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Abstract—In this paper, we consider supervisory control of
stochastic discrete event systems (SDESs) under linear temporal
logic specifications. Applying the bounded synthesis, we reduce
the supervisor synthesis into a problem of satisfying a safety
condition. First, we consider a synthesis problem of a directed
controller using the safety condition. We assign a negative reward
to the unsafe states and introduce an expected return with a state-
dependent discount factor. We compute a winning region and a
directed controller with the maximum satisfaction probability
using a dynamic programming method, where the expected
return is used as a value function. Next, we construct a permissive
supervisor via the optimal value function. We show that the
supervisor accomplishes the maximum satisfaction probability
and maximizes the reachable set within the winning region.
Finally, for an unknown SDES, we propose a two-stage model-
free reinforcement learning method for efficient learning of the
winning region and the directed controllers with the maximum
satisfaction probability. We also demonstrate the effectiveness of
the proposed method by simulation.

Index Terms—Stochastic Discrete Event Systems, Linear Tem-
poral Logic, Bounded Synthesis, Reinforcement Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

A discrete event system (DES) is a discrete-state event-
driven system whose state changes by the occurrence of events
[1]. A DES captures the characteristics of manufacturing sys-
tems [2], robot systems [3], and so on. The supervisory control
theory was initially developed by Ramadge and Wonham [4].
In their framework, the DES is modeled as an automaton and
the control objective is specified by a formal language. The
supervisor dynamically restricts the behavior of the DES by
disabling some controllable events to ensure that the controlled
DES generates the specified language. Infinite games such as
mean-payoff and safety games have been utilized to synthe-
size a supervisor that accomplishes specified objectives. In
[5]–[7], they formulated some infinite horizon objectives as
mean-payoff games. A safety game was used to symbolically
synthesize a permissive supervisor for timed DESs in [8], [9].

In general, more than one event are enabled at some states
in the DES. Then, the nondeterminism of their occurrences is
caused by its unmodeled internal structure and is often mod-
eled by a stochastic process quantitatively. Various stochas-
tic discrete event system (SDES) models have been advo-
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cated. Particularly, from the perspective of supervisory control,
SDESs are modeled by probabilistic automata, probabilistic
languages, and so on [10]–[14]. In [10], [11], they modeled the
SDES as a probabilistic automaton and initially investigated
the probabilistic supervisory control problem. They provided
a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of a
probabilistic supervisor by which the controlled SDES satisfies
a given probabilistic specification. They also developed a con-
crete algorithm for the synthesis of a probabilistic supervisor
that achieves the probabilistic specification. In [12], they used
a probabilistic language for modeling the SDES and consid-
ered a range control problem. The synthesized probabilistic su-
pervisor restricts the SDES so that the generated probabilistic
language lies between the lower and upper bound constraint. In
[13], they addressed the case where the language specification
is not achievable on the SDES and investigated an optimal
supervisory control. The optimal supervisor is synthesized
by minimizing the pseudometric between the unachievable
specification and its achievable approximation. Recently, in
[14], they consider the probabilistic supervisory control for
the SDES under partial observation. They defined the notions
of probabilistic controllability and observability and provided
the polynomial verification algorithm for the notions. They
demonstrated a necessary and sufficient condition of the exis-
tence of probabilistic supervisors. Besides, the optimal control
problem was addressed for the case where the specification is
not achievable.

In the above literature, they specified some desired proper-
ties by formal languages. However, in general, it is difficult to
convert the desired property into a formal language precisely.
To overcome this issue, temporal logic has been leveraged
[15]–[18]. It has been developed in computer engineering
fields as a formalism of formal specifications [19], [20]. An
advantage of temporal logic is the resemblance to natural
languages and thus it has been widely used in several engi-
neering fields. Particularly, complicated mission or behavior
in controlled systems such as robot motion planning can
be specified by temporal logic precisely and many synthe-
sis methods of a controller or a planner that satisfy the
specifications have been proposed [21]–[24]. Linear temporal
logic (LTL) is often used as a specification language due
to its rich expressivity. It can describe many important ω-
regular properties such as liveness, safety, and persistence
[19]. It is known that any LTL formula can be converted
into an ω-automaton with the Büchi or the Rabin acceptance
condition [19], [25]. Recently, the bounded synthesis approach
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for LTL specifications was proposed [26], [27]. Intuitively,
its main idea is converting the LTL formula into a safety
automaton such that all words recognized by it satisfy the
LTL formula. The procedure of obtaining the safety automaton
is summarized as follows. First, a given LTL specification is
converted into a (universal) co-Büchi automaton (cBA). Next,
for a non-negative integer K, the cBA is restricted to a K-
co-Büchi automaton (KcBA) that rejects any word visiting
the set of accepting states more than K times. Finally, the
KcBA is determinized by a usual subset construction with
counters, resulting in a safety automaton. The approach has
some advantages over the other automata-theoretic synthesis
methods. For example, the obtained automaton is deterministic
and has a smaller state space than the corresponding Rabin
automaton in general. Moreover, safety automata are tractable
and suitable for the synthesis of a permissive supervisor.

On the other hand, the model uncertainty is an important is-
sue. Recently, reinforcement learning (RL) [28] has been paid
much attention to as a useful approach to controller synthesis
problems for unknown controlled systems. In general, an RL
method learns an optimal control policy by trial and error on a
controlled stochastic system such as a Markov decision process
(MDP). In [29], [30], they proposed an RL-based method to
learn an optimal supervisor for an SDES. However, the method
directly optimizes how to choose a control pattern at each
state. Hence, the search space becomes exponential for the size
of the event set. Furthermore, they did not consider temporal
logic specifications.

Recently, automata-guided reinforcement learning methods
for the synthesis of a controller or planner to achieve a given
LTL specification have been numerously proposed [31]–[39].
This direction was initially suggested in [31]. In the literature,
they converted the given LTL specification into a deterministic
Rabin automaton (DRA) and defined a reward function based
on the Rabin acceptance condition. The RL of stochastic
games for LTL specifications was investigated using Rabin
automata in [32].

However, such RL-based methods cannot be directly applied
to the problem of synthesizing supervisors for SDESs under
LTL specifications. More specifically, in general, supervisors
directly constructed by simply combining optimal control
policies obtained from [31]–[39] fail to accomplish the desired
performance. This is because the stochastic dynamics of the
Markov chain (MC) induced by the supervisor differs from
those of the MCs induced by the optimal control policies.
See Example 1 in [40] for instance. Moreover, most existing
automata-guided RL methods reduced the satisfaction problem
of an LTL formula into a repeated-reachability problem using
the Büchi or the Rabin acceptance conditions. Thus, it is hard
to obtain the winning region and all winning policies.

In this paper, we introduce a value-based method for the
synthesis of a permissive supervisor for the unknown SDES
constrained by LTL specifications. Our main ideas are as
follows.

1) Inspired by the bounded synthesis [26], [27], we reduce
the supervisor synthesis problem into the satisfaction
problem of a safety condition by converting the given
LTL specification into a safety automaton. We define

the reward function via the acceptance condition of the
product of the SDES and the automaton.

2) We apply a dynamic programming method to the compu-
tation of both the winning region and an optimal directed
controller [41], [42] with the maximum satisfaction prob-
ability, where we leverage the expected return as the value
function. Using the obtained optimal state value function,
we construct a permissive supervisor with the maximum
satisfaction probability.

3) We propose a two-stage model-free RL method for the
case where the dynamics of the SDES is unknown. For
the first stage, by RL, we estimate the exact winning
region and simultaneously compute all winning directed
controllers. For the second stage, we compute a directed
controller that maximizes the probability of reaching the
estimated winning region by relearning the state value
function for the states outside the winning region. Using
the learned value function, we obtain the same permissive
supervisor as the case using the DP-based method with
probability 1.

The contributions of our value-based bounded synthesis and
RL of supervisors are summarized as three folds.

1) We reduce the synthesis of the supervisor for the SDES
under the LTL specification into a value-based RL for a
safety condition. So, we determine the winning region
by the state-value function instead of dealing directly
with the state space. Furthermore, the learning problem
of a desired supervisor is decomposed into the learning
optimal behaviors in and outside the winning region.

2) We leverage the Safraless procedure [27]. So, the pro-
posed method tends to make smaller state spaces than
those of existing automata-guided RL methods.

3) The proposed method can make the trade-off between the
size of state space of the automaton and conservativeness
for the satisfaction of the LTL specification. Moreover,
the synthesized supervisor is guaranteed to be an optimal
one under mild conditions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II
reviews an MDP, LTL, and automata. Section III formulates
a supervisory control problem. Section IV proposes a syn-
thesis method based on the bounded synthesis and dynamic
programming for directed controllers. Section V proposes
the construction of permissive supervisors via the optimal
value function. Section VI proposes a two-stage reinforcement
learning method. Section VII gives a numerical example to
demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed method.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Notations: N is the set of positive integers. N0 is the set of
non-negative integers. R is the set of real numbers. R≥0 is the
set of non-negative real numbers. We denote the cardinality of
a set T by |T |. Denoted by T ∗ and Tω are the sets of finite and
infinite sequences obtained from a finite set T , respectively.
For sets L1 ⊆ T ∗ and L2 ⊆ T ∗∪Tω , we denote by L1L2 the
concatenation of L1 and L2. We denote the empty string by
ε.



A. Labeled Stochastic Discrete Event systems

We define a labeled stochastic discrete event system (SDES)
as a tuple D = (S,E, PT , PE , s

I , AP, L), where S is the finite
set of states; E = Ec∪Euc is the finite set of events partitioned
into the controllable event set Ec and the uncontrollable event
set Euc; PT : S×S×E → [0, 1] is the transition probability;
PE : E×S× 2E → [0, 1] is the event occurrence probability;
sI ∈ S is the initial state; AP is the finite set of atomic
propositions; and L : S → 2AP is the labeling function that
assigns a set of atomic propositions to each state s ∈ S.

We assume that, for any state s ∈ S and any event e ∈ E,∑
s′∈S PT (s′|s, e) ∈ {0, 1}. Then it is said that the event e is

enabled at the state s if
∑
s′∈S PT (s′|s, e) = 1.

Denoted by E(s) is the sets of events enabled at the state
s.

E(s) = {e |
∑
s′∈S

PT (s′|s, e) = 1}. (1)

Let Ec(s) and Euc(s) be the sets of controllable and uncon-
trollable events enabled at the state s ∈ S, respectively.

Ec(s) = E(s) ∩ Ec, (2)
Euc(s) = E(s) ∩ Euc. (3)

A nonempty subset ξ of E(s) satisfying Euc(s) ⊆ ξ is called
a control pattern at the state s. Note that Euc(s) is a control
pattern at s if and only if Euc(s) 6= ∅. Let Ξ(s) ⊆ 2E be the
set of control patterns at the state s. Let Ξ =

⋃
s∈S Ξ(s). We

also assume that, for any s ∈ S and any ξ ∈ Ξ(s),

PE(e|s, ξ) ∈
{

(0, 1] if e ∈ ξ,
{0} if e 6∈ ξ, (4)

and ∑
e∈ξ

PE(e|s, ξ) = 1. (5)

The controlled transition function P : S×{(s, ξ)|s ∈ S, ξ ∈
Ξ(s)} → [0, 1] is defined as follows: for any s, s′ ∈ S and
any ξ ∈ Ξ(s),

P (s′|s, ξ) =
∑
e∈ξ

PE(e|s, ξ)PT (s′|s, e). (6)

Note that, for any s ∈ S and any ξ ∈ Ξ(s), we have∑
s′∈S

P (s′|s, ξ) = 1. (7)

Note that, in this paper, we do not choose an event but
a control pattern deterministically. An event σ is said to be
control-enabled (with respect to a control pattern ξ) if σ ∈ ξ
[4]. A control pattern ξ at the state s is called a directed
control pattern if |ξ ∩Ec(s)| ≤ 1 [41], [42]. For convenience,
we will write ξe for the directed control pattern including the
controllable event e. Let ξ∅(s) = Euc(s). Denoted by Ξdir(s)
is the set of directed control patterns at the state s. Note that
ξ∅(s) ∈ Ξdir(s) if and only if Euc(s) is nonempty. Moreover,
let Ξdir =

⋃
s∈S Ξdir(s).

Remark 1: Our definition of the SDES generalizes the
definition of the probabilistic generator and the automaton in
[10] and [12], respectively. When we assume that the state

transition is deterministic and each event in a given ξ occurs
with the probability in accordance with the proportion to their
occurrence probability under the control pattern by which all
events are control-enabled, our definition coincides with the
defined SDESs in [10] and [12].

In the SDES D, an infinite path starting from a state s0 ∈ S
is defined as a sequence ρ = s0e0s1 . . . ∈ S(ES)ω such
that ei ∈ E(si) and PT (si+1|si, ei) > 0 for any i ∈ N0.
A finite path is a finite sequence in S(ES)∗. For a path
ρ = s0e0s1 . . ., we define the corresponding labeled path
L(ρ) = L(s0)L(s1) . . . ∈ (2AP )ω . InfPathD(s) (resp.,
FinPathD(s)) is defined as the set of infinite (resp., finite)
paths starting from s0 = s in the MDP D and, for sim-
plicity, InfPathD(sI) (resp., FinPathD(sI)) is denoted by
InfPathD (resp., FinPathD). For each finite path ρ, last(ρ)
denotes its last state. For the SDES D, the smallest σ-algebra
over all possible infinite paths is constructed with a usual way
and the unique probability measure PrD on it is defined [19].
For P ⊆ InfPathD whose all infinite paths contain a finite
path s0e1s2 . . . s` ∈ FinPathD as their prefix, its probability
is given by PrD(P ) =

∏`−1
i=0 PT (si+1|si, ei)PE(ei|si, E(si)).

We show an illustrative example of the transition properties
of an SDES (S,E = Ec ∪ Euc, PT , PE , sI , AP, L) in the
Fig. 1, where S = {s0, s1, s2}, sI = s1, Ec = {a, b, c},
Euc = {err}, AP = {r}, and the labeling function L is
defined as L(s2) = {r} and L(s) = ∅ for s = s0, s1.
Only the transitions from s0 and s2 with the event b and
c are probabilistic. Each transition from s0 to s1 and s2

with b occurs with probability 0.5. The transition from s2 to
s1 with c occurs with probability 0.7 and, with probability
0.3, the state stays s2. Other than the state s0, the event
occurrence probabilities is equal to the inverse of the number
of control-enabled events. That is, for each state s ∈ S \{s0},
PE(e|s, ξ) = 1

|ξ| for each ξ ∈ Ξ(s) and any e ∈ ξ. We show
a part of the SDES including the event occurrence probability
at s0 in Fig. 2. Let ξ∅ = {err}, ξ1 = {a, err}, ξ2 = {b, err},
and ξ3 = {a, b, err}. The values at the edges between control
patterns and events are the event occurrence probabilities.

s0, ∅

s1, ∅ s2, {r}

b 0.5

0.5
a

1 a

1

b1

a1

c0.7
0.3

b
1

err
1

Fig. 1: An illustrative SDES with 3 states. Each value labeled
with each edge between a state and an event is the transition
probability. The event err is uncontrollable and the others are
controllable. s2 is labelled by {r}.
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ξ∅
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ξ3

err
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0.5
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0.5

0.1
b0.5

0.1

s0, ∅1

s2, {r}1

0.5

s1, ∅0.5

Fig. 2: A part of the SDES. Each value labeled with each edge
between a control pattern and an event is the event occurrence
probability.

B. Linear Temporal Logic and Automata

We use linear temporal logic (LTL) formulas to describe
various temporal constraints or properties specified to the
SDES. LTL formulas are constructed from a set of atomic
propositions, Boolean operators, and temporal operators. We
use the standard notations for the Boolean operators: > (true),
¬ (negation), and ∧ (conjunction). LTL formulas over a set of
atomic propositions AP are defined as

ϕ ::= > | α ∈ AP | ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2 | ¬ϕ | Xϕ | ϕ1Uϕ2,

where ϕ, ϕ1, and ϕ2 are LTL formulas. Additional Boolean
operators are defined as ⊥:= ¬>, ϕ1 ∨ ϕ2 := ¬(¬ϕ1 ∧ ¬ϕ),
and ϕ1 ⇒ ϕ2 := ¬ϕ1 ∨ϕ2. The operators X and U are called
“next” and “until”, respectively.

Let ρ[i :] be the i-th suffix ρ[i :] = sieisi+1 . . . and ρ[i] be
the i-th state ρ[i] = si.

Definition 1: For an LTL formula ϕ and an infinite path
ρ = s0a0s1 . . . of a DES D with s0 ∈ S, the satisfaction
relation D, ρ |= ϕ is recursively defined as follows.

D, ρ |= >,
D, ρ |= α ∈ AP ⇔ α ∈ L(ρ[0]),

D, ρ |= ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2 ⇔ D, ρ |= ϕ1 ∧D, ρ |= ϕ2,

D, ρ |= ¬ϕ ⇔ D, ρ 6|= ϕ,

D, ρ |= Xϕ ⇔ D, ρ[1 :] |= ϕ,

D, ρ |= ϕ1Uϕ2 ⇔ ∃j ≥ 0, D, ρ[j :] |= ϕ2

∧ ∀i, 0 ≤ i < j, D, ρ[i :] |= ϕ1.

The next operator X requires that ϕ is satisfied by the next
state suffix of ρ. The until operator U requires that ϕ1 holds
true until ϕ2 becomes true over the path ρ. Using the operator
U, we define two temporal operators: 1) eventually, Fϕ :=
>Uϕ and 2) always, Gϕ := ¬F¬ϕ. In the following, we
write ρ |= ϕ without referring to D for simplicity.

We define an ω-automaton.
Definition 2 (ω-automaton): An ω-automaton is a tuple A =

(X,Σ, δ, xI , Acc), where X is the finite set of states, Σ is the
input alphabet including ε, δ : X × Σ→ 2X is the transition

function, xI ∈ X is the initial state, and Acc is the accepting
set, namely the set of accepting states.

An infinite sequence w ∈ Σω is called a word. An infinite
sequence r = x0σ0x1 . . . ∈ X(ΣX)ω is called a run on A
generated by a word w = σ0σ1 . . .Σ

ω if xi+1 ∈ δ(xi, σi)
for any i ∈ N0. For an ω-automaton A and a word w, we
denote by Runs(w;A) the set of runs on A generated by w.
Moreover, for a state x and a run r, we denote by V isits(x; r)
the number of times r visits x.

We define the universal co-Büchi and the universal K-co-
Büchi automaton.

Definition 3 (universal co-Büchi and universal K-co-Büchi
automaton): Let w ∈ Σω be a word. An ω-automaton A
with the following universal co-Büchi acceptance condition
is called a universal co-Büchi automaton (cBA).
• The universal co-Büchi acceptance condition: w is

accepted by A if and only if, for any r ∈ Runs(w;A)
and any x ∈ Acc, V isits(x; r) <∞.

For a non-negative integer K, an ω-automaton A with the
following universal K-co-Büchi acceptance condition is called
universal K-co-Büchi automaton (KcBA).
• The universal K-co-Büchi acceptance condition: w is

accepted by A if and only if, for any r ∈ Runs(w;A),∑
x∈Acc V isits(x; r) ≤ K.

Denoted by Lc(A) and Lc,K(A) are the sets of words ac-
cepted by the ω-automaton with the universal co-Büchi and
the universal K-co-Büchi acceptance condition, respectively.
Moreover, to clarify which acceptance condition is adopted,
the cBA and the KcBA are denoted by B and (B,K),
respectively.

Note that, for any ω-automaton A and any non-negative
integers K1,K2 ∈ N0, if K1 ≤ K2 then we have Lc,K1(A) ⊆
Lc,K2

(A) ⊆ Lc(A) [27].
We determinize the KcBA by a normal subset construction

with counters [27].
Definition 4 (Determinization of KcBA): For a KcBA

(B,K) = (X,Σ, δ, xI , Acc), its determinization (dKcBA) is
a tuple det(B,K) = (F ,Σ,∆, F I , Accd), where:
• F = {F |F is a mapping from X to {−1, . . . ,K + 1}}.
• For F ∈ F and σ ∈ Σ, ∆(F, σ) : X → {−1, . . . ,K+1}

is a mapping such that ∆(F, σ)(x′) = max{min(K +
1, F (x) + (x′ ∈ Acc))|x′ ∈ δ(x, σ), F (x) 6= −1}, where
max ∅ = −1.

• F I : X → {−1, 0, 1} is a mapping such that

F I(x) =

{
− 1 if x 6= xI ,

(x ∈ Acc) otherwise,

where (x ∈ Acc) = 1 if x is in Acc, otherwise (x ∈
Acc) = 0.

• Accd = {F ∈ F | ∃x ∈ X s.t. F (x) > K}.
Intuitively, the determinization is constructed by, for all x ∈
X , keeping track of the maximal number of accepting states
that have been visited by runs ending up x using the counters
F ∈ F . For each x ∈ X , the count for x is set to -1 if no
run starting from xI ends up in x. The accepting states are
represented by the set of F ∈ F such that an original state x
has a count greater than K, i.e., F (x) > K.



We say that an ω-automaton A is deterministic if |δ(x, σ)| ≤
1 for any x ∈ X and any σ ∈ Σ. A is complete if, for any
w ∈ Σω , Runs(w;A) 6= ∅ holds.

The following proposition is shown in [27].
Proposition 1: Let B be a complete cBA. The correspond-

ing det(B,K) is deterministic, complete, and Lc,K(B) =
Lc,0(det(B,K)).

It is known that, for any LTL formula ϕ, there exists a
complete cBA that accepts all words satisfying ϕ [27]. In
particular, we represent a complete cBA recognizing an LTL
formula ϕ as Bϕ, whose input alphabet is given by Σ = 2AP .
By Proposition 1, there exists a dKcBA constructed as a 0-
co-Büchi automaton from a given LTL formula such that all
words recognized by the dKcBA satisfy the LTL formula.

Note that, for a dKcBA, the size of F is about K |Acc| times
larger than the set of states X of the original cBA in the worst
case.

Definition 5 (Sink set): Let A = (X,Σ, δ, xI , Acc) be an
ω-automaton. For the subset of states Xsub ⊆ X , we say that
Xsub is a sink set if there is no outgoing transition from Xsub

to X \ Xsub, that is δ(x, σ) ⊆ Xsub for any x ∈ Xsub and
any σ ∈ Σ.

Note that the set of accepting sates Accd can be constructed
as a sink set for any dKcBA det(B,K). This is because, for
any run r ∈ X(ΣX)ω , once r enters Accd, it never satisfies
the acceptance condition of det(B,K). Practically, Accd can
be constructed as a singleton.

We consider an LTL specification ϕ = GFr that represents
the specification “the state labeled by {r} is visited infinitely
often”. Then, shown in Fig. 3 are a complete cBA and its
corresponding complete dKcBAs with K = 1, 2, 3 converted
from ϕ. We represent their accepting states with red circles.
Note that states of the automaton are represented by the pair
of the state of the original K-co-Büchi automaton and the
number counted by the counters F of the dKcBA. We omit
the states of the automaton that are not reachable from the
initial state.

C. Product Stochastic Discrete Event Systems

We introduce the product of an SDES and a complete
dKcBA.

Definition 6 (Product SDES): For a complete dKcBA
det(B,K) = (F ,Σ,∆, F I , Accd) and an SDES D =
(S,E, PT , PE , s

I , AP, L), the product SDES is a tuple D⊗ =
D ⊗ det(Bϕ,K) = (S⊗, E⊗, P⊗T , P

⊗
E , s

⊗I , Acc⊗), where
S⊗ = S × F is the finite set of states; E⊗ = E, E⊗c = Ec,
and E⊗uc = Euc; P⊗T : S⊗ × S⊗ × E⊗ → [0, 1] is the
transition probability defined as, for any s⊗ = (s, F ) and any
e ∈ E⊗(s),

P⊗T (s⊗′|s⊗, e) =

{
PT (s′|s, e) if F ′ = ∆(F,L(s)),

0 otherwise,
(8)

where s⊗′ = (s′, F ′); P⊗E : E⊗ × S⊗ × 2E
⊗ → [0, 1] is

the event occurrence probability defined as P⊗E (e|s⊗, ξ) =
PE(e|s, ξ) for any s⊗ = (s, F ) ∈ S⊗ and any ξ ∈
Ξ(s); s⊗I = (sI , F̂ I) is the initial states, where F̂ I =
∆(F I , L(sI)), and Acc⊗ = S ×Accd.

x0

x1

¬r

⊤

¬r

(a)

(x0, 0)

(x0, 0), (x1, 1)

(x0, 0), (x1, 2)

¬r

r

r

¬r

(b)

(x0, 0)

(x0, 0), (x1, 1)

(x0, 0), (x1, 2)

(x0, 0), (x1, 3)

¬r

r

r

¬r

r

¬r

⊤

(c)

(x0, 0)

(x0, 0), (x1, 1)

(x0, 0), (x1, 2)

(x0, 0), (x1, 3)

(x0, 0), (x1, 4)

¬r

r

r

¬r

r

¬r

r

¬r

⊤

(d)

Fig. 3: (a) A complete cBA converted from ϕ = GFr. (b),
(c), (d) Its determinization with K = 1, 2, 3. Their accepting
states are colored with red.

Intuitively, the product SDES is a synchronized structure
between the SDES and the dKcBA. In other words, the
product SDES represents simultaneously the transition of the
SDES and the associated transition of the dKcBA.

Note that Acc⊗ is non-empty since Accd is non-empty. For
simplicity, the product SDES D⊗ of a given SDES and a
dKcBA converted from an LTL formula ϕ will be called a
product SDES associated with ϕ.

For each s⊗ = (s, F ) ∈ S⊗, let E⊗(s⊗) = E(s),
E⊗c (s⊗) = Ec(s), and E⊗uc(s

⊗) = Euc(s). Likewise, let
Ξ⊗dir = Ξdir and Ξ⊗dir(s

⊗) = Ξdir(s) for each s⊗ =
(s, F ) ∈ S⊗. The controlled transition probability P⊗ :
S⊗ × {(s, ξ)|s ∈ S⊗, ξ ∈ Ξ⊗(s)} → [0, 1] is defined as,
for any s, s′ ∈ S⊗ and any ξ ∈ Ξ⊗(s), P⊗(s′|s, ξ) =∑
e∈ξ P

⊗
T (s′|s, e)P⊗E (e|s, ξ). For convenience, we sometimes

omit the superscripts ⊗.
Note that Acc⊗ has no outgoing transition to S⊗ \ Acc⊗

since Accd is a sink set. Thus, once a path of the product
SDES enters Acc⊗, from then on, its suffix always stays in
Acc⊗.

For any product SDES D⊗, its acceptance condition is a
safety condition since it is satisfied when any path generated
on D⊗ always stays in S⊗ \Acc⊗. In the following, we call
s ∈ S⊗ \Acc⊗ a safe state and s ∈ Acc⊗ an unsafe state.

For a subset S⊗sub of S⊗, we introduce an atomic proposition
“This state belongs to S⊗sub”, which denotes S⊗sub by abuse of
notation, that is, we say that a state s ∈ S⊗ satisfies S⊗sub if
s ∈ S⊗sub. Then, the acceptance condition of D⊗ is represented



by

ϕB = G¬Acc⊗, (9)

that is, an infinite path ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗ is accepted by the
SDES D⊗ if and only if ρ |= ϕB .

The determinized logical part of D⊗ = (S⊗, E⊗, P⊗T ,
P⊗E , s

⊗I , Acc⊗) is a tuple logic(D⊗) = (S⊗, E × S⊗, δ,
s⊗I), where, δ : S⊗ × (E × S⊗) → S⊗ is the transition
function defined as, for each (s⊗, (e, s⊗′)) ∈ S⊗× (E×S⊗),
δ(s⊗, (e, s⊗′)) = s⊗′ if P⊗T (s⊗′ | s⊗, e) > 0, otherwise
δ(s⊗, (e, s⊗′)) is undefined.

For example, in Fig. 4, we show a part of the product SDES
constructed from the SDES and the dKcBA with K = 1
depicted in Figs. 1 and 3(b).
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Fig. 4: A part of the product SDES from the SDES and the
dKcBA with K = 1 shown in Figs. 1 and 3(b). Each accepting
state is colored by red.

III. SUPERVISED STOCHASTIC DISCRETE EVENT SYSTEMS

We consider a supervisory control problem of an SDES D
with an LTL formula ϕ. We synthesize a controller, called a
supervisor, to restrict the behavior to satisfy the specification.
For D and ϕ, without loss of generality, the supervisor is
given by the pair of the determinized logical part of the
corresponding product SDES1 and a mapping from its state
to a control pattern [4]. Formally, for D and ϕ, we define the
supervisor as SV = (logic(D⊗), SV ) where and SV : Q→ Ξ
is the mapping from a state to a control pattern.

We define the behavior of the SDES controlled by a
supervisor. Let SV = (logic(D⊗), SV ) be the supervi-
sor for the SDES D = (S,E, PT , PE , s

I , AP, L) under ϕ.
The SDES D controlled by SV is defined as SV/D =
(Ŝ, E, P̂T , P̂E , ŝ

I , AP, L̂), where Ŝ = S × S⊗, P̂T :
Ŝ × Ŝ × E → [0, 1] is defined as, for any ((s′, s⊗′ =
(s̃, F̃ )), (s, s⊗), e) ∈ Ŝ × Ŝ × E,

P̂T ((s′, s⊗′)|(s, s⊗), e) ={
PT (s′|s, e) if s̃ = s′, s⊗′ = δ(s⊗, (e, s⊗′)),

0 otherwise,
(10)

P̂E : E × Ŝ → [0, 1] is defined as, for any (e, (s, s⊗)) ∈ E ×
Ŝ, P̂E(e|(s, s⊗)) = PE(e|s, SV (s⊗)), ŝI = (sI , s⊗I) is the

1Since the transitions by the occurrence of the event in SDES is nondeter-
ministic, we need the state after the transition to construct the supervisor.

initial state, L̂ : Ŝ → 2AP is defined as, for any (s, s⊗) ∈ Ŝ,
L̂((s, s⊗)) = L(s).

We consider a synthesis problem of a supervisor SV such
that the controlled SDES SV/D satisfies ϕB . For convenience,
we call the mapping SV of SV = (logic(D⊗), SV ) (resp.,
SV d of SVd = (logic(D⊗), SV d)) the supervisor (resp., the
directed controller). In the following, for the SDES D with the
LTL specification ϕ, we focus on synthesizing a supervisor
SV : S⊗ → Ξ with C = logic(D⊗).

We denote by InfPathDSV (s) (resp., FinPathDSV (s))
the set of infinite (resp., finite) paths starting from s ∈
S on D under SV and, for simplicity, InfPathDSV (sI)
(resp., FinPathDSV (sI)) is denoted by InfPathDSV (resp.,
FinPathDSV ).

We denote the probability space obtained from
InfPathDSV (s) by (InfPathDSV (s),FInfPathDSV (s), P r

D
SV ).

For any supervisor SV and any state s ∈ S, the probability
measure of all paths starting from s that satisfies an LTL
formula ϕ on the SDES D under SV is defined as follows.

PrDSV (s |= ϕ) :=PrDSV ({ρ∈InfPathDSV (s) | ρ |= ϕ}).
(11)

Similarly, we define the probability of paths starting from the
initial state s and the initial directed control pattern ξe satisfies
ϕ on D under SV as PrDSV (s, ξe |= ϕ). We call PrDSV (sI |=
ϕ) the satisfaction probability of ϕ on the SDES D under
SV . Intuitively, the satisfaction probability of ϕ means that
the probability of satisfying ϕ from the initial state sI by SV
for D.

A Markov chain induced by the product SDES D⊗ with a
supervisor SV is a tuple MC⊗SV = (S⊗SV , P

⊗
SV , s

⊗I), where
S⊗SV = S⊗, P⊗SV (s′|s) = P (s′|s, SV (s)) for s, s′ ∈ S⊗. The
state set S⊗SV of MC⊗SV can be represented as a disjoint union
of a set of transient states T⊗SV and closed irreducible sets of
recurrent states R⊗jSV with j ∈ {1, . . . , h}, i.e., S⊗SV = T⊗SV ∪
R⊗1
SV ∪ . . . ∪R⊗hSV [43]. In the following, we say a “recurrent

class” instead of a “closed irreducible set of recurrent states”
for simplicity.

Definition 7 (Reachable set): For the set of states S of an
SDES D, the reachable set from a state s ∈ S is defined as
follows.

Re(S; s) = {last(ρ) ∈ S | ρ ∈ FinPathsD(s)}. (12)

Moreover, we define the reachable set from s ∈ S under a
supervisor SV as follows.

ReSV (S; s) = {last(ρ) ∈ S | ρ ∈ FinPathsDSV (s)}. (13)

For simplicity, we denote the reachable set from the initial
state sI by Re(S) instead of Re(S; sI). Analogously, for a
supervisor SV , we write ReSV (S) instead of ReSV (S; sI).
The reachable sets for a controlled SDES and a product SDES
are defined in the same way.

Remark 2: For any controlled SDES SV/D and any reach-
able state ŝ = (s, s⊗ = (s̃, F̃ )) ∈ Re(Ŝ), s = s̃ holds.

For the product SDES D⊗, let

W = {s ∈ S⊗ | ∃SV s.t. PrD
⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1}. (14)



W is called the winning region of D⊗. Then, a supervisor SV
such that PrD

⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1 is called a winning supervisor
at s. Moreover, it is called a winning directed controller if it
is a directed controller. Furthermore, let

Wp = {(s, ξ)∈S⊗ × Ξ⊗dir | ∃SV s.t. PrD
⊗

SV (s, ξ |= ϕB)=1}.
(15)

Wp is called the winning pair set of D⊗.
We define the inclusion relations between supervisors.
Definition 8 (Inclusion relation): Let D⊗ be a product

SDES. For any supervisor SV and SV ′, we say that SV
includes SV ′ if SV ′(s) ⊆ SV (s) for any s ∈ S⊗ and denote
SV ′ ⊆D⊗ SV if SV includes SV ′.

We omit the subscript D⊗ of ⊆D⊗ for simplicity.
We define the notion of sure satisfaction.
Definition 9 (Sure satisfaction of safety): For a product

SDES D⊗ and a supervisor SV , we say that SV forces D⊗

to be safe at s ∈ S⊗ surely if

{ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗SV (s) | D⊗, ρ 6|= ϕB} = ∅. (16)

We denote by SV⊗sure(s) the set of supervisors that force
D⊗ to be safe surely at s ∈ S⊗. For simplicity, we denote
SV⊗sure(sI) by SV⊗sure. It is said that a supervisor SV satisfies
the acceptance condition of the product SDES D⊗ surely if
SV ∈ SV⊗sure.

The following lemma shows an important property of su-
pervisors for the product SDES D⊗.

Lemma 1: Given a product SDES D⊗ of an SDES D and
a dKcBA det(B,K) converted from a given LTL formula
ϕ, the following three conditions are equivalent for any state
s ∈ S⊗ and any supervisor SV .

1) SV ∈ SV⊗sure(s).
2) PrD

⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1.
3) PrD

⊗

SV d(s |= ϕB) = 1 for any directed controller SV d ⊆
SV .
Proof: We fix a state s ∈ S⊗ arbitrarily.

1) ⇒ 2) There is no path ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗SV (s) such that ρ 6|=
ϕB . Thus, we have PrD

⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1.
2) ⇒ 3) Suppose that there exists a directed controller

SV d ⊆ SV such that PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ) > 0.
Then, there exists ρ = s0e0s1 . . . ∈ InfPathD

⊗

SV d(s)
such that ρ 6|= ϕB and hence there exists l ∈ N
such that sl−1 6∈ Acc⊗ and sl ∈ Acc⊗. Note that
InfPath⊗

SV d
(s) ⊆ InfPath⊗SV (s). Thus, we have

ρ ∈ InfPathD
⊗

SV (s) and hence PrD
⊗

SV (s 6|= ϕB) ≥∏l−1
i=0 P

⊗
T (si+1|si, ei)PE(ei|si, SV (si)) > 0. This con-

tradicts PrD
⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1.
3) ⇒ 1) Suppose that SV 6∈ SV⊗sure(s). Then, there exists

a path ρ = s0e0s1 . . . ∈ InfPath⊗SV (s) such that
ρ 6|= ϕB . Then without loss of generality, we can
assume that ρ = s0e0s1 . . . sl−1el−1slelsl+1 . . . such that
sl ∈ Acc⊗ and, for any i, j with 0 ≤ i < j ≤ l,
si 6= sj . Hence, there exists SV d ⊆ SV such that
ρ ∈ InfPath⊗

SV d
(s). Thus, we have Pr⊗

SV d
(s 6|= ϕB) ≥∏l−1

i=0 P
⊗
T (si+1|si, ei)P⊗E (ei|si, SV d(si)) > 0. However,

this contradicts the assumption that PrD
⊗

SV d(s |= ϕB) = 1
for any SV d ⊆ SV .

IV. BOUNDED SYNTHESIS OF DIRECTED CONTROLLERS

In this section, for a given SDES D, a given LTL formula
ϕ, and a non-negative integer K, we aim at the synthesis
of directed controllers SV d for the product SDES D⊗ =
D⊗ det(Bϕ,K) such that PrD

⊗

SV d(s⊗I |= ϕB) is maximized,
where s⊗I and Acc⊗ are the initial state and the accepting
set of D⊗. We propose a synthesis method based on the
bounded synthesis [26], [27]. In the following, we first define
a reward function and an expected return. Next, we show
some important properties between the expected return and
directed controllers for the product SDES. Finally, we give
a dynamic programming based method to obtain an optimal
directed controller.

A. Reward function and Expected Returns

We define a reward function based on the K-co-Büchi
acceptance condition of the product SDES.

Definition 10 (Reward function): The reward function R :
S⊗ → R is defined by

R(s) =

{
(1− γacc)rn if s ∈ Acc⊗,
0 otherwise,

(17)

where rn is a negative value and γacc ∈ (0, 1).
We introduce a discount factor function and value functions

for the product SDES inspired by [35].
Definition 11 (Discount factor function): A discount factor

function Γ : S⊗ → {γacc, γ}, where γ ∈ (0, 1), is defined by

Γ(s) =

{
γacc if s ∈ Acc⊗,
γ otherwise.

(18)

Definition 12 (Expected return): For a directed controller
SV d for the product SDES D⊗, the reward functionR defined
as (17), and the discount factor function Γ defined as (18), we
define the expected return, or the state-value function VSV d :
S⊗ → R as follows. For each s ∈ S⊗,

VSV d(s) = ESV d [

∞∑
t=0

R(st+1)

t−1∏
k=0

Γ(sk+1)|s0 = s], (19)

where ESV d denotes the expected value of accumulated re-
wards from the state s under the directed controller SV d and∏−1
k=0 Γ(sk+1) := 1.
Note that an upper and a lower bound of the state-value

function VSV d are 0 and rn, respectively, and VSV d(s) = rn
for any unsafe state s ∈ Acc⊗. We define a function QSV d :
{(s, ξe)|s ∈ S⊗, ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s)} → R as follows. For any
s ∈ S⊗ and any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s),

QSV d(s, ξe)

= ESV d [

∞∑
t=0

R(st+1)

t−1∏
k=0

Γ(sk+1)|s0 = s, ξ0 = ξe], (20)

where R and Γ are defined as (17) and (18), respectively. We
call QSV d a state directed control pattern (state-DCP for short)
value function under SV d.



From the state and state-DCP value functions, we have the
following Bellman equations [28].

VSV d(s) =
∑
s′∈S⊗

P⊗(s′|s, SV d(s)){R(s′) + Γ(s)VSV d(s′)},

QSV d(s, ξe)

=
∑
s′∈S⊗

P⊗(s′|s, ξe){R(s′) + Γ(s)QSV d(s′, SV d(s′))}.

Definition 13 (Optimal value functions and optimal directed
controllers): Let D⊗ be a product SDES. The state value
function V ∗ is the optimal state value function if, for any
s ∈ S⊗,

V ∗(s) = max
SV d

VSV d(s). (21)

Likewise, the state-DCP value function Q∗ is optimal if, for
any s ∈ S⊗ and ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s),

Q∗(s, ξe) = max
SV d

QSV d(s, ξe) (22)

Then, a directed controller SV d∗ is called an optimal directed
controller if, for any s ∈ S⊗,

VSV d∗(s) = V ∗(s). (23)

It is shown that the following optimal Bellman equations
hold [28].

Q∗(s, ξe) =
∑
s′∈S⊗

P⊗(s′|s, ξe){R(s′)

+ Γ(s) max
ξe′∈Ξ⊗dir(s′)

Q∗(s′, ξe′)}, (24)

V ∗(s) = max
ξe∈Ξ⊗dir(s)

Q∗(s, ξe)

= max
ξe∈Ξ⊗dir(s)

∑
s′∈S⊗

P⊗(s′|s, ξe){R(s′)+Γ(s)V ∗(s′)}.

(25)

B. Properties between Directed controllers and Expected re-
turn

For any product SDES D⊗ associated with an LTL formula
ϕ and any supervisor SV , let S⊗SV 6|= = {s ∈ S⊗|∃ρ ∈
InfPathD

⊗

SV (s) s.t. ρ 6|= ϕB}. Note that S⊗SV 6|= is non-
empty since it contains all unsafe states. Moreover, let Nρ =

min{n ∈ N0|ρ[n] ∈ Acc⊗} for each ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗SV (s). We
define min ∅ =∞. Then, we show the following two lemmas.

Lemma 2: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated
with an LTL formula ϕ, for any supervisor SV ,
maxs∈S⊗

SV 6|=
ESV [Nρ|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ] <∞.

Proof: For any supervisor SV , any state s ∈ S⊗SV 6|=, and

any path ρ ∈ InfPathD
⊗

SV (s) with ρ |= FAcc⊗, we have
Nρ <∞ since there exists a successor state of ρ[Nρ] in Acc⊗.
Thus, we have ESV [Nρ|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ] < ∞. Therefore,
we have maxs∈S⊗

SV 6|=
ESV [Nρ|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ] <∞.

Lemma 3: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ, a directed controller SV d, and the reward
function R defined as (17), the following two conditions hold
for any discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1).

1) For any s ∈ S⊗, VSV d(s) = 0 if and only if PrD
⊗

SV d(s |=
ϕB) = 1.

2) There exists a constant N such that, for any s ∈ S⊗,

rnPr
D⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) ≤ VSV d(s) < rnPr
D⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB)γN

(26)

if and only if PrD
⊗

SV d(s |= ϕB) < 1.
Proof: For any s ∈ S⊗ and any γ ∈ (0, 1), we have

VSV d(s) = ESV d [

∞∑
t=0

R(st+1)

t−1∏
k=0

Γ(sk+1)|s0 = s]

= ESV d [

∞∑
t=0

R(st+1)

t−1∏
k=0

Γ(sk+1)|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ]

× PrD⊗SV d(s 6|= ϕB)

= ESV d [γNρ−1
∞∑
t=0

γtaccR(sNρ+t)|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ]

× PrSV d(s 6|= ϕB).

Thus, we have

VSV d(s) = rnPr
D⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ)ESV d [γNρ−1|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ].
(27)

We now prove 1).
(⇐) By (27), we have VSV d(s) = 0.
(⇒) Suppose PrD

⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) > 0. Then, by Lemma 2,
E[Nρ − 1|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ] < ∞. Recall that the
reward rn < 0. By Jensen’s inequality, VSV d(s) ≤
rnPr

D⊗

SV d(s |= ϕ)γE[Nρ−1|ρ[0]=s,ρ6|=ϕB ] < 0. This con-
tradicts VSV d(s) = 0.

Next, we prove 2).
(⇐) Let N = maxs∈S⊗

SV d 6|=
E[Nρ|ρ[0] = s, ρ 6|= ϕB ]. Recall

that rn < 0. Note that N <∞ by Lemma 2 and it is inde-
pendent of the states. Moreover, γE[Nρ−1|ρ[0]=s,ρ 6|=ϕB ] >
γN > 0 since γ ∈ (0, 1). By Jensen’s inequality, (26)
holds.

(⇒) Suppose PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) = 0. Then, we have
VSV d(s) = PrD

⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) = 0 by (27). This
contradicts the existence of the constant N that satisfies
(26).

We now show that an optimal directed controller is winning
at any state in the winning region W .

Theorem 1: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
for the winning region W of D⊗ and any optimal direted
controller SV d∗, we have

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB) = 1 for any s ∈W (28)

Proof: By (14), 2) and 3) of Lemma 1, and 1) of Lemma
3, for any s ∈W , there exists a directed controller SV d such
that VSV d(s) = 0. Thus, by (23), we have V ∗(s) = 0 for any
s ∈ W . Hence, by 1) of Lemma 3, for any optimal directed
controller SV d∗, (28) holds.



The following theorem shows the existence of a directed
control pattern for which the state-DCP value is 0 at a state
is closely related to the satisfaction of the given LTL formula
from the state.

Theorem 2: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and its state s ∈ S⊗, there exists a supervisor
SV such that PrD

⊗

SV (s |= ϕB) = 1 if and only if there exists
ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) such that Q∗(s, ξe) = 0.

Proof:

(⇐) By 1) of Lemma 3, we have PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB) =
1, where SV d∗ is an optimal directed controller with
SV d∗(s) = ξe.

(⇒) By 2) and 3) of Lemma 1, for any directed controller
SV d ⊆ SV , we have PrD

⊗

SV d(s |= ϕB) = 1. Thus, by
1) of Lemma 3, we have QSV d(s, SV d(s)) = 0, which
implies that Q∗(s, SV d(s)) = 0.

Remark 3: Theorem 2 implies that, if Q∗(sI , ξe) < 0 for
any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s

I), then there is no supervisor that satisfies
the acceptance condition of the product SDES with probability
1. In general, supervisors constructed via the value function
based on the directed control patterns can fail to accomplish
the maximum satisfaction probability in such cases, for in-
stance, see Example 1 in [40]. Furthermore, the occurrence
probabilities of events can change depending on given control
patterns. Taking these issues into account, we will construct a
supervisor in Section V.

In the following lemma, we show that, for any state of a
given product SDES, its state value converges to the negative
reward rn multiplied by the probability of reaching an unsafe
state from the state as the discount factor γ goes to 1. The
lemma follows from similar proof as Theorem 1 in [35].

Lemma 4: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ, and the reward function R defined as (17), for
any ε > 0, there exists γ′ > 0 such that, for any γ > γ′, any
state s ∈ S⊗, and any directed controller SV d, the following
equation holds.

0 ≤ VSV d(s)− rnPrSV d(s 6|= ϕB) < ε. (29)

Proof: For any state s ∈ S⊗ and any directed controller
SV d, consider the following two cases 1) PrD

⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) =

0 and 2) PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) > 0. For the case 1), we have
VSV d(s) = 0 by 1) of Lemma 3. For the case 2), by 2) of
Lemma 3, we have

0 ≤ VSV d(s)− rnPrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ)

≤ rnPrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ)γN − rnPrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ)

= |rn|PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕ)(1− γN )

≤ |rn|(1− γN ),

where N is a constant that satisfies 2) of Lemma 3. Thus, for
any ε > 0, there exists γ′ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for any γ > γ′,
|rn|(1− γN ) < ε. Note that γ′ is independent of s and SV d.
Therefore, (29) holds for any γ > γ′, any state s ∈ S⊗, and
any directed controller SV d.

For any product SDES D⊗ associated with an LTL formula
ϕ, any s ∈ S⊗, and any directed controller SV d, we define

PrD
⊗

maxd(s |= ϕB) = max
SV d

PrD
⊗

SV d(s |= ϕB). (30)

Similarly, we define

PrD
⊗

maxd(s, ξe |= ϕB) = max
SV d

PrD
⊗

SV d(s, ξe |= ϕB). (31)

By Lemma 4, we now show that the satisfaction probability
of an optimal directed controller is exactly equal to the
maximum satisfaction probability when the discount factor
γ is sufficiently close to 1. This plays an important role to
assure that the supervisor constructed in Section V achieves
the maximum satisfaction probability.

Theorem 3: Given a product SDES associated with an LTL
formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17), there
exists a discount factor γ′ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for any γ > γ′

and any s ∈ S⊗, the following equation holds.

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB) = PrD
⊗

maxd(s |= ϕB). (32)

Proof: Note that the number of directed controllers is
finite since |Ec| <∞ and |S⊗| <∞. Thus, there exists ε > 0
such that, for any non-optimal directed controller SV d, there
exists a state s ∈ S⊗, we have

VSV d(s) + ε < V ∗(s). (33)

Then, by Lemma 4, there exists γ′ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for any
γ > γ′,

V ∗(s)− rnPrD
⊗

SV d∗(s 6|= ϕB) < ε. (34)

By (33) and (34), we have

VSV d(s) < rnPr
D⊗

SV d∗(s 6|= ϕB).

Note that rn is negative. Hence, by (26), we have

PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) > PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s 6|= ϕB).

Therefore, we have

PrD
⊗

SV d(s 6|= ϕB) > PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s 6|= ϕB) for any SV d, (35)

which implies together with (30) that (32) holds.
By Theorem 3, we obtain a directed controller with the

maximum satisfaction probability by maximizing the state
value function when the discount factor γ exceeds a certain
value γ′ that is less than 1.

When we know the full information about the dynamics
of the SDES, to compute the directed controllers achieving
the maximum satisfaction probability, we can use a dynamic
programming (DP) method such as the value iteration. We
show the value iteration with directed controllers in Algorithm
12. Note that Γ(s) < 1 for any state s ∈ S⊗ and thus
the Bellman operator corresponding to (24) is a contraction
mapping. This implies that, for any product SDES D⊗ and
any state s ∈ S⊗, initializing the state-DCP value function Q
with 0, if there exists a winning directed controller SV d, then
Q(s, SV d(s)) is always 0 during the value iteration. Moreover,
Algorithm 1 converges exponentially.

2We use the value iteration here but any DP method can be employed to
our proposed framework.



Algorithm 1 Value iteration with directed control.

Input: LTL formula ϕ and SDES D
Output: An optimal supervisor SV ∗.

1: Convert ϕ to dKcBA det(Bϕ,K).
2: Construct the product SDES D⊗ of D and det(Bϕ,K).
3: Initialize Q : S⊗ × E⊗ → R with 0.
4: while Q does not converge do
5: for all state s ∈ S⊗ and ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) do
6:

Q(s⊗, ξe)←
∑
s′∈S⊗

P⊗T (s′|s⊗, ê)
∑
ê∈ξe

P⊗E (ê|s, ξe)

× {R(s′) + Γ(s′) max
ξe′∈Ξ⊗dir(s′)

Q(s′, ξe′)}.
7: end for
8: end while

Example 1: We consider the SDES depicted in Fig. 1 and the
dKcBA shown in Fig. 3(2), i.e., the dKcBA with K = 1 for
ϕ = GFr. A part of the corresponding product SDES is shown
in Fig. 4. The initial state is s⊗I = (s1, {(x0, 0), (x1, 1)}). We
set γ = 0.9999, γacc = 0.9, and rn = −1. We apply Algo-
rithm 1 on the product SDES. The obtained state-DCP values
are shown in Table I and only the states in the column are
reachable. For convenience, we abbreviate err from each di-
rected control pattern in Table I when the directed control pat-
tern contains a controllable event. Only (s1, {(x0,0),(x1,1)})
and (s2, {(x0,0)}) have state-DCP values of 0. Thus, the win-
ning region is {(s1, {(x0, 0), (x1, 1)}), (s2, {(x0, 0)})}. More-
over, the absolute values of the state DCP values are close to
their probability of reaching an unsafe state. For example, at
the state (s1, {(x0, 0), (x1, 1)}), the probability of reaching an
unsafe state under the directed control pattern ξ1 = {a, err}
and ξ2 = {b, err} are 0.5 and 0.75, respectively. Note that
the states except for the two states are not reachable from the
initial state under any optimal directed controller.

TABLE I: The state-DCP values for Example 1 obtained by
Algorithm 1.

state
DCP {a} {b} {c} {err}

(s1, {(x0,0),(x1,1)}) -0.9999 0 – –
(s1, {(x0,0),(x1,2)}) -1 -1 – –

(s2, {(x0,0)}) 0 -0.4999 0 –
(s0, {(x0,0),(x1,1)}) -0.49995 -0.74992 – -0.9999
(s0, {(x0,0),(x1,2)}) -1 -1 – -1

We will show that, under any optimal directed controller, the
satisfaction probability is equal to the probability of reaching
the winning region. To establish that, we show the following
lemma.

Lemma 5: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17), for
any optimal directed controller SV d∗ and any state s ∈ S⊗,
the following equations hold.

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB ∧ FW ) = PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ), (36)

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB ∧G¬W ) = 0, (37)

where W is the winning region of D⊗.

Proof: We choose an optimal directed controller SV d∗

arbitrarily. To establish (36), it is sufficient to show that, for
any s ∈ S⊗ and any ρ ∈ InfPathD

⊗

SV d∗(s), ρ |= FW
implies ρ |= ϕB ∧ FW . Fix a state s ∈ S⊗ and a path
ρ ∈ InfPathD

⊗

SV d∗(s) arbitrarily. Suppose that ρ |= FW .
Then, by Theorem 1 and 1) and 2) of Lemma 1, we have
ρ |= ϕB . Thus, for any optimal directed controller SV d∗ and
any s ∈ S⊗, (36) holds.

Let MC⊗
SV d∗

= (S⊗, P⊗
SV d∗

, sI⊗, AP, L) be the Markov
chain induced by D⊗ and SV d∗. S⊗ is partitioned into a
transient states T⊗

SV d∗
and h recurrent classes {Ri⊗

SV d∗
}hi=1,

that is S⊗ = T⊗
SV d∗

∪R1⊗
SV d∗

∪ . . .∪Rh⊗
SV d∗

. Suppose that there
exists a state s 6∈ Acc⊗ ∪ W . Then, we have PrD

⊗

SV d∗(s |=
ϕB) < 1 by the definition of W . Thus, there exists a path
that eventually reaches Acc⊗ from s on MC⊗

SV d∗
. Recall that

Acc⊗ has no outgoing transition to S⊗\Acc⊗. Hence, we have
that the probabilities of reaching Acc⊗ from s and returning
to s from Acc⊗ are positive and 0, respectively, which implies
s ∈ T⊗

SV d∗
. Therefore, by the property of transient states [43],

(37) holds.
Proposition 2: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with

an LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
for any optimal directed controller SV d∗ and any state s ∈ S⊗,
the following equation holds.

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB) = PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ). (38)

Proof: For any s ∈ S⊗ and any optimal directed con-
troller SV d∗, we have

Pr⊗
SV d∗

(s |= ϕB) = Pr⊗
SV d∗

(s |= ϕB ∧ (FW ∨G¬W )).

By (36) and (37), we have

Pr⊗
SV d∗

(s |= ϕB ∧ (FW ∨G¬W ))

= PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ) + PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB ∧G¬W )

= PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ).

Thus, (38) holds.
Proposition 2 together with Lemma 1 allows us to develop

a supervisor that maximizes the number of reachable states
within the winning region under the satisfaction of ϕB with
the maximum probability.

V. CONSTRUCTION OF PERMISSIVE SUPERVISOR

By the discussions in Sections III and IV, an optimal
directed controller is winning at any state in the winning region
W . Thus, a supervisor that includes only optimal directed
controllers surely satisfies ϕB at any state in W . Besides, an
optimal directed controller achieves the maximum satisfaction
probability of directed controllers when the discount factor
is sufficiently close to 1. So, in this section, we construct
a supervisor via the optimal state-DCP value function and
show that the supervisor achieves the maximum satisfaction
probability and maximizes the number of the reachable states
within the winning region.



For the product SDES D⊗, we construct the following
supervisor SV ∗ : S⊗ → Ξ. For each s ∈ S⊗,

SV ∗(s) ={⋃
{ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s);Q

∗(s, ξe) = 0} if s ∈W,
ξe∗ otherwise,

(39)

where ξe∗ ∈ arg maxξe∈Ξ⊗dir(s)Q
∗(s, ξe). Note that W is

determined as {s ∈ S⊗ | V ∗(s) = 0} by (14) and 1) of
Lemma 3.

We will show that the supervisor SV ∗ achieves the maxi-
mum satisfaction probability of directed controllers when γ is
sufficiently close to 1.

Lemma 6: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17), for
any state s ∈ S⊗, the supervisor SV ∗ defined as (39) satisfies

PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= ϕB ∧ FW ) = PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= FW ). (40)

Proof: It is sufficient to show that, for any s ∈ S⊗ and any
ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗SV d∗(s), ρ |= FW implies ρ |= ϕB ∧ FW . We
fix a state s ∈ S⊗ and a path ρ ∈ InfPathD⊗SV ∗(s) arbitrarily.
Suppose that ρ |= FW . Then, by Theorem 1 and 1) and 3)
of Lemma 1, we have ρ |= ϕB . Thus, for any s ∈ S⊗, (40)
holds.

Lemma 7: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ, for any state s ∈ S⊗, the supervisor SV ∗

defined as (39) satisfies.

PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= ϕB) = PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= FW ). (41)

Proof: For any s ∈ S⊗, by (40), we have

Pr⊗SV ∗(s |= ϕB)

= Pr⊗SV ∗(s |= ϕB ∧ (FW ∨G¬W ))

= PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= FW ) + PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= ϕB ∧G¬W ).

By (39), there exists an optimal directed controller SV d∗ such
that SV ∗(s) = SV d∗(s) holds for any s 6∈ W . Thus, (41)
holds by (37).

Lemma 8: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
there exists an optimal directed controller SV d∗ such that, for
any s ∈ S⊗,

PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= ϕB) = PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= ϕB), (42)

where the supervisor SV ∗ is defined as (39).
Proof: By (39), there exists an optimal directed controller

SV d∗ such that SV d∗(s) = SV ∗(s) holds for any s 6∈W and
thus the following equation holds.

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ) = PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= FW ).

Moreover, for any s ∈W , clearly we have

PrD
⊗

SV d∗(s |= FW ) = PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= FW ) = 1.

Hence, by Proposition 2 and Lemma 7, (42) holds for any
s ∈ S⊗.

Theorem 4: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),

there exists γ′ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for any γ > γ′ and any
s ∈ S⊗, the following equation holds.

PrD
⊗

SV ∗(s |= ϕB) = PrD
⊗

maxd(s |= ϕB), (43)

where the supervisor SV ∗ is defined as (39).
Proof: This immediately follows from Theorem 3 and

Lemma 8.
By Theorem 4, SV ∗ defined as (39) accomplishes the

maximum satisfaction probability of directed controllers by
taking the discount factor γ sufficiently close to 1.

We define the notion of maximal permissiveness.
Definition 14 (Maximal permissiveness): We say that a

supervisor SV ∈ SVD⊗sure is maximally permissive if, for any
supervisor ŜV ∈ SVD⊗sure, the following inequality holds.

|ReSV (S⊗)| ≥ |Re
ŜV

(S⊗)|. (44)

Theorem 5: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ, the reward function R defined as (17), and the
supervisor SV ∗ defined as (39), for any state s ∈W , we have
SV ∗ ∈ SVD⊗sure(s) and |ReSV ∗(S⊗; s)| ≥ |Re

ŜV
(S⊗; s)| for

any ŜV ∈ SVD⊗sure(s).
Proof: For any s ∈W , by Lemma 7, we have PrD

⊗

SV ∗(s |=
ϕB) = 1. Thus, by 1) and 2) of Lemma 1, SV ∗ belongs
to SVD⊗sure(s). Suppose that there exists a supervisor ŜV ∈
SVD⊗sure(s) such that |Re

ŜV
(S⊗; s)| > |ReSV ∗(S⊗; s)|. Then,

there exist a state ŝ ∈W and a controllable event ê /∈ SV ∗(ŝ)
such that ê ∈ ŜV (ŝ). By 2) and 3) of Lemma 1, there exists
a winning directed controller ŜV

d
with ŜV

d
(ŝ) = ξê that is

included by ŜV but not by SV ∗. Moreover, by 1) of Lemma
3, Q

ŜV
d(ŝ, ξê) = 0. However, this contradicts (39).

Remark 4: In synthesizing a supervisor that maximizes
the size of the reachable set under the maximization of
the satisfaction probability of ϕB , the directed control-based
synthesis reduces computational complexity with respect to
the size of the event set compared to dealing directly with
control patterns. In detail, the exploration spaces for the
directed control-based method and the straight forward one
dealing with control patterns are proportion to Ec and 2Ec ,
respectively.

Corollary 1: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
if the initial state sI⊗ ∈ W , then the supervisor SV ∗ is
maximally permissive.

Proof: This immediately follows from Theorem 5.
By Theorem 5, for any state s in the winning region W ,

the number of the reachable states from s is maximized while
satisfying ϕB surely under the supervisor SV ∗ defined as (39).
Moreover, if sI ∈W then SV ∗ is maximally permissive.

Remark 5: By Corollary 1, it is sufficient to check whether
the maximal value of the state-DCP function at the initial state
is 0 in order to confirm the maximal permissiveness of SV ∗.

In Example 1, the maximum state-DCP value of the initial
state is 0. Thus, we construct the maximally permissive
supervisor SV ∗ as SV ∗((s1, {(x0, 0), (x1, 1)}) = {b} and
SV ∗((s2, {(x0, 0)})) = {a, c}.



VI. 2-STAGE REINFORCEMENT LEARNING FOR OPTIMAL
SUPERVISORS

Practically, the dynamics of the SDES such as the transition
probability is often unknown. Then, we use a reinforcement
learning method to obtain an optimal directed controller.

For the product SDES associated with a given LTL formula,
in order to learn the directed controllers that accomplish the
maximum satisfaction probability, we decompose the problem
of learning the desired directed controllers into the following
two stages. The two-stage RL is partially based on Q-learning.
Stage 1) We estimate the winning pair set Wp by learning

the state-DCP value function. Subsequently, we synthe-
size the winning directed controllers at any state in the
winning region W using the estimate of Wp.

Stage 2) When the initial state does not belong to the winning
region, we compute a directed controller that forces the
paths on the product SDES to reach the winning region
with the maximum probability by relearning the state
value function for the states outside the winning region.

Note that the decomposition is based on Proposition 2. In other
words, learning of the desired supervisor is decomposed into
1) learning Wp (the behavior in W ) and (2) learning a directed
controller that maximizes the probability of reaching W (the
behavior outside W ).

A. Learning of Winning pair set and Winning directed con-
trollers

For Stage 1), we propose Algorithm 2 based on Q-learning
so as to obtain the winning pair set.

For a product SDES D⊗, let Qk be a state-DCP value
function learned up to the episode k ∈ N by Algorithm 2.

We call the following set of pairs of states and directed
control patterns an estimated winning pair set learned up to
the episode k ∈ N0.

W k
p = {(s, ξe) | s ∈ S⊗, ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), Q

k(s, ξe) = 0}. (45)

We call the following subset of S⊗ \ Acc⊗ an estimated
winning region learned up to the episode k ∈ N0.

W k = {s ∈ S⊗ | ∃ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) s.t. Qk(s, ξe) = 0}. (46)

We now describe Algorithm 2. Recall that the state values
of unsafe states and states in the winning region are rn and
0, respectively. Thus, at Line 3, we initialize the state-DCP
value function with 0 and rn for the safe states and the
unsafe states, respectively. W 0 and W 0

p are initialized with
S⊗ \ Acc⊗ and {(s, ξ) | s ∈ S⊗ \ Acc⊗, ξ ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s)},
respectively. At Line 6, Algorithm 2 continues until the
estimated winning pair set converges. At Line 7, for a current
state s ∈ W k, we choose a directed control pattern ξe from
{ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) | Qk(s, ξe) = 0}. An event eoc ∈ ξe occurs
and observe the next state s′. If s′ 6∈ W k, we terminate the
exploration in the episode. In Line 15, if eoc is uncontrollable,
i.e., the state leaves from the current estimated winning region
by an uncontrollable event, we update the state-DCP values
for all directed control patterns. Other than that, we update
the state-DCP value of s and ξe in Line 20. From Line 22 to

Algorithm 2 Learning of Wp and W .

Input: LTL formula ϕ and SDES D.
Output: The state-DCP value function Q∞ such that, for any

s ∈ S⊗ and ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), Q∞(s, ξe) = 0 if and only if
Q∗(s, ξe) = 0.

1: Convert ϕ to dKcBA det(Bϕ,K).
2: Construct the product SDES D⊗ of D and det(Bϕ,K).
3: Initialize Qk(s, ξe) with 0 for any s ∈ S⊗ \ Acc⊗ and

any ξe ∈ E⊗c,dir(s), and rn for any s ∈ Acc⊗ and any
ξe ∈ E⊗c,dir(s).

4: Compute W 0
p and W 0.

5: Pick up s ∈W 0 at random and set k = 0.
6: while W k

p does not converge do
7: while True do
8: Choose ξe from {ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) | Qk(s, ξe) = 0}

uniformly and at random.
9: Observe an event eoc ∈ ξe and the next state s′.

10: if s′ 6∈W k. then
11: Go to Line 14.
12: end if
13: s← s′.
14: end while
15: if eoc is uncontrollable. then
16: for all events ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) do

17:
Qk+1(s, ξe)←(1− α)Qk(s, ξe) + α{R(s′)

+ Γ(s′) max
ξe′∈Ξ⊗dir(s′)

Qk(s′, ξe′)}.

18: end for
19: else

20:
Qk+1(s, ξe)← (1− α)Qk(s, ξe) + α{R(s′)

+ Γ(s′) max
ξe′∈Ξ⊗dir(s′)

Qk(s′, ξe′)}.

21: end if
22: k ← k + 1.
23: Compute W k

p and W k and pick up s ∈W k.
24: end while

24, we update W k and W k
p , pick up s from W k, and continue

the learning.
We will show that Algorithm 2 estimates the winning pair

set and synthesize all winning directed controllers for the
winning region.

Lemma 9: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
when conducting Algorithm 2, for any state s ∈ S⊗ \ Acc⊗
and any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), if there exists k′ ∈ N0 such that
Qk
′
(s, ξe) < 0, then, for any k ≥ k′, we have Qk(s, ξe) < 0.
Proof: We fix a state s ∈ S⊗ and ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) arbitrarily.

Suppose that there exists k′ ∈ N0 such that Qk
′
(s, ξe) < 0.

Note that the reward R(s) is 0 or negative. Thus, we have
Qk(s, ξe) < 0 for any k ≥ k′.

Lemma 9 implies that W k
p and W k are monotonically



decreasing with respect to k.

W k+1
p ⊆W k

p . (47)

W k+1 ⊆W k. (48)

Hence, there exist W∞p = limk→∞W k
p and W∞ =

limk→∞W k.
Lemma 10: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an

LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
for any s ∈ S⊗ \ Acc⊗ and any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), if there exists
k ∈ N such that Qk(s, ξe) = 0 and Qk+1(s, ξe) < 0, then
there exists a state s′ ∈ S⊗ \W k such that P⊗(s′|s, ξe) > 0.

Proof: We fix a state s ∈ S⊗ and ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s) arbitrarily.
Suppose that there exists k ∈ N0 such that Qk(s, ξe) = 0 and
Qk+1(s, ξe) < 0. Then, by the update rule of the state-DCP
value function in Algorithm 2, there exists an event e′ ∈ ξe
such that it triggers an outgoing transition from s to S⊗ \W k

with a positive probability. Thus, there exists a state s′ ∈ S⊗ \
W k such that P⊗(s′|s, ξe) > 0.

Proposition 3: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with
an LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
when conducting Algorithm 2, for any state s ∈ S⊗, any
ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), and any k ∈ N0, if Qk(s, ξe) < 0 holds, then
we have PrD

⊗

maxd(s, ξe |= ϕB) < 1.
Proof: We prove by induction with respect to k ∈ N0.

Consider the case where k = 0. Then, for any s ∈ S⊗ and any
ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), if Q0(s, ξe) < 0 holds, then we have s ∈ Acc⊗
and thus PrD

⊗

maxd(s, ξe |= ϕB) < 1. Let k ∈ N0 be given.
For any s ∈ S⊗ \ Acc⊗ and any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), suppose that
Qk(s, ξe) < 0 implies PrD

⊗

maxd(s, ξe |= ϕB) < 1. Then, for
k+1, any s ∈ S⊗ \Acc⊗, and any ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), suppose that
Qk+1(s, ξe) < 0. Consider the two cases 1) Qk(s, ξe) < 0
and 2) Qk(s, ξe) = 0. For the case 1), we immediately have
PrD

⊗

maxd(s, ξe |= ϕB) < 1 by the induction hypothesis. For
the case 2), by Lemma 10, there exists a state s′ 6∈ W k such
that P⊗(s′|s, ξe) > 0. Thus, we have the same result as the
case 1) by applying the induction hypothesis to s′ and all
ξe′ ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s

′). Thus, Proposition 3 is proved.
Proposition 3 implies that, for the winning region W , the

winning pair set Wp, and any k ∈ N0, the following relations
hold.

Wp ⊆W k
p . (49)

W ⊆W k. (50)

Due to (47), (48), (49), and (50), for each k ∈ N0 and each
s ∈W k, we pick up a state from W k at the first step of each
episode, restrict the candidates of directed control pattern to
be chosen to {ξe ∈ Ξ⊗ | Qk(s, ξe) = 0}, and terminate a
current episode when the state leaves from W k in Algorithm
2.

Assumption 1: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with
an LTL formula ϕ, when conducting Algorithm 2, the follow-
ing conditions hold.

1) The learning ratio α ∈ (0, 1) is a constant.
2) For each s ∈ W∞, s is observed infinitely often with

probability 1.

To show that W∞p = Wp holds with probability 1, we define
the following supervisor SV∞ constructed via W∞p . For any
s ∈ S⊗,

SV∞(s) =


⋃

{ξ | (s,ξ)∈W∞p }

ξ if s ∈W∞,

E⊗(s) otherwise.
(51)

Lemma 11: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with an
LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17), if
ReSV∞(S⊗; s) ⊆ W∞ holds for any s ∈ W∞, then W∞p ⊆
Wp holds.

Proof: Let SV∞ be the supervisor defined as (51).
Suppose that ReSV∞(S⊗; s) ⊆ W∞ holds for any s ∈ W∞.
Then, we have s′ 6∈ Acc⊗ for any s′ ∈ ReSV∞(S⊗; s) since
W∞ ∩ Acc⊗ = ∅. This implies together with 1) and 3) of
Lemma 1 that, for any directed control pattern ξ ⊆ SV∞(s),
we have (s, ξ) ∈Wp. Thus, W∞p ⊆Wp holds.

Proposition 4: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with
an LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as (17),
we have W∞p = Wp with probability 1 under Assumption 1.

Proof: Let SV∞ be the supervisor defined as (51). For
simplicity, we abbreviate “with probability 1” as “w.p.1”.
By (49) and Lemma 11, it is sufficient to show that,
for any s ∈ W∞, ReSV∞(S⊗; s) ⊆ W∞ holds w.p.1.
Suppose that, there exists s′ ∈ ReSV∞(S⊗; s) such that
s′ 6∈ W∞. For any {si}mi=0 ⊆ ReSV∞(S⊗; s) such that
P⊗(si+1|si, SV∞(si)) > 0 for each i = 0, . . . ,m − 1,
s0 = s, and sm = s′, there exists n ≤ m such that
sn−1 ∈ W∞ and sn 6∈ W∞. Thus, there exists k ∈ N such
that sn ∈ W k−1 and sn 6∈ W k. By 2) of Assumption 1,
sn−1 is visited infinitely often w.p.1. Thus, w.p.1, for any
e ∈ SV∞(sn−1), the transition (sn−1, e, sn) occurs infinitely
often. Hence, w.p.1, there exists l > k such that (sn−1, e, sn)
is observed at the step l. Thus, by 1) of Assumption 1, w.p.1,
for any ξ ⊆ SV∞(sn−1), if e ∈ ξ then Ql(sn−1, ξ) < 0.
Thus, this contradicts that ξ ⊆ SV∞(sn−1), which implies
that ReSV∞(S⊗; s) ⊆W∞ holds w.p.1.

Proposition 4 implies W∞ = W with probability 1.
Moreover, by 1) of Lemma 3, we have that, for any s ∈ S⊗ and
any ξ ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), Q∞(s, ξ) = 0 if and only if Q∗(s, ξ) = 0.

B. Learning of directed controllers with maximum satisfaction
probability

After conducting Algorithm 2, if the initial state does not
belong to W∞, we have to compute a directed controller that
forces the paths on the controlled product SDES to reach the
winning region with the maximum probability. For Stage 2),
we propose Algorithm 3 based on Q-learning3.

We conduct Algorithm 3 on the same product SDES given
to Algorithm 2 with the state-DCP value function learned by
it. At Line 4, if the current state is in W∞, we terminate the
episode. In other words, we compute the state values of states
outside the estimated winning region during Algorithm 3. Note
that, in practice, we terminate an episode in Algorithm 3 after
entering Acc⊗.

3When the initial state is in the winning region, we do not have to conduct
Algorithm 3.



We denote by Q∞ the state-DCP value function obtained
from Algorithm 3.

Proposition 5: Given a product SDES D⊗ associated with
an LTL formula ϕ and the reward function R defined as
(17), for any state s ∈ S⊗ and any ξ ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s), we have
Q∞(s, ξ) = Q∗(s, ξ) with probability 1 under the assumption
that

∑∞
k=0 αk =∞ and

∑∞
k=0 α

2
k <∞ hold in Algorithm 3.

Proof: Note that the correct optimal state value of any
state in W∞ is 0 with probability 1 by Proposition 3. The
proof follows from Proposition 4.5 in [44].

By Propositions 4 and 5, using Algorithms 2 and 3, we can
obtain the same permissive supervisor SV ∗ defined as (39)
by replacing Q∗ and W with Q∞ and W∞, respectively, with
probability 1.

Algorithm 3 Q-learning of SV d maximizing the satisfaction
probability of ϕB .

Input: The product SDES D⊗ given to Algorithm 2 and the
state-DCP value function learned by Algorithm 2.

Output: The optimal state-DCP value function Q∗.
1: Let k = 0.
2: while Qk does not converge do
3: s← (sI , F I).
4: for s 6∈W∞ do
5: Choose ξe ∈ Ξ⊗dir(s).
6: An event eoc ∈ ξe occurs.
7: Observe the next state s′.
8: Obtain the reward R(s′).

9:
Qk+1(s, ξe)←(1− αk)Qk(s, ξe) + αk{R(s′)

+ Γ(s′) max
ξe′∈Ξ⊗dir(s′)

Qk(s′, ξe′)}.

10: s← s′.
11: end for
12: k ← k + 1.
13: end while

VII. EXAMPLE

We apply the proposed method to a motion planning
problem with two robots. They move in an inner environ-
ment that consists of 7 rooms shown in Fig. 5(a). The state
space of the SDES is S = {(s1, s2); sj ∈ {Ri}7i=1, j =
1, 2}, where s1 and s2 represent the rooms in which the
respective robot is and Ri with i = 1, . . . , 7 represents
a room. The two robots survey on the environment. Let
E = {e1
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u} be the set

of events, where each event indicates a movement of a robot.
The event eki represents that the robot k tries to move to the
next room Ri from the current room. For example, when the
event e1

1 occurs at (s1, s2) = (R2, R3), the robot 1 moves
to the next room R1 from R2 while the robot 2 stays at
the current room. The event e2

u is an uncontrollable and it
can occur when the robot 2 is in R0 or R4, which means
the event e2

u trigger unintended moves of the robot 2. The
transitions from R0 to R2, R3, and R4 by the event e2

u
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2
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Fig. 5: (a) An illustrative example of environment consisting of
7 rooms. Recharge rooms for the robot 1 (blue) and the robot
2 (red) are rooms R3 and R1, respectively. The uncontrollable
events e2

u provokes unintended moves of the robot 2. the red
arrows and their labels indicate the directions of triggered
moves and their transition probabilities, respectively. (b) A
cBA converted from ϕ = GFa ∧ GFb ∧ G¬c. The accepting
states are colored with red.

occur with probabilities 0.1, 0.2, and 0.7, respectively. The
both transitions from R4 to R0 and R6 by e2

u occur with
probability 0.5. Similarly, the controllable event e1

4 triggers the
probabilistic transition when the robot 1 is in R3. Associated
with e1

4, the transitions from R3 to R0 and R4 occur with the
probability 0.5. The other transitions are deterministic, that
is, the robots move to the intended directions. We require
both robots to return their recharge rooms (rooms 1 and 3)
infinitely often while avoiding being in the same room at
the same time. The specification is represented formally as
GFr1 ∧ GFr2 ∧ G¬u, where r1 means that the robot 1 is in
R3, r2 means that the robot 2 is in R1, and u means that
both robots are in the same room. A cBA converted from ϕ
is shown in Fig. 5(b). We use the dKcBA obtained from the
cBA with K = 10.

We set γ = 0.9999, γacc = 0.9, rn = −1, and sI =
(R0, R3). We conduct the proposed 2-stage reinforcement
learning method. We train directed controllers with 4000 and
200000 episodes for Algorithms 2 and 3, respectively. We
iterate Tepi = 5000 steps per episode and repeat 100 learning
sessions. For the stage 1, when sampling an initial state
from the estimated winning region, we use the probability
distribution pk : W k → [0, 1] at each step k ∈ N0 defined
as

pk(s) =

(∑k
t=0 1st(s)

)−1

∑
s∈Wk

(∑k
t=0 1st(s)

)−1 ,

where st is the state at the step t. Intuitively, for any k ∈ N0

and any s ∈W k, the smaller the times of visiting s are in the
learning, the greater the probability of sampling s is.

Results for Stage 1 (Algorithm 2)
Shown in Fig. 6 are the average reward and the average steps

to leave the estimated winning region per episode obtained



Fig. 6: Mean of the average reward plotted by the red line and
the average steps to leave the estimated winning region (EWR)
plotted by the blue line in each episode for 100 learning
sessions obtained by Algorithm 2. The orange and green
shaded areas represent the ranges of the standard deviations.

Fig. 7: Average of Indk1 of true SV ∗ and a learned supervisor
up to episode k during Algorithm 2.

by Algorithm 2. They converge to 0 and 5000, respectively,
by 2500 episodes. Moreover, we observe a lot of episodes
where the obtained reward is 0 before the 2500-th episode.
This is because the robots tend to move only within the
estimated winning region during Algorithm 2, that is, the
robots try to avoid reaching an unsafe state. To show that
the learned supervisor maximizes the reachable set within the
winning region, we introduce the following index Indk1 for
each episode k.

Indk1 =

∑
s∈W |SV ∗(s) \ E⊗uc(s)|∑
s∈W |SV k(s) \ E⊗uc(s)|

,

where W is the winning region of the product SDES and SV k

is a supervisor constructed from Qk in the same way as (39).
When Indk1 becomes 1, the learned supervisor maximizes the
reachable set within the winning region because, for each state
in the winning region, all control patterns at the state of both
the supervisor SV ∗ and the leaned one are exactly the same.
Shown in Fig. 7 is the average of Indk1 and it converges to
1. This implies that the supervisor obtained by Algorithm 2
maximizes the reachable set within the winning region.

Results for Stage 2 (Algorithm 3)

We introduce an index Indk2 to evaluate whether the ob-
tained supervisor maximizes the probability of reaching the
estimated winning region. Let Re0<p<1

SV ∗ (S⊗) = ReSV ∗(S
⊗)\

(Acc⊗ ∪W∞). The index Indk2 is defined as

Indk2 = max
SV ∗

∑
s∈Re0<p<1

SV ∗ (S⊗) |SV ∗(s) ∩ SV k(s) \ E⊗uc(s)|
|Re0<p<1

SV ∗ (S⊗)|
.

Intuitively, Indk2 represents the coincidence ratio between the
supervisor SV ∗ and the supervisor learned up to the episode
k in the states outside the estimated winning region and the
accepting set. Shown in Table II is the frequency of each value
of Indk2 for the last episode of each learning session. Note
that Indk2 ∈ {0, 1/9, . . . , 8/9, 1}. Indk2 is 7/9 or more in all
sessions and moreover Indk2 = 1 in 52 sessions. This implies
that the supervisor obtained by Algorithm 3 approaches a
supervisor that achieves the maximum satisfaction probability.

TABLE II: The frequency of each value of Indk2 for the last
episodes.

Value of Indk2 Frequency
Indk2 ∈ {0, . . . , 2/3} 0
Indk2 = 7/9 10
Indk2 = 8/9 38
Indk2 = 1 52

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed a novel value-based synthesis of su-
pervisors for stochastic discrete event systems (SDES). For a
given LTL formula and a design parameter K, we constructed
a universal K-co-Büchi automaton and synthesized optimal
directed controllers such that the probability of the accep-
tance of controlled behaviors by the automaton is maximized.
Then, we considered the synthesis of an optimal supervisor
and showed that it maximizes the reachability set under the
maximization of the probability of the acceptance. Moreover,
we considered the case where the system is unknown and
proposed a 2-stage reinforcement learning based method for
an efficient synthesis of the desired supervisor and showed
that it synthesizes an optimal supervisor with probability 1
under some mild conditions. Future works are to extend the
proposed method to uncountable state spaces, to combine with
safe learning methods, and to analyze the convergence rate of
the proposed method.
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tive Mobile Robots Using Discrete Event Models. IEEE Press, 2020.

[4] P. J. Ramadge and W. M. Wonham, “Supervisory control of a class
of discrete event processes,” SIAM J. Control Optim., vol. 25, no. 1,
pp. 206–230, 1987.

[5] Y. Ji, X. Yin, and S. Lafortune, “Supervisory control under local mean
payoff constraints,” in Proc. 58th IEEE Conf. Decis. Control, pp. 1043–
1049, 2019.



[6] Y. Ji, X. Yin, and S. Lafortune, “Optimal supervisory control with mean
payoff objectives and under partial observation,” Automatica, vol. 123,
no. 109359, 2021.

[7] S. Pruekprasert, T. Ushio, and T. Kanazawa, “Quantitative supervisory
control game for discrete event systems,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control,
vol. 61, no. 10, pp. 2987–3000, 2015.

[8] E. Asarin, O. Maler, and A. Pnueli, “Symbolic controller synthesis for
discrete and timed systems,” in Int. Hyb. Syst. Workshop, pp. 1–20, 1994.

[9] E. Asarin, O. Maler, A. Pnueli, and J. Sifakis, “Controller synthesis for
timed automata,” IFAC Proc., vol. 31, no. 18, pp. 447–452, 1998.

[10] M. Lawford and W. M. Wonham, “Supervisory control of probabilistic
discrete event systems,” in Proc. 36th Midwest Symp. Circ. Syst.,
pp. 327–331, 1993.

[11] V. Pantelic, S. M. Postma, and M. Lawford, “Probabilistic supervisory
control of probabilistic discrete event systems,” IEEE Trans. Autom.
Control, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 2013–2018, 2009.

[12] R. Kumar and V. K. Garg, “Control of stochastic discrete event systems
modeled by probabilistic languages,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control,
vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 593–606, 2001.

[13] V. Pantelic and M. Lawford, “Optimal supervisory control of probabilis-
tic discrete event systems,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 57, no. 5,
pp. 1110–1124, 2011.

[14] W. Deng, J. Yang, and D. Qiu, “Supervisory control of probabilistic
discrete event systems under partial observation,” IEEE Trans. Autom.
Control, vol. 64, no. 12, pp. 5051–5065, 2019.

[15] J. Thistle and W. Wonham, “Control problems in a temporal logic
framework,” Int. J. Control, vol. 44, no. 4, pp. 943–976, 1986.

[16] K. T. Seow and R. Devanathan, “A temporal logic approach to discrete
event control for the safety canonical class,” Systems & Control lett.,
vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 205–217, 1996.

[17] S. Jiang and R. Kumar, “Supervisory control of discrete event systems
with ctl* temporal logic specifications,” SIAM J. Control Optim., vol. 44,
no. 6, pp. 2079–2103, 2006.

[18] K. T. Seow, “Supervisory control of fair discrete-event systems: A
canonical temporal logic foundation,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control (to
appear), 2020.

[19] C. Baier and J.-P. Katoen, Principles of Model Checking. MIT Press,
2008.

[20] E. M. Clarke Jr, O. Grumberg, D. Kroening, D. Peled, and H. Veith,
Model Checking. MIT Press, 2018.

[21] M. Wen, R. Ehlers, and U. Topcu, “Correct-by-synthesis reinforcement
learning with temporal logic constraints,” in Proc. IEEE/RSJ Int. Conf.
Intel. Robo. Systems, pp. 4983–4990, 2015.

[22] M. Guo and M. M. Zavlanos, “Probabilistic motion planning under
temporal tasks and soft constraints,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control,
vol. 63, no. 12, pp. 4051–4066, 2018.

[23] X. Ding, M. Lazar, and C. Belta, “Ltl receding horizon control for finite
deterministic systems,” Automatica, vol. 50, no. 2, pp. 399–408, 2014.

[24] M. Cubuktepe, Z. Xu, and U. Topcu, “Policy synthesis for fac-
tored mdps with graph temporal logic specifications,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2001.09066, 2020.

[25] C. Belta, B. Yordanov, and E. A. Gol, Formal Methods for Discrete-time
Dynamical Systems. Springer, 2017.

[26] S. Schewe and B. Finkbeiner, “Bounded synthesis,” in Int. Symp. Autom.
Tech. Verif. Analysis, pp. 474–488, 2007.

[27] E. Filiot, N. Jin, and J.-F. Raskin, “Antichains and compositional
algorithms for ltl synthesis,” Form. Meth. Syst. Design, vol. 39, no. 3,
pp. 261–296, 2011.

[28] R. S. Sutton and A. G. Barto, Reinforcement Learning: An Introduction.
2nd Edition. MIT Press, 2018.

[29] T. Yamasaki and T. Ushio, “Supervisory control of partially observed
discrete event systems based on a reinforcement learning,” in Proc. IEEE
Int. Conf. Syst. Man. Cybernetics, vol. 3, pp. 2956–2961, 2003.

[30] T. Yamasaki and T. Ushio, “Decentralized supervisory control of discrete
event systems based on reinforcement learning,” IEICE Trans. Fund.
Elect. Commun. Comp. Sciences, vol. 88, no. 11, pp. 3045–3050, 2005.

[31] D. Sadigh, E. S. Kim, S. Coogan, S. S. Sastry, and S. A. Seshia,
“A learning based approach to control synthesis of markov decision
processes for linear temporal logic specifications,” in Proc. 53rd IEEE
Conf. Decis. Control, pp. 1091–1096, 2014.

[32] A. K. Bozkurt, Y. Wang, M. Zavlanos, and M. Pajic, “Model-free
reinforcement learning for stochastic games with linear temporal logic
objectives,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.01050, 2020.

[33] E. M. Hahn, M. Perez, S. Schewe, F. Somenzi, A. Trivedi, and
D. Wojtczak, “Omega-regular objectives in model-free reinforcement
learning,” in Int. Conf. Tool. Algo. Constr. Analys. Systems, pp. 395–
412, 2019.

[34] M. Hasanbeig, A. Abate, and D. Kroening, “Logically-constrained
reinforcement learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1801.08099, 2018.

[35] A. K. Bozkurt, Y. Wang, M. M. Zavlanos, and M. Pajic, “Control
synthesis from linear temporal logic specifications using model-free
reinforcement learning,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Robot. Automation,
pp. 10349–10355, 2020.

[36] R. Oura, A. Sakakibara, and T. Ushio, “Reinforcement learning of
control policy for linear temporal logic specifications using limit-
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