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General Comments

· The term “evolve” (and derived) is used liberally to mean “change”. Evolution is a very specific kind of change, i.e. change in a particular direction. As an example, the expression “randomly evolving” is a contraditio in terminis.

· Some of the entries in the glossary are not definitions. Although a glossary does not have to contain only definitions (it may contain descriptions and explanations as well), some homogeneity is desirable.
· The agent community makes extensive use of “mentalistic” concepts (such as “survive”, “desire” or “intention”). The use of these terms in a technical document is dangerous since they easily lend themselves to an interpretation connoting fuzzy, emotional properties rather than denoting formally defined concepts. I understand the power of metaphors and the benefit of using such terms, but I would recommend adding a good definition for each of them.

· A glossary should tend towards closure, i.e. all technical terms (in whichever field the glossary is defined) used in the definitions should be defined in the glossary. Many technical terms used in the definitions are not defined in the glossary, such as “instance”, “state”, “method” or “life cycle”.
· Various typos exist in the document. These are not included in this notes, since a simple spell check would catch them.
Comments to “Terms”
Adaptation Weak & Strong
· I don’t think that being composed of agents is a necessary condition. You can have adaptation without agents, e.g. genetic algorithms.
· Note: not all the adaptive systems are weakly adaptive; there are strongly adaptive systems (in the sense that they tend to optimise a fitness function with regard to a random environment) such as many genetic algorithm-based systems, especially classifier systems.

Adaptive MAS
· I don’t think point 3 is correct.

· An additional vital point, omitted in the FIPA glossary, is that there must be some kind of fitness function so adaptability can be observed and measured.

Agent Characteristic
· The definition does not add value.

Agent Interaction Protocol
· The second sentence is too complex; it can probably be simplified.

Autonomous Agent
· Defining “autonomous agent” without defining “agent” is not of much use. If autonomy is a definitory property of agents, then this entry is superfluous. This must be clarified.

Autonomy
· In 1, what is the meaning of “life”?

· In 2, what is the meaning of “survive”?

Behaviour
· The definition is a bit clumsy.

Collaboration
· This entry does not contain a definition. I would suggest that if explanatory (i.e. non-definitory) entries are to be included, this should be made clear in an introductory text.
· What is the meaning of “mental”?

Communicative Act
· If a “communicative act” is a type of “action”, it should be called “communicative action”, or else “action” be called “act”.

· Why the restriction of using FIPA’s message format?

Content Language
· Does “language” mean natural language (i.e. English) or formal language (i.e. XML)?

· This entry does not contain a definition.

Conversation

· Why the restriction of “relating to the same discourse”? Conversations often move their focus across discourse layers and even texts and subtexts (à la structuralist). Isn’t this a gratuitous (and unintentional) restriction on the definition?

Cooperation
· This entry does not contain a definition.

· What is the meaning of “mental” and “willingness”?

Cooperative Agent
· From the glossary entry it is not clear whether a cooperative agent is one that is able to cooperate or one that actually does cooperate.

Environment
· Several terms are defined and/or explained in this entry. I suggest creating a separate entry for each.

· What is the meaning of “growth”, “survival”, “social” and “cultural”?

Method
· The definition is a bit clumsy.

· Why to include notation as a part of the definition? They probably mean a set of modelling concepts, what in ASM/SMSDM are called model unit kinds.
Non-cooperative Situations
· What is the difference with the glossary term “Cooperative Failure”?

Performative

· This is an adjective, and although its inclusion in a glossary is possible, it is the only one in this case.

· The definition makes a reference to another entry in the glossary, which apparently is not connected to this one.

Work Definition
· The definition is a bit clumsy.

Comments to “Recommended Terms”

Agent (FIPA Agent)
· What is the meaning of the term syntax, i.e. “agent (FIPA agent”? Are they trying to define “agent”, “FIPA agent”, or both? Are they saying that “agent” and “FIPA agent” are synonyms? The glossary term should avoid parenthesis.
· The definition includes the ability to “communicate directly”. Agents designed to act alone probably will not have this ability but they are still agents. I don’t think that the ability to communicate is definitory of “agent”, but a typical property of many agents.

Analysis
· “Analysis” is not synonym with “requirements analysis” or “requirements engineering”; that is a simplistic view. “Analysis” could be better defined as a high-level activity on a problem which has functional and structural decomposition as its major objective. Usually, this involves requirements analysis and/or engineering plus other jobs.

· The term “analysis” has not been invented.

· Analysis does not correspond to “the very first phase in life cycle”. Different life cycles have different phases, and some do not use the concept of phase at all. This definition assumes a very specific kind of methodology, probably waterfall-based, which is rarely the best choice. I don’t think that any particular methodological orientation should be embedded in this glossary.

· I recommend either (a) removing this entry, since it is a generic and well known term, or (b) redefining it as in the first bullet point in this list.

AUML
· AUML should be defined in terms of UML extensibility mechanisms, i.e. profiles, variants, etc. Is AUML a profile of UML? Is it a variant?
Design
· See “Analysis” above. Similar comments apply.

Event

· The expression “The specification of a signification occurrence…” is clumsy and grammatically incorrect.

· An event does not have to be spatially located. For example, the event “the new year 2004 begins” does not have a spatial location.

Functional Adequacy

· From the definition it follows that functional adequacy is a totally subjective property of a system. If some inter-subjective or objective framework is required or recommended (such as in assessments or evaluations), this should be clearly stated.

Implementation
· See “Analysis” above. Similar comments apply.

Interaction Language
· It is uncommon (and not very intuitive) to see a language defined as a set of tools. Revise.

Methodology
· “Methodology” is defined as a collection of methods. "Method”, however, is not defined.

Multi-Agent System
· A MAS does not have to have a “great” number of agents. Any number should suffice. Also, “great” is ambiguous.

· This definition tries to encompass a definition of “agent” as well, which must be avoided. Rather than saying “…number of autonomous entities, named agents, having…” it should say “…number of agents, having…”. The term “agent” is defined elsewhere.

· The fact that a MAS actually obtains the “desired function/service” should not be a definitory property. A flawed MAS that fails to achieve its objective is still a MAS.

· A property of MASs that seems to be absent from this entry is that of emergent behaviour.

Notation
· Although most notations are textual or graphical, other persistent media can be thought of, so “graphical or textual” should not be part of the definition but rather of some further characterisation.

· Defining “notation” as a set of rules is not very common. Revise.

Ontology
· This definition has nothing to do with the real meaning of the word “ontology”. I acknowledge that this misuse is extended in the agent and knowledge engineering communities. FIPA might want to revise their commitment to this tendency.

Open System

· For symmetry and understandability, I would define “open system” in terms of “openness”, not the other way around.

Openness

· See “Open System” above.

Perception
· Why is “environment” qualified as “physical or social”? Perception refers to any kind of environment, including the “inner environment” i.e. the subject itself. I suggest removing these qualifiers from the definition.

Process
· The context of this entry is unclear, although it seems to be a methodological perspective. In this case, and because of the reasons described under “Analysis” above, I would remove this entry from the glossary.

Requirement
· This definition is conventional enough for the term to be removed from the glossary.

Role
· Why is “behaviour” qualified as “social”? What other kinds of behaviour exist? Aren’t they related to roles as well? Maybe the qualifier should be removed.

Self-Organising System
· The definition is circular. A new, non-circular definition is necessary. Also, self-organising systems don’t “adapt themselves”; they adapt to something, usually a given environment.

· A system does not have to have “a function”. Having a function denotes a finality that only designed systems exhibit. Many natural systems, for example, are fully self-organising but lack a function. Remove the second sentence from the definition.
· In addition, the second sentence of the definition refers to systems with emerging behaviour, not systems that self-organise. Those two properties are not the same thing.

Testing
· See “Analysis” above. Similar comments apply.

Validation
· See “Analysis” above. Similar comments apply.

Verification
· See “Analysis” above. Similar comments apply.
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