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ever, this may not be the case in real-world scenarios, see [18] for a discussion. In
particular, information received from an agent may change the subjective assess-
ment of its credibility: if an agent often gives good arguments or his information
is confirmed by more credible agents then this agent should be assessed more
credible as well. The dynamics of credibility assessments can be approached by
interpreting credibilities not as annotations but as formulas of the object level
themselves and to use traditional revision methods for them as well. Part of
future work is on investigating this approach within our framework.
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