
 
Duck Shooting Comparative 
 

 
As duck season looms closer the continual debate over duck hunting has reignited. Many 
environmentalists oppose this sport, defending the plight of wildfowl. This is in stark contrast to the duck 
hunting lobby who are fervent on maintaining this sport. Elizabeth Anile’s opinion piece “Duck Shooting: 
Unsustainable and brutal” condemns how adamantly she is opposed to duck-shooting, highlighting how 
Victoria “lags” behind other states. Similarly, Debbie Lustig’s letter to the editor “Dead Duck asks, why 
me?” follows suit; however she takes a more emotional and different approach, taking on the persona 
of a “dead duck”. Both pieces of prose are polar opposites to Doug’s letter “Leave us Levy” where he 
validates duck hunting by showing his approval of duck-shooting. Also worth noting is the 
accompanying image of the wetlands depicting a hunter poised for attack, possibly supporting Lustig’s 
and Anile’s shared views.  
 
Anile’s confrontational opinion piece “Duck Shooting: Unsustainable and Brutal” highlights the plight of 
ducks, in order to urge readers to abhor duck-shooting. She questions if the ducks are “killed clean[ly]”, 
the subtle sarcasm denigrating duck-hunters and intended to show her sympathy. This engenders to 
Melbournian’s sense of fear since “cleanly” has a questioning ring to it. Furthermore, pejoratives 
“starvation, agonizing” are utilized to depict suffering, perhaps evoking readers to reject the gruesome 
image painted by Anile. In addition, she also advocates that the water birds are “killed and maimed in 
the name of ‘sport’”. “Killed and maimed” are laden with emotion and could incite images of gore and 
suffering. Not only is this designed to disgust and mortify readers, but reinforces Anile’s underlying 
conviction that duck shooting is inhumane. To build persuasive momentum in her arguments, “sport” is 
in inverted quotations; alluding to her notion that duck-hunting does not deserve the right to be labeled 
as a “sport”.   
 
Anile continues in a condescending yet controlled fashion by claiming that the government is 
responsible for the suffering of the ducks. The reader could be positioned to respond with affronted 
feelings, shocked that their government is “bowing down” to the duck hunting lobby. This shows that the 
Government, more specifically “Victorian Premier John Brumby” is weak to “repeatedly ignore scientific 
evidence”. The attack on Mr. Brumby could encourage readers to respond with hostility, swayed by 
Anile’s condemning tone.  Likewise, Anile denounces that this is an “echo” of the “Roy Morgan poll 
which found 87 percent of Victorians oppos[ing] duck shooting”. “Echo” implies that this situation has 
occurred before, startling readers that this issue has not yet been resolved. When coupled with the 
almost exaggerated statistic of “87 percent”, this could arouse readers to feel slightly angry, because it 
indicates that Mr. Brumby is ignoring a large majority of the public. Furthermore, Anile reinforces her 
disapproval of the Victorian Government by directing her audience’s attention towards other states such 
as “NSW, Queensland, and WA” who have all “banned recreational duck hunting”. Readers could have 
their hostile feelings amplified as they come to terms that “Victoria lags behind”; perhaps it is possible 
readers could harbor some embarrassment knowing that their state is sub-par. To subdue feelings of 
embarrassment, Victorians could possibly develop disparaging thoughts of the Government, vindictive 
that they are inferior to other states.   
 
The image juxtaposing the text shows a black and white photograph of the wetlands. The background 
is tranquil as evident from the marsh and swamp; when coupled with the ducks waddling in the 
foreground it emanates an aura of serenity. This is pierced by the hunter in the immediate foreground 
who is seen with what seems to be a bird whistle in his hands. This gesture on the hunter’s behalf could 
generate disgust within readers as it could be interpreted that he is luring more helpless ducks into his 
trap. The hunter’s protruding shotgun also punctures the blissful scene, and this could intensify the  
  



venom within readers. This menacing photograph accentuates the innocence of the ducks, possibly 
bolstering support for the banning of duck-shooting. 
 
Continuing with Anile’s contention, Debbie Lustig also agrees that duck-shooting should be banned in 
Victoria- albeit doing so by donning the façade of a “dead duck”. The first portion of Lustig’s letter 
depicts what the public would assume to be as the lifecycle of a duck. Spoken in a soft tone, Lustig 
describes how she (as a duck) “waddled, dabbled, mated and raised ducklings.” Assonating “waddled 
and dabbled” paints the ducks as innocent as this alludes to them being comical and almost child-like.  
This could endear to the audience’s sense of humanity since many individuals believe innocence 
should not be corrupted. However, the appeal to morality diminishes and is replaced with fear and gore. 
There is a strong appeal made to the sense of humanity, “shattered bill… broke my wing” dripping with 
sympathy and evocative- the innocence has been tainted. Lustig finally rhetorically asks “why was I a 
target” – the calm tone continues towards the end in an effort to consolidate concern and sorrow in 
readers.  
 
In stark contrast to both the articles presented, Doug’s hostile letter “Leave us Levy!” undermines any 
who oppose the sport whilst justifying the cause of duck-hunting. The colloquial and informal style of 
the letter commences with the attention grabbing headline “Leave us Levy!” Not only does the 
exclamation deliver his annoyance at this continual debate, but juxtaposed to “Levy” places readers to 
think that Laurie Levy is the individual Doug is targeting. Suspicions are confirmed when Doug 
describes Levy as a “fascist leader”. Denouncing Levy’s authority is furthered as Doug mocks “Levy 
and his animal activist friends” for not having any significant input into “rejuvenating wetlands”. Readers 
are led to believe that the actions of Levy are incorrect and somewhat facetious. This is due to how 
“Levy and his animal activist friends” is similar to how a child would describe the situation. To advance 
his arguments and foster support for duck-hunters, Doug claims that the wildfowl, if left untreated, could 
result in “plague proportions” since they carry a “dangerous disease”. By drawing a comparison 
between the wildfowl and a contagion, he tries to manipulate readers into viewing the actions of hunters 
as morally correct because they “care” and eliminate the “plague”.  
 
Since duck season is annual, the duck-shooting debate will emerge again. Anile’s compelling opinion 
piece in conjunction with Lustig’s heartrending letter evoke strong feelings of sympathy and outrage 
that this issue still exists when “other states” have already abhorred it. In stark contrast, Doug’s hostile 
letter “Leave us Levy” resides on the opposite side of the spectrum as he attempts to denigrate those 
who oppose duck-shooting by glorifying the actions of duck-hunters. It is his belief that duck hunters rid 
the environment of “plague proportion” wildfowl. Ultimately, since we as humans are compassionate 
creatures who strive to take the moral high ground, a majority of Victorians could find themselves 
against the issue of duck-shooting.  
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