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Abstract. In any organization (such as a multi-agent system), it is natural for

parties to delegate some of their obligations to others. Dialogues achieving del-
egation are thus fundamental to a multi-agent system. Here we extend the range

of argumentation-based dialogues to include those involving delegation of obli-

gations. To the formal framework previously investigated by the authors, we now

add obligations and two new locutions. The declare locution, which makes a
proposition true, is used to declare a new obligation. The subscribe locution is

used to keep the delegator updated with progress. This is necessary since the del-

egator retains responsibility even though he does not fulfill the obligation directly.

A new, minimal protocol, Delegate, is proposed to handle the various components

of delegation. The correctness of its prerequisites is shown to be both necessary

and sufficient for its success. Several examples illustrate the kinds of dialogues

that can transpire using the Delegate protocol.

1 Introduction

Agents in multi-agent systems must be provided with the ability to engage in dialogues.

Much of the recent work on dialogue (Dignum et al. [8], Parsons and Jennings [17],
Reed [22], Schroeder et al. [26], and Sycara [28]) has considered communication that is

argumentation-based; that is, it is based on the exchange of reasons for and against par-

ticular positions. The advantage of the argumentation-based approach is that it provides

a way of making communication rational- agents do not have to accept statements

unless they are supported by a convincing argument.

Using a formal model of argumentation [3], we've investigated capturing different
types of argumentation-based dialogue- information seeking, persuasion, and inquiry
in the terminology of Walton and Krabbe [29]. We examined their basic properties and

complexity [19], their prerequisites [7] and their outcomes [20]. Here we extend this

investigation, looking at a new kind of dialogue - delegation. To implement delega-
tion, we add obligations to our framework and introduce two locutions (declare and
subscribe).

Delegation dialogues are, as we argue below, particularly important for multi-agent

systems. In any organisation or team, it is natural for parties to delegate some of their

obligations to others. Once the delegator determines what and to whom he wants to
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