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Abstract

In this paper, we study the effect of preferences in abstract argumen-
tation under a claim-centric perspective. Recent work has revealed that
semantical and computational properties can change when reasoning is
performed on claim-level rather than on the argument-level, while un-
der certain natural restrictions (arguments with the same claims have the
same outgoing attacks) these properties are conserved. We now inves-
tigate these effects when, in addition, preferences have to be taken into
account and consider four prominent reductions to handle preferences be-
tween arguments. As we shall see, these reductions give rise to different
classes of claim-augmented argumentation frameworks, and behave differ-
ently in terms of semantic properties and computational complexity. This
strengthens the view that the actual choice for handling preferences has
to be taken with care.

1 Introduction

Arguments vary in their plausibility. Research in formal argumentation has
taken up this aspect in both quantitative and qualitative terms [Atkinson and
Bench-Capon, 2021, Li et al., 2011, Atkinson et al., 2017]. Indeed, prefer-
ences are nowadays a standard feature of many structured argumentation for-
malisms [Prakken and Sartor, 1997, Modgil and Prakken, 2013, Cyras and Toni,
2016, Garcfa and Simari, 2014]. In abstract argumentation frameworks [Dung,
1995] in which conflicts are expressed as a binary relation between abstract ar-
guments (attack relation), the incorporation of preferences typically results in
the deletion or reversion of attacks between arguments of different strength—
deciding acceptability of arguments via argumentation semantics is thus implic-
itly reflected in terms of the modified attack relation [Kaci et al., 2018].

The difference in argument strength and the resulting modification of the
attack relation naturally influences the acceptability of the arguments’ conclu-
sion (the claim of the argument). Claim justification in argumentation systems,
i.e., the evaluation of commonly acceptable statements while disregarding their
particular justifications, is an integral part of many structured argumentation
formalisms [Modgil and Prakken, 2018, Dung et al., 2009]; its relevance is also
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expressed in the discussion about the advantages and disadvantages of float-
ing conclusions [Horty, 2002]. Recently, the connection between abstract argu-
mentation and claim-based reasoning has received increasing attention [Baroni
and Riveret, 2019, Dvotdk and Woltran, 2020]. Claim-augmented Argumenta-
tion Frameworks (CAFs) [Dvoidk and Woltran, 2020] extend AFs by a function
which assigns to each argument a claim, representing its conclusion. CAF's serve
as an ideal target formalism for ASPIC+ [Modgil and Prakken, 2018] and other
structured argumentation formalisms which utilize abstract argumentation se-
mantics whilst also considering the claims of the arguments in the evaluation;
they are equally well-suited for AF instantiations of related formalisms like logic
programming which typically require the translation from the constructed ar-
guments into their claims as a final step before the outcome can be compared
with the original instance [Caminada et al., 2015]. Semantics for CAFs can be
obtained by evaluating the underlying AF before inspecting the claims of the ac-
ceptable arguments in the final step (thus simulating the process of instantiation
procedures as outlined above).

In contrast to Dung AFs where arguments are unique, claims can appear
multiple times as conclusions of different arguments within a single argumenta-
tion framework. As a consequence, several properties of AF semantics such as I-
maximality, i.e., C-maximality of extensions, cannot be taken for granted when
considered in terms of the arguments’ claims [Dvofdk et al., 2020]. Further-
more, the additional level of claims causes a rise in the computational complex-
ity of standard decision problems (in particular, verification is one level higher
in the polynomial hierarchy as for standard AFs), see [Dvordk and Woltran,
2020, Dvoiék et al., 2021]. Luckily, these drawbacks can be alleviated by taking
fundamental properties of the attack relation into account: the basic observa-
tion that attacks typically depend on the claim of the attacking arguments gives
rise to the central class of well-formed CAFs. CAFs from this class require that
arguments with the same claim attack the same arguments, thus modeling — on
the abstract level — a very natural behavior of arguments that is common to all
leading structured argumentation formalisms and instantiations. Well-formed
CAFs have the main advantage that most of the semantics behave ‘as expected’.
For instance, they retain the fundamental property of I-maximality, and their
computational complexity is located at the same level of the polynomial hier-
archy as for AFs. Unfortunately, it turns out that well-formedness cannot be
assumed if one deals with preferences in argumentation, as arguments with the
same claim are not necessarily equally plausible. Let us have a look on a simple
example.
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Figure 1: F (left) and F’ (right) from Example 1.

Example 1. Consider two arguments a,a’ with claim o, and another argu-
ment b having claim . Without specifying the particular formalism, we may
assume that each argument has a support which entails its claim: the claim «
is entailed by =8 (in argument a) and by v (in argument o' ); and [ is entailed
by —«. The corresponding CAF F is depicted in Figure 1 (left); as usual, an



argument a attacks another argument b if the claim of a contradicts the support
of b. Note that F is well-formed. The unique acceptable claim-set w.r.t. stable
semantics (cf. Definition 2) is {a} (obtained from the stable extension {a,a’}
of the underlying AF).

Now assume that b is preferred over o' (for example, if assumptions in the
support of b are stronger than assumptions made by a’). A common method
to integrate such information on argument rankings is to delete attacks from
arguments that attack preferred arguments. In this case, we delete the attack
from o’ to b (¢f. CAF F’ in Figure 1). Observe that the resulting CAF is not
well-formed. Moreover, we obtain that I-maximality is violated since both claim-
sets {a}, {«, B} are acceptable w.r.t. stable semantics.

As preferences or argument rankings are a standard feature of many ar-
gumentation systems it is often the case that the resulting CAF violates the
property of well-formedness. Nevertheless, this does not imply arbitrary be-
havior of the resulting CAF: on the one hand, preferences conform to a certain
type of ordering (e.g., strict, partial, or total orders) over the set of arguments;
on the other hand, it is evident that the deletion, reversion, and other types of
attack manipulation impose certain restrictions on the structure of the result-
ing CAF. Combining both aspects, we obtain that, assuming well-formedness
of the initial framework, it is unlikely that preference incorporation results in
arbitrary behavior. An easy example which supports this hypothesis is given by
self-attacking arguments: assuming a reasonable preference ordering, it is clear
that self-attacking arguments are not affected by commonly used attack mod-
ifications since an argument cannot be preferred to itself. The key motivation
of this paper is thus to identify and exploit structural properties of preferential
argumentation in the scope of claim justification. The aforementioned restric-
tions suggest beneficial impact on both the computational complexity as well
as in terms of desired semantical properties.

In this paper, we tackle this question by considering four commonly used
methods, so-called reductions, to integrate preference orderings into the attack
relation: the most common modification is the deletion of attacks in case the at-
tacking argument is less preferred than its target (cf. Example 1). This method
is typically utilized to transform preference-based argumentation frameworks
(PAFs) [Amgoud and Cayrol, 1998] into AF's but is also used in many structured
argumentation formalisms such as ASPIC+. This reduction has been criticized
due to several problematic side-effects, e.g., it can be the case that two con-
flicting arguments are jointly acceptable, and has been accordingly adapted in
[Amgoud and Vesic, 2014]; two other reductions have been introduced in [Kaci
et al., 2018]. We apply these four preference reductions to well-formed CAFs
with preferences. In particular, our main contributions are as follows:

e For each of the four preference reductions, we characterize the possible
structure of CAFs that are obtained by applying the reduction to a well-
formed CAF and a preference relation. This results in four novel CAF
classes, each of which constitutes a proper extension of well-formed CAFs
but does not retain the full expressiveness of general CAFs. Moreover, we
investigate the relationship between these classes.

e We study I-maximality of stable, preferred, semi-stable, stage, and naive
semantics of the novel CAF classes. Our results highlight a significant



advantage of a particular reduction: we show that, for admissible-based
semantics, this modification preserves I-maximality. The other reductions
fail to preserve I-maximality; moreover, for naive and stage semantics,
I-maximality cannot be guaranteed for any of the four reductions.

e Finally, we investigate the complexity of reasoning for CAFs with prefer-
ences with respect to the five semantics mentioned above plus conflict-free,
admissible, and complete semantics. We show that for three of the four
reductions, the verification problem drops by one level in the polynomial
hierarchy for almost all considered semantics and is thus not harder than
for well-formed CAFs (which in turn has the same complexity as the corre-
sponding problems for AFs). Complete semantics are the only exception,
remaining hard for all but one preference reduction. On the other hand,
it turns out that verification for the most commonly used reduction, i.e.,
deleting attacks from weaker arguments, remains as hard as for general
CAFs.

2 Preliminaries

We first define (abstract) argumentation frameworks [Dung, 1995]. U denotes
a countable infinite domain of arguments.

Definition 1. An argumentation framework (AF) is a tuple F' = (A, R) where
A CU is a finite set of arguments and R C A X A is an attack relation between
arguments. Let E C A. We say E attacks b (in F) if (a,b) € R for some a € E;
Ef ={be A|3a€ E:(a,b) € R} denotes the set of arguments attacked by E.
Ef = EU E}: is the range of E in F. An argument a € A is defended (in F)
by E if b € Ef for each b with (b,a) € R.

Given an AF F = (A, R) it can be convenient to write a € F for a € A and
(a,b) € F for (a,b) € R. Semantics for AFs are defined as functions o which
assign to each AF F = (A, R) a set o(F) C 24 of extensions. We consider
for o the functions cf, adm, com, naive, stb, prf, sem, and stg which stand
for conflict-free, admissible, complete, naive, stable, preferred, semi-stable, and
stage, respectively [Baroni et al., 2018].

Definition 2. Let F = (A, R) be an AF. A set S C A is conflict-free (in F),
if there are no a,b € S, such that (a,b) € R. c¢f(F) denotes the collection of
conflict-free sets of F. For a conflict-free set S € ¢f (F), it holds that

S € adm(F) if each a € S is defended by S in F;

e S € com(F) if S € adm(F) and each a € A defended by S in F is
contained in S;

S € naive(F) if there is no T € ¢f (F) with S C T};

S € sth(F) if each a € A\ S is attacked by S in F;

S € prf(F) if S € adm(F) and there is no T € adm(F) with S C T;
S € sem(F) if S € adm(F) and there is no T € adm(F) with S§ C Tg;



| naive,  sth.  prf. sem. stg
CAF X X X X X
wfCAF X v v v v

Table 1: I-maximality of CAFs.

o S € stg(F) if there is no T € cf (F) with S C T5.

Example 2. Consider the AF F = ({a,a’,b},{(a,b), (a’,b),(b,a)}) depicted in
Figure 1 (ignoring claims o and ). It can be check that cf (F) = {0, {a},{a’},
{0}, {a,d'}}, adm(F) = {0,{a},{a'},{a,a'}}, naive(F) = {{b},{a,a'}}, and
o(F) ={{a,d'}} for o € {com, stb, prf, sem, stg}.

CAFs are AFs in which each argument is assigned a claim, and thus consti-
tute a straightforward generalization of AFs [Dvotrdk and Woltran, 2020].

Definition 3. A claim-augmented argumentation framework (CAF) is a triple
(A, R, claim) where (A,R) is an AF and claim: A — Claims is a function
that maps arguments to claims. The claim-function can be extended to sets of
arguments, i.e., claim(E) = {claim(a) | a € E}. A well-formed CAF (wfCAF)
is a CAF (A, R, claim) in which all arguments with the same claim attack the
same arguments, i.e., for all a,b € A with claim(a) = claim(b) we have that

{el(a,c) € R} ={c| (b,c) € R}.
The semantics of CAFs are based on those of AF's.

Definition 4. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. The claim-based variant of a
semantics o is defined as o.(F) = {claim(S) | S € o((4, R))}.

Example 3. Consider the CAF F shown on the left in Figure 1. Formally,

F = (4, R, claim) with A = {a,d’,b}, R = {(a,b),(d’,b),(b,a)}, claim(a) =

claim(a’) = a, and claim(b) = . F is well-formed and the underlying AF of

F was investigated in Example 2. From there we can infer that, e.g., cfe(F) =

{0,001, 6, aim(F) = 0. (o)), e () = {{o). 5)), o o (F) =
at}.

Well-known basic relations between different AF semantics ¢ also hold for
oc: sthe(F) C sem (F) C prf . (F) C adm.(F) as well as stb.(F) C stg.(F) C
naive.(F) C cf.(F) [Dvoidk et al., 2020].

Note that the semantics o € {naive, stb, prf, sem, stg} employ argument
maximization and result in incomparable extensions on regular AFs: for all
S, T € o(F),S C T implies S = T. This property is referred to as I-maximality,
and is defined analogously for CAFs:

Definition 5. o, is I-maximal for a class C of CAFs if, for all CAFs F € C
and all S,T € o.(F), S CT implies S=T.

Table 1 shows I-maximality properties of CAFs [Dvoiak et al., 2020], reveal-
ing an important property of wfCAFs compared to general CAFs: I-maximality
is preserved in all semantics except naive., implying natural behavior of these
maximization-based semantics analogous to regular AFs; see, e.g., [van der Torre
and Vesic, 2017] for a general discussion of such properties.

Regarding computational complexity, we consider the following standard
decision problems pertaining to CAF-semantics o:



o CT@dUA SkethA VerEAF Ver;“fCAF
cf in P trivial NP-c in P
adm NP-c  trivial NP-c in P
com NP-c P-c NP-c in P
naive inP  coNP-c NP-c in P
stb NP-c  coNP-¢c  NP-c in P
prf NP-c Mf-c  ¥h-c  coNP-c
sem/stg| £h-c  NE-c YP-c coNP-¢

Table 2: Complexity of CAFs (A € {CAF, wfCAF}).

e Credulous Acceptance (CredS*Y): Given a CAF F and claim o, is a
contained in some S € o.(F)?

CAF
te")

o Skeptical Acceptance (Skep : Given a CAF F and claim «, is a con-

tained in each S € o .(F)?

o Verification (VerfAF): Given a CAF F and a set of claims S, is S €
o.(F)?

We furthermore consider these reasoning problems restricted to wfCAFs and
denote them by Cred’“" | Skept®/®AF and Ver®©AF. Table 2 shows the
complexity of these problems [Dvoiak and Woltran, 2020, Dvotdk et al., 2021].
Here we see that the complexity of the verification problem drops by one level
in the polynomial hierarchy when comparing general CAFs to wfCAFs. This
is an important advantage of wfCAFs, as a lower complexity in the verification
problem allows for a more efficient enumeration of claim-extensions (cf. [Dvordk

and Woltran, 2020]).

3 Preference-based CAF's

As discussed in the previous sections, wfCAFs are a natural subclass of CAF's
with advantageous properties in terms of I-maximality and computational com-
plexity. However, when resolving preferences among arguments the resulting
CAFs are typically no longer well-formed (cf. Example 1). In order to study
preferences under a claim-centric view we introduce preference-based CAFs.
These frameworks enrich the notion of wfCAFs with the concept of argument
strength in terms of preferences. Our main goals are then to understand the
effect of resolved preferences on the structure of the underlying wfCAF on the
one hand, and to determine whether the advantages of wfCAFs are maintained
on the other hand. Given this motivation, it is reasonable to consider the impact
of preferences on well-formed CAF's only.

Definition 6. A preference-based claim-augmented argumentation framework
(PCAF) is a quadruple F = (A, R, claim, =) where (A, R, claim) is a well-

formed CAF and = is an asymmetric preference relation over A.

Note that preferences in PCAFs are not required to be transitive. While
transitivity of preferences is often assumed in argumentation [Amgoud and
Vesic, 2014, Kaci et al., 2018], it cannot always be guaranteed in practice [Kaci
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Figure 2: Effect of the four reductions on the attack relation between two arguments.

et al., 2021]. However, we will consider the effect of transitive orderings when
applicable.

If @ and b are arguments and a > b holds then we say that a is stronger
than b. But what effect should this ordering have? How should this influence,
e.g., the set of admissible arguments? One possibility is to remove all attacks
from weaker to stronger arguments in our PCAF, and to then determine the
set of admissible arguments in the resulting CAF. This altering of attacks in
a PCAF based on its preference-ordering is called a reduction. The literature
describes four such reductions for regular AFs [Kaci et al., 2018, Amgoud and
Cayrol, 2002, Amgoud and Vesic, 2014]. Following [Kaci et al., 2018] we next
recall these reductions.

Definition 7. Given a PCAF F = (A, R, claim,>), a corresponding CAF
Ri(F) = (A, R, claim) is constructed via Reduction i, where i € {1,2,3,4},
as follows:

e i=1:Va,be A: (a,b) € R & (a,b) e R,b ¥ a

e i =2:Va,be A: (a,b) € R < ((a,b) € R,b ¥ a)V ((b,a) € R, (a,b) ¢
R,a > )

e i=3:Va,be A: (a,b) € R & ((a,b) € R,b # a)V((a,b) € R, (b,a) € R)

o i=4:Va,be A: (a,b) € R < ((a,b) € R,b ¥ a)V ((b,a) € R,(a,b) ¢
R,a = b)V ((a,b) € R, (b,a) € R)

Figure 2 visualizes the above reductions. Intuitively, Reduction 1 removes
attacks that contradict the preference ordering while Reduction 2 reverts such
attacks. Reduction 3 removes attacks that contradict the preference ordering,
but only if the weaker argument is attacked by the stronger argument also.
Reduction 4 can be seen as a combination of Reductions 2 and 3. Observe that
all four reductions are polynomial time computable with respect to the input
PCAF.

The semantics for PCAFs can now be defined in a straightforward way: first,
one of the four reductions is applied to the given PCAF; then, CAF-semantics
are applied to the resulting CAF.

Definition 8. Let F' be a PCAF and let i € {1,2,3,4}. The preference-claim-
based variant of a semantics o relative to Reduction i is defined as o' (F) =

0o(Ri(F)). :

Example 4. Let F = (A, R, claim, =) be the PCAF where A = {a,d/,b}, R =
{(a,b), (d’,b), (b,a)}, claim(a) = claim(a’) = «, claim(b) = B, and b = a’. The
underlying CAF (A, R, claim) of F was examined in Example 3.



Ri(F) = (A, R, claim) with R' = {(a,b), (b,a)}. R1(F) is depicted on the
right in Figure 1. It can be verified that, e.g., adm;(F) = adm.(Ri(F)) =

{{0,{a}, {8}, {a, B}} and stb,(F) = {{a},{a, 5}}.

Indeed, the choice of reduction can influence the extensions of a PCAF. For

example, Ro(F) = (A, R, claim) with R" = {(a,b), (b,a), (b,a’)}, admi(F) =
{0.{a}, {8}}, and stby(F) = {{a}, {6}}.

It is easy to see that basic relations between semantics carry over from CAFs,
as, if we have o.(F') C 7.(F) for two semantics 0,7 and all CAFs F', then also

o,(F) C 7.(F) for all PCAFs F. Tt thus holds that for all i € {1,2,3,4},
sthi,(F) C sem’,(F) C prfy(F) C adm)(F) as well as stb,(F) C stgi(F) C
naive;(F) - cf;(F).

Remark. In this paper we require the underlying CAF of a PCAF to be well-
formed. The reason for this is that we are interested in whether the benefits of
well-formed CAFs are preserved when preferences have to be taken into account.
Even from a technical perspective, admitting PCAFs with a non-well-formed
underlying CAF is not very interesting with respect to the questions addressed
in this paper. Indeed, any CAF could be obtained from such general PCAFs,
regardless of which preference reduction we are using, by simply specifying the
desired CAF and an empty preference relation. Thus, such general PCAFs have
the same properties regarding I-maximality and complexity as general CAFs.

4 Resulting CAF Classes

Our first step towards understanding the effect of preferences on wfCAFs is to
examine the impact of resolving preferences on the structure of the underlying
CAF. To this end, we consider four new CAF classes which are obtained from
applying the reductions of Definition 7 to PCAFs.

Definition 9. R;-CAF denotes the set of CAFs that can be obtained by apply-
ing Reduction i to PCAFs, i.e., R;-CAF = {R;(F) | F is a PCAF}.

It is easy to see that R,-CAF, with i € {1,2,3,4}, contains all wfCAFs
(we can simply specify the desired wfCAF and an empty preference relation).
However, not all CAFs are contained in R;-CAF. For example, F = ({a, b},
{(a,b), (b,a)}, claim) with claim(a) = claim(b) can not be obtained from a
PCAF F’: such F’ would need to contain either (a,b) or (b,a). But then,
since the underlying CAF of a PCAF must be well-formed, F’ would have to
contain a self-attack which can not be removed by any of the reductions. This
is enough to conclude that the four new classes are located in-between wfCAFs
and general CAFs:

Proposition 1. Let CAF be the set of all CAFs and wfCAF the set of all
wfCAFs. For alli € {1,2,3,4} it holds that wfCAF C R;-CAF C CAF.

Furthermore, the new classes are all distinct from each other, i.e., we are
indeed dealing with four new CAF classes:

Proposition 2. For all i € {1,2,4} and all j € {1,2,3,4} such that i # j it
holds that R;-CAF ¢ R;-CAF and R3-CAF C R;-CAF.
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Figure 3: CAFs contained only in Ri;-CAF, R2-CAF, and R4-CAF respectively.
Solid arrows are attacks, dashed arrows indicate where attacks are missing for the
CAF to be well-formed.

Proof sketch. Figure 3 shows CAF's that are in only one of R1-CAF, Ro-CAF,
and R4-CAF. Consider the PCAF F = ({a,b}, {(a,b), (b,b)}, claim, =) with
claim(a) = claim(b) = o and b > a. Then Ry(F), R2(F), and R4(F) are
the CAFs of Figure 3. Since self-attacks are not removed or introduced by any
reduction, and the underlying CAF must be well-formed, F is the only PCAF
from which R4 (F), Ra2(F), and R4(F) can be obtained. Note that Rs(F) is
simply the underlying CAF of F. R3-CAF C R;-CAF follows by the fact
that if an attack (a,b) is removed by Reduction 3 from some PCAF G, then
(b,a) € G. In this case, all reductions behave in the same way (cf. Definition 7
or Figure 2). O

While the classes R1-CAF, Ry-CAF, and R4-CAF are incomparable we
observe R3-CAF C R;-CAF which reflects that Reduction 3 is the most con-
servative of the four reductions, removing attacks only when there is a counter-
attack from the stronger argument.

We now know that applying preferences to wfCAF's results in four distinct
CAF-classes that lie in-between wfCAFs and general CAFs. It is still unclear,
however, how to determine whether some CAF belongs to one of these classes
or not. Especially for Ro-CAF and R4-CAF this is not straightforward, since
Reductions 2 and 4 not only remove but also introduce attacks and therefore
allow for many possibilities to obtain a particular CAF as result. We tackle this

problem by characterizing the new classes via the so-called wf-problematic part
of a CAF.

Definition 10. A pair of arguments (a,b) is wf-problematic in a given CAF
F = (A, R, claim) if a,b € A, (a,b) € R, and there is o’ € A with claim(a’) =
claim(a) and (a',b) € R. wfp(F) = {(a,b) | (a,b) is wf-problematic in F} is
called the wf-problematic part of F.

Intuitively, the wf-problematic part of a CAF F' consists of those attacks
that are missing for F' to be well-formed (cf. Figure 3). Indeed, F is a wiCAF
if and only if wfp(F) = 0. The four new classes can be characterized as follows:

Proposition 3. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. Then
o '€ R1-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) & wfp(F);

o I' € Ry-CAF iff there are no arguments a,a’,b,b" in F with claim(a) =
claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b’) such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) € R,
(a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,0') ¢ R and (V',d') ¢ R);

o '€ R3-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) € R;

o F' € Ry-CAF iff there are no arguments a,a’,b,b" in F with claim(a) =
claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b’) such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) € R,
(@’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,0') ¢ R and (V',a') ¢ R).



Proof sketch. Regarding R1-CAF, observe that Reduction 1 can only delete
but not introduce attacks. If (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) ¢ wfp(F) then
we can construct a PCAF F’ with " = RU {(a,b) | (a,b) € wfp(F)} and
b aiff (a,b) € R\ R. Observe that > is asymmetric. Conversely, a CAF G
with arguments a, b such that (a,b) € wfp(G) and (b,a) € wfp(G) can not be
obtained via Reduction 1 from a PCAF G, since G’ would have to contain both
the attacks (a,b), (b,a) as well as the preferences b > a,a = b. The argument
for R3-CAF is similar.

For Ro-CAF, suppose there are a,a’,b with claim(a) = claim(a’), (a,b) €
wfp(F), (b,a) € R, and (a’,b) € R. Assume there is a PCAF F' = (A, R/, claim,
=) such that Ra(F’) = F. Since Reduction 2 can not completely remove
conflicts, (a,b) ¢ R’ and (b,a) ¢ R'. If (b,a’) € R, then (a/,b) € R’ and
(b,a’) € R’ since Reduction 2 can not introduce symmetric attacks. But
then (A, R/, claim) is not well-formed. Now suppose (b,a’) ¢ R, but there
is some b with claim(b) = claim(V'), (a’,b') ¢ R, and (b',a’) ¢ R. Then
also (a/,V') ¢ R’ and (V',a’) ¢ R’'. But since (a’,b) € R we have either
(a’,b) € R or (bya’) € R, which means that (A, R’, claim) is not well-
formed. In all other cases we can construct a PCAF F” = (A, R", claim, >)
such that Ro(F") = F: first revert all attacks (a’,b) in F' for which there is
some a with claim(a) = claim(a’) and (a,b) € R, (b,a) € R; then, add all
remaining pairs (a,b) that are still wi-problematic as attacks. Define b = a
iff (a,b) € R”\ R. It can be verified that (A, R”, claim) is well-formed, > is
asymmetric, and Ro(F") = F. The argument for R4-CAF is similar. O

The above characterizations give us some insights into the effect of the vari-
ous reductions on wfCAFs. Indeed, the similarity between the characterizations
of R1-CAF and R3-CAF, resp. Ro-CAF and R4-CAF, can intuitively be
explained by the fact that Reductions 1 and 3 only remove attacks, while Re-
ductions 2 and 4 can also introduce attacks. Furthermore, Proposition 3 allows
us to decide in polynomial time whether a given CAF F' can be obtained by
applying one of the four preference reductions to a PCAF.

But what happens if we restrict ourselves to transitive preferences? Anal-
ogously to R;-CAF, by R;-CAF;. we denote the set of CAFs obtained by
applying Reduction i to PCAFs with a transitive preference relation. It is
clear that R;-CAF,,. C R;-CAF for all i € {1,2,3,4}. Interestingly, the rela-
tionship between the classes R;-CAF, is different to that between R;,-CAF
(Proposition 2). Specifically, R3-CAFy, is not contained in the other classes.
Intuitively, this is because, in certain PCAFs F', transitivity can force a1 > a,
via a1 > a2 > ... = ay such that (a,,a1) € F but (a1,a,) € F. In this case,
only Reduction 3 leaves the attacks between a; and a, unchanged.

Proposition 4. For i,j € {1,2,3,4} with i # j it holds that R;-CAFy ¢
R;-CAF,,.

We will not characterize all four classes R;-CAFy.. However, capturing
R1-CAF,, will prove useful when analyzing the computational complexity of
PCAFs using Reduction 1 (see Section 6). Note that wfp(F') can be seen as a
directed graph, with an edge between vertices a and b whenever (a, b) € wfp(F).
Thus, we may use notions such as paths and cycles in the wf-problematic part
of a CAF.
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Proposition 5. F' € R1-CAFy,. for a CAF F if and only if (1) wfp(F) is
acyclic and (2) (a,b) € F implies that there is no path from a to b in wfp(F).

Proof sketch. Assume there is a cycle (a1,...,an,a1) in wfp(F). Then, since
Reduction 1 can not introduce attacks, if there is a PCAF F” such that Ry (F') =
F, we have (a1, a2),...,(an,a1) € F'. This implies a1 > an, > an_1 > -+ > ay,
i.e., > is not asymmetric. Similarly, if there is a path (ay,...,a,) in wfp(F) we
have to define a,, > --- > a1 in F’. But then (a1,a,) &€ R1(F’).

If wfp(F) is acyclic and there is no path from a to b in wfp(F) such that
(a,b) € F, then we can construct a PCAF F’ such that Ry (F’) = F in the same
way as when > is not transitive (cf. proof of Proposition 3). O

5 I-Maximality

One of the advantages of wfCAFs over general CAFs is that they preserve I-
maximality under most maximization-based semantics (cf. Table 1), which leads
to more intuitive behavior of these semantics when considering extensions on
the claim-level. We now investigate whether these advantages are preserved
when preferences are introduced.

Definition 11. J;) is I-mazximal for a class C of PCAFs if, for all F in C and
all S,T € oi,(F), S CT implies S =T.

From known properties of wfCAFs (cf. Table 1) it follows directly that naive;
is not I-maximal for PCAFs. It remains to investigate the I-maximality of
prf;, stb;, sem;, and stgfg for PCAFs. For convenience, given a CAF F =
(A, R, claim) and E C A, we sometimes write £ € o(F) for FE € o((A, R)).

Lemma 1. Let F = (A, R, claim,>) be a PCAF and E C A. E € ¢f(R;(F))
if and only if E € ¢f ((A, R, claim)) fori € {2,3,4}.

In other words, Reductions 2, 3 and 4 preserve conflict-freeness. It is easy
to see that this is not the case for Reduction 1. In fact, Reduction 1 has
been deemed problematic for exactly this reason when applied to regular AF's
[Amgoud and Vesic, 2014], although it is still discussed and considered in the
literature alongside the other reductions [Kaci et al., 2021]. We first consider
Reduction 3, and show that it preserves I-maximality for some, but not all,
semantics.

3 and sem® are I-mazimal for PCAFs.

Proposition 6. prfz, sth,,, p

Proof. By stb;’(F) - sem?,(F) C prf;’(F) it suffices to consider prf;’. Towards
a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F = (A, R, claim, =) such that S C T
for some S, T € prfg(F). Then there are S’, T" C A such that S’ € prf(Rs(F)),
claim(S’) = S, T € prf(Rs(F)), and claim(T') = T. S' ¢ T’ since S’ €
prf (Rs(F)). Thus, there is € S’ such that « ¢ T’. But claim(z) € T, i.e.,
there is o’ € T' with claim(z') = claim(x). There are two possibilities for why
z&T.

Case 1: T'U{z} € c¢f (R3(F)), i.e., there exists y € T’ such that y ¢ S’
and either (z,y) € F or (y,z) € F. In fact, (x,y) ¢ F: otherwise, by the
well-formedness of (A, R, claim), we have (z/,y) € F and, by Lemma 1, 7" &
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Figure 4: CAFs used as counter examples for I-maximality (cf. Proposition 7 and 8).
Dashed arrows are edges in wfp(F).

¢f (R3(F)). Thus, (y,z) € F. By the definition of Reduction 3, (y,z) € Rs(F
S’ must defend z in R3(F), i.e., there exists z € S’ such that (z,y) € R3(F
Then (z,y) € F. Since S C T there exists z/ € T” such that claim(z') =
claim(z). (Z',y) € F by the well-formedness of (A, R, claim). But then T’ ¢
cf (R3(F)). Contradiction.

Case 2: z is not defended by T”, i.e., there exists y € A that is not attacked
by 7' and such that (y,z) € Rs(F'). By the same argument as above, there is
z/ € T' with (2/,y) € F. It cannot be that (2',y) € R3(F), i.e., y = 2’. By
the definition of Reduction 3, (y,2’) € F and thus (y,z’) € Rs(F). But then
T ¢ adm(R3(F)). Contradiction. O

).
).

Of course, positive results regarding the I-maximality of PCAFs with arbi-
trary preferences, such as in the above proposition, still hold for PCAFs with
transitive preference orderings. Conversely, for negative results, it suffices to
show that I-maximality is not preserved on transitive orderings to obtain re-
sults for the more general case.

Proposition 7. stgfJ is not I-mazimal for PCAF's, even when considering only
transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. Let F' be the CAF shown on the left in Figure 4. Observe that
F € R3-CAF}, since R3(F’) = F for the PCAF F’ with the same arguments
as F, attacks {(a,b), (b,¢), (¢,a), (a’,b), (b,a’)} and b > a’. Moreover, it can be
verified that stg>(F') = {{a}, {o, 7}, {B}}. O

In contrast to Reduction 3, under Reductions 1, 2, and 4 we lose I-maximality
for all semantics.

Proposition 8. J;, with o € {prf, stb, sem, stg} and i € {1,2,4}, is not I-

maximal for PCAFs, even when considering only transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. We only need to show this for stb; since stb;(F) C sem(F) C
prf;(F) and stbfg(F) - stgfg(F).

For i € {1,4}, let F be the CAF shown on the right in Figure 1. F €
R1-CAF; by Proposition 5. Furthermore, ' € R4-CAF,, since R4(F') =
F for F' = ({a,d’,b},{(b,a)}, claim,>) with a > b. It can be verified that
sthe(F) = {{a}, {0 B} ).

For i = 2, let G be the CAF shown on the right in Figure 4. G € Ro-CAF,
since Ro(G') = G for the PCAF G’ with attacks {(b,a), (b,a’), (V/,a), (t/,a')}
and preferences a > b and o’ > b'. stb.(G) = {{a},{e, 5}}. O

Table 3 summarizes our I-maximality results. Reduction 3 manages to pre-
serve I-maximality in most cases. It is also the most conservative of the reduc-
tions, preserving conflict-freeness and not adding new attacks. Interestingly, the
other three reductions lose I-maximality for all semantics.
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| naive; stb; prf; sem; stg;)
i€{1,2,4} X X X X X
1=3 X v v v X

Table 3: I-maximality of PCAFs. Results also hold when considering only PCAF's
with transitive preferences.

6 Computational Complexity

Given a preference Reduction i € {1,2,3,4}, we define Credi?AF, Skepti?AF,
and Veri?AF analogously to CredeF, SkepthF, and VerfAF, except that
we take a PCAF instead of a CAF as input and appeal to the a; seman-
tics instead of the o, semantics. Membership results for PCAFs can be in-
ferred from results for general CAFs (recall that the preference reductions
from PCAFs to the respective CAF class can be done in polynomial time),
and hardness results from results for wfCAFs. Thus, the complexity of credu-
lous and skeptical acceptance follows immediately, i.e., for ¢ € {1,2,3,4} and
o € {cf, adm, com, naive, sth, prf, sem, stg}, CrediicAF and SkeptiicAF have
the same complexity as Credgf CAF and Skeptgf CAF respectively (cf. Table 2).

However, the complexity of Veri Z-CAF does not follow from known results.

We consider Reduction 1 first.

Proposition 9. Verf?AF is NP-complete for o € {cf, naive}, even when con-

:
sidering only transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. NP-membership follows from known results for general CAFs.
NP-hardness: let ¢ be an arbitrary instance of 3-SAT given as aset {Cy,...,Cy,}
of clauses over variables X. We construct a PCAF F = (A, R, claim,>) and a
set of claims S = {1,...,m} U X as follows:

e A=VUVUH where V ={z; |z€C;,1<i<m}, V={]|xc
C;,1 <i<m}, and
H={zp,zrp |z e X}

o R={(vr,z:),(zp, ;) [z €V} U
{(zr,T), (xp, T0) [T € V]

o claim(x;) = claim(T;) = i for all x;,7; € VUV, claim(x7) = claim(vr) =
z for all z € X;

o x;=apforallz; e Vand T = zp for all T; € V.

Figure 5 illustrates the above construction. It can be verified that ¢ is satisfiable
if and only if S € ¢f ;(F ). The same can be shown for naivezl,. Informally, the
set S forces us to have, for each z € X, x7 or xr in S thus simulating a guess
for an interpretation. Due to the removed attacks all corresponding occurrences
x; (resp. T;) can be added to S without conflict. Now it amounts to check
whether these occurrences cover all 4, i.e., make all clauses true under the actual
guess. |

Note that the “trick” in above construction to guess an interpretation does
not work for admissible-based semantics, since the occurrences of x; resp. T;

13



Figure 5: Reduction of 3-SAT-instance C1 = {a,b,c}, C2 = {—a,—b}, C5 = {—a,c},
C4 = {b,~c}, to an instance (F,S) of Verff?f‘F (cf. Proof of Proposition 9). Dashed
arrows are attacks deleted in R1(F), i.e., they are edges in wfp(R1(F)).

in S would remain undefended. Indeed, we need a more involved construction
next.

Proposition 10. VerfﬁmF is NP-complete for o € {stb, adm, com}, even when

considering only transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. We show NP-hardness. Let ¢ be a 3-SAT-instance given as a set
{C4,...,Cp} of clauses over variables X. For convenience, we directly construct
a CAF F = (A, R, claim) with F € R1-CAF}, instead of providing a PCAF
F’ such that Ry(F’) = F. This is legitimate, as, by our characterization of
R1-CAF;, (see Proposition 5), we can obtain F’ by simply adding all edges in
wfp(F) to R and defining > accordingly.

e A=VUVUHwhere V ={z; |2 € C;,1 <i<m}, V={F|wc

C;,1 <i<m}, and .

H= {xﬁj,fcﬁj |[1<k<4,z,€eV,T; €V}
e R= {('Ti’le,j)’ ('Tzl,ja xzz,j)’ ('Tzz,j’fj)’ (Tj’fzj)’

(23,2} 5), (z?,j,:ci) |z, €V.T; € V]

o claim(x;) = claim(z;) = i for all x;,T;,
claim(zﬁj) = claim(:&f]—) = zfj for all x
For verification consider the set S = {1,...,m} U {claim(a) | a € H}. Figure 6
illustrates the above construction. It can be verified that (1) F' € R1-CAFy,;
(2) ¢ is satisfiable iff S € stb.(F). Likewise for adm. and com.. Intuitively,
for each z;,7;, the helper arguments xf ; and the corresponding cycle ensures
that only one of x;,Z; can be chosen. Note that z; and Z; must not attack each
other directly because of well-formedness in the original CAF. O

k ~k
i3 L5

In fact, when applying Reduction 1, we lose the advantages of wfCAF's for
all investigated semantics, since also for the remaining semantics verification
remains harder than in the case of wfCAFs.

Proposition 11. VerffAF is £5-complete for o € {prf, sem, stg}, even when
considering only transitive preferences.

The proposition can be proven by adapting the standard translation for
skeptical acceptance of preferred-semantics [Dvordk and Dunne, 2017, Reduc-
tion 3.7].

We now turn our attention to Reductions 2, 3, and 4. Since these reductions
do not remove conflicts between arguments, it is easy to see that verification for
conflict-free and naive semantics remains tractable.
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Figure 6: Reduction of 3-SAT-instance C = {a}, C2 = {—a,b}, Cs = {-b,c}, to an
instance (F’,S) of Verfi4" (cf. Proof of Proposition 10). Dashed arrows are attacks
deleted from F”, i.e., they are edges in wfp(R1(F")).

Proposition 12. Veri?é{gﬁgﬁl} is in P for o € {cf, naive}.

Proof sketch. By Lemma 1, given a PCAF F, it suffices to test whether C' is
conflict-free (resp. naive) in the underlying CAF of F. This can be done in
polynomial time for wfCAF's (cf. Table 2). O

As it turns out, with Reductions 2, 3, and 4 we retain the benefits of wfCAF's
over general CAF's for almost all investigated semantics with respect to compu-
tational complexity. In short, verification for wfCAF's is easier than on general
CAF's because, given a wfCAF F' and a set of claims C, a set of arguments S can
be constructed in polynomial time such that S is the unique maximal admissible
set in F' with claim claim(S) = C [Dvoidk and Woltran, 2020]. Making use of
the fact that Reductions 2, 3, and 4 do not alter conflicts between arguments, we
can construct such a maximal set of arguments also for PCAFs: given a PCAF
F and set C of claims, we define the set Ey(C) containing all arguments of F'
with a claim in C; the set E!(C) is obtained from FEy(C) by removing all ar-
guments attacked by Eo(C) in the underlying CAF of F; finally, the set E(C)
is obtained by repeatedly removing all arguments not defended by E%(C) in
R;(F) until a fixed point is reached. Recall that S(t‘ﬂ) ={a| (b,a) € R,be S}
denotes the arguments attacked by S in (A, R).

Definition 12. Given a PCAF F = (A, R, claim, ), a set of claims C, and
1 € {2,3,4}, we define
Ey(C) ={a € A| claim(a) € C};
Ei (C) :EO(C) \ EO(C)?_A,R);
Ei(C)={x € Ei_,(O) |z is defended by E;_,(C)
in Ri(F)} for k> 2;
EL(C) =Ei for k > 2 such that E}(C) = Ei_,(C).

The above definition is based on [Dvoiak and Woltran, 2020, Definition 5],
but with the crucial differences that undefended arguments are (a) computed
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w.r.t. R;(F) and (b) are iteratively removed until a fixed point is reached. The
sets E4(C) and E%(C) have useful properties.

For conflict-free based semantics we observe that the conflicts are not af-
fected by the reductions and thus one can use existing results for well-formed
CAFs [Dvotak and Woltran, 2020, Lemma 1] to obtain that Ej(C) is the unique
candidate for the maximal conflict-free set of arguments that realizes the claim
set C.

Lemma 2. Let F be a PCAF, C be a set of claims and i €{2,3,4}. We have
that C € cf ,(F) iff claim(E}(C))=C. Moreover, if C € cf,(F) then E}(C) is
the unique mazimal conflict-free set S in R;(F) such that claim(S)=C.

For admissible semantics we are looking for a conflict-free set that defends
all its arguments. Thus we start from the conflict-free set E%(C). Notice that
arguments that are not in Ei(C) cannot be contained in any admissible set S
with claim(S) = C. We can then obtain the maximal admissible set realizing
C in R;(F) by iteratively removing arguments that are not defended by the
current set of arguments. Once we reach a fixed-point we have an admissible
set, but need to check whether we still cover all the claims of C.

Lemma 3. Let F' be a PCAF, C be a set of claims and i €{2,3,4}. We have
that C € adm,,(F) iff claim(EL(C))=C. Moreover, if C€ adm,(F) then E.(C)
is the unique maximal admissible set S in R;(F) such that claim(S)=C.

By computing the maximal conflict-free (resp. admissible) extensions E%(C)
(resp. EX(C)) for a set of claims C, the verification problem becomes easier for
most semantics.

Proposition 13. Veri?é{};BA} is in P for o € {adm, stb}. It is coNP-complete
for o € {prf,sem, stg}, even when considering only transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. Let F = (A, R, claim, =) be a PCAF, let C be a set of claims,
and let i € {2,3,4}. We can compute R;(F), Ei(C), and E{(C) in polynomial
time.

For adm, by Lemma 3, it suffices to test whether claim(E:(C)) = C. For
stb, we first check whether C' € adm/(F). If not, C ¢ stb},(F). If yes, then,
by Lemma 3, claim(E%(C)) = C. We can check in polynomial time if E(C) €
stb(R;(F)). If yes, we are done. If no, then there is an argument x that is not
in E¢(C) but is also not attacked by E%(C) in R;(F). Moreover, there can be
no other S € stb(R;(F)) with claim(S) = C since for any such S we would have
S C Ei(C), which would imply that S does not attack z and that = ¢ S.

The arguments for o € {prf, sem, stg} are similar, but some checks require
coNP-time. O

Regarding complete semantics, only Reduction 3 retains the benefits of
wfCAFs. Here, the fact that Reductions 2 and 4 can introduce new attacks
is enough to see an increase in complexity.

Proposition 14. Verl;%g is in P. Verfoﬁfe{QA} is NP-complete, even for

transitive preferences.

Proof sketch. P-membership for Verfgﬁg is similar to the proof of Proposi-

tion 13. We demonstrate NP-hardness of VerLCAF  Let @ be an arbitrary

com,4 *
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Figure 7: R4(F') from the proof of Proposition 14, ¢ = ((aVb)A(—aV—b)). Symmetric
attacks drawn in gray and thick have been introduced by Reduction 4.

o li=1 ie{2,4 i=3
cf [adm /naive/stb | NP-c  in P in P
com NP-c NP-c in P

prf /sem/stg ¥P-c coNP-c  coNP-c

Table 4: Complexity of VerfffAF . Results also hold when considering only PCAF's
with transitive preferences.

instance of 3-SAT given as a set C of clauses over variables X and let X = {7 |
x € X}. We construct a PCAF F = (A, R, claim, ) as well as a set of claims
S=XU{ph

e A={p}UCUXUXU{d, |z X}U{d, |z€ XUX};

o R={(c,p) | ce CtU{(c,c) |ceC} U
{(c,x) |r€c,ce C} U{(c,T) |~ €c,ceCU
{(dy, @) | xeXUX}U{(dlzadw)a(dliadz) | e X}

o claim(x) = claim(T) = x for x € X,
claim(v) = v otherwise;

ex>-ca>=d forallz€ XUX andall c€ C.

Figure 7 illustrates the above construction. It can be verified that ¢ is satisfiable
iff S € com.(Ra(F)). O

Table 4 summarizes our complexity results. Reduction 3 preserves the lower
complexity of wfCAFs for all investigated semantics, while Reductions 2 and 4
preserve the lower complexity for all but complete semantics. Reduction 1 does
not preserve the advantages of wfCAF's, and rather exhibits the full complexity
as general CAFs. Notice that the lower complexity of the verification problem
is crucial for enumerating extensions. In particular, the improved enumeration
algorithm for wfCAFs [Dvoidak and Woltran, 2020] is based on the polynomial
time verification of claim-sets and thus extends to PCAFs under Reductions
2-4.

7 Conclusion

Many approaches to structured argumentation (i) assume that arguments with
the same claims attack the same arguments and (ii) take preferences into ac-
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count. Investigations on claim-augmented argumentation frameworks (CAFs)
so far only consider (i), showing that the resulting subclass of well-formed CAFs
(wfCAFSs) has several desired properties. The research question of this paper
is to analyze whether these properties carry over when preferences are taken
into account, since the incorporation of preferences can violate the syntactical
restriction of wfCAFs.

To this end, we introduced preference-based claim-augmented argumentation
frameworks (PCAFs) and investigated the impact of the four preference reduc-
tions commonly used in abstract argumentation when applied to PCAFs. In
particular, we examined and characterized CAF-classes that result from apply-
ing these reductions to PCAF's, and furthermore investigated the fundamental
properties of [-maximality and computational complexity for PCAFs. Preserv-
ing I-maximality is desirable since it implies intuitive behavior of maximization-
based semantics, while the complexity of the verification problem is crucial for
the enumeration of claim-extensions. Insights in terms of both semantical and
computational properties provide necessary foundations towards a practical real-
ization of this particular argumentation paradigm (we refer to, e.g., [Baumeister
et al., 2021, Fazzinga et al., 2020], for a similar research endeavor in terms of
incomplete AFs).

Our results show that (1) Reduction 3, the most conservative of the four
reductions, exhibits the same properties as wfCAFs regarding computational
complexity while also preserving I-maximality for most of the semantics; (2)
Reductions 2 and 4 retain the advantages of wfCAFs regarding complexity for
all but complete semantics, but do not preserve I-maximality for any inves-
tigated semantics; (3) under Reduction 1, neither complexity properties nor
I-maximality are preserved. The above results hold even if we restrict ourselves
to transitive preferences. It is worth noting that Reduction 3 behaves favorably
on regular AFs as well, fulfilling many principles for preference-based seman-
tics [Kaci et al., 2018, Table 1].

A possible direction for future work is to lift the preference ordering over
arguments to sets of arguments and select extensions in this way. This has been
investigated for regular AFs in combination with Reduction 2 [Amgoud and
Vesic, 2014]. Another direction is to extend our studies to alternative semantics
for CAFs [Dvoiék et al., 2020, Dvorédk et al., 2021], where subset-maximization
is handled on the claim-level instead of on the argument-level.
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A Proofs

Here we gather full proofs for our results.

A.1 Proofs for Section 4

Proposition 1. Let CAF be the set of all CAFs and wfCAF the set of all
wfCAFs. For alli € {1,2,3,4} it holds that wfCAF C R;-CAF C CAF.

Proof. Let i € {1,2,3,4}. wfCAF C R;-CAF follows from the fact that
any (A, R, claim) € wfCAF can be obtained via Reduction ¢ from the PCAF
(A, R, claim, ).

wfCAF C R;-CAF: consider the PCAF F = ({a,b},{(a,a), (a,b), (b,a),
(b,b)}, claim, ) with claim(a) = claim(b), and b > a. For all i € {1,2,3,4} we
have R;(F) = ({a,b},{(a,a), (b,a), (b,b)}, claim), i.e., the resulting CAF R;(F)
is not well-formed.

R;-CAF Cc CAF: Towards a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F =
(A, R, claim, =) such that R;(F) = (A, R/, claim) with (a,b), (b,a) € R’ but
(a,a), (b,b) € R’ for some a,b € A with claim(a) = claim(b). This means that
either (a,b) € R or (b,a) € R, since none of four reductions can introduce
the attacks (a,b) and (b,a) at the same time. By symmetry, we only look
at the case that (a,b) € R. Then, since (4, R, claim) is well-formed and since
claim(a) = claim(b), (b,b) € R. But > is non-reflexive, i.e., (b, b) is not removed
by Reduction ¢ and therefore (b,b) € R’. Contradiction. O

Proposition 2. For all i € {1,2,4} and all j € {1,2,3,4} such that i # j it
holds that R;-CAF ¢ R;-CAF and R3-CAF C R;-CAF.

Proof. We show the various statements separately.

o Ri-CAF ¢ R;-CAF with j € {2,3,4}: let F' be the CAF shown in
Figure 8a. F'is in R1-CAF as it can be obtained by applying Reduction 1
to the PCAF (A, R, claim, >) with R = {(a,b), (b,b)} and b > a. Towards
a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F’ such that R;(F’) = F. Since
self-attacks can not be removed by any of the four reductions, (b,b) € F".
Since the underlying CAF of F’ must be well-formed, also (a,b) € F’. But
then, by the definition of Reduction j, either (a,b) € R;(F’) or (b,a) €
R, (F"). Contradiction.

o Ro-CAF ¢ R;-CAF with j € {1,3,4}: let F' be the CAF shown in
Figure 8b. F isin Ro-CAF as it can be obtained by applying Reduction 2
to the PCAF (A, R, claim, >) with R = {(a,b), (b,b)} and b > a. Towards
a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F” such that R;(F’) = F. Then
(b,b) € F’ and therefore also (a,b) € F'. But (b,a) € F’, since (a,a) ¢ F
and therefore also (a,a) € F’. But Reductions 1 and 3 can not introduce
(b,a) in this case, while Reduction 4 can not introduce (b,a) without
retaining (a, b).

o R3-CAF C R;-CAF with j € {1,2,4}: let F be any CAF in R3-CAF.
Then there is a PCAF F’ = (A, R/, claim, ) such that R3(F') = F. If
(a,b) € F’" and (a,b) € F we can assume that b ¥ a without loss of
generality. If (a,b) € F’ but (a,b) ¢ F, then, by definition of Reduction 3,
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(b,a) € F' and b > a. In this case, Reduction j functions in the same
way as Reduction 3 (cf. Definition 7 and Figure 2), ie., R;(F’) = F.
This proves R3-CAF C R;-CAF. R3-CAF C R;-CAF follows from
R,;-CAF ¢ R3-CAF.

o R4-CAF ¢ R;-CAF with j € {1,2,3}: let F' be the CAF shown in
Figure 8c. F'is in R4-CAF as it can be obtained by applying Reduction 4
to the PCAF (A, R, claim, >) with R = {(a,b), (b,b)} and b > a. Towards
a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F” such that R;(F’) = F. Then
(b,b) € F' and therefore also (a,b) € F'. But (b,a) € F’, since (a,a) ¢ F'.
But Reduction 1, 2 and 3 can not introduce (b,a), at least not without

deleting (a,b). O
a (@ - >C% a d . . «
(a) only in R1-CAF b) only in R2-CAF (c) only in R4-CAF

Figure 8: CAFs that are contained only in R1-CAF, R2-CAF, and R4-CAF respec-
tively. Dashed arrows are edges in the wf-problematic part of the respective CAF.

Proposition 3. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. Then
o '€ R1-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) & wfp(F);

o [' € Ryo-CAF iff there are no arguments a,a’,b, b in F with claim(a) =
claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b') such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) € R,
(¢/,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,V') ¢ R and (V',a') & R);

o F € R3-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F') implies (b,a) € R;

o F' € Ry-CAF iff there are no arguments a,a’,b,b" in F with claim(a) =
claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b') such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) € R,
(a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,0') ¢ R and (V',a') ¢ R).

Proof. See below (Lemmas 4, 5, 6, and 7). O

Lemma 4. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. F € R1-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F)
implies (b,a) &€ wfp(F).

Proof. “ = ": By contrapositive. Suppose there is (a,b) € wfp(F') such that
(b,a) € wip(F ) Towards a contradiction, assume F' € R1-CAF. Then there
is a PCAF I’ = (A, R/, claim, =) such that Ry(F’) = F. Since Reduction 1
can only delete but not introduce attacks, and since the underlying CAF of F”
must be well-formed, (a,b) € R’ and (b,a) € R’. However, then also (b > a)
and (a > b) which means that F’ is not asymmetric. Contradiction.

“ <= 7. Suppose that (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) € wfp(F). Then
Ri(F') = F for the PCAF F' = (A, R/, claim,>) with R = RU {(a,b) |
(a,b) € wip(F)} as well as a = b <= (b,a) € R’ \ R. The underlying CAF of
F’ is well-formed since wfp((A, R’, claim)) = 0. Furthermore, = is asymmetric
since (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) € wfp(F) and by construction of F”. O
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Lemma 5. Let F' = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. F € Ro-CAF iff there are no
arguments a,a’,b,b' in F with claim(a) = claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b)
such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (bya) € R, (a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or
((a',b') € R and (V',a’') € R).

Proof. ¥ = ”: By contrapositive. Suppose that there are a,a’,b,b’ € A
with claim(a’) = claim(a) and claim(b') = claim(b) such that (a,b) € wfp(F),
(b,a) € R, (d/,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,b') ¢ R and (V',a’) € R).
Towards a contradiction, assume that F' € R9-CAF. Then there must be a
PCAF F' = (A, R, claim, ) such that Ro(F’) = F. Reduction 2 can not com-
pletely remove conflicts between arguments. Since there is no conflict between a
and b in F there can be no conflict in F” either, i.e., (a,b) € R’ and (b,a) € R'.
Therefore, since the underlying CAF (A, R’, claim) of F’ must be well-formed,
(a’,b) ¢ R'. Since (a/,b) € R it must be that (b,a’) € R’ and o/ > b. Then
(b,a’) & Ra(F'). Furthermore, by the well-formedness of (A, R, claim), we
have that (b',a’) € R’ and therefore either (a’,b’) € Ra(F') or (V,a’) € Ra(F").
Contradiction to Ro(F') = F.

“<«=": Our underlying assumption is that there are no arguments a, a’, b, v/
in F with claim(a) = claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b’) such that (a,b) €
wfp(F), (b,a) ¢ R, (a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((¢/,0’) ¢ R and
(t',ad') ¢ R). We will construct a PCAF F” = (A, R, claim,>) such that
Ro(F") = F.

But first, as an intermediate step, we construct the CAF F' = (A, R/, claim).
We say that (b, a) is forced in F if (a,b) € R and if there is an argument o’ with
claim(a’) = claim(a) such that (a/,b) ¢ R and (b,a’) ¢ R. Observe that if (b, a)
is forced in F', then (a,b) cannot be forced in F' by our underlying assumption.
Furthermore, if (b,a) is forced in F, then (b,a) ¢ R, again by our underlying
assumption. We construct R’ = (RU {(b,a) | (b,a) is forced in F'}) \ {(a,bd) |
(b,a) is forced in F'}. Note that (a,b) € wfp(F’) implies (b,a) € R’ for all
arguments a, b: towards a contradiction, assume otherwise. Then there is some
(a,b) € wfp(F') such that (b,a) ¢ R'. Then (a,b) ¢ R and (b,a) ¢ R by
construction of R’. Furthermore, since (a,b) € wfp(F’), there must be some
a’ with claim(a’) = claim(a) and (a/,b) € R'. Tt cannot be that (a’,b) € R,
otherwise (b,a’) would be forced in F and (a’,b) ¢ R'. Thus, (b,a’) € R and
(a’,b) was added to R’ because it is forced in F. But this is only possible if
there is some b' with claim(b') = claim(b) and (a’,b') ¢ R and (V/,d') € R.
This contradicts our underlying assumption: (¥',a') € wfp(F), (a’,V') € R,
(b,d') € R, (a,b) ¢ R, and (b,a) ¢ R.

Now we construct R’ = R’ U {(a,b) | (a,b) € wfp(F')}. Furthermore, b >
a < (a,b) € R\ R. Finally, F”" = (A, R"”, claim,>). The underlying CAF
of F" is well-formed since wfp((A4, R”, claim)) = () by construction. Moreover,
>~ is asymmetric since if (a,b) € R” and (b,a) € R” then, by construction of R’
and R”, either (a,b) € R or (b,a) € R. Lastly, we show that Ro(F") = F: if
(a,b) € R"\ R, then we defined b > a and thus (a,b) & R2(F"). If (a,b) € R\R",
then (b,a) was forced in F, i.e., (b,a) € R but (b,a) € R’ and therefore also
(b,a) € R". Thus, we define a > b which means that (a,b) € Ro(F"). O

Lemma 6. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. F € R3-CAF iff (a,b) € wfp(F)
implies (b,a) € R.
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Proof. “ = ": By contrapositive. Suppose there is (a,b) € wfp(F') such that
(b,a) ¢ R. Towards a contradiction, assume F' € R3-CAF. Then there is a
PCAF F’ = (A, R/, claim, ) such that R3(F’) = F. Since Reduction 3 can only
delete but not introduce attacks, and since (A, R’, claim) must be well-formed,
(a,b) € R'. However, Reduction 3 can not completely remove conflicts between
arguments, i.e., either (a,b) € Rg(F”’) or (b,a) € R3(F’). Contradiction.

“ «=7: Suppose (a,b) € wfp(F) implies (b,a) € R. Then R3(F') = F
for the PCAF F’ = (A, R/, claim,>) with R' = RU {(a,b) | (a,b) € wfp(F)}
as well as a>=b <= (b,a) € R"\ R. (A, R/, claim) is well-formed since
wfp((A, R, claim)) = (). Furthermore, > is asymmetric by construction. O

Lemma 7. Let F = (A, R, claim) be a CAF. F € R4-CAF iff there are no
arguments a,a’,b,b" in F with claim(a) = claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim ()
such that (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) & R, (a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) ¢ R or
(V)€ R and (V',a') € R).

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 5:

“ = 7. By contrapositive. Suppose that there are a,a’,b,b’ € A with
claim(a’) = claim(a) and claim(b’) = claim(b) such that (a,b) € wfp(F),
(b,a) € R, (a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((a/,b’) € R and (V,a’) € R).
Towards a contradiction, assume that F € R4-CAF. Then there must be a
PCAF F’' = (A, R, claim,>) such that R4(F’') = F. Reduction 4 can not
completely remove conflicts between arguments. Since there is no conflict be-
tween a and b in F' there can be no conflict in F” either, i.e., (a,b) ¢ R’ and
(b,a) ¢ R’. Therefore, since the underlying CAF of F’ must be well-formed,
(a’,b) € R'. The only way to obtain (a’,b) € R from (a’,b) ¢ R’ via Reduction 4
is to have (b,a’) € R’ and a’ > b. Then (b,a’) € R4(F’). Furthermore, by the
well-formedness of (A, R/, claim), we have that (b',a’) € R’ and therefore either
(@', V') € Ra(F') or (V/,a') € Ra(F"). Contradiction to R4(F') = F.

“ <= ": Our underlying assumption is that there are no arguments a, a’, b, b’
in F with claim(a) = claim(a’) and claim(b) = claim(b’) such that (a,b) €
wfp(F), (b,a) € R, (a’,b) € R, and either (b,a’) € R or ((a/,b’) € R and
(t',ad') ¢ R). We will construct a PCAF F” = (A, R, claim,>) such that
Ry(F") = F.

But first, as an intermediate step, we construct the CAF F' = (A, R, claim).
We say that (b,a) is forced in F if (a,b) € R, (b,a) € R, and if there is an
argument a’ with claim(a’) = claim(a) such that (a’,0) € R and (b,a’) &€ R.
Observe that if (b,a) is forced in F, then (a,b) cannot be forced in F by our
underlying assumption. We construct R’ = R\ {(a,b) | (b,a) is forced in F'}.
Note that (a,b) € wfp(F’) implies (b,a) € R’ for all arguments a,b: towards a
contradiction, assume otherwise. Then there is some (a,b) € wfp(F’) such that
(b,a) ¢ R'. Then (a,b) € R and (b,a) € R by construction of R’. Furthermore,
there must be some o' with claim(a’) = claim(a) and (a’,b) € R'. Tt cannot
be that (a’,b) € R and (b,a’) € R, otherwise (b,a’) would be forced in F' and
(a’,b) € R'. Thus, (a/,b) € R and (b,a’) € R by construction of F’. But this
contradicts our underlying assumption: (a,b) € wfp(F), (b,a) € R, (a’,b) € R,
and (b,a') € R.

Now we construct R’ = R’ U {(a,b) | (a,b) € wfp(F')}. Furthermore,
b>a < (a,b) € R"\ Ror (bya) € R\ R". Finally, F"' = (A, R", claim, >).



The underlying CAF of F” is well-formed since wfp((A4, R”, claim)) = § by
construction. Moreover, - is asymmetric: if b > a, there are two cases.

1. (a,b) € R"\ R. Clearly, (a,b) ¢ R\ R"”. Moreover, (a,b) € R”\ R implies
(b,a) € R since we did not add attacks to R” if there was no conflict
between these attacks in R. Thus, (b,a) € R”\ R. We can conclude a ¥ b.

2. (bya) € R\ R". Clearly, (b,a) € R”\ R. Moreover, (b,a) € R\ R” implies
(a,b) € R”, since we never completely removed conflicts when constructing
R" from R. Thus, (a,b) ¢ R\ R"”. We can conclude a 3 b.

Lastly, we show that R4(F") = F: if (a,b) € R” \ R, then we defined b > a.
As above, (a,b) € R” \ R implies (b,a) € R. The only possible reason for why
we added (a,b) to R” is because (a,b) € wfp(F’). As previously discussed, this
means that (b,a) € R’ and therefore also (b,a) € R”. Thus, (a,b) € R4(F"). If
(a,b) € R\ R”, then a > b. As above, this implies (b,a) € R”, and therefore
(a,b) € R4(F"). 0

Proposition 4. For i,j € {1,2,3,4} with i # j it holds that R;-CAFy ¢
Rj_CAFt’r"

Proof. For i € {1,2,4}, showing R;-CAF,. € R;-CAF, can be done in the
same way as showing R;-CAF ¢ R;-CAF in the proof of Proposition 2 (note
that the preference relations of the PCAFs associated with the CAFs of Figure 8
are transitive). It remains to show R3-CAF,. € R;-CAF,, with j € {1,2,4}.

Let F be the CAF shown in Figure 9. F' is in R3-CAFy.: a PCAF that
reduces to F' must have ¢ > b and b > a, which forces ¢ > a by transitivity.
However, the attack (a,c) is not deleted by Reduction 3 if there is no attack
(c,a).

F'is not in R1-CAFy, since a PCAF that reduces to F' would need to have
c > b, b > a, and therefore also ¢ = a. But Reduction 1 would delete the attack
(a,c).

Towards a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F’ such that Ry (F') = F.
First, we show that (a,b) € F', (b,a) € F’, (b,c) € F', and (¢,b) € F".

e Assume (a,b) ¢ F’. Then two things most hold. Firstly, it must be
that (b,a) € F’, otherwise (b,a) ¢ F. Secondly, (a’,b) ¢ F’, otherwise
the underlying CAF of F’ would not be well-formed. This means that
(a’,b) must have been introduced into F by applying Reduction 2, i.e.,
by reversing (b,a’). Therefore, (b,a’) € F'. But then also (V/,a’) € F’,
otherwise the underlying CAF of F”’ is not well-formed. But then, by the
definition of Reduction 2, either (b',a’) € F or (a/,V’) € F, which is not
the case. Contradiction.

o Assume (b,a) € F’. Then, since the underlying CAF of F’ must be well-
formed, (v',a) ¢ F’'. This means (a,b’) € F’, otherwise we cannot obtain
F from F’ via Reduction 2. This means that (a’,b’) € F’, which is not
possible since neither (a’,b’) € F nor (b',a’) € F'.

e Assume (b,c) € F’. Then two things most hold. Firstly, it must be
that (¢,b) € F’, otherwise (¢,b) ¢ F. Secondly, (b',c) € F’, otherwise
the underlying CAF of F’ would not be well-formed. This means that
(t/,¢) must have been introduced into F' by applying Reduction 2, i.e.,
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by reversing (c,b’). Therefore, (¢,b') € F’. But then also (¢/,b) € F’,
otherwise the underlying CAF of F”’ is not well-formed. But then, by the
definition of Reduction 2, either (¢/,b') € F or (V/,¢') € F, which is not
the case. Contradiction.

e Assume (¢,b) € F'. Then, since the underlying CAF of F’ must be well-
formed, (¢/,b) € F’. This means (b,c¢’) € F’, otherwise we cannot obtain
F from F’ via Reduction 2. This means that (¥',¢’) € F/, which is not
possible since neither (V',¢’) € F nor (¢/,V) € F'.

Since (a,b) € F', (b,a) € F’, (b,c) € F', and (¢,b) € F’, the only way to obtain
F form F’ via Reduction 2 is to set ¢ > b and b > a. But then ¢ > a which
means that (a,c) € F. Contradiction, i.e., F' &€ Ro-CAFy,.

Now assume there is a PCAF G’ such that R4(G’) = F. It must be that
(a,b) € G’ since we can not obtain (a’,b) € R4(G’) and (b,a’) & R4(G") without
(a’,b) € G'. Analogously, it must be that (b,c) € G'. Then in order to have
R4(G") = F we need to set ¢ > b and b > a. But then ¢ > a which means
that it can not be that (a,c) € R4(G’) and (c,a) € R4(G’). Contradiction, i.e.,
F ¢ R4-CAF,,. O

Figure 9: A CAF which shows that R3-CAF,. Z R;-CAF, for j € {1,2,4}. Dashed
arrows are edges in the wi-problematic part.

Proposition 5. F € R-CAF,,. for a CAF F if and only if (1) wfp(F) is
acyclic and (2) (a,b) € F implies that there is no path from a to b in wfp(F).

Proof. Let F = (A, R, claim).

e Suppose wfp(F) is acyclic and there is no (a,b) € F with a path from a
to b in wfp(F). Construct the PCAF F’' = (A, R, claim, ) with R’ =
RU{(a,b) | (a,b) € wfp(F)} and b > a iff there is a path from a to b
in wip(F). (A, R/, claim) is well-formed by construction. > is transitive
because if there is a path from a to b and from b to ¢, then there is also
a path from a to c. > is asymmetric because otherwise there would be a
path from a to b and from b to a, which again would mean that there is
a cycle. It remains to show that Rq(F') = F. Let (a,b) be any attack in
F’. We distinguish two cases:

— (a,b) € F. Then, since there is no path from a to b in wfp(F), b # a.
Therefore, (a,b) € Ry (F’).

— (a,b) € F. Then, by construction, (a,b) € wfp(F) and therefore
b >~ a. Thus, (a,b) is removed from F’ by Reduction 1, i.e., (a,b) &
R1(F").
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Note also that, by construction of F’, there can be no (a,b) € F such that
(a,b) & F'.

e Suppose wfp(F) is cyclic. Then there are arguments z1,...,z, € F such
that 1 = x, and (x;,zi+1) € wpp(F) for all 1 < i < n. Towards
a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F’' = (A, R/, claim, =) such
that Ry (F’) = F. Then (z;,z;+1) € F' for all 1 < i < n, otherwise
(A, R/, claim) would not be well-formed. In order to have Ry(F’') = F
we must have x;41 = z; for all 1 < ¢ < n. But then, by transitivity and
since x; = x, we obtain x; > x1, which is in contradiction to > being
asymmetric.

On the other hand, suppose there is an attack (a,b) € F with a path
from a to b in wfp(F). Let us denote this path as z1,...,z, with z; =a

and x, = b. By the same argument as above, if there was a PCAF
F' = (A, R/, claim, =) such that Ry (F’) = F, then x, = z1, i.e., b > a.
But then (a,b) € R1(F’). Contradiction. O

A.2 Proofs for Section 5

Lemma 1. Let F = (A, R, claim, ) be a PCAF and E C A. E € ¢f(R;(F))
if and only if E € ¢f ((A, R, claim)) fori € {2,3,4}.

Proof. Let F = (A, R, claim, ) be a PCAF and let ¢ € {2,3,4}. Observe that
if (a,b) € F then either (a,b) € R;(F) or (b,a) € R;(F). In other words, if
there is an attack between two arguments in a PCAF, then there will still be at
least one attack between those arguments after Reduction 7 has been applied.
Conversely, if there is an attack (a,b) € R;(F), then it must be that either
(a,b) € F or (b,a) € F. Thus the argument set E is conflict free in R;(F) iff it
is conflict-free in (A4, R, claim). O

3 and sem?® are I-mazimal for PCAFs.

Proposition 6. prfﬁ, sth,,, »

Proof. We show this for prf;’. The other results follow from stbg(F) C sem?(F)

- prfg(F). Towards a contradiction, assume there is a PCAF F = (A, R, claim,
=) such that S C T for some S,T € prfﬁ(F). Then there must be S’ C
A such that S” € prf(Rs(F)) and claim(S’) = S, as well as 77 C A with
T € prf(Rs(F)) and claim(T") = T. Observe that S’ Z T’, otherwise S’ ¢
prf (Rs(F)). Thus, there is x € S" (with claim(xz) € S) such that x ¢ T".
However, claim(xz) € T since S C T, i.e., there is some ' € T’ such that
claim(x') = claim(x). There are two possibilities for why z is not in 7"

1. T'"U{z} & ¢f (R3(F)). By Lemma 1, T"U{z} & ¢f ((A, R, claim)). There-
fore, there is some y € T’ such that y ¢ S’ and either (z,y) € F or
(y,x) € F. Actually, it cannot be that (x,y) € F, otherwise, by the
well-formedness of (4, R, claim), we would have (z/,y) € F which, also
by Lemma 1, would mean that 7" & cf (R3(F)). Thus, (y,z) € F. Since
(z,y) ¢ F, and by the definition of Reduction 3, (y,z) € Rs(F). S’
must defend z from y in R3(F), i.e., there is some z € S’ such that
(2,y) € R3(F). Therefore, also (z,y) € F. Since we have that S C T
there is some 2z’ € T’ such that claim(z') = claim(z). (2/,y) € F by the
well-formedness of (4, R, claim). But then, by Lemma 1, T & cf (R3(F)).
Contradiction.
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2. zisnot defended by 7. Then there is some y € A such that (y,z) € R3(F)
and such that y is not attacked by any argument in 7. But S’ must
defend z against y in R3(F), i.e., there is z € S such that (z,y) € Rs(F).
Then also (z,y) € F. Since S C T there is some 2z’ € T’ such that
claim(z') = claim(z). (2',y) € F by the well-formedness of (A, R, claim).
It cannot be that (2',y) € R3(F), i.e., y > z’. But then, by the definition
of Reduction 3, we must have (y,2’) € F and also (y, 2’) € R3(F), which
means that T’ is attacked by y but not defended against it, i.e., T/ ¢
adm(R3(F)). Contradiction. O

Proposition 7. stgfJ is not I-mazimal for PCAFs, even when considering only
transitive preferences.

Proof. Let F be the CAF shown in Figure 10a. Clearly, F' € R3-CAFy,.
We can see that naive(F) = {{a,a'},{d’,c},{b}}. Furthermore, {a,a’}F =
{a,d’,b}, {d',c}% = {a,d’,c}, and {b}E = {a’,b,c}. Since the ranges of all
three naive extensions are incomparable, we have that stg(F') = naive(F) and

thus stg.(F) = {{a}, {a, 7}, {B}}. .

Proposition 8. a;, with o € {prf, stb, sem, stg} and i € {1,2,4}, is not I-
maximal for PCAFs, even when considering only transitive preferences.

Proof. We show this for stb;. The other results follow by stb;(F) C sem,(F) C
prf;(F) and stbfg(F) C sty (F).

For i € {1,4}, let F be the CAF shown in Figure 10b. F' € R1-CAF,, by
Proposition 5. F' € R4-CAFy, since Ry(F') = F for F' = (A, R, claim, >) with
A ={a,d,b}, R={(b,a)}, clatim(a) = claim(a’) = «, claim(b) = 3, and a > b.
As required, the underlying CAF of F’ is well-formed. It can be verified that
sth(F) = {{a,a’},{a’,b}} and thus stb.(F) = {{a},{«a, 5}}.

For i = 2, let G be the CAF of Figure 10c. G € Ro-CAF,, since R2(G') = G
for the PCAF G’ = (A", R/, claim’, =) with R' = {(b,a), (b,a’), (t',a), (', a’)},
a > b, and a’ = V. As required, the underlying CAF of G’ is well-formed.
It can be verified that stb(G) = {{a,a’,a”},{a”,b,b'}} and thus stb.(G) =

{{a} {a, B} O

(b) in Ri-CAFy _
and R4—CAFW (C) m RQ—CAFW

(a) in R3-CAFy,

Figure 10: CAFs used as counter examples for I-maximality of some semantics. Dashed
arrows are edges in the respective wi-problematic part.

A.3 Proofs for Section 6

Proposition 9. VerffAF is NP-complete for o € {cf, naive}, even when con-

sidering only transitive preferences.
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Proof. NP-membership follows from results for general CAFs (cf. Table 2). We
now show NP-hardness. Let ¢ be an arbitrary instance of 3-SAT given as a set
{C4,...,Cn} of clauses over variables X. Without loss of generality, we can
assume that every variable appears both positively and negatively in ¢. We
construct a PCAF F = (A, R, claim, >) as well as a set of claims S:

e A=VUVUH where V. ={z; [z € C;,1 <i<m}, V={T; | o€
C;,1<i<m}, and
H={xr,zr |z € X};
R = {(z7,2:), (vF,2;) | 7 € K} U
{(zr,7:), (zp,T;) | Ti € V]

claim(z;) = claim(%;) = i for all 2;,7; € VUV, claim(z7) = claim(zr) =
z for all z € X;

o x;-apforala € Vandz; = xp for all T; € V;
e S={1,...,m}UX.

Figure 11 illustrates the above construction (and is in fact identical to Figure 5
from the main text). Let F' = Ry (F) = (4, R/, claim).

Assume ¢ is satisfiable. Then there is an interpretation I such that I |= .
Let E={ar e H|zel}U{azp e H|x g I}U{x; €V |2z € I}U{T; €
V | z ¢ I}. Tt can be easily verified that E is conflict free in (4, R’) and
that claim(F) = S. Towards a contradiction, assume that E is not a naive
extension, i.e., that there is a conflict-free extension D for (A4, R') such that
D > E. Consider any x such that zp € E (the case that zr € E is analogous).
Then also 7 € D. Since D must be conflict-free, z; ¢ D for all corresponding
T;. Furthermore, for all corresponding x;, we have x; € E and thus z; € D.
But then zp ¢ D. Since for all x € X either zp € E or xp € E, this means
that D C E. Contradiction, i.e., F is naive in (A4, R’).

Assume S is conflict-free in (A, R/, claim). Then there is some E C A such
that E is conflict-free in (A, R') and claim(E) = S. Let « be any variable in
X. Since z € claim(F) it must be that either 27 € E or zp € E. Thus, for
alli,j, we have z; € E = T; ¢ Fand T; € E = z; ¢ E (otherwise, we
would need both z7 ¢ E and xp ¢ E for E to be conflict-free). Furthermore,
for any ¢ € {1,...,m}, there must be some z such that x; € F or T; € E. Let
I ={z |z € E for some i}. Then for every i there is some x such that either
r€Ciyand x € I or ~x € C; and x € I. Thus, I satisfies all clauses in C' which
means that ¢ is satisfiable. The proof works likewise if we assume S to be naive
since naive.(G) C cf .(G) for any CAF G. O
Proposition 10. VerffAF is NP-complete for o € {stb, adm, com}, even when
considering only transitive preferences.

Proof. NP-membership follows from results for general CAFs (cf. Table 2).
We show NP-hardness. Let ¢ be an arbitrary 3-SAT-instance given as a set
{C4,...,Cn} of clauses over variables X. For convenience, we directly con-
struct a CAF F = (A, R, claim) with F € R;-CAF}, instead of providing a
PCAF F' such that Rq(F’) = F. This is legitimate, as, by our characterization
of R1-CAF, (see Proposition 5), we can obtain F’ by simply adding all edges
in wfp(F) to R and defining > accordingly. We also construct a set of claims S.
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Figure 11: Reduction of 3-SAT-instance C1 = {a, b, c}, Co = {—a,-b}, Cs = {—a,c},
C4 = {b, ~c}, to an instance (F,S) of Verff?fp. Dashed arrows are attacks deleted in
Ri(F), i.e., they are edges in wfp(R1(F)).

e A=VUVUH where V ={z; |2 € C;,1<i<m}, V={F]|xc
Ciy1 <i<m}, and B
H= {xz]a i]|1§k§4;$z€V,§JEV},

L4 R:{(xivxi7j)7(x1]5z2]) (:C27]51']) (:C]7 3 )

)

(z?,jvx?,j)’ (:L'ZJ, ) |:CZ € V Ly € V}’

o claim(x;) = claim(z;) =1 for all z;,7;,

claim(z} ;) = claim (&} ;) = xf ; for all 2} ;, & ;

e S={1,...,m}U{claim(a) | a € H}.

Figure 12 illustrates the above construction (and is the same as Figure 6 in the
main text). In general, every &¥ ; only has outgoing edges in the wi-problematic
part, and no incoming or outgomg attacks in R. Every za ; only has incoming
edges in the wif-problematic part. Finally, there can be no edges in the wf-
problematic part between any z; (or Z;) and any other z; (or Z;). From this,
and by the above construction, we can infer that (A, R, claim) fulfills all of
the conditions to be in R1-CAF,. (cf. Proposition 5). It remains to show the
correctness of the above construction.

Assume ¢ is satisfiable. Then there is an interpretation I such that I = .
LetE—{ZEZGV|SC€I}U{SC1€V|ZE€I}U{:L'Z], ;| zi,T; € Ajx €
I}U{x”, gl Ty e Ax & IYU{aF, | 2§, € A}. Tt can be verified that E is
stable in (A R) and that claim(E) = S. Slnce stbe(F) C com.(F) C adm.(F)
for any CAF F, S is also admissible and complete in (A, R, claim).

Assume S is admissible in (A, R, claim). Then there is some E C A such
that E is admissible in (A4, R) and claim(E) = S. Thus, for any i € {1,...,m},
there must be some z such that r; € E or T; € E. Consider the case that
x; € E. Since E is admissible, x ; & E for any j such that x] € A. This further
means that T; ¢ E for any T; € A since we would need x} ; € E to defend T;
from the attack by 2 i ;- Likewise, if 7; € F, then z; ¢ £ for all z; € A. Let
I ={z | x; € E for some i}. Then for every ¢ there is some x such that either
x€Ciand x € I or ~x € C; and x ¢ I. Thus, I satisfies all clauses in C' which
means that ¢ is satisfiable. The proof works likewise if we assume S to be stable
or complete since stb.(F) C com.(F) C adm.(F) for any CAF F. O
Proposition 11. VerPCAF is £5-complete for o € {prf, sem, stg}, even when
considering only transitive preferences.

Proof. ¥5-membership follows from results for general CAFs (cf. Table 2). We
show hardness separately below (Lemmas 8, 9, and 10). O
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Figure 12: Reduction of 3-SAT-instance C1 = {a}, C2 = {—a,b}, C3 = {-b,c}, to an
instance (F’,S) of Veribc’?FA Dashed arrows are attacks deleted in Rq(F"), i.e., they
are edges in wfp(R1(F")).

Lemma 8. Verf,?ﬁF is X.5-hard, even for transitive preferences.
Proof. We provide a reduction from QBF to the complementary problem of
Ver;?f‘lF . This is an adaptation of [Dvofdk and Dunne, 2017, Reduction 3.7].
Let ® = VY3Zp(Y, Z) be an arbitrary instance of QBFZ. Let X =Y U Z. We
assume @ to be in CNF and denote the set of clauses in ¢ by C'. Without loss of
generality, we can assume that every clause contains either z or —z for at least
one z € Z. We construct a CAF (A, R, claim) as well as a set of claims S:
e A={p, 7t UCUXUXUY*UY , where
X={F|lzeX},Y*={y"|ycY} and
Y ={7" |yeY}
e R={(z,T),(T,z) |z € X} U
{(z,¢) |z €c,ce CYU{(T,c)| x€c,ceC} U
{(c,c) [ce CYU{(c,p) |c€CHU
(.9, @9} U{F.2), (7.2) | = € Z);

e claim(v*) = v forve Y*UY and claim(v) = v else;
e S=YUY.

Figure 13 illustrates the above construction. First of all, we can see that
(A, R, claim) is in R1-CAFy, since all paths in wfp(F) = {(v*,v) |[v € YUY}
are of length 1 (only arguments in Y* UY " have outgoing edges in wfp(F)).
It remains to verify the correctness of the reduction, i.e., we will show that
S & prf (F) iff ® is valid.

First assume @ is valid, that is, for all Y/ C Y, there is Z’ C Z such that
M =Y’ UZ is a model of . Towards a contradiction, assume S € prf (F).
Then there must be some E C A such that E € prf((4, R)) and claim(E) = S.
Clearly, Y* U Y" C E; moreover, E contains either y or gy for each y € Y
(otherwise EU{y} is a proper admissible superset of E, contradiction to E being
preferred in (A, R)). Let Y = ENY. By assumption, there is Z' C Z such that
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M =Y'UZ'is amodel of p. We show that D = Y*UY UMU{Z | z ¢ M}U{p}
is admissible: D is conflict-free by construction. D is admissible since ¢ defends
veZ U{Z|z¢ Z'} against p; moreover, each argument v € X defends itself
against U and vice verca; also, M U{T | x ¢ M} defends ¢ against each attack
from clause-arguments ¢ € C since ¢ is satisfiable: For each clause ¢ € C, there
is either v € M with v € C or —v € C for some v ¢ M. In the first case,
(v,¢) € R and v € E, in the latter, (7,¢) € R and 7 € E. Now observe that E
and D both contain Y/ U {7 |y ¢ Y'JUY*UY  (by construction of D), that
is, E C D and therefore E & prf((A, R)). Contradiction.

Now assume S ¢ prf.(F). Consider an arbitrary subset Y’ C Y. We show
that there is some Z’ C Z such that Y'UZ' isamodel of . Let E =Y'U{y | y ¢
Y}UY*UY " (and observe that claim(E) = S). By assumption S ¢ prf . (F) we
have that E is not preferred in (A, R), that is, there is some D € adm((A4, R))
with D D E. Thus, there is some v € A\ E such that v € D. It follows that
@ € D: Clearly, v € {¢} U Z U Z since each remaining argument is either self-
attacking or attacked by F (and thus also by D). In case v = ¢, we are done;
in case v € Z U Z, we have ¢ € D by admissibility of D (observe that ¢ is the
only attacker of ). Consequently, D defends ¢ against each attack from each
clause-argument ¢ € C. Now, let Z' = ZN D. We show that M =Y’ ' UZ" is a
model of ¢. Consider some arbitrary clause ¢ € C'. Since ¢ € D, there is some
v € D such that (v,¢) € R by admissibility of D. In case v € X, we have v € M
and v € ¢ by construction of F; similarly, in case v € X we have v ¢ M and
—w € ¢. Thus c is satisfied by M. Since ¢ was chosen arbitrary it follows that ¢
is satisfiable. We have shown that & is valid. O

Figure 13: Reduction of the QBF2 instance Ya3b((a V b) A (ma V b)) to an instance of
Verfgﬁp .

PCAF

Lemma 9. Ver,

is X5-hard, even for transitive preferences.

Proof. We provide a reduction from QBF@ to the complementary problem: For
an instance ® = VY 3Zp(Y, Z) of QBFZ where ¢ is given by a set of clauses C
over atoms in X =Y U Z, we construct a CAF F = (A, R, claim) as well as a
set of claims S:

o A= {p,PIUCUXUXUY*UY U{d, |v e YUY}, where X = {T | z € X},
Y*={y*|lyeY},andY ={g" |yeY};

o R={(z,7),(z,2) |z € X} U{(¢c,0),(c,p) | ceEC} U
{(z,¢) |z €c,ee CYU{(T,c) | " €c,ce C} U
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{(dy,dy), (v,dy) |[vEYUY} U
{(0,9),(®9)} U{(®,2),(®,2) | z € Z};

e claim(v*) =v for v e Y*UY and claim(v) = v else;
e S=YUY.

Figure 14 illustrates the above construction. The constructed CAF is con-
tained in R;-CAFy, since all paths in wfp(F) = {(v*,v) | v € YUY} are of
length 1 (only arguments in Y*UY " have outgoing edges in wfp(F)). It remains
to verify the correctness of the reduction, i.e., we will show that S ¢ sem.(F)
iff @ is valid.

First assume @ is valid, that is, for all Y/ C Y, there is Z’ C Z such that
M =Y'UZ"is a model of . Towards a contradiction, assume S € sem(F')
and consider a sem-realization E of S, i.e., claim(E) = S and E € sem((A, R)).
Clearly, Y* U Y" C E; moreover, E contains either y or gy for each y € Y
(otherwise F U {y} is a proper admissible superset of F, contradiction to E
being semi-stable in (A, R)). Let Y/ = ENY. By assumption, there is Z’ C Z
such that M =Y’ U Z' is a model of ¢. We show that D =Y*UY UM U{T |
x ¢ M}U{p} is admissible: D is conflict-free by construction. D is admissible
since ¢ defends v € Z'U{Z | = ¢ Z'} against $; moreover, each argument v € X
defends itself against ¥ and vice verca; also, M U{Z | x ¢ M} defends ¢ against
each attack from clause-arguments ¢ € C' since ¢ is satisfiable: For each clause
c € C, there is either v € M with v € C or —w € C for some v ¢ M. In the first
case, (v,¢) € R and v € E, in the latter, (U,¢) € R and © € E. Now observe
that E and D both contain Y’ U{g |y ¢ Y'}UY*UY  (by construction of D),
that is, D properly extends E. Since ¢ is not contained in EU ET (¢ ¢ F since
claim(E) = S and ¢ ¢ S and ¢ ¢ E™T since the only attacker of ¢ are clause-
arguments ¢ € C), it follows that £ U ET C DU D™, that is, we have found an
admissible set D having range larger than E. Consequently, S ¢ sem.(F).

Now assume S ¢ sem.(F'). Consider an arbitrary subset Y’ C Y. We show
that there is some Z’ C Z such that Y'UZ’ isamodelof . Let E=Y'U{y | y ¢
YYUY*UY " (and observe that claim(E) = S). By assumption S ¢ sem.(F) we
have that F is not semi-stable in (A, R), that is, there is some D € adm((A4, R))
with DU D+ > EU E™T. In particular, we have D D E since each argument
d, € ET, v € YUY, has precisely one non-self-attacking attacker (namely the
argument v). Thus, Y'U{y | y ¢ Y’} C D; moreover, D contains each argument
v e Y*UY since each such argument is unattacked. It follows that ¢ € D:
Since E C D, there is some v € A\ E such that v € D. Clearly, v € {p}UZUZ
since each remaining argument is either self-attacking or attacked by E (and
thus also by D). In case v = ¢, we are done; in case v € Z U Z, we have ¢ € D
by admissibility of D (observe that ¢ is the only attacker of ¥). Consequently,
D defends ¢ against each attack from each clause-argument ¢ € C'. Now, let
7' = ZND. We show that M = Y’ U Z’ is a model of ¢. Consider some
arbitrary clause ¢ € C. Since ¢ € D, there is some v € D such that (v,c¢) € R
by admissibility of D. In case v € X, we have v € M and v € ¢ by construction
of F; similarly, in case v € X we have v ¢ M and —v € c. Thus, c is satisfied
by M. Since ¢ was chosen arbitrarily it follows that ¢ is satisfiable. We have
shown that ® is valid. O
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Figure 14: Reduction of the QBF2 instance Ya3b((a V b) A (ma V b)) to an instance of

PCAF
Versem.a -

PCAF

stg.1 18 Xy-hard, even for transitive preferences.

Lemma 10. Ver

Proof. We provide a reduction from QBF\Q, to the complementary problem: For
an instance ® = VY 3Zy(Y, Z) of QBFZ where ¢ is given by a set of clauses C
over atoms in X =Y U Z, we construct a CAF F' = (A, R, claim) as well as a
set of claims S:

e A={F}UCUXUXUY*UY U{d, |v e YUY}, where X = {T |z € X},
Y*={y*|yeY},andY ={y" |yeY};

o R={(z,7),(T,z) |z € X} U
{(z,c) |z € c,c e CYU{(T,c) | v €c,ce C} U {(c,e) | c €
C}U{(dy,dy), (v,dy) [v €Y UY} U
{@0)[ceCU{(29),(z9) |z € Z};

e claim(v*) = v for v e Y*UY and claim(v) = v else;
e S=YUYU{p}

Figure 15 illustrates the above construction. The constructed CAF is con-
tained in R;-CAF;, since all paths in wfp(F) = {(v*,v) | v € YUY} are of
length 1 (only arguments in Y*UY " have outgoing edges in wfp(F)). It remains
to verify the correctness of the reduction, i.e., we will show that S ¢ stg.(F') iff
® is valid. The proof proceeds similar as the proof of Proposition 9.

First assume ® is valid. Towards a contradiction, assume S € stg.(F') and
consider a stg-realization E of S. Clearly, Y* uY C E; moreover, E/ contains
either y or 7 for each y € Y (otherwise EU{y} is a proper conflict-free superset of
E, contradiction to F being stage in (A, R)). Let Y/ = ENY. By assumption,
there is Z' C Z such that M = Y’ U Z’ is a model of ¢. Now, let D =
Y*UY UM U{Z |z ¢ M}; clearly, D is conflict-free by construction. We will
prove that DUD™T D EUET: First observe that v € DNE for every v € A with
claim(v) € YUY (Y*UY UY' C END by definition, and {7 | y ¢ Y’} C E
since F contains either y or i for each y € Y as outlined above; notice that each
other argument having claim ¢l € Y UY is attacked by Y/ U {7 | y ¢ Y’} and
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thus cannot be contained in D or in E). Moreover, we have that each ¢ € C
is attacked by D since M is a model of ¢: Consider an arbitrary clause ¢ € C,
then there is either z € M with x € ¢ (in this case, (x,¢) € R), or there is some
x € X with x ¢ M and -~z € ¢ (then (T,¢) € R and T € D). In both cases,
we have that D attacks c. Furthermore, o € D™ since for each z € Z, either
z € D or Z € D by definition of D. Thus DU DT > E U E™, contradiction to
the assumption.

Now assume S ¢ stg.(F) and consider an arbitrary subset Y’ C' Y. We show
that there is Z/ C Z such that Y/ U Z’ is a model of ¢p. Let E =Y’ U {7 |
y ¢ Y'}JUY*UY" (and observe that claim(E) = S\ {$}). By assumption we
have that E U {®} is not stage in (A, R), that is, there is some D € ¢f ((4, R))
with DUDT D EU{g}U(EU{®})". We can assume that D D F since each
argument d, € ET, v € Y UY, has precisely one non-self-attacking attacker
(namely the argument v) thus Y/ U{y | y ¢ Y’} C D; moreover, D contains
each argument v € Y* U Y since each such argument is unattacked. Moreover
observe that @ ¢ D since each set of the form Y/ U{y | y ¢ Y'JUY*UY U{®} is
naive in (4, R) (i.e., it is a maximal conflict-free set since @ attacks each literal
over atoms in Z as well as every clause-argument ¢ € C') and thus cannot be
extended any further. It follows that there is some argument in E U {®} which
is contained in the range of D rather than in D - since D D E as outlined above
we conclude p ¢ D (and thus $ € DT). Also, we have that D attacks each
clause-argument ¢ € C since ¢ € (E U {$})T, and, moreover, since each such
argument is self-attacking. Now, let Z' = Z N D. We show that M =Y’ U Z’
is a model of ¢. Consider some arbitrary clause ¢ € C'. Then there is some
argument v € D such that (v,¢) € R. As outlined above, v # @ since @ is not
contained in D. Consequently, we have v € X U X. In case v € X we have
v € MNe, in case v € X we have —v € ¢ by definition of R and v ¢ M - in
every case, the clause c is satisfied by M. As ¢ was chosen arbitrary it follows
that ¢ is satisfiable and thus @ is valid. |

Figure 15: Reduction of the QBFZ instance Ya3b((a V b) A (—a V b)) to an instance of

PCAF
Verggsa -

Proposition 12. Veri?é{gﬁA} is in P for o € {cf, naive}.

Proof. Let F' = (A, R, claim, =) be a PCAF, C a set of claims, and i € {2, 3,4}.
To check whether C' € cf ,(F), by Lemma 1, it suffices to check whether C' €
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cfe((A, R, claim)) which can be done in polynomial time on well-formed CAFs
(cf. Table 2). Analogously, to check C' € naive,(F') it suffices to check if C' €
naive.((A, R, claim)), which can also be done in polynomial time on well-formed

CAFS. O

Lemma 2. Let F be a PCAF, C be a set of claims and i €{2,3,4}. We have
that C € cf ,(F) iff claim(E}(C))=C. Moreover, if C € cf,(F) then E}(C) is
the unique mazimal conflict-free set S in R;(F) such that claim(S)=C.

Proof. Let F = (A, R, claim,>) be a PCAF. From [Dvoidk and Woltran, 2020,
Lemma 1] we know that C € cf.((4, R, claim)) iff claim(E{(C)) = C, as well as
that, if C € ¢f.((A, R, claim)) then E}(C) is the unique maximal conflict-free
set S in (4, R, claim) with claim(S) = C. From this and our Lemma 1, our
result follows immediately. O

Lemma 3. Let F be a PCAF, C be a set of claims and i €{2,3,4}. We have
that C € adm,,(F) iff claim(EL(C))=C. Moreover, if C € adm,(F) then EL(C)
is the unique mazimal admissible set S in R;(F) such that claim(S)=C.

Proof. Let F' = (A, R, claim, ) be a PCAF, C a set of claims, and i € {2,3,4}.

Assume claim(E%L(C)) = C. By construction, EL(C) € adm(R;(F)), and
thus C' € adm;(F).

Now assume C' € adm;(F). Then there exists S C A such that claim(S) = C
and S € adm(R;(F)). Furthermore, C' € cf;(F) and therefore, by Lemma 2,
S C E}(C). By construction, E¢(C) C Ei(C). Moreover, any x € S is defended
by S in R;(F) and therefore also by Ei(C). Thus, by definition, x € Ei(C).
By the same argument, if € S and x € Ei(0) then z € E;,,(C). We can
conclude that S C E%L(C) C Ei(C) and thus claim(EL(C)) = C. By the above
we have that E%(C) is admissible and each S C A such that claim(S) = C is a
subset of EX(C). In other words E%(C) is the unique maximal admissible set S
in R;(F) such that claim(S) = C. O

Proposition 13. Veri?é{gﬁgﬁl} is in P for o € {adm, stb}. It is coNP-complete
for o € {prf,sem, stg}, even when considering only transitive preferences.

We split the proof into the following two Lemmas:
Lemma 11. Verﬁ?é{ggA} is in P for o € {adm, stb}.

Proof. Let F = (A, R, claim, ) be a PCAF, let C be a set of claims, and let
i €{2,3,4}. We can compute R;(F), Ei(C), and E!(C) in polynomial time.

For adm, by Lemma 3, it suffices to test whether claim(EL(C)) = C.

For stb, we first check whether C € adm/,(F). If not, C & stb! (F). If yes,
then, by Lemma 3, claim(E:(C)) = C. We can check in polynomial time if
Ei(C) € stb(Ri(F)). If yes, we are done. If no, then there is an argument x
that is not in E(C) but is also not attacked by E!(C) in R;(F). Moreover,
there can be no other S € stb(R;(F)) with claim(S) = C since for any such S
we would have S C E!(C), which would imply that S does not attack x and
that x & S. O

Lemma 12. Veri?é{gﬁgﬁl} is coNP-complete for o € {prf,sem, stg}, even for
transitive preferences.
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Proof. Let F' = (A, R, claim,>) be a PCAF, let C be a set of claims, and let
i€{2,3,4}.

coNP-hardness for o € {prf,sem, stg} follows from known properties of
wiCAFs (see Table 2). For membership regarding prf, we first check if C' €
admzi,(F). If not, C' ¢ prfzi,(F). If yes, then claim(E:(C)) = C. We can check
in coNP if E%(C) € prf(R;(F)). If yes, we are done. If no, then, by Lemma 3,
there can be no other S € prf(R;(F)) with claim(S) = C, since S would have
to be admissible in R;(F) and therefore S C E{(C).

For sem, we also first check if C' € adm;(F). If not, C' ¢ sem! (F). If yes,
then claim(E%(C)) = C. We can check in coNP if Ei(C) € sem(R;(F)). If yes,
we are done. If no, then, by Lemma 3, there can be no other S € prf(R;(F))
with claim(S) = C, since S would have to be admissible in R;(F') and therefore
S C EYC). As sem(Ri(F)) C prf(R;i(F)) we obtain that there is no other
S € sem(R;(F)) with claim(S) = C.

For stg, we first check if C € naivefg(F). If not, C ¢ stg;(F). If yes, then
claim(E%(C)) = C. We can check in coNP if Ei(C) € stg(R;(F)). If yes, we
are done. If no, then, by Lemma 2, there can be no other S € naive(R;(F))
with claim(S) = C, since S would have to be conflict-free in R;(F)and therefore
S C E{(C). As stg(Ri(F)) C naive(R;(F)) we obtain that there is no other

S € stg(R;(F)) with claim(S) = C. O
Proposition 14. Verl;%g is in P. Verfoﬁfe{QA} is NP-complete, even for

transitive preferences.

Proof. P-membership of Verl;%g is shown below (Lemma 13). NP-membership

follows from results for general CAFs (cf. Table 2). We show NP-hardness of
VerPOAE and VerPOAF separately below (Lemmas 14 and 15). O

com,2 com,4

PCAF cP.

Lemma 13. Ver,,,, 3

Proof. Let F = (A, R, claim, ) be a PCAF and let C be a set of claims. For
com and i = 3, we first check if C' € adm;(F). If not, C' ¢ com! (F). If yes, then
claim(E:(C)) = C. We can check in polynomial time if E¢(C) € com(R;(F)).
If no, then E(C) defends some x ¢ Ei(C) in R;(F). Towards a contradiction,
assume there is some S C A such that S € com(R;(F)) and claim(S) = C.
By Lemma 3, S C E!(C), which implies z ¢ S. Then S can not defend z in
Ri(F), i.e., there must be y and z such that y € E(C), y € S, (z,7) € R:i(F),
and (y,z) € Ri(F). Then also (y,z) € F by the definition of Reduction 3.
But there must also be some y’ € S with claim(y’) = claim(y), and since the
underlying CAF of F is well-formed there must be (y’,z) € F. Since there
cannot be (y', z) € R;(F), otherwise S would defend z, it has to be that z > y'.
For Reduction 3 this further requires (z,vy’) € F. Crucially, (z,y') € Ri(F).
But then S must be defended from z, i.e., there must be some w € S such
that (w, z) € R;(F'). But this means that S defends z, i.e., S is not complete.
Contradiction. O

PCAF

com,2 18 NP-hard, even for transitive preferences.

Lemma 14. Ver

Proof. Let ¢ be an arbitrary instance of 3-SAT given as a set C' of clauses
over variables X and let X = {Z | « € X}. We construct a PCAF F =
(A, R, claim, >) as well as a set of claims S:
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A={p}UCUXUXU{d, |z €X}U
{d} e XUX,1<j <4}

R={(c,p) | ce C}U{(¢c,c) | ceC} U
{(c,z) |z €c,ce C} U
{(¢,Z) | "z €c,ce C} U
{(d}, x), (d3, d3), (d3, d3), (d3, x), (dy, @) |

T T

x) '

reXUX} U
{(divdz)v(d%;dx) | HAS X};

claim(z) = claim (%) = claim(d%) = claim(d2) = z for z € X, claim(v) =
v else;

ex>-ca-d,x>=d, d?>~d forallz € XUX and all c € C;
o S=XU{p}

Figure 16 illustrates the above construction. It remains to show that ¢ is sat-
isfiable if and only if S € com.(R2(F)).

Figure 16: R2(F) from the proof of Lemma 14, with ¢ = ((a Vb) A (maV —b)). Attacks
drawn in gray/thick have been reversed by Reduction 2.

Assume ¢ is satisfiable. Then there is an interpretation I such that I | .
Let E = {x,d? | 2 € X,2 € I} U{Z,d2 | 2 € X,o & I} U{p}. Clearly,
claim(E) = S. Furthermore, E defends ¢ in R2(F') since each clause is satisfied
by I, and thus each clause argument c; is attacked by some x (or Z) in E. For
each variable z, if x € E, then = defends di and d2 defends x. Moreover, if
x € E, then T ¢ E and none of d,, T, or d2. with 1 < j < 4 is defended by E.
Analogously for the case that T € E. Thus, E is admissible, and contains all
arguments it defends, i.e., F € com(Ra(F)).

Assume S € com.(Ra(F)). Then there is E C A such that claim(E) = S
and E € com(Rz(F)). For each z € X, at least one of z,7,d2,d2 must be
contained in E. In fact, if x € E, then also d2 € E and vice versa. Analogous
for 7 and d2. However, it can not be that x € F and T € E, otherwise d,, would
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be defended by E and we would have claim(E) # S. Thus, for each x € X,
there is either x € E or T € E, but not both. Furthermore, E defends ¢, i.e.,

E attacks all clause arguments c;. Therefore, I = ¢ for I = X N E. O
Lemma 15. Verl;%f is NP-hard, even for transitive preferences.

Proof. This proof is similar to that of Lemma 14. Let ¢ be an arbitrary instance
of 3-SAT given as a set C of clauses over variables X and let X = {Z |z € X}.
We construct a PCAF F = (A, R, claim, ) as well as a set of claims S:

A:{go}UCUXUYU{dImeX}U{d;|xeXu7};
={(c,¢) | c€ CYU{(c,c) |c€ C} U

%)

)]z €c,ceC} U
)| @ €c,ceCU
x
d

,2) re XUX}U
) w)a(d%adexEX}?

o claim(x) = claim(T) = x for x € X,
claim(v) = v otherwise;

ex>~cx>=d.forallz € XUX and all ¢ € C;
S=XU{p}

Figure 17 illustrates the above construction. It remains to show that ¢ is sat-
isfiable if and only if S € com.(R4(F)).

Figure 17: R4(F) from the proof of Lemma 15, with ¢ = ((a V b) A (ma V —b)).
Symmetric attacks drawn in gray/thick have been introduced by Reduction 4.

Assume ¢ is satisfiable. Then there is an interpretation I such that I |= .
Let E={z|ze X,ccl}U{T |z e X,z &I} U{p}. Clearly, claim(E) = S.
Furthermore, F defends ¢ in R4(F) since each clause is satisfied by I, and thus
each clause argument c; is attacked by some z (or ) in E. Each variable z € X
clearly defends itself. Moreover, if x € E, then Z ¢ E and none of d,, T, or dL
is defended by E. Analogously for the case that * € E. Thus, E is admissible,
and contains all arguments it defends, i.e., E € com(R4(F)).

Assume S € com.(R4(F)). Then there is E C A such that claim(E) = S
and E € com(R4(F)). For each € X, at least one of x,Z must be contained in
E. In fact, it can not be that x € F and T € F, otherwise d, would be defended
by E and we would have claim(E) # S. Thus, for each 2 € X, there is either
x € E orT € E, but not both. Furthermore, E defends ¢, i.e., E attacks all
clause arguments ¢;. Thus, I EFp for I=XNE. O
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B Efficient enumeration of claim-extensions

In this section, we briefly discuss how our findings can be used for efficient
enumeration of claim-extensions. For CAF's obtainable by Reduction 2, 3, and
4, we present an fixed-parameter tractable (FPT) algorithm for enumerating
extensions that scales exponential with the number k of different claims in the
given CAF but only polynomial in its size n.

Proposition 15. For o € {cf, adm, naive, stb, prf, sem, stg}, i € {2,3,4}, and
for o = com in case i = 3, there is a polynomial poly(-) such that enumerating
all o-extensions of a CAF (A, R, claim) € R;-CAF can be done in time in
O(4* - poly(n)), with |A| = n, |claim(A)| = k.

Proof. First recall that for CAFs F € R;-CAF, i € {2,3,4} for the seman-
tics o € {cf, adm, naive, stb} as well as for complete semantics for CAFs in
R3-CAF, the verification problem is in P (cf. Table 4). Thus iterating through
all 2% many sets C C claim(A) and checking whether C' € o(F) can be done in
time O(2* - poly(n)).

For the remaining semantics, the algorithm builds heavily on the existence
and polynomial-time computability of unique maximal realizations (i.e., sets of
arguments F C A with claim(E) = C for a given claim-set C) for conflict-
free and admissible claim-sets: Using Lemmata 2 and 3, it suffices to compute
Ei(C) resp. EL(C) to verify conflict-freeness resp. admissibility of a claim-set C;
moreover, E} (C) resp. E%(C) is the unique maximal conflict-free resp. admissible
realization of C' in F. Computing all conflict-free resp. admissible claim-sets
along with their unique C-maximal realizations lies thus in O(2" - poly(n)) as it
suffices to loop through all sets C' C claim(A).

For ¢ = prf, we compute all preferred argument-extensions of the under-
yling AF (A, R). This requires two loops over all unique maximal admissible
realizations of the admissible claim-sets of F'; the overall runtime lies thus in
O((2¥)? - poly(n)) = O(4* - poly(n)). We note that for i = 3, we obtain a
slightly improved runtime by exploiting I-maximality: When iterating through
all C C claim(A), consider larger sets first; if an admissible set C' is found,
exclude all subsets from further inspection. This procedure runs in time in
O(2" - poly(n)).

For o € {stg, sem} we compute the range for the extensions by adding all at-
tacked arguments to E%(C) resp. E¢(C). Finally, we eliminate all sets for which
the range is not C-maximal (analogous to the case for preferred semantics).
This algorithm runs in O(4¥ - poly(n)). O

As a consequence, we obtain FPT procedures for deciding credulous and
skeptical acceptance as well as for verification of extensions for the respective
CAF classes.

Proposition 16. For o € {cf, adm, naive, stb, prf, sem, stg}, i €{2,3,4}, and
for o =com in case i=3, Credi?AF, Skepti?AF, and Verﬁ?AF can be solved
in time in O(4% - poly(n)) for CAFs (A, R, claim) with |claim(A)| < k.
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