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Let us “think through writing” together. To do this, we  will 

think about the ways we can write, why we might want to 

communicate with writing, what we hope to convey, and 

how we sometimes fail. This also means that we think 

about how we read, when to ask questions, what questions 

to ask, what to outline, where to make an argument, and 

which words need to be placed in what order. Thinking 

through writing is an invitation to consider the intimate 

relationship between “right” thinking and the creative, 

critical, semimiraculous act of writing. Essentially, that is 

what Thinking through Writing is all about.

When it comes to learning how to negotiate the world 

and navigate your  future classes in thoughtful ways, it is 

not always helpful, much less ideal, to be taught how to 

write in one book and how to think critically in another. Yet 

that is how most books are  organized— into two categories, 

the writing guides and the critical thinking handbooks. We 

do  things differently in this book: in Thinking through Writ-

ing, we offer a concise and practical manual for developing 

reading, writing, and thinking skills in tandem. With short, 

manageable, and practical chapters, our book is intended 

to get you to think critically about yourself and the world 

at large, to read carefully and get the necessary literary 

support, to write clearly and persuasively, to stay on point, 

and to finish your work as cleanly and compellingly as 

pos si ble.

Drawing on a  decade of teaching Harvard’s Freshman 

Expository Writing Course, as well as developing philosophy 

THINKING THROUGH WRITING
Introduction�
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courses on writing and critical thinking for a variety of 

online and in- person classes, this book provides a per-

sonal and impassioned guide to writing and critical think-

ing for  those who need to form arguments at the university 

and beyond. We  will also draw on a variety of perspectives 

and tips from interviews with some of the most in ter est-

ing and brilliant writers working  today, in addition to 

 exercises and templates in critical thinking and writing 

to get you to realize your full potential in practice. If educa-

tion is training for the “real world,” then Thinking through 

Writing is training for one’s life in the real world of think-

ing critically and writing well.

Thinking through Writing is the Swiss Army knife of 

college- level writing and critical thinking. If  you’ve ever 

been at a loss for words, you should read this book. If you 

want to make an argument, but  don’t know where to start 

or how to end, you should read this book. If you strug gle to 

support your ideas, to provide evidence that convinces and 

compels, you should read this book.

At one point or another, we all need to express in writ-

ten words our own thinking, and this is a manual or hand-

book for  these pivotal moments. Thinking through Writing 

is spring training for your life in the world of words, im-

ages, and arguments. Practice does not make perfect, but 

it does enable pro gress: reading, writing, and thinking are 

skills that can be taught. And  those who fail to take the 

time to learn  will miss the rare and therefore precious op-

portunity to make their mark.

Students are often quoted as saying that the  whole 

point of college is to get through it as quickly as pos si ble in 

order to enter “the real world.” The real testing ground for 

our minds, some assume,  will be found in adulthood.  There 

may be some truth to this, but  here’s the rub: by the time 

you reach the “real testing ground” of mature life, it is, in 

one sense, a heavier lift to think critically. The more fluid 
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flow of intelligence in one’s youth crystallizes with age, 

which makes learning new and challenging ideas harder 

(though not impossible— far from it!). We think the best 

time to acquire skills is always as soon as pos si ble. One 

of the greatest, if not the greatest, mathematician- 

philosophers of the last one hundred years, Alfred North 

Whitehead, warned against such delays and deferrals:

The mind is never passive; it is a perpetual activity, 

delicate, receptive, responsive to stimulus. You 

 cannot postpone its life  until you have sharpened 

it.  Whatever interest attaches to your subject- 

matter must be evoked  here and now;  whatever 

powers you are strengthening in the pupil, must 

be exercised  here and now;  whatever possibilities 

of  mental life your teaching should impart, must 

be exhibited  here and now. That is the golden rule 

of education, and a very difficult rule to follow.1

We offer a guide on writing and critical thinking that 

is meant to appeal to your “delicate, receptive, responsive” 

mind. We aim to evoke your interest, through enjoyable 

 examples, strengthen your powers, through creative ex-

ercises, and nourish your  mental life “ here and now.” You 

have the power to communicate something vitally impor-

tant to your reader or listener, to your audience both imme-

diate and  imagined, but you may need help to hone that 

power.

We are all rhetoricians—to greater or lesser extent—

as soon as we learn to gesture or speak. Our minds and our 

words are fellow travelers. Plato, in the voice of Socrates 

questioning Phaedrus, an Athenian aristocrat, puts to us 

1. Alfred North Whitehead, The Aims of Education and Other Essays, rev. 
ed. (London: Williams & Norgate, 1950), 9.
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 these questions about rhe toric: “Is not the art of rhe toric a 

method of influencing men’s minds by means of words, 

 whether the words are spoken in a court of law or before 

some other public body or in private conversation? And is 

not the same art involved  whatever the importance of the 

subject  under discussion, so that it is no more creditable 

to use it correctly on a serious  matter than on a trifle?”2 

In other words, rhe toric is everywhere, and its power af-

fects us in every thing we do. Plato’s most famous student, 

Aristotle, suggested that we can persuade  others in three 

distinct ways: we can appeal to an audience’s character 

(ethos), to their emotions (pathos), and to their reason 

(log os). Let’s think through that viewpoint.

If  you’ve ever tried to get a child to eat their vegeta-

bles, you can argue on the basis of character (“Be a good 

boy,  listen to your Mama, and down  those carrots”), or you 

can appeal to their emotions and scare them into it (“If you 

 don’t eat your carrots, your Dear Old Dad  will send a hor-

rible monster to get you in the night”), or you can appeal to 

their sense of reasoning and craft a practical argument 

(“Eating your carrots  will help your stomach feel good to-

morrow”). In each case, you take a slightly dif fer ent rhetor-

ical stance, but with the common objective of changing a 

listener’s mind— and getting  those carrots eaten before 

you go insane. You  don’t want to fight with the kid— 

resorting to physical vio lence or threat  won’t do, no  matter 

how tempting it is— instead you want to give an argu-

ment that changes the  little bugger’s mood, and then their 

mind, and then their actions. Ideally, at the end of the ar-

gument, an audience  will actually want to change their 

mind, or not even notice that they have already. In a fight, 

2. Plato, Phaedrus, trans. Walter Hamilton (New York: Penguin Books, 
1995), 52–53.
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you try to win, to destroy, to humiliate. In an argument, you 

try to entice a listener to agree with you. That is what be-

coming an effective rhetorician and writer means.

Argument by Character (ethos): This is the attempt to 

persuade a listener by presenting yourself as the 

sort of speaker they could and should trust.  People 

care about  people (it is sort of in our interpersonal 

DNA). When you make an argument by character, 

you are presenting yourself as the “informed and 

 responsible adult” to your audience, the sort of per-

son they can believe in.

Argument by Emotion (pathos): You know what  else 

is in our interpersonal DNA? The capacity to feel 

something on the basis of the words we hear or 

read. Manipulating the emotions of a listener 

sounds more devious than it has to be. Start by 

thinking about the feelings of your audience and fig-

ure out how to recognize  those fears and desires to 

make your point. Logic can only get you so far, but 

as we know from as far back as the Romantics of the 

early nineteenth  century, something in the “gut,” so 

to speak, is often what moves us to action.

Argument by Logic (log os): Think of arguments as co-

workers. Some you  really re spect (arguments by 

character), and some you fear or desperately want 

to date (arguments by emotion). But then  there are 

the nerdy ones who are always  there with the right 

answer and all the right evidence. Meet the argu-

ment by logic: it persuades by sound reasoning, 

but, more helpfully, figures out what reasons  will 

 matter to a par tic u lar audience and lays them out 

cogently.
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Plato believed that being fully  human involved an ac-

tive commitment to three interlocking ideals: the True, 

the Good, and the Beautiful. We are, in life, supposed to 

speak and write on behalf of  these ideals. No one thinker 

can ever understand  these ideas in their entirety, which is 

why we spend so much of our lives talking  things out, try-

ing, for example, to get as real as we can. Rhe toric, at its 

base, assumes that certain aspects of our world deserve to 

be reconceived, revised, and reworked. And  here is the 

amazing  thing about words: when we put them in the right 

order—in an argument— they can change moods, minds, 

and actions. This, in turn, can change the world.

So rhe toric, critical thinking, and composition are 

impor tant, even vitally so. For consider the alternative: to 

live a thoughtless, easy life, in which you are manipulated 

by someone  else’s words, taken in by their bullshit, used for 

their purposes, and defined by their vision of real ity. No, 

thank you. So, if thinking through our words seems tough, 

just remember what the stakes are. Now let’s get to work.

BECOMING A WRITER AND THINKER
When John was a teenager, his single  mother, Becky, called 

him into the kitchen with a very  simple invitation: “Why 

 don’t you do your writing homework in the kitchen? Just 

think about it a  little more, John.” He was in the  middle of a 

horrible essay for his high- school  English class. Becky, who 

was  doing the dishes at the sink, was a substitute  English 

teacher. From that point forth, night  after night, John took 

to the small round  table in central Pennsylvania to join his 

first writing- thinking coach to train him in this crucial art. 

He needed help: he was a stuttering, shy student who hated 

to read and write. He just  couldn’t get his ideas in the right 

order. He also was more than a  little bit arrogant and even 
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inflammatory, which meant that even if he did get his ideas 

in the right order, no one was  going to listen to him. Be-

fore they started, his mother- teacher gave John some ad-

vice that seems like the very best way to start a crash 

course in writing and critical thinking: “John,” she said, “be-

coming a better writer involves becoming a better person. 

 Don’t take this the wrong way, but before you pick up that 

pen, you need to become more thoughtful.” What did his 

 English teacher want to see in the essay? What was she like 

as a person? What did she think was most impor tant about 

the book they had been reading in class? This was a not- so- 

subtle way of encouraging her son to acknowledge his 

audience— their values, interests, and concerns— and then 

to approach his audience accordingly,  gently and persua-

sively. In short, she urged him to become the sort of rhetor- 

writer  people wanted to listen to and like.

This took a while. Exactly how long is a  matter of dis-

pute. But  after her first lesson, John’s  mother offered an-

other: “When you have an idea, write it down.” It seemed so 

 simple, but it’s  really not. So many ideas— original, horri-

ble, even brilliant but not fully formed—go extinct only 

 because we never document their short lives. Some deserve 

to go the way of the dodo or woolly mammoth, but  others 

 don’t, and  those are the ones worth mourning. So, write 

them down. That was the advice of John’s  mother. And she 

gave him two very practical gifts that we would like you to 

afford yourself. The first was a pen— and not just any pen, 

a  Pilot 233, a $1.50 rollerball (which was a fortune in his 

 family)— and the second was a new notebook that he had 

permission to write anything he wanted in.

Times have changed, but the idea  hasn’t: become a 

writer by acting like one. If you have your own version of 

the  Pilot 233, we promise you it  will increase the chances 

that you put words to the page. Buy something that is just 

expensive enough that you  will  really miss it— and curse 
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your bad luck when you misplace it— but not so expensive 

that you  can’t replace it. The experience of laying down ink 

should be a  pleasure. If you have never owned such a pen, 

then it is high time. Keep it in a pocket and  don’t put it 

through the washing machine. If you  don’t wear pants with 

pockets, then clip it to your waistband.

What should you write in that notebook? We would not 

recommend writing “ whatever,” as John’s  mother did. That 

led to a half a life of wondering  whether he was writing 

about the right  things. Instead, we would suggest that you 

write down what is already in your head. Say you are stuck 

in traffic for fifteen minutes. What are you thinking about? 

(Be honest.) When you arrive at your destination, before 

you get out of the car, write it down in two sentences that 

start in the following way: “I am thinking _________. I am 

thinking __________,  because _____________.” This is an 

easy method to begin thinking about logical structure and 

reasoning. It is also a good way to document over time 

trends in your thought- life that often go unnoticed. If you 

do this once a day for a month, you  will observe patterns 

in your own thought (“Who knew I was thinking about waf-

fles that much!”) and omissions (“I should  really think 

about my  brother’s feelings more”). From  here, take a look 

at the boxed exercise that  will be your first real chance to 

think through writing in a meaningful argument. Express-

ing a meaningful argument involves the delicate balancing 

act between taking your audience’s concerns and interests 

seriously and being audacious enough to think that you 

can change their minds. Expressing an argument also in-

volves knowing exactly what one is, to see it emerge on the 

page.

In ancient Rome,  shopkeepers would put mosaics at 

the opening of their shops that read “caveat emptor,” or 

“buyer beware,” which warned shoppers to look carefully 

at the wares of the store and make sure that they  were 
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Get to Work�
USING A WRITER’S JOURNAL
What you have just created is a writer’s journal. When the re-
nowned nature writer Henry David Thoreau was a young man, his 
mentor Ralph Waldo Emerson approached him with a question: Do 
you keep a journal? Thoreau began, and by the end of his life his 
journal edged  toward two million words. Let’s start with a just few 
dozen words. We suggest that you try to write down your thoughts 
on an argument that recently both ered you,  really pissed you off. 
Pick the one that you had with your sibling or partner, your col-
league or your  house mate. Write down both of your positions in 
that  little journal of yours. Then list all the reasons you both (not 
just you) had for thinking that your position was the right one. Your 
opponent’s reasons may seem stupid, but they prob ably  aren’t. 
They just  aren’t your reasons. So, write all of them down, if only in 
the name of fairness. The entry that you have made in your journal 
details, in a very rudimentary way, the structure of an argument 
that occupied your mind for some reason. The positions that you 
 described are the conclusions that you and your opponent ad-
vanced. The reasons for believing you  were right are the premises 
or supporting claims in your arguments. Now, three more steps:

 1. Write the word “motivation” at the top of the page (or below 
your reasons if you  don’t have space). Next to it, in three sen-
tences, write the reason you think the argument mattered to 
you and the person you  were arguing with.

 2. Next to each premise, write one piece of evidence that could 
be (or actually was) presented to support it.

 3. Fi nally at the bottom, write out who won the argument and why.
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getting what they wanted. So “Caveat Emptor.” Get what 

you came for.

Thinking through Writing is familiar enough in organi-

zation that it  will easily substitute for many books in 

both writing and critical thinking courses. The book 

emerged over the course of a  decade teaching Harvard’s 

Freshman Expository Writing Course, Expos 30.  Every 

Expos preceptor at Harvard has to go through what is 

fondly known as “Expos Bootcamp,” which is about the 

best prep course to teach college writing and critical 

thinking—to anybody who wants to form arguments in 

college and beyond. Kaag completed this training and 

went on to win Harvard’s Bok Award for Teaching Excel-

lence (awarded to 2  percent of the instructors each year). 

Blah, blah, blah—an argument from authority. “Now give 

me the real reason to read Thinking through Writing,” you 

say. OK.

The rough and ready order of  every Expos course at 

Harvard is as follows:

 1. Close Reading

 2. Analy sis and Synthetic Reasoning

 3. Asking Good Questions

 4. Thesis Formation

 5. Argument Structure (which includes all the baby logic 

and fallacy work you would ever want to do)

 6. Assessing Evidence

 7. Essay Structure (which includes every thing from topic 

sentences to transitions)

 8. Outlining

 9. Entering a Critical Debate

 10. Using Sources

 11. Citations

 12. Drafting and Revision
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One  thing should become clear: this course is about 

critical thinking (which includes critical reading) and writ-

ing. And one  thing we want to make clear in Thinking 

through Writing: the skills and lessons in this book should 

be useful for  those teaching and learning in the fields of 

writing and critical thinking. In part, this is the way that 

the authors of the guidebook in your hands became writ-

ers themselves.
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false dilemma fallacy. See false 

alternatives
“Famine, Affluence, and 

Morality” (Singer), 92–93
Faulkner, William, 25
Favras, Marquis de, 220
field research, by yourself,  

147
fight, compared to argument, 

4–5, 14–15, 51
filler words, 215–16
first draft: editing, 207–9; writing, 

206–7
footnotes, 181, 189–90
Frankfurt, Harry G., 184–88, 

190–92, 211
Frost, Robert, 105
Fuller, Margaret, 143

Gale, Richard, 80
Game of Thrones (TV series), 233
genre, of rhetorical situation, 19, 

20
Gorampa, 68

Gorman, Amanda, 30–31, 40, 41, 
43, 115

grammar, 220–31; active or 
passive voice, 217–18, 228–29; 
clauses, 221–22, 227, 228, 
230. See also sentences

grammar- checking software, 208

Hemingway, Ernest, 232
Hesiod, 175
hierarchy of ideas, 95
highlighting, 27–28
Hiking with Nietz sche (Kaag), 

196–98
“The Hill We Climb” (Gorman), 

30–31, 40, 41, 43, 115
Hindi, Enal, 148–49
historical setting, 179
homunculus, 110
hook, 104–7, 118–19
hubris, 135, 136, 249
Hughes, Ted, 143
Hume, David, 66
Hurston, Zora Neale, 177
hy poc risy, 69, 76–77

“I” in writing: in academic stud-
ies, 142–45; catching on in 
some disciplines, 142; in the 
conclusion, 238; distrusted in 
some disciplines, 141; exer-
cises about, 164–65; integrat-
ing your interests and, 148–53; 
I- Search Exercise, 150–53; 
pitfalls of the personal and, 
153–56; point of view and, 
145–47, 148, 149, 164

inconsistency, revealing, 79
 independent clause, 221, 222, 

227, 230
index, making your own, 33
Indigenous thought, 67
inductive arguments, 55; from 

analogy, 59; about cause, 
61–66
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inductive validity, 55, 57
inferences, 53–55
informal fallacies, 69–70, 84–85
in- text citations, 181; in APA 

style, 186–87; in Chicago 
style, 189; in MLA style, 184

intransitive verbs, 225, 227
introduction: of first draft, 206; 

four- part anatomy of, 104–10; 
hook, 104–7, 118–19; to in-
spire, inform, and prepare 
the reader, 104; length of, 
103–4; methodology section 
of, 108–10; motivation in, 
107–8, 147; point of view in, 
146–47; thesis stated in, 108

introspection, 142, 149
invalid arguments, formal falla-

cies as, 70. See also validity
I- Search Exercise, 150–53

James, William, 80, 126, 178
Jefferson, Thomas, 156–57, 230
Jesus, 68–69
Jonson, Ben, 24
journal, personal, 7–8, 9, 121.  

See also notebook
journals, academic, 137–38
Joyce, James, 246
justification, 167–69. See also 

evidence

Kaufman, Scott Barry, 38
Kerouac, Jack, 243
keywords in a text, 25, 28, 31, 33
King, Martin Luther, Jr., 79, 81
King, Stephen, 87–88

Lamott, Anne, 206, 231
large language models, 195
lavender, 161–62
Lawrence, D. H., 143
“Letter from Birmingham Jail” 

(King), 79
linking verbs, 223–24

logical pitfalls: fallacies, 68–77, 
84–85; unfamiliar forms of 
reasoning and, 67–68

Macrorie, Ken, 151–52
Malcolm, Janet, 143
marginal notes, 29, 31, 33
Marquis de Favras, 220
Marshall, Megan, 143–45, 146
Martin, Clancy, 16, 77, 121
meditation, 164–65
memoir, 142, 143
mentors, 130–33; exercise about, 

139
metacognition, 151
methodology section, 108–10
Mill, John Stuart, 211
mixed outline, 98
MLA style, 182, 183–86
modus ponens, 70–71
More, Thomas, 211
motivating the reader: with ana-

lytic questions, 39, 107, 134; to 
care enough to read, 77–78; 
in introduction, 107–8, 147; 
signal phrases for, 78–82; 
tactics for, 78–82

Nagarjuna, 68
niche in critical debate, 21–23; 

exercise about, 50; secondary 
sources and, 180

Nietz sche, Friedrich, 162–63, 
196–98, 202, 205–6, 234, 
253–54

noise, while writing, 241–42
notebook, for close reading, 33. 

See also journal, personal
notes- and- bibliography system, 

189–92
noun phrase, 221
nutrition, 163

originality, 14, 22–23, 35
Orwell, George, vii
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outline, 94–103; in alphanumeric 
style, 98–100; in constructing 
the essay, 102–3; in decimal 
style, 99–100; vs. following 
the headlights, 247–48; hier-
archy of ideas and, 95; for 
methodology section, 108–9; 
mixed, 98;  process of creat-
ing, 100–102; reasons for 
making, 95–96; structure 
exercise before creating, 
89–90; subjects or sentences 
used in, 97–98; types of, 
97–100

paragraph- level editing, 209
paraphrasing, 171, 172, 174
Pascal, Blaise, 23
passive voice, 217–18, 228–29
patchwriting, 195–98
peer review, 133–38
perfection, 248–49, 251–52
personal writing. See “I” in 

writing
phrases, transitional, 111–12
place of publication, 191, 192
place to write in, 240–42
plagiarism, 194–202; avoiding, 

199–200; as cheating audi-
ence and oneself, 194; disor-
ga ni za tion leading to, 198, 
200; how it happens, 195–99; 
leading to undeveloped 
intellect, 194–95; marginal 
cases of, 200–202; material 
not qualifying for, 198–99; 
patchwriting example of, 
195–98; public domain and, 
198–99; by rogeting, 171, 173, 
174, 176, 196–97; software for 
detecting, 194, 196, 198; 
unintentional, 198, 200

Plath, Sylvia, 143
Plato, 3–4, 6, 105, 232
pleonasms, 213–14, 231–32

Plutarch, 250–51
poems: Gorman’s “Hill We Climb,” 

30–31, 40, 41, 43, 115; Rumi’s 
“Unmarked Boxes,” 48–49; as 
source of  theses, 47, 48–49; 
Whitman’s “Song of Myself,” 
250, 251

point of view, 145–47, 148, 149, 164
Pollack, Eileen, 150–51
Pope, Alexander, 67, 173–74
Pound, Ezra, 81
Pratt, Scott L., 67–68
precise words, 215, 232
predicate, 221
premises, 51–55; in closing argu-

ment, 236, 238; context set-
ting the stage for, 94; order-
ing of, 90–93; soundness and, 
58, 83; truth and, 58, 70, 83; 
validity and, 55–57, 70, 83

prepositional phrases, adjecti-
val, 214, 232

primary sources, 169–70, 177, 
178–79; exercise about, 202

probability: correlation and, 
64–66; inductive validity 
and, 57

procrastination, creative, 245–46
prompts, 34–36
pronoun, dummy, 218
public domain, 198–99
publisher, contacting with 

questions, 133
purpose of communication, 19, 20
puzzle, revealed by thesis, 80

qualitative research, 170
quantitative data, 170
question- and- answer transi-

tions, 112–14
questions: analy sis performed 

by, 37; about an argument, 52; 
about your audience, 124–25; 
in close reading, 29, 33, 34; 
complex, 74–75; with false 
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presuppositions, 75; hook 
related to, 106; “how” or 
“why” questions, 38, 151; 
leaving the reader with, 235, 
238; opening new paragraph 
with, 115; thesis as answer to, 
42; about yourself, 149–50, 
151–52. See also analytic 
questions

quotation marks, 173
quotes, 171, 173, 174

reader. See audience
reading: of every thing, good and 

bad, 24–25; to learn from 
style and form, 131. See also 
close reading

reading notes, 33
reason (log os), argument by,  

4–5
reasoning: charity and clarity in, 

68, 73; re spect for other 
persons and, 68; Western vs. 
non- Western, 67–68. See also 
fallacies

reasons for a belief, 167–69.  
See also evidence

redundancies, 213–14, 231–32
reference management 

software, 193
references page, 187–88
relevance, and argumentum ad 

hominem, 76
research paper, on aspect of 

your identity, 150–53
re spect: in critical debate, 15; in 

reasoning with  others, 68
revision, 205–9; as recursive 

 process, 248
rhe toric, 4–6
rhetorical situation, 19–21
rogeting, 171, 173, 174, 176, 196–97
room to write in, 240–42
Rumi, Jalal al- Din, 48–49
Ruskin, John, 212–13

Sartre, Jean- Paul, 241
schedule: for editing, 209; for 

writing, 242–43
Schopenhauer, Arthur, 113
secondary sources, 170, 177, 

178–81; exercise about, 202
Seinfeld (TV series), 233
self. See “I” in writing
self- care, 161–65
self- plagiarism, 200–201
sentence- level editing, 208,  

209
sentence outline, 98
sentences: with “be” verbs, 

222–23; clauses and, 221–22, 
227, 228, 230; combining, 
218–19; example from Ta- 
Nehisi Coates, 225–29, 231; 
four basic types of, 222–28; 
with intransitive verbs, 225, 
227; with linking verbs, 
223–24; skill of structural 
reading and, 231; with transi-
tive verbs, 224; varying length 
of, 226

Setiya, Kieran, 29, 32
Shakespeare, William, 29, 40, 

173–74
signal phrases: in conclusion, 

234, 239; introducing quotes, 
173; introducing sources, 179; 
motivating, 78–82

signposts, 116–18
similarity: in argument from 

analogy, 59–60; topic 
sentence and, 115

 simple words, 217
Singer, Peter, 92–93, 180
sleep, 162, 244–45
Smith, Ileene, 147
social sciences, evidence in, 170
Socrates, 3–4, 59–61, 113, 128
“Song of Myself” (Whitman), 250, 

251
soundness, 57–58, 82–84
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sources, 177–93; primary, 169–70, 
177, 178–79, 202; reliable, 
177–78; scholarly vs.  popular, 
177–78; secondary, 170, 177, 
178–81, 202; uses of, 179–81. 
See also citation

specialized language, 17, 106
SPQ- R, 171–76; exercise about, 175
Stafford, William, 157–58
stance: point of view in, 145–47; 

in relation to topic, 19–20, 22
St. Augustine, 79
steel- manning, 72–73
Steinbeck, John, 233
straw man fallacy, 72–73
Strawson, Galen, 22–23
Strawson, P. F., 23
structure, argumentative, 87–88; 

classical, 88–89; foreshadow-
ing conclusion in, 94; order-
ing of premises in, 90–93; 
plagiarized, 198, 199; prewrit-
ing exercise about, 89–90; 
providing context in, 93–94; 
of right words in right order, 
87–88; signposts in, 116–18; 
topic sentences in, 114–16, 
209. See also outline; 
transitions

structure redux paragraph,  
89–90

style, and concision, 213
subject of a sentence, 221
subject outline, 97
summarizing: avoided in anno-

tations, 32–33; avoided in 
conclusion, 239; of source, 
171–72, 174

Sunstein, Cass, 16
superscript of citation, 181, 189, 

190
surprise: to motivate reader, 81; 

in opening hook, 105
synonyms: obscure or archaic, 

217; in rogeting, 173, 196–97

syntax. See grammar
synthesis, 37–38

talking to yourself, 243–44
Taylor, George R., 170
texts: broad definition of, 26; 

close reading of, 25–33
textual evidence, 169–70
thesis: as answer to analytic 

question, 42, 44, 47–48, 107; 
common pitfalls of, 46–47; 
effective conclusion and, 
234–36, 239–40; expressed 
in introduction, 108; hook 
closely related to, 106; poetry 
as source of, 47, 48–49; puz-
zle revealed by, 80; repeat-
edly pointing to, 94; revision 
of, 207, 208; signal phrases 
and, 78; signposts to parts of, 
117; strong, 42–44; structure 
of argument and, 89; working 
thesis, 44–46

Thoreau, Henry David, 9, 141, 143, 
146, 150, 154, 180, 202

time of day for writing, 242–43
title of essay, 134
topic, of rhetorical situation, 19, 

20
topic sentences, 114–16; in 

editing first draft, 209
transitions: categories of, 112, 

118–19; editing of, 208; exer-
cise about, 118–19; question- 
and- answer, 112–14; topic 
sentences and, 114–16; words 
and phrases for, 111–12

transitive verbs, 224, 227–28
Traphagan, John, 137, 138
truth: inferences and, 53–55; 

justification and, 167; 
premises and, 58, 70, 83; 
soundness and, 58

Truth, Sojourner, 20–22, 43, 47, 
115
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tu quoque fallacy, 76–77
Twitter edit, 216

“Unmarked Boxes” (Rumi), 48–49
Updike, John, 142

validity, 55–57; fallacies and, 
69–71; soundness and, 58, 
82–84

verb phrase, 221
verbs: with forms of “be,” 222–23; 

intransitive, 225, 227; link-
ing, 223–24; transitive, 224

voice: active, 217–18, 228–29; 
concision and, 213; passive, 
217–18, 228–29

Walker, Hugh, 173–74
Wallace, David Foster, 129, 253
Whitehead, Alfred North, 3, 121
Whitman, Walt, 250, 251
“Why Life Is Hard” (Hesiod), 175

Winthrop, John, 31
Woodhull, Victoria, 179
Woolf,  Virginia, 235, 241
working thesis, 44–46
works cited page, 184–86
writer’s block, 156–60, 164; criti-

cism and, 250;  going for a 
walk and, 245. See also anxiety

writer’s work, 240–48; burning a 
bad essay, 246;  going for a 
walk and, 245; ignoring 
distractions, 246–47; list of 
subsections for, 244; log of 
pro gress in, 244–45; medi-
ums for, 243; on multiple 
proj ects, 245–46; place for, 
240–42; schedule for, 242–43; 
talking to yourself during, 
243–44

writing, as thinking made 
vis i ble, 7, 14, 253

Wu, Katherine J., 118–19




