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Verification of multi-agents systems (MAS) has been regesttldied taking into account the need
of expressing resource bounds. Several logics for spegfyioperties of MAS have been presented
in quite a variety of scenarios with bounded resources.itnghper, we study a different formalism,
calledPriced Resource-Bounded Alternating-time Temporal LOGRB-ATL), whose main novelty
consists in moving the notion of resources from a syntaetiell(part of the formula) to a semantic
one (part of the model). This allows us to track the evolutibithe resource availability along the
computations and provides us with a formalisms capable tdein@ number of real-world scenar-
ios. Two relevant aspects are the notion of global avaitshilf the resources on the market, that
are shared by the agents, and the notion of price of resquiepgnding on their availability. In
a previous work of ours, an initial step towards this new faliem was introduced, along with an
EXPTIME algorithm for the model checking problem. In thigppawe better analyze the features of
the proposed formalism, also in comparison with previoygagches. The main technical contribu-
tion is the proof of the EXPTIME-hardness of the the modekireg problem forPRB-ATL, based
on a reduction from the acceptance problemLimearly-Bounded Alternating Turing Machines
particular, since the problem has multiple parameters hee/dwo fixed-parametereductions.

1 Introduction

Verification of multi-agents systems (MAS) is a topic undevestigation by several research groups
in computer science in the last ten yeafs ([8]). Most of theeaech is based on logical formalisms,
maybe the most famous being théernating-time Temporal Logio®\TL) [3] and theCoalition Logic
(CL) [15,,[16], both oriented towards the description of collectehaviors and used as specification
languages for open systems. These scenarios are hencallganodeled as games. In[10] it has been
shown thatCL can be embedded in®l'L. Recently, these two logics have been used for the verificati
of multi-agent systems (MAS), enhanced with resource camss [1,2] 5] 6L O]. The intuitive idea is
that agent actions consume and/or produce resources,ltbuhoice of a given action of an agent is
subject to the availability of the resources. [In [1], Alethiet al. introduce the logiResource-Bounded
Coalition Logic(RBCL), whose language extends the one bfwith explicit representation of resource
bounds. In[[2], the same authors propose an analogous mxidias ATL, called Resource-Bounded
Alternating-time Temporal Logic§RB-ATL), and give a model checking procedure that runs in time
O(|¢|?>"+1 x |G|), where|¢| is the length of the formulg to be checked|G| is the size of the model
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G, andr is the number of resources. However, the problem of deténgnia lower bound to the model
checking problem is left open. Inl[6], Bulling and Farwergduce twdResource-Bounded Agent Logics
calledRAL andRAL*. The former represents a generalization of Alechina etRB-ATL, the latter is an
analogous extension &TL" (analogous extensions for, respectivély,L andCTL"* were presented by
the same authors inl[5]). The authors study several syntact semantic variants BAL andRAL" with
respect to the (un)decidability of the model checking peotl In particular, while previous approaches
only conceive actionsonsumingresources, they introduce the notion of actigpmsducingresources.

It turned out that such a new notion makes the model checkiolglgm undecidable. Formulae of the
formalisms proposed ir |1, 2] 5] 6] allow one to assign an emdent of resources to the agents by
means of the so-callagam operatorgborrowed fromATL). The problem is then to determine whether
the agents in thproponentteam have a strategy for the game to carry out the assigndsl \gith that
bounded amount of resources, whatever the agents impib@nenteam do.

In this paper we study a different formalism, calltdced Resource-Bounded Alternating-time Tem-
poral Logic (PRB-ATL), introduced inl[[9], but in a much less mature version. Thefkatures of this
new approach toward the formalization of such complex systean be summarized as follows.

e Boundedness of the resourceghis is a crucial point in our formalization. In order to méde
boundedness of the resources, a notiomlobal availability of resources on the market (or in
nature), which evolves depending on both proponent andregagidoehaviors, is introduced. Such a
global availability is a semantic component (it is part e gtructure where the logic is interpreted)
and its evolution is tracked during the executions of théesys Agents’ moves are affected by the
current global availability (e.g., agents cannot consumardounded amount of resources).

e Resources are sharedResources are global, that is, they are shared by all thetsagdinus,
the agents either consume or produce resources out of adghaoé of bounded capability, and
acquisition (resp., release) of a resource by an agentp@matently if the agent belongs to the
proponent or opponent team) implies that the resource wid\@milable in smaller (resp., greater)
guantity. In this way, we can model several scenarios wheares resources are acquired at a cost
that depends on that resource current availability (forrgda in concurrent systems where there
is a competition on resources).

e Money as a meta-resourcdn addition to public shared resources, our setting alsmaallone
to modelprivate resources, that is, resources that are possessed by agelnlis (esources are
present in the market and will be acquired by the agents ie ttey need). The idea is to provide
the agents with the unique private resoumo@ney that can be used to acquire (public) resources
needed to perform the tasks. In this sense, money represarasresource combinations and can
be considered as a meta-resource. Unlike the other respufré®a syntactic component (money
endowment is part of the formula), and is the only (metaguese which is private for an agent.
At this stage, our formalization only features the posgibibf assigning to agents one private
resource. Nevertheless, in principle, it is possible t@mctthe idea to admit a vector of private
resources. Furthermore, one could think of including theeseesource in both the pool of public
resources and in the pool of private ones. For instance, ar sace one of the players (the cars)
possesses some gasoline in the tank (private resourceg Ingigals to acquire more gasoline at the
gas station (public resource) to complete the race.

e Resource productionProduction of resources is allowed in a quantity that is metaitgr than a
fixed amount. Thus, we extend the model still preserving tmdability of the model checking
problem. Observe that the constraint we impose still alloe$o describe many interesting real-
world scenarios, such as acquiring memory by a program,asirig a car during a travel, or, in
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general, any release of resources previously acquirednidasisetting has been already observed
also in [6].

e Opponent powerFirst observe that we use the standard terminology whichraggs the role of
the agents in a proponent team and those in the opponent Tdamdistinction is not within the
game structure, but it is due to the formula under consiaeraiAgents of the opponent team are
subject to resource availability in choosing the actionddqrm, in the same way as the agent of
the proponent team, thus the opponent team cannot intevfdre proponent strategy performing
actions which either consume or produce too much (see Exdfhpi Sectiori3). However, it
is common practice to consider opponent having maximum powdook for robust strategy.
We give unlimited economic power to the agents in the oppoteam, in the sense that at each
moment they have money enough to acquire the resources d¢leeyfor a move, provided that the
resources are available.

Actually in [9] an EXPTIME algorithm for the model checkinggblem was given, along with a
PSPACE lower bound. The main technical contribution heite isrovide an EXPTIME lower bound
for the model checking problem fd?RB-ATL. This result shows that the model checking problem
for this logic is EXPTIME-complete. The hardness proof idamied by means of a reduction from
the acceptance problem fainearly-Bounded Alternating Turing MachinésB-ATM), known to be
EXPTIME-complete([7], to the model checking problem fiRB-ATL. More precisely, leh be the
number of agents, the number of resources, aiithe maximum component occurring in the initial
resource availability vector, the algorithm given(in [9hsuin exponential time in, r, and the size of the
representation d¥l (assuming thaltl is represented in binary). To prove here the inherent diffiauith
respect to multiple input parameters, we show two redustione parametric in the representatiorvof
(the digit size), that assumes constant bo#mdr, and another parametric im and assuming constant
bothn and the value of1.

2 Comparison with related works

In this section we compare our approach with the existirgdiure underlining differences and similar-
ities respect to[ 2] and [6].

In the work by Alechina et al_|2], resource bounds only appethe formulae and are applied solely
to the proponent team, but they are not represented insedmdtidel. Indeed, agents of the proponent
team are endowed with new resources at the different steffeafystem execution. This means that
it is possible to ask whether a team can reach a goal with a giveount of resources, but it is not
possible to keep trace of the evolution of the global avditglof resources. Moreover, resources are
private to agents of the proponent team (not shared, as iapgpmach) and resource consumption due
to the actions of the opponent is not controlled. Here imktese keep trace of resource global avail-
ability, whose evolution depends on both proponent and @momoves. In this way, it is possible to
avoid undesired/unrealistic computations of the systech &1, for instance, qcomputations consuming

unboundedly. Let us see a very simple example. Consideotheufay = ((A®))p. Its semantics is
that agents in teaA have together a strategy which can guaranteepl@vays holds, whatever agents
of the opponent team do (without consuming too many ressyesal provided the expense of the agents
in A does not exceesl. A loop in the structure where the joint actions of agentssame resources with-
out producing them, cannot be a model fpr On the contrary, consider the formujd = ((A))Op,
belonging to the formalism proposed in [2], expressing dlaimproperty, with the only difference that
the agents oA use an amount of resources boundedbyA model for ¢’ must contain a loop where
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the actions of agents i do not consume resources, but the actions of agents in tlmeppteam may
possibly consume resources, leading to an unlimited copsamof resources.

As a further difference, recall that inl[2] actions can ontgnsume resources. Without resource
productions, the model for many formulae (for example thomataining theglobal operatorl) must
have a loop whose actions do not consume resoud@esidthingactions), and a run satisfying these
formulae is eventually formed by only such actions. On thetreoy, by allowing resource production,
we can model more complex situations when dealing with itrgfigames.

Finally, observe that a similarity with the cited paper ighe role of money, that could be seen as a
private resource, endowed to the agents of the proponant tea

Bulling and Farwer([6] adopted an “horizontal” approach the sense that they explored a large
number of variants of a formalism to model these complexesyst In particular, they explored the
border between decidability and undecidability of the mMatiecking problem for all such variants, and
they showed how the status of a formalisms (wrt decidabdftigs model checking problem) is affected
by (even small) changes in language, model, and semantiosw@yk takes advantage of this analysis
in order to propose a logic that captures several desirablgepties (especially concerning the variety
of natural real world scenario that is possible to exprestl),preserving decidability. However, our
approach presents conceptual novelties that make it diffcaccomplish a direct comparisons between
the formalisms presented here and the ones proposed in [6]aré/referring here to both the above
mentioned idea of dealing with resources as global enfitiewhich agents compete, and the notion of
cost of resource acquisition (price of the resources) thatuhically changes depending on the global
availability of that resource (thus allowing one to modet tassic market law that says that getting
a resource is more expensive in shortage scenario).! InHétetis no such a notion as resources are
assigned to (team of) agents and proponent and opponent domgpete for their acquisition.

As regards the complexity issue, 0 [6], no complexity as@y(for the model checking problem)
is performed, while, in[[2], an upper bound is given RB-ATL, that matches the one given in [9]
for PRB-ATL. The algorithm forPRB-ATL runs in exponential time in the numbarof agents, the
numberr of resources, and the digit size of the maximum compolMentcurring in the initial resource
availability vector (assuming a binary reppresentatioAnalogously, the model checking algorithm
for RB-ATL runs in exponential time im, in the digit size of the maximum component of resource
endowment vectorb occuring in team operatorgAP)) of ¢ and in the numben of the agents (this is
implicit in set of states ofG|). Actually, bothn andr are often treated as constant[[2, 3] (without this
assumption, the complexity &TL model-checking is shown to be exponential in the number eftgy
[11]). However, no complexity lower bound has been exhibifes. Aim of this paper is to fill this gap,
by providing an EXPTIME lower bound fd?PRB-ATL.

3 Alogical formalization: PRB-ATL

Syntax. We start with the introduction of some notations we will usethe rest of the paper. The
set ofagentsis @ = {aj,ay,...,a,} and ateamis any subset ofr¥. The integers andr will be
used throughout the paper to denote the number of agentseaadrce typegor simply resource}
respectively. Let#Z = (NU{«})" denote the set aflobal availabilities of resources on the market (or
in nature)and let.#” = (NU {0} )" denote the set ahoney availabilities for the agentahereN is the
set of natural numbers (zero included). Given a money dﬂﬁi&a% e N, itsi-th componené[i] is the
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money availability of agermﬂ. Finally, the sefl is a finite set ofatomic propositions
The formulae ofPRB-ATL are given by the following grammar:

:=p|=¢ 970 [(A) OB | (A7 ¢ | ((A%)Dg | ~m

wherep e M, AC &%, ~e {<,<,=,>,>}, Mec .# and$ € .#. Formulae of the kind m test the
current availability of resources on the market. As usuﬁdeostandard operators can be considered as

abbreviation, e.g., the operattid®)) Oy can be defined agA%) T , for every formulaip.

Priced game structure. Priced game structureare defined by extending the definitions of concurrent
game structure and resource-bounded concurrent gameusérgiven in, respectively, [3] andl[2].

Definition 1 A priced game structur@ is a tuple(Q, r7,d, D, qty, 9, p, o), where:

¢ Qs the finite set ofocations qg € Q is calledinitial location

e T:Q — 2" is theevaluation functionwhich determines the atomic propositions holding true in
each location.

e d: Qx Y — N is theaction functiongiving the number (,a) > 1 of actionsavailable to an
agent ac &/¥¢ at alocation ge Q. The actions available to a at q are identified with the nursbe

.,d(g,a) and a generic action is usually denoted dyWe assume that each agent has at least
one available action at each location, that could be thougihés the actiordo-nothingand we
assume that it is always the first.

e D:Q— 2" is a function that maps each location q to the set of vecfars..,d(g,a;)} x ... x
{1,...,d(qg,a,)}. Each vector, calledction profileand denoted by, identifies a choice among
the actions available for each agent in the location q. (Tbgom of the agent a il is d (a).)

e qty: Qx &9 x N — Z' is a partial function, where qty,a, a), with 1 < a <d(qg,a), defines at
location g the amount of resources required by the a’s actioM/e define qtig,a,1) = 0, that is
the vector whose components are all equabtéor every ge Q, ac 7% (doing nothing neither
consumes nor produces resources).

e 0:QxN"— Q is thetransition function For g€ Q andd € D(q), d(q,d) defines the next
location reached from q if the agents perform the actiondadction profiled.

e p:./# xQx .79 — N'is theprice function It returns theprice vectorf the resources (a price for
each resource), based on the current resource availaklitgf location, and on the acting agent.

e Ty € ./ is the initial global availability of resources. It reprases the resource availability on the
market at the initial state of the system.

Note that a negative value mty(g,a,d) represents a resource consumption, while a positive one
represents a resource production. We also consider thesioteof the functiorgty, called again with
the same name, to get the amount of resources required byea tgam. Thus, for a locatiog, a
teamA and an action profilé, qty(q,A, d) = Y .ca0ty(d,a,d (a)). Moreover, we will use the function
consd: Q x 79 x N — N' that for the tuple(g,a,a) returns the vector of the resources which are
consumed by an ageat being in stateg, for an actiona. This vector is obtained fromty(qg,a, a)
by replacing the positive components, representing a resquroduction, with zeros, and the negative
components, representing a resource consumption, withathsolute values.

Example 1 A priced game structure with two agentg and & and one resource Ris depicted in
Figure[d. The only atomic proposition is p, labeling the lboas @), g1, ¢p. The action profiles, labeling

1Throughout all the paper, symbols identifying vectors aneaded with an arrow on the top (e.@,m).
2No ambiguity will arise from the fact that actions of diffeteagents are identified with the same numbers.
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ad o9 ={ar,a&}, R={R1}, Q= {do,q1,02,03, 4}, Mo = (1)
: o) = m(th) = 1(qp) = {p}, m(ds) = 1(aa) = {}

:l

(g
e d(do.ar) = 2, d(do. @) = 1,d(qu,a1) = 1, d(q, ) = 2
d(Gz,&1) = d(dz,a2) = d(gz, &) = d(ds,a2) =1
L d(m al) =d(ta,a) = 1

09 {uulzﬂ}oql ={[1.1],[1,2)}

(0
'~y
Jid D( ) D(gs) = )={[1.1]}

? qty(do,as,1) = (0), qty(do,a1,2) = (—1), qty(qo,az,1) = (0)
2% P o9 aty(ds,a,1) = (0), qty(ds. &, 1) = (0), aty(da,82,2) = (—1)
4, () o aty(a.a.1) = (0), Vg € {0p. 0. Gu}.a € FY

Figure 1: Example of priced game struct@e= (Q, 11,d, D, qty, 8, p, ).

the transitions in the graph and depicted with square brégkare as follows. Do) = {[1,1],[2,1]}
is due to the existence of two actions efamd one action of aat location @, D(q1) = {[1,1],[1,2]}
corresponds to a single action of and two actions of aat location q. In all the other locations
the only action profile i$1, 1] corresponding to the existence of a single action of bothatients. The
function qty is represented by parentheses. The price vectmt depicted.

Semantics.In the following, given a resource availabilify, by .# <™ we denote the s € .# | m <
m}. In order to give the formal semantics let us first define thieviong notions.

Definition 2 A configurationc of a priced game graph G is a paig, M) € Q x .Z=™. Given two
configurations c= (q,m) and ¢ = (q/,n), and an action profiled € D(q), we say that ¢+ c if
o = &(q,d) andm = M+ qty(q, /¥, d). Acomputationover G is an infinite sequence-€c;c; ... of
configurations of G, such that for each i there is an actiorfifga; such that c— 4, Ci1.

LetC =c;C,... be a computation. We denote 64i] thei-th configuratiorc; in C and byC]i, j], with
1 <i < |, the finite sequence of configurations;,;...c;j in C. Given a configuratior = (g, M) and
a teamA, a functiona : A— N is calledA-feasible in df there exists an action profilé € D(q) with
da(a) = d(a) for allac AandO0 < qty(q,A, @) + M < M. In this case we say that extendsia.

Definition 3 A strategyFa of a team A is a function which associates to each finite semguehconfigu-
rations gc;...Cs, a functionds : A— N which is A-feasible ing

In other words, a stratedyy returns a choice of the actions of the agents in the tdaoconsidering
only those actions whose resource consumption does na@tioe available amount and whose resource
production does not exceed the amount consumed so far.\Ctaa constraint will limit both proponent
and opponent team.

For each strateglfs of a teamA and for each sequence of configurations; . . . C, there are several
possibilities for the next configuratioty, 1, depending on the different choices of the opponent team
A= a9\ A Anyway, fixed a strategys of the opponent team, there is at most one action profile
obtained according to both the strategies, that is the ragtiofile & extending bothda, given by the
strategyFa, andd, given by the strategls (i.e. @ is such thati (a) = d(a), for X € {A,A} anda € X).

A computationC = ¢y,¢; .. ., is theoutcome of the strategies, land F; from the configuration cif, for
eachi > 1, there is an action profilg obtained according to boffy andFg, such that; — Ciy1. Given
a strategyFa and a configuratior, out(c, Fa) denotes the set of the outcomedgfandF; from c, for all
the strategie§ of the teamA. Observe that, given a finite sequence of configurat®rscic;. .. c, if
the action profiled according to the two strategies is not such that qty(qs, /¥, @) + s < My, then
there is no next configuration. Thus outcome of the strasdgi@ndF5 from a given configuration may
be undefined (recall that we consider only infinite compare).
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Example 2 Consider the priced game structure in Figlre 1, with teams fa;} and B= {a,}, one
resource type and initial global availabilityip = (1). Let c= (go, (1)) be a sequence of configurations
(of length1). Team A has two possible strategies in ¢, one for each gesaidtion of agent g and
team B has one strategy for the single available action ohage. Suppose that, according to the
strategy f, agent a chooses to perform the actidh(Fa(c)(a1) = 2), then the action profilé2,1] is
performed and one unit of the unique resource is consumethelobtained configuratioKqs, (0)) the
agent g has one available action while the agent laas two actions. AnywaygFcannot return the
action 2 for the agent a, since this action would require an amount of the resoureatgr thar0, which

is the current availability. Thus only the configuratidg, (0)) can be reached and the computation
C = (o, (1)){(a1, (0)) (0, (0)) (0, (0)) ... is the only one that belongs to @utFa).

Now we introduce the concept of consistent strategy. Tw@enties have to be satisfied: first, the
outcomes starting frons are always defined and also the agents of the proponent teanehaugh
money to realize the chosen actions.

Definition 4 Let$e .4, c be a configuration, & 7% be the proponent team, ad= 7% \ A be the
opponent team. A strategy Bf A is said to beonsistent with respect fandc ((%, c)-strategy, if

1. for any strategy £ of A, the outcome offand F; from the configuration c is defined,

2. forevery C=c1Cy... € out(c,Fa), with g = (g;, M), for every i> 1and g € A: zijzlp(mj,qj,ak)-

consda;, ax, Fa(C[1, j]) (&) < $IK].

In the above condition the dot operator denotes the usul@rquaduct of vectors. Observe that only
the money availability of the tear is tested. Actually, we suppose that the opponent tdaaiways
has money enough to make its choice. Notice also that thersgroducingresources do not cause a
reimbursement of money to the agents. As it is usual whenrdggalith temporal logics, we guarantee
that priced game structures are non-blocking, in the sdvaet least z@, c)-strategy exists for a given
teamA. Indeed, agents & can always jointly choose thao-nothingaction.

A formula of PRB-ATL is evaluated with respect to a priced game struc@iend a configuration
¢ = (g,m). The definition of the semantics is completed by the defimiGbthe satisfaction relatiop-:

e (G.o) = piff pe m(q)

i (G7C) ':_‘LIJ iff (G7C) [# Y

i (G>C) ’: 4’1/} Yo iff (G,C) ): Y1 and(G>C) ’: Yo

e (G,c) = ((A%) O y iff there exists a$,c)-strategyFa such that, for alC € out(c, Fa), it holds

that(G,C[2]) E ¢

o (G,c) = ((A®)yn Y, iff there exists &$, c)-strategyFa such that, for alC € out(c, Fa), there

existsi > 0 such tha{G,C]i]) = y» and, for all 1< j < i, it holds that(G,C[]]) = yn

e (G,c) = ((A%)Oy iff there exists &$, c)-strategyFa such that, for alC € out(c, Fa), it holds that

(GCli)) Eyforalli>1
e (G,C) &=~ niff M~ where~c {<,<,=,>,>}.
Given aPRB-ATL formula and a priced game srtuctu we say thaiG satisfiesg, G = ¢, if

(G,co0) E ¢ wherecy = (qo,My). The model checkingroblem for PRB-ATL consists in verifying
whetherG |~ ¢.

Example 3 Consider the priced game structure in Figure 1, with teams fa;} and B= {az}. A

formulay = (%% O ((A¥))Op holds true in the configuratiofto, (1)), provided tha and§ are
enough to make the move. Indeed,aad @ together are able to force the computation to reach the
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(1, (0)) (one unit of resource is consumed). From such a configuratioe opponent team B cannot
force the computation intosgas the actior? is not allowed for a (no resources are available to per-
form the action), and thugy holds. Insteady is false in the configuratioriqo, (2)) (actually in each
configuration(gp, (X)), with x> 1), becauseéas, (1)) is reached after the execution of the first transition,
and in that configuration actio@ for a, in B is allowed, leading to £ Finally, notice that the formula is
false also when evaluated {go, (0)), as the only possible transition is the one leading franogg, (no
resources are available to perform actidrfor agent a).

4 Complexity lower bounds for the model checking problem

In [9], the authors presented an algorithm for model chacRRB-ATL, providing an exponential upper
bound for the problem. In particular, Ietbe the number of agentsthe number of resources, ahtithe
maximum component occurring in the initial resource avwdlily vector, the proposed algorithm runs
in exponential time im, r, and the size of the representationhdf(assuming thaM is represented in
binary). In this section we prove that an algorithm that bekaasymptotically better cannot exist, thus
proving that the problem is EXPTIME-complete. To prove thkarent difficulty with respect to the
multiple input parameters, we show two reductions: onerpatac in the representation & (the digit
size), which assumes bothandr constant, and the other parametricrirthis time assuming constant
both n and the value oM. We conjecture the existence of a third EXPTIME reductionywhichr and

M are constant and the parameten.ign fact, if it was not the case, it would be possible to imgrdive
proposed model checking algorithm in a way that its compjexpuld not be exponential in.

We first recall the formalism diinearly-bounded alternating Turing machin@sB-ATM) and the
notion of hierarchical representationa succinct way of representing priced game structuresratsjpo
the work done in[]4] for classical Kripke structures. Figalive present the two reductions from the
acceptance problem fauB-ATM, known to be EXPTIME-completé [7], to the model checkingljeon
for PRB-ATL.

4.1 Linearly-bounded alternating Turing Machines

A linearly-bounded alternating Turing machinéisB-ATM) is a tuple(2.,T", .7 ,qo,), Where 2 is the
set ofstates partitioned in2y (universal statesand 25 (existential statés I' is the set oftape sym-
bols including the ‘blank’ symboB, and two special symbolsand_, denoting the left and rightipe
delimiters .# C 2 x I x 2 x T x {«,—} is theinstruction setq € 2 is theinitial state

Symbols froml” are stored in theape cells and the first and the last cell of the tape store, respegtivel
the symbols. and .. A tape configuratiors is a sequence of the symbols stored in the tape cells, and
keeps trace of ahead cell A configuration ds a pair(q,s) of a stateq and a tape configuratios) and
% is the set of the configurations. The initial configuratior is (qo,sp), wheresg contains the input,
possibly followed by a sequence of blanks, and its head trks the first input symbol.

An instruction i= (q,A,r,v,~) € .# is also denotedq,A) — (r,v,~), where(q,A) is called afull
state Its intuitive meaning is as follows: “whenever the machime the stateg and the symbol in the
head cell isA, then the machine switches to state¢he symbol in the head cell is replaced withand
the head position is moved to the left or to the right (acewgdo~)". An execution stepf the machine

is denotect - wherec,d € ¢,i € .7 and(_:’ is the configuration reached frooafter the execution

of the instructioni. Let %eqc) ={C €| c 1, ¢ is an execution step, for sonie .#}. All the tape
configurations are linear in the length of the input and wifelthe common practice to only consider
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machines whose tape length does not vary during the conmrutafVe can also assume tHaB-ATM
have no infinite computations since abg-ATM can be transformed into another, accepting the same
language and haltingin a finite number of steps. SutB-#&ATM counts the number of execution steps
and rejects any computation whose number of steps exceedsithber of possible configurations.

Theacceptance conditiois defined recursively. A configuratian= (q,s) is said to beacceptingif
either one of the following conditions is verifiedi) q € 2 andc is accepting for alt’ € Chextc) OF
(i) g € 25 and there exists’ € Gnexc) Such thatt’ is accepting. Notice that an universal (existential)
state always accepts (rejectskifexic) = 0. A LB-ATM accepts on an initial input tapey, if the initial
configuration(qo,so) is accepting.

Hierarchical representation. In order to exhibit our encoding proposal, we make use of eatihical
representation analogous to the one described [n |4, 1Zpd&lodel checking, and im [14] for module
checking procedures. Given a finite state machine, the iflb&rarchical representation is to replace
two or more substructures of the machine that are struttuequivalent, by another (structurally equiv-
alent) module, that is a finite state machine itself. The dd@iavarchical representation results in an
exponentially more succinct representation of the systhat, amounts (in most cases) to more effi-
cient model checking procedures (in the other cases, tleis dot yield a more efficient behavior, as the
analysis requires a flattening of the machine itself, thaariring in an exponential blow up in its size).

In our context, this idea can be suitably adapted to deal thithpresence of resources, as follows.
Modules do not represent structurally equivalent subsiras, but substructures that have the same
impact on the values of resource variables. In principleendver the analysis is focused on the evolution
of resource variables, it makes sense to consider as egpivalo substructures that can possibly differ in
their structure but whose effect on the set of resource hiasas exactly the same. This approach could
be thought of as a hierarchical representation basddrationalequivalence between substructures, as
opposed to the classical notion of hierarchical repretientbased orstructural equivalence.

4.2 A reduction from the acceptance problem forlLB-ATM

Given anLB-ATM 27 and an input tape configuratiap, we provide a priced game structuggy s, with
two agentsag; andag, and a formulap,, s, such thaG,, 5, = @y 5, if and only if <7 accepts oRg.

In the following, we exhibit the game structure by using aphieal (hierarchical) representation
(Figured -V in Appendix). Notice that only significant infaation is explicitly shown in the pictures.
In particular, labels on transitions (arcs) represent gongions/productions of resources due to the
execution of the joint move (proponent and opponent moves)@ated to that transition. For example,
the label “~1i,+1i,+10u, , — 100" on the loop transition of Figurlle 4b means that the actiossciated
to the transition will consume 1 unit of the (type) resourcand 10 unit offi;, and will produce 1
unit of the resource and 10 unit ofu,_. Availability of other resources is unchanged, then thaties
information is omitted.

The reduction uses the three resource variablest, and g to encode the tape configuration, plus
three auxiliary resource variablésr, andt, that will be useful during the construction. Moreover,
we associate to the above set of variables the sebofiterbalanced variable§fi, [T, Iir,i,7,t}. The
idea behind the use of counterbalanced variables, thasisthe key idea of the reduction, consists
of designing the game structure in a way that to every confomresp., production) of a resource,
say for instancet, a corresponding production (resp., consumption) of itsmterbalanced exists. In
particular, this is true inside each module of the hierarahstructure, thus the sum of the availability of
a resource variable and its counterbalanced variable isdagstant along all the computation at every
module’s entry and exit points, equal to a vaMax, which depends on the input of th&-ATM. This
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will allow us to force the execution of specific transitionsspecific availabilities of resource variables.
Consider, for example, the node of Figliré 4b with 2 outgaiagditions, one of which is a loop transition.
The presence of 2 outgoing transitions means that eitheptbygonent or the opponent can choose
between 2 moves. But such a freedom is only potential, as ynmamment of the computation the
choice of the next move by the proponent/opponent is cdnstitaby the resource availability: if the
loop transition is enabled, then the availability of theowgsei is greater than 0, and thus the availability
of its counterbalanced variableas less tharMax, that means that the other transition, which consumes
Max units of the resourcg is disabled. On the contrary, if the non-loop transitioensbled, there are
Max units of the resourceavailable, and thus the availability of the resourée 0, that means that the
loop transition is disabled. Thus, by taking advantage efféatures of counterbalanced variables, we
are able to force the executions to have a somehow detetimibehavior.

Encoding of the tape.Without loss of generality, we consideB-ATM on input alphabek = {1,2,B},
thusT is the set{1,2,B,.,}. Recall that the symbolB, ., and_ denote the ‘blank’ symbol, the left
delimiter, and the right delimiter, respectively. Tape $gis are encoded by the digits102,3 and

4, in a pretty natural way: 0 encodes the ‘blank’ symbol, 1 @rehcode the input symbolsand 2,
and 3 and 4 encode the left and right delimiters. The tape gunafiion is encoded by means of the
three resource variablgg , u, andug. The value ofu ranges over the sd,1,2,3,4} and encodes
the value stored in the cell currently read by the head (a@oegrto the above encoding of tape symbols
into digits). The value ofy encodes the tape configuration at the left of the current peadion in a
forward fashion. The value qir encodes the tape configuration at the right of the currerd peaition

in a reverse fashion, that igr encodes the reverse of the string corresponding to the taggaration at
the right of current head position. As an example, considetape configuration = B11211B2BB ,,
the symbol read by the head is the underlined one. Such a ooaiign is encoded by means of the
three resource variables as follows: = 30112,y = 1, andur = 400201. It can be noticed that the
length of the representation of the three variallesu, andug is proportional to the length of the tape
configuration which is at most linear in the size of the inmatmelyO(|sp|). Using such an encoding, the
machine operation “shift the head to the left” can be repreeskeby means of the following operations
on resource variables:

e the new value ofir is Ur* 10+

e the new value oft is . mod 10,

e the new value ofy_is yy /10 (/ is the integer division),

The operation “shift the head to the right” can be encodetbgoasly.

Notice that in order to encode in polynomial time the operatiof shifting the head to left and right,
we encode the string to the right of the current head positianreverse order. Indeed, in this way the
symbol stored on the cell immediately to the right of the heardesponds to the least significant digit of
Ur, and thus can be accessed by using the module operatom(od 10).

Encoding of the instructions. The encoding of the instructions is depicted in Figure 2.n3itions
starting from a node labele@d, A ) represent all the possible instructions matching the fatesq, A) of
the LB-ATM, that is, all the instructions that can be possibly perfatraethe full statdq, A ).

More in detail, given a full statgq,A) of the machine, withq € 25, the encoding of the
set{(q,A) — (r1,v1,~1),{(q,A) = (r2,V2,~2),...,{(q,A) = (rm,Vm,~m)} of matching instructions is
shown in Figuré 2a, (recall thatie {+-,—}). Analogously, the encoding of the set of instructions
matching the full stateq,A ), with g € 2y, is shown in Figuré2b. Let us underline that the action pro-
files (a1,B),...,{(am, B) labeling transitions corresponding to an existentialestat such that the first
agentag; has the capability to force a specific transition (instrut}tito be executed, depending on the
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(a) Full state(q, A), with q € 2. (b) Full state(q,A), with q € 2.

Figure 2: Encoding of the set of instructions matching astdte(q,A) of aLB-ATM.

choice of then; for the next action, independently from the chofgef the other agerag,. On the other
hand, the action profile&x, 1), ..., (o, Bm) labeling transitions corresponding to an universal stege a
such that the roles of the agents are exchanged.

The LB-ATM representation of Figufg 2 is hierarchical and involvesriueluleswrite and move
The former encodes the rewriting of the head cell performed/band, to this aim, makes use of one of
the following modules (Figurel 3), depending on the symbokad by the head, and on the symbdb
be written:

e inc, depicted in Figuré 3a, is used when the rewriting corredpda an increment, for example,

when the symba? has to be written in place of the symhgl

e doubleinc, depicted in Figuré_3b, is used when the rewriting corredpdn a double increment,

for example, when the symbdl(encoded as 2) has to be written in place of the syrBh@ncoded
as 0);

e deg depicted in Figuré 3c, is used when the rewriting corredpdn a decrement, for example,

when the symbol has to be written in place of the symtil

e doubledeg depicted in Figurg_3d, is used when the rewriting corredpdn a double decrement,

for example, when the symb8l has to be written in place of the symil
Obviously, the module does nothing when the symbol to baewritorresponds to the symbol currently
stored in the head cell.

The modulemoveencodes the shift (to right or to left) of the head. It is dasigjin a way that the
only next location that can be reached by the game is consigiéh the value stored on the new head
cell (after the shift operation). In Figuié 4 dnd 5 the sukdmies encoding the operation “shift to right”
are depicted. The encoding of the operation “shift to lefth ®e realized analogously.

As an example, we describe the first two modules of Figure £ nibduleshift_right, depicted in
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Figurel44, is performed through the following steps:

e multiply by 10 the value ofsy (moduletimes10(y )),

e increment the value gfi_ by the value ofu (moduleadd(py, 1)),

e divide by 10 the value ofir (modulediv_10(ur) — the remainder of the division is stored in the
resource variable),

e assign to the resource varialglethe value ofr (moduleassigrip,r)),

e suitably lead the computation to the location correspamdinthe next state of theB-ATM,
depending on the value read by the head, that is, the valuedstm the resource variabje
(modulechoosenext statg 1)).

The moduleimes10(yy ), that multiplies by 10 the value qf, (Figurel4b), is performed by storing the
value ofy_ in the resource variable by setting the value gfi. to 0, and then by executing a transition
(the loop transition), which consumes 1 unitiadind produces 10 units @f (the suitable quantity of
the counterbalanced variables is produced or consumed lastavieeep the sum constant) as long as
items of the resource are available. When the availability ofgoes down to 0, the other transition
is executed (the last transition is needed to keep condtansum between and its counterbalanced
variablei). It is easy to convince oneself that the valueupfin the exit node is equal to its value in
the entry node times 10, and that the sum of each variabletamgunterbalanced one is constant. As
a last remark, we point out that the names of some of the meadukeparametric, in the sense that the
arguments between parenthesis are not actual resouredblesri but parameters (e.g,,X1, X2) to be
instantiated. We adopted this notation for modules thatiseel more than once, and that are instantiated
with actual resource variables when they are used (e.gntiileassigndepicted in Figurg 4c is called
assigrix;,x2) and it is used, for instance, inside the modtees10(yy ) (Figure[4b), wherey (resp.,
Xp) is instantiated with (resp.,u ), and inside the moduladd(p , 1) (Figure[5a), wherey (resp.,xz)

is instantiated with (resp.,u).

Now, as resource productions are involved in the reductiesneed to guarantee that the avail-
ability of each resource never exceeds the initial one. ®éehd the values of the components of the
vector i of initial resource availability are set to the valvax = 322...224, that is the largest num-
ber corresponding to an encoding of any tape configuraticetigely, it encodes the tape configuration
L22...22.). Before starting the simulation of tHeB-ATM, a preliminary step, depicted in Figure 6,
modifies the value of the resource variables in such a wayhbgtcorrectly encode the input taggand
the sum of the availability of each resource variable andatmterbalanced is equal kdax. Thus, the
value of the resource variables never excikk

At this point, given aLB-ATM &7 and an input tape configuratiag, the game structur&,, ,
presents, among others, the following features (the otadufes of5,, ¢, are either irrelevant or repre-
sented in the graphical representation of the encoding —Fiseeed ¥-6):

e 2 agentsag; andag;

¢ 5 locations, namelyq,B), (q,1), (q,2), (q,.), (q,.), for each internal statg of </ (plus other
locations — the circles in the pictures — that do not corresito particular states of thB-ATM,
but are needed to perform the encoding);

e only one atomic propositiop, that holds true over all and only the locations having noctriag

inc inc
u, —10 —1p,+10
. 3 G- % o g g

(a) Moduleinc. (b) Moduledoubleinc. (c) Moduledec (d) Moduledoubledec

Figure 3: Encoding of the modulerite.
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times10(u ) add(u_,u) choosenextstate(s)

- 9—C_9

div_10(g)

=10, +1
assign(ip ) to.zerogu ) +10u , 100

~( I—( 9—

assignft,r)

Maxi

:+MaxTO_>

(a) Moduleshift right. (b) Moduletimes10(uy ).

—1x, +1%5
+1xp, —1X7
to_zero(x) to_zero(t) 41t —1F

—1x,+1x
—Maxx 9Q—Maxx +Maxx

+Maxxz —Maxt +Maxt O—
+1X2-*1$§
—1t, +1f
(c) Moduleassign(x, Xo). (d) Moduleto_zero(x)

Figure 4: Encoding of the modukift right - part I.

instructions;

e initial global availability m, is such that all resources are available in quariigx, as already
mentioned above; notice thddax also represents the maximum value occurring in the initial
resource availability vector, that i8] = Max;

e initial location (qo,A ), whereqq is the initial state of th& B-ATM andA is the first input symbol.

-

The formulag,, ¢, = ((A%))Op, with A= {ag } and the value of being irrelevant for our purposes, is
such thaG,, s, = @ 5, if and only if &7 accepts on inpuy.

Notice that, for the sake of readability, the game structiged in the reduction does not respect the
requirement that, in every location, the first action of gvagent is thedo-nothingaction, which does
not consume or produce resources. Nevertheless, thisiomidees not affect the correctness of our
reduction, that can be easily adapted using a game strdaliitling the above requirement.

Theorem 1 Model checking®RB-ATL is EXPTIME-hard even assuming n and r constant.

Let us stress that the above reduction makes use of a constauter of agents and resources, while
the digit size ofM (the maximum value occurring i) is linear in the size of the tape configuration.
This is consistent with the complexity of the algorithm ir], [#hich remains exponential even if we
consider a constant number of agents and resources as input.

Corollary 1 The model checking problem fBRB-ATL is EXPTIME-complete.

4.3 Another reduction.

As noted at the beginning of Sectibh 4, it is possible to exbin more reductions according to which
two parameters, out of three, are assumed constant. Inltbeiftg, we briefly outline how to obtain a
reduction from the acceptance problem f&-ATM, whenn andM are constant.

This reduction is simpler than the previous. Here the emzpdf the tape is obtained using a number
of resources which is linear in the length of the tape. |kebe the length of the tape, we use 2 sets of
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—10i, +100
+1pR, — 1R

to_zero(r) assign(ipR) to_zeroug)

~{ I—(

—1t, +1f

assign(ty)

- 9=

—(Max—9) 1
+(Max—9) T —Maxi +Maxi
+1r,—1r
—1i,+1i
(a) Moduleadd(u , p). (b) Modulediv_10(ug).
—MaxmT +Maxp
—1u,+1g —Maxp +Max
—Max +Max
—1p,+1p
—Max@r +Max ~
—1p,+1p

—1p,+1g

(c) Modulechoosenextstatefu).

Figure 5: Encoding of the modufhift_right - part Il.

Is| Is|

|s| resource variables, namelyLl,uLz,...,uL and ué,ué,...,uR , plus the resource variabje. Each
variable encodes the content of a tape cell: varigblencodes the content of the head cell, while, for
eachi, the variableu,i_ (resp.,u‘R) encodes the content of tlth cell on the left (resp., right) of the tape
cell. Notice that, since there are finitely many possiblaigalfor a tape cell, the value df is upper
bounded. Now, the encoding of the set of instructions matchi full state(q,A) of aLB-ATM is the
same used for the previous reduction and depicted in Figuxewertheless, the encoding of the module
move which encodes the shift (to right or to left) of the head, lighdly different. In Figurel ¥, the
sub-modules encoding the operation “shift to right” areickel. Essentially, the value of the variable
representing a cell is transmitted to the variable reptesgthe cell on the right, and the next location
reached on the game structure is set according to the vaitexlsin the current head cell (after the shift
operation). The encoding of the operation “shift to leftimside analogously.

Theorem 2 Model checking®RB-ATL is EXPTIME-hard even assuming n and M constant.

5 Discussion

In this paper we have presented a formalism which is venaBlgtto model properties of multi-agent
systems when the agents share resources and the need afgnanidunbounded consumption of such
resources is crucial. Within our framework it is possiblééep trace of a real global availability of the

—Max@g —Maxi
—Maxp. —Maxt assignfy , lv) assignft,hy) assignfig, rv)

Figure 6: Preliminary step of the reductidg, f, andr, encode the input tape configuration).
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ass@n(ﬂ 5‘ 1 ass@n(AH L H 2) a55|gny,_ u,_) aSS|gan )

( assignft, uR) aSS|gnpR, uR) as&gnp‘ 1 ‘

Figure 7: Encoding of the modughift_right.

resources, used by both the proponent and opponent playeiding thus unrealistic situations in which
an unbounded quantity of resources is used in a game.

The technical focus of the paper has been on the complexityeahodel checking problem, and we
proved that it is EXPTIME complete (recall that also for slexgormalism this problem is in EXPTIME,
though the lower bound is not known). Other problems of ggeexist in the context of multi-agents
system verification. The most important one is tb&chability problemthat is the problem of determin-
ing whether a team, with a given amount of money and a givdialigjlobal resource availability, has a
strategy to force the execution of the system to reach a doaation. More precisely, the reachability
problem for a teanf on a priced game structuf@is a particular instance of the model checking prob-
lem, namely the problem of verifying the truth at the initanfiguration ofG of aPRB-ATL formula of

the k|nd<(A$>><>p, for a teamA, a money endowmergt andp € IN. An upper bound on the complexity
of this problem is clearly given by the algorithm for solvitige model checking problem f&{RB-ATL.
Let us observe that the reductions given in sedtion 4 appgly &l the reachability problem, since the

formula used there wag, ¢, = (<A§>><>p, thus we have the following corollary.
Corollary 2 The reachability problem foPRB-ATL is EXPTIME-complete.

One of the novelties of our logic is th#te resource productiors allowed in the actions, though
with some limitations. Model checking and reachability ldemms seem both to be simpler in the case
one restricts our formalism by considering agent actioasd¢annot produce resources. The reachability
problem is indeed NP-hard in this case: it immediately fedrom a result in[[11], when the number
of agents is not constant. Anyway, we can prove the NP-hardfoe just two agents using a reduction
from 3-SAT (due to lack of space we omit here the proof). Thelehahecking problem, instead, turns
out to be PSPACE-hard, since the reduction from QBF problamngin [9] works also in this case,
when actions cannot produce resources. ObservePRBtATL with this restriction is again different
from other formalisms in literature, mainly for the poskthiof tracking resources avalability and for
considering shared resources.

Finally, we want to note that also the more general probleaied optimal coalition problemis
EXPTIME-complete (the upper bound was shownl[ih [9]). It is8 ffroblem of finding optimal (with
respect to a suitable cost function) coalitions that areblpto satisfy a g[veparametricPRB-ATL

formula, that is, @RB-ATL formula in whichparametric team operator&X®)) may occur in place of

the classical team operatoféA®)). One could also investigate other optimization problemse fost
interesting is, perhaps, to consider the money availghilitt as an input of the problem, but rather as
a parameter to minimize, that is to establish how much moaet agent should be provided with, to
perform a given task.

Further research directions concern the study of varidrtsedogic. First, one can consider exten-
sions based on the full alternating-time temporal langusbe’, as already done in[6], and its fragment
ATL™.
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