ENGLISH 101 – The “Wikileaks” Issue

The following questions are designed to help to you read closely and actively, moving from summary and identification to critique and analysis. Answering these questions and discussing them with your peers will help you test ideas and work towards a supportable position on an issue. 

Initial Questions and Understanding the Rhetorical Situation:

Who is the author? Who is the intended audience of this piece? What are your expectations?

What can we assume about the text’s purpose from the author, audience, and context in which it appears? Like the snack tax exercise, sometimes an argument can have a dual purpose (or more), with both an explicit and implied purpose. See what you can come up with.

Indentifying Arguments and Claims:

Like our workshop with the snack tax articles, work methodically to first identify the claims that each author/text presents. I recommend using a clean sheet of paper to outline the main claims and support offered in each. Here are some basic questions to consider when re-reading each source.



What are the main points/claims in this text? What does this author want me to believe is true/good/bad/possible?



What types of claims are presented? Remember, Ch. 17 and class lectures reviewed claims of truth, value/evaluation, policy/proposal, cause and effect, comparison and contrast, and definition/classification. We’ve practiced identifying these as a class; see what you can do with these articles on your own.



Does the author offer support or evidence for each claim? What kind of evidence? Ch. 17 explored evidence in the way of anecdotes, statistics, expert testimony, observation, etc.



Does the author engage opposition or anticipate counter-arguments? How does the author present others’ critiques, and how are those counter-arguments answered?


Interrogating Arguments and Claims: Analyzing and Critiquing

Does the author provide sufficient support for each claim? Is support needed or is it assumed on the reader’s part?






What assumptions does the author make about the government, foreign policy, the war, citizens, democracy, etc? Do you see any problems with these assumptions?





What does the author overlook or ignore? Is this problematic? Why?



Does the author manipulate our emotions, sabotage the argument, make hasty generalizations or commit noticeable logical fallacies? Anything along those lines in these articles?



Entering the Conversation: Expanding the Debate

Which claims are worthy or unworthy and why? 



What arguments or perspectives do these writers ignore? Is there anything overlooked that might enhance the debate?



Do all parties have a common goal? How might some of the presented arguments be revised? Is there room for negotiation?




