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IJI September 2002, Richard Grasso, who was then the head of the New York
Stock Exchange (NYSE), became the first CEQ® in American history to get fired
for making too much money. Grasso had run the NYSE since 1885, and he had
done a good job. But when the news came out that the NYSE was planning to
give Grasso a payment of $139.5 million, the public protest was loud and
immediate, and in the weeks that followed, the calls for Grasso's removal grew
overwhelming.

Why was the public so outraged? After all, they did not have to pay the bill
for Grasso's millions. The NYSE was spending its own money. And complaining
about Grasso's gain didn't make anyone else any better off. |

From an economist’s point of view, in fact, the public reaction seemed deeply

(1
irrational.  Eeonomists have traditionally assumed, reasonably, that human

beings are basically sel-interested. This means a couple of things. First, faced
with different choices, a person will choose the one that benefits her personally.
Second, her choice will not depend on what anyone else does. But the people who
expressed outrage over how much money Grasso made did not benefit from doing
50, so it was irrational for them to invest time and energy in complaining about
him, And yet that's exactly what people did. So the question again is: why?

The explanation for people's behavior mipht have something to do with an
experiment called the “ultimatum® game.” which is perhaps the best known
experiment in behavioral economics™. The rules of the game are simple. The
experimenter pairs two people with each other (they can communicate with each
other, but otherwise theyre anonymous to each otheri. Thev are given 310 to
divide between themselves, according to this rule: one person (the proposer)
decides, on his own, what the split should be (fifty-fifly, seventy-thirty, or

whatever). He then makes a take-it-or-leave-it offer to the other person (the
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responder). The responder can either accept the offer, in which case both
players win their respective shares of the cash, or reject it, in which case both
players walk away with nothing.

If both players are rational, the proposer will keep $9 for himself and offer
the responder $1, and the responder will take it. After all, whatever the offer,
the responder should accept it, since if he acceptls it he gets some money and if
he rejects it he gets none, A rational proposer will realize this and therefore
make a lowball, or extremely low, offer,

In practice, though, this { A ) happens. Instead, lowball offers —
anything below 2 —are { B ) rejected. Think for a moment about what this
means. People would rather have nothing than let their “partners” walk away
with too much of the money. They will give up free money to punish what they
perceive as greedy or selfish behavior. And the interesting thing is that the
proposers anticipate this — presumably because they know they would act the
same way il they were in the responder's place, As a result, the proposers don’t
make many low offers in the first place. The most common offer in the
ultimatum game, in fact, is ( C ).

Now, this is a long way from the image of “rational” human behavior. 5&_

plavers in the ultimatum game are not choosing what’s materially best for them,

and their choices are clearly completely dependent on what the other person

does. People play the ultimatum game this way all across the developed worle.
And increasing the size of the stakes® doesn't seem to matter much either.
Obviously, if the proposer were given the chance to divide $1 million, the
responder wouldn't turn down 5100, 000 just to prove a point. DBut the game has
been played in countries, like Indonesia, where the possible gain was equal to
three days’ work, and responders still rejected lowball offers.

There’s no doubl the indignation at Grasso was, in an economic sense,

i
irrational.  But like the behavior of the ultimatum game responders, the

indignation was an example of how people are willing to punish bad behavior
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even when they get no personal material benefits from doing so. And, irrational
or not, this practice is good [or society because it pushes people to overcome a
narrew definition of sell-interest and do things, intentionally or not, that end up
serving the commen good. But the players in this game are nol trying to help
society. They are simply rejecling lowball offers because the offers violate their
individual sense of what a fair exchange would be. But the effect is the same as

if they loved humanity: the group benelils,
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( A) (B )
1 always never
O rarely routinely
/v often sometimes
Z  never seldom
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Just as it is now, mid-twentieth-century London — especially Tor its visitors,
including photographers — was a dynamic city, a place of motion. New arrivals
were awed by the multiplicity of its neighborhoods and the intricate manners of
its Institutions. Most of all, visitors were overwhelmed by the ( A  }—the
packed pubs and tea rooms, the crowd of workers flowing across London Bridge
under the brown [og of a winter dawn, the people packed onto the buses,
gathered in Trafalgar Square, or shuffling beneath a sea of umbrellas, caught in
motion by the fast shutter speeds of lichtweight Leicas®. But photographers also
sought out the moments of peace and calm, sometimes on the banks of the
Thames®, often in London’s great parks: the moments when the flow seemed
suddenly to stop. The calm of the parks and the crush of the streets speak to
London's peculiar sense of time and thal of the mid-century moment: the
apparent timelessness of the London pub end the dvnamic medernity of the lights
and traflic of the West End™.

If London at mid-century simultaneously puinted backwards and forwards, it
was also a city of contrasts, and these contrasts fascinated visiting

(1
photographers, who took epportunities to present the opposites that made London

the cily it was. Certain images of the city — the red bus, Big Ben, the gentleman
in a striped suit — have come to stand for Britain as a whole. At the same time,
the constant flows of people, of commeodities, and of cultures into and through
London, have marked it out as [oreign and alien. As novelist Joseph Conrad
wrote the Thames brought “the dreams of men, the seed of commonwealths, the
germs of empires” { B} to the world, and in the images, especially those
featuring monuments, there is a sense of London as an imperial center. But the
Thames also brought the fruits of empire ( C J: {rade goods, of course, but
also colonial and postcolonial subjects, along with Jewish refugees and other
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migrants, with their new foods, their attractive markets and the ethnically
marked cultural spaces they made in London’s geography.

Multiplicity has always been a feature of London, and street photography as
a gﬁnre is often organized around comparisons such as that between wealth and
poverty.  Vienna-horn photographer Wollgang Suschitzky's East End® images,
made mostly during the 1930s, are truly a world away from his West End views.
Capturing images of social diversity has been a persistent objective for the
photographers who came here.  Their concern with multiplicity hecame more

tal
prominent through the mid-century period. The [illing in of the holes created in

the citv’s urban landscape after the Second World War promoted closeness
between classes; often, Tor example, social housing™ was built on bomb sites in
otherwise private neighhu'rh{m-:ls, The greater ethnic diversity of postwar London
again made this feature more intense. For foreign photographers, London was
often made up of a cast of characters ﬁrlmm they often knew before they arrived,
through the received ideas thal photographic reproduction creates. Towards the
end of the mid-century moment, new characters emerged: the punls became
typical images of London. The repeated appearance across the decades of
particular types of people suggests thal such fizures embody (or are seen to
embody) London's spirit of place.

However, the sympathy born of local cultural experience that characterizes
some of these pictures takes their work beyond the listing of types. Markéta

Luskacéva, who immigrated [rom Czechoslovakia to the UK in 1975, described

her photography a;-: ]"‘a way of practicing sociology of a rather odd kind.” It is
certainly the case ?hat her images of poverly dramatize the social division of
urban life, bul they alse achieve human intimacy. We can speculate that the
very foreignness of these artists may have aided them in seeing more sharply the
peculiarities of London and its social arrangements; what was familiar to
Lomdoners was strange for them, and their own stories of arrival and departure
shaped their ways of viewing the city.
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1 Karen was an arlist in a deeper sense (of / one / only / paints / pictures /

than / that / who).

2 His argument was convincing; otherwise (agreed / have / him / no / one J

with / would).

3 What we all want to achieve is (appreciated / having / our / properly /

talents).

4 If what I feel for her is true love, (as / defined / expression / have /

pocts / the), then perhaps | should marry her,

5 Ever since September 11, 2001, American authorities (felt / have / it /

monitor / necessary / to) electronic communications.
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IV Write 120 to 150 words of English on one of the opinions below. Indicate the
number of the opinion you have chosen, Also, indicate the number of words you

have written at the end of the composition.

1 Many lawmakers believe it is a good idea to ban all smoking in public in

Japan. Explain why you agree or disagree with this opinion.

2 Relatively few young people have voted in recent Japanese national elections,
s0 many experts believe that younger generations do not care about the future

of their country. Explain why you agree or disagree with this opinion.
3 Speaking about violence and war, Gandhi once said, “An eye for an eve will

only make the whole world blind.” Explain why you agree or disagree with this

opinion,
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1 How are crows misunderstood by humans?

2 How is Tokyo fighting a war with crows?

3 How can crows help humans?
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1 What does the term “dialect™ mean?
2 Why is an antilanguage called an “anti-language"?

3 What three words are used in North America to refer to a gun?
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