1 ELECTRONIC NEWSLETTER ON REASONING ABOUT ACTIONS AND CHANGE

Editor: Erik Sandewall

Issue 98044 8.5.1998

Today

ETAI Submitted Article

Today, we announce that Iliano Cervesato, Massimo Franceschet, and Angelo Montanari have submitted their KR accepted article to the ETAI. This submission uses the alternate ETAI submission procedure for conference published articles, which goes as follows. The version of the article that has appeared or is about to appear in a major conference proceedings, is submitted without any changes to the ETAI discussion process. In order to be instantly accessible to the readership, an electronic copy of the article that identically reproduces the one printed in the proceedings, is posted online. (It’s the authors’ responsibility that there is no discrepancy between the proceedings and on-line versions). This means that discussion can start without needing to convert the article to electronic-press format. This reformatting can wait until a bit later in the reviewing process. The bottom line is that it’s now much easier to submit articles to the ETAI.

Today’s issue also contains an editorial policy statement about new measures for getting discussions started about articles.

Finally, the discussion about ontologies of time continues with Sergio Brandano’s answer to Jixin Ma.

ETAI Publications

Editorial policy statement

In two recent issues of this Newsletter, several authors of earlier ETAI accepted articles have commented on their experience of the ETAI publication process, namely Rob Miller, Tony Kakas, and Michael Thielscher. Their joint suggestion to organize articles and tables of contents in the ETAI in such a way that readers are encouraged to download and read comments together with articles, can be realized right away.

A common observation from these authors was that they wanted their articles to be discussed: having many contributions were seen as an advantage, few contributions as a disappointment. Similar reactions have been voiced by other readers of this Newsletter which I have talked to: as an author, it doesn’t matter if I encounter critique, since after all I have a chance to respond to it, but I do hope for some feedback.

It is interesting, therefore, to observe the dynamics of discussions in the Newsletter: what is it that causes the discussions to start and to pursue? It appears that many contributions are written in response to earlier discussion contributions, rather than to an article in itself. As an editorial experiment, I will therefore sometimes start discussions about submitted articles by asking one or a few peers to ask some initial questions or give some initial comments. These initiators will be asked to be somewhat critical, if at all possible, and not just to say that everything is fine. Let it be

Issue 98044 { 8.5.1998 2

known in advance, therefore, that this is the role they have been asked to play, and that it’s part of the game.

Received research articles

The following article has been received by the present ETAI area, which means that it will be open for a three-month discussion period, followed by the closed peer-review decision on whether it will be accepted by the ETAI. All readers of this Newsletter are invited to participate in the discussion.

Please don’t be shy to ask questions; it is actually in the author’s interest to receive tough questions. Just like at an internal seminar, they give him or her a chance to show that he/she is able to answer well, and they give valuable feedback. Also, since the article has already been published (but not yet refereed to journal standards), it is citable anyway, so tough questions do not deprive the author of being ”on record” with the article.

The open reviewing discussion of this article will be based on the paper as published in the conference proceedings mentioned below, together with the electronic copy of the article that has been posted on-line by the author(s). It is accessibe via the ENRAC webpage structure.

Debates

Ontologies for time

From: Sergio Brandano

In reply to Jixin Ma (ENRAC 7.5.1998)

Pat’s example becomes invalid only after you made the “minor adjustment” that replaces the relation ≤ in your hypothesis ⟨s1, t1⟩ ≤ ⟨s2, t2⟩ by <, that is ⟨s1, t1⟩ < ⟨s2, t2⟩. (Is this an alternative?)

Ex falso sequitur quodlibet!

The only one “minor adjustment” I made consists in the first four lines of my contribution to ENRAC 3.5.1998, where no inequality appears at all. Concerning the hypothesis, notice what I wrote in ENRAC 24.4.1998:

Suppose now that ⟨s1, t1⟩ < ⟨s2, t2⟩. The axiom of completeness states the existence of ξ ∈ S such that ⟨s1, t1⟩ < ξ < ⟨s2, t2⟩.

In fact, Pat quoted me correctly in ENRAC 3.5.1998.

So, you do need alternation, don’t? (And this is just for the case ...

The axiom of completeness imposes ≤, so no “alternation” is needed. The reason why I wrote < instead of ≤ is simply due to my need to stress the example, since the case ⟨s1, t1⟩ = ⟨s2, t2⟩ is trivial.

...when you construct intervals out of points. In the case where intervals are taken as primitive, the need of such alternative is indeed more conceptually necessary). However, your adjustment is not enough, or you haven’t reached the proper form for general treatments. In fact, you need address the issue regarding different cases. To see this, you

Issue 98044 { 8.5.1998 3

may just consider the difference between the case where at least one of ⟨s1, t1⟩ and ⟨s2, t2⟩ is “closed” at t1 (= s2), and the case where both ⟨s1, t1⟩ and ⟨s2, t2⟩ are “open” at t1 (= s2). In the former case, you need use < in the hypothesis; otherwise, Pat’s example will be a valid counterexample. In the latter case, you need

... at least one is closed. So we have, since s2 = t1:

1. [s1, t1] ≤ [t1, t2] 2. [s1, t1] ≤ (t1, t2] 3. [s1, t1) ≤ [t1, t2]

where ξ = [t1, t1] ∈ S in all cases.

Note I used ≤, as required by the axiom of completeness. If I use <, as you recommend, then all cases trivially fail.

Pat’s example:

• trivially fails when using <, • trivially succeeds (ξ = [q, q]) when using ≤.

use ≤ in the hypothesis; otherwise, your axiom cannot not prevent a “gap” between ⟨s1, t1) and (s2, t2⟩, that is, there is no guarantee that the singleton [t1, t1] is contained in S (Do you think this is consistent with the “classical” concept of contiunity?).

... the latter case. So we have, since s2 = t1: 4. ⟨s1, t1) ≤ (t1, t2⟩ where ξ = [t1, t1] ∈ S. I used ≤ here too.

So, the axiom of completeness has no problems with your examples. Concerning the first part of your message, as you wrote in it, it was entirely based on the DIP problem and the above argument-examples.

while I (and many others) have seen the convenience of using intervals, I can also see the need of them. In fact, there have been quite a lot of examples (many) in the literature that demonstrated the need of time-intervals (or time-periods). Haven’t you ever encountered any one of them? Or you simply cannot see anyone of them is convincing?

The problem about intervals is whether one needs to introduce them into the temporal domain, and the few argument-examples I encountered are far from being convincing. Furthermore, in this debate, you and Hayes proposed the DIP, and I refuted it.

Does there exist at least one problem (within R.A.C) that needs to introduce intervals into the temporal domain?

The other problem is:

Does there exist at least one problem (within R.A.C.) that can not be solved with a continuous temporal domain, so as to justify a temporal domain with non-uniform continuity?

This debate aims at generality, and surely does not aim at completeness of case examples. If many examples do exist, then this is the proper debate where at least the most representative of them should appear “naked” under the spotlight, for general benefit. On the other hand, I note that more than two weeks have now passed since my criticism, and no such representative example appeared.

Issue 98044 { 8.5.1998 4

Sergio

This newsletter is issued whenever there is new news, and is sent by automatic E-mail and without charge to a list of subscribers, in plaintext format. The present postscript issue is a bona fide rendering of the same information in alternative typography. Instruction for contributors and other additional information is found at the following URL:

http://www.ida.liu.se/ext/etai/actions/njl/