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Abstract. Recently, several algorithms have been proposed for decom-
posing reactive synthesis specifications into independent and simpler sub-
specifications. Being inspired by one of the approaches, developed by An-
tonio Iannopollo (2018), who designed the so-called DecomposeContract

(DC) algorithm, we present here our solution that takes his ideas further
and provides mathematical formalisation of the strategy behind DC. We
rigorously define the main notions involved in the algorithm, explain the
technique, and demonstrate its application on examples. The core tech-
nique of DC is based on the detection of independent variables in linear
temporal logic formulae by exploiting the power and efficiency of a model
checker.
Although the DC algorithm is sound, it is not complete, as its author
already pointed out. In this paper, we provide a counterexample that
shows this fact and propose relevant changes to adapt the original DC
strategy to ensure its correctness. The modification of DC and the de-
tailed proof of its soundness and completeness are the main contributions
of this work.

Keywords: Linear temporal logic · Reactive synthesis · Independent
variables · Soundness · Completeness.

1 Introduction

Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) [19] is a modal logic widely used to express prop-
erties of reactive systems. In these systems, the atomic variables are divided into
those controlled by the environment and the rest controlled by the system itself.
Given an LTL-based reactive system specification, the realisability problem de-
cides whether there exists an implementation that satisfies the specification for
all possible behaviors of the environment. Subsequently, the synthesis process
returns one implementation if it exists. The major drawback of both problems
is that they are 2EXPTIME-complete [18], which has led to the development
of alternatives to improve the performance of the algorithms underlying their
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solutions. One of these options is to split an LTL specification into smaller ones,
process them separately, and finally, combine the results to decide whether the
original specification is realisable. In case of a positive answer here, one imple-
mentation is synthesised [6, 20].

There are many studies in this scenario. Some of them are compositional
algorithms that apply when LTL specifications are conjunctions of LTL sub-
specifications. For instance, a compositional synthesis method for small conjuncts
is shown in [2]. Although this method does not work for general LTL formulae, it
is effective for a popular fragment of LTL - so called safety LTL [14]. Additionally,
a later work ([8]) provides compositional algorithms for full LTL synthesis. An-
other technique is introduced in [13], utilising a game framework. Here, a given
specification is divided into two sub-specifications, to which a game-theoretic
approach is applied - winning regions for the sub-games are constructed from
these sub-specifications, where the computation is fully parallelised. Recently,
the latter has been improved in [12] to include an arbitrary number of sub-
specifications instead of just a pair. Other compositional methods [7, 15] give
good results for LTL fragments such as GR(1) [5, 17].

Among all the different approaches, we would like to highlight those pro-
posed in [9] and [10]. The first is precise enough to prove the soundness and
completeness of the decomposition method. That is, if an LTL specification is
divided into smaller ones, the method guarantees that the original specification
is realisable if and only if, each sub-specification is realisable. Furthermore, the
sub-specifications are independent in the sense that completely separate synthe-
sis tasks can be performed for them. The authors define the notion of independent
sub-languages, which captures, in an abstract way, the situation when the sub-
specifications are independent of each other. Next, this notion of independent
sub-languages is considered in the context of nondeterministic Büchi automata
(NBA) and the decomposition algorithm for specifications is formulated in terms
of NBA. However, the algorithm is unfeasible for large automata due to opera-
tions like automata complementation [22]. This leads the authors to propose an
approximate decomposition algorithm for the specifications given as LTL for-
mulae, which works very well in practice. The bad news is that although the
approximate algorithm is sound, it loses completeness and does not necessarily
find the optimal decomposition.

We find the second approach [10] particularly interesting because the author
aims to define an efficient decomposition algorithm, DC, (also presented in [11])
that applies to LTL-based Assume/Guarantee contracts [3, 16]. The hard work
in DC is done by a model checker that helps in dividing the initial specification
- an LTL formula - into simpler sub-specifications. The method is based on
identifying, in the initial formula, sets of variables controlled by the system that
are independent of each other. The algorithm runs in polynomial time without
counting queries to the model checker. We find this proposal very powerful, as
model checkers like NuSMV [1] have become very efficient tools. Algorithm DC,
with respect to the notion of independence, defined as in [10], is indeed sound but
not complete. As an example, consider the following LTL formula. For simplicity,
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we omit brackets separating conjunctions in the scope of the � operator.

�((p→ #(v∧¬t))∧ (¬p → #(¬v∧ t))∧ (v → #(¬w∧ z))∧ (¬v → #(w∧¬z)))

In this example, variable p is controlled by the environment while t, v, w, z are
controlled by the system. The DC algorithm might return {t, v, w, z} as the
only set of independent variables. However, the correct decomposition would
identify two subsets of independent variables: {v, w, z} and {t}. We will study
this formula in detail in Example 9 of Section 3.

In this paper, We revisit the DC algorithm by introducing some important
changes that not only preserve its efficiency but also allow us to ensure the sound-
ness and completeness of the new algorithm. We prove that the sets of indepen-
dent variables returned by our algorithm are indeed independent (soundness)
and that they are minimal, i.e. if a set of variables is classified as independent,
no proper subsets except the empty set are independent (completeness). The
method we have developed is for the full LTL logic. All our work focuses on
the correctness of the proposal from a mathematical point of view: we give the
semantics to several concepts that already appeared in [10] and prove in detail
the properties that guarantee the correctness.

2 Formalisation

Reactive systems are specified in the language of LTL. We assume the reader is
familiar with the syntax and semantics of LTL [4].

For the purpose of specification, the set of atomic propositions (or proposi-
tional variables) in LTL formulae is divided into two disjoint subsets: E , con-
trolled by the environment, and S, controlled by the system. From now on, any
LTL formula is formed over variables (E ∪ S).

Checking the realisability of a specification can be seen as a game-theoretic
problem with two players, the environment and the system, which choose, in
turns, Boolean values for their variables E or S over an infinite duration. A
specification is realisable if there is a winning strategy for the system.

For the Definitions 1 - 7 we assume that we are dealing with some specification
of a reactive system which is formalised in LTL language.

Definition 1 (Winning strategy). Given ϕ is an LTL formula over variables
from E ∪S, a winning strategy for the system is a function σ : (2E)∗ → 2S , such
that for every infinite environment-string (usually called an environment play)
E = E0 ·E1 ·E2 · · · ∈ (2E)ω and a system play σ(E0), σ(E0 ·E1), σ(E0 ·E1 ·E2),
... we have E0 ∪ σ(E0), E1 ∪ σ(E0 ·E1), E2 ∪ σ(E0 ·E1 ·E2), · · · is a model of ϕ.

We abbreviate E0∪σ(E0), E1∪σ(E0 ·E1), E2∪σ(E0 ·E1 ·E2), · · · as σE . Thus,
σE is an infinite trace over variables E ∪ S according to E. We will also write
these traces as σE = σE

0 , σ
E
1 , · · · to make the states explicit. Note that for any

i ≥ 0, we have σE
i = Ei ∪ Si, where Ei ⊆ E , Si ⊆ S and Si = σ(E0 · E1 · · ·Ei).

When σE models (or is a model of) ϕ, we will say that σE |= ϕ.
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Example 1 (Environment play and winning strategy). Let E = {p}, S = {a, b, c,
d, e}, and the following LTL formula.

ϕ = �(p→ (a ∨ (b ∧ c))) ∧♦(p→ (d ∨ e)) ∧♦(¬p → ¬e)

Let E be an environment play E = E0 · E1 · · · such that for any i ≥ 0, Ei =
{p}. In other words, E = {p}ω. Let σ be a system strategy such that for any
i ≥ 0, σE

i = {p, a, d}, i.e., σE = {p, a, d}ω. Then σE |= ϕ. If for any possible
environment play E, σE = E0 ∪ {a, d}, · · ·Ei ∪ {a, d} · · ·, then σ is a winning
strategy for the system.

Definition 2 (Realisability). An LTL formula is realisable if there is a win-
ning strategy for the system.

Targeting the definition of independent variables, we introduce traces follow-
ing [10], where the notion of independence is defined in terms of traces and not
in terms of winning strategies.

Definition 3 (Traces corresponding to environment plays). Let α =
α0, α1, · · · be an infinite trace where for all i ≥ 0, αi ∈ 2(E∪S). Let E = E0, E1, · · ·
be an environment play in (2E)ω. We say that α corresponds to E when for any
i ≥ 0, αi∩E = Ei. We denote traces that correspond to a particular environment
play E as αE . For any i ≥ 0, the environment (respectively, system) variables
in αE

i are denoted as E(αE
i ) (respectively, S(αE

i )).

Definition 4 (Traces that model LTL formulae). Let ϕ be an LTL formula.
Let E ∈ (2E)ω. We denote the set of traces corresponding to E that are models
of ϕ as ΣE

ϕ . That is, ΣE
ϕ = {αE : αE |= ϕ}.

Remark 1. For any environment plays E and E′ with E 6= E′, ΣE
ϕ ∩ΣE′

ϕ = ∅.

Definition 5 (Set of models for an LTL formula). Let ϕ be an LTL for-

mula. The set of traces that model ϕ is denoted by Σϕ. That is, Σϕ =
⋃

E∈(2E)ω

ΣE
ϕ .

Given a trace, we can define the classical projection operator (from relational
algebra) only over system variables.

Definition 6 (Trace projection). Let α be a trace and let W ⊆ S. The pro-
jection of α over W , denoted by α ↾ W , is the trace such that for all i ≥ 0,
(α↾W )i = E(αi) ∪ (S(αi) ∩W ).

Example 2. Recall that considering ϕ = �(p → (a ∨ (b ∧ c))) ∧ ♦(p → (d ∨
e)) ∧ ♦(¬p → ¬e) with E = {p}, S = {a, b, c, d, e}, in Example 1, we built an
environment play E = {p}ω. Then we let σE be such that σE = {p, a, d}ω.
Thus, the following facts hold: σE |= ϕ and hence, σE ∈ ΣE

ϕ and σE ∈ Σϕ.

Furthermore, σE ↾{a} = {p, a}ω.

Now we can extend Definition 6 to sets of traces.
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Definition 7 (Set of traces projection). Let W ⊆ S and let Σ be a set of
traces. We define the projection of Σ over W , denoted by (Σ ↾W ), as the set
{α↾W : α ∈ Σ}.

Lemma 1. Let ϕ be an LTL formula and let W ⊆ S. Then the following holds.

(Σϕ ↾W ) =
⋃

E∈(2E)ω

(ΣE
ϕ ↾W )

Proof. For short denote
⋃

E∈(2E)ω

(ΣE
ϕ ↾W ) as UΣϕ. We first prove that (Σϕ ↾W ) ⊆

UΣϕ. By Definition 7, (Σϕ ↾W ) = {α↾W : α ∈ Σϕ}. Take a trace β ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ),
there must exist a trace α ∈ Σϕ, which is an extension of β, such that β and
α correspond to the same environment play E and β = α ↾W . Since α ∈ ΣE

ϕ ,

α↾W ∈ (ΣE
ϕ ↾W ) and β ∈ UΣϕ.

Now we prove that UΣϕ ⊆ (Σϕ ↾W ). Take a trace β in UΣϕ. Suppose that
E is the environment play that corresponds to β. Then β ∈ (ΣE

ϕ ↾ W ). By

Definition 7, there exists α ∈ ΣE
ϕ such that β = α ↾ W . Using Definition 5,

α ∈ Σϕ and therefore, β ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ). ⊓⊔

Definition 8 introduces the join operator (also from relational algebra).

Definition 8 (Join). Let W1, W2 ⊆ S. Let Σ1 (respectively Σ2) be sets of
traces over (E ∪W1) (respectively (E ∪W2)). We define the join of Σ1 and Σ2,
denoted by Σ1 1 Σ2, to be the following set, where traces α are over variables
(E ∪W1 ∪W2).

{ α | (α↾W1) ∈ Σ1 }
⋂

{ α | (α↾W2) ∈ Σ2 }

Example 3. Let ϕ be an LTL formula ϕ = �((p→ (a∨b))∧(¬p → (¬a∧b))∧c).
To determine that {p, c}ω ∈ (Σϕ ↾ {b, c}) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {a}), note that α = {p, a, c}ω

and β = {p, b, c}ω are models of ϕ. Moreover, α ↾ {b, c} = {p, c}ω and β ↾ {a} =
{p}ω. Thus, {p, c}ω ∈ (Σϕ ↾ {b, c}) and {p}w ∈ (Σϕ ↾ {a}). Since {p}w can be
extended to {p, c}w, this trace is in (Σϕ ↾{b, c}) 1 (Σϕ ↾{a}).

Remark 2. Using Lemma 1, it is easy to establish that

(Σϕ ↾W1) 1 (Σϕ ↾W2) =
⋃

E∈(2E)ω

(ΣE
ϕ ↾W1) 1 (ΣE

ϕ ↾W2)

The following properties of the projection and join operators can be easily
proved [24]. Let U,W,W1,W2 ⊆ S. Let Σ, Σ1 Σ2 be three sets of traces, with
traces over E ∪W , E ∪W1, and E ∪W2, respectively. Then the following holds:

(a) Commutativity, associativity, and monotonicity.
– Σ1 1 Σ2 = Σ2 1 Σ1

– (Σ1 1 Σ2) 1 Σ = Σ1 1 (Σ2 1 Σ)
– If Σ1 ⊆ Σ′

1, then Σ1 1 Σ ⊆ Σ′
1 1 Σ. Here, Σ′

1 with traces over E ∪W1.
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(b) Idempotency of join.
– Σ 1 (Σ ↾W ) = Σ and (Σ ↾W ) 1 (Σ ↾W ) = (Σ ↾W )

(c) Distributivity of projection over join.
– Σ ↾(U ∪W ) ⊆ (Σ ↾U) 1 (Σ ↾W )

(d) Distributivity of join over projection.
Let X ⊆W1 and Y ⊆W2 with W1 ∩W2 = ∅.

– (Σ1 1 Σ2)↾(X ∪ Y ) = (Σ1 ↾X) 1 (Σ2 ↾Y )

Now we are ready to define the notion of independence.

Definition 9 (Independent set of variables). Let ϕ be an LTL formula and
let W ⊆ S. The set W is independent in ϕ, if and only if,

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) = Σϕ

Example 4. Take ϕ from Example 3: �((p→ (a∨ b))∧ (¬p → (¬a∧ b))∧c). The
join (Σϕ ↾ {b, c}) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {a}) contains the trace {p, c}ω, which is not a model
of ϕ. Hence, the set {a} is dependent in ϕ and the set {b, c} is dependent in ϕ.

The author of [10] introduced the notion of independent variables using what
we call projection formulae. Given an LTL formula ϕ, we obtain a projection
formula of ϕ over a set W ⊆ S by renaming each variable w ∈ W in ϕ with a
new variable w′.

Definition 10 (Projection formulae). Let ϕ(e, w1, · · ·wk, v1, · · · vr) be an LTL
formula, where e denotes the variables from E. Let W = {w1, . . . , wk} ⊆ S, and
S \W = {v1, . . . , vr}. The projection formula of ϕ over W , denoted as ϕ′

W , is
the formula ϕ(e, w′

1, · · ·w
′
k, v1, · · · vr), where w′

i (1 ≤ i ≤ k) is a new variable.

Example 5. Let ϕ = �(p→ (a∨ (b∧ c)))∧♦(p→ (d∨ e))∧♦(¬p→ ¬e). Hence,
picking new variables a′, b′, c′, d′, e′

ϕ′
{a,b} = �(p→ (a′ ∨ (b′ ∧ c))) ∧ ♦(p→ (d ∨ e)) ∧ ♦(¬p → ¬e)

ϕ′
{c,d,e} = �(p→ (a ∨ (b ∧ c′))) ∧ ♦(p→ (d′ ∨ e′)) ∧ ♦(¬p→ ¬e′).

Properties of the independent sets and projection formulae - Lemmas.

Lemmas 2 and 3 show the close relationship between traces that are mod-
els for projection formulae over sets and traces that are models for formulae
restricted to those sets, i.e. between ϕ′

W and Σϕ ↾W .

Lemma 2. Let ϕ be an LTL formula and U,W ⊆ S with U ∩W = ∅. Let α be
a trace. If α |= (ϕ′

U ∧ ϕ′
W ), then α↾(U ∪W ) ∈ (Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σϕ ↾W ).

Proof. Suppose α |= ϕ′
U . Then there exists a trace δ ∈ Σϕ which behaves similar

to α in relation to the variables in U ′ and S \U . Formally, for any state i ≥ 0, if
u ∈ U : u ∈ δi ↔ u′ ∈ αi and if v ∈ S \ U : v ∈ δi ↔ v ∈ αi. Similarly, if α |= ϕ′

W

then there exists a trace γ ∈ Σϕ which behaves similar to α in relation to the
variables in W ′ and S \W . Obviously, α ↾U = γ ↾U and α ↾W = δ ↾W . Since
γ ↾U ∈ (Σϕ ↾U) and δ ↾W ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ), we conclude that α ↾ (U ∪W ) ∈ (Σϕ ↾

U) 1 (Σϕ ↾W ). ⊓⊔
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Lemma 3. Let ϕ(e, u1, · · ·uku
, w1, · · ·wkw

, y1, · · · , yky
) be an LTL formula de-

fined over system variables U = {u1, . . . , uku
}, W = {w1, . . . , wkw

}, and Y =
{y1, . . . , yky

}. If α ∈ (Σϕ ↾ (U ∪ Y )) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (Y ∪ W )), then there exists an
extension of α, denoted by α̂, such that α̂ |= (ϕ′

U ∧ ϕ′
W ).

Proof. Let α be in (Σϕ ↾ (U ∪ Y )) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (Y ∪W )). Since α ↾ (U ∪ Y ) ∈ (Σϕ ↾

(U ∪ Y )), there must exist an extension of α↾(U ∪ Y ), denoted by αw, which is
a model of ϕ. Similarly, since α↾(Y ∪W ) ∈ (Σϕ ↾(Y ∪W )), there must exist an
extension of α ↾ (Y ∪W ), denoted by αu, which is a model of ϕ. Then we can
extend α to α̂ as follows. For any state i ≥ 0,

α̂i = αi ∪
⋃

1≤j≤ku

{u′j : uj ∈ (αu)i} ∪
⋃

1≤j≤kw

{w′
j : wj ∈ (αw)i}

From the above we can see that α̂models ϕ(e, u1, · · · , uku
, w′

1, . . . , w
′
kw
, y1, · · · yky

)
= ϕ′

W and α̂ models ϕ(e, u′1, · · · , u
′
ku
, w1, . . . , wkw

, y1, · · · yky
) = ϕ′

U ⊓⊔

Lemma 4 shows how to extend traces for projection formulae.

Lemma 4. Let U,W ⊆ S with U ∩ W = ∅ and let ϕ be an LTL formula. If
there exists a trace α such that α |= (ϕ′

U ∧ ϕ′
W ), then there exists a trace α̂, an

extension of α, such that α̂ |= (ϕ′
U ∧ ϕ′

S\U ).

Proof. Assume that ϕ is defined over system variables S = U ∪W ∪ Y , where
U = {u1, . . . , uku

}, W = {w1, . . . , wkw
}, and Y = {y1, . . . , yky

}. Since α |=
(ϕ′

U ∧ ϕ′
W ), the following holds.

α |= ϕ(e, u′1, · · · , u
′
ku
, w1, . . . , wkw

, y1, · · · yky
) = ϕ′

U

α |= ϕ(e, u1, · · · , uku
, w′

1, . . . , w
′
kw
, y1, · · · yky

) = ϕ′
W

Define an extension of α, α̂, such that for any state i ≥ 0,

α̂i = αi ∪
⋃

1≤j≤ky

{y′j : yj ∈ αi}

Hence, α̂ models ϕ(e, u′1, · · · , u
′
ku
, w1, . . . , wkw

, y1, · · · yky
) = ϕ′

U and α̂ models
ϕ(e, u1, · · · , uku

, w′
1, . . . , w

′
kw
, y′1, · · · y

′
ky
) = ϕ′

(S\U), which means that α̂ |= (ϕ′
U ∧

ϕ′
S\U ). ⊓⊔

A characterisation of independent sets of system variables in an LTL formula
is given in Lemma 5.

Lemma 5. Let ϕ be an LTL formula and let W ⊆ S. Then W is independent in
ϕ if and only if for any set U ⊆ S with U ∩W = ∅, it holds that Σϕ ↾(U ∪W ) =
(Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σϕ ↾W ).

Proof. For the forward direction, assume that W is independent in ϕ. Then

Σϕ = (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) (1)
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is obtained by Definition 9. Projecting in (1) over U ∪W , we obtain

Σϕ ↾(U ∪W ) = [(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W ))]↾(U ∪W ) =

by distributivity (see (d)) with Σ1 = Σϕ ↾W,Σ2 = Σϕ ↾ (S \ W ), X = W, and Y = U

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 ((Σϕ ↾(S \W ))↾U) = (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾U) = (Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σϕ ↾W ).

For the reverse direction, take U = S \W . Then Σϕ = (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W ))
and W is independent in ϕ. ⊓⊔

Lemma 6 characterises the notion of independent system variables as defined
in [10], where the author used this characterisation as a procedural mechanism
for searching independent sets of variables with the help of a model checker.

Lemma 6. Let ϕ(e, w1, · · ·wk, v1, · · · , vr) be an LTL formula. The set W ⊆ S
is independent in ϕ if, and only if, for any trace α, if α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ), then

α↾S ∈ Σϕ.

Proof. By Definition 9, variables in W are independent in ϕ if and only if

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) = Σϕ (2)

We first prove the forward direction. Assume Equation (2). If there is no trace
which is a model of (ϕ′

W ∧ϕ′
S\W ) then we are done. Alternatively, let α be such

a trace that it is a model of (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

S\W ). By Lemma 2,

α ↾ S ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (S \W )). Applying Equation (2), it holds that
α↾S ∈ Σϕ.

We now prove the reverse direction. Assume that for any trace α, which is
a model for (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ), it holds that α ↾ S is a model of ϕ. Let γ be in

(Σϕ ↾ W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (S \ W )) (again, if there is no such γ, we are done). By
Lemma 3, where U is now W , Y = ∅, and W is now S \W , we can ensure that
there exists an extension of γ, γ̂, which is a model of (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ). Then, by

the initial assumption, γ̂ ↾S is a model of ϕ. As γ̂ ↾S = γ, it holds that γ ∈ Σϕ.
Therefore, (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) ⊆ Σϕ. The other inclusion is trivial by the
distributive property (c), which ensures that Σϕ ⊆ (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (S \W )).
Hence, Equation (2) holds. ⊓⊔

Actually, for the correctness proof, we will use the contrapositive of Lemma 6
as indicated in the following Corollary 1.

Corollary 1. Let ϕ be an LTL formula. Let W ⊆ S. The set W is dependent
in ϕ if and only if there exists a trace α such that α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ∧ ¬ϕ).

Example 6. Let E = {p}, S = {a, b, c}, and ϕ = ♦((p→ (a∨b)∧c))∧(¬p → ¬c)).
Let αE be the trace that for the play E = {p}ω, αE = {p, a, c′}, {p, a′, c}, {p, c}ω.
Clearly, αE |= ϕ′

{a,b} ∧ ϕ
′
{c}, where ϕ′

{a,b} = ♦((p→ (a′ ∨ b′) ∧ c)) ∧ (¬p→ ¬c))

and ϕ′
{c} = ♦((p → (a ∨ b) ∧ c′)) ∧ (¬p → ¬c′)). However, αE 6|= ϕ. Hence, by

Corollary 1, both {a, b} and {c} are dependent in ϕ.
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Actually, (Σϕ ↾ {a, b}) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {c}) 6⊆ Σϕ because if E = {p}ω, δE =
{p, a, c}, {p, c}ω, and βE = {p}, {p, b, c}, {p}ω, then δE |= ϕ; βE |= ϕ; δE ↾

{a, b} = {p, a}, {p}ω; and βE ↾ {c} = {p}, {p, c}, {p}ω. Obviously, δE ↾ {a, b}
belongs to Σϕ ↾{a, b} as well as βE ↾{c} belongs to Σϕ ↾{c}. Hence, there exists
a trace γE ∈ (Σϕ ↾ {a, b}) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {c}) such that γE ↾ {a, b} = δE ↾ {a, b} and
γE ↾{c} = βE ↾{c}. So γE = {p, a}, {p, c}, {p}ω, but γE 6|= ϕ.

Lemma 7 shows a syntactic property of the projection formulae, which is
necessary to ensure that a set of system variables is dependent in a formula.

Lemma 7. Let ϕ(e, w1, · · ·wk, v1, · · · vr) be an LTL formula and let W be the
set {w1, · · · , wk}. If W is dependent in ϕ then there exists a trace α, a state
i ≥ 0, and v ∈ S \W such that α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ∧ ¬ϕ) and v′ ∈ αi ↔ v 6∈ αi.

Proof. The proof is straightforward. If W is dependent in ϕ, by Corollary 1,
there exists a trace α such that α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ϕ′
S\W ∧¬ϕ). It remains to prove that

there exists a state i ≥ 0 and v ∈ S \W such that v′ ∈ αi ↔ v 6∈ αi. The trace
α satisfies the following:

α |= ϕ(e, w′
1, w

′
2, · · · , w

′
k, v1 · · · vr) = ϕ′

W

α |= ϕ(e, w1, w2, · · · , wk, v
′
1 · · · v

′
r) = ϕ′

S\W

α 6|= ϕ(e, w1, w2, · · · , wk, v1 · · · vr) = ϕ

To prove the conclusion suppose the contrary: for any i ≥ 0, and for any
v ∈ {v1, · · · , vr} it holds that v′ ∈ αi ↔ v ∈ αi. Then, we would obtain that
α |= ϕ(e, w1, w2, · · · , wk, v1 · · · vr) and α 6|= ϕ(e, w1, w2, · · · , wk, v1 · · · vr), which
is a contradiction. ⊓⊔

Set dependence on a variable.

The DC algorithm presented in [10] looks for sets of dependent variables incre-
mentally, starting with a single variable and adding new ones that depend on
the previous set. But it is important to consider the following fact: if z 6∈ W

and (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {z}) 6= (Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z})) we can be sure that W depends
in ϕ (see Lemma 5) and this dependence is related to the variable z. However,
W could somehow depend on z but (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {z}) = (Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z})).
The following example illustrates this.

Example 7. Let ϕ = �(p → (a ∨ (b ∧ c))), where p ∈ E and S = {a, b, c}. The
set {b} is dependent in ϕ because (Σϕ ↾ {b}) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {a}) 6= (Σϕ ↾ {a, b})
(see Lemma 5). The set {a, b} is dependent in ϕ because (Σϕ ↾ {a, b}) 1 (Σϕ ↾

{c}) 6= Σϕ. Consequently, the only independent set in ϕ is {a, b, c}. Actually, {b}
depends on variable a and {a, b} depends on variable c. However, (Σϕ ↾ {b}) 1
(Σϕ ↾{c}) = Σϕ ↾{b, c} and this fact does not mean that {b} is independent of c.

The next definition determines whether it is certain that a set depends on a
new variable. Only if we are absolutely sure about this fact, we will add a new
variable to a set. This is the main difference between the DC algorithm and ours.
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Definition 11 (Set dependence on a variable). Let ϕ be an LTL formula,
let W ⊆ S be a nonempty set, and z ∈ S \W . If (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z}) 6= (Σϕ ↾

(W ∪ {z})), we say that the dependence of W on variable z in ϕ is certified.

Lemma 8 provides a sufficient condition to certify that W depends on z. This
condition is based on Lemma 6 and gives us the procedural mechanism we need
to develop the algorithm.

Lemma 8. Let ϕ be an LTL formula, let S =W ∪U ∪Y , with W,U, Y pairwise
disjoint, W,Y as nonempty sets and U as independent in ϕ. Let z ∈ Y . Then,
considering statements (i) and (ii) below, we have (i) implies (ii).

(i) (i1) There exists a trace β such that β |= (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

Y ∧¬ϕ)
and

(i2) for any trace α such that z ∈ αi ↔ z′ ∈ αi for any i ≥ 0, it is always
the case that if α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
Y ), then α↾S |= ϕ.

(ii) The dependence of W on z in ϕ is certified.

Proof. Assume statement (i1) of (i), i.e. there exists β |= (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

Y ∧ ¬ϕ).

Then, by Lemma 4 (where now U = W and W = Y ), there exists β̂ such that

β̂ |= (ϕ′
W ∧ϕ′

S\W ∧¬ϕ). Hence, by Definition 9 and Corollary 1, W is dependent
in ϕ and the following holds.

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) 6= Σϕ (3)

On the other hand, statement (i2) allows us to ensure the following claim.

Claim. For any trace α such that z ∈ αi ↔ z′ ∈ αi, for any i ≥ 0, it is always
the case that if α |= (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\W ), then α↾S |= ϕ.

Proof. Let α be such that z ∈ αi ↔ z′ ∈ αi for any i ≥ 0, and α |= (ϕ′
W ∧ϕ′

S\W ).

Since S \W = U ∪ Y , we have that

α |= (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

U∪Y ) with S = U ∪W ∪ Y and W,U, Y pairwise disjoint

by Lemma 2 ⇒ α ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(U ∪ Y ))

since U is independent in ϕ, using Lemma 5 ⇒

α ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σ(ϕ ↾Y ) ⇒

α ∈ ((Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾U)) 1 ((Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σϕ ↾Y ))

using again that U is independent in ϕ ⇒ α ∈ (Σϕ ↾(W ∪ U)) 1 (Σϕ ↾(U ∪ Y ))

by Lemma 3 where now U = W, Y = U , and W = Y ⇒ α |= (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

Y )

using item (i2) ⇒ α↾S |= ϕ ⊳

Using this claim we are going to prove the following:

(Σϕ ↾(W ∪ {z})) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) = Σϕ (4)
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Our argumentation here is as follows. Let γ ∈ (Σϕ ↾(W ∪{z})) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )).
By Lemma 3, where U is now W , Y = {z}, and W is now S \ (W ∪ {z}),
there exists an extension of γ, γ̂, such that γ̂ is a model of (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
S\(W∪{z})).

Moreover, from Lemma 4, there is also an extension of γ̂, ̂̂γ, which is a model of

(ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

S\W ) and where z′ ∈ ̂̂γi ↔ z ∈ γ̂i ↔ z ∈ γ for any i ≥ 0. Then, by the

claim, γ is a model of ϕ. Therefore, Equation (4) holds.
It remains to certify that W depends on z in ϕ. By contradiction suppose

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z}) = Σϕ ↾(W ∪ {z}) (5)

By the idempotency property (b) of the join operator,
(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) = (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾(S \W )) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z})
By the associativity of 1 and Equation (5) the latter is equivalent to,
(Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z})) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (S \W )), which is reduced to Σϕ by Equation (4).

This contradicts Equation (3). Hence, (Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾ {z}) 6= Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z})
and the dependence of W on z is certified. ⊓⊔

To conclude this section we show two more properties of independent sets.

Lemma 9. Let ϕ be an LTL formula, let W ⊆ S be a nonempty set, and z ∈
S \W . Let r ≥ 0 and ℓ1, ℓ2, · · · , ℓr be r literals of system variables (i.e. variables
themselves or their negations) in S \ (W ∪ {z}). Let Λr = �(ℓ1 ∧ ℓ2 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr)3.
Then the following hold.

(i) If W is independent in ϕ, then W is independent in (ϕ ∧ Λr).
(ii) If the dependence of W on variable z in (ϕ ∧ Λr) is certified, then the de-

pendence of W on variable z in ϕ is certified.

Proof. We prove statement (i) by contradiction. Suppose W is dependent in
(ϕ∧Λr). By Corollary 1, there exists α such that α |= (ϕ∧Λr)

′
W ∧(ϕ∧Λr)

′
S\W ∧

¬(ϕ ∧ Λr). This means that α is a model of (ϕ′
W ∧ ϕ′

S\W ∧ ¬ϕ). Again, by
Corollary 1, we would obtain that W is dependent in ϕ, which contradicts the
initial assumption. The proof of statement (ii) is again by contradiction. Suppose
we do not have the certification that W depends on z in ϕ, then

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z}) = Σϕ ↾(W ∪ {z}) (6)

For the remaining of the proof, we will show that (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾W ) 1 (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾

{z}) = (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾ (W ∪ {z})), which contradicts the initial assumption. Take α
such that α ↾W ∈ (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾W ) and α ↾ {z} ∈ (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾ {z}). Clearly, for any
state i ≥ 0: αi |= (ℓ1∧ℓ2 ∧, · · · ,∧ ℓr), α↾W ∈ (Σϕ ↾W ), and α↾{z} ∈ (Σϕ ↾{z}).
By Equation (6) we get α ∈ Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z}). Moreover, as α is a model of Λr,
α ∈ Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾(W ∪ {z}). So

(Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾W ) 1 (Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾{z}) ⊆ Σ(ϕ∧Λr) ↾(W ∪ {z})

Since the other inclusion always holds, the equality of the two sets is obtained.
This contradicts the existence of a certification that W depends on z in (ϕ∧Λr).

⊓⊔
3 Note that for all LTL formulae ϕ and ψ, �(ϕ∧ψ) is logically equivalent to �ϕ∧�ψ.
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3 Algorithm

Algorithm 1: Partition

Input : E , S, an LTL formula ϕ over E ∪ S
Output: a partition of S into sets that are independent in ϕ

1 if S = ∅ then
2 return ∅;

3 else
4 Choose x ∈ S;
5 Let Φ = (ϕ′

{x} ∧ ϕ
′
S\{x} ∧ ¬ϕ);

6 Ask an LTL solver for a model of Φ and keep its answer in µ;
7 // if Φ is UNSAT, then µ = ∅

8 if µ 6= ∅ then
9 Z = {z ∈ S \ {x} : z ∈ µi ↔ z′ 6∈ µi at some state i ≥ 0};

10 W := Look_for_dependent_variables(ϕ,Φ, Z, {x},S \ {x});

11 return {W}∪ Partition(E ,S \W,ϕ);

Algorithm 2: Look_for_dependent_variables

Input : ϕ,Φ, Z,W, Y
Output: W

1 // Requires: W is dependent in ϕ and no proper subsets in W are independent in ϕ,

except the empty set

2 // Ensures: no proper subsets in W are independent in ϕ, except the empty set

3 model := true;
4 while model do
5 // Invariant: model ⇒ Z 6= ∅. This invariant is preserved by Lemma 7

6 z := any element in Z;
7 Φ := Φ ∧�(z ↔ z′);
8 Ask an LTL solver for a model of Φ and keep its answer in ν;
9 if ν = ∅ then

10 model := false

11 else
12 Z = {z ∈ Y : z ∈ νi ↔ z′ 6∈ νi at some state i ≥ 0};

13 W,Y :=W ∪ {z}, Y \ {z};
14 Φ := (ϕ′

W ∧ ϕ′
Y ∧ ¬ϕ);

15 Ask an LTL solver for a model of Φ and keep its answer in ν;
16 if ν 6= ∅ then
17 Z = {z ∈ Y : z ∈ νi ↔ z′ 6∈ νi at some state i ≥ 0};
18 return Look_for_dependent_variables(ϕ,Φ, Z,W, Y );

19 else
20 return W



Specification decomposition for synthesis based on LTL solvers 13

We present an algorithm called Partition that identifies the sets of depen-
dent variables of an LTL formula ϕ over variables E ∪ S. The output of the
algorithm is a partition of S into sets that are independent in ϕ. We prove the
algorithm is correct, i.e. sound and complete, and provide an upper bound on its
running time. The soundness would require to establish that each set W of the
partition returned by the algorithm is independent in ϕ and the completeness
would require to show that W is minimal, i.e. no proper subset of W , other than
the empty set, is independent in ϕ.

Partition does not use a model checker but an LTL solver. This aspect
is not important because LTL satisfiability checking can be reduced to model
checking [21]. When an LTL solver decides that a formula ψ is satisfiable, a model
checker does the same deciding that the universal model does not satisfy ¬ψ.,

We explain the algorithm through two examples.

Example 8. Let E = {p}, S = {a, b}, and ϕ = ♦(p → #(a ∧ b)) ∧ �¬b. The
function Partition could start by selecting a ∈ S (line 4). Next (line 5), the
function Φ is constructed: Φ = (ϕ′

{a} ∧ ϕ′
{b} ∧ ¬ϕ). When the function asks

the LTL solver about Φ (line 6), the answer is UNSAT. So {a} is added as a
subset of the partition (line 11). Next, a recursive call is made to Partition

with S = {b}4, where the answer to the formula (ϕ′
{b} ∧ϕ

′
∅ ∧¬ϕ) is UNSAT. So,

the function returns that both {a} and {b} are independent in ϕ.

Example 9. This is the example mentioned in Section 1. Let E = {p}, S =
{t, v, w, z}, and ϕ be the following LTL formula.

�((p→ #(v∧¬t))∧ (¬p → #(¬v∧ t))∧ (v → #(¬w∧ z))∧ (¬v → #(w∧¬z)))

Partition could start by selecting w ∈ S and Φ = (ϕ′
{w}∧ϕ

′
{t,v,z}∧¬ϕ). Assume

the solver returns µ = {p, v′, t′}, {v, v′, w′, z′}, {t, t′, z, z′}, {t, t′, w, w′}ω. Then,
Partition (line 10) calculates Z = {t, v, z}. At this point, we know that {w} is
dependent in ϕ and the function Look_for_dependent_variables is called. This
function is responsible for finding the set of variables on which {w} depends. The
iteration of the function starts in line 4, where t ∈ Z (line 6) could be selected.
Next, the function constructs Φ ∧ �(t ↔ t′) (line 7). A possible response of the
LTL solver to this formula could be ν = {v′}, {t, t′, w′, z′}, {t, t′, w, w′}ω and a
new iteration is made with Z = {v, z}. If the function chooses v ∈ Z, the answer
of the LTL solver to Φ ∧�(t↔ t′) ∧�(v ↔ v′) is UNSAT. Then, the iterations
stops updating W = {w, v} and Y = {t, z} (line 13). The formula (ϕ′

{w,v} ∧

ϕ′
{t,z} ∧ ¬ϕ) is constructed (line 14). Suppose the LTL solver responds to this

formula by returning again {p, v′, t′}, {v, v′, w′, z′}, {t, t′, z, z′}, {t, t′, w, w′}ω. At
that point, the function makes a recursive call (line 18) with the initial ϕ,
(ϕ′

{w,v} ∧ ϕ′
{t,z} ∧ ¬ϕ), Z = {t, z}, W = {w, v}, and Y = {t, z}. The itera-

tion of this call starts and if t ∈ Z is chosen, so that the answer of the solver

4 In fact, if |S| = 1, there is no need to call Partition, since S is clearly independent
in ϕ.
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about (ϕ′
{w,v} ∧ϕ

′
{t,z} ∧¬ϕ)∧�(t ↔ t′) is ν = {v}, {t, t′, w′, z′}, {t, t′, w, w′}ω, a

second iteration is executed. Now, Z = {z} and the LTL solver with the query
(ϕ′

{w,v} ∧ ϕ
′
{t,z} ∧ ¬ϕ ∧�(t↔ t′) ∧�(z ↔ z′)) responses UNSAT. The function

adds z to W and asks the LTL solver about (ϕ′
{v,w,z} ∧ ϕ

′
{t} ∧ ¬ϕ). The answer

is now UNSAT and W = {v, w, z} is returned. Partition divides the variables
into two subsets: {v, w, z} and {t}.

4 Correctness of the Algorithm

Theorem 1 proves the correctness of the algorithm.

Theorem 1. The function Look_for_dependent_variables returns W guar-
anteeing that W is independent in the input formula and for any proper subsets
U ⊂W with U 6= ∅ it holds that Σϕ ↾W 6= (Σϕ ↾U) 1 (Σϕ ↾(W \ U)).

Note that the statement of the theorem ensures, by Lemma 5, that no proper
subsets in W , except the empty set, are independent in the input formula.

Proof. Suppose that Look_for_dependent_variables is called the first time on
input (ϕ,Φ, Z,W,S \W ) where W = {x}. The requires is fulfilled because the
trace µ is a model of Φ = (ϕ′

{x} ∧ ϕ
′
S\{x} ∧ ¬ϕ) (see Corollary 1) and there are

no proper subsets in {x}, except the empty set.
The iteration of the function is responsible for finding a variable z on which

{x} depends. We can ensure it thanks to Lemma 8: assume that we exit the
while loop at iteration r + 1 with r ≥ 0. Then, a model ν of the formula in
Equation (7) is provided by the function.

((ϕ′
{x} ∧ ϕ

′
S\{x} ∧ ¬ϕ) ∧�(z1 ↔ z′1) ∧ · · · ∧�(zr ↔ z′r)) (7)

Equation (7) implies that there exist r literals ℓ1, · · · , ℓr for variables z1, · · · zr
in such a way that ν models the formula:

((ϕ ∧�(ℓ1 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr))
′
{x} ∧ (ϕ ∧�(ℓ1 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr))

′
S\{x} ∧ (8)

¬(ϕ ∧�(ℓ1 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr)))

Denoting by Λr the formula �(ℓ1 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr), we know that at iteration r+1,
a variable z ∈ S \ {x} has been selected satisfying the following: for any α such
that z ∈ αi ↔ z′ ∈ αi, for any i ≥ 0

α |= (ϕ ∧ Λr)
′
{x} ∧ (ϕ ∧ Λr)

′
S\{x} implies α↾S |= (ϕ ∧ Λr) (9)

The trace ν that models the formula of Equations (8) ensures statement (i1) of
Lemma 8 when ϕ is now (ϕ ∧ Λr). Equation (9) ensures statement (i2) when
W = {x}, U = ∅, and Y = Z. By Lemma 8, the dependence of {x} on z in the
formula (ϕ ∧ Λr) is certified. Now, by applying Lemma 9 (statement (ii)), the
dependence of {x} on z in the formula ϕ is also certified, i.e.

(Σϕ ↾{x}) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z}) 6= (Σϕ ↾{x, z}) (10)
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When the iteration ends, z is added to {x}. We have two possibilities here.
The query to the LTL solver with Φ = (ϕ′

{x,z}∧ϕ
′
S\{x,z}∧¬ϕ) gets, as the solver’s

response, either UNSAT or a model, ν. In the first case, {x, z} is independent
in ϕ and Equation (10) guarantees the ensures of the function.

In the second case, a new recursive call is made, but now the input formula Φ
is of the form (ϕ′

W ∧ϕ′
Y ∧¬ϕ), where the cardinality of W is greater than one and

W ∪ Y is not the initial set S. All we know is that the set of variables removed
from the initial S is independent in ϕ. The situation is as follows.

S =W ∪ U ∪ Y with U independent in ϕ and W,U, Y pairwise disjoint. (11)

Based on this, we will show that each call to Look_for_dependent_variables

(ϕ,Φ, Z,W, Y ) fulfills the requires. The trace ν provided by the LTL solver is a
model of (ϕ′

W ∧ϕ′
Y ∧¬ϕ) and by Lemma 4, there exists ν̂ |= (ϕ′

W ∧ϕ′
S\W ∧¬ϕ).

Again by Corollary 1, W is dependent in ϕ. Furthermore, the ensures of the
previous recursive call guarantees that no proper subsets in W are independent,
except the empty set (note that this corresponds to the induction hypothesis).

Now, we prove that the current recursive call guarantees the ensures. When
we exit the while loop at iteration r+1, there exists ν |= ((ϕ′

W∧ϕ′
Y ∧¬ϕ)∧�(z1 ↔

z′1)∧ · · ·∧�(zr ↔ z′r)). Thus, there are r literals ℓ1, · · · , ℓr for variables z1, · · · zr
such that

ν |= ((ϕ ∧ Λr)
′
W ∧ (ϕ ∧ Λr)

′
Y ∧ ¬(ϕ ∧ Λr)) with Λr = �(ℓ1 ∧ · · · ∧ ℓr) (12)

Furthermore, a variable z ∈ Y has been selected satisfying the following: for any
trace α such that z ∈ αi ↔ z′ ∈ αi, for any i ≥ 0

α |= (ϕ ∧ Λr)
′
W ∧ (ϕ ∧ Λr)

′
Y implies α↾S |= (ϕ ∧ Λr) (13)

At this point, with the premise established in Equation (11), we use Lemma 8
that now applies to the formula (ϕ ∧ Λr). Statement (i1) (respectively, (i2)) of
the lemma holds by Equation (12) (respectively, by Equation (13)). Hence, the
dependence of W on variable z in (ϕ ∧ Λr) is certified and, by Lemma 9 (item
(ii)), so is the dependence in ϕ. That means,

(Σϕ ↾W ) 1 (Σϕ ↾{z}) 6= (Σϕ ↾(W ∪ {z})) (14)

When the iteration ends, z is added to W . It remains to prove that W ∪ {z}
fulfills the ensures, i.e., for all proper subsets U ⊂ (W ∪{z}) with U 6= ∅ it holds
that Σϕ ↾ (W ∪ {z}) 6= (Σϕ ↾U) 1 Σϕ ↾ ((W ∪ {z}) \ U). If U = {z}, the ensures
holds by Equation (14), and if U ⊂ W by the induction hypothesis. If U is of
the form (Y ∪ {z}) with Y ⊂W , the proof is by contradiction: Suppose that

Σϕ ↾(W ∪ {z}) = (Σϕ ↾(Y ∪ {z})) 1 (Σϕ ↾(W \ Y ))

which implies that Σϕ ↾W = [ (Σϕ ↾ (Y ∪ {z})) 1 (Σϕ ↾ (W \ Y ) ] ↾W . However,
by the distributivity of join over projection, the latter is equal to (Σϕ ↾ Y ) 1

(Σϕ ↾(W \ Y ), which is impossible by the induction hypothesis. ⊓⊔
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Complexity of the algorithm.

Proposition 1 states the cost of the algorithm which depends on the LTL-
satisfiability problem for the full LTL; the latter is PSPACE-complete [23].

Proposition 1. The function Partition always terminates and the running
time of the algorithm is polynomial in the number of variables in S times the
cost of each query made to the LTL solver.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper illustrates how one can verify the functional properties of algorithms
by constructing a rigorous mathematical formalism. The case of DC is an illustra-
tive example: we have incorporated semantics into the concept of independence
introduced in [10] and extensively examined its properties. Consequently, we have
acquired sufficient tools to find out how to modify DC to ensure correctness.

Our work will benefit the field of LTL-based Assume/Guarantee contracts,
where the DC algorithm is applied. It is also important to emphasize that the
entire developments in this paper rely on the concept of independence as de-
fined in [10], which was articulated in terms of traces. Traces are connected to
the satisfiability problem, while strategies are associated with the problems of
realisability and synthesis.

If we denote the set of winning (system) strategies for an LTL formula ϕ, as
ΣW

ϕ , all traces encompassed by this set are also encompassed by Σϕ. However,
the converse does not hold. Let ϕ = �((¬p → ¬d)∧(p → ((aU (a∧�d))∨�a))),
where p is the only environment variable. The subformula aU (a ∧ �d) means
that (a∧�d) must be true in some state and meanwhile, it must be true a. For
instance, the strategy where for any environment play E, the system always does
{a}ω, is a winning strategy for ϕ. Now, define the trace α = {p, a, d}, {p, d}ω.
Certainly, α ∈ Σϕ, but no winning strategy for ϕ can include α as a trace. Let us
assume that instead of {p}ω, the environment selects {p}, {p}, { }ω. Since both
environment plays start in the same manner, the system is compelled to respond
with {a, d}, {d} in the first and second states respectively, followed by any set
without d from the second state onwards. Clearly, the resulting trace fails to
satisfy ϕ. Therefore, Σϕ 6⊆ ΣW

ϕ .
This raises two questions. First, in case of synthesis, rather than satisfiability,

does our our algorithm really generate a partition into sets of system-independent
variables? Second, are these sets minimal? While we can answer positively to the
first question (since ΣW

ϕ ⊂ Σϕ), we cannot confirm the answer to the second
question. The winning strategies for ϕ must include a in all states regardless of d,
but our algorithm classifies the variables a and d from the above ϕ as dependent.
Thus, the second question is hard and is the subject of future work.
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