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1 Introduction

Coalition Logic CL was introduced by Pauly [19] as a logic for reasoning about what groups of agents
can bring about by collective action. CL is a multi-modal logic with modal operators of the form [A],
where A is a set of agents. The formula [A]p, where A is a set of agents and ¢ is a formula, can be
read as the coalition of agents A can bring about ¢ or the coalition of agents A is effective for ¢ or
the coalition of agents A has a strategy to achieve .

Coalition Logic is closely related to Alternating-Time Temporal Logic, ATL [1, 2, 3] a multi-modal
logic with coalition quantifiers ((A)), where A is again a set of agents, and temporal operators O
(“next”), O (“always”) and ¢/ (“until”), that extends propositional logic with formulae of the form
(ANOp, (A)Op and {(AYeuU . CL is equivalent to the next-time fragment of ATL [8], where
[A]e translates into (A)Op (read as the coalition A can ensure ¢ at the next moment in time).
The satisfiability problems for ATL and CL are EXPTIME-complete [28] and PSPACE-complete [20],
respectively.

Methods for tackling the satisfiability problem for these logics include two tableau-based methods
for ATL [28, 9], two automata-based methods [26, 10] for ATL, and one tableau-based method for CL
[11]. An implementation of the two-phase tableau calculus by Goranko and Shkatov for ATL [9, 6]
exists in the form of TATL [7]. A first resolution-based method for CL, RES(, consisting of a normal
form transform and a resolution calculus, was presented in [17], and shown to be sound, complete and
terminating. In particular, the completeness of RES(, is shown relative to the tableau calculus for ATL
in [9]. If a CL formula ¢ is unsatisfiable, the corresponding tableau is closed. In the completeness proof
for RES¢| it is shown that deletions that produce the closed tableau correspond to applications of the
resolution inference rules of RES(| that in turn produce a refutation of ¢. A prototype implementation
of RES¢ in the programming language Prolog exists in the form of CLProver [18].

In this paper we revisit the resolution-based method for CL. First, we discuss variants of the normal
form and normal form transformation for Coalition Logic. Second, we correct the completeness result
for the calculus RES¢, presented in [18] and present a revised completeness proof for the calculus.
Third, we introduce Vector Coalition Logic (VCL) and a novel normal form, coalition problems in
DSNFyci, for Coalition Logic. This novel normal form allows us to define RESZ , an ordering refine-
ment of the resolution calculus RES¢, for CL. Finally, we prove soundness, completeness, termination
and complexity results for RESE, .

The paper is organised as follows. In the next section, we present the syntax, axiomatisation, and
semantics of CL.

In Section 3, we introduce various normal forms and normal transformations for CL, including
coalition problems in DSNF¢; and coalition problems in unit DSNF¢(, state again the rules of the
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resolution calculus RES¢, , show that the calculus is not incomplete on coalition problems in DSNF¢|,
and prove that RES| is complete for coalition problems in unit DSNF¢_.

In Section 4, we show that a naive imposition of an ordering refinement on resolution leads to
incompleteness even for coalition problems in unit DSNF¢| . This motivates the introduction of a new
logic, Vector Coalition Logic, and a new normal form, coalition problems in DSNFyc . We define
a normal form transformation for Coalition Logic formulae and coalition problems in DSNF¢| into
coalition problems in DSNFyc . We prove that this normal form transformation preserves satisfiability.
We then introduce an ordered resolution calculus RESZ, with inference rules that operate on coalition
problems in DSNFyc_. We prove that RESEL is sound and complete. We also show that derivation by
RESg, always terminate and discuss the complexity of a decision procedure based on RESZ,

Conclusions and future work are given in Section 5.

2 Coalition Logic

2.1 Syntax

Let ¥ C N to be a non-empty, finite set of agents and II = {p,q,7,...,p1,q1,71,...} be a non-empty,
finite or countably infinite set of propositional symbols. A coalition A is a subset of X. Formulae in
CL are constructed from propositional symbols using Boolean operators and the coalition modalities

[A] and (A).
Definition 1. The set WFF¢| of CL formulae is inductively defined as follows.
e all propositional symbols in IT are CL formulae;
e if ¢ and ¢ are CL formulae, then so are —¢ (negation) and (¢ — 1) (implication);

o if p;, 1 <i<mn,nec Ny, are CL formula, then so are (¢1 A ... A ¢,) (conjunction), also written
Ny @i, and (p1V ...V ¢,) (disjunction), also written \/]__; ¢;; and

e if A C ¥ is a (finite) set of agents and ¢ is a CL formula, then so are [A]y (positive coalition
formula) and (A)p (negative coalition formula).

Parentheses will be omitted if the reading is not ambiguous. We consider the conjunction and
disjunction operator to be associative and commutative, that is, we do not distinguish between, for
example, (pV (¢gVr)), ((rVp)Vq) and (¢VrVp). The formula \/?:1 ©; is called the empty disjunction,
also denoted by false, while /\?:1 w; is called the empty conjunction, also denoted by true. When
enumerating a specific set of agents, we often omit the curly brackets. For example, we write [1,2]¢
instead of [{1,2}]¢, for a formula ¢. A coalition formula is either a positive or a negative coalition
formula. In the following, we use “formula(e)” and “well-formed formula(e)” interchangeably.

Definition 2. A literal is either p or —p, for p € II. For a literal [ of the form —p, where p is a
propositional symbol, =l denotes p; for a literal [ of the form p, =l denotes —p. The literals [ and —I
are called complementary literals.

Definition 3. We call a CL formula atomic if it is a propositional symbol and non-atomic otherwise.
For a non-atomic CL formula ¢ we denote by op(y) its principal operator and by args(y) the list of
its direct subformulae. In more detail:

op(—¢) = args(—v)) = (¢)
op(Y1 — P2) =— args(¥1 — ¥2) = (Y1,v2)
(/\z 1 Vi) = A args(/\i:l Yi) = (1, .., n)
(Vz  Yi) =V args(Vizy ¢i) = (Y1, ,¢n)
op([A]y) = [A] args([Aly) = (¥)
op({(A)¥) = (A) args((A)v) = (¥)
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We denote the length of a list L by |L| and denote the i-the element of a list L by L[i].

We use sequences of positive numbers, called positions, to refer to specific subformulae in a formula.
The empty sequence € is a position in any formula. A sequence i - A is a position in a formula o if
¢ is a non-atomic formula, 1 < i < |args(p)|, and A is a position in args(p)[i]. If A is a position in a
formula ¢, then the subformula ¢y, of ¢ at position X is ¢, if A = €, and @) if args(v) = (1, .., ¢n)
and A =i -\, for some i, 1 <i < n. By Pos(¢) we denote the set of all positions in a formula ¢.

The size |p|of a formula ¢ to be the size of the set Pos(y). For a finite set ® of formulae, the size
] of @ is |&] = Tpealyl

Definition 4. The modal depth mdepth(y) of a CL formula ¢ is inductively defined as follows:

mdepth(p) = 0 for every propositional symbol p
mdepth(—1) = mdepth(1)) mdepth(¢q — 1P2) = max{mdepth(v;) | i € {1,2}}
mdepth(A;"; ¥;) = max{mdepth(¢;) | 1 <i <n} mdepth([A]y)) = 1 4+ mdepth(¢))
mdepth(\/;_; ;) = max{mdepth(¢);) | 1 <i <n} mdepth((A)1) = 1 + mdepth(¢))
The modal layer mlayer(p, A) of a position A in ¢ is inductively defined as follows:

mlayer(i,e) =0

mlayer(—, 1 - \') = mlayer (¢, N’ mlayer (1)1 — 19,7 - \') = mlayer(¢;) for i € {1,2}
mlayer(A_; ¥;,j - ') = mlayer(¢;, \) mlayer([A]y,1-\) = 1 + mlayer(y, \')
mlayer(\/7_; ¥;, j - ') = mlayer(¢;, \) mlayer((A)¢,1-X) = 1+ mlayer(¢p, \')

If ¢ is a subformula of ¢ at position A and mlayer(yp, A\) = [, then we say the subformula occurrence
of ¥ occurs at modal layer [ of .
2.2 Axiomatisation

Coalition logic can be axiomatised by the following axiom schemata [20], where A, A’ are coalitions
and @, 1, w9 are well-formed formulae:

1 —[Alfalse

T [A]true

b2 —[0] = — [Zle

M [A](p1 A p2) = [Alpr

S [Alor A A2 = [AUA(p1 Apa), ifANA" =0
(A) = (Ap e A

together with axiom schemata for propositional logic and the inference rules modus ponens (from ¢;
and 1 — @9 infer ¢2) and equivalence (from ¢ <+ 2 infer [A]p; <> [A]p2). It can be shown that
the monotonicity principle [A](¢ A ) — [Alp A A1, follows from axiom M.

CL is a non-normal modal logic, that is, the schema that represents the additivity principle, [A]p A
[A]Y — [A](¢ A ), does not hold, instead axiom S reflects the weaker form of additivity that holds
for two positive coalition formulae in CL. Using the axiomatisation above it is possible to show that
the schema

S" o [AJr A (B)he — (B\ A) (Y1 Abr), if ACB

holds. Schema S’ indicates under what conditions and how a negative and a positive coalition formula
can be ‘combined’. Just as in the case of basic modal logic there is no corresponding schema for two
negative coalition formulae.

2.3 Semantics

We use Concurrent Game Structures (CGSs) [3, 9] for describing the semantics of ATL. Also, the
semantics given here uses rooted models, that is, models with a distinguished state where a formula
has to be satisfied.
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Definition 5. A Concurrent Game Frame (CGF) is a tuple F = (X, S, so,d, ), where
e Y is a finite, non-empty set of agents;
e S is a non-empty set of states, with a distinguished state sg;

e d: Y xS — N(J{, where the natural number d(a, s) > 1 represents the number of moves that
the agent a has at the state s. Every mowve for agent a at the state s is identified by a number
between 0 and d(a,s) — 1. Let D(a,s) ={0,...,d(a,s) — 1} be the set of all moves available to
agent a at s. For a state s, a move vector is a k-tuple (o1,...,0k), where k = |X|, such that
0 <o, <d(a,s) —1, for all a € X. Intuitively, o, represents an arbitrary move of agent a in
s. Let D(s) = yexD(a, s) be the set of all move vectors at s. We denote by o an arbitrary
member of D(s).

e 0 is a transition function that assigns to every every s € S and every o € D(s) a state §(s,0) € S
that results from s if every agent a € ¥ plays move oy,.

Given a CGF F = (%, S8, s0,d, d) with s,s' € S, we say that s" is a successor of s (an s-successor)
if & =4(s,0), for some o € D(s).
Let k be a tuple. We write x[n] to refer to the n-th element of .

Definition 6. Let |X| = k and let A C ¥ be a coalition. An A-move o4 at s € S is a k-tuple such
that o.4[a] € D(a,s) for every a € A and o4[a’] = % (i.e. an arbitrary move) for every a’ ¢ A. We
denote by D(A, s) the set of all A-moves at state s.

Definition 7. A move vector o extends an A-move o 4, denoted by o4 C o or o J oy, if o(a) = o4(a)
for every a € A.

Given a coalition A C X, an A-move o4 € D(A,s), and a X\ A-move ox\ 4 € D(X\ A4, s), we
denote by 04 U ox\ 4 the unique o € D(s) such that both o4 E ¢ and oy 4 E 0.

Definition 8. A Concurrent Game Model (CGM) is a tuple M = (F,II, 7), where F = (£, S, s¢, d, )
is a CGF; II is the set of propositional symbols; and 7 : S — 2T is a valuation function.

Definition 9. Let M = (F,II, ) with F = (%, S, s0,d,0) be a CGM with s € S. The satisfaction
relation, denoted by |=, is inductively defined as follows.

o (M,s) Epiff pen(s), for all p € II;

o (M,s) = g iff (M, s) =

(M, s) |E o = ¢ iff (M, s) |= ¢ implies (M, s) |= 1);
(M, s) = NIy s iff (M, s) = s for all i, 1 < i <

(M, s) = Vi, @i iff (M,s) |=; for some i, 1 <i<mn;

(M, s) = [A]p iff there exists an A-move o4 € D(A, s) s.t.
for all 0 € D(s) o4 C o implies (M, d(s,0)) E ¢;

o (M,s) = (A)p iff for all A-moves o4 € D(A, s)
exists 0 € D(s) s.t. 04 C o and (M, d(s,0)) = ¢.

Definition 10. Let M be a CGM. A CL formula ¢ is satisfied at the state s in M if (M, s) = ¢ and
¢ is satisfiable in M, denoted by M = ¢, if (M, s0) = . A finite set I' C WFF¢_ is satisfiable in a
state s in M, denoted by (M, s) =T, if for all ¢; € I, 0 <i < n, (M,s) = ¢;, and I is satisfiable in
M, denoted by M =T, if (M, sp) =T
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As discussed in [19, 28, 9] three different notions of satisfiability emerge from the relation between
the set of agents occurring in a formula and the set of agents in the language. It turns out that all
those notions of satisfiability can be reduced to tight satisfiability, that is, when the evaluation of a
formula takes into consideration only the agents occurring in such formula [28]. In this work, we will
consider this particular notion of satisfiability. We denote by ¥, C X, the set of agents occurring in a
well-formed formula ¢ or the set {a} for some arbitrary agent a € ¥ if the set of agents occurring in ¢
is empty (as the set of agents in a CGF and CGM has to be non-empty). If ® is a set of well-formed
formulae, Yo C ¥ denotes J,cq Zo-

Definition 11. A CL formula ¢ is satisfiable if there is a model M = (X, S, so,d, 0,11, ) such that
(M, s0) = ¢. A CL formula ¢ is valid if for all models M we have (M, sp) = . A finite set I" of CL
formulae is satisfiable, if there is a model M such that (M, sg) |=T". A finite set I" of CL formulae is
valid, if for all models M we have (M, sg) =T

Coalition logic shares a number of properties with basic modal logic, for instance, the tree model
property [10], that is, if a formula ¢ is satisfiable, then there exists a CGM M = (X,, S, so,d, 6,11, )
such that (M, sg) = ¢ and the successor relation on S is a tree with root sg. We call such a model a
tree model of .

Also the following property holds for Coalition Logic:

Lemma 1. Let ¢ be a CL formula and M be a tree model of ¢. Let A be position in ¢ and the
subformula occurrence 1) = ¢, occurs at modal layer [ and 1) has modal depth k. Then the satisfiability
of ¢ in M only depends on states of M at tree depth ¢ where [ <i <1+ k.

In particular, for propositional symbols occurring at modal layer [ in a CL formula, only states of
M at tree depth [ are relevant.

This motivates the following transformation ‘mlt’ (modal layer transformation) of CL formula.
With every propositional symbol p occurring in a formula ¢ and natural number n we uniquely
associate a propositional symbol p, not occurring in . Then ‘mlt :* is inductively defined as follows.

mlt(p,n) = pn
mlt(—,n) = ~mlt(), n) mlt(¢1 — P2) = mlt(¢p1, n) — mlt(2, n)
mlt(A;y vi,n) = Ay mlt(¢5,n) mlt([A]y, n) = [AJmlt(s,n + 1)
mlt(\/y vi,n) = iy mlt(¢5,n) mlt({(A)h, n) = (A)ymlt(s,n + 1)

The transformation mlt preserves satisfiability:
Lemma 2. Let ¢ be a CL formula. Then ¢ is satisfiable iff mlt(y, 0) is satisfiable.

Proof. Note that ¥, = ¥, 1(,0)- Let M’ = (3,,8',s0,d', 6", 11, 7") be a tree model of mlt(p,0). Let
M be the model (34,8, so,d’,¢',II', w) such that for each state s at tree depth [, w(s) = {p | ;i €
7'(s)}. Tt follows from Lemma 1 that M is a model of .

Analogously, let M = (X,,S,5s0,d,0,II,7) be a tree model of . We defined a model M’ as
(24,8, 80,d, 0,11, 7’) such that for each state s at tree depth I, 7'(s) = {p | p € 7(s)}. Again, it
follows from Lemma 1 that M’ is a model of mlt(¢y, 0). O

3 Unrefined Resolution for CL

The resolution method presented in [17] proceeds by translating a CL formula ¢ that is to be tested for
(un)satisfiability into a clausal normal form C, a coalition problem in Divided Separated Normal Form
for Coalition Logic, to which then resolution-based inference rules are applied. The application of
these rules always terminates, either resulting in a coalition problem C’ that is evidently contradictory
or, otherwise, satisfiable. The formula ¢ is satisfiable iff C’ is satisfiable.

In the following we first present the normal form transformation before introducing the inference
rules.
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3.1 Normal Form Transformation

The resolution-based calculus for CL, RES¢|, operates on coalition problems in Divided Separated
Normal Form for Coalition Logic, DSNF¢L. Any CL formula in is firstly converted into a coalition
problem, which is then transformed into a coalition problem in DSNF¢| .

Definition 12. A coalition problem is a tuple (Z,U,N'), where Z, the set of initial formulae, is a finite
set of propositional formulae; U, the set of global formulae, is a finite set of formulae in WFF¢; and
N, the set of coalition formulae, is a finite set of coalition formulae, i.e. those formulae in which a

coalition modality occurs.
The size |C| of a coalition problem (Z,U,N) is |Z| + [U| + |NV].

The semantics of coalition problems assumes that initial formulae hold at the initial state; and
that global and coalition formulae hold at every state of a model. Formally, the semantics of coalition
problems is defined as follows.

Definition 13. Given a coalition problem C = (Z,U,N'), we denote by ¢ the set of agents Yyn -
If C = (Z,U,N) is a coalition problem and M = (X¢, S, so,d,d, 11, 7) is a CGM, then M = C if, and
only if, (M, sp) F Z and (M,s) EUUN, for all s € S. We say that C = (Z,U,N) is satisfiable, if
there is a model M such that M = C.

In order to apply the resolution method, we further require that formulae within each of those sets
are in clausal form. These categories of clauses have the following syntactic form:

initial clauses Visil
global clauses Vizil
positive coalition clauses Nzl = JAIVZ
negative coalition clauses Nz li = AVl

where m,n > 0 and lg, [, for all 1 <i < m, 1 < j <n, are literals such that within every conjunction
and every disjunction literals are pairwise different.

Definition 14. A coalition problem in DSNF¢; is a coalition problem (Z,U, N') such that Z is a set
of initial clauses, U is a set of global clauses, and N is a set of positive and negative coalition clauses.

Definition 15. A coalition problem in unit DSNF¢; is a coalition problem (Z,U,N) such that Z is
a set of initial clauses, U is a set of global clauses, and N is a set of positive and negative coalition
clauses such that coalition clauses have the following form:

positive coalition clauses Nl — [Alp
negative coalition clauses  A,_; I/ — (A)p
where p is a propositional symbol

The transformation into the normal form is given by a set of rewriting rules. Let ¢ € WFF¢| be
a formula and 79(¢) be the transformation of ¢ into the Negation Normal Form (NNF), that is, the
formula obtained from ¢ by pushing negation inwards, so that negation symbols occur only next to
propositional symbols. The transformation into NNF uses the following rewriting rules:

=% = VY T =
~(ANiziwi) = Vi~ —Alp = (A
(Vi i) = A~ (A = [Al-p

(=) = AP

In addition, we want to remove occurrences of true and false as well as duplicates of formulae in
conjunctions and disjunctions. This is achieved by exhaustively applying the following simplification
rules (where conjunctions and disjunctions are commutative):
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pAtrue = o —false = true [AJtrue = true

pVtrue = true Ve = [Alfalse = false

¢ A false = false pAp = (A)true = true

pVfalse = ¢ pV-p = true (A)false = false
—-true = false AN = false

In [17], given a formula ¢, the transformation of ¢ into a coalition problem (Z,U,N) in DSNF¢_ is
performed by exhaustively applying the rules of the rewriting system Ry = {=%,..., :%E@} given be-
low, together with simplification, to the tuple ({¢to}, {to — 70(p)}, {}), where ¢y is a new propositional
symbol and 7y(¢p) is the transformation of ¢ into NNF (where ¢ is a literal; ¢;, i > 0, are CL formulae;
A is a coalition; X, is the set of agents occurring in the original formula ¢ ¢; is a new propositional
symbol; and disjunctions are associative and commutative):

(I,Z/{U{t—>/\?:1 (pi}?-/\/‘) :>}\ (17UUU?:1{t_>¢i}7N)
(Z,UU{t > VvV, o, N) =L (o Uu{t—=t vV, vi,t1 = vHLN)
where v is not a disjunction of literals
(Z,Uu{t— D} N) :>1—>,u (Z,UU{~tVv D},N)
where D is a disjunction of literals
(Z,Uu{t = D}, N) =1 (TUNU{t— D}
where D is either of the form [A]p; or (A)py
TUNU{t = [Aw})  ={ (TUU{t > NU{t— [At})
where v is not a disjunction of literals
ZUNU{t = (Av}) =, TUU{t =N U{t— (At})
where v is not a disjunction of literals
and A # X,
(IaquU {t — <Etp>¢1}) :>%E (IvquU {t - [®]901})

The rules =, = j» and :> use renaming [21] in order to bring coalition problems closer to
divided separated normal form DgN FcL. The implication t; — v introduced by these rules defines the
new propositional symbol ¢; [21].

Note that if the subformula ¥ occurs n times in ¢, then the rewriting rules of R; will introduce n
definitions t; — 1, ..., t, — % during the normal form transformation. Obviously, it would suffice to
introduce just one definition ¢; — 1 and to replace all occurrences of ¢ by ¢; during the normal form
transformation.

To achieve this we uniquely associate with every subformula 1) of ¢ a propositional symbol ¢, that
does not occur in ¢. To ensure that a definition involving a subformula v is introduced only once
during the normal form transformation we use the function Def(1), ') where 1 is a CL formula and T’
is a set of CL formulae, more precisely, a set of implications t — 6:

{ty = ¢}, if ty, does not occur in I'

Def(y,T") = {

0, otherwise

Given a formula ¢, we then start its transformation with the coalition problem ({to}, {t, —
T0(p) },{}) and exhaustively apply the rules of the rewriting system Ry = {=}, = _) us :>1—>,N’ :>%Ew>

, =2 :>[ } together with simplification.

(Z,UU{t >V Vi 0}, N) =2 (ZUU{t —tyV Vi, @i} UDef(, U UN),N)
where v is not a disjunction of literals
(ZUNU{t = [Av}) = (ZUUDet(, U UN),N U{t = [Alty})
where v is not a disjunction of literals
(Z,U UDef (), U UN),N U {t = (A)ty})
where v is not a disjunction of literals

and A # X,

(TUNU{t— (A} =2
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For a discussion of the interdependencies between the normal form transformation and the resolu-
tion calculus, we will need a third variation of the rewriting system. Rj3 consists of the rewriting rules
:>}\, :>1_>7u, :>1—>,Nv :%zw :>%, :>:E’7], and :%} plus the simplification rules. The rewriting rules :i]
and :>‘Z>} are defined as follows:

(ZUNU{t = [Av}) =} (ZUUDet(, U UN), N U{t = [Alty})
where 9 is not a literal

(ZUNU{t = (A}) =P (LUUDeE(,UUN),NU{t = (A)ty})
where v is not a literal and A # X,

The rewriting rules will ensure that for any formula ¢ in a coalition problem in DSNF¢_ with
op(¢)) = [A] or op(¢)) = (A) we have that args(¢) = (1) for some literal I.

Theorem 1. Let ¢ € WFF¢ and let R be one of the rewriting systems Ry, Ra, or Rs. Let Cy,Cy,. ..
be a sequence of coalition problems such that Co = ({t,}, {t, = 10(¢)},0) and Cit1 is obtained from C;
by applying a rewriting rule in R combined with zero or more applications of the simplification rules
to a formula in C;. Then the sequence Cy,C1,... terminates, i.e. there exists an index n, n > 0, such
that no rewriting rule can be applied to C,. Furthermore, C, is a coalition problem in DSNF¢y, the
size of Cp, is linear in the size of v, and Cy, is satisfiable if, and only if, p is satisfiable.

For the proof of Theorem 1 for the rewriting system R; see [17]. The proofs for the rewriting
systems Ry and R3 are analogous. Note that while the size of coalition problem C,, in DSNF¢| that
we obtain by exhaustively applying the rules of one of the rewriting systems is linear in the size of the
given CL formula ¢, the time required to compute C, is also linear for R; but quadratic for Ry and
R, unless we assume that the formula ¢ is not given as sequence of symbols or as a tree structure
but instead given as a formula DAG in which multiple occurrences of the same subformula are stored
only once.

3.2 Resolution Calculus RES

Let (Z,U, N') be a coalition problem in DSNF¢_; P, Q be conjunctions of literals; C', D be disjunctions
of literals; [, I; be literals; and A, B C ¥ be coalitions (where X is the set of all agents).
The resolution calculus RES¢ , introduced in [17], consists of the following rules:

IRES1 CvVvI €T GRES1 CvI cU
Dv-l eZuld Dv-l eU
cvD cvD
CRES1 P = ACVI) eN CRES2 cvi cu
ANB =10 Q — [Bl(DV-l) eN Q — [A(DVv-l) eN
PAQ — JAUBJ(CV D) Q — [A](CVD)
CRES3 P — [A(CVI) e N CRES4 Cvi cu
ACB Q — (BY(DV-I) eN Q — (A(DvV-l) eN
PAQ — (B\A)(CVD) Q — (A)(CVD)
RW1 A" ,l; — [Alfalse e N RW2 A", l; —» (Ayfalse e N

Vi, i Ve, i

Note the connection between the axiomatisation of Coalition Logic and the inference rules of RES¢, :
IRES1 and GRES1 are consequences of the axioms for propositional logic, CRES1 and, in particular,
its side condition, follow from axiom S, CRES3 and its side condition follow from schema S’, CRES2
and CRES4 follow from monotonicity, while RW1 and RW2 are based on axioms | and T (together
with (A)), respectively.
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Definition 16. A derivation from a coalition problem in DSNF¢ C by a calculus R is a sequence
Co,C1,Ca, ... of coalition problems such that Cy = C and C;4 is obtained from C; by an application of
a rule of R to C.

In particular, a deriation from a coalition problem in DSNF¢. C = (Z,U,N) by RES is a
sequence Cy,Cy,Ca, ... of problems such that Co = C, C; = (Z;,U;, N;), and C;4q is either

e (Z; U{R},U;,N;), where R is the conclusion of an application of IRES1;
e (Z;,U; U{R},N;), where R is the conclusion of an application of GRES1, RW1, or RW2; or

e (Z;,U;, N; U{R}), where R is the conclusion of an application of CRES1, CRES2, CRES3, or
CRES4.

and conjunctions and disjunctions in R are always kept in the simplest form, that is, duplicate literals
are removed, conjunctions (resp. disjunctions) with complementary literals are simplified to false
(resp. true), and R & {true, false — ¢, ¢ — true, ¢ — [A|true, p — (A)true}, for any formula ¢.

Definition 17. A refutation for a coalition problem in DSNF¢. C = (Z,U,N) (by a calculus R)
is a derivation from C such that for some i > 0, C; = (Z;,U;, N;) contains a contradiction, where a
contradiction is given by either false € Z; or false € U;.

Definition 18. A derivation for a coalition problem in DSNF¢, C by calculus R terminates if, and
only if, either a contradiction is derived or no new clauses can be derived by further application of the
rules of R.

3.3 Completeness Revisited

Definition 19. A calculus R is complete for a class € of coalition problems in DSNF¢, iff for every
unsatisfiable coalition problem C € € there exists a refutation of C by R. A calculus R is sound for a
class € of coalition problems in DSNF¢ iff no satisfiable coalition problem C € € has a refutation of
C by R.

Definition 20. Let ¢;, 1 < i < 3 be the class of all coalition problems C in DSNF¢ such that C
results from an application of rewriting rules of the rewriting system R;.

It turns out that RES¢, is not complete for the classes €; and €3. To show this we use a formal-
isation of the pigeon hole problem with three pigeons and two holes in Coalition Logic, given by the
following formula ¢3:

Here the proposition symbol :1:3'», 1<4i<3,1 <5 <2 denotes that dove 7 is in hole j. Each conjunct
[i](xi vab), 1 < i < 3, states that agent i can bring about that dove i is either in hole 1 or in hole 2, i.e.,
agent ¢ controls into which hole dove i is placed. Each conjunct [@](ﬂwé\/ﬂg), 1<i<i<3,1<j<2,
expresses that in every state that the agents can bring about no two doves can be in the same hole. The
formula 3 is unsatisfiable. The transformation of ¢3 into a coalition problem in DSNF¢| using either
rewriting system R; or R is straightforward and results in Clauses (1) to (10) shown in Figure 1.
We denote the corresponding coalition problem by Ci. Clauses (11) to (70) in Figure 1 are all the
non-tautological clauses that can be derived from C3 using RES¢| and there is no contradiction among
these clauses. To understand better why this is the case, we focus on the following clauses from that
derivation:
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CRESL1, 2,8, —z}] 41. to—[1,2]zi v -2 [N, CRES1, 15,17, 23]
CRESL1, 2,9, —z?] 42. ty—[2,3]z3 v -xd [N, CRES1, 15,20, —z}]
CRES1, 3,8, —z1] 43. to—[2]-zi Vv 23 [N, CRES1, 15,5, 23]
CRES1, 3,10, —x7] 44. to—[2]-23 Vv -2 [N, CRES1, 15,7, 23]
CRESL1, 4,9, —z7] 45.  tg—[2,3]x3 V 3 [V, CRES1, 15,10, ~x3]
CRES1, 4,10, -] 46. to—[2,3]z3 v -z} [N, CRESL, 16,18, 7]
CRESL, 5,8, ~x] 47.  to—[1,3]xi v-2? [N, CRESL, 16,19, 23]
CRES1, 5,9, —23] 48. to—[3]-zi Vv 23 [N, CRESL, 16,6, 23]
CRESL, 6,8, ~x] 49. to—[3]-2?Vv 23 [N, CRES1, 16,7, 3]
CRESL, 6,10, ~x3] 50.  to—[1,2]z] Vv 2? [V, CRES1, 17,9, —z3]
CRES1, 7,9, —z3] 51.  to—[1,3]z] v 23 [V, CRES1, 19,10, ~z3]
CRES1, 7,10, ~23] 52.  to—[2,3]2? V a3 [V, CRES1, 21,10, —23]
CRESL1, 11,20, 23] 53.  to—[1,3]-x? [V, CRES1, 23,4 xﬂ
CRESL1, 11,21, —z%) 54. to—[1,2,3]z3 vz} [N, CRES1, 23,9, —zf]
CRES1, 11,5, 3] 55.  to—[1,2]-x3 [NV, CRESL, 24,6, z3]
CRESL1, 11,6, 1] 56. to—[1,2,3]z3 Va3 [N, CRES1, 24,10, ~x3]
CRES1, 11,9, -2 57.  to—[2,3]al [NV, CRESL, 29,3, 2]
CRESL1, 12,19, —z1] 58.  to—[1,2]-a? [V, CRES1, 32,4, z7]
CRES1, 12,22, 23] 59.  to—[1,2,3]22 Va3 [N, CRES1, 32,10, ~z}]
CRES1, 12,5, 23] 60. to—[1,3]-x3 [NV, CRESL, 33,5 xﬂ
CRESL1, 12,7, 3] 61. to—[1,2,3]ziVva? [N, CRESL, 33,9, 3]
CRES1, 13,18, 23] 62. to—[1,2,3]z1 Va3 [N, CRESL, 34,10, —x3]
CRESL1, 13,22, —z9] 63. to—([2,3]-xd [V, CRES1, 42,5, 23]
CRESL1, 13,5, 73] 64. to—[1,2,3]z] V23 pv CRESL1, 42,8, —a1]
CRESL1, 13,6, 3] 65. to—I[1,2,3]23 [V, CRESL, 53 9-ﬂxﬂ
CRESL1, 13,10, —a5] 66. to—I[1,2,3]z3 [V, CRESL, 42,10, —z3]
CRES1, 14,17, —z1] 67. to—[1,2,3]z} [V, CRES1, 57,8, —z1]
CRES1, 14,21, 23] 68. to—I[1,2,3]z3 [NV, CRESL, 58,10, —z3]
CRESL1, 14,6, 73] 69. to—I[1,2,3]2? [\, CRESL, 60,9, ﬂxﬂ
CRES1, 14,7, 73] 70.  to—[1,2,3]xl [NV, CRESL, 63,8, ~z]

Figure 1: Derivation from C3 by RES
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2. to— [0]-x; Vv oat (V] 11. to— [zl v—-a? [N, CRESI, 2,8, 1]
3. to— [0tV -2} [N 13, ty — [1)zd v -2} [NV, CRESL, 3,8, -z1]
4. to— [0]-2fV —af (V] 20. ty— [3]z3Vv -zl [N, CRESL, 6,10, 3]
5. to— [0z v -x3  [N] 22. to— [32? vV -zi [N, CRES1, 7,10, ~z3)]
6. to— [0]-wyV —ay [N 93. to— [1,3]23 vV —2? [N, CRESL, 11,20, z]]
7. to— [0]-23 v —ag (V] 33. to— [1,3lzb v -2 [N, CRESL, 13,22, -]
8. to— [lag Va3 V] 53. to— [1,3]-a? I\, CRESL, 23,4 xl]
9. to—[2afvai  N] 60. to — [1,3]-a3 [N, CRES1, 33,5, 1]
10.  to — [3]23 V 23 V] 65. to— [1,2,3]z3 [V, CRES1, 53,9, —z7]

Clause (8) expresses that in any state s where ¢y is true, there is a certain move fi(s) by agent 1
such that whatever moves ms(s) and mgs(s) agents 2 and 3 make, respectively, in the resulting state
s’ = (s, (fi(s), ma(s), m3(s))) the disjunction x{ V z3 is true. Clauses (2) and (3) express that in

any state s where tg is true, whatever moves the three agents make, the disjunctions -z} vV —z% and

ﬂx% \ ﬁa:‘z’ are true.

Now consider clauses (11) and (13). If these two clauses would be part of the initial coalition
problem, then it would be natural to interpret them in analogy to clause (8), that is, clause (11)
relates to a move g;(s) by agent 1, potentially different to the move f1(s), and potentially resulting
in a different set of outcomes once combined with whatever moves the other agents make, while
clause (13) relates to a move hi(s) by agent 1, yet again potentially different to fi(s) and g1(s), and
potentially resulting in a different set of outcomes.

However, clauses (11) and (13) are derived by resolving clause (8) with clauses (2) and (3), respec-
tively. Thus, clause (11) combines the constraints on a CGM expressed by clauses (8) and (2), namely,
that in any state s where ¢ is true, there is a certain move f;(s) by agent 1 such that whatever moves
ma(s) and mg(s) agents 2 and 3 make, respectively, in the resulting state s' = d(s, (f1(s), f2(s), f3(s)))
the disjunctions x1 V 2} and =z} vV —2? are true, and therefore the disjunction 3 V =z is true in s'.
So, clause (11) refers to the same action f1(s) by agent 1 and the same set of states that may result
from that action. The same applies to clause (13).

Clauses (10), (20) and (22) have to be read analogously to clauses (8), (11) and (13), respectively,
that is, they all refer to the same action h3(s) by agent 3 and the same set of states that may result
from that action when combined with arbitrary moves by agents 1 and 2.

Clause (23) is derived by resolving clauses (11) and (20), and expresses that in any state s where
to is true, the moves f1(s) and hs(s) by agents 1 and 3, respectively, when combined with an arbitrary
move my(s) by agent 2, result in a state s’ = (s, (f1(s), ma(s), h3(s))) where 23 vV =2 is true. Clauses
(33), (53) and (60) have to be read analogously, all referring to the actions f1(s) and hs(s) and the
same set of resulting states. In particular, clause (60) expresses that in any state s where t¢ is true,
the moves fi(s) and hs3(s) by agents 1 and 3, respectively, when combined with an arbitrary move
ma(s) by agent 2, result in a state s’ = §(s, (f1(s), ma(s), h3(s))) where 23 is true.

Clause (65) is derived by resolving clauses (53) and (9). Clause (9) expresses that in any state s
where t( is true, there is a certain move go(s) by agent 2 such that whatever moves m;(s) and ms(s)
agents 1 and 3 make, respectively, in the resulting state s' = (s, (m1(s), g2(s), m3(s))) the disjunction
2?22 is true. In clause (65) the move go(s) is now combined with the moves fi(s) and hs(s) by
agents 1 and 3, respectively. Thus, clause (65) expresses that in any state s where g is true, in the
state s’ = 6(s, (f1(s), 92(s), h3(s)) the proposition 3 is true.

Now, if we accept that clauses (60) and (65) have the semantics described above, then it follows that
the two clauses together imply that in any state s where ¢ is true, the move vector (f1(s), ga(s), hs(s))
would lead to a successor s’ = §(s, (f1(s), g2(s), h3(s)) where both —2% and 23 are true. Consequently,
the two clauses together imply ¢ty — [1,2, 3]false which in turn implies that ¢, cannot be true at any
state in a CGM satisfying C3. As t is true in the state so it follows that Cj is not satisfiable.

However, using RES( , clauses (60) and (65) cannot be resolved as the sets of agents involved in
the two clauses are not disjoint, the side condition on CRES1 is not satisfied. Therefore, the clause
to — [1,2, 3]false cannot be derived and we are not able to derive a contradiction by an application
of RW1 to that clause, resulting in a global clause —t( followed by a resolution step using IRES1 with
that global clause and the initial clause tg.
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A solution is to enforce that our normal form transformation only produces coalition clauses with a
unique, new propositional symbol below a coalition modality. For example, clause (8), to — [l]x% V:c%,
will be replaced by the coalition clause

to — [1]t7 (8’)
together with the global clause
—t7 ViVl (8”)

Clause (8’) expresses that in any state s where tg is true, there is a certain move fi(s) by agent 1
such that whatever moves ma(s) and ms(s) agents 2 and 3 make, respectively, in the resulting state
s = d(s, (f1(s), ma(s),ms(s))) the propositional symbol ¢7 is true. Clause (8’) is the only clause in
a coalition problem that contains a positive occurrence of ¢7 and this property will be preserved by
RES(, .

The rewriting system R3 produces coalition problems in this normal form, namely, coalition prob-
lems in unit DSNFc| . For the formula (3 we obtain the coalition problem Dj consisting of the clauses
(1) to (19) in Figure 2. Clauses (20) to (41) in Figure 2 are a refutation of D3 using RES¢, . The
refutation proceeds by a sequence of applications of GRES1 to global clauses in D3 to derive Clause
(30) which expresses that the propositional symbols ¢, ..., tg cannot all be true in the same state.
Clause (30) is then used in a sequence of applications of CRES1 and CRES2 to the coalition clauses
in D3 to derive Clause (39), to — [1,2, 3]false. An application of RW1 then gives us the global clause
—tg from which we derive a contradiction by resolving with the initial clause t3. Note that in contrast
to the derivation in Figure 1, at no point in the derivation are two derived coalition clauses resolved
with each other. To prove the completeness of RES(, for coalition problems in unit DSNF¢ we make
not only make use of the refutational completeness of propositional resolution (Theorem 2) but also
of the completeness of propositional resolution for consequence-finding (Theorem 3):

Theorem 2 (Completeness of classical propositional resolution [22]). If S is an unsatisfiable set of
propositional clauses, then there is a refutation from S by the resolution method, where the inference
rule RES is given by {(DV1),(D'V=l)} F (D VD).

Theorem 3 (Lee [16]). Let N be a set of propositional clauses and C' be clause such that N logically
implies C. Then there is a derivation by propositional resolution, from N, of a clause D such that D
subsumes C.

The revised completeness proof uses a correspondence between Goranko and Shkatov’s tableau-
based decision procedure for ATL, restricted here to a weaker logic, and inferences by RESc . In
particular, we show that for an unsatisfiable coalition problem in unit DSNF¢|, a closed tableau can
be constructed and that applications of the state deletion rules in the tableau construction correspond
to applications of the resolution inference rules to subsets of the clauses in a coalition problem in unit
DSNF¢, that will result in a refutation of the coalition problem.

To make our presentation here self-contained we repeat the description of Goranko and Shkatov’s
tableau-based decision procedure and its use for our purposes. For further details see [17].

The procedure consists of three different phases: construction, prestate elimination, and state
elimination.

Graph Construction. During the construction phase, a set of rules is used to build a directed graph
called pretableau, which contains states and prestates. States are downward saturated sets of formulae,
that is, sets of formulae to which all conjunctive () and disjunctive () rules given in Tables 1a and
1b have been exhaustively applied. The first column in Table 1a (resp. 1b) shows the premises, that
is the « (resp. B) formulae to which an inference rule is applied; and the second column shows the n
conclusions that are derived from the premises. The application of those inference rules are formalised
below (Def. 22) after we precisely define the language to which those rules are applied. We note that
the application of the inference rules to conjunctive formulae requires that all conclusions are added
to the set of formulae whereas the application of the inference rules to disjunctive formulae requires
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1. to [Z]

2. =ty V —zd V -z U]

3. —ty V —xt V- U]

4. —ty V -zt V- U]

5. =ty V —xd V -2l U]

6. —ts V -zl V -1l U

7. —te V 3 V -1 U]

8. =ty Vol val U]

9. —tg V 3 V a3 U]
10. —tg V 23 V 23 U]
13. t0—>[(2)]t3 [/\[]
4. to—[0]ta N]
15.  to—[0]ts M]
17 to—[1]t7 V]
18. to—)[2]t8 [/\[]
19. to%[?)]tg [./\[]
20. xV =ty V oty V —z? [U, GRES], 2,8, —x1]
21. 3V —ty V ity V - [U, GRES], 3,8, —z1]
22. 22V —ty V —tg V -zl [U, GRESL, 5,9, ~23]
23. 3V ity V oty V od [U, GRES1, 6,10, ~23]
24. 23V ~tg V —tg V s [U, GRES1, 7,9, —23]
25. T3V Aty Vot V oty V —tg V oa? [U, GRES1, 20,23, 23]
26. 22V Aty V oty V —ty V —tg V - [U, GRES1, 21,22, 2]
27. 22V 3V —tg V —tg V g [U, GRES1, 24,10, —z3]
28. X3Vt V —ts Vootg V oty Vo —tg Vit [U, GRES1, 25,27, -]
29. =ty V itz V oty V oty V tg V —xd [U, GRES1, 26,4, x?]
30. _\tl V —\tQ \Y _‘t3 \ —\t4 vV —|t5 vV —\t6 V —\t7 vV _‘tg \ —\tg [L{, GRES]., 28, 29, J?:ﬂ
31. t()‘)[@]_‘tg V =ty V =ty V =ty V —tg V —tr V atg V ity [N, CRES2, 11, 30, tﬂ
32.  to—[0]—ts V —ty V —ts V —tg V —tr V oty V it [NV, CRES2, 12,31, t5]
33.  to— 0]ty V —ts V ote V Sty V —tg V ity [V, CRES2, 13,32, 3]
34. to%[@]ﬁtg) V —tg V ity V —tg V ity [N, CRES2, 14, 33, t;d
35. to—)[@]ﬂf@ V =ty V —tg V —tg [./\/, CRES2, 15, 34, Tf5}
36. to—)[@]_‘t7 V —tg V ity [N, CRES2, 16, 35, t(ﬂ
37. t()‘)[].]_‘tg V —tg [N, CRES]., ].7, 36, t’ﬂ
38.  tp—[1,2]-ty [V, CRES], 18,37, ts]
39. tp—l[1,2, 3]false [V, CRES1, 19, 38, t9]
40. ) U, RW1, 39]
41. false [Z, IRES1, 1,40, to]

Figure 2: Derivation from D3 by calculus RES¢,
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Table 1: Tableau Rules

only one conclusion to be added to the set of formulae. We also note that we have extended the o and
B rules to deal with n-ary conjunctions and n-ary disjunctions, respectively. The rules given here can
be simulated by several applications of the rules given in [9]. Also note that in a coalition problem
in DSNFc_, there is no formulae of the form (¥)¢ (as the application of the transformation rule 7,
rewrites such formulae) and the corresponding « rule has been suppressed. Prestates are also sets of
formulae, but they do not need to be downward saturated; they are used as auxiliary constructs that
will be further unwound into states. In the prestate elimination phase, prestates are removed, leaving
only states in the graph; also, the edges are rearranged producing a directed graph called an initial
tableau. The last phase removes from the tableau those states which contain inconsistencies (i.e. the
constant false, —true, or a formula and its negation) or do not have all the required successors.

We note that in order to fully capture the semantic nature of a coalition problem in DSNF¢|
(Z,U,N), the clauses in U and N must be included in every state of the resulting tableau. Instead of
extending the tableau procedure for the next-time fragment of ATL, by explicitly adding those clauses
to states, we make use of the existing « rule for the ((#))0 operator given in the tableau procedure
for full ATL. We define CL™ to be the language of CL plus the ((#))00 operator that is only allowed to
occur positively in CLT formulae. The semantics of the ()0 is defined in terms of a run:

Definition 21. Let F = (X, S, s9,d,0) be a CGF. A run in F is an infinite sequence \ = s, s}, . .,
s; € S for all ¢ > 0, where ¢/ 41 is a successor of s;. The indexes i, i > 0, in a sequence A are called
positions. Let A = s4,81,...,8},...,5; ... be arun. We denote by A[i] = s; the i-th state in A and by
Ali,j] = 8},..., s} the finite sequence that starts at s} and ends at s}. If A[0] = s, then A is called a

S-Tun.

Intuitively, (0)0¢ means that, for all runs, ¢ always holds on them. Formally, a strategy Fy for 0
(or (-strategy) at a state s is given by Fy({s}) € D(0, s), i.e. Fy({s}) is the O — move, Fy({s}) = op.
The outcome of Fy at state s € S, denoted by out(s, Fp) is the set of all runs X such that A[i + 1] €
out(A[i], Fy(\[i])), for all ¢ > 0. Briefly, the outcome of Fjy at state s is a set consisting of every possible
s-run. Finally, given a model M, a state s € M, and a formula ¢, (M, s) = (0)O¢ if, and only if,
there exists an (-strategy Fy such that (M, A[i]) = ¢ for all A € out(s, Fy) and all positions i > 0.
The definition of positive coalition formula is now extended to a formula of the form [A]p, where ¢ is
a CLT formula. Negative coalition formulae and coalition formulae are defined as before. Note that
formulae in the form of (0))0 always occur positively in the set of formulae used in the construction
of the tableau for a coalition problem in DSNF¢. Also, as it is clear from the procedure given below,
the deletion rule for eventualities (formulae that hold at some future time of a run), which is part
of the full tableau procedure, is not applied here and will not contribute to remove nodes from the
tableau.
Before presenting the construction rules, we give two definitions that will be used later.

Definition 22. Let A be a set of CL™ formulae. We say that A is downward saturated if A satisfies
the following two properties:

o If € A, then {ay,...,a,} CA;
o If € A then 1 € Ajor...,or 3, € A.

Definition 23. Let ' and A be sets of CL™ formulae. We say that A is a minimal downward saturated
extension of I if A satisfies the following three properties:

e ' CA;
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e A is downward saturated;
e there is no downward saturated set A’ such that I' C A’ C A.

As mentioned, the construction phase builds a directed graph which contains states and prestates.
States are downward saturated sets of formulae. Prestates are sets of formulae used to help the
construction of the graph, in a similar fashion to the tableau construction for PTL [31]. There are
two construction rules. The first, SR, creates states from prestates by saturation and the application
of fix-point operations, that is, by applications of « and (3 rules. We note that the set of « rules also
includes a rule for the ()0 operator. According to the a decomposition rules in [9], (#)) D¢ should be
decomposed into ¢ and (O)O{D)Op. The ATL formula {(@)O{@) D¢ corresponds to the CL* formula
[0](0) O, which explains the decomposition rule we give for ((}))0¢. The second rule, Next, creates
prestates from states in order to ensure that coalition formulae are satisfied. There are two types of
edges: double edges, from prestates to states; and labelled edges from states to prestates. Intuitively,
the last type of edge represents the possible moves for the agents.

The construction starts by creating a prestate, which we call initial prestate, with a set of formulae
® being tested for satisfiability. Then, the two construction rules are applied until no new states or
prestates can be created. SR is the first of those rules.

SR  Given a prestate I' do:

(1) Create all minimal downward saturated extensions A of I' as states;

(2) For each state A obtained in step (1), if A does not contain any coalition formulae, add
[Yo|true to A;

(3) For each state A resulting from steps (1) and (2), if there is already in the pretableau
a state A’ such that A = A’, add a double edge from I'" to A’; otherwise, add A and a
double edge from I' to A (i.e. ' = A) to the pretableau.

In the following, we call initial states the states created from the first application of the rule SR in
the construction of the tableau. The second rule, Next, is applied to states in order to build a set
of prestates, which correspond intuitively to possible successors of such states. In order to define the
moves which are available to agents and coalition of agents in each state, an ordering over the coalition
formulae in that state is defined. This ordering results in a list £(A), where each positive coalition
formula precedes all negative coalition formulae. Intuitively, each index in this ordering refers to a
possible move choice for each agent. The number of moves, at a state A, for each agent mentioned in
a formula ¢ € A is then given by the number of coalition formulae occurring in A, i.e., the size of
the list £(A). We also note that, from the construction of a tableau, the list £(A) is never empty, as
the formula [¥,]true is included in the state A if there are no other coalition formulae in A.

Once the moves available to all agents are defined, they are combined into move vectors. A move
vector labels one or more edges from a state to its successors, which are prestates in the tableau. The
decision of which formulae will be included in the successor prestate IV of a state A by a move o, is
based on the wvotes of the agents. Suppose [A]y € A and that [A]p is the i-th formula in £(A). If
all a € A vote for ¢, i.e. the corresponding action for agent a is 7 in o, then ¢ is included in I". For
(Ayp € A, the decision whether ¢ is included in I depends on the collective vote of the agents which
are not in A. We first present the Next rule and then show an example of how a collective vote is
calculated. We say a state A is consistent if, and only if, {—~true, false} N A = () and for all formulae
o, {p,p} € A. A state is inconsistent if, and only if, it is not consistent.

Next Given a consistent state A, do the following;:

(1) Order linearly all positive and negative coalition formulae in A in such a way that the pos-
itive coalition formulae precede the negative coalition formulae. Let £(A) be the resulting
list:

S(A) = ([AO]SDO’ cee [Amfl]gpmfb <A6>¢07 s <A2—1>¢l—1)

and let 7o = [£(A)| = m + I. Denote by D(A) = {0,...,ra}*®l, the set of move vectors
available at state A. For every ¢ € D(A), let N(o) = {¢ | o0; > m} be the set of
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agents voting for a negative formula in the particular move vector o. Finally, let neg(o) =
(EieN(g) (s —m)) mod L.
(2) For each o € D(A):

(a) create a prestate

Iy ={¢i | [Ai]lpi € A and o, =i,Va € A;}
U{y; | (A))¢; € A neg(o) = j and B¢ \ A; C N(0)}

If T, =0, let I'y be {true}.

(b) if 'y is not already a prestate in the pretableau, add I', to the pretableau and connect
A and ', by an edge labelled by o; otherwise, just add an edge labelled by ¢ from A
to the existing prestate I', (i.e. add A 25 T).

Let prestates(A) = {T' | A -Z T for some 0 € D(A)}. Let £(A) be the resulting list of ordered
coalition formulae in A and ¢ € £(A). We denote by n(p, £(A)) the position of a coalition formula
v in £(A); if £(A) is clear from the context, we write n(y) for short.

It is easy to see that the Next rule is sound with respect to the axiomatisation given in Section 2.2.
A prestate I', contains both positive coalition formulae [A]p 4 and [Blpg only if AN B = (), because
there can be no i € 3¢ such that o; = n([A]pa) and o; = n([Blep) for [Alpa # [Bles. Also, a
prestate I'; contains both coalition formulae [A]p 4 and (B)yp only if A C B. If A B, then there is
A" C A such that A" C Xg \ B C N(o). However, all agents in A vote for positive formulae; therefore
they cannot be a subset of N (o), which is the set of agents voting for negative formulae.

Prestate Elimination Phase. In this phase, the prestates (and edges from and to it) are removed
from the pretableau. Let P?® be the pretableau obtained by applying the construction procedure to
the initial prestate containing the set ®. Let states(I') = {A | T' = A}, for any prestate I'. The
deletion rule is given below.

PR  For every prestate I' in P?:
(1) remove T' from P?;
(2) for all states A in P® such that A -7+ T and all states A’ € states(T) put A 75 A’

The graph obtained from exhaustive application of PR to P? is the initial tableau, denoted by 76q>.

State Elimination Phase. In this phase, states that cannot be satisfied in any model are removed
from the tableau. There are essentially two reasons to remove a state A: A is inconsistent (as defined
on page 15); or for some move o € D(A), there is no state A’ such A -+ A’ is in the tableau. The
deletion rules are applied non-deterministically, removing one state at every stage. We denote by T,® 11
the tableau obtained from 7,2 by an application of one of the state elimination rules given below. Let
S2® be the set of states of the tableau T,%.

The elimination rules are defined as follows.

El  If A is not consistent, obtain 7,7, from 7,¢ by eliminating A, i.e. let S&_; =S \ {A};
E2  If for some o € D(A), there is no A’ such that A =5 A/, then obtain 7,2, from 7,% by
eliminating A, i.e. let Sp.; = S% \ {A};

The elimination procedure consists of applying E1 until all inconsistent states are removed. Then, the
rule E2 is applied until no states can be removed from the tableau. The resulting tableau, called final
tableau, is denoted by T2,

Definition 24. The final tableau 7% is open if ® C A for some A € S®. A tableau 7,2, m > 0, is
closed if ® € A, for every A € S®.

Theorem 4 ([17]). Let ® be a finite set of formulae in CL*. The tableau construction for ® terminates
in time exponential in the size of ® and ® is unsatisfiable if, and only if, the final tableau for ®, T2,
1s closed.
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Tableaux for Coalition Problems. In order to use the tableau procedure outlined above to deter-
mine the satisfiability of a coalition problem in (unit) DSNF¢ and then to use the resulting method in
our completeness proof for RES¢| on coalition problems in unit DSNF¢(, we need to translate coalition
problems into CL*.

Firstly, we define the set of disjunctions that might occur in a coalition problem in DSNF¢ C =
(Z,U,N). We denote by Il¢ the set of propositional symbols occurring in C, and by A¢ = e U {-p |
p € ¢} the set of literals that might occur in C. Let D¢ be {simp(V,c 1) | M € 2¢}\{true, false},
where simp is defined by simp(D VIV —l) = true and simp(D V true) = true; in any other case,
simp(D) = D, for any disjunction D. Thus, D¢ contains any (non trivial) disjunction that can be
formed by either propositional symbols or their negations occurring in the coalition problem C. Let
©c¢ be the set {(DV -D) | D € Dc¢}. In the following, we refer to O¢ as the set of tautologies.

Let Cy,C1,Ca,...,Cy be a derivation by RES¢, with C; = (Z;,U;, NV;) for each i, 0 < i < n. We
construct the initial tableau %Ci for C; from a prestate containing the following set of formulae:

{D ’ D e Ii} U

{(0poD’ | D' € U} U
{(¥)hoD" | D" e Ni} U
{(@)oD™ | D™ € Oc}

We thereby obtain a sequence 7660, ey 76C”. For each C;, 0 < i < n, we denote by 7fl the tableau
obtained from the initial tableau 7’0Ci after the deletion rule E1 has been exhaustively applied and
we denote by 7 the final tableau obtained from 76Ci after both deletion rules E1 and E2 have been
exhaustively applied.

We will use the following lemmata from [17]:

Lemma 3. Let C = (Z,U,/N) be a coalition problem in DSNF¢ . If Z U U is unsatisfiable, there is a
refutation for Z U using only the inference rules IRES1 and GRES].

Lemma 4. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNF¢| . Let 766 be the initial tableau for C
and SOC the set of states in 760. If p €U UN UBg, then ¢ € A, for all A € S§.

Lemma 5. Let C = (Z,U, N') be a coalition problem in DSNF¢| and C' — D be a clause in N/, where
C =11 A...Nly, for some n > 0. Let 7¢ be the tableau for C and A a state in Tf. If{ly,..., I} CTA,
then D € A.

We now establish two further lemmata before we state and prove the completeness of RES¢, for
coalition problems in unit DSNF¢|.

Lemma 6. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in (unit) DSNF¢_ and 7€ be the tableau for C
after the rule E1 has been exhaustively applied. If Z Ul is unsatisfiable, then Tf is closed.

Proof. Let T be the initial tableau for C and let S§ be set of states in 7. Let A be an arbitrary
initial state in 766. According to Lemma 4, U/ C A. Also, by construction, Z C A. If false e ZUU,
then false € A and A would be eliminated by an application of E1 and A would not occur in 'Tf .
Consequently, 'Tf would be closed.

Assume that false € ZUU. Since A is downward closed, for each propositional clause \/;L:1 l; €eTU
U, A contains at least one literal [;, 1 < j <n. Let PB(A) ={l € A | C € ZUU and [ is a literal in C'}.
Suppose there is no propositional symbol p € II such that {p, =p} C P(A). Then P(A) NII would be
a propositional model of ZUU contradicting that Z U is unsatisfiable. Thus, there exists p € II such
that {p, p} CP(A), A would be eliminated by an application of E1, it would therefore not occur in
’Tf, and ’7'f would be closed. ]

Lemma 7. Let C = (Z,U,N') be an unsatisfiable coalition problem in unit DSNF¢ such that Z Ui

is satisfiable. Let A € Tf be the first state to be eliminated by rule E2 in the state elimination phase
that will result in the final tableau 7¢ for C. Then we can derive a global clause C' ¢ U from C.
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Proof. Since Z UU is satisfiable, Tf is not closed, but since C is unsatisfiable, the final tableau 7€
must be closed. Therefore, ’Tf contains at least one state that can be deleted by an application of
the deletion rule E2. Let A be the first state to which rule E2 is applied. By definition of E2, A is
deleted if there is a move vector ¢ € D(A) such that there is no A’ with A -2+ A’. Let £(A) be the
ordered list of coalition formulae in A and for any coalition formula ¢ € A let pos(p, £(A)) be the
position of ¢ in £(A). From Lemma 4, all clause in &/ and in AN/ are in A and each coalition formula
in A corresponds to the right-hand side of coalition clause in A. By Lemma 5, the right-hand side of
coalition formulae are in the states where the left-hand side is satisfied. Therefore, by Lemmas 4 and
5, and by the definition of the rule Next in the tableau construction, which gives the set of prestates
that are connected from A by an edge labelled by o, we obtain that A’ is one of the minimal downward
saturated sets built from U U ©¢ U Py U P UN where

Py ={r|[Alpec&}
& ={[Alp| P — [A]p e Ny}
N ={P = [A]p| P [Ap € N,A = P,o, = pos([Alp, £(A)) for all a € A}

Py ={p| (Ape& I\ PF
& ={(Ap|P— (ApeNy}
Ny ={P—=>(Ap|P—= (ApeN,AEPX:\AC N(0),neg(c) = pos((Ap, £(A))}

Recall that (a-i) for any [Alp, [A']p’ € & with [A]p # [A']p’ we have AN A" =0, (a-ii) N, & and
P, are either all empty sets or all singleton sets, and (a-iii) for any [A]p € & and (A)p' € &; we
have A C A’

Since A’ is not in Tf, it must have been deleted by an application of E1, because A is the first
state being deleted by E2. Therefore, by the definition of E1, A’ contains propositional inconsistencies.
As neither the tautologies in ©¢ nor the formula in N contribute to propositional inconsistencies in
A/, the formula Aces, C where Sy = Uy U Py U Py, with Uy = U, is unsatisfiable. Since both U
and ’Par U Py are satisfiable, Sy can only be unsatisfiable if the clause C' = vPGPJUPo_ —p is logically
implied by U. Therefore, by Theorem 3, there is a clause C’ that can by derived from U that subsumes
C. Since C’ subsumes C, there must be sets Qg’ - Par and Q, C P, such that C' = VpGQS’UQE =p.

Linearly order Qg U Q, such that for non-empty Q its one element comes last. Let (p1,...,pm)
be the resulting list. We associate each p; in this list with a set of coalition clauses using the following
functions:

™ (pi) = {P — [Alpi | P — [Alp; € N, A |5 Poq = pos([Alpi, £(A))}
™ (pi) ={P = (A)pi | P = (A)pi € N, A |= P,E¢ \ AC N(0),neg(c) = pos({A)p,£(A))}

b= cl™(p;) otherwise

Note that by construction, cl(p;) is non-empty for every i, 1 < i < m. With each p; € Qar U9y,
1 < i < m, we then uniquely associate a clause k;, with k; = P, — [A;]p; or k; = P; — (A;)p;, in
cl(p;). If cl(p;) contains more than one clause, then we can choose k; arbitrarily among the elements
of cl(p;).
A refutation Sp,...,S,, with n € N, of §p can then be constructed that satisfies the following
properties:
(b-i) thereis an index k, 0 < k < n, such that C" € S and for each 4,0 < i < k, S;11 = Z/{HlUParUPO_
and Uj11 = U; U{D;;1} where D;;1 is a resolvent of two clauses in U;;

(b-il) Sk41 = Sk U{Dg41} where Dyq is a resolvent of C” and py;

(b-iii) for every i, k+1 < i< k+m =mn, Si11 = S;U{D;41} where D;y; is a resolvent of D; and
Pit1—k, that is, the clause C’', Dg.q, ..., D, form a linear input derivation.

Property (b-i) reflects that C’ can be derived from U alone; the slightly complicated formulation of

the property is necessitated by the fact that &/ and Par U P, may not be disjoint. Clearly, in the
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derivation of C' we can make use of unit clauses that occur in both U and Pgr U P, but not those
that only occur in Par UpP, .

That a refutation satisfying the last two properties exists follows from the fact that C’ is a negative
clause and that we can ‘eliminate’ the literals in C’ one by one using unit resolution steps with positive
unit clauses in QE{ U Qy, and that we can do so in an arbitrary order.

We inductively construct a derivation C = Cy, . . .,C, that satisfies the following properties:

(c-i) forall 4,0 <i <k, C;=(Z,U;,N);

(c-ii) Cpy1 = (I,Uk,./\/’k+1) where N1 = N U {P1 — [A1]Dgs1} if k1 = Pi — [Ay]py or N =
N U {P1 — <A1>Dk+1} ifki =P — <./41>p1;

(c-iii) for all i, k+1 < i < n—2, Ciy1 = (Z,Ug, Niy1) with Njy1 = MU{PLA ... APy —
A1 U~ UAir1- k] Dig1};

(c-iv) Cp = (Z,Uy, N,) where NV,, contains either a clause of the form PyA. .. AP, — [A1U- - -UA,,|false
or PLA...ANPp — (An\ (A1 U---UA,,_1))false.

In the base case, i =0, Co = C = (Z,U,N) and as U = Uy, property (c-i) is satisfied.
For the induction step, let Cy,...,C;, i > 0, be the derivation already constructed and we assume
that properties (c-i) to (c-iii) hold for that derivation.

1. If i < k, then S;11 = S U{D V D'} where DV D’ is obtained by resolving clauses D V [ and
D'V =l el;. Since C; = (Z,U;, N'), DV 1 and 6(D’V =) are both global clauses in C;. These can be
resolved using GRES1 resulting in the global clause DV D’. We define C; 11 = (Z,U;U{DV D'}, N).
Then, C;+1 = (Z,Ui+1,N') and property (c-i) holds for Cy,...,Ciy1.

2. If i = k, then S;11 = S U{D;+1} where D,y is obtained by resolving the clause C' = D; =
(Dit1V —p1) with the unit clause p; from Qf U Qf C S;.

For the construction of C;;1 there are two possibilities depending on the form x;:

(a) k1 =P — [Al]pl € ./V‘O—i_ Then let C;j41 = (I,Uk,NU{Pl — [Al]Di-i-l})a where P — [Al]Dz‘-H
is obtained by an application of CRES2 to the global clause D;; 1V —p1 € Ui and the coalition
clause k1 € N0+ C N. Property (c-ii) holds for Cy,...,Ciy1. If i +1 = n, then D;y; = false,
Ci+1 = C,, contains P; — [A;]false, and Property (c-iv) holds for Cy,...,C,.

(b) k1 = P — <A1>p1 € ./\/’(; Then let C;yq1 = (I, Uk,N U {Pl — <A1>Di+1}), where P; —
(A1)D;41 is obtained by an application of CRES4 to the global clause D;11V —p; € Uy, and the
coalition clause k1 € ;7 € N. Note that by construction of (pi,...,pm), £1 is only a negative
coalition clause if m = 1 and therefore this is the last step in the refutation and D;,; = false.
Property (c-iv) holds for Cy,...,Ciy1 = Cy.

3. If i > k+ 1, then S;31 = S U {D;11} where D, is obtained by resolving the clause D; =
(Dit1V —piy1-k) in S; with the unit clause p;11_x from Qf U Qp C ;.

By the induction hypothesis C; = (Z, Uy, N;) where N; = N;_1U{PiA.. .AP,_ — [A1U---UA;_k]|D;
and D; = D;11V —p;+1-_k. For the construction of C;41 there are two possibilities depending on the
form wjy1_g:

(a) Kit1—k = Pig1—k = [Aig1—k|pit1—k- Let Cipy = (T, U, Ny U{PL A ... APy = [A1U--- U
AU Ai—i—l—k}Di—i-l})a where Py A .. A Py — [./41 U---UA; U Ai—i—l—k]Di—i-l is obtained
by an application of CRES1 to Py A...APi_y — [A1U---UA;_|D; and k;y1_; this inference
is possible since by property (a-i), A;jv1-, N (A3 U---U A;_x) = 0. Property (c-iii) holds
for C1,...,Cit1. If i+ 1 = n, then D;y; = false, ;41 = C, contains Py A ... A Piy1_ —
(A U---UA;_ UA;11_g|false, and Property (c-iv) holds for Cy,...,Cy.

(b) Kit1-k = Piy1—k = (Ait1-k)pit1-k- Let Cipx1 = (T, U, N U{PL A ... A Piyiog — (Aipi- \
(.Al u---u Aifk)>Di+1})a Where P1 VAN P,L'Jrl,k — <.AZ‘+17]¢ \ (Al U---u Aifk U -Ai+1fk)>Di+1
is obtained by an application of CRES3 to Py A ... A P_ — [A1 U--- U A;_¢]D; and K;y1_g;
this inference is possible since by property (a-iii), (A3 U---UA;—) € A;41-k. Property (c-iv)
holds for Cl, NN 7Ci+1 = Cn.
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In the end we obtain a derivation Cy, . . ., C,, where C,, contains either P A...AP,, — [A1U---UA,,|false,
to which we can apply the rewrite rule RW1, or PyA... AP, — (A \ (A1U---UA,,_1))false, to which
we can apply the rewrite rule RW2. In both cases we obtain the global clause C” = =P, V...V = P,.

We claim that C” & U. Assume the opposite. From Lemma 4, global clauses are in every state
of Tf So, the state A contains C”. As A is a minimal downward saturated set, A entails —P; for
some 7, 1 < i < m. A also contains all formulae in ./\fd' , 53' Ny, and &;. By construction, either
P, — [Ailpi € Ny or P, — (A;)p; € Ny . By definition of Ny and N, , A &= P;. However, A = —P;
and A | P; implies that A is inconsistent and should have been removed by an application of rule
E1l. This contradicts our assumption that A is in Tf. O

Theorem 5 (Completeness of RES¢ ). Let C = (Z,U,N') be an unsatisfiable coalition problem in unit
DSNF¢;. Then there is a refutation for C using the inference rules IRES1, GRES1, CRES1-4, and
RW1-2.

Proof. Let C = (Z,U,N) be an unsatisfiable coalition problem in unit DSNF¢ . Firstly, if C is un-
satisfiable and only if C is unsatisfiable, by Theorem 4, we have that 7 is closed. Obviously, if C is
unsatisfiable, every coalition problem in a derivation from C is also unsatisfiable. We show that if C is

unsatisfiable, then we can construct a refutation R¢ = Cy,...,Cpn, n € N.
0 0
Let Cg =C. If Tfo is closed, then all initial states in Tfo have been removed by applications of E1
which means that ZUU is unsatisfiable. By Lemma 3 there exists a refutation CJ, . ..,Cq"™ for Cj) using

0
only the inference rules IRES1 and GRES1. If 7f0 is not closed, then by Lemma 7, we can construct

!
Mo

a derivation Cg, N C) = (Z,Uy, N7) such that there is a global clause k with x € Uy but x € U.
0
Depending on whether T.fl is closed, we proceed as for C8 in the construction of the derivation.

0
We continue this construction until we derive a coalition problem CZO for which Tf’ is closed and
for which we can then complete the construction of the refutation using Lemma 3. We know that
we will eventually derive such a coalition problem C as the number of global clauses is finite, that

0
is, it cannot indefinitely be the case that T_fl is open while the final tableau 7C is closed. On the

0
other hand if we were to derive a coalition problem CZQ such that both Tfl and T are open, then by
Theorem 4 CzQ = (Z,U;, N;) is satisfiable. As U C U; and N’ C N this contradicts the assumption that
C = (Z,U,N) is unsatisfiable. O

4 Ordered Resolution for Coalition Logic

Ordering refinements are a commonly used approach to reduce the search space of resolution for
classical propositional and first-order logic. They are utilised by all state-of-the-art resolution-based
theorem provers for first-order logic, including E [24, 23], SPASS [30, 25|, and Vampire [14, 27].
Ordering refinements have also been used in the context of modal and temporal logics including
PLTL [13], and CTL [32].

An atom ordering for RESZ, is a well-founded and total ordering > on the set II. The ordering
> is extended to literals such that for each p € II, —p > p, and for each ¢ € II such that ¢ > p then
q >~ —p and —q > —p.

A literal [ is (strictly) mazimal with respect to a propositional disjunction C' iff for every literal
I"in C, U # 1 (I" #1). Note that as long as a propositional disjunction C' does not contain duplicate
literals, any literal [ that is maximal with respect to C' is also strictly maximal with respect to C.

We could use the ordering > to restrict the applicability of the rules IRES1, GRES1, CRES1 to
CRES4 so that a rule is only applicable if and only if the literal [ in C' V [ is maximal with respect C'
and the literal =l in D V =l is maximal with respect to D.

One would normally expect that the calculus we obtain by way of this restriction is complete for
any ordering, see, for example [4, 12, 13, 33].

However, it turns out that such a restriction would render our calculus incomplete, even on coalition
problems in unit DSNF¢ . Consider the following example:
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1 to [Z]
2 -t Vp [Z/”
3. ~tVop U]
4 to—)[l]tl [./\/]

Assume that the ordering on propositional symbols is tg = t; > p. Then the only inferences possible
are the following:

5. to—)[l]p [N, CRES2, 2,4,t1]
6. to—)[l]—\p [N, CRE527 3,4,t1]

An resolution inference using CRES1 with Clauses (5) and (6) as premises is not possible as the sets
of agents in the two clauses is not disjoint. Using the unrefined calculus RES¢| or using a different
ordering, namely, p > t; > to allows us to construct a refutation for this example:

5. —ty [U, GRESL, 2,3, p]
6. to—|[l]false [N, CRES2, 4,5 ]
7. —~t; U, RW1, 6]

8. false U, IRES], 1,7 to]

As the example illustrates, the incompleteness of a naive ordering refinement of RESc on coalition
problems in unit DSNF¢| is closely related to the incompleteness of RES on coalition problems
in DSNF¢c_. We have observed that the latter is related to the fact that a derived clause does not
accurately reflect the constraints on the agents’ moves that are inherited from the premises that were
used in the resolution step. While unit DSNF¢| is a sufficient approximation for RES¢| to be complete,
for an ordering refinement of RES| we need a better representation of the constraints imposed by
the clauses in a coalition problem. To this end we introduce the notions of coalition vector, positive
A-coalition vector and negative A-coalition vector, and use these to replace coalition modalities in
coalition clauses.

Definition 25. Let |X| = k. A coalition vector ¢ is a k-tuple such that for every a, 1 < a < k, ¢|al
is either an integer number not equal to zero or the symbol * and for every a,a’, 1 < a < d’ < k, if
Cla] < 0 and ¢[d’] < 0 then Cla] = Cld/].

A coalition vector ¢ is negative if @[a] < 0 for some a, 1 < a < k. Otherwise, ¢ is positive. We
denote by €71 that ¢ is positive and by € ~ that ¢ is negative.

We define the absolute value abs(c_f ) of a coalition vector c1 is the positive coalition vector ¢; with
csla) = |cifa]] for every a, 1 < a < k.

The set of free agents FA(C) of a coalition vector € is the set of indices a with €a] = *: FA(?) =
{a]|1<a<kATCla)=x}

In analogy, the set of free agents FA(o4) of a A-move is the set of agents a with o4a] = *:
FA(?)={a|1<a<kAogla] =}

The set of bound agents BA(?) of a coalition vector ¢ is the set of indices a with €la] > 0:
BA(?)={a|1<a<kA7[d >0}

The set of reactive agents RA(C) of a coalition vector ¢ is the set of indices a with ¢[a] < 0:
RA(?)={a|1<a<kAT[a <0}

For example, given ¥ = {1,...,6}, ¢1 = (1,%,%,3,%,1,%), ¢ = (¥,—2,%,%,%,—2), and C3 =
(1,—2,%,3,%,—2) are coalition vectors, ¢1 is positive, while ¢; and €3 are negative. For €3 we have
FA(73) = {3,5}, BA(?3) = {1,4}, and RA(73) = {2,6}.

Definition 26. A move vector o extends a (positive or negative) coalition vector @, denoted by € C o
or 0 17, if o(a) = Cla] for every a € BA(?).

Definition 27. Let A, ) C A C 3, be a coalition of agents with |X| = k and let ¢ > 0 be a natural
number. A positive A-coalition vector ¢y with index i (positive A-coalition vector for short) is a
k-tuple such that ¢%(a) =i for every a € A and ¢ (a’) = * for every o’ &€ A.
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Definition 28. Let A, ) C A C ¥, be a coalition of agents with |%| = k and let 4 > 0 be a natural
number. A negative A-coalition vector ¢ " with index i (negative A-coalition vector for short) is a
k-tuple such that @ ,*(a’) = —i for every o’ ¢ A and ¢"j(a) = « for every a € A.

Definition 29. The set WFFycL of VCL formulae is inductively defined as follows.

e if p is a propositional symbols in II, then p and —p (negation) are VCL formulae;
e if ¢ and ¢ are VCL formulae, then so are (¢ — 1) (implication);

o if p;, 1 <i < n,n € Ny, are VCL formula, then so are (¢1 A ... A ¢y) (conjunction), also written
Ny @i, and (p1 V...V ¢,) (disjunction), also written \/]_; ¢;; and

e if ¢ is a coalition vector and ¢ is a VCL formula, then so is .

In order to define the semantics of WFFy | formulae we can reuse Concurrent Game Frames, but
need to extend Concurrent Game Models with choice functions that give meaning to coalition vectors.

Definition 30. A Concurrent Game Model with Choice Functions (CGMcr) is a tuple M = (F, I, m, Ft, F~),
where

o F=(%,8,50,d,0) is a CGF;

e II is the set of propositional symbols;

o m:S — 2 is a valuation function;

F* ={f"|i e N} is a set of functions such that f’:S x ¥ — Ny and f(s,a) € D(a,s) for every
1€N,a€e X, and s € S;

F~={¢} |ieN,neNy, and n <|X|} is a set of functions such that g%, : S x & x N& — Ny and
gi(s,a,(mi,...,my,)) € D(a,s) forevery i e N, a € &, s € S, (my,...,m,) € Ng.

Definition 31. Let M = (F, I, 7, F*, F~) be a CGMcr and let s be a state in S. Let ¢ be a coalition
vector where FA(?) UBA(?) = {a1,...,a,} with a; < -+ < a,,. A move vector o instantiates the
coalition vector ¢ at state s, denoted by ¢ C o, if:

e ola] = f°l(s,a) for every a € BA(?),

o o[d] = g’ N (s, d, (olail, . .., olan])) for every o’ € RA(T).

The intuition underlying Definition 31 is the following. A coalition vector such as, for example,
(1,-2,%,3,%,—2), indicates that agents 1 and 4 are committed to moves m; and my4 that depend
only on the state s they are currently in and are determined by the choice functions f! and f3:
my = fl(s,1) and mg = f3(s,4), respectively. Agents 3 and 5 will perform arbitrary moves mg and
ms of their choice in s. Finally, agents 2 and 6 will choose their moves mo and mg in reaction to the
moves of all the other four agents and their moves are determined by the choice function gllfm =g3:
ma = g3(s,3, (m1, m3, myg, ms)) and mg = g3(s, 6, (m1, m3, myg, ms)), respectively.

Definition 32. Let M = (F,II, 7, F*,F~) be a CGM¢r with s € S. The satisfaction relation =
between M, s and VCL formulae is inductively defined as follows.

o (M,s) Epiff pen(s), for all p € II;

o (M,s) | ~piff (M, s) = 3

o (M,s) |= (¢ = ¥) iff (M, s) |= ¢ implies (M, s) = ¢

o (M,s) = AU @i iff (M, s) |= g for all 4, 1 < i < n:

o (M,s) E Vi, ¢iiff (M,s) = i for some 4, 1 <i <n;

o« (M,s) = Ty iff for all 0 € D(s), @ C o implies (M, 5(s,0)) E .

The notions of satisfiability of a VCL formula and a set of VCL formulae are defined as in Defini-
tions 10 and 11 but with respect to CGMcg’s instead of CGM’s.
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4.1 Normal Form Transformation

Definition 33. A coalition problem is a tuple (Z,U,N), where Z, the set of initial formulae, is a
finite set of propositional formulae; U, the set of global formulae, is a finite set of formulae in WFFyc ;
and NV, the set of coalition formulae, is a finite set of coalition formulae, that is, formulae in which a
coalition modality occurs.

In analogy to coalition problems in DSNF¢, we introduce the notion of coalition problems in
DSNFycL. As before, we use a clausal normal form:

initial clauses Viei
global clauses Vizil
coalition clauses AL I} — CVi_ |

where m,n > 0 and I},;, for all 1 <i <m, 1 < j < n, are literals such that within every conjunction
and every disjunction literals are pairwise different, and ¢ is a coalition vector.

Definition 34. A coalition problem in DSNFyc; is a coalition problem (Z,U, N') such that Z is a set
of initial clauses, U is a set of global clauses, and N is a set of coalition clauses.

We define the rewriting system Ry as Ry = {=1}, ég,u, é;/\/, :>%E¢>, =2 é[%], éi)’ éﬁ], éw}

together with simplification, where

(Z,U,N U {t — [A]Y}) :>ﬁ] (Z,U,N U{t = Ty}
where v is a disjunction of literals, ¢ is a natural number
not occurring as an index of some coalition vector in NV, and
?f4 is a positive coalition vector with index ¢

(ZUNU{t = (A}) =, TUNU{t— LY}
where v is a disjunction of literals, A # X, i is a natural
number not occurring as an index of some coalition vector in
N, and E’;li is a negative coalition vector with index i

Note that the condition that ¢ is a natural number not occurring as an index of some coalition
vector in N implies that ¢ only occurs in one particular clause and is uniquely associated with the CL
formula t — [A]Y or t — (A)1) to which the rewriting rules is applied.

Lemma 8. Let C be a coalition problem in DSNF¢, . Let Cy,C1, . .. be a sequence of coalition problems
such that Cp = C and for each ¢, ¢ > 0, C;y1 is obtained from C; by applying a rewriting rule in Ry
combined with zero or more applications of the simplification rules to a formula in C;. for each i, ¢ > 0,
C;11 is obtained from C; by applying a rewriting rule in R4 combined with zero or more applications
of the simplification rules to a formula in C;. Then the sequence Cy,C1, ... terminates, i.e. there exists
an index n, n > 0, such that no rewriting rule can be applied to C,. Furthermore, C, is a coalition
problem in DSNFyc, the size of C, is linear in the size of C, and C, is satisfiable if, and only if, C is
satisfiable.

Proof. Let C = Cy = (Zo,Uy, Np). We construct a sequence Cy, ... such that for all i, i > 0, C;11 =
(Zo,Up, Ni+1) is obtained from C; = (Zo, Uy, N;) by applying :>ﬁ] or :>‘<17> combined with zero or more
applications of the simplification rules to a formula in C;. If nor(C) is the number of occurrences of
a formula of the form [A]i or (A)1), for some coalition A, in C, then nor(C;) = ner(Ciya) + 1, for
every i, i > m. Thus, the sequence Cp, ... terminates, in particular, it terminates after ncor(Co) = |Np|
applications of the two rewriting rules and no rewriting rule can be applied to C,, where n = m+ |Np].
Since each application of :>‘{ and :>‘<17> replaces a CL formula by a VCL formula of the same size, we
have |Cy| = |C,| and therefore the size of C,, is linear in the size of . Also, C, is in DSNFyc|.

It remains to show that C, is satisfiable iff ¢ is satisfiable which is equivalent to showing that Cy
is satisfiable iff C,, is satisfiable.
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First, assume that Cy is satisfiable and that M = (F,II, 7) with F = (X, S, so,d, d) is a model of
We construct a CGMcrp M’ = (F,II, 7, F*, F~) for C, as follows:

To construct F'* we proceed as follows. Let t — [A]y) be a formula in Ay and let t — _c’i\?/) be
the formula it is replaced with by #‘[{] where E’i‘ is a positive coalition vector with index ¢ and
i is a natural number not occurring in any other formula. Recall that ¢’ is a |X|-tuple such
that ¢%[a] = i for every a € A and ¢%[a’] = « for every o’ ¢ A. We need to define a function
f7: S x ¥ — Np.

Let s € S be a state such that (M, s) = [A]y. Then there exists an A-move o4 € D(A,s) such
that for all o € D(s) o4 C o implies (M, d(s,0)) = 1. Note that o4 is a |X|-tuple such that
oala) € D(a,s) for every a € A and o 4[a’] = * for every o’ ¢ A. We define f(s,a) = o.4]a] for
every a € A and fi(s,a’) = 0 for every a’ € A.

For any state s € S such that (M, s) [~ [A]y, we define fi(s,a) = 0 for every a € X.

Finally, for any natural number ¢ for which there is no positive coalition vector with index ¢ in
C,, we define fi(s,a) = 0 for every s € S and every a € %.

To construct F'~ we proceed as follows. Let t — (A)1 be a formula in A and let ¢ — E’;ﬁ/} be
the formula it is replaced with by :‘(S where _c’;( is a negative coalition vector with index ¢ and ¢
is a natural number not occurring in any other formula. Let A = {a1,...,a,} witha; < -+ < ay.
Recall that @' is a |E|-tuple such that 2 (a) = —i for every d’ ¢ A and TY(a) = * for every
a € A. We need to define a function g;, : S x ¥ x Njj — Np.

Let s € S be a state such that (M, s) = (A)1. Then for all A-moves 0.4 € D(A, s) exists o € D(s)
such that o4 C o and (M, d(s,0)) = 1. Again, o4 is a |X|-tuple such that o.4]a] = m, € D(a,s)
for every a € A and o 4[a’] = * for every o’ € A. Since o4 C o we have o4[a] = ola] for every

a € A. Let (mg,,...,mq,) be the sequence of all of agents in A.

We define ¢t (s, d’, (May, ..., Ma,)) = ola] for every a’ € . In fact, it is sufficient that we define
gi(s,a’, (May, ..., ma,)) = old’] for every a’ ¢ A while for agents a € A we could choose an arbi-
trary move in D(a, s). So, we might as well choose o[a]. We also define g/, (s, a’, (m},...,m})) =0
for every sequence (my,...,my,) € Njj such that m, ¢ D(a, s) for some a € A.

For any natural number n’ with n/ # n, we define g’ (s, a, (mq,...,m,)) = 0 for every s € S,
every a € ¥ and every (my, ..., my) € NI,

Finally, for any natural number ¢ for which there is no negative coalition vector with index ¢ in
Cy, and for every n € N we define ¢},(s,a, (m1,...,my)) = 0 for every s € S, every a € ¥ and
every (my,...,my,) € Nj.

now need to show that M’ sg = C,.

e As the frame underlying both M and M’ and the valuation function 7 are the same, for every
propositional formula 6 and every s € S we have (M, s) = 6 iff (M, s) |= 6.

As the sets of initial and universal clauses in C,, = (Zo, Uy, Np) are the same as in Cy and (M, so) = Iy

a

nd for every s € S, (M, s) = Uy, we therefore have (M’ sg) £ Zy and for every s € S, (M, s) = Up.

e It remains to show that for every I' € N, (M’ s) ET.
— Let t — [A]y be a formula in Aj and let ¢ — €% be the formula it is replaced with by :>‘[{]

24

where _c’f4 is a positive coalition vector with index ¢ and 7 is a natural number not occurring in
any other formula, ¢’ is a |X|-tuple such that ¢%[a] = i for every a € A and ¢Y[a] = * for
every a’ ¢ A. Note that BA(?Y) = A.

If (M, s) b~ t, then (M, s) =t — %1 holds.

If (M, s) = t, then since (M, s) Et iff (M',s) Et, we have (M, s) =t and (M, s) | [A]y. So,
there exists an .A-move o 4 such that for all o € D(s), 04 C o implies (M, d(s,0)) = .

By construction of f¢ in case (a) above, for every a € A, fi(s,a) = og4la]. So, for all ¢ € D(s),
ola] = fi(s,a) for every a € BA(?) implies o[a] = o 4a] for every a € A which in turn implies
opq Lo
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Also, as the frame underlying both M and M’ and the valuation function 7 are the same, for
every propositional formula 6, for every state s, for every o’ € D(s'), we (M,d(s',0')) = 0 iff
(M',6(s',0")) = 6.
Therefore, for every o € D(s), ¢y C o is equivalent to ola] = fi(s,a) for every a € BA(?)
which implies 0.4 C o, and 04 C o, implies (M, d(s,0)) = ¢ implies (M’,§(s,0)) &= 1. Thus,
by definition of the semantics of VCL, (M, s) = €49 and (M, s) =t — Cyep

— Let t — (A)y be a formula in Ny and let ¢ — _c’;liw be the formula it is replaced with by :>‘[{]

where _c’;li is a negative coalition vector with index ¢ and ¢ is a natural number not occurring in
any other formula, @’ is a |X|-tuple such that ¢ "(a’) = —i for every o’ ¢ A and ¢ (a) = * for
every a € A. Note that RA(? ') = X\ A. Let n = |A| and A= {ay,...,a,} witha; <--- < an.
If (M, s) £ t, then (M',s) =t — C 0.

If (M’ s) = t, then since (M, s) =t iff (M’ s) = t, we have (M, s) =t and (M, s) = (A)). So,
for all A-moves 0.4 € D(A,s) exists o € D(s) such that o4 C o and (M, d(s,0)) = 9.

Let o € D(s) be a move vector such that CAZ C o, that is, o[a’] = ¢!, (s,d’, (c[a1],...,clan])) for
every a’ € RA(Z"). Define 0.4 as o4fa] = o[a] for a € A and o 4[d/] —*foraERA(_’ 7). Then
0.4 is an A-move in D(A,s) and 04 C 0. By construction of ¢/, in case (b) above, (M, (s, o)) = 9
which in turn implies (M’ (s, o)) = 1 as 1.

Therefore, for every o € D(s), o C 27 is equivalent to o[d’] = gi(s,d, (ola1], ..., olan])) for
every o/ € RA(¢ “) which implies 04 C o, and 04 C o 1rnphes (M,(S(s,o)) ): (0 1mphes
(M, 6(s,0)) = 1. Thus, by definition of the semantics of VCL, (M’ s) = ¢ ’ and (M’ s) &
t— C_AZ"L/J. for every i, 1 < i < n,

!/

Second, assume that C, = (Zo,Uo,U,) is satisfiable and that M’ = (F, I, 7, Ft, F~) with F =
(2,8, 50,d,d) is a Concurrent Game Model with Choice Functions such that (M’ so) | C,. Let
M = (F, I, 7). We show that (M, sq) E Co.

e As the frame underlying both M and M’ and the valuation function 7 are the same, for every
propositional formula 6 and every s € S we have (M, s) = 6 iff (M’ s) |= 6.

We therefore have (M, sg) = Zj and for every s € S, (M, s) = Up.

e It remains to show that for every I' € Njy and every s € S, (M, s) ET.

— Let t — [A]¢) be a formula in Ny and let ¢ — E’fﬂb be the formula it is replaced with by :‘[{]
where E’f4 is a positive coalition vector with index ¢ and 7 is a natural number not occurring in
any other formula, ¢ is a |X|-tuple such that ¢%a] = i for every a € A and ¢%[a/] = * for
every ' ¢ A. Let A={ay,...,an} with a; < --- < a,. Note that BA(TY) = A.

If (M, s) b t, then (M, s) =t — [A]y holds.

If (M, s) [= t, then since (M, s) |= tiff (M, s) = t, we have (M, s) =t and (M, s) = €Y4. So,
for every o € D(s), if €% C o then (M’,8(s,0)) = ¥. Recall that €% C o if o[a] = f'(s,a) for
every a € BA(?Y). Let o4 be the A-move defined by o.la] = f'(s,a) for every a € BA(?Y) = A
and o 4[a’] = « for every a’ ¢ A. Then for every o € D(s), ¢ C o implies 04 C o and therefore,
o4 C o implies (M’,§(s,0)) = 1. Thus, there exists an A-move o4 such that for all o € D(s)
o4 C o implies (M, d(s,0)) E ¢, and consequently, (M, s) | [A]y and (M, s) Et — [A]4.

— Let t — (A)9 be a formula in Ny and let ¢ — _c’;tiw be the formula it is replaced with by :>‘<17>
where _c’;li is a negative coalition vector with index ¢ and ¢ is a natural number not occurring in
any other formula, @’ is a |X|-tuple such that ¢ "(a’) = —i for every o’ ¢ A and €' (a) = * for
every a € A. Let n = | A and A = {a1,...,a,} with a; < --- < a,. Note that RA(? ") = ¥\ A.
If (M, s) & t, then (M, s) =t — (A)y holds.

If (M, s) |= t, then since (M,s) [=t iff (M/,s) |=t, we have (M',s) |= t and (M, s) = € ;"1
Then for every o € D(s), ¢4 C o implies (M’,d(s,0)) |= 1. Recall that @' C o if ofd/] =

gi(s,d, (olai], ..., olas))) for every o’ € RA(C').
Let o4 be an arbitrary A-move. Let o be the move vector defined by ola] = o4la] for every
a € Aand old] = g/ (s,d, (c[a1], ... olan])) for every a’ € \ A=RA(C}’). Then 04 C o and
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E’;‘i C o and therefore (M',§(s,0)) = 1. Thus, for every A-move o4 there exists o € D(s) such
that o4 C o and (M, d(s,0)), and consequently, (M, s) = (A)1p and (M, s) =t — (A)). O

Theorem 6. Let ¢ € WFF¢p. Let Cy,Cq,... be a sequence of coalition problems such that Cy =
({to}, {te = 10(9)},0) and Cit1 is obtained from C; by applying a rewriting rule in Ry combined with
zero or more applications of the simplification rules to a formula in C;. Then the sequence Cy,Cq, ...
terminates, i.e. there exists an index n, n > 0, such that no rewriting rule can be applied to C,.
Furthermore, C,, is a coalition problem in DSNFy/cy, the size of Cy is linear in the size of ¢, and C, is
satisfiable if, and only if, ¢ is satisfiable.

Proof. The rewriting system R, extends the rewriting system Ry with the additional rules :>H
and :>47 . Without loss of generality we can assume that Ry is first exhaustively applied to Cy =
({to}, {to = 10(¥)}, {}). By Theorem 1 we obtain a terminating sequence Co, . ..,Cp = (Zim,Upm, Nim)
such that no rewriting rule of R can be applied to Cy,, Cy, is in DSNF¢, and (i) the size of C,, is
linear in the size of ¢ and (ii) C,, is satisfiable if, and only if ¢ is satisfiable.

Then by Lemma 8, there is a terminating sequence C,,,...,C, such that for each i, m < i < n,
C;+1 is obtained from C; by applying a rewriting rule in R4 combined with zero or more applications
of the simplification rules to a formula in C;, and (iii) C, is a coalition problem in DSNFycy, (iv) the
size of C, is linear in the size of C,,, and (v) C, is satisfiable if, and only if, C,, is satisfiable.

Properties (i) and (iv) together imply that C, is linear in the size of ¢, and properties (ii) and (v)
together imply that C,, is satisfiable if, and only if, ¢ is satisfiable. O

We return to our previous example, a formalisation of the pigeon hole problem with three pigeons
and two holes in Coalition Logic, given by the formula ¢3 (page 9). The transformation of ¢3 into a
coalition problem C’ 3 in DSNFycL using rewriting system Ry results in the ten clauses in Figure 3.

4.2 Resolution Calculus RESZ,

Definition 35. Let ¢; and €2 be two coalition vectors. The coalition vector ¢y is an instance of
¢y and ¢ is more general than Co, written €1 C Co, if €1[a] = @ala] for every a, 1 < a < |X|, with
— o). —> . . —> e d . —> . .

¢1la] # *. We say that a coalition vector ¢3 is a common instance of ¢1 and ¢ if €3 is an instance
of both ¢ and ¢,. A coalition vector €3 is a most general common instance or merge of ¢1 and o
if €3 is a common instance of ¢ and ¢», and for any common instance ¢4 of ¢1 and ¢y we have
C3 C ¢4 If there exists a merge for two coalition vectors €9 and €5 then we say that ¢; and €5 are
mergeable.

For example, (1,3,2,x), (1,%,2,1), (1,3,2,1) are all instances of (1,x*,2,*), while (1,3,2,*) and
(1,3,2,1) are instances of (%,3,2,%). The coalition vectors (1,x*,2,x) and (*,3,2,%) are mergeable
and (1,3,2, %) is the merge of the two vectors. While (1,3,2,1) is an instance of both (1, *,2, %) and
(%,3,2,%), (1,3,2,%) is more general than (1,3,2,1). In contrast, (1,%) and (2,1) are not mergeable
as they do not have a common instance. Also, (1, —1,x*) and (1, x, —2) are not mergeable as the vector
(1,—1,—2) is not a coalition vector, as it contains two different negative numbers.

Lemma 9. Let ¢; and ¢2 be two coalition vectors. Let €3 be the vector over Z U {1} defined by

20l i (1) ol =+
N Coli], if (2) C1li] = =
24li] = iz[z] : (2) il[z.] "
cifl], it (3) culi] = ¢ali]
1, if (4) @1[i] # * and Csli] # * and ¢1[i] # Cali]
1 to [Z] 6. to—(x,x,%)xsV-oxd  [N]
2. to— (*¥,%, %)z V-l [N] 7. to—(x, %, %)m2d V—z3  [N]
3. to— (%, %, %)z Vol [N 8. to—(1,%, %)zl Vval V]
4. tg — (%, %, %)V —ad  [N] 9. to—(x,2,%)x? V23 W]
) to — (*7 *, *)ﬁ.’L‘% \Y ﬁxg [./\/] 10 to—)(*, *, 3)1‘% V l'g [N]

Figure 3: Pigeon hole problem in DSNFyc
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for every i, 1 < i < |X|. If @3 does not contain | and does not contain two distinct negative numbers,
then €1 and @5 are mergeable and €3 is a merge of ¢1 and C».

Proof. If 3 contains L, then there is some i with both ¢1[i], @2[i] € Z and ¢1[i] # ¢a[i]. This 1mphes
that @1 and €5 do not have a common instance. In the remainder of the proof we assume that €3
does not contain 1.

By definition of coalition vectors, a coalition vector does not contain two different negative numbers.
If only one of €1 and €5 contains a negative number, say, —k, then €3 also contains —k and no other
negative number. If ¢ contains the negative number —kz, and €2 contains the negative number
—ke,, then €3 contains both —k¢, and —ke,. If —ke, # —ke,, then €3 contains two different
negative numbers and is not a coalition vector. This again implies that @7 and €2 do not have a

common instance. If —k¢, = —k¢,, then €3 is a coalition vector.

Thus, €3 is a coalition vector. Next, we need to show that it a common instance of ¢; and of ¢».
By definition, ¢y C @3 if @3[i] = C1[i] for every i, 1 < i < |X|, with C1[i] # *. If C1[i] # *, then
C3i] = @1]i] by case (1) or case (3) in the definition of €3[i], as neither case (2) nor case (4) can
apply. In analogy, €2 C @3 if C3[i] = C2fi] for every i, 1 <i < |X|, with C[i] # *. If Ca[i] # *, then
C3li] = Cali] by case (2) or C3i] = ¢1[i] = @ali] by case (3) in the definition of €3[i].

It remains to show that for any common instance ¢4 of @1 and ¢ we have €3 T ¢4, that is,
C3li] = @4li] for every i, 1 < i < |X|, with C3[i] # *. If 03[] # %, then ¢1[i] € Z and C3[i] = ¢1[i],
or Cs[i] € Z and ¢3[i] = ¢2[i]. To be an instance of both @1 and €2, C4[i| = ¢1[i] if ¢1[i] € Z, and
therefore @4[i] = ¢1[i] = 03[] or if 62[ | € Z, C4[i] = C2[i] and therefore C4fi] = ¢1i] = C3i].

Thus, €3 is a merge of ¢; and Co. ]

Lemma 10. Let @7 and €3 be two mergeable coalition vector and let both @35 and ¢4 be merges of
— — — —
¢1 and ¢9. Then ¢3 = ¢4.

Proof. Since both €3 and ¢4 are merges of ¢; and ¢», they are both most general common instances
of @1 and 3. In particular, @3 C ¢y, that is, (i) C4la] = €3[a] for every a, 1 < a < |X|, with
Csla] # *, and ¢4 C €3, that is, (ii) C3[a] = ¢4la] for every a, 1 < a < |X|, with @4la] # *. Because
of (i) and (ii), for every a, 1 < a < |X|, if P3[a] # * or Cy4la] # * then C3[a] = @4fal. On the
other hand, for every a, 1 < a < |X|, if €3[a] = * and Cy4[a] = * then trivially €3[a] = @4[a]. Thus,
_C>3 = ?4. ]

Lemma 9 gives us a way to compute a merge of two coalition vectors and Lemma 10 shows that
there the merge of two coalition vectors is unique. We denote the merge of @7 and €3 by €1/ €2 and
write €1] ¢ = undef if €1 and ¢, are not mergeable.

Lemma 11. Let ¢; and €5 be two mergeable coalition vectors and let €3 = €1/ 72 be their merge.
Then FA(?3) = FA(71) NFA(7C2), BA(7C3) = BA(71) UBA(?3) and RA(C3) = RA(71) URA(Cs).

Proof. By Definition 25, FA(?;) = {a | 1 < a < |X| A @;[a] = %}, for every 4, 1 < i < 3. It is
straightforward to see from the definition of a merge in Lemma 9 that €1/ ¢s[a] = Csla] = * iff
Cila] = * and @3la] = *, for any a, 1 < a < |X]. Thus, FA(?1173) = FA(?1) NFA(?2).

By Definition 25, BA(7;) = {a |1 < a < kA Cia] > 0}, for every i, 1 <i < 3. Again, we can see
from the definition of a merge in Lemma 9 that €1/ ¢s[a] = €3[a] > 0 iff €1[a] > 0 or F3la] > 0, for
any a, 1 < a < |X|. Thus, BA(?1]72) = BA(?) UFA(?s).

By Definition 25, RA(?;) = {a | 1 < a < k A Zi[a] < 0}, for every 4, 1 < i < 3. In analogy to
the previous case, €1} ¢2la] = Csla] < 0 iff €1[a] < 0 or C3fa] < 0, for any a, 1 < a < |X|. Thus,
RA(E)LLE)Q) = RA(_CH) U RA(_C> ) O

Lemma 12. Let ¢; and @ be two mergeable coalition vectors and let ¢ be a move vector. If
- | > — —
¢1{ ¢y C o then ¢1 Co and ¢s C 0.

Proof. Let @3 = €11 @2 C 0. Since @3 C o, (i) ola] = f°9(s,a) for every a € BA(?3) and
(ii) ofa’] = gh (s, d/, (ofa1],. .., olan])) for every a’ € RA(T3). By Lemma 11, BA(T3) = BA(Z1)U
BA(7) and RA(T3) = RA(T1) URA(C).
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To prove €1 T o, we need to prove (iii) ofa] = f¢'l(s,a) for every a € BA(?T)) as well as

(iv) ofa] = g9 (s,a’, (o), . .., olan])) for every ' € RA(?)). If a € BA(?)), then a € BA(7)
and also, by the definition of @] in Lemma 9, C3[a] = [a] So, f@lal = f@slal which means
that ola] = £°2(s, a) implies o[a] = fC11(s, a). Analogously, a’ € RA(?y), then ' € RA(?3) and
also, by the definition of 1|73 in Lemma 9, C3[a] = ¢1[a ] So, ghoH @l = gl @l which means that
old] = 9l (s,a', (alar], ... olan])) implies ola’] = gl ¥ (s, . (oTar], ..., olanl)).

That €2 C o can be shown analogously. O

Definition 36. Let I' be a finite set of coalition vectors such that for all coalition vectors ¢ and €9
inI:

(i) for each a, 1 < a < |¢;| = |¢q|, if ¢1][a] € N and ¢3[a] € N, then ¢1[a] = @2lal;
(ii) for each a and d’, 1 < a < a < |4, if ¢1[a] < 0 and @3[a’] < 0, then ¢1[a] = C2[d].
Then I' is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors.

Lemma 13. Let I' be a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors. Let @1 and €2 be coalition vectors

in I'. Then @7 and @9 are mergeable and for IV = T'U {¢1/ 2} the following hold:

(a) For all €3 and ¢4 in I, for each a, 1 < a < |@3] = |@y4l, if €3[a] € N and Cy4la] € N, then
C3la) = C4lal.

(b) For all @5 and ¢4 in I", for each a and o', 1 < a < a’ < | @3], if €3][a] < 0 and @€4[a’] < 0, then
_C>3 [a] = ?4 [a’].

Proof. If @1 = @9, then the two vectors are trivially mergeable: ¢1]¢s = ¢1. Also, since ¢1/¢2 € T,
properties (a) and (b) follow from conditions (i) and (b) for I'.
If @1 # 3, let ¢4 be defined as in Lemma, 9:

—
C

Cila], if (1) @ala] =
Z4li] = Cola), if (2) @1la] = =
Zia, if (3) Cila] = @]
1, f (4) @1la] # * and Csla] # * and ¢1[a] # C2[d]

By condition (i), for each agent a, 1 < a < |y, if €1[a] # * and €sfa] # * then ¢1[a] = Ca[a]. So,
condition (4) in the definition of @, never applies. Also, by condition (ii), the set {i | Cc[,1 < a <
€|, €la] = i < 0} is a singleton set. So, €4 cannot contain two distinct negative numbers. Thus, ¢}
and Co are mergeable and €1} ¢y = C4.

Let I' =T U{?1)¢2}. As €1/ ¢ does not contain any negative index that was not present in ¢
or o, property (b) holds for I".

Note that in order to prove property (a) for IV, we just have to show that for all @5 € T, for each
a,1 <a<|%s|,if C3la] € Nand C4fa] = ¢1]7C2a] € N, then C3[a] = €1/ ¢3[a]. By condition (i), for
each a, 1 < a < |¢3|, if €3[a] € N and ¢1[a] € N then @3[a] = ¢1]a] and by definition of €1} ¢y = ¢4

above, €1/ ¢s[a] = C1la], so @3la] = €11 Cs[a]. Likewise, for each a, 1 < a < |C3|, if @3[a] € N
and C3la] € N then @sla] = ?2fa] and by definition of ¢1/7C2 = ¢4 above, ¢1/¢2[a] = ¢alal, so
Csla] = @1} 7¢3al. Since €11 7¢3la] € N iff ¢1[a] € N or @sfa] € N, for all €3 € T, for each a,
1<a< ‘?3’, if ?3[@] € N and ?4[@] = E)l\l/—C)Q[a] € N, then ?3[0,] = —C>1\I,E)2[a]. O

Corollary 1. Let ' be a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors and let T' = T'U {11 @2} for
coalition vectors ¢1 and Co in I'. Then I is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors.

Let (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc_; P, @ be conjunctions of literals; C, D be
disjunctions of literals; [, I; be literals; and €, €2 be coalition vectors.
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1 to [Z] 11, to—(*,2,%x)~xdvaz? [N, VRESL, 5,9, 23]
2.ty — (x,%,%)-xl v-oz?  [N] 12, to—(*,%,3)-x3 Vi [N, VRES], 7,10, x3]
3. tg— (%, %,%)-xl vz [N 13, to—(*,%,3)~xl vV -23 [N, VRES1, 12,3, z3]
4. tg— (%, %) V-t [N] 4. to—(*,2,3)~xlva? [N, VRES], 13,9, 23]
5. to— (*,%,%)xd Va3 [N] 15.  to—(*,2,3)x1 [NV, VRESL, 14,2, 23]
6. to— (*,%,%)xs Va3 [N] 16.  to—(*,x,3)~xd Va3 [NV, VRESL, 6,10, 23]
7. to— (x,%,%)~22 V-3 [N] 17. to—(*,%,3)—xd vV -2? [N, VRES1, 16,4, 23]
8. to— (1,%,%)xl vai N] 18, to—(,2,3)-xl [V, VRESL, 17,11, 23]
9. to— (*,2,%)z7 V3 V] 19.  to—(1,2,3)x] [V, VRESL, 18,8, 1]
10.  to — (*,%,3)z3 V 3 [V] 20. to—(1,2,3)false [NV, VRES1, 19, 15, x1]
21. —to U, RW, 20]
22. false [Z, IRES1, 21,1, (]

Figure 4: Derivation from C'3 by RESZ,

The resolution calculus RESZ, , where - is an atom ordering, consists of the following rules:

cvi €I cvi eu
IRES1 Dv-l eZulU GRES1 Dv-l elU
CvD €I CvD €U
P — 7Zi(CVI) eN cvli eu
VRES1 Q — 7Co(DVAI) eN VRES2 @Q — 7C(DVv-l) eN
PAQ — E)li/E)Q(CVD) eN QR — _C>(C\/D) eN
N li — Cfalse e N
RW Viey —li eu
where

e in VRES1, ¢ and @5 are mergeable; and
e in IRES1, GRES1, VRES1 and VRES2, [ is be maximal with respect to C' and -/ is maximal with
respect to D.

Definition 37. A deriation from a coalition problem in DSNFyc. C = (Z,U,N) by RESZ is a
sequence Cy,Cy,Ca, ... of problems such that Co = C, C; = (Z;,U;, N;), and C;4q is either

e (Z; U{D},U;,N;), where D is the conclusion of an application of IRES1;
e (Z;,U; U{D},N;), where D is the conclusion of an application of GRES1, RW1; or
e (Z;,U;, N; U{D}), where D is the conclusion of an application of VRES1 or VRES2.

Figure 4 shows a refutation of the coalition problem C’s using the atom ordering T3 - a3 - 23 -
2% = x3 = x1. The crucial step in the refutation is the derivation of Clause (20) from Clauses (15)
and (19). If we were to use coalition modalities as in RES¢ , instead of coalition vectors, then Clause
(15) would correspond to the clause to — [2,3](—z}) and Clause (19) to the clause to — [1,2, 3](x1).

It would not be possible to resolve these clauses as the sets of agents involved are not disjoint.

4.3 Soundness

Lemma 14. Let M be a CGM and s be a state in M. Let ¢ be a coalition vector and orpa(e) be a
FA(@)-move at 5. Then FA(opa(z)) = X \ FA(?).

Proof. By definition, opa(zy is a k-tuple such that opa(zy(a) € D(a,s) for every a € FA(?) and
opa(e)(a’) = « for every a ¢ FA(7). Since the free agents FA(opa(e)) ={a |1 < a < [E[Aopace) = *}
we have FA(opa(2)) = X \ FA(?). O

Lemma 15 (Resolution). Let M = (X,,S, s0,d, 6,11, 7) be a CGM, such that (M,s) = C V1 and
(M, s) =DV L, for some s € S. Then (M, s) =CV D.
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Lemma 16 (IRES1). Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc(, such that C' V1 € Z and
DV -l eZUU. If C is satisfiable, then (ZU{D Vv D'},U,N) is satisfiable.

Lemma 17 (GRES1). Let C = (Z,U,N') be a coalition problem in DSNFyc, such that C' V1 € U
and DV -l € Y. If C is satisfiable, then (Z,U U{C Vv D}, N) is satisfiable.

The proofs of Lemmas 15, 16 and 17 follow from the soundness of resolution for propositional
logic [22].

Lemma 18 (VRES1). Let C = (Z,U,NN') be a coalition problem in DSNFy|, such that P — ¢1(C'V
) e Nand Q — Co(DV~l) € N. Let PAQ — €1 @5(CV D) be derivable by an application of CRES1
to P — Z1(C Vi) and Q — Ca(D V ~l). If C is satisfiable, then (Z,U,N U{PAQ — €11Z2(C VvV D)})
is satisfiable.

Proof. Let M = (F,Il,7,FT,F~) with F = (%,8,s0,d,d) be a CGMcr such that M = C. By
the definition of satisfiability of coalition problems, all formulae in A are satisfied at all states. For
s € 8, we have that (M,s) E P — Z1(C V1) and (M,s) E Q — Co(DV —l). If (M,s) = PAQ,
then the implication P A Q — €11 ¢2(C V D) is satisfied at s. Assume that (M, s) = P A Q. Then
(M, s) E C1(C V1) and (M, s) = Co(D V i), that is,

(i) for all o € D(s), ¢1 C o implies (M, d(s,0))C V1 and
(ii) for all o € D(s), @2 C o implies (M, d(s,0))D V —l.

Let o be an arbitrary move vector in D(s). By Lemma 12, if C1} €2 C o then ¢4 C o and ¢y C 0.
So, by (i) and (ii), (M, d(s,0))C VIl and (M, d(s,0))D V =, which implies (M, §(s,0))(C V1) A (D V =l).
By propositional reasoning, (M, §(s,0))(C' V D).

So, for all o € D(s), ¢1)¢2 C o implies (M, (s, 0))C' V D, which means that (M, s) = 1/ ¢2(CV
D).
Thus, (M, s) | €11¢2(C V D) and M is a model of (Z,U,N U{PAQ — ¢1}2(CV D)}). O

Lemma 19. Let |X| =k and let @ = (x,...,%) be a coalition vector of length k. Let C = (Z,U,N)
be a coalition problem in DSNFy¢c and M be a model such that M = C. If ¢ is a formula in U, then
M E (Z,U,N U {true — Cp}).

Lemma 20 (CRES2). Let C = (Z,U,NN) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc, such that (C' V1) € U
and C' — ¢(DV —l) € N. If C is satisfiable, then (Z,U,N U{C — Z(C Vv D)}) is satisfiable.

Lemma 21 (RW1). Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc, such that P — Cfalse €
N. If C is satisfiable, then (Z,U U {-P}, N) is satisfiable.

Theorem 7 (Soundness of RESZ ). Let C be a coalition problem in DSNF¢;. Let C' be the coalition
problem in DSNF\c; obtained from C by applying any of the inference rules IRES1, GRES1, CRESI,
CRES2 and RW1 to C. If C is satisfiable, then C' is satisfiable.

4.4 Termination

Regarding termination, assume that we start a derivation with a coalition problem C. The number
of propositional symbols in C is finite and the inference rules do not introduce new propositional
symbols, we have that the number of possible literals occurring in clauses is finite and the number of
conjunctions (resp. disjunctions) on the left-hand side (resp. right-hand side) of clauses is finite. As we
keep propositional conjunctions and disjunction in simplified form, there are only finitely many that
may occur in a derivation. Also, in C only a finite set I C Z of numbers occurs in coalition vectors and
all coalition vectors in C have the same length, say, k. Then the number of coalition vectors that may
occur in a derivation is bounded by (|I| + 1)¥. Thus, only a finite number of clauses can be expressed
(modulo simplification). So, at some point either we derive a contradiction or no new clauses can be
generated.

Theorem 8. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc.. Then any derivation from C by
RESg, terminates.
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4.5 Completeness

In our completeness proof for RESZ, we show that a refutation of a CL formula ¢ by a tableau
procedure can be used to guide the construction of a refutation of ¢ in RESEL. The tableau procedure
used in the proof is an adaptation of Goranko and Shkatov’s tableau procedure for ATL [9]. The
procedure proceeds in two phases, a construction phase in which a graph structure for ¢ is build, and
a elimination phase in which parts of the graph that cannot be used to create a CGM for ¢ are deleted.
The formula ¢ is satisfiable iff at the end of the elimination phase a non-empty graph remains.

In order to be able to use Goranko and Shkatov’s tableau procedure with minimal changes, we
need to transform coalition problems into a single formula. This is possible in the logic CL™, the
extension CL with the ATL-operator ()0 which we only allow to occur positively in CLT formulae.
The semantics of the (0))0 is defined in terms of a run:

Definition 38. Let F = (X, S, s0,d,0) be a CGF. A run in F is an infinite sequence \ = s, s}, . .,
s; € S for all ¢ > 0, where 41 is a successor of s;. The indexes i, i > 0, in a sequence A are called
positions. Let A = sq,87,...,8},...,8},... be arun. We denote by A[i] = s] the i-th state in A and by
Ali,j] = s},..., s} the finite sequence that starts at s} and ends at s}. If A[0] = s, then A is called a

S-Tun.
Intuitively, () 0¢ means that, for all runs, ¢ always holds on them.

Definition 39. Let F = (X, S, s0,d,0) be a CGF. A strategy Fy for () (or (-strategy) at a state s € S
is given by Fy({s}) € D(0,s), i.e. Fy({s}) is the 0-move, Fy({s}) = oy. The outcome of Fy at state
s € S, denoted by out(s, Fy) is the set of all runs A such that A[i + 1] € out(\[i], Fy(A[i])), for all i > 0.

Given a model M, a state s € M, and a formula ¢, (M, s) = (0)O if, and only if, there exists
an (-strategy Fy such that (M, \[i]) = ¢ for all X € out(s, Fy) and all positions i > 0.

We extend the definition of positive coalition formulae to include formulae of the form [A]p, where
¢ is a CL™ formula. Negative coalition formulae and coalition formulae are defined as before.

Let C = (Z,U,N') be a coalition problem in DSNF¢,. Using the operator (#))0, we define [C]q +
to be the CL* formulae

Apez DN Apreuon (0) 0D

Then C is satisfiable iff [C] + is satisfiable.

We also make two adaptations to the Goranko and Shkatov’s tableau procedure. First, we adapt
the procedure to coalition problems instead of full ATL, by removing one of the elimination rules that
is only relevant for language constructs specific to ATL. Second, we slightly change the notion of a
downward saturated set in order to be able to establish a correspondence between deletions during
the elimination phase and resolution inferences.

In the following, we briefly present the adapted tableau procedure. Before we present the con-
struction phase, we give two definitions that will be used later.

Definition 40. Let A be a set of CL™ formulae. We say that A is downward saturated if A satisfies
the following properties:

i. If == € A, then ¢ € A;
i, If A i € Aor ~(\Vi i) €A, then ¢; € A for every i, 1 < i < n;
iii. If (0)Op € A, then {p, [0](D)Op} C A;
iv. If Vi, @i € A or =(A\jL; ¢i) € A, then ¢; € A for some i, 1 <i < n.
v. If (p = 9) € A, then ~p € A or {p, 9} C A.
Property (v) differs from Goranko and Shkatov’s definition. The later requires that if o — 1 € A
then —p € A or ¢ € A, which corresponds to an analytic cut on ¢ — 1. Our definition corresponds

to a semantic cut on ¢, creating cases —p and ¢, following by an application of modus ponens to ¢
and (¢ — ) in the second case.

Version 2.2.69 (21st May 2015) 31



Definition 41. Let I' and A be sets of CL™ formulae. We say that A is a minimal downward saturated
extension of I if A satisfies the following three properties:

i. I' CA;
ii. A is downward saturated;

iii. there is no downward saturated set A’ such that I' C A’ C A.

Construction Phase As mentioned, the construction phase builds a directed graph which contains
states and prestates. States are downward saturated sets of formulae. Prestates are sets of formulae
used to help the construction of the graph, in a similar fashion to the tableau construction for PTL
[31]. There are two construction rules. The first, SR, creates states from prestates by saturation and
the application of fix-point operations, that is, by applications of o and 3 rules. We note that the set
of « rules also includes a rule for the ((§))0 operator. According to the o decomposition rules in [9],
{(0)Tep should be decomposed into ¢ and (@) O(@)O¢. The ATL formula (@)O(@)O¢p corresponds
to the CL™ formula [#]{(#)) D¢, which explains the decomposition rule we give for ((#))0¢p. The second
rule, Next, creates prestates from states in order to ensure that coalition formulae are satisfied. There
are two types of edges: double edges, from prestates to states; and labelled edges from states to
prestates. Intuitively, the last type of edge represents the possible moves for the agents.

The construction starts by creating a prestate, which we call initial prestate, with a set of formulae
® being tested for satisfiability. Then, the two construction rules are applied until no new states or
prestates can be created. SR is the first of those rules.

SR Given a prestate I' do:
1. Create all minimal downward saturated extensions A of I' as states;
2. For each obtained state A, if A does not contain any coalition formulae, add [Yg¢|true to A;

3. Let A be a state created in steps (1) and (2). If there is already in the pretableau a state
A’ such that A = A’, add a double edge from I' to A’; otherwise, add A and a double edge
from I' to A (i.e. ' = A) to the pretableau.

In the following, we call initial states the states created from the first application of the rule SR
in the construction of the tableau.

The second rule, Next, is applied to states in order to build a set of prestates, which correspond
intuitively to possible successors of such states. In order to define the moves which are available to
agents and coalition of agents in each state, an ordering over the coalition formulae in that state
is defined. This ordering results in a list £(A), where each positive coalition formula precedes all
negative coalition formulae. Intuitively, each index in this ordering refers to a possible move choice
for each agent. The number of moves, at a state A, for each agent mentioned in a formula ¢ € A is
then given by the number of coalition formulae occurring in A, i.e., the size of the list £(A). We also
note that, from the construction of a tableau, the list £(A) is never empty, as the formula [E,]true
is included in the state A if there are no other coalition formulae in A.

Once the moves available to all agents are defined, they are combined into move vectors. A move
vector labels one or more edges from a state to its successors, which are prestates in the tableau. The
decision of which formulae will be included in the successor prestate I of a state A by a move o, is
based on the votes of the agents. Suppose [A]p € A and that [A]y is the i-th formula in £(A). If
all a € A vote for ¢, i.e. the corresponding action for agent a is ¢ in o, then ¢ is included in I". For
(Ayp € A, the decision whether ¢ is included in I depends on the collective vote of the agents which
are not in A. We first present the Next rule and then show an example of how a collective vote is
calculated. We say a state A is consistent if, and only if, {—true, false} N A = () and for all formulae
o, {©, 7} € A. A state is inconsistent if, and only if, it is not consistent.

Next Given a consistent state A, do the following;:

1. Order linearly all positive and negative coalition formulae in A in such a way that the positive
coalition formulae precede the negative coalition formulae. Let £(A) be the resulting list:
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£(A) = ([Aoleo, - - -, [Am—1]em—1, (Ap)o, - . ., (A_1)thi—1)

and let rao = [£(A)] = m + 1. Denote by D(A) = {0,...,ra}l, the set of move vectors
available at state A. For every o € D(A), let N(o) = {i | o[i] > m} be the set of
agents voting for a negative formula in the particular move vector o. Finally, let neg(o) =
(Zien(o)(o]i] —m)) mod 1.

2. For each 0 € D(A):
(a) create a prestate

I'e ={¢:i | [Ailpi € A and 0, =i,Va € A;}
U{e; | (A € A,neg(o) = j and X \ A} € N(0)}

If T, =0, let 'y be {true}.

(b) if ', is not already a prestate in the pretableau, add T', to the pretableau and connect
A and I', by an edge labelled by o; otherwise, just add an edge labelled by o from A
to the existing prestate T', (i.e. add A -5 T).

Let prestates(A) = {T' | A -Z5 T for some o € D(A)}. Let £(A) be the resulting list of ordered
coalition formulae in A and ¢ € £(A). We denote by n(p, £(A)) the position of a coalition formula
v in £(A); if £(A) is clear from the context, we write n(y) for short.

It is easy to see that the Next rule is sound with respect to the axiomatisation given in Section 2.2.
A prestate I', contains both positive coalition formulae [A]p 4 and [Blpg only if AN B = (), because
there can be no i € X¢ such that o[i| = n([A]p4) and oli] = n([Blep) for [Alpa # [Bles. Also, a
prestate I'; contains both coalition formulae [A]p 4 and (B)yg only if A C B. If A B, then there is
A’ C A such that A" C Xg \ B C N(o). However, all agents in A vote for positive formulae; therefore
they cannot be a subset of N (o), which is the set of agents voting for negative formulae.

Let A be a state and (A)¢ € A be a negative coalition formula. As mentioned above, the decision
whether ¢ is included in a prestate I' created from A depends on the collective votes of the agents.
Note that ¢ might be included in I' even if the agents a € ¥g \ A do not vote for (A)p. For
instance, let X = {1,2,3,4} be the set of agents occurring in the set of formulae ®, A be a state,
L(A) = ([1]p1, (2)p2, (3)p3, (4)pa) be the list of coalition formulae in A, and consider the move vector
(2,0,2,2). Agents in {1,3,4} all vote for the negative formula (3)ps, whose index is 2. The collective
vote is given by ((2—1)4+(2—1) 4 (2 —1)) mod 3 = 0, that is, the agents collectively vote for the
first negative coalition formula, (2)ps. As g \ {2} C {1, 3,4}, then po is included in the successor
prestate.

Prestate Elimination Phase In this phase, the prestates (and edges from and to it) are removed
from the pretableau. Let P?® be the pretableau obtained by applying the construction procedure to
the initial prestate containing the set ®. Let states(I') = {A | T' = A}, for any prestate I'. The
deletion rule is given below.

PR  For every prestate I' in P?:

1. remove I from P?;
2. for all states A in P® such that A -5 T and all states A’ € states(I') put A — A’

The graph obtained from exhaustive application of PR to P® is the initial tableau, denoted by 76‘1’.

State Elimination Phase In this phase, states that cannot be satisfied in any model are removed
from the tableau. There are essentially two reasons to remove a state A: A is inconsistent (as defined
on page 32); or for some move o € D(A), there is no state A’ such A %+ A’ is in the tableau. The
deletion rules are applied non-deterministically, removing one state at every stage. We denote by 7',5 1
the tableau obtained from 7, by an application of one of the state elimination rules given below. Let
S2 be the set of states of the tableau 7,2.

The elimination rules are defined as follows.
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El  If A is not consistent, obtain 7,7, from 7,¢ by eliminating A, i.e. let S*_; =S \ {A};

E2  If for some o € D(A), there is no A’ such that A — A/, then obtain 7,2, from 7,2 by
eliminating A, i.e. let ST, = ST\ {A};

The elimination procedure consists of applying E1 until all inconsistent states are removed. Then,
the rule E2 is applied until no states can be removed from the tableau. The resulting tableau, called
final tableau, is denoted by T2.

Definition 42. The final tableau 7® is open if ® C A for some A € S®. A tableau 7,2, m > 0, is
closed if ® € A, for every A € S?.

Theorem 9. Let ® be a finite set of formulae in CLY. The tableau construction for ® terminates in
time exponential in the size of ® and ® is unsatisfiable if, and only if, the final tableau for ®, T, is
closed.

Proof. Termination and complexity of the tableau construction follows from the results in Section 4
in [9]. Soundness and completeness follow from Theorem 5.15 and Theorem 5.39 of [9], respectively.
That our modification of the definition of a downward saturated set does not affect soundness and
completeness follows from the fact that ¢ — 1 and —p V (¢ A ¢) are equivalent formulae and that we

could replace all occurrences of ¢ — 1 in ® by = V (¢ A ¥) to achieve the same effect. O
C
In the following we use P¢ to denote Pé [ }Cﬁ}, that is, the pretableau for {[C]c +}, also called the
{[C}CL-F}

pretableav for C, ’76C to denote 7, , that is, the initial tableau for {[C]c +}, also called the inital
tableau for C, ’Tf to denote the result of exhaustively applying the deletion rule E1 to 760, and T to
denote T{[C]C“}, that is, the final tableau for {[C]c +}, also called the final tableau for C.

Lemma 22. Let C be a coalition problem in DSNF¢ . The tableau construction for C terminates in
time exponential in the size of C and C is unsatisfiable if, and only if, the final tableau for C, T¢, is
closed.

Proof. The tableau construction for C is a tableau construction for the set {[C]¢, +} where the formula
[C]cL+ satisfiable iff C is satisfiable and the size of [C]c + is linear in the size of C. By Theorem 9, the
tableau construction for [C]c + terminates in time exponential in the size of [C]¢ +, and therefore in

time exponential in the size of C, and Tt} i closed iff {[C]cL+} is unsatisfiable iff C is unsatisfiable.
O

Recall that a derivation, as given in Definition 16, is a finite sequence Cy,C1,Co, ..., Cy, of coalition
problems in DSNF¢| such that C;y1 is obtained from C;, 0 < i < m, by an application of a resolution
rule to premises in C;. For each C;, 0 < ¢ < n, we construct an initial tableau 7[)Ci, thereby obtaining a
sequence 7'0C°7 7'061,7'062, ..., Tg™. For each C;, 0 < ¢ < n, we denote by T_fl the tableau obtained from
the initial tableau 7661' after the deletion rule E1 has been exhaustively applied. We show that 7'f" is
closed if, and only if, C,, contains a contradiction. The proof is by induction on the number of nodes
of the tableaux in the sequence Tfo,Tfl,Tf?, cee 7'f".

Lemma 23. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNF¢ . Let P be the pretableau for C,
SC the set of states in P¢, and R the set of prestates in PC¢. If v € U UN, then the following holds:
1. y€ A, for all A € 8;

2. (M)oy €T, for all T € RE.

Proof. The construction of the tableau proceeds by alternate rounds of applications of the rules SR
and Next.

1. Assume that ()07 is a formula in a prestate T' of P¢. By an application of SR, the states
generated from any prestate are downward saturated. More specifically, as this is a conjunctive
formula, every state A generated from I' contains v and [0]({(0))0~. Thus, every state created from
I' contains 7.
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2. Assume that A is a state that contains [0]{(#))0v. Recall that by applying the Next rule, if T, is
a successor prestate generated from a state which contains [Ay]p,, then ¢, € T'; if 0, = p for all
a € A. As this condition holds vacuously for the empty coalition, every prestate generated from A
contains ((0))07.

By construction, (#))07, for all v € U UN, is one of the formulae of the initial prestate. Therefore,
from (1) and (2), by induction, all clauses v € U UN are in every state created during the construction
phase. Also, from (1) and (2), by induction, ()0 is in every prestate in PC. O

Lemma 24. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFc|. Let 7 be the initial tableau for
C and S§ the set of states in 7. If y € U UN, then v € A, for all A € S§.

Proof. From Lemma 23, if v € Y/UN, then ~ is in all states in the pretableau PC. After the construction
phase, the rule PR only removes prestates. Thus, all the states in the initial tableau contain ~. O

Lemma 25. Let C = (Z,U, N) be a coalition problem in DSNF¢ and P — v be a clause in N, where
P=I0lN---Nl,, for some n > 0. Let ’Tf be the tableau for C after the E1 has been exhaustively and
let A be a state in Tf If {i1,...,01,} €A, then ¢ € A.

Proof. If P — 4 is in AV, then by Lemma 24, P — 1) is in every state of 7€. If n = 0, then P is the
empty conjunction (true). Because A is downward saturated, it must contain either —true or both
true and . As states containing —true are removed by applications of E1, A must contain . If
n > 0, assume {ly,...,l,} C A. As states are downward saturated, by Definition definition:downward
saturated, every state contains either a literal in {=li,...,~l,} or both P and «. If for any I;,
0 < j < mn, we had that [; € A, then A would be inconsistent and, therefore, A would have been
removed from the tableau 713 Therefore, as A € T, we have that 1) € A. O

Lemma 26. Let C = (Z,U,NN') be a coalition problem in DSNF¢| and 7f be the tableau for C after
the E1 has been exhaustively applied. Then T_E is closed iff Z U U is unsatisfiable.

Proof. By Lemma 24, if v € U UN, then v € A, for all A € 7€ and, therefore, 7 is in every initial
state. By construction, if v € Z, because 7 is in the initial prestate and states are downward saturated,
then ~ is in all initial states.

Let us first assume that Tf is closed. Then all initial states have been eliminated by E1, that is,
all initial states contain propositional inconsistencies. If all initial states are inconsistent, we have that

AvnAYA N CPVPAMAIC) A PV A

veI  yeU (P—[A|C)eN (P'—(A)CeN

is unsatisfiable. Since coalition modalities are not propositional, they do not contribute to the propo-
sitional (un)satisfiability of a state and can be ignored, that is, assumed to be true.
Therefore, the formula

Ay~ AN¥~ A\ (-PvP) A (~P'v P')

~ET ~eu (P—[4]C)eN (P'—(AYCHeN

must be unsatisfiable. Now, obviously, tautologies (=P V P) and (—P"V P’) also do not contribute to
the unsatisfiability of this formula which implies that

Arn N\

yeT ~y'eU

is unsatisfiable and thus Z U/ is unsatisfiable.

Now assume that ZUU = {v1,...,7v,} is unsatisfiable and let A be an arbitrary initial state.
Since each the elements of Z and U are propositional disjunctions and A is downward closed, for each
v € TUU with v, =11 v -+ \/lfm, there is some l;-i, 1 < j; < my, with l;z in A. Let V = {ljl-l, .. .,l;‘n}
and V' = V NII If V is consistent, that is, there is no propositional symbols p € II such that p € V
and —p € V, then V' is a valuation that satisfies Z UU, contradicting that Z Ul is unsatisfiable. If V'
is not consistent then there exists a propositional symbol p € Il with p € V C A and —-p € V C A,

which means that A can be eliminated by an application of E1 and could not occur in Tf. O
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The proof of Lemma 27 below uses the completeness of propositional ordered resolution:

Theorem 10 (Completeness of propositional ordered resolution [15]). Let = be a well-founded and
total ordering > on the set I1. If a set S of propositional clauses over 11 is unsatisfiable, then there is
a refutation from S by RES™, where the inference rule RES is given by {(C'V1),(DV -l)} + (CV D),
if | is maximal with respect to C and —l is maximal with respect to D.

Lemma 27. Let C = (Z,U,N) be a coalition problem in DSNFyc| . If ZUU is unsatisfiable, there is
a refutation for ZUU by RESZ, using only the inference rules IRES1 and GRESLI.

Proof. If Z UU is unsatisfiable, by Theorem 10, there is a refutation by ordered resolution with the
ordering > from ZUU. Let Syp,...,Sn, with n € N, be a sequence of sets of propositional clauses,
where So = ZUU, false € S,,, and, for each 1 < ¢ < n, S;11 is the set of clauses obtained by adding to
S; the resolvent of an application of the ordered resolution rule RES™ to clauses in S;. We inductively
construct a refutation C,...,C, for C = (Z,U,N) such that for every i, 1 <i < n, §; =7, UlU;, as
follows. In the base case, Cy = C and clearly Sy = ZUU = Zy UUy. For the induction step, let Cy, ..., C;
be the derivation already constructed. In Sy, ..., S;, Si+1, we obtained (D V D’) by an application of
RES™ to (D V1), where [ is maximal with respect to D, and (D’ V —l), =l is maximal with respect to
D' in S;. As §; = Z; UlU;, every clause in S; occurs in Z; or U; (or both). We say that a clause D
originates from Z; if D is in Z;, otherwise we say that D originates from U;.

(i)  If both (D V1) and (D’ V —l) in S; originate from clauses in U;, then let C;11 = (Z;,U; U{D V
D'}, N;), where DV D' is obtained by an application of GRES1 to (D V1) and (D’ V =) in C;,
and we have S;11 = Z; 11 UU;11;

(il) If (DVI) € S; originates from a clause in Z; C;y1 = (Z; U{D Vv D'},U;, N;), where DV D' is
obtained by an application of IRES1 to (DVI) and (D’'V—l) in C;, and we have ;11 = Zj41UUj11;

(iii) If (D' Vv ~l) € S; originates from a clause in Z; then we proceed as in case (ii) using IRES1 to
construct C;y1.

Note that applications of IRES1 and GRES1 as described above are possible as [ is maximal with
respect to D and —l is maximal with respect to D’.

By construction, since false € S,,, we have false € Z,, Ul,,, and thus there is a refutation of C in
RESZ, using only the inference rules IRES1 and GRESI. O

Lemma 28. Let C = (Z,U,N) be an unsatisfiable coalition problem in DSNF¢| such that ZUU is
satisfiable and let ' = (Z,U, N”) be the coalition problem in DSNFyc| resulting from exhaustively
applying the rules of rewriting system R4 to C. Let A € ’Tf be the first state to be eliminated by rule
E2 in the state elimination phase that will result in the final tableau 7€ for C. Then we can derive a
global clause C' ¢ U from C" by RESE, .

Proof. Since Z U U is satisfiable, ’Tf is not closed, but since C is unsatisfiable, the final tableau 7°
must be closed. Therefore, Tf contains at least one state that can be deleted by an application of
the deletion rule E2. Let A be the first state to which rule E2 is applied. By definition of E2, A is
deleted if there is a move vector o € D(A) such that there is no A’ with A -7+ A’. Let £(A) be
the ordered list of coalition formulae in A and for any coalition formula ¢ € A let pos(p, £(A)) be
the position of ¢ in £(A). From Lemma 24, all clause in ¢/ and in A are in A. By Lemma 25, the
right-hand side of coalition clauses are in the states where the left-hand side is satisfied. Therefore,
by Lemmas 24 and 25, and by the definition of the rule Next in the tableau construction, which gives
the set of prestates that are connected from A by an edge labelled by o, we obtain that A’ is one of
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the minimal downward saturated sets built from U U ’Par UP, U N where

Py ={C|[AJC €&}

E ={[A]C | P — [AIC e N}

LE={P|P—[ACeN;}

NF ={P = [A]C | P = [A]C € N, A |= P,0, = pos([A]C, £(A)) for all a € A}

Py ={C | (A)C €& I\ Py
EF ={(AC | P— (A)CeN;}
Ly ={P|P— (ACeN;}
o ={P—>(A)C|P— (ACeN,AEPXc\ACN(0),neg(o) =pos({(A)C, £(A))}

Note that for every clause P — [A]C in A there is a corresponding clause P — E’QC in N and for
every clause P — (A)C in N there is a corresponding clause P — ¢ ,'C in .
We associate each C'in U U Par U P, with a subset of U UN" as follows.

cd“(C)={C}nU
dT(C)={P = C4C | P = [A]C € N,A | P,o, = pos([A]C, £(A))}
d (C)={P—=C[C|P— (ACEN,AEPI\ACN(0c),neg(c) = pos({(A)C, £(A))}
cd“(C) if d™(C) #£ 0
c(C) =™ (C) if d(C) =0 and ™ (C) #0
cl=(C) otherwise

Note that by construction, c/(C') is non-empty for every C € U UPSr UPy . Witheach C € U UP&r uPy,
we then uniquely associate a clause k¢, with kg = C or ko = Po — E’QC’ or kg = Po — _c';‘iC in
cl(C). If cl(C) contains more than one clause, then we can choose k¢ arbitrarily among the elements
of cl(C).

Recall that (a-i) for any [A]C,[A']C’ € & with [A]C # [A']C" we have ANA' = 0, (a-il) N, &
and P, are either all empty sets or all singleton sets, and (a-iii) for any [A]C € & and (A')C' € &
we have A C A’. Let I" be the set of coalition vectors defined by:

r={c| P — [AIC € N,A | Po, = pos([A]C, £(A))}
U{Z | P—=(A)CeN,AEPXc\ AC N(0),neg(c) = pos((A)C, £(A))}

It follows from properties (a-i) to (a-iii) that I" is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors.

Since A’ is not in 7L, it must have been deleted by an application of E1, because A is the first state
being deleted by E2. Therefore, by the definition of E1, A’ contains propositional inconsistencies. As
the formulae in N do not contribute to propositional inconsistencies in A/, the set of propositional
clauses Sy = Uy U Par U Py, with Uy = U, is unsatisfiable. Since Sy is unsatisfiable, there must be
a refutation by ordered resolution for this set. Let Sp,...,S,, with n € N, be a sequence of sets of
propositional clauses, where S, contains the constant false and, for each 1 <1¢ < n, S;41 is the set of
clauses obtained by adding to S; the resolvent of an application of RES™ to clauses in S;.

We inductively construct

(a) aderivation C, ..., Cj, such that C; = (Z,U;, Nj) for every j, 1 < j <n, and C,, contains a clause
of the form P — ¢false such that P is conjunction of elements of Ear ULy;

(b) a sequence M, ..., M;, of sets of coalition clauses such that for every j, 1 < j <n, Mj C N}
and {rc | C € §;} € M) UU; and for every P — ¢C € Mj, P is a conjunction of elements of

+ —.
Ly ULy
(c) a sequence T'y,...,T", of sets of pairwise mergeable coalition vectors such that for every j,
1<j<n {¢|P—72CeMj}CTy
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At the same time we extend the association between propositional clauses C' in §; and clauses k¢ in
Cj, forall j, 1 <j <n.

In the base case, C) = C', M = {P = C4C | P — [A]C € N,A = P,o, = pos([A]C, £(A))} U
{(P—2C|P— (A)CeN,AEPI\ACN(0),neg(o) = pos((A)C, £(A))}, To =T, and for
every clause C in Sy we have already defined a corresponding clause k. Note that I'g is the set of all
coalition vectors occurring in My, {kc | C € S} € M UU, and for every P — ¢C € M(, P is an
element of Ear U L~0.

For the induction step, assume that we have already constructed the derivation Cj, ... ,C} =
(Z,U;,N7), the sequence My,..., M’ of coalition clauses, and the sequence I'o,...,I'; such that
M, C N {ko | C € S} C€ M;uldys for all P — ¢C € M), P is a conjunction of elements of
LEULS; {¢|P—¢Ce M} CTy; and T is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition clauses.

In Sp,...,S;,Sj+1, we obtained (C'V D) by an application of RES™ to (C' V) € S;j, where [ is
maximal with respect to C', and (D V —l) € S;, where -l is maximal with respect to D.

Depending on whether (o) and £ (py—;) are universal or coalition clauses we consider the following
cases:

1. Assume Koy = P — €1(C V1) and k(py—y) = Q@ — C2(D V ). By induction hypothesis, £(cvi
and (py-;) are both in M; and ¢; and 73 are both in I';. So, ¢; and ¢5 are mergeable, let
C3 = €1} 2. Using VRES1 we can derive the clause yj4+1 = PAQ — ¢3(C V D). Let C;‘+1 =
(Z,Uj1, N ) with Uiy = Uj and Njy = NjU{yja}, My = MiU{yja}, T =T;0{¢s},
K(cvp) = Vj+1-

We need to establish that these definitions satisfy the conditions for our construction:

e By induction hypothesis, M’ C N] and since by our definition N’;11 = N’; U {v;11} and
M'ji1 = M'jU {41}, we have M, CNT .

e Also, we have Sj41 = S;U{(CV D)} and, by induction hypothesis, {rc | C' € S;} € M} UlU;. So,
{HC | C e Sj+1} = {HC | C e S]}U{(C\/D)} - M}U{H(CvD)}UUj = M9+1UUJ' = M;-+1UU]'+1.

e By induction hypothesis, both P and @ are conjunctions of elements of E(’)L ULy and sois PAQ.

e By induction hypothesis {¢ | P — ¢C € M)} CT;. So, {¢| P = ¢Ce M)} ={¢| P~
CC e MiyU{ds} CT;U{C3} =Tj41.

e By Corollary 1, T'j41 = I'; U {@1]¢2} with @1 and 73 in I'; is a pairwise mergeable set of

coalition vectors.

2. Assume Koy = (CVI) € Uj and K(py—y = Q — Co(D V =l). By induction hypothesis, K(Dv-1) €
M. Using VRES2 we can derive the clause ;41 = Q — C2(C'V D). Let C;y = (Z,Uj11,N}, )
with Uj1 =Uj and Nj = NJU {1}, M = MU {0 Ti =T, 6ovp) = 41
We need to establish that these definitions satisfy the conditions for our construction:

e By induction hypothesis, M’ C N] and since by our definition N’;11 = N’; U {7;11} and
M'ji1 = M'jU {41}, we have M, CNT .

e Also, we have Sj41 = S;U{(CV D)} and, by induction hypothesis, {rc | C € S;} € M} UlU;. So,
{kc | C € Sj+1} ={kc | C € S]}U{(C\/D)} - M}U{H(CvD)}UUj = M9+1UUJ' = M;-+1UUJ'+1.

e By induction hypothesis, ) is a conjunction of elements of E(J{ UL,.

e By induction hypothesis {¢ | P — ¢C € M)} CT;. So, {¢|P = ¢Ce M)} ={¢| P~
cC ¢ M;} - F]‘ = Fj—i-l'

¢ By induction hypthosis, I'; is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors and so is I'j 1 = T';.

3. There case where r(cyyy = P — €1(C V1) and k(py—y) = (D V =l) € U; can be treated analogously
to the previous case.

4. Assume Koy = (C V1) € Uy and K(py—y = (D V =l) € Uj. Using GRES1 we can derive the
clause vj+1 = (C'V D). Let Cjyy = (Z,Uj1, N, ) with Ui = Uy U {yj41} and N = N,
i1 =M Dir =1y, Kevpy = Vj+1-
We need to establish that these definitions satisfy the conditions for our construction:
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e By induction hypothesis, M’ C N} and since by our definition N";1 = N'j and M'; 11 = M/;
we have M ; CN], ;.

e Also, we have Sj+1 = S;U{(C'V D)} and, by induction hypothesis, {rc | C € S;} € M’;Ul;. So,
{ke | C € Sja} ={rc | C € S;}U{(CV D)} C MjUl; U{kcvpyt = Ml WU U{kcvp)} =
M;-Jrl UZ/lj+1.

e By induction hypothesis {¢ | P — ¢C € M’} CTy. So, {¢|P = Ce M} ={C|P—
cC e M;} - Fj = Fj—i-l'

¢ By induction hypthosis, I'; is a pairwise mergeable set of coalition vectors and so is I'j 1 = I';.

Thus, there is a derivation Cj,...,C],, which uses only the inference rules GRES1 and VRES1 such
that C, contains a coalition clause of the form P — Cfalse. As P — ¢false € M/,, P is a conjunction
of elements ofﬁ(‘{uﬁg, that is, P= Py A ... A P, with P, eﬁguﬁg for each i, 1 <1i¢ < k.

Let C;,_; be the coalition problem in DSNFycL obtained from C;, by adding the result of an appli-
cation of RW1 P — Zfalse to C},, that is, C}, ., = (Z,U, U{=P},\)).

We claim that P ¢ U. Assume the opposite. From Lemma 24, global clauses are in every state
of ’Tf. So, the state A contains =P = —-P; V...V —P,. As A is a minimal downward saturated
set, A entails —P; for some 7, 1 < i < k. A also contains all formulae in NJ , 50+ Ny, and & . By
construction, either P; — [A4;]C; € /\/‘0+ or P; — (A;)C; € Ny . By definition of /\/‘0+ and Ny, A = P;.
However, A = —P; and A = P; implies that A is inconsistent and should have been removed by an
application of rule E1. This contradicts our assumption that A is in 713 O

Theorem 11 (Completeness of RESZ ). Let C = (Z,U,N') be an unsatisfiable coalition problem in
DSNF¢, and let C' = (Z,U,N") be the unsatisfiable coalition problem in DSNF\c; resulting from

exhaustively applying the rules of rewriting system Ry to C. Then there is a refutation for C' by
RESZ, .
CL

Proof. First, by Lemma 8, if C is unsatisfiable then C’ is unsatisfiable. Second, if C is unsatisfiable
and only if C is unsatisfiable, by Theorem 9, we have that 7€ is closed. In the following we construct
C'=Cy,...,C), for some n € N, of C’ using RES, .

Let Coo =C. If Tfo’o is closed, then all initial states in Tfo‘o have been removed by applications of
E1 which means that ZUU is unsatisfiable. As C' = (Z,U,N"), by Lemma 27 there exists a refutation
C'=Cho,--+>Chm, Of Ch o using only the inference rules IRES1 and GRES1 of RESg, . If Tfo‘o is not
closed, then by Lemma 28, we can construct a derivation C' = Cp, . .. ’Cé,m{) =Cio = (Z, Uy, N7)
such that there is a global clause v with v € Uy but v € U. Let C19 = (Z,U1,N). We call Cy the
corresponding coalition problem to CLO. AsU C Uy, C1 is unsatisfiable. Depending on whether TCro
is closed, we proceed as for Cp g in the construction of the derivation.

We continue this construction until we derive a coalition problem C;O in DSNFyc_ with correspond-

ing coalition problem C;o in DSNF¢L for which 7fi’° is closed and for which we can then complete
the construction of the refutation using Lemma 27. We know that we will eventually derive such a
coalition problem CLO as the number of global clauses is finite, that is, it cannot indefinitely be the

case that 7fi’° is open while the final tableau 7C0 is closed. On the other hand if we were to derive
a coalition problem Céo in DSNFyc| with corresponding coalition problem C; in DSNF¢| such that

both 7fi’° and T are open, then by Theorem 9 C;g = (Z,U;, N;) is satisfiable. As U C U; and
N C N this contradicts the assumption that C = (Z,U,N) is unsatisfiable. O

Theorem 12. Let ¢ € WFF¢;. Let C) = (Z,U,N") be the coalition problem in DSNFycy resulting from
ezhaustively applying the rules of rewriting system Ry to C' = ({t,}, {t, = 10(¢)},0). Let Cy,...,Cy,
be a derivation from Cjy by RESZ, .

(a) If C, for some i, 1 <i <mn, contains a contradiction, then ¢ is unsatisfiable.

b) IfC! does not contain a contradition and any inference by RESg, with premises in C! only derives
n CL n
a clause already in C|,, then ¢ is satisfiable.
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Proof. Statement (a) follows from Theorems 6 and 7: If Cj is satisfiable, then C; is satisfiable. Since
C! contains a contradiction, it is obviously not satisfiable and therefore, by Theorem 7, C{ is not
satisfiable. By Theorem 6, if C{) is not satisfiable then ¢ is not satisfiable.

Regarding statement (b), let us first consider a derivation Cj = Cg, . ..,C,,, such that any inference
by RESZ, with premises in C;), only derives a clause already in C}},. Then C;}, = C},, there is one unique
coalition problem with this closure property derivable from C{. Assume the opposite, that is, C,,, # C,,.
Without loss of generality assume that C//, contains a clause v that is not in C},. Clearly, v has been
derived by a sequence of inference steps from claues in Cj. However, since Cj = C{, these clauses are
also present in C{) and ~y is derivable from Cj. So, v must be present in C},.

Statement (b) then follows from Theorems 6 and 11: Since any inference by RESZ, with premises
in C/, only derives a clause already in C], and C], is unique and contains no contradiction, there is no
refutation of C],. Therefore, there is also no refutation of Cj which by Theorem 11 implies that Cj) is
satisfiable. By Theorem 6, if C{) is satisfiable then ¢ is satisfiable. O

5 Conclusion

We have described a calculus RESE, based on ordered resolution for Coalition Logic and sketched proofs
of its soundness and completeness. We have also shown that any derivation by RESg, terminates. The
prover CLProver++ provides an implementation of RESZ, . Our evaluation of CLProver++ indicates that
the ordering refinement improves performance by several orders of magnitude compared to unrefined
resolution as implemented in CLProver. Our evaluation also shows that similar improvements can be
gained by optimising the normal form transformation that is used to obtain coalition problems from
CL formulae.

Our work on Coalition Logic is a first step towards the development of resolution calculi for more
expressive logics for reasoning about the strategic abilities of coalitions of agents. A wide variety of
such logics can be found in the literature, starting with Alternating-Time Temporal Logic ATL. The
notion of coalition vectors that we have introduced in this paper are closely related to the notion of
k-actions in Coalition Action Logic [5] and to the notion of commitment functions in ATLES [29].
We believe that the combination of the techniques developed in this paper with the techniques for
temporal logics with eventualities provide a good basis for the development of effective calculi for
logics such as ATL, Coalition Action Logic and ATLES.
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