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Abstract

We introduce the problem of argumentation
framework elicitation by considering a scenario
which involves an agent that possesses an argu-
mentation framework that we aim to uncover.
More precisely, we assume that the set of ar-
guments is known, but the set of attacks be-
tween the arguments is not. Hence, we focus
on the problem of eliciting attack relations in
argumentation frameworks by means of asking
the agent certain questions about the frame-
work. This raises the question whether it is
at all possible to gather enough information to
find a solution. If this is indeed the case, the
follow-up question involves the development of
algorithms which can find solutions by utilizing
as few questions as possible. This paper pro-
vides an overview of this new line of research
and presents some preliminary insights.

1 Introduction

Argumentation is a concept that is deeply rooted in
human nature and that can be considered a central
element of our intelligence. As Phan Minh Dung
stated in his seminal paper [Dung, 1995]: “The abil-
ity to engage in arguments is essential for humans
to understand new problems, to perform scientific
reasoning, to express, clarify and defend their opin-
ions [...].” Consequently, a lot of research has been
concerned with various approaches to model this
concept in artificial intelligence as well. In the field of
abstract argumentation, which this paper focuses on,
most works are aimed at drawing meaningful conclu-
sions from a given argumentation framework (AF).

However, the inverse problem of (re-)constructing
an AF from given conclusions received only lit-
tle attention (see e.g., [Niskanen et al., 2019,
Riveret and Governatori, 2016,

Kido and Liao, 2019]).

Consider a scenario where an agent possesses an
AF and we want to elicit the attack relation of this
framework by asking the agent a number of questions,
given that the set of arguments is known. There is a
multitude of questions which could be posed, however
we first concentrate on the question whether a set of
arguments is an extension of the AF wrt. a certain
semantics. This scenario raises the question whether
it is possible at all to elicit an argumentation frame-
work and—if this is indeed the case—which questions
need to be asked in order to do so. More precisely, the
question regarding the possibility of AF elicitation
leads to the task of developing practical algorithms.
A possible application area regarding the previously
described research is the field of strategic argumenta-
tion [Oren and Norman, 2009, Rienstra et al., 2013],
where an agent aims at discovering an opponent’s
knowledge.

Another field that is related to the problem
of eliciting AFs is preference -elicitation (see
[Chen and Pu, 2004] for an overview). In prefer-
ence elicitation, the aim is to uncover an agent’s
preferences—this bears similarity to the goal of
uncovering an agent’s AF in our scenario. More-
over, the problem of eliciting AFs is related to
the problem of learning AFs [Niskanen et al., 2019,
Riveret and Governatori, 2016], which is again
related to the inverse argumentation problem
[Kido and Liao, 2019]. However, the interactivity of
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choosing which information is asked for, i.e., which
information the elicitation process is based on, is
unique to our scenario.

The remainder of this paper is structured as fol-
lows. In the subsequent section, we will provide a
brief overview of the required preliminaries. Some re-
search questions arising from the previously described
problem and how we plan to approach them are ex-
plained as well. In the third section, the planned
methodologies as well as some existing results from
the literature that are related to our problem of elicit-
ing AFs are discussed. Section 4 concludes this work
by giving a short summary.

2 Method

We consider abstract argumentation frameworks in
the sense of Dung [Dung, 1995]. The general idea
behind such frameworks is to model the relation be-
tween arguments as a graph. More specifically, ar-
guments are represented as nodes and conflicts be-
tween arguments are represented as edges. In classi-
cal Dung-style AF's the edges are directed and indi-
cate an attack relation. Thus, if there is an edge from
argument a to argument b it means that a attacks b.

Definition 1. Formally, an abstract argumentation
framework is a pair F' = (Args, R) with Args being
a set of arguments and R C Args x Args an attack
relation.

Figure 1 shows an exemplary AF, F;. Let E C
Args. FE is called conflict-free if there are no ar-
guments a,b € E such that (a,b) € R. We say
E € cf(F) if F is conflict-free wrt. an AF F'. Further,
an argument a € Args is defended by E if Vb € Args
with (b,a) € R, 3¢ € E with (¢,b) € R. Semantics of
an AF can be expressed by means of extensions.

Definition 2. Let F' = (Args, R) be an AF and E C
Args.

e F is an admissible extension (i.e., E € ad(F))
if E € cf(F) and each a € F is defended
by E in F. With regard to the AF F
(see Figure 1), the admissible extensions are

{0, {a},{c}, {d},{a, ¢}, {b,d}, {c, d}}.

e Fisa complete extension (i.e., F € co(F))if E €
ad(F) and for each a € Args defended by E in
F, it holds that a € E. The complete extensions

of Fy are {0,{c},{d},{a,c},{b,d},{c,d}}.

e Fisa grounded extension (i.e., E € gr(F))if E €
co(F') and for each E’ € co(F), E' ¢ E. An AF
always possesses one uniquely defined grounded
extension. The grounded extension of F} is the
empty set.

e F is a preferred extension (i.e., E € pr(F))
if £ € ad(F) and for each E’ € ad(F),
E ¢ E’. The preferred extensions of Fj are

{{a,c}, {b, d}, {c, d}}.

e F is a stable extension (i.e., E € st(F)) if
E € cf(F) and for each a € Args\E, 3b € E
with (b,a) € R. It is possible that an AF does
not possess any stable extensions. The stable
extensions of F) are {b,d} and {c, d}.

Although conflict-freeness is not commonly referred
to as a semantics, we do so in order to simplify pre-
sentation.

In order to elicit an AF F = (Args, R) known to
the agent, we require information. We gather infor-
mation by posing questions that the agent, acting as
an oracle, answers. A first research goal is to find
out whether it is even possible to uncover the attack
relation in an AF in this manner or what the limi-
tations are. Naturally, this raises the question what
pieces of information we require (i.e., which questions
we need to ask) to do so. An additional task is the
development of algorithms for the elicitation process.
Such algorithms should output a correct answer while
ideally utilizing only a minimal number of questions.
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We make the assumption that the set of arguments
Args is known. There is a number of possible ques-
tions which are of syntactic nature, for instance “Are
there self-attacks?”, “How many (odd) cycles does
F contain?”’, or “How many attacks does F' con-
tain in total?”. However, eliciting the exact AF is
a rather challenging task. As the following example
illustrates, asking a single question or a combination
of two questions may significantly reduce the num-
ber of possible solutions, but may not yield a unique
solution.

Example 1. Let Fy = (Argsy, Ra) be the agent’s
AF with Args 4 = {a,b, c}. The first question we pose
is: Does F5 contain any self-attacks? The agent an-
swers no. From the possible range of AFs we can
construct from Args, we can now exclude all frame-
works which comprise self-attacks. However, we are
obviously not able to reconstruct F'4 exactly, because
there are various self-attack-free AFs that can be con-
structed from Args 4.

We now ask the additional question: How many
odd cycles does Fp contain? The agent answers:
1. This answer allows us to further limit the range
of possible solutions, because we learned that there
must be an odd cycle which is not a self-attack. Thus,
there must be a cycle involving all arguments a, b,
and c. Nevertheless, we cannot determine F'4 exactly,
since we have no knowledge about the direction of the
cycle nor about any additional attacks.

As a consequence, we defer the aim of finding an
exact solution and aim at finding an equivalent solu-
tion instead. More precisely, we search for a solution
that is equivalent to the original AF wrt. a semantics
o, as defined below.

Definition 3. Let o € {ad, cf, co, gr, pr,st}. Two AFs
F = (Args,R), ' = (Args',R') are o-equivalent
if they possess the same o-extensions, i.e., o(F) =
o(F").

Hence, as a first step in eliciting an equivalent AF,
we focus on questions regarding an AF’s semantics.
More specifically, we examine the question whether
a set /€ Args is an extension of F wrt. a semantics
o € {ad, cf, co, gr, pr,st}. Posing this question wrt. an

individual semantics o yields sufficient information to
construct a og-equivalent AF. The following naive pro-
cedure demonstrates how to construct a o-equivalent
AF F’ from an original AF F:

1. We ask “Is E C Args a o-extension of F'?7” wrt.
every possible subset of arguments. As a result,
we know all o-extensions of F'.

2. We construct all possible AFs from Args. For
each possible AF G, we compute ¢(G) and check
whether o(F) = o(G). If this is the case, we
found a solution and return the equivalent AF
F':=G.

Consequently, by asking only one type of question,
we can already elicit an equivalent AF. On the other
hand, it is easy to see that the proposed algorithm is
very inefficient and thus not practically applicable for
bigger AFs. Our goal is to find more practical algo-
rithms that do not only take the number of different
questions into account, but also the number of times
an individual question has to be asked. To achieve
this, we require deeper insights into the characteris-
tics of the different semantics. Existing literature on
such characteristics [Besnard and Doutre, 2004] and
on realizability [Dunne et al., 2015] provide a reason-
able starting point for this. Furthermore, it is rel-
evant to concentrate on the interplay between dif-
ferent semantics. For instance, if we find an ad-
equivalent AF F’ wrt. an original AF F, we also
know that the two frameworks are pr-equivalent,
because if ad(F) = ad(F’) then pr(F) = pr(F’)
[Oikarinen and Woltran, 2011].

3 Discussion

The previous sections describe a new line of research
which is concerned with the elicitation of attacks in
argumentation frameworks. We introduce an inter-
active scenario in which the set of questions the elic-
itation procedure is based on underlies a selection
process. Although we were able to gain some first
insights, no work has been published yet.

To begin with, we examine the elicitation of o-
equivalent AFs. This problem can be solved, for in-
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stance by the naive algorithm explained above. How-
ever, the problem of developing a practical procedure
remains. To tackle this issue, we examine which ques-
tions we need to ask and how many times we need
to ask them. Therefore, it is relevant how the dif-
ferent semantics are related to each other and which
characteristics they possess in general.

Another point that should be considered when ex-
amining the o-equivalence of AF's is the restriction
to a subset of AFs. For instance, self-attack-free or
(odd-)cycle-free AFs could exhibit some interesting
properties in the context of elicitation.

In terms of future work, when equivalent AFs
have been sufficiently studied and corresponding al-
gorithms have been developed, the next logical step
would be to tackle more challenging problems. In
particular, we can study the elicitation of strongly
equivalent AFs [Oikarinen and Woltran, 2011] or
even the elicitation of the exact original framework.

4 Conclusion

In the course of this paper, we introduced the prob-
lem of eliciting attacks in argumentation frameworks.
We regard a scenario with an agent who “knows” an
AF and we want to uncover it by asking the agent
a number of questions. Similar to the field of pref-
erence elicitation, where the goal is to uncover an
agent’s preferences, the goal in AF elicitation is to
uncover an agent’s AF. As the reconstruction of the
exact AF is highly challenging, we first focus on elic-
iting frameworks that are equivalent wrt. a seman-
tics o. It should be emphasized that we consider
an interactive scenario in which we can choose which
questions about an existing AF should be asked, i.e.,
which pieces of information are taken into account
when constructing an equivalent AF.

The newly introduced elicitation scenario raises the
question whether it is possible at all to construct a
o-equivalent AF, given a set of questions. We showed
that this is in fact possible by providing a naive algo-
rithm. However, the need for practical algorithms to
elicit o-equivalent AFs remains. Thus, we research
the characteristics of the different semantics and the
connections between them in order to develop algo-

rithms which only require a minimal amount of ques-
tions.
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