MAPPING KRISTOF’S ARGUMENT 
	Project

	Kristof’s “War & Wisdom” sets out to intervene in the debate about invading Iraq, and 
persuade policymakers and readers of The New York Times that war with Iraq would be a mistake. He does this by listing the most common arguments for going to war and constructing rebuttals for them, by documenting the concerns of key political and military authorities, and by showing that viable alternatives exist.

	Argument

	We should not go to war as it will cost too many lives and too much money, Hussein is not an imminent threat, and we have effective alternatives.

	Claim
	Claim
	Claim
	Claim
	Claim

	Key military authorities do not believe we need to invade Iraq

	War will cost too much in lives and money, and there are much better ways of spending the money.
	When faced with similar threats (Libya in the 80s, cold war) past presidents such as Reagan responded not by going to war but by pursuing a policy of containment.
	We can do more to bolster security by spending money  on education and energy independence. 
	Hussein doesn’t have nukes, and can’t develop them in the future as they are easy to detect. 


	Evidence for Claim
	Evidence for Claim
	Evidence for Claim
	Evidence for Claim
	Evidence for Claim

	Quotations that document the position of Generals Schwarzkopf, Zinni and Clark

	Cites estimated costs + cost per family. 
	Cites historical record of actions by Libyan regime and the response of president Reagan
	
	Inspectors can find nukes, as need vast electrical hookups that are easily identifiable.

	Strategies that support 
	Strategies that support 
	Strategies that support 
	Strategies that support 
	Strategies that support 

	Selects key generals likely to appeal to a broad audience (republican and democrat) esp. one famous for planning the first Gulf war; a person who has directed war against Iraqi troops, and thus has much practical experience.

	Pathos appeals (“kids torn apart by machine-gun fire.”)  

	Appeals to precedent, authority, & past successful policy (containment) 
Selects an analogy and draws on authorities likely to appeal to the broadest possible audience – particularly those suspicious of anti-war arguments. Uses analogy to construct powerful rebuttal of main claim for invasion.
	
	Strategic concessions – Bush has shown Hussein is a liar, Iraq is hiding weapons, and we are thus “justified” in invading Iraq. But this would be very unwise and too costly.

	
	
	
	
	


MACRO CHARTING OF KRISTOF BY PARAGRAPH

ONE: strategic concession (“Bush and Powell have adroitly shown…”) plus part of major claim (“haven’t shown the solution is to invade Iraq.”)

TWO: pathos (“kids torn apart”) plus 2 major claims (“containment is a better option than war,” “key military leaders oppose an invasion of Iraq”)

THREE: Presents evidence (quotes General S)

FOUR: Presents evidence (quotes General Z)

FIVE: Acknowledges key counterarguments/objections (“Hawks often compare Saddam to Hitler…”)  Presents critique and rebuttal (“the analogy is faulty…Hussein can’t invade neighbors army has degraded even since Iran war…he’ll die soon)
SIX: Rebuttal continued (“A better analogy is Qadafi, who used to be denounced as the Hitler of the 1980s) plus support/evidence for rebuttal (account of conflict with Libya)
SEVEN: appeal to authority (Reagan contained Libya, didn’t invade) and support for claim in paragraph 2 (containment = better).

EIGHT: Concession (Bush is right about Hussein playing games) plus rebuttal (inspectors got job done and decoyed weapons)

NINE and TEN: Rebuttal (even if Hussein manages to hide weapons, can’t refine or develop nukes, since they are easily detected)
ELEVEN: Claim (war will cost too much) evidence (100-200 billion, $750-1500 per taxpayer

TWELVE: Claim (spending money on education and energy independence would do more for national security) 
THIRTEEN: concession (Bush eloquently made case justifying invasion) question/claim
(but is this wise, and is this the best way to spend lives and money)

