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/ this essay, J/)ﬁl{prm ldué rhetorical analysis basc’d on three different lab nports about thee =) M e

o
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e-topic 1€ [ab Tepo 2n-argfthe copsumption and carbon dioxide s
{Wu&kwte't s W#&W&\W?’T UVMC ct WKW) oy 3 o
|
Nwm ﬁwj‘j

content of dairy productsgThese lab reports use different methods and techniques to evaluate

their data and results. The first lab report mentioned, Functional food, uncertainty and we she
! : ) ‘ , ; , AA&/JM 7
consumer's choices. A lab experiment with enriched yogurts for lowering cholesleroyjns:upe&
will be referred to as lab 1 ia-thts-amatysrs: Lab | conducts an experiment to test the impact of
valuable health information on the consumer’s choice of yogurt. (fhls is a well written lab report
\ WwsS a stavelared \ap Jg
M\* f at 1s written 1n the standard i‘r’r(nat ut contains-ap-ebundemeest-unnccessary mformanof) The
second lab report meX{edx lnvesllgarlon of solubth!) of carbon dioxide in anhydrous milk
' M Ta l ) 1(
fat by lab-scale manometric melhod‘ W will be referred to as lab 2 ip-thseanatyme Lab 2
1s abent-a study that addresses the solubility of carbon dioxide in anhydrous milk fat.
v
\(QPI o Nl(( This 1s a very well written lab report with a very clear and concise introduction also written in
&\a \the standard format)The third lab report mem\x(@ed, Culture-independent bacterial community
profiling of carbon dioxide treated raw m:lk’M will be referred to as lab 3 in this
7
\,v [ De o— { A
analysis.The third lab conducts an assortment of experiments to test the impact of the addition of
carbon dioxide in raw mulk to help increase shelf Iifc.(Lab 3 is a strong lab report that contains an
\}Qf& ™ Me 9f useful mformatlon but can often detract the reader from the main purpose of the
A( robtya oyt TTC STy Qv | 2 '( \f, , Gt
MQ% ripon and 1t is written using the standard format. }
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y The Difference and Similarities Between Three Lab Reports About Dairy Products

?‘\0‘\% Every lab report used in this analysis contains an Abstract and an Introduction section. In

\))V\c}w the first lab the Abstract section is\K{y informative and states a lot of useful information to help
\{\ / A f)

4& Qu S\he reader understand what the lab will be about. However, the introduction section is very

el o
Ty e first paragraph of this section 1s quite

’\F}X D(* cluttered and containg Tfreet 5_2&2@54]

X )( misleading and should be removed because it mentions information that has no evidence to bacL (1

W

? ) Co 7
\\pk)‘ E\P it up. The third paragraph of the introduction section contains information that should have been

We v
\}Z\I\@( included in the abstract, and here they should have mentioned the tests they were going to use fo’[ -

the lab. The introduction section contains a specific sub section called, cholesterol reduction and

G e
! scientific uncertainty that contains a lot of extra information that isn’t needed. If the authors

wanted to include this section, they should have condensed it into one or two para;,raphs The
fenga 4

N7/~

&0} /)
Co s IP same issue arises with the 13th paragraph of the sub section of the introduction sccuon The
1\ ChA) S

0

/-' experiments. This introduction section by far the most excellently organized out of the collection

of labs I choose. The third lab is a combination of the previous labs; the abstract section contains
plenty of useful facts for the reader that will help them assess what the goal of the lab report is.
However, the introduction section is similar to the first lab in that it contains a lot of not uscful

5
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information. The first paragraph of the introduction section should be removed, and this sectlon Yo

/‘f} W q\ hould begin with the second paragraph, this will help keep all of the information much more
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| The second lab’s matenals and methods section is divided into many sub sections, these
different sections allow this part of the lab to be %y organized and easy to understand. The

materials portion informs the reader of where the materials were sourced and how they were
.,,}J geehva i¢ Pe?
stored to achieve the most accurate results. The next sectior mentioned the apparatus’ used in the

experiment, this topic cove;ed the how the home made apparatus used in the experiment worked.
\kst co thaQ!
The foIlomng_scctmns,rgpeated the same format; the section of experimental design is not

/‘

necessary since all of these aspects are covered in the previous topics. The following sections _

follow the same pattern, they aren’t completely necessary since they mention information that

/ Q-B’L/
has been covered previously in the lab. The third lab is lacking in the materials and methods ¥ ] f2r ;Y
a4 “
% ;T
section; this section needs more details when describing the methods used, because this left the ) & i
reader a bit uncertain, and the uncertainties were not covered later in the lab. Like the previous # 4 4 / v

lab, the author’s of Lab 3 included where they source their materials. Table 1, in lab 3, includes - :

the details of the raw milk samples; this table is very beneficial in analyzing this lab. The method 7 X ‘ N
',,,.-[ o i —4&3/]1 = p ,
section in Lab 3 was well written, however, it just nceds. §0m\61?£rovements to qlp clanf) - ‘\ I/

\\_/
T& ‘Hw , some details for the reader. Lab 1 had the best methods section out of the three labs, this section

— :

\~ / :

Yy ‘\;‘\; ,, » was divided into small paragraphs and graphs that provided a lot of information. The C‘
A 12 '

1 2
\

§3* " experimental design section, ery-useful and concise explanation of the control groups

used and why they were tsed. The fifth, sixth, and seventh paragraph of this section explain the

wev -
control groups that arg being used in the laly with great detail; this hielps the reader better grasp
‘/\bﬂ‘@b ‘fQ/ f & LLLJO

how this lab works. a timeline of how the experiment was conducted,this

: 1 further helps the reader. pLUJ C FF"::/* =0
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All three of the labs had faulty results sections. The three labs lgd long results sections
a .

that includey an enormous amount of information that was not needed. If these sections wonld L
T ik 56
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have includel less information that was not needed, it would make the labs better overall. Out of d g e

KVM tons

all of the labs. Lab 2’s results section was the most drawn out, and included information that was

3
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completely notangcessary. The graphs used were%effectwe to help the reader analyze the W‘b #0 \@r"‘f

data, since these graphs were included, the authors should have removed some of the pamgrap\ JZ & !MU

Q N
H'\’ as they became very redundant. Lab 3, also had long results section, however, this section
J)/

4 My W uch more concise and the information wasn’t as redundant. Figure 1, of this section should

0 © . "_| bemoved to the beginning of the results section as its placement would make more sense here. ‘;, iy
Z&T % Sub sections 3.3 and 3.4 of this lab should have been a bit more summed up, however, they 4,
ﬁ( -
%( Moy

contained good information that pertained to the lab. The paragraphs under figure 4 are a great
conclusion of the the long results section. The results section of Lab 1 is also very confusing and
contains a substantial amount of data that was not needed. The first two paragraphs of this
section provided the most useful information about the results of the experiment. The graphs also
included much information and were helpful to the rSader, if it would have been more concise it

. /)
would have been much better. \[ r"‘s b ,/<

Compared to the results sectiops, all three of the labs had very well written conclusions.

Lab 1’s conclusion section wa.s@at, i summarized the entire lab in just three paragraphs and it

\
Yr;\,‘{y beneficial to the consumers’
b

health. Labs 2 and 3 had far shorter conclusions yet they both were well written summations of

also provided information about how the results of the

nt.of information, and it even

)

included a supplementary link in which more extensive data about the lab could be found. The

the entire lab report. Lab 3°s conclusion contained the ;(erfccl amou
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