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Abstract

We study the logical foundations of Dung-style argumentation frameworks. Logic-
based methods in the context of argumentation theory are described from two perspec-
tives: (a) a survey of logic-based instantiations of argumentation frameworks, their
properties and relations, and (b) a review of logical methods for the study of argu-
mentation dynamics. In this chapter we restrict ourselves to Tarskian logics, based
on (propositional) languages and corresponding (constructive) semantics or syntactic
rule-based systems.
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1 Motivation, Introduction and Scope

The purpose of this chapter is to study the logical foundations of formal argumentation
and highlight its role in the modeling of defeasible reasoning. For this, we assume the
availability of an underlying logic (that is, a pair of a formal propositional language and
a corresponding (reflexive, monotonic, and transitive) consequence relation), upon which
argumentation-based formalisms are defined. We then study logic-based approaches to for-
mal argumentation from two perspectives. One perspective is concerned with instantiations
of argumentation frameworks by logic-based formalisms. The need to instantiate Dung’s
abstract argumentation frameworks [85] by deductive (or, more generally, structured) ap-
proaches is well acknowledged in the literature (see, e.g., [66; 151; 153] for some papers
on the subject), and is primarily motivated by giving logical justifications to the notions of
arguments and counter-arguments. Moreover, several fundamental mathematical and philo-
sophical notions that cannot be studied in an abstract context (or at least not natural to this
context), can be investigated in a logic-based setting. This includes, for example, proper-
ties such as consistency, maximal consistency [155], deductive closure [60], logical omni-
science, and so forth, as well as inference principles that can be related to general patterns
of non-monotonic and paraconsistent reasoning, and which are better suited to a deductive
(logic-based) setting.

The second perspective taken in this chapter is related to the use of logic-based machin-
ery to describe (that is, represent and reason with) argumentation-based dynamics. Indeed,
the availability of an underlying ‘core’ logic triggers a wide variety of methods for formally
expressing argumentation-related processes. For instance, since modal logics allow to qual-
ify statements, alethic arguments (about necessity and possibility), epistemic ones (about
knowledge and belief) [128; 84], and deontic phrases (about obligations and permissios)
[179; 104; 168] can be expressed, giving rise to different applications in linguistics, security
and game theory (see e.g., [40] and [84]). Also, the presence of an underlying logic allows for
incorporation of proof-theoretical methods [16] and related structural methodologies [114]
to reason with argumentation frameworks and characterize their properties (see also [102;
103]).

This chapter is divided into two parts according to the two perspectives described above.
The first part of the chapter, given in Section 2, is focused on the first perspective, namely: a
study of logic-based approaches to formal argumentation. The formalisms that are investi-
gated in this part are those that are based on some underlying (core) logic (in the traditional
sense of this notion, described in Definition 1 and Remark 1). This means, in particular,
that not only the arguments in these formalisms have a particular structure (as opposed to
abstract argumentation frameworks [85; 23], where an abstraction is made of the structure
of arguments), but also that their validity can be logically justified. It follows that not all
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the formalisms under the umbrella of structured argumentation will be considered in this
chapter, but only those that are based on specific core logics.

To study the logical instantiations of formal Dung-style argumentation, we first recall,
in Section 2.2, three central approaches that correspond to this line of research: logic-
based deductive methods [35; 14; 38], assumption-based argumentation systems [46; 171;
73] and ASPIC systems [150; 146; 147]. Then, in Section 2.3, we consider the main proper-
ties of each approach, in particular: its relation to reasoning with maximal consistency, the
rationality postulates that it satisfies, and the inference principles validated by the induced
entailment relations. Finally, in Section 2.4, we study relations among these approaches, as
well as their relations to other defeasible reasoning methods.

The second part of this chapter describes logic-based methods for representing and rea-
soning with argumentation dynamics. In this chapter, by ‘dynamics’ we mean processes in
the context of a fixed argumentative framework.! Basic notions and concepts such as con-
flicting arguments, defending arguments, and Dung-style extensions are expressed by logical
formulas, and corresponding reasoning processes, based on proof-theoretical methods, are
described. The representations are divided between those that are based on propositional lan-
guages or their extensions by quantifications (Section 3.1), and those that incorporate modal
operators (Section 3.2). The reasoning machinery described in this chapter (Section 3.3) is
again one that takes into account the logical relationships among the arguments (although it
can be easily adjusted to abstract entities). It can be seen as an extension of Gentzen-type
proof calculi [110], in which the dynamics of arguments are taken into consideration, and
so the proofs are dynamic, in the sense that a derived argument can be retracted in light of
more-recently derived counter-arguments [15; 16].

We conclude the chapter with some final remarks (Section 4) and proofs of unpublished
results (in the appendix). The general structure of this chapter is sketched in Figure 1.

We note, finally, that due to the broad scope of this chapter, some parts of it may be
viewed as “second-order” surveys, pointing to other reviews on specific sub-topics of this
chapter. In some other parts we give more detailed descriptions on specific formalisms. We
do so mainly for illustrating our points, but this should not be taken as a preference of one
method over the others.

2 Logical Instantiations

The first part of this chapter is devoted to logic-based instantiations of formal argumentation.
We describe different approaches to logical argumentation (Section 2.2), consider some of

'A similar terminology is sometimes used in the context of revising argumentation frameworks, see also
Chapters 8 [28] and 11 [1] in this handbook.
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1. Introduction
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Figure 1: Schematic structure of the chapter

their properties (Section 2.3), and review the (known) relations among them (Section 2.4).
First, we recall some common notions and notations.

2.1 Preliminaries

In what follows we shall assume that the underlying language L is propositional. Sets of
formulas are denoted by S, T, finite sets of formulas are denoted by I', A, I1T, ®, formulas are
denoted by ¢, v, 6, v, and atomic formulas are denoted by p, g, r, all of which can be primed
or indexed. The set of all the atomic formulas of £ is denoted Atoms(L), and the set of the
(well-formed) formulas of L is denoted WFF(L).

All the approaches to formal argumentation considered in this chapter assume an under-
lying logic that forms the basis for specifying arguments and counter-arguments. The next
definition is thus at the heart of our study.

Definition 1 (logic). A (propositional) logic is a pair = (L, ), where L is a propositional
language, and |- is a (Tarskian, [170]) consequence relation for alanguage L, thatis: a binary
relation between sets of formulas and formulas in £, satisfying the following conditions:

o Reflexivity: if w € Sthen S F .
e Monotonicity: if S+ y and S C S’ then S’ F y.

o Transitivity: if Sy and S,y + ¢ then S, S’ + ¢.2

2As usual, we use the notation S, S’ on the left-hand side of the entailment symbol to denote S U S’. In
case of singletons we shall usually omit the parenthesis and abbreviate S U {y'} by S, y.
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In what follows we also assume that a consequence relation satisfies some further stan-
dard conditions:

e Structurality: for every L-substitution 6, if S F y then 8(S) F O(y).
e Non-Triviality: p ¥ q for every two distinct atomic formulas p and gq.
e Finitariness: if S + y, there is a finite setI' C S such thatI" - .

Structurality means closure under substitutions of formulas. Non-triviality is convenient
for excluding trivial logics, and finitariness is often essential for practical reasoning, such
as being able to form arguments (based on a finite number of assumptions) for entailments
with possibly infinite number of premises.

To some extent, Definition 1 determines the instantiations covered in Section 2.2 (and
the scope of the whole chapter in general): not only that the arguments should have a specific
structure (unlike, e.g., arguments in abstract argumentation frameworks that are of a purely
abstract nature), but they should be based on (i.e., justified by) some underlying logic as well
(see also Definitions 4 and 5).* As indicated in Definition 1, in the sequel we shall consider
(arbitrary) propositional logics, although most of the formalisms can be easily extended to
more generic logics (including first-ordered ones), since the relevant ideas and approaches
can be represented at this level.

In what follows we shall assume that the language £ contains at least the following
connectives and constant:

a F-negation —, satisfying: p ¥ —p and —p ¥ p (for every atomic p),

a F-conjunction A, satisfying: Sy A@piff Sy and S+ ¢,

a F-disjunction Vv, satisfying: S,¢pVy Foiff S,¢p Foand S,y F o,
a F-implication D, satisfying: S,¢p -y ifft S+ ¢ Dy,

a F-falsity F, satisfying: F  y for every formula y.>

3That is, @ is a finite set of pairs {(p;, ), --. (p,, )}, where for every 1 < i < n, p, is an atom and y; is
an L-formula, such that for every L-formula ¢, the L-formula 0(¢) is obtained from ¢ by replacing in it each
occurrence of p, by w; (i = 1...,n). We denote 0(S) = {0(¢) | p € S}.

“Note that this means that some approaches to structured argumentation whose underlying formalisms do
not meet the conditions of Definition 1 are not covered in Section 2.2, such as defeasible logic programming
[106] and instances of ASPIC* where neither strict nor defeasible rules are based on a logic in the sense of
Definition 1.

3In particular, F is not a standard atomic formula, since F - —F.
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In what follows, we shall abbreviate (¢ D w) A (w D ¢) by ¢ < . For a set of formulas
S we denote =S = {-y | y € S}, and for a finite set of formulas I we denote by AT’
(respectively, by \/T") the conjunction (respectively, the disjunction) of all the formulas in
I'. The powerset of L is denoted by go(L). Now,

e We say that an L£-formula y is a F-theorem, if @ - y.

e The F-transitive closure of a set S of L-formulas is defined by Cr, (S) = {w | S F
v}

e We shall say that a set S is -consistent if S ¥ F. In particular, if S is not F-consistent
(i.e, if it is F-inconsistent), it is trivialized with respect to - in the sense that Cn_(S)
consists of every formula in £. Note, in particular, that if S is F-inconsistent, then
Sk-AlforT' CS.

When F is clear from the context we will sometimes omit it from the notations above
(and say that a formula is a theorem, a set of formulas is consistent, and write Cn(S) for the
F-transitive closure S).

Remark 2. To all of the instantiations considered here there are extensions in which the
language contains also non-logical components such as priorities among the arguments. As
we concentrate on purely logical approaches, these extensions will not be covered in this
chapter.

Definition 3 (explosive/contrapositive logic). A logic & = (L, F) is explosive, if for every
L-formula y the set {y, '} is F-inconsistent.® We say that & is contrapositive, if (a) - —F
and (b) for every nonempty I and y it holds that I' & -y iff for every ¢ € I' we have:
I\ {¢}, v ¢

2.2 Central Approaches to Logical Argumentation

In this section we review some central approaches to logical argumentation. Further details
about these approaches, related approaches, and relevant references can be found in [152;
34;38; 1511.

That is, y, =y - F. Thus, in explosive logics every formula follows from complementary assumptions.
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2.2.1 Logic-Based Methods

A. Arguments. Some of the first works on logic-based formal argumentation used classi-
cal logic (CL) as the underlying base logic to generate arguments. This indeed is the most
common approach in the study and implementation of such argumentation frameworks. To
avoid trivial reasoning in such cases, the set of assumptions of an argument (the so-called
argument’s support) is assumed to be consistent and frequently also minimal, in the sense
that no proper subset of the argument’s support entails the argument’s conclusion (see [35;
36; 111; 37; 38]). This leads to the following definition:

Definition 4 (classical argument). A classical argument is a pair A = (I',y), where I is
a finite set of formulas in the language of {—, V, A, D, F} (with their usual bivalent interpre-
tations), such that: (1) I' ¢ w (namely: y follows, according to classical logic, from I'),
(2) T is k¢ -consistent, and (3) for no I'"" ¢ I' it holds that I - w.

A more general view of arguments (which will be taken here) allows to base arguments
on arbitrary logics, and relaxes the two assumptions (consistency and minimality) on their
supports (see, e.g, [14; 381):7

Definition 5 (argument). Given alogic = (£, ), an &-argument (an argument, for short)
is a pair A = (T', w), where I is a finite set of £-formulas and y is an £-formula, such that
I' = yw. We denote the set of all -arguments by Argg.

In what follows, we shall usually denote arguments by A, B, C, etc., possibly primed or
indexed. Now:

e Given an argument A = (I", y), we shall call I" the support set (or the premise set) of
A, and y the conclusion (or the claim) of A, denoting them by Sup(A) and Conc(A),
respectively. For a set S of arguments, we denote: Sup(S) = |J Acs Sup(A) and
Conc(S) = {Conc(A) | A € S}.

o The set of the -arguments whose supports are subsets of S is denoted by Argq(S).
That is: Arge(S) = {A € Argg | Sup(A) C S}.

e Given an argument A € Argg, its set of sub-arguments is denoted by Sub(A). That
is: Sub(A) = { B € Argg | Sup(B) C Sup(A)}.

Remark 6. An alternative notation for an argument (I',y) isI' = y (where = is a new
symbol, not appearing in the language of I" and ). The latter resembles the way sequents

"See, e.g., [17] for a comparison of Definitions 4 and 5.
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are denoted in the context of proof theory [110]. This notation is frequently used in sequent-
based argumentation (see, e.g., [14; 16]) to emphasize the fact that the only requirement on
I" and y to form an argument is that the latter follows, according to the base logic, from the
former.

B. Attacks. Disagreements between arguments are often described in terms of counter-
arguments. It is often said that a counter-argument attacks the argument that it challenges.?
Attacks between arguments are usually described in terms of attack rules (with respect to
the underlying logic). Table 1 lists some of them. Other attack rules between classical
arguments are described e.g. in [111] and [38, Section 5.2]. For a variety of attacks in terms
of sequents we refer to [14]. Attack rules incorporating modalities are introduced in [168].

Rule Name Acronvm | Attacking Attacked Attack
Argument | Argument Conditions
Defeat Def <F1 N !I/] > <F2, l//2> [ ll/] D _|/\F2
Direct Defeat DirDef TLy) |ty I“;, v) | Fw D,
Undercut Ucut Ty | (LU wn) [ Fy < =AY
Canonical Undercut | CanUcut Ty Ty, ) Fy, < A
Direct Undercut DirUcut Ty | {ntulhwm) | Fy o

Consistency Undercut | ConUcut | (@, ~AL}) | (T, UTY, y,)

Rebuttal Reb (') (T2, 97) Fyy <y,

Defeating Rebuttal DefReb T, wp) Ty, wp) Fy, Dy,

Big Argument Attack | BigArgAt | (I'l,yy) | ({rptu F;,wz) AL Dy,

Table 1: Some attack rules. The support sets of the attacked arguments are assumed to be
nonempty (to avoid attacks on theorems).

Rules like those specified in Table 1 form attack schemes that are applied to particu-
lar arguments according to the underlying logic. For instance, when classical logic is the
underlying formalism, the attacks of {p, p) on (—=p,=p) and of (=p,=p) on (p A g, p)° are

8Sometimes, mainly when priorities among arguments are introduced, or in the context of specific types of
attacks, the term “defeat” is used for “successful attacks”.
“Here and in what follows we omit the set signs when the support of the arguments are singletons.
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obtained by applications of the Defeat rule (or other rules in the table). When an attack
rule R is applied we shall sometimes say that its attacking argument R -attacks the attacked
argument.

Remark 7. Clearly, the rules in Table 1 are related. The relations among some of the rules
for classical arguments are considered in [111] and [38, Section 5.2]. Figure 2 shows that
for any base logic as defined in Definition 1 these relations (together with other relations for
ConUcut and BigArgAt) hold also for the more general definition of argument (Definition 5).
In this figure, an arrow from R, to R, means that R| C R,.

DirUcut — DirDef —— BigArgAt

™~

ConUcut Ucut i« Def

-
-

Reb — DefRel:;

Figure 2: Relations between attack relations from Table 1 (for any base logic). The dashed
arrow concerns contrapositive base logics.

C. Argumentation Frameworks. A logical argumentation formalism may be represented
as an argumentation framework in the style of Dung [85]. This is defined next.

Definition 8 (logical argumentation framework). Let = (£, F) be a logic and A a set of
attack rules with respect to &. Let also S be a set of L-formulas. The (logical) argumentation
framework for S, induced by £ and A, is the pair AFg 4(S) = (Argg(S), Attack(A)),
where Argq(S) is the set of the &-arguments whose supports are subsets of S, and Attack(A)
is a relation on Argg(S) X Arge(S), defined by (A, A,) € Attack(A) iff there is some
R € A such that A; R-attacks A,.

Argumentation frameworks that are induced by classical logic (and some attack rules),
and whose arguments are classical (Definition 4), are called classical (logical) argumenta-
tion frameworks.

In what follows, somewhat abusing the notations, we shall sometimes identify the rela-
tion Attack(A) with A. To simplify the notations, we shall also frequently omit the sub-
scripts & and A in AFg 4(S), and just write AF(S).
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Example 9. Let AF (S) = (Arge (S), Attack(A)) be a logical argumentation framework
forthe set S = {p, q, "pV—gq, r}, based on classical logic (CL), and in which Aftack(A) is ob-
tained from the attack rules in A, where {ConUcut} C A C {DirDef, DirUcut, ConUcut }.
The following arguments are in Argg (S):

Ay =(r, 1) A;=({p.q}, pAq)

Ay =(p, p) Ag = {{"pVq,q}, p)

A3 =(q, q) A9 = ({=pV q,p}, ~q)

Ay =("pV g, 7pVq) Ar =0, ~(pAqA(=pV —q)))
As = (p, 7((=pV ~q) A 9)) A ={p.q.mpV g}, -r)

Ag = (q, ~((=pV —q) A p))

Figure 3 is a graphical representation of part of the logical argumentation framework with
direct defeat and consistency undercut as the attack rules. Here, nodes represent arguments,
and directed edges represent attacks (the direction of an edge represents the direction of the

attack that it represents).

Figure 3: Part of the framework from Example 9.

D. Dung’s Semantics. Given an argumentation framework, a key issue in its understand-
ing is the question what combinations of arguments (called extensions) can collectively be
accepted from this framework. According to Dung [85], this is determined as follows:

Definition 10 (extension-based semantics). Let AF(S) = (Arge(S), Attack(A)) be a log-
ical argumentation framework, and let £ U {A} C Argo(S). Below, maximality and mini-
mality are taken with respect to the subset relation.
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o We say that £ attacks an argument A, if there is an argument B € & that attacks A
(that is, (B, A) € Attack(A)). The set of arguments in Arggq(S) that are attacked by
& (called the range of £) is denoted E*.

o We say that £ defends A, if € attacks every argument in Argg(S) that attacks A.

o The set &€ is called conflict-free with respect to AF(S), if it does not attack any of
its elements (i.e., ET N E = @). A set that is maximally conflict-free with respect to
AF(S) is called a naive extension of AF(S).

e An admissible extension of AF(S) is a subset of Arge(S) that is conflict-free with
respect to AF(S) and defends all of its elements. A complete extension of AF(S) is
an admissible extension of AT (S) that contains all the arguments that it defends.

o The minimal complete extension of AF(S) is called the grounded extension of AF(S)
and a maximal complete extension of AT (S) is called a preferred extension of AF(S).
A complete extension € of AF(S) is called a stable extension of AF(S) if EUET =
Argqo(S).

o We will denote with Naive(AF(S)) [respectively: Adm(AF(S)), Cmp(AF(S)),
Prf(AF(S)), Stb(AF(S))] the set of all the naive [respectively: admissible, complete,
preferred, stable] extensions of AF(S) and Grd(AF(S)) for the unique grounded
extension of AF(S).

Remark 11. In [85], preferred extensions are defined as the maximally admissible sets and
stable extensions are the conflict-free extensions whose range consists of all the arguments
not in the extension. It is well known that these definitions are equivalent to the ones in Defi-
nition 10. Furthermore, stable extensions are preferred (but not necessarily vice-versa), and
as is shown in [85, Theorem 25], the grounded extension of an argumentation framework is
unique. For more properties of the extensions defined above, further references, and other
types of extensions, see, e.g., [24; 22; 23].

Skeptical and credulous approaches for making inferences from the above-mentioned
extensions are defined as follows:

Definition 12 (extension-based entailments). Let AF(S) = (Argge(S), Attack(A)) be a
logical argumentation framework, and let Sem € {Naive, Cmp, Grd, Prf, Stb}. We denote:

S }vgrﬁ v if there is an argument (', y) € Grd(.AFQ’A(S)),IO 1

10We make a distinction between the grounded semantics and the other types of semantics, since unlike the
other types, the grounded extension is unique (recall Remark 11).

Recall that by the definition of Grd(AFg 4(S)) it holds that I" C S. The same note holds for the other
items in this definition.
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e S }vg’A y if there is an argument (I',y) € | Sem(AFg 4(S5)),

uSem

S }vg’A y if there is an argument (I',y) € [| Sem(AFg 4(S5)),

NSem

e S }vg’A y if for every €& € Sem(AFg 4(S)) there is an argument (I',y) € £.

mSem

Example 13. Consider again the argumentation framework AFq (S) from Example 9,
where S = {r,p,q,7p V —q}. In the notations of that example (see also Figure 3), the
grounded extension of AFc (S) is Arge ({At, A }), and the naive/preferred/stable exten-
sions on AF¢ (S) are Arge (E)) (i € {1,2,3}), where:

o & = {AT7A1,A2,A3,A57A6,A7},
o & ={A1, A, A3, Ay, Ag, Ag),
L] 83 = {AT’AI’AZ’ A4, As,Ag}

It follows that for every entailment |~ considered in Definition 12 we have that S |~ r.
The other formulas in S can only be credulously inferred: for every w € S — {r} and
Sem € {Naive, Prf,Stb} we have that S | (sem W, but S Fasem ¥, S Fasem W, and
S g . Note, moreover, that for instance S ~agem PV q (but S Vensem PV q), since at
least one of p or q (but not both) follows from each preferred/stable extension, from which
pV q is inferred.

The next example, taken from [168], demonstrates the usefulness of incorporating
modalities for having logic-based argumentative approaches to normative reasoning.

Example 14. Consider the following example by Horty [129]:

When a meal is served (m), one should not eat with fingers ( f ). However, if the
meal is asparagus (a), one should eat with fingers.

This scenario may be represented by the deontic logic SDL (standard deontic logic, i.e., the
normal modal logic KD), where the modal operator O intuitively represents obligations. In
this setting, the statements above may be expressed, respectively, by the formulas m D O—f
and (m A a) D Of. Now, in case that asparagus is indeed served (m A a) one expects to
derive the (unconditional) obligation to eat with fingers (Of ) rather than not to eat with
fingers (O—f ).

This is a paradigmatic case of specificity: a more specific obligation cancels (or over-
rides) a less specific obligation. An attack rule that reflects this intuition may be expressed
as follows:
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Specificity Undercut (SpecUcut):
(T'u {¢ DOy}, (¢ D Oy’)) attacks (I" U {¢' D Oy'}, c) if the following conditions are
met: (i) T & ¢, (i) ¢ = @', and (iii) w = —y'.

Condition (i) expresses that the conditional ¢ D Oy is ‘triggered’ in view of I', Condition (ii)
expresses that ¢ is logically at least as strong as ¢' (i.e., the former is more specific than
the latter), and Condition (iii) indicates that the conditionals have conflicting conclusions
(after filtering the modalities).

We thus consider an argumentation framework that is based on the following set:
S ={m, a, mdDO~f, (mAa)DOf}.

Some arguments in Arggp, (S) are listed in Figure 4 (right). Figure 4 (left) shows an attack
diagram where the sole attack rule is SpecUcut.

A, =(m D O~f,m>D O~f)
ool s

Ay ={(a,a)

Ay ={(mAa)DOf,(mAa) D Of)
@) P e

Ag = ({m,a},m A a)

Ay =({m,a,(mAa) D Of},Of)
Ag = ({m,a,(m A a) D Of },~(m D O=f))

Ay = ({m,a,m D O~f,(m A a) D Of},OF)

Figure 4: (Part of) the normative argumentation framework of Example 14.

It follows that we have the following expected deductions for every entailment |~ in Def-
inition 12:

o S| O~f. Indeed, one cannot derive O—f, since the application of Modus Ponens to
m>D O~ (depicted by argument As) gets attacked by Ag.

e S |~ Of. Indeed, A; is not attacked by an argument in Arggp (S), thus it is part
of every grounded, preferred, and stable extension of the underlying normative argu-
mentation framework, and so its descendant follows from S. (Note that A, is attacked
by SDL-derivable arguments, but none of them is in Arggp, (S)).

We refer to [168] for further examples of well-known puzzles, treated by SDL-based argu-
mentation frameworks.
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Remark 15. Clearly, whenever a framework AFg 4(S) has Sem-extensions, it holds that if
S hﬁsfetm v then S }vﬁs“:m . Also, if S hﬁsfetm v then S }vﬁs“;lm v (thus both types of skeptical
reasoning entail credulous reasoning). The converses however, do not hold Example 13

shows that for every Sem € {Prf,Stb}, INUSem ¢ |NnSem and }NUSem ¢ INnSem }vaem o

kvﬁs“:m. To see another example for the latter, consider the logical argumentation framework

AF g 4(S"), where 8" = {p A q,p A =g}, & = CL, and A = {Ucut}. Then S’ }NnSem p
but S’ %ﬁ’s“:m p (because () Sem(AFg _4(S")) consists only of tautological arguments, i.e.,
those with empty support sets).

Proposition 16. Let AF(S) be a logical argumentation framework for a finite S, based on
a contrapositive logic £ and the set A = {DirUcut, ConUcut}. Then:

1. S}VGd ‘/”ﬁts}”nprf"”ﬁfshnsw‘”
2. SPVUPf V”ﬁrsrvusm‘/’

3.8 PVmPrf wiff S }NnStb V.

The above proposition is shown in [10], and some variations of it are proved in [11].
As mentioned there, the assumptions on the logic and the attack rules are essential for the
proposition to hold.

2.2.2 The ASPIC System

ASPIC* [150; 145] is another well-known approach to structured argumentation, based on
some underlying logic. It contains (at least) two types of premises: axioms (which cannot be
questioned) and ordinary premises (which can be questioned/attacked). Also, there are two
types of rules: strict and defeasible. The latter, unlike strict rules, allow for exceptions. A
wide variety of research has been done on ASPIC*, both from a theoretical perspective (e.g.,
rationality postulates were introduced in [60] for ASPIC, an earlier version of ASPIC*, and
the use of preferences has been investigated in [145]) and from an application perspective
(See [147, Section 6] for an overview). We refer to [146; 147] for extensive surveys on
ASPIC* and related approaches. Unless otherwise stated, the definitions in this section are
taken from [147] (the chapter on ASPIC™ in the first volume of the handbook).

Remark 17. As noted in Remark 2, we only discuss purely logical instances of logical ar-
gumentation frameworks. For ASPIC* this means that we do not take into account any
ordering over the defeasible elements.

Definition 18 (ASPIC-based argumentation system). An argumentation system is a tuple
S={(L,7,R,n), where:
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e [ is a propositional language,

e " is a contrariness function from L to 2% \ @, 1

R = (R, R ) consists of strict (R ) and defeasible (R ;) inference rules of the form
b1, > dpand @y, ..., b, = ¢ respectively, such that R,N R, = 0,

e n : R,; = WFF(L) is a (possibly partial) function assigning names to defeasible
rules.

The contrariness function allows to specify conflicts between elements of the language.
Strict rules are deductive in the sense that the truth of their premises ¢, ..., ¢, necessarily
implies the truth of their antecedent ¢». Unlike strict rules, a defeasible rule warrants the
truth of its conclusion only provisionally: its application can be retracted in case counter-
arguments are encountered. A naming function associates a name n(r) with some of the
defeasible rules in R ;. This will facilitate the formulation of the attack form undercut (see
below).

Definition 19 (ASPIC theory). A knowledge-base in an argumentation system AS = (L,
R, n)isapair K = (K,, K,) of L-formulas that consists of two disjoint sets: K, (the axioms)
and IC, (the ordinary premises). An ASPIC argumentation theory is a pair AT = (AS, K),
where AS is an argumentation system and K is a knowledge-base in AS.

Arguments in ASPIC* differ from arguments in logic-based argumentation frameworks.
These are inference trees that are constructed from the rules of the argumentation system and
the formulas in the knowledge base:

Definition 20 (ASPIC argument). An ASPIC-argument A on the basis of an ASPIC-theory
AT is of one of the following forms:

1. ¢, ifp € K, UK, Inthis case we denote:

Prem(A) = {¢};

Conc(A) = ¢;

Sub(A) = {¢};

Rules(A) = DefRules(A) = TopRules(A) = @.

2. Ay,...,A, = v, if Ay,..., A, are ASPIC-arguments such that there exists a strict
rule of the form Conc(A,), ..., Conc(A,) = y in R. In this case we denote:

Prem(A) = Prem(A,)U ... U Prem(A,);
Conc(A) = y;

12In many publications, a distinction is made between contraries and contradictories. This distinction mainly
plays a role when preferences over defeasible rules are taken into account and therefore is left out of this survey.
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Sub(A) = Sub(A;)U ... U Sub(A,) U {A};

Rules(A) = Rules(A;) U ... U Rules(A,) U { Conc(A,), ..., Conc(A,) = v},
TopRules(A) = U pesupa) TopRules(B);

DefRules(A) = {r € R; | r € Rules(A)}.

3. A,...,A, 2>y, ifA,, ..., A, are ASPIC-arguments such that there exists a defeasi-
ble rule of the form Conc(A), ..., Conc(A,) = y in R,. In this case we denote:

Prem(A) = Prem(A,) VU ... U Prem(A,);

Conc(A) = y;

Sub(A) = Sub(A|)U ... U Sub(A,) U {A};

Rules(A) = Rules(A;) U ... U Rules(A,) U { Conc(A,), ..., Conc(A,) = w};
TopRules(A) = { Conc(A,), ..., Conc(A,) = w};

DefRules(A) = {r € R; | r € Rules(A)}.

We denote the set of arguments that can be constructed from an argumentation theory AT =
(AS, K) by Arg(AT).

Example 21. Let AS = (L,”, R, n) be an argumentation system, where L is a standard
propositional language with Atoms(L) = {p,q,r,n(r))}, ¢ = {w | v = ¢} for any L-
formula ¢, the rules in R coincide with those of classical logic in the sense that ¢y, ...,

¢, = b ERIf{P,....b,} FoL ¢ for L-formulas ¢y, ..., P, P, and
Rd = {rl p=>7q; ry i q=> ﬁn(rl)}, ]Cp: {p,q,r}, ]Cn =0

Among others, the following ASPIC-arguments can be constructed:

Al Lr A4 . A2 => q A7 : A27 A4 - PATg
Az . p A5 . A3 = —'n(rl) AS . A3’ A4 — r

In ASPIC* arguments can be attacked on their defeasible rules (undercut), on conclu-
sions of sub-arguments whose top-rule is defeasible (rebuttal) and on their ordinary premises
(undermine attack):

Definition 22 (ASPIC-attack). An ASPIC-argument A attacks an ASPIC-argument B iff A
undercuts, rebuts or undermines B, where:

e Aundercuts B (on B') iff Conc(A) € n(Conc(B,), ...,Conc(B,) = ¢) for some B' €
Sub(B) of the form By, ..., B, = ¢;

e Arebuts B (on B) iff Conc(A) € ¢ for some B' € Sub(B) of the form B, ..., B! =
¢.
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e Aundermines B (on B') iff Conc(A) € ¢ for some B' = ¢, for some ¢ € Prem(B) N

K,

Remark 23. Note that attacks in ASPICT always target defeasible elements of the attacked
argument: undercuts attack a defeasible rule (for this the naming function was instrumen-
tal), rebuts always attack in the head of a defeasible rule, and undermining always targets
defeasible premises. Also note the difference in terminology to logic-based argumentation:
the undercut attack in the context of ASPICY is quite different from the undercut attack for
logic-based argumentation (see Table 1). The latter resembles more undermining-attacks in
the context of ASPIC™.

Now, Dung-style argumentation frameworks are defined in ASPIC™ as follows:

Definition 24 (ASPIC argumentation framework). Let AT = (AS, K) be an ASPIC argumen-
tation theory. An (ASPIC) argumentation framework, defined by AT, is a pair AF(AT) =
(Arg(AT), Attack), where:

o Arg(AT) is the set of ASPIC-arguments constructed from AT, as in Definition 20; and
o (X,Y) € Attack iff X attacks Y, as in Definition 22.13

Example 25 (Example 21 continued). In the argumentation theory from Example 21, we
have that:

o As undercuts A, A;, Ag and Aq (all of them on Ay),
o A, undermines A;, As, Ag, Ag and Aq (all on Aj),
o Ajrebuts Ay, Ay, Ag and Ag (all on Ay).

There are more attacks between A, ..., Aq besides the ones listed here: the full attack rela-
tion between these arguments is shown in Figure 5.

Dung-style semantics, as defined in Definition 10, can now be applied to the frame-
works defined above as well. For example, given AF(AT) = (Arg(AT), Attack), & C
Arg(AT) is an admissible extension of AF (AT) if it is conflict-free with respect to AF (AT)
and defends all of its elements. Similarly, £ is a complete extension of AF(AT) if it is
an admissible extension of AF(AT) that contains all the arguments it defends. Like be-
fore, we will denote by Sem(AF(AT)) all the Sem-extensions of AF(AT), for Sem €
{Naive, Adm, Cmp, Grd, Prf, Stb}.

The next definition is a counterpart, for the ASPIC* system, of Definition 12:

13Note that, unlike logic-based argumentation, where frameworks may differ in their attack rules, in ASPIC
systems always all the possible attack rules are applied.
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Figure 5: Part of the framework from Example 25.

Definition 26 (ASPIC extension-based entailments). Let AF(AT) = (Arg(AT), Attack) be
an argumentation framework for some argumentation theory AT and let Sem € {Grd, Cmp,
Prf, Stb, Naive}. Then:

o AT | ysem V if there is an argument A € | J Sem(AF(AT)) with Conc(A) = y. In
this case it is said that y is credulously justified;

o AT |~psem W if there is an argument A € [ Sem(AF(AT)) with Conc(A) = y. In
this case it is said that y is skeptically justified;

o AT I asem VW If for every € € Sem(AF(AT)) there is an argument A € &€ with
Conc(A) = y. In this case it is said that v is weakly skeptically justified.

As any Dung-style argumentation framework has a single grounded extension, the en-
tailments |~ grq. Fugrg @nd agrg coincide, we will therefore sometimes omit the initial
symbol from the subscript.

Remark 27. Unlike standard consequence relations (Definition 1) and the extension-based
entailments for the logic-based approach (Definition 12), which are relations between sets of
Sformulas and formulas, the entailments above are relations between argumentation theories
and formulas. This will not cause any confusion in what follows.

Example 28 (Example 25 continued). In the argumentation framework from Example 25
shown in Figure 5, for the ASPIC argumentation theory AT from Example 21, we have that
Grd(AF(AT)) = @.'* It is easy to see that there are two preferred extensions for this frame-
work: one contains (among others) the arguments A, A,, A, and A and the other contains

14Recall that we identify Grd(AF(AT)) with its single set.
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(among others) A, A,, A5, A5 and Ag. Therefore, the following conclusions can be derived
for Sem = Prf:

o AT I~npir @ iff @ € Cn(r A p), since A; and A, occur in each preferred extension;

o AT papr 7qV (0n(r)) A q) since A, occurs in one preferred extension and As and
Aj in the other preferred extension;

o AT ypr @ for ¢ € {p,—q, q} (among others), since each of the arguments besides
Ag and Aqg from Example 21 is part of at least one preferred extension.

Remark 29. A similar result as that of Proposition 16 in the previous section is not available
for ASPIC systems, since in the presence of odd attack cycles some preferred extensions may
not attack all arguments in their complement (and therefore might not be stable). This can
also lead to settings in which no stable extension exist. This is demonstrated in the next
example.

Example 30. As in our previous example, let R ; be instantiated by classical logic. Let also
¢ = {—¢p} for every formula ¢, K = (@, 0), and let R ; consist of the following three rules:
ry = on(ry), ry @ = -n(ry), r3 @ = —n(ry). Note that, for instance, the arguments

A 1= n(ry), Ay L= n(rz), Az = -n(r)

are involved in an odd attack cycle (of length 3). As a consequence, neither of the three
arguments can be part of an admissible extension. Thus, the only preferred extension will
consist of all strict arguments (which conclude classical theorems). Clearly, this extension
will not be able to attack the three arguments above, and thus it is not stable.

We note, nevertheless, that there are instances of ASPICY for which a similar result to
that of Proposition 16 is available. This is especially the case when ASPIC™ is instantiated
by a contrapositive strict rule base, when the contrariness operator is defined by the negation
of the language and no undercutting arguments can be generated from the knowledge base.
See further discussions in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.4.

2.2.3 Assumption-Based Argumentation

Assumption-based argumentation (ABA, [46]) is another prominent formalism for logical
argumentation. It was introduced in the 1990s as a computational framework to capture and
generalize default and defeasible reasoning, inspired by Dung’s semantics for abstract argu-
mentation and by logic programming with its dialectical interpretation of the acceptability
of negation-as-failure assumptions based on “no-evidence-to-the-contrary”. In this section
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we recall the basic definitions that are related to this approach. For extensive surveys on
ABA and related approaches, we refer to [87; 171; 72; 73]. ABA-based implementations
are surveyed in [69, Section 3.2].

Definition 31 (assumption-based framework). An assumption-based framework (in short:
ABF) is a tuple ABF = (L, R, A, ~) where:

e L is a (propositional) language,

e R is a set of strict rules, whose elements are of the form y, ... ,y, = w, where y,y;
(1 <i £ n) are L-formulas,

o A is a nonempty set of L-formulas, called the defeasible (or candidate) assumptions,
and

o ~: A — (L) is acontrariness operator, assigning a finite set of L-formulas to every
defeasible assumption in L£.1

Somewhat like the rules in ASPIC, rules in ABFs can be chained to form deductions.
Given a set S C A of defeasible assumptions, an S-based deduction may be viewed as a
proof, i.e., a sequence of L-formulas, where each element of the sequence is either a formula
in S or is obtained from previous elements in the sequence by an application of a rule R,
just like an application of Modus Ponens.

Definition 32 (F5). Let R be a set of inference rules over L. We write S 5y if there
is an S-deduction, based on the rules in R, that culminates in y, i.e., there is a sequence
b1, ..., P, of L-formulas such that ¢, = y and for each 1 < i < n, ¢; € S or there are
Gips -y forwhichiy,....i, <iand ¢;,....¢; — ¢p; €R.

For instance, if p > g € R, then p b5 q.

As in logic-based argumentation and ASPIC, (defeasible) assertions in an ABF may be
attacked in the presence of counter (defeasible) information. This is described in the next
definition.

Definition 33 (attacks in ABFs). Let ABF = (Atoms(L), R, A, ~) be an assumption-based
framework, and let S,7 C A, w € A. We say that S attacks y if there are S’ C S and
¢ € ~y such that S’ k5 ¢. Accordingly, S attacks 7 if S attacks some y € T .

SNote that the contrariness operator is not a connective of £, as it is restricted only to the candidate assump-
tions.

1812



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

Remark 34. In contrast to most of the logical argumentation frameworks defined in the
preceding sections (as well as other approaches to structured argumentation, such as DeLP
[106]), in which attacks are defined between individual arguments, in ABA systems attacks
are defined between sets of assumptions. This may be viewed as a higher level of abstrac-
tion, operating on equivalence classes that consist of arguments generated from the same
assumptions.

Using the above notion of attack, Dung-style semantics is defined on ABFs just as in
Definition 10. The only difference is that an extension £ in an ABF is required to be closed
with respect to the rules in R, namely: &€ = Cn_ (€) N A. Thus, for instance, for S € A
we say that

e S is conflict-free (with respect to ABTF) iff S does not attack itself.

e S defends (with respect to ABF) aset S’ C A iff for every closed set S* that attacks
S’, S attacks S*.

e S is admissible (with respect to ABF) iff it is closed, conflict-free, and defends itself.
An admissible set is called complete, if it does not defend any of its proper supersets.

e S is stable (with respect to ABF) iff it is closed, conflict-free and attacks every ¢ €
AN\ S.

In ABA it is usual to refer also to the intersection of all the complete extensions of an ABF,
which is called the well-founded extension of that ABF.

Like before, we denote by Naive(ABF) [respectively: Adm(ABF), Cmp(ABF),
Grd(ABF), Prf(ABF), Stb(ABF), WF(ABF)] the set of all the naive [respectively: ad-
missible, complete, grounded, preferred, stable, well-founded] extensions of ABF .16

If every set of assumptions S C A is ¢ -closed, the ABF is called flar. In [46] itis shown
that most of the relations between the Dung extensions considered in Remark 11 carry on
to flat ABFs (see also [73, Theorems 2.12 and 2.14], and [126] for prioritized settings). For
non-flat ABFs, however, some of these relations cease to hold. For instance, there may be
non-flat ABFs without complete extensions (cf. Item 2 of Proposition 38).

The following form of ABFs is considered in [117; 119; 121]:

Definition 35 (simple contrapositive ABFs). A contrapositive assumption-based framework
is a tuple ABF = (8,1, A, ~) where:

5Note that, as observed in [121], the grounded extension of an ABF may not be unique, thus (unlike the
previous cases) this time Grd(AJBF) is not an extension but a set of extensions.
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o R = (L,F) is an explosive and contrapositive logic,

o [ (the strict assumptions) and A (the candidate/defeasible assumptions) are distinct
(countable) sets of L-formulas, where the former is assumed to be \--consistent and
the latter is assumed to be nonempty,

e ~: A — @(L) is a contrariness operator, assigning a finite set of L-formulas to
every defeasible assumption in A, such that for every b-consistent w € A it holds

that w ¥ \~w and \~y ¥ y.
A contrapositive ABF is called simple, if its language L contains a negation —, and for every
vEA ~y={w}

Given a simple contrapositive assumption-based framework ABF = (&, T, A, ~), the
notion of attack and Dung-style semantics are defined as before, with the obvious adjust-
ments using the consequence relation - of the base logic instead of the entailment -5 . For
instance,

e S CAattacks yw € AiffT', S + ¢ for some ¢p € ~y. Accordingly, S attacks 7 if S
attacks some y € T,

e SCAisclosedin ABFif S=AnCn_(T'US).

The other semantic notions remain exactly as before.

Given a (simple, contrapositive) assumption-based framework ABF and Sem € {Naive,
WF, Grd, Prf, Stb}, we denote:

Definition 36 (ABA extension-based entailments).
o ABF ~usem W iff I, € =y for some € € Sem(ABF).
o ABF Fogem W iff T, [) Sem(ABF) - .
o ABF I asem W iff T, € F y for every € € Sem(ABF).

The entailment relations in Definition 36 are again different from those in Definitions 1
and 12, as they are defined on ABFs and formulas (cf. Remark 27). Like before, this will
not cause any confusion in the sequel.

Example 37. Let R =CL, I' =0, A = {p,p, q}, and ~y = {—~y} for every formula y. A
corresponding attack diagram is shown in Figure 6.3

17Classical logic CL, intuitionistic logic, the central logic in the family of constructive logics, and standard
modal logics are all explosive and contrapositive logics.

18For reasons that will become apparent in the sequel (see Remark 41), we include in the diagram only closed
sets. Thus, the set {p, 7p} is omitted from the diagram.
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{q}

R
LN

{p.7p,q}
J _—

{-p.q} {-p}

Figure 6: An attack diagram for Example 37

Here, Naive(ABF) = Prf(ABF) = Stb(ABF) = {{p,q},{-p.q}}, and therefore
ABF [ osem 4 for every o € {U,N, M} and Sem € {Naive, Prf, Stb}.

Some interesting properties of simple contrapositive ABFs are given next (see [117; 119;
121]).

Proposition 38. Let ABF = (&,T, A, 1) be a simple contrapositive ABF. Then:
1. Naive(ABF) = Prf(ABF) = Stb(ABF).
2. IfF € A then Grd(ABF) = WF(ABF).

The next example shows that the condition in Item 2 of the last proposition is indeed
necessary:

Example 39. Let & be an explosive logic, A = {p,p,q} and " = {s, s D ¢q}. Note that the
emptyset is not admissible, since it is not closed (indeed, I' - ¢). Also, {q} is not admissible
since p,p,q + —¢.'° The two minimal complete extensions here are {p,q} and {-p, q},
thus there is no unique grounded extension in this case.

Corollary 40. Let ABF be a simple contrapositive ABF, and let o € {@,U,N}. Then for
every y we have that: ABF |~ onaive W ilf ABF ops W iff ABF |~os W. Moreover, if
F e A then ABP I’VQGrd /4 l‘ﬁ‘ABP }’\/OWF Y.

Remark 41. Interestingly, as shown in [117], the closure requirement is redundant in the
definition of extensions of simple contrapositive ABFs. Thus, for instance, if £ C A is
conflict-free and attacks every w € A\ & then it is closed (so closure is assured in the
definition of stable extensions), a maximally conflict-free subset of A is closed (thus closure
is guaranteed in the definition of naive extensions), and so forth. For grounded and well-
founded semantics, the closure requirement is redundant only if F € A.

Note that g is also attacked by {p, —p} and does not counterattack it. However, {p, —p} is not closed, and
for admissibility checking it is enough to consider only closed sets (see also Remark 41).
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Remark 42. In [126] other classes of ABF's are studied. It is shown there that also for so-
called well-behaved ABFss, the preferred and stable extension coincide. Well-behaved ABF's
are flat ABF's that satisfy a slightly weaker notion of contraposition than the one above, and a
property called sanity that says that if ~¢ follows from a set of assumptions A then it follows
from A\ {¢} (which is also satisfied by contrapositive ABFs). Otherwise, no restrictions on
the underlying language are imposed.*°

2.3 Properties of the Frameworks and Their Entailments

In order to evaluate and compare the various approaches to logical argumentation, different
properties and postulates have been introduced in the literature. In this section we consider
the three logical argumentation methods of Section 2.2 in light of these criteria. We do so
from three perspectives:

e relations to reasoning with maximal consistency, following [155] (Section 2.3.1),
e rationality postulates for argumentative reasoning, following [60] (Section 2.3.2), and
e inference principles for non-monotonic reasoning, following [133] (Section 2.3.3).

In what follows we review the main results in the literature concerning the above-men-
tioned issues. We recall that it is not the purpose of this survey to resolve open questions or
particular cases that were not addressed so far,?! thus we do not pretend to have an exhaustive
coverage of the subject.

2.3.1 Relations to Reasoning with Maximal Consistency

Reasoning with maximally consistent subsets (MCS), introduced in [155], is a well-known
approach to handle inconsistencies within non-monotonic reasoning. The idea is to derive
conclusions from inconsistent knowledge-bases, by considering the maximally consistent
subsets of these knowledge bases. This idea has been applied in a variety of research direc-
tions within artificial intelligence, e.g.: knowledge-based integration systems [21], consis-
tency operators for belief revision [131] and computational linguistics [140].

The relation between reasoning with maximally consistent subsets and formal argumen-
tation has been studied extensively since this possibility was raised in [67]. In what follows

20For technical details we refer to the paper whose main focus is to study and compare systems of prioritized
ABFs.

2I'The only exception are the (yet unpublished) results in the appendix of the chapter, which appear in a paper
that is currently under review.
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we survey some of the main results relating MCS-based reasoning and the logic-based meth-
ods of the previous section. For a more extensive overview of the subject we refer to [11;
101.

Reasoning with maximally consistent subsets of the premises is based on the following
definition:

Definition 43 (MCSg(.S), MCS;;,(S)). Let & = (L,F) be a logic and let S’, S be sets of
L-formulas (intuitively, S’ are the strict assumptions and S are the defeasible ones).

o MCSg(S) is the set of the maximally F--consistent subsets of S. Le.,

MCSg(S) = {T C S | T ist-consistent and for every T' suchthat T ¢ T' C
S, T is F-inconsistent}.

° MCS;I(S) is the set of the maximally \--consistent subsets of S, given S’. Le.,

MCS?(S’) ={T C S| T USist-consistent and for every T' such that T C T' C
S, T'u S’ is F-inconsistent}.

The second item in the definition above, which defines maximally consistent subsets
w.r.t. a set of strict assumptions, is known from [138] as default assumptions. Some of the
corresponding entailment relations are defined in [138] as well, which is similar to those in
Definitions 12, 26 and 36:

Definition 44 (MCS-based entailments). Let & = (L, F) be a logic and let S’, S be sets of
L-formulas. We denote:
o S'.S R wiffw € Cng(S' U (MCS; (S));

nmcs

g , .
© S\.S Pomes Vilfw € ﬂremcsg’(S) Cng(S"UT);

by .
© §'.S Fines W ilfw € Urencsy'(s) Cra(S' U ).

In the definition above, S’ is the set of the strict assumptions, and S is the set of defeasible
assumptions. When S’ = @ we shall just omit it. In this case we have that:

© S Pfnes W iffy € Cog((TMCSg(S)):
by . .
* S PMames Viffw € ﬂTeMCSQ(S) Cng(T);
Q .
* S Pimes VilTw € Uremesy(s) Cne(M).
Example 45. Suppose that the base logic is classical logic (i.e., & = CL).
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e Let S = {p,~p,q}. Then [MCS¢ (S) = {q}, thus S }v
bé(‘lrﬂCS

e Let S = {pAg,~pAgq}. Then [YMCSc (S) = @, thus S I’Vnmcs v only if

g but S K- pand

nmcs nmcs

is a classical theorem. On the other hand, S anmcs (and still S Hnmcs p and
bénmcs
e [t is easy to verify that for any S, if S }w Y then S Pwnmcs . As the previous

nmcs
item shows, the converse does not hold.

The next result relates MCS-based entailments and entailments that are induced by ar-
gumentation frameworks that are based on classical logic:

Proposition 46. ([11, Propositions 4.31),[50, Theorem 51?? Let AFg 4(S) be alogic-based
argumentation framework, where R is classical logic and @ C A C {Ucut, Def }. Then:

* S PVGrd wiff S PvmPrf wiff S Pvms'[b wiff S anmcs

* S PVL.JPrf v lﬁf S }NUStb v lﬁcs lNUmcs

If A = {DirUcut}, we have that:

* S INnPrf wiff S PVnsw wiff S }Nnmcs

Example 47. By the last proposition, the correspondence between the examples in Re-
mark 15 and those of Example 45 is not coincidental.

We refer to [11] for many other results concerning the relations between reasoning with
maximal consistency and logic-based argumentation (or, more precisely, sequent-based ar-
gumentation, a specific form of logic-based argumentation — see Remark 6).

The relation between ABA and maximally consistent subsets has been studied, e.g., in
[48; 117; 121; 126]. In particular, a similar result as the one above is shown for simple
contrapositive assumption-based frameworks (recall Definition 35).

Proposition 48. ([117, Theorems 1 and 3] and (48, Theorem 3]) Let ABF = (,T, A, ~)
be a simple contrapositive assumption-based framework. Then:

o ABF INr‘nPrf v lﬁt'ABF thtb v lﬁtr A lNﬁmcs

22The results in [50] are phrased in the more general context of hypersequent-based argumentation. Since
standard sequent calculi are special instances of hypersequent calculi, the results are applicable also to sequent-
based argumentation.
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o ABF }V UPrf v WABF PVUStb v lﬁ‘r A lNL_Jmcs

o IfF € A then ABF l~Gd viff I, A }v

nmcs

If & is contrapositive then:

o ABF }VnPrf v UTABF FNnStb v lﬁ(r A lNﬁmcs

Remark 49. A result similar to the one of Proposition 48 is obtained in [126] for what is
called there well-behaved assumption-based frameworks, which among other things requires
closure of the underlying inference rules under contraposition. It is shown that for well-
behaved assumption-based frameworks, it holds MCS o(ABTF) = Prf(ABF) = Stb(ABTF).

By including priorities, the results are further generalized to cover preferred subtheories
[52].

Example 50. Recall Example 37 with the assumption-based framework for & = CL, T = (J,
A = {p,-p,q} and ~y = {—~y} for every formula y. Since Naive(ABF) = Pr ABF) =
Sto(ABF) = {{p.q},{-p.q}}, we have ABF |~ qforo € {Mm U,N} and Sem €
{ Naive, Prf, Stb}. In view of Prop. 48 and Remark 49 it is not surprising that MCS(S) =

{{p.q},{=p.q}}.
We turn now to MCS-based reasoning and ASPIC systems. In [145, §5.3.2] it is shown
that Brewka’s preferred subtheories [52] are an instance of ASPIC*. Since no preference

ordering is considered in this chapter, preferred subtheories correspond to maximally con-
sistent subsets. The following proposition states this result in terms of sets of formulas.

Proposition 51. ([145, Theorem 34]) Let AF(AT) = (Arg(AT), Attack) be an ASPIC-
argumentation framework for some ASPIC-argumentation theory AT, based on a proposi-
tional language L, a set S of L-formulas, and where the rules are all strict. Suppose further
thatI" — y € R iff y follows according to classical logic from T". Let Arg(A) C Arg(AT) be
the arguments constructed from premises in A. Then:

o [f A is amaximally consistent subset of S, then Arg(A) is a stable extension of AF (AT).

e If € is a stable extension of AF(AT), then | Ace Prem(A) is a maximally consistent
subset of S.

Example 52. To illustrate the last result consider the ASPIC argumentation system AS =
(L,”,R,n), where L is a propositional language with Atoms(L) = {p, q}, the rules in R
coincide with those of classical logic as in Example 21, K, = {p,7p,q}, K, = @, and

E = {—¢} for any L-formula ¢. Among others, the following ASPIC-arguments can be
constructed:

At p A, 1 p Azl g Ayt ALA, > g
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5

Figure 7: Part of the framework from Example 52.

The corresponding attack diagram is given in Figure 7.

AT (AT) has two stable extensions, one containing among others A; and Az and the
second containing among others A, and A;. As expected in view of Proposition 51, we see
that these correspond to the two maximally consistent subsets of {p,p, q}, namely: {p, q}

and {—p, q}.

Remark 53. It is interesting to note that unlike some other frameworks (cf., e.g., Proposi-
tions 46 and 48), the grounded extension in the ASPIC framework of Example 52 does not
contain the free formula q. This is since the inconsistent argument A, causes interferent
behavior for the grounded semantics (see Section 2.3.2.B for more details).

While the result in Proposition 51 above is about ASPIC-frameworks with only strict
rules, one may also consider maximal consistent sets of formulas in the context of defeasible
rules. In [127], maximal consistent sets of defeasible rules are defined as follows:

Definition 54 (MCS(AT)). Let AT = (AS, K) be an ASPIC argumentation theory, where
K=(K,,K,), AS=(L, ,R,n),and R =R, UR,. We define:

e RE=R,U{z ¢k,

A set of defeasible rules D C R;C is AT-inconsistent iff there are L-formulas ¢ and
w € ¢, for which K, Frup v and K, Fr p @. Otherwise, D is AT-consistent.?

Aruler=y,....y, > ¢ € Rf is triggered by some D C Rf if K, Fr.up i for
eachl1 <i<n.

Q)(Rf) is the set of all D C Rd’C such that every r € D is triggered by D.

MCS(AT) is the set of all C-maximal consistent D € @(Rf).

Z3Maximally consistent sets of defeasible rules also play a role in constrained input/output logics, see [139]
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Example 55. Let AT = (AS, K) be an ASPIC argumentation theory, where AS = (L,
R,n), Ry=1{ri : T=>p,ry:p=>q,ry:.T=>"q}, R,isinduced by classical logic,
and K = 0. Then,

o RY)={{r}.{ri.r} {rioraurs ) {r s} {rs}}, and
o MCS(AT) = {{ry,r,}, {ri.,r3}}.

Notethat {ry,r3} & @(Rf) since r, is not triggered by this set. Also, {ry,r,,r3} € ?J(Rdlc)\
MCS(AT) since the set is inconsistent.

For the next result we need also the following definition:

Definition 56 (contrapositive ASPIC theory, Arg(D)). Let AT = (AS, K) be an ASPIC
argumentation theory as in the previous definition. Then:

o AT is contrapositive if it satisfies
S1 If Ay bg, @' for some ¢' € ¢ then A, Fr, y' for some y' € y; and
S2 If Atp ¢ for some ¢ € ¢ then A\ {p} Fr .
e ForD e ?J(Rf), we define: Arg(D) = {A € Arg(AT) | DefRules(A) S DNR,}.

We get the following representation theorem for ASPIC* frameworks without undercut
attacks:

Proposition 57. ([127, Theorem 6]) For any contrapositive ASPIC argumentation theory
AT without undercut attacks, it holds that:

Prf(AF(AT)) = Stb(AF(AT)) = {Arg(D) | D € MCS(AT)}.

Example 58 (Example 55 continued). In Example 55 we have the two stable resp. preferred
extensions Arg({r;,r,}) and Arg({r,,r3}).

Maximal consistency is also related to properties of extensions and of argumentation
semantics, as will be shown in the next section. Here we only comment on one such property,
which is directly related to the maximally consistent subsets of the premises.

Remark 59. Consider the following property, investigated in [3; 177]:
MCS (S) = {Sup(&) | € € Sem(AF(S))}.

It is shown that in classical argumentation frameworks (i.e., those that consist of classical
arguments in the sense of Definition 4), the equation above is met for both the stable (i.e,
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when Sem = Stb) and preferred (Sem = Prf) semantics, and when the attack relation is
either DirDef, DirUcut, or BigArgAt, while for the other attacks (Def, Ucut, Reb, DefReb)
the above property ceases to hold.

Other properties of the attack relations, as well as properties of the extensions and of
the induced entailments will be considered in the next sections.

2.3.2 Rationality Postulates for Argumentative Reasoning

Since the introduction of the rationality postulates for ASPIC in [60], they have become
a standard to assess approaches to structured argumentation. The postulates state that the
conclusions of a framework should be closed under its strict rules (in approaches without a
distinction between strict and defeasible rules, this simply means closure under the rules of
the system), that the set of conclusions should be consistent, and that the set of formulas that
is the result of the closure of the conclusions should be consistent as well. Another property
states that an extension should also contain all the sub-arguments of its arguments. These
postulates may formally be defined as follows:

Definition 60 (rationality postulates for extensions). Let AF = (Arg, Attack) be an argu-
mentation framework, & = (L, ) a logic, Sem a semantics for it and £ € Sem(AF). Then
ATF satisfies:

e sub-argument closure, iff for all A € £, Sub(A) C &;

closure, iff Chg(Conc(€)) = Conc(E);

direct consistency, iff Conc(E) is b-consistent; and

indirect consistency, iff Cng(Conc(£)) is F--consistent.

In [60] it was shown that, if an argumentation framework AF satisfies indirect consis-
tency, it satisfies direct consistency as well and if AF satisfies closure and direct consistency,
it also satisfies indirect consistency.

Following [60], many related rationality postulates were introduced in the literature,
some of them will be discussed in what follows. While the postulates in [60] are mainly
concerned with the properties of the extensions of a framework (under certain semantics),
there are other postulates that are related to the inferences relations induced by the frame-
works. For instance, the non-interference and crash-resistance postulates, introduced in
[61], guarantee that the entailment relation of argumentation frameworks do not collapse in
view of inconsistent information. Next, we formalize these postulates.

For the next definitions, we say that two sets S, S, of L-formulas are syntactically dis-
joint iff Atoms(S;) N Atoms(S,) = @.2* This will be denoted by S; | S,.

24Recall that Atoms(S) denotes the set of atoms occurring in the formulas of S.
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Definition 61 (rationality postulates for inferences). Let |~ C go(L) X L.

o We say that |~ satisfies non-interference, iff for every two sets S, S, of L-formulas,
and every L-formula ¢ such that S; U{¢} | S,, it holds that S| ~ ¢ iff S|, S, b~ ¢.

o We say that |~ satisfies crash-resistance iff there is no |~-contaminating set S of L-
formulas, where a set S such that Atoms(S) G Atoms(L), is called contaminating
(w.r.t. b), if for every S’ such that S | S’ and for every L-formula ¢, it holds that

Sk oiffs.s" b ¢

Remark 62. In [61] it is shown that crash-resistance follows from non-Interference under
some very weak criteria on the monotonic base logic.

Note, for instance, that the consequence relation k| of classical logic does not satisfy
either of the properties of Definition 61. Indeed, where S, is inconsistent, non-interference is
violated, and any inconsistent set is - -contaminating. We refer to [61] for more discussion
on non-interference and crash-resistance.

Since rationality postulates are an important indicator of the usefulness of an argumenta-
tion system, extensive research has been conducted on the properties a system should satisfy
in order for the rationality postulates to be satisfied. In the remainder of this section we will
discuss the results of this research for the three approaches to logical argumentation frame-
works discussed earlier.

A. Rationality postulates for logic-based methods

There are many studies on the properties of logic-based frameworks, including those in
[111;4;2;49; 12; 50]. Below, we survey the main results, starting with the postulates that
are concerned with the properties of the attack rules and then those that are related to the
properties of extensions and extension-based inferences.

Studies on requirements on the attack relation of a classical argumentation framework
to fulfill rationality postulates are presented in [3; 177]. The conditions considered in those
work are presented next.

Definition 63 (attack relation properties). Let AF(S) = (Arg(S), Attack) be a classical
argumentation framework. Then Attack is called:

o conflict-dependent, iff for each (A, B) € Attack, Sup(A) U Sup(B) - F;

o conflict-sensitive, iff for each A, B € Arg(S), if Sup(A) U Sup(B) + F then (A, B) €
Attack;
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e valid, iff for each & C Arg(S), if £ is conflict-free, then Sup(E) is consistent;

o conflict-complete, iff for every minimally inconsistent set T C S, foreveryT;,T, C T
suchthatT) # 0,7, # @and T, UT, = T and for every A € Arg(S) with Sup(A) = T,
there is an argument B € Arg(S) with Sup(B) = T, such that (B, A) € Attack;

e symmetric, iff when (A, B) € Attack also (B, A) € Attack.

We refer to [3; 177] for a discussion on these properties and the relations among them.
Table 2 summarizes which of the properties above are satisfied by the attack rules from
Table 1.

Attack rule conflict- | conflict- | valid | conflict- | svmmetric
dependent | sensitive complete
Def v X X v X
DirDef v X X X X
Ucut v X X v X
DirUcut v X X X X
ConUcut v X X X X
Reb v X X X v
DefReb v X X X v
Reb U DirUcut v X X X X
BigArgAt v X X X X

Table 2: The satisfiability of the properties from Definition 63 for attack rules in Table 1.

Another study on the properties of attack relations in logic-based argumentation frame-
works is given in [111]. Again, the study refers to classical argumentation framework, that
is: the arguments meet the restrictions in Definition 4. An overview over various necessary
and sufficient conditions on the attack relations considered in [111] is given in Table 3.

Proposition 64. ([111, Propositions 6 and 10]) Where AF(S) = (Arg(S), Attack) is a
classical argumentation framework:

Z3Note that, in this context, Reb U DirUcut is the only union of attack rules considered in the literature.
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Necessary conditions on attacks

{Conc(A)} U Sup(B) I F. (D1)
there is a ¢ € Sup(B) s.t. Conc(A) F —¢. (D1")
Conc(A) + —Conc(B). (D1
If (A, B) € Attack, then | =Conc(A) - A Sup(B), (D5)
there is a ¢ € Sup(B) s.t. =“Conc(A) F ¢. (D5")
—Conc(A) F Conc(B), (D5

thereis a " C Sup(B) s.t. F —Conc(A) = AT. | (D5")

Sufficient conditions on attacks

(C, B) € Attack if  Conc(A) = Conc(C) (D2)
(4, B) € Attack and Conc(C) F Conc(A) (D2')
(A, C) € Attack, if  Sup(B) = Sup(C D3
(A, B) € Attacks P(B) P©) (D)
and Sup(B) C Sup(C) (D3)
There is a C such that {Conc(A)} USup(B) +F (D6)
Conc(A) + Conc(C) } ’
and (C. B) € Attack, there is a ¢ € Sup(B) s.t. Conc(A) + —¢ (D6")
if Conc(A)  —~Conc(B) (D6")
(A, B) € Attack if thereisal” C Sup(B) s.t. F Conc(A)=-~ AT | (D6")

Sufficient and necessary conditions on attacks

(A, B) € Attack
iff (A’, B") € FA=A"and - B= B’ (DO)
Attack, if

Table 3: Conditions on the attack relations in [111].

e Table 4, summarizes which of the postulates from Table 3 hold for the attack rules
from Table 1.

o Table 5 summarizes by which of the postulates from Table 3 the different attack rela-
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tions are characterized.

Def | DirDef | Ucut | DirUcut | CanUcut | Reb | DefReb
DO | vV v v v/ v v/ v/
D1 v v 4 4 v v 4
D2 | v v 4 4 v v/ v
D2 | / v X X X X v
D3 | v v 4 v v/ X X
D3 | v/ v v v X X X

Table 4: Overview of the constraints on the attack relation (Table 3) that are satisfied by the
rules from Table 1 (Based on [111, Table 1 and Proposition 6])

D1, D6 DI,D6 | D1”,D6" D6
D2’ Def DirDef DefReb -

D2 | CanUcut (D5) | DirUcut (D5") | Reb (D5") -

- - - - Ucut (D5

Table 5: Overview of the attack relation postulates from Table 3 that characterize the attack
rules from Table 1. An attack rule is characterized by the conjunction of the attack relation
postulates from the appropriate row, column and (where applicable) the cell. For example,
the attack rule is direct undercut iff the attack relation postulates D1/, D2, D5’ and D6’ are
satisfied (Based on [111, Table 2 and Proposition 10]).

Remark 65. The interplay between logical principles about argumentation, on the one
hand, and inference principles as studied in proof theory, on the other hand, is also stud-
ied in [70]. In that paper a series of logical principles of attack relations in argumentation
[frameworks is stated, and their collection leads to a characterization of classical logical con-
sequence relations that only involves argumentation frameworks. We refer to [70] and [71]
for further details.

We turn now to postulates concerning the extensions of logic-based argumentation frame-
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works. Definition 66 lists rationality postulates studied in, e.g., [60; 111; 4; 2; 3; 12

1.20

Definition 66 (extension-based postulates). Let AF(S) = (Arg(S), Attack) be an argumen-
tation framework for S, based on a logic & = (L,F), and let Freeg(S) = (| MCSg(S).?’
The following postulates are defined with respect to the Sem-extensions of AF(S).

Postulates on Individual Extensions, where £ € Sem(AF(S)):

Support consistency: | J 4o Sup(A4) ¥ F;

Consistency: | J 4o Conc(A) ¥ F;

Closure under support: if Sup(A) C Sup(E) then A € &;
Exhaustiveness: if Sup(A) U { Conc(A)} C Conc(E), then A € E;
Strong exhaustiveness: if Sup(A) C Conc(E), then A € &;
Support inclusion: Sup(€) € Conc(E);

Limited [strong] exhaustiveness: [strong] exhaustiveness restricted to extensions &

with | Sup(€) # 0.

Semantic-Wide Postulates:

Core support consistency: | AE() Sem(AF(S)) Sup(A) ¥ F;
Core conclusion consistency: [ £ESem(AT(S)) Conc(€) ¥ F;
Core consistency: |J s sem(ar(s) Conc(A) ¥ F;

Core closure: (Jegsemr(sy ConAE) = Cng(Necsemar(sy Concd&));

Non-triviality: there is an S for which Arg(S) \ Arg(Free(S)) # @ and Arg(S) #
U Sem(AF(S));

Free precedence: Arg(Free(S)) C (| Sem(AF(S));

Maximal consistency: Sem(AF(S)) = {Arg(T) | T € MCS5¢4(S)};
Stability: Stb(AF(S)) # @;

Strong stability: Stb(AF(S)) = Pri{ AF(S)).

26We use naming conventions from [2; 12].
?"When the underlying logic is clear from the context, we shall just write Free(S).
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We start with the results in [111]:

Proposition 67. Let AF(S) = (Arg(S), Attack) be a classical argumentation framework.
Table 6 summarizes which of the (semantic-wide) postulates from Definition 66 are satisfied
in AF(S) with respect to a semantic Sem and the conditions in Table 3.

Postulate Semantics | 1,2,6 | 1',2,6' | 1',2,6" | 1,2,6""
Free precedence Sem;, v/ v/ v/ 4
Non-triviality Sem, X X X X
Non-triviality Grd v v v v
Core support consistency Sem;, v v X v
Grd(AF(S)) = Free(Arg(S)) Grd v v X v
Consistency Grd v v X v
Consistency Sem, x | +D3 v X X

Table 6: Overview results of the (semantic-wide) postulates from Definition 66 that are satis-
fied by argumentation frameworks with semantics Sem (where Sem; € {Grd, Cmp, Prf, Stb}
and Sem, € {Cmp, Prf, Stb}) and attacks satisfying the conditions in Table 3 (In the table,
+D3’ denotes that the attack postulate D3’ is also required, in addition the postulates D1’,
D2 and D6/).

Another investigation of the rationality postulates in Definition 66 for logic-based argu-
mentation appears in [2] and [4]. Again, it is assumed that the supports of the arguments
are consistent and minimal with respect to the subset relation. The core logic may be any
explosive propositional logic, and the attack relations are divided according to the properties
they have, which are specified in Definition 63 and in the following definition (see also [2,
Definition 12]):

Definition 68 (postulates R; and R, for attack rules). Let R be an attack relation. The
following conditions are verified with respect to every set S of L-formulas:*

R, forevery A, B,C € Arg(S) such that Sup(A) C Sup(B), it holds that if (A,C) € R
then (B,C) € R,

28 As usual, we freely exchange between the rule name and the corresponding relation.
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R, for every A, B,C € Arg(S) such that Sup(A) C Sup(B), it holds that if (C,A) € R
then (C, B) € R.%

Proposition 69. Let AF(S) = (Arg(S), Attack) be an argumentation framework, for some
explosive propositional logic & = (L, ) and where the arguments are &--consistent and C-
minimal. Table 7 summarizes the results from [4; 2]. In particular, it shows which postulates
are satisfied under the conditions in the left-most column.>

In [12] and its extension in [47, Chapter 4] many of the postulates from Definitions 61
and 66 are investigated for sequent-based argumentation [14]. In particular, the arguments
may be of the general form of Definition 5 (no constraints are posed on their supports).
Also, the base logic is any logic satisfying the standard rules in Table 8. Therefore, the
characterizations in [12] hold not only for classical logic, but also for many other logics,
including intuitionistic logic and several modal logics.

Three classes of argumentation frameworks are studied:

° AF%‘Z(S ): frameworks based on Defeat and/or Undercut, therefore it holds that A N
{Def, Ucut} # @;

° AFd'r (S): frameworks based on some and only direct attack rules, that is: # # A C
{D1rDef DirUcut};

° AF?Z (S): frameworks that, in addition to only direct attack rules, are based on Con-
sistency Undercut, i.e., {ConUcut} C A C {ConUcut, DirDef, DirUcut}.

Proposition 70. ([12, Theorem 1]) Let & = (L, ) be alogic in which the rules of Table 8 are
satisfied. Table 9 lists which rationality postulates are satisfied by the three classes of frame-
works defined above, and with respect to which semantics Sem € { Grd, Cmp, Prf, Stb}.

Remark 71. The columns of AT’d'r (S) and AFZ", (S) in Table 9 show that all the postu-
lates are compatible (that is, they can be sansﬁed together)

In [49], relevance in structured argumentation is studied. In particular it is investigated,
under which conditions the entailment relation induced by a framework of structured argu-
mentation is robust under the addition of irrelevant information, i.e., information that can al-
ready be derived from it (semantic irrelevance) or information that is syntactically unrelated
to the already available information (syntactic irrelevance). Rather than taking one of the

%Note that R, corresponds to D3’ in Table 3.

30Note that the results in Table 7 refer also to the ideal (Idl) and the semi-stable (SStb) semantics. We refer
to [4; 2], as well as to [24; 22; 23] for their definitions.

31 Alogic & = (£, F) is called uniform [136; 172], if for every two sets S;, S, of L-formulas and an £-formula
y itholds that S, F y iff S|, S, I w and S, is a --consistent set such that Atoms(S,) N Atoms(S, U {y}) = @.
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Pl P2| P3 |[P4 P5 P6  P7
Sem(AF(S) =@ v v
Sem(AF(S)) =0 + Cng(@) # 0@ X | % v v
Sem(AF(S)) =0 + Free(S) # 0 v v X
Sem(AF(S)) # 0 +
€ = Arg(Supp(&)) Y
Cng # @ + Sem = Adm X
Closure |/
Consistency v v
Support consistency | V|V
Conict.dependent. Naive | v | v/ | v
ggg(pjr}g E:ggl)s.;:gConﬂ. dep. + Sth aaw,
Consistency + Sub arg. closure v /Y
Consistency + £ = Arg(Supp(&)) |/ |/
Conflict dependent Sem,
Conflict dependent + Sensitive Sem; Sem,
Conflict dependent +
Symmetric + |C| > 2 X Sem,
£ = Arg(Supp(&) 1Y 17
R, + R, Sem,
R, Stb

Table 7: Overview of the results from [4; 2], under the assumptions stated in Proposition 69.
Legend of the postulates: P1 = closure, P2 = core closure, P3 = sub-argument closure, P4 =
consistency, PS5 = support consistency, P6 = core conclusion consistency, P7 = free prece-
dence. Also, Sem; € {Grd, Cmp, Prf, Idl, Stb, SStb} and Sem, € {Grd, Prf, Idl, SStb}. The
condition |C| > 2 denotes that there is a minimal conflict of three or more formulas. Only
the results from [4; 2] are shown: v indicates that the postulate is satisfied for all considered
semantics, Sem indicates that the postulate is satisfied for the particular semantics, X indi-
cates that the postulate is not satisfied and an empty box indicates that the result is unknown,
under the given conditions.
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Rule Name Rule’s Conditions Rule’s Conclusion
Reflexivity (v, w)
Monotonicity (T, A) (Tul’,AuA’)

Transitivity TLA U{y)) , (Thbul{w) Ay | (TyUlL, A UA,)

Left-A (Fu{wlu{g} A) (Fufw Ad}A)
Right-A (LAu{yl}) , (TLAU{}) (C,LAU{y Ad})
Left-— (Lau{yh) (Fu{-~w} A)
Right-- (Tu {y}.A) (T.AU {~y})

Table 8: Rules for the base logics in Proposition 70.

main approaches to structured argumentation, a simple argumentation setting is introduced,
into which the other approaches can be translated. The main results on syntactic relevance
are based on the notion of pre-relevance, which is related to basic relevance known from rel-
evance logics [18]. Intuitively, a consequence relation satisfies pre-relevance, if the derived
conclusion can be derived from a relevant (w.r.t. shared atoms) subset of the antecedents.

Definition 72 (pre-relevance). A consequence relation -C ga(L)X L satisfies pre-relevance,
if for each disjoint sets S; U {¢} | S,, if S|, S, & ¢ then there is some S{ C S, such that
S+ ¢.

1

Example 73. We list some entailment relations that satisfy pre-relevance:
e the consequence relation of the (semi-)relevance logic RM ([19, Proposition 6.5]),

o the entailment I_cT:L that is the restriction of ¢ to pairs (U, ¢), for which it holds that
FCL = /\F, and

. CL 0 32
e the entailment |~ ;- (Definition 44).

The following proposition follows from [49, Theorem 1].

Proposition 74. Let & be a pre-relevant consequence relation over the language L, S be a
set of L-sentences, Arg,(S) = {(I',¢) | ' b ¢}, Attack is induced by direct attack rules

21n[183] I—EL is used to obtain a crash-resistant version of ASPIC, and, similarly, in [112] the authors make
use of 5k also for ASPIC.

mcs
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Postulate AFG (S) | AFFN(S) | AFF(S)
Closure v v X
Closure under support 4 4 X
Sub-argument closure v v v
Support inclusion v v v
Consistency v v X
Support consistency v v X
Maximal consistency Prf, Stb Prf, Stb X
Exhaustiveness Prf, Stb v X
Limited exhaustiveness v 4 X
Strong exhaustiveness Prf, Stb v X
Limited strong exhaustiveness v v X
Free precedence Prf, Stb v v
Limited free precedence v v v
Stability 4 4 v/
Strong stability v v v/
Non-interference Prf, Stb Ve Ve
Crash-resistance Prf, Stb v v

Table 9: Postulates satisfaction (Proposition 70, originally presented in [12]) for Sem €
{Grd, Cmp, Prf, Stb}. Cells with v indicate no conditions for the postulate, otherwise spe-
cific semantics with respect to which the postulate holds are indicated. Cells with X mean
that the postulate does not hold. In case of non-interference and crash-resistance the base
logic is assumed to be uniform.3!

(such as DirDef and/or DirUcut) and let AF(S) = (Arg,_(S), Attack) be the corresponding
argumentation framework. Then |~ o, satisfies non-interference for x € {N,M, U} and
Sem € { Grd, Cmp, Prf}.

Remark 75. Like the examples in items 2 and 3 of Example 73, consequence relations
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considered in Proposition 74 need not be induced by a logic in the technical sense of Defi-
nition 1. In fact, as is demonstrated in [49], structured argumentation frameworks such as
ASPIC and ABA can be translated into the \--based argumentation frameworks of Proposi-
tion 74.

B. Rationality postulates for ASPIC*

Discussions on rationality postulates for ASPIC* can be found, among others, in [145; 147;
59]. For the completeness of the presentation we recall here some of the main results. For
this, we need two notions, introduced in [147] and [90], respectively.

Definition 76 (well-formed argumentation framework). An ASPIC argumentation frame-
work defined by an ASPIC argumentation theory AT = (AS, K), where AS = (L,”,R,n)
and K = K, U K, is called well-formed, if whenever ¢ is a contrary of v (i.e., ¢ € w while

v & a), then w & K, and y is not the consequent of a strict rule.

Definition 77 (self-contradiction axiom; closure under transposition). An ASPIC argumen-
tation framework AF(AT) = (Arg(AT), Attack), defined by an ASPIC argumentation the-
ory AT = (AS, K), where AS = (L,”,R,n) and K = K,, U K,, satisfies:

e the self-contradiction axiom, if for each minimally inconsistent set S of L-formulas it
holds that {~¢ | p € S} C CnRS(S);”

e closure under transposition, if for each ¢y, ..., ¢, = ¢ € R, foreachi € {1,...,n},
bresiss D Digs - D, = P € Ry as well.

Proposition 78. ([901,[147]) Let AF(AT) = (Arg(AT), Attack) be an argumentation frame-
work and let £ € Cmp(ATF (AT)). Table 10 lists the rationality postulates that are satisfied
under the different conditions of Definitions 76 and 77.

Remark 79. The results in [147] are given for prioritized frameworks (i.e., with a preference
relation defined on the arguments of AF(AT)). However, since the non-prioritized setting
is a special case of the prioritized setting, the results still apply here.

The satisfaction of the non-interference and crash-resistance postulates for ASPIC* are
not so straightforward. For example, when the strict rules are based on classical logic, ex-
plosion might still occur. See [59] for an extensive discussion on non-interference and crash-
resistance for ASPICT. One of the challenges when trying to resolve these issues is that the
postulates from [60] should still be satisfied by the resulting framework.

BA set S of L-formulas is minimally inconsistent if there is some formula ¢ such that ¢ € Cng (S) and
5 € Cny (S), and for each S’ ¢ S no such ¢ exists.
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Postulate — | Well-formed | Self-contradic- | Closure under
framework tion axiom transposition
Sub-argument closure | v/ v v 4
Closure X v v v
Direct consistency X v v v
Indirect consistency X 4 v 4

Table 10: Overview of the postulates that are satisfied by ASPICt argumentation frame-
works given some condition on the set of strict rules and a contrary relation. The column
titled — denotes that there are no requirements placed on the framework.

Several variants of ASPIC* have been proposed in the literature, some of them satisfy
non-interference and crash-resistance. An overview of some of these systems, the settings in
which they have been studied and the postulates that they satisfy, can be found in Table 11.34

Remark 80. Below are some further explanations and notes that are related to the results
in Table 11.

e The variant ASPIC Lite, introduced in [183], is obtained by filtering all inconsistent
arguments out of the argumentation framework. An argument A is inconsistent if
{Conc(B) | B € Sub(A)} is inconsistent. It is then shown that non-interference and
crash-resistance are satisfied for complete semantics, while the postulates from [60]
are still satisfied as well. For the proof it is necessary that at least one extension exists.
Among others, that is why other semantics are not discussed in that particular paper.
Moreover, it is shown that the results do not hold when preferences are introduced.

o A weaker version of crash-resistance, called non-triviality is discussed in [112]. This
variant, called ASPIC*, restricts the application of strict rules. In particular, chain-
ing of strict rules and applying strict rules to inconsistent sets of antecedents is not
allowed.

e ASPIC™ [63] is a variant of ASPIC™ that uses the attack form of unrestricted rebut. Izs
violation of non-interference is shown in [124]. Closure is also violated if inconsistent
arguments are filtered out, in the presence of priorities.

3 As for ASPIC* with filtering out inconsistent arguments: no results are known, even though ASPIC Lite
is its subsystem.
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Svstem Priorities | Incons. arg. Direct Closure Crash
filtered consistency resistance

ASPICt Yes No v v X
ASPIC Lite No Yes Cmp Cmp Cmp
ASPIC Lite Yes Yes Cmp X Cmp
ASPIC* Yes No v vl el
ASPIC~ Yes No v v X
ASPIC~ No Yes v v
ASPIC~ Yes Yes v X v
ASPIC® Yes No Grd Grd Grd

Table 11: Overview of the different variants to ASPICT and the conditions under which
some of the postulates are satisfied. “Yes” means that the results also hold when taking into
account priorities over the defeasible rules, whereas “no” means that when priorities are
taken into account, counter-examples to the results exist. In columns 4-6, v denotes that
the postulate is satisfied, X denotes that the postulate is not satisfied, and Cmp [resp. Grd]
denotes that the postulate is studied and satisfied for complete [resp. grounded] semantics
Finally, v/ denotes that a weaker variant of the postulate is satisfied.

o Another variant of ASPICT with unrestricted rebut, called ASPIC®, is studied in [ 124]
and [125]. In ASPIC®, the notion of unrestricted rebut is generalized such that an ar-
gument can attack another argument if its conclusion claims that a subset of the com-
mitments of the attacked argument are not tenable together. It is shown that the result-
ing framework ASPIC®, where the priority relation is a preorder using the so-called
weakest link principle, satisfies the rationality postulates from both [60] and [61]
under grounded semantics.

C. Rationality postulates for ABA

Recall from Section 2.2.3 that an extension is a set of assumptions (i.e., £ C A for every
extension £ of an assumption-based framework ABF = (L, R, A, ~)) that is also closed
with respect to the rules in R (i.e., £ = Cn,_R(é')). From this it follows immediately that
the closure postulate from Definition 60 is satisfied. Thus, from the rationality postulates in
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[60], it remains to show consistency. In the context of flat assumption-based argumentation
frameworks, this postulate can be defined as follows [75; 126]:

Consistency: for all extensions &, it holds that there are no ¢, y € &€ such that
d) c NW-35

In the non-prioritized setting, as discussed in this chapter, it follows immediately that
extensions for any of the considered semantics are consistent, since otherwise these would
not be conflict-free (recall the definition of attack in assumption-based frameworks, Defi-
nition 33). However, as shown in e.g., [75; 126], whether an assumption-based framework
satisfies consistency in a prioritized setting depends on the definition of the preference or-
dering and the notion of conflict-freeness. A discussion of this is beyond the scope of this
chapter.3¢

The rationality postulates for inferences (recall Definition 61) have been studied for sim-
ple contrapositive assumption-based frameworks (recall Definition 35) in [121]. Note that,
since the entailment relation for assumption-based frameworks is defined for frameworks and
not for sets of formulas (as in the case of the discussed logic-based approaches), the notion
of syntactically disjoint sets of formulas has to be lifted to assumption-based frameworks.
Two assumption-based frameworks ABF| = (&, ', A, ~;) and ABF, = (,1,,A,,~,)
are syntactically disjoint if I';y U A|) | (I', U A,). Besides this new notion of syntactically
disjointness, the definitions of non-interference and crash-resistance remain the same as for
logic-based argumentation and the ASPIC-family.

Proposition 81. ([121, Theorems 7 and 8]) Let ABF = (R,T’, A, ~) be a simple contrapos-
itive assumption-based framework. Table 12 lists under what conditions the corresponding
entailment relations satisfy non-interference for Sem € { Naive, Prf, Stb, Grd, WF}.

In [49] it is shown that

o ABA frameworks with domain-specific rules and whose contrariness relation do not
introduce syntactic discontinuities, i.e., for all formulas ¢ we have that Atoms(~ ¢) C
Atoms(¢), satisfy non-interference, and

e ABA frameworks whose inference rules R are induced by logics & = (£, ) for which
- is pre-relevant (see Definition 72), i.e., ¢y,..., ¢, = w € Riff ¢y,..., ¢, F v,
satisfy non-interference.

33 Since [75; 126] restrict their attention to flat assumption-based argumentation frameworks, this notion of
consistency is equivalent to the following formulation, which bears closer similarities to indirect consistency:
for all extensions &, it holds that there areno g,y € L s.t. EF-g pand € g wand ¢ € ~y.

3In contexts where besides the contrariness relation there are other negations (e.g., when translating ex-
tended logic programs into ABA), various notions of consistency may have to be considered (see e.g., [180]).
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Entailment = Fe Ab
P asem Sem € {Naive, Prf,Stb} | Sem € {Naive, Prf, Stb}
FUSem Sem € {Naive, Prf,Stb} | Sem € {Naive, Prf, Stb}
Mnsem X Sem € {Grd, WF}

Table 12: Results from [121] concerning the conditions and semantics under which simple-
contrapositive assumption-based frameworks satisfy non-interference. X denotes that non-
interference is not satisfied for any Sem € {Naive, Prf, Stb, Grd, WF}.

2.3.3 Inference Principles for Non-Monotonic Reasoning

Next, we examine the argumentation-based entailment relations in Definitions 12, 26 and
36, relative to general patterns for non-monotonic reasoning, originally studied in [162],
[98], [133; 134], and [137]. These works study how to adjust the set of conclusions (which
may be reduced, not necessarily increased) upon a growth in the set of assumptions. In our
case, since the assumptions are divided to strict premises and defeasible premises, it will be
useful to distinguish between the two ways of increasing the set of premises: we shall use the
operator @ for the addition of strict premises and U for the addition of defeasible premises.
Accordingly, we define:

Definition 82 (premise addition). Let S = (S, S,;) be a pair of sets of formulas in a lan-
guage L.37 We denote:

L4 S@(I) = <SS’Sd>Lw¢ = <53’ Sdu{d)}>’
e SWo = (S5,S,)wd = (S, U{¢}, Sy).

Note that logic-based argumentation is considered here only with respect to defeasible
assumptions, therefore & will not be used in that context, and the meaning of U in case the
logic-based argumentation is simply the union, U. For the other formalisms, addition of
premises is defined as follows:

Definition 83 (premise addition in ASPIC). Let AT = ({L, ,R,n),(K,, K,)) be an ASPIC
argumentation theory, and let ¢ be an L-formula. We define:

e ATU G = ((L,,R,n), KU @) (where p & K,),
o ATwop =L, ,R,n), KW ) (where p & IC,).

37The subscripts ‘s’ and ‘d’ indicate that, intuitively, the first component consists of the strict premises and
the second component is the set of defeasible premises.
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Definition 84 (premise addition in ABA). Let ABF = (L,R, A,~) be an assumption-
based argumentation framework, and let ¢ be an L-formula. We define:

e ABFU$=(L,R\{O — ¢|0OCWFF(R)}, AU {¢},~)3®
e ABFW¢=(L,RU{— ¢}, A\ {¢},~).%

Let ABF = (R,T,A,~) be a (simple) contrapositive assumption-based argumentation
framework, and let ¢ be an L-formula. We define:

e ABFU ¢ = (T, AU{p},~),
e ABFw¢=(RTU({p},A ~)4

Using the operators & and U we can now consider known postulates for non-monotonic
reasoning, adjusted to the two types of information updates. To make the presentation more
compact we will define the properties for ASPIC, ABA, MCS-based reasoning and logic-
based argumentation in one definition. For this we call a knowledge base one of the follow-
ing:

o an ASPIC argumentation theory AT = «L, ,R.n), (K K)))s

o an assumption-based framework ABF,

o a set of L-formulas for logic-based argumentation with a logic = (L, ), or

¢ a pair of £-formulas (S’, S) in MCS-based reasoning and a logic = (L, ).

In the context of a fixed language L resp. a fixed logic & = (L, ) resp. a fixed set of strict
rules R, it will also be useful to consider empty knowledge bases, written KBy and denot-
ing, the argumentation theory AT = ((L, .0, n),{(@,@)) in the context of ASPIC, resp. the
assumption-based framework (£, R, @, @) in the context of assumption-based argumenta-
tion, resp. the pair of empty sets of L-formulas (@, #) in the context of MCS-based reasoning,
resp. the empty set of L£-formulas in the context of logic-based argumentation.

Definition 85 (properties for non-monotonic reasoning). Let & = (L, F) be a propositional
logic, KB a knowledge base, ¢, v, o L-formulas, and LI € {V, w}. For an entailment relation
I~ C @(L) X L we define:

U-Cautious Reflexivity (U-CREF): KBy LI ¢ |~ ¢ where ¢ is --consistent.

L-Reflexivity (L-REF): KBy Li ¢ |~ ¢.

3Removing ® — ¢ from I ensures that ABF U ¢ is flat if so is ABF, and is proposed in [76]. Furthermore,
we let ~¢p = @ and ~y is defined as in the original ABF for any y € A.

¥~y is defined as in the original ABF for any w € A \ {¢].

“40Since in the context of simple contrapositive assumption-based frameworks is is not necessary to restrict
attention to flat assumption-based frameworks, ¢ is not removed from A.

1838



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

Right Weakening (RW): IfKB |~ ¢ and ¢ + y then KB |~ .

LI-Cautious Monotonicity (U-CM): IfKB |~ ¢ and KB |~ yw then KB U {¢} |~ w.
L-Cautious Cut (U-CC): If KB |~ w and KB U {y} |~ ¢ then KB |~ ¢.

L-Left Logical Equivalence (U-LLE): If - ¢ = w and KBU ¢ |~ o then KB LUy |~ 0.
L-OR (LU-OR): IfKBU ¢ I~ 6 and KB Uy |~ 6 then KB LU {¢p V yw} |~ 6.

Li-Rational Monotonicity (L-RM): If KB ~ w and KB ¢ then KB U ¢ | w.*!

Remark 86. We refer to [133; 134] for a detailed discussion on CM, RW, LLE, OR, and
RM and to [98] for a discussion on CC. All of these properties are well-known and have
been extensively examined in different contexts and for different purposes involving inference
in a non-monotonic way.

Some interesting variations of these properties have been considered in the literature
but have, to the best ouf our knowledge, not been studied for argumentative consequence
relations. For example, an interesting weaker variant of cautious monotony is known as very
cautious monotony (VCM) [116] or conjunctive cautious monotony [43] and is defined as
Sfollows: if U |~ ¢ Ay then I U ¢ |~ w. This variant has not been studied yet in structured
argumentation.

Another variation is semi-monotonicity (SM) [7], stating that when adding defeasible
information, every extension (according to a given semantics) of the original framework is a
subset of some extension of the supplemented framework. For more variants of the properties
discussed here, we refer the reader to [43; 95] in which many more variants are discussed
and studied.

The properties in Definition 85 are often gathered for defining systems for non-monotonic
inference.

Definition 87 (systems for non-monotonic inference). Let LI € {U,w}. We say that an
entailment |~ is:

e LI-cumulative, if it satisfies U-REF, RW, U-LLE, LU-CM and U-CC.
e Ll-cautiously cumulative, if it satisfies U-CREF, RW, U-LLE, U-CM and U-CC.
e LI-(cautiously) preferential, if it is U-(cautiously) cumulative and satisfies LI-OR.

o LI-(cautiously) rational, if it is U-(cautiously) preferential and satisfies LI-RM.

“In ASPIC this has to be rephrased in terms of the contrariness relation instead of negation: If KB p~ y and
KB ¢’ forall ¢’ € ¢, then KB L ¢ |~ w.
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Table 13 classifies the argumentation-based entailment relations according to Defini-

tion 87.42

MCS reasoning | logic-based arg. | simple contrap. ABA | ASPIC
System. | R2 RS e RPN Ronges Fora () | Pasio ()
W-ccum. | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
W-cum. | Yes Yes - - Yes Yes Yes Yes
W-cpref. | No Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes
-pref. No Yes - - Yes No No Yes
U-crat. No No No No No No No No
W-rat. No No - - No No No No

Table 13: Overview over the properties of non-monotonic inference. In the table, “(c)cum.”
means “(cautiously) cumulative”, “(c)pref.” means “(cautiously) preferential”, and “(c)rat.”
means “(cautiously) rational”. We let: # C A p C {Ucut, Def }, gps € {Grd, Prf, Stb}, and
ps € {Prf,Stb}, Also, () means that F € A, (¥) means “without defeasible rules”, and “—"

means that the property is not applicable in the context of the given entailment.

The positive results presented in Table 13 follow from the representational results in
Propositions 46, 48 and 51, using the next two propositions:

Proposition 88. Let & = (L, ) be a propositional logic. The entailments }vﬁm o and }vﬁm o
are U-cautiously cumulative and W-cumulative.

Proposition 89. Let & = (L, ) be a propositional logic and let U € {V, w}. The entailment
Pﬁmcs is U-preferential.

Proofs of the last two propositions are given in Appendix A.
Remark 90. Some of the results in Table 13 have been shown before. For instance, in [30] it
is shown that }vﬁ" s s U-preferential, the results for simple contrapositive ABFs are shown
mmcs
L

in [117], and the results concerning the U-cautious cumulativity and the non U-cautious

preferentiality of }vﬁ’g“;sUD follow from [ 16, Proposition 16 and Note 10].

“2Since the credulous entailment is often monotonic (see [31] for MCS-based reasoning and [50, Proposi-
tion 8] for argumentation-based reasoning), the results in Table 13 refer to skeptical entailments.
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Counter-examples for LI-OR which justify the negative results in Table 13 are easy to
find. We give some examples for MCS-based reasoning, which in view of the cited repre-
sentational results immediately generalize for the listed argumentation systems in Table 13.

Example 91 (Counter-Example, W-OR, v nes). Suppose that the underlying logic £ is clas-
sical logic, and let S = {—p A r,—q A r}. In this case we have:

o ({p}.S) M., 1. since MCS!PI(S) = {{=g A r}},

e ({q},S) P __r, since MCS'(S) = {{=p AF}}, while

nmcs

e ({pVql,S)** _r since MCS!PV4(S) = ({~pAr}, {~gAr}).

nmcs

Example 92 (Counter-example, U-OR, |~ qmes)- Suppose again that the underlying logic £
is classical logic, and let S = {—p,~q,~p D r,~q D r}. Then we have:

o (B.SU{p})rL . T,
since MCS*(S U {p}) = {{p,~q,=p D r,=q D r}, {=p,=q,=p D r,~q D r}} and thus
AMCS! S U {p}) = (~¢q.~p D r,mg D1},

o (B.SU{q}) Fnes I
since MCS?(SU {q}) = {{-=p,q.~p D r,=q D r}, {=p.~q,=p D r,=q D r}} and thus
NMCS? (S U {g}) = {~p.—~p D r,~g D r}, while

o (B.SU{pVa}) r ot
since MCS*(S U {pVvq}) = {{pV g -p,~p D r,mg D r},{pVq,~q,-pDdr,-g>D
r}, {—-p,q,7p D r,nq Dr}} and thus ﬂ MCSﬂ(S Uf{pvagh) ={-pDdr,~gDr}

Example 93 (Counter-example, LI-RM, p~. . ..). Let & be classical logicand S = {r, pAqA
=r, (PAr) D =g, 7pAg). We have MCS'(S) = {{r, (pAr) D =¢,~pAq), {(PAGAT, (PAF) D
—q}}. One of the two elements of MCSﬂ(S) does not imply —=p, while both of them imply q.

Thus, (B, S) I ames 4 and (8, S) Fames 7P
Now, consider (8, S U {p}) and {{p}, S). We have:

o MCS(SU{p}) = ({r, (pAF) D =g, ~PAG}, {PAGA=F, (DAF) D =g, p}, (. p, (DAF) D
—q}} and

o MCS"P/(S) = {{pAgA-r,(pAF) D =g}, {r,(pAF) D q}}.

As a consequence, (#,S U {p}) Fames 4 and {{p},S) Wames 4- Thus, neither &-RM nor
U-RM holds in this case.
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Not so many results on inferential properties are known for fragments of ASPIC* and
ABA that are beyond those that coincide with reasoning with maximally consistent subsets.
To the best of our knowledge, for ABA frameworks, inferential behavior for these fragments
has only been studied in [126], where the following results are shown:

Remark 94. For flat ABF's that are not necessarily simple contrapositive but whose strict
rule set is contrapositive (see Remark 49), [126] show the following additional results:

® oG satisfies W-CM and w-CC
® apr satisfies w-CC

o if ABF is well-behaved (recall Remark 49), then e satisfies ¥-CM for sem €
{Prf,Stb}.43

Another study of inferential behavior of assumption-based argumentation is given in [74]
(in [76] it is extended to ABA™), where yet another set of postulates is studied. For example,
cautious cut and cautious monotony are defined in [74] as follows:

Definition 95. Given ABF = (L,R, A, ~), for an arbitrary extension £ € Sem(ABF)
L-formula ¢ ¢ A, and LI € {U, W}, we define:

U-SCC: If ¢ € Cny (€), then for every &' € Sem(ABF U ¢), Cnp (&) C Cn,_R(é").

U-WCC: If ¢ € Cn,_ (€), then for some &' € Sem(ABF U ¢)), Cn (£) CCnp, (&N.
U-SCM: If ¢ € Cny (€), then for every &' € Sem(ABF U ¢)), Cn ()2 Cnp, (&EN.
U-WCM: If ¢ € Cn,_ (€), then for some E' € Sem(ABF U ¢)), Cny(€) 2 Cn,_R(S’).

It can be shown that, for each U € {U, w}, U-CC and L-CM, defined for | g, imply,
respectively, LI-WCC and U-WCM (and, obviously, U-SCC and L-SCM also respectively
imply the two latter rules).

The following proposition and examples are shown in [74]:
Proposition 96. For each U € {u, ¥},

e grounded semantics satisfies U-SCC and U-SCM,

o preferred and stable semantics satisfy LI-WCC and U-WCM.

Here are counter-examples to W-SCC and w-SCM for preferred and stable semantics:

“3The satisfaction of the postulates for p,,, and pv -entailments are not studied in [126], and neither is
satisfaction of properties such as W-REF, w-LLE, RW or ¥-OR. The same holds for any of the U-properties.
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Example 97. Let ABF = {{p,q,r.p’,q',r',s}, R, A, ~) with
A={p.q.r},
R={p—>qdir->piq-p5q9->s s—>1r} and
~x = {x'} for any x € A.

A fragment of the attack diagram of this ABF is given in Figure 8a. Here {q} is the unique
preferred and stable extension and {q} - s. Consider now ABF @ {s} (see Figure 8b for
a fragment of the attack diagram). Now there are two preferred (and stable) extensions: {q}
and {p}. Since Cnp({p}) € Cngx({q}), it follows that ¥-SCM is violated. Likewise, since
Cnp({p}) 2 Cnrp({q}), it follows that w-SCC is violated.

Notice that this example is also a counter-example to W-CM for |~qsem With Sem €
{Prf,Stb}, as ABF |~qsem S and ABF |~ osem G, Yet ABF W {s} M asem 4-

Here are counter-examples to Y-SCC and U-SCM for the preferred semantics:
Example 98. Let ABF be as in Example 97. Observe that:
ABF Y {s} ={p,q.r,s,0.q,r,s'}, R, A, ~), with
A" ={p,q,r s},
R'={p—qgsr—piq-p;s—r} and
~x = {x'} for any x € A.

A fragment of the attack diagram of this ABF is given in Figure Sc.
The framework ABF WU {s} has two preferred (and stable) extensions: {q, s} and {p, s}.
In this case O-SCM is violated, since Cnx({q}) € Cnp({p,s}). Likewise, u-SCC is vio-

lated, since Cngp({q}) 2 Cngx({p,s}).
As in Example 97, this example can also be seen to be a counter-example to U-CM.

In [135], inference properties are studied for ASPIC*. However, right weakening, left
logical equivalence and reflexivity are defined there in a different way. In more detail, [135]
study the following alternative versions of these rules:

Definition 99 (alternative inference properties). Given an ASPIC argumentation theory
AT = ((L,,R,n),(K,, ICP)>, L-formuals ¢, y, an operator U € {W, U} and an entailment
relation |~ as in Definition 26, we say that |~ satisfies:

REF! if ¢ € K, then AT |~ ¢
REF® if ¢ € K, then AT |~ ¢
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{r} {r}

{r} VAR /
VN {pr} + {q} {p} + {q}
{p} — {q}
]

(a) Diagram for ABF {s}
(b) Diagram for ABF @ {s} (c) Diagram for ABF U {s}

Figure 8: Attack diagrams for Examples 97 and 98. To avoid clutter only attacks from
minimal sets are included.

RWY ifAT v ¢pand ¢ = w € R, then AT |~y
RW* ifAT ~ ¢pand p — v € R then AT |~ y
U-LLEY ifp >y €R,y w > pE Ry and ATU ¢ |~ 6 then AT Uy |~ o
U-LLE® ifp -weR,y > pE R, andATUG |~ o then ATU Y |~ o

Notice that RW implies RW* and U-LLE implies U-LLE® (for any Ll € {w,u}), REF*
implies w-REF (but not vice versa) and REF¢ implies U-REF (but not vice versa).

The main positive results of [135] are the following:
Proposition 100.

® |~ogrg satisfies REF®, RW?, LLE®, U-CM and y-CC.

o |~opis satisfies REF®, RW*, LLE® and U-CC.

® ~ops and b~ p satisfy REF®, RW* and LLE’.

We conclude this section by making some observations on both the significance of sat-
isfaction or violations of the properties discussed in this section and the current state of the
art. On one hand, there is a long tradition in non-monotonic logic which claims or assumes
the properties for cumulative inference relations to “constitute a basic set of principles that
any reasonable account of defaults must obey” [108]. As such, the satisfaction of such prop-
erties can be seen as a minimal condition on any formalization of non-monotonic reasoning.
However, the generality of this claim has been put into doubt by, e.g. Bochman [41; 42;
43], who posits a distinction between explanatory and preferential reasoning, where only
for the latter cumulativity is feasible. Furthermore, some of the properties considered in this
section are not outside of controversy, such as rational monotony (cf., for instance, [163]).
In sum, we submit that the feasibility of the postulates for non-monotonic reasoning depends
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on the precise context of application. Once this is decided, the results in this section offer
some indications of which formalisms are appropriate for specific needs.

Finally, it is evident from this survey that the formalizations of the properties differ
greatly in different works, making it difficult to compare results and transfer them between
systems. Therefore, we think that it is an important direction for future work to study the
relations between the different formulations of the properties studied in this section, and
— more generally — to express some other criteria for relating and comparing the different
approaches to logic-based argumentations, as well as their relations to other forms of non-
monotonic reasoning. Some steps in this direction are reviewed in the next section.

2.4 Comparative Study

In this section we review some results concerning the inter-relations among the three logic-
based approaches to formal argumentation considered in Section 2.2, as well as some of their
connections to related methods to defeasible reasoning.

2.4.1 Relations among the Logic-Based Approaches

From the descriptions of logic-based argumentation, assumption-based argumentation and
ASPIC* given above, the similarities of the frameworks are clear: they all use the same
pipeline-methodology where an argumentation framework is constructed from the following
components:

e a core (base) logic that determines the underlying language and the consequence re-
lation for the arguments,

e attack rules relating arguments with counterarguments,
e a knowledge-base, encoding the set of the ‘global’ assumptions of the framework,

e an argumentation semantics, according to which sets of jointly acceptable arguments
and their respective accepted conclusions are determined.

However, the formalisms outlined in Section 2.2 clearly differ in the specific ways formal
substance is given to this general methodology. Table 14 gives an overview of the spe-
cific instantiations of the main argumentative concepts by logic-based argumentation (LBA),
assumption-based argumentation (ABA) and ASPIC™.

An important question that arises in such a comparison is concerned with the impact
of the different choices on the resulting inference relation. Such a question can be partly
answered by considering the exact relationship between the formalisms under consideration.
This can be done in several ways, for instance by
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Concept LBA ABA ASPICt
<£7 _9 Ra n>7
Knowledge-base | S and & (LR, Ky, ~)
(K. Kp)

support-conclusion

Arguments pairs

sets of assumptions | proof trees

undermining,

Attacks various direct defeat rebut, undercut

Table 14: Argumentative concepts and their instantiations in logic-based frameworks

1. comparing the inference relations associated with the respective formalisms,
2. investigating translations between the different formalisms, and
3. comparing the relative expressivity of the different formalisms.

Several works, including [150; 11; 117; 48; 121; 126], have concluded that logic-based
argumentation, assumption-based argumentation and ASPIC™* agree on what we could call
a core fragment, namely when the underlying (strict) base logic is classical logic (or even
any contrapositive Tarskian logic), and the defeasible assumptions are some propositional
formulas. Indeed, it follows from Propositions 16, 46 and 48 that all three frameworks
give rise to the same inference relation for the above-mentioned fragment and that this core
fragment coincides with MCS-based reasoning.

When moving away from this core fragment, the formalisms start to behave in fundamen-
tally different ways. First, it should be noted that logic-based argumentation as represented
here, is restricted to (usually contrapositive) Tarskian logics, where the knowledge-base con-
sists of defeasible propositional formulas.** In contrast, ABA and ASPIC™, do allow to use
not only defeasible, but also strict assumptions. Moreover, ASPIC* allows to reason with
defeasible rules in addition to defeasible premises, i.e., with ASPIC* one can make infer-
ences from knowledge bases that ABA cannot handle.

As we will describe below, there are ways to express defeasible rules with the help of
defeasible premises and strict rules, but it seems equally interesting to compare the inferential
behavior of ABA and ASPIC* for knowledge bases whose only defeasible elements are
premises. In [150, Corollary 8.10] it is shown that given a flar assumption-based framework

#We note that this restriction can be lifted by adding strict assumptions and applying the attack rules only on
the defeasible arguments. See [48] for the details. Here we follow the main line of research so far that combines
logic-based framework with defeasible information only.

1846



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

ABF = (Atoms(L),R,A,~) (i.e, when for no ® U {8} C A, ® 5 6.), the ASPIC-
based argumentation framework AT 4z = ((Atoms(L),”, (R, @), n), (@, K)) gives rise to
the same inferences.

Proposition 101. Let ABF = (Atoms(L), R, A, ~) be a flat assumption-based framework.
Consider the ASPIC-based argumentation framework AT 4zr = ((Atoms(L), ™, (R, ¥), n),
(8, K)) for arbitrary n*® and where ~ is defined by ¢ = ~¢ forany ¢ € A and ¢ =
otherwise. Then for any T € {U,N, M} and Sem € {Grd, Prf,Cmp, Stb}, ABF MSem v iff
AT s isem W-

It follows that for knowledge-bases with a flat rule-base and any semantics subsumed by
complete semantics ABA and ASPIC* provide the same inferences. However, for non-flat
knowledge-bases, this correspondence breaks down, as demonstrated by the next example.

Example 102. Let Atoms(£L) = {p,q}, R = {p — q}, and ABF = {{p,q},R,{p,q},~)
where ~p = @ and ~q = {q}. For this ABF, the unique preferred extension is §. Indeed,
{p} is not admissible since it is not closed (since {p} Fr q) and any set containing q is not
admissible (since q attacks itself).

If we move to ASPIC* we have the argumentation theory AT 4zr = {({{p.q}, . (R, ¥),
n), (@, {p,q})), and the arguments A = (p), B={(q), C = A — g.

There is an attack from B to itself and from C to B. Notice furthermore that C is
unattacked (Recall here that no rebuttals are possible in the heads of strict rules, which
is why C does not rebut itself). This means that { A, C} is the unique stable and preferred
extensions.

It is perhaps interesting to note that { A, C} presents a violation of the rationality pos-
tulate of consistency from [58] (see Section 2.3.2, and in particular definition 60). It is
an open question if there are any differences in inferential behavior between ASPIC*T and
non-flat ABA for knowledge-bases whose extensions satisfy all the rationality postulates.

Translation methods. Given both the conceptual differences (as displayed in Table 14)
and the diverging inferential behavior of LBA, ABA and ASPIC*, the correspondences de-
scribed above have been supplemented by translations among the formalisms. Particular
attention has been paid to translations from ASPICT into ABA. Conceptually, this corre-
sponds to asking if one can model defeasible rules as defeasible premises. Such a question
has been answered positively in [90] and [123], sharing the same underlying idea: given
an ASPIC-based argumentation framework (£, , R, U R, n), the underlying language L
is extended to £’ as to contain a name N (r) for every r € R ;. This name is then added as

45Note that n can be safely ignored since the set of defeasible rules R, is empty.
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a defeasible assumption in the ABF.*® The strict rule-base is then supplemented with rules
that ensure that the names of the defeasible rules are handled adequately in the argumenta-
tive inference process. In particular, for every rule r = ¢y, ..., ¢, = v € R, the following
rules are added (resulting in R(R ;)):¥

o N(r), ¢, ..., ¢, — w, which ensures that y is (defeasibly) derivable from {¢;, ...,
bk

e y — N(r) which enables an attack on N (r) if the contrary of the consequent of r is
derivable (thus mirroring rebuttal);

e n(r) —» N(r), which enables an attack on N (r) if m is derivable (thus mirroring
undercut).

In [123] it is shown that this translation is adequate for flat argumentation theories for ad-
missible, preferred and stable semantics. In [90], it is shown that their translation is adequate
for any semantics subsumed by complete semantics. In the following, given a flat*® argu-
mentation theory AT = ((L,”,R,UR . n),(K,.K,)), let

ABF(AT) =(L,R,URRHU{—> ¢ | p € K, }L K, U{N(r)|re Ry}, ~)
We now recall the adequacy result from [123]

Proposition 103. Given a flat argumentation theory AT, t € {n,U,U}, and Sem € {Prf,
Stb}: AT bisem @ iff ABF(AT) Fisem @

No adequate translation is known for non-flat argumentation theories.

Expressivity, Complexity and Representation of Arguments. A third way to compare
the logic-based approaches to formal argumentation considered in this chapter is by studying
their expressiveness. In other words, one may compare the answers to the question: “what
kind of problems can be solved by this formalism” [165]. In terms of feasibility, this often
boils down to questions of computational complexity. In that respect, we note that while
the complexity of ABA has been studied in [83], for LBA and ASPIC™* similar complexity
results are missing. As noted in [147], the complexity of these formalisms is indeed an
important open question.

46In [90] the language is also extended with an atom noty for every ¢, ..., ¢, = y such that in the translated
ABF, not y is a defeasible assumption similar to negation as failure.

4TFor simplicity, we denote by ¢ any ¢’ € ¢.

48 An argumentation theory AT = ({£,, R, U R, n), (K, K,)) is flat if there is no A € Arg(AT) such that
Conc(4) € K, \ Prem(A).
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Another point of difference between the formalisms is related to how exactly argu-
ments are represented. In ASPIC* and logic-based argumentation, arguments are formed
for specific conclusions. In ABA, on the other hand, nodes of an argumentation graph are
made up of sets of assumptions, without a specific conclusion. In this sense, ABA can
be said to operate on the level of equivalence classes of arguments with the same sup-
port. For this reason, given a finite set of defeasible assumptions, ABA will give rise to
an argumentation graph bounded by the size of the power set of the set of defeasible as-
sumptions. Logic-based argumentation and ASPIC*, on the other hand, might still gener-
ate an infinite argumentation graph since the underlying base logic might generate an in-
finite set of conclusions for every set of defeasible assumptions. On the other hand, this
also means that in ASPIC* and logic-based argumentation, all the possible conclusions
are present in the argumentation graph, whereas in ABA these conclusions have to still
be derived. Altogether, we can summarize this difference as follows: ABA represents
arguments in a more compact way, which has both positive aspects (e.g. boundedness of
the argumentation graph) and negative aspects (e.g. some information might not be read-
ily present in the argumentation graph). In [5], a procedure is developed to compute a fi-
nite core of a logic-based argumentation system, which returns all the results of the orig-
inal system. Similarly, in [16] congruence relations (and their corresponding structures)
are discussed for argumentation frameworks in the context of sequent-based argumenta-
tion, e.g., based on equivalent support sets of arguments. For ASPIC*, the problem of
having infinite number of arguments out of a finite set of assumptions is avoided in [77;
78] in the context of dialectical argumentation frameworks and depth-bounded logics. This
approach involves preferences among arguments and is concentrated on classical logic as
the base logic of the framework.

2.4.2 Connections to Other Approaches

Next, we discuss relations between the logic-based argumentation formalisms presented in
this chapter and other formalisms for defeasible reasoning. Clearly, it is not possible to
formally and fully define here all the related formalisms, thus in what follows we just give
some general description of each related formalism, together with some references for fur-
ther reading. This means also that we will not be able to express the relations between the
formalisms in detail, but instead we shall provide the general underlying ideas and references
to papers where the relations are fully described.

It was arguably one of the goals of Dung in [85] to show that the way conflicts are
handled in abstract argumentation theory correspond to the way conflicts are handled in
many different kinds of formalisms for defeasible reasoning. In [85], Dung showed that this
is the case by proving representation results for several formalisms for defeasible reasoning.
He showed how to construct argumentation graphs for several such formalisms in a way
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that is both intuitive and gives rise to an adequate representation when applying the abstract
argumentation semantics to the resulting argumentation graph.

Since then, various additional argumentative characterizations of formalisms for defea-
sible reasoning have been proposed. We have already mentioned in Section 2.3.1 argu-
mentative characterizations of reasoning with maximal consistent subsets [155] by logic-
based argumentation, assumption-based argumentation and ASPIC™. In the rest of this sec-
tion we use these formalisms for argumentative characterizations of adaptive logics [26;
1671, default assumptions [138], logic programming [8), default logic [154] and autoepis-
temic logic [148]. An illustration of these relations in given in Figure 9 at the end of this
section.

A. Adaptive Logics Adaptive logics offer a general framework for defeasible reasoning.
A plethora of forms of defeasible reasoning has been explicated in the adaptive logic frame-
work. Some examples are: the modeling of abduction (e.g., [142; 107]), inductive general-
ization (e.g., [27; 25]), default reasoning (e.g., [166]), reasoning from incompatible obliga-
tions (e.g., [29; 1741), causal discovery (e.g., [175]), reasoning with vague predicates (e.g.,
[176]), diagnostic reasoning (e.g., [182]), etc.

Adaptive logics come with a dynamic proof theory extending a Tarskian core logic with a
set of retractable inferences which are associated with defeasible assumptions. More specif-
ically, these assumptions are sets of formulas of a predefined ‘abnormal’ form that are as-
sumed to be false in the given inference. When an assumption turns out to be dubious in
view of a premise set, the inference associated with it gets retracted.

Semantically, adaptive logics are based on preferential semantics that are adequate rela-
tive to the dynamic proof theory. Given a Tarskian core logic &, not all the 8-models of the
premises are considered when determining the consequences, but only a sub-class is “se-
lected”, namely those models which are “sufficiently normal”. Different types of adaptive
logics follow different strategies that offer specifications of what it means to be sufficiently
normal. For instance, in adaptive logics that follows the minimal abnormality strategy, those
models are selected for which there are no models that verify less abnormal formulas.

As shown in [123], there is a straightforward translation of the framework of adaptive
logics into ABA: given an adaptive logic AL = (®,Q), where & = (L,}) is a Tarskian
logic and  C L is a set of abnormalities, and a set of premises I', the corresponding ABF
is defined as ABF, = (&,T,{~¢ | ¢ € Q},~), where ~=¢p = ¢. It is shown that for
preferred, naive and stable semantics, this translation is adequate to represent different types
of adaptive strategies.

B. Logic Programming Logic programming (LP) is one of the most popular approaches
to knowledge representation and has been widely studied, implemented and applied [8].
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(Propositional) logic programs are set of rules of the form:

DIV NVO, W, W, MW MW

where ¢;, y; are formulas for any 1 < i < nand 1 < j < m+ [. The left-hand side of
the implication is call the rule’s head and the right-hand side of the implication is the rule’s
body. Now,

e If in all the rules of the program, every ¢, (1 < i < n) and v; 1<j<m+1)is

atomic, the program is called a disjunctive logic program, and

e If, in addition, n < 1 for every rule in the program, the program is called normal.

There are many ways of giving semantics to logics programs. One of the better-known one
is based on the notion of a reduct, which is a set of rules that is calculated on the basis of a
set of atoms. For example,

the Gelfond-Lifschitz reduct [109] %, of a normal logic program P with respect to a

set of atoms A, is constructed as follows: ¢ < yy,...,y,, € % iff g <y, ...,w,,~
Wipsls oo ~Wpp EPandy; € Aforanym <i <m+ 1.

Based on such a reduct, the semantics of logic programming then describe ways to select
sets of atoms which count as models. For example,

the stable model semantics says that a set of atoms is a stable model if it is the minimal
model of its own Gelfond-Lifschitz reduct.*’

The translation of logic programming into assumption-based argumentation has been the
subject of several publications (e.g., [157; 89; 65; 118]). The basic idea underlying all of
these publications is the same: the set of assumptions is made up of negated atoms, and
the contrary of a negated atom is the positive atom. The (strict) rules consist of the rules
of the logic programs. Thus, a set of negated atoms will attack a negated atom if the logic
program and the attacking set allows to derive the positive version of the attacked negated
atom. Therefore, the underlying idea is to assume the ‘absence’ of any atom A appearing
in the logic program (the defeasible assumptions), unless, on the basis of attacks derived by
the programs rules, some set of assumptions indicates that A holds.

The correspondence results in Table 15 where proven in [65] for normal logic programs.

Remark 104. It is interesting to note that L-stable models (i.e. 3-valued stable models that
are maximal w.r.t. atoms assigned a definite truth value) do not correspond to semi-stable
sets of assumptions (see [65, Example 13]), although both of these semantics are based on
the same idea of maximizing the assignment of determinate truth values.

“That s, A is a stable model of P if for every p < ¢, ... q, € g, eitherp € Aorg, € Aforsomel <i<n,
and there is no A’ C A with the same property.
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ABA Extension LP Model
complete stable (3-valued)
grounded well-founded
preferred regular

stable stable (2-valued)
ideal ideal

Table 15: Correspondence between model of normal logic programs and extensions of ABA
frameworks

The results above were extended in [118] to disjunctive logic programming under sta-
ble model semantics. Furthermore, argumentative characterizations of the so-called well-
justified [159] and well-founded [181] semantics of general or first-order logic programs
(i.e., logic programs where any first-order formula can occur in the head or the body of a
rule) are provided in [89]. These generalizations are based on the same idea as [65]: the
assumptions consist of negated atoms and attacks occur when the attacking set allows to
derive the positive version of the attacked (negated) atom. What changes, however, is the
derivability relation used to determine if attacks occur. For example, in [118] in addition
to allowing for modus ponens on the rules of the program as in [65], one has also to allow
for reasoning by cases and resolution in the derivations. Likewise, in [89] both modus po-
nens on the rules of the program and any deduction valid in first-order logic are allowed.
In [180] extended logic programs [109] under three- and two-valued stable semantics are
translated into assumption-based argumentation. These translations have been used to ob-
tain explanations of (non-)derivability of literals in [158] and explaining and characterizing
inconsistencies of logic programs [156].

C. Default Logics Reiter’s default logic [154] has also been translated in assumption-
based argumentation. Again, here we just we recall the basics of default logic in an informal
way. Defaults are objects of the form

¢ My, ... , My,

11/
Here, ¢,y, ..., y,, w are formulas in the language, and the intuitive meaning of this ex-
pression is the following:

if ¢ holds, and none of —~y, ..., 7y, is provable, then normally one may sup-

pose that y also holds.
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An extension of a set of defaults A is a set of formulas ®, such that ® is a fixed point under
the operator V,, i.e., V,(®) = O, where the operator V , is defined as follows: given a set
0, VA(O®) is the smallest set such that:

1. for every W € Aifp € ®and wy; & Oforevery 1 < i < n, then
¥ € V(0), and

2. VA(0) = Cn(V,(0)),

The translation into ABA proposed in [46] works as follows: the language is that of
classical logic extended with M ¢ for any ¢p € L. The assumptions are M ¢ for any ¢ €
L, i.e., we assume (defeasibly) that for any formula ¢ € L, its negation is not provable.
The rules are generated by taking the default rules together with a set of rules that captures
(classical) first-order logic. Finally, the contrary of M ¢ is defined as —¢ (recall that M ¢ is
interpreted as —¢ not being provable): a positive proof of =¢ gives us a counter-argument
to the assumption M ¢.

In [46] it is shown that under this translation, stable extensions in ABA correspond to
Reiter’s default extensions. An interesting open question is whether similar results hold for
other semantics for default logic, such as those from [55; 6; 81].

D. Autoepistemic Logics Moore’s autoepistemic logic [148] is another well-established
formalisms for defeasible reasoning. It involves theories consisting of formulas in a doxastic
language, which is typically the closure £ of a propositional language £ under a belief
operator L. The intuitive meaning of L¢ is that ‘¢ is believed’. Thus, autoepistemic logic
is a formal logic for the representation and reasoning of knowledge about knowledge, and
theories containing formulas of the form L¢ are viewed are representing “knowledge of
a perfect, rational, introspective agent” [148; 132; 45]. An autoepistemic theory A C £V
represents both positive and negative introspection of a logically perfect agent, i.e., ¢ € A iff
L¢ € Aand ¢ & A iff L € A. Autoepistemic logic has been shown to have connections
to many other formalisms for defeasible reasoning, such as several variants of default and
priority logic [130], and several classes of logic programming [141].

A translation of autoepistemic logics to ABA frameworks is provided in [46]. According
to this translation, the set of assumptions is made up of the assumption of both negative
and positive knowledge: Ab = {L¢,-L¢ | ¢ € L}. Thus, both negative and positive
knowledge are assumed equally plausible. However, there are asymmetric treatments when
it comes to the definition of contraries: the contrary of positive knowledge L¢ is the negative
knowledge (or absence of knowledge) of =L¢ (i.e., L_¢ = —L¢). The contrary of absence
of knowledge of a formula, on the other hand, is the formula itself, that is: =L¢ = ¢. The
rule-base is a set of rules capturing first-order logic, but formulated over the modal language
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£l Itis interesting to note, however, that within the rule-base, no rules for the modal
operator are defined. Under this translation, the strict premises consist of the autoepistemic
theory A. [46] shows that stable extensions of the translation in ABA correspond to the so-
called consistent stable expansions [148] of the translated autoepistemic theory. For other

semantics, no correspondences are known.
Figure 9 provides a schematic description of the relations among the formalisms de-

scribed in this section.

Adaptive Logic-Based
Argumentation

Autoepistemic Default

Sect 2.3.1 (core fragment)

ASPIC*

Programs

Figure 9: Argumentative representations of formalisms for modeling defeasible reasoning,
presented in Sectrion 2.4

Besides the translations discussed above, we mention the following additional transla-
tions which are beyond the scope of this paper:

e In [48] a generalization of sequent-based argumentation, called assumptive sequent-
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based argumentation, is shown to capture assumption-based argumentation, adaptive
logics and default assumptions.

e We note that in [65] it is also shown that assumption-based argumentation can be
translated in logic-programming.

e In [64] translations from normal logic programming to abstract argumentation and
vice-versa have been presented which are adequate for most (but not all) argumenta-
tion semantics.

e In [120] it is shown that approximation fixpoint theory [80], a general approach to
the study of non-monotonic reasoning, can be translated into assumption-based argu-
mentation. This allows for the straightforward translation of many semantic variations
on logic programming, default logic and auto-epistemic logic into assumption-based
argumentation.

e Relationships (and further references) of ASPICT to defeasible logic programming
[106], classical logical argumentation frameworks (see the paragraph below Defini-
tion 8) and prioritized formalisms, such as Brewka’s preferred subtheories [52] and
prioritized default logic [53], are described in [146; 147].

e Translations of abstract dialectical frameworks [54] into logic programming respec-
tively system Z [108] are shown in [164] respectively [122].

3 Logical Methods for Studying Argumentation Dynamics

There are a variety of methods for studying the dynamics of argumentation systems.>® This
includes, among others, dialectic games (see [144]), discussions [58], and, to some extent,
even machine learning algorithms [56]. Other approaches involve formal (logic) program-
ming methods, such as reductions to answer set programs (ASP), defeasible logic programs
(DeLP) and constraint satisfaction problems (CSP) (see, e.g., [68] for a description of these
methods and further references).

The common ground of the methods that are described in this section (following the
scope of this chapter) is that all of them assume the availability of an underlying Tarskian
logic and apply related formal methods (e.g., satisfiability of formulas in the underlying
language or proof procedures that allow to make inferences by derivation sequences). In the
first two subsections (3.1 and 3.2) we survey several logic-basic representation methods that

S0Recall that ‘dynamics’ means here processes of a (fixed) argumentative framework and not its revision.
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are adequate for expressing the selection of arguments in view of argumentation semantics
and epistemic notions such as beliefs and their justifications in an argumentative setting. In
the last subsection (3.3) we consider proof-theoretic methods that are adequate for structured
argumentation.

3.1 Representation Methods Based on [Quantified] Propositional Languages

As indicated in, e.g., [33] and [94], given a finite argumentation framework, computing its
admissible sets or its complete extensions can be done by a straightforward encoding, in
propositional classical logic, of the requirements in the fourth item of Definition 10. In-
deed, given an abstract argumentation framework .AF, one may associate a propositional
atom with every argument in AF (in what follows, to ease the notations, we shall use the
same symbol for an argument and its propositional variable), and accordingly construct the
following formula:

aMr = A (r> A a)ae> A\ )

PpEArg (q,p)EAttack (g,.p)EAttack (r,q)€Attack

Clearly, the arguments of an admissible set of AF correspond to the atoms that are verified
(i.e., those that are assigned the truth value ‘true’) by a model of ADM(AF) and, conversely,
every model of ADM(ATF) is associated with an admissible set of AF, the elements of which
correspond to the verified atoms of the model. Similar considerations hold for the following
formula, representing the complete extensions of AF:

CMPUF) = A ((pD N arkpe N CV r)))

pEArg (g.p)EAttack (q.p)EAttack (r.q)EAttack

Another, more informative way, of representing admissible and/or complete extensions, is
to turn to signed formulas (and so to an underlying three-valued semantics). By this, it is
possible not only to identify the arguments in the extensions (those that are verified by the
models of the formulas), but also identify the arguments that are attacked by the extensions
(those that are falsified by the models of the formulas). Briefly, the idea is to associate every
argument in the framework with a pair (p*, p~) of (“signed”) atoms, the truth values of
which describe the status of the associated argument: accepted (p* is verified, p~ is falsified),

S1Recall that A@ = T (truth) and \/@ = F (falsity).
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rejected (p™ is falsified, p~ is verified), and undecided (both p* and p~ are falsified).’2 33 54

Now, consider the following formula :
(@ A=) 3 Adgramnipr s penacca™ AaD). (D)
<(—|p+ APT) D Vgt )ipt o peanack(d A _“1_)>’ @)

((ﬂp+ A=pT) D

CMP(AF) = |
(p*.p7)cArE (~(Adar g nit o pearack("a AaD) A
_'( v(<q+sq_>a<17+,17_))EAttack(q+ A _‘q_)) )) 3)
(v a7 “)

o the subformula denoted by (1) states that any argument that attacks an accepted argu-
ment must be rejected,

e the subformula denoted by (2) states that any rejected argument must be attacked by
at least one accepted argument,

o the subformula denoted by (3) states that for undecided arguments the previous con-
ditions do not hold,> and

o the subformula denoted by (4) states that an argument may be either accepted, rejected,
or undecided (i.e., a fourth state depicted by p* A p~ is excluded).

The next proposition (proved in [13]) shows the one-to-one correspondence between the
models of CMP*(AF) and the complete extensions of AF.

Proposition 105. Let AF = (Arg, Attack) be an argumentation framework. Then:

e For every complete extension & € Cmp(ATF) there is a model M of CMPE(AF) such
that

2The superscripts + and — have several meaning in different contexts, as A* (respectively, A~) denotes the
set of arguments that are attacked by (respectively, that attack) A. This notational overloading will not cause
any confusion in what follows. Signed formulas were used in the context of inconsistency-tolerant reasoning in
[39].

33 Again, we freely switch between an argument and the pair of atomic formulas that is associated with it, so
a pair (p*, p~) of (signed) atoms also stands for an argument in the framework.

4For a representation in terms of four-valued semantics, where both p* and p~ may be verified, we refer to
[9].

33These three subformulas state conditions that correspond to Caminada’s complete labeling (see [23]). See
also Remark 106.
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- In(M) = {{p*.p7) IMO@PT) =t, M(p7) = f} =¢€,
- Out(M) = {{(p*,p7) M) = f, M@p™) =t} =&,
— Undec(M) = {{(p*.p7) IMpT) = f, M@p™) = f}=Arg\ (EUE™).

e For every model M of CMP*(ATF) there is a complete extension & € Cmp(AF) such
that

- E=InM) = {{p*,p7) IM@*) =1, M(p7) = [}
- EF =0ut(M) = {({p*,p7) I Mp*) = f, M(p™) =1},
- Arg\ (£ U &) = Undec(M) = {{p*,p7) | M(p™) = f, M(p7) = f}.

Remark 106. The notations in the first bullet of Proposition 105 are not accidental, as they
correspond to the three types of assignments (in, out, undec) of the complete labeling of
ATF % Moreover, as shown in [13], all the results in this section carry on to labeling seman-
tics.

As an immediate consequence of the last proposition we get a representation of the stable
extension of AF. Indeed, as a stable extension is a set £ C Arg such that Arg = £ U ET, by
the last proposition we just have to add a requirement that Undec(M) = @ for every model
M of a theory. This can be easily done by adding the following ‘excluded middle’ condition:

EMEAF)= A (pTvp)

(p*.p)EArg
Corollary 107. Let AF = (Arg, Attack) be an argumentation framework. Then:

e Forevery & € Stb(ATF) there is a model M of CMPE(AF) U {EME(AF)} such that
In(M) = € and Out(M) = ET.

e For every model M of CMP*(AF) U {(EM*(ATF)} there is a stable extension £ €
Stb(AF) such that £ = In(M) and ET = Out(M).

When it comes to other types of extensions like grounded or preferred extensions, propo-
sitional formulas in classical logic are not sufficient for the representation, since the defi-
nitions of such extensions involve qualitative or comparative considerations. One way of
dealing with this is to incorporate quantifiers in the language. As is shown in [94; 13; 82;
9], for this purpose first-order languages are not necessary, and it is sufficient to remain in
the propositional level, by using quantified Boolean formulas. For this, we extend the under-
lying language with universal and existential quantifiers V, 3 over propositional variables.

*Labeling semantics for argumentation frameworks is described, e.g., in [23].
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Intuitively, the meaning of a quantified Boolean formula (QBF) of the form 3p Vq v is
that there exists a truth assignment of p such that for every truth assignment of ¢, y is true.
Clearly, every QBF is associated with a logically equivalent propositional formula, thus
ultimately we are still at the propositional level. This may be formally defined as follows:

Definition 108 (QBF-related notions). Consider a QBF .

e An occurrence of an atom p in W is called free if it is not in the scope of a quantifier

Qp, forQ € {Vv,3}.

e We denote by Y[¢,/py, .., ®,/p,] the uniform substitution of each free occurrence
of a variable (atom) p; in ¥ by a formula ¢;, fori = 1, ..., n, and denote by T and F
the propositional constants for truth and falsity (respectively).?’

e Valuations over QBFs are, as usual, functions that assign truth values to the propo-
sitional variables (the atomic formulas) in the QBFs, and are extended to complex
formulas as follows:

V() = v(w),
v(yog) = v(y)ov(¢) for o € {A,V,D},
v(Vpy) = v(y[T/p]) A v(w[F/pD),
v@@pw) = vy [T/pD) v v(w[F/pD.
Preferred extensions of an argumentation framework AF with n arguments that corre-
spond to the n pairs {( pT, py)s-ees (p*, p,)} may now be represented by the following QBF:

PRF=(AF) = CMP*(AF)(p],p]s---» P} P;) A

vai.qy, .4y, 4, (CMPi(AT’)(qf, rseedysd,) D

INCE(PY Py D Py 0y s 5 4 qn‘)>.
Here, CM Pi(.AF)(pI’, py»---» P}, p,) is the formula CM PE(AT) considered previously, but
with the free variables pI’, J pn+, p,»and

INCE(pY s pys-- Pro Dy 4 475+ 4F-a,) =
/\,»((pf“ A=p7) D (g A -'q,-‘)> D> /\,-((qi+ A=g7) D (pf A ﬂp,-‘)>-
Intuitively, a model M of PRF*(AF) should satisfy two requirements: the condition in

the first line of the formula (i.e., CMP*(AF)) assures that the pairs (p*, p~) that are verified
by M correspond to a complete extension of .AF. The condition on the second and the third

line (CMP*(AF) D INCE(AF)) assures that this set of pairs is not strictly C-included in
another set that forms a complete extension of AF. We thus have:

STThat is, for every valuation v it holds that v(T) = ¢ and v(F) = f.
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Proposition 109. ([13]) Let AF = (Arg, Attack) be an argumentation framework. Then:

e For every preferred extension & € Prf(AF) there is a model M of PRFE(AF) such
that In(M) = &, Out(M) = ET, and Undec(M) = Arg \ (E U ET).

e For every model M of PRFE(ATF) there is a preferred extension £ € Prf(AF) such
that & = In(M), ET = Out(M), and Arg \ (€ U ET) = Undec(M).

In a similar way it is possible to represent the grounded semantics as well as other types
of comparative Dung-type extensions, such as semi-stable semantics, eager semantic, ideal
semantics, and so forth (see [13]). In [82] similar QBF-based representations are used for
representing extensions of abstract dialectical frameworks [54], and in [9] they are used
for representing conflict-tolerant semantics. It follows that off-the-shelf SAT-solvers and/or
QBF-solvers may be used for computing argumentation-based entailments by Dung seman-
tics.

Another approach based on propositional logic is taken in [169]. Again, arguments are
represented by propositional letters in a finite set Atoms. The language of propositional logic
is enriched with a connective - characterized by the axiom scheme (¢ A (¢ » w)) D
to express argumentative attack. The fact that an argument y (in Atoms) is defeated is then
expressed by:

defy =5 \/ (@A (> w)).
¢pEAtoms
In order to express admissible semantics, i.e., the idea that the selected arguments have to
defend themselves from all attacks, the following axiom is used:

(@ A (y > ¢)) D defy.

The logic 8, = (8, -Fa) is axiomatized by classical propositional logic enriched with
the three discussed axiom schemes. In order to characterize complete extensions, R, is
enriched with

/\ (@)D defdp)Dy

¢pEAtoms
resulting in & = (L3

aoms? s expressing that if an argument is defended then it is se-
lected.?®

Similar to the approach in QBL, in order to characterize grounded and preferred se-
mantics, more formal machinery needs to be employed. Instead of quantifiers, in [169] the

8The presentation of the logics in [169] is slightly simplified in that the original systems also capture argu-
mentative changes, that is, a dynamic proof theory is presented that allows for the addition of new arguments
and new argumentative attacks “on-the-fly”. For a similar approach see our discussion in Section 3.3.
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preferential semantics of adaptive logics is used (recall Section 2.4.2-A). That means, for
the grounded [preferred] semantics those R-interpretations are selected in which the least
[most] atoms are true. As shown in [173], the selection semantics underlying adaptive logics
can also be expressed in terms of maximal consistent subsets.

Given our previous discussion of MCS-based reasoning, we therefore state the follow-
ing corollary from [169, Theorem 1]: Given a logic = (£,F) and sets 7 and 7"’ of L-
sentences, let in the following proposition MCZ(T’ ) be the set of all maximally F-consistent
sets S of L-sentences for which: (a) 7 C S, and (b) there is no F-consistent set S’ of £-
sentences for which both (SNT7') C(S'NnT7T')and T C S'.

Proposition 110. Ler AF = (Args, Attack) be an abstract argumentation framework based
on a finite set of arguments. Consider the language E:rgs andletl’ = {¢p » v | (p,y) €
Attacks} U {—=(¢ » ) | (¢, ) & Attacks}. We have:
e Adm(AF) = {Atoms(S) | S € McsgA(.c;gs)}
(In other words, T € Adm(ATF) iff there is a maximally & 4-consistent set of sentences
S for whichT' C S and T = Atoms(S)),

Cmp(AF) = {Atoms(S) | S € MCSEC(EZ’rgS)},

Grd(AF) = Atoms(S) where {S} = MCEC({—'Q’) | ¢ € Atoms}),

Prf(AF) = {Atoms(S) | S € Mch(Atoms)} = {Atoms(S) | S € Mch(Atoms)},

SStb(AF) = {Atoms(S) | S € Mcgc({¢ v defg | ¢ € Atoms})}.>°

We note, finally, that the presentation in this section is by no means exhaustive, but
rather meant to illustrate the way logical propositional formulas may be used for encoding
the dynamics of argumentation-based reasoning. Among other approaches that are based on
a Tarskian logic we recall the ones in [103] and [97] based on intuitionistic logic, in [92]
based on Lukasiewicz logic, in [91] based on monadic second order logic, in [101] and [102]
based on classical logic, and in [79] based on first-order logic with finite domains. We refer to
[32] for a recent comprehensive survey on the subject (see in particular Sections 48 therein,
which are relevant to the material in this chapter), where also a variety of implementations
are described (summarized in [32, Table 4]).

PSStb(ATF) is the set of the semi-stable extensions of AF, that is: the complete extensions £ such that
£ U &Y is maximal among all the complete extensions of AF.
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3.2 Representation Methods Based on Modal Languages

In this section we consider several systems for reasoning about argumentation in a modal
logical context. We distinguish two major purposes these systems serve:

1. The first goal, which is shared among all the presented systems and discussed in Sec-
tion 3.2.1, is to express underlying notions of abstract argumentation, such as attacks
and semantic selections, in the object language via modal operators.

2. The second goal, discussed in Section 3.2.2, is to integrate central notions underlying
argumentative reasoning with those expressing argumentation dynamics in Item 1, for
instance, propositional attitudes such as belief and endorsement, and justification. In
this way, the presented logics offer a comprehensive logical model of (meta)argumen-
tation and its dynamics.

We start with the basic settings of [44; 62; 113; 178; 114], which are concerned with
meta-argumentative reasoning, and then move on to some frameworks that include epistemic
considerations [115; 161].

3.2.1 Argumentation Logics

Grossi in [113; 114] defines argumentation models to reason about argumentative situations.
An argumentation model M based on an argumentation framework AF = (Args, —)% is
a tuple (Args, <, v), where « is the inverted version of — (thatis, A <« B iff B — A).
The pair (Args, <) constitutes a Kripkean possible world frame where arguments provide
the points connected by the accessibility relation «. As usual, the assignment v associates
each propositional atom with a set of points (arguments) in which they hold.

In the following, we enrich the propositional language by two unary modalities. Thus,
formulas in the language are defined by the following BNF:6!

¢ = Atoms | ¢ | dAP[ILo | e | F

where Atoms is a set of propositional atoms of the language. The diamond-versions of the
given modal operators are defined as usual: <P, =4 —[,~ and <, =4 — [0, Other
propositional connectives, such as implication D, disjunction V, and the propositional con-
stant T for truth are defined as usual in classical propositional logic.

%To keep the original notations, we use in this section the arrow sign for designating the attack relation.
6'We use the [T]-notation in our language since we will later on generalize this logic to a product logic where
the argumentation-related modalities will provide the vertical axis.
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Validity for atoms and propositional connectives is defined in the usual way. Similarly,
the modal operators [T], and [T], function like a usual necessitation and universal necessitation
operator. For a model M = (Args, <, v) and an argument A € Args, we define:

o M, AF[T],¢iff for all B € Args for which A « B we have M, B F ¢. Since worlds
are identified with arguments, this definition is understood as follows: all attackers B
of the argument A have the property ¢.

o M,AF[,¢iff for all B € Args, M, B F ¢. In words: all the arguments B € Args
have the property ¢.

e M F ¢ iff for all A € Args it holds that M, A F ¢. The set of all formulas ¢
for which M E ¢ is denoted by [¢] ,, (the subscript is removed when the context
disambiguates).

In sum, since there are no frame conditions, we are dealing with models of the modal logic
K enriched with universal modality.

Example 111. Consider the argumentation framework and the assignment v presented in

Figure 10.
atom | o(-)
e [ a

q | {AC)

Figure 10: Left: the assignment of Example 111; Right: the argumentation framework of
Example 111

In this case, we have:
o M, AE[,F and M, A" E[I,F, expressing that A and A’ have no attackers.

e M,B F {, [, F, expressing that there is an attacker against which B cannot be
defended (since this attacker has no attackers).

e M,CE[, <P,Tand M, C k[, <, p, expressing that for all attackers of C there is
a defender (either A or A’)

More generally, we have for any x € Args:

2Thus, if M, A, F [I],¢ for some A, then M, A k [T],¢ for every A € Args.
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e M,xF IIlu((p Vg O, P, (pV q)), expressing that the set {A, A’, C} (consisting
of the worlds in which p Vv q holds) attacks all its attackers.

As the following proposition shows, the induced logic is expressive enough to charac-
terize several standard semantics.

Proposition 112. ([113, p.411]) Let AF = (Args, =) and M = (Args, <, v). For [¢p] \y =
& C Args, it holds that:
M E sem(¢) iff £ € Sem(AF),

where the correspondence between the formula sem and the semantics Sem is the following:

Sem sem(¢p)

Adm | [M(¢ D @,~¢ Al O, ¢))

Cmp | [[,((¢ D M=) A (¢ < [I, O, 9))
Sto | [Mu(¢ < 0L~¢)

Example 113. In Example 111 we have, for instance, that:
e M E adm(p), since { A, A’} is admissible, while
e M F —cmp(p) and M k —stb(p), since { A, A’} is neither complete nor stable, and
e MEcmp(pV q)and M E stb(pV q), since { A, A’, C} is complete and stable.

The logic, however, lacks the resources to express argumentation semantics that are
based on minimality or maximality assumptions, such as grounded and preferred seman-
tics. We recall (see [85]) that the grounded extension is characterized by the least fixed
point of the function

defended : go(Args) — g(Args),

which maps a set S of arguments to the set of all arguments in Args that are defended by
S. Now, recall from our example that [T], <>, expresses argumentative defense in the logic,
ie., M, A E[, O, ¢iff [¢] 1, defends A. We thus need to characterize the formula y for
which [y] ,, is minimal such that [y, = [0, <, w] . For this purpose one can enrich
the argumentation logic by a fixpoint u-operator (see [51] for an introduction to modal y-
calculi), defined as follows: 93

M, AE up.p(p)iff A€ [{S € p(Args) | [$]pqp:=s) € S}

83 All systems introduced in this section have an adequate axiomatization (see e.g. [113]), which we omit for
space reasons.
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where M[p :=S] = (Args, <, V'), v;toms\{p} = Uptoms\ (p}> @0d U'(p) = S.64

In [114] Grossi tackles preferred and semi-stable semantics® by means of a second-order
formalization:

M, AE 3p.¢(p) iff there is an S C Args such that M,._¢}, A F ¢(p).

The following proposition is shown in [113] for the grounded semantics and in [114] for

the preferred and semi-stable semantics:%°

Proposition 114. Denote by ¢ T, y the formula [T],(¢ D y) and denote by ¢ C, y the
formula (¢ E, w) A ~(w T, ¢). Let ¢ be a formula such that [¢p] ,, = € C Args. It holds
that:

M E sem(¢) iff £ € Sem(AF),

where the correspondence between the formula sem and the semantics Sem is the following:

Sem sem(¢)

Grd | cmpl(¢p) A Vg.(cmpl(q) D ¢ T, q)

Prf | cmpl(¢)) A =3¢.(cmpl(g) A ¢ T )

SStb | cmpl(¢) A ~3q.(p vV O,¢) Ty (g V D,9)))

In [62], Caminada and Gabbay also use argumentation models, but proceed differently
when characterizing argumentation semantics. Let p;, p, and p, be three atoms which are
intended to represent the three argument labels in, out, and undec. We can now elegantly
express the characteristic requirements of complete labelings:%’

1. M, A F (I,F vp,) D p; expresses that if A is not attacked ([TI,F) or all attackers
of A are out ((Tl,p,), then A is in;

2. M,AE ,p; D p, expresses that if A is attacked by an argument that is in, then A
is out;

3. M,AEL(p, vV p,) A D,p, O p, expresses that if A has only attackers that are out
or undec and at least one attacker is undec, then A is undec as well;

4 If A is a set of atoms and v is a valuation, v , denotes the restriction of v to the atoms in A.

5Recall Footnote 59.

%See below for the treatment of preferred extensions in [161] in terms of a fixpoint u-operator.

67 Recall Remark 106. See [57] and [23] for a characterization of argumentation semantics in terms of
labelings.
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4. M,AFE (p;Vp,Vp,)A(p; Ap,) A=(p; Ap,) A= (p, A p,) expresses that A has exactly
one label.

By restricting argumentation models to those that satisfy Items 1-4 (at every argument
A), we can, for instance, characterize the grounded extension as follows, where again AF =
(Args, —): If for every model M in the restricted class based on the frame (Args, <) we
have M, B k p, then B € Grd(AF), and vice versa. Other semantics are represented in [62]
by techniques from circumscription logic.

A different approach is taken in [44] and [178]. The starting point is again an argumen-
tation framework AF = (Args, —), but instead of treating arguments as possible worlds in
a Kripkean frame as in the previous approaches, the set of worlds is now given by g (Args).
Again, the accessibility relation encodes argumentative attacks.

Denote by —# the following lifting of — to go(Args) X go(Args): we write S =% S’ iff
thereisan A € S and a B € S’ such that A — B. Letalso —>g)= (go(Args) X go(Args)) \ =%
be the complement of —%. Figure 11 shows a simple example.

Figure 11: Left: The attack diagram for AF = ({A, B}, -}, where — = {(a, b)}; Middle:
Graph for —#; Right: Graph for —>g).

The formal language is similar to the ones given above, except that now the propositional
atoms corresponds directly to the abstract arguments:

¢ = Args| ¢ | oA | O | Oa¢
The truth conditions of propositional connectives are as usual. We define:

e M,S F Aiff A € S. This expresses that a is a member of the currently considered
set of arguments;

e M,S E[,¢iff forall S for which S —%’ S’, it holds that M, S’ F ¢. This expresses
that ¢ holds for all sets of arguments S’ not attacked by S.

1866




LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

e M,S E [],¢iff for all S € g(Args) it holds that M, S E ¢. This expresses that all
sets of arguments have the property ¢.

Just like the previous formalisms, at its core also this logic is K enriched with a universal
modality. The logic allows us to express core concepts of abstract argumentation such as
attack and defense:

e M F[],(A D [,~B) expresses that A attacks B,

e M F [O,(AS D [O,7/\S’) expresses that some argument A € S attacks some
argument A’ € ',

e ME[], /\s'ep(Args)(Du(/\ S5 [0,74) > O, (A S > O, AS’)) expresses that
the set of arguments S defends the argument A.68

In a series of articles Gabbay and various co-authors investigate logical characterizations
of argumentation frameworks. In [102] and [103] the basic idea is similar to the systems
presented above: arguments are represented by propositional atoms, and the fact that an
argument A attacks argument B is represented by the formula A O ~B, in which D is an
implication and ~ is a negation of the underlying logic. Different core logics are considered:

e In [103] the underlying logic is the intuitionistic logic G;, whose Kripkean models
consist of two linearly ordered worlds (also known as Here-and-There logic [149]).

e In [102] the underlying logic is classical and ~ is a strong negation N, for which
~p D =p but not necessarily vice versa (where - is the classical negation).® N can
be used to express different argument label/statuses: a holds if @ is in, Na holds if a
is out and —a A =Na holds if a is undec.

Remark 115. The negation N in the second item also has an elegant modal characterization
in the logic CNN [102]. Like G, there are two worlds in the underlying pointed Kripkean

%To express this, the set Args is supposed to be finite (otherwise a second-order approach is needed). In
order to express properties of specific semantics the authors enhance their modal logic by unary non-normal
modal operators. We refer to [178] for further details.

% An earlier characterization of Dung-style argumentation in classical logic has been presented in [101] for
stable semantics (as well as for complete semantics in a 3-valued setting). The only logical connective in the
presented system is the “Peirce-Quine-Dung dagger” |, a generalization of the Peirce-Quine dagger or of NOR:
U A is true iff \/A is false. The attack relation corresponds in this representation to the direct subformula
relation (which is generalized to equivalence classes in order to deal with attack cycles): note that if § A is true
all members of A are false and, vice versa, if some member of A is true, | A is false. In this context Gabbay also
develops a “geometric concept of proof” which concerns inference rules (such as geometrical modus ponens)
that operate on patterns of a given attack diagram and which are adequate to a given proof procedure in the
Peirce-Quine-Dung-Dagger logic. Similar to the modal systems discussed here, the logic in [101] offers several
generalizations, such as quantifiers, higher-order attacks, etc.
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models, just now for each world the other world is the only accessible one. The modal
truth conditions for N are then spelled out by: N¢ holds in one world iff ~¢ holds in the
other. Similarly to intuistionistic possible worlds models (including those of G;), models of
CNN are constrained by a “monotony” requirement on E: if p holds at the actual world, it
necessarily holds at the other world as well. However, if p holds at the non-actual world, it
need not hold at the actual world, although the actual world is accessible.

The translations of a given argumentation framework into the language of G5 (see Equa-
tion (1)) or of CNN (see Equation (2)) are also similar for both systems, where for each
x € Args, x~ = {y € Args | y —» x} and the formula n in Equation (1), introduced to

identify the actual world, can be defined by A . Args(x v =ix): 70

if in, all attackers out if all attackers out, then in if out, some attackers in

-\ -\ LN
N\ r

A [Eo0v A-m)A(\vo0ve)a(xo>nav\/ )

xEArgs YEX™ YEXT yEX™

if some attackers in, then out

\

I ~

A (Vyoov) |
yEX™
x in iff all attackers out if all attackers not in and some und, then und x attacks y
7\ 7\ 7\
r N r N r Y
/\ (/\ Ny<—>x) /\((/\—'y/\\/ﬂNy)D(—'xAﬂNx))/\(/\xDNy) 2)
x€Args yEX™ yEX™ yEX™ XEY~

In both systems (i.e., the Kripkean semantics for G; and in CNN), we can, for each
atom, identify one of the truth-assignment patterns in (the left part of) Table 16 relative to
the two worlds in a given model. These patterns correspond to argument labels as indicated
in the same table. This means that the models of the translated argumentation frameworks
are one-to-one related to the complete labelings of the framework. As a consequence, the
entailed atoms characterize the grounded extension. Stable semantics can be characterized
by demanding excluded middle p v ~p (where again in the case of G; ~ is intuitionistic
negation and in the case of CNN it is strong negation).

We illustrate this by means of the argumentation framework in Figure 12.

70Clearly, like previous encodings, the translations presuppose a finite set of arguments.
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G; /CNN LN1
in out wundec || in out undec
w; 1 0 0 1 0 1 w
w, 1 0 1 1 0 0 wy
1 0 1 w3

Table 16: Overview: truth-value assignment pattern and argument labelings. Note that in
G; and CNN two worlds are used, while in LN1 there are three worlds.

G; /CNN LN1

w;, w, | w, w, ws;| label

c |1 1 1 1 1 in
D
B | O 0 0 0 0 out
/

Al 1 1 1 1 in

A0 1 1 0 1 |undec

Figure 12: Example for the characterizations of the given AF on the left in the logics G,
CNN and LNT1

A related approach is introduced in [100] and [62], where argumentation frameworks
are characterize in terms of provability logic’! and argumentation labelings are modeled in
terms of fixed points of modal formulas. The underlying logic LN1 is given by K4, enhanced
with:

e LAtib’s axiom (¢ D O(p A [I-¢)),
e an axiom of linearity (O A Qw) D (O Aw) vV O A Qw) Vv Oy A Ogp))), and

e some axioms characterizing the behavior of atoms: (p D [J(—p D Op), I((OLVp) <
Op and CI(CIL V —p) < [p).

Pointed LN1 models are such that the accessibility relation < forms finite linear chains start-
ing with the actual world. Additionally, it is required that if all non-endpoints of < agree on
the assignment of an atom, then the endpoint takes over the same assignment.

"1 A similar approach was used in [99] for cyclic logic programs.
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Let G = ¢ A [J¢. Argumentation frameworks are translated into the language of LF1
as follows:

¢loLv A <x<—> /\Q-'y> A\ Gx 3)

xEArgs yex~ x€EArgs
x~#0 x~ =0
In [100] it is shown that there is a one-to-one correspondence between LP1-models of
the formula in Equation (3), whose states form chains of length 3, and complete labelings
of the given argumentation framework. As was the case for G5 and CNN, we can again
uniquely associate argument labels with valuation patterns at the given possible worlds (see
the right-hand side of Table 16). We show how this plays out in our example in Figure 12.

Remark 116. The logics G;, CNN and LN1 can readily express higher-order and joint at-
tacks, as well as argument quantifiers. We refer to the original papers for more details.

3.2.2 Belief, Informativeness and Awareness

One of the advantages of using modal argumentation logics is the possibility to integrate
epistemic modalities. In this section we demonstrate this.

Grossi and van der Hoek [115] propose a modal product logic (see [105]) in which the
argumentation logic from [113; 114] (see our discussion in the previous section) provides
one ingredient and a KD45 epistemic logic provides another. The latter have frames of the
form (S, P), where S is a set of (epistemic) states and 7 C S is a non-empty subset of S,
namely those that a given agent considers possible. A frame of the product logic is then
the product of an epistemic frame (S, P) and an argumentation frame (A, < ). The domain
of a model M of the product logic is the Cartesian product between epistemic states and
arguments (S X Args) and its assignment function v associates propositional atoms with sets
of state-argument pairs in its domain. One can picture the workings of such a product logic
in terms of a chess-board with epistemic states providing the x-axis and arguments providing
the y-axis (see Example 117 below for a concrete illustration). The epistemic modality, H,
and its universal cousin, H,, move along the x-axis while keeping arguments fixed. The
argumentative modality [T], and [T],, move along the y-axis while keeping states fixed:

o M, (s, A) E[I,¢ iff for all B € Args such that A < B, we have: M, (s, B) F ¢
o M,(s,A) E[I,¢ iff for all B € Args, we have: M, (s, B) F ¢

e M,(s,A) EB,¢iff for all s’ € P, we have: M, (s’, A) E ¢.
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o M,(s,A) EH,¢iff forall s’ € S, we have: M, (s', A) E ¢.

Grossi and van der Hoek also introduce a designated symbol/atom o to signify that an
argument A supports an epistemic state s in case M, (s, A) F o.

To illustrate these definitions, we take a look at an example.

Example 117. Consider the following argumentative scenario (inspired by [143] and

[113]):

Default (C) It was sunny yesterday, so it will be sunny today.

Pete (B) Currently there are thick clouds, it is going to rain and storm.
CNN (A) The weather report of the CNN reports sunny but windy weather.
FOX (A’) The weather report of FOX news reports sunny and calm weather.

We use the atoms w for it “being windy”, s for it “being sunny”, and CNN, FOX, and
Pete are atoms that indicate sources of information.

We consider the epistemic states S = {sy, s,, 53} where the possible epistemic states of
our agentare P = {5, s,}. Figure 13 illustrates the situation. On the y-axis we find our four
arguments where the arrows between them illustrate the inverted(!) attack relation. On the
x-axis we find the epistemic state, where the possible epistemic states in P are highlighted.

o Highlighted in boxes along the x axis are properties of arguments that are robust under
changes of the epistemic state. For instance,

- M, (s;, A) E CNN for all 1 <i < 3, which indicates that argument A is based on
evidence from CNN.

— Similarly, argument A’ is based on evidence from FOX, etc.

e Highlighted in boxes along the y-axis are properties of epistemic states that are robust
under changes of the considered argument. For instance,

- M, (sy,x) E s A-wforall x € {A, A’, B,C}, which expresses that according
to state s| we have calm and sunny weather.

o The symbol ¢ indicates which arguments support which epistemic states. For instance,

- M, (sy, A) E 6 meaning that argument A’ supports state s,.

In the given system we can express properties that concern information states that involve
both beliefs and argumentative properties, such as:
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w w w
S S s
c fel (1 [ ]
! HERE
B —E — — 0 || Pete
l HEEE
o —f e | Fx
1 HEEE
A { CNN

A
) -
1 m)
P

Figure 13: Model M in for Example 117. The vertical [horizontal] boxes represent proper-
ties of states [arguments] that are robust under changes of the considered arguments [states].

o M FE (=s A o) D [TI,(CNN A FOX) meaning that if an argument supports “not sunny”
then all attackers of it rely on CNN or FOX.

e M F Hy(sA((wAo) D (FOX v P, Pete))) meaning that our agent believes s and
that if an argument supports windy weather then it relies on FOX or it is attacked by
an argument that relies on Pete.

Grossi and van der Hoek enrich this framework further by an endorsement operator
[Tl that works similar to , except that it operates on the y-axis and therefore concerns
arguments rather than epistemic states: instead of fixing a set of possible belief states we
now fix a set of endorsed arguments £ C Args and define:

o M,(s,A) F[I,¢iffforalla € & M,(s,a) F ¢.

This way it is possible to formally characterize several types of argumentation-based beliefs:
e SB¢p = H,([@,¢ A P ,0) expressing an (argumentatively) supported belief in ¢,
e EB¢ = H,([II,¢ A $,0) expressing an endorsed supported belief in ¢, and

e JB(¢,yv) = Hpy(@yd A O.(6c ABH,w)) expressing a belief in ¢, justified by a belief in
72
V.

2In this definition also a universal belief modality is used, which is defined as usual.
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Example 118. Suppose that in Example 117 we have six agents, Anne, Bill, Chris, Dan, Eli,
and Fay that endorse different arguments and have different beliefs. We have, for instance:

Anne Bill Chris Dan Eli Fay

Endorsed arguments [A,C} {C) {A} {B) {A’,C} | {B)}
Possible belief states {5y} {s1582) | {81} | {s1,8} {s3} {s3}
SBs Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

EBs Yes Yes Yes No No No

JB(s, FOX) Yes No No No No No

JB(s, CNN) No No Yes No No No
JB(—s,Pete) No No No No No Yes

While in the framework of Grossi and van der Hoek belief and argumentative considera-
tions are treated by independent modalities, in [161] beliefs are dependent on the underlying
argumentative structure. For this they consider argumentation-support models which are de-
fined as product modal logics similar to the models discussed above. Let us highlight some
differences. First, the language in [161] does not allow for arbitrary nesting of modalities.
The underlying grammar is defined as follows:

a:=Tlpl-alana|Buallp A:=TIOal-F1AABIOLAIGH"

While a-formulas express facts about possible worlds, g-formulas describe arguments.
To explain the meaning of the different modal operators, let us take a look at the semantics.

For this we take a closer look at the argumentation-support models introduced. An ar-
gumentation-support model is given by a tuple (S, Args, {« x| X C S}, v, v,), Where S is
a (non-empty) set of (factual) states, Args is a set of arguments, foreach X C S, <y isa
contextualized (inverted) attack relation, and vy [respectively, v,] associates propositional
atoms [respectively, arguments] with [non-empty] sets of states.”> 7* Just like in [115],
formulas are evaluated at state-argument pairs. For all classical connectives this works as
expected (e.g., M, (s, A) F piff s € v(p), and, M, (s, A) F ¢p; A ¢, ift M, (s, A) F ¢, and
M, (s, A) F ¢,, etc.). Let us therefore take a look at the modal operators.

First, we notice that the attack modality [T]; is contextualized to formulas a expressing
claims that are disputed in the respective attacks.

"3Note the difference of this approach to the models of [115], in which there is only one assignment function
v : Atoms — ga(S X Args).

"*In [160] and in a similar setting the same authors propose a topological semantics to model evidence
supporting arguments.
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o M,(s,A) E D]ft// iff for all B for which A 610 B, it holds that M, (s, B) F v
(where @],y = {s' € S| M,(s,C) E ¢ for any C € Args}). In words: all attackers
B of the argument A in a dispute about the claim ¢ satisfy y (where, just like in the
product logics of [115] discussed above, we keep the given state fixed).

The authors consider several constraints on this relation:

1. A «x Biff A <y, y B. Clearly, if the attack concerns the question whether X' is
the case, it will equally concern the question whether W \ X is the case.

2. If A <4 Bthen
(a) v,(A) C Xorv,(A) CW \ X, and
(b) v,(A) C X implies v,(B) C W \ X.

The attacked argument will either support X or W \ X and the attacking argument
should have an opposite stance.

3. f A<y Band v,(A) C Y C X, then A < B. If B attacks A concerning the claim
X and A supports the stronger claim Y, then B also attacks A on the stronger claim.

The universal vertical and horizontal modalities [T], and H, are analogous to those in
[115] discussed above. For the [], modality we have:

o M, (s, A) E ,aiff v,(A) C [a] ,(, meaning that the considered argument A supports
the claim «a.

Also, Shi et al. enhance the logic with a u-operator Gfp® (similar to [113], see the
discussion in the previous section) to express membership in admissible extensions:”

e M.,(s,A) E Gfp? iff A is in an admissible set of arguments in the argumentation
framework (Args, = ¢HM>'

An agent believes in « in case there is an admissible argument for a and there is no
admissible argument for —a. This can be expressed by putting

there is an argument s.t. ... there is no argument s.t. ...
o\ o\
r N\ r Y
._ a —a
Ba = O aa A G ) A 2D, ( O,ma A Gfp ).
N~—— ~—— N~—— ~——
it supports @ it is admissible it supports ma it is admissible

Example 119. Consider again the scenario in Example 117. Given a set of states S =
{51,585, 53} we let our assignments be as in Table 17.
We then get, for instance, where 1 < i < 3,

5Gfp” is the greatest postfix point of D]Zq}:. See [161] for an axiomatization. Note also that the discussion
in [161] is restricted to uncontroversial argumentation frameworks (see also [85] for a definition).
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[s]. [~]
[w], [~w]

atom NG arg. v,(+)
s {51,850} A {s1} [s], [-s]
w (s 55) A {s) "
B {53}
C  {s5) [s]. [-s]

[s A w]
[=s v ~w]

Table 17: Left and Middle: Assignments for Example 119; Right: The attack-diagrams for
the contextualized attack relations. Arrows exist for each of the listed labels (e.g., B =g C
and B - C), where  is a placeholder for [s A w], [s v —w], [w] and [-w].

o M, (s;,x) EGfp’ A[d,s for x € {A, A’, C}, while M, (s;, B) ¥ Gfp* and M, (s;, B) ¥
Llas

o M, (s;, A") E Gfp*™ A [,(s A w) and M, (s;, A) E Gfp" " A [, (s A w)
o M F Bs while M ¥ B(s A w).

The systems presented above have the merit of allowing for argumentation-based ap-
proaches to belief and justification, which allow for new and interesting insights. E.g., for
all of Grossi’s and van der Hoek’s belief types (SB, EB and JB) negative introspection fails
for beliefs that are not supported by arguments, but succeeds otherwise. That is (where
XB € {SB,EB}), while:

£ =XB¢ D XB-XBg, and
F ~JB(¢,w) D IJB(nIB(¢, yw), y)
we have (see [115, Proposition 6])
I (-XB¢ A B, O, 6) D XB-XBe, and
F (nIB(¢g, ) AH, O, (6 AEHW)) D IB(RIB(¢, yw), v)

Similarly, in Shi et al.’s system the aggregation of beliefs fails, i.e., ¥ (Ba ABa’) D B(aAd’),
which may give rise to applications to paradoxes, respectively difficult scenarios, such as the
lottery or the preface paradox.
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3.3 Reasoning with Dynamic Derivations

Although the satisfiability methods described in the previous sections are logic-based, from
a pure logical perspective they have some drawbacks:

e In many of the described formalisms, the encoding of the arguments are by proposi-
tional variables, thus arguments are treated as abstract entities. As such, these methods
are more adequate to abstract argumentation [23] than to structured argumentation.
Put differently, if these methods are applied to argumentation frameworks such as the
ones considered in Section 2, the construction of the frameworks and the reasoning
methods are distinguished: first the arguments and the attacks among them are pro-
duced, and only then the satisfiability-based methods can be applied on them.

e Even more serious is the fact that many of these methods are applicable only to finite
argumentation frameworks, as for the encoding of the formulas a finite set of argu-
ments is assumed. As such, these methods are suitable only for some logical instan-
tiations (assumption-based frameworks, for instance), but not for all of them (e.g.,
logic-based argumentation frameworks which are infinite since so are the transitive
closures of sets of assertions).

In this section we describe an alternative method to reasoning with logic-based argumen-
tation, which overcomes the two shortcomings of the other approach described above: it is
applicable to infinite frameworks and is affected by the logical content of the arguments and
the attack rules.

Let AFg 4(S) = (Argg(S), Attack(A)) be a logical argumentation framework (Defini-
tion 8) and let 72 be a sound and complete proof system for .76 The idea is to use (inference)
rules in P for deriving new arguments from already derived ones, and to use (attack) rules in
A for excluding derived arguments, when opposing arguments are also derived. This gives
rise to the notion of dynamic proofs (or dynamic derivations), which are intended for ex-
plicating the actual non-monotonic flavor of reasoning processes in a logical argumentation
framework. The main idea behind these formalisms is that, unlike ‘standard’ proof methods,
an argument can be challenged (and possibly withdrawn) by a counter-argument, and so a
certain argument may be considered as not accepted at a certain stage of the proof, even if
it were considered accepted in an earlier stage of the proof. It is only when an argument is

7P may be a Hilbert-type proof system, a Gentzen-type sequent calculus, a natural deduction system, a se-
mantic tableaux system, or any other proof method that is based on finite sequences (or trees) of finite syntactical
expressions which are based on the underlying language (see e.g. Section 1.3 of [20] for a general definition of
such proof systems). Here we concentrate on sequent calculi, since a sequent is in fact a multiple-conclusion
argument. For the other kinds of proof systems some simple modifications of the definitions in what follows are
needed.
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‘“finally derived’ (in the sense that will be explained later on) that it can be safely concluded
by the dynamic proof. In the rest of this section we elaborate on this idea (full details and
formal definitions can be found in [16]).

A proof system in our case is determined by a proof setting © = (&, P, A) consisting of
alogic &, a corresponding sound and complete proof calculus P for producing &-arguments,
and a set A of attack rules for eliminating (undefended) attacked arguments. An argument
(S, w) that is eliminated (i.e., is attacked by an application of a rule in .4) will be denoted
in what follows by S5y).

Definition 120 (proof tuple). A (proof) tuple is a triple T = (i, A, J), where i (the tuple’s in-
dex) is a natural number, A € {(I', A){F-A)} (the tuple’s argument) is a (possibly attacked)
multiple-conclusion argument,”’> 78 and J (the tuple’s justification) is a string, consisting of
a rule name followed by a sequence of numbers.”® In the sequel we shall sometimes identify
a proof tuple with its argument.

Definition 121 (simple derivation). Let &€ = (&, P, A) be a proof setting. A simple S-der-
ivation based on a set S of formulas in L, is a finite sequence Dg(S) = (T3, ... T,,) of proof
tuples, where each T; € D is of either of the following forms:

o T, = (i,A,J), where ) =“R i, ...,i,” and A is obtained by applying the inference

1

rule R € P on the arguments of the tuples Til’ Tik @y iy, <i).

o T, =(i,A,J), where ] =“R i, ...,i,” and A is obtained by applying the elimination
rule R € A on the arguments of the tuples T; ,...T; (iy,...,i, < i). In this case
both the attacked argument A and the attacking argument A; should be elements of

Argg(S).8

Tuples of the first form are called introducing tuples and those of the second form are called
eliminating tuples.

Example 122. Let P be Gentzen’s proof system LK for classical logic. Table 18 presents
this system in terms of (multiple-conclusion) arguments.

Consider now the set of assumptions S = {-p, p, q} (see also Example 37). Figure 14
presents a simple derivation with respect to LK and Ucut as the sole attack rule. To simplify
the reading, in this and other derivations in the rest of the paper we shall sometimes use
abbreviations or omit some details, e.g. the tuple signs in proof steps.

""Thus A, the conclusion of A, is a finite set of formulas and not just a formula. (In classical logic, A may
be replaced by its disjunction \/A.) When A is a singleton we shall omit the parentheses and identify A with a
standard argument in the sense of Definition 5.

8When the underlying calculus is Hilbert-type or based on a natural deduction system, A may be just a
formula (corresponding to the rule conclusions is those proof systems) rather than an argument.

"This string indicates what rule has to be applied, and on what tuples, in order to derive T.

80 This prevents situations in which, e.g., (-p, =p) Ucut-attacks (p, p), although S = {p}.
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Rule Name | Acronym Rule’s conditions Rule’s conclusion
Axiom (v, y)
Weakening (S,T) (SuS',TuT’)
Cut (SLTiu{yh) . (S U{yhT) | (S1US,TIUT)
Left-A [AL] (Sufw}lu{e}.7) (SUly APLT)
Right-A [AR] (S,Tuly}) , (S, Tu{g}) | (S.TU{yAd})
Left-v [VL] (SUfwhT) ., (Su{ehT) | (SulyVve}lT)
Right-v [VR] (S, Tuflylu{e}) (S, Tuflw Vel
Left-D [OL] (S,Tuly}) ., (Su{ehT) | (Su{yDé}LT)
Right-> [DR] (Suly}, Tu{e}) (S.Tu{y D¢}
Left-— [-L] (S, Tufy}) (SU{w}T)
Right-— [-R] (SU{y}.T) (S.T U {~w})

Table 18: Arguments construction rules according to LK.

Note that in this derivation Tuple 8 represents a Ucut-attack of the argument in Tuple 7
on the argument in Tuple 1 (where the former serves also as the justification of the attack),
and Tuple 11 represents a Ucut-attack of the argument in Tuple 1 on the argument in Tuple 7,
justified by the arguments in Tuples 9 and 10. Thus, Tuples 8 and 11 are eliminating while
the other tuples are introducing.

Not all the attacks in a simple derivation should be successful, since if the attacking
argument is itself attacked by another argument (i.e., it appears in an eliminating tuple) the
attack may not be validated. The iterative process in Figure 15 checks this, and evaluates
each tuple’s argument: Elim is the status of an eliminated argument whose attacker is not
already eliminated, Attack means that the argument attacks an argument whose status is
Elim, and Accept is the status of a derived argument whose status is not Elim.

Definition 123 ((strongly) coherent derivation). A simple derivation D is coherent, if there
is no argument that eliminates another argument and that is eliminated itself. Formally:
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1. {(p,p) Axiom

2. (8, {p,—p}) Right-—, 1

3. (B,pV -p) Right-v, 2

4. (pV-p,~(pA-p))

5. (a(pA-p).pVp)

6. {q,9) Axiom

7. (=p,p) Axiom

8.  {pp) Ucut, 7,7, 7, 1
9. «(p.7p)

10.  (=p.p)

1. {=pp) Ucut, 1,9, 10, 7

Figure 14: A derivation with respect to LK and Ucut, based on S = {—p, p, ¢}

Input: a simple derivation D.
let Attack := Elim := Derived := @;
while (D is not empty) do {
if the last element in D introduces an argument A, then
add A to the set Derived;
if the last element in D is an attack of A; & Elim on A,, then
add A, to Attack and A, to Elim;
remove the last element from D }

let Accept := Derived — Elim;
Output: Attack, Elim, Accept.

Figure 15: Evaluation of a simple derivation.

Attack(D) N Elim(D) = @. We say that D is strongly coherent, if

Sup(AttackD)) = | ]  Sup(4)
A€EAttack(D)
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is consistent.8!

Example 124 (Example 122 continued). Consider the simple derivation D of Example 122.

o When considering only the simple derivation consisting of lines 1-8 we have that
(4,4),(~p,~p) € Accept, Attack = {(=p,7p)} and Elim = {{p, p)}.

o When considering the simple derivation consisting of lines 1-11 we have that {(q, q),
(p,p) € Accept, Attack = {(p,p)} and Elim = {{-p,—p)}. Note that when the
algorithm in Figure 15 reaches line 8, {p, p) is not added to Elim since its attacking
argument (—p, =p) is already in Elim at that point.?

In particular, in each step the derivation that is obtained is both coherent and strongly co-
herent.

Now we can define what dynamic derivations are.

Definition 125 (dynamic derivation). Let ©@ = (&, P, .A) be a proof setting. A dynamic
©-derivation based on a set S of formulas in £, is an S-based simple ©-derivation Dg(S)
which is of one of the following forms:

a) Dg(S) =(T), where T = (1, A,J) is a proof tuple.

b) Dg(S)is obtained by adding to a dynamic derivation a sequence of introducing tuples
whose arguments are not in Elim(Dg(S5)).

¢) Dg(S) is obtained by adding to a dynamic derivation a sequence of eliminating tuples
where the attacking arguments are in Argq(S) and are not attacked by arguments in
Accept(Dg(S)) N Argg(S). The attacks must be based on arguments that are proved
in Dg(S5).83

One may think of a dynamic derivation as a proof that progresses over derivation steps.
At each step the current derivation is extended by a ‘block’ of introduced arguments or elim-
inated arguments. As a result, the statuses of the arguments in the derivation are updated.
In particular, a derived argument may be eliminated in light of new derived arguments, but
also the other way around is possible: an eliminated argument may be ‘restored’ if its at-
tacking argument is counter-attacked. It follows that previously accepted data may not be
accepted anymore (and vice-versa) until and unless new derived information revises the state
of affairs.

81 As shown in [11], in the proof setting @ = (CL, LK, {Ucut}), strong coherence implies coherence (but
not vice-versa).

82This is so, since the evaluation process progresses backwards, from the last tuple to the first one, so (=p, =p)
is already eliminated in the first evaluation step, following line 11.

83This condition assures that the attacks are ‘sound’: the attacking arguments are not counter-attacked by an
accepted S-based argument.
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Example 126 (Examples 122 and 124, continued). The simple derivation of Example 122 is
also a dynamic derivation. Example 124 demonstrates the dynamic nature of this derivation.
For instance, although the argument (—p,—p) is derived in Step 7 of the derivation, it is
eliminated in Step 11 of the derivation as a consequence of an Undercut attack, initiated by
(P, p)-

The next definition, of the outcomes of a dynamic derivation, indicates when it is ‘safe’
to conclude that a derived argument must hold under any circumstances.

Definition 127 (final derivability). Let © = (8, P, A) be a proof setting and let S be a set
of L-formulas.

o A formula y is finally derived in a coherent dynamic ©-derivation Dg(S), if for
some " C S the argument A = (I, y) is in Arga(S) N Accept(Dg(S)), and for every
coherent dynamic derivation D%(S ) extending Dg(S) (i.e., any dynamic derivation
whose prefix is Dg(S)), still A € Accept(Dé(S ).

e A formula y is sparsely finally derived in a strongly coherent dynamic ©-derivation
Dg(S), if for some " C S the argument A = (I, y) is in Argg(S) N Accept(Dg(SS)),
and for every strongly coherent dynamic derivation D% (S) that extends Dg(S) there
is some I" C S such that the argument A’ = (I, y) is in Arge(S) N Accept(D’@(S)).

Thus, final derivability means that an argument is derived and accepted in a valid dy-
namic derivation and remains in this status in every extension of the derivation. Sparse final
derivability is a weaker notion, meaning that if an argument A is derived and accepted in
a valid dynamic derivation, in every extension of that derivation the conclusion of A is a
conclusion of a derived and accepted argument.

Definition 128 (}vf, }vm@). Let ©=(R,C, A) be a proof setting, S a set of L-formulas, and
v an L-formula.

e S }vf v iff there is a ©-derivation based on S, in which y is finally derived.
e S }v@@ v iff there is a ©-derivation based on S, in which y is sparsely finally derived.
Example 129.

a) q is finally derived (and so also sparsely finally derived) in the derivation of Fig-
ure 14 where © = (CL, LK, {Ucut}) and S = {p, —p, q}. Indeed, the only arguments
in Argq (S) that can potentially Ucut-attack {q,q) are of the form ({p,—p},y) or
{p,p,q},w), where y is logically equivalent to ~q. However, such arguments are
counter-attacked by the argument (@, pvV-p), obtained in Tuple 3 of the derivation. It
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follows, by the conditions in Item (c) of Definition 125, that no eliminating tuple in
which (q, q) is attacked can be derived in any extension of the derivation above, thus
q is finally derived in this derivation.

We have, then, that {p,—p, q} ~E q, while {p,=p,q} ¥T p and {p,~p,q} W -, for
any x € {Nn,m}.

b) To see the need for sparse final derivability, let again @ = (CL, LK, {Ucut}) and
consider the set S’ = {p A q,—p A q}. Note that both A; = (pAq,q) and A, =
(7p A q,q) are LK-derivable in this case, but neither of them is finally derivable,
since any ©-derivation that includes them can be extended with derivations of Ay =
(=pAgqg,(pAq))and Ay = (p A q,(—p A q)) that respectively Ucut-attack A, and
A,. Note, however, that these attacks cannot be applied simultaneously, since the
attackers As and A, counter-attack each other. It follows that in each extension of the
derivation either A, or A, is accepted, and so q is sparsely finally derived from S’.

We have, then, that { pAq, "pAq} }vr% q (and it is easy to verify that { pAq, " pAq} k@{m@ )/
and {p A q.=p A q} 2 =p)

The next proposition, introduced in [11], provides some soundness and completeness
results for entailments by dynamic proofs (Definition 128) and entailments induced by Dung-
semantics (Definition 12), and relates both of these entailments to reasoning with maximal
consistency (Definition 44).

Proposition 130. Let ©=(CL, LK, {Ucut}) be a proof setting. Then for every finite set S
of formulas and formula y, it holds that:

e S }V@ v iff S hnmcs v iff S }wgrLd Ueut} yiff S }Vg:;;éucm iff § }“(rils_tt{,ucm

w iff S lNCL,{Ucut} l//iffs INCL,{Ucut} W

S PV@ v iff S Pv APrf AStb

mmcs

We refer to [11] for further related results, where e.g. the base logic is not necessarily
classical logic and the attack is not necessarily Undercut.

Example 131. The first item of Example 129 demonstrates the first two items of the last
proposition for S = {p,—p,q} (Examples 122 and 126), as [1MCS¢ (S) = {q}. The
second item of Example 129 exemplifies the second item of Proposition 130, where S’ =
{pAq,7pAq} is the set of assertions.

Some other approaches for reasoning with logic-based (structured) argumentation frame-
works are the following:34

8 As indicated before, description of algorithms for reasoning with argumentation frameworks which are not
logic-based, including those for abstract argumentation frameworks, are not in the scope of the current chapter.
For the latter, see e.g. the surveys in [144] and [68].
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e For logic-based methods whose arguments are classical (Definition 4), already the
construction of arguments poses serious computational challenges, since the finding of
a minimal subset of a set of formulas that implies the consequent is in the second level
of the polynomial hierarchy [96]. Algorithms for constructing classical arguments
and counter-arguments can be found e.g. in [93].

e Common computational machineries of logic-based argumentation frameworks are
based on dispute trees and dispute derivations [86; 88], both of which can be repre-
sented as games between proponent and opponent players. For some illustrations and
an overview of their use in ABA frameworks, see [87, Section 5] and [73, Section 5].

e Illustrations of reasoning with ASPIC* can be found, e.g., in [146, Section 4.5]; In-
ference engines for APSIC* are surveyed (with relevant further references) in [147,
Section 6].

In [169] a similar dynamic proof theory to the one discussed above has been presented,
but for abstract argumentation instead of structured argumentation. It allows for the addi-
tion of new arguments and new argumentative attacks in an ongoing open-ended proof of an
adaptive logic. The finally derivable propositional atoms are those that are in the intersec-
tion of a given semantics. The latter are characterized in terms of different adaptive proof
strategies.

4 Concluding Remarks

Formal argumentation theory is by now a well-established and still extensively growing
research area, even when restricted to its applications in Artificial Intelligence. There is
no wonder, then, that it has many branches with different disciplines, some of them went
as far as pure graph-theoretical approaches, treating argumentation frameworks as directed
graphs, and so viewing their nodes (that is, the arguments) as totally abstract entities. In
this chapter, we have taken to some extent the opposite approach, arguing that a meaningful
and solid argumentation-based system must have a logic behind it, which takes a primary
role not only in the construction of argumentation frameworks, but is also essential for the
specification of their dynamics and deductive methods of reasoning. In Sections 2 and 3 we
demonstrated, respectively, the fundamental role that logic may (and should) have in relation
to these two aspects of formal argumentation systems. Indeed, the common ground of all
the approaches surveyed in this chapter is that they are logically developed methodologies
towards formal argumentation systems. We believe that this is crucial for justifying the
outcomes of such systems in a logical and rational way.

1883



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

Acknowledgments

We thank Marcos Cramer and the reviewers of this chapter for their helpful comments. Ofer
Arieli is supported by the Israel Science Foundation (Grant No. 550/19). Jesse Heyninck is
supported by the German National Science Foundation under the DFG-project CAR (Con-
ditional Argumentative Reasoning) KE-1413/11-1.

References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

Gianvincenzo Alfano, Sergio Greco, Francesco Parisi, Gerardo I. Simari, and Guillermo R.
Simari. On the incremental computation of semantics in dynamic argumentation. In Dov Gab-
bay, Massimiliano Giacomin, Guillermo R. Simari, and Matthias Thimm, editors, Handbook
of Formal Argumentation, volume 2, chapter 11. College Publications, 2021.

Leila Amgoud. Postulates for logic-based argumentation systems. International Journal of
Approximate Reasoning, 55(9):2028-2048, 2014.

Leila Amgoud and Philippe Besnard. A formal analysis of logic-based argumentation sys-
tems. In Amol Deshpande and Anthony Hunter, editors, Proceedings of the 4th International
Conference Scalable Uncertainty Management (SUM’10), volume 6379 of Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, pages 42-55. Springer, 2010.

Leila Amgoud and Philippe Besnard. Logical limits of abstract argumentation frameworks.
Journal of Applied Non-Classical Logics, 23(3):229-267, 2013.

Leila Amgoud, Philippe Besnard, and Srdjan Vesic. Identifying the core of logic-based argu-
mentation systems. In Proceedings of the IEEE 23rd International Conference on Tools with
Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI'11), pages 633—-636. IEEE Computer Society, 2011.

G. Aldo Antonelli. A directly cautious theory of defeasible consequence for default logic via
the notion of general extension. Artificial Intelligence, 109(1-2):71-109, 1999.

Grigoris Antoniou. Studying properties of classes of default logics. Journal of Experimental
& Theoretical Artificial Intelligence, 10(4):495-505, 1998.

Krzysztof R. Apt. Logic programming. In Jan van Leeuwen, editor, Handbook of Theoretical
Computer Science, Volume B: Formal Models and Semantics, pages 493—-574. Elsevier and
MIT Press, 1990.

Ofer Arieli. On the acceptance of loops in argumentation frameworks. Journal of Logics and
Computation, 26(4):1203-1234, 2016.

Ofer Arieli, AnneMarie Borg, and Jesse Heyninck. A review of the relations between logical
argumentation and reasoning with maximal consistency. Annals of Mathematics and Artificial
Intelligence, 87(3):187-226, 2019.

Ofer Arieli, AnneMarie Borg, and Christian Straler. Reasoning with maximal consistency by
argumentative approaches. Journal of Logic and Computation, 28(7):1523-1563, 2018.
Ofer Arieli, AnneMarie Borg, and Christian Straler. Tuning logical argumentation frame-
works: A postulate-derived approach. In Roman Bartdk and Eric Bell, editors, Proceed-

1884



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

ings of the 33rd International Florida Artificial Intelligence Research Society Conference
(FLAIRS 20), pages 557-562. AAAI Press, 2020.

Ofer Arieli and Martin Caminada. A QBF-based formalization of abstract argumentation
semantics. Journal of Applied Logic, 11(2):229-252, 2013.

Ofer Arieli and Christian Strafler. Sequent-based logical argumentation. Argument & Com-
putation, 6(1):73-99, 2015.

Ofer Arieli and Christian Straer. Deductive argumentation by enhanced sequent calculi and
dynamic derivations. In Mario Benevides and René Thiemann, editors, Proceedings of the
10th Workshop on Logical and Semantic Frameworks with Applications, (LSFA’15), volume
323 of Electronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science, pages 21-37, 2016.

Ofer Arieli and Christian Straler. Logical argumentation by dynamic proof systems. Theo-
retical Computer Science, 781:63-91, 2019.

Ofer Arieli and Christian Straer. On minimality and consistency tolerance in logical argu-
mentation frameworks. In Henry Prakken, Stefano Bistarelli, Francesco Santini, and Carlo
Taticchi, editors, Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Computational Models
of Argument (COMMA’20), volume 326 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applica-
tions, pages 91-102. IOS Press, 2020.

Arnon Avron. What is relevance logic? Annals of Pure and Applied Logic, 165(1):26-48,
2014.

Arnon Avron. RM and its nice properties. In Katalin Bimbd, editor, J. Michael Dunn on
Information Based Logics, volume 8 of Outstanding Contributions to Logic, pages 15-43.
Springer, 2016.

Arnon Avron, Ofer Arieli, and Anna Zamansky. Theory of Effective Propositional Paracon-
sistent Logics, volume 75 of Studies in Logic. College Publications, 2018.

Chitta Baral, Sarit Kraus, and Jack Minker. Combining multiple knowledge bases. IEEE
Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, 3(2):208-220, 1991.

Pietro Baroni, Martin Caminada, and Massimiliano Giacomin. An introduction to argumen-
tation semantics. The Knowledge Engineering Review, 26(4):365—410, 2011.

Pietro Baroni, Martin Caminada, and Massimiliano Giacomin. Abstract argumentation frame-
works and their semantics. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabbay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon
van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal Argumentation, pages 159-236. College Publica-
tions, 2018.

Pietro Baroni and Massimiliano Giacomin. Semantics of abstract argument systems. In
Guillermo Simari and Iyad Rahwan, editors, Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence, pages
25-44. Springer, 2009.

Diderik Batens. On a logic of induction. L&PS — Logic & Philosophy of Science, IV(1):3-32,
2006.

Diderik Batens. A universal logic approach to adaptive logics. Logica Universalis, 1(1):221-
242, 2007.

Diderik Batens and Lieven Haesaert. On classical adaptive logics of induction. Logique et
Analyse, 44(173-175):255-290, 2003.

1885



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

(28]

[29]

(301

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[42]

[43]

Ringo Baumann, Sylvie Doutre, Jean-Guy Mailly, and Johannes P. Wallner. Enforcement in
formal argumentation. In Dov Gabbay, Massimiliano Giacomin, Guillermo R. Simari, and
Matthias Thimm, editors, Handbook of Formal Argumentation, volume 2, chapter 8. College
Publications, 2021.

Mathieu Beirlaen and Christian Straer. Non-monotonic reasoning with normative conflicts
in multi-agent deontic logic. Journal of Logic and Computation, 24(6):1179-1207, 2014.
Salem Benferhat, Claudette Cayrol, Didier Dubois, Jérome Lang, and Henri Prade. Inconsis-
tency management and prioritized syntax-based entailment. In Ruzena Bajcsy, editor, Pro-
ceedings of the 13th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI’93), pages
640-647. Morgan Kaufmann, 1993.

Salem Benferhat, Didier Dubois, and Henri Prade. Some syntactic approaches to the handling
of inconsistent knowledge bases: A comparative study part 1: The flat case. Studia Logica,
58(1):17-45, 1997.

Philippe Besnard, Claudette Cayrol, and Marie-Christine Lagasquie-Schiex. Logical theories
and abstract argumentation: A survey of existing works. Journal of Argument and Computa-
tion, 11(1-2):41-102, 2020.

Philippe Besnard and Sylvie Doutre. Checking the acceptability of a set of arguments. In
James P. Delgrande and Torsten Schaub, editors, Proceedings of the 10th International Work-
shop on Non-Monotonic Reasoning (NMR’04), pages 59-64, 2004.

Philippe Besnard, Alejandro Garcia, Antony Hunter, Sanjay Modgil, Henry Prakken,
Guillermo Simari, and Francesca Toni. Introduction to structured argumentation. Argument
& Computation, 5(1):1-4, 2014,

Philippe Besnard and Anthony Hunter. A logic-based theory of deductive arguments. Artificial
Intelligence, 128(1-2):203-235, 2001.

Philippe Besnard and Anthony Hunter. Argumentation based on classical logic. In Guillermo
Simari and Iyad Rahwan, editors, Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence, pages 133-152.
Springer, 2009.

Philippe Besnard and Anthony Hunter. Constructing argument graphs with deductive argu-
ments: a tutorial. Argument & Computation, 5(1):5-30, 2014.

Philippe Besnard and Anthony Hunter. A review of argumentation based on deductive argu-
ments. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors,
Handbook of Formal Argumentation, pages 437—484. College Publications, 2018.

Philippe Besnard and Torsten Schaub. Signed systems for paraconsistent reasoning. Journal
of Automated Reasoning, 20:191-213, 1998.

Patrick Blackburn, Johan van Benthem, and Frank Wolter. Handbook of Modal Logic. Studies
in Logic and Practical Reasoning. Elsevier Science, 2006.

Alexander Bochman. Explanatory Nonmonotonic Reasoning, volume 4 of Advances in Logic.
World Scientific, 2005.

Alexander Bochman. Two paradigms of nonmonotonic reasoning. In Proceedings of the
International Symposium on Artificial Intelligence and Mathematics (ISAIM’06), 2006.

Alexander Bochman. A logical theory of nonmonotonic inference and belief change. Springer

1886



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

(501

[51]

[52]

(53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

(571

Science & Business Media, 2013.

Guido Boella, Joris Hulstijn, and Leendert Van Der Torre. A logic of abstract argumentation.
In Simon Parsons, Nicolas Maudet, Pavlos Moraitis, and Iyad Rahwan, editors, Proceedings
of the 2nd International Workshop on Argumentation in Multi-Agent Systems (ArgMAS’05),
volume 4049 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 29—41. Springer, 2005.

Bart Bogaerts. Groundedness in logics with a fixpoint semantics. PhD thesis, Informatics
Section, Department of Computer Science, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, 2015.

Andrei Bondarenko, Phan Minh Dung, Robert Kowalski, and Francesca Toni. An abstract,
argumentation-theoretic approach to default reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 93(1):63-101,
1997.

AnneMarie Borg. Modeling Defeasible Reasoning from an Argumentative Angle, With Em-
phasis on Sequent-Based Argumentation. PhD thesis, Ruhr Universitdt Bochum, 2019.

AnneMarie Borg. Assumptive sequent-based argumentation. Journal of Applied Logics-
IfCoLog Journal of Logics and their Applications, 7(3):227-294, 2020.

AnneMarie Borg and Christian Strafer. Relevance in structured argumentation. In Jérdme
Lang, editor, Proceedings of the 27th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence
(IJCAI’18), pages 1753—1759. ijcai.org, 2018.

AnneMarie Borg, Christian Straf3er, and Ofer Arieli. A generalized proof-theoretic approach
to structured argumentation by hypersequent calculi. Studia Logica, 109(1):167-238, 2021.
Julian C. Bradfield and Colin Stirling. Modal logics and mu-calculi: An introduction. In
Jan A. Bergstra, Alban Ponse, and Scott A. Smolka, editors, Handbook of Process Algebra,
pages 293-330. North-Holland / Elsevier, 2001.

Gerhard Brewka. Preferred subtheories: An extended logical framework for default reason-
ing. In Natesa Sridharan, editor, Proceedings of the 11th International Joint Conference on
Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI’89), pages 1043—-1048. Morgan Kaufmann, 1989.

Gerhard Brewka. Adding priorities and specificity to default logic. In Craig MacNish, David
Pearce, and Luis Moniz Pereira, editors, Proceedings of the European Workshop on Logics
in Artificial Intelligence, European Workshop, (JELIA’94), volume 838 of Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, pages 247-260. Springer, 1994.

Gerhard Brewka, Stefan Ellmauthaler, Hannes Strass, Johannes Peter Wallner, and Stefan
Woltran. Abstract dialectical frameworks. an overview. Journal of Applied Logics-IfCoLog
Journal of Logics and their Applications, 4(8):2263-2317, 2017.

Gerhard Brewka and Georg Gottlob. Well-founded semantics for default logic. Fundamenta
Informaticae, 31(3, 4):221-236, 1997.

Katabzyna Budzynska and Serena Villata. Processing natural language argumentation. In
Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabbay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Hand-
book of Formal Argumentation, pages 577-627. College Publications, 2018.

Martin Caminada. On the issue of reinstatement in argumentation. In Michael Fisher, Wiebe
van der Hoek, Boris Konev, and Alexei Lisitsa, editors, Proceedings of the 10th European
Conference on Logics in Artificial Intelligence (JELIA’06), volume 4160 of Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, pages 111-123. Springer, 2006.

1887



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

(671

[68]

[69]

[71]

[72]

Martin Caminada. Argumentation semantics as formal discussion. In Pietro Baroni, Dov
Gabay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal Argu-
mentation, pages 487-518. College Publications, 2018.

Martin Caminada. Rationality postulates: Applying argumentation theory for non-monotonic
reasoning. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre,
editors, Handbook of Formal Argumentation, pages 771-795. College Publications, 2018.

Martin Caminada and Leila Amgoud. On the evaluation of argumentation formalisms. Arti-
ficial Intelligence, 171(5):286-310, 2007.

Martin Caminada, Walter Carnielli, and Paul Dunne. Semi-stable semantics. Journal of Logic
and Computation, 22(5):1207-1254, 2011.

Martin Caminada and Dov Gabbay. A logical account of formal argumentation. Studia Logica,
93(2):109-145, 2009.

Martin Caminada, Sanjay Modgil, and Nir Oren. Preferences and unrestricted rebut. In Simon
Parsons, Nir Oren, Chris Reed, and Federico Cerutti, editors, Proceedings of the 5th Interna-
tional Conference on Computation Models of Argument (COMMA'’14), Frontiers in Artificial
Intelligence and Applications 266, pages 209-220. IOS Press, 2014.

Martin Caminada, Samy S4, Jodo Alcantara, and Wolfgang Dvofak. On the equivalence be-
tween logic programming semantics and argumentation semantics. International Journal of
Approximate Reasoning, 58:87-111, 2015.

Martin Caminada and Claudia Schulz. On the equivalence between assumption-based argu-
mentation and logic programming. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 60:779-825,
2017.

Martin Caminada and Yining Wu. On the limitations of abstract argumentation. In Proceed-
ings of the 23rd Benelux Conference on Artificial Intelligence (BNAIC’11), 2011.

Claudette Cayrol. On the relation between argumentation and non-monotonic coherence-based
entailment. In Proceedings of the 14th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence
(IJCAI’95), pages 1443-1448. Morgan Kaufmann, 1995.

Federico Cerutti, Sarah Alice Gaggl, Matthias Thimm, and Johannes Peter Wallner. Foun-
dations of implementations for formal argumentation. Journal of Applied Logics-IfCoLog
Journal of Logics and their Applications, 4(8):2623-2706, 2017.

Federico Cerutti, Sarah Alice Gaggl, Matthias Thimm, and Johannes Peter Wallner. Founda-
tions of implementations for formal argumentation. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabbay, Massimil-
iano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal Argumentation, pages
689-767. College Publications, 2018.

Esther Anna Corsi and Christian G. Fermiiller. Logical argumentation principles, sequents,
and nondeterministic matrices. In Proceedings of the 6th International Workshop on Logic,
Rationality, and Interaction (LORI’17), volume 10455 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
pages 422-437. Springer, 2017.

Esther Anna Corsi and Christian G. Fermiiller. Connecting fuzzy logic and argumentation
frames via logical attack principles. Soft Computing, 23(7):2255-2270, 2019.

Kristijonas Cyras, Xiuyi Fan, Claudia Schulz, and Francesca Toni. Assumption-based argu-

1888



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

mentation: Disputes, explanations, preferences. Journal of Applied Logics-IfCoLog Journal
of Logics and their Applications, 4(8):2407-2455, 2017.

Kristijonas Cyras, Xiuyi Fan, Claudia Schulz, and Francesca Toni. Assumption-based argu-
mentation: Disputes, explanations, preferences. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabbay, Massimiliano
Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal Argumentation, pages 2407—
2456. College Publications, 2018.

Kristijonas Cyras and Francesca Toni. Non-monotonic inference properties for assumption-
based argumentation. In Elizabeth Black, Sanjay Modgil, and Nir Oren, editors, Proceed-
ings of the 3rd International Workshop on Theory and Applications of Formal Argument
(TAFA’15), volume 9524 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 92—111. Springer,
2015.

Kristijonas Cyras and Francesca Toni. ABA+: assumption-based argumentation with prefer-
ences. In Chitta Baral, James Delgrande, and Frank Wolter, editors, Proceedings of the 15th
International Conference on Principles of Knowledge Representation and Reasoning (KR’16),
pages 553-556. AAAI Press, 2016.

Kristijonas Cyras and Francesca Toni. Properties of ABA+ for non-monotonic reasoning.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1603.08714, 2016.

Marcello D’Agostino and Sanjay Modgil. Classical logic, argumentation and dialectic. Arti-
ficial Intelligence, 262:15-51, 2018.

Marcello D’Agostino and Sanjay Modgil. A fully rational account of structured argumentation
under resource bounds. In Christian Bessiere, editor, Proceedings of the 29th International
Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI’20), pages 1841-1847. ijcai.org, 2020.

Florence Dupin de Saint-Cyr, Pierre Bisquert, Claudette Cayrol, and Marie-Christine
Lagasquie-Schiex. Argumentation update in YALLA (yet another logic language for argu-
mentation). International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 75:57-92, 2016.

Marc Denecker, Victor Marek, and Mirostaw Truszczyriski. Approximations, stable operators,
well-founded fixpoints and applications in nonmonotonic reasoning. In Logic-based Artificial
Intelligence, volume 597 of The Springer International Series in Engineering and Computer
Science, pages 127—-144. Springer, 2000.

Marc Denecker, Victor W Marek, and Mirostaw Truszczyriski. Uniform semantic treatment
of default and autoepistemic logics. Artificial Intelligence, 143(1):79—-122, 2003.

Martin Diller, Johannes Peter Wallner, and Stefan Woltran. Reasoning in abstract dialectical
frameworks using quantified boolean formulas. Argument & Computation, 6(2):149-177,
2015.

Yannis Dimopoulos, Bernhard Nebel, and Francesca Toni. On the computational complexity
of assumption-based argumentation for default reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 141(1-2):57—
78, 2002.

Hans van Ditmarsch, Joseph Halpern, Wiebe van der Hoek, and Barteld Kooi. Handbook of
Epistemic Logic. College Publications, 2015.

Phan Minh Dung. On the acceptability of arguments and its fundamental role in nonmonotonic
reasoning, logic programming and n-person games. Artificial Intelligence, 77(2):321-357,

1889



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

[86]

(871

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

1995.

Phan Minh Dung, Robert Kowalski, and Francesca Toni. Dialectic proof procedures for
assumption-based, admissible argumentation. Artificial Intelligence, 170(2):114—159, 2006.

Phan Minh Dung, Robert Kowalski, and Francesca Toni. Assumption-based argumentation.
In Guillermo Simari and Iyad Rahwan, editors, Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence, pages
199-218. Springer, 2009.

Phan Minh Dung, Paolo Mancarella, and Francesca Toni. Computing ideal sceptical argu-
mentation. Artificial Intelligence, 171(10-15):642-674, 2007.

Phan Minh Dung, Tran Cao Son, and Phan Minh Thang. Argumentation-based semantics
for logic programs with first-order formulae. In Matteo Baldoni, Amit Chopra, Tran Cao
Son, Katsutoshi Hirayama, and Paolo Torroni, editors, Proceedings of the 19th International
Conference on Principles and Practice of Multi-Agent Systems (PRIMA’16), volume 9862 of
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 43—60. Springer, 2016.

Phan Minh Dung and Phan Minh Thang. Closure and consistency in logic-associated argu-
mentation. Journal of Artificial Inteligence Research, 49:79-109, 2014.

Wolfgang Dvotak, Stefan Szeider, and Stefan Woltran. Abstract argumentation via monadic
second order logic. In Eyke Hiillermeier, Sebastian Link, Thomas Fober, and Bernhard Seeger,
editors, Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Scalable Uncertainty Manage-
ment (SUM’12), volume 7520 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 85-98. Springer,
2012.

Sjur Dyrkolbotn. On a formal connection between truth, argumentation and belief. In Margot
Colinet, Sophia Katrenko, and Rasmus K. Rendsvig, editors, Pristine Perspectives on Logic,
Language, and Computation - (ESSLLI ’12) and (ESSLLI’13) Student Sessions. Selected Pa-
pers, volume 8607 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 69-90. Springer, 2014.

Vasiliki Efstathiou and Anthony Hunter. Algorithms for generating arguments and counterar-
guments in propositional logic. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 52(6):672—
704, 2011.

Uwe Egly and Stefan Woltran. Reasoning in argumentation frameworks using quantified
boolean formulas. In Paul E. Dunne and Trevor J. M. Bench-Capon, editors, Proceedings of
the Ist International Conference on Computational Models of Argument (COMMA’06), vol-
ume 144 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, pages 133—-144. 10S Press,
2006.

Christian Eichhorn. Rational Reasoning with Finite Conditional Knowledge Bases. Springer,
2018.

Thomas Eiter and Georg Gottlob. The complexity of logic-based abduction. Journal of the
ACM, 42(1):3-42, 1995.

Jorge Fandinno and Luis Farifias del Cerro. Constructive logic covers argumentation and logic
programming. In Michael Thielscher, Francesca Toni, and Frank Wolter, editors, Proceedings
of the 16th International Conference on Principles of Knowledge Representation and Reason-
ing (KR’18), pages 128-137. AAAI Press, 2018.

Dov Gabbay. Theoretical foundations for non-monotonic reasoning in expert systems. In

1890



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

[112]

[113]

[114]
[115]

Krzysztof R. Apt, editor, Proceedings of the Conference on Logics and models of concurrent
systems, volume 13 of NATO ASI Series, pages 439-457. Springer, 1985.

Dov Gabbay. Modal provability foundations for negation by failure. In Peter Schroeder-
Heister, editor, Proceedings of the International Workshop on Extensions of Logic Program-
ming, volume 475 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 179-222. Springer, 1990.
Dov Gabbay. Modal provability foundations for argumentation networks. Studia Logica,
93(2-3):181-198, 20009.

Dov Gabbay. Dung’s argumentation is essentially equivalent to classical propositional logic
with the Peirce—Quine dagger. Logica Universalis, 5(2):255-318, 2011.

Dov Gabbay and Murdoch Gabbay. The attack as strong negation, Part I. Logic Journal of
the IGPL, 23(6):881-941, 2015.

Dov Gabbay and Murdoch Gabbay. The attack as intuitionistic negation. Logic Journal of the
IGPL, 24(5):807-837, 2016.

Dov Gabbay, John Horty, and Xavier Parent. Handbook of Deontic Logic and Normative
Systems. College Publications, 2013.

Dov Gabbay and Valentin Shehtman. Products of modal logics, Part 1. Logic Journal of the
IGPL, 6(1):73-146, 1998.

Alejandro Garcia and Guillermo Simari. Defeasible logic programming: an argumentative
approach. Theory and Practice of Logic Programming, 4(1-2):95-138, 2004.

Tjerk Gauderis and Frederik Van De Putte. Abduction of generalizations. Theoria. An Inter-
national Journal for Theory, History and Foundations of Science, 27(3):345-363, 2012.

Hector Geffner and Judea Pearl. Conditional entailment: Bridging two approaches to default
reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 53(2-3):209-244, 1992.

Michael Gelfond and Vladimir Lifschitz. Classical negation in logic programs and disjunctive
databases. New generation computing, 9(3-4):365-385, 1991.

Gerhard Gentzen. Untersuchungen iiber das logische SchlieBen I, II. Mathematische
Zeitschrift, 39:176-210, 405-431, 1934.

Nikos Gorogiannis and Anthony Hunter. Instantiating abstract argumentation with classical
logic arguments: Postulates and properties. Artificial Intelligence, 175(9-10):1479-1497,
2011.

Diana Grooters and Henry Prakken. Two aspects of relevance in structured argumentation:
Minimality and paraconsistency. Journal of Artificial Inteligence Research, 56:197-245,
2016.

Davide Grossi. On the logic of argumentation theory. In Wiebe van der Hoek, Gal Kaminka,
Yves Lespérance, Michael Luck, and Sandip Sen, editors, Proceedings of the 9th Interna-
tional Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems (AAMAS’10), pages 409—
416. IFAAMAS, 2010.

Davide Grossi. Abstract argument games via modal logic. Synthese, 190:5-29, 2013.
Davide Grossi and Wiebe van der Hoek. Justified beliefs by justified arguments. In Chitta
Baral, Giuseppe De Giacomo, and Thomas Fiter, editors, Proceedings of the 14th Interna-
tional Conference on Principles of Knowledge Representation and Reasoning (KR’ 14). AAAI

1891



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

[116]

[117]

[118]

[119]

[120]

[121]

[122]

[123]

[124]

[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

Press, 2014.

James Hawthorne and David Makinson. The quantitative/qualitative watershed for rules of
uncertain inference. Studia Logica, 86(2):247-297, 2007.

Jesse Heyninck and Ofer Arieli. On the semantics of simple contrapositive assumption-based
argumentation frameworks. In Sanjay Modgil, Katarzyna Budzynska, and John Lawrence,
editors, Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on Computation Models of Argument
(COMMA’18), volume 305 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, pages 9-20.
1OS Press, 2018.

Jesse Heyninck and Ofer Arieli. An argumentative characterization of disjunctive logic pro-
gramming. In Paulo Moura Oliveira, Paulo Novais, and Luis Paulo Reis, editors, Proceedings
of the 19the Conference on Progress in Artificial Intelligenc (EPIA’19), volume 11805 of Lec-
ture Notes in Computer Science, pages 526-538. Springer, 2019.

Jesse Heyninck and Ofer Arieli. Simple contrapositive assumption-based frameworks. In
Marcello Balduccini, Yuliya Lierler, and Stefan Woltran, editors, Proceedings of the 15th
International Conference on Logic Programming and Nonmonotonic Reasoning (LPNMR’19),
volume 11481 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 75—88. Springer, 2019.

Jesse Heyninck and Ofer Arieli. Argumentative reflections of approximation fixpoint theory.
Computational Models of Argument: Proceedings of COMMA 2020, 326:215, 2020.

Jesse Heyninck and Ofer Arieli. Simple contrapositive assumption-based frameworks. Journal
of Approximate Reasoning, 121:103-124, 2020.

Jesse Heyninck, Gabriele Kern-Isberner, and Matthias Thimm. On the correspondence be-
tween abstract dialectical frameworks and nonmonotonic conditional logics. In Proceed-
ings of the 33rd International Florida Artificial Intelligence Research Society Conference
(FLAIRS’20), 2020.

Jesse Heyninck and Christian Straer. Relations between assumption-based approaches in
nonmonotonic logic and formal argumentation. In Proceedings of the 16th International Work-
shop on Non-Monotonic Reasoning (NMR’16), 2016.

Jesse Heyninck and Christian Strafler. Revisiting unrestricted rebut and preferences in struc-
tured argumentation. In Carles Sierra, editor, Proceedings of the 26th International Joint
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, (IJCAI’17), pages 1088—1092. ijcai.org, 2017.

Jesse Heyninck and Christian Strafler. A fully rational argumentation system for preordered
defeasible rules. In Edith Elkind, Manuela Veloso, Noa Agmon, and Matthew Taylor, editors,
Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Sys-
tems (AAMAS’19), pages 1704—1712. International Foundation for Autonomous Agents and
Multiagent Systems, 2019.

Jesse Heyninck and Christian StraBler. A comparative study of assumption-based approaches
to reasoning with priorities. Journal of Applied Logic — IfCoLog Journal of Logics and their
Applications, 8(3):737-808, 2021.

Jesse Heyninck and Christian StraBer. Rationality and maximal consistent sets for a fragment
of ASPIC* without undercut. Argument and Computation, 12(1):3-47, 2021.

Jaakko Hintikka. Knowledge and Belief: An Introduction to the Logic of the Two Notions.

1892



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[129]

[130]

[131]

[132]

[133]

[134]

[135]

[136]

[137]

[138]

[139]

[140]
[141]

[142]

[143]

[144]

Texts in philosophy. King’s College Publications, 2005. Reprint.

John Horty. Moral dilemmas and nonmonotonic logic. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 23:35—
65, 1994.

Tomi Janhunen. On the intertranslatability of autoepistemic, default and priority logics, and
parallel circumscription. In Jiirgen Dix, Luis Farifias del Cerro, and Ulrich Furbach, editors,
Proceedings of the European Workshop on Logics in Artificial Intelligence (JELIA’98), vol-
ume 1489 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 216-232. Springer, 1998.

Sébastien Konieczny and Ramén Pino Pérez. Merging information under constraints: a logical
framework. Journal of Logic and Computation, 12(5):773-808, 2002.

Kurt Konolige. On the relation between default and autoepistemic logic. 35(3):343-382,
1988.

Sarit Kraus, Daniel Lehmann, and Menachem Magidor. Nonmonotonic reasoning, preferential
models and cumulative logics. Artificial Intelligence, 44(1):167 — 207, 1990.

Daniel Lehmann and Menachem Magidor. What does a conditional knowledge base entail?
Artificial Intelligence, 55:1-60, 1992,

Zimi Li, Nir Oren, and Simon Parsons. On the links between argumentation-based reason-
ing and nonmonotonic reasoning. In Elizabeth Black, Sanjay Modgil, and Nir Oren, editors,
Proceedings of the 4th International Workshop on Theory and Applications of Formal Argu-
ment (TAFA’17), volume 10757 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 67-85. Springer,
2018.

Jerzy Los and Roman Suzsko. Remarks on sentential logics. Indagationes Mathematicae,
20:177-183, 1958.

David Makinson. General patterns in nonmonotonic reasoning. In D. Gabbay, C. Hogger, and
J. Robinson, editors, Handbook of Logic in Artificial Intelligence and Logic Programming,
volume 3, pages 35-110. Oxford Science Publications, 1994.

David Makinson. Bridges between classical and nonmonotonic logic. Logic Journal of the
IGPL, 11(1):69-96, 2003.

David Makinson and Leendert Van Der Torre. Constraints for Input/Output logics. Journal
of Philosophical Logic, 30:155-185, 2001.

Rob Malouf. Maximal consistent subsets. Computational Linguistics, 33(2):153-160, 2007.
Wiktor Marek and Mirostaw Truszczyniski. Reflexive autoepistemic logic and logic program-
ming. In Luis Moniz Pereira and Anil Nerode, editors, Proceedings of the 2nd International
Workshop on Logic Programming and Nonmonotonic Reasoning (LPNMR’93), pages 115—
131. MIT Press, 1993.

Joke Meheus and Diderik Batens. A formal logic for abductive reasoning. Logic Journal of
IGPL, 14(2):221-236, 2006.

Sanjay Modgil. Reasoning about preference in argumentation frameworks. Artificial Intelli-
gence, 173(9-10):901-934, 2009.

Sanjay Modgil and Martin Caminada. Proof theories and algorithms for abstract argumenta-
tion frameworks. In Guillermo Simari and Iyad Rahwan, editors, Argumentation in Artificial
Intelligence, pages 105-132. Springer, 2009.

1893



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

[145]

[146]

[147]

[148]

[149]

[150]

[151]

[152]

[153]

[154]
[155]

[156]

[157]

[158]

[159]

[160]

Sanjay Modgil and Henry Prakken. A general account of argumentation with preferences.
Artificial Intelligence, 195:361-397, 2013.

Sanjay Modgil and Henry Prakken. The ASPIC+ framework for structured argumentation: a
tutorial. Argument & Computation, 5(1):31-62, 2014.

Sanjay Modgil and Henry Prakken. Abstract rule-based argumentation. In Pietro Baroni,
Dov Gabay, Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal
Argumentation, pages 287-364. College Publications, 2018.

Robert Moore. Semantic considerations on nonmonotonic logic. Artificial Intelligence,
25(1):75-94, 1985.

David Pearce. Equilibrium logic. Annals of Mathematics and Artificial Intelligence, 47(1—
2):3-41, 2006.

Henry Prakken. An abstract framework for argumentation with structured arguments. Argu-
ment & Computation, 1(2):93-124, 2010.

Henry Prakken. Historical overview of formal argumentation. In Pietro Baroni, Dov Gabay,
Massimiliano Giacomin, and Leon van der Torre, editors, Handbook of Formal Argumenta-
tion, pages 75—143. College Publications, 2018.

Henry Prakken and Gerard Vreeswijk. Logics for defeasible argumentation. In Dov Gabbay
and Franz Guenthner, editors, Handbook of Philosophical Logic, pages 219-318. Springer,
2002.

Henry Prakken and Michiel de Winter. Abstraction in argumentation: Necessary but danger-
ous. In Sanjay Modgil, Katarzyna Budzynska, and John Lawrence, editors, Proceedings of
the 7th International Conference on Computation Models of Argument (COMMA'’18), volume
305 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, pages 85-96. 10S Press, 2018.

Raymond Reiter. A logic for default reasoning. Artificial Intelligence, 13(1-2):81-132, 1980.

Nicholas Rescher and Ruth Manor. On inference from inconsistent premises. Theory and
Decision, 1:179-217, 1970.

Claudia Schulz, Ken Satoh, and Francesca Toni. Characterising and explaining inconsistency
in logic programs. In Francesco Calimeri, Giovambattista lanni, and Miroslaw Truszczyn-
ski, editors, Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Logic Programming and
Nonmonotonic Reasoning (LPNMR’15), volume 9345 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
pages 467—-479. Springer, 2015.

Claudia Schulz and Francesca Toni. Logic programming in assumption-based argumentation
revisited-semantics and graphical representation. In Blai Bonet and Sven Koenig, editors,
Proceedings of the 29th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI'15), pages 1569—
1575. AAAI Press, 2015.

Claudia Schulz and Francesca Toni. Justifying answer sets using argumentation. Theory and
Practice of Logic Programming, 16(1):59-110, 2016.

Yi-Dong Shen, Kewen Wang, Thomas Eiter, Michael Fink, Christoph Redl, Thomas Kren-
nwallner, and Jun Deng. FLP answer set semantics without circular justifications for general
logic programs. Artificial Intelligence, 213:1-41, 2014.

Chenwei Shi, Sonja Smets, and Fernando R. Velazquez-Quesada. Argument-based belief

1894



LOGIC-BASED APPROACHES TO FORMAL ARGUMENTATION

[161]

[162]

[163]

[164]

[165]

[166]

[167]

[168]

[169]

[170]

[171]

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

in topological structures. In Jérdme Lang, editor, Proceedings of the 16th Conference on
Theoretical Aspects of Rationality and Knowledge (TARK’17), volume 251 of EPTCS, pages
489-503, 2017.

Chenwei Shi, Sonja Smets, and Fernando R. Velazquez-Quesada. Beliefs supported by binary
arguments. Journal of Applied Non-Classical Logics, 28(2-3):165-188, 2018.

Yoav Shoham. Reasoning About Change: Time and Causation from the Standpoint of Artifi-
cial Intelligence. MIT Press, 1988.

Robert Stalnaker. What is a nonmonotonic consequence relation? Fundamenta Informaticae,
21(1, 2):7-21, 1994.

Hannes Strass. Approximating operators and semantics for abstract dialectical frameworks.
Artificial Intelligence, 205:39-70, 2013.

Hannes Strass. On the relative expressiveness of argumentation frameworks, normal logic
programs and abstract dialectical frameworks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1405.0805, 2014.
Christian Straler. Adaptively applying modus ponens in conditional logics of normality. Jour-
nal of Applied Non-Classical Logics, 22(1-2):125-148, 2012.

Christian Straer. Adaptive Logic and Defeasible Reasoning. Applications in Argumentation,
Normative Reasoning and Default Reasoning. Springer, 2014.

Christian StraBer and Ofer Arieli. Normative reasoning by sequent-based argumentation. Jour-
nal of Logic and Computation, 29(3):387-415, 2019.

Christian Strafler and Dunja §e§elja. Towards the proof-theoretic unification of Dung’s ar-
gumentation framework: an adaptive logic approach. Journal of Logic and Computation,
21(2):133-156, 2010.

Alfred Tarski. Introduction to Logic. Oxford University Press, 1941.

Francesca Toni. A tutorial on assumption-based argumentation. Argument & Computation,
5(1):89-117, 2014.

Alasdair Urquhart. Many-valued logic. In Dov Gabbay and Franz Guenthner, editors, Hand-
book of Philosophical Logic, volume II, pages 249-295. Kluwer, 2001. Second edition.
Frederik Van De Putte. Default assumptions and selection functions: A generic framework
for non-monotonic logics. In Félix Castro, Alexander Gelbukh, and Miguel Gonzalez, editors,
Proceedings of the 12th Mexican International Conference on Advances in Artificial Intelli-
gence and Its Applications (MICAI’13), volume 8265 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science.
Springer, 2013.

Frederik Van De Putte and Christian Straler. A logic for prioritized normative reasoning.
Journal of Logic and Computation, 23(3):563-583, 2013.

Maarten Van Dyck. Causal discovery using adaptive logics. Towards a more realistic heuristics
for human causal learning. Logique et Analyse, 185—-188:5-32, 2004.

Bart Van Kerckhove and Guido Vanackere. Vagueness-adaptive logic: A pragmatical ap-
proach to sorites paradoxes. Studia Logica, 75(3):383-411, 2003.

Srdjan Vesic. Identifying the class of maxi-consistent operators in argumentation. Journal of
Artificial Intelligence Research, 47:71-93, 2013.

Serena Villata, Guido Boella, Dov M Gabbay, Leendert van der Torre, and Joris Hulstijn.

1895



ARIELI, BORG, HEYNINCK, STRASSER

A logic of argumentation for specification and verification of abstract argumentation frame-
works. Annals of Mathematics and Artificial Intelligence, 66(1-4):199-230, 2012.

[179] Georg von Wright. Deontic logic. Mind, 60(237):1-15, 1951.

[180] Toshiko Wakaki. Assumption-based argumentation equipped with preferences and its ap-
plication to decision making, practical reasoning, and epistemic reasoning. Computational
Intelligence, 33(4):706-736, 2017.

[181] Yisong Wang, Fangzhen Lin, Mingyi Zhang, and Jia-Huai You. A well-founded semantics for
basic logic programs with arbitrary abstract constraint atoms. In Jorg Hoffmann and Bart Sel-
man, editors, Proceedings of the 26th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI’'2012),
pages 835-841. AAAI Press, 2012.

[182] Erik Weber and Dagmar Provijn. A formal analysis of diagnosis and diagnostic reasoning.
Logique et Analyse, 42(165-166):161-180, 1999.

[183] Yining Wu and Mikotaj Podlaszewski. Implementing crash-resistance and non-interference
in logic-based argumentation. Journal of Logic and Computation, 25(2):303-333, 2014.

A Proofs

Below we provide proofs to propositions that appear in the chapter and to the best of our
knowledge have not been fully proven yet in the literature.

.. _ .. . . Q [
Proposition 88. Let & = (L, ) be a propositional logic. The entailments 7 and p~_
are U-cautiously cumulative and W-cumulative.

Proof. The properties LI-(C)REF, RW, LI-LLE follow directly from Definition 44. Note that
for v, full reflexivity does not hold since for an F-inconsistent formula ¢, MCS?({¢)}) =
{#}. The properties L-CC and L-CM follow for * _and b by Lemma 132 and

mmcs nmcs
Corollary 133. We paradigmatically show the case for }vﬁm s and U = w: Suppo/se that
S',S 5 . Then the following equivalences hold: S, S k5 ¢, iff YMCSj (S)

¢, iff (by Cprollary 133 and since | MCS?(S) F w by the supposition) () MCS?(S U
(Wh F $.iff S'.S U (W) Fames ¢- -

Lemma 132. If (S, S) v ames W Then:
1. MCSJ (SU{y) ={T u{y}|T €MCSg ()}, and
2. MCS$'(S) = MCS; “W)(S).

Proof. Ttem 1, C: Suppose that T € MCS;I(S U {w}). Thus, T N S is a F-consistent

subset of S, given S’. Assume that there isa 7’ € MCS;I(S) suchthat 7 NS € 7'. By
the supposition, 7/ + y. Thus, 7' U {y} is a F--consistent subset of S U {y}, given S’.
But since 7 C 7' U {w}, this is a contradiction to the C-maximal consistency of 7. Thus,
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TNnS e MCS?(S). By the assumption again, 7 F w,andso 7/ = (T nS) U {y} is an
element of the set in the right-hand side of the equation of Item 1.

Item 1, D: Suppose that T € MCS;;’(S). Thus, 7 is a F-consistent subset of S, given
S’. Since (S’,S) P ames W, We have that 7,8’ + yw and so 7 U {y} is a F-consistent
subset of S U {w}, given S’. Assume for a contradiction that there is a proper superset
T' 2 (T u{y} suchthat T’ € MCS?(S U{y}). Then, 7 C (T'nS)and T'nSisa
F-consistent subset of S given S’, which contradicts the C-maximal consistency of 7 .

Item 2, D: Suppose that T &€ MCSS'Vt¥}(S). Thus, T is a F-consistent subset of S
given S’ U {w}, and so also given S’. Assume that there is aset 7’ € MCS‘S,(S ) such that
T C T'. Thus, T’ is F-inconsistent with y (given S’) since otherwise 7’ is F-consistent
with S given S’ U {w} in contrastto T € MCSiU{W}(S). Thus, 7/, S’,w - F. By the main
supposition also 7/, S’ I w. Thus, by transitivity, 7/, S’ - F which is a contradiction to
the choice of 7/. Thus, T € MCS®'(S).

Item 2, C: The proof is similar to that of the previous item. Briefly, suppose that 7 €
MCS;EI(S). Since (S’,S) P ames W, necessarily 7 is a F-consistent subset of S, given

S' U {y}, and trivially then T € Mcsg'U{‘”}(S). O

The following corollary follows immediately in view of the fact that }vﬁmcs is contained
8
m }Nrmmcs'

Corollary 133. If (S, S) I rmes W then Items 1 and 2 of Lemma 132 hold.

Proposition 89. Let & = (L, ) be a propositional logic and let LI € {U, W}. The entailment
P‘ﬁmcs is Li-preferential.

Proof. The proposition follows by Proposition 88 and Lemma 134. O

Lemma 134. p*

mmcs

satisfies U-OR.

Proof. We first consider the case U = W. Suppose that (S’,S U {¢,}) Fﬁmcs v and

(S,SU(h)) M w. LetT € MCSS(SU (¢ V) and T/ = T nS. If 7' is

mmcs
F-inconsistent with ¢, V ¢,, then T/ € MCSi Su{d,Hn MCS?(S U{p,HDand T =T".
By the supposition 7/, S’ =y andso 7, S’ F .

If 7" is --consistent with both ¢, and ¢,, then 7/ U {¢;} € MCSg (S U {¢}), T U
{dr} € MCSS (S U (), and T = T" U {$; V $,}. By the supposition 77, ¢;, S’ F
and 7', ¢,, S’ - w. Hence, T/, ¢p; V ¢,, S’y andso T,S" - y.

If 77 is F-consistent with ¢, but is not --consistent with ¢, then 7'U{¢, } € MCSi (Su
{O). T =T"U{p, V},and ', T',¢p, = F. Thus S’, 7', ¢, I w. By the supposition
also7’,¢,S' +w and thus 7', ¢, V ¢,, S’ - w. Hence, T, S’ F w.
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The case that 7' is F-consistent with ¢, but -inconsistent with ¢, is analogous.
Since our case distinction is exhaustive and in every case that 7,S’ F y, we have
2
(S, Su{p; v, P‘@mcs V.
We now consider the case LI = w. Suppose that (S’ U {¢;},S) Fames ¥ and also
(S"U {1}, S) ames ¥- Let T € MCS;; u{471V¢2}($). Thus, 7 is F-consistent with ¢, V ¢,
in the context of S’. Then, 7 is F--consistent with ¢, or with ¢,. Without loss of generality

zluwl}(S). By the supposition, 7,8’,¢, - w. If T

is F-consistent with ¢, in the context of S, also T € MCS;IU{%}(S), andso 7,8, ¢, .

Otherwise, 7, S’, ¢, i F and thus 7, S’, ¢, F w. In any case, since V is a disjunction with
respect to F, it holds that 7, S’, ¢, V ¢, - w. Thus, (S" U {¢; V ¢,},S) Pﬁmcs v. O

suppose the former. Hence, 7 € MCS

1898 Received May 2021



