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ABSTRACT: A general outline of a theory of reasondihlogue is presented as
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Critical thinking as a discipline requires some erging, central theory «
reasoned argument criticism that can begtda to students of the subje
Goals for skills to be taught often stressed iis tonnection are: (a) empa
— the ability to constructively understand the otkite's point of view, ar
(b) critical detachment — the ability to detect djiaand thergy to avoic
being too heavily partisan to attain a balancedpetive in argument.’ Bt
how are these goals to be facilitated?

The basic ability required is related to the redtign that every argume
has two sides to be considered, th® and con of argument. Hence tl
concept of dialogue is often suggested or alludedg the root notion. B
what is a dialogue? How can it be regulated orcstmed? And how cou
dialogue as a theoretical tool be applied to thei@aars of a given argume
that is being subjected to criticism?

Broad models of reasoned dialogue which look likeyt should b
applicable to argument analysis in critical thinkirhave recently be:
advanced, notably by Hamblin (1970), Rescher (19HMtikka (1979), an
Barth andKrabbe (1982). But each of these models of dialoga® differer
goals and different rules. Each seems to repreaatifferent conception
how dialogue should be structured as a model cfaeed argumentation, a
how strictly the rules should be foutated and applied to the practices
argumentation.

What is needed is a more general outline of thactire of reasone
dialogue, a dialogue theory for argument analyliest importantly, what i
needed is to see how such a theory could be effgtapplied to the
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work of critical analysis of argumentative textsdi$course. For that is the
stuff and substance of critical thinking as a watkdiscipline.

1. NORMATIVE RECONSTRUCTION OF ARGUMENTATION

The theory of argument as dialogue is an abstramtmative modelwhich
should present a relatively simple but precise efetules and procedur
representing how reasoned dialogue ought to bes @bstract conception
dialogue is, of necessity, an idealization, but ¢hat should be capable
being used to model given, particular text of discourse, and theraiy in
arriving at an analysis of whether the particulegusanent can be reasona
judged to be open to criticism. Complementing thisoretical point of viev
dialogues can also be studied in a pratticaempirical manner, where act
parliamentary debates, courtroom trials, and otteats of agrumentati
discourse are examined. However, it is in the urbletween the theoretic
and the practical point of view that real progreas be made in euadting
the justifiability of criticisms of argumentatiowff critical thinking.

It is important to recognize that in studying thdoirmal fallacies ar
other types of important argument criticisms, wee anaking normativ
judgments about whether the arcent in question is good or bad, reason
or unreasonable, open to criticism or not.” Theme \alue judgments, b
they can be backed up by precise, theoretical quimes of what a goc
argument ought to look like in a particular conteft dialogue.Yet thes
value judgments need to be backed up by eviderwa the given, particul
text of discourse of the argument being put undzutmy. There is actu
evidence of various sorts that can be brought tor beargument criticism.

The job of criti@l analysis of an argument begins with the presion
that there is a given text of discourse. This tmely be some ink marks ol
piece of paper, or it could be a taped transcrfpa speech or debate. Bef
the would-be critic can get down to the jolb making or evaluating sor
specific criticism of the argument, first he musswer the question "What
the argument?Characteristically, this question turns out tortea-rivial, for
several reasons. One is that an argument is raied in a copletely
explicit form. Another is that the context of diglee may be an importe
factor in making a reasoned determination of whetreargument should
judged open to criticism or né

What the critic must do then is to assemble thegigvidencen the tex
and work up a reconstruction of the argument he sett to criticize. Th
basic questions of any reconstruction are the Wahg. What are tr
premises? What is the conclusion? If there arers¢atages in the sequel
of argumentation, how are the premises and cormhgslinked
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together? If there are several conclusions, whathés ultimate (globa
conclusion to be proved by the proponent of theuargnt? Who is tt
propment? What is his position on the issue? Who isdgponent, ar
what is the opponestthesis? What is the issue? What type of arguiis
it supposed to be (inductive, deductive, etc.)? Whahe burden of proo
What type of dialogue is it? These ahe sorts of questions a critic m
ask in order to work up a reconstruction of an argat, prior to the job «
assessing the strength or weakness of the argument.

EVIDENCE FOR ARGUMENT EVALUATION

MODEL OF
DIALOGUE
CONTEXT OF TEXT OF
) DIALOGUE 1 | DISCOURSE
EVALUATION

OF CRITICISM

Fig. 1.

The assessment of an argument as open to critiassndefensible froi
criticism, involves a normative evaluation, but ahat should be based on
three sourcesfoobjective evidence. First, the given text of argantative
discourse furnishes verifiable evidence of an argueommitment:
Second, the context of dialogue provides scriptsfoirmation in the fornof
plausible presumptions and inferences. Thirde thbstract model
dialogue provides a coherent system of argumerdsfutonventions al
procedures that can be matched to a type of dialdgum the evidenc
given by the text and context.

The basic problem with the traditional treatmentrdbrmal fdlacies wa
that "one-liner examples were given a superficial and often sutbisiéy
incorrect analysis, because the three lines ofexdd above were largs
ignored. The newer approach requires looking ahgeaticular example
an extended sequem of argumentation that needs to be appreciatats
proper context as a type of dialogue with goals atahdards of argume
that need to be articulated.
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INFORMAL FALLACIES

Tradition has it that there are a number of imporand characteristic typ
of errors of reasoning calleisiformal fallacies,arguments that often se:
influentially plausible and persuasive, but are glgeand systematally
erroneous and logically aorrect.' There are two main things wrong with
tradition. One is that many examples of argumeatathat come under o
or more of the headings of these cadled fallacies turn out, when prope
analyzed, to be arguments that are plausible orkwdéait not totall
worthless or absolutely incorrect. The problemliage cases is that the te
"fallacy" is too strong, suggesting an underlyingtematic failure or tot
incorrectness implying rejection, when such a sjremaluation would not |
justified. The second thing wrong with the traditiontligt, in some case
arguments coming under the heading "fallacy" adyualirn out to b
reasonable (correct), even if they may not he dedely valid, ol
inductively strong.

A good example is the appeal to authorityaogumentum ad verecundi:
(literally, appeal to modesty), traditionally cited an informal fallacy. It
true that some kinds of appeal to authority, notatgpeals to the sayso of
expert, can go badly wrong in argumentation, kedequately supported &
documented, and be abused in various ways.' Evesosoe arguments bas
on expertise can be weak, but are basically pldaisénd reasonakt
arguments for arriving at a conclusion. In othesecs an argument based
expert tesmony can be basically reasonable. Such arguméatsexample
have long been recognized in the courts, and nglsth, as having
legitimate function in shifting a burden of proothe growing science
expert systems in Al also suggests that logioédérences based on exg
knowledge can be correct and legitimate as a fofnmmeasoning in son
cases.'

For these reasons, it is correct to reject the atet language of inform
fallacies and replace it with the language of argotrcriticisms. A cricism
of an argument can be strong or weak, justifieduojustified, biased «
adequately supported. But it is only in those axiecases where a critici:
is so strong and decisively overwhelming that thguenent it criticizes ce
be totally refuted as "fallaciousMore often, the term "fallaciouss ar
exaggeration that cannot be reasonably defendeenghe evidence of tl
text of discourse and the tools of argument analgsiilable to process tl
evidence properly.

Contrary to the tradition of fallacies, emotiongpaals in argumentian
are quite often basically reasonable, or at leastroit no fault of reasont
argument.' Appeals to force can he proper in lad diplomacy for exampl
in some cases. Appeals to popular views or presiomptaken to be wide
plausible for a given audience or cultural groupe a legitimate part
reasoned argument in a democratic political systAppeals to pity fa
charitable donations and the like can also he @ersu
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sion of a non-fallacious sort. Of course, emotioagpeals of all three
sorts can also be badly abused in argumentatiomaiious ways. One of
the most serious sources of misuse of such apgeatbat they can be
evasions of the issue (failures of relevance).

In reasoned dialogue, relevance is defined by tlobaj issue of the
dialogue. If an arguer's questions or assertionine too far removed
from the thesis he is supposed to prove in theodia¢, he can be
challenged to show how his question or assertiorelisvant'® The burden
of proof should be on the arguer to show relevahoballenged. In some
cases, this burden can easily be met. In othersgcases not adequately
met. In still other cases, a mediator must use fuelgt in ruling on
relevance, because it is sometimes hard to anteiphere an argument is
leading, if the argument is still being developdd, the middle of a
discussion. When a text of argument is completeweher, it is often
easier to make judgments of relevance in retrospect

The traditional fallacy of many questions (complgxestion) is exem-
plified by the famous question: "Have you stoppeting your spouse?
However, directed to an acknowledged spouse-bdater criminal trial,
this question could be reasonable. Whether it &seoaable or not depends
on the context of dialogue in a particular casedmplex and loaded
guestions can be problematic in many instances, thate is nothing
inherently erroneous or fallacious about a compégiestion. Aloaded
guestion maybe defined as a question which contaipsesupposition that
the respondent is not committed to, or that is cmytto the respondent's
position. There is nothing wrong with some loadegstions, in at least
some contexts of dialogue, even though overly aggive use of loaded
guestions can be subject to criticism in some casedault of reasoned
dialogue.

Although begging the question (traditionally iddietd with arguing in a
circle) has been considered a fallacy, in some £aseargument that has
gone in a circle need not be open to strong csticsimply on the grounds
of its circularity. Circular argumentation is prape subject to criticism
only in a context of dialogue where thereasequirement of evidential
priority indicated by the text or context of the argumengaming that the
premises are required to be better established thanconclusion to be
proved.'

The traditionalargumentum ad hominem is often a reasonable argument
used to shift the burden of proof against an argwhiose expressed
arguments are in practical conflict with his comménts, as expressed
through his personal actions. For example, if aepawho smokes tries to
counsel his child that he, the child, should nobkmbecause it is bad for
your health, the child has a right to ask: "Whabuatbyou? You smoke.
This ad hominem reply queries the practical consistency of the ptse
position on the issue of smoking. On the one haadcbndemns it as a
practice, while on the other he appears to condwreccept it, judging by
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his own personal conduct. What we have here islogital inconsistenc
but enough of @rima facie case for presumptive practical inconsistenc
makethe child's challenge a reasonable criticism & parent's argumel
The parent might well have a good reply, and he lhetder have if he wan
his argument to be plausible." Thus althowghhominemarguments shou
be open to severe criticism in soroases, there are many cases where
are basically reasonable arguments that have airege function o
shifting a burden of proof in dialogue.

One could draw similar lessons for virtually all tife traditional so-
called informal fallacies of the logic textbookshély can be bad argumerits
some cases, to be sure, but in many other caseds tbputation a
"fallacious” is not deserved, and is based on gkstic perception of how
argumentation in natural language should propedyirierpreted, argzed
and criticized. Only by a deeper understandinghaf dialoguestructure ¢
argumentation can we overcome this simplistic alnstrctivepoint of view
and obtain a more mature understanding of how tticre an argumel
fairly, based on an ietligent and empathetic reconstruction of the emitk
from the given text of discourse in a particulasea

3. TYPES OF DIALOGUE

There are many distinct types of dialogue. Eachclsaracterized t
different goals, and by different kinds of procealurues that facilitat
getting to the goal from an initial situation. Somtypes of dialogue a
more adversarial than others, and the procedurklsrare stated mao
explicitly, and are more strict, in some contextsd@logue than in other
For example,the criminal trial is a kind of dialogue where theles o
procedure are stated explicitly and are often 8iyrienforced, even thou
they typically require interpretation by a judderhe parliamentary debz
is also adversarial, and rules of arguarg stated explicitly, but these ru
are less elaborate, less strict, and more loos#igreed in most instances.

From the point of view of informal logic and criticthinking, one of th
most important types of dialogue is thersuasion dialoguavhere the goe
of each participant is to persuade the other pigditt of the acceptabili
of a specific proposition, based on premises thatdther participant eith
already has accepted or can be gotten to accepe €pecial type ¢
persuasion dialogue is thiéspute,where the thesis to be proven of the
participant is the opposite (negation) of the thesf the othe
Characteristically, the parliamentary debate arel dhiminal trial are type
of disputes.

A second type of dialogue is thaquiry, where the goal is to obte
further knowledge in a particular area, or on aitcofghe inquiry seek
proof or evidence, or the establishment of a cosioln based on given



DIALOGUE THEORY FOR CRITICAL THINKING 175

evidence whichis accepted in a field of inquiry at the origin@uation. The
inquiry is characteristically a hierarchical andiery search proedure, aki
to what Aristotle called a@emonstrationwhere the premises are require:
be better known or establishedaththe conclusion which is to be prov
The inquiry seeks established knowledge, a highdsted of proof, where:
the persuasion dialogue makes do with plausible nsitment, a kind c
fallible opinion which is sometimes an acceptablabstitute wher
knowledge is not presently available as a basis fting or making
decision.

A third type of dialogue isiegotiation, a kind of interesbased bargainin
where the goal is for the arguer to maximize hisnawterests, to get tl
"best deal" possible. Uike the first two types of dialogue, negotiatioas
little to do with the weighing of logical reasoning establish knowledge
to justify ideals, values, or convictions. In negtbn, the disputan
compete for goods that are in short supply, andcessions or tradeffs
agreed to are bargaining exchanges, not proiposi held to be tru
provable, or plausible.

If one participant in a persuasion or inquiry dgue has reason to thi
that the other participant is secretly or coveghgaged in negoti@n rathe
than persuasion or inquiry argument, the first ijpgyant is likely to b
highly offended. Indeed, this type of dialogue shif context is frequent
the basis of amd hominem criticism. For example, if two people are argt
aboutthe problem of acid rain, and the participant wias taken the sii
that acid rain is not a serious problem is foundthg other to be on tl
board of directors of a large industrial corporatithat has often been st
for pollution, the other particent may argue that his opponent in
dialogue is untrustworthy or lacks integrity. Thaticism in such a ca:
would be a species of @ horninem argument to the effect that the hidi
agenda of the one arguer reveals that the argunhenpsofesses arcontrar
to his own real interests and deeper motivationseffect, the criticism |
that the arguer who purports to be participatingaiminquiry or persuasi
dialogue is really engaged in an interest-baseatiatipon."

Contrary to its traditional reputation as an infainfallacy, the ad
hominem argument is a typef criticism that is sometimes reasonable, ar
other cases is itself reasonably subject to csicias an unfair
inadequately documented attack on an arguer.

Sometimes it is not easy to tell whether a dialogua persuasion dialog
or a negotigbn. For example, consider a committee meeting ehir
argument is decided by a vote at the end of thetimgpeT he vote may refle
the reasoned persuasion of those who attended #egimg and took part
or listened to the arguments on the issueit@ray be based on the percei
self-interest of the voters.

Aside from the three primary types of dialogue m&tl above., there are
many other types of dialogue. The goal of a diatbbgan be simply to
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readh agreement, to carry out an action, to transfesvkedge from on
party to another, or to defeat one's opponent hyraeans. The realiti@n
of each of these types of goals involves a diffetgpe of dialogue. Alst
many types of dialogues can have gypes. For example, the foren
debate is a type of dialogue that is a sub-typthefpersuasion dialogue.

In some cases, the rules that define the goalspanchissible moves in
dialogue are explicitly codified and institutioredid so that by enting into
dialogue the participants, in effect, bind themsslvio the rules. In oth
cases however, no strict rules may be stated oeemgupon prior to tt
beginning of a discussion, and it may be left te participants to articula
or propose ruleso facilitate the goals of the dialogue. One tektsuch i
rule is whether the other side will agree to it.cMmer test is whether t
proposed rule will be fair to both sides and willly facilitate the goals «
the dialogue by allowing both sidesetltapability of making a good ca
The opening phases of a discussion are often tls¢ face for reachir
agreement on procedural rules of dialogue.

4. COMPONENTS OF DIALOGUE

Any dialogue begins with some difference of opinion conflict (stasis
which leads to the formulation of an issue to be resdlor discussed. T
issue is aparticular set of propositions which sets the agefud discusion
by formulating what is to be proved or disproveddgch participant. Tt
issue should ideally be set the opening stages of a discussion, bec
the setting of the issue determines, at the glédadl, which arguments a
relevant and which can be ruled as irrelevant.

One of the simplest types of dialogue is tligpute,where there are tv
arguers, andhe thesis to be proved by the one is the oppdsiggation) ¢
the thesis to be proved by the other. In a disptiis, pair of propositions
be proved by the opposing sides is the issue ofdtakgue. However, n
all dialogues are disputes. Chatexgstically, the dispute is a subclass of
persuasion dialoguewhere the thesis to be proved by each side mu
proved exclusively from the commitments of the otlséde, according !
the rules of inference.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984) distinguishindtial confronta-
tion phase ofdialogue where the participants define the goalstltd
discussion and clarify or agree on some of thesiulthese agreements
clarifications, as far as they are known by a tipadty critic of the
discourse, serve to define the context of dialoghugch global rules, of five
kinds, pertain to the whole dialogue as an ordemglience.

1. Two Sidesln the basic case of dialogue, there must be two
participants, each of whom represents one sidbefdsue to
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be discussed. Conventionally, these two participaare calle
the Proponent and the Respondent.

2. Moves. A dialogue is an ordered sequence of moves. Norn
each participant takes a turn in making a moveaQalogue i
really a sequence of pairs of moves where the lpegrinput fror
each side. Normally, a pair is a question and dyrép tha
question.

3. Commitments. Attached to each side is a set of proposit
called acommitment-set. At each move, depending on the rt
of dialogue, propositions are inserted into thi$ se remove:
from it.

4. Procedural Rules. The rules of dialogue define the permiss
moves, the types of locutions involved in a moves tegulatio
of commitment insertion and deletion, and sequerafemove:
that fulfill the goals of the dialogue.

5. Goals of Dialogue. A dialogue must have specific goal ¢
criterion of success. The goal states which seceedé move:
according to the procedural rules, count as a ssfak cul-
mination or resolution of the dialogue.

In persuasion dialogue, the goal of the Propongmt iprove his conchior
(thesis) from the commitments of the Respondentd Alme goal of th
Respondent is to prove his conclusion from the cdments of th
Proponent.

PERSUASION DIALOGUE

Opponent's Proponent's
Commitments Commitments

Proponent's Opponent's
Argument Argument

AV

Proponent' Opponent's
Conclusion Conclusion

Fig. 2.
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Each must take the commitments of the other as iBesnand then pro
his conclusion by means of the rules of inferent¢he dialogue.

This goal may not be too easy to carry out, esplgci retraction o
commitments is allowed. Another difficulty for easlide is that the oth
side may, with reason, be reluctant to incur commaitts bymaking bolt
assertions or giving direct answers to questionscohdingly, in a struttre
of reasoned dialogue, there should be rules thag gicentives to answ
guestions, and generally to take on commitments.

Whoever proves his thesis from the other sidemmitments wins tt
game (fulfills the purpose of the dialogue). Theref persuasive dialog
has an adversarial flavor. However, there is anosii@e of it as well. Tt
commitment-set of each arguer defines that argyersgtionon the issuel
any given point in the dialogue. But there can beppsitions in the
commitmentset that are not known as explicit commitments lg argue
himself, or possibly even by the other participamtthe argument. The
propositions have been called an argueda@rk-side commitmentsas
opposed to the lightide commitments in his position that he is cle
aware of."

While persuasion dialogue has atversarial aspect (the goal is
persuade), it also has an educational aspect, wyathelrevealing of one
concealed and deeper commitments on an issue, wiaiohsurface throus
the course of questioning and answering in a gaaglsnce of dialogueA
sub-goal of persuasive dialogue is the revealingrofirgues position on a
issue. This increment of self-knowledge is the madtablebenefit of higl
guality persuasive dialogue.

Good persuasion dialogue thrives on the balancevdsat its adversarial
and educational goals. Douglas Ehninger realized when he describi
good argument as a tension between two drivesa {@3rtisan drive to arg
for ones side of an issue, and (&)critical restraint reflecting a commitm:
to the procedures required to enhance one's uraalisty of the issu
Ehninger summed this up by describing the idealuargas a "restraini
partisan. " A high quality persuasive dialogue aarly be achiegd by :
proper balance or tuning of these two tensionsgument.

How successful a dialogue can be in reaching is#ggdepends to a lar
degree on the rules —en how well they are formulated, and t
appropriate they are for the context and issue. @rportant type of rulés
that once an assertion is made or a question ars\véne concession dhe
commitment incurred goes on public record. Afterslgra comminent cal
be retracted in some cases, but universal retnadsiamnot always possible
easy, depending on the rules."

A commitment is not a belief of an arguer, for tiheory of dialogue
not a psychological theory of what an arguer adyubklieves'® Also, ¢
commitmentset is not, in general, required to be internalbgitally
consistent." Third, an arguer is not necessarilypnmitted to all the logical
consequences of the propositions he is committe@ven so, the arguser
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commitments define his position, and thifere mark off a kind of bounda
of the arguer's rationality. If he is blatantly arsistent in his position,
could be open to severe or even devastating itici

For example, in classical deductive logic, an irgistent set of proposi-
tions impliesany proposition you care to infer. If a dialoguesrenough rule
of inference to include classical logic, once aguar sees an inconsistenc
his opponent's position, he could immediately dedacs own thesis, al
thereby succeed in proving his conclusion.

Of course, a particular dialogue need not contdlithe rules of inferenc
of classical deductive logic. But this instance whdow incosistency in a
arguer's commitments can make his position sultgechallenge.

There can be many differekinds of structures of dialogue, and in fact
models of dialogue constructed by Hamblin, Resch#ntikka, and Bart
and Krabbe can be thought of as differgatnes of dialogue for differen
purposes. The notion that a structure of dialogare even b thought of as
regulated game highlights the idea that, to a aeratent, rules of dialog!
can be conventions, agreed to or accepted, or digputed about, by tl
participants themselves. This notion of dialogueadsnd of game was we
developed in the later philosophy of Wittgenstein.

However, participants in argument are not alwage fto dispute rules
dialogue. In some instances, a referee, or mediaar set rules fi
discussion and an agenda.

5. PRESUMPTION AND BURDEN OF PROOF

It is typical of argumentation in persuasion dialogues omntroversial issue
of practical import in natural language conversatibat there is too litt
relevant factual, scientific, or wedlstablished evidence to enable either s
contention to be proveith a framework of limited time. Indeed, it is thisry
feature of argument that is often found problematicobjectionable: "Yo
know, the problem with arguments is that they carog and on, yet the iss
is never resolved by a definite outcome, ong/ wa the other." This type
remark does indicate a serious problem with diadogas a method
argumentation, but fortunately, there are tooldeal with it.

The two basic tools are presumption and burdenroéfp A presumpion
is a proposition thats not known to be true, and is open to furtheguiny,
but that is granted as true by both participantdhedialogue. The purpose
presumption is to shorten an inquiry or dialoguetlsat there can be so
practical prospect of arriving at a residun of the issue, even if t
resolution may be subject to a opening of the inquiry, should n
knowledge or circumstances arise.

Burden of proof is a device used to set the requéms for fulfillment
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of the goal of the dialogue. This device is useli@icause in practic
decisionmaking with less than perfect information or resms available
argument could go on indefinitely without resolvirthe issue unle:
standards for resolution have some pieadt possibility of being me
Burden of proof ismost familiar in the context of persuasion dialog
where it can be defined as the weight or strendthrgument required t
one side to reasonably persuade the other sides Thua persuasic
dialogue,it is quite possible that the burden of proof fareoside could k
higher than the burden of proof for the other side.

Such an inequality is easily understood when iteialized that burden
proof should be set according to the commitmentsth&f partcipant tc
whom an argument is directed. If a proposition islely accepted by ¢
audience, and not subject to doubt or challengethem, only a sligt
argument, or perhaps even no argument at all, wdwddrequired t
persuade. Or if arguments on botbes are equally balanced, a tiny amc
of evidence could swing the outcome to one side.

Burden of proof should be set at the global levietlialogue, so that it
clear how strong an argument each side needs teoepits case. F¢
example, in a criminaltrial, the prosecution needs to prove "bey
reasonable doubt," a strong burden of proof, whetha defence need ol
show reasonable doubt in the other side's caseirio khowever, burden «
proof can also fluctuate at the local level, duritige varous stages i
moves in an extended dialogue. Hence there carhifes $n the burden ¢
proof during the course of an argument.

Presumptions are brought in and set as reasongbfp#ls of a dialogt
or practice, and in some cases, presumptions raqaired rather tha
allowed.For example, when handling a firearm, it is a regdipresumptio
that the gun must be treated as loaded, unlesssoatesolutely sure that t
weapon is not loaded. This type of reasoning isuaty a form of th
argumentum ad ignorantiambut it is not a fallacious argument. Itis a c
of a reasonable presumption, based on ignorancdchwkeads to
reasonable conclusion on how to act in a speciad kif situation.

Arguments on controversial subjects where reasamuictions are
issue should be viewed as starting from a propmsitihat is subject -
dispute but has a certain initial degree of plailis$p Then through th
course of the argument, that initidbpsibility is raised or lowered, throu
the sequence of local argument mo%est closure of the dialogue, t
proposition at issue will have a final plausibiliglue. The same process
plausibility modification through the course of tlegument wi affect
both sides. In a persuasion dialogue, it is realstento rule that the be
case has been made by the arguer who has brought #e greatest n
increase of plausibility for his thesis over thaicze of the argument.
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This conception of persuasive dialogue can be ntedehs follows
Suppose the dialogue has two participants a/anceach of whom has
respective thesis to prove, T(a) and T(b). Letisthat the initialplausibility
of a's thesis T(a), is i, representing some numaénalue between 0 and
ranging between minimum and maximum plausibilityndAlet's say thathe
initial plausibility of /b's thesig (b) is j. After the argument, the plausibil
value of T(a) has become that of k, and the valu&(b) is that of 1, let'
say. Then the winner of the argument is whoeverthagyreatest increase
plausibility value between the initial and finallva of his thesis.

WINNING STRATEGY OF PERSUASION DIALOGUE

[ a's SIDE b's SIDE
INITIAL MOVE plausT(a) = i plausT(b) = j
SEQUENCE OF I
ARGUMENT
i
FINAL MOVE plausT(a) = k plausT(b) =1
Fig. 3,

The winning strategy then is determined by thedwlhg formula. a wins

k — iis greater than the value &f— j., wins if the value ofL — jis greate
than the value o —i.

a wins:(k—i)> (1—j)
wins: (1—j)> (k — i)

Since each of the pair of goals above is the oppadithe other, this form «
persuasion dialogue is a type of dispute.
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The most valuable insight here is that argumengatiialogue should st:
from an initial position which defines the givenrlamn of plausibility on th
issue for the audience to whom the persuasive aeguns to be directe
Then the argument can befibed as successful or not in relation to its g
relative to the start line set by that horizon @fhgnitments. It is by th
means that the theory of dialogue is brought doavedrth and tied into tl
goal of persuasion of a specific target audienteelation to the curre
received opinions and values of that audience.

It is through the devices of presumption and burdeproof that reason:
dialogue in such a practical form is made possinld coherent as a theory
facilitate the goals of critical thinking.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In teaching critical thinking successfully, bothatéer and students bri
with them developed skills, at various levels, oferpreting and evaluati
extended sequences of argumentative discourse turatalanguage. Ea
field or discipline has its own special knowledgedavocabulary. But tt
common core of basic critical thinking skills untémg critical reasoning i
each discipline is the key ability to look at batldes of an argument. T
structure behind this ality is the concept of argument as dialogue. Altha
there are many special contexts of dialogue, tmactire of dialogue |
general is made up of the basic components revieabede, put together ir
a whole framework which regulates the give and takguestion and rep
according to the conventions accepted by thdigpants, or imposed ¢
them by an institution, regulating body, or chaimma

While it should be true that every argument has sides, it should not |
true that one side is always good (strong) as the other. Both these re
follow from the theory of dialogue sketched out @&o

Another field much in need of a general theory dlague is artificia
intelligence, where questiomply user interaction is an important par
computer programming Many interesting refinements of dialogue the
can be expected as outcomes of current reseamkh"in

NOTES

D'Angelo (1971) and Weddle (1978).

See Hamblin (1970) and van Eemeren (1986).
Numerous cases of this sort are cited in Walton (1987). ©
See Hamblin (1970) and Walton (1987).

s See Woods and Walton (1974).
h See Delisle (1984).
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See Waterman (1986) and Mann (1988).
" Cases of reasonable emotional appeals in argumenstudied in Walton (1985) and
Walton (1987).
slndeed, section 5. below will show how persuasirguaentation generally starts from a
given horizon of what is accepted by an audiencplassible.
0'see Walton (1982) on topical relevance in argument.
" See Douglas N. WaltorQuestion-Reply Argumentatiowestport, Conn., Greenwood
Press, 1989.
225ee Walton and Batten (1984).
" A n extended analysis of this case is presented@atton (1985).
"' See Delisle (1984).
'See Douglas N. Walton, Thed HominemArgument as an Informal Fallacy,’
Argumentation 11987, 317-331.
See also Walton (1985) on dark-side commitments.
Ehninger (1970, p. 104).
18 See Mackenzie (1981) and Krabbe (1985).
®See Hamblin (1971).
2 bid.
2 See Hamblin (1970) and Walton (1987).
22 See also Rescher (1977).
23 See Mann (1988) and Waterman (1986).
24 This paper was supported by a Research Grant frmmSbcial Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada, a Killam Research Relhop, and a Fellowship from t
Netherlinds Institute of Advanced Study in the Humanitiesl &ocial Sciences.
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