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He who knows only his own side of the cause knows little.

— JOHN STUART MILL

Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing: A Brief Guide to Argument is a
book about reading other people’s arguments and writing your own
arguments — and it is also a collection of dozens of selections,
ranging from Plato to the present, with a strong emphasis on critical

thinking, reading, and writing about current issues.

Since the first edition, the quotation above has reflected the view of
argument that underlies this book: In writing an essay, an author
engages in a serious effort to discover his or her own ideas and,
having found them, to contribute to a multisided conversation. The
writer is not setting out to trounce an opponent. That is partly why
we avoid expressions such as “marshaling evidence,” “attacking an
opponent,” and “defending a thesis.” Edmund Burke once wrote,
“Our antagonist is our helper,” and we agree that views and
perspectives contrary to our own can help us sharpen our own
thinking and writing. True, on television and social media we see
pundits on the right and left who have made up their minds and who

are indifferent or hostile to others’ analysis and opinions. But in an



academic community, and indeed in our daily lives, we learn by

listening to others and by questioning our own ideas.

Two other foundational assumptions of this book are that arguments
occur in a variety of forms, including but not limited to words on a
page, and that arguments are shaped by the contexts in which they
are made. In this edition, we reaffirm these beliefs with an
expanded focus on visual rhetoric and information literacy, with
heightened sensitivity to the interplay between argument and
persuasion. We also recognize that academic and cultural
discourses may make different arguments — asking different kinds
of questions, making different kinds of claims, and using different
kinds of evidence to support their views. Part Three, which focuses
on approaches to argument, examines how philosophers,
psychologists, literary critics, and debaters formulate arguments

according to their unique purposes.

Just as arguments are instruments of inquiry and learning as well as
expression, Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing aims to help
students learn to think, read, and write in more effective ways. As
critical thinkers and readers, students in courses that use this book

should develop their abilities to

= ask good questions about the reasoning processes that shape
arguments;

= understand why information is selected and how it is presented
persuasively by producers of arguments;



= account for variation and discrepancy in diverse perspectives
on issues;

= understand how various contexts inform the production and
reception of ideas;

= analyze and evaluate the strength of the evidence, reasoning,
and assumptions undergirding arguments; and

= reflect upon, interrogate, and judge the (stated and unstated)
consequences of arguments.

As critical writers, students develop their abilities to

= summarize an argument accurately, identifying the thesis,
support, and conclusion;

» analyze an argument by reasoning logically and convincingly
about it;

= produce a clear and purposeful argument of their own
appropriate to a situation or discourse;

= communicate effectively for a specific audience (using
appropriate language, tone, style, depth, and detail);

= explore sources of information and incorporate them
selectively and skillfully, with proper documentation; and

= synthesize all information, ideas, terms, and concepts in an
orderly and coherent way.

We think about and draft a response to something we have read, and
in the very act of drafting, we may find — if we think critically about
the words we are putting down on paper — that we are changing

(perhaps slightly, perhaps radically) our own position. In short, one



reason we write is so that we can improve our ideas. And even if we
do not drastically change our views, we and our readers at least

come to a better understanding of why we hold the views we do.

Enduring Features

ANALYZING AND CRAFTING ARGUMENTS

Part One, Critical Thinking and Reading (Chapters 1-4), and Part
Two, Critical Writing (Chapters 5-7), together offer a short course in
methods of thinking about and writing arguments. By “thinking,” we
mean critical thinking — serious analytic thought, including analysis
of one’s own perspectives, assumptions, and predispositions as one
encounters (and produces) arguments; by “writing,” we mean critical
writing — the use of effective, respectable techniques for reasoned,
convincing analysis, not merely gut feelings and persuasive
gimmicks. (We are reminded of the notorious note scribbled in the

margin of a politician’s speech: “Argument weak; shout here”).

We offer lots of advice about how to set forth an argument, but we
do not offer instruction in dissembling, deceiving, or practicing one-
upmanship; rather, we discuss responsible ways of arguing
persuasively. We know that before one can write a persuasive
argument, one must learn about an issue and clarify one’s own ideas

— a process that includes thinking critically about others’ positions



(even when they are agreeable) and being critical about one’s own
positions before setting them forth responsibly. Therefore, we
devote Chapter 1 to critical thinking; Chapters 2, 3, and 4 to critical
reading (including reading images in Chapter 4); and Chapters 5, 6,

and 7 to critical writing.

Parts One and Two, then, offer a preliminary (but we hope

substantial) discussion of such topics as

= identifying assumptions;

= getting ideas by means of invention strategies;

= finding, evaluating, and citing printed and electronic sources;

» interpreting visual sources;

= evaluating kinds of evidence; and

= organizing material as well as an introduction to some ways of
thinking.

Parts One and Two together contain thirty selections (eight are

student essays) for analysis and discussion.

INQUIRY AND INVENTION

In the first chapter, we emphasize how the process of critical
thinking is a generative process. We focus on identifying the
purpose, fairness, and consequences of arguments to various

stakeholders and on analyzing ideas and concepts by asking



questions — and then asking still further questions — to inspire fair-

minded learning.

Our instruction throughout the book is accompanied by essays and
images that embody and challenge concepts in critical thinking and
argument. Each essay is accompanied by a list of Topics for Critical
Thinking and Writing, which is not surprising given the emphasis
we place on evaluating arguments, asking questions, and
investigating further so as to generate new ideas. Among the chief
questions writers should ask, we suggest, are “What is X?” and
“What is the value of X?” By asking such questions — for instance (to
look only at these two types of questions), “Is the fetus a person?” or
“Is Arthur Miller a better playwright than Tennessee Williams?” — a
writer probably will find pathways for discovering new sources, new
questions, and new ideas, at least after a few moments of head
scratching. Developing an argument by identifying issues is nothing
new. Indeed, it goes back to an ancient method of argument used by
classical rhetoricians, who identified a stasis (an issue) and then
asked questions about it: Did X do such and such? If so, was the
action bad? If bad, how bad? (Finding an issue or stasis — a position

where one stands — by asking questions is discussed in Chapter 6.)

STYLES OF ARGUMENTATION

In keeping with our emphasis on writing as well as reading, we raise

issues not only of what can roughly be called the “content” of the



essays, but also of what can (equally roughly) be called the “style” —
that is, the ways in which the arguments are set forth. Content and
style, of course, cannot finally be kept apart. As Cardinal Newman
said, “Thought and meaning are inseparable from each other. . ..
Style is thinking out into language.” In our Topics for Critical Thinking

and Writing, we sometimes ask the student

= to evaluate the effectiveness of an essay’s opening paragraph,

= to explain a shift in tone from one paragraph to the next, or

= to characterize the persona of the author as revealed in the
whole essay.

In short, this book is not designed as an introduction to some
powerful ideas (although in fact it is that, too); rather, it is designed
as an aid to thinking about and writing well-reasoned, effective
arguments on important political, social, scientific, ethical, legal,

and religious issues.

The selections reprinted in this book also illustrate different styles
of argument that arise, at least in part, from the different
disciplinary backgrounds of the various authors. Essays by
journalists, lawyers, social scientists, policy analysts, philosophers,
critics, activists, and other writers — including first-year
undergraduates — will be found in these pages. These authors
develop and present their views in arguments that have distinctive
features reflecting their special training and concerns. The

differences in argumentative styles found in these essays



foreshadow the differences students will encounter in the readings

assigned in many of their other courses.

In Part Three, Further Views on Argument (Chapters 8-12), we
acknowledge and detail some of the different approaches to
argument and emphasize their potential usefulness to a particular
writing situation — or as a means of framing an argument course or

unit.

= Chapter 8, A Philosopher’s View: The Toulmin Model, is a
summary of the philosopher Stephen Toulmin’s method for
analyzing arguments, covering claims, grounds, warrants,
backing, modal qualifiers, and rebuttals. This summary will
assist those who wish to apply Toulmin’s methods to the
readings in this book.

= Chapter 9, A Logician’s View: Deduction, Induction, and
Fallacies, offers a more rigorous analysis of these topics than is
usually found in composition courses and reexamines from a
logician’s point of view material introduced in Chapter 3.

= Chapter 10, A Psychologist’s View: Rogerian Argument, with an
essay by psychotherapist Carl R. Rogers, complements the
discussion of audience, organization, and tone in Chapter 6.

= Chapter 11, A Literary Critic’s View: Arguing about Literature,
should help students see the things literary critics argue about
and how they argue. Students can apply what they learn not only
to the literary readings that appear in the chapter (poems by
Robert Frost and Richard Blanco and a story by Kate Chopin)
but also to the literary texts that appear in Chapter 14.



= Chapter 12, A Debater’s View: Individual Oral Presentations and
Debate, introduces students to standard presentation strategies
and debate format.

What’s New in the Tenth Edition

This tenth edition brings significant changes. The authors of the first
eight editions established a firm foundation for the book: Hugo
Bedau, professor of philosophy, brought analytical rigor to the
instruction in argumentation, and Sylvan Barnet, professor of
English, contributed expertise in writing instruction. They have
since turned the project over to John O’Hara, professor of critical
thinking, to contribute a third dimension, augmenting and
enriching the material on critical thinking throughout, especially in
the early chapters. Other changes have been made to ensure

practical instruction and current topics.

Fresh and Timely New Readings and Casebooks. More than a third
of the total featured essays are new, as are topics such as identity
politics, fake news, student loan forgiveness, the sentience of
animals, and video games as sports. Existing topics such as free
speech have been carefully considered and updated to reflect our

contemporary discourse and perspectives.

Inspired by feedback from instructors teaching argument, this

edition now features a casebook on an issue relevant to students’



lives now as well as a collection of perspectives from philosophy,

literature, and politics.

» Chapter 13, A College Education: What Is Its Purpose? presents
multiple perspectives on a topic relevant to students’ lives now:
Should students focus their studies in STEM fields in the hopes
of securing a more stable future and contributing to the
economy, or should college be a place where students learn
empathy, citizenship, and critical thinking — attributes often
instilled by the humanities?

» Chapter 14, What Is the Ideal Society? provides a philosophical
and theoretical context for several of the contemporary
arguments in the book, but this chapter is also useful by itself as
a means of thinking and writing about a concept that has been
written about for centuries. The voices here range from
Thomas More, Thomas Jefferson, and Martin Luther King Jr. to
literary figures W. H. Auden, Walt Whitman, and Ursula K. Le
Guin.

A Sharper Focus on Fostering Critical Thinking and Information
Literacy. Early chapters in Part One on critical reading and writing
are updated to include an explanation of confirmation bias, a
survey-analyze-evaluate process for working through an issue, an
understanding of obstacles to critical thinking, and strategies for
approaching an issue (or an assignment). Chapter 7, Using Sources,
has been extensively updated to help students interrogate their
sources for reliability, relevance, and accuracy. Given that today’s

digital natives seek and find information online, new sections on



finding reliable sources provide instruction and visual examples of
sponsored content, fake news sites, and scholarly databases so that

students can evaluate and use research effectively.

More Visual Guidance. In response to reviewer feedback, we have
revised and updated some of the instruction to design new Visual
Guides and create additional entry points to critical thinking.
Colorful graphics and flowcharts aid students in designing their own
paths through common argument tasks such as writing a critical

summary and organizing an analysis.

In addition to the student essays that are marked to show the
writers’ strategies, this edition features annotated essays that make
argument moves visible. Several selections by professional writers
provide support for understanding argument during the reading
process and highlight writers’ rhetorical moves and persuasive

strategies.

Writing Prompts That Support Major Course Assignments. Each
chapter on critical thinking, reading, and writing now features a
capstone writing prompt that allows students to practice argument
in common assignment genres: examining assumptions and
exploring an issue, critical summary, rhetorical analysis, visual
analysis, argument analysis, argument, research paper, and literary

criticism.
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How Critical Thinking, Reading, and
Writing Supports WPA Outcomes
for First-Year Composition

The following chart provides information on how Critical Thinking,

Reading, and Writing helps students build proficiency and achieve
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the learning outcomes set by the Council of Writing Program

Administrators that writing programs across the country use to

assess their students’ work.

Rhetorical Knowledge

Learn and use key
rhetorical concepts
through analyzing
and composing a

variety of texts

Part One, Critical Thinking and
Reading, moves students from
analyzing and evaluating an issue to
analyzing specific written and visual
arguments.

e Chapter 3, Critical Reading:

Getting Deeper into Arguments,
gives students a vocabulary for key
concepts of Aristotelian rhetoric —
ethos, logos, pathos — and
distinguishes between rational
strategies (e.g., induction,
deduction) and nonrational
appeals (e.g., satire, irony,
emotional appeals).

e Chapter 4, Visual Rhetoric:
Thinking about Images as
Arguments, shows students how
these strategies can be applied to
visual arguments such as



Gain experience

photographs, political cartoons,
advertisements, and graphs.

Part Two, Critical Writing, guides

students from analysis to composing

their own arguments.

Chapter 5, Writing an Analysis of
an Argument, guides students
through examining thesis, purpose,
methods, persona, and the
intended audience. An argument
and a student’s analysis, annotated
to highlight the students’ rhetorical
strategies (pp. 188-90) explicate
the process of assessing and
evaluating an argument.
Chapter 6, Developing an
Argument of Your Own, asks
students to imagine and compose
for their own audience (Imagining
an Audience, pp.216-18).

Select student essays are direct

responses to the professional

selections and therefore model

analysis and evaluation of a text.

Critical Thinking, Reading, and



reading and
composing in
several genres to
understand how
genre conventions
shape and are
shaped by readers’
and writers’
practices and

purposes

Writing boasts fifty-four readings
(including ten student essays) from a
variety of sources, genres, and times.
Selections for analysis and discussion
include source-based arguments from
professionals in different disciplines
— journalists, lawyers, social
scientists, policy analysts,
philosophers, critics, activists, literary

figures, and students.

Part Three, Further Views on
Argument, covers five different
approaches to argument, providing
students with multiple perspectives
on how to both examine and craft
arguments in different argument
genres: Chapter 8, A Philosopher’s
View: The Toulmin Model; Chapter 9, A
Logician’s View: Deduction, Induction,
and Fallacies; Chapter 10, A
Psychologist’s View: Rogerian
Argument; Chapter 11, A Literary
Critic’s View: Arguing about Literature;
and Chapter 12, A Debater’s View:
Individual Oral Presentations and
Debate.



Develop facility in
responding to a
variety of
situations and
contexts calling for
purposeful shifts in
voice, tone, level of
formality, design,
medium, and/or

structure

The Topics for Critical Thinking and
Writing that follow every reading in
the text point to stylistic choices,
heightening students’ awareness of

writing conventions.

In Chapter 7, Using Sources, helpful
tables detail the genre conventions of
scholarly, popular, and trade sources

(p.258), as well as types of fake news
(R-267).

Each chapter on critical thinking,
reading, and writing features a
capstone writing prompt that allows
students to practice argumentin
common assignment genres:
examining assumptions and exploring
an issue, critical summary, rhetorical
analysis, visual analysis, argument
analysis, argument, research paper,

and literary criticism.

Thinking Critically activities help
scaffold composing in different
genres. See, for example, Thinking

Critically: Identifying Ethos (p. 78) and



Understand and
use a variety of
technologies to
address a range of

audiences

Match the
capacities of
different
environments (e.g.,
printand
electronic) to
varying rhetorical

situations

Thinking Critically: Examining
Language to Analyze an Author’s

Argument (p. 186).

The authors of Critical Thinking,
Reading, and Writing assume students
will be composing in different media;
therefore, instruction throughout
emphasizes the affordances and
constraints of composing in analog
and digital when taking notes,
evaluating and citing sources,

presenting, and more.

In additional to coverage noted above
that helps students understand the
rhetorical situation, specific guidance
on composing in different
environments includes using images
in writing (Chapter 4) and delivering
oral and electronic presentations
(Chapter 12).

Critical Thinking, Reading, and Composing

Use composing

and reading for

Chapter 1, Critical Thinking,

emphasizes how the process of



inquiry, learning,
critical thinking,
and
communicating in
various rhetorical

contexts

Read a diverse
range of texts,
attending
especially to
relationships
between assertion
and evidence, to

patterns of

organization, to the

interplay between

verbal and

critical thinking is a generative
process through acts of inquiry,
reading, and writing. See Generating

|deas: Writing as a Way of Thinking
(RR.12-17).

Chapter 6, Developing an Argument
of Your Own, includes further
guidance on inquiry and invention as
part of the composing process. See
Getting Ideas: Argument as an
Instrument of Inquiry (p. 206),
Revision as Invention (p. 210), and
Asking Questions with Stasis Theory
(RR.210-13).

The fifty-four selections are sourced
from diverse authors, disciplines,
and genres. The casebooks (Chapters
13 and 14) highlight the different
patterns of organization and
rhetorical strategies used by different

authors writing on the same topic.

Topics for Critical Thinking and
Writing that follow every reading

prompt students to analyze the



nonverbal
elements, and to
how these features
function for
different audiences

and situations

Locate and

evaluate (for

organization of arguments, the
reliability of sources and their
responsible use, and the effectiveness
of arguments for the audience and

situation.

Several sections highlight the
importance of strong organization to
deliver sound logic, reasoning, and
support for claims. See, for example:
e Types of Reasoning (pp. 80-85)

e Evidence: Experimentation,
Examples, Authoritative Testimony,
and Numerical Data (pp. 92-102)

e Drafting and Revising Argument
(RR.220-34)

Part Three, Further Views on
Argument, covers how five different
argument approaches — Toulmin,
formal logic, Rogerian, literary
criticism, and debate — organize and
use claims and support according to

their different purposes.

Chapter 7, Using Sources, is a

comprehensive resource for finding



credibility,
sufficiency,
accuracy,
timeliness, bias,
and so on) primary
and secondary
research materials,
including journal
articles and essays,
books, scholarly
and professionally
established and
maintained
databases or
archives, and
informal electronic
networks and

internet sources

and evaluating primary and

secondary sources.

e Finding Sources (pp. 248-55)
advises students on finding sources
online, in databases, and in
libraries.

e Performing Your Own Primary
Research (pp.271-75) guides
students in interviewing peers and
local authorities as well as
conducting surveys and
observations.

e Evaluating Sources (pp. 255-71)
helps students analyze the
credibility, accuracy, and timeliness
of sources.

In this edition, Chapter 7 has been
heavily updated to correlate with the
Framework for Information Literacy
for Higher Education from the
Association of College and Research
Libraries. Notable new entries that
serve students’ current research
challenges include
e Entering a Discourse (pp.243-45)
e WhyFinding Reliable Internet
Sources Is So Challenging (pp. 262-



Use strategies —
such as
interpretation,
synthesis,
response, critique,
and
design/redesign —
to compose texts
that integrate the
writer’s ideas with
those from
appropriate

sources

Processes

Develop a writing
project through
multiple drafts

)
Word on “Fake News” (pp. 264-

)

[
8 Z R

Synthesizing Sources (p. 275)
emphasizes the importance of

synthesis as a way of thinking.

Chapter 7, Using Sources, covers
best practices for paraphrasing and
summarizing and avoiding
plagiarism. Two sample student
papers — one following MLA
guidelines (pp. 302-8) and one
following APA (pp.309-13) — model

outcomes for the research and writing

process.

Chapter 6, Developing an Argument
of Your Own, guides students
through the writing process:
generating ideas, developing and
supporting a convincing thesis,
imagining an audience, using

transitions, maintaining a consistent



Develop flexible
strategies for
reading, drafting,
reviewing,
collaborating,
revising, rewriting,
rereading, and

editing

Use composing
processes and
tools as a means to
discover and

reconsider ideas

tone and persona, and peer review. A
sample student essay shows one
student’s process from rough notes to
a final draft (pp. 236-40).

Chapter 2, Critical Reading: Getting
Started, covers active reading
strategies such as previewing,
underlining, highlighting, annotating,
and rereading. A sample essay and a
Thinking Critically: Previewing activity

give students practice.

(@)

hapter 1, Critical Thinking, and

(@)

hapter 6, Developing an Argument
of Your Own, offer ample means of
using composing to discover ideas
and interrogate assumptions. Notable
sectionsinclude

e Survey, Analyze, and Evaluate the
Issue (Rp-6-7)

Prompting Yourself: Classical
Topics and Invention (pp. 16-17)
e Three Brainstorming Strategies:
Freewriting, Listing, and
Diagramming (pp.206-10)



Experience the
collaborative and
social aspects of

writing processes

Learn to give and
toacton
productive
feedback to works

in progress

Adapt composing
processes for a
variety of
technologies and

modalities

A new section on understanding and
entering discourse (pp. 243-45)
emphasizes the social aspect of

writing.

Exercises throughout the text offer
opportunities for practicing and apply
critical thinking and argument

concepts in small groups.

Chapter 6, Developing an Argument
of Your Own, covers the importance
of peer review (pp. 234-36) and
includes a Checklist for Peer Review
of a Draft of an Argument that walks
students through questions to ask
when reviewing peers’ work and

providing feedback.

Reading, Writing, and Researching
Tip boxes highlight strategies for
adapting writing to specific contexts,

such as slide presentations.

Instruction throughout Critical
Thinking, Reading, and Writing

emphasizes the affordances and



Reflect on the
development of
composing
practices and how
those practices
influence their

work

constraints of composing in analog
and digital when taking notes,
evaluating and citing sources,

presenting, and more.

Checklists in every chapter invite
students to reflect on their reading
and writing processes, and Thinking
Critically boxes throughout the text
prompt students to apply the
concepts they’ve learned via

interactive exercises.

Knowledge of Conventions

Develop
knowledge of
linguistic
structures,
including grammar,
punctuation, and
spelling, through
practice in
composing and

revising

Part Two, Critical Writing, shows
students how to recognize the
characteristics of writing and teaches
how those qualities contribute to
effective (or ineffective) writing (see

first outcome for more information).

Chapter 6, Developing an Argument
of Your Own, discusses how to
establish an appropriate tone and
persona; eliminate we, one, and / in

argumentative writing; and avoid



Understand why
genre conventions
for structure,
paragraphing,
tone, and

mechanics vary

Gain experience
negotiating
variations in genre

conventions

sexist language. Thinking Critically:
EliminatingWe, One, and I (p. 233)
gives students a chance to put these
concepts into practice, and a
Checklist for Establishing Tone and

Persona (p. 234) allows students to

self-review and revise.

Chapter 5, Writing an Analysis of an
Argument, helps students examine
how an author’s methods differ in
relation to their purpose and

audience.

Part Three, Further Views on
Argument, delves into expectations

for different kinds of arguments.

Assignments at the end of every
critical thinking, reading, and writing
chapter prompt students to write
common argument genres such as a
critical summary, rhetorical analysis,
or analysis of an argument. Additional
prompts include multimodal

composing.



Learn common
formats and/or
design features for
different kinds of

texts

Explore the
concepts of
intellectual
property (such as
fair use and
copyright) that

motivate

Previewing (pp. 33-36) introduces
students to design and genre features
such as headings, subheadings, and
abstracts to aid in basic
comprehension and source

evaluation.

Chapter 4, Visual Rhetoric: Thinking
about Images as Arguments,
includes dozens of examples of visual
arguments in different genres and

highlights their design features.

MLA and APA style formatting
conventions are covered in detail in
Chapter 7, Using Sources. Sample
student papers in each style provide

models.

Chapter 2, Critical Reading: Getting
Started, teaches best practices for
recognizing and avoiding plagiarism,
and offers guidance on ethical
paraphrase and summary. See, for
example, Patchwriting and Plagiarism
(pp. 49-50),



documentation

conventions

Practice applying
citation
conventions
systematically in

their own work

Chapter 7, Using Sources, includes
robust coverage of MLA and APA
documentation styles, which discuss
formatting conventions and include
annotated sample student papers.

e Compiling an Annotated
Bibliography (pp.278-79) shows
students how to properly
document and summarize their
sources.

e Quoting from Sources (pp.279-83)
shows students how to responsibly
quote and integrate sources into
their writing.

e Checklists for evaluating print
sources, websites, and fake news,
avoiding plagiarism, and general
strategies for source-based papers
reinforce these concepts.

MLA and APA style, conveniently
identified by blue- and green-edged
pages, offer guidance on citation
conventions, including dozens of
models for in-text citations and

reference lists.



Preface

How Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing Supports WPA

Qutcomes for First-Year Composition

PART ONE _CRITICAL THINKING AND READING

1 CRITICAL THINKING
Thinking through an Issue

Analyzing and Evaluating from Multiple
Perspectives

Survey, Analyze, and Evaluate the Issue
VISUAL GUIDE: EVALUATING A PROPOSAL
Obstacles to Critical Thinking

Anticipating Counterarguments

Critical Thinking at Work: From a Cluster to a Short
Essay

ALEXA CABRERA, Stirred and Strained:

Pastafarians Should Be Allowed to Practice in

Prison (student essay)

Generating Ideas: Writing as a Way of Thinking

Confronting Unfamiliar Issues



Using Clustering to Discover Ideas
Approaching an Issue (or an Assignment)

Prompting Yourself: Classical Topics and Invention

An Essay for Generating Ideas

NINA FEDOROFF, The Genetically Engineered
Salmon Is a Boon for Consumers and
Sustainability

The Evan Pugh professor emerita at Penn State
University argues in favor of GMO foods, citing
genetically modified salmon as “takling] pressure
off wild salmon and mak{ing] salmon farming
more sustainable.”

THINKING CRITICALLY: GENERATING IDEAS
WITH TOPICS

Thinking Critically about the Issue
A CHECKLIST FOR CRITICAL THINKING
A Short Essay Calling for Critical Thinking
LYNN STUART PARRAMORE, Fitbits for Bosses

An economic research analyst warns against the
“brave new world of workplace biosurveillance.”

Examining Assumptions
A CHECKLIST FOR EXAMINING ASSUMPTIONS

HELEN BENEDICT, The Military Has a Man
Problem



“For generations now, the debate over women in
combat has put the onus on women to prove they
can handle the infantry and other traditionally all-
male units.”

Assignments for Critical Thinking

2 CRITICAL READING: GETTING STARTED
Active Reading
Previewing
A Short Essay for Previewing Practice
THINKING CRITICALLY: PREVIEWING

“I had steadily reviewed the scientific literature on
medical marijuana from the United States and
thought it was fairly unimpressive. . . . Well, I am
here to apologize.”

Reading with a Careful Eye: Underlining,
Highlighting, Annotating

Reading; Fast and Slow
Defining Terms and Concepts
Summarizing and Paraphrasing

A CHECKLIST FOR A PARAPHRASE

Patchwriting and Plagiarism

Strategies for Summarizing

Critical Summary,



VISUAL GUIDE: WRITING A CRITICAL SUMMARY
A Short Essay for Summarizing Practice

SUSAN JACOBY, A First Amendment Junkie

A feminist argues against those feminists who seek
to ban pornography.

A CHECKLIST FOR A SUMMARY

Essays for Analysis

GWEN WILDE, Why the Pledge of Allegiance
Should Be Revised (student essay),

A student concludes that “those who wish to
exercise religion are indeed free to do so, but the
place to do so is not in a pledge that is required of
all schoolchildren and of all new citizens.”

ZACHARY SHEMTOB AND DAVID LAT, Executions
Should Be Televised

“A democracy demands a citizenry as informed as
possible about the costs and benefits of society’s
ultimate punishment.”

A Casebook for Critical Reading; Should Some Kinds
of Speech Be Censored?

SUZANNE NOSSEL, The Pro-Free Speech Way to
Fight Fake News

“The best prescription against the epidemic of fake
news is to inoculate consumers by building up their
ability to defend themselves.”



CHARLES R. LAWRENCE III, On Racist Speech

“Whenever we decide that racist speech must be
tolerated because of the importance of maintaining
societal tolerance for all unpopular speech, we are
asking blacks and other subordinated groups to
bear the burden for the good of all.”

Assignments for Critical Reading

3 CRITICAL READING: GETTING DEEPER INTO
ARGUMENTS

VISUAL GUIDE: EVALUATING PERSUASIVE
APPEALS

THINKING CRITICALLY: IDENTIFYING ETHOS

Reason, Rationalization, and Confirmation Bias
Types of Reasoning

Induction

Deduction

Premises and Syllogisms

Some Procedures in Argument
Definitions
Assumptions

Evidence: Experimentation, Examples,
Authoritative Testimony, and Numerical Data



THINKING CRITICALLY: AUTHORITATIVE
TESTIMONY

A CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATING STATISTICAL
EVIDENCE

Nonrational Appeals

Satire, Irony, Sarcasm

Emotional Appeals

THINKING CRITICALLY: NONRATIONAIL APPEALS
Does All Writing Contain Arguments?

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING AN ARGUMENT

An Example: An Argument and a Look at the Writer’s
Strategies

JOHN TIERNEY, The Reign of Recycling

A journalist contends that “the recycling movement
is floundering” and has gone beyond its originally
good intentions to become an unsustainable and
even counterproductive practice.

Arguments for Analysis

KWAME ANTHONY APPIAH, Go Ahead, Speak for
Yourself

A cultural theorist and philosopher argues that an
understanding and embrace of intersectionality
requires that we cut back “on the urge to
underwrite our observations with our identities.”



NAUSICAA RENNER, How Do You Explain the
“Obvious”?

“What Americans have confronted lately is a state
of affairs in which many of our most basic
paradigms are no longer obvious to everyone,”
writes an editor of cultural and political magazines.

ANNA LISA RAYA, It’s Hard Enough Being Me

(student essay)

An undergraduate, who in college “discovered” she
was a Latina, objects to being stereotyped and
explains how she decided to try to be true to
herself, not to the image that others have
constructed for her.

RONALD TAKAKI, The Harmful Myth of Asian
Superiority

The image of Asian Americans as a “model
minority” is not only harmful, but false, writes a
professor of ethnic studies.

A professor explains why he favors “encouraging
the police to make street frisks” to get guns out of
the hands of those most likely to use them for
criminal purposes.

BERNIE SANDERS, We Must Make Public Colleges
and Universities Tuition Free



A liberal politician argues for a return to greater
access to education based on merit: “It is time for
every child to understand that if they study hard
and take their school work seriously they will be
able to get a higher education, regardless of their
family’s income.”

Assignments for Critical Reading

4 VISUAL RHETORIC: THINKING ABOUT IMAGES AS
ARGUMENTS
Uses of Visual Images
Types of Emotional Appeals
Seeing versus Looking; Reading Advertisements
A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING IMAGES

Levels of Images

VISUAL GUIDE: ANALYZING IMAGES

A Word on “Alternative Facts”

Accommodating, Resisting, and Negotiating the

Meaning of Images

Are Some Images Not Fit to Be Shown?: Politics and
Pictures

An Argument on Publishing Images

Writing about Political Cartoons



THINKING CRITICALLY: ANALYSIS OF A
POLITICAL CARTOON

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING POLITICAL
CARTOONS

RYAN KWON, The American Pipe Dream? (student

essay)

Charts
A Word on Misleading or Manipulative Visual Data

A CHECKLIST FOR CHARTS AND GRAPHS

Using Visuals in Your Own Paper
Additional Images for Analysis
DOROTHEA LANGE, Migrant Mother

A photographer dramatizes poverty during the
Great Depression with iconic photographs of a
mother and her children.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT, World War 11
Recruitment Poster

The government produced propaganda based on
racial stereotypes to recruit soldiers during World
War II.

NORA EPHRON, The Boston Photographs

Arguing against the widespread view that
newspapers ought not to print pictures of dead



bodies, Ephron suggests that, since “death happens
to be one of life’s main events,” it is “irresponsible .
. . for newspapers to fail to show it.”

Assignments in Visual Rhetoric

PART TWO CRITICAL WRITING

S WRITING AN ANALYSIS OF AN ARGUMENT
Analyzing an Argument
Examining the Author’s Thesis
Examining the Author’s Purpose
Examining the Author’s Methods
Examining the Author’s Persona
Examining the Author’s Audience

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING AN AUTHOR’S
INTENDED AUDIENCE

Organizing Your Analysis
VISUAL GUIDE: ORGANIZING YOUR ANALYSIS
Summary versus Analysis

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING A TEXT

of the Argument

NICHOLAS D. KRISTOF, For Environmental
Balance, Pick Up a Rifle

“Let’s bring back hunting.”



THINKING CRITICALLY: EXAMINING LANGUAGE
TO ANALYZE AN AUTHOR’S ARGUMENT

The Essay Analyzed

THERESA CARCALDI, For Sound Argument, Drop
the Jokes: How Kristof Falls Short in Convincing

His Audience (student essay),
An Analysis of the Student’s Analysis

A CHECKLIST FOR WRITING AN ANALYSIS OF AN
ARGUMENT

Arguments for Analysis
JEFF JACOBY, Bring Back Flogging
A journalist argues that, for many offenses,
flogging would be an improvement over prison.

MATTHEW WALTHER, Sorry, Nerds: Video Games
Are Not a Sport

A national correspondent contends that “video
games are not a sport” on the grounds of definition,
in which “a sport involves not only skill and
competition but physical exertion and at least the
possibility of injury.”

JUSTIN CRONIN, Confessions of a Liberal Gun

Owner

A lifelong Democrat makes a case for the right to
bear arms.

CARL SAFINA, Never Mind Theory



An award-winning marine biologist interrogates
the scientific reasons for dismissing animals’
consciousness to argue that they do, in fact, have
theory of mind.

6 DEVELOPING AN ARGUMENT OF YOUR OWN
Planning an Argument

Getting Ideas: Argument as an Instrument of
Inquiry

Three Brainstorming Strategies: Freewriting,

Listing, and Diagramming

Revision as Invention

Asking Questions with Stasis Theory,

The Thesis or Main Point

A CHECKLIST FOR A THESIS STATEMENT

THINKING CRITICALLY: “WALKING THE
TIGHTROPE”

Imagining an Audience

Addressing Opposition and Establishing Common
Ground

A CHECKLIST FOR IMAGINING AN AUDIENCE
Drafting and Revising an Argument

The Title

The Opening Paragraphs



VISUAL GUIDE: ORGANIZING YOUR ARGUMENT
The Ending

THINKING CRITICALLY: USING TRANSITIONS IN
ARGUMENT

Uses of an Outline

A CHECKLIST FOR ORGANIZING AN ARGUMENT
Tone and the Writer’s Persona

We, One, or I?

THINKING CRITICALLY: ELIMINATING WE, ONE,
AND I

A CHECKLIST FOR ESTABLISHING TONE AND
PERSONA

Avoiding Sexist Language

Peer Review

A CHECKLIST FOR PEER REVIEW

A Student’s Essay, from Rough Notes to Final Version

7 USING SOURCES
Why Use Sources?

Entering a Discourse




Understanding Information Literacy
Choosing a Topic
Finding Sources

VISUAL GUIDE: FINDING DISCOURSE ON YOUR
TOPIC

Finding Quality Information Online
Finding Articles Using Library Databases
THINKING CRITICALLY: USING SEARCH TERMS
Locating Books

Evaluating Sources
Scholarly, Popular, and Trade Sources
Evaluating Online Sources

Why Finding Reliable Internet Sources Is So
Challenging

A Word on “Fake News”

Native Advertising and Branded Content

A CHECKLIST FOR IDENTIFYING FAKE NEWS

Considering How Current Sources Are

A CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATING SOURCES
Performing Your Own Primary Research

Interviewing Peers and Local Authorities

VISUAL GUIDE: CONDUCTING INTERVIEWS

Conducting Observations

Conducting Surveys



Research in Archives and Special Collections

Synthesizing Sources
Taking Notes
A Note on Plagiarizing
A CHECKLIST FOR AVOIDING PLAGIARISM
Compiling an Annotated Bibliography
Quoting from Sources
VISUAL GUIDE: INTEGRATING QUOTATIONS
THINKING CRITICALLY: USING SIGNAL PHRASES

Documentation

A Note on Footnotes (and Endnotes),
MLA Format: Citations within the Text
MLA Format: The List of Works Cited
APA Format: Citations within the Text
APA Format: The List of References

A CHECKLIST FOR CRITICAL PAPERS USING
SOURCES

An Annotated Student Research Paper in MLA Format
LESLEY TIMMERMAN, An Argument for

Corporate Responsibility (student essay)
An Annotated Student Research Paper in APA Format
HANNAH SMITH BROOKS, Does Ability



Assignments for Using Sources

PART THREE FURTHER VIEWS ON ARGUMENT

8 A PHIL.OSOPHER'’S VIEW: THE TOULMIN MODEL

VISUAL GUIDE: THE TOULMIN METHOD

Components of the Toulmin Model
The Claim
Grounds
Warrants
Backing
Modal Qualifiers
Rebuttals

THINKING CRITICALLY: CONSTRUCTING A
TOULMIN ARGUMENT

Putting the Toulmin Method to Work: Responding to
an Argument

JAMES E. MCWILLIAMS, The Locavore Myth: Why
Buying from Nearby Farmers Won't Save the
Planet

“The average American eats 273 pounds of meat a
year. Give up red meat once a week and you’ll save
as much energy as if the only food miles in your
diet were the distance to the nearest truck farmer.”

Thinking with the Toulmin Method



A CHECKLIST FOR USING THE TOULMIN
METHOD

9 A LOGICIAN’S VIEW: DEDUCTION, INDUCTION, AND
FALLACIES

Using Formal Logic for Critical Thinking

VISUAL GUIDE: DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction

Examples of Deduction

Induction
Observation and Inference
Probability,
Mill’s Methods

Fallacies
Fallacies of Ambiguity
Fallacies of Presumption
Fallacies of Irrelevance
Additional Fallacies

A CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATING AN ARGUMENT
WITH LOGIC

THINKING CRITICALLY: IDENTIFYING FALLACIES
MAX SHULMAN, Love Is a Fallacy

A short story about the limits of logic: ““Can you
give me one logical reason why you should go



steady with Petey Bellows?”

10 A PSYCHOLOGIST’S VIEW: ROGERIAN ARGUMENT
Rogerian Argument: An Introduction
VISUAL GUIDE: ROGERIAN ARGUMENT

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING ROGERIAN
ARGUMENT

CARL R. ROGERS, Communication: Its Blocking
and Its Facilitation

A psychotherapist explains why we must see things
from the other person’s point of view.

EDWARD O. WILSON, Letter to a Southern Baptist

Minister

An internationally renowned evolutionary biologist
appeals for help from a literalist interpreter of
Christian Holy Scripture.

11 A LITERARY CRITIC’S VIEW: ARGUING ABOUT
LITERATURE

Interpreting
Judging (or Evaluating),
Theorizing

A CHECKLIST FOR ARGUING ABOUT
LITERATURE



Examples: Two Students Interpret Robert Frost’s
“Mending Wall”

ROBERT FROST, Mending Wall

A poem that muses over whether ““Good fences
make good neighbors.”

JONATHAN DEUTSCH, The Deluded Speaker in
Frost’s “Mending Wall” (student essay)

FELICIA ALONSO, The Debate in Robert Frost’s
“Mending Wall” (student essay)

Reading a Poem and a Story,

RICHARD BLANCO, One Today

A poet commemorates the perseverance of the
United States.

KATE CHOPIN, The Story of an Hour

A short story tells of a woman who has just learned
of her husband’s death. Will the freedom she
imagines last?

Thinking about the Effects of Literature

PLATO, The Greater Part of the Stories Current
Today We Shall Have to Reject

A great philosopher argues for censorship as
necessary to shape the minds of tomorrow’s
leaders.



12 A DEBATER’S VIEW: ORAL PRESENTATIONS AND
DEBATE

Oral Presentations
Methods of Delivery,
Audience
A CHECKLIST FOR AN ORAL PRESENTATION
Delivery,

Content

Formal Debates
Standard Debate Format
A CHECKLIST FOR PREPARING FOR A DEBATE

PART FOUR _CASEBOOKS

13 A COLLEGE EDUCATION: WHAT IS ITS PURPOSE?
ANDREW DELBANCO, 3 Reasons College Still Matters

“The best chance we have to maintain a functioning
democracy is a citizenry that can tell the difference
between demagoguery and responsible arguments.”

CARLO ROTELLA, No, It Doesn’t Matter What You
Majored In

“What matters is that you pursued training in the craft
of mastering complexity, which you can apply in fields
from advertising to zoo management.”



EDWARD CONARD, We Don’'t Need More Humanities
Majors

The author argues that people with degrees in technical
fields are far better at growing the economy than those
who get degrees in the humanities.

CHRISTIAN MADSBJERG AND MIKKEL B.
RASMUSSEN, We Need More Humanities Majors

In response to Conard, the authors argue that people
with humanities degrees can be invaluable in solving
business problems because of their ability to
understand customers.

CAROLINE HARPER, HBCUs, Black Women, and STEM
Success

“Despite limited access to resources during high school,
students who choose to pursue their undergraduate
degrees at Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCUs) are welcomed by a nurturing environment
that provides critical resources to overcome academic,

social, and financial hurdles.”

14 WHAT IS THE IDEAL SOCIETY?

THOMAS MORE, From Utopia

The writer who coined the word utopia in the sixteenth
century presents his image of an ideal society.

NICCOLO MACHIAVELLI, From The Prince



What are the realities of politics? An observer of the
Medici court in Renaissance Italy speaks his mind.

THOMAS JEFFERSON, The Declaration of
Independence

American colonists state the reasons for their break
with the king of England.

ELIZABETH CADY STANTON, Declaration of
Sentiments and Resolutions

The women and men at the 1848 Seneca Falls
Convention adopt a new declaration, accusing men of
failures and crimes parallel to those that led Jefferson
in 1776 to denounce George III.

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR., I Have a Dream

A civil rights leader shares his vision of the American
dream.

W. H. AUDEN, The Unknown Citizen
“Was he free? Was he happy? The question is absurd.”
EMMA LAZARUS, The New Colossus

A poet welcomes immigrants making their way to
America’s shores.

WALT WHITMAN, One Song, America, Before I Go

“I'd show, away ahead, thy real Union, and how it may
be accomplish'd.”

URSULA K. LE GUIN, The Ones Who Walk Away from
Omelas




This short story tells of a happy society built on
injustice. What should citizens do when they learn
about the foundations of their happiness?

Index of Authors, Titles, and Terms




A Brief Guide to Argument



PART ONE
Critical Thinking and Reading



CHAPTER 1

Critical Thinking

What is the hardest task in the world? To think.

— RALPH WALDO EMERSON

In all affairs it’s a healthy thing now and then to hang a question

mark on the things you have long taken for granted.

— BERTRAND RUSSELL

Although Emerson said the hardest task in the world is simply “to
think,” he was using the word think in the sense of critical thinking.
By itself, thinking can mean almost any sort of cognitive activity,
from idle daydreaming (“I'd like to go camping”) to simple reasoning
(“but if I go this week, I won't be able to study for my chemistry
exam”). Thinking by itself may include forms of deliberation and
decision-making that occur so automatically they hardly register in
our consciousness (“What if I do go camping? I won'’t be likely to

pass the exam. Then what? I better stay home and study”).

When we add the adjective critical to the noun thinking, we begin to
examine this thinking process consciously. When we do so, we see

that even our simplest decisions involve a fairly elaborate series of



calculations. Just in choosing to study and not to go camping, for
instance, we weighed the relative importance of each activity (both
are important in different ways); considered our goals, obligations,
and commitments (to ourselves, our parents, peers, and professors);
posed questions and predicted outcomes (using experience and
observation as evidence); and resolved to take the most prudent

course of action (i.e., made a decision).

Many people associate being critical with fault-finding and nit-
picking. The word critic might conjure an image of a sneering art or
food critic eager to gripe about everything that’s wrong with a
particular work of art or menu item. People’s low estimation of the
stereotypical critic comes to light humorously in Samuel Beckett’s
play Waiting for Godot, when the two vagabond heroes, Vladimir and
Estragon, engage in a name-calling contest to see who can hurl the
worst insult at the other. Estragon wins hands-down when he fires

the ultimate invective:

V: Moron!

E: Vermin!

V: Abortion!

E: Morpion!

V: Sewer-rat!

E: Curate!

V: Cretin!

E: (with finality) Crritic!

V: Oh! (He wilts, vanquished, and turns away)



However, being a good critical thinker isn’t the same as being a
“critic” in the derogatory sense. Quite the reverse: Because critical
thinkers approach difficult questions and seek intelligent answers,
they must be open-minded and self-aware, and they must analyze
their own thinking as rigorously as they analyze others’. They must
be alert to their own limitations and biases, the quality of evidence
they themselves offer, the logic they use, and the conclusions they
draw. In college, we may not aspire to become critics, but we all

should aspire to become better critical thinkers.

Becoming more aware of our thought processes is a first step in
practicing critical thinking. The word critical comes from the Greek
word krinein, meaning “to separate, to choose”; above all, it implies
conscious inquiry. It suggests that by breaking apart, or examining,
our reasoning we can understand better the basis of our judgments

and decisions — ultimately, so that we can make better ones.



Thinking through an Issue

When thinking about an issue, no matter how simple or
controversial, we want to do it in a way that’s fair to all parties and
not just a snap judgment. Critical thinking means questioning not
only the beliefs and assumptions of others, but also one’s own beliefs
and assumptions. When developing an argument, you ought to be
identifying important problems, exploring relevant issues, and
evaluating available evidence fairly — not merely collecting

information to support a preestablished conclusion.

ANALYZING AND EVALUATING
FROM MULTIPLE PERSPECTIVES

Let’s think critically about an issue related to religious freedom,
equality, and the law — one that we hope brings some humor to the
activity but also inspires careful thinking and debate. In 2005, in
response to pressure from some religious groups, the Kansas Board
of Education gave preliminary approval for teaching alternatives to
evolution in public school science classes. New policies would
require science teachers to present “intelligent design” — the idea
that the universe was created by an intentional, conscious force such
as God — as an equally plausible explanation for natural selection

and human development.



In a quixotic challenge to the legislation, twenty-four-year-old physics
graduate Bobby Henderson wrote an open letter to the Kansas school
board that quickly became popular on the internet and then was
published in the New York Times. Henderson appealed for recognition
of another theory that he said was equally valid: that an all-powerful
deity called the Flying Spaghetti Monster created the world. While
clearly writing satirically on behalf of science, Henderson
nevertheless kept a straight face and argued that if creationism were
to be taught as a theory in science classes, then “Pastafarianism”
must also be taught as another legitimate possibility. “I think we can
all look forward to the time,” he wrote, “when these three theories
are given equal time in our science classes.... One third time for
Intelligent Design; one third time for Flying Spaghetti Monsterism
(Pastafarianism); and one third time for logical conjecture based on

overwhelming observable evidence.”

Since that time, the Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster has
become a creative venue where secularists and atheists construct
elaborate mythologies, religious texts, and rituals, most of which
involve cartoonish pirates and various noodle-and-sauce images.
(“R'amen,” they say at the end of their prayers.) However, although
tongue in cheek, many followers have also used the organization
seriously as a means to champion the First Amendment’s
establishment clause, which prohibits government institutions from
establishing, or preferring, any one religion over another. Pastafarians
have challenged policies and laws in various states that appear to

discriminate among religions or to provide exceptions or exemptions



based on religion. In Tennessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin, church
members have successfully petitioned for permission to display
statues or signs of the Flying Spaghetti Monster in places where other
religious icons are permitted, such as on state government
properties. One petition in Oklahoma argued that because the state
allows a marble and granite Ten Commandments monument on the
state courthouse lawn, then a statue of the Flying Spaghetti Monster
must also be permitted; this effort ultimately forced the state to
remove the Ten Commandments monument in 2015. Since then,
individuals in California, Georgia, Florida, Texas, and Utah have
asserted their right to wear religious head coverings in their driver’s
license photos — a religious exemption afforded to Muslims in those
states — and have had their pictures taken with colanders on their
heads.



Gary Nelson/Crossville Chronicle

Under the establishment clause of the First Amendment, members of the Church
of the Flying Spaghetti Monster were permitted to install a monument on the

lawn of a Crossville, Tennessee, courthouse in 2008.

Let’s stop for a moment. Take stock of your initial reactions to the
Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster. Some responses might be
quite uncritical, quite unthinking: “That’s outrageous!” or “What a
funny idea!” Others might be the type of snap judgment we discussed
earlier: “These people are making fun of real religions!” or “They’re
just causing trouble.” Think about it: If your hometown approved
placing a Christmas tree on the town square during the holiday
season and the Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster argued that it,

too, should be allowed to set up its holiday symbol — perhaps a statue



— as a matter of religious equality, should it be afforded equal space?

Why, or why not?

Be careful to exercise critical thinking here. Can one simply say, “No,
that belief is ridiculous,” in response to a religious claim? What if
members of a different religious group were asking for equal space?
Should a menorah (a Jewish holiday symbol) be allowed? A mural
celebrating Kwanzaa? A Native American symbol? Can some religious
expressions be included in public spaces and not others? If so, why?

If not, why not?

In thinking critically about a topic, we must try to see it from all sides
before reaching a conclusion. Critical thinking requires us to
understand our own position and also see the other side. One
mainstay of critical thinking is a willingness to identify and consider
objections to our own beliefs. We conduct an argument with ourselves,
advancing and then questioning different opinions. If someone were

proposing a Spaghetti Monster holiday display, we should ask

= Who is for and against the proposition?
= Why are they for or against it?

= What can be said for and against the proposition?

When thinking critically, it’s important to ask key questions about
various positions. It is also important to weigh competing interests
and predict the outcomes of any decision or action we take.

Remember that to be fair, we must adopt a skeptical attitude not only



toward views opposed to our own but also toward our own views and
our own common sense — that is, toward ideas that seem to us
obviously right. If we assume that we have a monopoly on the truth
and dismiss those who disagree with us as misguided fools or if we
assume that opponents are acting out of self-interest (or a desire to
harass the community) and we don’t analyze their views, we're being

critical, but we aren’t engaging in critical thinking.

SURVEY, ANALYZE, AND EVALUATE
THE ISSUE

Seeing an issue such as the Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster
from multiple perspectives will require you to gather information —
to find out what people are saying and thinking. You’'ll likely want to
gather perspectives and opinions from religious leaders, community
members, and legal experts and analyze them alongside one another
(after all, you wouldn’t want the town to be sued for discrimination).
You’'ll want to examine points on which people agree and disagree.
Try to familiarize yourself with current debates — perhaps about
religious equality, free speech, or the separation of church and state
— and consider the responsibility of public institutions to
accommodate different viewpoints and various constituencies. Ask
yourself: What are the bigger issues at stake? Finally, you'll want to
evaluate the evidence used by all sides to support their claims.
Remember that the Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster didn’t



gain so much traction by being easy to dismiss. You'll certainly have
to think beyond a knee-jerk value judgment like, “No, a Spaghetti

Monster statue would be ugly.”

To summarize our process, consider doing the following to enhance

your ability to consider multiple perspectives:

1. Survey different viewpoints, considering as many as possible
and paying attention to who stands to gain and lose in any
debate.

2. Analyze the conflicts, identifying and separating out the
problems or points of debate and trying to see the bigger issues
at stake.

3. Evaluate the ideas, judging the merit of various claims and
arguments and measuring the weight of the evidence.

If you survey, analyze, and evaluate comprehensively, you’ll have
better and more informed ideas; you'll generate a wide variety of
ideas, each triggered by your own responses and the ideas your
research brings to light. In short — and this point is key — argument is
an instrument of learning, decision-making, and persuasion. You will be
able to find your position by thinking through the issue and
developing your argument. As you do so, you should be as thorough
as possible and sensitive to the ideas and rights of many different
people. After all, you may have to present your argument to the town
council or community. If you simply decided that a Spaghetti
Monster statue was insulting to other religions and ignored the law in

your argument, you could be setting up your town for a lawsuit.



Use the Visual Guide: Evaluating a Proposal below to pursue some
lines of questioning for evaluating a proposed regulation, policy, or
procedure. Apply this line of thinking to the Flying Spaghetti Monster

1ssue.
Visual Guide: Evaluating a Proposal
1 Is it fair? Yes/No Why/Why not?
.. Is it likely
bl accomplish Yes/No Why/Why not?
purpose? X
its purpose?
- ,Mlght, it To whom? Can we weigh the
What will its unintentionally . .
Yes/No potential harm against
effects be? cause some .
harm? What kind of the potential good?
harm?
Who gains? What is gained?
Are there gains and Are there any compromises that
losses as a result? might satisfy different parties?
Who loses? What is lost?

Barnet et al., Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing, 10e, © 2020 Bedford/St. Martin’s

Description
The various steps involved are shown in a series of four flowcharts.

Flow chart 1, at the top, reads, Is it fair? Forward arrow: Yes or No. Forward arrow: Why
or Why not?

Flowchart 2 reads, What is its purpose? Forward arrow: Is it likely accomplish its
purpose? Forward arrow: Yes or No. Forward arrow: Why or Why not?

Flowchart 3 reads: What will its effects be? Forward arrow: Might it unintentionally cause
some harm? Forward arrow: Yes or No. Two forward arrows to two options; option 1: To
whom?; option 2: What kind of harm?. Both these options lead to: Can we weigh the
potential harm against the potential good?

Flowchart 4 reads: Are there gains and losses as a result? Two forward arrows to two
options; Option 1: Who gains? Forward arrow: What is gained?; Option 2: Who loses?




Forward arrow: What is lost? Both “What is lost” and “What is gained” have an arrow
leading to: Are there any compromises that might satisfy different parties?

What do you think? If you were on your hometown’s city council and
a petition came through from the Church of the Flying Spaghetti
Monster to permit a Spaghetti Monster display alongside the
traditional Christmas tree and menorah on the town square, how
would you answer the questions presented in the Visual Guide? How
would you vote? Why? How would you explain your vote to opponents
of the Spaghetti Monster display?

OBSTACLES TO CRITICAL
THINKING

Because critical thinking requires engaging seriously with potentially
difficult topics, topics about which you may already have strong
opinions, and topics that elicit powerful emotional responses, it’s
important to recognize the ways in which your thinking may be
compromised or clouded. The following attitudes might impede or

otherwise negatively affect critical thinking in real life:

1. The topic is too controversial. I do not want to take a position on
it.

2. The topic hits “too close to home” (i.e., “I have had direct
experience with this”).

3. The topic disgusts/angers/bores me.



4. Everyone I know thinks roughly the same thing I do about this
topic.
5. Others may judge me if I verbalize what I think.

6. My opinion on this topic is X because it benefits me, my family,
or my kind the most.

7. My parents raised me to think X about this topic.

8. One of my favorite celebrities believes X about this topic, so I
should agree.
9. I know what I think, but my solutions are probably unrealistic.
You can’t change the system.
10. The answer is just common sense. Anyone who thinks
differently lacks common sense.

Think about how each attitude might be detrimental to engagement
with the question of approving a Flying Spaghetti Monster statue or
might work as an impediment to drawing sound conclusions and

making decisions on any issue.

ANTICIPATING
COUNTERARGUMENTS

As we have shown, we generate ideas not only by supporting our
initial thoughts, but also imagining opposing responses to them —
sometimes called counterpoints or counterpositions, which help us
clarify our thoughts. When we draw conclusions, we may also find

counterarguments to our own position (other positions and points



collected logically together toward a different conclusion).
Sometimes, we avoid counterarguments — or avoid taking them
seriously — because we do not want to face them or we simply cannot
see things from another perspective. But we should try to take
counterarguments seriously because they ultimately strengthen our
thinking. When we write, they demonstrate that we have taken the
time to consider other perspectives. We mention counterarguments
here because they're an important component in argument, as you've
already seen in our illustrations; we also spend more time discussing

them in the Rebuttals section in Chapter 8.

WRITING TIP

Early in the process of conceiving your ideas on a topic, stop to ask yourself, “What might

someone reasonably offer as an ob jection to my view?”



Critical Thinking at Work: From a
Cluster to a Short Essay

Clustering is a type of brainstorming and a way of generating ideas,
so it is a good tool for the process of thinking through an issue. Here’s
an example showing a student developing ideas about an issue
related to the Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster. The student,
Alexa Cabrera, was assigned to write approximately 500 words about
a specific legal challenge made by a member of the Church of the
Flying Spaghetti Monster. She selected the case of Stephen
Cavanaugh, a prisoner who had made a complaint against the
Nebraska State Penitentiary after being denied the right to practice
Pastafarianism while incarcerated there. Because the Department of
Corrections had denied him those privileges, Cavanaugh filed suit
citing civil rights violations and asked for his rights to be

accommodated.

Alexa began thinking through her argument with a cluster, offering
an initial idea and then building on it. Notice the role of
counterpoints in the beginning of her cluster. Notice, too, that her
cluster is not as elaborate as our earlier one. Her cluster was a first
step, not a road map of the final essay. Finally, notice that Alexa’s
cluster contains ideas that did not make it into the final essay and that
her essay — the product of several revised drafts — introduces points

she had not thought of while clustering. In other words, the thinking



process does not end when you begin the writing stage. Instead,

writing an argument is a continuous process of thinking and learning

as well as a method of persuasion.

Counterpoints

Some people think
prison should
be punitive.

Cruel and unusual
punishment
protections?

(Do research.)

Is that true for all?

Supporting Points Opposing Points

Religion is important
to prisoners and to their
rehabilitation. Isn’t that the
point of prison?

Prisoners are being
punished. Why should
religious beliefs be
accommodated at all?

Cavanaugh requires
special treatments for only
one person, himself, just to

be provocative and

exert power.

First Amendment

Initial Idea

Prisoners should be allowed
to practice any religion.

“Pastafarianism” is

All religions’ essential e e
not a “real” religion.

observances should
be accommodated.

Some accommodations
can't be made
(pilgrimages, certain
objects) but reasonable
ones can be.

You can’t just let people
make up their own religions
and the accommodations
they want.

Barnet et al., Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing, 10e, © 2020 Bedford/St. Martin’s

Counterpoints

What legal rights
are prisoners
entitled to?
(Do research.)

But that’s not the point.
It's equity: Whatever is
being done for one group
must be done for all.

Who decides what is a
“real” religion?

What is the legal
definition of a
real religion?
(Do research.)

Description

The infographic begins with an equilateral triangle, with its center labeled Persuasion.
The three corners of the triangle are labeled Logos, Ethos, and Pathos in a clockwise

direction. Three corresponding texts, in rectangular boxes at the top edge of the triangle
reads, Does the author appeal to reason and intellect?; Is the argument supported by
evidence, data, facts, or expert testimony? Is this evidence used effectively?; Does the
argument use logic and good reasoning, whether by deduction or induction?. All three
texts together point to the term Logos. Three corresponding texts, in rectangular boxes
at the left edge of the triangle reads, Does the author elicit sympathy or strong emotion?
Does the author manipulate the audience’s feelings? and What values does the author
call upon? Does the author appeal to these values responsibly? All three texts together
point to the term Pathos. Three corresponding texts, in rectangular boxes at the left
edge of the triangle reads, Is the language and tone of the argument appropriate? Does



it show an awareness of or respect for the audience?; Does the author demonstrate
knowledge of the conversation around the topic? Are any perspectives omitted/ treated
fairly? and Is author’s support credible? Does the author use it responsibly or

misinterpret it? All three texts together point to the term Ethos.

Title: Plays with
words related to
pasta and prison.
The subtitle
states the thesis.

Paragraph 1: Sets
the stage. Nifty
turn of phrase
engages readers
and sets the tone
as playful but

serious.

Last sentence

presents a clear —

thesis.

Paragraph 2:
Counterarguments
raised throughout.

Cabrera 1

Alexa Cabrera
Professor Regina Dacus
English 112
8 October 2016
» Stirred and Strained: Pastafarians Should Be Allowed

to Practice in Prison

Stephen Cavanaugh is a member of the Church of the Flying Spaghetti
Monster (FSM), a mostly web-based religious group notable for its members’
demands that they be treated under the First Amendment like any other
religion. The group strives to show that if Christians can place Nativity
scenes on public grounds or if Muslims can wear head coverings in state
driver’s license photographs, then by god (or by pasta, as the case may be),
they can too. Cavanaugh is in the Nebraska State Penitentiary, where inmates
are permitted under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
(RLUIPA) to exercise religious freedoms guaranteed by the First Amendment.
He wants the same rights and privileges given to incarcerated Christians,
Muslims, Jews, and Buddhists — namely, to be able to wear religious
clothing, to eat specially prepared meals, and to be given resources, space,
and time to conduct worship with his fellow “believers.” For Cavanaugh, this
means being able to dress up as a pirate, eat pasta on selected holidays,
order satirical holy books, and lead a weekly “prayer” group. Many people
consider these requests absurd, but Cavanaugh should be permitted under
the First Amendment and the RLUIPA to practice his faith.

Some arguments against Cavanaugh are easier to dismiss than
others. One of these simply casts aside the spiritual needs and concerns
of prisoners: They are being punished, after all, so why should they
receive any religious accommodations? This position is both immoral and
unconstitutional. Religion is an important sustaining force for prisoners
who might otherwise struggle to find meaning and purpose in life, and it is
protected by the First Amendment because it helps prisoners find purpose
and become rehabilitated — the fundamental goal of correctional facilities
(even for those serving life without parole). Another argument sees religion

Description




The top left-hand header reads, Cabrera 1.
The right-hand header reads:

Line 1: Alexa Cabrera

Line 2: Professor Regina Dacus

Line 3: English 112

Line 4: 8 October 2016

Centered title reads, Stirred and Strained: Pastafarians Should Be Allowed to Practice in
Prison

[A margin note pointing to title reads, Title: Plays with words related to pasta and prison.
The subtitle states the thesis. End note.]

Paragraph 1: Stephen Cavanaugh is a member of the Church of the Flying Spaghetti
Monster (F S M), a mostly web-based religious group notable for its members’ demands
that they be treated under the First Amendment like any other religion. The group strives
to show that if Christians can place Nativity scenes on public grounds or if Muslims can
wear head coverings in state driver’s license photographs, then by god (or by pasta, as
the case may be), they can too. Cavanaugh is in the Nebraska State Penitentiary, where
inmates are permitted under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
(RLUIP A) to exercise religious freedoms guaranteed by the First Amendment. He
wants the same rights and privileges given to incarcerated Christians, Muslims, Jews,
and Buddhists — namely, to be able to wear religious clothing, to eat specially prepared
meals, and to be given resources, space, and time to conduct worship with his fellow
‘believers.’ For Cavanaugh, this means being able to dress up as a pirate, eat pasta on
selected holidays, order satirical holy books, and lead a weekly ‘prayer’ group. Many
people consider these requests absurd, but Cavanaugh should be permitted under the
First Amendment and the R L U | P A to practice his faith. [A margin note reads,
Paragraph 1: Sets the stage. Nifty turn of phrase engages readers and sets the tone as
playful but serious. A second note, pointing to the last sentence reads, Last sentence
presents a clear thesis. End notes.]

Paragraph 2: Some arguments against Cavanaugh are easier to dismiss than others.
One of these simply casts aside the spiritual needs and concerns of prisoners: They are



being punished, after all, so why should they receive any religious accommodations?
This position is both immoral and unconstitutional. Religion is an important sustaining
force for prisoners who might otherwise struggle to find meaning and purpose in life, and
it is protected by the First Amendment because it helps prisoners find purpose and
become rehabilitated — the fundamental goal of correctional facilities (even for those
serving life without parole). Another argument sees religion ... [Paragraph ends mid-
sentence. A margin note reads, Paragraph 2: Counterarguments raised throughout. End
note.]




Cabrera 2

as important as long as it conforms to Judeo-Christian belief structures,

which has for a long time been the only spiritual path available in American Writer cites law’s

X A . . . A requirements.
prisons. But today, in our diverse society, the RLUIPA requires prisons to <
provide religious accommodations for all faiths equally unless an undue
.. . . . . Last sentence
administrative, financial, or security burden can be proven. Obviously, many ;
sustains the
religious observances cannot be accommodated. Prisons cannot permit inmates thesis and

anticipates that

to carry crosses and staves, construct temples and sweat lodges, or make
readers may agree

required religious pilgrimages. However, as long as some reasonable religious ————

on this point but
accommodations can be and are made for some groups — such as Catholics still not consider
being offered fish on Fridays or Jewish and Muslim prisoners receiving kosher the FSMa religion.
and halal meals—then all religious groups must be similarly accommodated.

The more challenging question about the Church of the Flying

Paragraph 3:
Spaghetti Monster is whether it is a religion at all, whether it deserves Raises a possible
equal treatment among more established religions. When Cavanaugh was countérposition
first denied his request, the prison claimed that FSM was not a religion but ::scll)ifs it due
a “parody” of religion. The Nebraska State Penitentiary suggested it could
not grant privileges to anyone who presents his whimsical desires as part of
a religious philosophy. In dealing with a humorous and politically motivated
“religion” without a strong tradition and whose founder may write a new
gospel at any time, should the prison have to keep up with the possibility Responds

to opposing
. position; writer
religion and then expect to be accommodated? is still discussing

of constantly changing prisoner demands? Can anyone just make up a

For better or worse, the answer is yes— as long as the accommodations <¢——— reasonable and
fair treatment
of inmates, not
substantial burden to the institution. Many religions have councils that at “anything goes.”

represent valid forms of observance, are reasonable, and do not pose a

times alter the tenets of their faith. The state does not have the authority to

determine what is or is not a “real” religion or religious practice. It does have . .
Writer reminds
an obligation under the RLUIPA to accommodate not just some but all forms readers that the
of faith for incarcerated persons. As long as individuals sincerely hold certain <4———— state cannot
determine a
“real” or “unreal”
reasonability and equity, state prisons, like all other government agencies religion, just as it
cannot judge the
depth, rigor, or
literalness of an
inmate’s belief.

beliefs, and as long as the accommodations requested meet the standards of

and institutions, cannot discriminate. Some might argue that Cavanaugh’s

Description
Passage begins midsentence continuing the second paragraph from the previous page:

... as important as long as it conforms to Judeo-Christian belief structures, which has for
a long time been the only spiritual path available in American prisons. But today, in our
diverse society, the RL U | P A requires prisons to provide religious accommodations for
all faiths equally unless an undue administrative, financial, or security burden can be



proven. [A margin note reads, Writer cites law’s requirements. End note.] Obviously,
many religious observances cannot be accommodated. Prisons cannot permit inmates
to carry crosses and staves, construct temples and sweat lodges, or make required
religious pilgrimages. However, as long as some reasonable religious accommodations
can be and are made for some groups — such as Catholics being offered fish on
Fridays or Jewish and Muslim prisoners receiving kosher and halal meals — then all
religious groups must be similarly accommodated. [A margin note reads, Last sentence
sustains the thesis and anticipates that readers may agree on this point but still not
consider the F S M a religion.]

Paragraph 3: The more challenging question about the Church of the Flying Spaghetti
Monster is whether it is a religion at all, whether it deserves equal treatment among
more established religions. When Cavanaugh was first denied his request, the prison
claimed that FSM was not a religion but a ‘parody’ of religion. The Nebraska State
Penitentiary suggested it could not grant privileges to anyone who presents his
whimsical desires as part of a religious philosophy. In dealing with a humorous and
politically motivated ‘religion’ without a strong tradition and whose founder may write a
new gospel at any time, should the prison have to keep up with the possibility of
constantly changing prisoner demands? Can anyone just make up a religion and then
expect to be accommodated? [A margin note reads, Paragraph 3: Raises a possible
counter position and gives it due respect. End note.]

Paragraph 4: For better or worse, the answer is yes — as long as the accommodations
represent valid forms of observance, are reasonable, and do not pose a substantial
burden to the institution. [A margin note reads, Responds to opposing position; writer is
still discussing reasonable and fair treatment of inmates, not ‘anything goes.” End note.]
Many religions have councils that at times alter the tenets of their faith. The state does
not have the authority to determine what is or is not a quote real end quote religion or
religious practice. It does have an obligation under the RL U | P A to accommodate not
just some but all forms of faith for incarcerated persons. As long as individuals sincerely
hold certain beliefs, and as long as the accommodations requested meet the standards
of reasonability and equity, state prisons, like all other government agencies and
institutions, cannot discriminate. [A margin note reads, Writer reminds readers that the
state cannot determine a ‘real’ or ‘unreal’ religion, just as it cannot judge the depth, rigor,
or literalness of an inmate’s belief.] Some might argue that Cavanaugh’s ... [passage
end mid sentence]




Cabrera 3

Rebuts the faith is not sincere — that he does not really believe that the Earth

counterargument. ——— was literally created by a ball of pasta with meatball-shaped eyes. But

this is not the point. The government cannot apply a religious test to

. ——— measure the degree of one’s sincerity or faith. Like others in the Flying
Writer makes a

shrewd rhetorical Spaghetti Monster movement — secularists, atheists, and professed

move, appealing believers — Cavanaugh should not be treated as an exploiter of religious
to the democratic . .. . . .
value of fairmess. freedom. In fact, in a pluralistic society with laws to ensure religious

freedom and equality, his challenge helps protect all faiths.

Description
Passage begins midsentence continuing the fourth paragraph from the previous page:

... faith is not sincere — that he does not really believe that the Earth was literally
created by a ball of pasta with meatball-shaped eyes. [A margin note line reads, Rebuts
the counterargument. End note.] But this is not the point. The government cannot apply
a religious test to measure the degree of one’s sincerity or faith. [A margin note reads,
Writer makes a shrewd rhetorical move, appealing to the democratic value of fairness.
End Note.] Like others in the Flying Spaghetti Monster movement — secularists,
atheists, and professed believers — Cavanaugh should not be treated as an exploiter of
religious freedom. In fact, in a pluralistic society with laws to ensure religious freedom
and equality, his challenge helps protect all faiths.

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

1. A paper begins with its title, not with its first paragraph. A good
title makes readers curious and may let them know where the
essay will take them. Does this title have that effect on you?
Why, or why not? What other title would you suggest?

2. Are you convinced from this essay that it would be unfair to
deny Cavanaugh and other Pastafarian inmates their demands?




Why, or why not?

3. How would you define a “real” religion? Can it be any belief
deeply and sincerely felt, or does it require something more?
Explain your answer.




Generating Ideas: Writing as a Way
of Thinking

“To learn to write,” Robert Frost said, “is to learn to have ideas.” But

how does one “learn to have ideas”?

Sometimes, we discover ideas while talking with others. A friend
shares an opinion about some issue, and we — who have never really
thought much about the matter — find ourselves saying that we see
their point but have a different opinion. We are, in a sense, offering
a counterpoint, saying, “Well, yes, I see your point, but I'm not of
that opinion. I see it differently — not as X, but as Y.” For example,
imagine someone is arguing against the US border wall proposal put

forth by US President Donald Trump. Another person could say:

Yes, I see your point that a wall will be expensive, but the fact is
we do already have substantial border fences, and we spend a
lot of money on enforcement. The wall proposal only
strengthens what we already do and may even amount to long-

term savings.

A third person might respond, “Yes, I see your point about money,
but the wall will be destructive to the environment, which outweighs

the financial savings.” A fourth might add, “Yes, and a wall is also a

symbol of division.” Often, we get ideas when we add to others’



observations. Maybe we find ourselves agreeing with someone and

would like to extend the observation to include another position,

too. We are essentially saying, “Yes, X, sure, and also Y, too.”

Here’s another example of how that might play out:

Yes, a “soda tax” on high-sugar beverages would discourage
unhealthy behaviors and generate much-needed revenue for
the city, and come to think of it, it may encourage drink

companies to lower the sugar content of their products.

Mere chance — a response a friend’s comment — seems to have
produced an idea. However, learning to have ideas is not usually a
matter of chance. Or if chance is involved, well, as Louis Pasteur put
it, “Chance favors the prepared mind.” Lurking in the mind are bits
of information, opinions that may arise in an unexpected
circumstance — when talking, when listening to a lecture or a

classroom discussion, or especially when reading.

Consider Archimedes, the ancient Greek mathematician who
discovered a method to determine the volume of an irregularly
shaped object. Here’s how the story goes: A king gave a goldsmith a
specific weight of gold and asked him to make a crown in the shape
of laurel leaves. When the job was finished, the king weighed the
crown and found that it matched the weight of the gold he had
provided. Nevertheless, he suspected that the goldsmith might have

substituted some silver for some of the gold. How could the king



find out (without melting or otherwise damaging the crown) if the

crown was pure gold?

For Archimedes, meditating on this problem produced no ideas at
first, but when he entered a bathtub he noticed that the water level
rose as he immersed his body. He suddenly realized that he could
determine the purity of the crown by measuring the amount of
water it displaced. Since silver is less dense than gold, it takes a
greater volume of silver to equal a given weight of gold. In his
excitement at his idea to measure equal weights and relative
volumes by immersing the crown in water, Archimedes is said to
have leaped out of the tub and run naked through the street,

shouting “Eureka!” (Greek for “I have found [it]!”).

Gordon Marino/Alamy Stock Photo



Sculpture in Manchester, England, depicting Archimedes’s bathtub “Eureka”

moment.

Why do we tell this story? Partly because we like it, but chiefly
because the word eureka captures that moment of unexpectedly
finding an idea. Finding an idea can sometimes feel like reaching
under the couch to retrieve a dog toy and finding a ten-dollar bill
instead: “Hey, look what I found! Eureka!” But we rarely luck into
ideas in this way. Actually, the word eureka comes from the same
Greek word that has given us the word heuristic (pronounced hyoo-

RIS-tik), which refers to a method or process of discovering ideas.

When you're asked to think about something you've read in this
book, if your first response is that you have no ideas, please do not
just take a bath like Archimedes did. A better method is to immerse
yourself not in water but in the issues at hand. You can do this by
listening to what’s being said in the world around you — both in and
out of the classroom, as well as in the world of magazines,
newspapers, books, and other media — and thinking about your

responses to what you hear.

One of the most basic methods to discover ideas is the one we

mention above — “Yes, but I see it differently” or “Yes, and also.” This

process can help you respond to a work and begin to develop ideas.



CONFRONTING UNFAMILIAR
ISSUES

Generating ideas can be a challenge when you, as a student, are
asked to read about and respond to new or unfamiliar issues.
Sometimes, students wonder why they have to engage in particular
topics and generate ideas about them. “I want to be a speech
pathologist,” one might say, “so why do I need to read essays and

formulate ideas about capital punishment?”

One answer is that a college curriculum should spur students to
think about pressing issues facing our society, so learning about
capital punishment is important to all students. But this isn’t the
only answer. One could never study “all” the important social
problems we face (and many of them change very rapidly). Instead,
colleges seek to equip students with tools, methods, and habits of
mind that enable them to confront arguments about any potential
issue or problem. The primary goal of a college education (and of
this book) is to help students develop an intellectual apparatus — a

tool kit that can be applied to any subject matter, any issue.

The techniques presented in this book offer a practical framework
for approaching issues, thinking about them carefully, asking good
questions, identifying problems, and offering reasonable solutions

— not necessarily because we want you to form opinions about the



specific issues we have selected (although we hope you do), but
because we want you to practice critical thinking, reading, and
writing in ways that transfer to other aspects of your education as

well as to your personal, professional, and civic life.

The Nigerian novelist Chinua Achebe said, “The writer must march
up front.” Rather than thinking that you must “agree or disagree”
with the authors whose positions you'll read about in this book,
imagine that you'll be practicing how to discover your own unique
point of view by finding pathways into debates, negotiating different
positions, and generating new ideas. So when you confront a new or
unfamiliar issue in this book (or elsewhere), consider the strategies
discussed in this chapter as practical methods — heuristics — for
generating new ideas from the information at hand. That is what

critical thinking (and writing) is all about.

USING CLUSTERING TO DISCOVER
IDEAS

As you can see from the student cluster on the Pastafarian issue,
we're big fans of clustering as a practical method for generating
ideas and thinking through your argument. If you think with pencil
and paper in hand and let your mind make associations by
clustering, you'll find (perhaps to your surprise) that you have plenty

of interesting ideas and that some can lead to satisfying conclusions.



Doubtless you'll also have some ideas that represent gut reactions or
poorly thought-out conclusions, but that’s okay. When clustering,
allow your thoughts to take shape without restriction; you can look

over your ideas again and organize them later.

To start clustering, take a sheet of paper and jot down what you
think is the most basic issue or the fundamental conflict. This will
help shape the questions you ask and frame your initial idea. Write
down your initial idea — your opinion on the issue or debate at hand
— and then develop supporting ideas, explore counterpositions (and
rebuttals), and jot down where you need to do some research,
eventually leading you to a tighter argument. Review the cluster in

this chapter on page 9 to help you work through an issue.

WRITING TIP

If you decide to generate ideas for your essay by clustering, don’t worry that some ideas may

be off the cuff or even nonsense. Just get ideas down on paper. You can evaluate them later.

APPROACHING AN ISSUE (OR AN
ASSIGNMENT)

Anyone who has played baseball can tell you that one of the most

challenging things to do is hit the ball. So, coaches often instruct

their players to develop an approach to hitting. The hitter’s approach



begins in the dugout. First, you watch the pitcher. You make
observations. What kind of pitches are being thrown? Are they
largely inside pitches or outside pitches, high or low, fast or slow?
Answering these questions can help determine what you do as you
get ready to bat. You must also ask: What is the game situation? Are
you attempting to hit long into the outfield or just get the ball in play,
perhaps to advance your runners already on the bases? Once you
step into the batter’s box, where should you set your feet — farther
away from the plate or close to it? In short, you are asking questions:
What am I facing? What is my goal? and, quite literally, Where do I

stand?

Not everyone plays baseball, but this metaphor is intended to get
you thinking about how to prepare for an argument by asking some

key questions:

= What should you look for in an issue or problem?

= What kinds of challenges will opponents likely throw at you?
= How will you position yourself?

= What do you want to achieve?

A critical thinker’s approach, like a baseball batter’s, is the
preparation for the argument. It involves assessing issues,

identifying key problems, and discovering your ideas.

In real life, and in this book, you may be given an assignment to

think critically or make an argument. A professor (or a textbook



author) assigning a prompt is much like a coach instructing you on
your approach, and examining the assignment prompt carefully is
like reading the pitcher. Ask: What is being thrown at you? How

should you strategize to meet the challenges?

Perhaps the assignment prompts you to consider a certain aspect of
an issue, compare two arguments, or take a side in a debate. Here is

an example of an assignment that calls for a specific approach:

At the time a county clerk in Kentucky named Kim Davis was
refusing to sign marriage licenses for same-sex couples, some
of her supporters compared her to civil rights activists like
Rosa Parks, who intentionally broke segregation laws in order
to challenge them. Are Kim Davis’s actions justifiable in the
same way Rosa Parks’s were? Are the two figures equivalent

crusaders for justice?

A prompt like this doesn't tell you what to think, but what to ask and
how to argue. It tells you to compare, analyze, and evaluate. In your
comparison of Davis and Parks, you must judge whether or not their
actions were morally or politically equivalent and then argue yes or
no. You are being prompted to consider the motivations, purposes,

and justifications for each figure’s actions.

Many assignments call for these elements of comparison, analysis,
and evaluation. They ask the questions and tell you how to argue.

But by figuring out what to ask and how to argue yourself, you can



develop arguments without prompts provided by your professors.
When facing issues in your life, work, or society, you will sometimes
have to prompt yourself to figure out what to think (and what to

argue).

PROMPTING YOURSELF:
CLASSICAL TOPICS AND
INVENTION

One way of generating new ideas by prompting yourself is to
consider what the ancient rhetoricians called topics — from the
Greek topoi, meaning “places.” (We see this word as a root in our
word topography, a description of place.) Today, we often use the
word topic to describe something very specific, as when a professor
or committee leader says, “Today our topic for discussion is the
proposed bike lane on our campus drive.” But for the ancients, such
as Aristotle in Greece and Cicero in Rome, the topoi (or topics) were
more conceptual and were seen as the basic elements of arguments,
debates, and conversations. Among the classical topics were
definition, comparison, relationship, and testimony. When formulated
as questions, they prompted thoughtful people to invent (from the

Latin invenire, “to come upon, to find”) ideas.



If you're at a loss for ideas when confronted with an issue — and an
assignment to write about it — you might discover ideas by turning
to the relevant classical topics, framing them as questions, and
jotting down your responses. We’ll use our campus bike lane as an

example issue.

De fnition: What are the elements in the debate?

What is a road? What is a bike lane? What is a college campus?
How might these definitions help you think through the
issues? If, for example, you define a road as a way people travel
(especially students), a bike lane as a pathway for a certain
means of safe transportation, and a campus as a place where
students must be able to live and learn safely, then you may be
able to discover a reasonable starting point for an argument:
Because many students use bikes and they need to get to class safely,
a bike lane on campus is a reasonable accommodation. Simply
defining the basic elements within an issue may guide your

thinking on a question.

Comparison: What are the elements like or unlike?

Comparing students to nonstudents, cars to bikes, or
campuses to other public spaces may also help you discover
your position. You may find that students have a special need
for bikes that nonstudents do not have. Or you may find that

bikes, compared to cars, are cheaper and more



environmentally friendly. Maybe campus roads are not the
same as some other public roads; they may be more like roads
in parks, cutting through spaces of leisure, quietude, and
study. Making comparisons like these can help you evaluate
the various reasons bicycle lanes may be called for on campus.
You may also compare other cases: Have other colleges built

bike lanes? If so, to what effect?

Relationship: What are the causes and e ffects in play?

Think of relationships as “if ... then” propositions. If we
decided to build bike lanes, then we would likely increase
safety and access on campus and help the environment.
However, if we build bike lanes, then we would also spend a
great deal of money, which may affect other budget priorities,
some of which may also increase other kinds of access and
safety. The point: Teasing out the relationships of actions to
their consequences can help produce ideas. (You may also
explore the consequences of nonactions: If we did not build
bike lanes, then we would not be keeping up with institutions
that are building them, making our school less attractive to

new students.)

Testimony: What are the major opinions and forms of

evidence?



All ideas need to be justified in consideration of opinions and
evidence. What do drivers think? What do students think?
What do experts and respected leaders say? What laws or rules
are applicable? What evidence has been (or can be) gathered
to testify to the need for bike lanes (or the lack of such a
need)? Have there been accidents? Are students or drivers
complaining about the risks? Gathering testimony — assessing
data, trends, currents, opinions, and attitudes — can help

inspire ideas.

The classical topoi are not solutions to any problems at hand, but a
means of discovering solutions. They provide a set of categories that
can work as guidelines to formulating an opinion or argument. In
other words, they offer a way to organize the process of invention, of
thinking through an issue to determine what you think and what

position you want to take.



An Essay for Generating Ideas

Consider the following brief essay about the Food and Drug
Administration’s approval, in 2015, of a genetically engineered
salmon. Although GMO (genetically modified organism) foods and
medicines are common in the United States, this salmon will soon
be the first genetically modified animal approved for food
consumption in the United States. After you read the essay, refer to

Thinking Critically: Generating Ideas with Topics, which asks you to

begin jotting down ideas on a sheet of paper along the lines of the
classical topics. As an example of how to respond to the questions,
we've included columns related to the Stephen Cavanaugh case. As
you attempt to formulate ideas related to the essay about genetically
engineered salmon, answer the questions related to the classical
topics. There’s no need to limit yourself to one answer per item as
we did.

NINA FEDOROFF

Nina Fedoroff (b. 1942) is a molecular biologist and winner, in 2007,
of the National Medal of Science. She served as science and
technology advisor to the US secretary of state from 2007 to 2010
and is an emeritus Evan Pugh professor at Penn State University.
The following essay originally appeared in the New York Times in
December 2015.



The Genetically Engineered Salmon Is a
Boon for Consumers and Sustainability

This is great news for consumers and the environment. Wild salmon
populations have long been in deep trouble because of overfishing,
and open-water cage farming of salmon pollutes coastal waters,
propagates fish diseases, and sacrifices a lot of wild-caught fish to be

consumed as salmon feed.

The fish is virtually identical to wild salmon, but it is a more

sustainable food source, growing faster to maturity.

But just imagine, you'll soon be able to eat salmon guilt-free.
AquaBounty has spent more than 20 years developing and testing
this faster-growing salmon that will require less feed to bring itto a
marketable size. It can be farmed economically in closed, on-land
facilities that recirculate water and don’t dump waste into the sea.
Since the fish live in clean, managed water, they don’t get diseases
that are spread among caged fish in the sea. And the growing

facilities could be closer to markets, cutting shipping costs.

All of these elements take pressure off wild salmon and make

salmon farming more sustainable.

Much of the concern about AquaBounty’s salmon centers around
several bits of added DNA, taken from another fish, that let the



salmon grow continuously, not just seasonally. That does not make
them “unnatural” or dangerous, it just makes them grow to market

size on less feed.

We've been tinkering with our plants and animals to serve our food
needs for somewhere between 10 and 20 thousand years. We created
corn, for example. The seed-bearing structure of the original “wild”
version, called teosinte, looked very different from the modern-day
ear, packed with hundreds of soft, starch-and-protein-filled kernels.
And it’s people who developed the tomatoes we eat today. Mother
Nature’s are tiny: A pioneering breeder described them in an 1893

grower’s guide as “small, hollow, tough, watery” fruits.

But there’s money (and fame) in being anti-G.M.O. The organic food
marketers want to sell their food, which is over-priced because
organic farming is inefficient — not because the food’s better — so

they tell scare stories about the dangers of G.M.O.s.

There is also no reason to fear that these genetically engineered
salmon will escape and destroy wild populations. Only sterile
females will be grown for food. And since the fish will be grown in

contained facilities on land, escapees can’t survive either.

AquaBounty’s salmon is salmon, plain and simple. I, for one, can’t

walit to taste it.



THINKING CRITICALLY

Generating Ideas with Topics

Use the classical topics (pp. 16-17) to think through an issue. Provide the relevant

information for a topic of your choice or for the topic of genetically engineered salmon

explored in Fedoroff’s essay. We have provided the issue of Steven Cavanaugh and the

Church of the Flying Spaghetti Monster as an example.

TOPICS

Definition
Categories
Descriptions
Definitions
Explanations

Comparison
Similarities
Differences
Analogies
Applications

Relationships
Antecedents
Precedents
Consequences
Outcomes

Testimony
Statistics

QUESTIONS

What is it?

What is it like
or unlike?

What are some
causes and
effects?(If...,
then)

What forms of
evidence and

EXAMPLE YOUR TOPIC
TOPIC:
PASTAFARIANI

SM

Define terms:
creationism
religious
freedom

civil rights

Civil
disobedience
Other
struggles for
religious rights

If

Pastafarianism
is permitted to
continue, then

If prisoners
cannot
worship freely,
then ...

What have
courts said in




Maxims opinion exist? the past?

Laws What do

Authorities/Qu supporters

otations and/or
detractors say?
What laws
exist to protect
members of
religions?

THINKING CRITICALLY ABOUT
THE ISSUE

What follows is an inner dialogue that you might engage in as you

think critically about the question of genetically engineered salmon.

The purpose of genetically engineered salmon is to protect
against the ecological effects of overfishing — that seems to

be a good thing.

Another purpose is to protect consumers by ensuring that the
price of salmon, one of the most commonly eaten fish, will not

become so high that few people could afford it.

But other issues are apparent. Should we turn to altering the
genes of animals to protect the environment or consumer prices-?
Are there other solutions, like eating less salmon or

regulating overfishing?



Who gains and who loses, and what do they stand to gain or
lose, by Federal Drug Administration (FDA) approval of

genetically modified salmon?

The author says no one should worry about “several bits of DNA
added,” but come to think of it, is this modification unethical
or dangerous in any way? Is it okay to create a new type of

animal by altering genes?

The author attacks anti-GMO activists, saying they’re just
after money (and fame — why fame?). Isn’t money (and fame?)

also the goal of AquaBounty and other GMO food producers?

Part of the job is analytic, recognizing the elements or complexities
of the whole, and part is evaluative, judging the adequacy of all the
ideas, one by one. Both tasks require critical thinking in the form of

analyzing and evaluating, and those processes themselves require a

self-conscious and disciplined approach.

So far, we have jotted down a few thoughts and then immediately
given some second thoughts contrary to the first. Be aware that your
own counterpositions might not come to mind right away. They
might not occur until you reread your notes or try to explain the
issue to a friend, until you do some preliminary reading on the
subject, or even until you begin drafting an essay aimed at
supporting or undermining the FDA rules. Most likely, some good
ideas won't occur until a second or third or fourth draft — or even

until after you have published or turned in your work.



Here are some further thoughts on the issue of genetically modified
salmon to show how different perspectives and questions lead to

different approaches.

According to one article, the FDA is not requiring companies to
label the salmon as genetically engineered. Should this
information at least be made available to consumers? Maybe
their religious, ethical, or personal preferences would be not
to eat modified fish species. If the fish were properly labeled
and people knew of any risks associated with eating it,

consumers could avoid it if they wished.

» Possible perspectives: Social (consumer interest)

» Questions: How should consumers expect to be protected by
the government in an era of new scientific developments
such as GMOs and in relation to their right to know what
goes into their food? How should the government respond to
new scientific advances such as GMOs?

» Approach: Might I argue that the new regulations are okay,
but strict labeling should be required?

It’s actually pretty amazing that scientists have helped solve
the problem of the dwindling salmon population from overfishing
by making a genetic modification that allows fish to grow large
and fast and sustainably. Like any new thing, people who are
uncomfortable with technological change will resist the new
processes but will soon become accustomed to them once their
fears are allayed. 1’11 bet at one time, people were hesitant
to accept the light bulb as an advancement. Like all new
advances, once it is accepted, it will be a boost to consumers,

the environment, and business.

» Possible perspectives: Scientific (technological change)
» Questions: What other technologies were resisted in the
past and are now commonplace, and what lessons can we learn

from them? Which technologies are now keystones for our



economy? How has science contributed to solving food crises
and environmental crises?

» Approach: Might I argue that people should be more open to
technological innovation as a way to solve environmental,
social, and economic issues related to the food supply?

Doubtless there is much that we haven'’t asked or thought about, but
we hope you’ll agree that the issue deserves careful thought. Some of
these questions require you to do research on the topic. Some raise
issues of fact, and relevant evidence probably is available. To reach a
conclusion in which you have confidence, you'll likely have to do
some research to find out what the facts — the objective data — are.
Merely explaining your position without giving the evidence will not

be convincing.

Even without doing any research, however, you might want to look
over the pros and cons, perhaps adding some new thoughts or
modifying or even rejecting (for reasons that you can specify) some
of those already given. If you do think further about this issue (and
we hope that you will), notice an interesting point about your own
thinking: It probably isn’t linear (moving in a straight line from A to
B to C) but recursive, moving from A to C and back to B or starting
over at C and then back to A and B. By zigging and zagging almost
despite yourself, you'll reach a conclusion that may finally seem
correct. In retrospect, it might seem obvious; now you can chart a
nice line from A to B to C — but that probably wasn’t at all evident at
the start.



A CHECKLIST FOR CRITICAL THINKING

= Does my thinking show open-mindedness and intellectual curiosity?

= Am | approaching my subject from a particular perspective?

= Can | examine the assumptions that come with my approach?

= Am | willing to entertain different ideas, both those that | encounter while reading and
those that come to mind while writing?

= Am | willing to exert myself — for instance, to do research — to acquire information,
identify different viewpoints, and evaluate evidence?




A Short Essay Calling for Critical
Thinking

When reading an essay, we expect the writer to have thought
carefully about the topic. We don’t want to read every false start,
every fuzzy thought, and every ill-organized paragraph that the writer
knocked off. Yes, writers make false starts, put down fuzzy thoughts,
and write ill-organized paragraphs, but then they revise and revise
yet again, ultimately producing a readable essay that seems
effortlessly written. Still — and this is our main point — writers of
argumentative essays need to show readers that they have made
some effort; they need to show how they got to their views. It isn’t
enough for the writer to say, “I believe X”; rather, he or she must in
effect say, “I believe X because I see things from this perspective.
Others believe Y or Z, and although from their perspective, their
answers might sound reasonable, my inquiry shows another way to
think or act about the issue. There may be value in Y or Z (or maybe
not), and on the surface they may be plausible (or maybe they are not
plausible), but their beliefs do not take into account what I am
arguing, that X is a better alternative because....” Obviously you don’t
need to follow that exact pattern (although you could); the point is
that writers often need to make their critical thinking explicit to

convince their readers of the argument they make.



Notice in the following short essay — on employers using biometric
devices to monitor employees’ performance — that the author, Lynn
Stuart Parramore, positions herself against new workplace
technologies in a compelling way. As you read, think critically about
how she presents her position and how she encourages readers to
sympathize with her views. Ask questions about what she includes
and excludes, whether she presents other perspectives amply or
fairly, and what additional positions might be valid on these recent

developments in the rapidly growing field of biometrics in business.

LYNN STUART PARRAMORE

Lynn Stuart Parramore is a senior research analyst at the Institute for
New Economic Thinking and a senior editor of AlterNet, as well as a
frequent contributor to Reuters, HuffPost, and other outlets.
Reprinted here is an essay published by Al Jazeera America on
September 18, 2015.

Provocative title leaves

readers withasenseof ——p» FltbltSfor BOSS@S

Parramore’s argument.

Thewriter throwsinan F——" Imagine you've just arrived at your job with the Anywhere Bank call center. You

ominous proposition, switch on your computer and adjust the height of your chair. Then, you slide on the

he “behavior-monitor- e . . ) - .

o 4 o o headset, positioning the mic in front of your lips. All that’s left to do is to activate

ing device,” that could

become routine. your behavior-monitoring device — the gadget hanging from your neck that tracks
your tone of voice, your heart rate, and your physical movements throughout the

day, sending real-time reports to your supervisor.

Description
Title reads, Fitbits for Bosses. [A margin note reads, Provocative title leaves readers
with a sense of Parramore’s argument. End note.]




Body text reads: Imagine you’ve just arrived at your job with the Anywhere Bank call
center. You switch on your computer and adjust the height of your chair. Then, you slide
on the headset, positioning the mic in front of your lips. All that’s left to do is to activate
your behavior-monitoring device — the gadget hanging from your neck that tracks your
tone of voice, your heart rate, and your physical movements throughout the day,
sending real-time reports to your supervisor. [A margin note reads, The writer throws in
an ominous proposition, the ‘behavior-monitoring device,” that could become routine.
End note.]




A scene from a dystopian movie? Nope. It’s already happening in America. <—— gqence-fiction

Welcome to the brave new world of workplace biosurveillance.

It’s obvious that wearable tracking technology has gone mainstream: Just look
at the explosion of smart watches and activity monitors that allow people to count
steps and check their calorie intake. But this technology has simultaneously been
creeping into workplaces: The military uses sensors that scan for injuries, monitor
heart rate, and check hydration. More and more, professional athletes are strapping
on devices that track every conceivable dimension of performance. Smart ice skates
that measure a skater’s jump. Clothes that measure an athlete’s breathing and collect
muscle data. At this year’s tryouts in Indianapolis, some NFL hopefuls wore the “Adi-
das miCoach,” a device that sends data on speed and acceleration straight to trainers’
iPads. Over the objection of many athletes, coaches and team owners are keen to
track off-the-field activity, too, such as sleep patterns and diet. With million-dollar
players at stake, big money seems poised to trump privacy.

Now employers from industries that don’t even require much physical labor are «——

getting in on the game.

Finance is adopting sophisticated analytics to ensure business performance from s
high-dollar employees. Cambridge neuroscientist and former Goldman Sachs trader
John Coates works with companies to figure out how monitoring biological sig-
nals can lead to trading success; his research focuses on measuring hormones that
increase confidence and other desirable states as well as those that produce nega-
tive, stressful states. In a report for Bloomberg, Coates explained that he is working
with “three or four hedge funds” to apply an “early-warning system” that would alert
supervisors when traders are getting into the hormonal danger zone. He calls this
process “human optimization.”

People who do the most basic, underpaid work in our society are increasingly sub-
ject to physical monitoring, too — and it extends far beyond the ubiquitous urine test.
Bank of America has started using smart badges that monitor the voice and behavior
patterns of call-center workers, partnering with the creepily named Humanyze, a com-
pany specializing in “people analytics” Humanyze is the brainchild of the MIT Media
Lab, the fancy research institute at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology dedicated
to the “betterment of humanity,” which, incidentally, receives a quarter of its funding
from taxpayers. Humanyze concocted a computer dashboard complete with graphs
and pie charts that can display the location of employees (Were you hanging out in the
lounge today?) and their “social context” (Do you spend a lot of time alone?).

Humanyze founder Ben Waber points out that companies already spend enor- «——

mous resources collecting analytics on their customers. Why not their employees?

A growing number of workers are being monitored by GPS, often installed on
their smartphones. In the U.S. the Supreme Court ruled that law enforcement offi-
cials need a warrant to use GPS devices to track a suspect. But employers don’t worry
over such formalities in keeping tabs on employees, especially those who are mobile,
such as truck drivers. A Washington Post report on GPS surveillance noted a 2012
study by the research firm Aberdeen Group, which showed that 62 percent of “field

language and references
to a dystopian “brave
new world” assist sense
of foreboding.

Presents as “obvious” the
fact that biosurveillance
technology has gone
mainstream, “creeping”
into the workplace. “So
what?” Parramore is
about to tell us.

Single sentence turns
the focus from two
specialized fields to
everyday jobs.

Extends the dysto-
pian theme and sci-fi
language: Phrases like
“alert supervisors” and
“human optimization”
hint at deeper control
by managers.

Parramore enhances
her argument through
strong language and
ironic, sardonic tone:
“creepily named,”
“concocted.”

Parramore quotes
Humanyze's founder
but presents his state-
mentas anything but
appealing.

Supports claims with
examples from a
research study and a
case study.

Description
Body text continues:

Paragraph 2: A scene from a dystopian movie? Nope. It's already happening in
America. Welcome to the brave new world of workplace biosurveillance. [A margin note



reads, Science-fiction language and references to a dystopian ‘brave new world’ assist
sense of foreboding. End note.]

Paragraph 3: It's obvious that wearable tracking technology has gone mainstream: Just
look at the explosion of smart watches and activity monitors that allow people to count
steps and check their calorie intake. But this technology has simultaneously been
creeping into workplaces: The military uses sensors that scan for injuries, monitor heart
rate, and check hydration. More and more, professional athletes are strapping on
devices that track every conceivable dimension of performance. Smart ice skates that
measure a skater’s jump. Clothes that measure an athlete’s breathing and collect
muscle data. At this year’s tryouts in Indianapolis, some NFL hopefuls wore the ‘Adidas
miCoach,” a device that sends data on speed and acceleration straight to trainers’ I-
Pads. Over the objection of many athletes, coaches and team owners are keen to track
off-the-field activity, too, such as sleep patterns and diet. With million-dollar players at
stake, big money seems poised to trump privacy. [A margin note reads, Presents as
‘obvious’ the fact that biosurveillance technology has gone mainstream, ‘creeping’ into
the workplace. ‘So what?’ Parramore is about to tell us. End note.]

Paragraph 4: Now employers from industries that don’t even require much physical
labor are getting in on the game. [A margin note reads, Single sentence turns the focus
from two specialized fields to everyday jobs. End note.]

Paragraph 5: Finance is adopting sophisticated analytics to ensure business
performance from high-dollar employees. Cambridge neuroscientist and former
Goldman Sachs trader John Coates works with companies to figure out how monitoring
biological signals can lead to trading success; his research focuses on measuring
hormones that increase confidence and other desirable states as well as those that
produce negative, stressful states. In a report for Bloomberg, Coates explained that he
is working with ‘three or four hedge funds’ to apply an ‘early-warning system’ that would
alert supervisors when traders are getting into the hormonal danger zone. He calls this
process ‘human optimization.’[A margin note reads, Extends the dystopian theme and
sci-fi language: Phrases like ‘alert supervisors’ and ‘human optimization’ hint at deeper
control by managers. End note.]

Paragraph 6: People who do the most basic, underpaid work in our society are
increasingly subject to physical monitoring, too — and it extends far beyond the
ubiquitous urine test. Bank of America has started using smart badges that monitor the



voice and behavior patterns of call-center workers, partnering with the creepily named
Humanyze, a company specializing in ‘people analytics.” [A margin note reads,
Parramore enhances her argument through strong language and ironic, sardonic tone:
‘creepily named,’ ‘concocted.” End quote.] Humanyze is the brainchild of the M | T Media
Lab, the fancy research institute at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology dedicated
to the ‘betterment of humanity,” which, incidentally, receives a quarter of its funding from
taxpayers. Humanyze concocted a computer dashboard complete with graphs and pie
charts that can display the location of employees open parenthesis Were you hanging
out in the lounge today? Close parenthesis and their ‘social context’ open parenthesis
Do you spend a lot of time alone? Close parenthesis.

Paragraph 7: Humanyze founder Ben Waber points out that companies already spend
enormous resources collecting analytics on their customers. Why not their employees?
[A margin note reads, Parramore quotes Humanyze’s founder but presents this
statement as anything but appealing. End note.]

Paragraph 8: A growing number of workers are being monitored by G P S, often
installed on their smartphones. In the U.S. the Supreme Court ruled that law
enforcement officials need a warrant to use G P S devices to track a suspect. But
employers don’t worry over such formalities in keeping tabs on employees, especially
those who are mobile, such as truck drivers. A Washington Post reporton GP S
surveillance noted a 2012 study by the research firm Aberdeen Group, which showed
that 62 percent of ‘field ... [Passage ends midsentence. A margin note reads, Supports
claims with examples from a research study and a case study. End note.]




Provides a counterpoint
offered by the indus-
tries that create these
technologies.

Mentions “Young
Americans” as a possible
source of opposing argu-
ment. “What could go
wrong?” Parramore asks.

Parramore answers that
question from previous

paragraph, first with the
word dehumanizing.

Applies a well-known
philosopher’s theory

of power to the new

context of biosurveil-
lance data.

Considers scenarios
of possible discrim-
ination or coercion
with bio data and then
questions the limits of
oversight.

Reminds readers that
measurements are prone
to error and biases could
lead to discriminatory
uses of data.

Summarizes the poten-
tially harmful out-
comes of widespread
implementation of
biometric surveillance
of employees.

employees” — those who regularly perform duties away from the office — are tracked
this way. In May, a California woman filed a lawsuit against her former employer,
Intermex Wire Transfer, for forcing her to install a tracking app on her phone, which
she was required to keep on 24/7. She described feeling like a prisoner wearing an
ankle bracelet. After removing the app, the woman was fired.

Sensitive to Big Brother accusations, the biosurveillance industry is trying to keep
testing and tool evaluations under the radar. Proponents of the technology point to
its potential to improve health conditions in the workplace and enhance public safety.
Wouldn't it be better, they argue, if nuclear power plant operators, airline pilots, and
oil rig operatives had their physical state closely monitored on the job?

Young Americans nurtured in a digital wotld where their behavior is relentlessly
collected and monitored by advertisers may shrug at an employer’s demands for a bio-
surveillance badge. In a world of insecure employment, what choice do they have, any-
way? Despite the revelations of alarming National Security Agency spying and increased
government and corporate surveillance since 9/11, the young haven’t had much experi-
ence yet with what’s at stake for them personally. What could possibly go wrong?

A lot: Surveillance has a way of dehumanizing workers. It prevents us from
experimenting and exercising our creativity on the job because it tends to uphold the
status quo and hold back change. Surveillance makes everyone seem suspicious, cre-
ating perceptions and expectations of dishonesty. It makes us feel manipulated. Some
researchers have found that increased monitoring actually decreases productivity.

Philosopher and social theorist Michel Foucault observed that the relation-
ship between the watcher and the watched is mostly about power. The power of the
observer is enhanced, while the person observed feels more powerless. When an
employer or manager interprets our personal data, she gets to make categorical judg-
ments about us and determine how to predict our behavior.

What if she uses the information to discriminate? Coerce? Selectively apply the
rules? The data she uses to make her judgments may not even be telling the truth:

—— Researchers have warned that big data can produce big errors. People looking at num-

bers tend to use them to confirm their own biases, cherry-picking the information that
supports their beliefs and ditching the rest. And since algorithms are constructed by
human beings, they are not immune to human biases, either. A consumer might be
labeled “unlikely to pay a credit card bill” because of an ethnic name, thus promulgat-
ing a harmful stereotype.

As Americans, we like to tell ourselves that we value freedom and undue inter-
ference from authority. But when we are subjected to surveillance, we feel disempow-
ered and disrespected. We may be more inclined to accept the government getting
involved because of fears about terrorism — but when it comes to surveillance on
the job, our tendency to object may be chilled by weakened worker protections and
increased employment insecurity.

Instead of producing an efficient and productive workplace, biosurveillance may
instead deliver troops of distracted, apathetic employees who feel loss of control and
decreased job satisfaction. Instead of feeling like part of a team, surveilled workers

0

Description

Body text, which begins midsentence, reads:

Paragraph 8: employees’ — those who regularly perform duties away from the office —

are tracked this way. In May, a California woman filed a lawsuit against her former

employer, Intermex Wire Transfer, for forcing her to install a tracking app on her phone,



which she was required to keep on 24/7. She described feeling like a prisoner wearing
an ankle bracelet. After removing the app, the woman was fired.

Paragraph 9: Sensitive to Big Brother accusations, the biosurveillance industry is trying
to keep testing and tool evaluations under the radar. [A margin note reads, Provides a
counterpoint offered by the industries that create these technologies. End note.]
Proponents of the technology point to its potential to improve health conditions in the
workplace and enhance public safety. Wouldn't it be better, they argue, if nuclear power
plant operators, airline pilots, and oil rig operatives had their physical state closely
monitored on the job?

Paragraph 10: Young Americans nurtured in a digital world where their behavior is
relentlessly collected and monitored by advertisers may shrug at an employer’s
demands for a biosurveillance badge. In a world of insecure employment, what choice
do they have, anyway? Despite the revelations of alarming National Security Agency
spying and increased government and corporate surveillance since 9/11, the young
haven’t had much experience yet with what’s at stake for them personally. What could
possibly go wrong? [A margin note reads, Mentions ‘Young Americans’ as a possible
source of opposing argument. ‘What could go wrong?’ Parramore asks. End note.]

Paragraph 11: A lot: Surveillance has a way of dehumanizing workers. It prevents us
from experimenting and exercising our creativity on the job because it tends to uphold
the status quo and hold back change. Surveillance makes everyone seem suspicious,
creating perceptions and expectations of dishonesty. It makes us feel manipulated.
Some researchers have found that increased monitoring actually decreases productivity.
[A margin note reads, Parramore answers that question from previous paragraph, first
with the word dehumanizing. End note.]

Paragraph 12: Philosopher and social theorist Michel Foucault observed that the
relationship between the watcher and the watched is mostly about power. The power of
the observer is enhanced, while the person observed feels more powerless. When an
employer or manager interprets our personal data, she gets to make categorical
judgments about us and determine how to predict our behavior. [A margin note reads,
Applies a well-known thinker’s theory of power to the new context of biosurveillance
data. End note.]

Paragraph 13: What if she uses the information to discriminate? Coerce? Selectively
apply the rules? The data she uses to make her judgments may not even be telling the



truth: Researchers have warned that big data can produce big errors. People looking at
numbers tend to use them to confirm their own biases, cherry-picking the information
that supports their beliefs and ditching the rest. And since algorithms are constructed by
human beings, they are not immune to human biases, either. A consumer might be
labeled ‘unlikely to pay a credit card bill’ because of an ethnic name, thus promulgating
a harmful stereotype. [A margin note reads, Considers scenarios of possible
discrimination or coercion with bio data and then questions the limits of oversight.]

Paragraph 14: As Americans, we like to tell ourselves that we value freedom and undue
interference from authority. But when we are subjected to surveillance, we feel
disempowered and disrespected. We may be more inclined to accept the government
getting involved because of fears about terrorism — but when it comes to surveillance
on the job, our tendency to object may be chilled by weakened worker protections and
increased employment insecurity. [A margin note reads, Reminds readers that
measurements are prone to error and biases could lead to discriminatory uses of data.
End note.]

Paragraph 15: Instead of producing an efficient and productive workplace,
biosurveillance may instead deliver troops of distracted, apathetic employees who feel
loss of control and decreased job satisfaction. Instead of feeling like part of a team,
surveilled workers ... [Paragraph ends midsentence. A margin note reads, Summarizes
the potentially harmful outcomes of widespread implementation of biometric surveillance
of employees. End note.]

may develop an us-versus-them mentality and look for opportunities to thwart the

monitoring schemes of Big Boss. Concludes by sug-
Perhaps what we really need is biosurveillance from the bottom up — members gesting that thosein
. . d
of Congress and CEOs could don devices that could, say, detect when they are lying :::«;gzzt’?:eth:o
or how their hormones are behaving. Colorful PowerPoints could display the results name of safety and

efficiency” — ostensibly
the terms used to
safety and efficiency, maybe we ought to ensure that those whose behavior can do justify the practice as

society the most harm do not escape the panopticon. cpplictioxorers

of data collection on public billboards for the masses to pore over. In the name of

Description
Body text, which begins midsentence, reads:

Paragraph 18: ... may develop an us-versus-them mentality and look for opportunities to
thwart the monitoring schemes of Big Boss.



Paragraph 19: Perhaps what we really need is biosurveillance from the bottom up —
members of Congress and C E Os could don devices that could, say, detect when they
are lying or how their hormones are behaving. Colorful PowerPoints could display the
results of data collection on public billboards for the masses to pore over. In the name of
safety and efficiency, maybe we ought to ensure that those whose behavior can do
society the most harm do not escape the panopticon. [A margin note reads, Concludes
by suggesting that it is those in power who most need to be watched quote in the name
of safety and efficiency end quote — ostensibly the terms used to justify the practice as
applied to workers. End note.]

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

1. Do you think biometric measurement by employers is ever
justified, or do the privacy and security of one’s own body
always trump the concerns of employers? Why, or why not?

2. If your teachers or parents could monitor the time you spent,
and how you felt, while doing homework and studying, what
benefits and drawbacks might result? What types of personal
monitoring of children are already in place (or possible) in
schools and homes, and are these methods different from
biometric surveillance?

3. Do you think Lynn Stuart Parramore fairly portrays the founder
of Humanyze and others who see potential in the possibilities
for biometric monitoring? Why, or why not? In what other ways
might biometric measurements help employees and employers?

4, List some examples of Parramore’s use of language, word
choice, and phrasing that would influence readers to be




suspicious of biometric monitoring. How does this language
make the essay more or less effective or convincing?

5. In what way does Parramore’s recommendation in the final
paragraph support or contradict her argument about
individuals’ basic rights to privacy?




Examining Assumptions

In Chapter 3, we will discuss assumptions in some detail. Here we
introduce the topic by emphasizing the importance of identifying

and examining assumptions — those you’ll encounter in the writings

of others and those you’ll rely on in your own essays.

With this in mind, let’s again consider some of the assumptions
suggested in this chapter’s earlier readings. The student who wrote
about Stephen Cavanaugh’s case pointed out that Nebraska prison
officials simply did not see the Church of the Flying Spaghetti
Monster as a real religion. Their assumption was that some religions
can be more or less “real” than others or can make more sense than
others. Assumptions may be explicit or implicit, stated or unstated.
In this case, the prison officials were forthright about their
assumptions in their stated claim about the church, perhaps
believing their point was obvious to anyone who thought seriously
about the idea of a Flying Spaghetti Monster. It didn’t occur to them
to consider that even major and mainstream religions honor stories,

claims, and rituals that seem absurd to others.

An implicit assumption is one that is not stated but, rather, is taken
for granted. It works like an underlying belief that structures an
argument. In Lynn Stuart Parramore’s essay on workplace biometric
devices, the unstated assumption is that these sorts of technological

monitors in the workplace represent a kind of evil “big brother”



intent on subduing and exploiting employees with newer and newer
forms of invasion of privacy. Parramore’s assumption, while not
stated directly, is evident in her choice of language, as we’ve pointed

out above with terms such as dystopian and brave new world.

Another way to discern her assumption is by looking at the
scenarios and selections of examples she chooses. For example, in
imagining a company that would seek to know how much time an
employee spends in the lounge area or alone, Parramore sees only
obsessive monitoring of employees for the purposes of regulating
their time. But what if these technologies could enable a company to
discover that productivity or worker satisfaction increases in
proportion to the amount of time employees spend collaborating in
the lounge? Maybe workplace conditions would improve instead of
deteriorating (a bigger lounge, more comfortable chairs), and
maybe more efforts would be made for team-building and
improving interpersonal employee relations. From a position that is
skeptical about how employers might use such technologies,
biometric surveillance of employees appears to be a dramatic
overreach on the part of industries that use them. Biometric devices
are seen as an intrusion and perhaps a violation of workers’ privacy
rights. However, from a business or an organizational strategy
perspective, these technologies could be seen as ways to improve

workplace heath and productivity.



Assumptions can be powerful sources of ideas and opinions.
Understanding our own and others’ assumptions is a major part of
critical thinking. Assumptions about race, class, disability, sex, and
gender are among the most powerful sources of social inequality.
The following essay by Helen Benedict was published in 2015, two
years after the US Department of Defense lifted the ban on women
in combat roles in the armed forces and shortly after Defense
Secretary Ashton Carter further lifted exclusions pertaining to
women by granting them access to serve in all capacities in combat,
including in elite special forces units. One assumption we may make
about these developments is that the changed regulations resulted
in an equal-access military. However, as Benedict argues, women in
the military continue to face obstacles to equality, many of which

themselves are based on social assumptions about gender.

A CHECKLIST FOR EXAMINING
ASSUMPTIONS

® Have | identified any of the assumptions presupposed in the writer’s argument?

= Are these assumptions explicit or implicit?

= Are these assumptions important to the author’s argument, or are they only
incidental?

= Does the author give any evidence of being aware of the hidden assumptions in her or
his argument?

= Would a critic be likely to share these assumptions, or are they exactly what a critic
would challenge?

= What sort of evidence would be relevant to supporting or rejecting these
assumptions?

= Am | willing to grant the author’s assumptions? Would most readers grant them?




HELEN BENEDICT

Helen Benedict (b. 1952) is a professor at Columbia University’s
Graduate School of Journalism. She is best known for her
journalism on social injustice and the Iraqg War as well as her seven
novels, most recently Wolf Season, which received Publishers

Weekly's Best Contemporary War Novel award in 2018.

The Military Has a Man Problem

Army Specialist Laura Naylor, a Wisconsin native, spent a year in
Baghdad with the 32nd Military Police Company in 2003 and 2004.
During that time, she — like all of the more than quarter-million
women deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan — was officially banned
from ground combat. That technicality didn’t slow down Naylor
when an IED? hit her convoy and it began to take fire from a nearby
building. “We had to search this house nearby, thinking they were
the ones doing the shooting, and I was the lead person the whole
way. I had a flashlight in one hand, a pistol in the other, and I'd kick
the door open with my foot, look both ways, give the all clear, go to
the next room, do the same thing,” she recounted to me a few years

later. “We were interchangeable with the infantry.”

A friend in her unit, Specialist Caryle Garcia, was wounded when a

roadside bomb went off beside her Humvee. Garcia was her team’s



gunner, her body exposed from the chest up above the Humvee’s
roof. Their close friend, 20-year-old Specialist Michelle Witmer,
became the first National Guardswoman ever killed in action after
being shot during another ambush. Witmer’s death was a grim
marker in a steady march that has seen one woman after another
achieve milestones in military service since the September 11, 2001,
attacks that would have been unimaginable just a generation ago.
During the Vietnam War, female soldiers were not even allowed to

carry gunmns.

In early 2013, outgoing Defense Secretary Leon Panetta, with the
backing of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, finally lifted the ban on women
serving in ground combat, belatedly admitting they had already
been doing so. “Women have shown great courage and sacrifice on
and off the battlefield,” he said, “and proven their ability to serve in
an expanding number of roles.” President Barack Obama heralded
the move, which remains politically controversial on Capitol Hill,
saying, “Valor knows no gender.” Since Panetta’s decree, the debate
has centered on whether, now that women can serve in previously
all-male combat units, they have the ability to actually do it. The
Marine Corps, Army and Special Forces have all been busily, and
publicly, putting women to the test, running them through training
courses and assessments, and announcing gravely how many have

passed or failed.

Yet to many female soldiers and the men who have witnessed their

competence in battle over the past 13-plus years, this debate seems



like closing the barn door after the horse has bolted — ignoring that
the distinction between “rear echelon” and “front line” in these wars
is obsolete. Of the roughly 300,000 American women who have
deployed to the Afghanistan and Iraq wars since 2001, at least 800
have been wounded, and, as of last count, at least 144 have been
killed. Two women have earned Silver Stars, the military’s third-

highest award.

For generations now, the debate over women in combat has put the
onus on women to prove they can handle the infantry and other
traditionally all-male units. Yet today’s wars have made it clear that
the military’s problem lies not with its women, their ability or their
courage. The military’s problem, instead, is with some of its men —
and a deeply ingrained macho culture that denigrates, insults and

abuses women.

In eight years of covering women at war, I have noticed a pattern in
attitudes toward women in the military: The men who have served
with women are more than satisfied with their work, while the men
who are most resistant to serving alongside women have never done
it.

“Oh, it’s too rough for women,” such men tend to say. Others
complain, “Women would ruin our camaraderie” or “We’d be

competing for women instead of looking out for ourselves.” As



retired Gen. Gordon R. Sullivan, a former Army chief of staff, wrote,
lifting the combat ban against women would be “confusing” and

“detrimental to units.”

These attitudes reveal deeply patriarchal, condescending and creaky
stereotypes about women, as if they are capable of being nothing

more than soft, sexy objects of romance — or sexual prey.

Some of the very same types of prejudiced objections were once
raised against black and gay men entering the military, even though
they had demonstrated their military prowess long before they were
openly welcomed into the ranks. As former chairman of the Joint
Chiefs Gen. John Shalikashvili wrote in 2007, many within the
military were originally concerned that “letting people who were
openly gay serve would lower morale, harm recruitment and

undermine unit cohesion.”

And yet, even after President Harry Truman forced the racial
integration of the military in 1948 and even after the fall of “don’t
ask, don’t tell” in 2011, the military is still standing. And nobody
questions any longer whether black or gay people can serve as well

as straight white men.

Canada, Denmark and Norway have allowed women to serve in
combat since the 1980s. Canadian commanders found no “negative
effect on operational performance or team cohesion,” according to

one report; neither did military leaders in Norway. Israel, which



added women to combat units years ago, has found that they

“exhibit superior skills” in discipline, shooting and weapons use.

Today’s debate about women would be less antediluvian if, instead
of questioning whether women can do the job they’ve already been
doing for years, it focused on why so many men in all-male
companies still don’t want to work with women. To what sort of all-

male camaraderie are they clinging, and why?

In some ways, it may seem hard to blame the men who feel this way.
Military training inculcates these attitudes deep into their souls.
Drill instructors dress down recruits by taunting them with
suggestions that their girlfriends and wives are being unfaithful.

Military cadences and songs can be astonishingly misogynist. One
example from the Naval Academy: “Who can take a chainsaw /Cut the

bitch in two /F--- the bottom half / And give the upper half to you....”

Long after racist language was banned from training, drill
instructors regularly insult male recruits by calling them “ladies,”

&«

“pussies,” “girls” and worse. As an Iraq veteran wrote about his time
in Marine boot camp in 2008, “The Drill Instructor’s nightly
homiletic speeches, full of an unabashed hatred of women, were
part of the second phase of boot camp: the process of rebuilding

recruits into Marines.”



In other words, stoking men’s hatred and suspicion of women is a

way of firing up those men to kill.

One of the most common objections put forth by men who don’t
want to work with women is that they would be so concerned with
protecting the women in their units that it would risk the mission.

That is, they would be too chivalrous to be good soldiers.

But as more data on the military’s rampant sexual harassment and
abuse come out, this chivalry argument becomes harder to believe.
Given that half the women deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan
reported being sexually harassed, and one in four reported being
sexually assaulted, according to a Department of Veterans Affairs
study, evidence of this gallantry is, to say the least, scant. Former
Army Sgt. Rebekah Havrilla, who says she was raped while serving
in Afghanistan, testified before the Senate Armed Services
Committee: “I had no faith in my chain of command as my first
sergeant previously had sexual harassment accusations against him
and the unit climate was extremely sexist and hostile in nature

towards women.”

If the military wants to get serious about inviting female soldiers to
play ever-larger roles in war, it will have to find ways to change the

attitude of so many of its own soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines.

Stories from recent years about the depths of the military’s

misogyny are legendary. In 2013, the head of the Air Force’s sexual



assault prevention office at the Pentagon, Jeffrey Krusinski, was
himself arrested and charged with sexual battery by police in
Arlington, Virginia, after allegedly accosting a woman in a parking
lot. (He was later acquitted by a jury.) An Army sergeant at Fort
Hood who worked as a sexual abuse educator was investigated for
running a prostitution ring. The married Army general in charge of
Fort Jackson, who oversaw training for many Army recruits, was

suspended after allegedly physically attacking his girlfriend.

If these are examples of the people in charge of ensuring respectful
treatment of women, is it any surprise that new recruits see women
as less than equals? Not long after Krusinski’s arrest, West Point’s
rugby team was disbanded after lewd emails about fellow female
cadets surfaced that the school said suggested “a culture of

disrespect towards women.”

Until the military recognizes women as equal human beings, how
can it recognize them as equal soldiers? As Colleen Bushnell, who
was sexually assaulted while in the Air Force and now is an advocate
for survivors, has said, “This is a predator problem, not a female

problem.”

Military culture may well be the last bastion of male protectionism
in modern society, so it is no surprise that its arguments against
admitting women fully are the same as those used whenever women
first enter a previously all-male field — whether that is firefighting,

policing, politics, sports or voting. Indeed, many of the objections



macho military types make to women today mirror those their
grandfathers and great-grandfathers made when women were

trying to enter public life.

Yet there’s precious little evidence that all-male cultures produce
anything better than co-ed cultures, just as there is no evidence at
all that the presence of women as voters, golfers, politicians, police
officers, firefighters — or presidents — ruins anything other than

male privilege.

War has changed. It is simply unfeasible to keep women off the
front lines. “We’re getting blown up right alongside the guys,’ as one
female soldier who served in Iraq told me. “We’re in combat! So

there’s no reason to keep us segregated anymore.”

Admitting that the military’s problem with female soldiers is
actually a man’s problem, however, will necessitate stronger military
and political leadership than we have yet seen. It will require a
wholesale shift in how the military builds respect among its troops.
And it means teaching the men who don’t want to work with women
that they must either respect their female comrades or leave. As
Australia’s Army chief, David Morrison, put it to his troops in 2013,
“Female soldiers and officers have proven themselves worthy of the
best traditions of the Australian army.... If that does not suit you,
then get out.... There is no place for you amongst this band of

brothers and sisters.”



American military leaders, take note.

1ED improvised explosive device; an unconventional bomb. [Editors’ note]

1.

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

What purpose do the first two paragraphs of Helen Benedict’s
essay serve in her overall argument?

. Identify Benedict’s thesis. In your own words, what is she

arguing?

. In the past, what assumptions about women were the basis for

excluding them from military combat service? How does
Benedict see those assumptions still at work, despite formal
recognition that women are capable of combat roles in the
service?

. What examples does Benedict use to make comparisons? How

do her comparisons help advance her argument about the
“man problem” in the military?

. What changes or actions may be taken to reduce or eliminate

the “man problem” in the military? If you were to make an
argument about what can be done to solve the problem, what
specific areas of military life could be addressed, and what new
procedures might be instituted?

. Construct an argument to defend your position on this

qguestion: Because women are now permitted to serve in all
military combat positions, should all women, like all men, have
to register for Selective Service and be subject to the military
draft, if one were needed?







ASSIGNMENTS FOR CRITICAL
THINKING

1. Choose one of the following topics and write down all the pro
and con arguments you can think of in, say, ten minutes. Then,
at least an hour or two later, return to your notes and see
whether you can add to them. Finally, write a balanced dialogue
between two imagined speakers who hold opposing views on
the issue. You'll doubtless have to revise your dialogue several
times, and in revising your drafts, you'll likely come up with
further ideas. Present both sides as strongly as possible. (You
may want to give the two speakers distinct characters, or
personas.) After you have completed the exercise, write an
exploratory essay in which you first identify the issue, then
work through different perspectives, positions, ideas, and
solutions related to your issue.

If none of the suggested topics that follow interests you, ask

your instructor about the possibility of choosing a topic of your

own. Suggested topics:

a. Colleges with large athletic programs should pay student
athletes a salary or stipend.

b. Bicyclists and motorcyclists should be required by law to
wear helmets.

c. High school teachers should have the right to carry
concealed firearms in schools.



d. Smoking should be prohibited on all college campuses,

including in all buildings and outdoors.

e. Honors students should have the privilege of registering for
classes earlier than other students.

f. Students should have the right to drop out of school at any
age.

g. Comfort animals — such as dogs, cats, ferrets, and snakes —
that have been recommended to patients by doctors or
therapists to ease anxiety should be allowed in college
classrooms.

2. In April 2012, Williams College in Williamstown,
Massachusetts, hosted a lecture and film screening of work by
Jiz Lee, described in campus advertisements as a “genderqueer
porn star.” After inviting the adult entertainer to campus, the
college came under fire by some students and members of the
public (especially after the story was reported by national
media). Opponents questioned the appropriateness and
academic value of the event, which was brought to campus by
the Mike Dively Committee, an endowment established to help
“develop understanding of human sexuality and sexual
orientation and their impact on culture.” Proponents argued
that (1) pornography is a subject that deserves critical analysis
and commentary, (2) the Dively series is intended to create
conversations about sexuality and sexual orientation in society
and culture, and (3) treating any potential subject in an
academic setting under the circumstances of the program is
appropriate. What are your views? Should adult film stars ever



be invited to college campuses? Should pornography constitute
a subject of analysis on campus? Why, or why not?

Now, imagine you’re a student member of your campus
programming board. Some faculty members from the Gender
and Sexuality Program come to your committee seeking funds
to invite a female former adult film star to campus to lecture on
“The Reality of Pornography.” Faculty and student sponsors
have assured your committee that the visit by the actress in
question is part of an effort to educate students and the public
about the adult film industry and its impact on women. Graphic
images and short film clips will be shown. Use the thinking
strategies in this chapter to pose as many questions as you can
about the potential benefits and risks of approving this
invitation. How would you vote, and why? (If you can find a peer
who has an opposing view, construct a debate on the issue.)

. In 1984, the US Congress passed the National Minimum
Drinking Age Act, mandating that all states implement and
enforce raising the minimum drinking age from eighteen to
twenty-one years. Through this legislation, the United States
became one of a handful of developed countries to have such a
high drinking age. In 2009, John McCardell, president emeritus
of Middlebury College in Vermont, wrote a declaration signed
by 136 college presidents supporting returning the drinking age
to eighteen. McCardell’s organization, Choose Responsibly, says
that people age eighteen to twenty should be treated as the
adults they are — for example, in terms of voting, serving on
juries and in the military, or buying legal weapons. The



organization encourages educational programs and awareness
efforts that would introduce alcohol-related issues to young
college students and demystify and discourage problem
drinking. Lowering the drinking age is opposed by the
organization Mothers Against Drunk Drivers, whose members
argue that raising it to twenty-one has curbed traffic accidents
and fatalities caused by drunk driving. How would you
approach this question of returning the drinking age to
eighteen? What perspectives should matter most? Apply the
critical thinking questions from the section Survey, Analyze,
and Evaluate the Issue, and decide: Should the drinking age be
lowered to eighteen? Argue why or why not, trying to anticipate
and address the counterarguments likely to be made against
your position.



CHAPTER 2

Critical Reading: Getting
Started

Some books are to be tasted, others to be swallowed, and some few

to be chewed and digested.

— FRANCIS BACON

Read parts of a newspaper quickly or an encyclopedia entry, or a
fast-food thriller, but do not insult yourself or a book which has
been created with its author’s painstakingly acquired skill and

effort, by seeing how fast you can dispose of it.

— SUSAN HILL



Active Reading

In the passages that we quote above, two good points are made. The
first is that some types of reading do not need to be fully read at all —
a taste of what they offer is enough. Some types of reading can be
taken in completely and quickly, swallowed whole like a fast-food
meal. But some types of reading call for much closer attention.
Classical works of literature, for example, may require thoughtful
consideration of their language, their meanings, and their relevancy
to the present. Similarly, many arguments (usually essays, editorials,
articles) require thoughtful deliberation, especially about the ideas

they express.

But how do you know the difference between a book (or an essay)
that may be read quickly and one that deserves to be read slowly?
How can you judge the value of a piece of writing before deciding to
read it carefully? And if you do decide a text is worth reading slowly

and carefully, how do you prepare to think critically about it?

PREVIEWING

Even before reading a single word of a text, you may evaluate it to
some degree. Previewing is a strategy for reading that allows you to
use prior knowledge — such as the expectations of your teacher or

your understanding of how certain kinds of texts generally work — to



help guide your reading. Skilled readers rarely read a text “cold”;
instead, they think about it in terms of what they already know. They
first examine the text, skimming to identify and evaluate the

following:

» the author

the place of publication

= the genre, or type of writing

= the table of contents

» headnotes or an abstract (if available)

= the title and subtitle

= section headings

» other information that stands out at a glance (such as images,
graphs, and tables)

By previewing and skimming effectively, you can quickly ascertain
quite a bit of information about an article or essay. You can detect the
author’s claims and methods, see the evidence he or she uses
(experience, statistics, quotations, etc.), examine the tone and
difficulty level, and determine whether the piece of writing offers
useful ideas for you. These strategies work well if you’re researching
a topic and need to review many essays — you can read efficiently to
find those that are most important or relevant to you or those that
offer different perspectives. Of course, if you do find an essay to be
compelling during previewing and skimming, you can begin
“chewing and digesting,” as Francis Bacon put it — reading more
closely and carefully (or else putting it aside for later when you can

give it more time).



READING TIP

Instead of imagining previewing and slower, more careful reading as two separate stages,
think of previewing as an activity that helps you decide — at any time — whether or not you

should begin engaging in more careful reading.

One of the first things you can do to begin previewing a piece of
writing is to identify the author — not just by name but also in terms
of any other information you may know or can find out. You might
already know, for example, that a work by Martin Luther King Jr. will
probably deal with civil rights. You know that it will be serious and
eloquent. You know that King’s words will likely be related to the
social conditions of the 1950s and 1960s and that he will be speaking
in a somewhat different language than you are accustomed to. In
contrast, if Stephen King is the author, you would change your
expectations, probably anticipating the essay to be about fear, the
craft of writing, or King’s experiences as a horror novelist. You may
also know that this King writes for a broad audience, so his essay
won't be terribly difficult to understand. But even if you don’t know
the author, you can often discern something about him or her by
looking at biographical information provided in the text or by doing a
quick internet search. You can use this information to predict the
subject of an essay and its style, as well as its author’s possible

assumptions and biases.

The place of publication may also reveal something about the essay

in terms of its subject, style, and approach. For instance, the National



Review is a conservative journal. If you notice that an essay on
affirmative action was published in the National Review, you can
tentatively assume that the essay will not endorse affirmative action.
In contrast, knowing that Ms. magazine is a liberal publication, you
can guess that an essay on affirmative action published there will
probably be an endorsement. You often can learn a good deal about a
magazine or journal simply by flipping through it and noticing the
kinds of articles in it. The advertisements also tell you what kind of
audience the magazine or journal likely has. If you don’t know
anything about a publication, you can quickly research it on the

internet to find out more.

The title of an essay, too, may give an idea of what to expect. Of
course, a title may announce only the subject and not the author’s
thesis or point of view (“On Gun Control”; “Should Drugs Be Legal?”).
A title may also be opaque or mysterious (“The Chokehold”). Fairly
often, though, a title will indicate the thesis (as in “Give Children the
Vote” or “We Need Campaign Finance Reform Now”). If you can tell
more or less what to expect from a title, you can probably take in
some of the major points even on a quick reading. Glancing at
subtitles, and any section headings and subheadings, too, can help
you map the progression of an argument without fully reading the

entire text.

THESIS



Sometimes, you can find the thesis (the main point or major claim)
of an essay by looking at the first paragraph. Other times, especially
if the paragraphs are short, you can locate the thesis within the first
several paragraphs. Depending on what you discover while
skimming, you can speed up or slow down your reading as needed
while you locate the thesis and get a sense of how the argument for it
is structured. As we noted, if the essay has sections, pay attention to
headings and subheadings to see how the thesis is supported by

other minor claims.

CONTEXT

When engaging with a text, you also consider the role of context —
the situational conditions in which a piece was written. Context —
literally, “with the text” — can refer to the time period, geographical
location, cultural climate, political environment, or any other setting
that helps you orient a piece of writing to the conditions surrounding
it. Recognizing the context can reveal a lot about how an author
treats a subject. For example, an essay about gun control written
before the mass shootings of the past ten years might have a less
urgent approach and advocate more lenient measures than one
written today. An article about transgender identity or police
brutality might convey different assumptions about those topics
depending on whether it was written before or after the increased

recognition of transgender rights or before or after the protests of the



Black Lives Matter movement. Social conditions, in short, affect how

writers and readers think.

Anything you read exists in at least two broad contexts: the context of
its production (where and when it was written or published) and the
context of its consumption (where and when it is encountered and
read). One thing all good critical readers do when considering the
validity of claims and arguments is to take both types of context into
account. This means asking questions not only about the approaches,
assumptions, and beliefs about certain subjects that were in place
when an essay was written, but also about how current events and
new trends in thinking that occurred after the original publication
date may generate different issues and challenges related to the
subject of the essay. The state of affairs in the time and place in
which that argument is made and received matters to the questions
you might ask, the evidence you might consider, and the responses

you might produce.

Consider these words, spoken by Abraham Lincoln in his famous
debates with Stephen Douglas, when the two campaigned against
each other for a US Senate seat in 1858. Douglas had accused Lincoln
of holding the then-unpopular view that the black race and white

race were equal. Lincoln defended himself against these charges:

I will say then that I am not, nor ever have been, in favor of
bringing about in any way the social and political equality of

the white and black races [Applause], that I am not nor ever



have been in favor of making voters or jurors of negroes, nor of
qualifying them to hold office, nor to intermarry with white
people; and I will say in addition to this that there is a physical
difference between the white and black races which I believe
will forever forbid the two races living together on terms of
social and political equality. And inasmuch as they cannot so
live, while they do remain together there must be the position
of superior and inferior, and I as much as any other man am in

favor of having the superior position assigned to the white race.

Lincoln’s ideas about race in this speech may surprise you. If you saw
this quotation somewhere, it might make you think that Abraham
Lincoln held racist views despite his reputation as “The Great
Emancipator.” However, it is crucial to put his words in context to
develop a fuller, more mature understanding of them. Historians, for
example, read these words in light of common and even “scientific”
beliefs about race in the 1850s, informed by the situation at hand (a
campaign speech, in which he might feel free to overstate or appeal
to popular beliefs), and with knowledge of Lincoln’s uncompromising
efforts later to abolish slavery. How does consideration of these
historical contexts help you understand Lincoln’s words? How does
consideration of the context in which you read it shape your
understanding, given your expectations and your prior knowledge

about Lincoln?

THE “FIRST AND LAST” RULE



You may apply the “first and last” rule when skimming essays. This
rule assumes that somewhere early and late in the writing you can
locate the author’s key points. Opening paragraphs are good places to
seek out the author’s central thesis, and final paragraphs are good
places to seek out conclusive statements such as “Finally, then, it is
time that we ...” or “Given this evidence, it is clear that ...” Final
paragraphs are particularly important because they often summarize

the argument and restate the thesis.

WRITING TIP

You can arrange elements in a sentence according to the “first and last” rule to control what
points you want to emphasize most.

The first and last rule works because authors often place main points
of emphasis at the beginnings and endings of essays, but they also do
the same within individual paragraphs. Authors do not usually bury
key ideas in the middle of long essays, and neither do they surround
the key ideas of paragraphs with bulky text. Further, authors try not
to hide their most important points in the middle of long sentences.
Often, the main point of a sentence can be found by looking at the
elements stated first and last. (Of course, there are always exceptions
to the rule.) Consider the following sentences, each of which contains

the same basic information arranged in different ways:

Here, the time period and the new smoking prohibitions get the most
emphasis:



Over the past fifteen years, the rate of smoking among New
York City residents declined by more than 35°¢ because of new

health trends and new tobacco restrictions.

Here, the place and the percentage are most emphasized:

In New York City, new tobacco restrictions and new health
trends helped lower the smoking rate over fifteen years by

more than 35%%.

A SHORT ESSAY FOR PREVIEWING
PRACTICE

Before skimming the following essay, apply the previewing
techniques discussed and complete the Thinking Critically:

Previewing activity.

THINKING CRITICALLY

Previewing

The following activity lists typical types of questions readers use while previewing. Provide
the missing information for Sanjay Gupta and his essay “Why | Changed My Mind on Weed” or

another essay of your choosing.

PREVIEWING TYPES OF QUESTION S ANSWERS
STRATEGIES




Author Who is the author?
What expertise and
credibility does the
author have? How
difficult is the writing
likely to be?

Title What does the title
reveal about the
essay’s content? Does
it give any clues about
how the argument will
take shape? Do
headings or
subheadings reveal
any further
information?

Place of Publication How does the place of
publication help you
understand the
argument? What type
of audiences will it be
likely to target?

Context By placing the article
in the context of its
time — given trends in
the conversations
about or popular
understandings of the
subject — what can
you expect about the
author’s position?

Skimming As you skim over the
first several
paragraphs, where do
you first realize what
the argument of the




essay is? What major
forms of evidence
support the argument?

SANJAY GUPTA

Dr. Sanjay Gupta (b. 1969) is a neurosurgeon and multiple Emmy
Award-winning television personality. As a leading public health
expert, he is most well known as CNN’s chief medical correspondent.
In 2011, Forbes magazine named him one of the ten most influential
celebrities in the United States. The essay below originally appeared
on CNN.com in August 2013.

Why | Changed My Mind on Weed

Over the last year, I have been working on a new documentary called

“Weed.” The title “Weed” may sound cavalier, but the content is not.

I traveled around the world to interview medical leaders, experts,
growers and patients. I spoke candidly to them, asking tough

questions. What I found was stunning.

Long before I began this project, I had steadily reviewed the scientific
literature on medical marijuana from the United States and thought it

was fairly unimpressive. Reading these papers five years ago, it was


http://cnn.com/

hard to make a case for medicinal marijuana. I even wrote about this

in a Time magazine article, back in 2009, titled “Why I Would Vote No

on Pot.”

Well, I am here to apologize.

I apologize because I didn’t look hard enough, until now. I didn’t look
far enough. I didn'’t review papers from smaller labs in other
countries doing some remarkable research, and I was too dismissive
of the loud chorus of legitimate patients whose symptoms improved

on cannabis.

Instead, I lumped them with the high-visibility malingerers, just
looking to get high. I mistakenly believed the Drug Enforcement
Agency listed marijuana as a Schedule 1 substance because of sound
scientific proof. Surely, they must have quality reasoning as to why
marijuana is in the category of the most dangerous drugs that have

“no accepted medicinal use and a high potential for abuse.”

They didn’t have the science to support that claim, and I now know
that when it comes to marijuana neither of those things are true. It
doesn’t have a high potential for abuse, and there are very legitimate
medical applications. In fact, sometimes marijuana is the only thing
that works. Take the case of Charlotte Figi, whom I met in Colorado.
She started having seizures soon after birth. By age 3, she was having

300 a week, despite being on 7 different medications. Medical



marijuana has calmed her brain, limiting her seizures to 2 or 3 per

month.

I have seen more patients like Charlotte first hand, spent time with
them and come to the realization that it is irresponsible not to
provide the best care we can as a medical community, care that could

involve marijuana.

We have been terribly and systematically misled for nearly 70 years

in the United States, and I apologize for my own role in that.

I hope this article and upcoming documentary will help set the

record straight.

On August 14, 1970, the Assistant Secretary of Health, Dr. Roger O.
Egeberg, wrote a letter recommending the plant, marijuana, be
classified as a Schedule 1 substance, and it has remained that way for
nearly 45 years. My research started with a careful reading of that
decades-old letter. What I found was unsettling. Egeberg had

carefully chosen his words:

“Since there is still a considerable void in our knowledge of the plant
and effects of the active drug contained in it, our recommendation is
that marijuana be retained within Schedule 1 at least until the

completion of certain studies now under way to resolve the issue.”



Not because of sound science, but because of its absence, marijuana
was classified as a Schedule 1 substance. Again, the year was 1970.
Egeberg mentions studies that are under way, but many were never
completed. As my investigation continued, however, I realized
Egeberg did in fact have important research already available to him,

some of it from more than 25 years earlier.

HIGH RISK OF ABUSE

In 1944, New York mayor Fiorello LaGuardia commissioned research
to be performed by the New York Academy of Science. Among their
conclusions: they found marijuana did not lead to significant
addiction in the medical sense of the word. They also did not find any

evidence marijuana led to morphine, heroin or cocaine addiction.

We now know that while estimates vary, marijuana leads to
dependence in around 9 to 10 of its adult users. By comparison,
cocaine, a Schedule 2 substance “with less abuse potential than
Schedule 1 drugs,” hooks 20°4 of those who use it. Around 25°¢ of

heroin users become addicted.

The worst is tobacco, where the number is closer to 30°4 of smokers,

many of whom go on to die because of their addiction.

There is clear evidence that in some people marijuana use can lead to

withdrawal symptoms, including insomnia, anxiety and nausea. Even



considering this, it is hard to make a case that it has a high potential
for abuse. The physical symptoms of marijuana addiction are
nothing like those of the other drugs I've mentioned. I have seen the

withdrawal from alcohol, and it can be life threatening.

I do want to mention a concern that I think about as a father. Young,
developing brains are likely more susceptible to harm from
marijuana than adult brains. Some recent studies suggest that regular
use in teenage years leads to a permanent decrease in IQ. Other

research hints at a possible heightened risk of developing psychosis.

Much in the same way I wouldn't let my own children drink alcohol, I
wouldn’t permit marijuana until they are adults. If they are adamant
about trying marijuana, I will urge them to wait until they’re in their

mid-20s, when their brains are fully developed.

MEDICAL BENEFIT

While investigating, I realized something else quite important.
Medical marijuana is not new, and the medical community has been
writing about it for a long time. There were in fact hundreds of
journal articles, mostly documenting the benefits. Most of those
papers, however, were written between the years 1840 and 1930. The
papers described the use of medical marijuana to treat “neuralgia,

convulsive disorders, emaciation,” among other things.



A search through the U.S. National Library of Medicine this past year
pulled up nearly 20,000 more recent papers. But the majority were
research into the harm of marijuana, such as “Bad trip due to
anticholinergic effect of cannabis,” or “Cannabis induced

pancreatitis” and “Marijuana use and risk of lung cancer.”

In my quick running of the numbers, I calculated about 6°4 of the
current U.S. marijuana studies investigate the benefits of medical
marijuana. The rest are designed to investigate harm. That

imbalance paints a highly distorted picture.

THE CHALLENGES OF MARIJUANA RESEARCH

To do studies on marijuana in the United States today, you need two

important things.

First of all, you need marijuana. And marijuana is illegal. You see the
problem. Scientists can get research marijuana from a special farm

in Mississippi, which is astonishingly located in the middle of the Ole
Miss campus, but it is challenging. When I visited this year, there was

no marijuana being grown.

The second thing you need is approval, and the scientists I
interviewed kept reminding me how tedious that can be. While a
cancer study may first be evaluated by the National Cancer Institute,

or a pain study may go through the National Institute for



Neurological Disorders, there is one more approval required for
marijuana: NIDA, the National Institute on Drug Abuse. Itis an
organization that has a core mission of studying drug abuse, as

opposed to benefit.

Stuck in the middle are the legitimate patients who depend on

marijuana as a medicine, oftentimes as their only good option.

Keep in mind that up until 1943, marijuana was part of the United
States drug pharmacopeia. One of the conditions for which it was
prescribed was neuropathic pain. It is a miserable pain that’s tough
to treat. My own patients have described it as “lancinating, burning
and a barrage of pins and needles.” While marijuana has long been
documented to be effective for this awful pain, the most common
medications prescribed today come from the poppy plant, including

morphine, oxycodone and dilaudid.

Here is the problem. Most of these medications don’t work very well

for this kind of pain, and tolerance is a real problem.

Most frightening to me is that someone dies in the United States
every 19 minutes from a prescription drug overdose, mostly
accidental. Every 19 minutes. It is a horrifying statistic. As much as I
searched, I could not find a documented case of death from

marijuana overdose.



It is perhaps no surprise then that 764 of physicians recently
surveyed said they would approve the use of marijuana to help ease a

woman’s pain from breast cancer.

When marijuana became a Schedule 1 substance, there was a request
to fill a “void in our knowledge.” In the United States, that has been
challenging because of the infrastructure surrounding the study of
an illegal substance, with a drug abuse organization at the heart of
the approval process. And yet, despite the hurdles, we have made

considerable progress that continues today.

Looking forward, I am especially intrigued by studies like those in
Spain and Israel looking at the anti-cancer effects of marijuana and
its components. I'm intrigued by the neuro-protective study by Lev
Meschoulam in Israel, and research in Israel and the United States on
whether the drug might help alleviate symptoms of PTSD. I promise
to do my part to help, genuinely and honestly, fill the remaining void

in our knowledge.

Citizens in 20 states and the District of Columbia have now voted to
approve marijuana for medical applications, and more states will be
making that choice soon. As for Dr. Roger Egeberg, who wrote that

letter in 1970, he passed away 16 years ago.

I wonder what he would think if he were alive today.



Exercise: The “First and Last” Rule

When writing, you can emphasize main points by using the first and
last rule (see p.36). Try it yourself by considering the following list of
observations from Gupta’s essay. Rearrange the statements any way
you wish to write a single paragraph, using the first and last rule to
emphasize the elements that you find most important. (You do not
have to include all the details; you might want to add in some others,
and feel free to rephrase them.) Next, compare your sentences to

your classmates’. How do they compare in terms of emphasis?

= Gupta is one of the most respected voices in public health.

m Gupta argues for the legalization of medical marijuana.

= Gupta’s letter was written for CNN News.

m Gupta rejects his previous position on medical marijuana and
apologizes for his oversight.

» The article was important because it represented a shift in
approach by a leading doctor.

READING WITH A CAREFUL EYE:
UNDERLINING, HIGHLIGHTING,
ANNOTATING



Once you have a general idea of the work — not only an idea of its
topic and thesis but also a sense of the way in which the thesis is

argued — you can go back and start reading it carefully.

As you read, underline or highlight key passages and make
annotations in the margins. Because you're reading actively, or
interacting with the text, you won'’t simply let your eye rove across

the page.

= Highlight the chief points so that later when reviewing the essay
you can easily locate the main passages.

= Don't overdo it. If you find yourself highlighting most of a page,
you’re probably not distinguishing the key points clearly enough.

= Make your marginal annotations brief and selective. They may

Y«

consist of hints or clues, comments like “doesn’t follow,” “good,”
“compare with Jones,” “check this,” and “really?”
= Highlight key definitions. In the margin you might write “good,’

“;”

“in contrast,” or “?” if you think the definition is correct,
incorrect, or unclear.

= Use tools to highlight or annotate when using software to read a
digital essay. Also consider copying and pasting passages that
you would normally highlight into a new document file. Clearly
identify these passages as direct quotations to avoid plagiarism,
and type your annotations next to them using the review

functions.

In all these ways, you interact with the text and lay the groundwork

for eventually writing your own essay on what you have read.



What you annotate will depend largely on your purpose. If you're
reading an essay to see how the writer organizes an argument, you'll
annotate one sort of thing. If you'’re reading to challenge the thesis,
you’'ll annotate other things. Here is a passage from an essay by
Charles R. Lawrence titled “On Racist Speech,” with a student’s rather
skeptical, even aggressive, annotations. But notice that the student
apparently made at least one of the annotations — “Definition of
‘fighting words™ — chiefly to remind herself to locate where the
definition of an important term appears in the essay. The essay is

presented in full in “On Racist Speech”.

Example of sucha policy?  University officials who have formulated policies to respond to inci-
dents of racial harassment have been characterized in the press as
“thought police,” but such policies generally do nothing more than
? imposgainst intentional face-to-face insults. When racist
Example? speech takes the form of face-to-face insults, catcalls, or other assaul-
What about sexist speech? tive speech aimed at an individual or small group of persons, it falls
directly within the “fighting words” exception to First Amendment
Definition of “fighting words”  protection. The Supreme Court has held that words “which ‘by their
very utterance inflict injury or tend to incite an immediate breach of
the peace”™ are not protected by the First Amendment.

If the purpose of the First Amendment is to foster the great-
est amount of speech, racial insults disserve that purpose. Assaul-
Really? Probably depends onthe tive racist speech functions as a preemptive strike. The invective is
individual. experienced as a blow, not as a proffered idea, and once the blow is
struck, it is unlikely that a dialogue will follow. Racial insults are par-
Why must speech always seek “to  ticularly undeserving of First Amendment protection because the
discover truth"?  perpetrator’s intention is not to discover truth or initiate dialogue
How does he know? but to injure the victim. In most situations, members of minority
groups realize that they are likely to lose if they respond to epithets

by fighting and are forced to remain silent and submissive.

READING: FAST AND SLOW



Earlier, we recommended skimming as a quick previewing strategy
to help you determine the author’s purpose, general argument, and
major forms of supporting evidence. Then we suggested a way to go a
bit deeper, annotating as you read. However, once you determine that
a particular text is worth digging into even further, you should alter
your strategy so that you can engage with the argument in an even
more analytical way. If critical thinking involves “taking apart” a
specimen to help you understand it, then doing so with a text is akin
to taking apart any complex system to understand better how it
works (as with an automobile engine, for example). If you can see
how all the parts of an argument work in relation to one another, you
can see why they are convincing — or may sound convincing even
when you disagree with them. But since your task is not just to
understand arguments but also to evaluate, judge, and offer possible
alternatives to them, you should be alert to areas where
improvements can be made, where new questions may be asked, and

where new parts can be added to support or challenge the

conclusions. To do all this, you must read more slowly.

Reading slowly is sometimes called close reading, a technique that
traces a text’s details and patterns. Close reading means, for starters,
paying attention to the language of an essay. By doing this, you can
see how words and their meanings lend support to an argument —
but perhaps also reveal assumptions on the part of an author. For
example, an author who calls his city’s crime problem a “monster”

might argue for harsher law enforcement than another who refers to



crime as a “sickness,” who might argue for investigating the root

causes of crime.

To develop new perspectives and solutions related to the issues
presented in this book, you must interrogate the readings and test
whether or not they hold up to your intellectual scrutiny. The issues
raised in this book — and the arguments made about them — require
more comment than President Calvin Coolidge supposedly provided
when his wife, who hadn’t been able to attend church one Sunday,
asked him what the preacher talked about in his sermon. “Sin,’
Coolidge said. His wife persisted: “What did the preacher say about

it?” Coolidge’s response: “He was against it.”

But, again, when we say that most of the arguments in this book
require close reading, we don’t mean that they are obscure or overly
difficult; we mean, rather, that you have to approach them

thoughtfully and deliberately, always examining their alternatives.

Some arguments appear convincing simply because all the parts
work so well together. Such arguments may appear airtight and
indisputable not because they offer the only reasonable or viable
position, but just because they are so well constructed, because they
appeal to common assumptions or rely on widely shared concepts. To
close read effectively, you must employ analysis, another word from
the Greek: analusis, “to loosen; to undo.” We like this as a metaphor

for close reading analysis because it suggests looking for the ways an



argument has been put together and how it might be taken apart

again.

When close reading, we often discover areas where an argument can
be improved upon or challenged. The following patterns of thought

may help you discover those spaces:

» The language in the article is characterized by ...

= Although the argument is convincing, its assumptions are that ...

= Although the argument is convincing, it fails to consider X
alternative perspective ...

= Although the argument does a good job offering ..., it could be
further improved by offering more of ...

» The argument, rather than being convincing, instead proves or
shows ...

= Although the author looks at evidence showing ..., he doesn’t
attend fully to other evidence showing ...

= An audience might agree with this argument if they also believed

= An audience might oppose this argument if they believed ...
= The author’s perspective is shaped by the values and interests of

= An opponent’s perspective might be shaped by the values and
interests of ...

As these sentence beginnings demonstrate, it takes close reading and
analytical skill to decide whether to agree or disagree with an

argument, or to draw a different conclusion, or to conceive of a new



argument. You must practice disassembling arguments piece by
piece, considering words, sentences, and paragraphs thoughtfully,

one by one. Above all, go slow! In this vein, recall an episode from

Lewis Carroll’s Through the Looking-Glass:

“Can you do Addition?” the White Queen asked. “What’s one
and one and one and one and one and one and one and one and

one and one?”

“TI don’t know,” said Alice. “I lost count.”

“She can’t do Addition,” the Red Queen said.
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Alice with the Red Queen and the White Queen.




Description
Body text reads:

Paragraph 1: University officials who have formulated (underline begins) policies
(underline ends) [ A margin note reads, Example of such a policy?] to respond to
incidents of racial harassment have been characterized in the press as ‘thought police,’
but such policies generally do nothing more than impose sanctions against intentional
face-to-face insults. [The word sanctions is circled. A margin note reads, Question mark.
End note.]. When (underline begins) racist speech (underline ends) [A margin note
reads, Example? End note.] takes the form of (underline begins) face-to-face insults,
(underline ends) catcalls, or other assaultive speech aimed at an individual or small
group of persons, [A margin note reads, What about sexist speech? End note.] it falls
directly within the (underline begins) quote fighting words end quote (underline ends)
exception to First Amendment protection. The Supreme Court has held that (underline
begins) words which quote by their very utterance inflict (underline ends) injury or tend
to incite an immediate breach of the peace end quote are not protected by the First
Amendment. [A margin note reads, Definition of ‘fighting words.” End quote.]

Paragraph 2: If the purpose of the First Amendment is to foster the greatest amount of
speech, racial insults disserve that purpose. Assaultive racist speech functions as a
preemptive strike. The (underline begins) invective is experienced as a blow, not as a
proffered idea (underline ends), and once the blow is struck, it is unlikely that a dialogue
will follow. [A margin note reads, Really? Probably depends on the individual. End note.]
Racial insults are particularly undeserving of First Amendment protection because the
perpetrator’s (underline begins) intention is not to discover truth (underline ends) or
initiate dialogue but to injure the victim. [A margin note reads, Why must speech always
seek ‘to discover truth’? End note.] (Underline begins) In most situations (underline
ends), members of minority groups realize that they are likely to lose if they respond to
epithets by fighting and are forced to remain silent and submissive. [A margin note
reads, How does he know? End note.]

It’s easy enough to add one and one and one and so on, and of course
Alice can do addition — but not at the pace that the White Queen sets.
Similarly, you may find it difficult to perform thorough and



thoughtful analysis if you read too quickly. Fortunately, you can set
your own pace in reading the essays in this book. Skimming won’t
work, but slow and close reading — and thinking carefully about what

you're reading — will.

When you first pick up an essay, you may indeed want to skim it, but
if it is compelling enough, you will have to settle down to read it
slowly, and perhaps you will read it more than one time. The effort

could be worthwhile.

DEFINING TERMS AND CONCEPTS

Writers often attempt to provide a provisional definition of important
terms and concepts to advance their arguments. They ask readers, in
a way, to accept a definition for the purposes of the argument at
hand. Readers may do so, but if they want to argue a different
position, they must do so according to the definition offered by the

author, or else they must offer their own definition.

Before going further, allow us to define the difference between a
term and a concept. A rule of thumb is that a term is more concrete
and fixed than a concept. You may be able to find an authoritative
source (like a federal law or an official policy) to help define a word
as a term. An author may write, for example, “According to the legal

definition, the term ‘exploitation’ means A, B, and C” (a technical



definition). It may be difficult to contend with an author who offers a
definition of a term in a strict way such as this. Unless you can find a
different standard, you may have to start out on the same basic

ground: an agreed-upon definition.

A concept is more open-ended and may have a generally agreed-upon
definition but rarely a strict or unchanging one. Writers may say, “For
the purposes of this argument, let’s define ‘exploitation’ as a moral
concept that involves A, B, and C” (a broad definition). Concepts can
be abstract but can also function powerfully in argumentation; love,
justice, morality, psyche, health, freedom, bravery, masculinity —
these are all concepts. You may look up such words in the dictionary,
but it won't offer a strict definition and won'’t say much about how to
apply the concept. Arguments that rely predominantly on concepts
may be more easily added to or challenged, because concepts are so

much more open-ended than terms.

To illustrate how terms and concepts work, suppose you're reading
an argument about whether a certain set of images is pornography or
art. For the present purpose, let’s use a famous example from 1992,
when American photographer Sally Mann published Immediate
Family, a controversial book featuring numerous images of her three
children (then ages twelve, ten, and seven) in various states of
nakedness during their childhood on a rural Virginia farm. Mann is
considered a great photographer and artist (“America’s Best
Photographer,” according to Time magazine in 2001), and Immediate

Family is very well regarded in the art community (“one of the great



photograph books of our time,” according to the New Republic). But
some critics couldn’t separate the images of Mann’s own naked
children from the label “child pornography.”

WRITING TIP

When defining a term conceptually, you may cite an authoritative person, such as an expert in
a field (“Stephen Hawking defines time as ...”), or you might cite a respected leader or
important text (“Mahatma Gandhi defines love as ...”; “The bible says ...”). Alternatively, you

can combine several views and insert your own provisional definition.

If you wished to argue against this position, you might begin by
asking, “What is child pornography? What is art?” If someone were to
define child pornography to include any images of nude children,
that definition would include photographs taken for any reason —
medical, sociological, anthropological, scientific — and would
include even the innocent photographs taken by proud parents of
their children swimming, bathing, and so on. It would also apply to
some of the world’s great art. Most people do not seriously think the
mere image of the naked body, child or adult, is pornography. If you
wanted to argue that Mann’s photographs are not child pornography,
you could draw upon the legal term itself and apply it to the images.
You could also offer your own conceptual definition of art and apply

that to the images.

Sometimes whether a word is used as a term or a concept has major

implications for certain groups and interests. In recent years, for



example, the dairy industry has lobbied the Food and Drug
Administration to force producers of soy- and almond-based drinks
to stop using the word milk to describe them. The dairy industry
claims that “milk” is a term with a technical definition: a high-fat,
high-protein liquid secreted by female animals to nourish their
young. It argues that calling soy- and almond-based products “milk”
runs the risk of deceiving consumers by suggesting that these drinks
are nutritionally equivalent to “real” milk. Obviously, for marketing
purposes the producers of the drinks prefer avoiding the term
“almond water” or “soy drink.” They argue that the word “milk” is
more conceptual, commonly used to describe different liquids, such
as milk of magnesia, rose milk, and coconut milk. The two sides are

fundamentally disagreeing about the definition of the word.

In 2018, the FDA signaled that a legal definition of milk might be on
the horizon. It does make us wonder if we will be soon eating
“legume paste” instead of peanut butter (given that peanuts are not

technically “nuts” and mashed peanuts are not technically butter).



Summarizing and Paraphrasing

After previewing, skimming, and a first reading (maybe even a
second one), perhaps the next best step, particularly with a fairly
difficult essay, is to reread it (again). Simultaneously, take notes on a
sheet of paper, summarizing each paragraph in a sentence or two,
and then write an overall summary of the whole argument. Writing
a summary will help you understand the contents and see the
strengths and weaknesses of the piece. It will also help you prepare

for writing by providing a snapshot of the argument in your notes.

Don’t confuse a summary with a paraphrase. A paraphrase is a
word-by-word or phrase-by-phrase rewording of a text, a sort of
translation of the author’s language into your own. A paraphrase is
therefore as long as the original or even longer; a summary is much
shorter. An entire essay, even a whole book, may be summarized in
a page, in a paragraph, even in a sentence. Obviously, a summary
will leave out most details, but it will accurately state the essential

thesis or claim of the original.

Why would anyone summarize, and why would anyone paraphrase?
Because, as we've already said, these two activities — in different
ways — help you comprehend an author’s ideas and offer ways to
introduce those ideas into your arguments in a way that readers can

follow. Summaries and paraphrases can help you



= validate the basis of your ideas by providing an instance in
which someone else wrote about the same topic

= support your argument by showing readers where someone
else “got it right” (corroborating your ideas) or “got it wrong”
(countering your ideas, but giving you a chance to refute that
position in favor of your own)

= clarify in short order the complex ideas contained in another
author’s work

= lend authority to your voice by showing readers that you have
considered the topic carefully by consulting other sources

= build new ideas from existing ideas on the topic, enabling you
to insert your voice into an ongoing debate made evident by the
summary or paraphrase

When you summarize, you're standing back, saying briefly what the
whole adds up to; you're seeing the forest, as the saying goes, not the
individual trees. When you paraphrase, you're inching through the
forest, scrutinizing each tree — finding a synonym for almost every
word in the original in an effort to ensure that you know exactly
what the original is saying. (Keep in mind that when you
incorporate a summary or a paraphrase into your own essay, you
should acknowledge the source and state that you are summarizing

or paraphrasing.)

Let’s examine the distinction between summary and paraphrase in

connection with the first two paragraphs of Paul Goodman’s essay “A



Proposal to Abolish Grading,” excerpted from his book Compulsory
Miseducation and the Community of Scholars (1966):

Let half a dozen of the prestigious universities — Chicago,
Stanford, the Ivy League — abolish grading, and use testing

only and entirely for pedagogic purposes as teachers see fit.

Anyone who knows the frantic temper of the present schools
will understand the transvaluation of values that would be
effected by this modest innovation. For most of the students,
the competitive grade has come to be the essence. The naive
teacher points to the beauty of the subject and the ingenuity of
the research; the shrewd student asks if he is responsible for

that on the final exam.

A summary of these two paragraphs might read like this:

If some top universities used tests only to help students learn
and not for grades, students would stop worrying about whether
they got an A, B, or C and might begin to share the teacher’s

interest in the beauty of the subject.

Notice that the summary doesn’t convey Goodman’s style or voice
(e.g., the wry tone in his pointed contrast between “the naive
teacher” and “the shrewd student”). That is not the purpose of

summary.

Now for a paraphrase. Suppose you're not sure what Goodman is

getting at, maybe because you’re uncertain about the meanings of



some words (e.g., pedagogic and transvaluation), or you just want to
make sure you understand the point.
Suppose some of the top universities — such as Chicago,
Stanford, Harvard, Yale, and others in the Ivy League — stopped

using grades and instead used tests only to help students

learn.

Everyone who is aware of the rat race in schools today will
understand the enormous shift in values about learning that
would come about by this small change. At present, idealistic
instructors talk about how beautiful their subjects are, but
smart students know that grades are what count. They only want

to know if that subject will be on the exam.

In short, you may decide to paraphrase an important text if you want
the reader to see the passage itself but you know that the full
passage will be puzzling. In this situation, you offer help,
paraphrasing before making your own point about the author’s

claim.

A second good reason to offer a paraphrase is if there is substantial
disagreement about what the text says. The Second Amendment to

the US Constitution is a good example of this sort of text:

A well regulated Militia being necessary to the security of a
free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms shall

not be infringed.

Exactly what, one might ask, is a “Militia”? What does it mean for a

militia to be “well regulated”? And does “the people” mean each



individual or the citizenry as a unified group? After all, elsewhere in
the document, where the Constitution speaks of individuals, it
speaks of a “man” or a “person,” not “the people.” To speak of “the
people” is to use a term (some argue) that sounds like a reference to
a unified group — perhaps the citizens of each of the thirteen states
— rather than a reference to individuals. However, if Congress did
mean a unified group rather than individuals, why didn't it say,

“Congress shall not prohibit the states from organizing militias”?
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Gun control supporters marching in Washington, DC.

In fact, thousands of pages have been written about that sentence,
and if you're going to write about it, you certainly have to let readers

know exactly how you interpret each word. In short, you almost



surely will paraphrase the sentence, going word by word, giving
readers your own sense of what each word or phrase means. Here is
one possible paraphrase:
Because an independent society needs the protection of an armed
force if it is to remain free, the government may not limit the

right of the individuals (who may someday form the militia

needed to keep the society free) to possess weapons.

In this interpretation, the Constitution grants individuals the right to

possess weapons, and that is that.

Other students of the Constitution, however, offer very different
paraphrases, usually along these lines:
Because each state that is now part of the United States may
need to protect its freedom (from the new national government),

the national government may not infringe on the right of each

state to form its own disciplined militia.

This paraphrase says that the federal government may not prevent
each state from having a militia; it says nothing about every

individual person having a right to possess weapons.

The first paraphrase might be offered by the National Rifle
Association or any other group that interprets the Constitution as
guaranteeing individuals the right to own guns. The second
paraphrase might be offered by groups that seek to limit the

ownership of guns.



Why paraphrase? Here are two reasons you might paraphrase a

passage.

1. To help yourself understand it. In this case, the paraphrase does
not appear in your essay.

2. To help your reader understand a passage that is especially
important but that is not immediately clear. In this case, you
paraphrase to let the reader know exactly what the passage
means. This paraphrase does appear in your essay.

A CHECKLIST FOR A PARAPHRASE

= Dol have a good reason for offering a paraphrase rather than a summary?

= |sthe paraphrase entirely in my own words — a word-by-word “translation” — rather
than a patchwork of the source’s words and my own, with some of my own
rearrangement of phrases and clauses?

= Dol notonly cite the source but also explicitly say that the entire passage is a
paraphrase?




Patchwriting and Plagiarism

We have indicated that only rarely will you have reason to
paraphrase in your essays. In your notes, you might sometimes copy
word for word (quote), paraphrase, or summarize, but if you
produce a medley of borrowed words and original words in your
essays, you are patchwriting, and it can be dangerous: If you submit
such a medley, you risk the charge of plagiarism even if you have
rearranged the phrases and clauses, and even if you have cited your

source.

Here’s an example. First, we give the source: a paragraph from

Helen Benedict’s essay on the “man problem” in the military.

For generations now, the debate over women in combat has
put the onus on women to prove they can handle the infantry
and other traditionally all-male units. Yet today’s wars have
made it clear that the military’s problem lies not with its
women, their ability or their courage. The military’s problem,
instead, is with some of its men — and a deeply ingrained

macho culture that denigrates, insults and abuses women.

Here is a student’s patchwriting version:

Over the past two generations, debates about women’s roles in
the military have focused on whether or not they can handle the
infantry duty. Yet everyday they do. Helen Benedict points out

that women are not the problem in the military — the men are,



especially those who hold ideas ingrained in a macho culture

that is insulting and abusive to women.

As you can see, the student writer has used patchwriting because
she followed the source almost phrase by phrase, making small
verbal changes here and there, such as substituting new words and
key phrases, while at other points using the same vocabulary slightly
rearranged. That is, the sequence of ideas and their arrangement, as
well as most of the language, are entirely or almost entirely derived
from the source, even if some of the words are different. Thus, even

if the student cites the source, it is plagiarism.

What the student should have done is either (1) quote the passage
exactly, setting it off to indicate that it’s a quotation and indicating
the source, or (2) summarize it briefly and credit the source — maybe

in a version such as this:

Helen Benedict points out that arguments used in the past to
keep women out of military combat roles were unfounded. Women
have proved themselves time and time again since the ban on
women in combat roles was lifted. However, Benedict argues,
even though women now have the opportunity to serve, they are
by no means “equal” in the military. Benedict details the
sexist culture in the military — what she calls the military’s
“man problem” — a problem that subjects women to a deeply

hostile environment.

The above example frankly summarizes a source and attributes it to
the author, Benedict. The reader knows these ideas are Benedict’s,
not the writer’s. This allows the writer to build on her source’s ideas

to establish — and distinguish — her own argument.



Citing a source is not enough to protect you from the charge of
plagiarism. Citing a source tells the reader that some fact or idea —
or some groups of words enclosed within quotation marks or set off
by indentation — comes from the named source; it does not tell the
reader that almost everything in the paragraph is, in effect,
someone else’s writing with a few words changed, a few words

added, and a few phrases moved.

The best way to avoid introducing patchwriting into your final essay
is to make certain that when taking notes you indicate, in the notes

themselves, what sort of notes they are. For example:

= When quoting word for word, put the passage within quotation
marks and cite the page number(s) of the source.

= When paraphrasing — perhaps to ensure that you understand
the writer’s idea or because your readers won't understand the
source’s highly technical language unless you put it into simpler
language — use some sign, perhaps (par), to remind yourself
later that this passage is a paraphrase and thus is not really your
writing.

= When summarizing, use a different key, such as (sum), and cite
the page(s) or online location of the source.

If you have taken notes properly, with indications of the sort we’ve
mentioned, when writing your paper you can say things like the

following:



= X’s first reason is simple. X says, “..” (here you quote X’s words,
putting them within quotation marks).

= X’s point can be summarized thus: ... (here you cite the page).

= X, writing for lawyers, uses some technical language, but we
can paraphrase her conclusion in this way: ... (here you give the
citation).

For additional information about plagiarism, see the section A Note

on Plagiarizing, in Chapter 7.



Strategies for Summarizing

As with paraphrases, summaries can help you establish your
understanding of an essay or article. Summarizing each paragraph or
each group of closely related paragraphs will enable you to follow the
threads of the argument and will ultimately provide a useful map of
the essay. Then, when rereading the essay, you may want to
underline passages that you now realize are the author’s key ideas —
for instance, definitions, generalizations, and summaries. You may
also want to jot notes in the margins, questioning the logic,
expressing your uncertainty, or calling attention to other writers who

see the matter differently.

WRITING TIP

Your essay is likely to include brief summaries of points of view with which you agree or
disagree, but it will rarely include a paraphrase unless the original is obscure and you feel
compelled to present a passage at length in words that are clearer than those of the original.
If you do paraphrase, explicitly identify the material as a paraphrase. Never submit
patchwriting.

How long should your summaries be? They can be as short as a single
sentence or as long as an entire paragraph. Here’s a one-sentence
summary of Martin Luther King Jr.'s famous essay “Letter from
Birmingham Jail,” which King wrote after his arrest for marching

against racial segregation and injustice in Birmingham, Alabama.



In his letter, King argues that the time is ripe for nonviolent
protest throughout the segregated South, dismissing claims by
local clergymen who opposed him and arguing that unjust laws
need to be challenged by black people who have been patient and

silent for too long.

King’s essay, however, is quite long. Obviously, our one-sentence
summary cannot convey substantial portions of King’s eloquent
arguments, sacrificing almost all the nuance of his rationale, but it
serves as an efficient summation and allows the writer to move on to

his or her own analysis promptly.

A longer summary might try to capture more nuance, especially if,
for the purposes of your essay, you need to capture more. How much
you summarize depends largely on the purpose of your summary (see
again our list of reasons to summarize on p. 46). Here is a longer

summary of King’s letter:

In his letter, King argues that the time is ripe for nonviolent
protest in the segregated South despite the criticism he and his
fellow civil rights activists received from various authorities,
especially the eight local clergymen who wrote a public
statement against him. King addresses their criticism point by
point, first claiming his essential right to be in Birmingham
with his famous statement, “injustice anywhere is a threat to
justice everywhere,” and then saying that those who see the
timing of his group’s nonviolent direct action as inconvenient
must recognize at least two things: one, that his “legitimate
and unavoidable impatience” resulted from undelivered promises
by authorities in the past; and two, that African Americans had
long been told over and over again to wait for change with no
change forthcoming. “This ‘wait’ has almost always meant

‘never,’” King writes. For those who criticized his leadership,



which encouraged people to break laws prohibiting their march,
King says that breaking unjust laws may actually be construed as
a just act. For those who called him an extremist, he revels in
the definition (“was not Jesus an extremist in love?” he asks)
and reminds them of the more extremist groups who call for
violence in the face of blatant discrimination and brutality
(and who will surely rise, King suggests, if no redress is

forthcoming for the peaceful southern protestors he leads).

”

Finally, King rails against “silence,” saying that to hold one’s

tongue in the face of segregation is tantamount to supporting it
— a blow to “white moderates” who believe in change but do

nothing to help bring it about.

This summary, obviously much longer than the first, raises
numerous points from King’s argument and preserves through
quotation some of King’s original tone and substance. It sacrifices
much, of course, but seeks to provide a thorough account of a long
and complex document containing many primary and secondary

claims.

If your instructor asks for a summary of an essay, most often he or
she won'’t want you to include your own thoughts about the content.
Of course, you'll be using your own words, but try to “put yourself in
the original author’s shoes” and provide a summary that reflects the
approach taken by the source. It should not contain ideas that the
original piece doesn’t express. If you use exact words and phrases

drawn from the source, enclose them in quotation marks.

Summaries may be written for exercises in reading comprehension,

but the point of summarizing when writing an essay is to assist your



own argument. A faithful summary — one without your own ideas
interjected — can be effective when using a source as an example or
showing another writer’s concordance with your argument. Consider
the following paragraph written by a student who wanted to use
Henry David Thoreau’s 1849 essay, “Resistance to Civil Government,”
to make a point in her paper on sweatshops and other poor labor
conditions in the supply chains of our everyday products. Thoreau
famously argued that many northerners who objected to slavery in
the United States did not always realize how economically tied up in
slavery they were. He argued that true opposition to slavery meant
withdrawing fully from all economic activity related to it. The student
was arguing that if a person today purchases goods manufactured in
sweatshops or under other inadequate labor conditions, he or she is
in a sense just as responsible for the abuses of labor as the
companies who operate them. Thoreau provided a convenient
precedent. Notice how the student offers a summary (underlined)
along the way and how it assists her argument.

Americans today are so disconnected from the source and origins

of the products they buy that it is entirely possible for them

one day to march against global warming and the next to collect

a dividend in their 401k from companies that are the worst

offenders. It is possible to weep over a news report on child

labor in China and then post an emotional plea for justice on

Facebook using a mobile device made by Chinese child laborers.

In 1849, Henry David Thoreau wrote in “Resistance to Civil

Government” how ironic it was to see his fellow citizens in

Boston opposed to slavery in the South, yet who read the daily

news and commodity prices and “fall asleep over them both,” not

recognizing their own investments in, or patronage of, the very

thing that offends their consciences. To Thoreau, such “gross




inconsistency” makes even well-intentioned people “agents of

injustice.” Similarly, today we do not see the connections
between our consumer habits and the various kinds of oppression
that underlie our purchases — forms of oppression we would never

support directly and outright.

The embedded short summary addresses only one point of Thoreau’s
original essay, but it shows how summaries may serve in an
integrative way — as analogy, example, or illustration — to support an
argument even without adding the writer’s own commentary or

analysis.

CRITICAL SUMMARY

When writing a longer summary that you intend to integrate into
your argument, you may interject your own ideas; the appropriate
term for this writing is critical summary. It signifies that you're
offering more than a thorough and accurate account of an original
source, because you're adding your evaluation of it as well. Think of it
as weaving together your neutral summary with your own argument
so that the summary meshes seamlessly with your overall writing
goal. Along the way, during the summary, you may appraise the
original author’s ideas, commenting on them as you go — even while

being faithful to the original.

How can you faithfully account for an author’s argument while

commenting on its merits or shortcomings? One way is to offer



examples from the original. In addition, you might assess the quality
of those examples or present others that the author didn’t consider.
Remember, being critical doesn’t necessarily mean refuting the
author. Your summary can refute, support, or be more balanced,

simply recognizing where the original author succeeds and fails.

WRITING TIP

When writing a critical summary, you can problematize by examining areas not considered by
the author. Ask: What has the author missed? What evidence or examples have been

misinterpreted?

A STRATEGY FOR WRITING A CRITICAL
SUMMARY

Follow these five steps when writing a critical summary:

1. Introduce the summary. You don’t have to provide all these
elements, but consider offering the author’s name and expertise,

the title of the source, the place of publication, the year of
publication, or any other relevant information. You may also
start to explain the author’s main point that you are
summarizing:

Pioneering feminist Betty Friedan, in her landmark book

The Feminine Mystique (1963), argued that ...




Don’t overdo it. Select the most important details carefully and
work toward concision. Remember that this is a summary, so
“get in and get out.” That is, move quickly back to your analysis.
. Explain the major point the source makes. Here you have a
chance to tell your readers what the original author is saying, so
be faithful to the original but also highlight the point you're
summarizing:

Pioneering feminist Betty Friedan, in her landmark book

The Feminine Mystique (1963), argued that women of the

early 1960s were falling victim to a media-created image of

ideal femininity that pressured them to prioritize

homemaking, beauty, and maternity above almost all other

concerns.

Here you can control the readers’ understanding through simple
adjectives such as pioneering and landmark. (Compare how
“stalwart feminist Betty Friedan, in her provocative book” might
dispose the reader to interpret your material differently.)

. Exemplify by offering one or more representative examples or
evidence on which the original author draws. Feel free to quote
if needed, although it is not required in a summary.

Friedan examines post-World War II trends that included

the lowering of the marriage age, the rise of the mass

media, and what she calls “the problem that has no name”

— that of feminine unfulfillment, or what we might today

call “depression.”



Feel free to use a short quotation or utilize signature terms,
phrases, or concepts from the source.

4. Problematize by placing your assessment, analysis, or question
into the summary.

Although the word depression never comes up in Friedan’s

work, one could assume that terms like malaise, su fering,

and housewives’ fatigue signal an emerging understanding

of the relationship between stereotypical media

representations of social identity and mental health.

If you're working toward a balanced critique or rebuttal, here is a
good place to insert your ideas or those of someone with a
slightly different view. Consider utility phrases that help tie these
elements of critical summary together. More adjectives and
strong verbs can help indicate your critique and judgment. For

example:

In her careful analysis of contemporary horror films,
Simpson looks at movies like X, Y, and Z, showing how
inadequately women are represented as weak, vulnerable
victims in need of rescue, mostly by men. Nevertheless,
while her analysis is convincing, her examples ignore films

such as A, B, and C, and this glaring omission shows ...

5. Extend by tying the summary to your argument, helping
transition out of the critical summary and back into your own
analysis. Imagine your final task as saying (without saying)



something like, And this summary is important to my overall thesis

because it shows ...

Friedan’s work should raise questions about how women

are portrayed in the media today and about what mental

health consequences are attributable to the ubiquitous and

consistent messages given to women about their bodies,

occupations, and social roles.

It is possible to use this method — Introduce, Explain, Exemplify,
Problematize, and Extend — in many ways, but essentially it is a way
of providing a critical summary, any element of which can be
enhanced or built upon as needed. When you’re writing your own

critical summary, refer to the Visual Guide for reference.

WRITING TIP

Use strong adjectives to establish your assessment or judgments on the value, worth, or
quality of the writer’s argument, thesis, presentation, or sources (e.g., landmark essay,
controversial book, blunt critique).



Visual Guide: Writing a Critical Summary

1 INTRODUCE

Who is the author?

2 EXPLAIN

What (and how) is the

What is his or her V\{hfn 77 5Ll source author arguing? What
. is it? When was it . .
expertise or . is the author trying to
. published? A
significance? achieve?
3 EXEMPLIFY
What evidence does e s

the author use
to support the
argument, thesis,
and/or perspective
in this essay?

4 PROBLEMATIZE

What are your concerns about the author’s
interpretation, approach, methodology,
or conclusions?

Do you notice any
assumptions and
predispositions that
might have affected
the author’s
interpretations?

What perspectives
were left out? What
further evidence (or

contrary evidence) was
overlooked?

descriptions of the
author’s evidence can
you include in your
summary?

5 EXTEND

What the author has done well? Not so well?
What more could have been done, if anything?

What might further
research reveal?

What new directions

could be opened in light
of the author’s analysis

or your own critical
summary?
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What other perspectives
might have informed or
improved the analysis?

If your source’s ideas
were implemented or
acted upon, what might
be the consequences or
implications?

Description

The contents of flowchart are summarized as below:



1. Introduce

Who is the author? What is his or her expertise or significance?

What type of source is it? When was it published?

2. Explain

What (and how) is the author arguing? What is the author trying to achieve?
3. Exemplify

What evidence does the author use to support the argument, thesis, and/or perspective
in this essay?

What examples or descriptions of the author’s evidence can you include in your
summary?

4. Problematize: What are your concerns about the author’s interpretation, approach,
methodology, or conclusions?

Do you notice any assumptions and predispositions that might have affected the
author’s interpretations?

What perspectives were left out? What further evidence (or contrary evidence) was
overlooked?

Extend: What the author has done well? Not so well? What more could have been done,
if anything?

What might further research reveal?
What other perspectives might have informed orimproved the analysis?

What new directions could be opened in light of the author’s analysis or your own critical
summary?

If your source’s ideas were implemented or acted upon, what might be the
consequences or implications?




A SHORT ESSAY FOR
SUMMARIZING PRACTICE

The following piece by Susan Jacoby is annotated to provide a “rough
summary” in the margins, more or less paragraph by paragraph, the

kind you might make if you are outlining an essay or argument.

SUSAN JACOBY

Susan Jacoby (b. 1946), a journalist since the age of seventeen, is
well known for her feminist writings. “AFirst Amendment Junkie”
(our title) appeared in the Hers column in the New York Times in

1978. Notice that her argument zigs and zags, not because Jacoby is
careless but because in building a strong case to support her point of
view, she must consider some widely held views that she does not
accept; she must set these forth and then give her reasons for
rejecting them.

A First Amendment Junkie



Paragraph 1: Although
feminists usually
support the First
Amendment, when it
comes to pornography
many feminists take
the position of oppos-
ing the Equal Rights
Amendment, abortion,
and other causes of the
women’s movement.

Paragraph 2: Larry
Flynt produces garbage,
but Jacoby thinks his
conviction represents
an unconstitutional
limitation of freedom of
speech.

Paragraphs 3, 4:
Feminists who want to
censor pornography
argue thatit posesa
greater threat to women
than similar repulsive
speech poses to other
groups. They can make
this case, but it is absurd
to say that pornography
isa “greater threat” to
women than “neo-
Nazi...extermination
camps.’

It is no news that many women are defecting from the ranks of civil libertarians
on the issue of obscenity. The conviction of Larry Flynt, publisher of Hustler
magazine — before his metamorphosis into a born-again Christian — was greeted
with unabashed feminist approval. Harry Reems, the unknown actor who was
convicted by a Memphis jury for conspiring to distribute the movie Deep Throat, has
carried on his legal battles with almost no support from women who ordinarily regard
themselves as supporters of the First Amendment. Feminist writers and scholars have
even discussed the possibility of making common cause against pornography with
adversaries of the women’s movement — including opponents of the Equal Rights
Amendment and “right-to-life” forces.

All of this is deeply disturbing to a woman writer who believes, as I always have
and still do, in an absolute interpretation of the First Amendment. Nothing in Larry
Flynt’s garbage convinces me that the late Justice Hugo L. Black was wrong in his
opinion that “the Federal Government is without any power whatsoever under the
Constitution to put any type of burden on free speech and expression of ideas of any
kind (as distinguished from conduct)” Many women I like and respect tell me I am
wrong; I cannot remember having become involved in so many heated discussions of
a public issue since the end of the Vietnam War. A feminist writer described my views
as those of a “First Amendment junkie””

Many feminist arguments for controls on pornography carry the implicit convic-
tion that porn books, magazines, and movies pose a greater threat to women than
similarly repulsive exercises of free speech pose to other offended groups. This convic-
tion has, of course, been shared by everyone — regardless of race, creed, or sex —who
has ever argued in favor of abridging the First Amendment. It is the argument used
by some Jews who have withdrawn their support from the American Civil Liberties
Union because it has defended the right of American Nazis to march through a com-
munity inhabited by survivors of Hitler’s concentration camps.

Description
Body text reads,

Paragraph 1: It is no news that many women are defecting from the ranks of civil
libertarians on the issue of obscenity. The conviction of Larry Flynt, publisher of Hustler
magazine — before his metamorphosis into a born-again Christian — was greeted with
unabashed feminist approval. Harry Reems, the unknown actor who was convicted by a
Memphis jury for conspiring to distribute the movie Deep Throat, has carried on his legal
battles with almost no support from women who ordinarily regard themselves as
supporters of the First Amendment. Feminist writers and scholars have even discussed
the possibility of making common cause against pornography with adversaries of the
women’s movement — including opponents of the Equal Rights Amendment and ‘right-
to-life’ forces. [A margin note reads, paragraph 1: Although feminists usually support the
First Amendment, when it comes to pornography many feminists take the position of
opposing the Equal Rights Amendment, abortion, and other causes of the women’s
movement. End note.]



Paragraph 2: All of this is deeply disturbing to a woman writer who believes, as | always
have and still do, in an absolute interpretation of the First Amendment. Nothing in Larry
Flynt's garbage convinces me that the late Justice Hugo L. Black was wrong in his
opinion that ‘the Federal Government is without any power whatsoever under the
Constitution to put any type of burden on free speech and expression of ideas of any
kind (as distinguished from conduct).” Many women | like and respect tell me | am
wrong; | cannot remember having become involved in so many heated discussions of a
public issue since the end of the Vietnam War. A feminist writer described my views as
those of a quote First Amendment junkie end quote. [A margin note reads, paragraph 2:
Larry Flynt produces garbage, but Jacoby thinks his conviction represents an
unconstitutional limitation of freedom of speech. End note.]

Paragraph 3: Many feminist arguments for controls on pornography carry the implicit
conviction that porn books, magazines, and movies pose a greater threat to women than
similarly repulsive exercises of free speech pose to other offended groups. This
conviction has, of course, been shared by everyone — regardless of race, creed, or sex
— who has ever argued in favor of abridging the First Amendment. It is the argument
used by some Jews who have withdrawn their support from the American Civil Liberties
Union because it has defended the right of American Nazis to march through a
community inhabited by survivors of Hitler's concentration camps. [A margin note reads,
Paragraphs 3, 4: Feminists who want to censor pornography argue that it poses a
greater threat to women than similar repulsive speech poses to other groups. They can
make this case, but it is absurd to say that pornography is a ‘greater threat’ to women
than ‘neo- Nazi. (ellipsis) extermination camps.’]

Paragraph 4: If feminists want to argue that the protection of the Constitution should not
be extended to any particularly odious or threatening form of speech, they have a
[paragraph ends mid sentence.]




If feminists want to argue that the protection of the Constitution should not
be extended to any particularly odious or threatening form of speech, they have a
reasonable argument (although I don’t agree with it). But it is ridiculous to suggest
that the porn shops on 42nd Street are more disgusting to women than a march of
neo-Nazis is to survivors of the extermination camps.

The arguments over pornography also blur the vital distinction between expres-
sion of ideas and conduct. When I say I believe unreservedly in the First Amend-
ment, someone always comes back at me with the issue of “kiddie porn.” But kiddie
porn is not a First Amendment issue. It is an issue of the abuse of power — the power
adults have over children — and not of obscenity. Parents and promoters have no
more right to use their children to make porn movies than they do to send them to
work in coal mines. The responsible adults should be prosecuted, just as adults who
use children for back-breaking farm labor should be prosecuted.

Susan Brownmiller, in Against Our Will: Men, Women, and Rape, has described
pornography as “the undiluted essence of antifemale propaganda.” I think this is a
fair description of some types of pornography, especially of the brutish subspecies
that equates sex with death and portrays women primarily as objects of violence.

The equation of sex and violence, personified by some glossy rock record album
covers as well as by Hustler, has fed the illusion that censorship of pornography can
be conducted on a more rational basis than other types of censorship. Are all pictures
of naked women obscene? Clearly not, says a friend. A Renoir nude is art, she says,
and Hustler is trash. “Any reasonable person” knows that.

But what about something between art and trash — something, say, along
the lines of Playboy or Penthouse magazines? I asked five women for their reac-
tions to one picture in Penthouse and got responses that ranged from “lovely”
and “sensuous” to “revolting” and “demeaning.” Feminists, like everyone else,
seldom have rational reasons for their preferences in erotica. Like members of
juries, they tend to disagree when confronted with something that falls short of
100 percent vulgarity.

In any case, feminists will not be the arbiters of good taste if it becomes easier
to harass, prosecute, and convict people on obscenity charges. Most of the people
who want to censor girlie magazines are equally opposed to open discussion of issues
that are of vital concern to women: rape, abortion, menstruation, contraception,
lesbianism — in fact, the entire range of sexual experience from a woman’s viewpoint.

Feminist writers and editors and filmmakers have limited financial resources:
Confronted by a determined prosecutor, Hugh Hefner! will fare better than Susan
Brownmiller. Would the Memphis jurors who convicted Harry Reems for his role in
Deep Throat be inclined to take a more positive view of paintings of the female geni-
talia done by sensitive feminist artists? Ms. magazine has printed color reproductions
of some of those art works; Ms. is already banned from a number of high school
libraries because someone considers it threatening and/or obscene.

! Hugh Hefner Founder and longtime publisher of Playboy magazine.

w

Paragraph 5: Trustin
the First Amendment
is not refuted by kiddie
porn; kiddie porn isan
issue of child abuse,

Paragraphs 6, 7, 8:
Some feminists think
censorship of pornog-
raphy can be more
“rational” than other
kinds of censorship,
but a picture of a nude
woman strikes some
women as base and
others as “lovely” There
is no unanimity.

Paragraphs 9, 10:

If feminists censor girlie
magazines, they are
unwittingly helping
opponents of the wom-
en’s movement censor
discussions of rape,
abortion,and so on.

Description
Body text, which begins midsentence, reads,

Paragraph 4: ...

close parenthesis. But it is ridiculous to suggest that the porn shops on 42nd Street are

reasonable argument open parenthesis although | don’t agree with it

more disgusting to women than a march of neo-Nazis is to survivors of the

extermination camps.



Paragraph 5: The arguments over pornography also blur the vital distinction between
expression of ideas and conduct. When | say | believe unreservedly in the First
Amendment, someone always comes back at me with the issue of ‘kiddie porn.’ But
kiddie porn is not a First Amendment issue. It is an issue of the abuse of power — the
power adults have over children — and not of obscenity. Parents and promoters have
no more right to use their children to make porn movies than they do to send them to
work in coal mines. The responsible adults should be prosecuted, just as adults who use
children for back-breaking farm labor should be prosecuted. [A margin note reads,
paragraph 5: Trust in the First Amendment is not refuted by kiddie porn; kiddie porn is
an issue of child abuse. End note.]

Paragraph 6: Susan Brownmiller, in Against Our Will: Men, Women, and Rape, has
described pornography as ‘the undiluted essence of antifemale propaganda.’ | think this
is a fair description of some types of pornography, especially of the brutish subspecies
that equates sex with death and portrays women primarily as objects of violence.

Paragraph 7: The equation of sex and violence, personified by some glossy rock record
album covers as well as by Hustler , has fed the illusion that censorship of pornography
can be conducted on a more rational basis than other types of censorship. Are all
pictures of naked women obscene? Clearly not, says a friend. A Renoir nude is art, she
says, and Hustler is trash. ‘Any reasonable person’ knows that.

Paragraph 8: But what about something between art and trash — something, say, along
the lines of Playboy or Penthouse magazines? | asked five women for their reactions to
one picture in Penthouse and got responses that ranged from ‘lovely’ and ‘sensuous’ to
‘revolting’ and ‘demeaning.” Feminists, like everyone else, seldom have rational reasons
for their preferences in erotica. Like members of juries, they tend to disagree when
confronted with something that falls short of 100 percent vulgarity. [A margin note reads,
paragraphs 6, 7, 8: Some feminists think censorship of pornography can be more
‘rational’ than other kinds of censorship, but a picture of a nude woman strikes some
women as base and others as ‘lovely.” There is no unanimity. End note.]

Paragraph 9: In any case, feminists will not be the arbiters of good taste if it becomes
easier to harass, prosecute, and convict people on obscenity charges. Most of the
people who want to censor girlie magazines are equally opposed to open discussion of
issues that are of vital concern to women: rape, abortion, menstruation, contraception,
lesbianism — in fact, the entire range of sexual experience from a woman’s viewpoint.



Paragraph 10: Feminist writers and editors and filmmakers have limited financial
resources: Confronted by a determined prosecutor, Hugh Hefner 1 will fare better than
Susan Brownmiller. Would the Memphis jurors who convicted Harry Reems for his role
in Deep Throat be inclined to take a more positive view of paintings of the female
genitalia done by sensitive feminist artists? Ms. magazine has printed color
reproductions of some of those art works; Ms. is already banned from a number of high
school libraries because someone considers it threatening and/or obscene. [A margin
note reads, paragraphs 9, 10: If feminists censor girlie magazines, they are unwittingly
helping opponents of the women’s movement censor discussions of rape, abortion, and
so on. End note.]

Paragraphs 11, 12:

Like other would-be
censors, feminists want
to use the power of the
state to achieve what
they have not achieved
in “the marketplace

of ideas.” They lack
faith in “democratic
persuasion.”

Paragraphs 13, 14: This
attempt at censorship
revealsa “desire to shift

responsibility from indi-

viduals to institutions.”
The responsibility is
properly the parents.

Paragraph 15: We can't
have too much of the

Feminists who want to censor what they regard as harmful pornography have
essentially the same motivation as other would-be censors: They want to use the
power of the state to accomplish what they have been unable to achieve in the mar-
ketplace of ideas and images. The impulse to censor places no faith in the possibili-
ties of democratic persuasion.

It isn’t easy to persuade certain men that they have better uses for $1.95 each
month than to spend it on a copy of Hustler. Well, then, give the men no choice in
the matter.

I believe there is also a connection between the impulse toward censorship on
the part of people who used to consider themselves civil libertarians and a more gen-
eral desire to shift responsibility from individuals to institutions. When I saw the
movie Looking for Mr. Goodbar, I was stunned by its series of visual images equating
sex and violence, coupled with what seems to me the mindless message (a distortion
of the fine Judith Rossner novel) that casual sex equals death. When I came out of
the movie, I was even more shocked to see parents standing in line with children
between the ages of ten and fourteen.

I simply don’t know why a parent would take a child to see such a movie, any
more than I understand why people feel they can't turn off a television set their child
is watching. Whenever I say that, my friends tell me I don’t know how it is because
I don’t have children. True, but I do have parents. When I was a child, they did turn
off the TV. They didn't expect the Federal Communications Commission to do their
job for them.

I am a First Amendment junkie. You can’t OD on the First Amendment, because 15

HEetmendinent free speech is its own best antidote.

Description
Body text reads,

Paragraph 11: Feminists who want to censor what they regard as harmful pornography
have essentially the same motivation as other would-be censors: They want to use the
power of the state to accomplish what they have been unable to achieve in the
marketplace of ideas and images. The impulse to censor places no faith in the



possibilities of democratic persuasion. [A margin note reads, paragraphs 11, 12: Like
other would-be censors, feminists want to use the power of the state to achieve what
they have not achieved in ‘the marketplace of ideas.” They lack faith in ‘democratic
persuasion.’]

Paragraph 12: It isn’t easy to persuade certain men that they have better uses for 1
point 9 5 dollars each month than to spend it on a copy of Hustler. Well, then, give the
men no choice in the matter.

Paragraph 13: | believe there is also a connection between the impulse toward
censorship on the part of people who used to consider themselves civil libertarians and
a more general desire to shift responsibility from individuals to institutions. When | saw
the movie ‘Looking for Mr. Goodbar,’ | was stunned by its series of visual images
equating sex and violence, coupled with what seems to me the mindless message open
parenthesis a distortion of the fine Judith Rossner novel close parenthesis that casual
sex equals death. When | came out of the movie, | was even more shocked to see
parents standing in line with children between the ages of ten and fourteen.

Paragraph 14: | simply don’t know why a parent would take a child to see such a movie,
any more than | understand why people feel they can’t turn off a television set their child
is watching. Whenever | say that, my friends tell me | don’t know how it is because |
don’t have children. True, but | do have parents. When | was a child, they did turn off the
TV. They didn’t expect the Federal Communications Commission to do their job for
them. [A margin note reads, paragraphs 13, 14: This attempt at censorship reveals a
‘desire to shift responsibility from individuals to institutions.” The responsibility is properly
the parents’. End note.]

Paragraph 15: | am a First Amendment junkie. You can’t O D on the First Amendment,
because free speech is its own best antidote. [A margin note reads, paragraph 15: We
can’t have too much of the First Amendment. End note.]

SUMMARIZING JACOBY



If we want to present a brief summary in the form of one coherent
paragraph — perhaps as part of an essay arguing for or against — we
might write something like the one shown in the paragraph below.
(Of course, we would introduce it with a lead-in along these lines:
“Susan Jacoby, writing in the New York Times, offers a forceful

argument against censorship of pornography. Jacoby’s view, briefly, is

.Y)

When it comes to censorship of pornography, some feminists
take a position shared by opponents of the feminist movement.
They argue that pornography poses a greater threat to women
than other forms of offensive speech offer to other groups, but
this interpretation is simply a mistake. Pointing to kiddie porn
is also a mistake, for kiddie porn is an issue involving not the
First Amendment but child abuse. Feminists who support
censorship of pornography will inadvertently aid those who
wish to censor discussions of abortion and rape or censor art
that is published in magazines such as Ms. The solution is not
for individuals to turn to institutions (i.e., for the government
to limit the First Amendment) but for individuals to accept the
responsibility for teaching young people not to equate sex with

violence.

In contrast, a critical summary of Jacoby — an evaluative summary in
which we introduce our own ideas and examples — might look like
this:



Susan Jacoby, writing for the New York Times in 1978, offers a force-
ful argument against censorship of pornography, but one that does not
have foresight of the internet age and the new availability of extreme
and exploitative forms of pornography. While she dismisses claims by
feminists that pornography should be censored because it constitutes
violence against women, what would Jacoby think of such things as
“revenge porn” and “voyeuristic porn” today or the array of elaborate
sadistic fantasies readily available to anyone with access to a search
engine? Jacoby says that censoring pornography is a step toward censoring
art, and she proudly wears the tag “First Amendment junkie,” ostensibly
to protect what she finds artistic (such as images of female genitalia in Ms.
magazine). However, her argument does not help us account for these

< Introduces author,

source, and year and
characterizes the argu-
ment as “forceful”

Problematizes
Jacoby’s claims

by introducing
present-day contexts

Explains Jacoby's
argument

Problematizes
Jacoby’s claim by point-
ing out its omissions in

new forms of exploitation and violence disguised as art or “free speech.” BRI EERE

Perhaps she would see revenge porn and voyeur porn in the same the

way she sees kiddie porn — not so much as an issue of free speech but

as an issue of other crimes. Perhaps she would hold her position that we

can avoid pornography by just “turning off the TV;” but the new internet

pornography is intrusive, entering our lives and the lives of our children e
argument to a new

whether we like it or not. Education is part of the solution, Jacoby would =~ < issue related to today’s

agree, but we could also consider . . . [pediaenionent

Description
Body text, which ends midsentence, reads:

Paragraph 16: Susan Jacoby, writing for the New York Times in 19 78, offers a forceful
argument against censorship of pornography , but one that does not have foresight of
the internet age and the new availability of extreme and exploitative forms of
pornography. [A margin note reads, Introduces author, source, and year and
characterizes the argument as ‘forceful.” End note.] While she dismisses claims by
feminists that pornography should be censored because it constitutes violence against
women, what would Jacoby think of such things as ‘revenge porn’ and ‘voyeuristic porn’
today or the array of elaborate sadistic fantasies readily available to anyone with access
to a search engine? [A margin note reads, problematizes Jacoby’s claims by introducing
present-day contexts. End note.] Jacoby says that censoring pornography is a step
toward censoring art, and she proudly wears the tag ‘First Amendment junkie,’
ostensibly to protect what she finds artistic (such as images of female genitalia in Ms.
magazine). [A margin note reads, explains Jacoby’s argument. End note.] However, her
argument does not help us account for these new forms of exploitation and violence
disguised as art or ‘free speech.’ [A margin note reads, problematizes Jacoby’s ideas.
End note.] Perhaps she would see revenge porn and voyeur porn in the same the way
she sees kiddie porn — not so much as an issue of free speech but as an issue of other
crimes. Perhaps she would hold her position that we can avoid pornography by just
‘turning off the TV,” but the new internet pornography is intrusive, entering our lives and



the lives of our children whether we like it or not. Education is part of the solution,
Jacoby would agree, but we could also consider ... [Paragraph ends midsentence. A
margin note reads, extends Jacoby’s argument to a new issue related to today’s media
environment. End note.]

This example not only summarizes and applies the other techniques
presented in this chapter (e.g., accounting for context and
questioning definitions of terms and concepts) but also weaves them
together with a central argument that offers a new response and a

practicable solution.

A CHECKLIST FOR A SUMMARY

= Have |l adequately previewed the work?

= Can | state the thesis?

= [f] have written a summary, is it accurate?

= Does my summary mention all the chief points?

= |fthere are inconsistencies, are they in the summary or the original selection?
= Will my summary be clear and helpful?

= Have |l considered the audience for whom the author is writing?




Essays for Analysis

GWEN WILDE

This essay was written for a composition course at Tufts University.

Why the Pledge of Allegiance Should Be
Revised (Student Essay)

All Americans are familiar with the Pledge of Allegiance, even if
they cannot always recite it perfectly, but probably relatively few
know that the original Pledge did not include the words “under God.”
The original Pledge of Allegiance, published in the September 8,

1892, issue of the Youth’s Companion, ran thus:

I pledge allegiance to my flag, and to the Republic for which it
stands: one Nation indivisible, with Liberty and justice for all.
(Djupe 329)

In 1923, at the first National Flag Conference in Washington, DC, it
was argued that immigrants might be confused by the words “my
Flag,” and it was proposed that the words be changed to “the Flag of
the United States.” The following year it was changed again, to “the

Flag of the United States of America,” and this wording became the



official — or, rather, unofficial — wording, unofficial because no

wording had ever been nationally adopted (Djupe 329).

In 1942, the United States Congress included the Pledge in the
United States Flag Code (4 USC 4, 2006), thus for the first time
officially sanctioning the Pledge. In 1954, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower approved adding the words “under God.” Thus, since
1954 the Pledge reads:

I pledge allegiance to the flag of the United States of America,
and to the Republic for which it stands: one nation under God,
indivisible, with Liberty and Justice for all. (Djupe 329)

In my view, the addition of the words “under God” is inappropriate,
and they are needlessly divisive — an odd addition indeed to a nation

that is said to be “indivisible.”

Very simply put, the Pledge in its latest form requires all Americans
to say something that some Americans do not believe. I say
“requires” because although the courts have ruled that students may
not be compelled to recite the Pledge, in effect peer pressure does
compel all but the bravest to join in the recitation. When President
Eisenhower authorized the change, he said, “In this way we are
reaffirming the transcendence of religious faith in America’s
heritage and future; in this way we shall constantly strengthen those
spiritual weapons which forever will be our country’s most powerful

resource in peace and war” (Sterner).



Exactly what did Eisenhower mean when he spoke of “the
transcendence of religious faith in America’s heritage” and when he
spoke of “spiritual weapons”? I am not sure what “the transcendence
of religious faith in America’s heritage” means. Of course, many
Americans have been and are deeply religious — no one doubts it —
but the phrase certainly goes far beyond saying that many
Americans have been devout. In any case, many Americans have not
been devout, and many Americans have not believed in “spiritual
weapons,” but they have nevertheless been patriotic Americans.

Some of them have fought and died to keep America free.

In short, the words “under God” cannot be uttered in good faith by
many Americans. True, something like 70 or even 80°¢ of Americans
say they are affiliated with some form of Christianity, and
approximately another 3°4 say they are Jewish. I don't have the
figures for persons of other faiths, but in any case we can surely all
agree that although a majority of Americans say they have a
religious affiliation, nevertheless several million Americans do not

believe in God.

If one remains silent while others are reciting the Pledge, or even if
one remains silent only while others are speaking the words “under
God,” one is open to the charge that one is unpatriotic, is “unwilling
to recite the Pledge of Allegiance.” In the Pledge, patriotism is

connected with religious belief, and it is this connection that makes

it divisive and (to be blunt) un-American. Admittedly, the belief is



not very specific: one is not required to say that one believes in the
divinity of Jesus, or in the power of Jehovah, but the fact remains,
one is required to express belief in a divine power, and if one doesn’t
express this belief one is — according to the Pledge — somehow not

fully an American, maybe even un-American.

Please notice that I am not arguing that the Pledge is
unconstitutional. I understand that the First Amendment to the
Constitution says that “Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” I
am not arguing that the words “under God” in the Pledge add up to
the “establishment of religion,” but they certainly do assert a
religious doctrine. Like the words “In God We Trust,” found on all
American money, the words “under God” express an idea that many
Americans do not hold, and there is no reason why these Americans
— loyal people who may be called upon to defend the country with
their lives — should be required to say that America is a nation

“under God.”

It has been argued, even by members of the Supreme Court, that the
words “under God” are not to be taken terribly seriously, not to be
taken to say what they seem to say. For instance, Chief Justice

Rehnquist wrote:

To give the parent of such a child a sort of “heckler’s veto” over
a patriotic ceremony willingly participated in by other

students, simply because the Pledge of Allegiance contains the



descriptive phrase “under God,” is an unwarranted extension
of the establishment clause, an extension which would have
the unfortunate effect of prohibiting a commendable patriotic

observance. (qtd. in Stephens et al. 104)

Chief Justice Rehnquist here calls “under God” a “descriptive
phrase,” but descriptive of what? If a phrase is a “descriptive phrase,’
it describes something, real or imagined. For many Americans, this
phrase does not describe a reality. These Americans may perhaps be
mistaken — if so, they may learn of their error at Judgment Day —
but the fact is, millions of intelligent Americans do not believe in
God.

Notice, too, that Chief Justice Rehnquist goes on to say that reciting
the Pledge is “a commendable patriotic observance.” Exactly. That is
my point. It is a patriotic observance, and it should not be connected
with religion. When we announce that we respect the flag — that we
are loyal Americans — we should not also have to announce that we
hold a particular religious belief, in this case a belief in

monotheism, a belief that there is a God and that God rules.

One other argument defending the words “under God” is often
heard: The words “In God We Trust” appear on our money. It is
claimed that these words on American money are analogous to the
words “under God” in the Pledge. But the situation really is very

different. When we hand some coins over, or some paper money, we



are concentrating on the business transaction, and we are not
making any affirmation about God or our country. But when we
recite the Pledge — even if we remain silent at the point when we are
supposed to say “under God” — we are very conscious that we are
supposed to make this affirmation, an affirmation that many
Americans cannot in good faith make, even though they certainly
can unthinkingly hand over (or accept) money with the words “In
God We Trust.”

Because I believe that reciting the Pledge is to be taken seriously,
with a full awareness of the words that is quite different from when
we hand over some money, I cannot understand the recent
comment of Supreme Court Justice Souter, who in a case said that
the phrase “under God” is “so tepid, so diluted, so far from
compulsory prayer, that it should, in effect, be beneath the
constitutional radar” (qtd. in “Guide”). I don’t follow his reasoning
that the phrase should be “beneath the constitutional radar,” but in
any case I am willing to put aside the issue of constitutionality. I am
willing to grant that this phrase does not in any significant sense
signify the “establishment of religion” (prohibited by the First
Amendment) in the United States. I insist, nevertheless, that the
phrase is neither “tepid” nor “diluted.” It means what it says — it
must and should mean what it says, to everyone who utters it — and,
since millions of loyal Americans cannot say it, it should not be
included in a statement in which Americans affirm their loyalty to

our great country.



In short, the Pledge, which ought to unite all of us, is divisive; it
includes a phrase that many patriotic Americans cannot bring
themselves to utter. Yes, they can remain silent when others recite
these two words, but, again, why should they have to remain silent?
The Pledge of Allegiance should be something that everyone can say,
say out loud, and say with pride. We hear much talk of returning to
the ideas of the Founding Fathers. The Founding Fathers did not
create the Pledge of Allegiance, but we do know that they never
mentioned God in the Constitution. Indeed, the only reference to
religion, in the so-called establishment clause of the First
Amendment, says, again, that “Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free
exercise thereof.” Those who wish to exercise religion are indeed
free to do so, but the place to do so is not in a pledge that is required

of all schoolchildren and of all new citizens.
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Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

1. Summarize the essay in a paragraph.

2. What words are defined in this essay? Are they defined more as
terms or as concepts? Explain how the author, Gwen Wilde,
defines one word or phrase.

3. Does Wilde give enough weight to the fact that no one is
compelled to recite the Pledge of Allegiance? Explain your
answer.

4. What arguments does Wilde offer in support of her position?

5. Does Wilde show an adequate awareness of
counterarguments? ldentify one place where she raises and
refutes a counterargument.

6. What is Wilde’s strongest argument? Are any of her arguments
notably weak? If so, how could they be strengthened?

7. What assumptions — tacit or explicit — does Wilde make? Do
you agree or disagree with them? Explain your response.

8. What do you take the words “under God” to mean? Do they
mean “under God’s special protection”? Or “acting in
accordance with God’s rules”? Or “accountable to God”? Or
something else? Explain.

9. Chief Justice Rehnquist wrote that the words “under God” are a
“descriptive phrase.” What do you think he meant by this?



http://homeofheroes.com/hallofheroes/1st_floor/flag/1bfc_pledge_print.html

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

What is the purpose of the Pledge of Allegiance? Does the
phrase “under God” promote or defeat that purpose? Explain
your answer.

What do you think about substituting “with religious freedom”
for “under God”? Set forth your response, supported by
reasons, in about 250 words.

Wilde makes a distinction between the reference to God on US
money and the reference to God in the Pledge of Allegiance. Do
you agree with her that the two cases are not analogous?
Explain.

What readers might not agree with Wilde’s arguments? What
values do they hold? How might you try to persuade an
audience who disagrees with Wilde to consider her proposal?
Putting aside your own views on the issue, what grade would
you give this essay as a work of argumentative writing? Support
your evaluation with reasons.

Consider how you would summarize a photograph such as this
one by following the steps of introducing, explaining,
exemplifying, problematizing, and extending it (see A Strategy.
for Writing a Critical Summary).
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ZACHARY SHEMTOB AND DAVID LAT

Zachary Shemtob, formerly editor in chief of the Georgetown Law
Review, is a clerk in the US District Court for the Southern District of
New York. David Lat is a former federal prosecutor. Their essay

originally appeared in the New York Times in 2011.

Executions Should Be Televised

Earlier this month, Georgia conducted its third execution this year.
This would have passed relatively unnoticed if not for a controversy
surrounding its videotaping. Lawyers for the condemned inmate,

Andrew Grant DeYoung, had persuaded a judge to allow the



recording of his last moments as part of an effort to obtain evidence

on whether lethal injection caused unnecessary suffering.

Though he argued for videotaping, one of Mr. DeYoung’s defense
lawyers, Brian Kammer, spoke out against releasing the footage to
the public. “It’s a horrible thing that Andrew DeYoung had to go

through,” Mr. Kammer said, “and it’s not for the public to see that.”

We respectfully disagree. Executions in the United States ought to be

made public.

Right now, executions are generally open only to the press and a few
select witnesses. For the rest of us, the vague contours are provided
in the morning paper. Yet a functioning democracy demands
maximum accountability and transparency. As long as executions
remain behind closed doors, those are impossible. The people
should have the right to see what is being done in their name and

with their tax dollars.

This is particularly relevant given the current debate on whether
specific methods of lethal injection constitute cruel and unusual

punishment and therefore violate the Constitution.

There is a dramatic difference between reading or hearing of such
an event and observing it through image and sound. (This is obvious
to those who saw the footage of Saddam Hussein’s hanging in 2006

or the death of Neda Agha-Soltan during the protests in Iran in



2009.) We are not calling for opening executions completely to the
public — conducting them before a live crowd — but rather for
broadcasting them live or recording them for future release, on the
web or TV.

When another Georgia inmate, Roy Blankenship, was executed in
June, the prisoner jerked his head, grimaced, gasped, and lurched,
according to a medical expert’s affidavit. The Atlanta Journal-
Constitution reported that Mr. DeYoung, executed in the same
manner, “showed no violent signs in death.” Voters should not have
to rely on media accounts to understand what takes place when a

man is put to death.

Cameras record legislative sessions and presidential debates, and
courtrooms are allowing greater television access. When he was an
Illinois state senator, President Obama successfully pressed for the
videotaping of homicide interrogations and confessions. The most

serious penalty of all surely demands equal if not greater scrutiny.

Opponents of our proposal offer many objections. State lawyers
argued that making Mr. DeYoung’s execution public raised safety
concerns. While rioting and pickpocketing occasionally marred
executions in the public square in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, modern security and technology obviate this concern.

Little would change in the death chamber; the faces of witnesses



and executioners could be edited out, for privacy reasons, before a

video was released.

Of greater concern is the possibility that broadcasting executions
could have a numbing effect. Douglas A. Berman, a law professor,
fears that people might come to equate human executions with
putting pets to sleep. Yet this seems overstated. While public
indifference might result over time, the initial broadcasts would

undoubtedly get attention and stir debate.

Still others say that broadcasting an execution would offer an
unbalanced picture — making the condemned seem helpless and
sympathetic, while keeping the victims of the crime out of the
picture. But this is beside the point: the defendant is being executed
precisely because a jury found that his crimes were so heinous that

he deserved to die.

Ultimately the main opposition to our idea seems to flow from an
unthinking disgust — a sense that public executions are archaic,
noxious, even barbarous. Albert Camus related in his essay
“Reflections on the Guillotine” that viewing executions turned him
against capital punishment. The legal scholar John D. Bessler
suggests that public executions might have the same effect on the
public today; Sister Helen Prejean, the death penalty abolitionist,

has urged just such a strategy.



That is not our view. We leave open the possibility that making
executions public could strengthen support for them; undecided

viewers might find them less disturbing than anticipated.

Like many of our fellow citizens, we are deeply conflicted about the
death penalty and how it has been administered. Our focus is on
accountability and openness. As Justice John Paul Stevens wrote in
Baze v. Rees, a 2008 case involving a challenge to lethal injection,
capital punishment is too often “the product of habit and inattention
rather than an acceptable deliberative process that weighs the costs
and risks of administering that penalty against its identifiable
benefits.”

A democracy demands a citizenry as informed as possible about the

costs and benefits of society’s ultimate punishment.

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

1. In paragraphs 9-13, Zachary Shemtob and David Lat discuss
objections to their position. Are you satisfied with their
responses to the objections, or do you think they do not
satisfactorily dispose of one or more of the objections? Explain.

2. In paragraph 4, the authors say that “[t]he people should have
the right to see what is being done in their name and with their
tax dollars.” But in terms of rights, should the person being
executed have a right to die in privacy? Articulate a position




that weighs the public’s right to see what is being done with its
tax dollars against death row prisoners’ rights to privacy.

3. In the concluding paragraph, the authors imply that their
proposal, if enacted, will help inform citizens “about the costs
and benefits of society’s ultimate punishment.” Do you agree?
Why, or why not? What reasons do the authors offer to support
their proposal?

4. In your view, what is the strongest argument the authors give
on behalf of their proposal? What is the weakest? Explain why
you made these choices.




A Casebook for Critical Reading:
Should Some Kinds of Speech Be
Censored?

In addition to the essays by Jacoby, Wilde, and Shemtob and Lat, we
present two additional essays on the topic of free speech and
censorship. We suggest you read each one through to get its gist and
then read it a second time, writing down after each paragraph a
sentence or two summarizing the paragraph. Consider the essays
individually and also in relation to one another, keeping in mind the
First Amendment to the Constitution, which reads, in its entirety, as

follows:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging
the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government

for a redress of grievances.

SUZANNE NOSSEL

Suzanne Nossel, a graduate of Harvard Law School, is a leading
voice on issues related to freedom of expression. She has held

executive roles in Amnesty International USA and Human Rights



Watch and is currently the chief executive officer of PEN America, a
leading human rights advocacy group. Nossel’s writing has
appeared in several prominent newspapers and in scholarly
journals such as Foreign Affairs, Dissent, and Democracy. She is a
feature columnist for Foreign Policy magazine, where this essay first

appeared in October 2017.

The Pro-Free Speech Way to Fight Fake
News

After the gunfire ended, false claims that the Las Vegas carnage was
the work of Islamic State terrorists or left-leaning Donald Trump
opponents flooded Facebook pages, YouTube searches, and news
feeds. Again, we saw how so-called “fake news” can fuel chaos and
stoke hatred. Like most fraudulent news, those deceptive articles are
protected speech under the First Amendment and international free
expression safeguards. Unless they cross specific legal red lines —
such as those barring defamation or libel — fake news stories are
not illegal, and our government does not have the power to prohibit

or censor them.

But the fact that fake news is free speech does not nullify the danger
it poses for open discourse, freedom of opinion, or democratic
governance. The rise of fraudulent news and the related erosion of

public trust in mainstream journalism pose a looming crisis for free



expression. Usually, free expression advocacy centers on the
defense of contested speech from efforts at suppression, but it also
demands steps to fortify the open and reasoned debate that
underpins the value of free speech in our society and our lives. The
championing of free speech must not privilege any immutable
notion of the truth to the exclusion of others. But this doesn't mean
that free speech proponents should be indifferent to the quest for
truth, or to attempts to deliberately undermine the public’s ability to

distinguish fact from falsehood.

Both the First Amendment and international law define free speech
to include the right to receive and impart information. The power of
free speech is inextricably tied to the opportunity to be heard and
believed, and to persuade. Fake news undermines precisely these
sources of power. If public discourse becomes so flooded with
disinformation that listeners can no longer distinguish signal from
noise, they will tune out. Autocrats know this well and thus tightly
control the flow of information. They purvey falsehoods to mislead,
confuse, and — ultimately — to instill a sense of the futility of speech
that saps the will to cry foul, protest, or resist. On social media, the
problem is not one of control, but of chaos. The ferocious pace with
which false information can spread can make defending the truth or
correcting the record seem like mission impossible, or an invitation

to opponents to double down in spreading deceit.

The problem of fraudulent news right now is compounded by social

and political divisions that undercut the traditional ways in which



truth ordinarily prevails. Investigations, exposés, and studies fall
short in a situation where a significant portion of the population
distrusts a wide array of sources they perceive as politically or
ideologically hostile — including sources that traditionally

commanded broad if not universal respect.

The debate over solutions to fraudulent news has centered on what
the government, news outlets, social media platforms, and civil
society actors like fact-checking groups can do. Each has an
important role to play, but they also must respect sharp limits to
their interventions. Of course, no president should routinely
denigrate legitimate news that he dislikes — as Donald Trump
continually does. But Trump’s misuse of his authority merely
reminds us that it’s for good reasons that the Constitution forbids
the government from adjudicating which news is true and which is
false. Google and Facebook, as private platforms, should monitor
their sites to make sure that dangerous conspiracy theories don’t go
viral — but if they over-police what appears on their pages, they’ll
create new impairments for edgy speech. Certainly, news outlets
should strive to uphold professional and ethical standards, but they
alone can’t convince cynical readers to trust them. Similarly, those
who believe fake news tend to distrust the fact-checking outlets that

try to tell them the stories are bogus.

Ultimately, the power of fake news is in the minds of the beholders
— namely, news consumers. We need a news consumers’ equivalent

of the venerable Consumers Union that, starting in the 1930s,



mobilized millions behind taking an informed approach to
purchases, or the more recent drive to empower individuals to take
charge of their health by reading labels, counting steps, and getting

tested for risk factors.

When there were only a few dishwashers to choose from, buyers
didn’t need Consumer Reports to sort through their features and
flaws. But when the appliance shopper began to face information
overload, trusted arbiters were established to help them sort out the
good from the bad. In decades past, news consumption centered on
newspapers, magazines, and network shows that had undergone
layers of editing and fact-checking. Most consumers saw little
necessity to educate themselves about the political leanings of
media owners, modes of attribution for quotes, journalistic sourcing

protocols, the meaning of datelines, or other indicators of veracity.

Now, with the proliferation of overtly partisan media, lower barriers
to entry into public discourse, and information flooding across the
web and cable news, consumers need new tools to sort through
choices and make informed decisions about where to invest their
attention and trust. The fight against fake news will hinge not on
inculcating trust in specific sources of authority but on instilling
skepticism, curiosity, and a sense of agency among consumers, who

are the best bulwark against the merchants of deceit.

A news consumers’ movement should include several prongs,

building on PEN America’s newly released “News Consumers Bill of



Rights and Responsibilities” from its new report, “Faking News:
Fraudulent News and the Fight for Truth.” The movement should
furnish credible information to help consumers weigh the reliability
of varied news sources. It should include an advocacy arm to prod
newsrooms, internet platforms, and social media giants into being
transparent about their decisions as to what news is elevated and
how it is marked. This movement should advance news literacy
curricula in schools and equip the next generation to navigate the
information ocean they were born into. It should conduct outreach
to diverse constituencies and strive continually to avoid ideological
bias. It should develop an investigative research arm to expose,
name, and shame the purveyors of fraudulent news and their
financial backers. And it might provide periodic ranking of, and
reporting on, newsrooms and other outlets to hold them
accountable to their audiences. The movement should also mobilize
the public to become good news consumers by encouraging them to
apply a critical eye to news sources, favor those that are trustworthy,
validate reports before sharing them on social media, and report

errors when they see them.

Recognizing fraudulent news as a threat to free expression cannot
be grounds to justify a cure — in the form of new government or
corporate restrictions on speech — that may end up being worse
than the disease. Unscrupulous profiteers and political opportunists
may never cease in their efforts to infect the global information flow

of information to serve their purposes. The best prescription against



the epidemic of fake news is to inoculate consumers by building up
their ability to defend themselves.

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing

1. What problem does Suzanne Nossel identify for free speech
advocates in paragraph 2? Why do you think she believes that
free speech advocates should defend fake news despite its
potential to spread falsehoods?

2. In paragraph 3, Nossel writes, “The power of free speech is
inextricably tied to the opportunity to be heard and believed,
and to persuade.” In 250 words or so, explain how critical
thinking provides both the means to support fake news and
fight against it.

3. Examine Nossel’s argument in paragraph 6. Do you agree or
disagree with the idea of an organization that would label
information sources - a sort of Consumer Reports for fake
news? Do you think it would work? Why or why not?

4. What news sources do you rely upon, and why do you see them
as credible and trustworthy? Trace your news sources and
evaluate each of them. What criteria do they have to meet for
you to trust them?

5. Do you believe that social media platforms like Facebook and
Twitter are good for free speech in an open society or bad for
it? Explain your answer in about 350 words, using specific
examples to support your ideas.
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School of Law at the University of Hawai’i at Manoa. This essay
originally appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education (October
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appeared in the Duke Law Journal (February 1990).

On Racist Speech

I have spent the better part of my life as a dissenter. As a high school
student, I was threatened with suspension for my refusal to
participate in a civil defense drill, and I have been a conspicuous
consumer of my First Amendment liberties ever since. There are
very strong reasons for protecting even racist speech. Perhaps the
most important of these is that such protection reinforces our
society’s commitment to tolerance as a value, and that by protecting
bad speech from government regulation, we will be forced to

combat it as a community.

But I also have a deeply felt apprehension about the resurgence of

racial violence and the corresponding rise in the incidence of verbal



and symbolic assault and harassment to which blacks and other
traditionally subjugated and excluded groups are subjected. I am
troubled by the way the debate has been framed in response to the
recent surge of racist incidents on college and university campuses
and in response to some universities’ attempts to regulate harassing
speech. The problem has been framed as one in which the liberty of
free speech is in conflict with the elimination of racism. I believe
this has placed the bigot on the moral high ground and fanned the

rising flames of racism.

Above all, I am troubled that we have not listened to the real victims,
that we have shown so little understanding of their injury, and that
we have abandoned those whose race, gender, or sexual preference
continues to make them second-class citizens. It seems to me a very
sad irony that the first instinct of civil libertarians has been to
challenge even the smallest, most narrowly framed efforts by
universities to provide black and other minority students with the

protection the Constitution guarantees them.

The landmark case of Brown v. Board of Education is not a case that
we normally think of as a case about speech. But Brown can be
broadly read as articulating the principle of equal citizenship. Brown
held that segregated schools were inherently unequal because of the
message that segregation conveyed — that black children were an
untouchable caste, unfit to go to school with white children. If we

understand the necessity of eliminating the system of signs and



symbols that signal the inferiority of blacks, then we should hesitate
before proclaiming that all racist speech that stops short of physical

violence must be defended.

University officials who have formulated policies to respond to
incidents of racial harassment have been characterized in the press
as “thought police,” but such policies generally do nothing more
than impose sanctions against intentional face-to-face insults. When
racist speech takes the form of face-to-face insults, catcalls, or other
assaultive speech aimed at an individual or small group of persons,
it falls directly within the “fighting words” exception to First
Amendment protection. The Supreme Court has held that words
which “by their very utterance inflict injury or tend to incite an
immediate breach of the peace” are not protected by the First

Amendment.

If the purpose of the First Amendment is to foster the greatest
amount of speech, racial insults disserve that purpose. Assaultive
racist speech functions as a preemptive strike. The invective is
experienced as a blow, not as a proffered idea, and once the blow is
struck, it is unlikely that a dialogue will follow. Racial insults are
particularly undeserving of First Amendment protection because
the perpetrator’s intention is not to discover truth or initiate
dialogue but to injure the victim. In most situations, members of
minority groups realize that they are likely to lose if they respond to

epithets by fighting and are forced to remain silent and submissive.



Courts have held that offensive speech may not be regulated in
public forums such as streets where the listener may avoid the
speech by moving on, but the regulation of otherwise protected
speech has been permitted when the speech invades the privacy of
the unwilling listener’s home or when the unwilling listener cannot
avoid the speech. Racist posters, fliers, and graffiti in dormitories,
bathrooms, and other common living spaces would seem to clearly
fall within the reasoning of these cases. Minority students should
not be required to remain in their rooms in order to avoid racial
assault. Minimally, they should find a safe haven in their dorms and

in all other common rooms that are a part of their daily routine.

I would also argue that the university’s responsibility for ensuring
that these students receive an equal educational opportunity
provides a compelling justification for regulations that ensure them
safe passage in all common areas. A minority student should not
have to risk becoming the target of racially assaulting speech every
time he or she chooses to walk across campus. Regulating vilifying
speech that cannot be anticipated or avoided would not preclude
announced speeches and rallies — situations that would give
minority-group members and their allies the chance to organize

counterdemonstrations or avoid the speech altogether.

The most commonly advanced argument against the regulation of
racist speech proceeds something like this: We recognize that
minority groups suffer pain and injury as the result of racist speech,

but we must allow this hate mongering for the benefit of society as a



whole. Freedom of speech is the lifeblood of our democratic system.
It is especially important for minorities because often it is their only
vehicle for rallying support for the redress of their grievances. It will
be impossible to formulate a prohibition so precise that it will
prevent the racist speech you want to suppress without catching in
the same net all kinds of speech that it would be unconscionable for

a democratic society to suppress.

Whenever we make such arguments, we are striking a balance on
the one hand between our concern for the continued free flow of
ideas and the democratic process dependent on that flow, and, on
the other, our desire to further the cause of equality. There can be
no meaningful discussion of how we should reconcile our
commitment to equality and our commitment to free speech until it
is acknowledged that there is real harm inflicted by racist speech

and that this harm is far from trivial.

To engage in a debate about the First Amendment and racist speech
without a full understanding of the nature and extent of that harm is
to risk making the First Amendment an instrument of domination
rather than a vehicle of liberation. We have not all known the
experience of victimization by racist, misogynist, and homophobic
speech, nor do we equally share the burden of the societal harm it
inflicts. We are often quick to say that we have heard the cry of the

victims when we have not.



The Brown case is again instructive because it speaks directly to the
psychic injury inflicted by racist speech by noting that the symbolic
message of segregation affected “the hearts and minds” of Negro
children “in a way unlikely ever to be undone.” Racial epithets and
harassment often cause deep emotional scarring and feelings of

anxiety and fear that pervade every aspect of a victim’s life.

Brown also recognized that black children did not have an equal
opportunity to learn and participate in the school community if they
bore the additional burden of being subjected to the humiliation
and psychic assault contained in the message of segregation.
University students bear an analogous burden when they are forced
to live and work in an environment where at any moment they may
be subjected to denigrating verbal harassment and assault. The
same injury was addressed by the Supreme Court when it held that
sexual harassment that creates a hostile or abusive work
environment violates the ban on sex discrimination in employment
of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Carefully drafted university regulations would bar the use of words
as assault weapons and leave unregulated even the most heinous of
ideas when those ideas are presented at times and places and in
manners that provide an opportunity for reasoned rebuttal or
escape from immediate injury. The history of the development of
the right to free speech has been one of carefully evaluating the

importance of free expression and its effects on other important



societal interests. We have drawn the line between protected and
unprotected speech before without dire results. (Courts have, for
example, exempted from the protection of the First Amendment
obscene speech and speech that disseminates official secrets, that
defames or libels another person, or that is used to form a

conspiracy or monopoly.)

Blacks and other people of color are skeptical about the argument
that even the most injurious speech must remain unregulated
because, in an unregulated marketplace of ideas, the best ones will
rise to the top and gain acceptance. Our experience tells us quite the
opposite. We have seen too many good liberal politicians shy away
from the issues that might brand them as being too closely allied

with us.

Whenever we decide that racist speech must be tolerated because of
the importance of maintaining societal tolerance for all unpopular
speech, we are asking blacks and other subordinated groups to bear
the burden for the good of all. We must be careful that the ease with
which we strike the balance against the regulation of racist speech is
in no way influenced by the fact that the cost will be borne by
others. We must be certain that those who will pay that price are

fairly represented in our deliberations and that they are heard.

At the core of the argument that we should resist all government
regulation of speech is the ideal that the best cure for bad speech is

good, that ideas that affirm equality and the worth of all individuals



will ultimately prevail. This is an empty ideal unless those of us who
would fight racism are vigilant and unequivocal in that fight. We
must look for ways to offer assistance and support to students whose
speech and political participation are chilled in a climate of racial

harassment.

Civil rights lawyers might consider suing on behalf of blacks whose
right to an equal education is denied by a university’s failure to
ensure a nondiscriminatory educational climate or conditions of
employment. We must embark upon the development of a First
Amendment jurisprudence grounded in the reality of our history
and our contemporary experience. We must think hard about how
best to launch legal attacks against the most indefensible forms of
hate speech. Good lawyers can create exceptions and narrow
interpretations that limit the harm of hate speech without opening

the floodgates of censorship.

Everyone concerned with these issues must find ways to engage
actively in actions that resist and counter the racist ideas that we
would have the First Amendment protect. If we fail in this, the
victims of hate speech must rightly assume that we are on the

oppressors’ side.

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing




1. Summarize Charles Lawrence’s essay in a paragraph. (You may
find it useful first to summarize each paragraph in a sentence
and then to revise these summary sentences into a paragraph.)

2. In one sentence, state Lawrence’s thesis (his main point).

3. Why do you suppose Lawrence included his first paragraph?
What does it contribute to his argument?

4. In paragraph 8, Lawrence speaks of “racially assaulting speech”
and of “vilifying speech.” It’s easy to think of words that fit
these descriptions, but what about other words? Is Uncle Tom,
used by an African American about another African American
who is eager to please whites, an example of “racially
assaulting speech”? Or consider the word gay. Surely this word
is acceptable because it’s widely used by homosexuals, but
what about queer (used by some homosexuals but sometimes
derogatory when used by heterosexuals)? What might make
these words seem “assaulting” or “vilifying”?

5.Find out if your college or university has a code — perhaps
online — governing hate speech. If it does, summarize and
evaluate itin no more than 500 words, capturing its key
provisions and requirements. If your college has no such code,
make a case for why such a policy should be developed and
made available to students and faculty.




ASSIGNMENTS FOR CRITICAL
READING

Definition in Three Parts

1. Construct a definition (three to five sentences) of cyberbullying.
If you use sources, cite them.

2.Find a technical definition of cyberbullying as defined by a law,
rule, or code, and compare it to your definition in exercise 1
above. What limits and restrictions are included? (Be sure to
cite your source.)

3. Given the admittedly scanty information that we have on the
Evans case, do you think a suspension was reasonable in light
of the definitions of cyberbullying above? If you think it was
reasonable, explain why. If you think it was unreasonable,
explain why. Indicate also whether you think a different
punishment might have been appropriate. Your essay should
be about 250 to 300 words in length.

Letter to the Editor

Your college newspaper has published a letter that links a hateful
attribute to a group and that clearly displays hatred for the entire

group. (For instance, the letter charges that interracial marriages

should be made illegal because “African Americans carry a criminal




gene” or that “Jews should not be elected to office because their
loyalty is to Israel, not the United States” or that “Muslims should
not be allowed to enter the country because they are intent on
destroying America.”) The letter generates many letters of response;
some, supporting the editor’s decision to publish the letter, make

these points:

= The writer of the offending letter is a student in the college, and
she has a right to express her views.

m The point of view expressed is probably held only by a few
persons, but conceivably it expresses a view held by a
significant number of students.

= Editors should not act as censors.

m TheFirst Amendment guarantees freedom of speech.

= Freedom of expression is healthy — that is, society gains.

In contrast, among the letters opposing the editor’s decision to

publish, some make points along these lines:

= Not every view of every nutty student can be printed; editors
must make responsible choices.

m TheFirst Amendment, which prohibits the government from
controlling the press, has nothing to do with a college
newspapetr.

m |etters of this sort do not foster healthy discussion; they merely
heat things up.

Write a 250- to 500-word letter to the editor expressing your view of

the decision to publish the first letter. (If you wish, you can assume




that the letter addressed one of the topics we specify in the second
sentence of this exercise. In any case, address the general issue of
the editor’s decision, not just the specific issue of the charge or

charges made in the first letter.)

Critical Summary

Write a critical summary of an essay you have read in this book. In a
critical summary, you are relating the argument, but along the way
adding your opinion and perspective, commenting on the quality of
evidence, pointing out where the argument succeeds and fails, and

asking further questions.

Use the moves in the following list to guide your summary,

and refer to the Visual Guide: Writing a Critical Summary on

page 55. You can combine some of these moves into one
sentence, reorder information, provide quotations, and begin
problematizing at any point by inserting your position
through careful use of words and phrases, adding an
evaluative sentence of your own, or providing commentary on

a quote or paraphrase from the essay.

= |ntroduce: Provide the author and title and
contextualize the information.
= Explain: Identify and describe the thesis and argument.




= Exemplify: Provide some of the author’s original
evidence.

= Problematize: Pose critical questions or provide an
evaluation of the argument.

= Extend: Ask further questions or apply, test, or consider
the argument in ways that support your evaluation of it.

For more on writing a critical summary, see the following
sections in Chapter 2: Summarizing and Paraphrasing (pp. 46-
49), Patchwriting and Plagiarism (pp. 49-50), and A Checklist
for a Summary (p. 59).




CHAPTER 3
Critical Reading: Getting

Deeper into Arguments

Not everything that is faced can be changed, but nothing can be
changed until it is faced.

— JAMES BALDWIN



Persuasion, Argument, and
Rhetorical Appeals

When we think seriously about an argument, not only do we
encounter ideas that may be unfamiliar, but also we are forced to
examine our own cherished opinions — and perhaps for the first time
really see the strengths and weaknesses of what we believe. As the
philosopher John Stuart Mill put it, “He who knows only his own side

of the case knows little.”

It is useful to distinguish between persuasion and argument.
Persuasion has the broader meaning. To persuade is to convince
someone else to accept or adopt your position. To be persuasive does
not necessarily mean your argument is sound. Persuasion can be

accomplished

= by giving reasons (i.e., by argument, by logic);
» by appealing to the emotions; or
» by bullying, lying to, or threatening someone.

Argument, we mean to say, represents only one form of persuasion,
but a special one: one that elevates the cognitive or intellectual
capacity for reason. Rhetoricians often use the Greek word logos,
which means “word” or “reason,”’ to denote this aspect of persuasive
writing. An appeal to reason may by conducted by using such things

as



physical evidence, data, and facts;

the testimony of experts, authorities, or respected persons;

common sense; or

probability.

Does the author
elicit sympathy or
strong emotion?

Visual Guide: Evaluating Persuasive Appeals

Does the author appeal to reason
and intellect?

Does the argument use
logic and good reasoning,
whether by deduction
or induction?

Is the argument supported
by evidence, data, facts, or
expert testimony? Is this
evidence used effectively?

v

Logos
Is the language and
Does the author tone of the argument
manipulate the appropriate? Does it
audience’s show an awareness of
feelings? . or respect for the
Persuasion

audience?

Does the author
demonstrate
knowledge of the
conversation around
the topic? Are any
perspectives omitted/
treated fairly?

What values does the author call upon?
Does the author appeal to these values
responsibly?

v v

Ethos

Is author’s support credible? Does the author
use it responsibly or misinterpret it?

Pathos

Barnet et al., Critical Thinking, Reading, and Writing, 10e, © 2020 Bedford/St. Martin's

Description
The infographic has a large equilateral triangle, with its center labeled Persuasion. The
three corners of the triangle are labeled (clockwise from top): Logos, Ethos, and Pathos.

Boxed text at the top of the triangle, pointing to Logos, reads, Does the author appeal to
reason and intellect? Is the argument supported by evidence, data, facts, or expert
testimony? Is this evidence used effectively? Does the argument use logic and good
reasoning, whether by deduction or induction?



Boxed text at the bottom right of the triangle, pointing to Ethos, reads, Is the language
and tone of the argument appropriate? Does it show an awareness of or respect for the
audience?, Does the author demonstrate knowledge of the conversation around the
topic? Are any perspectives omitted/ treated fairly? and Is author’s support credible?
Does the author use it responsibly or misinterpret it?

Boxed text at the bottom left of the triangle, pointing to Pathos, reads, Does the author
elicit sympathy or strong emotion? Does the author manipulate the audience’s feelings?
What values does the author call upon? Does the author appeal to these values
responsibly?

Put it this way: The goal of argument is to convince by demonstrating
the truth (or probable truth) of an assertion, whereas the goal of
persuasion is simply to convince by any means whatsoever. Logos, the
root word of logic, means appealing to the intellect to make rational

claims and reasoned judgments.

An appeal to the emotions is known as pathos, which is Greek for
“feeling,” and elicits the sympathies (note the root word here) in one
form or another. Appeals to the sympathies may call upon any
number of emotions, such as anger, fear, pity, or envy, or they may
call upon passionate feelings about honor, duty, family, or patriotism.
In critical thinking, we may be tempted to privilege the mind (logos)
over the heart (pathos), but we must note that emotions inform
decision-making in important ways, too, and most arguments use
logos and pathos, reason and passion, in different degrees. Most of
this book is about argument in the sense of presenting reasonable

support of claims, but reason is not the whole story.



If an argument is to be effective, it must be presented persuasively,
and writers may convincingly call upon readers’ feelings to make a
sound argument. Consider two broad arguments that were made in
2018 about the Department of Homeland Security’s policy of
separating families of illegal immigrants at the US-Mexico border.
Many conservatives argued by appealing to reason: The law requires
all illegal immigrants to be detained and processed, and children
need special accommodations and, therefore, separate detention
centers. However, many liberals argued by appealing primarily to
emotions, using heart-rending images and stories of incarcerated
children separated from their parents to inspire public outcry. In
response, just over a month after it started, President Donald Trump
signed an executive order stopping the practice of separating families
at the border.

John Moore/Getty Images News/Getty Images



Images of children held in detention centers, such as this one from 2014,
appealed to the emotions of Americans in 2018. What aspects of this photograph

make it particularly convincing as an appeal to emotions and values?

In short, emotion won the day over reason — yet in no way can we
say that feelings led us astray. Emotions can, in fact, guide us toward
wise choices because emotions are often closely connected to values,
ideals, morals, ethics, and principles. Feelings can impassion us to
make rash decisions, sure, but they can also inspire bold ones. And
reason, a powerful tool of the intellect, can just as soon lead us
toward the dark rather than the light. As the poet Emily Dickinson
wrote, “Much madness is divinest sense / To a discerning eye / Much
sense the starkest madness.” To conduct our lives strictly according
to pure reason or pure feeling would lead, we think, to an intolerable
existence in either case. We rely upon both of these faculties, and we

need both kinds of appeals.

Because of this, most arguments do not divide easily along the lines
of logos and pathos. Nor do arguments always imply two opposing
speakers and positions. Of course, arguments may put reason and
passion in opposition and present clearly opposing positions, but it is
not a requirement that arguments do so, nor that they contain any
special degree of logos or pathos. For example, the Declaration of
Independence is an argument, one that sets forth the colonists’
reasons for declaring their independence (logos) but also includes
powerful language that condemns tyranny and appeals to “Life,

Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness,” words that evoke strong



emotion (pathos). Even everyday arguments utilize both kinds of
appeals. If you were explaining to your parents why you are changing
your major, you might supply reasons and justifications for your
decision (perhaps by comparing statistics about overall costs, future
income potential, and job prospects), thus constructing a rational
argument based on logos, but you may also be appealing to your
family’s passionate beliefs about happiness, using emotional

persuasion to convince them you are making the right choice.

WRITING TIP

An argument doesn’t require two opposing positions. Even when writing only for oneself,
trying to clarify one’s thinking by setting forth reasons and justifications for an idea, the result

is an argument.

In addition to logos and pathos, the Greek philosopher Aristotle (384-
322 BCE) defined a third type of rhetorical appeal. Ethos, the Greek
word for “character,” involves the careful presentation of self, what
Aristotle called “the speaker’s personal character when the speech is
so spoken as to make us think him credible” (Rhetoric 1.2.1356a.4-15).
Aristotle emphasized the importance of impressing upon the
audience that the speaker is a person of authority, good sense, and
moral integrity. When writers convey their ethos, their

trustworthiness or good character, they may

= establish authority and credibility (e.g., by demonstrating or
stating expertise, credentials, or experience),



= use language appropriate to the setting (e.g., by avoiding vulgar
language, slang, and colloquialism),

= demonstrate familiarity with their audience (e.g., by achieving
the right tone and level of complexity),

= show fair-mindedness (e.g., by offering other points of view in
goodwill and by recognizing that contrary points of view may
have some merit), or

= show attention to detail (e.g., by citing relevant statistics and
careful interpretation of evidence).

In short, writers who are concerned with ethos — and all writers
should be — employ devices that persuade readers that they are
reliable, intelligent persons in whom their readers can have

confidence.

THINKING CRITICALLY

Identifying Ethos

For each method listed, locate a sentence in one of the readings in this book. Provide a

quotation that shows the author establishing ethos.

METHOD EXAMPLES YOUR TURN
Use personal “As a student who
experience or works and attends
credentials to establish school full-time, | can
authority. speak firsthand about
Acknowledge “Although I have

weaknesses, shown that Xis




exceptions, and
complexities.

Mention the
qualifications of any
sources as a way to
boost your own
credibility.

important,
investigation into Yis
also necessary to truly
understand ...”

“Understandably, my
solution may be seen
as too simple or
reductive, but it may
work as a starting
point for...”

“According to X, author
and noted professor of
Y at Z University, ...”




Reason, Rationalization, and
Confirmation Bias

We know that if we set our minds to a problem, we can often find
reasons (not always necessarily sound ones) for almost anything we
want to justify. In an entertaining example from Benjamin Franklin’s
Autobiography, Franklin tells of being hungry and wrestling with his
vegetarianism on a voyage from Boston while watching his fellow

passengers hauling in cod from the sea:

Hitherto I had stuck to my resolution of not eating animal
food, and on this occasion, I considered with my master Tryon
the taking of every fish as a kind of unprovoked murder, since
none of them had or ever could do us any injury that might

justify the slaughter. All this seemed very reasonable.

However, once the fish was fried,

it smelt admirably well. I balanced some time between
principle and inclination, till I recollected that when the fish
were opened I saw smaller fish taken out of their stomachs.
Then thought I, if you eat one another, I don’t see why we
mayn’t eat you. So I dined upon cod very heartily and
continued to eat with other people, returning only now and

then occasionally to a vegetable diet. So convenient a thing it



is to be a reasonable creature, since it enables one to find or

make a reason for everything one has a mind to do.

Franklin is being playful in commenting on how rationalizations
work, but he touches on a truth: If necessary, we can find reasons to
justify whatever we want. That is, instead of reasoning, we may
rationalize (a self-serving but dishonest form of reasoning), like the
fox in Aesop’s fables who, finding the grapes he desired were out of
reach, consoled himself with the thought that they were probably

sour.

Another aspect of rationalization is confirmation bias.
Confirmation bias is a type of cognitive bias that describes the
tendency to seek out, find, and employ evidence that reinforces our
inclinations or preexisting beliefs. In this process, only confirmatory
ideas, information, and data are accounted for and taken seriously
while disconfirming data are ignored or treated with skepticism. In
other words, whether consciously or unconsciously, we ignore the
full picture, disregard other perspectives without first listening to
them, and search only for support for our position, no matter how
credible or representative it is. Cognitive bias occurs most when
deeply ingrained beliefs or views impede our ability to interpret
information fairly. It also occurs when students write papers and
research only tidbits of sources — easy quotes or factoids — that
support their thesis, rather than fully reading the source material to

get the full picture of what the source’s argument is. (Be careful of



this in your own writing; cherry-picking evidence from sources

often leads to misinterpretation, which will damage your own ethos.)

Perhaps we can never be certain that we aren’t rationalizing or
falling victim to confirmation bias, except when being playful like
Franklin. But we can think critically about how our own reasoning
process can be affected by our own self-interest, beliefs, and
worldviews. The more we can be alert to the ways these shape our

thinking, the more fairly we can reason.



Types of Reasoning

Reason may not be the only way of finding the truth, but it is a way
on which we often rely when making arguments, whether we are
making them to ourselves or others. Traditionally, arguments are
often said to be inductive or deductive; that is, to proceed along two
different pathways toward their conclusions. (We spend some time
discussing logical reasoning here, but a more in depth discussion

can also be found in Chapter 9, A Logician’s View: Deduction,

Induction, and Fallacies.)

INDUCTION

Inductive reasoning, or induction, is essentially a process of thinking
in which patterns of evidence and examples accumulate until the
thinker draws a reasonable conclusion from what has been
observed. One might say, for example: “In my experience, the
subway always arrives promptly at 6:00 a.m., so I infer from this
evidence that it will also run promptly today at 6:00 a.m.” Induction
uses information about observed cases to reach a conclusion about

unobserved cases.

The word induction comes from the Latin in ducere, “to lead into” or

“to lead up to.” In inductive reasoning, we draw from the specific to



make generalizations about reality. We discern patterns and expand
toward an explanation or a theory. If, on a fishing trip, a green-eyed
horsefly bites you (specific incident), you may reasonably conclude
that other flies like it in the area will also bite you (generalization).
Although it seems obvious, you used induction to infer a conclusion.
Your inferences might be even broader: You may be tempted to
generalize that these green-eyed horseflies are native to the area and
that other fishing streams in the area are likely to have them.
Induction has taken your reasoning from a specific example to a

general theory of reality.

WRITING TIP

By far the most common way to test the adequacy of an inductive argument is to consider
one or more counterexamples. If the counterexamples are numerous, genuine, and reliable,

the generalization can be challenged.

DEDUCTION

In Latin, the term deduction means “lead down from,’ the opposite
of induction’s tendency “to lead up to.” Deductive reasoning is the
mental process of moving down from one given, true statement
through another true statement to produce a reasonable conclusion.
That is to say, the generalizations come first, and the specific

conclusion is, because of them, therefore proven true.



One of the best ways to think through an argument, especially a
deductive argument, is to use a syllogism, so in the next section we

examine more closely how syllogisms work.

PREMISES AND SYLLOGISMS

In classical argument, a syllogism — Latin for “a reckoning
together” — is often used to show the truth or factuality of a
conclusion. A syllogism shows two or more propositions called
premises that are given, or assumed to be true. The word premise
comes from a Latin word meaning “to set in front.” A deductive
argument is said to be valid if its internal logic is so strong that it
makes it impossible for the premises to be true and the conclusion
nevertheless to be false. A classical syllogism therefore joins the
premises with a third statement presented as a logical conclusion.

Thus, premises are set down before the argument begins.

The classic example of a syllogism is this:

Premise: All human beings are mortal.
Premise: Socrates is a human being.

Conclusion: Socrates is mortal.

The purpose of a syllogism is simply to present reasons that
establish the truth of a conclusion. Truth can be demonstrated if the

argument satisfies both of two independent criteria:



1. All of the premises must be true.

2. The syllogism must be valid.

If each premise is true and the syllogism is valid, then the argument

is said to be sound.

SOUND ARGUMENTS: TRUE AND VALID

But how do we tell in any given case if an argument is sound? We
can perform two different tests, one for the truth of each of the
premises and another for the overall validity of the conclusions

drawn from the premises.

The basic test for the truth of a premise is to determine whether
what it asserts corresponds with reality; if it does, then it is true, and
if it doesn't, then it is false. The truth of a premise depends on its

content — what it asserts — and the evidence provided for it.

The basic test for validity is different. A valid argument is one in
which the conclusion necessarily follows from the premises, so that if
all the premises are true, then the conclusion must be true, too.

Consider this syllogism:

Extracting oil from the Arctic Wildlife Refuge would adversely
affect the local ecology.



Adversely affecting the local ecology is undesirable unless

there is no better alternative fuel source.

Therefore, extracting oil from the Arctic Wildlife Refuge is

undesirable unless there is no better alternative fuel source.

Here, if we grant the premises to be true and the conclusion

necessarily follows from the premises, then the argument is valid.
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The great fictional detective Sherlock Holmes was credited with having unusual
powers of deduction. Holmes could see the logical consequences of many and
apparently disconnected premises.

VALID BUT NOT SOUND

Part of being a good critical thinker is the ability to analyze the
premises and determine the validity and soundness of an argument.
The problem is that arguments can have many premises, or
premises that are quite complex, making it difficult to ascertain
their truth. Suppose that one or more of a syllogism’s premises are
false but the syllogism itself is valid. What does that indicate about

the truth of the conclusion? Consider this example:

All Americans prefer vanilla ice cream to other flavors.
Jimmy Fallon is an American.

Therefore, Jimmy Fallon prefers vanilla ice cream to other
flavors.

The first (or major) premise in this syllogism is false. Yet the
argument passes our formal test for validity: If one grants both
premises, then one must accept the conclusion. So we can say that
the conclusion follows from its premises, even though the premises
do not prove the conclusion. This is not as paradoxical as it may
sound. For all we know, the argument’s conclusion may in fact be

true; Jimmy Fallon may indeed prefer vanilla ice cream, and the



odds are that he does because consumption statistics show that a
majority of Americans prefer vanilla. Nevertheless, if the conclusion

in this syllogism is true, it’s not because this argument proved it.

TRUE BUT NOT VALID

Some arguments may have true premises yet nevertheless have false
conclusions. This occurs when the premises are not related to one
another, or when conclusions do not necessarily follow from the

premises. Consider this syllogism:

X minority group is disadvantaged in schools.

John Doe is a member of X minority group.
Therefore, John Doe is disadvantaged in school.

Here, let’s grant that the premises are true. Let’s also grant that the
conclusion may well be true: John Doe could indeed be
disadvantaged. But it’s also possible that the conclusion is false.
Suppose you were to argue that minority groups aren’t the only ones
who are disadvantaged. Consider, for example, how a learning
disability may affect a student’s success. In short, the truth of the

two premises is no guarantee that the conclusion is also true.

Chemists may use litmus paper to determine instantly whether the
liquid in a test tube is an acid or a base; unfortunately, we cannot

subject most arguments to a litmus test like this to determine their



reasonability. Logicians beginning with Aristotle have developed
techniques to test any given argument, no matter how complex or
subtle, for centuries; we cannot hope to express the results of their
labor in a few pages. Apart from advising you to consult Chapter 9, A

Logician’s View: Deduction, Induction, and Fallacies, all we can do

here is reiterate the core questions you must always ask when

evaluating any argument:

» Is it vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that one (or more) of
its premises is false?

= Does one of the premises not necessarily relate to another
premise?

= Even if all the premises were true, would the conclusion still not

necessarily follow?

ENTHYMEMES

Much reasoning that occurs in writing happens in a form of a
special form called an enthymeme, an incomplete or abbreviated
syllogism in which a conclusion is drawn without stating one or

more of the premises. To use the classical example, we might say
Socrates is mortal because he is human.

Here, the unstated premise is that all humans are mortal; the

premise is missing but remains operative.



We can reason better about what we read and write by thinking
about the things that “go without saying.” The rhetoric of advertisers
and politicians, for example, can sometimes be dismantled by
thinking about how enthymemes work to hide the implicit premises.

Consider the following claim:
You will improve your complexion by using Clear-Away.

The premises and conclusion here might be presented as a

syllogism:

Unstated premise: All people who use Clear-Away improve their
complexion.
Premise: You use Clear-Away.

Conclusion: You will improve your complexion.
Or consider this example:

Jim Hartman doesn’t know accurate statistics on crime in his

state; therefore, he is unqualified to be governor.
This might be stated as this syllogism:

People who do not know accurate statistics about crime in
their states are unqualified to be governor.

Jim Hartman doesn’t know accurate statistics.

Jim Hartman is unqualified to be governor.

Occasionally, it is not the premises that are unstated in an

enthymeme, but the conclusions that are left out. Consider this



example:

Lucky Charms breakfast cereal is fortified with vitamins!
The premises and conclusion might be stated this way:

All food fortified with vitamins is healthy.
Lucky Charms cereal is a food fortified with vitamins.
Lucky Charms cereal is healthy.

Just these few examples should indicate that our alertness to the

unstated premises or conclusions of an enthymeme can be valuable.
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A WORD ON WEAK AND INVALID
ARGUMENTS

Inductive and deductive arguments can both be critically examined
and challenged by searching for weaknesses in their premises or
weaknesses in the inferences that lead to their conclusions. Below,
for example, you will see an inductive argument presented as a
syllogism. (Inductive arguments are not typically presented as such;
when they are, they are called “statistical” or “nondeductive”
syllogisms.) Working inductively, however, we can present two

premises based on observations and draw a generalization:

Every fish we have taken from the harbor has a fungus.
Every fish we observed with the fungus has died.
All the fish in the harbor are dying of a fungus.

Now, examine the probability of this conclusion. It may well be true
that all the fish in the harbor are dying, yet this is still not a valid
conclusion. It is not valid because the conclusion does not necessarily
follow from the premises. In fact, inductive arguments are not
referred to as valid or invalid at all, or sound or unsound, but as
strong or weak depending on the probability of the conclusion. The
example above has weak induction because we do not have
information about how many or what types of fish were sampled or
further what other factors might have contributed to the deaths of the
sampled fish.



When we reason inductively, weaknesses frequently lie in the size
and the quality of the sample. If we're offering an argument
concerning the political leanings of sorority and fraternity members
at our campus, we cannot interview every member, so instead we
select a sample. But we must ask if the sample is a fair one: Is it
representative of the larger group? We may interview five members
of Alpha Tau Omega and find that all five are Republicans, yet we
cannot conclude that all members of fraternities at our school are
Republicans. To get a more representative sample, we would measure

opinions from across the various sororities and fraternities.

WRITING TIP

An argument that uses samples ought to tell the reader how the samples were chosen. If it

doesn’t provide this information, the reader should treat the argument with suspicion.

A larger sample doesn’t necessarily mean a representative one,
however. A poll of the political leanings of college students would
tell us very little if it included only students at small private colleges.
We could not use that data to extrapolate about all college students.
Ask yourself: Why not?

Inductive arguments are susceptible to challenges because they tend
to generalize, or “lead up” from observations to a conclusion. They
are always contingent upon new observations and new data and are
susceptible to overgeneralization (which occurs when we extend the

application or relevancy of the observed cases too far). Deductive



arguments, on the other hand, which “lead down” from their
premises toward a conclusion, often posit facts or principles as their
premises. Therefore, because deduction can (although it does not
always) produce incontrovertible truths, deductive arguments tend
to be more reliable than inductive arguments, which can be very
strong but never attain 100 percent certainty. When they are sound,

deductive arguments based on incontrovertibly true premises

provide an absolutely necessary conclusion.



Some Procedures in Argument

DEFINITIONS

In our current discussion, we are primarily analyzing the logic of
arguments — the logos — and prioritizing the procedures of thinking
and argument that emphasize reason. Another important element to
this kind of thought is definition. Earlier, in the section Defining
Terms and Concepts in Chapter 2, we discussed how definitions of
key terms and concepts underpin arguments. As to whether or not a
local stream is “polluted,” for example, you may use a strict
(terminological) or loose (conceptual) definition of the word pollution
to argue either way. You might define the word pollution as a term set
forth by your state’s environmental protection agency, which perhaps
requires that water contains a minimum threshold of toxins, or you
might describe pollution according to your own concept of having a
lot of garbage lying alongside of it. Either definition may help you
argue for a state cleanup effort. When we define key words, we'’re
answering the question “What is it?” and setting out our definition for
the purposes of the argument at hand. In answering this question as
precisely as we can, we can then find, clarify, and develop ideas

accordingly.



Trying to decide the best way to define key terms and concepts is
often difficult — and sometimes controversial. Consider one of the
most contentious debates in our society: abortion rights. Many
arguments about abortion depend on a definition of “life.”
Traditionally, human life has been seen as beginning at birth.
Nowadays, most people see “life” as something that begins at least at
viability (the capacity of a fetus to live independently of the uterine
environment). But modern science has made it possible to see the
beginning of “life” in different ways. Some who want abortion to be
prohibited by law define life as beginning with brain birth, the point
at which “integrated brain functioning begins to emerge.” Still others
see life beginning as early as fertilization. Whatever the merits of
these definitions, the debate itself is convincing evidence of just how
important it can be to define your important terms and concepts

when making arguments.

STIPULATION

When you are writing, you may define your terms and concepts by
stipulating definitions. The word stipulate comes from the Latin verb
stipulari, meaning “to bargain” or “to secure a guarantee.” When you
stipulate, you ask the reader to agree with a certain definition for the
sake of the argument at hand (although, of course, a reader may not
want to make that bargain). For example, you may write one of the

following:



= If we can agree the definition of X is Y, then ...

= If we can agree the strict definition of X does not include Y, then

Establishing your definition then allows the reader to consider and

evaluate your argument according to your definition.

In contracts, you can often find stipulated definitions made very
explicitly because, in a legal context, key terms need to be precisely
defined and agreed upon by all parties to avoid disputes. For
example, consider this language from a portion of a California home

insurance policy covering damage caused by an earthquake:

For the purposes of this policy ... the term Earthquake shall
mean seismic activity, including earth movement, landslide,
mudslide, sinkhole, subsidence, volcanic eruption, or Tsunami,
as defined herein.... The term Tsunami shall mean a wave or
series of waves caused by underwater earthquakes and/or
seismic activity, including, but not limited to, volcanic
eruptions, landslides, earth movement, mudslide, sinkhole, or
subsidence. In no event shall this Company be liable for any
loss caused directly or indirectly by fire, explosion or other

excluded perils as defined herein.

Parties mutually agree to certain definitions by signing the contract
itself. Other forms of writing also require comprehensive definitions.

For instance, if you were a legislator writing a law to limit “internet



gambling” in your state, you must have a very precise definition of
what that means. (The actual legal definition of internet gambling in

the US legal code is more than 1,000 words!)

You do not have to be writing a contract or a law to make stipulative
definitions. In your arguments, you may stipulate a definition in the

following cases:

= when you are seeking to secure a shared understanding of the
meaning of a term or concept
= when no fixed or standard definition is available

If you are call something undemocratic, you must define what you
mean by democratic. If you call a painting or a poem a masterpiece,
you may want to try to define that word, perhaps by offering criteria
art must meet to be called a masterpiece. What is your definition of
what it means for a nation to advance? What definition of cruel and
unusual punishment will you use in your argument about solitary
confinement? How are you defining food insecurity in your call to end
hunger on campus? Not everyone may accept your stipulative
definitions, and there will likely be defensible alternatives. However,
when you stipulate a definition, your audience knows what you mean

by the term.

Consider the opening paragraph of a 1975 essay by Richard B. Brandt
titled “The Morality and Rationality of Suicide.” Notice that the

author does two things:



= He first stipulates a definition.

= Then, aware that the definition may strike some readers as too
broad and therefore unreasonable or odd, he offers a reason on
behalf of his definition.

“Suicide” is conveniently defined, for our purposes, as doing
something which results in one’s death, either from the
intention of ending one’s life or the intention to bring about
some other state of affairs (such as relief from pain) which one
thinks it certain or highly probable can be achieved only by
means of death or will produce death. It may seem odd to
classify an act of heroic self-sacrifice on the part of a soldier as
suicide. It is simpler, however, not to try to define “suicide” so
that an act of suicide is always irrational or immoral in some
way; if we adopt a neutral definition like the above we can still
proceed to ask when an act of suicide in that sense is rational,
morally justifiable, and so on, so that all evaluations anyone

might wish to make can still be made. (61)

Sometimes, a definition that at first seems extremely odd can be
made acceptable by offering strong reasons in its support.
Sometimes, in fact, an odd definition marks a great intellectual leap
forward. For instance, in 1990 the US Supreme Court recognized that
speech includes symbolic nonverbal expressions such as protesting
against a war by wearing armbands or by flying the American flag
upside down. Such actions — although they are nonverbal — are

considered speech because they express ideas or emotions. More



controversially, in 2010 the Supreme Court ruled in Citizens United vs.
Federal Election Commission that corporate spending in the form of
campaign contributions constitutes speech and cannot be limited
under the First Amendment. This decision spurred unprecedented
spending on elections by corporations and today remains a divisive

definition of speech.

Our object with these examples is to make one overall point clear: An
argument will be most fruitful if the participants first share an

understanding of the concepts they are talking about.

SYNONYM

One way to define a term or concept is through synonym. For
example, pornography can be defined, at least roughly, as “obscenity”
(something indecent). But definition by synonym is usually only a
start; you then have to define or explain the synonym, too, because,
in fact, pornography and obscenity are not exact synonyms. Imagine
writing, “This company’s strategy is essentially a con game” or
“Spanking children is child abuse.” In each case, synonyms were
provided to help define the terms of the argument, but now the

synonyms need to be explained.

EXAMPLE



Another way to define a word is to point to an example (sometimes
called an ostensive definition, from the Latin ostendere, “to show”).
This method can be very helpful, ensuring that both writer and
reader are talking about the same thing — and adding not only clarity
but vivid detail. If you are reviewing a movie and you want to define
“tween movies,” you could point to specific examples of the kinds of
films you mean. You could say that “tween movies” are those films
marketed to a certain age demographic — young people between
eight and sixteen years old — but the definition may be made
concrete and visible by quickly surveying such films: “Tween movies
include films that feature plots developed around preteen or teenage
characters, such as The Sandlot (1993) and High School Musical (2006).”
Or imagine you are attempting to define American folk heroes as
those characters, whether based on real people or wholly invented,
whose stories have been exaggerated and transformed in various

genres, such as Johnny Appleseed, John Henry, and Casey Jones.

Definitions by example also have their limitations, so choosing the
right examples, ones that have all the central or typical
characteristics and that will best avoid misinterpretation, is
important to using this method of definition effectively. A few
decades ago, many people pointed to James Joyce’s Ulysses and D. H.
Lawrence’s Lady Chatterley’s Lover as examples of obscene novels.
Today these books are regarded as literary masterpieces. It’s possible

that they can be obscene and also be literary masterpieces. (Joyce’s



wife is reported to have said of her husband, “He may have been a

great writer, but ... he had a very dirty mind.”)

ESTABLISHING SUFFICIENT AND
NECESSARY CONDITIONS

A final way to define a term or concept is by establishing its sufficient
and necessary conditions. For writers, this just means controlling
definitions by offering certain preconditions. For example, if you say
a “sport” is defined as any activity meeting sufficient conditions of
competition and physical endurance, you can also argue that video
gaming, which meets those criteria, may be called a sport. (See

Matthew Walther’s essay, “Sorry Nerds: Video Games Are Not a

Sport,” on this very subject.) If you were to argue vaping should not
be subject to the same rules on your campus as smoking, you could
define “smoking” as an activity requiring the necessary conditions of

combustion and smoke, neither of which is a feature of a vaporizer.

One common way in formal logic to distinguish between sufficient
and necessary conditions is to imagine them phrased as conditional
propositions. Sufficient conditions are usually presented as “if, then”
propositions, whereas necessary conditions are usually presented as
“if and only if, then ...” propositions. Suppose we want to define the
word circle and are conscious of the need to keep circles distinct from
other geometric figures such as rectangles and spheres. We might

express our definition by citing sufficient and necessary conditions



as follows: “Anything is a circle if and only if it is a closed plane figure
and all points on the circumference are equidistant from the center.”
Using the connective “if and only if” between the definition and the
term being defined helps make the definition neither too exclusive
(too narrow) nor too inclusive (too broad). Of course, for most
ordinary purposes we don’t require such a formally precise

definition.

‘It all depends on how you define chop.””

Tom Cheney, The New Yorker Collection/The Cartoon Bank

Description

A cartoon shows a chopped down tree on the ground. A young girl, near the tree, is
holding an axe behind her back and speaking to the man standing opposite who is
starring back at her angrily, with his arms crossed. Text below the cartoon reads, ‘It all
depends on how you define single quote chop end quote.’




Exercise; Definitions

Read the selections below and (a) identify the term or concept being
defined; (b) explain which type of definition it is (stipulation,
synonym, example); and (c) use details from the examples to support

your answer.

Marriage is primarily an economic arrangement, an insurance
pact. It differs from the ordinary life insurance agreement only
in that it is more binding, more exacting. Its returns are
insignificantly small compared with the investments. In taking
out an insurance policy one pays for it in dollars and cents,
always at liberty to discontinue payments. If, however,
woman’s premium is a husband, she pays for it with her name,
her privacy, her self-respect, her very life, “until death doth

part.”

— Emma Goldman, Marriage and Love (1911)

Pentagon spending is reaching into areas of American life
previously neglected: entertainment, popular consumer
brands, sports. Rick and Donna’s home is full of this incursion.
As they putter around the kitchen, getting ready for the day
ahead, they move from the wall cabinets (purchased at DoD
contractor Lowe’s Home Center) to the refrigerator (from
defense contractor Maytag), choosing their breakfast from a
cavalcade of products made by Pentagon contractors. These

companies that, quite literally, feed the Pentagon’s war




machine, are the same firms that fill the shelves of America’s
kitchens.... No part of the hours of the day will be lacking in
products produced by Pentagon contractors ... 3M Post-It
notes, Microsoft Windows software, Lexmark printers, Canon
Photocopiers, AT&T telephones, Maxwell House coffee from
Altria.

— Nicholas Turse, The Complex (2008)

A slander is a spoken defamation, whether that act of speech is
public and one-time or recorded and redistributed. Slander
also includes defamation by gesture, which could include
making a gesture that suggests professional incompetence or
mental illness. Slander carries the additional burden for a
plaintiff of having to prove that they suffered actual loss due to

the false statement.

— Mitch Ratcliffe, How to Prevent Against Online Libel and
Defamation (2009)

When considering a subject as abstract and intangible as
peace, it is important to define the term itself. In the context of
this discussion, peace may be defined as it is in Webster’s
dictionary as a community’s “freedom from civil disturbance,

or a state of security or order provided for by law or custom.”

— Kincaid Fitzgerald, Peace in the Global Neighborhood
[student paper at Leiden University] (2018)




ASSUMPTIONS

Even the longest and most complex chains of reasoning or proof, and
even most carefully constructed definitions, are fastened to
assumptions — one or more unexamined beliefs. These taken-for-
granted, hidden, or neglected beliefs affect how writers and readers
make inferences and draw conclusions. If you attend a birthday
party, you might assume that cake will be served. If the ceiling is wet,

you may assume that the roof is leaking.

However, false assumptions can be dangerous. If you assume that a
person of a certain race, class, or gender will behave in predictable
ways, you may be stereotyping that individual and making guesses
about that person’s actions without evidence. If you assume that
traffic will stop at a red light and you proceed through an intersection
without looking, you could end up in a car crash. Suppose a business
executive assumes that sales are down because of poor marketing
and not the quality of her company’s product; she could end up
ignoring the real problem and wasting time and money on a new

advertising campaign instead of improving the product.

Assumptions are sometimes deeply embedded in our value systems
and therefore hard to recognize. Consider this case: When education

researchers questioned race and class disparities on the SAT exam in



the early 2000s, they found it odd that minorities and other
economically disadvantaged students performed worse than their
white, middle-class counterparts on the easier verbal and math
questions, not the more difficult ones. That is, some basic vocabulary
words like horse and canoe were likely to be misidentified by minority
and lower-income students than more challenging words like
anathema and intractable. (Colloquially, horse could be a verb, as in
“play around,” or it could refer to heroin. Canoe, meanwhile,
describes what happens to a cigar when one side burns faster than
another.) Researchers found that the problem was the assumptions
made by the test designers, not the student test-takers. The more
“difficult” words typically learned in school or in textbooks were
understood more uniformly among all students. The test designers
had assumed that persons of all socioeconomic groups hear language
the same way and therefore that their proficiency could be measured
using the same linguistic standards. By challenging the assumptions
of the exam, researchers were able to challenge the disparities in
exam results. As a result, college admissions boards began to regard
the SAT as a weaker indicator of academic potential for some groups,
while test designers began to address other deeply embedded

assumptions in the exam.



“Let me guess. You want French and you want ranch?”

Matthew Diffee/The New Yorker Collection/The Cartoon
Bank

Description

A cartoon shows an old woman waitress taking orders from two men at the table. The
man to the left of the woman is wearing a striped shirt and beret and the man to the right
is wearing a cowboy hat and buttoned shirt. Text below the cartoon reads, Let me
guess, you want French and you want ranch?




Sometimes assumptions may be stated explicitly, especially when
writers feel confident that readers share their values. Benjamin
Franklin, for example, argued against paying salaries to the holders
of executive offices in the federal government on the grounds that
men are moved by ambition (love of power) and by avarice (love of
money) and that powerful positions conferring wealth incite men to
do their worst. These assumptions he stated, although he felt no need
to argue them at length because he also guessed that his readers

shared them.

Assumptions may also be unstated. Writers, painstakingly arguing
specific points, may choose to keep one or more of their argument’s
assumptions tacit, or unspoken. Or they may be completely unaware
of an underlying assumption they hold. For example, Franklin didn’t

even bother to state two other assumptions:

= Persons of wealth who accept an unpaying job (after all, only
persons of wealth could afford to hold unpaid government jobs)
will have at heart the interests of all classes of people, not only
the interests of their own class.

= Those wealthy government servants will be male.

Probably Franklin didn't state these assumptions because he thought
they were perfectly obvious. But if you think critically about the first
assumption listed above, you may find reasons to doubt that people
who attain wealth will no longer be motivated by self-interest. The
second assumption runs even more deeply: Although women could

not vote in Franklin’s time, there were no legal restrictions on women



running for office, yet the assumption Franklin shared with his
audience was that politics was a male domain. Both of these
assumptions have now shifted to a great extent: We now assume that
paying legislators ensures that the government does not consist only
of people whose incomes may give them an inadequate view of the
needs of others, and our society now assumes that people who are
not (or who do not identify as) male can also hold government
positions. After the midterm elections of 2018, more than 100 women
occupied seats in the US House of Representatives for the first time in

history.

Good critical thinking involves sharpening your ability to identify
assumptions, especially those that seem so self-evident, or
commonsensical, that they hardly need to be stated. When you are
evaluating arguments or writing your own, you should question the
basic ideas upon which a writer’s claims rest and ask yourself if there
are other, contradictory, or opposed ideas that could be considered.
If there are, you can explore the alternative forms of understanding
— alternative assumptions — to test or to critique an argument and
perhaps offer a different analysis or a different possibility for action.
When you are hunting for assumptions (your own and others’), try

the following:

» Identify the ideas, claims, or values that are presented as
obvious, natural, or given (so much so that they are sometimes
not even stated).

= Examine those ideas to test for their commonality, universality,
and necessity. Are other ways of thinking possible?



= Determine whether or not contradictory ideas, claims, or values
provide a fruitful new way of interpreting or understanding the
information at hand.

Exercise: Assumptions

Read the following sentences and identify the assumptions that are
embedded in them. State the assumptions and then challenge the

claims of each sentence.

m Jamaican Blue Mountain coffee is expensive; therefore, it must
be high-quality coffee.

= All students were given a syllabus detailing the policies and
procedures for this course, so they all know the absence policy.

= |f you do not vote, you have no right to complain about
politicians.

= Someday Joseph will ask Jill to marry him.

m |t’s hard to believe the president is wasting time golfing when
there is an economic crisis at hand.

m After decades of increasing divorce rates in the United States,
the divorce rate has dropped by 18 percent in the past ten years;
clearly, staying married is more popular now than it was in the
past.

= Although my downtown apartment is close to my workplace,
crime has been on the rise in the city, so | am moving to the
suburbs where | am safer.




EVIDENCE: EXPERIMENTATION,
EXAMPLES, AUTHORITATIVE
TESTIMONY, AND NUMERICAL
DATA

In a courtroom, evidence bearing on the guilt of the accused is
introduced by the prosecution, and evidence to the contrary is
introduced by the defense. Not all evidence is admissible (e.g.,
hearsay is not, even if it’s true), and the law of evidence is a highly
developed subject in jurisprudence. In daily life, the sources of
evidence are less disciplined. Daily experience, a memorable
observation, or an unusual event — any or all of these may serve as
evidence for (or against) some belief, theory, hypothesis, or

explanation a person develops.

In making arguments, people in different disciplines use different

kinds of evidence to support their claims. For example:

= In literary studies, texts (works of literature, letters, journals,
notes, and other kinds of writing) are the chief forms of
evidence.

= In the social sciences, field research (interviews, observations,
surveys, data) usually provides the evidence.

= In the hard sciences, reports of experiments are the usual
evidence; if an assertion cannot be tested — if one cannot show

it to be false — it is an opinion, not a scientific hypothesis.



When you are offering evidence to support your arguments, you are
drawing on the specific information that makes your claims visible,
concrete, evident. For example, in arguing that the entertainment
industry needs to address the problem of sexual harassment among
powerful male celebrities, you could point to the many men who
have been accused of these behaviors. Each instance constitutes
evidence for the problem. If you are arguing that bump stocks
(devices that allow semiautomatic guns to operate like automatic
ones) should be banned, you will point to specific cases in which
bump stocks were used to commit crimes in order to show the need
for regulation. Evidence can take many forms. Here, we discuss three

broad categories of evidence.

EXPERIMENTATION

Often, the forms of evidence that scientists use, whether in the
natural and mathematical sciences or in the social sciences, is the
result of experimentation. Experiments are deliberately contrived
situations, often complex in their methodology or the technologies
they use, that are designed to yield particular observations. What the
ordinary person does with unaided eye and ear, the scientist does
much more carefully and thoroughly, often in controlled situations
and with the help of laboratory instruments. For example, a natural
scientist studying the biological effects of a certain chemical might
expose specially bred rodents to carefully monitored doses of the

chemical and then measure the effects. A health scientist might



design a study in which people who exercise regularly are compared
to people who do not in order to argue the beneficial effects of
consistent exercise on heart health. A psychologist might introduce a
certain type of therapy to a group of people and then compare the

results to other treatment methods.

It’s no surprise that society attaches much more weight to the
findings of scientists than to the corroborative (much less the
contrary) experiences of ordinary people. No one today would
seriously argue that the sun really does go around the earth just
because it looks that way, nor would we argue that the introduction of
carcinogens to the human body through smoking does not increase
the risk for cancers. Yet because some kinds of scientific validation
(such as repeatability) produce unarguable fact, we sometimes
assume that all forms of experimentation are equal in their ability to
point to truth. However, we should also be skeptical, since
experiment designs can also be flawed — by bad design, bad samples,
measurement error, or a host of other problems. Moreover, the
results of experimentation can also be used to make different kinds
of arguments. Consider that the same scientific data are used by
people who argue that humans are the primary cause of climate
change as well as by people who deny that humans play a significant

role in climate change.

EXAMPLES



Unlike the hard sciences, the variety, extent, and reliability of the
evidence obtained in the humanities — and in daily life — are quite
different from those obtained in the laboratory. In all forms of
writing, examples constitute the primary evidence. We follow here
with an explanation of examples and a description of several

common forms of examples.

Nearly all arguments use examples. Suppose we argue that a
candidate is untrustworthy and shouldn't be elected to public office.
We may point to episodes in his career — his misuse of funds in 2008
and the false charges he made against an opponent in 2016 — as
examples of his untrustworthiness. Or if we’re arguing that President
Harry Truman ordered the atom bomb dropped to save American
(and, for that matter, Japanese) lives that otherwise would have been
lost in a hard-fought invasion of Japan, we could point to the fierce
resistance of the Japanese defenders in battles on the islands of
Saipan, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa, where Japanese soldiers fought to
the death rather than surrender. These examples indicate that the
Japanese defenders of the main islands would have fought to their
deaths without surrendering, even though they knew defeat was

certain.

An example is a type of sample. These two words come from the same
Old French word, essample, from the Latin exemplum, which means
“something taken out” — that is, a selection from the group,

something held up as indicative. A Yiddish proverb shrewdly says,



“For example’ is no proof,” but the evidence of well-chosen examples

can go a long way toward helping a writer convince an audience.

In arguments, three sorts of examples are especially common:

= real events
= invented instances (artificial or hypothetical cases)
= analogies

We will treat each of these briefly.

Real Events

In referring to Truman’s decision to drop the atom bomb, we touched
upon examples drawn from real events — the various named battles
— to demonstrate our claim that it was ultimately the best option. Yet
an example drawn from reality may not be as clear-cut as we would
like. We used the Japanese army’s behavior on Saipan and on Iwo
Jima as evidence for our claim that the Japanese later would have
fought to the death in an American invasion of Japan. This, we
argued, would therefore have inflicted terrible losses on the Japanese
and on the Americans. Our examples could be countered by evidence
that in June and July 1945 certain Japanese diplomats sent out secret
peace feelers to Switzerland and offered to surrender if the Emperor
Hirohito could retain power so that in August 1945, when Truman

authorized dropping the bomb, the situation was very different. If we

were to argue that Truman should not have dropped the bomb, we



could cite those peace feelers specifically, indicating a Japanese

willingness to end the war without such destruction.

But most arguments using real events require further support. Some
may argue that we are not currently under threat of a nuclear war,
and they may offer examples of various agreements made among
nuclear-armed nations as evidence. But such an argument needs
more support because of the weight of counterexamples. As much as
nations have sought to reduce the nuclear threat, arguing that the
threat does not exist ignores many examples showing that nuclear
war remains a possibility: The continuation of some nuclear
programs, the development of new nuclear weapons systems, and
documented attempts by terrorists to acquire nuclear material on the
black market — all these real events provide counterexamples that

could challenge the claim that nuclear war is no longer a possibility.

In short, real events are often so entangled in historical
circumstances that they might not be adequate or fully relevant
evidence in the case being argued. When using real events as

examples (a perfectly valid strategy), the writer must

» demonstrate that they are representative,
= anticipate counterexamples, and
= argue against counterexamples, showing that one’s own

examples can be considered outside of other contexts.



Thus, in our earlier argument against Truman’s use of the atomic
bomb, we might raise the facts of the fierceness of Japanese
resistance in specific earlier battles but then argue that they are not
relevant because our examples show that the Japanese were seeking
peace. Similarly, if others were arguing that Truman did the right
thing, they could mention the peace feelers, but argue that it would

not have desirable to permit the emperor to retain power.

Invented Instances

An invented instance is an artificial or hypothetical example. Take
this case: A writer poses a dilemma in his argument that “Stand Your
Ground” laws are morally indefensible. (These laws allow individuals
the right to protect themselves against threats of bodily harm, to the
point of using lethal force in self-defense.) In his discussion, he
raises the most famous of these cases, involving the death of
unarmed Florida teenager Trayvon Martin, who was killed in 2012 by
a self-appointed neighborhood watchman named George
Zimmerman, who mistook the African American youth as a threat.
He writes: “If Trayvon Martin had been of age and legally armed, in
fact, he would have had the right to kill Zimmerman when
Zimmerman approached him in a hostile way.” By imagining this
scenario, the writer asks readers to apply the principles of justice
underlying the law to the reverse scenario: What happens when

neither party is clear about which of them is standing his ground?



Even though the example isn’t “real” — although it alters the details of

a real event — it sets forth the problem in a clear way.

Offering an invented instance is something like a drawing of the
parts of an atom in a physics textbook. It is admittedly false, but by
virtue of its simplification it sets forth the relevant details very
clearly. Thus, in a discussion of legal rights and moral obligation, the

philosopher Charles Frankel says:

It would be nonsense to say, for example, that a nonswimmer

has a moral duty to swim to the help of a drowning man.

If Frankel were talking about a real event and a real person, he could
get bogged down in details about the actual person and the
circumstances of the event, losing his power to put the moral

dilemma forward in its clearest terms.

When an example is invented, it is almost certain to support the
writer’s point — after all, the writer is making it up, so it is bound to
be the ideal example. That said, invented instances have drawbacks.
First and foremost, they cannot serve as the highest quality of
evidence. A purely hypothetical example can illustrate a point, but it
cannot substitute for actual events. Sometimes, hypothetical
examples are so fanciful that they fail to convince the reader. Here is
— what else? — an example of what we mean: The philosopher Judith
Jarvis Thomson, in the course of an argument entitled “A Defense of

Abortion,” asks you to imagine waking up one day and finding that



against your will a celebrated violinist has been hooked up to your
body for life support. She then asks: Do you have the right to unplug
the violinist? Whatever you answer, you have to agree that such a
scenario is not exactly the same as asking whether or not a woman

has a right to an abortion.

But we add one point: Even a highly fanciful invented case can have
the valuable effect of forcing us to see where we stand. A person may
say that she is, in all circumstances, against torture — but what would
she say if a writer proposed a scenario in which the location of a
ticking bomb were known only by one person and extracting that
information through torture could save hundreds or thousands of
lives? Artificial cases of this sort can help us examine our beliefs;
nevertheless, they often create exceptional scenarios that may not be

generalized convincingly to support an argument.

Analogies

The third sort of example, analogy, is a kind of comparison. Here’s

an example:

Before the Roman Empire declined as a world power, it
exhibited a decline in morals and in physical stamina; our
society today shows a decline in both morals (consider the high
divorce rate and the crime rate) and physical culture (consider
obesity in children). America, like Rome, will decline as a world

power.



Strictly speaking, an analogy is an extended comparison in which
different things are shown to be similar in several ways. Thus, if one
wants to argue that a head of state should have extraordinary power
during wartime, one can offer an analogy that, during wartime, the
state is like a ship in a storm: The crew is needed to lend its help, but
the major decisions are best left to the captain. Notice that an
analogy like this compares things that are relatively unlike, similar to
metaphor and simile. Simply comparing the plight of one state to
another is not an analogy; it’s merely an inductive inference from one

case of the same sort to another such case.

Let’s consider another analogy. We have already glanced at Judith
Thomson’s hypothetical case in which the reader wakes up to find
herself hooked up to a violinist in need of life support. Thomson uses
this situation as an analogy in an argument about abortion. The
reader stands for the mother; the violinist, for the unwanted fetus.
You may want to think about whether this analogy holds up: Is a
pregnant woman really like a person hooked up to such a machine?

Is an embryo or fetus really equivalent to a celebrated violin player?

The problem with argument by analogy is this: Because different
things are similar in some ways does not mean they are similar in all
ways. Thomson’s argument is basically developed on the premise that
being the reader hooked up to a violinist is like being the pregnant
mother hooked up to a fetus. But those two things are obviously quite

different. Similarly, a state is not a ship in a storm. The government is



not a business. As Bishop Butler is said to have remarked in the early

eighteenth century, “Everything is what it is, and not another thing.”

Analogies can be convincing, however, when they simplify complex
issues. “Don’t change horses in midstream” isn’t a statement about
riding horses across a river but, rather, about changing a course of
action in critical times. Still, in the end, analogies don’t necessarily
prove anything. What may be true about riding horses across a
stream may not be true about, say, choosing a new leader in troubled

times. What is true for one need not be true for the other.



“Do you mind if I use yet another sports analogy?”

Gahan Wilson, The New Yorker Collection/The Cartoon
Bank

Analogies can be helpful in developing our thoughts and in helping
listeners or readers understand a point we'’re trying to make. It is
sometimes argued, for instance, that newspaper and television
reporters and their confidential sources should share the right to
confidential privilege, like the doctor-patient, attorney-client, or
priest-confessor relationship. The analogy is worth thinking about:
Do the similarities run deep enough, or are there fundamental

differences in the types of confidentiality we should expect between



journalists and their sources and between people and their doctors,

lawyers, or priests?

AUTHORITATIVE TESTIMONY

Another form of evidence is testimony, the citation or quotation of
authorities. In daily life, we rely heavily on authorities of all sorts: We
get a doctor’s opinion about our health, we read a book because an
intelligent friend recommends it, we see a movie because a critic
gave it a good review, and we pay at least a little attention to the

weather forecaster.

In setting forth an argument, one often tries to show that one’s view
is supported by notable figures — perhaps Jefferson, Lincoln, Martin
Luther King Jr., or scientists who won a Nobel Prize — but authorities
do not have to be figures of such a high stature. You may recall that
when talking about medical marijuana legalization in Chapter 2, we
presented an open letter by Sanjay Gupta. To make certain that you
were impressed by his ideas, we described him as CNN’s chief
medical correspondent and a leading public health expert. In our
Chapter 2 discussion of Sally Mann, we qualified our description of
her controversial photographs by noting that Time magazine called
her “America’s Best Photographer” and the New Republic called her
book “one of the great photograph books of our time.” But heed some

words of caution:



= Be sure that the authority, however notable, is an authority on the
topic in question. (A well-known biologist might be an authority
on vitamins but not on the justice of war.)

= Be sure that the authority is unbiased. (A chemist employed by
the tobacco industry isn’t likely to admit that smoking may be
harmful, and a producer of violent video games isn't likely to
admit that playing those games stimulates violence.)

= Beware of nameless authorities: “a thousand doctors,” “leading

) &«

educators,” “researchers at a major medical school.” (If possible,

offer at least one specific name.)

= Be careful when using authorities who indeed were great
authorities in their day but who now may be out of date. (Examples
include Adam Smith on economics, Julius Caesar on the art of
war, Louis Pasteur on medicine.)

= Cite authorities whose opinions your readers will value. (William F.
Buckley Jr.s conservative/libertarian opinions mean a good deal
to readers of the magazine that he founded, the National Review,
but probably not to most liberal thinkers. Gloria Steinem’s
liberal/feminist opinions carry weight with readers of the
magazines that she cofounded, New York and Ms. magazine, but
probably not with most conservative thinkers.)

One other point: You may be an authority. You probably aren’t
nationally known, but on some topics you might have the authority
of personal experience. You may have been injured on a motorcycle
while riding without wearing a helmet, or you may have escaped
injury because you wore a helmet. You may have dropped out of

school and then returned. You may have tutored a student whose



native language isn’t English, you may be such a student who has
received tutoring, or you may have attended a school with a bilingual
education program. In short, your personal testimony on topics
relating to these issues may be invaluable, and a reader will probably

consider it seriously.

THINKING CRITICALLY

Authoritative Testimony

Locate one authority on each issue and use the table to examine whether or not that person

is an adequate authority. In the last box, explain why this is a reliable testimony.

ISSUE EXPERT NAME AND TIME PLACE OF YOUR
QUALIFICATIONS PERIOD PUBLICATION EXPLANATION

Recreational marijuana
Spanking children

How to manage test anxiety
Restoring voting rights to felons

The quality of the latest Academy
Award-winning Best Picture

NUMERICAL DATA

The last sort of evidence we discuss here is data based on math or
collections of numbers, also referred to as quantitative or statistical
evidence. Sometimes quantitative evidence offers firm answers.
Suppose the awarding of honors at graduation from college is

determined based on a student’s cumulative grade-point average



(GPA). The undisputed assumption is that the nearer a student’s GPA
is to a perfect record (4.0), the more deserving he or she is of highest
honors. Consequently, a student with a GPA of 3.9 at the end of her
senior year is a stronger candidate for honors than another student
with a GPA of 3.6. When faculty members determine the academic
merits of graduating seniors, they know that these quantitative,
statistical differences in student GPAs will be the basic (if not the

only) kind of evidence under discussion.

Here, numbers prove to be reliable evidence, used to justify the
argument that one student deserves honors more than another.
However, in many cases, numbers do not simply speak for
themselves. Numerical information can be presented in many forms.
Graphs, tables, and pie charts are familiar ways of presenting
quantitative data in an eye-catching manner, but how the numbers
are organized, interpreted, and presented can make a difference in
how well they support an argument’s claims. (See the section Visuals

as Aids to Clarity: Maps, Graphs, and Pie Charts in Chapter 4 for more

on graphs.)

Let’s look how some different kinds of numbers are commonly used

as evidence.

Presenting Numbers



In an argument, you may need to evaluate whether it is more
persuasive to present numbers in percentages or real numbers. For
example, arguing that the murder rate increased by 30 percent in one
city sounds more compelling than saying there were thirteen
murders this year compared to ten last year (only three more, but a
technical increase of 30 percent). Should an argument examining the
federal budget say that it (1) underwent a twofold increase over the
decade, (2) increased by 100 percent, (3) doubled, or (4) was one-half of
its current amount ten years ago? As you can see, these are equivalent
ways of saying the same thing, but by making a choice among them,
a writer can play up or play down the increase to support different

arguments in more or less dramatic ways.

Other kinds of choices may be made in interpreting numbers:
Suppose in a given city in 2017, 1 percent of the victims in fatal
automobile accidents were bicyclists. In the same city in 2018, the
percentage of bicyclists killed in automobile accidents was 2 percent.
Was the increase 1 percent (not an alarming figure), or was it 100
percent (a staggering figure)? The answer is both, depending on
whether we’re comparing (1) bicycle deaths in automobile accidents
with all deaths in automobile accidents (that’s an increase of 1 percent)
or (2) bicycle deaths in automobile accidents only with other bicycle
deaths in automobile accidents (an increase of 100 percent). An honest
statement would say that bicycle deaths due to automobile accidents
doubled in 2018, increasing from 1 to 2 percent. But here’s another

point: Although every such death is lamentable, if there was only one



such death in 2017 and two in 2018, the increase from one death to
two — an increase of 100 percent! — hardly suggests a growing
problem that needs attention. No one would be surprised to learn
that in the following years there were no deaths at all, or only one or

two.

Consider how different calculations can impact the meaning of
numerical data. Here are some statistics that pop up in conversations
about wealth distribution in the United States. In 2017, the Census
Bureau calculated that the median household income in the United
States was $61,372, meaning that half of households earned less than
this amount and half earned above it. However, the average —
technically, the mean — household income in the same year was
$86,220, or $24,848 (or 40 percent) higher. Which number more
accurately represents the typical household income? Both are
“correct,” but both are calculated with different measures (median
and mean). If a politician wanted to argue that the United States has a
strong middle class, he might use the average (mean) income as
evidence, a number calculated by dividing the total income of all
households by the total number of households. If another politician
wished to make a rebuttal, she could point out that the average
income paints a rosy picture because the wealthiest households skew
the average higher. The median income (representing the number
above and below which two halves of all households fall) should be
the measure we use, the rebutting politician could argue, because it
helps reduce the effect of the limitless ceiling of higher incomes and

the finite floor of lower incomes at zero.



Our point: This just shows how different methods of calculating — or
how writers may use the results of those different methods — can

produce different understandings of an issue.

Unreliable Statistical Evidence

Because we know that 90 percent is greater than 75 percent, we’re
usually ready to grant that any claim supported by 90 percent of cases
is more likely to be true than an alternative claim supported in only
75 percent of cases. The greater the difference, the greater our
confidence. Yet statistics often get a bad name because it’s so easy to
misuse them (unintentionally or not) and so difficult to be sure that
they were gathered correctly in the first place. (One old saying goes,
“There are lies, damned lies, and statistics.”) Every branch of social
science and natural science needs statistical information, and
countless decisions in public and private life are based on
quantitative data in statistical form. It’s therefore important to be
sensitive to the sources and reliability of the statistics and to develop
a healthy skepticism when you confront statistics whose parentage is
not fully explained. Always ask: Who gathered the statistics? For what

purpose?

Consider this example of statistics, from the self-described “culture
jammer” Kalle Lasn, the founder of AdBusters, a group that

commonly criticizes aspects of consumer society:



Advertisements are the most prevalent and toxic of the mental
pollutants. From the moment your radio alarm sounds in the
morning to the wee hours of late-night TV, microjolts of
commercial pollution flood into your brain at the rate of about
three thousand marketing messages per day. (Kalle Lasn,
Culture Jam[1999], 18-19)

Lasn’s book includes endnotes as documentation, so, being curious
about the statistics, we turned to the appropriate page and found this

information concerning the source of his data:

“three thousand marketing messages per day.” Mark Landler,
Walecia Konrad, Zachary Schiller, and Lois Therrien, “What
Happened to Advertising?” BusinessWeek, September 23, 1991,
page 66. Leslie Savan in The Sponsored Life (Temple University
Press, 1994), page 1, estimated that “16,000 ads flicker across an
individual’s consciousness daily.” I did an informal survey in
March 1995 and found the number to be closer to 1,500 (this
included all marketing messages, corporate images, logos, ads,
brand names, on TV, radio, billboards, buildings, signs,
clothing, appliances, in cyberspace, etc., over a typical twenty-

four hour period in my life). (219)

Well, this endnote is odd. In the earlier passage, the author asserted
that about “three thousand marketing messages per day” flood into a
person’s brain. In the documentation, he cites a source for that

statistic from BusinessWeek — although we haven't the faintest idea



how the authors of the BusinessWeek article came up with that figure.
0Oddly, he goes on to offer a very different figure (16,000 ads) and
then, to our confusion, offers yet a third figure (1,500) based on his

own “informal survey.”

WRITING TIP

When writing, consider presenting your numerical data in ways that have the most
impact. A quarter, 25%6, and 1 out of 4 are all the same but may resonate differently with
your audience. But be ethical; don’t try to manipulate your reader.

Probably the one thing we can safely say about all three figures is that
none of them means very much. Even if the compilers of the
statistics explained exactly how they counted — let’s say that among
countless other criteria they assumed that the average person reads
one magazine per day and that the average magazine contains 124
advertisements — it would be hard to take them seriously. After all, in
leafing through a magazine, some people may read many ads and
some may read none. Some people may read some ads carefully —
but perhaps just to enjoy their absurdity. Our point: Although Lasn
said, without implying any uncertainty, that “about three thousand
marketing messages per day” reach an individual, it’s evident from

the endnote that even he is confused about the figure he gives.

We'd like to make a final point about the unreliability of some

statistical information — data that looks impressive but that is, in

fact, insubstantial. Consider Marilyn Jager Adams’s book Beginning to



Read: Thinking and Learning about Print (1994), in which she pointed
out that poor families read to their preschool children only 25 hours
per year over a five-year period, whereas in the same period middle-
income families read to their preschool children 1,000 to 1,700 hours.
The figures were much quoted in newspapers and by children’s
advocacy groups. Adams could not, of course, interview every family
in these two groups; she had to rely on samples. What were her
samples? For poor families, she selected twenty-four children in
twenty families, all in Southern California. (Ask yourself: Can
families from only one geographic area provide an adequate sample
for a topic such as this?) And how many families constituted Adams’s
sample of middle-class families? Exactly one — her own. We leave it

to you to judge the validity of her findings.

Sometimes the definition of what is being counted can affect the
statistical results. Sociologist Joel Best notes in his book Stat Spotting
an interesting case: When research several years ago showed that
“one-fifth [20 percent] of college students practice self-injury,” the
dramatic statistic attracted journalists and news media who
published all kinds of worrying articles. But a closer look at the study
revealed not only that the survey was limited to two Ivy League
universities (a sampling problem), but also that it defined self-injury
in a very broad way, to include minor acts that most psychologists
would consider to be within the range of normal behavior — such as
pinching, scratching, or hitting oneself. In actuality, as another

analysis showed, only 1.6 percent of college students reported



injuring themselves to the point of needing medical treatment —
quite a lot fewer than 20 percent.

We are not suggesting that everyone who uses statistics is trying to
deceive (or is unconsciously being deceived by them). We suggest
only that statistics are open to widely different interpretations and
that often those columns of numbers, which appear to be so precise
with their decimal points and their complex formulas, may actually
be imprecise and possibly worthless if they’re based on insufficient

samples, erroneous methodologies, or biased interpretation.

A CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATING
STATISTICAL EVIDENCE

Regard statistical evidence (like all other evidence) cautiously and don’t accept it until you
have thought about these questions:

= Was the evidence compiled by a disinterested (impartial) source? The source’s name
doesn’t always reveal its particular angle (e.g., People for the American Way), but
sometimes it lets you know what to expect (e.g., National Rifle Association, American
Civil Liberties Union).

= |sit based on an adequate sample?

= What is the definition of the thing being counted or measured?

= |s the statistical evidence recent enough to be relevant?

= How many of the factors likely to be relevant were identified and measured?

= Are the figures open to a different and equally plausible interpretation?

= |fa percentage is cited, is it the average (or mean), or is it the median?




Nonrational Appeals

In talking about induction and deduction, definitions, and types of
evidence, we've been talking about means of rational persuasion,
things normally falling under the purview of logos. However, as
mentioned earlier, there are also other means of persuasion. Force
is an example. If Stacey kicks Janée, and threatens to destroy Janée’s
means of livelihood, and threatens Janée’s life, Stacey may persuade
Janée to cooperate or agree with her. Writers, of course, cannot use
such kinds of force on their readers (nor would they want to, we
hope). But they do have at their disposal forms of persuasion that
are more associated with pathos. These types of appeals do not rely
on rational logic or inference (logos), but predominantly on the

feeling — the emotions — of readers.

SATIRE, IRONY, SARCASM

One form of irrational but sometimes highly effective persuasion is
satire — that is, witty ridicule. A cartoonist may persuade viewers
that a politician’s views are unsound by caricaturing (thus ridiculing)
her appearance or by presenting a grotesquely distorted (funny, but

unfair) picture of the issue she supports.



Satiric artists often use caricature; satiric writers, also seeking to
persuade by means of ridicule, often use verbal irony. This sort of
irony contrasts what is said and what is meant. For instance, words
of praise may actually imply blame (when Shakespeare’s Cassius
says, “Brutus is an honorable man,” he wants those who hear him to
think that Brutus is dishonorable). Occasionally, words of modesty
may actually imply superiority (“Of course, I'm too dumb to
understand this problem”). Such language, when heavy-handed, is
sarcasm (“You're a great guy,” someone who is actually criticizing

you says). If it’s witty and clever, we call it irony rather than sarcasm.

Although ridicule isn’t a form of reasoning, passages of ridicule,
especially verbal irony, sometimes appear in argument essays.
These passages, like reasons or like appeals to the emotions, are
efforts to persuade the reader to accept the writer’s point of view.
The key to using humor in an argument is, on the one hand, to avoid
wisecracking like a smart aleck and, on the other hand, to avoid
mere clownishness. In other words, if you get too silly, acerbic, or
outright insulting, you may damage your ethos and alienate your

audience.
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How does this mural by street artist Banksy use visual irony?

EMOTIONAL APPEALS

It is sometimes said that good argumentative writing appeals only to
reason, never to emotion, and that any emotional appeal is
illegitimate and irrelevant. “Tears are not arguments,’ the Brazilian
writer Machado de Assis said. Logic textbooks may even stigmatize
with Latin labels the various sorts of emotional appeal — for
instance, argumentum ad populam (appeal to the prejudices of the

mob, as in “Come on, we all know that schools don’t teach anything

anymore”) and argumentum ad misericordiam (appeal to pity, as in



“No one ought to blame this poor kid for stabbing a classmate

because his mother was often institutionalized”).

LEARNING FROM SHAKESPEARE

True, appeals to emotion may distract from the facts of the case;
they may blind the audience by, in effect, throwing dust in its eyes
or by provoking tears. A classic example occurs in Shakespeare’s
Julius Caesar, when Marc Antony addresses the Roman populace
after Brutus, Cassius, and Casca have conspired to assassinate
Caesar. The real issue is whether Caesar was becoming tyrannical
(as the assassins claim). Antony turns from the evidence and stirs
the crowd against the assassins by appealing to its emotions.
Shakespeare drew from an ancient Roman biographical writing,
Plutarch’s Lives of the Noble Grecians and Romans. Plutarch says this

about Antony:

[Plerceiving that his words moved the common people to
compassion, ... [he] framed his eloquence to make their hearts
yearn [i.e., grieve] the more, and, taking Caesar’s gown all
bloody in his hand, he laid it open to the sight of them all,
showing what a number of cuts and holes it had upon it.
Therewithal the people fell presently into such a rage and

mutiny that there was no more order kept.

Here’s how Shakespeare reinterpreted the event in his play:



Friends, Romans, countrymen, lend me your ears;

I come to bury Caesar, not to praise him.

After briefly offering insubstantial evidence that Caesar gave no
signs of behaving tyrannically (e.g., “When that the poor have cried,
Caesar hath wept”), Antony begins to play directly on his hearers’
emotions. Descending from the platform so that he may be in closer
contact with his audience (like a modern politician, he wants to

work the crowd), he calls attention to Caesar’s bloody toga:

If you have tears, prepare to shed them now.

You all do know this mantle; I remember

The first time ever Caesar put it on:

"Twas on a summer’s evening, in his tent,

That day he overcame the Nervii.

Look, in this place ran Cassius’ dagger through;
See what a rent the envious Casca made;
Through this, the well-beloved Brutus stabbed ...

In these few lines, Antony accomplishes the following:

= He prepares the audience by suggesting to them how they
should respond (“If you have tears, prepare to shed them now”).

= He flatters them by implying that they, like Antony, were
intimates of Caesar (he credits them with being familiar with
Caesar’s garment).

= He then evokes a personal memory of a specific time (“a
summer’s evening”’) — the day that Caesar won a battle against



the Nervii, a particularly fierce tribe in what is now France. (In
fact, Antony was not at the battle and did not join Caesar until
three years later.)

Antony doesn’t mind being free with the facts; his point here is not
to set the record straight but to stir people against the assassins. He
goes on, daringly but successfully, to identify one particular slit in
the garment with Cassius’s dagger, another with Casca’s, and a third
with Brutus’s. Antony cannot know which dagger made which slit,
but his rhetorical trick works.

Notice, too, that Antony arranges the three assassins in climactic
order, since Brutus (Antony claims) was especially beloved by
Caesar:

Judge, O you gods, how dearly Caesar loved him!
This was the most unkindest cut of all;

For when the noble Caesar saw him stab,
Ingratitude, more strong than traitor’s arms,

Quite vanquished him. Then burst his mighty heart.

Nice. According to Antony, the noble-minded Caesar — Antony’s
words have erased all thought of the tyrannical Caesar — died not
from wounds inflicted by daggers but from the heartbreaking
perception of Brutus’s ingratitude. Doubtless there wasn't a dry eye
in the crowd. Let’s all hope that if we are ever put on trial, we’ll have

a lawyer as skilled in evoking sympathy as Antony.



ARE EMOTIONAL APPEALS FALLACIOUS?

Antony’s oration was obviously successful in the play and apparently
was successful in real life, but it is the sort of speech that prompts
logicians to write disapprovingly of attempts to stir feeling in an
audience. (As mentioned earlier, the evocation of emotion in an
audience is pathos, from the Greek word for “emotion” or
“suffering.”) There is nothing inherently wrong in stimulating an
audience’s emotions when attempting to establish a claim, but when
an emotional appeal confuses the issue being argued or shifts
attention away from the facts, we can reasonably speak of the

emotional appeal as a fallacy.

No fallacy is involved, however, when an emotional appeal
heightens the facts, bringing them home to the audience rather than
masking them. In talking about legislation that would govern police
actions, for example, it’s legitimate to show a photograph of the
battered, bloodied face of an alleged victim of police brutality. True,
such a photograph cannot tell the whole truth; it cannot tell if the
subject threatened the officer with a gun or repeatedly resisted an
order to surrender. But it can demonstrate that the victim was
severely beaten and (like a comparable description in words) evoke
emotions that may properly affect the audience’s decision about the
permissible use of police violence. Similarly, an animal rights
activist who argues that calves are cruelly confined might

reasonably talk about the inhumanely small size of their pens, in



which they cannot turn around or even lie down. Others may argue
that calves don’t care about turning around or have no right to turn
around, but the evocative verbal description of their pens, which
makes an emotional appeal, cannot be called fallacious or

irrelevant.

THINKING CRITICALLY

Nonrational Appeals

Identify the emotion summoned by the following nonrational appeals and explain how the

claim may be countered by logic or reason.

NONRATIONAL EMOTION LOGICAL COUNTER
APPEAL

Football players and
other athletes should
not be allowed to
kneel for the National
Anthem to protest
police violence
because it disrespects
the American flag and
all those people who
died defending it.

Nowadays, it seems
anything goes on
television, and even
primetime shows
feature foul language,
sex, and violence.
Don’t they realize
children are watching?




The Powerball jackpot
this week is more than
$500 million. Even if
you don’t normally
play the lottery, it’s
time to buy a ticket!

In appealing to emotions, then, keep in mind these strategies:

= Do not falsify (especially by oversimplifying) the issue.

= Do not distract attention from the facts of the case.

= Do think ethically about how emotional appeals may affect the
audience.

You should focus on the facts and offer reasons (essentially,
statements linked with “because”), but you may also legitimately
bring the facts home to your readers by seeking to provoke
appropriate emotions. Your words will be fallacious only if you

stimulate emotions that aren’t connected with the facts of the case.



Does All Writing Contain
Arguments?

Our answer to the question in the heading is no — however, most
writing probably does contain an argument of sorts. The writer
wants to persuade the reader to see things the way the writer sees
them — at least until the end of the essay. After all, even a recipe for
a cherry pie in a food magazine — a piece of writing that’s primarily
expository (how to do it) rather than argumentative (how a
reasonable person ought to think about this topic) — probably starts
out with a hint of an argument, such as “Because[a sign that a reason
will be offered] this pie can be made quickly and with ingredients
(canned cherries) that are always available, give it a try. It will surely
become one of your favorites.” Clearly, such a statement cannot
stand as a formal argument — a discussion that addresses
counterarguments, relies chiefly on logic and little if any emotional

appeal, and draws a conclusion that seems irrefutable.

Still, the statement is technically an argument on behalf of making a

pie with canned cherries. In this case, we can identify a claim (the

pie will become a favorite) and two reasons in support of the claim:

» It can be made quickly.

= The chief ingredient — because it is canned — can always be at
hand.



There are two underlying assumptions:

» Readers don’t have a great deal of time to waste in the kitchen.
= Canned cherries are just as tasty as fresh cherries — and even if
they aren’t, no one who eats the pie will know the difference.

When we read a lead-in to a recipe, then, we won't find a formal
argument, but we’ll probably see a few words that seek to persuade
us to keep reading. And most writing does contain such material —
sentences that engage our interest and give us a reason to keep
reading. If the recipe is difficult and time consuming, the lead-in

may say this:

Although this recipe for a cherry pie, using fresh cherries that
you will have to pit, is a bit more time consuming than the
usual recipes that call for canned cherries, once you have

tasted it you will never go back to canned cherries.

Again, although the logic is scarcely compelling, the persuasive
element is evident. The assumption is that readers have a
discriminating palate; once they’ve tasted a pie made with fresh
cherries, they’ll never again enjoy the canned stuff. The writer isn’t
making a formal argument with abundant evidence and detailed
refutation of counterarguments, but we know where he stands and

how he wishes us to respond.



In short, almost all writers are trying to persuade readers to see
things their way. As you read the essays in this chapter, keep in mind
the questions in the checklist for analyzing an argument. They can
help you take apart an argument and discover where strengths and
weakness lie and perhaps find new points to make (and things to

say) in important discussions and debates.

A CHECKLIST FOR ANALYZING AN
ARGUMENT

Thesis and Claims

= |sthe author’s claim or thesis clear?

= Are any parts of the argument based on logos, pathos, or ethos?

= Are any premises false or questionable?

= |sthe logic — deductive or inductive — valid?

= Are important terms and concepts defined satisfactorily?

® Does the writer make assumptions that are problematic for his or her argument?

Support and Evidence

= Does the writer use evidence to support his or her claims?

= Are the examples — imagined, invented, or hypothetical — relevant and convincing?
= Are the statistics (if any) relevant, accurate, and complete?

= Are other interpretations of evidence possible?

= Can authorities who offer evidence be considered impartial?

Fairness

= Are alternative viewpoints and counterexamples adequately considered?

= |sthere any evidence of dishonesty or of a discreditable attempt to manipulate the
reader?

= |sthe writer’s tone and use of language appropriate to the subject and the audience?







An Example: An Argument and a
Look at the Writer’s Strategies

The following essay, “The Reign of Recycling” by John Tierney,
concerns the efficacy of recycling — whether or not it is helping the
environment in significant ways or if it has gone beyond its originally
good intentions to become an unsustainable or even
counterproductive measure. We follow Tierney’s essay with some

comments about the ways in which he constructs his argument.

JOHN TIERNEY

John Tierney (b. 1953) is an award-winning journalist for the New
York Times who publishes frequently on issues related to science,
environmentalism, and politics. He has also published extensively in
magazines such as the Atlantic, Rolling Stone, Newsweek, Discover,
and Esquire. Known for his skepticism toward climate science and
big government, Tierney is regarded as a conservative critic. This

essay appeared in the New York Times in 2015.

The Reign of Recycling



<&— Reigninthe title sug-
gests that recycling is a
powerful, perhaps even

If you live in the United States, you probably do some form of recycling. It’s likely tyrannical, trend.
that you separate paper from plastic and glass and metal. You rinse the bottles and cans,
and you might put food scraps in a container destined for a composting facility. As you Tierney presentsa
sort everything into the right bins, you probably assume that recycling is helping your<e—— ::3:;:2 ;ﬁ:&ﬂzﬁ_
community and protecting the environment. But is it? Are you in fact wasting your but questionsit.
time?

In 1996, I wrote a long article! for The New York Times Magazine arguing that<«—— Establishesethos: he

the recycling process as we carried it out was wasteful. I presented plenty of evidence has long been familiar

with (and right about)
that recycling was costly and ineffectual, but its defenders said that it was unfair to the central issties and
rush to judgment. Noting that the modern recycling movement had really just begun QLStions

just a few years earlier, they predicted it would flourish as the industry matured and B
Tierney's thesis:

the public learned how to recycle properly. Premise: Recycling was
So, what’s happened since then? While it’s true that the recycling message has F°i‘9";;”d Hisitzemet
n .
reached more people than ever, when it comes to the bottom line, both economically Premise: Not much has
and environmentally, not much has changed at all. changedsince 1996.
. . " . . . Conclusion: Recycling
Despite decades of exhortations and mandates, it's still typically more expensive remains costly and
for municipalities to recycle household waste than to send it to a landfill. Prices for ineffectual.
recyclable materials have plummeted because of lower oil prices and reduced demand¢——

. . Tierney gestures toward
for them overseas. The slump has forced some recycling companies to shut plants evidence, but he does
and cancel plans for new technologies. The mood is so gloomy that one industry not present concrete

examples.

'John Tierney, “Recycling Is Garbage,” New York Times, June 30, 1996, nyti.ms/2kqksIS. [All citations in this selection
are the editors’; they appeared as hyperlinks in the original publication.]

Description
Title reads, The Reign of Recycling. [A margin note reads, Reign (R E | G N) in the title
suggests that recycling is a powerful, perhaps even tyrannical, trend. End note.]

Paragraph 1: If you live in the United States, you probably do some form of recycling. It's
likely that you separate paper from plastic and glass and metal. You rinse the bottles
and cans, and you might put food scraps in a container destined for a composting
facility. As you sort everything into the right bins, you probably assume that recycling is
helping your community and protecting the environment. [A margin note reads, Tierney
presents a common assumption — recycling is helping — but questions whether it is
worth it.] But is it? Are you in fact wasting your time?

Paragraph 2: In 19 96, | wrote a long article [footnote 1] for The New York Times
Magazine arguing that the recycling process as we carried it out was wasteful. [A margin
note reads, Establishes ethos: he has long been familiar with (and right about) the
central issues and questions. End note.] | presented plenty of evidence that recycling
was costly and ineffectual, but its defenders said that it was unfair to rush to judgment.
Noting that the modern recycling movement had really just begun just a few years



earlier, they predicted it would flourish as the industry matured and the public learned
how to recycle properly.

Paragraph 3: So, what’s happened since then? While it’s true that the recycling
message has reached more people than ever, when it comes to the bottom line, both
economically and environmentally, not much has changed at all. [A margin note reads,
Tierney’s thesis: Premise: Recycling was costly and ineffectual in 19 96. Premise: Not
much has changed since 19 96. Conclusion: Recycling remains costly and ineffectual.
End note.]

Paragraph 4: Despite decades of exhortations and mandates, it’s still typically more
expensive for municipalities to recycle household waste than to send it to a landfill.
Prices for recyclable materials have plummeted because of lower oil prices and reduced
demand for them overseas. [A margin note reads, Tierney gestures toward evidence
that it remains more expensive to recycle than to discard garbage into landfills, but he
does not present ‘real numbers’ or concrete examples. End note.] The slump has forced
some recycling companies to shut plants and cancel plans for new technologies. The
mood is so gloomy that one industry ... [Paragraph ends midsentence.]




Notice Tierney quotes
an expert authority for

corroborating evidence.

Why would a Waste
Management executive
agree with Tierney?

Tierney suggests the
EPA itself may not be
trustworthy. Note that
the EPA is commonly a
target of pro-business
conservatives.

Proposes that people
who think they are
doing good for the
environment are
actually doing worse.
How ironicl.

Begins to address “zero
waste” proposals,
implicitly criticizing
New York’s decision to
pursue such a goal.

veteran tried to cheer up her colleagues this summer with an article in a trade journal
titled, “Recycling Is Not Dead!™

While politicians set higher and higher goals, the national rate of recycling has s
stagnated in recent years. Yes, it’s popular in affluent neighborhoods like Park Slope
in Brooklyn and in cities like San Francisco, but residents of the Bronx and Houston
don’t have the same fervor for sorting garbage in their spare time.

The future for recycling looks even worse. As cities move beyond recycling paper
and metals, and into glass, food scraps and assorted plastics, the costs rise sharply

——»while the environmental benefits decline and sometimes vanish. “If you believe

recycling is good for the planet and that we need to do more of it, then there’s a crisis to
confront,” says David P. Steiner, the chief executive officer of Waste Management, the
largest recycler of household trash in the United States. “Trying to turn garbage into
gold costs a lot more than expected. We need to ask ourselves: What is the goal here?”

Recycling has been relentlessly promoted as a goal in and of itself: an unalloyed
public good and private virtue that is indoctrinated in students from kindergarten
through college. As a result, otherwise well-informed and educated people have no
idea of the relative costs and benefits.

They probably don’t know, for instance, that to reduce carbon emissions, you’ll
accomplish a lot more by sorting paper and aluminum cans than by worrying about
yogurt containers and half-eaten slices of pizza. Most people also assume that recy-

—cling plastic bottles must be doing lots for the planet. They’ve been encouraged by

the Environmental Protection Agency, which assures the public that recycling plastic
results in less carbon being released into the atmosphere.

But how much difference does it make? Here’s some perspective: To offset the
greenhouse impact of one passenger’s round-trip flight between New York and
London, youd have to recycle roughly 40,000 plastic bottles, assuming you fly coach.
If you sit in business- or first-class, where each passenger takes up more space, it
could be more like 100,000.

Even those statistics might be misleading. New York and other cities instruct 10
people to rinse the bottles before putting them in the recycling bin, but the E.P.A’s
life-cycle calculation doesn't take that water into account. That single omission can
make a big difference, according to Chris Goodall, the author of “How to Live a

— Low-Carbon Life” Mr. Goodall calculates that if you wash plastic in water that was

heated by coal-derived electricity, then the net effect of your recycling could be more
carbon in the atmosphere.

To many public officials, recycling is a question of morality, not cost-benefit anal-
ysis. Mayor Bill de Blasio of New York declared that by 2030 the city would no longer

—send any garbage to landfills. “This is the way of the future if we're going to save

our earth,” he explained® while announcing that New York would join San Francisco,

“Patty Moore, “Recycling Is Not Dead,” Resource Recycling, July 1, 2015, resource-recycling.com/node/6130.

3 Jill Jorgensen, “Bill de Blasio Calls for the End of Garbage by 2030, Observer, April 22, 2015, observer.com/2015/04
/bill-de-blasio-calls-for-the-end-of-garbage-by-2030/.

Description

Body text, which begins midsentence, reads,

Paragraph 4: ...

veteran tried to cheer up her colleagues this summer with an article in a

trade journal titled, Recycling Is Not Dead! [Footnote 2]



Paragraph 5: While politicians set higher and higher goals, the national rate of recycling
has stagnated in recent years. Yes, it's popular in affluent neighborhoods like Park
Slope in Brooklyn and in cities like San Francisco, but residents of the Bronx and
Houston don’t have the same fervor for sorting garbage in their spare time.

Paragraph 6: The future for recycling looks even worse. As cities move beyond recycling
paper and metals, and into glass, food scraps and assorted plastics, the costs rise
sharply while the environmental benefits decline and sometimes vanish. ‘If you believe
recycling is good for the planet and that we need to do more of it, then there’s a crisis to
confront,” says David P. Steiner, the chief executive officer of Waste Management, the
largest recycler of household trash in the United States. Quote: Trying to turn garbage
into gold costs a lot more than expected. We need to ask ourselves: What is the goal
here? End quote. [A margin note reads, Notice Tierney quotes an expert authority for
corroborating evidence. Why would a Waste Management executive agree with
Tierney? End note.]

Paragraph 7: Recycling has been relentlessly promoted as a goal in and of itself: an
unalloyed public good and private virtue that is indoctrinated in students from
kindergarten through college. As a result, otherwise well-informed and educated people
have no idea of the relative costs and benefits

Paragraph 8: They probably don’t know, for instance, that to reduce carbon emissions,
you’ll accomplish a lot more by sorting paper and aluminum cans than by worrying about
yogurt containers and half-eaten slices of pizza. Most people also assume that recycling
plastic bottles must be doing lots for the planet. They’ve been encouraged by the
Environmental Protection Agency, which assures the public that recycling plastic results
in less carbon being released into the atmosphere. [A margin note reads, Tierney
suggests the E P A itself may not be trustworthy. Note that the E P A is commonly a
target of pro-business conservatives. End note.]

Paragraph 9: But how much difference does it make? Here’s some perspective: To
offset the greenhouse impact of one passenger’s round-trip flight between New York and
London, you’d have to recycle roughly 40,000 plastic bottles, assuming you fly coach. If
you sit in business- or first-class, where each passenger takes up more space, it could
be more like 100,000.

Paragraph 10: Even those statistics might be misleading. New York and other cities
instruct people to rinse the bottles before putting them in the recycling bin, but the



E.P.A’’s life-cycle calculation doesn’t take that water into account. That single omission
can make a big difference, according to Chris Goodall, the author of ‘How to Live a Low-
Carbon Life.” Mr. Goodall calculates that if you wash plastic in water that was heated by
coal-derived electricity, then the net effect of your recycling could be more carbon in the
atmosphere. [A margin note reads, Proposes that people who think they are doing good
for the environment are actually doing worse. How ironic!. End note.]

Paragraph 11: To many public officials, recycling is a question of morality, not cost-
benefit analysis. Mayor Bill de Blasio of New York declared that by 2030 the city would
no longer send any garbage to landfills. ‘This is the way of the future if we're going to
save our earth,” he explained [Footnote 3] while announcing that New York would join
San Francisco, [Paragraph ends midsentence. A margin note reads, Begins to address
‘zero waste’ proposals, implicitly criticizing New York’s decision to pursue such a goal.
End note.]




Seattle and other cities in moving toward a “zero waste” policy, which would require
an unprecedented level of recycling.

The national rate of recycling rose during the 1990s to 25 percent, meeting the
goal set by an E.P.A. official, ]. Winston Porter. He advised state officials that no more
than about 35 percent of the nation’s trash was worth recycling, but some ignored
him and set goals of 50 percent and higher. Most of those goals were never met and
the national rate has been stuck around 34 percent in recent years.

“It makes sense to recycle commercial cardboard and some paper, as well as
selected metals and plastics,” he says. “But other materials rarely make sense, includ-
ing food waste and other compostables. The zero-waste goal makes no sense at
all —it’s very expensive with almost no real environmental benefit.”

One of the original goals of the recycling movement was to avert a supposed crisis
because there was no room left in the nation’s landfills. But that media-inspired fear
was never realistic in a country with so much open space. In reporting the 1996 article
I found that all the trash generated by Americans for the next 1,000 years* would fit on
one-tenth of 1 percent of the land available for grazing. And that tiny amount of land
wouldn’t be lost forever, because landfills are typically covered with grass and con-
verted to parkland, like the Freshkills Park being created on Staten Island. The United
States Open tennis tournament is played on the site of an old landfill — and one that
never had the linings and other environmental safeguards required today.

Though most cities shun landfills, they have been welcomed in rural communities
that reap large economic benefits (and have plenty of greenery to buffer residents from
the sights and smells). Consequently, the great landfill shortage has not arrived, and nei-
ther have the shortages of raw materials that were supposed to make recycling profitable.

With the economic rationale gone, advocates for recycling have switched to
environmental arguments. Researchers have calculated that there are indeed such
benefits to recycling, but not in the way that many people imagine.

Most of these benefits do not come from reducing the need for landfills and
incinerators. A modern well-lined landfill in a rural area can have relatively little
environmental impact. Decomposing garbage releases methane, a potent greenhouse
gas, but landfill operators have started capturing it and using it to generate electricity.
Modern incinerators, while politically unpopular in the United States, release so few
pollutants that they’ve been widely accepted in the eco-conscious countries of North-
ern Europe and Japan for generating clean energy.

Moreover, recycling operations have their own environmental costs, like extra
trucks on the road and pollution from recycling operations. Composting facilities
around the country have inspired complaints about nauseating odors, swarming
rats, and defecating sea gulls. After New York City started sending food waste to be
composted in Delaware, the unhappy neighbors of the composting plant successfully
campaigned to shut it down last year.

4 A. Clark Wiseman. U.S. Wastepaper Recycling Policies: Issues and Ethics (1990; Google Books), books.google.com
/books/about/U_S_Wastepaper_Recycling_Policies html?id=m9YsAQAAMAA]J.
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authority, ). Winston
Porter, but he may be
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actually says some
forms of recycling are
good.

Tierney undermines
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Counterarguments
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against composting
facilities, Tierney turns
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Description
Body text, which begins midsentence, reads,

Paragraph 11: Seattle and other cities in moving toward a ‘zero waste’ policy, which

would require an unprecedented level of recycling.



The national rate of recycling rose during the 1990s to 25 percent, meeting the goal set
by an E.P.A. official, J. Winston Porter. He advised state officials that no more than
about 35 percent of the nation’s trash was worth recycling, but some ignored him and
set goals of 50 percent and higher. Most of those goals were never met and the national
rate has been stuck around 34 percent in recent years.

‘It makes sense to recycle commercial cardboard and some paper, as well as selected
metals and plastics,” he says. [A margin note reads, Tierney cites another authority, J.
Winston Porter, but he may be shifting the issue; Porter actually says some forms of
recycling are good. End note.] But other materials rarely make sense, including food
waste and other compostables. The zero-waste goal makes no sense at all — it's very
expensive with almost no real environmental benefit.’

One of the original goals of the recycling movement was to avert a supposed crisis
because there was no room left in the nation’s landfills. But that media-inspired fear was
never realistic in a country with so much open space. In reporting the 19 96 article |
found that all the trash generated by Americans for the next 1,000 years [footnote 4]
would fit on one-tenth of 1 percent of the land available for grazing. And that tiny amount
of land wouldn’t be lost forever, because landfills are typically covered with grass and
converted to parkland, like the Freshkills Park being created on Staten Island. The
United States Open tennis tournament is played on the site of an old landfill — and one
that never had the linings and other environmental safeguards required today. [A margin
note reads, Tierney undermines assumptions that landfills are bad. End note.]

Though most cities shun landfills, they have been welcomed in rural communities that
reap large economic benefits (and have plenty of greenery to buffer residents from the
sights and smells). Consequently, the great landfill shortage has not arrived, and neither
have the shortages of raw materials that were supposed to make recycling profitable.

With the economic rationale gone, advocates for recycling have switched to
environmental arguments. Researchers have calculated that there are indeed such
benefits to recycling, but not in the way that many people imagine. [A margin note reads,
Counterarguments are raised, but Tierney uses it to defend landfills. End note.]

Most of these benefits do not come from reducing the need for landfills and incinerators.
A modern well-lined landfill in a rural area can have relatively little environmental impact.
Decomposing garbage releases methane, a potent greenhouse gas, but landfill
operators have started capturing it and using it to generate electricity. Modern



incinerators, while politically unpopular in the United States, release so few pollutants
that they’ve been widely accepted in the eco-conscious countries of Northern Europe
and Japan for generating clean energy.

Paragraph 18: Moreover, recycling operations have their own environmental costs, like
extra trucks on the road and pollution from recycling operations. Composting facilities
around the country have inspired complaints about nauseating odors, swarming rats,
and defecating sea gulls. After New York City started sending food waste to be
composted in Delaware, the unhappy neighbors of the composting plant successfully
campaigned to shut it down last year. [A margin note reads, Pathos: In arguing against
composting facilities, Tierney turns stomachs. End note.]
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The environmental benefits of recycling come chiefly from reducing the need to man-
ufacture new products — less mining, drilling and logging. But that’s not so appealing
to the workers in those industries and to the communities that have accepted the
environmental trade-offs that come with those jobs.

Nearly everyone, though, approves of one potential benefit of recycling: reduced
emissions of greenhouse gases. Its advocates often cite an estimate by the E.PA. that
recycling municipal solid waste in the United States saves the equivalent of 186 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide, comparable to removing the emissions of 39 million cars.

According to the E.P.As estimates, virtually all the greenhouse benefits — more
than 90 percent— come from just a few materials: paper, cardboard and metals like
the aluminum in soda cans. That’s because recycling one ton of metal or paper saves
about three tons of carbon dioxide, a much bigger payoff than the other materials
analyzed by the E.P.A. Recycling one ton of plastic saves only slightly more than one
ton of carbon dioxide. A ton of food saves a little less than a ton. For glass, you have
to recycle three tons in order to get about one ton of greenhouse benefits. Worst of all
is yard waste: it takes 20 tons of it to save a single ton of carbon dioxide.

Once you exclude paper products and metals, the total annual savings in the
United States from recycling everything else in municipal trash — plastics, glass,
food, yard trimmings, textiles, rubber, leather —is only two-tenths of 1 percent of
America’s carbon footprint.

As a business, recycling is on the wrong side of two long-term global economic
trends. For centuries, the real cost of labor has been increasing while the real cost of
raw materials has been declining. That’s why we can afford to buy so much more stuff
than our ancestors could. As a labor-intensive activity, recycling is an increasingly
expensive way to produce materials that are less and less valuable.

Recyclers have tried to improve the economics by automating the sorting pro-
cess, but they’ve been frustrated by politicians eager to increase recycling rates by
adding new materials of little value. The more types of trash that are recycled, the
more difficult it becomes to sort the valuable from the worthless.

In New York City, the net cost of recycling a ton of trash is now $300 more than
it would cost to bury the trash instead. That adds up to millions of extra dollars per
year — about half the budget of the parks department — that New Yorkers are spend-
ing for the privilege of recycling. That money could buy far more valuable benefits,
including more significant reductions in greenhouse emissions.

So what is a socially conscious, sensible person to do?

It would be much simpler and more effective to impose the equivalent of a carbon
tax on garbage, as Thomas C. Kinnaman has proposed after conducting what is prob-
ably the most thorough comparison of the social costs® of recycling, landfilling and
incineration. Dr. Kinnaman, an economist at Bucknell University, considered every-
thing from environmental damage to the pleasure that some people take in recycling
(the “warm glow” that makes them willing to pay extra to do it).

® Thomas C. Kinnaman et al., “The Socially Optimal Recycling Rate: Evidence from Japan” Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management, vol. 68, no. 1 (2014): 54-70, digitalcommons.bucknell.edu/fac_journ/774/.

Description
The body text reads,

Paragraph 19: The environmental benefits of recycling come chiefly from reducing the
need to manufacture new products — less mining, drilling and logging. But that’s not so
appealing to the workers in those industries and to the communities that have accepted
the environmental trade-offs that come with those jobs.



Nearly everyone, though, approves of one potential benefit of recycling: reduced
emissions of greenhouse gases. Its advocates often cite an estimate by the E. P. A. that
recycling municipal solid waste in the United States saves the equivalent of 186 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide, comparable to removing the emissions of 39 million cars.
[A margin note reads, Tierney establishes common ground.]

According to the E. P. A.’s estimates, virtually all the greenhouse benefits — more than
90 percent — come from just a few materials: paper, cardboard and metals like the
aluminum in soda cans. That's because recycling one ton of metal or paper saves about
three tons of carbon dioxide, a much bigger payoff than the other materials analyzed by
the E P A Recycling one ton of plastic saves only slightly more than one ton of carbon
dioxide. A ton of food saves a little less than a ton. For glass, you have to recycle three
tons in order to get about one ton of greenhouse benefits. Worst of all is yard waste: it
takes 20 tons of it to save a single ton of carbon dioxide.

Once you exclude paper products and metals, the total annual savings in the United
States from recycling everything else in municipal trash — plastics, glass, food, yard
trimmings, textiles, rubber, leather — is only two-tenths of 1 percent of America’s carbon
footprint. [A margin note reads, Tierney mixes a fraction and a percentage to present his
numerical data. But America still has a huge carbon footprint. Is Tierney downplaying
the impact of recycling here? End note.]

As a business, recycling is on the wrong side of two long-term global economic trends.
For centuries, the real cost of labor has been increasing while the real cost of raw
materials has been declining. That's why we can afford to buy so much more stuff than
our ancestors could. As a labor-intensive activity, recycling is an increasingly expensive
way to produce materials that are less and less valuable.

Recyclers have tried to improve the economics by automating the sorting process, but
they’ve been frustrated by politicians eager to increase recycling rates by adding new
materials of little value. The more types of trash that are recycled, the more difficult it
becomes to sort the valuable from the worthless.

In New York City, the net cost of recycling a ton of trash is now 300 dollars more than it
would cost to bury the trash instead. That adds up to millions of extra dollars per year —
about half the budget of the parks department — that New Yorkers are spending for the
privilege of recycling. That money could buy far more valuable benefits, including more
significant reductions in greenhouse emissions.



So what is a socially conscious, sensible person to do?

Paragraph 27: It would be much simpler and more effective to impose the equivalent of
a carbon tax on garbage, as Thomas C. Kinnaman has proposed after conducting what
is probably the most thorough comparison of the social costs [Footnote 5] of recycling,
landfilling and incineration. [A margin note reads, Tierney claims his source is ‘the most
thorough’ study without defining his criteria. The source title indicates that it is a study of
Japan. Does this use of evidence effectively support Tierney’s claim? End note.] Dr.
Kinnaman, an economist at Bucknell University, considered everything from
environmental damage to the pleasure that some people take in recycling (the ‘warm
glow’ that makes them willing to pay extra to do it).

He concludes that the social good would be optimized by subsidizing the recy-
cling of some metals, and by imposing a $15 tax on each ton of trash that goes to
the landfill. That tax would offset the environmental costs, chiefly the greenhouse
impact, and allow each municipality to make a guilt-free choice based on local eco-
nomics and its citizens’ wishes. The result, Dr. Kinnaman predicts, would be a lot less
recycling than there is today.

Then why do so many public officials keep vowing to do more of it? Special-
interest politics is one reason — pressure from green groups — but it’s also because
recycling intuitively appeals to many voters: It makes people feel virtuous, especially
affluent people who feel guilty about their enormous environmental footprint. It is
less an ethical activity than a religious ritual, like the ones performed by Catholics to
obtain indulgences for their sins.

Religious rituals don’t need any practical justification for the believers who per- 30

form them voluntarily. But many recyclers want more than just the freedom to prac-
Definition by synonym:

tice their religion. They want to make these rituals mandatory for everyone else, too,«—— 'tion by sync
recycling is a religion.

with stiff fines for sinners who don’t sort properly. Seattle has become so aggressive
that the city is being sued by residents who maintain that the inspectors rooting
through their trash are violating their constitutional right to privacy.

It would take legions of garbage police to enforce a zero-waste society, but true
believers insist that’s the future. When Mayor de Blasio promised to eliminate gar-
bage in New York, he said it was “ludicrous” and “outdated” to keep sending garbage
to landfills. Recycling, he declared, was the only way for New York to become “a truly
sustainable city.”

But cities have been burying garbage for thousands of years, and it’s still the eas-

iest and cheapest solution for trash. The recycling movement is floundering, and its Tierney ends by
. . : 1. .. . proposing a solution:
survival depends on continual subsidies, sermons and policing. How can you build a T

sustainable city with a strategy that can’t even sustain itself?

Description
The body text reads,

Paragraph 28: He concludes that the social good would be optimized by subsidizing the
recycling of some metals, and by imposing a 15 dollar tax on each ton of trash that goes



to the landfill. That tax would offset the environmental costs, chiefly the greenhouse
impact, and allow each municipality to make a guilt-free choice based on local
economics and its citizens’ wishes. The result, Dr. Kinnaman predicts, would be a lot
less recycling than there is today.

Then why do so many public officials keep vowing to do more of it? Special interest
politics is one reason — pressure from green groups — but it's also because recycling
intuitively appeals to many voters: It makes people feel virtuous, especially affluent
people who feel guilty about their enormous environmental footprint. It is less an ethical
activity than a religious ritual, like the ones performed by Catholics to obtain indulgences
for their sins.

Religious rituals don’t need any practical justification for the believers who perform them
voluntarily. But many recyclers want more than just the freedom to practice their religion.
They want to make these rituals mandatory for everyone else, too, with stiff fines for
sinners who don’t sort properly. [A margin note reads, Definition by synonym: recycling
is a religion. End note.] Seattle has become so aggressive that the city is being sued by
residents who maintain that the inspectors rooting through their trash are violating their
constitutional right to privacy.

It would take legions of garbage police to enforce a zero-waste society, but true
believers insist that’s the future. When Mayor de Blasio promised to eliminate garbage in
New York, he said it was quote ludicrous end quote and quote outdated end quote to
keep sending garbage to landfills. Recycling, he declared, was the only way for New
York to become quote a truly sustainable city end quote.

Paragraph 32: But cities have been burying garbage for thousands of years, and it’s still
the easiest and cheapest solution for trash. The recycling movement is floundering, and
its survival depends on continual subsidies, sermons and policing. How can you build a
sustainable city with a strategy that can’t even sustain itself? [A margin note reads,
Tierney ends by proposing a solution: the status quo. End note.]

Topics for Critical Thinking and Writing




. What kinds of claims make John Tierney’s essay persuasive?
How might he be more convincing?

. What assumptions are at work in Tierney’s essay? For example,
what are some of the assumptions about environmentalism that
he challenges?

. In paragraph 29, Tierney defines environmentally conscious

behaviors as a “religious ritual.” What kind of definition is this?
How do you know? (For a refresher, see Defining Terms and

Concepts.)

. What does Tierney identify as the main problem, and what
solution is he proposing? Provide a summary of his solution,
tracing his line of reasoning.

.Find at least three places where Tierney offers examples to
support his claims. What kind of examples are they? Do they
stand up to scrutiny?

. Does Tierney rely more on logos, pathos, or ethos? How and
where? In your opinion, should he have relied on one (or more)
of these appeals more heavily than he did? Explain your answer.




Arguments for Analysis

KWAME ANTHONY APPIAH

Kwame Anthony Appiah (b. 1954) established his reputation as a
philosopher at Cornell, Yale, Harvard, Princeton, and New York
University. He is a noted cultural theorist, African historian, and
novelist decorated with awards and recognitions for more than a
dozen books, most recently As If: Idealization and Ideals (2017) and
The Lies that Bind: Rethinking Identity (2018).

Go Ahead, Speak for Yourself

“As a white man,” Joe begins, prefacing an insight, revelation,
objection or confirmation he’s eager to share — but let’s stop him
right there. Aside from the fact that he’s white, and a man, what'’s his
point? What does it signify when people use this now ubiquitous
formula (“As a such-and-such, I...”) to affix an identity to an

observation?

Typically, it’s an assertion of authority: As a member of this or that
social group, I have experiences that lend my remarks special
weight. The experiences, being representative of that group, might
even qualify me to represent that group. Occasionally, the formula is

an avowal of humility. It can be both at once. (“As a working-class



woman, I'm struggling to understand Virginia Woolf’s blithe
assumptions of privilege.”) The incantation seems indispensable.
But it can also be — to use another much-loved formula —

problematic.

The “as a” concept is an inherent feature of identities. For a group
label like “white men” to qualify as a social identity, there must be
times when the people to whom it applies act as members of that
group, and are treated as members of that group. We make lives as
men and women, as blacks and whites, as teachers and musicians.
Yet the very word “identity” points toward the trouble: It comes
from the Latin idem, meaning “the same.” Because members of a
given identity group have experiences that depend on a host of other

social factors, they’re not the same.

Being a black lesbian, for instance, isn’t a matter of simply
combining African- American, female and homosexual ways of
being in the world; identities interact in complex ways. That’s why
Kimberle Crenshaw, a feminist legal theorist and civil-rights activist,
introduced the notion of intersectionality, which stresses the
complexity with which different forms of subordination relate to
one another. Racism can make white men shrink from black men
and abuse black women. Homophobia can lead men in South Africa
to rape gay women but murder gay men. Sexism in the United States
in the 1950s kept middle-class white women at home and sent

working-class black women to work for them.



Let’s go back to Joe, with his NPR mug and his man bun. (Or are you
picturing a “Make America Great Again” tank top and a high-and-
tight?) Having an identity doesn't, by itself, authorize you to speak on
behalf of everyone of that identity. So it can’t really be that he’s
speaking for all white men. But he can at least speak to what it’s like

to live as a white man, right?

Not if we take the point about intersectionality. If Joe had grown up
in Northern Ireland as a gay white Catholic man, his experiences
might be rather different from those of his gay white Protestant male
friends there — let alone those of his childhood pen pal, a straight,
Cincinnati-raised reform Jew. While identity affects your
experiences, there’s no guarantee that what you’ve learned from
them is going to be the same as what other people of the same

identity have learned.

We’ve been here before. In the academy during the identity-
conscious 1980s, many humanists thought that we'd reached peak
“as a.” Some worried that the locution had devolved into mere
prepositional posturing. The literary theorist Barbara Johnson
wrote, “If I tried to ‘speak as a lesbian, wouldn’t I be processing my
understanding of myself through media-induced images of what a
lesbian is or through my own idealizations of what a lesbian should
be?” In the effort to be “real,” she saw something fake. Another
prominent theorist, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, thought that the “as

a” move was “a distancing from oneself,” whereby the speaker



became a self-appointed representative of an abstraction, some
generalized perspective, and suppressed the actual multiplicity of

her identities. “One is not just one thing,” she observed.

It’s because we’re not just one thing that, in everyday conversation,
“as a” can be useful as a way to spotlight some specific feature of
who we are. Comedians do a lot of this sort of identity-cuing. In W.
Kamau Bell’s recent Netflix special, “Private School Negro,” the “as a”
cue, explicit or implicit, singles out various of his identities over the
course of an hour. Sometimes he’s speaking as a parent, who has to
go camping because his kids enjoy camping. Sometimes he’s
speaking as an African-American, who, for ancestral reasons,
doesn’t see the appeal of camping (“sleeping outdoors on purpose?”).
Sometimes — as in a story about having been asked his weight
before boarding a small aircraft — he’s speaking as “a man, a
heterosexual, cisgender Dad man.” (Hence: “I have no idea how

much I weigh.”)

The switch in identities can be the whole point of the joke. Here’s
Chris Rock, talking about his life in an affluent New Jersey suburb:
“As a black man, I'm against the cops, but as a man with property,
well, I need the cops. If someone steals something, I can'’t call the
Crips!” Drawing attention to certain identities you have is often a
natural way of drawing attention to the contours of your beliefs,

values or concerns.



But caveat au