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1 Introduction
The global behavior and complexity of biological systems such as ant colonies is considered to be an
emergent property of the interactions between the different agents that make up the whole system.
Desirable emergent behavior has been observed in many biological systems, though reproducing the
conditions leading to the emergence of such behaviors in artificial systems has proved to be difficult,
as there is potential for the emergence of undesirable behaviors. It is therefore essential to be able to
understand the mechanisms of emergent cooperative behavior in these systems. To date, research
that qualitatively measures and evaluates mechanisms that underlie and produce emergent
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Abstract This review presents a review of prevalent results
within research pertaining to emergent cooperation in biologically
inspired artificial social systems. Results reviewed maintain
particular reference to biologically inspired design principles, given
that current mathematical and empirical tools have provided only a
partial insight into elucidating mechanisms responsible for emergent
cooperation, and then only in systems of an abstract nature. This
review aims to provide an overview of important and disparate
research contributions that investigate utilization of biologically
inspired concepts such as emergence, evolution, and self-organization
as a means of attaining cooperation in artificial social systems.
An introduction and overview of emergent cooperation in artificial
life is presented, followed by a survey of emergent cooperation in
swarm-based systems, the pursuit-evasion domain, and RoboCup
soccer. The final section draws conclusions regarding future
directions of emergent cooperation as a problem-solving
methodology that is potentially applicable in a wide range
of problem domains. Within each of these sections and their
respective themes of research, the mechanisms deemed to be
responsible for emergent cooperation are elucidated and their
key limitations highlighted. The review concludes that current
studies in emergent cooperative behavior are limited by a lack
of situated and embodied approaches, and by the research infancy
of current biologically inspired design approaches. Despite these
limiting factors, emergent cooperation maintains considerable
future potential in a wide variety of application domains where
systems composed of many interacting components must
cooperatively perform unanticipated global tasks.
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1 The emergence of cooperation has also been studied in a variety of fields unrelated to artificial life systems. For example, the book The
evolution of cooperation by Axelrod [12] included a chapter where Axelrod examined spontaneous instances of cooperation during
trench warfare in World War I. It was stated that troops of one side would shell the other side with mortars, but would often do so on
a rigid schedule, aiming for a specific point in the other side’s trenches, thereby allowing the other side to minimize casualties. The
enemy would then reciprocate this action. The generals on both sides were satisfied that shelling was occurring and that the war was
progressing satisfactorily, while soldiers in the trenches found a way to cooperatively protect each other.
2 Grey Walter was a respected neurophysiologist, who in the late 1940s carried out pioneering research on mobile autonomous robots
at the Burden Neurological Institute in Bristol, England, as part of his goal to model brain function.
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cooperative behavior in artificial and real-world1 systems remains largely in the stage of research
infancy.
The concept of emergent behavior, which is deemed to be one of the key components of artificial
life research, has propagated many ideas about emergent cooperative behavior in biological systems.
These ideas have now been adopted by roboticists and computer scientists alike, and have gained
prevalence since the rise of decentralized information systems motivated by the proliferation of
global systems such as the Internet. Early research in decentralized systems [25, 15, 153] suggested
that complexity at a group level might be attainable with very simple individual agents, with no need
for central control. For instance, in the mid twentieth century, Grey Walter2 and his colleagues
studied turtle-like robots equipped with light and touch sensors and very simple behaviors. When
placed together, these robots exhibited complex social behavior in response to each other’s
movements [30]. A derivative of this idea includes the notion of biologically inspired artificial
systems, typically designed using an evolutionary computation methodology such that a global
organized behavior emerges from interaction of the system’s components [1, 18, 22, 39, 84, 98, 99, 104].
It has been argued by many researchers [54, 57, 68, 95, 105, 109, 24, 133 – 135, 152, 43] that the use
of biologically inspired principles such as evolution and emergence in the purposeful design of
complex artificial systems is needed in order to replace ineffective preprogrammed and centralized
design methodologies. Throughout this review particular reference is made to research that uses
biologically inspired design principles such as artificial evolution, self-organization, and emergence as
means of attaining cooperative behavior. With a few exceptions, such as the formalization of
emergent cooperative behaviors in multi-robot systems developed by Mataric [106], the research in
emergent cooperative behavior is restricted to simulated problem domains, given the inherent
complexity of applying evolutionary design principles to collective behaviors in groups of real robots
[54, 55, 67]. Hence, this review surveys only research pertaining to the study of emergent cooperative behavior using biologically inspired design principles within simulated problem domains.
An important future direction that the review emphasizes is the development of algorithms and
design methodologies for the synthesis of desired cooperative behavior, where such behavior is
applicable to embodied systems. That is, if emergent cooperative behavior in biologically inspired
systems were sufficiently understood, purposeful design of cooperative behavior could be applied to
benefit a variety of application domains, including telecommunications [44, 150, 41], aerospace and
space exploration [28], and multi-robot systems [100, 114, 112, 128].
The remainder of this review is divided into several sections, organized as follows. Section 2
presents an introduction to overview of the topic of emergent cooperation in artificial life as well as
providing a historical perspective of traditional game-theoretic and mathematically based approaches
to emergent cooperation. This section highlights the constrained nature of cooperation in many of
these domains [86, 12, 14, 2, 50] and states the importance of a synthetic approach that uses
concepts such as self-organization and emergence in systems that aim to effectively utilize emergent
cooperative behavior. Section 3 reviews pertinent research results pertaining to the simulation of
emergent cooperation in swarm-based systems, where the goal of such simulations is to reproduce
biological phenomena in task domains that include the optimization of network traffic flow,
clustering, self-assembly, and cooperative transport. Section 4 details research that has achieved
particular success in attaining cooperative behavior in pursuit-evasion and predator-prey systems.
Section 5 outlines several research results on emergent cooperative behavior in the simulated league
of RoboCup soccer. The final section draws conclusions regarding beneficial future directions of
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emergent cooperation as a problem-solving tool in biologically inspired artificial systems. The
purpose of the final section is to highlight the key open problems that future research must address
in order for the full potential of emergent cooperation to be realized.
As a final introductory note, in the literature various researchers have adopted the use of various
nomenclatures that are ambiguous in defining the term cooperation. Such terminology often suffers
from the frame-of-reference problem [132], as it is typically defined according to the perspectives
and interests of the researchers conducting the study. Thus, for the purposes of this review, we are
concerned not with a definition of cooperation, but rather with research that uses biologically
inspired principles within simulated problem domains as a means of motivating multiple agents to
collectively solve a predefined problem of a global nature that could not otherwise be solved by an
individual agent.

Emergent behavior is a key topic in artificial life research, given that artificial life typically adopts a
bottom-up3 approach to modeling various forms of collective behavior and emergent social
phenomena that are observed in biological systems. Social phenomena that have inspired the design
of artificial life systems have included flocking behavior in birds [137], schooling behavior in fish
[161], and pursuit and evasion behavior between predators and prey [110], as well as cooperative
transportation [100] and the building of nests [20, 38] by ants. The key idea supporting these models
is to use biological phenomena as an inspiration for design, and then to analyze and elucidate the
mechanisms motivating emergent collective behavior.
Traditionally, before the advent of research fields such as artificial life that exploit concepts such
as self-organization and emergence, the concept of cooperative behavior was the emphasis of much
research in the field of distributed artificial intelligence, though the definition given to cooperation in
such research typically does not relate to the concept of emergent cooperation, as is evident in the
field of artificial life. Examples of traditional distributed artificial intelligence approaches to the
design of cooperative behavior have included formation control in multi-robot systems [8 –10],
multi-robot control architectures for cooperative toxic-waste cleanup [126], cooperative box-pushing
[127, 129], payload transportation [88], autonomous surveillance of multiple moving targets [128],
architectures for establishing and controlling cooperation between multiple agents in industrial
systems and hospitals [87, 80], mechanisms for multi-agent negotiation and coalition formation [97,
140], and multi-robot exploration of unknown environments [4], as well as generalized multi-robot
control architectures for planning and role assignment in transportation tasks [3, 31].
The primary criticism of such distributed artificial intelligence approaches to cooperation is that
they typically apply classical single-agent system artificial intelligence methodologies to the context of
distributed systems. In particular, such research usually applies a top-down analysis to the
construction of cooperation between agents, for example, via formalizing, or otherwise specifying
a priori, the mechanisms that lead to specific types of multi-agent cooperation [86]. Additionally,
emergent cooperation is commonly studied within abstract problem domains, such as the iterated
prisoner’s dilemma ( IPD)4 [12 – 14] or other multi-agent scenarios [50] that operate within a game
theory5 domain. Axelrod [12] explored the conditions under which fundamentally selfish agents were

3 A bottom-up process is usually used in the design of behavior-based systems [27], where this process refers to the incremental
development of the system’s sophistication from simple to complex.
4 The IPD is a two-player game of fundamental importance in game theory. Repetition of the game with the same pair of players changes a
payoff matrix, favoring long-term cooperation. This topic was explored in the book The evolution of cooperation [12]. In the single-play
case, defection is always the preferred strategy. Likewise, if the number of remaining plays in the iterated case is disclosed to the players,
cooperation ceases to be appealing. For cooperation to remain appealing, the future must be indeterminate for both players.
5 Game theory is a branch of mathematics and economics that analyzes interactions with formalized and structured games. The predicted
and actual behavior of individuals in these games as well as optimal strategies is studied. Seemingly different types of interactions can be
characterized as having similar incentive structures, thus being examples of a particular game [12].
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2 Emergent Cooperation in Artificial Life
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more likely to cooperate spontaneously. To perform this study, Axelrod used the IPD game, which
offers a long-term incentive for cooperation but a short-term incentive for defection. The IPD game
has also been extended to account for the emergence of cooperation between more than two players
[2], as well as different forms of cooperation, such as non-mutual cooperation, where exhibited
altruistic behavior increases the likelihood of cooperative behavior being reciprocated at a later
time [6, 125]. Similarly, other problem domains have been concocted for the purpose of studying
various forms of emergent social phenomena, not only cooperation. For example, Epstein and
Axtell [51] devised what they termed the sugar-scape domain, a grid world with a renewable
resource that agents inhabiting the world were dependent upon. The authors demonstrated that a
vast range of collective phenomena and social behaviors emerged as a result of spatiotemporal
interaction of agents inhabiting the sugar-scape environment where individual agents followed simple
local rules.
Aside from classical artificial intelligence applications of cooperation to distributed problem
domains, game-theoretic models, or those modeling abstract problem domains such as sugar-scape
[51] and other similar models [81 –83, 40], research on emergent cooperation using situated and
embodied agents [132] has received little attention, due to the inherent complexity of having such
agents operate in the real world. In fact, biologically inspired mechanisms for behavioral design
have primarily been used in studying emergent cooperative behavior in simulated artificial life
systems. Using biologically inspired approaches, researchers attempt to create agents that internally
simulate or mimic the social behavior and intelligence found in biological systems. Biologically
inspired designs are based on theories drawn from natural sciences, including anthropology,
cognitive science, developmental psychology, and ethology. Generally, these theories are used
to guide the design of an agent’s cognitive, behavioral, motivational, motor, and perceptual
systems [56].
Two main arguments and sets of guidelines are commonplace in the literature for drawing
inspiration from biological systems. First, numerous researchers contend that nature is the best
model for the creation of effective adaptive behavior in artificial agents, embodied or otherwise —
meaning that, in order for an artificial agent to be understood by humans, it must be able to interact
with its environment in a similar manner to living beings, and it must perceive similar aspects of the
environment to those that living beings find salient and relevant [162]. The second argument is that
an agent’s behavioral design must facilitate examination, evaluation, and refinement of particular
theories upon which the design of the agent is based. Using such guidelines, numerous researchers
have developed models inspired by biological systems, for the purpose of reproducing the
mechanisms and principles, such as self-organization and evolution, that lead to cooperative
behavior, or of studying cooperative behavior in biological systems by hypothesizing what kinds
of mechanisms lead to what kinds of behaviors, and subsequently testing these hypotheses with an
artificial implementation.
Concepts such as self-organization, emergence, and evolution are now thought by many
researchers to pose a reasonable alternative to traditionalist artificial intelligence design approaches
to multi-agent cooperation. For example, artificial evolution has been used successfully for the
derivation of cooperative pursuit strategies in the pursuit-evasion domain [69 – 72], to attain an
ecological equilibrium between groups of predators and prey [117], and to generate effective
cooperative behavior in a competitive game scenario played within the simulated league of RoboCup
soccer [154, 78, 79, 60, 102]. Also, social insect behavior has proven to be an attractive model for
distributed systems of various instantiations [37], in that it enables groups of relatively simple agents
to perform relatively difficult tasks. A common problem that confounds such research is that
cooperative behaviors that emerge from interacting constituents of the system are difficult to analyze,
as it is nontrivial to determine what mechanisms are responsible for what behaviors. The binding
theme of this review is that methodologies that are founded upon concepts such as emergence,
self-organization, and evolution must be amenable to mathematical and statistical analysis and
evaluation in order for resultant emergent behaviors to be effective and meaningful in the context
of problem solving in any system, embodied or otherwise.
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3 Emergent Cooperation in Swarm-Based Systems

6 Such artificial life applications of swarmlike systems typically operate within a modeling or simulation framework such as the Swarm
simulator [74]. The initial prototype was developed from a bottom-up design perspective, via the creators’ first writing several
experiments that the Swarm simulator was to support and then writing the simulator to support these experiments, rather than first
developing the simulator and attempting to fit the experiments to that design.
7 Sociogenesis, as defined by Wilson [159], is a behavioral process observed in many species of ants, where the newly fertilized queen
initiates a new society alone.
8 The term eusocial describes the most highly developed form of animal societies, such as those of colonial ants, termites, wasps, and
bees. Typically there is extensive division of labor and cooperation, with various castes specializing in particular tasks, such as foodgathering, defense, or tending to the young. Reproduction is via an elite group of fertile individuals, assisted by sterile workers [77].
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The validity and importance of large artificial swarm systems is clear from drawing parallels to the
biological complexity of swarm-based systems such as social insect colonies. In such systems global
behavior is considered to be an emergent property of the interactions of the many different
components that make up the whole system. Desirable emergent behavior has been observed in
many biological systems, though reproducing these conditions in artificial systems has proved to be
difficult, as there is potential for the emergence of undesirable behaviors. Certain swarm systems
model biological systems that contain hundreds or thousands of agents, such as ant and termite
colonies. Social insect colonies present excellent examples of how collectively intelligent systems can
be generated by the interaction of a large number of relatively simple agents. Based on the social
insect metaphor, swarm intelligence has emerged as a novel approach to the design of distributed
systems, with emphasis upon flexibility and robustness. For instance, there has been a significant
concentration of research on the study of emergent behavior in simulated ant colonies [21, 33,
64 – 66, 49, 38, 36]. Certain artificial life simulators6 and applications, such as Swarm [74], MANTA
[49], Tierra [136], and Avida [1], have popularized studies of swarm-based systems.
Drogoul et al. [46 –48] presented a simulation model of social organization in an ant colony
termed MANTA (model of an ant-hill activity). The primary goals of the MANTA application were
as follows: first, to model the behaviors of ants at the individual level; second, to test various
hypotheses concerning how social structures emerge as a consequence of the behavioral interactions
of many individual ants; third, to illustrate that this behavioral model is able to generate functionality
such as the division of labor and cooperation when applied in a social context; and fourth, to apply
the results to a more general set of systems such as distributed robotic and problem-solving systems
where self-organization and emergent collective behavior is a primary focus. The MANTA
simulation model was later extended via providing individual ants with a larger set of behaviors,
and ant queens were introduced in experiments to reproduce the evolution of a behavioral
characteristic known as sociogenesis7 [159] that is observed in real ants. Preliminary results of Drogoul
et al. [46 – 48] illustrated emergent social structures such as the division of labor within a group of
functionally simple artificial ants. The authors also observed the emergence of cooperative behavior
beneficial to the colony, similar to social phenomena generally observed among eusocial 8 insects.
Results elucidated that the emergence of behavior for the division of labor improved the efficiency
of emergent functionality in the population. Such emergent functionality included cooperative
foraging and sorting behavior. The authors concluded that the notion of emergent cooperation
remains very unclear and difficult to define, and that many of the behaviors viewed as cooperative
emerged as a result of the competitive interaction that occurs between individuals in a constrained
environment with limited resources.
In the extended version of the MANTA simulation model, Drogoul et al. [49] performed a set of
experiments designed to investigate the evolution of a process known as sociogenesis, where ant queens
needed to interact and cooperate in order for a new ant colony to emerge and survive. Drogoul et al.
[49] conducted two types of sociogenesis experiments: those using only a single queen, termed
monogynous sociogeneses, and those using multiple queens, termed polygynous sociogeneses. The hypothesis
for the sociogenesis experiments was that emergent functionality within a population of agents
would be improved by the emergence of a parallel emergent social structure. In this case the
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emergent functionality was a cooperative sorting task, and the parallel emergent social structure was
the division of labor. In order to facilitate the emergence of cooperation for the sorting task at the
colony level, an artificial evolution algorithm was executed, where the selection and reproduction of
each new generation was based on the individual genetic design of each artificial ant. Conceptually,
each ant was made up of a set of behavioral primitives that described possible actions invoked in
response to a set of environmental stimuli. The ants did not use any form of direct communication,
but rather used stigmergic communication modeled on pheromone-based communication as used by
real ants. During the evolutionary process an indirect form of cooperative behavior emerged, due to
particular ants in the population developing specialized behavior for undertaking a specific task. This
emergence of specialization removed redundant behaviors in the undertaking of tasks and therefore
increased the probability of an ant successfully completing its task. In the polygynous sociogenesis
experiments, one of two different results emerged at the end of a successful evolutionary process.
The first result was that only a single queen survived, whereas the second result utilized cooperative
behavior in that a single queen emerged as the leader of the colony while the other queen ants
became analogous to worker ants. An important tradeoff in competitive versus cooperative behavior
between the queens was evident from these experiments. This tradeoff proved to be important for
the survival of the ant colony as a whole. Cooperative behavior emerged between the queen ants
during the initial stage of the colonies’ growth; this behavior was manifest in one of the queens taking
care of the larvae while others searched for food. The authors concluded that emergent functionality
at the colony level was potentially improved via the parallel emergence of a social structure. In the
case of these experiments, the emergent functionality was division of labor, and the social structure
that concurrently emerged was cooperation.
While the parallels between emergent cooperative behaviors attained under experiments
performed using the MANTA simulation model and the emergent behavior observed in real ants
makes them intrinsically interesting, what is lacking in this research is a qualitative analysis of the
emergent behavior and the mechanisms that lead to cooperative behavior and the concurrent
emergence of the division-of-labor functionality. Also, simulations of collective behaviors were
limited by the simple and abstract grid-world environment that the artificial ants operated within and
only a single case study of emergent collective behaviors has been presented for this artificial
ecosystem. Thus, it remains unclear if the approach is applicable to more generalized simulations of
emergent social structures that would further test the authors’ hypothesis that emergent functionality
such as the division of labor facilitates emergent cooperative behavior, which in turn strengthens the
performance of the artificial ant colony as a whole.
Aside from simulations that reproduce cooperative behavior in swarm-based systems, certain
biological principles that promote cooperative behavior in these systems have also been applied to
solving classical artificial intelligence problems. For example, Dorigo et al. [44] and Dorigo and
Gambardella [45] applied biological principles from cooperative behavior evident in real ants to
solving combinatorial optimization problems such as the traveling salesman problem [32, 33, 44] and
the quadratic assignment problem [103, 58].
Dorigo and Gambardella [45] introduced a distributed system algorithm called the Ant Colony
System that was inspired by the global behavior of biological ant colonies and applied to the traveling
salesman problem. The Ant Colony System comprised many agents, specifically artificial ants, each
maintaining simple capabilities to mimic the behavior of real ants. The Ant Colony System was
inspired by the ability of real ants to find the shortest path from a food source to their nest via the
use of pheromone trails promoting cooperative behavior [17, 59]. The task required cooperation in
order for the artificial ants to find good solutions to the traveling salesman problem. To facilitate
emergent cooperative behavior, the artificial ants used an indirect form of communication mediated
by simulated pheromone trails that they deposited on the edges of the traveling salesman problem
graph while constructing solutions. Ants use this pheromone information as the medium to
communicate information among themselves regarding path length and which path to travel. The
execution of, and the emergent cooperative behavior resultant from, the experiments described are
as follows. Once all ants have traversed the graph, the best-performing ant deposits its pheromone at
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the end of iteration t, thereby defining a preferred route for search in the next iteration of the
algorithm. During iteration t+1 ants will detect edges belonging to the best traversal of the graph and
will elect to traverse these edges with a higher degree of probability. Thus, the cooperative behavior
that emerges is a form of autocatalytic behavior where the more the ants follow a trail, the more
attractive such trails become as a path for other ants. This process is characterized by a positive
feedback loop, where the probability with which an ant chooses a path increases with the number of
ants that previously chose the same path. In contrast, whenever an ant visits an edge, it diminishes
the amount of pheromone on that edge, thereby making edges less desirable to other ants in the
future. This allows for the possibility of an improved future search in the neighborhood of the
previous best search.
In their experiments, the authors highlighted the effectiveness of the Ant Colony System applied
to the traveling salesman problem by comparing a cooperative search with a noncooperative search.
The search executed by a given number of cooperative ants proved superior to the search carried out
by the same number of noncooperative ants, each working independently. Specifically, with no
cooperation taking place through the pheromone medium, the algorithm slowly derived a
suboptimal search solution. When the ants cooperated through the artificial pheromone medium,
an optimal solution was quickly converged to, and solutions were not confined to local optima.
The key criticism of this research is that the emergence of cooperative behavior is limited by the
constraints of the traveling salesman problem domain. Although similar design principles were
applied to solve the quadratic assignment problem [103, 58], the generalization of such design
principles to other, less constrained problem domains remains unclear, as experiments were only
performed for particular case studies in combinatorial optimization.
Also in the problem domain of artificial ant systems, Perez-Uribe et al. [130] conducted a set of
experiments for the purpose of synthesizing cooperative behavior in the context of an artificial
evolution process. Simulations were used to study the effects of genetic relatedness and different
types of genetic selection in the evolution of cooperation for the accomplishment of a cooperative
foraging task. The task was for a group of twenty artificial ants to search for four large and four
small food items that, at the beginning of each foraging trial, were randomly scattered in a
rectangular grid-world environment. Each foraging trial consisted of two phases; in the first phase
each ant activated one of three prespecified behaviors, and in the second phase a group of twenty
ants began searching for the food items in their environment. The transportation of the large food
items required that two ants cooperate.
The cooperative foraging task was modeled within a mobile robot simulator, with which the
authors were able to vary parameters such as the value of food, an ant’s genetic specification, and the
type of genetic selection and reproduction performed by the artificial evolution process. Changing of
these parameters placed selective pressure on the types of cooperative behaviors that were evolved,
and the authors argued that the group of mobile robots modeled by the simulator maintained
limitations and properties similar to real ants due to their small size. In the evolutionary process, ants
were awarded differing fitness scores for either individual or cooperative transportation of food
items. Specifically, the total performance of the colony was maximized, in terms of fitness scores, if
ants cooperatively transported food items as opposed to acting individually. In the experimental
setup, artificial ant colonies were either homogeneous or heterogeneous, where homogeneity was
defined by individual ants with genetically similar specifications, whereas heterogeneity was defined
by genetically dissimilar individuals. The genetic design of each ant encoded a set of threshold values
that were used to determine if a given behavior was activated during each step of a foraging trail.
This threshold mechanism was similar to that used by Bonabeau et al. [23] in a model describing
division of labor in insect societies.
In their experiments, the authors highlighted that cooperative behaviors were more likely to
emerge under a colony level of genetic selection, used for reproduction of homogeneous colonies. In
particular, the number of emergent cooperative behaviors was larger in experiments using colonylevel genetic selection and homogeneous colonies than with individual-level genetic selection and
heterogeneous colonies. The authors stated this to be a result of colony-level selection favoring
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individuals that cooperate and not ones that adopt specialized behaviors in foraging for small food
items for individual benefit. Experimental results also suggested that genetic relatedness assumed a
role in facilitating emergent cooperative behavior, as homogeneous colonies performed better than
heterogeneous colonies in the cooperative foraging task. The authors argued that these results
maintained biological plausibility, based upon predictions made by certain biologists such as Keller
et al. [89, 90], stating that groups should be more efficient when genetic selection acts at the colony
level and when there is a high degree of relatedness within groups. However, the same results also
yielded no significant difference between homogeneous colonies using colony-level selection and
heterogeneous colonies using individual-level selection, indicating that future research should
continue to investigate the role of genetic relatedness in facilitating emergent cooperative behavior.
It is clear that modeling emergent cooperative behavior in an artificial ant system with a multirobot simulator that uses an evolutionary computation methodology is a fruitful approach, since
biological social insect systems have a very long generation time and it is inherently difficult to study
the evolution of complex social structures such as cooperation. Even though results illustrated that
cooperative behavior was more likely to emerge under the colony-level genetic selection within a
homogeneous colony, the authors did not clearly state the significance of these results, beyond
remarking upon their biological plausibility. It is clear that the inherent complexity of maintaining and
analyzing the behavior of large groups of artificial ants within an artificial evolution process justifies
the use of a simple task domain, small colonies, and a basic form of genetic-based behavioral
encoding. However, the authors did not clearly specify which mechanisms were deemed to be
responsible for observed cooperative behavior and the differing degrees of performance between
homogeneous and heterogeneous colonies, beyond the conclusion that performance differences
were the result of genetic relatedness.
Swarm-bots are a research endeavor concerned with applying biologically inspired design principles
in the simulation, and physical construction of, groups of mobile robots that exploit concepts such
as emergence, self-assembly, and self-organization in order to accomplish collective goals. Many such
collective goals require the use of cooperative behavior. The individual robots are called s-bots, and
two or more s-bots that attach to each other in order to perform a task requiring collective behavior
are called a swarm-bot [114]. The key idea of the research is that swarm-bots combine the advantages
of swarm intelligence with the flexibility of self-reconfiguration, as they are able to self-assemble and
self-organize so as to solve problems that could not otherwise be solved by a single s-bot.
As part of the swarm-bot initiative, Nolfi et al. [123] conducted several experiments to address the
problem of how a group of s-bots could coordinate their movements and actions so as to
cooperatively move objects in the environment as far as possible within a given period of time. This
research differs from other experiments in the swarm-bot endeavor in that in this case the s-bots are
given a task that they must cooperate in order to solve. Other swarm-bot research, such as that
conducted by Trianni et al. [151], simply maintained the goal of achieving some form of aggregated
behavior, which the authors stated would be a prerequisite for various forms of cooperative behavior.
Nolfi et al. [123] conducted experiments designed to facilitate emergent cooperative behavior,
where a group of eight s-bots were connected to an object, or connected to each other, so as to form a
closed structure around an object. The s-bots were given the task of moving the object as far as possible
in the least amount of time. In the first set of experiments the eight s-bots used what the authors termed
the ant formation, which connected all s-bots to the object, but there were no links between the s-bots
themselves. The resultant collective behavior was dependent upon the weight of the object, such that
the s-bots cooperatively negotiated to either push or pull the object to their destination. In the second
set of experiments, s-bots were assembled so as to form a circular structure around the object. The
results were similar to those obtained with the ant formation, with the exception that the s-bot
formation deformed its shape so that some s-bots pushed the object, while other s-bots pulled it. The
mechanism deemed to be primarily responsible for these results were the neural controllers of
individual s-bots, which evolved the capability to cooperatively coordinate movement when an s-bot
was connected to another or the object. That is, this cooperation resulted from the inclination for each
s-bot to follow the direction that the majority of s-bots followed at a given time.
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4 Emergent Cooperation in Pursuit-Evasion Systems
The use of biologically inspired design principles for investigating emergent cooperative behavior
remains a relatively unexplored area of research in the pursuit-evasion domain [110], as well as for
more traditional predator-prey systems [108, 118].
Artificial Life Volume 11, Number 3

375

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/artl/article-pdf/11/3/367/1662201/1064546054407194.pdf by guest on 29 September 2021

It is clear from the interesting nature of these results, and the methods chosen for the evaluation
of emergent behavior in the given task domain, that they represent a valuable contribution to the
swarm-bot research initiative. Nevertheless, the research lacks formalized methods for the analysis
and determination of the mechanisms that led to the successful transportation of objects, meaning
that emergent cooperative behavior was only examined from an observational perspective. Also,
given that the s-bots are connected to each other or the object at the start of each experiment, the
s-bots are forced to cooperate in order to satisfy their individual goals of moving as quickly as
possible to a common destination. A form of emergent cooperative behavior not based upon an
experimental precondition, but rather based upon a need to solve an unanticipated problem, would
have been a more significant contribution to the swarm-bot initiative, especially considering that one
of its potential application domains is in real-world search and rescue operations [124].
Also as part of the swarm-bot research initiative, Baldassarre et al. [16] presented a set of
experiments for investigating emergent cooperation in the form of flocking behaviors. The task was
for a group of simulated robots to move in the least amount of time towards a light-source target.
An artificial evolution process governing the derivation of robot behaviors over many task trials
elucidated emergent forms of situated and specialized behavior that allowed the group to act as a
single unit. In many cases the individual robots displayed complementary behaviors in order to form
a cooperative group behavior to accomplish their task. Groups consisted of four simulated Khepera
robots [113], where all experiments were conducted in simulation using an extended version of the
Evorobot simulator [122]. At the beginning of each task trail the four robots were placed in random
positions and orientations within a square walled environment, and a light source elsewhere in the
environment was switched on. The fitness function of the robot group was based upon how
compact the group was with respect to the distances between the robots and upon the average speed
of the robots as they moved towards the light source. The fitness of the robot group for a given task
trial was determined with respect to each robot’s performance in these two aspects of the fitness
function. This fitness function produced aggregation of groups, and yielded the emergence of several
cooperative strategies. In all executions of the evolutionary process, individuals evolved some form
of cooperation to be able to form groups, maintain group coherence, and move uniformly towards
the light source. The different group strategies assumed different formations in one of three different
classes of strategies, termed flock, amoeba, and rose by the authors. The flock class of group strategies
was a particular example where behavioral specializations emerged. This strategy required that
different individuals be able to assume and maintain qualitatively different functions in the group.
The flock strategy emerged in few executions of the evolutionary process; the simpler set of
strategies in the amoeba and rose classes emerged more often, though they were less successful due
to their lack of behavioral specialization.
Several forms of cooperative behavior were synthesized via techniques of artificial evolution,
though cooperative behaviors using functional specialization performed the best according to the
evaluation criteria. The authors argued that functional specialization evolved due to the need to
reduce the interference between conflicting subgoals such as the need to turn and move toward the
rest of the group and toward the target. The problematic aspect of these experiments was that they
aimed to create effective cooperative behaviors purely through the use of artificial evolution. This
made analysis of the emergent behaviors difficult, so it is known that behavioral specialization played
a key role in the formation of cooperative strategies, but it remains unknown how behavioral
specialization emerged in these experiments.

G. Nitschke

Emergence of Cooperation: State of the Art

376

Artificial Life Volume 11, Number 3

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/artl/article-pdf/11/3/367/1662201/1064546054407194.pdf by guest on 29 September 2021

The original version of the pursuit-evasion problem was introduced by Benda et al. [19] and
consisted of a grid world containing four pursuers trying to capture a single evader by occupying the
four immediate grid spaces around the evader’s position. Both the pursuers and the evader were
limited to either horizontal or vertical movement at each time step, the movement of the evader was
random, and no two agents were allowed to occupy the same grid space at any given simulation time
step. The goal of this research was to illustrate emergent cooperative behavior from the interactions
of pursuers following simple pursuit strategies. Since this original version, various researchers have
used different approaches [94, 101, 141] for the study of collective behavior in the pursuit-evasion
domain, where cooperative pursuit strategies are one form of collective behavior studied. Research
investigating cooperative pursuit strategies has typically involved studies of cooperative behavior in
the context of pursuit strategies that emerge from the interaction of a single pursuer with a single
evader operating within a grid-world environment with rules defined according to a game theory
model [2, 6, 12, 13, 50, 110], though certain researchers [69, 160, 40] have investigated emergent
behavior in the form of cooperative behavior that emerges within a group of pursuers with a need to
collectively capture an evader.
For instance, throughout a series of reviews, Haynes and Sen [69 – 72] compared genetic
programming approaches for the evolution of cooperative pursuit strategies. In [73] they proposed
a new approach for the development of cooperative strategies derived via genetic programming [95]
and tested it within a pursuit-evasion game scenario. The authors argued that the approach differed
from existing approaches in that strategies were incrementally constructed via repeatedly evolving
and testing them for increasingly difficult pursuit tasks. Additionally the authors argued that their
approach relied upon the performance of emergent solutions, rather than domain-specific
knowledge.
The experimental setup used a grid world where initially the evader was placed at the center and
four pursuers in random positions. A pursuer could see the evader, but not other pursuers, and there
was no explicit form of communication between the pursuers. For all experiments, a genetic
programming approach called strongly typed genetic programming ( STGP), devised by Montana [115],
was applied to the task of evolving a program that represented a behavior —namely, a pursuit
strategy — which was shared by all pursuers in the case of homogeneous teams [69], and was unique
to a given pursuer in the case of heterogeneous teams. In order to generate generalized solutions that
were not dependent upon initial agent positions, each pursuit strategy in the population of strategies
was evaluated by testing it in k randomly generated pursuit-evasion scenarios. The program with the
highest percentage of successful pursuit strategies was taken as the fittest. The STGP technique first
randomly generated a population of N programs, and then assigned fitness to each after executing
and evaluating them in a pursuit-evasion scenario. A subset of the N programs was then selected for
propagation of a new population of programs by pairing up the selected programs and swapping
random subparts of the programs.
One hypothesis of this research was that evolution of these structures, incrementally evaluated
and updated, would produce effective cooperative pursuit strategies for heterogeneous as well as
homogeneous teams of pursuers. Homogeneous teams consisted of k pursuers that all shared the
same behavioral pursuit strategy ( programs), and the evolutionary process would maintain a
population of these behavioral strategies ( programs). Heterogeneous teams also consisted of k
pursuers, but each pursuer utilized a different behavioral strategy. The evolutionary process
maintained a population of team-level strategies, where each team-level strategy consisted of some
combination of the k behavioral strategies that represented all pursuers in the team.
Haynes and Sen [70, 71] introduced a cooperative coevolutionary process into their experiments,
which was designed to facilitate the development of more complex forms of cooperative pursuit
strategies in teams of heterogeneous pursuers. The hypothesis was that k different behavioral strategies
for controlling the actions of k different pursuers could be combined, through a cooperative
coevolution process, to form a cooperative strategy to achieve some predefined global goal. The
authors’ supposition was that a cooperative-coevolution as opposed to a competitive-coevolution [5],
approach would be more effective in the derivation of complex cooperative pursuit strategies.
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Haynes and Sen [70, 71] utilized the STGP methodology in order to evolve behavioral strategies
that enabled a heterogeneous team of pursuers to cooperatively achieve a common goal. Each
pursuer team consisted of k programs, each of which program explicitly represented an individual
pursuer, or more precisely, a behavioral aspect of the cooperative team strategy that emerged when
the pursuers interacted. Thus entire teams of pursuers were evolved, as opposed to individual
pursuers, so that a particular combination of the k programs constituting the team would determine
the behavioral strategy of a particular team. Each pursuer always participated in the same team,
and fitness was assigned to the team as a whole as a means of addressing the credit assignment
problem [63].
Haynes and Sen [72] implemented a series of experiments that evaluated a set of new genetic
programming crossover mechanisms for evolving cooperative strategies among a heterogeneous
team of pursuers. Results indicated that only one of the new crossover mechanisms, termed teamuniform by the authors, evolved a team faster than the traditional crossover mechanisms. The teamuniform crossover mechanism was found to expedite the evolutionary process, as well as facilitate
emergent cooperative pursuit strategies with a higher average fitness within heterogeneous teams of
pursuers. In several additional experiments, communication between the pursuers was also studied
and found to be unnecessary and even detrimental. Specifically, in the experiments that did not use
communication, each non-communicating subpopulation converged towards the optimization of a
specific function in the team. This resulted in the derivation of cooperative pursuit strategies
facilitated by the emergence of pursuers with specialized and complementary pursuit behaviors.
Namely, certain pursuers, termed chasers by the authors, only chased the evader, while other pursuers,
termed blockers by the authors, only attempted to block the path of the evader.
The authors compared the evolution of cooperative strategies using homogeneous and
heterogeneous teams in experiments testing two types of evaders, those that moved randomly
and those that attempted to maintain a maximum distance from the pursuers. Results illustrated that
emergent cooperative pursuit strategies outperformed all but one of four preprogrammed heuristic
pursuit strategies, which used a greedy search algorithm [69], and that the emergent cooperative
strategies of heterogeneous teams outperformed those of homogeneous teams. The authors
concluded that their genetic programming approach was an effective means for deriving cooperative
behavior, given that it required no explicit communication and minimal domain knowledge.
The key criticism of this series of research is that many questions concerning emergent specialized
behavior and how cooperative behavior emerged remain open. For example, it remains unclear
which part of the genetic programming tree structure that describes a pursuer’s behavior in the case
of a heterogeneous approach, or a team’s behavior in the case of a homogeneous approach, actually
contributes to the cooperative pursuit behavior observed in the experiments. While emergent teamlevel cooperation in the initial experiments with homogeneous teams and then emergent specialization in the formation of cooperative pursuit strategies with heterogeneous teams were interesting
results, the emergence of such behaviors can largely be attributed to the genetic programming
implementation and the simple grid-world environment utilized. Also, the application of the genetic
programming methodology to other problem domains was not reported upon, so it remains
uncertain if the cooperative behaviors would emerge beyond the grid-world implementation.
Similarly to the research of Haynes and Sen [69], Yong and Miikkulainen [160] investigated the
role of behavioral specialization in the evolution of cooperative pursuit strategies in a pursuit-evasion
scenario using multiple pursuers and a single evader. This research compared two artificial evolution
approaches for the incremental evolution of a neural network architecture, where this architecture
controlled the behavior of pursuers. The first approach was a centralized controller, a single neural
network that controlled all pursuers, and the second method was a distributed approach where a
separate neural network controlled each pursuer in the team. For both of these approaches, an
incremental approach to artificial evolution was used, such that evolved neural networks were tested
first upon a relatively simple pursuit-evasion task and then upon increasingly complex ones. The
incremental evolutionary process proceeded through five stages, where in the simplest stage the
evader was stationary, and in each subsequent stage the evader moved progressively faster, until in
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the final stage it moved as fast as the pursuers. The authors argued that the advantage of this
incremental evolutionary approach was that it prevented the artificial evolution algorithm from
converging to a solution in a suboptimal region of the solution space. These approaches for artificial
evolution were based on an architecture termed enforced subpopulations [116]. This architecture used
multiple populations of neurons and at the turn of every generation a single individual; in this case a
neuron was selected from each population of neurons in order to construct the neural network for
controlling an individual pursuer or a pursuer team. The enforced subpopulations approach to
artificial evolution was used to encourage the emergence of specialized behavioral roles in
cooperative pursuit behaviors, such as the chaser and blocker behaviors evident in the experiments
of Haynes and Sen [72].
The experimental setup was similar to that of Haynes and Sen [69], in that it used a grid world
with obstacles, three pursuers, and a single evader, where each agent was able to occupy a single grid
space and was able to move in one of four directions at each simulation time step. The goal of any
given pursuit-evasion scenario was for two or more pursuers to occupy the grid squares immediately
surrounding the evader’s position. The fitness of a pursuer team was calculated according to how
close they were to the evader at the end of a given pursuit-evasion scenario. The authors’ rationale
for using this fitness function was that the starting positions of the pursuers should not influence the
team’s fitness, and hence the time taken for pursuers to capture the evader was not taken into
account. Certain experiments also incorporated communication into the behaviors of individual
pursuers, where communication was defined as the capability of pursuers to see each other. Thus,
neural networks controlling either individual pursuers, or a whole pursuer team, took into account
the coordinates of all pursuers in the team in the derivation of cooperative pursuit strategies.
Comparative sets of experiments were performed, using both the centralized and the decentralized approaches to neural network control, and for each of these experiments pursuer teams with
and without communication were tested. The results showed that the decentralized approach to
evolution without communication yielded pursuer controllers with specific functional roles, such as
chasers and blockers [72], where each role contributed to the formation of a cooperative pursuit
strategy. Thus, given that each pursuer performed its specific behavioral role, the team was able to
effectively capture the evader even though there was no explicit communication to enable this
cooperative behavior. Experiments using the decentralized approach to evolution of controllers, in
company with communication, produced teams with more flexible behaviors. Several different teamlevel behaviors emerged, but each lacked the composite forms of behavioral specialization evident in
previous experiments, and as a result these team-level behaviors performed worse as pursuit
strategies. Specifically, evolution without communication placed strong evolutionary pressure on each
pursuer to perform a particular role, whereas evolution with communication utilized variations and
combinations of two or more emergent pursuit strategies, so it was not necessary for pursuers to
adopt specific roles in order for a pursuit strategy to be successful. Experiments testing the
centralized approaches, with and without communication, resulted in the emergence of cooperative
pursuit strategies also, though these strategies performed poorly in comparison with the decentralized approaches.
The conclusion was that the distributed approach to the enforced subpopulation methodology
for the incremental evolution of neural controllers proved superior in terms of the time taken to
evolve good pursuit strategies. Also, the distributed approach, without communication, allowed for
the emergence of specialized behavioral roles, such that each subpopulation was optimized for a
specific function by the evolutionary process. The authors stated that adaptive niching [61] in the
evolutionary process facilitated the emergence of specialized behavioral roles. That is, as one
subpopulation started to converge to a particular behavior, other subpopulations that behaved in a
complementary manner were rewarded and started to converge to other behavioral roles. In terms of
the domain implementation, having all pursuers develop behaviors that converged to complementary
behavioral functions contributed to the formation of effective cooperative pursuit strategies, and
yielded a higher fitness for the pursuer team as a whole. The authors argued that the distributed
enforced subpopulation approach was applicable to any problem domain that can be decomposed
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into a sequence of tasks of increasing complexity, as is the case with the theoretically similar SANE
reinforcement learning approach [117]. Unfortunately, this approach was not tested beyond the
pursuit-evasion grid-world environment using different configurations of pursuer starting positions
and obstacles in the environment.
Denzinger and Fuchs [40] investigated the learning of cooperative pursuit behavior, which was
achieved via the evolution of a set of appropriate prototypical situation-action pairs. The simulation
environment made use of pursuit-evasion scenarios similar to those described by Haynes and Sen
[69] and Yong and Miikkulainen [160]. The environment was a grid world containing three pursuers
and one evader, and the task in any given pursuit-evasion scenario was for at least two pursuers to
position themselves in grid squares adjacent to the evader. The pursuers agent architecture was
specified based on the classification of situations with the nearest neighbor rule [34] and a learning
mechanism that attempted to generate a set of prototypical situation-action pairs. The pursuers’
behavior was derived from that of situation-action pairs in that, when a pursuer was confronted with
a new situation, it determined the situation-action pair that was most similar to the given situation in
accordance with the nearest neighbor rule.
The pursuer then applied the action associated with the selected pair. The authors argued that this
pursuer agent architecture provided a suitable basis for learning cooperative behavior in view of its
flexibility. Namely, a pursuer’s behavior could be readily changed by modifying, adding, or removing
situation-action pairs. The learning of cooperative behavior was defined as searching for an
appropriate set of situation-action pairs using a genetic algorithm [76]. The genetic algorithm started
with an unfit set of pairs, that is, pairs leading to a set of poor pursuit behaviors for a given set
situation. The fitness function defined a comparison procedure for sets of situation-action pairs so
that the fitter set could be determined. The authors used several variants of the pursuit-evasion
domain [19] where each variant required differing degrees of cooperative behavior among pursuers.
The variants on the game include changing the number of pursuers, the boundaries of the grid
world, and the communication and observation capabilities of the pursuers. The goal of the
experiments was to demonstrate that the approach was versatile in that it allowed a designer of multiagent systems to specify requirements in terms of representation of situations and possible actions,
and then for a satisfactory solution to be evolved automatically.
The agent architecture was able to evolve effective cooperative pursuit strategies for many
variants of the pursuit-evasion game, although for problems requiring more complex representations
of situations, an agent architecture able to operate in environments other than grid worlds would be
required. The use of a grid world allowed for the selection of distinct sets of situation-action values
where a finite set of actions and resultant outcomes could be defined. While the emergence of
cooperation was simpler to analyze in this grid-world domain, it was limited by its implementation,
so the study of mechanisms that facilitated emergent cooperation was limited to trivial situations.
In a variation on the pursuit-evasion domain, Nishimura and Takashi [118] studied the
emergence of cooperative behavior in the form of different types of flocking strategies, using a
more traditional style predator-prey system [75, 42] that contained large numbers of predators and
prey. In this predator-prey system both predators and prey inhabited a simulated two-dimensional
grid-world environment and interacted through a succession of pursuit-evasion game scenarios. The
game scenarios used a score-based system, and were implemented in the context of an artificial
evolution algorithm. The rules of this particular pursuit-evasion game were such that when a
predator moved to an adjacent grid square behind a prey, the predator was awarded p points,
whereas the prey lost p points, and when a predator moved to a grid square adjacent to a prey, and
the two were facing each other, both species lost p points. After receiving a score, individual
predators and prey were categorized as either winners or losers. At the end of each generation the
species with the higher score was able to reproduce more, and the species with the lower score
reproduced less and was consequently diminished. Individual predators and prey in the system were
characterized by a set of parameters that controlled their social interaction dynamics and behavior
over the course of the evolutionary process. That is, behavioral interaction between predators and
prey were formalized as a set of dynamical equations, and adjusting the parameters of those
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5 Emergent Cooperation in RoboCup Soccer
There is a field of research dedicated to the design and development of multi-robot systems for
playing a robotic form of soccer. Various leagues, characterized by the types of robots used as players
and the types of game scenarios played, currently exist as research initiatives [85, 92, 93, 145, 158], and
each league maintains its own set of technical challenges and engineering accomplishments.
Collectively, these robotic soccer systems are known as RoboCup, and they have recently been
developed in simulation [102, 107, 142 –147] as well as with real robots [11, 92, 139]. For example,
380

Artificial Life Volume 11, Number 3

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/artl/article-pdf/11/3/367/1662201/1064546054407194.pdf by guest on 29 September 2021

equations served to yield different individual and collective behaviors over the course of many
generations. Since it was difficult for the authors to know which parameter values were relevant to
the formation of which types of cooperative behaviors, changes in dynamical equation parameters
and state variables were taken into account by the evolutionary process. The offspring of ‘‘winner’’
individuals inherited the behavior of their parents in the form of slightly modified algorithms or
parameters. Mutation in the evolutionary process was simulated via the addition of a low level of
Gaussian noise to random sets of parameters.
The authors performed several sets of experiments testing various pursuit-evasion game
scenarios and different parameter settings. For example, experiments were performed testing
predators with adaptive behavior versus prey with fixed behavior, as well as predators with fixed
behavior versus prey with adaptive behavior. From the first set of experiments, the authors observed
that both predators and prey tended to group in loose probabilistic formations, and that there were
certain random swarming dynamics that allowed both predators and prey to maximize their life
expectancies. In the second set of experiments, where only the prey were adaptive, cooperative
behaviors such as spatially disordered groupings (one-way marching, random swarming, lattice
formation, or rotating clusters) emerged. In a third set of experiments that introduced adaptive
behavior for predators and prey, similar though more complex forms of these collective behaviors
emerged. From their experiments, the authors learned that the predators and prey were able to
coexist for the longest time when individuals of both species inherited a parameter responsible for
the derivation of a cooperative behavior known as random swarming. In particular, the random
swarming formation in groups of predators prevented predators from being able to synchronize
their headings with groups of prey and thus follow the same prey for extended periods of time. That
is, over the course of the evolutionary process, the emergent random swarming formations
decreased the chance of predators capturing prey, thereby minimizing the chance of extinction of
both predators and prey. Given that the prey then had a lower probability of becoming extinct, they
were more readily available to predators as a food source. Thus the predators also benefited from a
reduced probability of extinction.
In concluding their research, the authors related their results to natural predator-prey systems, by
stating that similar results have been found in theoretical biological studies conducted on schooling
fish [7, 26, 35]. These studies also reported cooperative group behaviors that were loose probabilistic
formations. Even in such biological studies, though, the relevance of, and mechanisms leading to,
emergent cooperative group behaviors have yet to be established. In linking their own experimental
results to results of studies in biological predator-prey systems, the authors suggested that instability
in predator-prey dynamics, observed in their own experiments, could encourage mutually beneficial
coexistence via phenomena such as symbiosis, as evident in certain biological predator-prey systems.
That is, in natural systems spatially induced dynamic randomness is important for symbiosis, and in
their own experiments the authors demonstrated emergent cooperative behaviors as an unstable
dynamic without any explicit organization or structure. Although interesting cooperative behaviors
and a stable state of the system were attained by use of a finite set of equations running within an
artificial evolution process, the key criticism of this research is that the evolved behaviors were
limited by the grid-world environment and were somewhat contrived by adjusting equation
parameters prior to the execution of each evolutionary process.
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Veloso et al. [156] used a team of small, autonomous two-wheeled robots, and Veloso and Uther
[157] used a team of Sony AIBOR robot dogs, to play in a RoboCup soccer tournament. It is obvious
from these latter experiments that robotic systems provide a degree of realism that is never possible
in simulation, though, as a complementary research tool, RoboCup simulators allow researchers to
readily investigate less tangible research issues such as cooperative behavior, via the implementation
of more abstract and complex behaviors. Simulators also have the advantage that it is generally easier
to examine the dynamics of group behavior by changing simulation parameters, and it is possible for
many experimental trials to be executed in a relatively short time. The RoboCup soccer simulator
described by Noda et al. [120] is a virtual soccer field and provides the most commonly used test bed
for running experiments to investigate emergent cooperative behavior in various RoboCup game
scenarios. Such RoboCup soccer simulators represent a level of abstraction above the low-level
perception and action complexities inherent in robotics, and allow researchers to focus on
unresolved issues such as emergent team-level behaviors [91].
Much research in the simulated version of RoboCup has focused upon the application of machine
learning techniques within constrained experimental scenarios. For example, to date there has not
been an implementation of a design methodology that successfully applies emergent cooperative
behavior for the consistent benefit of game strategies in a complete RoboCup soccer team. Several
researchers have focused on algorithms for describing cooperative behavior between two or three
soccer agents in a team, but such behavior is either specified a priori or learned in simplistic game
scenarios.
Noda et al. [120] used a RoboCup simulator as a test bed for the learning of cooperative behavior
within groups of soccer agents. Learned cooperative behavior took the form of one soccer agent
learning when to pass to a teammate and when to shoot the ball at the opponent goal area. The
experimental setup included two offensive soccer agents, termed players A and B, and one defensive
soccer agent, termed player C. Initially, players A and B were positioned randomly within the penalty
area together with player C, and player C was programmed to maintain a position between the ball
and the goal area. Player A could not move from its position within the penalty area and had the task
of either shooting the ball at the goal area or passing it to player B. Player B was preprogrammed to
wait for a pass from player A and then to shoot the ball at the opponent goal area. Player A used a
neural network with thirty hidden neurons and a backpropagation method [138] to learn in which
situations it was better to cooperate and in which situations it was better not to cooperate, according
to the evaluation criteria of the number of goals scored and the time taken to score in a given
experiment. For these experiments, cooperation was defined as the situation when player A passed
the ball to player B, and noncooperation was defined as the situation when player A shot the ball
directly at the opponent goal area. The learning approach was supervised in that over the course of
several hundred training scenarios, a coaching agent provided a positive feedback signal when one of
the offensive players scored a goal, and a negative feedback signal when a shot aimed at the
opponent goal area failed or a time limit expired. Each training scenario consisted of player A
randomly selecting when to pass the ball and when to kick it directly at the opponent goal area.
Instances when an offensive player successfully scored a goal were used as training data for the
neural network. Inputs to the neural network indicated the relative positions of other players, the
ball, and the goal, whereas outputs indicated the expected success rates of passing and shooting
the ball. Thus, this training data, and the supervised learning technique used, dictated in which
instances the offensive players should cooperate and in which instances they should not. The authors
illustrated that training the neural network using the backpropagation method allowed the success
rates of the shoot and pass actions to increase as player A learned when to pass and when to shoot
the ball, depending upon the position of the defensive player relative to the goal area and player
B. Learned cooperative behavior of the two offensive players A and B was evaluated in terms of the
time taken to score a goal as well as the number of goals scored.
The key criticism of this research is that cooperative behavior was limited to a learned decisionmaking process for a single soccer agent: the decision to pass or not. The agents, environment, and
learning mechanism were kept simple, so that this form of cooperative behavior could be
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successfully learned. In their conclusions, the authors justified using a simple neural network learning
mechanism in that provided a good starting point for the learning of more complex forms of
cooperative behavior that would potentially be applicable to an entire team of soccer agents.
Stone and Veloso [142] introduced a layered learning approach to cooperative behavior, where
soccer agents used neural networks to initially learn low-level individual behaviors such as
intercepting a ball, and then decision trees [111] to learn higher-level cooperative behaviors such
as deciding when and to which soccer agent to pass the ball. The layered learning approach was
designed for problem domains where it would be extremely difficult or impossible to find a direct
mapping from sensory input to actuator output.
The layered learning approach was implemented within the RoboCup server [120] as a simulated
environment, and allowed for a bottom-up definition of soccer agents’ capabilities at both the
individual and the team level. That is, learned low-level individual behaviors formed the basis for,
and were incorporated as part of, higher-level team behaviors. This differed from the other research
of Noda et al. [119], in that learned individual behaviors were utilized in a social context involving at
least three agents and were thus an important basis for more complex forms of cooperative
behavior. The authors implemented a multilayered feedforward neural network as the controller for
each soccer agent to first learn the low-level individual skill of intercepting a moving ball. This
learned skill was then used by the layered learning approach as the basis for learning the higher-level
skill of deciding when and to which soccer agent to pass the ball. Specifically, this higher-level skill
involved the ability of a soccer agent to estimate the probability that a pass to another soccer agent
would succeed. The authors combined a neural network and a decision tree to demonstrate the
feasibility of the layered learning approach, and emphasized that the approach proved empirically
successful in a given set of game scenarios. Game scenarios utilized at least three offensive soccer
agents that attempted to score a goal, while at least two defensive soccer agents protected the goal
area. In these game scenarios, the layered learning approach provided the capability for a group of
offensive soccer agents to cooperate via making strategic passes to each other, so that the probability
of scoring a successful shot at the opponent’s goal area would be maximized.
Stone and Veloso [143] extended the basic behaviors learned in their first set of experiments to
higher-level cooperative behavior that was potentially capable of controlling soccer agents throughout an entire RoboCup soccer match. The layered learning approach was used to construct a
complete team-level behavior where players decided when to chase the ball and, if intercepted,
whether or not to cooperate with other soccer agents by passing the ball. The novel aspect of these
experiments was to select the actions of individual soccer agents according to the confidence factors
associated with decision tree classifications. The team-level behavior learned was such that a soccer
agent moved to intercept the ball when it did not detect any teammates that were likely to reach it
more quickly. Each soccer agent used previously learned ball intercept behaviors to first intercept the
moving ball, and then a predefined communication protocol to probe teammates so as to ascertain a
set of potential receivers for a pass. When a soccer agent decided to pass the ball, the receiver with
the highest positive confidence factor was selected. Once a soccer agent decided which teammate to
pass to, it communicated its intention to that teammate. The receiving teammate then used its
previously learned ball interception skill to intercept the passed ball. If no receiver maintained a
positive confidence factor, the soccer agent with the ball was preprogrammed to move with or kick
the ball towards the opponent goal area.
In several experiments, this approach for the learning of cooperative behavior was tested using an
offensive team playing within a game scenario against an opponent defensive team with a
prespecified team-level behavior. The opponent team’s behavior was such that a group of soccer
agents defended one side of the playing field and did not defend the other side at all. Learned
cooperative behaviors exploited the opponents’ method of field defense by having particular
offensive soccer agents move into an open position on the field prior to receiving a pass.
Additionally, other experimental results illustrated that the approach of using a decision tree and
confidence factors to make decisions for when and when not to cooperate outperformed both
random and preprogrammed approaches in terms of the evaluation criteria of the number of goals
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scored and the time for which control of the ball was maintained by the group of three offensive
soccer agents.
The research [146] of Stone and Veloso extended their previous work and elaborated upon their
approach for having a soccer agent decide whether to cooperate with teammates (pass the ball) or to
not cooperate (shoot the ball directly at the opponent goal area). In this research, the authors made
the distinction between active and passive soccer agents: an active agent was one that controls the
ball, and a passive agent was one that waits for control of the ball. The question addressed in this
research was, what actions a passive soccer agent should take in order to improve cooperative
behavior within the team. The authors used the layered learning approach to design an action
selection mechanism that allowed soccer agents to anticipate if cooperation with a particular
teammate would be advantageous. The action selection mechanism allowed passive soccer agents to
position themselves with the objective of trying to maximize the chances of a successful pass in the
case that the active soccer agent decided to pass. Each passive soccer agent would consider the
positions of other passive teammates, opponent soccer agents, and the ball in order to move to a
position that would maximize the chances of successful cooperation between itself and the active
soccer agent. This action selection mechanism was implemented in several experiments; it proved
successful in encouraging cooperative behavior, and outperformed an approach for team control
that did not utilize this action selection mechanism. The comparison of performance was in terms of
the number of goals scored and the time for which a team maintained control of the ball.
The cooperative team-level behaviors described in this series of research reviews were not
emergent in the sense that is typically referred to in the artificial life literature, as these cooperative
team-level behaviors relied largely upon individual agents learning action selection mechanisms based
upon decision tree confidence factors. Cooperative behavior was emergent in the sense that a series
of decisions by individual soccer agents regarding whether to pass the ball or not formed a teamlevel behavior that was more successful in terms of goals scored and the time for which the team
maintained control of the ball. In many experiments, the game scenarios tested did not reflect a
complete range of scenarios that would be required in an actual RoboCup soccer match, and in
certain cases it was unclear if the cooperative behavior exhibited would generalize to a broader class
of game situations. Despite this, the layered learning approach provided an excellent methodology
for the learning of cooperative behavior in a task environment whose inherent complexity prevented
the derivation of a direct mapping from sensors to actuators via the use of more traditional learning
methods.
In research on using artificial evolution to derive cooperative behavior within a team of soccer
agents, Whiteson et al. [154] compared and evaluated two different neuroevolution approaches to
the synthesis of cooperative behavior. These methodologies attempted to derive cooperative
behavior within a group of three soccer agents for the keep-away soccer task environment
[148, 131, 79]. Neuroevolution is an approach that uses genetic algorithms to evolve neural
networks, and was designed for the possibility of managing complex control tasks, where learning a
direct mapping from sensors to actuators would be extremely difficult. Using these neuroevolution
methodologies, soccer agents first learned a small number of subtasks that were then combined, as
dictated by an artificial evolution process, so that an overall complex behavior emerged. The authors
argued that these neuroevolution approaches were advantageous in that they did not require each
soccer agent to learn a direct mapping from sensors to actuators, or to learn a particular means of
interaction, in order to derive relatively complex and cooperative behaviors.
In the keep-away soccer task, which was played within a grid-world environment, one team of
soccer agents, termed the keepers, attempted to maintain possession of the ball, while another team,
termed the takers, attempted to gain control of the ball. In the experiments performed, the task was
to minimize the number of times that the takers gained control of the ball, which occurred whenever
a taker was within one grid square of the ball. The objective of the keepers, which mandated
cooperative behavior, was to continuously move and pass the ball to other keepers so as to keep the
ball away from the takers. The experimental setup was such that three keepers were placed inside a
circular area at initially random points that were equidistant from each other. One taker was placed at
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the center of the circular area, and the ball was placed in front of a randomly selected keeper. A trial
of keep-away soccer proceeded so that keepers received one point for every successful pass, and a
trial was completed when a taker intercepted the ball or the ball exited the bounding circle. Over the
course of multiple trials, cooperative behavior dictated by a neural network controlling a
homogeneous team of three keepers was evolved. The trials included a single taker with heuristic
behavior. The aim of the evolved neural controller was to make decisions for each keeper, so as to
determine on a case-by-case basis when a keeper was to cooperate with other keepers ( passing the
ball), and when it was not to cooperate (moving with the ball).
The authors compared two neuroevolution approaches for evolving cooperative behavior
among the team of keepers. Both approaches used homogeneous teams, in that each keeper
maintained the same neural network controller. In the first approach, genome strings encoded
synaptic weights of a population of complete neural network controllers. These genomes were
evaluated in each generation; the fittest individuals selectively reproduced and subsequently
propagated throughout the evolutionary process. In the second approach, the enforced subpopulation
method [61] was used to evolve subpopulations of neurons, instead of evolving complete controllers
as in the first approach. The enforced subpopulation approach created one subpopulation of
neurons for each hidden layer node within a fully connected two-layer feedforward neural network
controller that it evolved. Every neuron in a subpopulation was itself a genome that encoded
incoming and outgoing weights for a given hidden layer node, where selecting one neuron from each
subpopulation formed the hidden layer of a newly derived controller. The authors noted that each
subpopulation tended to converge to a behavioral role that maximized the fitness of the networks in
which it appeared. So the fitness of a given network was calculated as the average fitness of all
neurons that participated in the network. The authors argued that this second approach to
neuroevolution was more effective than the first approach tested, as it decomposed the complex
problem of finding highly fit controllers into smaller subproblems of finding highly fit neurons.
The authors executed several benchmark tests, and found that the enforced subpopulation
approach outperformed other neuroevolution algorithms [29, 62] as well as several reinforcementlearning methods [149] in this keep-away soccer task environment. Results also showed that both
approaches evolved a successful neural network controller, though the enforced subpopulation
approach performed significantly better in terms of the evaluation measures defined for the keepaway soccer task and in facilitating emergent cooperative behavior. In the first approach, cooperative
behavior was not encouraged in that an intercepting keeper was evaluated only by how quickly it
could reach the ball, though in keep-away soccer a good interceptor will approach the ball from an
appropriate angle in order to make its next pass easier. That is, using the first approach, an evolved
keeper approached the ball directly, whereas in the enforced subpopulation approach, ball
interception was learned together with passing. Thus, the enforced subpopulation approach was
better able to facilitate emergent cooperation in that different keepers evolved complementary
behaviors, which aided in the formation of a coherent and effective form of cooperative behavior.
Although the enforced subpopulation approach proved superior in these experiments, an obvious
criticism of this approach is that for more difficult tasks — for example, those not executed in a gridworld environment — the solution space would be too large for an artificial evolution algorithm to
search effectively and construct an appropriate controller.
Hsu and Gustafson [78, 79] also investigated a methodology for facilitating emergent cooperative
behavior, using the keep-away soccer task. The methodology combined layered learning [142] and
genetic programming [95] approaches. The authors argued that by using a layered learning approach
to genetic programming, as opposed to a pure genetic programming approach [95], team-level
behaviors such as cooperation could readily be derived. In complex problem domains that
necessitate many low-level operations, such as RoboCup soccer, it would be intractable to derive
complex and desirable forms of cooperative behavior purely via the use of genetic programming or a
genetic algorithm.
Each experimental setup used three keepers, a ball, and a taker, located within a rectangular gridworld environment. The taker was able to move twice as fast as the keepers, and the ball could move,
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when passed, at twice the speed of the taker. In all experiments, the taker used a preprogrammed ball
interception skill. For all experiments, the collective goal of the keepers was to minimize the number
of times the taker gained control of the ball in a given trial. To accomplish this, the design
methodology was decomposed into two behavioral layers. The first layer controlled passing the ball
accurately to other keepers with no taker present, and the second layer controlled moving with the
ball and passing between keepers, with a taker present. Cooperative behavior within the team of
keepers was derived using a genetic programming technique, where a single program represented the
behavioral strategy of each keeper, and over the course of an evolutionary process, cooperative teamlevel behavior was acquired using the layered learning approach. Forty percent of the artificial
evolution process was executed within the first layer of the layered learning part of the methodology,
so the keepers first acquired the skill of accurate passing without the taker present. The fitness
function for a keeper’s accurate passing skill awarded fitness proportional to the number of passes
made to within three grid-squares of another keeper. The remaining sixty percent of the artificial
evolution process was executed within the second layer of the layered learning aspect of the design
methodology, where the goal was to evolve a team-level behavior that utilized cooperation in order
to minimize the number of times the taker gained control of the ball. The fitness function for this
layer awarded fitness inversely proportional to the number of times the ball was intercepted by
the taker.
In several experiments, the authors compared a standard genetic programming approach [95]
with their methodology that combined layered learning and genetic programming. These experiments highlighted that the layered learning approach was able to more quickly evolve cooperative
behavioral strategies within the team of keepers, and with a higher fitness than the standard genetic
programming approach. The authors argued that the layered learning approach allowed for a
workable decomposition of a complex problem into many readily solvable subproblems, and that for
each of these subproblems, corresponding fitness functions were readily identifiable. Using the
layered learning approach, team-level behavior was formed via the evolution of complementary
keeper strategies, such that when the three keepers interacted with each other, an overall cooperative
behavior emerged. This cooperative team-level behavior was derived in a bottom-up manner, where
keepers first learned the skills necessary to cooperate as a pair of players, and then as a team of three
players. The authors attributed the success of their design methodology, which combined layered
learning and genetic programming approaches, to the ability of layered learning to provide for the
incremental learning of individual keeper behaviors, and the ability of the genetic programming
approach to effectively combine these behaviors in order to form a team-level cooperative behavior.
Specifically, the methodology maintained the functional capability to first learn low-level behavioral
skills such as accurate ball passing between keepers, and then learn to minimize the number of times
the taker intercepted the ball during keeper passing maneuvers. The genetic programming process
would then refine and compose these learned forms of cooperative behavior that operated between
two keepers, into a team-level cooperative behavior.
The key criticism of this research is that only homogeneous teams were evolved, and team level
cooperative behavior was derived from the use of only two layers in the layered learning approach.
Specifically, only two low-level behaviors were used in the derivation of team-level behaviors. Also,
the use of a grid world placed severe limitations on the form of cooperative team-level behavior that
could be evolved.
In a similar theme of research, Luke et al. [102] implemented genetic programming techniques
within a RoboCup simulator, in an attempt to evolve cooperative behavior within an entire team of
eleven soccer agents. The performance of different genetic programming techniques were compared
based on the derivation of cooperative behavior, where such behavior was evaluated according to the
criteria of the number of goals scored by the team, the number of successful passes, and the period
of time for which the team maintained control of the ball. The authors’ argument for using genetic
programming to evolve cooperative behavior at the team level was that genetic programming uses
evolutionary computation to derive symbolic functions and algorithms that operate effectively in
unpredictable and dynamic problem domains, whereas learning techniques such as neural networks
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and decision trees are designed not to develop algorithmic behaviors but to learn nonlinear functions
over a discrete set of variables. Thus, these learning techniques only operate effectively in abstract
and constrained problem domains, and are not necessarily well suited to the derivation of complex
forms of multi-agent cooperation [142 146].
Luke et al. [102] used the strongly typed genetic programming ( STGP) technique [115] to simultaneously test entire teams of soccer agents against each other in competitive coevolution scenarios.
Using this approach, each genome in a population of genomes specified an entire team of soccer
agents, where a single genome comprised many STGP trees. Each STGP tree specified the particular
behavior of each soccer agent in the team, and subtrees within each STGP tree specified various
aspects of an agent’s behavior. Certain low-level behavioral functions such as ball interception and
kicking behaviors were preprogrammed, as the STGP technique was unsuccessful at evolving these
low-level behaviors. The STGP technique was used, though, to evolve symbolic functions to
determine the probability of a successful pass to a teammate, or a shot at the opponent goal area.
The STGP technique was also used to compare the evolution of cooperative behavior within
homogeneous versus heterogeneous teams of soccer agents. In a homogeneous team each agent was
specified using the same STGP tree, and thus maintained the same behavior throughout the course
of a game scenario. That is, at the end of each generation in the evolutionary process, the fittest
genome was selected to represent the behavior of each agent in the team. In contrast, in a
heterogeneous team, each agent developed and followed a unique behavior, derived from a
combination of STGP subtrees taken from a set of the fittest genomes in the current generation
of the evolutionary process. In certain experiments, the authors also introduced a special crossover
operator, termed root crossover, which swapped whole STGP trees instead of subtrees. This genetic
operator effectively allowed the ‘‘trading of players’’ between different genomes in the population
during selective reproduction in the evolutionary process. The root crossover operator was designed
with the intention of hastening the dissemination of cooperative team-level strategies throughout the
genome population.
Initial competitive coevolution game scenarios executed using the evaluation criteria of the
number of goals scored by the team, the number of successful passes, and the period of time for
which the team maintained control of the ball converged to very poor solutions with no form of
cooperative behavior evident. In subsequent experiments, team fitness was evaluated based only
upon the number of goals achieved by a given team. As a result, each population in the competitive
coevolution process converged to good solutions in several game scenarios, as well as a number of
suboptimal solutions in other game scenarios. One suboptimal solution that emerged was termed
‘‘kiddy-soccer’’ by the authors, as it entailed all soccer agents belonging to a team chasing the ball and
attempting to kick it into their opponents’ goal area. In early competitive coevolution game scenarios,
this strategy gained dominance in the evolutionary process, as opponent teams had not yet evolved
cooperative team-level behaviors that allowed for an effective defense of the goal area. After many
generations of the coevolutionary process, cooperative behavior emerged within each of the
competing teams that effectively combined offensive and defensive team-level strategies. The
authors also noted that in the formation of such cooperative team-level behaviors, different soccer
agents assumed complementary behavioral roles. For example, one cooperative strategy that
emerged entailed some soccer agents maintaining a position close to their own goal area when
not close to ball, while the remaining soccer agents of the team maintained other positions in an
attempt to gain control of the ball. This particular team-level behavior served to reduce the chance of
success of long distance goal shots by opponents, which was previously the behavioral strategy
primarily responsible for high team fitness. Eventually, teams on both sides evolved equally effective
cooperative team-level behaviors that comprised offensive and defensive strategies. In the final set of
evolutionary runs, cooperative team-level behaviors were evolved such that different groups of
soccer agents within each team cooperated with each other in a complementary manner via
simultaneously defending the goal area and dispersing throughout the field to hold certain positions
so as to increase the chance of receiving a pass from fellow soccer agents. Such cooperative
behaviors prevented the soccer agents from interfering with each other as had occurred in early
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6 Conclusions and Future Directions
In order to draw conclusions for this review, it is important to note that in the research field of
artificial life alone, there exists a vast range of disparate research endeavors that could be considered
as exploring some aspect of emergent cooperation in artificial social systems. Thus, for the purposes
of this review, we were not concerned with finding a definition for the term ‘‘emergent cooperative
behavior,’’ or providing an exhaustive compilation of research results on artificial social systems, but
rather with identifying a set of pertinent research examples that used biologically inspired design
principles as a means of motivating multiple agents to collectively solve a predefined problem of a
global nature that could not otherwise be solved by an individual agent. The pertinent research
examples were identified and selected based upon results where emergent cooperative behavior had
been achieved using biologically inspired design methodologies that made use of concepts such as
self-organization, learning, and evolution. The research results reviewed were from three disparate
problem domains that facilitated and benefited from emergent cooperation. These problem domains
were swarm-based systems, pursuit and evasion, and RoboCup soccer.
The binding theme of the review argued, from pertinent results in these three problem domains,
that the majority of emergent cooperative behavior research utilizes neither situated or embodied
approaches, but only abstract task domains that limit the derivation of cooperative behavior to
simple or trivial forms. However, given that the mechanisms leading to emergent cooperation in
biological systems such as social insect colonies largely remain a mystery, the use of abstract task
domains constructed in order to achieve simple forms of cooperation is justified. It is evident from
the literature that the use of various forms of simulated artificial social systems is deemed by many
researchers to be an effective approach for investigating emergent cooperation, in that such
simulations provide a means for studying the conditions under which cooperation emerges, and
the effects of parametric changes can be seen in a relatively short space of time. Unfortunately, the
application of biologically inspired design principles to current artificial social system simulations
lacks proven methodologies that allow for effective analysis and evaluation of the mechanisms that
motivate the emergence of desired forms of cooperation. Also, the transfer of these simulated
biological mechanisms to algorithms that are applicable to real-world artificial systems, such as
decentralized control systems or multi-robot systems, is not yet plausible.
Additionally, the use of concepts such as evolution, self-organization, and learning was
highlighted in many cases as being an effective means for the derivation of cooperative behavior,
though the use of many biologically inspired design methods such as artificial evolution is still in a
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evolutionary runs, where many agents were closely gathered about the ball in an attempt to gain
control of it.
The key problem with these experiments was that they relied purely upon a competitive
coevolution process and the functionality of genetic programming in order to produce cooperative
behavior within a team of soccer agents. This meant that in order to evolve team-level cooperative
behavior within a feasible amount of time, several constraints had to be placed on the artificial
coevolution process, such as limited population sizes, and teams composed of functionally simple
agents. Additionally, cooperative behaviors that emerged under the coevolutionary process could
only be analyzed from a purely observational perspective. That is, fitness comparisons between the
competing teams only illustrated progress and counterprogress of emergent cooperative behaviors,
and did not correspond to true evolutionary progress [52, 53], because the fitness landscapes of both
teams were continuously changing due to the Red Queen effect [155]. Also, even though the
cooperative behaviors that were reported upon had the advantage of having emerged purely in
response to opponent team behavior and not as a result of design constraints specified a priori, it was
difficult to envisage how such a competitive coevolutionary process could be utilized for the
synthesis of desired forms of cooperative behavior, for unanticipated tasks, in problem domains that
mandate real-time behavioral adaptation.
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stage of research infancy, so emergent cooperation synthesized using these design principles is
currently limited to simple forms involving only a few participants.
Given this general evaluation of the literature, in the results outlined and research reviewed,
several key open problems were identified. In all cases, these open problems were not imposed by
the nature of the problem domains themselves, but rather by the infancy of the biologically inspired
design mechanisms and the distinct lack of analytical methods and techniques. In each set of results
surveyed, researchers were using different approaches and development platforms for the synthesis
of cooperative behavior, as well as different methods for the interpretation, evaluation, and analysis
of emergent cooperative behavior under relatively similar task environments.
It is obvious that if emergent cooperative behavior is to be used to any great benefit in real-world
artificial systems potentially consisting of thousands of embodied agents, as for example in biological
swarm-based systems, then it is important that future research address particular open problems
evident from current research results. Specifically, if the notion of emergent cooperation is to gain
any maturity and credence as a viable means of problem solving in any kind of artificial system that is
currently evident in various real-world technological forms, then the results yielded must be
quantifiable and comparable with those of traditional methods of achieving collective goals. Ideally,
proven design methodologies for achieving desired emergent cooperation must be scalable and
transferable to a counterpart situated and embodied application domain, so such methodologies
would need to be defined by algorithms and methods of analysis that are equally applicable in the
physical world. Notable exceptions that partially address this issue include the research of Dorigo
et al. [44] and Stone and Veloso [142]. In the latter research, high-level multi-agent behaviors,
originally developed in simulation, were subsequently transferred to robot-control code, and only
certain run-time functions were redefined [156, 146]. In this case, though, cooperative behavior was
primarily defined a priori in that each robot was equipped with the knowledge required to play in any
position in several different types of group formations. The utilization of biologically inspired design
principles or task domains contrived in order to promote with certainty the emergence of particular
types of cooperative behaviors was found to be a common aspect of many research endeavors,
especially in RoboCup where there was a particular emphasis on validation of behaviors in a physical
system. This is regrettable, since many of the researchers that utilize biologically inspired design
principles as a means of deriving cooperative behavior also subscribe to the notion that the world
is its own best model. Hence, it is deemed that the most promising research avenues for significant
future progress are those that attempt to define structured and interdisciplinary approaches to
developing theories, design methodologies, and evaluation methods for emergent cooperation, both
in simulation and in physical systems.
Future research avenues would also do well to exploit the advantages of biological design
principles in the derivation of cooperative forms of behavior that potentially benefit an artificial
social system as a whole. For example, advantages such as redundancy, scalability, and minimalist
component design have been utilized to great lengths in swarm-based systems research to achieve
various forms of collective behavior. Many of these systems, though, ( with notable exceptions such
as the Ant System [44]), are used only to demonstrate concepts such as self-organization, emergence,
and their apparent contribution to ‘‘swarm intelligence,’’ not to formulating and addressing effective
forms of cooperative behavior that can be evaluated or otherwise conform to a standardized
benchmark. Additionally, when emergent cooperation in biologically inspired artificial systems is
achieved, it is rarely tested concurrently in a real-world problem domain, and the results are not
compared with those of more traditional approaches that do not utilize a biologically inspired design
approach, or even no cooperation at all, to achieve group- or global-level goals. The comparison of
results using emergent cooperation with those attained using more classical distributed artificial
intelligence design approaches is an aspect that is missing from many current research endeavors,
and should form a greater part of future research if the notion of emergent cooperation as a means
of problem solving is to gain credibility.
Another open problem is that there currently exists no standardized benchmark or method for
evaluating or otherwise classifying emergent cooperative behavior. Admittedly, in the RoboCup
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