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Preface

The workshop on Declarative Agent Languages and Technologies (DALT), in
its seventh edition this year, is about investigating, studying, and using the
declarative paradigm in agent and in multi-agent systems. As one of the well-
established workshops in the multi-agent systems area, DALT aims at providing
a forum for researchers interested in linking theory to practical applications by
combining declarative and formal approaches with engineering and technology
aspects of agents and multi-agent systems. The purpose of the DALT workshop
is both to advance research on declarative approaches and technologies for agent
systems and to foster the scientific exchange among researchers, practitioners,
and engineers interested in building complex and practical agent-based systems.

Specification, verification, and validation of agents and multi-agent systems
using different formal techniques, such as computational logics, model check-
ing, constraint logic, game theory, and semantic models, along with evaluation
of declarative approaches and industrial experiences are the key issues DALT
aims to promote. Moreover, DALT has traditionally fostered the development of
declarative approaches to engineering agent-based systems. This theme is driven
by important application areas, such as the semantic web and service-oriented
computing, security, and electronic contracting. We are interested in the foun-
dations, methodologies and techniques for building such systems, in reports on
experiences gathered in using them, and in experimental studies analysing their
performance.

In the tradition of DALT, the 2009 meeting is being held as a satellite work-
shop of AAMAS 2009, the 8th International Joint Conference on Autonomous
Agents and Multiagent Systems, in Budapest, Hungary. Following the success
of DALT 2003 in Melbourne (LNAT 2990), DALT 2004 in New York (LNAI
3476), DALT 2005 in Utrecht (LNAI 3904), DALT 2006 in Hakodate (LNAI
4327), DALT 2007 in Honolulu (LNAT 4897), DALT 2008 in Estoril (LNAI 5397),
DALT will aim at providing a discussion forum to both (i) support the trans-
fer of declarative paradigms and techniques to the broader community of agent
researchers and practitioners, and (ii) to bring the issue of designing complex
agent systems to the attention of researchers working on declarative languages
and technologies.

This edition of DALT received seventeen high quality submissions, describing
works by researchers coming from 12 different countries, eleven of which have
been selected by the Programme Committee and are included in this volume.
Each paper received at least three reviews in order to supply the authors with
helpful feedback that could stimulate the research as well as foster discussion.
DALT 2009 post-proceedings will appear soon as a volume in the Lecture Notes
in Artificial Intelligence by Springer.

We would like to thank all authors for their contributions, the members of
the Steering Committee for the valuable suggestions and support, and the mem-
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bers of the Programme Committee for their excellent work during the reviewing
phase.
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Unifying the intentional and institutional
semantics of speech acts

Carole Adam', Andreas Herzig?, Dominique Longin?, and Vincent Louis

! RMIT University, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
carole.adam.rmit@gmail.com
2 IRIT, Toulouse, France
firstname.surname@irit.fr

Abstract. Research about the semantics of agent communication lan-
guages traditionally sees the opposition between the mentalist and social
approaches. In this paper we adopt a mixed approach since we propose a
logical framework allowing us to express both the intentional and insti-
tutional dimensions of a communicative action. We use this framework
to give a semantics for some speech acts representing each of Searle’s
categories except expressives. This semantics relaxes the criticized con-
straints imposed in FIPA-ACL and also extends this standard with new
speech acts and new institutional features to characterise them. It has
been implemented in an extension of the Semantic Add-on for the JADE
agent development platform, and used in an industrial application in the
context of automated B2B exchanges.

1 Introduction

Designing efficient Agent Communication Languages is an essential issue in
Multi-Agent Systems in order to standardise exchanges between the agents.
Research about the semantics of agent communication languages sees the sub-
scribers of the social approach [17,8,27] criticize mentalist approaches [24, 15]
for only grounding on the agents’ private mental attitudes. But one can sim-
ilarly reproach to social approaches to provide a semantics only based on the
agents’ public commitments, independently of their mental attitudes. Now these
“social attitudes” are mainly descriptive, while mental attitudes allow one to
predict the agents’ behaviour. Moreover mental attitudes allow agents to rea-
son about social notions. It is thus essential to consider both mental and social
attitudes. Some researchers thus propose a mixed approach based both on pub-
lic and private aspects [18]. But they do not formalise institutional speech acts
like declarations. Now such speech acts are essential in new application fields
involving communication about norms, roles or powers of agents, for instance in
electronic commerce or automated business to business exchanges.

In this paper we thus want to propose an alternative to the well-known stan-
dard of agent communication language FIPA-ACL [16] through the following
changes: relaxed feasibility preconditions to allow a more flexible utilisation of



the speech acts in various contexts; new institutional speech acts like declara-
tions and promises; and an institutional interpretation of speech acts coupled
with their classical intentional interpretation. Therefore we adapt an existing
logical framework for the formalisation of institutional notions like roles, powers
and norms [10]. We then formalise in this logical framework the institutional in-
terpretation of some specific communicative actions, each one representing one
of Searle’s categories of speech acts (except expressive ones) [25]. Our notion
of institution is very large (it is a set of rules and facts adopted by a group of
agents, like the rules of a game, or the laws of a country) and covers formal,
legal institutions as well as informal ones (social rules in a group...).

The paper is structured as follow. Section 2 discusses some other social se-
mantics of speech acts. Section 3 briefly describes the syntax, semantics and
axiomatics of our logical framework. The core of the paper (Section 4) is dedi-
cated to the unified semantics of speech acts. We are then able to compare our
semantics of ACL with some related ones in more details (Section 5). Finally we
conclude about the future prospects opened by this work (Section 6).

2 State of the art

The mentalist approach consists in grounding the semantics of speech acts on
the agents’ internal mental attitudes. These are represented by belief, desire and
intention modalities provided by BDI logics, that are classically used to formalise
the reasoning of autonomous agents [23, 28|. This resulted in the design of several
standards of agent communication languages like KQML [15] or FIPA [16], this
latter one grounding on Sadek’s rational interaction theory [24].

These approaches were criticised a lot for being only based on private con-
cepts (mental attitudes) instead of public verifiable notions (like commitments).
Therefore some work exist aiming at enriching BDI logics with deontic operators
like obligation [13, 3] or with institutional operators like count as or institutional
power [21], in order to formalise the institutional interpretation of speech acts
exchanged by the agents. In previous work we used such an extended BDI frame-
work to express the semantics of speech acts with institutional effects [11] but
we were limited to declarative speech acts, and the intentional and institutional
dimensions were quite blended.

Various other work aims at providing an institutional semantics for speech
acts. For example Dignum and Weigand [14] propose a logical framework com-
bining illocutionary and deontic logic to study and model the norms result-
ing from communication between agents; however, they only consider directive
speech acts. Boella et al. [1] propose a role-based semantics allowing them to
combine social commitments and mental attitudes to express the semantics of
speech acts in the context of persuasion dialogues. Actually they rewrite the
FIPA feasibility precondition and rational effects of speech acts but replace the
private mental attitudes involved by public mental attitudes attributed to the
agents’ roles instead of the individual agents. This solves the flaw of mentalist
approaches, criticised for grounding on unverifiable mental attitudes, but finally



there is no distinct institutional interpretation of speech acts, that could differ
from one institution to another. In the following subsections we give some details
about two approaches: Fornara and Colombetti’s approach based on the notion
of commitments, and Lorini et al. 's approach based on the notion of acceptance.

2.1 Fornara and Colombetti: semantics in terms of social
commitments

As opposed to the mentalist approach, the social one [26,27, 8] assumes that
private mental attitudes are not verifiable and thus grounds on the concept of
public (thus verifiable) commitments [7] to express the semantics of speech acts.
All the commitments taken by the agents are stored for possible future reference.
The semantics of speech acts is expressed only in terms of such commitments.

For example Fornara and Colombetti [17] ground on Castelfranchi’s notion
of commitment [7] to define a library of communicative acts. From the classifi-
cation of speech acts into four categories (assertives, directives, commissives and
declaratives) inspired from Searle’s work [25], they redefine for each category
the semantics of its speech acts in terms of social commitments. Thanks to this
library, they provide a communication tool based on social commitments, alter-
native to the FIPA-ACL standard. This tools allows rational agents to reason
about the underlying rules of communication and to respect them in order for
the system to behave well.

However they are limited to the institutional dimension of speech acts and
neglect their relations with the agents’ mental attitudes. Yet agents must be
able to reason autonomously about the institution before making their decision
to perform a given speech act. Moreover no specific institution is explicit in
their commitments, making it impossible to have various commitments in various
institutions; therefore it is also impossible for speech acts to have different effects
depending on the institution within which they are interpreted. For example the
action of nodding one’s head is interpreted in the context of French gestural
language as meaning “yes”, while in the context of Bulgarian gestural language
it is interpreted as meaning “no”.

2.2 Lorini et al. : semantics in terms of group acceptance

Lorini et al. [22] define a new semantics for speech acts using Gaudou et al. ’s
Acceptance Logic [19]. &7 is a modal logic extended with the notion of ac-
ceptance, representing what a group of agents willingly accept to consider as
true (even if some (or all) members of the group believe the opposite) in a given
institutional context (and that they can refuse in another context). Acceptances
influence the agents’ behaviour and utterances in this institutional context. They
are represented with the operator [C : 2]y reading “agents in group C accept that
¢ while functioning as members of this group in the institutional context z”.
Institutional notions are not primitive but defined from this notion of accep-
tance. Thereby institutional facts (facts that are only valid in an institutional
context, but not objectively valid) are considered to be equivalent to a group



acceptance in all groups of agents while they function in the considered institu-
tional context. This strong link assumed between acceptance and institutional
facts may be a particular rule of the specific “ordinary communication” institu-
tion but cannot be generalised to all institutions, particularly legal ones.

The authors then consider the speech act Promise in the institutional context
of Ordinary Communication (OC). According to them, if ¢ informs j that he is
going to perform action « for him, and j intends ¢ to perform this action for him,
this counts as a promise at the next instant. The consequence of this promise
is that ¢ is obliged to perform action « for j. Moreover the acceptance by these
two agents ¢ and j while functioning as a group in institution OC' that ¢ has
promised to perform action « for j and that j intends him to do so implies
a social commitment of ¢ towards j to perform « for him. This framework is
interesting but Lorini et al. have only formalised the promise yet. Moreover they
do not seem to make a clear distinction between the intentional and institutional
preconditions to perform a speech act.

3 Our logical framework

We adapt here an existing logical framework for norms, institutional powers and
roles defined in [10]. It is a multi-modal logic with modal operators of belief,
intention, obligation, institutional facts and consequences, and action.

3.1 Syntax

Let AGT = {i,j,...} be a finite set of agents. Let ACT = {a, ...} be the set
of actions. We suppose that some actions in ACT are of the form i:c, where ¢
is the author of action « (the agent who performs it). Let ATM = {p,q,...}
be the set of atomic formulas. Let INST = {s,t,...} be the set of institutions.
Complex formulas are denoted by ¢, ... The language of our logic is defined by
the following BNF grammar:

@ == pl=ele V| Bip| ChiplLip| Dsple =5 @| Oplbefore, plafter ¢

where p ranges over AT M, a over ACT, i over AGT, and s over INST. The
classical boolean connectives A, —, <>, T (tautology) and L (contradiction) are
defined from V and — in the usual manner. The operators donesp, happens ,p,
Py, Fyp and power(i, s, p, a,1) will be defined as abbreviations.

3.2 Semantics and axiomatics

We only give here the informal meanings of our operators. It is sufficient to know
that they have a Kripke semantics in terms of possible worlds. We also give some
useful axioms. This framework is adapted from Demolombe and Louis’ logic of
norms, roles and institutional powers [10]. But please notice that actually, the
details of the semantics of operators is not important, and any other institutional
logic would work.



Belief, intention and action B;p means that agent i believes that p. Ch;p
means that agent ¢ prefers p to be true. These two normal operators have a
standard K D45 axiomatics. I;p means that agent i intends that p. Its axiomatics
is that defined for FIPA by Sadek [24]. In particular intention is linked with belief
by the following mix axioms:

— introspection: I;p < B;Lip
— automatic dropping of achieved intentions: I;p — —B;p

before, and after, are normal modal operators defined in standard tense
logic in linear time version [6]. done,p = —before,—p means that action « has
just been performed, and ¢ was true before. happens,p = —after,—¢p means
that action « is about to be performed and ¢ will be true just after.

Institutional modalities Finally this framework also provides some specific
operators to formalise institutional concepts. These operators have a parameter
s specifying the institution within which they are valid. Here we consider an
institution as a set of institutional facts and rules that a group of agents (the
“members” of this institution) adopt. This is a general view that can account
for various institutional contexts, be they formal institutions or informal ones:
the law of a country, a contract between two parties in a business relationship,
a social structure, the rules of a game...

An institutional fact is a fact that is recognised to be valid in the context of
a given institution, but that can make no sense in itself; i.e. it is not a physically
observable fact (what Searle calls a “brute fact”) but something written in the
registry of this institution. For example the fact that two people are married, or
that one is authorised to drive a truck, is only valid w.r.t. the law of a country;
all deontic fact should also be encapsulated in an institutional fact to make the
institution in which they hold explicit. We represent these institutional facts
with the operator Ds;¢ meaning that for institution s, it is officially established
that ¢ holds. In particular if ¢ is an agent’s mental attitude, then Dsp can be
understood as this agent’s commitment (either a propositional commitment if ¢
is a belief, or a commitment in action if ¢ is an intention).

Institutional facts can be deduced from other facts thanks to the rules of
the institution. For example the presentation of an invoice by a provider to his
client counts as an obligation for the client to pay it. The existence of the invoice
is physically observable, while the obligation is only valid in an institutional
context. We represent these normative consequences with the primitive operator
p =5 ¢, meaning that according to the norms holding in institution s, p entails q.
This operator is known in the literature as count as, and has been first formalised
by Sergot and Jones [21]. The following mix axioms explicit the link between
institutional facts and normative consequences:

(p=sv) = Ds(p — 1) (SD)
(p=s¢) = (¢ — Dsp) (5C)



From these axioms and the properties of D, (see [10, p.8] for details) we can
deduce:

(p=s¥) = (p — Ds¥p) (SP)

A particular case of normative consequence concerns the consequences of
the performance of an official procedure. Actually some agents can have the
power when performing a given procedure under some conditions to create new
institutional facts. We represent these institutional powers as an abbreviation
power (i, s, cond, o, p) = ((done;.o T Acond) =5 ¢). Intuitively this means that ¢
has the power in institution s, by performing action a and if condition cond holds,
to see to it that ¢ becomes officially true in institution s. For example a mayor
has the power in the law of the French Republic, by performing a declaration,
and on condition that the two people agree, to marry them. Obviously these
powers result from the agent’s role in the institution, but this is not the focus
of this paper so we will not remind how roles are formalised in the original
framework (the interested reader can refer to [10] for details on this point).

Deontic modalities We have a modality for impersonal obligation to be: O¢p
reads “it is obligatory that ¢”, and its axiomatic is that of the Standard Deontic
Logic [20], that is K D. Obligations to do can be expressed as obligations to be in
a state where the obliged action has been performed. Obligations are impersonal
since no agent is explicitly responsible for their fulfilment, but such an agent
can implicitly appear in their content. For instance Odone;., T means that it is
obligatory (for no one in particular) to be in a state where ¢ has just performed
action «; this can be understood as “i has the obligation to perform action «”.

Permissions and interdiction are defined from obligations in a standard way:
Py = -O—p means that it is permitted that ¢, and F¢o = O—-¢ means that it
is forbidden that ¢.

Please notice that no institution is explicit as a parameter of this obligation
modality. But such obligations will be encapsulated in institutional facts to ex-
press the institution in which they are valid. For example D, O¢ means that “in
institution s, it is obligatory that ¢”.

4 Semantics of speech acts

4.1 Preliminary remarks

Intentional and institutional dimensions The FIPA-ACL standard [16] de-
fines features allowing one to give an intentional dimension to the observation
and interpretation of a communicative action: the feasibility precondition (the
appropriate mental attitudes to perform the speech act) and the rational effect
(this is a formula ¢ representing the content of the speaker i’s intention that he
intends the receiver j to know; so the performance of the speech act allows any
observer k to deduce this corresponding intentional effect: ByI; B;1;¢). Please



notice that the performance of the speech act does not automatically allow one
to deduce its rational effect, but only its intentional effect, meaning that any
agent k believes that the speaker 7 intends the hearer j to recognize its (i’s) in-
tention to achieve the rational effect ¢. However, nothing ensures that ¢ indeed
achieves ¢, his speech act may fail, for example the hearer may not obey an
order, or may not believe an assertion. Thus the rational effect can only be de-
duced under some constraining hypotheses such as the sincerity and competence
hypotheses used in FIPA.

In a similar way, we want to provide here the institutional dimension of
the observation and interpretation of a communicative action relative to one or
several institutions. This institutional interpretation is composed of the following
features:

— a permission condition that is necessary and sufficient for the speaker to be
allowed to perform this speech act;

— a power condition that also needs to be true for the speech act to have an
institutional effect;

— an explicit institutional effect that is obtained when the speech act is per-
formed while permission and power conditions were true.

We will thus be able to combine the intentional and institutional dimensions
of communicative actions (formalised as speech acts [25]), both essential to fully
characterise their interpretation. Lorini et al. have also investigated such a uni-
fied approach but they have only formalised the interpretation of a promise in
the context of ordinary communication; we aim at being much more generic.
In particular we formalise one speech act from each of Searle’s categories of
illocutionary forces, except the expressive one.

Actually we have relaxed some of the (widely criticised) strong constraints
imposed by FIPA-ACL semantics on the appropriate context of performance of
speech acts. Instead of imposing these conditions as strong constraints, we have
moved them into the permission preconditions of the speech act. The agents
are thus physically able to disobey these constraints, but it is forbidden by the
interaction norms, and they may incur sanctions for such violations.

Notations In the sequel we use the following abbreviations:

— FP = feasibility preconditions

— RE = rational effect

PermC = (institutional) permission condition
— PowC = power condition

— EE = institutional explicit effect

Speech acts are actions of the form Force(sp, ad, inst, content) where sp €
AGT is the speaker, ad € AGT is the addressee, inst € INST is the institutional
context, content is the propositional content and can be any formula of our lan-
guage, and Force € {inform,promise,command, declare} is the illocutionary
force.



Action laws We now explain how the intentional and institutional dimensions
of actions interact by providing the action laws governing the performance of
speech acts.

We notice that F'P is a factual executability precondition, while PermC
is an ideal one. But even ideal worlds are submitted to physical world laws,
i.e. PermC' is not sufficient for the action to be executable, F'P also has to be
true. For example a mayor has the permission to marry people by making a
declaration, but the declaration must be executable; thus if he is voiceless one
day, he will be unable to marry anyone.

We thus have the following executability laws. The factual executability law
(FEL,) means that an action happens iff its feasibility precondition is true and
the agent chooses to perform it. The ideal executability law (IEL,) means that
ideally, an action should happen iff it is permitted and feasible.

happens, T < (FP(a) A Ch;happens,.,T) (FEL,)

O(happens, T — PermC(«)) (IELy)

We also have the following effect laws. The rational effect law (REL,) means
that if the power precondition of an action is false, then only its rational effect
can be deduced after its performance. The power effect law (PEL,) means that

if the power condition of an action is true, then both its rational and institutional
effects can be deduced after its performance.

—PowC(a) — after ,RE(«) (REL,)
PowC(«) — after ,RE(a) A\ EE(c) (PEL,)

From these laws we can deduce the following theorems clarifying the factual
executability and effects of o depending on the different combinations of its
feasibility and power preconditions. If FP(«) is false then « is not executable.

-FP(«) — after,, L

If FP(«) is true but PowC'(«) is false, v is about to happen after which its
rational effect will be true.

(FP(a) A =PowC(«)) — (happens, T A after ,RE(x))

Finally if both FP(«) and PowC(«) are true, « is about to happen after
which both its rational and institutional effects will be true.

(FP(a) A PowC () — (happens, T A after,(RE(o) A EE(w)))

4.2 Assertives: inform

The assertive speech act Inform commits the speaker to the truth of a proposi-
tion. The notation inform(i, j, s, ¢) reads “agent i informs j in institution s that
@ is true”.



Intentional interpretation As we said before we have relaxed FIPA con-
straints on the executability of speech acts. We thus impose no feasibility pre-
condition here.

FP(inform(i,j,s,p)) =T

The rational effect (the content of the speaker i’s intention that he intends
the receiver j to know) is that j believes the promised proposition ¢ to be true:

RE(inform(i,j,s,¢)) = Bjp

Institutional interpretation The permission precondition to inform j that
® in institution s includes the constraints removed from the factual feasibility
preconditions: the speaker should not believe that the hearer already knows if
¢, and he should not be already committed on —¢ in the same institution.

PermC'(inform(i,j, s, ¢)) = = DsB; Bifjo A ~DsBi—p

Now the institutional effect of Inform is to retract possible opposite commit-
ments contracted before and to assert a new commitment on ¢. Indeed, even
if agent i was previously committed on —¢ (and therefore was not permitted
to inform anyone that ¢), he may violate that obligation. But these two com-
mitments are inconsistent so the previous one must be retracted while asserting
the new contradictory one. Though one can still detect that the opposite com-
mitment was true when ¢ performed the action and that he has thus violated
the rules of the institution. Actually due to the seriality of Dy we have that
DsB;p — —DsB;—. So the explicit institutional effect of inform is the new
commitment:

EE((inform(i, j, s, p)) = DsBip

This effect is always obtained and does not depend on particular powers of
i, so the power condition is trivial.

PowC (inform(i, j,s,¢)) =T

Example For example in the context of B2B exchanges, if a provider sends
his catalogue to a client, this counts as information about the prices given in
this catalogue. As an effect of this action, the provider is thus committed to
these prices during the validity of his catalogue. In the specific institution s
constituted by the contract between the provider and the client, we assume
that we have a specific rule forbidding to contradict one’s commitments, which
takes the form DsO(D,B;p — after,DsB;p), for every speech act a, where p is
the proposition denoting that the price is 100. This means that in institution
s, it is obligatory that if an agent ¢ is committed to believe that the price
of an item is 100, then after any speech act he is still committed to this (in
other words it is forbidden to retract this commitment by any speech act). From
this we can deduce that the provider is obliged to respect the given prices,
i.e. DsO(DsB;p — after , form(i,j,s,~p)-L) (it is obligatory that if i is committed
to p, then the action of informing any agent j that —p is not feasible).



4.3 Commissives: promise to

This commissive speech act commits the speaker on a course of action. The
notation promise-to(i,j, s, ) reads “i promises to j in institution s to perform
action o”.

Intentional interpretation We begin with specifying the intentional dimen-
sion of this speech act, that is not given in FIPA-ACL. A promise-to is feasible
if the speaker believes that the hearer intends him to perform the concerned
action®. For example it makes no sense that a child promises to his father to
play, while it makes sense to promise him to make his schoolwork. So:

FP(promise-to(i,j,s,a)) = B;Ijdone, T

The rational effect pursued by the speaker is that the hearer be aware of his
intention to perform the promised action:

RE(promise-to(i,j, s,«)) = BjI;done;.q T

Institutional interpretation In an institutional context s, this promise to
perform an action « is permitted on condition that the action i:«v is not explicitly
forbidden itself. So the permission precondition is the following:

PermC (promise-to(i,j, s,«)) = =Ds O=happens,., T

The institutional effect consists in ratifying in institution s the speaker’s
intention to perform action «; so after promise-to(i, j, s, «) the speaker has stored
in the registry of s its intention to perform c, which is similar to him being
committed in s to this course of action.

EE (promise-to(i,j,s,a)) = Dslidone;.q T

This is thus similar to the inform(i,j, s, ») speech act except that a promise
stores a commitment in action while an inform stores a propositional commit-
ment.
There is no power precondition, so the institutional effect of a promise is
always reached.
PowC(promise-to(i,j,s,a)) =T

Example A client ¢ promises to pay his provider p once the ordered goods
have been delivered. The action to pay is denoted by e, This promise is valid
in the context of a B2B exchange contract, that is a particular institution de-
noted b2b here. So this promise is formalised as: promise(c, p, b2b, apqy). This
promise is permitted since obviously the promised action to pay is not forbid-
den: = Dyg, O—happens apay | So when the client receives the delivery, his promise
allows to deduce his commitment (ratified intention) to pay: Dygpl.doneca,,, T,
that is the institutional effect of this speech act.

3 Please notice that threats such as “I promise that I will kill you” cannot be considered
as promises in the sense of Searle.
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4.4 Directives: command

This directive speech act is an attempt from the speaker to make the hearer
perform some action. The notation command(i,j, s, a, cond) reads “i orders to
7 in institution s, in virtue of condition cond, to perform action o’.

Intentional interpretation According to the FIPA-ACL semantics, a request
is feasible only if the speaker does not believe the hearer to already intend to
perform the commanded action, and does believe that the part of the feasibility
preconditions of the commanded action that concerns him (i.e. that are his
mental attitudes) are valid. Here we consider that when « is an action of agent
j then FP(a) is of the form FP;(«) A FP;(c) where the former is “i’s part of
FP(a)” (similar to FIPA-ACL notation FP(«)[#\j], that is the part of FP(«)
that are mental attitudes of agent 7). But we do not impose this constraint on
the feasibility of « as a feasibility precondition of the command, but rather as a
permission precondition. So:

FP(command(i,j, s,a, cond)) =T

The rational effect of a command (i.e. the effect that ¢ intends j to believe that
i intends to achieve) is that j has performed the commanded action:

RE(command(i,j, s, a, cond)) = donej.o T

Institutional interpretation The permission precondition to command some-
one to perform an action is to be empowered to do so, i.e. to dispose of the
institutional power to create the obligation to perform the commanded action
by commanding it, and to validate the condition of this power, that is an explicit
attribute cond of this directive speech act. An additional permission precondi-
tion is the constraint coming from FIPA feasibility precondition that we relaxed,
that is that th part of the feasibility preconditions of « that depends on 7 hold
(one should not command someone to perform an action whose preconditions
are made false by his own mental attitudes).

PermC(command(i,j, s, «, cond)) =

cond A power(i, s, cond, command(i, j, s, o, cond), Odone;.o T) A FP;(c)

The explicit institutional effect of this power is to create two new institutional
facts, corresponding to the obligation for j to perform «, and the recording
of j’s knowledge of his obligation. Actually this obligation could exist before,
and in this case the command corresponds to a notification; but it can also be
created from scratch by the command (see the examples in the next paragraph
for clarification).

EE(command(i,j, s, o, cond)) = DsOdone;.o T A DsBjOdonej.q T
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Example For example a parent can command his children to clean his room.
In this case, the action becomes obligatory through the command, because of
the parent’s authority over his son (that is the condition of his power). Simi-
larly a professor commanding his students to make some schoolwork creates the
obligation for them to do so, on the strength of his role of professor.

But an order does not necessarily create an obligation, and may just put in
focus an existing one. For example a bailiff can be sent to officially command an
uncooperative client to pay an invoice. In this case the obligation already exists
(and is attested by the invoice) so the bailiff only reminds the client of it*. He is
permitted to perform such a command in virtue of his role of bailiff and because
he is sent by the provider.

4.5 Declaratives: declare

This declarative speech act changes the institutional reality by creating a new
institutional fact. The notation declare(i,j, s, cond, p) reads “i declares to j in
institution s that given condition cond, the fact ¢ is now established”. The
condition usually bears upon the speaker’s role that empowers him to perform
such a declaration.

Intentional interpretation This intentional interpretation is partly inspired
from the intentional interpretation of an inform(i,j, s, Ds¢). The feasibility pre-
condition of a declaration is that the speaker does not believe the declared fact
to be already established (indeed a declaration must create a new institutional
fact). The rational effect (i.e. the intended effect) is the same as an inform about
Dsp, i.e. to make the hearer aware of this information. So:

FP(declare(i,j, s, cond, p)) = ~B; Dsp
RE(declare(i,j, s, cond, ¢)) = B; Dsg

Institutional interpretation The permission precondition to perform
declare(i, j, s, cond, @) is that i really has the power to establish the declared
fact ¢ by declaring it under the announced conditions cond. This power is lo-
cally granted by each specific institution to some agents depending on their role.
For example the French republic grants the mayors the right to pronounce two
people husband and wife, under the condition that they both consent to it. Thus
an ordinary agent who is not mayor does not have this power, so that he is not
allowed to pronounce marriages.

PermC (declare(i, j, s, cond, p)) =

power(i, s, cond, declare(i, j, s, cond, @), )
4 Actually this seems to be a notification rather than a command, but the aim is to
make the client behave, while the aim of a notification is only to make the receiver

officially aware of what is notified. In further work we expect to study into more
details the links between declarations, commands and notifications.
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The explicit effect of a declaration is to store the declared fact in the insti-
tution, as well as the fact that the hearer is officially aware of this fact.

EE(declare(i, j, s, cond, ¢)) = Dsp A D¢B; Dsp

This explicit effect is only obtained under the additional condition that cond
is valid:
PowC(declare(i, j, s, cond, )) = cond

Example For example a country can declare war to another one, by the voice
of its representative that is empowered to do so, and under some conditions
like the agreement of some counsellors. A mayor is empowered by its country
to pronounce weddings under some conditions that the people are of age and
consenting.

Citizens have to declare their income to the public treasury in order to cal-
culate the amount of tax that they will pay. This is a declaration since the effect
is a new institutional fact officially establishing one’s declared income as being
believed by him. Any citizen is empowered to do so. Moreover the law imposes
a constraint on the generated commitment, that is an obligation to believe this
income to be true. Thereby if the declared income was false the citizen is liable
for prosecution and sanctions.

4.6 Example of reasoning with our action laws

This example is situated in the context of a B2B exchange (in institution 52b)
between a buyer b and a seller s. The seller intends potential clients to know the
prices of his products, e.g. I;Byp. With our relaxed feasibility precondition, he
can use an assertive speech act whatever the context. Though if the buyer has
already been informed of the prices before (Dyzp Bs Byp), the seller is not permit-
ted to inform him again. Thus if he informs him anyway, according to IFL,, he
violates an obligation. This can be detected by other agents, and specific rules
of the institution may specify sanctions to compensate this. Being aware of such
pre-specified sanctions, an agent can deliberately choose to violate an obligation
if the intended outcome (here, that clients be aware of the seller’s offer) is more
important than the incurred sanction. This shows the importance of having both
intentional and institutional semantics of speech acts, to allow agents to reason
about the relative importance of their goals and their obligations, in order to
make an appropriate decision.

5 Detailed comparison with other work

In this section we compare our semantics of speech acts with those proposed by
Fornara and Colombetti, and by Lorini et al. (that we have presented above).
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5.1 Concept of commitment

We have shown before that what we mean by commitment in this work is a
ratified mental attitude, i.e. a mental attitude (belief or intention) stored in
the institution. This notion is similar to Fornara and Colombetti’s commitment,
that is also a public concept, except that we have not made explicit its creditor.
Actually the debtor is committed towards the whole institution, but an implicit
creditor can sometimes be found in the content ¢ of the commitment. For ex-
ample if agent ¢ promises to j to pay him, he commits himself to a proposition
involving agent j, expressing that j will be payed at some future instant. The
creditor can sometimes be found in the sanction associated with the violation of
the commitment, too; for example the obligation to pay damages to an agent.

Our notion of ratified mental attitude is also similar to Gaudou et al. ’s notion
of acceptance, because it must influence the agent’s behaviour and utterances.
Indeed, the agent’s ratified mental attitudes are mental attitudes that he has
expressed, that are stored in the institution, and to which he must conform
while subsequently acting and speaking, even if they are not consistent with his
real mental attitudes. For example an agent who promises that he has seen a
given movie must then be able to talk about it in order to be consistent with his
promise; if he is unable to narrate the end of the movie one can notice that he
is contradicting his commitment.

5.2 Notion of institution

By institution we mean a set of rules and facts that are adopted by a group of
agents (the members of the institution). This seems to be a more generic notion
than Lorini et al. ’s concept of informal institution, since it accounts for this
particular kind of institutions but also for various other ones: laws of a country,
rules of a game, contract between businesses, social norms of a culture... In
particular it allows to have institutional rules that are ignored by the members
of the institution, what is the case for law for example, since one cannot be aware
of the whole set of laws of his country, while he is one of its citizens. Fornara and
Colombetti do not make explicit the institutional context in which their speech
acts are interpreted, so we believe that they also consider a kind of “ordinary
communication” institutional context.

In our view informal institutions are described by a specific set of facts and
rules, determining their specific functioning. In particular the fact that all agents
must accept a fact for it to become institutional is a particular institutional law.
In other kinds of institutions, facts must be adopted by a majority of members
(voting to create a law or to elect the president for example), or the opinion
of one single member can suffice (the referee is always right). Thus we cannot
adopt such an hypothesis in our account. Indeed on the contrary we consider
the generic interpretation of speech acts in any institution s. More specific rules
can be additionally specified in each particular interpretation, but the object of
this paper is to identify for each category of speech acts the features that are
common to their institutional interpretations whatever the institutional context.
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6 Conclusion

In this work we have provided an expressive logical framework blending the
agents’ mental attitudes (beliefs, intentions) with their social attitudes (obli-
gations, institutional facts and powers...). To illustrate its expressivity, please
notice that our framework allows to represent some forms of contrary-to-duty
obligations-to-do. Such obligations take the form:

Oafter L — after ,Odonerepair, T

where repair, is the contrary-to-duty obligation associated to the violation of
the obligation to refrain from doing «. This means that if it is forbidden to
perform «, then after « it is obligatory to perform a repairing action repair,,.

We have then used this framework to provide a semantics for an agent com-
munication language based on FIPA-ACL but relaxing its widely criticised too
constraining feasibility conditions, and adding permission preconditions. This
way, agents can choose to perform forbidden speech acts but would then be
liable to sanctions in the corresponding institution. Our ACL semantics also
includes new speech acts (commissives and declaratives). It generalises existing
approaches by unifying the intentional and institutional dimensions in one single
framework, while strongly distinguishing them; moreover it allows to consider
various kinds of institutional contexts; finally it provides action laws taking both
dimensions into account.

In future work we intend to improve the institutional and intentional se-
mantics of speech acts by accounting for deadlines. Various researchers [4, 12, 9]
have shown that an important feature of obligations to perform an action is the
deadline before which this action must be performed, that is essential to be able
to assess the violation or fulfillment of such obligations. Though for the sake of
simplicity we have omitted deadlines in this paper. An idea to manage them in
future work could be to use existing formalisations of norms with deadlines, or
to ground on linear temporal logic with until and since operators [5].

Finally we would like to mention that our framework for the institutional
interpretation of speech acts has been successfully implemented into institutional
agents that have been used in a prototype of industrial application: a multi-agent
mediation platform for automated business to business exchanges [2].
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Abstract. We continue the work initiated in [1-3], where the acceptance
logic, a modal logic for modelling individual and collective acceptances
was introduced. This logic is aimed at capturing the concept of accep-
tance qua member of an institution as the kind of attitude that agents are
committed to when they are “functioning as members of an institution”.
Acceptance logic can also be used to model judgement aggregation: it
deals with how a collective acceptance of the members of an institution
about a certain fact ¢ is created from the individual acceptances of the
members of the institution. The contribution of this paper is to present
a tableau method for the logic of acceptance. The method automatically
decides whether a formula of the logic of acceptance is satisfiable thereby
providing an automated reasoning procedure for judgement aggregation
in the logic of acceptance.

Key words: Semantic tableaux method, acceptance logic, judgement
aggregation, discursive dilemma

1 Introduction

The notion of ‘acceptance’ has been extensively studied in philosophy and social
sciences where several authors have distinguished it from the classical notion of
belief (see [4-6] for instance). Other authors have been interested in studying the
foundational role of acceptance in the existence and in the dynamics of groups
and institutions. It has been stressed in [7] (see also [8]) that the existence and the
dynamics of an institution depend on the acceptances of the norms and the rules
of the institution by the members of the institution. For example, for a certain
norm to be a norm of institution x, all members of institution x must accept
such norm to be valid. This relationship between acceptance and institutions
was already emphasised in the philosophical doctrine of Legal Positivism [9].
According to Hart, the foundations of a normative system or institution consist
of adherence to, or acceptance of, an ultimate rule of recognition by which the
validity of any rule of the institution may be evaluated.*

In some recent works [1-3] we have presented a logical framework in which
such relationship between acceptances and institutions can be formally studied.

* In Hart’s theory, the rule of recognition is the rule which specifies the ultimate
criteria of validity in a legal system.
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We conceive institutions as rule-governed social practices on the background of
which the agents reason. For example, take the case of a game like Cluedo. The
institutional context is the rule-governed social practice which the agents con-
form to in order to be competent players and on the background of which agents
reason. In the context of Cluedo, an agent accepts that something has happened
qua player of Cluedo (e.g., the agent accepts that Mrs. Red is the murderer qua
player of Cluedo). Our logic is aimed at capturing the state of acceptance qua
member of an institution as the kind of acceptance one is committed to when
one is “functioning as a member of the institution” [7]. Moreover, it enables to
formalise the concept of ‘collective acceptance’ of groups of agents. Following [10,
7], we conceive a collective acceptance held by a set of agents G qua members of a
certain institution x as the kind of acceptance the agents in G are committed to
when they are “functioning together as members of this institution”. For exam-
ple, in the context of Greenpeace agents (collectively) accept that their mission
is to protect the Earth qua members of Greenpeace. The state of acceptance qua
members of Greenpeace is the kind of acceptance these agents are committed
to when they are functioning together as members of Greenpeace. Thus, in our
logical framework a collective acceptance by a set of agents G is based on the
identification of the agents in G as members of a certain institution (or group,
team, organisation, etc.) and on the fact that the agents in G recognise each
other as members of the same institution (or group, team, organisation, etc.).

More recently [11], we have shown that our logic of acceptance can also be
applied to modelling some interesting aspects of judgement aggregation. In the
logic of acceptance the problem of judgement aggregation is a particular case of
the problem of explaining how collective acceptance of the members of a certain
group about a certain fact ¢ is created from the individual acceptances of the
members of this group.

The contribution of this article is to present a tableau method for the logic of
acceptance we introduced in [1, 2]. The method automatically decides whether a
formula of the logic of acceptance is satisfiable thereby providing an automated
reasoning procedure for making judgement aggregation in modal logic.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. First, in Section 2 we
briefly present acceptance logic. Then, in Section 3 we present our tableau
method. In Section 4 we apply it to a classical scenario in judgment aggregation,
the so-called Discursive Dilemma [12,13]. And finally, Section 5 concludes.

2 Acceptance logic

The logic AL (Acceptance Logic) was introduced in [1,2]. It allows to express
that some agents identify themselves as members of a certain institution and
what (groups of) agents accept while functioning together as members of an
institution. The principles of AL clarify the relationships between individual
acceptance (acceptances of individual agents) and collective acceptance (accep-
tances of groups of agents).
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2.1 Syntax

Assume a finite non-empty set X of labels denoting institutional contexts, a
finite non-empty set IV of labels denoting agents and a countable set P of atomic
formulae. We use 2V* to denote the set 27V \ 0.

The language L1, of acceptance logic is the set of formulae ¢ defined by the
following BNF:

pu=p|lpleVel|Aaap
where p ranges over P, G ranges over 2V*, and x ranges over X.

The other classical Boolean connectives A, —, «<», T (tautology) and L (con-
tradiction) are defined using V and — in the usual manner. And for simplicity,
we write 4:x instead of {i}:x.

The formula Ag..¢ reads ‘the agents in G accept that ¢ while functioning
together as members of institution x’. For example, Ag:areenpeaceprotectEarth
expresses that the agents in G accept that the mission of Greenpeace is to
protect the Earth while functioning as activists in the context of Greenpeace;
and Ay cathotic Popelnfallible expresses that agent ¢ accepts that the Pope is
infallible while functioning as a Catholic in the context of the Catholic Church.

The same agent may accept contradictory propositions in two different con-
texts. For example, while functioning as a Catholic, agent i accepts that killing
is forbidden, and while functioning as a soldier i accepts that killing is allowed.

The formula Ag., L has to be read ‘agents in G are not functioning together
as members of institution z’. This means that we assume that functioning as a
member of an institution is, at least in this minimal sense, a rational activity.
Conversely, -Ag.. L has to be read ‘agents in G are functioning together as
members of institution x’. Thus, =Ag., L A Ag..p stands for ‘agents in G are
functioning together as members of institution x and they accept that ¢ while
functioning together as members of 2’ or simply ‘agents in G accept that ¢ qua
members of institution z’. This is a case of group acceptance. For the individual
case, the formula —A;, 1l A A;..¢ has to be read ‘agent i accepts that ¢ qua
member of institution z’.

2.2 Semantics and axiomatisation

We use a standard possible worlds semantics. Let the set of all pairs of non-empty
sets of agents and institutional contexts be A = {G:x | G € 2"* and z € X}. An
acceptance model is a triple (W, A4, V) where: W is a non-empty set of possible
worlds, A : A — W x W maps every G:x € A to a relation A(G:z) between
possible worlds in W and V : P — 2W is valuation function associating a set of
possible worlds V(p) C W to each atomic formula p of P.

Instead of A(G:x) we write Ag.,, and we use Ag.,(w) to denote the set
{w" | (w,w') € Ag.z}. Ag.x(w) is the set of worlds that is acceptable by the
agents in G while functioning together as members of institution x.

Given M = (W, A, V) and w € W, the pair (M, w) is a pointed acceptance
model. The satisfaction relation |= between formulae of £1, and pointed accep-
tance models (M, w) is defined as usual for atomic propositions, negation and
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disjunction. The satisfaction relation for acceptance operators is the following:
MwlE Aga.y it M,w' E o forall w € Ag..(w)

Validity of a formula ¢ (noted: |= ¢) is defined as usual.
The axiomatisation of AL is presented in Figure 1. As usual, the K-principles
are the axioms and inference rules of the basic modal logic K.

(K) All K-principles for the operators Ag..

(4*) AG:mQO s AH:yACv':m<;47 (lf H g G)
(5*) —\AG:I(P — AH;y_\AG:g_-SD (lf H g G)
(Il’lC) (_'AG:EJ— A AG:zS@) g AH:zQO (lf H - G)
(Una) AG:I( /\ AL:EQD - SO)

i€G

Fig. 1. Axiomatisation of acceptance logic.

Axioms 4% and 5% are introspection axioms: when the agents in a set G
function together as members of institution z then, for all y € X and all H C G,
the agents in H have access to all the facts that are accepted (or that are not
accepted) by the agents in G. In particular, if the agents in G (do not) accept that
 while functioning together as members of institution = then, while functioning
together as members of institution x, the agents of every subset H of G accept
that agents in G (do not) accept that ¢.

Axiom Inc says that, if the agents in G accept that ¢ gqua members of
institution z then every subset H of G accepts ¢ while functioning together as
members of institution x. This means that what is accepted by the agents in
G qua members of institution x are necessarily accepted by agents in all of G’s
subsets with respect to the same institutional context x. Axiom Inc describes
the top down process leading from G’s collective acceptance to the individual
acceptances of G’s members.

Axiom Una expresses a unanimity principle according to which the agents
in G, while functioning together as members of institution z, accept that if each
of them individually accepts that ¢ while functioning as member of x, then ¢
is the case. This axiom describes the bottom up process leading from individual
acceptances of the members of G to the collective acceptance of the group G.

In order to make our axioms valid we impose the following constraints on
acceptance models, for any world w € W, institutional context x € X, and
groups G, H € 2V* such that H C G:

(C.4x) if wy € Apy(w1) and w3 € Ag.o(w2) then ws € Ag.q(w1);
(C.5%) if wy € Apy(wy) and w3 € Ag.p(w1) then ws € Agiz (w2);
(CInc)  if Ag.e(w) # 0 then Ap.,(w) C Agis(w);
(

C.Una) if wy € Ag..(w1) then wy € U Az (w3).
i€G
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Axiom 4% corresponds to semantic constraint C.4x, Axiom 5% corresponds
to C.5%, Axiom Inc to C.Inc, and Una to C.Una (in the sense of correspon-
dence theory). We also note that C.4% and C.5x% together are equivalent to the
following semantic constraint: if wy € Ap.y(w1) then Agip(wi) = Ag.e(we).
Thus, the acceptance models considered here are exactly the same as proposed
in [1-3]. The theorem below has been shown in [2].

Theorem 1. The axiomatisation in Figure 1 is sound and complete with respect
to the class of acceptance models satisfying constraints C.4x, C.5%, C.Inc and
C.Una.

2.3 Discussion about the monotonicity principle

One may think that the following principle would be desirable in Acceptance
Logic:

which corresponds to semantic constraint: if Ag.,(w) # 0 then Ag.,.(w) # 0.
Principle Mon expresses a property of monotonicity about institution member-
ship. It was also discussed from a different perspective in our previous works on
Acceptance Logic [1,2].

We prefer not including Mon in the current version of AL because we are in-
terested in strong notions of ‘constituted group’ and ‘group identification’ which
are formally expressed by constructions —Ag., L. As we said above, =Ag., L
means “the agents in G are functioning together as members of the institution
x” or, stated differently, “G constitutes a group of members of the institution
x”. We suppose here that the latter sentences just express that: every agent in
G identifies himself as a member of institution x and recognizes G as a group of
members of institution z. Under this assumption, Mon is not valid. The follow-
ing example illustrates this point. Imagine that the eleven agents in {1,2,...,11}
constitute a football team (i.e. "Aq1 2, 11}:team L ). This means that every agent
in {1,2,...,11} identifies himself as a member of the football team and recog-
nizes {1,2,...,11} as a football team. This does not entail that {1,2,...,10}
constitute a football team (i.e. —Af12,...,10}:team - ). Indeed, it is not the case
that every agent in {1,2,...,10} recognizes {1,2,...,10} as a football team.
(Only ten players do not constitute a football team ).

It worth noting that Mon becomes a reasonable principle under a different
reading of the construction —Aq., L. Namely, suppose that —Ag., L just means:
every agent in G identifies himself as a member of institution x and recognises
every agent in the set of agents G as a member of institution x. Under this
assumption, =Ag., L should imply —Ag.,. L, for H C G.

3 The tableau method

In this section we present a proof method for AL that uses semantic tableaux. As
a typical tableaux method, given a formula ¢, it systematically tries to construct
a model for it. When it fails, ¢ is inconsistent and thus, its negation is valid.

21



Each formula in the tableau is prefixed by a natural number that stands for
a possible world in the model under construction, similar to the notion used by
Fitting ([14, Chapter 8§]).

Definition 1 (Labelled formula). A labelled formula is a pair of the form
(n, ) such that n € N and ¢ € Lar,.

Our method also builds the relations Ag., between possible worlds that form
the model. These relations are represented in tableau by means of arrows between
possible worlds, which are represented as triples of the form (G:z,n,n’). That
is, the tableau contains a set of labelled formulae and also a set of such triples,
as defined in the sequel.

Definition 2 (Branch). A branch is a pair of the form (L,S) such that L is
a set of labelled formulae and S C (A x N x N).

Definition 3 (Tableau). Let ¢ € La1,. A tableau for ¢ is a set of branches T
inductively defined as follows:

— T ={{{{0,¢)},0)}. This is called the initial tableau for .
= T =(T\{(L,9)}) U{(L1, 1), (L5, 53), - ., (L7, )}, where T is a tableau

for ¢ containing the branch (L,S) and each (L}, S}) is a branch generated

by one of the tableau rules defined below: (A more standard presentation of

some of these tableau rules is given in Figure 2.)

(R.7) If (n,——¢) € L then generate L} = LU {(n, )} and S7 = S.

(R.A) If {n, 1 A w2) € L then generate Ly = LU {(n,p1),{n,¢2)} and
Sp=5.

(R.V) If (n,~(p1Ap2)) € L then generate L) = LU{(n,—¢1)} and S7 = S;
and also Ly = LU {(n,~¢2)} and S5, =S.

(R.O) if (n,Ag.ap) € L and (G:z,n,n’) € S then generate L} = L U
{(n, @)} and 51 = S.

(R.Q) if (n,—Ag.p) € L then generate L} = LU {(n',—¢)} and S| =
SU{(G:x,n,n")}, for some n' that does not occur in L.

(R.4x%) if H C G and (H:y,n,n'y, (G:z,n’,n") € S then generate L} = L
and S7 = SU{(G:z,n,n")}.

(R.5%) If H C G and (H:y,n,n'), (G:z,n,n"") € S then generate L} = L
and S7 = SU{(G:z,n',n")}.

(RInc) If H C G and (H:x,n,n’) € S then generate L) = L and S} =
SU{(G:x,n,n")}; and also Ly = LU {(n,Ag.z L)} and S, =S.

(R.Una) IfG = {i1,...,ix} and (G:x,n,n’) € S then generate L} = L and
St =SuU{{ir}x,n/,n)}; Ly = L and S5, = SU {({iz}:z,n',n)}; ...;
L =L and S;, = SU{{{ix}:z,n',n')}.

Rules R.—, R.A and R.V work exactly as for classical propositional logic.
Rules R.0O and R.$ work exactly as for modal logic K, as proposed, e.g., in
[14]. The other rules are meant to ensure that the model to be created will be
an acceptance model. Tableau Rule R.4* implements semantic constraint C.4x,
Tableau Rule R.5% implements constraint C.5%, Rule R.Inc implements C.Inc
and R.Una implements C.Una.
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('I’L, AG:E(»D>; <GZ{E, n, TL,>

B0 (n', 0);

(R0) et for & new o’
(R.4%) : (H:y,:t(,cgilx):i(’;q;a,c/,)n/, n’) where H C G
(R.5%)  (H :y;’ ?an> n<an>” n’) where H C G
(RInc) ; (G:x,;éii]?ﬂ?A>G:xL); where H € G
(R.Una) (G, m, ) where G = {ir, .., ix}

s ({in bz, n/ n')‘. .. ‘; {ir}:z,n/,n')

Fig. 2. Tableau rules

Definition 4 (Closed tableau). The set of labelled formulae L is closed if
and only if {{n, ), (n,—p)} C L, for some n and ¢. A branch is closed if and
only if its set of labelled formulae is closed. A tableau is closed if and only if all
its branches are closed. A tableau is open if and only if it is not closed.

Ezample 1. Now, let us see how the method can be used to show that the for-
mula: (Ajj.zAuzp A AijiaAjizD) — Ajjipp is valid in acceptance logic. As we will
see, if there is a closed tableau for ¢, then no model satisfies ¢, which means
that —¢ is valid. Therefore, if we provide a closed tableau for the negation of
our formula above, we show its validity.

Such a tableau is given in Figure 3. Each line of the figure displays either
a labelled formula, an arrow or both, which are the elements of the tableau
branches. The number in parentheses on the left is used to identify the line.
On the right, also in parentheses, we find the rule that generated that line, and
what lines has been used in the application of such rule. For example, the labelled
formula and arrow in line 6 have been generated by the application of R.{, using
the labelled formula in line 3. Also, lines 9 and 11 have been generated by the
application of R.Una, using the arrow in line 6.

The input formula is in line 1 (we spelt out the abbreviations). The construc-
tion of the closed tableau started with the initial tableau for the input formula.
The latter corresponds to line 1 alone. Then, a new tableau has been generated
by the application of R.A using the labelled formula in line 1. The latter cor-
responds to lines 1 and 2 together, and so on. When R.Una has been applied
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using the arrow in line 6, it generated two branches. This is represented in the
figure by the vertical line dividing the tableau in two parts after line 8.

0, (AijizAiap A AijicAjiap) A = Aijiap

(1)
(2) 0,Aij:zAiiap A AijiaAjicp (R.A:1)
(3) 0,7Ajj.xp (R.A:1)
(4) 0, Asj:zAsap (R.A:2)
(5) 0, Asj:zAjizp (R.A:2)
(6) 1,—p ij:x2,0,1 (R.$ : 3)
(7)1, Asep (R.O:4,6)
(8) 1,Aj.zp (R.O:5,6)
9) i:z,1,1 (R.Una: 6)[(11) jiz,1,1 (R.Una: 6)
(10) 1,p (R.O:7,9) |(12) 1,p (R.O: 8,11)
closed (6,10) closed (6,12)

Fig. 3. A tableau for Example 1

Example 2. On the other hand, if no closed tableau for ¢ exists, then ¢ is satis-
fiable. Let us see what happens when we try to generate a closed tableau for the
formula: —A;.2p A Ajj.o—As..p which is satisfiable. This is done in Figure 4. Note
that one of the branches is closed. On the other hand, no rule can be applied
in the rightmost branch, which means that this tableau will remain open. On
the leftmost branch we have a rather different phenomenon. We can continue
applying the same set of rules indefinitely. This will generate more branches that
can be closed, but we can never close all of them. This means that we can also
consider such a branch as an open one.

We proceed by proving soundness of the method. But first we need yet an-
other definition.

Definition 5 (Satisfiable branch). The branch b = (L,S) is satisfiable if
and only if there exists an acceptance model M = (W, A, V) and a function
f N — W such that:

1. {f(n), f(n)) € Ag:z, for all (G:z,n,n’) € S; and
2. M, f(n) = ¢, for all (n,¢) € L.

Theorem 2 (Soundness). If there is a closed tableau for - then ¢ is valid.

Proof. We show that if ¢ is satisfiable then there is no closed tableau for ¢. It is
enough to show that all tableau rules preserve satisfiability. That is, it is enough
to show that: if the branch b = (L,S) is satisfiable then the set of branches
B = {b,...,b},} generated by any tableau rule contains a satisfiable branch.
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(1) _‘Ai::vp A Aijiz_‘Ai::vp
(2) 0,7Aszp (R.A:1)
(3) 0, AijiomAsiap (RA:1)
(4)1,-p 1:2,0,1 (R.O : 2)
(5) ij:x,0,1 (R.Inc : 4) (16) 0,A;5.2 L (R.Inc:4)
(6) 1,-A;zp (R.O: 3,5)
(7) ij:z,1,1 (R.5* : 5)
(8) 2,—p ix,1,2 (R.O : 6)
9) tj:x, 1,2 (RInc: 8) ((14) 1,A4..L (R.Inc:8)
(10) iji, 0,2 (Rodx : 4,9)[(15) 1, L (R.O:14,7)
(11) 2, -As2p (R.O: 3,10) closed (15)
(12) ij:ix,2,2 (R.5% : 9)
(13) 3,—p 1:2,2,3 (R.O : 11)

Fig. 4. A tableau for Example 2

Indeed, and to see that it is enough, suppose that bj is satisfiable and closed.
Then L) contains two labelled formulae (n, ) and (n, =p). Because b] is satisfi-
able, there exists an acceptance model M and a function f such that M, f(n) E ¢
and M, f(n) = -, which is a contradiction.

Now, suppose that the branch b is satisfiable. The proof that the rules R.—
and R.A preserve satisfiability is straightforward and thus, left as an exercise to
the reader. We proceed by showing that the modal rules preserve satisfiability.

R.O: M, f(n) E Agap and (f(n), f(n')) € Ag.s (by hypothesis). Then
M, f(n') E ¢ (by definition).

R.O: M, f(n) &= ~Ag..¢ (by hypothesis). Then there exists w’ € Ag...(f(n))
such that M,w’ = —¢ (again, by definition). Now, consider the function f’ :
N — W buch that f'(n) = f(n), for all n occurring in L, and f’(n’) = w’. Then
M, f'(n") | ¢, for all (n”,¢") € L (because n’ does not occur in L), and
va ( ) }: P

R.4x: Let H C G. (f(n), f(n')) € Ay, and (f(n), f(n")) € Ag.» (by hy-
pothesis). Then (f(n), f(n")) € Ag.., since M is an acceptance model respecting
C.4x. Then, the branch (L], S7) is satisfiable.

R.5%: Let H C G. (f(n), f(n')) € An.p and (f(n), f(n")) € Ag:s (by hy-
pothesis). Then, (f(n'), f(n")) € Ag.., since M is an acceptance model respect-
ing C.5%. Then, the branch (L}, S7) is satisfiable.

R.Inc: Let H C G. M, f(n) E Ag.ae and (f(n), f(n')) € A, (by hy-
pothesis). Note that M, f(n’) = L (because we assume that the branch is sat-
isfiable) then M, f(n) = —Apg.,L. The latter implies (f(n), f(n)) € Ag.s or
Ag.(f(n)) = 0, since M is an acceptance model respecting C.Inc. Therefore,
one of the branches generated by R.Inc is satisfiable.

R.Una: Let G = {i1,...,ix}. (f(n), f(n')) € Ag.x (by hypothesis). Then,
(f(n'), f(n")) € Ai,.p for some 1 < j < k, since M is an acceptance model
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respecting C.Una. Therefore, one of the branches generated by R.Una is satis-
fiable. O

In the sequel we prove completeness. First though, we need another auxiliary
definition.

Definition 6 (Saturated tableau). Let T' be a tableau for ¢ containing the
branch b = (L,S). The branch b is ‘saturated under the tableau rule p’ if and
only if L contains L}, and S contains S, for some branch (L}, S!) generated by
the application of the rule p to b. A branch is (simply) ‘saturated’ if and only if
it is saturated under all tableau rules. A tableau is saturated if and only if all its
branches are saturated.

Theorem 3 (Completeness). If ¢ is valid then there exists a closed tableau
for —p.

Proof. Let (L,S) be an open and saturated branch of the tableau. We build a
model M = (W, A, V) such that W = {n | (n,p) € L}, for some p; Ag..(n) =
{n' | (G:z,n,n'y € S}; and V(p) = {n | (n,p) € L}.

Clearly, M is an acceptance model, because the branch is saturated under
R.4x%, R.5%, R.Inc and R.Una.

Now, we show that for all (n,¢) € L, M,n |= ¢. It is done by induction on
the structure of .

There are two cases in the induction base. (1) ¢ = p, i.e., (n,p) € L. Then
n € V(p), iff M,n = p (by definition). (2) ¢ = -p, ie., (n,-p) € L. Then
(n,p) € L, because L is open. Then n € V(p), iff M,n |= —p (by definition).

There are five cases in the induction step. (1) ¢ = ——¢p1, i.e., (n,7—¢p1) € L.
Then (n,¢1) € L, because L is saturated under R.—. Then M,n E ¢, by
induction hypothesis, iff M,n | ——¢;, by definition. Cases (2) ¢ = 1 A @2
and (3) ¢ = —=(¢1 A p2), are shown analogously as case (1) using rules R.A and
R.V, respectively. They are left as an exercise to the rader. (4) (n, Ag..¢) € L.
Then for all n’ € W, if (G:z,n,n’) € S, then (n’, ¢) € L (because L is saturated
under rule R.0). Then for all n’ € W, if n’ € Ag.»(n), then M,n’ = ¢, by
induction hypothesis. Therefore, M,n = Ag.,¢. (5) (n,7Ag.¢) € L. Then
there is n’ € W such that (G:z,n,n’) € S and (n’,—p) € L (because L is
saturated under rule R.{). Then there is n’ € W such that n’ € Ag.,(n) and
M, n’ E -, by induction hypothesis. Therefore, M,n = —Ag..¢. O

Theorem 4 (Termination). There exists an implementation of the tableau
method that halts for every input formula .

Proof (Sketch). We assume an implementation of the tableau method that em-
ploys a ‘loop-test’. That is, a procedure that, once the latest generated tableau is
saturated under all rules but R.{, verifies whether the application of the latter
rule to the witness formula v will generate a world such that the set of labelled
formulae having this world as label and the set of arrows involving this world
will be included in the respective sets for a different world already present in the

26



branch. If it is the case, then 1 is marked and R.{ will not be applied using this
formula any more.

Then, the argument for termination goes as for logic S4 (as used, e.g., in [15,
16]): the formulae generated by the rules are in a finite set .S, and therefore only
a finite number of different nodes can be generated by the tableaux procedure.
The only difference is that here the finite set S is not just the set of sub-formulae
of the initial formula ¢ as for S4, but its closure, which is the set of sub-formulae
of ¢ union the set of Ag., L such that G and x occur in ¢ (due to rule R.Inc).
Moreover, the set of labels of every arrow is finite. a

4 An example: The discursive dilemma

In the recent years many researchers in philosophy, computer science and po-
litical sciences have been working on the issue of judgement aggregation (e.g.,
[17-22]). The problem is: How can a group of individuals aggregate the group
members’ individual judgements on some interconnected propositions into cor-
responding collective judgements on these propositions? Such problems occur in
different social and legal contexts like committees, legislatures, judiciaries and
expert panels.

Our logic of acceptance is a formal framework in which some important as-
pects of judgement aggregation can be modelled. Moreover, the tableau method
for the logic of acceptance presented in Section 3 provides an interesting solution
for making automated reasoning about judgement aggregation.

In the logic of acceptance the problem of judgement aggregation is a partic-
ular case of the problem of explaining how collective acceptance of the members
of a certain group in an institutional context x about a certain fact ¢ is created
from the individual acceptances in x of the members of the same group.

We here consider a well-known problem in judgement aggregation called ‘doc-
trinal paradox’ or ‘discursive dilemma’ [12,13]. The scenario of the discursive
dilemma is a three-member court which has to judge whether a defendant is
liable for a breach of contract. According to the legal doctrine, the defendant is
liable (lia) if and only if he did a certain action (act) and he had a contractual
obligation not to do this action (obl). This is expressed in propositional logic
by the connection rule lia < (act A obl). The three judges use majority rule to
decide on this issue. The opinions of the three judges are given in Table 1.

act obl lia < (act A obl) lia

Judge 1 yes yes yes yes
Judge 2 yes no yes no
Judge 3 no yes yes no
Majority yes yes yes no

Table 1. Discursive dilemma,
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It is supposed that all the judges accept the rule lia < (act A obl). Judge 1
accepts both act and obl and, by the connection rule, he accepts lia. Judge 2
accepts act and rejects obl and, by the connection rule, he rejects lia. Finally,
judge 3 rejects act and accepts obl and, by the connection rule, he rejects lia.
If the three judges apply a majority rule on each proposition then they face
a paradox. Indeed, a majority accepts act, a majority accepts obl, a majority
accepts the connection rule lia < (act A obl). But the majority rejects lia.
Thus, when majority voting is applied to each single proposition it yields an
inconsistent collective set of judgements (see the last row in Table 1). Note that
this inconsistency occurs even though the sets of judgements of the individual
judges are all consistent.

Let us now show how the discursive dilemma can be formalised in the logic
of acceptance.

We first suppose that 1, 2 and 3 qua judges of the court accept the connection
rule:

—Arogcl (1)
Aqa3:0(lia — (act A obl)) (2)

Then, we have that judge 1 announces that, qua judge of the court, he accepts
act A obl. Judge 2 announces that, qua judge of the court, he accepts act A —0bl.
Judge 3 announces that, qua judge of the court, he accepts —act A obl. This has
the following effect:

A123:uAl:c(aCt A Obl) (3)
A123.cAz.c(act A —obl) (4)
A123:6A3:c(_‘a0t A Obl) (5)

Finally, the three judges use a majority principle for each proposition act, obl and
lia. This majority principle is formally expressed by the following six hypotheses:

Maj = { Aj2s.c /\ ((Ascact A Aj.cact) — act),

i,5€{1,2,3},i#j

Aoz /\ ((Aj.cmact ANAj.cmact) — —act),
i,5€{1,2,3},i#j

Alosie N ((Ai.cobl A Aj..0bl) — obl),
i,5€{1,2,3},i#j

At2sc /\ ((Ai:cm0bl A Aj:c=0bl) — —obl),
i,5€{1,2,3},i#j

A123:c N\ ((Aiclia A Aj.clia) — lia),
i,€{1,2,3},i#j

A123;C /\ ((Az‘;cﬁlia N A]‘;cﬁlia) — ﬁlZ‘(l) }
1,j€{1,2,3},ij
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It is possible to prove that 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 together with Maj lead to a con-
tradiction using the axiomatisation of acceptance logic. Indeed, from hypotheses
3, 4 and 5 we infer

A123;C(A1:c act N\ AQ:C act) N A123:C(A1;c obl N Ag;cobl).
By the first and third hypotheses in Maj, the latter implies
Ajos.cact A Ajas.c0bl
and by hypothesis 2 and standard modal principles the latter implies
Aqas. lia.
From hypotheses 1 and 2, by axioms 4% and 5%, we can infer
A123:C(A123;C(lia — (act A Obl)) N _|A123;CJ_).
By Axiom Inc and standard modal principles, the latter implies
A123:C(A1:C(lia > (act A Obl))/\
Ao (lia < (act A obl)) A As..(lia < (act A obl))).
From this, by hypotheses 3, 4 and 5 and standard modal principles, we can infer
A123:C(A1:Clia N AQ:C_\lia A Ag;cﬁlia)
and by the sixth hypothesis in Maj the latter implies
Ayas..lia.
Thus, we have Ajs3..L, and by hypothesis 1 we can infer 1.

However, if one slightly changes the hypotheses, the proof may change com-
pletely. This means that the axiomatisation does not provide a straightforward
way to automatise the process of finding such kind of inconsistency. On the other
hand, a tableau method is meant to provide a systematic way to search for mod-
els and, thereby, an easy way to automatise the process of deciding whether a
formula is inconsistent or not.

As an illustration, we show a closed tableau for this example (schematically)
in Figure 5. On that figure, the lines identified by H.1-5 correspond to hypothe-
ses 1-5 above, respectively. The line identified by H.6 corresponds to the first
hypothesis in Maj, H.7 to the third hypothesis, and H.8 to the sixth. The branch
containing lines 13 and 14 is already closed. The other branches are not com-
pletely displayed. But it is easy to see that all branches generated from line 12
on can be closed, since lines 8, 9 and 12 together are inconsistent in propositional
logic. The branches generated from line 15 on can be closed in an analogous way
as the latter. And the branches generated from line 5 on need more effort, but
they can be closed too, in a similar way as the latter by using lines H.2, H.3,
H.6 and H.7.

5 Conclusion

The contribution of this paper is a semantic tableau method for acceptance logic.
The method consists in a procedure to check satisfiability of formulae, that can
be easily automatised. Given that acceptance logic can be used to formalise
some aspects of judgement aggregation, our method also provides an automated
reasoning procedure for making judgement aggregation in modal logic.

It is to be noted that, differently from [21,22], in which logical approaches
specialised for judgement aggregation have been proposed, in the logic of accep-
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(H.1) 0, =Aq23:cL

(H.2) 0, A123:c(lia < (act A obl))

(H.3) 0, A123.cA1.c(act A obl)

(H.4) 0, A123.cAz..(act A ~obl)

(H.5) 0, A123:cAs.c(—act A obl)

(H.6) 0, A123:c((A1:cact A As.cact) — act)
(H.7) 0, A123:c((A1.c0bl A Ag..0bl) — 0bl)
(H.8) 0, A123:c((A2:cmlia A Az.cmlia) — —lia)

1) 1,-L 123:¢,0,1 (R.O : H.1)
(2) 1,Az..(act A —obl) (R.O:HA4,1)
(3) 1,(As.cmlia A Ag..—lia) — —lia (R.O:HS8,1)
(4) 123:¢,1,1 (R.5% : 1)

(5) 1,-lia (R.V :3)

closed (H.2,H.3,H.6,H.7)

(6) 1, ~(Ag:cmlia A Az..—lia) (R.V :3)

mﬂv 1,-Aq..~lia Aw./\ : mv
(8) 2,—lia  2¢,1,2 (RO:7)
(9) 2, act A —obl (R.O:2,8)
(10) 123:c,1,2 (RInc:8)  |(13) 1, A1z3.. L (R.Inc:8)
(11) 123:¢,0,2 (R.4% : 1,10) |(14) 1, L (R.O: 13,4)
(12) 2, lia <> (act A obl) (R.O:H.2,11) closed (14)
closed (8,9,12)

Fig. 5. A closed tableau for the discursive dilemma

(15) 1, 7Ag..—lia (R.V : 13)

closed (H.2,H.5,15)
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tance judgement aggregation is just an application. We have shown in [2, 3] that
the logic of acceptance is a much general formal framework in which the static
and dynamic aspects of institutions can be studied (e.g., static and dynamic
aspects of social roles, norms and rules).

Moreover, this method uses a rather different set of rules. For instance, rules
for axioms 4% and 5% (which are nothing but a variation of the usual axioms
4 and 5) are similar to the so-called “structural rules” proposed in [23]. Our
tableau rules are also modular. This means that it is possible to provide a sound,
complete and terminating satisfiability checking method for a logic without one
of the semantic constraints, by just removing the corresponding tableau rule.
The addition of rules is also possible. For example, one could add the tableau
rule:

5 <G.27 ) n/>

(R.Mon) i (H:z,n,n')

which corresponds to Axiom Mon, thus, obtaining a tableau method for the
acceptance logic with Axiom Mon proposed in [1, 2].

As possible future works, we intend to investigate computational complexity,
and also possible extensions of our method able to address acceptance logic with
dynamic operators, such as the logic proposed in [24].
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Abstract. The specification and monitoring of conditional obligations
and prohibitions with starting points and deadlines is a crucial aspect
in the design of open interaction systems. In this paper we regard such
obligations and prohibitions as cases of social commitment, and pro-
pose to model them in OWL, the logical language recommended by
the W3C for Semantic Web applications. In particular we propose an
application-independent ontology of the notions of social commitment,
temporal proposition, event, agent, role and norms that can be used in
the specification of any open interaction system. We then delineate a hy-
brid solution that uses the ontology, SWRL rules, and a Java program to
dynamically monitor or simulate the temporal evolution of social com-
mitments, due to the elapsing of time and to the actions performed by
the agents interacting within the system.

1 Introduction

The specification of open interaction systems, where heterogeneous, autonomous,
and self-interested agents can interact by entering and leaving dynamically the
system, is widely recognized to be a crucial issue in the development of dis-
tributed applications on the Internet, like e-commerce applications, or collabo-
rative applications for the automatic creation of virtual organizations. An im-
portant aspect of the specification of open systems is the possibility to define
the actions that agents should or should not perform in a given interval of time,
that is, the possibility to define social commitments with starting points and
deadlines, and to monitor and react to their fulfilment or violation.

As we discussed in our previous works [9,10,8] in our OCeAN meta-model
for the specification of artificial institutions, commitments for the interacting
agents can be created by the activation of norms associated to the agents’ roles,
or by the performance of agent communicative acts, like promises. In this paper
we explore how to use OWL (in its OWL 2 DL version®), the logical language
recommended by W3C for Semantic Web applications, to specify the deontic
part of the OCeAN meta-model. More precisely, we show how it is possible to

3 http://www.w3.org/2007/OWL/wiki/OWL/Working_Group/
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specify social commitment to express conditioned obligations and prohibitions
on time intervals, in OWL.

There are many advantages in using a decidable logical language like OWL
to specify an open interaction system, and in particular that: (i) Semantic Web
technologies are increasingly becoming a standard for Internet applications; (ii)
the language is supported by reasoners (like Fact+-+*, Pellet®, and the rule
reasoner of the Jena Semantic Web framework®) that are more efficient than
available alternatives (like the Discrete Event Calculus Reasoner”); (iii) it is
possible to achieve a high degree of interoperability of data and applications,
which is indeed a crucial precondition for the development of open systems.

The idea of using OWL for modelling and monitoring the dynamic evolution
of open artificial institutions can be developed following different approaches. A
first option would be to implement an institutional model in a object oriented
language like Java, and use OWL only to specify the ontology of the content of
communicative acts and norms. As a result reasoning may be used to deduce,
for example, that the performance of a certain act implies the performance of
another act, and thus the fulfillment of a given commitment. An alternative
approach, which we investigate in this paper, consists in using OWL to express,
as far as possible, the normative component of the OCeAN meta-model. As we
shall see, this requires the use of SWRL (Semantic Web Rule Language®) and
Java code to overcome certain expressiveness limitations of OWL. Indeed, with
both OWL 1 (the current standard) and OWL 2 there are at least two major
problems:

— The treatment of time. OWL has no temporal operators; on some occasions it
is possible to bypass the problem by using SWRL rules with temporal built-
ins, but in any case this does not provide full temporal reasoning capabilities.

— The open-world assumption. In many applications, nor being able to infer
that an action has been performed is sufficient evidence that the action
has not been performed; one would then like to infer, for example, that
an obligation to perform the action has been violated. As standard OWL
reasoning is carried out under the open world assumption, inferences of this
type cannot be drawn. However, it is often possible to simulate a closed
world assumption by adding closure axioms to an ontology.

The main contribution of this paper, with respect to our previous works, is to
show how obligations and prohibitions can be formalized in OWL and SWRL for
monitoring and simulation purposes with significant performance improvements
with respect to the solution based on the Event Calculus that we presented else-
where [8]. Another contribution of this work is a hybrid solution of the problem
of monitoring the temporal evolution of obligations and prohibition, based on a

* http://owl.man.ac.uk/factplusplus/

5 http://clarkparsia.com /pellet

5 http://jena.sourceforge.net /inference/

7 http://decreasoner.sourceforge.net

8 http://www.w3.org/Submission/SWRL/
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higher ontology of interaction, a set of SWRL rules, and a Java program imple-
mented using suitable OWL libraries (like the Jena Semantic Web Framework
for Java® or OWL APT!?).

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we briefly introduce
OWL and SWRL, that is, the Semantic Web languages that we use to formally
specify the normative component of an open interaction system. In Section 3 we
specify the algorithms that we plan to use to simulate or monitor the temporal
evolution of an interaction system. Then in Section 4 we define the classes,
properties, axioms, and rules that we take to underlie the normative specification
of every interaction system. In Section 5 we present an actual example of a system
specified using our meta-model. Finally in Section 6 we compare our approach
with other proposals and draw some conclusions.

2 OWL and SWRL

OWL is a practical realization of a Description Logic system known as SHOZN (D).
It allows one to define classes (also called concepts in the DL literature), prop-
erties (also called roles), and individuals. An OWL ontology consists of: a set
of class axioms to describe classes, which constitute the Terminological Box
(TBoz); a set of property axioms to describe properties, which constitute a Role
Box (RBoz); and a collection of assertions to describe individuals, which con-
stitute an Assertion Box (ABozx).

Classes can be viewed as formal descriptions of sets of objects (taken from
a nonempty universe), and individuals can be viewed as names of objects of
the universe. Properties can be either object properties or data properties. The
former describe binary relations between objects of the universe; the latter, bi-
nary relationships between objects and data values (taken from ML Schema
datatypes).

A class is either a basic class (i.e., an atomic class name) or a complex class
build through a number of available constructors that express Boolean opera-
tions and different types of restrictions on the members of the class.

Through class axioms one may specify subclass or equivalence relationships
between classes, and that certain classes are disjoint. Property axioms allow one
to specify that a given property is a subproperty of another property, that a
property is the inverse of another property, or that a property is functional or
transitive. Finally, assertions allow one to specify that an individual belongs to
a class, that an individual is related to another individual through an object
property, that an individual is related to a data value through a data property,
or that two individuals are equal or different.

OWL can be regarded as a decidable fragment of First Order Logic (FOL).
The price one pays for decidability, which is considered as an essential precondi-
tions for exploiting reasoning in practical applications, is limited expressiveness.

9 http://jena.sourceforge.net/
10 http:/ /owlapi.sourceforge.net/

35



Even in OWL 2 (the more expressive version currently under specification) cer-
tain useful first-order statements cannot be formalized.

Recently certain OWL reasoners, like Pellet, have been extended to deal
with SWRL rules. SWRL is a Datalog-like language, in which certain universally
quantified conditional axioms (called rules) can be stated. To preserve decidabil-
ity, however, rules have to be used in the safe mode, which means that before
being exploited in a reasoning process all their variables must be instantiated
by pre-existing individuals. An important aspect of SWRL is the possibility of
including built-ins, that is, Boolean functions that perform operations on data
values and return a truth value.

Conventions

In what follows we use the notation p : C —¢ D to specify an object property
p (not necessarily a function) with class C' as domain and class D as range, and
the notation ¢ : C —p T to specify a data property q with class C' as domain
and the datatype T' as range. We use capital initials for classes, and lower case
initials for properties and individuals.

3 Specification and simulation or monitoring of an open
interaction system

Our approach is to model an open interaction system using one or more artificial
institutions. The definition of a specific artificial institution consists of: (i) a first
component, called meta-model, which includes the definition of basic entities
common to the specification of every institution, like the concepts of temporal
proposition, commitment, institutional power, role, and norm, and the actions
necessary for exchanging messages; (ii) a second component, pertaining to the
institution in exam, which includes the definition of specific powers and norms
that apply to the agents playing roles in the institution, and the definition of the
concepts pertaining to the domain of the interaction (for example the actions of
paying or delivering a product, bidding in an auction, etc.).

We start from the specification of a system, formalized as an application-
independent OWL ontology (including a TBox, an RBox, and an ABox as de-
tailed in Section 4). We then add an application-dependent ontology (as exem-
plified in Section 5) and use a Java program to let such ABox evolve in time,
with the goal of monitoring the fulfilment or violation of obligations and prohibi-
tions, and of simulating the evolution of the state of the system against different
possible history of events.

In particular, when the system is used for monitoring, a Java program up-
dates the state of the system, that is, it updates the ABox with new assertions to
model the elapsing of time, to allow for closed-world reasoning on certain classes,
and to model the actions performed by the interacting agents. When such up-
dating is completed, a reasoner can be used to deduce the state of obligations
and prohibitions. After that, when the ontology has reached a stable state (in
the sense that all closed-world reasoning has been completed), the agents may
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perform queries to know what are their pending obligations or prohibitions or to
react to their violation or fulfillment. We assume that the events or actions that
happen between two phases of update (that is, between two discrete instant of
time) are queued in the data structure ActionQueue to be managed by the Java
program subsequently.

When the system is used for simulation, the set of events that happen at run-
time are known since the beginning, and are represented in the initial version of
the ABox. In such a case the Java program simply updates the state of the system
to represent the elapsing of time and to allow closed-world reasoning on certain
classes; then the reasoner deduces the state of obligations and prohibitions at
each time instant.

Temporal evolution of the ontology

An external Java program is used to model the elapsing of time, the actions
performed by the interacting agents at run-time (in the monitoring usage), and
to allow for closed-world reasoning on certain classes (see Section 4.1 for details).
The program performs the following operations:

1. initialize the simulation/monitoring time ¢ equal to 0 and close the extensions
of the classes C on which it is necessary to perform closed-world reasoning
(by asserting that the class KC is equivalent to the enumeration of all indi-
viduals that can be proved to be members of the class C' retrieved with the
retrieve(C) query command);

2. insert in the ABox the assertion happensAt(elapse,t);

3. insert in the ABox the events or actions that happen in the system between
t — 1 and ¢ and that are cached in a queue (this involves creating new indi-
viduals of the class Event);

4. run a reasoner (more specifically, Pellet 2.0) to deduce all assertions that can
be inferred (truth values of temporal propositions, states of commitments,
etc.);

5. update the closure of the relevant classes;

6. increment the time of simulation ¢ by 1 and go to the point 2.

After point 5, given that the ontology has reached a stable state it is possible
to let agents perform queries about pending, fulfilled, or violated commitments
in order to plan their subsequent actions. When the ontology is used for mon-
itoring purposes, and given that internal time (i.e., the time as represented in
the ontology) is discrete, it is necessary to wait the actual number of seconds
that elapse between two internal instants.

The corresponding Java pseudo code is as follows:
t=0
for each class C that has to be closed

assert KC = {iy,...i5,} with {i1,...i;,} = retrieve(C)
while t<timeSimulation {

assert happensAt(elapse,t)

for each event e, in ActionQueue

assert happensAt(e,,t)
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run Pellet reasoner
for each class C that has to be closed
remove equivalent class axioms of class KC
assert KC = {iy,...i,} with {iy,...i,} = retrieve(C)
run agents queries
t=t+1

4 The ontology of obligations and prohibitions

In this section we present the TBox, the RBox, and part of the Abox that
have to be included in the ontology of any interaction system modelled using
the OCeAN concepts of temporal proposition, commitment, role, and norm. In
particular we specify the classes, the properties and the axioms for modelling
those concepts and introduce some SWRL rules to deduce the truth value of
temporal propositions. Social commitments are a crucial concept in our approach
because they are used to model obligations and prohibitions due either to the
activation of norms or created by the performance of communicative acts, like
promises. Thanks to their evolution in time, commitments can be used to monitor
the behavior of autonomous agents by detecting their violation or fulfilment, as
a precondition for reacting with suitable passive or active sanctions or with a
reward [8].

Some general classes of our ontology are used as domain or range of the
properties used to describe temporal propositions and commitments; they are
class Fvent, class Action and class Agent. In particular, an event may have as a
property its time of occurrence. Class Action is a subclass of Event, and has a
further property used to represent the actor of the action. Such properties are
defined as follows:

FEvent M Agent C 1; Action € FEvent;
hasActor : Action —o Agent;
happensAt : Event —p integer;

To represent the elapsing of time we introduce in the ABox the individual
elapse, that is asserted to be a member of class Fvent: Event(elapse).

4.1 Temporal propositions

Temporal propositions are used to represent the content and condition of social
commitments. They are a construct used to relate in two different ways a propo-
sition to an interval of time. In the current OWL specification, we distinguish
between positive temporal propositions used in commitments to represent obli-
gations (when an action has to be performed within a given interval of time),
and negative temporal propositions used to model prohibitions (when an action
must not be performed during a predefined interval of time).

The classes necessary to model temporal propositions are TemporalProp, with
the two subclasses TPPos and TPNeg used to distinguish between positive and
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negative temporal propositions. The classes IsTrue and IsFalse are used to model
the truth values of temporal propositions. All this is specified by the following
axioms:

Temporal Prop M Agent C L; Temporal Prop N Event C 1

TPPos C Temporal Prop; TPNeg T Temporal Prop;

TPPosTTPNeg C L

Temporal Prop = TPPos U TPNeg;

IsTrue € Temporal Prop; I1sFalse C Temporal Prop;

IsTruemn IsFalse C 1;

The class TemporalProp is the domain of the following object and data prop-
erties:

hasAction : Temporal Prop —o Action;

hasStart : Temporal Prop —p integer;

hasEnd : Temporal Prop — p integer;

Temporal Prop C= 1 hasAction 1 =1 hasStart 1 =1 hasEnd

The classes IsTrue and IsFalse are used to keep track of the truth value
of temporal propositions by means of two SWRL rules, that are different on the
basis of the type of temporal proposition. A positive temporal proposition (i.e., a
member of class TPPos) is used to represent an obligation to do something in a
given interval of time, with starting points ts:q,+ and deadline t., 4. We therefore
introduce a rule that deduces that the truth value of the temporal proposition is
true (i.e., the temporal proposition becomes member of the class IsTrue) if the
action associated to the temporal proposition is performed between the tg gt
(inclusive) and the t.,q (exclusive) of interval of time associated to the same
proposition. In the following SWRL rule we use two built-ins to compare the
current time with the interval of time associated to the temporal proposition:

RuleTPPosl:

happensAt(elapse, 2t) N\ happensAt(?a,?t) N TPPos(?tp) A hasAction(?tp,%a) A
hasStart(?tp, ?ts) A hasEnd(?tp, ?te) N swrib:lessThanOrEqual(?ts, ?t) A
swrib:lessThan(?t,%te) — IsTrue(?tp)

We then have to define a rule that, when the time t.,4 of a positive temporal
proposition elapses, and such a temporal proposition is not true, deduces that
the temporal proposition is member of the class IsFalse. Here closed-world
reasoning comes into play, because we cannot assume the ABox to contain an
explicit assertion that an action has not been performed: rather, we want to
deduce that an action has not been performed by the lack of an assertion that
it has been performed. Clearly, an SWRL rule like

happensAt(elapse, ?te) N hasEnd(?tp,?te) A TPPos(?tp) N(not IsTrue)(?tp)
— IsFalse(?tp)

would not work, given that OWL/SWRL reasoners operate under the open
world assumption. This means that the conclusion that a temporal proposition
is false can only be reached for those propositions that can be definitely proved
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not to be members of IsTrue. On the contrary, if a temporal proposition is not
deduced to be IsTrue by RuleTpl, even if its deadline has been reached it will
not be deduced to be IsFalse.

To solve this problem we first assume that our ABox contains complete in-
formation on the performance of actions. This allows us to adopt a closed-world
perspective as far as the performance of actions is concerned. More specifically,
we assume that the program specified in Section 3 will always update the ABox
when an event has happened (i.e. the program can only inset in the ABox the
information that an event has happened at current time t); we then want to de-
duce that all temporal propositions, that cannot any longer become true because
their deadline has elapsed, are false.

To get this result we need to perform some form of closed world reasoning
on class IsTrue. As stated in [14] “the DL ALCK [5] adds a non-monotonic
K operator (which is a kind of necessity operator) to the DL ALC to provide
the ability to “turn on” the Closed World Assumption (CWA) when needed.
The reasoning support for ALCK language has been implemented in Pellet to
answer CWA queries that use the K operator”. However, our ontology uses a
more expressive DL than ALC; moreover, the use of the K operator in SWRL
rules is not supported.

We therefore take a different approach, based on an explicit closure of class
IsTrue. More precisely, we introduce a new class, KIsTrue, which is meant to
contain all temporal propositions that, at a given time, are known to be true.
Class K IsTrue therefore represents, at any given instant, the explicit closure of
class IsTrue. Given its intended meaning, class KI1sTrue has to be a subclass
of IsTrue (and, as a consequence, of Temporal Prop):

KIsTrue C IsTrue

To maintain class KIsTrue as the closure of class IsTrue, we define it peri-
odically as equivalent to the enumeration of all individuals that can be proved
to be members of IsTrue. This can be done by the Java program used to up-
date the ABox to keep trace of the elapsing of time (described in Section 3) by
executing the operations described in the following pseudo-code:

assert KIsTrue = {¢p1,...tpn} with {tp1,...tp,} = retrieve (IsTrue)

We now introduce a new class, NotK IsTrue, which is intended to contain
all temporal propositions whose deadline is elapsed, and that are not members
of KIsTrue. Such a class is defined as the difference between the set of all
individuals that belong to Temporal Prop, and the set of all those individuals
that are members of KIsTrue:

NotKIsTrue = Temporal Prop M =K IsTrue

We are now ready to write a rule to deduce that the truth value of a positive
temporal proposition is false if the deadline of the temporal proposition has
elapsed, and it is not known that the associated action has been performed:

RuleTPPos2:
happensAt(elapse, ?te) N hasEnd(?tp,?te) A TPPos(?tp) N NotKIsTrue(?tp)
— IsFalse(?tp)
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We now turn to negative temporal propositions, that is, temporal proposi-
tions that are members of the class TPNeg and are used to represent the prohi-
bition to do something in a given interval of time. Such propositions belong to
class IsFalse when the associated action is performed in the interval between
tstart (inclusive) and tenq (exclusive). This can be deduced by the following rule:

RuleTPNegl:

happensAt(elapse, ?t) N\ happensAt(?a,?t) N TPNeg(?tp) N hasAction(?tp,%a) A
hasStart(?tp, ?ts) A hasEnd(?tp, ?te) A swrib:lessThanOrEqual(?ts, ?t) A
swrib:lessThan(?t,%te) — IsFalse(%tp)

Similarly to what we did for RuleTPPos2, we now use the closure of class
IsFalse, that we call KIsFalse, to deduce that a negative temporal proposition
IsTrue when its te,q has been reached and it has not yet been deduced that the
proposition IsFalse:

KIsFalse C IsFalse
NotKIsFalse = Temporal Prop M —~KIsFalse

RuleTPNeg2:
happensAt(elapse, ?te) N hasEnd(?tp,?te) N TPNeg(?tp) N NotKIsFalse(?tp)
— IsTrue(?tp)

4.2 Commitment

In the OCeAN meta-model of artificial institutions, commitments are used to
model a social relation between a debtor a creditor, about a certain content and
under a condition. Our idea is that by means of the performance of communica-
tive acts, or due to the activation of norms, certain agents become committed
with respect to another agent to perform a certain action within a given dead-
line (an obligation), or not to perform a given action during a given interval of
time (a prohibition). Such commitments can be conditional on the truth of some
proposition. In our model we assume that if an action is neither obligatory nor
prohibited, then it is permitted.

In order to detect and react to commitment violation and fulfilment we need
to deduce a commitments state (in our previous works [8] we also introduced
precommitments to define the semantics of requests, but this is not relevant in
the current work). We introduce in the ontology the class Commitment, disjoint
from Fvent, Agent and TemporalProp.

Commitment N Agent C 1 ; Commitment N Event C L;

Commitment M Temporal Prop E 1;

The Commitment class is the domain of the following object properties:
hasDebtor : Commitment —o Agent;

hasCreditor : Commitment —¢o Agent;

hasContent : Commitment —o Temporal Prop;

hasCondition : Commitment —o Temporal Prop;
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hasSource : Commitment —o Norm;
Commitment C JhasDebtorn FhasCreditorn =1hasContentl =1hasCondition;

The hasSource property is used to keep trace of the norm that generated a
commitment, as explained in Section 4.3. Obviously the debtor of a commitment
has to be the actor of the action to which it is committed, as expressed by the
following axiom:

hasContent o hasAction o hasActor C hasDebtor

In some situations it is necessary to create unconditional commitments. To
avoid writing different rules for conditional and for unconditional commitments,
we introduce a temporal proposition individual, tpTrue, whose truth value is
initially true; that is, we assert: IsTrue(tpTrue). An unconditional commitment
is then defined as a conditional commitment whose condition is tpT'rue.

Our next problem is deducing whether a given commitment is:

— pending, when its condition is satisfied but its content is not known to be
IsTrue or to be IsFalse;

— fulfilled, when is content is known to be IsTrue;

— wiolated, when its content is known to be IsFalse and its condition is known
to be IsTrue.

Knowing the state of a commitment may be important for the interacting agents
to plan their actions on the basis of the advantages of fulfilling certain commit-
ments. We therefore introduce classes I'sPending, IsFul filled, and IsViolated,
defined by the following axioms:

IsFulfilled M IsViolated C 1;
IsPending C Commitment; [sFul filled T Commitment;
IsViolated & Commitment,;

We define the following axiom to deduce that a commitment is member of
the class IsPending:

Axiom]1:
IsPending = (3 hasContent.Not KIsTrue) M (3 hasContent. Not K IsFalse)
(3 hasCondition.IsTrue))

Note that as classes NotKI1sTrue and NotKIsFalse are updated after run-
ning the reasoner, as soon as the content of a commitment becomes true the
commitment is member of both class IsPending and class IsFul filled.

Lists of fulfilled and of violated commitments can be obtained by retrieving
the individuals that are respectively members of class I'sFul filled or IsViolated,
defined by the following axioms:

Axiom?2:
IsFulfilled = 3 hasContent.IsTrue

Axiom3:
IsViolated = (3 hasContent.IsFalse) N (3 hasCondition.IsTrue)
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4.3 Norms and Roles

In OCeAN, norms are introduced to model obligations and prohibitions that,
contrary to those created at run time by the performance of communicative
acts, are implied by an institutional setting and can be specified at design time.
For example, norms can be used to state the rules of an interaction protocol,
like the protocol of a specific type of auction, or the rules of a seller-buyer
interaction. Given that norms are usually specified at design time, when it is
impossible to know which agents will actually interact in the system, one of their
distinctive features is that they have to be expressed in term of the roles played
by the agents. Therefore at run-time, when a norm becomes active (i.e., when
its activating event happens), the actual debtor and creditor of the obligation
or prohibition generated by the norm have to be computed on the basis of the
roles played by the agents in the system at that moment.

Another important aspect of norms is that to enforce their fulfillment in
an open system, it must be possible to specify sanctions or rewards. In [7] we
suggested that a satisfactory model of sanctions has to distinguish between two
different type of actions: the action that the violator of a norm has to perform to
extinguish its violation (which we call active sanction), and the action that the
agent in charge of norm enforcement may perform to deter agents from violating
the norm (which we call passive sanction). Active sanctions can be represented
in our model through a temporal proposition, whereas passive sanctions can be
represented as new specific powers that the agent entitled to enforce the norm
acquires when a norm is violated. As far as passive sanctions are concerned,
another norm (that in [13]) is called enforcement norm) may oblige the enforcer
to punish the violation. Due to space limitations, in this paper we do not model
the notion of power; thus passive sanctions are not treated in this paper. An
obligation or prohibition generated by a norm can in turn violated; it will there-
fore be necessary to monitor the fulfillment or violation of such obligations or
prohibition t punish the violation.

Role

Typically, artificial institutions provide for different roles. In a run of an
auction, for example, we may have the roles of auctioneer and of participant; in
a company, like an auction house, we may have the roles of boss or employee; and
so on. More generally, also the debtor and the creditor of a commitment may be
regarded as roles. Coherently with these examples, a role is identified by a label
(like auctioneer, participant, etc.) and by the institutional entity that provides
for the role. Such an institutional entity may be an organization (like an auction
house), an institutional activity (like a run of an auction), or an institutional
relationship (like a commitment). For example an agent may be the auctioneer
of run 01 of a given auction, or an employee of IBM, or the creditor of a specific
commitment.

We introduce class Role to represent the set of possible labels that represent-
ing roles and class InstEntity to represent the institutional entity within which
a given role is played. Elements of class AgentInRole are used to reify the fact
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that an agent plays a given role in a given institutional entity. Those classes are
related by the following object properties:

isPlayedBy : AgentInRole —o Agent;
hasRole : AgentInRole —o Role;
isIn : AgentInRole —o InstEntity;

Norm

Summarizing, a norm has: a content and a condition, modelled using tempo-
ral propositions; a debtor and a creditor, expressed in term of roles; an activating
event; and a collection of active and passive sanctions. Norms are represented
in our ontology using class Norm and the following object properties:

hasRoleDebtor : Norm —¢o Role; hasRoleCreditor : Norm —o Role;
hasN Content : Norm — o Temporal Prop;

hasNCondition : Norm —o Temporal Prop;

hasActivation : Norm —o Event,;

hasASanction : Norm —o Temporal Prop;

hasPSanction : Norm —o Power;

When a norm is activated it is necessary to create as many commitments as
there are agents playing the role associated to the debtor property of the norm.
For example, the activation of a norm that applies to all the agents playing
the role of participant of an auction, creates a commitment for each participant
currently taking part to the auction. The creditors of these commitments are the
agents that play the role reported in the creditor property of the norm. All these
commitments have to be related by the hasSource object property (defined in
Section 4.2) to the norm that generated them; this is important to know which
norm generated a commitment and what sanctions apply for the violation of
such commitment.

As every commitment is an individual of the ontology, the activation of a
norm involves the generation of new individuals. However, the creation of new
individuals in an ABox cannot be performed using OWL or SWRL. There are
at least two possible solutions to this problem, which we plan to investigate in
our future work. The first consists in defining a set of axioms in the ontology
that allows the reasoner to deduce the existence of those commitments as anony-
mous objects with certain properties. With this solution, an agent that needs to
know its pending commitments instead of simply retrieving the corresponding
individuals will have to retrieve their contents, conditions and debtors. Another
possible solution consists in defining a new built-in that makes it possible for
SWRL rules to create new individuals as members of certain classes and with
given properties. A similar problem will have to be solved to manage the cre-
ation of a sanctioning commitment generated by the violation of a commitment
related to a norm, which has as content the temporal proposition associated to
the active sanction of the norm.
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5 Example

In this section we show how it is possible to specify the state of an interac-
tion system and to simulate or monitor its evolution in time. To do so it is
necessary to integrate the ontology defined in the previous sections with an
application-dependent ontology, and to insert a set of individuals for represent-
ing commitments and temporal propositions in the ABox. In a real application
these commitments and their temporal propositions will be created by the per-
formance of communicative acts (defined in the OCeAN agent communication
library [8]) or by the activation of norms. If the system is used for monitoring
purposes, we assume that there is a way of mapping the actions that are actually
executed onto their counterparts in the ontology.

Here we describe an example of interaction where a seller agent, Bob, promises
to deliver a product (a book) to a buyer agent, Ann, on condition that the buyer
agent pays a certain amount of money for the product. We also represent the
prohibition for the seller to deliver a different product (a CD). Different possible
evolution of the state of the interaction are possible on the basis of the agents’
actions.

The ontology described in the previous sections has to be integrated as fol-
lows: pay and deliver are two different types of actions; both of them have a
receiver and an object; the pay action also has an amount of money. In a more
realistic application these concepts would be described in a detailed domain-
dependent ontology.

The agents are represented with the following assertions:

Agent(ann); Agent(bob); # (ann, bob);
The actions that we are interested to model in the ontology are represented by
the following assertions:

Action(payBookl); Action(deliver Bookl); Action(deliverCD1);
hasActor(payBookl, ann); hasActor(deliver Book1,bob);
hasActor(deliverC D1, bob);

# (payBook1, deliver Book1, deliverC D1, elapse);

Temporal propositions are represented by the following assertions:

TPPos(tpPayBookl); TPPos(tpDeliver Bookl); T PNeg(tpN ot DeliverC D1);
hasAction(tpPayBook1, payBook1); hasStart(tpPayBookl,1);
hasEnd(tpPayBookl, 3);

hasAction(tpDeliver Book1, deliver Book1); hasStart(tpDeliver Bookl1,1);
hasEnd(tpDeliver Bookl, 2);

hasAction(tpNotDeliverC D1, deliverC D1); hasStart(tpNotDeliverC D1, 0);
hasEnd(tpN ot DeliverC D1, 3);

# (tpPayBookl, tpDeliver Bookl, tpTrue); # (tpNotDeliverC D1, tpTrue);

Commitments are represented by the following assertions:

Commitment(cl); Commitment(c2); Commitment(c3);
hasDebtor(cl,ann); hasCreditor(cl, bob);
hasContent(cl, tpPayBookl); hasCondition(cl,tpDeliver Bookl);
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hasDebtor(c2,bob); ha

sCreditor(c2,ann);

hasContent(c2, tpDeliver Bookl); hasCondition(c2, tpTrue);

hasDebtor(c3, bob); ha

sCreditor(c3, ann);

hasContent(c3, tpN ot DeliverC D1); hasCondition(c3, tpTrue);

# (cl,¢c2,e3);

The history of the system is represented by the following assertions:
happensAt(deliver Book1, 1)

We created the ontology of the interaction system with the free, open source
ontology editor Protege 4.0 beta'!. As this version of Protege does not support
the editing of SWRL rules, we created them with Protege 3.4 and inserted their
RDF/ ML code in the ontology file.

In Table 1 we report the evolution of the ontology ABox in time, with par-
ticular regard to the truth value of the temporal propositions and the state of
commitments. As the extension of classes KIsTrue and KIsFalse is computed
by an external program, when the reasoner runs their extensions are specified in
the axiom relative to the previous state. In the table we abbreviate the assertion
happensAt(elapse,n) with the expression t = n.

time t=20 t=1 t=2 t=3
tpPayBookl [1, 3] IsFalse
tpDeliver Book1 [1,2] IsTrue IsTrue IsTrue
tpNotDeliverCD1 [0, 3] IsTrue
cl(ann, bob, tpPayBook]1, IsPending IsPending IsViolated
tpDeliver Book1)
c2(bob, ann, IsPending| IsFulfilled IsFulfilled IsFulfilled
tpDeliver Bookl, tpTrue)
c3(bob, ann, IsPending IsPending IsPending IsFulfilled
tpNotDeliverC D1, tpTrue)
Classes updated by the external program
KIsTrue {tpTrue} {tpTrue, {tpTrue, {tpTrue,
tpDeliver Book1}|tpDeliver Book1}| tpDeliver Bookl,
tpNotDeliverCD1}
KlIsFalse nothing nothing nothing {tpPayBook1}

Table 1. Dynamic evolution of the state of the system

6 Conclusions and Related Works

The main contributions of this paper, with respect to our previous works and
with respect to other approaches, are as follows. We show how conditional obli-
gations and prohibitions with stating points and deadlines may be specified and

' http:/ /protege.stanford.edu/
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monitored using OWL and SWRL with significant advantages with respect to
other approach that use other formal languages. Moreover we propose a hybrid
solution, based on an OWL ontology, SWRL rules, and a Java program, of the
problem of monitoring the time evolution of obligations and prohibitions.

In particular if we compare this specification with another one that we pre-
sented elsewhere based on Event Calculus [8] we observe significant improvement
in performance (even if a complete comparison will be possible only when the
complete OCeAN meta-model will be formalized with Semantic Web Technol-
ogy). Moreover semantic web technologies are becoming an international stan-
dard for web applications and numerous tools, reasoners, and libraries are avail-
able to support the development and usage of ontologies. This is a crucial ad-
vantage with respect to other languages used in the multiagent community for
the specification of norms and organizations, like as we already mentioned the
Event Calculus [15,1], or other specific formal languages like the one required
by the rule engine Jess [11,4].

In literature there are few approaches that use semantic web languages for
the specification of multiagent systems. For example in [12] prohibited, obliged
and permitted actions are represented as object properties from agents to ac-
tions. But without the reification of the notion of obligation and prohibition
that we propose here, it is very difficult to find a feasible solution to express
conditional commitments with deadlines. Moreover the approach proposed for
detecting violations is based on the external performance of SPAR L queries
and on the update of the ABox to register that an obligation/prohibition re-
sulted violated; however SPAR L queries do not exploit the semantics specified
by the ontology. In [2] a hybrid approach is presented: they define a communica-
tion acts ontology using OWL and express the semantics of those acts through
social commitments that are formalized in the Event Calculus. This work is com-
plementary with respect to our approach, in fact we specify also the semantics
of social commitments using semantic web technologies. Semantic web technolo-
gies in multiagent systems can be used also to specify domain specific ontologies
used in the content of norms like in [6]. Another interesting contribution is due
also to the exemplification of a solution to the problem to performing closed
world reasoning on certain classes in OWL. Another work that tackles a similar
problem in a different domain, the ontology of software models, is [3].

Indeed this model is still incomplete e we plan to investigate how it is possible
to manage the creation of commitments to model norm activations, and to model
active sanctions, moreover we plan to study how to formalize the notion of
power to express the semantics of declarative communicative acts and of passive
sanctions.
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Abstract. Most previous logical accounts of goal change do not deal with pri-
oritized goals and do not handle subgoals and their dynamics properly. Many
are restricted to achievement goals. In this paper, we develop a logical account
of goal change that addresses these deficiencies. In our account, we do not drop
lower priority goals permanently when they become inconsistent with other goals
and the agent’s knowledge; rather, we make such goals inactive. We ensure that
the agent’s chosen goAfgentions are consistent with each other and the agent’s
knowledge. When the world changes, the agent recomputes her chosen goals and
some inactive goals may become active again. This ensures that our agent max-
imizes her utility. We also propose an approach for handling subgoals and their
dynamics. We prove that the proposed account has some intuitively desirable
properties.

1 Introduction

There has been much work on modeling agent’s mental states, beliefs, goals, and in-
tentions, and how they interact and lead to rational decisions about action. As well,
there has been a lot of work on modeling belief change. But motivational attitudes
and their dynamics have received much less attention. Most formal models of goals
and goal change [1-7] assume that all goals are equally important and many only deal
with achievement goals (one exception to this is the model of prioritized goals in [7]).
Moreover, most of these frameworks do not guarantee that an agent’s goals will prop-
erly evolve when an action is performed or an event occurs, e.g. when the agent’s be-
liefs/knowledge changes or a goal is adopted or dropped. Also, they do not model the
dependencies between goals and the subgoals and plans adopted to achieve these goals.
For instance, subgoals and plans adopted to bring about a goal should be dropped when
the parent goal becomes impossible, is achieved, or is dropped. Dealing with these is-
sues is important for developingfective models of rational agency. It is also important

for work on BDI agent programming languages, where handling declarative goals is an
active research topic [8, 9].

In this paper, we present a formal model of prioritized goals and their dynamics that
addresses some of these issues. Specifically, we propose a framework, where an agent
can have multiple goals atftierent priority levels, possibly inconsistent with each other.

We define intentions as the maximal set of highest priority goals that is consistent given
the agent’s knowledge. Our formalization of goals and goal dynamics ensures that the
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agent strives to maximize her utility. Our model supports the specification of general
temporally extended goals, not just achievement goals, and handles subgoals and their
dynamics.

We start with a (possibly inconsistent) initial setforitized goalsor desires that
are totally ordered according to priority, and specify how these goals evolve when ac-
tiongevents occur and the agent’'s knowledge changes. We define the agersttn
goalsor intentions in terms of this goal hierarchy. Our agents maximize their utility;
they will abandon a chosen gaalif an opportunity to commit to a higher priority but
inconsistent withy goal arises. To this end, we keep all prioritized goals in the goal base
unless they are explicitly dropped. At every step, we compute an optimal set of chosen
goals given the hierarchy of prioritized goals, preferring higher priority goals, such that
chosen goals are consistent with each other and with the agent’s knowledge. Thus at any
given time, some goals in the hierarchy are active, i.e. chosen, while others are inactive.
Some of these inactive goals may later become active, e.g. if a higher priority active
goal that is inconsistent with the inactive goal becomes impossible. We also show how
the dependencies between goals and subgoals can be modeled. Finally, we prove some
interesting properties about the dynamics of chosen goals.

As mentioned above, our formalization of prioritized goals ensures that the agent
always tries to maximize her utility, and as such a limitation of our framework is that
it displays an idealized form of rationality. In Section 5, we discuss how this relates
to Bratman'’s theory of practical reasoning [10]. We use an action theory based on the
situation calculus [11] along with our formalization of paths in the situation calculus as
our base formalism.

The paper is organized as follows: in the next section, we outline our base frame-
work. In Section 3, we formalizpathsin the situation calculus to support modeling
goals. In Section 4, we present our model of prioritized goals. In section 5, we present
our formalization of goal dynamics and discuss some of its properties. In Section 6,
we discuss what it means for an agent to have a subgoal and how subgoals change as
a result of changes to their parent goals. Then in the last section, we summarize our
results, discuss previous work in this area, and point to possible future work.

2 Action and Knowledge

Our base framework for modeling goal change is the situation calculus [11] as formal-
ized in [12]. In the situation calculus, a possible state of the domain is represented by
a situation. There is a set of initial situations corresponding to the ways the agents be-
lieve the domain might be initially, i.e. situations in which no actions have yet occurred.
Init(s) means thasis an initial situation. The actual initial state is represented by a spe-
cial constantSy. There is a distinguished binary function symiold wheredo(a, s)
denotes the successor situatiorstesulting from performing the actian Thus the sit-
uations can be viewed as a set of trees, where the root of each tree is an initial situation
and the arcs represent actions. Relations (and functions) whose truth values vary from
situation to situation, are called relational (functional, resp.) fluents, and are denoted by
predicate (function, resp.) symbols taking a situation term as their last argument. There
is a special predicate Poas§) used to state that acti@nis executable in situatioa
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Our framework uses a theoBasic that includes the following set of axiomg1)
action precondition axioms, one per actiarcharacterizing Posa(s), (2) successor
state axioms (SSA), one per fluent, that succinctly encode Ifigtt@and frame axioms
and specify exactly when the fluent changes [12], (3) initial state axioms describing
what is true initially including the mental states of the agents, (4) unique name axioms
for actions, and (5) domain-independent foundational axioms describing the structure
of situations [14].

Following [15, 16], we model knowledge using a possible worlds account adapted
to the situation calculuK(s/, s) is used to denote that in situati@nthe agent thinks

that she could be in situatiosi. Using K, the knowledge of an agent is defined?as:
def

Know(®, s) = Vs. K(S, s) D &(S), i.e. the agent knows in sif @ holds in all of her
K-accessible situations s K is constrained to be reflexive, transitive, and Euclidean

in the initial situation to capture the fact that agents’ knowledge is true, and that agents
have positive and negative introspection. As shown in [16], these constraints then con-
tinue to hold after any sequence of actions since they are preserved by the successor
state axiom folK. We also assume that all actions are public, i.e. whenever an action
(including exogenous events) occurs, the agent learns that it has happened. Note that,
we work with knowledge rather than belief. Although much of our formalization should
extend to the latter, we leave this for future work.

3 Paths in the Situation Calculus

To support modeling temporally extended goals, we introduce a new guattof with
(possibly sufsuper-scripted) variables ranging over paths. A path is essentially an
infinite sequence of situations, where each successor situation along the path can be
reached by performing sonexecutablection in the preceding situation. We introduce

a predicate OnPath(s), meaning that the situatiais on the pattp. Also, Startsp, s)

means thas is the starting situation of patr A path p starts with the situatios iff s

is the earliest situation op:®

Axiom 1 Startsf, s) = OnPathf, s) A VS. OnPathf,s) > s<s.

In the standard situation calculus, paths are implicitly there, and a path can be
viewed as a pairg F) consisting of a situatiors representing the starting situation
of the path, and a functioR from situations to actions (callefiction Selection Func-
tions(ASF) or strategies in [5]), such that from starting situatsph defines an infinite

1 We will be quantifying over formulae, and thus we assuDgg;includes axioms for encoding
of formulae as first order terms, as in [13]. We will also be using lists of integers, and assume
that Dy,sic includes axiomatizations of integers and lists.

2 A state formulad(s) takes a single situation as argument and is evaluated with respect to that
situation.® may contain a placeholder constardw that stands for the situation in which
@ must hold.®(s) is the formula that results from replacimgpw by s. Where the intended
meaning is clear, we sometimes suppress the placeholder.

% In the following, s < s means thas can be reached from by performing a sequence of
executable actions.< s is an abbreviationfos < s vs=75.

o1



sequence of situations by specifying an action for every situation startingsrohus,
one way of axiomatizing paths is by making them correspond to such gai’s (

Axiom 2
¥ p. Startsg, s) o (IF. Executablef, s) A VS. OnPathf, ') = OnPathASFE, s, 5)),
YF, s. Executablef, s) o Ap. Startsg, s) A VS. OnPathASHE, s, §) = OnPathp, s).

This says that for every path there is an executable ASF that produces exactly the se-
guence of situations on the path from its starting situation. Also, for every executable
ASF and situation, there is a path that corresponds to the sequence of situations pro-
duced by the ASF starting from that situation.

OnPathASFE, s, 5) £s< s AV¥a s.s<doas)<s oF(s)=a
Executablef, s) £ ¥s'. OnPathASFE, s, §') > PossE(s), ).

Here, OnPathASI, s, §') [6] means that the situation sequence definedi)in-
cludes the situatios'. Also, the situation sequence encoded by a straffegypd a start-
ing situations is executableff for all situationss’ in this sequence, the action selected
by F in ' is executable irs.

In our framework, we will use both state and path formulae. A state formula is a
formula that has a free situation variable in it, whereas a path formula is one that has
a free path variable. State formulae are used in the context of knowledge while path
formulae are used in that of goals. We @Bgs), ¥(9), - - - and¢(p), ¥(p), - - - possibly
with decorations to represent state and path formulae, respectively. Note that, by incor-
porating infinite paths in our framework, we can evaluate goals over these and handle
arbitrary temporally extended goals; thus, unlike some other situation calculus based
accounts where goal formulae are evaluated w.r.t. finite paths (e.g. [7]), we can handle
for example unbounded maintenance goals.

We next define some useful constructs. A state fornquéventually holdever the
pathp if @ holds in some situation that is qni.e. o ®(p) £ 3s. OnPathp, ) A &(S).

Other Temporal Logic operators can be defined similarly, e.g. alwaysd(p).

An agentknowsin sthat¢ has becoméevitableif ¢ holds over all paths that start
with a K-accessible situation ig i.e. Kinevitableg, s) £ Vp. Startsp, s') A K(s, ) D
#(p). An agent knows irs that¢ is impossible if she knows that is inevitable ins,

i.e. KImpossibleg, s) £ Klnevitable(g, s).

Thirdly, we define what it means for a paphto be a sifix of another pathp w.r.t.

a situations:

Sufix(p’, p, 9) e OnPathp, s) A Startsg’, )
AVYS. s > s> OnPathp, §) = OnPathf’, 5).

Finally, SameHistory;, s;) means that the situatiorsgs ands, share the same his-
tory of actions, but perhaps starting fronffdrent initial situations:

Axiom 3 SameHistory$;, ;) = Init(s1) A Init(s)
V(Ja s, s, s1=do@as) A s =doa s,) A SameHistoryg, s;)).
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4  Prioritized Goals

Most work on formalizing goals only deals with static goal semantics and not their dy-
namics. There are two main categories of motivational attitudes, namely goal [1, 17]
(AKA choice [2], wish [10] or preference), and intention. While goals are sometimes
allowed to be inconsistent [10], intentions are mostly required to be consistent. Another
difference is that agents are committed to their intentions, but not necessarily to their
goals [10]. Intention is sometimes primitive [17, 3] and sometimes a defined concept,
specified in terms of goals [1, 2, 4]. In this section, we formalize goals or desires with
different priorities, which we cafirioritized goals(p-goals, henceforth). These p-goals
are not required to be mutually consistent and need not be actively pursued by the agent.
Using this, we define the consistent setchbsen goal®r intentions (c-goals, hence-
forth) that the agent is committed to. In the next section, we formalize goal dynamics
by providing a SSA for p-goals. The agent’s c-goals are automatically updated when
her p-goals change. We deal with subgoals and their dynamics in Section 6.

Not all of the agent’s goals are equally important to her. Thus, it is useful to sup-
port a priority ordering over goals. This information can be used to decide which of the
agent'’s c-goals should no longer be actively pursued in case they become mutually in-
consistent. Following [6], we specify each p-goal by its own accessibility reffitient
G. A pathpis G-accessible at priority level in situations (denoted byG(p, n, 9)) if all
the goals of the agent at leuehre satisfied over this path and if it starts with a situation
that has the same history (in terms of the actions performed so far)lae latter re-
guirement ensures that the agent’s p-goal-accessible paths reflect the actions that have
been performed so far. A smallerrepresents higher priority, and the highest priority
level is 0. Thus in this framework, we assume that the set of p-goals are totally ordered
according to priority. We say that an agent has the p-goalglaateveln in situations
iff ¢ holds over all paths that af&-accessible atin s:

PGoalf, n, s) = Vp. G(p,n, ) D ¢(p).

To be able to refer to all the p-goals of the agent at some given priority level, we
also defineonly p-goals

def

OPGoalp, n, s) = PGoalg,n, s)
AVYP,S. Startsp, S) A SameHist§, s) A ¢(p) > G(p, N, S).

An agent has thenly p-goalthat¢ at leveln in situationsiiff ¢ is a p-goal ahin s,
and any path over which holds and that starts with a situation that has the same action
history as insis G-accessible at in s.

A domain theory for our framework includes the axioms of a theopasic as
in the previous section, the axiomatization of paths i.e. axioms 1-3, domain dependent
initial goal axioms (see below), the domain independent axioms 4-7 and the definitions
that appear in this section and the next. The modeler must provide initial goal axioms
of the following form:

InmaL GoaL Axioms (@) Init(s) o ((G(p, 0, s) = Startsf, S') A Init(S) A ¢o(p))
A (G(p, 1, s) = Starts, S) A Init(s) A ¢1(p)) A - - -

53



A (G(p, k—1,s) = Startsg, S) A Init(s) A ¢k_1(P))),
(b) ¥n, p, s. Init(s) A n > k> (G(p, n, s) = Startsp, ) A Init(s)),
(c) Init(s) > NPGoalgs) = k.

The p-goalspg, ¢1, - - -, pk-1 (from highest to lowest priority) of the agent in the initial
situations are specified by the Initial Goal Axiom (a); each of them defines a set of initial
goal paths for a given priority level, and must be consistent. We assume that the agent
has a finite number of initial p-goals. Fon > k, we makeG(p, n, s) true for every path
p that starts with an initial situation in (b). Thus at levels k, the agent has the trivial
p-goal that she be in an initial situation. We also have a distinguished functional fluent
NPGoalgs) that represents the number of prioritized goals that the agent has (i.e. the
location of the first empty slot after the last p-goal). Initidy?Goalsis set tok in (c).
Later, we will specify the dynamics of p-goals by giving SSAs@andNPGoals

We use the following as a running example. We have an agent who initially has
the following three p-goalspy = OBeRich,¢; = ¢GetPhD, ands, = oBeHappy at
level 1, and 2, respectively (see second column of Table 1). Assume that while all

G-Level So, S;_ S: S, S3
4 TRUE TRUE oBeRichA oWorkHardA oBeEnergetic  TRUE
3 TRUE oBeRichA oWorkHard oBeRichA oWorkHard TRUE
2 oOBeHappy oBeHappy oBeHappy oBeHappy
1 &GetPhD &GetPhD &GetPhD &GetPhD
0 oBeRich oBeRich oBeRich oBeRich

Table 1. Example of an Agent’'s PGoals and their Dynamics

of her p-goals are individually achievable initially, her p-gagbetPhD is inconsis-
tent with her highest priority p-goatBeRich as well as with her p-goalBeHappy

while the latter are consistent with each other. It is straightforward to specify a domain
action theory such that it entails this. Also assume that, after the agtiBankrupt
happens ir8g, the p-goabbBeRich becomes impossible. Thus in our example, we have
OPGoalgi(p) A Startsp, s) A Init(s),i, Sp), fori = 0,1, 2. Also, for anyn > 3, we have
OPGoal(Startg, s) A Init(s), n, Sp).

Using p-goals, we next define c-goals. While p-goals or desires are allowed to be
known to be impossible to achieve, an agent’s c-goals or intentions must be realistic. Not
all of the G-accessible paths are realistic in the sense that they start with a knowledge
accessible situation. To filter these out, we defeddistic p-goal accessible paths:

Gr(p.n. 9 £ G(p,n, 9) A Startsp, ) A K(S, 9),

i.e., a pathp is Gg-accessible at leved in situationsif it is G-accessible at in s, and
if p starts with a situation that i-accessible irs. ThusGg prunes out the paths from
G that are known to be impossible. We will define c-goals in terms of realistic p-goals,
so this ensures that agents’ c-goals are realistic.

The idea of how we compute c-goal-accessible paths is as follows: the Ggt of
accessibility relations represents a set of prioritized temporal propositions that are can-
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didates for the agent’s c-goals. Giv8&g, in each situation we want to compute the
agent’s c-goals such that it is tineaximal consisterget of higher priority realistic p-
goals. We do this iteratively starting with the set of all possible paths (i.e. paths that
starts with aK-accessible situation). At each iteration we compute the intersection of
this set with the next highest priority set @k-accessible paths. If the intersection is
not empty, we thus obtain a new chosen set of paths atilews call a p-goal chosen

by this process aactivep-goal. If on the other hand, the intersection is empty, then it
must be the case that the p-goal represented by this level is either in conflict with an-
other active higher priority p-gg@ combination of two or more active higher priority
p-goals, or known to be impossible. In that case, that p-goal is ignored (i.e. marked as
inactive), and the chosen set of paths at leuslthe same as at level 1. We repeat

this until we reach = NPGoals Axiom 4 computes this intersectidn:

Axiom 4 Gn(p,n,s) =if (n = 0) then Starts, ') A K(S, 9)
else ifAp".(Gr(p’,n—-1,9 AGx(p’,n—-1,9))
then (Gr(p,Nn— 1,9 AGn(p,n-1,9)
elseGnh(p,n—1,s).

C-goal accessible paths are the result of this intersection after all priority levels have
been considered:

def

Ge(p, s) = Ga(p, NPGoalgs), s).

We define an agent’s c-goals in terms of Gg-accessible paths:

CGoalfp, s) £ Vp. Ge(p, ) D ¢(p),

i.e., the agent has the c-goal tligaif ¢ holds over all of hefGc-accessible paths.
We also define what it means for an agent to have a c-goal at somelevel

CGoal@,n,s) = Vp. Ga(p,n+1,9) D ¢(p),

i.e. an agent has the c-goal at levethat ¢ if ¢ holds over all paths that are in the
prioritized intersection of the set @r-accessible paths up to level

In our example, the agent’s p-goals a®eRich ¢GetPhD andoBeHappy in order
of priority. The G,-accessible paths at level 1 8y are the ones that start withié-
accessible situation and whenBeRich holds. Thé&,-accessible paths at level 2 in
Sp are the same as at level 1, since there ar&raccessible paths over which both
©&GetPhD andiBeRich hold. Finally, th&-accessible paths at level 3% and hence
theG¢-accessible paths are those that start witha@ccessible situation and over which
oBeRicha oBeHappy holds. Also, it can be shown that initially our example agent has
the c-goals thatiBeRich andaBeHappy, but no0GetPhD.

Note that by our definition of c-goals, the agent can have a c-goap thatituation
s for various reasons: 1) is known to be inevitable irs; 2) ¢ is an active p-goal at
some levehin s; 3) ¢ is a consequence of two or more active p-goalsfatiint levels
in s. To be able to refer to c-goals for which the agent has a primitive motivation, i.e. c-
goals that result from a single active p-goal at some priority leyil contrast to those

4if ¢ then ¢, elsed, is an abbreviation for > 61) A (—¢ D 62).
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that hold as a consequence of two or more active p-goalstatatit priority levels, we
defineprimary c-goals:

PrimCGoalf, s) = an. PGoalg, n, s) A p. Ge(p, ) A G(p, N, ).
That is, an agent has the primary c-goal thah situations, if ¢ is a p-goal at some
levelnin s, and if there is &c-accessible path in sthat is alsdG-accessible atin s.
Thus if an agent has a primary c-goal tihathen she also has the c-goal thabut not
necessarily vice-versa. It can be shown that initially our example agent has the primary
c-goals thatiBeRich andaBeHappy, but not their conjunction.

5 Goal Dynamics

An agent’s goals change when her knowledge changes as a result of the occurrence of an
action (including exogenous events), or when she adopts or drops a goal. We formalize
this by specifying how p-goals change. C-goals are then calculated using (realistic) p-
goals in every new situation as explained above.

We introduce two actions for adopting and dropping a p-gad,p(¢) anddrop(¢),
and a third for adopting a subgoalw.r.t. a supergoap, adop{(y, ¢). The action pre-
condition axioms for these are as follows:

Axiom 5 Poss@dop{¢), s) = -3dn. PGoalg, n, s),

Possédop(y, ¢), s) = =3dn. PGoal(, n, s) A An'. PGoalp,n’, s),

Possdrop(¢), s) = An. PGoalg, n, s).
That is, an agent can adopt the p-goal that she does not already hages her p-goal
at some level. An agent can adopt a subgpal.r.t. the parent goal that if she does
not already have the p-goal thatat some level, and if at some level she currently has
the parent goal that. Thedrop(¢) action is possible irs if ¢ is a p-goal at some level
nins.

In the following, we specify the dynamics of p-goals by giving the SSAGand
then discuss each case one at a time:

Axiom 6 (SSA for G) G(p,n,do(a, )) =

Vo, (a+ adop(p) A a+ adoply, ¢) A a+ drop(¢) A Progressedy, n, a, s))

Vv 3¢. (a = adop(g) A Adopted, n, a, s, ¢))

v d¢, yr. (a = adoply, ¢) A SubGoalAdoptedt, n, a, s, ¢, ¢)

Vv 3¢. (a = drop(¢) A Droppedp, n, a, s, ¢)).
The overall idea of the SSA fdg is as follows. First of all, to handle the occurrence
of a non-adoptrop (i.e. regular) action, we progress als-accessible paths to reflect
the fact that this action has just happened; this is done using the Progressad)

construct, which replaces ea@iaccessible patlp’ with starting situations’, by its
sufix p provided that it starts witdo(a, s'):

def

Progressedt, n,a, s) = dp’. G(p’, n, s) A Starts@’, s) A Sufix(p, p’,do(a, 5)).
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Any path over which the next action performed is agt eliminated from the respective
G accessibility level.

Secondly, to handle adoption of a p-ge@alwe add a new proposition containing
the p-goal to the agent’s goal hierarchy. We assume that the newly adopteddhgsal
the lowest priority. Thus in addition to progressing theaccessible paths at all levels
as above, we eliminate the paths over whictioes not hold from th&lPGoalgs)-th
G-accessibility level, and the agent acquires the p-goalttstevelN PGoalgs).

Adoptedf, n, a, s, ¢) = if (n = NPGoalgs)) then (Progressed n, a, ) A ¢(p))
elseProgresseqi, n, a, s).

The third case of subgoal adoption is discussed in the next section.

Finally, to handle dropping of a p-goa) we replace the propositions that imply the
dropped goal in the agent’s goal hierarchy by the “trivial” proposition that the history
of actions in the current situation has occurred. Thus in addition to progressi@g all
accessible paths as above, we add back all paths that share the same histbogangh
to the existings-accessibility levels where the agent has the p-goalthatd thus these
G-accessibility levels now amounts to the “trivial” p-goal that Correctigjgiath).>

def

Droppedf, n,a, s, ¢) = if PGoalg, n, s) then Startsf, s') A SameHistory$', do(a, s))
elseProgressedy n, a, S).

The SSA forNPGoalgs) is as follows:

Axiom 7 (SSA for NPGoals) NPGoalgdo(a, s)) = k =
a # adop(g) A a# adop(y, ) A NPGoalgs) =k Vv
a=adop{(¢) A NPGoalgs) + L=k vV
a = adop(y, ¢) A AdjustSubGoalAdoptt, s) = k.

Thatis, when the agent adopts a p-goal, her cuti#?Boalsis incremented by one. We
discuss the adjustment dfPGoalsrequired for subgoal adoption in the next section.
Finally, NPGoalsis not dfected by any other action.

Returning to our example, recall that our agent has the c-@gaile p-goals ir5g
that oBeRich andoBeHappy, but not>GetPhD, since the latter is inconsistent with
her higher priority p-goatiBeRich. On the other hand, & = do(goBankruptSo),
the agent has the c-goal thaGetPhD, but notiBeRich noroBeHappy;oBeRich is
excluded from the set of c-goals since it has become impossible to achieve (i.e. unre-
alistic). Also, since her higher priority p-go@iGetPhD is inconsistent with her p-goal
oBeHappy, the agent will makeBeHappy inactive.

Note that, while it might be reasonable to drop a p-goal (¢@etPhD) that is in
conflict with another higher priority active p-goal (emBeRich), in our framework we
keep such p-goals around. The reason for this is that althaBgRich is currently
inconsistent withbGetPhD, the agent might later learn tliBeRich has become im-
possible to bring about (e.g. aftgoBankruptoccurs), and then might want to pursue

5 CorrectHist6, path) is defined as Startpath s') A SameHistory§, s); here pathis a place-
holder that stands for a path asdepresents the current situation.
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©GetPhD. Thus, it is useful to keep these inactive p-goals since this allows the agent to
maximize her utility (that of her chosen goals) by taking advantage of such opportuni-
ties. As mentioned earlier, c-goals are our analogue to intentions. Recall that Bratman'’s
model of intentions limits the agent’s practical reasoning — agents do not always opti-
mize their utility and don’t always reconsider all available options in order to allocate
their reasoning féort wisely. In contrast to this, our c-goals are defined in terms of the
p-goals, and at every step, we ensure that the agent’s c-goals maximizes her utility so
that it is the set of highest priority goals that is consistent given the agent’s knowledge.
Thus, our notion of c-goals is not as persistent as Bratman'’s notion of intention [10].
For instance as mentioned above, after the ag@Bankrupthappens irSg, the agent

will lose the c-goal thatBeHappy, although she did not drop it and it did not become
impossible or achieved. In this sense, our model is that of an idealized agent. There
is a tradeff between optimizing the agent's chosen set of prioritized goals and being
committed to chosen goals. In our framework, chosen goals behave like intentions with
an automatic filter-override mechanism [10] that forces the agent to drop her chosen
goals when opportunities to commit to other higher priority goals arise. In the future, it
would be interesting to develop a logical model that captures the pragmatics of intention
reconsideration by supporting control over it.

We now show that our formalization of prioritized goals has some desirable prop-
erties. Some of these (e.g. Proposition 3a) are analogues of the AGM postulates; others
(e.g. adopting logically equivalent goals has the same result, etc.) were left out for space
reasons. First we show that c-goals are consistent:

Proposition 1 (Consistency) D E Vs. -CGoal(Falses).

Thus, the agent cannot have bgtand-¢ c-goals in a situatios and there is a path that
is Gc-accessible irs. Even if all of the agent’s p-goals become known to be impossible,
the set ofG¢c-accessible paths will be precisely the ones that starts witkaacessible
situation, and thus the agent will only choose the propositions that are known to be
inevitable.

We also have the property of realism [1], i.e. if an agent knows that something has
become inevitable, then she has this as a c-goal:

Proposition 2 (Realism) D E Klnevitableg, s) > CGoal@, ).

Note that this is not necessarily true for p-goals and primary c-goals — an agent may
know that something has become inevitable and not have it as her jpigoalry c-
goal, which is intuitive. In fact, this is the reason why we define p-goals in terms of
G-accessible paths rather th@g. A consequence of Proposition 1 and 2 is that an
agent does not have a c-goal that is known to be impossibld)ite.CGoal@, s) >
-Klmpossibleg, s).

We next discuss some properties of the framework w.r.t. goal change. Proposition
3 says that (a) an agent acquires the p-goal at somenebelt ¢ after she adopts it,
and (b) an agent acquires the primary c-goal (and c-goalpthéter she adopts it is,
provided that she does not have the c-goal tiain s.

Proposition 3 (Adoption) (a) D E dn. PGoal@, n,do(adopi(¢), 9)),
(b) D  =CGoal(¢, s) o PrimCGoalg, do(adop(e), 9)).
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We can also show that after dropping the p-goal thist s, an agent does not have
the p-goal (and thus the primary c-goal) that

Proposition 4 (Drop) D E —dn. PGoal@, n,do(drop(¢), 9)).

Note that, this does not hold for CGoal,@sould still be a consequence of two or more
of her remaining primary c-goals.

The next few properties concern the persistence of these motivational attitudes. In
the following, we prove a persistence property for achievement p-goals:

Proposition 5 (Persistence of Achievement PGoals)
D E PGoal¢ @, n, s) A Know(=@(now), s) A Y. a # drop(y) > PGoal@o®, n,do(a, 9)).

This says that if an agent has a p-goal thak in s, then she will retain this p-goal
after some actiona has been performed &) provided that she knows thdthas not yet
been achieved, aralis not the action of dropping a p-goal. Note that, we do not need
to ensure thad @ is still known to be possible or consistent with higher priority active
p-goals, since the SSA fds does not automatically drop such incompatible p-goals
from the goal hierarchy.

For achievement chosen goals we have the following:

Proposition 6 (Persistence of Achievement Chosen Goals)
D = OPGoal{® A CorrectHistf), n, s) A CGoal® @, 9)
A Know(=@(now), s) A Y. a # drop(y) A ~CGoalcod, n—1,do(a, 9))
> CGoal®, n,do(a, 9)).

Thus, in situatiors, if an agent has the only p-goal at levethat ¢ @ and the correct
history of actions irs has been performed, andi is also a c-goal irs (and thus she
has the primary c-goal that®), then she will retain the c-goal thet® at leveln after
some actiora has been performed &) provided that:

— she knows that has not yet been achieved,

— thatais not the action of dropping a p-goal,

— and that at leveh — 1 the agent does not have the c-goal that®, i.e. 0® is
consistent with higher priority c-goals.

Note that this property also follows if we replace the consequent with C&@al{o(a, s))

or PrimCGoal @, do(a, s)), and thus it deals with the persistence of (primary) c-goals.
Note however that, it does not hold if we replace the OPGoal in the antecedent with
PGoal; the reason for this is that the agent might have a p-goal anlé@vealthaty and

the c-goal insthat¢, but not haves as a primary c-goal is, e.g.n might be an inactive

level because another p-goalrelhas become impossible, apcould be a c-goal irs
because itis a consequence of two other primary c-goals. Thus ewgisihot a c-goal
aftera has been performed i5) there is no guarantee that the lewedill be active in

do(a, s) or that all the active p-goals that contributedstm s are still active.

We believe that the dropping of an unrelated p-goal will et persistence, and
hence it should be possible to strengthen Proposition 5 and 6. Also, in the future we
would like to generalize these two propositions to deal with arbitrary temporally ex-
tended goals.
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6 Handling Subgoals

In this section, we deal with the dynamics of subgoals. As mentioned earlier, a sub-
goal must be dropped when the parent goal is dropped or becomes impossible. When
adopting a subgoat with respect to a supergoa] in addition to recording the newly
adopted goal, we need to model the fact thatis a subgoal of. This information can
later be used to drop the subgoal when the parent goal is dropped. One way of modeling
this is to ensure that the adoption of a subgpal.r.t. a parent goap adds new p-goals
that containboth this subgoal and this parent goal ieA ¢ at a lower priority than
the parent goab. This ensures that when the parent goal is dropped, the subgoal is also
dropped. To see this, recall that to handle the dropping of agyaed drop the p-goals
at all G-accessibility levels that imply. Thus, if we drop the parent gog] it will also
drop all of its subgoals including, since theG-accessibility levels where the parent
goal¢ holds include thé&s-accessibility levels where the subgaaholds. Note that, if
there are more than one level where the supergdah p-goal, then we copy all these
levels, i.e. for each level whereg is a p-goal, we add a (lower priority) level to the
goal hierarchy. As we will see, this ensures that the sub-subgoals and sub-sub-subgoals
etc. are also properly dropped when the supergoal is dropped. Also, this means that
dropping a subgoal does not necessarily drop the supergoal.

Before going over the formal details, let us mention some useful bookkeeping tools
that we will use: Lengthy returns the number of elements in lisNth(, i) returns the
i-th elementin list, and -1 ifi > Length(); Sort() returns a sorted version of listThe
part of the SSA folG that handles subgoal adoption is defined as follows:

SubGoalAdoptedt, n, a, s, ¥, ¢) = (n < NPGoalgs) A Progresseg n, a, s))) v
(NPGoalgs) < n < NPGoalgs) + Length(AddList, s))
A di,m. (n= NPGoalgs) + i A m= Nth(AddList(g, s), i)
A Progresseq(, m, a, s) A y(p))) vV
(n > NPGoalgs) + Length(AddListg, s)) A Progressedy, n, a, s)).

That s, if the action involves the adoption of a subgpal.r.t. a supergoap, we adjust
G to incorporate (possibly several) new p-goals. We will discuss each case in turn. First,
note that the existing p-goals are just carried over by progressing them; this is handled
by the first disjunct.

Secondly, we adjuss starting at leveNPGoalgs). We add a number of new levels
that include the conjunction of the only p-goal and the subgoal at a lower priority for
all the current only p-goals that imply the parent ggalFor example, say at levél
we have an OPGoal tha; and it implies the parent goal that then we add at a
lower priority the conjoined goal of the progressed versiooénd the subgoal.
Our formalization of this uses the abbreviation AddldsH) which is a sorted list of
levels such that the parent goal is implied by the only p-goal at this level. AddList is
defined as: AddListt, s) £ Sort(jn | PGoalg, n, s)]). The length of this list indicates
the number of lower priority goals that needs to be added. As discussed above, this
ensures that the agent will drop the subgoal when the parent goal is dropped (but not
necessarily vice-versa). Note that if this process adds two or more new p-goals to the
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agent's goal hierarchy, we maintain the original ordering; e.g. suppose that the agent
adopted) w.r.t. ¢, that there are tw-accessibility levelsn andn such that the agent

has the only p-goal that,, atmandg, atn, that¢,, implies¢ andg, implies¢, and that

n > m. In that case, the SSA f@ will add the p-goabym, A ¢ at levelNPGoalgs) and

the p-goalp, A ¢ at leveINPGoalgs) + 1.

Finally, all the remaining levels involving trivially true goals are just carried over
by progressing them.

The part of the SSA foNPGoalsthat handles subgoal adoption is defined as fol-
lows:

AdjustSubGoalAdoptt, ) £ NPGoalgs) + Length(AddListe, s)).
That is, when the agent adopts a subgoal w.r.t. a parent goal, her chift&alsis
incremented by the number of new p-goals adopted in this process.

Let us go back to our example. Suppose that the agent knows that one way of always
being rich is to always work hard, which in turns can be fulfilled by always being ener-
getic. Assume that with this in mind, our agent adopts the subgoattatrkHard
w.r.t. the p-goal thatBeRich, and then adopts the sub-subgoal thAeEnergetic
w.r.t. the subgoal thatWorkHard starting inSo. Then the agent’s goal hierarchy in
S; = do(adop{oWorkHard oBeRich) Sp) should include the p-goal thatWorkHard
and inS, = do(adop(oBeEnergeticoWorkHard) S;) should also include the p-goal
thatoBeEnergetic. According to the SSA f@, our agent’s goal hierarchy i&; and
in S, will be as in Table £ In Sy, the supergoatBeRich holds at level 0 and thus
AddList(@mBeRich Sp) = [0]. Similarly in S;, the supergoatWorkHard holds at level
3 and thus AddListfWorkHard S;) = [3]. Now, suppose that i, the agent wants to
drop the p-goal thabWorkHard. Then irS; = do(drop(dWorkHard) S;), she should
no longer haveiBeEnergetic as a p-goal, but should retain the supergoahBeRich.
After the agent drops the p-goal thaitVorkHard, by the SSA foG we can see that all
theG-accessible levels wherdNorkHard holds will be replaced by the only p-goal that
CorrectHistB,, path) (seeSz in Table 1). This shows that droppimyVorkHard results
in the dropping of all of its subgoals (in this casBeEnergetic), but that its parent goal
oBeRich is retained.

We define the SubGoal relation as follows:

def

SubGoal{, ¢, s) = An. PGoal, n, s) A -PGoal{, n, s)
A YN PGoal{, n, s) > PGoalg, n, s).

This says thai is a subgoal o in situations iff there exists aG-accessibility level
nin ssuch that is a p-goal ah while y is not, and for allG-accessibility levels irs
wherey is a p-goalg is also a p-goal. Note that, while our formalization of subgoal
dynamics allows a subgoal to have multiple parents, in this definition we assume that
a subgoal can't have more than one parent. In the future, we will work on relaxing this
constraint.

We now discuss some properties concerning the dynamics of subgoals and the de-
pendencies between a subgoal and its parent goal. Proposition 7 states that (a) an agent

6 For simplicity in Table 1, we only show the agent’s relevant p-goals rather than its only p-goals
(which in addition reflect the actions that have been performed so far, i.e. CorresfHist(

61



acquires the p-goal thatafter she adopts it as a subgoal of another gaals, provided
that she has the p-goal at some levekithat$, and (b) she also acquires the primary
c-goal thaty after she adopts it as a subgoalsdh s, provided that she has the primary
c-goal insthatg, and that she does not have the c-goal thain s.

Proposition 7 (Subgoal Adoption)
(@) D E dAm. PGoalgp, m, s) o dn. PGoal{, n,do(adopty, ¢), 9)),
(b) D  PrimCGoalg, s) A =CGoaly, s) o PrimCGoal{, do(adop(y, ¢), S)).

The next property says that after dropping the p-goalghats, an agent does not
have the p-goal (and thus the primary c-goal) ihaprovided thaty is a subgoal of
ins.

Proposition 8 (Supergoal Drop)
D E SubGoal{, ¢, s) > —dn. PGoal{, n,do(drop(¢), S)).

As with Proposition 4, this does not hold if we replace PGoal in the consequence with
CGoal sincey could be a consequence of a combination of other active p-goals.
The next two properties say that dropping a subgoal doesffemt ¢he parent goal.

Proposition 9 (Subgoal Drop)
() D E SubGoalf, ¢, s) o An. PGoalg, n, do(drop(y), s)),
(b) D  SubGoalf, ¢, s) A PrimCGoalg, s) > PrimCGoalé, do(drop(y), 9)).

That is, (a) an agent retains the p-goal thatfter she drops a subgaoalof ¢, and (b)
she also retains the primary c-goal thhafter she drops a subgagabf ¢ in s, provided
that she has the primary c-goal tlgaih s.

Finally, it can be shown that the SubGoal relation is transitive, iy i§ a subgoal
of ¢ in s, and ify, is a subgoal of; in s, theny, must also be a subgoal ¢fin s.

7 Discussion and Future Work

In this paper, we presented a formalization of prioritized goals, subgoals, and their
dynamics. Our formalization ensures that an agent’s chosen goals are always consistent
and that goals and subgoals properly evolve as a result of actions and as a result of
adopting and dropping goals. Although we made some simplifying assumptions, in
this paper we have focused on developing an expressive framework that captures an
idealized form of rationality without worrying about tractability. In would be desirable
to study restricted fragments of the logic where reasoning is tractable. Also, before
defining more limited forms of rationality, one should have a clear specification of what
ideal rationality really is so that one understands what compromises are being done.
While in our account chosen goals are closed under logical consequence, primary
c-goals are not. To this end, our formalization of primary c-goals is related to the non-
normal modal formalizations of intentions found in the literature [3], and as such it does
not sufer from the side-@ect problem [1]. For instance, in our framework an agent can
have the primary c-goal to get her teeth fixed and know that this always involves pain,
but not have the primary c-goal to have pain.
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Also, since we are using the situation calculus, we can easily represent procedural
goalgplans, e.g. the goal to dm and thena, can be written as: PGoal(Stansé;) A
OnPathp, s) A s = do(ay, do(ay, 1)), 0, Sp). Golog [12] can be used to represent com-
plex plangprograms. So we can model the adoption of plans as subgoals.

Recently, there have been a few proposals that deal with goal change. Sttapiro
al. [18] present a situation calculus based framework where an agent adopts a goal
when she is requested to do so, and remains committed to this goal unless the requester
cancels this request; a goal is retained even if the agent learns that it has become im-
possible, and in this case the agent’s goals become inconsistent. Shapiro and Brewka
[7] modify this framework to ensure that goals are dropped when they are believed to
be impossible or when they are achieved. Their account is similar to ours in the sense
that they also assume a priority ordering over the set of (in their case, requested) goals,
and in every situation they compute chosen goals by computing a maximal consistent
goal set that is also compatible with the agent’s beliefs. However, their model has some
unintuitive properties: the agent’s chosen set of goatko(a, s) may be quite dierent
from her goals irs, althougha did not make any of her goals simpossible or incon-
sistent with higher priority goals, because inconsistencies between goals at the same
priority level are resolved elierently (this can happen because goals are only partially
ordered). Note that, while one might argue that a partial order over goals might be more
general, allowing this means that additional control information is required to obtain
a single goal state after the agent’s goals change. Also, we provide a more expressive
formalization of prioritized goals — we model goals using infinite paths, and thus can
model many types of goals that they cannot. Finally they model prioritized goals by
treating the agent’s p-goals as an arbitrary set of temporal formulas, and then defining
the set of c-goals as a subset of the p-goals. But our possible world semantics has some
advantages over this: it clearly defines when goals are consistent with each other and
with what is known. One can easily specify how goals change when an aaticours,
e.g. the goal to da next and then dd becomes the goal to dmnext, the goal that
oD v O becomes the goal that? if a makes achievingd impossible, etc.

There has been much work on agent programming languages with declarative goals
where the dynamics of goals and intentions and the dependencies between goals and
sub-goals are modeled (e.g. [19], [9] and the references therein). However, most of
these are not based on a formal theory of agency, and to the best of our knowledge,
none maintains the consistency of (chosen) goals (e.g. when adopting a plan to achieve
a goal, these frameworks do not ensure that this plan is consistent with the agent’s
other concurrent gogjslans). Also, most of these do not deal with temporally extended
goals, and as a result they often need to accommodate inconsistent goal-bases to al-
low the agent to achieve conflicting states dfatient time points (e.g. the default logic
based framework in [20]); chosen goals are required to be consistent. In [6], the au-
thors present a situation calculus based agent programming language where the agent
executes a program while maximizing the achievement of a set of prioritized goals.
However, they do not formalize goal dynamics.

One limitation of our account is that we assume that the agent’s p-goals are totally
ordered in terms of priority. Also, newly adopted p-goals are assigned the lowest pri-
ority. A consequence of this is that an agent’s c-goals depend on the adoption order of
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her p-goals. For instance, given a fixed starting situation, an agent can end up with two
different sets of c-goals by adoptiggollowed by, and by adoptings followed by

¢. This has very dferent results whea andy conflict with each other. We would like

to address this by incorporating the priority of the p-goal as an argument sl thet

action, and handling this in the framework. Finally, one can argue that our agent spends
too much resources trying to optimize her c-goals at every step. It would be interesting

to develop an account where the agent is strongly committed to her chosen goals, and
where the filter override mechanism is only triggered under specific conditions.
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Abstract. In last years, online social networks are enjoying drastic in-
crease in their population and connectivity. Meanwhile, trust is known
as essential factor in quality of the connections between diverse nodes in
the network. To address the efficiency in the interactions of nodes, we
propose in this paper a trust-based architecture applicable to maintain
interactions in multi-agent-based social network. We provide a detailed
discussion over the network formation by taking into account the edge
creation factors classified as homophily, confounding and influence. We
systematically inspire different involving factors to observe evolution of
the network of trust-based interconnections in a microscopic manner. We
also provide a theoretical analysis of the proposed model assessment and
discuss the system implementation, along with simulations obtained from
a number of executions compared with the broadly known frameworks.
General Terms. Human Factors, Measurement, Experimentation.
Keywords. Trust establishment , Edge Creation, Multi-Agent Systems,
Agent Communication, Social Networks.

1 Introduction

Online social networks are drastically being enlarged. Facebook, Flicker, Yahoo
Answers are among very popular social networks that are gaining a very high
traffic in terms of the users and their conductivities. In general, the impact
of the features of these networks and analysis on how they form the behavior
of the users have been a hot interest during the very recent years. A number of
theoretical and empirical works have been proposed analyzing the users behavior
in forming the connection between them. For example, the analysis on the edge
creation process [10, 6] related to the sociality of a node led to hypothesis to
observe the distribution of a heavy-traffic degree of popular nodes in the network.
In [1], the authors address the source of the correlation between agents that led
them to extend their activity and create edges. In [2], the correlation between
agents are analyzed in an online large scale community. In fact, the relation
between the agents that just joined the community and the agents that are
already in the community is discussed.
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Here we take a different perspective over the social correlation of agents. In
edge creation process, we analyze diverse impacts upon the trust that is already
established between two nodes and consequently, we generalize to analyze the
socializing of the agents that use different trust evaluation systems. To this
end, we first discuss the trust evaluating method and upon that, we analyze
the activity area extension of agents in a microscopic approach. To maintain a
trust-based network, different computational frameworks have been proposed in
the literature. Some models consider the direct interaction of two parties [15,
14, 8]. Some models rely, to some extent, on the suggested rating provided by
other agents [12,9, 13]; and some others also consider the suggested rating of the
agent being evaluated [4, 8]. Since agents are self-interested, it is hard to analyze
an agent’s likely behavior based on previous direct interactions given the fact
that the collected information from other agents may be non-reliable and could
lead to a non-accurate trust assessment. So far, these frameworks do not act
properly if selfish agents tend to change their behaviors. Therefore, agents do
not properly initiate a social activity in the sense that they cannot maintain a
strong control on the adjacent environment.

In this paper, we use the proposed model that is fully presented in [11] and
discuss the social network-related affects (classified in [1]) such as influence,
confounding, and homophily on the edge creation process of the distributed
agents. In the proposed model, we provide an efficient assessment process in a
twofold contribution. In the first contribution, agents mutually interact and rate
each other based on the interaction done (either satisfactory or dissatisfactory).
The obtained ratings are accumulated to assess the direct interaction rating of
a particular agent. In the evaluation process, we call the evaluator agent as the
trustor and refer to him as Ag,, and the evaluated agent as the trustee and refer
to him as Agj,. Also we refer to the involved agents in the trust assessment process
as consulting agents. In the proposed framework, Ag, evaluates the credibility
of Agy by combining his own direct trust rating with the ratings provided by the
consulting agents. The computed trust value is used as a doubt to extend the
connection between the trustor and the trustee agent. In the second contribution
of the proposed model, the trustor agent after a period of direct interaction with
the trustee agent performs a retrospect trust adjustment (so-called maintenance)
in order to update his belief set about the credibility of the consulting agents that
provided information regarding to the trust level of trustee agents. Depending
on the accuracy of the consulting agents, the trustor agent would either increase
or decrease his trust ratings about consulting agents. By updating the trust
values, agents basically would recognize the adjacent agents that are worth to
extend the connection with. On the other hand, agents would stay apart from
bad agents in terms of social activities. Doing so, gradually agents recognize
more reliable consulting agents around in the network, which would form a more
efficient social correlation between adjacent agents. This assessment is used in
microscopic analysis of edge creation between the interacting agents.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly
define our proposed framework as comprehensive trust assessment process, which
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is composed of evaluation and maintenance process. In Section 3, we define the
social network parameters, and environment that the interactions are initiated.
In Section 4, we elaborate the affects of the discussed network properties in the
experimental environment. Representing the testbed, we compare our model re-
sults with two well-known trust models in terms of efficiency in trust assessment
and finally Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Trust Evaluation Method

In this section, we formalize the trust assessment between interacting parties
(customer and provider agents) in the social network. Since the proposed trust
assessment model is fully described in [11], in this paper we only refer to the
assessment formulation. In general, each customer agent c; is linked to a set of
customers it knows and a set of provider agents it has interacted within the past.
Without loss of generality, a customer c¢; has to evaluate correlating agents in
the environment (could be consumers or providers) in any case of interaction.
For instance, a direct evaluation of a provider p; is possible if the customer
had enough transactions with that provider. In the trust model that we use for
evaluation [3], three elements are used to characterize the relationship between
the trustor Ag, and trustee agents Agy: 1) how much the trustor agent trusts
the trustee: TrAgb
recency of the last transactions: TiR‘Y " ga. The transactions could taken place

caused from homophily, confounding or influence of any other agents in the net-
work. Formally, we define a social network for service selection as follows:

2) the number of past transactions: N TA ; and 3) the time

Definition 1. A social network for service selection is a tuple (C, P, —.c, —p)
where C is a set of customer services, P a set of provider services, —.C
C x R?® x C is a ternary relation (for labelled edges linking customers) and
—+pC C x R? x P is a ternary relation (for labelled edges linking customers to
providers).

We use the usual notation for the labelled edges: if ¢;, ¢, € C and v € R3, then
(ci,v, ) E—c is written as ¢; e Ch- Likewise, we write ¢; L%p p; instead of
(€i,v,pj) €E—p. Our social network for service selection has two types of nodes:
type 1 for customers and type 2 for providers and two types of edges: type 1 for
edges between customers and type 2 for edges linking customers to providers. The
edges of type 1 represent friendship relations in the network, while edges of type
2 capture business relationships. The existence of an edge of type 1 ¢; e CE
means that ¢; knows (is friend of) ck such that: v = (Trgs, NIg, TiRS). The
existence of an edge of type 2 ¢; —g:p p; means that ¢; had transactions with
p; such that: v = (Trt?, NT.? , TiRY’). We note that there is no edges in this
social network between providers. This does not mean that there is no social link
between providers, but only the existing links (which could be collaborations or
competitions) are not used in our framework.
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The direct evaluation of a provider p; by a customer ¢; is based on the
ratings ¢; gave to p; for each past interaction (r;) combined with the importance
of that interaction ()\;) and its time recency. Let n be the number of total
transactions between ¢; and p; (n = N Tfi"), equation 1 gives the formula to
compute this evaluation. To perform the indirect evaluation, the customer c¢;
solicits information about the provider p; from other customers c; such that
there is an edge ¢; —+c ¢; in the social network. The set of these customers
¢k is denoted 7,. The equation computing the indirect estimation is given by
equation 2, where oT'rgk = Tree NIk TiRGk.

Z;L:l ()\l TZR?Z .7‘1)

DTr? — _
el TS (N TiRY)

(1)

ck P3P P;
cheTci aTr Trey TiRe, NT¢,

ITre] = kT pPi P;
Yoeper, oTrei TiRel NTc)

(2)

To compute T, the direct and indirect evaluations are combined according
to their proportional importance. The idea is that the customer relies, to some
extent, on its own history (direct trust evaluation) and on consulting with its
network (indirect trust evaluation). This merging method considers the propor-
tional relevance of each trust assessment, rather than treating them separately.
To this end, ¢; assigns a contribution value for the trust assessment method (w
for direct trust evaluation and 1 — w for indirect trust evaluation when w < 1).
The value w is obtained from equation 3. Basically, the contribution of each
approach in the evaluation of p; is defined regarding to: (1) how informative
the history is in terms of the number of direct transactions between ¢; and p;
(NT??) and their time recency (TiRt?); and (2) how informative and reliable the
consulting customers are from ¢;’s point of view (DTr%’). Therefore, consulta-
tion with other agents is less considered if the history represents a comparatively
higher entropy value w, which reflects lower uncertainty. Respecting the contri-
bution percentage of the trust assessments, ¢; computes the trust value for p;
using equation 4.

_ _ In(DTrt] NTE TiRE) 3)
> ez, (DTrer NI TiRE)

b w.DTrY + (1 —w)ITrk ifw < 1
Tre = {DTrgf ifw>1 (4)

Generally, the merging method is used to obtain the most accurate trust as-
sessment. However, after a number of transactions, customers should analyze the
quality of the received services regarding to what is expected (represented here
by Trt’) and what is actually performed (so-called observed trust value ﬂij ).
To this end, an adjustment trust evaluation should be periodically performed.
The idea is to learn from past experiences, so that witnesses providing bad trust
values, which are far from the observed one, will be removed from the list of
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potential witnesses in the future. In addition, over the recent interactions, high
quality providers are recognized and thus distributed to the adjacent agents. In
general, using the maintenance process (for full description of algorithms, see
[11]), correlated agents could increase their rate of influence to one another,
which eventually would approach to a more active social network. This can be
represented by the following equation:

. . g Pi
Trts — T 5
i [Tre =T, (5)

3 Social Network Representation

To analyze our social network for service selection, many parameters described
in the literature about social networks could be considered. A detailed list of
such parameters are presented in [5]. For space limit, we consider only the fol-
lowing parameters and provide equations to compute them in our context of
trust for service selection. Without loss of generality, we would like to measure
the probability (likelihood) of edge creation between a customer and a provider
agent. The focus of this paper is on the study of edge-by-edge evaluation of the
social network in microscopic manner. We compare the network formation of
different types of agents that are using different trust establishment method and
use different strategies. Hence, we effectively analyze the effect of different trust
models in socializing a particular agent that joins a network and seeks to increase
his overall outcome (so-called utility). We basically distinguish between differ-
ent models based on their strategy of network formation in agent arrival, edge
arrival and interaction maintenance process (how after-interaction parameters
affect the strategies that are used in the further actions of agents).

3.1 Outdegree

Outdegree is a parameter for the extent to which an agent in the network conveys
information regarding some other agents. Outdegree value from the customer
point of view, is to what extent a customer agent knows the providers. The idea
is to reflect the fact that a customer that is connected to more reliable providers
has a higher outdegree than a customer linked to less reliable ones. In other
words, the outdegree value reflects the extent to which an agent tries to set up
and strengthen more edges connecting him to other agents. Equation 6 computes
this parameter for a generalized agent Ag, that could be a customer or a provider
agent, where o1'rf, = Tri NIG TiR%, and aTrgjg = TT%.NIZ;.TZ'RZ{?‘

Doui(Ag) = Z T, + Z aTrijg (6)

ck€Tag Pj €T;’xg

where T}, ={p; € P |3 ¢; —%+p p; in the social network}
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3.2 Indegree

Indegree is a parameter for the extent to which a customer in the network receives
information regarding to a particular agent from some other agents. Indegree
value from the customer point of view, is the extent that the agent is known by
the close agents in the network. The idea is to reflect the fact that a customer that
is connected to more reliable providers has a higher indegree than a customer
linked to less reliable ones. Indegree value from a provide point of view, is the
extent that a provider agent is popular in the social network that causes higher
number of requests from the customer agents. In other words, the indegree value
reflects the popularity of an agent in the sense that any agent would like to
increase it and thus cares not to distract it. Although the agents that are known
by many agents are supposed to be supported by them, however, regarding to
their accuracy and quality of service, they may expect a portion of the adjacent
agents for support. Equation 7 computes this parameter for a generalized agent
Ag, that could be a customer or a provider agent.

Din(Ag) = 3 aTr 7

ck€Say

where Syg ={c, € C | T ¢ —+¢ Ag in the social network}

3.3 Homophily

Homophily is a parameter for the extent to which a customer in the network
chooses to interact with a provider that is known and is already evaluated (this
is concept is derived from [1]). This basically raises to strengthen the correlation
of adjacent agents. In the social network, agents that are known from previous
interactions may tend to request for a service, which is expected to be satisfac-
tory. This is the affect of being friend in a network. In general, it is likely that
a customer agent re-selects a particular provider agent aiming to request for a
new service. Thus, provider agents normally try to provide a quality service to
keep their customers. The homophily of agents in the network is a factor that
is not directly compared to other choices of the customer agent, that is seeking
for a service. Basically it is the matter of how well-quality the provider agent
would provide the new service. This means that, the customer agent’s concern
is to measure the probability of gaining the expected quality in the service given
the fact that the provider agent is already provided a similar service to the same
customer. This possibility measurement is mainly related to the indegree value of
the provider agent in the sense that a provider with high indegree value is known
to be popular, so there is less chance of disturbing its popularity by providing a
not promised service quality. In Section 4, we analyze this effect in more details
showing that the trust models with the after interaction policies could lead to a
more accurate friendship evaluations.

Equation 8 computes the probability of selecting a provider with D;,(P;) as
indegree value. In this equation, we do not involve the trust measurement that
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the customer agent C; performs for evaluating the provider agent P; (Trgf ).
The reason is that since the customer agent C; is already in relation with the
provider p;, then based on the previous evaluation, could decide whether it
worths to select this provider again. If by any chance, the previous history does
not reflect the efficiency of the provider P;, there is no point for investigating
the probability of the provider’s efficiency if being selected. In equation 8, the
value w is set to be the entropy value (see equation 3) of the history between
the customer agent C; and the provider agent P;. And the value [ represents
the coefficient set for the system inconsistency. In the trust models with after
interaction strategies, this value is dynamically modified reflecting the system
accuracy level, however without maintenance process, the value is set initially
and remains fixed.

6wln(Din(Pj)+1)+B
P(Din(P)) = 1 ooy )

3.4 Confounding

Confounding is a parameter for the extent to which a provider as an external
agent influences a customer agent to request for a particular service (this is con-
cept is derived from [1]). This influence affects some close agents in the network
to set up an edge with an unknown provider under the promising conditions that
the provider defines. In general, the providers that join the network, seek for the
agents that are more likely to request for their providing service. In other words,
when a provider agent is being activated, tries to socialize himself in the network.
Thus, starting from very close customer agents, the provider agent encourages
them to request for his service. To this end, the provider at the beginning acts
generously in order to attract the customers and gain more popularity. More-
over, upon high quality service, the customer agents may influence their adjacent
agents to request for the same service. So, the provider agent takes the outdegree
value of the customer agents into account and based on the interaction span of
the customer agents, provides high quality services.

In confounding factor, the probability of activating an agent with a provider
agent is computed in equation 9. As it is assumed that the provider P; is un-
known to the customer C;, so the customer agent would evaluate the social
trustworthiness value of the provider. Given the fact that the trust measure-
ment requires some information from the other adjacent agents, the customer
agent takes the entropy value into account in order to partially consider the in-
direct trust value (I Trgj ) and the rest for the popularity of the provider agent.
Thus, the customer C; first evaluates the provider P; and then considers the P;’s
indegree value together with the network inconsistency level. If the information
obtained for evaluating P; is not enough, the entropy value w would be high, so
that mostly the trust evaluation part would be considered. This would normally
cause to lower the overall probability of activation.
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eln(Din(Py)+1)+3
« : (9)
1 + eln(Din(P))+1)+8

P(Din(Pj)) = w x ITrgi +(1-w)

3.5 Influence

Influence is a parameter for the extent to which an agent is prompted to initiate
a request caused by an adjacent agent (this is concept is derived from [1]).
This could taken place in a friendship of agents that they distribute the idea of
some services to be requested. When an agent in encouraged to think about a
particular service from a provider, the agent may have already a set up edge with
the provider, by which can evaluate the provider, or may need to set up a new
edge upon which could obtain a service. This is the affect of getting encouraged
by a friend in a network. In general, it is likely that a person does action because
his friend is already done it. Thus it is the matter of activation of a new edge,
which is set up between a customer agent and the provider agent, that is already
been requested for a service by the customer agent’s adjacent agent (friend).

In the confounding factor, we mentioned that when a typical provider adver-
tises his service to a couple of adjacent customer agents, he considers that some
of the customers may propagate his quality of service to their adjacent agents,
which could lead to more service requests. On the other hand, the customer agent
that is being prompted to take a service produced by a particular provider, needs
to evaluate both the advertising adjacent agent C; (DT rg: ) and the provider
itself P; (I Trgi ). Equation 10 computes the influence-based probability of ac-
tivation of a customer agent C; regarding to taking the service produced by a
provider agent P;. In this equation, wc, is the entropy value regarding to the
information C; has and thus could rely on, and wp, is the entropy value that C;
has regarding to the provider P; and would consider for interaction.

p(Din(P;})) = we, x DTre! + (1 - we,) x O (10)

where
(Din (Py)+1)+5

X (D (P D48

e =wp, X ITrgj +(1 —ij)

4 Experimental Results and
Related Work

In this section, we describe the implementation of proof of concept prototype.
In the implemented prototype, agents are implemented as Jadez©TM agents.
Like in [7], the testbed environment is populated with two agent types: (1) ser-
vice provider agents; and (2) service consumer agents. The simulation consists
of a number of consequent Runs in which agents are activated and build their
private knowledge, keep interacting with one another, and enhance their overall
knowledge about the environment. Depending on the agent interactions, agent
may extend their connections hoping to be more socialized. However, there is
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always the chance of investing on wrong agents that lead to no outcome. Here
we distinguish agents by the service (or information) quality that they provide
and agents do not know about that. Table 1 represents four types of the service
providers we consider in our simulation: good, ordinary, bad and fickle. The first
three provide the service regarding to the assigned mean value of quality with
a small range of deviation. Fickle providers are more flexible as their range of
service quality covers the whole possible outcomes. Upon interaction with ser-
vice providers, service consumer agents obtain utilities and consequently rate the
quality of the providers (for simplicity, we assume only the consumers are in-
terconnected to the provider agents). In the simulation environment, agents are
equipped with different trust models in the sense that their edge creation policies
are different. In the proposed model, we try to establish a trust mechanism where
an agent, firstly can maintain an effective trust assessment process and secondly,
accurately updates his belief set, which reflects the other agents likely accuracy.
In order to confirm the mentioned characteristics, we compare the proposed
model with other trust models in two perspectives. In former comparison view,
we use the agents that only perform a direct trust assessment process. We refer
to this group of agents as Direct Trust Group (DTG). In later overview, we use
the agents that (in addition to the direct trust assessment mechanism), perform
maintenance process for evaluating the consulting agents in order to increase
their information accuracy. We refer to this group of agents as Maintenance-
based Trust Group (MTG). The reason of decomposing the proposed model to
two groups is to focus on the efficiency of each model, which enables us to analyze
the impact of each contribution on the accuracy of the agent in edge creation
process. In order to discuss the proposed model’s overall performance, we com-
pare it with BRS ! [9] and Travos 2 [13] trust models. These models are similar
to the proposed model in the sense that they do consider other agents’ sugges-
tions while evaluating the trust of some specific agents and discard inaccurate
suggestions aiming to perform best edge creation. The detailed description of
these models is provided in [4]. Here we basically distinguish [10] between differ-
ent models based on their strategy of network formation in agent arrival, edge
arrival and interaction maintenance process (how after-interaction parameters
affect the strategies that are used in the further actions of agents).

We start the discussion by the probability of selecting the providers over
their different popularity values. As we discussed earlier, the indegree value of
a node reflects their popularity in the social network. Thus we could conclude
that the chance of selection for a particular service provider agent would be pro-
portionally relevant to its indegree value (ordinary selection attitude). However,
the trust evaluation method together with its distribution process would affect

1 BRS trust model collects the after-interaction ratings and estimates the trust using
beta distribution method. This trust model ignores the ratings from such agents that
deviate the most from the majority of the ratings.

2 Travos trust model is similar to BRS in collecting the after-interaction ratings and
estimating the trust using beta distribution method. But Travos ignores the ratings
from agents that provide intermittent reports in the form of suggestions.
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Table 1. Simulation summarization over the obtained measurements.

Service provider type|Density in the network‘Utility range‘Utﬂity SD

Good 15.0% ]+ 5,+10] 1.0
Ordinary 30.0% ] —5,+5] 2.0
Bad 15.0% ] - 10, 5] 2.0
Fickle 40.0% ] —10,+10] -
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Fig. 1. Probability of edge creation with provider agent vs. the provider’s indegree
value.

this probability of selection. Illustrated in figure 1, the BRS agents act inde-
pendently of the mentioned probability as strategically, the BRS agents do not
consider the popularity of the provider. Travos agents also do not consider such
value, however, the probability of selection of the popular providers increase,
as they take less risk of changing their behaviors and thus perform satisfactory
services, which would lead to their selection. In general, because of inaccuracy
detection feature of Travos agents, the percentage of selection of provider agents
with high indegree value increase in a gentle manner. At some certain point, the
selection of popular providers are coming down (see plot b). This is explained
by the fact that a popular provider has large number of recommenders that
provide diverse range of information to the agent, that is trying to evaluate the
provider. So this diversity would cause to confusion state (the state that this
system would generalize the majority of the information that is obtained and
could be inaccurate), which in Travos would cause the drop of the suggestions
and thus the selection would be less. The proposed model agents (DTG and
MTGQG) follow the information propagation feature as the adjacent agents influ-
ence each other to select the high quality providers. There is a difference in the
slope of selection graph in MTG and DTG models. This is explained by the
fact that the MTG group are characterized by the maintenance process that
enable them to recognize high quality provider agents and thus their accuracy in
influencing adjacent agents are more than regular DT'G agents. In general, since
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the maintenance feature does not exist in DT'G group, the customer agents loose
the track of high quality provider agents, and thus the probability of selection
would not increase so fast.

In general in the defined testbed, the agents that are obtaining a high qual-
ity service are encouraged to distribute their experience to other adjacent agents
(influence others). This activity of agents would basically get increased over the
time, or say over the age of the agent. In figure 2, we have compared the activity
of different groups of agents by comparing edge extension of the agents (out-
degree value). Without loss of generality, the edge extension is proportionally
related to the accuracy of agent in detecting the high quality providers. In BRS
model, the extension over the time is not increasing as the agent gets involved
with high number of adjacent agents and would be difficult to effectively extend
the social activity, so more or less would be independent of the age of the agent.
Travos and DT'G models are increasing, however relatively with small slope.
In MTG group, because of the maintenance process the agents would be en-
couraged to initiate a request to high quality service providers and thus extend
their activity. In this graph, the slope is relatively large as over the time, the
agent could manage to categorize the providers that could possibly act benefi-
cially for the agent, and thus would enlarge his activity area. In figure 2, the
second line represents how fast the agents would drop the previous data and use
the recent data for their analysis. This dropping factor is also relevant to how
active an agent is and thus, to what extent there would be available resource
that agents could drop obsolete data. DT'G and MTG group use the same drop-
ping feature (TiR(AtﬁZZ)), which is derived in equation 11. Variable A is an
application-dependent coefficient. In some applications, recent interactions are
more desirable to be considered (A is set to relatively large number). In contrast,
in some other applications, even the old interactions are still valuable source of
information. In that case, a relatively smaller value to X is used.

A
TiR(AHY?) = ¢ MA5D x>0 (11)

We would like to go further into the details of the selection history in terms of
the microscopic social network affects (homophily, confounding, and influence)
and illustrate them in figure 3. in this section, we observe the diverse impacts of
homophily, confounding and influence features on each group in the sense that
we would capture their edge creation reasons. Note that the edge creation is not
the important issue, however, the concern is to extend to the agents that are
known to be trustworthy. Therefore, we elaborate the overall outcome of different
agents at the following. The homophily aspect would be caused by the friendship
relation of the agents that have history interaction between them. This is a very
general case in the sense that consumer agents over the time would get to know
and select the provider agents. If the interacted service is satisfactory for the
agent, then the consumer agent may re-select the same provider agent in some
future. BRS agents are the ones that mostly rely on the homophily affect in the
sense that they keep the history of the interaction in order to re-evaluate the
provider agent. The providers that remain trustworthy would be selected over
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Fig. 2. Agent edge extension vs. the agents age.

the time. As it is clear from plot al, once the providers change their policies,
the selection of them would be affected so fast, as the BRS agents recognize that
they should start seeking for the appropriate friends. Travos agents also rely
on the previous history and re-select the previously interacted service providers
(see plot bl). However, over the time the reports regarding to the accuracy
of the providers would be divergent, which would lead to refuse the selection.
The same reason is the case for DTG and MTG group (shown in plots ¢l and
dl). These agents to some extent rely on the previous history and select the
providers. After some certain time, these agents also recognize the inconsistency
in the evaluation process of the history interacted providers. Overall, DTG and
MTG agents evaluate the providers in a very accurate manner. The accuracy
that Travos, DTG and MTG agents have cause the decremented manner after
some certain time.

Confounding factor reflects the extent to which the provider agents adver-
tise their service to the consumers (could be new or previously serviced ones).
This feature also affects BRS group, as they start evaluating the advertising
provider, and thus extend their activation area. Plot a2 indicates that the BRS
group are easy to involve in interaction with the advertising provider agent.
Travos agents act in the same way as the provider agents could induce them
to take their service. However, Travos agents are considering this case less, be-
cause they investigate the previous reports related to the advertising provider
and doubt on the inconsistent ones (see plot b2). In general, the BRS and Travos
agents accept the confounding-related interactions over the time, and thus their
graph has an increasing manner. But in DT'G and specially MTG, the agents
would not accept this service all the time, as over the time, once the network
inconsistency level increases, these agents would have confusion in accepting the
confounding-related affect caused by unknown service providers (see plots ¢2 and
d2). MTG agents would accept this option from the providers, but since they are
equipped with a maintenance process, they would distribute the performance of
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Fig. 3. Overall comparison of the proposed model with BRS and Travos in terms of
(a) Homophily; (b) confounding; and (c) influence factors.

the providers to the adjacent agents, which would lead them to get to know the
network faster than the other models. This would let the MTG agents to select
the best providers, and thus would drop the request from most of the unknown
agents while they are already in a good accuracy level.

Influence factor is mostly used by active agents, while they obtain service and
tend to distribute the efficiency of the interaction to the adjacent agents. Since
BRS agents independently select the providers, the influence is not a factor for
these agents (plot a3). Treavos agents would act almost independently, however
the Travos agents are encouraged by the reports they obtain for the evaluation of
a particular provider agent (plot b3). DT'G group would be encouraged with the
same factor as Travos agents. Upon evaluating provides, the DTG agents would
consider the reports obtained from adjacent agents and recognize outstanding
service provided by the provider that is just served an adjacent agent (see plot
¢3). The influence-related interactions are mostly initiated among MTG group,
shown in plot d3. This is explained by the fact that the MTG group are equipped
with maintenance feature, which enables them to reason about the accuracy and
efficiency of the obtained services and propagate the information to the adjacent
information.

Considering all the involved features, at the end we compare the models in
general perspective, starting good provider selection efficiency. In such a biased
environment, the number of good providers are comparatively low. Therefore,
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Fig. 4. Overall comparison of the proposed model with BRS and in terms of (a) good
selection percentage; (b) fickle selection percentage; and (¢) cumulative utility gained.

the agents need to perform an accurate trust assessment to recognize the best
providers. As it is clear from the Figures 4, plots al, b1, and cl, DTG agents
function better than other models (Travos and BRS). The reason is that in this
model, agents are assessing the credibility of the providers using other agents
suggestions depending on their credibility and to what extent they know the
provider. Afterwards these agents rate the provider, which would be distributed
to other agents upon their request (relatively in plots a2, b2, and ¢2 the compar-
ison of fickle selection percentage, and in a2, b2, and ¢2, the gained cumulative
utility is shown). Not excluding the fact that DTG agents are considering par-
tial ratings for consulting agents, we state that they weakly function when the
environment contains agents that do not truthfully reveal their believes. MTG
agents in addition to the direct trust assessment, provide incentives for consult-
ing agents, which encourages them to effectively provide the information aiming
to gain more utility. Plot d1 shows that MTG agents outperform other models
in best provider selection. This is expressed by the fact that MTG agents rec-
ognize the best providers ensuring that the best selected provider would provide
the highest utility. Relatively plot d2 shows an outperform in fickle selection and
consequently higher cumulative utility in plot d3.

In BRS model, the trustor agent in the assessment process uses beta distri-
bution method and discards the ratings that deviate the most from the majority
of the ratings. Concerning this, BRS is comparatively a static trust method,
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which causes a low-efficient performance in very dynamic environment. In gen-
eral, if a BRS agent decides to evaluate an agent that he is not acquainted with,
he considers the majority of ratings, which are supposed to be truthfully re-
vealed about the trustee agent. In such a case that the trustee agent has just
changed his strategy, the trustor agent would loose in trust assessment and does
not verify the accuracy of the gained information. Therefore, as illustrated in
figure 4, plots al, the BRS agents would have less percentage of good providers
selection, relatively higher percentage of fickle providers selection (plot a2), and
consequently lower gained cumulative utility (plot a3).

Travos [13] trust model is similar to BRS in using beta distribution to esti-
mate the trust based on the previous interactions. Travos model also does not
have partial rating. Hence, the trustor agent merges his own experience with
suggestions from other agents. However, unlike BRS model, Travos filters the
surrounding agents that are fluctuating in their reports about a specific trustee
agent. To some extent, this feature would cause a partial suggestion considera-
tion and thus, Travos agents would adapt faster comparing to BRS agents. Rates
concerning the good and fickle selection percentage shown in figures 4, plots bl
and b2 reflect higher efficiency of Travos compared to BRS. However, Travos
model considers that agents do not change their behavior towards the elapsing
time. These missing assumptions affect the accuracy of trust estimation in a very
biased environment (lower gained cumulative utility in plot 53).

5 Conclusion

The contribution of this paper is the detailed investigation of a trust-based multi-
agent architecture in edge creation and correlation formation in social network.
The established trust is provided by the proposed framework, that is briefly ex-
plained here. The trust assessment procedure is based on integrating suggestion
of consulting agents, objectively enhancing the accuracy of agents to make use
of the information communicated to them. The surveillance over the surround-
ing environment, makes distributed agents eager to extend their activity area
by interacting to high quality agents. In the proposed framework, maintenance
process considers the communicated information to judge the accuracy of the
consulting agents in the previous trust evaluation process. The ex-interacted
analysis, makes the agents to propagate the recent and accurate information to
their adjacent agents, which is considered as homophily and influence factors in
edge creation analysis.

Our model has the advantage of being computationally efficient as it takes
into account the important factors involved in extending the activity zone of
agents. Moreover, we have done a detailed empirical analysis over the edge cre-
ation and behavior of agents over their age, while they are equipped with different
trust mechanism protocols. The proposed mechanism efficiency is compared with
other related models to prove the capabilities of the proposed model. Our plan for
future work is to advance the assessment model to enhance the model efficiency.
In the maintenance process we need to elaborate more on the optimization part,
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trying to formulate it in the sense to be adaptable to diverse situations. Finally,
we plan to maintain more detailed analysis in comparison with other models to
capture more results reflecting the proposed model capabilities.
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Abstract. We propose a framework to compute the utility of a proposal w.r.t.
a preference set in a negotiation process. In particular, we refer to preferences
expressed as weighted formulas in a decidable fragment of First-order Logic.
Specifically, we refer to expressive Description Logics (DL) endowed with dis-
junction.

DLs offer expressivity advantages over propositional representations, and allow
us to relax the often unrealistic assumption of additive independence among at-
tributes. We provide suitable definitions of the problem and present algorithms to
compute utility in our setting. We also study complexity issues of our approach
and demonstrate its usefulness with a running example in a multiattribute negoti-
ation scenario.

1 Introduction

Effective and expressive specification of preferences is a particularly challenging re-
search problem in knowledge representation. Preference representation is essential, for
example, to instruct a software agent to act on behalf of the objectives of a human be-
ing. One common approach to preference representation appeals to multiattribute utility
theory [1], which concerns the construction of utility functions mapping vectors of at-
tributes to real values. Given that the size of a multiattribute domain is exponential in
the number of attributes, applications typically exploit independence relations among
the attributes, in the most extreme case to assume that all attributes are additively inde-
pendent, so that the multiattribute utility function is a weighted sum of single-attribute
utility functions.

However, most real-world domains pose significant preferential dependencies, ruled
out by the fully additive model. For example, referring to the desktop computer realm,
we could not with an additive value function capture the fact that the value of some
combination of attributes it is not simple the sum of the single attribute values. Indeed,
some operating systems performs very poorly without a minimum amount of memory,
therefore the value (utility) given to a specific operating system will depend on the
amount of memory available.
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Some recent approaches support relaxation of the fully additive assumption, for
example by providing generalized versions [2] or exploiting graphical models of de-
pendence structure [3-5], while remaining within the multiattribute framework.

Logical languages likewise provide a means to express interdependencies, but un-
like multiattribute formulations they do not necessarily require that we explicitly de-
compose the domain into an orthogonal set of attributes. Furthermore, logical languages
support integration of preference knowledge with domain knowledge modeled through
an ontology. Using an ontology, indeed, it is possible to model relations among at-
tributes in the domain (e.g., a Centrino is an Intel processor with a 32-bit CPU), as
well as the fact that some combination of features may be infeasible (therefore of min-
imal or undefined preference) due to constraints in the ontology itself (e.g., a Centrino
processor is not compatible with a processor with a 64-bit architecture).

In decision making problems, preferences are expressed over a set of possible al-
ternatives, in order to rank them. In many cases, such as e.g., bilateral negotiation,
auctions, resource allocation, it is important to compute a utility value for, respectively,
an agreement, an offer, an allocation w.r.t. the set of preferences expressed by the agent.
If preferences are expressed using Propositional Logic, then the utility can be computed
considering a particular propositional model (agreement, offer, allocation), taking into
account formulas satisfied by that model.

While for Propositional Logic it is possible to refer directly to models (interpreta-
tions) in order to compute utility, this computation for First-order Logic (FOL) is less
straightforward, as the number of possible models is infinite.

The main contribution of this paper is an approach that, given a set of preferences,
represented as weighted DL formulas w.r.t. a shared ontology, computes the utility of
a formula (agreement, offer, allocation, etc.) based on its possible models (interpre-
tations). To our knowledge, the only prior method proposed in the literature for this
problem is subsumption, which has some limitations, as we show in Section 4.

‘We point out that even though the results we show in this paper can be easily applied
to whatever decidable logic with a model-theoretic semantics, we ground our approach
on DLs because of their importance in the development of the Semantic Web.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. First, we introduce Description
Logics, then we give a brief overview of the problem of preference representation in
the field of logic languages. In Section 4, we first introduce the problem of computing
utility of a concept w.r.t. a preference set, showing how, sometime, subsumption leads
to counterintuitive results. Then we analyze some complexity issues. In Section 5 we
illustrate our framework for the computation of utility for a set of weighted DL formulas
with the help of a running example. Finally, we discuss some considerations about the
computational properties of the framework. Conclusion closes the paper.

2 Description Logic Basics

Description logics (DLs) are a family of formalisms well-established in the field of
knowledge representation. Readers familiar with DLs may safely skim this section,
attending mainly to the notation and examples. Those interested in learning more may
refer to the Description Logic Handbook [6] for a much more comprehensive treatment.
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The basic syntax elements of Description Logics are concept names, properties,
and individuals. Concept names stand for sets of objects in the domain* (Windows,
Intel, LCDMonitor), and properties link (sets of) such objects (hasOS, hasCPU,
hasMonitor). Individuals correspond to special named elements belonging to con-
cepts (HP_Pavilion, Apple_iMac). When we do not use proper names, we denote
concepts by symbols A, B,C, D, ..., T, L.

Description logics are usually endowed with a model-theoretic formal semantics. A
semantic interpretation is a pair T = (AZ,-T), where A represents the domain and -*
is the interpretation function. This function maps every concept to a subset of A, and
every property to a subset of A x A. Then, given a concept name C'N and a property
name R we have: CNZ C AT and RT C AT x AZ. The symbols T and | are used
to represent the most generic concept and the most specific concept respectively. Hence
their formal semantics correspond to TZ = A% and 1.7 = ().

Properties and concept names can be combined using existential role quantifica-
tion. For example, PC M Inet Support.WiFi describes the set of PCs supporting a
wireless connection. Similarly, we can use universal role quantification, as in PC I
VhasCPU.AMD, to describe the set of PCs having only AMD processors on board. The
formal semantics of universal and existential quantification is as follows:

3R.C = {x € AT|3y, (z,y) € RF Ay € CT}
VR.C = {z € AT|Vy, (z,y) € R — y € C7}
Concept expressions can be written using constructors to write concept and property
expressions. Based on the set of allowed constructors we can distinguish different de-
scription logics. Essentially every DL allows one to form a conjunction of concepts,
usually denoted as ; some DLs include also disjunction LI and complement — to close
concept expressions under boolean operations.
(cnD)f =c*nD*
(CuD)* =c*tuD?*
(-C)F = AT\CT
Constructs involving number restriction enable us to define concepts in terms of the
numbers of roles with specified properties. For example, Mac 1 (> 4hasUSBport)
describes a Macintosh PC with at least four USB ports. An example of concrete domain
restrictions appears in the expression PC M JhasRam.(>2 G B), which describes a PC
with at least 2 GB of memory. Notice that while properties, such as hasUSBport,

are mapped to a subset of of A x A, concrete properties, such as GB are mapped to a
subset A x D where D is a concrete domain.

(> n R)T = {2 € A7| |{b € A%|(a,b) € RT}| > n}
(< m R = {xz e AT| |{b e A%|(a,b) € RT}| <m}
(<k R)F = {x € A*|R*(x) <k}
(>n R = {x € A%|R*(x) > h}

* We illustrate the main points here (and throughout the paper) using the domain of desktop
computers.
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In general, the expressiveness of a DL depends on the type of constructors allowed.

Given a generic concept C, we use the notation m |= C' to say that m is a model of
¢, ie.,me CT.

In order to formally represent domain knowledge and constraints operating among
elements of the domain, we employ a set of background axioms, that is, an ontology.
Formally, ontology 7 (for Terminology) comprises axioms of the form D C C, where
D and C are well-formed formulas in the adopted DL, and R C S, where both R and
S are properties. The formal semantics of such axioms is: (C = D)t = CT C DZ,
(RC S)T = RT C SZ. We write C = D to represent both C = D and D C C. In the
rest of the paper we refer to the Ontology 7 depicted in Figure 1.

DesktopComputer C JhasCPU M dhasRam
CPUArchitecture = 64BitCPU U 32BitCPU
32BitCPU L —64BitCPU

Intel UAMD C CPU

Intel C -AMD

hasUSBport C hasPeripheralPort
Athlon64 C AMD MdarchMVYarch.64BitCPU
Centrino E Intel M3darchMVarch.32BitCPU
JhasCPU.Centrino C JdnetSupport.WiFi
IntelDuo C Intel MdarchMVYarch.32BitCPU

Sempron C AMD M darch MYarch.64BitCPU

Fig. 1. Reference ontology.

Description Logics are considered to be highly expressive representation languages,
corresponding to decidable fragments of first-order logic. Reasoning systems based on
DLs generally provide at least two basic inference services: satisfiability and subsump-
tion.

Satisfiability: a concept expression C is satisfiable w.r.t. an ontology 7" when 7 [~
C C 1, orequivalently C [Z7 L;

Subsumption: a concept expression C'is subsumed by a concept expression D w.r.t.
7 when T |= C C D, or equivalently C T D.
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In our setting satisfiability is useful, for example, to catch inconsistencies among
a buyer’s expressed preferences or, analogously, among sellers’ offered configurations.
On the other hand, subsumption can be employed to verify if a particular seller’s offer
satisfies one or more buyer’s preferences.

3 Preference Representation Using Description Logics

The problem of preference representation deals with the expression and evaluation of
preferences over a set of different alternatives (outcomes). This problem can be chal-
lenging even for a small set of alternatives, involving a moderate number of features, as
the user has to evaluate all possible configurations of feature values in the domain.

In this work, we deal with this problem by a combination of expressive language,
to facilitate preference specification, and preference structure exploitation, justified by
multiattribute utility theory.

Several approaches to negotiation have exploited logic languages in order to express
preferences, most of them using propositional logic [7-9], however only few of the ap-
proaches proposed in the literature have explored the possibility to use also an ontology
to model relations among attributes [10] or the use of more expressive logics as DLs
[11, 12]. Lukasiewicz and Schellhase [13] propose a framework to model conditional
preferences in DLs for matchmaking. In their framework they refer to set of concepts
and the formal semantics of implication is defined in terms of set membership. Such a
formulation well suits their target matchmaking task. Indeed, they are not interesed in
computing a utility value for a concept, e.g. an agreement, but they focus on ranking a
set of results w.r.t. a query.

We point out the importance to refer to a background knowledge, i.e., having an on-
tology 7, in order to model not only interdependencies among attributes in preference
statements, but also to model inner relations among attributes that cannot be disregarded
e.g., is-a, disjoint or equivalence relations. In order to lay out the importance of an on-
tology and why we cannot abstract from it, we use a simple example involving one
perspective buyer and two sellers.

Example 1. Let us suppose the buyer has among her preferences:

P =3hasCPU.(AMD M 3Jarch MVarch.64BitCPU) M JhasRam.(>y GB)

(PC with a 64-bit AMD processor and at least 2 GB of memory)
and there are two sellers, A and B, that can provide the respective configurations:

A = JhasCPU.Athlon64 MhasRam(=2 GB)
B = FhasCPU.Centrino MhasRam(=; GB)

If we refer to the ontology 7 in Figure 1 we can state that seller A can satisfy the
preference expressed by the buyer —from 7 we know that Athlon64 is a 64-bit AMD
processor. Conversely, seller B cannot satisfy buyer’s preference, because Centrino is
not a 64-bit AMD processor. A
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We extend the well-known approach of weighted propositional formulas [7-9], rep-
resenting preferences as DL formulas, where at each formula we associate a value v
representing the relative importance of that formula.

Definition 1. Let 7 be an ontology in a DL. A Preference is a pair ¢ = (P,v) where
P is a concept such that P 7 | and v is a real number assigning a worth to P. We
call a set P of preferences a Preference Set.

Example 2 (Desktop Computer Negotiation). Imagine a negotiation setting where buyer
and seller are negotiating on the characteristics of a desktop computer. The buyer will
have some preferences, while the seller will have some different configurations to of-
fer to the buyer in order to satisfy her preferences. Let us hence suppose the buyer is
looking for a desktop PC endowed with an AMD CPU. Otherwise, if the desktop PC
has an Intel CPU, it should only be a Centrino one. The buyer also wants a desktop
PC supporting wireless connection. Following Definition 1 the buyer’s Preference set
isP= {<P1, U1>, <P2, ’02>, <P3, U3>}, with:

P; =VhasCPU.Centrino N 3dhasCPU
P, = JhasCPU.AMD
P; = dnetSupport.WiFi

On the other side, the seller could offer a Desktop computer supporting either a wire-
less connection or an AMD CPU, specifically a Sempron one, and he does not have a
desktop PC endowed with a Centrino CPU.

A = DesktopComputer M =FhasCPU.Centrino N (Inet Support.WiFi LI
VhasCPU.Sempron)

Therefore, given a preference set P and a proposal A, how to evaluate the utility of
this proposal w.r.t. buyer’s preferences? Intuitively, the utility value should be the sum
of the value v; of the preferences satisfied by the seller’s proposal. Next sections will
adress this problem, showing a computation method for weighted DL-formulas.

A

4 Utility

Weighted formulas have been introduced for propositional logic to assign a utility value
to a propositional model representing e.g., the final agreement. The computation of the
model and its corresponding utility is quite easy since in propositional logic we deal
with a finite set of models. Following Chevaleyre et al. [9] utility is computed as:

Z{v | (P,v) € Pand m = P}

Where P is a propositional Preference Set, m is a propositional interpretation (model)
e.g., representing the final agreement. 3. We call this approach model-based. Less straight-
forward is the case of more expressive logics. Some attempts in this direction have been

3 5°{-} indicates the summation over all the elements in the set {-}.
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made by Ragone et al. [11, 12] adapting the weighted formulas framework to Descrip-
tion Logics. There, they do not consider models as final agreements but formulas, and
the utility value is computed as:

Z{v | (P,v) € Pand A Ty P}

Where P is a DL preference set, 7 is a DL ontology and A is a concept e.g., repre-
senting a proposal in a negotiation process. We call this approach implication-based.
Although very simple to compute and immediate, this basic approach may lead to
counter-intuitive examples when dealing with logic languages allowing disjunction in
the final agreement.

Example 3. Consider the following preference set P (here for the sake of clarity we do
not consider the ontology 7°)

$1 = <A1701>
P2 = <A2,U2>
¢3 = (A3, v3)

and a concept A.

A= (A1 UA;)N Ay

In Example 3, following an implication-based approach the final utility is
u'™PHA) = vy

Indeed, only A C P, holds.
On the other hand, if we use a model-based approach we can say that the final utility
value is:
u™%(A) € {vy + va, vy + vs,v1 + Vo + v3}

If we consider models m of A we may have that only one of the conditions below holds:

m‘:AlﬂﬁA;;I_IAQ
m‘:_!AlﬂAgﬂAQ
m):AlﬂAgﬂAg

Using a model-based approach, if we want to be as conservative as possible we may
consider:
u™%(A) = min{v; + va, vo + v3,v1 + V2 + v3}

Conversely, in the most optimistic case we consider:
u™%(A) = MAX {v) + va,vg + v3,v1 + vo + v3}

In the rest of the paper we will refer to the conservative situation but all the results can
be easily adapted to the optimistic case. Consequently, we give a definition of Minimal
Model and of its corresponding Minimal Utility Value.
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Definition 2 (Minimal Models — Minimal Utility Value). Given an ontology T, a
concept A, such that T = A C L, and a set of preferences P, a Minimal Model is a
model m such that:

1. mE{A}UT
2. the value u®(A) = > {v | (P,v) € P and m |= P} is minimal

We call u®(A) a Minimal Utility Value for A w.r.t. to P.

4.1 Complexity

In this section, we give some consequences on the complexity of computing the utility
of a formula A, when utility is attached to models. In what follows, we abstract from the
particular logic language £, which gives our results the maximum attainable generality.

Lemma 1. Given two concepts A, P € L, and an ontology T, we have A Ty P
iff there exists a minimal model assigning value v to A when preferences are P =

{(P,v)}.

Proof. Given a singleton set of preferences P = {(P, v)}, then u°(A) can be equal to
either 0, or v. Now if there exists a minimal model with value 0, then such a model is
amodel of 7 and A, and it must be not a model of P; hence, when the minimal model
has utility 0, 7 £ A C P. On the other hand, there exists a minimal model assigning
utility value v to A, then every model of 7 and A is also a model of P. But this is just
the condition expressing semantically that A T, P. O
A consequence of the above lemma is that computing a minimal model is at least as
hard as computing subsumption in a DL £; below we can even generalize this result to
logical implication.

Theorem 1. Given a language L in which deciding logical implication is C-hard, de-
ciding the existence of a minimal model with a given utility value is C-hard, too.

We observe that the result is the same (by definition) when utilities are directly assigned
to formulas, as done e.g., by Ragone et al. [11].

We now move to upper bounds on computing utilities over formulas by minimal
models. We first assess the upper bound of the decision problem corresponding to com-
puting the utility of a concept.

Theorem 2. Let L be a language in which the satisfiability problem belongs to the
complexity class C, and such that NP C C; moreover, let v be a positive real number, P
be a set of preferences, T be a Terminology and A a concept, all expressed in L. Then,
deciding whether u°(A) < v is a problem in C.

Proof. Let P = {(Py1,v1),...,(Pn,vs)}. Then, for each integer m between 0 and
2™ — 1, let (m)2 = b1bs...b, be the binary representation of m, and let D,,, be the
concept defined as A M By M --- M B, where for each i = 1,...,n, if b; = 0 then
B; = —P;, else B; = P;. Intuitively, the i-th bit of (m)s decides whether P; appears
positively or negatively in D,,,. Now let S = {m |0 < m < 2" 'and D,, Z7 1},
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i.e., the set of all integers m € [0,2"~!] such that D,, be satisfiable in 7. Then, the
utility of A can be expressed as

min {Z b; * v; ’ m € Sand (m)y = blbg...bn} €))
i=1

Intuitively, one searches the minimum of the objective function (1) over a subset S
of the hypercube {0,1}", where the vertices in S are only the ones which define a
satisfiable combination of A and (possibly negated) preferences in P. Clearly, for ev-
ery satisfiable conjunction at least one model M exists, and when the utility computed
by (1) is minimum, M is a minimal model.

Finally, observe that a “right” number m between 0 and 2" ~'—i.e., a number indi-
viduating a minimal model—can be guessed nondeterministically in polynomial time.
Hence, a nondeterministic Turing machine deciding u¢(A) < v guesses a number m,
checks the satisfiability of D,,, (a problem in C), computes v = sum;—,b; * v;, and
halts with “yes” if u < v, otherwise “no”. Therefore, when C = NP, the overall deci-
sion problem is in NP; when NP C C, the satisfiability check in C dominates the overall
complexity. O
For languages such that PSPACE C C, the above theorem yields also an upper bound on
the complexity of computing the utility of a concept. For instance, for £ = ALC, and
simple Terminologies, satisfiability is a problem PSPACE-complete [14]. Then comput-
ing (1) is a problem in PSPACE, too.

For languages such that C = NP, the above theorem yields an NPO upper bound on
the complexity of computing the utility of a concept. We discuss this case in more detail,
for L=Propositional Logic (PL). For this case, Theorem 1 implies that the decision prob-
lem is NP-hard; yet it does not tell us whether the computation of u¢(A) admits some
approximation schema, or not. We can show also NPO-hardness of computing (1),
through a (not difficult) reduction from MAX-2-SAT, which is the problem of finding a
model maximizing the number of clauses in a CNF of 2-literals (a.k.a. Krom) clauses.
For convenience, we use the dual problem of finding a model that minimizes the num-
ber of unsatisfied conjunctions in a DNF of 2-literals conjunctions D = D1V ---V D,,.
Then such a model minimizes also the utility of any (unused) literal C' w.r.t. the set
of preferences Pp = {(D1,1),...,(Dy,1)}. Since computing such a model is NPO-
hard, our claim follows.

Observe that the above theorem does not hold for classes below NP, which need sep-
arate discussions. The case C=PTIME covers the most simple logics, such as £L=Conjun-
ctions of Literals, or the DL L=F L~ [6]. In fact, satisfiability of a conjunction amounts
to check the absence of a literal and its negation in the conjunction. Yet, observe that
if P DO {(4,v1),(—=A, va)}, then for every formula C, u(C) > min(vy,vs). In gen-
eral, deciding if u¢(C') < k is NP-complete, based on a simple reduction from 3-TAUT:
givenaDNF D = D,V --VD,, where each D; is a conjunction, D is not a tautology iff
u¢(A) < k (A being any literal) w.r.t. the preferences P = {(D1, 2k), ..., (Dn,2k)}.
Less obviously, the same reduction holds for L=F L, using arole R, for every proposi-
tional atom A;, and letting the encoding v be: y(A) =M, v(4;) = IR;, and y(—A4;) =
VR;.B (for some concept name B). Then the previous DNF D is not a tautology iff
u®(B) < kwrt. P = {{(y(D1),2k),...,{v(Dn), 2k)}. The fact that deciding the util-
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ity of an 7L concept w.r.t. a set of F L preferences is NP-hard is remarkable, since
satisfiability in F L is trivial (every F L~ concept is satisfiable).

5 Computation of Minimal Utility Value

In this section we show how the computation of the minimal utility value for a set of
preferences P w.r.t. a concept A can be turned out in solving an optimization problem.

Given the set P = {¢1, ¢=2, ¢3} of preferences and the concept A as in Example 3,
we note that:

(a) A is more specific than the simple preference specification As;
(b) A is more specific than a disjunction of preference specification (that, in the most
general case, may appear even negated).

(@ AC7T Ay —TINnAT CTIN(A)T
(b) A ET A1 |_|A3 —>TIﬂAI QTIH(Al)Iﬂ(Ag)I

On the other hand, due to constraints modeled within the ontology we may have some
interrelations among elements of P. For instance, it might result that:

(c) two preferences ¢, and ¢ cannot be satisfied at the same time;

(d) the conjunction of the former with the complement of the latter could be unsatisfi-
able;

(e) the combination of the complement of ¢; and ¢- is more specific than (i.e., it im-
plies) a third preference ¢3.

In other words, (¢) no model of A; can be also a model of As, (d) no model of A; can
be also a model of —A,, (e) all models of both =A; and A, are also models of As.

(C) A1 |_|A2 ET 1l — Tzﬂ (Al)I (Az) = @

d AinN-4,Cy 1L — yENe (Al) (A\ (Ag) )
(e) _‘Al I A2 ET A3 — TI N (A \( ) ) (AQ)I

=0
CTTn(43)*

Actually, if we consider also a concept A it is easy to see that whenever (¢), (d) or (e)
hold, then also the corresponding relations represented below are true (while the vice
versa is not true).

) ANA;NMA, Cr L —>TZmAIm(A1)Im(A2)I
(g) A|_|A1 ﬁAQ ETL —>TIﬁAI (Al) \ ) )
T

=0
(A
(h) AN-A1NA Cr A3 — TTNATN(A\ (A ) ) N (A2)

:Q 77N (A3)*

In fact, in order to compute a Minimal Utility Value, if A represents e.g., a final agree-
ment, we are more interested in those models satisfying the latter equations rather than
the ones satisfying (c), (d) and (e) because they are also models of A (as the Minimal
Model is). Obviously, (a),(b),(f),(g),(h) can be generalized to whatever Preference Set.

Noteworthy is that, since we use an ontology 7, the above observations apply to
preference specifications represented as general concept expressions C' and not only as
concept names. We illustrate the above ideas with the help of an example.
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Example 4 (Desktop Computer Negotiation cont’d). We again refer to the ontology 7°
depicted in Figure 1.
We recall that the buyer’s Preference Setis P = {(Py, v1), (Ps, v2), (Ps, v3)}, with:

P, =VhasCPU.Centrino N 3hasCPU
P, = JhasCPU.AMD
P; = dnet Support.WiFi

while the seller proposal is:

A = DesktopComputer M —FhasCPU.Centrino N (Inet Support.WiFi L
VhasCPU.Sempron)

Notice that, because of the axioms in ontology 7°:

Intel C —AMD
Centrino C IntelMdarchMVarch.32BitCPU

preferences P; and P» cannot be satisfied at the same time, and, moreover, due to
the axiom

JhasCPU.Centrino C dnetSupport.WiFi

in the ontology 7, preference P is more specific than preference Ps. A

Definition 3 (Preference Clause). Given a set of preferences P = {(P;,v;)},i =
1...n, anontology T and a concept A such that A (L7 1, we say that P is constrained
if the following condition holds:

ANPN...P,Cr L ()

Where P; € {P;,~P;}. We call (2) a Preference Clause if there is no strict subset
Q C P such that Q is constrained.

Note that with a Preference Clause one can represent not only relations (f) and (g) but
also relations (a),(b) and (h) thanks to the well known equivalence:

CCyr D~ CnN-DCy L

We may say that a Preference Clause contains the minimal set of preferences such that
Equation (2) holds.

Definition 4 (Preference Closure). Given a Preference set P = {¢;},i =1...n, an
ontology T and a concept A L1 L, we call Preference Closure, denoted as CL, the
set of Preference Clauses built, if any, for each set in 2% .

In other words, a Preference Closure represents the set of all possible Preference Clauses
over P. It represents all possible (minimal) interrelations occurring between A and pref-
erence descriptions in PP w.r.t. an ontology 7.
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Proposition 1. Given a concept A, a Preference Closure CL and an ontology T, if m
is a Minimal Model of A then

m = CL 3)

Proof. We denote with P" the set of preferences satisfying point 2 of Definition 2
and with (Pm)z the interpretation N (Po)eP™ PZ. By construction of CL we have
TZ 0 AT C CLT while by Definition 2 it results m € {TT} N {AT} n {(P™)T}.
Hence, m € CLL. O

In order to compute Minimal Utility Value u°(A) we reduce to an optimization problem
(OP). Usually, in an OP we have a set of constrained numerical variables and a function
to be maximized/minimized. In our case we will represent constraints as a set x of
linear inequalities over binary variables, i.e., variables whose value is in {0, 1}, and
the function to be minimized as a weighted combination of such variables. In order to
represent Y we need some pre-processing steps.

1. Compute the Preference Closure CL for P;

2. For each Preference Clause ANIPy ... P, T L € CL, compute a corresponding
preference constraint set CL = {~P;, ..., —P,}. We denote with CL* = {CL} the
set of all preference constraint sets.

Observation 1 The reason why we do not consider —~A when computing CL is that
in order to compute a Minimal Utility Value we are looking for Minimal Models, i.e.,
models of A (and T ) satisfying properties of Definition 2. Each Preference Clause can
be rewritten as T = —A U -P U...~P,. If we rewrite the right hand side of the
relation in terms of interpretation functions, from the semantics of Ll operator, we have

(AT U (=P)T UL (=Pt 4)

Since a Minimal Model is a model in A%, then all the models we are looking for are such
that (~A)T = 0. As a consequence, for our computation, the term (—A)* in Equation
(4) is meaningless. We will clarify further this point in Observation 2 while discussing
the OP we build to compute the Minimal Utility Value in the following.

Example 5 (Desktop Computer Negotiation cont’d). Consider again the Desktop Com-
puter negotiation of Example 2. Given the set of preference P = {(Py, v1), (P», v2), (Ps,v3)}
and the proposal A, if we compute the Preference Closure CL we find:

cr — ANP Cr 1;
T VAN-P NP N-PsCr L

hence, the two corresponding preference constraint sets in CL are:

CLy ={-P)
CLy ={Py, P>, P3}
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A

Based on Well-knowlencomlg of clauses into linear inequalities (e.g., [15, p.314])
we transform each set CL € CL in a set of linear inequalities y and then define a
function to be minimized in order to solve an OP.

Definition 5 (Minimal Utility Value OP). Let P be a set of preferences and CL’ be the
set of all preference constraint sets. We define a Minimal Utility Value OP, represented
as (x, u(p)), the optimization problem built as follows:

1. define numerical variables — for each preference (P;,v;) € P, withi = 1,...,n
introduce a binary variable p; and define the corresponding arrayp = (p1,...,Pn)
(see Example 6);

2. define y as a set of linear inequalities — pick up each set CL € CL' and build the
linear inequalities

S {(l—p)|~PeCL}+Y {p| PeCL} > 1

3. define the function to be minimized — given the array p of binary variables
u(p) = Z{v -p | p is the variable mapping (P, v)}

Observation 2 If we considered also —A when computing the sets CL € CL’ we would
have had inequalities in the form:

(1—a)+ Y {(1—p) | ~PeCL}+ Y {p| PCL} > 1

Since we are interested in models where A is interpreted as true, then variable a has to
be equal to 1. Hence the first element of the above summation is always equal to 0. In
other words, we can omit —~A when computing a preference constraint set CL.

The solution to a Minimal Utility Value OP will be an assignment p; for p, i.e., an array
of {0, 1}-values, minimizing u(p).

Example 6 (Desktop Computer Negotiation cont’d). Back to the Desktop Computer
negotiation of Example 2, after the computation of Preference Closures and set CL,
we build the corresponding optimization problem in order to find the model with the
minimal utility value:

p = (p1,p2,p3)
_J1-m >1
X p1+p2+p3>1

uw(p) =v1-p1+v2-p2+v3-p3

Possible solutions are:

p; = (0,1,0) , u(p}) = va
p;/ = (07 0, 1) 3 u(pg) = U3
pY =(0,1,1), u(p?) = va + vs

The minimal solution will be either p’, or p’/, depending of the value of vy and vs3. A
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Given a a solution p; to a Minimal Utility Value OP (x,u(p)), we call Minimal Pref-
erence Set P and Minimal Assignment A™, respectively, the set and the formula built
as in the following®:

P" = {(Pi,v;) | pi = 1 in the solution p,}
AT — |_|{Pi | pi = 1 in the solution ps} M |_|{ﬁPi | pi = 0 in the solution ps}

Theorem 3. Given a solution ps to a Minimal Utility Value OP (x, u(P)) and a Min-
imal Assignment A™:

1. if m is a Minimal Model then m = A™;
2. u(ps) is a Minimal Utility Value.

Proof. First we show that there exists at least one model m =7 A™. If m does not exist,
then TT N AT N (A"L)I = (). We can easily rewrite the latter relation as AN A™ Cr L
or, in other words, A and A™ are inconsistent with each other w.r.t. T. But this is
not possible. In fact, if A and A™ were inconsistent with each other w.rt. T then,
by Proposition 1 we should have the corresponding Preference Clause in CL and the
related inequality in x:

Z{(l —p) | Pappearsin AT} + Z{p | =P appearsin A™} > 1

In order to be satisfied, the latter inequality must have either (a) at least one variable
assigned to 0 in the first summation or (b) at least one variable assigned to 1 in the
second one. Case (a) means that the corresponding preference is not satisfied by A™
while case (b) means that the corresponding preference is satisfied by A™. Both cases
are conflicting with the definition of A™. Hence (A™)X NTT # (.

By construction of x, we have that all models of A™ w.rt. T are also models of A
w.rt. to T. In formulas A™ Cr A. Since A™ comes from the minimization of u(ps)
then (A™)T N T represents all those models m € AT N'T7 such that

> {v|(P,v) € Pandm = P}

is minimal.
It is straightforward to show that u(ps) is a Minimal Utility Value. O

5.1 Computational properties of the method

We now relate the computation method proposed in this section with the computational
complexity results of the previous section. First of all, we observe that the size of the
Preference Closure |CL| can be—in the worst case—exponential in n, the size of the
preference set. Since Linear Integer Programming is an NPO-complete problem[15],
overall our problem can be solved nondeterministically in exponential time and space.

® with [{-} we denote the conjunction of all the concepts in the set {-}
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However, we observe that |[CL| does not depend on the size of the ontology 7,
which typically is much larger than the size of P. In some sense, CL compiles out all
the complexity due to the satisfiability problem in the chosen DL, leaving the OP of the
combinatorics related to compatibility of preferences among each other, and with the
formula C' whose minimal utility value has to be computed. This is perfectly reasonable
when Satisfiability in the chosen DL is a PSPACE-complete problem, or harder, since
the best known procedures for solving PSPACE-complete problems use exponential time
anyway, and the space used is exponential only in the number of preferences, not in the
size of 7.

For the cases in which the language for preferences has a low-complexity satisfiabil-
ity problem, say, NP, or PTIME , though, preprocessing into CL the complete structure
of preference compatibilities may be an overshoot. In such cases, it would seem more
reasonable to devise specialized procedures that compute on demand the satisfiability
of a conjunction of preferences.

An orthogonal analysis can be done on the scalability of the method when the utili-
ties of several offers C, . . ., C,,, must be compared. Here it seems that one has to solve
m separate OPs of size exponential in |P|. While this is the worst case, some optimiza-
tion based on the logic for offers is possible. In fact, observe that C; &+ C; implies
u®(C;) < u®(C;) (a model of C; is also a model of C;). Hence, when searching for
the offer with the maximum least utility, C; can be safely disregarded. Intuitively, more
specific offers are preferred over more generic ones, with the intuition that a generic
offer C; has a worst-case utility u“(C;) which is less than the worst-case utility u°(C})
of a more specific offer C;.

6 Conclusion

Logic languages have been proposed here as a natural and powerful preference repre-
sentation tool for automated negotiation purposes. We have shown how it is possible
to compute a utility value for a concept (agreement, proposal, allocation), when prefer-
ences are expressed as weighted DL formulas w.r.t. a shared ontology 7. Although we
ground our framework in the DLs realm, we point out that the framework itself is com-
pletely general and suitable for whatever decidable fragment of FOL. We also reported
complexity results and showed the applicability and benefits of our approach with the
help of a meaningful example. Currently, we are studying how to combine this approach
with graphical models, and in particular GAI (Generalized Additive Independence) [16,
3], in order to model multiattribute auctions.
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Abstract. Virtual characters in games operate in a social context in-
volving other characters and human players. If such socially situated
virtual characters are to be considered believable, they should be able to
adjust their behavior based on beliefs about the mental states of other
characters and human players. Autonomous BDI-based agents are suit-
able for modeling characters that exhibit such intentional behavior. In
this paper, it is illustrated how agent-based characters can infer the men-
tal state of other players by observing those other players’ actions in the
context of a declarative game specification. The game specification can
be utilized in explanation and prediction of agents’ behavior, and as such
can form the basis for developing socially aware characters.

1 Introduction

For games and simulations with interactive virtual characters to provide users
with a satisfying experience, it is of vital importance that those characters are
believable to the user. Appearing to pursue goals and to be responsive to social
context are determining factors for believability [1], and interaction with virtual
characters is richer and more enjoyable if these anticipate the behavior of other
characters [2]. Believable characters that operate in a social context should ex-
hibit social awareness and not only pursue their own interests, but also be able
to take the mental states of other characters into account if they believe these
to conflict or coincide with their own goals and beliefs.

Statistical approaches to game-based plan recognition exist [3] but require
large amounts of gameplay data to be processed, which might not always be
available. Recent work in the agent programming community has focused on
recognizing an agent’s plan on grounds of its program and observed actions,
and inferring the mental state of the agent that plausibly explains observed be-
havior [4,5]. This offers promising directions for developing socially aware virtual
characters, as characters which can infer other characters’ mental states have the
possibility to incorporate attributed mental states into their own decision-making

* This research has been supported by the GATE project, funded by the Netherlands
Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) and the Netherlands ICT Research and
Innovation Authority (ICT Regie).

98



process. This allows for plausibly misguided behavior and thus contributes to be-
lievability [6]. However, current approaches ignore the setting in which agents
operate and inferred explanations are independent of social context. If charac-
ters in games are designed to behave as autonomous agents, then a game can
be regarded as an agent society [7]. The behavior of characters in such a game
takes place in the context of the society, which can be captured and specified by
means of an organizational model [8].

This paper gives a declarative solution to abducing the mental state of vir-
tual characters implemented as BDI-based agents, which takes into account the
context in which these characters operate. In Sect. 2 mental state abduction is
reviewed. Sect. 3 introduces the game-related context in terms of scenes and
roles, and in Sect. 4 it is shown how this context can be utilized in explaining
and predicting agent behavior. Sect. 5 ties things together in an example, and
Sect. 6 concludes with a brief discussion and ideas for future research.

2 Mental State Abduction

In this section it is described how the observed behavior of agents can be related
to an explanation in terms of a description of their mental state, recapitulating
our work in [5]. In Defs. 1-2 the behavior of agents is described, and in the
remainder of this section it is shown how behavior is observed and explained.

Let £ be a propositional domain language with negation and conjunction
over propositions. Lit € £ is the set of literals in this language, and L C L a
simple language allowing only (conjuncted) literals. Let Act be a set of action
names. The behavior of an agent can be described as an expression consisting of
actions, which are either atomic observable actions a € Act, or tests ¢? on propo-
sitions ¢ € L. Actions can be composed by means of operators for sequential
composition (;) and choice (+).

Definition 1 (behavioral description) Let o € Act be an atomic observable
action, and ¢? the test action on proposition ¢ € L. The set of behavioral de-
scriptions L with typical element w is then defined as follows.

Tii= | @ | myyme | ™+ Mo

Note that there is no notion of iteration in L. It is assumed, though, that
behavior can be iteratively performed if an agent reapplies a behavioral rule of
the type defined in Def. 2. Such a rule states that the behavior described by 7
is appropriate for achieving the goal ~ if the condition [ is believed to hold, and
is taken to be interpreted in the operational context of an agent program [9,10].

Definition 2 (behavioral rules) Behavioral rules specify a relation between
behavior m € L and a mental state consisting of achievement goals v € Ly and
beliefs B € L. The set of behavioral rules Lpr has br as its typical element.

br::= v« pg1Tnm
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The atomic actions o € Act of an agent are taken to be publicly observable,
such that a perceived action can be directly related to the performed action.
Because behavioral descriptions do not allow for concurrent actions and inter-
pretation of the agent program is assumed to do so neither, the perception of
multiple actions performed by a single agent is taken to be sequential. To dis-
tinguish sequential perception of actions — which is an incremental process —
from actions in sequence as part of a plan, percepts are presented as a list.

Definition 3 (percepts) Let a € Act be an observable action and € a special
empty (null) action, such that (ed) = (§) = (d¢). The set of percept expressions
LA, with typical element 6, is then defined as follows.

0::= a el i

In order to explain perceived actions in intentional terms, a relation has
to be established between perceived actions, descriptions of behavior, and the
behavioral rules that connect a mental state (goals and beliefs) to behavior. This
relation should be defeasible, because on grounds of observed actions alone it
is not necessarily possible to analytically infer the mental state that caused the
agent to perform those actions. For this reason the behavioral rules of Def. 2
are described as the logical implications defined in Def. 4, which state that a
precondition consisting of a goal and belief description implies a certain behavior.

Definition 4 (rule description) Let (y «— 81 m) € Lpr be a behavioral rule.
The set of rule descriptions Lrp, with typical element rd, is defined as follows.

rd ::= goal(y) A belief(3) = behavior(7)

The function desc : Lgr — Lrp maps rules to their description, such that
desc(br) = (goal(7y) A belief(3) = behavior(w)) for any br = (v — 31 7) € Lsr.

Because behavioral rules, as defined in Def. 2, are interpreted in an opera-
tional context, the implications in the rule descriptions defined in Def. 4 do not
hold in a classical logical way with respect to describing agent operation. How-
ever, if perceived actions § € L can be related to the behavioral descriptions
m € Ly, then logical abduction — which states that on grounds of an obser-
vation 9 and a logical implication ¢ = 1, the defeasible explanation ¢ can be
abduced — can be used to infer the preconditions of logical rule descriptions.
To relate action sequences to descriptions of behavior, a function is defined that
maps behavioral descriptions to sets of observable traces of behavior by filtering
out internal tests, which are taken to be unobservable, and branching observ-
able traces at points where choice occurs. The operator U is standard set union,
and o: p(La) X p(La) — p(LA) is a non-commutative composition operator
defined as Al o AQ = { 5152 | 51 S Al and 52 € AQ }, where Al,AQ - [,A.

Definition 5 (observable trace function) Let o € Act, ¢ € L and 7 € Lp7.
The function 7 : Lg — ©(LA) is then defined as follows.

() = {a} T(m + m2) = 7(m) UT(m2)
m(¢7) = {e} T(mme) = 7(m)oT(m)
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In order to abduce mental state preconditions of the logical rule descriptions
in Def. 4 on grounds of observed actions, a relation must be established between
an observed action sequence and the traces that represent the observable aspect
of the behavior described in the behavioral description part of a rule. If every
action of the agent is observed and the rules completely describe an agent’s
possible behavior, then an observed sequence of actions can be related to the
(non-strict) prefix of an observable trace of behavior described by some 7 € Lp7.

Definition 6 (structural relations) Let < C La x La be the prefiz relation
on sequences 8,0 € L and = C L xLa the suffiz relation, defined as follows.

§<x6 iff 36" € La: (8 =488") §=0 iff 36" € La: (8 =08"0)
Note that every § is a prefiz and suffiz of itself iff 6" is the empty action e.

Defining different structural relations, as shown in [5], may allow for relating
observed actions to observable traces also in the case that not every action is
observed. It was proven that this leads to an increase in abduced explanations,
and that the set of explanations inferred on grounds of complete observation is
a subset of explanations in case of partial observation. In order to focus on the
way contextual information can be used to facilitate the process of mental state
abduction, it is assumed here that observation is complete.

An agent’s behavior is to be explained in terms of a description of its mental
state. In order to refer to these preconditions, let the set L, with typical element
w be defined as L, = { goal(y) Abelief(3) | v € Lr, 8 € L }. An explicit ‘lifting’
notation for functions is used, such that for any f: D — D’ the lifted version
of fis ©f : p(D) — p(D'), such that for @ C D, f(®) = { f(¢) | p € D }.

An explanatory function is now defined that maps observed action sequences
& € LA to preconditions of rule descriptions of the type rd € Lzrp, such that §
is a (partial) trace of the behavior ‘implied’ by the rule description.

Definition 7 (explanatory function) The function x : Lrp — o(Lo X
L) maps a rule description to a set of tuples of precondition and trace.

X(w = behavior(r)) = { (w,d) | 6 € 7(m) }

Let § € LA be a percept and RD C Lrp a set of rule descriptions. The explana-
tory function explain : La X p(Lrp) — p(Lg) is then defined as follows.

explain(6,RD) = { w | I(w,d’) € *x(RD) : [6 < '] }

Somewhat less formally, the explanatory function defined in Def. 7 states that
the precondition of a rule description is in the set of explanations for a certain ob-
served sequence of actions, if the observed sequence is a (non-strict) prefix of any
trace of the behavioral description which is described in the postcondition of the
rule description. The function as defined here is not intended to be computation-
ally efficient. It can be proven, though, that explain(dd’, RD) C explain(d, RD)
for any §,8’ € L, allowing for an efficient implementation.*

! The authors express their thanks to Henry Prakken for pointing out this stronger
and more concise version of their proofs in [5].
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3 Agents Playing Games

Agents in a multi-agent system each have their mental state and (inter)act in
pursuit of their private goals, taking into account their beliefs and the means
provided by their environment(s) [9]. An agent-based game, must be more than
a regular multi-agent system, as the latter lacks particular qualities that a game
might be required to have. When implementing game characters as autonomous
agents, a designer gives away part of the behavioral control that a scripting-
based approach to character design provides [11]. In return, the daring move
of the designer is rewarded with emergent stories that take unexpected turns
because of decisions made by the autonomous characters. However, there are
certain aspects of the game’s ‘flow of events’ that the game designer wants to
ensure, without having to rely on providence or agents’ good insight.

In this section declarative game-related concepts are defined, inspired by
organizational principles, that are used to illustrate how an agent-based game can
be designed that respects some storyline marked out by the designer. Moreover,
the same concepts can be used as a guideline with respect to agents’ expected
behavior, as will be shown in Sect. 4.

3.1 A Declarative Game Specification

The general concept ‘game’ is hard to define, so that in the present approach a
particular kind of game is considered, namely the agent-based role-playing game.
Such a game is considered to be populated by virtual characters implemented
as autonomous BDI-based agents, which play roles similar to the way actors do
in a movie. Autonomous agents, however, may be allowed more freedom in the
way they enact their role than movie actors are. Such role-enacting agents can
be allowed to have private goals that supercede or conflict with those specified
by their role, which will show in the behavior they exhibit [12,7].

Most definitions of the concept ‘role’ recognize that a role comes with obli-
gations, permissions, authority, or the right to perform certain actions. As such,
a role describes behavior which can be expected of the role-enacting agent [13].
Roles are therefore defined in a way that encompasses both the descriptive and
prescriptive aspect by providing an agent with goals to achieve, information
made available to the role-enacting agent, and behavioral rules. These concepts
correspond to the B(eliefs), D(esires), and I(intentions) of the BDI-paradigm,
and as such can form the basis for design of the role-enacting agent. Note that
the relation of role-derived goals and goal-directed rules is taken to be not nec-
essarily one-to-one; multiple rules for a single goal can exist, or a conjuctive goal
may be provided by the role where only rules for literal goals exist. To be able
to refer to roles and other entities uniquely, a set of constants ID is introduced.

Definition 8 (role) Let I'. = (I',<r) be an ordered set of goals I' C L, with
<r C Lr x Lr a partial order on I'. Let T C L be role-accessible informa-
tion, and BR C Lpr a set of behavioral rules. A role R, identified by a unique
identifier r € ID, is then defined as R = (r,I'.,Z,BR).
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A typical role, featured in many games of the role-playing game (RPG) genre,
is that of the thief. Unsurprisingly, the thief-role may provide the goal to take
possession of a particular item by stealing it. Moreover, a thief could have the
goal to steal the item whilst double-checking that nobody is near. If the thief
assesses a particular situation to be risky, the goal to steal the item but also
ensure that nobody is around might supercede the goal to just steal the item.

Roles do not per definition remain unchanged throughout a game. The con-
text in which a role is enacted influences the way it should be enacted, and this
context may change as things happen in the game. Autonomous agents can be
given the liberty to enact their role as they see fit, resulting in different types
of behavior given the same role specification. Nevertheless, agents are restricted
in their actions by the opportunities provided by their environment, and by the
norms of the agent society in which they operate. To formalize the norms that
regulate behavior, a language of normative expressions £ is defined which cap-
tures prima facie norms, with typical element N, such that N ::= F(«a) | O(a).
The expression F(a) states that the action o € Act is forbidden, O(a) states
that the action is obligatory.

In [14], prima facie norms are defined to be norms [which] usually do not
arise from actions, but arise in certain situations [and remain] valid as long as
the situation in which they arise stays valid. Scenes are taken to constitute the
norm-governed context in which roles remain unchanged. The scene definition
includes the roles figuring in the scene, a set of norms pertaining to the scene,
and a set of literals denoting an initial environment state.

Definition 9 (scene) Let R be a set of roles as defined in Def. 8, N C Ly a
set of norms, and E C Lit the initial environment state. Scene S, with unique
identifier s, is then defined as S = (s, R, N, E).

Take a scene in an RPG that features the thief and a store owner in some
store where goods can be purchased. In this scene it is most likely forbidden to
take items without paying for them, or to damage the merchandise.? Now take
a scene in which the thief and the store owner are joined in the store by a city
guard. The same norms may apply as in the previous scene, but the thief now
gives priority to ensuring nobody is around before stealing anything because of
the presence of the guard, whereas the store owner might be more at ease in
knowing that the eyes of the law are keeping watch over her belongings.

3.2 The Multi-Agent Game

A game is taken to be a composition of scenes. The way scenes are composed
(the ‘storyboard’ of the game) is defined in a game specification, which identifies
the scenes occurring in a game, and specifies when a specific scene makes a
transition to another scene. Such transitions might depend on conditions being

2 Note that the prima facie norms of £ do not allow for conditional statements, and
it is therefore not possible to express statements such as the fact that it is obligatory
to pay for an item after taking it.
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fulfilled with respect to the environment of the scene, on specific actions being
(jointly) executed by agents, or even some condition becoming true with respect
to agents’ mental states. To have a system of agents obey this specification,
scene transition has to be operationalized in the semantics of the agent system.
Because a detailed presentation of how the scene transition is realized does not
contribute to the scope of the present approach, this is left unspecified and the
game is taken to simply be a set of scenes, of the type defined in Def. 9.

Agents in 2APL [9] are defined by a configuration, which specifies their men-
tal state in terms of goals, belief, plans, and rules. In this paper, we do not
commit ourselves to an assumption about the specific language in which the
agents are implemented, but do require that the behavior of agents is in accor-
dance with the declarative specification of the role they enact, which contains
elements that can be directly related to elements of agents’ mental states, such
as goals, information (beliefs) and behavioral rules. Specifically, the following
assumptions and restrictions are enforced.

— FEwvery agent in the multi-agent game behaves in accordance with a role, such
that the behavior of agents is completely described by the behavioral descrip-
tion which is part of the rules accompanying their role.

— The role of agents prescribes specific partially ordered goals, and the rules
accompanying the role are taken to enable achievement of all these goals.
Howewver, it is not necessarily the case that every goal which the agent may
have on grounds of its rules is part of the goals that the agent’s role prescribes.

— It is assumed that agents do not interleave plans, even if they have multiple
goals. If an agent has adopted multiple goals and has selected a plan based
on the application of a behavioral rule for one of its goals, it will not apply
a new rule until its selected plan is completed.

The first scene of the multi-agent game is determined by the game’s initial
state, and consecutive scenes are determined as the game evolves; ie. as agents
act in pursuit of their goals and ‘things happen’ in the game. Because it is not in
the interest of the topic at hand, which is explanation and prediction of agents’
behavior in the context of a multi-agent role-playing game, the operational tran-
sition of configurations of the multi-agent game will not be presented formally.
Instead, it is assumed that the game takes place in some (known) scene, which
provides a guideline with respect to behavior that can be expected of the agents
populating the scene, as the behavior of each of them is based on some role.

4 Explaining and Predicting Agent Behavior

Mental state abduction can be used to abduce the mental state of BDI-based
agents whose behavior can be observed. If this behavior is performed in the
context of a multi-agent game, then information about the scene of the game
and the role which agents enact helps improve the abduction process. If an
agent’s role is known, the set of rules the agent is taken to have at its disposition
is reduced to the set of rules provided by the role, as the behavior descriptions
in the rules of the roles completely describes behavior of the agents.
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4.1 Explaining Agent Behavior

In the approach to mental state abduction as described in Sect. 2 (and in [5]
in more detail), the behavior of an agent is explained on grounds of all rules
this agent can be assumed to have if context is not considered. In the present
setting, only the rules which are ascribed to the agent on account of its role in
a particular scene are considered in the explanatory process. This ensures that
the explanations provided for its behavior are contextually grounded, and that
the set of rules which need to be considered is restricted in size.

The role of the agent contains behavioral rules and a partially ordered set
of goals. There might exist agents which dutifully pursue the goals their role
prescribes, and others which don’t care about their role in the least. To cap-
ture these aspects of role conformance, two refined versions of the explanatory
function are defined. Because the role-prescribed goals do not necessarily have
a one-to-one correspondence with the goals that form the head of behavioral
rules, a relation between the two has to be established. The functions g and b
are defined, such that for w = (goal(y) A belief(3)), it holds that g(w) = {7}
and b(w) = {8}. Cn(P) denotes the closure of the set & under the consequence
operator Cn, defined as Cn(®) = {¢ | ¢ |= ¢}.

Definition 10 (loosely role-conformant explanation) Letd € LA be a per-
cept and (r,(I',<r),Z,BR) a role, as defined in Def. 8. The function explain,,.
for loosely role-conformant explanation is then defined as follows.
explaing,.(6,(r, (I',<p),Z,BR)) = (2,<q)

where {2 = explain(, *desc(BR)), and for any w,w’ € 2

<o = { (w,w) | [Cn(g(w)) Z Cn(I")] A[Cn(g(w’)) € Cn(I")] }
U { (w.e) | [Cn(g(w)) N Cn(I) = 0] A [Cn(g(w))) £ Ca(I)] }
U A{ (w,w)}

A rule can be said to be relevant to a role, if the goal for which this rule
applies is in the closure of the role-derived goals. Thus, the rules for goals ¢ and
1) are both relevant to a role that prescribes the goal ¢ A 1, just as the rule for
¢ A is relevant to a role that prescribes ¢ and v independently. The function
explain;,.., maps to a poset of explanations, where the explanations are ordered
on grounds of an ordering that ranks explanations containing role-derived goals
over those with goals that derive from behavioral rules only. Explanations which

contain exclusively role-derived goals rank over those with some role-derived
goals, which in turn rank over explanations without role-derived goals.

Definition 11 (strictly role-conformant explanation) The definition of the

function explaing,., is based on explain,,., but takes into account the order on I'.

explaing,..(8,(r,(I",<p),Z,BR)) = (2,<q)
where  explain,..(d, {r, (I, <r),Z,BR)) = (2,<4,), and for any w,w’ € 2
<o = { (w,w) | Iy e Cn(gw)), Iy € Cn(g(w)) : [y <r ¥ A
~3y € Cnlg)), 3 € Cn(g@)) : I <r 2] } U <p
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Strictly role-conformant agents are taken to also obey the priority ordering
on goals specified by their role, and therefore explain,,, takes this ordering into
account this as well. Because not all goals need to be explicitly ordered, it is
defined that some explanation w is preferred to w’ on grounds of explain,, if
and only if some goal ~y, derived from w, has explicit priority over some goal ~/,
derived from w’, and no goal derived from w’ has explicit priority over any goal
derived from w.

Instead of conforming to their role, agents might rebel against their role.
Also, as explained in [12], agents which are allowed to have private objectives
along with role-derived objectives can enact their roles in a selfish or social
manner. This could imply an ordering which is the reverse of that seen in loose
role conformance, or even of strict role conformance. Although it is not further
dealt with, the fact that our approach allows for modeling explicit rebellion and
different types of role enactment deserves pointing out.

4.2 Predicting Agent Behavior

An observed and explained sequence of actions can be regarded as the performed
part of a trace. Given that the goal for which this plan was selected is still
active, the agent can be expected to perform the remaining actions, which are
the suffix of the trace of which the observed actions are the prefix. In explaining
an agent’s behavior, it was defined that a description of the agent’s mental
state can be regarded as an explanation. When predicting the behavior of the
agent with respect to actions it has been observed to perform, multiple (distinct)
action sequences may be predicted based on different assumed mental states. A
predictive function is defined, taking these aspects into account.

Definition 12 (predictive function) Let 6,8 € L be percepts, w € L a
mental state description and RD € Lrp a set of rule descriptions. The function
predict : Lo X Lrp — (Lo X L) is then defined as follows.

predict(§, RD) = { (w,d) | (w,d5") € °x(RD) }

Agents in a norm-governed society can be assumed to take norms into ac-
count in choosing their actions, either by design or by deliberation [15]. Similar
to the explanatory functions taking into account role conformance of the agent
(Defs. 10 & 11), one can consider norm obedience when predicting agent be-
havior. The norms of L were defined to state about actions whether these are
either forbidden (F) or obligatory (O). Informally, F'(«) is taken to mean that
the action a € Act is forbidden and that agents may be punished if they per-
form the action, whereas O(«) states that agents are obliged to perform action
« and that may be punished if they do not perform it. Note that it is not defined
what it means that the agent “may be punished”, but the explanation that the
behavior of the agent is somehow monitored (possibly by law-enforcing agents
in the game), and that this monitoring is not infallible, should suffice.
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Thus, it may occur that the agent performs a forbidden action, but gets away
with it. The predicates forb and obl are defined on § € LA, such that

Nforb(8) iff Ja,8,6" € La:[(6 =0'ad") A (F(a) € N
NEobl(3) iff Ja,8,8" € La:[(0=7as")A(O()eN)

Based on the above, a predictive function is defined which takes norm obedience
into account. This function predicts a sequence of actions on grounds of an
observed sequence of actions and behavioral rules, and relates it to the presumed
mental state which would account for observed behavior if it were the agent’s
actual mental state. Moreover, this predictive function takes into account that
norms may exist which forbid or oblige the agent to perform specific actions, as
expressed in the ordering that ranks pairs with an action sequence containing
some obliged but no forbidden actions above all others, and pairs with sequences
that contain some forbidden but no obliged actions below all others.?

Definition 13 (norm-obedient prediction) Let 6 € La be a percept, the
tuple {r, [, Z,BR) a role as defined in Def. 8 and (s, R, N, E) a scene as defined
in Def. 9. The predictive function predict,,, is then defined as follows.

predict,,,(6,(r, I'<,Z,BR), (s, R,N,E)) = (0, <o)
where O = predict(d, °desc(BR)), and for any (w,d), (w',§') € O
<o ={ ((w,0),(&',d")) | N = [obl(d") A =forb(d")] }
U{ (w,9),(,d") | Nk [forb(d) A —obl(8)] }
U ((w,0), (w,9)) }

In Sect. 4.1 the remark was made that agents can explicitly rebel against their
role. Similarly, agents might rebel against ‘society’, which can be modeled by
means of explicitly presumed norm disobedience, such that traces with forbidden
actions are considered to be preferred by the agent.

4.3 The Observer

To explain and predict behavior, an abstract external Observer is proposed (in
line with our approach in [5]) which perceives the atomic observable actions
performed by agents, attempting to explain those actions in context of the game
and making predictions about actions it expects agents to perform next. The
Observer maintains a model of each of the agents it observes, which contains the
role the Observer attributes to the agent and a sequence of actions the agent
has been observed to perform, along with explanations and predictions based on
observed behavior in context of the attributed role.

Definition 14 (agent model) Let R be a role of the type in Def. 8, 0 € LA a
list of perceived actions, 2 C Lo a set of explanations and © C Lg. An agent
model, with a unique identifier ¢ € 1D, is then defined as A = (i,R,0,£2,0).

3 Note that a sequence with forbidden as well as obligatory actions is treated no
differently than one that has only ‘neutral’ actions.
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The Observer is assumed to have perfect observation of the environment and
the actions agents perform. In many games, the roles of characters are evident
from their external characteristics. The role might be indicated by the color of
a suit, or simply by a label hovering over the character. In the following, it is
assumed that agent 4’s role r can be deduced from the state of the environment,
such that E = enacts(i, 7). As scene transitions are taken to depend only on
changes in the environment, the Observer always knows the scene in which the
game takes place if it is made aware of the initial scene when the game starts,
and is always correct about roles it attributes to agents.

Relaxing these assumptions — either by introducing more uncertainty on
part of the Observer by design or because the game does not allow for perfect
observation of the environment, scene transitions, or agents’ roles — leads to
interesting scenarios. Instead of just performing mental state abduction, the
Observer is forced to perform role abduction and/or scene abduction as well. If
observation of the environment or agents’ actions is imperfect as well, yet more
defeasibility is introduced. Given that our goal is to allow for designing agent-
based game characters which have uncertainty about other characters’ mental
states, it is not in our interest to introduce any more uncertainty than necessary.
Partial observation was discussed in [5], but here perfect observation is assumed.

Definition 15 (Observer) Let G be a set of scenes as defined in Def. 9, and
s € ID a scene identifier such that (s,...) € G. The set of literals E C Lit is the

environment state and for every (perceived) agent i, A; is an agent model. The
Observer is then defined as (G, s,E, {A;,...,A;}).

The Observer as defined in this approach is an abstract entity, which serves
to illustrate the explanatory and predictive process ultimately to be used by
agents that observe other agents’ behavior in some environment. For this reason
the details of how the Observer configuration evolves with successive action
observations and scene transitions are left to the imagination of the reader, and
instead the focus is on the procedures defined in Sect. 4.1 and 4.2. Given a single
sequence of observed actions for some agent i, the Observer can explain as well
as predict this sequence of actions. Prop. 1 shows that each explanation — in
terms of an agent’s mental state — is accompanied by a matching prediction.

Proposition 1 (explanation matches prediction). Given an agent model
(t,{r,['«,Z,BR),0,12,0), where ®desc(BR) = RD, explain(6, RD) = {2, and
predict(6, RD) = O, it holds that Vw € 2:[30 € O,8' € LA : [0 = (w,)]].

Proof. Def. 7 and Def. 12 show that explain and predict are both based on €x.
In case of explain(0,RD) = £2, some w € 2 iff Iw,d”) € *x(RD) : [6 < 8"].
For predict(, RD) = O, some (w, ') € O iff (w,dd") € x(RD). It follows from
Def. 6 that if § < 8", then §"" = 68" for some &' (possibly &' =€), and therefore
(w,d") € ©. By definition of V, the proposition holds for 2 = 0. O

Note that Prop. 1 extends to explain,,., explaing,. and predict,,,, as these are
directly based on explain and predict. This is a very welcome fact, because it en-
sures that for every explanation a corresponding prediction can be made, also in
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the case of the context-dependent explanatory and predictive functions. Based
on role-conformant explanation some explanation may come out as ‘top-ranked’.
This can be considered the best explanation for the agent’s behavior, and corre-
sponding predicted behavior be regarded as the most probable. Prediction of € —
possibly indicating goal achievement — is outside of the scope of this approach,
but very well worth further investigation.

It can occur that traces have overlapping segments. In such a case, the pos-
sibility exists that the Observer is able to explain a sequence of actions, but at a
certain point observes an action that can neither be considered coherent with the
currently presumed trace, nor as being the start of a new trace. This situation is
visualized in Fig. 1, where ¢’ is the suffix of some trace §¢’, as well as the prefix
of another trace ¢’¢”. Let « be the first action of §”, and ¢ = §6’a. If the Ob-
server explains 00’ as a coherent whole, then after perceiving «, it may be that
explain(6”’, RD) = () because §" is not the prefix of any trace. It may, however,
also be that « itself is not the prefix of any trace, such that explain(a, RD) = 0.

\
A
A

5! s

Fig. 1. Two traces, 80’ and 6’6", with an overlapping part §’. The start of actual traces
is denoted by » and the end by <, explainable (segments of) potential traces end with
<, and @ denotes a non-matching segment (ie. failure of explanation).

If the situation sketched in the previous paragraph occurs and explanation
fails, then the Observer can backtrack along ¢’, starting at the end, until it finds a
suffix 8" %= §’ that can be explained in coherence with the last observed action a,
such that explain(6””a, RD) # 0. Given the assumption that agents are assumed
to be able to completely execute their plans, the maximum overlap of any two
traces of an agent’s plans can be computed and used to give a measure of the
maximum amount of backtracking the Observer has to perform. Let len: Lo —
N be a function that maps a percept to its length, such that len(ay, ..., a,) = n,
and let binds be predicate denoting that some sequence ¢ ‘binds’ the sequences
0" and 8" together with overlapping action sequences, defined as

binds(3,8",6")  iff (68 AS<8")V (38 NS =)

Given the definitions of len and binds, let overlap : Lo x Lo — N be a function
that computes the overlap between two (distinct) action sequences, defined as

len(d) if 36 € L : binds(,6",6"), and &' # 6", and
overlap(&',8") = 36" € LA : [binds(6",8",6") A (len(5") > len(9))]

0  otherwise
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Proposition 2 (backtrack with maximum trace overlap). Given an agent
model (i,{r,I'c,Z,BR),d,12,0), where $desc(BR) = RD and § = & ay -+ ap,
for which it is the case that explain(§, RD) = 0, explain(§’ay -+ a1, RD) # 0,
and &' is the complete trace of an actual plan executed by the agent, there exists
a non-empty suffiz §" = § such that explain(6”,RD) # 0 and len(§") is smaller
than or equal to one, plus the maximum overlap of any two traces of any plan
which is part of the rules in BR.

Proof. Let A =J{7(m) | (y— B 1 m) € BR } be the set of all (finite) observable
traces of all plans part of the rules in the agent model. Because ¢’ is a complete
plan trace, explain(6’,RD) # 0 and §' € A. Let 8" = & such that §" is the prefix
of a trace of the agent’s latest plan and it holds that 6" = a1 -+ - «,. Then either
36" € La:[(8" K ar--an) A (88" € A)] such that the actual ‘old’ trace &'
is also the prefix of a misleading ‘false’ trace 6’6", or not. If not, then 6 = &'«
such that o 3= 6, explain(a) # 0, and len(a) = 1.

If 30" € Lo [(0" g ar---an) A (80" € A)], then 8" is the suffiz of a
‘false’ trace 8’6" and the strict prefir of oy - -y, such that len(6"") < n. The
‘new’ trace, of which 8" is the prefix, is started somewhere after the plan of
which 8’ is a complete trace has finished, such that 6" = 6oy -+ - ay,. If the ‘new’
trace of which 8" is the prefiz is not started directly after &', because inbetween a
complete trace of yet another plan was executed which together with &' could be
matched to a misleading trace, then ¢" is a strict suffix of aq - -+ o, such that
len(6"”) > n. If 8" is started directly after 6’, then the sequence 6’6" and the
sequence 8" = aq - -+ ay, have an overlap of n — 1, which is the overlap of 6’6"
and the trace of which §" is the prefiz, such that len(§") = n.

Let © be the maximum overlap of any two traces 61,02 € A, such that
(overlap(d1,d2) = ) A (303,04 € A : [(overlap(ds3,04) = y) A (y > x)]). Given
that the trace 6’6" and the ‘new’ trace of which 0" is the prefiz are both in A
and have an overlap of n — 1, it holds that 0 <n—1<z. 0O

Prop. 2 can be guaranteed if the Observer does ‘forget’ any percepts and
agents complete their plans. Especially the latter condition is unmaintainable in
certain environments. If agents can drop their plans, ‘freak’ scenarios can arise.
Take, for example, the case where a; - - -« is a plan trace, but the individual
actions «jq,...,a, are also the initial actions of individual plans. If an agent
selects those plans in order, executing only the first action and then dropping
the plan, the resulting sequence is indistinguishable from the trace.? However,
because traces are finite and actions perfectly observable, Coroll. 1 still applies.

Corollary 1. If agents drop their plans, then the Observer backtracks at most
up to the length of the longest trace to find an explanation if explain(d, RD) = 0.

Proof. Let oy -+, € A be the longest trace. As explain(§, RD) = 0, it must be
that 30" € LA : [0 = 8] and &' is the prefiz of the agent’s current plan. In worst
case, § = 8"y -+ ay for some §”, such that explain(6”ay -+ an—1) # 0. After
backtracking len(ay - - - ) = n actions, Observer finds explain(ay -+ ay) # 0. O

4 One might ask whether explaining and predicting behavior has any benefit at all if
such situations abound in some scenario, but that is not the point now.
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5 Example

To illustrate the present approach, an example inspired by the popular role-
playing game Oblivion [16] is introduced. Because of space limitations, some
shorthand notation will be used. Lowercase predicate arguments represent ground
atoms, and uppercase arguments represent variables. Our propositional language
of course does not allow for variables, and therefore these are to be interpreted
as a finite number of ground expressions, as should be clear from the context
in which the notation is used. Spatial environments require moving around, and
therefore goto(Loc) is defined, where the variable Loc stands for any valid loca-
tion in the environment, and (¢?;7) + (—¢?; 7’) means if ¢ then 7 else 7'

goto(Loc) = (—nearby(Loc)?; walk_towards(Loc)) + (nearby(Loc)?)

The scene S takes place in a store and features ‘thief’ and ‘store owner’ roles.
The norm in this scene forbids stealing any item, as expressed in shorthand nota-
tion, such that S = (s, {R¢, Ry}, { F'(steal(Item))}, E). The ‘thief’ role prescribes
the goal to have a particular item of interest (v = have(item)), and provides
rules to achieve this goal. Also, a rule for exploring the store is provided.

Re — (thief, ({have(item)}, {(7,7)}), T, {bru,,brs,. brs,,brs,})
bri, = have(item) <« distracted(owner) A in(Cabinet, item) 1
goto(Cabinet); open( Cabinet); steal(item); close( Cabinet)
bro, = have(item) « —distracted(owner) T goto(owner); distract(owner)
brs, = explored(store) « —explored(cabinet;) A ... A —explored(cabinet,) 1
goto(cabinety ); inspect(cabinet;); . . .; goto(cabinety,); inspect(cabinet,)
bry, = ensured(safety) < —nearby(Person) T double — check_if _nearby(Person)

The ‘store owner’ role Ry, is left unspecified, except that it is stated she
wants to protect her merchandise. In this paper procedural rules have not been
discussed, but they may be allowed if only used for goal generation on grounds
of events. If a customer breaks an object in the store, the perception of this fact
prompts the store owner to adopt the goal to demand money from the culprit.
This high-level approach remedies shortcomings in scripted character behavior
in a natural way; in the game Oblivion it is possible, for example, to jump on
the store counter or to smash objects without repercussions, because the store
owner is only scripted to react to theft, and apparently not to vandalism.

The scene S transitions to some new scene S’ upon entry of a city guard, as
mentioned in Sect. 3.1, such that S = (s',{R}, R, Reg}, {F(steal(ltem))},E').
The ‘city guard’ role R, is left unspecified, but it should suffice to say that the
guard has merely come into the store to buy some item or chat with the store
owner. If he becomes aware that someone is breaking the law (possibly the thief
stealing the item), he may come into action and arrest the perpetrator. In the
new scene the thief shows more cautious behavior because of the presence of
the guard. This is illustrated by a change in the thief’s role specification, such
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that Ry = (thief', ({7, 7'} {(7:7), (v,7): (%:7)}), Z, {br1,, bra,, brs, , bry, }). In
this slighty changed role specification, it still is the case that v = have(item),

but there is another role-prescribed goal +' = have(item) A ensured(safety) for
which it is the case that v > ~.

Various possibilities exist for improvement, but lack of space forces us to skim
over subtleties. More interesting is it to see how the Observer comes into play.
Let G be the scenes of the game, and Ay, = (gent, Ry, walk_towards(cabinet; ))
the model of some agent called gent, such that the Observer has observed gent,
in its role of thief, to perform the action of walking towards a certain cabinet.
Let the Observer configuration for the first scene be (G, s, {Agent}). Given the
rules BR; for the thief role, explain(walk_towards(cabinet; ), BR;) maps to a set of
explanations 2 = {w1, w2}, such that g(w;) = {goal(have(item))} and g(w2) =
{goal(explored(store))}. Based on role-conformant explanation, either loose or
strict, w; > wa because having the item is a role-derived goal.

Prop. 1 states that every explanation is matched by a prediction. For wi,
the tuples (w1, [open(Cabinet), steal(item), close( Cabinet)]) (with the percept in
Prolog-style list notation) are in the set of predictions. Given the small scenario
and limited set of rules, this is the only possible prediction for the goal of having
the item. If the thief is assumed not to be norm-obedient, the prediction that
he will open the cabinet and steal the item comes out, which is plausible in this
context. Assuming the thief actually is norm-obedient (which would be plausible
in the scene S’ where the guard is also present) gives a different picture. In that
case another explanation for walking towards the cabinet can be considered best,
if the corresponding predicted action sequence doesn’t contain any forbidden
actions. In this example only the goal to explore the store qualifies, but in a
more extensive case this could include the goal to choose and purchase some
item located in the cabinet.

The example in this section is inspired by an actual commercial role-playing
game. It serves mainly to illustrate some of the focal points of the approach
presented in this paper, and is necessarily limited in its scope and detail. Nev-
ertheless, it should be sufficently rich to convince the reader of the fact that the
high-level concepts of organizational modeling and agent programming apply
transparently to the complex world of role-playing games. Moreover, the use of
high-level social/intentional concepts has the additional benefit that these con-
cepts can be reused for modeling, programming, and inter-character explanation
and prediction of behavior.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper mental state abduction in the context of an agent-based game was
described. A declarative game specification based on organizational principles
such as roles, norms, and scenes, was introduced, and it was mentioned how it
can be employed to have a system of autonomous agents behave in accordance
with an intended storyline. An abstract Observer was said to observe the behav-
ior of agents and provide explanations that take into account role-conformant
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behavior, making the abduction process more efficient because it is based on
a subset of rules, and ensuring that explanations are relevant to context. The
Observer can also predict agents’ future actions based on previously observed
behavior, taking norm-obedience into account if the situation warrants this as-
sumption. Role-conformant explanation and norm-obedient prediction have been
shown to be complementary.

Future research should focus on explicitly taking models of the environment
and agents’ presumed mental states into account in the abductive process. De-
pending on the nature of the environment, it could be possible for an observer,
be it an abstract entity or stiuated agent, to actively check whether specific
(predicted) actions are possible, or whether an agent has achieved its goal or has
some particular belief. Also, making use of norms in the explanatory process as
well as the predictive process is to be considered. Finally, the path of formally
investigating the multi-agent game as an operational system seems promising.

References

1. Loyall, A.B.: Believable Agents. PhD thesis, Carnegie Mellon University (1997)

2. Laird, J.E.: It knows what you're going to do: Adding anticipation to a Quakebot.
In: AGENTS. (2001)

3. Albrecht, D.W., Zukerman, I., Nicholson, A.E.: Bayesian models for keyhole plan
recognition in an adventure game. User Modeling & User-Adapted Interaction
8(1-2) (1998) 5-47

4. Goultiaeva, A., Lespérance, Y.: Incremental plan recognition in an agent program-
ming framework. Proceedings of PAIR (2007)

5. Sindlar, M.P., Dastani, M.M., Dignum, F., Meyer, J.-J.Ch.: Mental state abduction
of BDI-based agents. In: Proceedings of DALT. (2008) 110-125

6. Scott, B.: Architecting a Game Al In: Al Game Programming Wisdom. Charles
River Media (2002) 285-289

7. Dignum, V.: A Model for Organizational Interaction. PhD thesis, SIKS Disserta-
tion Series (2004)

8. Coutinho, L.R., Sichman, J.S., Boissier, O.: Modeling organization in MAS. In:
SEAS. (2005)

9. Dastani, M.: 2APL: A practical agent programming language. Autonomous Agents
and Multi-Agent Systems 16 (2008) 214-248

10. Pokahr, A., Braubach, L., Lamersdorf, W.: Jadex: A BDI reasoning engine. In
Dastani, M., Dix, J., El Fallah Seghrouchni, A., eds.: Multi-Agent Programming,.
Springer (2005) 149-174

11. Tozour, P.: The Perils of Al Scripting. In: AI Game Programming Wisdom. Charles
River Media (2002) 541-547

12. Dastani, M., Dignum, V., Dignum, F.: Role-assignment in open agent societies.
In: Proceedings of AAMAS. (2003)

13. Dastani, M., Riemsdijk, M.B.V., Hulstijn, J., Meyer, J.-J.Ch.: Enacting and de-
acting roles in agent programming. In: Proceedings of AOSE. (2004) 189204

14. Dignum, F.: Autonomous agents with norms. Artificial Intelligence and Law 7(1)
(1999) 69-79

15. Castelfranchi, C., Dignum, F., Jonker, C.M., Treur, J.: Deliberative normative
agents: Principles and architecture. In: ATAL. (1999) 364-378

16. Bethesda Game Studios: The Elder Scrolls IV: Oblivion (2006)

113



Correctness Properties for Multiagent Systems

Munindar P. Singh! and Amit K. Chopra?

! North Carolina State University, Raleigh, USA
singh@ncsu.edu
2 Universita degli Studi di Trento, Trento, Italy
akchopra.mail@gmail.com

Abstract. What distinguishes multiagent systems from other software systems
is their emphasis on the interactions among autonomous, heterogeneous agents.
This paper motivates and characterizes correctness properties for multiagent sys-
tems. These properties are centered on commitments, and capture correctness at
a high level. In contrast to existing approaches, commitments underlie key cor-
rectness primitives formalized in terms of meaning; for example, commitment
alignment maps to interoperability; commitment discharge maps to compliance.
This paper gives illustrative examples and characterizations of these and other
properties. The properties cover the specification of protocols, roles, and agents,
the principal artifacts of an interaction-based approach to designing multiagent
systems, and thus provide the formal underpinnings of any such approach.

1 Introduction

Interaction is the key distinguishing feature of multiagent systems. We investigate the
science of interaction as it underlies the engineering of multiagent systems whose con-
stituent agents are heterogeneous (independently designed) and autonomous (indepen-
dently motivated). In such systems, the internal workings of the agents take backstage
to the interactions among them.

We begin from a simple yet profound question: How may we treat interactions as
first-class citizens in modeling and analyzing multiagent systems? The usual objectives
of engineering—modularly specifying, developing, composing, verifying, and validat-
ing parts—apply for interactions just as for traditional software approaches. However,
existing solutions, which are designed for components such as objects, do not readily
lift to interactions: an interaction somehow must simultaneously accommodate more
than one perspective. Thus, importantly, the novelty of the interactive setting yields
fresh and crucial technical challenges, which offer a great opportunity for multiagent
systems research.

Of the many applications of multiagent systems, those in cross-organizational busi-
ness processes provide the happy mix of practical value, theoretical subtlety, and oppor-
tunity (in the form of interest in industry) that our research community needs to sustain
this research effort. Cross-organizational processes fundamentally differ from conven-
tional software in that they are naturally modeled via interactions among heterogeneous
and autonomous agents [1]. The interactions of interest are of an arms-length nature,
and thus naturally understood as communications. In our study, we assume the existence
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of suitable approaches for the transmittal of information and therefore concentrate on
communication understood at the level of meaning.

To engineer a multiagent system based on interactive principles presupposes a no-
tion of the correctness of interactions among agents—in particular, here, of communi-
cations. Given such a notion, we ask if an agent is compliant with its expected behavior.
Further, we can ask if the given agents are interoperable meaning that they are able
to work together as expected. We can ask the above questions from the perspective of
the system as a whole or of any of the participants. To formalize interoperability and
compliance in interactive terms requires that we develop a theory of types using which
we might modularize communications into protocols. We might then create repositories
of protocols; determine if one protocol refines another or aggregates two or more pro-
tocols; modularly validate the protocols; modularly verify agents with respect to each
relevant protocol; and so on. Notice that interfaces in object-oriented computing corre-
spond to protocols and support constructs such as refinement and aggregation as well
as the usual forms of type inference.

1.1 Approach

The meaning of an interaction thus lies at the crux of the question of its correctness.
When we think at levels above the transmission of information, the meaning of com-
munication is grounded in the relationships among the parties involved. Communica-
tion then is based on conventions by which such relationships are created, progressed
(or otherwise altered), and ended. We concentrate on the contractual relationships ex-
pressed through the notion of commitments. A commitment involves a debtor, a creditor,
an antecedent, and a consequent; it is represented as C(debtor, creditor, antecedent,
consequent). Roughly, the debtor stakes a claim or makes a promise to the creditor
about the specified consequent provided that the antecedent holds (Section 2 explains
this further). Commitments naturally express the what of business relationships, and
minimally constrain the how. For example, a commitment to pay for goods received
may be discharged by paying directly, or delegated to someone who would discharge or
delegate it, and so on (for any finite sequence of delegations).

In our approach, a protocol specifies business interactions primarily by stating how
messages affect the participants’ commitments. For example, returning purchased goods
unopened may release the buyer from a commitment to pay. Thus many possible enact-
ments may result from the same protocol. This is how commitments yield both rigor and
flexibility. Because of its naturalness, the commitment-based approach has attracted the
attention of finance and health care industry groups [2].

Protocols are interfaces: they constrain how agents interact, not how they are imple-
mented. Protocols are doubly modular: in terms both of functionality and autonomy.
For example, for functionality, an ORDER protocol between a customer and a merchant
would specify only interactions dealing with order placement, leaving other function-
alities to separate protocols, e.g., one for INVENTORY FULFILLMENT. Our approach
enables composing protocols to yield more complex protocols, of enhanced function-
ality. Further, for autonomy, ORDER would specify the interactions, leaving to each the
autonomous decision making of whether and how to interact, which could depend on
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its goals [3]. We define a process as the aggregation of the behaviors of the parties
involved, including both their interactions and their local reasoning.

To model a process, we identify the protocols using which the different participants
interact [1]. For example, a merchant and a customer may interact with each other using
a NEGOTIATION protocol; the merchant, customer, and payment agency may interact
via an ESCROW protocol; and, the merchant, customer, and shipper may interact through
some specialized LOGISTICS protocol. When each participant acts according to its local
reasoning but respecting the stated protocols, they jointly enact a multiparty business
process. The contractually significant parts of the process would have been encoded in
the commitments specified in the protocols; the other parts may feature only in the local
policies of the participants and need not be visible externally. An agent’s policies could
be geared to optimize its outcomes. For example, policies would help decide what item
to order, what price to quote, and so on.

Notice that the above approach obviates defining a monolithic global flow that spec-
ifies the actions of each party. Each protocol could be refined to capture additional re-
quirements, e.g., adding receipts or guarantees to SHIPPING or PAYMENT to produce
new refined protocols. Notice that protocols can involve more than two parties; in typi-
cal usage, one partner would play multiple roles in multiple protocols [4]. For example,
a purchase process may be defined as a composition of ORDER, SHIPPING, and PAY-
MENT protocols where the buyer in ORDER is the receiver in SHIPPING and the payer
in PAYMENT.

The potential benefits of our protocol-based approach over traditional approaches (re-
viewed in Section 4) include the following. One, for process design, protocols are nat-
urally reusable whereas complete processes are not. More importantly, protocols lend
themselves to modeling abstractions such as refinement and aggregation. Two, for pro-
cess implementation, implementations of agents playing multiple roles can be more
readily assembled from specifications of the roles. Three, for process enactment, flexi-
ble protocols enable each agent to exercise discretion via its policies or preferences even
as it follows a protocol. For example, a merchant may accept only cash for discounted
goods and a customer may prefer to pay for goods early or late depending upon private
considerations such as of fiscal year accounting. This flexibility also enables us to cap-
ture and handle business exceptions and opportunities in a natural manner at the level of
protocols. Four, for process monitoring, protocols provide a clean basis for determining
that the interacting agents are complying with their roles in the given protocols.

1.2 Contributions

We motivate and characterize the key properties that would enable engineering mul-
tiagent systems with a special emphasis on applications such as cross-organizational
processes. Compared to traditional formal approaches, the emphases on communica-
tions and commitments give us a novel start. By assigning meaning to communications
in terms of commitments, we accomplish the following. First, we reconstruct the cor-
rectness of behaviors by characterizing compliance as the eventual discharge of com-
mitments. Second, we characterize the interoperability of agents as the alignment of
their commitments, meaning that a creditor’s expectations about a commitment are met

116



by the debtor. Third, we expand the treatment of design artifacts such as protocols by
viewing them as communication types and showing how to refine and aggregate them.
Using the above, we characterize the conformance of an agent with a role in a protocol.
Further, we characterize important properties of a protocol such as its transparency in
terms of the ability of the parties involved to verify each other’s compliance. By con-
trast, traditional approaches (formal or otherwise) are largely confined to details such as
message ordering and occurrence, and thus miss the forest for the trees. Throughout the
paper, we discuss the properties with appropriate rigor, but without introducing formal
notation.

Importantly, unlike most other multiagent systems work, our approach is under-
girded by key ideas of distributed computing, especially dealing with the fact that key
information is not immediately shared by all parties (even if they wish to share it). In
fact, this is why protocols are important beyond plain commitments. This paper char-
acterizes the above concepts under realistic assumptions, including multiparty settings
with asynchronous communication (which aren’t accommodated even in fairly recent
interoperability research, e.g., [S-7]). Hence, this paper reflects crucial basic research
not being addressed elsewhere. Its relevance to declarative agent languages and tech-
niques arises from the fact that declarative representations for interaction are central to
engineering robust, flexible multiagent systems, and this paper introduces and illustrates
correctness criteria based on such declarative representations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces commitments
and protocols in greater detail. Section 3 characterizes the correctness properties for
interactions. Section 4 describes our contributions in relation to the most relevant liter-
ature.

2 Background on Protocols and Commitments

In classical software engineering methodologies, information modeling involves the ap-
plication of key abstractions such as classification, aggregation, and association among
components. It would be valuable to develop similar abstractions for interactions. No-
tice that traditional flow-based process models don’t readily support such abstractions.
One, existing work imposes severely limiting assumptions to support such abstractions—
refinement is specified for Petri nets restricted to one input and one output place [8],
which are not as expressive as general Petri nets needed to express real processes. Two,
absent a business-level semantics, the models are rigid and any deviation would be po-
tentially erroneous, thus making it difficult to refine or generalize processes.

By contrast, protocols focus on interactions, not on implementations. Our commit-
ment-based semantics of protocols enables us to determine if a protocol refines another
protocol, and how protocols may be aggregated into other protocols. Further, we spec-
ify a protocol primarily in terms of the vocabulary for communication that it defines
and only secondarily in terms of (generally, ad hoc) constraints on the ordering and
occurrence of messages. By basing correctness on the discharge of commitments, we
enable agents to behave flexibly. For example, a merchant may ship before receiving
payment if it wishes; a customer may pay directly or via a third party; and so on. On
occasion, an application may impose an otherwise ad hoc constraint. For example, in a
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(sit-down) restaurant, the protocol is to pay after food has been received and consumed;
in a drive-through, payment precedes delivery. Such constraints often are merely guide-
lines for the participants and have no bearing on correctness unless they are enshrined
in commitments. For example, a restaurant patron may pay early; a drive-through clerk
may hand over the food before taking payment from the customer.

Flexible enactment and modeling in terms of refinement and aggregation are possi-
ble only because our formal semantics establishes the correctness criteria by which le-
gitimate enactments, refinements, and aggregations can be identified [4]. Commitments
express how contractual relationships form and progress during the agents’ interactions.
The commitment-based semantics is readily grounded via operational or messaging-
level constraints [9].

Commitments. Contracts are key to flexible interoperation. Hohfeld [10] clarified a
legal notion of contracts. Commitments, as introduced on Page 2, cover the relevant
aspects of Hohfeld’s notions [11], and thus naturally represent the contractual relation-
ships of interest.

Two main forms of commitments arise [12]: practical commitments are about bring-
ing about a future condition (i.e., oriented toward tasks), whereas dialectical commit-
ments [13] are about staking a claim (as in argumentation) about the past, present, or
future (i.e., oriented toward assertions). The distinction between them is significant even
when directed to the future. For example, I might commit dialectically that the postman
will ring twice, without committing practically to ensure that the postman rings twice.
This paper deals with practical commitments except where specified otherwise. For ex-
ample, the customer’s agreement to pay the price for the book after it is delivered is
a practical commitment that the customer (as debtor) has towards the bookstore (as
creditor) to ensure the price is paid.

Using commitments enables us to model interactions computation independently
(using this term as in Model-Driven Architecture (MDA) [14]). On the one hand, com-
mitments describe the evolving state of the ongoing business interaction and how it
evolves due to the participants’ communications. On the other hand, commitments help
express the expectations that participants have of one another: this is the fundamen-
tal purpose of a protocol. Jointly, these enable us to readily detect and accommodate
business exceptions and opportunities. Consequently, commitments lend coherence to
interactions [15].

Commitments can be manipulated through a small set of operations, including cre-
ate, discharge, cancel, release, assign, and delegate [11], which we lack the space to
discuss here. With additional assumptions, commitments can be enforced—by penal-
izing agents who do not comply with their commitments. Commitments have a formal
semantics [12], and reasoning about commitment operations in distributed settings is
addressed in [9].

Protocols and commitments. An advantage of incorporating commitments in our mod-
els is that they directly represent contractual relationships, are flexible, and lend coher-
ence to the interactions of the participants in a process. The formalization of the spe-
cialization and generalization hierarchy of protocols is made the more interesting and
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useful because of the presence of commitments and roles in our model. Instead of con-
sidering uninterpreted runs (of actions and states), we consider how the commitments
of the various roles evolve over different runs. The use of commitments enables more
sophisticated reasoning about meaning than in traditional approaches. In particular, it
enables us to characterize the similarity of states and refinement protocols in potentially
subtle ways. An example is when a participant from its local perspective considers two
states as interchangeable simply because it features as the creditor and debtor in the
same commitments regardless of the other parties. For instance, in some settings, Alice
may care only of her total accounts receivable, and not care if it is Bob or Charlie who
is committed to paying her the money. In other words, instead of merely considering
raw computations, it makes sense to “normalize” them in terms of commitments so as
to make more precise judgments about how protocols relate to one another.

Table 1. A purchase protocol (customer is ¢ and merchant is m)

Offer(m, ¢, payment, book) means Create(m, ¢, payment, book)
Accept(c, mpayment, book) means Create(c, m, book, payment)
Reject(c, m, payment, book) means Release(m, ¢, payment, book)
Deliver(m, ¢, book) means Inform(m, ¢, book)

Pay(c, m, payment) means Inform(c, m, payment)

EBook Alice EBook Alice EBook Alice

Off Or, Off,
Cs er($1, Cs KUY Cs ern(gy
Z,BNW) Z‘BNVV) Z’B’VW)
C Cs Cs
Accept($12,BN A t($12,BN
CaCs ‘/p(,JL)_ CACB  Gcg | %P ¢ CaCs

cun . Pay(s12— Cus Cua \Deli\/ef(B,\”/V)\b Cus lPay($12—] Cus

A) (B) ©)

Fig. 1. Three possible enactments of protocol in Table 1

Table 1 shows the key messages in a purchase protocol and their meanings. Figure 1
shows some possible enactments of the protocol between a customer Alice and a mer-
chant EBook (in the figure, ¢4 is C(Alice, EBook, BNW, 12); cy 4 is C(Alice, EBook,
T, 12);cpis G(EBook, Alice, 12, BNW); cyp is C(EBook, Alice, T, BNW)). The
meanings of the messages are crucial, because they help characterize the protocol declar-
atively. The meanings are systematically formalized in a declarative action language.
Our language and technique are introduced in [16-18].

Traditional approaches force a tradeoff: checking compliance is simple with rigid
automaton-based representations and difficult with flexible unconstrained reasoning
agents. Commitments help us find the happy middle: protocols maximize flexibility
by constraining the participants’ interactions at the business level, yet provide a crisp
notion of compliance: a party complies if its commitments are discharged, no matter if
delegated or otherwise manipulated.
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Protocols and computations. In essence, each protocol allows a set of computations or
runs, each run being an alternative that requires a specific sequence of executions upon
the participants. Two basic intuitions about protocol refinement are that (1) a more
general protocol includes additional runs (more ways to satisfy) beyond those in a less
general protocol; and (2) a more general protocol includes shorter runs (fewer steps to
satisfy) than a less general protocol.

Our commitment-based semantics yields a rigorous basis for protocol refinement
and aggregation [19]. In principle, these properties enable reusing protocols from a
repository. For example, PAYMENT BY CHECK refines PAYMENT. Further, ORDER, PAY-
MENT, and SHIPPING can be combined into a new protocol for PURCHASE. This com-
posed protocol would capture the reusable interactions and service agreements that un-
derlie a business process. For example, PURCHASE would specify how orders may be
placed, payments made, and shipping arranged. When protocols are composed, so are
the roles; e.g., the payer in PAYMENT may be composed with the receiver in SHIPPING.
Multiple copies of the same protocol may be composed: in an ARBITRAGE protocol,
the arbitrageur role would compose the seller role in one copy of PAYMENT with the
buyer role in the second copy.

As in other formal semantics, the runs are merely abstract entities used to establish
logical properties. We would never explicitly enumerate the potentially infinite number
of possible runs, but we can use the abstract definition to show important algebraic
relationships. Mallya & Singh [19] show important progress, but their approach is far
from complete. Specifically, it deals with sets of runs, but does not apply directly on
protocol specifications as one would find in a repository.

3 Correctness Properties

We begin by motivating some key definitions. Notice that although the above discussion
uses protocols as design artifacts, compliance and interoperability apply without regard
to any protocol. Although our main definitions and methods are oriented toward com-
mitments, they are undergirded by considerations of distributed computing, especially
of asynchrony in messaging.

3.1 Interoperability

The interoperability of a set of roles or agents, regardless of protocol, means that they
jointly meet the expectations they jointly place on each other. Some aspects of interop-
erability depend on meanings; others on the messaging system that underlies commu-
nications.

We assume that messaging is asynchronous, reliable, and pairwise (for each sender
and receiver) order-preserving: this matches what emerging middleware standards [20]
offer. Thus in two-party cases, each party would eventually learn of the relevant moves
and expectations of the other: the only kind of pathology possible is that the parties
may view some pairs of messages in opposite orders. In multiparty cases, the messaging
conditions can become more subtle: e.g., a party would lack direct information about
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messages exchanged among other parties. Mostly, this is a good thing because the par-
ties can proceed with minimal mutual dependencies. However, when such information
materially affects a desired property, we would need to change either the requirements
(so information about remote events becomes irrelevant) or the specification (so that the
necessary information flows to the appropriate parties).

Interoperation classically is treated as a conjunction of liveness and safety. To these
we add alignment.

Liveness means that progress will take place: desirable states will be visited infinitely
often. Liveness can fail if a receiver blocks (awaiting a message that is never sent). For
example, let Buyer-A demand delivery before payment and Seller-A demand payment
before delivery. Now, Buyer-A and Seller-A would deadlock, each awaiting the other’s
message.

Safety means that the system doesn’t enter an undesirable state: agents must be ready
to receive the messages being sent to them. Safety is best understood in a multiparty
setting. If a buyer expects to receive a confirmation before a shipment but receives them
in the opposite order, its resultant state is not defined. We should ensure the messages
occur in only those orders that the buyer accepts.

We apply causality [21] to model the above concepts. The sending of a message is
causally prior to its receipt; for any two locally ordered events (sends or receives), the
first is (potentially) causally prior to the second: “potential” because from external ob-
servations we cannot infer if the two events are truly related. We can infer true causality
from the agents’ specifications, in settings where the specifications are available. We
can characterize liveness and safety in terms of the compatibility among causal orders
involving receives and sends. We conjecture that the above will yield superior solu-
tions to those in the recent distributed computing literature, e.g., [5-7]. The literature
considers two-party cases or violates substitutability: that substituting an agent with a
conforming agent must preserve interoperability.

Alignment is interoperability with respect to expectations at the level of meaning: do
the participants agree about the states of their commitments to each other? A set of
agents or roles is aligned provided throughout any enactment, whenever one concludes
it is the creditor of a commitment, the corresponding debtor x concludes that x is the
debtor of the commitment [22]. In other words, the debtor recognizes a commitment that
the creditor expects of it. How commitments are created, discharged, and manipulated
depends on the messages sent and received.

From the point of view of interoperability, interesting agent specifications are of
two kinds: constitutive and regulative [22]. An agent’s constitutive specification deals
only with the meaning of messages. In other words, it specifies what messages count as
for the agent. An agent’s regulative specification, in contrast, describes agent behavior;
i.e., it describes the conditions under which the agent sends and receives particular
messages. Regulative specifications are thus closer to implementations.

Judging the constitutive alignment of a set of agents by statically analyzing their
specifications is nontrivial because message meanings are conditional, and thus poten-
tially affected by how other messages change the relevant conditions. For example, if
one message constitutes an authorization and the meaning of a second message relies
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upon that authorization, the commitments resulting from the second message would de-
pend upon whether the first message precedes it. For a two-party example, if a buyer
and seller interpret the above quote message as different commitments, they would be
misaligned [22] even though they satisfy safety.

In multiparty situations, a debtor and creditor’s conclusions about a commitment
may conflict because they see different messages occurrences or orders. Delegations
and assignments of commitments inherently involve three parties: thus these cases are
crucial. We propose to extract causality information from the specifications to use as
explained above.

A specification may fail safety or liveness without failing alignment. For example,
let protocol FLEXIBLE PURCHASE allow a payment to occur before or after the delivery
of goods. It is easy to see that Buyer-A and Seller-A (introduced above), respectively,
conform to the customer and merchant roles in FLEXIBLE PURCHASE. We saw above
that Buyer-A and Seller-A fail liveness. However, they never disagree about their com-
mitments and hence would satisfy alignment.

3.2 Conformance and Operability

Conformance and operability apply to each interoperability property: liveness, safety,
and alignment. A role conforms to, i.e., is a subtype of, another role provided the first
role meets all expectations placed on the second and holds no expectations of others
beyond what the second does. Similarly, an agent conforms to, i.e., instantiates, a role.
Conformance is important because it helps us build a library of roles without which
engineering would lapse into one-off solutions. To handle conformance properly would
require considering the semantics of protocols not in terms of simple runs, but in terms
of the choices they afford each role. Echoing the intuition of alternating refinement [23],
expectations placed on a role correspond to “external” choices; expectations held by a
role correspond to “internal” choices.

A protocol is operable, i.e., potentially enactable, if the roles it specifies are interop-
erable. A protocol may fail to be operable when it requires a role to act based on events
that the role cannot observe. Operability is an important quality criterion for protocols:
ideally, the protocols in a library should be operable, so developers may implement
selected roles conformantly, and be assured of interoperation.

Recall that Buyer-A and Seller-A together fail liveness even though they conform
to roles in FLEXIBLE PURCHASE. Hence FLEXIBLE PURCHASE is not operable for live-
ness. Conversely, let PREPAID PURCHASE require payment to occur before delivery.
Then, any pair of conforming customer and merchant would be live and safe. Hence,
PREPAID PURCHASE is operable. Buyer-A is nonconformant with the customer role,
whereas Seller-A is conformant with the merchant role of PREPAID PURCHASE. Seller-
A and Buyer-A failing liveness doesn’t mean PREPAID PURCHASE is inoperable: it is
Buyer-A that is messed up.

3.3 Compliance and Transparency

Compliance means that each agent performs as expected by others, by discharging its
commitments. We can prove compliance only when we know each agent’s specifica-
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tion and relevant assumptions about the environment hold. That is, compliance can be
verified for specific runs but not proved in general for open systems [24]. Notice that
alignment and compliance are independent of each other: e.g., an interoperable buyer
may be committed to pay, but may refuse to do so. An agent may verify a debtor’s com-
pliance based on its observations in a specific enactment. Assuming that the discharge
of a commitment is observable (e.g., occurs via a message), verifying compliance is
simple in two-party cases. If a debtor complies, the creditor would eventually know. If
a debtor does not comply, then the creditor would eventually know—provided the com-
mitment includes a deadline. In multiparty cases, a creditor may lack some important
observations, and hence special techniques would be required to verify alignment.

A protocol is transparent if each role in it can verify the compliance of its debtors.
However, not all protocols enable each role to verify compliance at runtime: a protocol
may be such that “news” relevant to a commitment might not be propagated to the
creditor. Transparency is an important quality criterion for protocols: it ensures that
participants can verify if others are not complying.

3.4 Refinement and Compatibility

The refinement of a protocol by another protocol means that the second protocol gener-
ates only computations that are allowed by the first. Modeling via commitments enables
us to finesse the intuitions about protocol refinement. For example, a simple PAYMENT
protocol might require that the payer transfer funds to the payee. A particular refinement
of this might be PAYMENT WITH A CHECK. To pay with a check, the payer would send
a check to the payee, who would deposit the check at his bank, which would present
it to the payer’s bank, which would send the funds to the payee’s bank, which would
make those funds available to the payee. Thus PAYMENT BY CHECK is a specialization
of PAYMENT, but it involves additional roles and steps, and skips some of the steps of
PAYMENT, e.g., direct transfer. With a commitment-based definition, we can formally
establish that PAYMENT BY CHECK refines PAYMENT—something that would not be
possible with traditional approaches because of the above differences between the two
protocols. The key intuition is that the commitments at critical states line up correctly.
This is a significant departure from traditional notions of refinement which, because
they lack commitments, insist upon the computations to match in their detailed steps.

Notice that an agent designed to play a role in a refined protocol may not com-
ply with any role in the original protocol. This is because the agent may not interpret
messages in a way compatible with the original protocol. For example, in PAYMENT
BY CHECK, a merchant may interpret a check as being adequate as a receipt (once it
is cleared and returned to the customer by the customer’s bank), but the customer may
not interpret it like that and may continue to expect a separate receipt as in PAYMENT.
Further, the agent may fail to interoperate with roles defined in the original protocol.
This is because it may send messages that are not defined in the original protocol. In
general we would not be able to substitute a role from a refined protocol for a role in the
original protocol. The foregoing is motivation for the property of compatibility, which
determines if roles in one protocol conform to roles in another protocol.

Table 2 summarizes the above properties. With the exception of compliance, these
properties can be verified by a static analysis of the appropriate declarative specifica-
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Table 2. The properties summarized

Property Of What?
Refinement, compatibility, operability, transparency Protocols
Interoperability (safety, liveness, or alignment) Agents and roles
Conformance Roles
Compliance Agents

tions. Compliance can realistically be determined only at runtime: we expect that for
even the simplest practically useful agents, the complexity of checking agent specifica-
tions for compliance would make it infeasible.

4 Discussion: Relevant Literature

Our main contribution in this paper is in characterizing the key correctness proper-
ties that would support an interaction-oriented approach to building software systems,
particularly cross-organizational business processes. In particular, the correctness prop-
erties reflect high-level requirements of such systems.

Interestingly, Parnas [25] proposed early in the study of software architectures that
connectors be treated not as control or data flow constructs but as assumptions made by
each component about the others. Arguably, much of the subsequent work on software
architecture regressed from Parnas’ insight: it has primarily considered connectors at
the level of flow, e.g., dealing exclusively with message order and occurrence [26]. In
formulating the assumptions at a high level, we see a great opportunity for multiagent
systems research to address some of the long-standing challenges in software.

Conventional formal methods. Current modeling formalisms, such as finite state ma-
chines and Petri Nets, originated in distributed computing and apply at lower levels
of abstraction than needed for flexible business interactions [27, 8]. When applied to
business protocols, these formalisms result in specifications that are over-constrained
to the level of specific sequences of actions. Recent approaches have sought to express
scheduling requirements declaratively, via temporal logic [28-30]. Although they are
more flexible and modular than operational representations, these approaches do not
express business semantics.

FIPA, the Foundation for Intelligent and Physical Agents (now part of IEEE) recog-
nized the importance of reusable interaction protocols in the late 1990s [31]. Odell et al.
[32] give one of the earliest uses of UML for protocols. They show how various UML
diagrams can be applied for modeling agent interactions. This work shows about how
far you can go in a conventional software framework, and has inspired our work. The
present paper is about fundamental enhancements to conventional models to capture
protocols and their commitment-based semantics.

Leading approaches model conversations via finite-state machines and establish
properties such as how roles may realize a protocol or a protocol subsumes another [33,
34]. Dastani et al. [35] show how to model a rich family of coordination connectors for
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multiagent systems. Honda et al. [36] develop a type theory that would support multi-
party sessions: in essence this would help robustly generate roles. The above works are
valuable but lack the business-level semantics that distinguishes our work.

The term “protocol” sometimes refers to the constraints on one agent’s behavior
[5]—this is a role in our terminology. Because existing approaches do not characterize
the business semantics as such, they do not address the challenges described above.
However, their treatment of messages and computations at a low level is useful, and
complementary to our work.

Whereas deontic logic only deals with what is obligatory or permissible and thus
disregards an agent’s obligations to another agent, commitments are directed and con-
text sensitive. Commitments include support for a variety of operations [11, 37]. Foster
et al. [38] seek to capture the semantics of process interactions via the notion of obli-
gation policies. They represent choreographies via message sequence charts and state
machines. Obligations are rather weak in their formulation, however. Specifically, obli-
gations are not reified, and cannot be manipulated to capture flexible interactions among
independent parties. However, Foster et al.’s work illustrates an encouraging trend in
software engineering, namely, the expression of richer semantics in understanding in-
teractions among autonomous components. The present paper contributes to this trend.
Lomuscio et al. [39] formalize correctness properties in a temporal logic and show how
to verify them. They consider obligations but do not consider commitments as here. Lo-
muscio et al. also do not consider the rich set of properties defined above, concentrating
on only one, which is somewhat like compliance.

Business processes. The MIT Process Handbook (MITPH) [40] is of great relevance in-
tellectually. MITPH includes an extensive classification and systematic organization of
business processes based on two dimensions of process hierarchies, one that composes
the uses of a process out of its constituent parts, and another that subclasses generaliza-
tions of a process into specializations. Our work can provide the rigorous underpinnings
for work such as the MITPH. Grosof and Poon [41] develop a system to represent and
execute business rules from MITPH. Wyner and Lee [42] study specialization for data
flow diagrams. Their approach can form the basis of the processes identified in MITPH.
These concepts turn out to be complex and not readily applied to entire business pro-
cesses. Further, since Wyner and Lee do not capture the content through a high-level
representation such as commitments, the results are not intuitive.

Our approach agrees with the newer declarative forms of artifacts-based process
modeling [43] in terms of deemphasizing low-level operational details in favor of busi-
ness semantics. However, these approaches do not have a central organizing principle
on par with commitments, and thus do not offer a generic and flexible basis for deter-
mining the properties we introduced above.

Agent communications. Fornara and Colombetti [44] describe how commitments relate
to FIPA messages, demonstrating this with an example. Rovatsos [45] proposes a formal
operational semantics for communications based on commitments under synchronous
messaging. His approach violates autonomy by legislating agent behaviors from within
the language specification: this level of prescription is ill-suited to most multiagent
applications.
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Yolum and Singh [46] [47] offer one of the first accounts of the use of commit-
ments in modeling protocols to improve flexibility for participating agents, which was
enhanced by Winikoff et al. [48]. Johnson et al. [49] develop a scheme for identifying
when two commitment-based protocols are equivalent. Their scheme, however, is sim-
plistic, classifying protocols based solely on their syntactic structure. Our work provides
stronger results from an application point of view and relates better to Web services.

Commitments have found application in formalizing argumentation, e.g., [50,51].
Usually, though, this work makes simplifying assumptions such as (1) maintaining a
unique commitment store; (2) informally specifying the meanings of communicative
acts as effects on the store; (3) assuming synchronous two-party communications.

Agent-oriented software engineering (AOSE). A number of useful software method-
ologies for building multiagent systems for IT applications have emerged that incor-
porate rich metamodels and describe how to build a series of software artifacts [52,
53,3]. Garcia-Ojeda et al. [54] synthesize existing metamodels into a comprehensive
metamodel of organizations geared toward process modeling. We recently developed
Amoeba, a protocol-based methodology compatible with the ideas of this paper [1].

The above methodologies address the challenges of autonomy and heterogeneity
by giving prominence to communication. Such works are clearly valuable and worth-
while. However, current approaches do not consider the full subtleties both of meaning
and of distribution. By contrast, this paper addresses the foundations for business in-
teractions understood in terms of commitments. The proposed definitions will offer a
foundations for building a new family of tools that, in principle, could be used within
any of the above methodologies, because they all support aspects of interaction and of
agents playing roles in interactions.

5 Conclusions and Directions

This paper presents a key step in our program of research to develop underpinnings
of multiagent systems—and indeed, of all software—on interactive grounds with an
emphasis on declarative formulations. The main point to take away is the richness of the
correctness properties. These properties echo well-known conventional properties but
their formulation in a declarative, interactive setting adds a lot of subtlety that traditional
approaches cannot express. The foregoing leads to two broad questions.

— Theory. What are practical decision algorithms for these properties? How can we
specify agents who may play specified roles (while applying their local policies)?
How can we determine that agents (supposedly) enacting a protocol are comply-
ing with the protocol? What are practical algorithms for judging the varieties of
interoperability, conformance, operability, compliance, and transparency?

— Suitability and applicability. Does representing meaning via commitments provide
a sufficiently natural basis for business interoperation? How readily can meaning be
associated with tools to engineer and use protocols? Can we specify commitments
sufficiently precisely in real-life business settings? How can we use the above prop-
erties and algorithms to enable protocol design and agent implementation?

Our future work lies in answering the above questions.
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Abstract. In this paper, we investigate the multiagent planning problem in the
presence of cooperative actions and agents, which have their ousagzhare
willing to cooperate. To this end, we extend the action langudge [12] to
represent and reason about plans with cooperative actions of aidiriagent
operating in a multiagent environment. We then use the proposed language
malize the multiagent planning problem and the notion of a joint plan for multia-
gents in this setting. We discuss a method for computing joint plans usingansw
set programming and provide arguments for the soundness andetengss of
the implementation.

1 Introduction

Cooperative actionsire actions of an agent which can be executed only if the agent
is operating in a multiagent environment. They can be astfonsoliciting something
from other agents or actions for setting up some conditionsther agents. They differ
from individual actions in that they might affect other aggerCooperative actions are
important not only in situations where multiple agents h@aveork together to accom-
plish a common goal but also in situations where each ageant$iawn goal. This can

be seen in the following story, a modified version of the storf21]:

Example 1.Three new studentd, B, andC are moving in a shared apartment and
planning to decorate their rooms. Each would like to hangafrteeir objects on the
wall, e.g.,A would like to hang a mirrorB a diploma, and’ a painting.A and B know
how to use either a nail or a screw to complete their job®khows to use the screw
only. A has neither a nail or a screw. has both(C' has only a nail. To use a nail, one
will need a hammer. Among three, onhas a hammer.

Do the students have a joint-plan that allows each of therchi@se his/her goal?

Intuitively, we can see that onl§8 can accomplish her job independent4fand
C. The three can achieve their goalsAfuses the hammer and the nail to hang her
diploma then gives! the hammer and’ the screw, respectively, on the other hand,
gives A the nail and uses the screw to hang her paintihgses the nail (fron€”) and
the hammer (fromB) to hang her mirror. Of course, to avoid unpleasant momehts,
should ask for the nail (frond’) and the hammer (fron) and C' should ask for the
screw (fromB).
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However, it is easy to see that if eithBror C' does not want to give out anything,
then onlyB can achieve her goal. Furthermorepifdecides to use the screw instead of
using the nail in hanging her diploma, théhhas no way of achieving her goal. O

In the above example, the action of giving a nail, a hammea, surew between the
students can be considered as cooperative actions. Tloa attiequesting something
from others can also be considered as cooperative actibissobvious that without
some cooperative actions, not all students can achievediwi goals. Even with the
cooperative actions at their disposal, the students mighteed to coordinate in cre-
ating their corresponding plans.

In Example 1, agents (the students) maintain their own Moalds and their actions
do generally not affect others’ worlds. It should be emphesithat the fact that agents
have their own world representation does not exclude thatsins in which the worlds
of different agents overlap and the execution of one agemiiwidual actions might
affect others as well or the execution of their joint-action

Example 2.Let us conside and B who are in one room and studying at their tables.
Each of them sits next to a switch which can control the lamthéaroom. Flipping
either switch will change the status of the light.

Assume thatd and B maintain their world representation separately. (Theyhnig
use the same theory for this purpose but we will not impose)thibviously, ifA flips
the switch next to her, the world in whidB is in will also change.

Similarly, if A andB lift a table and place it at different location, their joiattion
change the world of both as well. |

In this paper, we will consider multiagent planning probtemwhich each agent main-
tains its own representation about the world and its capiaisil which includes individ-
ual actions and cooperative actions; and has its own goahré/enainly interested in
the process of creating a joint plan prior to its executioe.Mill begin by extending the
languageA in [12] to allow cooperative actions for a single agent. Theantics of the
new language is defined by a transition function which maps péactions and states
to states. We then define the multiagent planning problerdstlz notion of a joint
plan for multiagents in presence of cooperative actionsalBji, we discuss a method
for computing joint plans using answer set programming 198,

2 An action language with cooperative actions

In this section, we present a language for representing eambning about plans for
an agent in the multiagent environment with cooperativéoast To this end, we ex-
tend the languagel in [12] to allow cooperative actiohsIn this paper, we consider
cooperative actions as actions that an agent would not liaskeeiwere in a single
agent environment. Specifically, we consider two types opevative actions, one that
requests the establishment of a condition in an agent’sdnantl another establishes
some conditions in the world of another agent. We will assamearbitrary but fixed
set of agent identifierglG. A planning problem of an agent iAG is defined over a set
of fluents (or state variable8) a set ofindividual actionsA, and a set o€ooperative

1 The choice ofA will be discussed in Section 5.
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actionsC. We will assume thak always contains a special actieait which does not
have any effect on the agent’s watldrurthermore, we will require that actionsdrdo
not appear im. This highlights the fact that the cooperative actions aesgnted due
to the presence of other agents.

A fluent literal (or literal) is either a fluent or its negation. Fluent formulas are
propositional formulas constructed from literals and siponal connectives.

2.1 Specifying Individual Actions
A domain specificatiorDI overF andA describes the individual actions of an agent
and consists of laws of the following form:

a causesl if ¢ Q)
a executable ¢ (2)

whereq is an individual action (i), [ is a fluent literal and is a set of fluent literals.
A law of the form (1), called alynamic law states that itz is executed whew
is true thenl becomes true. (2) is asxecutability conditiorand says that can be
executed only ifp is true. The semantics of a domain specification is definechby t
notion of stateand by atransition function®, that specifies the result of the execution
of an actiona in a states.
A set of literalsS satisfies a literal (I holds/is true inS), denoted byS |= [, if
l € S. Forasetofliteralg, S = ¢ if S |= [ for everyl € ¢. A states is a set of fluent
literals that isconsistenandcompletei.e., for everyf € F, eitherf € s or = f € s but
{f,~f} Z s. Inthe following,! denotes the negation &fi.e., if{ = f andf € F, then
1 =~f;if | = —f for somef € F, thenl = f. For a set of literals§, S = {I | [ € S}.
An action a is executablein a states if there exists an executability condition
(a executable ¢) in DI such thats |= ¢.
Letey(s) = {l | 3(a causes! if ¢) € DI.[s |= ¢]}. The result of the execution of
ain s is defined by
e &(a,s) = fails if a is not executable in; and
o D(a,s) = (s\ eq(s)) Uey(s) if ais executable irs.
A domain specificatioD1 is consistentf @(a, s) # fails holds for every pair of action
a and states such that: is executable in.
@ is extended to reason about effect of a sequence of actido@ss.

Definition 1 (Transition function). Let DI be a domain specification, be a state,
anda = [ay;. .. ;a,] be a sequence of actions.

o &(a,s) = sif n=0;

o &(a,5) = D(an, P(Jar;. . .;an_1],5)), otherwise
where®(a, fails) = fails.

An agent can use the transition function to reason abouttsffef its actions and to
planning. An action sequenceis aplan achieving a set of literal® from a state! iff
Oistrue in®(a,I).

2 \We envision a multiagent environment where agents may have to wathferagents to finish
some actions before they can go on with their course of actions.
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Example 3.The domain specificatio® 4 for A in Example 1 is defined overy =
{h-nail, h_screw, mirror_on, h_ham} andA 4, = {hw_nail, hw_screw} with the set
of laws®:

hw_nail causes mirror_on hw_screw causes mirror_on
hw_nail causes —h_nail hw_screw causes —h_screw
hw_nail executable h_nail, h_ham hw_screw executable h_screw

In all of the above, the prefixiw” stands for “hang with” and /" stans for “has.” O

2.2 Specifying Cooperative Actions
The specification of the set of cooperative actions of antadenoted by C, is defined
overC andF and consists of laws of the following form:

r requests - from A4; may_cause ¢ if ¢ and 3)
p provides ~ for A; causeso if 1 (4)

r andp are action names i@, -, ¢, andy are sets of literals angd C ¢, and.A; is a set

of agent identifiers indG. r is called arequestfor v andp an offer for ~. Since these
actions are intended to address other agents, we requirththaentifier of the agent
havingr and/orp does not belong tol;. Furthermore, for a request-action, we require
thatg N+ # () which indicates that an agent will only request for someghtivat he/she
does not have.

Intuitively, (3) represents a set of requests that can beerbgdhe agent; if the agent
makes the request far (which is the actiorr) directed to an agent iil; then¢ might
become true. The condition C ¢ guarantees that requested literal} dre true if the
request is satisfiedpj. Furthermore, the action can only be executed i true. For
this reason, we call(v, i), i € A;, an instance of a request (3). Similarly, (4) represents
the set of offere(y,i), i € A;. This offer addresses a request made to the agent by
establishingy (for the requestor). This action is similar to the indivitlaations inA of
an agent. The main difference is that they also change thielsvof other agents. It can
only be executed if) is true and its effects ig.

For simplicity of the presentation, we will assume that eaction inC occurs in
at most one law of the form (3) or (4). We useoperative actiorio refer to either a
request- or an offer-action. Whet is the set of all other agents, we often omit the part
"from A;’ from (3) and for A;’ from (4).

Example 4.In Example 1, it is reasonable fof to request and/or offer other agents
on the literalh_nail. An action for requesting for (offering of)_nail for A can be
specified by

give_me_nail requests h_nail from {B,C} may_cause h_nail if —h_nail
get_this_nail provides h_nail for {B,C} causes—h_nail if h_nail

where give_me_nail is a request-action anget_this_nail is an offer-action. If the
agentA wants to ask for help, then her set of cooperative actiondsigeinclude the

% To simplify the representation, we often writg . . ., I, instead of{l1, ..., 1, } in describing
the domain.
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action give_me_nail. On the other hand, if she wants to help others, then it should
include the actiowet_this_nail. g

Definition 2 (Planning problem with cooperative actions) A planning problem with
cooperative actiorisP is a tuple(DI, I, 0, DC) whereDI is a domain specification,
1 is a state representing the initial stat®,is a set of literals representing the goal, and
DC'is a set of laws of the form (3) and (4).

Given a planning probler®® = (DI, 1,0, DC), we need to specify what is a “plan”
achievingO in the presence of the cooperative actions. Intuitively,ceeld consider
these actions as the actions of the agent and use the notiarplain mentioned in
the previous subsection. This is, however, not enough sincagent, when executes
a request, might or might not receive an offer satisfyingn@srequest. For example,
a request for a nail fromd to C' might not result in4A having the nail becaus@ has
already given the nail t@.

We will therefore extend the transition functidnof the domain specificatio® ]
to consider cooperative actions. We will udg to denote the transition function of
DIUDC'. By assuming that cooperative actions are different froerintividual actions
(i.e.,ANnC = (), it suffices to specify what is the result of the executioa céquest/offer-
action in a given state.

For simplicity of the presentation, we assume that eaclvitdal agent executes
only one action at a time. The method presents in this papebeaasily extended to
the case where individual agents can execute parallelractio

Let s be a state. We say that an instam¢e, 7) of a request-action specified by the
law

r requests v from A4; may_cause ¢ if ¢

in DC is executablen s if ¢ is true ins. Executing the actiom(,4) in s does not
guarantee that the agent will obtainin the resulting state. This is because the agent,
whom the request was made to, might not have the capabiligstablish¢ for the
requestor. We say that the executionr¢fy, i) in s might or might not succeed. As
such, the result of executingv,4) in s is eithers, representing the case when the
request is not satisfied (by the agent whom the request wae tojdor (s \ ¢) U ¢,
representing the case when the request is satisfied.

Remark 1.Observe that under the assumption that an agent will execueguest-
action only when it is necessary (i.e.0 ¢ # (), we have that # (s\ ¢) U ¢ for every
instancer (v, ). This allows us to recognize when a request is satisfied.

An instancep(y, i) of an offer-action specified by the law
p provides ~ for A; causeso if 1

in DC'is executablén s if ¢ is true ins. The state resulting from executipgy, i) in s
is given by(s \ ¢) U ¢.

“ For simplicity of presentation, we will use planning problem instead of planpioblem with
cooperative actions whenever no confusion is possible.
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Definition 3 (Transition function). The transition functio®, over DIUDC', a map-
ping from pairs of actions and states to sets of states, iseléfas follows. Let be a
state.

e Fora e A, dp(a,s) = {P(a,s)} if D(a,s) # fails; otherwise Pp(a, s) = 0.

e For an instance of an offer-action(v, i), &p(p(v,1),s) = {(s \ ¢) U ¢} if pis

executable irs; otherwise @ (p, s)=0.

e For an instance of a request-actiotty, i), @p(r(7,i),s) = {s, (s \ ¢) U ¢} if

r(,1) is executable is; otherwise @ p (r(v,14), s) = 0.

Remark 2.The definition of¢, assumes that each cooperative action occurs in only
one law of the form (3) or (4). The definition can be extendegetnove this restriction

by (i) defining a setc,(-4)(s) (resp.ec,(,,qi)(s)), similar to the definition of the set of
effects of an actiomr, (s) and {i) changing the definition accordingly.

The transition function is extended to reason about plarfsliasvs.

Definition 4 (Plan with cooperative actions)LetP be a planning problem\D1I, 1,0, DC).
We define
e A sequencey,ag, s1,- - -,an—1, Sn, Wheres;’s are states and;'s are actions, is
atrajectoryif s;11 € p(a;,s;) for0 <i < n.
e Atrajectorysg, ag, $1,---,an_1, Sy IS @ possible plarachievingO (or a solution
of P)if s = I ands,, E= O.
e An occurrence of a requesiy, i) = a; in a trajectorysg, ag, 1, . .., Gn—1,5n IS
satisfiedf s; 1 # s;; otherwise, the request is said to be unsatisfied.

Notice that the third item in the above definition is sensitie to Remark 1. A tra-
jectory satisfying the goaD of the planning problem is a solution &f if all satisfied
requests assumed in the trajectory indeed materializedfor each satisfied(~, ) in
the trajectory, the agernitexecutes the actiop(v, j) (j is the identifier of the agent
issuing the request). The topic of coordination betweemisgeill be discussed in the
next section.

Example 5.Let P4 = (DI4,14,04,DC4) be the planning problem fot with D14
(Example 3)] 4 = {—h_nail, ~h_screw, =h_ham, ~mirror_on} andO 4 = {mirror_on},
andDC 4 is the set of actiongive_me_nail andget_this_nail whose specifications are
given (Example 4) and the two actions
give_me_ham requests h_ham from {B,C} may_cause h_ham if —h_ham,
get_this_ham provides h_ham for {B,C} causes—h_ham if h_ham.
We can easily check the following:
e forn < 2, the problem has no possible plan.
e forn = 3, P4 has a possible plan which is the following trajectory:
it give_me_ nail(h-nail, C), s1, give-me_ham(h_ham, B), s\, hw_nail, s4
wheresg' = {=h_nail, ~h_ham, —h_screw, ~mirror_on},
s{' = {h_nail, ~h_ham, ~h_screw, ~mirror_on},
s8¢ = {h_nail, h_ham, ~h_screw, ~mirror_on},
54 = {~h_nail, h_ham, ~h_screw, mirror_on}. |
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3 Planning for Multiagents

In a multiagent environment, each agent needs to know habd#jes. She also needs
to know from whom she can ask for some favors or to whom shedcoffiér helps.
Furthermore, it is also common that groups of agents neeadaw lkabout their joint
capabilities. It is also possible that agents might talksame language. This can be
summarized as follows.

e Each agent has its own planning problem, which is describb#tkiprevious section.

e The agent might or might not share the same world represemt&y default, the
world representation of the agent is local. For examplethhee agents in Exam-
ple 1 can use the same set of fluents and actions;dahds—h_nail in her initial
state wherea® hash_nail in hers, yet this is not a contradictory statement about
the world since the fluents are local. On the other hand, tloeayents in Exam-
ple 2 share certain features (e.g. the light) and therefardltients encoding these
features should have the same value in their represengation

e An agent might request another agent to establish certaidittons in her own
world. For exampleA might requesB to establisth_nail to be true for her.

e An agent might execute some actions that change the loc#d wbanother agent.
For example B can giveA the nail, thus establishing nail in the world of A.

e There might be actions that a set of agents should not exécpiarallel. For ex-
ample, two cars— one goes north-south and another east-eashot cross an in-
tersection at the same time.

e There might be actions that a set of agents need to executeatigd. For example,
the action of lifting a table by two agents need to be done ralf&.

It turns out that the language developed in the previousasecan be extended to
represent and reason about plans/actions of agents in agaut environment. With
the help of the notion of a planning problem with cooperatietions, a multiagent
planning problem can be defined as follows.

Definition 5 (Multiagent planning problem). A multiagent planning problemM is a
tuple (AG, {P;}icag, F,IC,C) where
e AG is a set of agents,
e P; is a planning problem with cooperative actions for each dgen .AG,
e F is the set of tuples of the forfd, j, f;, f;) wherei,j € AG and f; € F; and
fj € Fj, and
e ZC and( are sets of sets of agent action pairs of the falinu;) wherei is an
agent andz; is an action ina;.

Intuitively, each tuplés, j, f;, f;) indicates thayf; and f; represent the same state vari-
able in the worlds of two agentsand;j and can be changed by eithiesr 5. This mean
that they should have the same value in every stateawfd j. A set of agent-action
pairs{(i1, ai,), ..., (ix, a;, )} € ZC indicates that the agents, . . . , i, cannot execute
the actionsy;, , . . ., a;, atthe same time. On the other hand, a set of agent-actias pair
{(t1,ai,), .-, (ix,a;, )} € C indicates that the agents, . . ., i, must execute the ac-
tionsa,,, ..., a;, concurrently for their effects to be materialized. The s&tgC, and

C are called constraints g¥1.
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Example 6.The planning problem in Example 1 can be represented by
My = {{A,B,C},{Pa,Pg,Pc},0,0,0) where

e A, B, andC are the students from Example 1;

e P, is defined as in Example 5;

e Pg=(DIg,Ip5,0p, DCp) whereDIp is defined over

Fp = {h-nail, h_screw, diploma_on, h_ham} andAp = {hw_nail, hw_screw}
with the set of laws:

hw_nail causesdiploma_on hw_nail causes—h_nail
hw_nail executable h_ham, h_nail hw_screw causesdiploma_on
hw_screw causes —h_screw hw_screw executable h_screw

I = {h-nail, h_screw, h_ham, ~diploma_on} andOp = {diploma_on}, and
DC'p contains cooperative actions similar to thafdd'y and DC¢ (below).

e Pc=(DIl¢c,Ic,Oc,DCe) whereDI is defined over
Fo = {h-nail, h_screw, painting_on}

Ac = {hw_screw}

with the set of lawshw _screw causespainting_on
hw_screw causes—h_screw hw_screw executable h_screw

Ic = {h-nail, ~h_screw, —painting-on}, Oc = {painting_on}, and DC¢ con-
tains the following laws:

give_me_screw requests h_screw from {A, B} may_cause h_screw if —h_screw
get_this_screw provides h_screw for {A, B} causes—h_screw if h_screw O

We now define the notion of a solution for a planning problem.

Definition 6 (Joint plan for multiagents). Let M = (AG, {P;}icag, F,ZC,C) be
a multiagent planning problem. For eacéhe AG, letS; = [sjay, ..., al,_;s,] be a
possible plan ofP;. We say tha{.S; }.c.a¢ is ajoint plan (or solution) of lengthn for
M if for every0 < k < n:
o for each instance of a requesf = r(v,j) that is satisfied inS;, we have that
aj, = p(7,1);
e foreach(i,j, fi, f;) € F, fi € s, iff f; € s1;
e for eachS € IC, there exists som@, a) € S such thata, # a; and
e for eachS € C, either{a | (i,a) € Sanda = ai} = {a | (i,a) € S} or
{a| (i,a) € Sanda = al} = 0.

Intuitively, a joint plan is composed of individual plans igh allow the agents to

achieve their own goals and satisfy the various constraihtise problem. In the pro-

cess, agents can help each other in establishing certadgitioms. However, if a request
of an agent is assumed (by the requestor) to be satisfiechwaitieint plan then the joint

plan must also contain an agent who actually executes anaaff®n satisfying the re-

quest (first item). The second item states that the indivipiaas must agree with each
other on their effects of shared fluents, i.e., it enforcescnstraints irfF. The third

and fourth items make sure that non-parallel and parallestraints inZC andC are
maintained by the joint plan.
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Example 7.For the multiagent planning problemt; from Example 6, We can easily
check the following:
e forn < 2, M; has no solution.
e forn = 3, it has a solution consisting of the following plans
o Sx = [s{, giveme nail(h-nail,C), si*, give_me_ham(h_ham, B),
53, hw_nail, s§, wait, s3]
o Sp = [sF, hw_nail, B, get_this_ham(h_ham, A),
sB, get this_screw(h_screw,C), s¥, wait, sP]
o Soc =[s§, get_this_nail(h_nail, A), s¥, wait, s§, give_me_screw(h_screw, B),
5§, hw_screw, s
where all requests are satisfied and the states are unigetelymdned by the initial
states and the executed actions. |

The joint plan for the agents in Example 7 requires that egEniaexecutes some
cooperative actions. Itis easy to see that any joint plathi®two agents in the problem
M requires that only one agent to flip the switch next to her ahdraagent to wait.

4 Computing Joint Plans

In this section, we will present different approaches to potimg joint plans. Our ap-

proaches utilize answer set programming [18, 19], a deldtarprogramming paradigm

that has recently emerged from the study of logic progrargmimder the answer set
semantics [11].

4.1 Answer Set Semantics of Logic Programs
A logic programl] is a set of rules of the form

aQ < A1, ..y Ay NOE A1,y - - ., NOL ay, (5)

where0 < m < n, eacha; is an atom of a propositional langu&gmdnot represents
negation-as-failure A negation as failure literal (or naf-literal) is of the fornot «
wherea is an atom. For a rule of the form (5), the left (right) handesidf the rule are
called thehead(body), respectively. The head and the body can be empty (but tio¢ at
same time). A rule is aonstraintif its head is empty; it is &actif its body is empty.
Consider a set of ground atomis. The body of a rule of the form (5) isatisfied
by X if {am+1,-.-,an} N X =0and{a,...,a,} C X. Arule of the form (5) with
nonempty head is satisfied by if either its body is not satisfied b oray € X. In
other words,X satisfies a rule of the form (5) if its head belongsXowheneverX
satisfies its body. A constraint &atisfiedoy X if its body is not satisfied by.
For a set of ground atoms and a progranil, thereductof IT w.r.t. S, denoted by
I7°, is the program obtained from the set of all ground instantd$ by deleting
1. each rule that has a naf-literadt « in its body witha€.S, and
2. all naf-literals in the bodies of the remaining rules.
S is ananswer sebf I7 if it satisfies the following conditions.

5 Rules with variables are viewed as a shorthand for the set of its grouaties.
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1. If IT does not contain any naf-literal (i.e. = n in every rule ofIT) thenS is the
smallest set of atoms that satisfies all the ruleFin

2. If the program// does contain some naf-literah(< n in some rule offI), thenS
is an answer set dff if S is the answer set dif . (Note that/T* does not contain
naf-literals, its answer set is defined in the first item.)

A programl] is said to beonsistentf it has an answer set. Otherwise, it is inconsistent.
To make answer set style programming easier, Niaraeal. [20] introduce a new type
of rules, calleccardinality constraint rulga special form of theveight constraint rulg

of the following form: Ag — A1,..., Ap,not Apiq,...,not A,
where each; is achoice atorof the formi{b4, ..., b }u with b; are atoms anéland

u are two integers, < u; and Ay can be empty. An atori{by, ..., b }u is said to be
true wrt. a set of literal$'iff [ < |SN{b1,...,bx}| < u. The satisfaction of a rule wrt.

a set of atoms is extended in the usual way. Using rules oftybis, one can greatly
reduce the number of rules of programs in answer set prognagnmhe semantics of
logic programs with such rules is given in [20].

4.2 Finding a Possible Plan for One Agent
We will represent each individual problem of each agénby a logic program. The
program will consist of rules describing the effects of @, the initial knowledge of
the agent, and the goal of the agent. Answer set planning¢f@is to the use of answer
set programming in planning. This method has been appliedvariety of problems
[10,25]. LetP = (DI,I,0,DC) be a planning problem. We will now describe the
programiI(P) that encode®. We adapt the conventional style in logic programming:
terms starting with lower-case letter are constant andretiue variables. It also has a
parameter denoting the maximal length of the plan that teatepnsiders permissible.
The key predicates dff (P) are:
e 1(l,t) —fluent literall holds at the time step and
e o(a,t)—actiona is executed (by the agent) at the time step
e poss(a,t) —actiona can be executed at the time step
h(l,t) can be extended to defirig¢, t) for an arbitrary fluent formula, which states
that¢ holds at the time momennt In writing the program, we use({l1,...,lx},T) as
a shorthand foh (11, T), ..., h(lk, T). In addition, we writeh(ok(r(+y, %)), t) to denote
that the request-actior(-y, i) is satisfied at the time stépThe rules of the program is
divided into groups:
e Group 1 The program contains the following facts:
{fluent(f) | f € F} U{action(a) | a € A}U
{action(r(v),4) | r occurring in a law of form (3); € A;}U
{action(p(v),1) | p occurring in a law of form (4); € A;}
These facts declare the fluents and the actions of the problem
e Group 2 rules for reasoning about effects of actions. For eacloaetic A,

- if DI contains the lawa executable ¢) thenI(P) contains the rules

poss(a,T) — h(¢,T) (6)
— o(a,T),not poss(a,T) (7)
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- if DI contains the lawa causes! if ¢) thenII(P) contains the rule
h(l,T+1) < o(a,T),h(,T) (8)
e Group 3 rules for reasoning about request-actions. For eachnseeteof the form
r requests v from A; may_cause ¢ if ¢

and eachi € A;, II(P) contains the rules

poss(r(v,4),T) — h(,T) ©)
— o(r(v,1),T), not poss(r(vy,i),T) (10)
0 {h(ok(r(y,4)), T+ 1)} 1 — o(r(y,i),T). (11)
h(¢,T) « h(ok(r(v,1)),T) (12)

where (12) is a shorthand for the collection of ru{ésl, T') — h(ok(r(v,1)),T) |

l € ¢}. Observe that atoms of the fori{ok(~,),T) are used to record the sat-
isfaction of the request(v, i) and there might be different ways for a conditign
to be satisfied. Hence, (11) and (12) need to be separatedhewagh it looks like
they could have been merged into one.

e Group 4 rules for reasoning about offer-actions. For each stat¢wfehe form
p provides ~ for A; causeso if ¥

andi € A;, I1(P) contains the rules

poss(p(v,4),T) « h(, T) (13)
— o(p(,1),T), not poss(p(vy,i),T) (14)
h, T + 1) «— o(p(y,1),T). (15)

These rules are similar to the rules encoding the effectdifidual actions of the
agent. The difference between the encoding of a requésiiaatd the encoding
of an offer-action lies in that we do not need to introduce tomaof the form
h(ok(p(v,4)),T) to record the execution ¢f(~, i), i.e., effects of offer-actions are
deterministic.

e Group 5 rules describing the initial state. For each litdral I, II(P) contains the
facth(l,0).
e Group 6 rules encoding the goal state. For each litéralO, I1(P) contains
— not h(l,n). (16)

wheren is the desired length of the plan.
e Group 7 rules for reasoning by inertial. For each fluéne F, I7(P) contains

h(F, T +1) — h(F,T),not h(—=F,T +1). a7)
h(=F,T +1) < h(=F,T),not h(F,T +1). (18)
— h(F,T),h(=F,T). (19)
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e Group 8 rules for generating action occurrenc&gP) contains the rule
1{o(A,T) : action(A)} 1 — T < n. (20)

which states that at any time step, the action must execetefits action8.

Let P = (DI, 1,0,DC) be a planning problem anff (P, n) denote the set of
ground rules off(P) in which the variablel" is instantiated with integers betweén
to n. Let M be an answer set dff (P, n). Let s;[M] = {l | l is a fluent literal and
h(l,t) € M}. By o[M] we denote the sequeneg[M], ag, s1[M], ..., an—1, $n[M]
whereo(a;,i) € M. We can show the following:

Theorem 1. LetP be a planning problem. Then,
o for each possible plan of P there exists am and an answer se¥/ of I1(P,n)
such thaty = a[M];
e for eachn, if II(P,n) is inconsistent thef does not have a solution of length
less than or equal te; and
o for eachn, if II(P,n) has an answer se¥/ thena[M] is a solution ofp.

4.3 Compatible Answer Sets and Joint Plan

Individual possible plans can be computed using the progta(®R;). We will now
discuss an approach for combining them to create a planlftiebgents. Intuitively,
we need to make sure that if a request is assumed to be satisfiad agent then
there exists an instance of an offer-action matching thimest. This can be easily
characterized by the notion of a compatible answer sets.

Definition 7 (Compatible answer sets)Let M = (AG,{P;}icag,F,ZC,C) be a
multiagent planning problem ant! = (M;);c.4¢ be a sequence of answer sets of
(I1(P;,n))ic ag Where the constant is fixed.M is a set ofcompatibleanswer sets if
for eachk < n,

for each: € AG, if h(ok(r(v,j)), k + 1) € M; theno(p(v, 1), k) € Mj;

for eachi € AG, if o(p(7, ), k) € M; thenh(ok(r(v,1)), k+ 1) € M;;

for each(i, j, fi, f;) In F, h(fi, k) € M; iff h(f;, k) € Mj;

for eachS € ZC there exists som@, a;) € S such thab(a;, k) & M;; and

for eachS € C, either{a;|(i,a;) € S ando(a;, k) € M;} = {a|(i,a) € S} or
{ai|(i,a;) € S ando(a;, k) € M;} = 0.

Intuitively, a set of compatible answer sets correspondsoint plan (as we will prove
in the next theorem) similar to the correspondence betwaswer sets and plans in
the case of a single agent. Observe also thak(.),T') is present only due to the
successfulness of a request-action, not an offer-actioa.cdnditions imposed on a set
of compatible answer sets make sure that the collectiondiioiual plans extracting
from them satisfies the constraints of the planning problechthe requirement that
satisfying requests must be matched with offers.

6 Since we assume thaait always belongs to the set of actions of an agent, this is not a strict
requirement as it might sound.
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Theorem 2. Let M = (AG, {P; }icag, F,ZC) be a multiagent planning problem and
n be an integer.
o if (I1(P;,n))ic.ac does not have a set of compatible answer sets thetioes not
have a solution with length.

e asequence of answer séts = (M,);c 4¢ is compatible iff there exists a solution
S = (a;)ieag such thata[M;] = «; for everyi € AG.

Example 8.Let M be the multiagent planning problem from Example 6. We can eas
ily check the following:
o {II(Pi,n)}icqa,B,cy for n < 2 does not have compatible answer sets,

e for n = 3, the three answer seld 4, Mp, andM¢ of II(Pa4,3), II(Pg, 3), and
II(Pc, 3), where
e M, contains(give_me_nail(h-nail, c),0), h(ok(give-me_nail(h_nail, c)), 1),
o(give_me_ham(h_ham,b), 1), h(ok(give_me_ham(h_ham,b)), 2),
o(hw_nail,2), ando(wait, 3).
e Mp containso(hw_nail, 0), o(get_this_ham(h_ham,a), 1),
o(get_this_screw(h_screw, ¢),2),o(wait, 3); and
e Mc contains(get_this_nail(h-nail,a),0), o(wait, 1), o(give_me_screw(h_screw,b), 2),
h(ok(give_me_screw(h_screw, b)), 2), ando(hw_screw, 3).
These answer sets are compatible and correspond to thseatuExample 5. O

The notion of joint plan can be specialized as follows.

Definition 8 (Optimal Joint Plan). Let M = (AG, {P;}icag, F,ZC,C) be a multia-
gent planning problem anflS; };,c 4¢ be a plan forM. We say thafS; };c 4g is optimal
if there exists no unsatisfied request action$$h};c 4g-

Remark 3.The programiI(P;) can be easily adapted to generate only optimal plans.
Indeed, the only modification that needs to be done is to ceglze rule (11) with

h(ok(r(~,4)),T + 1) « o(r(v,7),T).

Intuitively, this rule states that the requesty, ) is satisfied. Thus, if a joint plan is
found it will not contain any unsatisfied requests, i.e., itstrbe optimal.

Definitions 6 and 7 provide us with a way for computing joiraus of lengthn for a
planning problemM. The process involves)(computing a se{ M, },c 4g of answer
sets, wherel/; is an answer set ofl (P;,n); and (i) checking the compatibility of
{M;};cag- In what follows, we discuss a method for doing it. This mektltcomputes
a joint plan by &) forming a program representinyt from the programs representing
the individual plans and the set of constraints\ity and () extracting joint plan from
answer sets of the new program. This method is useful if tharphg problemM is
known to an agent or a manager.

4.4 Computing Joint Plans by Answer Set Programming
Let M = (AG, {P:}icag, F,ZIC,C) be a planning problem. We will define a program
11(M) whose answer sets represent the solutiondhf M is constructed from the
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programsI(P;) for i € AG as follows. For each € AG, let IT'(P;), referred as
thetagged versiornof I1(P;), be the program obtained frofd(P;) by replacing every
literal z in I1(P;) with the atomz? (e.g.,action(a)® for action(a), h(f,t) for h(f,t),
etc.). The prograni/ (M) consists of

o for eachi € AG, the tagged versiofl* (P;) of IT(P;);
for each tuplg(, 4, f¢, f7) in F, the constraints

— h'(f,T), 0 (=f7,T) (21)
‘*hi(_‘faT)ﬂhj(fjvT) (22)

ensure that shared variables maintain their consistency.

e foreach sefS = {(i1,a1),..., (i, ax)} in C, the constraint
—0{0"(a1,T),...,0" (ax, T)} k — 1 (23)

which makes sure that if a part Sfis executed, i.eq(i;, a;) belongs to an answer
set, then the whole sétis executed.

o for each se{(i1,a1),..., (ix, ar)} in ZC, the constraints
— 0" (ay,T),...,0" (ax, T) (24)

This constraint guarantees that not all the actions . ., a; are executed at the
same time.

o for every pair of instance(, j) andp(~, 7) of a request-action (for v) of an agent
7 and an offer-actiom (for ) of an ageny, the following constraints

—0'(r(v,5),T), k' (ok(r(7,4)), T + 1), not o (p(v,),T) (25)
— 0 (p(v,4),T), not o'(r(v,5),T) (26)
— o (p(v,1),T), not h'(ok(r(v,4)),T +1) (27)

The first constraint makes sure that flequests fory from j and it is satisfied then

j does indeed offer the service. The last two rules guarahteednverse.

For a setX of literals in the language dff (M), let X|; = {a | a is a literal in the
language of1(P;) anda® € X}. We have:

Theorem 3. Let M = (AG, {P:}icag,F,ZC,C) be a multiagent planning problem.
M is an answer set dff (M, n) iff there exists a set of compatible answer 4645 };c 4¢
such thatM|; = M.

The proof of Theorem 3 relies on the Splitting Theorem folidqrograms [17]. It is
divided into two steps. First, it is proved for program wititéhe constraints (21)-(27).
The significance of this proposition is that it allows us tongute the solution of a
multiagent planning problem by computing a single answeosé (M). Since the
problem of determining whether a propositional program dxasnswer set or not is
NP-complete, the following holds.

Corollary 1. Determining whether a solution of polynomial bounded largjta mul-
tiagent planning probleri\1 exists or not is NP-complete.
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5 Related Works

Multiagent planning could be viewed as a special case ofibiged problem solving
[9]. In this respect, our work could be viewed as one in thet¢imed Planning for
Distributed Plans group according to the classificatior®n This is achieved by the
programiI(M). Alternatively, the individual plans can also be computestributedly
and coordinated using the program consisting of the canstrg21)-(27) and the tagged
versions of the individual answer sets.

Our main goal is to generate a joint plan for the agents bdferexecution. In
this regards, our work differs from many distributed conéihplanning systems that
were discussed in the survey [7] and many papers presentia irecent AAMAS
conferences which concentrate on planning and replanmidgaling with unexpected
events during the plan execution.

Our approach to generating a joint plan in this paper blehdswo components
“planning” and “coordination” in the equation
’ Multiagent planning = Planning + Coordinatibn

presented in [6] into a single step. Furthermore, we emplplaa representation
that allows for the coordination to be done by using timg@steresented in individual
plans. This is different from several other systems in wigiattial order plans are used
for plan representation and refinement planning is useddordination (e.g., [4, 3] or
earlier works such as the Patial Global Planning framework)

We use answer set programming [16], a method that has bedriarsgngle agent
planning [10, 25], in computing the joint plan. The declaextiess and modularity of
answer set programming make the process of computing thiggjiain fairly simple and
simplify the coordination of the plahsOur work is similar to the spirit of that in [8]
where an attempt is made to construct joint plan using SAEbaingle agent planner.
Nevertheless, our use of answer set programming does ndtedhe development of
additional algorithms to assemble the final joint plan.

In [2], a language based on PDDL for modeling multiagent piag problems has
been proposed that allows for the specification of and réaga@bout several features
important for multiagent planning and execution such asamency, individual and
mutual beliefs of agents, planning and acting with incorgleformation, communi-
cation, continuous events, etc. A special agent, caled, is present in all problems
for modeling the environment which may act “unpredictablpur language is less ex-
pressive than the above mentioned language as our focuslig @ the generation of a
joint plan prior to its execution. On the other hand, the ssina provided in this paper
can be used to prove formal properties of plans as well asdireaness of the logic
program encoding of multiagent planning problem.

We note that collaborative actions presented in this papeatsio suitable for the
modeling of multiagent planning with resources. Requegdtin a resource and offering
a resource can be modeled in a similar fashion to that of ggkinand offering of a
nail (Example 4). Since our focus is the generation of jolahbefore execution, the
proposed language is different from the resource logioduced in [5], whose focus

" Recall that this is achieved by simply adding the rules (21)-(27).
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was on the plan merging phase. The requesting/offeringreetian be seen as special
case ofnegotiation actionsliscussed in [26].

We would like to point out that we usd because of its simple semantics and its
close relationship to PDDL, the language developed forrit@ag planning problems
[14]. This means that other extensions or variationgld¢é.g,.3, C [13], £ [15]) could
also be extended to formalize cooperative actions. Obskatehere are subtle differ-
ences between request actions and non-deterministicackarst, a cooperative action
changes the world of other agents while a non-determirastion does not. Second, a
cooperative action does not change the world of the agewtuérg this action, while
a non-deterministic action does. In this sense, a cooperatition of an agent is like
an exogenous action for other agents. Thus, modelling catipe actions using non-
deterministic actions might not be the most natural way.

Finally, we would like to note that an extension of the STRIB&®juage has been
considered for multiagent planning in [1]. In this framekjoa multiagent planning
problem is formulated as single problemrand agent identifiers are attached to the ac-
tions, which is different from what we proposed here. As stioch framework in [1] is
only appropriate for domains where no privacy among agsmequired. This is not an
issue in our formulation.

6 Conclusions and Future Works

We extend the action languagéto define a language for representing and reasoning
about actions and their effects in presence of cooperatiterss between agents. We
define the notion of a plan with cooperative actions and usefdrmalizing the notion
of a joint plan. We use answer set programming to generaté ftans. We introduce
the notion of a set of compatible answer sets and providenaltton of a multiagent
planning problem to a logic program whose answer sets reptgsnt plans.

The work so far has focused on the development of a theokdtamaework for
generating joint plans using answer set programming. Tlteding of the examples
are available in the technical report version of this pa@dt.[Our immediate goal for
the future is to investigate the scalability and efficienéyh® proposed method. The
use of answer set programming allows us to easily incorpgedferences or domain
knowledge in the generation of the joint plans [22, 23]. Aiddially, we would like to
explore the use of more expressive languages (e.g., actiuages with constraints
and sensing actions) in representing and reasoning akiatspjans of multiagents by
addressing various questions mentioned in [2]. This is lieeghe method provides in
Section 2 has proved to be very effective in the single agese ¢e.g. [25]).
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Abstract. We define a framework based on computational logic technol-
ogy and on a reactive axiomatization of the Event Calculus to formalize
the evolution of commitments in time. We propose a new characteri-
zation of commitments with time that enables a rich modeling of the
domain, various forms of reasoning, and run-time and static verification.

1 Introduction

Social commitments are commitments made from an agent to another agent to
bring about a certain property. In broad terms, a social commitment represents
the commitment that an agent, called debtor, has towards another agent, called
creditor, to bring about some property or state of affairs, which is the subject of
the commitment. In some instantiations of this idea, such as [6, 14], the subject
of a commitment is a temporal logic formula.

Commitments are a well-known concept in Multi-Agent Systems (MAS) re-
search [2,12]. Representing the commitments that the agents have to one an-
other and specifying constraints on their interactions in terms of commitments
provides a principled basis for agent interactions [13]. From a MAS modelling
perspective, a role can be modelled by a set of commitments. For example, a
seller in an online market may be understood as committing to its price quotes
and a buyer may be understood as committing to paying for goods received.
Commitments also serve as a natural tool to resolve design ambiguities. The
formal semantics enables verification of conformance and reasoning about the
MAS specifications [5] to define core interaction patterns and build on them by
reuse, refinement, and composition.

Central to the whole approach is the idea of manipulation of commitments:
their creation, discharge, delegation, assignment, cancellation, and release, since
commitments are stateful objects that change in time as events occur. Time
and events are, therefore, essential elements. Some authors distinguish between
base-level commitments, written C(z,y,p), and conditional commitments, writ-
ten CC(z,y,p,q) (x is the debtor, y is the creditor, and p/q are properties).
CC(z,y,p, q) signifies that if p is brought out, = will be committed towards y to
bring about q.

In this work we give emphasis to temporal aspects of commitments. We build
from previous research by Mallya et al. [10, 9]. In our opinion, they represent the
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best articulated research on time-enhanced commitments to date. The main idea
in these articles is to extend a commitment framework with a way to describe
time points and intervals, and alternative outcomes due to commitments extend-
ing into the uncertain future. The perspective on commitment-related temporal
issues proposed by [10] mainly aims to capture the idea of validity of a com-
mitment. Thus the previous notation C(z,p,y) is extended with existential and
universal temporal quantifiers, which become prefixes of p. There are two types
of quantification. By an existential quantification, [¢1,t2]p, we mean that p is
true at one or more moments in the interval beginning at ¢; and ending at ¢s.
By a universal quantification, [t1, t2]p, we indicate instead that p is true at every
moment in the interval beginning at t; and ending at t5. Nestings are possible.
For example, a commitment from x to y that ¢ is going to hold at every moment
in a week beginning on some day between the 1st and 20th of February could
be written as follows: C(z,y, [01.02.2009, 20.02.2009]([tstart, tstart + Tdays]q)).

This is an elegant approach which decouples the temporal quantification
from the proposition, enabling reasoning about the temporal aspect without
regard to the propositions’ meaning. However, there are still some cases in which
such a characterization is difficult to use in practical applications. The main
problems are due to the lack of variables in temporal logic expressions, and from
the separation between such expressions and the other parts of the represented
knowledge. Among the aims of this work there is our intention to identify such
cases and discuss them.

Along with a notation to express commitments, we need a language to express
operations on commitments. For example, Yolum and Singh propose a notation
based on the Event Calculus temporal representation language to describe com-
mitment manipulation inside an operational framework [14]. Moreover, from a
design perspective, we need an architecture in which a commitment notation, a
temporal representation language and a specification and verification framework
are given a specific role.

In this paper, we discuss our ongoing research about commitment frame-
works. We start by introducing some issues regarding social commitment mod-
eling, and define a number of desiderata for social commitment frameworks. We
then propose a new notation for commitments and commitment specification
programs: the Commitment Modeling Language (CML). Finally, we outline an
abstract commitment framework architecture and a concrete instance of it that
supports CML. In such an instance, temporal reasoning with commitments is
operationalized using a reactive implementation of the Event Calculus and var-
ious verification tasks can be accomplished thanks to an underlying declarative,
computational logic-based framework.

2 Some issues regarding modeling

The following informal discussion is example-driven. Examples are mainly taken
from the literature. We start by observing that in some cases Mallya et al.’s no-
tation can be simplified, considering that to represent an existentially quantified
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time interval it is sufficient to represent a time point using a variable with a
domain. We then sketch a new possible notation that accommodates variables
with domains and temporal modeling in several dimensions. Again, based on
literature examples, we demonstrate the possible usage of rules to model condi-
tional commitments. Finally we discuss time associated with commitment state
changes and the issue of compensation.

2.1 Time variables, rules and constraints
Let us analyze the scenario proposed by Mallya et al. in [10].

Example 1. A travel agent wishes to book an airline ticket to a certain destina-
tion, a rental car to use while there, and a hotel room at which to stay. Consider
four situations:

— Situation 1.1. The travel agent wants the passenger to fly on a particular
day while still reserving the right to choose any flight on that day. If the
airline offers such a deal, it becomes committed to maintaining a condition—
a booked ticket—over an extended time period.

— Situation 1.2. The car rental company offers a one-week free rental in Jan-
uary.

— Situation 1.3. A hotel offers an electronic discount coupon that expires today,
but text on the coupon states that it can only be used during a future spring
break. Note that in this case the commitment violates a constraint about
time. In fact, the coupon expires before it can be used.

— Situation 1.4. The car rental company guarantees that its cars will not break
down for at least two days, promising an immediate replacement if one does.
However, if the company is closed on weekends, then a customer who rents
a car on a Friday would not benefit from the warranty if the car broke down
on Saturday. Thus in this case the car rental company offers a warranty that
cannot be used during the period in which the warranty is valid. (I

Following [10], we use the symbols h for hotel, g for guest, r for rental com-
pany, ¢ for customer, a for airline and p for the proposition, subject of the
commitment. How do we model the situations above using commitments?

Situation 1.1. Let p represent that a ticket booking is guaranteed. Thus, using an
existential temporal quantifier, [tq, t1 +24hrs]p, we express that a ticket booking
is guaranteed for 1 day, as of ¢; [10].

However, in practical applications, it may be interesting to explicitly model
the time at which the commitment is satisfied (e.g., when the ticket is issued). To
this end, we could use an alternative notation, which associates p with a variable,
and binds such a variable to a domain interval: [T|p,T € [t1,t1 + 24hrs]. We
write the commitment as follows:

Cla, g, [Tp),t1 <T,T <ty + 24hrs. (1)

149



In this way, the commitment is satisfied if there is a possible value of T’
which falls in the range [t1,¢1 + 24hrs], and such a value can be used for further
inferences.

Situation 1.2. Let p denote free rental, and ¢; January 1st. Thus, using a univer-
sal temporal quantifier, guaranteed free rental for 7 days as of time ¢3 is denoted
by [ts,ts3 + Tdays]p. Then to express that such an interval [¢3, t5 + 7days] is inside
January, Mallya et al. [10] use a condition on ¢3, namely t; < t3 < ¢; + 24days,
and they attach an existential temporal quantifier outside of the quantifier above:
[t1,t1 + 31days|([ts, ts + Tdays])p, t1 <tz < t1 + 24days.

Let us now use the notation introduced above, instead of existential temporal
quantification. We obtain [T, T + Tdays|p,t1 < T,T < t; + 24days. Note that we
simplified the notation. In particular, we do not need do distinguish any more
between existentially /universally quantified time intervals, because all intervals
are universally quantified, and we can drop the over-line notation. The resulting
commitment is:

Clr,e, [T, T + Tdays)p),t1 < T,T < t; + 24days. (2)
Situation 1.3. Mallya et al. propose the following solution:
C(h, ¢, [t1,t1 + 24hrs]([ts, ts + Tdays|p)), t1 + 24hrs < ts,

where t1,t; + 24hrs is “today” (before spring break) and spring break starts
on t3 and lasts one week. In this way, we obtain two disjoint intervals. The
commitment should be resolved before the end of the first interval in order not
to be breached, however it can only be resolved during the second interval, which
implies that it will be necessarily breached. An alternative notation for the same
commitment is the following:

C(h,t,[Ts, Telp), t1 < Ts, Te < t1 4 Tdays,ts < Ts, T < t3+ 24hrs.  (3)

In this way, we eliminate the need for nested intervals, and unresolvability can
automatically be discovered by basic CLP inference [7].

Situation 1.3 shows that in a specific case, we can do away with nesting. In
general, all existential temporal quantifiers can be mapped onto CLP domain
restrictions, so the need for nesting intervals is only due to nested universal
temporal quantifiers. An example of such a situation is the following:

Ezxample 2. The car rental company offers a one-week free rental every month,
for the whole 20009. O

In this case, we cannot do away with nested intervals. It is possible to extend
Mallya et al.’s Solution 2 and write

[t1,t1 + 12months|([ts, t3 + Tdays|p), t1 < t3 < t1 + 24days,

however that does not capture the “every month” concept, due to lack of do-
main variables. A different notation is needed. For example, we may use nested
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commitments, instead of nested intervals. Alternatively, if the “every month”
concept is often used in the domain, we could define a new (non-binary) con-
straint and a dedicated propagation algorithm which ensures a very compact
notation and an efficient inference process. Non-binary (global) constraints are
one of the prominent features of constraint programming frameworks. It may
well be that a global constraints that we can use is already available off-the
shelf.!

Situation 1.4. Mallya et al. propose the following solution:
C(r,c, ([t1, t1 + 2days|great_car V [t1,ta|replace_car)), ta < t1 + 2days,

where great_car means that the car has not broken down, and replace_car rep-
resents the warranty that the rental company gives on the quality of the car,
t1 denotes the instant at which the car is rented on Friday and ¢s denotes the
closing of the rental company on Friday. Using the framework presented in [10]
is it possible to reason on this “warranty paradox” using CTL and realize that
the warranty cannot be enjoyed if the car is rented on a Friday and it breaks
down on Saturday.

Note that this modeling, however intuitive, may give rise to some counter-
intuitive results. For example, ¢ may decide to satisfy the commitment by re-
placing a perfectly functioning car with a broken car.

If we wish to follow Situation 1.4’s description more literally, we should opt for
a different formalization. For example, the commitment about the replacement
car should only be a consequence of the car breaking down:

C(r, ¢, [T)replace_car),t; <T,T <ty «— H(break_down,T), T < t1+2days (4)

where by H(break_down(T')) we denote an event occurred (“Happened”) at time
T. Again, it is possible to reason on the “warranty paradox” using basic CLP
inference. The result of such a reasoning would be a “real” validity interval for
the warranty, which excludes Saturday.

Thus using a rule-based notation we can express many situations in a faith-
ful way. In particular, it would be possible to express conditional commitments.
However, there is another possible solution, based on the concept of compen-
sation. A compensation is an action to be taken to recover from a situation of
violation. To this end, we need to explicitly denote the state of commitments.
For instance, we can write viol(C(z,y,p),t) to indicate that a commitment has
been violated at time ¢ (due to an event occurring at time ¢ which falsifies p, or
due to the elapsing at time t of a time interval in which p was supposed to be
verified). We obtain:

C(r, ¢, [t1, ta]great_car). (5)
C(r, ¢, [Ty|replace_car) «— viol(C(r, ¢, [Ts, Tegreat_car), Ty), (©)
T, <Ty, Ty <Ts + 2days, Ty, < T, Ty, <T.

! See Beldiceanu and Carlsson’s global constraints catalog, http://www.emn.fr/
x-info/sdemasse/gccat/
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(T}, is the time of break down, T, is the time of replacement). Alternatively,
using an extended notation, we could write:

compensate(r, ¢, [Ty|replace_car, C(r, ¢, [Ts, Te|great_car), Ty)) «—

7
T@ STb)TbST9+2deS7Tb §T67Tb STT' ( )

More on compensations below.

Note that we can easily refine the rules above to specify what “immediate
replacement” means (1 day? 3 hours?), by posing another constraint between T,
and T, other than T}, < T;..

2.2 Time of commitments

Another temporal dimension could be interesting in many applications. It is the
time of the commitment itself. To the best of our knowledge, this dimension has
not been considered by previous research.

FEzample 3. Consider a university-like agent organization, in which agent x and
faculty f belong to. There are roles with social responsibilities, which we can
express by way of commitments. One such role is that of director of studies (dos).
x has been appointed dos at Faculty f on October 29, 2008.

We can express that x has been appointed dos for 2009 at Faculty f, using
a notation like:
C(z, £,[01.01.2009, 31.12.2009]dos). (8)

But how can we express that x has been appointed dos on October 29th 20087
This could be an important element of the domain. Consider a regulation that
says that a Faculty member that has been appointed director of studies cannot
take more commitments in the Faculty. The notation above does not permit to
reason at this level. The closest approximation is probably: a Faculty member
cannot take more commitments in the Faculty while he is director of studies.
Or, we could resort to an additional commitment to express the appointment,
beside the dos commitment. But this would complicate the model by increasing
the number of commitments. A simple solution is to attach the duration of the
commitment to the commitment itself:

[29.10.2008, T.qlactive(C(x, f,[01.01.2009, 31.12.2009]dos)). (9)

2.3 Compensations

Contracts often involve deadlines and compensations. Usually, compensation ac-
tions are possibilities given to recover from a situation of violation. In a typical
setting, a commitment not satisfied in time will not become satisfied by actions
taken after the deadline, but it will instead incur in a further commitment from
the debtor’s side to take a compensation action. The extent of the compensation
required may be subject to context-dependent conditions and be directly related
to the time spent after the deadline before the compensation action is taken.
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Example 4. According to the Italian civil code, the owners of real estate must
pay taxes to the municipality (I.C.I.) between June 1 and June 16 of every tax
year, for the property owned during the previous solar year. The Law allows the
debtor who did not pay by the deadline to recover, by their own initiative, from
such a violation by a procedure called spontaneous revision. The spontaneous
revision procedure is permitted only if the debtor has not yet been officially
notified about ongoing investigations related to such a violation. A spontaneous
revision’s compensation of a previous violation amounts to 3% of the amount
not paid, which counts as a sanction, plus the legal interests on the amount not
paid, which depend on the time elapsed between the I.C.I. payment deadline
and the payment by spontaneous revision. O

To model this example, we can resort to a compensate notation like we
did above. Let t; be June 1st, to be June 16th, ¢ a citizen, m a municipal-
ity, and let domain-dependent knowledge such as the interest rate IR and the
amount of taxes to be paid by a citizen be defined by rules or facts such as
interest_rate(0.025) and ici(c, 100euro). A possible solution of Example 4 is the
following:

Cle,m, [Tpay-ICI(Amt)),t; < T,T <ty « ici(c, Amt). (10)
compensates(c, m, [T, pay_ICI(Amt), C(c,m, [T;|s-rev(Amtnew))) < ()
interest_rate(I Rate), Amtpe,, = Amt x (1.03 + I Rate x (T, — Tp)).

(s_rev stands for spontaneous revision, Amt for amount, and “=” is a CLP
equality constraint).

Such examples are ubiquitous in legislation bodies, and in many domains in
which contracts are used to establish rights and obligations of interacting parties.
To be able to model such situations and reason about them, a notation should
accommodate variables inside commitments and allow us to relate such variables
with domains and expressions containing other variables.

Note that in this case compensates is syntactic sugar for an alternative and
equally expressive notation. One could resort for instance to conditional com-
mitments, and include original content (pay_ICI) and compensating content
(s_revision) in one single CC-like fact. However, compensations could be de-
fined in different ways depending on the domain. For example, various degrees
of violation can be defined, such as mild/serious violation if before/after official
notification. A commitment modeling framework should be flexible enough to
accommodate all these needs. This notation helps to abstract away from the
specific compensation semantics.

3 Desiderata for a commitment modeling framework

The considerations made above suggest a number of desiderata for a commitment
modeling framework that enables reasoning with time. The first two desiderata
are taken from [10].
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Time intervals Contracts often involve time bounds. It should be possible to
express such time bounds, in order to enable reasoning about satisfaction or
breach of commitments in general.

Achievement and maintenance Two kinds of commitment conditions are
possible: achievement conditions (a ticket will be issued by the end of the
day), and maintenance conditions (the car will work without breaking down
for 2 days). They should both be accommodated.

Degrees of violation It should be possible to reason about the extent of breach
of a commitment, to capture ideas such as partial or mild violation of a con-
tract.

Compensation The language should enable associating commitments with com-
pensation actions.

Time of commitment state changes It should be possible to reason about
the time a commitment assumes a particular state, e.g., the time a com-
mitment is created, violated or discharged. The framework should enable
reasoning about the state of commitments along time.

Meta-level reasoning There could be commitments about commitments (and
further nesting). The notation should accommodate contracts in which a
commitment is about another commitment that will be created at some
later point, or about some existing commitment.

Simplicity The notation should be easy and at the same time rigorous. It
should be possible to run automated reasoning tasks on commitment-based
contract specifications. Some interesting reasoning tasks are: contract anal-
ysis, commitment tracking, compliance verification.

Modularity It should be possible to extend the commitment notation or modify
the underlying theories and reasoning procedures in a modular way. More-
over, it should be possible to integrate a commitment framework with other
domain knowledge, so as to enable reasoners and agents using commitments
to reason using all available knowledge, possibly including ontological knowl-
edge. Such an integration should preserve the modularity principle.

4 A new notation for social commitments: CML

We propose a new notation for social commitments. We call it CML (Commit-
ment Modeling Language). To enable reasoning, we consider commitments as a
part of a knowledge base. In particular, social commitments are specified inside
CML programs (CPrograms), which could describe for example a contract.

A CML program is made of rules. A rule in the form

CRuleHead — CRuleBody (12)

is used to define effects of events on the state of commitments. More specifically,
the user can use such rules to define for instance which events create, discharge,
or break which commitments, in the style of [14]. The body defines the context,
i.e., the conditions that must hold in order for an event to have an effect on the
state of a commitment. If no context is defined, the rule is said to be a fact.
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Atoms in the body of rules may be external predicates, not defined in the
commitment specification program (this should be allowed because of the mod-
ularity principle), or they can be fluents modeling the state of commitments.
Such a state can be associated with existentially quantified temporal variables
(holds_e notation) or with universally quantified intervals (holds_u notation).

The CML syntax, shown in Figure 1, is easily extensible to accommodate

CM LProgram
CRules

CRule
CRuleHead

OPc

CRuleBody
CRuleBodyFElem

Commitment
Interval
TFEzxpr

OPr

Time
Duration
Granularity
Agent

Atom

Term
Terms
CAtom
Constraint
State
OPcLp

Domain

= CRules

::= C'Rule[C' Rules]

::= CRuleHead.|CRuleHead «— CRuleBody.

::= OPc(Terms,Commitment)

= = create|discharge|cancel|release|assign|delegate] . . .

::= CRuleBodyFElem|[,C Rule Body]

= holds_e(State(Commitment, Time), Time) |
holds_u(Interval State(Commitment,Time))|
Atom|Constraint

= C(Agent, Agent,[Interval]C Atom)

uw= [TEzpr[,TExprl])

== Time OPr Time|Time OPr Duration

n= -

::= Date|Numeral|Variable|T Expression

::= Numeral Granularity

== hrs|days|weeks|months| ...

= Term

== Ident|Ident (Terms)

= Atom|Numeral|Variable

u= Term[,Term]

u= Atom|Commitment

== Variable € Domain|Variable OPcrp T Expr

= viol|p-viol|active| . ..

==l#lsl2]<]>

== Interval|Set

Fig. 1. Syntax of CML programs

various models of commitment evolution. For example, p_viol has been intro-
duced alongside viol and active as a possible new commitment state, and a new
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type of commitment operation, e.g., compensate, could be added to the language
to provide the user with such a high-level abstraction.
A sample C' Program, modeling Situation 1.4, is the following:

create(rent_a_car(T., T.), C(r, ¢, [Te, T + 2days]great_car)). (13)
create(car_broken(Ty), C(r, ¢, [T ]replace_car)), T, < Ty, + 24hours «— (14)
holds_e(viol (C(r, ¢, [Ts, Te|great_car), Ty), Tp).

Renting a car at time T, until 7, creates a commitment that for 2 days as
of T, the car does not break down. The car breaking down at a time 7T} creates
a commitment that the car must be replaced within 24 hours of the incident, if
the breakdown has caused a breach of commitment.

While CML provides very expressive constructs such as variables with do-
mains, constraints and rules, on the other hand it does not explicitly accom-
modate temporal logic expressions, such as pldq or Op. We are currently inves-
tigating whether and how temporal logic formulae can be mapped onto CML
expressions.

5 Commitment manipulation and reasoning

Two fundamental aspects of commitment frameworks are manipulation and rea-
soning [13]. Manipulation operates on the state of commitments.

5.1 States of commitments

Recently, many authors proposed different possible evolutions of the commit-
ment state, from an initial state after creation, down to its satisfaction through
discharge, delegation or cancellation operations, or else to its violation due to
the occurrence of events that contradict the subject of the agreement repre-
sented by the commitment itself. For instance, in [6], Fornara and Colombetti
propose the following set of states for a commitment: empty (e), cancelled (c),
precommitment (p), conditional (cc), active (a), fulfilled (f), and violated (v).

The states and their transitions are depicted in Figure 2.

Usually, once the conditions specified in the commitment are either satis-
fied (for an achievement commitment) or violated (for a maintenance commit-
ment), the commitment assumes a final state. However, as discussed above, if
we consider also relevant temporal aspects, such as deadlines, we could define a
finer-grained characterization of the state of a commitment. For example, after
a deadline has passed, the debtor may still opt for a belated commitment sat-
isfaction. It may be interesting to distinguish among (1) commitment satisfied
in time, (2) commitment “violated” before the deadline but “satisfied” after the
deadline (partial violation/partial satisfaction), and (3) violated commitment.

Such a distinction is depicted in Figure 3 as an extension to Fornara and
Colombetti’s transitions.
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Fig. 2. Fornara & Colombetti’s commitment state transitions [6]

(2 ()
(2 ommo
() (o —(v)

Fig. 3. A possible extension to a commitment state transitions accounting for partial
violation (pv) and partial fulfillment (pf) of commitments.

5.2 Reasoning about Commitments

Yolum and Singh [14] propose to reason about commitments using the Event
Calculus (EC) [8]. The EC was introduced by Kowalski and Sergot as a logic
programming framework for representing and reasoning about events and their
effects. Basic concepts are that of event, happening at a point in time, and prop-
erty (or fluent), holding during time intervals. Fluents are initiated /terminated
by occurring events. There are many different formulations of the £C axioms. A
simple one, taken from [4], is the one below (F' stands for Fluent, Ev for Event).

holds_at(F,T) «— initiates(Ev, F, Tstart)
A Tstart <T A _'Clipped(TStarta F7 T)
clipped(Ty, F,Ts) < terminates(Ev, F,Ty)

(ecy)

ATy < Ty ATy < Ts. (ec2)
initiates(Ev, F,T) «— happens(Ev,T) A holds(Fy,T)
A ... A holds(Fy, T). (ccs)
terminates(Ev, F,T) <« happens(Ev,T) A holds(Fy,T) (cca)
4

A ... A holds(Fy,T).
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Axioms ec; and ecy are the general ones of £C, whereas ec3 and ecy are user-
defined, domain-specific axioms. The £C is a suitable formalism to specify the
effects of commitment manipulation, and reason from such operations. As a sam-
ple fragment of Yolum and Singh’s formalization, consider a create operation,
whose purpose is to establish a commitment, and can only be performed by the
debtor. To express that an event e(z) carried out by z at time ¢ creates a com-
mitment C(z,y,p), Yolum and Singh define the operation create(e(x), C(z,y, p))
in terms of happens(e(z),t) Ainitiates(e(x), C(x,y, p),t).

In the same way, the semantics of CM L can be given in terms of £C programs.
This helps simplicity, because the language of £C is very simple, and modularity,
because for different domains we can define different theories of commitments.

The £C is an effective framework for temporal reasoning. It has been exten-
sively used in the literature to carry out two main reasoning tasks: deductive
narrative verification, to check whether a certain fluent holds given a narrative
(set of events), and abductive planning, to simulate a possible narrative which
satisfies some requirements [11]. Chittaro and Montanari [3] proposed a way to
use the £C for run-time monitoring and verification. It is based on a mecha-
nism to cache the outcome of the inference process every time the knowledge
base is updated by a new event. In a nutshell, the Cached Event Calculus (CEC)
computes and stores fluents’ mazimum validity intervals (MVIs), which are the
maximum time intervals in which fluents hold, according to the known events.
The set of cached validity intervals is then extended/revised as new events oc-
cur or get to be known. Therefore, the £C can be used as a basis for reasoning
on commitments in many ways, including not only planning and static verifica-
tion, but also tracking, depending on the £C implementation used (abductive,
deductive, reactive).

6 Social commitment framework architecture

We propose an abstract, layered architecture that enables modeling and reason-
ing with social commitments. It consists of:

— a user application layer;

— a commitment modeling layer;

a temporal representation and reasoning layer;
— a reasoning and verification layer.

On the top layer, the user can define contracts or agent social interaction
rules using commitments. Such definitions are based on a language provided by
the layer below. The commitment modeling language is implemented using a
temporal representation and reasoning framework, which is in turn built on top
of a more general reasoning and verification framework, which lies at the bottom
layer. It is important to rely on a formal framework that accommodates various
forms of verification, because in this way commitments can be operationalized
and the user can formally analyze commitment-based contracts, reason on the
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state of commitments, plan for actions needed to reach states of fulfillment, and
track the evolution of commitments at run-time.

Indeed, the underlying reasoning and verification layer must be powerful
enough to implement a temporal representation and reasoning layer. We propose
a concrete instance of such an architecture, represented in Figure 4.

(CML Program) User and Domain Knowledge Base create, discharge, cancel, ...
(REC Theory) Commitment Modeling Language initiates, terminates

(SCIFF Program) Reactive Event Calculus holds_at, clipped, mvi, E, H, ...
Prol cLp SCIFF F " SICStus Prolog clauses,
(Prolog + ) ramewor clp(fd), clp(R), CHR constraints

Fig. 4. Social commitment framework architecture

At the bottom layer, we find a number of Prolog+CLP modules which im-
plement the SCIFF family of proof-procedures and provide the SCIFF language
to the layer above [1]. The SCIFF framework is based on abductive logic pro-
gramming and it consists of a declarative specification language and a family
of proof-procedures for reasoning from SCIFF specifications. Some kinds of rea-
soning are: deduction, hypothetical reasoning, static verification of properties,
compliance checking and run-time monitoring. In general, SCIFF comes in hand
for a number of useful tasks in the context of agent interaction. A high-level
description of SCIFF and of its usage is given in [13], also in relation with com-
mitments. The CLP solvers integrated in SCIFF can work with discrete and
dense domains, depending on the application needs, and they are particularly
useful for reasoning along the temporal dimension.

On top of the SCIFF layer there is the SCIFF implementation of the £C, REC.
There are several implementations for £C. One of them which uses ideas taken
from CEC and thus enables runtime verification, is called the Reactive Event
Calculus (REC) and it is implemented in SCIFF. Thus REC is implemented as
a SCIFF program. This layer provides to the layer above the REC language,
which consists of the domain-dependent axioms ecs and ecy.

In the third layer, the constructs that define the Commitment Modeling
Language (CML), i.e., the notation proposed above, are written by way of REC
theories. Thus this layer will provide the language to write a CProgram to
the top layer. The top layer consists of user and domain-dependent knowledge
encoded into a C' Program. An example of a program for the top layer was given
in Section 4.
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We believe that such an architecture, and its instantiation based on SCIFF,
REC, and the CML, can successfully address the desiderata identified above.
Modularity is achieved in two directions: in the vertical direction, by making
CML programs, EC theory, and commitment theories independent of each other,
and in the horizontal direction, by letting the user refer to external inputs by
way of simple atoms. Atoms can be mapped into function calls via suitable inter-
faces such as those available in most Prolog engines. CM L is a simple and easily
extensible language, which consists of primitives such as create, discharge, etc.,
in the style of [14]. The language is expressive enough to express time inter-
vals, achievement and maintenance conditions, and time of commitment state
change. Thanks to the expressivity of the language and to the modularity of the
architecture, it is possible to extend the framework to model different kinds of
violation and powerful new constructs such as compensation. In fact, the states
of commitments and manipulation operations are not hard-wired in the archi-
tecture, but they can be (re)defined by the user. Finally, CML accommodates
meta-lavel reasoning on commitments, and the underlying REC engine can rea-
son about commitments at all levels by treating a commitment state as a fluent
which holds for a period of time.

7 Conclusion

We identified some issues regarding the representation of commitments which
are still open, and we formulated a number of desiderata for a commitment
modeling framework. To the best of our knowledge, in the state of the art there
is no framework that satisfies all the desiderata. We believe that a possible
answer could come from a commitment framework organized into four layers.

On top of the stack, at the user level, contracts can be specified by way of
commitment programs. We identified in SCIFF a potential candidate for the
bottom layer and we defined a notation for top-level programs. A working im-
plementation exists of the two bottom layers.? At the current stage, the notation
is still a preliminary proposal.

Our discussion was informal and example-driven. We gave emphasis to tem-
poral aspects of commitments in relation with deadlines. However, deadlines
are only a special case of temporal constraints and CLP constraints in general.
Surely there are many other types of constraint that could be very useful for
modeling the domain correctly and compactly. In particular, global constraints
capture common patterns and help specify complex and recurring constraints
in a simple way. Each global constraint comes with an effective and efficient
propagation algorithm capable of powerful inference. A useful activity could
be to isolate a subset of CLP constraints of interest for commitment-related
domains. A concrete implementation of the commitment modeling framework
should include a library of such CLP constraints. To the best of our knowledge,
the inference potential of such a technology, unlocked by the architecture we
propose, is unprecedented in the domain of commitments.

2 http://lia.deis.unibo.it/research/sciff/
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Other future work will aim to give a concrete instantiation and implementa-
tion of the top two layers, and on studying the formal properties of the overall
framework and the expressivity of the top-level commitment programming lan-
guage. We also intend to investigate how CML and the abstract architecture
fit into concrete application domains. Among them, the domain of institutions.
Commitments or obligations are also included in their modeling, and often they
work with deadlines of events taking place instead of time.

Acknowledgments. We thank the anonymous reviewers for their useful com-
ments. This work has been partially supported by the FIRB project TOCALIT.
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Verifying Dribble Agents
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Abstract. We describe a model-checking based approach to verification of pro-
grams written in the agent programming language Dribble. We define a logic (an
extension of the branching time temporal logic CTL) which describes transition
systems corresponding to a Dribble program, and show how to express properties
of the agent program in the logic and how to encode transition systems as an in-
put to a model-checker. We prove soundness and completeness of the logic and a
correspondence between the operational semantics of Dribble and the models of
the logic.

1 Introduction

BDI-based agent-oriented programming languages [5] facilitate the implementation of
cognitive agents by providing programming constructs to implement concepts such as
beliefs, goals, and (pre-defined) plans. In such languages, an agent selects a plan to
achieve one or more goals based on its beliefs about the environment. However in any-
thing other than toy environments, selecting an appropriate plan does not guarantee that
it can be successfully executed. The beliefs used to select a particular plan for a given
goal is only a heuristic, and cannot capture the preconditions of all the actions in the
plan (some of which may be false when the plan is selected and will only be made true
by actions in the plan). Moreover, in dynamic environments, an agent’s beliefs (and
hence the best way of achieving a goal) may change in unanticipated ways during plan
execution, and a rational agent must be prepared to revise its plans at run time to take
advantage of ‘fortuitous’ changes in the environment (e.g., which allow some steps in
the plan to be skipped) or to recover from ‘adverse’ changes in the environment (e.g.,
when a precondition of an action is discovered not to hold).

Many BDI-based agent programming languages provide facilities to drop plans if
the corresponding goal is ‘unexpectedly’ achieved or when execution of the plan fails
[6, 16, 17]. More advanced languages, e.g., [18, 9] provide support for arbitrary mod-
ification of plans during their execution. However, while such meta-level capabilities
simplify the development of rational agents, they make it more difficult to reason about
the execution of agent programs, e.g., to verify their correctness. In addition to reason-
ing about the agent’s beliefs, goals and plans, we need to model the current state of plan
execution, and the evolution of the agent’s program at run time in response to inter-
actions between the effects the agent’s actions in its environment and its plan revision
capabilities.

In this paper we present an approach to verifying agent programs which admit arbi-
trary revisions at run time. We focus on the BDI agent programming language Dribble
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introduced in [18]. Dribble allows the implementation of agents with beliefs, (declara-
tive) goals, actions, abstract actions (procedural goals), plans, and rules for selecting and
revising plans. Although relatively simple and abstract, it is representative of a wider
class of BDI agent programming languages which support plan revision, and presents
significant challenges for verification. Our approach is based on model-checking. We
define a logic (an extension of the branching time temporal logic CTL) which describes
transition systems corresponding to a Dribble program, and show how to express prop-
erties of the program in the logic and how to encode transition systems as an input to
a model-checker. We prove soundness and completeness of the logic and a correspon-
dence between the operational semantics of Dribble and the models of the logic.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In the next section, we describe the
syntax and operational semantics of Dribble. In section 3 we introduce a logic for ex-
pressing properties of Dribble programs, and give a complete axiomatisation of the set
of models corresponding to the operational semantics of a Dribble agent program. We
discuss the use of the logic for verification in section 4, where we describe model-
checking of Dribble programs and give a simple example of a program and a property
which can be model-checked. We give a brief survey of related work in section 5.

2 Dribble

In this section, we briefly review the syntax and operational semantics of Dribble.

2.1 Beliefs and goals

Let Prop be a finite set of propositional variables and L the set of propositional for-
mulas. In order to make £ finite, we allow L to contain only formulas in Disjunctive
Normal Form (DNF). A formula is said to be in DNF iff it is a disjunction of conjunc-
tive clauses in which a conjunctive clause is a conjunction of literals. As usual, a literal
is either p or —p for any p € Prop. Moreover, formulas of £ satisfy the following
conditions:

1. formulas do not contain duplicates of conjunctive clauses;
2. conjunctive clauses of a formula do not contain duplicates of literals; and
3. literals in a conjunctive clause of a formula only occur in some fixed order.

A Dribble agent has both a belief base and a goal base which are finite subsets of
L. The agent’s beliefs and goals are expressed in a language £p¢. The syntax of Lp¢
is defined as follows:

B — Ba| Ga| ]| f1 A P2 where a € L.

The meaning of B is that « can be propositionally derived from the belief base of an
agent, and Ga means that « is the consequence of some single goal in the goal base
of an agent. For convenience, a formula (3 is of Lp (L¢) iff it does not contain any
subformula of the form Ga (B, respectively).

A formula of Lp¢ is interpreted by a pair of a belief base and a goal base (4, ),
in which both § and ~y are finite subsets of formulas of £. The truth of a formula [ is
defined inductively as follows.
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0,7) Epc Ba < d Eprop

517> ':BG Ga@age’y:g ':Propa

8,7) EBc ~¢ < (0,7) EBa ¢

8,7) FBc BAB < (0,7) FEpc Band (4,7) Frc B

2.2 Plans

A Dribble plan consists of basic actions and abstract plans composed by sequence and
conditional choice operators. The sequence operator, ‘;’, takes two plans, 71, 72, as
arguments and states that 7; should be performed before 7. The conditional choice
operator allows branching and generates plans of the form ‘if ¢ then m; else w2 . The
syntax of plans is defined as follows:

7w « a|b|if Bthen | else why | wy;7h

where a is an abstract plan, b is a basic action and 8 € Lp.

We depart from [18] in that we do not have an empty plan (denoted by E in [18])
as a special kind of plan which can occur as part of other plans. Below, we will use £
as a marker for an empty plan base, but not as a plan expression, to avoid introducing
rewriting rules for F/; E' to F and 7y ; F/; 5 to 71; o, etc.

We define length of a plan 7, len(7), inductively as follows:

len(a) =1
len(b) =1
len(if B then 7' else wh) = len(w}) + len(wh) + 4
len(n';w) = len(n’) + len(m)

Notice that in the case of the if-then-else statement, the length is the sum of lengths of
the plans 7f and 7} together with the number of extra symbols of the statement, i.e. i f,
then, else and [3.

Since in reality, agents can hold a plan up to some fixed length, we make an as-
sumption that all plans have length smaller than a certain preset number. Restricting the
length of plans also makes the set of plans finite. This is necessary for the axiomatisa-
tion of the logic later in the paper.

In the rest of this paper, we denote by Plans the set of all plans whose lengths are
smaller than len ;4 x, where len s 4 x 1S a natural number.

Plans = {r | len(r) < lenprax}

2.3 Dribble agents

Writing a Dribble agent means writing a number of goal rules and practical reasoning
rules. The syntax of goal rules (PG) and practical reasoning (PR) rules is given below.

— PGrules: 8 — 7  where 8 € Lpg and 7w € Plans
— PRrules: w1 | § — mo where 3 € Lp and 71, m2 € Plans, and w5 may be
empty.
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One writes a PG rule to intend that an agent with an empty plan base will generate a
plan 7 if its current belief and goal bases satisfy the condition encoded in 3. If the agent
has certain goals in its goal base, it will generate a plan based on its beliefs to hopefully
achieve those goals. A PR rule proposes a possible revision 75 to (the prefix of) a plan
w1 which is applicable if the belief base satisfies the condition encoded in 3. That is, if
the agent has certain beliefs which imply that the current plan will be unable to achieve
the intended goal(s) or that the plan is redundant and can be simplified, it can modify
the plan. Note that 75 can be empty, allowing the agent to drop part or all of a plan.

We have slightly modified the meaning of PR rules given in [18]. In Dribble, these
rules apply to complete plans (7 is the agent’s plan in its entirety, not a plan prefix,
for example a name for an abstract plan). In contrast we allow m; to be a prefix of the
agent’s plan, which is replaced by 7 followed by the continuation of the original plan.
We could have written PR rules as 7j;m | 3 — ;7 where 7 is a plan variable. In
cases where 71 matches the entire plan, our PR rules are equivalent to those in [18].
We believe that our generalisation is justified programmatically, and it presents an in-
teresting challenge for logical formalisation, in particular model-checking. To enforce
our assumption about the length of plans, we require that Dribble agents consist of PG
and PR rules which do not produce plans of length more than len ;4 x.

A Dribble agent only has one intention at a time, i.e., its plan base contains at
most one plan and it can apply a goal rule only when its plan is empty, and is strongly
committed to its goals, i.e., an agent drops a goal only when it believes that the goal has
been achieved.

A Dribble agent is a tuple (4, v, I, A) in which I" is a set of goal rules, A is set
of practical reasoning rules, J and ~ are the initial belief base and goal base and both
satisfy the following conditions:

1. 0 is consistent
2. Yo € 7,0 FEprop
3. Ya € 7, a is consistent

that is, the agent’s beliefs are consistent, it does not have as a goal any formula it already
believes to be the case, and each of its goals is consistent (though its goals may be
inconsistent with each other as they can be achieved at different times).

2.4 Operational semantics

In this section, we describe how a Dribble agent operates. A Dribble program P is a
pair (I, A) of PG rules and PR rules.

A configuration of an agent is a tuple (9, , {7}) where J, v and 7 are the agent’s
current belief base, goal base and plan base (where 7 is the current plan, possibly par-
tially executed), respectively. In what follows, we will omit the set brackets around the
plan for readability, as in (4, v, 7). The plan base can also be empty, which we will write
as (8,7, 0). The initial configuration of an agent is (Jo, Yo, #).

We specify the operational semantics of a Dribble agent as a set of transition rules.
Each transition corresponds to a single execution step and takes the system from one
configuration/state to another. In the cases corresponding to applying PG and PR rules,
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we have additional conditions to guarantee that we do not produce a plan of length
more than lenys 4 x . Notice that transitions from a configuration in which the plan base
begins with an abstract plan are included in application of PR rules.

Application of a goal rule

p—omel len(m) <lenprax (6,7) EBc ¢
<57 Y5 ®> —apply(p—) <67 s 7T>

Application of a plan revision rule

m|BomeA len(mg; ) < lenayax (0,7 FBc B
<67 YT 7T> ~apply(m1|B—72) <67 Y, 25 7T>

Basic action execution

T(b,0) =10 V' =v\{9 €719 EProp 9}
<57 v, b: 7T> —>ezecute(b) <6/7 ’ylv 7[‘)

where 7 is a belief update function which takes an action and a belief base and returns
the resulting belief base. 7 is a partial function since an action may not be applicable
in some situations.

Conditional statement

0.7) EBc B
<67 s lf B then 1 else 23 7T> execute(if) <57 Vs T3 7T>

<57 ,-y> %BG ﬁ
<67 v, if B then my else ma; 7T> execute(if) <57 Vs 23 7T>

Note that in the last three rules, 7 may be absent (or be an empty string), in which case
for example executing b; w will result in (6', 7/, 0).

For technical reasons, if in a configuration (4,7, 7) no transition rule is appli-
cable, we assume that there is a special ‘stall’ transition to the same configuration:
<57 Vs ) = stall <57 Vs ).

A computation tree C'T'(cg, P) for a Dribble agent with a program P = (I', A) is
a tree with root ¢y where each node is a configuration, such that for each node ¢ and
each child ¢’ of ¢, ¢ — ¢ is a transition in the transition system for P. The meaning of
a Dribble agent (5, 7o, P) is a tree CT({50, Y0, D), P).

3 A logic of Dribble programs

In this section, we introduce a logic which allows us to formalize the properties of Drib-
ble agent programs. Formulas of the logic will be used as input to the model-checker.
In addition, we give a complete axiomatisation of the models of the logic. Axiomati-
sation is, of course not necessary for model-checking, but it helps us to understand the
logic and its models; for example, the axioms may be more intuitive or clearer than the
semantic conditions on models.
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The language of our logic £ is based on Computation Tree Logic (CTL) [7] which
is a logic for reasoning about branching time. The syntax of CTL is as follows:

Loerr: o—plplei Ao | EXp | E(eUy) | A(@Uy) wherep € L

The meaning of the temporal operators is as follows: £.X ¢ means there is a successor
state which satisfies p; F(oU) means that there is a branch where ¢ holds until
becomes true; A(pU1)) means that on all branches, ¢ holds until 1.

3.1 Syntax
Lp extends Loy, with belief, goal and plan operators (Bs, Gs and P).
Lp: ¢ — Bso|Gsy|Pr|-p|o1Npa | EXo| E(pUy) | A(eUd)

where §, v C £; m € Plans U {E}. Bs and Gs describe the belief base and goal base
of the agent. Note that these operators apply to sets of formulas. P is used to describe
the plan base of the agent. If the agent’s plan is 7, this is expressed as P, and if the
plan base is empty, this is expressed as PF.

We will use the usual abbreviation:

AX @ = 2EX~-y (in all successor states, )

AF@ = A(TU) (on all branches, in some future state, )

EFyp = E(TUg) (there exists a branch, where in some future state, )
AGy = ~EF - (on all branches, in all states, )

EGyp = - AF— (there is a branch, where in all states, ).

3.2 Semantics

In this section we define models for the logic. We show in section 4 that they corre-
spond exactly to the computation trees for Dribble agents generated by the operational
semantics.

Given a Dribble agent program P = (I, A), a Dribble model of P is a triple Mp =
(S, R, V) in which:

— S is a nonempty set of states
— R C S x S satisfies the properties below
- V = (V,V,,V,) acollection of three functions, V,(s) : S — 2%, V(s) : § — 2¢
and Vj,(s) : S — 2F1ans satisfying the following conditions, for all s € S:
1. Vi(s) and Vj(s) are finite subsets of propositional formulas
. Vi(s) is consistent
V0 € Vy(s) : Va(s) Frrop
. Yo € Vy(s) : a is (propositionally) consistent
. Vp(s) is a singleton or an empty set.

D A~ W N
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To simplify the definition, we use the following conventions: Vg € I" of the form ¢ — 7
then guard(g) = ¢, body(g) = m, i.e. guard(g) specifies the mental condition for
which situation is a good idea to execute the plan, and body(g) is the plan generated
after firing the goal rule. Also, Vr € A of the form 71 | 5 — 7y then head(r) = 7,
guard(r) = [ and body(r) = mo. If V(s) = {m}, we will write V,,(s) = = for
readability.

Further requirements for R are listed below.

EPG: Forall s € S,if V,(s) = () and there exists g € I" such that (V;(s), V4(s)) EBc
guard(g) then there is s’ € S such that (s, s") € R with Vi (s) = Vi(s), Vy(s') =
Vy(s) and V,,(s") = body(g)

APG: For all (s,s’) € R such that V,,(s) = 0, then V(") = V,(s), Vy(s') = Vy(s)
and there is g € I" such that (Vy(s), V,(s)) Epa guard(g) and V,,(s") = body(g)

EBA: For all s € S, if V,(s) = b;n then there is s’ € S such that (s,s’) € R
with Vi (s) = T(b, Vi (5)), V(s') = Vi(s) \ {g € Vi(s)[Vs(s") =prop g} and
V() =m

EIF: Forall s € S, if V)(s) = m;s; m, where m;y = if § then m; else 7o, then there is
s’ € Ssuch that (s, s") € R with Vi, (s") = Vi (s), Vy(s') = Vy(s) and

Vo (s') = {m;ﬂ if (Vi(s), Vy(s)) Enc B

mo; ™ otherwise

EPR: Forall s € S, if V,,(s) = m1; 7 and there exists r € A such that head(r) = m
and (Vi(s), Vy4(s)) Epa guard(r) then there is s € S such that (s, s’) € R with
Vi(s') = Vo(s), Vy(s") = Vy(s) and V,,(s") = body(r); ™

ABAVPR: For all (s,s’) € R, such that V,,(s) = b;n’; 7, where 7’ might be empty,
then either of the following is true:

L Vi(s') = T(b, Vi (s)), Vy(s) = Vy(s) \ {g € Vy(s) | Vo(s') Fprop g} and
Vp(s) =n"sm

2. Vio(s') = Vi(s), Vy(s') = Vy(s), and there is r € Asuch that (V,(s), Vy(s)) FEra
guard(r), head(r) = by’ and V,,(s") = body(r); 7

AIFvPR For all (s,s’) € R such that V,,(s) = m;y;7’;m (7' might be empty), then
either of the following is true:

L Vi(s') = Vi(s). Vy() = Vy(s). and

Vo(s) = {m;ﬂ’;ﬂ if (Vo(s), Vy(s)) FEBc B

" | mo; 7’y otherwise

2. Vi(s') = Vo(s), Vy(s') = Vy(s), and there is r € A such that (V,(s), Vy(s)) Era
guard(r), head(r) = mp; 7" and V,,(s") = body(r); w
APR Forall (s, s") € R such that V,(s) = a;7’; 7 (7' might be empty), then Vj,(s') =

Vi(s), Vy(s') = Vy(s), and there is r € Asuch that (V,(s), Vy(s)) Epa guard(r),
head(r) = a;n’ and V,(s") = body(r); w

For any state s such that there are no transitions R(s, s’) required by the conditions
above, we stipulate R(s, s). This is required to make the transition relation serial.

No other transitions apart from those required by the conditions above exist in the
model.
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Given a model Mp and a state s of Mp, the truth of a £Lp formula is defined
inductively as follows:

- Mp,s EBsd & W(s) =4

~ Mp.s = Gsy & Vy(s) =7

- Mp,sEPre V(s)=mn

- Mp,S)ZPE@‘/p(S):Q)

- Mp,sE—~p< Mp,slEe

- Mp,sEp1 ANpa < Mp,s =1 and Mp,s |= o

- Mp,sEEXp<3s':(s,8) e R: Mp,s' =g

- Mp,s = E(¢Uv) < 3 path (so, s1, ..., S ) such that:
so = s;n > 0;(si,841) € RV0 < i <nand Mp,s, E ¢, and for all i < n,
]\/IP7Si ):1/)

- Mp,s = A(pUy) < V paths (s, s1, ...) such that:
so = sand Vi > 0 (s;,8;+1) € R, existsn > 0: Mp, s, = ¢, and for all i < n,

Mp,s; E 9

Note that the formulas of CTL are evaluated in state s on a tree corresponding to
an unravelling of Mp with the root s. Without loss of generality, we can assume that
each model of P is a tree with the root which intuitively corresponds to the initial
configuration of the agent.

3.3 Axiomatization

We will refer to the axiom system below as the Dribble logic of a program P, DL p. To
simplify the axioms, we use guard(g), body(g), head(r), guard(r) and body(r) with
the same meanings as in the model. Finally, we use 7; 5 for if 3 then 71 else ms.

CL classical propositional logic
CTL axioms of CTL
Ala \/ Bsé
scc
Alb Bsd — —Bsd', V' #§
An agent has only one belief base.
A2a \/ Gsy
yCL
A2b Gsy — ~Gsy,Vy £y
An agent has only one goal base.
A3a V Pr
w€PlansU{E}
A3b Pr — —P7/, where 7,7’ € Plans U{E},Vn' # 7
An agent has only one plan.
A4 —-Bsd, Vd such that § |=prop L
Belief base is consistent.
A5 Bsé — —Gsvyforall ysuchthat3g € v :  =prop g
All goals in goal base are not consequences of belief base.
A6 —Gsyforall ysuchthat 3g € v : g =prop L
Each goal in goal base is consistent.
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EPG Bsé A Gsy APE — EX(Bsd A Gsy A Pr) if 3g € I such that (3,7) Fpa
guard(g) and T = body(g)
In a state s where some planning goal rule is applicable, i.e. the current plan is
empty, there exists a next state s’ where its plan is the one generated by firing the

planning goal rule.
APG BsoANGsyAPE — AX( \/ (BsdAGsyAPm,)) where I' is a set of planning
ger’
goal rules ¢ that satisfies the following two conditions: (4, v) Epg guard(g) and
7y = body(g), provided I"" # 0.
In a state s where the current plan is empty, all possible next states from s are only
reachable by applying some PG rule, i.e. its plan is generated by firing the PG rule.
EBA Bsi A Gsy A P(b;m) — EX(Bsd A Gsy' A Pr) where 6’ = T'(b,d) and
Y =7\{9 19" Frrop 9}
In a state s where a basic action is applicable, there exists a next state s’ in which
the basic action is removed from its plan, and the belief base is updated according
to the basic action (the goal base, therefore, also has to be changed in order to

maintain the disjointness with the belief base).
EIF Bsd A Gsy AP(mp;m) — EX(Bso A Gsy AP (m;;m))

where
= {ﬂl if (Vo(s),Vy(s)) Fpc B

o otherwise

In a state s where the current plan begins with a conditional plan, there exists a
next state s’ in which the conditional plan is replaced by one of its two sub plans
depending on whether its condition is derivable or not from the belief base in s,
respectively.

EPR Bsio A Gsy AP(m;m) — EX(Bsd A Gsy A P(mg; 7))
if 3r € A such that (6,v) =g guard(r), head(r) = m and
o = body(r)
In a state s where a plan revision rule is applicable, i.e. the head of the rule is the
beginning of the current state and the guard of the rule is derivable from the current
belief and goal base, there exists a next state s’ in which the beginning of the plan
in s is replaced by the body of the rule.

ABAVPR Bsi AGsyAP(b;n';m) — AX((Bsd' AGsy AP(n;m)) v/ (Bsd' A

reA’

Gsy' A P(n”;m))) where A’ is a set of plan revision rules r that satisfies the
following three conditions: head(r) = b; 7', (8,v) Epg guard(r) and body(r) =
7', provided A’ # () or T ([, 9) is defined.
In a state s where a basic action b is the first element of the plan, we can only
transit to another state by executing the action or applying an applicable practical
reasoning rule.

AIFVPR Bso A Gsy AP (mp;n’sm) — AX((Bsé' A Gsy' AP (s 7’5 m)) vV

V (Bsd’ A Gsy' A P(n”;m))) where A’ is a set of plan revision rules r that

reA’
satisfy three following conditions: head(r) = m;s; 7, (0,7) Epc guard(r) and

body(r) = 7''; and
. {m if (Vo(s), Vy(s)) s 8

7o otherwise
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In a state s where an if-then-else statement is the first element of the plan, we can
only transit to another state by executing the if-then-else statement or applying an
applicable practical reasoning rule.
APR Bsd A GsyAP(a;m;m) — AX \/ (Bsd’ A Gsy AP(m;m)) where A’ is a
reA’
set of plan revision rules r that satisfy three following conditions: head(r) = a; 71,

(0,7) EBc guard(r) and body(r) = m; provided A’ £ (.
In a state s where an abstract plan is the first element of the plan, we can only transit
to another state by applying a practical reasoning rule.

Stall Bso A Gsy AP1 — AX(Bso A Gsy A Pr) where Bsd A Gsy A P describes
a configuration from which no normal transitions are available.

We have the following result.

Theorem 1. DLp is sound and complete with respect to the class of models of the
program P.

Proof. The proof of soundness is straightforward and is omitted. In the rest of this
section, we show the completeness of D L p. Most of the proof is from that of C'T'L [13].
Let BGP = 2° x 2¢ x (Plans U {E}). BGP intuitively corresponds to the set of
all possible configurations. Note that this is a finite set.
Given a consistent formula ¢, we construct the generalised Fischer-Ladner closure
of o, F'L(¢o), as the least set H of formulas containing ¢ such that:

.Bsde Hforalld C L

. Gsye HforallyC L

. Pr e Hforallw € Plans U {E}

. EX(Bsd A Gsy A Py) forall (6,v,7) € BGP

EX( \ (Bso A Gsy A P)) for all BGP' C BGP
(9,v,m)EBGP’

.p € H,thenp e H

. pANYp e H, thenp,p e H

. E(pUv) € H, then p, EXE(oUv¢) € H

. A(eU) € H, then o, AX A(pUv) € H

10. EXp € H,thenp € H

11. AXpe H,thenp € H

12. ¢ € H and ¢ is not of the form —), then ~¢p € H

OO A WN—

It is obvious that F'L(¢g) is finite. As usual, we define a subset s of F'L(ipp) that is
maximally consistent if s is consistent and for all ¢, —¢ € F'L(g), either ¢ or = is in
s. Repeat the construction of a model M for ¢ as in [13] based on the set of maximally
consistent sets of F'L(¢p), with the condition that the assignments are as follows:

- Vi(s) = ¢ for any ¢ such that Bsd € s
- Vg(s) = ~ for any  such that Gsy € s
- V,(s) = 7 for any 7 such that Pm € s (and V,,(s) = D if PE € s).

The above definition is well-defined because axioms A1x, A2x and A3x guarantee that
there are exactly one Bsd € s, Gsy € s and P7 € s. Our remaining task is to show
that M is, in fact, a model of P.
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EPG: Assume that Vi (s) = 8, Vy(s) = v and V,(s) = 0, then we have Bsé A Gsy A
PFE € s. Furthermore, assume that there is g € I” such that (3, 7) Epa guard(g).
By axiom EPG and modus ponens (MP), EX (Bsd A Gsy A Pbody(g)) € s.
According to the construction of M, there is s’ such that Bsd A Gsy APbody(g) €
s and (s, s") € R.Itis obvious that V4 (s") = ¢, Vy(s") = v and V,,(s") = body(g).
APG: Assume that V;,(s) = 6, Vy(s) = v and V,,(s) = 0, then we have Bsd A Gsy A
PE € s.Let I is the set of PG rules g € I" such that (3, v) FEpa guard(g). By

axiom APG and modus ponens (MP), AX( \/ (Bsd A Gsvy A Pbody(g))) € s.
ger’
According to the construction of M, for any s’ such that (s, s’) € R,

\/ (Bsd A Gsy A Pbody(g)) € s

ger”

Then, there exists g € I such that Bsd A Gsvy A Pbody(g) € s'. It is obvious that
Vi(s') = 0, Vy(s') = v and V() = body(g).

The proof of other conditions on R is similar to the two cases above and are omitted.
This shows that M is a model of the program P.

4 Verification

We can express properties of Dribble programs using CTL operators in the usual way.
For example, a safety property that ‘nothing bad will happen’ can be expressed as
AG—¢, where ¢ is a description of the ‘bad’ situation. Similarly, a liveness property
that ‘something good will happen’, for example the agent will achieve its goal, can
be expressed as E'F'¢, where ¢ is a description of the ‘good’ situation. It is essential
however that we know that we are verifying the properties with respect to the compu-
tation trees which precisely correspond to the operational semantics of the agent. We
prove in the next section that models of the logic correspond to computation trees, and
hence that a CTL formula is true at the root of a Dribble model for P if, and only if,
the corresponding property holds for the initial configuration cg of its computation tree
C T(CO7 P ) .

4.1 Correspondence theorem

We say that a state s of some model Mp is corresponding to a configuration ¢ €
CT (¢, P) (notation: s ~ ¢) iff ¢ = (V, (), Vy(s), Vp(s)).

Consider a Dribble agent (g, Yo, P) and its computational tree C'T'({Jo, Y0, ?), P).
We claim that it is isomorphic to the Dribble model of P with the root sg such that
s0 ~ {d0,70,?) and for every state s, all children of s are distinct. The last condition
is required for isomorphism; there may be Dribble models for P where there are du-
plicated transitions to identical states. Such duplication of identical successors does not
affect the truth of DL p formulas.

Theorem 2. CT(cy, P) is isomorphic to the Dribble model Mp of P with the root s
such that sy ~ cq satisfying the condition that for every state s, all children of s are
distinct.
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Proof. We are going to show that ~ defines a bijection between the states of C'T'(co, P)
and M p. We prove the theorem by induction on the distance from the root of the tree.

Base case: Assume that (sg, s) € R in Mp. We will show that there exists a unique cg
with ¢ — ¢ in CT(cq, P) and s ~ c. The other direction (if ¢cg — ¢ then there is a
unique s such that R(sg, ) and s ~ c¢) is similar.

Case 1: Assume that V,(sg) = (), by APG, there is g € I such that

(V(s0), Vy(s)) FBa guard(g)

Furthermore, Vi (s) = Vi (s0). Vy(s) = Vi (s0) and Vy (s) = body(g). Let ¢ = (Vi (s), Vy(s), Vp(s)).
By the operational semantics, co — appiy(g) C-

Case 2: Assume that V,,(sg) = b;7’; w (7' might be empty). As (so, s) € R, ABAVPR
implies that there are two cases to consider. In the first case, Vi, (s) = T'(b, Vs(s0)),
Va(s) = Vy(so) \ {a € Vy(so) | Vi(s) Eprop @} and V,(s) = «’; 7. Simply let
c = (Vi(s), Vy(s),n'm), we have that cg —cpecute(v) ¢ In the second case, we have
Vi(s) = Vi(s0), Vy4(s) = Vy(so) and there is r € A such that head(r) = b; 7’ and

(Vi (50), Vy(s0)) B guard(r)

and Vj,(s) = body(r); m. Letc = (Vi (s), Vy(s), body(r); m), then we have co —qppiy(r)
c.

For the other cases of V), (), the proof is done in a similar manner by using the suitable
conditions of R.

Induction step: Assume that the path from s, to s has length n > 1. That means there
are s1,...,8, = sin Mp such that (s;,s;+1) € R for all ¢ > 0. By the induction
hypothesis, there are ci,...,c,—1 such that s; ~ ¢; forall ¢ = 0,...,n — 1 and
Ci =g, Ci+1 by some

x; € {execute(b), execute(if), apply(g), apply(r)}
By repeating the proof of the base case, we have that there is ¢,, such that s,, ~ ¢, and

Cn—1 —g Cpn Dy some

x € {execute(b), execute(if), apply(g), apply(r)}.

4.2 Automated verification

In this section, we show how to encode D L p models for a standard CTL model checker
to allow the automated verification of properties of Dribble programs. For the examples
reported here, we have used the MOCHA model checker [3], due to the ease with which
we can specify Dribble programs in reactive modules, the description language used by
MOCHA.!

! Note that model checkers such as MCMAS [15] intended for the verification of multi-agent
systems are not appropriate, as they assume that epistemic modalities are defined in terms of
accessibility relations, rather than syntactically as in £p.
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States of the DL p models correspond to an assignment of values to state variables
in the model checker. In particular, the agent’s mental state is encoded as a collection
of state variables. The agent’s goals and beliefs are encoded as boolean variables with
the appropriate initial values. The agent’s plan is encoded as an array of steps of length
lenprax + 1. step is an enumeration type which includes all basic actions and ab-
stract plans declared in the agent’s program, and a set of special if-fokens. Each if-token
(8, u, v) corresponds to an if-then-else construct appearing one of the agent’s plans, and
encodes the belief(s) tested, 3 and the lengths of the ‘then’ and ‘else’ branches (denoted
by u and v respectively). All elements of the plan array are initially assigned the value
null

The execution of plans and the application of goal and practical reasoning rules
are encoded as a MOCHA atom which describes the initial condition and transition
relation for the variables corresponding to the agent’s belief and plan bases. A basic
action is performed if the corresponding step token is the first element in the plan array.
Executing the action updates the agent’s beliefs appropriately and advances the plan,
i.e., for each plan element ¢ > 0, the step at location ¢ is moved to location ¢ — 1. If
the first element of the plan array is an if-token, a test is performed on the appropriate
belief(s) and the plan advanced accordingly. For example, if the first element of the
plan array is (3, u,v) and 3 is false, the plan is advanced u + 1 steps. Goal rules can
be applied when the agent has no plan, i.e., when the first element of the plan array
contains ‘null’, and the rule’s mental condition holds (i.e., the agent has the appropriate
beliefs and goals). Firing the rule writes the plan which forms the body of the goal
rule into the plan array. Practical reasoning rules can be applied when the plan to be
revised matches a prefix of the plan array and the rule’s belief condition is believed by
the agent. Firing the rule writes the plan which forms the body of the rule into the plan
array and appends the suffix of the original plan (if any). In the case in which the first
element of the plan array is an abstract action, application of the appropriate practical
reasoning rule inserts the plan corresponding to the abstract action at the beginning of
the plan array. An additional atom encodes the agent’s commitment strategy, and drops
any goals the agent has come to believe as a result of executing a basic action.

The evolution of the system’s state is described by an initial round followed by an
infinite sequence of update rounds. State variables are initialised to their initial val-
ues in the initial round and new values are assigned to the variables in the subsequent
update rounds. At each update round, MOCHA non-deterministically chooses between
executing the next step in the plan (if any) and firing any applicable goal and practical
reasoning rules.

4.3 Example

As an illustration, we show how to prove properties of a simple agent program written in
Dribble. Consider the following Dribble program for a simple ‘vacuum cleaner’ agent.
The agent’s environment consists of two rooms, room1 and room2, and its goal is to
clean both rooms. The agent has actions which allow it to move between rooms and
to clean a room, and goal rules which allow it to select an appropriate plan to clean a
room. To clean a room the agent’s battery must be charged and cleaning discharges the
battery. The agent has a PR rule which revises a plan which is not executable because

174



the battery has become discharged. The agent’s beliefs and goals are expressed using
the following propositional variables: cl, c¢2 which mean that room1 and room?2 are
clean, r1, 2 which mean that the agent is in room1 and room2, and b means that the
agent’s battery is charged. The agent has the following five basic actions:?

- mR for ‘move right’. It is applicable if the agent’s belief base ¢ is such that ¢ |=p,op
r1, for example § = {bA—cl A—ca Ar1A—r2}. For this particular , 7 (mR, §) =
{b A =l A —=ca A =1l A r2}, that is, the agent no longer believes that it is in r1
but believes that it is in r2. In general, 7 (mR, §) is defined as follows: for every
« € 4, in every disjunct in « containing 71, replace 1 with —r1 and for every
disjunct containing —r2, replace —r2 with 2.

— mL for ‘move left’. The belief update function is defined analogously.

— cR for ‘clean room’. It is applicable if the agent’s belief base ¢ is such that § =50
b. If the action is executed in room1, it makes c1 true, similarly for executing cR in
room2. In both cases b becomes false.

— ¢B for ‘charge battery’. It is only applicable in 72 (intuitively because this is where
the charger is) and it makes b true.

The agent’s program consists of the following two goal rules:

g1 =cl — if rl thencR else mL;cR
g2 =2 — if r2 then cR else mR;cR

and the PR rule:
ri=cB;m|rl - mR;eB;m

We would like to verify that, starting in a state in which the agent believes that it
is in rooml, r1, and its battery is charged, b, the above program results in the agent
achieving its goals c1 and c2. This can be achieved by verifying, for the corresponding
model, that AF(Bcl A Bc2) is true in the initial configuration where b, —c1, —ca, 71
and —r2 are true.

5 Related work

A logic for proving properties of Dribble agents is presented in [18], based on dynamic
logic rather than on CTL. However, no axiomatisation of the logic or automated ver-
ification procedure is given. In [1,2], Alechina et al. introduced a logic which is also
based on dynamic logic for verification of agent programs written in a sublanguage of
3APL, but this work does not consider rules to revise plans. In [10] Dastani et al. prove a
correspondence between an APL-like agent programming language and a specification
language based on CTL, and show that any agent implemented in the language satisfies
some desirable properties, e.g., relating to commitment strategies. In contrast, our aim
in this paper is to verify whether a given property holds for a particular agent program.
In addition, the APL considered by Dastani et al. does not include practical reasoning

2 For simplicity, we omit abstract actions.
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rules, and hence their results are confined to agents which are unable to revise their
plans.

A strand of work on model-checking properties of agent programming languages is
represented by [4] and continued by [11, 12] who use Java Path Finder (JPF) which is
a model checker for Java programs. This approach requires writing a Java interpreter
for the language using Agent Infrastructure Layer (AIL). After that, verification pro-
ceeds as for a standard Java program, without exploiting any features specific to agent
programming languages.

A model-checking approach to automated verification of ConGolog programs was
described in [8]. The paper proposes a very expressive logic which includes first-order
language for specifying properties of programs and defines a model-checking algorithm
for the logic. Due to the first-order sublanguage, the algorithm is not guaranteed to
terminate. While ConGolog is a very expressive language, it differs from the APL and
Dribble family of languages in that it lacks an explicit mechanism for revising plans.

MetateM [14] is another language for agent programming which is based on exe-
cutable temporal statements. Although it is easy to verify automatically properties of
agents written in MetateM, the language is very different from agent programming lan-
guages such as 3APL, AgentSpeak and Dribble, where plan constructs are based on
conventional imperative languages (e.g. plans with branching constructs and loops).

6 Conclusion

This paper describes a temporal logic which allows us to axiomatise the set of transition
systems generated by the operational semantics of a Dribble program, and formulate
properties of a Dribble agent, such as that the agent is guaranteed to achieve its goals
or is not going to violate some safety restrictions. One of the interesting properties of
Dribble are practical reasoning or plan rewriting rules, and we believe that they pose
interesting challenges for logical formalisation; in particular, we had to introduce ex-
plicit ‘plan operators’ in the language to model those rules. We show how to encode
the models of the logic as input to a standard model-checker, which gives an automatic
procedure for verifying properties of a Dribble program.
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