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Dear Students 
Thank you for submitting your assignment. A number of you dealt competently with the question and provided thoroughly researched and well-argued essays. Well done! Because you were tasked to write an essay, credit was given to pieces of writing that had a clear structure with an introduction, a main body and a conclusion. 

Structure of the essay 
In your introduction, you needed to do the following: 

· Clearly indicate that you were aware of the purpose of the essay, that is, to analyse the given texts, comparing and contrasting the aspects specified; 

· Outline the essay’s main argument and its structure; 

· Use key sentences that help to achieve the above ― for example: ‘The purpose of this essay is to compare and contrast …’; ‘The essay will focus on the following aspects …’; ‘Further, the essay will provide evidence from the text in order to support the analysis …’.

In the main body: 

You needed to demonstrate your ability to use academic English conventions, particularly the use of comparative discourse markers and transitions as you addressed the different aspects relevant to the essay question. The use of transitions was particularly important in this essay because you needed to give the reader the necessary ‘signposting’ which indicated that you were moving from a discussion of one text to another (given that you had a total of four texts to compare and contrast), using discourse markers to indicate that you were discussing one particular aspect such as ‘style’ as it applied to a particular text, and then comparing and contrasting the same aspect (style) in the next text. Clear transitions and signals help create cohesion and coherence in an essay. 

You needed to write a conclusion in which you: 
· indicated that you were making a transition from analysing the texts to concluding your argument; 

· highlighted the key points of your essay; for example: ‘The main purpose of the essay was to compare and contrast …’; ‘It has been shown that the five texts belong to different genres …’. 

PLEASE NOTE: The discussion provided below is an example of how you could have approached your essay. Thus, it is not exhaustive. Only some of the possible aspects that could have been explored in your essay are included in the discussion that follows.

DISCUSSION 

The four texts that you analysed for your assignment present information, viewpoints, challenges or a defence of the presentation of facts or the truth. Based on criteria such as the communicator’s intended audience, purpose and topic, one can deduce the speaker’s/writer’s purpose, feelings and attitudes. The discussion below deals with each text separately in order to illustrate how you should have identified and explained the use of language features and clarified how such features contribute to meaning.
Comparative essay writing requires that you find similarities and differences and themes that are woven in various texts and demonstrate how the writers choose to present their information to the reader using mechanisms that are linked to their purposes. This is a language module that stresses meaning-making, so just identifying concepts and features does not suffice. You need to use the opportunity to identify language features (not only grammatical) and engage with them in order to strengthen your argument.

Style and structure

Text 1
Rhetorical strategies are influenced by word choice, sentence fluency and the voice of the writer or speaker, and within this frame inheres the context and purpose as well. Note how, lexically, the word, ‘strategies’ relates to long-term or overall aims and interests and the means of achieving them. The first of these underlined words relates to a definite goal or purpose, one which informs the speaker’s use of language; the second, ‘interests’, is more subtle and covert: the listener needs to discern whether or not the speaker is self-interested (that is, subjectively pursuing a self-serving agenda designed to place him/her in a favourable light). In this case, his/her words could be artful and disingenuous, not supporting the wider interests of a group, interests which one might expect to be more objective and balanced (argumentative), as one could probably assume that everyone in the group had made a democratic contribution as to what constituted these interests. The third underlined word, ‘means’, refers to the choices made by the writer or speaker which influence the desired purpose and effect. Journalists, reporters and hosts of talk shows have their own style, which is adjusted to fit their audience. They vary their diction in order to spark controversy, to discredit or to unsettle their ‘victims’. Words chosen may be sensationalist or emotive in order to serve a particular purpose. As Sam Leith puts it:



Rhetoric is language at play; language plus. It is what persuades and cajoles, inspires and bamboozles, thrills and misdirects. It causes criminals to be convicted and then frees those criminals on appeal. It causes governments to rise and fall, best men to be ever after shunned by their friends’ brides and perfectly sensible adults to march with steady purpose towards machine guns.


And it is made of [discourse] like … the paragraph above. It is made of linked pairs ― ‘inspires and bamboozles’, ‘persuades and cajoles’. It is made of groups of three. It is made of repeated phrases. It is made, as often as not, of half-truths and fine-sounding meaninglessness, of false oppositions and abstract nouns and shaky references.


But it is also made of ringing truths and vital declarations. It is a way in which our shared assumptions and understandings are applied to new situations, and the language of history is channelled, revitalised and given fresh power in each successive age. (Leith 2012: 6-7)


TEXT 1 references two speakers’ direct speech, although it is evident that there is a third speaker, Chuck, who is the first voice to which Conway is responding. Conway is attempting to defend Sean Spicer, Trump’s press secretary (whom, as we know, Trump later fired) who is accused of lying, in other words, of ‘spin-doctoring’ the ‘truth’. 

Conway, a member of Donald Trump’s presidential campaign team, takes up a defensive stance and uses diction to diffuse the attack surrounding use of the phrase ‘alternative facts‘ (reminiscent of Trump’s (in)famous coinage of the term, ‘fake news’) and turn the tables on Chuck, the initial respondent. (One is reminded here of Trump’s notoriously fraught and adversarial relationship with the media.) Conway’s use of language is more than a little feeble (as well as being ungrammatical and confused). This is clearly demonstrated in the introduction of alternative facts which, as Hughes goes on to emphasise, is a deceitful and self-serving use of euphemism. Conway also resorts to a rather cowardly utilization of hyperbole when she retorts: ‘Don’t be so overly dramatic about it, Chuck’. It becomes obvious that she cannot convincingly defend the assertions of Sean Spicer. 
All four of the extracts set for this assignment are chosen from online platforms with different types of readership. However, the common theme across all texts is that online texts depend on virality, which one can only assume means that the popularity of the text needs to go viral since that entails increased readership. In this context, the rise of online readership has resulted in a corresponding lowering of the quality of online journalism. Good writing in terms of sentence fluency and a sophisticated choice of diction is sacrificed for pure sensationalism. Elements of polished writing include precise word choice that succinctly captures the writer’s purpose and the use of rhetorical devices that are carefully and strategically selected to achieve the desired effects. 
Technically, the purpose of the speaker (Conway) is communicated, but the sentences are loosely constructed and syntactically incorrect. In attempting to defend the accusation, the speaker adopts a defensive stance. The use of contractions in her speech also indicates a level of informality and perhaps expediency. Evidence of ellipses also indicates a change of thought or interruptions and unfinished sentences, all of which reduce the efficacy of her argument and show her to be evasive and somewhat duplicitous. It is obvious that Trump’s people are defending something said by Sean Spicer which was found to be a lie. It is interesting to see the lengths that they would go to in order to protect him or to promote their agenda, even if it includes making up concepts or distorting the truth, which is a propagandist tool.
Scottie Nell Hughes’s response is more focused and convincing, in that he goes to the heart of the matter by pointing out that when the politicians taking part in the presidential campaign use clichés such as ‘facts are facts’, they are ultimately disguising a fundamental falsehood in an attempt to obscure the reality that supposed ‘facts [are] not really facts’ at all. They are lies offered in the name of ‘truth’. He goes on to emphasize how subjective interpretation causes ‘facts’ to become equivocal and unstable, a diffuse and ultimately unreliable sign system: ‘Everybody has a way of interpreting them to be the truth or not true. There’s no such thing, unfortunately anymore, of facts’. Although his response, like Conway’s, is marred by poor expression, his argument is far more convincing. By using the words ‘unfortunately anymore’, Hughes highlights a nostalgia for a time when people’s word was their bond. Ironically (and perhaps cynically!) though, one might doubt whether most politicians throughout the ages have ever conveyed unadulterated facts, unsullied by an underlying mendacity. 
TEXT 2
The speaker in TEXT 2, a reporter, reacts to the introduction of the term ‘alternative facts’ in TEXT 1. Throughout his speech, which is characterised by short, sharp sentences, his purpose to discredit the notion is clear and concise. His repetition of the phrase, ‘alternative facts’ is effective in that it functions like a rhetorical prodder, subjecting the term to a derisive hectoring by which it is parodically emptied of meaning. His use of the word, ‘cudgels’, in ‘Alternative facts are like cudgels in the effort to obscure the truth’, is an effective deployment of emotive language and hyperbole. He manages to emphasise how the phrase, ‘alternative facts’ is used to ‘bludgeon’ anyone who offers a dissenting position, a form of verbal bullying. Furthermore, the reporter’s reference to ‘reality ― or rather, realities’, in its clever substitution of the singular word by its plural form, demonstrates how ‘reality’ has, through a manipulation of the truth, become multiple and hence difficult to discern accurately.     
Text 3
Here, the writer uses reportage, which is common in journalism and newspapers, in order to inform the readership of the impeachment of the South Korean president, Park Geun-Hye. The writer uses extremely long sentences that can become monotonous and also impede the flow of the argument, since concise reporting tends to strengthen a case and cement the writer’s position. Sentence fluency is also hindered in such cases. Use of diction is carefully selected and the rules of grammar adhered to.
The writer uses language that has subjective leanings, even though it attempts to present the article as a balanced piece of journalistic writing. This is a clever technique that writers use to manipulate their readers.

Examples of diction used to serve the writer’s purpose are:

· Ousted ― has implications of forceful removal;
· Road to impeachment ― implies a clear path orchestrated to topple the leader;
· Flood of fake news- alliteration of the ‘F’ sound creates a dramatic feel and adds an emotive edge to the writing; 
· Rasputin-like: this inverted simile is expertly used to indicate the belief of the people that Choi, the president’s confidante, exerted undue influence over her and perhaps even harboured sinister intentions, as was the case of Rasputin’s influence over Tsar Nicholas II.  
· Funnel money ― the use of the metaphor is also fairly dramatic, which creates a strong sense of a potentially large and undisclosed amount. 
It is difficult to identify the position of the journalist, since the extract appears to be an example of objective reporting. However, the writer’s choice of diction leads one to believe that he is rather more involved than is necessary. It is an example of clever writing, since the writer masks his true feelings, and his subtle choice of diction leads the reader to conclusions that are orchestrated by the word choice. The purpose nevertheless remains as informative as if it were a distanced, objective piece of reporting. 

When this article is compared to TEXTS 1 and 2, the apparent differences are illustrated in the style and beliefs about facts. While the facts in this text can be corroborated, the terms used in the other two texts cannot be accurately checked.

Text 4
While TEXTS 1 and 2 either take an adversarial (TEXT 2) or defensive position (TEXT 1), TEXT 3 purports to report the consequences of media falsehoods objectively. TEXT 4, on the other hand, has a conversational approach which, despite its relative casualness, offers a compelling response to what the writer sees as the rise of irresponsible reporting with the purpose of going viral. It is also different to TEXTS 1 and 2, which present uncompromising views of their positions, and to TEXT 3, which serves simply to report the consequences of fake news. This appears to be a rational and thoughtful attempt from the writer to inform the readers about how reporting integrity is lost, all in the name of increased readership. This text also differs from the others in terms of challenging the reader to become more discerning and to take control in terms of trying to uncover what is truth and fact and what is not. The way a writer or speaker is positioned in speech or writing is determined by the techniques they use to achieve a particular purpose. Being aware of the purpose invites an evaluation by the reader as to how well the aim is achieved and the message promoted. The four set texts are all online sources, designed to reach as many people as possible and to incite interest or controversy. 

In this text, the writer takes a seemingly neutral stance: however, his cynicism is clearly apparent in his choice of diction:

· Objectivity is a myth ― a myth, of course, is a story that cannot be proven, or a belief that people have held but which cannot be verified. In comparing objectivity to a myth, the writer’s interrogates prevailing attitudes to the ‘truth’.
· A viral story is the holy grail for publishers ― the metaphor of the holy grail which was imbued with profound religious significance and much sought after, indicates, by contrast, the paltry relative worth of a story that has value only in terms of online readership. When a story goes viral it amasses interest which is equated with monetary rewards. These rewards provide the new definition of success, whether the story is true or not.
· The two terms printing press and virality are contrasted, as one refers to old-fashioned news reporting based on faithful adherence to the facts, and the other exposes the lure of online readership which has replaced authenticity with a distortion of reality based on mercantilist motives.

The purpose is to engage the reader with the various versions or perspectives on truth and present the facts so that the reader can make up his or her mind. His belief that the reader should be critical and not accept online texts at face value cautions people to be wary about items which appear to be newsworthy, but which are based instead on creating a story tied to ‘clickership’ rather than responsible readership. 
This feedback letter is not exhaustive or monolithic. There are many ways in which one can engage with these texts, as long as arguments are accompanied by references, supporting quotations and adequate justification.
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Pre-Examination Information

The examination will consist of a two-hour paper.  The paper will be divided into two sections as follows:

Section A: 
Short questions that count for 50 marks

Section B: 
An essay worth 50 marks

Total: 

100

Time: 

2 Hours

You will be expected to answer all the questions.

N.B. Please manage your time carefully.
We wish you all the best in your studies.

The ENG2601 Team
Define tomorrow
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