Dear Ainsley: 

Thank you for your major paper, which is pretty well done.  For me, reading your paper aloud was a pleasure: it flows well and keeps the reader interested.  It’s also quite suggestive, connecting – if only tacitly – with a slew of other issues and practices.  Plus, your sound-script is smart and its overall idea – demonstrating how voice-over’s representation of others might be problematic – is engaging.  That said, I’m really excited to see where this paper is going.  
If you decide to revise this major paper, then my notes are below.  Ultimately, my concerns stress outcomes two and three.  The elephant in your paper’s room seems to be: When should we speak for others?  (See the end of Alcoff’s paper for more.) Given your argument, why ever have voice-over narration?  Is your sound-script a double-telling?  If so, then what are its implications?  If an emotional or affective voice-over narration is too connected with representing others (and speaking for them and appeals to pathos), and if a detached, Dickensian/realist narration is a redundant double-telling, then what’s the alternative?  (These are questions that I think Kozloff never really asks.  You might return to her, though.)  In unpacking these questions, you might find that other sources of evidence will be necessary, in addition to some more evidence from your sound-script.  (You might also speak with Sohroosh, whose argument is comparable to yours.)  For more, see my notes below.  
First paragraph: 

· How about a more engaging title?  How might you tell your reader a little bit more about your argument through your title?  Make it snappy.  

· Perhaps the first few sentences are too broad?  I like your move toward speaking for and how speaking for yourself is – in itself – already a difficult enough practice.  Maybe that move could be your first?  That way, you avoid hasty generalizations about the “typical person.”  

· You might refrain from vague references, such as “this,” which might lose your reader.  Add a noun to “this” whenever possible.  

· Since you created your sound-script, you can write about it in the present—rather than the future—tense.  Thanks!

· In the final move of your compelling claim, how about including a reference to “speaking for”?  As your reader, I think exploring how “speaking for” (or representation, generally speaking) maps onto a film’s visuals, as well as affect and emotion in the film, would be an engaging line of inquiry.  Plus, it’s the focus of your introduction, it seems.  

Second paragraph:
· See my previous comments on vague references.  

· In your final move in the paragraph, how about listing those “underlying principles”?  That way, you anticipate counterarguments and you signpost through detail. 

· Are underrepresented groups “voiceless” or are they not listened to?  What’s the difference, and how might you use academic language that is slightly more nuanced than “essentially voiceless”?  (This question about voiceless-ness is something I’ve been thinking through, too.  I’m tending to lean more toward people not listening to underrepresented groups, as it allows for critiques that do not speak for communities (e.g., “The poor are voiceless.  Let me give them a voice!”)  As such, I might need to amend the MP2 prompt. Hahaha…)

· See my comments below about your move to the “real world.” Do you need to make it for your argument to work? 

· How about some concrete evidence from the film in this paragraph?  Quote the thing.  Show the thing.  Let your audience hear the thing.  

Third paragraph: 

· See my previous comments on writing about evidence in the present tense.  

· Rhetorically speaking, I assume that this paragraph is a means of telling your reader what your argument is about to do, that you will unpack your points here in subsequent paragraphs.  Am I correct?  

Fourth paragraph:
· See my previous comments on vague references.

· How about “voice-over” (with a hyphen) here and throughout your paper? 

· Given your argument, you might be interested in the work of Bertolt Brecht.  Are you familiar with him?  (See: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertolt_Brecht.)  In short, his realist materialism would map onto your argument quite nicely.  

· With this paragraph in mind, is your new sound-script a “double-telling”?  If so, what are the implications and how might you acknowledge them in your argument? 

· Per the end of this paragraph, what is the “ideal narration,” exactly?  Ideal, but for whom?  By whom?  How, and to what effects?  

Fifth paragraph: 
· See my previous comments on vague references.  
· Isn’t film a “real world social issue”?  What are the implications of it not being a “social issue”?  

· Related to my previous bullet point, rhetorically speaking, for your argument to work, do you need to move from the movie out to “the real world”?  Isn’t film real, with real consequences?  How might you stick to the act of speaking for in film?  That way, your argument is more refined and focused.  (Listen to my audio response for more, including a polemical diatribe.)  Plus, perhaps the transfer or transposition of the film to the real world is not so clean cut.
· Ever heard of the Theatre of the Oppressed (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theatre_of_the_Oppressed)?  Also of relevance to your argument.    

Sixth paragraph:

· How about some more evidence from your own sound-script in this paragraph? That way, your argument is more concrete.  
· How about unpacking the implications of a sound-script with less bias?  Why does your move toward objectivity matter?  (Again, you might see Brecht here.)  

Seventh paragraph:

· How might your conclusion not repeat what you’ve already said in the preceding paragraphs?  That is, how might your conclusion be future-oriented?  Where is your sound-script going?  What does it suggest?  

· After your conclusion I have one question: When should we speak for others?  In other words, if speaking for others (and about yourself) seems so problematic, then why do you have voice-over in your sound-script?  Perhaps, at some juncture in your paper, you need to justify the presence of voice-over in your script?  (For more, see the end of Alcoff’s article, where she articulates the inevitable need to speak for others.)  
· Of course, after revising the preceding paragraphs, this conclusion might change significantly.  

Thanks again, Ainsley, for a great read. You did a wonderful job composing a complex claim, making a provocative argument that matters and articulating that argument in an engaging style.  
Let me know what questions you have as you revise this paper or others, ok?  

Best,

Jentery
