	Paired Passage Assessment #2


Due date____
“The Selective Laziness of Human  Reasoning”


	Student __________________________________________
# ______
Block __________________

	Instructions: COMPLETE ALL QUESTIONS AND MARGIN NOTES using the CLOSE reading strategies practiced in class. 

This requires reading of the article three times.

Step 1: Number the paragraphs. Skim the article using these colors and symbols as you read:


-UNKNOWN WORDS/DEFINITIONS | PENCIL- questions/insights/impressions

(*) important, (!) surprising, (?) wondering [(+) agree, (-) disagree]
Step 2: Define the vocabulary that has been boxed for you. Choose an appropriate synonym that has the same part of speech as the term.   Write the synonym above each boxed term to help you better understand the excerpt.
Step 3: Read the article carefully, highlight text, and make associated notes in the margin. Notes should include:     

· BLUE -strong connotation/denotation (diction/word choice)

· YELLOW-big ideas (write a summary statement of important ideas for each major section)

· PENCIL- questions/insights/impressions

· GREEN- elements of argumentation (claims/assertions, evidence/grounds)

· PURPLE - literary devices, tropes  ( PINK- methods of development/organization 

	Step 4: 

A final quick read noting anything you may have missed during the first two reads.

Answer the questions carefully in complete sentences unless otherwise instructed.
	SCORE: ______________/4 Points

1. Completion and Correctness
2. Vocabulary/Tone

3. Margin Notes

         4.     Timeliness


	Create a bibliographic entry/MLA citation of this article (use your reference book for help). 

Don’t forget your HANGING INDENT!

9/10.RL.1-6  *Don’t forget to record your bibliographic entry on your AOW final assignment sheet.*
Sample: Chen, Davis. “Bear Facts.” Our Wildlife 9 July 1988: 120–25. 

(Author) (Title of article) (Publication name) (Date of issue) (Pages)



	Twelve Word Summary: Objectively summarize the entire article in twelve words. (think: who, what, when, where, how)



	List tone words and phrases.

	What is the underlying tone of the article? Use the tone reference sheet located in your handbook. What specific words or phrases develop that tone? 



	List related thematic ideas from the list in your reference handbook. 


	Based on your reading, create a thematic statement that is one or two sentences. Theme… 

· is not the topic or a summary (No “This article is about…”)

· does not mention the title, the author, the plot, or the characters involved. 

· doesn’t use “you” 

· avoids uncertainty (don’t use maybe, possibly, might…)

· doesn’t refer to the writer…EVER (no “I think”)


	Based on the thematic statement you created, list 2-3 pieces of evidence in the text that support this idea or theme. (use in-text citations)

9/10RL 1,2,4,10

	Why is it important to be open-minded towards other people’s opinions? How do our perspectives change when considering the opinions of others?
TAG/ICE TEMPLATES/Examples

Step 1: Restate the question insert your opinion/argument/answer.

Step 2: According to (the author) in his/her (genre), “(title)” introduce quote “copy quote” (cite page/paragraph).

Step 3: Explain the connection from your opinion/argument/answer.

RI 1.6

	In the context of the text, how do humans understand the world in terms of themselves? Do you think this is egotistical? Why or why not? Cite examples from the text, your own experience, and other literature, art, or history in your answer. (ICE/TAG)

TAG/ICE TEMPLATES/Examples

Step 1: Restate the question insert your opinion/argument/answer.

Step 2: According to (the author) in his/her (genre), “(title)” introduce quote “copy quote” (cite page/paragraph).

Step 3: Explain the connection from your opinion/argument/answer.



	1. PART A: Which of the following best identifies the author’s main claim in the text?

A. People are naturally inclined towards their own arguments because they are too stubborn to consider another mode of thinking.

B. People are more adamant about proving that someone else’s opinion is wrong rather than proving why their opinion is right.

C. People tend to prefer their own opinions over others because they consider their sources to be more reliable.

D. People will argue to support incorrect information merely for the satisfaction of winning an argument.

2. PART B: Which detail from the text best supports the answer to Part A?

A. “For one thing, political preferences aren't just reasoned opinions; they're often markers of personal and cultural identity with strong emotional resonance.” (Paragraph 5)

B. “Under the right conditions, many people fail to recognize that a choice they made previously has been swapped with an alternative.” (Paragraph 7)

C. “In other words, people were less critical of the very same arguments when they produced them themselves than when they were later presented as coming from another person.” (Paragraph 12)

D. “The authors of the study take them as evidence for a theory according to which human reasoning is principally geared towards effective argumentation rather than knowledge-seeking.” (Paragraph 13)
3. How does the detail “The phenomenon has been replicated for choices in a variety of domains, including jam and tea preferences, moral judgments and political attitudes” from paragraph 7 contribute to the text?

A. It proves that this phenomenon occurs in a variety of other reasoning contexts.

B. It shows that this phenomenon only occurs in certain instances.

C. It proves that this phenomenon only occurs for people’s most valued opinions.
D.  It shows that a person considers all their opinions to be equally important.


	THE SELECTIVE LAZINESS OF HUMAN REASONING

by Tania Lombrozo for NPR  2016

	Tania Lombrozo, a professor of psychology at the University of California, Berkeley, explores the psychological elements that contribute to a person’s inclination to value his or her own opinions over the opinions of others. As you read, take notes on how the experiments the author references support her CLAIM.

	Your margin notes are part of your score for this assessment.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	What is the author saying?
LEFT
	                    What is the author doing?     

RIGHT                                                                                                  

	After reading this article, what would you title it?
 

	1 Democrat: "Those arguments by Republicans are preposterous!"

2 Republican: "Those arguments by Democrats are absurd!"

3 Sound familiar?

4 There are plenty of reasons why political disputes can be divisive,1and a host of psychological mechanisms that contribute to a preference for one's own views.
5 For one thing, political preferences aren't just reasoned opinions; they're often markers of personal and cultural identity with strong emotional resonance.2 For another, we tend to expose ourselves to sources that support our own views, reinforcing rather than challenging our beliefs.

6 An article forthcoming in the journal Cognitive Science3 adds another mechanism into the mix: We're more critical of arguments offered by others than of those we produce ourselves. Authors Emmanuel Trouche, Petter Johansson, Lars Hall and Hugo Mercier describe this as the "selective laziness of reasoning." We reserve effortful scrutiny for others and often give ourselves a free pass.

7 To test this idea, the researchers exploited a phenomenon known as choice blindness: Under the right conditions, many people fail to recognize that a choice they made previously has been swapped with an alternative. For example, people who choose one of two photographs as more attractive will often fail to notice when the photograph they're subsequently presented isn't the one they chose, and will nonetheless go on to explain why they found the (non-chosen) option more attractive. The phenomenon has been replicated for choices in a variety of domains, including jam and tea preferences, moral judgments and political attitudes.

8 Trouche and colleagues adapted this technique to the case of arguments and, in so doing, created situations in which people were asked to evaluate arguments that they didn't recognize as their own. This revealed that people were willing to generate arguments that — when presented as coming from another person — they could readily recognize as flawed.
9 Here's how it worked. Across two studies, more than 400 participants recruited online were presented with word problems that required them to draw inferences from limited information. For example, they might read about a fruit and vegetable shop that carries apples as well as other products and learn that none of the apples are organic. They would then be asked what follows "for sure" from this information, and were given a variety of options to choose from: that all the fruits are organic (false), that none of the fruits are organic (unknown), that some of the fruits are not organic (true), and so on. Participants made a selection and provided an argument to justify their choice.

10 In a subsequent phase of the experiment, participants were presented with the same problems, along with choices and arguments purportedly4 provided by other participants. In each case, the choice was presented as an alternative to what the participants had selected initially, and participants were invited to reconsider their own choice in light of the argument.
11 But within this set was a fake: a problem for which the participant's original choice had been swapped, such that the "alternative" response was the one that the participant had actually provided, and the corresponding argument was the participant's own. About half of participants failed to notice the swap: They were the victims of choice blindness. For these participants, the experimenters succeeded in creating the conditions they were after, putting people in the position of evaluating arguments they had produced as if they had been produced by someone else.

12 And what they found was this: that people rejected their own arguments over 50 percent of the time, failing to find them sufficiently compelling to change what they thought was their initial response. In other words, people were less critical of the very same arguments when they produced them themselves than when they were later presented as coming from another person. Evaluating these arguments also led to an overall improvement in performance: Accuracy increased from around 40 percent in the initial phase to around 60 percent after participants evaluated their own argument in disguise.

13 There are several ways to interpret these results. The authors of the study take them as evidence for a theory according to which human reasoning is principally geared towards effective argumentation rather than knowledge-seeking. But for present purposes, we can draw a timely, if more modest, conclusion: that when it comes to evaluating arguments across the political spectrum — especially those that challenge our own views — we would do well to bear in mind the selective laziness of reasoning.

14 It makes sense to evaluate other people's arguments with careful scrutiny, but we should apply the same consideration to our own.



	NPR.org on August 1, 2016, and is used with the permission of NPR. Any unauthorized duplication is strictly prohibited.

Notes:
1. Divisive (adjective): tending to cause disagreement or hostility between people
2. Resonance (noun): the quality of a sound that stays loud, clear, and deep for a long time
3. Cognitive Science is a journal for the study of minds and other intelligent systems.
4. Purportedly (adverb): as appears or stated to be true, though not necessarily so


