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Recently, Wadler presented a continuation-passing &tioslfrom a session-typed functional lan-
guage, GV, to a process calculus based on classical lingar, IGP. However, this translation is
one-way: CP is more expressive than GV. We propose an egten$iGV, called HGV, and give
translations showing that it is as expressive as CP. The rawslations shed light both on the origi-
nal translation from GV to CP, and on the limitations in exgsieeness of GV.

1 Introduction

Linear logic has long been regarded as a potential typingigdise for concurrency. Girard [7] ob-
serves that the connectives of linear logic can be intezdras parallel computation. Abramsky [1] and
Bellin and Scott([2] interpret linear logic proofs ascalculus processes. While they providealculus
interpretations of all linear logic proofs, they do not po® a proof-theoretic interpretation for arbi-
trary rr-calculus terms. Caires and Pfenning [3] give a proposstiasrtypes correspondence between
intuitionistic linear logic and session types, interprgtilinear logic propositions as session types for
a restrictedrr-calculus, mDILL. Of particular importance to this work, they interprdte multiplicative
connectives as prefixing, and the exponentials as repligatesses.

Wadler [8] adapts Caires and Pfenning’s work to classicadr logic, interpreting proofs as pro-
cesses in a restricte-calculus, CP. Additionally, Wadler shows that a core ses$yped linear func-
tional language, GV, patterned after a similar languagea@ay and Vasconcelds![6], may be translated
into CP. However, GV is less expressive than CP: there amfmhich do not correspond to any GV
program.

Our primary contribution is HGV (Harmonious GV), a version@V extended with constructs for
session forwarding, replication, and polymorphism. Wenig HGV 11, the session-typed fragment
of HGV, and give a type-preserving translation from HGV to Y@ ((—)*); this translation depends
crucially on the new constructs of HGV. We show that HGV idisignt to express all linear logic proofs
by giving type-preserving translations from H&¥o CP (—]), and from CP to HGVt ((—)). Factoring
the translation of HGV into CP through-)* simplifies the presentation, and illuminates regularities
are not apparent in Wadler’s original translation of GV i@B. Finally, we show that HGV, HGHN, and
CP are all equally expressive.

2 TheHGV Language

This section describes our session-typed language HGWastimg it with Gay and Vasconcelos'’s func-
tional language for asynchronous session types [6], whieltall LAST, and Wadler's GV |8]. In de-
signing HGV, we have opted for programming convenience owéiormity, while insisting on a tight
correspondence with linear logic. The session types of H@&\garen by the following grammar:

Su=IT.S|?2T.S|@{li : §}i | &{li : S}i | end; | end, | X | X |/[X].S| 2[X].S| bS| §S
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10 Sessions as Propositions

Types for input (7.S), output (T.S), selection ¢&{l; : S}i) and choice &{l; : S};) are standard. Like
GV, but unlike LAST, we distinguish outpuerd;) and input énd,) session ends; this matches the
situation in linear logic, where there is no convenientlif-deal proposition to represent the end of a
session. Variables and their duals, K) and type input ((X].S) and output (IX].S), permit definition

of polymorphic sessions. We include a notion of replicatess®ns, corresponding to exponentials in
linear logic: a channel of typgSis a “service”, providing any number of channels of tyfyex channel

of typebhSis the “server” providing such a service. Each session §pas a duab (with the obvious
dual for variablesX):

ITS=7T.S @{Ii : S}| = &{h :§}i m =end, ![X].S: ?[X]
TS=ITS &{:S}i=a{li:§} endr=end,  ?X].S=![X]

Note that dualisation leaves input and output types unatdndn addition to sessions, HGV'’s types
include linear pairs, and linear and unlimited functions:

TUV:=S|ToU|T —-U|T—>U

Every typeT is either linearl{n(T)) or unlimited (n(T)); the only unlimited types are servicas(1S)),
unlimited functions ¢n(T — U)), and end input session typasn(end,)). In GV, end, is linear. We
choose to make it unlimited in HGV because then we can digpsite GV'’s explicitterminate construct
while maintaining a strong correspondence with Gétd- corresponds td_ in CP, for which weakening
and contraction are derivable.

Figure[1 gives the terms and typing rules for HGV; the firstkloontains the structural rules, the
second contains the (standard) rules for lambda terms harthitd contains the session-typed fragment.
Thefork construct provides session initiation, filling the role o¥'&with...connect...to... structure,
but without the asymmetry of the latter. The two are interddile, as follows:

fork X.M = with X connect M to X with X connect M to N = let X = fork X.M in N

We add a construdink M N to implement channel forwarding; this form is provided inther GV nor
LAST, but is necessary to match the expressive power of Cite(Mhat while we could define session
forwarding in GV or LAST for any particular session type sifiot possible to do so in a generic fashion.)
We add termsendType S Mandreceive Type X.M to provide session polymorphism, aswtve x.M and
request M for replicated sessions. Note that, as the bbtgf serve X.M may be arbitrarily replicated,
it can only refer to the unlimited portion of the environme@hannels of typgS offer arbitrarily many
sessions of typ&; correspondingly, channels of typ& must consume arbitrarily mar§sessions. The
rule forserve X.M parallels that fofork: it defines the server (which replicatiey and returns the channel
by which it may be used (of typeS= #S). As a consequence, there is no rule involving tySe We
experimented with having such a rule, but found that it wasgs used immediately insideferk, while
providing no extra expressive power. Hence we opted fordkepresented here.

3 FromHGVtoHGVT

The language HGY is the restriction of HGV to session types, that is, HGV withe-, —, or ®.
In order to avoidw, we disallow plainreceive M, but do permit it to be fused with a pair elimination
let (X,y) = receive M in N. We can simulate all non-session types as session types tvégslation
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®FN:U un(T) O x:TX:THN:U un(T)
X:TEx:T O,x:THN:U ®,x:THN[x/X]:U
Lambda rules
P x:TEN:U PHL: T —U WEM:T PHL: T —U un(®)
PHEAXN:T —U oWH-LM:U dHL:T—U
dFHL:T—U OP-M:T WYEN:U P-FM:T®U Wx:T,y:UFEN:V
OFL:T -U O,WE (M,N): TaU O, Whlet (x,y) =MinN:V

Session rules

O-EM:T

WYEN:IT.S

P-M:?T.S

®PFsendMN:S

d-M:{li: S}k

® - select | M : §

@, x:SFM:end,
dF fork xM:S

®FM:2X].S

X¢& FV/(®)

D receive M: T®S

d-M:&{li:S}h {Wx:SEN:T}
®, Wt case M of {l;(X).Nj}i: T

®FM:S DEN:S
®+ link M N : end,

®FM:1[X].S
®+ sendType S M: S[S/X]

®,x: Sk M :end un(®) d-M: S

@D F receiveType X.M : S

@ serve x.M : bS D request M : S

Figure 1: Typing rules for HGV
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from HGV to HGVr. The translation on types is given by the homomorphic exbensf the following
equations:

(T—U)=IT)~U)  (T=U)=i(T)~U)) (TeU) =AT)".(U)"

Each target type is thiaterfaceto the simulated source type. A linear function is simuldigdnput on

a channel; its interface is output on the other end of themélaAn unlimited function is simulated by

a server,; its interface is the service on the other end ofdi@tnel. A tensor is simulated by output on
a channel; its interface is input on the other end of that seknThis duality between implementation
and interface explains the flipping of types in Wadler’'s mdd) CPS translation from GV to CP. The
translation on terms is given by the homomorphic extensfdahefollowing equations:

(Ax.M)*

)* = fork zlet (x,z) = receive zin link (M)* z
(L M)* = send (M)* (L)*
(M,N)* frkZIlnk(send( )*2) (N)*
(let (x,y) =M in N)* let (X,y) = receive (M)* in (N)*
)
)=
)=

(L: T —U)* =serve zlink (L)* z
(L: T —U)* =request (L)*
(receive M)* = (M)*

Formally, this is a translation on derivations. We writedygnnotations to indicate> introduction and
elimination. For all other cases, it is unambiguous to gheettanslation on plain term syntax. Each in-
troduction form translates to an interfafeek z.M of type S, whereM : end, provides the implementation,
with z: Sbound inM. We can extend the translation on types to a translation otexts:

(X T, Xt Tn) =X (Ta) e %0 (Th)™

It is straightforward to verify that our translation press typing.
Theorem 1 If @M : T then(®)* = (M)*: (T)*.

4 FromHGVrmtoCP

We present the typing rules of CP in Figlide 2. Note that thep@sitions of CP are exactly those of
classical linear logic, as are the cut rules (if we ignoretdrens). Thus, CP enjoys all of the standard
meta theoretic properties of classical linear logic, idelg confluence and weak normalisation. A minor
syntactic difference between our presentation and Wadkethat our sumd) and choice &) types are
n-ary, matching the corresponding session types in HGV, @dwehe presents binary and nullary versions
of sum and choice. Duality on CP type(&()l) is standard:

(A@B) =ALwBL (a{li:A}) =&{li: At} 11 =1 (IX.B)"=VX.B- (1A)F =2A"
(AeB) =At @B (&{li:A}) =a{li: At} L1=1 (vX.B)F=3X.B- (?A)"=!IA"
The semantics of CP terms follows the cut elimination rufedassical linear logic. We interpret the

cut relation— moduloa-equivalence and structural cut equivalence:

XY=y X
vx.(P|Q)=vx.(Q|P)
w.(vx.(P| Q) |R) = vx.(P|vy.(Q|R))
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PET,x:A  QFAX:Ab P-Iy:A QFAX:B
we xEw: AL x: A vx.(P|Q)FT,A Xyl.(P| Q) FT,AXx:A®B
R-O,y:AX:B PET,X:A {QiFAX : A}

X(y).RFO,x:AeB X[i].PET,x:a{li: A} x.case {;.Qi}i A, x: &{li : Ai}i

PH2,y:A QFAY:A QFA QFAX:?AX 1 2A

IX(y).PH 2 x: 1A AXy].QF A Xx: ?A QFAX:?A QIx/X]FA,x: 2A
PHT,x:B[A/X] QFAX:B  X¢A PHT

X[A.LPFT,x:3X.B X(X).QF A,x:VX.B X[].OFx:1 X().PHT,x: L

Figure 2: Typing rules for CP

The principal cut elimination rules correspond to commatiin between processes.

v (Xy)-(P] Q) | X(Y).
vx.(x[lj].P | x.case {l; Q|

)

R)

o
( (’) ;—>Q, X¢FV(Q)

| Q)

P) —

vz.(x[y].(P| Q) |R) — xy].(vz(P|R) | Q), zecFV(P)
vz.(Xyl.(P| Q) |R) — Xy.(P|vz(Q|R)), z€FV(Q)
vz.(x(y)-P | Q) — x(y).vz(P| Q)
vz(X1].P | Q) — x[I].vz.(P | Q)
vz (x.case {I;.Qi}i | R) — x.case {lj.vz(Q; | R)}i
vz.(IX(y).P | Q) — IX(y).vz(P | Q)
vz.(Xy.P| Q) — yl.vz(P| Q)
vZ.(XAl.P| Q) — X[Al.vz(P | Q)
vz.(X(X).P | Q) — x(X).vz(P| Q)
vz.(x().P|Q) — x().vz(P|Q)

A fuller account of CP can be found in Wadler’'s work [8].
We now give a translation from HGWto CP. Post composing this with the embedding of HGV in

HGVmryields a semantics for HGV. The translation on session tigas follows:

TS =[TI"®[g [e{i:shl=a{i:[S]k D=9 [[X]9
[T =[T]=[d [eflizSh]=&{li:[S]} [ =79  [?X].9

TR
[end] =1 [ends] = L [X] =X IX]
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The translation is homomorphic except for output, wheredtput type is dualised. This accounts for
the discrepancy betwedm.S= ?T.Sand(A® B)" = AL o BL.

The translation on terms is formally specified as a CPS ta#insl on derivations as in Wadler’s
presentation. We provide the full translations of weakgramd contraction foend,, as these steps
are implicit in the syntax of HGV terms. The other construigpend only on the immediate syntactic
structure, so we abbreviate their translations as mappinggain terms:

®-N:s | [N]zt [®],z: [S]*
®,x:end> NS x().[N]zF [®],x: L,z: [§*
®,x: ends, X tendo-N:S [N]z+ [®],x: L,X: L,z: [~
®,x:end> - N[x/X]: S z

WX ([N]z| X[].0) F [®],x: L,z: [T

[X]z=x+>z
[send M N]z= vx.(x[y].([M]y | x> 2) | [N]x)
[let (x,y) = receive M in N]z= vy.([M]y | y(x).[N]z)
[select | M]z= vx.([M]x| X[I].Xx > 2)
[case M of {l;i(x).N;}i]z= vx.([M]x | x.case {l;.[Ni]z}i)
[fork x.M]z= vx.(vy.([M]y | y[].0) | X <> 2)
[link M N]z = z().vx.([M]x | [N]x)
[sendType S Mz = vx.([M]x| X[[S]].X > 2)
[receiveType X.M]z = vx.([M]x | X(X).X <> 2)
[serve y.M]z = !z(y).vx.([M]x | X[].0)
[request M]z= vx.([M]x | 2X[y].y <> 2)

Channelz provides a continuation, consuming the output of the pmoggresenting the original HGY
term. The translation on contexts is pointwise.

X1 : T, X0 s Ta] = X0 [Ta]l, oo %0t [Tal

As with the translation from HGV to HGX, we can show that this translation preserves typing.

Theorem 2 If ® - M : S then[M]z+ [@],z: [T .

5 FromCPtoHGVT

We now present the translatidr-) from CP to HGMt. The translation on types is as follows:

(AB)=!A).(B)  (fli:Atd=a{li:(A)}i  EXA)=IXL(A)  (?A) =4(A)
(AeB) =2(A).(B)  (&{li:Al)=&{li:(A)}i  (YX.A) =72X].(A) (1A) =b(A)
(1) = end, (L) =end- (X) =X (X+) =X

The translation on terms makes usdedfexpressions to simplify the presentation; these are exquhtad
HGVmas follows:

let Xx=M in N= ((AXN)M)* =send M (fork zlet (x,z) = receive zin link N 2).
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(X[y]-(P | Q)) = let x=send (fork y.(P)) xin (Q)
(x(y).P) = let (y,x) = receive X in (P)
(X[1].P) = let x = select | x in (P)
(x.case {li.R}i) = case x of {l;(x).(R]}i
(x[J.0) = x
(x()-P) = (P
(vx.(P | Q)) = let x = fork x.(P) in (Q)
(x> y) =linkxy
(X[A].P) = let x = sendType (A) xin (P)
(X(X).P) = let x = receiveType X.Xin (P)
('s(x).P) = link s (serve x.(P)))
(?s[x].P) = let X = request sin (P)

Again, we can extend the translation on types to a translaiocontexts, and show that the translation
preserves typing.

Theorem 3 If P T then(I) - (P) : end;.

6 Correctness

If we extend[—] to non-session types, as in Wadler’s original presentdfagure[3), then it is straight-
forward to show that this monolithic translation factorsotigh (—)*.

Theorem 4 [(M)*]z—"* [M]z (where—* is the reflexive transitive closure ef—=).

The key soundness property of our translations is that iframstate a term from CP to HGVand back,
then we obtain a term equivalent to the one we started with.

Theorem 5 If P T thenvz(Z]].0 | [(P)]z) —* P.

Together, Theorein] 4 amd 5 tell us that HGV, H@\and CP are equally expressive, in the sense that
every X program can always be translated to an equivateptogram, whereX,Y € {HGV, HGVT,
CP}.

Here our notion of expressivity is agnostic to the natureheftranslations. It is instructive also to
consider Felleisen’s more refined notion of expressiviy Both (—)* and (—|) are local translations,
thus both HGV and CP ammacro-expressibl§g] in HGV . However, the need for a global CPS trans-
lation from HGVmto CP illustrates that HGX is not macro-expressible in CP; hence HGW more
expressive, in the Felleisen sense, than CP.

7 Conclusions and Future Work

We have proposed a session-typed functional language, H@Ming on similar languages of Wadlét [8]
and of Gay and Vasconcelds [6]. We have shown that HGV is seiffitco encode arbitrary linear logic
proofs, completing the correspondence between lineac lagil session types. We have also given an
embedding of all of HGV into its session-typed fragment,@difyiing translation from HGV to CP.

Dardha et all[4] offers an alternative foundation for sessipes through a CPS translation mf
calculus with session types into a lingacalculus. There appear to be strong similarities betwkein t
CPS translation and ours. We would like to make the corredgrore precise by studying translations
between their systems and ours.
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Types Terms
[T]=TT",T not a session type [Ax.N]z= z(x).[N]z
where [L M[z= vy.(ILly [ YX.(IM]x |y < 2))
T —UT =TT U] [L:T —UJz=!z(y).[L]y
T U =1TTT = ul) [L:T —UJz=vy.([L]y| ¥[X.x < 2)
TTeU] =TI®[U] [(M,N)]z= zZly].([M]y | [N]2)
1S =9 [let (x,y) = M in NJz= vy.(IMy | y(x).[N]2)

The outer dual appears in the type translation because Sestio 8, we must exposgerfacesather than implementations of
simulated types. As in the definition 6f )* in Sectior 8, we write type annotations to indicateéntroduction and elimination.

Figure 3: Extension of—] to non-session types

In addition we highlight several other areas of future woBirst, the semantics of HGV is given
only by cut elimination in CP. We would like to give HGV a sertias directly, in terms of reductions of
configurations of processes, and then prove a formal cameigmce with cut elimination in CP. Second,
replication has limited expressive power compared to gony in particular, it cannot express services
whose behaviour changes over time or in response to cligaests. We believe that the study of fixed
points in linear logic provides a mechanism to support moygessive recursive behaviour without
sacrificing the logical interpretation of HGV. Finally, alssical linear logic proofs, and hence CP
processes, enjoy confluence, HGV programs are deterrcini&® hope to identify natural extensions of
HGV that give rise to non-determinism, and thus allow praggdo exhibit more interesting concurrent
behaviour, while preserving the underlying connectiorirtedr logic.
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