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Abstract.
We propose a model checking algorithm to test properties of systems that
are expressed in the multi-agent temporal logic ATL+. The specificities
of this algorithm are: it is on-the-fly, generating states only when they
are needed, and it works by constructing a candidate formal proof in an
inference system inspired by tableau proof systems.
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ing, multi-agent systems, proof calculi, tableaux, temporal logics.

1 Introduction

Alternating-time logics – logics of the ATL family – are branching time temporal
logics that differ from the well-known CTL logics because they consider a multi-
agent framework. They were introduced in [AHK02].

In general, the model checking problem amounts to computing the truth of
a given property in an abstract structure M modeling a computer system, M
being some kind of transition system. One can consider two variants of such a
problem: in global model-checking the set of states where the property holds is
computed, while in local model-checking it is decided whether or not the property
holds at a given state. Obviously the second variant corresponds to a decision
problem that can be reduced to the first formulation.

In the case of the simplest ATL logic, named Vanilla ATL or simply ATL,
the global model-checking problem has a linear time solution, both with re-
spect to the size of the structure and the size of the formula ϕ expressing the
property[AHK02].

However the problem is 2EXPTIME complete for ATL∗ with perfect recall
strategies, that is a very expressive extension of Vanilla ATL [AHK02], and it
is PSPACE complete for the intermediate logic ATL+ (always with perfect re-
call strategies), that does not allow for nested temporal modalities but enables
boolean combinations of temporal path formulae. The logic ATL+ is less expres-
sive than ATL∗ but strictly more expressive than Vanilla ATL and allows for
the expression of natural properties that Vanilla ATL cannot formulate (see for
instance [BJ10]). The PSPACE complexity for ATL+ has been first stated in
[BJ10]; however, as observed in [GKR21], the proof of the upper bound given in
that work contains a flaw. A new proof of the result has been given in [GKR21]
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by using a game-theoretical semantics, proved to be equivalent to the origi-
nal compositional semantics first introduced in [AHK02]. In [GKR21] also some
tractable fragments ATLk of ATL+, where k is a positive integer, are introduced,
and proved to have a PTIME complexity.

allow us to Already in the computationally simple case of Vanilla ATL the
size of the model actually constitutes a problem in practical cases, because the
global number of states can be really big (state explosion problem). In this work
we propose an on-the-fly local model checking algorithm for ATL+ with perfect
recall strategies, that is founded on MoCOFAP, a tableau-like inference system
that we define here.

The general practical advantages of on-the-fly model checking algorithms
to decide the local model-checking problem are well-known: they allow us to
work with the intensional, implicit description of the model and for the explicit
construction of states of the model only when they are needed to evaluate the
input formula ϕ at given state s. Hence evaluation is oriented by an analysis of
ϕ and, in the general case, only a subset of the states that are reachable from s
is actually built. Up to our knowledge this is the first on-the-fly model checking
algorithm for logics of the ATL family.

The outline of this work is the following. In Section 2 we recall the syntax and
the (compositional) semantics of ATL∗ and ATL+. Our approach to local model
checking for ATL+ is developed in Section 3 where the calculus MoCOFAP
is described and its main properties are formulated.1 Section 6 concludes this
work, by discussing its connection with some related literature and by pointing
at some issues that still need to be explored and that will be the subject of future
research.

2 Preliminaries

We recall here some standard definitions about logics of the ATL family (see for
instance [DGL16] for more details).

Definition 1 (Concurrent Game Model). Given a set of atomic proposi-
tions P , a CGM (Concurrent Game Model) is a 5-tuple

M = 〈A,S, {Acta}a∈A, {acta}a∈A, out, L〉

such that:
• A = {1, ..., k} is a finite non-empty set of agents;
• S is a non-empty set of states;
• For each a ∈ A, Acta is a non-empty set of actions. If A ⊆ A, then A is a
coalition of agents. Given a coalition A, an A-move is a k-ple 〈α1, ..., αk〉 where,
for any i, 1 ≤ i ≤ k, if i ∈ A then αi ∈ Acta, else αi = ∗ (∗ being a place-holder
symbol distinct from each action). A move of the coalition of all the agents, A,

1 Complete proofs of the results can be found in the Appendix, that will be removed
in case of acceptance of the present paper to FORMATS.



will also be called global move. The set of all the A-moves is denoted by ActA.
The notation σA denotes an element of ActA, and if a ∈ A, σA(a) means the
action of the agent a in the A-move σA;
• acta is a function mapping a state s to a non-empty subset of Acta; acta(s)
denotes the set of actions that are available at state s to the agent a. Given a
coalition A, a mapping actA associating to a state a set of A-moves is naturally
induced by the function acta; actA(s) is the set of all the A-moves available to
coalition A at state s.
• out is a transition function, associating to each s ∈ S and each σA ∈ actA(s)
a state out(s, σA) ∈ S: the state reached when each a ∈ A does the action σa at
s;
• L is a labelling function L : S → P(P ), associating to each state s the set of
propositions holding at s.

It is worthwhile observing that the above definition does not require the set
S to be finite. In this work, however, it will always be finite.2

2.1 ATL Logics Syntax

We consider here three logics of the ATL family that are, in order of decreasing
expressivity : ATL∗, ATL+ and ATL. An atom At is either a symbol p ∈ P or >
(True). A literal l is either an atom or an expression ¬At where At is an atom.
Below, At is an atom and A is a coalition of agents. The following grammar
defines formulae by mutual recursion between two sorts of them.

Definition 2 (ATL∗ syntax).
ATL∗-state formula ψ := At | (¬ψ) | (ψ ∧ ψ) | (ψ ∨ ψ) | (〈〈A〉〉Φ) | ([[A]]Φ)
ATL∗-path formula Φ := ψ | (¬Φ) | (Φ ∧ Φ) | (Φ ∨ Φ) | (©Φ) | (�Φ) |
(ΦUΦ)

The expressions 〈〈A〉〉 and [[A]] are called strategic quantifiers (respectively:
existential and universal), while ©,� and U are temporal operators (already
used in LTL, Linear Temporal Logic, see [DGL16] for instance). It is worthwhile
observing that any ATL∗ state formula is also an ATL∗ path formula, while the
converse is false. State formulae will always be noted by lower case Greek letters,
and path formulae by upper case Greek letters.

When the syntax of formulae is restricted so as to impose that any strategic
temporal operator is always immediately dominated by a strategic quantifier Q,
and a strategic quantifier Q always immediately dominates a temporal operator,
so as to obtain syntactic undecomposable blocks as Q©, Q � and Q ...U ..., then
one obtains the strictly less expressive but computationally easier logic Vanilla
ATL, often called just ATL. The logic ATL+ is intermediate between ATL∗ and
ATL. 3 Its grammar differs from the ATL∗ one just with respect to path formulae.

2 Observe that the existence of sound, complete and terminating tableaux for satisfi-
ability testing of ATL * formulae, as in [Dav15a], is also a proof of the finite model
property for ATL∗, the most expressive logic of the ATL family considered here.

3 A similar relation holds between the three computation tree temporal logics CTL∗,
CTL and CTL+ : see [DGL16]



An ATL+ path formula Φ is either a state formula or the negation of a Φ formula
or a conjunction of Φ formulae or applies temporal operators to state formulae.

Definition 3 (ATL+ path formulae).
ATL+-path formula Φ := ψ | (¬Φ) | (Φ ∧ Φ) | (©φ) | (�φ) | (φUφ)

The path formula ♦Φ can be defined by TUΦ. In the case of ATL∗ and ATL+

the universal strategic quantifier can be expressed by means of the existential
one: [[A]]Φ ≡ ¬[[A]]¬Φ; moreover the LTL temporal operator R (release) can be
defined via � and U: ΦRΨ ≡ (�Ψ)∨(ΦU(Φ∧Ψ)). Because of the well-known LTL
equivalence ¬(ΦUΨ) ≡ (¬Φ)R(¬Ψ), it follows that ATL∗ and ATL+ formulae
can always be rewritten in negation normal form (fnn), where negation applies
only to atoms. 4

In the sequel we always consider ATL∗ (and ATL+) formulae that are in
negation normal form, since this is practical for the definition of the calculus
MoCOFAP in Section 3.

Classification of ATL∗ state formulae. Let us denote by Q a strategy quan-
tifier. Following [CDG14,CDG15,Dav15a] ATL∗ formulae can be partitioned as
follows.

– A successor formula is a formula having either the form 〈〈A〉〉©Φ or [[A]]©Φ.

– Then:

• Primitive Formulae. A primitive formula is either a literal or a successor
formula Q©φ where φ is a state formula, called the successor component
of Q© φ5;

• α-formulae are state formulae of the form φ∧ψ; φ and ψ are said to be
its α-components;

• β-formulae, are state formulae of the form φ∨ψ; φ and ψ are said to be
its β-components;

• γ-formulae are state non-primitive formulae Q Φ.

Remark 1. Given the structure of ATL+ path-formulae, any γ-formula for ATL+

has the form Q Φ where Q is a strategic quantifier and Φ is a boolean combination
of sub-formulae having one of the following forms ψ1, ©ψ1,�ψ1,©ψ1, ψ1Uψ2,
where ψ1, ψ2 are state formulae.

4 In [LMO07] it is stated that Vanilla ATL doest not enjoy negation normal form. One
can observe, however, that this wouldn’t be true if the release operator were given
as a primitive modality in the grammar.

5 Observe that in the case of ATL+ any successor formula is necessarily primitive.



2.2 Semantics

The semantics for ATL∗ is based on the notions of concurrent game model, play
and strategy.

A play λ in a CGM M is an infinite sequence of elements of S: s0, s1, s2, ...
such that for every i ≥ 0, there is a global move σA ∈ actA(si) such that
out(si, σA) = si+1. Given a play λ, we denote by λ0 its initial state, by λi its
(i+ 1)th state, by λ≤i the prefix λ0...λi of λ and by λ≥i the suffix λiλi+1... of λ.
Given a prefix λ≤i : λ0...λi, we say that it has length i+1 and write |λ≤i| = i+1.
An empty prefix has length 0. A (non-empty) history at state s is a finite prefix
of a play ending with s. We denote by PlaysM and HistM respectively the set
of plays and set of histories in a CGM M. For a state s ∈ S we note PlaysM(s)
and HistM(s) as the set of plays and set of histories with initial state s.

Given a coalition A ⊆ A of agents, a perfect recall A-strategy FA is a function
which maps each element λ = λ0...λ` of HistM to an A-move σA belonging to
actA(λ`) (the set of actions available to A at state λ`). Whenever FA depends only
on the state λ` the strategy is said to be positional. The complementary coalition
of A is the coalition A\A. A perfect recall A-co-strategy is a function which maps
each element λ = λ0...λ` of HistM to a C-move σC of C, the complementary
coalition of A, belonging to actC(λ`) (the set of actions available to C at state
λ`). We will note FA

c a A-co-strategy. In the rest of the paper we always consider
perfect recall strategies (and co-strategies).

For any coalition A, a global move σA extends an A-move σA whenever for
each agent a ∈ A, σA(a) = σA(a). Let σA be an A-move; the notation Out(s, σA)
denotes the set of states out(s, σA) where σA is any global move extending σA.
Intuitively, Out(s, σA) denotes the set of the states that are successors of s when
the coalitions A plays at s the A-move σA and the other agents play no matter
which move.

A play λ = λ0, λ1, ... is said to be compliant with a strategy FA if and only if
for each j ≥ 0 we have λj+1 ∈ Out(λj , σA), where σA is the A-move chosen by
FA at state λi.

Below we recall the compositional semantics introduced in [AHK02].
The notion M satisfies the formula Φ at state s, noted M, s |= Φ, is defined

by induction on φ as follows (omitting the obvious boolean cases):

– M, s |= > holds always and M, s |= ¬> never holds;
– M, s |= p iff p ∈ L(s), for any proposition p ∈ P;
– M, s |= ¬p iff p 6∈ L(s), for any proposition p ∈ P;
– M, s |= 〈〈A〉〉Φ iff there exists an A-strategy FA such that, for all plays λ

starting at s and compliant with the strategy FA, M, λ |= Φ;
– M, s |= [[A]]Φ iff there exists a co-A-strategy FA

c such that, for all plays λ
starting at s and compliant with the strategy FA

c, M, λ |= Φ;
– M, λ |= ϕ iff M, λ0 |= ϕ;
– M, λ |=©Φ iff M, λ≥1 |= Φ;
– M, λ |= �Φ iff M, λ≥i |= Φ for all i ≥ 0;
– M, λ |= ΦUΨ iff there exists an i ≥ 0 such that: M, λ≥i |= Ψ and for all

0 ≤ j < i, M, λ≥j |= Φ.



Given a CGM M, a state s of M and a state formula ϕ, we say that ϕ is true
at s whenever M, s |= ϕ.

Example 1. Figure 1 shows a simple but classical example of CGM (with just
two agents), borrowed from [BJ10]. We have two agents that are two robots,
say 1 and 2, that can push a charriot in two opposite directions, or do nothing
(wait). The charriot can be in three possible positions, corresponding to three
states q0, q1 and q2 of the CGM that are characterized by which one of three
boolean variables, p0, p1 and p2 is true. Observe that at q0 the formula 〈1〉©pos2
is false while both the formulae 〈1〉 © (pos0 ∨ ps1 ∨ pos2) and 〈1, 2〉 © pos2 are
true.

Fig. 1. Two robots and a carriage : a CGM modeling the scenario

Given any pair of path formulae Φ and Ψ , Φ is a logical consequence of Ψ ,
noted Ψ |= Φ, when for any CGM M and any path λ, M, λ |= Ψ implies
M, λ |= Φ; the formulae Ψ and Φ are said to be equivalent, noted Ψ ≡ Φ when
Ψ |= Φ and Φ |= Ψ . Sometimes Definition 1 is completed by specifying a set of
initial states and model-checking a formula φ on M means to test whether φ is
true at each initial state. The following fixed-point equivalences hold for ATL∗

with perfect recall strategies ([DGL16]):

– 〈〈A〉〉�φ ≡ φ ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�φ.

– 〈〈A〉〉φUψ ≡ ψ ∨ (φ ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉φUψ)

– The analogous of the equivalences above with [[A]] replacing 〈〈A〉〉.



3 Our Approach to Model Checking ATL+ properties
on-the-fly

3.1 Global Overview of Our Algorithm

In this work we propose an algorithm to decide on-the-fly whether a given ATL+

state formula ϕ is true at given state s of a given CGM M or not. To our
knowledge this is the first on-the-fly algorithm for ATL+. It works by inspecting
whether a candidate proof of such a truth – in the formal system MoCOFAP
that we propose – is successful or not, and is indeed a proof. GivenM, a candi-
date proof for ϕ and s here is a possibly infinite tree (encoperformanceded by a
finite directed graph with cycles) where each node is labeled by a set of assertions
S interpreted disjunctively, that is, true whenever at least one of its elements
holds. Each assertion will say that a given ATL+ (state) formula ψ holds at a
given state, and the root will express thatM, s |= ϕ. Roughly, a candidate proof
P is indeed a proof of its root if and only if each branch is successful, i.e. either
is finite and ends with T (True), or else is infinite but it contains a “virtuous”
circle (see later for precise definitions). One can finitely detect whether a branch
is successful or not, and for infinite branches this can be efficiently done by ap-
plying Tarjan’s algorithm to find strongly connected components in a directed
graph [Tar72]. A node of the tree may have k children, k ≥ 0, generated by ap-
plying to the parent node an inference rule of the calculus MoCOFAP defined
below. Each rule (but (True), see later on) is such that its premise is true if and
only if all the conclusions are true, that is, branching in the tree is interpreted
conjunctively. This is essential to our approach. In fact, our decision algorithm
builds depth-first a candidate proof tree and interrupts the construction of such
a tree as soon as a branch is recognized to be unsuccessful: the root is then
declared to be false. Of course, whenever ϕ holds at s, all the branches of the
tree need to be constructed in order to conclude to the truth of the root. But
in practical cases early halting the construction of a candidate proof of a false
assertion is quite useful and can significantly reduce the space of the states of
M that need to be built.6

Our approach is inspired by tableaux methods, generally used, however, to
prove or refute the satisfiability of formulae, not to do model-checking. The
extension of our approach to ATL∗ is ongoing work. In the next section we
describe our calculus, named MoCOFAP as Model Checking On-the-Fly for
ATL+.

3.2 Rules of the calculus MoCOFAP

Assertions. Given a CGM, we will use nominals s1, s2, ... to name its states.
In the sequel by an abuse of language we identify nominals and states that they
denote.
6 If the problem were solved by reducing it to global model-checking, wheneverM, s 6|=
ϕ all the states ofM would be explored, to finally find out that s is not an element
of the set of states satisfying ϕ.



Definition 4. Let M be a CGM and s one of its states. An assertion is an
expression of the form s `M φ where φ is a state ATL+ formula.
An assertion s `M φ is true whenever M, s |= φ holds.

Let us emphasize that assertions provide a syntax that internalizes in our
calculus the meta-theoretic notion of truth of an ATL+ formula at a state, as
defined in Section 2. Our calculus will allow one to syntactically prove (or refute)
an assertion saying that a given formula is true at a given state. We will use lower
case roman letters a, b, c... to denote assertions and upper case roman letters
A,B,C, ... to denote sets of assertions.

Definition 5. A finite set A = {a1, ..., an} of assertions (a clause) referring to
a given CGM is true when at least one ai is true.

As a consequence of the above definition when we write {a1, ..., an} the comma
has the semantics of a disjunction over assertions (not to be confused with the
disjunction operator ∨ of formulae), and the empty set of assertions is always
false. The notation T will be used to denote a set of assertions which is always
true.
Expansion rules.
The rules of MoCOFAP allowing one to prove (or refute) that a given assertion
(or a given set of assertions) is true will be presented in the form:

A

B1 & ... & Bn

where A and the Bi, 1 ≤ n are sets of assertions. The set A is the premise
of the rule and B1,..Bn are called conclusions or expansions. Differently from
usual tableau calculi aiming at testing satisfiability, as for instance the tableaux
in [CDG15,Dav15a] for ATL+ formulae, where the satisfiability of the premise
implies the satisfiability of at least one expansion, rules of MoCOFAP are
designed so that if the premise is true then all the expansions are true. In those
works rules are such that expansions are disjunctively connected (and comma
in any expansion has a conjunctive meaning), while in our calculus expansions
are conjunctively connected (and comma in any expansion has a disjunctive
meaning).

Rules will be classified as static rules or dynamic rule.

Static Rules. Each static rule has exactly one principal assertion, that is explic-
itly shown in the premise, and all the other assertions in the premise are said to
constitute the context. The role of a static rule is to analyse what it means for
the principal assertion to be true.

The cases where the principal assertion has the form s `M ϕ where ϕ is
a literal or an α-formula or a β-formula are easy, and the corresponding rules
are shown in Figure 2. In that figure, E is a set of assertions, l is a literal, ϕ1

and ϕ2 are ATL+ state formulae. As usual for tableau rules, there and in the
sequel of the paper we do not explicity write brackets for sets and E, a, where
a is an assertion, means the union of E and {a}. The analysis of γ-formulae is



Fig. 2. Rules for literals, α-formulae, and β-formulae

s `M l, E

T
(True)

if M, s |= l

s `M l, E

E
(False)

if M, s 6|= l

s `M φ1 ∧ φ2, literal E
s `M φ1, E & s `M φ2, E

(α)
s `M φ1 ∨ φ2, E

s `M φ1, s `M φ2, E
(β)

more delicate. Let us observe that any strategic quantifier actually combines an
existential and a universal quantification. For instance, 〈〈A〉〉Φ means that there
is a strategy for coalition A such that, no matter how the other agents play, Φ
is assured. Thus, two difficulties have to be faced, in the general case of ATL∗

formulae:

1. No strategic quantifier distributes over conjunction, and no strategic quan-
tifier distributes over disjunction;

2. When Φ and Ψ are not state formulae, fixed point equivalences cannot be
immediately exploited to analyse assertions of the form s `M Q�Φ and
QΦUΨ , where Q is a strategic quantifier. Take, for instance, the (γ) ATL∗

formula 〈〈A〉〉�♦p. Its truth at a state s cannot be analyzed as the truth at
s of both ♦p and 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�♦p, because ♦p is not a state formula.

In this paper, however, we deal only with ATL+ model-checking, thus we need
to face only the first of the two difficulties. In [CDG14,CDG15] an approach
is proposed to deal with it in the context of tableau calculi aiming at deciding
the satisfiability of ATL+ formulae (later extended to ATL∗ in [Dav15a]). There,
any γ-formula is analyzed as a disjunction of conjunctions of state formulae by
means of an iteration of ATL∗ equivalences. For instance, the truth of the ATL+

γ-formula 〈〈A〉〉((�p) ∨ (�q)) at a current state s is analyzed in three cases:
1) At present state s, p holds (present state formula), and the state formula
〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉(�p) holds (future state formula); this last express a commitment
for the future: for some A-strategy the paths issued from s’s successors and
compliant with the strategy will make the path formula �p true;
2) At present state s, q holds (present state formula), and the state formula
〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�q holds (future state formula), expressing the commitment that
for some A-strategy the paths issued from s’s successors and compliant with the
strategy will make the path formula �q true ;
3) At present state s, both p and q hold (present state formulae), and the state
formula 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉((�p) ∨ (�q)) holds (future state formula), expressing the
commitment that for some A-strategy the paths issued from s’s successors and
compliant with the strategy will make the path formula (�p) ∨ (�q) true. In
this last case at the present state no choice has been made yet about which one,
among �p and �q, to enforce.



Hence, expansions of a vertex containing the formula 〈〈A〉〉(�p) ∨ (�q)) are
built by exploiting its equivalence with:
(p ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�p) ∨ (q ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�q) ∨ (p ∧ q ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�(p ∨ q)).

In the general case, the approach in [CDG14,CDG15] analyses γ-formulae in
ATL+ by using a function dec which takes as input a path formula and returns a
set of ordered pairs of formulae, the first being a state formula and the second a
path formula. The definition of dec uses two auxiliary binary functions ⊗ and ⊕
taking as arguments two sets of ordered pairs of formulae and producing a new
set of ordered pairs. The first element of each pair corresponds to the present
formula, the second to the commitment for the future. Our approach exploits
this idea by adapting it to our case, where we need the right part of equivalences
as the one exemplified above to be in conjunctive normal form rather than in
disjunctive normal form (with respect to primitive formulae).

Definition 6.

1. Let Γ1 and Γ2 be two sets of ordered pairs of ATL+ formulae. Then:

– Γ1 ⊗ Γ2 := {〈ψi∧ψj , Ψi∧Ψj〉 | 〈ψi, Ψi〉 ∈ Γ1, 〈ψj , Ψj〉 ∈ Γ2}.

– Γ1 ⊕ Γ2 :=
{〈ψi∧ψj , Ψi∨Ψj〉 | 〈ψi, Ψi〉 ∈ Γ1, 〈ψj , Ψj〉 ∈ Γ2, Ψi 6= >, Ψj 6= >.}

where the operators ⊗ and ⊕ are associative, up to logical equivalence.

2. – The function dec is defined by recursion on Φ:

• dec(ϕ) = {〈ϕ,>〉} and dec(©ϕ) = {〈>, ϕ〉}, for any ATL+ state for-
mula.

• dec(�ϕ1) = {〈ϕ1,�ϕ1〉}

• dec(ϕ1Uϕ2) = {〈ϕ1, ϕ1Uϕ2〉, 〈ϕ2,>〉}

• dec(Φ1 ∧ Φ2) = dec(Φ1)⊗ dec(Φ2)

• dec(Φ1 ∨ Φ2) = dec(Φ1) ∪ dec(Φ2) ∪ (dec(Φ1)⊕ dec(Φ2)).

3. Let θ = 〈〈A〉〉Φ or [[A]]Φ be a γ-formula. All ordered pairs 〈ψ, Ψ〉 in dec(Φ)
are converted to a state formula γc(ψ, Ψ), called a γ component of Θ as fol-
lows:

– γc(ψ, Ψ) = ψ if Ψ is >

– γc(ψ, Ψ) = ψ ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉Ψ if θ = 〈〈A〉〉Φ

– γc(ψ, Ψ) = ψ ∧ [[A]]© [[A]]Ψ if θ = [[A]]© [[A]]Φ if θ = [[A]]Φ



Definition 7. The (conjunctive) analysis of a state γ-formula ϕ in ATL+, noted
An(ϕ), is the7 conjunctive normal form of the disjunction of all its γ components.
For any γ-formula QΦ, let An(QΦ) be δ1 ∧ ... ∧ δn where each δi has the form
ϕi

1 ∨ ... ∨ ϕip; we say that each δi is a γd component of QΦ.

As an example, consider again the γ–formula 〈〈A〉〉(�p)∨ (�q). Here, dec((�p)∨
(�q))=dec(�p)∪dec(�q)∪(dec(�p)⊕dec(�q)) = {〈p,�p〉, 〈q,�q〉, 〈p∧q, (�p)∨
(�q)〉}. We get three γ-components:
p ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�p,
q ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�q,
and p ∧ q ∧ 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉(�p) ∨ (�q).
Here An(〈〈A〉〉(�p) ∨ (�q)) is the conjunctive normal form of the disjunction
of the three γ-components. A lemma in [CDG15] (Lemma 3.1) states that
each formula 〈〈A〉〉Φ in ATL+ is logically equivalent to the disjunction of its γ
components, and analogously for [[A]]Φ. As a consequence :

Lemma 1. Any ATL+ state formula ϕ is logically equivalent to An(ϕ), which
is a conjunction of disjunctions of primitive formulae.

The (γ)-rule is formulated in Figure 3. Because of Lemma 3.1 in [CDG15]
we can conclude:

Lemma 2. The premise of a γ-rule is logically equivalent to the conjunction of
its conclusions.

Fig. 3. The γ-rule

s `M QΦ,E

s `M ϕ1
1, ..., s `M ϕ1

k(1), E||...||s `M ϕn
1, ..., s `M ϕn

k(n), E
(γ)

where for 1 ≤ j ≤ n, ϕj
1 ∨ ... ∨ ϕjk(j) is δi, as given in Definition 7.

The only dynamic Rule : (Next)-rule In order to allow for a general but
compact formulation of the ©-rule, let us introduce first some notations. The
goal is to define appropriate expansions for a premise E that is a set of assertions
(disjunctively interpreted as usual) having the following general form:

{s1 `M [[A1]]©ϕ1, ..., sm `M [[Am]]©ϕm, s′1 `M 〈〈B1〉〉©ψ1, ..., s
′
n `M 〈〈Bn〉〉©ψn}

where each Ai and each Bj is a coalition of agents, n,m ≥ 0 and n+m ≥ 1.

7 Unique modulo logical equivalence: for instance the conjunctive normal form of (p∨
(q ∧ >)) is (p ∨ q) ∧ (p ∨ >)=(p ∨ q) ∧ > = p ∨ q.



Let us recall first that if C is a coalition, s is a state and σC is a collective
move of C at s, then: the notation out(s, σA) denotes the state resulting when
the global action σA is played at state s, and the notation actC(s) denotes the set
of all the C-moves available to coalition C at state s. The expression Out(s, σC)
means the set of the states that are successors of s when the coalition C plays
at s the C-move σC and the other agents play no matter which move. Also, let
us note Co(C) the coalition complementary to C, namely A \ C. The connec-
tives AND and OR below are, respectively, a conjunction and a disjunction
operator used as metalanguage operators to connect assertions, and they have
just a temporary role, to define abbreviations that are useful to formulate the
(Next)-rule. Below we omit the subscript M in `M.

– For 1 ≤ i ≤ m, s a state, α ∈ actAi
(s) and δ an action at state s of co(Ai),

that is a possible answer to α by Ai’s opponents, let us first note σ(α, δ)
the corresponding global action σA. Then set AnsAi,ϕi,s,α,δ to denote the
expression: s” ` ϕi, where s” = out(s, σ(α, δ)). This expression says that
when Ai plays α at state s and its opponents answer with the action δ, then
ϕi is true at the corresponding successor state.

– Then set At least one ansAi,ϕi,s,α to denote ORδ∈actCo(Ai)
(s) Ans

Ai,ϕi,s,α,δ.
Intuitively, this last expression says that when Ai plays α at state s there is
at least one answer of its opponents that enforces the truth of ©ϕi at s.
Finally, set UnivSuccess(Ai, ϕi, s) to abbreviate the (meta) expression:
AND α∈actAi

(s) At least one ans
Ai,ϕi,s,α.

This conjunction describes a sufficient and necessary condition for the truth
at s of the assertion s ` [[Ai]]ϕi: it says that no matter how Ai plays at
s there is at least one answer of its opponents that makes ϕi true at the
successor state.

– For 1 ≤ j ≤ n, s a state, β ∈ actBj
(s), set SuccesBj ,ψj ,s,β to be

AND s”∈Out(s,β) s” ` ψj . This conjunction says that when coalition Bj plays
the action β at s, Bj succeeds to assure ψj at all the reached s’s successors.

Then set ExistSuccessBj ,ψj ,s to be OR β∈actBj
(s)Succes

Bj ,ψj ,s,β

This describes a sufficient and necessary condition for the truth at s of the
assertion 〈〈Bj〉〉 © ψj .

– Finally, set PreExpansion to be the expression

(OR 1≤i≤mUnivSuccess(Ai, ϕi, s)) OR (OR 1≤j≤nExistSuccess(Ai, ψi, s))

Let us observe that E is true if and only if PreExpansion is true.

Let’s rewrite in conjunctive normal form the expression PreExpansion tak-
ing assertions as atoms, thereby obtaining a boolean combination of asser-
tions ap:

(a1 OR ... OR ak) AND ... AND (at OR ... OR aq)



We are now ready to formulate the (Next)-rule, shown in Figure4. This rule

Fig. 4. Next-rule

s1 `M [[A1]]©G1, ..., sm `M [[Am]]©Gm, s
′
1 `M 〈〈B1〉〉 © F1, ..., s

′
n `M 〈〈Bn〉〉 © Fn

a1...ak||...||at...aq
(©)

has n+m principal assertions and an empty context. This implies that it can be
applied only when none of the static rules is any longer applicable.

3.3 Proofs in MoCOFAP

Definition 8 (Candidate Proof). Let A be a set of assertions. A candidate
proof P for A is a directed rooted graph where vertices are labeled by sets of
assertions that is built as follows:
1) The root is labeled with A;
2) Let A′ be the label of a vertex v. If A′ is T or it is empty then v is a leaf.
Otherwise v has children, and these last are labelled exactly by the expansions
obtained by applying an inference rule to A′ as premise, with the proviso: there
are no distinct vertices labeled by the same set of assertions along a path.

The second condition allows for a finite representation of infinite cyclic paths
and implies that a loop-check algorithm needs to be applied when paths are
constructed, which we do in a depth-first manner, in order to “point back” in
case of cycles ; hence the visited states of the path under construction must be
memorized. In the sequel, we identify vertices with the set of assertions labeling
them.

The number of distinct sets of assertions that may occur in a candidate proof
P is finite8. Thus any infinite path π in P must contain a cycle. Say that a cycle
is maximal when it is not a proper sub-cycle of any cycle (i.e. it is a strongly
connected component). Let us say, with an abuse of language, that π ends with
a maximal cycle whenever for some j ≥ 1 and some k > 1 it has the form:

π = s1, ..., sj , ...., sj+k, ....sj+2k, ...., sj+3k....

where for any two distinct index x and y where 1 ≤ x, y ≤ j vertex sx and the
vertex sj are different, for any q ≥ 0 and any n > 0 we have sj+q = sj+nk+q and

8 This follows from the fact that the set of states in M is finite and from the fact
that only a finite number of “pseudo sub-formulae” of a formula ϕ occurring in a
assertion at the root can occur in assertions in the graph. These formulae belong to
what is usually called the closure of ϕ.



sj , ...., sj+k is the period of a maximal cycle. That is, π has the form:
s1

sj

We call the vertex sj entry of such a cycle.

Let us observe that application of the inference rules of MoCOFAP is non-
deterministic, because, given any set of assertions A = {a1, ..., an} labelling a
vertex sj any ai can be chosen to be the principal assertion of an inference
rule.9 However, we will always consider candidate proofs where the rule (True)
is applied with the highest priority. Say that a (finite or infinite) path π =
s1, s2, s3, ... is fair whenever, given any assertion ai, if ai has been chosen as
the principal formula to generate the vertex sj+1 in the path and a second
occurrence of ai later in the path generates sk, with k > j + 1, then, whenever
this is possible, an assertion other than ai is chosen as the principal formula to
generate a vertex between sj+1 and sk. That is, each assertion is given a chance
to be expanded. We suppose that all the built paths are fair. Hence, in just one
case an assertion might not be analyzed: the rule True will be eagerly applied
as soon as possible, since it allows for the immediate termination of the current
path. The second highest priority is given to the rule (False), which allows for
the reduction of the size of the current label.

Say that a path formula is self-generating when it has the form φ1Uφ2 or
�ψ, or is a boolean combination of formulae of these form. Say that an assertion
is potentially self-generating when it has the form s ` Q Φ where Φ is a self-
generating path formula. Let us observe that only potentially self-generating
assertions can be elements of the entry Ej of a maximal cycle, because only a
combination of γ-rules using fixed point equivalences and (Next)-rules can cause
a loop on Ej .

Among self-generating path formulae we distinguish until formulae. A for-
mula φ1Uφ2 is an until formula, a conjunction of until formulae is again an until
formula, and the same for a disjunction of until formulae. We call until assertion
any assertion s `M Q Φ where Φ is an until formula.

Some cycles in an infinite path actually correspond to failure to prove that
what it means the set of assertions A at the root is true, while other do not.
This motivates the following definitions.

Definition 9 (Failure Paths, Success Path, Proof). Let P be a candidate
proof for a set of assertions A.
• A finite path π is said to be a finite failure path when it ends with ∅, and to be
a finite success path when it ends with T .

9 With the exception of assertions s `M ψ where ψ is a primitive successor formula,
because the (Next) rule requires the context to be empty.



• An infinite path π is said to be an infinite failure path whenever it ends (“ends”
in the sense made precise above) with a maximal cycle

sj , ...., sj+k, ....sj+2k, ...., sj+3k....

and all elements of the entry point sj are until assertions. An infinite path π is
said to be a infinite success path when it is not a failure path.
• Let P be a candidate proof for A. It is a proof of A whenever no path is a
failure path. Otherwise, P is said to fail.

When the root A of P is a singleton containing just an assertion a, by an abuse
of language we will also speak of a candidate proof (or proof) for a.

The intuition behind the distinction made by Definition 9 between “bad
cycles”, caused by until assertions, and “good cycles”, where there is a loop
on assertions of the form s ` �φ is semantical: a cycle on s ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, for
instance, shows an infinite procrastination of the realization of the eventuality φ2,
while a cycle on s ` 〈〈A〉〉�φ1 is not harmful: if the CGM M has a cycle having
period s = s1, ..., sn, s1 being a successor of sn, the falsity of this box-assertion
would be witnessed by the falsity of φ1 at some state si where 1 ≤ i ≤ n, while
the corresponding cycle in P just shows that φ1 must be true everywhere in
order for s ` 〈〈A〉〉�φ1 to hold for M.

4 Some examples

We give below some simple exemples that should help the reader to better grasp
the intuition behind Definition 9.

Failing � assertions.

First, observe that by semantical reasons an assertion of the form s `M
〈〈A〉〉�Φ is false whenever for each strategy FA for the coalition A there is at least
one finite initial segment of a run in M compliant with FA, say λ = λ1, ...., λn,
n ≥ 1, such that λ1 = s, λn 6|= Φ (and n can be taken to be the least natural
satisfying the property, possibly n = 1). Let P any candidate proof for s `M
〈〈A〉〉�Φ. There will always at least a finite failure path witnessing this semantical
feature and there will be a finite failure path describing such a failure.

Example 2. We illustrate the above observation with a very simple example,
where in the CGMM we have just one agent, 1, that can play only one action:

s1 s2

{q} ∅

The atom q is true only at s1 and s1 6|= 〈〈1〉〉�q. An initial segment of the
unique path in this model, namely λ = s1, s2 suffices to witness this.

Below we exhibit a failing proof structure for s1 `M 〈〈1〉〉�q showing that
such assertion is false. For the sake of clarity, we enumerate vertices.



1 : s1 `M 〈〈1〉〉�q

2 : s1 `M q 3 : s1 `M 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�q

(γ)

4 : > 5 : s2 `M 〈〈1〉〉�q

(True) (Next)

6 : s2 `M q 7 : s2 `M 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�q

(γ)

8 : ∅

(False)

(Next)

In such a proof structure the path consisting of the vertices 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 is a
finite failure path and describes the finite sequence of states in the model that
suffices to witness the falsity of s1 `M 〈〈1〉〉�q, namely s1, s2.

Failing U assertions.

Things are different for the falsity of an assertion of the form s `M 〈〈A〉〉Φ1UΦ2,
where possibly no finite failure path in a candidate proof for s ` M〈〈A〉〉Φ1UΦ2

will show the falsity of the root, as witnesses by the following very simple exam-
ple.

Example 3. Consider a CGM M where we have an unique agent, 1, an unique
action a, just one state s, where p is true but q is false, and a loop on s. Let us
consider the false assertion s `M 〈〈1〉〉pUq. In the only possible candidate proof
for s `M pUq the root has two children, generated by an application of the γ-
rule: 2, labelled by s `M p, q, that leads immediately to T , and 3, labelled by by
the set s `M q, s `M 〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉pUq. Vertex 3 generates again the same label
as 1 via the rule False (applied to 1 `M q) followed by the rule Next. Hence we
have a path that is infinite and fails. The involved cycle shows the impossibility
of realizing the eventuality.



1 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉pUq

2 : s ` p, s ` q 3 : s ` q, s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉pUq

(γ)

4 : T

(True) (False)

5 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © pUq

(Next)

On the other hand, considering always the same CGM M, the only possible
candidate proof P for the true assertion s `M 〈〈1〉〉�¬q has just two paths: a
finite one, ending with T , that is a finite success, and the cyclic one:
s `M 〈〈1〉〉�¬q, s `M 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�¬q, s `M 〈〈1〉〉�¬q, ...
This cycle does not prevent s `M 〈〈1〉〉�¬q from being true, and actually the
corresponding path is not an infinite failure path: P is a true proof of the root.

More examples.

The next example is very simple, but it suffices to show why a maximal cycle
induces a failure only when all the elements of its entry point are until formulae.

Example 4. Let us consider again the same simple GCM of Example 3. The
assertion a = s ` ((〈〈1〉〉�p) ∨ (〈〈1〉〉♦¬p)) is trivially true. Let us consider the
following candidate proof:

1 : a

2 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉�p, s ` 〈〈1〉〉♦¬p

3 : s ` p, s ` 〈〈1〉〉♦¬p 5 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�p, s ` 〈〈1〉〉♦¬p

4 : True 6 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�p, ¬p, s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉♦¬p

7 : s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉�p, s ` 〈〈1〉〉 © 〈〈1〉〉♦¬p

We see that even if vertex 1, the entry of the cycle, contains an until assertion,
that is thereby generated over and over, the cycle does not induce a failure path;
indeed the assertion 〈〈1〉〉�p also belongs to such a vertex, and its truth causes
the true of the root of the candidate proof. Here we have a proof of assertion a.



The next example is more complex, although the involved formulae are all
Vanilla-ATL formulae, as in the previous ones.

Example 5. Consider a CGM with three states,A,B and C, and two agents, 1
and 2. Agent 1 can play action a at each state and agent B can play action b at
each state ; moreover, B can also play b′ at state A. Variable, p is true only at
C and variable r is false everywhere. The transitions are:

A

B

C

〈a, b〉
〈a, b〉

〈a, b′〉

〈a, b〉

The assertion A ` 〈〈2〉〉(〈〈1〉〉p)Ur is false at A. A corresponding candidate
proof has 46 vertices and we do not exhibit it completely here. We show, however,
its general structure. We number vertices depth-first, we use → also to draw a
segment of a path whose length may be greater than 1, and we abbreviate the
formula 〈〈2〉〉(〈〈1〉〉p)Ur with U (as “until”), the formula 〈〈1〉〉♦p by D.

1 : A ` U

3 : A ` D

5

8 : B ` 〈〈1〉〉 ©D 11 : T

13

14
27

31 : T
16 : B ` D

21 : A ` 〈1〉 ©D

24 : T

26 : B ` 〈〈2〉〉 © U
34

36 : B ` D

41 : A ` 〈〈1〉〉 ©D

42 : T

46 : B ` 〈2〉 © U

The above graph is not a proof, and for many reasons, since there are several
maximal cycles, and the entry point of each of them contains only until formulae.

Our last example involves a formula that, although very simple, is not a
Vanilla ATL formula.

Example 6. Let us consider again the CGM of Example 3 and the false assertion
s ` 〈〈1〉〉(♦q ∧ ♦p). It is tedious but easy to check that the corresponding proof
candidate contains an infinite failure path cycling on s ` 〈〈1〉〉(♦q ∧ ♦p), s ` ♦q.



5 Properties of the calculus

5.1 Some basic properties of MoCOFAP

Let us recall that we consider only candidate proofs whose paths are fair. Thus,
for any path λ, each assertion a occurring in the label of a vertex has a chance
to be expanded, unless the rule True causes λ to halt before analyzing a.

The very definition of the rules immediately implies the first of the two
properties stated by the following lemma, which in its turn implies the second
property:

Lemma 3.

1. Each rule of MoCOFAP, but (True), is reversible in the sense that, for
any given CGM M, its premise is true if and only if the conjunction of its
expansions is true.

2. Let R et R′ be any two rule instances in MoCOFAP, excepted for (©) and
(True). Their order of application does not matter, in the following sense.
Let P be a candidate proof for A = a1, ..., an where first R is applied to ai,
then R′ is applied to aj, i 6= j, thereby getting conclusions a′i1, ..., a

′
m. Then

there is also a candidate proof P ′ for A where first R′ is applied to aj, then
R is applied to ai, getting the same conclusions a′i1, ..., a

′
m.

Definition 10. Given a candidate proof P say that a vertex is a quasi-leaf when
either it is the premise of the rule (True), or it is the premise of (False) and
its conclusion is empty, or else it is the entry point of a maximal cycle.

Lemma 3 immediately implies:

Proposition 1. Given any candidate proof P, the label of its root is true with
respect to a given CGM M if and only if all the labels of its quasi-leaves are so.

Definition 11 (closure). The closure cl(ϕ) of an ATL+ state formula ϕ is the
least set of ATL+ formulae such that > and ϕ are in cl(ϕ) and cl(ϕ) is closed
under taking successor, α, β and γd components of ϕ. If Γ is a set of state ATL+

formulae we set:

cl(Γ ) = {ψ | ψ ∈ Γ}

An inspection of the rules of MoCOFAP immediately shows:

Lemma 4. For any candidate proof P for a set of assertions A = {s1 `M
ϕ1, ..., sn `M ϕn}, any assertion s `M ψ occurring in P is such that s is a state
of M and ψ ∈ cl({ϕ1, .., ϕn}).

The next lemma describes a property of proofs of until assertions.

Lemma 5. Let M be a CGM, let P be any candidate proof.



1. Let u = s1 `M 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2 be a true until assertion.
Let FA be any strategy for the coalition A witnessing the truth of such an
assertion in M, that is, such that any branch π of the tree TM,FA of the
paths in the CGM M that are compliant with FA and are rooted at s1 has
the property:
it has the form s1, s2, ...., sk, .... for some k ≥ 1, sk |= φ2, and φ1 is true at
each sj in {s1, ..., sk−1}.
Without any loss of generality we can suppose that k is the least index having
such a property.
Let π be any branch in TM,FA .
Suppose that P contains, along one of its paths, some vertex r having the
until assertion u in its label, and expanded by a γ rule having such an asser-
tion has its principal assertion. Then the sub-graph of P rooted at r starts
with the following tree Tu (omitting the subscript M), where a dotted arc
represents a finite sequence of applications of static rules:

s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ...

s1 ` φ1, s1 ` φ2, ... s1 ` φ2, s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ...

s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, only successor-formulae

(Next rule)

s2 ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ...

s2 ` φ1, s2 ` φ2, ... s2 ` φ2, s2 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ...

sk−1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ..., only successor-formulae

(Next rule)

sk ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2, ...

sk ` φ1, sk ` φ2, ... sk ` φ2, ...

where:
– For each 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, the assertion si ` φ1 is true
– The assertion sk ` φ2 is true.

We will say that any path in P leading to r and continuing, after r, as shown
by some branch of the above tree Tu (and no matter how after) represents π.

In this sense, whenever P contains some vertex r having the until assertion
u in its label, expanded by a γ rule having such an assertion has its princi-
pal assertion, some tree Tu in P represents TM,FA and any branch in in Tu



partially represents a branch π in TM,FA .

2. Let u = s1 `M [[A]]φ1Uφ2 be a true until assertion.
Let FA

c be any co-strategy for the coalition A witnessing the truth of such
an assertion in M, that is, such that any branch π of the tree TM,FAc of the
paths in the CGM M that are compliant with FA

c and are rooted at s1 has
the property:
it has the form s1, s2, ...., sk, .... for some k ≥ 1, sk |= φ2, and φ1 is true at
each sj in {s1, ..., sk−1}.

Again, whenever P contains some vertex r having the until assertion u in
its label, expanded by a γ rule having such an assertion has its principal
assertion, some tree Tu in P represents TM,FAc and any branch in in Tu
partially represents a branch π in TM,FA , as in the previous item.

Proof
The truth of item 1 is an immediate consequence of the definition of the ex-
pansion rules, that closely follows ATL+ semantics. The reasoning for item 2 is
exactly the same, modulo using the notion of co-strategy rather than the notion
of strategy.

�

It is worthwhile observing that the same path in a candidate proof can rep-
resent different paths in the model, because a vertex in a proof is a labeled by
assertions involving several states.

Theorem 1 (Soundness and Completeness). The calculus MoCOFAP is
sound and complete: P is a proof for an assertion a if and only if a is true.

Proof of Theorem 1 : from left to right implication. What we need prove
here is: If P is a proof for a then a is true.

Let us first recall that any infinite path π “ends” with a maximal cycle. That
is, for some j and k ≥ 0,

π = E1, ..., Ej , ...., Ej+k, ....Ej+2k, ...., Ej+3k....

where each Ei is a set of assertions, and:

– Ej is the f entry in the cycle;
– For 1 ≤ i, t ≤ j such that i 6= t we have Et 6= Ej ;
– For any q ≥ 0 and any n > 0 we have Ej+q = Ej+nk+q, i.e. the sub-path
Ej , ...., Ej+k is the period of a maximal cycle.



Hence π has the form:
E1

Ej

By definition, in order for π to be successful, not all the elements of Ej are
until assertions.

It is immediate to see that:
Fact a) If a sub-graph in a proof P contains only finite paths then the set of
assertions at its root is true (i.e. at least one oof its elements is true), because
by definition of proof any of its paths π is successful, hence ends with T , and
Proposition 1 holds.

Hence what we prove here is:
Fact b) If GEj

is the subgraph of a proof P rooted at the first entry point Ej of
a maximal cycle then the set of assertions Ej is true.

Once proved this, the result will follow by Proposition 1.

In order to prove (b) we use an appropriate notion of modal depth, which
takes into account only the nesting of the � modal operators. The box modal
depth of a state formula φ, noted BMD(φ), is defined by induction on path-
formulae of ATL+ in negation normal form (state formulae being a particular
case of path formulae) as it follows:

– If Φ is a literal l then BMD(Φ) = 0

– If Φ is ψ1 c ψ2 then BMD(Φ) = Max{BMD(Ψ1), BMD(Ψ2)} for c ∈ {∧,∨}
– If Φ is Q Ψ then BMD(Φ) = BMD(Ψ) for Q ∈ {〈〈A〉〉, [[A]]} and A a

coalition

– If Φ is ©ψ then BMD(Φ) = MD(ψ)

– If Φ is �ψ then BMD(Φ) = BMD(�ψ) + 1

– If Φ is ψ1Uψ2 then BMD(Φ) = Max{BMDψ1), BMD(ψ2)}

If S is any set of assertions then its modal depth is the maximal value of the
box modal depths of its elements.

Thus, let GEj be the subgraph of a proof P rooted at Ej . Let Ej be B ∪ U1

where U1 is the set of all the until assertions in Ej and B is the set of potentially
self-generating assertions that are not until formulae.

We prove (b) by induction on BMD(B).

Basis. BMD(B) = 1. In this case any element of B has the form s1 ` Q �ϕ for
some state s1 of the considered CGM, where ϕ is a state formula having modal
depth 0, so no occurrence of �. For the sake of readability we reason here for
the case where B has just an element, but the reasoning is essentially the same
in the general case (although the corresponding figure is more difficult to draw
and read). The sub-graph G of P will have the form:



s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U1

s1 ` ψ,U1 s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U1

s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ, S1 only successor-formulae

(Next rule)

s2 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U2 s′2 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U ′2 ...

s2 ` ψ,U2 s2 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U2

sk−1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ, Sk−1 only successor-formulae

(Next rule)

sk ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,Uk ...

sk ` ψ,Uk sk ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ, Sk

Without loss of generality we have supposed that the root s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U has
been expanded via a γ-rule having s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ as main assertion (see the second
item of Lemma 3).

For each formula φ1Uφ2 generated by an element s ` ξ in U1 in the path
which goes from s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U1 to s1 ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ, S1 (dotted
in the figure), a vertex s ` φ2, s1 ` Q©Q φ1Uφ2, ... is generated in that path.
The until formulae of U1 are generated over and over in the cycle shown in
the figure. In order to get the cycle, an application of the Next-rule is needed,
producing the vertices s2 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U2, s′2 ` 〈〈A〉〉�ψ,U ′2..., where s2, s′2,... are
the successors of s1 in the CGM M. But the (Next)-rule can be applied only
when the assertions in its premise are all successor formulae. Therefore s ` φ2
must have disappeared when (Next) is applied. Only an application of the (False)
rule can cause such a cancellation of s ` φ2. Then the assertions s′ ` φ2, must
all be false, and U1 is false.

The set of assertions {s1 ` ψ,U1} has modal depth 0, so ψ does contain any
occurrence of �. Therefore if the sub-graph rooted at it contained a cycle, this
might be caused only by until-assertion, and it would be a bad cycle, contrarily
to our hypothesis that P is a proof. Hence such a sub-graph contains only finite
paths. By the fact (a) above {s1 ` ψ,U1} is true, which implies that s1 ` ψ is
true, since U1 is false..

By the same reasoning we get that s2 ` ψ,U2, ...., sk ` ψ,Uk are true,
and similarly for the analogous sets corresponding to any other s′ that is a



successor of s1, to any successor of such a s′ etc (for readability the figure does
not show them) and each time it is the corresponding assertion s ` ψ the cause
of their truth. Hence for each l, 1 ≤ l ≤ k the set sl ` 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉�ψ, Sl is
true. Applying Lemma 3 we get that each vertex si ` �ψ,Ui is true, hence in
particular s1 ` �ψ,U1 is true.

Inductive Step. Here BD(Ej) = d > 1.
The reasoning is essentially the same as in the basis, with the only differences:

– We reason on the structure of a subgraph rooted at Ej = B′ ∪ U1 where B′

has modal depth d > 1;
– The role played by Fact (a) in the basis is now played by the inductive

hypothesis.

�

Proof of Theorem 1 : from right to left implication. What we need prove
here is: if an assertion a is true and P is a candidate proof for a then P is indeed
a proof.

We prove a more general property:
Let E be a set of assertions that is true respect to a given CGM M, and let
s `M ϕ be one of its true assertions. Let P be a candidate proof rooted at E and
let λ be no matter which path in it rooted at E. Then λ is successful.

Let us remind that λ is fair by hypothesis, hence each occurrence of each
assertion gets its chance of being expanded (unless (True) is applied, thereby
halting the construction of λ), without getting bogged in a cycle preventing any
analysis.

We prove the result by induction on ϕ. In the induction we consider, by
an abuse of language, that if Ψ is a proper sub-formula of Φ then Q Ψ is a
proper sub-formula of Q Φ, where Q is the same strategic quantifier in the two
formulae.10

Basis. Here ϕ is a literal, and the rule (True) applies.
Induction Step. We must distinguish cases.

– If ϕ is an α formula ϕ1 ∧ ϕ2, then an application of of the α rule generates
two expansions: s `M ϕ1 and s `M ϕ2, one of which is in λ. It suffices to
apply the induction hypothesis.

– If ϕ is a β formula ϕ1 ∨ ϕ2, then an application of of the β rule generates
in λ an expansion containing both the assertion s `M ϕ1 and s `M ϕ2, and
at least one of them is true, so the induction hypothesis applies. Say that
s `M ϕ1 is true: its proof induces a proof for s ` ϕ1 ∨ ϕ2

11

10 To be precise, we make the induction considering an appropriate specific notion of
quasi sub-formula of a formula, properly including sub-formulae.

11 It is worthwhile recalling that, by the second item of Lemma 3, the order of appli-
cation of the expansion rules in λ does not matter, provided that λ is fair.



– When ϕ is a successor formula Q© ψ, let us consider the case where Q
is an existential quantifier 〈〈A〉〉, the case for the universal quantifier being
similar. The hypothesis that the assertion s `M 〈〈A〉〉 © ψ is true implies
that there is at least one collective action of the coalition A, say a, such
that any global move completing a leads to some successor of s where ψ
is true. In other words, there exist an action a such that the (meta) con-
junction SuccesA,ψj ,s,a defined in Section 4 is true. Let SuccesA,ψj ,s,a be
s1 ` ψ AND · · · AND sn ` ψ where for 1 ≤ i ≤ n each si is a successor of
s in M. The construction of the (Next)-rule, distributing conjunctions over
disjunctions, assures that some si ` ψ will be an element of the expansion
of s `M 〈〈A〉〉©ψ in λ. Hence the inductive hypothesis applied to ψ assures
that λ is successful.

– If ϕ is a γ-formula Q Φ we must distinguish sub-cases.

1. Φ has the form �ψ. Then an application of the γ-rule generates in λ
an expansion containing either s ` ψ or s ` Q© Q�ψ, and both these
assertions are true (remember that branching is conjunctive). In the
case where s ` ψ is present it suffices to apply the inductive hypothesis.
Otherwise, an application of (Next) generating a successor of the state s
may occur, creating a maximal cycle where Q �ψ is generated over and
over. If the label of the entry point of such a cycle contains s ` Q�ψ as
element, the cycle does not lead to failure.

2. Φ is an until formula φ1Uφ2.

(a) Q is 〈〈A〉〉.
Let λ be any path in P rooted at a set of assertions E containing
the true assertion s ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2. Since s ` 〈〈A〉〉φ1Uφ2 is true, there
is a strategy for the coalition A such that the tree of the paths in
the CGM M that are compliant with that strategy and are rooted
at s is such that each path π in it has the form s = s1, s2, ...., sk, ....
for some k ≥ 1, sk |= φ2, and φ1 is true at each sj in [s1, ..., sk−1];
without loss of generality we can assume that k is the first state
where φ2 is true. Then such a path π in the model is represented
by λ in the sense of Lemma 5. As a consequence, either for some i,
1 < k there is a node in λ whose label is E′, si ` φ1, for some set
of assertions E′, or λ contains a node whose label is E”, sk ` φ2, for
some set of assertions E”. In both cases, the inductive hypothesis
(applied to φ1 or φ2) allows us to conclude that λ is successful.

(b) Q is [[A]].
Again, an application of Lemma 5 does the required job.

3. Φ is Φ1 ∧ Φ2. In this case by construction of the γ-rule and Lemma 3,
Q Φ is expanded in λ to a set of assertions whose truth logically follows
from s `M Q Φ. Let s ` ψ be a true element of this set. The only case
in which ψ might fail to be a strict sub-formula of ϕ = Q Φ, to which
the induction hypothesis can apply, so to get easily the desired result,
is when both the main operators of Φ1 and Φ2 are in {U,�}. We have
three cases:



(a) Φ1 is φ1Uφ2, Φ2 is φ3Uφ4, and ψ has the form Q© QΨ where Ψ is
the conjunction of sub-formulae in φ1Uφ2, φ3Uφ4, for instance ψ is
Q©Q((φ1Uφ2) ∧ (φ3Uφ4));

(b) Φ1 is φ1Uφ2, Φ2 is �φ3, and ψ has the form Q© QΨ where Ψ is
the conjunction of sub-formulae in φ1Uφ2, �φ3, for instance ψ is is
Q©Q((φ1Uφ2) ∧�φ3) (or the symmetrical case);

(c) Φ1 is �φ1, Φ2 is �φ2, and ψ has the form Q © QΨ , where Ψ is
the conjunction of sub-formulae in �φ1, �φ2, for instance ψ is Q©
Q((�φ1) ∧ (�φ2).

We detail here only the first case.

Thus, let Q Φ be 〈〈A〉〉((φ1Uφ2) ∧ φ3Uφ4) (the case where Q is universal
is quite similar) and let ψ = 〈〈A〉〉 © 〈〈A〉〉((φ1Uφ2) ∧ (φ3Uφ4)) be a true
element of the expansion of Q Φ created by the γ-rule in λ.

Let FA be any strategy for the coalition A witnessing the truth of such
Q Φ inM, that is, such that any branch π of the tree TM,FA of the paths
in the CGM M that are compliant with FA and are rooted at s has the
property:
it has the form s = s1, s2, ...., sk1, ...., sk2... for some k1, k2 ≥ 1 where
k1 ≤ k2, sk1 |= φ2, sk2 |= φ4, φ1 is true at each sj in {s1, ..., sk−1} and
φ3 is true at each sl in {s1, ..., sk2−1}
(or the symmetric property, swapping k1 and k2).

Without any loss of generality we can suppose that k1, k2 are the least
indexes having such a property.

Reasoning in a way similar to Lemma 5 one sees that our proof path λ
must eventually contain a vertex whose label contains a true assertion a
that is either si ` φ1, or sj ` φ3, where 1 ≤ i ≤ k1−1 and 1 ≤ j ≤ k2−1,
or sk1 ` φ2 or sk1 ` φ4. We can therefore apply the inductive hypothesis
to conclude that λ is successful.

4. Φ is Φ1 ∨ Φ2. The reasoning is similar to the case where Φ is Φ1 ∧ Φ2.

�

Theorem 2 (Termination). Given a CGM M and an assertion a = s `M
Q ϕ, a candidate proof for a has at most 22

|ϕ|2×m vertices, where m is the number
of states in M

.

Proof of Theorem 2.

Let ϕ be an ATL+ state formula. Each formula in cl(ϕ) has length less than 2| ϕ |
and is built from symbols in ϕ, so there are at most | ϕ |2|ϕ| such formulae and



the size of cl(ϕ) is inferior to 2|ϕ|
2

. Each formula in cl(ϕ) can be combined with
m states to produce an assertion, where m =| S | in M. Hence, by Lemma 4,
the number of distincts sets of assertions in a candidate proof is upper bounded

by 22
|ϕ|2×m.

�

6 Conclusions and related work

In this work we have proposed MoCOFAP, a proof system for the truth of an
ATL+ formula at a given state of a model (a CGM) as the basis for a terminating,
sound and complete algorithm to perform on-the-fly model checking. Besides the
already cited works on tableaux that decide satisfiability for logics of the ATL
family [CDG14,CDG15,Dav15a], our work is also partially inspired by [BCG95].
However strategic path quantifiers, differently from path quantifiers is CTL∗,
hide an alternate first order quantification and this makes formulae analysis in
ATL∗ particularly involved. As a consequence, the representation of assertions
in MoCOFAP is quite different from [BCG95], and this holds also for proof
vertices: in our case a vertex describes many states at the same time. The analysis
is still more difficult in the case of ATL∗, and we are presently working on the
extension of our approach to that highly expressive logic.

The complexity analysis underlying our proof of Theorem 2 is quite rough,
and it does not take into account the fact that the branches of a candidate prof
are constructed depth-first, hence that at any given state of the construction
only the current branch is kept in memory. All that is done is to provide an
upper bound on the global size of a candidate proof. A more refined analysis
would be needed, maybe inspired by what is done in [Dav15b], section 4.5.2.
There, a fine analysis is provided to prove that the complexity of the proposed
algorithm to decide the satisfiability of an ATL∗ formula is 2EXPTIME, thus
optimal for the corresponding decision problem, notwithstanding the fact that a
rough analysis, similar to the one proposed here for MoCOFAP, would allow
only to conclude that the number of vertices of a ATL∗ tableau is a 3-exponential
function the size of the formula in the worst case. Therefore, we cannot conclude
to optimality of our algorithm based on MoCOFAP to solve the model-checking
problem for ATL+, that has a PSPACE complexity, and future work is needed,
both to possibly improve the procedure for branch construction and to refine its
complexity analysis.

What we can already observe, however, is that the double exponential in
the upper bound on the size of P comes from the size of ϕ (because | cl(ϕ) is
already an exponential function of the size of ϕ), not from the size of M, while
it is the latter the responsible of the practical problem known as state explosion
problem. The specific feature of our algorithm is that while constructing a path
in P to test the truth of an assertion sM ` φ, it builds only those states that
are reachable from s and necessary to evaluate φ at s, and in practical cases the
number of these states can be much smaller than the global number of states in



M. Even in the worst performance situation, where the tested assertion is true
and the whole candidate proof P needs to be constructed, one can reasonably
conjecture that in most of the cases P will have a size smaller than its theoretical
upper bound, while when its root reveals false, the candidate proof construction
can halt without building the whole candidate proof.

Clearly, besides a thorough complexity analysis, an implementation of our
method is needed, accompanied by practical experiments allowing for bench-
marking and studying the performance of the algorithm on classes of assertions.
It might be particularly useful to compare our method with the one underling
the proof of the PSPACE upper bound for the model checking problem of ATL+

given in [GKR21]. There it is shown that a formula φ holds at a state s of M
according to the compositional semantics if and only if –in game semantic terms–
Eloise has a positional winning strategy in the evaluation game G(M, s, φ,N),
where N is | M | ∗ | φ |; then, the authors observe that “it is routine to construct
an alternating Turing machine TM that simulates G(M, s, φ,N)”. Thus, in or-
der to make the comparaison possible, the game semantics evaluation algorithm
should be fully described and receive an implementation. It would be particularly
interesting to compare the practical performance of our method with the game
semantics based method for the tractable fragments ATLk defined in [GKR21],
but these comparisons require a good amount of work and are left to future
research.
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