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Argument Analysis Assignment
From the two arguments, Nancy Cantor’s argument is better than the other argument because it offers more plausible reasoning and good claims about affirmative action. Everyone knows that reasons and evidence help writers to establish convincing arguments and claims about their topic. In this regard, Cantor’s argument seems more reasonable. She establishes the reasons in the first two paragraphs which tries to answer the question “why” of the topic. The author establishes the rationale for making the argument as she links the current debate (second paragraph) with what has been the case. She argues that contrary to how Americans have been looking at the issue of affirmative action, she advises that Americans need to start looking at “affirmative action on college campuses for what it is; a way to enrich educational and intellectual lives” (1). 
Cantor has further provided good claims supported by a possible solution. She suggests through a rare but possible solution, that race can be used as a positive factor in enhancing the impacts of affirmative action. She offers evidence from the affirmative action from Bush’s administration by highlighting the flaws in the president’s affirmative action. She also compares Bush’s concept of affirmative action with Justice Lewis F. Powell’s while highlighting the strengths and flaws that could be improved. 
However, the only flaw in Cantor’s argument is that her solution is not prudent in the sense that it does not take into consideration both sides of the problem. It does not consider the realities and challenges of racial disparity in the United States. Her solution to affirmative action has not taken into consideration the possible ramifications of the problem it is trying to resolve. Racism is a complex problem that has proven difficult to resolve for many administrations. While this does not mean that it is impossible to resolve, but many policies or initiatives are not prudent enough to consider both sides of the argument and its possible ramifications. 

