in: Proceedings International Conference on Building and Sharing

of Very-Large Scale Knowledge Bases 93 (KBKS 93),
Tokyo, Japan, December 1-4, 1993, pp. 157-166

Towards the Knowledgeable Community

Toyoaki Nishida and Hideaki Takeda
Graduate School of Information Science
Nara Institute of Science and Technology (NAIST)
8916-5, Takayama, [koma, Nara 630-01, Japan
nishida@is.aist-nara.ac.jp and takeda@is.aist-nara.ac.jp

Abstract

The Knowledgeable Community is a frame-
work of knowledge sharing and reuse based
on a multi-agent architecture. In this paper,
we describe the scope and goal of the Knowl-
edgeable Community project and discuss how
sharing of knowledge is achieved in the Knowl-
edgeable Community. In particular, we fo-
cus on the organizational structure that fa-
cilitates mediation between those agents re-
questing for a service and those providing
the service. We describe several techniques
of mediation. Preliminary implementation of
the Knowledgeable Community is in progress.

1 Introduction

Recently, importance of infrastructure has become one
of critical issues of Al. Previously, two rather separate
approaches have been taken to this end. One is to take
a rather straightforward approach to building a large
scale knowledge base system. The Cyc project [?, ?]
is the most prominent one in this direction. Emphasis
is placed on comprehensive collection of commonsense
knowledge in a formal knowledge representation lan-
guage based on first order logic. In contrast, the other
approach is to develop a framework of knowledge shar-
ing and reuse. Development of common languages and
ontologies among interacting agents are major issues in
the latter approach. The DARPA knowledge sharing
initiative [?, ?] is the most representative approach in
this direction.

These two approaches are considered to be address-
ing complementary aspects. It is worth seeking a way
of integrating the two.

One way of integration could be regarding a large
scale knowledge base as one of shared knowledge bases.
However, this is not a good way to go. First, this would
result in undesirable duplication of ontological defini-
tions. Second, it is hard to understand and maintain
a single very complex knowledge base.

In this paper, we take an alternative approach and
explore a way of distributing large scale knowledge in
a society of autonomous agents. The resulting frame-
work, called the Knowledgeable Community, is charac-
terized by ontology oriented agent organization and
multi-stage mediation mechanism.

Ontology oriented agent organization means that
agents are associated with ontologies, structural defini-
tions of concepts. A mediation mechanism is provided
for mediating agents looking for a service with those
providing the service by combining concept similarity
and definition. In order to derive even in the course of
development, we propose building up the Knowledge-
able Community in a bottom up manner.

Currently, implementation of the first version of the
Knowledgeable Community is in progress using plat-
forms developed by the DARPA knowledge sharing
and reuse initiative [?, ?].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. First,
we discuss the importance of what we call information-
centered Al as opposed to processing-centered Al Sec-
ond, we introduce the framework of the Knowledgeable
Community, and feature design principles behind it.
Third, we describe technical issues related to ontology-
oriented agent organization and multi-stage mediation
mechanism. Fourth, we discuss methodological issues
on developing the Knowledgeable Community. Finally,
we compare our approach with related work.

2 Information-centered AI and
Knowledge Sharing

Traditional textbooks characterize Artificial Intelli-
gence as a study of human intelligence and its imple-
mentation by artificial information processors. Typical
approaches of Al are to isolate basic mechanisms of hu-
man information processing and design artifacts that
can mimic it. This approach can be called processing-
centered Al as the primary focus is to understand and
design a mechanism of information processing. Re-
searchers tend to overly constrain themselves to issues
of medium difficulty which are hard enough to con-
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Figure 1: Information-centered AI; the central issue is information; six dimensions are defined to explore infor-
mation; core issues are placed near the center of the picture.

vince people of importance of a new theory but which
are not too hard to tackle.

Unfortunately, this approach runs into trouble.
First, the end users cannot expect an endorsement that
confirms achievement of their goal. This is because
AT researchers hardly make serious efforts on devel-
oping useful systems and instead they prefer hacking
sophisticated information processing mechanisms even
if they are not useful. Thus, valuable information may
be pushed out of systems until it is made computer-
understandable. Second and more importantly, the ex-
ploitation of domain knowledge is not expected even
though it is of primary importance to domain experts,
for comprehensive analysis and development of knowl-
edge base are regarded as a secondary issue and does
not attract much attention. As a result, conventional
AT systems often fail to keep end users whose evalu-
ation and critical comments are invaluable to obtain
insights of the problem analysis and improvement.

An alternative view, which may be called
information-centered Al, is to think of Al as a disci-
pline of modeling, understanding engineering, and cre-
ating the contents and structure of information, rather

than information processing. Figure 77 shows research
areas of information-centered AI. Analysis and mod-
eling of information are regarded as a foundation of
information-centered Al. Problem solving is concerned
with theoretical issues of making use of information
and deriving new information. Knowledge engineering
focuses on engineering information, involving such is-
sues as sharing and reuse of information, knowledge
acquisition, organization of knowledge. Creation of
information explores issues such as creative thinking
or discovery. Interaction with humans handles rela-
tionship between information space and humans. In-
teraction with the physical world involves modeling,
planning, monitoring, and understanding the physical
world.

There are several advantages of information-
centered Al. Uulike processing-centered Al, unstruc-
tured information only understandable to humans is
regarded equally valuable and is subject to intensive
study even if it is not automatically processed. The
primary goal of this approach is not to fully auto-
mate the process, but to solve problems regardless of
the means; it does not matter whether problems are



solved automatically. Attention is focused on identify-
ing critical problems and seeking the best way of solv-
ing them, either by full or partial computational sup-
port. Second, this view would give a better character-
ization of part of conventional and future Al research
whose essence has been to understand the nature and
structure of knowledge and information. Indeed, re-
cent progress of research on large scale accumulation of
knowledge and knowledge sharing can be captured in
the context of information-centered Al, for the empha-
sis is on the content of knowledge rather than problem
solving methods based on knowledge.

Pragmatically, even information-centered Al should
accompany implementation; Al is an empirical sci-
ence and Al theories have to be implemented for em-
pirical evaluation. The way information-centered AI
systems are implemented may be quite different from
conventional Al systems. The purpose of implement-
ing conventional Al systems has been mainly to test
the idea. Certain aspect of intelligence is identified,
isolated, and implemented as a rather independent
system. In contrast, the purpose of implementing
information-centered Al systems is to explore the in-
formation space. Full automatic problem solving is not
always necessary. Rather, man-machine interactive
problem solving is sometimes valuable either for re-
sponding immediate requirements or for gathering in-
sights into human information processing for automa-
tion in future.

Towards this end, the following characteristics are
considered to be critical to information-centered Al
systems:

1. allowing heterogeneous approaches
2. being useful, even in the course of development

3. allowing many people to participate in develop-
ment.

Information-centered Al can be regarded as a suc-
cessor of existing technologies, in particular informa-
tion filtering such information lens [?], and informa-
tion resource finding [?] such as World-Wide Web [?].
Information-centered Al aims at establishing exploit-
ing more structured and organized information space
that allows intelligent information processing using Al
technologies. Recent work in large scale knowledge
bases [?, 7], knowledge sharing [?], and computer-aided
thinking [?] are good examples in this direction.

3 The Framework of the Knowledgeable
Community

The Knowledgeable Community is a framework of
knowledge sharing and reuse based on a multi-agent
architecture. Agents in the Knowledgeable Commu-
nity are units of knowledge or ability of reasoning
and problem-solving. Agents are spatially distributed
and communicate with each other by exchanging mes-
sages. The multi-agent architecture reflects the current
and future technologies of interconnected computers
through high speed telecommunication networks at the
hardware level and object-oriented concurrent software

architecture at the software level, enabling large-scale
integration of computer softwares implemented using
varieties of technologies.

The Knowledgeable Community is characterized by
the following features:

1. the Knowledgeable Community facilitates both in-
formation and knowledge sharing;

2. organizational structure of agentsis given in which
two special types of agents, facilitators and media-
tors, help to find agents which can provide desired
service;

3. the Knowledgeable Community handles knowledge
media [?] that are meaningful both to humans
and to computers;

4. atestbed is given to demonstrate and evaluate the
Knowledgeable Community.

3.1 Design Policies of the Knowledgeable
Community

As participants of the Knowledgeable Community,
agents are expected to cooperate with each other to
solve given problems. We pose requirements on agents
and their communication in order to realize such co-
operation. General requirements are as follows:

(1) Ontological relations among agents In the
Knowledgeable Community, we assume ontological re-
lations among agents to enable sharing of knowledge,
reasoning, and problem-solving. For example, domain
knowledge agents, which manage knowledge in certain
domains, are often structured hierarchically in accor-
dance with hierarchical structure of domains.

(2) Publication of agents’ abilities Cooperation
can be achieved only if participants know each others’
abilities. We request each agent to provide description
of its ability. This description is used in two ways in
the Knowledgeable Community. One is for agents to
publish their descriptions of abilities, and the other is
to reply queries about their abilities.

Furthermore, agents’ abilities can be understood in-
directly by ontological relations among agents.

(3) Autonomy of agents’ organization Since
there is no central organization in the Knowledgeable
Community, each agent should have an ability to take
care of its own actions including starting and ending.
If there are ontological relations among agents, some
agents instead can have abilities to take care of behav-
iors of related agents, such as starting, ending or even
creation of agents.

(4) Public communication languages and on-
tologies In the Knowledgeable Community, various
languages are used for communication, ranging from
machine understandable data to natural languages,
and various contents are told, varying from numerical
information in engineering to literary sentences.
Communication in the Knowledgeable Community
should be understandable not only by concerned agents
but also by other agents to some extent so that the
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Figure 2: Organization of agents in the Knowledgeable
Community

message may be interpreted by other agents and for-
warded to an adequate agent whose existence has not
been known to the sender.

Local languages and ontologies are allowed but
should be reported to some agents in order to make
messages meaningful to other agents.

(5) Communication with unspecified addressee
The purpose of communication among agents is not
communication itself, but achievement of problem
solving through communication. Since agents in the
Knowledgeable Community are merely sources of knowl-
edge or reasoning, the central concern is what can
be done about a problem rather than which agent
can deal with it. Thus, the Knowledgeable Community
should allow not only point-to-point (agent-to-agent)
communiciation but communication with unspecified
addressee which can reduce a priori knowledge about
other agents.

(6) Allowing various communication modes In
the Knowledgeable Community, communication varies
from simple communications like question-answer pairs
to long dialogues. In particular, concentrated com-
munication may be needed to achieve cooperate work
among agents. The Knowledgeable Community should
provide not only sparse communication but also tightly
coupled communication among agents.

3.2 Organization of Agents

We base the organizational structure of the Knowledge-
able Community on the federation architecture [?, ?].
Figure ?? shows how agents in the Knowledgeable
Community are organized.

We have classified agents into several types accord-
ing to their roles in the agent organization (see Ta-
ble 7?). Roughly, the following agent types are distin-
guished:

o facilitators, like those introduced in [?, ?],
which manage low level communication process-
ing among agents.

e mediators which bridge between those agents re-
questing for a service and those providing the ser-
vice.

e ordinary agents which provide facts about the
world or derive new information by various kinds
of computation or problem solving method (Ta-
ble 77). Agents may be further subcategorized
into instance agents and class agents depending
on how they are associated with ountology.

All message transmission is made through facilitators.
When the addressee is specified, the facilitator will
deliver the message to the agent specified as the ad-
dressee. Otherwise, the facilitator will forward the
message to mediators, which will propose the recipi-
ent or its candidates based on knowledge about other
agents and ontologies.

Mediators play functions similar to facilitators in the
sense that they help agents interoperate. The differ-
ence is that mediators are more like ordinary agents
except for the contents of information they provide;
ordinary agents provide information about the world,
while mediators know what other agents do. Facili-
tators are more like an operating system in computer
systems. They are public and handling low level com-
munication services, and do not use heuristic knowl-
edge. In contrast, mediators provide private informa-
tion using heuristics of various kinds.

Mediators express their interests by subscribing to
facilitators. On the other hand, agents publish their
ability to facilitators when registered to the Knowl-
edgeable Community. Facilitators keep and occasion-
ally match the two kinds of publicized information.

Each ordinary agent acts either as a client or a
server depending on the status of information process-
ing. When a task is given, one of ordinary agents will
serve as a client and others will be potential servers. As
the process of information processing proceeds, tasks
may be decomposed into subtasks and different agents
may in turn serve as a client.

3.3 Knowledge Media as Common
Knowledge Representation in the
Knowledgeable Community

The Knowledgeable Community incorporates knowledge
media which are meaningful both to humans and to
computers. Some information that agents produce or
receive is formally described so that computer pro-
grams can handle it, while other information only
makes sense to humans who are able to interpret it.
The former is inevitable for enjoying the benefit of
information processing capabilities of computer soft-
ware. Agent communication language, knowledge in-
terchange format, and ontology should be shared so
that computer software may interoperate. We employ
KQML [?], KIF [?], and Ontolingua [?]. On the other
hand, incorporating the latter type of information into
systems pragmatically makes sense, for it is immedi-



Table 1: Types of agents

Facilitators
(message handling agents)

Mediators

(agent for messages with unspecified addressee)

(message processing agents) Ordinary agents

(agents for messages with specific addressee)

Ountology servers
Concept associators
Information servers
Inference severs
Computation servers
Problem solvers

ately useful to end users and is valuable as sample data
for formalization.

Essential part of an agent may be either a human or
a computer software. In the former case, a human in-
terface is provided to translate computer-oriented for-
mal message into an informal representation so that
end users can read it. In the latter, an application
program interface is provided to interface application
software with network of agents.

Table 2: Varieties of functions of ordinary agents

1. Information service; the following are typical func-
tions displayed as question-answer (Q-A) or request-
answer (R-A) pairs:

(a) (Providing facts)
Q: What is the coeflicient of linear expansion
of copper at 20°C?
A:16.5 x 107°.

(b) (Providing cases)
R: Show me typical examples of flip-flop cir-
cuits.
A: (typical flip-flops are shown)

(¢) (Providing generic facts)
Q: How much heat energy is radiated from ob-
ject surfaces?
A: E = kT*, where E: energy radiated, k: con-
stant, 7" the absolute temperature of the sur-
face.

(d) (Providing ontological information)
Q: What are the subclasses of animals?
A: birds, mammals, . ...

2. Inference engine services such as:
database management systems, theorem provers,
language processors, belief management systems,
expert system shells, learning algorithms, and so on.

3. Computation and problem solving service such as:
numerical and symbolic computation, data analy-
sis, diagnosis, scheduling, design, and so on; theo-
retically, this can be regarded as a product of an
information source and an inference engine.

3.4 KC-Kansai as a testbed of the Knowledgeable
Community

Use of good testbed is expected to highly speed up the
development process. Currently, we are using travel ar-
rangement problems as a testbed and are implementing
KC-Kansai that is a multi-agent system for arranging
travel in the Kansai area in Japan.

Figure 77 shows the conceptual framework of KC-
Kansai. Spatially distributed agents communicate
with each other through various communication me-
dia ranging from low-speed serial communication line
to high-speed communication channel such as B-ISDN.
Some agents provide information about a local commu-
nity such as local events, local institutes, transporta-
tion, restaurants, accommodation, amusement, and so
on. Others provide information processing service such
as arranging meeting, travel, and so on.

This domain is interesting as a testbed, for:

1. a rich inventory of information source is involved
and no single existing information source covers
the information range;

2. each information source is managed individually
and provides rather private information;

3. quality and characteristics of information gener-
ated by each information source are rather inco-
herent;

4. information sources are dynamically changing.

Several interesting applications of KC-Kansai are
foreseen including travel arrangement, active yellow
page, and virtual tour. Figure 7?7 illustrates how travel
arrangement is made in KC-Kansai. In this context,
KC-Kansai will help client agents in two ways. First,
it will figure out a travel plan from a given specifica-
tion. Second, it will monitor the execution process of
a plan and deal with replanning if necessary. Personal
communication media will be used for this purpose.

Active yellow page helps to find one or more service
to achieve a given goal. A key question here is design-
ing an organization of server agents so that a given
set of requirements of clients can be achieved under a
given set of constraints.

Virtual tour provides end users with interactive
movie of local area (Figure 7?). It will be made avail-
able by incorporating multi-media technique.



!\ otherlocal areas
in the world

Figure 4: KC-Kansai for travel arrangement

The Knowledgeable Community will be developed
through multiple phases. At early stages of develop-
ment, agents in the Knowledgeable Community will be
mostly hand-coded.

At later stages, agents will be able to learn from
others or reason about the organizational structure.
Self-organization techniques might be applied to allow
the organization of agents to evolve autonomously.

Currently, the development of the first stage with
travel arrangement being the subject domain is in
progress, which is a major focus of the rest of the pa-
per.

! : client

Figure 3: KC-Kansai as a testbed

! : image server

Figure 5: KC-Kansai for virtual tour

4 The Organization of Agents for
Mediation

The more agents are in the Knowledgeable Community,
the harder to find one or more agent that satisfies a
given goal. An adequate means should be provided for
facilitating mediation between those agents requesting
for a service and those providing the service. Towards
this end, we propose ontology oriented agent organiza-
tion and multi-stage mediation mechanism.
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4.1 Ontology-Oriented Agent Organization

Frequently, a system of concept definitions is called an
ontology' [?]. An ontology plays an essential role in
representing the world. We assume that agents are
organized along with an ontology.

For example, the railwaey agent represents a concept
which is a specialization of the concept that the traffic
agent represent. We call the former a sub-class agent
and the latter a class agent. Class agents know their
sub-class agents, and sub-class agents know their class
agents. There are also instance agents which represent
individual facts in the real world. For example, the
ratlway agent has some instance agents, the railway-
company-A agent for instance.

Agents may be created not ouly statically but also
dynamically. For example, the travel-planner agent
can have more than one instance agent temporarily
to process multiple requests.

Furthermore, there are special agents called ontol-
ogy servers which maintain all relations in an ontology.
Not all concepts in an ontology are associated with an
agent. An ontology server provides information about
concepts and relations.

4.2 Multi-stage Mediation

The Knowledgeable Community allows agents to send a
message without specifying the addressee. Such mes-
sages are sent to special agents called mediators, which
decide which agent is appropriate to receive them and
forward the messages to it.

Mediation by broadcasting

The simplest mediation is to ask all or some agents
whether they can respond the message. A mediator
collects replies and decides appropriate agents to send
the message (see Figure 77).

Mediation by class hierarchy

If there is a class hierarchy of agents, mediators for-
ward the message to some class agent. Since a class
agent knows abilities of its sub-class agents, it can

!There may be more than one ontology. Different on-
tologies represent different characterizations of the world.
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choose appropriate sub-class agents and forward the
message to them (see Figure ??). If there are more
than one layer in the concept hierarchy, the message
can be passed through multiple class agents.

Mediation by ontology

The role of a mediator is to find appropriate agents
related to the given message, by asking relations
among agents and those among concepts to an ontol-
ogy server (see Figure ??7). If there exists an agent
associated with the concept in the message, an ontol-
ogy server returns the name of the agent. Otherwise, it
will seek agents which may be related to the concepts
in the given message.

Mediation by heuristics

A rigorous class hierarchy is not powerful enough
to cope with vaguely specified requests. Such requests
will be handled by mediation by heuristics that calls
for such agents as concept associators or case-based me-
diation. Concept associators use concept spaces which
give distances between concepts based on various cri-
terion, allowing to retrieve concepts relevant to a given
set of concepts. Case-based mediation is a mechanism
of reusing previous experiences of mediation in which
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nontrivial reasoning is performed, either automatically
or manually, either to find the target. (Figure 77).

Mediation by descriptions of agents’ abilities

A mediator interprets descriptions of agents’ abili-
ties to decide which agents are appropriate to the mes-
sage (see Figure 77?). This type of mediation can be
combined with mediation by heuristics to process col-
lected descriptions of agents’ abilities.

4.3 Examples of communication and
mediation

Consider a system of agents shown in KC-Kansai ?77.
We show how varieties of messages can be handled be-
low. Although there may be more than one facilitator
or mediator, we simply describe as if there there were
only one facilitator and mediator, respectively.

(1) “Tell me your phone number” = the Hotel-A
agent

This is almost the simplest case, for the addressee is
explicitly given and the facilitator will deliver the mes-
sage directly to the Hotel-A agent, an agent associated
with Hotel-A.

(2) “Tell me the phone number of Hotel-A” = ?

To handle this message, the mediator asks the ontol-
ogy server for how features of Hotle-A can be accessed.
In this case, since Hotel-A is realized as the Hotel-A

facilitator

Ordinary agents

ontology
agent
concept
associator

Domain knowledge agents class hierarchy

bus Agent

hotel Agent railway Agent
[Hote\-A Agent] [ Hotel-B Agent] local bus local railway regional railway
company A company A, company A.

Figure 11: Examples of KC-Kansai agents

agent, the ontology server replies with the name of the
agent, allowing the mediator to deliver the message to
the Hotel-A agent.

(3) “Tell me hotels where room price is within 10,000
Yen” = ?

The mediator forwards this message to the hotel
agent, a class agent associated with the class hotel.
Then, the hotel agent broadcasts the message to its
instance agents each of which represents an individual
hotel, and collects the responses that meet the given
constraint.

4) “Tell me how long it will take from Station-A to
g
Station-B” = ?

We have assumed that Station-A and Station-B are
sub-classes of class station, but neither of the three
is associated with an instance agent. In this case, the
ontology server will seek indirect ways to obtain the in-
formation. For example, the ontology agent may know
that information about stations is accessible from the
railway agent. Then, the mediator will create a new
message, send it to the raslwaey agent, and transform
the response so that it may be adequate as a response
to the original message.

(5) “Propose a one-day trip which involves discussing
about research and education, appreciating Japanese
culture, and some refreshing time” = 7

Since this is a vaguely specified request as far as vis-
iting locations are concerned, mediation by heuristics
will be needed by the travel planner agent to figure out
a set of locations to visit. In the context of KC-Kansai,
relevant concept spaces are such as those given in Fig-
ure 77. A concept associator may be invoked to find
a minimal cluster of concepts that may maximally fit
a given set of key words: “discussing about research
and education”, “appreciating Japanese culture”, and
“refreshing”. In this case, the concept associator may
find that pairs of visiting locations, NAIST and Nara
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park, best cover a given request, as follows:
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and returns them as a response. Now the travel planner
agent comes to have a rather concrete plan as far as
the visiting locations are concerned and will elaborate
the plan using less heuristic mediation methods.

5 Building up the Knowledgeable
Community

Development of the Knowledgeable Community is a
long-term goal and is expected to take a long period.
In order to keep the Knowledgeable Community useful
even at intermediate stages, we develop agents in the
Knowledgeable Community in a bottom-up, inductive
manner. It is our belief that building up the con-
cept structure is a long-term trial-and-error process
based on rich data, rather than top-down, deductive
process [?].

Agents at the first stage only provide unstructured
information such as natural language texts, voices, or
images which may only make sense to humans. These
kinds of information is easy to obtain and useful to
humans, even though agents cannot understand the
contents.

As the stage of development proceeds, the more so-
phisticated techniques will be used to improve agents
so that they can respond with more structured infor-
mation, allowing new agents (or agencies [?]) to be

implemented which may derive new information from
structured information.

Currently, the building up process is manually per-
formed. We could use induction algorithms to induce
generic rules from data. This is still semi-manual, for
evaluation and incorporation of hypotheses are left for
humans. In future, this process might be further ex-
ploited by introducing some kind of self-organization
facilities.

6 Related Work

The Knowledgeable Community can be regarded as a
successor of several technologies.

Compared with multi-media technology, the Knowl-
edgeable Community is distinguished from existing
technologies by the degree information and knowledge
sources are structured and organized. The current
multi-media technology assumes that humans play an
essential role in interpreting and manipulating infor-
mation. Although this approach brings about direct
implications to the end users, it does not decrease in-
tellectual information processing loads. In contrast,
the Knowledgeable Community aims at knowledge me-
dia that are understandable and manipulatable both
by humans and computers. Al techniques will be used
to structuring and organizing information so that com-
puter software may handle it, decreasing the various
load required to make use of potential information.

The agent-oriented technology is similar to the
object-oriented technology. However, there are two dif-
ferences. First, agents are active in the sense that they
understand and react the environments autonomously,
while objects are passive entities that only respond in-
coming messages. Second, instance objects are almost
empty, just a set of individual values in object-oriented
systems, while instance objects are crucial in the agent-
oriented technology. In the agent-oriented technology,
instance agents are not simply a set of individual val-
ues but also individual entities that may persist and
evolve over time.

We have chosen the platforms developed by the
DARPA knowledge sharing and reuse initiative as a
base. The net progress in the Knowledgeable Commu-
nity is the the use of knowledge media and powerful
mediation mechanism.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed information-centered
AT as opposed to processing-oriented Al, and presented
a framework of the Knowledgeable Community. We
have focused on the organization of agents for medi-
ation and described two methods: ontology-oriented
agent organization and powerful mediation mecha-
nism.
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