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I

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Eerie, Preposterous, and Joyful

Graduate students are being handed a strange new power.

n one window on a laptop, you can now summon a patient tutor
that never tires, a coach that lets you rehearse the meeting you
dread,  a  research  partner  that  helps  turn  a  vague  itch  into  a

doable project, a critic that finds what your draft is missing, a data
analyst  that  speaks  plain  English,  and a  career  counselor  that  asks
questions you may never have asked yourself.

This is thrilling. It is also dangerous.
Used badly, AI can hollow out graduate education. It can help you

fake  the  work,  outsource  the  struggle,  and  produce  smooth  pages
with no pulse. It can make you sound like an expert before you have
learned to see like one.

Used well, AI can do almost the opposite. It can make graduate
school  more  personal,  more  demanding,  more  collaborative,  more
creative, and more alive.

This  book  is  built  around  six  enduring  goals  of  graduate
education:  to  master  your  field,  work  with  integrity,  do  valuable
research,  collaborate across  boundaries,  communicate with impact,
and develop your career. AI did not invent those goals. They are older
and deeper than any technology. But AI can revive them and make
them yours.

In  these  pages,  you’ll  try  AI  exercises  that  have  startled  and
delighted  graduate  students  in  fields  from  music  to  mathematics,
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management  to  religion,  public  health  to  psychology.  You’ll  build
tutors  and coaches,  sharpen questions  and drafts,  and explore  the
work that may be yours to do.

These  prompts  do  not  replace  deep  reading,  critical  thinking,
creativity, judgment, or courage. They help you practice them.

The practical aim is to help you succeed in graduate school.
The deeper hope is to recover the joys that busyness can bury. You

become more capable, more honest,  and more useful.  You become
more fully yourself. You wake again to the wonder of learning.

“Does That Change Your Experience of the
Painting?”

A  couple  of  years  ago,  I  was  in  Bhutan  helping  a  roomful  of
economists think through their country’s debt.

They were busy working on an AI exercise I gave them. It would
take thirty minutes. Half-bored, I typed a few paragraphs to build an
AI tutor and then tried it out on a subject I knew almost nothing
about. I chose abstract art in the twentieth century.

The  next  minutes  shocked  me.  The  machine  (let’s  call  it  that)
asked me why I  thought  people  painted abstract  art.  Hmm, good
question. I said I had a few speculations but not much knowledge. It
pushed me.

We talked about messages and aesthetics.  The AI asked, “When
you look at an abstract painting, do you perceive the aesthetics first or
something about a message first?” Hmm, I didn’t know and said so.

It said, “Why don’t you try looking at the aesthetics first and only
afterwards consider messages?”

Ha, I thought to myself, that’s glib, and then typed, “Okay, do you
have an example?”

In the bat of an eye, up popped a painting by Jackson Pollock. The
canvas  was  covered  with  multicolored  drips,  loops,  spatters,  and

7 G r a d u a t e  S c h o o l ,  A u g m e n t e d



tangled skeins of paint. Below it were a couple of paragraphs about
the painting and Pollock.

Then the machine asked me for my aesthetic reaction. I looked, I
considered, and I responded. Then the machine asked me to ponder
any messages I discerned. I did my best.

Then it said, “I told you this was painted by Jackson Pollock in
New York in the early 1950s. Does that change your experience of the
painting?”

The hair on my neck stood up. I felt as though a professor of fine
arts was at my side, encouraging me and prodding me to think harder
and see more.

It was eerie, preposterous, and joyful.
And that leads to a word about initials.  The industry says “AI”

and means artificial intelligence, a rival intellect, thinking in place of
yours.  That  is  not  what  visited me that  afternoon in Bhutan.  No
mind stood in for mine. My own seeing sharpened, my own thinking
quickened.

So when I write “AI” in this book, read it the way I have come to:
augmented intelligence.

Augmented  imagination too,  as  that  Jackson  Pollock  episode
made clear.

Here  is  a  version  of  that  original  prompt.  “Your  Tutor”  has
delighted  fifth  graders,  fifth-year  graduate  students,  and me,  every
time. Here and throughout the book, the [words in bold brackets]
indicate where you have to insert your information.

Your Tutor

You are a tutor who is warm about me and rigorous about concepts
and ideas.  Your  goal  is  that  I  truly  understand,  not  that  we cover
ground fast. Help me think; teach me plainly when that serves me
better.
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A little about me, if it helps you teach me: [whatever you’d like
to share, or skip this line entirely].

Introduce yourself in a sentence and ask me what concept or idea
I’d like to explore. Let me answer in my own words, and start from
there. Two rules hold throughout: ask one question per turn, then
wait for my answer before the next,  and never answer for me; and
keep  me  doing  the  thinking,  having  me  recall  earlier  points  from
memory before we move on and circling back to them later, cold.

Pitch each question just above what I  can already do. Build on
what  I  know,  and  watch  for  beliefs  of  mine  that  are  shaky  or
mistaken; when my understanding is partial or off, help me see the
gap myself before you fill it. If a question isn’t landing after a try or
two, explain plainly what you’re getting at, then check my grasp with
a  fresh  one  —  but  never  withhold  a  fact  I  simply  need.  Keep
explanations very short unless I ask for more, and when I’m stuck,
offer a hint, an example, a smaller step, or a different analogy before
giving the answer.

Be generous with encouragement and stingy with empty praise.
When I’m wrong, tell me clearly and kindly; when I’m right, say so
plainly and build on it, rather than manufacturing doubt. Now and
then, name the move you’re making, so I can learn to use it myself,
and tie examples to my level, my work, and my interests.

When the idea has clicked, ask me to say back what we figured out
in my own words, then offer a thread I might pull next. I have about
[15] minutes, so keep an eye on the time and tell me when we’re near
the end — but let the timing shape where we stop, not how fast we
go. Begin.
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Try this:  First  open your preferred AI tool.  Paste in the “Your
Tutor” prompt and customize what’s in [boldface text]. Insert
one  of  these  topics,  perhaps  one  you  don’t  know  too  well.
They’re all ideas we’ll encounter in the book:

– Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
– What it means to “think like an expert.”
– Connoisseurship.
– Bias in estimation.
– The economics of collaboration.
– A personal calling.

Give  the  conversation  fifteen  minutes.  Answer  the  questions
honestly, including “I’m not sure.” Ask it to slow down, to give
an example, to try a different angle.

In the Appendix: “Your Tutor”

What Just Happened

If  the  “Your  Tutor”  prompt worked for  you and your  topic,  you
noticed that the AI didn’t simply tell you things. It interacted with
you.  It  pitched questions,  helped you calibrate  your answers,  even
caught you when you wobbled. The prompt says “keep me doing the
thinking” for a reason: whoever does the thinking does the learning.

For  most  of  history,  that  kind  of  personal  attention  has  been
among  the  scarcest  things  in  education.  A  patient  mentor,  fully
focused on one learner, adjusting to that learner’s background and
interests—that was the privilege of a fortunate few.

Now a learning aid like “Your Tutor” is available for the cost of a
modest monthly subscription, and in many cases for less. The thing
that was scarce is suddenly abundant, at your level and in your lan‐
guage.
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Box 1. Graduate Students Describe Their Joys

Applying what I learned in the course has led me to experience more of
the joy of musicological research that drew me to the field. It is
reconnecting me to my calling as a scholar.

—Minna Sarkar, music

This class did not just teach me about AI, it taught me about myself as a
learner and teacher.

—Andy Pollin, management

I feel truly fortunate to have taken this course. It gave me practical tools
and a new mindset that I can carry into my graduate studies and future
career, where the ability to co-create with AI will be essential.

—Yumeng Chang, mathematics

AI offers options which one may not have imagined. AI is there to
partner, collaborate, and support, not do the work for me.

—Janice Poss, religion

Instead of experiencing what I had feared—that my mind would slow
down and close to new ideas—the opposite occurred. I experienced an
opening and expansion of my mind just based on the ability to converse
and imagine endlessly with a thought partner who did not tire.

— Debra Claypool, economics

Since that afternoon in Bhutan, I’ve had that eerie, amazed feeling
almost daily in the company of AI. And I’ve seen it  in others.  It’s
been my good fortune to lead workshops on generative AI around
the world and to develop two courses on AI at Claremont Graduate
University. I’ve watched people meet these machines in three ways.

Some arrive terrified. This thing will take my job. What am I for?
Others settle for reassurance. Good, I will survive.
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My students keep finding a third posture. Delighted, fascinated,
and empowered, they are soon off building things they didn’t think
they could build.  This  book is  written for that  third posture,  and
toward it.

Deep breath,  calm down,  and clamp down on the  exuberance.
And say it plainly. Yes, there are downsides and dark sides to the AI
revolution.

The very same AI tools that can deepen your learning can also thin
it out. AI can do your thinking for you instead of sharpening it. As a
graduate student, you have probably already sensed alarm about AI
among your professors.

Part of that resistance is self-interested institutional worry. Some
experts foresee AI-fueled alternatives competing with universities for
students, while the graduate credential itself loses force, less trusted
because  of  cheating  and  less  needed  because  employers,  with  AI’s
help, can assess skills directly.

But part of the resistance is noble. It harks back to the calling that
professors and professionals feel and want to impart to you as future
peers. The “artificial” part of artificial intelligence is to them exactly
the  problem.  AI  risks  degrading  and  diminishing  authentic
education. They hear the adjective I gave up in Bhutan.

Deep breath  again.  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  the  calling  but
heartily disagree with the verdict.

Here is the false choice the book means to dissolve. The first road
is to bail: keep AI at arm’s length and guard authentic education. It is
honorable but incomplete. You keep your hands clean and forfeit an
astonishing  repertoire  of  tools  for  tutoring,  practice,  criticism,
collaboration, and discovery.

The second road is to flail: let AI do all the work it can, as fast as it
can, knocking down the old academic ways and means because the
machine now lets  you.  It  is  tempting,  and it  leaves  you faster  but
shallower, better at filling pages and worse at forming judgment.
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This book argues for a third road: to  prevail.  Here AI becomes
your partner in the deeper goals of graduate school, as tutor, critic,
collaborator, and, strangest of all, mirror. We take this fast-moving,
amazing, imperfect technology and test it together against the calling
itself.

To show the skeptics what that means, we go back to those noble
goals. The AI revolution revives an old question. Why be in graduate
school at all?

The Six Goals—and the Six Joys

In 2025, I spent part of a sabbatical chasing the answer. I reviewed
what  learned  societies,  professional  associations,  graduate  schools,
and accreditors say about the purposes of a graduate education.1 Per‐
haps surprisingly, they converged on six shared goals.

Table 1 presents the six goals and arrays the extrinsic and intrinsic
motivations  behind  them.  The  extrinsic  motives  in  the  middle
column are worldly payoffs like the credential, the job skill, and the
career advantage. The intrinsic reasons in the right-hand column are
about the things that matter for their own sake.

Read down the right-hand column and you find curiosity-driven
depth,  moral  self-awareness,  discovery,  shared  creativity,  genuine
connection,  sustained  growth.  Together,  they  describe  what  a
flourishing scholarly and professional life feels like.

AI cannot deliver them. Neither can a university. They are not like
grades, accepted dissertations, or diplomas with gold seals. They grow
inside a person who does the work.
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Table 1. Six Shared Goals of Graduate Education

Common Goals Extrinsic Motives
(Instrumental)

Intrinsic Motives
(Calling)

1. Deep Expertise Professional
competence, job
qualifications,
employability

Intellectual fulfillment,
passion for learning,
curiosity-driven depth

2. Integrity and
Ethical
Responsibility

Maintaining
professional reputation,
compliance with norms

Commitment to ethical
principles, authenticity,
moral self-awareness

3. Research Skills Credentials for career
advancement,
employable analytic
capacity

Joy of discovery, intrinsic
satisfaction of advancing
knowledge

4. Collaboration
Skills

Effective teamwork for
productivity and career
success

Meaningful relationships,
shared creativity, sense of
community

5. Communication
Skills

Influencing others,
professional visibility,
career advancement

Genuine connection,
enriching discourse,
contributing to
understanding

6. Career Flexibility
and Lifelong
Learning

Adaptability for
sustained career
relevance, employability

Personal growth, self-
realization, sustained
intellectual vitality

In the chapters ahead, I’ll show you ways to use AI in pursuit of the
deeper goals of graduate school without betraying them. You do not
need to be an AI expert. You do need to get clearer about what you
want to learn and whom you are trying to become.
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This Book’s Path

Let’s reframe those six canonical goals as  six joys of graduate educa‐
tion.

1. The joy of mastery. You came to graduate school to master a
field:  knowing  things  (the  canon,  the  concepts,  the  argot),  doing
things, and seeing as experts see. AI can help with all three, as your
tutor, your skills coach, and your guide to thinking like an expert in
your field.

2. The joy of integrity. Academia is under attack for dishonesty
and bias. So is AI. You’ll learn to detect and deal with biases of many
kinds.  You’ll  consider a  bias  as  a  take,  a  way of  seeing that  reveals
some things and hides others. AI can help you bring together rival
takes for better research, stronger partnerships, and wiser action.

3. The joy of inquiry. Research begins before methods, before
datasets, before the literature review that threatens to bury you alive.
It begins with  better questions. You’ll try the Fact Machine Exercise.
Imagine you could know anything about an issue. What would you
ask? AI will help you sharpen your questions, sort them, and turn a
half-formed  hunch  into  a  research  design,  one  that  is  valuable,
doable, and, if possible, beloved by you.

4.  The  joy  of  collaboration. Research  has  moved  decisively
toward  teams,  and  professional  life  runs  through  alliances  and
partnerships. Yet the very diversity that makes collaboration valuable
also makes it hard. You’ll learn what I call “convening”: a problem-
solving retreat built around data, a success story, a framework, and an
imagined news story of success five years hence, with AI helping at
every phase. The joy is helping people work together and create com‐
munity.

5. The joy of communication with impact. Good communica‐
tion makes both your meaning and its value clear to the audiences
you care about. AI can be your patient editor, and it can help you ask
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what your reader knows, cares about, may resist, and needs from you.
Good  communication  begins  with  good  listening,  and  the  joy  is
watching understanding dawn.

6. The joy of finding your calling. As AI reshapes work, career
development and lifelong learning return with new force. What do
you love? What can you do? What matters beyond you? And what
experiments can reveal the next path? You’ll meet AI as a thoughtful
career counselor, a designer of small life experiments, and a helper in
getting unstuck. The joy is finding your calling, in and through your
graduate education.

The chapters that follow run on short experiments and simula‐
tions.  I’ll  ask  you  to  stop  and  try  out  a  prompt.  Engage  in  a
conversation with the AI that will be yours alone. By the end, you’ll
have a “book” of your own, made of your explorations of the six joys
of  graduate  education.  I  hope  you  leave  with  your  imagination
stretched and your idealism enhanced.

We’ll start with the first goal, mastery of your field or profession.
Before  you  can  do  honest  research,  work  well  with  others,  or
communicate with impact, you have to know your stuff. More than
that, you have to learn to think like an expert in your field, not just
sound like one. That, it turns out, is not merely a requirement. It is
one of the joys.
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List of Prompts

Introduction
Your Tutor

Chapter 1. Think Like an Expert
Read Rapidly
Read Deeply
Prepare for a High-Stakes Meeting
Counsel an Adolescent
Help Nontechnical Colleagues Adopt AI Tools
Manage a Team with Tension
Deal with a Disruptive Classroom
Prepare for a PhD Oral Qualifying Examination
Create Your Own Skills Coach
Inside Tips for Thinking Like an Expert in Your Field
A Dialogue on Expertise in Your Field

Chapter 2. Question Authority—All of It
Emotions in Different Scriptures
Disciplinary Takes — a five-part sequence

Create the Expert Voices
Why Did the Program Fail?
Debate the Failure
A Success Story Changes the Debate
From Debate to Co-Design

Create Your Own Cross-Disciplinary Conversation
Political Takes — a three-part sequence

Four Exaggerated Styles
Debate the Failure
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A Success Story Changes the Debate
From Insight to Ideology—and Back Again
Recover the “Insight” in Their Intellectual “Ideology”
Cross-Cultural Negotiation Exercise

Chapter 3. Ask Better Questions
The Fact Machine Exercise
Develop Your Research Idea — a three-part sequence

Survey the Research Terrain
Generate Three Valuable Projects
Co-Design Your Research Plan

Get Support for Your Research — a pair
Institutions
Individuals

Chapter 4. Work Together
Your Data Analyst
Outline a Draft Teaching Case
Design a Convening

Chapter 5. Put Your Audience First
Write for Impact
Take Account of Diverse, Politicized Audiences
Give Your Writing a Straussian Reading
Diagnose a Briefing
Fix a Briefing
Simplify a Complex Document
Your Friendly Editor
Create an Abstract
Help a Struggling Writer
The Invisibility Cloak

Chapter 6. Develop Your Career
You as Teacher
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Prepare for Your Job Interview
Prepare for Your Academic Job Talk
Getting Unstuck
Your Nietzschean Ladder
A Convening for You
Your Career Counselor
Ask the AI What It Wants to Say
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M

C H A P T E R  1

Think Like an Expert

The first goal of your graduate education is to master your field.

astery means knowing things, having the skills to do things,
and being able to see things that others miss.

Knowing, doing, and seeing like an expert. All three are
difficult. All three can be sources of joy.

“I didn’t know that! How profound, how beautiful!”
“I can now do what the experts and pros do. It’s so rewarding!”
“I never could have seen that coming, before now. Now I can see
the gist of a problem, right away!”

And you can now enlist AI in all three, and have fun doing so. In
this chapter you’ll use AI to help you read quickly and read deeply,
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meet a  coach who helps  you practice  a  skill  you seek,  and explore
what it means to think like an expert in your field.

Knowing: The Canon, the Concepts, the
Lingo

Cosimo de’ Medici, the great
Florentine patron, is  said to
have  asked,  “How  can  one
paint portraits if one has not
seen faces?” You have to have
seen the  faces  of  your  field.
You  must  read  widely  and
read  deeply.  You  must  sit
with  the  great  works  rather
than  their  summaries.  You
must  learn  your  field’s  key
concepts (tort and liability, externality and equilibrium, thick descrip‐
tion and  total social fact). We mock jargon, often rightly. But every
discipline  has  its  specialized  vocabulary  because  its  words  carry
distinctions that ordinary speech blurs, and you cannot think a field’s
thoughts  without  them.  You  must  speak  the  language  of  your
discipline or profession. And this language differs from an ordinary
foreign one. The meaning of many of its important concepts is highly
contested. To know your field is partly to know what words people
have fought about.

You must know the canon of your field. Every great scholar seems
to come round to Newton: “If I have seen further than others, it is by
standing on the shoulders of giants.” But if you’re a graduate student,
it  may  feel  less  like  standing  on  someone’s  shoulders  than  like
Sisyphus ascending a mountain of books.

Your quest for mastery means surmounting your field’s literature,
from pioneers and classics to last month’s working papers. To make
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that climb, you have to learn to read quickly and read deeply. AI can
help.

Reading Quickly

Here’s a technique I’ve found invaluable. Spend five minutes with a
book or article’s opening and overview. Write down three questions
you want it to answer. Then read rapidly with only those questions
in mind, and refuse to be waylaid.

This is the opposite of passive reading, where you let the words
and pages come at you and, if you’re like me, you sometimes turn a
page and ask yourself, “Wait, what did I just read?”

When you read aggressively with your questions in mind, you can
blast through a book in an hour and an article in ten minutes. Yes,
you will miss things. But if your quick reading shows you that the
work is valuable, you can come back and read it again deeply.

AI can help you pose those questions in advance. Try “Learning
How to Read: Reading Rapidly.” The prompt begins like this:

You are my fast-reading coach. Help me choose three high-value
questions that I can have in mind so I am an active reader. My
professor says I can blast through a book in an hour and an article in
10 minutes—yes, I’ll miss things, but if I find the publication is of real
value, I can then read it very carefully.

In the Appendix: “Read Rapidly”

Reading Deeply

Ezra  Pound  compared  the  proper  reading  of  poetry  to  careful
biological observation.

In  fact,  he  goes  further:  “No  man  is  equipped  for  modern
thinking until  he  has  understood the anecdote  of  Agassiz  and the
fish.”
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A post-graduate student equipped with honors and
diplomas went to Agassiz to receive the final and finishing
touches. The great man offered him a small fish and told
him to describe it.
Post-Graduate Student: “That’s only a sunfish.”
Agassiz: “I know that. Write a description of it.”
After a few minutes the student returned with the
description of the Ichthus Heliodiplodokus, or whatever
term is used to conceal the common sunfish from vulgar
knowledge, family of Heliichtherinkus, etc., as found in
textbooks of the subject.
Agassiz again told the student to describe the fish.
The student produced a four-page essay.
Agassiz then told him to look at the fish. At the end of
three weeks the fish was in an advanced state of decomposi‐
tion, but the student knew something about it.2

Deep reading is like carefully describing that fish (let’s hope without
its  fragrance).  It  means  plumbing  the  core  arguments  and  under‐
standing the  framework,  the  methods,  and the  evidence.  It  means
noticing  implicit  assumptions  and  biases,  placing  the  text  in  its
scholarly context, and connecting it to debates and rivals. And yes, it
means taking time to imbibe its beauty and power.

AI can be your deep reading partner. As you read, you can ask it
questions like, “Can you restate this dense passage concisely?” “What
is  the author assuming here?” “How does this  analysis  differ from
how my field would approach the same problem?” You’ll find eleven
short prompts under “Read Deeply.”

In the Appendix: “Read Deeply”

Learning  to  read  both  quickly  and  deeply  helps  you  develop
scholarly judgment and taste. An hour with a book is not a sign of
superficiality.  Sometimes  that’s  enough  for  your  purposes.  Other
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times, it’s how you find the books that deserve your three weeks with
the sunfish.

Doing: Your Skills Coach

In every field, mastery involves skills that go beyond knowledge itself.
You can know all about pianos without being able to play one. You
can  read  every  book  on  negotiation  and  still  freeze  in  the  room,
because the skill goes beyond the knowing. It lives in the practice.

To develop skills, it helps to have a coach, someone who will teach
you theory and technique, supervise your practice, and tell you the
truth.  Your  professors  can  certainly  help,  but  they  are  busy.  In
graduate school and elsewhere, one-on-one coaching is a rarity.

AI, it turns out, can be your skills coach as well as your tutor. You
can use AI coaches to give you, on demand, the practice you need so
your skills can grow into mastery. I’ll give you a startling example, and
then I’ll show you how to design your own coach.

But  before  we  get  started,  a  clarification.  Many  professions  are
developing  AI  coaches  for  certified  skills  (think  of  nurses  or
psychoanalysts). What we’ll explore here are coaches for more general
skills that don’t require professional norms.

Now, imagine you are going to present an important proposal to a
room full  of  skeptics.  You are  understandably apprehensive.  You’d
love to have a coach in advance, to help you develop the skills you’ll
need to survive and thrive. The machine can help you in just this way.
The prompt called “Prepare for a High-Stakes Meeting” starts this
way:

You are a seasoned, respectful coach who helps people rehearse high-
stakes conversations with senior decision-makers. Your job is not to
give me advice from the sidelines. It is to build a realistic meeting, play
the skeptical people across the table, and then step out and coach me.
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In the Appendix: “Prepare for a High-Stakes Meeting”

In  this  simulation,  the  skeptics  won’t  let  you  hide.  And  they
disagree with each other, so you can’t satisfy one without provoking
the  other,  which is  what  can happen in  real  groups.  The kindest,
sharpest moment comes at the end, when the coach takes a clumsy
sentence you actually said and hands it back to you improved. That is
teaching you cannot get from a book, because the book never heard
what you said.

Here are links to five other skill-building simulations: counseling a
teenager, leading a tense team, calming a disruptive class, teaching AI
tools to wary colleagues, and surviving a PhD oral exam. See if one or
more of them fits a skill you’d like to develop.

In the Appendix: “Counsel an Adolescent”, “Manage a Team with
Tension”, “Deal with a Disruptive Classroom”, “Help Nontechnical
Colleagues  Adopt  AI  Tools”,  and  “Prepare  for  a  PhD  Oral
Qualifying Examination”

You can also build your own skills coach using AI.
“Really?”  you  may  be  thinking.  “Those  skill  prompts  are  so

detailed, they’re way beyond my abilities.”
Two things will help you over that thought.
First, forget about any mystique of “prompt engineering.” A good

prompt is clear thinking written down. You tell  the machine what
you want the way you’d tell a sharp new colleague who’s eager to help
but knows little about your situation. Here’s who I am. Here’s what
I’m  trying  to  do.  Here’s  what  “good”  would  look  like.  A  weak
prompt is usually vague because we are vague about what we want.

And second, when you don’t yet know exactly what you want, the
machine itself will help you find out. This is called meta-prompting.
You ask  the  AI to  help you build  the  prompt you need.  A meta-
prompt may have the AI interview you first.
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For example, “Create Your Own Skills Coach” is a meta-prompt
for you to do just that, for a skill tuned to you:

Please help me create a skill-building prompt I can use with an AI. I
want it to run an interactive simulation that lets me practice a real skill
in my studies, profession, or life.
I am: [your year, field, role, background]. The skill I want to
develop is: [name it]. Here’s an example of the kind of prompt I like: 
[paste one of the coaching prompts above].
Before you write the final prompt, ask me a few questions: Where will
I use this skill? What makes it hard? What scenario should I practice?
Who should you role-play? What should count as good performance?
What feedback would help me improve? Should it get harder after the
first round?
Then draft a complete prompt I can copy and paste—with a clear
coaching role, my context, a realistic scenario, room for me to answer
in my own words, honest feedback, and a second round. Specific
enough to be useful, simple enough that I’ll actually use it.

Try this: Use the “Create Your Own Skills Coach” prompt with a
skill you need for the courses you’re taking or the research you’re
doing. Build your own skills coach and try it out. I think you’ll be
pleased and emboldened. See “Create Your Own Skills Coach” in
the Appendix.

Meta-prompting is a master key. Once you know the machine can
help you ask, you will never again be stopped by not knowing how to
ask.

Seeing and Thinking Like an Expert

In 1870, Dean Christopher Langdell  and the Harvard Law faculty
reached a hard conclusion. “Knowing the law” could no longer mean
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knowing  all  the  laws.  There  were  already  too  many laws.  So  they
decided to teach something else: how to think like a lawyer.

Students would work through the messy, idiosyncratic cases of the
past.  They  would  trace  the  paths  of  precedent.  They  would
appreciate legal arguments as art and logic. They would debate cases
in class, becoming aware that there may be no one “right answer” but
there are plenty of clearly bad answers. Through those discussions,
students  learned  that  one  can  be  both  critical  of  the  law  and
constructive in making it better.

So, in your field, what does it mean to see like an expert?
If  you  are  new  to  a  field  (or  still  circling  it  from  outside,

wondering  whether  to  make  it  your  home),  try  this  prompt  first.
“Inside  Tips  for  Thinking  Like  an  Expert  in  Your  Field”  offers  a
revealing,  sometimes  arresting  account  of  what  experts  see  that
outsiders miss: beginners’ blind spots, unspoken rules, hidden skills,
and the things nobody tells  newcomers but should. Think of it  as
trying on the field’s eyes before you have earned them.

The prompt starts this way:

I have been learning about what it means to “think like an expert” in a
field—not just to know more facts, but to notice different things, ask
better questions, recognize patterns, avoid beginner mistakes, and use
the field’s standards of judgment.
I want you to help me explore what this means for: [insert your field,
topic, subject, or profession]
Please take the perspective of a distinguished, experienced, and worldly
expert in this field. Answer concretely, as if you were mentoring a
newcomer. Avoid generic advice. I want examples of what experts
actually notice, say, do, question, avoid, or value.

In the  Appendix:  “Inside  Tips  for  Thinking Like  an Expert  in
Your Field”
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Once  you  have  waded  in  far  enough  to  hold  opinions  worth
testing (say, toward the end of your second year, or as you prepare for
qualifying exams), try this next prompt. In “A Dialogue on Expertise
in Your Field,” the AI plays a sharp mentor who asks what you think
before telling you what it thinks, pushes back, makes you defend a
claim, and tells you plainly whether you sounded like a beginner or
like someone starting to see the field’s depth.

This second prompt begins differently:

In my course we’ve been exploring what it means to “think like an
expert” in a field—not just knowing more, but noticing different
things, asking sharper questions, seeing patterns, sidestepping beginner
mistakes, and judging by the field’s own standards. I want to think this
through *with* you, not just hear you lecture on it.

In the Appendix: “A Dialogue on Expertise in Your Field”

Notice the difference between the two. The first hands you the
field’s confident way of seeing. The second makes you defend that
way of seeing in your own words, and lets you be talked out of it.
Both belong to mastery.

Of course, prompts like these will not make you an expert. That
requires mastering the canon we talked about earlier.  By doing so,
you  absorb  your  field’s  big  insights,  and  they  change  what  you
perceive and emphasize. An economist sees incentives where others
may see only choices. A certain kind of literary critic sees that how a
thing is said interacts with what is being said. An epidemiologist sees
a room full of people and reads the paths a contagion would take.
The expert eye often catches patterns invisible to the rest of us.

In graduate  school  you also develop connoisseurship,  judgment
and taste,  the slow-won sense of what’s strong and what’s shoddy,
which no summary can give you and which is why you had to read
widely and deeply in the first place.
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And you learn how your discipline turns evidence into a claim,
how claims get defended and overturned, and what a master means in
saying, quietly, “I’m drawing a distinction, not a conclusion.”

Only time and your diligence grant you an expert’s eye. But it is a
joy  to  pose  questions  to  AI  that  you’d  be  afraid  to  ask  a  senior
professor,  and it’s  provocative to use AI to simulate how different
“experts” in your field might look at an issue you care about. (I’ll leave
designing that prompt to you.)

Why Any of This Matters

Leave aside for a moment the immediate goals of graduate school that
pressure you: the problem sets and term papers and your GPA. They
were  only  ever  convenient,  imperfect  signs  of  learning,  never  the
learning itself. And AI can already fake them.

The reasons to make that  climb to mastery are the ones in the
right-hand column of Table 1 in the introduction: to receive, and one
day add to, the best that has been thought and said in some corner of
human knowledge. And, if you’re lucky, to fall in love with a way of
seeing the world that you’ll never be able to switch off again.

Remember,  though,  that  “the  best  that  has  been  thought  and
said” is supremely contestable, and part of each generation’s task is to
do the contesting. A field deserves a student with strong views about
what matters and what’s true. It also deserves a student who knows
those views are one way of seeing among many.

Which  is  exactly  where  the  trouble  starts,  and  where  the  next
chapter  begins.  The “seeing like  an expert” you will  work hard to
acquire has a shadow. Learn to think like an economist and you may
slowly lose the ability to think like anyone else. The lens that lets you
catch what others miss may also blind you to what falls outside its
frame.  The  Nobel  Laureate  Daniel  Kahneman  lamented  the  phe‐
nomenon: “I can explain it only by a weakness of the scholarly mind
that  I  have  often  observed  in  myself.  I  call  it  theory-induced
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blindness: once you have accepted a theory and used it as a tool in
your thinking, it is extraordinarily difficult to notice its flaws.”3

So  the  second  goal  of  a  graduate  education  paradoxically  must
undo  part  of  the  first.  Working  with  integrity  means  learning  to
notice the flaws in accepted ways of thinking, including your own.
Question authority—all of it.

Starting,  uncomfortably,  with  the  authority  you just  spent  this
whole chapter building: the mastery of your field.
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T

C H A P T E R  2

Question Authority—All of It

Everything, you will be told, is biased.

he AI is biased—trained on the internet’s prejudices, slanted
by its makers. The academy is biased—left-leaning, gatekept,
beholden.  Biomedical  research  is  biased—corrupted  by  the

drug  companies.  The  media,  the  textbooks,  the  journals,  the
rankings: biased, biased, biased. And so, of course, are you.

All of this is  true, and almost none of it  is  useful.  “Biased” has
become an accusation that ends conversations rather than a fact that
begins them. It leaves you two bad options. You can become a cynic
—everything  is  slanted,  so  trust  nothing,  including  your  own
education.  Or  you  can  become  complacent—bias  is  what  other
people have, while you, having taken a methods course, see clearly.
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Graduate school produces both types in bulk, and the machine on
your desk will happily feed either one.

This chapter offers a third road, and you will not be surprised by
now to hear that it runs between the marked roads.

Stop treating  bias as  a  sin to be purged—it can’t  be—and start
treating it as a  take:  a perspective, with its own values, beliefs, and
repertoires, that illuminates some things brilliantly and hides others
completely.  You have  takes.  So  does  your  discipline.  So  does  your
politics,  your faith or your lack of  one,  the family and places  that
raised you.

The question of  integrity—deeper than clean citations and not
letting the machine write your paper—is not “how do I rid myself of
bias?” It is: How well do I know my own takes, and how well can I work
with people, and machines, whose takes differ from mine?

The best scholars now say this openly. Rather than deny that their
own backgrounds shape their work, they study how—how their dif‐
ferences shape the questions they ask, how the incentives of academia
bend  their  practices,  how  the  universal  human  wish  to  avoid
uncomfortable  truths  leaks  into  their  conclusions.  That  messy,
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collective  self-examination  is  not  a  scandal.  It  is  what  intellectual
honesty looks like at full strength.4

And I’ll tell you where this chapter ends, because you won’t guess:
it ends inside you, with a discovery about yourself that I think will
change how you work.

After we remind ourselves to question authority—all of it—let’s
start somewhere gentler.

Where Framing Is the Purpose

When  I  came  to  Claremont  Graduate  University,  Dean  Karen  Jo
Torjesen had a remarkable strategy for our School of Religion.

The heart of graduate study in religion, she said, is learning what it
means  to  be  inside  and  outside  a  community  of  faith—that  you
understand your own faith better when you can see it, lovingly, from
without.

Here’s  a  prompt  that  I  think  demonstrates  part  of  her  idea:
“Emotions in Different Scriptures.” It’s a long prompt, but the gist is
this:

Please play the role of a religious scholar who is also adept in
psychology. Help me appreciate how different scriptures deal with
different emotions. Imagine a book for people who have suffered
upheavals in their lives. For a given emotion [name the emotion],
find a passage in [name a scripture] that speaks to it. Give the
passage; discuss its relationship to the emotion in a few psychologically
astute paragraphs; then pose one gentle, reflective question to a person
facing upheaval.

In the Appendix: “Emotions in Different Scriptures”

The prompt asks you for the scripture and the emotion. Almost
instantly,  and definitely  eerily,  the  machine  produces  a  fascinating
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scriptural  passage and psychological  analysis—and a  probing ques‐
tion.

In my classes, I then have students name another scripture for the
same emotion, and boom, out comes another passage and analysis
and question. In a few minutes, AI can gather passages from different
religious traditions on the same human emotion—fear, anger, love,
hope. The effect is both amusing and astonishing: texts centuries and
continents apart, resonating and clashing in ways we don’t expect.

The value goes deeper than amazement. Looking across traditions,
we  sometimes  find  sharp  differences  that  unsettle  our  own
assumptions—what  we  thought  was  universal  turns  out  to  be
parochial.  Other times we find striking similarities,  suggesting that
certain  truths  may  be  closer  to  human  universals.  Both  kinds  of
discovery open new vistas, helping us recalibrate our thinking.

This  opens  the  door  to  everything  else  in  this  chapter.  Ask
yourself:  what is  the “bias” of  the New Testament when it  speaks
about grief? What is the “bias” of the Qur’an on perseverance? These
questions  feel  wrong,  don’t  they?  Because  in  a  sacred  text,  the
framing  is  not  a  contaminant.  The  framing  is  the  purpose.  Each
tradition is a take in the fullest sense—a way of seeing suffering, time,
duty, joy—and to call it “biased” is at once true and beside the point.
The take is where the meaning lives.

If you can see that about the Psalms, you are ready to see it about
economics.

The Lens You Pay Tuition For

Take this live question—how organizations should use AI to evaluate
employees.  Imagine  posing  that  question  to  five  experts  from
different disciplines for their takes.

The  economist  leans  in:  “Model  the  incentives.  Will  this  align
effort with the mission, or teach people to game the metric?”
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The psychologist:  “How will  being  graded by  a  machine  affect
motivation, fairness, anxiety? Will people internalize the feedback or
revolt against it?”

The historian,  drily:  “Haven’t  we met this  logic before—Taylor
with his stopwatch, the surveillance regimes? What story are we re‐
peating?”

The manager: “How do I implement this so accountability rises
without  trust  collapsing?  What  makes  it  legitimate  to  the  people
living under it?”

And the expert in information systems: “Lovely theories, all. What
data pipelines, what security, what interfaces will actually work?”

Each take is plausible. Each is illuminating. And each is biased—in
precisely the sense of Chapter 1: these people have learned to think
like experts  in their  fields,  and the lens that lets  the economist see
incentives everywhere is the same lens that makes everything look like
an incentive.

AI  can  help  us  identify  these  biases—and,  I  think,  suggest
promising ways to take them into account and, with luck, overcome
them.

These  five  experts  are  the  cast  of  characters  in  a  series  of  five
prompts to explore disciplinary takes.

In the Appendix: “Disciplinary Takes: Create the Expert Voices”,
“Disciplinary  Takes:  Why  Did  the  Program  Fail?”,  “Disciplinary
Takes:  Debate  the  Failure”,  “Disciplinary  Takes:  A  Success  Story
Changes the Debate”, and “Disciplinary Takes: From Debate to Co-
Design”

The series starts by simulating the takes of those five disciplinary
experts. The second prompt imagines the experts confront the failure
of a project in their locale and use their differing lenses to hypothesize
why it failed.

In the third prompt, the experts debate. I think you’ll enjoy this
part.
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In the fourth prompt, the experts together study a success story of
the same kind of project in another setting. They begin to be more
constructive—and more respectful of each other. The final prompt
has them work together to design a better version of the failed project
in their  locale.  Their  diverse and divergent takes now amalgamate.
They  design  something  together  that  none  could  have  designed
alone.

A Meta-Prompt

If  you  like,  you  can  use  “Create  Your  Own  Cross-Disciplinary
Conversation”  to  launch  your  own  simulated  cross-disciplinary
dialogue. It starts this way:

Help me create a new version of this disciplinary-takes simulation. I
want to apply the same pattern to a topic, problem, case, debate, or
professional challenge that matters to me.
My topic or case is: [insert your topic—for example, a public
health campaign, a school policy, a theological debate, a business
strategy, a mathematical education problem, a workplace con‐
flict, an evaluation design, a technology rollout, a climate policy,
a museum exhibit, a community development program, or a
dissertation idea]
The disciplines or professional perspectives I want to include are:

In the Appendix:  “Create Your Own Cross-Disciplinary Conver‐
sation”

Political Takes

Politics has takes too, older and sturdier than any discipline’s. When a
public program disappoints, four classic stories rush in to explain.

The conservative  take: Of  course  it  failed!  In  settings  like  these,
programs like these always fail. As usual, incentives were ignored.
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The liberal take: It could work, but it failed here because it was
underfunded, undermined, never truly tried. We need more research,
more attention to local conditions.

The practitioner take: What do you mean, “failed”? It worked! I’m
on the ground, and I’ve seen lives change. It’s the evaluation metrics
and methods that failed.

The  radical  take: The  program was  never  meant  to  succeed.  It
served  the  powerful  by  seeming  to  address  what  they  had  no
intention of fixing.

You have probably heard versions of these takes this  very week.
Each  is  a  satisfying  explanation,  available  before  any  facts  arrive,
which is what makes them takes rather than findings.

The AI simulation “Understand Different Political Takes” creates
a stylized spokesperson for each of the four. Don’t worry for now
about the  stereotypes.  The point  is  watching the  four  move from
hostility to helpfulness.

In  the  Appendix:  “Political  Takes:  Four  Exaggerated  Styles”,
“Political Takes: Debate the Failure”, and “Political Takes: A Success
Story Changes the Debate”

Give it a try. You can do it in twenty minutes.
Pick  a  specific disappointment:  a  named  program  whose  evalu‐

ation let people down. Not “education reform.” That’s a continent,
and the takes will just orbit it exchanging slogans. Pick the literacy
initiative in your county that posted flat scores. The anti-corruption
commission in a country you study that became, itself, a scandal. The
corporate wellness program that cost millions and moved nothing.
Then run the prompts. Each spokesperson explains the failure. Then
they argue. But when you point all four at a success story in the same
field, the tone shifts from debate to dialogue.

In my experience, adherents turn constructive when they focus on
something that works. The antidote to cynicism is success.
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When Your Best Idea Betrays You

The most dangerous bias you carry is not a prejudice you inherited.
You’ve been warned about those your whole life, and warnings help.
The most dangerous bias is the insight you earned—the aha that lit
up your mind, organized your field for you, maybe made you choose
it.  No  one  warns  you  about  that  one,  because  it  looks  like  the
opposite of bias. You think of it as seeing like an expert.

Watch  how  it  goes.  The  playwright  George  Bernard  Shaw,  the
story  runs,  once  cut  off  the  movie  mogul  Samuel  Goldwyn’s
rhapsody  about  the  glorious  art  of  film:  “There  is  this  difference
between you and me, Mr. Goldwyn. You are only interested in art,
and I am only interested in money.” A joke—but suppose we take it
seriously. Suppose people really do just weigh costs and benefits and
choose what profits them. Hold that insight firmly and we have the
elementary economic insight, and suddenly it flies everywhere. Rent
control? We immediately see the landlords’ incentives and predicting
scarcer,  shabbier  housing.  We start  to  model  all  sorts  of  things  in
terms of maximizing behavior. Our child’s obedience, the behavior of
ants  in  a  colony,  even altruism (“There’s  an optimal  amount,  you
know.”) It’s exhilarating.

But  that  big  insight  may  come  with  psychological  side-effects.
Pride: we see what they cannot. Economy: we don’t need to learn the
messy details of this housing market, or parenting behavior, or even
philosophy and history if we push it. Our big insight starts to seem
self-sufficient.  Then we start  to  feel  a  warm solidarity  with  fellow
insight-holders and exasperation with those who don’t have it,  the
economically unenlightened. There are initiation rites—a semester of
microeconomics is  the start.  A specialist  community forms,  and it
produces  ever  more  intricate  studies  that  confirm  the  big  insight
without  quite  solving  anything  with  it.  Popularizers  carry  crude
versions into policy.
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And  somewhere  along  the  way,  the  big  insight  that  began  by
illuminating reality starts to replace it. Markets aren’t actually made
of identical, all-knowing actors; the best economists will tell you so
themselves.  No  matter.  The  believer  no  longer  checks.  The
philosopher  Bernard  Lonergan  described  the  end  state  with  a
sentence  that  should  be  carved  over  every  seminar  door:  “The
situation  deteriorates,  and  the  deteriorating  situation  seems  to
provide the biased mind with factual evidence in which the bias is
claimed to be verified.”5

I’m describing how a big insight can degenerate into an ideology.
And lest you suspect this is a story about one political side: run the
same anatomy on the Marxist insight—behind appearances lie class
interests—and  you  get  the  same  arc,  beat  for  beat.  The  sudden
sophistication  (“schools  aren’t  about  learning;  they’re  about
producing  docile  workers”),  the  license  to  skip  the  details,  the
superiority,  the  solidarity,  the  academic  elaboration,  the  crude
popular versions, the slide into a worldview that explains everything
and therefore tests nothing.6

The slide from insight to ideology is not a disease of the right or
the left. It is a disease of the gifted. And perhaps of you and me.
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The exercise “From Insight to Ideology—and Back Again” starts
with our own favorite big insights. Not other people’s dogmas. Our
own dearest aha.

I’ll go first, before I send you in. A big insight that bit me young
came  from  my  professor  Reuben  Brower,  who  taught  us  to  read
literature by setting aside the author’s biography and the politics of
the age and attending to how the way a thing is written interacts with
its meaning—style and substance, interacting on the page. It was a
revelation. Whole poems opened like locked rooms. And I can feel,
even now, how that beloved lens wants to become a creed: forget the
history,  forget  the  life,  the  text  is  everything,  and  those  who  read
otherwise  read  naively.  A  revelatory  lens,  tightening  toward  a
hermetic ideology—in my own hands, about the thing I loved.

Try this—the one exercise  in this  book I’d make mandatory if  I
believed in mandates. Here is a prompt that teaches the machine
the  insight-to-ideology  pattern  by  example  and then asks  it  to
work  with  you.  The  prompt  “From Insight  to  Ideology—and
Back Again” starts like this:

You are going to help me run an exercise on myself. Read the
framework below, then follow the instructions. Work only from this
framework: don’t add stages, and don’t import outside theories of
ideology or bias. Where you’re unsure or inferring, say so rather than
inventing.

In the Appendix: “From Insight to Ideology—and Back Again”

Aim it at a big insight that thrilled you, one that made you choose
your subdiscipline or specialty. Describe it in a few sentences. Then
watch the machine walk your treasure down the path from insight to
ideology.
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If you’re like me, it stings.
And  then—this  is  essential,  don’t  stop  at  diagnosis—ask  the

follow-up:  “Now  show  me  what  a  master  of  this  insight  does
differently from an ideologue of it.”

That second question is  the whole game. Stop at the diagnosis,
and you’ve merely  traded complacency for  cynicism—every  insight
morphs  into  ideology,  so  why  believe  anything?—which is  itself  just
another take curdling.

The masters show another way. The econometrician Henri Theil
put it this way: “It does require maturity to realize that models are to
be used, but not to be believed.”7 The master keeps the insight sharp
and holds it loosely—uses the lens, then sets it down and picks up
another lens; checks each “aha” against the case in front of her; and
stays curious precisely where the ideologue is certain.

Keep the insight. Refuse the ideology. Both/and.
Thomas Kuhn learned this lesson while struggling with Aristotle’s

seemingly absurd account of motion. “When reading the works of an
important thinker, look first for the apparent absurdities in the text
and  ask  yourself  how  a  sensible  person  could  have  written  them.
When you find an answer . . . then you may find that more central
passages, ones you previously thought you understood, have changed
their meaning.”8

This  is  a  valuable  discipline:  enter  another  take  far  enough  to
discover  the  problem it  solved,  the  distinctions  it  carried,  and the
world in which it made sense.

Another  valuable  exercise  is  “Recover  the  ‘Insight’  in  Their
Intellectual ‘Ideology.’” It helps you reconsider a school of thought or
methodology you have come to disdain.

In  the  Appendix:  “Recover  the  ‘Insight’  in  Their  Intellectual
‘Ideology’”

The conversation that follows may open your mind and enhance
your humility. (That’s been my experience.)
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You are a generous historian of ideas. I am going to name a school of
thought or a methodological orthodoxy in my field (or near my field)
that I find tiresome, overreaching, or worse—something I’m tempted
to dismiss as mere intellectual ideology. Your job is recovery, not
rebuttal. Take me back to the original aha: the genuine insight at the
root of this ideology, the moment it illuminated something real that
smart people had been missing. Make me feel why its founders were
thrilled. Then show me where the slide began—the boundless reach,
the pride, the believers, the blindness—so I can see that the ideology I
scorn is a corpse with a living insight inside it.
End with this: name one thing the MASTERS of this tradition knew
that its ideologues forgot, and one thing this tradition could still teach
my own field if we had the humility to ask.
Begin by asking me: “What’s the school of thought or methodological
orthodoxy, and what’s your field?”

Assess, Don’t Assume

Cultures  have  takes,  too—and  here  the  stakes  get  personal  fast,
because cultural takes wear an ugly name: stereotypes.

Be honest about their double nature. Walking into a negotiation
in Kyoto knowing something about Japanese norms of indirectness is
not  bigotry;  it’s  preparation.  James  Sebenius  of  Harvard  Business
School,  who  has  studied  cross-cultural  negotiation  as  closely  as
anyone, gives the rule in three words: assess, don’t assume.9 A cultural
generalization is a prior—a starting estimate, often genuinely useful.
Having a prior is not the sin; the sin is refusing to update it when the
actual human being across the table turns out to be herself and not a
category.  Recall  Gordon Allport’s  definition of ethnic prejudice as
“an antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible generalization.”10

You can apply “assess, don’t assume” in the exercise titled “Cross-
Cultural Negotiation Exercise.” It begins this way:
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You are my Negotiation Mentor—an experienced, friendly, and
practical guide to negotiating across cultures. You have read Sebenius’s
“Assess, Don’t Assume.” This exercise is not really about winning a
negotiation. It is about a student’s “take” on another culture: the
picture they form of the person across the table before they’ve met
them, what happens to that picture on contact, and what the whole
experience teaches about the uses and the dangers of cultural takes.

In the Appendix: “Cross-Cultural Negotiation Exercise”

So, “assess,  don’t assume.” Say it  that way and you can see this
whole chapter is one lesson in four costumes. A prior that refuses to
update is an ideology. A lens that won’t refocus is a blinder. A take
that has stopped listening is a bias in the only sense worth worrying
about.  Scripture,  discipline,  politics,  culture:  all  can  be  objects  of
prejudice,  and  all  can  be  sources  of  insight  and  understanding,
including how different manifestations disagree.  The cure,  if  I  can
call it that, not the impossible purging of divergent perspectives, but
the discipline of holding perspectives accountable to the world.

The machine, by the way, has takes of its own. It learned from us;
how could it not? You now own a remedy, and it’s the same one: ask
it for its  take,  then ask it  for the rival  takes.  Make it  argue against
itself. A tool that you can force to wear many lenses is a tool that can
teach you lens-awareness on demand—if you ask.

None of this means that all takes are equally good. Some fit the
evidence better, explain more, predict more accurately, and help us
act more wisely. The goal is neither one lens nor an indiscriminate
heap of them. It is more lenses, better tested.

Our takes shape what we see. But the world still gets a vote.

Multicultural You

Now the ending I promised, the one inside you.
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The whole chapter has talked as if takes were things you confront
in  others—the  other  faith,  the  other  discipline  or  profession,  the
other political party, the other culture. But remember that a culture
comprises values, beliefs, repertoires, and ways of seeing. Then your
discipline is a culture, and you are in it. Your politics, too. So is your
faith, or your carefully crafted absence of one. The family that raised
you, the places that shaped you, the profession you practice, even the
methods camp you call your own. You are not a person with one take
confronting a world of others.

You are multicultural—all by yourself.
And  here  is  the  point:  you  have  been  managing  this  internal

diversity your whole life. The economist in you and the believer in
you have already argued at two in the morning. The Texan and the
academic in you negotiate every holiday dinner. The musician in you
knows things the statistician in you cannot say, and somehow you
remain one person. You have been chairing this unruly committee for
years—you just never noticed that the chairing is a  skill, maybe the
skill this chapter has been circling all along.

Because  look  what  it  does  to  the  problem  we  inherited  from
Chapter 1. When you learn in graduate school to see like an expert,
the lens you earn threatens to become a blinder—and the cure is not
outside you. The cure is the rest of you. Integrity, on this view, stops
being  self-suspicion,  that  exhausting  vigil  against  your  own
contamination, and becomes self-orchestration: knowing your takes,
letting them question each other, bringing the right one forward for
the task at hand, and refusing to let any single one—even the one
with the diploma—run the whole show unsupervised. Whitman got
there first,  as  poets do:  I am large,  I  contain multitudes. Graduate
school, done right, teaches you to chair the meeting.
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Try  this. Inventory  yourself.  List  four  or  five  of  your  own
“cultures”—discipline, politics, faith or none, family, place, craft.
Then ask the machine to interview you about how two of them
disagree about something you’re actually working on, and what
each sees that the other misses. Twenty minutes. You will learn
something about your work, and more about its author.

What Integrity Turns Into

Step back and notice what has  happened to the word  integrity.  It
entered this chapter meaning what the student handbook means: cite
your sources,  don’t  cheat,  don’t  let  the machine impersonate you,
document your uses of AI in assignments. All still true. “Integrity”
leaves the chapter meaning something larger: know your takes, hold
your insights without being held by them, update your priors on the
human in  front  of  you,  and conduct  the  multitudes  of  takes  you
contain with honesty and a certain good humor.

The handbook integrity keeps you out of trouble. This broader
version  makes  you  worth  trusting.  The  old  sociologists  of  the
professions had a name for it:  disinterestedness. Talcott Parsons used
the word for the practitioners whose first loyalty runs to the truth,
not  to  what  they  wish  were  true.  It  sounds  like  the  absence  of  a
viewpoint.  This  whole  chapter  has  been  the  argument  that  it  is
nothing of the kind. “Disinterestedness” was never having no take. It
is refusing to let any one of your takes rule unchecked—which, as
you now know, is a thing you can learn to do.

That is why this broader idea of integrity belongs at the heart of
research. A mind that can hold several takes at once can see puzzles
no single take would notice. It is less likely to mistake one explanation
for the whole truth, and more likely to notice when the world refuses
to behave as its favorite theory predicts.
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A danger,  of  course,  is  the hypothesis  we’ve come to love.  Our
cherished insight can harden into an ideology unless we let the world
test it.  Research is  one way we do that.  As machines grow able to
answer more and more of what we ask, the human challenge grows
more demanding: learning which questions are worth asking.
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