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Reporting Humor
The article, “Post-election Musings on the National News Media”, by Clint Rainey, claims that the media poorly covers elections by examining journalists’ report of the recent election.   Rainey claims in the Daily Texan, which is mostly read by the students of the University of Texas.  He attempts to get his point across by creating a humorous set-up that exaggerates many of the questionable decisions made by the media, effectively mocking them in the process.  Although Rainey’s humor backfires to a certain extent, his article is generally effective due to his strong credibility established by his entertaining style, connection to his audience, strong emotive appeal supported by examples and factual evidence.   
The author of Post-election musings is unashamedly left-wing yet, through humor, remains moderate enough to hold the attention of a gamut of political views, as in: “But, then - mimicking my presidential-hopeful hero - I’d flip flop.”  His equal mocking of both political parties is a device to separate “them” (the media, specifically journalists) from “us” (the audience).  The targeted audience consists of any students at the University of Texas, which includes Rainey.  The article was published in the Daily Texan but, many others besides students read the paper, so a variety of Austinites are the actual audience.  The selection is really pro-reader, anti-journalist/newscaster, representing the media as enemies for poor coverage of elections.  Strong conservatives will find Rainey lacking in creditability because of his personal politics and therefore find it difficult to read the underling message against the media.  Whereas liberals will enjoy Rainey bias towards their political party in his election coverage, where the reporter calls states for Kerry with a close margin, while determining that most states where Bush was leading to be “too close to call”.
Ethos is the primary mechanism in which the author wants to be perceived by his audience in order to bring them over to his side of the argument.  Humor serves a dual function of establishing creditability and capturing the readers’ interest.  The author wants to be creditable in the eyes of the audience. If the author can succeed in making the reader laugh, he can guarantee that the article will be read to completion and that the point of the article will get across.  College students are viewed as a cynical group who appreciate humor, and knowing this, Rainey does his best to inject humor into his argument.  An example of this humor is where Rainey talks about a “mum rule” that prevents the reporter from saying anything of value, then says he is going to abandon this rule and just call a few swing states, “albeit selectively.”  A second example of this humor is where, “although bans on gay marriage passed by huge margins in eleven states, I don’t feel comfortable calling the ballot measures, I’ll just call them too close to call.”  The students who agree that the media contradicts itself or shows bias, find the humor very effective.  The examples he points out in the text are very recognizable, even for someone that doesn’t closely follow politics. Even if someone is not particularly interested in media coverage, the humor can still convince them to continue reading.  If the author chose to take a more serious approach towards the topic, the article would not receive nearly as much attention, given his intended audience’s interests.  
The great thing about using humor is that it appeals to a wide range of students at the University of Texas.  College students that whole heartedly agree with his stance on the media will love the article for its subject, and those neutral on media coverage issue can still find the article to be enjoyable because of its humor.  However, for the reader that disagrees with the author’s claim, the humor can be a serious turn off.  Satirizing a point of view makes a different type of statement than simply disagreeing with it.  People hate to be mocked; those who are a part of the media or recognize that it is very difficult to cover an election due to ongoing battle for viewers, may find the author to be very ignorant.    An article that has the intention to entertain the reader may get an exact opposite response of anger with those who support the media.  Although a certain group may be turned off by the author’s depiction of the media, the humor proves very effective in appealing to a wide range of readers.

Rainey uses emotions to convince the audience to consider his point of view concerning the argument. An emotion that Rainey uses is disdain for the reporters who covered the election.  The author attacks many different aspects of the media coverage, from mocking the decision of whether or not to call a state for a candidate to the discussion of every possible scenario that could possibly occur.  The author sets a scene were the news station refuses to concede the fate of a gay marriage bill that 86% of the voters were in favor of.  He continues with the reporters showing poor judgment on calling states, giving tight races to Kerry when Bush’s states that were “too close to call” had much wider margins.  Anchors are exposed for expressing their wishes of the outcome of the election by explaining that many possible ways for their desired candidate to win the election. An example is where Rainey highlights the bias of the reporter by describing how the reporter at one point, “…mulling over out loud every scenario that will give Kerry victory, at one point defying logic and math by claiming that Kerry can win even if Bush gets Ohio.”  Specifically, the author sights reporters who showed their preference for Kerry by refusing to acknowledge all of the evidence pointing to a defeat, and discussed every scenario that gave the democrats hope to win the election.  

Rainey uses facts in his article to try and show the reader that he has a grasp on his subject, and can get the audience to further believe in his credibility and the point of his argument. The best example of the use of facts is Rainey’s knowledge of the raw data of votes in certain states for the respective candidates. Rainey shows us the different swing states and the margins of voters for and against the candidates.  By using this data he shows the further bias of the networks called Pennsylvania while John Kerry had a 121,458 vote lead the state was called in his favor, but in Ohio where Bush actually had a 136,483 vote lead the race was deemed to close to call.  In bringing this to the attention of the reader that not only is it his opinion that the networks bias affected the coverage of the election, but that the raw data also helps show how the networks chose to cover results differently concerning which candidate was ahead or not, reinforcing his claim.    
Deeper investigation questions if Rainey’s continual crooked-liberal-evidence (used on election night) is effective.  Rainy takes a stance of contradiction in mocking liberals and supporting them.  I recognize that in reading this article flippantly or quickly fulfils its purpose of revealing the hypocrisy of journalists- yet further analysis allows the reader to question obvious defects.  In addition to criticizing journalists’ coverage of the election, Rainey uses a specific discussion to criticize journalists.  In nearly every paragraph Rainey pushes points of accusation.  In large, Rainey paints journalists as poor advocates of information who are unstable, self-promoting, and bias.  Rainey introduces journalists as making excuses and never stating the facts, “Don’t think I’m being forward or journalistically irresponsible.”  Rainey implies that journalists to contradict themselves in order to be politically correct.  Rainey goes on to say journalists should make obvious predictions or state obvious facts.  Rainey implies that the media only covers exciting stories, “the results’ straightforwardness can’t really be that straightforward.”  Rainey exposes the double mindedness of reporters that switch policies.  Journalists renounce evidence previously used, for example, “after repeatedly citing the results of those evil, misleading devils knows as exit polls as evidence.”       
Ultimately, whether it was the humor, interjected into the article, the disdain of the biased coverage he wrote about, or the data, Clint Rainey uses a plethora of elements to convince his audience.  He shows his audience that bias was prevalent in the networks’ handling of the election.  The negative repercussions of the 2000 presidential election were replicated in the 2005 election proving the media unreliable and politically bias.  What’s new?
