PROLEPTIC ARGUMENTATION

Proleptic argumentation is highly valuabletdnieal tactic of posing of an objection to onefguament
before one’s opponent has actually put it forward] posing a rebuttal to the objection within ia game
move. The eloquence of the most eminent oratochjdimg Lincoln, as shown in this paper, is based o
this skill. Six examples of proleptic argumentatame used to pose the basic problem that needs to b
solved to start building methods useful for analgz¢ases, and for helping an advocate to empldgptio
argumentation as a rhetorical tool. Four methodsfhlefor solving this problem are built from cunie
resources already available in argumentation studie

Proleptic argumentation, as defined in thisgrarefers to the anticipation and
answering of an objection or opposed argument bejoe’s opponent has actually put it
forward. As shown in the paper, proleptic argumimiecan be inappropriate, or even
illegitimate in some instances, and even associai#tdsome traditional fallacies like
poisoning the well, because it is a way of preengpéin opponent’s move in a reasoned
discussion in which participants are supposedke tarns. Despite these dangers,
proleptic argumentation is a highly valuable rhietirtool that can be used to help
persuade an audience that you are attempting teasenable and trying to take their
viewpoint and interests into account. The eloquericee most eminent orators, such as
Demosthenes, Cicero, Burke and Lincoln, is basea dialectical sensibility marked by
a well-developed capacity to recognize and cousrtgmmentative objections (Leff, 1999,
510). If you are writing a proposal, and you haweanticipated plausible objections,
your argument is likely to appear shallow and uspasive.

Six examples of proleptic argumentation ardu® pose the basic problem that needs
to be solved in order to build up a clear defimtaind account of the basic structure of
this type of argumentation. The aim is to systeoadlyy start towards building tools that
will be useful not only for analyzing cases, bugtoalor helping an advocate to employ
proleptic argumentation as a rhetorical tool. Auating proleptic argumentation would
be an extremely difficult task, as there usually anmber of ways a clever opponent
could attack your argument, and it does not seessiple that all of the most powerful
ways could be anticipated in advance. Still, tastended that a beginning can be made
towards taking steps to address this problem cactstely.

The basic problem for proleptic argumentaposed in this paper is how to guess in
advance what the most powerful objections of yqpament are likely to be. Four
methods for solving this problem are built from these of current resources already
available in argumentation studies. The first mdtisodbased on argumentation schemes,
standardized forms of argument joining a set ofrses to a conclusion. Recent research
has formulated and classified sixty such schemedtf®, Reed and Macagno, 2008).
The second is based on the use of rebuttal tacti@sy of which have already been
studied and categorized in the literature on fascThe third method is based on the
concept of commitment in different types of dial¢@galton and Krabbe, 1995)
representing types of conversational exchangesiohnargumentation takes place. An
arguer’'s commitment set represents the positidmalseaken in previous moves in the
dialog. Knowledge of your opponent’s position iseaource for proleptic argumentation
against it. The fourth method is to practice yaguanent on an intellectual opponent
who is opposed to your position in order to seetwirals of objections she makes.

The last three methods (especially) are initBrelialogical in nature, in that they
need to take into account not only the form ofghen argument (its argumentation



scheme) but how that argument was used for sonpoge@iin a communication
exchange. It needs to be added as a qualificdtiatrtite first method is also partly
dialogical. Ultimately the conclusion of the papgethat to give a good account of the
normative of structure of proleptic argumentatiéa &ind that in the end will prove to
be practically useful, the theory on which the pobjis to be built will need to be
dialogical in nature.

1. Defining Proleptic Argumentation

The word ‘prolepsis’ is descended from the &werd prolambaneinto anticipate,
and its five meanings in English share this commoan. The first meaning is a figure of
speech in which a future event is referred to leefohappens. A classic example is the
sentence, “If you tell the cops, you're a dead maife second meaning is the use of a
word in anticipation of the circumstances that wdomiake it applicable. In the sentence,
‘They drained the lake dry’, the term ‘dry’ only@j@s after the lake has been drained.
The third meaning is a philosophical term usedicient epistemology by Epicurus and
the Stoics to indicate a preconception, a pre-ttea awareness that can lead to true
knowledge of the world. The fourth, and possibly thost general and common
meaning, is the technique of anticipating in arpetpf speech or text of discourse some
response, and incorporating in that speech sorempttto reply to the response in
advance of its being explicitly made. For examplstory-teller might make a statement
at one point in a narrative that refers to some qahe story told at a later point. This
fourth meaning is so broad that it includes thénfithore specific meaning: the
anticipation and answering of an objection to aguarent within the putting forward of
the argument itself, before one’s opponent hashubbjection forward. This fifth
meaning is called ‘proleptic argumentation’ in theger, and it is the object of study.

‘Proleptic argumentation’ in the sense usethis paper refers to the anticipation and
answering of an objection or opposed argument bejoe’s opponent has put it forward.
The temporal word ‘before’ is key in this definiioTo be proleptic in this sense, an
argument must not only be directed to the commitr(@andpoint, position) of the other
party. All persuasive arguments (Walton and Kralil®85), it can be argued, are of this
sort. It must respond to an objection, criticismregervation of the other party (the
audience) before the point in the sequence of aegtetion where that other party has
actually voiced the objection. Note also that tte§inition is narrow in the sense that it
refers only to proleptic arguments. It does nolude other types of move that can be
made in argumentation, like the asking of a quastizat contains a reply to the question
before the answerer has even had an opportunrgsfmnd to it. A classic example is the
ancient question, “Have you stopped beating yoandfiather?” This question is
proleptic in the fourth meaning of the term abdwecause it is a form of speech, the
asking of a question that anticipates a respomgkreplies to it. Indeed it anticipates
both responses, ‘yes’ and ‘no’, the only two dinesponses allowed, and condemns the
respondent to being guilty of the offence alledezfpre he even gets an opportunity to
answer the question.

There appears to be very little written, almagthing, in modern argumentation
studies on proleptic argumentation that is verywder helping such studies move
forward to provide useful tools and a well struetlitheory that would be of assistance in



helping an advocate to construct proleptic argumena systematic manner. It would
appear that proleptic argumentation fits, in modegumentation studies, under the
heading of strategic maneuvering in argumentatdrategic maneuvering is described
as a means to reconcile the simultaneous pursdiatgctical and rhetorical aims in
argumentation (van Eemeren and Houtlosser, 200@&)te§ic maneuvering is quite
legitimate and appropriate in a critical discussimnin other types of conversational
exchange in which argumentation is used, like niagoh and public debate. However, it
is also recognized that traditional informal falkgcof the kind studied in logic can be
viewed as species of derailment of strategic magruy (van Eemeren and Houtlosser,
2006, 381). A case in point that has been studi¢dea recent literature on argumentation
is the use of persuasive definitions, definitiomet convey an emotive attitude, positive
or negative, merely in the act of naming (Zaref22§06). Like proleptic argumentation

in general, the use of persuasive definitions teroén appropriate method of strategic
maneuvering in a conversational exchange aimedratipding an audience. However, as
will be shown in this paper, proleptic argumentatiike the use of persuasive
definitions, has often been associated with fadigcand can certainly be a tricky and
deceptive tactic of strategic maneuvering.

Proleptic moves in argumentation found in gaition discourse in law has been
studied empirically by Martinofsky (2006). She fauhat proleptic moves are very
common in court discourse of this sort, and ofeketthe form of evasive answers to
guestions posed in examination. She cites numencarsiples in which a defendant uses
a proleptic tactic contesting an accusation madkerprosecutor’s question. Proleptic
argumentation certainly appears to be very commadegal discourse, and is also often
very powerful as a strategic rhetorical tool indegrgumentation.

Recent research has explored the rationaleeddric in strategic maneuvering in
normative models of argumentation of the kind stddn argumentation theory (Tindale,
2006). Theories of argumentation have stressedritlerlying reasonableness of moves
made in conversational exchanges designed to eesateonflict of opinions or move
toward uncovering the truth of the matter beingudssed. However, it has been
emphasized by Tindale that participants in suctharges want to measure success at
least partly in terms of attending to their owrenaists and promoting their own
viewpoints, thus maintaining reasonableness om tvem terms. Although proleptic
argumentation has not yet specifically been studgedne of the central features of such
strategic maneuvering in argumentation, it clearlgn important device commonly used
for this purpose and of practical importance irtohie.

2. Value of Proleptic Argumenation

Proleptic argumentation is the fundamental toeommercial transactions in
business of the most common kind. For example jadb anterview the applicant is well
advised to carefully anticipate potential resevadithat the employer might have, or
objections she might make, and to build in resppihs¢hese objections in her speech
making a plea to be hired. Similarly, in commereaidlertisements of all sorts, a best
technique for persuasive argumentation is to gratei the most powerful and common
objections, and to build in replies to these oligext during the argumentation itself. It is
vital in such undertakings not only to recognizéeptial objections that your audience is



likely to make, or have reservations about, but &ésacknowledge them, and even to
respond to them before they are voiced by the acadie

Proleptic techniques are also vitally impottanwriting a persuasive essay, or in
delivering a persuasive speech. Leff (1999, 5&6)arked that the eloquence of the most
eminent orators such as Demosthenes, Cicero, Bundtd.incoln, is based on the
dialectical sensibility that includes a well-devstal capacity to recognize and counter
argumentative objections. As an example, Leff (1%84) cited a speech made by
Abraham Lincoln on the theme of the perpetuatioawfpolitical institutions. Lincoln
argued that the threat to existing institutions esrftom within the American community
in the form of disregard for law and resort to naattion as a substitute for the courts.
Lincoln started with an example of mob action, thein midway during his speech made
the remark: “But you are, perhaps, ready to askydWhas this to do with the
perpetuation of our political institutions?’, arigeh he went on to answer his own
guestion by going on to elaborate the negative equmesnces of mob action. His argument
fits the argumentation scheme for argument fromatieg consequences, and it could
even be possible to classify it also has beingppeaty slope argument (Walton, Reed and
Macagno, 2008, 339). In any event, the point is Wieen Lincoln asked the question
guoted above, he cited an objection to his ownraeqi, and then put forward a lengthy
sequence of argumentation designed to counteolfjestion.

In The RSCC Online Writing Lab, advice is give students about writing an
argumentative research paper. According to thiscaedit is helpful to include the two
strategies of anticipating objections and makingcessions. The following example of
an argumenth{tp://www.rscc.cc.tn.us/owl&writingcenter/ OWL/Arquentation.htnjl
that uses these two strategies is offered.

While censorship is dangerous to a free societyesof the concerned citizens who are in favor of
censorship may have valid points when they objeatt ¢hildren should not be exposed to television
violence. Indeed, often there is too much violenicgelevision. Perhaps the answer is for all nekw oo
establish the same guidelines of self-censorship.

In this example, the proponent is arguing agaiessorship. She begins by giving a
reason to support that view, stating that censprishilangerous to a free society. It is
assumed that parties to the discussion will adraed free society is a good thing, and
therefore that anything that is dangerous to adomgety is a bad thing. Next, the
proponent articulates an objection to her argunaand,makes a concession that the
objection may be a valid point. The objection igttthildren should not be exposed to
television violence. An even stronger concessictméoopponent’s side of the argument
is made when the proponent states that often teéo® much violence on television.
Finally, the proponent follows up these concesskpneffering a solution other than
censorship to the problem that has been posedsdibgon suggested is that all networks
should establish the same guidelines of self cehgmorLooking over the argument as a
whole, the proponent’s strategy is one of artiengaand conceding an objection to her
argument that poses a problem, but at the sameofiiexng a solution to the problem
that could overcome the objection.

3. A Simple Example



The following example is a simple one, maddyphe author to show how proleptic
argumentation works in its essentials (a toy exanh the next section, we go onto a
more realistic example that is also more compleseirtain respects. Using real examples
is the best way to study proleptic argumentatiowl, e collection of a corpus of
examples is vitally important for further reseaoshthe subject. Still, for purposes of
explication, it is best to begin with a simple exde) as there is not enough space for
extended interpretation and analysis of realistitcdomplex cases of natural language
discourse.

The Climate Change 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.

This argument anticipates and counters the objethiat Bruce’s research is biased,
because it is funded by industries that have firgumaterests at stake. The example is an
instance of the argumentation scheme for argunment éxpert opinion.

The scheme representing argument from expantan can be found in the
compendium of sixty schemes in (Walton, Reed anddgao, 2008, 310)n the scheme
as shown belovk is an agent who can possess knowledge in somectulgmain
represented by the varialile

Scheme for Argument from Expert Opinion

Major Premise: Sourdg is an expert in domaid containing propositioi.
Minor PremiseE asserts that propositigx(in domainD) is true (false).
Conclusion:A may plausibly be taken to be true (false).

It is possible to see how the climate change examsphn instance of the argumentation
scheme for argument from expert opinion, by putting this form.

B Premise:Bruce is an expert on climate science.

B Premise:Climate change is in the domain of climate science.

B Premise:Bruce says that it is doubtful that climate chaisgeaused by carbon
emissions.

B Conclusiont is doubtful that climate change is caused byoaremissions.

The objection that is anticipated in the example lva formulated as follows.

Bruce’s research may funded by industries that fia@acial interests at stake.
If so, it is appropriate to ask whether Bruce eskd.

If Bruce is biased, he may not be a trustworthyrseu

If Bruce is not a trustworthy source, the worthte argument from expert
opinion is cast into doubt.



The original argument anticipates and replies i® ¢bjection, and hence is proleptic
argumentation in the sense of this term definezkution 1.

This is all very well. We can see how the angut fits the scheme for argument from
expert opinion, and is proleptic because it respdod typical question that might raise
doubts about the acceptability of an argumennfitthe scheme. The problem is to see
how we can teach a student of critical thinkindptdld proleptic arguments of this sort by
anticipating objections in advance and incorporatirem into the presentation of the
argument. How could we give advice to someonevndapublic affairs on how to craft
an argument directed towards an audience by aatingpthe objections that the audience
would be likely to have?

According to the requirements set out by Wgl®®eed and Macagno (2008), any
instance of an argument from expert opinion needeetevaluated in a framework where
a respondent can ask basic critical questionssibheasic critical questions matching the
appeal to expert opinion (Walton, Reed and Macagf08, 310) are the following.

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 Questiofls E personally reliable as a source?

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

When an argument from expert opinion has beengoutard by a proponent, if the
respondent asks any one of the six critical questia burden of proof shifts back to the
proponent’s side to reply to the question. Theufailto answer appropriately defeats the
argument from expert opinion temporarily, makindefault until the critical question
has been answered successfully.

Using these tools a four-step method can bengio help the critical thinking student,
or anyone who is crafting a persuasive argumergntizipate some of the standard
objections and reply to them before they are poasaay proleptic argumentation.

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

3. Build in an additional premise to the arguméatt anticipates this objection and rebuts
it.

4. Build in any other premises needed to help gi@#ne new argument for the rebuttal.
This method is by no means the only tool neededudoh a purpose, for it is possible to
think of all kinds of objections to any given argemb, and crafting a tool to find and
anticipate all possible objections, or even allhaf most persuasive ones, would be very
difficult task. Even so, the method is useful, hesgasixty distinct argumentation
schemes, with matching sets of critical questiansach scheme, are identified in the
compendium of schemes in Walton Reed and MacadaBj2As research continues in
the field of argumentation schemes, these resowitegrow. Consequently,
argumentation schemes can be helpful for the sbfigyoleptic argumentation in many
instances.



4. A More Complex Example

To consider a slightly more complex type ch@ple, we examine a simplified and
cleaned up argument reconstructed from materiabffpeased, not quoted) found in a
debate on the subject of rehabilitation versusination found inDebatepediat this site:
http://wiki.idebate.org/index.php/Debate:Rehabiida _vs Retribution

Crime is not a product of circumstances; punishrm@sters accountability. Crime is not pathologysihot
the product of circumstance, and it is certainlythe product of coincidence. It is the result bbices
made by the individual, and therefore the justitesm must condemn those choices when they violate
society’s rules. To say otherwise (i.e. to say tmahinals are merely the product of their unfoeten
circumstances) would be an insult to ideas of ¥ile human autonomy and individual choice — it idu
be to deny the possibility of human actors makiagdydecisions in the face of hardship.

To understand this argument, we need to examirte gt of it. The first sentence has
two parts. The first part is a flat denial of thegis of the rehabilitation side. This thesis
is that crime is a product of circumstances. Theospd thesis of the retribution side is
that crime is the result of a choice made by tldkvidual. The second sentence denies
other claims of the rehabilitation side connectéith ws main thesis. The third sentence
states the argument of the retribution side, thercthat crime is the result of the choices
made by the individual, and that therefore punighinfi@ crime by the justice system is
justified. The last sentence is the part of theiargnt that is proleptic. It provides an
argument against the thesis of the rehabilitatida that criminals are merely the product
of their unfortunate circumstances. Next, two argata are presented against this thesis.
One is that it is an insult to the ideals of fra#,yauman autonomy and individual

choice. The other is that it denies the possibdithuman agents making good decisions
in the face of hardship. Because it states thegaa@nts in advance of their being
brought forward to rebut specific attacks by theeotside, the argumentation is proleptic.

The question we pose here is how an advooathé retribution side would be able to
compose a proleptic argument like this one, thatipates objections of the opposed
side, and reply to them in advance with rebuttalsat kind of knowledge does such an
advocate need as a database to construct sucpfra@esuments? The answer proposed
here is that the advocate needs knowledge of thiéiquo of the other side, including both
knowledge of the commitments of the other sidehenissue, and some of the most
plausible arguments commonly used, or that midgiecéfely be used, by that side to
defend its main thesis.

Some of us might be familiar with the debaeaen retribution and rehabilitation,
and be familiar with some of the most commonly useglausible arguments because
we’ve heard them before. Others of us might nadd&amiliar with the debate, and some
account of arguments used by the rehabilitatioa ®dsupport their claim might be
helpful. To provides assistance, a brief summarhefmain lines of argument used by
rehabilitation advocates, as indicated by the agtofithe debate given iDebatepedia
are summarized in the precis below.

Rehabilitation acknowledges the reality of soam@duity. To say that some offenders need help to be
rehabilitated is to accept the idea that circuntarcan constrain, if not compel, and lead to crétity; it
admits that we can help unfortunate persons whe baen overcome by their circumstances.



The main rehabilitation viewpoint can be summarizgdaying that it claims that crime
is a product of circumstances, and therefore tiebest solution to it is to help the
unfortunate person who has been overcome by Hierocircumstances by rehabilitation.

The two examples we have presented wouldtieegisting to analyze at length using
argumentation tools, but there is no space forghgect here. The examples are merely
presented to give the reader some idea of thedfiddta that is needed by an advocate to
construct proleptic argumentation. What we see isafeat the debate has the form of a
dialog in which there are two sides, called thelvation side and the rehabilitation side.
What each side needs to construct proleptic argtatien that not only puts forward an
argument against the other side but also antigpiaee of its most powerful objections
and responds before they are made, is some knogvlgdhe commonly used arguments
of the other side. But how would an advocate olkamwledge of such arguments? One
skill needed is empathy — the ability to put onesed the position of the other side to
get an idea of the arguments that seem plausiliteatside and that would be most
powerful in defending her position. How does onei@ge such empathy, especially
given that one is committed to the opposed view@odne method might be to play
devil's advocate, by putting yourself in the oppar®position and trying to see what
arguments she might use to support her view oclagtaurs. Another method might be to
actually engage in argumentation with an able oppbwho is committed to the opposed
viewpoint, and record the most powerful argumeinds$ she uses. These are pretty good
methods, but the problem is that they are very gagud sketchy as stated. Is there some
way they could be made more precise using toolargument identification, analysis
and evaluation currently being developed in arguatem theory?

5. The Four Methods

The basic problem for proleptic argumentatgto know in advance what the most
powerful objections of your opponent are likelyo There are four methods for solving
this problem that can be built from current researalready available in argumentation
studies. The first is based on argumentation schest@ndardized forms of argument
identified as having certain kinds of premisesedain conclusion, and a certain kind of
warrant or inferential link joining the premisesth@ conclusion. Once a particular
argument can be classified as fitting a given sehestandard objections to that type of
argument can automatically be specified. Recesgareh has identified sixty of these
argumentation schemes (Walton, Reed and Macagig)20

The first method is to fit the argument yoa putting forward to a standard
argumentation scheme that will identify the premiaed conclusion of the argument and
categorize it as belonging to a certain type. Qheeargumentation scheme has been
identified, the basic weak points that an opporentd use to attack the argument are
identified by the set of critical questions matchthe argumentation scheme. For
example, suppose you are arguing that your respostieuld take a certain medication
to solve a health problem that she has. The argtati@em scheme in such a case is that
for practical reasoning. When you put forward aguanent based on practical reasoning
you are arguing to your respondent as follows: lyave a goal, or want to solve the
problem; this action | am proposing will help yaudttain that goal, or will solve the
problem; therefore you should carry out this actibims simplest from of practical



reasoning is called practical inference. Belovwhi&s scheme for practical inference
(Walton, Reed and Macagno, 2008, 323).

Practical Inference

MAJORPREMISE | have a goaG.
MINORPREMISE  Carrying out this actioA is a means to realiZe.
CONCLUSION: Therefore, | ought (practically speaking) to casty this actior.

Many arguments for health products fit this schelRoe.example, an ad for a medication
for diabetesNewseekNov. 26, 2007, 25) has the headline: “ACTOS haanlshown to
lower blood sugar without increasing their riskvaving a heart attack or stroke”. The
argumentation in this ad presents ACTOS as a wathéoreader who has type 2 diabetes
to solve the problem of lowering his or her bloodar. It says: you have the goal of
lowering your blood sugar; taking ACTOS is a mefansealize this goal; therefore you
should take ACTOS”. Hence the argumentation in akligits the scheme for practical
inference. The ad also responds to critical questio

Once you've identified the scheme, by exangrihre list of critical questions
matching the scheme you can identify which basjeattons are likely to be brought
forward against your argument. Below is the sefribical questions matching the
scheme for practical inference (Walton, Reed anddgrno, 2008, 323).

Critical Questions for Practical Inference

CQi: What other goals do | have that should be coms@that might conflict witl&s?

CQ::  What alternative actions to my bringing abéithat would also bring abo@
should be considered?

CQs: Among bringing abouf and these alternative actions, which is argudisy t
most efficient?

CQs:  What grounds are there for arguing that it icpecally possible for me to bring
aboutA?

CQs: What consequences of my bringing abAwwhould also be taken into account?

C(Qs very often concerns negative consequences of pegpoourse of actions called side
effects. In this instance one of the side effe€tsiking this particular medication would
be to increase the risk of having a heart attacitroke. To anticipate the possibility of
the reader raising this critical question, the argatation in the ad states that the
medication can lower blood sugar without the riskither of these possible side effects.
Because it anticipates these objections and resporttiem during the argument itself,
this ad is an excellent example of proleptic argotatgon.

The second method is based on research lit¢heture on argumentation showing
that some schemes are opposed to others. As mofédaiton, Reed and Macagno, 2008,
263), Aristotle in thdRhetoric(1397a) postulated a topic he called argument from
opposites. He offered this example: self-contrgjasd for lack of self-control is
harmful. What is indicated by these observationtbas the study of some commonly
used argumentation schemes shows that certaityfies of tactics or rebuttal arguments
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are commonly used to attack a particular schemanfsxample, the six standard tactics
to counter a slippery slope argument can be citéaltbn 1992, 259-264). The first is to
claim that the negative consequences don’t reallp. The second is to cite the
uncertainty of the future. The third is to modihetgoal to eliminate the negative
consequences. The fourth is to stress positiveetpuesices, arguing that these outweigh
the negative consequence. The fifth is to chooseesaternative means of achieving the
goal, one that does not have the negative consegué&he sixth is to argue that not
taking the action in question will have even wanggative consequences. Surveying the
literature on argumentation schemes and fallagiegigles an ample supply of resources
for this method. Especially chapter seven of (Wali®eed and Macagno, 2008) on
attack, opposition, rebuttal and refutation ardulsbut there is no space in this paper to
present these schemes and show how to use thgmofeptic argumentation.

The third method is based on the concept pfradment in dialogs, originally due to
Hamblin (1970), and further developed by Walton Enabbe (1995). According to this
analysis, argumentation is always seen as haviiglag structure in which two parties
take turns making moves, like asking questionsutting forward arguments, or making
objections to arguments put forward by the othetyp&ach party has a thesis, or
standpoint to be defended. This proposition isaoed in the party’s commitment set.
As each party makes a move, propositions are gws@nto or retracted from his or her
commitment set, according to rules governing commaitts, called commitment rules.
Commitment rules determine whether a statemenp@sition) is inserted into or deleted
from a party’s commitment set when she makes a mbwaecertain type. For example,
when the party asserts a particular propositiois,iitserted into her commitment set.
Such a public log of the opponent’s commitments v@luable database that can enable a
proleptic arguer to gain data needed to see b&stdeffectively rebut her counter-
arguments, even before she puts them forward iditieg. Once knowledge of the other
party’s standpoint has been gained, it can be tesattack that standpoint.

The fourth method is to practice your argun@@nan intellectual opponent who is
supposed to your standpoint in order to see whmnatskof objections she makes. This
method, like the second one, is dialogical in ratiihe fourth method is probably the
best one of all, if you have the time and resoutceésiplement it. If you lack the
resources to have a debate with a human oppoheng, @re resources available on the
internet, likeDebatepediaif you can find a debate on your topic of intéres

6. Dangers of Proleptic Argumentation

Proleptic argumentation has positive valupdrsuasive communication, and there is
nothing inherently wrong with it, in many instance®wever, it also has the potential for
misuse. There are many examples of loaded langassgeiated with informal fallacies
where the proponent of the argument builds in tesitis positive or negative emotive
meaning so that the argument is expressed in suety @s to anticipate possible
objections and to suppress them. Such tactics magdsonable or not. Each case needs
to be judged on its merits. However, there are sextieme cases where the tactic of
anticipating objections and forestalling disagreetiy responding to them in advance
can be an extremely powerful tactic of strategicewvering. Here we cite just one
instance of such a tactic that is associated withditional informal fallacy.
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Poisoning the well is often taken in the logxtbooks as a speciesaif hominem
fallacy (Walton, 2006), but some textbooks chandesdt in a broader way as a more
general method of forestalling disagreement. THevdng example was presented as an
example of the poisoning the well fallacy by Da{&i886, 62), but not under tlael
hominenfallacy category.

For example, in a debate on how to put the So@eaufty system on a sound financial basis, a
congressman might say, “It would be indecent tomestgggest that Social Security payments should be
cut.” Note that all the congressman has really Eaftdat Social Security payments should not beloeit
has not given so much as a suggestion as to whierbeeless, he has made it very difficult to disagr
Anyone doing so faces the charge of being “indetaritich might be embarrassing. Forestalling
disagreement by positive characterizing those wboldvagree with speaker’s position or negatively
characterizing those who would disagree is calfaisoning the well”.

It might be better not to classify this argumenaaad hominemargument, but as an
instance of argument from a verbal classificatiime speaker uses a strategy of
argumentative deployment of loaded terms to chassifpossible objections in advance
as “indecent”. Since something indecent is somgthad, all argument for cutting Social
Security payments are discounted in advance obbeede.

The classic case of poisoning the well isGhaedinal Newman Argument, classified
by Copi and Cohen (1998, p. 169) as a speciasl tiominenargument.

One argument of this kind, called “poisoning thdlyes particularly perverse. The incident thatvgaise

to the name illustrates the argument forcefullye British novelist and clergyman Charles Kingsley,
attacking the famous Catholic intellectual John ifeéBardinal Newman, argued thus: Cardinal Newman'’s
claims were not be trusted because, as a Romaplamiest, (Kingsley alleged) Newman'’s first Idtya
was not to the truth. Newman countered thatakdiflominenmattack made it impossible for him and indeed
for all Catholics to advance their arguments, sieregthing that they might say to defend themselvesld
then be undermined by others’ alleging that, adtkrtruth was not their first concern. Kingslegjc

Cardinal Newman, had poisoned the well of discaurse

Newman wrote a whole booRpologia Pro Vita Su#1864), directed to the task of
trying to refute this argumenthe reader can examine the original text of thement
(Correspondence, 1864). Newman not only felt thag&ley’'s argument unfair, because
it was based on a misinterpretation of what hevimgidlen, but also felt that Kingsley’'s
argument threw an aura of suspicion onto any argtiime might put forward in the
future. The well would be poisoned, so to speakabse any political argument he
would put forward in the future would be taintedwihe suspicion that he put group
interest before a concern for the truth. Such tactltwould not only make it impossible
for Newman to have a voice on political issues,ibsitiggests even more generally that
Roman Catholics have no regard for truth.

There is in principle nothing wrong with arggithat an opponent’s argument should
be discounted because he has shown disregardifor hut there is a danger of using
strategies of this sort. They can shut down a dsiom. Johnstone (1981, p. 310) stated
the following principle of rational persuasion @igl “So act in each instance as to
encourage, rather than suppress, the capacitysagee and to be persuaded, whether
the capacity in question is yours or another’s.isTgrinciple, a predecessor of rules for
critical discussion of van Eemeren and Grootend@@®4), formulates a duty of
openness in rational argumentation. Poisoning telearguments are dangerous because
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they are tempting to use as powerful strategigsanires engaged in a critical discussion
who have an interest in resolving the issue by imgthe argument (van Eemeren and
Houtlosser, 2002, p. 134).

In this brief section, we have given somedation of the dangers of proleptic
argumentation, suggesting that normative guidelaresneeded to judge when this kind
of argumentation is appropriate or not in a givagec This is a hard problem and we
cannot solve it within the scope of the space agss of this paper. What we can do, in
concluding, is to suggest how this normative probig connected to the practical
problem posed above.

7. Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Research

From a dialogical point of view, prolepsis tthaeem to be inappropriate, for the
proponent is in effect switching roles. Or even s&iit could be said that the proponent
is usurping the role of his opponent. Such a magdcbe seen as a violation of
dialogical procedure, because the two participemésdialog response to take turns, each
party playing a certain role. It is the opponentie to present arguments against the
viewpoint that the proponent is advocating. Itas the proponent’s role to bring forward
such arguments. In doing so, in a dialog sequenegiich the two parties take turns, the
proponent is usurping the turn of the opponentiFagpurely dialogical point of view
then, it may be unclear what the advantage or @erpbd prolepsis is, and it may even
seem that prolepsis is an inappropriate type ofertbat ought to be banned altogether.
One might conclude that will prolepsis has rhetdna@lue for argumentation, it has little
or no value in a dialectical perspective on argusatemn.

To see the value of prolepsis, we need to laoke closely at certain types of dialog.
The purpose of the proponent’s putting forward @yument in a persuasion dialogue is
to utilize the opponent’s commitments as premiserguments that have conclusions
favorable to the proponent’s side. This task dermaandertain amount of empathy. You
have to look at the issue from the opponent’s pafinview, and perhaps even to
anticipate objections that he might have to thefpaoi view you are supposed to be
advocating. From this perspective, prolepsis h@g gubit of value as a technique of
strategic maneuvering.

In a persuasion dialog, there is always dlicbiof opinions kind illustrated in the
example of debate about crime above between thecatks of retribution and the
advocates of rehabilitation. The goal of succegsftibnal persuasion that each side has
in such a dialog is to construct a chain of argusaign that has thesis of one’s own side
as its conclusion and that has as premises ortgnséats that are commitments of the
opposed side. According to the formal model of HEM{E 970), as such a dialogue
proceeds, and moves are made by each side, theitoents of each side are collected
into its so-called commitment store or commitmezit $his set represents the position of
the side in the dialog, as it is known to that pairthe dialog (Walton and Krabbe,
1995). For the purposes of this paper, the maintpsithat each side can have
knowledge of the commitments of the other sidegtam the previous moves made by
the other side. It is this database provides tlmvkedge needed for an advocate to
construct proleptic argumentation. This is the b&sdl one needs to see the value of
prolepsis, and to provide abstract normative mothelscan help us to judge in a
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particular case whether an instance of proleptcm@entation is reasonable or fallacious.
As shown above, the other basic tool that is ugsftiie current research on
argumentation schemes.
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