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	Why science fiction? Is it a tool or a toy?; Aa destination or a warning sign? Maybe it’s all mere escapism, great entertainment, or some vague and easily -dismissed genre covered with black and yellow “‘CAUTION!, NERDY!”’ tape. Or maybe it’s both. IBut in a genre so broad and imaginative, meaningful things can hide between the pages, too. It’s a genre of possibilities. There is likely to be no ‘right’ answer, but Mmany see the genre of science fiction as having a positive influence on society. Within these positive views on science fiction, however, there are still contrasts to be foundExactly how it impacts us, however, is still up for debate. In Robert Sawyer’s article “The Purpose of Science Fiction,” for Slate, he suggests that science fiction, due to its flexibility, is able to show society the different possibilities of the future. With this, humanity can steer its course towards or away from hypothetical scenarios shown in sci-fi literature. On the other, not-so-opposite hand, Glenn Harlan Reynolds reminds us in his Popular Mechanics article, “Why We Need Big, Bold Science Fiction,” in Popular Mechanics that sci-fi has long been the basis for advances in technology, and has served as a source of inspiration for the world's creators. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Do you mean to ask “What’s the purpose of science fiction?” The “why” here is sorta vague. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: This is a really lovely intro, Laura. I like the writing a lot. You have a strong voice. I also like that your opposing viewpoints aren’t so black/white. Nicely done. 
To begin, Reynolds boldly states: “The future isn't what it used to be.” It’s an eye-catching intro, but he goes on to decry current works of sci-fi as escapist and gloomy. This alienates readers who might be fans of dystopias (and there are many, especially with the recent influx of young-adult dystopias in the past few years). This move should not hurt Reynolds, however, since this article is for the Popular Mechanics readership. Much of his article is devoted to emphasis on prioritizing space travel over the scientific progress made on, for, and about earth. To justify why sci-fi’s purpose is to inspire progress in space, Reynolds compares our current science fiction situation to that of the Golden Age of sci-fi by quoting Neal Stephenson, a well-known science fiction author with multiple Hugo Awards. The ethos is strong with this evidence, and Stephenson agrees that Golden-Age sci-fi had a more shoot-for-the-moon attitude than current material. Reynolds adds two more paragraphs about his interactions with Stephenson, who he called and spoke with personally. In doing so, Reynolds helps himself to another serving of credibility. before he writes about his conversation with yet another science fiction author, Vernor Vinge. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: How is this a “bold” statement? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Eye-catching usually refers to an image that one can’t look away from. Thought provoking? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: But? Interesting word choice, since what he’s implying in his statement is exactly this: that sci-fi isn’t what it used to be. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: But is he saying that dystopian sci-fi is generally bad? Or is he simply saying that recent works of sci-fi are particularly bad? Because there are older works of dystopian fiction, of course. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: This is SO true that the dystopian subgenre has largely dominated the genre. In fact, it's pretty impossible for writers to currently sell their dystopian books, because the market has been so oversaturated with them lately. You'll see that this same problem will soon arise in terms of realist young adult fiction, which publishers aren't currenlty overbuying. It's a constant trend in publishing. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: I’m not quite clear on what you’re saying here. What move shouldn't hurt him? And do you mean that Popular Mechanics readers don't like dystopian fiction? How do you know? I'm not necessarily convinced that's true. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Need to rewrite for clarity. Make your sentence a bit more direct, less wordy. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: I don’t understand how by quoting Stephenson the author is necessarily justifying sci-fi’s purpose. Need to explain what you mean, how so. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Do you mean: “not only does this develop the ethos of Reynold’s argument” and how so? Because Stephenson is such a well regarded sci-fi writer? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: I think you need to slow down and a bit about what they are comparing the recent dystopian craze too. What type of sci-fi are they saying is better and why is that subgenre better? Need to state that more directly. You’re implying it, but in a rather opaque and indirect way. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Eh. Not that impressive. All journalists should do this. Sort of demanded by writing for a magazine like PM. 
TOPIC SENTENCE THAT SHIFTS TO REYNOLDS. “Alas, he agreed,” says Reynolds, after asking Vinge whether the state of science fiction was truly worrisome. The choice of adding “Alas” in this sentence gives readers a glimpse at Reynolds’ attitude. “Alas” says something like ‘I don’t like having to say that current science fiction is pessimistic, but I am going to call it out on its negativity anyway.’ It paints the author in a positive light, as if he is doing a job that no one else is willing to do. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: I’m a little confused. It’s Vinge who ALAS agrees with Reynolds point, right? So, really the ALAS means that even Vinge had to concede to a fact that he might not want to agree with? That definitely adds something to Reynolds’s argument, but I don’t think it’s what you are addressing here. 
Then Reynolds steps back for a moment to remind us that the fault of stagnation in technology is not due entirely to science fiction’s shortcomings, but also to “bureaucratic inertia.” In doing this, Reynolds takes some of the burden of responsibility off of sci-fi, which would strike most readers as understanding and logical of him.	Comment by Denise Grollmus: This felt like a different topic from the Vinge point. I think you need to better develop what VInge adds to the article beyond the ethos added by Stephenson. And then I think you need to discuss how conceding to the fact that it’s not all sci-fi’s fault adds to his argument about sci-fi. 
Reynolds is generous in his use of quotes. It allows him to speak as many people, include a wide range of perspectives, not just as himselfhis own. By using the quote, “Earth is too fragile a basket to hold all of our eggs,” from Robert A. Heinlein (another commended well respected sci-fi author), Reynolds pours some logos and pathos ionto his argument for pro space-travel sci-fi. Logically, the earth does have a limited capacity ability to sustain humanity. Emotion-wise, the success of humanity is worth our attention. Space travel and colonization, therefore, should be shown in science fiction to encourage such development. To further support these claims, Reynolds also plays the ‘Stephen Hawking agrees with me!’ trump card, and moves on to make a more emotional impact at the end of his article. Using words and phrases like “inspiring,” and “dreaming,” to describe how science fiction can direct our future, Reynolds closes with hopeful, motivating sentiments. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: And how does this contribute to the strength of his argument? What do other perspectives add? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Vague. I don’t quite understand what you mean here. Rewrite for clarity. Unpack your idea for us.	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Lots of good material in tis paragraph, but it feels like a bit of an info dump. We’ve got two different people being quoted to similar, but different ends and a discussion of pathos and logos AND ethos. Slow down and organize your thoughts a bit. 
Robert Sawyer begins his article with a nod to Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein—often considered the first work of science fiction—and then notifies his readers that Frankenstein, like many other works of science fiction, was a cautionary tale that was ahead of science itself. Sawyer then dives into some background and defines sci-fi in the words of Isaac Asimov, a prominent science fiction author: “’Science fiction is the branch of literature that deals with the responses of human beings to changes in science and technology.’” To back up this claim, Sawyer mentions three examples of popular works of science fiction and explains how they follow Asimov’s definition. 
	To create credibility for the genre itself, Sawyer reminds us that “Science-fiction writers do get to talk about the real meaning of research. We're not beholden to skittish funding bodies and so are free to speculate about the full range of impacts that new technologies might have.” This indicates that sci-fi is honest and has the freedom to raise concerns when necessary, which enforces the idea that sci-fi is an effective warning mechanism for society. Sawyer speaks about science fiction with contagious confidence, claiming that “Science fiction is the WikiLeaks of science, getting word to the public about what cutting-edge research really means.”
	Sawyer builds up the credibility of sci-fi authors and of himself with examples of authors who are involved or are educated in scientific fields. When he refers to literature produced by science-savvy authors, he calls it “Our recent works.” Sawyer includes himself in this circle. At first, this seems perplexing until one reaches the end of the article, where, in small italics, it reads: “Robert J. Sawyer has won the Hugo, Nebula, and Aurora Awards for best science fiction novel of the year.” WhileSo Sawyer did does not explicitly seize his claim to science-fiction authority in his article. Rather,, his  he let it be known passively, as ethos is implied by his writer’s bioa small side-note. This works in his favor and he does not come across as boastful, but on the other hand Sawyer could have made his own credibility more obvious. Bringing his article to a close, Sawyer solidifies the purpose of science fiction by commending Orwell’s novel,1984, as a reason why society was able to avoid such a dystopian system. He concludes with a call to action: to read some sci-fi and to get involved. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Need a more effective transition into this article from the previous. The shift is abrupt. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Reminds? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Feels like you are summarizing a few moves he makes, but you don’t discuss what these add to his argument. Not really sure what the POINT of this paragraph is. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Slow down your ideas! This sentence doesn’t really clarify the quote you give us, but restates it in a more convoluted way, which isn’t effective. Tell us what you think Sawyer is saying in your own words and why this idea is SO effective. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: How does this quote work as evidence of how he writes with “contagious confidence?” 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Writes? He isn’t talking aloud, right? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Rewrite for conciseness. You’re basically saying that, “to prove that science fiction is actually invested in real, hard science, Sawyer cites the various authors who hold college degrees in scientific fields.” 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Aside from drawing attention to Sawyer’s role as a respected sci-fi writer, does this “we” do anything else? 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: I’m glad you point out the rhetorical work that the writer’s bio does for a piece, and how it can establish ethos from outside the text. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Is it the case that he’s actually pretty well known among sci-fi fans, maybe? 
Overall, both authors take meandering approaches to their articles, but Sawyer seems less driven to prove a point. While hHis article seems less persuasive evidence-wise (Reynolds’ quotes were stronger), it is but actually more inspiring than Reynolds’. Reynolds focuses so intently on space travel that anyone whose passion does not hinge upon it will turn away before they understand that Reynolds just wants more inspiring sci-fi. This works against him. That said, the articles both end with effective calls to action, but though Reynolds appeals to writers, while Sawyer appeals to the readers. This difference is neither good nor bad—just different. Sawyer carries strong ethos in the sci-fi field because he is an author in the genre. On the other hand, what Reynolds lacks in science fiction authority (he is a law professor), he makes up for with quotes of those who agree with him and do possess such credibility. In this way, both authors bring comparable weights to the conversation. Neither author peppers their article with hyperlinks, but this is not surprising for two reasons: one, there are not that many arguments about the purpose of science fiction to be referenced, and two, aside from quotes, the purpose of science fiction as an argument is relatively abstract and less fact-based, requiring fewer citations. The overall tones of each article are hard to decipher. Sawyer seems matter-of-fact, as if he wants to explain to sci-fi readers why they should keep on (or start) reading. Reynolds oscillates between a sense of disappointment and a sense of hopefulness. Sawyer’s tone is more consistent, and while it is less emotional, Sawyer allows himself to be taken more seriously this way. On the whole, Reynolds’, while maybe a little but whiney, poses a strong argument. But Sawyer, whose topic is also more inclusive for different audiences, seems to more effectively convey a point in sharp focus. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Good observation about audience. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: This is very interesting. It would have been great to get a whole paragraph on how they write to these different audiences and what rhetorical clues they leave so that this is obvious. 	Comment by Denise Grollmus: Another great observation of how each writer builds ethos in different ways. Would have loved a paragraph that explicitly focused on this difference, too. 

Laura:
I really like that you didn’t pick an obvious global conflict with two obvious takes, but chose something more nuanced for your topic. It would have been easy to pick a hot button issue with pro/con points of view, but you didn’t, and I appreciate that a great deal. I also like the way you understood the nuanced differences of each piece. There are LOTS of sharp observations in here about the two articles you discuss. 
That being said: the organization of those observations leaves a lot to be desired. It felt a bit too stream of consciousness, like you sat down and just wrote whatever came to mind about each article. To that end, the paragraphs had no real clear sense of cohesion and I got lost in the myriad points you brought up in each. It would have been much more effective if you had outlined your essay according to the points of commonality between the two pieces that you so wonderfully point out in your final paragraph. That is: a paragraph about how the authors establish credibility, then another about their audiences, and then finally, one about their tone. If you were to rewrite this, I would say that it would be best to reorganize that way. 
Thanks! 
	

	
