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Abstract

Describing properties of actions and their effects on the state of the world has long been considered
one of the central problems in the theory of knowledge representation [78]. Most of Artificial
Intelligence applications require an almost complete description of an agent’s actions and the
action laws that describe the effects of actions that change the domain, which it is a time
consuming task. Machine Learning methods can help to learn the domain specific knowledge
necessary in the development of plans, or to construct the description of a robot’s actions and its
environment. The domain to learn is a system that changes its state when acted upon according
to some set of unknown rules or functions. The learner initially knows nothing of the contexts
in which actions produce changes in the environment, nor what those changes are likely to be.
Then, it must infer how properties of the domain are affected by the execution of actions, or
otherwise are subject to the general law of inertia.

In most previous works on action-model learning, the inferred model corresponds to a set of
STRIPS-like operators [36], that was an early attempt to formalize descriptions of actions. Many
extensions have been proposed since then, aiming for theories of actions that are more expressive,
however, most of them are procedural representations. In this thesis we shall propose learning
action models in non-monotonic formalisms for Reasoning about Actions and Change [78]. These
formalisms constitute a formal and expressive representation for action domains, grounded on
a mathematical and computational foundation, where system’s behaviors are naturally viewed
as appropriate logical consequences of the domain’s description, so that the specification of ac-
tions and their effects is made as intuitive and natural as possible. Any attempt to learn in
these formalisms must cope with various facets such as inertia (and the associated Frame Prob-
lem [81]), constraints and indirect effects (and the associated Qualification [79] and Ramification
problem [58]}, non-deterministic and other complex effects of actions.

Our work differs also from previous approaches in the use of Inductive Logic Programming [93]
methods, which allow a natural integration with implementations of Action Theories based on
the Logic Programming paradigm. The result is that an action theory is learned in the same way
as it will be used, thus there is no a different representation for learning and another different
for reasoning and planning. For this task we adopt Extended Logic Programs {45] as the form of
programs o be learned, where two kinds of negation -negation as failure and classical negation-
are effectively used in the presence of incomplete information.

The use of Action Languages [47] has a significant impact in the generality of the approach, so
that diverse learning tasks can be approached in an homogeneous way and with minimal changes,
for instance, the dual problem, i.e., learning to act, where action-selection rules for guiding the
planning process are learned from solutions to instances of a planning problem. The control rules
learned this way do not make explicit reference to the workings of the planner, but only refer to
the solution space, so that they can be used by fundamentally different planning architectures.



Contents

Acknowledgments i
Abstract iii
Contents v
1 Introduction 1
1.1 Objectives and Motivation . . . . . . . . .. ... o oo 1

1.2 Organization of chapters . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... Lo 6

I Background 7
2 Non-monotonic Action Theories : 9
2.1 Reasoning about actions and change . . . . . . .. ... ... 9
2.2 The Situation Calculus . . . . . . . ... .. L L 10
2.3 Challenges for Action Theories . . . . . ... .. .. ... ... ... 12
2.4 Logic Programs to reason about actions . . . . .. .. .. e e e 14

3 Inductive Logic Programmming 17
3.1 General definition of ILP . . . . . . . . .. . oo 17
3.2 Testing the generality of hypotheses . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. 19
3.3 Methodsin ILP . . . . . . . .. . o 20
3.4 Declarative bias . . . . . . . .. 23
3.5 Recursive programs . . . . . . . ... e 25
3.6 Multiple predicate learning . . . . . .. .. oL o 27
3.7 Learning Logic programs with negation as failure . . . . . .. ... ... ... .. 30
3.8 Learning Extended Logic Programs . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... . ... ... 31

II Learning Action Theories 33
4 Learning non-monotonic Action Theories 35
4.1 Learning action models . . . . . . .. .. ... 35
4.2 A basic definition . . . . ... L 37
4.3 Learning Action Theories as Logic Programs . . . .. . . ... ... . .. ... .. 38
4.3.1 The Frame Problem . . . .. .. ... . .. ... ... ... 40

4.3.2 Formal definition . . . . . . . .. 43



4.3.3 Undefinedness in the observations . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 45
4.3.4 Testing the generality of hypotheses . . . . . .. ... ... .. ...... 46

4.3.5 A three-valued setting for SC programs . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. 49

44 Conclusions . . . ... .. ... ... e 51

5 Implementation: LRAC 53
5.1 Learning Action Theories with ILP methods . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .... 53
9.2 Description of LRAC . . . . . . . ... 54
9.2.1 Learning the basic circuit with LRAC . . . ... . ... ... ... .. .. 61

522 TheBlocksworld . . . . . ... . .. ... 62

5.3 Conclusions . . . .. ..., 65

6 Learning Indirect Effects 67
6.1 The Ramification problem . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 67
6.2 Indirect effects in the Situation Calculus . . . . .. ... .. .. ... ... .... 63
6.3 Indirect effects = effects propagation . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... ... 69
6.4 Learning Action Theories with indirect effects . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 71
6.4.1 A more complex circuit . . . .. .. L 74

6.4.2 Causality-based approaches . . . . . . . ... ... .. ... ... ... . 78

6.4.3 The Blocks world {contd.} . . .. ... ... ... ... ... . ... 79

6.44 The Logistics domain . . . . .. ... ... .. ... .. .. ... ... .. 80

6.5 Relation to integrity constraints . . . . . .. .. ... L. 83
6.6 Cycles . . . . L 84
6.6.1 Yetanother circuit . . . . .. ... ... ... 88

6.6.2 Recursiveindirect effects. . . .. . .. ... oL 91

6.6.3 Negativecycles . . . . . . . . o 94

6.7 Conclusions . . . . . . . . ... 97

7 Learning Default Action Theories 99
7.1 The Qualification Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 99
7.2 Default theories . . . . . . . . . .. ... 100
7.3 Default Action Theories . . . . . . . .. ... ... . 101
7.4 Learning rules with exceptions . . . . . . . . ... ... 103
741 Asmallexample . . . ... .. 104

7.5 Learning about exceptions . . . . . . .. .. ... L 106
7.6 Conclusions . . . . .. ... . e 107
IIT Extensions 109
8 Complex actions 111
8.1 Concurrent actions . . . . . . . . . . ... 111
8.1.1 Learning of concurrent actions . . . . ... ... .. ... ... ... ... 113

8.1.2 Scenarios for concurrent actions . . . . . . .. ... L. 115

8.2 Exogenous actions . . . . . . . . .. ... 120
8.3 Sensing actions . . . . . . . ... 122
8.4 Actions with duration and delayed effects . . . .. ... .. ... ... ... ... 123

8.0 Conclusions . . . . . . . . 125



9 Learning declarative control rules for planning
9.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . e e
9.2 Action-selectionrules . . . . . . ... . ... ... e
9.3 Extraction of examples from plans . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
94 Learning action-selection rules in the Sttuation Calculus . . . . . ... .. .. ..
9.4.1 Using a planner to generate the trainingset . . . . . . ... ... ... ..
9.4.2 Using learned control rules to speed-up planning . . . ... . ... .. ..
94.3 TheBlocksworld . . . . . .. .. . .. ..o
9.44 The Logistics domain . . . . . ... ... ... . .00
9.5 Control rules based onsubgoals . . . . . . .. ... .00
9.6 DISCUSSION . . . .« . o i e e e e
9.7 Conclusions . . . . . . . . e e

IV Related work and Conclusions

10 Related work
10.1 Learning operators effects for planning . . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... ...
10.2 Learning action models using ILP methods . . . ... .. ... ... ... ... .
10.3 Reinforcement Learning . . . . . . . . . . .. ..
10.4 Inference of deterministic finite-state automata . . . ... ... ... ... ... .
10.5 Learning Qualitative models . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... ... ..

11 Summary and Conclusions
111 Summary . . . . . . e e e e
11.2 Areas for future work . . . . . . . ... Lo

A Logic Programming concepts
B The stable models semantics

Bibliography

127
127
129
130
131
133
134
135
140
145
149
152

155

157
157
161
162
163
163

165
165
166

169
171

175



Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Objectives and Motivation

Describing properties of actions and their effects on the state of the world has long been considered
one of the central problems in the theory of knowledge representation [47]. Actions performed
in a world change its state, for instance, actions of a robot or an agent, updates in a database,
program statements, operations in a supply chain, selections/clicks in an interactive GUI, and
so on. In Artificial Intelligence (AT) the goal is to model and build agents capable of reasoning,
planning and acting in a changing environment. To perform nontrivial reasoning or to take action
in the world, an intelligent agent situated in a changing domain needs the knowledge of causal
laws that describe the effects of actions that change the domain, i.e., it must be able to predict
the results of its actions. For the most part, applications fall into three broad categories that
correspond roughly to the need to predict, explain, and understand physical phenomena [117].

1. predictive, in which the objective is to predict future states of the system from observations
of the past and present states of the system.

2. diagnostic, in which the objective is to infer what possible past states of the system might
have led to the present state of the system.

3. planning, in which the objective is neither to predict the future nor explain the past but
find a sequence of actions that lead the system to a desired state given an initial situation.

Most of these applications require an almost complete description of the agent’s actions
and its environment which, for moderately complex dynamic systems, it is a time consuming
task. Machine Learning methods can help to learn the domain specific knowledge necessary, for
instance, in the development of plans, or to construct the description of a robot’s actions and its
environmernt.

A domain description consists of a set of fluent names, a set of action names, and a set of
causal laws that describe the effects of actions that change the domain. Fluents serve to describe
sttuations and are properties whose truth values may change in the course of time as the result
of performing actions. Let us consider a classical domain, the Blocks world.

Example 1 (Blocks world) There is a table and some blocks, such that blocks can be moved
onto other blocks or onto the table, which is large enough to hold all the blocks. For each block,
either it is clear or else there is block sitting on 1t. The domain contains the action move and the
fluents on and clear to represent the location of blocks and what blocks are clear respectively. O
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B B A A

C D C D C D
on(A,B) clear(A) on(A,D) clear(A) on(A,D) clear(C)
on(B,C) clear(D) on{B,) clear(B) on(B,A) clear(B)
on(C 1able) on{C,table) on(C,table)

Figure 1.1: Blocks world

The domain to learn is a system that changes its state when acted upon according to some set
of unknown rules or functions. The learner initially knows nothing of the contexts in which actions
produce changes in the environment, nor what those changes are likely to be. An agent in such an
scenario learns to predict the effects of his actions through observation, where inputs correspond
to the actions executed and outputs correspond to the perceptual information available (Fig. 1.1),
and constructs a dynamic system that can predict the future output of the unknown system,
Le., it must generate theories of how the actions affect the environment. In the blocks world, for
instance, this means to determine the conditions under which blocks can be moved onto other
blocks or onto the table, and predict the effects, i.e., the state of the blocks at the new situation
after exccuting an action. While such predictions may not be completely accurate since they are
based on incomplete experience, it is possible that they may be good enough to allow an agent to
perform effectively [13]. It is important to notice that a model need not be exactly the same as
the environment from the learner’s point of view. In many cases, this is because the perception
ability of the agent is limited.

To address this problem is a non-trivial task, taking into account the range of phenomena to
accommodate, among others [111]:

¢ The causal laws relating actions to their effects.
e The conditions under which an action can be performed.
¢ Environments partially known to an agent.

e Exogenous and natural events.

Complex actions.

Discrete and continuous time.

Unreliable sensors.

Uncertainty.

Non-Determinism.

Learning of Action Models {13] has been studied in a variety of disciplines including control
theory, neural networks, and automata theory. The inferred model might correspond to a sys-
tem of differential equations, a set of production rules [124], or a set of states and transition
probabilities {13]. Most of previous approaches [87] were based on STRIPS [36] operators that
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were an early attempt to formalize descriptions of actions, consisting of a list of state features
(or postconditions) that are added and another list of features that are removed by applying the
operator, without more “deductive” features. For instance, the description of the operator move
in the blocks world is the following:

{move
(params (<block> <block-from> <block-to>})
(preconds
(clear <block>)
{clear <block-to>))
(effects (
(add (on <block> <block-to>))
(del (on <block> <block-from>))
(add (clear <block-from>))
(del (clear <block-to>)}))))

For years, researchers in the nonmonotonic reasoning community aimed for theories of actions
that are more expressive than STRIPS-like systems. Many extensions have been proposed since
then, aiming for theories of actions that are more expressive than STRIPS-like systems or to
alleviate problems in operator representation caused by the STRIPS assumptions, however, most
of them rely on procedural representations.

In this thesis we focus on learning representations of environments that can be characterized
by non-monotonic formalisms for Reasoning about Actions and Change. These formalisms consti-
tute an effort towards Commonsense Reasoning grounded on a mathematical and computational
foundation. Features as indirect effects of actions (ramifications), implied action preconditions
(qualifications), and concurrent actions are now easily represented. These formalisms are in-
tended to precisely capture the effects that an ection produces given the current description of
the world and the preconditions that specify when the action can be executed. However, they
are interested in temporal reasoning of a more general kind, e.g., explain observations about the
state of the world in terms of what actions might have taken place, or what state the world might
have been before —when the values of some fluents in one or more situations are given and the
goal is to derive other facts about the values of fluents— to make plans and so on.

We focus on Logic Programming {LP) theories of actions, i.e., theories of actions that either
use logic programming directly to formalize some aspects of reasoning about actions or those
that provide translations to logic programs [8]. In particular we deal with a logical approach to
modeling dynamical systems based on a dialect of first order logic called the Situation Calcu-
lus [81]. Unlike other formalisms, where observations describe the pre- and post-execution states
of actions, i.e., transitions are considered as independent entities and the concept of situation
is not mentioned explicitly, the Situation Calculus represents explicitly the situation where an
action is executed, i.e., the sequence of actions that led to that situation. This particular feature
is essential for learning in action domains, as we will see in the next chapters. For instance, the
sequence of actions of Fig. 1.1 is represented as the following facts, among others, where sg is a
constant that represents the initial situation:

holds(on(a, d), do{move(a, d), so))
holds(on(b, a), do(move(b, a), do(move(a, d), s0)))

The use of Logic Programming makes it feasible to study the integration of Inductive Logic
Programming (ILP) with logic programming theories of actions. Inductive Logic Programming,
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1.e., Machine Learning methods that use Logic Programming as the representation knowledge—
is an emerging field in the area of Machine Learning. The ability to use a Logic Programming
representation both for examples and rules has contributed to this success. As a result, an action
theory is learned in the same way as it will be used, thus there is no a different representation
for learning and another different for reasoning, planning and so on. Additionally these logic-
based methods for learning provide a high expressivity with respect to propositional methods,
the possibility of including arbitrary logic programs as background knowledge, and other special
techniques, e.g., noise handling techniques, while learning without losing representational power.

We can translate dynamic data into a Logic Programming representation that ILP methods
can manage, where the temporal relationships among components and their states are partly
expressed by the introduction of the variable Time in the training data. However, the use
of first-order features to merely represent the sequence in a set of examples have restricted
ability to model dynamic domains. For instance, non-monotonic reasoning is needed to avoid
the explicit representation of unchanged properties from one particular situation to another
(Frame Problem [81]). In the blocks world, after moving block A onto D in Fig. 1.1, we have
that on(C, table) is not affected by the action, so that approaches that do not consider the inertia
assumption have to explicitly assert it in the input data. As a consequence, non-affected values
of fluents must be part of the information given to the learning algorithm, thus having to deal
with large datasets from which only a small fraction corresponds to effects of actions. Unlike
this, with the inertia assumption, observations need only be explicitly given for those situations
where a fluent changes, whereas inertia propagates non-affected truth values from one situation
to the next one. Thus, the learner must be able to infer how properties of a domain are affected
by the execution of actions, or otherwise are subject to the general law of inertia.

Furthermore, any attempt to learn in these formalisms must cope with other facets apart
from inertia (and the associated Frame Problem), such as constraints and indirect effects (and the
associated Qualification [79] and Rarnification [58] problem), nondeterministic and other complex
effects of actions. For instance, previous approaches to learning action models are restricted
to predicting a single outcome or effect of an action. This forces the explicit representation
of all the effects of an action as direct effects, producing the so-called Ramification problem,
which makes the descriptions of actions cumbersome and difficult for complex domains. In
many cases, the effects of an action are not caused directly by the execution of the action but
indirectly through other changes. Thus, the learner should infer how properties of a domain are
(directly/indirectly) affected by the execution of actions, or otherwise are subject to the general
law of inertia. Previous approaches also dealt with effects of actions on a world where these
are strictly specified. We show how to incorporate defeasibility into the specifications, where
negation-as-failure is used to represent absence of information about exceptions. The explicit
use of exceptions allows to learn rules that are more generally applicable, mainly when there
are occasional qualifications or noise in the observations which may decrease the quality of the
learning results, or when a theory must be specialized minimally.

On the other hand, we need to learn a definition for allowed actions, forbidden actions and
actions with an unknown outcome, and therefore we need to learn in a richer three-valued setting.
For this task we adopt Extended Logic Programs (ELP) as the form of programs to be learned,
where two kinds of negation -negation as failure and classical negation- are effectively used in
the presence of incomplete information. Let us consider an autonomous agent that has to select
its own actions on the basis of acquired knowledge [63]. As pointed by Lamma et al., if the agent
learns in a two-valued setting, it will not know the difference between what is true and what is
unknown and, therefore, it can try actions with an unknown outcome. Rather, by learning in a
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three-valued setting, the agent will know which part of the domain needs to be further explored
and will not try actions with an unknown outcome unless it is trying to expand its knowledge.

The learning task studied in this thesis is an old problem in the Machine Learning field.
We argue that this problem is best framed and solved by non-monotonic action theories where
system’s behaviors are naturally viewed as appropriate logical consequences of the domain’s
description, hence the specification of actions and their effects is made as intuitive and natural
as possible [122]. Furthermore, a language that makes the notion of situation more central can
provide a more convenient hypothesis space for learning, and a more compact description of
observations, where observed time traces of property values are represented in the Situation
Calculus in an homogeneous and natural way. ‘

Our goal in this thesis is to provide solutions to several representative problems that can be
characterized with these formalisms, While we admit that the real world cannot be modeled by
such theories to any high degree of predictive accuracy, given appropriate percepts and actions, it
makes sense to model system identification in terms of non-monotonic action theories. Actually,
very simple scenarios become significantly complex without an appropriate level of abstraction.
Even if it were possible to construct such a detailed model, this would be absurdly and uselessly
large. Despite these simplifying assumptions, we believe that our models are relevant to a
variety of interesting tasks and environments, for instance, those involving agents with higher
level cognitive functions that involve reasoning about goals, actions, collaborative task execution,
etc..

On the other hand, the use of Action Languages allows that diverse learning tasks can be
approached in an homogeneous way, for instance, learning the effects of actions but also the
dual problem, i.e., learning fo act. In Al Planning, a planner is given an initial state and a
goal, and finds a sequence of actions that maps the state into the goal. For instance, turning a
configuration of blocks into another is a planning problem in the Blocks world (Fig. 1.2}.

D B

A D

B C A
current Goal

Figure 1.2: A planning problem in the Blocks world

Planners generally search through a list of domain actions until a correct sequence of those
actions has been found that can achieve the desired goals. This problem has been tackled by a
number of algorithms and in recent years substantial progress has been made [133]. However,
the problem is still computationally hard and the best algorithms are bound to fail on certain
classes of instances. An alternative that has been proposed is to use knowledge of the planning
domain for guiding the planning process {113, 2, 51} via a set of additional constraints that do
not make explicit reference to the workings of the planner; but only refer to the solution space
like the constraints that define the original problem instance. Search control information for the
blocks-world may say things like:

‘pick up a misplaced block if clear’
‘put current block on destination if destination block is clear and well placed’
etc.
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The above control information for the blocks world is not included in the domain description,
because it depends on a planning problem, e.g., well _placed is not used to predict the effects of
moving blocks. Recent results have shown that it is possible to automatically acquire such high
level declarative rules for action selection in planning in a purely declarative way. This problem
has been very recently tackled by Kautz and Selman [52], Geffner [76] and Khardon [60], among
others, using different schemes for representation and learning. More precisely, they deal with the
problem of learning how to solve a planning problem in a domain, given solutions to a number
of small instances of it. Learned rules select the action to be executed based on the current
situation where the action will be executed and both the initial and the goal situation, so that
control rules encode the solutions to a class of problems that differ on both the initial and the
goal situations. .

In the last part of the thesis, we consider the task of learning action-selection rules where
both plans and the control rules are represented in the Situation Calculus.

1.2 Organization of chapters

This dissertation is organized as follows. In part I, we give a brief overview of formalisms for
reasoning about actions and change (chapter 2), focusing on the Situation Calculus, as well
as of Inductive Logic Programming methods (chapter 3). In part II we show what learning
means in formalisms for reasoning about actions and change (chapter 4) and show that learning
rules about actions and change may be possible using a Logic Programming implementation of
the Situation Calculus and Inductive Logic Programming methods. A prototype to learn action
theories in the Situation Calculus in the form of Extended Logic programs by using ILP methods
is described in chapter 5. In chapter 6 we extend the framework of the previous chapter to deal
with indirect effects of actions as well as with cyclical and recursive dependences, whereas in
chapter 7 we learn default theories of actions, where rules are allowed to have exceptions. In
part III, we propose some extensions to cope with complex effects of actions (chapter 8) and we
adapt the previous framework for learning declarative control rules that help improving planning
methods by reducing the search (chapter 9). In the last part, we review the most relevant related
work in the field (chapter 10), present some conclusions and outline future work (chapter 11).
Appendix A and B give a brief overview of basic Logic Programming concepts and the stable
model semantics respectively.



Part I

Background






Chapter 2

Non-monotonic Action Theories

Action languages are formal models that are used for talking about the effects of actions [47].
These formal theories of actions are needed to describe dynamic behavior of programs, databases,
robots, and other reasoning and actions agents, build agents capable of performing actions and
reasoning in the dynamic world and reason about such agents. There are many existing disciplines
that focus on modeling dynamical systems, including Petri nets, dynamic logic, temporal logic,
finite automata, Markov decision processes, differential equations, STRIPS operators, ete, that
solve problems that arise in sometimes narrowly circumscribed fields of specialization. However,
as pointed by R. Reiter [111], there should be a unifying theory of dynamics, one that subsumes
the many special purpose mechanisms that have been developed in these different disciplines, and
that accommodates all the features of dynamical systems. In this chapter, we give a brief overview
of formalisms for reasoning about actions and change, focusing on the Situation Calculus [81].

2.1 Reasoning about actions and change

One of the goals in reasoning about actions has been to contribute towards the development
of ‘autonomous agents’ that can ‘perform’ in a dynamic environment. For this task the agents
have to sense, reason, plan, and execute actions. For instance, the task might correspond to
the agent being in one of many locations in an office building, in which locations correspond
to junctions where hallways meet [11). In this case, the observed outputs might correspond to
the number of hallways incident on a junction, and the inputs to actions for traversing incident
hallways. As another example, consider the structure of a voice-mail system. Here the states
might correspond to various menus and services, actions to keys pressed by the user, and outputs
to the announcements made at each state.

There are basic formalisms (referred to as STRIPS-like)} —that was an early attempt to for-
malize descriptions of actions— where the knowledge T simply codes the possible answer pairs
(action,effect) without more “deductive” features. For years, researchers in the nonmonotonic
reasoning community aimed for theories of actions that are more expressive than STRIPS-like
systems. Research in non-monotonic Action Theories constitutes an effort towards Common-
sense Reasoning grounded on a strong mathematical foundation, where system’s behaviors are
viewed as appropriate logical consequences of the domain’s description.

Most of these formalizations define an entailment relationship (=) between the specifications
(of effects of actions and relations among objects of the world). This ability allows to make
plans that will take us to particular kind of worlds and explain observations about the state of
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the world explain observations about the state of the world in terms of what actions might have
taken place, or what state the world might have been before, or both [11]. Features, as indirect
effects of actions (ramifications), implied action preconditions (qualifications), and concurrent
actions are easily represented in non-monotonic action theories. Until recently, however, these
theories were of theoretical interest only because of their high computational complexity. The
situation has since changed substantially [67, 128, 101]. In fact, recent works have shown that a
competitive planner can be built directly on top of one of such formalisms.

Formalisms for reasoning about actions and change are intended to precisely capture the
effects that an action produces given the current description of the world and the preconditions
that specify when the action can be executed. That is, they allow to do temporal projections
to predict the state of the world after the execution of a sequence of actions. In a temporal
projection problem, we are given a description of the initial state of the world, and use properties
of actions to determine what the world will look like after a series of actions is performed. Current
formalizations are interested in temporal reasoning of a more general kind, for instance, the cases
when we want to use information about the current state of the world for answering questions
about the past, i.e., when the values of some fluents in one or more situations are gwen and the
goal is to derive other facts about the values of fluents.

Recently there has been a lot of progress in formulating theories of actions, particularly in
progressing from simple and/or restricted theories and ‘example centered approaches’, to general
theories that incrementally consider various specification aspects [122]. This allows that more
complex problems can be managed. For instance, Cognitive Robotics is an emerging field aimed
at the construction of robots whose architecture is based on the idea of representing the world by
sentences of formal logic and reasoning about it by manipulating those sentences [122, 11]. Action
formalisms are also used for the diagnosis of dynamic systems [100], where the system behavior
is described in an action formalism. Once diagnosis is defined in an action formalism, faults are
viewed as any other evolving property of the domain, and the solution to the diagnosis problem
provides an explanation for what components failed and when they did. Reiter [69] proposed
specifying transactions in databases describing the evolution of a database under the effect of
an arbitrary sequence of update transactions, like a dynamic system. Expressed in this way it is
possible to pose and answer historical queries, to determine legal or illegal sequences of updates
to the database and so on. Recently it has been shown that action formalisms are appropriate for
Natural Language understanding due to the inferential and representational capabilities [102].

In this chapter, we give a brief overview of these formalisms, focusing specially on the Situ-
ation Calculus because it is the formalism we have selected for learning.

2.2 The Situation Calculus

The most classical formalisms for actions and change are the Situation Calculus and the Event
Calculus. Situation Calculus [81] is a logical approach to modeling dynamical systems based on
a dialect of first order logic. A formal framework to reason about actions and change requires the
basic notion of a situation. Situation Calculus conceives of the world as consisting of a sequence
of situations, each of which is a snapshot of the state of the world. Situations are generated
from previous situations by actions. Any aspect of a system which can change as the result of
an action or event is indexed by a situation and represented as a fluent. The next step is to
represent how the world changes from one situation to the next. An action, if executed in some
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situation, leads to a “resulting” situation. Situation Calculus uses the function
do(action, situation)

or Result(action,situation) to denote the situation that results from performing an action in some
sttuation. I'luents serve to describe situations and enable to reason about changes in the truth
value of observations as the result of performing actions.

Holds( fluent, do(action, situation))

A situation argument may be in the form of a constant s; or else a situation resulting after
executing an action do(action, sit). An special situation sy is included to represent the initial
situation. A sequence of situations is encoded in the form of chains:

do(actiony,, do{action, —1,...,do(actiony, s)...))

starting from the initial situation. The concept of situation of the Situation Calculus differs from
the concept of state used in automata-based approaches. An state S is a set of fluent literals, i.e.,
expressions of the form f or f, such that each fluent occurs either affirmatively (f) or negatively
(f) in S. Thus, an state can be mapped to multiple situations.

A narrative is a course of actions about which we might have incomplete information. For-
malisms for reasoning about actions may be divided into those which are narrative-based, such
as the Event Calculus and those which reason on the level of sequences of actions, e.g., the Sit-
uation Calculus. In narrative formalisms, e.g., the Event Calculus [121], situations are usually
represented by natural numbers, and a predicate happens/2 is added to indicate the actions that
happened at each time point in the narrative. In this case, narratives correspond to a course of
real actions.

Holds(e,n)
Happens(an,n),..., Happens(ay, 1)

Situation Calculus operates at a more abstract level than that of actual actions. It allows
to reason about the hypothetical situation which results from the performance of a sequence
of hypothetical actions [85]. Questions such as “is e an effect after the sequence of actions
{(@1,a2,...,a,)7" are expressed as formulas by means of the predicate Holds(e, s} and the func-
tion Result(a, s):

Holds(e, Result{an, (... (Result{as, (Result{a), s0)))}-..)))

Actions are described by stating their effects, that is, we specify the properties of the situation
that results from doing the action. For instance, consider a robot r that can hold, drop and repair
objects. The effect on the fluent broken of dropping and repairing something can be expressed
in the form:

Holds(holding(r,x),s) A fragile(z) = Holds(broken(z),do(drop(r,z),5s))
Holds(hasglue(r), s) A Holds{broken(z),s) = -Holds(broken(x),do(repair(r,z),s))

where s, z, y and z are universally quantified variables, and fragile is an static property of objects.
These axioms are called effect azioms or action laws, and capture the causal laws of a domain
describing the changes in the values of fluents as a result of performing actions. In this example,
the first axiom states that when the robot drops a fragile object z that he was holding, © will
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be broken in the resulting situation, whereas the second axiom states that repairing a broken
object x is possible provided the robot has glue.

Given the description of a domain and an initial situation s, it is possible to solve projection
problems, where we are interested in the value of a fluent at a particular situation, for instance:

Holds(broken(x), do(repair(r, z), do(drop(r, z), sg)})?

In a planning problem, we are given the initial situation and a goal condition and have to find
a sequence of actions that lead from the initial situation to a situation where the goal condition
holds, for instance:

Find A and B such that Holds(broken(z),do(A, do(B, s¢)))

In an ezplanation problem, we are given one or more observations at one or more situations,
for instance, —Holds(broken(z), s1), and the objective is to explain observations about the state
of the world in terms of what actions might have taken place, or what state the world might
have been before.

Situation Calculus has several problems that limit its applicability [48]. When there are
multiple agents in the world or when the world can change spontaneously, or there are actions
that have different durations, or whose effects depend on duration, then the Situation Calculus in
its intended form cannot be used at all. Advantages and disadvantages of the Situation Calculus
have been the subject of many debates in the knowledge representation community. It is clear
that at least in simple cases —~when actions are deterministic and are not executed concurrently—
the language of the Situation Calculus is very attractive. Furthermore, several extensions have
been added that allow to deal with ramifications, qualifications, concurrent actions, eX0genous
actions, durative actions and so on [104].

There are other formalisms to reason about actions apart from the Situation Calculus and the
Event Calculus, among others, the family of A languages [47], Causal Explanation [77], Temporal
Action Logic [50] based on the concept of occlusion, Pertinence Action Language [101, 21] based
on the concept of pertinence [101), the GOLOG language [65], and so on. Some of them are
based on the Situation Calculus [67, 65], however most of them are narrative formalisms and use
circumscription [80] or completion as the non-monotonic inference method. Many of them can be
implemented in Logic Programming, however this is classically used for the Situation Calculus
and the Event Calculus.

2.3 Challenges for Action Theories

The use of logic-based formalisms raises specific challenges for action theories, of which the
most famous are, in historical order, the Frame Problem, the Qualification Problem, and the
Ramification Problem. The Frame Problem [81] is the problem of how to express the facts about
the effects of actions and other events in such a way that it is not necessary to explicitly state
for every event, the fluents it does not affect. The dynamics of the world are specified by effect
axioms which specify the effect of a given action on the truth value of a given fluent. As has been
long recognized, axioms other than effect axioms are required for formalizing dynamic worlds.
These are called frame arioms and they specify the fluents unaffected by the execution of an
action. For instance, in the example of the previous section, we have the following frame axiom:

Holds(holding(r, z}, s) A ~Holds(broken(y), s) A [y # = V = fragile(y)]
= ~Holds{broken(y), do(drop(r, z), s))
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to mean for the conditions under which the fluent broken is not affected by the action drop.

Together, effect axioms and frame axioms provide a complete description of how the world
evolves in response to an agent’s actions. The problem associated with the need for frame axioms
is that normally there will be a vast number of them. Normally only relatively few actions will
affect the truth value of a given fluent. All other actions leave the fluent invariant, and will give
rise to frame axioms, one for each such action. This is the Frame problem. When we specify
action laws, we are only interested in describing changes, assuming that all the rest will remain
unaffected. Solutions to the Frame problem involve the application of the inertia assumption for
non-changing fluents.

On the other hand, actions often have other effects than those we are immediately inclined .

to put in the axioms concerned with the particular action. The Ramification Problem [58] is the
problem of how to express the effects without forcing the explicit representation of all the effects
of an action as direct effects. Let us consider the following example due to Thielscher [128].

Consider the action of toggling a switch, which in the first place causes nothing but
a change of the switch’s position. However, the switch is probably part of an electric
circutt so that, say, some light bulb is turned off, as side effect, which in turn may
cause someone to hurt himself in a suddenly darkened room by running against o
chair that, as o consequence, folls into a television set whose implosion activates the
fire alarm and so on.

The fact that the fire alarm becomes active is not caused directly by toggling a switch,
however it started the sequence of events. As a consequence, there will be an effect axiom that
connects the fire alarm and every possible action that eventually may cause the television to
implode. This makes the descriptions of actions cumbersome and difficult for complex domains.
With respect to the robot’s example, if the object is a light bulb, the bulb will be definitely off
when it is dropped. Then we need an effect axiom for the fluent light s off and for every action
that eventually breaks the bulb, apart from dropping it. And however, the state of the light does
not depend on the particular action that broke the bulb. Solutions to the Ramification Problem
are based on the use of indirect effects, where domain constraints, i.e., general laws describing
dependences between components of the world description, are used apart from the effect axioms.

The Qualification Problem [79] concerns how to express the preconditions for actions without
having to account for the many conditions which, albeit being unlikely to occur, may prevent the
successful execution of an action. McCarthy poses the following example: that it is necessary to
have a ticket to fly on a commercial airplane is rather common to express. That it is necessary
to be wearing clothes needs to be kept inexplicit unless it somehow comes up. The Qualification
problem is still one of the least understood and with few satisfactory solutions. The main problem
is that in general it is infeasible to represent complete specifications of all the preconditions to
actions which would include all possible qualifications [30]. Solutions to the Qualification problem
are based mainly on the use of defeasible specifications, so that if a new condition is observed
where the action, for instance, drop(r, z), is disqualified, that is not considered in the effect axiom,
this can be retracted, in the spirit of non-monotonic reasoning, by adding new postulates.

Finally, one of the motivations for action formalisms is to find representations that are elab-
oration tolerant [79], i.e., representations that allow scenario descriptions to be modified and
extended with additional information, to take into account new phenomena or changed circum-
stances, without extensive changes. In formalisms that do not fit with the elaboration tolerant
condition, a single change in the description of the domain leads in many cases to a completely
new representation.
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2.4 Logic Programs to reason about actions

In this section, we focus on logic-based formalisms for reasoning ebout actions and change. By
logic programming theories of actions we refer to those theories of actions that either use logic
programming directly to formalize some aspects of reasoning about actions or those that provide
translations to logic programs [46, 9]. Logic programming can be used to represent the effects of
actions by importing the ontology of the Situation Calculus {121], representing effect axioms as
logic program clauses and using negation-as-failure (NAF) as a means of overcoming the frame
problem.

Most previous work on Logic Programming consider definite Horn programs. However, re-
search work on Reasoning about actions has shown that such programs are not adequate to
represent the effects of actions [46}. First formalizations of actions in LP were adequate for only
the simplest kind of temporal reasoning, “temporal projection”, and only in the cases when the
given description of the initial state is complete. The reason for that is that these formalizations
use the semantics of logic programming which automatically apply the “closed world assumption”
to each predicate. For these reasons, properties of actions are represented by means of Extended
Logic Programs (ELP), i.e., logic programs that use both classical negation and negation as
failure [46, 9]. Negative information is thus represented explicitly to allow the derivation of the
negative value of fluents, whereas negation-as-failure is used for inertia.

Situation Calculus programs are logic programs with a fixed clausal structure. Formally we
have:

Definition 2.1 (Situation Calculus Program) A Situation Calculus program is the conjunction of [121}:
» A finite set of general clauses

[~]Holds(f, s0) (2.1)

where sy denotes the initial situation.
e A finite set of clauses in the form

Holds(f,do(a, s)) + 7+ (2.2)
~Holds(f,do(a,s)) « 7~

where 7 and 7~ does not mention the A ffects predicate and every occurrence of the Holds predicate
in 7 is of the form [-]|Holds{F', s). The description states that, in any situation, if the precondition
holds then the effect will hold in the resulting situation. These axioms are called effect azioms or
action laws.

e A finite set of Affects clauses of the form

Affects(a, f,8) « = (2.4)

where 7 does not mention the Affects predicate and every occurrence of the Holds predicate in =
is of the form [|Holds{f’, s).

¢ The universal frame axiom describes how the world stays the same (as opposed to how it changes).

Holds(f, do(a, s)) +- Holds(f,s) A not Affects(a, f,s) {2.5)
—Holds(f,dola,s)) « ~Holds(f, s) A not Affects(a, f,s) {2.6)

(]
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This Logic Programming implementation of the Situation Calculus uses an special predi-
cate affects/3 and negation as failure to implement inertia. Inertia is tackled in the following
way: a fluent may only change if a cause for the change can be derived from the theory. This
ability to succinctly represent all the actions which leave a given fluent invariant is precisely
the kind of solution to the frame problem we seek. The Universal frame axiom makes so-called
frame axioms unnecessary. Thus, we can add as many effect axioms as we like and rely upon
axioms (2.5) and (2.6) to implement inertia.

The description of the robot scenario in section 2.2 would be the following:

Holds(holding(r, z},s), fragile(x)

Holds(broken{(z), do(drop(r, z), s))
) Holds(hasglue(r), s), Holds(broken(x), s)

—
- Holds(broken(z), do(repair(r,z),s)) +

Affects(drop(r, ), broken(z),s) <+ Holds(holding(r,z),s), fragile(z)
Affects(repair(r, ), broken(z),s) « Holds(hasglue(r), s}, Holds(broken(z), s)

Lifschitz [46] and Baral [11, 10] extend this LP formalization under the Answer Set seman-
tics [44], to cope with indirect effects, exceptions, undefinedness and concurrent actions. Fur-
thermore, several extensions have been developed based on the Situation Calculus to cope with
exogenous actions, durative actions and continuous change [104, 86}. We will deal with some of
these extensions in the next chapters.

Some formalizations of the Situation Calculus include a binary predicate Poss, apart from
do, holds and affects, such that for any action a and any situation s, Poss(a,s) is true if a is
possible {executable) in s. For instance, in the blocks world, we would write:

Poss(move(z,y), s) D holds(clear(z), ), holds(clear(y), s)

to represent that it is possible to move block z onto y provided both = and y are clear. Thus,
holds/3 clauses represent the conditional effects whereas Poss represents the gualifications to
the action and acts as a domain constraint forbidding some next states. If an action produces
different effects in different situations, clauses for Poss/2 represent the union of the applicability
conditions no matter what the effects are.

Other formalisms use predicates that are somewhat similar to affects/3. A dialect of the
Situation Calculus due to F. Lin [67] uses a predicate Caused to capture simultaneously both
the concept of causality and the truth value of the fluent, that constitutes a solution to both the
Frame and the Ramification problems. Temporal Action Logic [50] uses a predicate Occluded to
solve the Frame Problem, that expresses that a fluent has changed from false to true. Pertinence
Action Language [101] uses a predicate Pertinent that like affects/& is not related to the truth
value, but it represents a more general concept than simply change of value.
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Chapter 3

Inductive Logic Programming

Inductive Logic Programming {93 (ILP) is a research area formed at the intersection of Machine
Learning and Logic Programming. Unlike classical inductive learning [17], where only proposi-
tional learning systems are used, ILP uses Logic Programming as the representational mechanism
for hypotheses and observations. By doing so, ILP can overcome the two main limitations of
classical machine learning techniques:

e the use of a limited knowledge representation formalism (essentially a propositional logic)

e and the difficulties in using background knowledge in the learning process

The first limitation is important because many domains of expertise can be only expressed in
a FOL, or a variant of first order logic. An ILP method can be used for propositional domains,
however, the utility of ILP is most viewed when dealing with relational domains. As a counter-
part, the task of ILP becomes significantly more complex as the space of solutions is extremely
large. For this reason, additional mechanisms are added to the classic induction methods that
restrict the space of solutions following the user preferences.

ILP can use so-called Background Knowledge (BK), consisting basically of predicate defini-
tions to be used during learning [94, 106]. The fact that both facts, rules and the background
are in the form of Logic Programs is an appealing feature of ILP systems, where for instance,
the background can include domain-independent definitions, e.g., type information, patterns to
indicate what kind of rules will be learned, and so on. This kind of information is not obvious
how could be added to a propositional learning system.

ILP systems have been applied successfully in a number of real-world domains. Presently
successful applications areas for ILP systems include the learning of structure-activity rules
for drug design, finite-element mesh analysis design rules, and so on. In this chapter we give
an overview of ILP methods focusing specially on those features that are relevant for learning
action models.

3.1 General definition of ILP

ILP systems develop predicate descriptions from examples and background knowledge (B). The
examples £ = E* U E~, background knowledge B and final descriptions are all described as
logic programs. E usually consists of ground unit clauses of a single target predicate. F can
be separated into E*, ground unit definite clauses and E—, ground unit headless Horn clauses.
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The following example, dealing with natural numbers, might be represented using the following
clauses:

Et = { even(0),even(2),...

E~ = { « even(l),« even(3),...
odd(1),0dd(3), ...

B = succ(0, 1), suce(l, 2), suce(2,3) ...

zero{0}

As in propositional learning, the objective is to find a most general rule or set of rules that
explain the positive examples and no negative examples. This means that Prolog after consulting
program B will answer:

7- even(4).
no

?7- even(3).

no

Note that, the answer is due to the application of negation-as-failure, because actually Prolog
does not know anything about even/2. After learning a correct hypothesis, Prolog will answer:

?- even(4).
yes
?- even(3).

no
Formally we have:
Definition 3.1 (General problem specification of ILP) The general problem specification

of ILP is, given background knowledge BK and examples E, find the simplest consistent hy-
pothesis H such that:

(Prior Necessity) BK i EY
(Posterior Sufficiency) BKUHE E"
(Prior Satisfiability) BKUE [ L
(Posterior Satisfiability) BKUHUE™ £ L

O

Prior Necessity states that the positive examples must not be derivable from only the back-
ground, otherwise, learning is not necessary. Prior Satisfiability states that negative examples
do not cause contradiction with background, given that the background consists of predicate
definitions whose validity is previously assumed and cannot be retracted. Posterior Sufficiency
and Satisfiability state that the solution must be a hypothesis that is complete and consistent
respectively.

The result of the learning process in the even/odd example for the predicate even/2 is a
theory in the form:

even(A) <« zero(A) (3.1)
even{A) + succ{B, A),odd(B)
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A crucial feature of most advanced ILP algorithms is the possibility of including arbitrary
Prolog programs as background knowledge, and not only ground clauses as in the first meth-
ods [106, 94], e.g., by calling a Prolog interpreter to derive ground atoms from intensionally coded
specifications of background predicates. Some methods like Progol [89), integrate the induction
method into a Prolog interpreter. In the previous example, an intensional definition for the
predicate succ/2 can be provided:

succ{A,B) « Bis A+ 1.

3.2 Testing the generality of hypotheses

A central issue in the definition of any ILP method is the method for testing the coverage of a
hypothesis, i.e., testing whether a hypothesis entails an example e. This can be done extensionally
or intensicnally.

Definition 3.2 (Extensional coverage) A hypothesis H under background B ertensionally
covers an example e (H 3> e), iff there exists a clause ¢ € H and a substitution 8 such that

where M{B) is the least Herbrand model of the Background Knowledge B. i

In the even/odd example, we have that the learned theory covers extensionally even(2) if
there is an instantiation of the rules 3.1 or 3.2, for instance:

even(2) <+ suce(l,2),odd(1)

Extensional coverage uses §-subsumption which is computationally more efficient than reso-
lution but that it is known to suffer from several drawbacks:

¢ It has been proved that #-subsumption is sound, e.g., ¢ > d implies ¢ — d. The converse,
however, does not hold for certain types of self-recursive clauses. For instance, the following
clause:
ancestor(X,Y) + ancestor(X,Z),ancestor(Z,Y)

does not subsume the clause:

ancestor(a,d) + ancestor(a,b), ancestor(b, ¢}, ancestor(c, d)

because there is no substitution 6 that makes body(c) § C M(B). However, in fact,
the first clause is more general than the second one. Extensional coverage would need
the fact ancestor(b,d). This means, that extensional coverage is very dependent on the
completeness of the training set, i.e., it needs that all intermediate facts to prove an example
are provided.

e Given this extensional coverage test, we have to remove from the search space the clause
p(X) « p(X) because it is always consistent and complete.
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The problems come from the fact that clauses are learned extensionally but then the whole
program is interpreted intensionally (i.e., it is run on a Prolog interpreter). Adopting an inten-
sional evaluation of clauses, most of the problems of extensionality are automatically overcome,
since a logic program is learned in the same way as it will be used.

Definition 3.3 (Intensional coverage) A hypothesis H under background B intensionally
covers an example e iff there exists a clause ¢ € H such that

BU{clEe

0

From a practical point of view, logical entailment of a fact e by a theory T = B U {c} can be
verified using a Prolog interpreter with knowledge base T and the query ?- e. With recursive
clauses a hypothesis may have to be executed several times to prove an example. For instance,
in the example above, the clause for ancestor/2 is executed once for ancestor (b, d) and once for
ancestor(a,d).

3.3 Methods in ILP

The theory of ILP is based on proof theory and model theory for the first order predicate calculus,
where inductive hypothesis formation is characterized by techniques including [93]:

e inverse resolution
e relative least general generalization

e inverse entailment

First methods [92] approached the problem from the direction of resolution proof-theory,
where inference rules based on inverse resolution are able to invert one deductive inference step.
Resclution is a sound proof procedure and can be inverted to form a useful inductive inference
procedure. Resolution is diagrammatically shown with a large v.

< Ca

R
Figure 3.1: Resolution

There are two operators that carry out inverse resolution, absorption and identification, which
are called V-operators. Each operator builds one of the two parent clauses given the other
parent clause and the resolvent. More precisely, absorption constructs Cy from C; and R, while
identification constructs Cp from C; and R. Let us consider the following example given in [82]:
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parent{an,mary) 2

diughter{mary,ann)

Figure 3.2: Inverse Resolution

We could learn the clause Cy = daughter(X,Y) « parent(Y, X) which would be the most
useful clause. Other solutions include:

parent(ann, mary)
parent(ann, X)

daughter(mary, ann (
(
parent(Y, mary)
(
(
(v,

)

daughter(X, ann)

daughter (mary, Y')

daughter (mary, ann) parent(Y, mary)
) parent(ann, X)

)

X)

In general there exists a vast range of possible answers of which only a few will be of any
value, which introduces many sources of indeterminacy.

The Golem system [94] aims at overcoming the search explosion of its predecessors, due to the
high non-determinism of the inverse resolution rules. Golem uses Plotkin’s relative least general
generalization [105] (rlgg). In the rlgg operator we are given background knowledge B and two
examples e; and ep, and we want to find a clause C such that both BAC =€, and BAC = ¢
are true, i.e., a generalization of the clauses e; + B and es «+ B. To compute the rigg of the two
examples with respect to B, Golem takes the [gg of these clauses. For instance, for the even/odd
domain, Golem will build from even(8) and even(12) the foliowing clause:

daughter (mary, ann
daughter (mary, ann

TTTTTT

parent

even(a) < succ(a,b), suce(e, a), odd(c), succ(d, c), ...

In practice, this process is repeated for several examples until a more general hypothesis is
obtained. The rlgg operator eliminates all indeterminacy of the search, though it suffers from
several problems:

o It requires the background to be given extensionally.

e The two examples contribute to the generation of one clause, hence, they must be part
of the same clause in the target concept. If they correspond to different clauses, then,
in general, the clause produced by rlgg will be useless. To address this problem, Golem
consider a large sample of pairs and the best of these is selected and generalized.

¢ In general this rigg will be large. Some biases must be applied to the clause to reduce it.

The Golem system together with Foil, were the first systems to be considered efficient. In
both, background must be provided as ground facts. The Foil system [106] is an extended
version of the classical C4.5 [107] to deal with relational data, such that, the learning process
remains the same but the specialization process is modified to learn Horn clauses. The process
of specialization starts from the most general clause and adds literals to the clause -based on an
heuristic measure- until a solution is found (Fig. 3.3).
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odd(X) <—

odd(X) <=— succ(Y,X) odd(X) =— succ(X,Y)

odd(X) <=— succ(Y,X), even(Y) odd(X) =— succ(Y,X)}, succ(X,Z)

Figure 3.3: Foil’s search space for the even/odd domain

Current methods consider a model-theory approach. In particular, Inverse Entailment (IE) is
a generalization and enhancement of previous approaches, implemented in the Progol system [89].
Given background B, an example E and a hypothesis H satisfying B A H = E, we can invert,
the entailment relation such that:

BAH=E & Bl (H— E) (3.3)
& Bl (-E— -H) .
& BA-EkE-H (3.5)

Steps 3.3 and 3.5 are derived through the deduction theorem, whereas step 3.4 requires the
contrapositive form of a clause. Put L as the conjunction of ground literals that are true in every
model of B A ~E. Then we can write;

L = -H (3.6)
H = L (3.7)

Such 1 is effective for reducing the hypotheses space, where a possible hypothesis H is
constructed as a clause that subsumes L, thus, H is derived, in some sense, deductively. For
instance, Progol [89] builds the following clause from even(2) and the background:

1 = even{a) + succ(b, a), odd(b), succla, c), odd{c), ...

which is subsumed by the clause 3.2 for even/2. In practice, Progol performs an A* search in
the space of hypotheses delimited by the most general clause and the bottom clause, until a
consistent hypothesis is found that maximizes a compression measure.

Yamamoto [134] showed that IE is complete for relative subsumption but incomplete for
entailment. The example Yamamoto used ~where functions have been removed- is the following:

| even{0) «
B = { even(y) + s(z,y), odd(z)

E = 0dd(3) + 5(2,3),s(1,2),s(0,1)

1 = odd{z) « even(0), s(y, z), s(z,y), s(0, T)

The correct hypothesis H = odd(u) ¢ s(v,u),even(v) does not subsume L relative to B
—thus, H cannot be derived by IE under B- and however BAH &= E. In this case, the incomplete-
ness of the background seems to be the cause, as we do not know odd(1), odd(2), even(1), even(2).
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In general, IE is incomplete with recursive clauses, where it needs to use the hypothesis more
than once to prove the example. Yamamoto [134] and Furukawa {42] gave different conditions
that guarantee the completeness of IE. Muggleton showed that enlarging the bottom set leads to
completeness of IE [90], where the bottom clause is enlarged with {a | € HB(BAE)—M(BAE)}
-where H B is the Herbrand base and M is the least Herbrand model- resulting in the following
1-clause:

odd(z);odd(z);. .. ;even(z);... + even(0), s(y, ), s(z,y), s(0, z)

where ; represents disjunction, from which the intended clause can be derived. We can see that
in order to prove odd(z) the intended clause must be executed twice, once for odd(z) and once
for odd(z).

In general, a notion of abduction is needed to cope with the problems caused by the incom-
pleteness of the background knowledge {56]. More recently, a technique called Theory Completion
using Inverse Entailment (TCIE)[91] based on IE developed by S. Muggleton uses a notion of
abduction. Let us consider the following example of [89].

Et = hasbeak(tweely) +
E- = <« hasbeak(tweety)
B . { hasbeak(X) « bird(X)
- bird(X) « vulture(X)
L(B,E) = { hasbeak(tweety),bird(tweety), vulture(fweety) «
H; = bird(tweety) «
Hy = bird(X) «
H; = vulture(tweety) «
H, = yulture(X) «

In this case, Hy, H, H3, Hy are potential hypotheses that allow to prove E* and however,
the predicate in B+ does not coincide with the head of the hypotheses!. TCIE is given multiple
goal predicates and it uses an standard covering algorithm where each example is generalized
using a multi-predicate search over all the predicates to find the hypothesis that covers the given
example with maximal information compression. TCIE is capable of recovering accuracy to a
substantial degree, even when large sections of the background are missing.

3.4 Declarative bias

The space of solutions when learning in first order predicate calculus has to be reduced by using
some kind of bias. Most learning systems learn function-free Horn clauses and definite programs.
Even so0, the space of solutions is still intractable. In this section we review some biases used for
current systems.

First of all, clauses containing functions, must be flattened before learning can be done.
Flattening [116] is a technique that removes constants and functions from the arguments of
clauses by introducing a n + l-ary predicate for each n-ary function (n > 0). For instance, the
fact:

odd(suce(succ(succ(0))))

'IE follows the Observation Predicate Learning (OPL) assumption in which both the examples and hypotheses
define the same predicate.
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can be flattened into:

odd(z) < succ(y, z), suce(z, y), succ(0, x)

Many different methods exist for declarative bias, each relying on an special formalism.
In these methods, the user can previously establish the form of the clauses to be searched, by
selecting a predicate for the head and predicates that can appear in the body, and so on, adapting
the search to the domain at hand. Language bias imposes certain syntactic restrictions on the
form of clauses allowed in hypotheses. Recent results show that reducing the size of the target
language often makes ILP learning more tractable. The main restrictions are on the introduction
of existentially quantified variables in the bodies of clauses. Most important domain-independent
biases are the following:

Definition 3.4 {Constrained clause) A clause is constrained if all variables in the body also
appear in the head. o

For instance, the following clause:
notfree(A) + on{B, A)

stating that a block is not free when any other block is on it, would be non-constrained according
to the definition.

Definition 3.5 (Range-restricted clause) A clause is non-generative or range-restricted if
all variables in the head also appear in the body. g

For instance: this classical definition used in many Prolog books is not range-restricted, as
variable C' is not referred to in the head.

grandparent(A, B) « parent(A,C), parent(C, B).

Definition 3.6 (Determinate clause) A clause is determinate iff each of its literals is deter-
minate; a literal is determinate if each of its variables that does not appear in the preceding
literals has only one possible binding given the bindings of its variables that appear in preceding
literals. 0

For instance, the relation linked_fo in an undirected graph makes that the relation connected
cannot be represented as a set of determinate Horn clauses, because several bindings are possible
for C in linked _to(A,C).

connected(A, B) + linked_ to(A, B)
connected(A, B) + linked_to(A,C),connected(C, B)

This restriction is useful in ILP as it simplifies and speeds up the resolution process, however,
it reduces the concepts that can be represented.

Definition 3.7 (Depth of a variable) The depth d(v) of a variable v in a clause C is defined
as follows:
d(v) = 0 if v i1s in the head of C
v= (minyery,d{u)) + 1 otherwise

where U, are the variables in atoms in the body of C that contains v. O



3.5 Recursive programs

25

In the following clause, variable z has depth 0, ¥ has depth 1 and z has depth 2.
odd(z) + succly, z), suce(z, y), succ(0, z)

Consider asking Prolog what lists 1 is a member of. Clearly there are an infinite number of
answers, and Prolog cannot find all of them. The member/2 predicate was not really written
with those sorts of questions in mind, i.e., the first argument was meant to be the variable, not
the second [18]. This sort of difficulty is prevented by the use of so-called mode declarations that
specify input and output arguments of predicates.

Definition 3.8 (Input/Output variables) Input variables of a literal L; (¢ < n) in the or-
dered Horn clause A « Ly,..., L, are those appearing in L; that also appear in the clause
A« Ly,...,L;—). All other variables are called output variables. O

In mode declarations, + types are used where there is an input argument of a predicate, and
— types are used for an output argument. For instance, in the odd/even domain, new variables
are introduced through predicate suce/2.

{even(+nat), zero(+nat), succ(—nat, +nat), odd(+nat) }

Mode declarations in Progol, combine input/output arguments for every predicate with limits
on the number of alternative solutions (recell) for instantiating an atom. For a predicate such as
succ/2 the recall would be 1 since a number has at most one predecessor, whereas for a predicate
such as square root/2 the recall would be 2 since a number has at most two square roots. An
alternative approach to language restrictions related to the idea of mode and type declarations,
is the use of templates that describe the form hypotheses must take. This approach is sometimes
referred to as rule-models.

3.5 Recursive programs
Learning recursive programs is an important issue in ILP.

Definition 3.9 (Recursive clause) A clause is recursive if the predicate symbol in its head
appears in any of the literals in its body. _ a

A recursive program contains at least a base case {non-recursive) and one or more recursive
clauses. For instance, the definition of member/2 is of the form:

member(A, [A|B])
member (A, [B|C]) «+ member(A,C)

Unlike non-recursive programs, to check if a hypothesis covers an example e, the proof pro-
cedure actually needs other examples in its recursive execution apart from the background. For
instance, when learning the predicate member/2, the proof of member (3, [4,1,3]) needs the fact
member (3, {1,3]) and member(3, [3]).

The common approach in learning recursive clauses is to include all the positive examples
into the background knowledge. This allows to determine coverage (extensionally) by using these
facts to unify with the recursive literals in the body of the clause. In this case, the recursive
clause can be learned before the base case. However, this introduces several problems, that are
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dealt in a variety of ways. Consider the following example given in [82], with a recursive clause
add(A, B,C) + add(B, A,C) and the following three instances.

add(1,2,3)
add(1,1,2)
add(2,1,3)

If we estimate the coverage by adding the positive examples to the background, the clause
will cover extensionally all the examples. However, to cover add(1, 2,3) we need add(2, 1,3} and
viceversa, and to cover add(l,1,2) we need again add(1,1,2). For a more real coverage, we can
keep track of the examples used to prove every example so that cycles are avoided [82]. In this
case, the clause can only cover one of add(1,2,3) or add(2,1,3) but not both. By doing so, the
clause covers just one example.

add(1,2,3)

add(1,1 ,2)@

add(2,1,3)
Figure 3.4: Computing coverage of recursive clauses

A further question concerns whether all intermediate recursive calls are included in the back-
ground, otherwise the extensional proof will fail. For instance, member(3,[4, 1, 3]) needs the fact
member(3, [1,3]). Thus, extensional evaluation will fail to find the solution when some important
examples are missing.

With intensional evaluation, logical entailment is used to proof every positive example. In
a Prolog interpreter, examples covered are determined by using a SLD resolution proof. A base
case that depends strictly on the background must be learned before, otherwise, the recursive
clauses will be shown to cover no examples, —e.g., the clause for add/3— due to the non-finite
recursion. If no control is added to avoid non-terminating programs, termination must be granted
in some way, e.g., by setting a bound on the depth of the prover, such that false is returned for
every query that overpasses the limit. Intensional evaluation makes learning less sensible to
the incompleteness of the training set. For instance, with respect to the member/2 example,
the proof of member(3,[4,1,3]) successes from the base case member(3,[3]}) even without all
intermediate facts.

One of the first systems, Foil, uses more sophisticated methods to assure recursive soundness.
For instance, a recursive literal is added to the current hypothesis only if the program will
terminate normally. This option requires an analysis of the constants in the domain.

3 suce 2 Suce 1 Suce O

[4,1,3] 5 [1,3] =5 {3]

The program for member/2 is granted to terminate because every call to each other is done
with a reduced argument, given that cons/2 imposes an ordering on the constants, so that no
goal will be called twice?. Something similar happens for the predicate succ/2.

*Predicate cons/2 is used to represent the list constructor [Head|Tail]
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In general, recursion is a quite complex part of ILP and many approaches exist in the literature
to manage it [20]. The interest of learning recursive clauses in the ILP literature is mostly
illustrated with programs like quicksort (and other programs working with lists) where most
popular algorithms have many difficulties. However, these algorithms have not developed special
procedures for this task. It seems that most practical applications of ILP do not require complex
recursive theories.

3.6 Multiple predicate learning

Definition 3.1 corresponds to so-called single-predicate learning (spl) where a single predicate is
learned. In general, multiple predicates have to be learned, for instance, in the even/odd domain,
we have considered that odd/2 is provided in the background for learning even/2, however we
could consider a learning task where a definition for both even/2 and odd/2 has to be learned.

Definition 3.10 (Multiple predicate learning) In a multiple predicate learning (MPL) prob-
lem, training data E contains examples for m predicates p; such that B and E~ are divided
into m subsets Ef, and E. -

Single predicate learning checks only that individual clauses are consistent (locally), not that
the hypothesis as a whole is consistent with the negative examples (globally). That is, when
learning a clause ¢ for a predicate p;, the evaluation is local to ¢ insiead of testing the coverage
globally using B U H U {c¢} = e, where H is the hypothesis built so far including clauses for
every p; with j # i. Global properties of hypotheses and clauses are defined in the context of
the entire example set E and the hypothesis /I whereas local properties are defined using Ep,
and Hp,.

In general, learning multiple predicate definitions is equivalent to learning of recursive pro-
grams and they have similar problems. Classical approaches decompose a mpl preblem into
multiple single-predicate learning (spl) tasks using standard ILP methods. But, in general, it is
not possible to solve a mpl problem by putting together the definitions learned for each predicate
p; obtained by a spl system [108]. By learning completely one predicate after another, the success
of a mpl task depends on the order of the spl subtasks, because each spl task uses the clauses
previously learned for other predicates as background.

Extensional evaluation avoids these problems because the examples in the training set are

used as background instead of the clauses previously learned. However, the learned theory can
be:

o Intensionally complete but extensionally incomplete.
¢ Extensionally complete but intensionally incomplete.

o Extensionally consistent but intensionally consistent.

Firstly, if we try to learn successively a definition for each p; with a spl process, extensional
evaluation means that when learning p;, each predicate p;, with j # 4, has to be considered as
a background predicate, i.e., p; must have been determined extensionally by means of all its
examples. Other clauses for p; (i.e., those learned previously) are not used to try a derivation
for p;. Thus, extensional testing is very sensitive to the incompleteness in the background data,
since each predicate to be learned forms part of the background for the other predicates, and the
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available data for the target predicates may be incomplete (similarly to the example with the
predicate member/2). Thus, the learned theory can be intensionally complete but extensionally
incomplete,

Secondly, care must be taken to avoid non-terminating programs that are extensionally com-
plete. For instance, the following program:

C1 even(A) « zero(A)
Ca  odd(A) « succ(A, B),even(B)
Cy even(A) « succ(B, A),odd(B)

does not terminate and however, every clause taken individually is locally complete and con-
sistent. Martin and Vrain [75] present a way to deal with the drawbacks due to recursive or
mutually recursive definitions that lead to infinite loops. They use extensional evaluation but
distinguish between examples extensionally covered by a clause, and the examples included in
the semantics of the program, and produce a theory that is complete and consistent. Situations
where a theory is extensionally complete and however there are examples not proved, are dealt
with by learning additional clauses —non-recursive- that extensionally cover them. In the theory
above, new clauses are learned:

Cs odd(A) « succ(B,A),zero(B)
Cs odd(A) <« suce(B, A), suce(C, B), 0dd(C)

Thirdly, the problem of theories that are extensionally consistent but intensionally inconsis-
tent, is intimately related to the incompleteness of the training set, i.e., when there are important
examples that are missing in the training set. If the non-derivation of a negative example requires
proving with negation as failure not p(y), where p is a target predicate, any learned hypothesis
together with the theory might entail facts for the target predicate that are not in the evidence,
for instance p(y}, so that the whole theory may become globally inconsistent. Let us consider
a very simple MPL task that consists of natural numbers, but the training set is limited to
{1,2,3,4,5} for the positive and negative examples.

+ p(1),p(3),4(1),4(3) Cr: p(z) « q(x)
»(2), ()q(5) Ca: qlz) « r(z)

Induction is done with the order {p,q}. Learned rules C; and C5 are valid taken individually,
however, the whole theory entails p(2), thus it is not a valid solution for the MPL task. The
training set is incomplete wrt. to ¢(2) —i.e., ¢(2) is not in E1 or E - and rule C is consistent
because ¢(2) cannot be proved. The rule for ¢ completes some examples, thus possibly affecting
any previous rule that includes ¢ as a condition. In this case, C) is inconsistent because ¢(2) is
intensionally covered.

When intensional evaluation is adopted, most of the above problems are not present, however,
learning to succeed must be done in a particular ordering. A theory is built incrementally, starting
from an empty theory (7p), and adding a new clause at each step, thus we get a sequence of
theories:

T ...y =T
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such that Tj1, = T; U {¢} for some clause ¢, where all theories are consistent, every Ty covers
more examples than T; and T, covers the whole set of examples. The background used for
the first spl task is the initial background, however this is subsequently enlarged with the rules
learned. As a consequence, a base case (T1) must be found that is constructed only from the
initial background (e.g., zero/1 or succ/2), i.e., no references are possible to even or odd. By
doing so, learned programs are guaranteed to be globally complete. The underlying idea is that
an example cannot be proved based on another example that has not been proved yet, to avoid
cyclical dependences. However, it is necessary to discover the right order at which predicates
should be learned. If the multiple spl tasks are ordered incorrectly, learning is still possible but
the quality of the results can become drastically low. Once that ordering has been determined, the
problem can be reduced to multiple spl tasks. Kakas et al. [55] adopts an hybrid of extensional
and intensional evaluation, where examples are tested using the Prolog proof procedure, but
examples for other predicates are also used as part of the background, to minimize ordering
effects.

For mutually recursive theories, like in the odd/even example, there is no such ordering (Fig. 3.5},

because the learning of one predicate must be interleaved with the learning of the other ones.
A way to perform such interleaving is to start a multiple search —similarly to [91]- where multi-
ple clauses are searched in parallel one for each predicate that has examples that remain to be
covered [33, 108], such that the selection will be based on the compression measure achieved by
each individual search. Thus, the ordering of the spl tasks is also learned.

zero/l =—— even/?2 odd/2

Figure 3.5: Dependency graph for even/odd

In this case, we need to learn in the following ordering (even; odd; even) where the spl task
for even/1 must be considered multiple times, resulting in the following theory:

Cy: even(A) « zero(A)
Cy: odd(A) +« suce(B,A),even(B)
Cy: even(A)  succ(B, A}, 0dd(B)

However, adding a locally consistent clause to the theory can make any previous clause
globally inconsistent®. In the following example given in [33], Cs becomes inconsistent when the
second rule for p (C3) is added to the theory, because p(c¢) is now proved and hence ¢{d).

+ pla},plc), ple), q(b) p(z}) « f(z)
—- q(d) Cg qly) <« plz),s(z,y)
B f(a),s(a,b), s(b,c), s(c,d), s(d, e) Cs:p(u) « q(v),s(v,u)

Avoiding global inconsistency requires an expensive retesting of examples, because the con-
sistency of a clause must be checked always globally, i.e., using the negative examples for all the
target predicates. The system MPL uses a backtracking mechanism, where already generated

*Note that the case of global inconsistency we showed with the Progol algorithm, cannot appear now, given
that the clause for g will be always learned before the clause for p.
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clauses are re-evaluated and potentially deleted. However, when the theory includes mutual
recursion we need to consider not all orderings (e.g., odd even and even odd) but all possible
sequences (e.g., odd even odd ...) where each spl task may have to be considered multiple times,
until all examples are covered. A possible solution is to enlarge the set of negative examples with
those assumptions made for assuring the consistency of a rule [55], e.g., ¢(2) in the small Progol
domain. The basic idea is similar to the handling of negation in {16] with respect to negative
examples: if the non-derivation of a negative example requires not proving ¢(2), this is equivalent
to require that T' b ¢(2), i.e., ¢(2) is a new negative example generated on-the-fly. This allows
to check global consistency by testing only the assumptions generated from previous clauses
and not all the negative examples. However, learning is sensitive to the ordering. To reduce
this dependency, a backiracking mechanism is also used in [55] where the rules that caused the
Inconsistency are removed, i.e., those that generated the assumptions that have been violated.

In {98] a theory is revised given a set of positive and negative examples such that the theory
is complete and consistent, based on unfolding as an specialization tool. This approach is also
based on changing the theory to make it consistent. On the other hand, special techniques like
the layering method [32] removes the inconsistency while keeping all positive examples covered.
The insight is to avoid to re-open the question on the validity of clauses added in previous steps,
and accommodating the previously acquired theory with the currently generated hypothesis. In
the example above, by adding a new layer —with a new predicate p'~ the new theory is consistent
because the conflicting condition of Cy has been renamed to p', hence it is not affected by Cs.
An additional rule Cy is added to complete p from p'.

Cy: plz) « fla)
Ca: qly) « p(z),s(z,9)
C3: p(u) A Q(v):s(v:u)
Cy: plw) « plw)

In general, the problem of learning multiple predicates is very costly with respect to spl
problems. The interest of learning multiple predicates in the ILP literature is mostly illustrated
with programs like family relations, where most popular algorithms have many difficulties. Sim-
ilarly to the case of recursion, it seems that most practical applications of ILP do not require
management of multiple predicates.

3.7 Learning Logic programs with negation as failure

Most ILP systems learn definite programs, where only positive atoms are allowed in the body
of hypotheses. Negation-as-failure is introduced in Al to deal with lack of information and it
introduces non-monotonicity into knowledge representation. Indeed, conclusions might not be
solid because the rules leading to them may be defeasible [16]. Let us consider the following
data:

In this case, we see that the candidate rule p(X) « ¢(X) is consistent because ¢(2) and g(4)
cannot be derived from B. Note that the consistency of the rule is defeasible if some rules are
learned for q.
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It would be also possible to allow the use of negation in the body of learned rules, thus, it
is indeed possible to learn logic programs with negation as failure. Let us consider the following
data:

+ p(1},p(3)
— p(2),p(4)
B ¢{2),q(4)

In this case, the completeness of the candidate rule p(a) «+ not g(a) is defeasible, if additional
rules are learned for g, i.e., some positive examples previously covered could remain uncovered
after a rule for ¢ is learned. In general, the problem is that inference is no longer monotonic and
it can be the case that an example is inferred by a set of clauses but not by a superset of those
clauses.

In [16], the assumptions made for the coverage of any learned clause are considered as addi-
tional positive or negative examples to avoid the problem. The basic idea is: if the derivation of
a positive example requires proving with negation as failure not P, this is equivalent to require
that T £ P, i.e., P is a negative example. Similarly if the non-derivation of a negative example
requires proving with negation as failure not P, this is equivalent to require that T &= P, ie., P
is a positive example.

More recently, C. Sakama [118, 119} has studied the properties of inverse resolution and
inverse entailment when learning normal logic programs under the stable model semantics.

3.8 Learning Extended Logic Programs

Most previous work on ILP consider definite Horn programs to be learned in a two-valued setting.
In such a setting, what is not entailed by the learned theory is considered false, on the basis of
the Closed World Assumption (CWA). The application of this CWA in the training set is not
appropriate in many cases as by CWA all facts other than the positive examples are assumed to
be non-instances of the target concept. By doing so, the role of negative examples is not clear
because it is as if we supply a complete classification of all objects [25]. This CWA is applied in
the Foil system. Even when an explicit set of negative examples is presented, a rule is learned
for the positive value and any other object for which the rule does not apply, it is assumed to
be a negative example. Thus, the learned theory returns an answer for the whole universe of

objects (Fig. 3.6 a).
@ | @

(a) by

Figure 3.6: Three-valued learning

In the real world, we may not know whether some objects are positive or negative. Such
undefinedness cannot be represented with normal logic programs. In a three-valued setting,
a definition is learned for both the target concept and its opposite, considering positive and
negative examples as instances of two disjoint classes. Explicit negation is used to represent the
opposite concept, while default negation is used to handle exceptions to general rules (chapter 7).
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Any other object not included in either positive or negative examples is considered undefined
until the learned theory says that it must be or not be in the concept, so that the learned rules

do not cover the whole universe of objects (Fig. 3.6 b). By doing so, the learned theory will then
classify instances in three ways:

¢ Instances covered by the positive definition are positive.
* Instances covered by the negative definition are negative.

* Instances not covered by any definition are unknown.

This also introduces the possibility that positive and negative rules overlap in the observed

part (Fig. 3.7 b) (that can be avoided by using exceptions) or even in the unobserved part of the
universe (Fig. 3.7 a).

(a3 (b}

Figure 3.7: Possible overlaps in a three-valued setting

Extended Logic Programs allow to deal separately with classical and default negation, un-
definedness in a predicate, contradictions and exceptions [63]. There exist several semantics
for ELP, the most popular being the stable models semantics [44] and the well-founded seman-
tics [43]. Several authors have proposed to learn Extended Logic programs. In [54, 63] a study
of ILP under the answer sets semantics (system LELP) and well-founded with classical nega-
tion (system LIVE) respectively, is presented. They show the interest of these semantics and
illustrate the approaches with classical domains used in the literature of non-monotonic logic
programming. They both consider the possibility of inducing rules with exceptions.
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Chapter 4

Learning non-monotonic Action
Theories

Formalisms for reasoning about actions and change are intended to precisely capture the effects
that an action produces given the current description of the world and the preconditions that
specify when the action can be executed. Most of these formalisms encode constraints and
preconditions that can be verified given a state and determine if an action can be executed
and the state that results from the execution of the action. That is, they allow to do temporal
projections to predict the state of the world after the execution of a sequence of actions. As
to learning, the problem is somewhat the contrary. The learner is provided with observed time
traces of property values from an existing dynamic system -starting from an initial world state.
Then, it must infer how properties of the domain are affected by the execution of actions, or
otherwise are subject to the general law of inertia, thus enabling the derivation of system values
that hold at future times based upon events that have happened at previous times.

In the next sections, we formally define the problem of learning to predict the effects of
actions using Machine Leaning methods that are oriented to classification problems and address
the range of phenomena that take part in .

4.1 Learning action models

The domain to learn is a system that changes its state when acted upon according to some set of
unknown rules or functions. The learner initially knows nothing of the contexts in which actions
produce changes in the environment, nor what those changes are likely to be. Contexts specify
features of the world state that must be present for actions to apply, and effects specify how
features of the context change in response to an action. We also require that the learned theory
describes what changes in response to an action, not what stays the same.

An agent in such an environment learns to predict the effects of his actions through observa-
tion, where inputs correspond to the actions executed and outputs correspond to the perceptual
information available. We assume that actions are separated from their consequences, i.e., an
agent generates commands to the environment that have a nominal correspondence to real ac-
tions, but the corresponding action is not always taken. Thus, an agent can execute its actions
In any environment regardless of which consequence the action might cause. For instance, a con-
traction of one’s arm muscle can be executed regardless of whether the arm is free to move {124].

The problem of learning action models is a non-trivial task, taking into account the range of
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phenomena to accommodate, among others [111]:

e Uncertainty

In some cases, the observer cannot determine the value of a fluent, e.g., because the per-
ception ability of the agent is limited, or its value has to be sensed explicitly through a
sensing action.

» Unreliable sensors.

In real scenarios, there can be noise in both the observations and actions.

» Non-Deterministic.

An environment is deterministic if the next state of the environment is completely deter-
mined by the current state and the actions selected by the agents.

¢ Exogenous and natural events.

In most cases, it is assumed that changes in the values of fluents can only be caused by
execution of actions —i.e., the environment is only manipulated by the agent— otherwise the
state of the system is assumed to be stable. If there are action sources other than the agent
itself, an environment may seem active to an observer (autonomous change). However,
in many cases, autonomous changes are quite common, for instance, if the domain has
properties that are non-amenable to manipulation (weather conditions), a second agent
1s acting in the domain, and so on. In this case, the learner must distinguish the effects
caused by his actions from those caused by other sources.

e Concurrent actions.

When actions are executed concurrently, an effect may depend on a particular combination
of actions, an action may qualify another action’s effects, effects can be cancelled and so
on.

e Complex actions.

Most actions (e.g., picking up a block, going from one location to another) take time. Sim-
ilarly, effect propagations usually incorporate very small delays. For all practical purposes
these delays can be abstracted away and the effects assumed to be simultaneous and in-
stantaneous. Abstracting small delays is often convenient because the resulting model is
simpler or there is no actual knowledge on the delays for providing an accurate model. In
some cases, however, the delays must be explicitly incorporated into the learning process.

e Discrete and continuous time.

In discrete scenarios, the agent’s experience is divided into episodes that consist of the
agent perceiving and then acting, and the environment is assumed to be static between
episodes. Scenarios with continuous change involve continuously varying parameters.

¢ Environments partially known to an agent.

In most cases, it is assumed that the agent’s sensors give it enough information to tell
exactly which state it is in (i.e. the world is accessible). Then it can calculate exactly
which state it will be in after any sequence of actions. In other cases, the environment is
only partially known by the agent. An accessible environment is convenient because the
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agent need not maintain any internal state to keep track of the world. This corresponds to
the concept of episodic and non-episodic scenarios [117]. In episodic scenarios the quality
of an action can depend just on the episode itself, because subsequent episodes do not
depend on what actions occurred in previous episodes.

e Probabilistic effects.

In non-deterministic environments or with much noise, effects of actions can be assigned
a probability [12], so that the learned theory tells when changes in the environment are
associated with particular actions more or less often than we would expect by random
chance.

In the remaining part of this chapter, we consider a basic framework where transitions are
assumed to be instantaneous, deterministic and occur only when some agent executes a single
action. In part III, we study some extensions that allow to deal with more complex phenomena.

4.2 A basic definition

The problem of learning to predict the effects of actions can be posed as a general classification
problem where general rules are learned that classify objects into one of among several possible
concepts. When learning the effects of an action a, instances are given for each situation where
the action is executed and the concepts to be learned are: the action produced (resp. did
not produce) the effect ¢ in the resulting situation. Positive examples are observations of the
shape (s,a,e), where @ is an action, e an effect and s the situation where a was executed,
whereas negative examples are negations of observations, representing that action e did not
cause the effect e. The separation of the evidence into causes and effects contains information
about causality, thus the agent’s experience is divided into episodes that consists of the agent
perceiving and then acting. This separation is common to all action formalisms, however it may
take a different form in each formalism.

We therefore consider a learning problem where we want to learn a theory H from a (possibly
empty) initia] theory T and from a set of positive and negative examples. The next definition
follows the usual definition of induction on logic formalisms [93].

Definition 4.1 (Learning the effects of actions)
Given:

e Aset Bt of positive examples in the form (s, a,¢).
* A set B of negative examples in the form (s, a,e).
e A (possibly empty) theory T.

Find:
e a theory H such that:

(Prior Necessity) Tu{a} e for (s,a,e) € E* (4.1

(Prior Satisfiability) T uU{e} L1 (4.2
(Posterior Sufficiency) TUH U {a} =e for (s,a,e) € ET (4.3
(Posterior Satisfiability) TUHU {a} ft e for (s,a,e) € E~ (4.4

A
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O

Prior Necessity states that the effect e must not be derivable from only the previous knowl-
edge T'. Prior Satisfiability states that action a can be added to T without causing contradiction.
Posterior Sufficiency and Satisfiability state that the solution must be a hypothesis that is com-
plete and consistent respectively, i.e., If derives e when a is executed but only for the positive
examples. This definition is a general framework independent of any particular Action Language.
In the next section, we provide a more detailed definition where action theories are represented
as logic programs.

4.3 Learning Action Theories as Logic Programs

The use of Logic Programming makes it feasible to study the integration of Inductive Logic
Programming (ILP) with logic-based formalisms for reasoning about actions and change {71, 73,
74]. The result is that an action theory is learned in the same way as it will be used, thus there
is no a different representation for learning and another different for reasoning or planning. On
the other hand, ILP provides a high expressivity with respect to propositional methods and the
possibility of including arbitrary logic programs as background knowledge which is essential for
managing, for instance, the Frame problem.

The form of the programs to be learned is that of the Situation Calculus. Situation Calculus
is particularly well suited for the task of learning the effects of actions for several reasons. First
of all, Logic programming can be used by importing the ontology of Situation Calculus, without
need for a complex formalization. On the other hand, it has been proved sufficient for modeling a
wide range of domains, and several extensions exist that deal with concurrent actions, continuous
change, and so on. Furthermore, the form at which actions, effects and situations are represented
in the Situation Calculus allows that multiple narratives starting from different initial situations,
can be used for learning in an homogeneous and natural way. Let us consider the following
domain.

Example 2 (Switches) A simple circuit that includes o lamp and two switches Swy and Swo,
is controlled by two actions toggle{sw,) and toggle(sws). )

= sw(l) sw(2)
o

® - light

—_—r

Figure 4.1: A simple circuit

This example concerns the representation of knowledge about the objects in a circuit, and
how such knowledge is acquired. The circuit is a system that changes its state when acted upon
according to some set of unknown rules or functions. The problem is to identify the effects of
actions, describing how they change the state of the circuit when they are performed. Machine
learning methods can help to construct the description of the circuit from the actions and the
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effects produced by these, where measurements accumulated during simulations are the input to
learning. We used a simple wander program that collects data about the actions while exploring
the environment. With each exploratory step, the program records the action that was taken
and the fluents that changed. We assume that the environment is only manipulated by one agent
and there is no noise in the observations and actions.

Observations taken from the circuit must be converted into a LP form before learning. Ex-
amples are observations of the shape holds(f;, do(a;,s)) and —holds(f;,do(a;,s')) that represent
the value of a fluent f; after executing an action a;. Observations are given for every sequence of
actions (or narrative) executed. Situations are represented through a sequence of actions starting
from the initial situation and the effects are represented as holds/2 facts of the form:

holds(closed{sw, ), do(toggle(sw; ), s))

holds(active(light), do(toggle(swy ), so))

~holds(closed(swa), do(toggle(sw,), do(toggle(sw: ), so)))
—holds(active(light), do(toggle(sws), do(toggle(swi), sg)))
holds(closed(swa), do(toggle(sws ), do(toggle(sws ), do(teggle(swt ), s0))))
holds(active(light), do(toggle(sws ), do(toggle(sw.), do(toggle(sw ), s0))))

Observations must include holds/2 facts for the initial situation:

—holds(closed(swy), so)
holds(closed(swa), sg)
—holds(active(light), sg)

which represent the initial conditions of the domain. The constant sy makes explicit the starting
situation at which narratives start.

In the Situation Calculus, narratives correspond to all linear sequences of actions starting
from an initial situation (Fig. 4.2}.

do(al,do(a2.do(al,s0}))

narrative
do(a2.do(al,s0))

/

do(al,dofal,sO
ofal,do(a s))\

Figure 4.2: Narratives in the Situation Calculus

As a consequence, multiple narratives of events can be represented in a single model, hence
examples form a tree rooted at the initial situation sy (Fig. 4.3).

This represents an advantage for Situation Calculus with respect to the Event Calculus [88]
and in general to any narrative-based formalism. In the latter, a problem arises if we present sev-
eral sequences of examples in the same session to the inductor, given that situations (represented
as natural numbers} are common to all examples. Thus, if we present two or more examples with
the same situation term, the inductor will consider the facts as belonging to the same situation.
As a consequence, narrative formalisms need to represent every possible sequence of actions as
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[

do(l1,do(12,do(11,50)))

L3

do(t2,do(t1,50)) /

do(t],do(t1,50))

[ 3
. do(t1,50) <
I:J s0
do{t2,do(t2,50)}

do(t2,50) <
do(t1,do(t2,50))

e

Figure 4.3: Tree of situations

independent models to make them jointly consistent. Furthermore, situations common to several
narratives are to be stored multiple times.

happens(toggle(swy), 1). holds(closed(sw,),1)
happens(toggle(sws), 2). holds(active(light), 1)
happens(toggle(sws), 3). —holds(closed(sw;),2)
—holds(active(light), 2).

holds(closed(sw2), 3)

holds(active(light), 3)

However, we still depend on a common initial situation, so that all narratives must begin in
the same state (same values for all fluents). To avoid this, we allow different initial situations
through a set of constants sj. This is important, above all, in domains where some states are
not reachable {or hard to reach) from some initial situations, or where actions are irreversible.

ILP algorithms deal with clauses with function symbols as though they were function-free by
using flattening [116]. In this case, flattening introduces for the function symbol do of arity 2 a
new predicate do, of arity 3, where the firsi 2 arguments are the same as for the function, i.e.,
the previous situation and the action, and the last argument is the result of the function, i.e.,
the resulting situation. Thus:

Holds(f,do(an,do(. .., do(a1,50))...)
is internally represented as:
Holds(f,s,) ¢ doy(an, 8n—1,8n), ..., doy{a1, so, 51)

Multiple narratives can be represented in a unique model because the constants introduced for
do/2 terms are generated from both the action and the previous situation, so that if doy(a, s, s')
is true then dop(a’, s, ) is false ior every @’ # @ and s’ is the successor of s and not of any other

s”.

4.3.1 The Frame Problem

The use of logic-based formalisms raises specific challenges for action theories, of which the most
famous is the Frame Problem. LP uses negation-as-failure (NAF} as a means of overcoming the
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frame problem through the Universel inerfio aziom. Inertia is tackled in the following way: a
fluent may only change if a cause for the change can be derived from the theory.

On the other hand, observations used for learning are of the shape holds(f;, do(a;, s)) and
~holds(f;,do(a;,s)), that represent the value of a fluent f; after executing an action a;. Thus,
the Frame problem is also present in the observations, namely, if a fluent does not change atter
executing an action, its truth value must be explicitly asserted in the input data. As a con-
sequence, non-affected values of fluents must be part of the information given to the learning
algorithm, thus having to deal with large datasets from which only a small fraction corresponds
to effects of actions. For instance, the observation:

holds(closed(sun), do(toggle(swr ), so))

corresponds to the value of closed{sws) after executing the action toggle(sw,), but it is not an
effect of the action.

Furthermore, if these inertia values are part of the examples for a fluent f, we should learn
a clause (for completeness) for each pair (a, f), where action & does not change fluent f. These
clause are called frame axioms:

Holds(f,do(a,s)) + Holds(f,s),n" (4.5)
~Holds(f,do(a,s)) + -—Holds(f, s}, 7" (4.6)

where 7 and 7~ represent all those conditions under which a does not affect f. For instance,
some of the frame axioms for the negative value of light in the basic circuit are:

- Holds{active(light), do(toggle(sw),8)} + - Holds(active(light),s),
- Holds(closed(sw,), §)
- Holds{active(light), do(toggle(sws), 8)} + -Holds(active(light},s),
—Holds(closed(sun }, s)
—~Holds{active(light),do(a,s)) <+ —Holds(active(light),s),
a # toggle(swn ),
a # toggle(sws)

expressing that the light remains off when one of the switches is toggled and the other is open,
or when no switch is toggled. The frame axioms correspond to the negation of the conditions
in the effect axioms. A system without the inertia principle would have an intractable, or even
impossible, representation. Let us consider this example: assume a robot can sense whether it
is in the corridor. If the inertia values must be covered by the learned rules, these must include
an effect axiom for all actions (turning and navigational) that do not lead the robot out of the
corridor, such that the robot is still on the corridor after the actions.

Furthermore, as the apprentice makes no difference between caused values and inertia values,
it might find a consistent clause that covers both types of examples. These inertia examples
might affect the learning process by altering the frequences of literals in the training set specially
because inertia values are usually much more numerous. For instance, let us consider an extrerme
situation in the simple circuit described in the previous section. If there is an additional fluent
(not relevant for prediction tasks) that correlates exactly, in the given training set, with the
positive value of light {caused or not) when toggle(sw:) is executed, the apprentice will prefer a
single rule that covers all examples, rather than the intended effect axiom and the frame axioms.
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To avoid this situation, inertia values should be “separated” before learning and used as
background knowledge. This is achieved with the inclusion of axioms 2.5 and 2.6 in the back-
ground, so that examples need only be explicitly given for those situations where a fuent
changes, e.g., holds(on{a,table), do(move(a, table), s1)), whereas the inertia axiom propagates
non-affected truth values from one situation to the next one, completing every situation, e.g.,
holds(on{b, ¢}, do(move(a, table}, s1)). Thus, we see how the use of the inertia axiom is a crucial
feature that allows an explicit and clear distinction between the effects of actions and the inertia
observations. An important consequence is that induction works only over caused values, whereas
for the inertia values, the inertia axiom is returned as part of the learned theory.

To enable such distinction in the observations, we need to re-express the training set as
ground facts for the predicate affects/3. To this end, positive affects/3 atoms are generated
for every positive example and added to the background. Without these affects/3 atoms in the
background, the inertia axiom produces inconsistency with the corresponding holds/2 atoms in
the training set.

affects(toggle(sw ), closed(sw }, so
affects(toggle(sw ), active(light), sg
affects(toggle(sws), closed(swa), do{toggle(sw: ), sp)
affects(toggle(sws), active(light), do(toggle(sun ), s0)
affects(toggle(swy), closed(sws), do(toggle(sws ), do(toggle(sw, ),

R T N

s0))
affects(toggle(swy), active(light), do(toggle(sws ), do(toggle(sw ), 50))

As a consequence, a fluent cannot be caused to hold the same value it had in the previous
situation, i.e., it is impossible to have two consecutive positive (resp. negative) examples for a
fAuent. For instance, an agent will not observe that a door is caused to be closed if an agent try
the action of closing it when it was already closed. Thus, the learned theory will describe what
changes in response to an action, not what stays the same.

The Situation Calculus provides a more compact and natural description of observations
with respect to previous approaches. In the latter, each example in, e.g., the Blocks world,
describes the properties of each block before and after the operation, together with the subject
of the operation {i.e., the block to be moved) and its destination (Fig. 4.4), where the effects of
the action are the difference between the pre- and post-execution states. Thus, situations are
considered as independent entities not related to a particular narrative. By doing so, positive
examples must be extracted from narratives so that the information provided by the narrative,
i.e., the sequence of actions, is lost. A consequence is that they need the explicit representation
of unchanged properties from one particular situation to another.

\ move(A,D} e move(B.A) B

B H B

C D C D C D C D
on(A,B) clear(A) on(A,D} clear{A} on{AD) clear{A) on{A D} clear(C)
on(B.C) clear(D) on{B,C) clear{B) an{B.C) clear{B} on(B.A} clear{B)
un{C 1uble) on(C,ahle) on{C.tshle) on({C, tuble)

Figure 4.4: Datasets corresponding to Fig. 1.1
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Note that situation do(move(a, d), sg) is the post-execution state of move{a,d) but also the
pre-execution state of move(b, a). In the Situation Calculus positive examples are the individual
effects of actions, for instance, the examples corresponding to Fig. 4.4 are, among others, the
following:

holds(on(a, d), do(move(a, d), sq
holds(clear(b), do(move(a, d), s
holds{on(b, a), do(move(b, a), do(move(a, d), so
holds(clear(c}, do{move(b, a), do{move(a, d), sg

)
0))
N)
)

where the narrative is explicitly represented in the examples through the situation constants, so
that learning can be done directly from the narratives, which allows inference on the narratives
to, for instance, implement inertia or complete missing values.

4.3.2 Formal definition

We follow the approach to learning Extended Logic Programs of [63, 54]. In the usual definition
of learning Extended Logic Programs in static domains, conventional ILP methods are applied
to learn a definition for both a target concept and its opposite, considering positive and negative
examples as instances of two disjoint classes. Thus, a positive definition is learned from E* and
E~ and a negative definition from E~ and E. When learning the negative value, the roles of
the example sets (ET,E™) are switched, so that E~ becomes the set of positive examples and
E* becomes the set of negative examples. However, when learning action models, examples
correspond to fransilions rather than to fluent values at particular situations. Thus, positive
examples correspond to the effects of actions whereas negative examples represent unsuccessful
executions of actions, i.e., when learning the positive value of a fluent f;, positive examples
correspond to transitions of type b whereas negative examples correspond to transitions of type
d, but also a to avoid that the positive and negative definitions overlap. Similarly for the negative
value.

| Transition
a) | true —  false
b) | false — true
¢} | true —  true
d) | false - false

Table 4.1: Possible observations for learning

Every positive example consists of one holds/2 atom that represents the truth value of a fluent,
and one affects/3 atom that represents “change of value”, so that negative examples contradict
the holds/2 atom, the affects/8 atom, or both. In the ILP literature, E~ is reserved for the
negative examples, however when learning Extended Logic Programs, it is used for the positive
examples corresponding to the negative value of a fluent.

We therefore consider the following learning problem, where E contains examples for m
fluents such that E is divided into m subsets Ey., where the learning procedure will be called

twice for each fluent, once for the positive concept E}: and once for the negative concept Ef_
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Definition 4.2 (Learning Action Theories in the Situation Calculus)
Given

» A domain description consisting of two nonempty sets: a set F of fluent names, and a set A of
action names.

A set N of narratives A} each starting at a situation sf.

A set ET = U;‘=1E}t of examples (ground facts) holds(f;,do(a;,s)), representing observations
where a fluent f; € 7 became true after executing an action a; € A at a situation s.

A set E- = UL, E} of examples (ground facts) holds(f;, do(a;, s)} representing observations where
a fluent f; € F became false after executing an action a; € A at a situation s.

A set Eoffects — U?:ImE}“_ff“‘s of ground facts affects(ay, f:, s) for every e € (E¥ UE™) representing
observations where an action a; € A did affect a fluent f; € F at a situation s.

A set E'mertis — i) pinertie of ground facts affects(a;, fi, s) representing observations where an
action a; € A did not affect a fluent f; € F at a situation s.

Background knowledge (BK), including holds/2 ground facts for all fluents at the initial situations
s& and the universal inertia axiom (eq. 2.5,2.6).

Find a Situation Calculus program H¥ = UZ Hy,, and H~ = U}? H3- composed of axioms in the
form (2.2) and (2.3) respectively, such that:
(Vet € EY) BKUHYUH- UH ket (4.7)
(Ve" € E7) BKUHY*UH-UHYS |=-e” (4.8)
and respectively ‘
(Ve" € E7) BKUHTUH UHYS [e (4.9)
(Vet € EY) BKUHYTUH UHYS [ -et (4.10)
and
(Va e Eofectsy prygtUH-UHYS g (4.11)
(Ve € By BKUHYUH UHY [ta (4.12)

where H%// are the corresponding affects/$ axioms in the form (2.4), with the same body as the effect
axioms in H* and H-. o

In order to satisfy the completeness requirement, the learned rules for the positive concept
will entail all the examples for the positive value (eq. 4.7) and the corresponding affects/3 literals,
while the rule for the negative concept will entail all the (explicitly negated) examples (eq. 4.8)
and the corresponding affects/3 literals {eq. 4.11). The consistency requirement is satisfied
when the learned rules both for the positive and negative concept do not entail examples of the
complementary concept {eq. 4.9 and 4.10) or the inertia facts {eq. 4.12). This definition implicitly
assumes that the training sets E* and E~ are disjoint. However, the definition does not rule
out trivial solutions like H = E*, neither capture the requirement that the learned hypothesis
correctly predicts unseen examples. It should therefore be seen as a general framework [38],
which needs to be further instantiated for the kinds of tasks addressed in practice.

When learning a fluent f;, holds/2 facts at situations s # sg where the fluent is affected by any
action, become part of ET, whereas the background (B) includes the value of f; at the initial
situations s}, together with the affects/3 atoms corresponding to every positive example that
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disable inertia in the situations where f; changed, hence B £ E™ (because the corresponding
holds/2 literal is not in B) as required by the Prior Necessity condition in the ILP definition, but
also B ¥ —E7 (because inertia is disabled). That is, a positive example is never entailed by the
inertia axiom. Note that if the affects/3 atoms are not part of B, every situation included in the
training set is equivalent to the initial situation (through the inertia axiom) before any clauses
are learned.

With respect to negative examples, it is assumed that an action is not successful in the
situations where a fluent did not change, so that, negative examples are added for every situation
(included in the training set) where a fluent f is not affected by an action, thus effectively making
a CWA over causality, but restricted to the narratives in the training set. This avoids that the
learned theory infers a defined value for an inertia value (even with the same truth value), so that
no new affects/3 atoms are produced for the narratives in the training set, i.e., the extension for
the predicate affects/3 does not vary. Otherwise, the learned theory might produce a caused value
for a fluent and a situation for which inertia was assumed initially, and produce non-monotonic
effects during learning (section 4.3.4).

The result of learning consists of so-called effect axioms or action laws in the form:

Holds(f, do(a,s)) + =7 (4.13)
—Holds(f,do(a,s)) + =n~ (4.14)

stating that, in any situation, if the precondition =%+ (resp. #~) holds, then the effect will hold
(resp. mot hold) in the resulting situation after executing an action a {f refers to each fluent
used to describe properties of a domain). Effect axioms represent the executability conditions
of actions and how those actions affect the value of the fluents when executed. When an action
causes multiple effects, these are treated as direct effects of the action. The management of so-
called indirect effects will be dealt in chapter 6. Effect axioms introduce a bias for the clauses to
be learned, where only the previous situation can appear in the body of a clanse. Furthermore,
generalization over fluents is not considered, but only over their arguments.

4.3.3 Undefinedness in the observations

In real world, complete information is impossible to achieve and it is necessary to reason on the
basis of the available information. The incompleteness of the observations is considered with
respect to a narrative. A narrative is complete if all fluents have a defined value in any situation
s' between the initial situation sp and the last situation s of the narrative, i.e., sp < ¢’ < s. In
some cases, a fluent is not defined in the initial situation, whereas in others a fluent can become
undefined after executing an action. For instance, let us consider an scenario where an agent
executes the action of pushing an object which causes the state of a small lamp to be occluded.
Similarly, it could be that the device being sensed has an internal non-defined state. In others,
it might become non-observable through an exogenous action (chapter 8).

However, due to the inertia axiom, the extension for any fluent is complete provided it has a
defined value in sy, and thus, situations are completed where the fluent has an unknown value.
In these cases, to allow undefinedness in the training set, we need to explicitly assert that a
fluent is affected to disable inertia, i.e., a fluent becomes undefined after performing an action.
When these extra affects/3 atoms are included for a fluent f at a situation s, the inertia axiom
is disabled, so that an undefined value is produced for f at s, because the corresponding literal
holds(f,s) or —holds(f,s) is missing. Note that a defined value for f at that situation may
be produced after some rules have been learned, thus producing non-monotonic effects during
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learning. It would be possible to assume inertia for these cases, i.e., assuming that the last known
value is also the current one, thus making a kind of CWA over inertia. However, we still need
to allow that the learned theory produces a defined value for f at that situation that might be
different from the one assumed.

In this three-valued setting, it would be even possible to learn a definition for such “caused”
undefinedness (case e of table 4.2) in the value of a fluent, i.e., to learn that as an effect of
executing an action a particular fluent becomes not observable. For this task, the learned theory
should produce an undefined value for the fluent after executing the action under some precon-
ditions. Actually, the theory should not produce any value at all, however it should infer that
the fluent is affected to disable inertia, i.e., only the rule for affects/3 is to be learned.

On the other hand, it would be possible that a fluent is undefined and it becomes defined
later, e.g., the object is removed and the lamp is visible again, or a sensing action is executed.
Thus, the set of possible observations for learning are displayed in table 4.2, where cases a and
b represent positive examples respectively, and cases ¢ and d represent inertia values.

Transition
a) | true —  false
b} | false —  true
c) | true — true
d) | false — false
e) | true/false —  unknown
f) | unknown —  true/false

Table 4.2: Possible observations in a three-valued setting

4.3.4 Testing the generality of hypotheses

A central issue in the definition of any ILP method is the method for testing the coverage of
a hypothesis, i.e., testing whether an hypothesis entails an example. Action theories in the
Situation Calculus are recursive logic programs, where an ordering is imposed in the situation
constants so that termination is granted.

sp < dola, s9) < do(a’, do(a, sp)) < ...

In fact, as generalization over fluents is not considered, programs in the Situation Calculus
can be seen as recursive programs for a single predicate holds/2, or as programs with multiple
predicates (fluents) whose definitions can be possibly interdependent. Indeed, some implemen-
tations of the Situation Calculus do not use a predicate holds/2 explicitly, so that two notations
are possible:

holds(clear{a), s0) or clear{a,sq)

Thus, the problem of learning action theories constitutes in general a multiple-predicate
learning (MPL) problem, where the consistency and completeness of hypotheses must be fulfilled
by the set of clauses learned for every fluent taken as a whole theory in the context of the
entire example set E, and not at a clause level for a particular fluent f; and using Ey,. Unlike
most previous applications of ILP that do not require complex recursive theories, recursion is
an important issue when learning action theories, where most fluents are so-called dependent
fluents which are assumed to rely on the properties of the world around it, unlike independent
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or primitive fluents. In fact, the complexity of the learning task is to find the dependency graph
for the fluents.

With recursive programs, to check if the current hypothesis covers an example F, a proof
procedure actually needs other examples, for instance, when a fluent depends on its own value
in the previous situation. Let us consider the Blocks world.

A B
B B A A
C D C D C D
s0 sl=do{move(A,D),s0) s2=do(move(B,A),s1)

Figure 4.5: A narrative in the blocks world

Given the narrative in Fig. 4.5, to prove
E = holds(clear{c), do(move(b, a), do(move(a, d), s¢)))

we need the value for clear(b) at the previous situation. In this case, fluent clear/1 is part of
the background for learning clear/1. The common approach in learning such recursive programs
is to include all the positive examples into the background B, so that an effect axiom' covers
extensionally the example, i.e., there exists a ground instance of the axiom e + I;,...,[; where
each [; belongs to EU B.

A drawback is that extensional evaluation cannot deal with certain kinds of incompleteness
in the training set. If there are gaps in the narrative of Fig. 4.5, e.g., the fluent clear/1 has a
defined value at sp and somewhat clear(b) is not defined at situation do(rmove(a,d), s0), then
extensional evaluation is not enough, i.e., a correct hypothesis might entail the example but
does not subsume it. This corresponds to the case of a theory that is intensionally complete but
extensionally incomplete. For instance, the following effect axiom:

holds(clear(A), do(move(B,C}, S)) «+ holds(clear(B), S),... | (4.15)

entails & but does not subsume if.

Adopting an intensional evaluation, a clause is evaluated by performing a derivation of each
example from a program composed by the clause, the background and the clauses previously
learned instead of the atoms in the training set. Thus, intensional evaluation for Situation
Calculus programs corresponds to a temporal projection problem. By doing so, most of the
problems of extensionality are automatically overcome. For instance, intensional evaluation can
cope with the incompleteness shown above, because a learned hypothesis may complete the
set of instances about a fluent. In this case, the clause above needs to be executed several
times to prove E, one for clear(c) at do(move(b, a),do(move(a,d), s0)) and one for clear(b) at
do(move(a, d), s0), where the initial situation sg corresponds to the base case of the recursion.

clear(a)s, rigeds clear(b)s, rigeds cear(c)s,

Thus, the proof of E successes from the base case even without all intermediate facts. For
this to succeed, narratives need to be explicitly represented in the training set, as it is the case in
the Situation Calculus. A recursive theory is built incrementally, starting from a base case (the
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initial situation), i.e., examples are to be proved following the order they have in the narrative.
In general, however, intensional evaluation cannot deal with every possible incompleteness of the
training set, for instance, it needs that the fluent to be learned is defined in the initial situation.

In the general case of recursion, if the fluent to be learned f;, depends on the value of
other fluents f; with j # i, extensional evaluation uses examples for these fluents as additional
background knowledge. As a consequence, if the specification of the narratives is partial, the
background knowledge for one fluent includes the incomplete data for the other fluents to be
learned. In this case, however, intensional evaluation requires to find an ordering to learn the
multiple fluents sequentially, i.e., the dependency graph. Ideally, in the circuit of example (2),
fluents should be learned following the relationships {swy, swo, light} or {sws, swy, light}, where
light depends on the state of the switches and not viceversa (Fig. 4.6).
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Figure 4.6: Dependency graph of the simple circuit

In practice, these relationships are not known a priori. Furthermore, when learning mutually
recursive fluents, the learning of clauses for the different fluents must be interleaved. In particular,
Situation Calculus theories are recursive theories where fluents may refer to each other in their
definitions, hence intensional evaluation requires interleaving the learning of the different fuents.
For instance, the positive and the negative value of sw; are mutually dependent when the action
toggle(sw, )} is executed, hence the first rule to be learned will be for the positive value (resp.
negative) if the switch is open (resp. closed) in the initial situation.

Holds(closed(sw, ), do(toggle(swi),s)) « -—Holds(closed(sw1),s)
—Holds(closed(sw, }, do(toggle(swy),s)) <+ Holds(closed(sun), s)

In practice, as we saw in section 3.6, a mulfiple search has to be started for every fluent
that has examples that remain to be covered, so that the learning of fluents is interleaved.
Unfortunately, as new clauses are learned successively, adding a locally consistent clause for a
fluent may make previous clauses for other fluents inconsistent. This happens when the non-
derivation of a negative example (for a clause) requires proving with negation as failure not E,
where E' will be covered later by another clause. In this case, some of methods commented in
chapter 3 must be applied to recover consistency [33, 55, 108].

On the other hand, whereas the hypotheses are always positive programs, the use of default
negation for the affects/3 predicate in the inertia axiom, makes that the derivation of a positive
example E might require proving with negation as failure not A where A4 is the affects/3 atom
corresponding to another example, and thus, it can be the case that E is inferred by a set of
clauses but not by a superset of those clauses [16]. For instance, if A is covered later by some
rule, the whole theory will not cover E. However, the addition of the affects/3 atoms to the
background and the generation of negative examples for the inertia observations avoids such
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non-monotonic effects. By doing so, the extension for the predicate holds/2 of B A H is always
a superset with respect to B, that is, when B | E*, we have that B A H | E*, whereas the
extension for the predicate affects/3 does not vary, i.e., the learned theory does not produce
new affects/3 literals for the narratives in the training set. As a consequence, the derivation of
a positive example never requires proving with negation as failure not E, however, as we have
seen, it is still possible for the non-derivation of a negative example!.

In general, only intensional evaluation can guarantee global properties of the learned the-
ory. However, the main problem of intensicnal evaluation is the computational cost with respect
to extensional evaluation, hence most current ILP algorithms still adopt the latter or hybrid
approaches [55]. Unlike this, extensional evaluation is not order-dependent, but it may pro-
duce theories that are extensionally consistent but intensionally inconsistent, and intensionally
complete but extensionally incomplete. However, these cases arise only when some important
positive examples are missing. Furthermore, extensional evaluation needs to explicitly disregard
non-terminaling programs, however, a Situation Calculus program containing only effect axioms
is guaranteed to have a finite recursion due to the shape of the effect axioms. Cycles are only
possible when so-called indirect effects are considered?.

The prototype described in chapter b currently adopts extensional evaluation with an special
mechanism for dealing with non-terminating programs (see chapter 6). When the narratives
provided in the training set are completely specified-all fluents have a defined value in any
situation s’ between the initial situation sy and the last situation s of the narrative— the prototype
learns a theory that is globally consistent and extensionally complete®. This is so because any
hypothesis together with the background cannot entail facts that are not in the evidence. As
a consequence, every learning task does not need to take into account learned information and
keeps always the same background knowledge for learning new definitions. Unlike this, when the
narratives are partially specified, e.g., a fluent becomes unknown in a situation, there is no such
guarantee, and additional procedures should be added.

4.3.5 A three-valued setting for SC programs

When classifying a yet unseen object, an agent needs to distinguish between allowed actions,
forbidden actions, and actions with an unknown outcome, and therefore it needs to learn in a
three-valued setting. The use of a third value introduces more situations to be managed with
respect to a two-valued setting.

Following the notation of Lamma et al. [63], the theory that is learned will contain rules (for

'Note that this could also happen when only positive programs are allowed.

*The problem of non-terminating programs due to cyclic theories will be dealt with in chapter 6,

3Together with the addition of the effects/9 atoms to the background and the generation of negative examples
for the inertia observations.
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every fluent f) of the following form:

[~]Holds(f,sq) «
Holds(f,do(a,s)) + =%
~Holds(f,do(a,s)) + =~
Affects(a, f,8) « =t
Affects(a, f,s) + =#~
Holds(f,do(a,s)) « Holds(f,s)Anot Affects(a, f,s)
—Holds(f,do(a,s)) < —Holds(f,s)Anot Affects(a, f,s)

where 7% (resp. 77) is the definition learned for the positive (resp. negative) value. These
definitions are also used for affects/3 clauses.

The possibility of dealing with contradictory theories, makes that the requirement of con-
sistency with respect to the training set can be enlarged to require that the program be non-
contradictory also for unseen atoms {63], i.e., BUH = L A =L for every atom L of the target
predicate. In order to handle possible contradiction in {63], contradictory learned rules are de-
fused (case 3 in table 4.3) by making the learned definition for a positive concept p depend on
the default negation of the negative concept. The undefined classification is obtained by making
opposite rules mutually defeasible, or “nondeterministic”. In case of contradiction -mt A7~ is
true— this will introduce mutual circularity, and hence undefinedness in the WFSX semantics.
As pointed in [63] identifying contradictions on unseen literals is useful to detect spaces to be
further explored.

Note that #* and 7~ can display as well the undefined truth value, when the value of a
fluent could not be determined. If one.of 7™ or #~ is undefined and the other is true, then
the rules make both holds(f,s) and —holds(f,s) undefined. However, as pointed in [63] this is
counter-intuitive, a defined value should prevail over an undefined one. For this task, Lamma et
al. use additional clauses where a predicate Undefined is explicitly used.

1|t and =~ are defined T true true

2 | #t and 7~ are defined T~ true false

3 | 7t and 7~ are defined (7t A7~) true | undefined
4 | 7% and 7~ are defined (7t v n~) false | inertia

5 | #t is defined T true true

6 | =t is defined 7+ false undefined
7 | #% and 7~ are undefined | — undefined

Table 4.3: Possible situations in a three-valued setting

In the stable model semantics when both #% and 7~ are true, the theory becomes inconsistent,
i.e., it has no models. To avoid them we just need to disable all rules that prove holds(f, s) and
—holds(f, s).

holds(f,s) <« =t ,notn~
—holds(f,s) « =# ,notwt
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If one of 7t or #~ is unknown and the other is true, the defined value prevails over the
undefined one, because the default negation of an unknown value is true (case 5 in table 4.3).
When both =% and n~ are false, inertia is applied (case 4). Furthermore, if one of 7% or 7 is
undefined and the other is false, then the rules above enable inertia, since NAF is used. However,
we may want to disable the inertia rule in certain cases. For instance, if we do not know whether
the switch sw; is currently closed, then we do not want to conclude by inertia that the value
of light will remain the same after closing swy. In this case we need to disable the inertia rule
not only when the preconditions for the change in the value of a fluent are known to hold, but
whenever there is no evidence that they do not hold. This requires the modification of rules for
the predicate affects/3 in the final theory [46].

Affects(a, f,s) + not -m (4.16)

where 7 is of the form Holds( Py, s),..., Holds(F,, s} and not —r is of the form not ~Holds( P, s),
., not =Holds(F,, s} Thus, the final theory is in the form:

[-|Holds(f,sq)

Holds(f,do(a,s)) + =7 ,not Undefined(f,a,s)
~Holds(f,do(a,s)) « = ,not Undefined(f,a,s)
Affects(a, f,s) + not -t
Affects(a, f,s) « not -7~
Holds(f,do(a,s)) <+ Holds(f,s) Anot Affects(a, f,s)
-Holds(f,do(a,s)) <+ —Holds(f,s)Anot Affects{a, f, s)
Undefmed(f,a s) « =wtm

The predicate affects/# is applied whenever the negation of #% or #~ cannot be proved.
The predicate Undefined/8 avoids contradiction when both #% and 7~ are true in a situation.
The form of the theory differs partially from that given in [9, 46]. In [46], contradiction is not
explicitly managed. With respect to [9], the predicate Undefined/3 includes as argument the
fluent and depends on the preconditions of the action and not on Affects, thus a defined value
for one of m* or 7~ will prevail over an undefined one.

4.4 Conclusions

In this chapter, we formally defined the problem of learning to predict the effects of actions
using Machine Leaning methods that are oriented to classification problems. Unlike previous ap-
proaches, we use non-monotonic Action Languages to represent and learn the effects of actions.
This allows us, for instance, to avoid the explicit representation of unchanged properties from one
particular situation to another, and provides with a natural and homogeneous representation.
On the other hand, most implementations of Action Theories use logic programming directly to
formalize some aspects of reasoning about actions or provide translations to logic programs. This
allows that Inductive Logic Programming methods can be applied effectively. In particular we
used a Logic Programming implementation of the Situation Calculus, which combines expressiv-
ity and simplicity. Furthermore, the form at which actions, effects and situations are represented
in the Situation Calculus allows that multiple narratives starting from different initial situations,
can be used for learning in an homogeneous and natural way. In the next chapter we describe a
prototype implementation based on the framework presented in this chapter. '
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Chapter 5

Implementation: LRAC

We have developed a prototype LRAC (Learning to Reason about Actions and Change) [72]
implemented in the YAP Prolog system [24] consisting of a top-down ILP algorithm. The aim of
the implementation is not producing a final system but to provide with a prototype that allows
to explore the application of different techniques and strategies. A specific implementation is
needed for the management of particular features of action formalisms that must be integrated
in the learning process, rather than using directly any ILP algorithm. This also makes the
prototype independent of the ILP method used. Additionally, it allows to apply a semantics for
Extended Logic Programs instead of the normal Prolog proof procedure and introduce necessary
features to deal with multiple predicate learning tasks, which is an issue usually ignored in most
popular methods.

5.1 Learning Action Theories with ILP methods

We follow an approach to learning action theories in the Situation Calculus that consists in
applying conventional ILP techniques to learn a definition for both ET and E~. The implemented
ILP algorithm is mostly based on Progol [95] -that implements Inverting Entailment (IE)-
focused to and augmented with particular features needed for learning action theories. Progol is
the most representative system in the ILP field. Progol has been applied successfully in several
real problems and the results have been published in relevant journals in those fields. Another
particular feature that makes it attractive is the use of a most-specific clause to delimit the
search space. Progol learns the most general definition for a target predicate unlike Golem that
learns the most specific generalization, however, it would be possible to integrate both methods
in the prototype, so that the user can choose the level of generalization for each domain and even
differently for the positive and negative values [63].

Inverting Entailment (IE} computes the so-called bottom clause or L-clause (most specific
generalization) from a positive example {seed). The L-clause is computed from the least Herbrand
model of BA—E™, where E™ is the seed and B is the background knowledge. Theoretically, the
bottom clause includes all the background knowledge, however in practice, only the background
relevant to the seed is considered by applying some biases.

In particular, the Situation Calculus introduces a bias for such clause, where only the previous
situation can appear in the body of a clause and no references are possible to the predicate
affects/3. This is the form of so-called effect arioms. Since each example E corresponds to a
particular situation do(a;, s;), where do(a;, s;) is the constant used in describing E, background
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knowledge which does not pertain to s; is irrelevant and need not be considered in the bottom
clause. For instance, in the examplé of the Blocks world shown in section 4.3.4, the bottom
clause generated from the seed

holds(clear(c), do(move(b, a}, do{move(a, d), sp)}}

includes the values of fluents on/2 and clear/1 at situation do(move(a,d),s0) and other static
predicates that are specific of the domain. Generalization is applied for every fluent to be used
as condition in the body and for the fluent (and the action) in the head, following a syntactic
bias. Similarly, a bias can be applied over the L-clause at a clause level and not at a literal level
for a particular fluent.

In general, however, Inverting Entailment is incomplete with recursive clauses when some
important training examples are missing. This incompleteness is also present when learning
action theories. For instance, when

holds(clear(b), do{move{a, d), so))

1s missing, the bottom clause does not include the intended effect axiom (eq. 4.15), hence IE will
not find the solution. These cases would require that the bottom-clause is applied recursively.
Muggleton showed that enlarging the bottom clause leads to completeness of IE [90], however
this has not been implemented yet. The search in Progol is delimited by the empty clause and
the L-clause, where a possible hypothesis H is constructed as a clause that subsumes L.

We adopt the answer sef semantics for learning action theories in the form of ELP. We follow
the approach to learning ELPs of [63, 54] that consists in applying conventional ILP techniques
where the answer set sernantics substitutes the standard LP proof procedure to test the coverage
of examples. In the answer set semantics, the answer to a ground query A is either ves, no or
undefined depending whether the answer set contains A, A or neither [54]. A stable models
semantics for extended logic programs (ELP) is given by computing the answer sets of a program
where classical negation is “implemented” by reifying the truth value and adding some counsistency
axioms.

false :- holds(F,+,S),holds(F,-,S).

This makes that when the model includes both an atom and its negation, the program be-
comes inconsistent. The prototype implemented uses smodels [96] that is an efficient implemen-
tation of the stable models semantics. The covering algorithm computes the finite stable model
of the theory to test the coverage of examples. We assume that Background B is a consistent
logic program i.e., B has a single model, and the same assumption is done for BU H where H is
a possible hypothesis. Thus, the unique and finite answer set is computed through smodels, and
the coverage test must check that every example is included in the unique stable model of the
program B U H. Initially, Progol is called with the computed stable model as background knowl-
edge from which the bottom-clause is computed. The background given to Progol is constructed
from the unique stable model of BU E*,

5.2 Description of LRAC

The system LRAC is invoked with the command:

lrac <domain> [<fluent>]
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that launches the Yap Prolog, where <domain> is the domain to be learned and <fluent> is an
optional argument that instructs LRAC to focus on a particular fluent. Input to LRAC is given
in three separate files:

1. Background knowledge (<domain>.bg)
2. Positive examples (<domain>.train)

3. Declarative bias (<domain>.bias}

Background knowledge (.bg) includes domain-dependent definitions. This must include user-
defined type declarations to be used by the inductor to focus on well-formed clauses!. The syntax
adopted is that of the system smodels [96] that computes the stable models of a logic program.
For instance, for the circuit of example 2 the following definitions are provided:

sort(device;switch).

sorts(active(device)).
sorts(closed(switch)).
sorts(toggle(switch)).

switch(swl;sw2).

device(light).

fluent{closed(W)) :- switch(W).
fluent(active(W)}) :- device(W).
action(toggle(W)) :- switch(W).

Predicate sort/1 specifies the list of sorts of a particular domain apart from the domain-
independent sorts, namely {fluent,value,action,situation}, whereas sorts/1 specify the sorts for
every argument of a predicate. Possible values for every sort are given by using the sort name as
a functor, and separated by a ;. The form of fluents and actions (and static predicates) is given
through sort information for every argument. ‘

File .train includes observations in the form of ground holds/8 facts. The truth value is reified
to allow the derivation of negative value fluents, hence negative information will be represented as
holds(F,-,8). holds/3 facts for the initial situation(s) are then explicitly separated and included
in the background together with the inertia axiom.

holds(closed(swl),+,do(toggle(swl),s0)).

holds (active(light),+,do(toggle(swl),s0)).
holds(closed(sw2),-,do(toggle(sw2) ,do(toggle(swl),s0))).

holds (active(light),-,do{toggle(sw2) ,do(toggle(swi),s0))).
holds{clesed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2) ,do(toggle (sw2) ,do(toggle(swl),s0)))).
holds(active(light),+,do{toggle(sw2),do(toggle(sw2),do(togele(swl),s0)))).

Positive affects/3 atoms are internally generated for every positive example and added to the
background.

'Otherwise they could be partially constructed from data [83]
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holds(F,V,do(4,8)) :- holds(F,V,S),not affects(A,F,S).

affects(toggle(swl),active(light),do(toggle(sw2),s0)).

LRAC initially loads the training set as well as background predicates.

1. Read training set domain.train.
. Compute the stable model.

. Read bias file domain.bias.

. Retrieve all situation terms.

. Generate negative examples.

o L BN

Figure 5.1: Loading a domain into LRAC

Negative examples in the form holds(f,v,s) are added for every situation (included in the
training set) where a fluent f is not affected by an action. These are generated automatically
given the high number of negative examples that are possible.

train .bias bg

holds(f,s0) biasl...
holds{f.dot(....s0)..) tast--) sorte)

TRAINING SET inertia axiom

- l BK
gt E \
N
holds(f.do(...50}..) | | :- holds(f.dol....s0). "] holds(f,s0)
affects(a,f,dof...,50)..)

l ¢ l

ILP ALGORITHM

|

holds(f,do{a,A)) :- ...
affects(a,f,A) - ...

Figure 5.2: Using an ILP algorithm to learn Situation Calculus theories

Before learning, a bias must be specified for each learning task to delimit the language used
during the learning process. The built-in bias/2 predicate establishes which predicate will be
generalized, i.e., the predicate allowed to appear in the head of clauses.

bias(Head, BodyLiterals)

When forming rules with heads subsumed by Head, the bias disregards literals other than
those included in the list BodyLiterals. These bias/2 declarations replace both mode decla-
rations of Progol where declarations for the body literals are assigned to each target predicate
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individually following determination/2 declarations. Additionally, these defermination/2 dec-
larations can only refer to the functor and the arity of the predicates, and thus it is not possible
to assign different modeb declarations for a single fluent in different modeh/2 declarations. We
found this feature useful when multiple predicates have to be learned such that the bias for body
literals can be different for every fluent —i.e., for each argument of predicate holds/3 and for each
action. This will be also useful to independently bias the search for direct and indirect effects
with the same fluent allowing for different mode declarations (this will be dealt in chapter 6).
Bias declarations for the circuit (2) are:

bias(holds{closed(#),#,do(#,+)),
(holds(closed(#2) ,#,+) ,holds{active(#),#,+)]).
bias(holds(active(#),#,do(#,+)),
[holds(closed(#2),#,+) ,holds(active(#),#,+)]).

Symbols + and - are meant to be replaced by input (resp. output) variables during the
construction of the L-clause. Unlike this, # is meant to be replaced by a constant, so that
for instance, no generalization is applied over the action toggle/1. The recall for each literal
—i.e., number of alternative solutions for instantiating an atom- is assumed to be 1 by default,
otherwise it must be explicitly provided for one of arguments of a literal. For instance, with the
fluent closed/1, two possible instantiations are possible, one for each switch.

Two situations are included in a Situation Calculus formulae, namely, the previous situation
and the situation resulting of executing an action. This introduces an implicit bias for the clauses
to be learned, where only the previous situation can appear in the body of a hypothesized clause.
Thus, any literal added to a clause holds(F,do(a,S)) :- ... will refer to § (not to do(a,S)).
From the bias/2 declarations, mode declarations for Progol are built, by using information about
sorts.

:- medeh(1,holds (active{#device),#value,do(toggle(#switch),+sit)})?
:- modeh(1,holds(closed(#switch),#value,do(toggle(#switch),+sit)))?
:- modeb(2,holds(closed (#switch),#value,+sit))?
:- modeb(1,holds(active(#device),#value,+sit))?

After loading a domain, LRAC starts learning for the domain specified and optionally for the
fluent specified, where the argument <fluent> can be a ground or non-ground term, which will
make the learned clauses more or less specific respectively. For instance,

lrac sw closed{_ )

learns a definition for each possible instantiation of fluent closed/1. When lrac receives no
fluent as argument, it learns rules for all fluents, provided the necessary bias /2 declarations are
provided in the .bias file. For each seed e, the first bias declaration bias(h,b) is found such
that & subsumes e with substitution . Examples to be covered (resp. not covered) are filtered
according to the second argument of Irac (when this is provided). A more accurate filtering is
done after getting a bias/2 statement by using the head of the L-clause, that helps to reduce
the overhead of the testing phase.

The learning procedure will be called twice, once for the positive concept and once for the
negative concept and separately for every action that is shown to cause the fluent to change in any
situation. The search in Progol is delimited by the empty clause and the so-called L-clause {most
specific generalization) constructed from a seed, whose size and form are controlled by applying
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bias declarations and other special settings. The phase of constructing the bottom-clause can be
carried out by Progol independently of the search process. For this reason, we have modified a
version of Progol4.4 [95] that simply returns the bottom clause for a given seed —forcing it as the
first example in the input file- without starting the search process. Once Progol has computed
the most specific clanse, this is redirected to a file and read into memory. For instance, for the
fluent active(light) and the seed:

holds(active{light),+,do(tl,do(t2,s0))).
Progol returns:
holds(active(light),+,do(toggle(swl),A) :-

holds{closed(sw2),+,A), holds(closed(swl),-,A),
holds{active(light),-,A).

The size of the L-clause may become significantly large specially when dealing with non-
determinate literals. Additional restrictions can be specified apart from the recall and the bias/2
statements by using Progol settings, among others:

set(i, ) | depth of variables in the body
set(c, ) | the maximum number of literals in the body of a clause

Table 5.1: Additional settings for controlling the size of the bottom clause

The declarative bias language used consists of mode declarations which is typical of most
popular ILP systems, and it is enough for most applications. However, it is useful to have
additional expressivity to further pruning the search space. For this reason, we implemented an
additional bias mechanisin through built-in predicates prune/2 and remove/2 that have their
corresponding counterparts in Progol. The predicates take two arguments, the head and the
body of a clause, and the definition establishes conditions on them that if matched, will remove
the clause from search (remove/2) and all its refinements (prune/2). These pruning statements
are extremely useful for stating which kinds of clauses should not be considered in the search.
The main advantage of using the LP syntax is that pruning clauses can be expressed by using
arbitrary logic programs. For instance, suppose you wanted to disallow self-recursive clauses.
This can be achieved by using the following simple prune rule [95]:

prune (Head,Body) :- in(Head,Body).

The above prune/2 statement disregards any clause whose Head unifies with an atom in its
Body. We can also decide on to allow unbounded variebles in the head or body of a clause, and
so on. A built-in predicate in(Lit, Body) is used to represent that a literal Lit is in the body of
the clause. Unlike prune/2, remove/2 statements are useful when the current hypothesis is not
well-formed, e.g., it is non-constrained, and however, some of the refinements are of interest. We
also implemented a variant of prune/2 that is applied to the bottom clause (before search) to
remove those literals that are redundant or are not of interest. The prune/2 statements can serve
the same purpose, however, prunebottom /3 statements reduce the size of the bottom clause, and
thus the number of hypotheses to be explored.

prunebottom(Lit,BottomHead,BottomBody) .
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During search, hypotheses are refined by adding new literals from the bottom-clause and
respecting mode declarations. For instance, given a mode declaration for the function succ(+,-),
the - is used in the output argument, so that when an atom succ/2 is added to the current
hypothesis, the first argument must be already bounded and the second argument is the result
of the function. As a consequence, the second argument can introduce new variables in the
hypothesis. However, an atom succ(A, B) with B unbounded, is not of interest without adding
another atom that also refers to B. If this happen in the bottom clause, the atom should be
removed {with a prunebottom/2 statement), however if it happens in the current hypothesis, this
should be specialized without being tested previously {with a remove/2 statement). We add an
special predicate constrained(H,B,succ(+,+)) to mean that + arguments are bounded in the
clause H :- B.

Progol uses a standard covering algorithm where each example is generalized to find the
hypothesis that covers the given example with maximal information compression. Positive ex-
amples covered by each rule are removed from Et and the process is repeated by taking another

example from the remaining examples. Finally, the learned rule is added to the background
(Fig. 5.3).

If F=@ return B

Let e be the first example in
Construct clause 1 for e
Construct clause H from L

Llet B=BUH

Let E' ={e:e€ E and B¢}
Let E=FE—F'

Goto 1

e I

Figure 5.3: Progol covering algorithm

The search algorithm of Progol is implemented in the Yap Prolog that lists those clauses
which subsume the bottom-clause and which might be part of a final hypothesis, and tests each
hypothesis on the positive and negative examples. The algorithm searches in a top-down fashion
for the best generalization of L using an A* search to find a subset of literals in the body
with the maximal compression —such that the resulting clause is well-formed according to the
syntactic bias. The L clause is processed in order from left to right (starting with the head),
and respecting the input/output arguments of predicates, so that a queue of current candidate
clauses is maintained 2.

1. initialize queue to contain the clause with an empty body.

2. remove candidate s with highest f, from the queue.

3. ifn; =0, fs > 0and f; > g, for all » that have been visited so far, then return s.
4. unless ny =0, g, <0 or ¢; > ¢, refine s.

5. add all refinements to the queue.

6. unless the queue is empty goto 2.

Figure 5.4: Progol search algorithm

?This ordering introduces an additional bias in the formation of candidate hypotheses [4]
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The compression measure used in Progol is of the form [95]:

g9s = pPs—Cs— hy
fs = gs — Ny

where p; (resp. n,) are the positive (resp. negative) examples covered by the clause, ¢, is the
current length of the clause, and h; is an optimistic estimate of the number of literals needed to
make the clause I/O complete (a value is derived for all output variables of its head).

Pruning of uninteresting candidates is done at step 3, so that some conditions must be fulfilled
by clauses to be further specialized, namely, no negatives are covered, the length must be less
than the maximum allowed, and a minimal compression is required (g < 0) -i.e., any hypothesis
must cover at least as many positives examples as the number of literals in the body. If the
queue becomes empty, the seed is returned without generalization. Al examples that tried to
generalize and however no rule was learned because no enough compression was achieved, are
returned together with the learned clauses. The search stops when it is guaranteed that no better
clause in the queue, with a length ¢s < ¢ (where ¢ is the maximum number of literals allowed
in the body) will be found, optimistically assuming that further specialization of the clauses will
remove all negative examples covered while keeping all positive examples covered, i.e., g, is an
upper bound of f. for all refinements r of s. As in Progol, a limit can be imposed on the number
of hypotheses to be searched in complex domains.

The most costly operation in the search process is the coverage testing made for every can-
didate hypothesis. By default, extensional coverage testing is adopted so that positive examples
are added to the background. The actual reason is that, in practice, intensional testing makes
learning very costly and the execution times increase very significantly with respect to extensional
testing. With extensional evaluation, the order at which fluents are learned is not important. In
practice, LRAC takes a seed randomly from the training set, so that fluents are not necessarily
learned completely one after another.

The interpreter for the stable model semantics needs the logic programs to be grounded. With
extensional coverage testing, the unique stable model has to be computed just once. Intensional
testing corresponds to the entailment relation, i.e., the stable model of BU H is to be computed
for every H, hence intensional coverage is very costly in most cases. Variables are assumed to
range over the object constants used in the program so that clauses are constrained (by using
type predicates) to allow for a finite grounding from which, the stable model is computed. Due
to the range restriction, every situation included in any narrative must be included a priori as a
term, so that the range of the function do/2 is restricted to the situation constants corresponding
to the narratives in the training set.

situation(s0).
situation(do{toggle(swl),s0)).
situation{do{toggle(sw2),do(toggle(swl),s®)))}.

Noise is another important issue when dealing with real world data. We are not specially
concerned with noise treatment, however there exist many approaches in the literature to noise
most based on pruning methods or compression. Progol relies on a compression measure to
avoid overfitting the training set, i.e., obtaining very specific rules which constitute very poor
generalizations. Noise can be also treated as a kind of non-determinism and dealt with by relaxing
the consistency requirement [5] (see section 7.2).
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5.2.1 Learning the basic circuit with LRAC

We used a simple wender program that collects data about its actions while exploring the envi-
ronment.

wander <domain> <parratives> <length>

Argument <domain> is the name of a file that contains the domain description needed for the
simulation, from which wander will generate <narratives> narratives of length up to <length>.
With each exploratory step, the program records the action that was taken, and the fluents that
changed. We assume that the environment is only manipulated by one agent and there is no
noise or uncertainty in the observations and actions.

LRAC initially loads the domain data.

$ lrac sw

[ YAP version Yap-4.3.18 ]

L R A C Version 18/01/2001

File sw

Actions: toggle/1

Fluents: closed/1 active/1
Reading training set...{40s) done.
Executing smodels ... done.
Reading bias... done.

and then it starts learning taking a positive example, computing the most specific clause and
searching for the best clause.

[Generalizing holds(closed(swl),-,do{toggle(swl),do{toggle(swi),s0))).]

Calling progel...done

[Most specific clause is]

holds{closed(swl),-,do{toggle(swl),A}) :-
holds{closed(swl),+,4),
holds{closed{sw2),-,4A),
holds(active(light),-,A}.

Searching... done.

4 nodes explored

[Result of search is]

holds(closed(swl),-,do(toggle(swl) ,A}) :-
holds (closed(swl) ,+,A).

[18 redundant clauses retracted)

From 10 narratives of length 4 including 50 positive examples, LRAC returned the following
clauses in the basic circuit:

holds{closed(swl),+,do(toggle(swl),A)) :
holds{closed{swl),-,A).
holds{closed(swl),-,do(toggle(swl) ,A)) :
holds{closed(swl),+,A).
holds(closed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2) ,A)) :
holds(closed(sw2),-,4).
holds(closed{sw2),-,do(toggle{sw2),A)) :
holds(closed(sw2),+,4A).
holds(active(light),+,do(toggle(swi) ,A)) :-
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holds(closed(swl),-,4),
holds{closed(sw2) ,+,A).
holds(active(light),+,do(toggle(sw2),4)) ;-
holds(closed(swl),-,A},
holds(closed(sw2),+,4).
holds(active(light),—,do(toggle(swl),A)) 1=
holds(active(light),+,4).
holds(active(light),-,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :-
holds(active(light),+,4A).

According to the rules, action toggle(sw;) (resp. toggle(sws)) toggles switch sw; (resp.
swy), and both switches affect light through the actions that modify them. The corresponding
affects/3 clauses are generated automatically from the learned effect axioms, since they have
the same bodies [121]. This allows to distinguish “caused” values, so that the inertia axiom is
disabled and no contradiction is produced.

affects(toggle(swl),closed(swi),A) :-
holds(closed{swl),+,A).
affects(toggle(swl),closed(swl) ,A) :-
holds(closed(swl),-,A).
affects(toggle(sw2),closed(sw2),A) :-
holds(closed(sw2),+,4).
affects(toggle(sw2),closed(sw2),A) :-
holds{closed(sw2),-,A).
affects(toggle(swl) ,active(light),A) :
helds(closed(swl),-,4A),
holds(closed(sw2),+,4).
affects(toggle(swl),active(light),A) :
holds(active(light),+,A).
affects{toggle(sw2),active(light),4) :
holds(closed(swi),-,A),
holds(closed{sw2),+,4).
affects(toggle(sw2),active(light),A) :
holds (active(light),+,4).

1

5.2.2 The Blocks world

Let us consider again the Blocks world (Fig. 5.5).

A B
B B A A
C D C D C D
50 s1=do(move(A,D),s) s2=do(move(B.A),s1)

Figure 5.5: Blocks world

Background knowledge includes type definitions and the objects included in the scenario.
We include an special predicate diff/2 to represent that two variables do not represent the same
object, i.e., X # Y, where X and Y are variables.
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sort (block;location).
sorts(on(blek,location)).
sorts{clear{block)).
sorts(move(blok, location)).
sorts(diff (blok,location)).
sorts(table(location)).

block{a;b;c;d).
location(table).
location(A) :- block(A).
table(table),

fluent{(clear{B}) :- block(B).
fluent(on(A,B))} :- block{(A),location(B),diff{A,B).
action{move(A,B)) :- block(A),location(B),diff{A,B).

diff(A,B) :- location{A),location(B),A'=B.

The sequence of actions of Fig. 5.5 is represented as the following LP facts:

holds(clear{a),+,s0).
holds(clear(d),+,s0).
holds{clear{b},-,s0).
holds(c¢clear(c),-,s0).
holds(onfa,b),+,s0).
holds{on{b,c),+,s0).
holds{on{c,table),+,s0).
holds{on(d,table),+,s0).

holds{on{a,b),-,do(movefa,d),s0)).
holds{on{a,d) ,+,do(move(a,d),s0)).
holds(clear{b),+,do(movela,d),s0)).
holds(clear(d),-,de(move(a,d),s0)).
holds(on(b,c),-,do{move{b,a),do(move(a,d),s®))).
holds{on(b,a),+,do{move(b,a),do(move(a,d),s0))).
holds(clear(c),+,do(move(b,a),do{move(a,d),s0))).
holds(clear(a),-,do(move(b,a),do{move(a,d),s0))).

The use of many-sorted predicates for actions and fluents require a little effort in finding a
bias sufficient for learning, further than controlling the situation variable. For instance, when
objects other than situations are to be considered, we need to decide to instantiate or not every
predicate argument, so that generalization works over them.

bias(holds(on(+,+),#,do(move(+,+),+)),
[holds{on{+,+)},#,+),holds{clear (+),#,+) ,diff(+,+)1}).
bias(holds(clear(+),#,do(move(+,+),+)),
[holds{on{(+,+),#,+) ,holds{clear(+) ,#,+) ,diff (+,+)}]).

For structured fluents, the generation of negative examples requires to build all the possible
instantiations of fluents according to the argument Head of the appropriate bias/2 statement.
In the blocks world, from the example holds(on(a,b),+,do{move(a,b),s1)) and the above
bias statements, the following negative examples are generated, representing effects that were
not produced by the action mowve/2 at any situation:
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holds{on(b,a},-,do(move(a,b),sl)).
holds(on(a,c),-,do(move{a,b),s1)).

holds{on(b,a},-,do(move(a,b),s2)).

Before starting its search, LRAC calls Progol to construct the “most specific clause”. For
mnstance, for the predicate on/2 the clause constructed was:

holds{on(A,B},+,do(move(4,B),C)) :- holds(on(4,A),-,C), holds(on(4,
B),-,C), holds{on(B,A),-,C), holds(on(B,B),-,C), holds{clear(A),
t,C), holds(clear (B),+,C), diff(A,table), diff(A,B), diff(B,
table}, diff(B,A).

Literals in the form holds{on(A,A),-,D) are not of interest, and introduce an overhead for
the search process. To avoid these useless literals, we add a prunebottom/3 statement like the
following:

prunebottom(holds (on(4,4),_, ) ,Head,Body) .

Functional dependences for on(+, —) and on{—, +) can be also incorporated as well as sym-
metry properties for diff/2 and on/2, and the transitive property of diff/2.

prune (Head,Body) :- in(holds{on(A,B),_,_),Body),in(holds{on(B,4A),_,_),Body).
prune(Head,Body) :- in(holds(en(4,_),+,_),Body),in(holds(on(4,_),-,_),Body).
prunebottom(diff{(A,B) ,Head,Body) :- in(diff(B,A),Body).

prune(Head,Body) :- in{(diff(A,B),Body)},in(diff(B,C),Body),in(diff(A,C),Body).

We generated 144 situations including 133 positive examples and 2448 negative examples.
From these examples, LRAC learned the following effect axioms:

holds(on{A,B),+,de(move(A,B),C)) :
holds(clear(A),+,C),
holds(clear(B),+,C).
holds(on(4,B),+,do(move(A,B),C)) :
holds(or(A,B),-,C),
holds(clear(A),+,C),
table(B).
holds(on(4,B),-,do{move(4,D),C)) :
holds(on(4,B),+,C),
holds(clear(4),+,C),
holds(clear(D),+,C),
diff (B,D).
holds(on(A,B),-,do(move(A,D),C)) :
holds(on(4,B),+,C),
holds{clear(4),+,C),
table (D).
holds(clear(A),+,do(move(C,D),B)} :-
holds{clear(D),+,B),
holds{clear(C),+,B),
holds(on{C,A),+,B),
diff(D,4).
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holds{clear(4),+,do{move(C,D),B)) :-
holds(clear(C),+,B),
holds(on(C,A),+,B),
table (D). :
holds(clear(4),-,do(move(C,A) ,B)) :-
holds{(clear(C),+,B),
holds{clear(A),+,B).

The rules for on/2 states that moving a block A onto B will be possible when both blocks
are clear or when the first block is clear and B is the table, and that a block A will not be over
B (a block or the table) if we move A to a third (different) block C' when both A and the target
block C are clear. Similarly for clear/1. Unbounded variables are displayed as _ by the Yap
Prolog.

A difference with the clauses learned by S. Moyle is the clause below that appears in [88] and
that trivially states that moving one block onto another will not make the first to be on a third
if the second is already on the third.

holds{on(A,B),-,do(move(4,C),D)) :- holds{on(B,C),-,D).

This is due to a bad generalization caused by either the size of the training set or a skewed
training set. The inclusion of any example where the three blocks involved are not forming a
tower allowed LRAC to obtain the correct clause which correctly states that a block will not be
over another block if we move the first one to a third block when both the first and the third

blocks are clear.

5.3 Conclusions

In this chapter we have described a prototype for learning Situation Calculus theories in the form
of Extended Logic Programs, that is based on the Inverting Entailment method, but it could use
other similar methods. The prototype uses a variant of the algorithm Progol for computing the
bottom-clause, an interpreter for computing the stable models of a logic program, and adopts
extensional evaluation for efliciency reasons.
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Chapter 6

Learning Indirect Effects

The constraints that we have considered so far were associated with a particular action. In
many cases, the effects of an action are not caused directly by the execution of an action but
indirectly through other simultaneous changes. Such indirect effects are usually represented as
consequences of general laws describing dependences between fluents. Previous approaches to
learning action models are restricted to predicting a single outcome or effect of an action. This
forces the explicit representation of all the effects of an action as direct effects, producing the
so-called Remification problem [58]. The learner should infer how properties of a domain are
(directly/indirectly) affected by the execution of actions, or otherwise are subject to the general
law of inertia. We study the learnability and compactness of the learned theory in this new
framework. For this task we will use the standard benchmark scenarios for the ramification
problem used in the literature.

6.1 The Ramification problem
The Ramification problem has been described by Ginsberg and Smith [49]:

For any given action there are essentially an infinite number of possible consequences
that depend upon the details of the situation in which the action occurs.

For instance, the constraint that a player may not be in check after his own move, represents
an implicit precondition on possible moves. It would be very difficult to express this action
precondition explicitly, as a condition on the starting state from which the player makes the
move [26]. The increased complexity of axiom effects is a consequence of the fact that they need
to anticipate the ramifications of the executed action, and these become increasingly numerous
and complicated as the complexity of the domain increases.

In many cases, the effects of an action are not caused directly by the execution of the action
but indirectly through other changes. Such indirect effects are usually represented as conse-
quences of general laws describing dependences between components of the world description.
Formally, we have:

Definition 6.1 (Domain constraint) A domain constraint is a formula
Holds(f, s}« m (6.1)

where the Holds literals in w are only of the form [-]Holds(f’, s). O
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According to these domain constraints, indirect effects are usually derived from the state of
fluents, while direct effects come from the execution of an action. Most solutions that have been
proposed for the ramification problem require effect axioms to specify the most significant effects
of the action and to rely on domain constraints for specifying additional changes that are due
to the action. Thus, effect axioms are used to describe the dynamics of the primitive fluents
and state constraints are used to describe the derived fluents in terms of the primitive ones. For
instance, according to the following constraint:

Holds(active(light), A) «— Holds(closed(sw:), A), Holds{closed(sw»), A) (6.2)

light is a derived fluent, such that it is always on when both switches (primitive fluents) are
closed, not matter the actions that were executed.

However, the use of domain constraints for the propagation of effects produces counterin-
tuitive solutions even in most simple cases. According to the above constraint, for instance,
light is always on when both switches are closed. In classical logic, if sw; is open and light is
false and then sw; is closed, the violation of the above constraint can be repaired by making
light true or making sw; false, which does not correspond to the intended behavior. The use of
causality for the Ramification problem avoids this situation by introducing directionality in the
formula [67, 101], i.e., light is the effect and never the cause.

6.2 Indirect effects in the Situation Calculus

The basic definition of the Situation Calculus suffers from the Ramification problem, given
that the predicate affects/8 that is used to overcome the Frame problem, cannot be used to
represent indirect effects because the situation argument represents the situation where the action
is executed and not the resulting situation, and the action is a required argument. However, the
introduction of domain constraints in the Situation Calculus is not sufficient. A fluent that has
been initiated/terminated directly through an effect axiom cannot then be terminated/initiated
indirectly through a state constraint, unless it is released from inertia beforehand [123], otherwise
it would lead to contradiction. To add indirect effects to the Situation Calculus theories we need
to consider action formalisms where a notion of causation is explicitly represented about how
changes in one state variable may cause changes in another state variable.

We use a dialect of the Situation Calculus [67] with a predicate caused/3 instead of effects/3.
F. Lin [67] incorporates causality into a Situation Calculus based formalism through the predicate
caused(f,v, s) that is true if the fluent f is caused (by something unspecified) to have the truth
value v in the situation s. This allows to express fluent-triggered causal statements, i.e., a fluent
is caused by other fluent, apart from action-triggered ones, which are convenient for representing
the indirect effects of actions. We formally define a Logic Programming implementation of the
Lin’s dialect in the form:

Definition 6.2 (A Situation Calculus Program with indirect effects) A Situation Calculus pro-
gram is the conjunction of:

o A finite set of general clauses

[=|Holds(f, sa) (6.3)

where sg denotes the initial situation.
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A finite set of clauses of the form

Caused(f,v,do(a,s)) + = (6.4)

where 7 does not mention the Caused predicate and every occurrence of the Holds predicate in
7 is of the form [~]Holds(f', s). The description states that, in any situation, if the precondition
holds then the effect will hold in the resulting situation. These axioms are called effect azioms or
action laws.

» A finite set of clauses of the form

Caused(f,v,8) + 7 (6.5)

where 7 does not mention the Caused predicate and every occurrence of the Holds predicate in «
is of the form [~|Holds(f’,s). The description represents how changes in certain fluents propagate
to cause changes in other fluents. These axioms are called causal laws.

e The universal frame axiom describes how the world stays the same (as opposed to how it changes)

Holds(f,do(a, s)) « Holds(f, s) A not Caused(f,v,do(a, s)) _ (6.6)
—Holds( f,do(a, 3)) + —Holds(f, s) A not Caused{f,v, do(a, s)) (6.7)

¢ Some clauses that propagate caused values to Holds.

Holds(f,do(a,s)) +« Caused(f,true,do(a,s)) (6.8)
-~Holds(f,do(a,s)) + Caused(f,false,do(a,s)) (6.9)
a

Examples are now in the form of caused/§ atoms, so that each example represents now the
truth value and the causality that were before represented separately by holds/3 and affects/3.
A difference with respect to the affects/3 predicate is that the latter refers to the situation where
the action is executed, whereas caused/3 refers to the resulting situation. Thus, caused/3 can
be used to represent both direct and indirect effects by using an argument situation in the form
S or do(a,S). Note that the reification of the truth value in the predicate Caused is needed
to distinguish “caused not to hold” from “not caused to hold”. Using axioms in the form 6.5 in
addition to effect axioms rather than trying to give all the effects of actions directly is essential
for the modularity of a representation [26]. Additionally, the use of causality allows a clear
distinction between caused values and inertia values, so that we distinguish between the claim
that a is true and the stronger claim that there is a cause for it to be true.

6.3 Indirect effects = effects propagation

Indirect effects actually represent a propagation of changes with respect to domain constraints.
Thus, we have that:

t) Only those fluents that change simulteneously with another fluent can indirectly affect to
each other.

As a consequence:
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ii) When a single fluent changes after ezecuting an aclion, then at least an effect axiom must
be included for that fluent and that action (e.g., toggle(sun) with sw; and toggle(sws) with
S’wg).

Obviously, when a single effect is produced, this is directly caused by the action. A further
consequence 1s:

ili) Causal rules can only cover those ezamples where the action exzecuted produced several
simultaneous effects.

Without additional considerations, causal rules might cover examples where a single effect is
produced, because caused is used only in the head of the rule. These single effects must not be
considered when computing the coverage of causal rules, which might produce an overestimated
coverage. This restriction can be incorporated into the algorithm, by allowing only direct effects
for those seeds where a single fluent changes. Just a simple restriction can avoid undesired
results. For instance, when sw; is opened and swy was open, the following clause will not be
considered because sw; is the only fluent to change, so that it can never be an indirect effect of
light. However, the clause is still possible provided light was on before opening sw;.

Caused(closed(swn ), false, A) + ~Holds(active(light), A).

On the other hand, indirect effects represent a propagation of changes. As a consequence,
the previous conditions are not strong enough, because the body of a causal rule might include
only fluents that did not change. This might produce invalid theories, for instance, if there is a
fluent that never changes with relay but that correlates exactly with the positive value of relay
in the training examples, the algorithm will prefer it rather than sw; A sws, and however there
is no propagation of effects. Thus, we can safely establish that:

iv) In any causal rule, at least one of the fluents in the body must have changed simultaneously
with the fluent in the head.

This can be also incorporated in the algorithm, such that, when a causal rule is found that
is a solution, this is removed if it does not fit the requirement. Note that this pruning cannot be
done during the intermediate stages of the specialization, given that some conditions that will
appear in the final clause will be missing.

However, given a particular set of observations, we have also that:

v) A fluent A can depend on a fluent B even if they were never observed to change simulta-
neously.

This could happen if, e.g., light is always changed through sw; in the examples, however,
light still depends on swz. Thus, if we consider strictly condition iv, the solution might be
removed from the search space before starting. In an ideal case where we have all possible sets of
fluents that may change simultaneously in any situation, we could theoretically discard all those
pairs of fluents that are never observed to change simultaneously, e.g., sw; and sws do not affect
each other. On the other hand, it is not difficult to run into scenarios where two fluents never
change simultaneously and however one depends on the other. Let us consider two gear wheels
that can be turning or static. The wheels can be pushed independently of each other, such that,
when they are coupled, both wheels are in the same state. If we consider that the wheels cannot
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be (dejcoupled when any of them is turning, then a change in the fluent coupled, when both
wheels are static, will not have any visible effect on the state of the wheels —i.e., there will be no
group of changes {turn{wheel;), turn{wheely). coupled}- and however, the fluent coupled still
affects the behavior of the wheels, and it is needed to predict indirectly the state of the wheels.

6.4 Learning Action Theories with indirect effects

The previous chapter forces the explicit representation of all the effects of an action as direct
effects, producing the Ramification problem. Furthermore, the ramification problem produces
additional effects during learning. The need to anticipate the remifications of the executed action,
causes that the learner has to produce a high number of clauses based possibly on little evidence.
As a consequence, the learned hypotheses may be unnecessarily complex and thereby also less
reliable and accurate. Unlike this, causal laws can make programs sensibly shorter, which have a
positive influence on their learnability, as the difficulty of learning a given logic program is very
much related to its length.

The learner must now infer how properties of a domain are (directly/indirectly) affected by
the execution of actions, or otherwise are subject to the general law of inertia. According to the
previous section, we adapt the definition 4.2.

Definition 6.3 (Learning SC programs with indirect effects)
Given:

o A domain description consisting of two nonempty sets: a set F of fluent names, and a set A of
action names.

o A set A of narratives Ny each starting at a situation sf.

s Aset EY = U?=1E}f_ of examples (ground facts) caused(f;, true, do(a;, 8)), representing observa-
tions where a fluent f; € F changed from false to true after executing an action a; € A at situation
s.

e Aset BT = UL, E; of examples (ground facts) caused(f;, false, do(ay, s)) representing observations
where a fluent f; € F changed from true to false after executing an action ¢; € A at situation s.

e A set Einertie — U;’-‘;lE}"_""”’“ of ground facts caused(fi,v,do(a;,s)) representing observations
where a fluent f; € F did not change after executing an action a; € .4 at situation s.

e Background knowledge (BK), including holds/8 ground facts for all fluents at the initial situations
s&, the universal inertia axiom (eq. 6.6 and 6.7) and axioms (eq. 6.8 and 6.9).

Find a Situation Calculus program H* = U1, Hy,, and respectively H~ = U2, Hf- composed of axioms
in the form (6.4 and 6.5), such that:

(Vvet € EY) BKUHYUH" ket (6.10)

(Ve ¢ ET) BKUHYUH- ke (6.11)
and respectively

(Ve € E7) BKUHYUH™ e (6.12)

(Vet € ET) BKUHYUH- et {6.13)
and

(Ve € EMe™e) BRKUHTUH- Ke (6.14)

0
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Observations for the circuit of example 2 can be represented similarly as:

holds(closed(swil),-,s0).
holds(closed (sw2),-,s0).
holds(closed(light),-,s0).

caused(closed(swl),+,do(toggle(swl},s0)).
caused(closed(st),+,do(t0ggle(sw2),do(toggle(swl),SO))).
caused(active(light),+,do(toggle (sw2),do(toggle(swl),s0))).

The form of the clauses to be learned must be also changed, because with the normal bias
we cannot refer to other effects in the current situation.

bilas(caused(active(#),#,+), [holds(closed(#),#,+) ,holds(active(#),#,+)]).
bias(caused(closed(#),#,+), [holds(closed(#) ,#,+) ,holds(active(#),#,+)]}.

Care must be taken to ensure that the addition of indirect effects to a Situation Calculus
program does not cause a mutual recursion [108] (this will be dealt with in section 6.6). The
prune/2 statement below avoids obvious non-terminating clauses.

prune{Head,Body) :-
Head=caused(F,V,S),
in(holds(F,V,S) ,Body).

This pruning clause simplifies bias declarations, as we can express a single bias/2 declaration
for all the switches rather than enumerating the valid instantiations of closed (#) for each bias/2
statement of each switch.

We repeated the learning process where LRAC tried to learn every fluent as an indirect effect
of other fluents and found:

caused{active(light),+,A) :- holds(closed{swl),+,A), holds(closed(sw2),+,4).
caused(active{light),-,4) :- holds{closed(swl),-,A}.
caused(active(light),-,A) :- holds(closed(sw2),-,A).

In this case, we obtained a complete solution where light is an indirect effect of the switches
and these affect [zght not directly but through actions that modify them (toggle(sw: ), toggle{sws)).
The first clause states that the lamp is controlled by two switches, i.e., the lamp is active when-
ever both sw; and sws hold simultaneously and it subsumes the corresponding effect axioms.
Notice that the first learned causal rule together with the axioms (6.8) and (6.9) entail the cor-
responding domain constraint, i.e. they can be used to derive the indirect effects of actions.
However, forcing indirect effects in other fluents may produce odd generalizations or even no
compression at all. For instance, clauses found for both sw, and sws are not complete and do
not even subsume any effect axiom.

caused(closed{swl),+,A) :-
holds(active{light),+,A}.

caused(cleosed(swl),-,A) :-
holds{closed(sw2),+,4),
holds{active(light),-,A).

caused(closed(sw2),+,A) :-
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holds(active(light),+,A).
caused(closed{sw2),-,4) :-

holds(closed(swl),+,A),

holds(active(light),-,A).

/* examples not generalized /
caused(swl,+,do(toggle(swl),s0)).
caused (sw2,+,do(toggle(sw2),s0)).

This is the expected result because the current state of the switches cannot be inferred just
from the resulting situation but from the previous one. The natural choice is that a switch does
not depend directly on any other switch. The non-generalized examples are returned together
with the learned clauses. As a result, only light can be modeled naturally (and totally) as an
indirect effect. In this case, there are also two effect axioms for the negative value of light
containing a single condition, thus, learning light as a direct effect or as an indirect effect does
not affect the size of the theory.

In general, we have that actions can have multiple direct and indirect effects, and that fluents
can be a direct (resp. indirect) effect of multiple actions and possibly of the same action under
different conditions. To actually find the right set of axioms, we could learn direct and indirect
effects separately, take all learned clauses, and search all subsets of clauses that are complete
with, e.g., a preference for smaller theories. As an additional condition, every clause must cover
an example not covered by the rest of clauses in the subset. Unfortunately, this constitutes a
covering problem where the worst-case complexity is O(c™) where c is the number of clauses and
n is the largest number of clauses allowed in the solution. Furthermore, a bad selection of the
first clauses can cause a “snowballing” effect over subsequent clauses in the cover.

A simpler possibility we have considered is to allow the inductor to determine at each step
whether a fluent should be learned as a direct or an indirect effect, thus learning possibly a mix
of axioms. In this way, the decision of using direct or indirect effects is done heuristically. For
this task, we need to perform a multiple search, such that two bottom clauses are built (Fig. 6.1).

1 S

d i

caused(active(iight),—,do(toggle(sw1),A) :— caused(active(light),—,A) =—
holds(closed(sw2),+,A). holds(closed(sw2).~ A).
holds(closed(sw1),—,A), holds(closed(sw1).+,A),
holds(active(light),+, A).

Hy H;

-

H

Figure 6.1: Building a bottom clause for direct and indirect effects

LRAC will take the best of clauses returned by each search according to the Progol heuristic
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measure. For this task, multiple bias/2 statements must be provided so that the inductor will
take the appropriate one for each search. For instance:

bias(caused(closed(#),#,do(#,+)), [holds(closed (#),#,+),holds(active(#),#,+)]).
bias(caused(closed(#),#,+), [holds(closed(#),#,+) ,holds(active(#),#,+)]).
bias(caused(active (#),#,do(#,+)), [holds(closed(#),#,+) ,holds(active(#) ,#,+)]).
bias(caused(active(#),#,+), [holds(closed(#),#,+) ,holds(active(#),#,+)]).

Under these conditions LRAC returned the following clauses:

caused(closed(swl) ,+,do(toggle(swl),A)) :
holds(closed(swl),-,4).
caused(closed(swl),-,do(toggle(swl),A)) :
holds(closed(swl),+,A).
caused(closed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :
holds(closed(sw2),-,4).
caused (closed(sw2),-,do(toggle(sw2),4)) :
holds(closed{sw2),+,4).
caused{active(light) ,+,A) :-
holds{closed{swl),+,4),
holds{closed(sw2),+,4).
caused(active(light),-,A) :-
holds(closed(swl),-,A).
caused(active(light),-,A) :-
holds(clesed(sw2),-,4).

that correspond to the intended description of the domain. The impact on learnability is not
guite noticeable (just one clause less than with direct effects) given the small size of the domain.

6.4.1 A more complex circuit

The increased complexity of axiom effects is a consequence of the fact that they need to an-
ticipate the ramifications of the executed action, and these become increasingly numerous and
complicated as the complexity of the domain increases. Suppose a third switch is introduced,
named sws, plus a relay.

Example 3 (Thielscher’s circuit (a)) A simple circuit that includes a lemp, a relay, and

three switches sw, swy and sws, together with some actions in the form toggle(sw;). O
—swi f) swi2)
e

E ® —light

lay
reny sw(3)

Figure 6.2: An extended electric circuit
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We generated a training set consisting of 173 situations with 270 positive examples and 1460
negative examples. By considering only direct effects, LRAC obtained the following clauses:

caused(closed{swl)},-,do(toggle(swl},A)) :
holds(closed(swl),+,4).
caused(closed(swl),+,do(toggle(swl},4)) :
holds(closed(swl),-,A).
caused(closed{(sw2),-,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :-
holds(closed{sw2),+,4).
caused(closed(sw2),-,do(toggle(swd) ,A}) :-
holds(active(light),+,A).
caused{closed(sw2),-,do(toggle(swl),A)) :-
holds{closed(sw2),+,4),
holds(closed(sw3),+,A).
caused(closed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2),4)) :-
holds{closed(sw2),-,A),
holds{active(relay),-,4).
caused(closed(sw3),-,do(toggle(sw3) ,A)) :-
holds{closed(sw3),+,4).
caused(closed(sw3) ,+,do(toggle(sw3),A)) :
holds{closed{sw3),-,A).
caused(active(light),-,do{(toggle(swl),A)) :
holds{active(light),+,4A}.
caused(active(light),-,do(toggle(sw2),4)) :-
holds(active(light),+,4).
caused(active(light),-,do(toggle(sw3) ,A)) :-
holds(active(light),+,4A}.
caused{active(light),+,do{toggle(swl) L)) :-
holds{closed(swl),-,A),
holds{closed(sw2),+,4).
caused{active(light),+,do(toggle(sw2) ,A)) :-
holds(closed(swl),+,4),
holds(closed(sw2),-,A).
caused(active(relay),+,do{toggle(swl),4)) :-
holds(closed(sw3),+,4),
holds(active(relay),-,A).
caused(active(relay),+,do(toggle(sw3),A)) :-
holds (closed(swl),+,4),
holds(closed(sw3),-,4A).
caused(active(relay),-,do(toggle(swl),A)) :-
holds{closed{(swl),+,4).
caused{active(relay),-,do(toggle(sw3),A)) :-
holds{closed(sw3),+,A).

According to the rules, action toggle(sw,) (resp. toggle(sws)) toggles switch sw (resp. sws).
For the rest of fluents, the system learned 5 clauses for {ight, 4 for relay and 4 for sws —where
all actions toggle(sw;) affect them. The dependency graph is shown in Fig. 6.3

In this case, forcing all effects as indirect, LRAC learned:

caused(active(light),+,A) :-
holds(closed(swl),+,4),
holds(closed(sw2) ,+,4).
caused{closed(light),-,4) :-



76

Learning Indirect Effects

togglefsw?)

togglefsw3)

togglefswl)

Figure 6.3: Direct effects in the Thielscher’s circuit

holds(closed(swl),-,A).
cansed(closed(light),-,A) :-
holds(closed{sw2),-,A).
caused(closed(relay),+,A) :-
holds(closed(swl),+,A),
holds(closed(sw3),+,4).
caused (closed(relay),-,A) :-
holds(closed(swl),~,A).
caused{closed(relay),-,A) :-
holds(closed(sw3),-,4).

For light and relay we obtained a complete solution. The relay is controlled by switches
swy and sws, i.e., the relay is active whenever both swy and sws hold simultaneously. Similarly
for light with sw; and swy. As in the previous circuit, no complete solution was found for
swy and sw3. In some cases they produced odd generalizations, in others no compression was
achieved or even no consistent clause could be found. Fluent sws is more problematic because
no complete set of clauses were found, by considering strictly indirect effects, and however some
clauses individually were meaningful and subsumed some of the effect axioms.

When we allowed LRAC to determine whether an effect is a direct effect or an indirect effect,
we obtained the following theory:

caused(closed(swl),-,do(toggle(swl) ,A)) :-
holds{closed(swl),+,A).
caused{closed(swl),+,do(toggle(swl),A)) :-
holds{closed(swl),-,A).
caused (closed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :-
holds(closed(sw2),-,4),
holds(active(relay),-,A}.
caused(closed(sw2),-,4) :-
holds(active(relay),+,A).
caused(closed(sw2) ,-,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :-
holds(closed(sw2)},+,A).
caused (closed(sw3),-,do(toggle(sw3d),A)) :-
holds(closed{sw3),+,4).
caused{closed(sw3) ,+,do{toggle(sw3),A)) :-
holds(closed(sw3),-,A).
caused(active(light),+,A) :-
holds{closed(swl),+,A),
holds(closed(sw2),+,A).
caused(closed(light},-,A) :-
holds{closed(swl),-,A).
caused(closed(light},-,A) :-

o
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holds(closed{sw2),-,A).
caused{closed(relay),+,A) :-
holds{(closed(swl),+,A),
holds{closed{sw3),+,A).
caused{closed(relay),-,4) :-
holds(closed{swl),-,A).
caused(closed(relay),-,A) :-
holds(closed(sw3),-,A).

According to the rules, light and relay are still considered indirect effects whereas swy and
swg are direct effects. However, sws is in some cases a direct effect and in other cases an indirect
effect. The difference in the size of the theory learned with respect to the theory with only direct
effects is significant (table 6.1).

| Fluent | direct direct/indirect |

SWo 4 3
relay 4 3
leght 5 3

Table 6.1: Number of clauses for direct and indirect effects in example 3

Note that the causal rule for the negative value of swy does not contradict the effect axiom
—in fact, the condition of the causal rule for the negative value appears negated in the effect
axiom for the positive value!. The new dependency graph is showed in Fig. 6.4.

V_I"

Light Sw2 Relay Sw3 toggle(sw3)
“NN\~

\Swl “NA roggle(swl)

Figure 6.4: Direct and indirect effects in the Thielscher’s circuit

toggle(sw2)

During learning, the inductor must prefer direct over indirect effects (and viceversa). In
general, when multiple effects co-occur, it is not clear which fluents are connected to actions
and which are fluent-triggered. The problem is even harder if actions can be executed concur-
rently (section 8.1), because fluents that change simultaneously can be direct effects of different
actions. LRAC uses by default the compression measure of Progol which biases the learner to
prefer smaller theories. The insight is that indirect effects can make programs sensibly shorter,
given that a causal rule may subsume the direct effects of several actions.

In some cases, one causal rule subsumes completely the effect axioms (e.g., light) whereas in
other cases only partially (e.g., swy). With regard to the positive value of relay (resp. light), a
causal rule is enough whereas two effect axioms are needed (resp. 3 for light). For the negative
value, relay needs two clauses in any case. The negative value of swy is in some cases a direct
effect of foggle(swa) and in other cases an indirect effect of toggle(sw;) and toggle(sws). For
the latter case, indirect effects will be preferred as just one clause is required (3wz « relay).

'However, contradiction would be possible if multiple actions are executed concurrently (section 8.1).
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Additionally, LRAC will prefer the latter to 5w; « sw;, sws, because although they cover the
same number of examples the former has length 1. In these cases, the same coverage can be
achieved with much less causal rules, thus, if the causal rule is in the search space, LRAC will
always prefer it. Unlike this, the relation light — swy was not learned instead of the direct
effect, given that, although the relation is true, it just covers a fraction of the examples for sw;
whereas the direct effect covers all of them. And similarly for sw; + relay, and so on.

In practice, LRAC uses implicitly the empirical frequencies observed in the training set {an
approximation to the conditional distribution Pr{F|F') where F denotes a change in a fluent).
In this case, the training set might include only certain changes thus biasing the above process.
For instance, if whenever the relay becomes active, the switch swo is opened, then it would be
possible to learn the relation relay «+ sws. If the above case appears when the relay is made
active through toggle(sws) ~thus, light becomes also false— then it would be possible to learn the
relation 3wy + light, or even light + relay. Similarly, if whenever the switch sw, is closed, the
switch swe was closed and consequently the light becomes active, then it would be possible to
learn the relation swy < light. In this case, sw; is considered an indirect effect of toggle{sw,).

In general, identifying indirect effects in a set of observations is intrinsically complex. If
the propagation of effects has observable delays, these could help by using the sequence of
changes, given that most definitions about causality require a precedence of causes over effects.
For instance, sw; will never change after light. Despite this, two effects can be direct effects
of an action and still have different delays, hence, the observed effect propagation may not
correspond to the causality relations. However, to be able to observe small delays requires
in many cases advanced sensory capabilities. In practice, compression-based measures seem an
adequate estimator and correspond to the initial intuition that causal rules make theories sensibly
shorter. The experiments carried out, although not exhaustive, seem to confirm it.

6.4.2 Causality-based approaches

From definition 4.2, “caused” is associated to a change of value in a fluent. However, action
formalisms provide different meanings for “caused” other than simply “change of value” which
introduces a particular feature of causal rules wrt. effect axioms in learning indirect effects, that
is clear in example (3). The clause:

caused{(closed(sw2),-,4) :- holds(active(relay),+,A).

asserts that swo is caused to be open whenever the relay is active. But let us consider a situation
where swp is open and is toggled. The relay avoids the switch to close (and thus sw, persists),
however the clause infers that the negative value of swy is again caused (inertia does not apply).
As a consequence, a number of “useless” {even if correct) instances of caused/3 can be derived for
any situation where relay is true but not caused. Useless here just means that it does not give
rise to any changes, just maintains a reason for swy being false. Note that this problem does not
actually appear for the positive value of light in example (2), because there are no actions not
affecting light, i.e., the positive value does never persist for light, however, it does when other
actions are included that does not affect light.

This introduces some non-desired situations for reasoning [101}. It would be possible to
include a coused/3 atom in the body that acts as a trigger of the causal rule, i.e., a causal
rule needs one of the conditions in the body to be caused, solving the “extra’ caused atoms
generated. When the body includes multiple literals, we just need one of them to be caused.

el
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Unfortunately, this results in as many causal rules as literals in the body, when implemented in
Logic Programming.

caused(active(light),+,A) :- caused(closed(swl),+,A), holds(closed(sw2),+,A}.
caused(active(light),+,A) :- holds(closed(swl),+,A), caused(closed(sw2),+,A}.

Furthermore, for the negative value of light, this approach still generates additional caused/3
atoms, because light does not change its value after opening sun when sw, was open.

caused(active(light),-,A) :- caused(closed(swl),-,A).

We could add a condition to express that light has actually changed, e.g., holds{sw2,+,4),
thus, caused actually represents that a fluent changed its value. However, this cannot be generally
applied. A counterexample is provided by

caused(closed(sw2),-,A) :- caused(active{relay),+,A)

where no condition —given the form of the causal rules- can be added to express that sw, was
previously true. We would need to refer to the value of swq at the previous situation. In general,
we need that the body of the clause, taken as a formula, changes to infer that the fluent in the
head is caused [26].

In most action formalisms, these extra caused atoms are labeled with the meaning “there is a
reason other than inertia”, however, this semantics cannot be adopted during learning, because it
obviously contradicts the observations given that negative examples for caused{closed(sw?2),-,8)
are given for those situations where sws is closed or it does not change®. A simple solution is to al-
low these some extra observations to be caused by adding an internal control, so that, causal rules
are not tested on those negative examples provided the latter are negative only for the causality
and there is no inconsistency on the truth value. Thus, given an example caused(f,v, do(a, s}),
only those negative examples where both holds(f, ', s) and holds(f,v’, do(a, s)), are considered
(v’ is the inverse of v). The learned theory still produces extra caused/3 atoms, however these
do not affect the learning process. '

6.4.3 The Blocks world (contd.)

Recall the blocks world domain. We repeated the learning process by allowing both causal rules
and effect axioms and LRAC obtained:

caused{clear(A),+,do{(move(C,D),B)) :-
holds(clear(D),+,B),
holds{clear(C),+,B),
holds{on(C,A),+,B),
diff(D,A).

caused(clear (A) ,+,dc (move(C,D),B)) :-
holds{clear(C},+,B),
holds(on{C,4),+,B),
table(D).

caused(clear(B),-,4) :-
holds(on(_,B),+,A).

*Furthermore, these “extra” atoms may affect learning provided we needed to use caused/d in the body of a
clause (see section 8.2).
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caused(on(A,B),+,do(move(4,B),C)) :-
holds{clear(A),+,C),
holds{(clear(B),+,C).

caused(on(4,B},+,do(move(4,B),C)) :-
holds(clear(A),+,C),
table(B) .

caused(on(4,B),-,C) :-
holds(on(4,D),+,C),
diff(B,D).

The negative value of clear/1 and the negative value of on/2 can be indirectly predicted
through the positive value of on/2 (Fig. 6.5). The use of indirect effects produces a shorter
theory for the negative value of on/2, even with a single action move/2. Two effect axioms
would be needed to deal separately with the cases where a block is moved onto other block or
onto the table. The domain constraint represents that on/2 is a functional fluent, where the
location is at most one for each block, so that when a block is on location L, then it is not on
every other location different from L. However, the domain constraint for the negative value
of clear/1 does not produce a clear benefit mainly because there are no other actions that can

affect it apart from move/2. However, as the domain constraint is shorter, the system is biased
to prefer it.

D
A D A
B C B C
DA X DondB)
move(D,B) ( )
clear(A) clear(B)

Figure 6.5: Indirect effects in the Blocks world

Actually the positive value of clear/2 is also an indirect effect, because a block is clear if no
block is above it. However, it is learned as a direct effect of the move/2 action because variables
in the body but not in the head are existentially quantified.

6.4.4 The Logistics domain

Let us consider the Logistics domain which has been considered a benchmark domain in the
planning literature.

Example 4 (Logistics domain) In this domain we have two types of vehicles: trucks and
airplanes. The problems in this domain typically start off with a collection of objects at various
locations in wvarious cities, and the goal 1is to redistribute these objects to their new locations.
The basic actions are loading and unloading packages from wvehicles, driving trucks end flying
atrplanes.

O

The domain contains the following actions and fluents:
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action(lot(P,T)) :- package(P},truck(T).

action{unlot(P,T)) :- package(P),truck(T).

action{loa(P,4)) :- package(P),airplane(4).
action{unloa(P,A)) :- package(P),airplane(A).
action{drive(T,LF,LT}) :- truck(T),location(LF),location(LT).
action(fly{A,LF,LT)) :- airplane(A),airport(LF),airport(LT).

fluent{at(P,L)) :- physobj{(P),location(L).
fluent(in(P,V)) :- package(P),vehicle(V).

Background includes domain predicates truck/1, airplane/1, location/1, airport/1, city/1,
physobj/1 and package/1, that indicate the type of objects (where some objects may belong
to more than one type), actions to load and unload packages from trucks (lot/2, unlot/2), and
from planes (loa/2, unloa/2), drive trucks (drive/3) and fly planes (fly/3), and fluents at/2
to indicate the location of packages and vehicles, and in/2 to indicate that some objects are in
some vehicles. We used an scenario with three cities and three locations by city (including an
airport), and with a single plane and a single truck by each city. Trucks and planes are subtypes
of vehicle whereas vehicles and packages are physical objects.

location(bos_po;pgh_po;la_po;bos_central;pgh_central;la_central).
location{A) :- airport(A).

airport (bos_airport;pgh_airport;la_airport).

city(pgh;bos;la).

package (pkgl;pkg2; pkg3; pked) .
truck(pgh_truck;bos_truck;la_truck).

airplane(apnl;apn2).

physobj(A) :- package(4).
physobj(4) :- vehicle(4).
vehicle(4) :- truck(A).
vehicle(4d) :- airplane(A).

Additionally, the following static predicates are used: incity(loc, city) to indicate in which
city a package, location or vehicle resides, and diff/2.

incity(pgh_po,pgh}.
incity(bos_po,bos}.
incity(la_po,la).
incity(pgh_airport,pgh).
incity(bos_airport,beos).
incity(la_airport,la).
incity(pgh_central,pgh).
incity(bos_central,bos).
incity(la_central,la).

The training set consisted of 155 situations from which LRAC returned:

caused(at (A,B),+,do{unlot(4,D),C)) :-
holds(at(A,B),-,C),
holds(in(A,D),+,C),
holds(at(D,B),+,C),

caused(at(A,B),+,do(unloa(A,D),C)) :-
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holds(at(4,B),-,C),
holds(in(4,D},+,C),
holds(at(D,B),+,C).
caused(at(B,_),-,A) :-
holds(in(B,_),+,A).
caused(at(A,B),+,do{drive(A,D,B),C)) :-
holds(at(4,B),-,C),
holds(at(A,D),+,C).
caused(at{(B,C),-,A) :-
holds(at(B,D),+,A),
diff(D,C).
caused(at(4,B),+,do(f1y(A,D,B),C)) :-
holds(at(A,B},-,C),
holds(at(A,D),+,C).
caused (in(B,_),-,A) :-
holds(at(B,_),+,4A).
caused(in(4,B),+,do{lot(A,B),C)) :-
holds(in(4,B),-,C),
holds(at(4,D),+,C),
holds(at(B,D),+,C).

According to the rules, a package can be loaded into a vehicle when both are at the same
location, and it can unloaded from the vehicle where it is in. Trucks can be used to transport
goods within a city, and airplanes can be used to transport goods between two cities. The causal
laws express that a package cannot be at two locations at the same time or at a location and
into a vehicle, independently of the actions that were executed. Note that the following causal
rule is not learned:

caused{in(B,C),-,A) :-
holds{in(B,D},+,4),
diff(D,C).

because a package cannot be moved directly from one vehicle to another one, i.e., =in(B, C) and
in{B, D) never change simultaneously.

The Logistics domain is considered a benchmark for planning methods. In languages used for
planning, like PDDL, that has its origins in STRIPS, the effects of actions are still represented
as direct effects, for instance:

(:action LOAD-AIRPLANE
:parameters
(?0bj
?airplane
7loc)
:precondition
{and (OBJ 7obj) (AIRPLANE 7airplane) (LOCATION Zloc)
{(at 7obj 7loc) (at ?Zairplane 7loc))
reffect
(and (not (at 7obj 7loc)) (in 7obj 7airplane)})

whereas the domain constraints learned correspond to so-called invariants in the planning lit-
erature, that are used to assist the planner in exploiting the structure that is inherent in the
domain, and that often reduce the search [40, 114].
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FORALL y1. FORALL z1. at(x,yl) AND at(x,zl) => yl=z1
NOT (Exists yl:location. at(x,yl) AND Exists yl:vehicle. in(x,y1))

6.5 Relation to integrity constraints

Integrity constraints in Logic Programming are clauses with the special atom false in the head,
representing conditions that render the theory inconsistent if they become provable. A. Kakas et
al. [28] introduced the use of such integrity constraints as a means of specialization in learning,
which has a number of advantages, particularly when the given learning problem is incompletely
specified. The idea consists in using constraints to specialize overgeneral rules. For instance, in
the circuit 3, we can find a similar definition for the positive value of sws, where an overgeneral
effect axiom is specialized by an integrity constraint.

caused(closed(sw2),+,do(toggle(sw2),A)) :-
holds(closed(sw2),-,4A).

t- holds{closed(sw2),+,A), holds(active(relay),+,A).

In this case, the relay acts as a domain constraint forbidding some next staies. The effect
axiom and the constraint are executed in two stages, such that the constraint prunes the resulting
situation when this does not satisfy the constraint. If the above integrity constraint is considered
simply as another clause in the theory, this will have no effect on the effect axiom which will
remain overgeneral.

An advantage over the classical specialization method of adding literals, is that integrity
constraints can sometimes provide implicitly the required specialization of the effect axioms
without the need of explicit negative training data. For instance, the above constraint can exist
independently of any negative examples, i.e., swy can never be closed when the relay is active.

The integrity constraints are not simply some extra clauses of the theory learned on some
additional concepts. Although the integrity constraints could be used to provide a partial defi-
nition for these predicates, in some cases, their main purpose is to specialize the effect axioms.
Thus, in general, these integrity constraints cannot substitute the causal rules, because the for-
mer serve only to prune models but not to infer the value of a fluent. For instance, the constraint
above does not infer that swo will be opened when the relay is active. As a counterpart, the
effect axioms and the constraints cannot be learned separately, and the choice of the integrity
constraints is not independent from the rules of the theory and part of the difficulty is to find
the “relevant” constraints that would compensate correctly for the rules of the theory.

The use of explicit constraints provides sometimes more expressivity, because the use of nega-
tion allows universal quantification in the body of clauses. For instance, an action’s precondition
where all the blocks must be on the table, cannot be expressed with normal logic programs,
however it can be expressed with the following constraint:

- ..., holds(on(B,C),+,A),diff(C,table).

Constraints can be also used to express complex qualifications, e.g., constraints about the
resulting situation. For instance, the constraint that a player may not be in check after his own
move, represents an implicit precondition on possible moves, and it would be very difficult to
express this action precondition explicitly as a condition on the starting state from which the
player makes the move [26]. Unlike this, in the following theory:
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caused(in(P,Row,Col),+,do(move(P,Row,Col) ,A)) :-
holds(valid(move(P,Row,Col)),+,4A).
:~ holds(incheck,+,do(move (P,Row,Col) ,A)).

the constraint specializes the overgeneral effect axiom, so that only valid and legal moves are
allowed. The fluent incheck does not depend on how the check is produced, which provides with
a much simpler definition. Furthermore, the constraint represents a general rule in chess games
that exists independently of any negative examples.

It would be possible to use a mixed axiom where a constraint and an effect axiom are inte-
grated in a single axiom {infer-constraint). For instance, in the example 3 we have:

caused(closed(sw2},+,do(toggle(sw2) ,A)) :-
holds(closed(sw2),-,A),
holds(active(relay),-,do(toggle(sw2),A)).

such that the value of relay refers to the resulting situation. However, note that this kind of
axioms only work when the constraint is not affected by the action, i.e., the relay does not
need the result of the effect axiom (it is not affected by toggle(sws)), otherwise the effect axiom
includes a mutual recursion. For instance, in the chess game, the check depends on the position
after moving the piece, and the executability of the movement depends on the check. However,
it can be interesting when actions can be executed concurrently (section 8.1).

caused (in(P,Row,Col)},+,do(move(P,Row,Col) ,A)) :-
holds(valid(move({P,Row,Col}),+,4),
holds (incheck, - ,do{move{P,Row,Col),4)).

In this case, so-called inter-constraints are not usable, whereas with the use of explicit con-
straints, the overgeneral effect axiom is executed first, and only then the constraint is applied.

6.6 Cycles

A potentially problematic form of dependency that could specially arise in the representation of
physical systems is cyelic dependences between effects. Cyclic definitions can appear even in the
description of perfectly normal, well-behaved physical systems, thus, a complete learning method
must be able to learn theories containing cycles.

In the Situation Calculus, action theories are in general recursive theories where direct effects
are the base cases. Intuitively, there will be no recursion if the fluents are strofified and the heads
of clauses only ever mention fluents at the lowest level of the stratification. We can formally
express the properties of well-formed action theories such that the domain progresses after the
execution of actions.

i) each effect should be caused, either by a primitive action or by another effect.
ii) there cannot exist self-supported effects.

iii) effect causation is well-ordered, i.e., there should not be an infinite chain of effects in which
each effect is caused by the next effect in the chain.

However, care must be taken to ensure that the addition of domain constraints to a Situation
Calculus program does not cause a non-finite recursion, where fluents may use one another in
their definitions. For instance, the clauses below produce a non-terminating recursion.
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caused(active(light) ,+,4) :-
holds(closed(swl)},+,4),
holds(closed(su2),+,4).

caused(closed(swl)},+,4) :-
holds{active(light),+,A).

Both clauses can be locally consistent and complete considered separately but their union is
globally useless.

In systems adopting extensional evaluation, after each new rule is added to the theory, the
whole theory must be evaluated globally to check if the theory is valid. On the other hand,
if intensional evaluation is adopted, the clauses above are not possible, because no cyclical de-
pendences are possibly produced, although termination must be granted in the prover in some
way. In systems that use Prolog, a bound is set on the number of resolution steps of the prover,
whereas in the stable models semantics, there are no such termination problems. For mutually
recursive theories, the learning of one fluent must be interleaved with the learning of the other
ones [33, 108], otherwise the theory will not be found (similarly to the even/odd domain). Fur-
thermore, a base case is to be found before the recursive one, i.e., some direct effects must be
learned first.

The cyclical dependence in the circuit shown before does not correspond to a real behavior of
the system, because the switches modify the state of the bulb, but not viceversa. There are cases
however, where a cyclical definition can be theoretically correct. Let us consider the following
example including a valid positive cycle that can cause a non-finite recursion.

Example 5 (Gear wheels) Consider two connected gear wheels with actions push and stop
for each wheel that make a wheel start (resp. stop) turning. 0

Figure 6.6: Gear wheels

Forcing all effects as direct effects, LRAC returned:

caused(turn(wheell) ,+,do(push(wheell) A)).
caused (turn(wheell),+,do(push(wheel2) ,A)).
caused (turn(wheell),-,do(stop(wheell) ,A}).
caused(turn(wheell),-,do(stop(wheel2) ,A)).
caused(turn(wheel2),+,do(push(wheell),A)).
caused(turn{wheel2),+,do(push{wheel2)},A)).
caused (turn({wheel2),-,do(stop(wheel2) ,A)).
caused (turn(wheel?2),-,do(stop(wheell),A)).

In this example, every wheel has an action associated, such that any force causing a wheel
to start or stop turning propagates to the rest of wheels (and viceversa). Thus, all wheels are
considered direct effects of all actions that affect any of them. When we allow indirect effects
and extensional evaluation is adopted, LRAC easily learned the two counterparts of a double
implication, where every wheel is both an effect and a cause.
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caused(turn(wheell) ,+,A) :-
holds{turn(wheel2),+,4).
caused (turn(wheell),-,A) :-
holds(turn(wheel2),-,4).
caused (turn(wheel2),+,4) :-
holds(turn(wheell),+,A).
caused (turn(wheel2),-,4) :-
holds(turn(wheell),-,A).

The learned theory has 4 causal rules whereas it requires 8§ effect axioms, hence, LRAC will
always prefer indirect effects. With extensional evaluation, the previous theory is complete and
consistent because the positive examples are always added to the model, however, the definition
is useless because there is no connection to actions, i.e., it cannot be used to derive conclusions.
Progol detects such incompleteness (step 6 of Fig. 5.3) however the cycle avoids further rules to
be learned. To avoid theories that are extensionally complete but intensionally incomplete, then
some of the methods considered in section 4.3.4 must be applied to make it complete, e.g, some
of the clauses must be explicitly removed to avoid the cycle. However, we have used a different
approach. In the stable model semantics, given the following theory T

pq
g p

with a positive cycle whose unique stable model is the empty model {}, we can find a theory 7"
by adding some rules to T that somewhat “complete” T, for instance, adding the facts p or ¢ or
some rules for them but based on a third-party atom, e.g., p - r. In the wheels example we
Just have to prove the necessary facts, without removing the cycle, to make the theory complete.
For this reason, we add some effect azioms that extensionally cover the examples that were not
proved by the theory (Fig.6.7).

caused{turn{wheell },+,A} :— holds(turn{wheel2) +,A).
caused(turn{wheell),~,A) :— holds(tlurn{wheel2),—, A).
caused(turn{wheel2),+,A) :— holds(turm(wheel1},+,A).
caused(turn{wheel2),-,A) ;- holds(tum(wheell },-,A).

caused(tum{wheel 1 },+ do{push(wheel1),A}). caused(turn{wheel2),+ do(push(wheell },A)). caused(tum(wheell )+ do(push{wheel1),A)).
caused(lurn{wheell),+ do{push(wheel2},A)). caused(turn(wheel2),+ do(push(wheel2),A)). caused(tumn({wheell),— do(stop(wheel 1 },A)).
caused(turn{wheell),— do(stop(wheel1),A)). caused(turn{wheel2),~ do(stop(wheel2),A)). caused(tum{wheel2),+,do(push{wheel2),A)).
caused(turn{wheell),—,do{stop(wheel2),A}). caused(turn(wheel2),—,do(stop(wheell),A)). caused(turn{wheel2),- do(stop(wheel2),A)).

Figure 6.7: Adding direct effects to the gear wheels example

There is no a general rule as to what particular effect axioms should be added. Intuitively we
should consider turn(wheel;) as a direci effect of push{wheel;} and stop{wheel;) and an indirect
effect of push(wheel;} and stop{wheel;}, with j # i. However, this nomina! correspondence
between actions and fluents cannot be assumed in general. In the worst case (the left-most side
and the center of Fig. 6.7) the whole theory is re-learned containing only direct effects for one of
the wheels, whereas the causal rules propagate the changes to the other wheel. Thus, the causal
rules for one of the wheels become redundant. Only the set of clauses on the right-most side of
the figure represents the intended theory, that is:

caused (turn(wheell),+,do(push{wheell) ,A}).
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caused{turn(wheell),-,do(stop(wheell) ,A)}).
caused (turn{wheell),+,A) :-
holds(turn(wheel2),+,4).
caused(turn(wheell)},-,4) :-
holds (turn(wheel2),-,4).

caused (turn(wheel2) ,+,do(push(wheel2) ,A)).
caused {turn(wheel2) ,+,4) :-
holds(turn(wheell) ,+,A).
caused(turn(wheel2),-,do(stop(wheell) ,A)).
caused (turn(wheel2),-,4) :-
holds(turn(wheell),-,4).

In the intended theory, turn(wheel,) is a direct effect of push{wheel;) and an indirect effect,
of push(wheely) —and similarly for turn(wheels) (Fig. 6.8).

wheel 1
stop(wheel 1) — “\push(wheel 1)

stop(wheel 2)\_\ et 2 r_______push(whccl 2)
whee

Figure 6.8: Dependences in the wheels example (a)

Thus, the causal rules are not subsumed, so that the examples not covered by the effect axiom,
are covered by the causal rule. This method completes the theory, however it does not always
produce the intended theory. For instance, the theory is completed only with effect axioms,
however, if there is any valid causal rule that completes the theory without causing cycles, this
will not be found. However, extending the search to other domain constraints introduces an
additional cost because new cycles might appear.

Note that, in the normal Prolog semantics we need to impose a syntactical restriction (no
cycles are allowed) that guarantees that the effects are unique and well-defined. In that case,
to avoid cycles in the final theory, turn(wheel;) must be considered always a direct effect and
only turn{wheely) can be considered as an indirect effect (or viceversa). Unfortunately, this
makes the learned theory suffer from the ramification problem, for those fluents where the cycle
is broken (Fig. 6.9).

wheel 1
stop(wheet 1) e S ————_ push{wheel 1)

stop(wheel 2) push{wheel 2)
wheel 2

Figure 6.9: Dependences in the wheels example (b)

With intensional evaluation the multiple spl tasks must be interleaved, so that the first
clause must correspond to a direct effect for one of the wheels. The final theory will be globally
complete, however, there is still no guarantee that it corresponds to the intended one.

In practice, whether the inductor will prefer to consider one of the fluents always as a direct
effect or it will learn the right theory, is based on a compression measure and depends on the
particular domain. In Fig. 6.10, the first clause to be learned should be the one labeled (1), but
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(1}
caused{turn(wheel2}. + do{push{wheel1),A)). caused{tum{wheell),+do{push(wheell),A)).

3) 2
caused{turn{wheel2),+ A} :~ holds(tum{wheel L ).+ A). caused(turmn(wheel2),+,do{push{wheel 1), A}

/\

caused{tum(wheel2), + do{push{wheel2),A)).

Figure 6.10: Search space using intensional coverage testing

it will be learned if it covers more examples than the one on its left ~which converts an indirect
effect into a direct effect®. Unfortunately, they cover the same number of examples and LRAC
will prefer one of them without a clear criterion. The next clause to be learned is for wheels.
Unfortunately, LRAC will prefer the effect axiom labeled (2) in Fig. 6.10 to the causal rule
labeled (3) because, although both clauses cover the same number of examples, the compression
measure punishes larger clauses*. Causal rules will be preferred when they produce a shorter
theory, however, in this case, effect axioms produce the same compression and LRAC is biased
to prefer the latter.

6.6.1 Yet another circuit

We have seen that it is possible to learn theories with cycles provided we use a semantics that
allow them, however, we have no guarantee that the final theory corresponds to the intended one.
In many cases, the cycles found do not correspond to actual cycles and they have to be broken.
The difficulty of breaking a cycle is the same as when learning indirect effects, i.e., determine
the causality in the fluents. Let us consider another circuit given in [128].

Example 6 (Thielscher’s circuit (b)) An electric circuit that consists of a number of binary
switches, two relays, three resistors, and a couple of light bulbs:

! ! I . . - .
{51: 51,82, 89, 83, 83, h':‘!311h‘?:£133T15T?)T31T81:T62}

The various states the circuit may ezhibit will be described using the unary fluent names
closed and active. The first ranges over all switches, and the scope of the second are both bulbs

end relays. There is only a type of action in this domain, changing the position of switches.
O

LRAC returned the following theory:

caused(closed(sl),-,do(toggle(s1),A)) :-
holds{closed(sl),+,4).

caused{closed(si),+,do(toggle(s1),A)) :-
holds{closed(sl),-,A).

caused(closed(s2),-,do(toggle(s2),A)) :-
holds{closed(s2),+,4),
holds(active(rel),-,A).

3The use of a seed in the algorithm may produce that the first clause to be learned corresponds to the action
start(wheelz) and the fluent turn(wheels).
“The action in the effect axiom does not affect the length of the axiom.
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Figure 6.11: Another electric circuit

caused(closed(s2),+,do(toggle(s2},A)) :-
holds(closed(s2},-,4).

caused(closed(s2),+,do{toggle(sl},4)) :-
holds(closed(s2},-,4),
holds(closed(s1),-,4).

caused(closed(s3),-,do(toggle(s3),A)) :-
holds(closed(s3),+,A),
holds(activef{re2),-,A).
caused{closed(s3),+,do(toggle(s3),A)) :-
holds(closed(s3),-,A).
caused(closed(s3),+,do(toggle(sl),A)) :-
holds{closed{(s3),-,4),
holds({closed(s1),-,4).
caused(closed(s3),+,do(toggle(s2),4)) :-
holds{closed(s3),-,4),
holds(closed(s2),-,A).

caused(closed(sip},-,do(toggle(sip),A}} :-
holds(closed(slp),+,4).

caused(closed(slp),+,do(toggle(slp),A)) :-
holds(closed(sip),-,4).

caused(closed(s2p),-,do(toggle(s2p),A)) :-
holds{(closed(s2p),+,A).

caused(closed(s2p),+,do(toggle(s2p),A)) :-
holds(closed{s2p),-,A).

caused(closed(s3p),-,do{toggle(s3p),A)) :-
holds{closed(s3p),+,A).

caused(closed(s3p),+,do(toggle(s3p),A)) :-
holds{closed(s3p),-,A).

caused(active(1i),-,A) :-
holds(closed(s3),-,4).

caused(active(li),+,A) :-
holds (closed(s3),+,4).

caused{active{lil),-,do(toggle(sl),A)} :-
holds{active(lil),+,4A).
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caused(active(1il},-,do(toggle(sip),a)) :-
holds{active(lil),+,A)}.

caused(active(lil1)},+,4) :-
holds{closed(sl),+,A},
holds{closed(slp),+,A).

caused(active(1i2),-,A) :-
holds{closed(s2},-,A).

caused(active(1i2),-,do(toggle(s2p),A)) :-
holds{active(1i2),+,4).

caused(active(1i2),+,4) :-
holds{closed(s2),+,4),
holds(closed(s2p),+,A).

caused(active(1i3),-,A) :-
holds(closed(s3),-,4A).

caused(active(1i3),-,do(toggle(s2p),A)) :-
holds(active(li3),+,A).

caused(active(1i3),+,A) :-
holds(closed{s3p),+,A),
holds(closed(s3),+,4).

caused(active(rel),-,do{toggle(sl),A)) :-
holds(closed(sl1),+,A).

caused(active(rel) ,+,do{toggle(sl), A)) :-
holds(closed(sl),-,A}.

caused(active(re2),-,A) :-
holds(closed{(s2),-,A}.
caused(active(re2),+,A) :-
holds(closed(s2),+,A)}.

According to the circuit, every switch is a direct effect of the corresponding toggle action,
whereas the bulbs and the relays depend on the state of the switches®. However, some causal
rules are missing. In some cases, the corresponding effect axioms achieved the same compression
and LRAC is biased to prefer direct effects. For instance, re; is an indirect effect of a single
action toggle(sy), i.e., it depends on s, and however LRAC preferred direct effects. With respect
to rep, LRAC preferred a causal law because it 1s an indirect effect of toggle(s:) and toggle(ss)
and it produces a shorter theory.

In other cases, the existence of cycles avoided LRAC to find the intended theory. For in-
stance, the relays re; and res in case of activation attract the switches located above (3o and s3
respectively). However, with extensional evaluation, the following cycles were detected: {s3, li}
and {sz,rea}, both for the positive and negative values. In these cases, the intended relation
is in the form rep « so (resp. li « s3), however there are no examples in the form {s, -res}
or {-s2,7e2}. The cycle {s;,re;} does not appear because there was no gain in using indirect
effects.

The cycles were broken by including some direct effects for one of the fluents, however, the
corresponding effect axioms cover the same number of examples, thus LRAC chose one of them
randomly. Actually, both res and s (resp. s3 and /i) need two effect axioms. As a result,

5The three resistors, are needed to keep low the current flow through the respective sub-circuit.
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the causal rules for one of the fluents became redundant. However, even other causal laws were
possible LRAC does not complete the theory with other indirect effects but uses only effect
axioms for completeness. For instance, correct relations like s3 « re; are not learned, and
however, it also breaks the cycle {so,7e2}. Similarly, the relation s3 « rey breaks the cycle
{s3,1i}, but LRAC could not find it. Thus, other causal rules should be considered to break
some cycles. This is an interesting issue to be studied in the future, however new cycles might
appear and care must be taken not to consider the same theory twice.

The effect on the size of the theory learned is not evident for s, because it needs also an
effect axiom for toggle(sq) apart from the causal rule, however, it is more evident for s3, because
it is an indirect effect of both toggle(s:1) and toggle(ss). Note that intensional evaluation does
not guarantee either that the intended theory will be found. For instance, when toggle(s1) is
executed, s; and re; change at the same time, hence the effect axiom might be assigned to any
of them indistinctly.

In this example, the difference in the size of the theory learned when only direct effects
are allowed is notable. The impact is bigger for s3 and li3 that are in the highest level in the
dependency graph (Fig. 6.12).

sl rel 52 re2 s3

N N\

lil 1i2 1i3

Figure 6.12: Propagation of effects in example 6

6.6.2 Recursive indirect effects

The use of indirect effects includes the possibility of self-recursive definitions for objects other
than situations. Let us consider the following domain,

Example 7 (A modified blocks scenario) Let us consider an scenario of the Blocks world
that models the action of a robot that can move blocks onto other blocks or onto the ground as
well as push blocks to different rooms. a

push(d,location} b

o o]
T

Figure 6.13: A modified Blocks world

The scenario includes the following definitions:
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block(a;b;c;d;...).

room{rl;r2;r3).

location(ground) .

location(A) :- block(a).

fluent(clear(B)) :- block(B}.
fluent(on{A,B)) :- block(A),location(B).
fluent(at{(A,B)) :- block(A),room(B).

action(move(A,B)) :- block(A),location(B).

action(push(4,B)) :- block(A),room(B).

From 25 narratives of length 4 including 96 examples for the fluent at/2, LRAC returned:

holds{at(4,B),+,do(push(A,B),C)) :-
holds(at(A,B),-,C),
holds(en(4,D),+,C),
ground (D) .
holds{at(B,C),+,A) :-
holds(on(B,D),+,4),
holds (at(D,C),+,4).
holds(at(B,C),-,A) :-
holds(at(B,D),+,4),
diff(D,C).

According to the above clauses, only blocks on the ground can be pushed. The second clause
correctly asserts that pushing a block, changes the room of the block immediately over it and
the blocks over this one recursively. The current room of a block changes {indirectly) when it
is moved onto another block that is in a different room, hence, the causal rule subsumes also
the corresponding effect axiom for move/2. Note that the clause does not need the condition
diff(C,ground) because ground is not at a particular location, hence when a block is moved
onto the ground, its location does not change. The last clause represents that a block can be
only at one room at a situation, thus it subsumes the corresponding effect axioms for move/2
and push/2.

With respect to action push/2 no complete set of effect axioms could be found for both the
positive and negative values, except for-the blocks that are directly pushed, i.e., those that are
over the ground. Otherwise, we should have as many clauses as the number of blocks piled
in the highest tower. In this domain, handling indirect effects is strictly needed for achieving
generalization, given that the effects of a single action are propagated to a pile of blocks, so that
the number of affected blocks, i.e., the number of effects, varies on each situation. In this case,
the recursion replaces a relation above/2 to represent the transitive closure of on/2.

A similar case happens in the popular game Minesweeper.

Example 8 (Minesweeper) The object of Minesweeper is to find mines which have been hidden
at random by the computer on a grid.

O

The game includes, among others, the following definitions:
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row(l. .maxrow).
column(l..maxcol).
content{0..8;bomb) .

fluent(clear(A,B)) :- row(A),column(B).
fluent (marked(A,B)) :- row(A),column(B).
action(reveal(A,B)) :- row(A),column(B).
action{mark(A,B)) :- row(4),column(B).
action(unmark(A,B)) :- row(A),column(B).

bombs (0. .maxbombs) .

in(4,B,C) :- row(A),column(B)},content(C).

adjacent(A,B,C,B) :- row(A),column(B),row(C),
C<=A+1,C>=A-1,C1=4,

adjacent{(A,B,A,D) :- row(A),column(B),column(D),
D<=B+1,D>=B-1,B!=D.

adjacent(A,B,C,D) :- row(A),column{B),row(C),column(D),
C<=4+1,C>=A-1,C!=4,
D<=B+1,D>=B-1,B!=D.

The game starts when the player moves his mouse and selects a square on the grid. With a
click of the left-hand key of the mouse, the computer opens the square on that grid and reveals
whether the square contains a mine or not. If that square does contain a mine, then that player
has lost the game. If the square does not contain a mine, then the square will contain a number
showing how many mines there are on the adjoining 8 squares. However, if the square is blank,
that means that there are no mines on any of the adjoining 8 squares. In that event, the computer
automatically helps out by opening all 8 adjoining squares and revealing their numbers. If it
happens that any of those squares are also blank, then the squares surrounding those squares
are also opened. This last case requires a recursive execution of the theory. For this case, LRAC
learned the following clauses:

caused(clear(A,B),+,do(reveal{A,B),C) :-
holds{(clear(A,B),-,C).

caused(clear(A,B),+,C) :-
adjacent(4,B,D,E),
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helds(clear(D,E),+,C),
in(D.E’O) '

The effect axiom just clears the square selected by the player, whereas the causal rule prop-
agates the effect of the action to the surrounding squares.

6.6.3 Negative cycles

So-called negative cycles are those where a fluent depends on its own negation. Negative cycles
do not correspond (at least intuitively) to real situations. The presence of a negative cycle may
manifest an error in the design of a system. In practice, they are used to achieve non-determinism
based on the answer sets semantics or undefinedness in the Well-founded semantics [63]. Let us
consider the following circuit given in [123].

Example 9 (Shanahan’s circuit) Consider the modification of Thielscher’s circuit depicted
in Fig. 6.15. This circuit incorporates a potentially vicious cycle of fluent dependencies. a

~swil) swi2)
L

B ® light

relay

swi3)

Figure 6.15: A modification of Thielscher’s circuit

The circuit of Fig. 6.15 has only two states. When sws is open, the circuit behaves like the
basic circuit of example 2 where sw; and swo control the state of the light. When sws and sws
are closed, if sw; is closed, the relay is activated, opening sws, however this prevents the relay
from being activated. Thus, when the circuit stabilizes, the relay is not active. In this case, the
relay is made active and inactive consecutively and sws might be opened due to the momentary
activation of the relay (state 5, in table 6.2). As a consequence, for an external observer, the
action of closing sw; does not cause the relay to become active. In the real system, it might
happen that the bulb turns on for a very short period of time (ty,), depending on the time it
takes to activate the relay and to affect the second switch. Nonetheless, the bulb and the relay
are definitely off in the resulting state. It would be even possible that the momentary value of
the bulb has effects that remain visible, e.g., a light detector, although the bulb is off in the
resulting situation.

A negative cycle produces the existence of intermediate situations in the computation of the
resulting situation, where the constraints, e.g., that light is on when sw; and sws are closed, are
violated for very small periods of time until a stable state is reached.

The left column of table 6.2 assumes that the buld has a smaller delay than the relay, then
the latter opens sws and consequently the light is off. The right column assumes that the relay
has a smaller delay than the bulb and then two cases are possible: in the first case, the light is
on until the relay opens sws, whereas in the second case, the light is never on, i.e., the effect of
the relay on sws is faster than the effect of sw; on light.
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tia  {sw1,swe, swa,relay, light} t1,  {swy, swe, swy, relay, light}

taa  {swr, swa, swy,relay, light} ty {swi, sws, swy, relay, light}

tsa  {sw1,swa, swy,relay, light} ts {swq,sws, sws,relay, light}
tse  {swy,5W,sws,relay, light} ty {swi,sws, sws,relay, light}

tsa {swi,5Wq, swa,relay, light} ts, {swy, 5wz, swa,relay,light}

tea {swi,5Wa,sw3,relay,light} te {swy, s, sws,relay, light}

tlc
t2c
t3c

t4c

{swy, sws, swy, relay, light}
{swy, swa, swy, relay, light}
{sw, 5wz, swz, relay, light)}

{swy, 5wz, sws, relay, light}

Table 6.2: Intermediate situations in the circuit 9 after closing sw,

Let us consider another example given in [26].

Example 10 (Double relay example) An eleciric circuit consisting of two interconnected sub-
circuits. On one circuit there are two serially connected switches p and s and a relay relay,, on

the other, two switches r and g and a relay relays.

relayl

relay2 r

Figure 6.16: Double relay

d

All narratives used for learning start from an initial situation where switches p, ¢ and s are
closed, 7 is open, relay; is active and relay; is inactive. Under these conditions, LRAC returned:

caused(closed(swr),-,do(toggle(swr),A)) :

holds(closed{swr),-,A).

caused (closed (swr) ,+,do(toggle(swr),A)) :

holds(closed{swr),+,4).

caused(closed(sws),-,do(teoggle(sws),A)) :

holds{closed{(sws),+,4).

caused(closed(sws),+,do(toggle(sws),A)) :

holds(closed(sws),-,4).
causzed(active(relayl},+,A) :-
holds(closed(sws)},+,4).
caused(active(relayl),-,A) :-
holds(closed(sws),-,4A).
caused(closed(suq),-,A) :-
holds(active(relayl),-,A).
caused(closed(swq),+,A) :-
holds(active(relayl),+,4).
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No rules were learned for p and relay, because no action modified their values. Furthermore,
only actions over r and s produced any change on the circuit’s state. Thus, despite the complexity
of the circuit, it exhibits a quite simple behavior, where switches r and s are mechanically
connected such that always exactly one of them is open. The cycle of s and r can be solved in
several ways.

According to the learned rules, the circuit above has only two states. Closing r leads to the
opening of s, hence relay, is deactivated and g opens. Furthermore, relay, remains inactive and
p remains closed. If r gets opened, s will be closed, so relay; will receive current and opens q.
In neither case p is open. As a result, relays can never become active. The first relay ensures
that g is closed if and only if there is current in the first circuit, whereas relay; makes sure that
p is open if there is current in the second circuit.

) re2
t‘n r/ﬂ S/ q
p)rel q S \

(original) (learned)

Figure 6.17: Dependency graphs for the circuit 10

We actually do not learn the cyclic dependences (left-hand side of Fig. 6.17), but just a
very simplified behavior (right-hand side of Fig. 6.17). Note that trying to toggle p or g, makes
the circuit enter an infinite cycle of oscillations. For instance, after toggle(p), p closes, relay;
becomes inactive which opens g, then relay, remains inactive thus forcing p to be open, which
actives relay;, and so on, and the circuit never reaches a stable state (until something breaks,
most likely), which seems to reflect a bad design of the circuit. This is the reason that no such
actions are included in the observations. Note that without the assumption that switches r and
5 are connected, after closing p if both s and r are closed, the circuit also enters an infinite cycle
of oscillations

Most formalisms of action domains, produce an undefined value for the fluents involved in
the oscillation [26] and in general for negative cycles. In both circuits, the negative cycle causes
an odd behavior which seems to correspond to a bad design of the circuit rather than to a
particular purpose. We have not considered learning negative cycles as part of a domain descrip-
tion, however it would be possible by analyzing the sequence of intermediate situations —effect
propagations— and using an special procedure.

(a) swl light relay sw2 light relay
{b) swl relay light sw2 relay light
(c) swl relay sw2 relay

Figure 6.18: Effect propagation in circuit 9
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6.7 Conclusions

Previous approaches to learning action models are restricted to predicting a single outcome or
effect of an action. This forces the explicit representation of all the effects of an action as direct
effects, producing the so-called Ramification problem. This makes the descriptions of actions
cumbersome and difficult for complex domains. In this chapter we have shown how to learn
action theories with direct and indirect effects. For this task, we have used a dialect of the
Situation Calculus based on causality, where causal laws are used for the propagation of effects.
Indirect effects also provide a benefit as to learnability, because the final theory is shorter and
then easier to learn. We have also dealt with special cases of indirect effects, such as mutual
recursion or negative cycles.
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Chapter 7

Learning Default Action Theories

The previous chapters dealt with effects of actions on a world where these are strictly specified.
In this chapter we show how to incorporate defeasibility into the specifications and introduce
defeasible constraints and effect propositions. The explicit use of exceptions allows to learn rules
that are more generally applicable, mainly when there are occasional qualifications or noise in
the observations which may decrease the quality of the learning results, or when a theory must
be specialized minimally [5].

7.1 The Qualification Problem

The Qualification Problem in Reasoning about actions, first identified by McCarthy in 1977 [79],
concerns how to express the preconditions for actions without having to account for the many
conditions which, albeit being unlikely to occur, may prevent the successful execution of an
action [127]. McCarthy uses the following example: that it is necessary to have a ticket to fly on
a commercial airplane is rather common to express. That it is necessary to be wearing clothes
needs to be kept inexplicit unless it somehow comes up. A proposition like that should not be
treated as a strict precondition in the formal specification of the action, so that a reasoning agent
always has to verify this condition before assuming that the action can be successfully executed.
In this case, exceptions represent qualifications to the actions that are not intimately related
to the action. Moreover, it is often difficult if not impossible to even think of all conceivable
disqualifications in advance.

Any solution to the Qualification problem must incorporate defeasible specifications. It is im-
portant to consider defeasible specifications for the same reason as the necessity of non-monotonic
theories in knowledge representation and commonsense reasoning. The solution to the Qualifi-
cation problem is based on the fact that most conditions are so likely to be satisfied that they
are assumed away in case there is no evidence to the contrary, so that all of the qualifications for
an action are grouped under a disebled or abnormal predicate, that is assumed false by default.
Assuming away so-called abnormal disqualifications by default implies that if further knowledge
is available about one of such disqualifications, the previous assumption that the action is exe-
cutable must be withdrawn. These cases will be considered as ezceptions to the general rules.
Since any exception is considered unlikely, we do however wish to ignore it unless there is evidence
to the contrary.

The ability to assume away, by default, exceptional disqualifications requires some non-
monotonic features. In Logic Programming, negation-as-failure is used to represent absence of
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information about exceptions. For instance, the clause to determine if a year is a leap year can
be expressed as follows:

normal(Y):- not abO(Y).

ab0(Y):- divisible(4,Y), not abi(Y).
abl(Y):- divisible(100,Y), not ab2(Y¥).
ab2(Y):- divisible(400,Y).

where a hierarchy of “abnormalities” is used to represent exceptions to the general rule.

The use of defeasible specifications adds elaboration tolerance to a domain description. For
instance, the addition of new actions to a domain description may make some previous assertions
no longer valid. As pointed by V. Lifschitz, an elaboration tolerant formalism should allow us to
retract invalid assertions, in the spirit of non-monotonic reasoning, by adding new postulates. In
particular, if a new condition is observed where an action is disqualified, that is not considered
in the effect axiom, we do not have to modify the effect axiom but just to add new abnormal
clauses.

In the next sections, we will analyze the impact of the Qualification problem in learning,
indeed, we will see that for learning, the need for defeasible propositions has more motivations
than just coping with exceptional disqualifications.

7.2 Default theories

In other than artificial environments, complete knowledge of all the relevant facts cannot be
assumed. With regard to example 2, when we toggle a switch then, contrary to our expectations,
the light may actually not turn on —due to, for instance, a broken bulb, a malfunction of the
battery, or loose wiring etc. According to the consistency condition (df. 3.1), the presence of just
a single “abnormal” example avoids the general rule that apply to normal cases to be learned. In
an ideal case, the learned rules should contain the general conditions and explicitly enumerate
all the possible exceptions. For instance, in the circuit of example 2:

caused(active(light),+,do(toggle(swl),A}) :-
holds{closed(swl),-,A),
holds{closed(sw2),+,4),
not holds(light_broken,+,4),
not holds(battery_malfunction,+,4),

The presence of large sets of preconditions for an action can lead to low accuracy results
unless a high number of good counterexamples is available. The bias of the learning algorithm is a
determining factor as even if the background includes all possible influencing factors, the number
and quality of the negative examples can make an induction algorithm to find a different clause
rather than the general one with all the possible exceptions, usually including other less relevant
conditions. Furthermore, the successful execution of actions depends on many more conditions
than we are usually aware of. In an extreme case, data includes observations where the prediction
of the same action under the same (known) conditions may succeed at one time but fail at another,
adding non-determinism to data. In these cases, it is useful to relax the consistency requirement
and learn more general clauses that might cover a small amount of counterexamples. In dynamic
domains, this is particularly interesting as it allows the possibility of discovering default rules
that describe the most common situations, without having to account for the many conditions
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which, albeit being unlikely to occur, may prevent the successful execution of an action, and that
can avoid the general rule to be found.

This argumentation is similar to the motivation for the Qualification problem in Common-
sense reasoning, however, allowing exceptions to the rules is interesting in other situations. For
instance, another source of exceptions, apart from abnormal qualifications, is noise. The effect
that noise produces is the impossibility to learn a definition, because no clause is contained in
the language bias that is consistent, or an overspecific definition is learned, composed of very
many specific clauses instead of a few general ones. In these cases it is also advantageous to learn
clauses that are more generally applicable.

On the other hand, exceptions can be used as a method of specialization on its own, where
negative examples are used as exceptions to general rules, or as exceptions to exceptions and so
on. This contrasts with the normal method of specialization where a full set of preconditions is
learned for each rule. For instance, a clause to predict animals that fly can be expressed with or
without exceptions (Fig. 7.1).

flies :- bird, not abl.
abl :- penguin, not ab2.

flies :- bird,not penguin.

flies :- superpenguin.
ab2 :- superpenguin.

() (b)
Figure 7.1: Birds and penguins

The theory (a) makes explicit bird as a general (necessary) condition, where penguins are ab-
normal birds and superpenguins are abnormal penguins. Thus, the theory represents a sequence
of tests to be passed, from general to specific, so that when presented with a new animal, the first
test to be applied is bird and not a more specific condition like superpenguin. Unlike this, in
theory (b), bird and superpenguin are at the same level. This particular form of representation
is appropriate when conditions are not independent, for instance, penguin is an specialized bird
and superpenguin is an specialized penguin,

7.3 Default Action Theories

In order to account for exceptions in action theories we introduce for each fluent and each action a
unique "abnormality’ predicate ab; [10]. In this case, each effect axiom is enhanced by a normality
condition, which restricts the axiom to all but abnormal circumstances (using NAF) and some
facts for ab; are added to the theory.

Caused(f,true,do{a, s)) + «7,not Ab(f, true,a,s) (7.1)
Caused(f,false, do(a,s)) + 7 ,not Ab(f,false,aq,s) (7.2)

where the Holds atoms in 7% and #~ are only of the form [=]Holds(f’,s). The abnormal/4
atom includes the fluent and the action because a fluent can be abnormal only when a particular
action is executed. Similarly, there is a corresponding abnormal/4 atom for the positive and the
negative value to distinguish when a fluent is abnormal in the positive value or in the negative
one, otherwise abnormal/{ would block rules for both values, for instance, when the conditions for
the rule of Ab(f,true,a, s) and Caused(f, false, do(a, 5)) hold simultaneously. In the final theory,
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the lowest layer corresponds to inertia, the next layer corresponds to the defeasible propositions
and the highest layer is the effect and causality propositions.

We have so far considered defeasible action laws, however, the use of causal rules can be also
done defeasible when abnormalities exist [10]. Fluents are considered abnormal after executing
an action, hence abnormal/j literals include always the action, however, causal rules range over
every possible action, thus we have:

Caused(f,true,s) + =7 ...,not Ab(f,true, A,s) (7.3}
Caused(f,false,s) « =~ ... ,not Ab(f,false, A,s) (7.4)

where do(4, s) will refer to the resulting situation after performing any action A, where A is a
variable.

Our approach to learn action theories with exceptions, coincides with those used for learning
ELPs with exceptions [54, 63]. Induction first generates effect axioms from positive and negative
examples and background knowledge in an ordinary ILP framework and returns a definition
consisting of default rules, together with definitions for the abnormality literals. The extension
of abnormal/j is generated from negative examples covered by the rules and output as a set of
ground atoms

By doing so, the definitions learned for the positive and negative concepts may overlap
(Fig. 7.2). The rectangle represents all situations where an action a is executed whereas the
circle represents the observed part (the training set). The area labeled F (resp. F) represents
the situations where the fluent F is caused to hold (resp. not to hold).

uncbserved

EFFECT AXIOM

Figure 7.2: Overlap of positive and negative definitions

For the observed cases, i.e., for the overlapping in the training set, the inconsistence is
removed by explicitly considering exceptions to the rules. A second case is possible in action
theories where learned rules overlap with the inertia axiom in the observed part. This happens
when a learned rule infers “caused” for an inertia value. In this case, the overlap can be produced
with respect to the truth and “causality” value or just with respect to the “causality” value (i.e.,
an inertia value is said to be caused). As inertia values are used as negative examples, they are
dealt with as any other negative example and converted to exceptions to the rules for F and F.

In the normal ILP semantics, it is required that the learned program is consistent only with
respect to the examples but not necessarily for unseen atoms. For non-observed literals, the two
overlapped classifications are equally strong. Following [54, 63], the conflict can be resolved by
classifying them as undefined as we saw in section 4.3.5.
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| observed | predicted | abnormalities |
caused( F) caused(—F) ab(~F)
caused(—F) caused (£} ab(F)

holds(F) | caused(—F|F) ab(~F|F)
holds(—F) ! caused(—~F|F} ab(—F|F)

Table 7.1: Possible abnormalities

7.4 Learning rules with exceptions

The problem of learning non-monotonic logic programs has been already addressed in the ILP
literature by several authors [63, 29, 54, 5, 31]. In [5], the typical top-down specialization
procedure is substituted by the introduction of an ebnormal predicate and negation-as-failure.
In [54], a system LELP is developed to learn non-monotonic programs with exceptions in the form
of Extended Logic Programs. LELP learns default rules for the positive value or the negative,
or for both (parallel default rules), according to the ratio of positive and negative examples,
whereas in [63], the system LIVE, which learns extended logic programs under the Well-founded
sernantics with negation (WFSX), learns rules for both the target concept and the negation.
Kakas et al [29] use defaults with priorities where a priority order is used in the proof procedure.
Finally, in [31], Default Logic is used.

To allow for the induction of default rules, different techniques exist. In [54, 63] the Golem [94]
algorithm is used to generate the RLGG, however, during the phase of rule generation to cover
positive examples no negative examples are used to specialize rules. Since the clause is not
tested on negative examples, it may cover some of them. The specialization of overgeneral rules
is performed only by creating exceptions identified as objects contained in negative examples.
Thus, abnormality literals substitute the normal specialization methods based on adding literals
to a clause until it does not cover negative examples. In methods that learn the most general
generalization, like Progol, we can relax the consistency criterion and set an upper bound on
the number of negative examples that can be covered by any acceptable clause, such that,
specialization needs not be fully completed.

By relaxing the consistency criterion we need to explicitly give the number of exceptions
allowed, which should coincide with the number of real exceptions. The aim of systems adopting
RLGG is using abnormality literals as the only means of specializing a clause. For instance,
in [5], the aim is to perform a minimal specialization in incremental learning systems. Unlike
this, by relaxing the consistency criterion, specialization uses partially the negative examples.
In any case, a decision must be taken about when default rules should be generated, that is,
when to convert some examples into exceptions to a more general rule or complete the special-
ization process. In the approaches that use Golem, since Golem is computing the least general
generalization, the concept will not cover any more negative instances than necessary. When the
number of exceptions is explicitly provided, it would be possible to learn the most general rule
caused(f,+,do(a,s)) that covers all positive and all negative examples, such that all negative
examples correspond to exceptions. A simple heuristics is that the set of exceptions must be
smaller than non-exceptions [54]. Usually, a percentage of exceptions over the number of pos-
itive examples covered, is provided instead of the exact number of exceptions. Another useful
criterion is compression, such that, when a clause must be specialized too much in order to
make it consistent, we should prefer to transform it into a default rule and consider the covered
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negative examples as exceptions. For instance, Progol’s compression measure uses the length of
the hypotheses as a negative factor.

7.4.1 A small example

Let us consider again the circuit of example 6. According to the circuit, the relays, in case of
activation, attract the switches located above, thus changing the state of lamps.

La//:—cgj—-au
L«//i—CED—— ti2
Lq//:—cgj—- li1

Figure 7.3: Another electric circuit

In extreme cases, exceptions can make that the prediction of the same action under the same
(known) conditions may succeed at one time but fail at another, adding no-determinism to data.
We included some examples where resistor r; failed randomly, hence, when s; is closed and
1s working abnormally, relay re; no longer works correctly (Fig. 7.3). These abnormal examples
resulted in the impossibility to learn a definition for sy (among others). We repeated the learning
process relaxing the consistency criterion and found:

caused(clogsed(s2),+,A) :-
holds(active(rel),+,A),
not ab(closed(s2),+,B,4).
caused(closed(s2),-,do(toggle(s2),A)) :-
holds(closed(s2),+,4),
holds{active(rel),-,A).

caused(closed(s2},-,do(toggle(s2),...s0)).

ab(closed(s2),+,A,do{...,s0)...).

For the positive value of s;, the causal rule (ss is closed when re; is active)} fails when the re;
1s active but working abnormally. In this case, LRAC learned the causal rule but with exceptions.
A different case happens with the negative value of s9, given that no exceptions are produced
because the occasional cases are those where the rule does not need the precondition of re; being
inactive. In this case, these abnormalities do not qualify the action but make the action successful
in some additional situations. That is, the learned clause does not cover those examples where
re;p is active and not working correctly, thus s; can be abnormalty opened. Thus, the abnormal
cases correspond to uncovered examples or uncompressed in the Progol terminology, because, the
uncovered positive examples are less than the negative examples covered if we remove re; from
the body. Both exceptions and uncovered examples are returned as ground facts.

The abnormal behavior of re; is not propagated to other components. For instance, lip is not
affected because it depends on s; and s2p, and the state of liy is always consistent with respect
to them. However, if we learn li, as a direct effect of any action that eventually modifies it, for
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instance, toggle(s;), then Iiy would be also affected by the abnormal behavior of re; and some
exceptions would be produced.

In the previous example, relaxing the consistency criterion is strictly needed for learning. In
less extreme cases, for instance when the exceptions represent qualifications to the actions that
appear occasionally, or when there is noise or when important data are missing, generalization is
still possible without considering exceptions, however, poor generalizations might be obtained. As
a consequence, the use of a predicate abnormal// that represents exceptions explicitly, contributes
to learnability, as it favors that more general rules are learned.

7.5 Learning about exceptions

If the exceptions form a class, i.e., if exceptions have some common properties, the simple
enumeration is not informative and rules about exceptions can be obtained that define the
circumstances under which a particular abnormality occurs. This will be possible provided that
we have data on their common properties and the language bias so allows. This is accomplished
by repeating the learning process for ebnormal/4 literals and learning additional constraints each
of which relates some abnormal// to the conceivable causes [54, 63]. Rules about exceptions have
such abnormal predicates in their head and are results of generalizations of some abnormal atoms:

Ab(f, true,a, s) « 7T (7.5)
Ab(f,false,a,s) ¢~ 7~ (7.6}

where the holds/2 literals in 7+ and 7~ are only of the form [neg]Holds(f’,s). Positive (resp.
negative) examples for abnormal/4 are obtained from the set of negative (resp. positive) examples
covered by the overgeneral learned rules. Thus, an overgeneral rule for abnormal/4 specializes
the rule for caused/3, i.e., increases the number of exceptions. Rules about exceptions should
be used to derive only exceptions. In fact, exceptions are usually minimized in non-monotonic
reasoning. When such a common rule cannot be generated or there are some exceptions that
cannot be covered by such a rule, those exceptions are left as they are and returned without
generalization.

However, the aim of using abnormal/4 as the only method of specialization is to learn a
theory composed of a default rule that is generally applicable, and to represent exceptions to
this rule, exceptions to these exceptions and so on. By doing so, exceptions to the definitions
of abnormal/4 might be found and so on, thus leading to a hierarchy of exceptions [63, 54, 29]
(denoted as Ab;).

Ab(f, true,a,8) « Holds(f' s),...,not Abi(f,true,a,s) (7.7)
Abi(f,true,a,s) <« Holds(f",s),...,not Aby(f,true,a,s) (7.8)

These predicates Ab; actually represent exceptions to exceptions, such that, taking Ab = Aby,
we have that for i even, the generalization of Ab; makes the rule for Ab more general and hence
the effect axiom more specific, whereas for 4 odd, the generalization of Ab; makes the rule for Ab
more specific and hence the effect axiom more general.

The need for explicitly providing a maximum number of exceptions is a naive form of learning
rules with exceptions and it is not appropriate at all to learn about exceptions. A more natural
option is to compute the RLGG as in the systems LIVE and LELP. For this task, we implemented
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EY s generated from E~ covered by R
E_. s generated from E' covered by R

+

E}, is generated from  E* covered by RU Ry
E.,, is generated from E~ covered by RU Ry,

Table 7.2: Generation of examples for abnormal/{ predicates

a very basic version of the Golem algorithm that accepts ground observations in the Situation
Calculus, such that, specialization is not fully completed, i.e., no negative examples are used to
specialize rules. Clauses are obtained by randomly taking couples of examples, computing their
rlgg and choosing the consistent one that covers the biggest number of positive examples. This
clause is further generalized with new positive examples until the clause covers some negative
examples [54]. The specialization of overgeneral rules is performed only by creating exceptions
identified as objects contained in negative examples. Repeating the learning process for the
abnormal/{ atoms, we eventually obtain a theory that is consistent.

Let us consider a variation of the Blocks world, where a robot (with one or two grippers) is
used to move the blocks, such that some blocks are too heavy to be moved by robots having a
single gripper. In this case, we obtained an overgeneral version of the intended effect axiom.

caused(on(4,B),+,do(move(4,B),C)) :-
holds(clear(A),+,C),
helds(clear(B),+,C),
not ab(on(4,B),+,move(A,B),C).

The algorithm takes a pair of examples from which it computes the RLGG, so that the two
examples contribute to the generation of one clause. Even if they do not form part of the same
clause in the target concept, e.g., the block is heavy only in one of them, the RLGG includes a
common part that is applicable to both, i.e., the default rule. By repeating the learning process
for abnormal/4 literals until a rule without exceptions is found, we obtained a consistent theory
in the form:

caused(on(4,B),+,do{move(4,B),C)) :-
holds{clear{a),+,C),
holds(clear(B),+,C),
not ab(on(A,B),+,move(4,B),C).
ab{on(A,B),+,move(4,B),C) :-
heavy (A},
not abl(on(A,B),+,move(4,B),C).
abl(on(A,B),+,move(A,B),C) :-
grippers(2).

The effect axiom represents the most general conditions necessary for moving blocks, whereas
the rule for ab represents exceptions to the general rule and the rule for ab; exceptions to
exceptions. With the normal specialization, we obtained the following theory:

caused{on(A,B),+,do{move(A,B),C)) :-
holds{clear(4),+,C),
holds{clear(B),+,C),
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not heavy(d).

caused(on(A,B) ,+,do(move(4,B),C)} :-
holds(clear(4),+,C),
holds(clear(B),+,C},
grippers(2).

In this case, common conditions are replicated in both rules, and the need for two grippers
is not associated to the weight of the blocks.

Without additional considerations, such an algorithm would continue specializing and adding
abnormality predicates until a consistent theory is obtained for some Ab;. Thus, if observations
contain noise, non-real exceptions would be created to make the theory consistent. This will
necessarily result in fitting the noise [125]. Similarly, if there is non-determinism in the training
set due to the absence of relevant information, relaxing the consistency criterion is essential for
learning as the only means to achieve generalization, however, learning about these abnormalities
makes no sense and it must be considered as another source of noise in the observations. Any
attempt to generalize from the set of exceptions will produce very low compression rates, hence
exceptions should be returned as ground facts.

In this case, it is important to have a reliable method of deciding whether to treat errors as
noise or to include them as exceptions. One way to approach the problem is to see if the exceptions
to the current theory ezhibit a pattern by adopting one of the heuristic necessity stopping criteria
proposed in ILP to handle noise, such as the encoding length restriction, a significance test and
so on. Methods based on an information theoretic measure are based on the following idea [125]:
“data found to be incompressible are deemed to be noise”. Each specialization performed by the
algorithm is an attempt to improve the accuracy of the theory, at the expense of increasing its
size. If the specialization was worthwhile, the gain in accuracy should outweigh the cost incurred
in increasing the theory size. By doing so, when a rule for ab; achieves a good compression it is
very unlikely that this is due to noise.

7.6 Conclusions

In this chapter we have shown how te incorporate defeasibility into the specifications and have
introduced defeasible constraints and effect propositions. The explicit use of exceptions allows to
learn rules that are more generally applicable, mainly when there are occasional qualifications or
noise in the observations which may decrease the quality of the learning results, or when a theory
must be specialized minimally [5]. However, we have seen that there are more reasons to learn
rules with exceptions. Indeed, learning about exceptions is a particular form of specialization
where the final theory consists of a set of default rules that are generally applicable and might
cover some negative examples, and a set of rules for a predicate abnormal/4 that represents
exceptions to the general rules as well as exceptions to exceptions and so on, which in many
cases correspond to the natural description of a domain. We have just considered how to learn
rules with and about exceptions in action domains, by applying previous work for static domains,
however, much work is still needed to make these methods applicable in more real data containing
noise etc.
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Chapter 8

Complex actions

We have so far assumed that actions are atomic, durationless and have instantaneous effects.
Furthermore, we have assumed that changes in the values of fluents can only be caused by the
execution of actions, otherwise the state of the system is assumed to be stable.

If, for instance, concurrent actions are allowed, an effect may depend on a particular combi-
nation of actions, an action may qualify another action’s effects, effects can be cancelled and so
on. Most scenarios in the real world include the concurrent execution of basic actions, hence it
is important for a learning agent to be able to represent and learn from them.

On the other hand, if there are action sources other than the agent itself, an environment may
seem active to an observer. Exogenous changes are quite common, for instance, if the domain
has properties that are non-amenable to manipulation (weather conditions), a second agent is
acting in the domain, and so on. In this case, the learner must consider not only the environment
but also the sources of other actions.

Finally, most actions (e.g., picking up a block, going from one location to another) take
time. Similarly, effect propagations usually incorporate very small delays. For most practical
purposes these delays can be abstracted away and the effects assumed to be simultaneous and
instantaneous. This is convenient when the resulting model is simpler or necessary when there
is no actual knowledge for providing an accurate model. However, when they affect the results
we are interested in, the delays must be explicitly represented and incorporated into the learning
process. :

In this chapter we will consider some extensions to the framework presented in the previous
chapters that allow to handle most of these issues.

8.1 Concurrent actions

We have so far restricted to so-called atomic actions (or non-concurrent actions), hence we have
learned an effect axiom for each fluent and for each action that affects it. One of the criticisms
most frequent to the Situation Calculus was that it could not handle concurrent actions. In
narrative formalisms, an additional predicate happens/2 is introduced to state that an action
a is executed (happens) at situation s and so the action becomes part of the situation together
with the values of the fluents. The form of the direct effects in a narrative formalism would be:

caused(closed(swl),+,4) :- happens(toggle(swl),A),holds(closed(swi),-,A-1).

where A-1 refers to the previous situation. Concurrent actions are considered by adding multiple
happens /2 literals to the body.
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Some extensions exist to the Situation Calculus that allow to handle concurrent actions [48,
70,9, 121]. An initial solution to cope with concurrent actions in the Situation Calculus consists
of creating a new sort for compound aclions with respect to simple actions, consisting in sets of
actions, so that the do/2 function takes now compound actions as arguments. The term {a,a’}
denotes a compound action. Let us consider a classical example in the reasoning about actions
literature.

Example 11 (Soup bowl) There are two actions in the domain {LiftLeft, LiftRight} that
represent the action of lifting the left (resp. right) side of a soup bowl. The fluent OnTable
holds when the bowl is on the table, the fluent HasW ater holds when the bowl has water, and
the fluent Spilled holds when the water is on the table but not in the bowl. a

Some possible observations are:

holds{spilled,-,do({liftleft,liftright},A)).
holds(spilled,+,do({1iftleft},A)).

With a compound action for each possible combination of the actions, a combination is con-
sidered as a new atomic action. Unfortunately this avoids that generalization works over actions,
thus having an effect axiom for every possible combination of actions, including not relevant com-
binations. Following [70], concurrent actions are introduced into the Situation Calculus through
a new function in{a,¢) denoting that a compound action ¢ includes a simple action a. We need
a new sort compound to implement the function in/2, relying on the standard interpretation of
sets and relations (membership, subset, etc) and their operations (union, intersection, etc).

A distinction is made between concurrent actions whose effects are cumulative and concurrent
actions whose effects cancel each other out. In the first case, several actions must be executed
concurrently to achieve a particular effect (allowing multiple in/2 literals in the body). In the
case of cancelling actions, we need to state explicitly that an individual action is not part of a
compound action, For this reason, negation as failure must be explicitly used for in/2 literals.
Following the notation in [121], a second new predicate is introduced in the Situation Calculus to
cope with cancelling effects, where Cancels(c, a, s) represents that normal effects of action a are
cancelled by the components of ¢ if a and ¢ are performed concurrently in situation s. Formally
we have:

Definition 8.1 (Situation Calculus Program with concurrent actions) A Situation Calculus pro-
gram is the conjunction of:

o A finite set of general clauses
(-] Holds(f, so) (8.1)
where sg denotes the initial situation.
o A finite set of clauses of the form

Caused(f,v,do(c,s)) + 7 (8.2)

where ¢ is a compound action, m does not mention the Affects or Cancels predicate, at least a literal
Infu,c) is included in 7 where @ is an atomic action, and every occurrence of the Holds predicate
in 7 is of the form [-]|Holds(f', s) or not Cancels(c,c', s) where ¢' is a compound action.
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o A finite set of Clancels clauses of the form
Cancels(c,c',s) « 7w (8.3)

where 7 does not mention the Affects predicate, ¢ and ¢ are compound actions, at least a literal
In{a,c) is included in 7 where a is an atomic action and every occurrence of the Holds predicate in
7 is of the form [~]Holds(f, 5).

e The universal frame axiom.

Holds(f,do(c,s)) ¢ Holds(f,s) A not Caused(f,v,do(c, 3)) {8.4)
—Holds(f,do(c,s}) « ~Holds{f,s)} A not Cavsed(f,v,do(c,s)) (8.5)

where ¢ is a compound action.

e A clause that propagates caused values to Holds.

Holds(f,do(c,s)) « Caused(f,true,do(c, 5)) (8.6)
—Holds{f,do(c,s)) « Caused(f,false, do(c,s)) (8.7)

where ¢ is a compound action.

Effects of concurrent actions can be also seen in terms of inheritance [9], i.e., compound
actions normally inherit effects from their subactions, and cancelling actions cancel inheritance
of the effects of atomic actions. For instance, if an action is not possible then unless otherwise
specified, a bigger action containing that action is also not possible. A predicate noninh/2
explicitly accounts for the non-inheritance of effects for a compound action, through so-called
inheritance azioms.

8.1.1 Learning of concurrent actions

Learning effect axioms for concurrent actions requires a new shape for the axioms, where the
action is variabilized and references to individual actions included in it are done in the body of
the clause by means of positive and negative in/2 literals, We will explicitly use positive and
negative in/2 literals instead of the predicate Cancels/3 or inheritance axioms, given that the
latter express separately the positive occurrences of actions and their preconditions from the
cancelling actions, and it is not obvious how they can be learned separately. In some cases,
negative examples correspond to those situations where the effect is not caused because there
are preconditions that fail, actions that are missing or actions that are executed additionally.

Without concurrency, the action in the head of a clause is a single term extracted from a seed,
whose arguments can be variabilized according to the bias. If any example contains concurrent
actions, then the compound sort must be used for actions and thus the action in the effect axioms
—for the fluent and the truth value in the seed— must be variabilized. Once we variabilize the
action, those situations where an atomic action is executed are dealt with as a particular case of
concurrent actions with a single action, as it may still need negative in/2 literals. Thus, we will
have effect axioms in the form

caused(F,V,do(A,8)):- in(al,a),...

instead of
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(F,V,do(al1,8)) :- ....

Without negative in/2 literals, the former is a stronger generalization, as it assumes that
action a; is not affected if executed concurrently with any other action, unless explicitly stated
in data, whereas the second one does not apply to compound actions,

A bias declaration for example 11 is:

bias(caused(spilled,#,do(+,+)), [holds(spilled,#,+),in(#,+) ,not (in(#,+))]1).

At least a positive in/2 literal must be added initially to the body, which must be granted,
for instance, with prune/2 statements. When actions are structured terms, e.g., in the Blocks
world, the construction of the L-clause must include the variahilization of every action both for
in/2 and not-in/2 literals. This requires a bias to be specified also for actions. For instance, in
the Blocks world, we have:

bias(caused(on(+,+),do(+,+)), [in(move(+,+),+) ,not (in(move(+,+),+)),...1).
thus resulting in rules like
caused(on(4,B),+,d0{(C,D)) :- in(move(4,B),C), not in(move(D,B),C),...

Additional pruning statements can be provided to avoid actions like move (B,A) if move(A,B)
was already included, and so on.

To enable concurrent actions in the computation of the stable smodel, we rename every
possible compound (¢;) —because the interpreter does not support lists— and clauses are added to
the background that relate each compound to its components. For instance, for the compound
c1 = {t1,12}, we have: in(t1,c1) and in(t2,c1).

According to the bottom clause construction [95], only those actions included in the seed
will appear in the L-clause through in/2 literals. However, with respect to the literals not in/2,
—used to refer to actions that must not be executed- actions must be included through an special
procedure when constructing the bottom clause. This requires to retrieve actions that are not
included in the positive example used as seed. However, the recall phase of these literals not in/2
cannot be carried out by Progol because when querying the Prolog interpreter, the action term a
must be instantiated previously in not in{-a,+c), and then it-must be done through an special
procedure, e.g., by adding a predicate not_in(-a,+c) that uses a set of actions not included in
the compound ¢. Literals not_in(-a,+c) are constructed for each seed and provided to Progol
in the background before building the bottom clause.

Actions included in positive in/2 literals are taken from the seed. The negative counterpart
of in/2 will refer to what actions should not be executed concurrently. Thus, actions included
in negative in/2 literals can be generated from the complete set of actions, from actions related
somewhat to the actions executed in the seed, or from actions included in the negative examples.

In the first case, actions are retrieved from the set of possible actions, including actions that
are totally independent from the action executed. In relational scenarios like the Blocks world,
we need to retrieve all possible instantiations of move/2 for the blocks constants. Furthermore,
these not in/2 literals will introduce new terms, i.e., the arguments of the actions, and the
bottom clause may become very large.

In the second case, an heuristic is used to reduce the number of actions, by allowing only
those actions related to the executed action or to the effect, thus focusing on actions that might
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affect the executed action. For instance, by removing actions that do not share any argument
with those referred to in the seed.

Thirdly, we can use the information provided by the negative examples by allowing actions not
included in the seed that occur in any negative example, thus, only those actions that will allow
to discriminate positive from negative examples, are considered. The set of negative examples
can be incomplete, however, the relevance of the negative actions is clearer. However, not all
negative examples are of interest but only those that have any action in common with the seed.
Unfortunately, this might still include some cases where the common action(s) are not relevant in
the positive example or in the negative examples. We can reduce this possibility if we dynamically
adjust the process with respect to the current hypothesis at each step of specialization, so that
cancelling actions are taken from those negative examples that include all actions included in
the current hypothesis.

As to the negative examples, we cannot assume that any other combination of actions different
from those included in a positive example does not cause the effect, because if other irrelevant
actions are executed simultaneously or if any action is dropped from the example, it may still be
a positive example.

8.1.2 Scenarios for concurrent actions

The task of the inductor is now to find a set of actions that must be executed (resp. not executed)
and a set of preconditions, that produce a given effect. Several possible scenarios are usually
considered for concurrent actions [9], that we will consider individually in the rest of the section.

e Independent actions. This is the most simple case, where actions can be executed concur-
rently and their effects are independent.

o Cancelling actions, i.e., the case when the effect of a compound action cancels the effect of
the atomic actions. The effects of compound actions are cancelled in essentially the same
way.

o Accumnulative actions, i.e., a compound action produces effects that none of the sub-actions
produces separately.

o Conflicting subactions, i.e., a compound action whose sub-actions have contradictory ef-
fects.

The soup bowl example is the most classical scenario of cancelling actions. In this case LRAC
returned:

caused(spilled,+,do{A,B)) :-
in(liftleft,Aa),
not in{liftright, A),
holds{(has_water,+,B).
caused(spilled,+,do(A,B)) :-
in(liftright,4),
not in(liftleft, A),
holds(has_water,+,B).

We observe that the actions that lift the bowl are not independent, so that any of them
cancels the other. The above theory can be rewritten as follows:
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caused(spilled,+,do(A,B)) :-
in(liftleft,A),
holds (has_water,+,B),
not cancels(A,liftleft,B).
caused{spilled,+,do(A,B)) :-
in{liftright,A),
holds(has_water,+,B),
not cancels(4,liftright,B).
cancels(A,liftleft,B) :-
in(liftright,A).
cancels(A,liftright,B) :-
in(liftleft, ).

In terms of inheritance, the theory can be re-expressed in the form:

holds(—spilled, {liftleft,liftright})
noninh(spilled, {liftleft, liftright}, s)

where liftleft (resp. liftright) explicitly cancels inheritance of the effect spilled by the compound
action. Baral and Gelfond [9] model the effect ~spilled as a consequence of the compound
{liftleft liftright} which is not reflected in the learned theory, because the observer does not
distinguish “caused not to hold” from “not caused to hold” (inertia), when there is no change of
value for spilled, i.e., the observer does not perceive the cancelled effect.

In the next example, we handle the case when the effect of an atomic action cancels the com-
bined effect of a compound action. Let us consider a variant of example 11 where an additional
action flip is added. In this case, LRAC learned the following theory:

caused(spilled,+,do(A,B)) :-
in(liftleft,A),
not in(liftright,A),
holds(haswater,+,B).
caused(spilled,+,do(4,B}) :-
in(liftright,A),
not in(liftleft,A),
holds (haswater,+,B).
caused(spilled,+,do(A,B)) :- -
in(liftright,A),
in{1iftleft,4),
in(flip,A),
holds(haswater,+,B).

Action flip needs the combined execution of lifting the bowl to spill the soup. Actually the
combined effect of the compound is a combined cancellation of the atomic actions, because flip
does not cancel the atomic actions but the combined effect of the compound {liftleft,liftright}
However this is not explicitly represented in the learned rules. In [9], flip explicitly cancels the
inheritance of —spilled to the compound {liftleft liftright}.

noninh(—spilled, { flip, liftleft, liftright}, s)

In the next example, we handle another case when the effect of an atomic action cancels the
combined wisible effect of a compound action. Let us consider an scenario where a person, Mary,
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is trying to lift the bowl, so that Mary is unable to lift a heavy bow] with one hand, while she
can lift it using both hands. We add a fluent lified to represent that Mary is holding the bowl
and a fluent heswvy to represent heavy bowls. In this case LRAC returned:

caused(1ifted,+,do(4,B)) :-
in{liftleft,A),
in(liftright,4).

caused(lifted,+,do(4,B)) :-
in{liftleft,A),
holds(heavy,-,B).

caused{lifted,+,do(A,B)) :-
in(liftright,4),
holds(heavy,-,B).

If we add an action jump that if performed simultaneously avoids the bowl to be lifted, we
obtain:

caused{lifted,+,do{A,B)) :-
in{liftleft,A),
in{liftright,A),
not in{jump,A).

where jump cancels the combined effect of the compound {liftleft,liftright}. The theory can be
rewritten as:

caused(lifted,+,do(A,B)) :-
in{liftleft, A},
in{liftright,A),
not cancels(A,{liftleft,liftright},B).
cancels(A,{liftleft,liftright},B) :-
in(jump,4A).

In this case, the cancellation of the compound action is explicitly included. The translation
implicitly assumes that the cancelling action cancels the actions in the positive in/2 literals. If
otherwise, jump cancels just the atomic action {liftleft}, the compound {liftleft liftright} would
inherit the cancellation, so that according to [9}, the clause for cancels/3 above is not explicitly
included in the theory but it is inherited from the cancellation of the atomic action. LRAC would
learn the cancellations of the atomic action and the compound action independently.

In general, learning about concurrent actions is a complex task because the size of the theory
to be learned increases significantly to express every possible interaction between actions. Even
the description of very simple domains becomes significantly complex when concurrent actions
are allowed. Recall example 2 and let us suppose that actions toggle(sw;) can be executed
concurrently. For the fluent light, LRAC returned the following effect axioms:

caused(active(light),+,do{A,B)) :-
in(toggle(swl),A),
not in(toggle(sw2},A),
holds(closed(swl),-,B),
holds(closed(sw2),+,B).
caused (active(light),+,do(4,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2),A),
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not in(toggle(swi),A),
holds{closed(swl),+,B),
helds(closed(sw2),-,B).
caused(active(light),+,do(A,B)) :-
in(toggle(swl),A),
in(toggle(sw2),A},
holds(closed(swl},-,B),
holds(closed(sw2),-,B).
caused(active(light),-,do(4,B)) :-
in(toggle(swl),A),
holds(active(light),+,B).
caused(active(light),-,do(A,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2),A),
holds(active(light),+,B).

In this case, the consequences of executing, e.g. toggle(sw,), depend on the previous value of
swq distinctly depending on whether toggle(sws) is also executed or not simultaneously. Similarly
for toggle(swy) wrt. toggle(sw;). When the switches are closed concurrently, they produce
independent effects and the accumulative effect of activing the light, however, if one of the
switches is closed and the other is opened, the light remains off. In this case, the switch that is
opened cancels the indirect effect of closing the other switch.

As a consequence, many more clauses have to be learned to cope with every possible interac-
tion between actions. Note however that the corresponding causal rules for light (in chapter 6)
avoid this problem given that the action is also variabilized, hence the use of indirect effects
greatly simplify the final theory because a single clause covers all combinations of actions. Thus,
concurrent actions makes more evident the interest of learning indirect effects.

Let us recall the circuit of example (3). If we execute toggle(sws) and other action that
activates the relay at the same time (e.g., toggle(sws)) the effect axiom infers swy (because
the relay was previously inactive) whereas the causal rule infers —sws, because relay becomes
active. As a consequence, the resulting theory has no stable model. Thus, the effect axiom for
swo 1s no longer valid if other actions are executed concurrently in some states. Actually, the
behavior of the circuit will depend on the propagation delays. If the relay has precedence over
the switch, we need to add to the effect axiom of sw, all possible cancelling actions that activate
the relay (avoiding swsy to close) together with their preconditions, thus making the description
cumbersome in most cases.

caused(closed(sw2),+,do(4,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2) ,4),
holds(closed{(sw2),~,A),
not in(toggle(swl),A)},
not in(toggle{sw3),A}.

caused(closed(sw2),+,do(4,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2),A),
holds(closed(sw2),-,A},
in(toggle(swl),4),
in(toggle(sw3),A)
holds(closed(swl),+,B).

caused(closed(sw2),+,do(A,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2),4),
holds(closed(sw2),-,A),
in(toggle(swl),A),
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in(toggle(swld) ,A)
holds{closed(sw3),+,B).
caused(closed(su2) ,+,do(A,B)) :-

in(toggle(sw2},A),
holds(closed(sw2),-,A),
in{voggle(swl},A),

not in(toggle(sw3),A)
holds{closed(sw3),-,B).

caused{closed(sw?),+,do(A,B)) :-

in(toggle(sw2},4),
holds(closed(sw2),-,4),
in(toggle(swl),A),

not in(toggle{sw3),A)
holds(closed{swl),+,B).

Actually, this set of clauses could be replaced by an interconstraint in the form:

caused(closed(sw2),+,do{A,B)) :-
in(toggle(sw2) ,A),
holds{closed(sw2),-,B),
holds(active(relay),-,do(4,B)).

where the constraint and the effect axiom are integrated into a single axiom, such that the value
of relay in the resulting situation replaces all actions that could activate it.
In some cases, the combined execution of actions may produce complex effects very difficult to

predict accurately. Let us consider the Blocks world. Compound actions like {move(a, b), move(c, b)}

and {move(a,b), move(b,c)}, etc.., contain conflicting subactions. Let us suppose that the si-
multaneous execution of actions, e.g., move(a,b) and move{c, b), cancel each other out, such
that if another block ¢ is moved onto a at the same time that a is moved onto b, it is assumed
that no movements are done. Then, the effect axioms for move/2 must cope now for many more
preconditions, namely, when a block a is moved onto another block b, no other move/2 actions
involving blocks @ and b must be included in the compound action.

caused(on(A,B),+,do(C,D)) :- in{move(4,B),C),
holds(on(A,B),-,D),
holds (clear(4),+,D),
holds(clear(B),+,D),
not in{move(F,B),C),
diff(F,A),
not in(move(B,G),C),

In a real scenario, where a robot can use both arms to move blocks, it might happen
that after {move{a,b), move(b,c)}, we have on(b,c) and on(a,table) in the resulting situa-
tion, provided on(b, table) was true in the previous situation. It might also happen that after
{move(a, b}, move(c, b)}, the blocks bump into each other and they fall onto the table. In this
case, the effects of concurrent actions may produce very complex effects that depend on many
factors.

In some cases, the working of well-behaving systems can be broken when actions that cause
contradictory changes can be executed arbitrarily. In [9] an example with contradicting sub-
actions is shown where the effect of performing close and open concurrently in a door is left
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undefined, i.e., the theory concludes that it is not defined whether the door is open or not af-
ter executing {open,close}. As a consequence, if an action paint is executed concurrently with
{open, close}, the theory does not entail either painted or ~painted, because the compound
inherits the non-executability from {open, close}. In this case undefined is the more intuitive
answer rather than inertia, because the answer must be produced by the theory. From the point
of view of learning, the most intuitive answer is that produced by the observed system, thus,
the representation language used for learning should be able to express it. However, in a real
system, the effects of the concurrent execution might depend on small delays in the effect prop-
agation. In fact, the concurrent execution of conflicting subactions may cause the existence of
intermediate situations in the computation of the resulting situation, similarly to negative cycles
(section 6.6.3).

8.2 Exogenous actions

We have so far assumed that changes in the values of fluents can only be caused by execution
of actions, otherwise the state of the system is assumed to be stable, that is, each effect is
caused, either by a primitive action or by another effect that eventually is caused by an action.
If there are action sources other than the agent itself, an environment may seem active to an
observer (autonomous change), for instance, if the domain has fluents that are non-amenable to
manipulation (weather conditions), a second agent is acting in the domain, and so on. Exogenous
actions are common when dealing with autonomous robots. In this kind of applications there are
two kinds of actions: one that the robot can perform, and the other that may happen independent
of the robot and which is beyond the control of the robot.

These exogenous actions introduce changes in a situation without an agent-initiated action,
whereas in the Situation Calculus, a situation is created only by executing an explicit action.
Exogenous changes can be represented through so-called natural actions, i.e., creating a situation
with a fictitious action to cope for the changes. The special action nat is included when no action
is observed and some fluents are seen to change. For instance, let us suppose that the action
unplug is executed by a second agent in example 2, causing the fluent light to be off. Then we
have a corresponding observation:

caused (active(light),-,do(nat,4)).

This topic has been paid relatively little attention in the community of reasoning about
actions [104, 110]. With respect to the observer, exogenous actions must be clearly distinguished
in the observations. This can be safely done when no agent-initiated action a is executed at the
same time, otherwise the observer might assign such exogenous effects to the action executed.
In general, a fluent can be both agent and autonomously initiated when some of the actions
affecting to it are hidden.

From the point of view of learning, we need to be able to represent these “external” observa-
tions and in some cases to consider new shapes for the learned clauses. Exogenous effects are to
be considered part of the background, so that they are not used for learning additional clauses,
however, when these effects cause further changes in the domain {indirect effects), the latter can
be managed like any other effect no matter the original cause. In this case, the exogenous effects
have to be dealt with as if they were actions, which is out of the scope of the causal rules we
considered in chapter 6. Let us consider a typical example given in [14, 26].
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Example 12 (Alarm system) There is an alarm system that detects if somehow someone en-
ters, and that is not amenable to manipulation by the observer. We add the observer with capabil-
ities for sensing whether the alarm is active or not and whether it is ringing or not. We assume
the building has many possible entrances (doors, windows, etc.). In other words, there are many
actions able to bring someone in the building and these actions may not even all be known. We
formalize the system using the fluents in (stating that there is someone inside), active (the alarm
is active) and ring (the alarm bell is ringing). O

Let us first suppose that the alarm is not manipulated when someone enters the building.
Under these conditions, LRAC learned the following effect axiom, as expected, where anyone
entering the building triggers the alarm.

caused(ring,+,do(enter,A)) :-
holds{active,+,A).

No rules are learned for the autonomous fluent active because it is always caused by an
exogenous action. Learning from exogenous effects makes sense when we are interested in learning
the source of the exogenous effects, for instance, the behavior of an external agent and so on. In
this scenario, if the exogenous nat is consider like any other action, some clauses are learned for
active:

caused(active,+,do(nat,A}) :-
holds(active,-,A).

caused{active,-,do(nat,A)) :-
holds(active,+,4).

meaning that only 2 transitions are possible for it, i.e., the hidden action inverts the state of the
alarm. This is possible because the exogenous nat can be mapped to a single hidden action that
(de)activates the alarm. However, there are no different nat actions for different hidden actions,
hence in most cases learning exogenous effects is not possible.

Let us suppose the alarm does not ring if it is deactivated at the same time when someone
enters. When the training data includes these “conflicting examples”, the above clause for enter
is no longer returned. The basic form of the effect axioms is not enough, because the value
of the exogenous fluent in the previous situation is not informative and the exogenous effect is
not connected to the agent-initiated action. This led us to consider different shapes for learned
axioms as we need a mix of effect axiom (we need the action) and a causal rule because the
resulting situation must be referred to in the body of the clause, at least for the fluent active.
We considered different shapes for learned clauses, one where the resulting situation can be used

_in the body of a clause, and other where negative caused literals other than the head are allowed.
Depending on the bias selected, we learned different forms of the same axiom.

caused(ring,+,do(enter,4)) :-
holds(active,+,do(enter,A)).

caused(ring,+,do(enter,A)) :-
holds(active,+,4),
not caused(active,-,do{enter,4)).

These axioms represent that an explanation of some effects must be searched for through
other (possibly exogenous) changes in the same situation ~apart from the action and the previous
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situation— because a precondition for the action is modified at the same time, i.e., an exogenous
effect “substitutes” the hidden action that was executed at the same time. Note that these clauses
subsume the “normal” effect axiom —where someone enters and the alarm was active— apart from
that where the alarm was activated simultaneously. Note also that, in both clauses, the action
must be explicitly included because the axioms does not work when other actions are considered.

This example is actually due to the concurrent execution of an exogenous and an agent-
initiated action. When both exogenous and agent-initiated actions co-occur, exogenous effects
will be considered as effects of the agent-initiated action. For instance, LRAC tried to learn an
effect axiom for caused(active,+,do(enter,A)) which makes no sense, and it is not obvious
how 1t could be avoided. For this task, the observer would need to use additional mechanisms
to identify effects not related to the agent-initiated action.

Let us consider a variation of this scenario [26] where if the alarm is activated and someone was
already in the building, then the alarm also rings. In this case LRAC obtained no generalization,
Le., examples for ring where enter is not executed were returned uncovered. The alarm is an
indirect effect of the exogenous change in active. An standard causal rule is not enough because
we need to refer explicitly to caused values in the body of the clause, otherwise no consistent

clause will be returned. When caused/? is allowed in the body of clauses, the following rule was
learned:

caused{ring,+,4) :-
caused(active,+,4),
holds(in,+,A).

The caused/3 literal represents that the state of the alarm was “somewhat” changed (not
necessarily by an observed action). We need explicitly active to be caused because the alarm
can be stopped through an additional action, thus both active and in can be true and the alarm is
not ringing. Actually, in a particular scenario, it would be possible to learn ring as an exogenous
effect, because nat still corresponds to a single hidden action.

caused(ring,+,do{nat,A)) :-
holds{active,-,A),
holds(in,+,4).

However, the effect axiom loses part of the declarative meaning of the causal rule, and most
importantly, if other hidden actions are executed that do not affect active, then the effect axiom
becomes inconsistent.

The hardest case occurs when both an agent-initiated action and an exogenous action happen
simultaneously and they affect the same fluent possibly in contradictory forms. The exogenous
action might undo the effect of the agent-initiated action when actions are opposed, or it can
change the outcome. In the first case, the agent will not observe any change and so it will
assume the action produced no effects. As a consequence, a positive example is forced to become
a negative one thus introducing non-determinism.

8.3 Sensing actions

In real environments, an agent does not necessarily perceive always all the features it can sense.
For instance, in the office scenario, the robot can sense if the elevator is open whenever it is
physically close to the elevator. If no exogenous actions modify it, the robot can safely assume
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the last value sensed as the current one, otherwise, contradicting situations may arise. Suppose
the robot opens a door and it moves to the other side of the office. When it returns, the door
might (surprisingly) have been closed, thus contradicting the last value sensed. If we use the
inertia assumption, the robot will assume that the door is still closed unless evidence against it
is found. When the robot changes its belief, inertia must be disabled and the new observation
recorded as an exogenous change. Unfortunately, when the robot moves ahead and sees the
elevator, the new state of the elevator might be assumed as an indirect effect of moving. In these
cases, the robot should be able to identify exogenous effects [99)].

In other cases, the robot must execute some action to explicitly sense (sensing or knowledge
producing actions), such that changes in the environment are not synchronized with the actions.
While the sensing is not performed, a value undefined is to be assigned to the fluent even when
the robot could physically sense it, thus, the robot must be able to represent uncertainty about
the information of the sensors. For non-sensing actions, we learn effect axioms that describe the
effect of the actions and for sensing actions we need axioms that describe the knowledge that may
be gained by executing that action [11]. Often the various sensing that needs to be done may not
be doable in all situations, thus, it would be also possible to learn when the sensing is possible
and in some cases even the value sensed, provided the sensing can be inferred from other fluents.
Consider a robot can perform the actions: check _door lock, flip_lock and push_door.

o If the robot performs the action check _door _lock, it will know if the door is locked or
not.

o Ifit performs flip_lock then the door becomes locked (resp. unlocked), if it was previously
unlocked (resp. locked).

o If it performs push door when the door is unlocked, the door opens.

When the sensing action is not performed, the outcome of actions that depend on the sensed
information might become non-deterministic. For instance, the robot can perform the action
push _door when it does not know whether the door is locked, and still the door might be
opened in the resulting situation. Thus, any learned rule will be only valid for the cases where
the robot knows explicitly that the door is locked, whereas the decision for the rest of examples
becomes undefined.

Unlike hidden actions, sensing actions are executed by the own agent to explicitly sense a
piece of information. However, in some cases, the sensing actions can be expensive and their
execution must be minimized. In this case, learning must cope with the uncertainty in the values
of fluents.

8.4 Actions with duration and delayed effects

We have so far assumed that all atomic actions are instantaneous and have instantaneous effects.
In real domains, we can find other types of actions:

¢ Durative actions.
e Actions with delayed effects.

e Actions with sequential effects.



124

Complex actions

The topics of delayed effects and actions with duration have received so far little attention
in the Reasoning about Actions literature [57, 48]. In general, a theory of actions in which all
actions and the effects are instantaneous is not enough to cope with some real domains.

Most actions take time, e.g., picking up a block, going from one location to another. The
trick, as observed in [104], is to conceive of such actions as processes represented by fluents, and
to introduce durationless actions which initiate and terminate these processes. This allows to
represent actions with duration and still respect the form of the Situation Calculus. programs.
Let us consider the action of picking a block. We have instantaneous actions start_ pickup(z)
and end_ pickup(z), and the process of picking up z is represented by the fluent picking up(z).
Action start_pickup(z) causes the fluent picking wup(z) to be true, end_pickup(x) causes it to
be false. In those situations at which picking wup(z) is true, we can describe those properties of
the world which must be true during the evolution of the process picking up, or even, another
action could interrupt the process while it is being executed.

This allows that a big deal of behaviors are representable in the Situation Calculus. For
instance, assume a room has a door with a spring latch. This is easy to do in the Situation
Calculus if we view the action of turning and holding the latch open, which intuitively would
have a duration, as a composite of two instantaneous actions, turn_latch(t) and release_latch(t).
The door can be opened by turning the latch, but the agent must keep the latch turned, i.e., the
action must be executed for some time, for if not, the spring loaded mechanism returns the latch
to its original position. The “concurrent” latch turning and door pushing causes the door to
open.

On the other hand, effect propagations usually incorporate very small delays. If some change
occurs after the end of an action, then there must be some underlying process going on. By
considering this change as a delayed effect of the action, one can sometimes abstract away the
details of the process and still be able to obtain an adequate description [57], that is, assuming
that the effects are simultaneous and instantaneous. Abstracting small delays is often convenient
because the resulting model is simpler or there is no actual knowledge on the delays for providing
an accurate model, otherwise they must be explicitly represented. The problem is to find out
when this is the case. In general, the delays should be considered explicitly in a theory of delayed
causation.

Some extensions exist to the Situation Calculus that model delayed effects similarly to du-
rative actions. When a fluent is known to be a delayed effect, we can use a similar strategy to
that used for actions with duration, where a new fluent is added to mean that the effect is “in
progress”. This is necessary if other actions can happen in-between that cancel the effect. An ex-
ample due to Gelfond, Lifschitz and Rabinov of a delayed effect is a pedestrian light, which turns
green 30 seconds after one presses the button at the crosswalk. This domain is represented in
the narrative formalism TAL-C [57] as follows {Cr should be read as “changes to true”, [¢,t +i]¢
denotes that ¢ is true along the interval, whereas [t]¢ refers to a single time-point):

depl Cor(pressed A —tick) = R([t + 1]tick)
dep2 Crp([t]tick) A [¢,t + 29]tick = R([t + 29]color=green)
depd Cr([ttick) A [t,t + 58]tick = R([t + 59]color=red A —tick)

Press is a durative action, so that Pressed is a fluent that will be true while the Press action
is performed, that starts the “ticking”. If the ticking goes on for 30 seconds, the pedestrian light
becomes green (dep2). Pressing the button a second time will not result in a second period
of green. This represents an interaction between a delayed effect of one action and a second
intermediate action.
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Finally, we can also find actions that produce sequential effects over time, where the propa-
gation of effects takes place in a particular ordering. When the intermediate situations have to
be explicitly recorded, the action theory must predict the sequence which requires a theory with
explicit delays. In cases like a spring that immediately comes to its initial position, the delay
between the effects must be explicitly stated, otherwise the resulting state would be inconsistent.
Similarly, in the pedestrian light example, we have that the light switches back to red after 20
seconds (dep3).

However, the ability to represent the effects of durative actions or delayed effects, is not
enough. In general, they represent a harder problem from the point of view of the observer than
for the representation methods. The observer must know which of the actions need some time
to execute, otherwise no instantaneous effects will be observed, the execution will be labeled as
failed, and the eventual effects will not be related to the action. Furthermore, from the point
of view of an observer, it is not clear if we can consider a fluent that changes without explicit
action as a delayed effect or as an exogenous change. For long delays, we still do not know which
of the previously executed actions is responsible for it, for instance when some situations are
created between the cause and the delayed effect. However, this requires advanced identification
methods and the ability to make experiments in the domain.

8.5 Conclusions

To our knowledge, concurrent actions have not been paid much attention when learning the
effects of actions. However, most scenarios in the real world include the concurrent execution of
basic actions, hence it is important for a learning agent to be able to represent and learn from
them. In general, concurrent actions make the learning process harder, where additional actions
{cancelling or not) are to be used as preconditions for the executed actions. In this chapter,
we have shown how to incorporate concurrency to the Situation Calculus to learn the combined
effects of multiple actions and showed it in small representative domains that cover the different
types of interactions between actions shown in the literature.

On the other hand, it is important to have a representation method that allows to represent
and reason with exogenous actions. In particular, the Situation Calculus deals with these actions
and their effects in a very natural form. We have also seen how it is sometimes possible to learn
about such exogenous effects. But, in practice, the quality of the learning results is intrinsically
related to the capabilities of the observer. The major task of the observer is to identify the effects
of his actions from exogenous effects caused by hidden actions.

Similarly, actions with duration or delayed effects are representable into the Situation Calcu-
lus and other action formalisms, however, the main difficulty is to know which actions have such
durations or delays. Without this knowledge, the assumption that actions are instantaneous and
have instantaneous effects may produce invalid theories [15, 103]. The learning of preconditions
for actions must be combined with a procedure for deciding which action was responsible for a
particular effect, however, this may result difficult in many cases. The ability of an agent to

interact with the domain during learning may reduce the uncertainty, through the execution of

additional experiments,
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Chapter 9

Learning declarative control rules for
planning

In this chapter, we consider the task of learning action-selection rules for planning where both
plans and the control rules are represented in the Situation Calculus. We show how the problem
of learning action theories and the problem of learning action selection rules relate to each other.
The use of Action Languages has a significant impact in the generality of the approach, so that
both tasks can be approached in a similar way.

9.1 Introduction

In Al Planning, a planner is given an initial state and a goal, and finds a sequence of actions
that maps the state into the goal. For instance, turning a configuration of blocks into another
is a planning problem in the Blocks world. Planners generally search through a list of domain
actions until a correct sequence of those actions has been found that can achieve the desired
goals. This problem has been tackled by a number of algorithms and in recent years substantial
progress has been made [133, 59]. However, the problem is still computationally hard and the
best algorithms are bound to fail on certain classes of instances.

An alternative that has been proposed is to use knowledge of the planning domain for guiding
the planning process [113, 2, 51]. Planners that rely on domain-dependent control knowledge can
outperform the best domain-independent planners. Search control information for the blocks-
world may say things like

‘pick up a misplaced block if clear’
‘put current block on destination if destination block is clear and well placed’
etc.

This control is completely domain-dependent but it is completely independent of particular
scenarios of the blocks world [76]. Similar control rules can be defined for many planning domains.
These hand-coded declarative constraints do not make explicit reference to the workings of
the planner, but only refer to the solution space like the constraints that define the original
problem instance, so that they can be used by fundamentally different planning architectures [51].
Furthermore, these constraints can provide dramatic reductions in solution times, for instance,
whereas 11 or 12 blocks seem to be the limit of current, planners in the blocks world [2], the use of
such control rules allows planners to deal with instances involving up to 20 blocks in less than a
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minute. Declarative control achieves its objective in a very elegant way because the control rules
are quite intuitive and purely declarative. Such control knowledge is not always easy to provide,
in fact, developing the right control formulas is a non-trivial task even for simple domains.

Many planners include basic control rules to, e.g., avoid that an effect achieved in the cur-
rent situation is removed in the next situation. However, even such a basic control cannot be
assumed generally. For instance, in the blocks world, it does not make sense to achieve on(a, b)
and —on(a,b) in two consecutive situations, however it does with clear(a) and —~clear{a), where
block a is cleared to put another block onto it. Some useful information can be extracted from an
analysis of the domain description in the form of invariants, type information, symmetry proper-
ties and so on {114, 40] that helps reducing the search. However, the above control information
for the blocks world is not included in the domain description, because it depends on a planning
problem, e.g., well _placed is not used to predict the effects of moving blocks.

A natural question that was posed is whether this kind of declarative control knowledge can
be learned. Recent results have shown that it is possible to automatically acquire high level
declarative rules for action selection in planning in a purely declarative way. This problem has
been very recently tackled by Kautz and Selman [52], Geffner [76] and Khardon [60], among
others, using different schemes for representation and learning. More precisely, they deal with
the problem of learning how to solve a planning problem in a domain, given solutions to a number
of small instances of it. Learned rules must infer the action to be executed based on the current
situation where the action will be executed and both the initial and the goal situation, so that
the control encodes the solutions to a class of problems that differ on both the initial and the
goal situations.

Previous works focused on learning control rules that are specific to the details of the un-
derlying planner being used [22, 131, 64], hence the control rules cannot be reused by other
planners. Declarative control makes it possible to separate the control information from the
implementation of the planner which is a clear benefit [113]. Other approaches require the user
to explicitly supply specialized background knowledge to the learner {60, 34]. For instance, we
need to introduce extra predicates like misplaced, to represent the idea that there is a block that
needs to be moved. However, the complexity of building these predicates is at least comparable
to that of learning the control rules. In fact, the task of learning is somewhat to discover such
predicates that relate the current situation with the goal situation. Thus, background knowledge
for learning involves only the primitive predicates that appear in the domain description.

In this chapter, we consider the task of learning action-selection rules using Action Languages,
where both plans and the control rules are represented in the Situation Calculus. We show how
the problem of learning action theories and the problem of learning action selection rules relate to
each other. Indeed, learning action selection rules can be seen as the inverse of the former, where
the theory to be learned is included in the background, and the learned rules must infer the action
to be executed based on the situation where the action will be executed and both the initial and
the goal situation, rather than predict the resulting situation, based on the action executed and
the current situation. For the problem of learning action-selection rules it is assumed that a
correct action theory is provided.

We believe that Action Languages constitute a natural framework for this task. A language
that makes the notion of situation more central can provide a more compact description of the
observations, where multiple plans with different goals starting at different initial situations are
represented in the Situation Calculus in a homogeneous way. We also show how it is possible
to easily incorporate a form of temporal logic to enhance the expressivity of the action selection
rules, with respect to previous approaches. And lastly, we analyze in detail the benefits and
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drawbacks of this approach and outlook future improvements.

9.2 Action-selection rules

There are two possible approaches to the task of learning search control rules. One where the

objective is to learn the planner, i.e., the control rules will substitute the planner after learn-

ing {60, 76]. This requires thousands of training examples and long training times. Furthermore,

the control to be learned can be quite complex and thus hard to learn. In the second approach

the control rules assist [52] but not replace search. We will focus on the latter approach.
Control rules found in the literature [2] are usually in the form:

when we move a vehicle, one of these conditions should be met:
the next location is the goal location for the vehicle
or there is an object such that:
the object is at the new location and needs a pick-up
or the object is in the vehicle and needs to be unloaded
otherwise the vehicle is not moved

Kautz and Selman [52] learn for each action in the planning domain, two complementary
concepts, “select action” and “reject action”.

e “Select rules” indicate conditions under which the action must be performed.

e “Reject rules” indicate conditions under which it must not be performed.

They also distinguish two classes of rules to be searched, stafic and dynamic. Static rules
allow references only to the initial and goal situation, whereas dynamic rules refer also to the
current situation where the action will be selected/rejected. Static rules thus, determine actions
that should be selected/rejected always given a planning problem, whereas dynamic rules need
also the current situation to infer the best action to execute. Dynamic rules are needed when
actions have to be executed in sequence. The intuition of all these rules is that they encode
information about the difference between the current (and the initial) state and the goal state.

The use of explicit “reject” terms can be argued to be unnecessary, because they will theoret-
ically represent the negation of the conditions for the select rules. Without explicit reject rules,
those actions not selected are implicitly rejected. However, this needs that learned select rules
are complete, which is a strong assumption in most cases, when relevant information is missing
or the control required is complex and thus hard to learn. In general, reject rules allow some
degree of uncertainty in the search control rules. For instance, a planning agent executing the
action-selection rules can know that a particular action must be rejected and still does not know
which action should be selected, i.e., select is not defined. We will also see that some control is
easier to learn for the reject rules than for the select rules and viceversa.

Khardon [60] deals with deterministic control rules where a unique action is selected at each
situation. We deal with non-deterministic control, where possibly several actions are eligible
at one situation, however, the planner is not forced to execute them all concurrently. Multiple
actions can be eligible at a situation, for instance, when multiple subgoals can be achieved in the
next situation or a subgoal can be achieved through more than one action.
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9.3 Extraction of examples from plans

Unlike traditional approaches that find examples of the select and reject concepts by examining
a trace of the planner, Kautz and Selman extract examples heuristically from solved problem
instances. First of all, a planner is used to generate a set of plans for some small instances of
a planning problem, and a set of positive and negative examples are extracted from the plans.
Ideally, positive examples should correspond to any action that contributes significantly to the
achievement of the goal, by causing some needed intermediate effects, such that the goal becomes
“closer”. On the contrary, negative examples should be those actions that make impossible to
achieve the goal, or at least undo some intermediate effects, or introduce redundant states,
making the plans innecessarily long. In practice, the extraction of examples is purely heuristic
and depends highly on the quality of the plans used. In {52] the heuristics is based on the notion
that there is a good chance that the particular actions that appear in an optimal solution must
be selected, and those that do not appear must be rejected. For the extraction of examples,
Kautz and Selman distinguish three kinds of actions:

1. A real action was executed at situation s of a plan.
2. A virtual action was not executed at situation s, and however its preconditions hold at s.

3. A mutex virtual action was not executed at situation s, its preconditions hold at s but
it 1s incompatible with any of the actions selected in s.

For dynamic rules, positive-examples are actions of class real and negative examples are
of class muter virtual. The insight is that examples based on actions that do not occur are
less reliable than ones based on actions that do occur. Mutex virtual actions tend to be more
relevant than others because their preconditions and effects overlap with those of actions that
were executed. The condition of “executable” for negative examples is important, otherwise the
“select” rules will replicate the executability conditions of the actions. Two types of errors may
appear:

¢ False negatives or reject “good” actions.

» False positives or select non-optimal actions.

The quality of the plans [68] used for learning is a key factor. Ideally, plans should be optimal,
1.e., without repeated or useless states, to avoid false positives. This means that the length of
the plan must be minimal. The use of optimal plans restrict in some cases the training set to
small instances of planning problems, otherwise finding optimal plans is a costly operation.

If the plans are not optimal, false positives might be generated. False negatives are produced
when there is a need for an action and this is not executed. To avoid false negatives, an action
should be selected at any situation where the action is relevant and could be executed (possibly
concurrently), although there are other actions that are also applicable. For instance, when
considering plans of length [, false negatives may appear due to the existence of alternative plans
of the same length. In this case, several actions are eligible at a situation, hence the alternative
plans should be provided. Alternative plans of different length, such that no one subsumes the
other are not considered, because they are not optimal plans!.

1We have that a plan p subsumes p’ if the former can be obtained from ¢’ by removing some segments of p'.
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If the alternative plans are not provided, then a heuristics like the mutex virtual condition is
essential to minimize the effect of incorrectly labeled examples. However, the mutex heuristics
alone is not strong enough and false negatives can still be produced. For instance, in the logistics
domain (section 9.4.4), when a truck must be used to drive a package to a different location and
there are two trucks at the current location of the package, the planner will just take one of the
trucks. As the actions are mutually exclusive —a package can be loaded only into one truck- a
negative example will be produced for the truck that is not used. This false negative can be only
avoided if the alternative plan is provided.

9.4 Learning action-selection rules in the Situation Calculus

In this section, we adapt the approach used for learning action theories for the purpose of learning
action-selection rules. In this case, input data corresponds to plans —situations in the Situation
Calculus—

sg = dolay,do(az, ..., s0)...)

such that holds(goal, s4) is true, where goal represents a conjunction of fluent literals. We create
an special term select (resp. reject) to be added to every situation of each plan, that can hold
or not at different situations depending on whether an action was selected or rejected. The goal
has not to be exactly the same through all plans. For instance, in the blocks world, a goal
state corresponds to a particular arrangement of the blocks, that can involve different positions
for each particular block. However, the plans must correspond to a same planning problem,
e.g., turning one configuration of the blocks into another. For this reason we add a constant
g; to represent each goal situation, so that information about the goals can be represented as
conventional facts instead of using a goal modality. Examples are represented by ground facts of
the form

select(a, p(s), 9;),8:) | reject(a,p(s}, g;),:)

to mean that an action a was executed (resp. rejected) at situation s; at any plan p; = p(s{, g;),
where g} is the initial situation of the plan and g, is the goal situation.

Terms select/reject are represented as special fluents in the Situation Calculus, in the sense
that they are not subject to the inertia law. The reason is that it cannot be generally assumed
that an action must be selected unless another rule explicitly says that it should be rejected. On
the contrary their values do not persist from one situation to the next, but depend on the inertia
of the conditions in the body, i.e., there is still a need for the action.

Now, it is straightforward to adapt the form of the Situation Calculus programs to be learned
for the action-selection task.

Definition 9.1 (Action-selection rules in the Situation Calculus) The form of the action-
selection rules in the Situation Calculus is:

select(a, p(sh, gi),8) « 7+ (9.1)
reject{a, p(sh, gi),s) < 7~ (9.2)
where 7t (resp. ®7) does not mention the select {resp. reject) predicate and every occurrence

of the holds/3 predicate in 7% (resp. w7} is of the form [~]|Holds(F”,s), [~]Holds(F',g;) or
[-]Holds(F', s}). 0
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The description states that, in any situation, if the precondition holds then the action a will
be selected (resp. rejected). The final set of learned rules is output in the form of logic programs
which can be used by either the original planner or a variety of other recent planning engines.

The goal situation is usually a partial state, so that no particular value is assumed for non-
specified facts. In this case, no references to negative goal literals are considered. The execution
of a plan might complete the goal situation with values for other fluents that are not included
in any goal condition, however, we cannot include conditions of the goal situation that were not
provided in the definition of the planning problem, because these values are indirect results of
a particular plan. The representation of the goal situations as special situation constants not
connected to particular plans avoids it?. The initial situation needs not either be assumed to be
complete. In this sense, it would be also feasible to consider explicit undefined values for fluents
in the control rules if it contributes to a better planner. Every plan includes as background a.
(possibly partial) description of the situations of each plan which is “computed” by the execution
of the action theory in the situations of the plans. For this reason, we use as background the
initial situations, the goal situations, the action theory of the domain and the inertia axiom.

We formally define the problem of learning action selection rules in the Situation Calculus.

Definition 9.2 (Learning Action Selection Rules in the Situation Calculus)
Given:

» A domain description consisting of two nonempty sets: a set F of fluent names, and a set 4 of
action names.

» A set of plans p;; starting at situation s; and with goal g;

e A set EF of positive examples (ground facts) select(ax, pij, 5), representing observations for each
action ax that was executed in any situation s € p;;.

A set E,, of negative examples (ground facts) reject(a, pij, s) representing observations for each
action a; that was rejected in any situation s € p;;.

Background knowiedge (BK}, including holds/8 ground facts for fluents at every initial situation
s; and every goal situation g;, the action theory of the domain in the form of a Situation Calculus
program together with axioms (6.6,6.7,6.8,6.9).

Find the most general Situation Calculus program H = (Up_  HE ) U (UL HI) composed of axioms
in the form 9.1 and 9.2, such that:

(Vet € E}) BKUH ket (9.3)

(Ve" e E;) BKUH[Y e (9.4)
and respectively

(Ve~ € E;) BKUH (—e” (9.5)

(Vet € BE}) BKUHI® [£—et (9.6)

where -reject = select and viceversa.

ZAn exception is those facts resulting of the application of constraints to the goal situation, e.g., ~clear(b) if
on{a,b) is true.
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The consistency condition avoids that select and reject rules overlap in the training set.
However, it might happen that search control rules overlap -when applied to plans not used
for training- such that an action is both selected and rejected. These contradictions can be
managed by making rules mutually defeasible so that no defined answer is given for the action.
It would be also possible that multiple actions are eligible at one situation, that are mutually
exclusive. In this case, without additional control, the planner will take one of the actions
non-deterministically.

Control rules are non-recursive logic programs, hence extensional coverage testing can be
used to test the generality of the hypotheses. The description of the situations included in the
plans can be derived intensionally from the background. For efficiency reasons, we can use the
caused/8 ground facts that describe the effects produced by the actions in the plans, instead of
the action theory of the domain, together with the inertia axiom. This avoids that many holds/3
facts are repeatedly derived to test the coverage of the rules.

9.4.1 Using a planner to generate the training set

A new generation of planning systems that formulate planning as a constraint satisfaction problem
has appeared that improve both speed and scalability [59]. Answer set planning {66] differs from
satisfiability planning in that it uses Logic Programming rules instead of propositional formulas.
The key element of answer set planning is the representation of a planning problem as a program
whose answer sets represent possible plans. An answer set planner operates by searching plans
that fit within a certain number of steps.

The planner we have used for generating training plans invokes a system for computing
answer sets (srnodels [97]), several times with different values of n (length of the plan) until
some solution is found. Thus, we consider only optimal plans. Only planning problems with
solutions under a certain length were used to ensure that all problems could be solved in a
reasonable amount of time.

Plans for learning were generated by using a narrative implementation of the Situation Cal-
culus, so that every stable model of the program is a possible plan, i.e., a narrative. A predicate
happens/2 is added, similarly to the Event Calculus, to indicate the actions that happened at
each time point in a narrative. Action selection is carried out by so-called choice rules which is a
short-form for disjunctive rules, which non-deterministically select one of the executable actions.

situation(0..n}.

{ happens(move(B,L},3) } :- block(B),location(L},situation(s),
executable(move(B,L),S).

executable(move{A,B),S) :-
situation(8),block{A),location(B),A!=B,
holds(clear(4),+,8), holds(clear(B),+,S),
holds(on(A,B),-,S).

The specification of a planning problem consists of the descriptions of the initial and goal
situations. For instance:

init(s0). goal(g0) .
holds(on(a,b),+,0). holds(en(b,c),+,g0) .
holds (on(b,table),+,0). holds(on{a,table),+,g0}.
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holds(on(c,table),+,0). holds{on(c,table),+,g0).
helds(clear(a),+,0).
holds(clear(c),+,0).

Plans are extracted from each stable model and converted to the non-narrative Situation
Calculus before learning, so that a situation constant is used for the initial and goal situations
of each plan.

Answer: 1

Stable Model:

happens(move(d,table),1) happens(move(a,table),2) happens(move(d,a),3) ...
holds(clear(c),-,0) holds(clear(a),-,0) ...

Answer: 2

Stable Model:

happens (move(d,b),1) happens(move(a,table),2) happens(move(d,a),3) ...
holds(clear{c),-,0) holds(clear(a),-,0} ...

The algorithm to extract positive and negative examples from these plans is depicted in Fig. 9.1,
where positive examples are real actions and heuristics like the mutex virtual condition are con-

sidered in step 6, which also considers the existence of alternative solutions to a same planning
problem.

1. initialize queue @, to contain all plans p(s}, ¢;)
such that no two plans subsume each other.

2. remove a plan p from Q.

3. initialize queue @, to contain all pairs (a;, s;)
where a; is an action executed at situation s; of p.

4. remove a pair (a,s) from Q,.

5. add seleci{a,p,s) to E7T.

6. add reject(e’,p,s) to E~ for all actions &' # a
that are (mutex) virtual at s and 2 (a’,s) in an alternative plan.

7. unless the queue @}, is empty goto 4.

8. unless the queue (, is empty goto 2.

Figure 9.1: Extraction of examples from plans

9.4.2 Using learned control rules to speed-up planning

The learned declarative constraints can be used by fundamentally different planning architec-
tures [51). However, the form that the learned control is actually used depends on the particular
planner. For instance, control knowledge can be incorporated to an answer set planner in a purely
declarative form by encoding it as additicnal constraints [66] that are specified as separate rules
and are simply added to the domain description. For instance, in the Blocks world, we can use
select rules as conditions for choice-rules whereas reject rules are used as constraints to avoid
rejected actions to be executed as well as a possible overlap of select and reject rules.

{ happens(move(B,L),S) } :- block(B),location(L),situation(8),goal(G),
select (move(B,L),S,G).
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:- block(B),location(L),situation(3),goal(G),
happens (move(B,L),3) ,reject (move(B,L),S,G).

By doing so, possibly several actions are eligible at one situation, however, the planner is not
forced to execute them all concurrently. In case of overlap of select and reject rules, undefinedness
is forced to avoid the contradiction.

The use of learned control rather than hand-coded one may introduce incompleteness and.

unsoundness into the planner, so that, when faced with a new instance of a planning problem,
the planner might fail to find a solution. Ideally, selected actions should be sufficient for solving
any instance of the planning domain. However, when no rules are applicable, or when the rules
are unsound, the planner might fail on some instances. Multiple causes are possible. Sometimes,
the training plans are not representative enough, or the noise in the extraction phase is high, or
it is just that the contrel to be learned has a complex representation to be learned. In general,
learning control rules that replace the planner is difficult in general, so that some search is
unavoidable,

The alternative is to execute the planner without control rules. The existence of explicit
reject rules provides a third category of actions apart from selected and not selected actions, i.e.,
non-rejected actions. These are to be given preference over the rejected actions. Thus, several
situations are possible when applying the control rules in practice.

¢ Execute selected actions.
s Execute non-rejected actions.

¢ Execute all executable actions.

In using non-rejected actions, the planner is not so dependent on the completeness of the

select rules.

non rejected

executable

Figure 9.2: Application of the learned control

Despite this, unsound reject rules might still make the planner incomplete. In this case, the
control rules have to be refined with the failing plans. A refinement phase of learned rules is an
important factor to produce a robust planner, as showed in [52, 76].

9.4.3 The Blocks world

Let us consider a possible planning problem in an scenario of the blocks world. The scenario
includes a description of the initial and goal situations (Fig. 9.3).
All possible plans of length 2 for this scenario are:

pl: do{move(b,a),do{move(a,table),s0})
p2: do{move(b,a),do(move(a,c),s0))
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| 5 |
5 |
H [c]

helds(on(a,b),s0). heolds{on{b,a),gl).
holds (on(b,d), =s0).

holds(on(d, table),s0) .

heoldsionf(c. table).s0)

Figure 9.3: A possible plan in the Blocks world

From these two plans we can extract the following examples.

select (move(a,table),s0,pl).
select(move(b,a),do(move(a,table),s0),pl).
select(move(a,c),s0,p2).

select (move(b,a),do(move(a,c),s0),p2).

We see that two actions are eligible at situation sg. Similarly we can generate the corre-
sponding negative examples, among others:

reject(move(c,a),s0,pl).
reject(move(b,table) ,do(move(b,a),s0),pl}.

The negative example reject (move(a,table),s0,pl) is not considered because it is a pos-
itive example in the alternative plan p2. Following the mutex heuristics,

reject(move(c,a),do(move(a,table),s0),pl)
is a negative example, however

reject(move(c,e),do{move(a,table),s0),pl)

(where e is a clear block not related to the goal) is not considered because it is not incompatible
with move(b,a).

Background for learning is enlarged with domain predicates block/1 and table/1 as well as
the predicate diff/2. A bias must be specified for the select /reject rules and for each action. The
use of structured actions and fluents makes possible to consider several levels of generalization.
For instance, it would be possible to allow constants in the place of variables thus focusing on
particular objects of the domain.

bias(select{move(+,+),+,+),
fholds(on(+,+) ,#,+), holds(on(+,-),#,+),holds(clear(+),#,+),
diff(+,+),table(+),not(table(+))]).

bias(reject (move(+,+),+,+),
(holds{on(+,+),#,+), holds(on(+,-),#,+),holds(clear(+),#,+),
diff(+,+),table(+) ,not(table(+})]).
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Valid control rules must contain at least one literal of the goal situation®. The built-in

predicate remove/3 can be used to remove from search those hypotheses that are not well-formed.

remove (select(_,_,G),Body) :- not in(holds(_,_,G),Body).
remove(reject{_,_,G},Body) :- not in(holds(_,_,G),Body).

In the planning literature, the use of control rules is enhanced with the inclusion of additional
predicates, so that the complexity of the temporal formulas is kept small. From the point of
view of learning, where we do not assume the presence of such background predicates, e.g., that
a block is well-placed and so on, rules need additional literals to express the same meaning, thus
some of the clauses may be lengthy. Some literals are added just to introduce new objects in the
clause, whereas others express some properties about those objects. For this reason, we need to
allow a high number of literals in the body of rules. A very important factor is then to constrain
the search space as much as possible. This means to make the bottom-clause as short as possible
without removing the solution from the search space and consider only well-formed clauses.

Prune statements are extremely useful for stating which kinds of clauses should not be con-
sidered in the search. For instance, the bottom clause might also contain those literals that
are strictly derived from the executability conditions of the actions. As such, they will not be
used for discrimination —negative examples always correspond to executable actions that were
not executed— but increase the search space significantly. They should be kept only when they
introduce additional relevant variables to those of the action in the bottom clause. For instance,
in the following rule:

select{(move(A, B),...) « clear(A),...

clear(A) is a condition for the execution of move(A, B) and no new variables are introduced.
These literals can be removed from the bottom clause before search.

On the other hand, so-called invaeriants are statements that are true in the initial situation
and whose truth is preserved by the application of every action. Algorithms for computing such
invariants have been given, among others, in [114]. These invariants can be of help to prune the
space search. Such information can be provided to the learning method in a declarative form
through mode declarations or prune statements. Let us consider the following invariants for the
Blocks world in Fig. 9.1.

z#z — (on(z,u)Von(z,u)) (9.7)
y#u — (on(z,u) Von(z,y)) (9.8)
— on(y,y) (9.9)
—  (on(z,u) V on(u, z)) {9.10)
—  (on(y, z} V on(y, table)) (9.11)
-+ (clear(z) V on{z, z)) (9.12)

Table 9.1: Invariants for the Blocks world

For instance, invariant (9.9) deals with literals in the form holds(on(A,4),-,S), which are
not of interest and introduce an overhead for the search process. To avoid these useless literals,
we add a prune statement like the following.

*We only considered dynamic rules because static rules are a particular case of the former. Thus, no references
are made to the initial situation of the plan.
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prune(Head,Body) :- in{holds(on(A,A),_,_) ,Body) .
Invariant (9.10) avoids symmetric references.
prune{Head,Body) :- in(holds{on{4,B),_,C) ,Body) ,in(holds (en(B,A),_,C),Body).

Invariants (9.7, 9.8 and 9.11) represent typical functional dependences, e.g., once a block z
15 onto a block u, the former cannot be onto a third block y, and so it is redundant condition.

prune(Head,Body) :- in(holds{on(A,_),+,B),Body),in(holds(on(4,_),-,B) ,Body) .
prune (Head,Body) :- in(holds{on{_,A),+,B),Body),in(holds(on(_,4),-,B) ,Body) .

Further pruning conditions are derived from relations among fluents (9.12).

prune (Head,Body) :- in(holds(on{A,B),+,C) ,Body) ,in(clear(B),_,C),Bedy).
prune (Head,Body) :- in(clear(B),+,C),Body),in(holds(on(4,B),_,C) ,Body) .

The training set consists of the optimal solutions (including alternative plans) to a small
number of planning problems consisting of up to 4 blocks requiring between 2 and 6 steps.
Under these conditions, 6 rules were learned that covered 42 of the 47 select examples and 164
of the 169 reject examples. The rest were returned without generalization?.

select (move(4,B),C,D) :- holds(on(4,B},+,D),table(B).
select(move(4,B),C,D) :- holds(on(4,B),+,D),

holds(on(B,E),+,C), holds(on(B,E),+,D).
select(move(A,B),C,D) :- holds(on(4,E),+,C), table(B), holds(on(F,E),+,D), diff(A,F).

reject(move(A,B),C,D) :- holds{on(B,A),+,D).
reject(move(A,B),C,D) :- holds{on(E,B),+,D), diff(A,E).
reject (move(A,B),C,D) :- holds(on{B,E),+,D), holds(on(B,E),-,C).

The meaning of the rules is:

¢ The first rule represents the particular case where the table is the goal location of a block.

¢ The second rule selects the action because the immediate effect also holds in the goal and
block B is well placed.

e In the third rule, block A should be moved onto the table if it is currently on a block E
and there is a third block F that is on E in the goal. This rule is particularly interesting
as the table is always a clear destination for blocks that must be temporally moved to any
location different from the current one.

o The reject rules just avoid that additional actions are executed. In particular, the second
reject rule rejects the action because a different block other than A should be over B, and
in the third reject rule because block B is not well placed according to the goal.

Lp algorithms compute accuracy over literals of the target predicate, e.g., select/reject. Theoretically, a
rule might be very frequent in a single plan but rarely applicable in others, thus the support of the rule is very
dependent on that plan. It is important that action-selection rules are general across multiple and diverse plans.
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Some rules are missing, for instance, one to express that a block must be placed onto the
table because the block immediately below is to be clear in the goal situation or on a different
location. The analysis of the plans used for training revealed that these situations were not very
commonly represented.

However, most importantly, the rules are not generally applicable when more than two blocks
are to be piled up in the goal situation. When this is the case, the condition “well placed” of
the first select rule does not work properly, and we should obtain different versions of the above
rules for towers of four, five, etc.. blocks. As pointed by Khardon [60], a partial stack of blocks
may have all its goal conditions satisfied while being above a block that must be moved since it
belongs to a different stack. In such case all these blocks must be moved (Fig. 9.4).

D B

A D

B C A
current Goal

Figure 9.4: Another planning problem in the Blocks world

This can be avoided if the rules that select the blocks to be moved, move the blocks in the
correct order [76]. For instance, in Fig. 9.4, a possible plan is:

{move(d, table), move(a, table), move(d, a), move(b, d)}

In this case, the subgoals to achieve -i.e., the facts that are different in the initial and goal
situations— are on(b, d) and on(a, table) (Fig. 9.5). The learned rules select the action move(b, d),
however, this must be delayed until the blocks under d are all well placed. Unfortunately, a
negative example will be generated for move(b, d} at the initial situation that avoids to learn one
of the rules above®.

move(d,table)

on(b,d) move(a,table) \ on(a,table)
move(d’a) /

move(b.d)

Figure 9.5: Pending subgoals and their associated actions

Furthermore, the exact precondition for the select rule cannot be expressed without special-
ized background predicates. When a plan for the scenario in Fig. 9.4 is used for training, a more
specialized version of the second select rule is learned, that is not generally applicable. Note,
however, that the third reject rule, that avoids that a block is moved onto a block that is not
well placed, is still learned, which avoids b to be moved onto a not well-formed stack. Thus, the
existence of explicit reject rules provides a third category of actions apart from select rules, i.e.,

*Note that the negative example will be also generated using the mutex heuristics, given that move(b,d) and
tnove(d, table) are applicable and mutually exclusive.
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non-rejected actions, that the planner can use to find a plan. However, this makes that some
search 1s unavoidable apart from the control rules. As pointed by Gefiner [76], a simple policy in
which all blocks are put on the table and then stacked in order into their target positions would
be more effective in these cases. Note that this strategy would be only learned if the training
plans were generated according to it, however, the planner used for generating the training plans
search for optimal plans and the mentioned strategy does not guarantee minimality.

Gefner [76] uses the enhanced expressivity of Description Logics in (Von,*.(on, = on)) to
express that “all blocks at the goal situation, are on the same locations than at the’current situ-
ation”, However, the added expressivity of Description Logics makes that the space of concepts
to be searched grows significantly with respect to logic programs, which is intrinsically large.
Khardon [60] supplies the learner with support predicates like inplacea/l and above/2 which
allows to represent the concept well placed.

Glon_table(z1)), on_table(x;) — inplacea(z)
inplacea(zy), Glon(z1, 22)), on(z1, T2} — inplacea(z)

where G represents the goal situation. However, it is not obvious how this kind of control can
be learned without extensive background knowledge or more expressive languages.

If we add the relation above/2 to represent the transitive closure of the relation on/2, we
still need universal quantification in the select rule’s body, because we need to refer to all the
blocks under b. Goal ordering information [61] can be also used to find a plan. For instance, in
Fig. 9.5, the subgoal on(a, table) must be achieved before on(b, d). This ordering could be used
by the control rules so that some control rules are given preference over others. We will consider
all these issues again in section 9.6.

9.4.4 The Logistics domain

Let us consider again the Logistics domain [130] which has been considered a benchmark problem
in the planning literature. The problems in this domain typically start off with a collection of
objects at various locations in various cities, and the goal is to redistribute these objects to their
new locations® (Fig. 9.6).

pgh—pos bos—central

0
Y TN
pgh-airport L._—l; .
. bos—airpo

holds{at(pkg L,pgh—pos.sd). holds(at{pkg1,bos—central,g0).
holds{at(apn1,pgh—airport,s0).

holds{at(pgh-truck,pgh—pos.s0).

holds{at(bos—truck bos—airport},s0).

holds{ar(upn2,bos—airport).sQ).

Figure 9.6: A possible plan for the logistics domain

The background is the same we considered in section 6.4.4. More elaborated predicates like
diffcity/2 and samecity/2 which take two locations as arguments were included because they are

®Location of vehicles are not considered part of the goal.
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used usually in the domain description and substitute a longer combination of incity/2 and diff/2
literals. These features [39] are useful for learning as they make clauses shorter and thus easier
to learn”. All objects affected by actions should be included as arguments of these, —for instance,
with action fly(plane,from,to) where the from argument is not strictly needed. By doing so,
more relevant variables are introduced in the bottom clause without need for additional literals.

Logistics is a domain intrinsically parallel, where multiple vehicles can be moved concurrently.
Indeed, the combinatorics of the domain arises from the problem of finding all ways to interleave
the movements of packages and vehicles {51]. Concurrency is also possible if the scenario includes
a single package that must be taken to a different city and the truck at the destination city is not
at the airport. In this case, the action of driving the truck to the airport of the goal city can be
interleaved with the subgoal of flying the package to that city. For concurrent plans, minimality
of plans must be considered also in the number of actions executed at each situation, where only
actions needed to achieve the goal must be executed to avoid false positives. Thus the planner
must find a plan that minimizes the parallel length, i.e., the number of time steps in a plan, and
then the sequential length, i.e., the number of actions, by removing unnecessary actions [37]. To
minimize the sequential length, we use the cardinality constrains of smodels to limit the number
of actions included in each stable model®, for instance:

{ happens(A,S5): actsit(A,5) } slen.

where slen is a constant provided as an argument to smodels. If concurrent actions are not
allowed in plans then, in those cases where actions can be executed concurrently, e.g., when
multiple subgoals can be achieved independently, the order independence must be given to the
learner by explicitly giving all possible plans, i.e., interleaving the subplans for several subgoals,
otherwise false negatives might be produced.

When concurrent actions are allowed, the combinatorics is still present, and the number of
plans possible can be very big, hence it is very costly to obtain optimal plans for learning. A
policy to minimize the number of plans is to execute as many actions as possible in the first
steps of the plan. Once the concurrency is fully exploited, the final part of the plan is sequential.
Thus, the set of plans to be provided to the inductor is significantly smaller and still minimal.
For instance, the following plan with parallel length 6 and sequential length 9, is optimal and
all the actions are executed as soon as they are needed, thus no alternative plans need to be
considered.

lot(pkgl,pgh.truck), lot(pkg2,la_truck)
drive(pgh_truck,pgh_po,pgh_airport), drive(la_truck,la_po,la_central)
unlot (pkgl,pgh_truck), unlot(pkg2,la_truck)

loa(pkgl,apnl)

fly(apnl,pgh_airport,la_airport)

unloa(pkgl,apnl)

D Wk

This reduces significantly the data to be provided to the learner and provides with the same
information as the whole set of plans. However, these operations can be very costly. Fortunately,
the virtual-mutex condition avoids the false negatives produced if not all orderings are provided,
given that actions that can be executed concurrently are clearly no mutually exclusive.

1t would be possible to analyze the domain description and build some predicates like this from conjunctions
of literals that appear frequently.

8An auxiliary predicate actsit/2 is used so that the scope of the constraint affects to every pair (ac-
tion,situation).
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We generated 28 plans of parallel length between 3 and 9 steps, —with 3 cities, 3 locations,

1 truck and 1 plane by city, and 3

packages— where the goals involve the location of at most

2 packages. From these plans, we obtained positive (select) and negative (reject) examples for

each action (table 9.2).

Action

real virtual mutex virtual

lot/2
unlot /2
loa/2
unloa/2
drive/3
fly/3

29 o4 29
29 31 26
21 26 9
21 21 21
39 651 103
21 420 90

Table 9.2: Positive and negative examples for the Logistics domain

Only 12 rules were learned that cover most of training examples and the rest were returned

without generalization.

select (unlot{A,B),C,D) :-
select (unlot(4,B),C,D) :-

select(lot(A,B),C,D) :-
select(lot(A,B),C,D) :-

select(unloa(A,B),C,D) :-
select{unloa(A,B),C,D) :-

select(loa(4,B),C,D) :-

select(fly(4,B,C},D,E) :-
select(fly(4,B,C),D,E)

select{drive(A,B,C),D,E) :-
select(drive(A,B,C),D,E) :-

select{drive(A,B,C),D,E} :-

Their basic meaning is:

holds(at(A,E),+,D), holds(at(B,E),+,0).
holds(at(A,E),+,D), holds(at{B,F),+,C),
diffcity(E,F), airport(F).
helds{at(A,E),+,D),

holds(at(B,F},+,C), samecity(F,E).
holds{at{A,E),+,D), 7
holds(at(B,F),+,C), diffcity(E,F), not(airport(F)).
holds{at(A,E),+,D), holds(at{(B,E),+,C).
holds(at(A,E},+,D), holds(at(E,F),+,C),
samecity(E,F).

holds{at(A,E),+,D),

holds(at(B,F),+,C), diffcity(F,E).

holds (in(F,A),+,D), holds(at(F,C),+,E).
holds (in(F,A),+,D),

holds(at(F,G),+,E), samecity(C,G).
holds(in(F,A),+,D), holds{at(F,C),+,E).
holds{(in(F,A4),+,D), airpert(C),
holds(at(F,G),+,E), diffcity(C,G).
holds(at(F,C),+,D), holds{at(F,G),+,E),
samecity{(C,G).

e Unload a package from a truck if the current location is the goal location or if the current
location is an airport and the package in the truck must go to a different city.

e Unload a package from a plane if the current location is the goal location or if the package
in the plane must go to a different location in the same city.

e Load a package into a truck if it must be in another location of the same city®.

e Load a package into a plane if the goal location is in a different city.

®Note that in the rule for lot/2, the literal samecity(A, B) also replaces A # B.
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» Fly to the goal destination (an airport) of the package or to a city C if the package must
be in a location of that city.

e Drive a package to its goal location or to an airport if the goal location is in a different
city. Drive a truck to a location where there is a package that needs a pick-up.

In other words, the control to be added to the logistics domain consists of: if the object’s new
location is in the same city, it can be transported solely by truck, otherwise, if its new location
is in a different city it has to be transported by truck to the city’s airport, then by plane to the
new city, and then by truck to its final location within the new city.

In some cases, rules for different actions have almost the same body. This happens when the
actions form a sequence that is dependent on a commeon subgoal, so that the action selection rules
for each one must somewhat replicate the need for the subgoal. For instance, when a package is
in a wrong city we need to drive the package to an airport. In this case, we need, at least, the
sequence of actions {lot(p, 1), drive(p,l,,a), unlot(p,t)}, where [, is the current location of the
package.

Comparing the rules learned with hand-coded ones included in the planning literature [2],
some rules are missing or are not general enough. For instance, the rule learned for drive/3
when a package needs a pick-up, covers only those cases where the package must be driven to a
different location of the same city. The analysis of the plans used for training revealed that these
situations were not very commonly represented. No similar rule was learned for flying planes
to pick up packages, because cities are supposed to have one airplane. No rule was learned for
moving vehicles to their goal location because the location of vehicles do not form part of the
goal situation in the training plans.

With respect to reject, we obtained, among other, the following rules:

reject (unlot(4,B),C,D)} :- holds(at(A,E),+,D),
holds(at(B,F),+,C), samecity(F,E).
reject(unloa(4,B),C,D) :- holds(at(A,E),+,D),
holds{at (B,F),+,C), diffcity(E,F).
reject(drive(4,B,C},D,E) :- holds(at(F,C),+,E), holds(in(F,A),-,D).

whose meaning is:

e Don't unload a package from a truck if it must be in another location of the same city.
¢ Don’t unload a package from a plane if it must be in a different city.

» Don’t drive a truck if there is a package that must be in the target location but it is not
into the truck.

The number of rules is much higher than for the select rules. The reason is that reject rules
correspond to the negation of the conditions in the select rules. In some cases, this makes that
more reject rules are to be learned, hence the learned hypotheses might be less reliable and
accurate. For instance, some reject rules, for which complementary select rules were learned, are
missing, or are overspecific. Some of the conditions are difficult to express or even not possible.
For instance, the condition that packages that are not referred to in the goal situation should
not be loaded into vehicles, cannot be expressed easily. Similarly, a reject rule for avoiding
movements of vehicles without a package, needs quantification over the packages to express that
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there are no packages in a vehicle. We can also have the contrary situation, i.e., the select rules
have complex conditions that are easier to learn when learning the opposite value. Without the
mutex heuristics, rejected actions correspond to actions that interfere with the actions executed
in the plan, whereas in other cases they correspond to actions not related to the goal. With the
mutex heuristics, the number of these negative examples is much smaller because they are only
generated when they interfere with the action executed in the plan. Actually, without the mutex
heuristics we obtained much less rules than with the heuristics.

As pointed in [52], an active learning approach is applicable, so that it is possible to test the
rules on additional plans and take those examples where some of the rules failed, to augment
the training set and repeat the learning process. Some rules can be missing, overgeneral or
overspecific. For instance, in the Logistics domain, one of the rules for drive/3 is missing,
however, the missing rule is learned after some new plans are added.

select(drive(4,B,C),D,E) :- holds(at(F,C),+,D), holds(at(F,G),+,E),
diffcity(C,G), not airport(C).

Thus, the current set of rules determine somewhat what instances were missing previously.
By doing so, the control rules can be refined successively so that a robust planner is obtained.
Plans for testing the rules are generated randomly, however, the refinement process could be
made shorter if the additional plans are carefully selected. In section 9.6, we consider this issue
again.

The form at which plans are generated for learning may produce different control rules in
some cases. For instance, let us consider a package that is to be transported to another city but
there is no a truck in the airport waiting for the package. Then, if the action of moving the truck
in the goal city to the airport is performed as soon as possible or is delayed until it is the only
eligible action, the positive example will be covered by different control rules, namely, “move the
truck to a location in the same city where a package must be loaded” or “move the truck to the
airport if there is a package in another city that must be in this city at the goal situation”.

On the other hand, some particular situations were not revealed by the rules mainly because
in the plans used there is a single package, a single plane and a single truck by each city. Indeed,
the learned rules produce optimal plans when a single package is to be transported or when there
are no conflicting goals. For instance:

e When there are two packages at the same location of a city, that must be driven to different
locations in the same city, a shorter plan is obtained if both packages are loaded and then
transported, rather than loading and transporting each of them separately. Indeed, this is
the plan produced by the learned rules.

However, if there are two trucks at that location, the control rules should load each package
into a different truck so that the movement of trucks can be executed concurrently. A
planner using the learned rules, might load both packages into the same truck.

e When there is a single truck in a city that contains a package that must be transported,
and there is another package that needs a pick-up, the planner has two goals that are
mutually exclusive, so it has to take one of them. Let us suppose the optimal plans require
to pick up all the packages before. In this case, the control rules need to be applied in
a particular ordering, otherwise the rule for drive(t, ,{), when [ is the target location
of the package that is in the truck, must include as condition that there is no a package
in the same city that needs a pick-up, however this cannot be expressed with the normal
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quantification of logic programs. Note however, that the corresponding reject rule can be
learned with the normal quantification, which avoids non-optimal actions to be executed,
however this requires some blind search to find the intended plan.

e In all the plans of the Logistics domain that we have considered, there is a single truck by
each city. Let us consider a situation where a package needs to be loaded into a truck and
several trucks are at the same location. In this case, the package needs to be loaded into
any of them. However, one of the control rules learned expresses that a truck must not
be moved while there is a package that needs to be driven to another location of the same
city, and other that the package must be loaded into all of them. Thus, when the rules are
applied, they select to load the package into every possible truck, so that the planner will
take just one of them. This is so because both the package and the truck are arguments
of the actions that appear in the head of clauses, hence they are universally quantified.
As a first consequence, some rules for the action lot/2 will not be learned if all but the
truck actually used in the plan, were considered negative examples. Unfortunately, these
negative examples are generated even with the mutex heuristics, because a package cannot
be loaded into two trucks at the same time. What we actually want to express is that at
least one of the trucks must wait for the package and that the package must be loaded into
one of the trucks. The problem can be avoided if all the aiternative plans are provided,
i.e., the package is loaded into a different truck in each plan. This seems the most natural
solution, however it relies on the completeness of the training plans. Note that, the learned
rules will still recommend actions that load the truck into every possible truck.

A second consequence is that non-optimal plans may be produced. For instance, let us
consider that two packages at a same location need to be transported. A package is loaded
into a truck, and simultaneously another truck has come to this location. As the learned
rules avoid trucks to leave while there are packages that need to be loaded, then only when
both packages have been loaded, the trucks can leave the location resulting in a non-optimal
plan.

These situations are the result of the existence of interactions between potential goals when
multiple packages are to be transported or when multiple vehicles can be used. The learned
rules still produce a plan for these cases, but not necessarily optimal. In some cases, the detailed
control would require highly complex rules, which are hard to be learned'®, whereas in other
cases, we need to give preference to some immediate subgoals over others by using preferences
explicitly or by using more expressive languages. We will consider these issues again in section 9.6.

9.5 Control rules based on subgoals

In this section, we enhance the form of the action-selection rules to incorporate a restricted form
of temporal logic. We will use as our language for expressing search control knowledge [2] a
first-order version of linear temporal logic (LTL). The syntax is obtained from first order logic
by adding temporal operators such as Until (i), Nezt () and some of the derived operators,
such as Always (O) and Sometimes (¢). It is shown that these temporal constructs are sufficient
to represent a large class of temporal information [23].

The form of the search control rules that has been considered so far suggest the action to
be executed/rejected. In the planning literature [113, 2], however, most of search control rules

'0This complex control is not included in the control rules found in the literature.
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are expressed in a form of temporal logic (with operators 00, (O and Unéil} where the head is a
condition on some fluent, rather than a term of the form select(a) or reject(a). In this section, we
will analyze the effect on learnability of changing the form of the search control rules with respect
to select/reject rules. These operators can be represented in the Situation Calculus through new
literals (table 9.3)

always(e, v, p(sg, s¢),8) O
next(e, v, p(s0, sg),8) O
eventually(e, v, p(sq, 4),5) 0
until(e,v,e’,v',p(so,Sg):3) U

Table 9.3: Temporal operators

where e represents a fluent, v a truth value and p(sg, s,) a plan. These literals will become now -
the head of the search control rules.

Most of search control rules in the planning literature are expressed with the operator O
{next). Indeed, as pointed by Rintanen, all the Logistics control rules can be formalized with the
operator (). We consider two different semantics for (. In the first one ()¢ is true at situation
i if ¢ is false at ¢ and true at i + 1. By doing so, the operator ()¢ actually replaces the select
rules for all the actions that might eventually produce ¢ at the next situation. The effect of this
kind of rules with respect to the select/reject rules is then similar to the ramification problem in
commonsense reasoning. In terms of compression, such rules will be supported by more examples
that previously were shared by the corresponding rules for each individual action.

% ai\
a G
G.
2 /
42
{a) multiple effects (b) common effects

Figure 9.7: Subgoals for actions

Unlike this, when an action produces multiple effects, we just need a select rule whereas we
need one rule for each simultaneous effect. However, by applying a classification method, the
select/reject example will be covered just once, and the rule will correspond to just one of the
reasons to execute it. The order at which hypotheses are built determines which of the rules will
be learned. Let us consider a select rule for move(b,table). The need for the action is that the
table is the goal location of &, and that the previous location of b (e.g., ¢) must be clear in the
goal situation. We need two selection rules for move/2, one for each subgoal, but the example
will be assigned to just one of them, thus the example will represent just one of the reasons.
However, if we learn rules for the subgoals QOclear(c) and Qon(b, table), both reasons will be
supported. because we have an example for each subgoal.

When ¢ is true in both the current and the next situation, the intended meaning is to
preserve ¢. For instance, in the blocks world, once a block is in the position it must be in the
goal state, it should not be moved. In the logistics domain, for instance, as packages can be
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moved through different actions, a single rule avoids the current location of the package to be
changed, i.e., substitute multiple reject rules, one for each action that might change the location
of the package. '

Let us consider again the Logistics domain. The new literals that represent the temporal
operators are built from the training plans by taking every pair of consecutive situations. The
heuristics for the extraction of examples is the same when dealing with subgoals instead of
actions, New bias/2 statements are added to the BK.

bias(next(in{+,+) ,#,+,+), [holds(in(+,+),#,+), ...]1).
bias(next(at(+,+) ,#,+,+), [holds(in(+,+) ,#,+}, ...]1).

We obtained 17 rules that cover all situations explained by the action-selection rules, among

others: . .
next(in{4,B),+,C,D) :- truck(B), holds(at(A,E},+,D),

holds(at(B,F},+,C), samecity(F,E).

holds(at(A,B),+,D}.

holds(at(A,E),+,D), holds(at(B,E),+,C).

holds(in(E,A),+,C), holds(at(E,B),+,D).

next{at(A,B),+,C,D) :
next(in(4,B),-,C,D) :
next{at(a,B),+,C,D) :

More rules are learned with respect to the select rules, because all the actions produce at
least two effects. In some cases, the subgoal rules achieve more compression, e.g., those that
generalize over the vehicles, so that multiple select rules would have to be learned. For instance,
the second rule is applicable both to planes and trucks, so that when the location of the vehicle
is the goal location of the package, then the next effect will be to unload the package from the
vehicle, whether a truck or a plane. Similarly for the last rule, that is used to transport a package
to its goal location. In other cases, some conditions in the body are specific for the truck (resp.
the plane) an independent rule will have to be learned. For instance, the first rule is equivalent
to the select rule for lot/2. As a counterpart, the use of subgoals makes rules more difficult
to read sometimes, specially for at/2 that is applicable to both packages and vehicles. Note
also that the second rule for in/2 is a consequence of the rule for at/2 because of the invariant
at(Pkg, Loc) = —in(Pkg, V). This can be applied to many other cases. For instance, the action
drive(pkg, from,to) produces the effects at(pkg, to) and —at(pkg, from), thus the corresponding
nezt rules are almost identical.

With respect to the second meaning of the operator (), we obtained similar results. However,
in general, subgoal-selection rules favor the compression measure of learning algorithms and
coincide with the control rules used in the planning literature. With respect to the operator O
(always), we have that ¢ is true at situation ¢ if ¢ is true at j for all j € {i,...,n — 1} where
the goal holds at n. With respect to static select/reject rules, O¢ produces the same effect but
starting from any situation in the plan and not from the initial situation. With respect to O¢,
since the scope of the latter is only the next situation, it needs that once the condition C for
the rule becomes true, C is true henceforth. For instance, a rule with the meaning “if a block is
well-placed, do not execute actions that move it". In this case, the operator [J can be replaced
by (O without loss of meaning!!. However, if the condition of the rule can change but the rule
must be still respected, then the rules are different and a form of memory should be added.

"' As to the planner’s performance, () might provide a more efficient checking, because the control rule needs
to be executed only once —e.g., removing the action from the set of possible actions— while the scope for the rule
of O will be executed at each state. However, this is very dependent on the planner used.
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The operator Until is a generalization of O where ¢ = (¢ U goal). The use of the Until
operator is illustrated with rules like if you achieve C, then preserve it until C' is achieved. Qur
semantics for ¢l4¢ is only one of several possible ones, where ¢' is required to eventually become
true. Formally we have that ¢lU¢’ is true at situation i if ¢' is false at 4, ¢' is true at some
7€ {i,...,n} and ¢ is true (resp. ¢'is false) at &k for all k € {i,...,j — 1} For instance, in {113],
Until is used in the Logistics domain to express: “a truck must stay at its current location until
a package that needs to be moved, is loaded into it”. However, a similar rule can be obtained
with the operator ().

Finally, the operator ¢ (eventually) does not add apparently too much expressivity to control
rules because it is too imprecise to assert “an effect ¢ should be achieved in the future”. Although
operator ¢ is not commonly used in the literature for expressing search control rules, it can assurne
the role of identifying future subgoals [84] based on the current situation and the goal situation.
For instance, in the Blocks world, we have that:

on{a,b),ong(c,b),a # ¢ = Oclear(b)

where on, refers to the predicate on/2 in the goal situation. The rule above identifies a future
subgoal to be achieved, that may need several situations to be achieved. In the logistics domain,
a subgoal to achieve when a package is in a wrong city is to drive the package to an airport.

in_wrong_city(p), airport{a) = Qat(p,a)

In this case, the same control can be also expressed with the basic action-selection rules for the
sequence {lot(p,t),drive(p,!,a), unlot(p,t)}. However, subgoal identification can be interesting
when the connection between the current and the goal situation is not obvious, but it is with
respect to the subgoal. The combined use of these identified subgoals together with the action-
selection rules may increase the quality of the control, so that a control rule can refer to future
subgoals and not only to the final goal situation.

Let us consider Fig. 9.8. In this case, the only action to select is move(c, table), however this is
not directly related to the final goal clear(a) unless predicate above/2 is considered. Any attempt
to learn this control directly will be dependent on the number of blocks piled, as happened in

~ Fig. 9.5. The final goal clear{a) needs previously clear(b), but unlike Fig. 9.5, clear(b) is not

included in the goal situation. Without a predicate above/2, it is not obvious how to express
that all blocks above a must be removed. However, we can use control rules to find a necessary
subgoal of clear(a):

on(b, a), cleary{a) ~ Oclear(b)

because clear(b) has a clear relation to the final goal unlike move(c,table). Given this new
subgoal, we can now learn that:

on(c,b), clears,(b) — Oclear(b)
If there is a block d over ¢, we need to identify previously clear(c) as a subgoal of clear(b):
on(c,b), clearsy{b) — Oclear(c)

where the scope of the operator ¢ is delimited by clears,(b). Note that the above rule can
be applied iteratively over each new subgoal, so that we get a sequence of subgoals where the
last one is the first to be achieved, thus the pile of blocks is unstacked in the correct ordering.
However, the practical application of this approach will require further study.
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B clear(B) —= clear(A)
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Figure 9.8: Subgoal identification

9.6 Discussion

In this section, we review some issues that must be considered to improve the quality of the
learned control.

Concurrent actions

Khardon [60] deals with deterministic control rules where a unique action is selected at each
situation. We deal with non-deterministic control, where possibly several actions are eligible at
one situation. In many cases, these actions can be executed concurrently to achieve independent
subgoals, e.g., in the Logistics domain. However, there are no so-called cancelling actions or
actions that must be executed concurrently. According to the action-selection rules, actions
that must be executed concurrently are not distinguished from multiple eligible independent
actions. Thus, when multiple select rules are fired at a situation, the planner could execute them
all concurrently, or just a subset. Unfortunately, some actions might be cancelling for others or
even contradictory. For instance, actions @ and o’ can be eligible and however &' cancels a. Thus,
select/reject rules are needed that work over non-atomic actions, i.e., selecting a set of actions
that must be executed concurrently. Cancelling actions could be obtained from the domain
description and added explicitly to the control rules. The set of possible compound actions, i.e.,
actions that must be executed concurrently, could be also extracted from the domain description
and the effects produced in the plan.

Limited expressivity of Horn programs

Most ILP methods deal with a particular subset of first order logic, where variables in the head are
universally quantified and variables in the body (but not in the head) are existentially quantified.
In most applications, these logic programs are enough, whereas in others the background is
carefully selected before learning (even building new predicates) to enhance expressivity.

The first limitation is that the arguments of the actions/fluents that appear in the head
of clauses, are universally quantified. Sometimes, it would be interesting that some arguments
of actions are existentially quantified, for instance, when a package can be loaded into several
trucks. Khardon [60] uses an special interpretation of decision lists, where only an instantiation
of the rules {in lexicographical order) is considered. If only a single action can be selected at each
situation, this approach works well, because it takes one of the possible eligible actions. This
type of control could be incorporated to the answer set planner in the form of constraint rules:

{select{lot(P,T),8) :truck(T)} 1 :- package(P),situation(S),...

that forces at most one instantiation of the action lot/2 to be executed in the current situation.
For the intended interpretation, we can also invent a new action predicate [ot(p) to mean that
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a package p must be loaded into any truck. However, it would be pessible to have other inter-
pretations, i.e., all packages must be loaded into a single truck, which would require to try all
quantifiers for the action arguments.

In other cases, uniwersal quantification might be needed in the body of clauses, as we saw
in the blocks world and in the Logistics domain. For instance, the rule for drive(t, _,l) in the
Logistics domain needs to establish a preference between driving a package to the goal location or
driving to a location where a package needs a pick-up. When non-ordered rules are to be learned,
the select rules need the explicit use of quantifiers to express the same meaning. Decision lists
used by Khardon [60] can account for this kind of control.

select drive(...) if any package needs a pick-up
else select drive(...) if the next location is the goal location of a package

Bacchus and Kabanza [2] also use an ordered set of control rules. We could similarly impose
an order for the application of the control rules, so that these are to be learned in a particular
ordering. However, by doing so, the control becomes strictly sequential because only one rule
1s applied at each situation. Furthermore, the fact that control rules are to be applied in a
particular ordering, makes that rules cannot be learned independently and makes them lose part
of the declarative meaning.

The use of integrity constraints as a means of specialization [28] can also replace (partially)
the explicit use of quantifiers. For instance, the overgeneral rule “drive the truck to the target
location of the package contained in it” is specialized by the integrity constraint “there cannot be
a package in the same city that needs a pick-up”. This requires to use reject rules to specialize
overgeneral select rules. Note that the select and the reject rule learned separately do not achieve
the same effect.

Similarly, in the blocks world (with a predicate above/2), the following rules capture the
concept that the target block B is well-placed:

select(move(A,B),C,D) :- holds(on(A,B),+,D).

:- select(move(4,B),C,D),helds(above(B,E),+,C),
holds(on(E,F),+,D),holds(on(E,F),-,C).

where the constraint avoids that A is moved onto B when a block under it is not currently well-
placed. However, these approaches cannot be considered a general solution because variables can
be quantified in many different forms. Thus, in general, more expressive languages are needed.
The need for quantifiers is a consequence of the absence of specialized background knowledge
like well _placed in the blocks world. In the planning literature, the use of temporal operators
1s enhanced with the inclusion of these additional predicates, e.g., wrong _city, well _placed and
80 on, so that the complexity of the temporal formulas is kept small. However, as pointed by
Kautz and Selman [52] an essential part —and the most difficult- of the learning process is to
discover these predicates. From the point of view of learning, where we do not assume the
presence of such background predicates, it is important to consider additional expressivity in the
form of the search control rules. Geffner and Martin uses Description Logics [76, 3], however,
the added expressivity makes that the space of concepts to be searched grows significantly with
respect to normal logic programs, which is intrinsically large. A promising idea is the use of a
constructive induction [39) approach that builds a set of new features both from data or from
the learned rules. In fact, from the learned rules for the Logistics domain, we can obtain the
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definition for specialized predicates used in the literature like in_ wrong_ city, in_ wrong_ location,
need_to_move_ by truck and so on, that could be used as additional predicates for learning.

Active learning

Active learning seems particularly relevant for learning control rutes. Unlike other learning
applications, the whole space of instances is available, at least in theory, and we can easily
generate new instances of a planning problem. Thus, it is possible to test the rules on additional
plans and take those examples where some of the rules failed to augment the training set and
repeat the learning process. Unfortunately, there is no an oracle that will provide us with the best
counterexample or the most typical example, hence the additional plans are generated randomly.

Work in active learning has shown that just allowing the system to pick which example to
label next can greatly reduce the number of examples the user needs consider. A set of well-
chosen plans can reduce the refinement phase significantly by, e.g., identifying unexplored regions
of the space of possible plans, or providing good counterexamples. A possible approach consists
of analyzing the learned rules and altering conditions that appear in the learned rules. For
instance, the rule learned initially for drive/3 when no package is in the truck but there is a
package that needs a pick-up, was not general enough. By negating one of the conditions (e.g.,
diffeity) in the rule, we obtain a new planning problem that will produce a false negative. We can
use more general or more specific conditions on domain types, for instance, an airport instead of
a location, and so on. Another possible approach that does not consider the learned rules, is to
discover associations or patterns in the training plans, that help identifying plans that were not
considered for training. For instance, the following association says that there is always a truck
at the initial location of a package that needs to be moved.

+ at{pkyg, loc), goal{at{pkg,loc')),loc # loc!, ( A truck : at(truck, loc))

Similar associations can be obtained, for instance, “there is always a truck at the airport of
the goal city”, “packages to be moved are never at the same city in the initial situation”, and so

on'2.

Further topics

The kind of search control rules we have explored shows the interestingness of declarative learning
methods for planning. However, the approach relies upon the fact that a connection can be
found between the current state and the goal state. For instance, in the 8-puzzle, search-control
rules recommend one of actions {north,south,west,east}, however, only some movements actually
contribute directly to the objective, while many others are necessary but apparently disconnected
from the goal. When such a connection cannot be found, no control rules will be learned or the
rules will tend to overfit the training data. The discovery and use of intermediate subgoals can
be a promising approach, as we showed in the Blocks world.

In some domains, the first actions in any plan are taken almost randomly, at least the first
action, e.g., in the 8-queens domain, thus introducing noise in the training set. In this domain,
the goal condition is not provided as ground facts, because the plan is just to put the queens in
the locations referred to in the goal situation. In these domains, any control rule cannot refer to

12 L. . , . . R
Some other associations of no interest are also found, for instance, “trucks are never in the goal situation”,
etc..
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the goal situation. However, it is still possible to learn control rules based only on the current
situation.

In other cases, only weak control rules can be found, i.e., control rules that work in most
cases, but they are prone to fail in particular cases. However, this type of control would require
the planner to be able to recover from situations where the control rules have failed, and apply
full search locally.

9.7 Conclusions

Several authors have shown that it is possible to learn declarative control rules using inductive
learning methods. Our work is mostly based on those of Kautz and Selman, and Geffner and
Martin, that unlike Khardon's approach, do not use specialized background knowledge and do
not need large training sets.

Kautz and Selman report positive results in the Logistics domain, among others, using action-
selection rules with the mutex heuristics and the FOIL system. For instance, the following rule
captures the concept of “an object that is not in its goal city”.

- Unload-Airplane (0 p a) «
(in-city a ¢) A {goal (at o 1)) A =(in-city ! ¢)

Geffner and Martin focus on the Blocks world where they show the benefits of using a concept
language and take full advantage of the enhanced expressivity. For instance, the following rule
says to pick up a block if it is clear and its target block is clear and well-placed.

PICK ((Vong.(ong = ony)) A (Vong.clears) A clears)

However, the added expressivity makes that the space of concepts to be searched grows
significantly with respect to normal logic programs, which is intrinsically large. In the Logistics
domain, the space of concepts may become prohibitive. On the other hand, the control learned
needs to be extensively rewritten to be used by most planners. Other restrictions due to the
language, as the restriction to unary actions is also an obstacle for it to be applied to other
planning domains. In both works, the learned rules are refined selectively until a robust set of
rules is obtained. . ..

We have shown how the task of learning declarative control rules for planning can be refor-
mulated into our framework for learning action theories in a natural way. We believe that Action
Languages are better framed for this task because they provide with a natural and homogeneous
representation, as well as a solution to the Frame problem in the observations. Furthermore, it
is not obvious how to consider multiple plans for learning, in the commented works. We also
extended the form of the action-selection rules to consider a reduced form of temporal logic,
where the control rules select the next subgoal to be achieved. These rules are closer to the
contro] rules used in the literature and make that less control rules are to be learned that are
more generally applicable than the action-selection rules. We identified the importance of the
use of select and reject rules, and its combined use to enhance expressiveness.

We made an exhaustive analysis of the Blocks world and the Logistics domain. We were
able to learn the control rules for the Logistics domain used in the literature, from a small set of
examples, and identified some limitations as to expressivity and as to the optimality of the learned
planner. Similar results are obtained in other benchmark domains used in planning competitions,
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like the tireworld or the grid domains, Our current work includes a more careful and detailed
empirical evaluation of the approach, and the automatic generation of good counterexamples
from the learned rules to speed-up the refinement process. This task raises specific challenges for
current methods in ILP, mainly with respect to the limited expressivity of Horn clauses, when
no specialized background knowledge is assumed to be provided. The use of more expressive
languages [3] or the use of constructive induction methods [39] seem particularly relevant for this
task.
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Chapter 10

Related work

In this chapter, we will cover the most relevant work in the field of Dynamic system identifi-
cation [13], directly related to the objectives of this thesis. Dynamic system identification has
been studied in a variety of disciplines including control theory, neural networks, and automata
theory. The inferred model might correspond to a system of differential equations (129}, a set of
production rules [124], or a set of states and transition probabilities [13].

10.1 Learning operators effects for planning

Many approaches exist to learning domain knowledge for planning [124, 87, 22, 103, 132, 99, 27,
7). They learn or refine operator effects through experimentation or from traces from experts’
problem solving. Most of these approaches fall somewhere between those aimed at building
a complete world model and those aimed at learning a complete behavioral policy. Some of
them require that the agent has initial approximate planning operators or just a weak initial
domain model [132]. In many of them, most emphasis is put on the autonomy of learning, where
planning, learning and exploratory steps are interleaved [15, 124, 103, 132, 22}, whereas others
combine a phase of exploration, e.g., with a wander program that records observations [7, 99],
and a phase of generalization carried out by inductive learning systems. The difference is that
the latter approaches consider the learning process and the exploratory process as two separate
processes, so that the learning algorithm has absolutely no control over the sample of labeled
examples drawn, i.e., they do not perform actions to control the system, and so learning is
not really active. Qur approach falls into this second approach, i.e., to learn preconditions
for the actions and their effects from a given set of observations, rather than with learning an
environment by acting on it. The methods of representation used include mostly STRIPS-based
operators [124, 22, 132], but also teleo-operators (TOP) [15], multitokens [99], regression trees [7]
(decision trees with continuous variables) and so on.

LIVE {124] uses a dialect of first-order logic, where the prediction rules are very much like
STRIPS operators [36]. An special scenario of the Towers of Hanoi is presented that consists of
three disks and three plates. The disks have different sizes and they can be moved from one plate
to another according to some rules. An example of prediction rule may look like the following:

Condition INHAND(diskx)A—-ON(diskx plate/table)
Action PUT(diskx plate/table)
Prediction ON(diskx plate/table) ASINHAND (diskx)



158 Related work

It says that the action PUT can put a disk in hand onto a plate or the table if the disk is
not already there. When no relations are changed, LIVE will still create a new rule where its
condition and prediction will be the same and it says that if disk z is in hand and there is a disk
y on plate p, the action will have no effect on disk z, that is, disk = will be still in hand.

Condition INHAND(x)AON(y p)
Action PUT(x p)
Prediction INHAND(x)

Gil [22] presents an approach to refining a planner’s incomplete knowledge base. Given a
knowledge base consisting of STRIPS-style operators —with a list of state features (or postcon-
ditions) that arc added and another list of features that are removed by applying the operator-
her approach uses exploration and experimentation, so that an inductive learner is trained on
the instances of successful and unsuccessful operators and the states where the operators were
chosen to fill in missing preconditions and effects. The example domain consists of crafting a
primary telescope mirror from raw materials, where operators are in the form:

(GRIND-CONCAVE (CLEAN
(params (<obj>}) (params (<obj>))
(preconds (preconds
(is-solid <obj>)}) {is-solid <obj>))
(effects ( (effects (
{add (is-parabolic <obj>)) {add (is-clean <obj>}))))

{del (is-planar <obj>))
{del (is-reflective <obj>))
(del (is-polished <obj>)})))

{POLISH {ALUMINIZE
(params (<obj>)} {params (<ocbj>))
(preconds (preconds
(and (is-clean <obj>} (and (is-clean <obj>)
(is-glass <obj>)) (is-solid <obj>)})
(* (is-reflective <obj>)))) (effects (
(effects ( {add (is-reflective <obj>))
(add (is-polished <obj>})))) (del (is-clean <obj>)))))

Wang’s OBSERVER system [132] is able to work from an empty knowledge base, using traces
from experts’ problem solving to fill in the empty operator descriptions. The learned operator
GOTO-DR in a small robotics domain, when the observation in Figure 10.2 is given to the learning
meodule, is:

(operator goto-dr
(preconds ((<v1> door) (<v2> object) (<v3> room) (<v4> room))
(and (inroom robot <v4>)
{connects <vi> <v3> <v4>)
{(connects <vl> <v4> <v3>)
(dr-to-rm <vi> <v3>)
(dr-to-rm <vi> <v4>)
(unlocked <vi>)
(arm-empty)
(inroom <v2> <v3>)
(pushable <v2>)))
(effects ({(<v5> object))
{((add (next-to robot <vi>})
(del (next-to robot <v5>}))))
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One of the limitations of these approaches is that they assume pre-conditions are conjunctive
and they do not handle domain noise. TRAIL [15] extends this work by allowing disjunctions in
the preconditions, noise in an action’s effects, and also durative actions. TRAIL uses so-called
teleo-operators (TOP) [15] that are an action representation different from STRIPS operators,
which are appropriate to reactive agents. The TOP below describes the process of moving a
robot forward to the proper distance from which a construction bar can be successfully grabbed.
The TOP also records the probability assigned to each side effect. TRAIL learns the probability
that an outcome of an action will occur but it does not allow the probability of the outcome be
dependent on the preconditions.

Action: move-forward
Postcondition: at-grabbing-distance(7x)
Precondition: facing-bar{?x) OR too-near-to{?x)

Side Effects: NOT (too-near-to(?x}) 100%
NOT(too-far-from(?x)) 100%
NOT (facing-bar (7x)) 10%,

desJardin’s PAGODA system [27] is also able to learn relationships between values of the
preconditions and the probability that the action will succeed. However, like TRAIL, it only
learns whether or not the action will be successful.

More recently, Balac’s ERA system [7, 6] assumes that the agent first explores its domain
by taking random actions and recording state descriptions, and includes the ability to model
noise and the use of continuous variables in the action descriptions. For instance, the tree at
Fig. 10.1 identifies the environmental conditions that influenced a robot’s ability to turn. The
tree includes nodes for each combination of roughness and rain that the robot encountered. One
of the main limitations is however that ERA is still restricted to predicting a single outcome or
effect of an action.

Figure 10.1: A Regression tree for a robot’s domain

Oates [99] learn planning operators only from the agent’s own past interactions with its envi-
ronment, using an special representation method {multitokens). He deals with noise introduced
by exogenous events and allows uncertainties associated with the outcomes of actions. For in-
stance, the multitoken below describes that a robot can pick up a block if it has not a dry gripper
and it is not holding another block.

(pickup * * NOT-GD NOT-HB) = (* * % = HB)
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lIMPROY [103]' learns procedural planning knowledge and supports complex non-instantaneous
actions (actions with sequential effects). For instance, the following code represents the complex
effects of braking a car.

(a) Conditional Effects
IF  current-operator(brake)
and weather(raining)
and isa(<c>,my-car)
and tires(<c>,worn)
THEN add skid{<c>)

{b) Sequential Effects

IF  current-operator(brake) IF  current-operator (brake)

and brake-pressure(<c>,0) and brake-pressure(<c>,10)

and isa(<c>,my-car) and isa{<c>,my-car)

THEN add brake-pressure(<c>,10) THEN add brake-pressure (<c>,30)
remove brake-pressure(<c>,0) remove brake-pressure(<c>,10)

{c) Iterative Effects

IF  current-operator(brake)

and isa{<c>,my-car)

and speed{(<c>,<speed>)

and greater-than(<speed>,0}

and time(<t>}

THEN add speed(<c>, (<speed> - §))
add time{<t> + 1)
remove speed(<c>,<speed>)
remove time(<t>)

EXPO, LIVE and OBSERVER share a similar STRIPS-like representation, thus, these sys-
tems suffer from the limitations of STRIP-based formalisms. IMPROV and TRAIL allows com-
plex operator effects, e.g., they are able to cope with sequential effects, durative actions, or
exogenous effects, however, they rely on procedural representations. This lack of declarative-
ness makes the results of learning very dependent on the particular formalisms and difficult to
transfer. Furthermore, despite teleo-operators [15] or regression trees [7] are more expressive to
representing action domains than traditional STRIPS operators, it is still not obvious how to
represent indirect effects, recursive effects, cycles or exceptions.

With respect to the observations, in most approaches each example in, e.g., the blocks world,
describes the properties of each block before and after the operation, together with the subject of
the operation (i.e., the block to be moved) and its destination, so that each example consists of
a separate dataset. As a simple illustrative example, consider the two states before and after an
agent applied an operator as shown in Figure 10.2 where the delta-state is the difference between
the pre- and post-operator execution states [132].

Thus, positive examples must be extracted from narratives so that the information provided
by the narrative, i.e., the sequence of actions, is lost. As a consequence, they need the explicit
representation of unchanged properties from one particular situation to another {frame problem).
In the Situation Calculus, positive examples are the individual effects of actions, so that learning
is done directly from the narratives, hence there is no need for preprocessing methods, and it
allows inference on narratives to, for instance, implement inertia, complete missing values, or
learn recursive effects.

On the other hand, some of the previous approaches use partially an ILP algorithm to gener-
alize action preconditions, however in most cases they use a different representation method that
needs a translation procedure into a form that ILP algorithms can understand. For instance,
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Figure 10.2: An observation of the state before and after the application of an operator that
moves the robot to the door.

in TRAIL, as instances are not directly in the format of positive and negative examples to be
covered, an special Prefmage predicate is used that is labeled as either positive or negative for
each state depending on whether the corresponding instance was a success or a failure, with an
additional state argument to allow for generalization over situations. TOP preimages have to be
converted into a form that the ILP method Foil can use and once a concept has been learned
this is converted again into a TOP preimage. In other cases, the language used has not an easy
translation into first-order logic. Unlike this, the use of logic programming theories of actions,
makes that an action theory is learned in the same way as it will be used, thus there is no a
different representation for learning and another different for reasoning.

10.2 Learning action models using ILP methods

In the ILP field, there are some approaches to learning dynamic systems [19, 53, 35, 88]. In the
approach of Feng in [35], examples are introduced for each situation and the sequence ordering is
implicitly represented by the situation argument of the predicates in the example. The predicate
suce(S,5) is also defined to relate two consecutive situations. In the application domain, compo-
nents of a power subsystem are equipped with sensors, and the sensor readings are transmitted
at regular intervals to the ground, for instance:

sensorl{s2,+).

The simulator starts with an initial state of the system and a component which is assumed
to be faulty. It then moves to another state which is a legal transition from the previous state.
After each transition, the states of components are evaluated and then propagated until the
system reaches a stable state, i.e., there is no change in the states of components through several
propagations. In each transition the states of the sensors are recorded. A typical rule that is
learned is:

fault(timeA):- succ(timeB,timed), fault{timeB).

Although this rule is interesting because it describes the situation that a fault lasts over
time, it is operationally useless and it cannot help to detect faults from sensor readings. In
general, approaches that use the first-order features to merely represent the sequence in the set
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of examples have restricted ability to model dynamic domains because several strong restrictions
must be made about the behavior of the system. For instance, when literals of past states (other
than previous) become relevant, these are only introduced in a clause by means of chains of
suce/2 predicate, thus the temporal interval between any consecutive situations is fixed. This
restriction does not make sense in most dynamic systems.

Bratko [19] describes an application of inducing qualitative models [62] of dynamic systems
from example behaviors using ILP methods. In [53] Sammut and Hume have studied a reactive
approach to learning of action sequences in a simulated robot world, that produces a theory
to recognize sequences of actions by describing the pre-conditions and post-conditions of each
action in the construction sequence.

However, the most relevant work in the ILP field is [88] that shows an approach to learn the
effects of actions using a logic programming implementation of the Event Caleulus from observed
time traces of property values from an existing dynamic system. Background knowledge includes
domain core azioms (DSA) for Event Calculus, while domain specific axioms are learned from
a narrative of events. The DSA’s determine which events trigger the state of particular fluents.
The initial state is given by facts like holds_at(on(block_b,block_a) ,+,0), whereas a narrative
includes separately the actions happens (move (block_a,block_b),5) and the effects. They reify
the truth value of fluents and unify the initiation and termination of properties into a single
predicate definition £1ips/3 to state that an event flips the value of a fluent, thus allowing to
use a single predicate for every learning task. Since the observations of an event calculus program
are recorded as different predicates from those that can be used to define legitimate DSAs, a
theory revision mechanism provided by logical back-propagation is applied, where examples of
the observational predicate holds are used to augment the definition of a related predicate flips.
The work includes experiments in the blocks world. A typical rule has the following the form:

flips(move(X,Y),on(X,Y),+,Time) :-
holds_at(clear(X},+,Time) ,holds_at(clear(Y),+,Time), ...

which is very similar to the corresponding effect axiom in the Situation Calculus but for a
narrative formalism. Moyle and Muggleton showed that it is possible to learn Event Calculus
programs in ILP. Our work extends theirs for learning rules about action and change, and it is
intended to be a general study on the learnability, in particular in formalisms based on Logic
Programming. That includes how to cope with inertia, indirect effects, exceptions to general
rules, concurrent actions, non-deterministic and other complex effects of actions, and so on.

10.3 Reinforcement Learning

Reinforcement learning [126] has a different objective other than learning a model for the effects
of taking actions but learning to act in the environment, hence it requires a complete and correct
model for the effects of each action. In reinforcement learning, simply stated, the learned rules
tell you what action you should take in any state. A reward is assigned to each action after
execution, so that the sum of rewards from all the visited states is guaranteed to be maximized.
The current known learning algorithms back propagates the reinforcement values from the goal
states to the non-goal states. The model of the system learned in this fashion is in the form
states to actions, rather than states and actions to next states, as in action model learning.
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10.4 Inference of deterministic finite-state automata

Dynamic system identification can be seen as inference of deterministic finite-state automata from
sequences of input/output pairs. In this case, state transitions are assumed to be instantaneous
and occur when some agent executes an action, otherwise the state of the system is assumed to
be stable. The corresponding automaton for the circuit 2 is the following (where 1 and 2 denote
sun and swy respectively, and t; denotes toggle(sw;)): '

t

ty
23 ty iz ta
t

—
Fa—

t1

Figure 10.3: Automaton for the circuit 2

Automata identification methods have been applied to the problem of learning dynamic sys-
tems [41, 124, 115, 13]. These methods relied on the assumption that the agent can interact with
the environment he is trying to learn [1] or can ask so-called membership queries and equivalence
queries to an oracle. Efficient algorithms exist for the identification of automata, mainly in the
area of Grammatical inference.

However, automata are not appropriate for modeling dynamic systems in many senses, e.g.,
limited expressivity, no elaboration tolerance, and so on. Furthermore, the use of (global) states
instead of using state variables (fluents) makes unmanageable the representation of even small
domains. For instance, certain episodes are difficult to manage with an automaton, such as those
containing events where no exact ordering can be determined. These parallel episodes come as a
consequence that most parts of the world are independent of most other parts because there is
little interaction. In these cases, it is necessary to consider every possible ordering of the actions
involved in the episode.

10.5 Learning Qualitative models

In [112], a method is presented to learn continuous dynamic systems in the form of a qualitative
model. Qualitative reasoning (QR} is an elegant approach to studying the behavior of a physical
system without going into as much detail as in a numerical simulation. In contrast to ordinary
differential equations, QR captures distinctions that make an important qualitative difference and
ignores others. For instance, the level at which a bathtub overflows is a qualitatively important
point. The real number line in which variables take their values is described in terms of a finite
set of qualitatively significant landmark values and the intervals between them. For instance, a
variable describing water temperature might have landmark values for the freezing and boiling
points.

Quantitative data is given and is converted into qualitative behaviors, so that, all but the
“interesting” points in the data are discarded, i.e., points where some variable reaches a maximum,
a minimum, or zero. For each variable at each time point, the quantitative value is turned into
a gualifative value consisting of a qualitative magnitude and a direction-of-change. Qualitative
states are added to behaviors as needed. If, for instance, a variable is at a minimum at one
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time point and at a maximum at the next, the qualitative state for the interval during which the
variable is increasing is added to the behavior. Then, individual constraints are generated and
tested creating constraints consistent with the input behaviors (Fig. 10.4).

Variable Initial Qspace  Dimensions

Inflow 0,inl, 00 mass/time

Outflow 0,0c mass; time

Netflow —c0,0,nefl,co mass/time

Amount 0,00 mass

State 0 (initial state) successors: state 1
Variable Magnitude Direction-of-change
Inflow inl steady

Outflow 0 increasing

Netflow  netl decreasing

Amount increasing

State 1 successors: state 2
Variable Magnitude Direction-of-change
Inflow inl steady

Outflow (0, 00) increasing

Netflow (0, netl) decreasing

Amount (0, o) increasing

State 2 SUCCESSOrs: none
Variable Magnitude Direction-of-change
Inflow inl steady

Outflow  outl steady

Netflow 0 steady

Amount amountl steady

Figure 10.4: Qualitative behavior of a simple bath tub

A qualitative differential equation (QDE) is valid over some operating region, expressed in
terms of the values of the variables involved (operating conditions). Many systems cannot be
described by a single QDE, but they are explained by different QDEs that hold under different
operating conditions or regions. The movement of a system from the operating region of one QDE
to that of another is called a region transition. A method for the detection of region transitions
is added [109] that involves to detect the time points where the behavior moves from one region
to another with a set of heuristics. Once some regions have been identified, an inductive learning
algorithm is used to identify the operating conditions for each QDE. Actions can cause these
transitions, but in many other cases, the transition can be fluent-triggered, where an special
event in a fluent —e.g., reaching a landmark- causes the transition.

The identification of the operating conditions for the region transitions is indeed an action
model learning task, whereas the identification of QDE and region transitions are necessary
preprocessing steps for induction to work over qualitative data.
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Summary and Conclusions

11.1 Summary

The problem of learning complex action descriptions is an open question for the Machine Learning
community. In this thesis, we have shown that is possible to learn non-monotonic action theories
in the form of logic programs, where Inductive Logic Programming methods can be applied
effectively. We have shown it in simple simulated domains containing indirect effects, exceptions,
and complex actions, that are considered benchmark problems in the literature of reasoning about
actions and change.

Previous approaches suffer from the limitations of STRIPS-based formalisms or rely on pro-
cedural representations. Our approach is based on non-monotonic action theories, which are a
formal and expressive representation for action domains, where system’s behaviors are naturally
viewed as appropriate logical consequences of the domain’s description, which makes the learned
specification of actions and their effects quite intuitive and natural. These languages make the
notion of situation more central which provides a more compact description of observations and
theories and a more convenient hypothesis space for learning. In particular, the form at which
actions, effects and situations are represented in the Situation Calculus allows that multiple nar-
ratives starting from different initial situations can be used for learning in an homogeneous and
natural way. This also aliows that learning is done directly from the narratives, hence there is
no need for preprocessing methods, and it allows inference to be done on the narratives to, for
instance, implement inertia, complete missing values or learn recursive effects.

In particular, the use of Action Theories that are based on Logic Programming, allows a
natural integration with Inductive Logic Programming methods, which provide a high expressiv-
ity and other special techniques, e.g., noise handling techniques, without losing representational
power. This makes that an action theory is learned in the same way as it will be used, thus there
is no a different representation for learning and another different for reasoning, planning and so
on. We adopted Extended Logic Programs as the form of programs to be learned, where two
kinds of negation —negation as failure and classical negation— are effectively used in the presence
of incomplete information.

These logic-based formalisms allow to deal with issues like inertia, indirect effects and de-
feasible representations. Firstly, the use of non-monotonic formalisms avoids the explicit repre-
sentation of unchanged properties from one particular situation to another in the observations
(Frame Problem), hence observations need only be explicitly given for those situations where a
fluent changes, whereas the inertia axiom propagates non-affected truth values from one situation
to the next one, completing every situation. Secondly, the use of domain constraints together
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with effect axioms allows the learner to infer how properties of a domain are (directly/indirectly)
affected by the execution of actions, or otherwise are subject to the general law of inertia, thus
avoiding the Ramification Problem. And thirdly, the use of a defeasible representation for the
effects of actions allows the possibility of discovering default rules that describe the most com-
mon situations and the ability to manage and learn about exceptions. Furthermore, extensions
to the Situation Calculus are used that allow to learn the effects of concurrent actions and other
complex actions, as well as representing exogenous effects, without losing declarativeness.

On the other hand, the use of Action Languages allows that diverse learning tasks can be
approached in an homogeneous way, for instance, to learn the effects of actions based on the
action executed and the situation where the action is executed, but also the dual problem, i.e.,
learning to act, where the action theory of a domain is included in the background, and the
learned rules must infer the best action to be executed based on the current situation and both
the initial and the goal situations. The learned declarative control achieves its objective in a very
elegant manner because the control rules are quite intuitive and purely declarative, and makes
it possible to separate the control information from the implementation of the planner.

Action Theories represent a challenge to Machine Learning methods, where non-monotonic
properties are introduced into the learning process, theories to be learned are mutually recursive
(including cyclical dependences), two kinds of negation are used so that a three-valued setting
is used for learning, and exceptions are possible through default negation. While the techniques
introduced in this thesis are far from being a complete solution to the problem of learning in
dynamic domains, we believe that it is a significant step forward in that direction.

11.2 Areas for future work

The work presented in this dissertation can be extended in several ways. The following lists a
number of areas for future work that follows naturally from the work described in this thesis.
Some of them address specific limitations, while others are broader issues that were beyond the
scope of the thesis.

* A more efficient implementation should be developed to reduce the time used for learning.
The most costly operation in the search process is the coverage testing made for every can-
didate hypothesis. The current implementation still adopts extensional coverage because
of the computational cost of intensional coverage. Further work needs also to be done to
assure global properties of the learned theory, i.e., the management of cyclical dependences
and the global inconsistency problem.

e With regard to the learning of default theories, a reliable method of deciding whether to
treat errors as noise or to include them as exceptions should be developed.

e We have used a non-narrative formalism for learning. This allows for instance, to use a
single model in the background such that multiple narratives form a tree, thus avoiding
to repeat common branches for each narrative. However, for long narratives, observations
in the Situation Calculus become not manageable by some programs, for instance, the
smodels interpreter. In narrative formalisms, the size of narratives does not affect the size
of the observations and have other advantages, for instance, a simpler adaptation to manage
concurrent actions and continuous change. By doing so, however, multiple models are to
be provided in the background for coverage testing. In particular, we will consider the
integration of the learning methods into the system PAL [21] for causal representation in
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action domains, based on the concept of pertinence [101], which provides with an expressive
and declarative formalism.

e The assumptions we have made are appropriate for tasks involving agents with higher level
cognitive functions that involve reasoning about goals, actions, etc.., but are a limitation of
our approach when applied at the lowest level of control. The management of multi-valued
and specially numerical fluents as well as the explicit management of delays and sequential
effects in a theory of delayed causation, would allow to deal with more basic-level tasks.

o We have neither considered parameters that vary continuously as a consequence of a pro-
cess execution. The topic of continuous change has received relatively little attention in
the Reasoning about Actions literature [86, 120]. As pointed by R. Miller, a satisfactory
general framework has to be developed which reconciles logic-based techniques for reason-
ing about action with the standard mathematical approach to modeling dynamic systems,
using differential calculus. Some previous logic-based approaches to reasoning about ac-
tions do allow limited types of mathematical expressions involving continuously varying
parameters to be embedded within domain descriptions which combine logic and differen-
tial equations. An alternative is the integration of Qualitative reasoning (QR) [62] into
action theories, where fluents would represent qualitative states that hold under different
operating conditions or regions which are triggered by events.

o Further work needs to be done to show the adaptation to more and increasingly more
complex scenarios, and with different noise levels, e.g., to improve its adequation for dealing
with real robot’s environments. For a more practical application, exploration methods could
potentially be added to reduce the dependence on an specific set of observations, where
exploration and learning steps are interleaved. Furthermore, the implemented algorithm is
not incremental, so the learned action theory must be completely re-learned every time a
new instance is available.
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Appendix A

Logic Programming concepts

This is a summary of basic concepts from logic programming. A logic program is a finite set of
rules of the shape:
H+L,...,L,

where n >= 0, H is an atom called the head of the rule and the L;’s are program literals which
receive the name of body of the rule. When n = 0, we say that H is a fect. An atom is of the form
p(ty, ..., ), where p is a predicate symbol and ¢;'s are called terms. A term can be a constant, a
variable, or f(ty,...,t,), where y,...,1, are terms and f is a n-ary function symbol. A ground
term is a term without variables. Ground terms are used to describe objects. Predicaies are
about relations over these objects. A program literal is either an atom p or its default negation
not p. A logic program is said to be positive (or definite) when it does not contain any negated
literal. A clause is a deniel if it has no positive literal. A Horn clause is either a definite clause
or a denial.

A substitution § = {X1/ty,..., Xx/tx} is a function mapping variables to terms. The appli-
cation C8 of a substitution # to a clause C' means replacing all the occurrences of each variable
X; in C by the same term t;. A ground term is a term without variables The Herbrand universe
is the set of all possible terms that the theory can make assertions about, whereas the Herbrand
base is the set of all possible ground facts that the theory can represent. It is obtained by taking
the set of all predicate letters in the program and forming all possible ground instances of them
using the Herbrand universe.

The following notation will be adopted: predicates, functions and constants start with a
lowercase letter, while variable symbols start with an uppercase letter. Given the following
program:

father(b,a).
father(e,d).
mother{c,a).
parent(X,Y) :- father(X,Y).
parent(X,Y) :- mother(Xx,Y).

the Herbrand universe is {a, b, c,d, e}, and the He.rbrand base:
{father(a,b), father(b,a},. .. ,parent(a,b),parent(b,a),. .. }.

An interpretation of a logic program is an assignment of truth or falsity to each element
of the Herbrand base. A model of a logic program is an interpretation such that all the rules
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of the program hold. In other words, if for each ground instance of each rule of the program
A « By, By,...,B,, Ais assigned true whenever all the B; are assigned true. For instance,
{}, {a} and {a,b} are models of @ + b. For positive programs, there exists a unique minimal
model, called the Least Herbrand Model (LHM), which is the intersection of all the models and
is taken as the declarative meaning of the logic program. The existence of a unique LHM is
not guaranteed for non-positive programs. For instance, the simple program a + mnot b has two
models {a} and {b} and both are minimal.
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The stable models semantics

A normal logic program is a set of rules in the form:
AO — Al,...,Am,not Am“,...,not An

where 0 < m < n. If a program does not contain the not operator is called positive. Such
positive programs have a unique stable model that coincides with the least Herbrand model.
Even with normal logic programs, when the least Herbrand model exists, then that is the unique
stable model. This is the case with stratified programs, i.e., programs without negative cycles.
For the remaining cases, a normal logic program T' can have none, one or several stable models.
A program having exactly one stable model is called categorical. A unique stable model is a
minimal model and it coincides with the least model! in a Horn logic program. A program is
consistent (under the stable model semantics) if it has a stable model, otherwise a program is
inconsistent.

The stable model of a normal logic program is defined in the following form [44]: given a set
of atoms I, for each atom a that is true in the I, we remove from the program all those rules
that include not ¢ as a condition, whereas for the remaining atoms, we remove all the conditions
in the form not a. By doing so, the resulting program is a positive program. Thus, if the least
model of the program coincides with I, then I is an stable model of the program. For instance,
{a} is the unique stable model of the program:

a +— not b

because the resulting program is {a «} whose least Herbrand model is {a}. The set {b} is not
a model of the implication, whereas {a, b} is a superset of {}. The insight is that for an atom
to be in an stable model of a program, it needs to be in the head of one of the rules, such that
all the conditions of the rule are part of the stable model.

A program with a positive cycle:

a+b
b a

has as stable model {}, i.e., the empty set, whereas by adding the rule a +, the resulting program
has a unique stable model {a,b}. And similarly for the program:

a+a
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A program with a negative cycle:

a — not b
b+ nota

has two stable models {a} and {b}, which represent two alternative beliefs. If we add a rule like
¢ ¢ a Vb, then c is included in both models and thus it is entailed by the program.

Normal logic programs may behave very differently when new rules are added, with respect
to their previous meaning. For instance, the program: ‘

a < not a
has no stable model, however, the following theory is consistent and the stable model is {a}.

a+— not a

a4+ notb

When multiple models exist, two forms of reasoning are possible. With cautious reasoning, a
program P entails a ground atom A if 4 is true in every stable model of P. With brave reasoning,
a program F entails a ground atom A if A is true in any stable model of P. Entailment refers
to the common part of all models,

Answer set programming [66] is based on the view of program statements as constraints on
the solution of a given problem, where each model of the program encodes a solution to the
problem itself. Let us consider a node coloring problem: given a graph given as a set of nodes
and edges find a way to color the nodes with 'n’ colors such that two adjacent nodes are not
colored with the same color. This problem can be represented with the following normal logic
prograrm:

color(red).
color{blue).
color{yellow).
node(a).
node(b) .
node(c).
node{d).
edge(a,b).
edge(b,c}.
edge(c,d).
edge(d,a).

col(X,red) :- node(X), not col(X, blue), not col(X,yellow).
col(X,blue) :- node(X), not col(X, red), not col(X,yellow).
col(X,yellow) :- node(X), not col(X, blue), not col(X,red).

:- edge(X,Y), color(C), col(X,C), col(Y,C).

The program above has 18 stable models, that represent possible colorings of the graph,
among others:

Stable Model: col{d,red) col(c,blue) col(b,yellow) col(a,blue)
Stable Model: col{d,red) col(c,yellow) col(b,red) col{a,blue)
Stable Model: col(d,red) col(c,blue) col{b,red) col{a,blue)
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The program smodels [97} is an efficient implementation of the stable models semantics.
Computation of stable models is preceded by a phase of grounding of the program. Let us
consider the following program: ‘

winning(Y) :- move(Y,X), not winning(X).
move(a,b).
move{b,a).

During the grounding phase, the program is simplified in several forms. The grounded version
of the program above is in the form:

move(b,a).
move(a,b).
winning(b) :- not winning(aj.
winning(a) :- not winning(b).

From this grounded program, smodels computes two stable models.

smodels version 2.26. Reading...done

Answer: 1

Stable Model: move(b,a) move(a,b) winning(b)
Answer: 2

Stable Model: move(b,a) move(a,b) winning(a)
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