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ABSTRACT

We study solutions to systems of stream inclusions of the form

5 ∈ ) ( 5 ), where the nondeterministic transformer ) on l-infinite

streams is assumed to be causal in the sense that elements in output

streams are determined by a finite prefix of inputs. We first estab-

lish a correspondence between logic-based causality and metric-

based contraction. Based on this causality-contraction connection

we then apply fixpoint principles to the spherically complete ul-

trametric space of streams to construct solutions of stream inclu-

sions. The underlying fixpoint iterations induce fixpoint induction

principles to reason about these solutions. In addition, the fixpoint

approximation provides an anytime algorithm with which finite

prefixes of solutions can be calculated. These developments are il-

lustrated for some central concepts of system design.

1 INTRODUCTION

We consider existence, uniqueness, approximations, and reasoning

principles for solutions (fixpoints) of the stream inclusions

5 ∈ ) ( 5 ), (1)

where 5 ≔ ( 51, . . . , 5=), for = ∈ N, is a vector of infinite streams

58 of values, and the vector- and multivalued stream transformer )

is causal in that every element in the output stream is completely

determined by a finite history of inputs. These stream inclusions

are ubiquitous in computer science and other fields of knowledge

such as biology, economics, and artificial intelligence to model the

evolution of dynamic systems under uncertainty.

Typical sources of uncertainty are lack of epistemic knowledge

about the behavior of the system under consideration as well as

modeling artifacts such as underspecification, whereby a system

is said to be nondeterministic and a system specification is under-

specified if for some input several outputs are admitted. Under-

specified functions map streams onto sets of streams, and they are

isomorphic to relations on streams.

Consider, for example, mixing two Boolean input streams 5 , 6 ∈

2l such that its output stream ℎ ∈ 2l contains as many 1s as

the two input streams combined; i.e., ℎ ∈ mix ( 5 , 6) if and only

if #1ℎ = #1 5 + #16. Now, a feedback loop is easily modeled by

5 ∈ mix ( 5 ,6), specified by the equation #1 5 = #16 + #1 5 . Valid-

ity of expected properties such as #16 = 0 ⇒ #1 5 = 0, however,

can only be shown by assuming mix to be causal [9]. Other promi-

nent examples of nondeterministic functions include merging of

two streams in such a way that all of any infinite input stream is

absorbed, and the related problem of fair scheduling [33]. In gen-

eral, any relation between input and output streams is specified by

such nondeterministic stream transformer. Now, two mutually de-

pendent nondeterministic stream transformers, say )1 and)2 give

rise to a system

51 ∈ )1 ( 51, 52)

52 ∈ )2 ( 51, 52)

with two stream inclusions, which can easily be recast in the vector-

valued form (1).

If the stream transformer ) is deterministic then the stream in-

clusion (1) reduces to a system of stream equalities 5 = ) ( 5 ). Inter-

acting systems of deterministic stream processors, for instance, are

traditionally modeled as the least fixpoint of this equality, where)

is a Scott-continuous stream transformer in a complete partial or-

der [21]. But such a denotational semantics does not extend naïvely

to unbounded nondeterminism [2, 7, 38, 46]. One option are exten-

sions of complete partial orders into power domains [36, 45], but

there is no partial order on sets of streams that can be used as the

approximation ordering for defining sets of least fixpoints of multi-

valued functions on streams [9].

We take a different approach by investigating under which con-

ditions fixpoints exist for causal stream transformers with uncon-

strained nondeterminism, which is naturally modeled with mul-

tivalued maps. Here we distinguish between weakly and strongly

causal stream transformers, whereby the latter notion also implies

a strict, bounded delay for which the outputs are determined.

The main results for solving stream inclusions of the form (1)

are as follows.

• For strongly causal stream transformers) with nonempty,

compact codomains, solutions 5 ∈ ) ( 5 ) are contained in

the (unique) fixpoint � = sp) (� ) for the strongest post of

) (Theorem 7.7). This latter fixpoint is obtained as the limit

of a Picard iteration with an explicit quantitative bound on

the approximation of each iteration.

• 5 ∈ ) ( 5 ) has a solution if ) is strongly causal, not the

constant map to the empty set, and all the codomains of)

are closed in the topology induced by the prefix metric on

streams (Theorem 7.12). In addition, we identify a slightly

stronger condition than strong causality to establish the

uniqueness of solutions of the stream inclusion (1). A fix-

point induction principle is derived to reason about these

solutions.

• 5 ∈ ) ( 5 ) has a solution if ) is strongly causal and all

codomains of) are nonempty and compact (Theorem 7.16).

• If the stream transformer ) is weakly causal then either

5 ∈ ) ( 5 ) has a solution or there exists a ball of streams

with positive radius on which the distance, as measured

by the prefix metric on streams, between input stream and

corresponding output sets with respect to ) is, in a sense

to be made precise, invariant (Theorem 7.18).

These developments are based on the correspondence between

the logic-based notion of causality and the quantitative concept
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of contraction (and nonexpansion). More precisely, we show that

a vector- and multivalued stream transformer is weakly causal if

and only if it is nonexpansive, and it is strongly causal if and only

if it is contractive for the prefix metric. This approach is motivated

by recent work of Broy [9] on stream-based system design calculus

for strongly causal transformers, which is based on Banach’s fix-

point principle to solve stream equations on deterministic stream

transformers. We generalize this observation by (1) modeling non-

deterministic and mutually dependent system components as con-

junctions of causal stream inclusions, (2) establishing the equiva-

lence of vector- and multivalued causal stream transformers with

contraction in a spherically complete ultrametric space of streams

based on the prefix distance of streams, and (3) applying multival-

ued fixpoint principles in this ultrametric stream space to obtain

solutions of causal stream inclusions.

First, Section 2 explains some basic concepts of distance and

topological spaces that are used in this paper. The prefix distance

between two streams is thenmeasured in Section 3 using the longest

common prefix. This results in a spherically complete ultrametric

space of streams. The underlying concept of the prefix distance de-

rives from Cantor sets, and it generalizes to arbitrary stream prod-

ucts and also to sets of streams via the induced Hausdorff distance.

Next, Section 4 discusses the familiar concepts of stream transform-

ers along with some horizontal and vertical composition operators.

The focus in Section 5 is on causal stream transformers, whose

outputs are determined by a finite history of inputs. For instance,

causality is preserved under composition and refinement of stream

transformers.

In Section 6we develop ametric-based characterization of causal

stream transformers. More specifically, we show that a nondeter-

ministic stream transformer is causal if and only if it is contractive

with respect to the given prefix ultrametric on streams. This cor-

respondence extends to a notion of Lipschitz contraction based on

the Hausdorff distance between sets of streams, since stream trans-

formers with nonempty compact images are Lipschitz contractive

if and only if they are causal.

Since the induced Hausdorff metric is a complete metric space

on the set of nonempty compact sets, we obtain unique fixpoints

in Section 7 for causal transformers such as the weakest pre and

the strongest post set transformers. Moreover, there is a linearly,

strictly decreasing upper bound of the prefix distance between this

fixpoint and its approximation by the underlying Picard iteration,

which suggests an anytime approximation algorithm. Furthermore,

we formulate, in the spirit of Park’s lemma, induction principles for

fixpoints of set transformers, and we show that the set of fixpoints

of a multivalued stream transformer ) is contained in the fixpoint

of the strongest post transformer for ) .

Additional fixpoint results in Section 7 construct solutions for

the stream inclusion (1) by showing that every strongly causal

vector- and multivalued stream transformer has a fixpoint as long

as it is not the constant map to the empty set and its codomain is

restricted to closed sets only. We also identify a slightly stronger

condition for which this fixpoint is unique. The underlying Picard

iteration enables us to derive an induction principle for reasoning

about these fixpoints. In Section 7 we also state some immediate

consequences of the correspondence of causality and Lipschitz con-

tractivity for fixpoints of weakly causal maps. Section 8 discusses

further consequences of the causality-contraction connection, and

Section 9 concludes with a discussion on the relevance of these

developments for the principled design of systems.

2 PRELIMINARIES

We summarize a hodgepodge of concepts and notation for topo-

logical and metric spaces as they will be used in the remainder of

this paper, with the intention of making the developments of this

paper as self-contained as possible. Readers who are familiar with

these fundamental concepts can proceed to the next section.

For a metric space (",3) the sets B(G, A ) ≔ {~ | 3 (G,~) < A }

and B[G, A ] ≔ {~ | 3 (G,~) ≤ A } are called the open and closed

balls of center G and radius A , respectively. The family of open balls

forms a base of neighborhoods for a uniquely determined Haus-

dorff topology on " , which is the topology induced by 3 (on ").

Open, closed, bounded, (dis)connected, convex, totally bounded

(precompact), and compact sets are defined with respect to the

metric-induced topology.The set of nonempty, closed, and bounded

subsets of" , in particular, is denoted by CB("), and Comp(") is

the set of nonempty compact subsets of" .

The distance 3 (0, �) of an element 0 ∈ " to a nonempty set

� ⊆ " is defined by 3 (0, �) = inf1∈� 3 (0,1). Clearly, 3 (0,1) =

3 (0, {1}) for all 0,1 ∈ " . For a bounded metric space (",3) the

Hausdorff distanceH3 (�, �) between two nonempty sets�, � ⊆ "

measures the "longest path" to get from � to �, or vice versa, from

� to �.

H3 (�, �) ≔ max (sup
G ∈�

(3 (G, �)), sup
~∈�

(3 (~,�))). (2)

Clearly, all suprema exist for a bounded metric 3 , and 3 (0,1) =

H3 ({0}, {1}). Furthermore, if �, � are closed then their Hausdorff

distanceH3 (�,�) is finite, and (CB("),H3 ) is a metric space.

A sequence (G: ):∈N in " is Cauchy if and only if for all Y > 0

there exists # ∈ N such that 3 (G=, G< ) < Y for all =,< ≥ # . Such

a sequence G: converges to G∗ ∈ " if and only if for each neigh-

borhood* of G there exists # ∈ N such that G= ∈ * for all = ≥ # .

Now, the space " is Cauchy complete if every Cauchy sequence

converges to some G∗ ∈ " . Equivalently, " is Cauchy complete

if and only if the intersection of nested sequences of closed balls

whose radius approaches to 0 are nonempty.

Amap) : " → " (in ametric space") is contractive if there ex-

ists a constant ; with 0 < ; < 1 such that 3 () (G),) (~)) ≤ ; ·3 (G,~)

for all G,~ ∈ " . Traditionally, Banach’s contraction principle es-

tablishes that in a Cauchy complete metric space (",3) there is a

unique fixpoint for every contracting ) : " → " [22]. Starting

with the Picard iteration G=+1 = ) (G=) for = ∈ N with G0 arbi-

trary, one concludes from the contraction property with Lipschitz

constant 0 ≤ ; < 1, that 3 (G=+1, G=) ≤ ; · 3 (G=, G=−1), and, there-

fore, 3 (G=+1, G=) ≤ ;=/1−; · 3 (G0, G1). From this, one concludes that

the sequence (G=)=∈N is Cauchy, and, for completeness, that its

limit G∗ ∈ " is a fixpoint. This fixpoint is unique, since we get

G∗ = ~∗ for any two fixpoints from 3 (G∗, ~∗) = 3 () (G∗),) (~∗)) ≤

; · 3 (G∗, ~∗).

A map ) : " → " is said to be shrinking if 3 () (G),) (~)) <

3 (G,~) for all G, ~ ∈ " . A shrinking map) need not have a fixpoint

in a complete metric space.
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An ultrametric space (",3) is a metric space with the strong

triangle inequality, for all G, ~, I ∈ "

3 (G,~) ≤ max(3 (G,~), 3 (~,I)). (3)

As a consequence of (3) the isosceles triangle principle

3 (G, I) = max(3 (G,~), 3 (~,I)) (4)

holdswhenever 3 (G,~) ≠ 3 (~,I). Further immediate consequences

of the strong triangle inequality are: (1) every point inside a ball is

its center, that is, if 3 (G,~) < A then B(G, A ) = B(~, A ), (2) all balls

of strictly positive radius A are clopen, that is both open and closed,

(3) if two balls are not disjoint then one is included in the other,

(4) the distance 3 (�1, �2) ≔ infG ∈�1,~∈�2 3 (G,~) of two disjoint

nonempty balls �1,�2 is obtained as the distance of two arbitrar-

ily chosen elements G ∈ �1, ~ ∈ �2. (4) ultrametric spaces are

totally disconnected, that is, every superset of a singleton set is dis-

connected, and (5) a sequence (G: ):∈N in an ultrametric space is

Cauchy if and only if lim:→∞ 3 (G:+1, G: ) = 0. We will also make

use of a generalized strong triangle inequality for ultrametric dis-

tances.

3 (0,�) ≤ max (3 (0,1), 3 (1,�)), (5)

for all 0,1 ∈ " and ∅ ≠ � ⊆ " .

Proposition 2.1. If (",3) is ultrametric then (CB("),H3 ) is

also ultrametric.

An ultrametric space (",3) is spherically complete if ∩ �∈C� ≠

∅ for every chain C of balls �0 ⊇ �1 ⊇ �2 ⊇ . . .. From this defi-

nition it is clear that spherical completeness implies Cauchy com-

pleteness.

Example 2.2. Let " = {U, V,W, X} with 3 (G, G) = 0 for all G ∈ " ,

3 (U, V) = 3 (W, X) = 1/2, 3 (U,W) = 3 (U, X) = 3 (V,W) = 3 (V,X) = 1,

and 3 (~, G) = 3 (G,~) for all G,~ ∈ " . Then (",3) is a spherically

complete ultrametric space.

Proposition 2.3 (([14], p. 59). If (",3) is an ultrametric space

then the ultrametric space (Comp("),H3 ) is Cauchy complete.

For a spherically complete ultrametric space " , every strictly

contracting) : " → " has a unique fixpoint in" ([35], Theorem

1).Moreover, if) : " → " is nonexpansive, that is3 () (G),) (~)) ≤

3 (G,~) for all G,~ ∈ " , then either ) has at least one fixpoint or

there exists a ball � of radius A > 0 such that ) : � → � and for

which 3 (D,) (D)) = A for each D ∈ � ([35], Theorem 2). Such a ball

� is said to be minimal) -invariant.

3 STREAMS

An �-valued stream in �l ≔ N→ �, for a given nonempty set �

of values, is an infinite sequence (0: ):∈N with 0: ∈ �. Depending

on the application context, streams are also referred to as discrete

streams or signals, l-streams, l-sequences, or l-words. The gen-

erating function [11] of a stream (0: ):∈N is a formal power series
∑

:∈N

0:-
: (6)

in the indefinite - . These power series are formal as, in the alge-

braic view, the symbol - is not being instantiated and there is no

notion of convergence. We call 0: the coefficient of -: , and the set

of formal power series with coefficients in � is denoted by �J- K.

We also write [-: ] 5 for the coeffient of -: in the formal power

series 5 . Now, hd( 5 ) ≔ [- 0] 5 and tl( 5 ) is the unique stream such

that 5 = hd( 5 ) + - · tl( 5 ). A polynomial in �[- ] of degree 3 ∈ N

is a formal power series 5 which is dull, that is [-3 ] 5 ≠ 0 and

[-=] 5 = 0 for all = > 3 . For the one-to-one relationship between

streams �l and formal power series �J- K we use these notions

interchangeably. Streams are added componentwise and they are

multiplied by discrete convolution.

(
∑

:∈N

0:-
:) + (

∑

:∈N

1:-
: ) ≔

∑

:∈N

(0: + 1: )-
: (7)

(
∑

:∈N

0:-
: ) · (

∑

:∈N

1:-
: ) ≔

∑

:∈N

(

:∑

8=0

081:−8 )-
: (8)

With these operations and� an (integrity) ring,�l becomes a com-

mutative (integrity) ring with zero element 0 ≔ 0̄ and multiplica-

tive identity 1 ≔ 1̄. Hereby 0̄ ≔ (0 +
∑
:≥1 0-

: ), for 0 ∈ �, is

the injective and homomorphic embedding of the ring � into the

ring �J- K of formal power series. Similarly, the ring of polynomi-

als in�[- ] is injectively and homomorphically embedded in�J- K
as dull formal power series.

If � is a field, then �l ≃ �J- K is a principal ideal domain with

the ideal (- ) = - · �l the only nonzero maximal ideal. Moreover,

for � a field or a division ring, (�l ,+, (0·)0∈ ) is a linear space,

whereby the dot product (0 · 5 ), for 5 ∈ �l , is defined by 0̄ · 5 .

Unless stated otherwise, we assume the values � in �l to be a

field.

The multiplicative inverse 5 −1 for 5 ∈ �l exists (in which case

it is unique) if and only if [- 0] 5 ≠ 0. We also write 5/6 instead of

5 ·6−1. In particular, the multiplicative inverse of - does not exist

in �l . As a consequence, �l is not a field even when � is a field.

The valuation E ( 5 ) of a stream 5 ∈ �l is the minimal : ∈ N

such that [-: ] 5 ≠ 0, if any exists; otherwise E ( 5 ) ≔ ∞. By con-

struction,

| 5 | ≔ 2−E (5 ) , (9)

with 2−∞ ≔ 0, is the non-Archimedean absolute value on �l in-

duced by the valuation E (.) [32]. Notice that stream valuation triv-

ially has the non-Archimedean property |1 + · · · + 1| ≤ |1| = 1,

where ≤ is the total order on streams, as induced by the valuation

E (.).

The prefix distance between streams 5 and 6 is measured in

terms of the longest common prefix: the longer the common prefix,

the closer a pair of streams. Via the distance function

3 ( 5 , 6) ≔ | 5 − 6 | (10)

the set �l is a metric with a discrete set of values Δ3 ≔ {2−= |

= ∈ N ∪ {∞}}. In fact, 3 is an ultrametric, since, by construction,

the strong triangle inequality

3 ( 5 , ℎ) ≤ <0G (3 ( 5 , 6), 3 (6,ℎ)). (11)

holds for all streams 5 , 6, ℎ.

Proposition 3.1. Both addition (7) andmultiplication (8) of streams

are continuous with respect to the topology induced by the prefix met-

ric 3 .



The topology induced by the prefix metric 3 is identical to the

product topology�N, where each copy of� is the discrete topology.

Therefore Tychonoff’s theorem applies, and �l is compact if and

only if � is finite.

The following fact can easily be checked from the definition of

spherically completeness, which requires that the intersection of

non-increasing sequences of non-empty balls in �l is nonempty.

Lemma 3.2. (�l , 3) of streams is spherically complete.

As a consequence, (�l , 3) is also Cauchy complete, and, indeed,

�l ≃ �J- K is the Cauchy completion of the polynomials�[- ] for

the prefix metric 3 .

Let I be a nonempty index set, �] a set of values for each index

] ∈ I, and (Π] ∈ I) �]
l the set of I-indexed product of formal

power series. The valuation

| 5̄ |I ≔ sup
]∈I

| 5] | (12)

for products 5̄ of the form ( 5] )]∈I is just the supremum of the val-

uation of its components.

In particular, the valuation of finite dimensional products of the

form ( 51, . . . , 5=), for = ∈ N, is 2−: , where : ∈ N ∪ {∞} is the

maximal position such that all prefixes 58↾: , for 8 = 1, . . . , =, only

contain zeros. Likewise, when interpreting 5̄ ∈ (Π] ∈ I)�]
l as a

(dependent) function with domain I and codomains�]
l for ] ∈ I,

then the valuation | 5̄ |I is obtained as sup6∈ 5̄ (I) |6 |.

A metric on the I-indexed product space (Π] ∈ I)�]
l is in-

duced by the valuation (12).

3I ( 5̄ , 6̄) ≔ | 5̄ − 6̄ |I (13)

Lemma 3.3. For nonempty I and �] for each ] ∈ I, the space

((Π] ∈ I)�]
l , 3I) is ultrametric and spherically complete.

Since 3I specializes for a singleton index set to the distance 3

on streams, we usually drop the subindex I.

4 TRANSFORMERS

Stream transformers are the basic building blocks for modeling

(discrete) dynamical systems, say ) , with a vector G of = input

streams and a vector ~ of < output streams. We write �l,= for

the set (�l )= of =-dimensional vectors of �-valued streams.

Definition 4.1 (Stream Transformers). A stream transformer is a

vector- and multivalued map ) : �l,= → P(�l,<), where =,< ≥

1. If |) ( 5 ) | = 1 (componentwise) for all 5 ∈ (�l,=) then) is a deter-

ministic stream transformer; otherwise the stream transformer is

said to be nondeterministic. For a deterministic stream transformer

we also write ) : �l,= → �l,< .

The direct image of a stream transformer) with respect to a set

� of streams is denoted by ) (� ).

The restriction to vector-valued stream transformers is mainly

motivated by notational convenience, as most of the developments

in this paper generalize to transformers with heterogenous coeffi-

cient sets of the form

(�1
l × . . . ×�=

l ) → P(�1
l × . . . × �<

l ),

and also to infinite products. Vector-valued stream transformers

�l,= → P(�l,<) may be identified with stream transformers in

� ℎ3
◦ �

ℎ1
◦ �1

ℎ2
◦

I ~

Figure 1: Finite Stream Circuit.

(�=)l → P((�<)l ), because of the one-to-one relationship of

(�=)l with�l,= , and (�<)l with �l,< . If � (�) is a field then �=

(�< ) can be made into a field in the usual way.

Example 4.2. Stream circuits [43] are clocked, hardware-like fi-

nite structures, which are obtained by (finite) compositions of the

(rational) stream transformers of the form (A ∈ R)

"A (I) ≔ A · I

�(I1, I2) ≔ I1 + I2

� (I) ≔ (I, I)g

�1 (I) ≔ - · I,

for multiplying a stream by a constant, adding two streams, copy-

ing, and delaying a stream. Such a stream circuit is visualized in

Figure 1.

Example 4.3. Wecan systematically analyze stream circuits, such

as the one in Figure 1, by solving the underlying system of stream

equations

ℎ1 = - · ℎ2 ℎ3 = I + ℎ1 ℎ2 = ℎ3 ~ = ℎ3,

for the output stream ~ to obtain ~ = (1/1−- ) · I. Thus, the (ra-

tional) stream transformer Rl → Rl that is implemented by the

feedback circuit in Figure 1 is given by I ↦→ (1/1−- ) · I. Since
1/1−- = (1, 1, 1, . . .), the output stream ~ is, by stream multiplica-

tion (8), of the form (
∑=
:=0

[-: ]I)=∈N.

Composing Transformers. System design is based on gradually

composing or decomposing stream transformers.

Example 4.4 (Functional Composition). A formal power series

may also be viewed as a stream transformer ( (- ), where - is

now instantiated with an input stream, say, ) (- ) by the "compo-

sition" ( () (- )). Formally, the functional composition) ◦ ( of two

power series ( (- ) ≔
∑
:≥0 0:-

: and ) (- ) ≔
∑
:≥1 1:-

: , that

is, 10 = 0, is a power series with coefficients

2: ≔
∑

=≥0

∑

91+...+9==:

1=0 91 . . . 0 9= . (14)

Inverses for the functional composition (14) of two streams exist

under certain conditions, and may be used for reverse computation.
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Definition 4.5. For suitable stream transformers ( , ) :

magic ≔ (__)�l,=

abort ≔ (__)∅

( ;) ≔ (_5 )) (( ( 5 ))

( ⊗ ) ≔ (_5 ) () ( 5 ), ( ( 5 ))

(⊔) ≔ (_5 ) ( ( 5 ) ∪ ) ( 5 )

(⊓) ≔ (_5 ) ( ( 5 ) ∩ ) ( 5 ).

( ;) is sequential composition, (⊗) is parallel composition, (⊔) real-

izes angelical and (⊓) demonic nondeterminism, which is possibly

unbounded.

These definitions work for arbitrary vector- and multivalued

maps ( ,) for which the composition) (( ( 5 )) is well-defined (cmp.

Example 4.4).

Refinement. Anondeterministic stream transformer ( is a refine-

ment of another nondeterministic stream transformer ) , written

( � ) if ( is more deterministic than ) ; that is:

( � ) ≔ (∀5 ∈ �l ) ( ( 5 ) ⊆ ) ( 5 ), (15)

where ⊆ is interpreted component-wise. Clearly, � is a partial or-

der, and refinement is compatible with composition operators.

Lemma 4.6 (Compatibility). Let (1 � )1, (2 � )2; then:

(1) (1; (2 � )1;)2
(2) (1 ⊗ (2 � )1 ⊗ )2
(3) (1⊔(2 � )1⊔)2
(4) (1⊓(2 � )1⊓)2

5 CAUSALITY

We restrict our investigation to stream transformers whose out-

puts are determined by their history of inputs. The prefix 5 ↾= of

length= ∈ N for a stream 5 is the finiteword ([- 0] 5 ) . . . ([-=−1] 5 )

of the first = coefficients of 5 . Now, for a set � of streams, �↾= de-

notes the set of prefixes 5 ↾= for 5 ∈ � . Similarly, [-: ]� denotes

the set {[-: ] 5 | 5 ∈ � }. Causal stream transformers, at least in

the single-valued case, are discussed in [10].

Definition 5.1 (Causal Stream Transformers). The nondetermin-

istic stream transformer ) : �l,= → P(�l,<) is X-causal, for

X ∈ N, if for all : ∈ N and 5 ,6 ∈ �l,=

5↾:= 6↾: implies [-:+X ]) ( 5 ) = [-:+X ]) (6). (16)

In case ) is 0-causal then ) is also said to be (weakly) causal, and

if ) is X-causal for X > 0 then ) is strongly causal.

Every X-causal transformer is also X ′-causal for X ′ < X . In par-

ticular, every strongly causal transformer is also weakly causal.

An alternative characterization of X-causality to the one in Def-

inition 5.1 is easily established by natural induction on : .

Proposition 5.2. A stream transformer ) is X-causal, for X ≥ 0,

if and only if for all 5 , 6 ∈ �l and : ∈ N,

5↾:= 6↾: implies) ( 5 )↾:+X= ) (6)↾:+X . (17)

Strongly causal stream transformer are often used to specify

clocked, hardware-like finite structures. However, when design-

ing a system, it is often preferable to work with the larger class

of weakly causal stream transformers [4].

Example 5.3. A clocked # -bit register holding a value belong-

ing to the alphabet � ≔ B# induces a causal stream transformer

(� × B)l → �l , where the second input B ≔ {0, 1} corresponds

to an enabling stream for stating whether the incoming value on

the first component ought to be loaded into the register or be ig-

nored at a given clock tick.

Example 5.4. The basic stream transformers in Example 4.2 for

constructing stream circuits are all (0-) causal, and �1 is also 1-

causal.

Example 5.5 (Consing). Consider, for 0 ∈ �, the family �>=B0 :

�l → �l of stream transformers, which map I ↦→ 0 +- ·I. These

are 1-causal transformers.�>=B0, in particular, yields the unit delay

�1 from Example 5.4.

Example 5.6. The stream transformer which returns the stream

1 if all elements of its argument stream are positive, and the stream

0 otherwise, is not causal.

Mealy Realizability. AMealy machine is an intensional descrip-

tion of a causal stream transformer) , where the state holds enough

information to determine [-: ]) ( 5 ) from [-: ] 5 . More precisely,

the set of weakly causal stream transformers �l → �l is isomor-

phic to the functions �+ → � from finite words over � in �+ to

�, and a Mealy machine, possibly containing an infinite number of

states, can be constructed for realizing such a word level function.

Composition. Causality is compositional for the basic operators

on transformer from Definition 4.5.

Proposition 5.7. Let ( be X( -causal and ) be X) -causal; then:

(1) magic, abort are weakly causal;

(2) ( ;) is (X( + X) )-causal;

(3) ( ⊗ ) is min(X( , X) )-causal;

(4) (⊔) and (⊓) are max(X( , X) )-causal.

As a consequence, X-causal stream transformers, for X > 0, are

not preserved under composition, which results in an unfortunate

inflexibility in system design. For instance, if we want to represent

a stream transformer) as a sequential composition)1;)2 of two 1-

causal stream transformers then we always have to accept a delay

by at least two. Both weakly and strongly causal stream transform-

ers, however, are preserved, as a consequence of Proposition 5.7

under sequential and parallel composition.

Lemma 5.8. For weakly (strongly) causal stream transformers ( ,

) (with suitable domains and codomains) ( ;) , ( ⊗) , (⊓) , and (⊔)

are weakly (strongly) causal.

Fixpoints. Strongly causal stream transformers have a unique

fixpoint. This can be shown, for example, by constructing recur-

sive Mealy machines whose transitions may also depend on out-

puts [37]. In contrast, fixpoints forweakly causal transformersmay

not exist and they may not be unique.

Example 5.9.

(1) (D22 (I) ≔ I + 1 has no fixpoint in Rl ;

(2) Every stream in�l is a fixpoint of the identity transformer

�3 (I) ≔ I.

Synchronous languages such as Lustre [19] or Esterel [5] there-

fore use syntactic restrictions for avoiding causal loops. In contrast,



the approach taken in the symbolic analysis laboratory SAL [3] re-

lies on verification conditions asserting the absence of causal loops.

Example 5.10. Let 2 , 3 , 4 be Boolean-valued streams. Then a so-

lution ( 5 ,6) ∈ (B × B)l of the stream equalities1

5 = c ?¬g : d

6 = c ? e : f

is a fixpoint of

) ( 5 ,6) ≔ c ? (¬g, e) : (d, f).

There is no causal loop, because 5 is causally dependent on 6 only

when 2 is true, and vice versa only when it is false. Therefore, these

stream equations are acceptable in SAL.

The approach of SAL of semantically characterizing causality

errors is more general than the synctactic restrictions, say, in Lus-

tre. But it is also undecidable in general, since it can depend on

arbitrary data properties.

6 CONTRACTION

We develop metric-based characterizations both of weakly and of

strongly causal stream transformers.

6.1 Multivalued Contraction

Definition 6.1 (Contractions for Multivalued Maps). Let (",3" ),

(",3# ) be metric spaces. A multivalued map ) : " → P(# ) is

said to be an ;-contraction, for 0 ≤ ; ≤ 1, if for all G, ~ ∈ " and for

all D ∈ ) (G) there exists E ∈ ) (6) such that

3" (D, E) ≤ ; · 3# (G,~). (18)

If ; < 1 then the multivalued ) is said to be (strictly) contractive,

and if ; = 1 then ) is nonexpansive.

Contraction for multivalued maps G ↦→ {G} coincides with the

usual notion of contraction on singlevalued maps as stated, for ex-

ample, in Section 2.

Lemma 6.2. A stream transformer ) : �l,= → P(�l,<) \ ∅ is

X-causal, for X ≥ 0, if and only if it is 2−X -contractive.

Proof. Let 5 ,6 ∈ �l and let : ∈ N ∪ {+∞} such that 3 ( 5 , 6) =

2−: , and therefore 5↾:= 6↾: (ℎ↾∞≔ ℎ).

(1) (⇒) By assumption, ) is X-causal, and therefore

) ( 5 )↾:+X= ) (6)↾:+X .

Consequently, for all D ∈ ) ( 5 ) there exists E ∈ ) (6) with

D↾:+X= E↾:+X , that is 3 (D, E) ≤ 2−(:+X )
= 2−X · 3 ( 5 , 6).

(2) (⇐) By assumption, for all D ∈ ) ( 5 ) there exists E ∈ ) (6)

such that

3 (D, E) ≤ 2−X · 3 ( 5 ,6) = 2−(:+X ) ,

and therefore) ( 5 )↾:+X⊆ ) (6)↾:+X . Similarly, also) (6)↾:+X⊆

) ( 5 )↾:+X holds.

This finishes the proof. �

From Lemma 6.2 one obtains metric-based characterizations for

weak and also for strong causality.

1c ? f : g denotes the (pointwise) conditional stream "if 2 then 5 else 6".

Corollary 6.3 (Causality-ContractionConnection). Anon-

deterministic stream transformer ) : �l,= → P(�l,<) \ ∅ is:

(1) Weakly causal if and only if it is nonexpansive.

(2) Strongly causal if and only if it is contractive.

Note that this correspondence can be extended for shrinking

transformers together with a new notion of causality with non-

uniform bounds on determined outputs.

6.2 Fixpoints of Stream Transformers

Recall that a strictly contracting or shrinking map ) satisfies the

strict inequality3 () ( 5 ),) (6)) < 3 ( 5 ,6) for all 5 , 6. Now, any shrink-

ing map in a spherically complete ultrametric space has a unique

fixpoint ([35], Theorem 1).

Definition 6.4. For) : �l,= → �l,= a strictly contractive stream

transformer,) + is the unique fixpoint of T ≔ (_() ( ;) .

) + is well-defined by ([35], Theorem 1), since, using Lemma 3.3,

maps of (deterministic) stream transformers form an ultrametric

and spherically complete space, andT is strictly contractive in this

space.

3 (T ((1),T ((2)) = 3 (((1;) ), ((2;) ))

= sup
5

3 () ((1( 5 )),) ((2 ( 5 )))

< sup
5

3 ((1( 5 ), (2 ( 5 ))

= 3 ((1, (2).

Using fixpoint results for strictly contractive multivalued maps

(Theorem 2 in [28]) Definition 6.4 is generalized to obtain a unique

fixpoint of transformers of strictly contracting multivalued stream

transformers.

6.3 Lipschitz Contraction

We show that contraction on multivalued maps with nonempty

compact codomains coincides with contraction with respect to the

Hausdorff metric as defined in [31].

Definition 6.5 (Lipschitz Contraction). Let (",3" ) and (#,3# )

bemetric spaces. Amultivaluedmap) : " → CB(# ) is a Lipschitz

mapping if and only if

H3# () (G),) (~)) ≤ ; · 3" (G,~), (19)

for all G,~ ∈ " , where ; > 0 is the Lipschitz constant for) . In these

cases we also say that ) is ;-Lipschitz. Furthermore, if ; = 1 then

) is Lipschitz nonexpansive, and if 0 < ; < 1 then ) is Lipschitz

contracting.

A multivaluedmapping) with Lipschitz constant ; is uniformly

continuous, since for arbitrary Y > 0 set X ≔ Y/; to obtain

3 () (G),) (~)) ≤ ; · 3 (G,~) < ; · X = Y

from 3 (G,~) < X . The continuous image of a compact set is com-

pact. Assume an open cover of ) ( ). As ) is continuous, the in-

verse image of those open sets form an open cover for  . Since  

is compact, there is a finite subcover of) ( ), and, by construction,

the images of the finite subcover give a finite subcover of ) ( ),

and therefore ) ( ) is compact.
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Lemma 6.6. If) : " → Comp(# ) is continuous and ∈ Comp(")

then ) ( ) ∈ Comp(# ).

In particular, the image) ( ) of a compact set  with respect to

a Lipschitz map ) is compact.

We present some elementary results which will be used in later

sections ([31]). The proofs of many of these facts are straightfor-

ward (see also Proposition 5.7).

Proposition 6.7. If ) : ! → Comp(") is ;) -Lipschitz and ( :

" → Comp(# ) is ;( -Lipschitz, then ( ◦ ) : ! → Comp(# ) is

(;) · !( )-Lipschitz.

Proposition 6.8. If (,) : " → Comp(# ) are ;( - and ;) -

Lipschitz , respectively, then ((⊔) ) : " → Comp(# ) ismax(;( , ;) )-

Lipschitz.

Proposition 6.8 gives a technique for constructing a Lipschitz

mapping from a finite number of single-valued Lipschitz mapping

by "unioning their graphs at each point". The closure condition

(6.8) of Lipschitz maps under angelic nondeterminism (⊔) can be

generalized to an arbitrary I-index family ()])]∈I [31].

For stream transformers with nonempty compact images, Lip-

schitz contraction (Definition 6.5) is equivalent to the notion of

contraction mappings in Definition 6.1.

Lemma 6.9. Let (",3" ), (#,3# ) be metric spaces, ) : " →

Comp(# ) a multivalued map, and constant ; with 0 < ; ≤ 1; then:

) is an ;-contraction if and only if ) is ;-Lipschitz.

Proof. For given G,~ ∈ " we may, without loss of generality,

assume

H3# () (G),) (~)) = sup
D∈) (G )

(3 (D,) (~)).

(1) (⇒) As a consequence of this assumption,H3# () (G),) (~)) ≤

3 (D,) (~)) for all D ∈ ) (G). Since, ) is ;-contractive, there

is, by definition, E0 ∈ ) (~) such that 3# (D, E0) ≤ ; 3 (G,~),

and consequently:

3 (D,) (~)) = inf
E∈) (~)

3# (D, E) ≤ 3# (D, E0) ≤ ; · 3 (G,~).

Altogether,H3# () (G),) (~)) = supD∈) (G ) 3 (D,) (~)) ≤ ; ·

3 (G,~).

(2) (⇐) For all D ∈ � ,

inf
E∈) (~)

3 (D, E) = 3 (D,) (~)) ≤ H3# () (G),) (~)).

By compactness of ) (~), there exists E0 ∈ ) (~) such that

3 (D, E0) = 3 (D,) (~)) ≤ H3# () (G),) (~)).

�

The proof of the left-to-right statement of Lemma 6.9 only re-

quires the nonempty images of ) to be closed (and bounded), and

not necessarily compact. Lemma 6.9 and Corollary 6.3 together

yield the correspondence between causal and Lipschitz contractive

maps.

Corollary 6.10 (Causality-Contraction Connection (Lip-

schitz)). The nondeterministic stream transformer ) : �l,= →

Comp(�l,<) is:

(1) Weakly causal if and only if it is Lipschitz nonexpansive.

(2) Strongly causal if and only if it is Lipschitz contractive.

7 FIXPOINTS

Fixpoints for strictly causal functions are constructed, for example,

on the basis of recursive Mealy machines [37]. We pursue, how-

ever, a less syntax- and machine-oriented path, for solving stream

equations, and we compute fixpoints for vector- and multivalued

maps.

We are interested in fixpoints of stream transformers) : �l,= →

P(�l,=), that is, vectors of streams 5 ∗ with

5 ∗ ∈ ) ( 5 ∗). (20)

For deterministic maps ) this inequality reduces to the fixpoint

equality 5 ∗ = ) ( 5 ∗). Since the mapping ] : �l,= → Comp(�l,=),

given by 5 ↦→ {5 } for each 5 ∈ �l,= , is an isometry, the fixpoint

theorems in this paper for multivalued mappings are generaliza-

tions of their single-valued analogues.

7.1 Set Transformers

We show that the weakest pre and strongest post of Lipschitz con-

traction (equivalently, strongly causal) maps have a unique fixpoint,

andwe formulate a corresponding fixpoint induction principle.More-

over, the unique fixpoint of sp) includes all fixpoints of the multi-

valued map ) .

Definition 7.1. Let ) : " → Comp(# ) be a Lipschitz map; then:

(1) The strongest post sp) : Comp(") → Comp(# ) is the set

transformer

sp) (%) ≔ ) (%); (21)

(2) The weakest pre wp) : Comp(") → Comp(# ) is the set

transformer

wp) (&) ≔ {G ∈ Comp(") | ) (G) ⊆ &}. (22)

It follows that the sp) and wp) are adjoint in that

sp) (%) ⊆ & ⇐⇒ % ⊆ wp) (&) (23)

for all % ∈ Comp("), & ∈ Comp(# ). As a consequence, % ⊆

(wp) ◦ sp) )(%), (sp) ◦ wp) )(&) ⊆ & , and sp) and wp) are both

monotonic with respect to set inclusion.

Example 7.2 (WP Stream Calculus).

Let & ∈ Comp(�l,=) and (,) : �l,= → Comp(�l,<) strongly

causal; then:

wpmagic (&) = �
l,=

wpabort(&) = ∅

wp( ;) (&) = wp( (wp) (&))

wp(⊓) (&) = wp( (&) ∩ wp) (&)

wp(⊔) (&) = wp( (&) ∪ wp) (&)

wp) + (&) = wp) + (wp) (&))

Example 7.3. A Hoare-like stream contract {%}) {&} for a non-

deterministic stream transformer ) with precondition % and post-

condition & holds if and only if % ⊆ wp) (&), or, equivalently,

sp) (%) ⊆ & . Corresponding rules for a Hoare-like calculus are

derived from the weakest precondition calculus (Lemma 7.2).

Proposition 7.4. If ) : " → Comp(# ) is ;-Lipschitz then both

sp) and wp) are ;-Lipschitz.



Consequently, if ) is Lipschitz contracting, then both sp) and

wp) are Lipschitz contracting, and we obtain unique fixpoints for

sp) ,wp) : Comp(") → Comp(") from Banach’s contraction

principle, since (Comp("),H3" ) is a Cauchy completemetric space.

Lemma 7.5. Let (",3" ) be a metric space. If) : " → Comp(")

is Lipschitz contractive then

(1) sp) ,wp) : Comp(") → Comp(") have unique fixpoints,

say, 5 8G (sp) ) and 5 8G (wp) ), respectively.

(2) For �:+1 = sp) (�: ),�:+1 = wp) (�: ) and arbitrary �0,�0 ∈

Comp("),

5 8G (sp) ) = lim
:→∞

�:

5 8G (wp) ) = lim
:→∞

�: .

(3) For : ∈ N:

H3" (�: , 5 8G (sp) )) ≤ ;:/(1−; ) · H3" (�0, �1)

H3" (�: , 5 8G (wp) )) ≤ ;:/(1−; ) · H3" (�0,�1).

Compared with the usual Knaster-Tarski fixpoint iteration of

Scott-continuous transformers, themain advantage of the iteration

in Lemma 7.5 is that, at any iteration, there is a quantitative mea-

sure of the distance to the fixpoint and also of the progress towards

this fixpoint. On the other hand, the iterations in Lemma 7.5 gen-

erally neither are under- nor overapproximations of fixpoints.

Lemma 7.6. Every fixpoint of a contractive ) : " → Comp(")

is included in fix(sp) ).

Proof. For a fixpoint 5 ∗ of ) , that is, 5 ∗ ∈ ) ( 5 ∗) define the

iteration �0 ≔ {5 ∗} �:+1 ≔ sp) (�: ) = {6 ∈ ) ( 5 ) | 5 ∈ �: }.

By induction on : , 5 ∗ ∈ �: for each : ∈ N, and therefore 5 ∗ ∈

lim:→∞ �: = fix(sp) ). �

The subset relation in Lemma 7.6 may be proper [31]. When

applying Lemma 7.5 to streams�l,= and its ultrametric3 , then the

convergence bounds can be improved to ;: with ; = (1/2)X for some

X > 0, since 3 is bounded and the application of the strengthened

triangle inequality in the proof of Banach’s contraction principle

yields the improved bound ;: .

Theorem 7.7. Let ) : �l,= → Comp(�l,<) be X-causal, for

X > 0. With the notation and the iterations �: , �: as in Lemma 7.5,

the unique fixpoints fix(sp) ) and fix(wp) ) are obtained as the limits

of �: and�: , respectively, as : → ∞. Furthermore, for : ∈ N:

H3 (�: , fix(sp) )) ≤ (1/2):X

H3 (�: , fix(wp) )) ≤ (1/2):X .

Corollary 7.8 (Induction Principle for sp).

Let % ⊆ �l,= be a closed set of streams and) : �l,= → Comp(�l,=)

contracting; then

(∀& ⊆ %) sp) (&) ⊆ % ⇒ fix(B?) ) ⊆ % . (24)

Proof. For �0 ≔ ∅ and �:+1 = sp) (�: ) we get, by induction

on : and the assumption above, that �: ⊆ % for all : ∈ N. The

closed set % contains all of its limit points, and therefore fix(sp) ) =

lim:→∞ �: ⊆ % . �

For the adjointness of sp) and wp) we might also use the equiv-

alent assumption (∀& ⊆ %)& ⊆ wp) (%) in the induction principle

for sp) (see Corollary 7.8).

7.2 Contractive Maps

The constant map)∅ to the emptyset can not have fixpoints, since

5 ∉ ∅ = )∅ ( 5 ). Also, we restrict the codomain of multivalued

mappings to closed sets only, since any closed subset of a Cauchy

complete space is Cauchy complete.

Lemma 7.9. A nondeterministic contractive stream transformer)

has a fixpoint if (1) ) is not the constant map to the empty set, and

(2) ) ( 5 ) is closed for all streams 5 .

Proof. Since ) is not the constant map to the empty set, there

exist 50, 51 ∈ �l such that 51 ∈ ) ( 50). Now, since ) is contractive

there is 0 ≤ ; < 1 and a 52 ∈ ) ( 51) with 3 ( 51, 52) ≤ ; · 3 ( 50, 51).

In this way, we recursively construct a sequence ( 5: ) such that

5:+1 ∈ ) ( 5: ) and

3 ( 5:+1, 5:+2) ≤ ; · 3 ( 5: , 5:+1) ≤ · · · ≤ ;: · 3 ( 50, 51) ≤ ;
: ,

for every : ∈ N. The strengthened triangle inequality for the ultra-

metric 3 yields

3 ( 5: , 5<) ≤ max(3 ( 5: , 5:+1), . . . , 3 ( 5<−1, 5<)) ≤ ;: , (25)

which implies that the sequence ( 5: ) is Cauchy in (�l,=, 3). For

Cauchy completeness, ( 5: ) therefore converges to some 5 ∗ ∈ �l,= .

From the inequality (25) we conclude in the limit< → ∞ that

3 ( 5: , 5
∗) ≤ ;: . (26)

Since ) is a contraction, there is a sequence (6: ):∈N such that the

inequality 3 ( 5:+1, 6: ) ≤ ; · 3 ( 5: , 5
∗) holds. Therefore, by inequal-

ity (26):

3 ( 5 ∗, 6: ) ≤ max(3 ( 5 ∗, 5:+1), 3 ( 5:+1, 6: ))

≤ max(3 ( 5 ∗, 5:+1), ; · 3 ( 5: , 5
∗))

= ;:+1.

Now, lim:→∞ 6: = 5 ∗, since lim:→∞ 3 ( 5
∗, 6: ) = 0. But 6: ∈

) ( 5 ∗) and all images of ) are closed, and therefore the limit 5 ∗

of the sequence (6: ) is an element of ) ( 5 ∗). Altogether, 5 ∗ ∈

) ( 5 ∗). �

In general, fixpoints of contractivemultivaluedmaps in the sense

of Definition 6.1 are not unique, but a "slightly" stronger require-

ment on contractiveness implies uniqueness of fixpoints.

Definition 7.10 (Strong Contractions).

Let ) be a nondeterministic stream transformer and 0 ≤ ; < 1.

If for all 5 ,6 ∈ �l,= and for all D ∈ ) ( 5 ) and E ∈ ) (6) such

that 3 (D, E) ≤ ; · 3 () ( 5 ),) (6)), then ) is a strong contraction with

Lipschitz constant ; .

If ∅ ∉ ) (�l,=) then every strong ;-contraction also is a (weak)

;-contraction in the sense of Definition 6.1. Moreover, a determinis-

tic stream transformer) is ;-contractive if and only if it is strongly

;-contractive.

Lemma7.11. Anondeterministic strongly contractive stream trans-

former has at most one fixpoint.
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Proof. We assume fixpoints 5 ∗,6∗ of) . Since) is strongly con-

tractive, there is an ; with 0 < ; < 1 such that

3 ( 5 ∗, 6∗) ≤ max{3 (D, E) | D ∈ ) ( 5 ∗), E ∈ ) (6∗)} ≤ ; · 3 ( 5 ∗, 6∗).

Thus, 3 ( 5 ∗, 6∗) = 0, and any two fixpoints of ) are equal. �

For deterministic maps, the fixpoint iteration with 5:+1 ∈ ) ( 5: ),

as constructed in the proof of Lemma 7.9 reduces to the Picard

iteration 5:+1 = ) ( 5: ). Moreover, uniqueness of fixpoints for de-

terministic, X > 0-causal maps can also be shown directly, since

the equality of two arbitrary fixpoints 5 ∗, 6∗ directly follows from

3 ( 5 ∗, 6∗) = 3 () ( 5 ∗),) (6∗)) ≤ 2−X ·3 ( 5 ∗, 6∗). The following result

directly follows from Lemmata 6.2, 7.9, and 7.11.

Theorem 7.12. A strongly causal stream transformer) has a fix-

point if it is (1) not the constant map to the empty set, and (2) ) ( 5 )

is closed for each stream 5 . If, in addition, ) is strongly contractive

then this fixpoint is unique.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 7.12 we obtain as

a special case a reformulation of Banachs’s fixpoint principle for

streams.

Corollary 7.13. Strongly causal deterministic stream transform-

ers have a unique fixpoint.

Fixpoint Induction. The fixpoint iteration for strongly causal stream

transformers in Theorem 7.12 is used to derive a fixpoint induction

principle. The overall approach is analogous to deriving fixpoint

induction for Scott-continuous functions on complete partial or-

ders [47]. for strongly causal stream transformers.

Lemma 7.14 (Fixpoint Induction). Let ) be a strongly causal

stream transformer as in Theorem 7.12 with a unique fixpoint f8G () )

and % a closed set of streams; then:

((∀5 ∈ % )) ( 5 ) ∈ % ) ⇒ f8G () ) ∈ % . (27)

Proof. Let ( 5: ) be the sequence with 5:+1 ∈ ) ( 5: ) for : ∈ N

and f8G () ) = lim:→∞ 5: as constructed in the proof of Lemma 7.9.

From the assumption and natural induction on : we obtain that

5: ∈ % for all : ∈ N. But % is closed, and therefore f8G () ) ∈ % . �

7.3 Shrinking Maps

If (",3) is a spherically complete ultrametric space, then every

shrinking map) : " → " has a unique fixpoint ([35], Theorem 1).

The proof of this result relies on Zorn’s lemma for showing the

existence of a maximal, with respect to set inclusion, ball �I in the

set of balls of the form �G ≔ B[G, 3 (G,) (G))] for G ∈ - ; this

I ∈ - is the unique fixpoint of ) . A "more constructive proof",

not relying on Zorn’s lemma, also shows that there is fixpoint of

) in every ball of the form B[G, 3 (G,) (G))] for G ∈ - (Corollary 5

in [25], see also [26], Chapter 5.5).

The following statement follows directly fromTheorem 2.1 in [28]

and the fact that�l,= is a spherically complete ultrametric space 3.3.

This extension of the results in [35] for multivalued functions also

relies on the application of Zorn’s lemma. Notice that these re-

sults are stated for complete non-Archimedean normed spaces, but

they evidently hold also in case of spherically complete ultrametric

spaces.

Lemma7.15. The nondeterministic stream transformer) : �l,= →

Comp(�l,=) has a fixpoint if

H3 () ( 5 ),) (6)) < 3 ( 5 ,6) (28)

for any distinct 5 , 6 ∈ �l,= .

Notice that every strongly causal map ) as above satisfies the

shrinking condition (28).

Theorem7.16. Every strongly causal stream transformer) : �l,= →

Comp(�l,=) has a fixpoint.

Since every singleton set is compact, we obtain the existence of

a fixpoint, in particular, for deterministic maps. Uniqueness of this

fixpoint follows, for example, from ([25]; see also [26], Theorem

5.4).

Corollary 7.17. Every strongly causal deterministic stream trans-

former ) : �l,= → �l,= has a unique fixpoint.

The fixpoint for shrinking deterministic stream transformers in

Corollary 7.17 is obtained as the limit of a transfinite iteration ([41];

see also [26], Remark 5.5). Now, one obtains an induction princi-

ple for shrinking (and therefore also strongly causal) deterministic

stream transformers analogously to Lemma 7.14.

7.4 Nonexpansive Maps

In the light of Lemma 6.9 we can use causality instead of the equiva-

lent nonexpansion property (H3 () ( 5 ),) (6)) ≤ 3 ( 5 , 6), for all 5 , 6)

in Theorem 2.2 of [28].

Theorem 7.18. If the nondeterministic stream transformer ) :

�l,= → Comp(�l,=) is causal then either ) has a fixpoint or there

exists a ball � with radius A > 0 that that 3 (D,) (D)) = A for all

D ∈ �.

Example 7.19. (D22 (G) ≔ G+1 is causal, for allD ∈ Rl = B[0, 1]

we have 3 (D,(D22 (1)) = 1, and (D22 does not have a fixpoint inRl .

Theorem 7.18 provides a concise verification condition to estab-

lish the existence of fixpoints for causal stream transformers in

SAL such as the one discussed in Example 5.10.

8 RELATED WORK

The causality-contraction correspondence for the special case of

deterministic stream transformers follows from a straightforward

unfolding of the definitions. Thiswas already observed by deBakker

and Zucker [13], as the basis for using Banach’s fixed point the-

orem to replace the least fixed point approach of denotational se-

mantics based on complete partial orders. In particular, de Bakker’s

notion of guardedness is closely related to strong causality [12].

The correspondence between causality and contraction for deter-

ministic stream transformers has also been heavily used in the con-

text of functional reactive programming (for, example [6, 27]) for

solving recursive stream equations. Broy ([9], A.3) uses this corre-

spondence to solve stream inclusions on timed streams of the form

G ∈ � (~). In his approach, stream inclusions are replaced with

stronger equalities of the form Ḡ = 6(~̄), where 6 is a so-called

strongly causal representation of � and Ḡ , ~̄ are untimed streams

corresponding to G and ~, respectively. Unlike previous work, we



extend the causality-contraction correspondence to nondetermin-

istic stream transformers and solve causal stream inclusions di-

rectly by corresponding fixed-point results motivated by results

from non-Archimedean functional analysis.

The statement and proof of Theorem 7.12 is based on analo-

gous fixpoint results for multivalued maps by Nadler ([31], The-

orem 5). Generalizations are described, for example, in [17, 18, 40,

42]. In particular, the papers [39, 40] are concerned with ultramet-

ric spaces whose distance functions take their values in an arbi-

trary partially ordered set, not just in the real numbers, and Theo-

rem 7.12 may also have been obtained from the results ([40], 3.1),

but here we prefer to stay in the framework of real-valued metrics.

Khamsi [24] uses a generalization of the Banach fixpoint prin-

ciple to multivalued maps on a Cauchy complete metric space for

developing a fixpoint semantics of stratified disjunctive logic pro-

grams (see also [20]). We are not aware, however, of previous at-

tempts to develop fundamental concepts of system design based on

multivalued fixpoints principles in the ultrametric space of streams.

The derivation of the fixpoint induction principle (Lemma 7.14)

relies on fixpoint iteration. This induction principle is reminiscent,

of course, of the fixpoint induction principle for Scott-continuous

functions and Kleene’s fixpoint theorem [47]. Moreover, the induc-

tion principle for multivalued stream transformers is analogous to

Park’s lemma, which is an immediate consequence of the Knaster-

Tarski fixpoint theorem for monotone functions on complete lat-

tices.

Vector-valued metrics with codomainR= , for = ≥ 1, are a viable

alternative to the use of the supremum valuation for products of

streams. The classical Banach contraction principle was extended

by Perov [34] for contraction mappings on spaces endowed with

(finite dimensional) vector-valuedmetrics with codomainR= . Gen-

eralizations to multivalued contraction mappings have been devel-

oped, among others, by Filip and Perusel [1, 16]. These fixpoint the-

orems rely on contractivemappings. Therefore, they are applicable

to strongly causal but not to weakly causal stream transformers.

The advantage of taking the supremum valuation is that fixpoint

results for multivalued mappings apply readily, whereas the use of

vector-valued metrics requires explicit extensions of these results

to this modified setting. On the other hand, contractions of endo-

morphisms with respect to vector-valued metric can be defined

more generally by requiring a square matrix ! with nonnegative

entries such that lim:→∞ !
:
= 0. Here we restricted developments

to the cases where ! is of the specific form ; · � for ; < 1 a Lipschitz

constants and � the identity matrix.

More constructive proofs of fixpoints of deterministic transform-

ers on spherically complete ultrametric spaces result in transfinite

Picard iterations [23, 26]. These kinds of results could therefore

be used to formulate induction principles for the solutions of de-

terministic causal stream transformers. But we are not aware of

general results in this direction for nondeterministic maps.

9 CONCLUSIONS

Fundamental concepts of system design such as interfaces, com-

position, refinement, and abstraction are defined and derived from

the causality-contraction connection together with established re-

sults in fixpoint and approximation theory. Moreover, the corre-

spondence between the functional and a more machine-oriented

view of causal stream transformers may advantageously be used

in system design to switch between these intertwined view points

as needed. It is well beyond the scope and the ambition of this expo-

sition, however, to develop a comprehensive and readily applicable

framework for system design [9].

Quantifiable fixpoint approximation is one of the main practical

advantages of the proposed metric-based approach to system de-

sign. These bounds provide useful anytime information both to hu-

man system designers and to mechanized verification and design

engines; such as: "the required 1024 element prefix of the stream

solution has already been established in the current Picard itera-

tion".

In some cases, the causality condition on stream maps may be

considered to be too restrictive as it includes continuity. This condi-

tion, however, can be relaxed since the ultrametric space of streams

is Y-chainable (for given Y > 0); that is, there is a finite path be-

tween any two streams with intermediate "jumps" less than Y . For

Y-chainable spaces a local contraction condition suffices to obtain

fixpoints for single- [15] and multivalued maps [31].

The causality-contraction connection easily, but at the expense

of notational overhead, extends to transformers with a mix of dis-

crete and dense (that is, indices are real-valued) streams in het-

erogeneous products of streams to model hybrid systems. More-

over, probabilistic systemsmay be modeled by Menger’s probabilis-

tic metric space, or any variant thereof, in which the distance be-

tween any two points is a probability distribution function [29, 44].

Together, these developments yield a comprehensive mathemati-

cal foundation for the formal construction of cyber-physical sys-

tems [8, 30] and their realization on computing machinery.
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