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This paperinvestigatesthe formal pragmaticsof ambiguousexpressionsby
modelingambiguityin a multi-agentsystem.Sucha framework allows usto give
a morerefinednotion of the kind of informationthat is conveyed by ambiguous
expressions.We analyzehow ambiguityaffectstheknowledgeof thedialogpar-
ticipantsand, especially, what they know abouteachother after an ambiguous
sentencehasbeenuttered.Theagentscommunicatewith eachotherby meansof
a tell-function,whoseapplicationis constrainedby an implementationof some
of Grice’smaxims.Theinformationstatesof themulti-agentsystemitself arerep-
resentedasaKripke structuresandtell is anupdatefunctionon thosestructures.
This framework enablesus to distinguishbetweenthe informationconveyed by
ambiguoussentencesvs. the informationconveyed by disjunctions,andbetween
semanticambiguityvs.perceivedambiguity.

1 Intr oduction

Theambiguityof naturallanguageposesproblemsfor any formal theorywithin Lin-
guistics,Philosophy, CognitivePsychologyor Artificial Intelligence.If onetriesto set
upaformal framework dealingwith ambiguousexpressions,oneimmediatelyfacesin-
terestingfundamentalquestionsaboutthenatureof ambiguity:How shouldtheformal
semanticsof anambiguousexpressionbedefined?What is the informationconveyed
by ambiguousexpressions?Whenis anexpressionperceivedasambiguous?The last
questionis relevantsincespeakersareoften not awareof the fact that they have said
somethingwhich is ambiguous.

Thesequestionsshow thatambiguitymainly becomesrelevantin situationswhere
morethanonepersonis involved. In this paper, we analyzewhenambiguitiesariseby
looking at a multi-agentsystem,wheretheagentsalsocommunicatewith ambiguous
statements.Analyzingambiguityin a multi-agentsystemis promisingsinceit allows
us to createanartificial dialogsituationwheretheenvironmentis clearlydefinedand
theissuesmentionedabovecanbeanalyzedundersterileconditions.

Additionally, multi-agentsystemsarenotonly interestingasatool for semanticists
to formalizesomepragmaticaspects.Existingmulti-agentcommunicationlanguages
like KQML (LabrouandFinin 1994)andACL (FIPA 1999)usesomeof Grice’s co-
operative principles (Grice 1989) to definethe semanticsof the agentlanguageand
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make useof pragmaticnotionsstemmingfrom speechact theory(cf. Searle1969)to
implementmorecomplex formsof agentcommunication.

2 A Multi-Agent Systemwith Ambiguity

The framework asit is proposedhere,is to someextent similar to the contextual ap-
proachof Buvač (1996),who alsousesa modallogic to formalizeambiguity. On the
otherhand,his approachis restrictedto a single-agentscenario,andthereforenot ap-
propriateto answerthequestionswe mentionedin theprecedingsection.

2.1 The Framework

The scenariois very basic. Eachmemberof a groupof n agentsknows somefacts
abouttheworld andtheotheragents.Theonly actiontakingplace,is thatoneof the
agentstells a groupof otheragentswhat he knows. Is is assumedthat he only tells
thingsthatheknowsto betrueandthattheotheragentsdonotdoubtwhatheis saying.
Two agentsmight differ in what they know, but for simplicity, it is assumedthat their
knowledgeis non-conflicting.

To modeltheinformationstateof theagents,weusevaluedrootedKripkestructures�����
w
�
V � : ���	�

W
��


Ri � i 
�� ����� , w � W, andV is a valuationfunction,V : W ��� 2,� 2 beingthepowersetof thesetof propositionalvariables� . As usual,W is a setof
possibleworlds,

�
a finite setof Agents,and



Ri � i 
�� is a setof accessibilityrelations

betweenworlds for eachagenti � � . We saythat wRiw� if agenti considersworld
w� possiblein world w. Knowledgeis expressedby a setof modaloperators



Ki � i 
�� ,

where
�����

w��� � Kiϕ if f
�����

w����� � ϕ for all w� suchthat wRiw� . In the sequel,we
sometimesomit thevaluation:

�����
w��� � ϕ if f

�����
w
�
V ��� � ϕ, for arbitraryV.

Groupknowledge(E) andcommonknowledge(C) aredefinedasin Fagin et al.
(1995):

�����
w��� � EGϕ if f

�����
w� � �"!

i 
 G Kiϕ and
�����

w�#� � CGϕ if f
�����

w�#� � EG
�
ϕ $

CGϕ � . Informationstructuresarefully introspectiveandserial;i.e., they arein KD45n:
For all w � W andi � � it holdsthat

(D)
�����

w�%� �'&
Ki ( (seriality)

(4)
�����

w�%� � Kiϕ � KiKiϕ (positive introspection)

(5)
�����

w�%� �'&
Kiϕ � Ki

&
Kiϕ (negative introspection)

Theagentsareendowedwith very limited communicativecapabilities.In fact,the
only communicativeactsareof theform )+*-,-, � i � G � S� , which is definedasfollows:

Definition 1 ()+*.,-,)+*-,-,)+*.,-, ) )+*.,/, is afunctionfrom valuedrootedKripkestructuresto valued
rootedKripkestructures.It canbeseenasanupdatefunction. Additionally, )+*.,-, has
threeparameters,

�
i
��


G � � S� , wherei is anagent(thespeaker), G 0 �21-

i � is a group

of agents(thehearers),1 andS is a naturallanguagesentencebelongingto some(not
furtherspecified)fragment3 eng of English.

1Therestrictionthat thespeaker is not partof thegroupof hearersis mainly dueto formal convenience,
asit simplifiestheimplementationof someof thecooperative principles.
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Although beingdesirable,it is not possiblein the proposedframework that two
communicativeactstake placeat thesametime. Allowing two or more )+*.,-, -actions
to take placeat thesametime, would requireparallelupdating.Again, for simplicity,
wedo not considerthis possibility.

A function τ from 3 eng to 3 PL0 (propositionallogic) generatesthe possiblese-
mantic representationsof S. Actually, τ

�
S� returnsthe setof equivalenceclassesof

the readings,suchthat readingswhich are equivalentbelongto the sameclass. 4 ϕ 5
indicatestheequivalenceclassϕ belongsto.

Definition 2 (SemanticAmbiguity) If S ��3 eng, thenS is saidto besemanticallyam-
biguousiff � τ � S�6�87 1, i.e., thereareat leasttwo non-equivalentwaysto representthe
semanticsof S.

Thefactthats is semanticallyambiguousdoesnot meanthatit is alsoperceivedas
ambiguousby thespeaker or thehearer(s),cf. Poesio(1996). In Section2.2,we will
seehow to definethedifferencebetweensemanticandperceivedambiguityformally.

We areawareof thefact thatpropositionallogic is not expressive enoughto bean
appropriaterepresentationlanguagefor the semanticsof naturallanguageutterances,
but this restrictionallows us to blendout further intricaciesthat canarisein a multi-
agentsystemfor naturallanguagedialogs(see,e.g.,FrancezandBerg 1994),so we
canfocuson issuesthatarestrictly relatedto theproblemof ambiguity.

2.2 Implementing CooperativePrinciples

Before we discussin more detail how ambiguity is treated,we posesomegeneral
constraintson the executionof communicative acts. Theseconstraintsarebasedon
Grice’smaxims, cf. Grice(1989),andcanbeconsideredasapartialimplementationof
Grice’s maximsin a multi-agentsystem,seealsoLabrouandFinin (1994)andFIPA
(1999)for differentwaysof integratingGrice’s maximsinto anagentcommunication
language.

Definition 3 (CooperativePrinciples) Givena valuedrootedKripke structureof the
form

�����
w
�
V � representingthe currentinformation state,the following constraints

areimposedon theapplicationof )+*-,-, . If )+*-,-, � i � G � S� �����
w
�
V � �9��� � � w� � V �:� , then; 4 ϕ 5<� τ

�
S� suchthat

(i)
�����

w
�
V �%� � Kiϕ

Maxim of Quality : do not saythat for which youlack adequateevidence. This
is implementedby requiringthataspeakerknowsthatat leastoneof thereadings
of S is true.

(ii)
�����

w
�
V �%� � Ki

&
C= i >@? Gϕ

Maxim of Quantity : make your contribution as informativeas is required for
thecurrentpurposesof theexchange. Agent i knows thatat leastonereadingof
S is not partof thecommonknowledge.
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(iii) A�4ψ 5<� τ
�
S� 1-
 4 ϕ 5 � �����

w
�
V �%� � Ki

�
C= i >B? Gψ C C= i >@? G

&
ψ �

Maxim of Manner: avoidambiguity. Agent i knows that it is commonknowl-
edgeamongstthe speaker andthe hearersthat eitherall readingsψ of S, such
that 4ψ 5�D� 4 ϕ 5 , aretrue(andthereforeuninformative)or false(anthereforecon-
flicting).

(iv)
��� � � w� � V �:�E� � C= i >B? Gϕ
Grounding Criterion : After telling S, ϕ is commonknowledgeof the hearers
andthespeaker (i).

Similarto LabrouandFinin (1994),theseconditionsaredividedintopre-conditions
thathave to hold beforea communicativeactioncanbeexecuted(i.e.,beforeupdating
the original Kripke model)andpost-conditionsthat describewhat hasto hold after-
wards.

(i)–(iii) arethepre-conditionsof applyingtell to a valuedKripke structure.(iv)
is thepost-condition,wherethespeaker’scontribution is addedto thecommonknowl-
edge,seee.g.Clark andSchaefer(1992).

Updatingin amulti-agentsystemwherethepre-conditions(i)–(iii) areimplemented
ashardconstraintswill alwaysyield aresultingstatewhichsatisfiesthepost-condition
(iv). I.e., althoughthe agentscan communicatewith semanticallyambiguoussen-
tences,it cannothappenthat sucha sentenceis alsoperceived asambiguousby the
hearer(s).

On the otherhand,if the pre-conditions(i)–(iii) are implementedasdefault con-
straints,and,for instance,theMaximof Manneris violatedby aspeaker, theGrounding
Criterion is not guaranteedto hold.

Definition 4 (PerceivedAmbiguity) Let Sbea semanticallyambiguoussentence,as
definedin Definition 2, )+*.,-, � i � G � S� �����

w
�
V � �	��� � � w� � V �:� , andthe following con-

ditionshold:

1.
��� � � w� � V �:�E� �F&

C= i >B? Gϕ

2.
��� � � w� � V �:�E� � E= i >B? G

�HGJI
ϕ KL
 τ M SN C= i >B? Gϕ �

Then,wesaythatS is perceivedasambiguous.

Detectionof ambiguity is also importantfor building intelligent dialog systems,
becauseit caninform thesystemto applyrepairstrategies,cf. McRoy andHirst (1995).

This illustratesalsothe differencebetweenambiguityanddisjunction. If an am-
biguoussentenceSis treatedthesamewayasthedisjunctionof its m readings

G m
kO 1 ϕk,

it would resultin aweakerpost-conditionof theform
��� � � w� � V �:��� � C= i >B? G

G m
kO 1 ϕk.

Finally, we mentionanotherimportantconstrainton updating,namelythepreser-
vationof known facts.

Definition 5 (Inf ormation Incr ease)Let


Ki �QPi 
�� bethesetof finite concatenationsof

elementsof


Ki � i 
�� , includingtheemptysequenceε. If RK � 
 Ki �QPi 
�� and

�����
w
�
V ��� �

RKϕ, then )+*.,/, � i � G � S� �����
w
�
V �E� � RKϕ.

Thisdefinitionof informationincrease,whichisamoregeneralreformulationof Groen-
eveld’sdescriptiveinformationincrease, cf. Groeneveld(1995).
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2.3 Updating with Ambiguous Inf ormation

Let usconsideranexample.TheKripke-structuresdepictedin Figure1 andFigure2,
representthe information stateof Agent 1 and Agent 2, respectively.2 We restrict
ourselvesto two propositionalvariablesp andq. Agent1 doesknow that p holds,but
is uncertainaboutthetruthof q. In addition,hedoesnotknow whetherAgent2 knows
p or q, or whetherAgent2 knowswhetherAgent1 knows p or q, etc.

w

p S q
1

p S q
2

p S�T q

2

T p S q
2

T p S�T q

2

1 U 2 1 U 2 1 U 2

p S�T q

1

p S q
2

p S�T q

2

T p S q
2

T p S�T q

2

1 U 2 1 U 2 1 U 2

1

Figure1: A Kripkemodelrepresentingtheinformationstateof Agent1

More formally, thefollowing holds:

1.
�����

w
�
V �%� � K1p $ & K1q

2.
�����

w
�
V �%� �F&

K1K2
�
C= 1 V 2 > p C C= 1 V 2 > q �

w

p S q
2

p S q
1

p S�T q

1

T p S q
1

T p S�T q

1

1 U 2 1 U 2 1 U 2

2

Figure2: A Kripkemodelrepresentingtheinformationstateof Agent2

Agent2, on theotherhanddoesknow:

1.
�����

w
�
V �%� � K2

�
p $ q �

2.
�����

w
�
V �%� �F&

K2
�
K1p C K1q�

If Agent1 tells Agent2 thatS is thecase,whereτ
�
S� �W


p
�
q � , thenthemodelin

Figure1 andFigure2 hasto beupdatedwith )+*-,-, � 1 ��
 2 � � S� . Again, focusingon the
informationstateof Agent1, this resultsin theKripke-structuresdisplayedby Figure3
andFigure4.

2Notethatbothfiguresbelongto thesameKripke structure.Thesplit-upis entirelydueto spacelimita-
tions.
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w

p S q
1

p S q
2

p S�T q

2

p S q
1

p S q
2

T p S q
2

1 U 2 1 U 2

p S�T q
1

p S q
2

p S�T q

2

p S�T q

1

p S q
2

T p S q
2

1 U 2 1 U 2

1 1 1

Figure3: Theinformationstateof Agent1 afterupdatingwith S

Having told Sto Agent2, Agent1 knowsthatAgent2 eitherknowsthat p holdsor
thatheknows thatq holds,i.e., )+*.,-, � 1 �@
 2 � � S� �����

w
�
V ��� � K1

�
K2p C K2q� .

w

p S q
2

p S q
1

p S�T q

1

p S q
2

p S�T q

1

1 U 2
1 U 2

p S q
2

p S q
1

T p S q
1

p S q
2

T p S q
1

1 U 2
1 U 2

2 2 2

Figure4: Theinformationstateof Agent2 afterupdatingwith S

Determiningtheresultinginformationstateof Agent2 is abit morecomplex. First
of all, to which extentshouldAgent2 obey thecooperativeprinciples?We know that
Agent1 violatedthemaximof manner, but Agent1 doesnotknow that.For simplicity,
we assumethat thehearer(s)give thespeaker full credit,which meansthat they think
thatthespeakerobeysall cooperativeprinciples.

Turning to Figure4, therearefour possibilities,two for eachreadingof S. Either
Agent2 thinksthatAgent1 intendedto sayp, becausehe is uncertainaboutthetruth
of q or becauseheknowsthatq is not true;andanalogouslyfor q, theotherreadingof
S.

3 Conclusions

We haveseenthat,to someextent,ambiguitycanbemodeledin a multi-agentsystem.
It becamealsoclearthatthis is certainlyanon-trivial task,involving alot of intricacies,
mostof which we have simplified in this paper. The presentedframework is mainly
intendedto give a rough idea how to formalize ambiguity in a multi-agentsystem,
whereseveralextensionsarestill needed.In particular, we intendto put futureefforts
into tackling two problems. How to extend the framework to first-order(dynamic)
logic, andwhich otherpragmaticprinciplescanbeimplemented?
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