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Three intuitions

Communication goals can be modelled abstractly.

The beliefs of the speaker about the hearer’'s arguments are
crucial to understand why he discloses certain arguments and
not certain others (motivational idea of (Schwarzentruber

et al., 2012)).

Different policies of information update (levels of trust)
will influence the outcome of the debate.
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Problem: Given F = (A, R), how to bring Ag into the picture?

e (fix) A fixed in advance (Sakama, 2012; de Saint-Cyr et al.,
2016; Caminada and Sakama, 2017) vs. ( ) A evolving
through updates (Doutre and Mailly, 2018) .

e (ob]) Objective R (Schwarzentruber et al., 2012) vs.
( ) non-objective R (Dyrkolbotn and Pedersen, 2016) .

Assuming (fix) 4 (obj) we have

MAF = (A, R, {Ai}icag, {Ri}icag)-
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MAF = (A, R, {Ai}ieAg) and R,' =RnN (A, X A,)
e (Schwarzentruber et al., 2012): embedding MAFs into
Kripke models.

e A simple DEL for argument disclosure (Proietti and
Yuste-Ginel, 2020).
e Ongoing work (extension of the previous):
e Capturing goals (fine-grained JS) in propositional logic.

e Using event models with propositional change (van Benthem
et al., 2006; van Ditmarsch and Kooi, 2008), to ca ptu re more su btle

update policies.

e Axiomatizing.
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Awareness of attacks

(Dyrkolbotn and Pedersen, 2016) MAF = (A, {R;}icag) Where
RCAxA

(ongoing work) MAF = (A, R, {Ri}ieag, {(Rj)'}ijeag}, RP"™)
where:

R CR (R) CRNR

(R) =R RP™® Cjcag(Ri)

Characterization of MAFs and their updates using the language of PAL:

pl=e|(eAp)| Q| Cag | [¥']e
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An epistemic reading of

conditions

C1: previous belief/knowledge "= argument evaluation
.epistemic version: Cl.e known/believed premises should be
preferred to premises that are not known/believed. Developed
from a JL perspective (Burrieza and Yuste-Ginel, 2019a,b).

e What goes first? Applying Cl.e and C2 leads to an
infinite regress.

e Proposal (Burrieza and Yuste-Ginel, 2020): basic beliefs
+ argument-based beliefs (inspired by foundationalist

theories of epistemic justification (Hasan and Fumerton,
2018).

e Accommodating ASPICT-arguments (Modgil and
Prakken, 2013) into awareness epistemic models (Fagin
and Halpern, 1987). !
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Pending tasks

e Aw-of-arguments vs. Aw-of-attacks: orthogonal?
alternative?

e Link between planning and persuasion.

e Improving the COMMA's paper so as to make its agent
fully rational and dynamizing the framework.
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