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to the LTL𝑓 specification, a process with doubly exponential complexity relative to the formula size in the worst case. In this case,

the synthesis procedure cannot be conducted until the entire DFA is constructed. This inefficiency is the main bottleneck of existing

approaches. To address this challenge, we first present a method for converting LTL𝑓 into Transition-based DFA (TDFA) by directly

leveraging LTL𝑓 semantics, incorporating intermediate results as direct components of the final automaton to enable parallelized

synthesis and automata construction. We then explore the relationship between LTL𝑓 synthesis and TDFA games and subsequently

develop an algorithm for performing LTL𝑓 synthesis using on-the-fly TDFA game solving. This algorithm traverses the state space

in a global forward manner combined with a local backward method, along with the detection of strongly connected components.

Moreover, we introduce two optimization techniques — model-guided synthesis and state entailment — to enhance the practical

efficiency of our approach. Experimental results demonstrate that our on-the-fly approach achieves the best performance on the tested

benchmarks and effectively complements existing tools and approaches.
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2 Xiao et al.

1 INTRODUCTION

Formal synthesis aims to generate a system from a specification in a manner that is correct by construction, i.e., ensuring

the resulting system satisfies the specification. Compared with formal verification, in which case both a specification

and an implementation must be provided, synthesis automatically derives the latter from the former, with a correctness

guarantee. Synthesis thus indicates a fundamental paradigm shift, transitioning the construction of reactive systems

from the imperative to the declarative level. In situations where a comprehensive specification is available prior to

system implementation, synthesis presents a natural and promising endeavor. Furthermore, reactive synthesis emerges

as a specialized synthesis process focused on the automatic creation of reactive systems based on given specifications,

such that the interactive behaviors between the system and the adversarial environment are guaranteed to satisfy the

specification.

The decidability of the synthesis problem, i.e., determining the existence of a system that implements a given

specification, is called realizability. Synthesis and realizability were initially introduced by Church [11], who used

Monadic Second-Order Logic of One Successor (S1S) as a specification language. The S1S synthesis and realizability

problems were solved in the 1960s [9, 37], with a non-elementary complexity. In recent years, temporal logics, especially

Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) [35], have proven to be a valuable and more modern tool for specifying system behaviors

and expressing temporal properties. LTL synthesis and realizability have become an active research area in formal

methods, and fruitful works about LTL synthesis have been established on both the theoretical and practical aspects,

e.g., [7, 22, 31, 32], to name a few.

LTL formulas are interpreted over infinite traces, which are suitable for describing the infinite behaviors of non-

terminating systems. Meanwhile, reasoning about temporal constraints or properties over a finite-time horizon is useful

and important in various areas, such as business processes [34, 43], robotics [29], and user preferences [5]. To this end,

a variant of LTL with an adaptation to finite-trace semantics, called LTL𝑓 , has emerged as a popular logic, especially in

AI-related domains since its introduction [15]. Extensive works have studied fundamental theoretical and practical

problems of LTL𝑓 , e.g., satisfiability checking [30] and translation to automata [14, 38]. In this work, we focus on the

problem of synthesizing systems from specifications in LTL𝑓 , which was first introduced in [16].

We study the problem of reactive synthesis in the context of synchronous reactive systems, which maintain a constant

interaction with the environment. From the perspective of the system, variables involved in the specification can be

partitioned into inputs and outputs: outputs are under the control of the system, while inputs are assigned by the

environment adversarially. Therefore, at each time point, we need to find some output that can adequately handle

all possible inputs. More specifically, given every possible input sequence, solving the synthesis problem is to find an

output sequence that induces an execution satisfying the specification.

Automata-based approaches play a key role in solving LTL𝑓 synthesis, which is the same as in other reactive synthesis

problems such as LTL synthesis [6]. Every LTL𝑓 formula can be converted into an equivalent Deterministic Finite

Automaton (DFA) recognizing the same language [15], and LTL𝑓 synthesis and realizability can be solved by reducing

to suitable two-player games specified by the corresponding DFA [16]. The process of solving LTL𝑓 synthesis can

be broken down into two parts. Firstly, we construct an equivalent DFA from the LTL𝑓 specification. Secondly, a

reachability two-player game on the DFA, which is considered as the game arena, is solved by a backward fixed-point

computation. To solve this reachability game, we iteratively refine an under-approximation of the set of winning states

(for the system) of the DFA. Initially, the set of winning states is simply the set of accepting states. After that, it is

expanded into a larger winning set after each iteration until no more states can be added. Upon reaching the fixed point,
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if the initial state is in the winning set, we conclude that the LTL𝑓 formula is realizable and return a winning strategy;

conversely, the LTL𝑓 formula is unrealizable. Hereafter, we refer to this approach as ‘backward search’. As established

in [15, 16], an LTL𝑓 formula can be translated into the corresponding DFA in 2EXPTIME, a reachability game on a DFA

can be solved in linear time in the number of states of the automaton, and the asymptotic complexity of LTL𝑓 synthesis

is 2EXPTIME-complete.

Following the aforementioned theoretical framework, several efforts have been made in developing practical LTL𝑓
synthesis approaches, which make various attempts to improve theDFA construction process. S. Zhu et al. [46] transform

LTL𝑓 formulas into equivalent formulas in first-order logic (FOL) on finite words [42] and employ the off-the-shelf

FOL-to-DFA translator MONA [27] for DFA construction. Subsequent works [4, 39] decompose the LTL𝑓 formula on

the conjunction level and construct the corresponding DFA for the conjuncts, respectively. G. De Giacomo et al. [14]

decompose the LTL𝑓 formula on the thorough syntax level, translate LTL𝑓 formulas into formulas in Linear Dynamic

Logic over finite traces [15] (LDLf), then build the DFA based on the LDLf semantics. All these studies collectively show

that the DFA construction is the main bottleneck of LTL𝑓 synthesis in both theory and practice.

The primary challenge with the above synthesis techniques is the DFA construction from the LTL𝑓 specification,

which has a doubly exponential complexity. Consequently, the question arises: is it feasible to solve the LTL𝑓 synthesis

problem without generating the entire DFA? An intuitive idea is to perform the synthesis procedure on-the-fly. In this

work, we introduce an alternative framework for LTL𝑓 synthesis, employing direct and top-down automata construction

and solving the corresponding automata games in a global forward and local backward manner. In top-down automata

construction from LTL𝑓 formulas, the states and transitions computed in the process are parts of the final automaton.

This enables us to possibly decide the realizability before reaching the worst-case double-exponential complexity.

In detail, we present a technique to create the transition-based DFA (TDFA) from LTL𝑓 specifications. This technique

produces the automata based on the semantics of LTL𝑓 , which utilizes formula progression [2, 17] to separate what

happens in the present (edge) and what would happen in the future (successor). It iteratively invokes a ‘primitive’,

which builds a deterministic transition from a current state each time. To determine the realizability of the LTL𝑓
specification and synthesize a system, we solve a TDFA game on the fly while generating the TDFA. Solving a TDFA

game means to classify the states of the corresponding TDFA into system-winning states and environment-winning

states, from which the system/environment can win the game. Once the initial state is determined as a system-winning

or environment-winning state, the realizability result of the original problem can be concluded. If realizable, it would

also return a winning strategy. Typically, the strategy may be partial, as it does not require traversing the entire state

space in the on-the-fly synthesis.

From a global perspective, we perform a forward depth-first search. We search the state space starting from the

initial state (the input LTL𝑓 formula here) and proceed forward to computing the remaining states of the automata

as necessary. For each of the states, we check whether it is system-winning or environment-winning. Once a state is

determined, a backtracking procedure is invoked to check whether the predecessors are system/environment-winning

accordingly. However, since there may be loops in the automaton transition system, we may not have collected all

the necessary information upon the first visit to a state. This results in the occurrences of undetermined states during

the global forward search. Consequently, a local backward search is also required. During the depth-first traversal,

we employ Tarjan’s algorithm [40] to detect strongly connected components (SCCs). We show that we have already

obtained all the necessary information required to resolve a current SCC when the forward search of states within the

SCC is completed, though there may still be states left undetermined at that time. At this point, a local backward search

is conducted within the scope of the current SCC to finalize the states left undetermined by the forward search.
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4 Xiao et al.

Furthermore, we propose two optimizations to make the above on-the-fly synthesis framework more practical. Firstly,

we guide the synthesis procedure with satisfiable traces of the LTL𝑓 specification to achieve a more targeted search. In

LTL𝑓 synthesis, the potential choices for both the system and the environment can be exponentially many. Hence, a

random search in the above on-the-fly synthesis is unlikely to be efficient. Considering the winning condition of the

games is reaching accepting states/transitions, we adopt a greedy strategy: each time we need to move forward, we

choose the edge that leads to one of the nearest accepting transitions from the current state. Secondly, we investigate

the semantic entailment relations among system-winning states, as well as among environment-winning states. If

a newly computed state is semantically entailed by a known system-winning state or semantically entails a known

environment-winning state, we can accordingly classify it as system-winning or environment-winning.

We implement our approach in a tool called Tople and conduct comprehensive experiments by comparing it with

state-of-the-art LTL𝑓 synthesis tools. Experimental results show that Tople and the on-the-fly approach achieve the

best overall performance, though they cannot completely subsume other tools and approaches. Additionally, we also

demonstrate the effectiveness of the two optimization techniques through an ablation study.

Origin of the Results. On-the-fly LTL𝑓 synthesis was first presented in [44], and model-guided LTL𝑓 synthesis was

introduced in [45]. Beyond these, the new contributions of this work include:

• Providing the full proofs for lemmas and theorems previously introduced in conference papers.

• Formulating the (T)DFA game and discussing its relationship with LTL𝑓 synthesis in more detail.

• Completing the on-the-fly approach by proposing a solution to better handle loops in the automaton transition

system — detecting SCCs.

• Introducing the optimization technique of state entailment.

2 PRELIMINARIES

A sequence of some elements is denoted by 𝜁 = 𝜁 [0], 𝜁 [1], · · · , 𝜁 [𝑘], · · · . The elements can be propositional interpreta-

tions, states of an automaton, or elements from a set, and we denote by E the set of elements in general. A sequence can

either be finite (i.e., 𝜁 ∈ E∗
) or infinite (i.e., 𝜁 ∈ E𝜔

). 𝜁 [𝑖] (0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝜁 |) is the 𝑖-th element of 𝜁 . |𝜁 | represents the length
of 𝜁 , and we have |𝜁 | = ∞ if 𝜁 is infinite. We use 𝜁 𝑖 to represent 𝜁 [0], 𝜁 [1], · · · , 𝜁 [𝑖 − 1] (𝑖 ≥ 1), which is the prefix

of 𝜁 up to position 𝑖 (excluding 𝑖), and 𝜁𝑖 to represent 𝜁 [𝑖], 𝜁 [𝑖 + 1], · · · , 𝜁 [𝑛], which is the suffix of 𝜁 from position 𝑖

(including 𝑖). The empty sequence is denoted by 𝜖 . We have 𝜁 𝑖 = 𝜖 and 𝜁 𝑗 = 𝜖 when 𝑖 ≤ 0 and 𝑗 ≥ |𝜁 | hold, respectively.

2.1 Linear Temporal Logic over Finite Traces

Linear Temporal Logic over finite traces, or LTL𝑓 [15], extends propositional logic with finite-horizon temporal

connectives. Generally speaking, LTL𝑓 is a variant of Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) [35] that is interpreted over finite

traces.

2.1.1 LTL𝑓 Syntax. Given a set of atomic propositions P, the syntax of LTL𝑓 is identical to LTL, and defined as:

𝜑 ::= tt | 𝑝 | ¬𝜑 | 𝜑 ∧ 𝜑 | ◦𝜑 | 𝜑U 𝜑 , (1)

where tt represents the true formula, 𝑝 ∈ P is an atomic proposition, ¬ represents negation, ∧ represents conjunction, ◦
represents the strong Next operator andU represents the Until operator. We also have the corresponding dual operators

ff (false) for tt, ∨ (disjunction) for ∧, • (weak Next) for ◦ and R (Release) forU. Moreover, we use the notation G𝜑
(Global) and F𝜑 (Future) to represent ff R 𝜑 and ttU 𝜑 , respectively. Notably, ◦ is the standard Next (also known as

Manuscript submitted to ACM



On-the-fly Synthesis for LTL over Finite Traces: An Efficient Approach that Counts 5

strong Next) operator, while • is weak Next; ◦ requires the existence of a successor instant, while • does not. Thus

•𝜙 is always true in the last instant of a finite trace since no successor exists there. A literal is an atom 𝑝 ∈ P or its

negation (¬𝑝). An LTL𝑓 formula is in the negation normal form if the negation operator appears only in front of atomic

propositions. Every LTL𝑓 formula can be converted into an equivalent LTL𝑓 formula in negation normal form in linear

time. Hereafter, we assume that all LTL𝑓 formulas are in negation normal form.

2.1.2 LTL𝑓 Semantics. A finite trace 𝜌 = 𝜌 [0], 𝜌 [1], · · · , 𝜌 [𝑛] ∈ (2P )∗ is a finite sequence of propositional interpreta-
tions. Intuitively, 𝜌 [𝑖] is interpreted as the set of propositions that are true at instant 𝑖 . LTL𝑓 formulas are interpreted

over finite traces. For a finite trace 𝜌 and an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 , we define the satisfaction relation 𝜌 |= 𝜑 (i.e., 𝜌 is a model

of 𝜑) as follows:

• 𝜌 |= tt and 𝜌 ̸ |= ff ;

• 𝜌 |= 𝑝 iff 𝑝 ∈ 𝜌 [0], and 𝜌 |= ¬𝑝 iff 𝑝 ∉ 𝜌 [0], where 𝑝 ∈ P is an atomic proposition;

• 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2 iff 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 and 𝜌 |= 𝜑2;

• 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 ∨ 𝜑2 iff 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 or 𝜌 |= 𝜑2;

• 𝜌 |= ◦𝜑 iff |𝜌 | > 1 and 𝜌1 |= 𝜑 ;

• 𝜌 |= •𝜑 iff |𝜌 | = 1 or 𝜌1 |= 𝜑 ;

• 𝜌 |= 𝜑1U 𝜑2 iff there exists 𝑖 with 0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝜌 | such that ➀ 𝜌𝑖 |= 𝜑2 holds, and ➁ for every 𝑗 with 0 ≤ 𝑗 < 𝑖 it

holds that 𝜌 𝑗 |= 𝜑1;

• 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 R 𝜑2 iff there exists 𝑖 with 0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝜌 | such that ➀ 𝑖 = |𝜌 | − 1 or 𝜌𝑖 |= 𝜑1 holds, and ➁ for every 𝑗 with

0 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 it holds that 𝜌 𝑗 |= 𝜑2.

The set of finite traces that satisfy LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 is the language of 𝜑 , denoted as L(𝜑) = {𝜌 ∈ (2P )+ | 𝜌 |= 𝜑}. Two
LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑1 and 𝜑2 are semantically equivalent, denoted as 𝜑1 ≡ 𝜑2, iff for every finite trace 𝜌 , 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 iff 𝜌 |= 𝜑2.

And 𝜑1 semantically entails 𝜑2, denoted as 𝜑1 ⇒ 𝜑2, iff for every finite trace 𝜌 , 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 if 𝜌 |= 𝜑1. And 𝜑1 ⇏ 𝜑2 denotes

that semantic entailment does not hold. From the LTL𝑓 semantics, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. For arbitrary LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑1 and 𝜑2, it holds that

• 𝜑1U 𝜑2 ≡ 𝜑2 ∨ (𝜑1 ∧ ◦(𝜑1U 𝜑2));
• 𝜑1 R 𝜑2 ≡ 𝜑2 ∧ (𝜑1 ∨ •(𝜑1 R 𝜑2)).

2.1.3 Propositional Semantics for LTL𝑓 . In addition to the language-based semantics of LTL𝑓 , we assign propositional

semantics to LTL𝑓 formulas by treating temporal subformulas as propositional variables, which plays a useful role in

linear temporal reasoning as in [20, 24, 30]. A formula 𝜑 is classified as temporal if it is neither a conjunction nor a

disjunction, i.e., either it is a literal or the root of its syntax tree is labelled by a temporal operator (◦, •, U, or R). We

represent the set of temporal subformulas of 𝜑 as tcl(𝜑) (signifying ‘temporal closure’). Formally, given a set of LTL𝑓
formulas I and an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 , the propositional satisfaction relation I |=𝑝 𝜑 is defined as follows:

• I |=𝑝 tt and I ̸|=𝑝 ff ;

• I |=𝑝 𝑙 iff 𝑙 ∈ I, where 𝑙 is a literal;
• I |=𝑝 𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2 iff I |=𝑝 𝜑1 and I |=𝑝 𝜑2;

• I |=𝑝 𝜑1 ∨ 𝜑2 iff I |=𝑝 𝜑1 or I |=𝑝 𝜑2;

• I |=𝑝 𝑜𝑝 𝜑 iff 𝑜𝑝 𝜑 ∈ I, where 𝑜𝑝 ∈ {◦,•};
• I |=𝑝 𝜑1 𝑜𝑝 𝜑2 iff 𝜑1 𝑜𝑝 𝜑2 ∈ I, where 𝑜𝑝 ∈ {U,R}.
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6 Xiao et al.

Two formulas 𝜑 ,𝜓 are propositionally equivalent, denoted 𝜑 ∼ 𝜓 , if for arbitrary formula sets I, I |=𝑝 𝜑 iff I |=𝑝 𝜓

holds. The propositional equivalence class of a formula 𝜑 is denoted by [𝜑]∼ and defined as [𝜑]∼ = {𝜓 | 𝜑 ∼ 𝜓 }. The
propositional quotient set of a set of formulas Φ is denoted Φ/∼ and defined as Φ/∼= {[𝜑]∼ | 𝜑 ∈ Φ}. The following
are two properties of propositional semantics.

Lemma 2.2. Given a function 𝑓 on formulas such that 𝑓 (tt) = tt, 𝑓 (ff ) = ff , and 𝑓 (𝜒1 ∧ 𝜒2) = 𝑓 (𝜒1) ∧ 𝑓 (𝜒1),
𝑓 (𝜒1 ∨ 𝜒2) = 𝑓 (𝜒1) ∨ 𝑓 (𝜒2) for all formulas 𝜒1 and 𝜒1, for every LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑 and𝜓 , if 𝜑 ∼ 𝜓 , then 𝑓 (𝜑) ∼ 𝑓 (𝜓 ).

Proof. A proof for this lemma within the context of LTL is provided in [20], which can be readily extended to LTL𝑓 .

We here offer a brief proof sketch. First, for every formula 𝜑 and every assignment I, we can obtain the following result

by a structural induction on 𝜑 .

I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜑) ⇔ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜒)} |=𝑝 𝜑 (2)

Second, we demonstrate that I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜑) ⇒ I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜓 ) holds for every assignment I, which suffices to support

Lemma 2.2 by symmetry.

I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜑) ⇔ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜒)} |=𝑝 𝜑 (Equation (2))

⇔ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜒)} |=𝑝 𝜓 (𝜑 ∼ 𝜓 )

⇒ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) ∩ tcl(𝜓 ) | I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜒)} |=𝑝 𝜓

⇒ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜓 ) | I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜒)} |=𝑝 𝜓

⇔ I |=𝑝 𝑓 (𝜓 ) (Equation (2))

□

Lemma 2.3. Given two LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑1 and 𝜑2 such that 𝜑1 ∼ 𝜓 , 𝜌 |= 𝜑 iff 𝜌 |= 𝜓 holds for every finite trace 𝜌 .

Proof. We here offer a brief proof sketch. First, for every formula 𝜑 and every finite trace 𝜌 , we can obtain the

following result by a structural induction on 𝜑 .

𝜌 |= 𝜑 ⇔ {𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | 𝜌 |= 𝜒} |=𝑝 𝜑 (3)

Second, we demonstrate that 𝜌 |= 𝜑 ⇒ 𝜌 |= 𝜓 holds for every finite trace 𝜌 , which suffices to support Lemma 2.3 by

symmetry.

𝜌 |= 𝜑 ⇔{𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | 𝜌 |= 𝜒} |=𝑝 𝜑 (Equation (3))

⇔{𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) | 𝜌 |= 𝜒} |=𝑝 𝜓 (𝜑 ∼ 𝜓 )

⇒{𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜑) ∩ tcl(𝜓 ) | 𝜌 |= 𝜒} |=𝑝 𝜓

⇒{𝜒 ∈ tcl(𝜓 ) | 𝜌 |= 𝜒} |=𝑝 𝜓

⇔𝜌 |= 𝜓 (Equation (3))

□

Lemma 2.3 indicates that for any finite trace 𝜌 , if 𝜌 |= 𝜑 and 𝜓 ∈ [𝜑], then 𝜌 |= 𝜓 holds. We then generalize the

language-based satisfaction relation to propositional equivalence classes. Given an LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑 and a finite trace 𝜌 ,

we have 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ iff 𝜌 |= 𝜑 .
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2.2 LTL𝑓 Synthesis

In the context of reactive synthesis, a comprehensive specification should encompass essential information, including the

properties that the targeted system is required to satisfy, the partition of variables controlled separately by the system

and the environment, and the type of the targeted system, i.e., either Mealy or Moore. Formally, an LTL𝑓 specification is

a tuple (𝜑,X,Y)𝑡 , where 𝜑 is an LTL𝑓 formula over propositions in X ∪Y; X is the set of input variables controlled

by the environment, Y is the set of output variables controlled by the system, and it holds that X ∩ Y = ∅; and
𝑡 ∈ {𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑦,𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒} is the type of the target system. In a reactive system, interactions happen in turns where both the

system and the environment assign values to their respective controlled variables. The order of assignment within each

turn determines the system types: if the environment assigns values first, it creates a Mealy machine; conversely, if the

system assigns values first, it results in a Moore machine.

Definition 2.4 (LTL𝑓 Realizability and Synthesis). An LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑡 is realizable, iff:

• 𝒕 = 𝑴𝒆𝒂𝒍𝒚. there exists a winning strategy 𝑔 : (2X)+ → 2
Y

such that for an arbitrary infinite sequence

𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 of propositional interpretations over X, there is 𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝜌 |= 𝜑 holds, where

𝜌 = (𝑋0 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0)), (𝑋1 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, 𝑋1)), · · · , (𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, · · · , 𝑋𝑘 ));
• 𝒕 = 𝑴𝒐𝒐𝒓𝒆. there exists a winning strategy 𝑔 : (2X)∗ → 2

Y
such that for an arbitrary infinite sequence

𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 of propositional interpretations over X, there is 𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝜌 |= 𝜑 holds, where

𝜌 = (𝑋0 ∪ 𝑔(𝜖)), (𝑋1 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0)), · · · , (𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, · · · , 𝑋𝑘−1)).

The LTL𝑓 realizability problem is to determine whether an LTL𝑓 specification is realizable, and the LTL𝑓 synthesis

problem for a realizable specification is to compute a winning strategy. An LTL𝑓 specification is unrealizable when it is

not realizable.

Synthesis for constructing Mealy systems is also referred to as environment-first synthesis, while synthesis for

constructing Moore systems is termed system-first synthesis. The methodologies presented in this paper are applicable

to both environment-first and system-first synthesis. For brevity, we only focus on the system-first synthesis in the

main text.

2.3 Transition-Based DFA

The Transition-based Deterministic Finite Automaton (TDFA) is a variant of the Deterministic Finite Automaton [38].

Definition 2.5 (TDFA). A transition-based DFA (TDFA) is a tuple A = (2P , 𝑆, 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡, 𝛿,𝑇 ) where

• 2
P
is the alphabet;

• 𝑆 is the set of states;

• 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 ∈ 𝑆 is the initial state;

• 𝛿 : 𝑆 × 2
P → 𝑆 is the transition function;

• 𝑇 ⊆ (𝑆 × (2P )) is the set of accepting transitions.

The run 𝑟 of a finite trace 𝜌 = 𝜌 [0], 𝜌 [1], · · · , 𝜌 [𝑛] ∈ (2P )+ on a TDFA A is a finite state sequence 𝑟 = 𝑠0, 𝑠1, · · · , 𝑠𝑛
such that 𝑠0 = 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 is the initial state, 𝛿 (𝑠𝑖 , 𝜌 [𝑖]) = 𝑠𝑖+1 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛. Note that runs of TDFA do not need to

include the destination state of the last transition, which is implicitly indicated by 𝑠𝑛+1 = 𝛿 (𝑠𝑛, 𝜌 [𝑛]), since the starting
state (𝑠𝑛) together with the labels of the transition (𝜌 [𝑛]) are sufficient to determine the destination. The trace 𝜌 is

accepted by A iff the corresponding run 𝑟 ends with an accepting transition, i.e., (𝑠𝑛, 𝜌 [𝑛]) ∈ 𝑇 . The set of finite traces
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accepted by a TDFA A is the language of A, denoted as L(A). According to [38], TDFA has the same expressiveness

as DFA.

2.4 Strongly Connected Components of a Directed Graph

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) be a directed graph. A component 𝐶 ⊆ 𝑉 of 𝐺 is strongly connected if a directed path exists between

any two vertices. 𝐶 ⊆ 𝑉 is a Strongly Connected Component, abbreviated as SCC, if 𝐶 is strongly connected and no

proper superset of 𝐶 is strongly connected. The set of SCCs of𝐺 forms a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) that has an

edge from 𝐶0 to 𝐶1 when there exists a vertex in 𝐶1 reachable from a vertex in 𝐶0. Tarjan’s algorithm [40] finds all the

SCCs of𝐺 in a single depth-first traversal of 𝐺 , visiting each vertex just once, with a complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝑉 | + |𝐸 |). These
components are detected in the reverse order of the topological sort of the DAG formed by the components. Specifically,

if (𝐶0,𝐶1) is an edge of this DAG, then 𝐶1 is found before 𝐶0. Omitting the details of Tarjan’s algorithm, we assume

that it supports the following APIs along with a depth-first traversal:

• isSccRoot(𝑣) checks whether 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 is the root vertex of the current SCC. This function should be invoked

when all successors of 𝑣 have been processed with a depth-first strategy and it backtracks to 𝑣 for the last time. If

it returns true, it indicates that we have just finished traversing a SCC.

• getScc() retrieves the SCC that has been detected just now after the isSccRoot(𝑣) call returns true.

3 AUTOMATA CONSTRUCTION

(T)DFA construction plays a foundamental role in solving the LTL𝑓 synthesis problem. We now present a method for

converting LTL𝑓 into TDFA using formula progression. This approach directly leverages LTL𝑓 semantics to expand the

transition system. Additionally, the intermediate results generated during the construction process integrate into the

final automaton, so that it can support on-the-fly LTL𝑓 synthesis.

Formula progression has been investigated in prior studies [2, 17]. Here we extend this concept specifically to TDFA

construction from LTL𝑓 . Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 over P and a finite trace 𝜌 ∈ (2P )+, to make 𝜌 |= 𝜑 , we can start

from 𝜑 to progress through 𝜌 . We consider LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 into a requirement about the present 𝜌 [0], which can

be verified straightforwardly, and a requirement about the future that needs to hold for the yet unavailable suffix 𝜌1.

Essentially, formula progression looks at 𝜑 and 𝜌 [0], and progresses a new formula fp(𝜑, 𝜌 [𝑖]) such that 𝜌 |= 𝜑 iff

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑, 𝜌 [0]). This procedure is analogous to an automaton reading a trace, where it reaches accepting transitions

by moving forward step by step.

Definition 3.1 (Formula Progression for LTL𝑓 ). Given an LTL𝑓 formula𝜑 and a non-empty finite trace 𝜌 , the progression

formula fp(𝜑, 𝜌) is recursively defined as follows:

• fp(tt, 𝜌) = tt and fp(ff , 𝜌) = ff ;

• fp(𝑝, 𝜌) = tt if 𝑝 ∈ 𝜌 [0]; fp(𝑝, 𝜌) = ff if 𝑝 ∉ 𝜌 [0];
• fp(¬𝑝, 𝜌) = ff if 𝑝 ∈ 𝜌 [0]; fp(¬𝑝, 𝜌) = tt if 𝑝 ∉ 𝜌 [0];
• fp(𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑1, 𝜌) ∧ fp(𝜑2, 𝜌);
• fp(𝜑1 ∨ 𝜑2, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑1, 𝜌) ∨ fp(𝜑2, 𝜌);
• fp(◦𝜑, 𝜌) = 𝜑 if |𝜌 | = 1; fp(◦𝜑, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑, 𝜌1) if |𝜌 | > 1;

• fp(•𝜑, 𝜌) = 𝜑 if |𝜌 | = 1; fp(•𝜑, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑, 𝜌1) if |𝜌 | > 1;

• fp(𝜑1U 𝜑2, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑2, 𝜌) ∨ (fp(𝜑1, 𝜌) ∧ fp(◦(𝜑1U 𝜑2), 𝜌));
• fp(𝜑1 R 𝜑2, 𝜌) = fp(𝜑2, 𝜌) ∧ (fp(𝜑1, 𝜌) ∨ fp(•(𝜑1 R 𝜑2), 𝜌)).
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Notice that a letter 𝜎 ∈ 2
P
is interpreted as a trace of length 1. So the second parameter of the function fp(𝜑, 𝜌) can

be either a trace or a letter. Additionally, when applied to a specific trace 𝜌 , the function fp(𝜑, 𝜌) satisfies the conditions
stated in Lemma 2.2. Hence, we can generalize LTL𝑓 formula progression from single formulas to propositional

equivalence classes:

fp( [𝜑]∼, 𝜌) = [fp(𝜑, 𝜌)]∼ = [fp(𝜓, 𝜌)]∼, (4)

where𝜓 ∈ [𝜑]∼.
The following lemma indicates that Definition 3.1 is aligned with our expectations of decomposing an LTL𝑓 formula

into requirements about the present and the future.

Lemma 3.2. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 and a finite trace 𝜌 ∈ (2P )+ with |𝜌 | > 1, it holds that

(1) 𝜌 |= 𝜑 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑, 𝜌 [0]), and
(2) 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ iff 𝜌1 |= fp( [𝜑]∼, 𝜌 [0]).

Proof. We focus on proving (1) here, while (2) follows (1) directly from the definition of LTL𝑓 language-based

satisfaction relation on propositional equivalence classes.

We establish the proof by structural induction over the syntax composition of 𝜑 .

Basis.

• 𝜑 = tt/ff . By Definition 3.1, we have fp(𝜑, 𝜌 [0]) = fp(tt, 𝜌 [0]) = tt/ff . The lemma holds obviously.

• 𝜑 = 𝑝 .

𝜌 |= 𝑝 ⇔ 𝑝 ∈ 𝜌 [0] Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ fp(𝑝, 𝜌 [0]) = tt
Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ 𝜌1 |= fp(𝑝, 𝜌 [0]).

• 𝜑 = ¬𝑝 .
𝜌 |= ¬𝑝 ⇔ 𝑝 ∉ 𝜌 [0] Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ fp(¬𝑝, 𝜌 [0]) = tt

Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ 𝜌1 |= fp(¬𝑝, 𝜌 [0]).

Induction.

• 𝜑 = 𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2, the induction hypotheses are 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]).

𝜌 |= 𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2 ⇔𝜌 |= 𝜑1 and 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 (LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) (induction hypotheses)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) ∧ fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) (LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) (Definition 3.1)

• 𝜑 = 𝜑1 ∨ 𝜑2. The proof for this case follows analogously to 𝜑 = 𝜑1 ∧ 𝜑2.

• 𝜑 = ◦𝜓 . Notice that |𝜌 | > 1.

𝜌 |= ◦𝜓
LTL𝑓 semantics

⇐=============⇒ 𝜌1 |= 𝜓
Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ 𝜌1 |= fp(◦𝜓, 𝜌 [0]).

• 𝜑 = •𝜓 . Notice that |𝜌 | > 1.

𝜌 |= •𝜓
LTL𝑓 semantics

⇐=============⇒ 𝜌1 |= 𝜓
Definition 3.1⇐===========⇒ 𝜌1 |= fp(◦𝜓, 𝜌 [0]).
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• 𝜑 = 𝜑1U 𝜑2, the induction hypotheses are 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]).

𝜌 |= 𝜑1U 𝜑2 ⇔𝜌 |= 𝜑2 ∨ (𝜑1 ∧ ◦(𝜑1U 𝜑2)) (Lemma 2.1)

⇔

𝜌 |= 𝜑2, or

𝜌 |= 𝜑1 and 𝜌 |= ◦(𝜑1U 𝜑2)
(LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]), or

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌 |= ◦(𝜑1U 𝜑2)
(induction hypotheses)

⇔

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]), or

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌1 |= 𝜑1U 𝜑2

(LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) ∨ (fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) ∧ (𝜑1U 𝜑2) (LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1U 𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) (Definition 3.1)

• 𝜑 = 𝜑1 R 𝜑2, the induction hypotheses are 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) and 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 iff 𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]).

𝜌 |= 𝜑1 R 𝜑2 ⇔𝜌 |= 𝜑2 ∧ (𝜑1 ∨ •(𝜑1 R 𝜑2)) (Lemma 2.1)

⇔

𝜌 |= 𝜑2, and

𝜌 |= 𝜑1 or 𝜌 |= •(𝜑1 R 𝜑2)
(LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]), and

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) or 𝜌 |= ◦(𝜑1 R 𝜑2)
(induction hypotheses)

⇔

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]), and

𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) or 𝜌1 |= 𝜑1 R 𝜑2

(LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) ∧ (fp(𝜑1, 𝜌 [0]) ∨ (𝜑1 R 𝜑2) (LTL𝑓 semantics)

⇔𝜌1 |= fp(𝜑1 R 𝜑2, 𝜌 [0]) (Definition 3.1)

□

With formula progression, we can translate LTL𝑓 formulas to TDFA. Firstly, we define the states of the automaton as

propositional equivalence classes, with the initial state being the equivalence class corresponding to the source formula.

Then, formula progression enables us to calculate the successor state (i.e., fp(𝑠, 𝜎)) that is reached by a given state 𝑠

through an edge 𝜎 . In building the transition system of TDFA A𝜑 , we start from the initial state [𝜑]∼, applying formula

progression iteratively to determine all states and transitions, which is similar to a standard graph traversal. Finally, the

accepting condition is defined on transitions where the edge directly satisfies the current state.

Definition 3.3 (LTL𝑓 to TDFA). Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 , the TDFA A𝜑 is a tuple

(
2
P , 𝑆, 𝛿, 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡,𝑇

)
such that

• 2
P
is the alphabet, where P is the set of atoms of 𝜑 ;

• 𝑆 = Reach(𝜑)/∼ is the set of states, where Reach(𝜑) = {𝜑} ∪ {fp(𝜑, 𝜌) | 𝜌 ∈ (2P )+};
• 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 = [𝜑]∼ is the initial state;

• 𝛿 : 𝑆 × 2
P → 𝑆 is the transition function such that 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝜎) = fp(𝑠, 𝜎) for 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 and 𝜎 ∈ 2

P
;
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• 𝑇 = {(𝑠, 𝜎) ∈ 𝑆 × 2
P | 𝜎 |= 𝑠} is the set of accepting transitions.

The correctness of our TDFA construction is stated in the theorem below.

Theorem 3.4. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 and the TDFA A𝜑 constructed by Definition 3.3, it holds that 𝜌 |= 𝜑 iff

𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) for any finite trace 𝜌 .

Proof. Recall that we have 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ iff 𝜌 |= 𝜑 . To prove this theorem, it is only necessary to prove that 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼
iff 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) for any finite trace 𝜌 . Assume |𝜌 | = 𝑛 + 1 with 𝑛 ≥ 0.

(⇒) We perform this part of the proof in two cases over the value of 𝑛.

• If 𝑛 = 0 (i.e., |𝜌 | = 1), 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ is equivalent to 𝜌 [0] |= 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 . By Definition 3.3, (𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡, 𝜌 [0]) is an accepting

transition. So it holds that 𝜌 is accepted by A𝜑 , i.e., 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ).
• If 𝑛 > 0, there exists a run 𝑟 = 𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑛, 𝑠𝑛+1 over A𝜑 on 𝜌 such that 𝑠0 = 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 and 𝛿 (𝑠𝑖 , 𝜌 [𝑖]) = 𝑠𝑖+1 holds for

0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛. We first prove that 𝜌𝑖 |= 𝑠𝑖 for 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 by induction over the value of 𝑖 .

Basis. 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ i.e., 𝜌0 |= 𝑠0 holds basically.

Induction. The induction hypothesis is 𝜌𝑖 |= 𝑠𝑖 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛. By Lemma 3.2 and the induction hypothesis,

we have 𝜌𝑖+1 |= fp(𝑠𝑖 , 𝜌 [𝑖]). By Definition 3.3, it holds that 𝑠𝑖+1 = fp(𝑠𝑖 , 𝜌 [𝑖]), which implies 𝜌𝑖+1 |= 𝑠𝑖+1.

Therefore, we have 𝜌𝑛 |= 𝑠𝑛 . Note that 𝜌𝑛 = 𝜌 [𝑛] . By Definition 3.3, 𝑠𝑛 × 𝜌 [𝑛] → 𝑠𝑛+1 is an accepting transition.

So it holds that 𝜌 is accepted by A𝜑 , i.e., 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ).

(⇐) 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) implies that there exists a run 𝑟 = 𝑠0, 𝑠1, · · · , 𝑠𝑛, 𝑠𝑛+1 over A𝜑 on 𝜌 such that 𝑠0 = 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 and

𝛿 (𝑠𝑖 , 𝜌 [𝑖]) = 𝑠𝑖+1 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 and we have 𝜌 [𝑛] |= 𝑠𝑛 .

We first prove that 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) implies 𝜌𝑛−𝑖 |= 𝑠𝑛−𝑖 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 by induction over the value of 𝑖 .

Basis. By Definition 3.3, 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) implies that the corresponding run ends with accepting transition 𝑠𝑛 × 𝜌 [𝑛] →
𝑠𝑛+1. Then we have 𝜌 [𝑛] |= 𝑠𝑛 . So it holds that 𝜌𝑛−0 |= 𝑠𝑛−0 when 𝑖 = 0.

Induction. The induction hypothesis is that 𝜌𝑛−𝑖 |= 𝑠𝑛−𝑖 holds for 0 < 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛. By Definition 3.3, we have

𝛿 (𝑠𝑛−(𝑖+1) , 𝜌 [𝑛 − (𝑖 + 1)]) = 𝑠𝑛−𝑖 = fp(𝑠𝑛−(𝑖+1) , 𝜌 [𝑛 − (𝑖 + 1)]). So the induction hypothesis is equivalent to 𝜌𝑛−𝑖 |=
fp(𝑠𝑛−(𝑖+1) , 𝜌 [𝑛 − (𝑖 + 1)]). By Lemma 3.2, we have 𝜌𝑛−(𝑖+1) |= 𝑠𝑛−(𝑖+1) .

Now we have proved that 𝜌 ∈ L(A𝜑 ) implies 𝜌𝑛−𝑖 |= 𝑠𝑛−𝑖 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛. Then we can have 𝜌 |= [𝜑]∼ (i.e.,

𝜌𝑛−𝑛 |= 𝑠𝑛−𝑛) holds when 𝑖 = 𝑛. □

The size of TDFA constructed by Definition 3.3 depends on the properties of propositional equivalence. States

computed via formula progression do not create new temporal subformulas.

Lemma 3.5. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 and a finite trace 𝜌 , it holds that tcl(fp(𝜑, 𝜌)) ⊆ tcl(𝜑).

Proof. This lemma holds intuitively, because fp(𝜑, 𝜌) does not introduce new elements in the syntax tree, except

for Boolean combinations of existing temporal subformulas. The formal proof can be performed via a straightforward

nested structural induction on the syntax of 𝜑 and the length of 𝜌 . □

The worst-case complexity of constructing deterministic automata using this method is also doubly exponential.

Theorem 3.6. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 , A𝜑 is a TDFA constructed by Definition 3.3. The state set of A𝜑 has a

cardinality in 𝑂 (22𝑛 ), i.e., |𝑆 | = |Reach(𝜑)/∼ | = 𝑂 (22𝑛 ), where 𝑛 = |tcl(𝜑) |.
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Proof. By Lemma 3.5, every formula of in Reach(𝜑) is a Boolean combination of formulas in tcl(𝜑). So each

equivalence class in Reach(𝜑)/∼ can be interpreted as a Boolean function over 𝑛 variables, which can be bounded by

2
2
𝑛
, considering that there exist at most 2

2
𝑛
Boolean functions over 𝑛 variables. □

LTL𝑓 formulas in the same propositional equivalence class exhibit semantic equivalence, and further, they are

equivalent with regards to satisfiability and realizability. A single formula can uniquely determine a propositional

equivalence class. When implementing Definition 3.3, it is neither necessary nor possible to explicitly compute the

propositional equivalence class. Instead, we use a formula to represent an equivalence class. Upon deriving a new

formula by formula progression (Definition 3.1), we can check whether it is propositionally equivalent to an already

computed formula. If it is, then they are classified within the same equivalence class and thus represent the same state

of the automaton. Conversely, if not equivalent, the new formula is a new automaton state. To simplify the notations,

we omit the propositional equivalence symbol []∼, so that an LTL𝑓 formula can represent either the formula itself or

the corresponding propositional equivalence class, depending on the context.

4 TDFA GAMES

We now introduce two-player games on TDFA, which is considered as an invariant of traditional infinite reachabil-

ity/safety graph-based games [6]. Moreover, most of the concepts and results presented in this section have their origins

in, or correspond to, those found in infinite reachability/safety graph-based games. From a theoretical perspective, this

section studies TDFA games in terms of formalism, solution, and their correlation with LTL𝑓 synthesis.

4.1 What a TDFA Game Is

The TDFA game is played on a TDFA with the initial state removed. Every TDFA game involves two players, the

environment and the system, controlling the variables in sets X and Y respectively. Each round of the game consists of

a state and the environment and system setting the values of the propositions they control. The winner is determined by

the winning condition, i.e., the accepting transitions𝑇 here. The system wins if the play reaches an accepting transition.

The parameter 𝑡 ∈ {𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑦,𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒} specifies the order in which players assign values in each round. In alignment with

LTL𝑓 synthesis, we focus on the situation of 𝑡 = 𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 in the main text, where the system assigns values first in each

round.

Definition 4.1 (TDFA Game). A TDFA game is a tuple G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑡 , where

• 2
X∪Y

is the alphabet with X ∩Y = ∅;
• 𝑆 is the set of states;

• 𝛿 : 𝑆 × 2
P → 𝑆 is the transition function;

• 𝑇 ⊆ 𝑆 × 2
P
is the set of accepting transitions;

• 𝑡 ∈ {𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑦,𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒} is the type of the system.

A play of the game starts in some state and progresses through various states as the system and environment

alternately assign values.

Definition 4.2 (Play). A play is a sequence of rounds 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0), · · · , (𝑠𝑛, 𝑋𝑛 ∪ 𝑌𝑛), · · · ∈ (𝑆 × 2
X∪Y )∗ ∪ (𝑆 ×

2
X∪Y )𝜔 such that 𝑠𝑖+1 = 𝛿 (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑋𝑖 ∪ 𝑌𝑖 ) holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝑝 |, where the sequence may be finite or infinite. If the system

wins, the play terminates; the play continues infinitely and the environment wins.
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Plays in TDFA games can be categorized into three sets described below. This shows a key difference of TDFA games

from traditional infinite games [6], as it involves both finite and infinite plays.

• Ongoing plays. Play 𝑝 is an ongoing play if 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0), · · · , (𝑠𝑛, 𝑋𝑛 ∪ 𝑌𝑛) ∈ (𝑆 × 2
X∪Y )∗ is a finite play

such that none of rounds in 𝑝 is an accepting transition, i,e., (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑋𝑖 ∪ 𝑌𝑖 ) ∉ 𝑇 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛;

• System-winning plays. Play 𝑝 is a system winning play if 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0), · · · , (𝑠𝑛, 𝑋𝑛 ∪ 𝑌𝑛) ∈ (𝑆 × 2
X∪Y )∗

is a finite play such that 𝑝 ends with an accepting transition and none of the previous rounds is an accepting

transition, i,e., (𝑠𝑛, 𝑋𝑛 ∪ 𝑌𝑛) ∈ 𝑇 and (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑋𝑖 ∪ 𝑌𝑖 ) ∉ 𝑇 holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛;

• Environment-winning plays. Play 𝑝 is an environment winning play if 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0), (𝑠1, 𝑋1 ∪ 𝑌1), · · · ∈
(𝑆 × 2

X∪Y )𝜔 is an infinite play such that none of rounds in 𝑝 is an accepting transition, i,e., (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑋𝑖 ∪ 𝑌𝑖 ) ∉ 𝑇

holds for 𝑖 ∈ N.

In the context of games, a strategy provides the decisions for a player based on the history of the play. Given a

TDFA game (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , a system strategy is a function 𝜋 : 𝑆+ → 2
Y
, and an environment strategy is a

function 𝜏 : 𝑆+ × 2
Y → 2

X
. A play 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0), · · · , (𝑠𝑛, 𝑋𝑛 ∪ 𝑌𝑛), · · · is consistent with a system strategy 𝜋 if

𝑌𝑖 = 𝜋 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑖 ) holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝑝 |; similarly, 𝑝 is consistent with an environment strategy 𝜏 if 𝑋𝑖 = 𝜏 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑖 , 𝑌𝑖 )
holds for 0 ≤ 𝑖 < |𝑝 |. Notably, starting from a state, the strategies 𝜋 and 𝜏 of the two players together uniquely identify

one specific play.

Given a TDFA game G, a system strategy 𝜋 is a system-winning strategy from a state 𝑠 if there exists no environment-

winning play consistent with 𝜋 starting in 𝑠 , and an environment strategy 𝜏 is an environment-winning strategy from a

state 𝑠 if there exists no system-winning play consistent with 𝜏 starting in 𝑠 .

Definition 4.3 (Winning Strategy). Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 ,

• a system strategy 𝜋 : 𝑆+ → 2
Y

is a system-winning strategy from a state 𝑠0 ∈ 𝑆 if for any sequence

𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 , there exists 𝑘 ≥ 0 such that play 𝑝 is a system-winning play, where 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪
𝜋 (𝑠0)), · · · , (𝑠𝑘 , 𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 ));

• an environment strategy 𝜏 : 𝑆+ × 2
Y → 2

X
is an environment-winning strategy from a state 𝑠0 ∈ 𝑆 if for

any sequence 𝜆 = 𝑌0, 𝑌1, · · · ∈ (2Y )𝜔 , play 𝑝 is an environment-winning play, where 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝜏 (𝑠0, 𝑌0) ∪
𝑌0), · · · , (𝑠𝑘 , 𝜏 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 ) ∪ 𝑌𝑘 ), · · · .

Definition 4.4 (Winning State). A state 𝑠 is a system-winning state if there exists a system-winning strategy from 𝑠 . A

state 𝑠 is an environment-winning state if there exists an environment-winning strategy from 𝑠 .

It is easy to see that no state can be winning for both players.

Lemma 4.5. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , there exists no state that can be both system-winning and

environment-winning.

Proof. Assume that there exists a state 𝑠0 ∈ 𝑆 and strategies 𝜋 and 𝜏 that are winning from 𝑠 for the system and

environment, respectively. Then there exists a unique infinite sequence 𝜁 determined by 𝜋 and 𝜏 .

𝜁 = (𝑠0, 𝜋 (𝑠0) ∪ 𝜏 (𝑠0, 𝜋 (𝑠0))), · · · , (𝑠𝑘 , 𝜋 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 ) ∪ 𝜏 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 , 𝜋 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 ))), · · · (5)

When 𝜋 is a system-winning strategy from 𝑠0, then there exists 𝑖 ∈ N such that 𝜁 [𝑖] ∈ 𝑇 is an accepting transition. On

the other hand, when 𝜏 is an environment-winning strategy from 𝑠0, then for every 𝑖 ∈ N, 𝜁 [𝑖] ∉ 𝑇 is not an accepting

transition. The assumption leads to a contradiction since above both two situations cannot hold simultaneously. □
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Note that a winning strategy in the game is state-dependent. If a system strategy is winning for all system-winning

states, we call it a uniform winning strategy. In addition, the above definition of a strategy is general in the sense that

the decisions are based on the entire history of the play. However, it often suffices to work with simpler strategies. A

system strategy is positional iff 𝜋 (𝑢𝑣) = 𝜋 (𝑣) holds for all 𝑢 ∈ 𝑆∗, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆 . Uniform strategies and positional strategies for

the environment can be defined similarly.

4.2 How to Solve a TDFA Game

Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , we define the construction of the set of winning states for 𝑛 ∈ N as

follows.

𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (E) = {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 | ∃𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .∀𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 or 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ E} (6)

𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (E) = {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 | ∀𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .∃𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 and 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ E} (7)

𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛0 = ∅ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∪𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (8)

𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛0 = 𝑆 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∩𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (9)

The abbreviation ‘𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 ’ and ‘𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 ’ mean ‘Controllable Predecessors of the System/Environment’. The sets 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖

and 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 respectively represent an under-approximation of system-winning states and an over-approximation of

environment-winning states. Intuitively, 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 is the set of states where the system can enforce the play to reach

accepting transitions in 𝑖 steps, and 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 is the set of states where the environment can enforce the play to avoid

accepting transitions in 𝑖 steps.

We rewrite the recurrence relation of 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 as follows:

𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) = 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∪𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ). (10)

𝑓𝑠 : 2
𝑆 → 2

𝑆
is a monotonic function over the complete lattice (2𝑆 , ⊆). According to Equations (8) and (10), we start

from the basic situation 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛0 and iteratively compute 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 until a fixed point 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛+1 = 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛 = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛) is
reached. The existence of such a fixed point is guaranteed by the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem [41]. We denote

this fixed point by 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛, i.e.,

𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 = 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛 𝑠 .𝑡 . 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛 = 𝑓𝑠 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛). (11)

By similar reasoning, we have

𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝑓𝑒 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∩𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ), (12)

and a fixed point 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛, which must exist,

𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛 = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑛 𝑠 .𝑡 . 𝐸𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛 = 𝑓𝑒 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑛). (13)

Computing 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 and 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛 requires linear time in the number of states in G. After a linear number of iterations at

most, the fixed points can be reached. Furthermore, the lemma and proof presented below indicate that the iterative

processes of 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 and 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 are synchronized and eventually reach their fixed points at the same time.

Lemma 4.6. For 𝑖 ∈ N, 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∪ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 = 𝑆 holds.

Proof. We perform the lemma by induction on 𝑛 ∈ N.
Basis. Obviously we have 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛0 ∪ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛0 = ∅ ∪ 𝑆 = 𝑆 .
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Induction. The induction hypothesis is that 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∪ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 = 𝑆 .

For an arbitrary set of states D, it is evident that:

𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆 \ D) = {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 | ∃𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .∀𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 or 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑆 \ D}

= {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 | ∃𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .∀𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 or 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ D}

= 𝑆 \ {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 | ∀𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .∃𝑋 ∉ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 and 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ D}

= 𝑆 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (D).

(14)

When D in Equation (14) is set equal to 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 , we derive Equation (15). Then we further perform the following set

operations, which may be more comprehensible if read in reverse order.

𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) = 𝑆 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (15)

⇒ 𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) ∩ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ∩ (𝑆 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 )) (16)

𝐴\𝐵=𝐴∩(𝑆\𝐵)
⇐============⇒ 𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) \ (𝑆 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (17)

induction hypothesis

⇐=================⇒ 𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) \ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (18)

In Equation (18), the left side of the equal sign represents the increasing part from 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 to 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖+1, while the right

side corresponds to the decreasing part from set 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 to 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖+1.

𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 \ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 = 𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑆 (𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) \ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 (19)

𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 \𝐶𝑃𝑟𝑒𝐸 (𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖 ) (20)

Thus we can conclude that 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 ∪ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑖+1 = 𝑆 . □

With Lemmas 4.5, 4.6, and the following theorem, we conclude that TDFA games can be determined with Equations (6)-

(9), which provide a complete and sound solution.

Theorem 4.7. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 is the set of system-winning states, and 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛 is

the set of environment-winning states. Both players have a uniform and positional strategy.

Proof. We fix an arbitrary total ordering on 2
X
and 2

Y
respectively. Then we perform the proof with a case analysis.

𝒔 ∈ 𝑺𝑾 𝒊𝒏. For state 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛, we denote by 𝑙 (𝑠) = 𝑚𝑖𝑛{𝑛 ∈ N | 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛} the level where 𝑠 is added to 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛

firstly. We have the following uniform and positional strategy 𝜋 : 𝑆 → 2
Y
.

𝜋 (𝑠) =

𝑚𝑖𝑛{𝑌 ∈ 2

Y | ∀𝑋 ∈ 2
X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 or 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑙 (𝑠 )−1} if 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛

𝑚𝑖𝑛(2Y ) if 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 \ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛
(21)

By the induction on 𝑛 ∈ N, we can prove that any play that starts in 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑛 and is consistent with 𝜋 reaches

accepting transitions 𝑇 within at most 𝑛 step.
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𝒔 ∈ 𝑬𝑾 𝒊𝒏. For state 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 , we denote by ℎ(𝑠) = 𝑚𝑎𝑥{𝑛 ∈ N | 𝑠 ∈ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑛} the level where 𝑠 is not removed from

𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛 lastly. We have the following uniform and positional strategy 𝜏 : 𝑆 × 2
Y → 2

X
.

𝜏 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) =

𝑚𝑖𝑛{𝑋 ∈ 2

X | (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 and 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛ℎ (𝑠 )−1} if 𝑠 ∈ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛1

𝑚𝑖𝑛(2X) if 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 \ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛1
(22)

By the induction on 𝑛 ∈ N, we can prove that any plays 𝑝 that starts in 𝑠 ∈ 𝐸𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑛 and consistent with 𝜏 cannot

reach accepting transitions 𝑇 within 𝑛 steps.

□

Corollary 4.8. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 is an environment-winning state iff 𝑠 is not a

system-winning state.

4.3 How to Reduce LTL𝑓 Synthesis to TDFA Games

In a TDFA derived from an LTL𝑓 formula, a state being system-winning or environment-winning reflects the realizability

of the corresponding LTL𝑓 specification. The following lemma explicitly reveals the relationship between TDFA games

and LTL𝑓 synthesis.

Lemma 4.9. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 and the corresponding TDFAA𝜑 =

(
2
P , 𝑆, 𝛿, 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡,𝑇

)
constructed by Definition 3.3,

(𝜓,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable iff𝜓 is a system-winning state in the game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , where𝜓 ∈ 𝑆 is a state.

Proof. The proof of this lemma is performed with the following equivalence relations.

⇔ (𝜓,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable.

⇔ There exists a function 𝑔 : (2X)∗ → 2
Y

such that for any infinite sequence 𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 , there exists
𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝜌 |= 𝜓 holds, where 𝜌 = (𝑋0 ∪ 𝑔(𝜖)), (𝑋1 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0)), · · · , (𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, · · · , 𝑋𝑘−1)).

⇔ There exists a function 𝑔 : (2X)∗ → 2
Y

such that for any infinite sequence 𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 , there exists
𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝑟 = 𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 is an accepting state sequence starting from𝜓 and corresponding to 𝜌 = (𝑋0∪𝑔(𝜖)), (𝑋1∪
𝑔(𝑋0)), · · · , (𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, · · · , 𝑋𝑘−1)). Specifically, for the state sequence 𝑟 we have 𝑠0 = 𝜓 , 𝑠𝑖 = 𝛿 (𝑠𝑖−1, 𝜌 [𝑖 − 1]) for
𝑖 = 1 · · · , 𝑘 , and (𝑠𝑘 , 𝜌 [𝑘]) ∈ 𝑇 .

⇔ There exists a function 𝜋 : 𝑆+ → 2
Y

such that for any infinite sequence 𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 , there exists
𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝑝 = (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠0)), · · · , (𝑠𝑘 , 𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠0, · · · , 𝑠𝑘 )) is a system-winning play starting from𝜓 (i.e., 𝑠0 = 𝜓 ).

⇔𝜓 is a system-winning state in the game G.

The constructive proof of the equivalence relation in the third step is as follows.

(⇒) With the existence of the function 𝑔 : (2X)∗ → 2
Y
as in the definition of realizability, we construct a system-

winning strategy 𝜋 : 𝑆+ → 2
Y

from𝜓 as follows. We first define the set of state sequences that are starting from𝜓 and

induced by 𝑔.

R(𝜓,𝑔) = {𝑟 ∈ 𝑆+ |➀𝑟 [0] = 𝜓 and

➁∃𝜂 ∈ (2X) |𝑟 |−1 .𝑟 [𝑖] = 𝛿 (𝑟 [𝑖 − 1], 𝜂 [𝑖 − 1] ∪ 𝑔(𝜂𝑖−1)), 𝑖 = 1, · · · , |𝑟 | − 1}
(23)

We fix an arbitrary total ordering on (2X)∗. For 𝑟 ∈ 𝑆+, we have

𝜋 (𝑟 ) =

𝑔(𝑓 (𝑟 )) if 𝑟 ∈ R(𝜓,𝑔)

∅ if 𝑟 ∉ R(𝜓,𝑔)
, (24)

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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where the function 𝑓 : 𝑆+ → (2X)∗ maps state sequences to sequences of propositional interpretations over X.

𝑓 (𝑟 ) =


𝑚𝑖𝑛{𝜂 ∈ (2X) |𝑟 |−1 |

𝑟 [𝑖] = 𝛿 (𝑟 [𝑖 − 1] and 𝜂 [𝑖 − 1] ∪ 𝑔(𝜂𝑖−1)), 𝑖 = 1, · · · , |𝑟 | − 1}
if 𝑟 ∈ R(𝜓,𝑔)

𝑚𝑖𝑛((2X)∗) if 𝑟 ∉ R(𝜓,𝑔)
(25)

(⇐) With the existence of the system-winning strategy from𝜓 𝜋 : 𝑆+ → 2
Y
, we construct the function 𝑔 : (2X)∗ →

2
Y
that satisfies in the definition of realizability. For 𝜂 ∈ (2X)∗, we have

𝑔(𝜂) = 𝜋 (ℎ(𝜂)), (26)

where the function ℎ : (2X)∗ → 𝑆+ maps sequences of propositional interpretations over X to state sequences.

ℎ(𝜂) = 𝑟

𝑠.𝑡 . 𝑟 ∈ (𝑆) |𝜂 |+1, 𝑟 [0] = 𝜓 , and 𝑟 [𝑖] = 𝛿 (𝑟 [𝑖 − 1], 𝜂 [𝑖 − 1] ∪ 𝜋 (𝑟 𝑖 )) for 𝑖 = 1, · · · , |𝑟 | − 1

(27)

□

The following theorem can be directly derived from Lemma 4.9. When using TDFA games to address the LTL𝑓
realizability problem, the objective for reasoning TDFA games is to determine whether the initial state 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 is a system-

winning state.

Theorem 4.10. Given an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 and the corresponding TDFA A𝜑 = (2P , 𝑆, 𝛿, 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡,𝑇 ) constructed by Defini-

tion 3.3, the LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable iff the initial state 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 is a system-winning state in the game

G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 .

5 ON-THE-FLY LTL𝑓 SYNTHESIS

LTL𝑓 synthesis can be decomposed into two tasks: the construction of a TDFA with doubly exponential complexity,

and the resolution of the TDFA game in linear time. As detailed in Section 3, we can convert an LTL𝑓 formula to an

equivalent TDFA through a top-down method, where the intermediate results comprise the final automata directly. This

enables us to address both tasks concurrently. In this section, we propose an on-the-fly approach designed to bypass

the complete construction of the automaton and its associated doubly exponential complexity. This method conducts

a global forward depth-first search along with the TDFA construction. During this process, we dynamically identify

system-winning and environment-winning states based on the available information. As the process of depth-first

searching progresses, we partition the states into their respective SCCs. Upon identifying each SCC, we perform a local

backward fixed-point search to determine the states left unresolved by the forward search.

5.1 Approach Overview

Recall Theorem 4.10, solving the problem of LTL𝑓 realizability requires determining the corresponding TDFA games, i.e.,

determining the winning states for the system/environment in games. Intuitively, to identify a state as system-winning,

one needs to find a system choice such that, regardless of the response of the environment, the system can enforce a

win. Conversely, to determine an environment-winning state, for every action of the system, the environment must be

able to find a winning response.

Given an LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , we depart from the initial state 𝜑 and utilize formula progression

to incrementally build the automaton A𝜑 with a depth-first strategy. Figure 1 demonstrates the different scenarios
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Fig. 1. Different scenarios encountered during the forward search process and corresponding operations.

encountered during the forward search process and corresponding operations employed to determine the TDFA game.

Assume that our current state is 𝑠0 and we have an edge 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0.

(a). If (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) ∉ 𝑇 is not an accepting transition and 𝛿 (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) = 𝑠1 is an unexplored state, there is no new

useful information at the moment. Thus the depth-first strategy is applied to generate a new state 𝑠2.

(b). If (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) ∈ 𝑇 is an accepting transition or 𝛿 (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) = 𝑠1 is a known system-winning state, the

combined system and environment choice 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0 can help the system win. And further exploration for (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) is
unnecessary. Then the search shifts to exploring an alternative environment choice.

(c). If➀ (𝑠0, 𝑋0∪𝑌0) ∉ 𝑇 is not an accepting transition, and➁ 𝛿 (𝑠0, 𝑋0∪𝑌0) = 𝑠0 forms a self-loop or 𝛿 (𝑠0, 𝑋0∪𝑌0) = 𝑠1

is a known environment-winning state, the environment can enforce to win with current system choice 𝑌0. Thus further

exploration for environment choices with (𝑠0, 𝑌0) is unnecessary. The process then proceeds by considering a different

system choice.

(d). If (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪𝑌0) is not an accepting transition and 𝛿 (𝑠0,X0 ∪𝑌0) = 𝑠1 is a previously visited state that has not been

identified as system/environment-winning, no new useful information are gained. The repeatedly encountered state 𝑠1

can be an ancestor or descendant of 𝑠0 before this occurrence. For the former case, 𝑠1 has not been fully processed in the

depth-first search and is thus undetermined now; for the latter case, the depth-first search concerning 𝑠1 is complete.

Regardless of the case, the decision regarding (𝑠0, 𝑋0 ∪ 𝑌0) is pending and no repeat exploration is undertaken. The

search then moves forward with other edges.
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In scenarios (b) and (c) above, transitions leading to other known system/environment-winning states may occur

either immediately upon reaching the successor state or at the backtracking phase of the depth-first search. Additionally,

the case of (d) introduces the possibility that, a state 𝑠 has been fully processed in the depth-first search but has still not

been determined. That a state 𝑠 is fully processed in the depth-first search indicates that all successors of 𝑠 have been

explored following the depth-first strategy. It implies that the search does not backtrack to 𝑠 anymore. To this end, we

integrate the detection of SCCs within the forward depth-first search. Upon finding a new SCC, we conduct a local

backward search concerning Equations (8) and (9) within the range of the SCC just found.

5.2 Algorithm

Algorithm 1 shows the details of our on-the-fly LTL𝑓 synthesis approach. It takes an LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒

as the input and returns the realizability of the specification. The algorithm first declares five global sets:

• 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 and 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 to collect the known system/environment-winning states respectively;

• 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 to collect the states that have been visited but not determined to be system/environment-

winning;

• 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 to store system-winning transitions (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) such that 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 |= 𝑠 holds or fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) is a
known system-winning state;

• 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 to store environment-winning transitions (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) such that ➀ 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ̸ |= 𝑠 holds, and ➁

fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) is 𝑠 itself or a known environment state;

• 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 to store undetermined transitions (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) such that 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ̸ |= 𝑠 holds and fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) is a
state that has been visited but not determined.

Then the main procedure forwardSearch(𝜑) is invoked to compute and determine some (potentially all in the worst

case) system/environment-winning states. Finally, based on whether the initial state is a system-winning state, it returns

‘Realizable’ or ‘Unrealizable’ accordingly.

The main procedure of our approach is forwardSearch(𝑠). It initiates with some current state 𝑠 , and recursively

explores successors of 𝑠 that are necessary to be searched in the while-loop at Lines 7-17. Within each iteration, the

procedure first tries to determine based on known information whether 𝑠 is system/environment-winning (Line 8). If

𝑠 can be determined currently, it leaves the loop. At Line 10, it attempts to calculate an edge comprising system and

environment choice that requires further exploration. Specifically, getEdge() assigns 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 as:

𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ∈ 2
X∪Y

𝑠 .𝑡 . 𝑌 ∉ 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠), 𝑋 ∉ 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ), and 𝑋 ∉ 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠, 𝑌 ).
(28)

Here, 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) denotes the set of known system choices, with which some environment choices can lead the

environment to win from 𝑠 .

𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) = {𝑌 ∈ 2
Y | ∃𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛} (29)

For other system choices that are not in𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 , the system retains the potential for winning. Moreover, it no longer

needs to explore environment choices that are known to lead the system winning, represented by 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ),
or those leading to visited but undetermined states, represented by 𝑋𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ).

𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) = {𝑋 ∈ 2
X | (𝜓,𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛} (30)

𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) = {𝑋 ∈ 2
X | (𝜓,𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛} (31)
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Algorithm 1: On-the-fly LTL𝑓 Synthesis

Input: An LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒

Output: Realizable or Unrealizable
1 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B ∅, 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B ∅, 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B {𝜑}
2 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅, 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅, 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅
3 forwardSearch(𝜑)
4 return (𝜑 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛) ?Realizable :Unrealizable
5

6 function forwardSearch(𝑠)
7 while true do
8 if checkCurrentStatus(𝑠) ≠ Unknown then
9 break

10 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 B getEdge(𝑠)
11 if 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 = Null then
12 break

13 if fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) ∈ 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 then
14 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛.insert(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒)
15 continue

16 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.insert(fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒))
17 forwardSearch(fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒))
18 if isSccRoot(𝑠) then
19 𝑠𝑐𝑐 B getScc()
20 backwardSearch(𝑠𝑐𝑐)

If there does not exist an edge that satisfies the condition in Equation (28), it will get ‘Null’ from getEdge(𝑠) and then

leave the loop. This indicates that it finishes the exploration for the successors of 𝑠 . Conversely, if an edge that satisfies

the condition in Equation (28) is found, the algorithm then processes the successor fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒). If fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) is a visited
but undetermined state (i.e., fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) ∈ 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒), (𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) is added to 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 and it

continues the next iteration; otherwise, proceeds to recursively explore the successor fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) (Line 17). Finally, upon
exiting the loop, the algorithm checks whether a SCC has been detected (Line 18). If detected, a backward search is

conducted for the undetermined states within the SCC (Line 21).

The implementation of checkCurrentStatus(s) is presented inAlgorithm 2. It checkswhether 𝑠 is system/environment-

winning currently based on the state information collected so far. The procedure checkCurrentStatus(s) returns

‘System-winning’ if ➀ 𝑠 is already in 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛, or ➁ there exists 𝑌 ∈ 2
Y
such that 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 |= 𝑠 holds or fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) is in

𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 , for every 𝑋 ∈ 2
X
. During the process, system-winning states and transitions newly found are added into

𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 and 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 respectively, new system-winning states are removed from 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 . The

analogous process is performed to check whether 𝑠 is an environment-winning state currently. Besides, it is feasible

to couple currentSystemWinning, currentEnvironmentWinning, and getEdge within a two-level nested loop for

efficiency. The current presentation in the paper aims to enhance readability.

Subsequently, Algorithm 3 exhibits the implementation of backwardSearch(C), where it calculates the local fixed

point within the range of 𝐶 . From the set 𝑐𝑢𝑟_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 of the current system-winning states, it first finds their direct

predecessors that are in 𝐶 and undetermined (Line 4), which are potentially be determined as system-winning and
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Algorithm 2: Implementation of checkCurrentStatus

Input: A state 𝑠 of TDFA A𝜑

Output: System-winning, Environment-winning, Unknown

1 if currentSystemWinning(s) then
2 return System-winning

3 if currentEnvironmentWinning(s) then
4 return Environment-winning

5 return Unknown

6

7 function currentSystemWinning(s)
8 if 𝑠 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 then
9 return true

10 for each 𝑌 ∈ 2
Y do

11 𝑎𝑙𝑙_𝑌_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B true
12 for each 𝑋 ∈ 2

X do
13 if 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ̸ |= 𝑠 and fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 then
14 𝑎𝑙𝑙_𝑌_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B false
15 break

16 else
17 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛.insert(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 )

18 if 𝑎𝑙𝑙_𝑌_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 then
19 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.insert(𝑠)
20 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.remove(𝑠)
21 return true

22 return false

23 function currentEnvironmentWinning(s)
24 if 𝑠 ∈ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 then
25 return true

26 for each 𝑌 ∈ 2
Y do

27 𝑒𝑥𝑖𝑠𝑡_𝑋_𝑓 𝑎𝑖𝑙 B false
28 for each 𝑋 ∈ 2

X do
29 if 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ̸ |= 𝑠 and fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ ({𝑠} ∪ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒) then
30 𝑒𝑥𝑖𝑠𝑡_𝑋_𝑓 𝑎𝑖𝑙 B true
31 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛.insert(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 )
32 break

33 if ¬𝑒𝑥𝑖𝑠𝑡_𝑋_𝑓 𝑎𝑖𝑙 then
34 return false

35 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.insert(𝑠)
36 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.remove(𝑠)
37 return true
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stored in 𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒_𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛. Then it tries to determine whether states in 𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒_𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 are system-winning.

And states that are found system-winning are collected in 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑤𝑖𝑛, which is used as the current system-winning states

in the next round of iteration. When no new system-winning state is found in a round iteration, it has found all the

system-winning states in 𝐶 and leaves the loop. Ultimately, states in 𝐶 that are not system-winning are determined as

environment-winning states and added into 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 .

Algorithm 3: Implementation of backwardSearch

Input: A strongly connected component 𝐶

1 𝑐𝑢𝑟_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 ∩𝐶

2 do
3 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B ∅
4 𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒_𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B directPredecessors(𝑐𝑢𝑟_𝑤𝑖𝑛,𝐶) ∩ 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒

5 for 𝑠 ∈ 𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒_𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 do
6 if currentSystemWinning(s) then
7 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛.insert(𝑠)

8 𝑐𝑢𝑟_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 B 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛

9 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∪ 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛

10 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 \ 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛

11 while 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 ≠ ∅
12 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∪ (𝐶 \ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒)
13 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 \𝐶

5.3 Theoretical Analysis of the Algorithm

TIn the following, we analyze and establish the correctness and complexity of the algorithm. We first define a set

𝑌𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) that is used in the subsequent proof. Intuitively, for some a state 𝑠 , it represents the set of system choices with

which the state can be system-winning.

𝑌𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) = {𝑌 ∈ 2
Y | ∀𝑋 ∈ 2

X .➀(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 , or ➁𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ≠ 𝑠 and 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛} (32)

The following two lemmas demonstrate the correctness of determining winning states for the system/environment in

forward search.

Lemma 5.1. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 is a system-winning state iff there exists 𝑌 ∈ 2
Y such

that, for every𝑋 ∈ 2
X , either (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 is an accepting transition or the successor 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪𝑌 ) is another system-winning

state.

Proof. Intuitively, this lemma can be directly derived from the construction process of 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛𝑖 (i.e., Equation (8)).

Recall that for 𝑡 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛, we denote by 𝑙 (𝑡) the level where 𝑡 is added to 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 firstly. The process of constructing 𝑙 (𝑠)
below demonstrates that 𝑠 can definitely be added to 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛, implying that 𝑠 is a system-winning state.

For every winning system choice of 𝑠 , we can find the maximum level at which its system-winning successors are

added to 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 for the first time. For 𝑌 ∈ 𝑌𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 , we define

𝑚(𝑌 ) =

0 if ∀𝑋 ∈ 2

X .(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑇 holds

𝑚𝑎𝑥{𝑙 (𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑌 ∪ 𝑋 )) | 𝑋 ∈ 2
X
, (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 } otherwise

. (33)
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Then we have 𝑙 (𝑠) = 1 +𝑚𝑖𝑛{𝑚(𝑌 ) | 𝑌 ∈ 𝑌𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠)}.
□

Lemma 5.2. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 is an environment-winning state if for every 𝑌 ∈ 2
Y ,

there exists 𝑋 ∈ 2
X such that, (𝑠 × 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 is not an accepting transition, and the successor 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) is either itself

(i.e., 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) = 𝑠) or another environment-winning state.

Proof. Assume that 𝑠 is a system-winning state. By Theorem 4.7, there exists a positional and uniform system

winning strategy 𝜋 : 𝑆 → 2
Y
for G. For 𝜋 (𝑠), there exists 𝑋 ∈ 2

X
such that, (𝑠 × 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)) ∉ 𝑇 is not an accepting

transition, and the successor 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)) is either itself (i.e., 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)) = 𝑠) or another environment-winning

state.

• 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)) = 𝑠 . Then there exists an environment-winning play (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠))𝜔 that is consistent with 𝑝𝑖 and

starting from 𝑠 , which contradicts the assumption that 𝑠 is a system-winning state.

• 𝛿 (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)) = 𝑡 with 𝑡 ≠ 𝑠 is another environment-winning state. Then there exists a play 𝑝 that is consistent

with 𝑝𝑖 and starting from 𝑡 . The play (𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝜋 (𝑠)), 𝑝 is also an environment-winning play that is consistent with

𝑝𝑖 , which contradicts the assumption.

The assumption that 𝑠 is a system-winning state leads to a contradiction, so we have that 𝑠 is an environment-winning

state. □

As for the backward search phase, we aim to establish that, all the essential information related to each SCC has been

collected before initiating the backward search. This enables us to determine all previously undecided states within

the SCC through the backward search process. To facilitate this, we first introduce the concept of minimal dependent

structure.

Definition 5.3 (Minimal Dependent Structure of System-winning State). Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 ,

a minimal dependent structure𝑈𝑠 of a system-winning state 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑊 𝑖𝑛 is a subset of 𝑆 × 2
Y
such that:

𝑈𝑠 =


{(𝑠, 𝑌 )} if 𝑠𝑛𝑎(𝑠, 𝑌 ) = ∅

{(𝑠, 𝑌 )} ∪⋃
𝑡 ∈𝑠𝑛𝑎 (𝑠,𝑌 ) 𝑈𝑡 if 𝑠𝑛𝑎(𝑠, 𝑌 ) ≠ ∅

, (34)

where 𝑌 ∈ 𝑌𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) hold and𝑈𝑡 is a minimal dependent structure of 𝑡 . And 𝑠𝑛𝑎(𝑡, 𝑌 ) represents the set of successors of
𝑡 that correspond to the system choice 𝑌 and are reached via non-accepting transitions, defined as 𝑠𝑛𝑎(𝑡, 𝑌 ) = {𝑣 ∈ 𝑆 |
𝑣 = 𝛿 (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ), (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑇 , and 𝑋 ∈ 2

X}.

Intuitively, a ‘minimal dependent structure’ of a system-winning state encapsulates all the essential information

required to classify it as system-winning. The usage of ‘Minimal’ indicates that no subset of this structure suffices for

such determination. Moreover, since there can be multiple system choices that enable a state to be system-winning, a

system-winning state may correspond to several distinct minimal dependent structures. This concept serves merely as

a tool to demonstrate the soundness of our approach; hence, we do not delve into further discussion of its properties.

Lemma 5.4. Given a TDFA game G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 , a system-winning state 𝑠 in G, and a minimal dependent

structure𝑈𝑠 of 𝑠 , 𝑠 is also a system-winning state in 𝐺 ′, where G′ = (2X∪Y , 𝑆′ ∪ {𝑝}, 𝛿 ′,𝑇 ′)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is a TDFA game such

that:

• 𝑈𝑠 |𝑆 ⊆ 𝑆 ′ ⊆ 𝑆 holds, 𝑝 is a padding state, and𝑈𝑠 |𝑆 = {𝑡 ∈ 𝑆 | ∃𝑌 ∈ 2
Y .(𝑡, 𝑦) ∈ 𝑈𝑠 };
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• 𝛿 ′ (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) =


𝛿 (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) (𝑡, 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈𝑠 and 𝛿 (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑠𝑛𝑎(𝑡, 𝑌 )

𝑝 𝑡 = 𝑝 or 𝛿 (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑆 ′

𝛿 (𝑡, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) or 𝑝 otherwise

;

• 𝑇 ′ = 𝑇 ∩ (𝑆 ′ × 2
X∪Y ) holds.

Proof. With Lemma 5.1, we can prove that states in𝑈𝑠 |𝑆 are system-winning states in𝐺 ′
by the structural induction

on Definition 5.3. This establishes that 𝑠 is a system-winning state in 𝐺 ′
. □

Lemma 5.5. Algorithm 3 correctly identifies the undetermined states within the current SCC 𝐶 as system/environment-

winning.

Proof. States in 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 before executing Algorithm 3 can result in two possible situations after the

execution. Firstly, a state 𝑠 is determined to be system-winning and added to 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛, with the correctness of this case

guaranteed by Lemma 5.1. Secondly, if 𝑠 is not identified as system-winning, it is classified as environment-winning and

added to 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛. To validate this situation, we conduct a proof by contradiction: assume there exists a state 𝑠 , not identified

as system-winning and yet is in fact system-winning. Considering our depth-first search strategy and the properties

of Tarjan’s algorithm, SCCs form a directed acyclic graph and are traversed in depth-first and topological order. This

ensures the existence of a minimal dependent structure for 𝑠 , which satisfies the conditions of Lemma 5.4 in conjunction

with the currently constructed partial TDFA game. Consequently, 𝑠 would have been identified as system-winning

during the backward search in Algorithm 3, contradicting the initial assumption. Hence, all state 𝑠 not recognized as

system-winning by Algorithm 3 is correctly classified as environment-winning. □

Theorem 5.6. Given an LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 ,

(1) Algorithm 1 can terminate within time of 𝑂 (2 |X∪Y| · 22|𝑡𝑐𝑙 (𝜑 ) | );
(2) (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable iff Algorithm 1 returns ‘Realizable’.

Proof. By Theorem 3.6, maximum of 2
2
|𝑡𝑐𝑙 (𝜑 ) |

states is visited. And each state is limited to a backtrack count of at

most 2
|X∪Y|

. Thus the time complexity of the algorithm is 𝑂 (2 |X∪Y| · 22|𝑡𝑐𝑙 (𝜑 ) | ).
By Theorem 4.7, (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable iff 𝜑 is a system-winning state of the corresponding TDFA game. And

the correctness of determining system/environment winning states has been discussed in Lemmas 5.1, 5.2, and 5.5,

covering all possible scenarios.

□

6 OPTIMIZATION TECHNIQUES

In this section, we extend Algorithm 1 by presenting two optimization techniques from different perspectives.

6.1 Model-guided Synthesis

Our on-the-fly synthesis approach requires determining whether the states in the corresponding TDFA game are

winning states for the system or the environment. In this process, the edges of each state are explored in a random

and non-directed manner. By Lemma 5.1, system-winning states are recursively detected with its base case falling on

the accepting edges of TDFA. This leads us to intuitively infer that edges associated with some satisfiable traces are

more likely to result in the current state being identified as system-winning. Inspired by this insight, we design the
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model-guided strategy to select the proceeding directions, which achieves a more targeted search. Here, models refer to

satisfiable traces.

The LTL𝑓 satisfiability problem has been addressed by a relatively efficient solution [30], which provides two APIs

for our use.

• ltlfSat(𝜑) checks whether an LTL𝑓 formula 𝜑 is satisfiable;

• getModel(), invoked when ltlfSat(𝜑) returns ‘sat’, retrieves a model of 𝜑 , which is a satisfiable trace of

minimum length.

Algorithm 4 shows the implementation of the model-guided approach, which is built upon Algorithm 1. We now

proceed to clarify their differences. Firstly, Algorithm 4 introduces a new global variable𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 , which stores a satisfiable

trace and is initialized as empty trace 𝜖 . Secondly, it selects edges for search by invoking the getEdge(𝑠) at Line 11,
which adopts the model-guided strategy to choose paths forward.

The implementation of getEdge(𝑠) in model-guided synthesis is detailed at Lines 27-37. It first checks whether𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙

is an empty trace (Line 28). If𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 is not an empty trace, this indicates that some unexplored segment exists within a

satisfiable trace previously computed. In the case where𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 is now empty, it tries to acquire a new satisfiable trace.

At Line 29, an edge constraint is computed for current 𝑠 to block edges that do not require further exploration. Formally,

edgeConstraint(𝑠) assigns 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 as:∧
𝑌 ∈𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠 )

¬𝑌 ∧
∧

𝑌∉𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠 )

©«𝑌 →
∧

𝑋 ∈𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠,𝑌 )∪𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠,𝑌 )
¬𝑋ª®¬ , (35)

where 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠), 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ), and 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) are defined as Equations (29), (30), and (31)

respectively. Then it checks the satisfiability of 𝑠 ∧ 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 . If the result is ‘sat’, the model is retrieved. If𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙

remains equal to 𝜖 after this step, getModel(𝑠) returns ‘Null’. Otherwise, it returns the first element of 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 and

removes it from𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 .

Returning to Line 12 in Algorithm 4, we can see the third difference: the handling of a ‘Null’ return value from

getEdge(𝑠). In this situation, the algorithm proceeds to check whether the current 𝑠 can be environment-winning

directly. Specifically, if 𝑌𝑝𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) = ∅ holds, then noSwinPotential(𝑠) returns true and 𝑠 is determined to be

as environment-winning.

𝑌𝑝𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) = {𝑌 ∈ 2
Y | ➀𝑌 ∉ 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) and

➁𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) ∪ 𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) = 2
X}

(36)

Observing that getModel(𝑠) returns ‘Null’ implies that 𝑠 ∧𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 is unsatisfiable. With 𝑌𝑝𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) = ∅,
there are two scenarios for 𝑌 ∈ 2

Y
. If 𝑌 ∈ 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠) holds, as previously discussed, the environment can

win the plays from 𝑠 with the system choice 𝑌 . In the case of 𝑌 ∉ 𝑌𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠), it follows that there then exists

𝑋 ∈ 2
X \ (𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛 (𝑠, 𝑌 ) ∪𝑋𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛_𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 (𝑠, 𝑌 )) such that the formula 𝑠 ∧𝑋 ∧𝑌 is unsatisfiable. This means

that it can no longer reach an accepting transition starting from 𝑠 via the edge𝑋 ∪𝑌 . Taking both scenarios into account,

it is concluded that 𝑠 is an environment-winning state.

Lastly, we need to note the reset of𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 to the empty trace. This occurs when encountering a previously visited

but undetermined state (Line 19) or backtracking from a recursive call (Line 22). In situations of recursive expansion,

specifically when there is no additional information and the algorithm can only proceed with the depth-first strategy

(as illustrated in Figure 1-(a)), it moves forward following a single satisfiable trace.
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Algorithm 4:Model-guided LTL𝑓 Synthesis

Input: An LTL𝑓 specification (𝜑,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒

Output: Realizable or Unrealizable
1 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B ∅, 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B ∅, 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 B {𝜑}
2 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅, 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅, 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 B ∅
3 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 B 𝜖

4 forwardSearch(𝜑)
5 return (𝜑 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛) ?Realizable :Unrealizable
6

7 function forwardSearch(𝑠)
8 while true do
9 if checkCurrentStatus(𝑠) ≠ Unknown then
10 break

11 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 B getEdge(𝑠)
12 if 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 = Null then
13 if noSwinPotential(𝑠) then
14 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.insert(𝑠)
15 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.remove(𝑠)
16 break

17 if fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒) ∈ 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 then
18 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛.insert((𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒))
19 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 B 𝜖

20 continue

21 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.insert(fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒))
22 forwardSearch(fp(𝑠, 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒))
23 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 B 𝜖

24 if isSccRoot(𝑠) then
25 𝐶 B getScc()
26 backwardSearch(𝑠𝑐𝑐)

27 function getEdge(𝑠)
28 if 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 = 𝜖 then
29 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 B edgeConstraint(𝑠)
30 if ltlfSat(𝑠 ∧ 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡) = sat then
31 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 B getModel()

32 if 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 = 𝜖 then
33 return Null

34 else
35 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 B 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 [0]
36 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 B 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙1 // remove 𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 [0]
37 return 𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒
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6.2 State Entailment

The condition of whether a state is a known system/environment-winning state is checked multiple times in our

approach. Here, we attempt to relax this condition. We can establish that it is sufficient to replace the condition

mentioned above with a determination of whether a state is semantically entailed by a known system-winning state or

semantically entails a known environment-winning state. An LTL𝑓 satisfiability solver can help determine the semantic

entailment relationship between two LTL𝑓 formulas 𝜑1 and 𝜑2: 𝜑1 ⇒ 𝜑2 holds iff 𝜑1 ∧ ¬𝜑2 is unsatisfiable.

Lemma 6.1. Let (𝜑1,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 and (𝜑2,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 be two LTL𝑓 specifications sharing the same input and output

variables and 𝜑1 ⇒ 𝜑2 holds.

(1) If (𝜑1,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable, then (𝜑2,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable;

(2) if (𝜑2,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is unrealizable, then (𝜑1,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is unrealizable.

Proof. The two statements in this lemma are the contrapositives of each other, and therefore, they must both hold

simultaneously. Hence, we only prove Statement (1) here.

By Definition 2.4, if (𝜑1,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable, then there exists a winning strategy 𝑔 : (2X)∗ → 2
Y

such

that for an arbitrary infinite sequence 𝜆 = 𝑋0, 𝑋1, · · · ∈ (2X)𝜔 , there is 𝑘 ≥ 0 such that 𝜌 |= 𝜑1 holds, where

𝜌 = (𝑋0 ∪ 𝑔(𝜖)), (𝑋1 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0)), · · · , (𝑋𝑘 ∪ 𝑔(𝑋0, · · · , 𝑋𝑘−1)). Notice we have 𝜑1 ⇒ 𝜑2, so 𝜌 |= 𝜑2 also holds. Thus

(𝜑2,X,Y)𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 is realizable. □

Lemma 6.2. Let G = (2X∪Y , 𝑆, 𝛿,𝑇 )𝑀𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑒 be a TDFA games, 𝑠1 ∈ 𝑆 and 𝑠2 ∈ 𝑆 be two states such that 𝑠1 ⇒ 𝑠2.

(1) If 𝑠1 is a system-winning state in G, then 𝑠2 is a system-winning state in G;

(2) if 𝑠2 is an environment-winning state in G, then 𝑠1 is an environment-winning state in G.

Proof. Lemma 4.9 establishes the correspondence between system/environment-winning states and realizability. So

we can get this lemma directly from Lemma 6.1. □

Table 1 provides a list of scenarios in ourmethodwhere conditional expressions can be relaxed according to Lemma 6.2,

which all appear in Algorithm 2. By leveraging these, we make fuller use of the identified system/environment-winning

states and thus reduce our search space.

Table 1. The conditional expressions in Algorithm 2 that can be relaxed through entailment.

Line Original Condition Relaxed Condition

8 𝑠 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∃𝑡 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.𝑡 ⇒ 𝑠

13 fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∉ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑠𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.𝑡 ⇏ fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 )
26 𝑠 ∈ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∃𝑡 ∈ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.𝑠 ⇒ 𝑡

29 fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ∈ {𝑠} ∪ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) = 𝑠 or ∃𝑡 ∈ 𝑒𝑤𝑖𝑛_𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒.fp(𝑠, 𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 ) ⇒ 𝑡

7 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We provide experimental evidence that the on-the-fly approach offers the potential to avoid constructing complete

automata and generally outperforms the backward search method. We implement the on-the-fly LTL𝑓 synthesis

approach, as detailed in Section 5 to 6, in a tool called Tople using C++ 11. The complete experimental setup, including

the source code of Tople, the benchmarks, the compared tools, and the original logs produced during the experiment, is

available at [1].

Manuscript submitted to ACM



28 Xiao et al.

7.1 Setup

Compared Tools. We evaluate the performance of our approach and Tople by comparing with the top three LTL𝑓
synthesis tools from the latest reactive synthesis competition SYNTCOMP 2023 [25, 26]: Lisa [4], LydiaSyft [14], and

Nike [21]. Both Lisa and LydiaSyft are state-of-the-art LTL𝑓 synthesis tools that are based on the backward search

approach. Nike, which also performs forward synthesis, implements different heuristics from Tople for selecting the

forward direction (as discussed in Section 8). Besides, Nike follows and enhances Cynthia [24], another LTL𝑓 synthesis

tool that is excluded from our comparison due to its inferior performance in our preliminary experiments. All three

tools are run with their default parameters.

Benchmarks. We collect, in total, 3380 LTL𝑓 synthesis instances from literature: 1400 Random instances [4, 46], 140

Two-player-Games instances [4, 39], 40 Patterns instances [44], and 1800 Ascending instances [45].

Running Platform and Resources. We run the experiments on a CentOS 7.4 cluster, where each instance has exclusive

access to a processor core of the Intel Xeon 6230 CPU running at 2.1 GHz, with 8 GB of memory and a 30-minute time

limit. The execution time is measured with the Unix command time.

7.2 Results and Discussion

7.2.1 Comparison with Baseline. Table 2 shows the numbers of instances solved by different tools and approaches. The

data in the ‘backward’ column, merged from LydiaSyft and Lisa, correspond to the backward search approach. The data

in the ‘on-the-fly’ column, merged from Nike and Tople, correspond to the on-the-fly approach. Figure 2 illustrates the

number of instances that can be solved within different time limits. Figure 3 compares the number of (T)DFA states

computed during the solving processes of Tople and Lisa in different instances.

Table 2. Comparison among different tools and approaches. The data in the ‘backward’ column are merged from LydiaSyft and Lisa,
and the data in the ‘on-the-fly’ column are merged from Nike and Tople.

Compared by tools Compared by approaches

LydiaSyft Lisa Nike Tople backward on-the-fly

Random
Realizable 356 351 351 336 361 354

Unrealizable 920 965 842 791 965 901

Patterns 40 38 40 40 40 40

Two-player-
Games

s-counter 12 8 5 4 12 5

d-counters 6 6 5 6 6 6
nim 20 15 18 5 20 18

Ascending
Realizable 1250 569 1302 1306 1251 1306
Unrealizable 234 210 216 365 237 368

Uniquely solved 7 33 2 93 112 218
Total 2838 2162 2779 2853 2892 2998

The data and results suggest the following observations and discussions.

• Tople and on-the-fly approach show an overall advantage of the solving capability. They achieve the maximum

number of uniquely solved instances (93/218), the maximum number of totally solved instances (2853/2998), and

the highest endpoint in Figure 2.

• No tool or approach dominates in solving LTL𝑓 synthesis problems. Firstly, we observe that each tool or approach

can solve instances that others cannot, as evidenced by non-zero values in the ’Uniquely solved’ row of Table 2.
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This is expected given the overall complexity of the problem and the fact that different approaches adopt different

heuristics for speeding up the search. Secondly, performance disparities among tools and approaches vary

across different benchmark classes. Specifically, LydiaSyft excels in solving realizable Random instances and

Two-player-Game instances, Lisa solves the most unrealizable Random instances, while Tople achieves optimal

results in Ascending instances. Meanwhile, the backward search approach outperforms in Random instances and

Two-player-Game instances, whereas the on-the-fly approach performs better in Ascending instances.

• The number of computed states within the on-the-fly search is not always lower than that of the backward search

approach. Both the backward search tools LydiaSyft and Lisa construct a minimized DFA. But Nike and Tople

depend on the propositional equivalence to define the state space, which may not be minimized. To illustrate this,

we compare Lisa and Tople in Figure 3 (as shown in Table 2, their performance across different benchmark classes

tends to be complementary). As depicted in Figure 3, there are instances distributed below the red reference

line, indicating that in some cases, a complete minimized deterministic automaton may have fewer states than a

subset of states within a non-minimized automaton.

• The searching policy has a considerable impact on the solving process of the on-the-fly approach. According to

Table 2, in unrealizable Random instances, Nike and Tople solve 842 and 791 instances respectively, while they

solve 901 unrealizable Random instances in total. More specifically, among unrealizable Random instances, Nike

and Tople solve 732 the same instances, and each individually solves 110 and 59 respectively. This indicates that

there are certain differences between the sets of successfully solved instances by Nike and Tople. We attribute

this discrepancy to the fact that Nike and Tople are both on-the-fly tools but adopt different policies for selecting

the moving direction during the depth-first search.

7.2.2 Evaluation of Optimization Techniques within Tople. Table 3 compares the application of the optimization

techniques: model-guided synthesis and state entailment. The last column, ‘Δ Solve’, shows the improvement in the

total number of solved instances, using the baseline configuration ‘-m 0 -e 0’. Both techniques enhance the overall
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Table 3. Comparison of the application of two optimization techniques: model-guided synthesis and state entailment, represented by
the options ‘-m’ and ‘-e’ respectively. Here, ‘0’ indicates non-application and ‘1’ indicates application of the respective technique.
Abbreviations used are Realizable (Real.), Unrealizable (Unre.), s-counter (s-count.), and d-counters (d-count.).

Random
Patterns

Two-player-Games Ascending
Total Δ Solve

Real. Unre. s-count. d-count. nim Real. Unre.

-m 0 -e 0 328 736 40 4 6 5 1309 311 2739 0

-m 1 -e 0 337 759 40 4 6 4 1305 350 2805 +66

-m 0 -e 1 327 760 40 4 6 5 1310 327 2779 +40

-m 1 -e 1 336 791 40 4 6 5 1306 365 2853 +114

solving capability of the on-the-fly approach. On the other hand, the numbers of solved instances with the configuration

of ‘-m 1 -e 0’ in the realizable Ascending instances (1305 compared to 1309 in the baseline) and with the configuration of

‘-m 0 -e 1’ realizable Random instances (327 compared to 328 in the baseline), are slightly less than those in the baseline.

This implies that while the optimizations generally improve performance, there are also costs to using them, and the

results are not always positive.

8 RELATEDWORK

Other Attempts at On-the-fly LTL𝑓 Synthesis. This work builds upon previous efforts of [44, 45]. Concurrently,

other studies follow [44] also employ the on-the-fly approach to solving LTL𝑓 synthesis problem. De Giacomo et al.

[24] formulates the searched state space of DFA games as And/Or graphs [33], which is widely used in automated

planning with nondeterministic models [23]. This study also introduces Sequential Decision Diagrams (SDDs) as a

data structure for reasoning through And/Or graphs. Despite the improved performance in certain benchmarks, this

approach encounters significant scalability issues. Within the same framework in [24, 44], [21] devise a procedure

inspired by the Davis-Putnam-Logemann-Loveland algorithm [12, 13] to improve edge enumeration and introduces a

syntactic equivalence check for search states.

LTL Synthesis. The first work to consider LTL synthesis is [36], which solves the synthesis problem by reducing it to

a Rabin game [18]. This approach constructs a non-deterministic Büchi automaton from the input LTL formula, and

then determinizes it to its equivalent Rabin automaton, a process which takes worst-case double-exponential time.

The complexity of solving a Rabin game is NP-Complete [18]. Nowadays, the standard approach is to reduce LTL

synthesis to the parity game [19], because a parity game can be solved in quasi-polynomial time [10], even though

the doubly-exponential process to obtain a deterministic parity automaton cannot be avoided. LTL synthesis tools like

ltlsynt [32] and Strix [31], are built using the parity-game approach. Because of the challenge to determinize an 𝜔

automaton, researchers also consider other possibilities, e.g., by reducing LTL synthesis to the bounded safety game [28].

Acacia+ [8] is a representative tool following the safety-game approach. The annual reactive synthesis competition [26]

drives progress in this field, yet the scalability issue is still a major problem.

9 CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have presented an on-the-fly approach framework for synthesizing LTL𝑓 specifications. By concurrently conducting

synthesis and constructing automata, we get the chance to bypass the double exponential growth of state space. An

empirical comparison of this method to state-of-the-art LTL𝑓 synthesizers suggests that it can achieve the best overall

performance. Several future research directions are being considered. Firstly, to further reduce state space to be searched,
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it would be interesting to investigate how to convert LTL𝑓 to minimized (T)DFA on the fly. Secondly, the design of

low-cost and effective heuristics to guide the search process could significantly enhance the efficiency of the on-the-fly

approach. Lastly, beyond the framework introduced in this article, the on-the-fly approach could be integrated with

compositional techniques as in [3, 4].
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