A PILOT STUDY IN USING ARGUMENTATION FRAMEWORKS FOR
ONLINE DEBATES

FEDERICO CERUTTI" * ALEXIS PALMER™ - ARIEL ROSENFELD" - JAN éNAJDER* - FRANCESCA TONI*

Xii - ix - mmxvi

*Cardiff University - Universitit Heidelberg - “Bar-llan University - * University of Zagreb - * Imperial College London









Adam Wyner Ivan Habernal






Should contraception be covered by health insurance?



#1 Noes because that's not something you need.

+ 12 You probably shouldn't make that blanket statement, without any qualifiers or
exceptions. For many women, birth control pills are very important and are
necessary to daily life

+ #3 What about Viagra, should that be covered by health insurance?

+ #4 Women have the right to choose what to do with their bodies.

+ #5 It is true that women have the right to choose what they wish to do with
their bodies, but they have absolutely no power to force insurance companies
to pay for them. That should be left up to the insurance company, and not the
woman.

+  H6 ..

+ means dispute, see handout. Full debate at http://goo.gl/DZuRdg &


http://goo.gl/DZuRdg













Partial statement
Distractor statement



Y N Partial statement
[ Implicit support of Y




Two statements
Attack over support/attack



Expansion of #2
Relation of unclear nature with #3



Two (inconsistent) statements
Unclear relation with #3
Meta-attack against #4
Meta-support in favour of #6



Expansion of #8
Attack of the meta-attack from #72



Meta-attack




Meta-attack




Attack of support/attack



Attack and meta-attack of #11
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Extensions as a single argument
What about #3?
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Support for Y becomes attack to N (and vice versa)
Regular support arrow becomes sub-argument relation
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Let's ignore the meta-statements for now...



Nobody wins
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QUAD Analysis

Condition Yes No
All argument 0.5 0.875 0.797
All argument 0.5 but: 0.775 0.813

- #2#6: 0.9 (meta support);
- B4#8: 01 (meta attack)
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Let's include attacks on attacks...
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N wins because of #5b’s defence...
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Formalisms Results

Dung's AF Neither Y nor N are acceptable

QUAD Either Y or N can be acceptable depending on the assigned
weights

AFRA N is accepted




- The proposed annotation scheme could be used to produce a set of benchmarks for

a variety of frameworks

- Linkage between Argument Mining and of Computational Argumentation

- Informing strategies regarding which aspects to focus on in order to modify the

outcome of debates, or to make decisions based on debates



- Evaluating other frameworks, e.g., ADF, or GRAPPA

- More thorough investigation of how non-expert annotations made by human

debaters can be used by automatic tools

- Study whether any of the existing NLP methods and tools could be deployed to

support the automatic generation of the initial graphical representation and
annotation scheme

- Study other debates to ascertain the generality or otherwise of the annotation

scheme we identified



(CARDIFF

UNIVERSITY
PRIFYSGOL

(ARRDYD



