KB
5
B
Jo
2!
R

20 2 3FE
BOR KRR BefE i
XALREE SR 3 Iﬁﬂﬁ—ﬁ"?ﬂ&
AXETOTS A
£ i o B B &
B H:20228210H1H ()
R 93 00 ~1 13 04
HEEH

1. ABRBBOARNH S ET. ZOREBRERTIXENZNT I,

2. AL, BREN v —TROVIIVEFRLTI/ZE N,

3. BBffansboid, THABEERF 1M . REARKS KU KO IMFEEHH 5 &
TY, B £ A,

4. RBEBOGHO%, BRMEERTFE2HERL T<Z3W, RERNERTFIZ. B B8
M, B (4R—) DR sNTHWET ., BRAERTF BERRENTEEH
ICHET - BREDDZHE. HDWIIARINRERZGEEI0E. T3 CEHRER
BOHERIZES T ESZ N,

5. REMEMFONMERIC. ZRESKVNRAZHRALTIIZEN,

6. AT, TREE GRBREEMTFICHELIN,. 2l ERRINTVWET, ) |
TEIHEAL, MERAROFIERIC., Tur oLtk KA. ZBREBMNC TRBEE)
FERD) TKE@E) ZEMAETH2ME, MERBIIHTRRALTIZI N,

INEE R ORI E 2 AT 2B OB EHE. MERAKOZHOLEMD /EES

FELAANR—Z ] IZRRALTLZEEN,

7B, BESCHRICHREEABEDERED DB HIITE LIS TLZE N,

7. BEAMIKIZOE, SO00FETRHRATHIENTEET, MEAMRKDD B,
AXETOT S LIIBUATRE L T Z3 W, BESNZFEICH > TREL T
2N,

8. AMBMEENTF. MEAMEKNFZEEARZEZRC TCVWALRFFAHZIITLED, 5
ERROE -0 L TIEWTER A.

9. REBMENTF. MEREEVOTEEAMITEBRK TRICEL £9. #BREET &
OTFEZARICHEZEAL THERADRRIITRD EFALD T, BT HERMKICHRE
ERRALTLZZZ N,

10. FABREFRNT 2 BEEI T, MBRBALGTE 4 0 & RB L=, RBREEN 7. M2 K
BROTEZAREZAREEBICIRELAZLET, BELTODNENERA, 72U, B
T SRR E TEE® A




AXFET v 7T NETREBREE

KDOERNTEZ TR SV,
7B, RERRIIER (KEE) JEIERL, ERROFTEMRICHEES
EUHTRATDHI &

%1/

UTD (D) ~G)DERBD S5, HR7-0OMEEBIZR TV SFORME—>
BAT, ZORMICK LTHRE LSV, 2B, BRLUEBRBROEZES 1) ~6B) %,
ﬁg/&g}zﬁﬁEo)Eaﬁ (’J‘Fl:ﬁ%%ﬁ%na)\x“\_x) @Jﬁnﬂﬁ‘élko

(1) #% - B8R - R

T B ZRICELT, $THREBHRELEZWVWT —~ (84) 2FHI
£ (L1TURN, BELFEIZED W), 2 85 LTRIEICLE S ¢&EX T
D>, EIZHET 5 ERRLSE & 5 CRITM2, Zhnd ED X S ITHF%EL,
EANBRIEEZRLMNZLTVEZWVO2%E, 1,000 FLLE 1, 200 FLIN TR~
Wy,

(2) (EZ% - =)

HIRTEIMETFH LT L L 95 & E X TV AEFIERRCERD - T —
<IZDOWT, ZDOFEMMEENLY ., WRERIC, 1,000 FLAE 1, 200 FLIA TR~
R EVY,

(3) (EHEZE)

P SR SRS 5V N T OCHR BB & JESCR R S e E R T TR ENC OV T, B
SO ET —< BB & LTETRRD, 1,000 =Ll E 1, 200 FLUN Tl _7p X
AN

(4) (% - 5% 3tb)
X, BREE. UL, a‘ocl:o%mﬁéziﬁﬁﬁiﬁ IZRBWT, bRk bBELE
BANTWBTF—< (1EFE - 1B - cBIBE) & —o’)
D VWhiz L'C%O)T—vh’_%#héi N2 o T2 DDA,
@ ZFHZOWTINETMEZEY, EXTELZDD,
@ ZhrbEDXIITHAEEZRD TNETLNEE XL TN D,
AhET, 1,000 FLLE 1, 200 FLUAN TR &0,

-1-



6) (A% - i)

TOBHEDFNS ZOL LOBERRV, 2N b 2 HEICERST, HR-0BF
T —< I > T, EXEENREFIZ T T 1,000 FLLE 1, 200 FUAT
BUREW, BHEICEYZRZA M EoF52 8 TN, BELFERICED
Wo Fio, BAREERICED &L XICTREOTB L,

T F— XH, Fu—nNI¥—ar, BE WEL, BEFEEN B
5. BE BN FE, SUbHER. BRYYE, #i



F2M/
KROFEXLZ#H AT, B % 150 FREDOHRFEIZEN LR,

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

To make an impact as a writer, then, you need to do more than make statements
that are logical, well supported, and consistent. You must also find a way of entering into
conversation with the views of others, with something “they say.” The easiest and most
common way writers do this is by summarizing what others say and then using it to set up
what they want to say.

“But why,” as a student of ours once asked, “do I always need to summarize the
views of others to set up my own view? Why can’t I just state my own view and be done
with it?” Why indeed? After all, “they,” whoever they may be, will have already had their
say, so why do you have to repeat it? Furthermore, if they had their say in print, can’t
readers just go and read what was said themselves?

The answer is that if you don’t identify the “they say” you’re responding to, your
own argument probably won’t have a point. Readers will wonder what prompted you to
say what you're saying and therefore motivated you to write. Without a “they say,” what
you are saying may be clear to your audience, but why you are saying it won’t be. Even if
we don’t know what film he’s referring to, it’s easy to grasp what the speaker means here
when he says that its characters are very complex. But it’s hard to see why the speaker
feels the need to say what he is saying. “Why,” as one member of his imagined audience
wonders, “is he telling us this?” So the characters are complex—so what?

Now look at what happens to the same proposition when it is presented as a
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response to something “they say”: We hope you agree that the same claim—*“the
characters in the film are very complex”—becomes much stronger when presented as a
response to a contrary view: that the film'’s characters “are sexist stereotypes.”

To put our point another way, framing your “I say” as a response to something “they
say” gives your writing an element of contrast without which it won’t make sense. It may
be helpful to think of this crucial element as an “as-opposed-to-what factor” and, as you

write, to continually ask yourself, “Who says otherwise?” and “Does anyone dispute it?”
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Hi#L . From THEY SAY/I SAY: THE MOVES THAT MATTER IN ACADEMIC WRITING
FOURTH EDITION by Gerald Graff and Cathy Birkenstein. Copyright (c) 2018, 2017, 2014,
2010, 2009, 2006, by W.W. Norton & Company, Inc. Used by permission of W.W. Norton
& Company, Inc.





