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Abstract

The FIPA community is developing a range of agent-related standards, of which the
centerpiece is .an Agent Communication Language (ACL). This language includes a number of
communicative acts explicitly intended to support negotiation. In this paper, we consider a
multi-agent environment that exchanges the resources for achieving agents’ goals, represent
agents as computational logic-based formalizations, and describe a simple ACL for negotiation
using logic-based agents. In particular, we introduce and compare some communication acts
that enable counter-agents to know the reason of request(proposal) or the reason of
rejection(refusal).

Key words: olo] A E(Agent), oo]AE EA ¢oj(Agent Communication Language), A4t =%l
(Computational Logic), 3 (Negotiation).
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