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(1) ROEXEFATUTOBRBICEL L.

The brain loves efficiency and being able to do something without thinking —
how to tie our shoelaces, how to open a door, or how to unwrap a candy bar.
These habits were all learned when we were sinall children, and it certainly
makes life easier to know how to do such simple, everyday things without having
to stop and think every time we need to do them.

However, the brain resists change, making changing old habits and creating

€))
new habits extremely difficult. This can change, of course, if there's sufficient

reward involved. In thi's latter case, the brain will think about it and get

motivated enough to complete the difficult new action.

Although the brain can be divided up into many different parts, I'm mainly
concerned with two areas that control how we behave: the basal ganglia® and the
prefrontal cortex™.

The prefrontal cortex is the part of our brain that actually does some deep
thinking. It considers the future, cause and effect, and how things could be.
Since I'm not fond of difficult medical terms, I'm going to call the prefrontal
cortex the Slowly Thoughtful part of the brain.

The Slowly Thoughtful part of the brain is the part that’s responsible for
wanting to change the future. It wants ué to get fit, earn rhofé money and learn
French. Slowly Thoughtful reads fitness articles and says, “Hey, you should go
to the gym every day and do some sit~ups. That'll give ydu nice stomach
muscles.” ' o |

The basal ganglia, or the Stupidly Efficient part of the brain, is the part of
the brain that’s responsible for recognizing and repeating patterns, unless it’s
told otherwise. This is because the basal ganglia really is, in some ways, very
stupid. Unlike Slowly Thoughtful, it doesn’t think or consider the consequences;
it just wants to repeat patterns and behaviors that it knows. When Slowly
Thoughtful says, “You should go to the gym,” Stupidly Efficient says, “No, I'll
just lie here on the couch like I always do and watch TV.”
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- It would be great if the Slowly Thoughtful part of our brain could take
control of things instead of the Stupidly Efficient part when needed. And
sometimes, it can. Think of the times when you meant to watch something on
TV but then decided you really, really needed to go to the gym. Your motivation
levels were running high — maybe you’d just read about a woman who'd lost
. twenty pounds in two months, or you had a party coming up and wanted to look
~ your best. If our motivation levels are high enough, we can do what Slowly
Thoughtful thinks we should do instead of just following the Stupidly Efficient
- part of:the brain.. The trouble is, it’s hard to keep up such high levels of
. motivation.

Most of the time, Stupidly Efficient is so strong it just can’t be overpowered.
The Stupidly Efficient section of our brain is responsible for our habits, and what
..we do on a day-to-day basis.

- Most: people, Whethér - successful ‘or not, are dependent on the Stupidly
Efficient part of their brain. The difference is that successful people know how
to make Stupidly Efficient work for them by training it.

Instead of being trained to lie on the couch, Stupidly Efficient learns to go to
the gym and learns to prefer doing so. Once Stupidly: Efficient is trained to go to

(2)
the gym, it no longer complains when it's time to exercise; instead, it complains

when we don’t go to the gym.

The key to creating new habits is to get Stupidly Efficient on your side and
:making it want to take:action. .

.*Most people do this by tempting the brain with rewards.  If there’s a
sufficiently nice reward involved, the: Stupidly Efficient part of :our brain allows
us to take action.

For instance, even if you have a fixed habit of coming home, changing out of
your work clothes -and dropping onto the couch, you'd probably be thrilled to
modify this behavior and head straight to the gym if someone offered you ten
million dollars in return.
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Unfortunately, most of us don’t have supporters offering us millions of
-dolars just for going to the gym. So we try to get by with lesser rewards.
The most common way to encourage ourselves is by using treats —an ice-cream
after writing that article, for instance.

“Turning a onetime action .into a habit involves finding a reminder to .start
doing that-action. For instance; get ‘home from work (reminder), change into
exercise clothes and do some exercises (routine) in expectation of something
pleasant (reward). Repeat this a couple of times, and it becomes a habit.

Stanford Professor B. J. Fogg and author Charles Duhigg have both written
extensively about habits; both have also identified the same sequence for habits:

a reminder that leads to us performing a routine that is followed by a reward.

it : A, J. Winters, The Identity Switch: An Effortless, Lethal Method for
Unavoidable Success (CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform,
2015) IcED <,
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(1) KkOEXEFATUTOREICE L K.

If there’s one thing that distinguishes humans from other animals, it’s our
ability to use language. But when and why did this ability evolve? A new study
concludes that the art of conversation may have arisen early in human evolution,
because it made it easier for our ancestors to teach each other how to make

stone tools — a skill that was crucial for the spectacular success of our species.

Researchers have long debated when humans started talking to each o’;her.
Es(tliinates range wildly, from as late as 50, 000 years ago to as early as 2 million
years ago, because spoken words leave no traces behind.

Now, a team led by Thomas Morgan, a psychologist at the University of
California, Berkeley, has attacked the problem in a very different way. He and
his colleagues explored the way that‘ language may help modern humans learn to
make early tools. The researchers used 184 students from the Univeréity of St.

| Andrews in the United Kingdom, and organized them into five groups. The first
person in each groﬁp was taught how to make Oldowan™ tools. These are fairly
simple stonek'ﬂ‘akes that were manufacfured by e‘arly humans beginning about
2.5 million years ago. This technOfbgy consiskts of hitti'ng é stone “core” with a
stone “hammer” in such a way that a flake sharp enough to butcher an animal is
struck off. Producing a useful flake requires hitting the core at just the right
place and angle.

The students in each of the five groups learned to produce Oldowan flakes in
different ways. Students in the first group were presented with a core, a
hammer, and some examples of finished flakes and told to just make flakes by
themselves. In the next group, a second student learned how to make the tools
by simply watching the first student and trying to copy what he or she did with
no interaction at all between them; in the third group, students actively showed
each other what they were doing but without gesturing; in the fourth group,
gesturing and pointing were allowed but no talking; and in the fifth group, the

“teacher” was permitted to talk to the “learner” and say whatever was necessary.
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In each group, the learner became. the teacher in the next round. In this
fashion, the research team created five different “chains of transmission’g)‘ of
Oldowan toolmakers, which produced a total of more than 6, 000: flakes. The
results of the experiment were striking. As might be expected, subjects sitting ‘
alone rand attempting to make Oldowan flakes simply by looking at cores,

hammers, and examples of the flakes had only limited success. But performance

improved very little among ‘students. who just watched others ‘make the tools.

--Only  the: groups in which ‘gesturing 'or - speaking was -allowed performed

3)
significantly above .the results of the first:two groups: on several markers of

.- toolmaking skill. These markers: iﬁcluded the total number of flakes produced

that were long enough and sharp enough to be usable and the proportion. of hits
that resulted in a usable flake. For example, the probability that a single strike
Would'1‘esu1t:in a usable flake was two times greater with teaching by gestures
and four times greater with spoken teaching, the team found. -

The researchers conclude that the successful spread of even the earliest

@)
known toolmaking technology, more than 2 million years ago, would have

required the capacity for teaching, and probably also the beginnings of spoken

language. “The ability to rapidly share the skill to make Oldowan. tools ‘would
have brought clear benefits” to early humans, Morgan says. Such benefits
include greater efficiency in butchering animals. After that, Darwinian™ natural
selection would have acted to gradually improve early language abilities,
eventually leading to the complex languages we speak today.

“This is an exciting paper,” says Thomas Suddendorf, a psychologist at the
University of Queensland; St. Lucia, in Australia, because it “nicely demonstrates
the transmission power of teaching and symbols . .. in a context that was critical
in human evolution.” And Dietrich Stout, an:archaeologist™ at'Emory University
in Atlanta, comments that “a major strength of the paper is that it adopts an
experimental approach to questions that have-otherwise largely been addressed
through intuition or common sense.”
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Although Suddendorf finds the team’s -interpretations “sensible” and
“reasonable;” he cautions that the experimental results cannot be considered
direct proof for the theory behind them.  For one thing, Suddendorf says, the
subjects “already have language and have grown up with language,” and so it
would be expected that they would learn more effectively when they could talk to
each other, -which may not have been true for our earliest ancestors. Another
- weakness of the study, Stout adds, is that the students were given only b minutes
to learn the toolmaking techniques, and then no more than 25 minutes-to produce
Oldowan flakes. - Had they been given more time, Stout suggests, the additional
practice . might have erased “any noticeable difference in the transmission

- conditions.”

H# : Michael Balter, “Human Language May Have Evolved to Help Our
Ancestors Make Tools” (news.sciencemag.org, 13 January, 2015) {20
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1. Making Oldowan flakes was an early toolmaking technology. .
2. In each group, sharp stone flakes were used to butcher animals.
23, In the groups that made: the highest number of usable flakes with the
greatest efficiency, students were not able to talk to each other.
4. Humans were unable to make tools until they developed spoken
language.

5. Both Suddendorf and Stout see strengths and weaknesses in this study.
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