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WHAT THEY'RE SAYING ABOUT “THEY SaY /| SAY”

“A brilliant book. . . . It’s like a membership card in the academic club.”
—TFileen Seifert, DePaul University

“This baok demystifies rhetorical moves, tricks of the trade that many stu-
dents are unsure about. It's reasonable, helpful, nicely written . . . and hey,
it’s true. I would have found it immensely helpful myself in high school
and college.” —Mike Rose, University of California, Los Angeles

“The argument of this book is important—that there are ‘moves’ to aca-
demic writing . . . and that knowledge of them can be generative. The
template format is a good way to teach and demystify the moves that mat-
ter. | like this book a lot.” —David Bartholomae, University of Pittsburgh

“Students need to walk a fine line between their work and that of others,
and this book helps them walk that line, providing specific methods and

* techniques for introducing, explaining, and integrating other voices with

their own ideas.” —Libby Miles, University of Rhode Island

“I love the governing idea of this book. As a teacher and WPA, I'm con-
stantly thinking about how I can teach my students—and how [ can help
instructors teach their students—to make specific rhetorical moves on the
page. This book offers a powerful way of teaching students to do just that.”
—Joseph Bizup, Boston University

“What effect has “They Say' had on my students’ writing? They are finally
entering the Burkian Parlor of the university. This book uncovers the
thetorical conventions that transcend disciplinary boundaries, so that even
freshmen, newcomers to the academy, are immediately able to join in the
conversation.” —| et Weaver, Missowri State University

“The best tribute to “They Say / I Say’ I've heard is this, from a student:
‘This is one book I'm not selling back to the boakstore.” Nods all around
the room. The students love this book.” —Christine Ross, Quinnipiac
University

“The ability to engage with the thoughts of others is one of the most
important skills taught in any college-level writing course, and this book

does as good a job teaching that skill as any text [ have ever encountered.”
—William Smith, Weatherford College

“A fabulous resource for my students (and for me). I like that it's small,
and not overwhelming. It’s very practical, and really demystifies the new
kind of writing students have to figure out as they transition to college.”
—Sara Glennon, Landmark College
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PREFACE
TO THE SECOND EDITION

—{o—

AT THE CORE OF THIS BOOK is the premise that good argu-
mentative writing begins not with an act of assertion but an
act of listening, of putting ourselves in the shoes of those who
think differently from us. As a result, we advise writers to begin
not with what they themselves think about their subject (4]
say”) but with what others think (“they say”). This practice,
we think, adds urgency to writing, helping it become more
authentically motivated. When writing responds to something
that has been said or might be said, it thereby performs the
meaningful task of supporting, correcting, or complicating that
other view.

As we have traveled the country to some of the thousand
plus colleges and universities where “They Say [ I Say” is being
used, we have been inspired by the many instructors and stu-
dents who have praised our work, challenged it, and taken our
ideas in new and unexpected directions. We have tried hard to
take our own advice and to listen closely to what those using
this book have said and asked for—and to respond as best we
can in this new edition.

One thing that has been particularly heartening to see is the
wide variety of disciplinary applications to which this book has
been put. Though we originally intended it for use in first-year
writing courses, we are delighted to find that it is being taught
in many other courses and disciplines across the curriculum:
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college success courses and first-year seminars; history, biology,
political science, sociology—and more. But while teachers in
these fields have been highly resourceful in adapting our meth-
ods to the special conventions of their disciplines, many of them
have suggested we pay more attention in the book to how the

core moves of entering conversations operate in fields and

courses beyond our own.

Accordingly, this edition contains two new chapters, one
by biologist Christopher Gillen on Writing in the Sciences,
the other by political scientist Erin Ackerman on Writing in
the Social Sciences. To show that writing in those fields is fun-
damentally argumentative and not, as some imagine, exclu-
sively factual or informational, these chapters adapt our
templates to help students with the specific demands of writ-
ing in those fields. And to demonstrate further how the rhetor-
ical moves taught in this book work across domains and
disciplines, we've added readings at the back of the book by a
journalist, a humanist, a physicist, and a linguist.

Also new to this edition is a chapter on reading, an earlier
version of which was first published in “They Say | I Say” with
Readings. This chapter grew out of our own experience teach-
ing with the first edition, where we found that the writing tem-
plates in this book had the unexpected benefit of improving
reading comprehension. We found, in addition, that when stu-

dents worked with a template like “many people believe
but my own view is __ithelped them see how the authors
they were reading were part of a conversation that the students
themselves could enter—and thus to see reading as a matter
not of passively absorbing information but of understanding and
actively entering dialogues and debates.

We've tried to make the book even easier to use, with
cross-references in the margins, leading students to specific

Preface to the Second Edition

examples, instructions
, and more detai i
v tail where they might
Se 3
. veral other new features of this edition are worth men
ioning. i i -
g One is an expanded discussion of the controversial
ues i i
2 tion of the first person “I,” pointing out that academic writ
IS acr iscipli ,
; oss most disciplines now tend to make liberal apn
we,” and their vari i e
il ariants. Finally, responding to students’ fre
e i iari )
quen : questions about plagiarism, we've explained why usi
generic phrases like "on the one hand th t: o
: - .. on the other hand”
does not constitute academic dishonesty e
E i .
. I;/er.l as we have revised and added to “They Say / I Say,”
ur i
o acsllc g:olals r;mam unchanged: to demystify academic wri,t
and reading by identifyin, ’
g the key moves of persuasi
: uasive argu-
men
.t and representing these moves in forms that student .
put into practice. -
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Demystifying Academic Conversation

—{—

ExreriENCED WRITING INSTRUCTORS have long recog-
nized that writing well means entering intd conversation with
others. Academic writing in particular calls upon writers not
simply to express their own ideas, but to do so as a response to
what others have said. The first-year writing program at our
own university, according to its mission statement, asks “stu-
dents to participate in ongoing conversations about vitally
important academic and public issues.” A similat shatement by
another program holds that “intellectual writing is almost
always composed in response to others’ texts.” These statements
echo the ideas of rhetorical theorists like Kenneth Burke,
Mikhail Bakhtin, and Wayne Booth as well as recent compo-
sition scholars like David Bartholomae, John Bedn, Patricia
Bizzell, Irene Clark, Greg Colomb, Lisa Ede, Peter Elbow, Joseph
Harris, Andrea Lunsford, Elaine Maimon, Gary Olson, Mike
Rose, John Swales and Christine Feak, Tilly Wamock, and oth-
ers who argue that writing well means engaging the voices of
others and letting them in turn engage us.

Yet despite this growing consensus that writing is a social,
conversational act, helping student writers actually participate
in these conversations remains a formidable challenge. This book
aims to meet that challenge. Its goal is to demystify academic
writing by isolating its basic moves, explaining them clearly, and

Demystifying Academic Conversation

representing them in the form of templates. [n this way,

we hope
to help students become active participants in the important con-

versations of the academic world and the wider public sphere.

HIGHLIGHTS

® Shows students that writing well means entering a conversation,
summarizing others (“they say”) to set up one’s own argu-
ment (“I say”).

* Demystifies academic writing, showing students “the moves
that matter” in language they can readily apply.

® Provides user-friendly remplates to help writers make those
moves in their own writing.

HOW THIS BOOK CAME TO BE

The original idea for this book grew out of our shared interest
in democratizing academic culture. First, it grew out of argu-
ments that Gerald Graff has been making throughout his career
that schools and colleges need to invite students into the con-
versations and debates that surround them. More specifically,
itisa practical, hands-on companion to his recent book, Clue-
less in Academe: How Schooling Obscures the Life of the Mind, in
which he looks at academic conversations from the perspective
of those who find them mysterious and proposes ways in which
such mystificarion can be overcome. Second, this book grew
out of writing templates that Cathy Birkeristein developed in
the 1990s, for use in writing and literature courses she was
teaching. Many students, she found, could readily grasp what
it meant to support a thesis with evidence, to entertain a coun-
terargument, to identify a textual contradiction, and ultimarely

X vii
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to summarize and respond to challenging. arguments, b‘ut l:}l;;ely
often had trouble putting these concepts into practice 1r;) t e:ir
own writing. When Cathy sketched out templates on the board,
however, giving her students some of the la}ngujagle and pa;lttems
that these sophisticated moves require, t'helr writing—and even
their quality of thought—significantly 1mpr<?ved. .
This book began, then, when we put our ideas together an
realized that these templates might have the potential to op;n
up and clarify academic conversation. We proceeded from }t1 e
premise that all writers rely on certain stock formulas that they
themselves didn’t invent—and that many of thesle formulas are
so commonly used that they can be represented in model tei\m—
plates that students can use to structure and even generate what
t to say.
the;.:v ir; devéls;ped a working draft of this book, we beg?n
using it in first-year writing courses that we teach at UIC. In
classroom exercises and writing assignments, we .found that stu-
dents who otherwise struggled to organize their thoughts, or
even to think of something to say, did much better when we
provided them with templates like the following.

» In discussions of __, a controversial issue is whether
. While some argue that —_, others contend that

» This is not to say that .

One virtue of such templates, we found, is that they focus
writers’ attention not just on what is being said, but on the forms
that structure what is being said. In other words, they make stu-
dents more conscious of the rhetorical patterns that are key to
academic success but often pass under the classroom radar.

Xxviii
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THE CENTRALITY OF “THEY SAY /I SAY”

The central thetorical move that we focus on in this book is
the “they say / I say” template that gives our book its title. In
our view, this template represents the deep, underlying struc-
ture, the internal DNA as it were, of all effective argument.
Effective persuasive writers do more than make well-supported
claims (“I say”); they also map those claims relative to the
claims of others (“they say”).

Here, for example, the “they say /I say” pattern structures a

passage from a recent essay by the media and technology critic
Steven Johnson.

For decades, we've worked under the assumption that mass culture
follows a path declining steadily toward lowest-common-denomi-
nator standards, presumably because the “masses” want dumb, sim-
ple pleasures and big media companies try to give the masses what
they want. But . . . the exact opposite is happening: the culture is
getting more cognitively demanding, not less.

STEVEN Jonnson, “Watching TV Makes You Smarter”

In generating his own argument from something “they say,”
Johnson suggests why he needs to say what he is saying: to cor-
rect a popular misconception.

Even when writers do not explicitly identify the views they
are responding to, as Johnson does, an implicit “they say” can
often be discerned, as in the following passage by Zora Neale
Hurston.

I remember the day I became colored.
Zora Neare Hurston, “How It Feels to Be Colored Me”
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Hurston's point here, we need to;e abg: ::

ct the implicit view she is resp01.1dmg bos A0 qules t:o
e dhat rac | identity is an innate quality we are simply born
i trary, Hurston suggests, our race is imposed on
Witil' O:i:ye C::met]::ing we “become” by virtue of how we are
us by society—

treated.
As these examples suggest,

improve not just student writing,

In order to grasp

the “they say /I say” model can
but student reading compre-

we]. . Sﬂlce readin,| aIld WL (= dee 1? teClp Ca].
d lng ar p TO!

activities, students who lear‘n to .make e

resented by the templates in this bor:> igu e

adept at identifying these same moves in tht; texts ;e

if we are right that effective arguments ?re always in -
nts, then it follows that in order to un

e tallent exts assigned in college, students need to

f challenging t .
Fziiltz‘risti?y the views to which those texts are responding.
1

” Ip with
Working with the “they say /1 say” model can also'(:cz o
i eri .
i i inding something to say. In our EXpEriE
P i hey want to say not by thinking about

M . 3 ‘ .

5 istenin
ubJECt i.n an iSOlatK)n DOth, but by teadlng teXtS, llS 1 g
as

i nin,
closely to what other writers say, and looking for an opening

s; . 1
tht()ugh. wh.lCh l‘.he can enter t]:Le conv ersation In Other WO dS,
V Y e
l.lstenln.g ClC)Sel to OEhEIS aIld Sum[IlaﬂZlng What th.e h.av to

say can help writers generate their own ideas.

THE USEFULNESS OF TEMPLATES

Our templates also have a generat.tive qual;:y, pt?r?lfzrcf ;:E
dents to make moves in their writing that they rpnr f oot
erwise make or even know they should make. ! e 8 tf)o e
in this book can be particularly helpful for students
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unsure about what to say, or who have trouble finding enough
to say, often because they consider their own beliefs so
self-evident that they need not be argued for. Students like this
are often helped, we've found, when we give them a simple
template like the following one for entertaining a counterar-
gument (or planting a naysayer, as we call it in Chapter 6).

» Of course some might object that Although | concede
that | still maintain that

What this particular template helps students do is make the
seemingly counterintuitive move of questioning their own
beliefs, of looking at them from the perspective of those who
disagree. In so doing, templates can bring out aspects of stu-
dents’ thoughts that, as they themselves sometimes remark,
they didn’t even realize were there.

Other templates in this book help students make a host of
sophisticated moves that they might not otherwise make: sum.-
marizing what someone else says, framing a quotation in one’s
own words, indicating the view that the writer is responding
to, marking the shift from a source’s view to the writer’s own
view, offering evidence for that view, entertaining and answer-
ing counterarguments, and explaining what is at stake in the
first place. In showing students how to make such moves, tem-

plates do more than organize students’ ideas; they help bring
those ideas into existence.

OKAY, BUT TEMPLATES?

We are aware, of course, that some instructors may have reser-
vations about templates. Some, for instance, may object that
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such formulaic devices represent a return to presct iptive forms

of instruction that encourage passive learning or lead students
to put their writing on automatic pilot.

This is an understandable reaction, we think, to kinds of
rote instruction that have indeed encouraged passivity and
drained writing of its creativity and dynamic relation to the
social world. The trouble is that many students will never learn
on their own to make the key intellectual moves that our tem-
plates represent. While seasoned writers pick up these moves
unconsciously through their reading, many students do not.
Consequently, we believe, students need to see these moves
represented in the explicit ways that the templates provide.

The aim of the templates, then, is not to stifle critical think-
ing but to be direct with students about the key rhetorical
moves that it comprises. Since we encourage students to mod-
ify and adapt the templates to the particularities of the argu-
ments they are making, using such prefabricated formulas as
learning tools need not result in writing and thinking that are
themselves formulaic. Admittedly, no teaching tool can guar-

antee that students will engage in hard, rigorous thought. Our
templates do, however, provide concrete prompts that can stim-
ulate and shape such thought: What do “they say” about my
topic? What would a naysayer say about my argument? What
is my evidence? Do 1 need to qualify my point? Who cares’!

In fact, templates have a long and rich history. Public orators
from ancient Greece and Rome through the European Renais-
sance studied rhetorical topoi or “commonplaces,” model passages
and formulas that represented the different strategies available to
public speakers. In many respects, our templates echo this classi-
cal rhetorical tradition of imitating established models.

The journal Nature requires aspiring contributors to follow
a guideline that is like a template on the opening page of their
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manuscript: “Two or three sentences explaining what the main
result [of their study] reveals in direct comparison with wzl t
was thought to be the case previously, or how the main resu:;t
adds to previous knowledge.” In the field of education. a fo
designed by the education theorist Howard Gardner as,ks i
doctoral fellowship applicants to complete the followin IEOSt’
plate: “Most scholars in the field believe . Ag agre:ni;
of my study, " That these two examples are gearl;d
'tO\.avard postdoctoral fellows and veteran researchers shows that
ft is not only struggling undergraduates who can use help m I?t
ing these key rhetorical moves, but experienced acader}:;' Y
well. T
Templates have even been used in the teaching of personal
narrative. The literary and educational theorist Jane Tompkins
devised the following template to help student writers make
Fhe often difficult move from telling a story to explaining what
it means: “X tells a story about — to make the point
that .My own experience with  yieldsa point
that is similar/different/both similar and different. What I take
away from my own experience with s As
a result, I conclude " We especially like this temg;late
because it suggests that “they say / I say” argument need not be
mechanical, impersonal, or dry, and that telling a story and
making an argument are more compatible activities than many

think.

WHY IT'S OKAY TO USE “I”

But wait—doesn’ o b
bt o t the I. part of “they say [ I say” flagrantly
urage the use of the first-person pronoun? Aren't we aware
that some teachers prohibit students from using “I” or “we,” on
1

b
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the grounds that these pronouns encourage ill-considered, sub-?
jective opinions rather than objective and reja‘soned argumer.lts.
Yes, we are aware of this first-person prohibition, but we th1‘nk
it has serious flaws. First, expressing ill—conside‘red, s?b]ectwe
opinions is not necessarily the worst sin beginning writers can
commit; it might be a starting point from which they can move
on to more reasoned, less self-indulgent perspectives. Second,
prohibiting students from using “I” is simply not an effective way
of curbing students’ subjectivity, since one can offer .poorly
argued, ill-supported opinions just as easily without it. Third and
most important, prohibiting the first person tends to hamper stnf-
dents’ ability not only to take strong positions but to differenti-
ate their own positions from those of others, as we point out in
Chapter 5. To be sure, writets can resort to various cxrcurf,lli:cu-
tions—it will here be argued,” “the evidence suggests,” “the
truth is"—and these may be useful for avoiding a monotonous
series of “I believe” sentences. But except for avoiding such
monotony, we see no good reason why “I” should be set asilde in
persuasive writing. Rather than prohibit “I,” then, we think a
better tactic is to give students practice at using it well and learn-
ing its use, both by supporting their claims with eviden::e an::l by
attending closely to alternative perspectives—to what “they” are

saying.

HOW THIS BOOK 1S ORGANIZED

Because of its centrality, we have allowed the “they say /[ say”
format to dictate the structure of this book. So while Part 1
addresses the art of listening to others, Part 2 addresses how to
offer one’s own response. Part 1 opens with a chapter on “Start-
ing with What Others Are Saying” that explains why it is gen-
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erally advisable to begin a text by citing others rather than plung-
ing directly into one’s own views. Subsequent chapters take up
the arts of summarizing and quoting what these others have to
say. Part 2 begins with a chapter on different ways of respond-
ing, followed by chapters on marking the shift between what
“they say” and what “I say,” on introducing and answering objec-
tions, and on answering the all-important questions “so what?”
and “who cares? Part 3 offers strategies for “Tying It All
Together,” beginning with a chapter on connection and coher-
ence; followed by a chapter on formal and informal language,
arguing that academic discourse is often perfectly compatible with
the informal language that students use outside school; and con-
cluding with a chapter on the art of metacommentary, showing
students how to guide the way readers understand a text. Part 4
offers guidance for entering conversations in specific academic sit-
uations, with chapters on class discussions, reading, and writing
in the sciences and social sciences. Finally, we provide four read-
ings and an index of templates.

WHAT THIS BOOK DOESN'T DO

There are some things that this book does not try to do. We
do not, for instance, cover logical principles of argument such
as syllogisms, warrants, logical fallacies, or the differences
between inductive and deductive reasoning. Although such
concepts can be useful, we believe most of us learn the ins and
outs of argumentative writing not by studying logical principles
in the abstract, but by plunging into actual discussions and
debates, trying out different patterns of response, and in this
way getting a sense of what works to persuade different audi-
ences and what doesn't. In our view, people learn more about
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uing from hearing someone say, “You ,r,niss“my point: What
P’'m saying isnot ——, but Jor 1 agrie with you
that ,and would even add that " than they
do from studying the differences between inductive ar.xd deduc-
tive reasoning. Such formulas give students an immediate sense
of what it feels like to enter a public conversation in a way that
studying abstract warrants and logical fallacies does not.

arg

ENGAGING WITH THE IDEAS OF OTHERS

One central goal of this book is to demystify academic writing
by returning it to its social and conversational roots. Alth:)ugh
writing may require some degree of quiet and solitude, the “they
: say / I say” model shows students that they can best. develop
| their arguments not just by looking inward but by doing \.Jvhat
‘ they often do in a good conversation with friends and farmlylr—
' by listening carefully to what others are saying and engaging
with other views. ‘
M | This approach to writing therefore has an ethical.dlmen—
| sion, since it asks writers not simply to keep proving and
‘ reasserting what they already believe but to stretch what Fhey
believe by putting it up against beliefs that differ, sometimes
‘ radically, from their own. In an increasingly diverse, global s.oa-
"‘ ety, this ability to engage with the ideas of others is especially
‘ crucial to democratic citizenship.

Gerald Graff
Cathy Birkenstein

X X Vi

INTRODUCTION

Entering the Conversation

._{EJ_

THiINK ABOUT AN ACTIVITY that you do particularly well:
cooking, playing the piano, shooting a basketball, even some-
thing as basic as driving a car. If you reflect on this activity, you'll
realize that once you mastered it you no longer had to give much
conscious thought to the various moves that go into doing it.
Performing this activity, in other words, depends on your hav-
ing learned a series of complicated moves—moves that may seem
mysterious or difficult to those who haven't yet learned them.

The same applies to writing. Often without consciously real-
izing it, accomplished writers routinely rely on a stock of estab-
lished moves that are crucial for communicating sophisticated
ideas. What makes writers masters of their trade is not only
their ability to express interesting thoughts but their mastery
of an inventory of basic moves that they probably picked up
by reading a wide range of other accomplished writers. Less
experienced writers, by contrast, are often unfamiliar with these
basic moves and unsure how to make them in their own writ-
ing. This book is intended as a short, user-friendly guide to the
basic moves of academic writing.

One of our key premises is that these basic moves are so
common that they can be represented in templates that you can
use right away to structure and even generate your own
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writing. Perhaps the most distinctive feature of this book is its
presentation of many such templates, designed to help you suc-
cessfully enter not only the world of academic thinking and
writing, but also the wider worlds of civic discourse and work.

Instead of focusing solely on abstract principles of writing,
then, this book offers model templates that help you put those
principles directly into practice. Working with these templates
can give you an immediate sense of how to engage in the kinds
of critical thinking you are required to do at the college level
and in the vocational and public spheres beyond.

Some of these templates represent simple but crucial moves
like those used to summarize some widely held belief.

»  Many Americans assume that

Others are more complicated.

» On the one hand, . On the other hand,

» Author X contradicts herself. At the same time that she argues
, she also implies .

» | agree that

» This is not to say that .

It is true, of course, that critical thinking and writing go deeper
than any set of linguistic formulas, requiring that you question
assumptions, develop strong claims, offer supporting reasons
and evidence, consider opposing arguments, and so on. But
these deeper habits of thought cannot be put into practice
unless you have a language for expressing them in clear, organ-

ized ways.
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STATE YOUR OWN IDEAS AS A
RESPONSE TO OTHERS

The single most important template that we focus on in this
book is the “theysay ;I say ” formula that
gives our book its title. If there is any one point that we hope
you will take away from this book, it is the importance not only
of expressing your ideas (“I say”) but of presenting those ideas
as a response to some ather person or group (“they say”). For us,
the underlying structure of effective academic writing—and of
responsible public discourse—resides not just in stating our own
ideas but in listening closely to others around us, summarizing
their views in a way that they will recognize, and responding
with our own ideas in kind. Broadly speaking, academic writ-
ing is argumentative writing, and we believe that to argue well
you need to do more than assert your own position. You need
to enter a conversation, using what others say (or might say)
as a launching pad or sounding board for your own views. For
this reason, one of the main pieces of advice in this book is to
write the voices of others into your text.

In our view, then, the best academic writing has one under-
lying feature: it is deeply engaged in some way with other peo-
ple’s views. Too often, however, academic writing is taught as a
process of saying “true” or “smart” things in a vacuum, as if it were
possible to argue effectively without being in conversation with
someone else. If you have been taught to write a traditional five-
paragraph essay, for example, you have learned how to develop a
thesis and support it with evidence. This is good advice as far as
it goes, but it leaves out the important fact that in the real world
we don’t make arguments without being provoked. Instead, we
make arguments because someone has said or done something (or
perhaps not said or done something) and we need to respond: “I
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can’t see why you like the Lakers so much”; “I agree: it’was a great
film”; “That argument is contradictory.” If it weren’t for other
people and our need to challenge, agree with, or otherwise respond
to them, there would be no reason to argue at all.

To make an impact as a writer, you need to do more than make
statements that are logical, well supported, and consist:';:n.t. You
must also find a way of entering a conversation with other? wlnews.—
with something “they say.” If your own argument doesn’t }dennfy
the “they say” that you're responding to, it probably won't make
sense. As Figure 1 suggests, what you are saying may be clear to
your audience, but why you are saying it won't be. For it is what
others are saying and thinking that motivates our writing and gives
it a reason for being. It follows, then, as Figure 2 suggests, that your
own argument—the thesis or “I say” moment of your text—should
always be a response to the arguments of others. . .

| Many writers make explicit “they say / I say” tHes 1,n :heu'
' writing. One famous example is Martin Luther King Jr.'s Let-
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SOME SAY THAT 74E SOPRANOS .
PRESENTS CARICATURES OF ITALIAN
AMERICANS. IN FACT, HOWEVER,
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FiGure 2

ter from Birmingham Jail,” which consists almost entirely of
King’s eloquent responses to a public statement by eight clergy-
men deploring the civil rights protests he was leading. The
letter—which was written in 1963, while King was in prison for
leading a demonstration against racial injustice in Birming-
ham—is structured almost entirely around a framework of sum.-
mary and response, in which King summarizes and then answers
their criticisms. In one typical passage, King writes as follows.

You deplore the demonstrations taking place in Birmingham. But

your statement, | am sorry to say, fails to express a similar concern

for the conditions that brought about the demonstrations.
MarTtin Luther Kin Jr., “Letter from Bitmingham Jail”

King goes on to agree with his critics that “It is unfortunate
that demonstrations are taking place in Birmingham,” yet he

§
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As Pollitt’s example shows, the “they” you respond to in craft-

ing an argument need not be a famous author or someone

known to your audience. It can be a family member like Pol-

litt’s daughter, or a friend or classmate who has made a provoca- w
tive claim. It can even be something an individual or a group Il
might say—or a side of yourself, something you once believed |
but no longer do, or something you partly believe but also

doubt. The important thing is that the “they” (or “you” or

“she”) represent some wider group with which readers might

identify—in Pollitt’s case, those who patriotically believe in

flying the flag. Pollitt’s example also shows that

I
. B
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3 ?
hastens to add that “it is even more unfortunate that the city’s
) . . |
white power structure left the Negro community with no alter-
native.” King's letter is so thoroughly conversational, in fact,

that it could be rewritten in the form of a dialogue or play.

King's critics:
King's response:
Critics:

Response:

Clearly, King would not have written his famous letter were it

jecti responding to the views of others need not always et Chapxt
not for his critics, whose views he treats not as objections to " e of i | o yotnas
his already-formed arguments but as the motivating source of involve unqualified opposition. By agreeing and dis-  op agreeing,

agreeing with her daughter, Pollitt enacts what we call  but witha '

those arguments, their central reason for being. He quote‘s not
only what his critics have said (“Some have askedi . Why
didn’t you give the new city administration time to act? "), but
also things they might have said (“One may well ask: ‘Hiw can
you advocate breaking some laws and obeying others? y—all
to set the stage for what he himself wants to say.

A similar “they say / 1 say” exchange opens an essay about
American patriotism by the social critic Katha Pollitt, who uses
her own daughter’s comment to represent the national fervor

of post-9/11 patriotism.

My daughter, who goes to Stuyvesant High School only blocks
from the former World Trade Center, thinks we should fly the
American flag out our window. Definitely not, I say: The flag stands
for jingoism and vengeance and war. She tells me I'm wrong—the
flag means standing together and honoring the dead and saying no

to tetrorism. In a way we're both right. . . .
Karia Porrrrr, “Put Out No Flags'

the “yes and no” response, reconciling apparently difference.

incompatible views.

While King and Pollitt both identify the views they are
responding to, some authors do not explicitly state their views
but instead a!low the reader to infer them. See, for instance, if
you can identify the implied or unnamed “they say” that the
following claim is responding to.

I like to think I have a certain advantage as a teacher of literature
because when 1 was growing up [ disliked and feared books.
GeraLp Grarr, “Disliking Books at an Early Age”

In case you haven’t figured it out already, the phantom “they
say” here is the common belief that in order to be a good
teacher of literature, one must have grown up liking and enjoy-
ing books. '

As you can see from these examples, many writers use the
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“they say / | say” format to agree or disagree wit‘h others, to chal-
lenge standard ways of thinking, and thus: to stir up (:011*1trove}rlsy:i
This point may come as & shock to you if you hfawe always ad
the impression that in order to succeecll academlc?\l‘ly you r;:e

to play it safe and avoid controversy in your 'wntmg, mﬁ ;lil-g
statements that nobody can possibly disagree with. T‘houg | is
view of writing may appear logical, it is actually a recipe for ati
lifeless writing and for writing that fails to answer what we cal

the “so what?” and “who cares?” questions. “William Shakespeare
wrote many famous plays and sonnets” may be a pPTrfectly true
statement, but precisely because nobody is likely to. dlsagret_e w11:ih
it, it goes without saying and thus would seem pointless if said.

WayYs OF RESPONDING

Just because much argumentative writing is drliven by dis-
agreement, it does not follow that afg'reemerft is rule.d ou'::i
Although argumentation is often associated with conﬂi’c’:t an

opposition, the type of conversational “the?r say / I say” argu-
ment that we focus on in this book can be just as useful when

you agree as when you disagree.

» Sheargues ,and | agree because

» Herargumentthat is supported by new research

showing that .

Nor do you always have to choose between either simply agree-
ing or disagreeing, since the “they say / I say” format als.o V\j’Ol’kS
to both agree and disagree at the same time, as Pollitt illus-

trates above.
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» Heclaimsthat — and | have mixed feelings about it. On

the one hand, | agree that _ —. On the other hand, I still
insist that |

This last option—agreeing and disagreeing simultaneously—is
one we especially recommend, since it allows you to avoid a
simple yes or no response and present a more complicated argu-
ment, while containing that complication within a clear “on
the one hand / on the other hand” framework.

While the templates we offer in this book can be used to
structure your writing at the sentence level, they can also be
expanded as needed to almost any length, as the following elab-
orated “they say / [ say” template demonstrates.

In recent discussions of , a controversial issue has
been whether . On the one hand, some argue
that . From this perspective, . On the other
hand, however, others argue that __ In the words of

- , one of this view's main proponents, *

According to this view, - In sum, then, the issue is

whether — or .
Myownviewisthat __ Though | concede that
o , | still maintain that . For example,
—. Although some might object that _ | | would
reply that . The issue is important because

If you go back over this template, you will see that it helps you
make a host of challenging moves (each of which is taken up
in forthcoming chapters in this book). First, the template helps
you open your text by identifying an issue in some ongoing con-
versation or debate (“In recent discussionsof ~, a con-
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troversial issue hasbeen ”), and rlien to map some dc)f
the voices in this controversy (by using the “on the one hand /
on the other hand” structure). The template also‘ helps you
introduce a quotation (“In the words of ), tc? ex'plain the quo-
tation in your own words (“According to this v1“ew ¥ and—'m
a new paragraph—to state your own argument (“My own vu;w
is that”), to qualify your argument (“Though I conc::de that”),
and then to support your argument with evidence (“For exam-
ple”). In addition, the template helps you make one of t}:‘e most
crucial moves in argumentative writing, what we‘call plant-
ing a naysayer in your text,” in which you summ-arm: and then
answer a likely objection to your own central claim ( Althoufh
it might be objected that ., [reply 7).
Finally, this template helps you shift between general, over-
arching claims (“In sum, then”) and smaller-scale, supporting
claims (“For example”). .

Again, none of us is born knowing these moves, especrally
when it comes to academic writing. Hence the need for this book.

Do TEMPLATES STIFLE CREATIVITY?

If you are like some of our students, your initial response to
templates may be skepticism. At first, many of o lStl:lde{C‘ltS
complain that using templates will take away the‘1‘r orlg,ma ity
and creativity and make them all sound the same. They'll turn
us into writing robots,” one of our students insisted. Ar’mther
agreed, adding, “Hey, 'm a jazz musician. And we d:)n t play
by set forms. We create our own.” “I'm in college now,” another
student asserted; “this is third-grade-level stuff.”

In our view, however, the templates in this book, far from
being “third-grade-level stuff,” represent the stock in trade of

10
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sophisticated thinking and writing, and they often require a
great deal of practice and instruction to use successfully. As for
the belief that pre-established forms undermine creativity, we
think it rests on a very limited vision of what creativity is all
about. In our view, the above template and the others in this
book will actually help your writing become more original and
creative, not less. After all, even the most creative forms
of expression depend on established patterns and structures.
Most songwriters, for instance, rely on a time-honored verse-
chorus-verse pattern, and few people would call Shakespeare
uncreative because he didn’t invent the sonnet or the dramatic
forms that he used to such dazzling effect. Even the most avant-
garde, curting-edge artists (like improvisational jazz musicians)
need to master the basic forms that their work improvises on,
departs from, and goes beyond, or else their work will come
across as uneducated child’s play. Ultimately, then, creativity
and originality lie not in the avoidance of established forms but
in the imaginative use of them.

Furthermore, these templates do not dictate the content of
what you say, which can be as original as you can make it, but
only suggest a way of formatting how you say it. In addition,
once you begin to feel comfortable with the templates in this
book, you will be able to improvise creatively on them to fit
new situations and purposes and find others in your reading. In
other words, the templates offered here are learning tools to get
you started, not structures set in stone. Once you get used to
using them, you can even dispense with them altogether, for
the rhetorical moves they model will be at your fingertips in
an unconscious, instinctive way.

But if you still need proof that writing templates do not sti-
fle creativity, consider the following opening to an essay on the
fast-food industry that we’ve included at the back of this book.
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If ever there were a newspaper headline custom-made for Jay Leno's
monologue, this was it. Kids raking on McDonald’s this week, suing
the company for making them fat. Isn’c that like middle-aged men
suing Porsche for making them get speeding tickets? Whatever hap-
pened to personal responsibility?
I tend to sympathize with these portly fast-food patrons, though.
Maybe that's because I used to be one of them.
Davip ZinczeNko, “Don’t Blame the Eater”

Although Zinczenko relies on a version of the “lthey say [ I
say” formula, his writing is anything bu dry, robotic, or uncre-
ative. While Zinczenko does not explicitly use the worfis
“they say” and “I say,” the template still gives the passage its
underlying structure: “They say that kids suing fast-food com
panies for making them fat is a joke; but I say such lawsuits

are justified.”
BuT Isn’T THIS PLAGIARISM?

“But isn’t this plagiarism?” at least one student each year vlaill
usually ask. “Well, is it?” we respond, turning the question
around into one the entire class can profit from. “We are, after
all, asking you to use language in your writing that isr{’t your
own—Ilanguage that you ‘borrow’ or, to put it less delicately,
steal from other writers.”

Often, a lively discussion ensues that raises important ques-
tions about authorial ownership and helps everyone better
understand the frequently confusing line between plagiarism
and the legitimate use of what others say and how they say
it. Students are quick to see that no one person owns a con-
ventional formula like “on the one hand . . . on the other
hand . . . ” Phrases like “a controversial issue” are so com-
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monly used and recycled that they are generic—community
property that can be freely used without fear of committing
plagiarism. It is plagiarism, however, if the words used to fill
in the blanks of such formulas are borrowed from others with-
out proper acknowledgment. In sum, then, while it is not pla-
giarism to recycle conventionally used formulas, it is a serious
academic offense to take the substantive content from oth-
ers’ texts without citing the author and giving him or her
proper credit.

PUTTING IN YOUR OaRr

Though the immediate goal of this book is to help you become
a better writer, at a deeper level it invites you to become a cer-
tain type of person: a critical, intellectual thinker who, instead
of sitting passively on the sidelines, can participate in the debates
and conversations of your world in an active and empowered
way. Ultimately, this book invites you to become a critical
thinker who can enter the types of conversations described elo-
quently by the philosopher Kenneth Burke in the following
widely cited passage. Likening the world of intellectual exchange
to a never-ending conversation at a party, Burke writes:

You come late. When you arrive, others have long preceded you,
and they are engaged in a heated discussion, a discussion too heated
for them to pause and tell you exactly what it is about. . . . You
listen for a while, until you decide that you have caught the tenor
of the argument; then you put in your oar. Someone answers; you
answer him; another comes to your defense; another aligns him-
self against you. . . . The hour grows late, you must depart. And
you do depart, with the discussion still vigorously in progress.
Kennern Burke, The Philosophy of Literary Form

T3
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What we like about this passage is its suggestion that stating
an argument and “putting in your oar” can only be done in
hers; that we all enter the dynamic world

conversation with ot
of ideas not as isolated individuals but as social beings deeply
ake in what we say.

connected to others who have a st
This ability to enter complex, many-sided conversations has
taken on a special urgency in today's diverse, post-9/11 world,
where the future for all of us may depend on our ability to put
ourselves in the shoes of those who think very differently from
us. The central piece of advice in this book—that we listen
carefully to others, including those who disagree with us, and
then engage with them thoughtfully and respectfully—can
help us see beyond our own pet beliefs, which may not be

shared by everyone. The mere act of crafting a sentence that
ight object that ” may

begins “Of course, someone mi
not seem like a way to change the world; but it does have the
potential to jog us out of our comfort zones, to get us think-

ing critically about our own beliefs, and perhaps even to

change our minds.

Exercises

1. Read the following paragraph from an essay by Emily Poe,
a student at Furman University. Disregarding for the
moment what Poe says, focus your attention on the phrases
Poe uses to structure what she says (italicized here). Then

write a new paragraph using Poe’s as a mo
her topic, vegetarianism, with one of your own.

The term “vegetarian” tends to be synonym
8

in many people’s minds.
washes its followers into eliminating

14

del but replacing

ous with “tree-hugger”

They see vegetarianism as a cult that brain-
an essential part of their daily
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“THEY SAY” I
Starting with What Others Are Saying '

= . Il

ence where the speaker’s central claim seemed to be that a
certain sociologist—call him Dr. X—had done very good work
in a number of areas of the discipline. The speaker proceeded
to illustrate his thesis by referring extensively and in great
detail to various books and articles by Dr. X and by quoting
, , long passages from them. The speaker was obviously both
| . learned and impassioned, but as we listened to his talk we
found ourselves somewhat puzzled: the argument—that Dr. X’s
‘ work was very important—was clear enough, but why did the
[
|

\
|
Not Long aco we attended a talk at an academic confer-

speaker need to make it in the first place? Did anyone dispute
it! Were there commentators in the field who had argued
against X's work or challenged its value? Was the speaker’s

| interpretation of what X had done somehow novel or revolu-

! | tionary? Since the speaker gave no hint of an answer to any

| of these questions, we could only wonder why he was ~ Our hypo-
going on and on about X. It was only afrer thetica

. audience in
the speaker finished and took questions from the Figue 1 dh
audience that we gort a clue: in TESpONse tO One qUes- . 4 reacts

tioner, he referred to several critics who had vigorously  similarly.
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Starting with What Others Are Saying

title of this chapter recommends, and then introduce yout own
ideas as a response. Specifically, we suggest that you summarize
what “they say” as soon as you can in your text, and remind
readers of it at strategic points as your text unfolds. Though it’s
true that not all texts follow this practice, we think it’s impor-
tant for all writers to master it before they depart from it.
This is not to say that you must start with a detailed list of
everyone who has written on your subject before you offer your
own ideas. Had our conference speaker gone to the opposite
extreme and spent most of his talk summarizing Dr. X’s critics
with no hint of what he himself had to say, the audience prob-
ably would have had the same frustrated “why-is-he-going-on-
like-this?” reaction. What we suggest, then, is that as soon as
possible you state your own position and the one it’s responding
to together, and that you think of the two as d unit. It is gener-
ally best to summarize the ideas you're responding to briefly, at
the start of your text, and to delay detalled elaboration until later.
The point is to give your readers a quick preview of what is moti-
vating your argument, not to drown them in details right away.
Starting with a summary of others’ views may seem to con-
tradict the common advice that writers should lead with their
own thesis or claim. Although we agree that you shouldn’t keep
readers in suspense too long about your central argument, we also
believe that you need to present that argument as part of some
larger conversation, indicating something about the arguments
of others that you are supporting, opposing, amending, compli-
cating, or qualifying. One added benefit of summarizing others’
views as soon as you can: you let those others do some of the
work of framing and clarifying the issue you're writing about.
Consider, for example, how George Orwell starts his famous

essay “Politics and the English Language” with what others are
saying.
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Most people who bother with the matter at all would admit that were two geniuses well mer. “No,” |
the English language is in a bad way, but it is generally assumed wanted to yell, and fling m e; A % el “Absolutely not,” 1 I
that we cannot by conscious action do anything about it. Our civ- I mumbled something lY et ol |
=2 n b apologetic and melted i l ’ |
{lization is decadent and our language—so the argument runs There’s a new piety in the air: th ol |
(must inevitably share in the general collapse. . . . lovers el oo of bk *‘I
| |
|

[But] the process is reversible. Modern English . . . is full of bad

CHrisTiNa N «
habits . . . which can be avoided if one is willing to take the nec- EHRING, “Books Make You a Boring Person” l

essary trouble. ) Nehring’s anecdote is .

reall 58 ”

Grorce OrwELL, “Politics and the English Language” keep telling themselves hO\‘:r zrklrtldhOf they say”: book lovers ”
eat they are. '

Orwell is basically saying, “Most people assume that we can- ‘
not do anything about the bad state of the English language. | TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING \‘

” Fl
But [ say we can. WHAT “THEY Say” il |

Of course, there are many other powerful ways to begin.

Instead of opening with someone else’s views, you could start \ There are lots of conventional ways to introd h
; i : ‘3 1. ) RS st uce w
with an illustrative quotatioh, a revealing fact or statistic, or— ‘ are saying. Here are some standard templates th i |
; ; . ~ ates that w
as we do in this chapter—a relevant anecdote. If you choose have recommended to our conference speake Lo
aker.

‘| | one of these formats, however, be sure that it in some way illus-
trates the view you're addressing or leads you to that view

directly, with a minimum of steps.

E 1 In opening this chapter, for example, we devote the first para-

graph to an anecdote about the conference speaker and then move N

* A number of sociologi
ogists have recentl
y suggested ’
several fundamental problems. = that X's work s

It has become common today to dismiss

, . i ! 5 In thei
quickly at the start of the second paragraph to the misconception n their recent work, Y and Z have offered harsh critiques of

| about writing exemplified by the speaker. In the following open- S o
| I ing, from a 2004 opinion piece in the New York Times Book
I Review, Christina Nehring also moves quickly from an anecdote : Te &
{llustrating something she dislikes to her own claim—that book | MPLATES FOR INTRODUCING
“STANDARD ViEWS"

lovers think too highly of themselves. |

The following templates can help you make what we call th
e

“P'm a reader!” announced the ellow button. “How about you?” 1 “ A
y b standard view” m i i
ove, in which you introduce a view that has -

looked at its bearer, a strapping young guy stalking my town’s Festi- become so widely accepted that b .
! val of Books. “I'll bet you're a reader,” he volunteered, as though we ventional way of thinllcj' bat y now it is essentially the con-
ing about a topic.
i 2
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i iumph
Americans have always believed that individual effort can triumpn
m

» Conventional wisdom has it that —.—
» Common sense seems to dictate that — — .
» The standard way of thinking about topic X has it that
» |tis often said that ———.
» My whole life | have heard it said that
» You would think that — -
» Many people assume that .
luse i ick and
These templates are popular because they provide a quu:S o
fficient way to perform one of the most common move
e 3

iters make: challenging widely accepted belif‘:fs, placlr;gs
v::em on the examining table and analyzing their streng
t

and weaknesses.

"
TEMPLATES FOR MAKING WHAT “THEY SAY
SOMETHING YOU SAY

AnOKhEI Way to 1IlttOdUCe t]:le Views yOU e IESPOILdlIlg to 1s to

p[esetl' thEIIl as VOUI oOwn. Illat 18, tb.e tl:lEY Sav t}lat 9OL1

&t po d (0] [leed not be a VIEW }le].d by Oth s; 10 can bt‘. ne
e! €18, ()

Tes T t

tllat ?Ou yOu[SEH once ]:lel.d or one that yOLl are aIIlbWal.ent

about.

» I've always believed that museums are boring.

» When | was a child, | used to think that -~

2 4

Starting with What Others Are Saying

Although | should know better by now, | cannot help thinking that

> At the same time that | believe ——, | also believe

TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING
SOMETHING IMPLIED OR ASSUMED

Another sophisticated move a writer can make is to summarize

a point that is not directly stated in what “they say” but is
implied or assumed.

> Although none of them have ever said so directly, my teachers have
often given me the impression that education will open doors.

> One implication of X's treatment of _ s that

> X apparently assumes that

> While they rarely admit as much, .~ often take for granted
that

These are templates that can help you think analytically—
to look beyond what others say explicitly and to consider

their unstated assumptions, as well as the implications of their
views.

TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING
AN ONGOING DEBATE

Sometimes you'll want to open by summarizing a debate
that presents two or more views. This kind of opening
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ur awareness that there are conﬂtc;ini;v:iz
e biect, the clear mark of some?ne who o
G ?t Vour;utﬁereéore is likely to be a rehable,ftru;t o
e hermorte, opening with a sumfnary of a beefoIe
i el re the issue you are writing abou;:1 ore
W hd? e view. In this way, you can use t f*: utread
— Y('Jur {’)fwnhelp you discover where you stand m:l <
. processtl;sior;omit to a position before you are ready
of having

do so.

g with a debate.
Here is

a basic template for openin

jal i has been . —
i ions of X, one controversial issue
» In discussio , e

On the one hand, —— = R

ntends — —
On the other hand, — — — co i -
. My own view IS ———

even maintain ————

is kind of tem-
ientist Mark Aronoff uses this kind
c

e o
e the workings of the human brain

plate in an essay on

in WOtk inat

IkleDIIES Qf how tb,e I[\Hld}bra S h-ave been dO([lIla ed E()I

Y p . L1010 S sees the hu]:[ia'[l
e! b two O pOSlng vViews OIle‘ I all 1,

centuries

ing into 1d more or less fully formed—
mind as coming

this wor ol .
dern terms. The other, empiricism, Sees
i lank slate.

nstructured, a b )
. ngton Sleeped Here

preprogrammed, in

i the newborn as :
inde! MaRrK ARONOFF, “Washi

y p 1 S 8 1 g
Fs \.[l()tkle[ wa’ to Of en Wlth a debate involve tartn Wlth a
ptOpOSlthIl IIIBIH, people agree r.h. m OIdEI to h.lgh].lgh.t th.e

wi
oint(s) on which they ultimately disagree-
P

" most of us will readily

icof — —
> il g xR Where this agreement usually

agree that ——— —

2. 16

Starting with What Others Are Saying

ends, however, is on the question of
some are convinced that

S . Whereas
S » others maintain that

The political writer Thomas Frank uses a variation on this
move.

That we are a nation divided is an almost universal lament of this
bitter election year. However, the exact property that divides us—
elemental though it is said to be—remains a matter of some
controversy.

TromAs FRaNK, “American Psyche”

KEEP WHAT “THEY Say” In View

We can’t urge you too strongly to keep in mind what “they say”
as you move through the rest of your rext. After summarizing
the ideas you are responding to at the outset, it’s very impor-
tant to continue to keep those ideas in view. Readers won’t be
able to follow your unfolding response, much less any compli-
cations you may offer, unless you keep reminding them what
claims you are responding to.

In other words, even when presenting your own claims,
you should keep returning to the motivating “they say.” The
longer and more complicated your text, the greater the
chance that readers will forget what ideas originally moti-
vated it—no matter how clearly you lay them out at the
beginning. At strategic moments throughout your text, we

recommend that you include what we call “return sentences.”
Here is an example.




ONE “THEY SAY”

» In conclusion, then, as | suggested earlier, defenders of

: ~ can't have it both ways. Their assertion that -
is contradicted by their claim that . ——.

We ourselves use such return sentences at every opportunity in
this book to remind you of the view of writing that our book

ns—that good writing means making true or smart ot

questio
ubject with little or no refer-

logical statements about a given s
ence to what others say about it.

By reminding readers of the ideas you're responding to,
return sentences ensure that your text maintains a sense of mis-

and urgency from start to finish. In short, they help ensure

sion
.
s’ views rather

that your argument is a genuine response to other
than just a set of observations about a given subject. The dif-
ference is huge. To be responsive to others and the conversa-

tion you're entering, you need to start with what others are

saying and continue keeping it in the reader’s view.

Exercises

1. The following is a list of arguments that lack a “they say"—
any sense of who needs to hear these claims, who might
think otherwise. Like the speaker in the cartoon on page 4
who declares that The Sopranos presents complex characters,
these one-sided arguments fail to explain what view they are
responding to—what view, in effect, they are trying to cor-
rect, add to, qualify, complicate, and so forth. Your job in
this exercise is to provide each argument with such a coun-
terview. Feel free to use any of the templates in this chap-

ter that you find helpful.

Starting with What Others Are Saying

a. Our exp.eriments suggest that there are dangerous levels
of chemical X in the Ohio groundwater.
b. Material forces drive history.
¢. Proponents of Freudian
: psychology questio
notions of “rationality.” ! " sandard
d. ¥;le .students often dominate class discussions.
fe. . e af;lmdls tlalbout the problems of romantic relationships
. I'm afraid that templates like the ones in thi .
. s in this b i
stifle my creativity. il

- Below is a template that we derived from the opening of

David Zinczenko’s “Don’t Blame the Eater” (p. 195). Use
the template to structure a passage on a topic of yo’ur' ows ;
choosing. Your first step here should be to find an ide:
that you support that others not only disagree with b
actually find laughable (or, as Zinczenko puts it Wortllllt
of a Jay Leno monologue). You might write abOI.:t one O:Z
the topics listed in the previous exercise (the environ
menF, sports, gender relations, the meaning of a book 0—
movie) or any other topic that interests you. '
> If ever there was an idea custom-made for a Jay Leno mon
logue, thiswasit: = Isn't that like 03-
Whatever happenedto ? -

I'happen to sympathize with
perhaps because ———, though,




. TWO
“Her POINT IS”

The Art of Summarizing

—E—

lf i1 1s TRUE, as we claim in this book, that to argue per-
suasively you need to be in dialogue with others, then summa-
rizing others' arguments is central to your arsenal of basic
moves. Because writers who make strong claims need to map
their claims relative to those of other people, it is important to
know how to summarize effectively what those other people

(We're using the word “summarizing” here to refer to any

say.
your own words,

information from others that you present in

including that which you paraphrase.)
Many writers shy away from summarizing—perhaps because

they don’t want to take the trouble to go back to the text in

question and wrestle with what it says, or because they fear that

devoting too much time to other people’s ideas will take away
icle,

from their own. When assigned to write a response to an art
such writers might offer their own views on the article’s topic
while hardly mentioning what the article itself argues or says. At
the opposite extreme are those who do nothing but summarize.
Lacking confidence, perhaps, in their own ideas, these writers so
overload their texts with summaries of others’ ideas that their
own voice gets lost. And since these summaries are not animated
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byl the writers’ own interests, they often read like mere lists of
things that X thinks or Y says—with no clear focus ’

As a general rule, a good summary requires ba[a‘nc'm what
the original author is saying with the writer’s own foc gG .
ersjllly speaking, a summary must at once be true to \:Vlfl t e}r:’
original author says while also emphasizing those as ea t ?‘
w}}at the author says that interest you, the writer gt:f:‘ N
this delicate balance can be tricky, since it mea.ns fa:.c;ng
two ways at once: both outward (toward the author |:>ei2g
summarized) and inward (toward yourself). Ultimatel ‘g
znefms :eing respectful of others but simultaneously styr’u:
Cl;;i;il (3:; r:‘)u summarize them in light of your own text’s

ON THE ONE HAND,
Put YOURSELF IN THEIR SHOES

To write a really good summary, you must be able to suspend your
own beliefs for a time and put yourself in the shoes of somgone
else. This means playing what the writing theorist Peter Elbow
calls the “believing game,” in which you try to inhabit the world

view of those whose conversation you are joining—and whon;
you are perhaps even disagreeing with—and try to see their argu-
mer}t from their perspective. This ability to temporarily suspegnud
one s. own convictions is a hallmark of good actors, who must
convincingly “become” characters whom in real life they ma

detest. As a writer, when you play the believing game well readY
ers should not be able to tell whether you agree or disa, : ith
the ideas you are summarizing. e

| If, asa writer, you cannot or will not suspend your own beliefs
in this way, you are likely to produce summaries that are so
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obviously biased that they undermine your credibility with
readers. Consider the following summary.

David Zinczenko's article, “Don’t Blame the Eater,” is nothing
more than an angry rant in which he accuses the fast-food com-
panies of an evil conspiracy to make people fat. I disagree because

these companies have to make money. . . .

If you review what Zinczenko actually says (pp. 139-41), you
should immediately see that this summary amounts to an unfair
distortion. While Zinczenko does argue that the practices of
the fast-food industry have the effect of making people fat, his
tone is never “angry,” and he never goes so far as to suggest
that the fast-food industry conspires to make people fat with
deliberately evil intent.

Another tell-tale sign of this writer’s failure to give
Zinczenko a fair hearing is the hasty way he abandons the sum-
mary after only one sentence and rushes on to his own response.
So eager is this writer to disagree that he not only caricatures
what Zinczenko says but also gives the article a hasty, super-
ficial reading. Granted, there are many writing situations in
which, because of matters of proportion, a one- or two-sentence
summary is precisely what you want. Indeed, as writing profes-
sor Karen Lunsford (whose own research focuses on argument

theory) points out, it is standard in the natural and social sci-
ences to summarize the work of others quickly, in one pithy
sentence or phrase, as in the following example.

Several studies (Crackle, 1992; Pop, 2001; Snap, 1987) suggest that
these policies are harmless; moreover, other studies (Dick, 2002;

Harry, 2003; Tom, 1987) argue that they even have benefits.

%
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But if your assignment is i iti i
like Zinczenkcf you will ;Z:ZSS;) I:Hm:::tmim gl nhor
his or her argument so they can asseZs its e o eno‘lg}_l ot
| merits on their own
independent of you. ,
. %en a writer fails to provide enough summary or to engage
In a rigorous or serious enough summary, he or she often falls
prey to what we call “the closest cliché syndrome,” in which
what gets summarized is not the view the author in c;uestion h
actually expressed but a familiar cliché that the writer mismkzs
for the author’s view (sometimes because the writer believe 'S
and rlnistakenly assumes the author must too). So, for exampsl::t
Mztftm Luther King Jr.’s passionate defense of civil disobedienc;
in “Letter from Birmingham Jail” might be summarized not
the defense of political protest that it actually is but as a pl::
for everyone to “just get along.” Similarly, Zinczenko’s critique
of the fast-food industry might be summarized as a call for over-
weight people to take responsibility for their weight.
.\).Vhenever you enter into a conversation with others in your
writing, then, it is extremely important that you go back to
what those others have said, that you study it very closely, and
that you not confuse it with something you already beIie\:e A
.writer who fails to do this ends up essentially conversing “;ith
imaginary others who are really only the products of his or her
own biases and preconceptions.

ON THE OTHER HAND,
Know WHERE You ARe Going
Even as writing an effective summary requires you to tem-

porarily adopt the worldview of another, it does not mean ignor-
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ing your own view altogether. Paradoxically, at the same tilrr{e
that summarizing another text requires you to represent fairly
what it says, it also requires that your own response exert a
quiet influence. A good summary, in‘oth-er words, has a foc;s
or spin that allows the summary to fit with your own agenda
while still being true to the text you are sumrnanzmg.

Thus if you are writing in response to the essay by chz.enko,
you should be able to see that an essay on the fast-food 1nduls-
try in general will call for a very different summaw.than will
an essay on parenting, corporate regulation, or v‘varmng’ Ia‘belii
If you want your essay to encompass all three ‘EOPICS, y?u 1l nee :
to subordinate these three issues to one of Zinczenko’s genera
claims and then make sure this general claim directly sets up
your own argument. N

For example, suppose you want to argue that 1.t is p?rents.,
not fast-food companies, who are to blame for children’s obe-
sity. To set up this argument, you will probably want to cotr;:—
pose a summary that highlights what Zinczenko says about the
fast-food industry and parents. Consider this sample.

In his article “Don’t Blame the Eater,” David Zinczenko blam'es
the fast-food industry for fueling today’s so-called obesity epidemfc,
not only by failing to provide adequate warning lab.els. on l.ts
high-calorie foods but also by filling the nutritional vmc.i in chil-
dren’s lives left by their overtaxed working parents. With matlxy
parents working long hours and unable to supervise what their chil-
dren eat, Zinczenko claims, children today are easily victimized by
the low-cost, calorie-laden foods that the fast-food chains are all
too eager to supply. When he was a young boy, for instance, and
his single mother was away at work, he ate at Taco Bell, Mc]?on-
ald’s, and other chains on a regular basis, and ended up overweight.
Zinczenko's hope is that with the new spate of lawsuits against the
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food industry, other children with working parents will have
healthier choices available to them, and that they will not, like
him, become obese.

In my view, however, it is the parents, and not the food chains,
who are responsible for their children’s obesity. While it is true
that many of today’s parents work long hours, there are stil] sey-

eral things that parents can do to guarantee that their children eat
healthy foods. . . .

The summary in the first paragraph succeeds because it points
in two directions at once—both toward Zinczenko’s own text
and toward the second paragraph, where the writer begins to
establish her own areument. The opening sentence gives a sense
of Zinczenko’s general argument (that the fast-food chains are
to blame for obesity), including his two main supporting claims
(about warning labels and parents), but it ends with an empha-
sis on the writer’s main concern: parental responsibility. In this
way, the summary does justice to Zinczenko’s arguments while
also setting up the ensuing critique.

This advice—to summarize authors in light of your own
arguments—may seem painfully obvious. But writers often sum-
marize a given author on one issue even though their text actu-
ally focuses on another. To avoid this problem, you need to
make sure that your “they say” and “[ say” are well matched.
In fact, aligning what they say with what you say is a good thing
to work on when revising what you've written.

Often writers who summarize without regard to their own
interests fall prey to what might be called “list summaries,” sum-
maries that simply inventory the original authot’s various points
but fail to focus those points around any larger overall claim.
If you've ever heard a talk in which the points were connected
only by words like “and then,” “also,” and “in addition,” you
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AND THEN HE SAYS ... THEN
ALSO HE POINTS OUT...
.. AND THEN ANOTHER
THING HE SAYSIS ...

2 ' 27

>
Qa 9
s i
4 W GG

THE EFFECT OF A TYPICAL LIST SUMMARY

FIGURE 3

know how such lists can put listeners to sleep—as shown in
Figure 3. A typical list summary sounds like this.

y different things abour his subject. First he says.

T says Man
e .. In addition he says. . - -

.. Then he makes the point that. .
And then he writes. . . . Also he shows that. . . . And then he says. . . -

ing list summaries like this that give summaries

bor ‘
L tructors to dis-

in general a bad name and even pron.lp-t some Lﬁls
courage their students from summarizing at all. . ‘
writing a good summary means not ']ust rep

but doing so in a way
On the one
and doing

In conclusion,
resenting an author’s view accurately, !
that fits your own composition’s larger agenda.

hand, it means playing Peter Elbow’s believing game

i i isrepresents
justice to the source; if the summary ignores or misrep
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the source, its bias and unfairness will show. On the other hand,
even as it does justice to the source, a summary has to have a
slant or spin that prepares the way for your own claims. Once
asummary enters your text, you should think of it as joint prop-
erty—reflecting both the source you are summarizing and your
own views.

SUMMARIZING SATIRICALLY

Thus far in this chapter we have argued that, as a general rule,
good summaries require a balance between what someone else
has said and your own interests as a writer. Now, however, we
want to address one exception to this rule: the satiric summary,
in which a writer deliberately gives his or her own spin to some-
one else’s argument in order to reveal a glaring shortcoming in
it. Despite our previous comments that well-crafted summaries
generally strike a balance between heeding what someone else
has said and your own independent interests, the satiric mode
can at times be a very effective form of critique because it lets
the summarized argument condemn itself without overt edito-
rializing by you, the writer. If you've ever watched The Daily
Show, you'll recall that it often merely summarizes silly things
political leaders have said or done, letting their words or actions
undermine themselves.

Consider another example. In late September 2001, former
President George W. Bush in a speech to Congress urged the
nation’s “continued participation and confidence in the Amer-
ican economy” as a means of recovering from the terrorist
attacks of 9/11. The journalist Allan Sloan criticized this pro-
posal simply by summarizing it, observing that the president
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had equated “patriotism with shopping. Maxing out your credit
cards at the mall wasn't self indulgence, it was a way to get
back at Osama bin Laden.” Sloan’s summary leaves no doubt
where he stands—he considers Bush’s proposal ridiculous, or at

least too simple.

Use SIGNAL VERBS THAT FiT THE ACTION

In introducing summaries, try to avoid bland formulas like “she
says,” or “they believe.” Though language like this is sometimes
serviceable enough, it often fails to reflect accurately what's been
said. In some cases, “he says” may even drain the passion out of
the ideas you're summarizing.

We suspect that the habit of ignoring the action in what we
summarize stems from the mistaken belief we mentioned ear-
lier that writing is about playing it safe and not making waves,
a matter of piling up truths and bits of knowledge rather than
a dynamic process of doing things to and with other people.
People who wouldn’t hesitate to say “X totally misrepresented,”
“arracked,” or “loved” something when chatting with friends
will in their writing often opt for far tamer and even less accu-
rate phrases like “X said.”

But the authors you summarize at the college level seldom
simply “say” or “discuss” things; they “urge,” “emphasize,” and
“complain about” them. David Zinczenko, for example,
doesn’t just say that fast-food companies contribute to obesity;
he complains or protests that they do; he challenges, chastises, and
indicts those companies. The Declaration of Independence
doesn’t just talk about the treatment of the colonies by the

British; it protests against it. To do justice to the authors you
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c:te', we recommend that when summarizing—or when intro-
ducing a quotation—you use vivid and precise signal verbs as
olften as possible. Though “he says” or “she believes” will some
times be the most appropriate language for the occasion :
text will often be more accurate and lively if you tailo; our
verbs to suit the precise actions you're describing. m

TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING

SUMMARIES AND QUOTATIONS

. - -
She advocates a radical revision of the juvenile justice system

» They celebrate the fact that _

» _ he admits.

VERBS FOR INTRODUCING
SUMMARIES AND QUOTATIONS

VERBS FOR MAKING A CLAIM

argue insist
assert observe
believe remind us
claim report
emphasize suggest

VERBS FOR EXPRESSING AGREEMENT

acknowledge endorse

admire extol

agree praise
39
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VERBS FOR EXPRESSING AGREEMENT

celebrate the fact that . reaffirm
corroborate support
do not deny verify

VERBS FOR QUESTIONING OR DISAGREEING

complain qualify
complicate question
contend refute
contradict reject
deﬁy renounce
deplore the tendency to repudiate

VERBS FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS

l advocate implore
call for plead
demand recommend
encourage urge
exhort warn
Exercises

1. To get a feel for Peter Elbow’s “believing game,” write a sum-
mary of some belief that you strongly disagree with. Then
write a summary of the position that you actually hold on
this topic. Give both summaries to a classmate or two, and
see if they can tell which position you endorse. If you've suc-
ceeded, they won't be able to tell. ‘

40

The Art of Summarizing

2. Write two different summaries of David Zinczenko’s “Don’t
Blame the Eater” (pp. 195-97). Write the first one for an
essay arguing that, contrary to what Zinczenko claims. there
are inexpensive and convenient alternatives to fa;t—food
restaurants. Write the second for an essay that questions
whether being overweight is a genuine medical prob]
rather than a problem of cultural stereotypes. CompI:u'e :12
two summaries: though they are about the same article zh
should look very different. o
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The Art of Quoting

__@‘_

A kevy premise of this book is that to launch an effective
argument you need to write the arguments of others into your
text. One of the best ways to do so is by not only summarizing
what “they say,” as suggested in Chapter 2, but by quoting their
exact words. Quoting someone else’s words gives a tremendous
amount of credibility to your summary and helps ensure that it
is fair and accurate. In a sense, then, quotations function as a
kind of proof of evidence, saying to readers: “Look, I'm not just
making this up. She makes this claim and here it is in her exact
words.”

Yet many writers make a host of mistakes when it comes to
quoting, not the least of which is the failure to quote enough
in the first place, if at all. Some writers quote too little—
perhaps because they don’t want to bother going back to the
original text and looking up the author’s exact words, or because
they think they can reconstruct the author’s ideas from mem-
ory. At the opposite extreme are writers who so overquote that
they end up with texts that are short on commentary of their
own—maybe because they lack confidence in their ability to
comment on the quotations, or because they don’t fully under-
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stand what they've quoted and therefore have troubl lai
ing what the quotations mean. e
But the main problem with quoting arises when writers
assume that quotations speak for themselves. Because the
meaning of a quotation is obvious to them, many writers assume
that this meaning will also be obvious to their readers when
?ften it is not. Writers who make this mistake think ths;t their
yob is done when they've chosen a quotation and inserted it
into their text. They draft an essay, slap in a few quorati
and whammo, they’re done. R
Such writers fail to see that quoting means more than sim-
ply enclosing what “they say” in quotation marks. In a wa
qu'otations are orphans: words that have been taken from the‘ilr,
original contexts and that need to be integrated into their new
textual surroundings. This chapter offers two key ways to pro-
dl.llCE this sort of integration: (1) by choosing quotarions wisel
with an eye to how well they support a particular part of yozr,
text, and (2) by surrounding every major quotation with a frame
explaining whose words they are, what the quotation means
and how the quotation relates to your own text. The point We’
want to emphasize is that quoting what “they say” must always
be connected with what you say. ’

QUOTE RELEVANT PASSAGES

Before you can select appropriate quotations, you need to have
a sense of what you want to do with them—that is. how they
will support your text at the particular point where’you insert
them. Be careful not to select quotations just for the sake of
demonstrating that you've read the author’s work; you need to
make sure they support your own argument.
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However, finding relevant quotations is not always easy. In
fact, sometimes quotations that were initially relevant to your
argument, or to a key point in it, become less so as your text
changes during the process of writing and revising. Given the
evolving and messy nature of writing, you may sometimes think
that you've found the perfect quotation to support your argu-
ment, only to discover later on, as your text develops, that your
focus has changed and the quotation no longer works. It can be
somewhat misleading, then, to speak of finding your thesis and
finding relevant quotations as two separate steps, one coming
after the other. When you're deeply engaged in the writing and
revising process, there is usually a great deal of back-and-forth
between your argument and any quotations you select.

FRAME EVERY QUOTATION

Finding relevant quotations is only part of your job; you also
need to present them in a way that makes their relevance and
meaning clear to your readers. Since quotations do not speak
for themselves, you need to build a frame around them in which
you do that speaking for them.

Quotations that are inserted into a text without such a frame
are sometimes called “dangling” quotations for the way they're
left dangling without any explanation. One former graduate
teaching assistant we worked with, Steve Benton, calls these
“hit-and-run” quotations, likening them to car accidents in
which the driver speeds away and avoids taking responsibil-
ity for the dent in your fender or the smashed taillights, as in
Figure 4.

On the following page is a typical hit-and-run quotation
by a writer responding to an essay by the feminist philoso-

4 4

The Art of Quoting

DON'T BE A HIT-AND-RUN QUOTER.

FIGURE 4

pher Susan Bordo, who laments that media pressures on young

women to diet are spreading to i i i
previously isolated regions
the world like the Fiji islands. : 4

Susan Bordo writes about women and dieting. “Fiji is just one exam-
ple. Until television was introduced in 1995, the islands had no
reported cases of eating disorders. In 1998, three years after pro-
grams from the United States and Britain began broadcasting there
62 percent of the girls surveyed reported dieting.” ’

[ think Bordo is right. Another point Bordo makes is that. . . .

Since this writer fails to introduce the quotation adequately or
elxplain why he finds it worth quoting, readers will have a hard
time reconstructing what Bordo argued. Besides neglecting to
say who Bordo is or even that the quoted words are hers, the
wriFer does not explain how her words connect with anyt’hing
he is saying or even what she says that he thinks is so “right.”
He simply abandons the quotation in his haste to zoom on to
another point.
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To adequately frame a quotation, you tlleec}' tol insert it intcr
what we like to call a “quotation sandw%ch, with the Ztat}cla
ment introducing it serving as the top slice of ‘brea’;lhanl t ?
explanation following it serving as the l?ottom s}lce. k.e mtrod
ductory or lead-in claims should explain who is spea m}g1 atid
set up what the quotation says; the folllow—up statlements shou y
explain why you consider the quotation to be important an

what you take it to say.

TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING QUOTATIONS

» X states, “not all steroids should be banned from sports.”

» As the prominent philosopher X puts it, * .

"

» Accordingto X, " .

» X himself writes, * .

» |nherbook, X maintains that* .

"

» Writing in the journal Commentary, X complains that *

» InX'sview, “
» X agrees when she writes, *

» X disagrees when he writes, * .

» X complicates matters further when she writes, -

TEMPLATES FOR EXPLAINING QUOTATIONS

The one piece of advice about quoting that our stuc'ients. say
they find most helpful is to get in the habirt of following every

4 6
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major quotation by explaining what it means, using a template
like one of the ones below.

Basically, X is warning thit@p—m-p—osed—--ﬁgl!-!lig,r}_wjlLodyﬂake

>
the problem worse.

* In other words, X believes

v

In making this comment, X urges us to

* Xis corroborating the age-old adage that

» X's point is that

> The essence of X's argument is that

When offering such explanations, it is important to use lan-
guage that accurately reflects the spirit of the quoted passage.

It is quite serviceable to write “Bordo states” or “asserts” in
introducing the quotation about Fiji. But given the fact  see pp. 39-40
that Bordo is clearly alarmed by the extension of the fora list of
media’s reach to Fiji, it is far more accurate to use lan.  tion verbs

: for si iz-
guage that reflects her alarm: “Bordo is alarmed that” in; :1:::““2
or “is disturbed by” or “complains.” o

Consider, for example, how the earlier passage on
Bordo might be revised using some of these moves.

The feminist philosopher Susan Bordo deplores Western media’s
obsession with female thinness and dieting. Her basic complaint is
that increasing numbers of women across the globe are being led
to see themselves as far and in need of a diet. Citing the islands of
Fiji as a case in point, Bordo notes that “until television was iritro-
duced in 1995, the islands had no reported cases of eating disor-
ders. In 1998, three years after programs from the United States
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and Britain began broadcasting there, 62’ pen.:enF of the girsvsu:

veyed reported dieting” (14_9—50). Bordo’s point is that the i:l i

ern cult of dieting is spreading even to remote pls{ce.s acrc.,;lsf' ‘

globe. Ultimately, Bordo complains, the culture of dieting will fin
of where you live.

You]é;iizflsisservations ring true to me because, now that I think

about it, most women I know, regardless of where they are from,

are seriously unhappy with their weight. . . .

This framing of the quotation not only better integrates Borciho’ z
words into the writer's text, but also servef to dem.cmitr}s:tef :
writer’s interpretation of what Bordo is sayling. lWhﬂe t e :;r;t
inist philosopher” and “Bordo notes” provide 1nfc1matlortx fhat
readers need to know, the sentences that follow the guo alter
build a bridge between Bordo’s words and tl‘los:e otf the \{m er.
The reference to 62 percent of Fiiianﬂgirlsddtet:;fg;s L;Jeszgtged
i statistic (as it was in the flawed pa
:Zrlli::;tbut a quantitative example of how “tl:e Westel‘-n c:;l:
of dieting is spreading . . . across the globe.. ]ustl as %mpthe
tant, these sentences explain what Bordo is sayttrilg in e
writer's own words—and thereby make clear t.hat, e quo ‘
tion is being used purposefully to set up the wrl1ter s.h own argur
ment and has not been stuck in just for padding the essay o

the works-cited list.

BLEND THE AUTHOR'S WORDS
WiTH YOUR OWN

: . i
The above framing material also works well because it acc

o .
rately represents Bordo’s words while giving those words‘ th
writer's own spin. Notice how the passage refers several times
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to the key concept of dieting, and how it echoes Bordo’s ref-
erences to “television” and to U.S. and British “broadcasting”
by referring to “culture,” which is further specified as “West-
ern.” Instead of simply repeating Bordo word for word, the
follow-up sentences echo just enough of her language while still
moving the discussion in the writer’s own direction. In effect,

the framing creates a kind of hybrid mix of Bordo’s words and
those of the writer.

CAN YOou OVERANALYZE A QuoTaTION?

But is it possible to overexplain a quotation? And how do you
know when you've explained a quotation thoroughly enough?
After all, not all quotations require the same amount of
explanatory framing, and there are no hard-and-fast rules for
knowing how much explanation any quotation needs. As a gen-
eral rule, the most explanatory framing is needed for quotations
that may be hard for readers to process: quotations that are long
and complex, that are filled with details or jargon, or that con-
tain hidden complexities.

And yet, though the particular situation usually dictates when
and how much to explain a quortation, we will still offer one piece
of advice: when in doubr, go for it. It is better to risk being overly
explicit about what you take a quotation to mean than to leave
the quotation dangling and your readers in doubt. Indeed, we
encourage you to provide such explanatory framing even when
writing to an audience that you know to be familiar with the
author being quoted and able to interpret your quotations on their
own. Even in such cases, readers need to see how you interpret
the quotation, since words—especially those of controversial fig-
ures—can be interpreted in various ways and used to support dif-
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ferent, sometimes opposing, agendas. Your readers need to see
what you make of the material you've quoted, if only to be sure

that your reading of the material and theirs is on the same page-

How NoT To INTRODUCE QUOTATIONS

We want to conclude this chapter by surveying some ways not
to introduce cuotations. Although some writers do so, you
should not introduce quotations by saying something like
«Orwell asserts an idea that” or “A quote by Shakespeare says.”

Introductory phrases like these are both redundant and mis-
Id write either “Orwell

leading. In the first example, you cou
asserts that” or “Orwell’s assertion is that,” rather than redun-

dantly combining the two. The second example misleads read-
ers, since it is the writer who is doing the quoting, not
Shakespeare (as “a quote by Shakespeare” implies).

The templates in this book will help you avoid such mis-
takes. Once you have mastered templates like “as X puts it,” or
“n X's own words,” you probably won’t even have to think
about them—and will be free to focus on the challenging ideas

that templates help you frame.

Exercises

1. Find a published piece of writing that quotes something that
“they say.” How has the writer integrated the quotation into
his or her own text! How has he or she introduced the quo-
tation, and what, if anything, has the writer said to explain
it and tie it to his or her own text? Based on what you've read
in this chapter, are there any changes you would suggest?
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2 ;Z?,I; at something you have written for one of your classes.
e quﬁ:t?:c’t.f:d any sources! If so, how have you integrated
o Explainedn 1rlr;to your own text! How have you introduced
- hw at ’1t means! Indicated how it relates to your
et soy el.havern:. done all these things, revise your text
o , perhaps using th(? Templates for Introducing Quo-

L?ns (p. 46) and Explaining Quotations (pp. 4 1
you've not written anything with quotations,p. i

e e ; : try revisin,
emic text you've written to do so. :







FOUR
“Yes [ No [/ Okay, But”
Three Ways to Respond

%

THe FirsT THREE chapters of this book discuss the “they say”
stage of writing, in which you devote your attention to the
views of some other person or group. In this chapter we move
to the “I say” stage, in which you offer your own argument as
a response to what “they” have said.
Moving to the “I say” stage can be daunting in academia,
where it often may seem that you need to be an expert in a
field to have an argument at all. Many students have told us
that they have trouble entering some of the high-powered con-
versations that rake place in college or graduate school because
they do not know enough about the topic at hand, or because,
they say, they simply are not “smart enough.” Yet often these
same students, when given a chance to study in depth the con-
tribution that some scholar has made in a given field, will turn
around and say things like “I can see where she is coming from,
how she makes her case by building on what other scholars
have said. Perhaps had [ studied the situation longer I could
have come up with a similar argument.” What these students
came to realize is that good arguments are based not on knowl-
edge that only a special class of experts has access to, but on
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of mind that can be isolated, identified, and
by almost anyone. Though there’s certainly no Substltut’e
alm . Th : "
?Sed . ctise and for knowing as much as possible about on
or expe

i i day are built, as the
ts that finally win the .
s o on some very basic thetorical pat-

everyday habits

topic,
title of this chapter suggests, . :
terns that most of us use on a daily basis. N
There are a great many ways to respond to others i d,
; n and rec-
this chapter concentrates on the three most comtm;J e
gnizable ways: agreeing, disagreeing, or some com eome
herh : ding is open to endless vari-
ay of responding
oth. Although each w o
; i o focus on these three because readers come to an{;r N
ion, w ‘ o
eed: g to learn fairly quickly where the writer stands, an ‘ i
isting o
do this by placing the writer on a mental map cor:mor ihe ¢
few familiar options: the writer agrees with those he
ew

needin,

certainly a serious concern for academics who are rightly skep-
tical of writing that is simplistic and reductive. We would argue,
however, that the more complex and subtle your argument is,
and the more it departs from the conventio

nal ways people
think, the more your readers will need to be ab]e to place it on

their mental map in order to process the complex details you
present. That is, the complexity, subtlety, and originality of
your response are more likely to stand out and be noticed if
readers have a baseline sense of where you stand relative to any
ideas you've cited. As you move through this chapter, we hope
you'll agree that the forms of agreeing, disagreeing, and both
agreeing and disagreeing that we discuss, far from being sim-
plistic or one-dimensional, are able to accommodate a high
degree of creative, complex thought.

It is always a good tactic to begin your response not

) : resents some combi- , : ; | ;
responding to, disagrees with them, or P by launching directly into a mass of details but by stating ‘
nation of both agreeing and d1sagre§mig- i gl el clearly whether you agree, disagree, or both, using a direct, |
re ,
When writers take too long t;) - aoted readers get frus- no-nonsense formula such as: “ agree,” “I disagree,” or “I am ]
) . 've summarized or quoted,
tive to views they've

I
; I
; : ieiir? s he far of two minds. [ agreethat byt cannot agree I|
L i agreeing or disagreeing! : 9 See p. 21 for
trated, wondering, “Is th;f guy idg o it o what?” Bt that __ ” Once you have offered one of these et ‘j ;“
what this other pers,on s s o peadiia g spell s 0o straightforward statements (or one of the many varia- previewing il
reason, this chapter’s adVIICf’T 311313 oy Sl it ol B tions discussed below), readers will have a SLIONg Erasp  yhere yoy |
writing. Especially with difficult texdi;;’ o heberi - of your position and then be able to appreciate the com-  stand, :

s riter is respon 2
find the position the w

plications you go on to offer as your response unfolds. \
Still, you may object that these three basic ways of respond-
ing don'’t cover all the options—that they ignore interpretive or il
analytical responses, for example. In other words, you might think J
that when you interpret a literary work you don’t necessarily agree |
or disagree with anything but simply explain the work’s meaning, l I’
fitting your own response into one of sts'rle, or Strl:lctul'e. Malny essays aboult literature and'the artf, it ‘|-
Perhaps you'll worry r.ha!; itting y o oversimplify your argu- might be said, take this form—they interpret a work’s meaning,
these three categories w1}1 f?t?eszzilety ot crigisiality. This Is thus rendering matters of agreeing or disagreeing irrelevant.
| ment or lessen its complexity, !

but also o detEmu.Ile WhEﬂ:ler t}).e writer I8 agreElIlg Wlt]l ",

i 0.
challenging it, or some mixture of the twi

ONLY THREE WAYS TO RESPOND?
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We would argue, however, that the most interesting inter-
pretations in fact tend to be those that agree, disagree, of
both—that instead of being offered solo, the best interpreta-
rions take strong stands relative to other interpretations. In fact,
there would be no reason to offer an interpretation of a work
of literature or art unless you were responding to the interpre-
tations or possible interpretations of others. Even when you
point out features or qualities of an artistic work that others
have not noticed, you are implicitly disagreeing with what those
interpreters have said by pointing out that they missed or over-
looked something that, in your view, is important. In any effec-
tive interpretation, then, you need not only to state what you
yourself take the work of art to mean but to do so relative to
the interpretations of other readers—be they professional schol-
ars, teachers, classmates, or even hypothetical readers (as in,

“Although some readers might think that this poem is about

n

_, it is in fact about o

DiSAGREE—AND EXPLAIN WHY

Disagreeing may seem like one of the simpler moves a writer
can make, and it is often the first thing people associate with
critical thinking. Disagreeing can also be the easiest way to gen-
erate an essay: find something you can disagree with in what
has been said or might be said about your topic, summarize it,
and argue with it. But disagreement in fact poses hidden chal-
lenges. You need to do more than simply assert that you dis-
agree with a particular view; you also have to offer persuasive
reasons why you disagree. After all, disagreeing means more
than adding “not” to what someone else has said, more than
just saying, “Although they say women's rights are improving,
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I say wolmen’s rights are not improving.” Such a re
f:ontradllcts the view it responds to and fails to ?do; N m;r_ely
1:r‘1terest1ng or new. To turn it into an argument, vo anYtdmg
give reasons to support what you say: because ar,ujthu I’lee N
}r:)nazn; fails to take relevant factors into account; lJec_:lzt-:aFflf ‘
o It:abc;: iaulty or.mccl)mplete evidence; because it rests on qll.te:-S
tlonab ssumptions; or because it uses flawed logic, is con-
et glrz, :;n(:;\:;lotc')ks v;hat you take to be the real i,ssue. To
s T e ation forward (and, indeed, to justify your

! of writing), you need to demonstrate th
something to contribute. i
mo::ui;a: }fiz;n c(i)::a?ee by makin‘g what we_call the “duh”
i y 1sagrleel not with the position itself but

assumption that it is a new or stunning revelation

Here is a
N n example of such a move, used to open a 2003 ess
on the state of American schools. Y

Accordi
‘ C.Ordlﬁg }tlo a recent report by some researchers at Stanford Uni
ersity, high school students with -

college aspirations *
e : ! ns “often lack
: information on applying to college and on succeedin
demically once they get there.” e
Well, !

duh. . . . It shouldn’t take a Stanford research team to

N It comes to succeeding a ade[lll IV
tell us tha[ Whe C S Ce! dl g ac Cal 3

m -
dents don't have a clue. e

Gerarp Grarr, “Trickle-Down Obfuscation”

Like i

Like all ofbthe .other moves discussed in this book, the “duh”
" e can be tailored to meet the needs of almost any writin

ituation. If you find the expression “duh” too brash to tlg1
your intended audience Wi
] » you can always dispense wi

: with the t

itself and write something like “It is true that i
we already knew that.” o

5 9




cour “Yes [ No [/ Okay, But”

TempLATES FOR DISAGREEING, wWITH REASONS

¥ is mistaken because she overlooks recent fossil discoveries in the

South.

» X'sclaimthat . resisupon the questionable assumption

17 A —

» | disagree with X's view that . because, as recent research

has shown, — .

» X contradicts herselffcan’t have it both ways. On the one hand, she

argues On the other hand, she also says -

» By focusing on ———— X overlooks the deeper problem of

You can also disagree by making what we call the “twist
it” move, in which you agree with the evidence that some-
one else has presented but show through a twist of logic that
this evidence actually supports your own, contrary position.

For example:

X argues for stricter gun control legislation, saying that the crime

rate is on the rise and that we need to restrict the circulation of
| agree that the crime rate is on the rise, but that's precisely

guns.
We need to own guns

why [ oppose stricter gun control legislation.
to protect ourselves against criminals.

In this example of the “twist it” move, the writer agrees with
X’s claim that the crime rate is on the rise but then argues that

this increasing crime rate is in fact a valid reason for opposing

gun control legislation.

Three Ways to Respond

At times you might be reluctant to express disagreement,
any number of reasons—not wanting to be unplefs entfl "
Z(;megneji}feelings, or to make yourself vulnerable tﬁ;i:g dl;:t

reed with in return. One of these re it o
why the conference speaker we descri?)i%n:\tmt:i lsI;af;Ct: ’g;}lam
ter 1 avoided mentioning the disagreement he had w'oth 55
scholars until he was provoked to do so in the di 1' e
followed his talk. vy

As- much as we understand such fears of conflict and h
experienced them ourselves, we nevertheless believe it i l:we
ter to state our disagreements in frank yet considerate wa . r_het’
to deny them. After all, suppressing disagreements doesnzcsma;n
them go away; it only pushes them underground, where thee
Z:Ian fester in private unchecked. Nevertheless, disagreemer .
o not need to take the form of personal put-downs Furtlints
more, there is usually no reason to take issue with evér as -
of someone else’s views. You can single out for critici:m peTt
th_ose aspects of what someone else has said that are troub;)iz ;
and tlhen agree with the rest—although such an approach ”

we will see later in this chapter, leads to the somewhat m::)f:

Complicated rra. g i
. "
' te 1mn c )i b( th agreeir lg ar ld dlsagreelng at the

AGREE—BUT WITH A DIFFERENCE

Like disagreeing, agreeing is less simple than it may appear. Just
::i;lou need1 to avoid simply contradicting views you disagree
- Vo'u also need to do more than simply echo views yo
agree \\j’lth. Even as you're agreeing, it’s important to bryinl‘l
something new and fresh to the table, adding something th :
makes you a valuable participant in the conversation. i

6 1
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There are many moves that enable you to contribulfe hso?e;
thing of your own to a conversation .even as you agree W.Lt dweva;-
someone else has said. You may point out }somel unnottcc;( o
dence or line of reasoning that supports X’s claims lthat etr1
self hadn’t mentioned. You may cite some corroborating persna
experience, Or a situation not mentioned b}r X that;uzf vu?:s
help readers understand. If X’s views are particularly cha engblg
or esoteric, what you bring to the table could be ot accessible
translation—an explanation for readers not already in the know.
In other words, your text can usefully contril:.)ute. to the cor;err-
sation simply by pointing out unnoticed implications or explain-
ing something that needs to be better understood. '

Whatever mode of agreement you choose, the important
thing is to open up some difference or f:ontrast betweenl yoxlxr
position and the one you're agreeing with rather than simply

parroting what it says.

TEMPLATES FOR AGREEING

» | agree that diversity in ,th_e.'_stu,dent_____b_owdyjé_esﬁuCation_gliy valuable
because my experience at Central University confirms it.

» X is surely right about because, as she may not be
aware, recent studies have shown that

» Xstheoryof s extremely useful because it sheds light
on the difficult problem of -

» Those unfamiliar with this school of thought may be interested to

know that it basically boils downto

Some writers avoid the practice of agreeing almost as, mfh
as others avoid disagreeing. In a culture like America’s that
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prizes originality, independence, and competitive individual-
ism, writers sometimes don’t like to admit that anyone else has
made the same point, seemingly beating them to the punch. In
our view, however, as long as you can support a view taken by
someone else without merely restating what he or she has said,
there is no reason to worry about being “unoriginal.” Indeed,
there is good reason to rejoice when you agree with others since
those others can lend credibility to your argument. While you
don’t want to present yourself as a mere copycat of someone
else’s views, you also need to avoid sounding like a lone voice
in the wilderness.

But do be aware that whenever you agree with one per-
son’s view, you are likely disagreeing with someone else’s. It
is hard to align yourself with one position without at least
implicitly positioning yourself against others. The psycholo-
gist Carol Gilligan does just that in an essay in which she
agrees with scientists who argue that the human brain is
“hard-wired” for cooperation, but in so doing aligns herself
against anyone who believes that the brain is wired for self-
ishness and competition.

These findings join a growing convergence of evidence across the
human sciences leading to a revolutionary shift in consciousness.
+ . If cooperation, typically associated with altruism and self-
sacrifice, sets off the same signals of delight as pleasures commonly
associated with hedonism and self-indulgence; if the opposition
between selfish and selfless, self vs. relationship biologically makes
no sense, then a new paradigm is necessary to reframe the very
terms of the conversation. L
Caror GiLLiean, “Sisterhood Is Pleasurable:
A Quiet Revolution in Psychology”
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In agreeing with some scientists that “the opposition
between selfish and selfless . . . makes no sense,” Gilligan
licitly disagrees with anyone who thinks the opposition does

imp
Gilligan says could be boiled down

make sense. Basically, what
to a template.

» |agreethat — — .2 point that needs emphasizing since so
many people still believe

» Ifgroup Xisrightthat @5 | think they are, then we need

to reassess the popular assumption that

What such templates allow you to do, then, is to agree with
one view while challenging another—a move that leads into
the domain of agreeing and disagreeing simultaneously.

AGREE AND DISAGREE SIMULTANEOUSLY

This last option is often our favorite way of responding. One
thing we particularly like about agreeing and disagreeing simul-
taneously is that it helps us get beyond the kind of “is wo” [
“is not” exchanges that often characterize the disputes of young
children and the more polarized shouting matches of talk radio

and TV.
TEMPLATES FOR AGREEING
AND DISAGREEING SIMULTANEOUSLY
“Yes and no.” “Yes, but . . .” “Although 1 agree up to a point,

1 still insist . .
your argument complicated

6 4

» While X is probably wrong when she claims that

_» These are just some of the ways you can make
and nuanced while maintaining a

Three Ways to Respond

clear, reader-friendly framework. The parallel structure—"ves
and no”; “on the one hand I agree, on the other I disa ’Y
e‘nables readers to place your argument on that ma g;ee -
tions we spoke of earlier in this chapter while still lceeIJ e
argument sufficiently complex. e
' Another aspect we like about this option is that it can b
tipped subtly toward agreement or disagreement, depe d'an .
where you lay your stress. If you want to stress tl':e dizan emg e
end of the spectrum, you would use a template like the oﬁi E::rlls:t

" .
.Although [ a‘gree with X up to a point, | cannot accept his overrid-
ing assumption that religion is no longer a major force today

Conve.rsely, if you want to stress your agreement more than
your disagreement, you would use a template like this one

» Although | disagree with much
that X says, | full .
coficlsionthar ys, | fully endorse his final

Ti'lhe first template above might be called a “yes, but . . . ” move
) -

the sef;oncl a “no, but . . . " move. Other versions include thej

following.

» Though | concede that | | still insist that

5
Xis right that —_, but she seems on more dubious ground
when she claims that ..

she is right that |

» Whereas X provides ample evidencethat — YandZ's
;Esearch on and  convinces me
| S - |2 |
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Another classic way to agree and disagree at the same time
is to make what we call an “I'm of two minds” or a “mixed feel-

ings” move.
» I'm of two minds about X's claim that . On the one
hand, | agree that .. On the other hand, I'm not sure if

» My feelings on the issue are mixed. | do support X's position that
, but | find Y's argument about : and Z's
_ to be equally persuasive.

research on

This move can be especially useful if you are responding to new
or particularly challenging work and are as yet unsure where
you stand. It also lends itself well to the kind of speculative
investigation in which you weigh a position’s pros and cons
rather than come out decisively either for or against. But again,
as we suggest earlier, whether you are agreeing, disagreeing, or
both agreeing and disagreeing, you need to be as clear as pos-
sible, and making a frank statement that you are ambivalent is

one way to be clear.

Is BEING UNDECIDED OKAY?

Nevertheless, writers often have as many concerns about
expressing ambivalence as they do about expressing disagree-
ment or agreement. Some worry that by expressing ambiva-
lence they will come across as evasive, wishy-washy, or unsure
of themselves. Others worry that their ambivalence will end up
confusing readers who require decisive clear-cut conclusions.
The truth is that in some cases these worries are legitimate.

6 6

Three Ways to Respond

At times ambivalence can frustrate readers, leaving them with
the feeling that you failed in your obligation to offer the ouid

ance they expect from writers. At other times h, i
acknowledging that a clear-cut resolution of an issu’e g
sible can demonstrate your sophistication as a writer I;s i acn
demic culture that values complex thought 1‘.orthar‘1 ;CT’
d.eclaring that you have mixed feelings can be im{)ressiv e
cially after having ruled out the one-dimensional positfg; b
your issue taken by others in the conversation. Ulr:im:: (l)n
then, how ambivalent you end up being comes down to a j ‘;V!
ment call based on different readers’ responses to yoﬁr d];uf -

on your knowledge of your audience, and on the challen ok

your particular argument and situation. et

Exercises

1 iead one of the essays at the back of this book, identifying
ose places where the author agrees with others, disagrees

or both.

2. Write an essay responding in some way to the essay that you
worked with in the preceding exercise. You'll want to sum-
marize and/or quote some of the author’s ideas and make
clear whether you’re agreeing, disagreeing, or both agreein
and disagreeing with what he or she says. Remember tha%
there are templates in this book that can help you get started;
see Chapters 1-3 for templates that will help you represem;
other people’s ideas, and Chapter 4 for templates that will
get you started with your response. :

67




FIVE
“AND YET”

Distinguishing What You Say
from What They Say

—E—

00D ACADEMIC WRITING involves putting yourself into

Irc
it is extremely important that readers be

dialogue with others, i
able to tell at every point when you are eXpressing your own

view and when you are stating someone else’s. This chapter
takes up the problem of moving from what they say to what you
say without confusing readers about who is saying what.

DETERMINE WHO Is SAYING WHAT
in THE TEXTS You READ

Before examining how to signal who is saying what in your own
let’s look at how to recognize such sig1.1als when tl;:?ﬂ
appear in the texts you read—an especrfallv Lr'rupor;f:larrc1 si: 1'163 '
when it comes to the challenging works assigned in s c:;f.f. :
quently, when students have trouble und\?rstandmgl‘ i .Lé:u

texts, it is not just because the texts contain unfamiliar i ezs
but because the texts rely on subtle clues to let read-

writing,

ot words,
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ers know when a particular view should be attributed to the
writer or to someone else. Especially with texts that present a
true dialogue of perspectives, readers need to be alert to the
often subtle markers that indicate whose voice the writer is
speaking in.

Consider how the social critic and educator Gregory
Mantsios uses these “voice markers,” as they might be called,
to distinguish the different perspectives in his essay on Amer-
ica’s class inequalities.

“We are all middle-class,” or so it would seem. Our national con-
sciousness, as shaped in large part by the media and our political
leadership, provides us with a picture of ourselves as a nation of
prosperity and opportunity with an ever expanding middle-class
life-style. As a result, our class differences are muted and our col-
lective character is homogenized.

Yet class divisions are real and arguably the most significant fac-
tor in determining both our very being in the world and the nature
of the society we live in.

Grecory ManTsios, “Rewards and Opportunities:
The Politics and Economics of Class in the U.S.”

Although Mantsios makes it look easy, he is actually making
several sophisticated rhetorical moves here that help him dis-
tinguish the common view he opposes from his own position.

In the opening sentence, for instance, the phrase “or so it
would seem” shows that Mantsios does not necessarily agree
with the view he is describing, since writers normally don’t pre-
sent views they themselves hold as ones that only “seem” to be
true. Mantsios also places this opening view in quotation marks
to signal that it is not his own. He then further distances
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himself from the belief being summarized in the opening para-
graph by attributing it to “our national consciousness, as shaped
in large part by the media "and our political leadership,” and
then further attributing to this “consciousness” a negative,
undesirable “result”: one in which “our class differences” get
“muted” and “our collective character” gets “homogenized,”
stripped of its diversity and distinctness. Hence, even before
Mantsios has declared his own position in the second para-
graph, readers can get a pretty solid sense of where he proba-
bly stands.

Furthermore, the second paragraph opens with the word
“vet,” indicating that Mantsios is now shifting to his own view
(as opposed to the common view he has thus far been describ-
ing). Even the parallelism he sets up between the first and sec-
ond paragraphs—between the first paragraph’s claim that class
differences do not exist and the second paragraph’s claim that
they do—helps throw into sharp relief the differences between
the two voices. Finally, Mantsios’s use of a direct, authorita-
tive, declarative tone in the second paragraph also suggests a
switch in voice. Although he does not use the words “I say”
or “I argue,” he clearly identifies the view he holds by pre-
senting it not as one that merely seems to be true or that oth-
ers tell us is true, but as a view that is true or, as Mantsios puts
it, “real.”

Paying attention to these voice markers is an important
aspect of reading comprehension. Readers who fail to notice
these markers often take an author’s summaries of what some-
one else believes to be an'expression of what the author him-
self or herself believes. Thus when we teach Mantsios's essay,
some students invariably come away thinking thar the state-
ment “we are all middle-class” is Mantsios's own position rather
than the perspective he is opposing, failing to see that in writ-
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in, i

. E these words Mantsios acts as a kind of ventriloquist, mim

icki '
king what others say rather than directly expressin w,h th

himself is thinking. A

To see how i '

. ;{ see 1-10w important such voice markers are, consider what

e Mantsios passage looks like if we remove them

We are all middle-class. . . . We are a nation of prosperity and

oppgrtun@ty with an ever expanding middle-class life-style
lass divisions are real and arguably the most significant fac.tor

in determining both our very being i
i y being in the world and th
the society we live in. i

In contrast to the careful delineation between voices i
Mantsios’s original text, this unmarked version leaves iteli lfil
to-tell where his voice begins and the voices of other af:l
vﬁlth- the markers removed, readers cannot tell that “\;/ee:re;
‘a‘1C lrmd:lil.e-Ic:.lass;" represents a view the author opposes, and that
ass divisions are real” represents what the author himself
believes. Indeed, without the markers, especially the “Ye:”
reafiers might well miss the fact that the second paragr: h:
claim that “Class divisions are real” contradicts the fir% )
graph’s claim that “We are all middle-class.” i

TEMPLATE§ FOR SIGNALING WHoO Is SAYING WHAT
IN Your OwN WRITING

Tq avoid confusion in your own writing, make sure that at ev
point your readers can clearly tell who is saying what. To eer
$0, you can use as voice-identifying devices many of r}.1e te
plates presented in previous chapters. 2
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Although X makes the best possible case for universal, government-

funded health care, | am not persuaded.

» My view, however, contrary to what X has argued, is that

» Adding to X's argument, | would point out that .
» According to both X and Y,
» Politicians, X argues, shoud .

» Most athletes will tell you that

But I've BEen ToLb NoT To UsE “r

Notice that the first three templates above use the first-person
“I or “we,” as do many of the templates in this book, thereby
contradicting the common advice about avoiding the first
person in academic writing. Although you may have been
told that the “I"” word encourages subjective, self-indulgent
opinions rather than well-grounded arguments, we believe
that texts using “I” can be just as well supported—or just as
self-indulgent—as those that don’t. For us, well-supported argu-
ments are grounded in persuasive reasons and evidence, not in
the use or nonuse of any particular pronouns.

Furthermore, if you consistently avoid the first person in
your writing, you will probably have trouble making the key
move addressed in this chapter: differentiating your views from
those of others, or even offering your own views in the first
place. But don’t just take our word for it. See for yourself how
freely the first person is used by the writers quoted in this book,

and by the writers assigned in your courses.
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. Nevertheless, certain occasions may warrant avoiding the

irst person and writing, f “she i

e : g, for example, that “she is correct” instead

ink that she is correct.” Since it can be monotonous to read

Ian unvarying series of “I” statements (“I believe . . . I think

argue”), it is a good idea to mix fi itic nes
mix first-person asserti i
- io
like the following. it ones

> Xis right that certain comm
on patterns can be found i
munities. S

» The evidence shows that

> X i '
X's assertion that does not fit the facts.

> Anyone familiar with should agree that

One might even follow Mantsios’
t ; [
template. sios’s lead, as in the following

> But are real
. = , and are arguably the most signi
factorin y ignificant

Qn; the whole, however, academic writing today, even ~ See PP
in the sciences and social sciences, makes use of the 206-13 foran

first person fairly liberally. example of
how a physi-

ANOTHER TRICK FOR IDENTIFYING et iges The

first person,

WHo Is SPEAKING

To aL:ert readers about whose perspective you are describing at
any given moment, you don’t always have to use overt voice
markers like “X argues” followed by a summary of the argument
Fnstead, you can alert readers about whose voice you’rgus eak—'
ing in by embedding a reference to X’s argument in yourpown
sentences. Hence, instead of writing:
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Liberals believe that cultural differences need to be respected. 1

have a problem with this view, however.

you might write:

[ have a problem with what liberals call cultwral differences.

There is a major problem with the liberal doctrine of so-called cul-

tural differences.

You can also embed references to something you yourself have

previously said. So instead of writing two cumbersome sen-

tences like:

i “voi rs.” We
Eatlier in this chapter we coined the term “voice marke

would argue that such markers are extremely important for read-

ing comprehension.

you might write:

i i identifi ear-
We would argue that “voice markers,” as we identified them

lier, are extremely important for reading comprehension.

Embedded references like these allow you to economize your
train of thought and refer to other perspectives without any

major interruption.

TEMPLATES FOR EMBEDDING Voice MARKERS

» X overlooks what | consider an important point about cultural differ-

ences.

7 4
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» My own view is that what X insists isa __isin fact a

> | wholeheartedly endorse what X calls -

» These conclusions, which X discusses in ., add weight
to the argument that

When writers fail to use voice-marking devices like the ones
discussed in this chapter, their summaries of others’ views tend to
become confused with their own ideas—and vice versa. When
readers cannot tell if you are summarizing your own views or
endorsing a certain phrase or label, they have to stop and think:
“Wait. I thought the author disagreed with this claim. Has she
actually been asserting this view all along?” or “Hmmm, I thought
she would have objected to this kind of phrase. Is she actually
endorsing it?” Getting in the habit of using voice markers will
keep you from confusing your readers and help alert you to simi-
lar markers in the challenging texts you read.

Exercises

L. To see how one writer signals when she is asserting her own
views and when she is summarizing those of someone else,
read the following passage by the social historian Julie
Charlip. As you do so, identify those spots where Charlip
refers to the views of others and the signal phrases she uses
to distinguish her views from theirs.

Marx and Engels wrote: “Society as a whole is more and more split-
ting up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly
facing each other—the bourgeoisie and the proletariat” (10). If
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only that were true, things might be more simple. But in late twen-
tieth-century America, it seems that society is splitting more and
more into a plethora of class factions—the working class, the work-
ing poor, lower-middle class, upper-middle class, lower uppers, and
upper uppers. I find myself not knowing what class I'm from.

In my days as a newspaper reportet, I once asked a sociology
professor what he thought about the reported shrinking of the mid-
dle class. Oh, it's not the middle class that's disappearing, he said,
but the working class. His definition: if you earn thirty thousand
dollars a year working in an assembly plant, come home from work,
open a beer and watch the game, you are working class; if you earn
twenty thousand dollars a year as a school teacher, come home
from work to a glass of white wine and PBS, you are middle class.

How do we define class? Is it an issue of values, lifestyle, taste!
Is it the kind of work you do, your relationship to the means of
production? Is it a matter of how much money you earn! Are we
allowed to choose? In this land of supposed classlessness, where
we don't have the tradition of English society to keep us in our
places, how do we know where we really belong? The average
American will tell you he or she is “middle class.” I'm sure that’s

what my father would tell you. But I always felt that we were in
some no man's land, suspended between classes, sharing simi-
larities with some and recognizing sharp, exclusionary differences
from others. What class do I come from? What class am [ in now?!
As an historian, | seek the answers to these questions in the
specificity of my past.
JuLe CHaARLIP, “A Real Class Act: Searching
for Identity in the Classless Society”

2. Study a piece of your own writing to see how many per-
spectives you account for and how well you distinguish your
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own voice from those you are summarizing. Consider the
following questions:

a. How many perspectives do you engage!
. What other perspectives might you include?

c. How do you distinguish your views from the other views
you sumnarize’ A

d. Do you use clear voice-signaling phrases?

e. What options are available to you for clarifying who is
saying what?

f. Which of these options are best suited for this particular
text?

If you find that you do not include multiple views or clearly dis-

:lmgmsh between your views and others’, revise your text to
o so.
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ugKePTICS MAY OBJECT”
Planting a Naysayer in Your Text

—g—

ne Tompkins describes a pattern that repeats

The wriTER Ja : Kl
itself whenever she writes a hook or an article. For the firs

le of weeks when she sits down to write, things go relativ;lly
e o | : v
. 1L But then in the middle of the night, several weeks into !

0 she'll wake up in a cold sweat, suddenly realiz-
oked some major criticism that readers

Wlll Surd? make agalILSt het ldEaSv IIet fltst tl:lought, ulVarlably,
18 Ehal Sh.e Wlll haUe to give up on the pIO]eCt, or that She
have to th!ow out Wilat SIKES written thuS fat alld start over.
P C

e h.e, Ieal. ze ]lat thlS motnent Of doubt a[ld anic 1§ Wllele
Th n S 128 t
Iﬂ.y text fea]lY beglns- She thﬂn Tevises What She § written 1n a

s _— 3y o
W that chotp()rates t}le CI[thlS[[lS She 5 antlclpated, and ]:I.el
aY

] ] x H . It
text beco er and mc re 1nter EStltlg as a result.
mnes Stl’Ong al
I[lpO[taIlt I.ESSOII. fOI HH writer S,

is little story contains an i
s experienced alike. It suggests that even though

most Of us are upset at tl:le 1dea Of someone CIlthlZL‘[lg our W()[k,
* g L
g
S T1CICISMS can B.Ctuaﬂy WOIk to our ad\fa[lta €. £ &1(1’.1011 }l s
U.Ch CI1LICIS
g §
nat lally te“lptl[l to l.g[lOIE Criticism Of our ldeas, d()ul. 8} [Ilay
u g
n fact he a bLg In'l'stake’ since our Il[ﬂlg un‘prc es v }lEIl e not

only listen to these objections but give them an explicit hearing

writing process,
ing that she has overlo
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in our writing. Indeed, no single device more quickly improves a
piece of writing than planting a naysayer in the text—saying, for
example, that “although some readers may object” to somerthing
in your argument, you “would reply that o, 2

ANTICIPATE OBJECTIONS

But wait, you say. Isn’t the advice to incorporate critical views
a recipe for destroying your credibility and undermining your
argument? Here you are, trying to say something that will hold
up, and we want you to tell readers all the negative things some-
one might say against you?

Exactly. We are urging you to tell readers what others might
say against you, but our point is that doing so will actually
enhance your credibility, not undermine it. As we argue
throughout this book, writing well does not mean piling up
uncontroversial truths in a vacuum; it means engaging others
in a dialogue or debate—not only by opening your text with a
summary of what others have said, as we suggest in Chapter 1,
but also by imagining what others might say against your argu-
ment as it unfolds. Once you see writing as an act of entering
a conversation, you should also see how opposing arguments
can work for you rather than against you.

Paradoxically, the more you give voice to your critics’ objec-
tions, the more you tend to disarm those critics, especially if
you go on to answer their objections in convincing ways. When
you entertain a counterargument, you make a kind of preemp-
tive strike, identifying problems with your argument before oth-
ers can point them out for you. Furthermore, by entertaining
counterarguments, you show respect for your readers, treating
them not as gullible dupes who will believe anything you say
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but as independent, critical thinkers who are aware that your
view is not the only one in town. In addition, by imagining what
others might say against your claims, you come across as a gen-
erous, broad-minded person who is confident enough to open
himself or herself to debate—like the writer in Figure 5.

Conversely, if you don't entertain counterarguments, you
may very likely come across as closed-minded, as if you think
your beliefs are beyond dispute. You might also leave impor-
tant questions hanging and concerns about your arguments
unaddressed. Finally, if you fail to plant a naysayer in your text,
you may find that you have very little to say. QOur own students
often say that entertaining counterarguments makes it easier to
generate enough text to meet their assignment’s page-length
requirements.

Planting a naysayer in your text is a relatively simple move,
as you can see by looking at the following passage from a book
by the writer Kim Chernin. Having spent some thirty pages
complaining about the pressure on American women to lose
weight and be thin, Chernin inserts a whole chapter entitled

“The Skeptic,” opening it as follows.

At this point | would like to raise certain objections that have been
inspired by the skeptic in me. She feels that [ have been ignoring
some of the most common assumptions we all make about our bod-
ies and these she wishes to see addressed. For example: “You know
perfectly well,” she says to me, “that you feel better when you lose
weight. You buy new clothes. You look at yourself more eagerly in
the mirtor. When someone invites you to a party you don’t stop
and ask yourself whether you want to go. You feel sexier. Admit

it. You like yourself better.”
K CuerNIN, The Obsession:

Reflections on the Tyranny of Slenderness

8 o
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OH, Nol THEY'RE GONNA
SAY THAT I'VE MISREPRESENTED
X'S WORK!

O
0
%
N
—______\N

"YOU WILL PROBABLY OBJECT THAT

IHAVE
MISREPRESENTED X'S WORK HERE, AND | CONCEDE
THAT X NEVER SAYS IN SO MANY
WORDS, NEVER THELESS. .. "

M

FIGURE 5
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The remainder of Chernin's chapter ConSi?t? of hilr answ:(:)rsh Eeor
this inner skeptic. In the face of the skeptlc.s cha lengle o her
book’s central premise (that the pressure to diet serious y "
women’s lives), Chernin respo.nfls rTemhe.r bydrep{‘essirlliihmg
skeptic’s critical voice nor by giving in to it an .re u;qd shing
her own position. Instead, she emkln:aces that th:nce ah. e
it into her text. Note too that instead of dipatc mid -
naysaying voice quickly, as many of us W{)uld e tilnll; o
do, Chernin stays with it and devotes a ful paragrap ‘ v.mh
borrowing some of Chernin’s language, we gan come up
templates for entertaining virtually any objection.

TEMPLATES FOR ENTERTAINING OBJECTIONS

» At this point | would like to raise some objections that halve bejen
inspired by the skeptic in me. She feels that | have been ignoring

the complexities of the situation.

, o hat
» Yet some readers may challenge my view by insisting tha

» Of course, many will probably disagree on the grounds  that

Note that the objections in the above tebmplatisSk:rf
attributed not to any specific person or group, 1ut tof EI:;S
tics,” “readers,” or “many.” This. kind of nameBess,&lzcideas
naysayer is perfectly appropria;e Lr]:jrerz?gnzaszfst.enuz the et
i arguments and 0
ilgérxot;;itli, sfould——be ascribed. to a specifif: ifieol;auggdzf
school of thought (for example, liberals, Christian o
mentalists, neopragmatists) rather than to anonymous any
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bodies. In other words, naysayers can be labeled, and you can
add precision and impact to your writing by identifying what
those labels are.

TEMPLATES FOR NAMING YouRr NAYSAYERs

> Here many feminists would probably object that gender does influ-
ence language.

> But social Darwinists would certainly take issue with the argument
that

> Biologists, of course, may want to question whether

Nevertheless, both followers and critics of Malcolm X will probably
suggest otherwise and argue that

To be sure, some people dislike such labels and may even
resent having labels applied to themselves. Some feel that
labels put individuals in boxes, stereotyping them and gloss-
ing over what makes each of us unique. And it’s true that labels
can be used inappropriately, in ways that ignore individuality
and promote stereotypes. But since the life of ideas, including
many of our most private thoughts, is conducted through
groups and types rather than solitary individuals, intellectual
exchange requires labels to give definition and serve as a con-
venient shorthand. If you categorically reject all labels, you
give up an important resource and even mislead readers by
presenting yourself and others as having no connection to
anyone else. You also miss an opportunity to generalize the
importance and relevance of your work to some larger con-
versation. When you attribute a position you are summarizing
to liberalism, say, or historical materialism, your argument is
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ut your own solitary views but about the

no :)nger iust abo
i i Y tead—
I

take in.
may already have a s ‘ )
- Thg way to minimize the problem of stereotyping, then,

i i ir
not to categorically reject labels but to refine and qualify thei

use, as the following templates demonstrate.

» Although not all Christians think alike, some of them will probably

dispute my claim that . ——— .
; ; - .
» Non-native English speakers are so diverse in their we\»\js that ,:,]E
hard to generalize about them, but some are likely to object on
grounds that ——————

edless stereotyping is to qualify labels
" for “lawyers” in gen-
s” for all “social

Another way to avoid ne

carefully, substituting “pro bono lawyer.s -

eral, for example, or “quantitative sociologist
]

scientists,” and so on.

LY
TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING OBJECTIONS INFORMAL

i i . For
s can also be introduced in more informal ways

Objectio = o
'nsiance you can frame objections in the form of quest
L )

i Il
» But is my proposal realistic> What are the chances of its actually

being adopted?

i bi = — I ]5 i |Way5 he case, as
b is i e | t t ——
Yet IS it necessa true a ? ta

| have been suggesting, that

ver, does the evidence I've cited prove conclusively that

?

» Howe
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You can also let your naysayer speak directly.

> “Impossible,” some will say. “You must be reading the research
selectively.”

Moves like this allow you to cut directly to the skeptical
voice itself, as the singer-songwriter Joe Jackson does in the fol-
lowing excerpt from a 2003 New York Times article complain-

ing about the restrictions on public smoking in New York City

bars and restaurants.

['like a couple of cigarettes or a cigar with a drink, and like many
other people, I only smoke in bars or nightclubs. Now I can’t go
to any of my old haunts. Bartenders who were friends have rurned
into cops, forcing me outside to shiver in the cold and curse under
my breath. . . . It’s no fun. Smokers are being demonized and vic-
timized all out of proportion.

“Get over it,” say the anti-smokers. “You’re the minority.” 1
thought a great city was a place where all kinds of minorities
could thrive. . . . “Smoking kills,” they say. As an occasional
smoker with otherwise healthy habits, I'll take my chances.
Health consciousness is important, but so are pleasure and free-
dom of choice.

JoE Jackson, “Want to Smoke? Go to Hamburg”

Jackson could have begun his second paragraph, in which
he shifts from his own voice to that of his imagined nay-
sayer, more formally, as follows: “Of course anti-smokers will
object that since we smokers are in the minority, we should
simply stop complaining and quietly make the sacrifices we
are being called on to make for the larger social good.” Or
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ity should submit to the non-
though, that Jackson

See Chapter 5
formore  ture play within his own text.

a_d‘"‘e o for Jackson, but only because he uses quo
using voice . ) .
- and other voice markers to make clear at every point

See pp. 31-32
formoreon  ing game”), they actually bolster

the believing  readers rather than undermine it. They m
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however, that the smoking minor-

smoking majority.” We think,

gets the job done in 2 far more lively

way with the more colloquial form he chooses. Borrowing a
standard move of playwrights and novelists, Jackson cuts
directly to the objectors’ view and then to his own retort,
then back to the objectors’ view and then to his own retort
again, thereby creating a kind of dialogue or minia-
This move works well
ration marks

markers. ) o
whose voice he is in.

REPRESENT OBJECTIONS FAIRLY

o introduce a differing or opposing view
work has only just begun, since you still
lain that view with fairness and gen-
g views short

Once you've decided t
into your writing, your
need to represent and exp
Although it is tempting to give apposin;
shrift, to hurry past them, or even to mock them, doing so is
usually counterproductive. When writers make the best case

they can for their critics (playing Peter Elbow’s “believ-
their credibility with
ake readers

erosity.

game.  ink, “This is a writer | can trust.”

We recommend, then, that whenever you entertain objec-
tions in your writing, you stay with them for several sentences
or even paragraphs and take them as seriously as possible. We

also recommend that you redd your summary of opposing views
the shoes of someone who

with an outsider's eye: put yourself in
disagrees with you and ask if such a reader would recognize him-
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self in ‘
el your summary. Would that reader think you have taken
» . .
o Le\n:i s;rlc;lusly, as beliefs that reasonable people might hold?
r would he detect a mocki : :
: ng tone or simplificati
il g an oversimplification of
There wi i
o rz will always be certain objections, to be sure. that vou
ve just
beeve o not deserve to be represented, just as the;e willybe
° d]i 110n§ that seem so unworthy of respect that they inspire
cule. :
: ; emember, however, that if you do choose to mofk
view that you oppose i . "
, you are likely to alie \
e : nate those readers
who 't already agree with you—likely the very readers
o ou
- to reach. Also be aware that in mocking another’s vge
u m i i -
y ay contribute to a hostile argument culture in whi
someone may ridicule you in return. T

ANSWER OBJECTIONS

Do b ‘
w sfil?:arz tha}t)t wI?[en you represent objections éuccessful[y
eed to be able to answer those objection i
e : : objections pefsuasively.
’ ll:er }iall, whep you write objections into a text, jou take thY
t;: t I:1t readers will find those objections more convinci .
. 3 n
: att1 ; ebargun;ent you yourself are advancing. In the editori'j
uoted above, for example, Joe Jackson ta ;
da ; son takes the risk th
ers will identify mote with i 2
the anti-smoking vi
| : 7 g view he summa-
nze; l:llqar.t with the pro-smoking position he endorses i
enmm is lIlalremsels‘r what Benjamin Franklin describes hap-
?1 ?935 toh 1m;elf in I]I"he Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin
, when he recalls being converted i
to Deism (a religion
;1;:;: exa}}ts reason over spirituality) by reading anti-Deist boiks
en he encountered the views of Deis :
: : eists being negati
S gativel
hl;tr:emznczled by. athors who opposed them, Franklin VexplainsY
nded up finding the Deist position more persuasive. Tc;
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avoid having this kind if unintentional reverse effect on read-
ers, you need to do your best to make sure that any counter-
arguments you address are not more convincing than your own
claims. It is good to address objections in your writing, but
only if you are able to overcome them.

One surefire way to fail to overcome an objection is to dis-
miss it out of hand—saying, for example, “That’s just wrong.”
The difference between such a response (which offers no sup-
porting reasons whatsoever) and the types of nuanced responses
we're promoting in this book is the difference between bully-
ing your readers and genuinely persuading them.

Often the best way to overcome an objection is not to try to
refute it completely but to agree with part of it while challeng-

only the part you dispute. In other words, in answering coun-
terarguments, it is often best to say “yes, but” or “yes and no,”
treating the counterview as an opportunity to revise and
r own position. Rather than build your argu-

ing

Planting a Naysayer in Your Text

11:1 ;‘:;i ;vz}rrl,d(}h;mm shows how you can use a counterview to
mprove an re t1111e your overall argument by making a con-
ces Sho.rt - : :; she concede§ that losing weight feels good in
) she argues that in the long run the weight al
returns, making the dieter far more miserable s ”

TEMPLATES FOR MAKING CONCESsIONS
WHILE STILL STANDING YOUR GROUND

> Althou ;
o gh. I grant that the book is poorly organized, | still maintai
that it raises an important issue. ' it

> Propanents of X are ri
ght to argue that
gerate when they claim that . — . But they exag-

» While it i i
struethat . it does not necessarily follow that

formoreon  refine you

agreeing, with  menc into an impenetrable fortress, it is often best to
adifference. 1o concessions while still standing your ground, as b Srinareim 1 ) i
nd, | agree with X that ‘ ‘

Kim Chernin does in the following response to the counter-
argument quoted above. While in the voice of the “skeptic,”
Chernin writes: “Admit it. You like yourself better when you've
lost weight.” In response, Chemin replies as follows.

Can 1 deny these things! No woman who has managed to lose
weight would wish to argue with this. Most people feel better about
themselves when they become slender. And yet, upon reflection,
it seems to me that there is something precarious about this well-
being. After all, 98 percent of people who lose weight gain it back.
Indeed, 90 percent of those who have dieted “successfully” gain
back more than they ever lost. Then, of course, we can no longer

bear to look at ourselves in the mirror.

8 8

hand, | still insist that :
Te i
B ;?I;Iatte; like th]:se show that answering naysayers’ objections
ot have to be an all-or-nothi iri
S 1 - ing affair in which i
e, ot ich you either
O&:ntw;lly refute your critics or they definitively refute you
! . :
e tde m}(:st productive engagements among differing
s end with a combined visi i
sion th
-ty at incorporates elements
Bu i ; i
thinkt x;fhat if you've tried out all the possible answers you can
o o tof a? objection you've anticipated and you still have
agging feeling that the objection i
jection is more convinci
dis : ing than
y : argl:ment itself? In that case, the best remedy is to go back
an isi
make some fundamental revisions to your argument, even
]

g9

— .. But on the other ' ’
|
|
|
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reversing your position completely if need be. Although find-
ing out late in the game that you aren’t fully convinced by your
own argument can be painful, it can actually make your final
text more intellectually honest, challenging, and serious. After
all, the goal of writing is not to keep proving that whatever
you initially said is right, but to stretch the limits of your think-
ing. So if planting a strong naysayer in your text forces you to
change your mind, that's not a bad thing. Some would argue
that that is what the academic world is all about.

Exercises

. Read the following passage by the cultural critic Eric
Schlosser. As you'll see, he hasn’t planted any naysayers in
this text. Do it for him. Insert a brief paragraph stating an
objection to his argument and then responding to the objec-

tion as he might.

The United States must declare an end to the war on drugs. This
war has filled the nation's prisons with poor drug addicts and small-
time drug dealers. It has created a multibillion-dollar black mar-
ket, enriched organized crime groups and promoted the corruption
of government officials throughout the world. And it has not
stemmed the widespread use of illegal drugs. By any rational mea-
sure, this war has been a total failure.

We must develop public policies on substance abuse that are
guided not by moral righteousness or political expediency but by
common sense. The United States should immediately decrimi-
nalize the cultivation and possession of small amounts of marijuana

for personal use. Marijuana should no longer be classified as a

Schedule I narcotic, and those who seek to use marijuana as med-
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icirTe should no longer face criminal sanctions, We must shift
entire approach to drug abuse from the criminal justice —
the public health system. Congress should appoint an isﬁtem ;O
ent commission to study the harm-reduction policies ; eplin ‘
been adopted in Switzerland, Spain, Portugal, and the Nethatl ac;se
The commission should recommend policies for the Unitesrsan .
based on one important criterion: what works. o
-In a nation where pharmaceutical companies advertise rful
fmndepressants on billboards and where alcohol companies rfno i,
.Lng beer ads during the Super Bowl, the idea of a “drug-free ar'nus’:
is absurd. Like the rest of American society, our drug poli -
greatly benefit from less punishment and more compas:i)oncy .
Eric Schrosser, “A People’s Democratic l;latform"

. Look ove i i
r something you've written that makes an argu-

ment. Check to see if you've anticipated and responded

any objections. If not, revise your text to do so. If so h. .
you anticipated all the likely objections? WhC-J if a;l -
have you attributed the objections to? Have you re rese?:in:l:
the objections fairly? Have you answered them weI? eno (;1
or do you think you now need to qualify your own aug :
ment! Could you use any of the language suggested in rilf'
chapter? Does the introduction of a naysayer strength our
argument? Why, or why not? s

e—————




_S EVEN
«So WHAT? WHO CARES?”
Saying Why It Matters

—E—

BasesaLL Is the national pastime. Bernini was the best sculp-
tor of the baroque period. All writing is conversational. So what?

Who cares? Why does any of this matter?
How many times have you had reason to ask these ques-

tions? Regardless of how interesting a topic may be to you as a
writer, readers always need to know what is at stake in a text
and why they should care. All too often, however, these ques-
tions are left unanswered—mainly because writers and speak-
ers assume that audiences will know the answers already or will
e them out on their own. As a result, students come away
from lectures feeling like outsiders to what they've just heard,
just as many of us feel left hanging after talks we've attended.
The problem is not necessarily that the speakers lack a clear,
well-focused thesis or that the thesis is inadequately supported
with evidence. Instead, the problem is that the speakers don't
address the crucial question of why their arguments matter.
That this question is so often left unaddressed is unfortunate
since the speakers generally could offer interesting, engaging
answers. When pressed, for instance, most academics will tell
you that their lectures and articles matter because they address

figur
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Saying Why It Matters

sotne belief that needs to be corrected or updated—and b

their arguments have important, real-world conse uen eca¥se
manly academics fail to identify these reasons and c?)ns i
explhcitly in what they say and write. Rather than assequen;es
audiences will know why their claims marter, all wr'::-l e
to answer the “so what?” and “who cares?” qu.:estions.1 ersf? o
Not everyone can claim to have a cure for cancer or al;zl :‘ e
to end poverty. But writers who fail to show that others l}ll 1012
care or already do care about their claims will ulti i
their audiences’ interest. i

This chapter focuses on various moves that you can mak

HESED the “who cares?” and “so what?” questions in yo -
writing. In one sense, the two questions get at the s'cu‘r(mult-l'?mT
the relevance or importance of what you are saying. Yet th mg
at this significance in different ways. Whereas “wh(; c:au‘es”’ﬁlyitget
ally. asks you to identify a person or group who cares abo;lt ¢
claims, “so what?” asks about the real-world applications and Zour
sequences of those claims—what difference it would make if tﬁn-
were accepted. We'll look first at ways of making clear who car:sY

“WHo CARES?”

To see how on i

: e writer ans e i

e nswers the “who cares?” question, con-
the following passage from the science wri i

o writer Denise
y. Writing in the New York Times, she explains some of

the latest research into fat cells.

Scientists used to think body fat and the cells it was made of w

pretty much inert, just an oily storage compartment. But witljirr‘:
the past decade research has shown that fat cells act like chémi-
cal factories and that body fat is potent stuff: a highly active

93
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tissue that secretes hormones and other substances with profound
and sometimes harmful effects. . . .

In recent years, biologists have begun calling fat an “endocrine
organ,” comparing it to glands like the thyroid and pituitary, which
also release hormones straight into the bloodstream.

Denise Grapy, “The Secret Life of a Potent Cell”

Notice how Grady's writing reflects the central advice we
give in thi. book, offering a clear claim and also framing that
claim as a response to what someone else has said. In so doing,
Grady immediately identifies at least one group with a stake
in the new research that sees fat as “active,” “potent stuff”:
namely, the scientific community, which formerly believed
that body fat is inert. By referring to these scientists, Grady
implicitly acknowledges that her text is part of a larger con-
versation and shows who besides herself has an interest in
what she says.

Consider, however, how the passage would read had Grady
left out what “scientists used to think” and simply explained

the new findings in isolation.

Within the past few decades research has shown that fat cells act
like chemical factories and that body fat is potent stuff: a highly
active tissue that secretes hormones and other substances. In recent
years, biologists have begun calling fat an “endocrine organ,” com-
paring it to glands like the thyroid and pituitary, which also release
hormones straight into the bloodstream.

Though this statement is clear and easy to follow, it lacks any
indication that anyone needs to hear it. Okay, one nods while
reading this passage, fat is an active, potent thing. Sounds plau-
sible enough; no reason to think it's not true. But does anyone
really care? Who, if anyone, is interested?

9 4
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TEMPLATES FOR INDICATING WHo CaRres

TO & " s ¥
address “who cares?” questions in your own writing, we sug-
]

gest using templates like the followin '
' g, which ech .
refuting earlier thinking. echo Grady in

>

Parents used to think spanking was necessary. But recently

are [or
within the past few decades] experts suggest that it can be coun-
terproductive. T ez

This interpretation challenges the work of those critics who have
long assumed that

These findings challenge the work of earlier researchers who
tended to assume that J

> Recent studies like these shed new lighton  which pre-
vious studies had not addressed.

Gradslr might have been more explicit by writing the “who cares?’
question directly into her text, as in the following template.

» But who really cares? Who besides me and a handful of recent
researchers has a stake in these claims? At the very least, the
researchers who formerly believed . should care

To' gain greater authority as a writer, it can help to name
spec1f1.c people or groups who have a stake in your claims and
to go into some detail about their views.

>
Researchers have long assumed that ~. Forinstance, one

eminent scholar of cell biology, ., assumed in

—, her seminal work on cell structures and functions, that fat
cells — As  herself putit, " " (2007).
Another leading scientist, o, argued that fat cells

Ci
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« " (2006). Ultimately, when it came to the nature of fat,

the basic assumption was that
But a new body of research shows that fat cells are far more

complex and that

In other cases, you might refer to certain people or groups who
should care about your claims.

» If sports enthusiasts stopped to think about it, many of them
might simply assume that the most successful athletes
. However, new research shows

» These findings challenge neoliberals' common assumption that

» At first glance, teenagers might say . But on closer

inspection .

As these templates suggest, answering the “who cares!” ques-
tion 'involves establishing the type of contrast between what
others say and what you say that is central to this book. Ulti-
such templates help you create a dramatic tension or

mately, . ;
riting that readers will feel invested in

clash of views in your w
and want to see resolved.

“So WHaT?”

Although answering the “who cares!” question is crucfi_al, in
many cases it is not enough, especially if you are writing for
general readers who don’t necessarily have a strong investment
in the particular clash of views you are setting up. In the case
of Grady's argument about fat cells, such readers may still won-
der why it matters that some researchers think fat cells are
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active, while others think they're inert. Or, to move to a dif-
ferent field of study, American literature, so what if some schol-
ars disagree about Huck Finn'’s relationship with the runaway
slave Jim in Mark Twain’s Adventures of Huckleberry Finn? Why
should anyone besides a few specialists in the field care about
such disputes? What, if anything, hinges on them?

The best way to answer such questions about the larger con-
sequences of your claims is to appeal to something that your audi-
ence already figures to care about. Whereas the “who cares?”
question asks you to identify an interested person or group, the
“so what?” question asks you to link your argument to some larger
matter that readers already deem important. Thus in analyzing
Huckleberry Finn, a writer could argue that seemingly narrow dis-
putes about the hero’s relationship with Jim actually shed light
on whether Twain's canonical, widely read novel is a critique of
racism in America or is itself marred by it.

Let’s see how Grady invokes such broad, general concerns
in her article on fat cells. Her first move is to link researchers’
interest in fat cells to a general concern with obesity and health.

Researchers trying to decipher the biology of fat cells hope to find
new ways to help people get rid of excess fat or, at least, prevent
obesity from destroying their health. In an increasingly obese world,
their efforts have taken on added importance.

Further showing why readers should care, Grady's next move
is to demonstrate the even broader relevance and urgency of
her subject matter.

Internationally, more than a billion people are overweight. Obesity
and two illnesses linked to it, heart disease and high blood pressure,
are on the World Health Organization’s list of the top 10 global health
tisks. In the United States, 65 percent of adults weigh too much,
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foran example  ciplines because no matter how much disciplines may

from physics.  Jiffer from one another, the need to justify the impor-
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compared with about 56 percent a decade ago, and government
researchers blame obesity. for at least 300,000 deaths a year.

What Grady implicitly says here is “Look, dear reader, ?rou may
think that these questions about the nature of fat cells I've been
pursuing have little to do with everyday life. In ‘fact, hox-vever,
these questions are extremely important—particularly in g
‘increasingly obese world’ in which we need to prevent obesity
from destroying our health.”

Notice that Grady’s phrase “inan increasingly —
world” can be adapted as a strategic move to address the “s0
what?” question in other fields as well. For example, a soc?ol—
ogist analyzing back-to-nature movements of the past thirty

years might make the following statement.

In a world increasingly dominated by cellphones and sophisticated
computer technologies, these attempts to return to nature appear

futile.

This type of move can be readily applied to other dis-

tance of one’s concerns is common to them all.

TEMPLATES FOR ESTABLISHING
WHY YouRr CLAIMS MATTER

> Huckleberry Finn mattersis important because it is one of the most
widely taught novels in the American school system.

» Although X may seem trivial, it is in fact crucial in terms of today’s

concern over

9 8
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> Ultimately, what is at stake hereis

» These findings have important implications for the broader domain
of

> If we are right about
for

» then major consequences follow

» These conclusions/This discovery will have significant applications
in  aswellasin

Finally, you can also treat the “so what?” question as a related
aspect of the “who cares? question.

> Although X may seem of concern to only a small group of
oy it should in fact concern anyone who cares about

All these templates help you hook your readers. By suggest-
ing the real-world applications of your claims, the templates not
only demonstrate that others care about your claims but also tell
your readers why they should care. Again, it bears repeating that
simply stating and proving your thesis isn’t enough. You also need
to frame it in a way that helps readers care about it.

WHAT ABOUT READERS WHO ALREADY
Know WHY IT MATTERS?

At this point, you might wonder if you need to answer the “who
cares!” and “so what?” questions in everything you write. s it
really necessary to address these questions if you're proposing
something so obviously consequential as, say, a treatment for
autism or a program to eliminate illiteracy? Isn’t it obvious that
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everyone cares about such problems? Does it really need to be
spelled out? And what about when you're writing for audiences
who you know are already interested in your claims and who
understand perfectly well why they're important! In other
words, do you always need to address the “so what?” and “who
cares?” questions?
As a rule, yes—although it's true that you can’t keep answer-
ing them forever and at a certain point must say enough
is enough. Although a determined skeptic can infinitely ask why
something matters—“Why should I care about earning a salary?
And why should I care about supporting a family?”—you have
to stop answering at some point in your text. Nevertheless, we
urge you to go as far as possible in answering such questions. If
you take it for granted that readers will somehow intuit the
answers to “so what?” and “who cares?” on their own, you may
make your work seem less interesting than it actually is, and
you run the risk that readers will dismiss your text as irrelevant
and unimportant. By conrast, when you are careful to explain
who cares and why, it’s a little like bringing a cheerleading
squad into your text. And though some expert readers might
already know why your claims matter, even they need to be
reminded. Thus the safest move is to be as explicit as possible
in answering the “so what!” question, even for those already in
the know. When you step back from the text and explain why
it matters, you are urging your audience to keep reading, pay

attention, and care.

Exercises

1. Find several texts (scholarly pieces, newspaper articles,
emails, memos, etc.) and see whether they answer the “so

Saying Why It Matters

what?” and “who cares?” questions. Probably some do, some
don’t. What difference does it make whether they dc: or do
not! How do the authors who answer these questions do so?
Do they use any strategies or techniques that you could bor:
o for your own writing? Are there any strategies or tech-
niques recommended in this chapter, or that you’ve found
or developed on your own, that you'd recommend to th.

authors? T -

. Look over something you've writfen yourself. Do you indi-

13 /
;ate so what?” and “who cares”? If not, revise your text to
0 s0. You mi i
might use the following template to get started.

My point here (that ) should interest those who
-~ . Beyond this limited audience, however, my point
should speak to anyone who cares about the larger issue of
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EIGHT
“As A REsuLT”

Connecting the Parts

—{—

We once HAD a student named Bill, whose characteristic
sentence pattern went something like this.

Spot is a good dog. He has fleas.

“Connect your sentences,” we urged in the margins of Bill’s

apers. “What does Spot being good have to do with his fleas?”
p pot being g
“These two statements seem unrelated. Can you connect them

Y
in some logical way?” When comments like these yielded no
results, we tried inking in suggested connections for him.
g8

Spot is a good dog, but he has fleas.
Spot is a good dog, even though he has fleas.

But our message failed to get across, and Bill’s disconnected
sentence pattern persisted to the end of the semester.

And yet Bill did focus well on his subjects. When he men-
tioned Spot the dog (or Plato, or any other topic) in one sen-
tence, we could count on Spot (or Plato) being the topic of
the following sentence as well. This was not the case with some
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of Bill's classmates, who sometimes changed topic from sen-
tence to sentence or even from clause to clause within a single
sentence. But because Bill neglected to mark his connections,
his writing was as frustrating to read as theirs. In all these cases,
we had to struggle to figure out on our own how the sentences
and paragraphs connected or failed to connect with one
another.

What makes such writers so hard to read, in other words, is
that they never gesture back to what they have just said or for-
ward to what they plan to say. “Never look back” might be
their motto, almost as if they see writing as a process of think-
ing of something to say about a topic and writing it down, then
thinking of something else to say about the topic and writing
that down too, and on and on until they've filled the assigned
number of pages and can hand the paper in. Each sentence
basically starts a new thought, rather than growing out of or
extending the thought of the previous sentence.

When Bill talked about his writing habits, he acknowledged
that he never went back and read what he had written. In-
deed, he told us that, other than using his computer software
to check for spelling errors and make sure that his tenses were
all aligned, he never actually reread what he wrote before turn-
ing it in. As Bill seemed to picture it, writing was something
one did while sitting at a computer, whereas reading was a sep-
arate activity generally reserved for an easy chair, book in hand.
It had never occurred to Bill that to write a good sentence he
had to think about how it connected to those that came before
and after; that he had to think hard about how that sentence
fit into the sentences that surrounded it. Each sentence for Bill
existed in a sort of tunnel isolated from every other sentence
on the page. He never bothered to fit all the parts of his essay
together because he apparently thought of writing as a matter
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of pil.ing up information or observations rather than buildi
sustained argument. What we suggest in this chapte u:_h mg'a
that you converse not only with others in your wrifin r,b entt;:
yourself: that you establish clear relations betwe sy
ment and the next by connecting those statemeri:trs1 o
This chapter addresses the issue of how to conn.ect I th
parts of your writing. The best compositions establish aa .
of momentum and direction by making explicit conn, -
?;nong their ;Jli)ff;rent parts, so that what is said in one se::tlz:l:.:
{or paragrap oth sets up what is i
informed by what has already been said.t O\Wiﬁzjj irist —
tence, you create an expectation in the reader’s mind t;a Se}‘:’
next lsentence will in some way echo and extend it. e at't -
especially if—that next sentence takes your ar e o
b gument in a new
It may help to think of each sentence you write as havi
arms that reach backward and forward, as Figure 6 suggests V?/\{lmg
y‘our sentences reach outward like this, they establih c‘o -
tt.ons that help your writing flow smoothly in a way reade i)
ciate. Conversely, when writing lacks such connecti(r)s appreci
moves in fits and starts, readers repeatedly have to go I:).':lciiliS o
the sentences and guess at the connections on their own. T, e
vent such disconnection and make your writing flow, vs;e :di::(;

M
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following a “do it yourself” principle, which means that it is your
job as a writer to do the hard work of making the connections
rather than, as Bill did, leaving this work to your readers.

This chapter offers several strategies you can use to put this
principle into action: (1) using transition terms (like “there-
fore” and “as a result”); (2) adding pointing words (like “this”
or “such”); (3) developing a set of key terms and phrases for

each text you write; and (4) repeating yourself, but with a

difference—a move that involves repeating what you’ve said,
but with enough variation to avoid being redundant. All these
moves require that you always look back and, in crafting any
one sentence, think hard about those that precede it.

Notice how we ourselves have used such connecting devices
thus far in this chapter. The second paragraph of this chapter,
for example, opens with the transitional “And yet,” signaling a
change in direction, while the opening sentence of the third
includes the phrase “in other words,” telling you to expect a
restatement of a point we’ve just made. If you look through this
book, you should be able to find many sentences that contain
some word or phrase that explicitly hooks them back to some-
thing said earlier, to something about to be said, or both. And
many sentences in this chapter repeat key terms related to the
idea of connection: “connect,” “disconnect,” “link,” “relate,”

“forward,” and “backward.”

Uske TRANSITIONS

For readers to follow your train of thought, you need not only
to connect your sentences and paragraphs to each other, but

also to mark the kind of connection you are making. One of

the easiest ways to make this move is to use transitions (from
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the Lati “ 4 i
pomtitctr;;z:li;ai:;roi:r?;it)’"l"Whlc'h'hdp U ik
- I'ransitions are usually placed at
or near the start of sentences so they can signal to readers wh.
YOI Eext is going: in the same direction it has been nsxw o
or in a new direction. More specifically, transitions llovmc? ’
ers whether your text is echoing a previous sentence:e g
graph (“in other words”), adding something ¢ C?" Pa":'_a‘
?ddition”), offering an example of it (“for example”()) R
izing from it (“as a result”), or modifying it (“and et,”?eneral—
The following is a list of commonly used trans;/tio ;
gorized according to their different functions. e

ADDITION
also i
‘ indeed
an i
- in fact
esi
es moreover
furthermore so too
in addition
EXAMPLE
after al i
|| specifically
asan i i
n illustration to take a case in point
for example consider

for instance

ELABORATION

actually . to put it another way
'by extension to put it bluntly

|; short to put it succinctly
that is ultimately

in other words

— ————— =
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COMPARISON

along the same lines
in the same way

CONTRAST

although
but

by contrast
conversely
despite
even though
however

in contrast

CAUSE AND EFFECT

accordingly
as a result
consequently
hence

since

CONCESSION

admittedly
although it is true
granted

CONCLUSION

as a result
consequently
hence

in conclusion
in short

“ups A REsuLT”

likewise
similarly

nevertheless
nonetheless

on the contrary
on the other hand
regardless
whereas

while yet

so
then
therefore
thus

naturally
of course
to be sure

in sum
therefore

thus

to sum up

to summarize

Connecting the Parts

Ideally, transitions should operate so unobtrusively in a piece
of writing that they recede into the background and readers do
not even notice that they are there. It’s a bit like what hap-
pens when drivers use their turn signals before turning right or
left: just as other drivers recognize such signals almost uncon-
sciously, readers should process transition terms with a mini-
mum of thought. But even though such terms should function
unobtrusively in your writing, they can be among the most pow-
erful tools in your vocabulary. Think how your heart sinks when
someone, immediately after praising you, begins a sentence with
“but” or “however.” No matter what follows, you know it won't
be good.

Notice that some transitions can help you not only to move
from one sentence to another, but to combine two or more sen-
tences into one. Combining sentences in this way helps prevent
the choppy, staccato effect that arises when too many short sen-
tences are strung together, one after the other. For instance, to
combine Bill’s two choppy sentences (“Spot is a good dog. He
has fleas.”) into one, better-flowing sentence, we suggested that
he rewrite them as “Spot is a good dog, even though he has fleas.”

Transitions like these not only guide readers through the
twists and turns of your argument but also help ensure that you
have an argument in the first place. In fact, we think of words
like “but,” “yet,” “nevertheless,” “besides,” and others as argu-
ment words, since it's hard to use them without making some
kind of argument. The word “therefore,” for instance, commits
you to making sure that the claims preceding it lead logically
to the conclusion that it introduces. “For example” also assumes
an argument, since it requires the material you are introducing
to stand as an instance or proof of some preceding generaliza-
tion. As a result, the more you use transitions, the more you'll

be able not only to connect the parts of your text but also to
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the first place. And if you draw

construct a strong argument in
using them should eventually

on them frequently enough,

become second nature.
To be sure, it is possible to overuse transitions, s0 take time

to read over your drafts carefully and eliminate any transitions
that are unnecessary. But following the maxim that you need to
learn the basic moves of argument before you can deliberately

depart from them, we advise you not to forgo explicit transition
terms until you've first mastered their use. In all our years of
teaching, we’ve read countless essays that suffered from having
few or no transitions, but cannot recall one in which the tran-
sitions were overused. Seasoned writers sometimes omit explicit
transitions, but only because they rely heavily on the other types
of connecting devices that we turn to in the rest of this chapter.
Before doing so, however, let us warn you about inserting
cransitions without really thinking through their meanings—
using “therefore,” say, when your text’s logic actually requires
«nevertheless” or “however.” So beware. Choosing transition
terms should involve a bit of mental sweat, since the whole
point of using them is to make your writing more reader-friendly,
not less. The only thing more frustrating than reading Bill-style
“Spot is a good dog. He has fleas” is reading mis-

passages like
“Spot is a good dog. For example, he

connected sentences like
has fleas.”

Uste PoINTING WORDS

Another way to connect the parts of your argument is by using

pointing words—which, as their name implies, point or refer

backward to some concept in the previous sentence. The most

common of these pointing words include “this,” “these,” “that,”

Connecting the Parts

“t}l ” i N “ n 3
bl R ol ool o
i nc‘:le a'mi simple pronouns like “his,” “he,”
. " “she,” “it,” and “their.” Such terms help you ¢ th.
ow we spoke of earlier that enables readers to reat;f )
%z?slﬁ thaough your text. In a sense, these terms are II;I‘:;":D‘;‘;’:D
ible hand reaching out of your s i "
in tl‘lxe previous sentence: and Zﬁ?il:;e;tg;?gzgng it needed
Car‘Ie,;l-l[(ﬁ trIatrlxs(iitions, ho;vever, pointing words need to be used
Y- lt's dangerously easy to insert pointing words i
text that don’t refer to a clearly defi ' S “'“0 that
because the object you have ininindni:(ilzzetcct’y?)szim?i ks
?)e clear to your readers. For example, consider the us Wt"1 4 al_sf:
in the following passage. ifhece

Alexis d i i i
L he Tocqueville was highly critical of democratic societies
" :
\ ich he saw as rending toward mob rule. At the same tim ’
e . . . - e
accorded democratic societies grudging respect. This is seen i ,
Tocqueville's statement that . . . -

When “this” is used in such a way it becomes an ambi
frlee—ﬂoating pointer, since readers can't tell if it refers to gl'l'lous .
?nlle’s critical attitude toward democratic societies, hi oruds.
ing d::espect for them, or some combination of both. “:fh: ffg:i%’:
re :
ﬂ; :sth [:::t;j tasI ;?Z',{S got::a;cl; over such passages and try to
. ; ing to i i
ing words, hoping that they vI:filI ionczz I;)Or (r:::l: ‘:ltlf;lopomb
ceptual confusions that may lurk in your argument BP fr i
to a fuzzy idea as “this” or “that,” you might ho e‘thy Eze'mng
will somehow come across as clearer than it is R
Y.ou can fix problems caused by a free-floating pointer b
rr}a%clflg sure there is one and only one possible object in thy
vicinity that the pointer could be referring to. It also often help:
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to name the object the pointer is referring to at the same time
that you point to it, replacing the bald “this” in the example
above with a more precise:phrase like “this ambivalence toward
democratic societies” or “this grudging respect.”

RepeAT KEY TERMS AND PHRASES

A third strategy for connecting the parts of your argument is
to develop a constellation of key terms and phrases, including
their synonyms and antonyms, that you repeat throughout your
text. When used effectively, your key terms should be items
that readers could extract from your text in order to get a solid
sense of your topic. Playing with key terms also can be a good

way to come up with a title and appropriate section headings

for your text.
Notice how often Martin Luther King Jr. uses the key words

“criticism,” “statement,” “answer,” and “correspondence” in the
opening paragraph of his famous “Letter from Birmingham Jail.”

Dear Fellow Clergymen:
While confined here in the Birmingham city jail, [ came across

your recent statement calling my present activities “unwise and

untimely.” Seldom do I pause to answer criticism of my work and
ideas. If | sought to answer all the criticisms that cross my desk, my
uld have little time for anything other than such cor-
and I would have no time for

you are men of genuine

secretaries wo
respondence in the course of the day,
constructive work. But since I feel that
good will and that your criticisms are sincerely set forth, I want to
try to answer your statement in what I hope will be patient and rea-

sonable terms.
Magrrin LuTHER KING JR., “Letter from Birmingham Jail”
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E::; .teI;z;g:anTf uses the"terrlns “criticism” and “answer” three

s eac statement” twice, the effect is not overly repet-

. n fact, these key terms help build a sense of

in the paragraph and bind it together. e

- For another example of the effective use of k

sider the following passage, in which the histori e

las develops a constellation of sharply con?rZsiTnSguiin -

;:;::i;l dge concept of “clultural schizophrenics”: womir:e{irll(]:
who, Douglas claims, have mixed feelings about the

images of ideal femininity with whi
barded by the media. ty with which they are constantly bom-

I .
nh? va;tety of ways, the mass media helped make us the cultural
schizophrenics we are toda "
y, women who rebel against i
) rencs yet submit
5; p;zv;:lmg images about whart a desirable, worthwhile woma;
! o: e. . . . [Tlhe mass media has engendered in many women
. . .. a
: in oil-:l:ultural identity crisis. We are ambivalent toward feminin
i ini —
dt.y on- e onelhand and feminism on the other. Pulled in opposite
irections—told we were e
qual, yet told we were subordi
we could change histo e
ry but told we were trapped by hi
o pped by history—we
g W}:a ber;ds at an early age, and we’ve never gotten rid of them
) Zn dopen Vogue, for example, I am simultaneously infuri-
e nd seduced. . . . [ adore the materialism; I despise the mate-
: S[:c'ul‘ . b I want to look beautiful; I think wanting to look
eautiful is about the most dumb-ass
. -ass goal you could have. The mag-
sze ,stokes my desire; the magazine triggers my bile. And thgis
Ioesn t only happen when I'm reading Vogue; it happens all th
time. . . . l )
e - On thf.: one hand, on the other hand—that’s not just
me—that’s what it means to be a woman in America
To explain this schizophrenia . . . .
Susan Doucras, Where the Girls Are:
Growing Up Female with the Mass Media
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In this passage, Douglas establishes “schizophrenia” as a key
concept and then echoes it through synonyms like “identity
crisis,” “ambivalent,” “the bends"—and even demonstrates it
through a series of contrasting words and phrases:

rebel against / submit
told we were equal [ told we were subordinate
told we could change history / told we were trapped by history

infuriated / seduced

I adore [ I despise

1 want / | think wanting - .
stokes my desire [ triggers my bile

on the one hand [ on the other hand

_is about the most dumb-ass goal

These contrasting phrases help flesh out Douglas’s claim that

women are being pulled in two directions at once. In so doing,

they bind the passage together into a unified whole that, despite
its complexity and sophistication, stays focused over its entire

length.

REPEAT YOURSELF—BUT WITH A DIFFERENCE

The last technique we offer for connecting the parts of your
text involves repeating yourself, but with a difference—which
basically means saying the same thing you've just said, but in
a slightly different way that avoids sounding monotonous. To
effectively connect the parts of your argument and keep it mov-
ing forward, be careful not to leap from one idea to a different
idea or introduce new ideas cold. Instead, try to build bridges
between your ideas by echoing what you've just said while
simultaneously moving your text into new territory.

1.9 6
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Several i i
o of the connecting devices discussed in this chapter
> ways of repeating yourself in this special way. Key t
ointin, sed ina o
fh " g terlms, a.md €ven many transitions can be used iyn awa ,
t nobt only brings something forward from the previ ’
o ; : vious sen-
ih u;(: in some way alters it. When Douglas, for inst.
pence ® way , for instance
ol hIey. term “ambivalent” to echo her earlier reference ’
o a(z}? irﬁlcs, she is repeating herself with a diﬂ’erencee—tcJ
in, i
D g the same concept, but with a different word th;
new associations. ———
In additi
s dlsn, wheln you use transition phrases like “in othe
v and “to put it another way,” you repeat yourself with X
ifferen i s
. ac:le., ffsmc:e the:c.e phrases help you restate earlier claims
fu Wonli e:’rent register. When you open a sentence with “in
e didn’ts,fL1 }rlou ar; basically telling your readers that in case
y understand what i
. you meant in the [
g . ‘ e last sen-
angle, Z}r Ehare now coming at it again from a slightly different
: at sing ] i
ol tz:)es 1zric'u re present:rlilg a very important idea,
p over it quickly but wil i
o y but will explore it fur-
\Wto makle sure your readers grasp all its aspects
e would ‘ .
g wous even go so far as to suggest that after yout first
, almost every sentence i
. you write should ref
sente . refer back
. EJ:\;ous statements in some way. Whether you are writi
a “furthe M i
o rmore 1c:’cwmnf:nt that adds to what you have just saij
or example” statemen i
t that illustrates i
ora for ex it, each sentence
sho d'f:cho alslleast one element of the previous sentence in
e discernible way. Eve
. Even when your text ch irecti
o : e en W changes direction
reqlt!ures transitions like “in contrast,” “however,” or “but.”
ou sti i ; .
Zhe 'need to mark that shift by linking the sentence ';o
one just before it, as in the following example

Cheyenne loved basketball
- Nevertheless, sh .
would put her at a disadvantage. ss, she feared her height
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These sentences work because even though the second sen-
tence changes course and qualifies the first, it still echoes key
concepts from the first. Not only does “she” echo “Cheyenne,”
since both refer to the same persor, but “feared” echoes “loved”
by establishing the contrast mandated by the term “neverthe-
less.” “Nevertheless,” then, is not an €Xcuse for changing sub-
jects radically. It too requires repetition to help readers shift
gears with you and follow your train of thought.

is the central means by which you can

Repetition, in short,
move from point A to point B in a text. To introduce one last
d rock climbers move up

analogy, think of the way experience

a steep slope. Instead of jumping or lurching from one hand-
hold to the next, good climbers get a secure handhold on the
position they have established before reaching for the next

ledge. The same thing applies to writing. To move smoothly

from point to point in your argument, you need to firmly ground

what you say in what you've already said. In this way, your writ-
ing remains focused while simultaneously moving forward.
«But hold on,” you may be thinking. “Isn’t repetition precisely
what sophisticated writers should avoid, on the grounds that it
will make their writing sound simplistic—as if they are bela-
boring the obvious?” Yes and no. On the one hand, writers cer-
tainly can run into crouble if they merely repeat themselves and
nothing more. On the other hand, repetition is key to creating
continuity in writing. It is impossible to stay on track in a piece
of writing if you don’t repeat your points throughout the length
of the text. Furthermore, writers would never make an impact
on readers if they didn’t repeat their main points often enough
to reinforce those points and make them stand out above sub-
ordinate points. The trick therefore is not to avoid repeating

yourself but to repeat yourself in varied and interesting enough
¢ without sounding tedious.

ways that you advance your argumen

Bl
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Exercises

1. Read the followi i
: : ng opening to Chapter 2 of The
Xlg.an Pier, by George Orwell. Annotate the conizad' .
; 1’\If:lces by und‘lerIi.ning the transitions, circling th Ctling
s, and putting boxes around the pointing terms -

Our civi.[isation . .. is founded on coal, more compl
one realises until one stops to think about it. The m: ::;eh’ e
keep. us alive, and the machines that make the 1'naf:h1'm:s et
all directly or indirectly dependent upon coal. In the . m:;s’ 'are
zi lth: \}:estern world the coal-miner is second ifi ::;2;:::“
atidyuootn e ;nan who ploughs the soil. He is a sort of grimy caryf-:
pon whose shoulders nearly everything that is not grimy i
Zl;iaic;rit::.' For I;his reason the actual process by wl-aichgclcz:( :
is well w i i
el thet?::)l:] I:a[r:tchmg, if you get the chance and are
W
. theh:;la{(;:io ‘:}?;vn a cc;a}-mine it is important to try and get
© n the “fillers” are ar work. This is not easy,
. ec?::se when the mine is working visitors are a nuisance ani]'
e ;tczr:;:o:::f;d‘;i:t if you go at any other time, it is possi-
o o away i a totally wrong impression. On a Sun-
PRI , a mine seems almost peaceful. The time to
Co:al'edls Whelr::1 the machines are roaring and the air is black wiic:
o u[:t; i:osj};:ei; :2:; actL.Jalll){( se;a1 what the miners have
m . ace is like hell, or at any rate lik
inyhc::i\i'r; ;:ezz:i i:::re of 1"1311. Most of the things one imagine:
o there b a: noise, confusion, darkness, foul air, and,
P y cramped space. Everything except the fire,
no fire down there except the feeble beams of Davy

lalﬂps and elect[lc t(J]C]:leS thc}l scarc [Y netrate [ e Buds
e pe t th l
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When you have finally got there—and getting there is a job in

I will explain that in a moment—you crawl through the last

irself: :
line of pit props and see opposite you a shiny black wall three or

four feet high. This is the coal face. Overhead is the smooth c:ﬂ—
ing made by the rock from which the coal has been cgt; \m1 er-
neath is the rock again, so that the gallery you are in is only as

high as the ledge of coal itself, probably not much more than a

yard. The first impression of all, overmastering everything else for

while, is the frightful, deafening din from the conveyor belt wh1cl';
a )

carries the coal away. You cannot see very far, because the fog 0
coal dust throws back the beam of your lamp, but you can see on

cither side of you the line of half-naked kneeling men, one to every

four or five yards, driving their shovels under the fallen coal and

«ine it swiftly over their left shoulders . . .. . .
finging 1Ly &% Georce OrweLL, The Road to Wigan Pier

i ! i with an eye for the
7. Read over something you've written

dEUlCES you ve used o cO Ilect d:ke arts. UndeI].IIlt‘. a]-].
n p

the transitions, pointing terms, key terms, ?nj n?pe:lrt;zl;
Do you see any patterns’ Do you rely on certain ev1c}e1: nore
than others? Are there any passages t.hat are d’;r o
follow—and if so, can you make them easier to read by

e -
ing any of the other devices discussed in this chaptet?
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NINE
“AIN’T so l Is NOT’)

Academic Writing Doesn’t Always Mean
Setting Aside Your Own Voice

_@'_

Have you ever gotten the impression that writing well in
college means setting aside the kind of language you use in
everyday conversation? That to impress your instructors you
need to use big words, long sentences, and complex sentence
structures! If so, then we're here to tell you that it ain’t neces-
sarily so. On the contrary, academic writing can—and in our
view should—be relaxed, easy to follow, and even a little bit
fun. Although we don’t want to suggest that you avoid using
sophisticated, academic terms in your writing, we encourage
you to draw upon the kinds of expressions and turns of phrase
that you use every day when conversing with family and friends.
In this chapter, we want to show you how you can write effec-
tive academic arguments while holding on to some of your own
voice.

This point is important, since you may well become turned
off from writing if you think your everyday language practices
have to be checked at the classroom door. You may end up feel-
ing like a student we know who, when asked how she felt about
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“ i el
the writing she does in college, answered, “I do it becaus

. . 1”
but it’s just not me:
kst ¢ that any language you use among
This is not to sugges vy age. amons
friends has a place in academic writing. Nor is it to SUEE

you may fall back on colloquial usage as an excuse for not

i in,
learning more rigorous forms of expression. After all, learning
i i more
these more rigorous forms of expression and developing &

i ion. We
intellectual self is a major reason for getting an educatio

i est that relaxed, colloquial language
do, however, wish to sugg o

can often enliven academic writing an ! B
and precision. Such informal language also helps you ¢ e
with readers in a personal as well as an intellectual way. In

v i d the
iew then itisa miStﬂkﬁ: to assume that the academlc an
: e 1

that can never be
everyday are completely separate languages

used together.

Mix ACADEMIC AND COLLOQUIAL STYLES

Many successful writers blend academic, professional language

i i i ce, the
with popular expressions and sayings. Consider, for instance,

following passage from a scholarly article about the way teach-

ers respond to errors in student writing.

judgi hanical errors in student
i d judging formal and mec
i dies seems to have a

papers is one area in which composition stu :
On the one hand, our mellow,

i i isorder.
multiple-personality disor .
Jent-centered, process-based selves tend to condemn markl.ng
s he Bad Old Days. Ms. Fid-

ing i tst
formal errors at all. Doing it represen : ys. Ms. Fick
ditch and Mir. Flutesnoot with sharpened red pencils, spilling inno
cent blood across the page. Useless detail work. Inhumane,

cfectionist standards making our students feel stupid, wrong,
pe 1
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trivial, misunderstood. Joseph Williams has pointed out how arbi-

trary and context-bound our judgments of formal error are. And

certainly our noting of errors on student papers gives no one any

great joy; as Peter Elbow says, English is most often associated either

with grammar or with high literature—“two things designed to
make folks feel most out of it.”

RoserT ConNNORs AND ANDREA LUNSFORD,

“Frequency of Formal Errors in Current College Writing,

or Ma and Pa Kettle Do Research”

This passage blends writing styles in several ways. First, it places
informal, relaxed expressions like “mellow,” “che Bad Qld
Days,” and “folks” alongside more formal, academic phrases like
“multiple-personality disorder,” “student-centered,” “process-
based,” and “arbitrary and context-bound.” Even the title of
the piece, “Frequency of Formal Errors in Current College
Writing, or Ma and Pa Kettle Do Research,” blends formal,
academic usage on the left side of the comma with a popular-
culture reference to the fictional movie characters Ma and
Pa Kettle on the right. Second, to give vivid, concrete form
to their discussion of grading disciplinarians, Connors and
Lunsford conjure up such archetypal, imaginary figures as the
stuffy, old-fashioned taskmasters Ms. Fidditch and Mr. Flutes-
noot. Through such imaginative uses of language, Connors and
Lunsford inject greater force into what might otherwise have
been dry, scholarly prose.

Formal/informal mixings like this can be found in countless
other texts, though more frequently in the humanities than the
sciences, and more frequently still in journalism. Notice how
the food industry critic Eric Schlosser describes some changes
in the city of Colorado Springs in his best-selling book on fast
foods in the United States.
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The loopiness once associated with Los Angeles has come full
blown to Colorado Springs—the strange, creative energy that crops

up where the future’s consciously being made, where people walk

the fine line separating a visionary from a total nutcase.
Eric Scuvrosser, Fast Food Nation

Schlosser could have played it safe and referred not to the “loop-
eccentricity” associated with Los Angeles, or

iness” but to the “
¢” instead

to “the fine line separating a visionary from a lunati
of “. .. atotal nutcase.” His decision, however, to go with the
more adventuresome, colorful terms gives a liveliness to his
writing that would have been lacking with the more conven-
tional terms.

Another example of writing that blends the informal with
the formal comes from an essay on the American novelist Willa
Cather by the literary critic Judith Fetterley. Discussing “how
very successful Cather has been in controlling how we think
about her,” Fetterley, building on the work of another scholar,

writes as follows.

As Merrill Skaggs has put it, “She is neurotically controlling and

self-conscious about her work, but she knows at all points what she

is doing. Above all else, she is self-conscious.”

Without question, Cather was a control freak.
Juprth FETTERLEY, “/illa Cather and the

Question of Sympathy: The Unofficial Story”

This passage demonstrates not only that specialized phrases
from psychology like wgelf-conscious” and “neurotically con-
trolling” are compatible with everyday, popular expressions like
" but also that translating the one type of lan-

“control freak,
the specialized into the everyday, can help

guage into the other,
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drive home a poi '
point. By transl ) -
description of Cath ¥ ) atmg Skaggs's polysyllabic ~ See p. 198 for
of Cather as “neurotically controlli h
self-conscious” i th i i Bgand  wENE
W s” into the succinct, if blunt, claim thar Mies colle-
ithout question, Cather was a control freak,” Fetter- quial and aca-

demic styles.

ley suggests that one need not choose between rarified
:c;adit-nic \;razs 0‘1:51 taliking and the everyday language of ca;ual con
rsa llon. ndeed, her passage offers a simple reéi e for blendi —
the high and the low: first make e g
professional field, and then make Eo:gai”irrl:el:eicz a?iu P
a great trick, we think, for underscoring a point. AR
Whille‘ one effect of blending languages like this is to gi
your writing more punch, another is to make a political stiltve
ment—about the way, for example, society unfairly overval -
some dialects and devalues others. For instance, in the titl “e‘;
two o_f her books, Talkin and Testifyin: The La:nguage of I;Isa:k
America and Black Talk: Words and Phrases from the Hood to th
Amfen Corner, the language scholar Geneva Smitherman mix .
AfncaTl American vernacular phrases with more scholarl lar‘:s
guage in order to suggest, as she explicitly argues in these ]Zooks-
that black English vernacular is as legitimate a variety of lan’
guage as “standard” English. Here are three typical passages -

I . i
nl Black America, the oral tradition has served as a fundamen
t - . . i
: ve.hlcle for gittin ovuh. That tradition preserves the Afro-
merican heritage and reflects the collective spirit of the race

Blacks are quick to ridicule “educated fools,” people who done gone
to school and read all dem books and still don’t know nothin!

.. . it is a socially approved verbal strate
gy for black
about how bad they is. P THRRE R
—GEeNEvA SMiTHERMAN, Talkin and Testifyin:
The Language of Black America
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In these examples, Smitherman blends the standard written
English of phrases like “oral tradition” and “fundamental vehi-
cle” with black oral vernacular like “gittin ovuh,” “dem books,”
and “how bad they is.” Indeed, she even blends standard En-
glish spelling with that of black English variants like “dem” and
“oyuh,” thus mimicking what some black English vernacular
actually sounds like. Although some scholars might object to
these unconventional practices, this is precisely Smitherman’s
point: that our habitual language practices need to be opened
up, and that the number of participants in the academic con-
versation needs to be expanded.

Along similar lines, the writer and activist Gloria Anzaldda
mixes standard English with Tex-Mex, a hybrid blend of En-
glish, Castilian Spanish, a North Mexican dialect, and the
Indian language Nahuatl, to make a political point about the
suppression of the Spanish language in the United States.

From this racial, idealogical, cultural, and biological cross-polliniza-
tion, an “alien” consciousness is presently in the making—a new
mestiza consciousness, una conciencia de mujer.

—G1roria ANZALDUA,

Borderlands | La Frontera: The New Mestiza

Like Smitherman, Anzaldda gets her point across not only
through what she says but through the way she says it, literally
showing that the new hybrid, or mestiza, consciousness that
she describes is, as she puts it, “presently in the making.”
Ultimately, these passages suggest that blending languages—
what Vershawn Ashanti Young calls “code meshing”—can call
stion the very idea that the languages are distinct and

into que
separate.
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WHEN TOo Mix STyLEs?
CoNSIDER YOUR AUDIENCE AND Purpose

Because there are so many options in writing, you should

feel limited in your choice of words, as if such choices nev'er
.stone. You can always experiment with your lan i 12
improve it. You can always dress it up, dress it dowrglu ige -
combination of both. In dressing down your language ;'orr i
ple, you can make the claim that somebody “failed ,to ex?m’—’
something by saying instead that it “flew under the radno::’ug
you can state that the person was “unaware” of somethin Egl v
u;g }ilat he u::'as “out to lunch.” You could even recast fhg ::H::
]cii 1; /SSbS:kG,OZ:_lfy Say /1 Say,” as a teenager might say it: “I'm

But how do you know when it is better to play things straigh

and stick to standard English, and when to be more advgnt
turlesoine and mix things up? When, in other words, should :
write “failed to notice” and when is it okay (or mo;e effe t'You
to Ivrit;“ﬂew under the radar”? Is it always appropriate tz 1:12
st !

isyesso . }1:?(1 when you do so, how do you know when enough

In all situations, think carefully about your audience and

purpose..When you write a letter applying for a job, for instance
or submit a grant proposal, where your words will be wei heci
bylan official screening body, using language that’s too cill -
quial or slangy may well jeopardize your chances of success Oon
such.occasions, it is usually best to err on the safe side ;:on—
fO@lng as closely as possible to the conventions of sta’nda d
written English. In other situations for other audiences hO\:f‘
ever, there is room to be more creative—in this book. for ’exam
ple. Ultimately, your judgments about the appropriat;: languag;
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for the situation should always take into account your likely
audience and your purpose in writing.

Although it may have been in the past, academic writing in
most disciplines today is no longer the linguistic equivalent of
a black-tie affair. To succeed as a writer in college, then, you
need not always limit your language to the strictly formal.
Although academic writing does rely on complex sentence pat-
terns and on specialized, disciplinary vocabularies, it is surpris-
ing how often such writing draws on the languages of the street,
popular culture, our ethnic communities, and home. It is by
blending these languages that what counts as “standard” En-
glish changes over time and the range of possibilities open to

academic writers continues to grow.

Exercises

1. Take a paragraph from this book and dress it down, rewriting
it in informal colloquial language. Then rewrite the same para-
graph again by dressing it up, making it much more formal.
Then rewrite the paragraph one more time in a way that
blends the two styles. Share your paragraphs with a classmate,
and discuss which versions are most effective and why.

2. Find something you've written for a course, and study it to
see whether you've used any of your own everyday expres-
sions, any words or structures that are not “academic.” If by
chance you don’t find any, see if there’s a place or two where
shifting into more casual or unexpected language would help
you make a point, get your reader’s attention, or just add live-
liness to your text. Be sure to keep your audience and purpose
in mind, and use language that will be appropriate to both.
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TEN
“But DON’T GET ME WRONG”

The Art of Metacommentary

—@'_

WHEN WE TELL PEOPLE that we are writing a chapter on the

art of metacommentary, they often give us a puzzled look and
Eell us that they have no idea what “metacommentary” is
We know what commentary is,” they’ll sometimes say, “b :
what does it mean when it’s meta?” Our answer is that wr;ethut
or not they know the term, they practice the art of met:;:f
commentary on a daily basis whenever they make a point of
explaining something they’ve said or written: “What I meant
to say was " “My point was not __ but
;" or “You're probably not going to like wha;: I'm
f;lbout to say, but . In such cases, they are not offer-
ing new points but telling an audience how to interpret what
they have already said or are about to say. In short, then, meta-
commentary is a way of commenting on your claims and,tellin
others how—and how not—to think about them. ’
It may help to think of metacommentary as being like the
chorus in a Greek play that stands to the side of the drama
unfolding on the stage and explains its meaning to the audi-
ence—or like a voice-over narrator who comments on and
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isi OVi ink of
explains the action in a television show or movie. Thmklc1
metacommentary as a sort of second text that stands alongside
your main text and explains what it means. In the magl text.

i in

you say something; in the metatext you guide your readers

: : .
processing what you've said.

interpreting and . ink of your text
oesting, then, is that you think of yo
What we are suggesting ’ hich you make

as two texts joined at the hip: a main text 111 w : ke
your argument and another in which you “wor byour 1fuseci
distinguishing your views from orhml's tl'ley may be clon s
with, anticipating and answering Ob]eCtIO'IlS, clonnebctmg e
point to another, explaining why your claim might be con
versial, and so forth. Figure 7 demonstrates what we mean.

NOW, DON'T 6ET ME
WRONG. I'M AOT
SAYING...

C GG

TEXT SAYS SOMETHING, THE
MET'II:I AETEA):'II':NWLLS READERS HOW —AND HOW
NOT—TO THINK ABOUT IT.

FIGURE 7
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Use METACOMMENTARY TO CLARIFY AND ELABORATE

But why do you need metacommentary to tell readers what you
mean and guide them through your text? Can’t you just clearly
say what you mean up front? The answer is that, no martter how
clear and precise your writing is, readers can still fail to under-
stand it in any number of ways. Even the best writers can pro-
voke reactions in readers that they didn’t intend, and even good
readers can get lost in a complicated argument or fail to see
how one point connects with another. Readers may also fail to
see what follows from your argument, or they may follow your
reasoning and examples yet fail to see the larger conclusion you
draw from them. They may fail to see your argument’s overall
significance, or mistake what you are saying for a related argu-
ment that they have heard before but that you want to distance
yourself from. As a result, no matter how straightforward a
writer you are, readers still need you to help them grasp what
you really mean. Because the written word is prone to so much
mischief and can be interpreted in so many different ways, we
need metacommentary to keep misinterpretations and other
communication misfires at bay.

Another reason to master the art of metacommentary is that
it will help you develop your ideas and generate more text. If you
have ever had trouble producing the required number of pages
for a writing project, metacommentary can help you add both
length and depth to your writing. We've seen many students who
try to produce a five-page paper sputter to a halt at two or three
pages, complaining they've said everything they can think of
about their topic. “I've stated my thesis and presented my rea-
sons and evidence,” students have told us. “What else is there
to do?” It’s almost as if such writers have generated a thesis and
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don’t know what to do with it. When these students learn to use
metacommentary, however, they get more out of their ideas and
write longer, more substantial texts. In sum, metacommentary
can help you extract the full potential from your ideas, drawing
out important implications, explaining ideas from different per-
spectives, and so forth.

So even when you may think you've said everything pos-
sible in an argument, try inserting the following types of

metacommentary.

» In other words, she doesn't realize how right she is.

» What _ really meansis

» My pointisnot —but .

» Ultimately, then, my goal is to demonstrate that .

Ideally, such metacommentary should help you recognize some
implications of your ideas that you didn’t initially realize were
there.

Let’s look at how the cultural critic Neil Postman uses meta-
commentary in the following passage describing the shift he
sees in American culture as it moves away from print and read-

ing to television and movies.

[t is my intention in this book to show that a great . . . shift has
taken place in America, with the result that the content of much
of our public discourse has become dangerous nonsense. With this
in view, my task in the chapters ahead is straightforward. I must,
first, demonstrate how, under the governance of the printing press,
discourse in America was different from what it is now—gener-
ally coherent, serious and rational; and then how, under the gov-
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ernance of television, it has become shriveled and abs d. B
avoid the possibility that my analysis will be interpreted asur . dut t;o
‘l‘)'rand academic whimpering, a kind of elitist ccn-npl.'-.lizjtt N ?r -
junk” on television, I must first explain that . . . | 4 reci ag?msl:
as much as the next fellow, and I know full well th::pthelaﬁ': J‘fn
press has generated enough of it to fill the Grand Can on I:nntmg
flowing. Television is not old enough to have matchzd 'O o'va’—-
output of junk. odla o
NEn Postman, Amusing Ourselves to Death:

Public Discourse in the Age of Show Business

To see what we mean by metacommentary, look at the ph

above that we have italicized. With these moves Pp i
essentially stands apart from his main ideas to hel r’eadosmflan
low and understand what he is arguing. ! I

He pl’evlews Wha W ] 3 i ”I.)' tention m lh INJ
the ll argue It S i ( 5
nen
IAY Ok

I-'Ie spells out how he will make his argument: With this in
view, my task in these chapters . . . is. . . . I must first, dem
strate . . . and then . . . R

He.distinguishes his argument from other arguments it may
casily 'be Fonfused with: But to avoid the possibility that my
analysis will be interpreted as . . . [ must first explain that

TiTLES AS METACOMMENTARY

gvz? r:II;e title of Postman’s book, Amusing Ourselves to Death:
! ;4‘. ic Discourse in the Age of Show Business, functions as a form
metacommentary since, like all titles, it stands apart from
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the text itself and tells readers the book’s main point: that the
very pleasure provided by contemporary show business is
destructive. '

Titles, in fact, are one of the most important forms of
metacommentary, functioning rather like carnival barkers
telling passersby what they can expect if they go inside. Sub-
titles, too, function as metacommentary, further explaining
or elaborating on the main title. The subtitle of this book,
for example, not only explains that it is about “the moves
that matter in academic writing,” but indicates that “they
say / I say” is one of these moves. Thinking of a title as meta-
commentary can actually help you develop sharper titles,
ones that, like Postman’s, give readers a hint of what your
argument will be. Contrast such titles with unhelpfully open-
ended ones like “Shakespeare” or “Steroids” or “English
Essay,” or essays with no titles at all. Essays with vague titles
(or no titles) send the message that the writer has simply not
bothered to reflect on what he or she is saying and is unin-
terested in guiding or orienting readers.

Use OTHER MoVESs AS METACOMMENTARY

Many of the other moves covered in this book function as meta-
commentary: entertaining objections, adding transitions, fram-
ing quotations, answering “so what?” and “who cares?” When
you entertain objections, you stand outside of your text and
imagine what a critic might say; when you add transitions, you
essentially explain the relationship between various claims.
And when you answer the “so what?”" and “who cares?” ques-
tions, you look beyond your central argument and explain who
should be interested in it and why.
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TEMPLATES FOR INTRODUCING METACOMMENTARY

TO WARD OFF POTENTIAL MISUNDERSTANDINGS

{ Ol Owill moves nhe p FOU i erentiate certain VIEWS Irom
@ .
ones thes‘ mlght be mistaken f()].

Es;ent:ally, I'am arguing not that we should give up the policy, but
that we should monitor effects far more closely. .

This is not to say ~, but rather

» X is concerned less with _ than with

TO
ALERT READERS TO AN ELABORATION OF A PREVIOUS IDEA

I wi % % Y
he fO].].O 1ng moves daborate on a pl'f: iOUS pOlrLt sa ing to
)

readers: “In case you didn’t get it the first time, I'll try sayin
the same thing in a different way.” ¢

» In other words, -

» To put it another way,

» What X is saying here is that -

TO PROVIDE READERS WITH A ROADMAP TO YOUR TEXT

Thi . S
his move orients readers, clarifying where you have been and

where you are going—a ing i
—and making it easier fo
r them t
and follow your text. s

., while chapter 3 examines

av gJ a g e
& "
IJSI: ued t &E want ow tO Co p icate t e
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10 MOVE FROM A GENERAL CLAIM TO A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE
xplai i providing a
These moves help you explain a general point by providing

concrete example that illustrates what you're saying.

For example,

_, forinstance, demonstrates .

» Consider , for example.

» To take a case in point,

NT
TO INDICATE THAT A CLAIM IS MORE, LESS, OR EQUALLY IMPORTA

i i i he
The following templates help you give relative emphamsltc_) t N
i i aim
claim that you are introducing, showing whether thatlc "
of more or less weight than the previous one, or equal to It.
Even more important,
But above all,

Incidentally, we will briefly note, .
» |ust as important, .~ .
»  Equally,

> Finally,

TO EXPLAIN A CLAIM WHEN YOU ANTICIPATE OBJECTIONS

ici d respond to possi-
Here’s a template to help you anticipate and resp

ble objections.

» Although some readers may object that , | would answer

that

136

The Art of Metacommentary

TO GUIDE READERS TO YOUR MOST GENERAL POINT

These moves show that you are wrapping things up and ~ Chapter 6
tying up various subpoints previously made. has more
templates for
anticipating
objections.

> Insum, then,

» My conclusion, then, is that

» Inshort,

In this chapter we have tried to show that the most per-
suasive writing often doubles back and comments on its own
claims in ways that help readers negotiate and process them.
Instead of simply piling claim upon claim, effective writers are
constantly “stage managing” how their claims will be recieved.
It’s true of course that to be persuasive a text has to have strong
claims to argue in the first place. But even the strongest argu-
ments will flounder unless writers use metacommentary to pre-
vent potential misreadings and make their arguments shine.

Exercises

1. Read an essay or article and annotate it to indicate the dif-
ferent ways the author uses metacommentary. Use the tem-
plates on pp. 135-37 as your guide. For example, you may
want to circle transitional phrases and write “trans” in the
margins, to put brackets around sentences that elaborate on
earlier sentences and mark them “elab,” or underline sen-
tences in which the author sums up what he or she has been
saying, writing “sum” in the margins. -

How does the author use metacommentary! Does the
author follow any of the templates provided in this book

Y337
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word for word? Did you find any forms of metacommentary
not discussed in this chaprer? If so, can you identify them,

name them, and perhaps devise templates based on them for 4
use in your own writing! And finally, how do you think the
author’s use of metacommentary enhances (or harms) his or
her writing?

. Complete each of the following metacommentary templates

IN SPECIFIC
in any way that makes sense. A
In making a case for the medical use of marijuana, | am not say- CAD E M 'C S ETTI N Gs

ing that —

But my argument will do more than prove that one particular indus-
trial chemical has certain toxic properties. In this article, | will also

My point about the national obsessions with sports reinforces the
belief held by many Y

» | believe, therefore, that the war is completely unjustified. But let me

back up and explain how | arrived at this conclusion:

In this way, | came to believe that this war is a big mistake.




ELEVEN
“l TAKE YOUR PoOINT”

Entering Class Discussions

_@'_

Have vou ever been in a class discussion that feels less like
a genuine meeting of the minds than like a series of discrete,
disconnected monologues? You make a comment, say, that
seems provocative to you, but the classmate who speaks after
you makes no reference to what you said, instead going off in
an entirely different direction. Then, the classmate who speaks
next makes no reference either to you or to any one else, mak-
ing it seem as if everyone in the conversation is more interested
in their own ideas than in actually conversing with anyone else.
We like to think that the principles this book advances can
help improve class discussions, which increasingly include vari-
ous forms of online communication. Particularly important for
class discussion is the point that our own ideas become more
cogent and powerful the more responsive we are to others, and
the more we frame our claims not in isolation but as responses to
what others before us have said. Ultimately, then, a good face-
to-face classroom discussion (or online communication) doesn’t
just happen spontaneously. It requires the same sorts of disciplined
moves and practices used in many writing situations, particularly
that of identifying to what and to whom you are responding.
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FRAME YOUR COMMENTS AS A RESPONSE
TO SOMETHING THAT HAs ALREADY BEEN SAID

The single most important thing you need to do when joining
a class discussion is to link what you are about to say to some-
thing that has already been said.

» | really liked Aaron’s point about the two sides being closer than
they seem. I'd add that both seem rather moderate.

» | take your point, Nadia, that St e

» Though Sheila and Ryan seem to be at odds about ., they
may actually not be all that far apart.

In framing your comments this way, it is usually best to name
both the person and the idea you're responding to. If you name
the person alone (“I agree with Aaron because "),
it may not be clear to listeners what part of what Aaron
said you are referring to. Conversely, if you only summa-
rize what Aaron said without naming him, you’ll probably
leave your classmates wondering whose comments you're
referring to.

But won’t you sound stilted and deeply redundant in
class if you try to restate the point your classmate just made?
After all, in the case of the first template above, the entire
class will have just heard Aaron’s point about the two sides
being closer than they seem. Why then would you need to
restate it!

We agree that in oral situations, it does often sound arti-
ficial to restate what others just said precisely because they
just said it. It would be awkward if, on being asked to pass the

Entering Class Discussions

salt at lunch, one were to reply: “If I understand ouc 1

you have asked me to pass the salt. Yes, I can azd h om?c? g
But in oral discussions about complicated issu:es th tere oo

to multiple interpretations, we usually do need toa o
rize what others have said to make sure that e‘:s“mm"f‘
on the same page. Since Aaron may have made severg s
when he spoke and may have been followed by otherpomts
mentators, the class will probably need you to sum el
which point of his you are referring to. And even if Kame
made only one point, restating that point is helpful, not amln
to remind the group what his point was (since some ’ma 1:“ /
missed or forgotten it) but also to make sure that he oY a"§
others have interpreted his point in the same way 7

»

To CHANG_E THE SUBJECT,
INDICATE EXPLICITLY THAT YOuU ARE DoingG So

It is &
It is fine to try to change the conversation’s direction. There’s
i .

just one catch: you need to make clear to listeners that this is
what you are doing. For example:

.So 'Far we have been talking about the characters in the film. But
isn't the real issue here the cinematography? )

I'd like to change the subject to one that hasn’t yet been addressed

Youdcaln try to change the subject without indicating that you
are doing so. But you risk that your comment will come across

as i
irrelevant rather than as a thoughtful contribution- that
moves the conversation forward.
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Be EvEN MORE EXPLICIT
THAN You WouLp BE IN WRITING

Because listeners in an oral discussion c:.an’t go bac;k ;ni;;rzi
what you just said, they are more eamlly ove?rloz : e an are
readers of a print text. For this reason, in a class. iscuss fogow
will do well to take some extra steps to help listeners e
your train of thought. (1) When you make a comment, i
yourself to one point only though you can-elabora;:;: on e
point, fleshing it out with examples .and ev1dencée. yowilarger
you must make two points, either un.1te them un el'rl on:her -
umbrella point, or make one point first land'save the o il
later. Trying to bundle two or more claTuns.mto one c_o( il
can result in neither getting the attention it deserves.

metacommentary to highlight your key point so that listeners

can readily grasp it.

» In other words, what I'm trying to get at herelis .
» My point is this: .
» My point, though, isnot 11| 5 pe—

» This distinction is important because . ——— .

TWELVE

“WHAT’S MOTIVATING THIS WRITER?”

Reading for the Conwversation

—

“WHAT Is THE AUTHOR'S ARG UMENT? What is he or she
trying to say!” For many years, these were the first questions
we would ask our classes in a discussion of an assigned reading.
The discussion that resulted was often halting, as our students
struggled to get a handle on the argument, but eventually, after
some awkward silences, the class would come up with some-
thing we could all agree was an accurate summary of the
author’s main thesis. Even after we'd gotten over that hurdle,
however, the discussion would often still seem forced, and
would limp along as we all struggled with the question that nat-
urally arose next: Now that we had determined what the author
was saying, what did we ourselves have to say?

For a long time we didn’t worry much about these halting
discussions, justifying them to ourselves as the predictable result
of assigning difficult, challenging readings. Several years ago,
however, as we started writing this book and began thinking
about writing as the art of entering conversations, we latched
onto the idea of leading with some different questions: “What
other argument(s) is the writer responding to?” “Is the writer
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disagreeing or agreeing with something, and if so what?” “What
is motivating the writer’s argument?” “Are there other ideas
that you have encountered in this class or elsewhere that might
be pertinent?” The results were often striking. The discussions
that followed tended to be far livelier and to draw in a greater
number of students. We were still asking students to look for
the main argument, but we were Dow asking them to see that
argument as a response to some other argument that provoked
it, gave it a reason for being, and helped all of us see why we
should care about it.

What had happened, we realized, was that by changing
the opening question, we changed the way our students
approached reading, and perhaps the way they thought about
academic work in general. Instead of thinking of the argu-
ment of a text as an isolated entity, they now thought of that

ded to and provoked other argu-

argument as one that respon
ments. Since they were now dealing not with one argument

but at least two (the author’s argument and the onels] he or
she was responding to), they now had alternative ways of see-
ing the topic at hand. This meant that, instead of just trying
to understand the view presented by the author, they were
more able to question that view intelligently and engage in
the type of discussion and debate that is the hallmark of a col-
lege education. In our discussions, animated debates often
arose between students who found the author’s argument com-
vincing and others who were more convinced by the view it
was challenging. In the best of these debates, the binary posi-
tions would be questioned by other students, who suggested

each was too simple, that both might be right or that a third

alternative was possible. Still other students might object that

the discussion thus far had missed the author’s real point and
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S‘uggest that we all go back to the text and
tion to what it actually said. el e
We,eventually realized that the move from reading fi
author’s alrgll;ment in isolation to reading for how tlllng o th’e
argument is in conversation with the arguments of rfx e
ireeuiersfbec:ome active, critical readers rather than p;sii]: he!ps
t(ia;lrtlsi :mkno“:'ledge. On some level, reading for the con\l;:';i
il Saorf: Ingorous and demanding than reading for what one
o bzr; hto e::ks ;:lhat you determine not only what the author
s . oho what thf: author thinks fits with what other
anOth,ea? l;ltlmaFely with what you yourself think. Yer or?
i a; evz:1 , reading this way is a lot simpler and more famil-
reading for the thesis alone, since it returns writing to

the familiar, everyd
, everyday act of communicati i
in
about real issues. it other people

DECIPHERING THE CONVERSATION

xe Suggest, tb.en, that When aSSlgned a teadlng, VOU lmaglne
u T NOt 1 tlng alo y
tl 1€ a th.o as sit ne In an Empt room h hed oV
unc {3
a deSk or .Starlng ata SCreen, but as Sltting 11'1 a Crowded Coffee
; g i 7
engaglng lth- II‘L ot 1 i p -
) lmaglne h articl
: W Ile W()]ds the authOI’ as
patlng n an Ongolng m i , convers W eVer'
ultlS]ded Onv a
3y tion Iin thh
one 1s tl'Ylng to petsuade
Others to agl'ee [8)
[]I IS T T at 1E:a.St to ta ke hlS
or hef pOSlthn Setlously.
The t . . . F . . " F
1‘1C1( m read].ng or the conversation 1s to flgute out what
ews the cITtIJlGl 1S IESI:C1 ¢ g £ aIld what the a“'ulc Sown a gu
ment is to de €I-
mn —0Or, to put It In the terms used m thlS book, it
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See Chapter 6

discussion of  ates, these students

“WHAT'S MOTIVATING THIs WRITER?"

TWELVE

the challenges in reading for the “they say” and “I say” can be
figuring out which is which, since it may not be obvious when
writers are summarizing others and when they are speaking for
themselves. Readers need to be alert for any changes in voice
that a writer might make, since instead of using explicit road-
mapping phrases like “3]though many believe,” authors may sim-
ply summarize the view that they want to engage with and
indicate only subtly that it is not their own.

Consider again the opening to the selection by David

Zinczenko on p. 195.

If ever there were a newspaper headline custom made for Jay Leno’s
monologue, this was it. Kids taking on McDonald’s this week, suing
the company for making them fat. Isn’t that like middle-aged men
suing Porsche for making them get speeding tickets? Whatever hap-
pened to personal responsibility?
1 tend to sympathize with these

Maybe that's because used to be one of them.
— Davip ZmczeNko, “Don't Blame the Eater”

portly fast-food patrons, though.

Whenever we teach this passage, some students inevitably
assume that Zinczenko must be espousing the view expressed
in his first paragraph: that suing McDonald’s is ridicu-

for more

naysayers.  « ook, It's right here on the page.
Zinczen
these students are making is that if somethin
page, the author must endorse it. In fact, however,
oquize views that

sionately disagree wit
Zinczenko disagrees with the view express
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lous. When their reading is challenged by their class-
point to the page and reply,
This is what
ko wrote. These are his exact words.” The assumption
g appears on the
we ventril-
we don’t believe in, and may in fact pas-

h, all the time. The central clues that
ed in his opening

Reading for the Conversation

ara ;
paragraph come in the second paragraph, when he finally offers

flISl F % 5“:10[1)
person deClatath[l ar l-d uses a constrastive 8
a ran

“thOU gh » thereb ) .
) y resolvin; ;
stands. & any questions about where he

WHEN THE “THEY SAY” Is UNSTATED

s ;
nOtoet:elt" c_hi'all.enge can be identifying the “they say” when it i
ot e a‘p 1('.1; yh1der.1t1ﬁed. Whereas Zinczenko offers an up-fror:ts;
- th:;ro t ; view he is resPtl)nding to, other writers assume
¢ readers are so familiar with these views that th
}r:ee not name or summarize them. In such cases, you th ol
ave to reconstruct the unstated “they say” tha,l: is ; rea'der
theStext through a process of inference. e
Tameae;; flgr Inst.ance, if you can reconstruct the position that
; raut is challenging in the opening paragraph of
essay “The Growing College Gap.” P

(lTh b} B *
N e fus; in her family to graduate from college.” How many tim
ve we heard that phrase, or one like i .
e like it, used to descri
e o 3 s o describe a success-
a modest background? In today’s Uni
e ! In today’s United States, a
secu:irteyar };iegrit;e has become the all-but-official ticket to middle-class
. But if your parents don’t have mu
ity ch money or high
: i : gher edu-
: ation :n their own right, the road to college—and beyond—Ilooks
u;cl;:easmgly treacherous. Despite a sharp increase in the proporti
. | . ion
of high school graduates going on to some form of postsecondary ed
. . . u’
<:at1or:;i SOClo-economic status continues to exert a powerful influen
. i1 ce
1 co t:ige admission and completion; in fact, gaps in enrollment by
class ining i
- ;m mdie, after declining in the 1960s and 1970s, are once again
; i gl
l he as they were thirty years ago, and getting wider, even as col-
ege has become far more crucial to lifetime fortunes
—Tamara Draur, “The Growing College Gap”
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You might think that the “they say” here is embedded in the
or we all think) that a four-year

third sentence: They say (
degree is “the all-but-official ticket to middle-class security,”

and you might assume that Draut will go on to disagree.
If you read the passage this way, however, you would be mis-

taken. Draut is not questioning whether a college degree has

become “the ticket to middle-class security,” but whether most
Americans can obtain that ticket, whether college is within the

financial reach of most American families. You may have been

chrown off by the “but” following the statement that college has

become a prerequisite for middle-class security. However, unlike
this “but” does not signal

the “though” in Zinczenko's opening,

that Draut will be disagreeing with the view she has just sum-
marized, a view that in fact she takes as a given. What Draut
disagrees with is that this ticket to middle-class security is still
readily available to the middle and working classes.

Were one to imagine Draut in a room talking with others
with strong views on this topic, one would need to picture her
challenging not those who think college is a ticket to financial
security (something she agrees with and takes for granted), but
those who think the doors of college are open to anyone will-
ing to put forth the effort to walk through them. The view that

Draut is challenging, then, is not summarized in her opening.

Instead, she assumes that readers are already so familiar with

this view that it need not be stated.

Draut’s example suggests that in texts where the central
“they say” is not immediately identified, you have to construct
it yourself based on the clues the text provides. You have to
ting the writer’s thesis and then imagine some of
ght be made against it. What would it
w? In Draut’s case, it is rela-
ment: it is the familiar

start by loca
the arguments that mi
look like to disagree with this vie
tively easy to construct a counterargu
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faith in :
comes totZS(::;:n teor fa?l Drear.n O.f equal opportunity when it
notorily teveddiily tD ege. Figuring out the counterargument
e i essaa motwate_:d Draut as a writer but helps you
this counterargurl-uzY ta "6 Rethex otificAl e Glitirficuiny
el n lcan also help vou recognize how Dr

) ges your own views, questioning opinions th Draut
viously took for granted. ons that you pre-

WHEN THE “THEY SAY” [s ABOU+ SOMETHI
" NG
NosobY HAs TALKED ABouT”

Anoth ei i

fner I;;;:lzlslebr:lgifdm hre'admg for the conversation is that writ-
e t- eir argl.xments by responding to a lack of
discusoon Canbel :rltt?r.s bul%d their case not by playing off
views that thate 1‘):’ entified (llkt? faith in the American Dream
e some dil:e responsible for our body weight), but
iy :4 grtg others have overlooked. As the writ-
oo . wales and Christine B. Feak point out,
s s y to lcreate a research space” and “establish a

. in the academic world is “by indicating a gap i
vious research.” Much research in the science g'dphln 9
takIes this “Nobody has noticed X” form A

n su i
examplefh ;‘:}?ZES}; at‘l:e writer may be responding to scientists, for
e g oveﬂooked an obscure plant that offers
o focusfign gnxzﬁmimg, or to literary critics who have been
iy g o ; ead character in a play that they have
mething important about the minor characters.

RE '
ADING PARTICULARLY CHALLENGING TEXTS

. R v a] . .
SOII[etHHES IC 18 dl“lCult to fl‘g’ule out th.e VIEWS tl 1at writers
3 .
are res pondlng to not because t.h.ese WI‘iterS dO not ldﬂntlfy
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language and the concepts they

are dealing with are particularly challenging. Consider, for
instance, the first two sentences of Gender Trouble: Feminism
and the Subversion of Identity, a hook by the feminist philoso-
pher and literary theorist Judith Butler, thought by many to be

a particularly difficult academic writer.

those views but because their

Contemporary feminist debates over the meaning of gender lead
time and again to a certain sense of trouble, as if the indetermi-
nacy of gender might eventually culminate in the failure of femi-

nism. Perhaps trouble need not carry such
—JupiTH BUTLER, Gender Trouble:

Feminism and the Subversion of Identity

a negative valence.

There are many reasons readers may stumble over this relatively
h is that Butler does not

short passage, not the least of whic
explicitly indicate where her owh view begins and the view she
to ends. Unlike Zinczenko, Butler does not use
the first-person “I" or a phrase such as “in my own view” to
show that the position in the second sentence is her own. Nor
does Butler offer a clear transition such as “but” or “however”
at the start of the second sentence to indicate, as Zinczenko
does with “though,” that in the second sentence she is ques-
tioning the argument she has summarized in the first. And
finally, like many academic writers, Butler uses abstract, unfa-
that many readers may need to look up, like “gen-
“indeterminacy” (the
down), “culminate”
(a term borrowed

is responding

miliar words
der” (sexual identity, male or female),
quality of being impossible to define or pin
(finally result in), and “negative valence”
from chemistry, roughly denoting “negative significance” or
“meaning”). For all these reasons, we can imagine many read-
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ers feeling intimidated b
efore they re i
o elogits y reach the third sentence of
But i
| Fﬁa?e;s who break down this passage into its essential
E : will find that it is actually a lucid piece of writin hla
bor:1 1cf)frms to the classic “they say / I say” pattern. Thoy hg iz
e : . it ca
bed! lcullt t'o spot the clashing arguments in the two segntenc "
close analysis reveals that the first sentence offers a way of | eks’
! ; : ook-
ing at a c¢:=:rta1n type of “trouble” in the realm of feminist pol
ltlc'; that is being challenged in the second o
ou iffi :
.y ni:zrstand difficult passages of this kind, you need to
e them into your own words i
—to build a bridge, i
pranslate o ; a bridge, in effect
e passage’s unfamiliar ter ‘
ms and ones more famili
e . re familiar
: uyal B;lemg such a bridge should help you connect what
o ready kn?rw to what the author is saying—and will then
you move from reading to writi i
riting, providin, ith
of the language i ’ o e s
you will need to summari
. arize the text. O j
challenge in translati : own, how.
slating the author’s i
. words into your own, h
ever, is to stay true to what o avoid.
: the author is actually sayi i
ing what we call “the cl i g
closest cliché syndrome,” i i
mistakes a commonplace i S e
place idea for an author’
e e e 1's more complex one
er’s critique of the conce @
' pt of “woman,” f
insta i -
; htr;ce;}for the common idea that women must have :-:qual
ights). i
’ Eau e work of complex writers like Butler, who frequentl
: enge conventional thinking, cannot always be ’
collaj i i
famil;i)sed 1lnlt10 the types of ideas most of us are already  the closest
t toa; wti: ..Therefore, when you translate, do not  cliché
ry to fit the ideas of such writers into your preexist-  Syndrome,

ing beli i
g beliefs, but instead allow your own views to be chal- 5 Chapter2.

lenged. ildi i
necgezd In building a bndgv.T to the writers you read, it is often
: sarg to meet those writers more than halfway.
s c;v \:)* dat,l then, does Butler’s opening say? Translating But-
rds into terms that are easier to understand, we can
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e says that for many feminists today,
“the indeterminacy of gender’—the inability to define the
essence of sexual identity—spells the end of feminism; that
for many feminists the inability to define “gender,” presum-
ably the building block of the feminist movement, Means seri-
ous “trouble” for feminist politics. In contrast, the second
sentence suggests that this same “trouble” need not be thought
of in such “negative” terms, that the inability to define fem-
ininity, or “gender trouble” as Butler calls it in her book’s title,
may not be such a bad thing—and, as she goes on to argue in
the pages that follow, may even be something that feminist
from. In other words, Butler suggests, high-
about masculinity and femininity can

see that the first sentenc

activists can profit
lighting uncertainties
be a powerful feminist tool.
Pulling all these inferences toge
tences can be cranslated as follows: “While many contempo-
rary feminists believe that uncertainty about what it means to
dermine feminist politics, I, Judith Butler,

be a woman will un
believe that this uncertainty can actually help strengthen fem-
int into our own book’s

inist politics.” Translating Butler’s po
basic move: “They say that if we cannot define ‘woman, fem-
inism is in big trouble. But  say that this type of trouble is pre-

cisely what feminism needs.” Despite its difficulty, then, we

hope you agree that this initially intimidating passage does

make sense if you stay with it.

We hope it is clear that critical reading is a
being open to the way that writers can
you, as it is about ques-

ther, then, the opening sen-

two-way street.

It is just as much about
challenge you, maybe even transform
tioning those writers. And if you translate a writer's argument

ead, you should allow the text to

into your own words as you r
take you outside the ideas that you already hold and to intro-

duce you to new terms and concepts. Even if you end up dis-
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agreeing wit
e igsten:;atz tllihorl; you first have to show that you have
his or her argument . de e i i eraed
ments. Without suci 3“ s accfﬂ’atdY Sy ar[;u-
s lc~:ep, attegtlve listening, any critique you
ey e 1aband decidedly uncritical. It will be a Zr'
e N re a ou‘t you than about the writer or id i
- thigr.;(})lse y responding to. o
Conversationa;i:; \s;v;a hf:,e tried _to show that reading for the
Pt o'o ing nf)t just for the thesis of a text in
the “they say.” We h:;z‘il(:; ‘:11‘6“: tha}: e e
the Shepmay | ied to show that reading for
e 13 o e Wt s
o ' at are motivatin i
writt:i wer:::}all;sc ::trl’tgag;: Dt}}er perspectives in the sari: };ear:., SSLI;Z
i atyt hl entify and summarize a view they are
e At te outset of their text and then return to it
ey mmwatf;{t L;lnfolds. Some refer only obliquely to a
PR ity g them, assjuming that readers will be able
ol wAic iew F)n their own. Other writers may n
questiongl:n 1sitlngu1sh their own view from the views the‘; a:t
o wonge? ;v}:r: hthat aI'I of us.find clear, leaving some 1'f:ad‘—a
o i wonder wheth f:na 'g1ven view is the writer’s own or one
i e ging. A‘nd some writers push off against
demic language that :e;?:;:i::c?eth:m . aI O o
— . 1s to translate wha
th',; :ggh 1;:; g::;i a'ccessdl)le, everyday terms. In sutn:?e;:;e
s pattemas;;w;)t?: fio follow a conversational “they;
vy bl ) the in a great variety of ways.
i StraatI;; ii;c:rf:razders is that they need to be armed ;’rith“ir};?f
Loty e for c:elzectmg tlhe conversations in what they read
onversations are not self-evident. ’
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“THE DATA SUGGEST”

Writing in the Sciences

CHRISTOPHER GILLEN

—E—

wiN DEscrIBED On the Origin of Species as

. )
Charces Da ' In Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief

¥
“one long argument.

World Systems, Galileo Galilei cast his argument for a sun-

i i these
centered solar system as a SETies of conversations. As

historical examples show, scientific writing is fundamentally

R e and
argumentative. Like all academic writers, scientists make

defend claims. They address disagreements and f:xplore ;r;a:‘;
swered questions. They propose novel mechafnsms a;l e
theories. And they advance certain explanations }a:nl 11“1 !
others. Though their vocabulary may be more technica

i i i ame
their emphasis more numerical, science writers use the s

CHRISTOPHER GILLEN is @ professor of biology at Kenvort Colle‘gel. He
physiology, integrative animal biology,
lecture and lab classes
rudents critically read

ceaches comparative animal
and biology of exercise as well as introductory
in biology. One focus of his teaching is helping s

primary research articles.
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rhetorical moves as other academic writers. Consider the fol-
lowing example from a 2006 book about the laws of physics.

The common refrain that is heard in elementary discussions of
quahtum mechanics is that a physical object is in some sense both
a wave and a particle, with its wave nature apparent when you
measure a wave property such as wavelength, and its particle nature
apparent when you measure a particle property such as position.
But this is, at best, misleading and, at worst, wrong.

V. ]. StencEeR, The Comprehensible Cosmos, 2006

The “they say / I say” structure of this passage is unmistakable:
They say that objects have properties of both waves and par-
ticles; I say they are wrong. This example is not a lonely
argumentative passage cherry-picked from an otherwise nonar-
gumentative text. Rather, Stenger’s entire book makes the argu-
ment that is foreshadowed by its title, The Comprehensible
Cosmos: that although some might see the universe as hope-
lessly complex, it is essentially understandable.

Here’s another argumentative passage, this one from a
2001 research article about the role of lactic acid in muscle fatigue:

In contrast to the often suggested role for acidosis as a cause of
muscle fatigue, it is shown that in muscles where force was
depressed by high [K*],, acidification by lactic acid produced a pro-
nounced recovery of force.
O. B. NieLsen, F. pe PaoLi, anp K. OVERGAARD,
“Protective Effects of Lactic Acid on Force Production in
Rat Skeletal Muscle,” The Journal of Physiology, 2001

In other words: Many scientists think that lactic acid causes
muscle fatigue, but our evidence shows that it actually
promotes recovery. Notice that the authors frame their claim
with a version of the “they say / I say” formula: Although
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previous work suggests ., our data argue ..
This basic move and its many variations are widespread in
scientific writing. The essential argumentative moves taught
in this book transcend disciplines, and the sciences are no
exception. The examples in this chaper were written by pro-
fessional scientists, but they show moves that are appropri-
ate in any writing that addresses scientific issues.

Despite the importance of argument in scientific writing,
newcomers to the genre often see it solely as a means for com-
municating uncontroversial, objective facts. It’s easy to see how
this view arises. The objective tone of scientific writing can
obscure its argumentative nature, and many textbooks reinforce
a nonargumentative vision of science when they focus on
accepted conclusions and ignore ongoing controversies. And
because science writers base their arguments on empirical data,
a good portion of many scientific texts does serve the purpose
of delivering uncontested facts.

However, scientific writing often does more than just report
facts. Data are crucial to scientific argumentation, but they are
by no means the end of the story. Given important new data,
scientists assess their quality, draw conclusions from them, and
ponder their implications. They synthesize the new data with

existing information, propose novel theories, and design the
next experiments. In short, scientific progress depends on the
insight and creativity that scientists bring to their data. The
thrill of doing science, and writing about it, comes from the
ongoing struggle to use data to better understand our world.

START WITH THE DATA

Data are the fundamental currency of scientific argument.
Scientists develop hypotheses from existing data and then test
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those by comparing their predictions to new ex erimental d

Summarizing data is therefore a basic move in icie gt 'ata-
?ecause data can often be interpreted in different wnce ZIV nm'-lbg‘
mg.the data opens the door to critical analysis cre;:s, e
tunities to critique previous interpretations and d;velopusli\: EE:

Describing data requires more than simply report-  seeh
ML oW a

mg‘n}tllmbtérs and conclusions. Rather than jumping  physicist begins
straight to the punch line—to what X concluded—ijy  Wwith dataon

is important first to describe the hypotheses, methods, PP+ 296-13-
and results that led to the conclusion: “To test the h, othesi
that ~, X measured and fouyrfd t;SIS
. . Therefore, X concluded " In the fo[lo:'t
ing sections, we explore the three key rhetorical moves f; :
describing the data that underpin a scientific argument: pr::f

senting the prevailing theories, explaining methodologies, and
summarizing findings. ’

Present the Prevailing Theories

Readers must understand the prevailing theories that a stud

responds to before they can fully appreciate the details SY
before diving into specifics, place the work in contex;: b0
desrjrib_ing the prevailing theories and hypotheses. In the fol‘f
lovtlflng passage from a 2004 journal article about insect respi-
ration, the authors discuss an explanation for discontinuous pas
exchange (DGC), a phenomenon where insects periodic g11

close valves on their breathing tubes. S

Lighton (1996, 1998; see also Lighton and Berrigan, 1995) noted
the prevalence of DGC in fossorial insects, which inhabit micro-
cl.imates where CO; levels may be relatively high. Consequently
Lighton proposed the chthonic hypothesis, which suggests that'
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DGC originated as a mechanism to improve gas exchange while

at the same time minirnizing respiratory water loss.
A. G. Gises anD R. A. JoHNSON, “The Role of Discontinuous
Gas Exchange in Insects: The Chthonic Hypothesis Does Not
Hold Water,” The Jowrnal of Experimental Biology, 2004

Notice that Gibbs and Johnson not only describe Lighton’s
hypothesis but also recap the evidence that supports it. By pre-
senting this evidence, Gibbs and Johnson set the stage for
engaging with Lighton’s ideas. For example, they might ques-
tion the chthonic hypothesis by pointing out shortcomings of
the data or flaws in its interpretation. Or they might suggest
new approaches that could verify the hypothesis. The point is
that by incorporating a discussion of experimental findings into
their summary of Lighton's hypothesis, Gibbs and Johnson open
the door to a conversation with Lighton.

Here are some templates for presenting the data that under-

pin prevailing explanations:

Experiments showing — and  have led scien-
tists to propose ————

Although most scientists attribute ~to ——— Xs
result  leads to the possibility that -

Explain the Methods

Even as we've argued that scientific arguments hinge on data, it’s
important to note that the quality of data varies depending on
how they were collected. Data obtained with sloppy techniques
or poorly designed experiments could lead to faulty conclusions.
Therefore, it’s crucial to explain the methods used to collect data.
In order for readers to evaluate a method, you'll need to indicate
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its purpose, as the following
: passage from a journal arti
the evolution of bird digestive systems clemcunstrat:ta;mcle e

To test the hypothesis that flowerpiercers have converged with h
mingbirds in digestive traits, we compared the activiti of“Tl L'lm‘
enzymes and the gut nominal area of cinnamon-bellied fi(;)wmn?stlnal
(Diglossa baritula) with those of eleven hummingbird spe::::)slercers
J. E. SchonDUBE AND C. MARTINEZ DEI‘_ Rio
Journal of Comparative Physiology, 2004;

Y i
ouhneed to indicate purpose whether describing your own work
or that of others. Here are a couple of templates for doing so:

» Smith and colleagues evaluated to determine whether

B au —— d t account f _
> ecause 0es no ount ror
we Stead
USed T

Summarize the Findings

Scientific data often come in the form of numbers. Your task
when presenting numerical data is to provide the context read-
fers need to understand the numbers—by giving supportin

information and making comparisons. In the following passa .
from a book about the interaction between organisms ar?d th g'e
environments, Turner uses numerical data to support an ar. "
ment about the role of the sun’s energy on Earth. .

T'he potential rate of energy transfer from the Sun to Earth is prodi-
gious—about 600 W m~2, averaged throughout the year. Of this
only a relatively small fraction, on the order of 1-2 percent, is caj ,
tured by green plants. The rest, if it is not reflected back inr.; spa .
is available to do other things. The excess can be c:onsif:le:.'x':\b(;{:j
although some natural surfaces reflect as much as 95% of tlfe‘
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many natural surfaces reflect much less

incoming solar beam,
15-20 percent. The remaining

(Table 3.2), on average about
absorbed energy is then capable of doing work, like heating up sut-

faces, moving water and air masses around to drive weather and

climate, evaporating water, and so forth.
]. S. TURNER, The Extended Organism, 2000

Turner supports his point that a huge amount of the sun’s
energy is directly converted to work on Earth by quoting an
actual value (600) with units of measurement (W m™2, watts
per square meter). Readers need the units to evaluate the value;
600 watts per square inch is very different from 600 W m™.
Turner then makes comparisons using percent values, saying
that only 1 to 2 percent of the total energy that reaches Earth
is trapped by plants. Finally, Turner describes the data’s vari-
ability by reporting comparisons as ranges—1 to 2 percent and
15 to 20 percent—rather than single values.

Supporting information—such as units of measurement,
sample size (n), and amount of variability—helps readers assess
the data. In general, the reliability of data improves as its sam-

ple size increases and its variability decreases. Supporting infor-

mation can be concisely presented as:

= (mean = variability) (units),

n= __  (sample size).

For example: Before training, resting heart rate of the subjects
was 56 = 7 beats per minute, n = 12. Here’s another way to

give supporting information:

» We measured  (sample size) subjects, and the average
response was . —— (mean with units) with a range of
_ (lower value) to (upper value).

16 2

Writing in the Sciences

To help readers understand the data, make comparisons with
wi
values from the same study or from other similar work
Here are some templates for making comparisons: .

. -
Before training, average running speed was +

Lo kilometers per hour, —___ kilometers per hour
slower than running speed after training,

We found athletes’ heart ratestobe =+ %
lower than nonathletes’. 7 -

The subjects in X's study completed the maze in iz

_seconds, __ seconds sl
i ower than th i
Y's study. o

You will sometimes need to present qualitative data, such as
that found in some images and photographs, that ca,nnot b
n?duced to numbers. Qualitative data must be described ref—:
cisely with words. In the passage below from a review art[?cle
about connections between cellular protein localization and
cell growth, the author describes the exact locations of th
proteins: Scrib, Dlg, and Lgl. .

Epithelial cells accumulate different proteins on their apical (top)

and basolateral (bottom) surfaces. . . . Scrib and Dlg are localiztr:d

at the septate junctions along the lateral cell surface, whereas Lgl

coats vesicles that are found both in the cytoplasm and “docked”
at the lateral surface of the cell.

M. PeirEr, “Travel Bulletin—Traffic Jams

Cause Tumors,” Science, 2000
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EXPLAIN WHAT THE DATA MEAN

Once you summarize experiments and results, you need to say
what the data mean. Consider the following passage from a
study in which scientists fertilized plots of tropical rainforest
with nitrogen (N) and/or phosphorus (P).

Although our data suggest that the mechanisms driving the

observed respiratory responses to increased N and P may be differ-

ent, the large CO;y losses stimulated by N and P fertilization sug-

gest that knowledge of such patterns and their effects on soil CO;

offlux is critical for understanding the role of tropical forests in a
rapidly changing global C [carbon] cycle.

C. C. CLEVELAND AND A. R. TownseND, “Nutrient

Additions to a Tropical Rain Forest Drive Substantial

Soil Carbon Dioxide Losses to the Atmosphere,”

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 2006

Notice that in discussing the implications of their data, Cleve-

land and Townsend use language—including the verbs “sug-

gest” and “may be”—that denotes their level of confidence.
Whether you are summarizing what others say about their

data or offering your own interpretation, pay attention to the

verbs that connect data to interpretations.
To signify a moderate level of confidence:

» The data suggest/hint/imply
To express a greater degree of certainty:

» Our results show/demonstrate -
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Almo i
singles:tjlgge;e:;}}s: :u D "PI’OVte” o
; : ven very powerful evidence generally falls
short of proof unless other studies support the same IY i
Scientific consensus arises when multiple snf(:?‘nc L
toward the same conclusion; conversely, contradicti S
studies often signal research questions that need ﬁllr?:l[lls §e
For these reasons, you may need to compare one studef ‘;Ork'
ings to those of another study. Here, too, you'll need . Sh o
your verbs carefully. | S

Our data support/confirmfverify the work of X by showing that

By d i !
y demonstrating —, X's work extends the findings of Y.

The results of X contradict/refute Y’s conclusion that

X's findings call into question the widely accepted theory that

Our data are consistent with X's hypothesis that __

MAKE YOUR OWN ARGUMENTS

Now we turn toward the part of scientific writing where you
express your own opinions. One challenge is that the state-
ments of other scientists about their methods and results us

ally must be accepted. You probably can’t argue, for exam; llc:
that “X and Y claim to have studied 6 elephant,s, but 1 thPi)nlri
they“actually only studied 4.” However, it might be fair to
say), X and Y studied only 6 elephants, and this small sample
size casts doubts on their conclusions.” The second statem:nt
doesn’t question what the scientists did or found but instead
examines how the findings are interpreted. ‘
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When developing your own arguments—the “] say"—you
will often start by assessing the interpretarions of other scien-
tists. Consider the following example from a review article about

the beneficial acclimation hypothesis (BAH), the idea that

organisms exposed to a particular environment become better

suited to that environment than unexposed animals.

To the surprise of most physiologists, all empirical examinations of
the BAH have rejected ifs generality. However, we suggest that

these examinations are neither direct nor complete tests of the

funcrional benefit of acclimation.
R. S. Wison anp C. E. Frankun, “Testing the Beneficial
Acclimation Hypothesis,” Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 2002

Writing in the Sciences

Agree, but with a Difference

SS;ZI;ZE:; f:earch ;;;?ses through several levels of critical analy-
i worklr‘;g tﬁu 1shed. Scientists get feedback when thz
i l:e‘,ile cofl;ilg}les, present findings at conferenc esy
may have been & T DSl debates:
lirdle 1o disagreeri:z}ﬁi E;iore E;b}llic;tlion, and you may find
: ublis i
field. YeF even if you agree witi whateyc)ut::i:;r; f}{ . l'esear(?h
ways to join the conversation—and reasons to d::» soere i
One approach is to suggest that further work shoul;l be done:

Now that h
as been established, scienti ill li
ol , scientists will likely turn

Formoreon  Wilson and Franklin use a version of the “twist it”

the “wistit"  move: They acknowledge the data collected by other ail sl '
., Therefore, we inves-

tigated

move,see Ll ysiologists but question how those data have been

p-6o. . . ! ;
interpreted, creating an opportunity to offer their own

interpretation.
You might ask whether we should question how other sci-

entists interpret their own work. Having conducted a study,
aren’t they in the best position to evaluate it? Perhaps, but
as the above example Jemonstrates, other scientists might see
the work from a different perspective or through more objec-
tive eyes. And in fact the culture of science depends on vigor-
ous debate in which scientists defend their own findings and
challenge those of others—a give and rake that helps improve
science’s reliability. So expressing a critical view about some-
one else’s work is an integral part of the scientific process. Let's
examine some of the basic moves for entering scientific con-
versations: agreeing, with a difference; disagreeing and explain-
ing why; simulraneously agreeing and disagreeing; anticipating
objections; and saying why it mattets.

166

To see whether these findings apply to we propose t
y ose to

Anoth
. er way to agree and at the same time jump into the
ersation is to concur wi indi
ith a finding and th
. eur g then propose a
me nism 1that explains it. In the following sentence from a
iew arti i ici
e & ticle about dietary deficiencies, the author agrees with
. o e
previous finding and offers a probable explanation

Inad i i i

a elante :mtary intakes of vitamins and minerals are widespread
most likely due to excessive G

. consumption of energy-ri i
trient-poor, refined food. de

B. « i i

. AM.ES, Low Micronutrient Intake May Accelerate the
generall\tallve Diseases of Aging through Allocation of Scarce
icronutrients by Triage,” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 2006
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Here are some templates for explaining an experimental result.

is that — ————

One explanation for X's finding of — — —

An alternative explanation is ————

The difference between ———— and s probably due

to

Disagree—and Explain Why

Although scientific consensus is common, healthy disagree-

ment is not unusual. While measurements conducted by dif-
der the same conditions should

ferent teams of scientists un
produce the same result, scientists often disagree about which

techniques are most appropriate, how well an experimental
design tests 2 hypothesis, and how results should be inter-

preted. To illustrate such disagreement, let’s return to the
hether or not lactic acid is beneficial during

debate about w
exercise. In the following passage, Lamb and Stephenson are

responding to work by Kristensen and colleagues, which
argues that lactic acid might be heneficial to resting muscle

but not to active muscle.

The argument put forward by Kristensen and colleagues (b S
s not valid because it is based on observations made with isolated
whole soleus muscles that were stimulated at such a high rate that
~60% of the preparation would have rapidly become completely
anoxic (4). - - - Furthermore, there is no reason to expect that
adding more H+ to that already being generated by the muscle
activity should in any Wway be advantageous. 1t is a bit like open-
ing up the carburetor on a car to let in too much air or throwing
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gasoline i

: over the engLne a[).d then COnCludiIlg that air aIld gﬂso
me are deleterious to eIlglI’ 1e pEI(OI marn

] n T CE:

G. D. LamB anD
- . ' Di.G:S
Point: Lactic Acid Accumulation s an AdvarzzP:ZNS?N'
Muscle Activity,” Journal of Applied Physioligy ;g;g

Lamb an .
r disa‘;rest:::;n;?hli?r-lg experimental detail to bear on
iy o n‘stensen and colleagues. First, the
tion rate dobo OEY» STEHOE that the high muscle stimul /
oxygen lelisefis (;’nthstensen and colleagues created very loi;
ot e sl o oxia). They also criticize the logic of the
et chos B alrié argmgg I?hat .adlding more acid (H*) to a
worth noting how :hy p(rio. ucing it isn’t informative. It’s also
e ?Y rive home their point, likening Kris-
air or gasoline. E\gz::i:l 23}?29101” t‘o ﬂtl)(‘)ding an engine with
need to set aside your own vo:zz Cscjr:;':f::clywﬁting, you don’t
In considering the work of others, look fO'r instances where

the experimental desi
n and i
et i g methodology fail to adequately

»
The v?rork of Y and Z appears to show that | but thei
experimental design does not control for o

Also, consi
, consider the possibilit
y that resu
stated conclusions. e do ot fead o the

» While X and Y claim that
., thei [
actually shows that : i i

Okay; but ...

Scienc i
Scien e (;ends to progress incrementally. New work rnay- refine
exten i
previous work but doesn’t often completely overturn
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it. For this reason, science writers frequently agree up to a point
and then express some disagreement. In the following example
from a commentary about methods for assessing how proteins
interact, the authors acknowledge the value of the two-hybrid
studies, but they also point out their shortcomings.

The two-hybrid studies that produced the protein interaction map
D. melanogaster (12) provide a valuable genome-wide view of
mber of shortcomings (13). Even
if the protein-protein interactions were determined with high accu-
racy, the resulting network would still require careful interpreta-

t its underlying biological meaning. Specifically, the
but one would

for
protein interactions but have a nu

tion to extrac
is a representation of all possible interactions,

map
given time.

only expect some fraction to be operating at any
]. J. Rice, A. KERSHENBAUM, AND G. STOLOVITZKY,

“Lasting lmpressions: Motifs in Protein-Protein Maps May

Provide Footprints of Evolutionary Events.” Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 2005

Delineating the boundaries or limitations of a study is a
good way to agree up to a point. Here are some templates for

doing so.

will be

Writing in the Sciences
Anticipate Objections

Skepticism is a key ingredient in the scientifi
Zn explanation is accepted, scientists demancliccz:f‘ 355-' N
; ;gsuzﬁiiya:ieslso\:l;ether. ?ltemative explanations E:\lfngz‘;;
"t Objecgone , sohtt' s .essential that scientists consider
o Bl s t(; their ideas before presenting them. In
e T2 amé:n é from | book about the origin of the
unive th, on an oldsmith first admit that some might
e existence of the poorly understood “dark mattir”

l]lat p}lySlCISES llave [OpO (& a t}lell t]ley O Oon to
p S| d, d
T g on t respond

Uni i i i
! r}ellentmg skeptics might compare the dark matter of toda ith
o ' ‘ y wi
e YI?ol-tlhetlcal, now defunct “ether,” proposed centuries ago
‘ a
V\];(:‘lg dtless, transparent medium through which light mo dS
e ; ved.
: ut a\;{l/(h matter ignorance differs fundamentally from erh,
ignorance. ile ether amoun .
ted to a placehold i
. ' : p older for our incom-
20 e understanding, the existence of dark matter derives from not
m mere presumption but from :
the obs i i
o g erved effects of its gravity
. N. D. Tyson anp D. Govrpswrrs, Origins:
ourteen Billion Years of Cosmic Evolution, 2004

ticipating objections in your own writing will help you

1 Clatliy aIld addrESS pOteIltlal Criticisms. COI'I.SldEI Ob]ecthI’lS to
y()uI Overall appI()aCh, as Wel]. as to p pECt Oi yDUI inter-

§ ElelC as S

requ fed be ore pI'Etatl()nS. He[e are some telllplates f()I dOLIlg SO

While X's work clearly demonstrates ., —

Although Y and Z present firm evidence for

can not be used to argue that :
»  Scientists w
ho take a — (reductionist/integrative/

. but the issue of ' ‘ '
brochemfca.'/computatmnaf/statn’sticm’) appreach might view o
ur

In summary, our studies show that
results differently,

~ remains unresolved.
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This interpretation of the data might be criticized by X, who has

argued that

e may argue that this experimental design fails to account for

Som

Say Why It Matters

Though individual studies can be narrowly focused, science
ultimately seeks to answer big questions and produce useful
technologies. So it’s essential when you enter a scientific con-
versation to say why the work—and your arguments about it—

matter. The following passage from a commentary on a research

article notes two implications of work that evaluated the shape

of electron orbitals.

clectron orbitals has now been

The classic textbook shape of
directly observed. As well as confirming the established theory, this

work may be a first step o understanding high-temperature supet-

conductivity.
C. ]. HUMPHREYS, “Electrons Seen in Orbit,” Nature, 1999

Humphreys argues that the study confirms an established the-
ory and that it may lead to better understanding in another
area. When thinking about the broad significance of a study,
consider both the practical applications and the impact on

future scientific work.

» These results open the door to studies that -

» The methodologies developed by X will be useful for

Writing in the Sciences
> Our findings are the first step toward

» Further work in this
area may lead to the de
e development of

READING As A WAY OF ENTERING THE
SCIENTIFIC CONVERSATION

T : -
n zzlit;coe;ljesr;nac;tcl{le;l disciplines, you'll often start with work
E e S L 1,( nd l;h erefore you :vill need to critically eval-
e ther suppo.r Tod a‘t end, you Il need to probe how well
il cha eir mter‘pretatxons. Doing so will lead you
Eova : erpretations—your ticket into an ongoin,
conversation. Here are some questions that will y
you read and respond to scientific research. —

How well do the methods test the hypothesis?

> s the sample size adequate?

» Is the experimental design valid?
Were the proper controls performed?

What are the limitations of the methodology?

Are other techniques available?
How fairly have the results been interpreted?

» H
ow well do the results support the stated conclusion?
> H ) i it .
as the data’s variability been adequately considered?
» Do indi i |
other findings verify (or contradict) the conclusion?

> Whi i
at other experiments could test the conclusion?
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+

jcati ?
What are the broader implications of the work!
Why does it matter!

» Can the results be generalized beyond the system
that was studied?
I
» What are the wotk’s practical implications!
: 7
» What guestions arise from the work!

1
»  Which experiments should be done next!

ienti more than
apter show that scientists do

The examples in this ch bissaye

i ¢ those fac
i facts; they also interpre | :
s d;eir meaning. On the frontiers of science,
i j r capac-
where we are probing questions that are just beyond 0(111 ; If)tm‘
ity to answer the data are inevitably incomplete and ¢
1 )

f ] i i S nts
ver i (8] € 00 T1TIN abO SCl! p
B) is: be xpected g ut clence rese

in
the opportunity to add your own arguments to the ongoing

arguments about

discussion.

FOURTEEN

“ANALYZE THIS”

Whriting in the Social Sciences

ERIN ACKERMAN

—E—

SociaL science is the study of people—how they behave
and relate to one another, and the organizations and institu-
tions that facilitate these interactions. People are complicated,
so any study of human behavior is at best partial, taking into
account some elements of what people do and why, but not
always explaining those actions definitively. As a result, it is
the subject of constant conversation and argument.

Consider some of the topics studied in the social sciences:
minimum wage laws, violence against women, tobacco regula-
tion, the 2000 election, employment discrimination. Got an
opinion on any of these topics? You aren’t alone. But in the
writing you do as a student of the social sciences, you need to

ERIN ACKERMAN is a professor of political science at John Jay College,
City University of New York. Her research and teaching interests
include American and comparative constitutional law, women and
law, the law and politics of reproductive health, biomedical policy,
and American political development.
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ritin, : )

g in the Social Sciences “
specific )
p ally, that they have generalized fr.
cases (activists). Even the title of the b om a few exceptional |
have thought about what it is you an idea held by others, one Fiorina Ieab C;Ok calls into question

: ; . " ; els'a “m: ”»
bring your views into con This chapter explores some of the basic mg yth. 1
ves social science

versation with those expressed by others and to test what you writers make. In addition, writing in th
1 . t] in the SOC. . |
data. In other words, you'll ally includes several core components: a t‘al sciences gener- |
* @ strong introducti
ion

and others think against a review of
- need to start with what others say and then present what you land thesis, a literature review, and the writer’
| say Cas a ‘rzspor:e. . | ll"lClud'Lng presentation of data and consic?tl:rzl;:: own slmah-rsis,
il onsider the following example from a book about con- tions. Much of your own writing will includ on of implica- l
temporary American political culture: tbese components as well. The introduc:i::ne one or more of
sis, or point, of the paper, briefly explaining vz;t:t c;t(l)tllc‘l::llt}sle’ |‘
ay !

andard fare after the 2000 in your text and how it fits into the preexisti
: have publicly The literature review summarizes Whr;t ;Xlstul‘lg conversation. |
i. challenged them. . . . In sum, contemporary observers of Ameri- on your topic. Your analysis allows you tas already been said “
can politics have apparently reached a new consensus around the information about human behavior i)u o Presentl data—the |
proposition that old disagreements about economics now pale in ing against what other people haVeYSaidT Ujasurmg O.I test-
o new divisions based on sexuality, morality, and reli- conclusions you have drawn based on vo ar'l o ?Xpl_am g
ify fears of violence and talk of war you agree, disagree, or some cc\mbinati:;n‘-l(rJ fl[l;‘;.:;tlg‘;l-ttlﬁn' }?o ‘| |
» with what i
|
.

write about more than just your opinions. Good writing in the

social sciences, as in other academic disciplines, requires that

* you demonstrate that you

\ think. The best way to do that is to

Il ‘ ’ ‘
Claims of deep national division were st
elections, and to our knowledge few commentators

comparison t

J gion, divisions s0 deep as to just
has be ;
en said by others? What reasons can you give for why

| ) in describing them.
‘I you feel that way? A
l y! And so what? Who should be interested in

This short book advocates a contrary thesis: the sentiments
expressed in the previously quoted pronouncements of scholars, what you have to say, and why? I
\ ‘ journalists, and politicos range from simple exaggeration to sheer ' '
\ nonsense. . . - Many of the activists in the political parties and var- ‘|
\I\ ious cause groups do, in fact, hate each other and regard them- T:'E INTRODUCTION AND THESIS:
THIS PAPER CHALLENGES . . ."”
|

I mbatants in a war. But their hatreds and battles are not
| 1 M .
shared by the great mass of the American people. . - . Your introduction sets forth what you plan to say in your ess i
ay. |

| B P, Cilirs Wt You might evaluate th
| . e work of earli i
|l The Myth of a Polarized America, 2004 widely held assumptions and find tli::i;s;}:lm ﬁr N
. ect when meas-
ured against new data. Alternatively, you might point out th:t |

|
H _ In other words, “they” (journalists, pundits, other political sci- an author’s work is largely correct, but that i
American public is deeply divided, whereas qualifications or be extended in so;neuway aé)‘t could ulsle some ‘
. Or you might iden- !

entists) say that the
Fiorina replies that they have misinterpreted the evidence— tifya.gap by o lerwose],
edge—we know a
great deal about topic

selves as co

177 |
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X but almost nothing about some other cl?sely reite[ci tcc;p;;
In each of these instances, your intfoduc;c;r; f::op s
“ say” and “1 say” perspectives. afte
E:li:y st:‘;:,z yos;r readers won't know what -you are E??flfe t“c;
the conversation. Similarly, if you were tc'a jurnp r1§1 ol

i :on of your argument, readers might wonder why
say” portion of you :
neeg :zei?zu:l :rr:)}::rjfi;t ;16- conversation at a point whtlerehth:
; i ic hav
i i ems settled. One or more Views about a top :
(11:2;1::;0::3 S:ridely accepted among ‘a group of schol:z s;ls;z;az
at large that these views are essennall.y the cc;;we:ew oA
thinking about the topic. You may wish tc.) ; er e
support this interpretation, or you may wis! ;-O
dard views into question. To do so, you must first 1 =
identify these widely held beliefs and then pr.esent yo e
1I B;ct much of the writing in the social sciences talkes dtl im "
’ i i .

or; calling into question that which we tk;gloclw:rj;eeaﬁi fow
Consider the following example from a

Journal of Economics Perspectives:

Fifteen years ago, Milton Friedman’s 1957 treatise AC Zh:iormyiz:{ :::1
Consumption Function scemed badly dated. Dyn.aml 8 D e
theoty had not been employed much in economics w e_nl "
N ility theory was still comparatively primitive, so his
i li'n he “permanent income hypothesis” never actua}ly
Statefg:g ta\ (;or:nal mathematical model of behavior derived exphE—
eci oot
?Ely from utility maximizatio: P55 [W]I::gn ;?;;:c;::rt;i; -
atly found multiperiod maximiz .
ZZ?:; e:plicitly, the implications of those: r‘r‘u:)de‘:;‘ls1(1}‘11"1f:1:f;3§l ::\;112
from Friedman’s intuitive description of his mo. el. i
empirical tests in the 1970s and 1980s often rele‘cu? s ol
ous versions of the permanent income hypothesis in fa

7 8
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alternative hypothesis that many households simply spent all of
their current income.

Today, with the benefit of a further round of mathematical (and
compurtational) advances, Friedman’s (1957) original analysis looks
more prescient than primitive . . .

Caristorher D. CarroLt, “A Theory of Consumption
Function, With and Without Liquidity Constraints,”
The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 2001

This introduction makes clear that Carroll will defend Milton
Friedman against some major criticisms of his work. Carroll
mentions what has been said about Friedman’s work and then
goes on to say that the critiques turn out to be wrong and to
suggest that Friedman’s work reemerges as persuasive. A tem-
plate of Carroll’s introduction might look something like this:
Economics research in the last fifteen years suggested Fried-

man’s 1957 treatise was ~ because . Inother
words, they say that Friedman’s work is not accurate because
of - , and

) . Recent research con-
vinces me, however, t

hat Friedman’s work makes sense.

In some cases, however, there may not be a strong consen-
Sus among experts on a topic. You might enter the ongoing
debate by casting your vote with one side or another or by offer-
ing an alternative view. In the following example, Shari Berman
identifies two competing accounts of how to explain world
events in the twentieth century and then puts forth a third view.

Conventional wisdom about twentieth-century ideologies rests on
two simple narratives. One focuses on the struggle for dominance
between democracy and its alternatives. . . . The other narrative
focuses on the competition between free-market capitalism-and its
rivals. . . . Both of these narratives obviously contain some truth.
- - Yet both only tell part of the story, which is why their common
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conclusion——neoliberalism as the “end of History"—is unsatisfying
and misleading.

What the two conventio
third struggle was also going on:
believed in the primacy of economics
the primacy of politics.

SHARI BERMAN,
Primacy of Politics: Understanding the Ideological Dynamics

of the Twentieth Century,” Perspectives on Politics, 2009

nal narratives fail to mention is that a
between those ideologies that
and those that believed in

“The Primacy of Economics versus the

After identifying the two competing narratives, Berman sug-
gests a third view—and later goes on to argue that this third
view explains current debates over globalization. A template
for this type of introduction might look something like this: In

cecent discussions of 2 controversial aspect has been

. On the one hand, some argue that — s
On the other hand, others argue that - Neither o
these arguments, however, considers the alternative view that

Given the complexity of many of the issues studied in the
imes agree and disagree

social sciences, however, you may someti

with existing views—pointing out things that you believe are
correct or have merit, while disagreeing with or refin-
ing other points. In the example below, anthropologist
of responding,  Sally Engle Merry agrees with another scholar about

see Chapter 4 something that is 2 key trait of modern society but

argues that this trait has a different origin than the other author

identifies.

For more on
different ways

Although [ agree with Rose that an increasing emphasis on gov-
| see the trans-

erning the soul is characteristic of modern society,

Writing in the Social Sciences

f()l'ma i C o
on not i P Or SO ]a[ ![]()b

; ‘ (81 a.S eVOlUtanaIy but as the ['OdU.Ct f i

llzation and Politica[ str Ugg].e- |

Sarry Encie M
ERRY, “Rights, Religi
i gion, and Communi
unity:

Approaches to Viol
ence against W :
Context of Globalization,” Law and Society I;3111‘0311 in the
eview, 2001

Here
are some templates for agreeing and disagreein
g

Although | a i
gree with X up to a poi
int .
carclasion bt point, | cannot accept his overall

Al‘though | disagree with Xon _ and =
with her conclusion that N n e

Political scienti i
scientists studying . have argued that it is caused

by i m
. While i

‘ . contributes to the
~_ is also an important factor. prote

In the Pr £l

0Ccess Uf eXaInHlng [)EO[_)le fI‘OIIl d[ffEIent aIlgleS

SOCla 1entists sometimes ldentl gapS areas t}lat have not
] 1 . s i .

bEeIl exp ored in pIEVIOUS IeseaICh,- In a 1998 aftlcle on / LfI ican

American nei
ghborhoods i :
such a gap. » sociologist Mary Pattillo identifies

The resear: i i

e Ofc}t;lzr; ;:ﬁl':can Americans is dominated by inquiries into
et the B c Eoor. Contemporary ethnographies and jour-
P :de nsl a‘ve thoroughly described deviance, gangs

R T re atio.ns and sexuality, stymied aspiration anc;
pmbyoat 19911-11 I-l?oor neighborhoods (Dash 1989; Hagedorn 1,988-
i ; Lemann 1991; MacLeoad 1995; Sullivan 1989j

). Yet, the majority of African Americans are not‘
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poor (Billingsley 1992). A significant part of the black experience,
namely that of working and middle-class blacks, remains unex-
plored. We have little information about what black middle-class
look like and how social life is organized within

] and theoretical

neighborhoods
gins to fill this empirica
a middle-class

them. . . . this article be

ethnographic data collected in Groveland,

gap using
black neighborhood in Chicago.
Magry E. PatTiLLo, “Sweet Mothers and Gangbangers:

Managing Crime in 2 Black Middle-Class
Neighborhood," Social Forces, 1998

as been said about poor African

American neighborhoods. But, she says, we have little infor-

mation about the experience of working-class and middle-class
at her article will address.

black neighborhoods—a gap th
Here are some templates for introducing gaps in the exist-

Pattillo explains that much h:

ing research:

» Studies of X have indicated .. Itis not clear, however,

that this conclusion applies to ———

»  oftentake for granted that ————— Few have inves-

tigated this assumption, however.
. Can this work be

» X's work tells us a great deal about

generalized to e

Again, a good introduction indicates what you have to say in
the larger context of what others have said. Throughout the
rest of your paper, you will move back and forth between the
“they say” and the “] say,” adding more details.

Writing in the Social Sciences

) THE LITERATURE RevIEW:
PRIOR RESEARCH INDICATES n

In the li )
detail, :;i;izz:i;ewew’ - e.xPlain what “they say” in mor
which you are respg c;:;.raphgasmg, or quoting the viewpoints t;
56 il lngf. ut you need to balance what the
o ety gl Ownd ocus. You need to characterize some‘_’
i malz a};l accmjateIY but set up the points you
e KT. y selecting the details that are relevant

It is commonpirf t;l‘iz 2-2‘3 Olbservations,

; ial sci :
?rl;gu?ents. at once, identifying th;:].f1 ::jgi ::1 o Sev'era[

gs in a single paragraph. guments or find-

How d i
How ¢ :. emsloyers in a low-wage labor market respond to
i ini s
economicrt }: e minimum wage? The prediction from conventional
eory is unambiguous: a rise i ini ”
= % : in the minimum wa,
g:. e[:ctlyl 9compet1twe employers to cut employment (Geg ° o
[ o
> gler, 1946). Although studies in the 1970’ based on a .
ena .
5mdiegf:berm:llc)y'ment rates usually confirmed this preclictic)rzg gt:agla'lte
s based on comparisons of empl R
o . ployment at affected and 2
legcét:c)i e;tabllshments often did not (e.g., Richard A Les:n Ef
| : : . Lester,
Dot ;—:veral recent studies that rely on a similar compar '0'
it odology have failed to detect a negative erﬂployment sz atw?
ool ect
! geral rmlmlmum wages. Analyses of the 1990-1991 increases in t}?
o mu:lm}um wage (Lawrence F. Katz and Krueger, 1992 Carde
a) and of an earlier increase in i ‘ | ,
: the minimum wage i i
nia (Card, 1992b) find no adverse employment impaft e
N Davip Carp AND Aran KRUEGER,
mm ages and Employment: A Case Study of the
ast-Food Industry in New Jersey and Pennsylvania,”
The American Economic Review, 1994;
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d Krueger cite the key findings and conclusions of works

Card an
that are relevant to the-question they are investigating and the

point they plan to address, asking “How do employers in a low-
wage labor market respond to an increase in the minimum
wage!” They go on, as good writers should, to answer the ques-
tion they ask. And they do so by reviewing others who have
answered that question, noting that this question has been
answered in different, sometimes contradictory, ways-

Such summaries are brief, bringing together relevant argu-
ments by several scholars to provide an overview of scholarly
work on a particular topic. In writing such a summary, you need

to ask yourself how the authors themselves might describe their

positions and also consider what in their work is relevant for

the point you wish to make. This kind of summary is especially
appropriate when you have a large amount of research mate-

d want to identify the major strands of a debate

rial on a topic an
or to show how the work of one author builds on that of

another. Here are some templates for overview summaries:

~_, political scientists have

» In addressing the question of
. X argues that

considered several explanations for .
. Accordingto Y and Z, another plausible explanation is

» \What is the effect of . on 7 Previous work on

_ byXandbyY and Z supports —— —

Sometimes you may need to say more about the works you
cite. On a midterm or final exam, for example, you may need
to demonstrate that you have a deep familiarity with a partic-
ular work. And in some disciplines of the social sciences, longer,
more detailed literature reviews are the standard. Your instruc-
tor and the articles he or she has assigned are your best guides

18 4
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for the len, i

o theg:; :‘Ei ;evel of detail of your literature review. Othe

s el g c;rtam authors is especially import;mt fi ,

o e Wh,at tht erefore you need to provide more det '(;r

to eeplhin. what ese authors have said. See how Martaflls

perhicl summ rlzlelas‘ an argument that is central to her 20 A
politics of tobacco regulation. picy

The i

Fy ; 13;: tze:; g;:::lr[;ments coul.d sue to reclaim health care costs
e a: act.urers m:.ght be traced to “Cigarettes and
e ,G asnamclle published in the Emory Law Jowmal in
b gy er, a law professor at the University of South-
- manufacmrseuggested that state governments could get a
- t 11:(0 pay .the direct medical costs “of looking
e ments v Elrr:losmg diseases.” He drew an analogy to the
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MartHA DertHICK, Up In Smoke: meej;.,egisiation

to Litigation in Tobacco Politics, 2005
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difference whose game we play” (1960, 47). In short, the ability to
ifferen:

d f]ne or contro 'll'le rules rerms 1 14Y tions In a con-
€] or pe Ce! ed op L
il i
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¢ over policy greatly affects the prospects for w.mnu.lg. .
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m and McCann first quote Schattschneider
rds how political agenda set-

with winners and losers.
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THE ANALYSIS
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Writing in the Social Sciences

Regardless of the type of dara used, it is important to do
three things: define your data, indicate where you got the data,
and then say what you have done with your data. In a 2005
journal article, political scientist Joshua C. Wilson examines a
court case about protests at an abortion clinic and asks whether
each side of the conflict acts in a way consistent with their gen-
eral views on freedom of speech.

[Tlhis paper relies on close readings of in-person, semi-structured
interviews with the participants involved in the real controversy
that was the Williams case.

Thirteen interviews ranging in length from 40 minutes to 1
hour and 50 minutes were conducted for this paper. Of those inter-
viewed, all would be considered “elites” in terms of political psy-
chology/political attitude research—six were active members of
Solano Citizens for Life . . . ; two were members of Planned Par-
enthood Shasta-Diablo management; one was the lawyer who
obtained the restraining order, temporary injunction, and perma-
nent injunction for Planned parenthood; one was the lawyer for
the duration of the case for Solano Citizens for life; two were
lawyers for Planned Parenthood on appeal; and one was the Supe-
rior Court judge who heard arguments for, and finally crafted, the
restraining order and injunctions against Solano Citizens for Life.
During the course of the interviews, participants were asked a range
of questions about their experiences and thoughts in relation to
the Williams case, as well as their beliefs about the interpretation

and limits of the First Amendment right to free speech—both in
general, and in relation to the Williams case.

Josnua C. WiLson. “When Rights Collide:

Anti-Abortion Protests and the Ideological Dilemma

in Planned Parenthood Shasta-Diablo, Inc. v. Williams,”

Studies in Law, Politics, and Society, 2005
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Wilson identifies and describes his qualitative data—interviews
conducted with key parties in the conflict—and explains the
nature of the questions he asked.

If your data are quantitative, you will need to explain them
similarly. See how political scientist Brian Arbour explains the
quantitative data he used to study for a 2009 article in The
Forum how a change of rules might have affected the outcome
of the 2008 Democratic primary contest between Hillary Clin-

ton and Barack Obama.

I evaluate these five concermns about the Democratic systemm of del-
egate allocation by “rerunning” the Obama-Clinton contest with
a differenc set of allocation rules, those in effect for the 2008 Repub-
lican presidential contest. . - - Republicans allow each state to make
their own rules, leading to “a plethora of selection plans” (Shapiro
& Bello 2008, 5) - - - To “rerun” the Democratic primary under
Republican rules, I need data on the results of the Democratic pri-
mary for each state and congressional district and on the Republi-
can delegate allocation rules for each state. The Green Papers

(WWW.&Legreenpapers.com), a website that serves as an almanac of
election procedures, rules, and results, provides each of these data
sources. By “erunning” the Democratic primaries and caucuses, |
use the exact results of each contest.

BriaN ARBOUR, “Even Closer, Even Longer: What If the 2008

Democratic Primary Used Republican Rules?” The Forum, 2009
Note that Arbout identifies his data as primary voting results
and the rules for Republican primaries. In the rest of the paper,
Arbour shows how his use of these data suggests that political
commentators who thought Republican cules would have clar-
ified the close race between Clinton and Obama were wrong
and the race would have been “even closer, even longer.”
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He
re are some templates for discussing dara:

In order to test the hypothesis that

" . we
— . Our calculations suggest ' T

| u : .
- seq . to investigate . The:resill
investigation indicate esults; of, this

“But Others May Object . . .”

No matte
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and thus other d
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il . :
2 You,vg dmenr: and taking them seriously, you demonstrare
e done your work and th '

. at you're aware of oth
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ee ho i i
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e their income between consumption and savings "
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gl.[ th t}le Inodeln i f th nami
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optimizing cons b f po

F 8 i
tant features Of &le emplrlcal dal a or i savinj
Consumptlon and 124

behavior. Th
I.

' ere are, however, several remaining reasons for di
comfort with the model. it

ChristorrEr D. Carrott, “A Theory of Consumption
Function, With and Without Liquidity Constraints,”
The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 2001
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because there are related phenomena
lain or because you do not have
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~_This is because -
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record affects a person applying for jobs.

[l terms of policy implications, this research has troubling con-

L ”
ur frenzy of locking people up, our “crime control
very conditions that lead to

nsistently shows that finding

clusions. In o
policies may in fact exacerbate the
crime in the first place. Research co

Writing in the Social Sciences

quality steady employment is one of the strongest predictors of

desistance from crime (Shover 1996; Sampson and Laub 1993;

Uggen 2000). The fact that a criminal record severely limits

employment opportunities—particularly among blacks—suggests
that these individuals are left with few viable alternarives.

Devan Pacer, “The Mark of a Criminal Record,”

The American Journal of Sociology, 2003

Pager’s conclusion that a criminal record negatively affects
employment chances creates a vicious circle, she says: steady
employment discourages recidivism, but a criminal record
makes it harder to get a job.

In answering the “so what?” question, you need to explain
why your readers should care. Although sometimes the impli-
cations of your work may be so broad that they would be of
interest to almost anyone, it's never a bad idea to identify
explicitly any groups of people who will find your work
important.

Templates for establishing why your claims matter:

» Xis important because

» Ultimately, what is at stake here is

> The finding that _ . should be of interest to
because .

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the complexity
of people allows us to look at their behavior from many differ-
ent viewpoints. Much has been, and will be, said about how
and why people do the things they do. As a result, we can look
at writing in the social sciences as an ongoing conversation.
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When you join this conversation, the “they say | 1 say” frame-
work will help you figure out what has already been said (they
say) and what you can add (I say). The components of social
science writing presented in this chapter are tools to help you
join that conversation.

READINGS




Don’t Blame the Eater

DAVID ZINCZENKO

ﬂ,_

lF ever THERE were a newspaper headline custom-made for
Jay Leno’s monologue, this was it. Kids taking on McDonald’s
this week, suing the company for making them fat. Isn’t that
like middle-aged men suing Porsche for making them get speed-
ing tickets? Whatever happened to personal responsibility?

I tend to sympathize with these portly fast-food patrons,
though. Maybe that’s because I used to be one of them.

I grew up as a typical mid-1980s latchkey kid. My parents
were split up, my dad off trying to rebuild his life, my mom
working long hours to make the monthly bills. Lunch and din-
ner, for me, was a daily choice between McDonald’s, Taco Bell,
Kentucky Fried Chicken or Pizza Hut. Then as now, these were
the only available options for an American kid to get an afford-
able meal. By age 15, I had packed 212 pounds of torpid teenage
tallow on my once lanky 5-foot-10 frame.

Then [ got lucky. I went to college, joined the Navy Reserves
and got involved with a health magazine. I learned how to man-
age my diet. But most of the teenagers who live, as I once did,

Davip Zinczenko is the editor-in-chief of Men’s Health, a monthly
magazine that focuses on fitness. This piece was first published on the
op-ed page of the New York Times on November 23, 2002.
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DAVID ZINCZENKO

on a fast-food diet won't turn their lives around: They've
crossed under the golden arches to 2 likely fate of lifetime obe-
sity. And the problem isn't just theirs—it’s all of ours.

Before 1994, diabetes in children was generally caused by a 5
genetic disorder—only about 5 percent of childhood cases were

For tips on obesity-related, or Type 2, diabetes. Today, accord-
sayingwhy it 1ng O the National Institutes of Health, Type 2 dia-
matters, see  betes accounts for at least 30 percent of all new
chapter 7. childhood cases of diabetes in this country-

Not surprisingly, money spent to treat diabetes has sky-
rocketed, too. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
estimate that diabetes accounted for $2.6 billion in health care
costs in 1969. Today’s number is an unbelievable $100 billion
a year.

Shouldn’t we know better than to eat two meals a day in
¢-food restaurants? That's one argument. But where, exactly,

fas
arly teenagers-——supposed to find alter-

are consumers——particul
natives! Drive down any thoroughfare in America, and 1
guarantee you'll see one of our country's more than 13,000
McDonald’s restaurants. Now, drive back up the block and try

to find someplace t© buy a grapefruit.

Complicating the lack of alternatives is the lack of infor-
mation about what, exactly, we're consuming. There are no
calorie information charts on fast-food packaging, the way there
are on grocery items. Advertisements don’t carry warning labels
the way tobacco ads do. Prepared foods aren’t covered under
Food and Drug Administration labeling laws. Some fast-food
purveyors will provide calorie information on request, but even
that can be hard to understand.

For example, one company’s We
as containing 150 calories; the almonds and noodles that come

with it (an additional 190 calories) are listed separately. Add

b site lists its chicken salad
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a serving of the 280-calorie dressing, and you’
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irpahp th, you're suddenly up around 1,040 calories
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Make fun i i i
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e miagethog T < i 1ren a product with proven health haz-
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. Without such warnings, we’ll see more sick ob:sl;
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. angry, litigio
fried chips fall where they mfy us parents. | say, let the deep-




Hidden Intellectualism

assume that it’s possible to wax intellectual about Plato, Shake-
speare, the French Revolution, and nuclear fission, but not
about cars, dating, fashion, sports, TV, or video games.

The trouble with this assumption is that no necessary ~ see pp. 53-61
connection has ever been established between any text  for tips on dis-

Hidden Intellectualism

GERALD GRAFF

—E—

young person who is impressively
ly in school. What a waste, we

think, that one who is 50 intelligentl about so mal(;z r;tl;nwg(s) :1:
life seems unable to apply tl;lat ir}mlteilsltgﬁzfsctﬁ)oz;:: e
What doesn’t occur to us, though, : e
i for missing the opportunity to ta'p in

I:;ES: ;zaitsf::llc; c(;:arr?rllislu_tlhe;n kilnto gf?od icﬁ;:;iz:n:;hx:zﬁ;mls

ider of the major r .
amzi\J :orlli(;e‘:zv(z{loséketrhzriiteHlelctual I:Ote:tii :rft :tr:z }:maa;:‘

i ree
::elfzztuat{lif)n\Z:n:S?O;ft:ss;c?::; :he e;lucatitli 1it:, tl:se iﬁz
in lv and exclusively with subjec

Sixtt};edrrlztni:: t:c?n;zr: ?rflf\:t‘:nt; weighty and academic. We

EveErRYONE KNOWS SOME
“street smart” but does poor

the co-authors of this book, is a professor of
at Chicago. He is
a professional

GERALD GRAFF, one of

English and education at the University of 1llinois

iation,
i f the Modern Language Associa
MR teachers of English and other languages.

association of scholars and i =

This essay is adapted from his 2003 ko
Schooling Obscures the Life of the Mind.
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or subject and the educational depth and weight of the ~2&reeing, with

. . & f reasons.
discussion it can generate. Real intellectuals turn any sub-

ject, however lightweight it may seem, into grist for their mill
through the thoughtful questions they bring to it, whereas a
dullard will find a way to drain the interest out of the richest sub-
ject. That's why a George Orwell writing on the cultural mean-
ings of penny postcards is infinitely more substantial than the
cogitations of many professors on Shakespeare or globalization
(104-16).

Students do need to read models of intellectually chal-
lenging writing—and Orwell is a great one—if they are to
become intellectuals themselves. But they would be more
prone to take on intellectual identities if we encouraged them
to do so at first on subjects that interest them rather than ones
that interest us.

I offer my own adolescent experience as a case in point.
Until I entered college, I hated books and cared only for sports.
The only reading I cared to do or could do was sports maga-
zines, on which I became hooked, becoming a regular reader of
Sport magazine in the late forties, Sports [llustrated when it began
publishing in 1954, and the annual magazine guides to profes-
sional baseball, football, and baskethball. T also loved the sports
novels for boys of John R. Tunis and Clair Bee and autobi-
ographies of sports stars like Joe DiMaggio’s Lucky to Be a Yan-
kee and Bob Feller’s Strikeout Story. In short, I was your typical
teenage anti-intellectual—or so I believed for a long time. I
have recently come to think, however, that my preference for

L
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sports over schoolwork was not anti-intellectualism so much as

intellectualism by other means.

In the Chicago neighborhood 1 grew up in, which had
become a melting pot after World War II, our block was solidly
middle class, but just a block away—doubtless concentrated
there by the real estate companies—were African Americans,
Native Americans, and “hillbilly” whites who had recently fled
South and Appalachia. Negotiating
tricky matter. On the one hand, it
ndary between “clean-cut”

postwar joblessness in the

this class boundary was a
was necessary to maintain the bou
boys like me and working-class “hoods,” as we called them,
which meant that it was good to be openly smart in a book-
ish sort of way. On the other hand, 1 was desperate for the
approval of the hoods, whom 1 encountered daily on the play-
ing field and in the neighborhood, and for this purpose it was
not at all good to be hook-smart. The hoods would turn on
you if they sensed you were putting on airs over them: “Who

you lookin’ at, smart ass!” as a leather-jacketed youth once
said to me as he celieved me of my pocket change along with

my self-respect.
| grew up torn, then, between the need to prove | was

smart and the fear of 2 beating if | proved it too well; between
the need not to jeopardize my respectable future and the
need to impress the hoods. As I lived it, the conflict came
Jown to a choice between being physically tough and being
verbal. For a boy in my neighborhood and elementary school,
only being “rough” earned you complete legitimacy- I still
recall endless, complicated debates in this period with my
closest pals over who was “the toughest guy in the school.”
If you were less than negligible as a fighter, as [ was, you set-
tled for the next best thing, which was to be inarticulate, care-

Hidden Intellectualism

fully hiding telltal i i
ol e 1:gl oy e marks of literacy like correct grammar and
Cerf:e cr)rr:; :fz, ther;l,l it wo.ulld be hard to imagine an adoles-
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was practicin i i e ol
e wanteg ::g:f an intellectual before I knew that was
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fer th,e ove fwe}eln particulars and generalizations, summa-
iy d-o others, ar}d enter a conversation about ideas
n reading and arguing about sports and toughness tha;
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beyond school, is organized very much like the world of team
sports, with rival texts, rival interpretations and evaluations of
texts, rival theories of why they should be read and taught,
and elaborate team competitions in which “fans” of writers,
intellectual systems, methodologies, and -isms contend against
each other.

To be sure, school contained plenty of competition, which
became more invidious as one moved up the ladder (and has
become even more so today with the advent of high-stakes test-
ing). In this competition, points were scored not by making argu-
ments, but by a show of information or vast reading, by
grade-grubbing, or other forms of one-upmanship. School com-
petition, in short, reproduced the less attractive features of sports
culture without those that create close bonds and community.

And in distancing themselves from anything as enjoyable
and absorbing as sports, my schools missed the opportunity to
capitalize on an element of drama and conflict that the intel-
lectual world shares with sports. Consequently, I failed to see
the parallels between the sports and academic worlds that could

have helped me cross more readily from one argument culture
to the other.

Sports is only one of the domains whose potential for liter-
acy training (and not only for males) is seriously underestimated
by educators, who see sports as competing with academic devel-
opment rather than a route to it. But if this argument suggests
why it is a good idea to assign readings and topics that are close
to students’ existing interests, it also suggests the limits of this
tactic. For students who get excited about the chance to write
about their passion for cars will often write as poorly and unre-
flectively on that topic as on Shakespeare or Plato. Here is the
flip side of what I pointed out before: that there’s no necessary
relation between the degree of interest a student shows in a
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text or subject and the quality of thought or expression such a
srudent manifests in writing ot talking about it. The challenge,
as college professor Ned Laff has put it, “is not simply to exploit
students’ nonacademic interests, but to get them to see those
interests through academic eyes.”

To say that students need to see their interests “through aca-
demic eyes” is to say that street smarts are not enough. Mak-
ing students’ nonacademic interests an object of academic study
is useful, then, for getting students’ attention and overcoming
their boredom and alienation, but this tactic won't in itself nec-
essarily move them closer to an academically rigorous treat-
ment of those interests. On the other hand, inviting students
to write about cars, SpOrts, of clothing fashions does not have
to be a pedagogical cop-out as long as students are required to
see these interests “through academic eyes,” that is, to think
and write about cars, sports, and fashions in a reflective, ana-
lytical way, one that sees them as microcosms of what is going
on in the wider culture.

If1 am right, then schools and colleges are missing an oppor-
tunity when they do not encourage students to take their
nonacademic interests as objects of academic study. It is self-
defeating to decline to introduce any text or subject that fig-
ures to engage students who will otherwise tune out academic
work entirely. If a student cannot get interested in Mill's On
Liberty but will read Sports Tllustrated or Vogue or the hip-hop
magazine Source with absorption, this is a strong argument for
assigning the magazines Over the classic. It's a good bet that if
students get hooked on reading and writing by doing term
papers on Source, they will eventually get to On Liberty. But
even if they don’t, the magazine reading will make them more
literate and reflective than they would be otherwise. So it makes
pedagogical sense to develop classroom units on SPOTES, cars,
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Nuclear Waste

RicHARD A. MULLER

—E—

As peopLE recognize the dangers of fossil fuel plants—
especially the risk of global warming from carbon dioxide
production—nuclear power begins to look more attractive. But
what about the waste—all that highly radioactive debris that
will endure for thousands of years! Do we have the right to
Jeave such a legacy to our children?

Nuclear waste is one of the biggest technical issues that any
future president is likely to face. The problem seems totally
intractable. Plutonium—just one of the many highly radioac-
tive waste products—has a half-life of 24,000 years. Even in
that unimaginable amount of time, its intense radioactivity will
decrease by only half. After 48,000 years it will still emit deadly
radiation at a quarter of its original level. Even after 100,000
years the radiation will still be above 10% of the level it had
when it left the reactor. What if it leaks into the ground and

RICHARD A. MULLER is professor of physics at the University of Cal-
ifornia at Berkeley. He is a past winner of the MacArthur Fellowship,
often referred to as a “genius” award. This piece was given originally
as a lecture in his physics course for non-science students and was then
published in a collection of his course lectures, Physics for Future Pres-
idents (2008).
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reaches human water suppli
pplies? How can we i i
: . possibl
thlsS n-'iater:al can be kept safe for 100,000 years? e
nudt[ I, the U.S government persists in its pursuit of “safe”
" .I.ear l\:ras‘te disposal. It has created a prototype nuclear wast
1)(:1 _i_ty kuned deep within Yucca Mountain, Nevada (Figurz
be.lm’vod'leep rt}qe waste safe, the storage rooms are 1000 feet
e surface. To store even
part of the present nucl
waste requires a vast area, nearl iy
equi : y 2 square miles. The cost of
lt)lr}lf;.faahty is expected to reach $100 billion, with hundreds Of
i F}ons of dollars more in operating costs. ’
. ?1 makelz matters worse, the Yucca Mountain region is seis-
an;ahly ;:ctwe. More than 600 earthquakes of magnitude 2.5
igher have occurred within 50 miles in the last decacie
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alone. Moreover, the region was created by volcanic activity.
Although that was millions of years ago, how sure can we be
that the waste facility'won’t be torn apart by another eruption!

Many alternatives have been suggested for nuclear waste
storage. Why not just send the waste into the sun? Well, maybe
that’s not such a good idea, since on launch some rockets do
crash back down on the Earth. Some scientists have proposed
that the waste be put in vessels and sunk under the oceans, in
a region where the movement of the Earth’s crustal plates will
subduct the material, eventually burying it hundreds of miles
deep. Yet just the fact that scientists make such suggestions
seems to emphasize how severe the problem really is.

Here is the worst part. We have already generated more than
enough nuclear waste to fill up Yucca Mountain. That waste
won’t go away. Yet you, a future president, are considering more

nuclear power! Are you insane!

My Confession

The furor against nuclear power has been so intense that [ felt
compelled to reproduce the anti-nuke viewpoint in the open-
ing of this chapter, including at least part of their passion. These
are the arguments that you will hear when you are president.
Yet it hardly matters whether you are pro-nuke or anti-nuke.
The waste is there, and you will have to do something with it.
You can't ignore this issue, and to do the right thing (and to
convince the public that you're doing the right thing) you must
understand the physics.

When I work out the numbers, I find the dangers of storing
our waste at Yucca Mountain to be small compared to the dan-
gers of not doing so, and significantly smaller than many other
dangers we ignore. Yet the contentious debate continues. More
research is demanded, but every bit of additional research seems
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to raise new questions that exacerbate the public’s fear and dj
Frust. I'have titled this section “My Confession” be(:au;1 nI fi nd
it hard to stand aside and present the physics withoute i %nd
rn-y own personal evaluation. Through most of this booi ‘il’ng
tried to present the facts, and just the facts, and let you d -
the conclusions. In this section, I confess that I'll depart frraw
that Ellpproach. I can’t be evenhanded, because the facts cin
to plomt strongly toward a particular conclusion. e
I've discussed Yucca Mountain with scientists, politicians, and
many concerned citizens. Most of the politicians believe the ;
ter .t(.) be a scientific issue, and most of the scientists thinkn'laF’
poht[lcal. Both are in favor of more research—scientists be e
thar is what they do, and politicians because they thinl:a:;e
research will answer the key questions. I don’t think it will ;
Here are some pertinent facts. The underground tunneis t
Y.ucca Mountain are designed to hold 77,000 tons of 3
high-level nuclear waste. Initially, the most dangerou
part of this waste is not plutonium, but fission fragi\ent: & ﬁ?s-on
such as stlrontium-90, an unstable nucleus created when :::i::ng
the uranium nucleus splits. Because these fission frag-  underpinning
ments have shorter half-lives than uranium, the waste 2 Scientific
is about 1000 times more radioactive than the original el
ore. It takes 10,000 years for the waste (not includin |
nium, which is also produced in the reactor, and whicth’Pl)l LcliFO'
cuss .Iater) to decay back to the radioactive level of the mi 1:
uranium. Largely on the basis of this number people }11ne
searched for a site that will remain secure for 10 OE)O yefrs A:':zve
that, we are better off than if we left the uraniur;1 in the r zr
so 10,000 years of safety is probably good enough fo(tmtr;'n,
100,000 years that I mentioned in the chapter introd,uction y
Ten thousand years still seems impossibly long. What v;"ll
the world be like 10,000 years from now? Think t;ackward io
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appreciate the amount of time involved: Ten thousand years

had just discovered agriculture. Writing wouldn’t

ago humans
be invented for another 5000 years. Can we really plan 10,000

years into the future? Of course we can’t. We have no idea what
the world will be like then. There is no way we can claim that
we will be able to store nuclear waste for 10,000 years. Any
plan to do that is clearly unacceptable.

Of course, calling storage unacceptable is itself an unac-
ceptable answer. We have the waste, and we have to do some-
thing with it. But the problem isn't really as hard as I just
portrayed it. We don't need absolute security for 10,000
years. A more reasonable goal is to reduce the risk of leak-
age to 0.1%—that is, to one chance in a thousand. Because
the radioactivity is only 1000 times worse than that of the
from the ground, the net risk (proba-
bility multiplied by danger) is 1000 X 0.001 = 1—that is,
basically the same as the risk if we hadn’t mined the uranium
in the first place. (I am assuming the linear hypothesis—
that total cancer risk is independent of individual doses or
rate—but my argument won’t depend strongly on its

uranium we removed

dose
validity.)

Moreover, we don't need this 0.19% level of security for the
full 10,000 yeats. After 300 years, the fission fragment radioac-
ave decreased by a factor of 10; it will be only 100

tivity will b
times as great as the mined uranium. So by then, we no longer

need the risk to be at the 0.1% level, but could allow a 1%

chance that all of the waste leaks out. That’s a lot easier than

guaranteeing absolute containment for 10,000 years. Moreover,

this calculation assumes that 100% of the waste escapes. For
leakage of 1% of the waste, we can accept a 100% probability
after 300 years. When you think about it this way, the storage

problem begins to seem tractable.

Nuclear Waste

However, the ic di i
A public discussion doesn’t i
take int
ilre:e n;mbfers, or the fact that the initial minin(g) :;Eulr;t
o}:e Iratdloactwity from the ground. Instead, the public inE'l .
on i :
Se ahsoYute security. The Department of Energy continuezISts
arch Yucca Mountain for unknown earthquake faults t;
man 5
e d: pegple assume that the acceptability of the facility dep,aends
° F absence of any such faults. They believe that the disc
t;;y oha new fault will rule Yucca Mountain out. The issov‘
tIhoug , should not be whether there will be any earthqualcesu'e,
‘ f g?i): 10,000 years, but whether after 300 years there will 11)1;
o irﬁlce ofa s.uffu:lently large earthquake that 100% of the
e e vird escape its glass capsules and reach groundwater. Or
could accept a 100% chance that 19 Tl
t 1% of the w i
; aste will leak.
Sr a 110 % chanlfe that 10% will leak. Any of these options lead’
o a lower risk than if the origi i :
ginal uranium had b i
the ground, mixing i e
g its natural radioactivi ith
Absolute security i et e
: v is an unnecessarily extreme i
the To}?gmal uranium in the ground didn’t provf:lc;ali’t e
] e problem is even easier to solve when we a.sk why w
. ,
ofetkciompan.ng the danger of waste storage only to the dasryl :
: eduramum originally mined. Why not compare it to tghr
arger danger of the natural urani i -
ium left in the soil?
A ral ¢ e soil? Colorado,
:\; gfeore tr;u;:lh c;f fthfi uranium is obtained, is a geologically active
ion, full of faults and fissures and i isi
e mountains rising out of
; ace rock contains about a billi
thep : Bce 10 illion tons of
: tZ;:J‘mu}rin. 1The rédl-oactlwty in this uranium is 20 times greater
tbaz ; Sebl;:[gal limit for Yucca Mountain, and it will take more
illion years—not just a few hund
ha red—for the radi
tivity to drop by a factor of 10 hiohek
. Yet water that run
. . s through
Zzogndf,{and ov;r this radioactive rock is the source of the Cgol,
ado River, which is used for drinki “ ¥
‘ nking water in much of
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West, including Los Angeles and San Diego. And unlike the




RicHArRD A. MULLER

glass pellets that store the waste in Yucca Mountain, most of
the uranium in the Colorado ground is water-soluble. Here is
the absurd-sounding conclusion: if the Yucca Mountain facil-
ity were at full capacity and all the waste leaked out of its glass
containment immediately and managed to reach groundwater,
the danger would still be 20 times less than that currently posed
by natural uranium leaching into the Colorado River. The sit-
uation brings to mind the resident near Three Mile Island who
feared the tiny leakage from the reactor but not the much
greater radioactivity of natural radon gas seeping up from the
ground.

I don’t mean to imply that waste from Yucca Mountain is
not dangerous. Nor am [ suggesting that we should panic about
radioactivity in the Los Angeles water supply. The Colorado
River example illustrates only that when we worry about mys-
terious and unfamiliar dangers, we sometimes lose perspective.
Every way | do the calculation, I reach the same conclusion:
waste leakage from Yucca Mountain is not a great danger. Put
the waste in glass pellets in a reasonably stable geologic for-
mation, and start worrying about real threats—such as the dan-
gers of the continued burning of fossil fuels.

A related issue is the risk of mishaps and attacks during the
transportation of nuclear waste to the Yucca Mountain site.
The present plans call for the waste to be carried in thick, rein-
forced concrete cylinders that can survive high-speed crashes
without leaking. In fact, it would be very hard for a terrorist to
open the containers, or to Us€ the waste in radiological
weapons. The smart terrorist is more likely to hijack a tanker
truck full of gasoline, chlorine, or another common toxic mate-
rial and then blow it up in a city. Recall from the chapter on
terrorist nukes that al-Qaeda told José Padilla to abandon his

Nuclear Waste

5 .
nf:f::afg ;:aelie Ia c.hrty -bomb and instead focus his efforts on
iy plosiong In. apartrent buildings.
o yI rzr;ic\:ﬁ worryll?g about transporting nuclear
il s y;fv:;: ave gone to such lengths to  fortipson
the danger is grgater t]:azémpolrlt t'hat ol
newscasts of concrete conltzza : IS.' s i -
nevs cret ers being dropped from five-sto
dzin Ol:gs, smashilng into the ground and bouncing unclr;lrna‘c;;e::;lY
reassure the public. This is a consequence of the “ l
there’s smoke there’s fire” paradox of pu’cblli g B
5 - c safety. Raise t
lzzrinmi:lzr::é al:zr;:si lzhe ssz:ty, do more research, study the pro}llj
s i ool Aforel o b
; - , would scienti
g ;::e thre;: weren't real? Scientists who prole::Sr:;Jl::t?zgh'calrli
e a:-l ,tzlso es ::;, tcn' ;Jurymg it. in a subduction zone in the
e &80 seem | o be sgggestmg that the problem is truly
! at premise exacerbates the public fear.

See Chapter 7
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Agonism in the Academy: Surviving the Argument Culture

Quickly, two other members joined her critique, their point
of view becoming a chorus. They sounded smarter, seeing faults
that the rest of us had missed, making us look naive. We cred-
ulous three tried in vain to get the group talking about what
we had found interesting or important in the book, but our sug-
gestions were dull compared to the game of critique.

I left the meeting disappointed because I had learned noth-
ing new about the book or its subject. All I had learned about
was the acumen of the critics. [ was especially struck by the
fact that one of the most talkative and influential critics was
the member who had not read the book. Her unfamiliarity with
the work had not hindered her, because the critics had focused
more on what they saw as faults of the genre than on faults of
the particular book.

The turn that the discussion had taken reminded me
of the subject of my most recent book, The Argument more on
Culture. The phenomenon I'd observed at the book- beginning
group meeting was an example of what the cultural lin-  ithan
guist Walter Ong calls “agonism,” which he defines in :::;::Ethe
Fighting for Life as “programmed contentiousness” or view you're
“ceremonial combat.” Agonism does not refer to dis- challenging.
agreement, conflict, or vigorous dispute. It refers to rit-
ualized opposition—for instance, a debate in which the

contestants are assigned opposing positions and one party wins,
rather than an argument that arises naturally when two parties
disagree.

In The Argument Culture, 1 explored the role and effects of
agonism in three domains of public discourse: journalism, pol-
itics, and the law. But the domain in which I first identified
the phenomenon and began thinking about it is the academic

world. [ remain convinced that agonism is endemic in
academe—and bad for it.

See p. 22 for
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The way we train our students, conduct our classes and our
and exchange ideas at meetings and in print are all
] assumption that intellectual inquity
is a metaphorical battle. Following from that is a second
assumption, that the best way to demonstrate intellectual

find fault, and attack.

prowess is to criticize,
Many aspects of our academic lives can be described as ago-

nistic. For example, in our scholarly papers, most of us follow
nal framework that requires us to position our work
else’s, which we prove wrong. The
framework tempts—almost requires—us to oversimplify or even
misrepresent others’ positions; cite the weakest example to
make a generally reasonable work appear less so; and ignore
facts that support others’ views, citing only evidence that sup-

potts our OWn positions.
dents frequently reflects the battle

The way we train our stu
metaphor as well. We assign scholarly work for them to read,
then invite them to tear it apart. That is helpful to an extent,
but it often means that they don’t learn to do the harder work
of integrating ideas, or of considering the work’s historical and

disciplinary context. Moreover, it fosters in students a stance
of arrogance and narrow-mindedness, qualities that do not serve
the fundamental goals of education.

In the classroom, if students are engaged in heated debate,
we believe that education is taking place. But in a 1993 arti-
cle in The History Teacher, Patricia Rosof, who teaches at
Hunter College High School in New York City, advises us to
look more closely at what's really happening. If we do, she says,
we will probably find that only a few students are participat-
ing; some other students may be paying attention, but many
may be turned off. Furthermore, the students who are arguing
generally simplify the points they are making or disputing. To

research,
driven by our ideologica

a conventio
in opposition to someone
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heights. Some scholars who do stay in academe are reluctant to
present their work at conferences or submit it for publication

because of their reluctance to take part in adversarial discourse.
The cumulative effect is that nearly everyone feels vulnerable
and defensive, and thus less willing to suggest new ideas, offer
new perspectives, Or question received wisdom.

Although scholarly attacks are ritual—prescribed by the
conventions of academe—the emotions propelling them can
be real. Jane Tompkins, 2 literary critic who has written about
the genre of the western in modern fiction and film, has com-
pared scholarly exchanges to shootouts. In a 1988 article in The
Georgia Review, she noted that her own career took off when
she published an essay that “began with a frontal assault on
another woman scholar. When [ wrote it I felt the way the hero
does in a western. Not only had this critic argued a, b, and ¢,

she had held x, y, and 2! It was a clear case of outrageous provo-
ent was established and she was not,

cation.” Because her oppon
Tompkins felt “justified in hicting her with everything I had.”

Later in her career, as she listened to a speaker at a confer-
ence demolish another scholar’s work, she felt that she was wit-
nessing “a ritual execution of some sort, something halfway
between a bullfight, where the crowd admires the skill of the
matador and enjoys his triumph over the bull, and a public
burning, where the crowd witnesses the just punishment of a
criminal. For the academic experience combined the elements
of admiration, bloodlust, and moral self-congratulation.”

At a deeper level, the conceptual metaphor of intellectual
a bactle leads us to divide researchers into warring
field can provide examples. For instance,
affected—and disfigured—by a stubborn
oth biology and culture

argument as
camps. Just about any
many disciplines are
nature/nurture dichotomy, although b
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In the realm of teaching, Don McCormick and Michael
Kahn, in a 1982 article in Exchange: The Organizational Behav-
;or Teaching Jowrnal, suggest that critical thinking can be taught
better if we use the metaphor of a barn raising, instead of that
of a boxing match. We should think of “a group of builders
constructing a building, or a group of artists fabricating a cre-
ation together.”

McCormick and Kahn make another point that, as 1 wrote
in The Argument Culture, 1 came to believe is the most crucial
and damaging aspect of the culture of agonism. Living, work-
ing, and thinking in ways shaped by the battle metaphor pro-
duces an atmosphere of animosity that poisons our relations
with each other at the same time that it corrupts the integrity
of our research. Not only is the agonistic culture of academe
not the best path to truth and knowledge, but it also is corto-
sive to the human spirit.

After my reading group had discussed the academic mem-
oir, 1 expressed my frustration to a group member. She com-
mented, “It turns out that book wasn't the best example of the
genre.”

«Byt we didn’t read an example of a genre,” | protested. “We
read a book by a person.”

Refocusing our attention in that way is the greatest gain in
store if we can move beyond critique in its narrow sense. We
would learn more from each other, be heard more clearly by
others, attract more varied talents to the scholarly life, and
restore a measure of humanity to ourselves, our endeavor, and
the academic world we inhabit.
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that

INTRODUCING AN ONGOING DEBATE
(pp- 2520, 182-83, 188)

versial issue has been

» In discussions of X, one contro
_On the other hand

_argues

On the one hand, -
Others even maintain

contends

My own view is

'
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CAPTURING AUTHORIAL ACTION (Pp. 38-40)

X acknowledges that

X agrees that

X argues that

X believes that

X denies/does not deny that
X claims that

X complains that

X concedes that

X demonstrates that

X deplores the tendency to
X celebrates the fact that

X emphasizes that
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» X insists that — —

» X observesthat

» X questions whether — —
» X refutes the claim that
» X reminds us that

» X reports that

» X suggests that

» X urges usto

INTRODUCING QUOTATIONS (p- 46)

» X states, "
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» As the prominent philosopher X puts !
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» According to X, *
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her book X maintains that “-
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In X's view, " —
X agrees when she writes,
X disagrees when he writes,
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X complicates matiers further when he writ
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EXPLAINING QuoTATIONS (pp. 46-47)

* Basically, X is saying

* In other words, X believes

In making this comment, X urges us to

X is corroborating the age-old adage that

The essence of X's argument is that

DISAGREEING, WITH REASONS (pp. 6o, 172-73)

» | think X is mistaken because she overlooks

»  X's claim that

——— eslS upon the questionable assumption
that .|

> Idisagree with X's view that because, as recent research
has shown,

> X contradicts herself/cant have it both ways., On the one
hand, she argues _

~———. On the other hand, she also says

> Byfocusing on | X overlooks the deeper problem of
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» lagreethat —— — because my experience confirms it.

» Xsurelyis right about — because, as she may not be aware,

recent studies have chown that -

» X’stheory of i extremely useful because it sheds insight

on the difficult problem of ——=

» Those unfamiliar with this school of thought may be interested to
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» | agree that , a point that needs emphasizing since so
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» Ifgroup Xis right that  as | think they are, then we need
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AGREEING AND DISAGREEING
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» Although | agree with X up to a point, | cannot accept his overall
conclusion that — ——-

» Although | disagree with much that X says, | fully endorse his final

conclusion that

» Though | concede that 1 still insist that

.Y and

» \Whereas X provides ample evidence that
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_instead.

Index of Templates

X is right th
at .
when sh o but she seems on m ;

she claims that ore dubious ground

While X is
probably wro )
iphitghat y wrong when she claims that i §
N .

" i
m of two minds about X’s claim that

| agree that . On the one hand

- On the other hand, I'm not sure if
i

My feelin ;
gs (;n the issue are mixed. | do support X’ -
~—— but | find Y's argument about "

research on |
: to be equally persuasive. e

SIGNALING W
HoO Is SAYING W
HAT (pp. 71-7
3)

X argues
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My own view, however, is that
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But X is wrong that

However, it is simply not true that

Indeed, it is highly likely that
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 does not fit the facts.

X is right that —

¥ is wrong that ———
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My own view is that wh
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of the matter reveals

_ chould agree that —— ——
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the argument that ———
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MAKING CONCESSIONS WHILE STILL

STANDING YOUR GROUND (pp- 89)

» Although | grant that —— 1 still maintain gl ==

» Proponents of X are right to argue that -
gerate when they claim that -
it does not necessarily follow that

_ But they exag-

While it is true that

» On the one hand, | agree with X that _But on the other

hand, | still insist that

INDICATING WHO CARES (pp- 95-96)

used to think ~ But recently for within the past
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CoMMONLY USED TRANSITIONS

CAUSE AND EFFECT

accordingly

as a result
consequently
hence

it follows, then

CONCLUSION

as a result
consequently
hence

in conclusion, then
in short

in sum, then

it follows, then

COMPARISON

along the same lines
in the same way

CONTRAST

although

but

by contrast
conversely
despite

even though

since

s0

then
therefore
thus

SO

the upshot of all this is that

therefore

thus

to sum up

to summarize

likewise
similarly

nevertheless
nonetheless

on the contrary
on the other hand
regardless
whereas

however
in contrast

ADDITION

also

besides
furthermore
in addition

CONCESSION

admittedly

although it is true that
granted
| concede that

EXAMPLE

after all

as an illustration
consider

for example

ELABORATION

actually

by extension
in short
that is

in other words
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while
yet

in fact
indeed
moreover
so too

of course
naturally
to be sure

for instance
specifically
to take a case in point

to put it another way
to put it bluntly

to put it succinctly
ultimately
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In other words, -
What _ really means by this is
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Ultimately, my goal is to demonstrate tha
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In sum, then, - .
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By the way, —— —

plores ., while Chapter 3 examines
Chapter 2 &X o

tion
i ved that _——, let us now turn our attenti
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> Bydemonstrating X's work extends the findings of v,
» The results of X contradict/refute Y's conclusion that

> X's findings call into question the widely accepted theory that

> Our data are consistent with X's hypothesis that

EXPLAINING AN EXPERIMENTAL RESULT
(pp. 171, 193)

> One explanation for X's finding of

is that
An alternative explanation is

» Thedifference between = and ~—— . is probably due
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INTRODUCING GAPS IN THE EXISTING RESEARCH
(p. 184)

> Studies of X have indicated

- It is not clear, however,
that this conclusion applies to

- often take for granted that Few have inves-
tigated this assumption, however,

> X's work tells us a great deal about Can this work be
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Saying about .

A "They Say /I Say”

“This book demystifies rhetorical moves, tricks of the trade that many students are unsure
about. It's reasonable, helpful, nicely written . . . and hey, it's true. | would have found it
immensely helpful myself in high school and college.”

—NMike Rose, University of California, Los Angeles

“The argument of this book is important—that there are ‘moves’ to academic writing . . . and
that knowledge of them can be generative. The template format is a good way to teach and

demystify the moves that matter. | like this book a lot.”
—David Bartholomae, University of Pittsburgh

“Students need to walk a fine line between their work and that of others, and this book helps
them walk that line, providing specific methods and techniques for introducing, explaining,

and integrating other voices with their own ideas.”
—Libby Miles, University of Rhode Island

“The new Reading chapter gives readers a roadmap for following the moves that authors make
as they situate their discussions in larger conversations—and gets past the agree/disagree
pattern of response. The idea that any text is part of a larger conversation is as helpful for

reading as it is for writing. —Fileen Seifert, DePaul University

“The new chapter on Writing in the Sciences clearly lays out the key rhetorical elements of
scientific writing, demonstrating that it's not just facts—it’s argument.”

—Carole Clark Papper, Hofstra University

“A wonderful book—it sho They Say/l Say: Moves...Academic Writing
a better classroom—and a
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