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Abstract 

Extracting implicit knowledge and logical reasoning abilities from 
large language models (LLMs) has consistently been a significant 
challenge. The advancement of multi-agent systems has further en-
hanced the capabilities of LLMs. Inspired by the structure of mul-
tipolar neurons (MNs), we propose the XAgents framework, an in-
terpretable multi-agent cooperative framework based on the IF-
THEN rule-based system. The IF-Parts of the rules are responsible 
for logical reasoning and domain membership calculation, while 
the THEN-Parts are comprised of domain expert agents that gen-
erate domain-specific contents. Following the calculation of the 
membership, XAgetns transmits the task to the disparate domain 
rules, which subsequently generate the various responses. These 
responses are analogous to the answers provided by different ex-
perts to the same question. The final response is reached at by elim-
inating the hallucinations and erroneous knowledge of the LLM 
through membership computation and semantic adversarial gener-
ation of the various domain rules. The incorporation of rule-based 
interpretability serves to bolster user confidence in the XAgents 
framework. We evaluate the efficacy of XAgents through a com-
parative analysis with the latest AutoAgents, in which XAgents 
demonstrated superior performance across three distinct datasets. 
We perform post-hoc interpretable studies with SHAP algorithm 
and case studies, proving the interpretability of XAgent in terms of 
input-output feature correlation and rule-based semantics.  

1 Introduction 

The human brain contains specific types of neurons, namely 

pyramidal neurons (PyMN) (Jossin and Cooper, 2011) and 

purkinje multipolar neurons (PuMN) (Herndon, 1963), as il-

lustrated in Figure 1. PyMNs perform a variety of functions 

within the brain, including transmitting and integrating in-

formation, modulating of brain activity, and contributing 

learning and memory processes (Silberberg and Markram, 

2007). The multi-axonal structure of PyMNs can span dif-

ferent regions of the brain to form long-range connections. 

The connections allow for more efficient and extensive in-

formation exchange between different brain regions, form-

ing the basis for complex brain functions such as sensory 

processing, motor control and cognitive functions. PuMNs 
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play a central role in cerebellar function as the multi-den-

dritic structure is capable of integrating inputs from multiple 

sources (Hirano, 2018). The dendrites receive synaptic in-

puts from parallel fibers in the granule cells and crawling 

fibers in the inferior olivary nucleus. Integration of these in-

puts is critical for the fine modulation of cerebellar output 

signals. 

 

Figure 1. Multipolar Neuron 

Inspired by the information processing of MNs, we adopt 

abstractions of PyMNs and PuMNs to form the structures 

depicted in the right part of Figure 1. These structures are 

characterized as Single Input Multiple Output (SIMO) and 

Multiple Input Single Output (MISO), respectively. It is de-

termined that the SIMO and MISO system structures are 

                         

         

    

                          

        

     

 

 

   

   



well-suited to addressing complex problems or tasks (Lars-

son and Jorswieck, 2008; Zhang and Cui, 2010), including 

those involving reasoning with intricate information, solv-

ing problems with uncertainty, and performing generative 

tasks. The SIMO structure can decompose complicated 

tasks that span across different domains of expertise. Con-

versely, the MISO structure can fuse multiple sources of 

complex information into a well-integrated output. Based on 

the IF-THEN rule from formal logic system (Hoaglund, 

1986) and the SIMO+MISO system structure of MNs, we 

carry out an IF-THEN rule-based system capable of delving 

deeply into information and performing logical reasoning. 

In the real world, LLMs are employed to supplement hu-

mans in the resolution of intricate problems, including an-

swering questions, facilitating user interaction, generating 

documents on demand. As the tasks become increasingly 

complex, multi-agent systems are employed to decompose 

the complex tasks and arrange agents with different roles to 

solve the various sub-tasks that comprise the workflow. 

Nevertheless, the existing multi-agent system continues to 

exhibit deficiencies in extracting LLM knowledge and for-

mulating logical inferences (Han et al., 2024). Accordingly, 

we propose a multi-agent system framework, XAgents, 

which is based on the IF-THEN rule-based system where 

each rule represents an individual domain. The IF-Part of 

the rule is employed for logical reasoning and domain mem-

bership calculation (Civanlar and Trussell, 1986), whereas 

the THEN-Part is utilized for the generation of domain-spe-

cific content. In summary, the XAgents framework has the 

capacity of rule-based logical reasoning and comprehensive 

mining of LLM domain knowledge. 

In this paper, we present three contributions to the field of 

multi-agent system. First, we propose XAgents, a multi-

agent framework based on the IF-THEN rule-based system. 

Furthermore, we validate the performance of XAgents on 

knowledge-based and inference-based datasets. Lastly, we 

analyze the interpretability of XAgents. 

2 Related Works 

LLM-based Agent. The initial research on agent systems 

focused on the analysis of single-agent systems, which con-

tains distant reasoning mechanisms. The most notable works 

are Chain-of-Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022), which 

demonstrated the capacity of LLMs to devise their own 

thought processes for problem-solving. Subsequent research 

has been conducted in several areas, including least-to-most 

prompting for solving complex tasks (Zhou et al., 2023), 

zero-sample CoT (Kojima et al., 2022), self-consistent rea-

soning mechanisms (Wang et al., 2023a), and iterative self-

refine by feedback (Madaan et al., 2023). As the research 

progresses, the agent systems evolve from a simple structure 

to a complex structure. Auto-GPT (Yang et al., 2023) repre-

sents an early example of a single-agent complex system 

that employs a LLM-based autonomous agent to accomplish 

tasks through the utilization of a range of tools. However, 

Auto-GPT is only capable of functioning independently and 

can’t facilitate processing complex tasks. One method of en-

hancing the task-solving capability of agent systems is to 

create distinct roles based on LLMs, and facilitate their co-

ordination of actions to achieve the common objective. 

CAMEL (Li et al., 2023) is the early chat-based multi-agent 

framework that guide agents to finish complex tasks through 

inception prompting and role-playing. MetaGPT (Hong et 

al., 2023) is also a multi-agent framework that creates and 

assigns different roles to multiplex agents based on LLMs, 

which collaborate to solve complex tasks in the process of 

collaborative software development. Recent research has in-

vestigated the potential of LLMs to adaptively generate 

roles instead of having static presets for the agents. SPP 

(Wang et al., 2023b) is a mechanism that adaptively gener-

ates multiple personas based a common LLM to enhance the 

abilities of processing complex tasks in multi-turn self-col-

laboration. AutoAgents (Chen et al., 2024) draws a connec-

tion between tasks and roles by dynamically generating mul-

tiple agents based on the task content and design an execut-

able solution from a planner agent, achieving the task 

through the collaborative efforts of multiple specified agents. 

Concurrently, the framework incorporates observer roles 

with the objective of reflecting and enhancing the specified 

plans and the responses of the agents. 

Rule-based System. Rule-based systems automate prob-

lem-solving know-how and provide means for that capture 

and refines human expertise (Hayes-Roth, 1985; Davis and 

King, 1984). Rule-based systems have been further devel-

oped in the field of mixture of expert (MoE) systems (Gro-

san et al., 2011; Yuksel et al., 2012) in several application 

areas, including classification, generation, recognition, and 

logical reasoning etc. The study of rule-based systems’ in-

terpretability has been a very crucial direction in the field of 

artificial intelligence. Explainable artificial intelligence 

(XAI) aims to address the problem of black-box models. 

Wang et al. proposed Bayesian Rule Set (BRS) based on 

Bayesian theory and proved its interpretability (Wang et al., 

2017). Liu et al. investigated the interpretable representa-

tions of rule-based networks showing that rule-based mod-

els help to discover deep knowledge (Liu et al., 2017). 

SHAP (Van den Broeck et al., 2022) is a game theory-based 

approach that aims to provide global explanations of the pre-

dictions of any machine learning model. RuleXAI (Macha 

et al., 2022) is an interpretability study of rule-based models 

based on the SHAP algorithm, in which the authors demon-

strate that the rule-based and tree-based models used for 

classification, regression and survival analysis tasks are ex-

plicable . 



3 Interpretable Rule-Based Multi-Agents Co-

operative Framework: XAgents 

XAgents is a multi-agent framework based on domain rules, 

comprising two principal phases: task planning and task ex-

ecution. In the planning phase, the planner agent (PA) is re-

sponsible for organizing a workflow appropriate for the in-

put task. This step involves the generation of a task execu-

tion graph (TEG) that represents the sequence of tasks to be 

performed. Additionally, the PA assigns specific roles to the 

agents within the nodes of the graph designated to have spe-

cial responsibilities. In the TEG, the complex task is initially 

decomposed into a series of discrete, relatively simple sub-

tasks. Finally, the outputs of these sub-tasks are integrated 

to generate the final result. 

 

Figure 2. Structure of XAgents 

As illustrated in Figure 2, the Task Node represents the ini-

tial node 𝑇 at the commencement of the TEG, followed by 

the sub-task nodes connected to it. The sub-tasks [𝑇1, … , 𝑇𝑁] 
constitute the primary component of the TEG, and the final 

result is attained by integrating the responses of all the sub-

tasks through the fusion node 𝐹, as showed in Eq. (1). The 

TEG is an unweighted directed acyclic graph, tailored to 

each intricate task. 

𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) = 𝑃𝐴(𝑥) (1) 
Where 𝑥 is the complex task, 𝐺 is the task execution graph, 

𝑃𝐴 is the planer agent processing unit for initializing all the 

agents of the whole task workflow which is to build TEG, 

𝑉 = {𝑇, 𝑇1, … , 𝑇𝑁 , 𝐹} is the node set of the TEG, 𝐸  is the 

edges set of the TEG, 𝐸 = {𝑇 → 𝑇1, 𝑇 → 𝑇2, . . . , 𝑇𝑁 → 𝐹}. 
The effective completion of sub-tasks is crucial to the suc-

cess of the XAgents execution phase. The fulfillment of 

each sub-task node requires the involvement of multiple 

agents, including a Inference Expert Agent (IEA), a Domain 

Analyst Agent (DAA), Domain Expert Agents (DEAs), and 

a Fusion Expert Agent (FEA), as illustrated in the Sub-Task 

Node part of Figure 2. These agents are integrated into an 

IF-THEN rule-based system. In the planning phase, the 

planner agent does not generate detailed domain rules or set 
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up the relevant DEAs. Instead, it delegates the task of gen-

erating specific domain rules to the DAA in the execution 

phase, following domain analysis, as shown in Eq. (2). Con-

sequently, during the execution phase, each sub-task node is 

dynamic, as are the domain rules associated with it, as 

shown in Eq. (3). FEA fuses the domain responses from 

DEAs with different domain-specific knowledge in the 

THEN-Parts of Domain rules, as shown in Eq. (4). 

𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠 = [𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒1, 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒2, . . . , 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝐾] = 𝐷𝐴𝐴(𝑇𝑖) ( ) 
𝑅𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠 = [𝑅𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒1, . . . , 𝑅𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒𝐾] = 𝐼𝐸𝐴(𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠, 𝑇𝑖 , 𝒫𝑖) ( ) 

𝑅𝑠𝑢𝑏 = 𝐹𝐸𝐴𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠(𝑅𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠) ( ) 
where 𝐷𝐴𝐴(. ) is the domain analyst agent processing unit, 

𝐼𝐸𝐴(. )  is the inference expert agent processing unit, 

𝐹𝐸𝐴𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠(. ) is the fusion expert agent processing unit for 

rules, 𝑇𝑖  is the 𝑖th sub-task, 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠 are the rules generated by 

the DAA, 𝒫𝑖  is the input to the 𝑖-th sub-task node and the 

response of the previous node, 𝑅𝑠𝑢𝑏 is the output of the 𝑖-th 

sub-task, 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠 = [𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒1, 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒2, . . . , 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝐾] , K is the 

number of the domain rules in the sub-task, and 𝑅𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠 is the 

rule set of the rule-based system in the sub-task node, which 

generalized form is shown in Eq. (5), 𝑘 = 1, , …𝐾. 

   𝑥           𝑘                 𝑦 = 𝐷𝐸𝐴(𝑥) ( ) 

At the end of the execution phase, the fusion expert agent 

fuses the outputs of the previous sub-task nodes to output 

the final result. 

𝑅𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙 = 𝐹𝐸𝐴𝑠𝑢𝑏(𝐹, 𝒫𝑓) ( ) 

Where 𝐹𝐸𝐴𝑠𝑢𝑏 is the fusion expert agent processing unit 

for the sub-tasks, 𝒫𝑓 is the input to the fusion node, 𝒫𝑓 =

[𝑅𝑠𝑢𝑏1, 𝑅𝑠𝑢𝑏2, . . . , 𝑅𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑀], 𝑀 is the number of the sub-tasks 

for fusion, and 𝑅𝑓𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑙  is the final result of the whole task. 

 

Figure 3. Task Execution Graph 

Domain Rule-based Logical Reasoning. The rule-based 

system is located at each sub-task node, generated dynami-

cally and adaptively based on specific task domains. Each 

rule comprises two distinct parts: IF-Part and THEN-Part. 

The IF-Part is concerned with calculating the membership 

of the sub-task with each rule, while the THEN-Part con-

tains a DEA able to cope with the domain-specific tasks. The 

domain membership calculation in XAgents is carried out 

by semantic reasoning from the DAA instead of mathemat-

ical computation. As a result, the results are discrete seman-

tic terms (High, Sub-High, Low etc.) instead of continuous 

values. Each rule processes tasks from distinct specific do-

mains and provide expert responses from its own individual 

domain. The logical reasoning based on rules is built from 

the semantic reasoning of the IF-Parts, which determine the 

membership of the task according to the domain rules. The 

THEN-Part contains a DEA that is able to process domain-

specific tasks and generate domain-specific responses. The 

rule-based logical reasoning system is capable of resolving 

the ambiguity and uncertainty inherent in the task, thereby 

generating crisp and precise results. 

Multi-View Knowledge Enhance. In the XAgents, each 

DEA in the THEN-Part represents a view from a specific 

knowledge domain. Therefore, the rule-based system is a 

multi-view system with distinct pieces of domain 

knowledge. When processing a task, the system employs the 

multi-view mechanism to obtain the responses from multi-

plex domain expert views. These individual responses are 

then combined by a FEA to deliver a final response of supe-

rior quality. The rule-based system facilitates the generation 

and enhancement of knowledge through the multi-view 

mechanism, while simultaneously mitigating the potential 

for illusions and ambiguities that may arise in LLMs. 

4 Experiments 

4.1 Datasets and Experiment Setting 
Task1.Trivia Creative Writing (Wang et al., 2023b). The 

task tests LLMs' ability to retrieve and integrate diverse in-

formation from their internal knowledge. In this task, a 

model must craft a coherent story around a given topic while 

incorporating answers to N trivia questions. We evaluate the 

models with N set to 5 and 10, where a higher N requires 

more extensive domain knowledge. Our benchmark in-

cludes 100 instances for each N, totaling 1,000 trivia ques-

tions. 

Task2. Logic Grid Puzzle. The task is from the Bigbench 

dataset (Srivastava et al., 2023), which comprises 200 in-

stances. Each instance describes a logic puzzle involving 2 

to 5 houses, each occupied by a person with specific charac-

teristics, such as playing the piano. The goal is to answer 

questions about house numbers based on given clues, requir-

ing multi-step reasoning and the selection of relevant infor-

mation. For evaluation, we measure the accuracy of the pre-

dicted house numbers by comparing them to the ground 

truth targets provided by the dataset. 

Task3. Codenames Collaborative (Wang et al., 

2023b).The task is an extension of the Codenames task from 

the BigBench. Codenames Collaborative is a collaborative 
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task that examines        ’                            the-

ory of mind abilities by assigning two player roles: the Spy-

                                     ’                     

a hint word related to the target words, excluding some other 

distractor                         ’                          

target words based on the given hint and the full list of words.  

Evaluation Metrics. Drawing on the approach of (Wang et 

al., 2023b), we adopt an automatic metric to identify factual 

                          ’                                

domain knowledge. We conduct string matching with the 

veridical target answers for each question on the generated 

output. The generalized form is shown as Eq. (7). 

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =
𝐴𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡  

𝑁𝑞

(7) 

Where 𝑁𝑞 is the number of questions, 𝐴𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡 is the num-

ber of correct answer mentions, 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 is the metrics score 

for the tasks. 

Comparative Methods. We compare our approach with 

methods for single-agents, including Standard-Prompting, 

CoT and Self-Refine and methods for multi-agents, includ-

ing SPP and AutoAgents. 

LLMs. The default LLM for Agents is GPT4 (gpt-4). We 

adopt two other LLMs, GPT3.5 (gpt-3.5-turbo) and 

LLAMA3.1 (llama3.1-70b), to further investigate the hid-

den patterns between our method and LLMs with different 

parameter scales and cognitive abilities. 

We choose 20 domains for rules generation. Each rule in-

volves only one individual domain. The specific domain 

names, the corresponding temperature value of the LLMs 

and the frequency of occurrence in the experiments are 

showed in Part 1 of the Supplementary Materials. We pre-

sent the details of all the agents’ prompting in XAgents in 

Part 2 of the Supplementary Materials. 

4.2 Performance Analysis 

Table 1. Trivia Creative Writing based on GPT4 

Methods N (# tri ia questions) = 5  N (# tri ia questions) = 10 

Score (%) ∆ ( .s Standard %)  Score (%) ∆ ( .s Standard %) 

         74 6    %  77      % 

    67        %  68        % 

            7        %  76       % 

    7    +7  %  84 7 +    % 

           8    +   %  8    +   8% 

X       84.4 +13.1%  88.1 +14.4% 

∆ indicates the differences compared with Standard 

Table 2. Logic Grid Puzzle based on GPT4 

Methods Score (%) ∆ ( .s Standard %) 

          7 7    % 

    6  8 + 4  % 

            6    +4  % 

    68   + 8 4% 

           7  8 + 4 4% 

X       75.0 +30.0% 

Table3.Codenames Collaborative based on GPT4 

Methods Score (%) ∆ ( .s Standard %) 

         7  4    % 

    7  7    6% 

            7        % 

    7    +4 8% 

           8  4 +7  % 

X       83.5 +10.7% 

When N is equal to 5 in Table 1, the score of XAgents is 2.4 

points higher than that of state-of-the-art AutoAgents, and 

10.7% higher than that of Standard. When N is 10, the 

XAgents score is 2.7 points higher than the AutoAgents 

score and 14.4% higher than the Standard score. Given that 

Trivia Creative Writing is a dataset that focuses on the 

knowledge task, XAgents is more effective than the other 

methods at mining the knowledge and hidden patterns of 

LLMs. XAgents generates a multi-expert view through the 

application of multi-domain rules and the provision of dis-

parate responses from experts operating within different do-

mains enables the elucidation of intricate knowledge. 

The results of Logic Grid Puzzle, the dataset of the reason-

ing tasks, showed in Table 2. XAgents outperforms all com-

pared methods. XAgents scores 3.2 points higher than Au-

toAgents, 6.7 points higher than SPP, and 15.0 points higher 

than Self-Refine. Since the logical reasoning system of 

XAgent is based on the highly logical IF-THEN rule-based 

reasoning, it is more capable of applying logical processing 

skills on reasoning tasks compared to other methods. 

The Codenames Collaborative dataset in Table 3 incorpo-

rates both logic and knowledge tasks, thus demanding en-

hanced logical reasoning and knowledge mining capabilities. 

XAgents demonstrated a superior performance compared to 

the other comparative methods on this dataset. It exhibited 

a 1.9-point advantage over AutoAgents and a 4.5-point ad-

vantage over SPP, which suggests that XAgents possesses a 



distinct proficiency in logical reasoning and knowledge 

mining.  

The comparative analysis in Part 3 of the Supplementary 

Materials presents various methods in terms of their frame-

work features and prompting mechanisms. The experi-

mental result based on GPT3.5 and Llama3.1 are in Part 4 

of the Supplementary Materials. These results demonstrate 

that XAgents also exhibits superior performance compared 

to other methods. Furthermore, the task processing exam-

ples presented in Part 5 of the Supplementary Materials 

demonstrate the high effectiveness of XAgents in real-world 

scenarios. 

In summary, XAgents outperforms the comparative meth-

ods in both logical reasoning and knowledge mining. This is 

achieved via the combination of Domain Rule-based reason-

ing mechanism and domain expert agents. 

4.3 Interpretability Analysis 

 

 Figure 4. SHAP Value of XAgents based on Domain Rules. 

SHAP values provide a consistent and fair way of evaluating 

the interpretability of model predictions. We randomly over-

sampling the Trivia Creative Writing's questions, and every 

{2,4,6,8,10} questions make up a new task sample. There 

are 30000 sample points in the Figure 4. The range of SHAP 

value is [-1.0, 1.0], while Domain Membership is from the 

following set: {High=1.0, Sub-High=0.8, Medium=0.6, 

Mid-Low=0.4, Lower=0.2, Low=0.0}.  

We used the task's domain membership as input features to 

calculate the SHAP value. As shown in Figure 4, blue sam-

ple points indicate low membership and their SHAP value 

is 0.0, while red sample points indicate high membership 

and their SHAP values are mainly concentrated in [0.0,1.0]. 

When the rule domain membership is low, the input features 

have no effect on the model predictions; when the member-

ship is high, and the features impact on the model predic-

tions. The input task-domain membership features of 

XAgents are strongly correlated with the model predictions, 

and most of the domain features with high membership 

show positive correlation with the model predictions. The 

sub-task processing module of XAgents exhibits the re-

markable interpretability. 

 



 

Figure 5. Sub-Task Processing of XAgents based on Domain Rules 

In order to further analyze the interpretability of XAgents, 

we semantically analyzed a specific sub-task processing on 

the Trivia Creative Writing. First, the question of the sub-

task was analyzed by DAA and found to be highly related to 

the Entertainment-and-Media domain, to a medium degree 

to the Arts-and-Design and History domains, as shown in 

the Figure 5. DAA then generates three corresponding IF-

THEN domain rules, namely Rule1, Rule2 and Rule3 in the 

Figure. The sub-task is processed by the three rules in three 

different domains and then fused by FEA to obtain the final 

answer. 

Semantically Interpretability. In the example shown in 

Figure 5, after the DAA analysis, it determines that the sub-

task is highly correlated with the Entertainment-and-Media 

domain, and less correlated with the Arts-and-Design and 

History domains, consistent with the judgements of the hu-

man experts. After processing these three rules, the DEAs 

generates the answers from three expert perspectives. Ac-

cording to the analysis, the answers of Rule1 and Rule3 are 

semantically highly consistent, and the fused answer is also 

consistent with the real target. The correlation between 

Rule2 and the sub-task is medium, and therefore the output 

with conflicting semantics has a minimal impact on the final 

result. This reasoning process conforms to the human prior 

knowledge and demonstrates the semantically interpretabil-

ity that XAgents offers in the process of domain rule-based 

reasoning. 

Semantic Adversarial Generation. In Figure 5, Rule2’s 

answer semantically conflicts with the other answers, and 

the main disagreement is the movie name. From the seman-

tic analysis, both Rule1 and Rule3 support that the name is 

"Guess Who's coming to Dinner" (1967) while Rule2 sup-

ports that it was "The Lion in Winter" (1968). XAgents 

solves the problem of semantic conflict and fuses the do-

main rules’ answers into a consistent final result by two 

mechanisms. Initially, we implement a voting mechanism 

that assigns trust degrees based on the votes of distant se-

mantics. The higher votes lead to a higher trust degree, while 

the fewer votes result in a lower trust degree. Subsequently, 

by considering the domain membership, we evaluate the 

trust degree of semantics, awarding a high trust degree to 

those semantics which are generated by the domain rule with 

high membership and a low trust degree to those with low 

membership. By utilizing the two mechanisms, XAgents re-

move the semantic pieces of information with low trust de-

gree. Furthermore, our analysis demonstrates that XAgents 

is capable of solving semantic adversarial problems and 

generating results that are highly trustworthy. This is evi-

denced by the additional cases presented in Part 6 of the Sup-

plementary Materials.  
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5 Discussion 

XAgents vs MoE. MoE is a machine learning model archi-

tecture that combines multiple specialized models (experts) 

to handle different parts of a task (Masoudnia and Ebrahim-

pour, 2014). The essential elements of MoE model are the 

experts, the gating network, and the combined outputs 

(Yuksel et al., 2012). The gating network determines which 

experts are to be used for each input. In the context of 

XAgents, the primary roles of a rule-based system are that 

of a domain expert, domain analyst and fusion expert. MoE 

and the rule-based XAgents exhibit notable similarities in 

the terms of system structure. However, the XAgents frame-

work incorporates a rule-based reasoning process, which fa-

cilitates the elimination of errors and ambiguous infor-

mation. XAgents does not necessitate the provision of train-

ing resources or datasets, with the requisite knowledge de-

rived from LLMs. Furthermore, XAgents allows for the in-

corporation of expert knowledge and experience through 

rule-based embedding, which capability is not available 

with MoE. 

XAgents vs Ensemble Learning. Ensemble learning (EL) 

(Dietterich, 2000) is an approach to accomplish tasks such 

as classification by constructing multiple weak learners and 

combining them into one strong learner. It can be demon-

strated that EL methods can significantly enhance prediction 

performance in comparison to an individual learner. The 

rule-based system of XAgents integrates domain expert 

agents, which are analogous to pre-trained strong learners of 

EL. However, XAgents is unable to learn knowledge in the 

same way as EL, due to the fact that it can’t update the do-

main knowledge of the pre-trained LLMs. Instead, the 

agents are capable of thinking and reasoning in order to gain 

more useful knowledge. In contrast, EL has no rule-based 

reasoning ability and is therefore unable to solve problems 

by further drawing on the leaners’ intrinsic knowledge and 

hidden patterns.  

Conclusions 
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