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Abstract

Trisecting agents, issues, and agent pairs are essential topics of three-way conflict analysis. They have been commonly
studied based on either a rating or an auxiliary function. A rating function defines the positive, negative, or neutral
ratings of agents on issues. An auxiliary function defines the alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations between
agents. These functions measure two opposite aspects in a single function, leading to challenges in interpreting their
aggregations over a group of issues or agents. For example, when studying agent relations regarding a set of issues, a
standard aggregation takes the average of an auxiliary function concerning single issues. Therefore, a pair of alliance
+1 and conflict —1 relations will produce the same result as a pair of neutrality O relations, although the attitudes
represented by the two pairs are very different. To clarify semantics, we separate the two opposite aspects in an
auxiliary function into a pair of alliance and conflict functions. Accordingly, we trisect the agents, issues, and agent
pairs and investigate their applications in solving a few crucial questions in conflict analysis. Particularly, we explore
the concepts of alliance sets and strategies. A real-world application is given to illustrate the proposed models.

Keywords: Three-way decision, Conflict analysis, Alliance function, Conflict function, Alliance set, Strategy.

1. Introduction

Conflict analysis focuses on understanding and solving the conflict that arises from different attitudes held by
agents or organizations towards a set of issues. Pawlak [21, 22] proposes a three-valued situation table to formally
represent the attitudes, opinions, or ratings of a set of agents on a set of issues. In particular, each cell in the table
takes a value of +1, —1, or 0, indicating that an agent is favourable/positive, against/negative, or neutral towards an
issue. Based on such a situation table, Pawlak [21, 22] further investigates the relations between agents, including the
alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations. Following Pawlak’s formulation, many researchers have studied conflict
analysis models from different perspectives [1, 9, 10, 18, 21, 23, 27-29, 46].

The use of three ratings and three types of agent relations naturally links conflict analysis to the idea of thinking
in threes that underlies the theory of three-way decision introduced by Yao [34, 35, 37]. In a broad sense, three-
way decision involves a philosophy of thinking in threes, a methodology of working in threes, and a mechanism of
processing in threes [37]. A popular concrete model is the Trisecting-Acting-Outcome (TAO) model [35], which
involves dividing a whole into three parts, devising and applying strategies to process the three parts, and evaluating
and optimizing the outcome. Three-way decision and its underlying philosophy of thinking in threes have been widely
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applied to many disciplines and fields [2, 7, 19, 38, 43]. Three-way classification [6, 8, 17, 20, 33, 41, 44] is one of
the earliest studied specific topics of three-way decision. It focuses on trisecting a universe into positive instances,
negative instances, and those in the boundary that cannot be determined to be positive or negative. Such a trisection
is commonly based on the evaluation of objects. Yao [34] summarizes two evaluation-based three-way classification
models. One uses a single evaluation function to perform both the positive and negative evaluations, and the other
uses two separate evaluation functions. The idea of computing with threes also appears in a few other topics, such as
shadowed sets and bipolar representations. Pedrycz [24-26] proposes the concept of a shadowed set that transforms a
fuzzy set into three disjoint elevated, reduced, and shadowed areas by applying two opposite operations of elevation
and reduction. The idea of using three areas indicates a close connection between shadowed sets and three-way
decision, which has been studied by a few researchers [39, 40, 42, 45, 47]. Dubois and Prade [3, 4] propose the
concept of bipolarity, which refers to the propensity of the human mind for reasoning and decision-making based
on the two opposite positive and negative effects. Although bipolarity shares many common features with three-way
decision, their connections are not well explored in the literature.

Conflict analysis is one of the many topics that share a common idea of using threes with three-way decision. A
combination of the two topics leads to three-way conflict analysis that studies a conflict situation via trisecting agents,
issues, and agent pairs. Specifically, most research on three-way conflict analysis [5, 11-14, 16, 30-32, 36] follows
the three-way classification model based on a single evaluation function. Sun, Ma, and Zhao [32] introduce a model
of trisecting agents and issues by generalizing the concepts of lower and upper approximations over two universes in
rough set theory. This work is further extended by Sun et al. [30] based on the probabilistic rough set approximations
over two universes. Lang, Miao, and Cai [13] apply a pair of thresholds (a, ) on an evaluation function to trisect
agent pairs instead of a single threshold of 0.5 in Pawlak’s model [21-23]. Fan, Qi, and Wei [5] propose a quantitative
model of three-way conflict analysis based on an evaluation function generalized from derivation operators in formal
concept analysis. Yao [36] argues about the inconsistency of interpreting the neutral rating 0 in Pawlak’s model and
discusses trisections of agents and agent pairs based on a single evaluation function.

A potential issue in most existing models is that they use a single evaluation function to reflect two opposite
aspects. For instance, an auxiliary function commonly uses the positive value +1 for an alliance relation between two
agents on a specific issue, the negative value —1 for a conflict relation, and the value O for a neutrality relation. This
may lead to some difficulties in understanding and interpreting the computation of values from an auxiliary function.
In particular, when investigating the relationships between agents on a set of issues, the average-based method is
commonly used to aggregate the values from an auxiliary function on individual issues. Therefore, a pair of +1 and
—1 gives the same result as a pair of 0 and 0. Consequently, two agents allied on one issue and in conflict on another
have the same relation as two other agents that are neutral to each other on both issues.

To solve the above semantic issues, we use two separate functions to manage the two opposite aspects represented
by an auxiliary function. Specifically, we use an alliance function and a conflict function, respectively, to evaluate the
alliance and conflict degrees between two agents on a single issue. When it comes to a set of issues, the alliance and
conflict degrees on individual issues are aggregated separately into an aggregated alliance degree and an aggregated
conflict degree. These two aggregated degrees are then considered together to define the final alliance, neutrality,
and conflict relations between two agents. Intuitively, we define the alliance relation if the alliance degree suggests
strong alliance and the conflict degree suggests non-conflict, the conflict relation if it is the other way around, and
the neutrality relation otherwise. Many other crucial topics in conflict analysis could also be investigated via the
two proposed functions. Particularly, we explore the definition of alliance sets and the description of their decisions
based on the trisections of agent pairs. With the trisections of issues and agents, we present to formulate a strategy as a
conjunction of issue-rating pairs and further explore the relationships between strategies and agents. With a separation
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of alliance and conflict functions, we can gain a more in-depth understanding of the relations regarding agents and
issues in conflict analysis.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews basic concepts related to existing three-way
conflict analysis with a single evaluation function, including a rating function and an auxiliary function. Section 3
presents the alliance and conflict functions that separate the two opposite aspects in an auxiliary function. Based on
these two functions, we discuss the trisections of agents, issues, and agent pairs in Sections 4 and 5. Particularly,
Section 4 proposes the concept of alliance sets by trisecting agent pairs and investigates the representation of their
decisions. Section 5 presents a formal description of a strategy (i.e., a logic conjunction of issue-rating pairs) and
further investigates the trisection of agents towards a specific strategy. In Section 6, we compare the proposed models
with two evaluation functions and the existing models with a single evaluation function. An application with a real-
world conflict situation is also given in Section 6 to illustrate the proposed models. In the end, Section 7 concludes

this work and discusses possible directions for future work.

2. Three-way conflict analysis with a single evaluation function

This section reviews and summarizes basic concepts in three-way conflict analysis. Particularly, we discuss tri-
sections with a single evaluation function, including trisections of agents, issues, and agent pairs. Examples are given
at the end to illustrate the concepts.

2.1. Trisecting agents and issues with a rating function

A conflict problem is usually formulated by a three-valued situation table [22, 36], which gives the opinions,
attitudes, or ratings of agents on issues. The attitudes are commonly considered to have three cases, namely, positive,
negative, and neutral, represented by three numeric values of +1, —1, and 0, respectively. A three-valued situation
table is formally defined as follows.

Definition 1. A three-valued situation table is a triplet S = (A, I, r), where A is a finite nonempty set of agents, I is a
finite nonempty set of issues, and r : A X I — {+1,—1,0} is a rating function. The value r(x,i) is called the rating of

an agent x € A on an issue i € I and interpreted as follows:

X is positive on i, iff r(x, i) = +1;
X is negative on i, iff r(x,i) = -1;
x is neutral on i, iff r(x,i) = 0.

Yao [36] extends a three-valued situation table to a many-valued situation table, which considers ratings from
the interval [—1, +1]. We restrict our discussion to three-valued situation tables in this work. The generalization to
many-valued situation tables might be a direction for our future work. According to the three ratings of agents on a
specific issue, we can immediately construct a trisection of agents as follows.

Definition 2. For a subset of agents X C A and an issue i € I, the trisection of X with respect to i is defined as [36]:

X5 = {xeX|r(xi)=+1},
X = {xeX|r(xi)=-1),
XY = {xeX|r(xi)=0}. (D)



The three sets Xl.+, X;, and X? include the agents with a positive, negative, and neutral rating on a single issue i,
respectively. When it comes to a set of issues, we need to aggregate the ratings of an agent on every single issue in
the set. A commonly used method is to take the average [36]. Formally, the rating of an agent x € A on a nonempty
subset of issues 0 # J C I is given by a rating function r : A x (2! — {0}) — [~1, +1] as follows:

2 r(x,0)
ieJ
reJ) = T, )
/1
where 2/ is the power set of I and |J| is the cardinality of J. It should be noted that we use the same symbol r to
represent different rating functions for simplicity. One may simply differentiate the functions by their parameters.
The aggregated rating r(x, J) can be any value in the interval [—1, +1]. Accordingly, we may apply two thresholds

on the aggregated ratings to construct a trisection of agents with respect to J.

Definition 3. For a subset of agents X C A and a nonempty subset of issues O # J C I, the trisection of X with respect
to J is defined as [36]:

X; = {xeX|r(x,J)=h},
X; = {(xeX|r(x,J)<1),
XY = {xeX|l<r(x,J)<h} 3)

where (I, h) is a pair of thresholds satisfying —1 <1 <0 < h < +1.

Intuitively, if the aggregated rating r(x, J) is high enough (i.e., r(x,J) > h), the agent x is considered to have a
positive attitude on J as a whole. Similarly, if 7(x, J) is low enough (i.e., r(x, J) < [), x is considered to have a negative
attitude on J. Otherwise, r(x, J) is neither strong enough to suggest a positive nor a negative attitude and thus, x is
considered to have a neutral attitude on J.

One can investigate the trisections of issues by simply exchanging the roles of agents and issues. Due to this
reason, the trisections of issues are usually not explicitly explored in the literature. Although the trisections of issues
follow the same formulations as the trisections of agents, they imply different meanings and views in understanding
the conflict situation. Furthermore, the trisections of issues will also be investigated in our proposed models in the
following sections. Thus, we briefly discuss the trisections of issues with respect to a single agent and a subset of

agents. The trisection of issues with respect to a single agent can be obtained based on the ratings of agents.

Definition 4. For a subset of issues J C I and an agent x € A, the trisection of J with respect to x is defined as [36]:

JPo= {ied|r(xi) = +1),
Jo = {ied|r(xi)=-1},
JY = ieJ|r(x,i) =0} “4)

With respect to a nonempty set of agents, we aggregate their ratings on a single issue as the average. Formally, the
aggregated rating function r : (24 —{0) x I — [-1,+1]is defined as: for0 # X CAandie€ I,
2 r(x, i)
xeX

r(X, l) = T . (5)

Accordingly, one can trisect a set of issues as given in the following definition.



Definition 5. For a nonempty subset of agents O + X C A and a subset of issues J C I, the trisection of J with respect
to X is defined as:

Jy = lieJ|rX,i) > h,
Jy = lied|rX,i <1,
Jy = f{ieJ|l<rX,i)<h) (6)

where (1, h) is a pair of thresholds satisfying -1 <1 <0 < h < +1.

Intuitively, if the aggregated rating from a group of agents X on an issue i is high enough (i.e., r(X,7) > h), then
the group X as a whole is considered to have a positive attitude on i. Similarly, if the aggregated rating is low enough
(i.e., (X, 1) < I), then the group has a negative attitude on i. Otherwise, the group has a neutral attitude on i.

2.2. Trisecting agent pairs with an auxiliary function

Another essential topic of three-way conflict analysis is investigating the relationships between agents. Basically,
there are three relationships between agents, namely, the alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations [21]. These rela-
tions are defined based on the ratings of agents on either a single issue or a subset of issues. An auxiliary function @ is
commonly used to help formulate the relations. Intuitively, a positive value of ® represents the tendency of alliance,
and a negative value represents the tendency of conflict.

Formally, an auxiliary function with respect to a single issue i € [ is a three-valued mapping ®; : A X A —
{+1,—1, 0}, where the three values are interpreted as follows:

x and y are allied on i, iff ©;(x,y) = +1;
x and y are in conflict on i, iff ®;(x,y) =-1;
x and y are neutral on i, iff ®;(x,y) = 0.

The neutrality relation is simply interpreted as the two agents being neither allied nor in conflict. Accordingly, one
can formally define a trisection of agent pairs with respect to a single issue.

Definition 6. Given an auxiliary function ®; with respect to an issue i € 1, the alliance relation R;, conflict relation

R?, and neutrality relation R between agents with respect to i are defined as:

R = {(x,y) €eAXA|Di(x,y) =+1},
RY = {(x,y) €AxA|Dix,y) = —1},
R = {(x,y) e AXA|Di(x,y) =0} (7

There are different specific definitions of @; as will be illustrated in Example 1. Commonly, the following proper-
ties should be satisfied by a meaningful auxiliary function ®;:

1 Dilx,x) = +1,
2 Dilx,y) = Di(y, x).

That is, an agent is always self-allied, and the value for x and y is equal to the value for y and x. The latter implies
that the alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations are symmetric. In addition, it is reasonable to consider two agents
to be allied if they both have a positive or negative attitude on the issue i. Similarly, it is reasonable to consider two

agents to be in conflict if one of them is positive and the other is negative. In the case where at least one agent holds a
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neutral rating, there are different views of defining the relations based on different understanding and interpretations
of neutral ratings. From the above analysis, we define a general template of ®; as follows: for x,y € A,

+1, r(x,i)-r(y,i)=+lorx=y,
DOi(x,y) = -1, r(x,i) - r(y,i) = —1, ®)
*, otherwise,

where the notation * represents a value in {+1,—1,0}. Since ®;(x,y) is actually defined with respect to the ratings
from x and y, we may alternatively use the notation @(r(x, i), r(y, i)) when we do not concern about the specific agents
who hold the ratings. Table 1 shows the values of ®; in the general template for two different agents.

r(y.i) +1 -1 0
r(x, 1)

+1 +1 -1 *

-1 -1 +1 %

0 % % %

Table 1: The values of ®(r(x, i), r(y,i)) with x # y

We can generalize the auxiliary function in Equation (8) with respect to a set of issues by simply taking the
average. Formally, an auxiliary function ®; : AXA — [—1, +1] with respect to a subset of issues J C I can be defined
as follows [22, 36]:

2 Di(x,y)
20 =,

D, (x, y) = 9
0, J=0

While @, is a three-valued function, ®@; is a many-valued function that takes values in the interval [-1, +1]. Applying
two thresholds on @;, one can immediately construct a trisection of agent pairs and accordingly, define the alliance,
conflict, and neutrality relations.

Definition 7. Given an auxiliary function ®; with respect to a subset of issues J C I, the alliance relation R7, conflict

relation R7, and neutrality relation R} with respect to J are defined as:

R; = {(x,y) € AXA|D;(x,y) > h},
R} = {(x,y) €AXA|D;(x,y) <1},
R}, = {(x,y) eAXA|l<Dy(x,y) <hl}, (10)

where (1, h) is a pair of thresholds satisfying —1 <1 <0< h < +1.

Intuitively, two agents x and y are allied on J if they have a high tendency for alliance (i.e., ®;(x,y) > h). They
are in conflict if their tendency for conflict is strong enough (i.e., ®;(x,y) < [). Otherwise, they are neutral on J.

Aggregating ratings with respect to a group of issues or agents leads to continuous values from the interval [-1, +1]
instead of the three discrete values +1, —1, and 0. Accordingly, the trisections with respect to a group of issues or
agents need a pair of thresholds (/, #) to cut the continuous aggregated values, as in Definitions 3, 5, and 7. This
idea is also commonly used in other topics to transform a set of continuous quantitative values into several qualitative
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parts or levels. For example, a shadowed set [24—26] adopts a similar idea to transform a fuzzy set with continuous
membership degrees in the unit interval [0, 1] into three qualitative levels of membership degrees. The transformation
is performed through two operations of elevation and reduction with a pair of thresholds. Particularly, the elevation
operation elevates the membership degrees at or above one threshold to 1, and the reduction operation reduces the
membership degrees at or below another threshold to 0. The membership degrees between the two thresholds are
mapped to the whole unit interval [0, 1]. A shadowed set can also be considered as a three-way approximation of
fuzzy sets [39]. The trisections in Definitions 3, 5, and 7 can also be explained through similar elevation and reduction
operations. We elevate an evaluation value from a rating function (or an auxiliary function) to +1 that represents a
positive attitude (or an alliance relation) if it is higher than or equal to a threshold 4. Similarly, we reduce an evaluation
value from a rating function (or an auxiliary function) to —1 that represents a negative attitude (or a conflict relation) if
it is lower than or equal to another threshold /. For a value in-between the two thresholds, we either elevate or reduce
it to the neutral value 0. A similar idea of dealing with values between two thresholds is also discussed for shadowed
sets by Yao, Wang, and Deng [39], where they either elevate or reduce the values to a middle membership degree of
0.5. It is an interesting direction of our future work to further investigate the relations between conflict analysis and
shadowed sets in this regard.

2.3. Examples

We give two examples to illustrate the concepts discussed in this section. Particularly, Example 1 illustrates
specific auxiliary functions that fit into our general template in Equation (8) and Example 2 illustrates the trisections.

Example 1 (Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions). We have proposed a general definition of an auxiliary function
in Equation (8). Here, we review two specific auxiliary functions proposed by Pawlak [22] and Yao [36] in terms of
our general definition. Concretely, for any two agents x,y € A and an issue i € I, Pawlak defines the auxiliary function
OF : AxA — {+1,-1,0} as:

+1, r(x,i)-r(y,i)=+lorx=y,
O (xy) = & =1, rxi)-r(yi)=-1, (11)
0, r(x,1) - r(y,i) = 0 and x #+ y.

Instead of defining an auxiliary function, Yao proposes a distance function regarding two agents on a single issue. An
auxiliary function can be easily defined based on the distance function. For x,y € A and i € I, the Yao’s auxiliary
function fbiy tAXA — {+1,—-1,0} can be defined as:

+1, r(x, i) = r(y,i),
o (x,y) = -1, r(xi)-r(y,i) = -1, (12)
0, r(x,1) - r(y,i) = 0 and r(x,i) # r(y,1).

To clearly show the difference between Pawlak’s and Yao's auxiliary functions, Table 2 gives the values of CDf and
(I),Y for two different agents. These two auxiliary functions differ in the understanding of the relations between two
different agents with both neutral ratings on an issue i. Concretely, for two different agents x,y € A with r(x,i) =
r(y,i) = 0, in Pawlak’s opinion, they are neutral on i, that is, ®F(r(x, i), r(x, i)) = O; in Yao’s opinion, they are allied
on i, that is, ®¥ (r(x, i), r(x,i)) = +1.



o l; L I T T o i’) 2 S T T
+1 +1 -1 0 +1 +1 -1 0
-1 1+ 0 . 1+l
0 o 0 o0 0 0 0 o+l
(a) O (r(x, i), r(y, 1)) with x # y () OY (r(x, i), r(y, i) with x # y

Table 2: The values of ®(r(x, i), 7(y, i)) and ®Y (r(x, i), r(y, i)) with x # y

With respect to a set of issues J C I, we could apply the general template in Equation (9) with Pawlak’s auxiliary
function in Equation (11) and get the following aggregated auxiliary function:

% of ()
ieJ Ijl , ] 7& 0’

®h(x,y) = (13)
0, J=0.

Similarly, we can define Yao’s auxiliary function with respect to J as:

DI HERY)
ieJ X , J ?& 0’

D) (x,y) = 14
0, J=0.

Example 2 (Trisections of agents, issues, and agent pairs). We illustrate the trisections of agents and issues using
the rating functions r defined in Section 2.1, and the trisection of agent pairs using Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary
functions given in the above Example 1. Consider the three-valued situation table given in Table 3. For simplicity, we
consider a set of agents X = A = {x1, X2, X3, X4, X5, X6} and a set of issues J = I = {iy, i», i3, i4, s} when constructing

the trisections.

AL a
X1 +1 0 0 0 0
X -1 0 0 0 0
X3 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1
X4 -1 +1 +1 +1 +1

X5 +1 +1 +1 -1 -1

X6 +1 +1 -1 -1 -1

Table 3: A three-valued situation table

Firstly, we construct the trisection of agents X with respect to J. According to the aggregated rating function in

Equation (2), we compute the ratings of every agent in X on J as:

1 1

ra ) = (+)+0+O+0+O:+_7
5 5

Ho ) = (—1)+OJ;O+O+0:_%’



FD+ED+ED+ (D) +(+1)

r(xs,J) = 5 +1,
rd) = (—1)+(+1)+(-;1)+(+1)+(+1):+§’
s, J) = (+1)+(+1)+(+51)+(—1)+(—1):+%’
1 1 -1 -1 -1 1
gy — GDFEEDEEDFEDEED s
5 5
By applying a pair of thresholds (—%, +%), we get the trisection of X according to Definition 3 as:
+ 3
X; = {xGXIr(x,J)2+§}={x3,x4},
3
X; = {xeXlr(x,J)S—g}z(b,
3 3
Xj = xeX|-3 <r(nJ)<+3)=(x,x0,x5 X} (16)

Secondly, we construct the trisection of issues J with respect to X. According to the aggregated rating function in

Equation (5), we compute the ratings of agents in X as a whole on every issue in J as:

D+ EED+ED+HED+HED +(+D)

rX,i)) = G +§,
"Xoiy) = 0+0+(+1)+(21)+(+1)+(+1) :+§’
"X.i) = O+O+(+1)+(-gl)+(+1)+(—1) _ +%’
"Xy = 0+0+(H1+ (21) + (=D +(=1) o,
"Xis) = O+O+(+1)+(-gl)+(—1)+(—1) ~0 17
By applying a pair of thresholds (—%, +%), we get the trisection of J according to Definition 5 as:
Jy = {i€J|r(X,i)2+%}={i|,i2,i3},
Jy = {i€J|r(X,i)S—%}=(D,
Iy o= liel| —% <r(X,i) < +%} = {ig, is). (18)

Finally, we construct the trisection of agent pairs using Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions. According to
Equations (13) and (14), we compute Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions with respect to J as given in Table 4.

For example, for the two agents x| and x,, we have:

or
O xr. ) 20w 0i04040 1
X1. X = = = ——
J 1, A2 |J| 5 5’
Y
v ,-EZ‘,(D" (1, %2) D+EHD+ D)+ (D) +(+1D) 3
D;(x1,x2) = 7] = s =45 (19)

By applying a pair of thresholds (—%, +%), we construct the trisections of agent pairs according to Definition 7.



X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6

Of @) |0 O) | @) O | D) Dy |DF )| D) D)
x| +1 41 (=1 2|+ 41 -1 L+l 41+ 4+
] e e e
R A e e A2 B B S S NI S
N e I
xs |2 +1 (-1 =i+ 41 -1 L4+ 41 +d 4+
A I

Table 4: The values of auxiliary functions <Df and CD;

The trisection based on Pawlak’s auxiliary function in Table 4 is constructed as:

R = o) € AXAI D)) 2 +3),

= {(x1, x1), (x2, X2), (3, X3), (3, Xa), (x4, X3), (X4, Xa), (X5, X5), (X5, X6 ), (X6, X5), (X6, X6)},
R = o) € AxAI D)) < 5)

= {(xa, X6), (x5, X1)},
R" = {(xy)eAxA]| —% <®h(x,y) < +%},

= {(X], x2)3 (-xl’ X3), (X], X4), (-xl’ XS)’ (xls x6)9 (-xz’ X1 )s (x2a X3), (-XZ? x4)’ (-xz, XS)s (x29 X6),
(-x37 X1 )7 (-x37 -x2)’ (-x37 Xj), (.X3, .X6), (-x47 X]), (.X4, -x2)’ (-x4’ X5),

(x5, x1), (x5, X2), (x5, X3), (x5, X4), (X6, X1), (X6, X2), (X6, X3)}. (20)

The trisection based on Yao'’s auxiliary function in Table 4 is constructed as:

RY = {(xy)eAxA|DI(x,y) > +%},
= {(x1, x1), (X1, %2), (x2, X1), (X2, X2), (X3, X3), (X3, X4), (X4, X3), (X4, Xa),
(x5, X5), (X5, X6), (X6, X5), (X6, X6)},
R = () €AX ARy < -5)
= {(x4, X6), (X6, Xa)},
R = {(x,y)eAxA| —% <®l(x,y) < +%},

= {(x1,x3), (x1, X4), (x1, X5), (X1, X6), (X2, X3), (X2, X4), (X2, X5), (X2, X6),
(x3, x1), (x3, X2), (X3, X5), (X3, X6), (Xa, X1), (X4, X2), (X4, X5),

(x5, x1), (x5, X2), (X5, X3), (X5, X4), (X6, X1), (X6, X2), (X6, X3)}. 21

3. Alliance and conflict functions

We present the alliance and conflict functions that separate the two opposite semantics measured in one auxiliary
function, including both unaggregated and aggregated formulations. Examples are given at the end to illustrate the

presented concepts.
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3.1. Unaggregated alliance and conflict functions

As discussed in the previous section, the existing trisections of agents, issues, and agent pairs in three-way conflict
analysis are commonly based on a single evaluation function, either a rating or an auxiliary function. A common
feature of these functions is that they measure two opposite attitudes or relations in one formula. The rating function
gives both positive and negative attitudes, and the auxiliary function defines both alliance and conflict relations.
This may induce certain difficulties in understanding, interpreting, and applying these functions in analyzing conflict
problems. For example, when using the average function to aggregate the ratings of an agent on a set of issues, two
opposite ratings +1 and —1 on two issues have the same effect as two neutral ratings O and 0. This issue is actually
illustrated in Example 2, where the aggregated ratings of agents x; and x5 on J = {ij, i», i3, i4,is} are r(x;,J) =
r(xs,J) = +_% (see Equation (15)). As a result, x; and x5 are determined to have the same attitude toward the set of
issues J, even though x| clearly expresses a non-neutral attitude on issue i; only, and xs has non-neutral attitudes on
all issues in J. As a mirror image, aggregating the ratings of a set of agents on a single issue also faces the same
challenge.

There is a similar difficulty in aggregating an auxiliary function ®; into ®@;. A pair of alliance and conflict relations
on two issues has the same effect as a pair of neutrality relations. Consider a subset of issues J = {iy, i3, i, i5} from
Table 3. We first use Yao’s auxiliary function for a single issue (in Table 2(b)) to compute the relations between agents
x1 and x3 on every single issue in J, as given in the first line of Table 5. Then we take their average as the aggregated
value of CD}/(xl ,x3) which is 0. We perform the same computation for agents x3 and xs which is given in the second
line of Table 5. Clearly, we have (Dg(xl ,X3) = (Df (x3,x5) = 0. Therefore, the agent x3 is determined to have the same
relation with x| and x5 on J (i.e., neutrality), even though the agent x3 is in conflict with x5 on two issues but not with
x| for any issue. A conflict relation on an issue is dissolved by an alliance relation on another. The same problem
exists in the auxiliary function ®”. For example, we have @ (x;, x,) = ®¥(x3, x5) = 0 as given in Table 5.

®, Sl i3 i s @,
O'(xi,x3) | 0 0 0 0 | DV(x,x3)=0
DY(x3,x5) | 41 +1 -1 —1 | ®¥(x3,x5)=0
<Df’(x1,x2) 0 0 0 0 (DIJ)(xl,xz) =0
DP(x3,x5) | 41 +1 =1 =1 | ®P(x3,x5)=0

Table 5: Computing some values of (DJY and (Df in Table 3

The reason for the above issues is that three-way conflict models with a single evaluation function do not distin-
guish between two opposite impacts, that is, either positive/negative attitudes or alliance/conflict relations. Intuitively
in decision-making, people usually weigh the positive/good aspect and the negative/bad aspect separately and then
combine them to make a final decision. A similar idea has been used in the three-way classification model based on
two evaluation functions of positive and negative [34], as well as in the concept of bipolarity [3, 4]. Following the
same idea, we propose to split the auxiliary function, which describes both alliance and conflict, into two separate
functions. An alliance function evaluates the alliance degree, and a conflict function evaluates the conflict degree.
To clearly show their connections to the existing works, we define the alliance and conflict functions in terms of a
given auxiliary function. Since auxiliary functions are defined through ratings, one may equivalently define these two
functions in terms of ratings.

Definition 8. Given an auxiliary function ®; regarding a single issue i € I, the alliance function @7 : Ax A — {0, 1}
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and the conflict function @7 : A X A — {0, 1} with respect to i are defined as:

1, DO;(x,y) = +1,
D7 (x,y) =
0, Di(x,y) # +1;
1, O;(x,y) = -1,
O (xy) = (22)
0, O;(x,y) # —1.

The function ®; can be any specific auxiliary function that satisfies the general formulation in Equation (8).

Intuitively, we use the values 1 and O to represent an answer of “yes” and “no” to the alliance and conflict relations.
Accordingly, the alliance function describes the alliance and non-alliance relations between agents. If ®7(x,y) = 1,
then x and y are allied; otherwise, x and y are not allied, which does not necessarily mean that they are in conflict.
Similarly, the conflict function gives the conflict and non-conflict relations between agents. If ®7(x,y) = 1, then x
and y are in conflict; otherwise, x and y are not in conflict, which does not necessarily mean that they are allied.

As mentioned above, one may also define the alliance and conflict functions through ratings rather than a given
auxiliary function. In that case, an auxiliary function and the pair of alliance and conflict functions can be inter-
changeably defined. Specifically, we may define an auxiliary function through a pair of alliance and conflict functions
as:

Di(x,y) = 07 (x,y) — 7 (x, ). (23)

Equivalently, we have:

+1, O (x,y) =1 AD (x,y) =0,
Oy = { -l 07y =0Ad(xy) =1, (24)
0, otherwise.

In our following discussion, we may alternatively denote the alliance and conflict functions with ratings as their
parameters instead of the agents, particularly when we emphasize the ratings rather than the agents who give the
ratings. Formally, for two agents x,y € A, we have:

@7 (x,y)
D7 (x,y)

O~ (r(x, 1), r(y, i),
O™ (r(x, i), r(y, ). (25)

3.2. Aggregated alliance and conflict functions

The alliance @ and conflict @} functions can be aggregated with respect to both issues and agents. Specifically,
we may consider the following four cases of aggregation:

(C1) aset of issues only;
(C2) aset of agents as the first parameter only;
(C3) aset of agents as the second parameter only;

(C4) any combination of the above three.

12



We propose a general definition of the aggregated alliance and conflict functions that could cover all these four cases.

Definition 9. A general definition of the aggregated alliance and conflict functions is given as follows: for J C I and

X, Y CA,
ieJxeX,yeY (D': (x,y)
= TPNXIYT J#0,X#0,and Y # 0,
DX, Y) =
0, otherwise;
ieJxeX.y yd)?(x"‘))
= R J#£0,X#0,and Y # 0,
(X, Y) = 06
0, otherwise.

From the general definition, one may easily define other cases of aggregation mentioned above by degenerating
one or more sets of J, X, and Y into a singleton set. For example, for the first case of aggregation mentioned above
(i.e., a set of issues only), we may simply degenerate the set X into {x} and Y into {y}. Furthermore, for simplicity, we
may use x and y instead of the singleton sets in the notations. Thus, we get the following aggregated functions:

X 07 (xy)
ieJ ‘Jl , J ;é 0’
Q7 (x,y) =
0, J=0;
X 07 (xy)
= H J#£0,
D7 (x,y) = (27)
0, J=0.

Similarly, we may also easily define the other cases of aggregated functions. Corresponding to all the cases of
aggregation mentioned above, we arrive at the following 7 cases in total:

(C1) asetof issues only: ®7(x,y) and ®7(x, y);

(C2) aset of agents as the first parameter only: @7 (X, y) and @7 (X, y);
(C3) aset of agents as the second parameter only: @7 (x, ¥) and @7 (x, Y);
(C4) any combination of the above three:

e ®7(X,y) and O3 (X, y);

e O7(x,Y)and ®7(x,Y);
e O7(X,Y) and 7 (X, Y);
e O7(X,Y)and ®5(X,Y).

We omit their definitions for simplicity. Following the two functions defined in Equation (26), all these aggregated
functions are defined in terms of the unaggregated functions @7 (x,y) and @7 (x,y). Alternatively, one can also define

13



an aggregated function in the case (C4) in terms of those in the cases from (C1) to (C3). For example, we can define
@7 (X, Y) by aggregating @7 (x, ¥) or @7 (X, y) as follows:

2, 07 (xY)
xeX
B e X0,

O (X,Y) =
0, otherwise;
3 O7(X)
'\ET, Y * (Z),

O (X, Y) = (28)
0, otherwise.

Similarly, we can define ®7(X, ¥) by aggregating @7 (X, Y) or ®7(x, ¥) as follows:

3 OFXY)
ieJ lJ‘ , J # 0’

O(X,Y) =
0, otherwise;
3 O3Y)
XEXT, X * 0,

DX, Y) = (29)
0, otherwise.

As aresult, the relationships among alliance functions and those among conflict functions can be shown by the lattices
in Figure 1. A function can be defined in terms of any function below it as long as a path connects them. We get more

general functions when going upwards and special cases when going downwards.

General (X, Y) 7(X.Y)

/
,

D7(X, y) D7(x, Y) (X, Y) 3 (X, y) D3(x,Y) (X, Y)

§
§

07 (x, y) @7 (X,y) Q7 (x,Y) D7 (x,y) Q7 (X, y) Q7 (x,Y)

<
<

Special D7 (x,y) D7 (x,y)

Figure 1: The lattices for alliance and conflict functions

An essential issue in analyzing the agent relations is the choice of a subset of issues J € I. Two agents (or two
groups of agents) may have different relations with respect to different subsets of issues. For a single agent x € A, a
subset of issues J can be trisected into three disjoint parts J, J;, and J? (as explained in Definition 4). The agent has
a neutral attitude towards issues in Jg, which can be interpreted as an unclear, uncertain, undetermined, or changeable

attitude. In analyzing the relations between agents, it is reasonable to focus on the issues where the agents have clear,
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definite, and non-neutral attitudes. For an agent x € A, we denote the set of issues on which x has non-neutral attitudes
as:

I o= JTuJL, (30)

which is called the set of non-neutral issues of x. One can define the alliance and conflict functions with respect to the
non-neutral issues of x by using J}~ instead of J in Equation (27):

v Zk D7 (x,)
_ = T Jim#0,
05 (xy) =
0, Jim=0;
3 07 (xy)
ielf —
; e 0
5 (xy) = (31
0, Jim=0.

The function @7, (x,y) represents the proportion of issues where x and y are allied out of the non-neutral issues
in J}~, which can be considered as the degree of y supporting x with respect to J;~. Similarly, the function CDZ, (x,y)
gives the proportion of issues where x and y are in conflict out of J;~, which can be considered as the degree of y
opposing x with respect to J¥~. The two functions in Equation (31) are not symmetric since different denominators

are used in the computation, that is, @7;_ (x,y) # @7;_ (v, x) and @7, _(x,y) # d)j:_(y, x). If the set of non-neutral issues

i

Ji~ = 0, that is, the agent x is neutral on all issues in J, then we have @7, (x, y) = @7, (x,y) = 0 for any other agent
y € A. In other words, an agent with all neutral ratings neither supports nor opposes other agents.

3.3. Examples

We give two examples to illustrate the concepts of alliance and conflict functions introduced in this section. Partic-
ularly, Example 3 defines three pairs of alliance and conflict functions based on Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions
introduced in Example 1, including both unaggregated and aggregated functions. Example 4 further illustrates these
three pairs of functions by showing the computation of their values with a specific situation table, including with
respect to a set of issues J and a set of non-neutral issues in J regarding a specific agent.

Example 3 (Three pairs of alliance and conflict functions based on Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions). We
first illustrate the unaggregated alliance and conflict functions. By applying Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions in
Equations (11) and (12) to Definition 8, we get the alliance and conflict functions for individual agents with respect

to a single issue i € I as follows:

1, OF(x,y) = +1, 1, Of(x,y) = -1,
O (x,y) = O (x,y) =
0, OF(x,y) # +1, 0, OF(x,y) # -1,
1, @f(xy) =+1, I, 'y =-1,
77 (x,y) = O (x,y) = 32)
0, Y (x,y) # +1, 0, O/ (x,y) # -1,

Tables 6 and 7 give the values of these four functions in terms of ratings as parameters instead of agents. The value

0" means that the value is 1 instead of 0 if x = y. Apparently, Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions induce the same
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conflict function, that is, we have <D7P (x,y) = QDI.’Y(x, y). As discussed in Example 1, Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary
functions express different opinions on the relations between two different agents with both neutral ratings. Thus, the
two alliance functions only differ in the case of two different agents with both neutral ratings. While Pawlak considers

them to be neutral to each other, Yao considers them to be allied.

A T D
r(x, i) r(x, i)

+1 1 0 0 +1 0 1 0

-1 0 1 0 -1 1 0 0

0 0 0 0" 0 0 0 0

(@ =" (r(x, i), (v, 1) (b) O (r(x, ), r(y, D)

Table 6: The values of ®=F(r(x, i), r(y, i)) and ®=F(r(x, i), r(y, i)

U I R S I
r(x, i) r(x, 1)
+1 1 0 0 +1 0 1 0
-1 0 1 0 -1 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
@ O ((x, i), 7, 1) (b) O (r(x, ), (v, )

Table 7: The values of ®=Y (r(x, i), r(y, i)) and ®=Y (r(x, i), (y, 1))

We then illustrate the aggregated alliance and conflict functions. Based on the functions in Equation (32), we
can define the aggregated alliance and conflict functions induced from Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary functions. As an
illustration, we consider the case (C1) of aggregation, that is, a set of issues. We have given the general definition
of ©5(x,y) and ®5(x,y) in Equation (27). By simply replacing the general alliance and conflict functions ®7 (x,y)
and @7 (x,y) with those in Equation (32), we arrive at the following aggregated alliance and conflict functions with
respect to a subset of issues J C I:

T 7 (xy) X 0P (xy)
o J+0, T J#0,
=P =P
7 (x,y) = D7 (x,y) =
O, J = @, O, J = 09
z 7Y (xy) Z o7 ()
B > J#0, » M J#0,
Q7 (x,y) = D7 (x,y) = (33)
0, J=0, 0, J=0.

At last, we illustrate the aggregated alliance and conflict functions with respect to non-neutral issues. By replacing
the general unaggregated alliance and conflict functions used in Equation (31) with those in Equation (32), we can
easily get the following aggregated functions with respect to the non-neutral issues of the first agent:

A A
wten=| 7 Y ofen=] "
0, Jim =0, 0, Ji- =0,
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07 (xy) 0o (xy)

A +— iest=
- JIm#0, -

Y
Vil il %0,

o3 (xy) = (34)
0, =0, 0, I =0.

oL (xny) =

These two pairs of aggregated alliance and conflict functions are actually equivalent, that is, we have CD;E (x,y) =
=Y =P _ <Y ; / 1 X ’

) - (x,y) and © e (x,y) = ® e (x,¥). Recall that the unaggregated alliance functions induced from Pawlak’s and

Yao’s functions only differ in the case where two different agents both hold a neutral rating on a single issue, as shown

in Tables 6(a) and 7(a). Such an issue will not appear in J¥~. The unaggregated conflict functions induced from

Pawlak’s and Yao’s function are exactly the same as shown in Tables 6(b) and 7(b). Thus, we must have (I)jﬁ (x,y) =

<Y
@3 ()

Example 4 (Computing the three pairs of alliance and conflict functions in Example 3). We further illustrate the

three pairs of alliance and conflict functions constructed in Example 3 with the situation table given in Table 8.

N b i i
X1 0 0 0 0
X +1 +1 -1 -1
X3 +1 +1 -1 -1
xg | +1 0 0 -1
X5 +1  +1 +1  +1
X6 +1 +1  +1  +1
x; | -1 -1 -1 -1
X8 -1 -1 -1 -1

Xo | -1 -1 -1 +1
X10 -1 -1 0 0
X11 -1 -1 0 0

X12 +1 -1 0 -1

Table 8: A three-valued situation table

For simplicity, let us consider a set of issues J = 1 = {iy, i, 13,i4). Based on the functions defined in Equation
(33), one can easily compute the alliance and conflict degrees between agents with respect to J, which are shown in
Tables 9 and 10. We explicitly label the agents as the first or second parameter in the functions, which is important
in those with respect to the non-neutral issues. As discussed in Example 3, with respect to the non-neutral issues, the
alliance and conflict functions are equivalent in Pawlak’s and Yao’s cases. Thus, we give the values in both cases in
Table 11 where we omit the superscripts of P and Y. We take the two agents x4 and x to illustrate the computation.
The alliance and conflict degrees from the three pairs of functions are computed as:

Lol

O (xs. 110) g 404040

7 (X4, X10 W = 4 =%
P (xy,

R D Y A

x,x = =—,

J 45 A10 |J| 4 4
oY

O (xy.x10) = T (x4’x'°)_0+0+1+0_1

7 (X4, X10) = ] = n =7
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(35)

Y(x4, x10)

1

[{i1, ia}l
[{i1, ia}l

Y @

i€{ir,is}
iefiy,is}

¥ with respect to Table 8

7

(x4, x10)

4

<Y
Mol

I,
Y O

l

+—
X4
+—
4

Y and @
18

J

ieJy

1+40+0+0
ieJ

|
»
(x4, X10)

(x4, X10)
N

1
|t

=Y

l

> ©;
DK

ieJ

Table 10: The values of ®
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Based on the alliance and conflict functions, we present the concept of alliance sets and investigate the description

of their decisions. As shown in Figure 2, our discussion includes two streams, one with respect to a set of issues
J C I and another with respect to the non-neutral issues J;~ C J regarding an agent x. Intuitively, an alliance set for

4. Alliance sets and their dec



Ist X X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X3 X9 X10 X11 X12
2nd T A A T A A A T A A A A AT
X1 1 o|lo0o of0 of0O OO O|O O|O O[O OO O]O0 OO0 O0/]O0 0
x o o |1 o |1 o1 o4& L4 L4 i oL 310 1 0 1 z !
X3 o o |1 o |1 o |1 o 4% Y|4 Y| 4F P13 Fli 3]0 1 0 1 ER
x4 o o |+ o] 1 o0 oo | F F Y oF Yy o3y o Ypo Lo 4 0 1 z 0
xs o o |4 0y 4 Ly o1 o]0 1|0 1|41 3]0 1 0 1 i 2
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Table 11: The values of @7, and @7,  with respect to Table 8

a specific agent is the group of agents that are in the alliance relation with it. In a special case that the agents in an
alliance set are allied with each other, we can derive a concept of the maximal consistent alliance set. The agents in
an alliance set are in close co-operation. Thus, it is useful to analyze their ratings of issues as a whole, which is called

the decision of the alliance set. Examples are given at the end to illustrate the presented concepts.

4.1. Alliance sets: Trisecting agent pairs with alliance and conflict functions

We study the relationships between agents based on the proposed alliance and conflict functions. By combining
the two opposite viewpoints represented in the two functions, we define the alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations
as follows.

Definition 10. Suppose @7 and @7 are the alliance and conflict functions with respect to a subset of issues J C 1.
Given two pairs of thresholds (I, h,) and (I.,h.) with O < 1, < hy, < 1 and 0 < I. < h. < 1, the alliance relation
R7(®7, @), conflict relation R;(®~, ©~), and neutrality relation R5(®~, ®~) are defined as:

R5(D7, %) = {(xy) €AXA|D5(x,y) = hy AD5(x,y) < I},
RA(@™, %) = {(xy) €AXA|D5(x,y) < Iy AD3(x,y) > hel,
R3 (@, %) = (R5(D=, D7) UR; (D=, 7)) . (36)

The above trisection of agent pairs can also be explained through the elevation and reduction operations in shad-
owed sets that are discussed at the end of Section 2.2. If the alliance degree is high enough and at the same time, the
conflict degree is low enough, that is, ®7(x,y) = h, A ®7(x,y) < [, we elevate the alliance degree to 1 and reduce
the conflict degree to 0. Accordingly, the two agents x and y are determined to be allied. One can similarly explain
the conflict and neutrality relations. A difference from the existing definitions of these relations is that we apply both
elevation and reduction operations in constructing one relation.

Definition 10 actually gives a trisection of agent pairs in AXA with respect to J. One can easily define the trisection
with respect to a single issue i € I by degenerating J to {i}. Such a trisection is actually equivalent to the trisection

induced from an auxiliary function (i.e., Definition 6).

Theorem 1. With respect to an issue i € I, the trisections of agent pairs with an auxiliary function and with a pair of
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[A three-valued situation table]

(Equation (36))

Trisecting agent pairs
(Definition 10)
AXA

— T

Alliance Neutrality Conflict

N

@ with respect to
5
| (Equation (40))

J

Alliance set of an agent
(Definition 11)

Maximal consistent alliance set
(Definition 12)

Trisecting issues
(Definition 14)

J
ooy

l

Decision of an alliance set X
(Definition 15)

Figure 2: A framework of the discussion in Section 4

alliance and conflict functions are equivalent, that is:

Proof. By Definition 10, we get the trisection of agent pairs with respect to a single issue i € [ as:

R (@7, 07)
R (07, ®7)
R (07, @)

RI(®°,07) = R,
RI(®°,07) = R,
RI(®,07) = R

{(x, ) e AXA| D7 (x,y) 2 ha A D} (x,y) < L},
{(r,y) € AXA| Q7 (x,y) < lo A D7 (x,y) 2 hel,

(R7 (D7, 07) URS (D™, D7))°

k)

(37)

(38)

where we use i to denote the singleton set {i} for simplicity. Since 0 < [, < h, < 1and 0 <[, < h, < 1, we have

la <1,he>0,1. <1, and h. > 0. According to Definition 8, the values of alliance and conflict functions ®7 and @7
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can only take 1 or 0. Therefore, we have:

R (®7,07)

R (©7,07)

R7(©7,07)

{(x,y) EAXA | D(x,y) > 0 A D (x,y) < 1}
() EAXA| D (x,y) = 1 ADT(x,y) = 0}

{(x,y) e AXA| Di(x,y) = +1}

R,

{(x, ) e AXA| D] (x,y) <1AD (x,y) >0}
{(x, ) e AXA|D;(x,y) =0A D (x,y) = 1}
{

(x,y) € AXA| Di(x,y) = -1}

R,

(R (@7, %) UR7 (O™, 7))

(R-UR)" =R}

(39)

O

The alliance and conflict functions enable us to measure the two opposite views of alliance and conflict separately

when trisecting agent pairs. These two views are combined to define the three relations of alliance, conflict, and

neutrality. Such a separation and combination of the two views may provide an in-depth understanding of the agent

relations. As shown in Table 12, from the alliance view, if the alliance degree of two agents x and y is high enough,

i.e., @7 (x,y) = hy, then they are strongly allied; if the alliance degree is low enough, i.e., ®7(x,y) < [, then they are

considered not to be allied; otherwise, they are weakly allied. Similarly, from the conflict view, if the conflict degree

of x and y is high enough, i.e., @7 (x,y) = h, then they are in strong conflict; if the conflict degree is low enough, i.e.,

@7 (x,y) < I, then they are not in conflict; otherwise, they are in weak conflict. The combinations of two views give

the final definition of the relationship between the two agents. A pair of two agents belongs to the alliance relation

if they are strongly allied and not in conflict, and a pair of agents belongs to the conflict relation if they are in strong

conflict and not allied. One may also use less restrictive conditions in defining the relations if reasonable in specific

situations.
®7 | Non-alliance | Weak-alliance | Strong-alliance

@7 [0, L] (la, ha) [ha, 11
Non-conflict ) . .

[0.1,] Neutrality Neutrality Alliance
Weak-conflict . . .

(Uoh) Neutrality Neutrality Neutrality
Strong-conflict . . .

1] Conflict Neutrality Neutrality

Table 12: Interpreting agent relations by combining two views of alliance and conflict

Based on Definition 10, we can easily define the alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations with respect to the
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non-neutral issues as:

Ri(@,07) = {(0)) €AXA| D (0y) 2 hy A DT, (x,)) < L),
R (@7,07) = {(r,y) €AXA|D) (x,y) <l ADJ(x,y) 2 hel,
R (@7,®7) = (R} (@7, ®7)UR;, (O, D). (40)

By grouping the agents allied with a specific agent x, one can get the alliance set of x.

Definition 11. The alliance sets of an agent x € A with respect to a subset of issues J C I and the non-neutral issues

JI™ € J are respectively defined as:

AS (%)
AS j-(x)

yeAl(xy) € R;(@7, D7)},
{yeA|(x,y) € R (O™, 0)} (41)

By Equation (36), the alliance relation R7(®~, @) is reflexive and symmetric, but not transitive. In other words,
if (x,y) € R;(®~,®%) and (y,z) € R; (D7, @), we may not have (x,z) € R; (D7, ®™). By Equation (40), the alliance
relation R7,_(®7, @~) is reflexive, but not symmetric or transitive. In other words, if (x,y) € R7._(®~,®~) and
(y,2) € R7..(®7,®%), we may not have (y, x),(z,y), or (x,z) € R7._(®P7,P~). As a result, although the agents in
an alliance set AS j(x) are all allied with x, they are not necessarily allied with each other, which may induce some
difficulties in analyzing the alliance sets and agent relations. To solve this problem, we present the definition of
maximal consistent alliance sets by adopting the ideas in the concept of maximal consistent blocks proposed by
Leung [15].

Definition 12. A subset of agents M C A is a maximal consistent alliance set with respect to a subset of issues J C |

if it satisfies the following conditions:

(1) Yxye M, (xy) e R; (@, ),
) VM >M,Ax,ye M, (x,y) ¢ R;(®, D).

The family of maximal consistent alliance sets with respect to J is denoted as MA,.

Intuitively, a maximal consistent alliance set is a maximal set where every two agents are allied with each other
with respect to a set of issues. By taking R;,. (@7, @) instead of R; (9=, @%)in Definition 12, one can easily define the
concept of a maximal consistent alliance set with respect to non-neutral issues. Accordingly, the family of maximal
consistent alliance sets with respect to non-neutral issues is denoted as MA .

4.2. The decisions of alliance sets: Trisecting issues with alliance and conflict functions

Intuitively, the agents in an alliance set share approximately the same attitudes towards a set of issues. These
shared attitudes represent the decision or description of these agents as a whole. An agent in an alliance set supports
or at least does not oppose this decision. To represent such decisions, we first define the formal description of an
agent x € A regarding a subset of issues J C [ in terms of the ratings, which is also called the decision of x on J.
Recall that a subset of issues J can be trisected with respect to an agent x into three parts, namely, positive issues J7,
negative issues J, and neutral issues JS (see Definition 4). The description or decision of an agent on a set of issues
is formally defined as follows.
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Definition 13. For a subset of issues J C I, the description or decision of an agent x € A on J is defined as:

Des;(x) = /\(i,r(x,i))
ieJ
= (N\G+) AN G- AN GOD. (42)
ieJy ieJy ieJ?

In the alliance set AS ;(x) of an agent x € A, all the agents are allied with x by sharing attitudes with x towards
the subset of issues J. In other words, the decision of the alliance set AS ;(x) can be represented by the description or

decision of x:
Des(AS ;(x)) = Des;(x). 43)

Similarly, the decision of alliance set AS ;+-(x) is the description of an agent x € A with respect to the non-neutral

issues J

Des(AS (1) = Desj-(x) = N\ (6,706, 1) = (/\ & +1) A (f\ G, =1). (44)
ieJi™ ieJy ieJy
It should be noted that an agent with a neutral rating on every issue under consideration does not have a description
with respect to the non-neutral issues. Therefore, there is no valid decision of alliance set AS j+-(x) if J{~ = 0.

When it comes to a maximal consistent alliance set, there is no such “primary” agent that can represent the decision
of the whole set. Nevertheless, we may follow the format in Equation (42) by trisecting a set of issues J C [ into
three subsets of positive, negative, and neutral issues. This requires an aggregation of the ratings from the agents in
the maximal consistent alliance set on J. Under the framework of our study, we obtain the aggregation of ratings and
the trisection of J based on the proposed alliance and conflict functions. Instead of simply taking average to aggregate
the ratings, we propose another approach by introducing two imaginary agents. A positive imaginary agent x* has
a positive rating +1 on all issues in / and a negative imaginary agent x~ has a negative rating —1 on all issues in /.
These two agents represent two extremes of positive and negative attitudes on /. Formally, the two agents x* and x~
are described over [ as:

Des,(x") = /\¢G+1D),
iel
Des;(x”) = /\<i, ~1). (45)
i€l
Then for a given set of agents X, we compare it with x* and x~ from both views of alliance and conflict. More
specifically, for i € I, we compute the following aggregated alliance and conflict functions regarding x*/x~ and X by
Definition 9 as follows:

2 D7 (x",y) Z;(CI)z(Jrl,r(y, 1))
ye

ot X) = = =
Pt IX| - IX| ’
2 O (xTy) X O(+1,r(y, 1)
(D.:(x-" X) _ yeX _ yeX .
SR |X] 1X] ’
207, y) X 0T (=1,7(y,0)
O;(X) = _ X
SR |X]| 1X] ’
ZX<D,-‘(X‘,)/) Z;(CD’(—LF(V, i)
O (x,X) = = = . 46
(7, X) X X (46)
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Intuitively, these four functions describe two views of the rating of X as a whole regarding the issue i. The functions
®7(x*, X) and @ (x~, X) both indicate how positive X is, but from two different views. The function ®7(x*, X) shows
how X supports x* (i.e., a positive rating on i) and ®7(x~, X) shows how X opposes x~ (i.e., a negative rating on
i). Similarly, the other two functions ®7(x*,X) and @ (x~, X) indicate how negative X is. A combination of one
function from each view gives a full understanding of the rating of X. There are obviously four combinations as
given in Table 13. One can trisect a subset of issues J C [ with respect to a given set of agents using any of the four

combinations.

Negative view <[+ = -
Positive view OF(x", X) D7 (x7,X)

07 (x*, X) @® ©)
O (x7,X) ® @

Table 13: Four combinations of the alliance and conflict functions

Definition 14. For a subset of agents X C A and a subset of issues J C I. Given two pairs of thresholds (I, h,) and
(n, hp) with0 <[, < h, < 1 and 0 < I, < h, < 1, we define four trisections of J with respect to X as:
(1) by using combination (1) in Table 13:

TH®™,0%) = {ie]| D7 X) > hy AD(x",X) < 1),
Jg@7,0%) = {ie]|O7(x",X) <, ADT(xT,X) = hy,
JH@=,07) = (J(D™, D7) U Jy (D™, D))" 47)

(2) by using combination (2) in Table 13:

@7, 07) = {ie]|D7(x",X) 2 hy ADZ(x, X) < 1),
J3@=, %) = {ieJ|D7(xX) <, ADT(x,X) > hy),
@7, 07) = (5O, 07) U Jy(@7, &) (48)

(3) by using combination (3) in Table 13:

TH@™,0%) = {ie]| D, X) > hy ADT(xT,X) < ),
Jg@,0%) = {ie] | D7, X) <L, ADS(xH,X) > hy),
IUD™, D7) = (JHD, D7) U J5(™, D7)~ (49)

(4) by using combination (4) in Table 13:

TH@™,07) = {ie] | D, X) 2 hy ADT(x,X) < L},
J{@,07) = {ie]| D (x,X) <, AD(x,X) = hy,
O™, D7) = (JH@", D7) U Jy(D™, D)) (50)

One may also understand the four trisections in Definition 14 from the views of alliance and conflict relations
between x*/x~ and X. As given in Table 14, by applying a pair of thresholds to an alliance function, we consider
the three cases of strong-alliance, weak-alliance, and non-alliance, and similarly for conflict. Accordingly, for the

trisection in Definition 14 (1), J3(®~, ®~) includes the issues where x* and X are strongly allied but not in conflict.
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xt and X x" and X
Strong-alliance O-(x*, X) > h, O-(x7,X) = hy
Weak-alliance l, < <I)l.:(x+,X) <h, | [, <®O7(x",X) <h,
Non-alliance or(x",X) <, O (x,X) <,
Strong-conflict O (x*, X) 2 hy, O-(x7,X) 2 h,
Weak-conflict | 1, < ®7(x*,X) <h, | I, < ® (x",X) <h,
Non-conflict O (x",X) <1, O (x,X) <,

Table 14: The cases of alliance and conflict between x* /x~ and X

Thus, X can be reasonably considered to have a positive rating +1 on these issues. Similarly, J;(®=, ®) includes the
issues where x* and X are strongly in conflict but not allied. Thus, X can be reasonably considered to have a negative
rating —1 on these issues. Otherwise, X has a neutral rating 0. One can easily make a similar analysis about the other
three trisections in Definition 14.

According to Definition 14, one can easily define the corresponding four trisections of issues with respect to a sin-
gle agent x € A by degenerating X to {x}. These trisections are equivalent with each other and with the corresponding

trisection based on a rating function (i.e., Definition 4).

Theorem 2. With respect to a single agent x € A, the trisections of a set of issues J C I with a rating function and

with any pair of alliance and conflict functions in Table 13 are equivalent, that is:

JHD™,07) = JI(O7, D7) = JH @™, D7) = JH(O7, D7) = J],

J (@7, D7) = J (D7, D7) = J (O™, D7) = J (O, D7) =J,

JUDT, @) = JUDT, 07) = JUQT, 07) = JY@7,07) = /7, (51)
where we use x to represent the singleton set {x} for simplicity.

Proof. Since0 <!, <h,<land0</, <h, <1,wehavel, <1,h,>0,[, <1,and h, > 0. By Definitions 14 and

8, we get the first trisection of issues with respect to x as:

JH@=, D)

lieJ|D7(x*, ) > hy,>0AD (x,x) <1, < 1),
= {{eJ|O (x",x)=1AD(x*, x) =0},
{ieJ|®;(x", x) = O (x", i), r(x,i) = O(+1, r(x, i) = +1},
{ieJ|rix,i=+1},
= J;,
J@%,0%) = {ie]|D7(x",x) <], <1 ADx,x) > h, > 0),
= {{eJ| O (x",x)=0AD(x*,x) =1},
= {ieJ|Di(x",x) = O(r(x", i), r(x, i) = O(+1, r(x, 1)) = -1},
= {ielJ|r(xi=-1},
= J,

@707 = (JI@7,07) U T (@7, &)
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JTUJDy
= J (52)

Similarly, one can prove that the other three trisections are also equivalent with the trisection of J7, J;, and J?. [

X2 Yx>

Using a maximal consistent alliance set M € MA; as the set X in Definition 14, a subset of issues J C [ can
be trisected into three pair-wise disjoint parts. Accordingly, we can formulate the decision of a maximal consistent
alliance set as follows.

Definition 15. Given a maximal consistent alliance set M € MA,, let J;,I((I)*,(D‘), Jy (@, %), and J}?,,(CD*,(I)‘)
denote a trisection of a set of issues J C I where = and e represent either = or <. Then the decision of M is
represented as:

Des,M) = ( /\ G+mAaC N G-ac N\ Goy. (53)
i€, (0, D) i€, (0, 0%) i€, (@ %)
Similarly, with respect to the non-neutral issues J;([ = J;\’l((D*, @°) U J,,(®*, ®*), one can easily get the decision
of M as:

Des;(M) = ( J\ G+yac A G- (54)
i€, (@, D%) i€J3,(@%,D%)
4.3. Examples
We give two examples to illustrate the concepts introduced in this section. Particularly, Example 5 uses Pawlak’s
and Yao’s auxiliary functions to construct the alliance and conflict functions regarding x* and x~ defined in Equation
(46). Based on these functions, we continue with our discussion in Example 4 in Section 3 to illustrate the concepts

of alliance sets, maximal consistent alliance sets, and the representation of their decisions, which is given in Example
6.

Example 5 (Alliance and conflict functions regarding x* and x~ based on Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary func-
tions). We illustrate the alliance and conflict functions defined in Equation (46) with Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary
functions. We have defined the unaggregated alliance and conflict functions with both Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary
functions in Example 3 in Equation (32). By using either x* or x™ as the first parameter, we can compute the following

unaggregated functions: fori € I andy € A,

1, r(y,i)=+1,
O (xt,y) = 07V (xt,y) = 07 (x7,y) = O (a7, y) =

0, otherwise;

1 ) r(y; i) == 1 s
O (7, y) = 07 (T, y) = 07 (L y) = 07 (L y) = (55)
0, otherwise.
We use the rating r(y, i) as the conditions, which can be easily induced from the original conditions regarding CDf or

CD}' in Equation (32). Then we aggregate these functions as defined in Equation (46), which leads to the following

alliance and conflict functions: for X C A,

be
O (e, X) = 07 (LX) = 07 (LX) = 07 (07, X) = ||;§||’
=P/ — =Y/ — =P/ + =Y/ + |Xz_|
q)i (-x ’X):q)i (-x ’X):(Di (.X 9X):q)i (x ,X):E’ (56)
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where X and X~ are as defined in Definition 2 (i.e.,, X7 = {x € X | r(x,i) = +1} and X; = {x € X | r(x,i) = —1}).
Intuitively, ®7 (x*, X) and ®(x~, X) are the proportions of the agents in X with a positive rating +1 on the issue i;
and O (x~, X) and ®7(x*, X) are the proportions of those with a negative rating —1. Accordingly, based on Pawlak’s

X
and Yao’s auxiliary functions, we may get a combination of the positive and negative views by using \XI " and ‘lel

Example 6 (Alliance sets, maximal consistent alliance sets, and their decisions). Using the alliance and conflict
functions defined in Example 5, we continue with our discussion in Example 4 to illustrate the concepts of alliance
sets, maximal consistent alliance sets, and their decisions. For simplicity, we illustrate these concepts with respect to
the non-neutral issues. Let us consider a set of issues J = I = {iy, iz, 13, i4}.

Firstly, we illustrate the concept of alliance sets and their decisions. We apply two thresholds h, = % andl. = 3
in Equation (40) to construct the alliance relation and accordingly, compute the alliance sets by Definition 11. We get

the following alliance sets with respect to the non-neutral issues:

AS j-(x1) = {x}, AS j+-(x2) = {x2, x3, X4, X12},

AS j-(x3) = {x2, x3, X4, X12}, AS j+-(x4) = {x2, X3, X4, X12},

AS j-(xs) = {xs, X6}, AS j-(x6) = {xs, X6},

AS j-(x7) = {x7, X8, X9, X10, X11, X12}, AS j-(x3) = {x7, X3, X9, X10, X11, X12},

AS j+-(x9) = {x7, x5, X9, X10, X111}, AS j+-(x10) = {x7, X8, X9, X10, X11},

AS j-(x11) = {x7, X3, X9, X10, X11}, AS j-(x12) = {x2, X3, X4, X7, X3, X12}. (57)

Then we can simply represent the decision of an alliance set AS j+(x;) as the description of x; with respect to its

non-neutral issues J;r‘_’. For example, we have:
Des(AS j+(x4)) = Desy+-(x4) = (i1, +1) A (ig, —1). (58)

Secondly, we illustrate the concept of maximal consistent alliance sets. By Definition 12 and Equation (57), we

compute the maximal consistent alliance sets with respect to the non-neutral issues as:

X1 = {x1}, X = {x2, X3, X4, X12}, X3 = {xs, X6},

X4 = {x7, X3, X9, X10, X11}, X5 = {x7, x3, x12}. (59)

Thirdly, we illustrate the decisions of maximal consistent alliance sets. Let us consider the alliance and conflict
functions induced from Pawlak’s auxiliary function, and the first case of combination in Definition 14. It should
be noted that according to Equation (56), one can actually get the same results using any other combination in
Definition 14. By applying a pair of thresholds (ﬁ, %) (k = 1,2,3,4), we get the trisections of J regarding each

maximal consistent alliance set in Equation (59) as follows:

(1) J§ @7, 077 =0, J3, (@77, 077 =0, T (@7F 07 = (i, i, i, ia);

@ 3@ 07 = {i i), T (@7 077 = {is. ia), S (@, 07 =0

(3) I3 @707 = (i, i, iz, s}, Ty (077, D7) =0, T (@, 07 =0

@) J3 @7, 07" =0, T3, (@77, 07 = {iy, ip, i3}, IR (@77, @) = (ia);

(5) J§ @7, 07" =0, T @77, 07F) = {ir,ia,i3.ia), Ty (@77, 077) = 0. (60)
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Then according to Definition 15, the decisions of the maximal consistent alliance sets in Equation (59) with respect

to the non-neutral issues are given as:

Des;+~(X1) = 0,

Des;j+(Xo) = (i1, +1) A (i, +1) A (i3, —1) A (iy, —1),

Desj+-(X3) = (i1, +1) A (i, +1) A (i3, +1) A (iy, +1),

Des;~(X4) = (i1,—1) A, —1) A i3, —1),

Desy+(X5) = (i1, —1) A{ia,—1) A (i3, —1) A (ig, —1). (61)

We use the empty set () to denote a representation with no condition. This can be justified by the fact that a description
can be easily transformed into an equivalent set representation, in particular, a set of issue-rating pairs with the

conjunctive relation assumed.

5. Strategies and their relationships with agents

In this section, we apply the proposed alliance and conflict functions in studying another essential topic in conflict
analysis, that is, strategy. Specifically, we present a formal representation of a strategy as a logic conjunction of issue-
rating pairs. Based on it, we investigate the families of strategies with respect to a subset of issues and the non-neutral
issues, as shown in Figure 3. For each strategy, we discuss its relationship with the agents in a given subset X C A.
Particularly, an agent may support, oppose, or be neutral to the strategy, which leads to a trisection of X. These
attitudes from agents in X on the strategy indicate the feasibility of a strategy in resolving the conflict. Examples are

given at the end to illustrate the presented concepts.

A three-valued situation table

The family of strategies with respect to

‘
[l
I
I
i

Trisecting agents X C A
based on a strategy
X

I

Supporting Neutral  Opposing

Figure 3: A framework of the discussion in Section 5

5.1. Describing strategies and their relationships with agents

A strategy is usually defined as a set of issues in the existing works. The issues in the strategy are implicitly
associated with a positive rating, and those not included in the strategy are associated with a non-positive rating
that could be either negative or neutral. To further clarify these non-positive ratings, we present to list all the three
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types of positive, negative, and neutral ratings in a formal representation of a strategy. Particularly, we discuss two
equivalent formats: a set representation and a logic representation. A set representation uses a set of issue-rating pairs
to formulate a strategy S as follows:

S={irylieds,rpe{+1,-1,0}}, (62)

where Jgs is the set of issues involved in S and r; is a rating on the issue i € Js. The issue-rating pairs in the
set are assumed to have a logic conjunction relation. Accordingly, we can alternatively adopt the following logic
representation:

S= /\(i, 7). (63)

iels

Furthermore, according to the ratings, the issues in Jg can be trisected into positive J¥, negative J, and neutral Jg
sets. Thus, the strategy S can also be represented in the following format:

S = (N\G+D) A\ G=1) A (/\ G 0. (64)

- o L0
ieJg ielg i€y

The family of strategies is denoted as S. For a given subset J C I, one can formulate 3! strategies. Thus, for |I| = n,
one can get the cardinality of S as:

IS|=COx3°+Cl x3' + C2x 32+ C3x 3P +--- + C"x 3" = 4", (65)

where the empty strategy is also considered as valid.

Both the set and logic representations can also be recursively formulated through the concept of atomic strategies.
An atomic strategy is defined as a strategy that involves only one issue. We can formulate three atomic strategies of
positive, negative, and neutral ratings for every single issue. Any other strategy can be formulated through atomic
strategies regarding the involved issues. We formally define strategies following this idea in terms of logic represen-

tations. One can easily formulate the equivalent set representations.
Definition 16. The logic representation of a strategy can be defined by the following cases:
(1) The empty strategy is represented as (.

(2) Atomic strategies: Vi € I, we can formulate three atomic strategies,

(+) A positive atomic strategy : ST = (i, +1);
(=) A negative atomic strategy : S; = (i, —1);

©) A neutral atomic strategy : S? = (i, 0).

(3) Composite strategies: NJ C I, one can formulate a composite strategy on J as,

s=A\Ss:, (66)

ieJ

where * represent +, —, or 0.
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According to Definition 16, we can further represent the strategy in Equation (64) as:

S=(A\SHAN\SHA\ SD. (67)

o . .0
ieJg ielg ielg

For example, suppose S = (i1, +1) A{i, —1) A{i3, 0). Then § is a composition of three atomic strategies S;'] = (i1, +1),
S;, = (i2,—1), and Sg = (i3, 0), and can be represented as:

S=8 A8, AS). (68)

By Definition 16, one can compose a set of atomic strategies on different issues into a composite strategy and decom-
pose a given strategy into a set of atomic strategies. The decomposition enables us to study a strategy through a set of
atomic strategies.

We arrive at a uniform formulation of describing a strategy in Equation (64) and an agent in Equation (42), that is,
a conjunction of issue-rating pairs. Although taking the same format, these two descriptions have different semantics.
The construction of a strategy may not involve any specific agent. The uniform representation suggests that we may
consider a strategy as an imaginary “agent”. Following this idea, we may explore the relationships between a strategy
and an agent by using the same approaches to the relationships between agents that are discussed in Sections 3 and
4. By modifying Definition 8, we define the unaggregated alliance and conflict functions regarding a strategy and an

agent as given in the following definition.

Definition 17. Given an auxiliary function ®; regarding a single issue i € I, the alliance function ®; : SxA — {0, 1}
and the conflict function ®; : S x A — {0, 1} are defined as:

1, D;(S, x) = +1,
O (S, x) =
0, D;(S, x) # +1;
1, DS, x) = -1,
O (S, x) = (69)
0, DS, x) # -1,

where ®@;(S, x) is computed as if S were an agent.

One can apply the same approaches discussed in Section 3 to define the aggregated alliance and conflict functions
regarding strategies and agents. In particular, we give the following aggregated functions that will be used in our
following discussion:

2 7S, %)
07 (S,x) = s T
¥ O5(S.x)
5 (S0 = = T (70)

Accordingly, we may trisect a subset of agents as given in the following definition.

Definition 18. For a subset of agents X C A and a strategy S € S, given two pairs of supporting and opposing
thresholds (I, hy) and (1,,h,) with 0 < Iy < hy < 1 and 0 < I, < h, < 1, X can be trisected into the supporting
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X;'S (®=, @), opposing X7, (@7, ®~), and neutral X?S (D=, @) sets regarding S as follows:

X[ (@7, 07) = {xeX|®5(S.x) 2 h AT (S.2) <),
X5 (@7, 07) = {xeX|05,(S.x) <l A DS, 0 > hyl,
X)@7,07) = (X], (07,7 UX;, (07, D). (71)

One may also apply Definition 11 of alliance sets by considering a strategy S as an imaginary agent. Then the
supporting set X}’S (@7, ®~) will induce the alliance set of S with respect to Js.

The alliance and conflict functions regarding a strategy and an agent in Equations (69) and (70) can also be
computed through the functions regarding the involved atomic strategies.

Theorem 3. The alliance function @7 : SxA — {0, 1} and the conflict function o5 SxA — {0, 1} can be computed
as: forS € Sand x € A,

S 7S
(DZ(S,X) = iejsf,

5 078 )
;S0 = %T (72)

where x denotes +, —, or Q.
For instance, for the strategy S = S;'l A S; A Sg, we have:

(S}, 0) + DL(S;, x) + @g(sg,x)

O, (S, x) = 3 ,
. D7 (SF,x) + O(SL, x) + DS, x)
D7 (S, x) = 3 SRR (73)

Our above discussion can be easily applied with respect to the non-neutral issues. For a given strategy S € S, we
have the set of its non-neutral issue as:
Jg =J5ulg, (74)
that is, the set of issues with a non-neutral rating involved in S. Then one can induce a non-neutral strategy S from S
as:
S=(\@+M AN\ G- =\ SHA\ S, (75)
ieJ§ ieJg ieJ§ ieJg
which removes all the issue-rating pairs with a neutral rating from S. The family of non-neutral strategies is denoted
as S. For a given subset J C I, one can formulate 2V non-neutral strategies. Thus, for |I| = n, one can get the
cardinality of S as:

SI=C0x2°+C 2!+ C2x 22+ C3x 2P 4+ +C1 x 2" = 3", 76)

where the empty strategy is also considered as valid.
One may analyze the relationships between strategies and agents with respect to the non-neutral issues. In partic-
ular, we apply Definition 18 with J5 = J§~ = J§ U J§ instead of Js to trisect a subset of agents X C A as:

X[ (@7, 0%) = {reX |0 (S0 2h A® (S0 <),

X (@707 = (xeX |05 (5.0 <L AD(S.2) 2 h,
X) (07,07 = (Xj (7,7 UX; (D7, D)), (17
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where the alliance and conflict functions are computed as:

Y DS, %)
_ ~ i€]§
TS0 = g
S
Y DS %)
o~ ielg
O; (S0 = — 7 (78)
S

By Theorem 3, the two functions <D7§(§, x) and Cng(g, x) can be computed as the sum of the functions regarding the

atomic non-neutral strategies involved in S.

5.2. Examples

We give two examples to illustrate the concepts introduced in this section. Particularly, Example 7 uses Pawlak’s
and Yao’s auxiliary functions to construct the alliance and conflict functions regarding strategies and agents. Based
on these functions, Example 8 continues with our discussion in Example 6 in Section 4 to illustrate the relationships
between strategies and agents with respect to non-neutral issues.

Example 7 (Alliance and conflict functions regarding strategies and agents based on Pawlak’s and Yao’s aux-
iliary functions). Based on Pawlak’s and Yao'’s auxiliary functions, the alliance and conflict functions for a strategy

S € S and an agent x € A with respect to a subset of issues J C I are respectively defined as:

5 0S8, )
(I):P S’ — ieJs ’
5 (50 = =
5 0S8, )
DS, x) = == ,
Js (5:0) sl
5 078,
D3V(S,x) = == ,
s (5:) sl
T (S, )
=Y _ ieJs
@3S x) = (79)

Similarly, the alliance and conflict functions with respect to a non-neutral strategy S € S and an agent x € A are
defined as:

% OF(S, %)
—_ —_ ieJs
07(S,x) = 0778, x) = ==
]§ (S’ .X) j§ (S’ X) |J§| ’
% 7S, %)
OV S 1) = 0PSx) = == (80)
j§ £ - "§ b - |J§| 9
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where

L ®P(r(xg i), r(x, i) = +1,
oS, x) =
0, (DP(r(xg, D, r(x, 1)) # +1;
1, OF (r(xg, 1), r(x,0) = —1,
0780 = @1)
0, d)P(r(xg, i), r(x, i) = —1.

Furthermore, by the definition of Pawlak’s auxiliary function given in Equation (11), for an agent x € A, we have the
following duality:

OF(+1, r(x, i) = —OF(—1, r(x, D). (82)

Accordingly, for any two strategies, if the set of issues with a positive rating +1 in one strategy is the same as the set
of issues with a negative rating —1 in another and vice versa, they can be considered as two dual strategies. Formally,

two dual strategies can be represented as:

S = (NG A\ G-,
lEJJr 1€J’
S = (N\G-)AaC\ G+, (83)
zE.l+ tEJ'
Then by Equations (80) and (82), we have:
07 S0 = ©Sx),
;" S,x) = (I>7f(§, x), (84)

which also holds for those induced from Yao’s auxiliary function. Therefore, based on Pawlak’s and Yao’s auxiliary
Junctions, one can trisect a subset of agents X C A with respect to the non-neutral issues Jg by using the values of

alliance functions only, which will significantly simplify our computation in the following Example 8.

Example 8 (Relationships between strategies and agents). We continue with Example 6 to illustrate the non-
neutral strategies and their relationships with agents based on the alliance and conﬂlct ﬁmctwns defined in the above
Example 7. Firstly, Table 15 lists the family of non-neutral strategies S = {SO, 81 , Sz, 83, . 330} where SO =0. We
omit the empty strategy SO in Table 15 for simplicity.

Secondly, by using the values computed from Equation (84), one can get a trisection of X = A with respect to
each strategy in Table 15. The values of the alliance functions regarding each non-neutral strategy and each agent

are shown in Table 16. We take S 1= S, A §4 as an illustration of the computation:

=P (q =P(q
5 (Sl,x2)+®1§4(84,x2) 1+0 1

(I)zP S = ! = = —,
s, (S11,x2) > 5 > (85)

Finally, we illustrate the relationships between strategies and agents. By taking the thresholds I; = 0, hy = %
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Label | Representation || Label Representation Label Representation Label Representation
S (i, +) Su (i, +) A iz, +) Sur | i) Adin H) Adia+) || Sen (i, +) A i, =) A g, +)
S, (i) S» (i2, =) A (i3, =) Sz | i) Al ) Aia-) || Sz (i2,=) Ais, +) A ig, =)
S (i, +) S (i, +) A (i3, =) Sis |G At A=) || Ses (i2, =) A iz, +) A i, +)
S (i2,-) Su (i2, =) A (i3, +) Su | G =) A=) Ain+) || Ses (2 +) A iz, =) A Gig =)
Ss (i3, +) S (i, +) A g, +) Sis | G4y Adin =) Aiaa+) || Ses | (i +) A iz +) A iz, +) A i, +)
Ss (i3, -) S (iz, =) A (ig, ~) Sis | =) Adina ¥) Aiaa=) || Ses | (i1o=) A dizy=) A iz, =) Aig, =)
S (ig, +) Sy (i, +) A i, =) Sz | G =) Adina ¥) Aiaa+) || Ser | G +) A iz +) A iz, +) A g, =)
Ss (i3, =) S (i2, =) A g, +) Sis | G +) A=) A=) || Ses | (1a=) A iz, =) A iz, =) A i, +)
So | i A Alin+) || Swo (i3, +) A Gias +) Sio | G+ A s H) A g +) || Seo | ita+) A Gz +) A i, =) A i, +)
S | i) A || Swo (i3, =) A i, —) Sso | i =y Adin =) Adiaa =) || St | G =) A iz =) A iz, +) A g, =)
S [ A || Sa (i3, +) A i, =) Ssi | Gy Adin ) A=) || Sqi | G+ A iz =) A iz, +) A g, +)
Sz [ i) A+ | Sx (i3, =) A g, +) Ss2 | G =Y Adin =) Adiaa+) || Sz | Gi1=) A iz +) A iz, =) A g, =)
Stz [ AGH || Su | GnH) At Als+) || Sss | G+ Alis =) Aia+) || Sz | (=) A iy +) A Gis, ) A g, +)
S | A G || Saa | i) Al =) A=) || Ssa | =) A B A=) || Saa | G+ A i =) A iz, =) A sy =)
Sis [ it AG =) || Sis | i) Al ¥y Adin =) || Sss | =) Adis,+) Ain+) || Sts | Gra ) A Gy ) A G, =) A i, =)
Sie [ i) A+ || Sse | =) Alin =) Adisa+) || Sse | G +) Adis, =) Ain,=) || St6 | Gira=) A Gizy =) A Gis, ) A i, +)
Stz [ A || Sy | i Alina =) Adin+) || Ss7 | Gz +) Ais, ) Ain+) || Stz | Gira ) A Gz =) A Gis, =) A i, +)
Sis |G A G =) || Sss | i) Adina ¥ Adis=) || Sss | Gz =) Ais, =) Aia =) || Sas | Gt =) A Gy ) A Gisu ) A i, =)
Sig | iy A=) || Sso | i =) Ain ) Adis ) || Sso | Gz ) A+ A=) || Sqo | G +) A iz =) A iz, +) A sy =)
S [ i) A || Swo | i Adina =) Adin =) || Seo | Gz =) Adiz, =) Ain,+) || Sso | Giru =) A Gy +) A Gi, =) A i, +)
Table 15: The family of nonempty non-neutral strategies S
l, =0, and h, = %, we get the trisection of X with respect to §10 as:

X (@7, 07)
S0

Xj, (@7,07)

0 = =
Xj, (@7,07)

- T 1 P =
xeX| ®}£0(31O,X) 25N d)}sfm (S10, %) < 0},

- 3 1 P, S
(re X137 (Si0,%) 2 5 A P57 (So, ) < 0,
10 9

{x7, xg, X9, X10, X11},

- = 1 P
(xeX| D7 (S10,%) > = A DTF (S0, %) <0},
S10 2 S1o

— 1 —
{x € X| D77 (Sy,x) > = A DFF (Sy9,x) <0},
So 2 S1o

{x2, X3, X4, X5, X6},

(X}’g“J (9=, 07U X}gm (D=, 07))°

{x1, x12},

where §9 and S, 10 are dual strategies. By using the thresholds I, = 0, hy = }1

of X with respect to Sgs as:

+ = =
X, (07,07

X, (@7, 0%)
Sés

o

= 1, =
(xe X | D77 (S5, %) = = A D;F (Sgs, x) <0},
Ses 4 Ses

o= 1, =
(reX| 07 (Ses,x) 2 i D37 (Se6,x) < 0},
65 66

{xs, X6},

o~ 1 P T
(r e X @57 (Ses, %) 2 7 AP (Ses, ) < 0},
65 Ses
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0, and h, = %, we get the trisection



X2 X3 X4 X5 Xe X7 X3 Xo Xj0 X111 X12

X1

0

0
0

llen

1

0

0

0

0

0

e

—len

—len

e

e

(=}

0

0

0

0
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0

0

0

0

0

0

Label

=P
I

D

(Sa1,0)

P (Sa2, %)

41
Saz

J

7 (S,
Sa3

v

)

(Sas,x)

P (S5, %)

P
Sas
J3

Ts

Sas
P
Sa7
P
Sag
P
Is

D
i

D

(S49, %)

49

P

p

(S5, )
(Ss6, )
(Se1, %)
(S62, %)

P (S0, x)

Ss5
p
556
S60
P
s
Se1
P
Se2

D
J
D

(Se3, x)

=P
I35

D

»
I35

D

(Se4, x)

=P
s

D

(Ses, x)
(S, )

65
=P

p

X2 X3 X4 X5 Xe X7 X8 Xg X0 Xi1 X2

X1

1

1

0

0
0

0

1

0
0

1

0

0

0
0

1

0

1

0

0
0
0
0

1

0

1

0

0 0 O

0
0

0
0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Label

=P
Us

D

.(5‘”‘)
P (S5, %)

J3

D

(S5,

-p
I3,

0]

Z: (84, %)

D

#(Ss, X)

Sg

(S5, %)
(Ss, %)
(87, %)

N
N
5
K
5,

@
@
@
@,

P

-

D

(So, x)
(S10.%)
(Si1.%)
(Si2. %)
(S13.%)

Sy
=P
5
=P
5,
=P
51
=P
313
=P
5

D
D
D
D
D

P

.

D

(817,
(Sis.%)
(S19,)
(S20,)
(S22,

Sis
o3P
151(»
o=F
'15\7
o7°
JSlx
=P
5
=P
;!
20
L
'1521
=P
;'
22

(S23, %)

=P
553

D

P

.

D

(S24, %)

So4

P

.

D

(825, %)
(S26, %)
(S27.)
(S2s.%)
(S29.%)
(Ss0.%)
(Sa1,%)
(S3.%)
(S33.%)
(S35.)
(S36:%)
(S37,)
(S35.%)
(S39.%)
(Si0.%)

Sas
=P
56
=P
5y
=P
35
=P
55
=P
50
=P
I3,
=P
5
=P
53
=P
I3y
=P
355
=P
‘,g,m
=P
sy
=P
55
=P
5
=P
50

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

Table 16: The values of the alliance functions regarding each strategy and each agent
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_p = 1 p =

= {xeX |07 (Se6, %) = =~ A DT (Sgs,x) <0},
Se6 4 Ses

= {x7,x3, X10, X11},

(X, (@07 UX] (&7, 0

565

X9 (@7, 0%)
Ses

= {x1, X2, X3, X4, Xo, X12}, (87)

where Sgs and Sge are dual strategies.

6. Comparative analysis and an illustrative application

This section compares the proposed three-way conflict analysis models with two evaluation functions to the ex-
isting models with a single evaluation function. The comparative analysis demonstrates that the proposed model can
assist us in gaining an in-depth understanding of conflict analysis. Additionally, we discuss an illustrative example
that applies the proposed models to help the government address the conflict problems in making the development
plan for Gansu province in China [30].

6.1. Comparative analysis

In this paper, we investigate the trisections of agents, issues, and agent pairs in three-way conflict analysis, and
discuss their applications in solving some common problems regarding conflict. The existing related studies are
commonly based on a single evaluation function. Specifically, a rating function is used to trisect agents and issues,
and an auxiliary function is used to trisect agent pairs. As discussed above, the models with a single evaluation
function may face some challenges in interpreting aggregated ratings, especially when a neutral rating 0 is involved.
These challenges may further lead to difficulties in analyzing the trisections and understanding the corresponding
relationships. To provide more precise semantics, we split an auxiliary function that measures alliance and conflict
simultaneously into two separate functions of alliance and conflict. Table 17 summarizes the comparisons between
the existing three-way conflict analysis models with a single evaluation function and the proposed models with two

evaluation functions. We discuss the comparisons in detail as follows.

(1) Trisecting agents

The trisections of agents in the existing and proposed models differ in two aspects, that is, formulation and
semantics. Firstly, for formulation, with a single evaluation function, the trisections of agents with respect to a
single issue i and a subset of issues J are based on the rating function r(x, i) in Definition 1 and its aggregation
r(x, J) in Equation (2), respectively. In both cases, the two aspects of alliance and conflict are measured in a
single function. With two evaluation functions, we define the alliance and conflict functions regarding a strategy
and an agent in Equation (70). Based on these two functions, we define the trisections of agents with respect to
a strategy as in Definition 18. Similarly, we also discuss a special case of using non-neutral strategies to define
the alliance and conflict functions in Equation (78) and accordingly, trisect agents in Equation (77). It should be
noted that in our model, we trisect the agents with respect to the issues involved in a strategy. Thus, a trisection
of agents with respect to a single issue is a special case with respect to the corresponding atomic strategy.

Secondly, for semantics, we focus on different purposes when trisecting agents in the existing model with a
single function and the proposed model with two functions. Specifically, the trisection of agents with a rating
function divides a set of agents X into three pair-wise disjoint sets with respect to a set of issues J: a set of
agents who have a positive rating on most issues in J, a set of agents who have a negative rating on most issues
in J, and a set of the remaining agents. In comparison, the trisection of agents with a pair of alliance and
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Model X .
A single evaluation function Two evaluation functions
Trisecting
Type W.L.L Formulation Evaluation function Formulation Evaluation function Special evaluation function
D7 (S, x), @7 (S, x)in O (x,y), ®7(x,y) in Equation (32)
iel Definition 2 r(x, i) in Definition 1 Definition 18 Is Is i
Equation (70) for atomic strategy | ®7"(x,y), ®7¥(x,y) in Equation (32)
@7 (S, x), D7 (S, %) D3PS, x), D3P(S, x) in Equation (79)
Agents Definition 18 Is Is Is Is q
in Equation (70) O77(S, %), @j?’(s, x) in Equation (79)
JciI Definition 3 r(x,J) in Equation (2) — — = = =
@7 (S, x), D7 (S, %) O3S, x) = ©7(S, %),
Equation (77) s ’s _ _ s
in Equation (78) ©37(S, x) = ©3¥(S, x) in Equation (80)
07 (x,y), D7 (x,y) ®7P(x,y), ®7F(x,y) in Equation (32)
X€EA Definition 4 r(x, i) in Definition 1 Equation (51) ) ) q
in Definition 8 CI)TY(X, ¥, d)fy(x, y) in Equation (32)
Issues
. . . . Four pairs of x|
XCA Definition 5 r(X, i) in Equation (5) Definition 14 7> 7 in Equation (56)
functions in Table 13
. D;(x,y) <I)f(x, y) in Equation (11) : D7 (x,y), D (x,y) <I>,.:P(x, ¥), @f”(x, y) in Equation (32)
iel Definition 6 Equation (37)
in Equation (8) | ®!(x,y) in Equation (12) in Definition 8 7Y (x,y), ©7¥(x,y) in Equation (32)
Agent pairs DT (x,y), D7(x,y) @57(x,y), ®37(x,y) in Equation (33)
gentp ®"(x, ) in Equation (13) || Definition 10 G20yt R siblibd q
Dy(x,y) in Equation (27) fI)jy(x, ¥), (D;Y(x, y) in Equation (33)
Jci Definition 7 ’ ’
in Equation (9) D7 (x,y), DF._(x,y) D77 (xy) = OTE(x,y),
<D5(x, y) in Equation (14) || Equation (40) I ’i & I
in Equation (31) 3% (x,y) = ©77(x,y) in Equation (34)

(@)

3)

Table 17: Comparisons between existing models with a single evaluation function and proposed models with two evaluation functions

conflict functions divides X into three pair-wise disjoint sets: a set of agents supporting the strategy, a set of
agents opposing the strategy, and a set of agents neutral to the strategy.

Trisecting issues

We compare the trisections of issues in the existing and proposed models in the two aspects of formulation and
semantics. Firstly, for formulation, with a single function of either the rating function r(x, /) in Definition 1 or
r(X, 1) in Equation (5), one can respectively define the trisections of issues with respect to a single agent x and
a subset of agents X (i.e, Definitions 4 and 5). In the proposed model with two functions, we define two pairs
of alliance and conflict functions in Table 13 regarding two imaginary agents x* and x~. Accordingly, we get
four types of trisections of issues (i.e., Definition 14). According to Theorem 2, with respect to a single agent,
the trisections of issues based on either a single rating function or a pair of alliance and conflict functions are
equivalent.

Secondly, for semantics, the rating function r(X, i) aggregates the positive, negative, and neutral attitudes of
agents on an issue i. As previously discussed, two opposing ratings have the same effect as two neutral ratings,
which may create challenges in analyzing the trisection of issues. Therefore, we define the alliance and conflict
functions, which can describe the different attitudes of agents to trisect issues. Both the existing model with a
single function and the proposed model with two functions divide a set of issues J into three pair-wise disjoint
sets with respect to a set of agents X: a set of issues on which most of the agents in X have positive attitudes, a
set of issues on which most of the agents in X have negative attitudes, and a set of the remaining issues.

Trisecting agent pairs

We also compare the trisections of agent pairs in the existing and proposed models in the two aspects of for-
mulation and semantics. Firstly, for formulation, with a single evaluation function, the trisections of agent
pairs with respect to a single issue i and a subset of issues J (i.e., Definitions 6 and 7) are defined based on

37



an auxiliary function @;(x,y) in Equation (8) and its aggregation ®@;(x,y) in Equation (9), respectively. In the
proposed model with two functions, we define a pair of alliance and conflict functions @7 (x,y) and @7 (x,y)
(i.e., Definition 8) by splitting the auxiliary function ®;(x,y). Furthermore, with respect to an arbitrary subset
of issues and the set of non-neutral issues, we respectively define two pairs of alliance and conflict functions in
Equations (27) and (31) to trisect the agent pairs (i.e., Equations (36) and (40)). According to Theorem 1, with
respect to a single issue, the trisections of agent pairs with either a single auxiliary function or a pair of alliance
and conflict functions are equivalent.

Secondly, for semantics, we define the alliance and conflict functions to reduce the difficulty of applying a
rating function to trisect agent pairs. The proposed model with two functions and the existing model with a
single function serve the same purpose. They both divide agent relationships into three pair-wise disjoint parts:
alliance, conflict, and neutrality relations.

6.2. An illustrative application of the proposed models

We discuss a real-world application to illustrate the proposed three-way conflict analysis model with alliance and
conflict functions. Specifically, we use the proposed model to help the government of Gansu province in China to
address conflict problems. The same application is also used by Sun et al. in [30] as a case study.

The three-valued situation table is given in Table 18. A = {x1, x2, X3, X4, X5, X6, X7, X3, X9, X105 X11, X12, X13, X14} 1S @
set of fourteen cities in Gansu province, namely, Lanzhou, Jinchang, Baiyin, Tianshui, Jiayuguan, Wuwei, Zhangye,
Pingliang, Jiuquan, Qingyang, Dingxi, Longnan, Linxia, and Gannan. [ = {iy, i», i3, i4, is, is, i7, I3, I9, {10, {11} 1S @ set
of issues involved in the development plans, namely, the construction of roads, factories, entertainment, educational
institutions, the total population of residence, ecology environment, the number of senior intellectuals, the traffic

capacity, mineral resources, sustainable development capacity, and water resources carrying capacity.

N i b iy i is dg B iy dy i in
X1 +1 -1 0 -1 +1 -1 O -1 +1 -1 +1
X 0O +1 -1 0 0O +1 -1 0 0o +1 -1
X3 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 +1 +1 -1 -1 O 0
X4 0 O -1 +1 +1 -1 -1 +1 0 -1 -1
X5 -1 41 -1 0 -1 +1 O 0 -1 +1 +1
X6 o +41 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 +1 -1
X7 +1 +1 0 +1 O +1 O +1 +1 +1 O
X3 -1 0o -1 +1 -1 0 +1 +1 -1 0 +1
X9 +1 +1 0 -1 +1 +1 -1 -1 +1 +1 -1
Xpo | -1 -1 -1 0 +1 -1 +1 0 -1 -1 +1
x; |-1 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 -1
X12 0 +1 0O -1 +1 +1 +1 -1 0 +1 0
x3 | -1 0 -1 +1 O 0 0O +1 -1 0 +1

x4 |-1 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1

Table 18: A three-valued situation table [30]

We consider the non-neutral issues and compute the alliance and conflict degrees between cities according to

Equation (34), which is given in Table 19. Then by applying a pair of thresholds (ﬁ, %) in Definition 10, we can
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Table 19: The alliance and conflict degrees with respect to the non-neutral issues

trisect the agent pairs and get the alliance sets as follows:

{x2, X3, X5, X6, X7, X9, X11, X12},

AS j+-(x2)

{x1},

AS j+-(x1)

= {x4, X13, X14},

AS j+-(x4)

{x2, x3, x5, X12},

AS j+-(x3)

{x2, X6, X11},

AS j+-(x6)

{x2, X3, X5, X8, X12, X13},

AS j+-(x5)
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ASJ*’(-X7) = {xz’ X7}, AS_]+*(.X8) = {.XS,.XS,X](], .X]3},

AS j+-(x9) = {x2, X9, X12}, AS j+(x10) = {x8, X10, X13},
AS j-(x11) = {x2, X6, X11, X14}, AS j+-(x12) = {x2, X3, X5, X9, X12},
AS j+-(x13) = {xa, X5, X3, X10, X13, X14}, AS j-(x14) = {x4, X11, X13, X14}. (88)

Accordingly, Lanzhou (i.e., x;), the capital city of Gansu, only allies with itself. Jinchang (i.e., x») has the biggest
alliance set. We consider the non-neutral issues again to formally represent the decisions of the alliance sets. For
example, the decisions of the alliance sets regarding Lanzhou and Jinchang are:

Des(AS j+(x1)) (i, +1) A ip, =1) A g, —=1) A (is, +1) A (g, —1) A (ig, —1) A ig, +1) A (i10, —1) A (g, +1),
Des(AS j+(x2)) = (o, +1) A (i3, —1) A (is, +1) A iz, —1) A (ijo, +1) A (ipp, —1). (89)

Furthermore, we compute the maximal consistent alliance sets based on Definition 12 as:

Xi = {x1}, X5 = {x2, x3, X5, X12}, X3 = {x2, X6, X11},
Xy = {x2, x7}, X5 = {x2, X0, X12}, Xo = {x4, x13, X14},
X7 = {xs, x3, x13}, Xg = {xg, x10, X13}, Xo = {x11, X14}. (90)

The cities in a maximal consistent alliance set are allied with each other. Recall that we need to trisect a set of issues J
in order to formally represent the decision of a maximal consistent alliance set. Let us consider J = I. By applying the
pairs of thresholds (0, ﬁ) (k=1,2,---,10) in Definition 14, we trisect J regarding each maximal consistent alliance
set as follows:

Jx, (@7, D7) = {iy, is, io, i11}, Jx, (@7, @) = {ia, ia, i, I3, I10}, T3 (@7, @7) = {i3, ir);

I3, (@, @) = {in, i, i10}, Jx, (@7, @7) = {iy, i3, ia, I3, Io}, T (@7, D7) = {is, iz, inn};
I3, (@, @) = {ip, i10}, I, (@7, %) =iy, i3, 4, s, i7, i3, Io, i11}, T, D7) = {ig):

I (@, @7) = {i1, ip, iy, 6, ig, Io, 110}, Jx,(P7, @7) = {i3, iz, 111}, JR, (@, %) = {is);

Jx, (@7, ®7) = {iy, ia, s, s, I9, F10}, I, (@7, @7) = {i3, iy, i, 111}, 125@):,@:) = {i7h

Jx, (@7, @) = {iy, ig}, Jx (@7, @) = {i1, b2, 13,6, 7, I9, L10}, J?(G((D:,q):) = {is,i11};

I, (O7, D7) = {ia, ia, I, i7, 13, [10, i1}, Jx, (@7, @7) = {i1, 83, s, Io}, 127(¢):,d)x) =0

T3, (@7, @7) = {iy, iz, s, i11}, I, (@7, @7) = {iy, ia, i3, I, o, 10}, J3(@7, D7) = {is);
J;g(d):,(l)‘) =0, J)_(g(d):,(l)‘) =iy, 12, i3, 14, I5, Ig, 17, I8, 19, [10 111} Jgg(df,CD’) =0. 1)

Accordingly, the decisions of maximal consistent alliance sets with respect to the non-neutral issues are given as
follows:

Des;—(X1) = {1, +1) A2, =1) A g, —1) A (is, +1) A (g, —1) A g, —1) A (g, +1) A (P10, —1) A i1y, +1),

Des;+-(X3) = (i, =1) A, +1) A i3, —1) A (g, —1) A (g, +1) A (g, —1) A (ig, —1) A {iyo, +1),

Des;+~(X3) = (i1, —1) Aia, +1) A (i3, —1) Ay, —=1) A (is, =1) A iz, =1) A(is, —1) A (g, —1) A iro, +1) A i, —1),
Des;+(Xy) = (i, +1) A, +1) A (i3, —1) A (g, +1) A (g, +1) A (i7, —1) A (G, +1) A (o, +1) A (i1, +1) A (i1, —1),
Des;—(Xs) = {1, +1) A, +1) A iz, —1) A (g, =1) A (s, +1) A (g, +1) A (g, —1) A (g, +1) A (G10, +1) A (11, —1),
Des;+-(Xe) = (i, —1) Aip, —1) A i3, —1) A (g, +1) A g, —1) A (i7, —1) A (ig, +1) A (g, —1) A ijp, —1),

Des;+-(X7) = (i1, —1) A, +1) A iz, —1) A i, +1) A (D5, —1) A (i, +1) A (@7, +1) A (ig, +1) A (g, —1) A (i10, +1) A (iq1, +1),
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Des;+ (Xg) <i1,—1> A <i2,—1> A <i3,—1> A <i4,+1> A <i5,—1> A <i7,+1> A <ig,+1> A <i9,—1> A <i10,—1> A <i11,+1>,
(@, = 1) Ao, =1) A (i3, = 1) A iy, =1) A (s, =1) A (ds, = 1) A iz, —1) A (ig, = 1) A g, =1) A {i1o, = 1) A (i, = 1)

= \G@-D. (92)

iel

Des J+= (Xg)

We may consider the decisions of some alliance sets as the candidates of the final strategy. According to Equa-
tion (65), the number of all non-neutral strategies is 3" = 3! = 177147, which is a huge number. Thus, instead of
exploring each non-neutral strategy, we may develop certain heuristics for selecting the candidates. For instance, the
government may prefer the strategy induced from the largest alliance set as a candidate strategy, which is x, Jinchang
in this example. The strategy of x, with respect to the non-neutral issues is:

Sy = Desye-(x2) = (o, +1) A (i3, = 1) A (g, +1) A Gz, = 1) A Cirg, +1) A Girr, = 1). 93)
By applying the thresholds s = 1, hy = £, 1, = ¢, and h, = § in Equation (77), we get the trisection of A with respect
to Sy as:
Xt (@7, 0%) = {xeX|DF(S),x) > 1 A DSy, x) < 1}
]§J s - jgj J» =56 jgj J» =6 >
= {x2, X3, X5, X6, X7, X9, X11, X12, X13}
— = = =P, o 1 -p. S 1
X, (@507 = {xeX| @,g(sj,x) 23 Acbjg(s],x) < -
= {al,
0 = = _ + = = — = =\\C
X0 @707 = (X) (@709 U X, (@7,07)
= {x4, X3, X10, X14}. 94)

In another case, the government may prefer the city with the lowest GDP for the sake of the overall development
of the province. In this example, such a heuristic will select the strategy of x4 Gannan as a candidate. The strategy of
Xx14 with respect to the non-neutral issues is:

S = Desy(x14) = (i, —1) A g, =1) A iz, =1) A Gis, = 1) A (i, =1) A Ciz, = 1) A Gio, =1) A Cirg, =1) A (g, =1). (95)

By applying the thresholds /; = %, hy = %, l, = é, hy = g in Equation (77), we get the trisection of A with respect to

Sg as:
_ _p = 1 p = 1
X; (@7,07) = {xeX |7 (S6.0) 23 A0 (Sg.x) < <),
SG S 3 Sg 9
= {x4, X11, X13, X14},
_ o s = 4 p = 2
X, (@7.07) = {xeX|cD,§G(SG,x)z §A®,§G(sg,x)g 5h
= {x7, %9, X12},
X) (@%,07) = (X (D, D)UX; (D7, D7)
Sa S S
= {x1, X2, X3, X5, X6, X3, X10}- (96)

After determining the final strategy, the government may make efforts to persuade the cities in the neutral set
X‘J)S(CD:, ®~) in order to implement the strategy.

7. Conclusions

This paper proposes the alliance and conflict functions by separating the two aspects of alliance and conflict
measured in an auxiliary function. Using the alliance and conflict functions as two evaluation functions, we study two
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topics of three-way conflict analysis. The first topic is about the relationship between agents. Particularly, we define
the alliance sets and the maximal consistent alliance sets. Furthermore, we present the conjunction of issue-rating pairs
as a formal representation of the decision or description of an alliance set. In the second topic, we formally define the
strategies through issue-rating pairs and investigate their relationships with agents. To verify the effectiveness of the
trisections with the proposed alliance and conflict functions, we compare them with the trisections in existing models
based on a single evaluation function. Finally, we apply the proposed model in a real-world application to help the
government of Gansu province make the development plan.

Determining the thresholds used in the trisections is a fundamental issue that needs further discussion in future
work. Moreover, our approaches can be generalized with respect to a few aspects, such as weighted agents, conflict
sets of agents instead of alliance sets, incomplete situation tables, and dynamic situation tables. In addition, it is worth
investigating the connections and differences between three-way conflict analysis and the concept of bipolarity and
shadowed sets, which may inspire exciting results in these closely related topics.
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