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What makes some men greedy and others generous? Why did Bill Gates,
for example, give more than $28 billion in charity while many other wealthy
men kept relatively tight control over their personal fortunes? New evidence
reveals a surprising answer. The mere presence of female family members
— even infants — can be enough to make men more generous.

In an interesting new study, researchers examined generous behavior and
what inspires it in wealthy men. Rather than looking at giving to charity, they
looked at why some male chief executives of companies paid their
employees more generously than others. The researchers tracked the wages
that male chief executives at more than 10, 000 Danish*' companies paid
their employees over the course of a decade.

Interestingly, the chief executives paid their employees less after
becoming fathers. On average, after chief executives had a child, they paid
about $100 less in annual compensation per employee. To provide well for
his family, the researchers write, it's all too common for a male chief
executive to claim "his firm's resources for himself and his growing family,
at the expense of his employees."

But there was (1)a twist. When the researchers examined the data more
closely, the changes in pay depended on the gender*? of the child of the chief
executive. They reduced wages after having a son, but not after having a
daughter. Daughters apparently make fathers kind and inspire in them the
tendency to take care of others. The speculation is that as we brush our
daughters' hair and take them to dance classes, we become gentler and get a
deeper understanding of other people's emotions.

Is it even possible that simply being close to infant girls can prompt us to
be more generous? Additional studies, in a variety of fields, suggest this is
the case — and that it might extend beyond daughters. Consider, for
example, (2)one study in which a professor of psychology set up a game in
which more than 600 people made choices about sharing resources with
someone they didn't know and would never meet again. The participants*?
chose between these basic options:

(a) You get $25 and your partner gets $10.

(b) You get $20 and your partner gets $30.

The first option is the selfish one; you're claiming most of the resources for
yourself. The latter option is more generous as it involves sacrificing a small
amount ($5) to increase your partner's gains by a much larger amount ($20).
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The players expressed consistent preferences in each of the nine rounds
they played. The data showed that players who made the more generous
choices had more brothers and sisters. Those who were generous had an
average of two brothers and sisters; the others averaged one and a half. More
brothers and sisters means more sharing, which seems to influence people
toward giving.

And once again, gender mattered. The generous participants were 40
percent more likely to have sisters than the people who made more selfish,
competitive choices. In relation to that, there is also another study showing
that the more sisters a father has, the more time he spends raising his own
children. After growing up with sisters, men who have opportunities to give
are more likely to do so.

Social scientists believe that the female behaviors of sisters influence their
brothers. It might also be that boys feel the desire to protect their sisters, and
studies find that men are significantly more likely to help women than to
help men. Indeed, some of the men who give the most to charities
acknowledge the inspiration provided by the women in their lives.

In a 2007 presentation in San Francisco, a psychologist** asked, "Is there
anything good about men?" Some people would say, "Not much." But our
good point, the psychologist argues, is that across a wide range of
characteristics, "men go to extremes more than women." Men are responsible
for most of the worst aggressive and selfish acts, but they also engage in
some of the most extreme acts of helping and being generous. On this point,
there is evidence that whereas many women prefer to share equally, men are
more likely to be either perfectly selfish or perfectly generous. It may be that
close contact with women is one of the forces that make men more generous.

The effect of women on men has important implications*° for education
and work. In schools, we need to think carefully about how we organize
children into groups. Students can learn to respect and care about one another
if they have to rely upon one another when working together in small groups
toward shared goals. If each student is responsible for teaching the group
about a different topic that would be covered on a coming test, then the group
would need pieces of information from every member in order to put together
the general understanding that would be measured on the test. What would
happen if every classroom followed this structure, with mixed-gender study
groups providing boys with the opportunity to learn from girls? In addition
to gaining knowledge, perhaps they would learn something about teaching,
helping and caring for others.

At work, we have a great need for more women in leadership positions.
We already know from considerable research that companies function better
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when they have more women in top management roles, especially when it
comes to innovation.*® (3)Researchers have recently shown that between
1992 and 2006, when companies introduced women onto their senior
executive teams, they generated*’ an average of 1 percent more economic
value, which usually meant more than $40 million.

We recognize the direct advantages of women as leaders, which often
include a variety of perspectives, ways of working together in cooperation,
guidance of newer workers, and keen understanding of female employees
and customers. But we've largely overlooked the benefit that women have
on the men around them. Is it possible that when women join top
management teams, they encourage male colleagues to be more generous to
employees and to share knowledge more freely? Increases in motivation,*?
cooperation, and innovation in companies may be fueled not only by the
direct actions of female leaders, but also by their influence on male leaders.

[ Adapted from "Why Men Need Women," by Adam Grant, The New York Times Online,
July 20, 2013]
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(1) In the second paragraph, in the phrase "... more generously than others,"
the word "others" refers to other employees.

(2) Researchers concluded that daughters make fathers gentler through daily
behaviors such as brushing their daughters' hair or taking them to dance
classes.

(3) Although men can be more aggressive than women, they can also be
more generous.

(4) The advantage of the mixed-gender study group in the classroom is to
provide the opportunity for girls to learn to gain knowledge, teach, help
and care for others.

(5) Companies with female executives have a good understanding of female
customers.
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The slave trade involving Africa was a direct result of economic greed
and racism from the slave trading countries. By creating a displeasing image
of African Americans and others taken into slavery, they were not treated or
thought of as people. This mindset led to widespread violence and the
mistreatment of slaves. By examining firsthand accounts of life on a slave
ship to graphs of population change between 1700 and 1900 it is clear that
while every region experienced similarities during the slave trade, east and
west Africa were each affected in a unique way as east Africa saw an increase
in disease and sickness, while west Africa saw a change in marital patterns.
These changes clearly demonstrate the power and effect the slave trade had
on Africa. (7 )Even after the slave trade ended, these changes would endure
for centuries.

(1 )European leaders created a new view of African Americans in the
1600s, using manipulation tactics to tell the public that slaves were no better
than animals. This ideology spread and created a culture of racism
surrounding the slave trade that affected Africa as well as developed nations.
The Europeans took control by using religion and manipulation tactics to
demean slaves and create a mindset in developed countries that slaves were
not equal, which eventually turned slavery into a race issue. The way slaves
were captured was in many ways inhumane and involved kidnapping,
coercion, and political leverage. They created the illusion they were more
similar to animals, “they were all branded, like sheep”, which suggests that
they are no better than the livestock in the fields. (77 )The mindset of slavery
was, while slaves “were also recognized as human beings, their fundamental
characteristic was that they were commodities”. In addition to their treatment
after they were transported, the journey to get to their new homes was
horrifying by itself.

[Adapted from " The African Slave Trade, Coast to Coast," by Amanda Schumacher,
Washington State University, August 27, 2015]
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When we think about giving, we often think about grand gestures, setting
aside hours or days to volunteer, mentor, or contribute to some person or
group we want to see rise. Or we think about specific charities, foundations,
and organizations to donate to. But giving even on the smallest level has
power. So often, we miss the momentary opportunities to contribute, the
countless moments to be generous, to help, to be of service in the moment,
for a moment.

& #: Jonathan Fields, How to Live a Good Life: Soulful Stories, Surprising Science and
Practical Wisdom. London: Hay House, 2016. Page 204.
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Air travel has always been rich with conspiracy theories and urban legends.
I've heard it all. Nothing, however, gets me sputtering more than the myths
and exaggerations about cockpit automation — (1)the idea that modern
aircraft are flown by computer, with pilots on hand merely as a backup in
case of trouble. In some not-too-distant future, we're told, pilots will be
engineered out of the picture altogether.

For example, in a 2012 Wired magazine story on robotics, a reporter had
this to say: "A computerized brain known as the autopilot can fly a 787 jet
unaided, but irrationally we place human pilots in the cockpit to babysit the
autopilot, just in case."

That's about the most reckless and grotesque characterization of an airline
pilot's job I've ever heard. To say that a 787, or any other airliner, can fly
"unaided" and that pilots are on hand to "babysit the autopilot" isn't just
hyperbole or a poetic stretch of the facts. It isn't just a little bit false. It's
totally false. (2)And that a highly respected technology magazine wouldn't
know better and would allow such a statement to be published shows you
just how pervasive this mythology is. Such assertions appear in the media all
the time, to the point where they are taken for granted.

One thing you'll notice is that purveyors of this claptrap tend to be
journalists or academics — professors, researchers, etc. — rather than pilots.
(3)Many of these people, however intelligent they are and however valuable
their work might be, are highly unfamiliar with the day-to-day realities of
commercial flying. Pilots too are occasionally part of the problem. "This
plane practically flies itself!" one of us might say. We're often our own worst
enemies, enamored of gadgetry and, in our attempts to explain complicated
procedures to the layperson, given to dumbing down. We wind up painting a
caricature of what flying is really like — in the process undercutting the
value of our profession.

Essentially, high-tech cockpit equipment assists pilots in the way that
high-tech medical equipment assists physicians and surgeons. It has vastly
improved their capabilities, but it by no means diminishes the experience and
skill required to perform at that level and has not come remotely close to
rendering them redundant. A plane is able to fly itself about as much as the
modern operating room can perform an operation by itself. "Talk about
medical progress, and people think about technology," wrote the surgeon and
author Atul Gawande in a 2011 issue of The New Yorker. "(4)But the
capabilities of doctors matter every bit as much as the technology. This is
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true of all professions. What ultimately makes the difference is how well
people use technology." That about nails it.
& . Patrick Smith, Cockpit Confidential. Naperville: Sourcebooks, 2013.
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(1) Many of us are familiar with the act of procrastinating — putting off tasks
until, or past, their deadline. Why do people procrastinate? Does it only bring
them disadvantages, or does it also have some benefits? ( i& P oeg )
Procrastination typically gets a bad name as a habit that impacts productivity and
holds people back from fulfilling their potential. Some researchers define
procrastination as "a form of (a)self-regulation failure characterized by the
needless delay of things one intends to do despite the expectation of negative
consequences."

(@ Medical News Today spoke to some people who seem to shun®
procrastination, afraid that putting things off will affect their productivity and
create more stress. One person told us: "I never procrastinate because if I do even
for a little while, I will never do the job. It makes it hard to prioritize**, and it can

be stressful, but I feel in control." However, she also noted that never
procrastinating on anything can also mean that she sometimes ends up doing
unnecessary work.

®) 1 Is procrastination all (b)doom and gloom, or can it bring us
certain benefits? And why do some people tend to procrastinate in the first place?
(32 ¥ ®&) When referring to procrastination, some people may think of it as poor

time management, an inability to organize and prioritize tasks, meaning that we
do them at the last minute, or even past their deadline.

@ 2 One study found that procrastination is positively related to
psychological vulnerability*. Other research pointed out that people who tend to

put tasks off until the last moment may have lower self-esteem than their peers.
Moreover, Fuschia Sirois, Ph.D. — now based at the University of Sheffield in
the United Kingdom — also found that people who procrastinate tend to have
higher levels of stress and lower levels of self-compassion™*. Sirois explains that
"serial”" procrastinators are stuck in a vicious cycle®, in which the thought of
previous uncompleted tasks haunts™ them, paralyzing”’ them, and stopping
them from completing present tasks, as well. Sirois states "the lower levels of
self-compassion among chronic*® procrastinators indicate that treating oneself
harshly, with self-blame, criticism, and a general lack of kindness and acceptance
after failure to act on intended actions may contribute to the stress associated
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with procrastinating and further compromise well-being, and potentially
physical health."

® 3 A study published in 2017 supports this idea. It shows a
correlation between certain types of procrastination and neuroticism, a
personality trait that denotes a high susceptibility to feelings of anxiety, worry, or
frustration. And last year (2018), research whose findings appeared in the journal
Psychological Science indicated that the people who are most likely to keep on
procrastinating seem to have larger amygdalae than non-procrastinators. The

amygdala is a brain region that plays a crucial role in the regulation of emotions,
particularly processing anxiety and fear. In their paper, the authors explain that
"regarding action control, this could mean that individuals with a larger
amygdala volume have learned from past mistakes and evaluate future actions
and their possible consequences more extensively." "This, in turn," they add,
"might lead to greater concern and hesitation, as observed in individuals with
low decision-related action orientation scores." (i& ¥ #4.)

® 4 In a seminal™ study from 1997, researchers Roy Baumeister

and Dianne Tice suggest that procrastination is a kind of "self-defeating behavior
because it apparently leads to stress, illness, and inferior performance."
Baumeister and Tice found that procrastinators might enjoy lower levels of stress
when they procrastinate compared with non-procrastinators. However, their
stress might affect them with redoubled*'® force in the long run, as they face the
consequences of not having completed their tasks on time. The researchers also
quote previous studies suggesting that procrastination has links to poorer mental
health, as well as lower performance on tasks.

(7 However, other researchers believe that procrastination is not entirely
(c)devoid of benefits. Angela Hsin Chun Chu and Jin Nam Choi argue that there
is more than one type of procrastination and that different kinds of
procrastination may have various outcomes. In a study whose findings appeared
in The Journal of Social Psychology, Chu and Choi cite previous research that
argued that "not all delays lead to negative outcomes." They proposed that "delays
resulting from time that was spent planning and gathering (d)vital preparatory
information can be beneficial."

Thus, they distinguish between two types of procrastinators:

» Passive procrastinators do not intend to delay solving a task, but still do so
because they are unable "to make decisions quickly and act on them quickly."

» Active procrastinators purposefully delay task-solving, as they prefer to work
under pressure, as it allows them to "feel challenged and motivated."

10
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(@ Chu and Choi argue that the psychological profile of "active
procrastinators” is closer to that of non-procrastinators, and that, in their case,
procrastination may bring some unexpected benefits. The study authors write
that "even though active procrastinators may plan their activities in an organized
fashion, they do not restrict themselves to following a preplanned schedule or
time structure." Such procrastinators allow themselves the flexibility of dealing
with changes and new demands as they come, so they can spontaneously solve
several competing tasks. The researchers note that: "If something unexpected
comes up, active procrastinators will switch gears and engage in new tasks that
they perceive as more urgent. In other words, active procrastinators may have
more flexibly structured time and are more sensitive to changing demands in
their environment."

[7£] *1shun: ~%# 1T % *) prioritize: ~%f&%E 3¢ 5
*3 vulnerability: 5> %3 X *4 self-compassion: B 7D FH\W\ )
*5 vicious cycle: & &R *6 haunt: ~% % L ® 5
*7 paralyze: ~ % (—HR B IOMRAE L ZWIKEEI2T 5
*8 chronic: 1& P&y % *9 seminal: HE D b 5

*10 redoubled: 374w L 7=

£ . Cohut, M. (2019). Medical News Today, May 3, 2019. Retrieved from
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com 7% 1) 3 3D 22, KErEG L2 EEL - E
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(1) The word (a)self-regulation in paragraph (1) is closest in meaning to

1. self-employed 2. self-expression 3. self-confidence 4. self-control

(2) The phrase (b)doom and gloom in paragraph (@ is closest in meaning to

1. deadly 2. negative 3. different 4. unrealistic

(3) The phrase (c)devoid of in paragraph (@) is closest in meaning to .
1, aware of 2. hopeful of 3. lacking in 4. increasing in

11
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(4) The word (d)vital in paragraph (@ is closest in meaning to .
1. essential 2. detailed 3. correct 4. general

M2 AXOoREILEI LI O~EPHMITHT 252 LT
RVELEEDE, ZNZNERKM1~4 OF 0 LB L I\,

(1) According to the person interviewed by Medical News Today, what is a
consequence of never procrastinating?

1. Creative thinking might be needed.

2. More time for scheduling might be necessary.

3. Excessive work might be done.

4. Their productivity might suffer.

(2) What does the study conducted by Sirois imply?

1. Some procrastinators cannot accept criticism from other people.

2. Some procrastinators have negative and positive impacts on their peers.
3. Procrastination is caused by general lack of knowledge.

4. Procrastination prevents them from being kind to themselves.

(3) What is the significance of the study published in 2018?

1. It was revealed that procrastinators have some damage in their brain.

2. A correlation was observed between procrastination and a physical
characteristic.

3. The individual differences among procrastinators were found.

4. The future actions procrastinators would possibly take were analyzed.

(4) What characteristics do active procrastinators have?
1. They are good at creating new demands.

2. They are actively involved with other people.

3. They are more likely to pursue their curiosity.

4. They can adapt themselves to schedule changes.

(5) What is the best title for this passage?

1. Can people reduce stress by procrastinating?

2. Is procrastination helpful or harmful to our health?
3. How does procrastination affect our brain?

4. How can we stop people from procrastinating?

12
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Increasingly, research has shown that procrastination is, in fact, a complex

reaction to various perceived stressors.

1.

1
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Vaccination is a precursor to modern medicine, not the product of it. Its roots
are in folk medicine, and its first practitioners were farmers. Milkmaids in
eighteenth-century England had faces unblemished by smallpox. Nobody
(7 ) why, but anyone could see it was true. Nearly ( 4 ) in England at that
time got smallpox and many of those who survived bore the scars of the disease
on their faces. Folk knowledge held that if a milkmaid milked a cow blistered with
cowpox and developed some blisters on her hands, she would not contract
smallpox even (7 ) nursing victims of an epidemic.

By the end of the century, just as the waterwheels of the industrial revolution
were beginning to turn the spindles in cotton mills, physicians were noting the
( T ) of cowpox on milkmaids and anyone who milked cows. During a
smallpox epidemic in 1774, a farmer who had himself already been infected
(4 ) cowpox used a darning needle to drive pus from a cow into the arms
of his wife and two small boys. The farmer's neighbors were horrified. His wife's
arm became red and swollen and she fell ill before recovering fully, but the boys
had mild reactions. They were exposed to smallpox many times over the course
of their long lives, occasionally for the purpose of demonstrating their immunity,
without (77 ) contracting the disease.

Twenty years later, the country doctor Edward Jenner extracted pus (¥ )
a blister on the hand of a milkmaid and scraped it into the arm of an eight-year-
old boy. The boy got .a fever but did not become ill. Jenner then exposed the boy
to smallpox, which did not infect him. Emboldened, Jenner continued his
experiment (7 ) dozens of other people, including his own infant son.
Before (7~ ), the procedure would be known by Jenner's term for cowpox,
variolae vaccinae, from the Latin vacca for cow, the beast that would forever leave
its( I ) on vaccination.
$h ¥ Eula Bias, On Immunity: An Inoculation. Minneapolis: Graywolf Press, 2014. Pages 51-
52.

(7) (1) knew (2) know (3) knowingly (4) known  (5) knows
(1) (1) always (2) any (3) everyone  (4) none (5) some
(7) (1) now (2) out (3) so (4) up (5) while
() (Deffects  (2)influential (3) memos (4) part (5) years
() (1) but (2) for (3) in (4) over (5) with

14
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(%)
(7)
(7)
()

(1) ever
(1) before
(1) during
(1) after
(1) line

(2) most
(2) from
(2) into

(2) gone
(2) mark

(3) past
(3) on
(3) many
(3) just
(3) space
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(4) rare
(4) such
(4) on

(4) long
(4) time

(5) when
(5) that
(5) until
(5) soon
(5) word
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Considering how widespread it is and how unpleasant it can be, we know
surprisingly little about pain. Pain is not a thing — it's a perception. The same
injury can cause vastly different levels of pain in different people, depending
(7 ) anumber of factors, including how busy they are and what mood they
are in. If you stub*' your toe during a relaxed Sunday afternoon, you might feel
a lot of pain. If you do the same thing as you are running to stop a small child
(1 ) walking in front of a bus, you might not notice the pain at all.

Fortunately, because pain is a ( 7 ) — a feeling — rather than
something more concrete, music can help to minimize it. Music can reduce stress,
relax you, improve your mood, and focus your attention — all factors that can
help reduce the ( T ) you feel. In addition, the fact that your brain is having
to process the music is a distractor** — like seeing a child in danger — which
interferes (4 ) the "Bloody hell! That hurts!" signal. Music has been found
to be very useful in dealing with temporary pain (77 ) as dental treatment
and headaches, particularly if the patient chooses the music and controls
(% ) loud it is. Interestingly, the music works best if the patient has been
told (7 ) it will reduce the pain. If patients believe that they have some
control over a method of pain reduction, the belief itself helps to reduce the pain.

One study of the effects of music on pain involved asking volunteers to keep
their hands in very cold water for as (%~ ) as they could stand. Participants
who chose their own music could keep their hands in the cold water for ( 2 )
than people who listened to white noise or random relaxation music. Once more
it seems that choosing the music made the volunteers feel more in control of the
situation and this helped them cope with the pain for a longer time. Women who
performed this test after choosing their own music not (¥ ) coped longer
with the pain but also felt that the pain was less intense; (> ) coped longer

but felt the same intensity.
[ Adapted from Why You Love Music: From Mozart to Metallica — The Emotional Power of
Beautiful Sounds, by John Powell, Little Brown, 2016, pp. 76-77]

[7£] *1stub: 3321F 5 *2 distractor: R 2 H T & D
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Are animals capable of having fun? That is to say, are they capable of doing
things that have no particular purpose other than to bring them pleasure and
happiness? I think that's an important question, because the answer helps us
decide whether animals experience positive feelings only when they perform
tasks that promote the survival of the species. If that were the case, then pleasure
and happiness would be purely the result of instincts that ensure that certain
behaviors are engaged in and rewarded. In contrast, just by remembering happy
experiences, humans can feel the emotions that went with them and enjoy them
over and over again. Free-time fun belongs here, such as a holiday by the sea or
winter sports in the mountains. Might (1)this be the essential thing that makes
us different from animals? But then an Internet video showing a tobogganing™*
crow sliding down the roof of a house comes to mind. The crow has found a lid*?
from a plastic container. It carries it up to the highest part of the roof, places it
on the slope and then jumps onto it to slide down. No sooner does the bird reach
the bottom than it goes back up for its next ride. The point? Apparently none.
The fun factor? Probably the same as when we jump onto the wooden or plastic
object of our choice and slide down a hill in the snow.

Why would crows use energy on (2)such an activity that has no meaning?
After all, the tough competition in evolution demands that creatures eliminate all
activities that do not have any benefit, and any animal that does not meet this
demand will not survive. And yet it’s been a long time since we humans have paid
any attention to this apparently absolute rule. At least in wealthier countries, we
have energy to spare and we can afford to use it to enjoy ourselves. Why should
it be any different for an intelligent bird that has set aside sufficient food for the
winter and can devote some of its energy to fun and games? Clearly, crows, too,
can convert surplus resources into simple fun and create happy feelings
whenever they want.

So what about dogs and cats? Anyone who lives with these animals can tell
stories about how they love to play. Our dog Maxi liked to play tag*3 with me in
our yard. Because she knew she could run much faster than I could, she always
gave me a chance to catch her so that the game didn't get boring. She'd run big
circles around me, every once in a while running quickly towards me. Then, just
before I caught her, she'd step aside and I'd miss. You could tell just by looking at
her how this game delighted her. I really enjoy looking back to that time, and yet

17
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I'd rather find other examples as evidence of play with no useful purpose at all
— in a positive meaning — because Maxi probably used this game to make
our relationship stronger. And it's true that any fun activity within a group can
act as social glue and therefore serve a purpose in its evolution. Energy invested
in unity promotes groups that can resist threats from the outside.

So let's take another look at crows. There are lots of reports of crows that
tease** dogs. They stalk*> them from behind and bite them on the tail. Of course
the dog spins around too slowly to catch the bird, which soon starts the game all
over again. This is not a case of creating social unity, and it's not a case of the bird
practicing some survival skill, either. After all, escaping from spinning dogs is not
a necessary survival behavior. No, what's going on here seems to be something
completely different. (3)The crow can clearly put itself in the dog's place and
realize that the dog will always be too slow and will therefore get annoyed. And
that's what makes it so much fun to tease it over and over again, happily
anticipating its reaction. Lots of crows enjoy doing this, as is evident in any

number of Internet videos.
[ Adapted from The Inner Life of Animals: Surprising Observations of a Hidden World, by
Peter Wohlleben, Vintage: Penguin Random House UK, 2018, pp. 101-103]
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*2 lid: 3 7= *3tag: B o 2
*4 tease: 26 09 *Sstalk: = - % h oK

[2% P
1. THHEMOHAEIZOP VT, KRXOREIZD > T 60 FHREDH R
EFTEIL I,

60

18



e BlE T E 101-110
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(1) Crows might enjoy sliding down a roof in the same way that humans
enjoy skiing.

(2) Basically, activities with no survival benefit to animals are assumed to
disappear during their evolution.

(3) Crows do not have time for fun activities in winter because they must use
all their energy to find food for survival.

(4) The author's dog understood that she could move more quickly than him
when they played tag.

(5) Crows tease dogs as a means of practicing survival skills.
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Growing old is a relatively recent phenomenon. Until the last century or two,
the average life span was less than 30 years. (1)There is very little historical
information about the aging process, and because so few people had the
opportunity to achieve their full aging potential, we are just now learning what
our potential life spans are. Prior to the agricultural revolution of 10,000 or so
years ago, life was usually cut short by predation,*" injury, or starvation. The
emergence of agriculture led to the formation of villages and cities; with people
settling in close proximity,** we saw the rise and spread of infectious diseases,
which continued to inhibit*3 average life spans. It wasn't until the twentieth
century that average life expectancy began to rise appreciably, thanks to the
medical successes curing infectious diseases, the widespread availability of food,
and fewer hazards of daily life in civilized society. In fact, in the twentieth century
alone, we have added approximately 30 years to the average life span, a near
doubling over the previous millennia.**

A century ago there were only a handful of centenarians*> on earth. By 1950
their numbers were estimated to be a few thousand. Today there are thought to
be 340,000 centenarians worldwide, and it is estimated that that number will
increase to 6 million by 2050. The highest concentrations of centenarians are
projected to be in the United States and Japan. In 2009 there were approximately
100,000 in the United States and nearly 40,000 in Japan, but by mid-century
those numbers are expected to grow to at least 600,000 in the United States and
a full million in Japan, making centenarians the fastest-growing segment*® of
society, more than 20 times the overall rate of total population growth.

These impressive statistics emphasize the possibility of 100 as a reasonable
objective, a longevity*? beacon*® that is demonstrably achievable. And yet we find
ourselves in an era when the upward progression of expected life span is seriously
threatened by an epidemic*? of lifestyle-based negative factors. Obesity*'* and
diabetes™" are the dangers of our times, a peculiar regression*'? in a century of
generally improving public health and longevity. We are increasingly becoming a
bifurcated*'? society, with one segment focused on health and nutrition, and the
other shifting our public health statistics in the negative direction. Probably the
greatest challenge in public health policy today is to provide the education and
motivation for the unhealthy to turn their lives around and adopt healthier —

and hence more productive — lifestyles.
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It is as natural as breathing to want to extend life to its maximum limit. And
yet who wants to live with sickness, weakness, and the loss of independence?
Who wants to spend their last years — or decades — bedridden and hooked
up to machines? It should be obvious that longevity and health are flip sides of
the same coin. Longevity without health is not a desirable outcome for anyone.
In fact it's not even an option. It is the convergence*'# of the aging process and
the quality of our health that determines our life span.

(2)An_extensive study by a Danish research group, covering 30 developed
countries, now projects that, of the babies born in these countries today, fully half
should live to 100 or more. More importantly, these people are expected to
encounter less disability**> and fewer functional limitations as they age, a
consequence of presumed healthier lifestyles. The half that will not reach 100 will
likely continue the other notable trend of our times, the increasing rate of obesity
and diabetes that is pulling longevity statistics in the other direction.

Who wouldn't want to live to 100 or more, to have the longest possible life
span? Not everyone, apparently. According to a survey by the Pew Research
Group, only 8 percent of Americans actually expressed a desire to live to 100. The
reason is that most of us still associate that age with sickness and a very low
quality of life. The image presented by a 100-year-old person is invariably one
dominated by the things that a person can no longer do, of loss of independent
living and degraded function. (3)What is desirable about living so long if you can't
do the things that seemed to make life worth living in the first place?

We believe that this view of late life is demonstrably wrong. One's later years
are not fated to catastrophic*'® decline and decrepitude,*'7and we can now assert
with the support of solid science that a great deal of the aging process is within

our personal control.
[ Adapted from The Roadmap to 100: The Breakthrough Science of Living a Long and Healthy
Life, by Walter M. Bortz II, MD and Randall Stickrod, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010, pp. 7-11]
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(1) Starvation was a common cause of death before the agricultural revolution.

(2) In 2050 there will probably be one million people over the age of 100 in Japan.

(3) Thanks to our keen interest in health and nutrition, lifestyle-based diseases
are no longer a risk to longevity.

(4) Most Americans want to live to be 100 years old.

(5) The authors assert that all centenarians will face sickness and a very low
quality of life.
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Read the following passage and answer the questions that follow.
(B EMK - E 2018)

If you don't like spending time crunching your abs** then we might have some
good news. Researchers are not only arguing over whether sit-ups do you any
good but whether they might even be bad for you.

Do they give you a taut six-pack*? across your abdomen or does a flat stomach
depend more on diet and general exercise ( (I ) a specific routine? A review
of all the research conducted on sit-ups reports evidence ( @ ) they do
improve flexibility and muscle strength and that in dogs flexing the spine has
been shown to help the delivery of nutrients to the discs which could prevent
stiffness.

So far, so good. But ( (3 ) get the desired six-pack does take an awful lot
of work. In a small randomised controlled trial in Illinois in 2011 one group did
daily abdominal exercises while the lucky control group did none. After six weeks
detailed measurements were taken and it was found that the sit-ups made no
difference to waist size or the amount of fat around their stomachs.

Many sportspeople do sit-ups as part of a raft of exercises which aim to
improve their core stability, but research from Thomas Nesser from Indiana State
University suggests that improving your core stability doesn't necessarily result
in better athletic performance.

Whether or not they provide you with precisely the physique or fitness you
desire, could sit-ups bring unintended consequences such as back pain? Stuart
McGill, professor of spine biomechanics at the University of Waterloo in Canada
has been studying sit-ups for years and is convinced that the traditional crunch
does indeed cause us harm.

He conducted dozens of studies in his spine biomechanics lab using the
cadavers of pigs, repeatedly flexing their spines in a similar way as a person might
when doing a sit-up, but for many, many hours at a time. When he examined the
discs in the spine afterwards, he found that they had been squeezed to the point
where they bulged. ( @ ) the same thing happened in a human this would
press on the nerves, causing back pain, and possibly even a herniated disc.

Pigs were chosen for this experiment because their spines are more similar to
human spines than those of many other animals, but of course critics of these
studies point out, that there are still many differences between people and pigs.
Also these studies involved thousands of continuous cycles of bending. Even
when training hard, people take breaks between sets of crunches.
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Perhaps these results tell us what might happen at the extremes in the unlikely
event that you were to do sit-ups for hour upon hour, but in real life it's clearly
not the case that most people damage their discs most of the time when doing
sets of 15 sit-ups. However, injuries can happen. Research published in 2005 on
soldiers stationed at the US military's Fort Bragg attributed 56% of all the injuries
sustained during the two-yearly Army Physical Fitness Test, ( & ) sit-ups.

Some people seem to be more prone to back problems caused by sit-ups than
others. We might be fine doing 30 sit-ups a day for decades, but we might
( ® )andit's hard to know which group we fall into. It could come down to
our genes. According to one paper, it's not (Dwear-and-tear that causes most of

the difficulties, but genetic factors, which account for three-quarters of the
differences between the people who do get back problems and those who don't.

The Twin Spine study has been following pairs of twins in Finland, Canada
and US since 1991. The researchers have found that genetics play a huge part in
people's susceptibility to the degeneration of the discs in their backs. Even when
one twin had a job requiring heavy lifting, while the other had a sedentary job,
the frequency of back problems was about the same.

So sit-ups might lead to back pain, but only in some people. It's a good excuse
not to do them. But if you want to crunch those abs, is there a way of limiting the
risk? Professor Stuart McGill recommends sliding your hands under your lower
back to stop it flattening against the floor. This minimises the stress on your back.
Bend one knee up and keep the other ( (®: extend ). Then raise the head and
shoulders off the ground by a very small amount. He says to imagine your head
is resting on bathroom scales and you are just lifting your head enough for the
scale to show zero. This exercise is described in much more detail in his book
Back Mechanic.

In his review of the sit-up research Bret Contreras from Auckland University
of Technology in New Zealand recommends limiting spinal exercises to 60
repetitions per session, beginning with only 15 and building up gradually. Finally,
when we've been lying down overnight or even sitting down for a long time we
gain a small amount of height, which makes sit-ups harder and increases the risk
of injury. So don't stand up from hours of sitting at your desk and immediately
get down on the floor to do sit-ups and don't bound out of bed and do them first
thing in the morning.

(BBC News, April 18, 2016. "The surprising downside of sit-ups" By Claudia Hammond)
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Notes: *1abs: & *2 six-pack: F|h 7= I8 H

1. In accordance with the passage, put the letter "O" if each of the following
sentences is true, and "X" if it is not on your answer sheet.

(1) A new study revealed that there are no advantages to sit-ups.

(2) Even if you do sit-ups regularly, you can't get a slender waist. However, you
can reduce your belly fat with sit-ups.

(3) This article mentions a report that says there is always a correlation between
the stability of your body trunk and your athletic ability.

(4) Human backbones resemble a pig's ones, but they're not exactly the same.

(5) Even well-trained personnel may get injured with sit-ups.

(6) One report states that 75% of the time, heredity factors determine whether
sit-ups cause you back problems or not.

(7) The best time for you to do sit-ups is right after waking up.

2. Fill in the blanks marked (1, @), 4 and (6) with the most suitable
English word to complete each sentence. As for the initial letter, use of
uppercase or lowercase does not matter.

3. Fill in. the blanks marked (3) and (&) with the same English word.

4. Translate the underlined word marked (7) into Japanese.

5. Change the form of the word in the parenthesis marked ( ) to the most
appropriate one.
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6. Which of the following illustrations is the correct way of sit-ups that
Professor Stuart McGill recommends?

(7) (1)
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