ANTICIPATING OBJECTIONS IN ARGUMENTATION

It has rightly been emphasized in the litamatn argumentation that a well developed
capacity to recognize and counter argumentativeablons is an important rhetorical
skill. Leff (1999, 510). He remarked that the elegce of the most eminent orators, such
as Demosthenes, Cicero, Burke and Lincoln, is basaldialectical sensibility marked
by a well-developed capacity to recognize and cenuaatgumentative objections. We now
have fairly well developed tools for the identificen, analysis and evaluation of
arguments, we appear to have no tools specifisllbyvn to be useful for recognizing
and countering argumentative objections duringptioeess of constructing an argument.
Techniques for anticipating and to responding feaions that might possibly be made
against an argument do not appear to have beeledtvelry much at all in the current
literature on argumentatidrit is a neglected topic in current research egfort

The word ‘prolepsis’, which comes from the €evordprolambaneinto anticipate,
can have a variety of meanings. One is a figusgpeech in which a future event is
referred to before it happens. For example, “If y@luthe cops, you're a dead man”.
Another species of this meaning is the use of alwoanticipation of the circumstances
that would make it applicable. For example, indbatence, ‘They drained the lake dry’,
the term ‘dry’ only applies after the lake has bdegined. A third meaning is a
philosophical concept used in ancient epistemolngipicurus and the Stoics to indicate
a preconception, a pre-theoretical notion thatlead to true knowledge of the world. A
fourth meaning is the anticipation and answeringrobbjection or argument before
one’s opponent has put it forward. A fifth meaniago refer to any figure of speech or
text of discourse that anticipates some respomgktheat incorporates some attempt to
reply to the response in advance of its being eitpplimade. For example, it might refer
to a statement made in a narrative that referentegpart of the story told later. A sixth
meaning is a special instance of the fifth callealgptic argumentation in this paper. It
refers to an argument (or some other type of moaggumentation, like asking a
guestion), that contains a reply to some potenbgction to the argument that might
undermine or attack it, or at least raise doubtaiathe acceptability of the argument.

The art of anticipating objections is fundamadiyg important for improving critical
skills of the kind needed in writing a position papBut it would seem impossible to
anticipate all the kinds of objections that mightrbade to a given argument. How could
students of critical thinking be taught to develbjs skill, or at least be offered some
useful resources? Two methods are proposed ip#pusr.

1. A Simple Example

At first sight, it looks like it might be fdyr easy to analyze proleptic argumentation
using the existing resources of argumentation théldre device of using proleptic
argumentation is to anticipate a counter-argumgmhaking an objection or rebuttal, a
counter-counter-argument against the existing @argument. It looks like this sort of
structure can be easily modeled by an ordinaryragg diagram, using the following
method. First we diagram the original argumentntive add to the diagram by showing
how the counter-argument can be used to attackrtpmal argument. Then we

! Some have tried to convince me that ancimsistheory is such a tool, but | remain unconvinced.



anticipate the counter-argument by building a ceatgument to that counter-argument,
and display the structure of all three argumentarmargument diagram. This
methodology seems pretty straightforward, and nagerespects it is useful up to a
point in helping to display the structure of prdle@rgumentation in any given case.

Let us consider a simple example to show Hosvanalysis works.

The Global Warming Example

Climate scientist Bruce, whose research is notddraly industries that have financial
interests at stake, says that it is doubtful thatate change is caused by carbon
emissions.

The argument in the global warming example canldesdied as proleptic because it
anticipates the objection that Bruce’s researdiiased, because it is funded by industries
that have financial interests at stake. This cauatgument is quite a common kind of
objection in debates on global warming.

The argument in the global warming examplelmaclassified as an argument from
expert opinion, and an analyzed as having theviatig form, with three premises.

The Global Warming Example as an Argument from Ex@g@inion

Bruce is an expert on climate science.

Climate change is in the domain of climate science.

Bruce says that it is doubtful that climate charsgeaused by carbon emissions.
Therefore it is doubtful that climate change isseliby carbon emissions.

The global warming argument also contains a statethat anticipates a potential
objection. The objection could be analyzed as caagrof the following two statements.

Objection
Bruce’s research is funded by industries that Higacial interests at stake.
Bruce is biased.

The first statement gives a reason to supportebergl one. The second one is serious
objection, because it would undercut the origimglanent from opinion. The opinion of
a biased expert is not trustworthy or credible. @lhegation that the expert is biased,
especially if a reason can be given to back iteipgs to make the expert’s opinion less
plausible than it might be otherwise.

Based on this kind of analysis of the globaltming argument as proleptic, some
fairly standard sort of analyses of the structdrthe argument can be given that helps us
to understand how proleptic argumentation workse @ay of doing this is to represent



the proleptic part of the argument as giving addai support to the conclusion. This
suggestion can be represented visually by analyhiegtructure of the argument using
an argument diagram. One way is to show the streiets a linked argument in which the
proleptic premise goes along with the other premisghe argument from expert opinion
to support the conclusion.

Bruce is an Bruce says it is doubtful Bruce’s research is
expert on that climate change is not funded by
climate change. caused by carbon industries that have
emissions. financial interests at
stake.

Argument from Expert Opinion

A 4

It is doubtful that climate change is
caused by carbon emissions.

Figure 1: Proleptic Argumentation as Linked

According to this way of representing the argumdrg,premise that Bruce has nothing
financially to gain is part of the argument fronpext opinion that functions as additional
assumption helping to support it. But is this add@l premise really part of the
argument from expert opinion? That depends on wiedaibke to be the premises in the
argumentation scheme for argument from expert opirhrgumentation schemes are
stereotypical patterns of reasoning used in evgrgdaversational argumentation, and in
other contexts as well, like legal and scientifigitanentation. They represent patterns of
non-deductive reasoning that have long been studiatyumentation theoRyIn section
3 we will examine the argumentation scheme for argnut from expert opinion and ask
the question of which premises should be spec#dgedart of the scheme itself, as
opposed to being external considerations outsiels¢heme. Before examining this
guestion, we also need to consider the possibiiay the premise that Bruce has nothing
to gain should be seen as falling outside the sehem

According to another way of viewing prolepdigumentation, the proleptic premise
is seen as an additional argument that is sep@icabethe argument from expert opinion,

2 The study of argumentation schemes, or formsaifraent that capture stereotypical patterns of human
reasoning, is at the core of argumentation rese&ebent work (Walton, Reed and Macagno, 2008)
provides a systematic analysis of many common sebeand a compendium of 68 schemes. This work
surveys not only the history of argumentation sobgrbut also covers the latest state of the auttsesf
research efforts in artificial intelligence to systatically classify and codify the schemes. Histly,
schemes are the descendants of Aristotle’s toluing, thought to be useful for inventing and evahat
arguments. Schemes have been studied by Hasti8§3)(IlPerelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969),
Kienpointner (1992), Pollock (1995), Walton (199&hd Grennan (1997).



one that provides independent evidence suppottieganclusion. This way of viewing
the argument is visualized in figure 2.

Bruce’s research is
Bruce is an Bruce says it is doubtful not funded by
expert on that climate change is industries that have
climate change. caused by carbon financial interests at
emissions. stake.

Argument from Expert Opinion

\ 4

It is doubtful that climate change
is caused by carbon emissions. [~

Figure 2: Proleptic Argumentation as Convergent

According to this way of representing the argumdrg,premise that Bruce has nothing
financially to gain is not part of the argumentfrexpert opinion that functions as
additional assumption of presumption helping topguipit. It is an independent reason
supporting the conclusion. This way of viewing ptic argumentation seems better, in
that it sees the premise that Bruce’s researcbtifunded by industries that have
financial interests at stake as a separate froracheme for argument from expert
opinion. It is an additional supportive argumergtthoosts up the argument from expert
opinion, but it is not a premise within this forrhasgument itself.

These first two ways of modeling prolepticargentation represent the proleptic
premise as anticipating and reacting in advang@®$sible ways that the conclusion
might be attacked. But the structure of proleptguanentation can also be viewed by an
analysis that goes deeper into its structure. Aliogrto a third analysis, the real thrust or
function of the assertion that Bruce has nothingricially to gain is to anticipate and
rebut the potential objection that Bruce is biases. this objection of bias that is really
harmful to the argument. The assertion that Brwaertothing financially to gain
anticipates the bias objection and gives a reastimrik that it is not true.

The structure of the proleptic argumentatiocoading to this third analysis can be
shown very well by an Araucaria argument diagranaukaria is an automated argument
diagramming system developed by Glenn Rowe ands@eed at the University of
Dunde€’ It can represent the distinction between linked esnvergent arguments, and
also has a repository for sets of argumentatioersels, like the scheme for argument

3 Araucaria is a software tool for analysing argutaet aids a user in reconstructing and diagrangraim
argument using a simple point-and-click interfaliee software also supports argumentation schemes.
Version 3_1 is available (free) at: http://araugad®mputing.dundee.ac.uk/



from expert opinion, that can be applied to indiiatarguments (Reed and Rowe, 2004).
Figure 3 shows how Araucaria represents the priclepgumentation in the Bruce
example. Figure 3 shows the argument from expeniapin the Bruce example on the
right. It has three premises joined together iimleeld argument supporting the conclusion
that global warming is real. Around these threerpses and the conclusion is a shaded
border showing how the premises are connectecetodhclusion, and the name of the
argumentation scheme for argument from expert opirs displayed just above the
conclusion. This display shows how the parts ofsffgeiment are connected together and
how parts of them are based on the argumentattmense for argument from expert
opinion. On the left, the statement Bruce is bidseshown in a shaded box joined by a
double arrow to the conclusion of the argument fexpert opinion. The double arrow
represents what is called refutation in AraucdRiefutation is like negation. Refutation
occurs where one statement is put forward as aokatin another statement, presenting a
reason why this other statement should not be &edep

Argument from Expert
Opinion

ft iz doubtful that climate
change is caused by carbon
Errissions.

Bruce iz biazed.

T

Bruce = research iz funded by
industries that have financial
interests at stake.

Clirmate chanhge iz inthe domain ||Bruce says that it is doubttul Bruce iz an expert on climate
of clitnste science. that climate change iz caused  ||science.
by carban emizsions.

Figure 3:AraucariaDiagram for Proleptic Argument in the Global WangiExample

Underneath that statement that Bruce is biasesh@sn in figure 3, there is an argument
that supports this claim. Thus we can see in figutlee structure of the potential
objection from bias to the argument from expernhag in the global warming example.
Visualizing the structure in this way, it is podsibo see how the original argument in the
global warming example functions as a prolepticargnt designed to anticipate the
potential refutation based on a claim of bias.

An even deeper analysis of the proleptic amputiation in the global warming
example can be offered once we realize that ibisroon knowledge in the debate on
global warming climate change skeptics are ofterdéa by corporations who have
something to gain by promoting the skeptical vielwpdNaste produced by corporations
is an important factor in carbon emissions thatsaggosedly a significant cause of
climate change. Any audience of the climate chategmte would presumably know
these facts. These generally accepted opinionsl dmuseen as the basis of the bias
objection that could be potentially directed agaihe argument from expert opinion in



the global warming example. This way of representire proleptic argumentation in the
global warming example, by basing it on common Kkeodlg€', is shown in figure 4.

Bruce’s research is not

. . funded by industries that
Bruce is an Bruce'says itis douptful have financial interests
expert on that climate change is

. at stake.
climate change. caused by carbon
emissions. v

Anticipates Objection

Argument from Expert Opinion

\ 4

A

—— Climate change skeptics are
Objection often funded by corporations

Y

It is doubtful that climate change

is caused by carbon emissions. Corporations have financial
interests at stake.

Figure 4: Argument in the Global Warming Examples& on Common Knowledge

This analysis is comparable to the one shown umr&@ in that the objection anticipated
in the analysis shown in figure 4 could also beweé as one of bias. In the structure
visualized in figure 4, the two assertions thahelie change skeptics are often funded by
corporations and corporations have financial irsisrat stake can be seen as premises in
a linked argument supporting the objection thatekygert on climate change cited in the
argument from expert opinion could be biased. Tlegation that the expert is biased is
a powerful form of attack that could rebut the angmt from expert opinion. This
analysis shows how proleptic argumentation workbswahat its basic structure is. A
proleptic argument is similar to any ordinary arguntnexcept that it builds in a potential
objection to the given argument in advance of tigé¢ction being made.

The analysis given so far is not only theaadly useful, but could be of practical use
in the identification, analysis and evaluation oflpptic arguments. However, as a
theoretical analysis of the structure of such arguis) it is incomplete. The other
component required to analyze this kind of arguie@m is the notion of argumentation
as an orderly sequence of dialog moves in whichigyaants take turns putting forward
arguments and responding with moves like makingalgns. The normal sequence of
events in such a dialog is that the proponent fautgard an argument at one move, and
then at the next move the respondent poses antioinjéc that argument. Then in a third
move, the proponent can reply to the objectione&@hmoves are involved. However, in
proleptic argumentation the order of the dialogusege of moves is different. In this

* Govier (1992, p. 120), categorized a propositionammon knowledge if it states something known by
virtually everyone, for example, ‘Human beings hhearts’. Freeman (1995, p. 269) called a propositi
common knowledge if many, most or all people acéef@ommon knowledge has also now become an
important concept in artificial intelligence.



kind of argumentation, we only have the proponeattgiment, and the respondent has
not yet made the objection. In advance of the nedpot having made the objection, the
proponent puts forward the argument already coimgia response to that objection. In
proleptic argumentation, there is only one actuavenn the dialog, and the sequence of
three moves is encapsulated in the one move.

This sort of analysis shows much more prorofggrobing more deeply into the
structure of proleptic argumentation in order toyae a theory of that structure. We
need two components. First, we need an argumegitasiig or some comparable structure
that shows how the objection is made as a coumgemaent or refutation attacking the
original argument. Second, we need an analysi®wfdrgumentation is normally
composed of a sequence of moves in which the twacipants take turns, and where
typically one party puts forward and argument dreldther party in the next move
makes an objection to that argument. To analyzedbinponent we need the notion of
the dialog structure. Since both argument diagramasdialog structures are fairly well
developed tools of argumentation analysis, it waddm that analyzing proleptic
argumentation is a task that should be within sasg. However, there is a problem.

2. Argumentation Schemes and Critical Questions

The argument diagram in figure 1 offers atfartclue as to how proleptic
argumentation might be analyzed. Shown on the sgi# of figure 1 is the
argumentation scheme for argument from expert opirin a case where the scheme of
an argument is known, this knowledge could be exag helpful for us in trying to
anticipate what kinds of objections might be mawthat argument.

The scheme representing argument from expantarpwas formulated in (Walton,
1997, p. 210), with some minor notational chafges follows E is an autonomous
agent of a kind that can possess knowledge in soiiect domain. The domain of
knowledge, or subject domain, is represented bydhi@ableD for a domain of
knowledge. It is assumed that the domain of knogdecbntains a set of propositions.

Argument from Expert Opinion (Version 1)

Major Premise: Sourdg is an expert in domaiD@ containing propositio.

Minor PremiseE asserts that propositigh(in domainD) is true (false).
Conclusion:A may plausibly be taken to be true (false).

As shown in (Walton, 1997) any given instance oasgument from expert opinion
needs to be evaluated in a dialog where an oppdresgondent) can ask critical

guestions. The six basic critical questions matgtiie appeal to expert opinion (Walton,
1997, p. 223) are the following.

® Earlier versions used the varialfl¢o represent the field of knowledge, while thesi@n above uses the
domainD of knowledge. It is assumed in some cases thatrdifit fields can be identified that represent
identifiable domains of knowledge.



1. Expertise QuestiorHow knowledgeable i& as an expert source?

2. Field Questionls E an expert in the fiel® thatA is in?

3. Opinion QuestionWhat didE assert that implie&?

4. Trustworthiness Questiofs E personally reliable as a source?

5. Consistency Questiols A consistent with what other experts assert?
6. Backup Evidence Questids E's assertion based on evidence?

If a respondent asks one of the six critical questj a burden of proof is shifted back to
the proponent’s side to reply appropriately. ThHearagof a critical question from the
above list defeats the argument from expert opiteomporarily until the critical question
has been answered successfully.

In Araucaria, critical questions matching aguenent that has a particular scheme can
be displayed on a menu when the scheme is appliggttargument in a diagram
structure. For example, in figure 2, the globalmiaig example is displayed in the two
boxes in the pane on the right, and its argumaematheme is displayed in the two
boxes in the pane on the left. Some critical qoestcorresponding to the argument are
listed in the box at the bottom. This kind of infation could be very useful to someone
who wants to put forward the argument in the glat@iming example by making it into
a proleptic argument. The arguer could look throtinghlist of critical questions and ask
herself which of these might be a particularly @asi objection to the argument she is
putting forward.

3

Select scheme:

|Argument from Expert Opinion |v'|

Scheme Argument

Premises Premises

E is an expertin domain D Climate change is in the domain of climate | |

E assers that A is known to be true science.

Ais within D Bruce says that it is doubtful that climate change |=
is caused by carbon emissions. o
Bruce is an expert an climate science -

Conclusion Conclusion

Aomay (plausibhy) be taken to he true. Itis doubtful that climate change is caused by
carbon emissions.

Critical questions

Is E a genuine expert in DY

Did E really assertthat Ais known to be true?
Iz the expert's pronouncement directly quoted? Ifnot, is a reference to the ariginal source given? Canithe |=
checked?
Ifthe expert advice is not quoted, does it look like important information or qualifications may have been [
left out?

If more than one expert source has heen cited, is each authority quoted separately? Could there he
disagreements among the cited authorities?

ID

1]

OK Cancel




Figure 5: Araucaria Scheme Menu for Argument froxpéit Opinion

That tool of using critical questions as a devimeanticipating objections to an argument
could become even more powerful as critical subtipres under each of the leading
critical questions are formulated. The arguer cawdtionly anticipate an objection at one
level by finding a critical question that appliesthe argument, but could even probe
more deeply into a possible objections by lookihgpeecific critical subquestions under a
given critical question.

The six main critical questions for argumentii expert opinion were presented
above. However, under each of these main critisaktions a set of subquestions has
been recognized through studies of many examplasgoiment from expert opinion in
conversational argumentation. The list below i®takom the summary in (Godden and
Walton 2006, pp. 278-279).

1.Expertise QuestiarHow credible i€ as an expert source?

1.1 What isE's name, job or official capacity, location, and@ayer?

1.2 What degrees, professional qualifications or deetfon by licensing agencies ddes
hold?

1.3 Can testimony of peer experts in the same fieldiben to supporE’'s competence?

1.4 What isE's record of experience, or other indications afqticed skill inD?

15 What isE's record of peer-reviewed publications or conttitws to knowledge iD?

2.Field Questionls E an expert in the field th& is in?

2.1 Is the field of expertise cited in the appeal aujea area of knowledge, or area of
technical skill that supports a claim to knowledge?

2.2 If Eis an expert in a field closely related to thédfieited in the appeal, how close is
the relationship between the expertise in the felol$?

2.3 Is the issue one where expert knowledgaripfield is directly relevant to deciding
the issue?

2.4 Is the field of expertise cited an area where tlageechanges in techniques or rapid

developments in new knowledge, and if so, is thEeexup-to-date in these developments?
3.0pinion QuestionWhat didE assert that implie&?

3.1 WasE quoted in asserting? Was a reference to the source of the quote garah,
can it be verified thaE actually saidA?

3.2 If E did not sayA exactly, then what di& assert, and how wasinferred?

3.3 If the inference to A was based on more than oeenjse, could one premise have

come fromE and the other from a different expert? If sohisré evidence of disagreement
between what the two experts (separately) asserted?

34 Is whatE asserted clear? If not, was the process of irg&afon of whak said by the
respondent who usdgls opinion justified? Are other interpretations yméble? Could
important qualifications be left out?

4. Trustworthiness Questiots E personally reliable as a source?

4.1 Is E biased?

4.2 Is E honest?

4.3 Is E conscientious?
5.Consistency Questiofs A consistent with what other experts assert?

51 DoesA have general acceptancelf

5.2 If not, canE explain why not, and give reasons why there igigagdence foA?
6.Backup Evidence Questiols E's assertion based on evidence?

6.1 What is the internal evidence the expert used Heosarrive at this opinion as her

conclusion?
6.2 If there is external evidence, e.g. physical evigereported independently of the

expert, can the expert deal with this adequately?
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6.3 Can it be shown that the opinion given is not dra ts scientifically unverifiable?

Having a list of critical subquestions of this sibwdt fit in a tree-like structure under the
original set of critical questions could be vergiusg in helping us to analyze the logical
structure of proleptive argumentation, and everséaing how an automated system to
assist with proleptive argumentation could be bdtinsider once again the original
Bruce example: climate scientist Bruce, whose rebeia not funded by industries that
have financial interests at stake, says that glalaaiing is real. The problems are to see
why the expression, ‘whose research is not fungeddustries that have financial
interests at stake’, is there in the argument, whlatit plays, and how it could be
predicted that such an expression appears in gugrant. There is also the practical
guestion of seeing if there is any way a technofogyroleptive argumentation could be
built that could advise an arguer to build in segpressions that would have an effective
proleptive function in anticipation objections timaight be made to the argument. This
practical question is more of a question for argataigon technology, but if we could
understand how the structure of proleptive arguatenmt works, it could be very helpful
for building such a technology.

Once it is recognized that the global warmangument fits the argumentation scheme
for argument from expert opinion, we already knovadvance what the standard critical
guestions are corresponding to this scheme. Whéiawe to do is connect up the
expression, ‘whose research is not funded by imegissthat have financial interests at
stake’ with one or more of these critical questionsubquestions. We also know that the
trustworthiness question is one of these questamdwe even know from the more
detailed list above, that the bias question isbtmgastion of the trustworthiness question.
What is missing is the link between bias and hawitigancial interest at stake in
something being discussed. This link may not bd kaestablish. One way we could
establish that link would be to have a furtherdftritical subquestions under the bias
critical subquestion that asks whether and argasrafinancial interest at stake. In the
tree structure of critical questions and subquastiand subquestions of the
subquestions, there would be a path between thamalitrustworthiness question and the
guestion about having a financial interest at stdkés tree structure would give us a way
of analyzing the Bruce argument to show what timetion of the expression ‘whose
research is not funded by industries that haventiizd interests at stake’ is in the
argument. In other words, the device of criticaésfions would give us a way of
analyzing the logical structure of proleptic argumation. It might even give us a
beginning step in the project of devising an argotaton technology based on
argumentation schemes and critical questions tbatdvenable an arguer to search for
objections that could be anticipated.

This solution would appear to work in casks the global warming example where
the given argument fits a known argumentation sehigke an argument from expert
opinion, and where the objection corresponds toeskmown critical question or
subquestion matching the scheme. But there are otbee complex cases where these
conditions are not met. In some cases of prolgggamentation, the potential refutation
forming the objection to the arguer needs to contfie not a critical question, but a
counter-argument. There can be all kinds of possiblnter-arguments to a given
argument, and they can take many forms. To antei@aounter-argument that one’s
opponent may be likely to use in any given disaussvould seem to be a much harder
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task. The counterargument could be an argumentamigtsort of argumentation scheme,
possibly one quite different from the argumentaBoheme matching the original
argument. How to predict the second argument fraly knowing the first one would
seem to be quite difficult task. It would seemequire much knowledge of the context
of the discussion and the common strategies ofsomgponent in that discussion. The
next step is to examine an example of this sort.

It needs to be mentioned here that thereare$undamental questions about
argumentation schemes and proleptic argumentséeat to be asked. In its simplest
form, the scheme for argument from expert opinian loe expressed as follovisis an
expert;E says thaf; thereforeA is true. In outline, this abbreviated form of saheme
expresses the basic thrust of an argument fromreapmion. Hence this basic form has
explanatory power, for example, in teaching crittbanking skills. But what about the
other premises in the standard version of the seRénvhat about the premise tlais an
expert in an identifiable domain of knowledgeand the premise that the propositions
asserted b¥ falls into domairD? Are these premises to be classified as proleptido
they represent premises that are essential tar¢joen@ntation scheme?

3. A More Complex Example

The more complex example treated in this saaiso involves the global warming
debate. To treat the example we need to begin &tglsing out the context of this debate.
The conflict of opinions in the global warming débés a little difficult to pin down,
because several propositions appear to be at isstithe basic contention on each side
in the current debate could be specified as follgkegording to the currently dominant
view, there is a warming of the climate system edusy the release of greenhouse gases
from the burning of fossil fuels that is causingl l@nsequences, like longer droughts,
worse heat waves, and more flood-causing rainsorotg to the contrary view,
measurements indicating that there is a global wagrare flawed, and if there is any
warming, it is not caused by human activities. preents of the contrary view are
sometimes called greenhouse doubters. They distiked) called deniers, but their
opponents often call them naysayers. They coulchbied skeptics, to use a more neutral
term. Given this brief outline of the context oétliebate, we also need to make a few
remarks about how it fits into the classificatidritypes of dialogues standardly used in
argumentation theory. To begin with, it fits inteetmodel called the persuasion dialogue
or critical discussion in which there is an inittanflict of opinions, and the purpose of
the dialog is to resolve this conflict of opinidmg means of rational argumentation.

The type of persuasion dialogue or criticakdssion could be classified as being of
the dissent rather than the dispute type. In thpude type of persuasion dialog each
participant has a proposition to be proved calisbh her thesis, and the thesis of the
proponent is the opposite (negation) of the thekibke respondent. The dispute type of
dialog is symmetrical while the dissent type oflaligis asymmetrical in the following
sense. In the dissent type of persuasion dialogtbel one proponent has a proposition to
be proved, and the role of the respondent is tbdmagt on the attempts of the proponent
to prove her thesis by rational argumentationhindispute type of dialog each
participant has a positive burden of proof, welthie dissent type of dialog, only the one
side has a positive burden of proof.
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With this account of the context of dialogmind, we can now proceed to an
examination of the example. The following argumeas found in &ewsweelarticle on
controversies about global warmih@he argument cited was put forward by advocates
of global warming, in response to arguments ofrtbeiics portraying scientific opinion
as divided. The critics cited a petition signedoler 100 scientists and others, including
TV weathermen, who had said that they cannot sildestw the view of global warming
that claims it causes climate catastrophes. Theg-jvernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) is an international body that pedaltly assesses climate research.

The Scientific Truth Example

Scientific truth is not decided by majority votd,course (ask Galileo), but the number of reseasche
whose empirical studies find that the world is wingrand that human activity is partly responsible
numbered in the thousands even then. The IPCCtriggoed this year, for instance, was written byeno
than 800 climate researchers and vetted by 2,580t&ts from 130 nations.

In this case, both sides in the controversy atiagrio use argument from expert opinion
to support their views. The majority of climateesdists now side with the advocates of
global warming, and the use of argument from expgiriion citing this majority seems
to be their strongest argument. The leading argtiofahe skeptics is that there is
uncertainty on any matter as complex as global wegnThe skeptics are using their
petition to try to portray science as hopelesslyddid on the matter of global warming.

One can see that the argumentation in thetfatetruth example is proleptic. It is an
argument from expert opinion of a particular sbhettseems susceptible to a particular
kind of objection. Part of the argument presenteunter-argument to this objection. An
analysis of the argumentation in the example isgmied below in a series of stages. In
this series, the original argument is formulatbéntthe potential objection to it is
formulated, finally, and the objection to this atijen is formulated.

Argument from Expert Opinion

The IPCC report supports the hypothesis of glokiming.

The IPCC report was written by scientists who aigees.

Therefore the hypothesis of global warming is pilales

Objection

The global warming skeptics say that scientifionogm on global warming is divided.

If other experts disagree, that finding casts tyy@thesis of global warming into doubt.

® Sharon Begley, ‘The Truth about DenidfewsweekAugust 13, 2007, 20-29.
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There was a petition signed by over 100 sciengistsothers, including TV weathermen
who said they do not accept the hypothesis of dglabaming.

Therefore there is reasonable doubt concerningypethesis of global warming.
Reply to Objection

The IPCC report endorsing the hypothesis of glae@aining was written by more than
800 climate researchers and vetted by 2,500 ssisritom 130 nations.

Acceptance by a majority of scientists supportshypthesis of global warming even if
some scientists do not accept it.

Therefore the hypothesis of global warming is plaleseven though there may be some
grounds for doubt about it.

Objection to Reply to Objection
Scientific truth is not decided by majority vote.
In the case of Galileo, the majority was againgrgdic truth.

The argument in the part quoted above reducesitorders game. Over 100 scientists
signed the petition supporting the view of the siosp Response, the argument quoted
from Newsweekites a report written by more than 800 climateeschers and vetted by
2,500 scientists. According to the numbers, thggiarent appears to overwhelm the
argument from expert opinion previously put forwasdthe skeptics, whose petition
only contained signatures of just over 100 scientBut this argument appears, in one
respect, to be a bit ridiculous, for appeal to expeentific opinion as a form of
argument should not merely be a numbers game WAt make the argument risk
being open to the objection that it has now becamappeal to popular opinion, a form
of argument recognized generally as being fallagids the argument put it, “scientific
truth is not decided by majority vote”. The argurmewven cites the case of Galileo, who
was forced to recant his scientifically based apirthat the earth orbits around the sun
because it conflicted with the majority view of tiirae that the sun orbited around the
earth. What is suggested is that just becausepogit®mn is accepted by a broad majority
at the time, including even a majority of the stigs or experts, it does not necessarily
follow that this proposition is true. Indeed sciBatresearch has shown us time and time
again that widely accepted popular opinions hawnlpFoven to be false.

In this case, the argument is proleptic beeatuguts forward the argument that global
warming is supported by a majority of scientistgexially climate researchers who are
specialists on matters of global warming, but ideld within this argument is a reply to a
potential rebuttal. The rebuttal is the argumeat #tientific truth is not decided by
majority vote, and therefore this argument putforgh numbers indicating that the
majority of scientists support the view of globamming is fallacious. The objection is
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that it makes the argument a mere appeal to popplaion, a type of argument shown to
be fallacious by the famous case of Galileo.

The argument is proleptic because it antieipat possible objection in response to
that objection by trying to rebut it in advancetioé objection being made. This argument
is a particularly interesting one to examine, bseatiinvolves two argumentation
schemes, argument from expert opinion and argufmamt popular opinion. The
argument initially put forward takes the form of amgument from expert opinion, as
shown in figure 6.

The IPCC report supports the The IPCC report was written by
hypothesis of global warming. scientists who are experts.
A Argument from Expert Opinion
Objection Y

Therefore the hypothesis of
global warming is plausible.

If other experts disagree There was a petition signed by over 10D
that finding casts the scientists and others, including TV
hypothesis of global weathermen who said they do not accept
warming into doubt. the hypothesis of global warming.

Figure 6: Objection to the Argument in the Sciaafifruth Example

This objection carries weight because it castotiggnal argument from expert opinion
into doubt by giving a reason to think that otheperts do not agree with the original
claim made. It follows up the opening made by thesistency critical question matching
the scheme for argument from expert opinion.

In the second part of the analysis of thergdic truth example above, an objection to
this objection is put forward, relating to the &aly called argument from popular
opinion. Although traditionally regarded as a feylathis form of argument is not always
fallacious. Arguments from general acceptance terime weak, and in many instances
they only carry much weight by being back up orl8bered” by other arguments they are
combined with (Walton, 1997). In such cases, anraent of this sort can be reasonable
as a means of shifting a burden of proof to thewside in a dialogue. However, in some
cases they do not apply. For example in a scientifjuiry, an argument based on
general acceptance could be inappropriate, andl cahitly be seen as a fallacious
argument from popular opinion. The objection to dhgection in the scientific truth
example is based on these factors.



15

To respond in advance to the potential rebtdtthe argument represented in figure 6,
a clause is put in claiming that scientific truttoald not be decided by majority opinion.
The form of the rebuttal to the argument showrigare 6, based on this objection, is
shown in figure 7.

The IPCC report endorsing the Acceptance by a majority of
hypothesis of global warming was scientists supports the
written by more than 800 climate hypothesis of global
researchers and vetted by 2,500 warming, even if some
scientists from 130 nations. scientists do not accept it.

Argument from General Acceptance

A

v Rebuttal
Therefore the hypothesis of ——
global warming is plausiblg Scientific truth In the case of
even though there may be is not decided Galileo, the majority
some grounds for doubt by majority was against
about it. vote. scientific truth.

Figure 7: Rebuttal to the Initial Argument in theié&htific Truth Example

In figure 7, the argument supporting the initigd@mnent in the scientific truth example is
shown in the two text boxes at the top. Howevas, dngument is labeled in figure 7 as
an argument from general acceptance, a form ohagguthat is sometimes fallacious.
The rebuttal shown in figure 7 attacks the applcabf the argumentation scheme for
the argument from general acceptance, also knowmeaargument from popular opinion,
to the argument previously put forward. The redtgues that this form of argument
does not properly apply in this case because sicetntith is not decided by a majority
vote, as in the Galileo case.

The objection to the reply to the objectioespecially interesting, because it pits one
argumentation scheme against another. First, thecates of the global warming
hypothesis use argument from expert opinion to sttgpeir view. Anticipating the
objection from the skeptics that there are expehs dissent from this view, they add
that a large number of scientists, perhaps eveajarity, support this view. However,
they also appear to be aware of another kind cfatigin that the skeptics might put
forward: to argue that acceptance by a majorityoéntists is a reason for accepting a
hypothesis is a mere argument from popular opiradype of argument known to be
fallacious. To counter this objection they statat gtientific truth is not decided by
majority vote, and cite the case of Galileo. Ofrsay this is the very case that might be
used against their argument.

The proleptic argumentation in this examplefia different kind than that represented
in the global warming example. In the scientifiatkr example, the arguer basically uses
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the argument that she has more experts on hetledehe climate skeptics do. This
could be seen as a kind of argument from expertiopibut a rather unusual one that
appeals to the number of experts. This argumeitseff responds to the consistency
critical question of whether the opinion of thigext is consistent with what other
experts assert. But over and above that, theme &van more interesting kind of proleptic
argumentation involved. The arguer is respondintpégootential objection by citing the
sheer number of experts on her side, she is ugnugeatially fallacious argument from
popular opinion. The objection is that scientifigth should not be decided merely by the
number of scientists who accept a particular opinichis objection is a tricky one, and
not too easy to deal with, the point to be made Ieethat the arguer in the scientific truth
example is trying to anticipate this objection amdespond to it with the
counterargument in advance of its being made byppipesition in the debate.

It helps us to know the context of the glolvatming debate as outlined above,
because we know that the global warming skeptiesrea vulnerable position, since
only a minority of experts on climate science supptheir view. Knowing this context,
we can see why the proponents of global warming wastress that the majority of
experts agree with their view, and that the viewoadted by the other side is a minority
view. If they can further argue that this minonigw is somehow biased, for example
through having something to gain by advocatingrtbpposed the viewpoint, these facts
can be the basis for a powerful attack againsvign& of the skeptics.

Given the context of the global warming debate can easily see why proponents of
global warming use the proleptic argumentatiorhedcientific truth example to get the
skeptics. We can analyze the argumentation, asealaod see how it works, but it is
much harder to try to figure out how such a prateptgument could be constructed in
advance from the data we have. We know that thenaegt is based on the scheme for
argument from expert opinion. And we know sometlabhgut the context of dialog
concerning the global warming debate. What we damiw is how these two pieces of
data can be put together to anticipate the objectind to encapsulate it into the
argument from expert opinion so that it is in resg®to a kind of objection that could
plausibly be made against it.

4. Dialog Systems

A formal dialog system for argumentation Hagé¢ stages — an opening stage, an
argumentation stage and a closing stage. Theisvarparticipants, called the proponent
and the respondent, who take turns making movés1im of speech acts, like asking a
guestion, asserting a statement, putting forwardrgament, or retracting a commitment.
The participants cooperate by taking turns makimegé moves, and a formal dialog
system has rules that define the permitted typ@sases, and whether a move is an
appropriate response to a prior move made by ther plarty. Each type of dialog has a
communal goal, closure rules determine when a ceteplsequence of moves has
achieved the goal, or whether the dialog has ruts tanit of moves and is closed. In the
formal dialog theory of Hamblin (1970; 1971), a raas defined (Hamblin, 1971, p. 130)
as a triple(n, p,1). nis the length of the dialog, defined as the nunabenoves madey
is a participant, andis what Hamblin calls a locution, comparable taatls now called
a speech act. A dialog is an ordered sequencecbfraoves in which the participants
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take turns making the moves. Such a dialog cafiustrated, Hamblin’s notation, by a
small example dialogue with three movésR,, L,),(L P L;).(2 R, L,). Each move

contains a locution of a certain type (like theiaglof a question or the putting forward
of an argument). In the example above, at therste, move zero, participai, puts

forward a locution of type 2. At the second moveym1, participan®, replies by
putting forward a locution of type 3. At the thimbve, move 2P, replies with a move

of type 1. Such a dialog sequence always begimoae zero, continues as an alternating
sequence of moves of the kind specified above gandg at a last move where it is
terminated when it meets the conditions for closasestated by the closure rules.
Although Hamblin clearly recognized that there coloé different types of dialogs, he
did not attempt to classify them in any general water work, based on Hamblin’s
approach, like (Walton and Krabbe, 1995), clasgitié#ferent types of dialog, including
persuasion dialog, negotiation, deliberation, ingunformation-seeking dialog and
eristic (Quarrelsome) dialog. The formal systemdiafog Hamblin constructed appear to
fit the model of what is now called persuasionatiplFollowing Hamblin’s approach,
four formal systems of persuasion dialog were caogtd in (Walton, 1984) to model
argumentation where each party has a designatsts tioebe proved by using arguments
based only on premises that represent commitmémite @ther party. One of these
systems, called CB, is comparable as a persuagtmgdo some previous systems of
Hamblin (1970; 1971) and Mackenzie (1981). HowevBris even simpler. CB was
designed to be a basic system, a minimal platfdrdiadog rules that can be extended to
modeling various other more complex kinds of didigghew adding rules as needed.
The problem posed here is how proleptic arguat®mn could be represented in a
Hamblin-style dialog system like CB. Stating thisiem and taking some steps toward
a solution paves the way for further research am tcomodel proleptic argumentation in
any formal dialog system. The place to begin igubforward a precise definition of a
proleptic argument in a Hamblin-style dialog systéet’s call the two participants
White and Black. We assume that the speech acitohg forward an argument for
acceptance by the other party has been precisBheden a Hamblin-style system. With
the structure of the example dialog above in mieids say that White has put forward a
locution of this type at mowve, and the type of this locution fits the structafeéhe
speech act for putting forward an argument. If #rgument is proleptic, it is put forward
in such a way that it attempts to anticipate aectopn that might be made by Black at
some future move, perhaps even at the next motheeidialog. White might do this, for
example, by adding an additional premise to theraent that responds to some possible
objection that Black might plausibly make at move m. A proleptic argument is one
that has this form as a type of move in a formaladj system.

How could participant in a dialog anticipatkat sort of objection the other
participant might plausibly make to her argumennhavem at some future movwein the
dialogue? As shown above, we can partly solvegioblem if we go beyond the basic
Hamblin-style dialog system and put in argumentatichemes. Indeed, such a system,
called ASD (Argumentation Scheme Dialog) has alydaebn constructed (Reed and
Walton, 2007). ASD allows for a kind of move calledritical attack, which has two
distinct effects in a dialogue, depending on whethe critical question posed is an
assumption or an exception. In such an enrichddglia system, if the locution is that of
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putting forward an argument, this argument magtiargumentation scheme, and as
shown above in this paper, the premise added tegiro argument may anticipate such a
critical attack.

The problem has already been solved (abovehéokind of case in which the
proponent puts forward an argument that fits anmentation scheme and the type of
proleptic argument she wants to use is one thatipates a critical question matching
the scheme that might be asked by the respondérg aext move. To get a more general
solution, we have to deal with the following kinflaase. Suppose the proponent has put
forward an argument that fits an argumentation mehkke the scheme for argument
from analogy. Now it might be known in advance titég particular type of argument is
susceptible to certain kinds of counter-argumeras.example when you put forward an
argument based on an analogy, a common type oftadojas for the respondent to
produce a counter-analogy. But how would a paicipn Hamblin-style dialog system
that has argumentation schemes anticipate in abeof this kind at a point in the dialog
sequence before the respondent has even madeai@sver to this question, suggested
already above, is that some study of types of atantguments commonly used against a
given type of argument needs to be undertakenh®basis of this study, common types
of counter-arguments matching a given scheme reebd listed in catalogued in a
repository or database that can be used by patitspn a dialog system. Such research
has not been carried out yet, but in the literatur@argumentation and fallacies, there are
already many remarks that have been made about coipmsed counter-arguments
matching a given scheme. For example, one comnpmdf/response to a&ad hominem
argument is to cast doubt on the arguer’s ethicatacter by arguing that she’s just as
bad, as shown by her using such a negative argumeistshown by some comparable
incident in which she has shown a bad ethical ataraA useful research project for
studying proleptic argumentation would be easyaadhgough the various types of
argument that have been studied and catalog thenoomesponses to them that have
already been identified.

5. Conclusions

We have seen that argumentation schemes amdlfdialog systems have provided a
methodology for constructing proleptic argumentfhidvan arguer has put forward an
argument in a dialog that fits an argumentatioresafy she can construct a proleptic
argument by building in an additional premise #naticipates the asking of a critical
guestion matching the scheme at some future mdugs @ dialog system containing a
list of argumentation schemes with matching critgqpeestions is a primary method for
building proleptic arguments. Still, the investigatof the scientific truth example in this
paper has shown that this methodology has limitati¥Ve need to go on to ask what
kind of methodology needs to be developed in omassist with the construction and
analysis of proleptic arguments of other sortsta8pothere would appear to be no way to
anticipate all the objections that might be mada given argument, or even all the most
powerful ones. To have a secondary method fortélsis, as our discussion of the
scientific truth example showed, one has to tak@account factors in the context of
dialogue in the specific case. In the case of tiensific truth example, it was important
to know some basic facts about the global warmetgate, and in particular to know of
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some facts about how the advocates of global waymigue against global warming
skeptics and vice versa. It was also necessamgetdiew the argument from expert
opinion, because it was based on number of expiéets, was open to a certain kind of
objection based on argument from popular opinioolzer type of argument associated
with an argumentation scheme.

A direction for further research on prole@irgumentation is to study how certain
kinds of arguments are often objected to by otlvedof arguments that are commonly
used to attack them. There is no space for suchjegb here, as noted above, current
work on schemes and fallacies, such common forneswfter-attack to certain types of
arguments have been recognized. In (Walton, 198@)Walton, Reed and Macagno,
2008), it is shown how thad hominenargument is commonly used to attack arguments
fitting the scheme of argument from expert opinion(Walton, 1995, 147) it is shown
how the scheme for argument from an exceptiona saa refutational scheme opposed
to the scheme for argument from an established rule

The primary method for constructing propleptigumentation set out in this paper
can be summarized as follows. First, take the geseample of an argument and see if a
known argumentation scheme can be applied tosb,Itarry out the following steps.

The Primary Method

1. Fill in any ordinary premises that might notebglicitly stated in the given argument.
2. Scan over the standard critical questions magdctiat scheme, and judge which one is
most powerful as a potential objection, from wisakmown of the context of the dialog.

3. Judge whether merely asking the question isgimtudefeat the argument, or whether
the question needs to be backed up by additionaéeee in order to defeat the
argument.

4. In the former case, classify the additional psenmeeded as an assumption.

5. In the latter case, classify the additional psenmeeded as an exception.

6. If the additional premise needed is an assumplioild in an additional premise to the
argument that anticipates this objection and dehies

7. If the additional premise needed is an excepbaiid in an additional premise to the
argument that anticipates this objection, and gl®a new argument to support the
premise.

This method will not work if the given argumenttire examples selected does not match
a known argumentation scheme. Also, it will not kvor cases like the scientific truth
example, where the counter-argument required jgeeaial one that fits particular features
of the example.

Where the primary method will not work, we deesecondary method to be
developed. To search for potential objections #énatnot brought up by the first method,
we would need to apply this secondary method bsyirey out the following steps.

The Secondary Method

1. Go through the list of common counter-argumestd to attack this particular type of
argument.
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2. Examine each of these counter-arguments in ¢&iftite context of the debate to see if
one might fit.

3. If you find one that fits, anticipate the objeatby building in a premise stating that
this particular type of counter-argument does paiya

4. Give an argument supporting the premise, fdaimse by citing an example that shows
why this particular type of counter- argument doesapply.

In the scientific truth case this additional argmtneas the argument that the case of
Galileo shows that scientific truth is not decidydmajority vote. The secondary method
has not been fully developed yet, and will reqtive kinds of research and collection of
data. One, as indicated above, is a survey ofitdr@ture on argumentation and fallacies
to find common types of counter-arguments that feready been recognized as
matching a particular type of argument. The othied lof research required is to study
specific debates and controversies, like the glataaiming debate for example, to fit
together the main types of arguments used in thadte, like argument from expert
opinion, and the main types of counter-argumengs s attack the type of argument,
like argument from bias. These two bodies of da¢g theed to be combined to build up
repositories of known counter-arguments to a gtype of argument.

We began by defining proleptic argumentatioa way narrower than including any
attempt to reply to any kind of speech act in digse by anticipating an objection to the
making of that speech act in the speech act itgédfnarrowed the focus to
argumentation by defining proleptic argumentatiemeferring to an argument that
contains within itself a reply to some potentiajeaion, attack or rebuttal that could be
made against it. We included under this headingonbyt counter-arguments but also the
asking of critical questions that could raise dsuditout the argument. We saw
throughout the paper that these two kinds of chadgo be handled differently. We first
of all showed how a system like Araucaria can e=lus visualize the argument
structure of some kinds of refutations. We alsonsgbtbhow the system, supplemented
with argumentation schemes, provides a way of guatimg typical critical questions that
match an argument fitting one of these argumentaohemes.

We used the global warming example to show tiesvtechnology can be used to
anticipate objections to common types of argumesnitggesting that it could provide a
useful tool for assisting a critical arguer to buyproleptic arguments. We showed how
this technology could be an extremely powerful taoice critical questions under each
of the main critical questions matching an arguraigoh scheme have been settled in a
systematic way. Such a nested list of critical tjoas produces a tree of basic objections
and more specific objections that can be used agamargument a given type.

We then went on to examine the problem ofrediteg this framework to dealing with
more complex kinds of cases in which the task enicipate a counter argument that
could be of a more variable kind. To illustratesthroblem we used the scientific truth
example, a real example of an argument on a cagrs@l debate found in a news
magazine. In this kind of case the counter-arguroentained within the proleptic
example would not have been possible to anticigateg by a standard list of critical
guestions. In this case a completely different typpargument was a potential attack
against a given argument in a more subtle waywoald have been difficult to identify
without knowing in advance what the response was.



21

References

Floris Bex, Henry Prakken, Chris Reed and DougladtdM, ‘Towards a Formal Account
of Reasoning about Evidence: Argumentation SchemdsGeneralizationsArtificial
Intelligence and Lawl12, 2003, 125-165.

James B. Freeman, ‘The Appeal to Popularity anduPngtion by Common Knowledge’,
Fallacies: Classical and Contemporary Readingg, Hans V. Hansen and Robert C.
Pinto, University Park, Pa., The Pennsylvania Sthativersity Press, 1995, 263-273.

Trudy Govier,A Practical Study of Argumer@® ed., Belmont, Wadsworth, 1992,

Thomas F. Gordon, Henry Prakken and Douglas Walldre Carneades Model of
Argument and Burden of Proofytificial Intelligence 17, 2007, 875-896.

Wayne Grennaripnformal Logic Kingston, McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1997.

Arthur C. HastingsA Reformulation of the Modes of Reasoning in Arquiai®n
Evanston, lllinois, Ph.D. Dissertation, 1963.

Manfred KienpointnerAlltagslogik : Struktur und Funktion von
Argumentationsmusteyistuttgart, Fromman-Holzboog, 1992.

Erik C. W. Krabbe, ‘Nothing but ObjectionsReason Reclaimeéd. Hans V. Hansen
and Robert C. Pinto, Newport News, Virginia, Vate$s, 2007, 51-63.

Michael Leff, ‘Rhetorical Prolepsis and the Dialeat Tier of Argumentation’,
Proceedings of the Fourth International Conferen€téhe International Society for the
Study of Argumentatiored. Frans H. van Eemeren et al., Amsterdam, 3T $999,
510-513.

Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tytéldae New RhetorjdNotre Dame, University
of Notre Dame Press, 1969.

John PollockCognitive CarpentryCambridge, Mass., MIT Press, 1995.

Chris Reed and Glenn Rowe, ‘Araucaria: SoftwareAigument Analysis, Diagramming
and Representationiternational Journal of Al Toolsl3 (4), 2004, 961-980.

Chris Reed and Douglas Walton, ‘Towards a Formdllarplemented Model of
Argumentation Schemes in Agent Communicatiédnitonomous Agents and Multi-Agent
Systemgsl1, 2005, 173-188.

Chris Reed and Douglas Walton, ‘Argumentation Saem Dialogue’Proceedings of
OSSA 071Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentatiaio)appear, 2007.



22

Ray Reiter, ‘A Logic for Default Reasonindirtificial Intelligence 13, 1980, 81-132.

Harald Thorsrud, ‘Cicero on his Academic Predeamssdde Fallibilism of Arcesilaus
and CarneadesJournal of the History of Philosophs0, 2002, 1-18.

Stephen ToulminThe Uses of Argumer€ambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1964.

Bart Verheij, ‘Dialectical Argumentation with Arguantation Schemes: An Approach to
Legal Logic’, Artificial Intelligence and Law11, 2003, 167-195.

Douglas WaltonA Pragmatic Theory of Fallagyfuscaloosa, University of Alabama
Press, 1995.

Douglas WaltonAppeal to Expert Opinigriniversity Park, Penn State Press, 1997.

Douglas WaltonAd Hominem Argument3uscaloosa, University of Alabama Press,
1999.

Douglas Walton and David Godden, ‘The Nature amduStof Critical Questions in
Argumentation SchemesThe Uses of Argument: Proceedings of a Conferehce a
McMaster University 18-21 May, 200&d. David Hitchcock, Hamilton, Ontario, 2005,
476-484.

Douglas Walton and Fabrizio Macagno, ‘Common Knalgkein Argumentation’,
Studies in Communication Sciencés2006, 3-26.

Douglas Walton and Chris Reed, ‘Argumentation Sawand Defeasible Inferences’, in
G. Carenini, F. Grasso and C. A. Reed, (&tlsyking Notes of the ECAI'2002 Workshop
on Computational Models of Natural Argumelyon, 2002, pp. 45-55. Available at:
http://www.csc.liv.ac.uk/~floriana/CMNA/WaltonR e gdif

Douglas Walton and Chris Reed, ‘Diagramming, Argntagon Schemes and Critical
Questions’ Anyone Who Has a View: Theoretical Contributionth® Study of
Argumentationed. Frans H. van Eemeren, J. Anthony Blair, @&safl. Willard and A.
Francisca Snoeck Henkemans, Dordrecht, Kluwer, 2003-211.

Douglas Walton, Chris Reed and Fabrizio Macadgiwgumentation Schemes
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2008

Abstract

Anticipating objections, and even responding t@teptial objection in advance as part of your argotn

is a common move in argumentation. It is an impareagumentation skill for teaching critical thinkj

skills and for rhetoric. Such a strategy is oftattexl prolepsis although the term has other meanings as
well. Although prolepsis in argumentation is a tegate kind of strategic maneuvering, it can be
associated with problems, and even fallacies inesmistances. This paper uses argumentation sctemes
dialog models to study proleptic argumentation.
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