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An Argumentation-based Collaborative CGF
Hierarchy Negotiation Model

FENG Lei, ZHA Ya-bing, HU Ji-wen, YIN Quan-jun
(College of Mechatronics Engineering and Automation, National Univ. of Defense Technology, Changsha 410073, China)
Abstract : In the combat simulation of human behavior representation ( HBR) preciseness, it is all-important to build the
conflict resolution model that can really reflect battlefield behaviors. According to shortages of existing research and analysis of
conflict behaviors, this research presents an argumentation-based collaborative CGF hierarchy negotiation model, defines some
related concepts, based on which the negotiation process in conflictions was studied and the Utility Theory-based arguments
strength qualified evaluation algorithms was implemented, which is used for the selection of optimal proposal and confirmation of

common belief. As is testified in fact, it can reflect the real battlefield behaviors under conflicts and ensure the consistency of

negotiation during the collaboration process.
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Fig. 1 Negotiation flow under conflicts
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Tab.1 Reliability classification of beliefs

IR J3 5[]
o o B
#35(0.66,1] Wz
H1[0.33,0. 66 ez
fik[0,0.33) ) KA ]
(3) PrisITte

5 AT B H Y i R Y TR B R O, PR R
I o AN Z w58 1Y S AR AR 48 i S8 R AU [R] L A
WAHN SR, KR g o). phRITARYE A 51
WG SIS IR I T HIT IR PRI fE 4

(4) HEETEAS

BV BB, AT BA rf 2 e i 5 1 S AR ik B
— BB R A FIA R R 7 . BRCE RIS
PEARATAG S, B2 B Z B A T IR B .
TAB 22 G, F2 W05 W e 45 &k O & Bl — AN I
VUL, A AT BRAR S BUE RS , AT REHEA T S S8
MIAEFE . BT BB B ZE A T U AT 5 ad Ft v m]
RE 23 RIS HY B0 5 % 15 00, BRI b T A v %) 3 vk T i
HAZAN, fa B TRONEE N 210
15 B L

(5) risdioR

SIS  BESER, FEIE BGZ IS
A5 AR T A — 3515 6, T 1T BB 53 43
2.3 RiRTHEE

WHGIPAL B0 = A BB (1) iR 55 A
5 A AR AT th SR TN, FF-45 AH 2 e 5 A
B phoe e ; (2) LU AH th o2 i 4l , 15 1 7T 4%
Z e T UG I A B84 5 (3) 1H5HL
REE T BT A OB RO A5 e B8, A5 &
R B CHREN Ay, thR N C, VU8 P, E
PBGEN P, , HAWAS AT 7R
(A B i EReiUs P, ) |

for(j=1tom) |



W S M ARRE R EMERL COF 432 b iy 7 - 81-

if (Conflicts(Ap,,A,))
A R R S8 Ay + /
add((4'4,4%,),0) 5 |
for(k=1ton) {
A’y = compare ( Level (A’ ) , Level (A");) )5 / * 1%
H S IR SR E Ay, =/
P, =SUPP(A',, ;
add(Py P) s /% HIABUBSE %/
U, = Utility(Pyy) 5 |/ 5 A3 (1) HHEEAC * /
U prefer = UPB] 5
for(k=110n){ /= BOBRUHHE: =/
if (Up,,=2U,.)

/= K A B R &R

/o ARG = /

U prefer = UPBk 3t
Py = Prefer(U,.,) s/ % 3% EHEUH  /
return;
|/ PR+ /

3 KBWWIERLERST
T A SRR (R I UEAS T A A A AR

BTHNE

TE— VDB B Al , 3675 3 /N B AT XL
2 PR BT 55 TERIR Z R A —2e 4 A
EIRPNERE TS Ei ko NN DY 73 i 3L & S -]
S Iy 43 3 T P B 5 02 1 1
J& RO R B, T C /N AR I [ 3 4
WERLAIR 5| 8O R, 7540 A B AR K 3 b
13490053 N A A 79 6 0 [l A 40 B NS O, 7 3
KRB HUES B C T G, S PR R 2

RIS b 7EFOTT A B AR B A K
dr U, A H IR R BB B T4 AN
T Bk iR AT 55 TOVE N S . B 2
R HOT A — DA I RO KB, ok
HEAT M ZE . M0 C 2R & BRI , PRt 4k 22 4% D3 [+
TRIPAT . HATASHET A B W2 75 AT A5 117
DU J3530) ) B[] A BN R B o 30 {5 A Rk 2
Fi7s

x2 REBATHERSH

Tab.2 Communicate parameters under sudden circumstance
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Tab.3  Operator execution during negotiation process
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