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Abstract: Argumentation is a kind of interaction between agents for resolving differences in speech. Due to the limitation of knowledge,
arguments and its inner statements are usually uncertain, and therefore it is necessary to consider uncertain information processing when
modeling the process of argumentation. This paper proposes an argumentation model based on the theory of certainty-factor, in which an
argument is expressed as a defeasible rule with several premises but only one conclusion, and the process of argumentation is described as
a dialogue tree. In order to do uncertain reasoning, the uncertainty of argument’s premise and the strength of the attack that one argument
makes against another are assigned with certainty-factors. Next, the algorithms of argument evaluation are provided to compute the
credibility of statements. Using the algorithms the set of acceptable arguments can be determined by the credibility threshold and the
result of argumentation can be obtained. Finally, an example is given to illustrate the validity of the method. The algorithms are based on
numerical computation where the set of acceptable arguments is unique under a given credibility threshold, and can overcome the shortage
of extension semantics of Dung’s abstract argumentation framework.
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¥ 16 (argumentation) it £ B8 T M (agent) M 4 THHER B S — B —MEF FIBWLHAT N ALG L, &
S OVEL VB S R RN S AT (1 B 5 U A A B S LA B BHE SRR R I R BN 2 Agent
RGP ABEE TR UR o A L B8 AT 1) — A T B AIT S0 AT AN G A 41 B 5 R Ol B S S R AT R
L) BB S 0 10 A B U A B ) Y B S R O 3 R A 9 % (dialogue) HEAT 1, — 4% A B A =k
FURH B AR 45 (1) & 7 (utterance) #5724 4+ 3 (argument). 5+ 130 B R I (statement) 20 1 1Y) 95 38 2 5 SH ) 1) 1 5 1tk 6
A MRk Go 8K b 75 5 (language). B T E AR TS &R —BUEUE BAKERR, 4 302 1) A7 78 B0 FI SR A5 0 2R, N
T A 4P 50 FR T 997 L R IR O T ] 52 e i i e o A IS TR 3R AT T 7 A 2 A T A TR R St i 1 v o R ) T
AR, FLATE 5 A 250 A T 2 T ) T (I 4 T3L PN 08 5 ) T 1 Y et ) DA R e 1 5 SR A il B (I 4 i
(AT 7 T RO 1) AT e sz ).

LT, 3 Ve AR TR (R0 T 2 R 22 AE 4 D30 P 30 45 A 7 T, S M 88 K IR Toulmin A58 8904 — 4 4L
2 A Eik(claim). #R¥E(premise). 18 1F(warrant). 3Z$%(backing). AR % (modality) 1z % (rebuttal)iX 6 />
HFAEAH Toulmin FEFYARE e W S HEVH T 2, H Toulmin AT 6 il 2 AR T HHE Sk v A D05
Toulmin 7Y i 1 5 b RS 3 0E ™) A 3 48 3ok Rt e 4 5 1T, S i 45 K 1) /& IBIS(issue-based information system)#bt
RO TBIS A 3 P 1 ) SR Aot A e A B e R v 7 A 0 S A SR B A ) A s R AR R
F,H 5 o R ) Bl (issue) 3K WA 735 (position)s 45 H FE (H (argument)iX 3 PR HE B AT $E AL B B 5
Bh B AE I, RN 27 AR IR HEE IR )2 06 2R, 0 A 4 AL B 1) 4 SCTE AN S5002 0 T 4 1802 T ) 06 3R A8 5 T
BOK AL Dung 1% 50 HE 42 100 3% HE S5 5518 45 1) 5 o — 4> 041 :AF=(ARattacks), 2L 1 AR 4 i
4 ,attacksc ARxAR J& AR I = a0 R T e v B B4+ 3U4E, Dung $& H T %EH 78 (preferred extension). F&t
SE P78 (stable extension). 5E4 ¥ 7 (complete extension)FlFEAtiY ™ 78 (grounded extension)5 & X3 78.Dung HIh
GO AE AL 4 U i — A AR T AW G B30I P 8 45 A, L 3R 7 G 180 ) ) B 5 88 3 5 5 o 1 A AT
BORZEPR. 55 4h,Dung BRI 4 Fhy A8 SCRCEATTZ 1A 2Q 3R (EAR IE WA Fi HH IR A 7 2 45 3 1) i (B ]
B2 4R, M0 LRI — A e DU S RS0 7 sRe e 47 78 A NP 524 il JU) R DI 506 Dung il 5 5 0 HE 42
AT T4 R SCERLLLPH 00 0 hy,hg=sh F i hi(i=1,2,. . ) BROR RT3, h B A 45 8 SCHR[ 1214 Dung (¥ 4+ 13
ek ¢ RBEAL B3N T SCRR R PR AR BECAE L SCBR 1314 (1 T — P AR AL A7 46 1¥ Toulmin
TR R 7R e BN S5 A8, I I T STRF R R O T HEAT S BUPE A0 T 580, 26 X 0 HE B AT 24 1] 15 B0 105 3, 4 1%
1 5 Dung $h 5 5 10 HE L5 B 48— B BV 0323 3R HAOW 5B 1R AT B7 1 4808, di i (e ) 10 HE 4 5K HE S 1R A
BRI B T A AR R T 52 52 R IR B SCHR[14T8& H T — b4 Je XM A 10 A 28, 38 0 T 6 4+ 13006 2R (%) i 7, L0t 4
T P 220 1 5 A 4

DL 3k e A5 R fity — AN e [R) R U 4 D30 IR 2 2 T < 150 PR) T8 AR 4 1302 1) 1) i B S R OC ZR AR 2 A ),
R G 50 (PRI 56 4% T AR 1R, 4 802 TA) G 2R B S i 7 b S, B 0 1 8 b S0

(R AE S bR ftie I R b b T AR AR B P R 58 4% PR, 4 BT R AN 4 BUR B AR A AN 1, BRI, — A58
e RV 2R 1 12 fi Ak BT 2 P AT o R e 38022 D) f TGt i BE AR IO T AR R ME ST Amgoud %5 A1)
P2 L T8 25 5 B BB HE 2% (preference-based argumentation framework, i FX PAF). Bench-Capon 4 H! %
T 918 1 318 HE 42 (value based argumentation frameworks,fii#% VAF). Dunne 25 A7 H 6 IR A5 16 HE 42
(weighted argumentation systems,fijFX WAS). Haenni %5 AU H (42 5§18 52 i (probabilistic argumentation
systems, fii %X PAS). Tang 2 A"VF1 DasP42 i ) 5 T Dempster-Shafer Fi8 ()3 16 HE 42 (Dempster-Shafer based
argumentation, [ % DSA)AF.IX Lo 84 F AN 1] 77 AR T AR 8BS b 11 AR 52 7%, H b PAF,VAF #Il WAS 7 Dung
)90 G Ve HE R s 38 00 T ) e 1800 B4 1L T ) B0 R S P SR TR AR T R v SR R R A U T
M, AT AR IR 52 9% PAS F DSA H 32 WA 2 28 7= G BUHT B I AN o Ve, e 28 e B0 (i v S50 8 4 U m] 652
PR AR R AT IO A T A T R 1) 20 1A 7

AP T R T 0] 45 T A AR A5 Y (certainty-factor based argumentation, {5 #% CFA), H: 5k A JLAEUR X i
TR FR G E T S P AN 7 T AT 200 5 S 43 2 R A B 1) M O R FRATT AE F SBR[ 13 4 th i)
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VEHE 2 58 S 20 3k 4 8L T B4 100 T R R e B3I B ol 2, B ATT 48— Y AT FZ ALy 2 7m AE LAk b di H 4l
PR SR, A T DAY O BRI E A5 R A T O BHE B E RE, L AE SR A B v SRR 2 B PR
HHY PR T 2 52 W A A 405 3 1) AT A7 B L A% A 2 E— (9, T LA SE I Dung PR 5 Bk HE 28 R 1K 78 o LI AS AL

ATCH 1 A GBS LT 5 P AR AR A BB HEZE T 2 2 A g Tl
JRE (R VR AR R, 5 S DSU T B2 0 AN A A1 R S 380 T 0 Tt 8 JBE R s A B S PP I 50 3 1 sl
VL IZ RN S 0 AT AR 5 4 TR A OG T AR B, R A SCHR B AN 553290 ) 55 PAF,VAF,WAS I DSA
BEAT LR B — R AR SO d i S A

1 EAXRAHLIESR

TEGINTTAE BEJT VR0, e/ G AR FRHE R S AE QL 7E Dung B R ARG AE SE ALl 2 b (R0 e AT
T AR A Y HE A o IR G DU R S G L I R 5 2R DU AT 4 A A R BN 4548 B AN T BT AR R 4 18
BERR N RIR 8 TR QB 8 — APl .

E X 1(statement). BRIE X HW M E CHERR, RS WA AL T RRESRNIES
(language),ic. h £.

FE X 2(consistency of two statements). QIR PINMERIE  hihy(i=)) T 238 1) ) A7 40 T2 — 30K, e o
hishy i RE AT AT R IR B N AR 3 2 AR S i), e 2 hi==h;.

TE X 3(conflict-free subset of language). #AT— PR T4 Sc.£ i e fhi,hyeS,hi=—h;, WFR S ZAHZE I 75
LR S RAFHZE ).

EX 4(argument). FIE—D T I0A A=(H,h), L he 2B —ANBRIE H={h,,... .h,} c LR — P FRE 74, H
W) HOZ A0 B4 b HHERLH h,id 2 H=hiil) H 2 B BRI {hy,. .o} B EL 45006 2 414 D) i &
£ ii).hy,... g S T 3 (premise), it 4 Pre(A)={h,,....,h,}, Bl hiePre(A)(1<<i<n);h M4 4548
(conclusion),it. 4 Con(A)=h. i 5 4 A0 A A.

TE X 5(abstract argument). Qi1 5 20w G- IR N 45 8, % G BURR S 5 3L

4 A=({hy,...hn LT U B 1(@) & 7R, B 1(b) 2B IS R IE T2, B AW T 430 P B 25 1.

(b) 54

Fig.1 Argument node
BT it

FE X 6(dialogue). UM B ME5 102 ) A FH A I AT, 81 Con(B)ePre(A), MIFR A 4+ B Xf
A [RDR I 0 (BLA) ITAT R AR I 4R 538 0 2.

E X 7(argumentation framework). AHSHELLE — A = J0d AF=(L,A, D), i, e RiR 8, A% F 4, D
PO URTE

TE X 8(head and rear). X} T HHEHEZE AF=(L,A4, D) —AF L A WIRABe A(A,BYe DRI A RXF AT A HiAthy
ey HEAT I N, FR A 8 il (head); W1 K PB e A,(B,A) e DRI A ANBY AT AA] FoAth £330 ma 7, JUFR A 4y B8 4 1 (rear).

TE X 9(abstract argumentation framework). g T 4 18P 3B 45 KA IR HE T HE QAR D dih AR HEZL 4 5L
IBAESLE — A Jnd, 0 AAF=(A4, D).

G AR BT AR — AN 10 [ R B A 6
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E X 10(dialogue tree). XTIGEH & n(n>0)— ANl G G+ A BRAE A AEAT & — AR AL S XS W b BACH
— AN A BT SRR AL 2 n>1 B BRAR 2 M AT SR LA R m(m>0) A B A AL I BREE T, o, T
BT (I<STSm)AR 5 SOZ— R FR 2 A AR 0 5 T B BEAR B AR — 4% 1t B i 1 R 090 A 1 0 A

W SRR AR, G aSC IR 0] U A% 20 2 B X 12 40 LI B AN i 42

Bl B — RS HELL A W R 4 i

A=({b,c},a),B=({d,e},b),C=({f},b),D=({g},c),E=({h,i},d)),F=({j.k}.f),

MNZ AR HE S P RR 4L L={a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i.j.k}, 5 iHE A={AB,C,D,E,F} ,iE4E D={(B,A),(C,A)(D,A)E,B),
(F,C)V B 2() ik T A BB L 72, I 2(b) & A A5 15 B

AP A 3 SRS TR, {B,EYVRI{C,FY A6 A BIETIE b, {DYEFXS A BIRTHE c.

() (®)

Fig.2 An example of argumentation
M2 s T

2 ETAEEMAILEEI(CFA)

21 AIEEAZ

A5 79 1 Shortliffel 5 H ) — b 28 75 R AL BEANT 2 B A0 AT 2005 35, fRI R C-F A L) e L1
HL KL 5K RGBT ARS8 MYCIN R 2015 2 s B .

E X 1l(certainty factor,faiff CF). W15 B8 L ZKMHE & 10 — AW FIIL G HI W S AR B e A0 3
TEHE T A5 B R AT {5 B nT {5 B o0 {5 B R R,

AT R A — il 2 O 28 6 A T AR T R — A 1 L R A BT 4 R I A B ] RS BRI TSR B il B R L
25 AP UE S RO R R A R, I A ) A A B R BE AT AN R B T AR G o o 56 M 3R B 4 1 A
B TE R AR R G0 AT A5 B =2 A T VEAN W), R B S SVE AT . TRE. ANE. ARTTRE. 4aXiA
AT HE AN ECT J]UBE (A 0~10,0~—1,8%—1~1 45).

E X 12(certainty factor of evidence). ¥ E JyiF4E (evidence), ] CF(E) M iEdE E H w45 FE A1~ HHU{E 76
H[-1,114,BI-1<CFE)<I1.

TEAE 43 006 UF A8 0[] 52 TE 58 40 46 SR 38 (4 70 45 B2 i % 548 . ansx e IR BT A W68 R 1 b 22,00 CR(E)=1;
BE R AR, CR(E)=—1;25"& AR RL BE O 1,00 0<CF(E)<1;5 & AR RE BE 0 8, -1 <CF(E)<0; 35 A RE T
S FLERNE CR(E)=0. M UEHE 2 45 2 B HE R (W UEHE & b — IR HEBL I &5 18, WL v {5 B B B UESR 1 ml 15 B
T I AN s A B R

HEYE E R Z A iFE A BURLBI E=E A...AE,, ] CF(E)=min{CF(E,),...,CF(E,)}, BN B —E Y5 T 15
I g /M GRS E 2 2 AN B R M BUN B E=E,v...VE,, ] CF(E)=max {CF(E,),...,CF(En)}, Rl Bt 28 —iiF
T A5 B 1) e KA.
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TE X 13(certainty factor of rule). %75 MU IF E THEN H, 3L o E J2& A0 0 A7 42, tBR S 3E 4, H S 4538, 0 1 )
()T 5 B 7l CR(HLE), JLHUE [ R [— 1,117,367 E Jg ZUI 6 H by B0 A0 S HF A2 13, CR(HLE) (8 K E bl S 1
H 4 E.

TE X 14(certainty factor of conclusion). 45 ¥ IF E THEN H, 391 E 2iEHE, H & 458,01

CF(H)=CF(H,E)xmax {0,CF(E)} 0

2E R T E 9 BN LB CR(E)=1 I, 4 CF(H)=CF(H,E), Ui Bl 24 iE 8 77 £ HL o F Nk, ) 4536 i o) {5 B 5
CF(H,E) a5 5 A0 [ ; 24 31F 35 LA SE PR B2 4 I Bl CR(E)<0 I, A5 CF(H)=0, 15t B iZ 45010 35 A7 2% R ik 35 ki
XS5 10 H AR BT A R S .

7E X 15(combining of certainty factor). #43 Ki0:

e IFE, THEN H (CF(H.,E)));

e IFE, THEN H (CF(H,E)).

Mg H Zaa G BE /] F & A k5

CR(H)+CF,(H)-CK(H)CF,(H), %CFI(H) =0 & CR,(H)= OFf
CF,(H)=1CR(H)+CF,(H )+CF(H)CF,(H), f—'lCFl(H) <0 & CR(H)< Of 2)
CF,(H) +CF,(H)
1-min{|CF(H) ||| CF,(H)|}’

KPP A 7L BEARAIE CF(H)IELAE X ] [~ 1,174,
22 HWAEERT

Sof VS FRAS IR H P 0 e DI R B7 T RH RO B T 2 52 1k Dung 1)t 5 5 1 AE 2 e HOAH SCF 7 3 i o
NSy ey 7o SERY R REY . e SRR B B AU A A S U R 5
P AL EE Y AR NP 54 il B DR 1T 8 S5 B S P R A7 2 KA Sy PRV . DR kb o 4 0 RT3 B 4 3 2 T £
Y o B AT A, 2 X Dung [ 3h 5886 HE 3L 3T S0t 1) — AN sk ik

A B B 2 0 SR S AN MR B AR B R S 2 1 B O AN () PR A 2 IR R R 4 3 B B R AT
AN I (AR B BRATT 5 O\ o) A R 3 i e R B A o ml B 2 BRI 4.

7E X 16(certainty factor of statement). Frid h [R5 &304 CR(h), W1 h & 28 & 31,0 CR(h)=1;41 h & &N
8,00 CF(h)=0;75 & DAL FR AR 5 0 B0, 0SCF(h)<1.

B iR 7T 45 82 S5k I T 45 8 B 8 v (R0 AIE 30 7T 45 88, 1L A5 AF 40 7T 45 88 W A A ) T B S 2 4 T 4 1 A 1)
TEFE 15 A 48 U000 7 42, BRI A MR e 7 A RO 140 P 1 B 34 A I AL, 18 O LA 1) 4 S0P BV 8 T Sk g .

I IR A4 T A5 R R R B, B A TR S 25 AR 50 BT A AR Tk R b IR v T 3 A i
V183 ) 1, (S R B O0T ), AT AR FG W {5 88 R AR T4

TE X 17(certainty factor of premise). 4+ A=(H,h)RT$2 Al {5530 K CF(H), & H={hy,....h,}, U &38Rl 32 n)
15 BEBLH AP R ) 5 BE (¥ B /MEL B CF(H)=min {CF(h,),...,CF(h,)}.

TE X 18(certainty factor of argument). 4+i% A=(H,h) )R] {5 B S8 - I0RT 32 H SR 4518 h I3 B2 ig
4 CF(A)EL CF(h,H).

CR(A)FIE T A [-1,1].24-1<<CF(A)<0 It Hi 42 i L BLAT F) T B AIC 45 18 1 I 45 B2 R il 3,24 CR(A)=-1,
CF(H)=1 B,CF(MFEZ 0.24 0<CFA)<1 BT, A7 H& 1 HILA A T4 = 45 8 10 v] 15 B2 R il b, CR(A)=1,
CF(H)=1 If,CF()TI & 3] 1.2 CF(A)=0 I, T4 1)t IR 25 18 1) W] A% 3 .

H e T S S A=(Hh) AT LR R H —SEH) oy

GO {5 B B8 FACL H 4O B8, B IR T8 F 0 E R 50 A . 4 0T {5 5 — HL45 8 7R R 11
U S L N

7E X 19(certainty-factor based argumentation framework). &1 1 {5 B BHOHESRE R — N 1Lt (LA, D,

Y CF, (H)FICF,(H) 5 2 i
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CP,CA), i h, LRBFIR &, AR5, DRI L, CP: LR, & — N4 BURT H T w45 FE H o6 B, CA: AR, &
— AU T TS B B R AE ISR [0,1],RA BN [-1,1].
2.3 T MEE

TE ST R B I b, % K g H A SO AN AN 505 T R AN 45 18 T L S R T B RO R R A
{CF(hy),...,CF(hy)} R4 U RT {5 BE - CR(h,H). 4 18045 18 1 AT A5 B At T L 3 T 45 B A 4 BURT A5 B2 B A5 18 1
HEAT, 4 UURTHR P A5 5 2% 52 31 0 Ath 40 050 1 g 12 T 2 A= 238 A, DTG A8 4 180 465 48 T A 5 R AR AR Ak A SOVE I SV el 2
THE R HE R 7 b S ST SRR 518 16 %5 B (0 n] (5 15
231 iR TR

(D) HE L5 B

IR 1. &AW A=(HN) R 8 F 3R h A8 FARAT G300 a5, L 458 h ] (5

CF(h)=CF(h,H)CF(H) 3)
HE B A s X 16,9+ A=(H,h)IITT$E H={hy,....ha} I BRI ATAE BE L 0<CF(h)< 1,1 <i<<n.HiE X
17 5 0<CF(H)< L. MR ¥ & X 14 &5 CF(h)=CF(h,H)xmax {0,CF(H)}=CF(h,H)CF(H). O

2580 T AT HT SR A SE S LN, BT CR(H)=1 I}, 45 CF(h)=CF(h,H), B 413 45 18 1) 7T 435 5 5 S U] 435 A ] 24
CF(H)=0 I, 5 CF(h)=0,l1 5518 ;24 CF(h,H)=1 It,CF(h)=CF(H), BN 45 h (K745 SRTHe H ] {5 A .

2) EEFWUML R EE T E

RS A=(H A Z T FBLET h 2 54+ B 11— AN 1542, B0 hePre(B), 1 T~ h /E A4+ B AT O 4
FEZRTBE TS BE(GRCAE CR(D), 4+ A B H MBS h i al{s BE, IRk, h B A5 BE R CR(h)Y’ 5
CF(h,H)CF(H) & k.

EIR 2. WA 4 A=(H,h),h 30 B 10— AN HT 2, LT85 aT {5 B o CR()®, 00 h 52 31 A i s 3] {5 B Oy

CF(h)’ + (1—CF (h)*)CF (h,H)CF(H), 4 0 < CF(h,H) < 1i}

CF(h)={CF(h)°, 24 CF(h,H) = O} 4)
CF(h)°(1+ CF(h,H)CF(H)), 2 —] < CF(h,H) < O

H. CR(h) R BB AE[0, 1PN 3 A2 B v A5 BE R 1 — 301k
U WA < S AUE B 43 BT AR 4 1045 18 T A R 1 IR A
1) 3 0<CF(h,H)<1,M

i) ¥ CF(H)AZER,CR(hkE CR(h,H)Z 3K, i 3@iin. B ELRIE h i CRH)Z& MK,
CF(H)=1 i}k &3 & K k=(1-CF(h)"). b, i 8 CF(h,H)=1,0] CF(h)ik#& KM 1.4
CF(H)=0 I, A% CF(h,H)hZ D #ARES A h (a5, B CF(h)=CF(h)°, it it} ,k=0.
A W, k=(1-CF(h)")CF(H). T /& 1 :CF(h)=CF(h)’*+kCF(h,H)=CF(h)*+(1-CF(h)>)CF(h,H)CF(H).

if) %4 CR(hH) R, CR(h)BE CR(H)ZME IR, M 3(b)FT . [ Th LA K B CR(hH)ZR LK,
k=(1-CF(h)>)CF(h,H). T & 17 :CF(h)=CF(h)*+kCF(h,H)=CF(h)’+(1-CF(h)*)CF(h,H)CF(H).

AT AR EE 1 s
2) 4R -1<<CF(h,H)<0,:

i) 2 CR(H)AAZI,CR(h)BE CF(h,H)I) 4 Xt {8 £ sk /N, a1 4(a) iz B b B4 RHR B CR(H) 2k 3
K25 CR(H)=1 I, AL SN k=CF(h)".Sb i i Rt CR(h,H)=—1,10) CR(h)ik £ /ME 0.2
CF(H)=0 I, N CF(h,H) ol % /b AR h () 7T {5 BE, B CR(h)=CF(h)°, LN, FLE& 11 R 5% k=0.
A W, k=CF(h)°CF(H). T &1

CF(h)=CF(h)*+k(CF(h,H)=CF(h)*+CF(h)°CF(h,H)CF(H)=CF(h)’(1+CF(h,H)CF(H)).

ii) 2 CF(h,H)AZER),CF(h)BE CR(H)Ze Mg/, Wl 4b) s b HZRL % k B CF(h,H)Z 13K,

k=CF(h)°’CF(h,H). T /&4
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CF(h)=CF(h)*+kCF(H)=CF(h)*+CF(h)’CF(h,H)CF(H)=CF(h)’(1+CF(h,H)CF(H)).
CIRURASN A L B

CF(h) A CF(h) A
1 1

(1-CF(h)")CF(H)+CF(h)’ (1—CF(h)")CF(h,H)+CF(h)

CF(h)° ! CF(h)’ .
| |
1 : 1 :
0 1 CF(h,H) 0 1 CF(H)
(2) (b)
Fig.3 Change of CF(h) (when 0<CF(h,H)<1)
K3 CR(h)Zfk 24 0<CF(h,H)<1 1))
A cr(h crd
1 1 f-======--- 1
|
CF(h)° CF(h)° 4
1
CF(h)’(1-CF(H)) CF(h)°(1+CF(h,H)) i
> : >
-1 0 CF(h, H) 0 1 CF(H)
(a) (b)

Fig.4 Change of CF(h) (when —1<<CF(h,H)<0)
4 CR(h& AL 2k (-1 < CF(h,H)<0 i)

3) W CF(h,H)=0,01 4+l A HARXT i B A3 W N, (HAS S B0AR h (8 ] 45 FE, B :CF(h)=CF(h)". 1] WL, 2 5((4)
MR 28 2 TH AT
FHIERE CR(h I IETE[0,1]N.
o EXAX(@IIE 1 T
. 0<CF(h,H)<1,0<CF(H)<1,
S 0<CF(h,H)CFH)<1,
= 0<(1-CF(h)*)CF(h,H)CF(H)<1-CF(h)",
. CF(h)°< CF(h)*+(1-CF(h)")CF(h,H)CF(H)<1,l] CF(h)’<CF(h)<I1.
o AT AR(@)NE 2 3,4 CF(h)=CF(h)".
o EFXF A (@RI 3 I
. —1<CF(h,H)<0,0<CF(H)<1,
~.—1<CF(h,H)CF(H)<0,
S 0<1+CF(h,H)CF(H)<1,
S 0<CF(h)’(1+CF(h,H)CF(H) <CF(h)°’, il 0<CF(h)<CF(h)".
L 0<<CF(h)’<1,
SOBLE 3 BRI BRI AL OSCR()<SLLIX 55 X 16 B9 E & — 30, O
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CIEGIE %95

LR — A BRI FEAN T L 52 1 22 G U000 g 7 ) 75 B R AT AT A5 BE B A .

52 [ AN e A . B 4l Al=(HL h) T A2=(H%,h),hePre(B), BT 4+ AL 1 A% [A] I %) 43X B HIRTHE h
S, ¥ h R0 46 RT3 B A CR(h)®. RT3 B A5 s ml SR LA 1 25 38

55125 42 A 30(4) 2 R H 4RI AT h LA 6 SRR CR(h)! AN iS0 AZ X h R AT 5 2 1 58 (. CF(h);

55 2 266 CR(hY' R CF(h) 347 & e il 1 4 R Q) PSS 1 I03EAT & 18,88 CR(h)! it CR(h)? ({35 K T
2F 0,104

CF(h)=CF(h)'+CF(h)>*~CF(h)'CF(h)? (5)

FERR 3. A Z(S) KA W5 BEBUE VG F D L0, L], BECRAE BRI AT {5 B2 vF B —BUrk.

IEHA s #E 2 1,0<CF(h)'<1,0<CF(h)*<1,

S 0<1-CF(h)'<1,0<1-CF(h)’<1,

S O0<(1-CF(h)")(1-CF(h))<1,

S 0<1-(1-CF(h)")(1-CF(h)) <1,

. 0<<CF(h)'+CF(h)>~CF(h)'CF(h)’<1. O

i 5 K (S) T BATE B — NG iU T A H 42 52 31 2 A 4 B0 B 115 01 18 )45 B2 4 .
233 A{FEfEIL

A AR FEVE AT AR . 2 A7 AE X (A AN, U 4380 A% 23 B0 480 AT IR AN BB 1) 45 38, AT 14
AR i A [RG5S 10 T A5 B R A RV AR T 20 SR A K (AT AT, G A SO T AR e i AP R REAN TR (K T
JEE 301 A 4 A8 A R 45 TS B0 T A R CRIT4130 AL B AN T4 (0 AT 45 B ), B i oA 4 L A F 5 4 1 R4 LR A,
G 10— AN BT 10 2 R, DT 4 DU BAR T A 100 20 S 1 I 1A IR IR 1 T A R I e A AR R RE AR BT A
(4 BT R — B 3 0 4 B0 T AR S

Bk nIE REAL

Argument_Create(-) /774 i34 &

{
1

[V N N VS )

10
11
12

13

While (B A 45 W)

{

FEAE— AN H AT A5 Py

HPRAHREH ={,...h7);

P IS AT I 5 CF(h)’,...,CF(h))";

SE X H 4L CF(h7) [1...MAXSIZE];

/1 CF(h") [KIFRFERTIE h” A28 k AN FRERST b BT {5 RE, 1<<i<<n,| SK<MAXSIZE
B P EE AT AR B GG £F =0, 7 =0;

/£ P BE ED R B 4L CF (™) [0 AR 6 i K fE, 1 <i<n

T CF(h)=CF(h{)",...CF(h)) =CF(h7)"; //CF(h") LRAFAIHE h” 19 241 ol 5 L
B P T EE CR(P);
IF (P & 5 4+ i))

B P4k CP

ELSE

AT A B4R Q ISEAHTHE hE 10 P I 45,

1% Q=({h,...,h3},C?) ,j=1,....m

AERRTAL™

B P WA+ £ /£ 2 AU CR(WY) [ R hx
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14 CF(h?)MAXSIZE = f?; //CF(h?).MAXSIZE {Rf7 42 CF(h?) [-11F) T i de K AH
15 ENDIF

16  Certainty-factor revision(P); /i FI1& il 480 vl {5 B2 1) o %k

17 } ENDWHILE

}
Certainty-factor_revision(‘5 & P)  //nJ {5 & 56 35T

{

1 W PRI AT{E BE: CF(HP) = min{CF(h"),...,.CF(h)} ;

2 IF(PRZHETN

3 5P 458 CP I {5 B :CF(CP)=CF(P)xCF(HP);

4 ELSE

5 B P I8 hY (AR TS CF(hD) s //P I8 P IFAQTTT £ Q M EANATHE he
6 B P RIARRE 2

7 BH P ] fE BE CF(P);

8 IF (0<CF(P)<1)

9 CF(h)[f2]1=CF(h®)"+(1-CF(h})")CF(P)CF(H®);

10  ELSE

11 CF(h?)[f2]=CF(h?)’(1+CF(P)CF(H?));

12 ENDIF

13 for (k=2; k<= CF (h?).MAXSIZE ; k++)

14 CF(h?)[1]=CF(h?)[1]+ CF(h?)[k]-CF(h)[1ICF (h)[K]; /253 B wl 45 BE 45 1

15 CF(h?)=CF(h?)[1]; /& he 1241 Al {5 L

16 Certainty-factor_revision(Q); //3 V=11 F nl {5 Ji& 56 357 bR 24

17 ENDIF

}

SE WA BR B B A AT S K R B Argument_Create(-) A1 AT {5 S 5 BT B6  Certainty-factor
revision(-).Argument_Create(-)¥] == BT 55 4 7= Az — AN B9 4 B00T 050, W G UK AT DG S 000 AT B B 6 4 1L
BUER. 2510 LUK & B4 10 R4 S R 4 A B 1) R A P50 SR 4 S0 o 4 180 ) R B2 4 UM 2508 i R 4
WO R 4 B0, W A5 ZEE 5 — AN T A 4 D00 2N 1T 42 4F % - 0 4598 4R )5 I H ek £k Certainty-factor_
revision(-) 5& B iZ 4 IR B 4 LS5 1R A B IR BRR 1 PT 45 2 1Y) B 8T . Certainty-factor_revision(-) & — />3 JH R
B30 U 15 1 A U A S R A o — AN 4 U S5 VA YA T X A R B AT L, S B A X
AR R BT R O B T A R R A T R R AR AR IR AR T R R HE SR I T Bk S A, i R — AN R R 2 B 2 A G
TSR M S D) HE T A AR Y 0% A 2 AN TTAR 8 BB 1R A .

LV B I 1R) 52 2% B 43 T Certainty-factor _revision(-) /& — /™ i U7 BR £, HL 33 R B0k i 4 30T 55 311715 05
1) 43 3 $4.Certainty-factor_revision(-)4 X3z A7 (1 IS [A] 55 ¢ B e T 7 [ 10 4 180 23 S 300 DR b 48 503 1) Ik (1)
SR O(mn), JE i, m S BRI 1) 43 S2Hn A 0] AR R
234 BRRM A

FEIR G5 I R 40 1B R AR A — AN 58 1 AT A5 A, L AE 380 [0, 1] R 1 ] 5 BB R L Pl 5252
LE N

E X 20(acceptability of statements). 15— /NERIAR AT (F BEHE L T T 5 52 A0 B4R, U R 3 3l e vl 4252
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1S A0 T 52 RO 21 e I B 5 R O 318 45 A (resullt of argumentation).
24 —HESATHES

BET 0] {5 B2 0 BRI AL (CFA YK 1T {5 B2 38 5 A BHR AR Be SRR AN 8 15 B 4 1R T 1Bk R i 72,
J2 0oF S A e I ) A B A

CFA HELAE WA BB SR A 2 b AFCRE 4 DSORT B8 ] 5 8 1R Sl X D) el J5 SR 1R [— 1, 1108 25k [0,1], B8 mT i L 3
2.1 WA VS UL 1WA B, SR ORAIE TR B AR 13 1 A B RN — B 0 R e TR TP A E A T A
JEEBR 52 R [0, 1152 45 BH IR, IR A 8 5K — M AN 43 F WI A5 BE A B R 45 o 1 40 i £2, BLLO, 117 W) R AR IE 3 1K)
ANHA A G T SR S RT3 TP R RS W] A5 R B E b [ 1,10, 4% 2 Q) T 5 4 0S8 1 el {5 B K 2 0,
ANt S e 4 U AT A R IR BT S 45 18 T {5 B ) S M R R K 4 DAE 9 T A5 R 2 SR [0, 11 RE LR AIF 1T 15 B &
TSR AT {5 FEE A 338 o AT A BE VT S — S0P e B 2 R B 3 AP I .

CFA 4 PP SR R S AE P A5 FE A B A 2 b T AS 2 17 SR 1 P {5 B e, XA L 17 3 L 255 AR R,
T8 T B X 1 (R A A R AR IR PN T T R A A R i T R L T RS T X
WRIR AT Ay 53— A 4 BCRT S I PRI 46 P A B, 22 3X(4); =02 24— N IR 32 1) 22 A 4 130 L I, G g £ () T £ B 2
Z AN UL 25 18 AT BEIR A, 24 3K(5).

D5 6, CFA o (1 4 BOE A S50 2 mTAT 1), L6 A P B vk 5 — 35k

3 KBt
I 245 5 2 A 2R £ I P A AR A R AU T R T A e SR TR R R R

Table1l Certainty-Factor of arguments and their premise

R PWILRTIR AT L BE

el 4TI PG AOEEE T BTG W 15
Al {h',hl} h 0.9 CF(h)* =0.8,CF(h)’ =0.9
A {h,h2,h2} hy -0.9 CF(h})’ =0.8,CF(h})* =0.9,CF(h})’ = 0.7
A {h’,h} hy -0.7 CF(h})’ =0.6,CF(h})" =0.8
At {hy h' 0.8 CF(h))’' =0.6
A A h -0.8 CF(h’)* =0.7,CF(n)° = 0.6

BN T 5 DA A5 1 A4 A = ({h),hi),h)  3EE CF(h)° = 0.8,CF(h)° =0.9 ,CF(A)=0.9, It I,
CF(h) = CF(A")x (min{CF(h),CF (h})}) = 0.9x 0.8 = 0.72.
SEJF (R AR 5 2)7 AR 55 2 M4 AP = ({h2,h2,h2), hl) e
CF(h?)" =0.8,CF(h})" =0.9,CF(h})° = 0.7,CF(A,) =-0.9.
H1F h' ePre(A"), H. CF(A%)2 S, DA A2 2 A FR) St U8 P Al 4 88 A 33 0k
CF(h)[1]=CF(h)’(1+ (min{CF(h’),CF (h}),CF(h})})x CF(A,)) = 0.8 x (1+ 0.7 x (=0.9)) = 0.296,
SRJE K CR(h)1] A7 CF(hy) s eh T AT IR TR A0 7455 88 ok SEORT, DR - AL (0 45 48 [ W) A5 B B s 4, 3L
{4 0.266 4.7] WLA? = A5 0 (A5 FEAS DA R B AH 4 A% 726 T A (0 RTA FE0 h S(i, BAAIS T 4l A% TR
PR AT AF B T FAIG T 4 A X AT RO SR BE B AAE 4 AT ISE 8 h IR BE BTG 0.381 7.4+ A <A
Jei AT At AN G LRI T i S DR R4 RT A BERY S CF(hD[1] 5 CF(h)[2] 14 i, 2L E N 0.890 4,48 A
F T B2 T4 R 459 AR v B 1 A b AT BE B TE 0.801 3.4+ A* BT T AT B RTHE hl A8 bl AT AS R
Bk 08 17 SUAE h (TS FE R B 0.421 2.8 WRIR AT A5 FE IR VR0l P W3R 2, AN [) BT [ 4 5id 5 AR 3 1 7T 455 FE PO 4 AL
* 3.
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Table 2 Computing process of Certainty-Factor
F2 AfEEU R

1235

I 1] 5 A5

WS

W 3 24 iy m] A5 B

1.1

Argument_Create(A")

CF(h/)=0.8,CF(h))=0.9;Con(A')=h

1.2

Certainty-factor_revision(A")

CF(H")=0.8;CF(h)=0.72(f3 #1451t h [y 1T {5 %)

2.1

Argument_Create(A%)

CF(h?)=0.8,CF(h})=0.9,CF(h})=0.7;Con(A’>) = h}; f =1

2.2

Certainty-factor_revision(A%)

CF(H%=0.7; CF (h)[1] = 0.296

CF(h)=0.296 (h! "I {5 FERE & 150

2.3

Certainty-factor_revision(A")

CF(H")=0.296(A" i 2 7 {77 /& i 10)
CF(h)=0.2664(A' 4 i T (5 B4 1 YR fE B0

3.1

Argument_Create(A®)

CF(h’)=0.6,CF(h})=0.8;Con(A’) = hZ; f} =1

3.2

Certainty-factor_revision(A®)

CF(H%)=0.6; CF (h2)[1] = 0.552

CF(h)=0.552 (h} "5 &0

3.3

Certainty-factor_revision(A?)

CF(H%=0.552; CF (h!)[1] = 0.4242
CF(h!) =0.4242 (h/ "I A5 L FFRBAE )

34

Certainty-factor_revision(A")

CF(H")=0.4242(A" 132 7T {7 B e 15 )
CF(h)=0.3817(A" £5 i AT {5 15 55 2 B0

4.1

Argument_Create(A")

CF(h})=0.6;Con(A*)=h/; f =2

4.2

Certainty-factor_revision(A*)

CF(H*)=0.6; CF(h)[2] = 0.8096
CF(h)=0.8904 (CF(h)[1] 55 CF(h})[2] # 1)

4.3

Certainty-factor_revision(A")

CF(H")=0.8904(A" i $2 7T % B F R M1 o)
CF(h)=0.8013(A" 5 i& 1l {5 4 3 &%)

5.1

Argument_Create(A%)

CF(h’)=0.7,CF(h}) = 0.6;Con(A’) = hj; f, =1

52

Certainty-factor_revision(A%)

CF(H*)=0.6; CF (h!)[1]= 0.468

CF(h)) =0.468 (h' "I {5 BERLAE 0

5.3

Certainty-factor_revision(A")

CF(H")=0.468(A" B 42 1 {3 & B 15 1%0)
CF(h)=0.4212(A" 25 T {5 FE 4 4 BB %)

Table 3 Certainty-Factor of statemnets in timeline

3 AN IR 5 HROR K R A5 BE e

I [ 45 R h hi hy hy hy hy b h hh N
1 0.72 0.8 0.9 - - - - - - - -
2 0.2664  0.296 09 08 09 07 - - - - -
3 03817 04242 09 08 0552 07 06 08 - - -
4 0.8013 08904 09 08 0552 07 06 08 06 - -
5 04212 0.8904 0468 08 0552 0.7 06 08 06 07 06

& 3 o BARE TR AE I [ A b R SR ) TR AR 3 T BUR H e AR — AN 4SO A T
5 RE AR A SR L WO P 2R B8 A 0 G N s AR R R R AT A B A S TR, A5 h BT RE
FEAFAS I IA) Y A 2 4 5, HE AR AL R 0.72—0.2664—0.3817—0.8013—0.4212,3X 545 2.3.3 F5 R (4 #7 12
— A0 SR s MR AR T {5 B A R 0.6, ZE S 5 AN AU RER A 5 AN SUR, TR RIA & R

{h,he,hs, b ) b v h

AEIK I R) Y 0 b, S5 08 h S AN T2 1K) 0] DL, 32 A 5 9 AT BLE A v SR R RT A5 B, M4 I3 mT 15 B2
V(LA R e S TR T 2 52 R iR 4R

4 MEXIIELER

Dung 141 5 10 HE JARE T A3 1K) S S0HIS AT A [R] 030 58 32, S IS0 1) A AR B R Bl G 3R, HL Bl ik A
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)3 55 S o 0 AN EL AR A, D81 b 70 52 B i vh A3 1R 4 U0 ST R A AR R R A 2 BT S U AR A X X
Tl 5L, A5 X Dung BN R AR HESEREAT T 7 R, A5 A SC AR 5 e AT EEER.

Amgoud 25 AIHR H B T4 5% 17 BB HE 4 (preference-based argumentation framework, &% PAF), 1% 45
¥ Dung Hl1% BB HE LY & AF=(AR,attacks,Pref), 1, PrefcARXAR 7R il 2 1) (A 56 55 6 22, B 45 4
WL 0] 0 B 96 28 1 [A) B, 3 B2 HR e AT 2 1) ) i B bE e HE R AR o 2 - SR Bk 4 3000 2 T Mo 2, ) %
Yok SR M AR A F 4R HH 4 00T 482 2 PR SRR AR IR R R R R OR T 4 UL TR) (R 5 88 LU, YA R G 8 3
AT R Ak A P A 2 7 S 1L ) ) A0 i 8, B U PT A T7 9 AT5 AR 3 T Dung FU 4 7888 . Bench-Capon 25 A MR
— M EE TN BB HESY (value based argumentation frameworks, {##% VAF):VAF=(AR attacks,V,val,valprefs),
VO GHU fEER val 2 A\ AR B V(R BIIR iR 5, BIVAS 18] 1R 48300 AN [ (9 O (E B9 svalprefseVxV 2 A (E B A 1)
P56 O FR A% T7 2 AN ) R0 26 e SR AB LE 4 78 48 S0, HLAS [R] (R 08 58 28 A7 AN [ B (B0 X [m), DT A5 4 358 %) ]
FERZ L 5 S WA A H I 1R D0 26 P B AT 56 AR (EL B ) A A2 — AN 1T S 40 19 2 45 DR L 4 S0P 0 R A
SEBE T HE U S AR SO Y 15 PAF AU VAF AH B3 I T 6] 401302 TR) Ff B8k e 5 179 88 8, 3 b A ok o 8t e — P v
(AR

Dunne 25 AU T —FI IR BURES & Zi(weighted argument system, fi Fk WAS), He 56 A AL 45 4 1302 (1]
BT KRR T B, R BT 1 i WAS 8 R — A = Je 41 WAS=(X,A,w), H (A XS Y Dung il 57 18 A
(AR, attacks),w:A—>R= & —AN B TR B SRR ) — AN KT 0 B sRBL X A BER h — AN U S R A —
iU (inconsistency budget)feR=, T 3 7n X A — B 2052 F8 B, 24 2k 5 3 V% A s B A, 1% B0k v DL 200 A
TR R F R U] 2 s

o Bika, o X THIHAFBR JEay Mo BB R RES, an W o BT SRR E SUh

wWt(R,w) = Z Wy, a,)) 3

(a1,27)€R
o UL /NT B BT K R T e XA sub(A,w, A= {R:RcA & WI(R,W)< S};
o AT HERZAEE A &Y (XA W), A= {ScX:IResub(Aw,f) & See(XARY)}.H T £, ((X,A) Dung
B S R AE L 19 7RG X, o il #2532 bR U

AU 7 V2 B AR SEARLR - 5 ) Bk 5 B A Ik B B Bk O R AT MR, 48 )5 4% Dung (197 V5 Sk iR 7018
SCAX %S Dung [ AFIRHE AL 1 Sk 3 FARBLAE RS K AN, W) BV B Dung FOBEIRARE 2 v (18 B0 216, AT ) LA
R AR IR 7S ALK TR M SRKARA 8 T NP 584 ) L, FLiZ 0y 105 B AT 7R e U3 B 1580 85 A SO 7R
B A TR) 2 A 2 - 5 T4 B 4 ki #8745 B R - 30 L 4 BOPPAN 2 5 T B o 5 i AN 2 9 e v 3L

Tang 25 NV T —Fh 2T Dempster-Shafer B8 ) Jif 8 45 21 (dempster-shafer based argumentation, fifi #i
DSA), A 4 B8UE U —A T «(h,Ey, o, h B4 UM S5 i8,E={e,,....en} B IIIRTHRh LUK E P TE
e(I<iSnEH A AR, L A ARXE N T 5 Dempster-Shafer BASH — S AMATE X T — DL FHE P,h LU e(1
<i<n)#B AT LLFI AR bR 5 1:L—27 BRSEh P oA — AN 1 4E,2=27 BN IRBIRE S tn SR AT 24 K 0e LIWAT 1(6) < 2.
SR 8 X)L R 2L m(E):E—[0;1], 974152

> m(E:e)=1.

T HAEAET E FE @m(E: @)=0. 78t 24l b, S AR £ b(h)ANE A 28 £ d(h) RIS 2 B4 uch)

XA h B AR AT V5, 3L,
b(M) =2 crmMEAM =30 o mEe)u(M) =3 s MEE).

FEETER b B T IR A B 0 B AE A SO (VBTN L R R A5 (VBT B 1 £t )
W 245 o 43 /DA — AR 25 T8 A T AT R PR AT B AR R — AN A 3R T — AR ) 45 e, R
FHOU) A 286 ] LR 2R 98 HE S R X B T VA4 H T % Dung MU % B HESE 55 Dempster-Shafer 8 A1 &5 4 1) B
P 3 3 B TSR 4 BGHEAT YR DasPO s 3 Hi %% Dempster-Shafer g N T HHg 8 {H & Jt 5T Toulmin
AR 52 7 ¥ A 2 P VS M T R AR S5 I ON T A 8 92, T X SCHIR [ 13 A 28 £ e S50 iy 42 R 4 3302 W) 1) 2
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R
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TR HEAT AL 5 DAS A LU, 2% SO S i v L A 2 % o B
5 % g

FE T AN A B R R R N A% B 3 AN T T R R

i) FHE 23 R A I B G s B Sl 2 T ) 98 R AR R;

i) A UCRT BRGS0 TR I B0 S AN T TR

iii) RN E.

ARICEFRIX 3 AN TR T T R E B BRI (CFA) FAH R R 4 BPFAN 550025, 9385 e 08 Rk v
5 SE B S A ) 2 52 RO B AR R R AR 3 T B e i 3 — ] B LRI hy,. L he=h, 38 hy, Ly
UL D9 B S50 R e U, I A A B S5 1R 3 0 5 — e — AN TR X R A R T — AR
AR, X S HE L RE (W 2k T S B AN A S U e HE L P R E BE IR T 3R R A TR B 1 AN s MR i
B R 4 18045 148 1 SRR 5 B (R 4 U B 14 VT A5 8. B 5 0 1A AT, 3 18 4 300 w500 3ot VH S L AL 84 0
FEAN B IR T A 9 2% U B G LI 45 8 10 T 5 P e DUV VR B S 4 il S5 1 M5 BT T 5 B B R
AT AL A5 3 AN 7 T A SCAR H R 55090 1 37 78 Shortliffe f AT B BEIG BEAE 2 1, BEARIIE AT 45 1 v 521 T 5 4k
e &1

A SCAR RS 2R 2 S TR o R ) B A A T A o, I X N AR < WO HE S Y Dung A% RIS
PR AE L9 78 08 S AR I X 50 1 58 45 4 WUHEAT T g5 Ak 40 i, 25 18 T 2 A NI R R TR X 518 1R IR IE 3
TR, BE B2 7% 4 U AT 3 I AN s i, S RE 3R 7% 4 1301 8 o) 485 18 1) SRR 98 BE (RT3 B A LA R R % i P (RTAR FE A
SR, S BT 6 2 AR 1 B S 5 A OV SR R T A AT B A AR . LB E RLAS AN AL K R,
75 H RS I 45 R 5 3L, DU 800 2 T 0 0 ) N 1) A AR AR Y L AR BRI SRR R A5 B R T —
B TAEREGABEIN T2 Agent KRG A MR F R IE S B ED.
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