“Critics: Local News, Culture May Fade Away”

Rubina, Van, and Jessica

-  1st claim- (third paragraph): no rivalry between local television, radio, and newspaper businesses.
-  2nd claim- (seventh paragraph): the FCC says that loosening media ownership restrictions will make it easier to bring programming to small towns at a lesser cost.


* Not necessarily true- process of distributing can be expensive


* Prices may increase as a result of monopolistic approaches from the big corporation.
- 3rd claim- (second page second paragraph): laws should be updated.


* Rules were never stated to begin with

- 4th claim- (‘They Picked the Wrong Guy’): pertaining to Rupert Murdoch.
- 5th claim- ( last paragraph): he uses another man’s opinion to make an implicit claim.

Appeals

1st paragraph

The author is making an appeal to emotions which is a pathos appeal. He is building a scenario that portrays what it would be like if the same company ran all the media programs, which makes this claim memorable.

The claim is convincing because it seems realistic and gives us an idea of how it would be if the same company all the media programs.

7th paragraph

The author is using a logos appeal by stating a testimony from media companies and the FCC. This is an argument that supports the revision of the media ownership rules.

This claim wasn’t convincing because there wasn’t sufficient explanation of why there would be a “less cost” at small towns. 

2nd page/2nd paragraph

The author is using logos in the form of soft evidence to explain that the old rules of media ownership.

This was claim was convincing because it makes sense to revise old rules to adapt to a new era.

“They picked the wrong guy” paragraph

This appeal was in the form of logos because it uses explanations and testimonies to show why Rupert Murdoch is the “Wrong guy”

This isn’t convincing because the arguments by saying that he is the wrong guy but later he contradicts himself.

Opposing view: concessions/refutations

- The FCC officials want revisions: the author indirectly sides with some other diverse critics who believe the revisions may have gone too far.

· author is indirect throughout most of the article- uses other people’s quotes

· doesn’t have a direct opinion

· no opposing viewpoints

· NOT CONVINCING

I. intro- brief summary, audience, tone, “his opinion”, our opinion (not convincing)

II. he refers to many indirect quotes/ he’s not complete

III. he unclear- opinion might be considered hypocritical

