Sample Comparative Language Analysis – Hybrid Approach
In
 early April of 2007, two motorcyclists were photographed travelling at speeds of over 150km/h in the Burnley Tunnel. This led the Transport Minister to call for a ban on motorcycles on the roads, which sparked much debate. An opinion piece, a letter to the editor and a photograph were all published in the Herald Sun. The opinion piece ‘Motorbikes – passports to death’ written by Angela Laidlaw, published on April 12th 2007, addresses an audience of car drivers and contends in a confrontational tone that motorcyclists are to blame in all fatal accidents which involve  both cars and motorcycles. Penny Stephen’s photograph, published on April 12th 2007, shares a similar viewpoint, criticising the reckless behaviour of motorcyclists. In contrast, the letter to the editor ‘Ban a knee-jerk reaction’ by Bob Jones, published on April 14th 2007, targets motorcyclists. Jones argues in an angry and sarcastic tone that it would be illogical to ban motorcycles from our roads and shifts the blame for serious accidents onto car drivers. Laidlaw and Jones use inclusive language and evidence to convince readers to share their respective viewpoints. They also both employ an attack for different purposes, while with common objectives they use an appeal to common sense, rhetorical questions and repetition.
In response to the Transport Minister’s call to ban motorcycles, Angela Laidlaw wrote an opinion piece 
with the aim of persuading readers that all serious and fatal road accidents involving motorcycles are the fault of the motorcyclist, not the car driver. Laidlaw uses inclusive language such as “we” and “us” to appeal to car drivers. In contrast, she attempts to exclude motorcyclists by referring to them as “they”. Laidlaw positions car drivers to agree with her by directly involving them in consideration of the issue, while her use of exclusive language has the effect of alienating motorcyclists by setting them apart from car drivers.
In his letter to the editor, Bob Jones 
argues that banning motorcycles will solve nothing. Jones uses evidence in the form of statistics, stating that “a careful look at the government’s report shows the number of motorcyclists killed in accidents not involving another vehicle is almost none”. By presenting evidence that shows cars are involved in the majority of fatal accidents involving motorcyclists, Jones intends to shift the blame for serious accidents onto car drivers and imply that motorcyclists are generally safe and responsible road users. While the evidence Jones uses is persuasive because it is difficult to refute, his intended audience of motorcyclists is also positioned to agree with him because of the way that it seems to validate their own sense of themselves as responsible road users. 
The photograph 
published in the Herald Sun shares Laidlaw’s viewpoint that motorcycles should be banned. It shows a motorcyclist engaging in reckless behaviour on the Great Ocean Road. In the foreground of the image, the reader’s eye is drawn to a motorcycle that is clearly shown crossing the dividing lanes on a sharp bend in the road. This has the effect of evoking readers’ anger at the blatant disregard shown for the safety of other road users. The motorcyclist is also very small in comparison to their surrounds – a looming cliff face on one side of road and the ocean on the other - emphasising the danger of the environment and how little control they have over their bike. All of these elements combine to portray the motorcyclist as reckless, endangering not only his own life but also the lives of other road users, and convinces readers to support the Transport Minister’s call for a ban. 

Laidlaw and Jones 
both use attacks to belittle the group they feel is responsible for motorcyclist deaths. Laidlaw uses words with negative connotations to characterise motorcyclists as “aggressive”, “arrogant” “brutes” who do not care about safety or other road users and are, for this reason, most responsible for accidents and fatalities on the roads involving motorcycles. Jones, on the other hand, attacks car drivers by constructing an image of them as stupid and conceited with the attention span of “heroin-addicted hamsters” possessing “licences from Weeties packets” to persuade his reader that the car drivers are most at fault in accidents and fatalities involving both a car and motorcycle. Both writers also use different techniques for similar purposes.
Both writers 
use different techniques to persuade their readers to accept the solution they present as the only logical solution to the problem. Laidlaw uses an appeal to common sense while Jones uses rhetorical questions and repetition. Laidlaw states motorcycles are “not meant for ordinary travel; they are intended for racing”, and that “the only sensible response to the increasing number of motorcycle deaths is to eliminate the brutes completely”. Laidlaw’s use of the word “sensible” appeals to the desire of her readers to appear rational and intelligent and therefore convinces them to agree with her assertion that the proposed ban is the logical solution. Jones uses rhetorical questions and repetition to persuade his readers to agree with him. Jones asks “Is there a call to ban alcohol because of alcohol-related accidents? …Do we ban bicycle riders and pedestrians when they are killed using roads?”. The answer to each question is obvious, implying that banning motorcycles based on the incident in the Burnley Tunnel would be ridiculous and unfair. Jones’ use of repetition – the posing of four rhetorical questions in a row - also allows him to further stress his point that the ban is illogical. The forceful tone created by the repetition encourages his readers to agree with him that the only sensible solution to the problem is not to ban motorcycles but instead to address the role of car drivers in serious accidents involving motorcyclists.
An 
opinion piece, a letter to the editor and a photograph were all published in the Herald Sun in response to a call for a ban on motorcycles on Victorian roads. In ‘Motorbikes – passports to death’ Angela Laidlaw contends that motorcyclists are to blame in all fatal accidents which involve both cars and motorcycles, while Penny Stephen’s photograph shares a similar viewpoint. In contrast, Bob Jones’ argues in his letter to the editor that it would be illogical to ban motorcycles from our roads and shifts the blame for serious accidents onto car drivers. Laidlaw and Jones both use attacks to belittle the group they feel is responsible for motorcyclist deaths. They also employ an appeal to common sense, rhetorical questions and repetition with the same purpose: to persuade their respective readers to accept the solution that they present as the only logical solution.
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