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A IZ BV THAEDN ES LI NS NENZHET D
FHiEe LT, 1995 4 Dung &V EM T LV — LT —
7 (AF) & 4 EOBERRAIREINA (3], &b,
grounded R TIIRYICEHEET T, ~BHIZEY
X N2EmiF% REE L CWDEANERI N, 20
M@ % MR $ 5 7212, 2007 4£ Dung 512 & V) ideal &
Em (4] 2RI N7z, ideal EIKFHD extension (&£ T
@ preferred extension D @85 D5 84 D b THl
K7 admissible set & U TEHZINS. ideal extension
I& grounded extension % @& U [4], grounded &k &
Ak extension W1 =—2TH Y 25 5 ARID sceptical
BiEHEDE 2 /5% grounded & V) WHIZFHIHT 5.
fti 5, 2008 4F, Dung DA kin % labelling THRY
Caminada D 5% [2] LfREEH T T Z IV TIZEEDSW
T kG 2 51 T2/ RS DHIEK[6] BREI N, T
Difmat AT Y Y VBRI N (7). KHETIE, ¥
NWFLT—V Y NV AT AT ideal BERFHIZH D <
MR BEFREL T DRI, 6] LELMOT SO —FT
admissible labelling [1] & ideal set DB IZFET 5 &
B [4] 123D ¥ ideal extension % AT DT T IV
7 (ASP) IZ& VEIET 2 HIEEREL, IRETFIHEIED
<HEEEHRET VYV ERFELZ.
2
2.1 BERIL—LDT—D L ideal Bl

w7 L — AU —2 & Dung OiEmEWR, KT, &
FREIN ideal HEKRFRDEHRZ LATNITRT.
EEL ahan /L —LT—7 (B, AF)[3] 1% (Ar,def)
TREHRIND. HU Ar FWEEE, def & Ar LD
% (def C Ar?) TH 3. (a,b) € def &, Ta »* b %K%
T3] ZLEBKTD. 2, wALES S, T I2D20T,
(a,b) € def %52t a € S, b € T W FHET B, 1S
MT 2BETD] LD,
FE#& 2 (conflict-free/acceptable /admissible [3])
AF = (Ar,def) &aatEa S C Ar i22WT,
e S 8 conflict-free iff A a, b€ Ar s.t. a def b.
o Ak a 2 S IZE L T acceptable

iff 3c € S s.t. cdef bfor Vb € Ar s.t. bdef a.
e S ¥ admissible iff S & conflict-free TH DILE D
i a € S A S IZE L T acceptable.

E& 3 (Dung DERER [3]) AF = (4r, def) W
EZ25NTWwW3. S C Ar % conflict-free B iZFE A,
BB F . 247 — 247% [(S) = {A|A X S (ZBIL
T acceptable} & E#T 5. Z D& ¥ complete/ pre-
ferred/ grounded/ stable D& EKRIFLA T CTREET
%% extension TH X 6N 5.
e S ' complete extension iff S = F(S).

e S % preferred (resp. grounded) extension iff S I& C (2
B8 U CHiK (resp. MB/N) @D complete extension.

e S M stable extension iff S I& Ar\S DL DAL % K%
9 % preferred extension.
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TE 4 (ideal EHA[4]) AF = (Ar, def) 25T,

ideal MR IZ L R D ideal extension TH X 5N 5.

e S i¥ideal set iff S & admissible TH»D S IFEED
preferred extension DERHEE.

e S HVideal extension iff S IF ideal set OHT C IZH
U CTHBK.

f5I%E 1 (ideal & grounded ME L))  ideal EIkF &

grounded I & T extension D3R 2 FlEZ R .

@ o kA ) i
_—_— ¢ X AT E ECEDBN D
(©) EIAIRFIC L &>
I a I AT XY AT E 0]
b XAMIET TV AHOWN |
Q R VEY ) AR T AN
1 ideal & grounded T ISAR—= M DSBEZ &,
extension DEL 25 AF

complete extension : 0, {d}, {a, d}, {b, d}

preferred extension : {a, d}, {b, d}

grounded extension : ()

admissible : 0, {a}, {b}, {d}, {a, d}, {b, d}

ideal :0, {d} ideal extension : {d}

ZDFHFETIEAMDIT S FEem P EE TR S NIT/SA
R— FABT L NS FEGIC 72 D 2%, grounded extension
0B, EXINDMANFEEL BV, UL,
ideal extension TIIIE4 LEwaFIL d & &Y, ABDHE X
J & —ET5DT, ideal extension (B MDD B .

RO EBIFZCHR [4] D Theorem 3.3 TEEHINT VS,
EHE 1 XD admissible set 25 EHEINT VRN
admissible set I, ideal TH Y, TDHE ALY LD,

2.2 Labelling

admissible set X & a2 KGR D extension |& Cami-
nada DEZE L 7z labelling [1, 2] IZX D ERBLIND.
F&E 5 (AF-Labelling [2]) AF = (Ar, def) IZDWT
AF-labelling £ 132 L : Ar — {in, out, undec}
TH5b. in(L), out(L), undec(L) A FTEHT D.

o in(L)={ac Ar|L(a) =in}

o out(L) ={a € Ar|L(a) = out}

o undec(L) = {a € Ar|L(a) = undec}

& 6 (admissible labelling[1]) M FNO&MAEH~T
AF-labelling # admissible labelling & 5.

1. if L(a) = in then Vb € Ar:(b def a D L(b) = out)
2. if L(a) = out then 3b € Ar:(b def a A L(b) = in)
FE 2 [1] (Ar,def) @ admissible labelling £ & ad-
missible set E (Z DWW R DOBIRAE Y 7.

e admissible set F = {a € Ar|L(a) = in}

2.3 —MmEBEIOJISLCRMEGTOISZVY

AR TIE—MGEE 70 75 A (%, NLP) 2545 L
T5. RESGTOTIIVT (MR ASP) i 7o
77 LA HWCTHBEOHE KRB, € OMEOMRE % iR
HE B MoR2 70T IIVIFETHD.

EFHE 7 NLP XU FDOEDL—IVDOEETHY, RES
(ZEETIV)[5] CEKRNGAO5ND.
A«— By, -+, Bm, not Bjyt1, -+, not B
«— B1, -+, Bm, not Byy+1, -+, not Bp

ZZTC,n>m>0, A B 3ETR, not I NAF

(Negation as Failure) SETH 5.
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3 ASP (KD ideal ElRADETE
AWEORET L U T, ideal EIRFRD extension &
15 1 IZREENRIET S NLP OAHRE 707 2 A
BIRE MEATOTIIVIITEY, ZFONLP 5
ideal EWk#R D extension ZRd 5.
3.1 ZEERRmETOISLOEK
admissible labeling % A FDEH 8 O NLP I, T
Ak d 5, UMUESE 6 O admissible labeling & ad-
missible set X %%t 1 TH 2. KFETIE1I M1 2425 &
DT, EFE 6 DFMF 2 O if % if and only if (ie. iff) IZ
fEIE U 7z admissible labeling # #2895, Z vk Ilpq
D out DJFFAZ IR DN —IVTEREIND.

E& 8 Fi5D AF = (Ar, def) &V, MLTFD NLP I
Y My p Ul 2T 5.
o Ilsr ={ag(a) « |a € Ar} U{def(a, b) — |(a, b)

€ def}

o Il . = {in(X) « ag(X), not ng(X), not undec(X),

ng(X) —in(Y), def(Y, X),

ng(X) «— undec(Y), def(Y, X),

out(X) «— n(Y), def(Y, X),

undec(X ) —ag(X),not in(X),not out(X)}

NLP ITIZ DWW TRDEEMNK D 3D, AR T,

T fin(a) | a € Ar} V5.
FE 3 I OffEa S BEFEETHIE, E = {a|in(a) €
S} %% AF @ admissible set F M F4E. #1Z admissi-
ble set E BFAET X, S|z = {in(a) | a € E} &5 11
DS S WEIET 5.

R1Z ideal extension % FHET % 7z DA HEREL T 1
TT I tr[Ar, def; ideal] 2R AR T, S 2 ES,
X #EAEL LA, S|y ¥ SnX TEETS. [6)|0h
R kR, BI% ) & 2 5IBOERFERL S me Z VD,
EE9 AS = {S|S T DfRESL }, £ = |AS], ¢ &
p=AS — {1,--, &} BLEIEHRNBERETDL. (&)=
RBMEES el LT % S D sid number & LR,

AL TSR [6] & [FRR, idERL = me 2 VT,

Z?’L(a) € Sj s.t. ’L/)(Sj) :] iff mg(a,j) eM (1)
MDD E I DEROMRES S; 1<j <& D
e 2 MG 70 7 T AOMES M IZHDRAEL, 2
NFEWGRE T O V5 LD T ON—ITRIEINDS.
FH 10 Hi50 AF = (Ar, def) »HHEK I NS ideal
BWROAMRE T O 7S L E LT TERT D.

tr[Ar, def; ideal] “rurus

o {HU, T IXHEIBIKIFOUTDIL—IVOEETH D,
P(S) =7 (1<j<E %BBVSeASITDNT
ma(a, j) — . sid(j) < .
o EIIHMNIOBIFDIL—NVDEEGTH D,
1. —ma(Y, N), def(Y, X), in(X).

ideal(N) « sid(N), not attacked(N).
¢(N) «— in(X), ideal(N), not ma(X,N).
d(N) « ideal(N), ma(X, N), not in(X).
— d(N), not ¢(N).

MR T tr[Ar,def;ideal] = TUT UZE IZDWTEHIAT
5. M&#TNIUTUE DffEHLTD L, S=MnNBy (H
U, Bn R I OTNT T VIIE) 111 OfRES (ZEET
W) THY, Ey = in(Ly) = {alin(a) € S|z = M|z}
7% % admissible set Ejs, admissible labelling £ % 3
T MEBIV—NV1O—BEHKNEZARLTHNESDT,

S Grds Lo o
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in(a) € M IZDWT, (bya) € def, 2D ma(b,N) € M
(i.e. in(b) € Sy) RBFMAL b € Ar WIFEAELBZNC
Y R FERT S, BlL admissible set Epp IEW0W0 5
admissible set Ey = {b | in(b) € Sy}(1 < N < ¢)
POHEHBINTWVARNDT, € 1 &Y ideal set T
HB. V=)L 2 3 &Y, ideal(N) € M TH 2% 5IZ,
M IZEVTIZme DT FALUTHDAENZ T D
fRte 4 Sy st (Sny) = N IZKTF % admissible set
En ={b|in(b) € Sy} MEE 1 &V ideal set TH 2
ZEERBEWTD. I 4, 5, 61 [6] DFEEHNT,
NMUTUZE OfFESE M TRE XNz ideal set Epp 3,
ideal(N) € M 723542 T® ideal set Ey (LU THiK,
H1% | ideal extension NENZHET S.

3.2 fEeM/TeMTFECERILE

WL T 0 7S5 MOV TIUFOEHAK Y 37D,
T 4 (F2/T2UEE) E M AF = (Ar,def) O
ideal extension 2 51X, M|z = {in(a)la € E} %%
tr[Ar,def;ideal]) DfEEE M PIFET D, #HiZ, M »
tr[Ar, def;ideal] DFFEEGTH 2% 61, E = {alin(a)
€M} 5% AF O ideal extension E M FHET 5.

T 5 (BRBE) ideal WD T Timil a € Ar 1,
o FEX{k (WL, HITF) Ihd. iff tr[Ar, def; ideal] U
{+ not in(a) } (BN L, U{< not out(a)}) PEFE.

o TNUNDGA, 51 E 01T (ie. defensible).
4 RIF - WREE - 4@

RIFFEDOIRETFIEE ASP VLD DLV & C SiE%
FAWTHERELZ., X5 Java 2T GUI 1 v & —
Tz—A%RFFOYV—INVE UTEEL, JHE - BEINODE
FEtETY YV (7, 8] HEEMREL U 7.

Argumentation Semantice

Semantics | conflict-free  [v] admissible [ | complete [ | stable [ ] semi-stable
[ preferred [Jgrounded  [¢]ideal [ ] stage

Query Argument scepticalty } A |d || debug

File Clidealsample.bt Load Save Start

abcd;

Exh (@, by, ik, 8),0a,c0,0h o), (o) (d, 0)

Admissible set
b, {cl}, {a, o (b}, {1 {a}

Ideal Extension

Result a

%% % Query Evaluation %%%
[d] i= justified.

R

4|

attacked(N) «— mo(Y, M), def(Y, X), ma2(X, N).

2 E#mEFEIVYVO GUI EHIE 1 OFETH

5 HNHOIC

ZOHEmAET VY Y R GUI IZBAE Windows &
U Linux EIZTHME L, A%0O HP EIGEHARFET
H5.

S5k
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