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*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): tkampik@cs.umu.se;
Contributing authors: jcnieves@cs.umu.se;

Abstract
In cooperative human decision-making, agreements are often not total; a partial degree of
agreement is sufficient to commit to a decision and move on, as long as one is somewhat
confident that the involved parties are likely to stand by their commitment in the future,
given no drastic unexpected changes. In this paper, we introduce the notion of agreement
scenarios that allow artificial autonomous agents to reach such agreements, using formal
models of argumentation, in particular abstract argumentation and value-based argumenta-
tion. We introduce the notions of degrees of satisfaction and (minimum, mean, and median)
agreement, as well as a measure of the impact a value in a value-based argumentation
framework has on these notions. We then analyze how degrees of agreement are affected
when agreement scenarios are expanded with new information, to shed light on the reli-
ability of partial agreements in dynamic scenarios. An implementation of the introduced
concepts is provided as part of an argumentation-based reasoning software library.

Keywords: formal argumentation, dialogues, agreement technologies, group decision-making

1 Introduction
In Artificial Intelligence (AI) research, devising formal models and algorithms that spec-
ify how autonomous agents can reach agreements is an important research direction [2]. In
this context, the symbolic AI community considers formal argumentation approaches [3, 4]
as particularly promising. Recently, such approaches have, for example, been proposed to
align the moral values of different stakeholders in decision automation scenarios [5] and to

*This paper is based on preliminary results of an extended abstract originally presented at the 20th
Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, AAMAS’21 [1].
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resolve rule conflicts in medical decision-support systems [6]. From a more generic perspec-
tive, recent research has introduced a formal approach to determining degrees of agreement
in formal argumentation dialogues, in which agents add arguments on a specific topic to a
knowledge base [7]. The intuition behind this notion is that for practical purposes, it is often
not necessary (or possible) to reach a complete agreement; instead, agents may decide that
a certain degree of agreement on a given topic is sufficient to commit to roughly aligned
decisions and move on. In management practice, this approach is sometimes referred to as
“disagree and commit” [8], emphasizing that while discourse is vital, at some point stake-
holders will have to align in order to lay the prerequisites for successful execution. In this
paper, we introduce this notion to formal argumentation, in particular to abstract and value-
based argumentation, and work towards answering the following research questions about
multi-agent agreements in abstract and value-based argumentation:

1. How can a set of agents determine to what degree they are agreeing on a topic (set of
arguments)?

2. How do an agent’s subjective value preferences impact the degree of agreement on a
topic?

3. How are degrees of agreement affected when agreement scenarios are expanded with
new information?

To answer Question 1 and 2, we introduce a formal framework for agreement scenarios and
degrees of satisfaction and agreement to abstract argumentation [9], as well as to value-based
argumentation [10]. To answer Question 3, we apply and extend formal properties that are sys-
tematic relaxations of monotony of entailment and conduct a basic empirical analysis using
synthetic data.

Let us introduce examples to illustrate the contribution this paper makes to the research
questions. First, we take a step back, introducing a simple choice-based agreement scenario.
Example 1 (Degrees of Agreement in Simple Choice Scenarios). We have three agents
(A0,A1,A2), who are C-level managers and discuss which strategic initiatives among a,
b, and c are the most important ones. Considering the complex socio-professional nature
of the problem, reaching full consensus on all questions is intractable. As long as every-
one roughly agrees on the importance, the managers will be content and assume that their
objectives are aligned to a sufficient degree. Table 1 shows ranks and degrees of satisfac-
tion of the managers given the different choice options, assuming the agents have established
a total preorder of preferences on the powerset of the set of all options1. Here, we assume
that the option of Rank 1 in Table 1 is an agent’s most preferred option and the ranks of
all other options are inferred from this option. Table 1 assumes that the agents care about
agreement with respect to the inclusion as well as exclusion of options: here, we may assume
that the ranking is based on a similarity measure between the most preferred and other
options. For example, we may measure similarity between {b,c} and {b} by computing the
number of joint options in plus the number of joint options out, divided by the total num-
ber of options, i.e. |{b,c}∩{b}|+|{a}∩{a,c}|

|{a,b,c}| = 2
3 , and between {b,c} and {a,c} by computing

|{b,c}∩{a,c}|+|{a}∩{b}|
|{a,b,c}| = 1

3 . Hence, given the most preferred option {b,c}, A1 ranks {b} higher
than {a,c}.

1A total preorder on a set S is a binary relation ⪰ on S, s.t. for all x,y,z ∈ S, i) x ⪰ x (reflexivity); ii) x ⪰ y and y ⪰ z imply x ⪰ z
(transitivity); iii) x ⪰ y or y ⪰ x (totality).
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Table 1: Preference ranks and degrees of satisfaction (deg. in parentheses) of agents A0,
A1, and A2 as total preorders on 2{a,b,c}, assuming one most preferred set of options and a
similarity measure that is sensitive to options that are jointly not inferred.

Rank (deg.) A0 A1 A2
1(1) {a,b,c} {b,c} {}
2( 2

3 ) {a,b} or {a,c} or {b,c} {a,b,c} or {b} or {c} {a} or {b} or {c}
3( 1

3 ) {a} or {b} or {c} {} or {a,b} or {a,c} {a,b} or {a,c} or {b,c}
4(0) {} {a} {a,b,c}

Table 2: Matrix: one agent’s rank and degree of satisfaction (the latter in parentheses) given
another agent’s choice option, considering preferences from Table 1.

A0 A1 A2

A0 1(1) 2( 2
3 ) 4(0)

A1 2( 2
3 ) 1(1) 3( 1

3 )
A2 4(0) 3( 1

3 ) 1(1)

To determine the degree of satisfaction of an agent Ai with another agent’s A j, i, j ∈
{0,1,2}, position, we determine the maximal similarity of any most preferred option of Ai
and any most preferred option of A j (see Table 2).

To determine the degree of agreement between the whole group of agents, we introduce
the following approaches:

• The degree of minimal agreement is the lowest of the degrees of satisfaction of all
agents given an option that yields the maximal lowest degree of satisfaction among all
agents. In the example scenario the degree of minimal agreement is 1

3 , e.g., provided by
option {a,c}; in our example all options that provide a degree of satisfaction of greater
than 0 to all agents, i.e., all options except {}, {a}, and {a,b,c} provide the degree of
minimal agreement.

• The degree of mean agreement is the mean of the degrees of satisfaction of all agents,
given an option that allows for a maximal mean of the degrees of satisfaction among
all agents. The degree of mean agreement is 2

3 : the option {b,c} provides the degrees of
satisfaction 2

3 to A0, 1 to A1, and 1
3 to A2, averaging at 2

3 .
• Similarly, the degree of median agreement of the example is 2

3 , e.g., the median of
⟨1, 2

3 ,0⟩, given the option {a,b,c} (other options, such as {b,c} or {b} would work as
well).

The degrees of agreement can then, for instance, inform decisions on whether to further
deliberate a given topic—in the example, the strategic initiatives—or guide future decisions
of the involved participants; in our case, the lack of management alignment as indicated by
Tables 1 and 2 should cause each manager to be careful when making any future strategy-
related decision.

Another aspect that can inform future decisions is how reliably the agents will keep their
opinions given some constraints. This requires the analysis of the agents’ decision processes,
either by means of observation or—in particular in the case of artificial agents/computer
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systems—by formal verification. A straight-forward approach is to simply check whether the
preferences of an agent are consistent over time, a property emerging from economic ratio-
nality2; in our context, we consider specific principles that a function governing an agent’s
decision-making may satisfy. To also account for the knowledge the agents use to estab-
lish their preferences, we apply abstract argumentation [9] to model the agents’ inference
processes. In the context of our agreement problem, we consider the choice items a sub-
set of the arguments (atomic items) of an abstract argumentation framework; we call this
subset of arguments the topic. Based on an argumentation framework’s arguments and their
attack relation (binary relation on the arguments), an argumentation semantics determines
which sets of arguments can be considered valid conclusions; these sets of arguments are
called extensions. Given an argumentation-based model of an agreement scenario, we can
impose formal constraints on argumentation semantics that allow us to guarantee that—under
specific conditions—the degree of agreement between a group of agents remains within spe-
cific bounds as new arguments are added to an argumentation framework. Let us extend the
previous example to illustrate what an argumentation-based agreement scenario is.
Example 2 (Degrees of Agreement in Argumentation Scenarios). Let us assume that the
agents have jointly constructed the argumentation framework as depicted in Figure 1, but
they use different inference functions (argumentation semantics) to reach their conclusions
(to determine extensions of arguments). Note that the “self-attacking” arguments d and e—in
our case chosen to highlight differences between semantics in a very simple example—may
model knowledge that is self-contradictory, but still attempts to defeat some of the topic argu-
ments. If the agents were to use the following argumentation semantics, they would reach the

a b c

d e

Fig. 1: Abstract argumentation framework (Example 2). Here and henceforth, arguments in
gray are in all extensions (here, assuming stage semantics); arguments with dashed border
are in no extension. Arguments in white with a solid border would be in some, but not in all
extensions (cf. Figure 2) or indicate that no semantics has been applied to infer extensions
(cf. Figure 3).

conclusions (i.e., infer exactly the extensions) as presented by the highest ranked options in
Table 1: A0: stage semantics [12]; A1: preferred semantics [9]; A2: grounded semantics [9]
(to be formally introduced in Section 2). To reflect the ranks and degrees of satisfaction in
Table 1, an agent can determine their preferences using measures of similarity between any
set of choice options (let us call them topic arguments in the context of formal argumenta-
tion) and the most similar topic arguments returned by the agent’s argumentation semantics,
as formalized in Section 3.

2Let us note that our agents are not economically rational, given that the emerging preferences from extension-based abstract
argumentation are not necessarily consistent, as shown in [11].
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In an argumentation scenario, the agents can then make informed decisions on how
reliable an agreement is, based on formal argumentation principles that are relaxed forms
of monotony and ensure the following properties when normally expanding an argumenta-
tion framework (adding new arguments without changing the relationships between existing
arguments):

1. Weak cautious monotony: if no new argument attacks a specific extension of the original
argumentation framework, every argument in this extension is also in an extension of
the argumentation framework’s normal expansion [11].

2. Strong relaxed monotony: if no unattacked argument directly or indirectly (without
“interruption”) attacks a specific extension of the original argumentation framework,
every argument in this extension is also in an extension of the argumentation frame-
work’s normal expansion. This paper introduces the principle to demonstrate that agents
may commit to enforcing rather strict principles even if this implies the violation of
the behavior of the semantics they originally employ, intuitively to ensure that infer-
ences remain more steady (change less) in dynamic scenarios and to better align the way
inferences are drawn across agents.

3. In addition, we introduce an abstract class of principles, which we call relaxed monotony
principles (and which includes the aforementioned principles), for which we show that
an upper bound of change w.r.t. the degree of minimal agreement can be guaranteed,
given that the relaxed monotony condition is not infringed.

For example, we can see that preferred semantics does not satisfy the strong relaxed monotony
principle; adding a new argument f to the argumentation framework in Figure 1, such that f
attacks itself, as well as b and c would cause agent A1 to consider only {} an extension of the
new argumentation framework. To also support semantics that do not satisfy a specific relaxed
monotony principle, we introduce an approach that allows agents to commit to a principle in
disregard of the properties of the semantics they apply.

Let us introduce another example to illustrate that a similar approach can be used to
determine degrees of satisfaction and agreement in the context of value-based argumenta-
tion [10], where abstract argumentation frameworks are extended by values associated with
arguments and agents’ subjective value preferences. In the abstract argumentation example
above, the differences between the inferred extensions arise mostly due to nuances in the
behaviors of the semantics that are applied. In contrast, in value-based argumentation we can
lift such differences to the knowledge modeling level, which yields more applicable (albeit
technically slightly less straightforward) perspectives. While we remain on an “abstract” level
in the example below, for which we do not provide a real-world interpretation, value-based
argumentation typically leads to precisely the multi-agent disagreements that we cover in
this paper and is, for example, applied3 to democratic decision support [13] and regulatory
compliance [14].
Example 3 (Degrees of Agreement in Value-based Argumentation Scenarios). We start with
the argumentation framework AF = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(c,b),(d,c)}) as depicted in
Figure 2. Each argument in AF is mapped to a value in {av,bv,cv,dv}, for the sake of sim-
plicity as follows: argument a to value av, b to bv, c to cv, and d to dv. Each of three agents
(A0, A1, A2) has established an additional binary relation (value preferences) on the values

3Let us note that we are referring to somewhat “academic” applications here and not to large-scale applications in real-world
software systems.
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Fig. 2: Abstract argumentation framework (Example 3).

in AF; intuitively, the abstract argumentation framework and argument-to-value-mapping
models the objective facts, whereas the value preferences model subjective beliefs, ultimately
about the effective strength of the arguments. The agents have the following value preferences:

• A0: av is preferred over bv;
• A1: bv is preferred over av;
• A2: cv is preferred over dv.

When interpreting these preferences in accordance with value-based argumentation (i.e.,
removing, given an agent’s preferences, all attacks in which the attacked argument’s value is
preferred over the attacking argument’s value4), we get the following subjective argumenta-
tion frameworks AFi,0 ≤ i ≤ 2 and extensions ESi (assuming preferred semantics) for each
agent Ai:

• AF0 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(c,b),(d,c)}), ES0 = {{a,d}};
• AF1 = ({a,b,c,d},{(b,a),(c,b),(d,c)}), ES1 = {{b,d}};
• AF2 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(c,b)}), ES2 = {{a,c,d}}.

This allows us to again determine the degrees of satisfaction, as well as the degrees of
agreement between the agents, using the same approaches we have defined for abstract argu-
mentation. Here, we are interested in all arguments, i.e., our topic is {a,b,c,d}. The degrees
of minimal, mean, and median agreement are 1

2 , 3
4 and 3

4 , respectively, using the similarity
measure sketched in Example 1. Moreover, we can determine the impact that a value has
on the degrees of satisfaction and agreement in a given scenario, by determining the delta
between the actual degree and the counterfactual, assuming the given value was not present.
For example, in our scenario the impact of the value bv on the degree of minimal agreement is
− 1

4 , as “removing” the value bv from our scenario increases the degree of minimal agreement
from 1

2 to 3
4 .

To guarantee limits in the change of degrees of agreement when expanding a value-based
argumentation framework in agreement scenarios under some constraints, we can rely on the
weak cautious monotony principle. Let us highlight that in value-based argumentation-based
agreement scenarios, the different value preferences may represent different agents, but they
may also model different agent-internal perspectives as suggested by some theories of human
cognition, such as the theory of planned behavior [18].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the theoretical foun-
dations of our work. Then, Section 3 provides a formal model of argumentation-based
agreement scenarios and degrees of agreements in abstract argumentation, which is extended

4Alternative approaches to preference-based argumentation exist that take a more nuanced approach to handling attacks in face of
conflicting preferences [15–17]. Preference-based argumentation is a special case of value-based argumentation; still, we may claim
the these approaches can be relatively straightforwardly adjusted to cover value-based argumentation and hence be applied to our
value-based argumentation-based agreement scenarios. However, we abstain from going into further detail in order to avoid scope
creep.
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for expansion-based dialogues and augmented by a formal analysis in Section 4. Analogously,
the framework is extended to value-based argumentation in Section 5 and expansion-based
dialogues for value-based argumentation are covered in Section 6. A software implementation
of our approach5 is presented in Section 7, alongside with initial experiments that shed some
light on the theoretical parts of our work from an empirical perspective. Finally, Section 8
discusses our results in the context of related research before Section 9 concludes the paper
by highlighting future research potential.

2 Theoretical Preliminaries
Let us introduce the formal preliminaries that are relevant in the context of this paper. An
(abstract) argumentation framework is a tuple AF = (AR,AT ), where AR is a set of elements
(called arguments) from our background argument set A R, and AT is a binary relation
(called attacks) on AR (i.e., AR ⊆ AR×AT ) [9]. We denote the class of all argumentation
frameworks by F . We assume that the set of arguments in an argumentation framework is
finite. For a,b ∈ AR such that (a,b) ∈ AT , we say that “a attacks b”. Given S ⊆ AR, we define
S+ as {c|c ∈ AR,∃d ∈ S, such that d attacks c}; given e ∈ AR, we say that “S attacks e” iff
∃e′ ∈ S, such that e′ attacks e. a ∈ AR is acceptable w.r.t. S iff for each b ∈ AR it holds true
that if b attacks a, then b is attacked by S. S ⊆ AR is:

• conflict-free iff ∄a,b ∈ S, such that a attacks b;
• admissible iff S is conflict-free and each argument in S is acceptable w.r.t. S.

We say that a set S ⊆ AR strongly defends an argument a∈ AR iff ∀b∈ AR, such that b attacks
a, ∃c∈ S\{a}, such that c attacks b and c is strongly defended by S\{a}. An (argumentation)
semantics σ : F → 22A R

maps an argumentation framework AF = (AR,AT ) to ES ⊆ 2AR,
where every set of arguments E ∈ ES is called a σ -extension of AF. Informally, we may say
that a semantics (or, indirectly, an agent that uses a semantics) infers one or several extensions
from an argumentation framework, or given an extension, we may say that a semantics has
inferred the arguments that are in this extension. σ(AF) denotes all σ -extensions of AF and
S denotes the class of all argumentation semantics. Some classical argumentation semantics
as introduced by Dung [9] are the complete, preferred, and grounded semantics.
Definition 1 (Admissible Set-based Argumentation Semantics [9]). Given an argumentation
framework AF = (AR,AT ), a set S ⊆ AR is:

• a complete extension iff S is admissible and each argument that is acceptable w.r.t. S
belongs to S. σco(AF) denotes all complete extensions of AF;

• a preferred extension of AF iff S is a maximal (w.r.t. set inclusion) admissible subset of
AR. σpr(AF) denotes all preferred extensions of AF;

• a grounded extension of AF iff S is the minimal (w.r.t. set inclusion) complete extension
of AF. σgr(AF) denotes all grounded extensions of AF6.

Other semantics exist that are based on the notion of maximal conflict-freeness instead of
admissibility [12].
Definition 2 (Naive Set-based Argumentation Semantics [12]). Given an argumentation
framework AF = (AR,AT ), a set S ⊆ AR is a:

5The implementation of the formal concepts that we introduce is available as part of the DiArg argumentation-based dialogue
reasoner [19] on GitHub at http://s.cs.umu.se/mhfrcp.

6Note that an argumentation framework always has exactly one grounded extension.

7

http://s.cs.umu.se/mhfrcp


• naive extension iff S is maximal w.r.t. set inclusion among all conflict-free sets. σna(AF)
denotes all naive extensions of AF.

• stage extension, iff S∪S+ is maximal w.r.t. set inclusion, i.e., there exists no conflict-free
set S′ s.t. S∪S+ ⊂ S′∪ (S′)+. σst(AF) denotes all stage extensions of AF.

Let us revisit the abstract argumentation framework in the introduction to give an intuition
of the behavior of different semantics.
Example 4. Consider the argumentation framework in Figure 1, which we can denote as
follows:

AF = ({a,b,c,d,e},{(b,e),(c,e),(d,a),(d,d),(e,b),(e,c),(e,e)})

. Now, let us determine the complete, preferred, grounded, and stage extensions:
• The complete extensions are {} and {b,c}: both sets are admissible and all arguments

acceptable w.r.t. either set are actually in the corresponding set.
• Because {}, {b}, {c}, and {b,c} are admissible sets and {b,c} is the (only) ⊆-maximal

of these sets, it is the only preferred extension.
• The grounded extension is the ⊂-minimal complete extension, i.e. {}.
• Finally, the only maximal conflict-free set is {a,b,c}, which is, thus, the only stage

extension.
In this paper, we examine argumentation dialogues, in which argumentation frameworks

are normally expanded, i.e., in which arguments are added to an argumentation framework,
but no arguments are removed, and no attacks between existing arguments are changed.
Definition 3 (Argumentation Framework Expansions and Normal Expansions [20]). An
argumentation framework AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′) is:

• an expansion of another argumentation framework AF = (AR,AT ) (denoted by AF ⪯E
AF ′) iff AF ̸= AF ′, AR ⊆ AR′ and AT ⊆ AT ′;

• a normal expansion of an argumentation framework AF = (AR,AT ) (denoted by AF ⪯N
AF ′) iff AF ⪯E AF ′ and ∄(a,b) ∈ AT ′ \AT , such that a ∈ AR∧b ∈ AR.

Intuitively, an expansion adds additional arguments or attacks to an argumentation frame-
work and a normal expansion is an expansion which does not add any attacks between two
arguments that both have already been present in the initial argumentation framework. Let us
introduce an example to illustrate what expansions and normal expansions are.
Example 5. Consider the argumentation frameworks in Figure 3:

• AF0 = ({a,b,c},{(a,b),(b,c)});
• AF1 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(b,c),(d,a)});
• AF2 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,c),(d,a)}).

Clearly, AF1 is an expansion of AF0 (AF0 ⪯E AF1): it has all arguments and attacks of AF0,
but has the additional argument d and the additional attacks (d,a) and (b,a). Because of the
latter attack, AF1 is not a normal expansion of AF0: both b and a already exist in the set of
arguments of AF0.

In contrast, AF2 is a normal expansion of AF0 (AF0 ⪯N AF2): it has all arguments and
attacks of AF0 and the extra attack (d,a) it adds involves at least one argument that has been
added with the expansion, in this case d.

To formally analyze argumentation semantics, a multitude of argumentation princi-
ples have been defined [21]. In the context of this paper, the weak cautious monotony
principle [11] is of particular relevance.
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c

(a) AF0.

ab

c d

(b) AF1.

ab

c d

(c) AF2.

Fig. 3: Argumentation frameworks and their expansions: AF1 is an expansion, but not a nor-
mal expansion, of AF0; AF2 is a normal expansion of AF1.

Definition 4 (Weak Cautious Monotony [11]). An argumentation semantics σ is weakly
cautiously monotonic iff for every two argumentation frameworks AF = (AR,AT ), AF ′ =
(AR′,AT ′), such that AF ⪯N AF ′, it holds true that ∀E ∈ σ(AF), if {(a,b) | (a,b) ∈ AT ′,a ∈
AR′ \AR,b ∈ E}= {} then ∃E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′) such that E ⊆ E ′.

Intuitively, weak cautious monotony expects that in a normal expansion process, we can
remove arguments from a previously inferred extension only if new attacks to this extension
have been added. For example, stage semantics violates weak cautious monotony, which we
demonstrate using the example below.
Example 6. Consider the following argumentation frameworks (Figure 4):

• AF ′ = ({a,b},{(a,b),(b,a)}), with the two stage extensions {a} and {b};
• AF ′′ = ({a,b,c},{(a,b),(b,a),(b,c),(c,c)}) (note that AF ′ ⪯N AF ′′), where the only

stage extension is {b}.
Our agent may, when applying stage semantics, first decide to infer {a} from AF ′: given {a}
and {b} are equally valid extensions (σst(AF ′) = {{a},{b}}), it may make sense to force a
decision by random selection for practical purposes, which may cause the agent to select {a}.
However, after normally expanding AF ′ to AF ′′, the addition of the self-attacking argument
c is, due to the additional attack from b to c, sufficient to no longer allow for the inference
of any argument in the previous extension {a}: σst(AF ′′) = {{b}}. Weak cautious monotony
requires a more compelling reason, so to speak: at least a new attacker to any argument in
{a} must have been added, so that such a change of inference is principle-compliant.

Note that this issue does not occur with preferred semantics: σpr(AF ′) = σpr(AF ′′) =
{{a},{b}}.

An extension of abstract argumentation is value-based argumentation [10]. A value-based
argumentation-framework is a five-tuple VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P), where AR is a finite set
of arguments, AT ⊆ (AR×AR), such that ∀a ∈ AR,(a,a) ̸∈ AT (i.e., AT is irreflexive: there
are no “self-attacking” arguments), V is a non-empty set of values, val is a function that
maps elements of AR to elements of V (i.e., given any a ∈ AR, val(a) returns a value in V ),
and P is a sequence (totally ordered multiset) of binary relations on V (called value prefer-
ences), P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩, such that every binary relation Pi,0 ≤ i ≤ n is transitive, irreflexive,
and asymmetric (i) ∀x,y,z ∈ V , if (x,y) ∈ Pi ∧ (y,z) ∈ Pi then (x,z) ∈ Pi; ii) (x,x) ̸∈ Pi; iii)
if (x,y) ∈ Pi then (y,x) ̸∈ Pi); AFPi is the argumentation framework (AR,AT ′), such that
AT ′ = {(a,b)|(a,b) ∈ AT,(val(b),val(a)) ̸∈ Pi}. We call AFpi the subjective argumentation
framework of Pi w.r.t. VAF . For an example of a value-based argumentation framework, we
refer the reader back to Example 3.
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a b

(a) AF ′.

a b

c

(b) AF ′′.

Fig. 4: Stage semantics violates cautious monotony: expanding AF ′ with the “self-attacking”
argument c and an attack from b to c is sufficient so that we can no longer infer any argument
of our initial extension {a}. An addition of a direct attack on the extension is not required.

3 Degrees of Agreements in Abstract Argumentation
Let us formalize the intuitions introduced in Section 1, starting with the notion of an
argumentation-based agreement scenario.
Definition 5 (Argumentation-based Agreement Scenario (AAS)). An argumentation-based
agreement scenario is a tuple AAS = (AF,T,SIG), where AF = (AR,AT ) is an argumentation
framework, T ⊆ AR and SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, such that each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n is an argumentation
semantics. We say that T denotes the topic of AAS.

Intuitively, an agreement scenario contains the argumentation framework that (typically
several) agents, each represented by the argumentation semantics, infer extensions from; the
topic is the subset of arguments in the argumentation that the agents want to agree on. Argu-
ments that are not in the topic play, in contrast, a merely auxiliary role in that they may have
an impact on which topic arguments are inferred. Let us recall the motivating example.
Example 7. In Example 1 (see Figure 1 for the argumentation framework), we have the
agreement scenario (({a,b,c,d,e},{(b,e),(c,e),(d,a),(d,d),(e,b),(e,c),(e,e)}),{a,b,c},
⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩): our three agents apply stable, preferred, and grounded semantics, respec-
tively, and are interested in the topic arguments a, b, and c.

We now introduce a measure of the degree of satisfaction given an argumentation seman-
tics w.r.t. an argumentation framework, and two subsets of the argumentation framework’s
arguments (a topic set and a conclusion set, the latter of which is typically an exten-
sion inferred by applying an argumentation semantics). First, we introduce the degree of
satisfaction as an abstract measure.
Definition 6 (Abstract Degree of Satisfaction). Let σ be an argumentation semantics, let
AF = (AR,AT ) be an argumentation framework, and let T,S ⊆ AR. The degree of satisfaction
of σ w.r.t. AF, T , and S, denoted by φ sim

σ (AF,T,S), is determined as follows:

φ
sim
σ (AF,T,S) = max({sim(E,S,T )|E ∈ σ(AF)}),

where sim : 2A R ×2A R ×2A R → [0,1]. We call sim the similarity function of φ sim
σ .

We then define several specific measures of the degree of satisfaction, using a measure
that is based on the well-known Hamming distance measure [22] (which is also used in related
research on merging argumentation frameworks [23]), as well as simpler intersection-based
measures.
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Definition 7 (Degree of Satisfaction, Similarity Measures). Given the sets of arguments
T,E,S∈ 2A R , as well as the set differences (relative complements) E ′ := T \E and S′ := T \S,
we define the following similarity functions of extensions E and S with respect to the topic T .
Intersection-based similarity (i-similarity):

i(E,S,T ) =

{
1 if |T ∩ (E ∪S)|= 0;
|T∩E∩S|
|T∩(E∪S)| otherwise.

Complement-based similarity (c-similarity):

c(E,S,T ) =

{
1 if |T ∩ (E ′∪S′)|= 0;
|T∩E ′∩S′|
|T∩(E ′∪S′)| otherwise.

Hamming-based similarity (h-similarity):

h(E,S,T ) =

{
1 if |T |= 0;
|T∩E∩S|+|(E ′)∩(S′)|

|T | otherwise.

Here, the intersection-based (i-similarity) and complement-based similarity (c-similarity)
serve as mere building blocks for the Hamming similarity-like measure; we merely use both
i-similarity and h-similarity in Example 8 to highlight the nuanced, yet important, difference.
Let us note that the measures could potentially be extended to account for weights that model
the importance of arguments; intuitively, the current measures consider all arguments in the
topic as equally important, whereas all arguments that are not in the topic are considered as
entirely irrelevant.

Now, we can introduce the two-agent degree of satisfaction for AAS, as a means to
provide a starting point for the n-agent degrees that follow later.
Definition 8 (Two-Agent Degree of Satisfaction). Let AF = (AR,AT ) be an argumentation
framework, let T ⊆ AR, let σ and σ ′ be argumentation semantics, and let sim be a simi-
larity function. The degree of satisfaction between σ and σ ′ w.r.t. AF and T , denoted by
satsim(AF,T,σ ,σ ′), is determined as follows:

satsim(AF,T,σ ,σ ′) = max({φ
sim
σ (AF,T,E)|E ∈ σ

′(AF)}).

Intuitively, the two-agent degree of satisfaction measures the distance between the max-
imally similar extensions (considering only the topic arguments of the extensions) that the
agents’ semantics can infer from the given argumentation framework. Let us introduce an
example for illustration purposes.
Example 8. Consider again the argumentation framework AF =
({a,b,c,d,e},{(b,e),(c,e),(d,a),(d,d),(e,b),(e,c),(e,e)}), as depicted in Figure 1, and let
T = {a,b,c}. Let AAS = (AF,T,⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩). Recall that the extensions that the semantics
infer are the following:

• σst = {{a,b,c}};
• σpr = {{b,c}};

11



Table 3: Matrix of degrees of satisfaction between the three agents in the argumentation-based
agreement scenario from Example 8, given the h-similarity and the i-similarity functions (the
degree of the latter in parentheses).

σst σpr σgr

σst 1 (1) 2
3 ( 2

3 ) 0 (0)
σpr

2
3 ( 2

3 ) 1 (1) 1
3 (0)

σgr 0 (0) 1
3 (0) 1 (1)

• σgr = {{}}.
Table 3 shows all two-agent degrees of satisfaction of the AAS, given the h-similarity and
i-similarity functions (the degree of the latter in parentheses). We can observe that the lat-
ter two function arguments (the two argumentation semantics) of the two-agent degree of
satisfaction are commutative: for every AF,AF ′ ∈ F and every σ ,σ ′ ∈ S it holds that
satsim(AF,T,σ ,σ ′) = satsim(AF,T,σ ′,σ).

The situation is more complicated when we move from two to n ∈ N, n > 2 agents:
then, we cannot simply bi-laterally maximize similarity, but instead need to maximize
an aggregated measure. We define degrees of minimal, mean, and median agreement for
argumentation-based agreement scenarios. Note that in the definition we make use of the
median of a sequence (ordered multiset) of real numbers K, denoted by med(K).
Definition 9 (Degrees of Minimal, Mean, and Median Agreement). Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG)
be an argumentation-based agreement scenario, with SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, and let sim be a
similarity function (cf. Definition 6). The degree of minimal agreement of AAS, denoted by
degsim

min(AAS), is determined as follows:

degsim
min(AAS) = max({min({φ

sim
σi

(AF,T,E)|0 ≤ i ≤ n})|E ∈ 2T}).

The degree of mean agreement of AAS, denoted by degmean(AAS), is determined as follows:

degsim
mean(AAS) = max({φ

′
avg(E)|E ∈ 2T}),

where φ ′
avg(E) =

∑
n
i=0 φ sim

σi
(AF,T,E)

n+1 .
The degree of median agreement of AAS, denoted by degmed(AAS), is determined as

follows:

degsim
med(AAS) = max(med(⟨s0(E), ...,sn(E)⟩)|E ∈ 2T ),

where for each s j(E),0≤ j ≤ n, s j(E)= φ sim
σ j

(AF,T,E) and for each sk(E),0< k≤ n, sk(E)≥
sk−1(E).

Let us claim that intuitively, the degree of minimal agreement is the most sensitive to
outliers: if most (of many) agents agree on what arguments to infer from the topic but one
agent disagrees entirely, the degree of minimal agreement is affected substantially. In contrast,
the degree of median agreement is the least sensitive, i.e., it may not be affected at all in such
cases.
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Example 9. Considering the AAS in Example 8 and the h-similarity (as well as the
i-similarity) function, we have the following degrees of agreement:

• degree of minimal agreement: 1
3 ;

• degrees of mean and median agreement: 2
3 .

4 Expanding Argumentation-based Agreement Scenarios
In our study, we are interested in how degrees of agreement change in dynamic environments,
in which agents have a dialogue by exchanging arguments. In our case, the dynamism is
modeled by a normally expanding argumentation framework, i.e., new arguments are added
to an initial argumentation framework, as well as attacks involving these new arguments as
source or targets, whereas the attack relationships between initially existing arguments remain
unchanged. In order to model how agreement scenarios change in the face of new information
that becomes available, let us define normal expansions in the context of AAS.
Definition 10 (AAS Normal Expansions). Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ =
(AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-based agreement scenarios, with AF = (AR,AT ). AAS′ is
a normal expansion of AAS, denoted by AAS ⪯N AAS′, iff it holds true that AF ⪯N AF ′,
T ⊆ T ′,(T ′ \T )∩AR = /0 and SIG = SIG′.

The idea behind an AAS normal expansion is that agents engage in an argumentation-
based dialogue that starts with a topic set (a subset of the arguments of the AAS’ argumenta-
tion framework). The agents argue by adding new arguments to the argumentation framework,
and may also expand the topic set to include some of these new arguments; in contrast, the
topic cannot be expanded using arguments from the initial argumentation framework. Also,
the agents cannot “remove” arguments (neither from the argumentation framework nor from
the topic set), nor “change” the attack relations between existing arguments or add existing
arguments to the topic set.

Let us illustrate the notion of an AAS normal expansion by introducing an example.
Example 10. Let us revisit the argumentation frameworks depicted in Figure 3:

• AF0 = ({a,b,c},{(a,b),(b,c)});
• AF1 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(b,c),(d,a)});
• AF2 = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,c),(d,a)}).

Here, AF0 is the argumentation framework in our initial agreement scenario, whereas AF1
and AF2 are then used in potential expansions. We utilize these argumentation frameworks in
the following AAS:

• AAS0 = (AF0,{a,b},⟨σ0,σ1⟩);
• AAS1 = (AF1,{a,b},⟨σ0,σ1⟩);
• AAS2 = (AF2,{a,b,d},⟨σ0,σ1⟩);
• AAS′2 = (AF2,{a,b,c},⟨σ0,σ1⟩);
• AAS′′2 = (AF2,{a,b},⟨σ0,σ1,σ2⟩).

Here, we do not care about the specifics of the argumentation semantics σ0, σ1, and σ2. Now,
we can observe the following:

• AAS0 ⪯N AAS1 does not hold: the expansion from AF0 to AF1 “adds” an attack between
arguments in the initial argumentation framework;

• AAS0 ⪯N AAS2 holds: AF0 ⪯N AF1 holds, the topic is expanded by adding a “new”
argument, and the sequence of semantics remains the same;

13



• AAS0 ⪯N AAS′2 does not hold: the topic is expanded by adding an argument from the
initial argumentation framework;

• AAS0 ⪯N AAS′′2 does not hold: the sequence of semantics is changed by appending a
third semantics (representing a third agent).

Let us show that formal argumentation principles can help guarantee, given an
argumentation-based agreement scenario AAS and any of its normal expansions AAS′, that
there is an upper bound to the difference between the degrees of minimal agreements
of AAS and AAS′, given some constraints; this observation helps us understand that in
many (dynamic) scenarios, agreements remain somewhat stable unless there is a substantial
compelling event that leads to the violation of the aforementioned constraints.

We first introduce a class of argumentation principles, which we call relaxed monotony
principles.
Definition 11 (Relaxed Monotony Principle). An argumentation semantics σ satisfies the
relaxed monotony principle RMPp iff for every two argumentation frameworks AF =
(AR,AT ), AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′) such that AF ⪯N AF ′, the following statement holds true:

∀E ∈ σ(AF),

i f p(AF,AF ′,E,σ) holds true

then ∃E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′) s.t. E ⊆ E ′,

where p (the principle’s p-function) is a Boolean function p : F × F × 2A R × S →
{true, f alse}, i.e., AF,AF ′ ∈ F , E ∈ 2A R (also: E ⊆ AR), and σ ∈ S .

We may call the p-function of a relaxed monotony principle the principle’s monotony
condition; given an argumentation semantics σ that satisfies a relaxed monotony principle
RMPp, we may say that σ satisfies p-relaxed monotony. Now, we can characterize weak
cautions monotony (Definition 4) as a relaxed monotony principle.
Proposition 4.1. An argumentation semantics σ satisfies weak cautious monotony iff σ sat-
isfies the relaxed monotony principle RMPcm, where the p-function is characterized by the
following function:

cm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) =

{
true, if S∗ = /0;
f alse,otherwise,

AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′), and S∗ = {(a,b)|(a,b) ∈ AT ′,a ∈ AR′ \AR,b ∈ E}.
All proofs are provided in the appendix.
For the sake of increasing the stability of the agreements that agents reach, we may want

to introduce stricter relaxed monotony principles to then enforce that agents adhere to them
in the context of our agreement scenarios. Let us, for this purpose, introduce a principle that
(roughly speaking) stipulates that we can only relax monotony if the expansion of our initial
argumentation framework implies that an argument that attacks our initially inferred extension
cannot be rejected. For this, let us first introduce the notion of a strong attacker in the context
of argumentation framework expansions.
Definition 12 (Strong Attacker). Let AF = (AR,AT ) and AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′) be argumentation
frameworks, such that AF ⪯E AF ′ and let S ⊆ AR. a ∈ AR′ is a strong attacker of S w.r.t.
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AF,AF ′, denoted by a→AF,AF ′ S, iff a attacks S and ∃S′ ⊆ AR′, such that S′ is conflict-free in
AF ′ and S′ strongly defends a.

The principle’s definition follows below.
Definition 13 (Strong Relaxed Monotony). An argumentation semantics σ satisfies strong
relaxed monotony iff σ satisfies the relaxed monotony principle RMPsrm s.t. the p-function is
characterized as follows:

srm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) =

{
true if ∄E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′) s.t. ∃a ∈ E ′,a→AF,AF ′ E;
f alse otherwise.

Let us note that strong relaxed monotony is not necessarily stricter than weak cautious
monotony: intuitively, the new strong attacker of an extension whose presence implies that we
may reject arguments that we have previously inferred does not necessarily stem from a new
direct attack on the initially inferred extension. For example, we may infer the stage exten-
sion {a} from the argumentation framework AF = ({a,b,c},{(a,b),(b,c),(c,a)}) but when
expanding AF to AF ′ = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,c),(c,a)},{d,b}), the only stage extension is
{c,d}. The p-function of weak cautious monotony evaluates to true, because no argument
that attacks a has been added with the normal expansion; in contrast, the p-function of strong
relaxed monotony evaluates to false because c is in the stage extension of AF ′ and a strong
attacker of a.

The only argumentation semantics (of the ones whose definitions we provide) that satisfies
strong relaxed monotony is naive semantics, which indeed satisfies every relaxed monotony
principle.
Proposition 4.2. For every AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′), such that AF ⪯N AF ′, the
following statement holds true for every relaxed monotony principle RMPp:

∀E ∈ σna(AF),

i f p(AF,AF ′,E,σna) holds true

then ∃E ′ ∈ σna(AF ′) s.t. E ⊆ E ′.

By example, we can show that complete, preferred, grounded, and stage semantics do not
satisfy strong relaxed monotony.
Example 11. Consider the argumentation framework AF = (AR,AT ) = ({a},{}), AF ′ =
(AR′,AT ′) = ({a,b,c}, {(b,a),(b,c),(c,a),(c,b)}) (Figure 5). Note that AF ⪯N AF ′. We
observe the following, in absence of a new strong attacker of {a} in the (normal) expansion
of AF to AF ′:

• σco(AF) = {{a}} and σco(AF ′) = {{b},{c},{}};
• σpr(AF) = {{a}} and σpr(AF ′) = {{b},{c}};
• σgr(AF) = {{a}} and σgr(AF ′) = {};
• σst(AF) = {{a}} and σst(AF ′) = {{b},{c}}.
Let us claim that the same example shows that the strong relaxed monotony principle is

not satisfied by any semantics surveyed in [24] (with the exception of naive semantics), and
neither by the weakly admissible set-based semantics that have been introduced in [25]. How-
ever, even when semantics that do not satisfy this principle (or any other relaxed monotony
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Fig. 5: Example 11: violation of strong relaxed monotony, here assuming we apply complete,
preferred, or stage semantics.

principle) are used, the agents can still commit to complying with the principle. We illustrate
this by example.
Example 12. Let us again consider the introductory example. Recall that we use the
h-similarity function (Definition 7) as our similarity measure. However, now we go a
step back into the past, and assume that the agents started debating the following argu-
mentation framework first: AF = (AR,AT ) = ({a,b,c},{}). Considering the introductory
example, this gives us the following argumentation-based agreement scenario: AAS =
(AF,{a,b,c},⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩). Because σpr(AF) = σst(AF) = σgr(AF) = {{a,b,c}}, the
degrees of minimal, mean, and median agreement are all 1. We expand AAS and cre-
ate a new argumentation-based agreement scenario AAS′ = (AF ′,{a,b,c},⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩)),
where AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′) = ({a,b,c,d,e},{(b,e),(c,e),(d,a),(d,d),(e,b),(e,c),(e,e)}) (see
Figure 1). Without any further considerations, this would have severe effects on the degrees
of agreement, given the h-similarity function:

• 1−|degh
min(AAS)−degh

min(AAS′)|= 1
3 ;

• 1−|degh
mean(AAS)−degh

mean(AAS′)|= 2
3 ;

• 1−|degh
med(AAS)−degh

med(AAS′)|= 2
3 .

To prevent this, let us assume all agents have committed to comply with the strong relaxed
monotony principle RMPsrm, i.e., they adjust their inferences for the sake of keeping the
degree of agreement stable. This means that when expanding AAS to AAS′, each agent
checks if srm′(AF,AF ′,ES,σ) holds true, given the agent’s argumentation semantics σ and
ES = σ(AF ′):

srm′(AF,AF ′,ES,σ) =


true if ∀E ∈ σ(AF),

if srm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) holds true
then ∃E ′ ∈ ES s.t. E ⊆ E ′;

f alse otherwise.

Note that in contrast to srm, srm′ is not the p-function of a relaxed monotony principle. If
this is not the case, the agent adjusts its argumentation semantics σ to σ∗, such that for
ES∗ = σ∗(AF ′), the following holds true:

• srm′(AF,AF ′,ES∗,σ) holds true;
• There exists no argumentation semantics σ∗∗, such that srm′(AF,AF ′,σ∗∗(AF ′),σ)

holds true and ∃E∗∗ ∈ σ∗∗(AF ′), such that (E∗∗ ̸∈ σ∗(AF ′), φσ (AF ′,T ′,E∗∗) ≥
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sath(AF ′,T ′,σ ,σ∗)) and ∄E∗ ∈ σ∗(AF ′), such that φσ (AF ′,T ′,E∗) ≤
sath(AF ′,T ′,σ ,σ∗).

Recall that sath denotes the two-agent degree of satisfaction (Definition 8), given h as our
similarity measure. Roughly speaking, σ∗ satisfies the relaxed monotony condition in the
specific case of AAS and AAS′, and all extensions in σ∗(AF ′) provide maximal satisfaction
(considering that the relaxed monotony constraint must be satisfied), given the topic set T ′

and the agent’s “original” semantics. In our example, the agents can adjust σpr and σgr to
σ∗

pr and σ∗
gr, such that σst(AF ′) = σ∗

pr(AF ′) = σ∗
gr(AF ′) = {{a,b,c,}} and hence:

|degh
min(AAS)−degh

min(AAS′)|=
|degh

mean(AAS)−degh
mean(AAS′)|=

|degh
med(AAS)−degh

med(AAS′)|= 0.

In the example above, we are interested in how the degree of agreement changes as
the result of an agreement scenario expansion. To facilitate conciseness, let us introduce an
abstraction for such change.
Definition 14 (Agreement Delta). Let AAS and AAS′ be argumentation-based agreement
scenarios and let sim be a similarity function. We define the agreement delta of AAS and
AAS′ w.r.t. sim and a degree of agreement degsim ∈ {degsim

min,degsim
mean,degsim

med}, denoted by
∆degsim(AAS,AAS′), as |degsim(AAS)−degsim(AAS′)|.

Let us revisit a previous example to illustrate the notion of an agreement delta.
Example 13. Consider again the following two AAS (similar to Example 12):

• AAS = (AF,{a,b,c},⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩), where AF = {a,b,c},{});
• AAS′ = (AF ′,{a,b,c},⟨σst ,σpr,σgr⟩)), where AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′) =
({a,b,c,d,e},{(b,e),(c,e),(d,a),(d,d),(e,b),(e,c),(e,e)}).

Clearly, we have degh
min(AAS) = degh

mean(AAS) = degh
med(AAS) = 1 (because σst(AF) =

σpr(AF) = σgr(AF) = {a,b,c}). From a previous example (Example 9), we know that
degh

min(AAS′) = 1
3 and degh

mean(AAS′) = degh
med(AAS′) = 2

3 . Hence, ∆degh
min

= |1− 1
3 |=

2
3 and

∆degh
mean

= ∆degh
med

= |1− 2
3 |=

1
3 .

Every relaxed monotony principle RMPp guarantees the following, given a non-violated
monotony condition, two argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and
AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) such that AAS ⪯N AAS′, and the h-similarity function:

• If the topic does not change and all agents agree that all topic arguments should
be inferred, then we can guarantee that our degrees of minimal, mean, and median
agreement remain the same, i.e. their agreement delta is 0;

• In turn, the guarantee we can provide for the stability of the degree of minimal agreement
depends on the relative number of topic arguments that all agents agree on inferring, as
well as on the stability of the topic (i.e., on whether and how many topic arguments we
add to our agreement scenario when expanding).

Let us formalize the first observation.
Proposition 4.3. Let AAS= (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ =(AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-based
agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′, let T = T ′, and let h be the h-similarity function. Let
RMPp be a relaxed monotony principle and let it hold true that, given SIG= ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, each
σi,0≤ i≤ n satisfies RMPp. If for each σi, ∃E ∈σi(AF) s.t. T ⊆E and p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds
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true then degh
min(AAS) = degh

min(AAS′) = degh
mean(AAS) = degh

mean(AAS′) = degh
med(AAS) =

degh
med(AAS′) = 1.
Now, as a prerequisite for giving further bounds of change for the degree of minimal

agreement, let us show that its (tight) lower bound is, given an argumentation-based agree-
ment scenario AAS = (AF,T,SIG), ⌊|T |/2⌋

|T | (we denote the floor of a real number r by ⌊r⌋).
Note that because we divide by |T | and later by |T ′|, given a topic T ′, we assume that T,T ′ ̸= /0
to avoid division by zero.
Lemma 4.1. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) be an argumentation-based agreement scenario and let
h be the h-similarity function. It holds that the tight lower bound of degh

min(AAS) is ⌊|T |/2⌋
|T | .

Now, we can go one step further and show that given two argumentation-based agreement
scenarios AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) such that AAS ⪯N AAS′, the tight
upper bound for change to the degree of minimal agreement is, given a decrease in the degree
of minimal agreement, 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| .
Lemma 4.2. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-based
agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′ and let h be the h-similarity function. Let us assume
that degh

min(AAS)≥ degh
min(AAS′). The tight upper bound of ∆degh

min
(AAS,AAS′) is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| .
Finally, we can develop the intuition that the tight upper bound for negative change in the

degree of minimal agreement given the h-similarity function depends on how many arguments
of the topic our agents can clearly agree on inferring: the fewer of those arguments there are,
the less guarantees we can provide that our agreement will “diverge” as we go along, roughly
speaking. Intuitively, this knowledge, as well as the properties we provide above, can help us
assess the stability of agreement measures in dynamic scenarios.
Proposition 4.4. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-
based agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′, and let h be the h-similarity function. Let
us assume that degh

min(AAS) ≥ degh
min(AAS′). Let RMPp be a relaxed monotony principle

and let it hold true that given SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, for each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, σi satisfies RMPp.
If for each σi, ∀E ∈ σi(AF), p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds true then the tight upper bound of
∆degh

min
(AAS,AAS′) is 1 − ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|

|T ′| , where E∩ = {E0 ∩ ...∩ En|E0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,En ∈
σn(AF),∄E ′

0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,E ′
n ∈ σn(AF) s.t. |E0 ∩ ...∩En|< |E ′

0 ∩ ...∩E ′
n|}).

5 Degrees of Agreements in Value-based Argumentation
We extend the formal framework from the previous sections by defining satisfaction and
agreement degrees for value-based argumentation. Value-based argumentation allows us
to model subjective value preferences for different agents instead of assuming differences
between the agents’ semantics. Let us first introduce the notion of a value-based AAS
(VAAS).
Definition 15 (Value-based AAS (VAAS)). A value-based agreement scenario is a
tuple (VAF,T,σ), where VAF is a value-based argumentation framework VAF =
(AR,AT,V,val,P), T ⊆ AR is the topic, and σ is an argumentation semantics.

Let us again highlight that in a VAAS, differences between the agents’ inference processes
are managed via the value preferences that are modeled as part of the VAF. Hence, we do
not need to model different argumentation semantics. We introduce a function that maps
value-based AAS to argumentation-based agreement scenarios, so that we can build upon the
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Table 4: Degrees of satisfaction between agents that are represented by different value
preferences in a value-based AAS (Example 14).

{(av,bv)} {(bv,av)} {(cv,dv)}
{(av,bv)} 1 1

2
3
4

{(bv,av)} 1
2 1 1

4
{(cv,dv)} 3

4
1
4 1

definitions introduced in the previous section. In the mapping definition, we make use of the
notion of a subjective argumentation framework, as introduced in Section 2 as part of the
preliminaries for value-based argumentation.
Definition 16 (AAS-to-Value-based AAS-Mapping). vaas is a function that takes a value-
based AAS, VAAS = ((AR,AT,V,val,P),T,σ), and returns an argumentation-based agree-
ment scenario AAS = ((AR,AT ),T,SIG) s.t. SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩ and each σi, 0 ≤ i ≤ n is an
argumentation semantics and the equality σi(AF) = σ(AFPi) holds true.

The vaas function allows us to determine degrees of satisfaction and agreement in the
same way we do it for AAS.
Definition 17 (Degrees of Satisfaction and Agreement in Value-based Argumentation).
Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ) be a value-based AAS, VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P), with P =
⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) be the argumentation-based agreement scenario s.t.
AAS = vaas(VAAS),AAS = ((AR,AT ),T,SIG),SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, and let sim be a similarity
function. We define:

• the degree of minimal agreement of VAAS, denoted by vdegsim
min(VAAS), as degsim

min(AAS);
• the degree of mean agreement of VAAS, denoted by vdegsim

mean(VAAS), as degsim
mean(AAS);

• the degree of median agreement of VAAS, denoted by vdegsim
med(VAAS), as degsim

med(AAS).
For Pi and Pj with 0 ≤ i ≤ n,0 ≤ j ≤ n, we define the two-agent degree of satisfaction between
Pi and Pj w.r.t. VAF, T denoted by vsatsim(AF,T,Pi,Pj), as satsim

σi
(AF,T,σ j).

Let us introduce an example of a value-based AAS and its degrees of satisfaction and
agreement.
Example 14. We go back to Example 3 and consider preferred seman-
tics. We have the value-based AAS VAAS = ((AR,AT,V,val,P),T,σ) =
(({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(c,b),(d,c)},{av,bv,cv,dv},val,⟨P0,P1,P2⟩),{a,b,c,d},σpr)
s.t. val maps every argument arg ∈ AR to the value argv and ⟨P0,P1,P2⟩ =
⟨{(av,bv)},{(bv,av)},{(cv,dv)}⟩. This leaves us with σpr(AFP0) = {{a,d}}, σpr(AFP1) =
{{b,d}}, σpr(AFP2) = {{a,c,d}}. Assuming we use the h-similarity function (Definition 7),
the degrees of satisfaction are provided in Table 4, and the degrees of agreement are as
follows:

• The degree of minimal agreement is 1
2 ;

• The degrees of mean and median agreement are 3
4 .

In addition, we introduce a measure of the impact a value has on these notions in a
given value-based AAS; this can help agents assess which values are relevant sources of
disagreement, so to speak.
Definition 18 (Value Impact on Degrees of Satisfaction and Agreement). Let VAAS =
(VAF,T,σ) be a value-based AAS, s.t. VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P),P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩ and
let sim be a similarity function. Let v ∈ V and let VAAS′ be a value-based AAS, s.t.
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(VAF ′,T,σ),VAF ′ = (AR,AT,V,val,P ′) and P ′ = ⟨P′
0, ...,P

′
n⟩, s.t. for P′

i ,0 ≤ i ≤ n,P′
i =

Pi ∩ ((V \ v)× (V \ v)). We define:
• The impact of v on vdegsim

min(VAAS), denoted by impv(vdegsim
min(VAAS)), as

vdegsim
min(VAAS)− vdegsim

min(VAAS′);
• The impact of v on vdegsim

mean(VAAS), denoted by impv(vdegsim
mean(VAAS)), as

vdegsim
mean(VAAS)− vdegsim

mean(VAAS′);
• The impact of v on vdegsim

med(VAAS), denoted by impv(vdegsim
med(VAAS)), as

vdegsim
med(VAAS)− vdegsim

med(VAAS′).
For Pi,0 ≤ i ≤ n,Pj,0 ≤ j ≤ n, we define the impact of v on vsatsim(AF,T,Pi,Pj), denoted by
impv(vsatsim(AF,T,Pi,Pj)), as vsatsim

Pi
(AF,T,Pj)− vsatsim(AF,T,Pi,P′

j).
We continue our previous example to illustrate this notion.

Example 15. Considering the value-based AAS VAAS = ((AR,AT,V,val,P),T,σ) from
Example 14, we want to determine the impact of the value bv on the degrees of sat-
isfaction and agreement. Again, we use the h-similarity function (Definition 7). We cre-
ate VAAS′, which resembles VAAS, but has all preferences that include bv “removed”
(roughly speaking), i.e., VAAS′ = ((AR,AT,V,val,P ′),T,σ), such that P ′ = ⟨P′

0,P
′
1,P

′
2⟩ =

⟨{},{},{(cv,dv)}⟩. To give an example of the value impact on the degree of satisfaction,
we can see that vsath(AF,T,P′

0,P
′
1) = 1 and hence imph

bv
(vsat(AF,T,P′

0,P
′
1)) = − 1

2 . We
have vdegh

min(VAAS′) = 3
4 , vdegh

mean(VAAS′) = 11
12 and vdegh

med(VAAS′) = 1, and hence
impbv(vdegh

min(VAAS)) = impbv(vdegh
med(VAAS)) =− 1

4 and impbv(vdegh
mean(VAAS)) =− 1

6 .
For future research, it may be of interest to define more involved approaches to determin-

ing the impact of value on the degree of agreement, for example based on game theory-based
Shapley values [26], which are frequently applied in the context of explainable artificial
intelligence.

6 Expanding Value-Based AAS
As the final formal part of this paper, let us extend our notion of AAS expansions, as well as
the analysis of how reliable agreements are in the face of expansions, to the case of value-
based AAS. Before we proceed to the formal analysis, we define VAF expansions and normal
expansions.
Definition 19 (VAF (Normal) Expansions). Let VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and VAF ′ =
(AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′) be value-based argumentation frameworks, such that P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩
and P ′ = ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
m⟩.

• VAF ′ is an expansion of VAF (denoted by VAF ⪯E VAF ′) iff it holds true that
(AR,AT ) ⪯E (AR′,AT ′), V ⊆ V ′, ∀a ∈ AR, val(a) = val′(a), |P| = |P ′| and for every
Pi,P′

i ,0 ≤ i ≤ n, Pi ⊆ P′
i .

• VAF ′ is a normal expansion of VAF (denoted by VAF ⪯N VAF ′) iff it holds true
that VAF ⪯E VAF ′, (AR,AT ) ⪯N (AR′,AT ′), ∀a ∈ AR, val′(a) = val(a), and for every
Pi,P′

i ,0 ≤ i ≤ n, for every (v,v′) ∈ P′
i it holds that if v,v′ ∈V then (v,v′) ∈ Pi.

This allows us to define VAAS normal expansions.
Definition 20 (VAAS Normal Expansions). Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,σ ′) be value-based AAS. VAAS′ is a normal expansion of VAAS, denoted by
VAAS ⪯N VAAS′ iff VAF ⪯N VAF ′, T ⊆ T ′,(T ′ \T )∩AR = {} and σ = σ ′.
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To illustrate the notion of VAAS normal expansions, let us extend the example of AAS
normal expansions.
Example 16. Let us get back to Example 10 (Figure 3). Here, we are merely inter-
ested in the argumentation frameworks AF0 = (AR0,AT0) = ({a,b,c},{(a,b),(b,c)})
and AF2 = (AR2,AT2) = ({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,c),(d,a)}). As we have demon-
strated in Example 10, we cannot use the other argumentation framework AF1 =
({a,b,c,d},{(a,b),(b,a),(b,c),(d,a)}) and any agreement scenarios based on AF1 to
establish an AAS normal expansion relationship to any AAS that is based on AF0, because
AF0 ⪯N AF1 does not hold. Hence, we cannot establish VAAS normal expansion relationships,
either, when extending from abstract to value-based argumentation and adjusting the sce-
narios from AAS to VAAS accordingly. Now, let us consider a set of values V0 = {av,bv,cv},
val0 = {(a,av),(b,bv),(c,cv)}, and agents with the following preferences, given AF0:

• A0: av is preferred over bv;
• A1: bv is preferred over av,

i.e., P0 = ⟨{(av,bv)},{(bv,av)}⟩, yielding the value-based argumentation framework
VAF0 = (AR0,AT0,V0,val0,P0). Given a topic T = {a,b} and a semantics σ (here, we
are indifferent to semantics behavior), we can construct the value-based AAS VAAS0 =
(VAF0,T,σ).

For potential expansions, let us consider the following value-based argumentation
frameworks and value-based AAS:

• VAF2 = (AR2,AT2,V2,val2,⟨{(av,bv)},{(av,bv),(cv,av)}⟩;
• VAF ′

2 = (AR2,AT2,V2,val2,⟨{(av,bv)},{(bv,av),(dv,av)}⟩;
• VAAS2 = (VAF2,T ∪{d},σ);
• VAAS′2 = (VAF ′

2,T ∪{c},σ);
• VAAS′′2 = (VAF ′

2,T ∪{d},σ),
where V2 =V0 ∪{dv} and val2 = val0 ∪{(d,dv)}.

Now, we can observe the following:
• VAAS0 ⪯N VAAS2 does not hold: the second agent’s value preferences in VAF2 are

inconsistent with the second agent’s value preferences in VAF0;
• VAAS0 ⪯N VAAS′2 does not hold: the topic is expanded by adding an argument from the

initial argumentation framework;
• VAAS0 ⪯N VAAS′′2 holds: the topic is expanded by adding a “new” argument, and the

agents’ value preferences are consistent.
Let us introduce the notion of a (value-based) agreement delta also for value-based AAS.

Definition 21 (Value-based Agreement Delta). Let VAAS and VAAS′ be value-based AAS
and let sim be a similarity function. We define the value-based agreement delta of VAAS and
VAAS′ w.r.t. sim and a degree or agreement vdegsim ∈ {vdegsim

min,vdegsim
mean,vdegsim

med}, denoted
by ∆vdegsim(VAAS,VAAS′), as |vdegsim(VAAS)− vdegsim(VAAS′)|.

We can illustrate the notion of a value-based agreement delta by revisiting one of our
examples.
Example 17. Consider the following VAFs.

• VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,⟨P0,P1⟩), where AR = {a,b,c}, AT = {(a,b),(b,a),(b,c)}, V =
{av,bv,cv}, val = {(a,av),(b,bv),(c,cv)}, P0 = {(av,bv)}, and P1 = {(bv,av)};
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• VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,⟨P′
0,P

′
1⟩, where AR′ = {a,b,c,d}, AT ′ =

{(a,b),(b,a),(b,c),(d,a)}), V ′ =V ∪{dv}, val′ = val ∪{(d,dv)}, P′
0 = {(av,bv)}, and

P′
1 = {(bv,av),(dv,av)}.

Note that the VAFs are similar to VAF0 and VAF ′
2 in Example 16, but feature an additional

attack from b to a. Given these VAFs, we define the following VAAS, given the topic T =
{a,b}:

• VAAS = (VAF,T,σpr);
• VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ∪{d},σpr).

We observe that σP0(VAF) = {{a,c}} and σP1(VAF) = {{b}}. Accordingly, vdegsim
min(VAF) =

vdegsim
mean(VAF) = vdegsim

med(VAF) = 0.5. In contrast, σP′
0
(VAF ′) = σP′

1
(VAF ′) = {b,d}

and hence vdegsim
min(VAF ′) = vdegsim

mean(VAF ′) = vdegsim
med(VAF ′) = 1. This give us

the value-based agreement deltas: ∆vdegsim
min
(VAAS,VAAS′) = ∆vdegsim

mean
(VAAS,VAAS′) =

∆vdegsim
med

(VAAS,VAAS′) = |0.5−1|= 0.5.
Somewhat analogously to our analysis of AAS, we can show that the weak cau-

tious monotony principle RMPcm guarantees the following, two value-based AAS VAAS =
(VAF,T,σ),VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P),P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩ and VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ′,σ ′), s.t.
VAAS ⪯N VAAS′:

1. If T = T ′ and all agents infer T as a subset of at least one of their (subjective) extensions,
then we retain a maximal degree of (minimal, median, and mean) agreement;

2. Again, the stability guarantees of the degree of minimal agreement depend on the rel-
ative number of topic arguments that all agents agree on inferring, as well as on the
stability of the topic.

Let us first prove a preliminary: we want to characterize value-based AAS as “ordinary”
AAS, in order to utilize the results obtained in the previous section.
Proposition 6.1. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ), with VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and P =
⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩, and VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ′,σ ′), with VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′) and ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩,

be value-based AAS s.t. VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. Given that σ satisfies weak cautious monotony, it
holds true that there exist two argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS and AAS′ s.t.
vdegsim

min(VAAS) = degsim
min(AAS) and vdegsim

min(VAAS′) = degsim
min(AAS′), AAS = (AF,T,SIG),

AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG), AAS ⪯N AAS′, SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, and each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, is an
argumentation semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony.

Now, we can provide the main propositions.
Proposition 6.2. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ), with VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,σ ′), with VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′), be value-based AAS, s.t. VAAS ⪯N
VAAS′. Let P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩,P ′ = ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩, let T = T ′, and let h be the h-similarity func-

tion. Let σ be an argumentation semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony. If for
0 ≤ i ≤ n, ∃E ∈ σ(AFi) s.t. T ⊆ E and cm(AFPi ,AF ′

P′
i
,E,σ) holds true then vdegh

min(AAS) =

vdegh
min(AAS′) = vdegh

mean(AAS) = vdegh
mean(AAS′) = vdegh

med(AAS) = vdegh
med(AAS′) = 1.

We show that given two value-based AAS VAAS = (VAF,T,SIG) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,SIG′), such that VAAS ⪯N VAAS′, 1 − ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|

|T ′| is the least upper bound

of |vdegh
min(VAAS)− vdegh

min(VAAS′)|, if σ satisfies the weak cautious monotony principle
RMPcm and cm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) holds true, where E∩ is the maximal intersection of the subjec-
tive extensions the agents infer from the initial value-based AAS. Again (as in Section 4), we
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assume that |T | > 0 and that the degree of minimal agreement decreases with the expansion
from VAAS to VAAS′.
Proposition 6.3. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ),VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,σ ′),VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′) be argumentation-based agreement scenarios
s.t. VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. Let P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩,P ′ = ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩ and let h be the h-similarity

function. Let us assume that vdegh
min(VAAS) ≥ vdegh

min(VAAS′). Let σ be an argumenta-
tion semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony. If for 0 ≤ i ≤ n, cm(AFPi ,AF ′

P′
i
,E,σi)

holds true then the least upper bound of ∆vdegh
min
(VAAS,VAAS′) is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|

|T ′| , where
E∩ = {E0 ∩ ...∩En|E0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,En ∈ σn(AF),∄E ′

0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,E ′
n ∈ σn(AF) s.t. |E0 ∩

...∩En|< |E ′
0 ∩ ...∩E ′

n|}).
Let us highlight that in contrast to the more general propositions in Section 4, we can

provide the above guarantees merely in case of cautious monotony and not for any relaxed
monotony principle. The reason for this is that we must rely on the specifics of the p-function
of cautious monotony that intuitively relaxes monotony only in face of new direct attackers:
in value-based agreement scenarios, such attackers cannot exist in subjective argumenta-
tion frameworks if they do not also exist in the corresponding (abstract) agreement scenario
representation.

7 Implementation and Experiments
As an initial step towards an empirical perspective on our formal approach to degrees of
agreement in argumentation dialogues, we provide a software implementation that supports
the specification of argumentation-based agreement scenarios (value-based or not) and the
computation of degrees of satisfaction and agreement, as well as of the impact values have
on degrees of agreement. The implementation is an extension of the Diarg argumentation-
based dialogue reasoner [19], which in turn is based on Tweety, a well-known library for
argumentation and defeasible reasoning [27]. Like Tweety, our implementation is provided
in Java, a mainstream high-level programming language. A tutorial on how to work with
our implementation is provided at http://s.cs.umu.se/mhfrcp, alongside the source code and
additional documentation and tests.

Using our implementation, we can conduct initial experiments based on synthetically
generated argumentation frameworks to obtain some empirically informed intuitions. Below,
we do exactly this, focusing on value-based AAS and the following two questions:

1. Given a value-based AAS and a normal expansion of it, how large is the delta between
initial and final degrees of (minimal, median, and median) agreement, and how is this
delta affected by the size of the expansion (in terms of number of new arguments)?

2. Given a value-based AAS, how large is the impact a value has on the degrees of
(minimal, median, and mean) agreement, and how does the size of the argumentation
framework (in terms of number of arguments) affect the impact?

We focus on value-based AAS and do not cover “ordinary” AAS because the former explic-
itly model subjective differences in agent preferences that affect the extensions inferred by the
agents, whereas in the latter case, the degrees of agreement are affected solely by differences
in how semantics treat topological properties (arguably: often nuances) of argumentation
frameworks. Hence, we consider an empirical study of value-based AAS more interesting for
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gauging future application potential. In contrast, a study of AAS could, if conducted thor-
oughly, produce empirical insights regarding the nature of differences between argumentation
semantics, but is considered out-of-scope in the context of our paper.

In order to shed light on Question 1, we first generate an initial value-based AAS and
determine the degrees of agreement (Step 1). Then, we expand the value-based AAS and
again determine the degrees of agreement and their delta to the previously computed degrees
(Step 2), as described in more detail below:

1. Each argument has up to three attack targets, and each of the three attacks (to any ran-
dom argument) is generated with a probability of 50%. Self-attacks are excluded. Each
argument is mapped to a value (we can then say that we have single-argument values
and hence our VAFs are, intuitively, multi-agent preference-based argumentation frame-
works). A topic is generated that includes any of the arguments with 50% probability.
We then generate five value preferences for each of the three agents, in a pseudo-random
manner, considering the following constraints: i) each value preference runs contrary to
the direction of an attack between two arguments that are mapped to the correspond-
ing values, in order to ensure the value preference can have an actual impact on the
inferences that are drawn; ii) an agent’s value preferences must be transitive. Then, we
instantiate the initial value-based AAS and determine its degrees of (minimal, mean, and
median) agreement.

2. We then expand the (value-based) argumentation framework by adding one or several
arguments (see below) and attacks from these arguments to any other arguments, but not
vice versa7. We also generate a new value for each of the new arguments and add new
value preferences for each agent, approximately one for each new argument, again in a
pseudo-random manner considering the constraints above (preferences running contrary
to attacks and transitive preferences per agent). Then, we generate a new value-based
AAS with the expanded value-based argumentation framework and again determine the
new degrees of agreement, which we then use to compute the (absolute) delta between
then initial and new degrees (minimal, median, and mean). When generating the new
value-based AAS, we run experiments for two configurations: i) in one configuration,
we keep the topic fixed, i.e., no new arguments are added to the topic; ii) in the other
configuration, we expand the topic by adding each “new” argument to the topic with a
probability of 50%.

We follow this procedure for an initial argumentation framework with between one and ten
arguments (determined at random) and an expansion that contains between one and 15 addi-
tional arguments (repeatedly, increasing by increments of one). For each expansion size, we
create a new initial argumentation framework and expansion 30 times and we average the
computed changes to the degrees of agreement (separated by minimal, median, and mean)
to then plot the obtained values per expansion size for fixed and expanding topic sizes
(Figures 6a and 6b)8. In addition, we provide plots (in Figures 6c and 6d) showing the average
change in a normalized manner so that it is bounded by the maximum distance to the bounds
of 0 and 1 (and not by 1). For example, if the degree of agreement is 0.5 to start with, it can
(without further assumptions about the properties of the measure) maximally change by 0.5

7I.e., we have a strong expansion [20].
8Changes to the degrees of agreement are always determined relative to an initial argumentation framework and not relative to the

next smaller expansion.
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(to either 0 or 1), and we have added plots that reflect this fact, thus painting a more cautious
picture.

The most obvious observations we can make are that i) degrees of median agreement
are the most stable and degrees of minimal agreement the least, as informally claimed in
Section 3; ii) expanding the topic leads to greater instability—in particular when considering
the change in degrees of minimal agreement, normalized relative to what would be the max-
imal change possible, with expanding topics, we see the potential for rapid changes. For the
latter observations, note the difference in scale between the y-axes of Figures 6a and 6b, as
well as of Figures 6c and 6d.

We cannot observe a clear increase in the delta measuring the change in degrees of
minimal and mean agreement with an increasing number of arguments in the expansion; con-
sidering the initial spikes in Figures 6a and 6c (representing the same experiments at different
scales), we can speculate (without certainty) that the degree of agreement delta is not closely
associated with expansion size. To the contrary, given a fixed topic, an increasing expansion
size may even imply that the topic set of the initial (value-based) agreement scenario is less
likely subjected to substantial changes to the degrees of agreement. For expanding topics we
see analogous spikes for larger expansions in Figures 6b and 6d, which is a further indication
that the spikes in Figures 6a and 6c should be interpreted with caution. All in all, the plots
indicate that a “disagree and commit” approach may be viable, as in particular the changes
to degrees of median agreement are relatively low given non-expanding topic sizes and our
synthetically generated data. However, the degree of minimal agreement may be impacted
substantially, in particular for expanding topic sizes. This is most pronounced when consid-
ering actual versus maximal change in the degree of minimal agreement; i.e., it cannot be
assumed that the satisfaction of all agents remains generally stable.

In order to shed light on Question 2, we generate value-based AAS with three agents and
between 5 and 20 arguments, following the same approach as the one we use in the first step
of the previous experiment (without determining degrees of agreement in this case). However,
we diverge from the previous initial generation step regarding the generation of the set of
topic arguments. More specifically, in the fixed topic setting, a topic is generated that includes
any of the first five arguments with 50% probability, and, given the configuration in which we
have a topic size proportional to the number of arguments in our argumentation framework,
any argument is included in the topic with 50% probability.

For each argumentation framework size in [5,20], we generate 30 argumentation frame-
works in the way described above and randomly select a value that we consider “relevant”,
i.e., that is mapped to an argument that is the target of an attack. We then determine the abso-
lute impact of this value on the degree of minimal, median, and mean agreement and average
the sum (ignoring the sign of the impact) over the 20 argumentation frameworks for a given
size. The resulting plots for fixed and expanding topic sizes are shown in Figure 7, again
plotting both the absolute change of the degrees of agreement (Figures 7a and 7b), as well
as the normalized change relative to the maximal change that can possibly occur (Figures 7c
and 7d). What we can see is that the impact of a single-argument value tends to be lower with
a larger number of arguments in an argumentation framework, given the topic size is propor-
tional to the number of arguments (Figures 7b and 7d). This is less clear when the topic size is
independent of the number of arguments in the argumentation framework (Figures 7a and 7c).
Generally, we can see that the impact of (single-argument) values on degrees of agreement is
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(a) Fixed topic.
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(b) Expanding topic.
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(c) Fixed topic, normalized degrees of agreement.
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(d) Expanding topic, normalized degrees of agreement.

Fig. 6: Delta between initial and final degrees of agreement after increasingly large (normal)
expansions.

moderate: even in the case of degrees of minimal agreement, the impact is just a small frac-
tion (typically not more than 10% and, in the averaged experiments, never more than 20%) of
the maximal impact a value could potentially have (Figures 7c and 7d).

The code generating the synthetic data (albeit in an non-deterministic manner) is available
at http://s.cs.umu.se/rcapc1. Let us highlight that the experiments presented above are merely
initial steps towards providing empirical perspectives on the formal results at the core of the
paper; e.g., one of the many design choices affecting the evaluation in a non-trivial manner
is the focus on 1-to-1 mappings between arguments and values. More experiments on syn-
thetic and ideally real-world data are necessary to provide a holistic understanding, which we
strongly encourage for future research.

8 Related Research
The research presented in this paper takes the idea of degrees of agreement, first developed for
a specific variant of structured argumentation [7], and lifts them to the abstract level; the two
approaches are not directly comparable, as they assume fundamentally different underlying
formal models. Let us argue that the approach taken in this paper is appealing because it
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(a) Fixed topic.
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(b) Expanding topic.
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(c) Fixed topic, normalized degrees of agreement.
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(d) Expanding topic, normalized degrees of agreement.

Fig. 7: Value impact of random “relevant” (i.e., attack-overriding) values in argumentation
frameworks of different sizes.

takes abstract argumentation as a starting point, which is a very simple model of reasoning in
face of conflicts that is well-studied and widely understood within the broader symbolic AI
community.

The issue our theoretical framework and its software implementation tackle is of a
different nature than the problems investigated in works on merging knowledge bases in gen-
eral [28] and argumentation frameworks in particular [23] in that we focus on the result of an
inference process and not on the input knowledge base. In contrast to works on argumenta-
tion and judgment aggregation (see [29] for a survey), our work does not primarily address
the problem of determining a joint judgment, but rather of assessing to what extent diverging
judgments are aligned and may stay aligned in a dynamic environment; thereby, we provide
a novel bridge between multi-agent argumentation and argumentation dynamics (see [30] for
a survey). In contrast to other works on argumentation dynamics such as [31, 32] that formal-
ize change operations (for adding and removing an argument, respectively), we instead model
change as the normal expansion of an argumentation framework. This means we focus only
on the addition of new arguments. Let us claim that this is a well-motivated constraint: after
all, the removal of arguments can be modeled by introducing dummy annihilator arguments
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(cf. [33]). Then, the change of an argument’s outgoing attacks can be modeled by its removal
and replacement by a new argument.

Also, our work relates to the line of research of enforcement in formal argumentation as
surveyed in [34]. Enforcement studies typically focus on the (minimal) changes that are nec-
essary to ensure the acceptance (or rejection) of arguments (notably, [35, 36]9). In contrast,
we focus on the enforcement of argumentation principles—in particular of systematic relax-
ations of monotony of entailment, thereby moving enforcement to the level of argumentation
semantics. Monotony and systematic relaxations thereof have been extensively studied in the
context of formal argumentation, e.g., in [20, 37, 38].

Finally, let us highlight that some of the key notions introduced in this paper—namely
degrees of satisfaction and agreement—can be applied to any choice scenario where agree-
ments between agents that may have more than one preferred choice option need to be
measured; i.e., these notions are somewhat agnostic to formal argumentation, although the
idea of extensions in the sense of several possible and equally valid inferences plays a cen-
tral role. Here, future work may further position these notions in the context of social choice
research [39].

9 Conclusion and Future Research
This paper provides a formal framework for degrees of agreements in abstract and value-
based argumentation dialogues, as well as guarantees with respect to bounds for changes in
degrees of agreement, given principle-based constraints. A possible next research step is to
assess the computational complexity of determining degrees of satisfaction and agreements,
as well as of enforcing relaxed monotony principles; determining degrees of agreement can
be computationally costly, as it requires a search through the powerset of an argumenta-
tion framework’s arguments. Besides this, a range of research directions can be considered
promising to further develop the introduced approach. In the theoretical analysis, for the sake
of conciseness, the proofs of bounds of changes in degrees of agreement in argumentation-
based agreement scenarios are limited to the degree of minimal agreement. An analysis of
maximal changes in the degrees of mean and median may be relevant, although intuitively,
the minimal bound is of greatest interest. More fundamentally, the research presented in this
paper could be extended to align with a novel approach to abstract argumentation in which the
semantics order sets of arguments according to their plausibility [40]. These semantics natu-
rally fit the argumentation-based agreement scenarios this paper introduces, as new measures
of satisfaction can be straightforwardly derived from the plausibility orders. A key limitation
of our research is the assumption that the agents do not act strategically, i.e., we do not model
an agent’s preferences over choice options given the preferences of other agents. To achieve
this, future work can build upon results in game theory on norm-based equilibria [41]. There
are additional lines of work our approach can be integrated with, e.g., a preference-based
argumentation method for multi-criteria decision-making [42], which presents an application
of formal argumentation to a similar problem, but does not cover degrees of agreement and
consistency/relaxed monotony principles, and argumentation context frameworks [43], which
are, roughly speaking, further extending value-based argumentation frameworks to support

9Note that in [36], the objective is to enforce the acceptance of a non-empty set of arguments, i.e., enforcement is moved to the
meta-level.
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distributed argumentation. Crucially, we want to emphasize the need to expand on the initial
empirical perspectives that we provide in Section 7, ideally utilizing real-world data. Finally,
we consider the assessment of the impact of values on collaborative inferences and decisions
a subject that invites further study in real-world social contexts.
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Appendix: Proofs
The appendix re-states all propositions that are presented in the body of the paper and provides
their proofs.
Proposition 4.1. An argumentation semantics σ satisfies weak cautious monotony iff σ sat-
isfies the relaxed monotony principle RMPcm, where the p-function is characterized by the
following function:

cm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) =

{
true, if S∗ = /0;
f alse,otherwise,

AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′), and S∗ = {(a,b)|(a,b) ∈ AT ′,a ∈ AR′ \AR,b ∈ E}.

Proof.
1. By definition, weak cautious monotony is satisfied iff the following statement holds true

for every two argumentation frameworks AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′),AF ⪯N AF ′.

∀E ∈ σ(AF),

if {(a,b) | (a,b) ∈ AT ′,a ∈ AR′ \AR,b ∈ E}= {}
then ∃E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′) s.t. E ⊆ E ′

2. According to the definition of a relaxed monotony principle, RMPcm is satisfied by
an argumentation semantics σ iff the following statement holds true for every two
argumentation frameworks AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′),AF ⪯N AF ′:

∀E ∈ σ(AF),

i f cm(AF,AF ′,E,σ) holds true
then ∃E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′), s.t. E ⊆ E ′

3. From 2. it follows that by definition of RMPcm, σ violates RMPcm iff there exists two
argumentation frameworks AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′), such that AF ⪯N AF ′ and
the following statement does not hold true:

∀E ∈ σ(AF),

i f{(a,b)|(a,b) ∈ AT ′,a ∈ AR′ \AR,b ∈ E}= {}
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then ∃E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′), s.t. E ⊆ E ′

Clearly, this statement (following the iff ) must be false if 1. holds, and if the statement
holds, 1. must be false. Hence, σ violates RMPcm iff weak cautious monotony is violated,
which proves the proposition.

Proposition 4.2. For every AF = (AR,AT ),AF ′ = (AR′,AT ′), such that AF ⪯N AF ′, the
following statement holds true for every relaxed monotony principle RMPp:

∀E ∈ σna(AF),

i f p(AF,AF ′,E,σna) holds true

then ∃E ′ ∈ σna(AF ′) s.t. E ⊆ E ′.

Proof.
1. By definition of σna, for every conflict-free set S ⊆ AR′ it holds true that ∃E ′ ∈ σna(AF ′),

s.t. S ⊆ E ′.
2. By definition of σna, ∀E ∈ σna(AF), it holds true that E is a conflict-free set in AF .
3. Because AF ⪯N AF ′, it follows from 2. that ∀E ∈ σna(AF), it holds true that E is a

conflict-free set in AF ′.
4. Hence, it follows from 1. that ∀E ∈ σna(AF), ∃E ′ ∈ σna(AF ′), s.t. E ⊆ E ′. We have

proven the proposition.

Proposition 4.3. Let AAS= (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ =(AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-based
agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′, let T = T ′, and let h be the h-similarity function. Let
RMPp be a relaxed monotony principle and let it hold true that, given SIG= ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, each
σi,0≤ i≤ n satisfies RMPp. If for each σi, ∃E ∈σi(AF) s.t. T ⊆E and p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds
true then degh

min(AAS) = degh
min(AAS′) = degh

mean(AAS) = degh
mean(AAS′) = degh

med(AAS) =
degh

med(AAS′) = 1.

Proof. Because for σi, 0 ≤ i ≤ n, it holds that ∃E ∈ σi(AF) s.t. T ⊆ E, we know, given
the degrees of agreement definitions (Definition 9), that degh

min(AAS) = degh
mean(AAS) =

degh
med(AAS) = 1 (our agents can fully agree on T , roughly speaking). Now, for our proof

we can assume that for each σi, ∀E ∈ σi(AF), p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds true. Then, because
our semantics σi satisfy the relaxed monotony principle RMPp, it must hold true that ∀E ∈
σi(AF), there exists E ′ ∈ σi(AF ′) s.t. E ⊆ E ′ and hence that for each σi it must hold that
∃E ′ ∈ σi(AF ′) s.t. T ⊆ E ′. From this it follows, again given the degrees of agreement defini-
tions (Definition 9), that degh

min(AAS′) = degh
mean(AAS′) = degh

med(AAS′) = 1 (our agents can
still fully agree on T ), which completes the proof.

Lemma 4.1. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) be an argumentation-based agreement scenario and let
h be the h-similarity function. It holds that the tight lower bound of degh

min(AAS) is ⌊|T |/2⌋
|T | .

Proof. Clearly, degh
min(AAS) is minimal iff ∃σ ,σ ′ ∈ SIG s.t. ∀E ∈σ(AF) it holds that E∩T =

/0 and ∀E ′ ∈ σ(AF ′) it holds that E ∩T = T . Then, degh
min(AAS) = 1

2 if |T | is even, because
φ sim

σ (AF,T,S) = φ sim
σ ′ (AF,T,S) = 1

2 , given a set S s.t. S ⊂ T , |S| = |T |
2 and for any set S′ s.t.
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|S′ ∩T | ̸= |T |
2 it must hold that φ sim

σ (AF,T,S′) ≤ 1
2 or φ sim

σ ′ (AF,T,S′) ≤ 1
2 . If |T | is odd, the

tight upper bound is lower, as then we have degh
min(AAS) = ⌊|T |/2⌋

|T | , because given the same

constraints on our set S, if φ sim
σ (AF,T,S) = 1

2 then φ sim
σ ′ (AF,T,S) = ⌊|T |/2⌋

|T | and vice versa.

Lemma 4.2. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-based
agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′ and let h be the h-similarity function. Let us assume
that degh

min(AAS)≥ degh
min(AAS′). The tight upper bound of ∆degh

min
(AAS,AAS′) is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| .

Proof. From Lemma 4.1, we know that for our argumentation-based agreement scenarios
AAS and AAS′, the tight lower bounds of the degrees of minimal agreement are ⌊|T |/2⌋

|T |

and ⌊|T ′|/2⌋
|T ′| , respectively. The maxima are obviously 1. Because we assume degh

min(AAS) ≥
degh

min(AAS′), it is clear that to maximize ∆degh
min
(AAS,AAS′) we must set degh

min(AAS) = 1

and minimize degh
min(AAS′) by setting it to ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| . Thus, we achieve our tight upper bound

of ∆degh
min
(AAS,AAS′) = 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| .

Proposition 4.4. Let AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′) be argumentation-
based agreement scenarios s.t. AAS ⪯N AAS′, and let h be the h-similarity function. Let
us assume that degh

min(AAS) ≥ degh
min(AAS′). Let RMPp be a relaxed monotony principle

and let it hold true that given SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, for each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, σi satisfies RMPp.
If for each σi, ∀E ∈ σi(AF), p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds true then the tight upper bound of
∆degh

min
(AAS,AAS′) is 1 − ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|

|T ′| , where E∩ = {E0 ∩ ...∩ En|E0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,En ∈
σn(AF),∄E ′

0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,E ′
n ∈ σn(AF) s.t. |E0 ∩ ...∩En|< |E ′

0 ∩ ...∩E ′
n|}).

Proof. From Lemma 4.2 we know that if degh
min(AAS) ≥ degh

min(AAS′) then the tight lower
bound of ∆degh

min
(AAS,AAS′) is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋

|T ′| .
Now, because AAS ⪯N AAS′ and hence T ⊆ T ′ and for each σi, 0 ≤ i ≤ n, ∀E ∈ σi(AF),

p(AF,AF ′,E,σi) holds true holds, we know that for S = T ∩E∩| it must hold that S ⊆ T ′∩E ′
∩,

where where E ′
∩ = {E ′

0 ∩ ...∩E ′
n|E ′

0 ∈ σ0(AF ′), ...,E ′
n ∈ σn(AF ′),∄E ′′

0 ∈ σ0(AF ′), ...,E ′′
n ∈

σn(AF ′) s.t. |E ′
0 ∩ ...∩E ′

n| < |E ′′
0 ∩ ...∩E ′′

n |}). Intuitively, we can say that agents continue to

agree about T ∩E∩. Hence, we conclude that the tight upper bound is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|
|T ′| .

Before we prove Proposition 4.1, we split the proposition into two parts, Proposition 4.1.a
and Proposition 4.1.b.
Proposition 4.1.a. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ),VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P), P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩
and VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ′,σ ′),VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′), ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩ be value-based AAS,

such that VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. It holds true that there exist two argumentation-based agree-
ment scenarios AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG), such that vdegsim

min(VAAS) =
degsim

min(AAS) and vdegsim
min(VAAS′) = degsim

min(AAS′), AAS ⪯N AAS′.

Proof.
1. Let us assume, for a contradiction, that there do not exist two argumentation-based

agreement scenarios AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG), such that AAS ⪯N
AAS′, vdegsim

min(VAAS) = degsim
min(AAS) and vdegsim

min(VAAS′) = degsim
min(AAS′).
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2. By definition of vdegsim
min, it holds true that there exist two argumentation-based agree-

ment scenarios AAS∗ = (AF,T,SIG∗), AAS∗∗ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG∗∗), such that:
• vdegsim

min(VAAS) = degsim
min(vaas(VAAS)) and degsim

min(vaas(VAAS)) = degsim
min(AAS∗);

• vdegsim
min(VAAS′) = degsim

min(vaas(VAAS′)) and degsim
min(vaas(VAAS′)) =

degsim
min(AAS∗∗);

• SIG∗ = ⟨σ∗
0 , ...,σ

∗
n ⟩, σ∗

i (AF) = σ∗(AFPi), SIG∗ = ⟨σ∗∗
0 , ...,σ∗∗

n ⟩, and σ∗∗
i (AF) =

σ∗∗(AFPi).
3. It follows from 2. that there exist two argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS and

AAS′, s.t. vdegsim
min(VAAS) = degsim

min(AAS), vdegsim
min(VAAS′) = degsim

min(AAS′), such that
AAS = (AF,T,SIG), AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′), SIG = SIG′, SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, σi(AF) =
σ(AFPi) and σi(AF ′) = σ(AF ′

P′
i
); hence AAS ⪯N AAS′. This contradicts 1. and proves

the proposition.

Proposition 4.1.b. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ),VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P), P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩
and VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ′,σ ′),VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′), ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩ be value-based

AAS, such that VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. σ satisfies weak cautious monotony. There exist two
argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS = (AF,T,SIG), AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG),
AAS ⪯N AAS′, such that vdegsim

min(VAAS) = degsim
min(AAS) and

vdegsim
min(VAAS′) = degsim

min(AAS′), SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, and each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n is an argumenta-
tion semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony.

Proof.
1. By definition of vdegsim

min, it holds true that there exist two argumentation-based agree-
ment scenarios AAS∗ = (AF,T,SIG∗), AAS∗∗ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG∗∗), s.t. vdegsim

min(VAAS) =
degsim

min(AAS∗) and vdegsim
min(VAAS′) = degsim

min(AAS∗∗)), SIG∗ = ⟨σ∗
0 , ...,σ

∗
m⟩, σ∗

i (AF) =
σ∗(AFPi), SIG∗ = ⟨σ∗∗

0 , ...,σ∗∗
m ⟩, and σ∗∗

i (AF) = σ∗∗(AFPi).
2. From Proposition 4.1.a it follows that we can assume AAS∗ ⪯N AAS∗∗.
3. By definition of vaas it holds true for σ∗

j , σ∗∗
j , 0 ≤ j ≤ m that σ∗

j (AF) = σ(AFPj) =
σ∗∗

j (AF) and σ∗∗
j (AF ′) = σ(AF ′

Pj
) = σ∗

j (AF ′).
4. Let us observe that by definition of a value-based argumentation framework VAF∗ =

(AR∗,AT ∗,V ∗,val∗,P∗), P∗ = {P∗
0 , ...,P

∗
y } it holds true that for each P∗

x ,0 ≤ x ≤ y,
AT ∗

P∗
x
⊆ AT ∗.

5. It follows from 4. that by definition of a subjective argumentation framework in
value-based argumentation for every two value-based argumentation frameworks
VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P), VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′), s.t. VAF ⪯N VAF ′, P =
⟨P0, ...,Pl⟩,P = ⟨P0, ...,Pl⟩ and every set of arguments S ⊆ AR, it holds true for that if
AR′ \AR does not attack S in AF ′, then for all AFPk = (AR,ATPk),AF ′

P′
k
= (AR′,AT ′

P′
k
),0 ≤

k ≤ l, it holds true that AR′ \AR does not attack S in AF ′
P′

k
.

6. From 2. and 4. it follows that by definition of weak cautious monotony, if σ satisfies
weak cautious monotony, then each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n is an argumentation semantics that
satisfies weak cautious monotony. This proves the proposition.

Let us again state Proposition 6.1 of the paper.
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Proposition 6.1. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ), with VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and P =
⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩, and VAAS′ = (VAF ′,T ′,σ ′), with VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′) and ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩,

be value-based AAS s.t. VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. Given that σ satisfies weak cautious monotony, it
holds true that there exist two argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS and AAS′ s.t.
vdegsim

min(VAAS) = degsim
min(AAS) and vdegsim

min(VAAS′) = degsim
min(AAS′), AAS = (AF,T,SIG),

AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG), AAS ⪯N AAS′, SIG = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩, and each σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, is an
argumentation semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony.

Proof. The proof is direct by Propositions 4.1.a and 4.1.b.

Proposition 6.2. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ), with VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,σ ′), with VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′), be value-based AAS, s.t. VAAS ⪯N
VAAS′. Let P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩,P ′ = ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩, let T = T ′, and let h be the h-similarity func-

tion. Let σ be an argumentation semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony. If for
0 ≤ i ≤ n, ∃E ∈ σ(AFi) s.t. T ⊆ E and cm(AFPi ,AF ′

P′
i
,E,σ) holds true then vdegh

min(AAS) =

vdegh
min(AAS′) = vdegh

mean(AAS) = vdegh
mean(AAS′) = vdegh

med(AAS) = vdegh
med(AAS′) = 1.

Proof. By definition of vdegmin, it holds true that vdegh
min(VAAS) = degh

min(vaas(VAAS))
and vdegh

min(VAAS′) = degh
min(vaas(VAAS′)). From Proposition 6.1 it follows that for every

two value-based AAS VAAS,VAAS′, such that VAAS ⪯N VAAS′, it holds true that there exist
argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS = vaas(VAAS),AAS′ = vaas(VAAS′), such
that AAS = (AF,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′), AAS ⪯N AAS′, SIG = SIG′ = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩
and for every σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, ∀E ∈ σi(AF), it holds true that cm(AFPi ,AF ′

Pi
,E,σi) holds true.

Hence, the proof follows from Proposition 4.3.

Proposition 6.3. Let VAAS = (VAF,T,σ),VAF = (AR,AT,V,val,P) and VAAS′ =
(VAF ′,T ′,σ ′),VAF ′ = (AR′,AT ′,V ′,val′,P ′) be argumentation-based agreement scenarios
s.t. VAAS ⪯N VAAS′. Let P = ⟨P0, ...,Pn⟩,P ′ = ⟨P′

0, ...,P
′
n⟩ and let h be the h-similarity

function. Let us assume that vdegh
min(VAAS) ≥ vdegh

min(VAAS′). Let σ be an argumenta-
tion semantics that satisfies weak cautious monotony. If for 0 ≤ i ≤ n, cm(AFPi ,AF ′

P′
i
,E,σi)

holds true then the least upper bound of ∆vdegh
min
(VAAS,VAAS′) is 1− ⌊|T ′|/2⌋+|T∩E∩|

|T ′| , where
E∩ = {E0 ∩ ...∩En|E0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,En ∈ σn(AF),∄E ′

0 ∈ σ0(AF), ...,E ′
n ∈ σn(AF) s.t. |E0 ∩

...∩En|< |E ′
0 ∩ ...∩E ′

n|}).

Proof. By definition of vdegh
min, it holds true that vdegh

min(VAAS) = degh
min(vaas(VAAS))

and vdegh
min(VAAS′) = degh

min(vaas(VAAS′)). From Proposition 6.1 it follows that for every
two value-based AAS VAAS,VAAS′, such that VAAS ⪯N VAAS′, it holds true that there exist
argumentation-based agreement scenarios AAS = vaas(VAAS),AAS′ = vaas(VAAS′), such
that AAS = (AR,T,SIG) and AAS′ = (AF ′,T ′,SIG′), AAS ⪯N AAS′, SIG= SIG′ = ⟨σ0, ...,σn⟩
and for every σi,0 ≤ i ≤ n, ∀E ∈ σi(AF), it holds true that cm(AFPi ,AF ′

Pi
,E,σi) holds true.

Hence, the proof follows from Proposition 4.4.

References
[1] Kampik, T., Nieves, J.C.: Toward consistent agreement approximation in abstract argu-

mentation and beyond. In: Dignum, F., Lomuscio, A., Endriss, U., Nowé, A. (eds.)
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