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Abstract. The theory of argumentation frameworks (AF's) has been a
useful tool for artificial intelligence. The research of the connection be-
tween AF's and logic is an important branch. This paper generalizes the
encoding method by encoding AF's as logical formulas in different propo-
sitional logic systems. It studies the relationship between models of an
AF by argumentation semantics, including Dung’s classical semantics
and Gabbay’s equational semantics, and models of the encoded formu-
las by semantics of propositional logic systems. Firstly, we supplement
the proof of the regular encoding function in the case of encoding AF's
to the 2-valued propositional logic system. Then we encode AF's to 3-
valued propositional logic systems and fuzzy propositional logic systems
and explore the model relationship. This paper enhances the connection
between AF's and propositional logic systems. It also provides a new
way to construct new equational semantics by choosing different fuzzy
logic operations.
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1. Introduction

Since Dung came up with argumentation frameworks (AF's) [32], this theory
has been a hot topic in the fields of artificial intelligence [9] and law [5]. AF's
represent arguments by nodes, and attacks by directed edges. Thus AF's
represent the argumentation problems as directed graphs. After the Dung-
style AF's, in the aspect of syntax structure, many variations of AF's are
proposed, such as AF's with sets of attacking arguments [36] [50], the bipolar
AF's 22, 47, [53] with two kinds of relation named the attack relation and the
support relation, the higher-level AF's [7] with higher-level attack relation
and the bipolar AF's with higher-level relations [I5]. Furthermore, numerical
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semantics have been developed in many forms, such as real equational AF's
[37, 138], fuzzy AFs [206] 30, [46, (55], weighted AFs [II, 14 28, [33, 49] and
probabilistic AF's [31] 4T [44], [45] 52].

A research branch connects AF's and logic. Logical AF's are developed
in many aspects [2 [I1]. Besnard and Doutre [12, I3] give the encoding ap-
proach which encodes AF's to the 2-valued propositional logic system (PLs).
Abstract dialectical frameworks [16] [17] express acceptance condition of each
argument as a propositional formula. Cayrol et al. [23, [25] propose extend-
ing each argument or attack as accepted atom and not accepted atom and
then encoding AF's as logical formulas. Arieli and Caminada [3], 4] suggest
encoding an AF' as a quantified Boolean formula whose models coincide with
the extensions of the AF. The seminal literature [32] first studies connection
between AF semantics and logic programming, and the approach of logic pro-
gramming is developed in [19] 2T [34] [5T]. Moreover, some works [20], 42} 54]
connect AF's with modal logic and some works [35, B9] translate AF's into
intuitionistic logic.

Particularly, we emphasize works in [12] 38, 4I] and claim our moti-
vations. Besnard and Doutre [12] give the method of model checking which
encodes an AF as a propositional formula of the PLs such that models of the
propositional formula are equivalent to extensions of the AF'. Then they give
the formal expression in [I3] and some other literature [2| [T1], 24] reports this
work. However, they just give the encoded formulas associated with PLs.
Gabbay [41] encodes AF's to Kleene’s 3-valued propositional logic system
(PLs) and gives the encoded formula of Dung’s complete semantics. Gabbay
think that for an given AF = ({z},{(z,z)}), the encoded formula x < -z
has model which values % to x. But to the best of our knowledge, the valu-
ation that values % to x is not a model of the encoded formula x <> —z. So
we rewrite the model relationship when AF's are encoded to Kleene’s PLs.
Lukasiewicz’s PL3 is very important and famous among so many PL3s. As
a natural expansion, we also encode AF's to Lukasiewicz’s PL3. Gabbay [38]
gives the real equational AF's and proposes four forms of real equations. Each
form of real equations corresponds to a kind of semantics of AF's. Since the
values of arguments is among [0, 1], we want to encode real equational AF's
to fuzzy logic systems (PLg q)s).

We devote to exploring the relationship between complete labellings
of the AF and models of encoded formulas ec(AF) and exploring the rela-
tionship between Gabbay’s equational approach and the encoding method.
Firstly, in the case of P Lo, we supply some proofs of translating formulas and
give a new interesting view of translating AF's as propositional formulas asso-
ciated with conflict-free semantics. Secondly, we encode AF's to two 3-valued
propositional logic systems (P Lgs), including Kleene’s PLg and Lukasiewicz’s
PLj3. We get the relationship between complete labellings of an AF and mod-
els of ec(AF) in Kleene’s PL3 or in Lukasiewicz’s PLg. Thirdly, we encode
AF's to fuzzy propositional logic systems (PLg 1js), and get the result that
the equational systems Eq¢nqr and E¢ipverse can be derived by the normal
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encoding with corresponding fuzzy operations. In addition, we propose a new
equational system by the normal encoding associated with Lukasiewicz fuzzy
operations. We also discuss general cases and provide a way to produce new
equational semantics.

This paper develops the model checking method by encoding AF's to
different propositional logic systems (PLSs). By several given encoding func-
tions, we find the relationship between models of an AF by a kind of given
argumentation semantics and the models of the encoded formula in a PLS.
In practice, the question of model solving of an AF can be turn into the
question of model solving of the encoded formula of the AF. We find the
relationship between models of the normal encoded formula of an AF in
PL s and models of the AF by equational semantics. In addition, new
equational semantics can be induced by encoding method and we underline
the new semantics induced by the normal encoding with Lukasiewicz fuzzy
operations.

In Section 2, we provide some basic knowledge. In Section 3, we give
some supplements of encoding AF's to the PLs. In Section 4 and Section 5,
we respectively encode AF's to PLgs and PLjy 1js. In Section 6, we explore
general cases. Section 7 is the conclusion.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we will give some basic knowledge about AF's, PLSs and the
method of model checking.

2.1. Argumentation Frameworks and Argumentation Semantics

Definition 2.1. An argumentation framework (AF') is a pair (A4, R) where A
is a finite set of arguments and R C A x A is the attack relation. (b,a) € R
denoted as b ~ a.

Definition 2.2. The universe A of AF is the set of all arguments of all AF's
where AF is the set of all AFs.

Definition 2.3. A is called finitary, if for each AF' = (A, R), A C A is finite.

Only finitary A are considered in this paper. We will give some necessary
background for argumentation semantics below.

Deﬁnition 2.4. The extension-based semantics of AF is a function ¢&: AF
— 227 AF s ESAp, where ESar is a subset of 24.

An element ESap in ESaF is a subset of A and ES4F is called an
extension of an AF under the extension-based semantics €S. £S 4r is called
the extension set of the AF .

According to [32], some classical semantic are defined. Given an AF =
(A, R) and a set S C A, we say that:

e S is conflict-free iff fa,b € S s.t. (a,b) € R.
e a € Aisacceptable w.r.t. Siffb € As.t. (b,a) € R,3c € Ss.t. (¢, b) € R.
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S is admissible iff it is conflict-free and Va € S, a is acceptable w.r.t. S.

e S is a complete extension of an AF iff it is admissible and Va € A, a € S
when a is acceptable w.r.t. S.

e S isapreferred extension of an AF iff it is a maximal (w.r.t. C) complete
extension of the AF'.

e S is a stable extension of an AF iff it is a complete extension of the AF
and Va € A\S, 3b € S s.t. (b,a) € R.

e S is the grounded extension of an AF iff it is the smallest (w.r.t. C)

complete extension of the AF'.

Complete semantics is fundamental among these Dung’s classical se-
mantics, because it can induce preferred semantics, stable semantics and
grounded semantics.

Definition 2.5. Let AF = (A, R) be an argumentation framework and L be
a set of labels. A labelling of an AF is a function lab: A — L.

The set of all labellings of an AF is denoted as LABar. The set of all
labellings of all AF's is denoted as LAB. lab(a) can also be denoted as ||al|.

Definition 2.6. The labelling-based semantics of the AF is an function £&:
AF — 28ABAF s LSar C LABAp C LAB, where LS 45 is a labelling
set of the AF.

Definition 2.7. Each labelling lab € LS ar is called a model of an AF' asso-
ciated with a semantics £6.

In the case of L = {in, out, und}, [6], [I8] gives conceptions of legal labels
and proves that extension-based semantics and labelling-based semantics are
equivalent by Lab2Ext and Ext2Lab. If readers are not familiar with the
expression of classical semantics by labellings, please refer to [6l [I8]. Further
more, letting in = 1,out = 0 and und = %, we will use numerical labels
L = {1,0, 3} instead of L = {in,out,und} to express the same meaning.
In order to keep clear and simple, we will use 3-valued numerical labellings
instead of extension sets in this paper.

2.2. Propositional Logic Systems (PLS’s)

About detailed basic knowledge of PLSSs, readers can refer to [8] [10] [43] [48].
We only provide some necessary knowledge here.

Definition 2.8. An assignment of propositional variables in a propositional
logic system is a function | || : S — L, where S is the set of all propositional
variables in the propositional logic system and L is a subset of [0,1]. An
assignment on a formula ¢ is the function || || : Sy — L, where Sy is the set
of all propositional variables in ¢ and L is a subset of [0, 1].

An assignment of propositional variables extends uniquely to the eval-
uation of all formulas in each PLS. Without confusion, we also denote the
evaluation of all formulas as || ||
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TABLE 1. Truth degree table of = in Kleene’s PLg
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TABLE 2. Truth degree table of = in Lukasiewicz’s PLs
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Definition 2.9. A model of a formula ¢ in a propositional logic system is an
assignment on ¢ such that the evaluation of ¢ is 1, i.e. ||¢|| = 1.

The “assignment” on a formula ¢ in a PLS is similar to the “labelling”
of an AF in AF and we allow that both words can substitute each other.

In this paper, we will use the P Ly, PL3s and PLg 1js. In each PLSs, we
will use same connective symbols. Propositional connectives —, A,V and —
respectively represent the negation connective, the conjunction connective,
the disjunction connective and the implication connective. We suppose that
readers are familiar with the semantics interpretation of these propositional
connectives in the case of the PLy. These connectives will be interpreted for
PLss and PLg yys.

2.2.1. Truth Degree Tables of Connective — in PLgs. In this paper we only
consider two kinds of PLg3, Kleene’s P L3 and Lukasiewicz’s PL3. Connectives
=, A and V are interpreted as the same meaning in the two kinds of PLg:

I=all = 1=1lall, [a Ab]| = min{[la], [b]]} and [la Vb|| = max{]|a], b}, where
a, b are propositional formulas.
For propositional formulas a and b, we have ||la — b|| = |la|| = ||b]|

However, the interpretation of operation = is different in Kleene’s PL3 and
Lukasiewicz’s PLj3. Truth degree table of operation = in Kleene’s PLj is
listed in Table [ [8] [10, 48].

Truth degree table of operation = in Lukasiewicz’s PLg is listed in
Table 2 [, 10, 48].

2.2.2. Fuzzy Operations in PL js. We give some basic knowledge of fuzzy
operations in PLp 115 [43].

Definition 2.10. A function N : [0,1] — [0,1] is called a negation if N(0) =
1,N(1) = 0 and N is non-increasing (z < y = N(x) > N(y)). A negation
is called a strict negation if it is strictly decreasing (x < y = N(z) > N(y))
and continuous.
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Negations are truth degree operations associated with connective —, i.e.
for a propositional formula a in a given PLjj 1}, we have ||-a| = N(a). The
most important example of negations is the standard negation N satisfying
N(z)=1-a.

Definition 2.11. A triangular norm (t-norm) is a function T : [0, 1] — [0, 1]
that satisfies the following properties:

T :T(z,1) = a;

Ty :T(z,y) =T(y,x);

T5:T(x,T(y, 2)) = T(T(2,y), 2);

Ty: Mz <wand y <wvthen T(x,y) < T(u,v).

The definition of triangular conorms is similar, and we will omit it here.
Triangular norms are truth degree operations associated with connective A,
i.e. for propositional formulas a,b in a given PLyy 1), we have ||a A b|| =
T(||all, ||b]]). We also denote T'(z,y) as x *y, where z,y € [0, 1]. The following
are our most important examples of continuous t-norms:

Godel t-norm: Tg(x,y) = min{x, y};

Lukasiewicz t-norm: Ty (z,y) = max{0,z +y — 1};

Product t-norm: Tp(z,y) = x - y.

The definition of triangular conorms is similar, and we will omit it here.

Definition 2.12. A fuzzy implication is a function I : [0,1]> — [0,1] that
satisfies the following properties:

I1: If x <y, then I(z,z) > I(y, 2), i.e., I is decreasing in its first variable;
12 : If y < z, then I(z,y) < I(z, 2), i.e., I is increasing in its second variable;
13:1(1,0) = 0,1(0,0) = I(1,1) = 1.

Fuzzy implications are truth degree operations associated with con-
nective —, i.e. for propositional formulas a,b in a given PLjg 1}, we have
lla = ol = I([[all, [[b]])-

Definition 2.13. Let T be a t-norm. It (z,y) = sup{z|T(z,z) < y} is called a
residual implication (an R-implication).

The following are R-implications associated with T, Ty, and Tp:

1 z<y
y x>y

IG(xvy) = {

IL(xa y) = mln{l — T+ Y, 1}7

1 z<y

IP(xay) = {ﬂ

In this paper, evaluations of formulas with connectives =, A, — and <
in PLjy s are extended as follows: ||-al| = N(||al]), [|a Ab|| = T'(||al[, |[b]]) =
lall = 16l lla — bll = I(lall,IB]) and Jla < b = li(@ — b) A (b — a)l| =
I(|lall, |6l = L(||b]l, ||a]]) where a and b are any propositional formulas.

x>y'
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Remark 2.14. In PLg y)s, the evaluation of formulas with connective & is
traditionally extended as ||a&b|| = T'(||al], ||b]]) = ||a||*||b|]| and the evaluation

of formulas with connective A is extended as |la A b|| = min{||al|,||0]}. For
keeping the unification of form of the normal encoding function, we extend the
evaluation of formulas with connective A as ||aAb|| = T'(||all, ||b]|) = |la]l =16l

which will not cause any confusion in this paper.

2.3. Model Checking

Besnard and Doutre [I2] give a method of model checking. The method aims
to translate an AF as a propositional formula in the PLs, such that the
models of the propositional formula are corresponding to extensions of the AF
under a kind of semantics. In fact, the core of each model is an extension of the
AF and vice versa. The translating functions depend on various semantics.
The mainly results in the chapter “model checking” in [I2] are listed as the
following, where each @ is a translating function.

Let AF = (A, R) be an argumentation framework.

1. Translating the AF' to the PLs for conflict-free semantics.

A set S C A is conflict-free iff S is the core of a model of any formula

below:
N@—= N\ -b); (2.1)

aEA b:(b,a)ER
N@—= N\ -b); (2.2)
acA b:(a,b)ER
/\ (mav-b). (2.3)
(a,b)ER

2. Translating the AF to the PLs for stable semantics.
A set S C A is a stable extension iff S is the core of a model of the

formula below:
N@e N\ -b). (2.4)
a€A b:(b,a)ER

This formula is come up with by Creignou in [29] to characterize the
kernels of a graph, and is applied in [I2] to characterize the stable extensions
of an AF.

3. Translating the AF to the PL, for admissible semantics.

A set S C A is a admissible set iff S is the core of a model of the formula

below:
N@—= N\ -br@@— A '\ o). (2.5)
a€A b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)ER c:(c,b)ER
4. Translating the AF to the PLs for complete semantics.
A set S C A is a complete extension iff S is the core of a model of the
formula below:

A= N -Ba@ae AV o) (2.6)

acA b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
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Note that an empty conjunction is treated as T with || T| = 1, whereas
the empty disjunction is treated as L with || L] = 0.

3. Functions and the Method

We will clarify some new definitions to simplify the expression in the follow-
ing sections. Some conceptions may have been used in past papers but the
meaning of these conceptions are not always same. So we give some formal
definitions to keep unified and clear in our paper.

Definition 3.1. Suppose that ESap is an extension of an AF = (A, R). The
2-valued function of ES4p is h: A — {0,1}, s.t.

{1 z € ESur

h(a): 0 x%ESAF.

(3.1)
Obviously, there exists a unique extension ES4p corresponding to a
2-valued function h and vice versa.

Definition 3.2. A labelling is called a numerical labelling, if the set of labels
is a subset of unit real interval [0, 1]. A labelling is called a 2-valued labelling,
if the set of labels is {0,1}. A labelling is called a 3-valued labelling, if the
set of labels is {0,3,1}. A labelling is called a [0, 1]-valued labelling, if the
set of labels is the unit real interval [0, 1].

Suppose that labyym, is a numerical labelling and {labyum,} is a set of
numerical labellings and laby is a 2-valued labelling and {labs} is a set of
2-valued labellings and labs is a 3-valued labelling and {labs} is a set of
3-valued labellings.

Definition 3.3. The binarization of numerical labellings is a total function
Ty : {labpum} — {laba}, labyym — labs s.t.

)1 labpum(a) =1
labz(a) = {0 labyum(a) £1° (3.2)

Definition 3.4. The ternarization of numerical labellings is a partial function
T3: {labpum} — {labs}, labyym — labs s.t.

1 if labpum(a) = 1,
labs(a) =< 0 if 3b,b ~ a,labyum(b) = 1 or Je, a ~ ¢, labpum(c) = 1,
% otherwise.
(3.3)

Because complete semantics is conflict-free, the ternarization on the set
of all models of an AF' by complete semantics is a total function.

Taking the universe A of AF as the universe of a PLS, i.e. arguments
of A one-to-one corresponding to propositional variables of a PLS. Let Fp.
be all formulas in a particular PLS. We give some definitions related with
encoding and translating below.
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FIGURE 1. Translating method

Definition 3.5. An encoding of AF is a map ec : AF — Fpr, s.t. the set of
all propositional variables in formula ec(AF) is A, where AF = (4, R).

When we say that encode AF's to a PLS, we mean that map AF to
Fpr by an encoding. Each encoding can induce a kind of semantics of AF
only if we let each model of ec(AF) is a model of the AF. We stress three
important encodings below.

Definition 3.6. eco : AF — Fpp, AF = eco(AF) = \,cala = A ayer )
is called the elementary encoding.

eci : AF = Fpr, AF — eci1(AF) = A\
the normal encoding.

ecy : AF = Fpr, AF — eca(AF) = N\ c4((@ = Ay p.0er 70) A (a
No:v.a)er(Ve:(epyer ©))) 1s called the regular encoding.

wca(@ Ny ayer —b) is called

Definition 3.7. Suppose that PLS is a given propositional logic system and
£6 is a given semantics of AF. A translating of £& is an encoding tr : AF —
Fpe, AF — tr(AF), s.t. models of ¢tr(AF) in the PLS are same as models
of the AF under the semantics £5.

For a given PLS, let the function L map any formula ¢ in Fp, as
a set of all models of ¢. Then we have BPL o tr = £&, where o is the com-
position operation of functions. We explain the translating method by the
commutative diagram as the Figure [1l

Definition 3.8. For a given semantic £& of AF, the semantics £& is called
translatable if there exists a translating function of £&.

4. Some Supplements of Encoding AF's to the PL,

In this section, we first supply proofs of some conclusions in [I2]. Then we
give a new method to get the translating function associated with conflict-
free semantics. This new method provides a new view to treat attack relation
and it connects AF's and the PLy by substituting a ~ b as a 1 b, where 1 is
the Sheffer stroke in the PL-.
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4.1. Supplements of Proofs

[12] shows the analysis of design of these translating functions 21)) - (26,
but it does not give rigorous proofs. We will restate some theorems in [I2]
and prove them in this subsection.

For conflict-free semantics, the formula (2.1 associated with elemen-
tary encoding function ecq is equivalent with ([22) or (Z3). We restate this
equivalence theorem and prove it below. We note that “<=" represents the
meaning of “if and only if”.

Theorem 4.1. The following three propositions are equivalent.
(1)An assignment is a model of \,cs(a = Np.p,0yer 70);
(2)An assignment is a model of \,cs(a = Np.(apyer 70);
(3)An assignment is a model of N\, er(—aV —b).

Proof. We first prove (1)<=(3).

Na@a—= N -b)=ACav A -b

acA b:(b,a)€ER acA b:(b,a)€ER

/\ /\ (—a Vv —b)

a€Ab:(b,a)ER

/\ (—a V —b)

(a,b)ER

Then we prove (2)<=(3).

/\(a—> /\ —\b):/\(ﬂa\/ /\ —b)

a€A b:(a,b)ER acA b:(a,b)ER

/\ /\ (—a V —b)

a€Ab:(a,b)ER
= A\ (mav-b) 0
(a,b)ER

For complete semantics, we restate the theorem related to formula (2.6])
and prove it.

Theorem 4.2. Let AF = (A, R). If a labelling labs is a model of the AF by
complete semantics, then To(labs) is a model of eca(AF’) by the PLy seman-
tics. If an assignment laby is a model of eca(AF') in the PLq, then T3(labs)
is a model of the AF by complete semantics.

Proof. According to the semantics of the PLy, we have:
IAN@= A br@e AV ol=1
acA b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
< Va € A,

las A bl=llae A (V al=1 (4.1)

b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
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Firstly, we prove that for a model labs of the AF', Ts(labs) is a model
of eca(AF).

o If Th(labs)(a) = labs(a) = 1, then by complete semantics Vb;, (b;,a) €
R,Tg(labg)(bi) = labg(bz) = 0 and ECj, (Cj,bi) S R,Tg(labg)(Cj) =
labs(cj) = 1. Thus in the PLy we have

la= A -bl=1
b:(b,a)ER

and

laer A\ CV al=1

b:(b,a)€ER c:(c,b)ER

e If Ty(labs)(a) = 0, then labs(a) = 0 or labs(a) = 3. If labs(a) = 0, then
by complete semantics 3b;, (b;,a) € R,T(labs)(b;) = labs(b;) = 1 and
Vej, (¢5,bi) € R, To(labs)(c;) = labs(c;) = 0. Hence in the PLy we have

la= A -bl=1
b:(b,a)ER

and

lae A CV al=1

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

If labs(a) = 1, then by complete semantics 3b;, (b;, a) € R, labs(b;) = 5.

Thus —3c¢j, (¢j,b;) € R,labs(c;) = 1, i.e. Vej, (¢cj,b:) € R,labs(c;) =0
or labs(c;) = 5. Therefore Th(labs)(c;) = 0. Hence in the PL; we have

AV al=o

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

So by Ty (labs) we have

la= A -bll=1

b:(b,a)€ER

and

lar AV al=1

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

So equation (1)) holds for Va € A, i.e. |eca(AF)| =1 in the PLs.
Secondly, we prove that for a model laby of the eca(AF), T5(labs) is a
model of the AF by complete semantics.
Since [leca(AF)| =1, i.e. Ya € A, (£T) holds, thus

lab ( ) . 0 if 31)7, (b“ Cl) S R, VCJ', (Cj, bz) S R, lab(cj) = 07
VTN i by, (b, a) € R, lab(b;) = 0,3c;, (¢j,b;) € R, lab(c;) = 1.
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TABLE 3. The truth table of {}

110 1
0|11 1
111 0
Therefore
if labs(a) =
fa 79 7T i) = ;) = 17
Ts(labs)(a) = if 3bi, (bs, >6R 3(laba) (b;) = laba(b;)

if Eb], (a b; ) S R,Tg(labg)(bj) = labg(bj) =1,
otherwise.

- O O =

o If a is labelled in ie. T3(labs)(a) = 1, then, by T5, Vb;, (b;,a) €
R, labs(b;) = 0, Jej, (¢;,b;) € R, laba(c;) = 1. Thus Vb, (bi,a) €
R, T3(labz)(b;) = 0. So Ts(labs)(a) = 1 = in is legal. If Vb, (b;,a) €
R,Tg(labg)(bi) = 0, then E|Cj, (Cj,bi) € R,Tg(labg)(cj‘) = labg( cj) = 1

So according to
lae A CV al=1

b:(b,a)€ER c:(c,b)ER

we can get T3(laba)(a) = 1 = in. Thus each legal in is labelled in.

o If ¢ is labelled out i.e. T5(labs)(a) = 0, then, by T3, 3b;, (b;,a) € R,
T3(labs)(b;) = laba(b;) = 1. So Ts(labz)(a) = 0 = out is legal. If
3b;, (bi,a) € R,Ts(labg)(b;) = laba(b;) = 1. So, by T3, we can get
T3(labz)(a) = 0 = out. Thus each legal out is labelled out.

Hence T3(laby) is a complete labelling of the AF, i.e. T3(laby) is a model
of the AF by complete semantics. O

The proof of admissible encoding is similar with the above proof and it
is left for the reader.

4.2. A New Method to Get the Elementary Encoding

In [40], Gabbay gives the conclusion that the Dung’s argumentation is essen-
tially equivalent to classical propositional logic with the Peirce—Quine dagger.
We now give an interesting method to encoding an AF as a formula in the
PLy by substituting a ~~ b as a T b, where 1 is Sheffer stroke in the PLs.
With this substitution, we regard ~» as a connective in the PLs.

Let us contrast the truth tables of operation {} associated with 1 and
operation — associated with ~~. First let us view the truth table of 1} as Table
Bl Then for conflict free semantics we can get truth table of — as Table [l
In fact, we can see that 1} and — have the same truth table.

If we use A connecting all pairs of ~» in an AF and at the same time
substitute ~~ as the connective 1, then in the PLs; we can get a formula

/\(bﬂ)eR(a 1 b), equivalently /\aEA,(b,;,a)ER(bi 1 a).
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TABLE 4. The truth table of —

— =[O
O | =

—
0
1

Theorem 4.3. An assignment is a model of /\(a’b)eR(ﬂa V =b) iff it’s a model
of /\aeA,(bi,a)eR(bi Ta).

Proof. In fact, the proof is simple.

A Cavab = A (@t

(a,b)ER (a,b)ER

a€A,(b;,a)ER

Corollary 4.4. The encoding ec : AF —= Fpr, AF = N,ca 4,,0)er(bi T a) is
equivalent with the elementary encoding ecy.

Proof. From Theorem 1] we have

/\(a—> /\ —-b) = /\ (ma Vv —b).

a€A b:(b,a)ER (a,b)ER

From Theorem 4.3 we have
N\ (av-by= A (bita)

(a,b)ER a€A,(b;,a)€ER

So we have

Nea= A 0= A Gita),

a€A b:(b,a)ER a€A,(b;,a)eER

i.e. the encoding ec : AF — Fpr, AF = A c s 4, 0)er(bi T @) is equivalent
with the elementary encoding ecy. Il

Let us analyze the reason why the substitution can get the result in
Corollary 4l The attack relation ~» of AF's has the meaning of negation.
If a,b € A, a ~ b, then a negate b. Thus a support the opposite of b, i.e.
a — —b. If we substitute a ~» b as a — —b and use A to connect all relations in
the AF, we can get the elementary encoded formula associated with conflict
free semantics. Above analysis just provide the comprehension of Corollary
g4

At the same time, we can see that 1 has the meaning of attack in the
PLs and 1 represents mutual attack because of a T b = b 1 a. In addition,
when we let the attack ~~ be symmetric nonempty and irreflexive relation,
we can get the symmetric argumentation framework [27].
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5. Encoding AF's to PLss

In this section, we study two encodings which are normal encoding ec; and
regular encoding ece and we consider two 3-valued PLSs which are Kleene’s
PL3 and Lukasiewicz’s PL3. So four cases need to be studied. In each case,
we explore the relationship between models of an AF under a given classical
semantics and models of the encoded formula in a PL3. Note that the label
set of AFsis {0,1,1}.

5.1. Encoding AF's to PL3s by ec;
First, we encode AF's to Kleene’s PL3 by ec; and explore the model rela-

tionship.

Theorem 5.1. An assignment is a model of an AF under stable semantics iff
it is a model of the ec1(AF) in Kleene’s PLs.

Proof. An assignment is a model of A\ ¢ 4(a <+ Ay, oeg —bi) iff Va € A, by
Table [l the assignment is a solution of equations

lall =11 A -bill=1 (5.1)
(bs,a)ER
or
lal =11 A —bill =0 (5:2)
(bs,a)ER
For equation (BI), we have ||a|]| = 1 and Vb, ||-b;|| = 1, i.e. ||la]] = 1 and
Vb, ||bi]] = 0. For equation ([0.2]), we have |ja| = 0 and 3b;, [|-b;]| = 0, i.e.
l|a| =0 and 3b;, ||b;|| = 1. Va € A, [lal| is 0 or 1 but not 3. So each solution
satisfies stable semantics, i.e. a model of ec; (AF') in Kleene’s PLg is a model
of the AF for stable semantics.

On the other hand, a model of the AF for stable semantics obviously
satisfies (B.1]) and (5.2)), i.e. a model of the AF' is a model of ec; (AF). O

Corollary 5.2. Stable semantics is translatable by ec; and Kleene’s PLg.

Next, we encode AF's to Lukasiewicz’s PL3 by ec; and explore the model
relationship.

Theorem 5.3. An assignment is a model of an AF for complete semantics iff
it is a model of ec1(AF) in Eukasiewicz’s PLs.

Proof. An assignment is a model of A\, ,(a <+ Ay, g ~bi) iff Va € A, by
Table 2 the assignment is a solution of equations

lall =11 A -bill=1 (5:3)
(bi,a)ER

or

lall =11 A —bill=0 (5-4)

(bi,a)ER



Encoding Argumentation Frameworks to Propositional Logic Systems15

or )
lal=1 A bl =3 (5.5)
(bs,a)ER
For equation (53), we have ||a|| = 1 and Vb, ||-b;|| = 1, i.e. ||la]] = 1 and
Vb, ||b;]] = 0. For equation (54), we have ||a|]| = 0 and 3b;, ||-b;]] = 0, i.e.
|a]l = 0 and 3b;, ||bs]| = 1. For equation (E.5), we have |[a|| = & and 3b;,
[|[=b;|| = & and —3b;, [|[=b;|| = 0, i.e. [la]| = 0 and 3b;, ||b;]| = 0 and —3b;, ||b;]| =
1. Va € A, the solution satisfies complete semantics, i.e. a model of eci(AF')
in Lukasiewicz’s PL3 is a model of the AF for complete semantics.
On the other hand, a model of the AF for complete semantics obviously
satisfies the three equations, i.e. a model of the AF' is a model of ec; (AF). O

Corollary 5.4. Complete semantics is translatable by ec1 and Lukasiewicz’s
PLs.

According to the truth tables of PLgs [48], for complete semantics, as
well as preferred semantics, stable semantics and grounded semantics, we can
know that in Heyting’s PL3 and Reichenbach’s P L3 related conclusions are
same as Theorem [5.3] and Corollary 5.4

5.2. Encoding AF's to PL3s by ecs

First, we encode AF's to Kleene’s PL3 by ecs and explore the model rela-
tionship.

Theorem 5.5. If lab is a model of an AF by complete semantics, then To(lab)
is a model of eca(AF) by Kleene’s PL3. If lab’ is a model of eca(AF) by
Kleene’s PLs, then Ts(lab’) is a model of the AF by complete semantics.

Proof. Firstly, according to Theorem [£2] if lab is a model of an AF by
complete semantics, then T (lab) is a model of ecy(AF) by the PLs. Because
Kleene’s PL3 is consistent with the PLo when the truth values are limited
to {0, 1}, hence T»(lab) is a model of eca(AF) by Kleene’s PLs.

Secondly, if lab’ is a model of eca(AF) by Kleene’s PL3, then

I A= A Dr@e AV anl=1

a€A b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)ER c:(c,b)ER
ie.Va € A,
las A -bl=1

b:(b,a)€ER

e AV o=t
b:(b,a)ER c:(c,b)ER
Since [[a <> Ay p.0)er(Ve(epyer©)ll = 1, hence Va € A, a # 1. Thus lab’ =
Ty(lab’). So the model lab’ of eco(AF) by Kleene’s PL3 is also a model of
eco(AF) by the PLy. By Theorem 2] if lab’ is a model of ecy(AF) by the
PLs, then T5(lab’) is a model of the AF by complete semantics. So we finish
the proof. O

and
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Next, we encode AF's to Lukasiewicz’s PL3 by ecy and explore the model
relationship.

Theorem 5.6. Fach model of an AF by complete semantics is a model of
eco(AF) in Lukasiewicz’s PLg.

Proof. Let any model of the AF by complete semantics be lab. Then we
discuss three cases below. For each case, we need to prove

e A Baee AV al=1 (o
b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

If lab(a) =1, a € A, then Vb;, (b;,a) € R, lab(b;) = 0, and Jcj, (¢;, ;) €
R,lab(cj) = 1. Thus
[ /\ - =1

bi(b,a)ER

and
AV ol=1
b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
Hence
la= A -b)=1
b:(b,a)€ER
and

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

So equation (B.6]) holds.
If lab(a) = 0, a € A, then 3b;, (b;,a) € R, lab(b;) = 1, and V¢, (¢;,b;) €

R,lab(cj) = 0. Thus
AV all=o
b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

Hence

la—= A -dl=1

b:(b,a)ER

lae A CV =1

b:(b,a)€ER c:(c,b)ER

and

So equation (6] holds.
Iflab(a) = %, a € A, then 3b;, (b;, a) € R,lab(b;) = %, and —Jby, (bk, a) €
R,lab(by) = 1. Thus
1
I A b=y

b:(b,a)ER
and then

la— A -dl=1

b:(b,a)€ER
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In addition, we have 3b;—3c;, (¢j,b;) € R, lab(c;) =1, and ~3biVey, (¢, b)) €

R,lab(c;) = 0. So
A CV o al=

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

e A CV =1

b:(b,a)€ER c:(c,b)ER

N~

Hence

So equation (B.6]) holds.
For three cases, equation (5.6) holds. So

I A= A Dr@e AV anl=1

acA b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)ER c:(c,b)ER

i.e. each model of an AF by complete semantics is a model of ec2(AF) in
Lukasiewicz’s PLs. O

In fact, we have proposition that a model of ecy(AF) in Lukasiewicz’s
P L3 may be not a model of the AF' by complete semantics. From the example
below, we can know this proposition is right.

Ezample. Let AF = (A,R),A = {a,b}, R = {(a,b), (b,a)}. |la|| = 3 and
Ib]] = 0 can satisfy eco(AF) in Lukasiewicz’s PL3 but can not satlsfy com-
plete semantics.

By function T3, each model of eca(AF) in Lukasiewicz’s PL3 is turned
as a model of the AF by complete semantics. We give the lemma and the
theorem below.

Lemma 5.7. For a given AF = (A, R), if lab is a model of eco(AF) in
Lukasiewicz’s PLs, then Ta(lab) is a model of eca(AF') in the PLs.

Proof. Since lab is a model of ecy(AF') in Lukasiewicz’s PLs, so we have

IN(@= A draes A N =1

a€A b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
i.e. Va € A,

la— A bl=lae AV ol=1

b:(b,a)ER b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER
Then, for Va € A, we discuss three cases.

o Case 1, lab(a) = 1. Then Vb;, (b;,a) € R, lab(b;) = 0 and Jc;j, (¢, b;) E
R, lab(cj) = 1. Thus, T>(lab)(a) = 1, Vb, (bi,a) € R, To(lab)(b;) =
and 3c¢j, (¢j,b;) € R, Tg(lab)(cj) =1. So in this case, |leca(AF)| =
the PLs.

e Case 2, lab(a) = 0. Then 3b;, (b, a) € R, lab(b;) = 1 and V¢;j, (¢, b;) E
R, lab(c;) = 0. Thus, T>(lab)(a) = 0, 3b;, (bi,a) € R, To(lab)(b;) =
and Vej, (¢j,b;) € R, Ta(lab)(cj) = 0. So, in this case, ||ecz(AF)|| =
the PLs.

11n

11n
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e Case 3, lab(a) = 1. Then in the PL, we have T5(lab)(a) = 0 and
la= A -bll=1
b:(b,a)€ER
What’s more, by
lal=1 A\ ol
b:(b,a)ER c:(c,b)ER

in Lukasiewicz’s PL3, we have

1
AV al=s
b:(b,a)€ER c:(c,b)ER
Then Fby, (bg,a) € R,Vej, (¢;,br) € R,lab(cj) # 1. Thus by, (bg,a) €
R,V¢j, (cj,br) € R, Tx(lab)(c;) = 0. Hence T (lab)(a) = 0 and

AV o al=0

b:(b,a)€R c:(c,b)ER

in the PLs. Therefore in the PLy we have

lae AV =1

b:(b,a)€R c:(¢c,b)ER
So, in this case, ||eca(AF)|| =1 in the PLs.

Through the three cases, we have proved that Th(lab) is a model of
eca(AF) in the PLs. O

Theorem 5.8. For a given AF = (A, R), if lab is a model of eca(AF) in
Eukasiewicz’s PLg, then T3(lab) is a model of the AF by complete semantics.

Proof. According to Lemma 5.7, T»(lab) is a model of ecy(AF') in the PLs.
According to Theorem 2] T3(T5(lab)) is a model of the AF by complete
semantics. Since T3(T2(lab)) = T5(lab), so T5(lab) is a model of the AF by
complete semantics. U

Although it may not have one-to-one relationship between the set of
models of an AF' by complete semantics and the set of models of eca(AF) in
Lukasiewicz’s PLg, it has one-to-one relationship between the set of exten-
sions of an AF by complete semantics and the set of propositional variables
that have truth value 1 from the model of ecy(AF) in Lukasiewicz’s PLs.

6. Encoding AF's to PLjy s

Gabbay [38] proposes equational approach to argumentation networks. Gab-
bay gives the definition of real numbers equational argumentation networks,
real equation functions and extensions. In order to provide convenience for
readers, we quote these definitions below.
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A real equation function with k variables {x1,...,zx} over
the real interval [0, 1] is a continuous function A : [0, 1]* —
[0, 1] such that
(a) h(0,...,0) =1,
(b) h(x1,...,1,...,2,) =0,
(¢)Ordinarily, h(z1,...,x%) = h(y1, ..., yx), where (z1, ..., x)
and (y1,...,yr) are permutations of each other.

An equational argumentation network over [0,1] has
the form (A, R, h,), a € A where
(a) (A, R) is a Dung-style AF,
(b) For each a € A, h, is a real equation function, with the
suitable number of variables k, where k being the number of
nodes attacking a,
(¢) If =3e((e,a) € R) then h, = 1.

A real equation extension is a function || || from A
into [0, 1] such that the following holds:
(a) [la] = 1if =3c((c,a) € R),
(b) If {b1,...,br} are all the arguments in A such that
(bi,a) € R, then |a|| = ho(||b1]];---,||bk]]) where Ry is a
real equation function of k£ variables.

Each real equation function corresponding to an equational system and each
solution of the equational system is a real equation extension for an AF'.
Gabbay gives four specific equational systems. For a given AF = (A, F') and
a € A, we list two of them which are used most in [38]:

EQim)erse

fla) =TT = foa)

and Eqmax
fla) =1 —max{f(bi)}:,

where f is the labelling function f : [0,1] x [0,1] and b; is an attacker of
a and {b;}; is the set of all attackers of a. In fact, each equational system
corresponds to a kind of equational semantics. Without confusion, we use
the same symbol to express an equational system or an equational seman-
tics. For example, Eqinyperse €xpresses the equational system E¢;pperse OF the
equational semantics E¢;pperse-

In this section, we will study the normal encoding ec; from AF's to
PLp s and explore the relationship between models of an AF under a given
equational semantics and models of the encoded formula in a PLjg;j. The
results show that the above two equational systems Eginperse and Egmax
are translatable from AFs to PLg s by normal encoding ec; and particu-
lar fuzzy operations. In addition, we propose a new semantics by encoding
method. Note that the label set of AF's is [0, 1].
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6.1. Deriving Gabbay’s Equations from the Encoding Method

Let PL[G0 1] be a fuzzy propositional logic system with standard negation for
o, Tg for A and I for —. We have the theorem below.

Theorem 6.1. An assignment is a model of an AF under equational semantics
EGmaz iff it is a model of ec1(AF) in PL[GO_l].

Proof. || Ageala < A, ayer ~0i)ll =1

= [[(Aaeala = Ap, ayer 7)) Al(Aaeala < Ap, ayer b))l =1

<= Va€ A lla—= Ny, ayer il =1 and [la < Ay, gyer bill =1

= Va e A, (bia) € R lall < [l Ap,aper~bill and flall > | Ay ayr i

< Va € A,(bi,a) € R, |all = || A, a)er ~bill = min{l — [|b;]}; =1 -
max{||b;[|};
<= the equational system FEq,,q, for a given AF. O

From this theorem, we can get the relationship of equivalence of mod-
els between equational system FEq,q, and PL[GOJ] i.e. we have the corollary
below.

Corollary 6.2. Equational semantics Eqpqy 1S translatable by ec; and PL[%J].

In order to emphasize the connected fuzzy logic system PL[C(’; 1]y we also
denote equational system Eq,,q. as FqC.

Let PL[Ial] be a fuzzy propositional logic system with standard negation
for -, Tp for A and Ip for —. We have the theorem below.

Theorem 6.3. An assignment is a model of an AF under equational semantics
Eqinverse iff it is a model of ec1(AF) in PL[IZ -

Proof. || Nyeala < N, ayer bl =1

= [(Aseale = Ap,ayer 0i) A ((Aaeala = Ap, ayer b))l =1

<~ VacAla— /\(b,;,a)eR —b;|| =1 and ||a + /\(b,;,a)ER —bi|| =1

= Va € A (b,a) € R la]l < || Aw, ayer ~bill and [lall = | A, qyer ~bill

—Vae A, (bia) € R lall = | Ay ayer ~bill = 1,0 = bi)

<= the equational system FEq;nyerse for a given AF. O
From this theorem, we can get the relationship of equivalence of models

between equational system E¢q;pyerse and PL[ISJ] i.e. we have the corollary

below.

P
[0,1]*

Corollary 6.4. Fquational semantics Eq;pyerse 15 translatable by ecy and PL
In order to emphasize the connected fuzzy logic system PLfal], we also

denote equational system Eginyerse as EqF.

Definition 6.5. For a encoding function ec and a PLg 1), fuzzy encoded ar-

gumentation semantics associated with the ec and the PLjo 1j is an function

L6z AF — 2LAB AF s LS ar, where LS 45 is the set of all models of

ec(AF) in the PLjy 1y . If the encoding function is normal encoding function



Encoding Argumentation Frameworks to Propositional Logic Systems21

ecy, then we call the fuzzy encoded argumentation semantics as fuzzy normal
encoded argumentation semantics.

So, equational semantics Fq¢“ and Eq" are two kinds of fuzzy normal
encoded argumentation semantics. F¢® is a fuzzy encoded argumentation
semantics under PL[GO 1] and Fq" is a fuzzy encoded argumentation semantics

under PLf())’l].

Let PL[L0 1] be a fuzzy propositional logic system with standard negation

for =, Tp, for A and I, for —. PL[% 1 PLf(D)

important PL 18 [43]. So it is necessary for us to propose a equational
system Eq” associated with PL[L0 1" We will give this equational semantics

1] and PL[LOJ] are three most

Eq" and explore the model relationship in the next subsection.

6.2. A New Equational System
First, for a given AF = (A, F) and Va € A, we propose the equational system
Eq*:
lal] = 0 || + o2l + -+ flzall > 1
L= lzafl = flzall = - = llznll Nzl + [2ll + - -+ lzall <1
where || || is the labelling function and {z;}; is the set of all attackers of a.
This equational semantics Eq” shows that a is totally defeated, i.e.
lla]l = 0, when the sum of valuations of all attackers of a is not less than 1.

The solution sets of Eq” for an AF are models of the AF under equational
semantics Eq”. We have the theorem about the model relationship below.

Theorem 6.6. An assignment is a model of an AF under equational semantics
Eq" iff it is a model of ec1(AF) in PL[LO -

Proof. Firstly, for Vj € {1,2,...,n}, z; € [0,1], we prove the formula
TL(. .« (TL(TL(xla 3;‘2),.233), .o ),xn) =

{O 1+ T+ +ax, <n—1 (6.1)
rT1+x2+ -+ —n+1 T1+z24+-Fx,>n—1
by induction.
Since Ty (z,y) = max{0,2 +y — 1}, so for n = 2 (6] holds, i.e.
Tr(x1,22) = {0 stz sl . (6.2)
T14+x2—1 1 +22>1
If we assume that for n = k (G.I]) holds, i.e.
Te =Tn(... (T (T (z1,22), 23),...),Tk) =
{0 mobay et a Sho1 63)
ritastctag—k+1l mtrat+ g >k—1

then for n = k + 1 we have
Tppr =Tp(... (T (T (x1,22),23), ... )y Thy1) = T (Thy Thyr)
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T <1
_ {O k +xk+1 = (64)

Ti+app1 — 1 Th4+appr >1°
Then we discuss three cases below.

e Case l:xy + a0 +--+ap <k—1
<~ T, =0
= T+ Tpy1 =241 < 1
:>Tk+1 =0.
e Case 2k —1<x14+aa+-+ar < k—2Tk1
= Ty=z1+2x2+ -+, —k+1
= Ti+xK+1 = x1+22+ - Frp+ a1 —k+1 < k—xpp1+Tp41—k+1 =
1
:>Tk+1 =0.
e Case 3t x1+ o+ -+ o >k — xpp1
— T taxo+--Fap>k—1
= Ty=x1+x2+ -+, —k+1
= Tp+xp1 = v1+22+ +2p+Tp1—k+1 > k—Tp 1+ a1 —k+1 =

1.
From the three cases and (64]), we have
0 T+ T2+ rp <k
Tk‘—‘rl - )
14T+ T —k i Fao4 TR >k
ie.
TL(...(TL(TL(IEl,{EQ),IEg),...),karl) S
0 T+ x4t ap < (B+1) -1

Tttt appn —(k+1)+1 st zat ot apn > k+1) -1
Then (G1)) holds for n = k + 1. So (6)) holds for Vn € N* (N is the set of
all positive integers).

Secondly, we prove the final result below.
lect(AF)|| = [| Aueala < A, aper 0l =1
= [[(Ageala = /\(bi,a)eR =bi)) A (Ageala < /\(bi,a)eR —b))|| =1
= Va€ A lla—= Ny, ayerbill =1 and [la < Ay, gyer bill =1
s va € Amin{1—[lal + | Agwer bl 1} = mind — | Ag, e bill +
lal, 1} =1
= Va€Al—|all+[| Ap,ayerbill = Tand 1= || Ay, ayer ~bill +llall = 1
= Va e A llall < | Aw,.ayer ~bill and [lall = | A, aycr 0l
= Vae A lall = Ay, ajer 0l
<= Vae A |al =Tp(...(TL(TL(|=bal; [=b2l)); [=bsl); - - - ) [7bn, 1)
=10 (To(To (X = ool 1 = [|b2]]), 1 = [lbs]]), - - ), 1 = llbna )
_ {0 loall 4+ floal] + -+ + [lbn, || > 1
[oall + [[o2ll + - - -+ [[on, [l =41 [[ball + [[b2ll + -+ + [[on, || < 1
by substituting z; as 1 — ||b;|| in (6.I]), where n, is the number of attackers
of argument a and i € {1,2,...,n,}
<=the equational system Eq” of the AF holds. O
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From the above theorem, Fq¢” is a fuzzy normal encoded argumentation
semantics under PL[L0 1] and we have the corollary below.

L

Corollary 6.7. Equational semantics Eq" is translatable by ec; and PL[OJ].

6.3. General Expression

Firstly we explore the general expression of the model relationship corre-
sponding to Eq®, Eq"” and Eq”. Then we explore the relationship of fuzzy
normal encoded argumentation semantics and Gabbay’s equational seman-
tics.

6.3.1. Model Relationships Resulting from Inclusion of Domains. In this
part, we separate the form of an equational system and the label set of the
AF. When we talk about an equational system, we do not mean that it must
be used on the label set [0,1] but allow that it is used on a subset of [0, 1].
Similarly, we separate the form of fuzzy operations in a given PLS and the
domain of truth degree of the PLS.

In order to keep clearer and simpler, we set some symbols. Suppose that
L C [0,1] is the label set of the AF and D C [0,1] is the domain of truth
degree of a PLS. The AF with label set L is denoted as AF and an AF
in AF is denoted as AFy. The equational system Eq® (respectively Eq”
and Eql) with label set L is denoted as Eq¥ (respectively Eqf and EqF).
The fuzzy propositional logic system with domain D is denoted as PLp. Let
PLS (vespectively PLT and PL%) be the PLp with standard negation for
=, T (respectively Tp and T1) for A and I (respectively Ip and I1,) for —.
In addition, note that the label set of AF is also called the domain of AF.

In next three theorems, we explore the model relationship when domains
of AF and a PLS are adjusted.

Theorem 6.8. 1. If L = D, then an assignment is a model of an AF by
equational system Eq¢ iff the assignment is a model of ec1 (AF) in PLS,.
2. If L O D, then a model of eci(AF) in PLS is a model of the AF by
equational system qu.
3. If L C D, then a model of an AF by equational system Eq¥ is a model
of ec1(AF) in PL([’;.

Proof. 1. || Ayeala < /\(bi,a)eR —b;)|| =1

= [[(Aaeala = A, ayer 70)) A (Aaeala < A, ayer b))l =1
< Va € A, lla—= Ny, ayerbill =1 and [la < Ay, oer bill =1
— va € Allall < | Agwpenbill and lall = | Ay, oyer bl where
llall € D
= Vae A lal =] A,
where ||a|| € D
<= Va € A,|la]| =1 — max{]|b;]| }; where ||a]| € L
<= the equational system Eqf for the given AF.

2. A model of ec;(AF) in PLS, is a model of ec; (AF) in PLY. By item 1.,
a model of ec; (AF) in PL$ is a model of the AF by equational system

yer il = min{1 — [|b;[|}; = 1 — max{|[bi[|};

i, d
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Eq. So amodel of ec; (AF) in PL$, is a model of the AF by equational
system Fq¢.

. A model of the AF by equational system Eq¢ is a model of the AF by

equational system Eq$. By item 1., a model of the AF by equational
system Fq is a model of ec; (AF) in PL%. So, a model of the AF by
equational system Eq¢ is a model of ec; (AF) in PLS. O

Theorem 6.9. 1. If L = D, then an assignment is a model of an AF by

equational system Eqt iff the assignment is a model of ec1(AF) in PLE.

2. If L O D, then a model of eci(AF) in PLL is a model of the AF by

equational system Eqr .

3. If L C D, then a model of an AF by equational system EqL is a model

of ec1(AF) in PLE

Proof. 1. Similar with the proof of Theorem

2. A model of ec;(AF) in PLE is a model of ec; (AF) in PLY. By item 1.,

a model of ec;(AF) in PLY is a model of the AF by equational system
Eqf. So amodel of ec; (AF) in PLL is a model of the AF by equational
system EqF.

. A model of the AF by equational system EqF is a model of the AF by

equational system Eqh. By item 1., a model of the AF by equational
system Eqb is a model of ec; (AF) in PLE. So, a model of the AF by
equational system Eq} is a model of ec; (AF) in PLE. O

Theorem 6.10. 1. If L = D, then an assignment is a model of an AF

by equational system Eqt iff the assignment is a model of eci(AF) in
PLE.

. If L O D, then a model of ec1(AF) in PLY is a model of the AF by

equational system EqE.

. If L C D, then a model of an AF by equational system EqF is a model

of ec1(AF) in PLL.

Proof. 1. Similar with the proof of Theorem

2. A model of ec;(AF) in PLE is a model of ec;(AF) in PLSy,. By item

1., a model of ec;(AF) in PLY is a model of the AF by equational
system FqgE. So a model of ec;(AF) in PLY is a model of the AF by
equational system FEqF.

. A model of the AF by equational system EqF is a model of the AF by

equational system Eqk. By item 1., a model of the AF by equational
system Eqh is a model of ec;(AF) in PL%. So, a model of the AF by
equational system EqF is a model of ec; (AF) in PLE,. O

6.3.2. Relationship of Fuzzy Normal Encoded Argumentation Semantics and
Equational Semantics. In this part, we only consider the case that the do-
main of AF and a PLS is [0,1]. We will explore the relationship between
fuzzy normal encoded argumentation semantics and equational semantics.
Let PL?O’U be the fuzzy propositional logic system equipped with continu-

ous negation N*, continuous t-norm 7" and R-implication Ir. Let PLE"0 1*
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be the fuzzy propositional logic system equipped with strict negation N**,
continuous t-norm 7" and R-implication Ip. For an given AF = (A, R), let
Eq;., be an equational system which is yielded by the model of ec; (AF) in
PLfLo,u and let Eq}} be an equational system which is yielded by the model
of ec;(AF) in PLfofl].By the following theorem, we get a class of equational
systems induced by fuzzy normal encoded argumentation semantics.

Theorem 6.11. Each equational system Eq,, is a Gabbay’s equational system.

Proof. Firstly we prove that for any z,y € [0,1],2 = y can be derived from
Ir(z,y) = Ir(y,x) = 1, where I is an R-implication and T is a continuous
t-norm. Since Ir(z,y) = sup{z|T(z,z) < y} = 1 and T is continuous, so
T(xz,1) <y, ie. x < y. Since It(y,z) = sup{z|T(y,z) < 2} = 1 and T is
continuous, so T'(y,1) < x, i.e. y < z. Thus x = y.
Secondly we simplify the model condition by fuzzy operations. Since
eci(AF) = N@+ N —b),
a€A (bi,a)ER
so the model of eci(AF) yield that
IA@e A b=t
acA (bi,a)ER
Thus for each a € A,
@ AN\ =0l =1.
(bi,a)ER
Then we have
la— N\ —b)r(@+ N —b)|=1.
(b,;,(L)ER (bi,a)GR
By t-norm, we can get
la= A —bl=l@e A -bl=1
(bi,a)eR (b,i,a)eR
By R-implication I, we have
e(lal, ) A\ =bl) =10 N\ =il llall) = 1.
(b,i,a)eR (bi,a)ER
Thirdly we prove the final result. By what we firstly have proved, we
can get ||al| = || A, a)er ~bill- By continuous negation N* and continuous
t-norm 7, the equational system Eq}. yielded by the model of ec;(AF) is

lall = N*(l[oa]l) * N*([[b2][) * - - -+ N*([[bx ),

where {b1,...,b;} is the set of all the arguments in A s.t. Vi € {1,2,...,k}
(bi,a) € R. The equational system Eg}, associates with a continuous func-
tion 1< [0,1]* — [0,1], ([oall, [1B21], -, 10&ll) = N*([[ba]]) = N*([[a]]) * - - -
N*(||bk||) and then we can check that h is a real equation function:

o 1(0,..,0) = N*(0) x N*(0) % ---x« N*(0) = 1% 1 *---x1=1;
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o h(llball, -, 1, [bwl]) = N*(br )= N*([[b2])5- - -+ N* (1) - -5 N*([|bx])
= N*([|b1][) * N*([|b2[[) # -+ - % 0 -+ - 5 N*([[be||) = 0;

o A([lball,- .-, [[bll) = N*([[ba]l) = N*([[ba]]) * - - -+ N*([|bg]]) = N*([|ex]) *
N*(lle2fl) - - N*([lexl]) = h([lerll, - -, lexl), where ([[ba]l,- .., [be]l) =
(llealls - - - llek]]) are permutations of each other.

So each equational system Fq7. is a Gabbay’s equational system. ([

Corollary 6.12. Each equational system Eq}; is a Gabbay’s equational sys-
tem.

Corollary 6.13. A model of ec;(AF) in a PL[*O 1] s a real equation extension
of the AF under a real equation function.

Proof. A model of ec1(AF) in PLf, |
Eq;.,. By Theorem [6.I1] the equational system Eq, has the form ||al| =
ha(|[b1]l, - -5 Ibkll), where h, is a real equation function. So the model of
ec1(AF) is the solution of equational system |la| = ha(||b1]l,- .-, ||bk]]). So
the model of eci (AF) is a real equation extension of the AF under the real
equation function h,. O

is the solution of the equational system

Corollary 6.14. A model of ec1(AF) in a PLfgl] s a real equation extension
of the AF under a real equation function.

By Theorem and Corollary [6.I3] we can construct many new spe-
cific real equational semantics via encoding AF to different PLFO,l]S' We
claim that the inversion of Corollary [6.12]is not true, i.e. a Gabbay’s equa-
tional system may be not an equational system g} . We give an example
to explain this claim below.

Ezample. The equational system Fqgeometrical [38] associates with a real

equation function h(bs,...,bx) = iG55 Put Edgeometrical can not

be yielded by the model of ec; (AF) in a PLFO’ji]. Considering a € A has only
1[N (=1

two attackers by and bo. BY Edgeometricats llal] = 7=p; ||)|(‘11H|\)b(2||)ﬂr|\zll‘1)”Hb2|| It

[[b1]l = 0 and ||b2]| = % then |la|| = 1, but N**(0) * N**( )=1 *N**( ) =
N** () # 1.

In fact, a Gabbay’s equational system may be not an equational system
Eq;., . We give an example below.

Ezample. Still consider the equational system Eqgeometricai associated with

by) = L=t

the real equation function h(by, .. AR A Then we prove that

Eqgeometricat can not be yielded by the model of ec;(AF) in a PL?0 1 Sup-
pose that Eqgeometricat can be yielded by the model of ec;(AF) in a PLFO-l]'
Considering m € A has only one attackers n. By Eqgcometrical, |m| =
% = 1—|n]. By the model of ec1(AF) in the PLY ), we have
[lm|l = N*(||n]]). Thus we get N*(||n||) = 1—||n||. Considering a € A has only

1—||b b
two attackers by and ba. By Eqgeometrical, ||la|| = - ||b(1 ||)|(‘11”|\)l521||)|-!—|\2l!‘1)|\Hb2|| By
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the model of ecy (AF) in the PLy, ), we have [[al| = N*(||b1[[) * N*([|b2]]) =
—[lB2lp—|ib
(1~ [[ba ) (1 [[b2l]) and then (1—[[by[[)x(1~[|ba])) = oprkdA=ltD

TGy Where z,y € [0,1]. But we can

get a contradiction that t-norm * is not associative.

Hence t-norm = satisfies xxy =

7. Conclusion

Besnard and Doutre propose the method of encoding AF's to the PLo. We
add some proofs of the existing results and provide a new view of encod-
ing associated with conflict-free semantics. In order to extend the encoding
method and enhance the relationship between the AF theory and PLSs, we
encode AF's to some other logic systems. We encode AF's to Kleene’s PLs
and Lukasiewicz’s PL3 by normal encoding function and regular encoding
function.

We get some results about model relationship. Stable semantics is trans-
latable by ec; and Kleene’s PLs. Complete semantics is translatable by ecq
and Lukasiewicz’s PL3. By Ty and T3, the equivalent relationship of models
is established between complete semantics and two PLss. We also encode
AFs to PLjg1js by normal encoding function. We get results about model
relationship under equational semantics of AF's and semantics of PLjg yjs.
Equational semantics E ¢4, is translatable by ec; and PL[GO_l] Equational

semantics F@inverse 1S translatable by ec; and PL[PB_H. General cases are also
explored. Model relationships resulting from inclusion of domains are stud-
ied. Each equational system Eq, is a Gabbay’s equational system. We also
provide a method to establish new concrete equational semantics for AF's by
encoding AF's to a certain fuzzy logic system. Particularly, a new equational

system Eq’ is proposed. Equational semantics Eq” is translatable by ec; and
PL[LO,1]-

We formalize and generalize the encoding method and bridge the gap
between AF's and PLSs. We will explore more relationship between the AF

theory and logic systems in the next paper.
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