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Abstract

We present a domain-independent algorithm that computesoma
in a novel way. Our algorithm computes macros “on-the-fly' &
given set of states and does not require previously learnadesred
information, nor prior domain knowledge. The algorithm ged to
define new domain-independent tractable classes of cégdamning
that are proved to includBlocksworld-armandTowers of Hanai

1 Introduction

Macros have long been studied in Al planning([9] 18]. Many dowdependent ap-
plications of macros have been exhibited and studied[[1513]7 also, a number of
domain-independent methods for learning, inferring, rittg, and applying macros
have been the topic of research continuing up to the pre2eni R0].

In this paper, we present a domain-independent algorittandabmputes macros
in a novel way. Our algorithm computes macros “on-the-fly”dagiven set of states
and does not require previously learned or inferred infaimnanor does it need any
prior domain knowledge. We exhibit the power of our algaritby using it to de-
fine new domain-independent tractable classes of claggaahing that strictly extend
previously defined such classés [6], and can be proved tade@locksworld-arm
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andTowers of HanaiWe believe that this is notable as theoretically definedyaia-
independent tractable classes have generally struggleddmorate construction-type
domains such as these two. We hence give theoretically gemlinvidence of the
computational value of macros in planning.

Our algorithm.  Consider the following reachability problem: given an arste of
planning and a sef of states, compute the ordered pairs of stées) € S x S such
that the second statds reachable from the first state (By reachable we mean that
there is a sequence of operators that transforms the fitstista the second.) This
problem is clearly hard in general, as deciding if one stateeachable from another
captures the complexity of planning itself.

A natural-albeit incomplete—algorithm for solving thigchability problem is to
first compute the pairs, t) € S x S such that the stateis reachable from the state
by application of a single operator, and then to computerthesitive closure of these
pairs. This algorithm is well-known to run in polynomial tnfin the number of states
and the size of the instance) but will only discover pairsvitiich the reachability is
evidenced by plans staying within the set of statesthe algorithm is efficient but
incomplete.

The algorithm that we introduce is a strict generalizatibthés transitive closure
algorithm for the described reachability problem. We nomtto a brief, high-level
description of our algorithm. Our algorithm begins by cortipg the pairs connected
by a single operator, as in the just-described algorithrnehah pair is labelled with its
connecting operator. The algorithm then continually asptivo types of transforma-
tions to the current set of pairs until a fixed point is reaclidgdoughout the execution
of the algorithm, every pair has an associated label whielitlieer a single operator or
a macro derived by combining existing labels. The first typgansformation (which
is similar to the transitive closure) is to take pairs of esahaving the forngs, s2),
(s2,s3) and to add the paifs1, s3) whose new label is the macro obtained by “con-
catenating” the labels of the paifs;, s2) and(s9, s3). If the pair(s1, s3) is already
contained in the current set, the algorithm replaces thel labs;, s3) with the new
label if the new label is “more general” than the old dh&he second type of trans-
formation is to take a state € S and a label of an existing pair, and to see if the
label applied tos yields a stateé € S; if so, the pair(s, t) is introduced, and the same
replacement procedure as before is invoked if the @air) is already present.

Our algorithm, as with the transitive closure, operate®igmpomial time (as proved
in the paper) and is incomplete. We want to emphasize thanitio general, identify
pairs that are not identified by the transitive closure atgor. Why is this? Certainly,
some state pair&, t) introduced by the first type of transformation have macrelsb
that, if executed one operator at a time, would stay withénsiitS, and hence are pairs
that are discovered by the transitive closure algorithmweier, the second type of
transformation may apply such a macro to other states towis@airs(s,t) € S x S
that wouldnotbe discovered by the transitive closure: this occurs whealsy-step
execution of the macro, starting frosm would leave the sef before arriving tot.

1 For the precise definitions of “concatenation” and “moreagali, please refer to the technical sections
of the paper.



Indeed, these two transformations depend on and feed offabf ether: the first trans-
formation introduces increasingly powerful macros, whithurn can be used by the
second to increase the set of pairs, which in turn permitditsieto derive yet more
powerful macros, and so forth.

We now describe two concrete results to offer the reader l&fde¢he power of
our algorithm. Lets be any state of 8locksworld-arnminstance, and le$ be the set
H (s, 4) of states within Hamming distanceof s& Let us use the terraubtowerto
refer to a sequence of blocks stacked on top of one anothletisatthe top is clear. We
prove that our algorithm, given the setwill discover macros that move any subtower
of s onto the ground (preserving the subtower structure). Asremoesult, let be the
initial state of theTowers of Hanoproblem, for any number of discs; and, kebe the
setH (s, 7) of states within Hamming distanceof s. We prove that our algorithm,
given the sef5, will discover macros that, starting from the statenove any subtower
of discs from the initial peg to either of the other pegs. Intipalar, our algorithm
will report that the goal state is reachable from the ingialtes. Note that, in the case
of Blocksworld-armthe constant is independent of the state and in particular is
independent of the height of subtowers; likewiseTawers of Hanqgithe constant
is independent of the number of discs. Note also that, as eqmdved, the transitive
closure algorithm does not detect either of these readgtyabdnditions, even when
S = H(s, k) for an arbitrarily large constaritd We emphasize again that our new
algorithm is fully domain-independent.

Our algorithm not only returns pairs of states, but alsorretufor each state pair
(s,t), asuccinct representation of a plan freto ¢, as in [16]. Note that our algorithm
may discover pairés, t) for which the shortest plan fromto ¢ is of exponential length,
when measured in terms of the original operators, as ifoners of Hanodomain.

Towards a tractability theory of domain-independent planning. Many of the bench-
mark domains—such &ocksworld-arm Gripper, andLogistics-can now be handled
effectively and simultaneously by domain-independemipéas, as borne out by em-
pirical evidencel[14]. Thiempirically observedlomain-independent tractability of
many common benchmark domains naturally calls fdreoretical explanationBy a
theoretical explanation, we mean the formal definition attable classes of planning
instances, and formal proofs that domains of interestriédl ihe classes. Clearly, such
an explanation could bring to the fore structural propersieared by these benchmark
domains.

To the best of our knowledge, research proposing tractdhses has generally
had other foci, such as understanding syntactic restnistim the operator setl[5,1, 8],
studying restrictions of the causal graph, as in [3, 4, 1],,dGempirical evaluation of
simplification rules[[10]. Aligned with the present aimshie twork of Hoffmann([13]
that gives proofs that certain benchmark domains are si@luaplocal search with
respect to various heuristics.

2 The Hamming distance between two states is defined as theamaohtariables at which they differ.

3 In the case offowers of Hanaqithis follows immediately from the known exponential lowsrund on
the length of a plan transforming the initial state to thelgtate. For a fixed: > 1, when given the initial
state andH (s, k), the transitive closure algorithm “stays within the séf{s, k), which is of polynomial
O(n*) size, and will not discover pait@, v') which are not linked by polynomial length plans.



To demonstrate the efficacy of our algorithm, we use it torecktereviously de-
fined tractable classes. In particular, previous work [&sented a complexity mea-
sure calledpersistent Hamming width (PH widthdnd demonstrated that any set of
instances having bounded PH width—PH widtfor some constant—is polynomial-
time tractable. It was shown that both BeipperandLogisticsdomains have bounded
PH width, giving a uniform explanation for their tractabili In the present paper,
we show that an extension of this measure yields a tractdass containing both
the Blocksworld-armand Towers of Hanodomains, and we therefore obtain a single
tractable class which captures all four of these domainsmaastioned, we believe
that this is significant as theoretical treatments have gdigénad limited coverage of
construction-type domains suchBlcksworld-armand Towers of Hanai

We want to emphasize that our objective hereasto simply establish tractability
of the domains under discussion: in them, plan generatialméady well-known to be
tractable on an individual, domain-dependent basis. Ratlue objective is to give a
uniform domain-independeeiplanation for the tractability of these domains. Neither
is our goal to prove that these domains have low time comiyieagain, our primary
goal is to present a simple, domain-independent algoritmwhich we can establish
tractability of these domains with respect to the heavilydied and mathematically
robust concept of polynomial time.

Previous work on macros. Macros have long been studied in planning [9]. Early
work includes|[[19], which developed filtering algorithms ftiscovered macros, and
[18], which demonstrated the ability of macros to exporalytreduce the size of the
search space.

Macros have been thoroughly applied in domain-specificates such as puzzles
and other games. To name some examples, there has been wtirk siiding tile
puzzle [15], Sokobar [17], and Rubik’s cubel[12].

Some recent research on integrating macros into domagp#mtent planning sys-
tems is as followsMacro-FF [2] is an extension of FF that has the ability to automati-
cally learn and make use of macro-actioki&rvin [[7] is a heuristic search planner that
can form so-called macro-actions upon escaping from platézat can be reused for
future escapes. Both of these planners participated imtieerational Planning Com-
petition (IPC). A method for learning macros given an agsigrplanner and example
problems from a domain is given in [20].

A more theoretical approach was taken byi [16], who studieduge of macros in
conjunction with causal graphs. This work gives tractépilesults, and in particular
shows that domain-independent planners can cope with expiatly long plans in
polynomial time, which is also a feature of the present work.

The use of macros in this paper contrasts with that of mosksvor that macros
are generated and applied not over a domain or even overtandes but with respect
to a “current state’s and a (small) set of related stat€sThis ensures that the macros
generated are tailored to the state Setand no filtering due to over-generation of
macros is necessary.



2 Preliminaries

An instance of the planning problem is a tuple= (Vinit, goal, A) whose compo-
nents are described as follows.

e V is afinite set of variables, where each variable V' has an associated finite
domainD(v). Note that variables are not necessarily propositionat,ithD (v)
may have any finite size. Atateis a mapping defined on the variabldg such
that s(v) € D(v) for allv € V. A partial stateis a mappingy defined on
a subsevars(p) of the variables/ such that for allv € vars(p), it holds that

p(v) € D(v).
e init is a state called thimitial state.
e goal is a partial state.

e Ais a set ofactions An actiona consists of greconditionpre(a), which is a
partial state, as well asgostconditionpost(a), also a partial state. We some-
times denote an actianby (pre(a); post(a)).

Note that whers is a state or partial state, ahd is a subset of the variable si&t we
will use (s | ) to denote the partial state resulting from restricting W. We say
that a state is agoal statef (s [ vars(goal)) = goal.

We say that an actioa is applicableat a states if (s | vars(pre(a))) = pre(a).
We define glanto be a sequence of actiofs= ay,...,a,. We will always speak
of actions and plans relative to some planning instdiice (V init, goal, A), but we
want to emphasize that when speaking (for example) of anradtie action need not
be an element ofl; we require only that its precondition and postconditiom partial
states overl.

Starting from a state, we define the state resulting frostby applying a plarP,
denoted bw[P], inductively as follows. For the empty pldh = ¢, we defines[e] = s.
For non-empty plan®, denotingP = P’, a, we defines[P’, a] as follows.

e If a is applicable at[P’], thens[P’, a] is the state equal tpost(a) on variables
v € vars(post(a)), and equal ta[P’] on variables) € V' \ vars(post(a)).

e Otherwises[P’,a] = s[P’].

We say that a stateis reachable(in an instancdl) if there exists a pla® such that
s = init[P]. We are concerned with the problempl&n generationgiven an instance
IT = (V,init, goal, A) obtain a planP thatsolvesit, that is, a planP such thainit[P]
is a goal state.

Note that sometimes we will use the representation of agdunction f as the
relation{(a,b) : f(a) = b}.

3 Macro Computation Algorithm

In this section, we develop our macro computation algoritfrthis algorithm makes
use of a number of algorithmic subroutines. In particulae, will present the two



macro-producing operations discussed in the introductipply andtransitive. First,
we define the notion adction graph the data structure on which these operations work.

Definition 1 Anaction graplis a directed graphz whose vertex set, denotedByG),

is a set of states, and whose edge set, denotdel by, consists of labelled edges that
are actions; we denote the label of an edgby i (e) (or I(e) whenG is clear from
context). Note that for every ordered pair of verti¢ass’), there may be at most one
edge(s, s') in E(G)A and each edge has exactly one label.

We now define three functions which will themselves be usedudsoutines in
apply andtransitive.

Definition 2 We define the algorithmic functidretter(a, (s, s’), G) as follows. Type-
wise, the functiobetter(a, (s, s'), G) requires that is an actionG is an action graph,
ands ands’ are vertices inG. The pseudocode fdetter(a, (s, s"), G) is as follows:
better(a, (s, s’), G) returns boolean
! if((s, s’) not in E(G))
return TRUE;
if (pre(a) strictly contained in pre(l(s, s’)) AND
post (a) contained in post (1(s, s’)))
return TRUE;
if (pre(a) contained in pre(l(s, s’)) AND
post (a) strictly contained in post(l(s, s’)))

return TRUE;

return FALSE;
}

Definition 3 We define the algorithmic functiaddlabel(G, s, s, a) as follows. Type-
wise, the functioraddlabel(G, s, s’, a) requires thatG is an action graph,s and s’
are vertices inGG, anda is an action. The pseudocode faddlabel(G, s, s’,a) is as
follows:

addlabel (G, s, s’, a) returns G’
{

G’ :=G;

if((s, s’) not in E(G))

{

place (s, s’) in E(G');

}

1_{G"} (s, s") := aj

return G’;

}

We remark that in our pseudocode, the assignment opetatgrintended to be a
value copy (as opposed to a reference copy, as in some progngrtanguages).

Definition 4 We define the algorithmic functi@ombine(a, a’) as follows. Type-wise,
the functioncombine(a, a’) requires thata anda’ are actions. We remark that in all
cases where we use the functimmbine(a, a’), there will exist states;, so such that
ais applicable at state, s1[a] = s2, anda’ is applicable at state,. The pseudocode
for combine(a, a’) is as follows:

4 That is, an action graph is not a multigraph.



combine(a, a’) returns action a’’

{
R := vars(pre(a)) setminus vars(post(a));
s := post(a) union (pre(a) | R);
O := vars(post(a)) setminus vars(post(a’));
pr := pre(a) union (pre(a’) - s);
pos := post(a’) union (post(a) | 0);
return <pr; pos setminus pr>;

Here, the pipe symbadlshould be interpreted as function restriction, and the sub-
traction symbol in(pre(a’) — s) should be interpreted as a set difference, where the
partial functionspre(a’) and S are viewed as relations. Intuitively, the partial state
represents what we know about a state if all we are told is thatactiona has just
been successfully executed.

The following propositions identify key properties of th@nbine function.

Proposition 5 Leta, o/ be actions and let be a state. The actiotcombine(a, a’) is
applicable ats if and only ifa is applicable ats anda’ is applicable ats[a]. When this
occurs,s[combine(a, a')] is equal tos[a, a’].

Proposition 6 The functiorcombine is associative. Thatis, the actiaambine(combine(as, az), as)
is equal to the actiomombine(ay, combine(az, ag)), assuming that there exists a state

s such thata, is applicable ins, as is applicable ins[a1], and a3 is applicable in

sla1, az).

We may now define the promised macro-producing operations.

Definition 7 We define two algorithmic functioagply(G, A, a, s) andtransitive(G, s1, sa, s3).
Type-wise, the functicapply (G, A, a, s) requires thatG is an action graphA is a set

of actionsa is an action, ands is a vertex of5. The pseudocode fapply(G, 4, a, s)

is as follows:

apply (G, A, a, s) returns G’
{

G’ = G;
if( a in A OR a appears as a label in G’ ) {
if( sfa] != s AND s[a] in V(G)) {
if ( better(a, (s, s[al), G) |
G’ := addlabel(G, s, sl[al, a);

}
}
}
return G’;

}

Type-wise, the functiotmansitive(G, s1, s2, s3) requires thatG is an action graph,
and thats, so, andss are vertices inG. The pseudocode faransitive(G, s1, s2, S3)
is as follows.

transitive(G, s_1, s_2, s_3) return G’
{
G’ := G;
if((s_1, s_2) in E(G) and
(s_2, s_3) in E(G)) {

a := 1(s_1, s_2);

a’ := 1(s_2, s_3);

a’’ := combine(a, a’);

if( better(a’’, (s_1, s_3), G) {
G’ := addlabel(G, s_1, s_3, a’"’);

}
}
return G';
}



Within the functiortransitive, in the case that theddlabel function is called and
returns a graphG’ that is different from the input grapf¥, we say that the transition
(s1,a”,s3) (wheresy, s3,a” are the arguments passed to thédlabel function) is
producedy the function.

In general, we use the tertransition to refer to a triple(s, a, s’) consisting of
statess, s’ and an actiom such that: is applicable at ands[a] = 5.

Definition 8 Anaction graph programver a set of stateS and a set of actiond is a
sequence of commandls= o4, ..., g, of the formapply(G, 4, a, s), withs € S, or
transitive(G, s1, s2, 3), With s1, s2, s3 € S. The execution of an action graph program
takes place as follows. Firs7 is initialized to be the action graph with as vertices
and no edges. Then, the commandX afre executed in order; for each aftero; is
executed( is replaced with the returned value.

The following is our macro computation algorithm. As inpititakes a set of states
S and a set of actiond. The running time can be bounded &yn|S|?(|A| + |S]?)),
wheren denotes the number of variables.

compute_macros (S, A) returns G, M

M := empty
V(G) :=S8
E(G) := empty set;
do {
A’ := (A union 1(E(G)));

for all: a in A’, s in V(G) {
G := apply(G, A, a, s);
}
for all sl, s2, s3 in V(G) {
G := transitive(G, sl, s2, s3);
if (transitive produces a transition) {
append "1l(sl, s3) = 1(sl, s2), 1(s2, s3)" to M;
}
}
}
while (some change was made to G)

return (G, M);

Understanding computemacros. By acombinationover A, we mean an action in
A or an action that can be derived from actiongliby (possibly multiple) applications
of the combine function.

Definition 9 We say that a transitiofs, a, s) is condition-minimalwith respect to a
set of actionsA if for any combinatioru’ over A, if s[a’] = s’ thenpre(a) C pre(a’)
and post(a) C post(a’) (whenpre(a), pre(a’), post(a), andpost(a’) are viewed as
relations).

Having defined the notion of @ondition-minimatransition, we can now naturally
define the notion of aondition-minimaprogram.

Definition 10 Relative to a planning instandd, let .S be a set of states, and let,
A’ be sets of actions. AA-condition-minimal-progranfor short, A-CM-program)
over statesS and actionsA’ is an action graph program ovef and A such that



when executedgpply is only passed pairga, s) such that(s, a, s[a]) is condition-
minimal with respect to4, and thetransitive commands produce only transitions that
are condition-minimal with respect td.

We now define a notion aflerivableaction. This notion is defined recursively.
Roughly speaking, derivable actions are actions that wadlvably be discovered as
macros by the algorithm.

Definition 11 Relative to a planning instandé, let S be a set of states, and ldtbe a
set of actions. We define the se{8f A)-derivable actions recursively, as the smallest
set satisfying: any action of a transition produced byA€CM-program over state§
and the set of actions that a(&, A)-derivable or in4, is (S, A)-derivable.

Lemma 12 Relative to a planning instandé with action setA, let s be a state. Any
(H(s, k), A)-derivable action is discovered by a call to the functigsmpute_macros
with the first two argument# (s, k) and A, by which we mean that any such an action
will appear as an edge label in the graph outputdympute_macros.

We emphasize that, in theompute_macros procedure, labels of edges are
merely actions, which (as defined) are precondition-paostition pairs that need not
appear in the original set of actiors When new edge labels are introduced, they are
always obtained from existing labels or framvia the combine procedure, which
permits the general applicability of edge labels.

Proof (Sketch) LetX = oy,...,0, be anA-CM-program overH (s, k) and ac-
tions that are discovered lyompute_macros, and letH be the graph returned by
compute_macros; we prove the result by induction.

We consider the execution of the prograhwith graphG. We prove by induction
oni > 1 that after the commang; is executed and returns graph, for every edge
(s,8') € E(G,;), itholds that(s,s’) € E(H) andig,(s,s’) = lu(s,s’).

If o; is anapply command (with argumentsanda) that effects a change in the
graph, then the input action must be {#(G;)). The command; can be successfully
applied atH. SinceH is a fixed point over albpply andtransitive commands, the
actiona passed tapply or one that is better (according to the functibatter)
must appear i atly(s, s[a]). By condition-minimality of(s, a, s[a]), we have that
a =1lg(s,slal).

If o, is atransitive command that produces a transitigna, s’), then the actions
a’ anda” (from within the execution of the command), by induction bihesis, ap-
pear inH. SinceH is a fixed point over alhpply andtransitive commands, the ac-
tion combine(a, a’) or one that is better must appearfihati (s, s’). By condition-
minimality of (s, combine(a, a’), "), we have thatombine(a,a’) = Iy (s,s’). O

4 Examples

Blocksworld-arm. We will present results with respect to the following formtibn
of the Blocksworld-arm domain, which is based strongly anpghopositional STRIPS
formulation. We choose this formulation primarily to ligit the presentation, and



remark that it is straightforward to verify that our proofslaresults apply to the propo-
sitional formulation.

Domain 13 (Blocksworld-arm domain) We use a formulation of this domahere
there is an arm. Formally, in an instaride= (V init, goal, A) of the Blocksworld-arm
domain, there is a set of blocks and the variable séf is defined agarm} U {b-on :
b € B} U {bclear : b € B} whereD(arm) = {empty} U B and for allb € B,
D(b-on) = {table,arm} U B and D(b-clear) = {T,F}. Theb-on variable tells what
the blockb is on top of, or whether it is being held by the arm, and#tfugear variable
tells whether or not the blodkis clear.
There are four kinds of actions.

e Vb € B, pickup, = (b-clear = T,b-on = table,arm = empty;b-clear =
F,b-on = arm,arm = b)

e Vb € B, putdown, = (arm = b;arm = empty, b-clear = T, b-on = table)

e Vb,c € B, unstacky. = (b-clear = T,b-on = c¢,arm = empty; b-clear
F,b-on = arm,arm = b, c-clear = T)

e Vb,c € B, stacky, = (arm = b,c-clear = T;arm = empty, c-clear =
F,b-clear = T, b-on = ¢)

O

Definition 14 Relative to an instancH of Blocksworld-arm and a reachable state
of IT, apile P of s is a non-empty sequence of blo¢ks, . . . , b) such thats(b;-on) =
bi+1 forall i € [1,k — 1]. Thetop of the pile P is the blocktop(P) = b, and the
bottomof the pile is the blockottom(P) = b,. Thesizeof P is |P| = k.

A sub-towerf s is a pile P such thats(top(P)-clear) = T; a tower is a sub-tower
such thats(bottom(P)-on) = table.

We use the notatiof (b) (respectivelyP~ (b), P<(b), P<(b)) to denote the sub-
tower with bottom block (respectively, the sub-tower stackedigmand the piles sup-
porting b, either includingb or not.)

Definition 15 LetII be a planning instance of Blocksworld-arm. &= (b4, ..., bx)
be a sequence of blocks, alhdndd’ two different blocks not i?. Let.S be the partial
state{b;-clear = T,arm = empty, by-on = ba, ..., bp_1-on = by }. We define several
actions withS as common precondition.

e The actionsubtow-tablep;, = (S,bg-on = b;bg-on = table, b-clear = T)
moves a sub-towd? from a blockb to the table.

e The actiorsubtow-blockp;, ,» = (S, bx-on = b, b'-clear = T; by-on = b’, b-clear =
T, b'-clear = F) moves a sub-towdP from a blockb onto a block)'.

e The actiortow-blockp = (S, bi-on = table, b’-clear = T; by-on = b, b/-clear =
F) moves a toweP onto a blockd'.

10



Theorem 16 LetII be a planning instance of Blocksworld-arm, andddde a reach-
able state withs(arm) = empty.

e If P is a sub-tower of ands(b;-on) = b, thensubtow-tablep, is (H(s,4), A)-
derivable.

e If Pis asub-tower of, s(by-on) = bands(b'-clear) = T, thensubtow-blockp,p, i
is (H(s,5), A)-derivable.

e If Pis atower ofs, s(bx-on) = table ands(b'-clear) = T, thentow-blockp, is
(H(s,4), A)-derivable.

Proof (Sketch). The proof has two parts. First, we show that the aforemeatio
actions are condition-minimal. Then, we describe how taivban A-CM-program
that produces the actions insiéiE s, 5). We consider the cage= subtow-blockpp p/;
the remaining actions admit similar proofs that only regudamming distancé.

To prove condition-minimality of actiom we consider any combinatiof’ =
(a1,...,as) of primitive actions fromA such thats[C] = s[a]. We must show that
the actionaunstacky, p,, - . . , unstacks, 1, stacky, » appear inC' in the given relative
order, and that no matter what are the remaining actioii$ tiis already implies that
pre(a) C pre(C) andpost(a) C post(C). We remark that the proof is not straight-
forward, sincepre(C') andpost(C') are the result of applying thesmbine subroutine
to several actions not yet determined.

To prove that there exists af-CM-program that produces actiossbtow-table
andtow-block inside H (s, 4) we use a mutual induction; we omit the proof here. We
then use these results farbtow-block, the proof for which we sketch here. Precisely,
we now show thatubtow-blockp, 1 is (H (s, 5), A)-derivable.

When|P| = 1, we derivesubtow-block p, ;» by combining actiona; = unstacky, ;
andas = stack, ;. The states|a;] ands|aq, a2] differ from s respectivelyt and
3 variables, so both states lie insidg(s,5). When|P| = k, let P’ = P (by) in
states. We use the derivable actions = subtow-tablep: s, , a2 = unstacky, s,
as = stackp, iy andas = tow-blockps 5, . Itis easy to check that the statie , as, as]
is the one that is furthest from differing at the5 variablesh-clear, by, _1-on, by-clear,
bi-on andb’-clear. O

Towers of Hanoi. We study the formulation ofowers of Hanowhere, for every

disk d, a variable stores the position (that is, the disk or the pleg)diskd is on.

Formally, in an instanc8 = (Vinit, goal, A) of the Towers of Hanoi domain, there is

an ordered set of disk® = {ds, ..., d;} and a partially ordered set of positioRs=

D U {p1,p2, p3}, whered; < p; for everyi andj. The set of variable¥ is defined as

{d-on : d € D} U {z-clear : x € P}, whereD(d-on) = P andD(x-clear) = {T, F}.
The only actions in Towers of Hanoi are movement actionsriate a diskd into

a positionz, provided that botld andp are clear and < z.

e Vd € D,Vz,2’' € P,if d < z, then definenovey ,» , = (d-clear = T, z-clear =
T, d-on = 2/; z-clear = F, a’-clear = T, d-on = z)
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We define this planning domain as the set of those plannirgrinedI such that
theinit andgoal are certain predetermined total states. Namely, in bothstdt and
goal it holdsd;-on = d; ;4 foralli € [1,...,k — 1], di-clear = T, d;-clear = F for
all i € [2, k] andps-clear = T. They only differ in three variablesnit(dy-on) = p;,
init(py-clear) = false andinit(ps-clear) = T, butgoal(dg-on) = ps3, goal(p;-clear) =
T andgoal(p;-clear) = F.

Definition 17 Let IT be a planning domain instance of Towers of Hanoi. Lée
an integeri € [1,k]. Letz = init(d;-on) andz’ € {p2,ps}. We define the ac-
tion subtow-pos; , ,» = (di-clear = T,dj-on = da,...,d;_1-on = d;,d;-on =

x,a’-clear = T;d;-on = 2/, x-clear = T, 2/-clear = F), that is, the action that moves
the tower of depth from z to z'.

Theorem 18 The actionsubtow-pos; , ., are (H (init, 7), A)-derivable.

We prove this by induction o the height of the subtower. To derive actions of
the formsubtow-pos, . ; , ,» from the actions of the forrsubtow-pos, , .., we make
use of the classical recursive solution to Towers of Hanoiamalysis shows that this
recursive step stays within Hamming distaricaf the initial state.

5 Width

In this section, we present the definition of macro perstsidsmmming width and
present the width results on domains. For a statare definewrong(s) to be the
variables that are not in the goal state, thatisyng(s) = {v € vars(goal) | s(v) #

goal(v)}.

Definition 19 With respect to a planning instan¢¥, init, goal, A), we say that a state
s’ is an improvement of a stateif

e forallv € V, if v € vars(goal) ands(v) = goal(v), thens’(v) = goal(v); and,
e there exists, € vars(goal) such thatu € wrong(s) ands’(u) = goal(u).

In this case, we say that such a variaklés a variable being improved.

Definition 20 With respect to a planning instan¢¥, init, goal, A), we say that a plan
P improvesa states if s[P] is a goal state, og[P] is an improvement of.

Relative to a planning instance, we say that a stateminates another staté if
{veV:s()# s (v)} Cvars(goal) andwrong(s) C wrong(s'); intuitively, s’ may
differ from s only in that it may have more variables set to their goal parsitRecall
that for a states and natural numbet > 0, we useH (s, k) to denote the set of all
states within Hamming distanéefrom s.

We now give the official definition of our new width notion.
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Definition 21 A planning instanceV init, goal, A) has macro persistent Hamming
width k& (for short, MPH width k) if no plan exists, or for every reachable state
dominating the initial staténit, there exists a plan ovéi (s, k), A)-derivable actions
improvings that stays within Hamming distanéeof s.

It is straightforwardly verified that if an instance has PHilthi%, then it has MPH
width k.

We now give a polynomial-time algorithm for sets of planningtances having
bounded MPH width. We establish the following theorem.

Theorem 22 Let C be a set of planning instances having MPH width The plan
generation problem fof is solvable in polynomial time via the following algorithim,
time O(n3*+2d%* (a 4 (nd)?*)). Here,n denotes the number of variablesdenotes
the maximum size of a domain, amdenotes the number of actions.

solve_mph ((V, init, goal, A), k)
{
Q := empty plan;
M := empty set of macros;
s := init;
while( s not a goal state ) {
(G, M’) := compute_macros (H(s, k), A);
append M’ to M;
if (an improvement s’ of s is reachable from s in G) {
s :=s’;
}
else {
print "2v;
halt;
}
append 1(s, s’) to Q;
}
print M;
print Q;
}

Proof (Sketch) LetII € C be a planning instance such that there exists a plan for
IT = (V,init,goal, A). We want to show thatolve_mph outputs a plan. During
the execution okolve_mph, the states can only be replaced by states that are im-
provements of it, and thus always dominates the initial stateit. By definition of
MPH width, then, for anys encountered during execution, there exists a plan over
(H(s, k), A)-derivable actions improving staying within Hamming distanck of s.
By Lemmd12, all of the actions are discovereddympute_macros, and thus the
reachability check iso1ve_mph will find an improvement.

We now perform a running time analysis of the algorithm. - denote the number
of vertices in the graphs irompute_macros, that is, |[H (s, k)|. We havev <
(R)d* € O((nd)*). Lete be the maximum number of edges; we have- (3) €
O((nd)?*). Thedo-while loopincompute_macros will execute at mos2n -e €
O(ne) times, since once an edge is introduced, its label may chaimgest2n times,
by definition ofbetter Each time this loop iterates, it uses no more than- e)v + v3
time: applycan be called on no more thén+ e)v inputs, andransitivecan be called
on no more than? inputs. The while loop isolve_mph loops at most times, and
each time, by the previous discussion, it requite§a + e)v + v*) time for the call
to compute_macros, and(v + €) time for the reachability check. The total time is
thusO(n(ne((a + e)v + v3) + (v + ¢€))) which isO(n%e((a + e)v + v3)) which is
O(n%e(a + e)v) which isO(n**2d% (a + (nd)?*)). O

13



Blocksworld.
Theorem 23 All instances of the Blocksworld-arm domain have MPH-widih

According to Theorerh 16, at any stateve may consider our set of applicable
actions enriched by this new macro-actions. We now show feowtltese new actions
be used to improve any reachable statdhe proof is conceptually simple: improve
s just by moving around a few piles of blocks. For instances(ff-on) = &' but
goal(b—on) =", apply aCtiOﬂSUthW-tablep> (b"7),b'" SUthW-b'OCkP> (b),b’ b’ - How-
ever, we must not forget that variables that were alreadféngoal state irs must
remain so after the improvement. For instance; ifas on top oft’ in s, then un-
stackingb from &’ will make b’-clear change fronF to T. We may try to solve this by
placing anything whatever on top &f, but then this movement may affect some other
variable which was already in the goal state, and so forth.

The following lemma is a case-by-case analysis of the soiub the difficulty we
have described.

Lemma 24 LetII be an instance of the Blocksworld-arm domain, and le¢ a reach-
able state oflT such thats(arm) = empty. If a blockb is such thats(b-clear) = T
but goal(b-clear) = F, then there is a plan usin@H (s, 6), A)-derivable actions that
improves the variablé-clear in s.

Proof (Sketch). Clearly,b = top(P;) for some towerP; of s. Let P, ..., P; be the
remainingt — 1 towers ofs, and lett’ be the number of towers gbal.

The proof proceeds by cases. If theré sich thagoal(bottom(FP;)-on) # table,
we say we are in Case 1. Otherwise, it holds that ¢’. In particular, there aré
blocksd’ such thaigoal(b'-clear) = T (block b not one of them), andblocksd’ # b
such thats(d'-clear) = T (blockd being one of them). It follows that it exists a block
b’ such thatgoal(b'-clear) = T but s(b'-clear) = F. We say we are in Case 2 if the
block b’ belongs to the toweP;, and in Case 3 if not. Throughout this proof we say
that a block’ is badly placed ifs(b’-on) # goal(b'-on).

Case 1 The towerP; is wrongly placed in the table, so we are allowed to change
the value otbottom(P;)-on without worry.

(a) Ifi # 1, then useow-blockp, , to stack the towep; on top ofb.

(b) If i = 1 and a towerP; with j > 1 has a badly placed blodk, then a possible
solution is to insertP; belowd’. That is, move the sub-towé?- (b’) on top of
Py, and then move the new resulting tower on top of the place sWieras in
states, that is, on top o&(b’-on).

(c) If i« = 1 and no towerP; with j > 1 has badly placed blocks., then consider

the pile P! in stategoal thatb belongs to, and e’ = T(F/). If block V' is in

P; for j > 1 in states, thenP; would have some badly placed block, siri¢e
andb, sharing pileP/ in the goal state, would be in different piles in stateSo

b’ isin Py, goal(b'-clear) = T but s(b’-clear) = F, sinceb is the top ofP;. It
follows that the block on top df in pile P; is badly placed. To improvieclear
use actionsubtow-tablep_ ;) v @ndtow-blockp_ (i 5, that is, break the tower
over blockd’ and swap the two parts.
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Note that an action likeow-blockp_ ;5 is not derivable froms since the pile
P<(') is not a subtower of, but it is derivable froms’ = s[subtow-tablep_ (i), @
state within distanc® from s. This fact may increase the width required to discover the
derivable actions. In our case, a careful examination tewkat Situation (b) requires
width 5 and Situation (c) requires width

Case 2 Note that if Case 1 does not apply ther ¢. Letd’ be the highest block
in P, such thats(b'-clear) = F butgoal(b’-clear) = T.

(@) Ift > 1 and a towerP; with j > 1 has a badly placed blodK, then we insert
the pile P~ (b') belowd”, analogously to Situation (b) in Case 1. This procedure
improves variables-clear andb’-clear at the same time, but it needs width

(b) If there is a second blodK' in P, such thaigoal(b”-clear) = T, then swap the
sub-towerP- (b') with the pile betwee’ andb”, the blockd” not including.
The procedure is similar to Situation (c) in Case 1, but itisgp width 5.

(c) If there is no second blodK’ in P; but all the towersP; with j > 1 have no
badly placed blocks, it follows that eithér= 1 or all towersP; with j > 1
are exactly as in the goal state. Observe that, in this situathe blocks ofP;
form a tower ins and ingoal, but the order of the blocks in the two towers must
differ: the pile P’ = P<(V’), which is such thagoal(top(P’)-clear) = T and
goal(bottom(P’)-on) = table, cannot be a pile igoal. Hence there is a badly
placed block belowy’. This situation is analogous to Situation (b) in Case 2, and
it also requires width 5.

Case 3 There is a block’ such thats(b'-clear) = F butgoal(b'-clear) = T, and
the block is in some toweP; other thanP;. We just stack the sub-towék. (b") on top
of b. O
Proof (Sketch). (of Theoreni 2B) Lell be an instance of the Blocksworld-arm domain,
and lets be a reachable state Ofthat is not a goal state. We present the case where
s(arm) = goal(arm) = empty.

Improving b-on.

e s(b-on) = table, goal(b-on) = ¥'. If s(b'-clear) = F, then move the sub-tower
P- (') onto the table. (This changes the varialleon, whereb” is the block
on top oft’ in s, which was not in the goal state 1) Now the blockd’ is clear,
so we stack the toweris the bottom of ontd’.

e s(b-on) = b goal(b-on) = . If s(b'-clear) = F then we can swap piles
P (") and P (V). Otherwise, we stack- (b’') on top ofd’, but thenb”-clear
becomes true. This is a problengial(b”’-clear) = F, so we may need to apply
LemmdZ4 at the current state. Again, a careful examinatiows that we may
need widths.

e s(b-on) = b”, goal(b-on) = table. Move P> (b) onto the table. As in the previ-
ous case apply Lemnial?4 to the current stageifl(b”-clear) = F. In this case
we may heed width 7.
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Improving b-clear.

e s(b-clear) = F, goal(b-clear) = T. Move the pileP- (b) onto the table, so width
4 is enough.

e s(b-clear) = T, goal(b-clear) = F. Just apply Lemm@a24, which requires width
6.

Under the assumption thatarm) = goal(arm) = empty, there is nothing else to
show, since we have explained how to improve any variables Vidth numberl0
comes from the analysis of the other cases.

Towers of Hanoi.

Theorem 25 All instances of the Towers of Hanoi domain have MPH-width

Each instance can be solved by a single application of therecibtow-posy, ,, ..
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