giuseppe Castagna, Pierre-Malo Deniélou, Simon J. Gay, Nils Gesbert, Elena Giachino, Raymond Hu, Einar Broch Johnsen, Francisco Martins, Viviana Mascardi, Fabrizio Montesi, Rumyana Neykova, Nicholas Ng, Luca Padovani, Vasco T. Vasconcelos & Nobuko Yoshida (2016): Behavioral Types in Programming Languages. Found. Trends Program. Lang. 3(2-3), pp. 95–230, doi:10.1561/2500000031.

[3] Romain Beauxis, Catuscia Palamidessi & Frank D. Valencia (2008): On the Asynchronous Nature of the Asynchronous Pi-Calculus. In Pierpaolo Degano, Rocco De Nicola & José Meseguer, editors: Concurrency, Graphs and Models, Essays Dedicated to Ugo Montanari on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 5065, Springer, pp. 473–492, doi:10.1007/978-3-540-68679-8_29.

[4] Gérard Boudol (1992): Asynchrony and the Pi-calculus. Research Report RR-1702, INRIA. [5] Diletta Cacciagrano, Flavio Corradini & Catuscia Palamidessi (2007): Separation of Synchronous and Asynchronous Communication via Testing. Theoretical Computer Science 386(3), pp. 218–235, doi:10.1016/J.TCS.2007.07.009.

[6] Luís Caires (2014): Types and Logic, Concurrency and Non-Determinism. Technical Report MSR-TR-2014- 104, In Essays for the Luca Cardelli Fest, Microsoft Research.

[7] Luís Caires & Jorge A. Pérez (2017): Linearity, Control Effects, and Behavioral Types. In Hongseok Yang, editor: Programming Languages and Systems - 26th European Symposium on Programming, ESOP 2017, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2017, Uppsala, Sweden, April 22-29, 2017, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 10201, Springer, pp. 229–259, doi:10.1007/978-3-662-54434-1_9.

[8] Luís Caires & Frank Pfenning (2010): Session Types as Intuitionistic Linear Propositions. In Paul Gastin & François Laroussinie, editors: CONCUR 2010 - Concurrency Theory, 21th International Conference, CON- CUR 2010, Paris, France, August 31-September 3, 2010. Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 6269, Springer, pp. 222–236, doi:10.1007/978-3-642-15375-4_16.

[9] Luís Caires, Frank Pfenning & Bernardo Toninho (2016): Linear Logic Propositions as Session Types. Mathematical Structures in Computer Science 26(3), pp. 367–423, doi:10.1017/S0960129514000218.

[10] Mario Coppo, Mariangiola Dezani-Ciancaglini & Nobuko Yoshida (2007): Asynchronous Session Types and Progress for Object Oriented Languages. In Marcello M. Bonsangue & Einar Broch Johnsen, editors: Formal Methods for Open Object-Based Distributed Systems, 9th IFIP WG 6.1 International Conference, FMOODS 2007, Paphos, Cyprus, June 6-8, 2007, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 4468, Springer, pp. 1–31, doi:10.1007/978-3-540-72952-5_1.

[11] Ornela Dardha & Simon J. Gay (2018): A New Linear Logic for Deadlock-Free Session-Typed Processes. In Christel Baier & Ugo Dal Lago, editors: Foundations of Software Science and Computation Structures - 21st International Conference, FOSSACS 2018, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2018, Thessaloniki, Greece, April 14-20, 2018, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 10803, Springer, pp. 91–109, doi:10.1007/978-3-319-89366-2_5.

[12] Ornela Dardha & Jorge A. Pérez (2015): Comparing Deadlock-Free Session Typed Processes. In Silvia Crafa & Daniel Gebler, editors: Proceedings of the Combined 22th International Workshop on Expressiveness in

18 Asynchronous Session-Based Concurrency

Concurrency and 12th Workshop on Structural Operational Semantics, EXPRESS/SOS 2015, Madrid, Spain, 31st August 2015, EPTCS 190, pp. 1–15, doi:10.4204/EPTCS.190.1.

[13] Ornela Dardha & Jorge A. Pérez (2022): Comparing Type Systems for Deadlock Freedom. Journal of Logical and Algebraic Methods in Programming 124, p. 100717, doi:10.1016/J.JLAMP.2021.100717.

[14] Henry DeYoung, Luís Caires, Frank Pfenning & Bernardo Toninho (2012): Cut Reduction in Linear Logic as Asynchronous Session-Typed Communication. In Patrick Cégielski & Arnaud Durand, editors: Computer Science Logic (CSL’12) - 26th International Workshop/21st Annual Conference of the EACSL, CSL 2012, September 3-6, 2012, Fontainebleau, France, LIPIcs 16, Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, pp. 228–242, doi:10.4230/LIPICS.CSL.2012.228.

[15] Mariangiola Dezani-Ciancaglini, Sophia Drossopoulou, Dimitris Mostrous & Nobuko Yoshida (2009): Objects and Session Types. Information and Computation 207(5), pp. 595–641, doi:10.1016/J.IC.2008.03.028.

[16] Simon J. Gay & Vasco T. Vasconcelos (2010): Linear Type Theory for Asynchronous Session Types. Journal of Functional Programming 20(1), pp. 19–50, doi:10.1017/S0956796809990268.

[17] Rob J. van Glabbeek (2018): On the Validity of Encodings of the Synchronous in the Asynchronous π- Calculus. Information Processing Letters 137, pp. 17–25, doi:10.1016/J.IPL.2018.04.015.

[18] Daniele Gorla (2010): Towards a Unified Approach to Encodability and Separation Results for Process Calculi. Information and Computation 208(9), pp. 1031–1053, doi:10.1016/J.IC.2010.05.002.

[19] Bas van den Heuvel (2024): Correctly Communicating Software: Distributed, Asynchronous, and Beyond.

Ph.D. thesis, University of Groningen / University of Groningen, doi:10.33612/diss.929078700. [20] Bas van den Heuvel & Jorge A. Pérez (2022): A Decentralized Analysis of Multiparty Protocols. Science of Computer Programming 222, p. 102840, doi:10.1016/J.SCICO.2022.102840.

[21] Bas van den Heuvel & Jorge A. Pérez (2024): Asynchronous Session-Based Concurrency: Deadlock-freedom in Cyclic Process Networks. Logical Methods in Computer Science 20(4), doi:10.46298/LMCS-20(4:6)2024.

[22] Bas van den Heuvel, Jorge A. Pérez & Rares A. Dobre (2023): Monitoring Blackbox Implementations of Multiparty Session Protocols. In Panagiotis Katsaros & Laura Nenzi, editors: Runtime Verification - 23rd International Conference, RV 2023, Thessaloniki, Greece, October 3-6, 2023, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 14245, Springer, pp. 66–85, doi:10.1007/978-3-031-44267-4_4.

[23] Kohei Honda & Mario Tokoro (1991): An Object Calculus for Asynchronous Communication. In Pierre America, editor: ECOOP’91 European Conference on Object-Oriented Programming, Geneva, Switzerland, July 15-19, 1991, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 512, Springer, pp. 133–147, doi:10.1007/BFB0057019.

[24] Kohei Honda & Mario Tokoro (1992): On Asynchronous Communication Semantics. In Mario Tokoro, Oscar Nierstrasz & Peter Wegner, editors: Object-Based Concurrent Computing, ECOOP’91 Workshop, Geneva, Switzerland, July 15-16, 1991, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 612, Springer, pp. 21–51, doi:10.1007/3-540-55613-3_2.

[25] Kohei Honda, Vasco Thudichum Vasconcelos & Makoto Kubo (1998): Language Primitives and Type Discipline for Structured Communication-Based Programming. In Chris Hankin, editor: Programming Languages and Systems - ESOP’98, 7th European Symposium on Programming, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on the Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS’98, Lisbon, Portugal, March 28 - April 4, 1998, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 1381, Springer, pp. 122–138, doi:10.1007/BFB0053567.

[26] Naoki Kobayashi (2006): A New Type System for Deadlock-Free Processes. In Christel Baier & Holger Hermanns, editors: CONCUR 2006 - Concurrency Theory, 17th International Conference, CONCUR 2006, Bonn, Germany, August 27-30, 2006, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 4137, Springer, pp. 233–247, doi:10.1007/11817949_16.

[27] Wen Kokke & Ornela Dardha (2023): Prioritise the Best Variation. Logical Methods in Computer Science 19(4), doi:10.46298/LMCS-19(4:28)2023.

[28] Dimitrios Kouzapas, Nobuko Yoshida & Kohei Honda (2011): On Asynchronous Session Semantics. In Roberto Bruni & Jürgen Dingel, editors: Formal Techniques for Distributed Systems - Joint 13th IFIP WG

B. van den Heuvel, J.A. Pérez 19

6.1 International Conference, FMOODS 2011, and 31st IFIP WG 6.1 International Conference, FORTE 2011, Reykjavik, Iceland, June 6-9, 2011. Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 6722, Springer, pp. 228–243, doi:10.1007/978-3-642-21461-5_15.

[29] Julien Lange & Nobuko Yoshida (2017): On the Undecidability of Asynchronous Session Subtyping. In Javier Esparza & Andrzej S. Murawski, editors: Foundations of Software Science and Computation Structures - 20th International Conference, FOSSACS 2017, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2017, Uppsala, Sweden, April 22-29, 2017, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 10203, pp. 441–457, doi:10.1007/978-3-662-54458-7_26.

[30] Robin Milner (1989): Communication and Concurrency. PHI Series in Computer Science, Prentice Hall. [31] Robin Milner (1993): The Polyadic π-Calculus: A Tutorial. In Friedrich L. Bauer, Wilfried Brauer & Helmut Schwichtenberg, editors: Logic and Algebra of Specification, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, pp. 203–246, doi:10.1007/978-3-642-58041-3_6.

[32] Uwe Nestmann (2000): What Is a "Good" Encoding of Guarded Choice? Information and Computation 156(1-2), pp. 287–319, doi:10.1006/INCO.1999.2822.

[33] Uwe Nestmann & Benjamin C. Pierce (2000): Decoding Choice Encodings. Information and Computation 163(1), pp. 1–59, doi:10.1006/INCO.2000.2868.

[34] Luca Padovani (2014): Deadlock and Lock Freedom in the Linear π-Calculus. In Thomas A. Henzinger & Dale Miller, editors: Joint Meeting of the Twenty-Third EACSL Annual Conference on Computer Science Logic (CSL) and the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science (LICS), CSL-LICS ’14, Vienna, Austria, July 14 - 18, 2014, ACM, pp. 72:1–72:10, doi:10.1145/2603088.2603116.

[35] Luca Padovani & Luca Novara (2015): Types for Deadlock-Free Higher-Order Programs. In Susanne Graf & Mahesh Viswanathan, editors: Formal Techniques for Distributed Objects, Components, and Systems - 35th IFIP WG 6.1 International Conference, FORTE 2015, Held as Part of the 10th International Federated Conference on Distributed Computing Techniques, DisCoTec 2015, Grenoble, France, June 2-4, 2015, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 9039, Springer, pp. 3–18, doi:10.1007/978-3-319-19195-9_1.

[36] Catuscia Palamidessi (2003): Comparing the Expressive Power of the Synchronous and Asynchronous Pi-Calculi. Mathematical Structures in Computer Science 13(5), pp. 685–719, doi:10.1017/S0960129503004043.

[37] Catuscia Palamidessi, Vijay A. Saraswat, Frank D. Valencia & Björn Victor (2006): On the Expressiveness of Linearity vs Persistence in the Asychronous Pi-Calculus. In: 21th IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science (LICS 2006), 12-15 August 2006, Seattle, WA, USA, Proceedings, IEEE Computer Society, pp. 59–68, doi:10.1109/LICS.2006.39.

[38] Jorge A. Pérez, Luís Caires, Frank Pfenning & Bernardo Toninho (2012): Linear Logical Relations for Session-Based Concurrency. In Helmut Seidl, editor: Programming Languages and Systems - 21st European Symposium on Programming, ESOP 2012, Held as Part of the European Joint Conferences on Theory and Practice of Software, ETAPS 2012, Tallinn, Estonia, March 24 - April 1, 2012. Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 7211, Springer, pp. 539–558, doi:10.1007/978-3-642-28869-2_27.

[39] Jorge A. Pérez, Luís Caires, Frank Pfenning & Bernardo Toninho (2014): Linear Logical Relations and Observational Equivalences for Session-Based Concurrency. Information and Computation 239, pp. 254– 302, doi:10.1016/J.IC.2014.08.001.

[40] Paola Quaglia & David Walker (2005): Types and Full Abstraction for Polyadic pi-Calculus. Information and Computation 200(2), pp. 215–246, doi:10.1016/J.IC.2005.03.004.

[41] Davide Sangiorgi & David Walker (2001): The Pi-Calculus - a Theory of Mobile Processes. Cambridge University Press.

[42] Peter Selinger (1997): First-Order Axioms for Asynchrony. In Antoni W. Mazurkiewicz & Józef Winkowski, editors: CONCUR ’97: Concurrency Theory, 8th International Conference, Warsaw, Poland, July 1-4, 1997, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 1243, Springer, pp. 376–390, doi:10.1007/3-540-63141-0_26.

20 Asynchronous Session-Based Concurrency

[43] Kaku Takeuchi, Kohei Honda & Makoto Kubo (1994): An Interaction-Based Language and Its Typing System. In Constantine Halatsis, Dimitris G. Maritsas, George Philokyprou & Sergios Theodoridis, editors: PARLE ’94: Parallel Architectures and Languages Europe, 6th International PARLE Conference, Athens, Greece, July 4-8, 1994, Proceedings, Lecture Notes in Computer Science 817, Springer, pp. 398–413, doi:10.1007/3-540-58184-7_118.

[44] Peter Thiemann & Vasco T. Vasconcelos (2016): Context-Free Session Types. In Jacques Garrigue, Gabriele Keller & Eijiro Sumii, editors: Proceedings of the 21st ACM SIGPLAN International Conference on Functional Programming, ICFP 2016, Nara, Japan, September 18-22, 2016, ACM, pp. 462–475, doi:10.1145/2951913.2951926.

[45] Vasco T. Vasconcelos (2012): Fundamentals of Session Types. Information and Computation 217, pp. 52–70, doi:10.1016/J.IC.2012.05.002.

[46] Philip Wadler (2012): Propositions as Sessions. In Peter Thiemann & Robby Bruce Findler, editors: ACM SIGPLAN International Conference on Functional Programming, ICFP’12, Copenhagen, Denmark, September 9-15, 2012, ACM, pp. 273–286, doi:10.1145/2364527.2364568.