Essay appraisal - Essay Two: “How did the media contribute to the growth of a youth culture in the United States during the 1950s?”

Essay two demonstrates clear analytical argument, but omits analysis of scholarly discrepancy and contains proof reading errors. A limited structure confuses its initial hypothesis, thus the essay quality assessed here, suffers. 
	The introduction is structured poorly and is hard to distinguish, however it interests the reader while stating a clear argument. Nonetheless, some paragraphs don’t contain end summaries at all, weakening the credibility of the issues discussed in them. Paragraph transitions and content could also be placed with more structure and chronology, separating each factor discussed appropriately. Proof reading errors appear irregularly, for example, the omission of the preposition ‘be’ and definite article ‘the’ lead to the conclusion that no redrafting process occurred. The latter is true, although the style of the essay is good; phrases of argument such as ‘I will contend’ and ‘…demonstrated empirical evidence’ show the tone is quite clearly authoritative and academic. The conclusion begins to relate to previous paragraphs in summary, but then goes on to give previously undiscussed points, evidenced by more quotes. So, in contrast with the academic tone, this takes away from the directness of the conclusion, also with structural and grammatical errors, the essay quality suffers. 
	The initial thesis statement effectively argues for media being ‘central’ to the growth of youth culture in the 1950s, being direct and informative, although this is not continual throughout. The singular noun ‘difference’ in place of growth show this, as it means the question proposed is not answered correctly, even in the conclusion. Analysis of evidence does feature regularly, although a large downfall of the line of argument is the inability to analyse scholarly debate. This in turn means the author doesn’t use sources to support the argument effectively. So, while I would not state the argument is equivocal, it clearly doesn’t answer the question effectively, or debate scholarly issues, making the quality of argument diminish. 
	A range of primary and secondary sources is clearly used, and is observable through the bibliography and footnotes, they demonstrate scholarly significance and applicability, being academic works (Historians, social scientists). From Mary Beth Norton’s 2007 A People and a Nation to James R. Coleman’s 1961 The Adolescent Society it can clearly be seen a range of useful sources across time are used. Although It is obvious the author has personal opinions on these sources, there is effectively no appraisal of them evident, undermining their usefulness. However, the MRHA style of referencing is mostly consistent but small amounts of citations have been omitted, making it harder to follow up on some footnotes. Yet, where citations do appear footnotes can be researched including exact page numbers. So, the sources are applicable, wide ranging and referenced well, however lack of appraising them depletes the quality of the use of sources.  
	Therefore, this writing has a clear argument, useful sources, is easily readable with a suitably academic style, however the line of argument is somewhat unrelated to the question. The structure is confused and coupled with lack of scholarly analysis and general source appraisal, the argument has largely doubtable credibility, leading to my total mark of 49/100.   
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