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Michael Vick doesn’t belong in the Virginia Tech Sports Hall of Fame
Introduction
“Michael Vick doesn’t belong in the Virginia Tech Sports Hall of Fame” by Thomas J. Towberman is a letter to an editor. The author is complaining of the decision by the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University to honor Michael Vick by including him in its hall of fame  (Towberman) for his remarkable football playing skills. The paper raises the question of whether sports achievements should automatically warrant educational recognition. The author is a freelance writer who often contributes to newspaper articles on some newspapers. His other work includes “We can’t combat poison with poison,” which is a letter to the editor of the Daily Progress newspaper. The author’s main claim is that the university was not justified to offer Michael Vick an induction into the hall of fame due to the university’s vision and the underserved actions of Vick (Towberman). The intended audience for this article includes the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University and other people against the honoring of Mr. Vick by the school. The author’s primary goal is to “urge Virginia Tech to reconsider the example the university is setting with a decision to honor Mr. Vick” (Towberman). This article is not very persuasive. The author does not give convincing reasons why Vick should not be honored. He only reports that Vick is involved in “the abuse and death of innocent animals for sport and profit,” without telling the audience how or giving specific case examples.
Audience
The article was published in the opinion section of the Washington post newsletter on 13th August 2017. The intended audiences of the article are the daily Washington post newsletter readers, the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University management, and those against Vick’s initiation into the hall of fame. The letter starts and ends with “I urge Virginia Tech to…” (Towberman), citing the university as the main audience. The title of the article “Michael Vick doesn’t belong in the Virginia Tech Sports Hall of Fame” reveals that others support the same idea and would find the article worth reading. The author likely chose Virginia Tech University as an audience as they have the power to revoke Vick’s inclusion into the hall of fame. He also chose the regular Washington post reader and those who support the revocation of Vick’s honor because such an audience can help publicize the issue, prompting Virginia Tech to take action. The editor of the Washington Post is excluded from the audience as the letter is sent to him only as a medium to reach the intended audience.
Logos
The essay is written in the structure of an informal letter to the Washington post editor. The author goes straight to the point to pass his main message that the decision to honor Vick by Virginia Tech should be revoked. The article is about a page long and does not include much on the issue at hand. The issue opens by urging Virginia Tech to revoke Vick’s honor and ends in the same way; this is the only argument in the article. The author makes his stand clear from the beginning of the article to the end, which the audience might find appealing. However, the lack of supporting evidence makes the article shallow. The author only supports his claim that Virginia Tech should reconsider their decision to honor Vick by citing he is not a graduate of the school and that Vick is “responsible for the abuse and death of innocent animals for sport and profit” (Towberman). Such a claim is not enough to warrant revocation of honor as n more information I provided on it. The author argues that he has known the university since his daughter graduated from it. This suggests an attempt to persuade the audience that he knows the university and has had contact with it through his daughter. The audience is likely to find this information limiting and may not be persuaded by the proof provided. The evidence presented by the author is circumstantial. For instance, he assumes that the audience understands that Vick abuses and kills animals for profit, thus only mentioning no supporting evidence. The audience might need more information together with adequate evidence to support such a claim.
Ethos
The author has a Ph.D. but not in a field related to reporting or journalism. This raises questions on the credibility of the contents in the article. The history of media content written by him is also minimal, further raising credibility questions. The intrinsic ethos portrayed by the author includes showcasing little knowledge on research and audience persuasion techniques. The author does not research the reason behind the honors given to Vick. He is only concerned that the honored is not a graduate and that he contributes to the death of animals to make a profit. The author argues that his daughter is a graduate of Virginia Tech; this is not information enough to warrant knowledge of the school to the audience. The intended audience is bound to have several unanswered questions on why the honors given to Vick should be revoked just because a parent to an alumnus thinks so.
Pathos
The author appeals to the audience’s emotions by mentioning the killing of animals to make a profit. This is likely to stir feelings of anger in the audience towards Vick. Since there is value for animal life among people, the careless killing of animals to make a profit is unwarranted. This is the only pathos appeal used by the author. The main disadvantage of this strategy is that it is only mentioned. The audience is not given any information about what types of animals are harmed or killed and how Vick uses them to profit. The audience’s anger may be short-lived due to this uncertainty.
Counter-arguments and qualifiers
The author might qualify his main points by adding information to show more audience knowledge, and the argument presented. This might include telling the audience more about why Vick’s honor should be revoked. The author should demonstrate more understanding of Vick and Virginia tech to convince the audience that he understands the basis of his claims. Saying he hurts and kills animals to make a profit is not convincing enough. The author does not include or acknowledge any arguments that go against his own. He only presents his claim and gives his stand. The problem is that the audience does not know whether the author can handle any counter-arguments or refutations. Additionally, there is only one side of the story, limiting the ability of the audience to make a decision.
Conclusion
The argument presented by Towberman provides information that is straight to the point. From the title to the conclusion, his stand is already known. The author also clearly states his audience, including actions that the audience should take to solve the problem raised. However, the author does not exhibit good ethos and pathos to persuade the audience to support his claim. The author also limits the information given to mentions only, leaving important details out. The article, therefore, is not persuasive enough for the intended audience
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