Come on Mr. Blair, tell us!
Or should he?

This is an exercise in assessing arguments. You will look at two opposing

arguments, and try to evaluate them.

The boxes below show extracts from two newspaper articles. Each extract contains
an argument. The first writer takes one side of the debate, the second writer takes

the other side. Read both extracts carefully then answer the questions below.
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Argument two

“It has been argued that since the
government supports the use of MMR, the
Prime Minister and other ministers should
inform the public whether their own
children have been vaccinated. This is
entirely wrong. The privacy of the Blair
family must be respected.

The Prime Minister is right to argue that if
he yields to pressure to reveal whether his
son has been vaccinated it would be
impossible to resist pressure to answer
inquiries about compliance with other
public health campaigns, including those
against smoking and in favour of safe sex.

Since children with certain serious
diseases, including untreated cancer,
should not be given the MMR vaccine, a
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(The Times 7t January 2002)

Which writer do you agree with?
What is that writer arguing for?
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What are that writer’s reasons for saying what he says?

What is the other writer arguing for?

What are that writer’s reasons for saying what he is saying?
Do you think it is odd that both writers are writing for the same

newspaper given that they disagree with each other?
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