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Abstract

The research project presented in this ar-
ticle focuses on applying methods from Graph
Neural Network research to the approximation
of classic decision problems in Abstract Argu-
mentation. It takes as its basis the four se-
mantics described originally by Dung and other
well-known semantics from the literature on
Abstract Argumentation. The research ad-
dresses the problems of credulous and sceptical
acceptance by applying a range of methods in
the Graph Neural Network space to achieve up
to 97% accuracy on the approximation of argu-
ment acceptability using a dataset taken from
past ICCMA competitions. Further research is
ongoing to improve these results and expand on
their applicability.

1 Introduction

Abstract Argumentation is a formalism for non-
monotonic reasoning that bases its representation on
the modelling of conflict. It is typically represented
in the form of a directed graph in which vertices rep-
resent arguments and edges a relation of attack. This
gives rise to a range of reasoning problems that de-
termine the acceptability of arguments or the joint
acceptability of sets of arguments. The majority
of these reasoning problems are known to be NP-
hard[Charwat et al., 2015, Woltran, 2014].

The research’s core problem is to merge particular
research strands within deep learning with research
on Abstract Argumentation. In particular, Graph

Neural Networks [Wu et al., 2020] of various types
(e.g. Graph Convolutional Networks) are well suited
to addressing the graph-structured problems encoun-
tered in Abstract Argumentation. That means find-
ing ways of solving frameworks and queries that be-
cause of their size or graph topology are challenging
for existing solvers to address. Finding an efficient
way of learning to solve argumentation problems via
machine learning is itself an unsolved problem.

The vast majority of solution approaches in Ab-
stract Argumentation are exact and complete, often
using reduction to some other formalism such as SAT
[Cerutti et al., 2014] or ASP [Cerutti et al., 2017] to
solve the problem. In general, SAT-based approaches
have achieved the best solver performance, but this
type of approach does not necessarily provide the
easiest fit with real-world deployment scenarios and
very large scale datasets. There has been some
research into probabilistic methods [Thimm, 2018],
which unfortunately is not directly comparable to
this research because of differences in evaluation cri-
teria and datasets, and a single feasibility study
into using Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN)
[Kuhlmann and Thimm, 2019] that had mixed re-
sults depending on the dataset under consideration.

There are, however, major benefits to approxi-
mate approaches such as Graph Neural Networks
in this area that makes them worth considering in
some cases. In particular, they have greatly superior
run-time performance and are more easily integrated
into heavily parallelised Cloud-based architectures,
although this comes at the cost of large memory con-
sumption and GPU support. The major contribu-
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tion of this research is to show the viability of an
approximate approach based on Graph Neural Net-
works. First, by showing that such an approach can
achieve a reasonable degree of accuracy in predicting
the acceptability status of arguments, and, second,
by detailing a usable architecture for training deep
learning models to solve problems in abstract argu-
mentation that can serve as the starting point for
further research.

2 Method

The research has so far focused on developing an
approximate solver using an extension of Convo-
lutional Graph Neural Networks [Wu et al., 2020].
Convolutional graph neural networks (CGNNs) draw
on the popularity and success of traditional CNN’s
in particular in computer vision. However, there are
different ways of defining the convolutional operation
when applied to graphs, which gives rise to different
types of CGNNs. The most common approach
bases itself on the digital signal processing, where
convolution is seen effectively as a noise removal op-
eration. The difference between most variants in this
approach including the seminal GCN architecture
by Kipf and Welling [Kipf and Welling, 2019],
ChebNet [Monti et al., 2017], and CaleyNet
[Levie et al., 2019] consists mainly in how they
represent, approximate and simplify the filter opera-
tions used in the convolution of the graph to achieve
computational improvements. The second primary
approach to CGNNs stays closer to the conventional
CNN definition by considering convolution based on
a node’s spatial relationships[Wu et al., 2020]. That
means spatial based methods in some way aggregates
information from a node’s neighbourhood. This
approach can be seen, for instance, in the Message
Passing Neural Network [Riba et al., 2018] that
explicitly defines a framework for looking at graph
convolution as a message-passing process.

The most successful architecture used to date
in this research project builds and extends on the
seminal approach introduced by Kipf and Welling
[Kipf and Welling, 2019], but extends it in several ar-
eas. In the original formulation, the GCN consisted

of an input layer, two hidden layers with RELU non-
linearities inserted in between, and ending with an
output layer. Node embeddings were generated using
a propagation rule following a first-order approxima-
tion of spectral graph convolutions. The core com-
ponents of the GCN architecture used in the paper
summarising current results [Malmqvist et al., 2020]
included the following elements, both incorporating
and extending Kipf and Welling’s method:

1. Graph Embeddings generated using DeepWalk
[Perozzi et al., 2014], a random walk based
method, fed as input features along with the ad-
jacency matrix of the argumentation framework

2. An input layer receiving these inputs

3. 4 to 6 repeating blocks of a GCN layer
[Kipf and Welling, 2019] and a Dropout layer
[Srivastava et al., 2014]

4. Residual connections feeding the original fea-
tures and the normalised adjacency matrix as
additional input at each block

5. A Sigmoid output layer generating a probabil-
ity for the acceptability of each argument in the
framework

The model was trained using Adam
[Kingma and Ba, 2015] with Binary Cross-Entropy
as the loss function. The training regime used a com-
bination of randomised training batches, dynamic
rebalancing of the training data, and automated
outlier exclusion to prevent overfitting and reach a
high degree of accuracy.

3 Discussion

So far results have been published in a single arti-
cle presented at SAFA2020 [Malmqvist et al., 2020].
The experiments in this paper were run against a
dataset consisting of 900 argumentation frameworks
selected from the ICCMA 20171 Benchmark datasets.
The selection included frameworks from benchmark

1http://argumentationcompetition.org/2017/
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Figure 1: GCN Architecture Overview.

sets A, B, and C, including all five difficulty cate-
gories. Input frameworks contained up to 15,605 ar-
guments and 6,250,500 attacks with an average num-
ber of arguments of 1,595 and an average number of
attacks of 187,542. The dataset was divided into nine
folds to facilitate the training process, and the neural
net was trained sequentially on each fold. Training
and validation sets were generated using a random
mask, and 10% of graphs were held out as a test set
for final evaluation.

The GCN model was evaluated using two separate
tasks: credulous acceptability and sceptical accept-
ability under the preferred semantic. For an argu-
ment to be credulously acceptable in the context of
a given argumentation framework, it must belong to
one of the extensions of that argumentation frame-
work; to be sceptically acceptable, it must belong to
all. To be able to frame the problem for supervised
learning, we generated ground truth solutions using
the Pyglaf argumentation solver [Alviano, 2018] for
all argumentation frameworks in the dataset. The
models have only at this time been evaluated using
the accuracy metric and other metrics would also be
interesting to explore in the future.

All in all five different models were trained using
different combinations of methods shown in Table 1.

The results for Credulous acceptability shown in
Table 2 demonstrated the viability of a CGNN based

solver, although some improvement would be re-
quired in performance to make it usable in practice.
The research also underlined that for approximate
solvers the key problem is to find a way of achieving
balanced performance between positive and negative
instances of the decision problem. The great dispar-
ity in negative and positive instances in the training
data, means that great care has to be taken during
training to achieve this goal. The key contributions
to GCN architecture that have been made so far in
this research project have all been related to this goal.
The same patterns was present to an even greater
extent for sceptical acceptance as can be seen from
Table3.

Future work will focus on two strands of extension.
First, it will be necessary to improve the solver’s over-
all performance, in particular, to address the balanc-
ing problem better. Second, the approach here has
only been applied to the preferred semantic. Extend-
ing this to all the semantics covered by the ICCMA
competition is ongoing work in progress. It is possi-
ble that incorporating more semantic specific features
into the machine learning approach will be required
to achieve good results across all semantics.
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Table 1: Models Trained
Model Layers Balanced Randomised Residuals
4-Layers Modified GCN 4 No Yes Yes
5-Layers Modified GCN 5 No Yes Yes
6-Layers Modified GCN 6 No Yes Yes
Mod GCN with Balanced Data 4 Yes Yes Yes
Mod GCN with Fixed Batches 4 No No Yes

Table 2: Results - Credulous Acceptability
Model Accuracy

Overall Yes No
4-Layers Modified GCN 92,68% 69,33% 93,54%
5-Layers Modified GCN 92,26% 73,56% 92,95%
6-Layers Modified GCN 91,63% 71,81% 92,37%
Modified GCN with Balanced Data 81,20% 91,20% 71,00%
Modified GCN with Fixed Batches 96,40% 7,00% 99,70%
Kuhlmann and Thimm 2019 - Unbalanced 62,00% 10,00% 97,00%
Kuhlmann and Thimm 2019 - Balanced 63,00% 17,00% 93,00%

Table 3: Results - Sceptical Acceptability
Model Accuracy

Overall Yes No
4-Layers Modified GCN 96,21% 24,04% 97,10%
5-Layers Modified GCN 96,20% 22,92% 97,11%
6-Layers Modified GCN 96,24% 22,69% 97,15%
Modified GCN with Balanced Data 97,15% 46,35% 94,39%
Modified GCN with Fixed Batches 98,44% 0,33% 99,66%

4 Conclusion

The research described here is part of an ongo-
ing project that seeks to apply Deep Neural Net-
work methods to Abstract Argumentation. Several
other avenues are being explored including combin-
ing GNNs with Deep Reinforcement Learning, using
approaches such as SATNet, and combining the out-
puts of the approximate solver with a classic SAT ap-
proach for verification or as an input heuristic. How-
ever, Graph Neural Networks is likely to remain the
core method in any of these extended or augmented
solution approaches.
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