
S4 Appendix. Scenario creation.

This appendix provides further details on how the scenarios used in the study were constructed and
why specific design choices were made.

For this study, we created 20 scenarios to instantiate two abstract argumentation frameworks.
This approach follows prior work on empirical studies of abstract argumentation(e.g. [1, 2]), where
multiple natural-language instantiations of AF are presented to participants in a task.

An important consideration in the design of the scenarios was the large number of factors that
can influence how natural-language arguments are interpreted. These include, for example, the
information contained in arguments, the types of attacks between arguments, the topics of the
scenarios, and the phrasing used in the arguments. Given this wide range of potential sources
of variation, we did not attempt to control each factor individually. Instead, we intentionally
incorporated variation in the formulation and content of arguments across scenarios. This design
choice supports the aim of this study to test whether hypotheses hold across diverse scenarios, rather
than being tied to specific phrasings or contexts.

At the same time, this design choice comes with an inherent limitation: although the scenarios
are structurally equivalent from the perspective of abstract argumentation, they are not necessarily
interpreted as such by participants. As a result, some variation in participant responses across
scenarios is to be expected. We did take several measures to reduce this variation in responses:

• Standardized presentation. The presentation of scenarios to participants was standardized
(see S2 Appendix). In each scenario, the topic argument was introduced first, and participants
were instructed to assume it to be true. The arguments that attack the topic argument are then
explicitly presented as counterarguments. The remaining arguments, consisting of defenders of
the topic argument and unrelated arguments, are subsequently listed as ‘other arguments’, from
which participants can select explanations, that is, possible defenders of the topic argument.
By explicitly identifying counterarguments and indicating the direction of attack, the design
reduces ambiguity about how the arguments relate to one another. Additionally, it ensures that
the arguments that need to be countered in order to defend the topic argument are explicitly
introduced.

• Grounding in prior work. Prior research shows that participants can reliably identify
defending arguments, even when arguments and attacks vary in phrasing and type [3, 4]. The
formulation of our scenarios was therefore informed by earlier work in which participants
successfully recognized the relation between arguments in natural language [1, 2, 5].

• Topic diversity. Scenarios covered a variety of topics in which arguments and disagreements
might happen. The three main themes among the topics are business, science, and entertainment.
Participants were probably familiar with these topics, and they are written in such a way that
no prior knowledge is needed to understand the scenarios.
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