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Abstract. Many decision-making scenarios, e.g., public policy,
healthcare, business, and disaster response, require accommodating
the preferences of multiple stakeholders. We offer the first formal
treatment of reasoning with multi-stakeholder qualitative preferences
in a setting where stakeholders express their preferences in a qualita-
tive preference language, e.g., CP-net, CI-net, TCP-net, CP-Theory.
We introduce a query language for expressing queries against such
preferences over sets of outcomes that satisfy specified criteria, e.g.,
ψ1 PA ψ2 (read loosely as the set of outcomes satisfying ψ1 that are
preferred over outcomes satisfying ψ2 by a set of stakeholders A).
Motivated by practical application scenarios, we introduce and ana-
lyze several alternative semantics for such queries, and examine their
interrelationships. We provide a provably correct algorithm for an-
swering multi-stakeholder qualitative preference queries using model
checking in alternation-free µ-calculus. We present experimental re-
sults that demonstrate the feasibility of our approach.

1 Introduction

The ability to express and reason about preferences over a set of al-
ternatives is central to rational decision-making in a broad range of
applications, including software design [39, 25, 34, 35, 17, 1], public
policy, e.g., city planning [22, 36], healthcare [7], security [2, 20],
privacy [27], among others. In general, the preferences can be quan-
titative [23, 18] or qualitative [6, 14]. But stakeholders often find it
natural to express their preferences in qualitative terms [33], e.g., that
a cheaper car is preferred to a more expensive car. Hence, there has
been a growing interest in languages and tools for representing and
reasoning with qualitative preferences[13, 33, 10]. For example, [31]
leverage advances in model checking [9, 28, 8] to provide efficient
and hence practically useful tools for reasoning with the qualitative
preferences of single stakeholders [12, 32].

However, decision-making in real-world settings often needs to
accommodate the preferences of multiple stakeholders. Consider, for
example, the task of choosing a care plan for a critically ill patient.
The stakeholders, in this case, may include the patient concerned
with their health outcome and the cost of care, the physician com-
mitted to ensuring that the patient receives the best care available,
the family members with an interest in the patient’s well-being, the
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hospital system seeking to maximize its profits, and the insurance
provider seeking to minimize the reimbursements. A key challenge
in extending the preference representation languages and reasoning
tools from the single stakeholder setting to the multi-stakeholder
setting has to do with maintaining, and reasoning with the (possi-
bly conflicting) preferences of stakeholders. Furthermore, the prefer-
ences of some stakeholders in some settings may override those of
others, e.g., due to their relative roles in an organization, or due to
differences in their expertise as it relates to specific aspects of the
application domain, etc. Ensuring transparency and accountability of
decision-making requires that the system be able to explain how the
stakeholders’ preferences impact the outcomes.

Contributions. The key contributions of the paper are as follows:
(i) We provide the first formal treatment of reasoning with multi-
stakeholder qualitative preferences. We consider the setting where
the stakeholders express their preferences in a qualitative preference
language, e.g., CP-net, CI-net, TCP-net, CP-Theory. (ii) We intro-
duce a query language for expressing queries with respect to the
preferences of multiple stakeholders over outcomes that satisfy a
set of specified criteria. (iii) We generalize the induced preference
graphs that encode the qualitative preferences of a single stakeholder
to multi-stakeholder induced preference graphs that encode the pref-
erences of multiple stakeholders. (iv) We introduce and analyze sev-
eral alternative semantics for such queries, motivated by the needs of
different application scenarios, and examine their inter-relationships.
(v) We provide a provably correct algorithm for answering multi-
stakeholder preference queries using model checking in µ-calculus;
and (vi) We present results of experiments that demonstrate the fea-
sibility of our approach.

2 Qualitative Preference Languages
We consider settings in which stakeholders express preferences over
a set of alternatives or outcomes, where each alternative is described
by a set of attributes or (preference) variables. Stakeholders may di-
rectly express their preference between a pair of alternatives, by as-
serting that one valuation of the variables is preferred to another.
In addition, preferences over sets of alternatives may be succinctly
stated over (a) the possible valuations of each variable, i.e., intra-
variable preference; or (b) the variables themselves indicating their
relative importance. Several qualitative preference languages with
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varying expressive power have been studied in the literature. For in-
stance, CP-nets [3] allow the expression of preferences over the val-
uations of each variable as a strict partial order, possibly conditioned
on specific valuation(s) of one or more other variables. TCP-nets [5]
extend CP-nets by additionally allowing expression of the relative
importance of one variable over another. CP-theories [40] further ex-
tend TCP-nets by allowing the expression of the relative importance
of one variable over a set of variables.

Formally, let X = {Xi | 0 < i ≤ n} be a set of preference vari-
ables, Di be the domain of Xi, and vi be the assignment of Xi to a
particular valuation in Di. Let O = ΠXi∈XDi be the set of alter-
natives or outcomes, and OP = ΠXi∈Y ⊆XDi be the set of partial
alternatives or outcomes. Each outcome o ∈ O is represented as a
tuple of valuations of each variable, i.e., o = ⟨v1, v2, . . . vn⟩. We use
the following notation to represent a preference statement

P : [c] (Xi = vi) ≻ (Xi = vi
′) [Y ]

where c ∈ OP is the condition under which this preference over
Xi’s valuation holds, and Y ⊆ X \ Xi is the set of variables less
important than Xi. For brevity, we drop [c] when c = true and [Y ]
when Y = ∅. A preference statement P specifies that when c holds,
the valuation vi is preferred to vi′ for variable Xi, regardless of the
valuations and intra-variable preferences of the variables in Y .

Example 1 Consider the preferences of a set of stakeholders tasked
with prioritizing vulnerabilities to be mitigated as part of protecting
a critical network. Each vulnerability may be described by three vari-
ables describing the threats it poses, namely (a) attack complexity
(A) with values Simple or Complex (indicating whether the complex-
ity of the attack required to exploit the vulnerability is low or high);
(b) exploit availability (E) with values Code or No-Code (indicat-
ing whether code to exploit the vulnerability is available); and (c) fix
availability (F) for the vulnerability with values Fix or No-Fix (indi-
cating whether a fix can be applied or not). Figure 1 shows some pref-
erences with respect to these variables. Note that P5 is a direct pref-
erence between two alternatives, P7 is a relative importance prefer-
ence, and the rest specify intra-variable preferences. Now consider
three stakeholders, say, 1, 2, and 3. Suppose stakeholder 1 holds the
preferences P1 and P2 of the incident-response team whose overall
goal is to prioritize readily exploitable vulnerabilities with no avail-
able fixes when initiating an immediate response, e.g., disconnecting
critical systems from the network. Suppose stakeholder 2 holds the
preferences P3, P4 and P5 of the patch-adaptation team responsi-
ble for adapting existing fixes to address the vulnerability (hence has
preferences conditioned on the fixed availability). Finally, suppose
stakeholder 3 holds the preferences P1, P6 and P7 of the severity-
assessment team that aims to prioritize exploitable vulnerabilities
based on their severity for action by the incident-response team.

P1 E = Code ≻E E = No− Code
P2 [E = Code] F = No− Fix ≻F F = Fix
P3 [F = Fix] E = Code ≻E E = No− Code
P4 [F = Fix] A = Simple ≻A A = Complex
P5 ⟨E = No− Code,A = Simple, F = No− Fix⟩ ≻

⟨E = Code,A = Complex, F = No− Fix⟩
P6 A = Simple ≻A A = Complex
P7 E = Code ≻E E = No− Code[A,F ]

Figure 1. Preference statements

Figure 2. Induced preference graph

Semantics of Preferences. The semantics of CP-nets, TCP-nets,
and CP-theories is based on and extends the ceteris-paribus principle
[21]. The preference statements induce a strict partial order over the
alternatives. For instance, for o, o′ ∈ O, a preference statement P :
[c] (Xi = vi) ≻ (Xi = vi

′) induces a preference from o′ to o
(denoted o′ ≺ o) if both satisfy c; their valuations for Xi are vi
and vi′ respectively; and their valuations for all other variables are
identical.

Definition 1 (Induced Preference Graph) Given a set of outcomes
O described by a setAP of propositional variables, an induced pref-
erence graph I = (O ∪ {⊥}, E, L) is defined over O ∪ {⊥} with
an edge relation E ⊆ (O ∪ {⊥})× (O ∪ {⊥}) and a labeling func-
tion that maps each element in O ∪ {⊥} to a subset of propositional
variables L : (O ∪ {⊥}) → P(AP ). An edge e = (o1, o2) ∈ E
captures the fact that o1 ≺ o2 and there exists a flip in the valuation
of exactly one variable that contributes to this preference. For each
o ∈ O, there exists an edge (⊥, o), indicating that every outcome is
preferred to ⊥. Furthermore, L(⊥) = ∅ indicates that the ⊥ does
not satisfy any atomic proposition.

Definition 2 (Multi-Stakeholder Induced Preference Graph)
A multi-stakeholder induced preference graph is an induced
preference graph where each edge in the graph is annotated
by the set of stakeholders whose preferences induce that edge.
That is, I = (O ∪ {⊥}, E, L,A) where the edge relation
E ⊆ (O∪{⊥})×P(A)×(O∪{⊥}). An edge e = (o1, A, o2) ∈ E
captures the fact that o1 ≺ o2 for every agent in A. We note that
e = (⊥,A, o) for every o ∈ O.

Example 2 The (partial view of) induced preference graph of the
preferences stated in Figure 1 is given in Figure 2. The edges corre-
spond to flips from the less preferred to the more preferred alternative
and are labeled with the preferences induced by the corresponding
stakeholders. For instance, the edge from o4 to o5 is induced by the
preference statement P2 of stakeholder 1. Similarly, the edge from
o5 to o6 is induced by P5 of stakeholder 2 and the edge from o8 to
o2 is induced by P7 of stakeholder 3. Note that some edges induced
by stakeholder 3’s preferences and the edges from ⊥ to all of the
outcomes are omitted for the sake of readability.

We will denote the edges in I as o1
A→ o2, where A is the set of

agents whose preferences have induced the edge from o1 to o2.



Definition 3 (≺A and ≺+
A) We write o ≺A o′ if there exists an edge

o
A′
→ o′ and A ∩ A′ ̸= ∅. Similarly, o ≺+

A o′ if there exists a path

o = o1
A1→ o2

A2→ . . .
Ak→ ok+1 = o′ where ∀i ∈ [1, k].(A∩Ai) ̸= ∅.

When A is singleton (A = {a}), we will write o ≺a o
′.

3 Single Stakeholder Preference Queries
We first introduce a language for expressing queries with respect
to single stakeholder qualitative preferences before proceeding to
consider multi-stakeholder preferences queries. A key feature of this
language is that it allows expressing queries against preferences over
properties of outcomes, rather than the outcomes themselves. Thus,
it can readily accommodate preferences expressed in existing qual-
itative preference languages such as CP-nets [3], TCP-nets [5], and
CP-theories [40]. This allows us, for example, to query for outcomes
with properties that are more preferred to all other outcomes. The
resulting single stakeholder preference query language can express
a range of preference queries (e.g., find the set of non-dominated
outcomes) of common interest.

Syntax. The syntax of the query language is described over atomic
propositions, propositional constants, boolean connectives and a
(new) operator P: preference operator over properties. The language
Ψ is defined by the grammar:

ψ → tt | ff | AP | ¬ψ | ψ ∧ ψ | ψ ∨ ψ | ψ Pa ψ

The answer to a query corresponds to the set of outcomes that
belongs to the semantics of the query. For instance, all outcomes
are returned for a query tt, while no outcome is returned for
the query ff. A query involving an atomic proposition simply
returns the outcomes that satisfy the proposition. Answers to queries
involving Boolean connectives conform to the natural meaning of
the connectives. The query ψ1 Pa ψ2 returns the outcomes satisfying
ψ1 that are more preferred than outcomes satisfying ψ2 based on the
preferences of the stakeholder a.

Semantics. The semantics of the query language is defined over
the set of outcomes (states) in the preference graph I induced by the
given preferences. Let I be the set of all preference graphs that can be
induced by single stakeholder preferences with respect to which sin-
gle stakeholder queries can be expressed given the syntax described
above. We use the (semantic) function ⟨[]⟩ : Ψ× I → P(O), to de-
fine the semantics of ψ ∈ Ψ in the context of an induced preference
graph I ∈ I. That is, ⟨[ψ]⟩I denotes the set of outcomes in I that sat-
isfy the query expressed using the formula ψ. We will omit I from
the definition unless it is explicitly necessary to distinguish between
semantics in the context of two different induced preference graphs.

⟨[tt]⟩ = O
⟨[ff]⟩ = ∅
⟨[p]⟩ = {o | p ∈ L(o)}

⟨[¬ψ]⟩ = O − ⟨[ψ]⟩
⟨[ψ1 ∧ ψ2]⟩ = ⟨[ψ1]⟩ ∩ ⟨[ψ2]⟩
⟨[ψ1 Pa ψ2]⟩ = ⟨[ψ1]⟩ ∩ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+

a o′}
∩ {o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+

a o′}

Propositional constants tt and ff are satisfied by all and no out-
comes, respectively. The proposition p is satisfied by any outcome
that satisfies p. The formulas over Boolean connectives (negation,

conjunction, disjunction) conform to the standard set-based seman-
tics (complement, intersection, union). The formula ψ1 Pa ψ2 is
satisfied by outcomes that (i) satisfy ψ1, (ii) are preferred to at least
one outcome that satisfies ψ2, and (iii) are not less preferred to any
outcome that satisfies ψ2 by the stakeholder a. In short, ψ1 Pa ψ2

is the set of outcomes satisfying ψ1 that are more preferred to
outcomes satisfying ψ2 by the stakeholder a.

The resulting query language can be used to express queries such as:

• What is the set of outcomes that are preferred by the stakeholder
a to outcomes that satisfy ψ? The is expressed as tt Pa ψ.

• What is the non-dominated set of outcomes relative to stakeholder
a’s preferences? The query can be expressed as tt Pa tt. What is
the non-dominated set of outcomes for stakeholder a that satisfies
ψ? This can be expressed as ψ Pa tt.

• With respect to stakeholder a’s preferences, what are the best im-
provements to outcomes satisfying ψ? The query can be expressed
as (tt Pa tt) ∧ (tt Pa ψ).

Example 3 If ψ = Code, then the semantics of tt P1 ψ (for stake-
holder 1) is the set of outcomes {o1, o5}. This is because, while both
o1 and o5 dominate some outcome satisfying Code with respect to
stakeholder 1’s preferences, they are not dominated by any outcome
that satisfies Code. On the other hand, the query tt P2 ψ (for stake-
holder 2) yields the set {o2, o6}.

Example 4 For stakeholder 1, the non-dominated set of outcomes
is {o1, o5} (result of the query: tt P1 tt), while for stakeholder
2, the non-dominated set is {o1, o2, o6, o8}. Note that the outcome
o8 neither dominates nor is dominated by any outcome, However, it
dominates ⊥ and hence is included as part of the non-dominated set.

Cycles in Induced Preference Graphs. Cycles in an induced pref-
erence graph are indicative of inconsistencies in the underlying pref-
erences, the result being some outcome o both more and less pre-
ferred to an outcome o′. Does this pose any inconsistencies in the
semantic interpretation of ψ1 Pa ψ2, when o satisfies ψ1 and o′ sat-
isfies ψ2? The answer is no. This is because semantics of ψ1 Pa ψ2

excludes all outcomes that are less preferred to outcomes satisfying
ψ2. Hence, the outcome o will not be included in the set of outcomes
returned by ψ1 Pa ψ2 as it is less preferred to o′.

4 Multi-Stakeholder Preference Queries
We proceed to extend the preceding language for expressing
preference queries to allow preference queries with respect to the
preferences of a set of stakeholders, as opposed to just a single
stakeholder. Specifically, we add a new query construct ψ1 PA ψ2

where A ⊆ A, where A is the set of all stakeholders. When A is a
singleton a, we use ψ1 Pa ψ2 to denote the query about the prefer-
ences of a single stakeholder a (as described in Section 3). In what
follows, we describe the semantics of multi-stakeholder preference
queries under several alternative interpretations of multi-stakeholder
preferences.

Consensus Semantics. Consensus semantics, as the name suggests,
is defined as the set of outcomes, whose preference over another set
of outcomes, is decided by agreement among the set of stakeholders
in question. Formally,

⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩cs =
⋂
a∈A

⟨[ψ1 Pa ψ2]⟩



Example 5 In Example 3, as per the consensus semantics the result
of the query (tt P{1,2} Code) is the empty set as the stakeholders
1 and 2 do not agree on the outcomes that are more desirable than
outcomes satisfying Code. On the other hand, stakeholders 1 and 2
agree on the non-dominated set {o1} computed as the semantics of
tt P{1,2} tt (see Example 4).

Collaborative Semantics. Unlike consensus semantics, which re-
quires a complete agreement among the stakeholders, a collaborative
semantics allows the stakeholders to arrive at a compromise that is
not disagreeable to any stakeholder. There are several ways to realize
such a compromise that correspond to different interpretations of the
semantics of ψ1 PA ψ2. Recall that ψ1 PA ψ2 must return the set of
outcomes that (i) satisfy ψ1, (ii) are preferred to at least one outcome
that satisfies ψ2, and (iii) are not less preferred to any outcome that
satisfies ψ2. We will refer to the last two conditions (ii and iii) as
follows:

1. Witness Condition (W) for determining the set of outcomes that
are preferred to at least one outcome satisfying ψ2.

2. Agreement Condition (A) for determining the set of outcomes that
are not less preferred to any outcome satisfying ψ2.

Each of these conditions can be collaboratively decided in two ways:

1. Collective Collaboration. The set of outcomes that are preferred
to at least one outcome satisfying ψ is chosen to be the union
of outcomes preferred by each of the stakeholders to at least one
outcome satisfying ψ.

2. Constructive Collaboration. An outcome o′ is considered to be
preferred to outcome o when there exists a path in the induced
preference graph from o to o′ where each edge along the path
may be induced by the preferences of one or more stakeholders.
Thus, there is no requirement that all of the edges along the path
be induced by the preferences of the same stakeholder. Hence,
the stakeholders collaboratively construct the path from o to o′ by
contributing one or more edges to the path based on their individ-
ual preferences. This can be viewed as chaining induced prefer-
ence edges of different stakeholders to arrive at the result.

Constructive Collaboration is useful in situations where each stake-
holder may not have complete information or expertise to determine
a dominance relation between a pair of outcomes but they may be
able to collaborate to arrive at a conclusion. For instance, healthcare
providers (doctors, nurses) and hospital administrators may collabo-
rate to develop an optimal placement strategy for hand sanitizers in
the hospital. The healthcare providers present their preferences based
on their knowledge of the usage of hand sanitizers at different times
and locations, whereas the hospital administrators present their pref-
erences based on the cost of procuring hand sanitizers.

Now we have two different choices for the witness (W) condition
and agreement (A) condition:

W1. Collective collaboration for deciding witness condition for ψ2 in
ψ1 PA ψ2: ⋃

a∈A

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
a o′}

W2. Constructive collaboration for deciding witness condition for ψ2

in ψ1 PA ψ2:

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
A o′}

A1. Collective collaboration for deciding agreement condition for ψ2

in ψ1 PA ψ2:

O \
⋃
a∈A

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′}

=
⋂
a∈A

{o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+
a o′}

A2. Constructive collaboration for deciding agreement condition for
ψ2: in ψ1 PA ψ2

O \ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
A o′}

= {o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+
A o′}

Example 6 Consider the induced preference graph in Figure 2. For
stakeholder 1, the set of outcomes that dominate the outcomes sat-
isfying No-Code is {o1, o2, o4, o5}. This is because o4 ≻1 o7,
o5 ≻1 o4, o2 ≻1 o3 and o1 ≻1 o2. On the other hand, for stake-
holder 2, the set of outcomes that dominate the outcomes satisfying
No-Code is {o2, o3, o4}.

Therefore, for ψ2 = No-Code, we have:

W1 :
⋃

a∈{1,2}

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
a o′} = {o1, o2, o3, o4, o5}

On the other hand,

W2 : {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
{1,2} o

′} = {o1, o2, o3, o4, o5, o6}.

Note that the set includes all outcomes whose inclusion is decided
by stakeholders 1 and 2 on their own. Additionally, outcome o6 is
included because o4 ≻1 o7, o5 ≻1 o4 and o6 ≻2 o5.

Example 7 For the induced preference graph in Figure 2, consider
evaluating the agreement condition. The set of outcomes that are
dominated by outcomes satisfying No-Code as per the stakeholder
1 is ∅. On the other hand, for stakeholder 2, the set is {o5, o7} be-
cause o6 ≻2 o5 and o3 ≻2 o7.

Therefore, for ψ2 = No-Code,

A1 : O \
⋃

a∈{1,2}

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′} = O \ {o5, o7}.

On the other hand,

A2 : O \ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
{1,2} o

′} = O \ {o4, o5, o7}.

The membership of o4 is decided from the relations: o6 ≻2 o5 and
o5 ≻1 o4.

The combinations of W1 and W2 with A1 and A2 yield four different
semantics for ψ1 PA ψ2. We will denote them by ⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩WiAj
where i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

Example 8 Using the Examples 6 and 7, we have the following
when ψ1 = tt and ψ2 = No-Code:

⟨[ψ1 P{1,2} ψ2]⟩W1A2 = {o1, o2, o3},
⟨[ψ1 P{1,2} ψ2]⟩W1A1 = {o1, o2, o3, o4},
⟨[ψ1 P{1,2} ψ2]⟩W2A2 = {o1, o2, o3, o6},
⟨[ψ1 P{1,2} ψ2]⟩W2A1 = {o1, o2, o3, o4, o6}.

Relationships Between Alternative Collaborative Semantics. The
following Theorem shows the relationship between the two witness
conditions and the relationship between the two agreement condi-
tions.



Theorem 1 W1 ⊆ W2 and A2 ⊆ A1.

Proof. (i) W1 ⊆ W2.
Consider any o1 ∈ W1. Then, o1 ∈

⋃
a∈A{o | ∃o

′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
a

o′} by the definition of W1, Thus, there is an agent a1 ∈ A and an
outcome o2 ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ such that o1 ≻+

a o2. Since a ∈ A, it then
follows from the Definition 3 that o1 ≻+

A o2. Therefore, o1 ∈ W2, by
the definition of W2.

(ii) A2 ⊆ A1. We first show that⋃
a∈A

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′}

⊆ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
A o′}.

(1)

For any o1 ∈
⋃

a∈A{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′}, there is an

agent a1 ∈ A and an outcome o2 ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ such that o1 ≺+
a o2. Then,

o1 ≺+
A o2 by Definition 3 because a1 ∈ A. Hence, statement (1) is

true. Thus, it follow from the definitions of A1 and A2 that

A2 = {o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+
A o′}

= O \ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
A o′}

⊆ O \
⋃
a∈A

{o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′}

=
⋂
a∈A

{o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ2]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+
a o′} = A1. 2

The above theorem leads to the relationship between different se-
mantics of the query as illustrated in the Figure 3.

⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩W1A2

⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩W1A1 ⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩W2A2

⟨[ψ1 PA ψ2]⟩W2A1

⊆ ⊇

⊇ ⊆

Figure 3. Relative Ordering of Semantics of Preference Queries

5 Answering Preference Queries
We now proceed to show how to answer multi-stakeholder prefer-
ence queries. Specifically, we show that multi-stakeholder preference
queries can be reduced to evaluating a corresponding alternation-free
modal µ-calculus expression. This allows us to take advantage of the
state-of-the-art tools for µ-calculus model-checking to efficiently
answer multi-stakeholder preference queries.

Modal µ-calculus. Modal µ-calculus [24, 15], Lµ, extends propo-
sitional modal logic by adding the least and the greatest fixed
point operators. Lµ uses explicit fixed point and modal operators
to express temporal properties over events and states in a labeled
transition system. Labeled transition systems consist of a set of
states, a transition relation over state-pairs parameterized with events
(transition annotations) and a labeling function that maps each state

[[tt]]e= O ∪ {⊥} [[ff]]e = ∅ [[p]]e = {o | p ∈ L(o)}
[[¬φ]]e= O − [[φ]]e [[φ1 ∧ φ2]]e = [[φ1]]e ∩ [[φ2]]e

[[⟨A⟩φ]]e= {s | ∃s′.((A ∩A′ ̸= ∅) ∧ s
A′
→ s′) ∧ s′ ∈ [[φ]]e}

[[Z]]e= e(Z)

[[µZ.φ]]e= f
|O|
Z,φ,e(∅) where fZ,φ,e(O

′) = [[φ]]e[Z 7→O′] and O′ ⊆ O

Figure 4. µ-calculus Semantics

to a set of propositions that hold in that state. It is easy to see that
an induced preference graph can be viewed as a labeled transition
system over O ∪ {⊥}, an annotated transition relation (edges being
annotated with the set of stakeholders), and a labeling function
mapping each outcome to the set of propositions satisfied by the
outcome. The primary difference is that the edge-annotation is a set
(in an induced preference graph) rather than a symbol (in a labeled
transition systems). Note, however, that such a difference is purely
syntactical as we can replace an edge annotated with a set by a set of
edges, where each edge in the set is annotated by a distinct member
of the set. We will use ‘states’ and ‘outcomes’ interchangeably in
refering to an induced preference graph interpreted as a labeled
transition system.

Syntax of Modal µ-calculus. The syntax of µ-calculus involves
propositional constants, atomic propositions, modalities, fixed point
variables and expressions and Boolean connectives:

ϕ→ tt |ff | AP | ¬ϕ | ϕ ∧ ϕ | ϕ ∨ ϕ | ⟨A⟩ϕ | Z | µZ.ϕ

In the above, the parameter A of the modal operator (⟨A⟩) is
associated with the edge annotation of the labeled transition system.
In an induced preference graph, each edge is annotated with a
subset of all stakeholders. In our context, in the modal operators,
A will represent a set of stakeholders. When A is singleton such as
A = {a}, we will denote the modal condition as ⟨a⟩.

Semantics of Modal µ-calculus. The semantics of µ-calculus for-
mula is given in terms of a set of states in a labeled transition system
that satisfy the formula. The semantics is specified by the function
[[ ]] : Φ × E × I → P(O) where E is the power set of mappings of
fixed point variables to outcomes inO. This mapping is referred to as
the environment: e : Z → P(O); Z being the set of fixed point vari-
ables in the formula whose semantics is being evaluated. We will use
the notation e[Z 7→ O′] to denote the environment where the map-
ping of fixed point variable Z in e is updated to O′ ⊆ O. We omit
I when it is not necessary to distinguish between different induced
preference graphs.

Figure 4 shows the semantics of µ-calculus. The propositional
constants tt and ff are satisfied by all states and no states, re-
spectively. The atomic proposition p is satisfied in all states whose
labeling includes p. The formula φ1∧φ2 is satisfied by all states that
satisfy both φ1 and φ2. The formula ⟨A⟩φ is satisfied by any state
which has at least one next state (reachable via an edge annotated
with a set that has a non-empty intersection with A) that satisfies φ.

The semantics of fixed point variable Z is given by the environ-
ment mapping e. The semantics of least fixed point formula µZ.φ
is computed by the |O| applications of function fZ,φ,e on ∅ (Tarski-
Knaster fixed point theorem [38]). We omit the greatest fixed point
construct as its semantics can be realized using the least fixed point
and negation.



Model checking a labeled transition system against a given
µ-calculus formula amounts to identifying the set of states in the
transition system that belong to the semantics of the µ-calculus
formula.

Alternation-Free Modal µ-calculus. For our purposes, it turns out
that we only need the alternation-free fragment Laf

µ [16] of Lµ. An
attractive property of Laf

µ is that in it there is no real interaction
between least and greatest fixpoint operators [26], which, at the
expense of reduced expressive power relative to Lµ, yields more
efficient reasoning [26, 15].

Translating Query Language to µ-calculus. We present a strategy
to evaluate the proposed preference queries using model checking.
We will augment the induced preference graph which encodes a la-
beled transition system with additional reverse edges; this will help in
explaining the answers to multi-stakeholder preference queries in re-
lation to the stakeholder preferences and the chosen semantics; how-
ever, in the implementation, such reverse edges can be handled im-
plicitly. For every edge from oj to oi due to preference oi ≻a oj of
stakeholder a, we will add a reverse edge from oi to oj .

Therefore, the set {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ]⟩ ∧ o ≻+
a o′} can be expressed

in µ-calculus as: µZ.(⟨a⟩rψ ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ). The semantics captures the
set of states which can reach some state satisfying ψ via one or more
reverse edges; the modal requirement ⟨a⟩r is satisfied using reverse
edges annotated with a.

Example 9 Consider the formula µZ.(⟨1⟩rCode ∨ ⟨1⟩rZ) repre-
senting the set of all states that have a path to a state satisfying Code
via one or more edges annotated with 1. We evaluate this expression
using the induced preference graph shown in Figure 2.

Let φ denotes (⟨1⟩rCode ∨ ⟨1⟩rZ). Therefore, [[µZ.φ]]e =
f8
Z,φ,e(∅) where fZ,φ,e(O

′) = [[φ]]e[Z 7→O′].

fZ,φ,e(∅) = [[⟨1⟩rCode ∨ ⟨1⟩rZ]]e[Z 7→∅]

= [[⟨1⟩rCode]]e[Z 7→∅] ∪ [[⟨1⟩rZ]]e[Z 7→∅]

= {o | ∃o′.(o A→r o
′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ [[Code]]e[Z 7→∅]}

∪
{o | ∃o′.(o A→r o

′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ [[Z]]e[Z 7→∅]}
where A→r denotes reverse edge relations

= {(o A→r o
′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ {o1, o2, o4, o5}}

∪
{o | ∃o′.(o A→r o

′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ ∅}

= {o1, o5} ∪ ∅ = {o1, o5}

Proceeding further

f2
Z,φ,e(∅) = fZ,φ,e(fZ,φ,e(∅) = fZ,φ,e(o1, o5)

= [[⟨1⟩rCode]]e[Z 7→{o1,o5}] ∪ [[⟨1⟩rZ]]e[Z 7→{o1,o5}]

= {o | ∃o′.(o A→r o
′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ [[Code]]e[Z 7→{o1,o5}]}

∪
{o | ∃o′.(o A→r o

′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ [[Z]]e[Z 7→{o1,o5}]}
where A→r denotes reverse edge relations

= {(o A→r o
′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ {o1, o2, o4, o5}}

∪
{o | ∃o′.(o A→r o

′ ∧ A ∩ {1} ̸= ∅) ∧ o′ ∈ {o1, o5}}

= {o1, o5} ∪ ∅ = {o1, o5}

The (least) fixed point is reached as further application of f onto
itself will not alter the result.

Similarly, the set {o | ∀o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ]⟩ ⇒ o ̸≺+
a o′} is equal to

O \ {o | ∃o′.o′ ∈ ⟨[ψ]⟩ ∧ o ≺+
a o′}, which can be expressed in

µ-calculus as: ¬µZ.(⟨a⟩ψ ∨ ⟨a⟩Z). This semantics yields the set
of states which have no path to any state that satisfies ψ. Hence, a
query of the form p Pa q, where p and q are atomic propositions, can
be expressed in µ-calculus as:

p ∧ [µZ.(⟨a⟩rq ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ)] ∧ [¬µZ.(⟨a⟩q ∨ ⟨a⟩Z)]

Now, in Collective Collaboration, the set of outcomes that dom-
inate at least one outcome satisfying ψ for a set A of stakehold-
ers is given by

⋃
a∈A{o | ∃o′. o′ ∈ ψ ∧ o ≻+

a o′} which
in turn is reflected by the semantics of the µ-calculus formula:∨

a∈A (µZ.(⟨a⟩rψ ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ)). The preceding formula identifies
the set of outcomes that have path(s) to some outcome satisfying ψ
in the transpose-induced preference graph (i.e., using reversed edges)
I . Along each path that decides reachability, each of the edges must
be annotated by the same a.

On the other hand, in the Constructive Collaboration, the domi-
nation of outcomes over at least one outcome satisfying ψ for a set
A of stakeholders is decided by {o | ∃o′. o′ ∈ ψ ∧ o ≻+

A o′}
which in turn corresponds to the semantics of the µ-calculus formula
µZ.(⟨A⟩rψ ∨ ⟨A⟩rZ). This denotes the set of outcomes that have
path(s) to some outcome satisfying ψ in the transpose-induced pref-
erence graph I; the reachability is determined by the edges annotated
by at least one element from A.

Thus, the Witness and Agreement Conditions can be expressed in
µ-calculus as follows:

W1 : semantics of
∨
a∈A

(µZ.(⟨a⟩rψ ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ))

W2 : semantics of µZ.(⟨A⟩rψ ∨ ⟨A⟩rZ)

A1 : semantics of
∧
a∈A

(¬µZ.(⟨a⟩ψ ∨ ⟨a⟩Z))

A2 : semantics of ¬µZ.(⟨A⟩ψ ∨ ⟨A⟩Z)

Figure 5 shows the translation function that, given an expression
in the multi-stakeholder preference query language and the chosen
multi-stakeholder preference semantics as arguments, outputs the
corresponding Laf

µ expression. The run-time for translation is linear
in the size (n) of the number of operators (∧,∨,¬, P) in the query.
The size of the translation is of the order O(|A|k×nk), where |A|
is the number of stakeholders, k the nesting depth of the queries of
the form ψ1 PA ψ2 and n the size of the query. For instance, for a
query of the form (p PA (q PB r)), n and k are both equal to 2. The
run-time for model checking Laf

µ formula is linear in the size of the
formula and the state space of the labeled transition system (induced
preference graph). We expect the nesting depth of the query to be
reasonably small and the run-time will be determined largely by the
number of stakeholders in the query and the size of the number of
outcomes (size of the induced preference graph). Note, however, that



Trt(X) = X if Xis proposition or propositional constants

Trt(¬ψ) = ¬Trt(ψ)

Trt(ψ1 b ψ2) = Trt(ψ1) b Tr
t(ψ2) where b ∈ {∧,∨}

Trt(ψ1 PA ψ2) =



Trcs(ψ1) ∧
∧
a∈A

[(µZ.(⟨a⟩rTrcs(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ)) ∧ (¬µZ.(⟨a⟩Trcs(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩Z))] if t = cs

TrW1A2(ψ1) ∧
∨
a∈A

(
µZ.(⟨a⟩rTrW1A2(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ)

)
∧ ¬µZ.(⟨A⟩TrW1A2(ψ2) ∨ ⟨A⟩Z) if t = W1A2

TrW1A1(ψ1) ∧
∨
a∈A

(
µZ.(⟨a⟩rTrW1A1(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩rZ)

)
∧

∧
a∈A

(
¬µZ.(⟨a⟩TrW1A1(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩Z)

)
if t = W1A1

TrW2A2(ψ1) ∧ µZ.(⟨A⟩rTrW2A2(ψ2) ∨ ⟨A⟩rZ) ∧ ¬µZ.(⟨A⟩TrW2A2(ψ2) ∨ ⟨A⟩Z) if t = W2A2

TrW2A1(ψ1) ∧ µZ.(⟨A⟩rTrW2A1(ψ2) ∨ ⟨A⟩rZ) ∧
∧
a∈A

(
¬µZ.(⟨a⟩TrW2A1(ψ2) ∨ ⟨a⟩Z)

)
if t = W2A1

Figure 5. Translation of Multi-Stakeholder Preference Queries into µ-calculus

the number of outcomes is exponential in the number of attributes
describing the outcomes, as in the case of reasoning with qualitative
preferences [19].

The following theorem establishes the correctness of reduction of
multi-stakeholder preference queries to Laf

µ expressions.

Theorem 2 For a multi-stakeholder preference query ψ (as de-
scribed in Section 4), o ∈ ⟨[ψ]⟩iI if and only if o ∈ [[Tri(ψ)]]I , where
I is the preference graph induced by the stakeholder preferences and
i denotes the type (consensus or variants of collaborative) of seman-
tics used to answer ψ.

The proof of Theorem 2 proceeds by induction over the structure
of the mult-stakeholder preference query.

6 Implementation

We have implemented a multi-stakeholder preference reasoner in
XSB tabled logic programming environment [37] to demonstrate the
viability of our approach. The logical encoding of Laf

µ used allows
for on-the-fly evaluation of logical queries, circumventing the need
for constructing the complete multi-stakeholder induced preference
graph. In other words, only the portion of the induced preference
graph relevant for answering the query is constructed, resulting in
significant savings in computational and memory savings relative to
a naive implementation.

6.1 Input: Preferences as Logical Relations and Facts

The implementation takes as input a XSB Prolog file containing (a)
preference specifications described in terms of "flips" relation and
(b) logical fact specifying the different valuations of the attributes
that describe each outcome.

In the following, we describe the representation of preferences of
each agents as logical relations in XSB Prolog. Consider that there
are n attributes x1, x2, . . . , xn that describe the outcomes, where
valuations of xi are vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vik . This is captured by a Prolog
fact:

properties([v11, v12, v13, ..., vik],
[v21, v22, v23, ..., v2k],
...
[vn1, vn2, vn3, ..., vnk]).

Note that, the each argument of the term is a Prolog list is the do-
main of the corresponding attribute; ith argument being the domain
of the valuations of xi.

Next, let agent a has the preference

[x1 = v1] x2 = v2 ≺ x2 = v′2 [x3, x4]

capturing the fact that when x1 = v1, any outcome o′ where x2 = v′2
is preferred to outcomes owhere xj = v2 regardless of the valuations
of x3 and x4 (all other attribute valuations in o and o′ being same).

This is represented by the logical relation

trans([v_1, v_2, _, _, _V5, _V6, ..., _Vn],
a,
[v_1, v_2’, _, _, _V5, _V6, ..., _Vn]).

In the above, the first, second and third arguments of the trans
relation captures the outcomes o, agent a and outcomes o′, respec-
tively, Note that, the valuation of x1 in both o and o′ are v1; the val-
uations of x3 and x4 are captured by "don’t care" logical variables
("_") indicating they can be any valuation; the valuation of x5 till xn
are are any values that are same in both o and o′.

Example 10 In Figure 1, the preference for agent 1

P1 E = Code ≻E E = No_Code

is captured by the logical relation

trans([noCode, _X, _Y], 1, [code, _X, _Y]).

The relation captures the fact that all else being equal, any out-
come with first attribute valuation code is preferred to any outcome
with first attribute valuation noCode.

This input file also contains the logical fact:

properties([code, noCode],
[simple, complex],
[fix, noFix]).

which states that the outcomes being considered contain three at-
tributes and the valuation of three attributes are given in the form of
XSB Prolog list.

The listing for the preferences in Figure 1 in (XSB) Prolog is as
follows:



trans([noCode, _X, _Y], S, [code, _X, _Y])
:- S = 1; S = 3.

trans([code, _X, fix], 1, [code, _X, noFix]).

trans([noCode, _X, fix], 2, [code, _X, fix]).

trans([_X, complex, fix], 2, [_X, simple, fix]).

trans([code, complex, noFix], 2,
[noCode, simple, noFix]).

trans([_X, complex, _Y], 3, [_X, simple, _Y]).

trans([noCode, _, _], 3, [code, _, _]).

6.2 Modules of Prototype Implementation

There are three primary modules in the implementation: a module for
µ-calculus model checker, a module for for appropriately translating
the preference queries to µ-calculus formula, which is used in the
module to evaluate the semantics of preference query.

The model checker is written using tabling in XSB Prolog (that
allows for efficient least fixed point computation) in less than 100
lines of Prolog code. The relation

models(S, Phi)

returns true when the instantiation of variable S to some state of
a Kripke structure satisfies the µ-calculus formula captured by the
variable Phi. This is a local, on-the-fly realization of the semantics
of µ-calculus formula, where the state-space of Kripke structure is
explored only if it is necessary to prove the satisfiability of Phi at
state S.

To illustrate the connection between the models relation and the
trans relation describing the preferences, we present below the def-
inition of models for ⟨.⟩-modal formulas.

models(S, diam(A, Phi)) :-
trans(S, A1, S1),
member(A1, A),
models(S1, Phi).

The above definition states that if there exists a trans relation
over S, A1 and S1 indicating some stackholder A1 prefers outcome
S1 over outcome S; if A1 is a member of A; and if S1 satisfies the
formula Phi, then we conclude that S satisfies diam(A, Phi)
(⟨A⟩φ).

The module translate (< 100 lines of XSB Prolog) contains
the definition of

translate(F1, Type, F2)

where F1 is the formula in preference query language, F2 is the
corresponding formula in the µ-calculus and Type captures the dif-
ferent combinations of witness and agreement conditions used in the
translation.

Finally, the module for computing the semantics of the query lan-
guage includes the definition of

sem(F, Type, R)

where F is the query, Type is the combination of witness and
agreement conditions to be used to evaluate the query and R is the
result of the query. For instance,

sem(p(Psi1, Psi2, A), Type, R) :-
sem(Psi1, Type, L),
translate(p(true, Psi2, A), Type, MuForm),
models_list(L, MuForm, R).

presents the following computation for the formula p(Psi1,
Psi2, A) (representing the query ψ1 PA ψ2) . First, we com-
pute the semantics of Psi1, the result of which is captured in L.
That is, L is the list of outcomes that satisfy Psi1. Next, we trans-
late p(true, Psi2, A) to the corresponding µ-calculus for-
mula MuForm. Finally, we identify the outcomes in L that sat-
isfiy MuForm and include them in R. This is performed by the
models_list predicate which calls the models predicate (see
µ-calculus model checker module above) on each element of L.

6.3 On-the-fly Evaluation of Logical Statements
It is worth noting that logical encoding allows for on-the-fly evalua-
tion. Intuitively, this means the a query of the form:

sem(p(true, prop(noCode), [1,2]), w1a2, R)

is resolved only by considering the trans-predicates that are
related to stakeholders 1 and 2, and by considering only those
trans-predicates that are necessary for the resolution. For in-
stance, when the above query eventually requires the resolution of
models([code,simple,fix],rdiam([1],prop(noCode)))

our implementation will try to resolve the predicate
trans(X,1,[code,simple,fix]), by finding the valuation
of X for which the above predicate is true. Note that, we are
not exploring all the transition relations for all stakeholders
and for all outcomes. There may be multiple valuations for X;
the logical encoding will find one of them and try to answer
models([code,simple,fix],rdiam([1],prop(noCode))). If
the answer is false, then the encoding will consider another valuation
for X; otherwise, it will not explore any other solutions for X.

In short, the entire induced preference graph for all stakeholders is
never constructed and the exploration proceeds by considering only
the edges that are necessary for answering a query.

6.4 Evaluating Queries

The listing of queries from Example 8 is presented in Figure 6.

7 Preliminary Experiments
To stress-test our implementation, we conducted two types of ex-
periments. For the first type of experiments, we generated for each
stakeholder, random preference statements over n binary preference
variables, while ensuring to disallow inconsistent preferences. The
resulting preferences statements include direct preferences between
outcomes described by the attribute values, conditional preferences
between attribute values, and relative importance between attributes.
The results of this set of experiments are summarized in Table 1. Ta-
ble entries show the run-time (in seconds) for answering some rep-
resentative multi-stakeholder preference queries based on different
choices of semantics, for several choices of the number of attributes.
The numbers in parenthesis indicate the size of the solution set for
the corresponding query.

The results in Table 1 shows the viability of our approach; in each
of the 84 cases, the corresponding query is answered in at most 2 sec-
onds. Recall that the run-time for answering a query depends on the
nesting depth of the query, the number of stakeholders that appear
in the query, and the size of the preference graph induced by their
preferences. We observe that the run-time for answering queries for
semantic type W1A1 is the smallest, whereas that for semantic type
W2A2 is the largest. This is explained by the fact that both the witness



| ?- sem(p(true, prop(noCode), [1,2]), w1a2, R).

R = [[code,simple,fix],[code,simple,noFix],[noCode,simple,fix]];

no
| ?- sem(p(true, prop(noCode), [1,2]), w1a1, R).

R = [[code,simple,fix],[code,simple,noFix],[code,complex,fix],[noCode,simple,fix]];

no
| ?- sem(p(true, prop(noCode), [1,2]), w2a2, R).

R = [[code,simple,fix],[code,simple,noFix],[noCode,simple,fix],[noCode,simple,noFix]];

no
| ?- sem(p(true, prop(noCode), [1,2]), w2a1, R).

R = [[code,simple,fix],[code,simple,noFix],[code,complex,fix],[noCode,simple,fix],[noCode,simple,noFix]];

no

Figure 6. Evaluation of the semantics of query (tt PA no_Code) with different types of collaboration

Query Type Number of Attributes
5 6 8

tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt)
W1A2 0.02 (2) 0.23 (10) 0.27 (0)
W1A1 0.02 (2) 0.11 (10) 0.12 (0)

L1 = {1, 2}, L2 = {3, 4} W2A2 0.02 (2) 0.41 (12) 0.49 (0)
W2A1 0.02 (2) 0.31 (12) 0.29 (0)

tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt)
W1A2 0.02 (2) 0.28 (0) 0.25 (32)
W1A1 0.02 (5) 0.14 (0) 0.16 (32)

L1 = {2, 3}, L2 = {4, 5} W2A2 0.02 (4) 0.39 (0) 0.35 (32)
W2A1 0.02 (5) 0.27 (0) 0.27 (32)

tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt)
W1A2 0.01 (0) 0.13 (6) 0.02 (0)
W1A1 0.01 (0) 0.07 (12) 0.02 (0)

L1 = {5, 6}, L2 = {9, 10} W2A2 0.01 (0) 0.24 (6) 0.02 (0)
W2A1 0.01 (0) 0.17 (12) 0.02 (0)

tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt)
W1A2 0.08 (1) 0.54 (0) 0.91 (23)
W1A1 0.05 (1) 0.23 (0) 0.34 (27)

L1 = {1, 2, 3}, L2 = {4, 5, 6} W2A2 0.29 (2) 1.03 (0) 1.76 (36)
W2A1 0.21 (3) 0.63 (0) 0.95 (42)

tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt)
W1A2 0.04 (2) 0.48 (0) 0.46 (28)
W1A1 0.03 (2) 0.23 (0) 0.23 (29)

L1 = {2, 3, 4}, L2 = {5, 6, 7} W2A2 0.09 (2) 0.82 (0) 0.82 (33)
W2A1 0.07 (2) 0.45 (0) 0.52 (36)

tt PL3 (tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt))
W1A2 0.23 (0) 1.16 (0) 0.91 (0)
W1A1 0.19 (0) 0.76 (0) 0.65 (0)

L1 = {1, 2, 3}, L2 = {4, 5, 6}, W2A2 0.70 (2) 1.73 (0) 1.58 (0)
L3 = {7, 8, 9} W2A1 0.54 (2) 1.27 (0) 1.02 (0)

true PL3 (tt PL2 (tt PL1 tt))
W1A2 0.26 (0) 1.11 (0) 0,76 (0)
W1A1 0.24 (0) 0.72 (0) 0.66 (0)

L1 = {2, 3, 4}, L2 = {5, 6, 7}, W2A2 0.65 (2) 1.54 (0) 1.69 (0)
L3 = {8, 9, 10} W2A1 0.58 (2) 1.14 (0) 1.29 (0)

Table 1. Experiments with Randomly Generated Preference Statements

and agreement conditions in the case of the former are evaluated us-
ing disjunctive constraints, whereas in the case of the latter, they are
evaluated using chaining constraints. This implies the state space ex-
plored for the latter is at least large as the state space explored for the
former.

For the second set of experiments, we randomly generated graphs
in which the vertices correspond to outcomes, and the edges denote
preference between pairs of outcomes. Note that in this case, be-
cause the graphs are randomly generated, and not induced by the
stakeholder preferences, it is possible for the preferences reflected in
the graph to be inconsistent, i.e., individual stakeholder’s preference
graph may be inconsistent. Each edge is annotated with a random
subset of stakeholders (simulating the setting where the stakeholder
preferences induce edges in the induced preference graph). Table 2
presents the timing results of our experiments with random graphs.

The column "configuration" includes three numbers describing the
randomly generated induced preference graph: the first number is the
number of stakeholders, the second number is the number of out-
comes and the third number indicates that the maximum number of
edges per stakeholder in the induced preference graph. We generate
25 graphs per configuration. For each configuration, we compute the
result of the three types of queries presented in the first row of the
table. For each query, we consider four different collaborative se-
mantics and report the time in seconds needed for the computation.

Typically, as the induced preference graph and/or the query size
become larger, the time for computing the semantics increases. How-
ever, it is worth noting that semantics of the query depends on the
structure of the graph and, hence, in certain cases, it may be possi-
ble that the semantic computation in a larger graph or for a larger
query takes less time than the computation in a smaller graph or for
a smaller query. For instance, we observe that computation of query
tt P{4,5,6} (tt P{1,2,3} true) takes less time in most cases than the
computation of query tt P{2,3} (tt P{1,2} tt) (even if the former
involves 6 stakeholders). This can be attributed to situations where
the nested query tt P{1,2,3} tt in tt P{4,5,6} (tt P{1,2,3}} tt)
returns a small set (or even an empty set), which makes the evaluation
of overall query computationally less expensive.

Recall that the result is an average of timing results obtained from
25 randomly generated induced preference graphs for each config-
uration. It is worth noting that the maximum time recorded in all
sample runs is 55 seconds, which corresponds to a sample for con-
figuration 30, 400, 400 for evaluation of query with nesting depth
3.

8 Summary and Discussion

Summary. We provided the first formal treatment of reasoning with
multi-stakeholder preferences in a setting where each stakeholder
expresses their preferences in a qualitative preference language. We
introduced a query language for expressing queries with respect to
the preferences of a given set of stakeholders over sets of outcomes.
Motivated by the needs of application scenarios, we introduced and
analyzed several alternative semantics for such queries and examined
their inter-relationships. We provided a provably correct algorithm
for answering multi-stakeholder preference queries using model
checking in alternation-free µ-calculus. Results of preliminary
experiments demonstrate the feasibility of the approach.

Related Work. Existing approaches to reasoning about qualitative
preferences of multi-stakeholders leverage voting-based social
choice mechanisms [29, 30, 11], starting with the seminal work of
Rossi et al. [29]. The applicability of such approaches is limited
to settings where the stakeholder preferences are expressed over
outcomes (rather than attributes of outcomes); or when they are
expressed over attributes of an outcome, they are rather simple
(e.g., expressible using CP-nets). A major focus of the social choice
based approaches to multi-stakeholder preference reasoning is on
voting strategies that are resistant to manipulation by some of the
stakeholders and guarantee fair outcomes. The key aspects of our



Configuration tt P3,4 (tt P1,2 tt) tt P4,5,6 (tt P1,2,3 tt) tt P7,8,9 (tt P4,5,6 (tt P1,2,3 tt))
W1A2 W1A1 W2A2 W2A1 W1A2 W1A1 W2A2 W2A1 W1A2 W1A1 W2A2 W2A1

10, 100, 200 0.1589 0.1656 0.1684 0.1753 0.1811 0.194 0.1913 0.2049 0.7936 0.7702 0.8762 0.8997
20, 100, 200 0.349 0.3607 0.4912 0.5018 0.0827 0.0873 0.0671 0.0698 1.1415 1.3145 1.6448 1.8579
30, 100, 200 0.6637 0.6284 0.5505 0.5023 0.1592 0.1807 0.1365 0.137 1.7729 1.9391 3.612 3.837

10, 200, 200 0.1594 0.1667 0.1469 0.158 0.1637 0.177 0.1433 0.1518 0.8713 0.9955 0.8776 0.9767
20, 200, 200 0.3364 0.3366 0.5669 0.5571 0.311 0.311 0.2698 0.2792 1.9861 1.8095 6.674 6.2761
30, 200, 200 0.3097 0.306 0.2612 0.2654 0.3357 0.3544 0.2858 0.2913 1.5188 1.5963 1.5699 1.4971

20, 200, 400 0.4341 0.4514 0.4767 0.493 0.3863 0.4027 0.3632 0.3709 5.53 6.0667 5.2822 5.5943
30, 200, 400 1.4318 1.1996 3.6899 3.4727 3.5117 3.603 4.371 4.3949 16.0171 17.0694 20.4699 20.7602

Table 2. Timing Results

work that distinguish from social choice model such as mCP-net
[29] are as follows: We seek to answer queries of the form ψ1 PA ψ2,
i.e., identify outcomes that satisfy ψ1 and are more preferred to
outcomes satisfying ψ2, and are not less preferred to any outcome
that satisfies ψ2 by the set A of stakeholders, whereas mCP-net
queries are about whether one outcome is preferred to another by
the given set of stakeholders. The precise conditions for deciding
the answer to ψ1 PA ψ2 depends on the type of semantics. In the
special case where the set of outcomes satisfying ψ2 is a singleton
set, then our semantics is similar to Pareto semantics defined in
[29]. This raises the possibility of extending voting-based semantics
where the set of outcomes satisfying ψ2 is not a singleton set. In
such as setting, one may use voting to identify an outcome (say o)
that is preferred by a majority of the stakeholders, and include it in
the solution set if it is preferred to one of the outcomes satisfying ψ2

(similar to the witness condition in the paper), and all of them are
not preferred to o (similar to the agreement condition in the paper),
with the pair-wise outcome preferences decided using a voting
mechanism.

Discussion. The framework introduced in this paper is especially
useful in applications where it is necessary for multiple stakeholders
to be able to express, explore and understand the implications of
their preferences in settings where (i) the individual stakeholder
preferences are naturally expressed over attributes of outcomes (as
opposed to outcomes themselves), and are sufficiently nuanced to
require more expressive preference languages e.g., TCP-nets [5]
(which involve tradeoffs between conditional preferences), CI-nets
[4] (which can express preferences between sets of objects), or their
generalizations [33]; and (ii) there is a need for explanations of the
role played by the preferences of different stakeholders in deter-
mining the outcomes of multi-stakeholder deliberations. One can
envision extending this approach to allow individual stakeholders,
once they understand the impact of their respective preferences, to
minimally revise their preferences to arrive at a consensus that might
otherwise have eluded them.

Work in progress. Work in Progress aims to (i) consider organiza-
tional structures that further constrain how preferences of multiple
stakeholders influence outcomes (e.g., preferences of superiors over-
riding those of subordinates) (ii) generate targeted explanations of
the answers to multi-stakeholder preference queries, (iii) support in-
teractive revision of preferences by stakeholders in the search for
consensus or compromise, (iv) further optimize the implementation
of the multi-stakeholder preference reasoner, and rigorously assess
its scalability as a function of the relevant factors, and (v) apply the
resulting tools to support multi-stakeholder decision-making in pub-
lic policy, healthcare, etc.
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niew Zwoliński, ‘Geo-questionnaire: A method and tool for public pref-
erence elicitation in land use planning’, Transactions in GIS, 20(6),
903–924, (2016).

[23] R. L. Keeney and H. Raiffa, Decisions with Multiple Objectives: Pref-
erences and Value Trade-Offs, Cambridge University Press, 1993.

[24] D. Kozen, ‘Results on the propositional µ-calculus’, Theoretical Com-
puter Science, (1983).

[25] Sotirios Liaskos, Sheila A. McIlraith, Shirin Sohrabi, and John My-
lopoulos, ‘Integrating preferences into goal models for requirements
engineering’, in RE, pp. 135–144. IEEE Computer Society, (2010).

[26] Johannes Marti and Yde Venema, ‘A focus system for the alternation-
free µ-calculus’, in International Conference on Automated Reasoning
with Analytic Tableaux and Related Methods, pp. 371–388. Springer,
(2021).

[27] Zachary J. Oster, Ganesh Ram Santhanam, Samik Basu, and Vasant
Honavar, ‘Model checking of qualitative sensitivity preferences to min-
imize credential disclosure’, in FACS, pp. 205–223, (2012).

[28] Jean-Pierre Queille and Joseph Sifakis, ‘Specification and verification
of concurrent systems in cesar’, in Proceedings of the 5th Colloquium
on International Symposium on Programming, pp. 337–351, London,
UK, UK, (1982). Springer-Verlag.

[29] F. Rossi, K. B. Venable, and T. Walsh, ‘mcp nets: Representing and
reasoning with preferences of multiple agents’, in Proceedings of the
19th National Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI’04, pp. 729–
734. AAAI Press, (2004).

[30] Francesca Rossi, Kristen Brent Venable, and Toby Walsh, ‘A short
introduction to preferences between artificial intelligence and social
choice’, Synthesis Lectures on Artificial Intelligence and Machine
Learning, 102, (2011).

[31] Ganesh Ram Santhanam, Samik Basu, and Vasant Honavar, ‘Domi-
nance testing via model checking’, in Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth
AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI), pp. 357–362. AAAI
Press, (2010).

[32] Ganesh Ram Santhanam, Samik Basu, and Vasant Honavar,
‘CRISNER: A practically efficient reasoner for qualitative preferences’,
CoRR, abs/1507.08559, (2015).

[33] Ganesh Ram Santhanam, Samik Basu, and Vasant Honavar, ‘Repre-
senting and reasoning with qualitative preferences: Tools and applica-
tions’, Synthesis Lectures on Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learn-
ing, 10(1), 1–154, (2016).

[34] Shirin Sohrabi, Jorge A. Baier, and Sheila A. McIlraith, ‘Preferred ex-
planations: Theory and generation via planning.’, in Proceedings of the
25th Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI-11), pp. 261–267, San
Francisco, USA, (August 2011).

[35] Shirin Sohrabi and Sheila A. McIlraith, ‘Preference-based web service
composition: A middle ground between execution and search’, in Pro-
ceedings of the 9th International Semantic Web Conference (ISWC10),
Shanghai, China, (November 2010).

[36] Tran Cao Son, Enrico Pontelli, and Chitta Baral, ‘A non-monotonic
goal specification language for planning with preferences’, in Advances
in Knowledge Representation, Logic Programming, and Abstract Ar-
gumentation - Essays Dedicated to Gerhard Brewka on the Occasion
of His 60th Birthday, eds., Thomas Eiter, Hannes Strass, Miroslaw
Truszczynski, and Stefan Woltran, volume 9060 of Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, pp. 202–217. Springer, (2015).

[37] Terrance Swift and David S Warren, ‘Xsb: Extending prolog with tabled
logic programming’, Theory and Practice of Logic Programming, 12(1-

2), 157–187, (2012).
[38] A. Tarski, ‘A lattice-theoretical fixpoint theorem and its applications’,

Pacific Journal of Mathematics, (1955).
[39] Axel van Lamsweerde, ‘Goal-oriented requirements engineering: A

guided tour’, in RE, pp. 249–263, (2001).
[40] Nic Wilson, ‘Extending CP-nets with stronger conditional preference

statements’, in AAAI, pp. 735–741, (2004).


	Introduction
	Qualitative Preference Languages
	Single Stakeholder Preference Queries
	Multi-Stakeholder Preference Queries
	Answering Preference Queries
	Implementation
	Input: Preferences as Logical Relations and Facts
	Modules of Prototype Implementation
	On-the-fly Evaluation of Logical Statements
	Evaluating Queries

	Preliminary Experiments
	Summary and Discussion

