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Abstract

This paperinvestigateghe formal pragmaticsof ambiguousexpressionsby
modelingambiguityin a multi-agentsystem.Sucha framework allows usto give
a morerefinednotion of the kind of informationthatis conveyed by ambiguous
expressions We analyzehow ambiguity affectsthe knowledgeof the dialog par
ticipantsand, especially what they know abouteachother after an ambiguous
sentencérasbeenuttered. The agentscommunicatevith eachotherby meansof
at el | -function, whoseapplicationis constrainedy animplementatiorof some
of Grice’smaxims.Theinformationstatesof the multi-agentsystemitself arerep-
resentedsaKripke structuresandt el | is anupdatefunctiononthosestructures.
This framevork enablesus to distinguishbetweenthe information corveyed by
ambiguoussentencess. the information corveyed by disjunctions,andbetween
semantiambiguityvs. perceved ambiguity

1 Intr oduction

The ambiguity of naturallanguageposesproblemsfor arny formal theorywithin Lin-
guistics,PhilosophyCognitive Psychologyor Atrtificial Intelligence.If onetriesto set
upaformal framework dealingwith ambiguousexpressionspneimmediatelyfacesn-
terestingflundamentatjuestionsboutthe natureof ambiguity: How shouldtheformal
semanticof anambiguousexpressiorbe defined?Whatis the informationcorveyed
by ambiguousxpressions2Vhenis an expressionpercevedasambiguous?The last
questionis relevantsincespealersare often not aware of the factthatthey have said
somethingvhichis ambiguous.

Thesequestionshowv thatambiguitymainly becomegelevantin situationswhere
morethanonepersonis involved. In this paperwe analyzewhenambiguitiesariseby
looking at a multi-agentsystem wherethe agentsalsocommunicatevith ambiguous
statementsAnalyzingambiguityin a multi-agentsystemis promisingsinceit allows
usto createan artificial dialog situationwherethe ervironmentis clearly definedand
theissueamentionedabove canbe analyzedundersterileconditions.

Additionally, multi-agentsystemsarenot only interestingasatool for semanticists
to formalize somepragmaticaspects Existing multi-agentcommunicatiodanguages
like KQML (LabrouandFinin 1994)andACL (FIPA 1999)usesomeof Grice’s co-
operative principles (Grice 1989)to definethe semanticof the agentlanguageand



make useof pragmaticnotionsstemmingfrom speechacttheory(cf. Searle1969)to
implementmorecomplex forms of agentcommunication.

2 A Multi-Agent Systemwith Ambiguity

The framework asit is proposecdhere,is to someextent similar to the contectual ap-
proachof Buvat (1996),who alsousesa modallogic to formalizeambiguity On the
otherhand,his approachis restrictedto a single-agenscenarioandthereforenot ap-
propriateto answelthe questionsve mentionedn the precedingsection.

2.1 The Framework

The scenariois very basic. Eachmemberof a group of n agentsknows somefacts
aboutthe world andthe otheragents.The only actiontaking place,is that one of the
agentstells a group of otheragentswhat he knows. Is is assumedhat he only tells
thingsthatheknowsto betrueandthatthe otheragentslo notdoubtwhatheis saying.
Two agentamight differ in whatthey know, but for simplicity, it is assumedhattheir
knowledgeis non-conflicting.

To modeltheinformationstateof theagentsywe usevaluedrootedKripkestructures
(M,wWV): M= (W,{R }icq,4), we W, andV is avaluationfunction,V : W — P2,
IP? beingthe powersetof the setof propositionalvariablesP. As usual,W is a setof
possibleworlds, 4 afinite setof Agents,and{R; }ic4 is asetof accessibilityrelations
betweenworlds for eachagenti € 4. We saythatwRw if agenti considersworld
w possiblein world w. Knowledgeis expressedy a setof modaloperators(K; }ic 4,
where (9, w) = Ki¢ iff (9,w) = ¢ for all w suchthatwRw. In the sequel,we
sometime®mit thevaluation: (9t,w) = ¢ iff (I, w,V) = ¢, for arbitraryV.

Groupknowledge(E) andcommonknowledge(C) aredefinedasin Fagin et al.
(1995): (MM, w) = Ecd iff (M, w) = Aicc Kid and(Dt,w) = Cad iff (I, w) = Ec(d A
Cs9). Informationstructuresarefully introspectve andserial;i.e., they arein KD45:
Forall w e W andi € 4 it holdsthat

(D) (9,w) = —K;L (seriality)
4) (M, w) EKip — KiKi¢ (positive introspection)
(5) (Mm,w) = -Kip — Ki—Kid (negativeintrospection)

The agentsareendavedwith very limited communicatie capabilities.In fact,the
only communicatve actsareof theform tell(i, G, S), whichis definedasfollows:

Definition 1 (tell) tell isafunctionfrom valuedrootedKripke structureso valued
rootedKripke structureslit canbe seenasan updatefunction. Additionally, tell has
threeparameters(i, {G}, S), wherei is anagent(the spealer), G C A4\{i} is agroup
of agents(the hearers}, andSis a naturallanguagesentencébelongingto some(not
furtherspecified)fragment£&"9 of English.

ITherestrictionthatthe spealer is not partof thegroupof hearerss mainly dueto formal corvenience,
asit simplifiestheimplementatiorof someof the cooperatie principles.



Although being desirable,it is not possiblein the proposediramenork that two
communicatve actstake placeat the sametime. Allowing two or moretell-actions
to take placeat the sametime, would requireparallelupdating. Again, for simplicity,
we do not considetthis possibility.

A function T from £8"9 to LPL0 (propositionallogic) generateshe possiblese-
mantic representationsf S. Actually, T(S) returnsthe setof equivalenceclassesf
the readings,suchthat readingswhich are equivalentbelongto the sameclass. [§]
indicatesheequivalenceclassd belongso.

Definition 2 (SemanticAmbiguity) If Se L&"9 thenSis saidto besemanticallyam-
biguousiff [T1(S)| > 1, i.e., thereareat leasttwo non-equvalentwaysto representhe
semanticef S.

Thefactthatsis semanticalllambiguousioesnot meanthatit is alsoperceivedas
ambiguoudy the spealer or the hearer(s)cf. Poesio(1996). In Section2.2, we will
seehow to definethedifferencebetweersemantiandperceved ambiguityformally.

We areawareof thefactthatpropositionalogic is not expressve enoughto bean
appropriaterepresentatiotanguagefor the semanticof naturallanguageutterances,
but this restrictionallows us to blendout further intricaciesthat canarisein a multi-
agentsystemfor naturallanguagedialogs(see,e.g., Francezand Berg 1994), so we
canfocuson issueghatarestrictly relatedto the problemof ambiguity

2.2 Implementing Cooperative Principles

Before we discussin more detail how ambiguity is treated,we posesomegeneral
constraintson the executionof communicatve acts. Theseconstraintsare basedon
Grice’s maxims cf. Grice (1989),andcanbe consideredhsa partialimplementatiorof
Grice’s maximsin a multi-agentsystem,seealsoLabrouandFinin (1994)and FIPA
(1999)for differentwaysof integratingGrice’s maximsinto anagentcommunication
language.

Definition 3 (Cooperative Principles) Givena valuedrootedKripke structureof the
form (M, w,V) representinghe currentinformation state, the following constraints
areimposedon the applicationof tell. If tell(i,G,S)(9M,w,V) = (9, w,V’), then
J[¢] € 1(S) suchthat

0 O,wV) EKd
Maxim of Quality: do not saythat for which youlack adequatesvidence This
isimplementedy requiringthataspealerknowsthatatleastoneof thereadings
of Sis true.

(i) (M,wV) = Ki—Criyuctd
Maxim of Quantity: malke your contribution as informativeas is required for
the currentpurposef the exchange. Agenti knows thatat leastonereadingof
Sis not partof thecommonknowledge.



(ii)) V[W] € TS\ {[$1} M, W V) = Ki(CiiyuaW V CiiyusW)
Maxim of Manner: avoid ambiguity Agenti knows thatit is commonknowl-
edgeamongstthe spealer andthe hearerghat eitherall readings of S, such
that [y] # [¢], aretrue (andthereforeuninformative) or false(anthereforecon-
flicting).

(iv) (M, wW,V') = Ciiyucd
Grounding Criterion : After telling S, ¢ is commonknowledgeof the hearers
andthespealer (i).

Similarto LabrouandFinin (1994),theseconditionsaredividedinto pre-conditions
thathave to hold beforea communicatie actioncanbe executedi.e., beforeupdating
the original Kripke model) and post-conditionghat describewhat hasto hold after
wards.

(i)—(iii) arethe pre-conditionsof applyingt el | to a valuedKripke structure.(iv)
is the post-conditionwherethe spealer’s contributionis addedo the commonknowl-
edgeseee.g.Clark andSchaefe1992).

Updatingin amulti-agentsystemwherethepre-conditiongi)—(iii) areimplemented
ashardconstraintwill alwaysyield aresultingstatewhich satisfieshe post-condition
(iv). l.e., althoughthe agentscan communicatewith semanticallyambiguoussen-
tences,t cannothappenthat sucha sentences also perceved as ambiguousby the
hearer(s).

On the otherhand,if the pre-conditiong(i)—(iii) areimplementedas default con-
straints and,for instancethe Maximof Manneris violatedby a spealer, theGrounding
Criterion is notguaranteedo hold.

Definition 4 (Perceived Ambiguity) Let Sbeasemanticallyambiguoussentenceas
definedin Definition 2, tell1(i,G, S)(M,w,V) = (M',w,V'), andthe following con-
ditionshold:

1. (ml7w7vl) ': _'C{i}UGq)

2. (M, W, V') = Egiyue(Vigiers Crijucd)
Then,we saythatSis percevedasambiguous.

Detectionof ambiguity is alsoimportantfor building intelligent dialog systems,
becausé caninform thesystento applyrepairstratgies,cf. McRoy andHirst (1995).

This illustratesalsothe differencebetweenambiguity and disjunction. If anam-
biguoussentence&is treatedthe sameway asthedisjunctionof its mreadings\/j ; Ok,
it would resultin awealer post-conditiorof theform (9%, w,V') |= Cyiyus Vi1 Ok-

Finally, we mentionanotherimportantconstrainton updating,namelythe preser
vationof known facts.

Definition 5 (Information Increase) Let {K; }. ; bethesetof finite concatenationsf
elementf {K; }ic, includingtheemptysequence. If K € {Ki}icq and(M,wV) =
Ko, thentell(i,G,S)(M,w,V) = Ko.

Thisdefinitionof informationincreasewhichis amoregenerateformulationof Groen-
eveld'sdescriptiveinformationincrease cf. Groeneeld (1995).



2.3 Updating with Ambiguous Information

Let usconsideranexample. The Kripke-structureslepictedin Figurel andFigure2,
representhe information stateof Agent 1 and Agent 2, respectiely.? We restrict
oursehesto two propositionalvariablesp andg. Agent1 doesknow that p holds,but
is uncertainraboutthetruth of g. In addition,he doesnotknow whetherAgent2 knows
p or g, or whetherAgent2 knows whetherAgent1 knows p or g, etc.

p.q p,—q -p.q -Pq p.q p.—q -p.q -p,7q

Figurel: A Kripke modelrepresentingheinformationstateof Agent1

More formally, thefollowing holds:
1. (Sﬁ,W,V) ': KipA—=Kiq
2. (M, w,V) = —KiKz(Cy12ypV Cy12509)

p.q p:—q -p,q -p,—q

Figure2: A Kripke modelrepresentingheinformationstateof Agent2

Agent2, ontheotherhanddoesknow:
1L (MwV) = Ka(pAq)
2. (MwV) E -Ko(KipVKi0)

If Agent1 tells Agent2 thatSis the casewheret(S) = {p,q}, thenthemodelin
Figurel andFigure 2 hasto be updatedwith tel1(1,{2},S). Again,focusingonthe
informationstateof Agent1, this resultsin theKripke-structureslisplayedoy Figure3
andFigure4.

Note thatbothfiguresbelongto the sameKripke structure.The split-upis entirely dueto spaceimita-
tions.




Figure3: Theinformationstateof Agent1 afterupdatingwith S

Having told Sto Agent2, Agent1 knowsthatAgent2 eitherknows that p holdsor
thatheknowsthatq holds,i.e., tel1(1,{2},S) (M, w,V) E Ki(K2pV Kz20).

p,d p,—q p,—q p,q —p,q —p,q
1,2
1,2 12
1 \/ 1F
p7 q © pa q
2 N pa 2

Figure4: Theinformationstateof Agent2 afterupdatingwith S

Determiningtheresultinginformationstateof Agent2 is abit morecomplex. First
of all, to which extentshouldAgent 2 obey the cooperatie principles?We know that
Agentl violatedthe maximof mannerbut Agent1 doesnotknow that. For simplicity,
we assumehatthe hearer(spive the spealer full credit, which meanghatthey think
thatthe spealer obeys all cooperatie principles.

Turningto Figure4, therearefour possibilities,two for eachreadingof S. Either
Agent2 thinksthat Agent1 intendedto say p, becauséneis uncertainaboutthe truth
of g or becauséne knowsthatq is nottrue; andanalogouslyfor g, the otherreadingof
S

3 Conclusions

We have seerthat,to someextent,ambiguitycanbe modeledn a multi-agentsystem.
It becamalsoclearthatthisis certainlyanon-trivial task,involving alot of intricacies,
mostof which we have simplified in this paper The presentedramework is mainly
intendedto give a roughideahow to formalize ambiguity in a multi-agentsystem,
whereseveral extensionsarestill neededIn particular we intendto put future efforts
into tackling two problems. How to extend the frameawork to first-order (dynamic)
logic, andwhich otherpragmatigprinciplescanbeimplemented?
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