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DL-Lite Argumentation:
Foundations



Argumentation

Intuition:

Basis by which people protect their
beliefs or self-interests in rational
dialogue, in common parlance, and
during the process of arguing.




Argumentation

Intuition:

Set of interrelated
pieces of knowledge
supporting a claim.
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DL-Lite Argumentation:
Conflict and Attack
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Final Remarks




Ongoing Work

* More expressive DLs may be handled
with the argumentative approach.

* Ontology change may be tackled
through dynamics of arguments.

= » Argument Theory Change

In AAAIl 2008
(Moguillansky et al.)
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