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ABSTRACT

Certified code systems protect computers from faulty or ma-
licious code by requiring untrusted software to be accompa-
nied by checkable evidence of its safety. This paper presents
a certified code solution to a problem in grid computing,
namely, controlling the CPU usage of untrusted programs.
Specifically, we propose to endow the runtime system su-
pervising local execution of grid programs with a trusted
“yield” operation, and require the untrusted code to exe-
cute this operation with at least a certain frequency. Com-
pliance with this requirement is enforced by a special typed
assembly language, which we describe.

We also describe a compilation strategy for a general-
purpose programming language that can enforce and cer-
tify conformance to such policies automatically without any
sophisticated program analyses. This means that owners
of hosts participating in the computation network can be
confident that executing foreign code will not compromise
the availability of their machines for running their own pro-
cesses, and application programmers do not need to modify
their coding style in order to produce compliant software.

Categories and Subject Descriptors: F.3.1 [Logics and
Meanings of Programs|: Specifying and Verifying and Rea-
soning about Programs; D.3.2 [Programming Languages]:
Language classifications—macro and assembly languages;
D.3.4 [Programming Languages|: Processors—compilers.

General Terms: Languages, Reliability, Security

Keywords: Certified code, typed assembly language, grid
computing

1. INTRODUCTION

Certified code provides a powerful and flexible approach
to protecting computers from untrusted and potentially dan-
gerous mobile code they execute. In a certified code frame-
work, any untrusted software must be accompanied by some
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additional information, called a certificate, whose validity is
known to imply that the software is safe to run. The most
obvious manifestation of this idea is Proof-Carrying Code
(PCC) [14, 15], in which the certificate is simply a proof
that the code satisfies some safety criterion. Systems based
on variations of Typed Assembly Language (TAL) [12, 11,
4] also qualify: in these systems, the certificate consists of
typing annotations that demonstrate that the accompanying
code is a well-typed TAL program.

An application of certified code in which we are particu-
larly interested is grid computing. The ConCert project [3]
aims to build a scalable, secure framework for distributed
computing in which the owners of the machines performing
the computation need not trust, nor indeed know anything
about, the producers of the code their machines run. If
deployed on a global scale, with many thousands of partic-
ipants, this framework would provide a platform for grid
computing in the style of SETI@Home [16], with the dif-
ference that anyone could submit jobs to the grid for dis-
tributed execution, but nevertheless the owners of partici-
pating hosts could be assured that no harm would come to
their machines by way of faulty or malicious mobile code.

Of course, certified code can only be practically useful if
the notion of “safety” guaranteed by a valid certificate is
appropriate to the application. The usual criteria of type
and memory safety are a good start, but many applications,
including grid computing, demand stronger safety policies.
One important aspect of safety for grid computing is that
foreign code must respond to the presence of higher-priority
local processes in a timely fashion, either by slowing down
their CPU usage or by quitting altogether. Furthermore, it
is important to us that compliance with this responsiveness
requirement not place an undue burden on grid application
programmers.

In the ConCert grid computing model [2], each host on
the grid runs a process (referred to in this paper as the su-
pervisor) that downloads mobile software from the network,
schedules jobs for local execution, and communicates the
results of those jobs to other hosts that need them. The
supervisor is also responsible for ensuring that participation
in the grid does no harm to the host. It must therefore be
able to respond to increased load on the host system by lo-
cal programs by “throttling” the foreign programs under its
control. To do this, the supervisor must be able to commu-
nicate with its subordinate processes and must have some
assurance that they will pay attention to its instructions.

We ensure responsiveness by providing programs with a
trusted library routine that communicates synchronously



with the supervisor, and requiring that they call this rou-
tine with at least a certain frequency. This behavior, which
we call “yielding”, ensures that the supervisor has ample
opportunities for communication with the runtime system
supporting the untrusted process and therefore can prevent
the mobile code from running when local processes compete
for the CPU. The behavior we have in mind for the trusted
yield operation is simply to send a message to the super-
visor and wait for an acknowledgement. If the machine is
idle, then the supervisor replies immediately, but if it is busy,
the supervisor may leave the foreign process suspended for
some time. Since ConCert programs don’t perform any ex-
plicit I/O or network operations (and the grid is designed to
tolerate delayed results or failures transparently), this de-
lay is not observable by the grid application. This simple
strategy allows the supervisor to control the CPU usage of
untrusted processes over a very wide range, and to adjust
its policy at any time—either automatically or at the host
user’s request—without any dependency on the flexibility or
fairness of the operating system’s scheduler.

In this paper, we present a certified code system for en-
forcing our yielding policy. Our solution is an extension of
the typed assembly language TALT [4], augmented with a
“yield” instruction that must be performed with at least a
certain frequency. More precisely, we require that no more
than Y non-yield instructions are ever executed in a row,
where the number Y is a parameter of the type system whose
value is determined by the safety policy. The type system
for our variant of TALT, which we call TALT-R, is such that
well-typed programs necessarily obey this additional safety
criterion.

In addition, we show that generating well-typed TALT-R
code places essentially no burden on the grid application pro-
grammer. We present an approach for compiling arbitrary
programs in a safe C-like language to TALT-R. Essentially,
we show that a compiler can turn any valid source program
into well-typed TALT-R by inserting enough yield instruc-
tions; we describe a fairly simple strategy for doing this,
and then show how to improve it using a dynamic instruc-
tion counter. This involves showing how to type the code for
instruction counting in a way that certifies its correctness, so
programs that rely on the accuracy of this run-time informa-
tion can still be certifiably safe. We have implemented both
these strategies in a compiler, and we present experimental
results indicating that the performance penalty associated
with the dynamic counting approach is small.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents
our typed assembly language for responsiveness certification.
Section 3 describes our strategy for generating well-typed as-
sembly code from arbitrary source programs. Section 4 as-
sesses the performance of the compiler we have implemented
according to this strategy. Finally, Section 5 concludes by
discussing future directions for this research and its relation-
ship to other work.

2. TALT-R

In this section we present our typed assembly language
for responsiveness certification. Our language TALT-R is an
extension of TALT, which itself is a typed version of Intel TA-
32 (also known as x86) assembly language. Due to concerns
for space and clarity, we will limit ourselves in this paper to a
minimal subset of the language, which we call MiniTALT-R.

W = 4 (word size in bytes)

Words B ¢ {0,...,28" —1}
Registers r = eax|ebx|ecx|edx
| esi|edi|ebp

F u= r|esp
Operands o == Bl|L|F|[o+]]
Destinations d == T|lo+]]
Conditions Kk = e|ne|b|be|alae
Instr. Sequences 1 €

add d, 01,02 1

call o [ | cmp 01,02 I
jec k,0l | jmpo I
mov d,o I | ret I
popd I |pusho I
salloc n I | sfreen I
sub d, 01,02 [

subjae rg,01,02,03 I
yield I
bi=n,....0, =1,

Programs P

Figure 1: Untyped MiniTALT-R Syntax

MiniTALT-R contains only those instructions needed for the
examples of Section 3, and only the types and typing rules
needed to type those examples. We also allow ourselves
the luxury of a somewhat more readable syntax than the
original presentation of TALT [4] by glossing over the details
of instruction decoding and pc-relative addressing. A more
complete treatment of TALT-R can be found in the technical
report [17].

As mentioned earlier, TALT-R has a yield instruction,
implemented as a call to the trusted runtime system. The
precise behavior of this instruction is not our concern for
the bulk of this paper—on the contrary, we assume that
the effects of the yield instruction are not directly observ-
able by the program, so that our compiler will be free to
insert them wherever necessary to satisfy the safety policy.
What is most important to us at the moment is that at least
one yield must be executed for every Y other instructions,
where Y is a fixed large integer. The TALT-R type system
extends that of TALT with facilities for tracking the num-
ber of instructions remaining until the next yield is due,
including a mechanism for arithmetic reasoning and a form
of singleton type that we use to implement run-time clock
checks.

Like TALT, TALT-R is a type assignment (or Curry-style)
system. Programs contain no typing annotations, and typ-
ing is presumed undecidable. An explicitly-typed version
of the language that enjoys tractable type-checking plays a
central role in the certification mechanism, but we will not
discuss it in this paper.

2.1 Syntax

The syntax of MiniTALT-R programs is given in Figure 1.
The first few definitions in the figure (namely the word size
W and the sets of words and register names) are specific to
the Intel TA-32 architecture; the rest of the syntax is also
fairly Intel-like but should be familiar to programmers in
other assembly languages. A MiniTALT-R program con-



sists of a sequence of blocks, each consisting of a label and a
sequence of instructions. Most instructions read from one or
more operands and many store a result in a destination. An
operand may be a literal word value (B), a label denoting
an address in the code segment (¢), a register (7, which may
be the stack pointer register esp), or a memory operand of
the form [0+ j], which refers to the word-sized (i.e., 4-byte)
value in memory starting at the location j bytes after the
one pointed to by the operand o. A destination may be
a register or a memory location. Most of the instructions
shown in the figure are presumably familiar to IA-32 assem-
bly programmers. The exceptions are the salloc and sfree
instructions we inherit from TALT, which allocate and deal-
locate space on the stack by subtracting from or adding to
the stack pointer, respectively, and subjae and yield, which
are new in TALT-R.

The yield instruction is the most important addition: it
is this instruction that the new safety policy requires the
program to execute with at least a certain frequency to
ensure responsiveness to the supervisor. The meaning of
this will be made more precise shortly. The subjae instruc-
tion is a combination of a subtraction and a conditional
jump. That is, the operational behavior of the instruc-
tion sequence subjae rg,01,02,03 I is the same as that of
sub rq, 01,03 jcc ae, 03 I. The purpose of this apparently re-
dundant “compound” instruction will become clearer when
we consider its typing rule later on.

2.2 Safety Policy

In the TALT methodolgy, the safety policy takes the form
of an operational semantics for the target architecture (in
the form of a transition relation between machine states)
that does not include any “unsafe” transitions. The stan-
dard type preservation and progress lemmas are then proved,
implying that a concrete IA-32 processor will not perform
any unsafe actions when executing a well-typed program.
We refer the reader to [5] for more details on the TALT
approach to certification.

The safety policy of ordinary TALT provides a fairly ba-
sic form of type safety. For TALT-R, we also want to re-
quire that the yield instruction is executed with at least
a certain frequency; concretely, we choose a number Y and
require that a yield be performed at least every Y instruc-
tions. The way to enforce this in the safety policy is to add
a virtual clock to the operational semantics as proposed by
Necula and Lee [15]. The virtual clock is an imaginary reg-
ister that is decremented with every instruction executed;
no instruction (other than yield) may be executed when
the virtual clock is zero. Consequently, the virtual clock
represents an upper bound on the number of instructions
that may be executed before the next yield. The yield
instruction itself resets the virtual clock to Y.

With the safety policy thus enriched, we will give a type
system for MiniTALT-R such that well-typed programs ex-
ecute without getting stuck. The main additions to the sys-
tem are types that track the time remaining until the next
yield and a logic of constraints for reasoning about the clock.

2.3 Type System

The syntax of the type system for MiniTALT-R is given in
Figure 2. The judgment forms of the system are summarized
in Figure 3. As with the syntax of programs, the syntax
we have shown here is only a fragment of the full TALT-

Kinds K == T|Ti|N|P
Static Terms c,t, o, T lo'
(e.g., types) nsi | Bi | 71 X T2

sptr(7) | =0

Voo K.1 | o K.1
o= 7| S()

n | t1+ to

t1 <ta|ti =t2

A K | A, true
{77, esp:T, ck:it}
{171, by i 0}

Static Contexts
Reg. File Types
Memory Types

SRl
:

Figure 2: MiniTALT-R Type System Syntax

Judgment Meaning
AFc: K Static term ¢ has kind K
AFT Reg. file type I is well-formed
A& o true Formula ¢ is true
AT <7 T is a subtype of 7/
U, AT HT Instr. seq. I is well-typed
U:A;THo: T Operand o produces a
value of type 7
U, AT Storing a value of type 7 in
d:7—T' dest. d yields a reg. file
of type I'
U; AFT:7 block I isa block of type T
W Heap type V is well-formed.
P Program P is well-typed.

Figure 3: MiniTALT-R Judgment Forms

R, sufficient for the examples and discussion later in the
paper; the missing features are exactly analogous to TALT
and are covered in the technical report [17]. Due to space
constraints we will discuss only a few key typing rules later
in this section; a complete set of rules for MiniTALT-R can
be found in Appendix A.

At the top level of the system are four kinds, which clas-
sify the terms at the second level, which we call static terms.
The kinds T and Ti are inherited from TALT; N and P are
new. The class of static terms is comprised of the types (of
kinds T7 and T), the constraint terms (of kind N), and the
constraint formulas (of kind P). By convention, we will use
the metavariables 7, t and ¢ in place of the general metavari-
able c¢ to indicate that the static term referred to is a type,
a constraint term, or a formula, respectively. Furthermore,
we will use the letter a instead of « for variables intended
to be of kind N. We have chosen to call the syntactic cat-
egory containing the types “static terms” rather than the
more usual “type constructors” (or simply “constructors”)
because although constraint terms and formulas may appear
in types, they cannot really be said to construct anything.
The name “static terms” also highlights our intention that
these terms are part of the (static) type assignment system
only; they do not appear in raw MiniTALT-R programs.

An unusual feature of TALT, inherited by TALT-R, is that
values are not all the same size. For each natural number
n > 0, Tn is the kind of types whose values are exactly n
bytes in size; T is the kind of any type whatsoever (thus
any type of kind Ti also has kind T). Most of the values
manipulated by MiniTALT-R code will have types of kind
TW, where W is the word size of the architecture (for IA-



((:K) € A)

AFm:T AFbmn:T AbF7m:Ti AbFm:Tj

AbF7:T AFT

ArFa: K Abnsi:Ti AFBi:Ti AF7TxXT2:T Ab 1 xXT12:TE+7) AFsptr(t): TW AFT —=0:TW
(K € {T,Ti})
ANawKrFr:T AaKEF7:T Abc:K Ab7lc/a]: K AawKbr:T AoKbt7:Ti AFp:P AF7T:K
AFVoau:K.1:T AFVa:K.1: K’ AF3Jdau:K7r:T AF3J:K.7:Ti AFp=>71:K
AFt:N (n > 0) AFt1:N AFta: N AFt1:N AkFt:N AkFt1:N AFty:N AFT:Ti
AFS@E):TW AFn:N = AFt +t2:N AFt <tz:P AFt,=t:P AFT:T

Figure 4: Type Formation Rules for MiniTALT-R (At ¢: K)

32, W = 4). The notable exception is the stack, which is
permitted to vary greatly in size and hence usually has a
type of kind T.

Most of the types of TALT-R are analogous to those of
TALT. For i > 0, the type nsi may be given to any value
whatsoever of size i; any type of kind T¢ is therefore a sub-
type of nsi. For ¢ > 0, Bi is the type of integer values
bytes in width. Values of the product type 71 X T2 consist
of a value of type 71 and one of type 72 appended together;
hence if 71 : Ti and 72 : Tj then the product has kind
T(i + 7). There are subtyping rules that make the product
constructor associative and BO a unit.

Pointers to code (and in particular the labels associated
with MiniTALT-R instruction blocks) have arrow types of
the form I' — 0, where I' is a register file type. It is safe
to jump to a pointer of type I' — 0 if the current register
state has type I'. The type sptr(7) describes a pointer into
the stack. Universal quantification Va:K.7 is crucial, as it
usually is in typed assembly languages; we will not have
much use for existential types Ja:K.7 in this paper. The
special new types in TALT-R are the guarded types (¢ = T)
and the singleton types (S(t)), which we will discuss later.

Due to space considerations, we do not address the is-
sue of type safety in this paper—to do so would require
a definition of the language’s operational semantics. We
are currently working on extending the formal and mechan-
ically checkable proof of type safety for TALT [4] to cover
TALT-R; we do not anticipate any difficulties, since the new
features are largely orthogonal to the existing language and
analogous constructs have been studied in connection with
LXres/TALres [7] and DTAL [18].

2.3.1 The Constraint Subsystem

The purpose of the constraint terms and formulas is to
allow the type system to reason about the time remaining
before the next yield instruction must be performed. This
constraint logic is largely separable from the rest of the type
system; in fact, there is a certain degree of flexibility in
its design. The version we will describe here is engineered
mostly for clarity of presentation.

The constraint terms include the natural numbers (writ-
ten 7, where n > 0) and are closed under addition; the
language of formulas contains equality (t1 = t2) and order-
ing (t1 < t2) on constraint terms. It would be a simple
matter to add propositional connectives (A, V, D, L) to the
constraint logic, but we have not found this necessary to ac-
complish our task. A formula such as t; < t2 is well-formed
(with kind P) if ¢; and t2 have kind N; a formula need not
be “true” in order to be well-formed.

The notion of “truth” for constraint formulas is captured
by a new judgment form: the judgment A F ¢ true means
that the truth of the formula ¢ follows from the assumptions
in A. Note that according to Figure 2, A may contain both
kinding assumptions of the form a:K and hypotheses of the
form ¢ true. The truth judgment is defined inductively by
a set of rules intended to capture a useful, if naive, theory
of addition of natural numbers that will allow (at least) the
output of our compiler to be certified. These rules are given
in Appendix A and include: reflexivity, symmetry, transi-
tivity and compatibility rules for equality; an axiom for ad-
dition of natural number constants; identity, commutativity
and associativity rules for addition; reflexivity, transitivity
and anti-symmetry for <, and an axiom for ordering of con-
stants; monotonicity of addition; and finally a rule allowing
cancellation of an addend on both sides of an inequality.

2.3.2 Instruction Typing and the Virtual Clock

Since the virtual clock behaves like an extra register, the
type system accounts for it in the types of code pointers and
in the typing rules for instructions. Again, the complete set
of instruction typing rules can be found in Appendix A,
along with the typing rules for operands and destinations
on which they depend.

According to Figure 2, a TALT-R register file type I" con-
tains types for the machine’s registers (just like in TALx86
or TALT) as well as a constraint term that represents a con-
servative approximation of the virtual clock. A register file
type I where I'(ck) = t specifies a machine state where the
virtual clock reads at least (the number denoted by) ¢.

The decrementing of the virtual clock with every instruc-
tion is accomplished straightforwardly in the typing rules.
The rule for the add instruction is typical:

A;U:T'Fo01:B4 A;U;T'Ho2:B4
A; U -d:Bae — T AT {ckit} H 1T
A;U;T' - add d, 01,02 1

(D(ck) =T+ ¢)

This rule stipulates that the operands to be added must
be 4-byte integers, and determines the register file type I/
produced by propagating the result of the addition (of type
B4) to the destination. The side condition that I'(ck) = T+¢,
where t is the virtual clock assumption under which the
remaining code must be typed, accomplishes two things: it
captures the requirement that the virtual clock read at least
one in order to perform an add, and it tracks the fact that
performing the instruction decrements the clock. The other
instruction typing rules follow the same pattern, except for
yield (which does not restrict the clock’s initial value and
resets it to Y), subjae (which must decrement the clock by



two), and the instructions that manipulate code addresses,
which we will discuss next.

As usual, the code pointer type I' — 0 describes code
that may be executed when the register file has type I'. The
implications for the typing of control-transfer instructions
(jmp, jecc, call and ret) are straightforward and are easiest
to see by considering the rule for the jmp instruction:

A;U;T Fo: (T{ckit}) — 0
A; ;T F jmp o

(T(ck) =1+1)

This says that it is safe to jump to a code address of type
I'" — 0 only if the clock reads T 4 I''(ck) before the jump;
that is, it requires that it be possible to decrement the vir-
tual clock in the current register file type to get the register
file type expected by the jump target. The rules for jcc,
call and ret are a bit more complicated than for jmp, but
the clock manipulations they perform are the same (and in
all other respects they are similar to their counterparts in
TALx86 and TALT).

A few important rules having to do with subtyping allow
a program to “forget” about some of the time remaining on
the virtual clock. The key rule is the one for register file
subtyping:

AF7T<7 ARt <ttrue
A+ 1. < 7/ for each register r

A+ {eax:Teax, . . -, ebp:Tepp, €SP:T, ck:t}
< {eax:Téax,- - -, ebp:Tébp, esp:7’, ckit'}

As usual, this rule requires that the type assigned to any
register 7 by the register file type on the left must be a
subtype of the type assigned to 7 on the right. For the
clock, it additionally requires that the approximation of the
clock on the right be provably less than or equal to the
one on the left. To see why this is correct, recall that ck:t
on the left means that the clock reads at least t, and ck:t’
means the clock reads at least ¢'. If ¢’ < t is provable, then
anything that is at least ¢ will also be at least t'; thus the
register file type on the left is a more restrictive specification
of the machine state, consistent with the usual meaning of
subtyping.

The key consequences of this register file subtyping rule
arise from its use in two other rules inherited from TALT:

AT FT AR LT AFIVLT
AU T T AFT —-0<I"—=0

The first of these, called register file weakening, allows an
instruction sequence to “forget” about some of the time on
the clock or, even more usefully, to rewrite the ck term in
the register file using the equality relation of the constraint
logic. (In particular, the side condition in most of the typing
rules that I'(ck) be syntactically equal to 1+t for some ¢ is
not overly restrictive.) The second, the subtyping rule for
arrow types, allows a pointer to code expecting a smaller
clock value to stand in for one to code expecting a larger
value.

2.3.3 Guarded and Singleton Types

There are two forms of type in TALT-R that are not
present in TALT: guarded types (¢ = 7) and singleton types
(S(t)). The intuitive meanings of these types are simple, but
their usefulness may not be obvious until we discuss yield-
placement strategies in Section 3. Essentially, they comprise

an index refinement system similar to the dependent types
of DTAL [18]. We will use this form of refinement to con-
struct more precise types for functions than would otherwise
be possible, and the constraint reasoning built into the type
system can allow more efficient code to be written. In partic-
ular, singleton types will play a central role in our dynamic
checking scheme.

A guarded type ¢ = 7 describes values that may be used
at type 7 only if the formula ¢ is true. This is captured by
a subtyping rule:

AF7T:T AF ¢ true
ArF(p=>1)<T

Using this rule, a value of type ¢ = 7 may be promoted to
type 7 if ¢ is provable in the constraint logic. If the truth
of ¢ cannot be derived, then no interesting use can be made
of such a value.

It turns out to be more important (for our compilation
strategy) to be able to give guarded types to code pointers
than to any other kind of value. Thus, we have an introduc-
tion rule for guarded types at the level of code blocks:

U; (A, @ true) - I : 7 block
U; Ak T:¢= 7 block

This rule states that (the address of) a code block I may be
given type ¢ = 7 if it can be shown to have the type 7 under
the assumption that ¢ is true. Importantly, the derivation
of I : 7 block may depend on the hypothesis ¢ true; I need
not be well-typed at all without it. It is worth noticing that
guarded types bear a certain similarity to V-types: both are
introduced by typing a value under some new assumption,
and both are eliminated by subtyping rules that “validate”
the assumption.

Singleton types in TALT-R play a role similar to that of
singletons in DTAL [18] and LTT [6]. In DTAL one writes
a singleton type as int(z), where z is an “index expression”;
in LTT one writes Sim:(M), where M is the proof-language
representation of an integer. In TALT-R, the type S(t) is
well-formed when ¢ is a well-formed constraint term (i.e., it
has kind N), and contains at most one value: the word-sized
unsigned binary representation of the natural number de-
noted by ¢. (If the meaning of ¢ is outside the representable
range, then S(t) is an empty type.)

In DTAL and LTT, programs may perform arithmetic on
values of singleton type, and the type system tracks this
manipulation symbolically by giving an appropriate single-
ton type to the result. As it happens, the particular use
we will have for singleton types in TALT-R is to describe
a counter which is repeatedly decremented until it reaches
zero. Consequently, the only form of arithmetic we will need
for singletons is a combined subtract-and-conditional-jump
operation; it is for this reason that the subjae instruction
is included in TALT-R. As we have already mentioned, the
instruction sequence (subjae rq,01,02,03 I) subtracts the
value of o2 from o0; and stores the result in rg; if this re-
sult is greater than or equal to zero, control jumps to the
address in o03; otherwise, execution continues with I. The
subjae instruction has a special singleton-aware typing rule:

AU T{rg:BW,ckit} 1
A; T F o3 : Va:N.(u = v + a) = I'{rq:S(a), ckit} — 0
AU:TFor:S(u) A;¥;THo2:S(w) ([(ck)=2+1)

A;U; T\ subjae rq,01,02,03 I



This rule shows how to type a subjae instruction when the
two operands to be subtracted have singleton types S(u)
and S(v) respectively. If the conditional branch is taken,
then the result is nonnegative and hence the subtraction
falls within the domain of natural number arithmetic; the
target of the jump is therefore allowed to assume that the
result is some natural number a such that v = v + a. If
the branch is not taken, however, the result of the subtrac-
tion is negative and cannot be reasoned about in our theory
of natural numbers; hence the instruction sequence follow-
ing the subjae must be well-formed assuming only that the
destination register contains an integer. Finally, note that
the virtual clock is decremented by two instead of by one;
this is because subjae is implemented by a sequence of two
instructions on a concrete IA-32 machine.

3. COMPILATION

As mentioned earlier, we have implemented a compiler for
a general-purpose high-level language that produces well-
typed (and therefore yield-latency certified) TALT-R code
without any explicit help from the programmer. The source
language is the safe C-like language Popcorn [11], which is
completely ignorant of our responsiveness requirement; it is
the job of the compiler to insert yield instructions wherever
necessary to make the resulting TALT-R code well-typed.
This is in contrast to, for example, the PopCron language of
Crary and Weirich [7], in which functions must be annotated
with cost information. In this section we will give some
details of our compilation strategy.

Assuming one knows how to compile Popcorn into TALT
(which is not too different from compiling it into TAL [11]),
targeting TALT-R instead does not present much additional
difficulty in principle: one could simply place a yield after
every instruction in a TALT program (and add ck:Y —1
to every code pointer type) to produce a well-typed TALT-
R program. Of course, this is unsatisfactory because the
yield instruction involves synchronous communication with
a supervising process and is therefore very expensive. The
goal when generating TALT-R, then, is to maximize the time
between successive yields while keeping it less than Y.

A less pathological, but still naive, approach is to place
a yield at the beginning of every basic block. Under this
strategy, each function call and each return must incur a
yield. It is possible to improve the situation using a strat-
egy based on Feeley’s balanced polling [8], so that some func-
tion calls do not have to yield. Unfortunately, it is still the
case that every iteration of a loop must yield. Since loops
are common and their bodies are often short, lifting this
requirement seems critical for performance.

Hoisting yield instructions out of loops altogether would
seem to require that we be able to statically predict the
number of iterations a loop will perform. This would re-
quire either programmer assistance or sophisticated program
analyses to discover this information, as well as sophisti-
cated static reasoning at the typed assembly language level
to certify its correctness. We have chosen another option:
programs will use a dynamic instruction counter to decide
when to yield, and the type system will enforce the relation-
ship between this dynamic counter and our static knowledge
about the virtual clock. This means that our compiler must
insert instructions to consult and decrement the counter.

It turns out that the problem of placing these run-time
checks is analogous to that of placing yield instructions in-

sofar as each dynamic check permits the program to execute
a certain number of instructions, and the time between dy-
namic checks must be bounded by Y. Our solution is to
use the Feeley placement strategy to determine where the
checks should occur. In this section, we will first describe
our Feeley-inspired approach for “direct” placement of yields
into the instruction stream; after we have described the ma-
chinery of dynamic checks, we will show how to adapt the
Feeley placement strategy to place checks instead of yields.

3.1 Direct Yield Placement

Placement of yield operations in straight-line code (or
tree-structured code) is uninteresting; the only challenges
arise when translating program constructs that involve non-
trivial control flow. There are three kinds of control flow
in Popcorn: intraprocedural control flow, associated with
conditionals and loops; interprocedural control flow, associ-
ated with function call and return; and exceptional control
flow, associated with raising and handling exceptions. Due
to space considerations, we will ignore exceptions here.

We also have very little to say about intraprocedural con-
trol flow; since the target of every intraprocedural jump is
statically known, this does not take much insight. The com-
piler simply decides on an initial virtual clock value for each
basic block in a function; then, whenever it emits an in-
traprocedural jump instruction, it generates a yield first iff
the initial clock value of the target block is greater than the
current value, which it computes from the current block’s
initial value and its length.

Interprocedural control flow presents a greater challenge,
because Popcorn allows programmers to write higher-order
functions. (It provides function pointers like those in C.)
Because of this capability, the function being invoked in a
function call expression is not always statically known, and
so the cost of a particular function call cannot be statically
calculated either. We therefore need a way of translating
functions and function calls uniformly—that is, so that any
two functions that have the same type in Popcorn have the
same clock behavior and hence the same type in TALT-R.
The remainder of this section describes how this is done.

To begin, consider this attempt at a type for a function
from integers to integers (passing both argument and result
in eax):

Va:N.Vp:T.
{eax:B4, esp:({eax:B4, esp:p, ckia} — 0) X p,
ckm+a} — 0

This type attempts to describe a function with “cost” n: it
says that the function may be called if the clock reads n+a,
and returns with the clock reading a, where a is a universally
quantified constraint term variable. This idiom for specify-
ing a function’s cost is essentially that used in TALres [7],
but there is a problem: a function of this type cannot yield!
To see why, note that the function must execute its return
instruction with a + 1 remaining on the virtual clock; but
as far as the function knows, a could be any natural num-
ber. In particular, a might be larger than Y—but Y is the
largest clock value the function can ever ensure after it has
performed a yield instruction.

To solve this problem, we note that in reality the func-
tion’s initial clock value of n + a will always be less than or
equal to Y — 1. Hence, if the function yields, the resulting
clock value of Y is guaranteed to be greater than or equal



to n+a+ 1, allowing the function to return—in fact, it may
execute up to n more instructions before doing so.

The constraint logic of TALT-R is powerful enough to
perform this simple reasoning, if only the function “knows”
that n+a <Y —1; in other words, a function that yields and
returns up to n instructions later can be well-typed, but only
under the constraint hypothesis T+ a <Y — 1. This is the
purpose of the guarded types introduced in Section 2.3.3; if
we compile a function so that its body is well-typed under
this hypothesis, we can discharge the hypothesis and give it
the type:

Va:NVp:T.M+a <Y - 1) =
{eax:B4, esp:({eax:B4, esp:p, ck:a} — 0) X p,
ckm+a} —0

It is important to note that (assuming n < Y — 1) the
clock information in this function type does not significantly
limit the points in a program where such a function may be
called. If the current clock value is at least n, then a call to
this function is clearly well-typed; if the clock value is less
than n, the caller can simply yield, resetting the clock to Y.
Similarly, any source language function of the appropriate
type may be compiled to TALT-R code of the above type. If
the function body needs to execute more than n instructions,
then it will have to yield before returning, but functions less
than n instructions long may not have to yield at all.

It seems reasonable, therefore, to use the same constant
value of n for every function in a program. By doing so,
we achieve our goal of uniformity in the translation of func-
tions: Popcorn functions of the same type will translate to
MiniTALT-R functions of the same type. In fact, in this spe-
cial case, the induced yield-placement strategy is essentially
the one described by Feeley [8]. Feeley, whose motivation
was placing checkpoints in a program to detect interrupts,
named his strategy balanced polling. We choose to refer to
the yielding scheme we have just described as Feeley yield-
ing, and we follow Feeley in using the letter E to denote the
fixed value chosen for n.

The major advantage of Feeley yielding over a more naive
strategy in which yields occur at every function call and
return is that many short functions (specifically, those func-
tions shorter than FE instructions that contain no loops or
function calls) never need to yield. Further, from the caller’s
point of view, any function appears to cost exactly E in-
structions. Thus if F is small enough compared to Y, sev-
eral function calls may occur in succession without the caller
having to yield in between.

3.2 Dynamic Checks

While the Feeley yielding strategy is fairly simple and
easy to implement, it falls well short of our goal of yielding
as infrequently as the safety policy will allow, especially if
Y is large. In particular, it seems that the greatest actual
inter-yield time we can achieve is on the order of the size of
the largest basic block in the program being compiled. We
now present a dynamic checking scheme that gets around
this difficulty. It is important to note that we are not adding
dynamic instruction counting primitives to TALT-R; rather,
have endowed our type system with enough expressive power
to code them up within the language. Thus, the issue of
whether to use a direct yield placement strategy such as
Feeley yielding or a dynamic one such as we are about to
describe is left up to individual compilers or programmers.

3.21 The Clock Register

We choose one of the machine’s registers to serve as our
dynamic clock. We will refer to this register as the clock
register and by the suggestive name rck, but this is only for
clarity of presentation; there is nothing special about this
register. In fact, it is not necessary to keep the dynamic
instruction counter in a register at all; in particular, there
is no reason a compiler could not choose to spill it to the
stack and use the register for some other purpose.

To make use of the clock register, we will maintain the
invariant that its value is always less than or equal to the
number of instructions remaining until the next yield in-
struction must occur (i.e., the value of the clock register
never exceeds that of the virtual clock). This alone is not
very useful information, since it does not rule out the pos-
sibility of both quantities being zero; it is much more help-
ful to know, at a given point in a program, that the vir-
tual clock exceeds the clock register by (at least) a certain
known amount. This difference (or the best available static
approximation thereof) we call the clock difference, and it
plays a key role: one seemingly trivial but important prop-
erty is that any instruction (other than yield) that does not
change the clock register effectively decrements the clock dif-
ference by exactly as much as it decrements the virtual clock
itself. Assuming the value of the clock register is statically
unknown, it is when the clock difference is (not provably
greater than) zero that some special action must be taken.

Thus, the difference between the two “clocks” behaves
much like a clock itself. In fact, it is possible to “set” this
key quantity to any value (less than Y') at any point in a
program. Roughly speaking, to set it to n, one may simply
perform a yield instruction and then move the value Y —
n — 1 into the clock register. Since the virtual clock reads
Y —1 after the move, it now exceeds the clock register value
by n. Usually, however, it is not necessary to perform a
yield in order to accomplish this feat: if the clock register’s
current value is greater than n, then subtracting a little more
than n from the register (the “little more” accounts for the
cost of the subtraction) will suffice. Of course, the exact
value of the clock register will almost never be statically
known: we need a way of examining the clock register at run
time to determine whether a yield is necessary to produce
the desired clock difference. That is precisely what we will
exhibit in the next section, where we make all this reasoning
precise.

3.2.2 The Minor Clock

In the next section we will exhibit a sequence of instruc-
tions capable of “setting” the clock difference to any con-
stant value less than Y even when the value of the clock
register is not statically known. Since the clock difference
represents the number of instructions that may safely be ex-
ecuted before examining the clock register, we will call the
sequence of instructions that resets it to a predetermined
constant value a minor yield. It will turn out that the mi-
nor yield itself requires 2 instructions, and so it can only be
executed when the clock difference is at least 2. (In terms of
types, this means that the clock register must have a single-
ton type S(u) and the virtual clock value must be provably
at least 2 4+ u.) Thus if the clock difference is §, the num-
ber of (non-yield) instructions that may safely be executed
before a minor yield becomes impossible is § — 2; we call



this quantity the minor clock. Clearly, “setting” the clock
difference to some fixed value D is equivalent to setting the
minor clock to D — 2. From now on we will consider the
minor clock to be the more basic notion.

To be precise: if, at a given point in the program, the
clock register has the singleton type S(u) and the static
approximation of the virtual clock (i.e., the term assigned
to ck in the register file type) is t 4+ (2 + u), then we say
that ¢ is the current value of the minor clock. By defining
some special notation, we may pretend that the minor clock
is an additional virtual register: for a given register file type
I' we will write I'(mck) = ¢ to mean that for some u we
have T'(rck) = S(u) and T'(ck) =t + (2 + u). Additionally,
we overload our notation for register file update and write
I'{mck,:t} to mean I'{rck:S(u), ck:t + (2 +u)}.

It should be clear that for non-yielding instructions that
do not change the clock register, the minor clock locally
behaves like the virtual clock: each such instruction decre-
ments the minor clock by one. For example, the following
typing rule for the add instruction is derivable:

(D(rck) = S(u)) (T'(ck) = (T+1t) + (2 +u))
A;U;TFop int A;U; T Fog: int
AT Hd:int — T AU T {ckit + 2+u) -1
A;U; T add d, 01, 092; 1

This rule shows how to type an add instruction when the
minor clock is T + ¢; note that as long as the destination
d is not rck, the continuation I will be typed under the
assumption that rck still has type S(u), meaning that the
new minor clock is just ¢. Similar “minor clock rules” can
be derived for all the instructions of MiniTALT-R except
for yield. The minor clock also obeys a similar subtyping
principle to the virtual clock: in particular, I'{mck,:t} <
I'{mck,:t'} if the formula ¢’ < t is provable, meaning that as
for the virtual clock itself, the static representation of the
minor clock is a conservative approximation. We will see in
a moment that the minor yield behaves like a minor-clock
version of the yield instruction, completing the analogy.

3.2.3 TheMinor Yield

Figure 5 shows the code for a minor yield to set the minor
clock to a constant number L. For the remainder of this pa-
per we will assume that all minor yields set the minor clock
to the same value L; this highlights the analogy with the
yield instruction, which always sets the virtual clock to Y.
Ignoring the typing annotations for the moment, the intent
of this code is clear: it attempts to subtract L — 2 from the
clock register; if this subtraction produces a nonnegative re-
sult, control jumps to the label end; if the result is negative,
then a yield instruction is performed, the clock register is
reset to slightly less than Y, and again control is transferred
to end. (In the full TALT-R language this is a fall-through
rather than a jump, but the simple MiniTALT-R of this
paper does not have this capability.)

The typing annotations in the figure assume that the mi-
nor clock is zero before the subjae, and say that the code
following the end label may assume that the minor clock is
L but the singleton type of the clock register, and hence its
value, has probably changed in the process. That is, if the
initial register file type is I', then the minor yield will be well-
typed if the label end has the type Va:N.(I'{mck,:L} — 0).
It is not hard to see that the yielding path through the code
is well-typed, as this follows straightforwardly from the def-

// minor clock = 0
// i.e., rck:S(u), ck:2+u
subjae rck,rck,(L + 2),end
// rck:int, ck:u
yield
// ck:Y
mov rck, (Y-L-4)
jmp end
// a — Y —L—4; rck: S(Y —L—4);
// kY =2 = L+ (2+a)
end:
// a:N, rck:S(a), ck:L+ (2+a)
// i.e., minor clock = L

Figure 5: Code for a Minor Yield

inition of the minor clock. It is a little harder to see why
end is an appropriate target for the subjae instruction. Ac-
cording to the typing rule for subjae given earlier, the jump
operand in this case should be of type

Va:N.(u =L+ 2+ a) = (I'{rck:S(a), ckiu} — 0)
But the type of end is a subtype of this, reasoning as follows:

Va:N.(T{mckq:L} — 0)
= Va:N.(T{rck:a, ck:L + (24 a)} — 0)
<Va:N.(u=L+2+a)=
(T{rck:S(a),ck:L + (2 +a)} — 0)
<Va:N.(u=L+2+a)=
(I'{rck:S(a), ckiu} — 0)

Thus, end is an appropriate operand for the subjae instruc-
tion, and so the entire minor yield is well-typed.

If we ignore the syntactic inconvenience that a minor yield
spans multiple code blocks in MiniTALT-R, it is possible to
think of it as an instruction with the followng typing rule:

(T(ck) =2+t) A;U;T Frck:S(t)
(A, a:N); W; T{rck:S(a),ck:L +2 +a} - T
A;U; T' - MYIELD; [

(Here, and from now on, we use the name MYIELD to refer
to the minor yield instruction sequence.) This rule states
that MYIELD has the effect of turning a state with any minor
clock value into one where the minor clock is L—but it may
change the value of the clock register.

3.2.4 Compilation Using Minor Yields

Because the minor clock behaves so much like the virtual
clock, it turns out that all of the strategies we have found for
placing yield instructions directly can be turned into dy-
namic checking strategies by tracking the minor clock and
placing minor yields instead. This is the approach we have
implemented in our compiler: in particular, we adapt the
Feeley yielding strategy of Section 3.1 and refer to the re-
sultant dynamic checking scheme as Feeley polling.

Conceptually, to derive Feeley polling from Feeley yield-
ing, we replace all yield instructions with minor yields (writ-
ten MYIELD as in the typing rule above), replace all assertions
about the virtual clock (e.g., ck:t) with assertions about the
minor clock (mckp:t), and replace Y with L since MYIELD
resets the minor clock to L. (Of course it is not quite this
simple, since L is smaller than Y and therefore very long ex-
tended basic blocks may require more minor yields than they



int fib( int x ) {
if (x<=1) A
return 1;

}
return fib(x-1)+fib(x-2);
}

Figure 6: A Simple Popcorn Function

would have needed ordinary yields.) Thus we get a compi-
lation strategy which, instead of placing a yield every Y
instructions, places a minor yield every L instructions.

The type of a function from integers to integers under
Feeley polling is:

Va:NVENYp:T(E+a<T-1) =
{eax:B4, esp:(Vb":N.{eax:B4, esp:p,mcky:a} — 0)
x p,mcky:F +a} — 0

The parameter b is the static term describing the initial
value of the clock register (recall that the notation mcks:t
gives the type S(b) to rck as well as assigning a constraint
term to ck). Because the value, and hence the type, of
the clock register may change during the execution of the
function, the return address passed on the stack must be able
to execute no matter what the register’s new value is. The
term describing this value is therefore universally quantified
in the type of the return address.

An example of the Feeley polling strategy is shown in Fig-
ures 6 and 7. The Popcorn function in Figure 6 is a recursive
function to compute Fibonacci numbers; the assembly ver-
sion in Figure 7 was hand-coded in MiniTALT-R and has the
type discussed above. Note that the function has a “short
path” corresponding to the case where the argument is less
than or equal to one, and a “long path” that performs two
recursive calls if it is not. The short path does not need
to yield (of course, this depends on E being chosen large
enough). The long path must perform a minor yield before
the first recursive call, and between the last call and the
final return instruction. This is typical of the Feeley strate-
gies, since a function might start out with as little as £ on
the clock, but every callee requires at least E. Similarly, no
callee can be assumed to return with more than L — E' — 1
on the clock, but the caller cannot return without at least
Y — E. Notice, however, that no yield is needed in between
the two recursive calls (again assuming appropriate values
for Y, L and E). Also, notice that every minor yield and
every function call might change the value of the clock reg-
ister; thus each of these events introduces a new constraint
term variable (the b;’s) to describe the altered clock register
seen by the instructions following it.

4. EVALUATION

We measured the effects of our yielding strategies on four
different programs. The benchmarks range in complexity
and qualitative behavior: msort applies a polymorphic merge-
sort procedure to a pseudorandomly-generated linked list of
integers; gsort applies quicksort to an array; comb computes
a row of Pascal’s triangle; and tempo is a port of the grid-
based chess player developed by the ConCert project. Fig-
ure 8 shows the impact on execution time: for each bench-
mark we show the execution time using Feeley yielding and

fib:
// a,bo:N, rck:S(bo), ck:(E +a)+ (2+bo),
// (E+a < L-1)
cmp eax,1
ja L1
mov eax,1
ret //

// if (x <= 1)

return 1;
L1:
/! ck:(E—2+a)+ (2+bo)
push eax
sub eax,1
MYIELD _
// bi:N, rck:S(b1), ck:L+ (2+b1)
call fib // £ib(x-1)
// ba:N, rck:S(b2), ck:iL — E— 1+ (2 +b2)
pop ecx
push eax
mov eax,ecx
sub eax,2
/! ck:L —E—5+ (2+b2)
call fib // £ib(x-2)
// b3:N, rck:S(bs), ck:L —2E — 6+ (2 + b3)
pop ecx
add eax,ecx
// ckiL —2FE — 8 + (2 + b3)
MYIELD _
// ba:N, rck:S(bs), ck:L + (2+ bs)
ret // return fib(x-1)+fib(x-2);

Figure 7: Fibonacci using Feeley Polling

Feeley polling, normalized with respect to the running time
in ordinary TALT with no yielding requirements. The test
programs were linked against a version of the runtime sys-
tem in which the yield operation does nothing other than
count the number of times it is called; thus the increases in
running time are due only to function call overhead and/or
clock register operations. All timing experiments were per-
formed on a 3.06 GHz Pentium 4. As the chart shows, Feeley
yielding slowed down programs by up to 80%, while Feeley
polling never altered execution time by more than 5%.

An important issue faced by the implementation but not
apparent in our discussion of MiniTALT-R is the timing
behavior of TALT-R’s malloc instruction, which allocates
space in a garbage-collected heap. It is difficult to predict
how long an invocation of malloc will take: those that trig-
ger a garbage collection run much longer than those that
do not. For our initial experiments we assumed that the
runtime system would conservatively yield at every alloca-
tion. Figure 9 shows that for msort and tempo, which do a
lot of allocation, these “implicit yields” dominate the “ex-
plicit yields” introduced by our compiler: msort performs
some 7.8 million yielding operations per second on average,
only 3.5 of which are yield instructions. The gsort and
comb benchmarks were carefully written to allocate as little
as possible, and perform only a constant number of implicit
yields per run.

These results clearly indicate a need for a better treat-
ment of allocation. One possibility is to provide a version
of malloc that has access to the program’s clock register
and yields only when needed. This “smart malloc” poses
no problems in principle, but the implementation effort re-
quired is nontrivial and we have not attempted it yet. To
estimate the performance improvement, we modified our im-
plementation to assume a fixed cost for malloc (to simu-
late fast, non-collecting allocations) and instrumented the
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| Implicit Y/s  Explicit Y/s

msort 7 800 000 3.5
gsort 44 44
comb 75 50
tempo 840 000 0

Figure 9: Breakdown of Yields under Feeley Polling

runtime system to count the number of garbage collections,
which presumably would still have to yield. Figure 10 shows
the estimated yield rate for the smart malloc along with
the rates we measured for Feeley yielding and polling. In
the case of msort, the smart malloc reduces the total yield
rate to tens of yields per second. The tempo benchmark still
performs badly; this is likely due to its heavy use of arrays,
which our compiler does not handle well.

5. DISCUSSION

There are a number of directions in which we believe the
work we have described can be readily extended. First of
all, although we have implemented a Popcorn compiler and
described our compilation strategy in terms of Popcorn, it
should be clear that there is nothing particularly source-
language-specific about our strategy. In fact, our compiler
is based on a relatively low-level typed intermediate lan-
guage and we believe that front-ends for other source lan-
guages could easily be developed. It would be interesting to
see how the implications of the yield placement strategy for
performance would differ between, say, Popcorn programs
and ML programs.

Interestingly, although guaranteeing bounds on the total
running time of programs was not our goal, the core type
system of TALT-R may be used for this purpose. To do
so, we simply remove the yield instruction so that there is
no way to reset the virtual clock; now, the clock effectively
represents the number of instructions that may be executed
before the program must halt. From the point of view of
the certification mechanism, this bounds the total running
time of every program by a constant. A dynamic checking
scheme akin to minor yielding could be used in a compiler,
producing programs that would run for approximately the
maximum allowed time and then quit.

Certification of latencies may well have applications out-
side of grid computing. A suitable application of TALT-R
could be used to certify compliance with scheduling con-
straints in real-time applications, or to enforce cooperation

| FY FP FPsm (est.)
msort | 1.8 x 107 7.9 x 10° 3.4 x 10!
gsort | 5.8 x 107 8.7 x 10" 5.6 x 10!
comb | 6.0x107 1.3x10%® 6.4 x 10
tempo | 3.5 x 107 8.5x10° 1.5 x 10°

Figure 10: Yield Frequencies (Yields/sec)

among processes in embedded settings without the overhead
of a preemptive scheduler. Furthermore, although we have
presented TALT-R as a type system for instruction count-
ing, the same basic system could be applied to enforcing
other properties as well. For example, copying garbage col-
lectors provide a contiguous block of memory into which
new objects are written; when this area is full, the collector
must be notified. A slightly modified version of TALT-R’s
type system could describe this behavior: instead of count-
ing down the number of instructions until the next yield, it
could count the number of bytes that may be allocated until
the next call to the garbage collector. The same ideas could
also be used to track the amount of stack space remaining; a
program could be forced to use some special operation to ac-
tively compare the stack pointer to the end of the available
space, rather than relying on the virtual memory system
to trap overflows and terminate the program as the TALT
implementation currently does.

Some system resources, such as network bandwidth, can
be controlled by placing upper bounds on the frequency with
which a program performs certain actions. It seems likely
that a system like TALT-R can certify bounds of this kind:
by reversing the sense of approximation of the virtual clock
so that ck:t means the clock reads at most t, one would
be able to show that at least Y instructions are executed
in between, say, calls to network library functions. It even
appears possible to design a language in which both upper
and lower bounds on latencies can be certified in the same
system, but we have not investigated the implications for
compilation in this setting.

As another direction for improvement, we note that as far
as the TALT-R type system is concerned, it would be a sim-
ple matter to replace the constraint logic used for reasoning
about the virtual clock with a more sophisticated one. It
is easy to imagine, for example, adding multiplication or
primitive recursion to the language of constraint terms, or
enhancing the constraint truth judgment with a rule for in-
duction over natural numbers. Such extensions might be
useful in that they could allow some clock computations to
be hoisted out of loops or functions. On the other hand, the
more sophisticated the logic, the more difficult and expen-
sive the theorem-proving tasks involved in certification are
likely to become.

5.1 Related Work

The most closely related work to ours is in the area of
resource bound certification. The study of this topic, and
the use of virtual clocks in certified code, began with Necula
and Lee’s observation [15] that Proof-Carrying Code could
guarantee bounded running time of programs. Crary and
Weirich’s type theory LXres and assembly language TALres
[7] allowed programmers to use the type system to specify
the running time of a function based on the structure (most



importantly the size) of its argument. To our knowledge,
neither of these approaches has produced a workable system
for general programming.

Hofmann [9] has shown that a type system based on linear
logic can limit both the space usage and time complexity of
functional programs; in particular, any well-typed program
in Hofmann’s linear A-calculus denotes a polynomial-time
function. This is a weaker guarantee than the safety pol-
icy of TALT-R since, after all, even a constant-time pro-
gram might take longer to finish than a user is willing to
wait. Also, as a source language, the linear A-calculus is less
programmer-friendly than Popcorn, and we conjecture that
it would be a fair amount more difficult for grid application
programmers to learn. As far as space is concerned, Hof-
mann’s language forbids programs to allocate new storage,
and the linear type system is used to allow already-allocated
space to be reused in a type-safe way. Hofmann and Jost
[10] continued in this direction, showing how to allow pro-
grams to perform some allocation while keeping total heap
usage under control.

Aspinall et al. [1] have presented a program logic for a
fragment of JVM bytecode that is capable of reasoning about
resource usage. The compiler and PCC system they have
implemented based on this logic requires programs to be
written in a special resource-aware language, and to our
knowledge they do not treat any resources other than space.

Naik [13] has described a type system for interrupt-driven
programming that ensures all interrupts will be handled
within appropriate deadlines. This is similar to ensuring
that programs yield with a certain frequency, and so his
type system bears some resemblance to ours. In particular,
it has a notion of a virtual clock and uses singleton types
in a critical way, but it does not support dynamic checking.
It would be interesting to explore the relationship between
these type systems in detail.
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APPENDIX
A. MINITALT-R TYPING RULES

Static Term Formation (A + ¢: K)

These rules are given in Figure 4.

Context Formation (A+ T, - ¥)

AF7T:T AFt:N
A& 7 : TW for each register r Fr:Tfor1<i<nm

F{li, .o b}

A+ {eax:Teax, . - . , €bp:Tepp, esp:T, ckit}

Constraint Truth (A F ¢ true)

((¢ true) € A)
A& @ true

Ak to = t1 true
Ak t1 = to true

AFt:N
AFt=ttrue

AFt; =t3 true AFt3 =ts true
A t1 = t2 true

AbFty =t) true Ak ity =1t true
Aty 4t =t 4t} true

AFm+7=m+n true

AFt:N
AFO0+t=ttrue

AFt;:N AFte:N
ARty +to =to +t1 true

AFt;:N (for i =1,2,3)
AF(tl —‘rtz)—‘rtg:tl—l—(tg—‘rtg) true

AFty =to true
A t; < tg true

Aty <tstrue AFt3<to true (m
A t; <tg true AFm

AFt; <totrue AFty <ty true
A t1 = t2 true

Attty <t) true AFty <t true
AFt;+t2 <t] +th true

AFt+t; <t+to true
A t; < tg true




Subtyping (A+F 7 <)

A1 <173 AFm <7
AT <19

AFT<T

AFT <7, AFn<Th ArFr<7 AF7T:T AT
A+ sptr(r) < sptr(r’)

/ !
A1 x12 <7 X1

AaKEFr <71
AFVa:K.7 <Va:K.T’/

AaKEFT:T AbFc: K
At 7le/a] < Ja:K.T

AaKET: T AFc: K
AFVa:K.1 < 7Tlc/a]

AaKEFT <7/
AF 3K 7 <3Ja:K. 7’

(agT) (g 7) AFT:Ti
AF7T<Va:K.T AF3Jda:Kr<T A+ 7 < ns’
AFt:N

AFT1><(T2><T3)S(T1><T2)><T3 AFS(t)SBW

AF (i Xm)xm <71 X(r2x71) AFT<BOXT

AFBOXx7<7T AF7<7XxB0 AF7TxBO<T

A t1 = to true
AbFns(i+j) <nsixnsj AFS(t1)<S(t2)

AT/ ST
AFT 50<I/ -0

AbF7:T AF ¢ true
AF(p=T1)<T

AFe:P
AF7T<(p=7)

Ajptrue7 <7/
AF(p=7)<(p=171)

Register File Subtyping (A+1T<1)

ArFr<7 ARt <ttrue
A 7. < 7/ for each register r

A {eax:Teax, - - ., ebp:Tepp, €SP:T, ck:t}

< {eax:Téax, .- ebp:Tébp7 esp:7/, ckit’}

Operand Typing (A; ¥;T'+o: 1)

AUTHB:S(B) AT HE:U(0) AT Fr:T(r)

A;U;T o sptr(Ti X T2 X T3)
AF7m:Tn AbFm:Tm AFT(esp) <T XTI XT2 XT3

A;U;TEmio+n]:

A;U:TRo:7" ART <71
JANRVZS RN ORI o

A; U; T+ esp : sptr(I'(esp))

Destination Propagation (A; ;T +d: 7 — 1)

A+ 7 < sptr(m2)
AFT(esp) <71 X T2

A;U;T Fesp: 7 — I'{esp:ma}

AFT:TW
AU Er:m— T{r7}

A FTD(r) < sptr(r1 X 72 X 73)
AFT(esp) <7 XTI XT2 XT3
AbFr:Tn AF7:Tm AFT,:Tm

AU T Emir 4+ n] : 75 — T{rsptr(r X 75 X 73),
esp:T X T1 X T§ X T3}

Instruction Typing (v; A;T + 1)

(T(ck) =T +1t)
A;U;T'Ho; :B4 A;U;T'Fog:B4
A;U;THd:B4e —TV A; ;T {ckit} - T

A;U;T'F add d, 01,02 1

(T(ck) =1+1)
A;U;T'Ho; :B4 A;W;T'Fog:B4
AT Hd:BA—T AU T {ckit} -1

A;U;T'F sub d, 01,02 T
(T(ck) =1 +1¢) (T(ck) =1+1¢)
A;U;T o (I{ckit}) — 0 A; U;T'{esp:ns™ x I'(esp), ckit} - I
A; W T jmp o A;U;T'F sallocn [

AFT:T (T(ck)=T+1¢)
A FT(sp) < (I' {esp:7,ckit} — 0) X 7

A; 0T F ret

(T(ck) =1+1¢)
A; T o (T{ckit}) - 0 A; U T{ck:t} T

AT F jee k,0 1
AU T BT A FTrey AT Eo: T —0

T(ck)=1+41t) (A'=A7,01:K1,...,an:Ky)
(I =T{sp:(Va1:K1 ...Van:Kn.T'ret — 0) X I'(sp), ck:t})

A;U;T'Fcallo T

A;U;T'Ho; :B4 A;W;TFog: B4
AT {ckit} I (T(ck) =T+1¢)

A; U T F emp 01,02 1
(T(ck) =T +1t)
AbT(esp) <mi X172 Ab71:Tn Abm:T
A;U; T espmetbd:m — T AU T {ckit} - 1

A; U T pop n,d 1

(T(ck) =1+4+¢t) AW Tho:T
Ab7:T A;U;T{esp:7 x I'(esp), ckit - I

A;U:T'Fpusho [

(T(ck) =1+1)
AFT(esp) <7m1 X120 AFT71:Tn
AbF7: T A;U;T{espime,ckit} F I

A;W: T+ sfreen [

AU T{ck YT
A; T Fyield 1
AU T{rg:BW,ckit} - 1T
A; ;T F o3 : Va:N.(u = v + a) = I'{ry:S(a), ckit} — 0
A; T Ror i S(u) A; 0T Roz:Sw) (D(ck) =2+1t)

A;U; T subjae ry,01,02,03 I

T'(r) =3a:K.7
(A, K); ;{7 H 1 AU TYHI AR LT
AU T HT AT T

Block and Program Typing (v; A+ I : 7 block, - P)

W; (A, ¢ true) = I : 7 block
W;AFI:¢= 7 block

U AT HET
W;AFT:T — 0 block
(U= {l1:71,. ., Ln:Tn})
F ¥ (71 = {esp:BO,ck:Y} — 0)
;- I; : 7 block for 1 <i<n

Flym=1,...,ln:mn = In

U; (A, a:K) - I: 7 block
;AT :Va:K.7 block




