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BEEL=HRBEOZEDFREFICEAT & EBRIRE

Empirical investigation of which factor is better to predict if
self-generated explanation is accepted or not, Likeliness or Loveliness
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Abstract

When confronted with unfamiliar events we don't
understand, we generate explanations why they occur and
find the best one among them based on some criterion. In
this research, we explore which criterion, Likeliness or
Loveliness explainers use to evaluate self-generated
explanations. The result showed that the former, Likeliness,
is more useful for predicting if explainers accept their
self-generated explanations.
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