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Example – AdHoc
AdHoc = Adaptive Heuristic for Opponent
Classification

AdHoc agents classify opponents
dynamically in iterated multiagent games

Scenario:
randomly moving agents on toroidal grid

fixed number of PD games upon encounter

goal: utility maximisation
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Opponent class models � consist of:
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behaviour of � [Carmel & Markovitch 96]

Q-table for optimal counter-strategy [Watkins &
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Learning samples for �

Similarity = Ratio of encounters with
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InFFrA Analysis
Framing = Classification procedure

Frame = Opponent class
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Q-table for strategy learning Context
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Learning samples for class History

Roles, links and beliefs: trivial
Perceived frame = current encounter game
sequence
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InFFrA Analysis – Observations

if opponent is known, no re-framing during
encounter
else, matching after each round
frame matching updates all similarity values
assessment and re-framing only after
encounter
no adequacy and desirability test

restricted flexibility
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Conclusion
Are we talking about...

...individualist or socio-centric approach?
Something in-between!
Data=social, reasoning=local.
...top-down or bottom-up? Both!
InFFrA is a meta-architecture!
...a silver bullet for open systems?
Certainly not!

too few InFFrA-compliant systems

heavy cognitive assumptions
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Outlook
Richer communicative scenarios

Emergence of globally valid frames?
Interaction frame calculi
Organisational interaction frames
Develop adaptive InFFrA agents
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Things to remember!

Open systems

Socio-empirically rational agents
Sociological grounding: frames and framing

InFFrA meta-architecture
Multi-perspective applicability
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Thank you for your attention!
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