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1 ko#ExERA, FOMNCEARIW,

Remember what you were taught about the right way to make important
decisions? You were probably told to analyze a problem thoroughly, list all your
different options, evaluate those options based on a common set of criteria,
figure out how important each criterion is, rate each option on each criterion, do
the math, and compare the options against each other to see which of your
options best fit your needs. The decision was simply a matter of selecting the
option with the highest score.

This is the classical model of decision making, and there is something very
appealing and reassuring about it. It is based not on whims or hunches, but on
solid analysis and logic. It is methodical rather than *haphazard. It guarantees
that you won't miss anything important. It leaves nothing to chance. It promises
you a good decision if you follow the process properly. It allows you to justify
your decision to others. There is something scientific about it.

The whole thing sounds very comforting. Who would not want to be

thorough, systematic, rational, and scientific?

The only problem is that the whole thing is a myth. The reality is that the
classical model of decision H(?)aking doesn’t work very well in practice. It works
tolerably well in the research labs which use undergraduate test subjects making
trivial decisions, but it doesn’t do so well in the real world, where decisions are
more challenging, situations are more confusing and complex, information is
scarce or inconclusive, time is short, and *stakes are high. And in that
environment, the classical, analytical model of decision making falls flat.

That's why people rarely use the classical model — even though they may
say they believe in it. And I think the truth is that deep down we all know this.
Practically anybody who has even limited experience making tough decisions, in
practically any field, realizes that formal analytical decision making doesn’t work
very well in practice. Most reallife decisions are simply not subject to this
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approach. Even when we try to keep an open mind and consider several options,
we usually know from the beginning which option we really prefer, so the whole
process becomes nothing more than comparing what we know we want to two or
three other made-up distracters.

So how do we make decisions? Well, largely through a process based on
intuition. Think about the times when you had a sense about something, even
though you couldn’t quite explain it. Can a junior staff member handle a tough

®
project? You can't imagine it working out without some disaster. Better give the

job to someone else. Why is a customer late with a payment? You have a hunch

that the customer may be having a cash flow problem. Is a contract going well?
The reports and expenditure rates look fine but you aren’t picking up any signs
of excitement from the project team. Maybe you should look more deeply into it.

What is it that sets off these alarm bells inside your head? It's your
intuition, built up through repeated experiences that you have unconsciously
linked together to form a pattern.

A “pattern” is a set of cues that usually chunk together so that if you see a
few of the cues yvou can expect to find the others. When you notice a pattern
you may have a sense of familiarity — yes, I've seen that before! As we work in
any area, we accumulate experiences and build up a collection of recognized
patterns. The more patterns we learn, the easier it is to match a new situation to
one of the patterns in our collection. When a new situation occurs, we recognize
the situation as familiar by matching it to a pattern we have encountered in the
past.

For instance, a firefighter sees the color of the smoke and the force with
which it is *billowing, and suspects that toxic chemicals may be burning. A
manager sees an increase in small errors from a normally careful employee,
some loss of speech fluency, less predictable work hours, a slight increase in
irritability, and wonders if an employee is having some problems with alcohol or
drugs.
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The ability to detect patterns is easy to take for granted but hard to learn.
Some of the leading researchers in psychology, including the Nobel _*laureate
Herbert Simon, have demonstrated that pattern recogaition explains how people
can make effective decisions without conducting a deliberate analysis.

Once we recognize a pattern, we gain a sense of a situation: We know what
cues are going to be important and need to be monitored. We know what types
of goals we should be able to accomplish. We have a sense of what to expect
next. And the patterns include routines for responding — action scripts. If we
see a situation as typical then we can recognize the typical ways to react. That’s
how we have hunches about what is really going on, and about what we should
do about it.

Intuition is the way we translate our experiences into judgments and
decisions. It’s the ability to make decisions by using patterns to recognize what's
going on in a situation and to recognize the typical action script with which to
react. Once experienced intuitive decision makers see the pattern, any decision
they have to make is usually obvious.

The more patterns and action scripts we have available, the more expertise

Q
we have, and the easier it is to make decisions. The patterns tell us what to do

and the action scripts tell us how. Without a collection of patterns and action
scripts, we would have to painstakingly think out every situation from the
beginning.

Because pattern matching can take place in an instant, and without
conscious thought, We_’re not aware of how we arrived at an intuitive judgment.
That’s why it often seems mysterious to us.

Even if the situation isn’t exactly the same as anything we have seen before,
we can recognize similarities with past events and so we automatically know
what to do, without having to deliberately think out the options. We have a
sense of what will work and what won’t. Basically, it’s at this point that we have

become intuitive decision makers:
D
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(Adapted from Gary Klein, The Power of Intuition: How to Use Your Gut

Feelings to Make Better Decisions at Work)
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If you have had repeated experiences with a situation, you will be able

to malke a connection between them ( (D ) so that you can ( @ ) about

what's going on now. This will enable you to get to know ( @ ) will have

to be monitored, what kind of goals are attainable, and what will happen

next. If you can collect a sufficient amount of action scripts, under any

encounter with a new situation you can ( @ ) a previously learned pattern

and find typical ways to react to it. If you have attained such an ability, you

will be referred to as an intuitive decision maker.

zefl@ (7) deliberately

(7) painstakingly
2e@ (7)) make a decision

(1 recognize a pattern
z2f® (7)) that situation

&) the typical ways
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I kOEXEZHS, FTOMWIEARIW,

The increasing standardization of education conflicts with the most natural
way in which people of all ages learn, and especially young children: through
play. Play in its many forms has fundamental roles in all phases of life and
especially in the physical, social, emotional, and intellectual development of
children. The importance of play has been recognized in all cultures; it has been
widely studied and endorsed in the human sciences and demonstrated in practice
in enlightened schools throughout the world. And vet the standards movement in
many countries treats play as a trivial and unimportant extra in schools —a
distraction from the serious business of studying and passing tests. The exile of

A
play is one of the great tragedies of standardized education.

Peter Gray is a research professor of psychology at Boston College. He has
been studying play from a biological evolutionary perspective, and he notes that
human young, when they are free from other responsibilities, play much more
than other mammals, and that they benefit from this tremendously. A few years
back, he began a survey of anthropologists who had been studying hunter-
gatherer cultures. All of the anthropologists surveyed pointed out that children
in these cultures were allowed to play without adult guidance all day. The adults
considered unsupervised play essential to learning skills that lead to becoming
responsible grown-ups. “Some of these anthropologists told us that the children
they observed in these cultures are among the brightest, happiest, most
cooperative, most well-adjusted, most resilient children that they had ever
observed anywhere,” Dr. Gray said. “So from a biological evolutionary
perspective, play is nature’s means of insuring that young mammals, including
young human beings, acquire the skills that they need to acquire to develop
successfully into adulthood.”

Compare this with how most developed cultures organize their children’s
education. As Dr. Gray points out in his book Free to Learn, children start school

— 10 — OMA(127—38)



at ever-younger ages. “We now have not only kindergarten, but prekindergarten
in some districts. And preschools, which precede kindergarten or
prekindergarten, are structured more and more like elementary schools — with
adult-assigned tasks replacing play.” The school day has grown longer, and now
there are renewed calls to extend the school year. Along the way, opportunities
for free play within the school day have largely been eliminated. “Not only has

(B)
the school day grown longer and less playful, but school has intruded ever more

into home and family life. Assigned homework has increased, eating into time

that would otherwise be available for play.”

Peter Gray considers this a tragic loss for our children. He stands in a long
. tradition of psychologists, philosophers, anthropologists, and educators who
argue that children “are designed, by nature, to play and explore on their own,
independently of adults. They need freedom in order to develop; without it they
suffer. The drive to play freely is a basic, biological drive.”

Lack of free play may not kill the physical body, says Dr. Gray, as would
lack of food, air, or water, but it kills the spirit and stops mental growth. “Free
play is the means by which children learn to make friends, overcome their fears,
solve their own plroblems, and generally take control of their own lives. It is also
the primary means by which children practice and acquire the physical and

intellectual skills that are essential for success in the culture in which they are

growing. Nothing that we do, no amount of toys we buy or ‘quality time’ or
©

special training we give our children, can compensate for the freedom we take

away. The things that children learn through their own initiatives, in free play,
cannot be taught in other ways.”

1 couldn’t agree with him more. Children have a powerful, innate ability to
learn. Left to their own devices, they will explore options and make choices that
we can’t, and shouldn’t, make for them. Play is absolutely fundamental to
learning; it is the natural fruit of curiosity and imagination. And yet the
standards movementis ( D ).
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When I was a child, we had regular breaks in the school day where we could
play on our own and with each other, indulge our imaginations, and experiment
with a range of practical skills and social roles. Now, perhaps a fifteen-minute
recess is *shoehorned into the elementary school schedule and is the first thing
to go if the schedule is disrupted. Meanwhile, politicians *lobby for longer
school days and longer school years.

Many of the problems in raising achievement in schools are rooted in how
school is done and the extent to which the conventions conflict with the rhythms
of patural learning. If your shoes hurt, you don’t polish them or blame your feet;

you take the shoes off and wear different ones.
(B

{(Adapted from Ken Robinson and Lou Aronica, Creative Schools)

(3¥) *shoehorn FEWFETA~FRLIAE
*lobby @EMNT5S

Bl OFHREA 0D ICRRETAEMIIMA, AXKHMLTHARTEARS
2

B2 TFEREB EZBARFITRLERIN,

B3 PRI C & HARREICERLAES W,
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B4 2o D) i ABEbHEYIENE, RO P~ OFNS 1 DRV, RWETE
AR E N,
(#) positively persuading more parents to participate in school activities
() sensitively giving more playtime to children within the curriculum
(%) actively eliminating opportunities for play in schools

(r) aggressively encouraging teachers to make changes in schools

B 5 FEEE RO O~ OXEAND LE, ThbEEQIEFTIERD DN
BHMYD, LETEARLI N,
(7) Work with them to change it so that it does work.
(4) If the system doesn’t work, don’t blame the people in it.
) The people who are best placed to make the change are those who, in
the right conditions, can have the most impact on the quality of learning:

the teachers.
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M kO EZA, TOBWIZEZBRIN,

Prof. Jones runs a seminar class for the debating team at his university in
America. The main class objective is to prepare students for the national debate
competition that takes place annually in the state of California. His students are

practicing their debating skills and have been split into two teams.

Prof. Jones: The theme of today’s debate is technology and how it has shaped
the way we communicate. There are numerous online SNS platforms such as
Facebook and Twitter, and apps such as What's App and Line. These all
allow us to communicate with each other on our smartphone predominantly
through texting. However, some would say that instead of uniting us, this
technology has actually isolated us from society and that devices such as the
smartphone are actually hindering real facetoface socializing. Therefore,
the proposition that has been put to our two debating teams today is:
“Communication technology has left us more isolated.”

Team Red will support this proposition and Team Blue will argue
against it. Team Red will initially make a brief opening argument for the
proposition and this will be followed by Team Blue's argument. So let’s get

started. Team Red has won the toss and has elected to go first.

Team Red captain: We argue that yes, communication technology has made
us more isolated. This has been an issue for a number of years now and
popular online videos such as “Look Up” and “Disruptions” have specifically
addressed this problem. They have received more than 51 and 61 million
views respectively. This alone shows us that this problem has attracted
huge attention and is a cause for concern. Some people have a better
relationship with their smartphone than with real people. 1am sure you have
seen situations of couples or friends outside who don’t actually talk to each
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other, but are instead too absorbed in what is going on within their
smartphone. |

Platforms such as Instagram give the illusion that people have numerous
friends and followers. However, they will most likely never meet any of
these people. This communication platform gives a distinct fantasy—like
lifestyle of the people who create them. We believe that what you see on the
screen and the real lives of these people are completely different. The
technology has in fact made them more alone.

Would you rather share a special moment with close friends, to talk and
laugh with them in real time? Or, would you rather upload a picture onto
Instagram by yourself and then constantly check to see if people have
posted a reply? I read recently that a CNN report mentioned that teenagers
check their social media over 100 times a day and spend 9 hours on their
smartphone every day.

Is that living? Or, is that being a slave to your smartphone? We
suggest that people are too obsessed with their smartphone and that this
culture is ruining communication between people. People simply don’t talk to
each other anymore. Isn’t it better to live life for real rather than view it
through a small 4.7 inch screen? Surely, it is the former. The focus here is
on the fact that people prefer to have relationships with superficial things
such as how many “likes” you receive on Facebook and it does not reflect the
user’s real life. I know people who have thousands of followers on Twitter
but have very few people around them who they could call true friends.

This technology has created a fantasy world that leaves us more alone
and isolated. Technology cannot replace real life dialogue and interaction.

This concludes our opening argument.

Prof. Jones: A big thank you to the Team Red captain. You have certainly

given us an interesting perspective on the issue. Now the Team Blue captain

— 15 — OMA(2T—43)



will present their ideas that counter the proposition that communication

technology has left us more isolated.

Team Blue captain:

M1 kO (D~B)hEALONEEGS HOE 2 DEY, WHTEIRI N,

(1) The national debate takes place every other year, and Prof. Jones's
students have won it three years consecutively.

(9) Team Red states that people are too engaged with their smartphone,
and this influences their relationships with real people.

(3) Prof. Jones believes that smartphones are negatively influencing real
face-to-face communication.

{4) Team Red argues that digital online communication is an illusion and is
no match for real face-to-face communication.

(5) According to Team Red, a CNN report has suggested that spending 9

hours on your smartphone a day is an unusual way to live.

2 ROERICEEETEAIRS A,

Imagine you are the Team Blue captain. State your opinion giving at

least two reasons.
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