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Over the past three decades or so, the teaching of critical thinking as an essential part of general education has exerted a significant influence on contemporary post secondary education. Critical thinking includes as a central part traditional logic but goes beyond it both in scope and in the conception of what the evaluation of arguments involves, or, to put it in another way, in the very conception of what constitutes the ability to reason well. Indeed one of the notable trends that characterize recent developments in informal logic and critical thinking has been ‘a move toward a broad conception of argumentation which extends the analysis of argumentation beyond the analysis of premises and conclusions’ (Groarke 2002: section 1). An important sign of this trend is the increasing number of scholarly journals in the field of informal logic and theory of argumentation — e.g., Argumentation and Advocacy, Argumentation, Informal Logic and Philosophy and Rhetoric — in addition to the publication of a huge number of textbooks in critical thinking or reasoning.

This paper has two aims. The first is to discuss some pedagogical challenges arising from the broad conception of argumentation and to offer a suggestion for approaching them. Specifically it is suggested in Section 2 that an effective approach is to contextualize the teaching of critical thinking by engaging students in a systematic, critical exploration and lively debate of issues of practical concern. The further suggestion is made that applied ethics, as critical reflection on practical, moral issues is exploitable as a useful platform for this approach. The other aim of this paper concerns the teaching of applied ethics itself, or, specifically the problem of advocacy. After describing two varieties of applied ethics and presenting a view on the teaching goals of applied ethics, I argue in Section 5 against some widely held suspicion about an instructor advocating a moral position when teaching applied ethics. The final section concludes with the observation that through the judicious use of advocacy a teacher can present and thus benefit students with a model of an advocate who is critical and tolerant. 
1. Critical Thinking and the Dynamics of Real Arguments

On the broad conception of argumentation, the ability to think critically and to reason well goes far beyond a good grasp of formal rules of logic. Of course, one might say, a good grasp of these rules is certainly not enough: one also needs to know how to apply them. However, as every teacher of logic courses, particularly in the context of general education, knows, one of the commonest complains students make about such courses is that the formal rules of inference, well codified as they are, cannot be readily applied to argumentative discourse in everyday reasoning. To appreciate why such a complaint is common, we only need to ask ourselves when the last time was we encountered (outside a logic class, of course) an argument with no missing or unstated premises. Sections in logic textbooks carrying headings like ‘Recognizing Arguments in Ordinary Language’ come to mind. But the need to analyze real, informal arguments gives rise to a lot more difficulties than those like missing or unstated premises, and the mere inclusion of these sections barely addresses the core of the problem, which, in the simplest terms, lies in the dynamics of real arguments. 

By ‘real arguments’ it is meant not only arguments that have actually occurred, in contrasted with  artificial instances of  inference commonly found in textbooks of logic, but arguments as they occur in natural language in ‘the real marketplace of persuasion on controversial issues’ (to use Douglas Walton’s words). That such arguments are almost invariably embedded in a pragmatic web of dialogical exchange means that informal-logical analysis of these arguments need to be preceded by a presentation of them that duly identifies or registers all relevant contextual and rhetoric parameters; or, alternatively, that the analysis should be conducted in the context of a dialogue that reproduces (at least partially) the pragmatic complexity of these arguments. In either way, the actual analysis must involve careful attention to a host of notions that go beyond the traditional notion of testing the logical cogency of clearly and explicitly stated inferences. A partial list of such notions includes:

· evidence behind a claim;

· deviation from norms governing various kinds of dialogical exchange;

· anticipation of objections;

· dialectical obligations (i.e., obligations implicitly or explicitly situated within an exchange between arguing parties) that attach to arguments in particular kind of contexts;

· the attitudes of audience (or patho  of audience, see Tindale 1999)

· acceptability of a premise by the audience;

· appropriateness of moves in argument;

· legitimate or illegitimate shift in the burden of proof;

· retraction of commitments; 

· kinds of dialogue rules (such as what Walton (1989: 10) calls ‘locution rules’ ‘commitment rules’ and ‘win-loss rules’).

Applying the methods of critical thinking is therefore an essentially pragmatic endeavor, to use Walton’s words, that goes beyond the traditional analytical and logical skills. The dynamics of real arguments makes critical thinking not only a more challenging and engaging subject in many ways than formal logic but also poses many pedagogical challenges arising from the need to analyze such notions as listed above.
2. Critical Thinking Through Applied Ethics – A Suggestion

An effective approach to these challenges by the dynamics of real arguments is to contextualize the teaching of critical teaching by situating students in a series of lively argumentative dialogues over a set of issues, particularly dialogues with characteristics such as the following: 

· the issues discussed are controversial;

· the issues have relevance to everyday life, particularly personal decisions in real life situations or dilemmas;

· students are likely to have convictions (reasoned, at least to some extent) regarding the issues; 

· one’s conviction on an issue in the set are often based on principles that also underlie, or play a part in the justification of — or, conversely, on  principles that are rejected or called into question, usually in an implicit way, by — one’s convictions on some other issue or issues in the set;  

· these convictions are often the results of a process of elimination of rival positions that one found worthy of serious consideration;

· how one stands on a particular issue often has implications for how one should stand on some other issue or issues in the set;

· arguing parties hold some substantial (justified or unjustified) beliefs concerning each other’s background beliefs;

· both factual dispute and conceptual dispute are involved; 

· disagreement about facts is often, or is liable to get, mixed up with conceptual disagreement.
Engaging students in a lively debate about such issues is an effective way to generate argumentative dialogues that go a long way to produce, or reproduce, the kind of context in which real arguments are found. In other words, such dialogues, particularly when suitably mediated by the teacher, can have the kind of pragmatic complexity or dynamics characteristic of arguments in the real marketplace of persuasion. The host of dialectic and pragmatic notions listed earlier can be fruitfully studied, explored, or brought to students’ attention through the analysis of arguments arising from such dialogues. 

Applied ethics, as critical reflection on practical, moral issues can provide a useful platform for this approach. As far as the above list of characteristics is concerned, moral issues discussed in a typical course in applied ethics fits the bill pretty well. Take for example the issue of animal welfare, a particularly popular topic in applied ethic teaching nowadays. Principles or presumptions on which pro-animal arguments or their counter-arguments rely often entail or are consistent with the positions one may hold regarding some other issues also discussed in the course, such as abortion. (For example, if a non-human animal of a certain species can be permissibly killed on the ground that it falls below a certain threshold of mental capacity, say rationality, then why is it not prima facie permissible to kill a fetus or a severely retarded adult on the same ground?) Exposing and sorting out these entailments or consistencies requires, among other things, identifying an arguer’s many factual, or nonfactual, beliefs and commitments. Or, facing the charge, say, that a principle underlying her rejection of animal rights is inconsistent with a certain position she holds regarding abortion, a debater may deny the inconsistency by retracting, perhaps implicitly, some of her commitments regarding animals rights or abortion. This may or may not be a legitimate move depending on various factors, for example, on who has the burden of proof for a certain belief at that stage of the dialogue, or who happens to have the dialectical obligation to prove a certain thesis from the other participant’s concessions. Or, an arguer may think that a certain crucial premise of her opponent’s argument — say, the belief that some particular kind of animal has what may properly called ‘emotion’ or ‘rationality’ — has a much lower plausibility than he thinks it does, or (to make things more complicated but more real) than he thinks that she thinks that it does. To sort out such differences can be a quite complicated task that may involve, among other things, such subtasks as exposing a factual belief held by an arguer which gets mixed up with certain non-factual belief about some subtle conceptual distinction (e.g., emotion as an inner experience and emotion as a behavioral disposition). Or it may involve sorting out disagreements about where the burden of proof should be placed (e.g., ‘Am I the one who should prove that this kind of animal is not capable of thinking or does not have emotions?’) Often such tasks cannot be achieved without an invitation to further dialogues aiming at making explicit the participant’s pragmatic commitments. More examples of this sort can easily be supplied by any teacher of applied ethics. 

It is by no means my contention that a course in applied ethics should primarily, much less only, be taught as a course in critical thinking. Nor do I think that through discussions about controversial social issues, let alone moral issues, is the best way to teach students how to reason well. (But I do think it is one of the most effective ways, given our earlier remarks on the dynamics of real arguments.) Indeed, applied ethics is primarily, and should primarily be, about the application of critical thinking, rather than the learning of critical thinking. This, however, is consistent with the suggestion that, as a platform for the approach to critical thinking suggested above, applied ethics has a great deal to recommend it. One may or one may not think that, serving as such a platform, a course in ‘applied ethics’ can no longer be so called properly. This, however, is a minor quibble of a verbal kind. Of course, a teacher should think through the primary and the secondary objectives of such a course when designing it.

We turn now to some questions about teaching applied ethics proper. Since applied ethics as a subject can be offered (and has been taught in many places) either as a specialization in philosophy or as a philosophically oriented course in general education. (The distinction is not precise and there is of course the option of ‘double-coding’), it should be noted that it is primarily with the second kind of course in mind that the observations below are made, though most of them applies equally well to the former kind of course. It is also for this reason that I find it appropriate to include some discussion on general education.

3. Two Varieties of Applied Ethics

A few words about the varieties of applied ethics are in order. When we reflect on general moral issues as they arise in practical problems, we are doing applied ethics. Applied ethics, as a subject in philosophy, covers a wide area. As far as the teaching of applied ethics is concerned, we may conveniently distinguish two varieties of applied ethics. Publishers’ classification of books or ‘text-books’ in the relevant field reflects the distinction quite nicely. Most of the books dealing with applied ethics, with which publishing today is awash, are usually subdivided into two categories. A book in the first category deals with moral problems in a specific field or profession — moral problems in medicine, in law, in business, in education, and so on. A book in the second category deals typically with a set of general moral issues (or, as some writers put it, ‘contemporary moral dilemmas’.) Most of these issues are about matters on which our society is deeply divided: for instance, issues about suicide, euthanasia, abortion, pornography, capital punishment, hunger, and war. Thus we have, on the one hand, books in ‘Professional Ethics’, ‘Business Ethics’, ‘Medical Ethics’, ‘Bioethics’, and so on; and, on the other hand, books in ‘Applied Ethics’, ‘Practical Ethics’, or less fashionably, ‘Social Ethics’. The two categories, of course, overlap. The issues of abortion and euthanasia, which never fail to find their ways into almost every book in the second category, are also central topics in medical ethics. Despite this overlap in subject matter and concerns, the two varieties of ethical inquiry differ quite significantly with respect to scope, attention, as well as approaches. Truth-telling, for instance, is a perennial issue in medical ethics (e.g. ‘Should the physician reveal any gloomy assessment of illnesses that may demoralize the patient?’), and in that context is usually discussed with an eye as to how, and to what extent, it is amenable to ethical considerations concerning other moral or professional duties a physician might have. But I have searched my mind in vain for any writer in our second category of applied ethics who considers the general problem of truth-telling a ‘major contemporary moral dilemma’ that deserves separate treatment. With this preliminary remark, I would like to make it clear that in the reminding sections of this paper ‘applied ethics’ means the second, non-professional sort of applied ethics. 

4. The Teaching Goals of Applied Ethics

Applied ethics is a rapidly thriving ‘general education’ subject in tertiary education in Europe and America. It has often been pointed out that ‘general education’ defies rigorous or even relatively tangible definition. This has given rise to many difficult problems regarding the curriculum: should this or that be included in a program of general education? However, it does not mean that we cannot identify a generally acceptable set of broad areas of study that constitute the curricular substance of general education. Sidney Hook has identified such a set which, rightly I think, includes an area of study as defined in terms of the following need:

Every student has a need to be informed, not only of significant facts and theories about nature, society, and the human psyche, but also of the conflict of values and ideals in our time, of the great maps of life, the paths to salvation or damnation, under which human beings are enrolled. He must learn how to uncover the inescapable presence of values in every policy, how to relate them to the causes and consequences and costs in other values, and the difference between arbitrary and reasonable value judgments. (Hook 1975: 32)

Granted that the need for value inquiry has a central place in our conception of general education, the inclusion of applied ethics as a specific component in the curriculum of general education seems unproblematic. Moral judgments form a class of value judgments. Applied ethics concerns the evaluation of moral judgments and decisions in the context of general, practical problems. Indeed many of us would agree that the need for moral inquiry is all the more urgent in our world today: we face novel, acutely perplexing moral problems with unprecedented complexity brought about by rapid social and technological change, which also transforms old, perennial moral issues into even more agonizing problems.

But exactly how, and to what extent, applied ethics serves to supply for the need of value inquiry are questions characterized by many disagreements, arising from different conceptions of the nature, goals and methods of teaching applied ethics.
 Certainly it is beyond the scope of this paper to deal in length with these disagreements. In what follows, I will only try to shed some light on some aspects of the issue by discussing briefly the core goals of applied ethics, leading eventually to the problem of advocacy.

Compared with other views,
 the one below about the goals of applied ethics as a subject in general education is a modest one. Certainly, goals are necessary ideal and we may sometimes fail to attain them. But a goal is too unrealistic to accept if what one can reasonably expect to attain always falls far short of the ideal. There are, in my view, two primary, important, and reasonably attainable goals that teachers of applied ethics should strive to reach, and thus should be the core of any set of goals for a course in applied ethics. How ambitious such a set should be in a particular case depends, of course, on a number of things.

1. Recognizing moral disagreements

At first sight, it might sound a bit puzzling to say that a goal in the teaching of ethics is to recognize moral disagreements. If you believe that abortion is always immoral and I believe that women have the right to abortion on demand, there is a moral disagreement between us. Do we need much intellectual exercise to recognize it? But in fact, moral disagreements need not be as explicit as that. Sometimes the disagreement is essentially factual. If a retentionist and an abolitionist argue about the morality of death penalty, their disagreement may arise from different beliefs as to whether death penalty is an effective deterrent against crime. So, the abolitionist may agree that death penalty is justified if it deters crime, though he or she may deny that it does deter. Sometimes moral differences are concealed by different beliefs about what the relevant facts are. More often than not sorting out these differences is a much more complex matter than it might seem — we often do not mean what we say, or we do not say what we mean, or we are not sure how to articulate what we mean to say — but it is the first step towards resolving moral disagreements. Furthermore, responses to ethical issues often take the form of an emotional response, an emotional response not without appraisal or cognitive elements. Sorting out these elements frequently requires a rational dialogue between disagreeing parties. The dialogue sometimes results in the disappearance of genuine disagreement. More often, differences at more fundamental levels are revealed as a result.

2. Developing the capability to evaluate moral arguments

The capability to evaluate moral arguments involves at least two major sorts of abilities. The first involves the use of analytical skills. Students should be able to identify fallacious arguments, unveil hidden assumptions, to form logical arguments for their position and so on.  One may include also some of the skills of informal logic as mentioned in Section 1 in a broader construal of ‘analytical skills’. The development of analytical ability as a goal in the teaching of ethics is widely recognized and accepted.
 But analytical skills are applicable to the evaluation of arguments in moral as well as non-moral contexts, and thus are not distinctive of, though necessary for, moral appraisal. So the development of the capability to evaluate moral arguments, if it is to be considered a goal in teaching applied ethics, cannot consist merely in the development of analytical skills. This is where the second sort of ability comes in. This sort of ability pertains to the evaluation of moral beliefs as the premises or conclusions of moral arguments. Such evaluation usually takes the form of testing moral beliefs, or moral principles, with our responses to their consequences. These responses, as Jonathan Glovers points out, are themselves liable to modification and evaluation, not only by experience and imagination, but also, more importantly, by general moral beliefs. There is an interplay between general beliefs and responses. While a general belief may be rejected because its consequences invoke unfavorable responses, a particular response may be regarded as inadequate or misplaced in the light of one’s whole morality. For arguably one’s response in a particular context needs to be sensitive to one’s whole morality, just as rationality in science requires that we strive to formulate a coherent set of theories and observations.
  

The ability to test general beliefs with responses and to modify responses in the light of one’s whole morality is as necessary for moral appraisal as analytical skills are, and thus must not be left out in the development of the student’s capability to evaluate moral arguments.

3. Improving students’ character and conduct?

Should it be a goal of an applied ethics course to improve conduct and modify behaviors? This is a question characterized by many disagreements. Different answers to the question often make different assumptions. For example, that such a goal, if it be one, can (cannot) realistically be achieved. For our purposes, I just want to point out one thing. Many of the ‘improvementalists’, when arguing that improving behaviors should be considered a goal in teaching ethics, have in mind such ‘morally better’ behaviors as being honest, being more caring, not stealing, etc. (Annis 1992 p.193) So, when an opponent argues that ‘[no] teacher of ethics can assume that he or she has such a solid grasp on the nature of morality as to pretend to know what finally counts as good moral conduct,’ (Callahan 1980: 71) the improvementalist’s rejoinder is often something like ‘Is he really suggesting that we don’t have good reason for believing that the theft and destruction of library books and journals, that cheating on academic assignments and tests, and that lying about important matters are prima facie wrong ?’ (Annis, op. cit.) But the rejoinder is weakened if what is in question is abortion, meat eating (as opposed to practicing vegetarianism), or voting against retention of capital punishment, instead of cheating in examination or shoplifting. That we have a solid grasp of the moral impermissibility of assaulting others need not mean that we have a solid grasp of the morality of killing a fetus. A ‘morally better person’ who would under no circumstances steal, assault others, or cheat in tests may support, or even have an, abortion with not unjustifiable reason. With respect to such typical ‘applied ethics’ issues as abortion, death penalty, animal rights, the anti-improvement position seems to me a reasonable one. After all, putting aside the issue just mentioned, what effect a 3-unit term course could have on a university student’s conduct, considering all the countervailing forces outside the classroom?

5. To Advocate or Not to Advocate

From the above discussion it seems to follow that no teacher of applied ethics should advocate a position: if the teacher cannot pretend to know what finally counts as the right position of an issue, she should refrain from advocating any particular position. (Holders of such a view I shall call ‘anti-advocates’.) The teacher’s arguments may happen to alter the convictions of the student, but it should not be the teacher’s role to win support for a position. For, as an anti-advocate put it,

Everyone faces the fundamental choice of either developing the ability to interpret his or her own adult experience or of being enslaved to the interpretations of others. And there is no lack of ideologues vying for each person’s acquiescence, ...blatantly or subtlety, manipulatively or sincerely, consciously or unconsciously. (Baumgarten 1980: 186) 

Anti-advocates argue that the teacher should not join the competition. What then is the teacher’s role? It is, they maintain, to help uncover hidden assumptions and to explore implications, in order that students ‘may draw more reasoned conclusions themselves’. (Ibid.)  But I want to argue that such a role involves implicit advocacy because it presupposes the significance of rationality and reason. For those who have doubt whether insistence on rationality and reason should be considered a substantive position, Michael Goldman’s reminder is worth citing: there are philosophers — Pascal, many existential philosophers as well as philosophers from non-western traditions — who have denied that reason is ‘a prerequisite to adequate philosophical (as well as other) thinking.’ (Goldman 1981: 7) I am not saying that I agree with such a denial. 
 Nor are we here concerned with the plausibility of the non-rational approach to philosophy. For our purpose, it suffices to call attention to the following points: 

First, given our characterization of the goals of applied ethical above, an anti-rational approach to teaching applied ethics would be a self-defeating notion. Rationality is essential for the recognition of moral disagreements, the use of analytical skills, and the test of general beliefs. So, given our kind of goal, the very idea of teaching applied ethics makes sense only to those who are advocates of reason and rationality. (See Goldman 1981: 7)

Second, when asked to justify the claim that the role of the teacher is only to help students draw more reasoned conclusions themselves, anti-advocates sometimes respond in such a way that reveals the internal inconsistency of their own position. The ability to draw reasoned conclusions will benefit those who possess it because, as an anti-advocate says, it helps one overcome the ‘ultimate form of alienation’ — that of accepting one’s philosophy on the authority of another — and it is an ideal of a free and democratic society ‘to overcome this form of alienation and to allow all persons the dignity of choosing their own beliefs.’ (Baumgarten 1980: 186) 
 To advocate democratic decision making and the use of reason against alienation is to advocate nothing less than a particular substantive position. 

It might be said that the charge of internal inconsistency is too harsh. The anti-advocate’s stricture, one might say, is against advocating a position in teaching ethics, not necessarily against advocacy by teaching ethics. I am prepared to accept that making this distinction might absolve anti-advocates of the charge of strict inconsistency. However, the distinction, as it stands, is not something that they could happily accept. Would they have no objection to a teacher advocating paternalism or authorativism by teaching? Certainly they would object to such a kind of advocacy. The important point that emerges is this: what anti-advocates seem to really worry about, or more accurately, what they should worry about is not advocacy itself, but advocacy that does not meet rational standards, or based on reason. 

Should we worry about advocating a position, if it is by means of rational arguments, with the best effort to present genuine alternatives in their strongest light possible? I can’t see why we should. For advocacy of this kind is no different from rational persuasion. If anything needs worrying about, it is not advocacy itself, understood as rational persuasion (as opposed to indoctrination, coercion, or manipulation), 
 but some possible misjudgments on the part of the teacher who try to advocate a certain position. She might fail to present genuine alternatives, or fail to present them in the strongest light possible. She might also give students the wrong impression that she has not failed to do so. This is an issue of practice, not a matter of principle. Some teachers always make accurate judgments of her own competence. Some just do not. Moreover, the student’s readiness to challenge the teacher’s arguments can do a lot to mitigate the seriousness of the problem when one arises. And the degree of such readiness may vary immensely and certainly has a lot to do with the student’s interest in the position being advocated. 

So, the use of advocacy does need to be cautioned against in some circumstances. This, however, need not suggest that the teacher would necessarily do better to forget about advocacy entirely. If a teacher fails to make accurate judgments about her own competence, she is more likely to run the risk of giving an unfair account of the plausibility of a position, whether she favors the position or not. One may worry that the advocacy approach worsens the situation because an advocate-teacher would tend to expose the weaknesses of the opposite position and therefore would be more likely to run the risk. Admittedly some advocates may more easily fall prey to this tendency than others. But this only allows us to say that a teacher who fails to make good judgments about her own competence, or tends to give unfair accounts of opposite positions, would not be a good advocate-teacher. But very likely she would not be a good teacher anyway.

So far I have tried to show that advocacy in classroom is not as serious a problem as the anti-advocate seems to think. One may think that there seems to be a tension between the view suggested here and the reluctance, as expressed earlier, to accept ‘improving conduct’ as a goal in teaching applied ethics. I should make it clear that it is not the intention of this paper to argue that one of the teacher’s primary roles is to compete with other ideologues. Securing agreement on substantive issues should not be a goal in teaching applied ethics. The teacher’s primary concern, in the view suggested here, is about critical spirit. She should care far more about why students believe what they believe than what they believe, and evaluate their performance accordingly.
 The teacher himself may happen to be, say, a pro-abortionist, but she should assure the students that anti-abortionist and pro-abortionist term papers of the same quality get the same grade. 

To say that advocacy should not figure in the goals of teaching apply ethics is not to say that it has nothing to recommend it in the classroom. The use of advocacy has at least the following advantages.

6. The Advantages of Advocacy

The first advantage of advocacy is in its motivating effect. Lively (or, better, Socratic) discussion is essential for effective teaching in applied ethics. This is not only because of the general need for communication between teachers and students. It also has to do with the very goals in teaching applied ethics. As mentioned earlier, dialogue is essential for recognizing moral disagreements. Classroom discussions, including that among students themselves provide many good opportunities for exercising and developing the ability to recognize disagreements. Dialogue is also essential for developing the two sorts of abilities needed for the evaluation of moral arguments, analytic skills and the ability to test general moral beliefs with response. As partly shown in the discussion in Sections 1 and 2 above, recent development in informal logical and critical thinking supports the view that the interrogative/dialogue model of reasoning offers a profitable framework for the teaching and learning of analytical-critical skills.
  As to the ability to test general moral beliefs with responses, the use of interrogation/dialogue is, I believe, indispensable. For, obviously, one good way to go about demonstrating this ability is to elicit moral response from students for testing their own general beliefs. 

According to my own experience, confronting the students with an advocate of a position is highly effective in engaging them in a lively discussion, or even debate, which offers many good opportunities for them to see how moral disagreements may get mixed up with non-moral disagreements, how assumptions may be concealed and revealed, how others response to the same general belief, how their own responses may come into conflict, and so on. So, the use of advocacy is a recommendable teaching device for those who teach with our kind of goal in mind.

The value of advocacy goes beyond its usefulness as a teaching method. A teacher who is also an advocate presents her students with a model from which they can benefit. It is in this context that Goldman thinks, rightly I believe, advocacy has the most value. He says: 

...when dealing with moral and social issues but not only, then, the advocate presents not merely a model of honesty, but a model of self-assurance, pride, and individuality, as opposed to the manipulator in non-advocacy clothes...so even if we do not persuade many, we do them an important service by presenting them with such a model. (Goldman 1981: 9)

But Goldman’s words only spare me the task of succinctly describing one aspect of the model. There is another aspect that I wish to point out. The model that the advocate present is not only one of ‘honest and self-assured moral candor’, but also one of tolerance. 

Tolerance, I submit, need not go hand in hand with reason. Many people may mouth rationality, but would accept a reasoned, honest argument only when they favors the conclusion. They may have the ability to draw and recognize reasoned conclusions, but they lack that quality of mind which enables them to subject their own beliefs to the test of others’ reasoned argument. So many of us today are unwilling, even sometimes afraid, to articulate a moral judgment because of this lack of tolerance on the part of others. The unwillingness to articulating one’s view can undermine the very possibility of rational discourse. While tolerance is important to the possession of critical spirit, I doubt that it should figure in the primary goals of teaching ethics. It baffles me when someone talks as if tolerance is matter of skill or ability that can be taught. Perhaps I am wrong. But surely tolerance is a quality that we would wish to instill into the student. And in this context advocacy is recommendable. To succeed in engaging students in a lively discussion by means of advocacy, the teacher must show tolerance. She must assure her students that she is prepared to give the opposite view due attention and considerations, otherwise, the students would be more prepared to espouse the teacher’s position than to question it. So through the (proper) use of advocacy the teacher presents a model of tolerance.

There is another dimension of this ‘tolerant advocate’ model that is worth mentioning. While many of us find it easier to make ourselves tolerate a position embodied by someone with an authoritative role,  tolerance shown by someone with such a role — for example, a teacher — is, unfortunately quite rare. I am not saying that the teacher should present himself as an authority. But it is a fact that, partly because of traditional ideas and partly because of the fact that they are very often overwhelmed by the teacher’s familiarity with the subject, students tend to see the teacher as an authority. So the advocate-teacher does the student an important service by presenting them with not just a model of tolerance but a model of tolerance of a relatively rare sort.
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