cs.NE/9812013 11 Dec 1998

The Self-Organizing Symbiotic Agent

Babak Hodjat Makoto Amamiya

Department of Intelligent Systems

Graduate School of Information Science and Electrical Engineering

Kyushu University

6-1 Kasugakoen, Kasuga-shi

Fukuoka 816, Japan http://www_al.is.kyushu-u.ac.jp/~bobby/index. html e-mail: Bobby@diana.is.kyushu-u.ac.jp

Abstract. In [2] a general framework for the studyof Emergence and hyper-structure was presented. This approach is mostlyconcerned with the description of such systems. In this paper we will tryto bring forth a different aspect of this model we feel will be useful in the engineering of agent based solutions, namelythe symbiotic approach. In this approach a self-organizing method of dividing the more complex ^main-problem~ to a hyper-structure of "sub-problems" with the aimo f reducing complexityis desired. A description of the general problemwill be given along with some instances of related work. This paper is intended to serve as an introductorychallenge for general solutions to the described problem.

Topics: Agents Theories, Agent Architectures.

Keyw ords : Symbiotic Agents, Hyper-structures, Reinforcement Learning, machine learning, EvolutionaryOptimization.

1. Introduction

^ A fundamental concept of evolutio n is the belief in the natural progressio n from the simple , to the more complex~ [5]

In Reinforcement Lear ning [15] an agent, or a population of agents interact with their environment (be it a commo n environment or one dedicated to an individual agent). Using trial and error interactions the agents are given the task of maximizing the sum of the reinforcements received when starting fro m so me initial state and proceeding to a ter minal state. It is assumed that there exists a mapping fro m state/actio n pairs to reinforcements, which is given to an agent as the result of its per for ming an action in a given state (reward, in the for mof a scalar value). T herefore the ^goal ^of the reinforcement learning systemis defined using the concept of a reinforcement function, which is the exact function of future reinforcements the agent seeks to maximize.

Manydifferent Reinforcement Learning systems have been studied and so me real world problems have been solved using this methodology[15]. One of the main problems encountered is the seemingly exponential reduction in the perfor mance of the agents as the number of tasks and/or states increase.

All currently published non-parametric learning algorithms utilize search strategies that are impractical in high dimensional space [14]. T his is mainlydue to the fact that the co mplexityo f the search space has increased to a degree that the agent is unable to find maximizing functions suitable for the rapid approach to the desired solution. It seems that making agents that can lear n and solve small-scale problems is much easier than up grading this method to deal with problems of higher co mplexity.

In the symbiotic approach we want to find an auto matic 1 way of dividing the more co mplex ^mai n - problem~ to a hyper -str ucture [2] of ^sub -problems~ such that the lo west level of the str ucture be satisfactorilylear nable b yagents. In other words, instead of maintaining a population o f full solutio ns to the problem, in the symbiotic approach each population member is only a partial solution ; T he complete solution emer ging fro mthe interactions of the different agents. Partial solutio ns can be characterized as specializations . Instead of solving the entire problem, partial solutions specialize to wards one aspect of the problem. T hus, many different areas o f the solutio n space can be searched concurrently, allo wing faster solutio ns to harder problems [29].

T his paper attempts to introduce and describe this approach. We will first present a mathematical model for the hyper-structure and its expected emer gent q ualities deriving fro mprevious work b y[2].

Certain aspects that will have to be taken into account will also be presented. T he advantages and the whole point of this method will then be discussed. Related work done in this do main seemto be ver y limited. We think this is partlyd ue to the fact that general guidelines for this approach and their benefits have not been explained before. Finally so me areas wo rth exploring for other possible solutio ns to this problemare noted.

2. Hyper-structures and Emergence

^One can think o f organizing populations of machines or robots in such a way that their interactive d ynamics lead to co mpletelynew properties and behavior.~ [3]

If a propertycan be observed in the d ynamics, but not at the level of the fundamental first order interacting structures, it is defined to be emergent . A third order structure is defined through the interaction o f second order structures for ming a new observable, not found at the lo wer levels. It is well kno wn that second order structures occur relatively easy in simulation so the problemis how to proceed to third and higher orders without exter nal interference [4]. "Whether more object complexityal ways will be necessar y to obtain yet higher order emer gent structures - or whether there is an object

1 Byauto matic we are implying self-organization.

complexity limit above which any emergent level can be produced, we do not kno w. We would like to believe that the latter is true" [32].

[2] defines the N th order structure, which in principle can depend on all lo wer level str ucture families in a cumulative way, as where R is the result of a construction process on lo wer order structures with Obs as their observatio nal mechanism(to obtain the properties of the str uctures), and Int representing a family of interactions using the properties registered under the observatio n ( which could be a dynamic process). i belongs to so me index set ( finite or infinite) namely J and is an index to a familyof structures 2 of a certain order

(A co mplete explanatio n of this definition and so me examples can be fo und in [2]).

Baas calls this whole process ^the higher-order structure principle~ the result of which he calls a hyperstructure ˘ in this case of order N . We shall define the functio n SO as a function that will return the numeric value o f the order of a structure (i.e., SO(S N )=N ).

T hrough this level str ucture we can distinguish and classifyorders of emer gence and co mplexity. P is an emer gent propertyof S N iff

It must be noted that overlapping aggregates are allo wed, and also that the creation of high-level interactions may cause changes in lo wer-level interaction (Fig 1) .

Fig.1. Hyper-structure: Example of third-order interaction grap h of a hyper -str ucture allo wing cumulative interactions and even overlapping aggregates [2].

As an extension o f [34]´s thoughts about co mp lexityand hierarchies, [2] is convicted that ^comp lexity often takes the for mof hyper-structure~. In other words, for ever ylevel, the infor mation-carr ying capacityincreases.

It seems reaso nable to require that a self-organizing system sho uld exhibit emer gent properties. Baas names a twofold point of view with regard to models where higher -order hyper-str uctures naturally emerge: T o understand the generation of hyper-structure from first principles, and to understand ho w to guide (exter nally) the design of the hyper -str ucture ( man-mad e evolution [3]). We will be introducing another aspect of this second vie w.

2 T he primitives or first order structures are S i 1

1 , i

1

Î J .

)) ( | ( )) ( ( 1

1 1

-

- -

Ï " Ù Î N i

N

N

N N

N

S Obs P i S Obs P

1 1

),

1

,

1

,

1

1

( -

Î

-

- - -

-

=

N

J

N

i

N

Int

N

Obs

N

N

i S R

N

S

3. A general definition of the agents

Let us say we have a population of d ynamic problem-solving agents, which are taken to be sufficiently efficient to solve problems of a certain co mplexity. We take SS r (Solutio n Structure of order r ) to represent this structure with PC(SS r ) as its potential co mplexity. A given problemis of an unkno wn order of complexity ( x ) higher than P C(SS r ). We take this complexityto be C(PS x ) (T he comp lexity of order x of the ProblemStr ucture) . T he follo wing is desired: T he design of a population o f agents that are able to self-organize into a hyper-structure SS N such that

PC(SS N ) ³ C(PS x ).

Deriving fro m[2], we will now tr yto set do wn a model of such a system.

T o sho wthe possibilityof interactio n between two str uctures S

1

and S

2

we will use the following operator:

S

1

Å S

2

( S

1

can and mayinteract with S

2

or INT(S

1

, S

2

) ).

So me of the properties of this operator are as follo ws:

· S

1

Å S

1

,

· (S

1

Å S

2

) Þ (S

2

Å S

1

),

· (S

1

Å S

2

) Ù (S

1

Å S

3

) Þ (S

1

Å S

3

).

We also need to define an operator to sho wthe dependencybetween two str uctures. T his concept will be sho wn as:

S

1

¬ S

2

(T he process or output of S

2

is part of S

1

)

So me of the properties of this operator are as follo ws:

· (S

1

¬ S

2

) Þ S

1

Å S

2

,

· (S

1

¬ S

2

) Þ SO(S

1

) > SO(S

2

),

· (S

1

¬ S

2

) Ù (S

2

¬ S

3

) Þ (S

1

¬ S

3

).

According to the definition of hyper -str uctures, we can derive the follo wing:

Theorem 1 :

T he proof of this theoremis not far fetched considering the fact that according to the definitio n of the dependencyoperator ( ¬ ),

(S

1

¬ S

2

) Þ SO(S

1

) > SO(S

2

) Þ SO(S

1

) ¹ SO(S

2

)

Let us presume:

SO(S

1

) = SO(S

2

) + c where c > 1.

In this case, according to the definition o f hyper -structures, there must exist a structure, Y , with:

. 1 ) ( ) ( ))) ( ) ( ( ) ( | , ( ) (

2 1 2 1 1 2 1

+ = Þ > Ù ¬ $ / " Ù ¬ S SO S SO S SO X SO X S X S S S

SO(S

1

) > SO(Y) > SO(S

2

) ,

Such that:

S

1

¬ Y

Which is impossible according to the givens of the theorem. T herefore we conclude that c = 1.

At this point we will set out to define our model using the concepts introduced above. Let us say we have a population o f ho mo genous interacting solution hyper-structures ( SS ) of order r collaboratively striving to solve a problem:

SS r

1

Å SS r

2

Å SS r

3

Å � Å SS r p

, ( where p £ population limit )

T he nature of these interactions may be evolutionar y( hence the limit on the population), communicational, merelyan ind irect effect through the problemspace or commo n environment, or any combinatio n of these for ms. We will represent this population with Pop(SS r )

T he solution hyper-structures sho uld have the ability to increase their order ( break ). T o model this abilitywe will define B(Pop(SS r )) , which represents the mo ment at least o ne of the memb ers of

Pop(SS r ) has had an increase in its order. According to theorem1, it is enough that at least two of the solutio n hyper -structures in Pop(SS r ) change their nature of interaction fro m Å to ¬ for B(Pop(SS r )) to have happened. So:

B(Pop(SS r )) Þ Pop 2 (SS r ) if $ X, Y Î Pop(SS r ) | X ¬ Y

Pop 2 (SS r ) is therefore a non-ho mo genous population of solutio n structures for med out of Pop(SS r ) , comprised of solutio n str uctures of orders r and r + 1 :

SO(Pop 2 (SS r )) = SO(Pop(SS r )) + 1

And accordingly:

SO(Pop n+1 (SS r )) = SO(Pop n (SS r )) + 1

Similarly, to be able to use the concept of B for higher order populations we need to refine the definition:

B(Pop 2 (SS r )) Þ Pop 3 (SS r ) if $ X,Y Î Pop 2 (SS r ) |(SO(X )=SO(Y)=2 ) Ù (X ¬ Y)

And accordingly:

B(Pop n (SS r )) Þ Pop n+1 (SS r ) if $ X,Y Î Pop n (SS r )|(SO(X )=SO(Y)=n ) Ù (X ¬ Y)

T o use [2]’s notation, B could be defined as follo ws:

B(Pop n (SS r )) Þ Pop n+1 (SS r ) if $ X,Y Î Pop n (SS r ) |

((X ¬ Y) Î Obs n (Pop n (SSr))) Ù ((X ¬ Y) Ï Obs n (Pop n-1 (SS r )))

T his for mclearlysho ws the emergent propertyo f B .

Note that B is bounded b ythe population limit . Other boundaries could also be set for B ’s application. With an effective breaking policy, the initial population of order r individ uals will increase their order:

Step 1: Pop 1 (SS r ),

Step 2: B(Pop 1 (SS r )) Þ Pop 2 (SS r ),

Step 3: B(Pop 2 (SS r )) Þ Pop 3 (SS r ),

.

.

.

Step n: B(Pop n-1 (SS r )) Þ Pop n (SS r ),

It must be noted here that the breaking process, being a propertyof the individ uals in the populatio n, need not necessarily occur with a co nstant frequency. T his process can be directed to happen when the need for it is detected b ythe failure of the existing population to approach the solution o f the problem with the desired speed. Another aspect worth noting is that the Breaking functio n should also have a reverse equivalent so as to d ynamically rever se the breaking process and reduce the order of the solutio n hyper -structure when such an order is no longer needed. For example an evolutionar y finetuning safeguard may be effective in this regard.

Fro mno w on we shall refer to these agents as S elf- O rganizing S ymbiotic Age nts (or SOSAGEs ).

SOSAGE s will therefore solve a given problemb ybreaking it do wn to smaller, more manageable pieces. Each SOSAGE or group of SOSAGE s will beco me specialized in managing parts of the interactions in this hyper-structure, the result of which would be the solutio n.

An example would be the behavior of the ner vous system. Its essence lies in the envisaging of mature capabilities as the cumulative outco me o f a large number of small advances in capability. Each such advance is assumed to be associated with a particular generative mechanism, so that the nervous system as a whole can be vie wed as an organized collection of such generative mechanisms, each specialized to so me particular generative process. Just as in the case of a factor y, the products of one kind of generative mechanismare handed on to other such mechanisms for further constr uctions to be carried out [21].

As another example let us consider a Reinforcement Lear ning [15] agent with a set o f inp ut senses which it uses to choose fro ma menu of actions and thus solve a problem(e.g., box pushing). T he standard approach (e.g., Q-Learning) wo uld be for an agent or a population of agents, to learn to map sequences of senses to certain seq uences of actions in order to maximize the sum of the reinforcements received fro mthe environment (or solution evaluator). More specialized but practicable solutions for more co mplex problems break do wn the probleminto a set of predefined behaviors, lo wering the potential co mplexityrequired fro m the agents (e.g., Behavior-based Q-learning [24]). SOSAGEs are expected to achieve this co mplexity reductio n auto matically, hence auto maticallybreaking the problem into behaviors and sub-behaviors until they are manageable bythe lear ning agents in an efficient manner. In other words, individuals will group together in one population that can be in itself regarded as a higher -level individual.

Is a SOSAGE possible? We will sho w later in this paper that work has been done in this regard and so me general solutions have been proposed that co me close to achieving a SOSAGE. In [8] the authors give a mathematical model of cooperative hierarchies and prove that the problemof deter mining whether cooperation structures are available to achieve an agent’s goal is NP-co mplete. What are the distinguishing features of problems that can be solved using SOSAGEs? T his question remains to be dealt with.

4. Advantages of this approach

T he SOSAGE approach is, bynature, a general solution method. Self-organization implies learning and the flexibilitythat is expected fro ma SOSAGE forces it to be problemindependent. But the most important feature of this approach is its scalability . T hat is to saymachine lear ning solutio ns that performreaso nablywell in lower co mplexities can be applied to problems with higher magnitudes of complexity, and still be expected to converge in a relativelyreaso nable manner. It has been sho wn that in nature, biological life [20] breaks down co mplex problems in such a way, hence the advent of artificial evolutionar yoptimization may be justifiable.

For instance, in the Reinforcement Learning examp le, in order to cope with the scale up problem procedural representations of policies maybe adopted auto matically [17]. Procedural representations have two main advantages. First, theyare imp licit, allo wing for good inductive generalizatio n over a ver ylarge set of input states. Seco nd, theyfacilitate modularization . Modularization promotes diversity and prevents the population fro mconver ging to a single solutio n, which in tur n pro motes generalization and flexibility [11]. Research has sho wn that methods that deco mpose a problemspace improve learning perfor mance in Reinforcement lear ning [7] [35].

Concrete proof of the advantages of this approach can onlybe given based on practical experiments, evidence of which will hopefullybe presented in later papers.

5. Related work

We will consider work related to the theme of this paper in three main areas, Distributed Artificial

Intelligence (DAI), Evolutionar yNeural Net wor ks, and Behavior Based Reinforcement Learning.

T heoretical wor k in DAI regarding cooperating experts has been in two main directions, namely task sharing and result sharing [37]. In task sharing, agents break the problemand request assistance fro m other agents in solving them. T his is done when a task is too large for the agent to handle, or it is a task for which the agent has no expertise. T wo approaches are usuallyco nsidered in this regard. Either for the agents to describe the task to other agents kno wn to be able to assist, or to describe themto all other agents (blackboard systems). In result sharing systems, expert agents periodicallyreport partial results theyhave obtained to one another. In other DAI text using a layered approach has also been considered. In [38] for instance, the author proposes breaking the agents into two categories:

supervisor yor high-level, and local or lo w-level agents. If the relationship between these two levels are of a dependence ( ¬ ) nature as described before, the order of the hyper -str ucture resulting fro mthis layered approach wo uld be 2 + r , where r is the structural order of the agents.

T he problemhere wo uld be to motivate the agents into automaticallyacq uiring hierarchical roles in the population. Altho ugh these works are usually either theoretical, or not based on machine lear ning, they can serve as a good basis for practical machine lear ning SOSAGE s. T he mere fact that this str uctural approach, be it hand coded, has improved the perfor mance of such systems is encouraging.

In the field of Neural Networ ks, so me pro mising wor k has been done recently on self-organizing networks. One hot topic deals with developing ways to specify the topologyof neurons and their links in multi-layer neural networ ks. T his process was lar gelydone b ytrial and error methods resulting in sub -optimal networks with too many units or links, or taking too much time to train, or not converging at all. For example in GNARL (Generalized Acq uisition of Recurrent Links) connectio ns, weights and the number of hidden layers of a neural network are defined using evolutionar y programming techniques [1]. T his method, although self-organizing to a certain extent, results in a hyper-str ucture of the second order (the nodes serving as the first order structure and the network as a whole being its second order). T hese along with other similar methods ([10] and [16]) use genetic methods in which each chro moso me encodes a co mplete network. In other words, the whole Hyper -str ucture is defined not allo wing for the further break do wn of the problempast the network level.

In SANE (Symbiotic Adaptive neuro-Evolution) individual neurons are evolved to for mcomp lete neural networks [29]. Each neuron or group of neurons is treated as a single structure being evaluated separately. T he resulting sub -networks are then grouped together and evaluated in co mplete neural networks. T hus the system is actually of an order higher than 2 3 . Figure 2 sho ws a hyper-str ucture visualization of a similar system similar to SANE. Because no single neuron can perfor mwe ll alone, the population remains diverse and the genetic algorithmcan search in manydifferent areas of the solutio n space concurrently. SANE can thus find solutions faster, and to harder problems than other standard neuro -evolution systems.

Fig.2. A 3 rd order hyper-str ucture representation of a systemsimilar to SANE. Only the fitness returned fro mthe highest level is concrete and there must be certain policies to distribute this fitness between individ ual agents fro mthe lo wer level.

3 In the case of the references no hyper -str ucture of order higher than 4 has been implemented, but the idea can easilybe upgraded to dynamicallyscale up to higher orders byincreasing the evolutionar y optimization stages

SANE can solve easy tasks in just a few generations, while in tests that require high precision, its progress often stalls and is exceeded bystandard network-level evolutio n. In [30] a hierarchical version of SANE is introduced that uses two levels of evolutio n and overco mes the problemnoted above. In this method, two loops of genetic evolutio n are used, increasing the order of the hyper -str ucture. So me improvements on the method used to evaluate the sub-networks have also been made.

T he SANE approach could be thought o f as evolving neural sub-networks that best fit a multitude of complete neural networks. If each neuron is taken as a structure of order 1, the sub-networks are examples of seco nd order structures and the neural networ ks are hyper -str uctures of order 3. Note that we could have co mplete neural networ ks evolving along side sub-networks and neurons. T herefore this increase in structural order is in fact happening auto matically and witho ut outside inter ventio n. If, unlike the references, the number of hidden layers were not limited to one, and sub networks were allo wed to organize into larger sub-networks, the order of solutio n hyper -str uctures could then be expected to be limitless (or limited to the population limit).

In general, Reinforcement Learning (RL) work has concentrated on problems with a single goal. As the complexity of the problemscale up, both the size of the state-sp ace and the co mplexity of the reward functio n increase. We will clearly be interested in methods of breaking problems up into sub -problems, which can work with smaller state-spaces and simpler reward functions, and then having some method of co mbining the sub -problems to solve the main task [19]. Most of the work in RL either designs the decompositio n b yhand [28], or deals with problems where the sub-tasks have ter mination conditio ns and co mbine seq uentially to solve the main problem[36] [39].

Behavior based reinforcement lear ning methods (e.g., Q-Learning) have been used successfullyfor robot design. Increasing robot complexitymakes this method of design difficult. LISP like programs, neural networks, and classifier systems have all been evolved as robot controllers before (see [12] for a sur veyof these methods). T he main drawbacks o f these methods have been sited as their inability to scale-up to more difficult behavior. In [24] an evolutionar ymethod is suggested to provide design auto mation for building behavioral mod ules. In this paper the behavior primitives and arbitrators are evolved instead of being hand-coded. A similar method based on [40]’s wor k on modular Q-Learning uses adaptive methods to automate the modulation of the Q-Learning Architecture [22]. T he Action

Selection problemintroduced by[19] essentiallyco ncerns subtasks acting in parallel, and interrupting each other rather than running to co mpletio n. T ypically, each subtask can o nlyever be partially satisfied

[26]. In this method different parts of the societyo f agents modify their behavior based on whether or not they are succeeding in getting the top-level actio n selector to execute their actions. T he learning of the subtasks is again left to an RL algorithm so that there is two levels of reinforcement learning being conducted simultaneo usly. [25] also proposes a hierarchical Q-Lear ning method in which a Q-Lear ner learns to choose fro m actions proposed bylo wer level Q-learners. In this and the previo us method

([19]) the user designs the sub-problems.

In the cases mentio ned here, hand coded hierarchies ( which are subsets of hyper -str uctures according to

[2]) are given the po wer of auto matically changing their configuratio ns. Again the fact that higher order hyper -str uctures (in this case no more than 2) are sho wn to be more effective is encouraging. Leaving the system to define the behavior auto maticallyand d ynamicallyalso opens the chance for the hyperstructure to decide not to break-up. T his wo uld occur if onlyone behavior, which is that o f solving the main problem, is chosen.

6. Further research

Organic life and higher -order organisms viewed as evolutio nar yproducts are an example of kno wn structures that may naturally be considered as hyper-structures. T herefore it is only natural to tr yto use

Artificial E volutionar ymethods to create SOSAGEs. It has been sho wn [31] that the co mbination of evolutio nar ymethods with machine learning methods results in much faster and more efficient solutio ns, especially in agent-based systems. T he method used b ythe agents in their lifetime need not necessarilybe machine learning. Simp le rule-based or classifier systems could also be used, but the non-parametric machine lear ning agents are much more flexible to d ynamic environmental change

[27]. It must be noted that altho ugh the problemitself may be of a static nature, the gro up approach implied b ythe SOSAGE method will be constantlychanging as different agents improve their approach to the problem. Other useful agent architectures could be Behavior Based Q-Learning,

Artificial Neural Networks, and Memor y Based machine learning agents [17].

T he Evolutionar ymethod, although ver yeffective, is not a pre-requisite o f SOSAGE systems.

Populations of agents that have flexible co mmunication and collaboration capabilities can also be used to develop SOSAGE systems. Here are certain areas worth considering [23]:

· Game T heory

· Coalition For mation [6] and Cooperation Structures [8]

· Classical Mechanics

· Operational Research

· Social Sciences [13] [9] [33]

A desirable feature that enhances the generality and flexibility o f SOSAGEs is the agents being as problemindependent as possible. T he ultimate o f such a systemwo uld be for the user onlyto define the problemand leave it up to the agents to solve it. T his has been described before as the T EEZ-

HOOSH approach [18].

7. Conclusions

T his paper suggests a hyper -str ucture approach to modeling and solving problems and creating agents.

T his approach will attempt to break do wn the original solution hyper -str ucture until the smallest units are capable, efficiently, of maximizing their reward function. Single agents, until no w tho ught of as units of decision-making, can be seen as self-str uctured populations of hierarchically arranged subagents or SOSAGE s.

Altho ugh the idea in itself is new, we have sho wn that wor k in this area has alread ystarted and preliminar y results seem encouraging.

T he main purpose of this paper is to give an introduction to our ideas on engineering problem solving methods that incorporate emergence and hyper -str uctures. T his idea is at an initial stage and needs further elaboration and experimentation.

References

1. P. J. Angeline, G. M. Sanders, J. Pollack, An E volutionar yAlgorithmthat constructs Recurrent

Neural Networks, IEEE Transactions o n Neural Net wor ks, Jan. 1994.

2. N. A. Baas, Emer gence, Hierarchies, and Hyper-structures, in C.G. Langton ed., Artificial Life III,

Addison Wesley, 1994.

3. N. A. Baas, Hyper-str uctures as T ools in Nanotechnology and Nanobiology, in S. Rasmussen, S. R ..

Hameroff, J. Tuzinki, P. A. Hansson ed.´s, Towards a Nanobiology: Coherent and Emergent

Phenomena in Bimolecular Systems, Cambrid ge, M A: MIT Press, 1995.

4. N. A. Baas, M.W. Olesen, and S. Rasmussen, Higher Order Emer gent Structures, LANL and SFI

Preprint, In preparation , 1996.

5. Joshua A. Bond, http://dekalb.dc.peachnet.edu/~p gore/students/w96/joshbond/symb.htm, 1996.

6. M. Davis, M. Maschler, T he kernel o f a cooperative game, Naval research lo gistical Quarterly 12, pages 223-259, 1965.

7. P. Dayan, G. E. Hinton, Feudal Reinforcement Learning, in Advances in Neural Information

Processing Systems 5 , PP 271-278, 1993.

8. M. d’Inverno, M. Luck, M. Wooldridge, Cooperation Structures, in Proceedings of the 15 th

International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence , Vol. 1, pages 600-605, Morgan Kaufmann,

1997.

9. E. Ephrati, J. S. Rosenschein, Deriving Consensus in multi-agent systems, Artificial Intelligence

Journal, vol. 87, No´s 1-2, November 1996.

10. B. Fullmer, R. Miikulainen, Using marker -based genetic encoding o f neural net wor ks to evolve finite-state behavior, in F. J. Varela, P. Bourgine, ed.´s, Towards a Practice of Autonomous Systems,

Proceedings of the first European Conference on Artificial Life, pages 255-262, 310-314, Cambridge,

MA, USA, MIT press, 1992.

11. D. E. Goldberg, Genetic Algorithms in Search, Optimization and machine lear ning, Reading, M A,

Addison-Wesley, 1989.

12. T . Gomi, A. Griffith, Evolutionar yRobotics ˘ An overvie w, Proceedings of IEEE Internatio nal

Conference on E volutio nar yCo mputation, 1996.

13. B. J. Grosz, S. Kraus, Collaborative plans for complex gro up action, AI journal, vol. 86, No. 2, Oct.

1996.

14. G. Z. Grudic, P. D. Lawrence, Is Non-parametric Learning Practical in Ver yHigh Dimensional

Spaces ?, in The proceedings of the 15 th International Joint conference on Artificial Intelligence , pg.

804, Morgan Kaufman Publications, 1997.

15. M. E. Harmon and S. S. Har mo n, Reinforcement Lear ning: A tutorial, http://wwwanw.cs. umass.edu./~mhar mo n/rltutorial/frames.html , 1996.

16. S. A. Harp, T . Saned, A. Guha, T o wards the genetic synthesis o f neural networ ks, in J. D. Shafer ed., Proceedings of the third International Conference on Genetic Algorithms, 1989.

17. Hodjat B., Shahrzad H., Introducing a d ynamic problemsolving scheme based on a learning algorithm in artificial life environments, Proceedings of the ICNN, July1994.

18. Hodjat B., Hodjat S., Niaki S. S., Introducing T EEZ-HOOSH, A new approach to problem modeling and solving, 1995, unpublished.

19. M. Hump hr ys, Action Selection Methods using Reinforcement learning, Univer sityo f Cambridge,

T echnical Report 426, http://www. cl.cam.ac.uk/~mh10006/PhD/ , June 1997.

20. B.D. Josephson and H.M. Hauser, Multistage Acquisition o f Intelligent Behavior, Kybernetes 10

(1981) 11-15.

21. B. D. Josephson and N. A. Baas, A Generative approach to the understanding o f cognitive skills, http://dekalb.dc.peachnet.edu/~pgore/students/ w96/joshbond/symb. htm, (paper presented at ECHO conference, Amiens, August 1996).

22. T . Kohri, K. Matsubayashi, M. T okoro, An Adaptive Architecture for Modular Q-Learning, in The proceedings of the 15 th International Joint conference on Artificial Intelligence , pg. 820, Morgan

Kaufman Publicatio ns, 1997.

23. S. Kraus, Negotiation and cooperation in multi-agent enviro nments, AI journal 94, pages 79-97,

1997.

24. W. P. Lee, J. Hallam, H. H. Lund, Applying Genetic Programming to evolve Behavior primitives and arbitrators for Mobile Robots, Department o f AI, University of Edinb urgh, 1997.

25. L. J. Lin, Scaling up Reinforcement Learning for robot control, in Proceedingsof theTenth

InternationalConferenceonmachinelearning , 1993.

26 . P. Maes, Howto do the right thing, ConnectionScience 1:291-323, 1989.

27. D. Mitchie, D. J. Siegelhalter, C. C. T aylor, machine learning, Neural and Statistical Classification,

Ellis Hor wood, 1994.

28 . A. W. Moore, EficientMemory-basedLearningforRobotControl , Ph.D. thesis, University of

Cambridge, Co mputer Laboratory, 1990.

29. D. E. Moriartyand R. Mikkulainen, Efficient Reinforcement Learning through Symbiotic

Evolutio n, machine learning 22, 11-32, 1996.

30. D. E. Moriartyand R. Mikkulainen, Hierarchical E volution of Neural Networks, T he Universityo f

T exas at Austin, T echnical Report AI96-242, Januar y1996.

31. S. Nolfi, J. L. Elman, D. Parisi, Learning and evolution in neural networks, Institute o f Psychology

C. N. R. ˘ Ro me, T echnical Report 94-08, 1994.

32. S. Rasmussen, N. Baas, C. L. Barrett and M. W. Olesen, Dynamical Hierarchies - A Summar y (a,b) ,

33. Y. Shoham, M. T ennenholtz, On the emergence of social co nventio ns: modeling, analysis and simulation, Robotics Laboratory, Dept. of Co mp uter Science, Stanford University, 1997.

34. H. A. Simon, T he Architecture of Co mplexity, Proc. Am. Phil. Soc. 106 (1962): 467-482.

35. S. P. Singh, Reinforcement Lear ning with a Hierarchy of Abstract Models, in Proceedings of the tenth National Conference on Artificial Intelligence , PP 202-207, 1992.

36 . S. P. Singh, T ransfer of Lear ning b yCo mposing Solutions o f Elemental Sequential T asks, machine learning 8:323-339, 1992.

37. R. G. Smith, R. Davis, Frameworks for Cooperation in Distributed ProblemSolving, in A. H. Bond,

L. Gasser, ed.´s, Readings in Distributed AI , Morgan Kaufman, 1988.

38. R. Steeb, S. Cammarta, F. A. Hayes-Roth, P. W. T horndyke, R. B. Wesson, Distributed Intelligence for Air Fleet Control, in A. H. Bond, L. Gasser, ed.´s, Readings in Distributed AI , Morgan Kaufman,

1988.

39 . C. K. T ham, R. W. Prager, A modular Q_learning architecture for manipulator task deco mpositio n,

ProceedingsoftheEleventhInternationalConferenceonmachinelearning , 1994.

40. S. Whitehead, J. Karlsson, J. T enenberg, Learning Multiple Goal Behavior via T ask Deco mposition and Dynamic PolicyMer ging, in Robot Learning , Kiluwer Academic Press, 1993.