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Suppose you're in a hurry to get somewhere and as you're walking down
the street, you see someone struggling to pick up groceries from a bag that
broke. Suddenly, you notice that the person gathering the lost goods is your
uncle. Chances are, you stop to help. What if the person was a friend of yours?
Would you stop then? How about a random stranger?

Most of you probably have the intuition that you would be most likely
to help your family member, likely (but perhaps less likely) to help a friend,
and least likely to help a stranger. There are even evolutionary theories that
suggest that because you share more DNA with your relatives than with other
people, perhaps we should be programmed to help our family more than people
we don't know.

Is this tendency to help family more than friends and strangers
programmed into us as humans? This question was explored in a paper in a
2022 issue of the Journal of Experimental Psychology: General by Julia Marshall
and colleagues.

They did two developmental studies in which they had children between
5 and 9 years of age respond to a series of scenarios. They had adults address
the same scenarios. One study looked just at children and adults from the
United States, while the other looked at children and adults from several
different countries.

In the first study, participants heard about scenarios in which a child

needed help (in one scenario, a child was hungry, and in a second, a child fell

b
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and was injured). They were told that someone (a parent, a friend, or someone
they didn't know at all) saw the child. They were asked whether the person
had to (that is, was obligated to) help.

The youngest children essentially felt that everyone should help. They felt
slightly less strongly about strangers than about family and friends, but only
slightly. As children got older, they increasingly differentiated between people,
and they continued to believe that family should help but thought friends had
less of an obligation, and strangers even less of an obligation. This pattern was
strongest for the adults who were surveyed.

There are two explanations for this pattern. One is that the youngest
children just alfén’t that good at differentiating among people and that as they
get better at it, they show a pattern that fits the adult intuition. The other
possibility is that children gradually learn from the adults around them about
what to expect related to helping behavior.

To explore this question, the second study looked at children and adults
from a variety of countries (the US, Germany, India, Japan, and Uganda). In
this study, the youngest children from all cultures felt that all people should be
helpful. In the US, Germany, India, and Japan, there was a tendency for older
children and adults to show a pattern like the one described earlier in which
they differentiated between family, friends, and strangers. Interestingly, in
Uganda, there was a strong tendency for adults to believe that everyone should
be helpful. As a result, as children got older, they actually strengthened their
belief that everyone should help.

This pattern of results suggests that young children have a general belief
that people should be helpful and that they ultimately learn from the adults
around them how to think about helping behavior. They eventually learn to
adopf the mindset of the adults in their culture—even though different cultures
have different approaches to helping behavior. These data also suggest that the
pattern that fits the evolutionary prediction is not programmed into people’s

brains.
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(Adapted from Art Markman, “Culture Shapes Who We Should Help”,
Psychology Today, 2022)
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(2) Some theories suggest that humans are programmed to help
family members more than other people.

(b) Julia Marshall and colleagues conducted research with
participants from various countries.

(¢} Two studies were conducted, only one of which included
children and adults.

(d) Participants watched videos of two scenarios where children
needed help.

(¢) Participants had to decide whether a family member, a friend,

and a stranger should help a child in need.
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{7} Young children are programmed to help family more than
friends and strangers, but this changes according to culture.

¢) Young children cannot tell the difference between family,
friends, and strangers, but they still believe everyone should
help each other.

(7) Young children believe everyone should help each other, but
they learn to behave like the adults in their culture.

(=) Young children learn to tell the difference between family and
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other people, but they are programmed to help family more.

[2] wosscema, mmcEzzese, (5 EELARC, E0BYET)

405 pm. Exactly. The black and white dog rouses himself from his

afternoon sleep and wanders lazily into the kitchen. He settles himself by
(17

the cupboard under the window, sitting patiently and politely, as he fixes me

with his earnest, brown eyes. The same spot. The same time. The same “look”.

Every day.

Eventually, I will stop what I am doing, and notice him. His tail beats a
hopeful rhythm ( a ) the wall He looks to the cupboard, then back at me, to
the cupboard, then me. His intention is clear. “You must feed me now, human
servant. The dog food is in the cupboard.”

They say dogs are smart. Mine has trained me to feed him on cue, so I
open the cupboard, crack open a can, and spoon out the dog food into his bowl.

Cans may seem mundane, but in their time, they were cutting edge. They
changed the way that food could be stored, prolonging its life and making
all sorts of foods accessible ( b ) people in faraway corners of the Earth.
Indeed, it was the need to keep the military well-fed and healthy on their
lengthy travels that drove the invention of the can in the first place.

Before canned goods, people either ate fresh, seasonal food, or they
preserved their produce by methods such as drying, salting or fermenting®.
After the French Revolution, the French government was thinking of the
future and looking for ways to strengthen their military power. Napoleon
Bonapar.te may or may not have said that an army marches on its stomach,
but the French were clearly keen to see their men well-provisioned. So, in 1795,
the government offered a prize of 12,000 francs to anyone who could invent an

improved method of preserving food.

| @® A few years later, the patent was sold to two Englishmen, Bryan Donkin—l
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and John Hall, who refined the process further. Together, they created the
world’s first commercial canning factory in Bermondsey, London, just 5 miles
away from the more aptly named Canning Town. A few years later, they were
producing canned meats for the British Royal Navy, and shortly after that,
tin cans were being used to store all sorts of necessities, from turpentine ** to
gunpowder.

Realizing there was money to be made, Girard wanted to commercialize
the tin can. The obvious move would have been to patent his invention in
France, but Girard was put off by the time-consuming bureaucracy in his
home country. England’s financial system, in contrast, seemed inviting to
entrepreneurs, but there was just one problem: the two countries were at war.
Girard realized that if he were to patent his can in England, he would need to
do so covertly. So he enlisted the help of an English merchant, who patented
the idea for him. It was awarded in 1810.

© The prize was awarded to a Parisian chef and brewer called Nicolas
Appert. Appert found that if you placed cooked food in a glass jar, sealed it
with cork and wax, and then plunged it into boiling water, the food didn't go
off. Almost half a century before Louis Pasteur proved that heat kills bacteria,
Appert was doing just that. He set up a business producing preserved foods,
and wrote a book in 1811 with the does-what-it-says-on-the-tin title of The Art
of Preserving All Kinds of Animal and Vegetable Substances for Several Years.
It was the first book to describe the canning process in detail, and it went on to
sell a respectable 6,000 copies.

® Unfortunately for Appert, his method was as transparent as the glass jars
he used, so it wasn't long before others were copying his tactics. Among them
was a French engineer called Philippe de Girard, who adapted the process
using tin cans instead of glass jars. The modern-day process of canning was

born.

It seemed like the whole food preservation story was “in the can”, but

then the patent expired. The navy decided to save money by buying their
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canned goods from a different supplier. Standards slipped. Sailors complained,
and naval inspectors were called ( ¢ ) to check the cans' contents. On one
occasion, they tested 306 cans and found that only 42 were safe to eat.

The timing couldn’t have been worse. Up to that point, canned foods had

{2y
predominantly been the preserve of the wealthy, who enjoyed luxury items

such as tinned artichokes and turtle soup. The scandal hit the newspapers just
as the 1851 Great Exhibition *** of London was introducing ordinary Londoners
to the convenience of tinned goods. After that, it took years for canned food to
become accepted.

Perhaps part of the battle was the physical struggle it took to open these
cans. Some of the earliest were made from iron and tin, which made them
heavy and thick. The lids were fixed on, meaning that people had to hammer
their way in, or force the cans open with knives. It took more than 50 years
after the invention of the can for someone to invent the can opener!

Now, the tin can has more than fulfilled its original purpose. Tinned food
didn't just sustain the military on their expeditions, it broadened their diet and
made them healthier. Tinned vegetables provided a much-needed source of
vitamins and minerals, which helped to protect the men from disease.

Better provisions fuelled longer, bolder expeditions. In the 1820s, when
William Edward Parry set ( d ) in search of the Northwest Passage, the
sea route between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, he took canned provisions,
including a 4-pound tin of roasted veal that was never used. Even then, the
canning process was so good that when the tin was finally opened, over a
hundred years later, the contents were still perfectly edible. It was fed to a cat,
which lost none of its nine lives in the process.

(Adapted from Helen Pilcher, Small Inventions That Made a Big Difference, 2021)
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[1] In the early part of the twentieth century, the American naturalist
William Beebe came upon a strange sight in the Guyana jungle. A group
of army ants was moving in a huge circle. The circle was 1,200 feet in
circumference *, and it took each ant two and a half hours to'complete the loop.
The ants went around and around the circle for two days until most of them
dropped dead.

[2] What Beebe saw was what biologists call a “circular mill.” The mill
is created when ®[army ants / find / from / separated / their colony /
themselves] . Once they're lost, they obey a simple rule: Follow the ant in front
of you. The result is the mill, which usually only breaks up when a few ants
wander off by chance and the others follow them away.

(3] As Steven Johnson showed in his illuminating book Emergence, an ant
colony normally works remarkably well. No one ant runs the colony. No one
issues orders. Each individual ant knows, on its own, almost nothing. Yet the

colony successfully finds food, gets all its work done, and reproduces itself. But
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the simple tools that make ants so successful are also responsible for the death
of the ants who get trapped in the circular mill. Every move an ant makes

ar—
depends on what its fellow ants do, and an ant cannot act independently, which

would help break the march to death.

[4]  So far, I've assumed that human beings are not ants. In other words, I've
assumed that human beings can be independent decision makers. Independence
doesn’t mean isolation, but it does mean relative freedom from the influence of
others. If we are independent, our opinions are, in some sense, our own. We will
not march to death in a circle just because the ants in front of us are.

[5] This is important because a group of people—unlike a colony of ants—
is far more likely to come up with a good decision if the people in the group
are independent of each other. Independence is always a relative term, but
the story of Francis Galton and the ox illustrates the point. In the story, each
person figured out his estimate of the weight of the ox on his own, relying
on what economists call “private information.” (Private information isn't just
concrete data. It can also include interpretation, analysis, or even intuition.)
And when you put all those independent estimates together, the combined
guess was near perfect.

[6] Independence is important to intelligent decision making for two
reasons. First, it keeps the mistakes that people make from becoming
correlated. Errors in individual judgment won't wreck the group’s collective
judgment as long as those errors aren’t systematically pointing in the same
direction. One of the quickest ways to make people’s judgments systematically
biased is to make them dependent on each other for information. Second,
independent individuals are more likely to have new information rather than
the same old data everyone is already familiar with. The smartest groups,
then, are made up of people with diverse perspectives who are able to stay
independent of each other. Independgnce doesn't imply rationality or fairness,
though. You can be biased and irrational, but as long as you're independent,

you won't make the group any less intelligent.
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[7]  Now, the assumption of independence is a familiar one. It's intuitively
appealing, since it takes the autonomy** of the individual for granted. It's
at the core of Western liberalism. And, in the form of what's usually called
“methodological individualism,” it is the basis of most of textbook economics.
Economists usually take it as a given that people are self-interested. And they
assume people arrive at their idea of self-interest on their own.

[8] TFor all this, though, independence is hard to come by. We are
autonomous beings, but we are also social beings. We want to learn from each
other, and learning is a social process. The neighborhoods where we live,
the schools we attend, and the corporations where we work shape the way
we think and feel. As Herbert J. Simon once wrote, “A man does not live for
months or years in a particular position in an organization, exposed to some
streams of communication, shielded from others, without the most profound
effects upon what he knows, believes, attends to, hopes, wishes, emphasizes,
fears, and proposes.”

[9] Even while recognizing the social nature of existence, economists tend
to emphasize people's autonomy and to de-emphasize the influence of others
on our preferences and judgments. Sociologists, by contrast, describe people
as embedded in particular social contexts, and see influence as inescapable.
Sociologists generally don't view this as a problem. They suggest it's simply the
way human life is organized. And it may not be a problem for everyday life.
[10] But what I want to argue here is that the more influence a group’s
members have on each other, and the more personal contact they have with
each other, the less likely it is that the group's decisions will be wise ones.
The more influence we have on each other, the more likely it is that we
will believe the same things and make the same mistakes. That means it's
possible that we could become individually smarter but collectively less so.
The question we have to ask in thinking about collective wisdom, then, is: Can
people make collectively intelligent decisions even when they are in constant, if

unpredictable, interaction with each other?
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(Adapted from James Surowiecki, 7he Wisdom of Crowds:
Why the Many Are Smarter Than the Few, 2004)
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(7) Being independent does not make people's judgment rational or fair.

(f) Errors in individual judgment can make the group's collective
judgment worse if similar errors are made by others.

(%) Independent individuals are likely to come up with new information
as long as they are not biased.

(0 The smartest groups are made up of independent individuals who

can make decisions on their own.

R4 B#E [9] TRENTW S economists & sociologists DE X5 D@\ %
AHI L CHARFETHBEL 2 S v,

[] ROXES FdH, BIICKETELR S0,

BERDKLFA-FIHA 2023 FF EE 15

BOEHICITC L, BHEERS TV BAADL SAVE, HRYIDOAD VS L,
TV—TTRYPPo P Yy 5 —%W|LTHSIT L L H 2, TATE
TR EYRAEREP D E/BIALVE (b7 LZZD 54 7),

ZWTVOGENE, THICTTIIHS F 7y 79232y FEOERE, 7L ED
BURT, Z22HoTW5h, EBZZOBPIEL L, BBV BRI, +
o, B TR % BRI-GH0E LTHSH A - BEE2H|Y, SNSIZT v
7Y %o

ZTOLE, FERLTWIDIR, SEBIZL- TV, BOoRMoERTIX
Vo TOBEHEEBRTRLIASR, 1V 5—3 v M E2RIFDLDTER VD
[MERFE] 2HRIZLCENT, ZOBFTRI-TVWL I E, BR, BhiA
P, BLEILEEOVWERTLESTW A,

EETHRVBOEZOZLTORETTHELADBYRICE 20, HOA
BEEZRVDE0RESS, EBoth b, AAOB T £ HSOERE R
%, BRAAPORMoTHBIIVAESHS R, #XF2BLTRTVEEF0LS
BREMLIZDIE o7,
RBRPLEDOINVRABICHT &, ZHbAVSEOME R L L2, BTk
WTLESWE W) EFEX L ER L TROREBAT, B2 pEAEEL
YAEMADAD B b L AMT S,

ZDLE, BEHECESTE, 77 AV —REZ Y —ICHB b DI ZHF~
TiZ>TLEY, AEOMREZEEIYIMONL OOMBHCBXEL 5
DIEAH 5,

A2 TRWIZWEZHIZIEASLHVEY, b-LARD, HrdhTEEYERS
LELHMICEREERLTLEST, BRICEOP o D EICEMLZ1C
BolY LT, HFEYVDIPDEBN I EMAERDH S, 774 ¥ F—Di
TERZAT TV bOUSAORBEORER, AMCE o TRINA TV D Ak
VALY A
BEELEZY—ICHBHEGD, HEOHRDIZAODTILMG IV — L1,



16 2023 FE K& BTROKZFA-AIH

HFRBRAREEOETINIEE 2w LE BETLILEREREVTVV,
B eEr RO BICWANSREET, EhbIE BEXELIDIG
(B kE [BEEO<F—], Mans<r —], 2020 X Y)

%M What is the author’s conclusion and why does she think so? Explain in

about 70 words.
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