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EIR ROEIXLEFAT, BORWIZE LRI,

Americans and Europeans stand out from the rest of the world for our sense of ourselves as
individuals. We like to think of ourselves as unique, autonomous, self-motivated, self-made. As
the anthropologist Clifford Geertz observed, this is a peculiar idea. People in the rest of the world

are more likely to understand themselves as interwoven with other people. In such social worlds,

your goal is to fit in and adjust yourself to others, not to stand out. People imagine them.seives as
part of a larger whole — threads in a web, not lone horsemen on the frontier. In America, we say
that[ 7 1. InJapan, peoplesay that[ -1 1.

These are broad brush strokes, but the research demonstrating the differences is remarkably
robust and it shows that they have far-reaching consequences. The social psychologist Richard E.
Nisbett and his colleagues found that (& ). For example, Americans are more likely to ignore
the context, and Asians to attend to it. Show an image of a large fish swimming among other fish
and seaweed fronds, and the Americans will remember the single central fish first. That’s what
sticks in their minds. Japanese viewers will begin their recall with the background. They’ll also
remember more about the seaweed and other objects in the scene.

Another social psychologist, Hazel Rose Matkus, asked people arriving at San Francisco
International Airport to fill out a survey and offered them a handful of pens to use, for example
four orange and one green; those of European descent more often chose the one pen that stood out,
while (V> ). |

Dr. Markus and her colleagues found that these differences could affect health. Negative
affect — feeling bad about yourself — has big, persistent consequences for your body if you are a
Westerner. Those effects are less powerful if you are Japanese, possibly because (9 ).

There’s some truth to the modernization hypothesis — that as social worlds become wealthier,
they also become more individualistic — but it does not explain the persistent interdependent
style of Japan, South Korea and Hong Kong.

In May, the journal Science published astudy, led by a young University of Virginia
psychologist, Thomas Talhelm, that ascribed these different orientations to the social worlds
created by wheat farming and rice farming. Rice is a finicky crop. Because rice paddies need
standing water, they require complex irrigation systems that have to be built and drained each year.
One farmer’s water use affects his neighbor’s yield. A community of rice farmers needs to work
together in tightly integrated ways. Not wheat farmers. Wheat needs only rainfall, not irrigation.

To plant and harvest it takes half as much work as rice does, and substantially less coordination
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and cooperation. And historically, Europeans have been wheat farmers and Asians have grown
rice.

Their test case was China, where the Yangtze River divides northern wheat growers from
southern rice growers. The researchers gave Han Chinese from these different regions a series of
tasks. They asked, for example, which two of these three belonged together: a bus, a train and
train tracks? More analytical, context-insensitive thinkers (the wheat growers) paired the { A}
and { B 1}, because they belong to the same category. More holistic, context-sensitive thinkers
(the rice growers) paired the { C }and { D }, because they work together.

Asked to draw their social networks, wheat-region subjects drew themselves larger than they
drew their friends; subjects from rice-growing regions drew their friends larger than themselves.
Asked to describe how they’d behave if a friend caused them to lose money in a business, subjects
from the rice region punished their friends less than subjects from the wheat region did. Those in
the wheat provinces held more patents; those in the rice provinces had a lower rate of divorce.

I write this from Silicon Valley, where there is little rice. The local wisdom is that all you need
is a garage, a good idea and energy, and you can found a company that will change the world. The
bold visions presented by entrepreneurs are breathtaking in their optimism, but they hold little
space for elders, for longstanding institutions, and for the deep roots of community and
interconnection. Nor is there much rice within the Tea Party. Senator Ted Cruz, Republican of
Texas, declared recently that all 2 man needed was a horse, a gun and the open land, and he could
conquer the world.

Wheat doesn’t grow everywhere. Start-ups won’t solve all our problems. A lone cowboy isn’t
much good in the aftermath of a Hurricane Katrina. As we enter a season in which the values of
do-it-yourself individualism are likely to dominate our Congress, it is worth remembering that this
way of thinking might just be the product of the way our forefathers grew their foodand [ o ].

The New York Times, December 4, 2014 (—E8aiZr)

# lone: fllil72 robust; SRETH S  seaweed frond: HF¥A fimicky: R/ 3D
rice paddy: 7KH irrigation: #E¥R Yangtze River: 17T Han Chinese: BEERE
entrepreneur: HEHZ  breathtaking: WX T TWD  TeaParty: 7 A V0 DRESFRETAE K
Republican: W EH  startup: ¥ aftermath: #ERIE forefather: 5E1H




{(H27 —1%[R% 6-16)

f 1.

i 2.

4 3.

[ 4.

M s.

THEER O “interwoven with other people’ ICHR bITWVER O L D% 1 DB, FOEEEE
RIREU,

(1) competing with each other {2) dependent on each other

(3) dominant over other people (4) irrelevant to other people

L 7 O 1E L A 1 RIFEEREFNEDLZLDLERAD, FERICANDDITE
bHET S5 HOERY, FOEBEEXRE, (squeaky: & L 35)

(1) every failure is a stepping stone to success

(2) it is no use crying over spilt milk

(3) the nail that stands up gets hammered down

(4) the squeaky wheetl gets the grease

(5) two dogs fight for a bone and the third runs away with it

R B )~ (9 ) KERERThERO 3 2ORAOWTRPEIAS, FZEFICA
DHDDFFEEIIREN,

(1) the Asians chose the one more like the others

(2) these different orientations toward independence and interdependence affected cognitive
processing

(3) the Japanese are more likely to attribute the feelings to their larger situation and not to blame

themselves

Tathelm i, BRMOEATRE T VT OEMTEOBEVIINERE LTREEREZDE W
BET D EBRSTND, Tahedm BT O LI ZERTAHEBE 20 ~ 30 FOFAZCE
Z I,

BEF{ A }~{ D } KEERFILED 3 2OROWTRLBASL, EEFTICA
5 ODEFEEZGE,

(1) bus (2) train (3) train tracks
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6. ZZpT [ o ] KIKOW)~6)DFEE B HIAFICE /BN AL, 2%H & 5EH
WKADSDDESEEZIRE N,

(1) a fundamental truth (2) about the way (3) all humans
(4) flourish (5) not (6) that

7. ZAXORFICAETHL D% 2 OB, LOHFELEZ RSV,
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Negative feelings about oneself have more physical effects on Westerners than Japanese

because of their individualism.

According to the modernization hypothesis, wealthy social worlds are not necessarily

individualistic.

Europeans are more tolerant of their friends’ failures because they are more sensitive to

context than Asians,

The author points out that entreprencurs in Silicon Valley are optimistic and think little of

elders and longstanding institutions.

A Republican senator in Texas says that the sense of value in rice farming countries is also

important in times of trouble.
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There is an old saying that [ 7 1. This saying received empirical support in social
psychology in the 1920s, when a series of studies showed that groups were more accurate than
their individual members. In an early demonstration of the phenomenon, for example, Columbia
University’s Hazel Knight asked students to estimate the temperature in a classroom. When the
estimates were averaged together, the resulting group answer was more accurate than the estimate
of a typical member.

Early authors found this surprising and atiributed it to some mysterious group property.
Eventually, however, it was recognized as a product of statistics: Using a large sample of
imperfect estimates tends to cancel out extreme errors and converge on the truth. Subsequent
research in forecasting demonstrated the power of averaging compared to more sophisticated
statistical methods of combination. The power and simplicity of averaging was summed up in the
title of James Surowiecki’s 2004 best-selling book, “The Wisdom of Crowds.”

In a fascinating new article in Psychological Science, Stefan Herzog and Ralph Hertwig
turned the old aphorism on its head: [ - ]. Herzog and Hertwig had participants make
estimates about quantitative values they did not know with certainty — specifically, dates in
history. They then had participants make second estimates. Could this “crowd in the mind” help
improve judgments? The answer is yes, and the literature on the wisdom of crowds helps us
understand why.

Crowds, of course, are not always wise. They are more likely to be wise when two principles

are followed. The first principle is that groups should be composed of people with knowledge
relevant to a topic. The second principle is that the group needs to hold diverse perspectives and
bring different knowledge to bear on a topic. Valuing diversity has become a truism, but it is
interesting to consider exactly how diversity improves decision making. People inevitably make
errors, The question is whether people make { # ) errors, in which case individuals are
interchangeable and there is little benefit gained from a crowd; or whether people make { » )
errors, in which case their errors will often cancel out. Differences in perspective are created both
through who is in the group — when people have (9 ) experiences, training, and judgment
models — and through process — when ideas are formed and expressed independently from the
ideas of others. Interestingly, the benefits of diversity are so strong that one can choose group
members that differ pretty widely in their ability and still gain — as long as there is added
diversity.

Herzog and Hertwig used the insights of the “wisdom of crowd” perspective to make one
head nearly as good as two. After participants made their first guesses at the dates of historical
events, they then made a second estimate using one of two methods. In one condition, participants

simply gave a second estimate. This condition did little to increase either knowledge or diversity.
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In the second condition, participants were given detailed directions for making their
follow-up guess: “First, [ ¥ ] Second, [ 2. ] Third, what do these new considerations
imply? Was the first estimate rather too high or too low? Fourth, [ B ] ” When the
participants used the more involved method, the average was significantly more accurate than the
first estimate. The “crowd within” achieved about half the accuracy gains that would have been
achieved by averaging with a second person.

Herzog and Hertwig called their more involved process “dialectical bootstrapping.” You can
pull yourself up by your own proverbial bootstraps by assuming that you are wrong, providing a
second estimate based on a search for new evidence, and then averaging the two estimates.
Interestingly, in Herzog and Hertwig’s studies, bootstrapping did not lead to second estimates that
were more accurate than the first. The benefit of dialectical bootstrapping was only realized when
the first and second estimates were averaged together. Compared to simply providing a second
Jjudgment, dialectical bootstrapping creates diversity — it leads to estimates that are more likely to
have offsetting errors.

Jack Soll and Richard Larrick: You Know More than You Think (Mind Matters Tune 2, 2009)

hitp.//www .scientificamerican.com/article/you-know-more-than-you-~think/

(—ERne )
£ converge : INHTY 5 aphorism : #5 truism : HBRO T &
crowd within : crowd in the mind &R U dialectical bootstrapping : FRREIERT E BhZS 5
pull oneself up by one’s own bootstraps : 1 T D &FKif 5 offset : FHER 15

R1 ZEpF [ 7 1 & [ 4 ] idENE4L, Hazel Knight OBF%EH & Stefan Herzog &
Ralph Hertwig QR IEOFREERICRTEERASD, WO (1)~ (6) DD b K22
WANDDIZEDSEDLVWHEDE 1 DT ORV ZOBELZEIRIV.REB 4 ]
WAD & XEBHEOXFERRILTITR 5,

(1} one head can be nearly as good as two

(2) one look is worth a thousand words

(3) one word is worth a thousand looks

(4) two heads are better than one

(5} what happens two times does not happen three timés

(6) what happens two times happens three times
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2. Hazel Knight D HEERIZ X o TR EH1, James Surowiecki DA b 5 [#iROmE]
DEFAICS LRSI TN LIRS EOMA%E 95T, Stefan Herzog & Ralph
Hertwig BHEBIZL > THEPD LS & L2 LT, Rb#ETRLOEZ ()~ @ D
Hah 1 DBG, TOBEEEZRIN,

(1): Z<OAEEDNIE, ~AOHEEBLLHZ LB TELONE I D,

(2 : Z<DALAEREDTEL, BEFR—ADOHNEEERDL 2 LIITERVONPE D M,
B3): —AThH, I ELRNETBEOAEFEDHEIIENZ LB TEXE00:E 50,
@) : LVEZLDAZEDIIEEDHITE, I <hEEERZONZONE D),

fl 3. AT, FREOL I HEPEIBE TCHAIDIT TRV L. BATHS
728D 2 DDEEPRENTVS, EOFMEEMADH, FRFH 15~20 FO A RKFETE
RIREW,

R4, ZZEr ( & ) ~ (9 ) IZERER ‘different’ D ‘similar’ 3N 5B, ‘different’ 3
ABERL BT RATEXLE, 129b7WESE L) &SI,

mis. ZEgi [ W 1T~ 1 W 1 RIBERERRD A) ~ ©€) ODWTHhBAS, &bl
BB E (1)~ (6) DFMNE 1 BT, ZORFTEFIRIN,
(A} assume that your first estimate is off the mark.
(B) based on this new perspective, make a second, alternative estimate.

(C) think about a few reasons why that could be. Which assumptions and considerations

could have been wrong?

): B—A Z—B FH-C @): B—-A zZ—C FH-B
@): F—B Z—A WH-C 4): BB 7 C WH—A
G): H—C zZ—A W-B 6): B—C Z—B FH—A
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i 6. Stefan Herzog & Ralph Hertwig MAFSEIZ L viE, EEDRICRE biFWHERE I /2 2 EE
BEHDDITEND, (D)~E)YDHENE 1 DB, FOHBEE LIV,

(1) :
2):
(3):
OF
(5) :

1 B H ot EfE

2 BB OHEESE (BRIAT - 72 HEE)

2 B H OHeEE (THEEER B BISS 1 1 IS E-S0O T - T HEE)
(1 & @) OVHE

) & 3) DFHE

f7. BEOHTE BEOBREOHELRICEALT, AXLORELE T4 0% 2 D!,
FTDBESZEEZ I N,
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(2 :

3 :

4):
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HRICLAWEHEEREOECL VTN SDIET A EHICELEER T &,
TEDLIETE DODARZED THRBOBELZAELTH2LTHD,

HRICIDHENEACLIMELVERLTHEOIE, BRCIIBEARZELD
5 LRSI Ml o TV A0 B, CHETIEZ RTINS,

—AThH, DELSRPHITHRICE SHFEDO LS bWEEREDEICFE3L =
LIAFEETCH D,

Stefan Herzog & Ralph Hertwig O FFSEIL. Hazel Knight D EBRFEREZED & L
TETLHDTHSL,

Herzog & Ralph Hertwig 13, —A TR THL LWHEREFEBAZ LB TXA1H
DFHHEL LT, TRIRERBEIE D &) FEEER LE,
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EI3W WOEIXOER 7~ 1T, FREREZ BNRESCETH
FAHET AN I N,

Before the Industrial Revolution began, the world’s population was less than one billion,
mostly consisting of rural farmers who did all their work using manual labor or

), more than half of us live

domesticated (7:a___ ). Now there are seven billion (-1 : p
in cities, and we use machines to do the majority of our (7: w___ ). Before the Industrial
Revolution, people’s work on the (==: f ) required a wide range of skills and activities,
such as growing plants, tending animals, and doing carpentry. Now many of us work in
factories or offices, and people’s jobs often (47: r___ ) them to specialize in doing just a
few things, such as adding numbers, putting the doors on cars, or staring at computer
screens. Before the Industrial Revolution, scientific inventions had little (#: e ) on the
daily life of the average person, people traveled little, and they ate only minimally
processed food (F:t___ ) was grown locally, Today, technology permeates everything we
do, we think (£ : n___ ) of flying or driving hundreds or thousands of miles, and much of
the world’s food is grown, processed, and cooked in factories far from (7: w___ ) itis
consumed. We have also changed the structure of our families and communities, the
(71: w___ ) we are governed, how we educate our (V": ¢___ ), how we entertain ourselves,
how we get information, and how we perform vital functions like sleep and defecation. We
have even industrialized exercise: more people get pleasure from watching professional
athletes compete in televised sports than by (37: p___ ) in sports themselves.

Daniel E. Lieberman, The Story of the Human Body

permeate: B&ET D defecation: ki televised: 7 L B CHBLE N D




