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Abstract

This paper presents a principle-based per-
spective on ensuring consistency in sequential
abstract argumentation, in which an abstract
argumentation framework is iteratively resolved
by determining its extensions and then (nor-
mally) expanded by adding new arguments and
attacks (without changing attacks between ex-
isting arguments). As a starting point, we take
reference independence – a key property in mi-
croeconomic theory – and derive an abstract
argumentation principle from it to (roughly)
stipulate that “if no new argument is accepted
our conclusion remains the same”. Moreover,
we introduce the cautious monotony principle,
which can be colloquialized as “if no new ar-
gument attacks our conclusion we do not re-
ject any part of this conclusion”. Cautious
monotony is satisfied by many admissible set-
based semantics and is not well-aligned with
naive set-based semantics, whereas reference in-
dependence is satisfied by at least one of the
naive set-based semantics (CF2 semantics), but
is not well-aligned with the notion of admissi-
bility.

1 Introduction

In the symbolic artificial intelligence community, for-
mal argumentation has emerged as a popular ap-
proach to instill reasoning capabilities into intelli-
gent systems. A foundational method of formal ar-
gumentation is abstract argumentation [Dung, 1995].
An abstract argumentation framework is a tuple of
a set of atomic arguments and a binary relation
(attacks) on these arguments. For example, when

we construct the argumentation framework AF =
(AR,AT ) = ({a, b}, {(a, b)}), we have the arguments
a and b, and argument b is attacked by argument
a. Arguments can be, for example, epistemic (let
a denote the fact that it rains) or utilitarian (let b
denote the action of leaving the house without an
umbrella). To determine which sets of arguments in
an argumentation framework can be considered valid
conclusions, argumentation semantics have been de-
fined. While it is clear that the only set of conclu-
sions that results from the argumentation framework
AF is {a}, determining conclusions is not trivial for
cyclic argumentation frameworks. For example, in
the argumentation framework AF ′ = (AR′, AT ′) =
({a, b, c}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a)}), either no arguments
({}), or any of the sets {a}, {b}, or {c} can be consid-
ered conclusions (depending on the semantics). Con-
sequently, an argumentation semantics can return
several argument sets that can potentially be consid-
ered valid for a given framework. Note that AF ′ is a
normal expansion of AF (denoted by AF �N AF ′),
i.e., AR ⊆ AR′, AT ⊆ AT ′,∀(a, b) ∈ AT ′ \ AT, a ∈
AR′ \ AR ∨ b ∈ AR′ \ AR. Given an argumenta-
tion framework AF = (AR,AT ), a set S ⊆ AR is
conflict-free, iff there is no attack between any argu-
ments a, b ∈ S. A set S ⊆ AR is admissible iff it is
conflict-free and its arguments attack all arguments
in AR that attack S; a set is naive iff it is ⊆-maximal
among conflict-free subsets of AR. A set S ⊆ AR is a
preferred extension of AF iff it is ⊆-maximal among
all admissible sets in AF . Preferred semantics de-
termines the preferred extensions of AF . Let us de-
note all preferred extensions of AF by σpref (AF ).
Given the two example frameworks above, we have
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σpref (AF ) = {{a}} and σpref (AF ′) = {{}}.
Many argumentation semantics exist, and it is of-

ten not clear which semantics is the most suitable
one for a specific application scenario. Consequently,
an important line of research on abstract argumen-
tation is the identification of argumentation princi-
ples – formal properties of argumentation semantics –
and the evaluation of argumentation semantics w.r.t.
these principles [van der Torre and Vesic, 2017]. In
our line of research, we add a new perspective to
principle-based evaluation by introducing the ref-
erence independence principle, which serves as the
point of departure for more research at the inter-
section of abstract argumentation and formal mod-
els of economic rationality. We derive this principle
from the property of the same name that is a corner-
stone of the rational man paradigm in microeconomic
theory (see [Rubinstein, 1998]). Roughly speaking,
when choosing items from a set S, a rational-decision
maker’s choice A∗ ⊆ S implies that the decision-
maker prefers A∗ over all other sets in 2S . When
choosing from another set that potentially intersects
with S, the implied preferences must be consistent.

Example 1. For instance, when we have an agent
who can choose to consume items from a set contain-
ing tea and juice ({t, j}), her choice of juice ({j})
implies {j} is preferred over all other sets in 2{t,j}.
Let us assume that on another occasion, a third item
– a donut – is present in the set, all other things be-
ing the same as before. Our agent chooses tea and a
donut ({t, d} from {t, j, d}). The choice implies that
{t, d} is preferred over all other sets in 2{t,j,d}, which
is consistent with the previous choice. However, were
she to choose tea ({t} from {t, j, d}), the preference
{t} over {j} would be inconsistent with the previously
established preference {j} over {t}.

Note that in our interpretation of the rational man
model, the set of choice items does not necessarily
need to refer to physical goods, but can also model
courses of action, or beliefs that can be adopted
or discarded. Our ambition to better integrate ab-
stract argumentation and formal models of economic
decision-making can be considered a natural contin-
uation of work presented in the initial seminal paper
on abstract argumentation, which applies argumen-

tation to the stable marriage problem of cooperative
game theory [Dung, 1995].

Let us introduce and motivate the concept of ref-
erence independence in abstract argumentation with
the help of a simple example.

Example 2. Let us assume the role of a strategy ad-
visor (human or IT system) in a large corporation.
We propose the launch of new products to a decision-
maker who has the final say. At the moment, we
are considering the launch of the products a′ or b′. a′

and b′ are similar; however, studies show that a′ is ex-
pected to outperform b′. We model this assessment as
an argumentation framework AF = ({a, b}, {(a, b)}),
where a means “launch a′” and b means “launch b′”.
Let us assume we resolve AF using preferred seman-
tics σpref , i.e., σpref (AF ) = {{a}}. Consequently,
we tell the decision-maker that she can launch a′.

Now, let us assume the decision-maker postpones
her decision and asks us to come back some time
later with an updated analysis. In the meantime, a
new product c′ is prototyped and evaluated in terms
of market fit by our R&D department. According to
the evaluation, the target consumer group typically
prefers buying c′ over a′, while they typically pre-
fer b′ over c′: AF ′ = ({a, b, c}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a)}).
We again use preferred semantics, i.e., σpref (AF ′) =
{{}}. However, it is clear that the decision-maker
will question our sanity if we recommend her to
launch no product now that more potential options
are on the table1. Indeed, the adjustment of our de-
cision outcome from “a′” to “nothing” ({}) is incon-
sistent with the reference independence principle in
microeconomic theory: the addition of the irrelevant
alternatives 2AR′ \ 2AR of argument sets we can po-
tentially consider as acceptable makes us switch from
accepting {a} ({a} is preferred over {}) to accepting
{} ({} is preferred over {a}). Figure 1 depicts the
example’s argumentation frameworks.

In this line of research we aim to address the prob-
lem the example highlights, while also exploring al-
ternative ways to ensure consistency.

1A better recommendation would be to delay the decision
until more intelligence is gathered. Still, it makes sense to be
able to make a somewhat reasonable decision at any point.
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Figure 1: Reference dependence: σpref (AF ) = {{a}}
and σpref (AF ′) = {{}}. The addition of the rejected
argument c makes us discard the extension {a} in
favor of {}.

2 Consistency Principles

The motivation of the reference independence prin-
ciple is to assess whether a decision-making out-
come can be considered “reasonable”. In the
domain of non-monotonic reasoning, the cautious
monotony principle has been defined with a sim-
ilar objective [Gabbay, 1985], but without mak-
ing the connection to economic decision theory.
In our work, we introduce these principles to
abstract argumentation. We define strong and
weak cautious monotony properties, similarly to
the way Čyras and Toni have defined cautious
monotony in the context of assumption-based ar-
gumentation [Čyras and Toni, 2015]. Let us have
an argumentation semantics σ, two argumenta-
tion frameworks AF = (AR,AT ) and AF ′ =
(AR′, AT ′), AF �N AF ′, and their extensions σ(AF )
and σ(AF ′). We can colloquially describe cautious
monotony as follows. For each extension E in σ(AF ),
we “adjust” AF ′ and get an AF ′′ in which all “new”
attacks (that are in AF ′, but not in AF ) to E are
removed.

• σ is strongly cautiously monotonous iff all
extensions E′′ ∈ σ(AF ′′) contain E.

• σ is (weakly) cautiously monotonous iff
there exists an extension E′′ ∈ σ(AF ′′) that con-
tains E.

Let us highlight that other notions of relaxed
monotony can be defined according to the same

scheme: “if condition c holds true then our infer-
ence is monotonic”. Somewhat analogously, we can
describe reference independence as follows. Again,
we have an argumentation semantics σ, two argu-
mentation frameworks AF = (AR,AT ) and AF ′ =
(AR′, AT ′), AF �N AF ′, and their extensions σ(AF )
and σ(AF ′).

• Strong reference independence. For each
extension E in σ(AF ), the preferences over the
argument sets in 2AR∩AR′

implied by all exten-
sions in σ(AF ′) are consistent with the prefer-
ences implied by E.

• (Weak) reference independence. For each
extension E in σ(AF ), the preferences over the
argument sets in 2AR∩AR′

implied by at least
one extension in σ(AF ′) are consistent with the
preferences implied by E.

In [Kampik and Nieves, 2021a], we provide a com-
prehensive formal comparison of reference indepen-
dence and other non-monotonic reasoning proper-
ties in the context of abstract argumentation. We
also show that most (but not all) argumentation se-
mantics are not weakly reference independent; a no-
table semantics that satisfies weak reference inde-
pendence is CF2 semantics [Baroni et al., 2005]. By
considering the argumentation frameworks AF =
({a}, {}) and AF ′ = ({a, b, c}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a)})
it is clear that any admissible set-based semantics
σadm does not satisfy weak reference independence,
assuming every σadm-extension always contains all
unattacked arguments, from which it follows that
σ(AF ) = {{a}} and σ(AF ′) = {{}}. In con-
trast, any naive set-based semantics σn whose ex-
tensions always contain all unattacked arguments do
not satisfy weak cautious monotony, consider AF ′

and AF ′′ = ({a, b, c, d}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a), (d, a)})
and consequently σn(AF ′) = {{a}, {b}, {c}} and
σn(AF ′′) = {{d, b}}. Table 1 gives an
overview of semantics that satisfy/violate weak
reference independence and/or cautious monotony.
See [Baroni et al., 2018] for the semantics definitions.
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Table 1: Satisfaction of Weak Reference Indepen-
dence (WRI) and Weak Cautious Monotony (WCM)
by different argumentation semantics.

WRI WCM

Complete X

Preferred X
Stable X X

Grounded X

Semi-stable X

Ideal X

Eager X

Naive
Stage X X

CF2 X
Stage2 X X

3 Ensuring Consistency Princi-
ples

Strong reference independence is a property that is
unrealistic to obtain, using only abstract argumenta-
tion. However, in sequential argumentation scenar-
ios, we can draw inferences that resemble strong refer-
ence independence (i.e., economically rational behav-
ior) by making use of concepts introduced by Gab-
bay for the purpose of loop-busting [Gabbay, 2014].
We go back to Example 2, starting with AF =
({a, b}, {(a, b)}, which we resolve using preferred se-
mantics as σpref (AF ) = {{a}}. Because we have ex-
actly one extension, we decide that {a} is the set of
valid arguments (i.e., we recommend launching prod-
uct a′). When resolving the expanded framework
AF ′ = ({a, b, c}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a)}), σpref (AF ′) re-
turns {{}}. This implies inconsistent preferences
with regards to how we have resolved AF (as ex-
plained in Example 1). Hence, we create an argu-
mentation framework AF ′an, in which an annihila-
tor argument is added to AF ′, such that we have
exactly one extension E ∈ σ(AF ′an) and E \ {an}
is an extension of AF ′ that implies consistent pref-
erences with the extension {a} we have previously
determined for AF . For example, we can define
AF ′an as ({a, b, c, an}, {(a, b), (b, c), (c, a), (an, c)}) so
that σpref (AF ′an) = {{a, an}}. Given the only ex-
tension E = {a, an}, we have E \ {an} = {a}.

a

b

c

an

Figure 2: AF ′an. Solving the problem depicted in
Figure 1. The annihilator approach enables us to
achieve reference independence.

E \ {an} is our final extension of AF ′. Figure 2 de-
picts the argumentation AF ′an. In ongoing research,
we work on defining formal approaches to ensure ref-
erence independence, as well as other non-monotonic
reasoning principles, when resolving sequences of
argumentation frameworks for semantics that do
not fulfill these principles in general. We present
an implementation of an argumentation reasoner
that allows to ensure reference independence (and
cautious monotony) in [Kampik and Gabbay, 2020].
In [Kampik and Nieves, 2021b], we provide an
overview of how cautious monotony and reference
independence can facilitate approximate agreements
in argumentation scenarios, in which different agents
may use different argumentation semantics.

4 Conclusion and Future Work

Future research can apply the reference independence
principle to the proposed ordering-based semantics
that intend to establish a preorder on the arguments
in an argumentation framework [Skiba, 2020] and de-
vice additional relaxed monotony principles, for ex-
ample based on the notion of the burden of persuasion
in legal reasoning [Calegari et al., 2021]. On another
research frontier, this line of work can potentially en-
able the introduction of formal argumentation as a
model of economic decision-making to the microeco-
nomics community.
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