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Summarize the following passage within 100 words.

When strangers meet they often have to decide where to sit or stand in
relation to each other. This is not something that they need to discuss, nor
is it something they need to consider consciously — they don’t, for example,
have to ask themselves whether they should try to be friendly and stand close,
or be formal and keep their distance. They simply assume a distance that *feels
right’ in those circumstances. What feels right to people depends to a very
large extent on the culture to which they belong. When two individuals are
members of the same culture, the issue of how close they should stand seldom
presents a problem. However, when they are from cultures with different ideas
of proxemics, all kinds of problems can arise.

European societies can be divided, very roughly, into three geographical
zones, depending on how close people position themselves. The first is what
Desmond Morris calls the *elbow zone’, where people stand so close that they
can touch each other with their elbows. This zone includes countries like
Spain, France, Italy, Greece and Turkey. The second zone covers most of Eastern
Europe, including countries like Poland, Hungary and Romania. In this zone,
the "wrist zone’, people position themselves so that, if they wanted to, they
could touch each other with their wrist.

Finally there is what Morris calls the ’fingertips zone’, which includes
Britain, Belgium, Germany and the Scandinavian countries. In this zone people
like to keep others at arms length, and they are quite content to give up the
opportunity to touch each other.

The most striking thing about these different proxemic zones is the way they
are arranged, with the “elbow zone’ located in the warmest part of Europe,
the " fingertips zone’ in the coolest, and the “wrist zone’ roughly in between.
There are several possible reasons for this. The first and most obvious
explanation is climate. It is well known that the surrounding temperature
affects people’ s comfort levels and their sense of well-being. The other thing
about a warm climate is that it can affect people’s social habits through the
opportunities that it provides for contact in the open air. All along the
Mediterranean the summers are dry and warm, and even the winter days can be
fairly nice. This enables people to spend much more time talking to each other
out of doors. It is quite possible that these frequent contacts tie people
closer together, and that this in turn encourages them to stand and sit much
closer to each other.

(DWhen strangers meet they often have to decide where to sit or stand in
relation to each other. This is not something that they need to discuss, nor
is it something they need to consider consciously — they don’ t, for example,
have to ask themselves whether they should try to be friendly and stand close,
or be formal and keep their distance. They simply assume a distance that ’feels
right’” in those circumstances. What feels right to people depends to a very
large extent on the culture to which they belong. When two individuals are
members of the same culture, the issue of how close they should stand seldom
presents a problem. However, when they are from cultures with different ideas
of proxemics, all kinds of problems can arise.

(@European societies can be divided, very roughly, into three geographical
zones, depending on how close people position themselves. The first is what
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Desmond Morris calls the ’elbow zone’, where people stand so close that they
can touch each other with their elbows. This zone includes countries like
Spain, France, Italy, Greece and Turkey. The second zone covers most of Eastern
Europe, including countries like Poland, Hungary and Romania. In this zone,
the "wrist zone’, people position themselves so that, if they wanted to, they
could touch each other with their wrist.

@QFinally there is what Morris calls the ’fingertips zone’, which includes
Britain, Belgium, Germany and the Scandinavian countries. In this zone people
like to keep others at arms length, and they are quite content to give up the
opportunity to touch each other.

@The most striking thing about these different proxemic zones is the way they
are arranged, with the “elbow zone’ located in the warmest part of Europe,
the " fingertips zone’ in the coolest, and the “wrist zone’ roughly in between.
There are several possible reasons for this. The first and most obvious
explanation is climate. It is well known that the surrounding temperature
affects people’ s comfort levels and their sense of well-being. The other thing
about a warm climate is that it can affect people’s social habits through the
opportunities that it provides for contact in the open air. All along the
Mediterranean the summers are dry and warm, and even the winter days can be
fairly nice. This enables people to spend much more time talking to each other
out of doors. It is quite possible that these frequent contacts tie people
closer together, and that this in turn encourages them to stand and sit much
closer to each other.
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When strangers meet, they unconsciously decide where to sit or stand in
relation to each other. They keep a distance that ’feels right’. What feels
right depends on their cultures. (30)

Desmond Morris divides European societies into three geographical zones,
depending on how close people position themselves: the "elbow zone’, the
“wrist zone’ and the ’fingertips zone . In the first zone, people could touch
each other with their elbows. (38)

These proxemic zones are arranged according to [depending on] their climate.
The surrounding temperature can affect people’ s comfort levels, sense of
well-being (and their opportunities for contact in the open air). (31 or 22)

(90 or 99 words)
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Summarize the following passage within 100 words.

The most famous case of an animal said to be capable of counting is that of
a horse in Germany which was called Clever Hans. The events occurred at the
beginning of the 19th century. The horse’s owner believed that animals could
think and reason as we can and that this faculty could be brought out by
training the animals. He trained Clever Hans to give the answers to problems
of arithmetic; the horse gave the correct answer by tapping the right number
of times with its forefoot. Clever Hans was taught to tap units with one
forefoot and tens with the other. The animal gave the correct answers; not only
to additions but to other processes of arithmetic. It gave the right answers
too when the questions were not spoken but shown to it written on a card.

This case was so much talked about in the newspapers that a committee of
scientists was formed to investigate the astonishing powers of the horse. The
comnittee, after a careful investigation, found that the owner and trainer of
Clever Hans was an honest man, that he had not purposely trained his horse to
stop tapping and so to give a correct answer, by giving it a slight hint, as
is done with performing circus animals. The absence of any such trickery was
proved by the fact that members of the committee themselves got the right
answers from Hans even when the owner was not present.

It looked as if the horse really could think and count. But soon after this
another scientist discovered what really was the truth of the matter. He found
that if the horse was asked questions to which none of the people present knew
the answers, then the animal never gave a correct answer. It could not even
answer the simplest question. The questions were asked by showing the horse
a card which the questioner himself had not read. This biologist soon
discovered that, when the horse gave correct answers, what really occurred was
this: the horse responded to very slight movements of head or body made by a
questioner who knew the answer. These movements were quite unconscious, and
the questioner did not know that he made them. But the questioner, of course,
was aware of the number of taps that the horse should make. He counted the taps
to himself, and when the horse arrived at the right number, the questioner’s
tension would be relieved by a very slight, unconscious movement of his head
or body. It was to this movement that the horse responded by stopping the
tapping of its foot. Questioners who did not know the answer made no such
movements, so the horse was confused. The horse had really taught itself to
answer these very small movements during its training; it was always trained
to try its best by rewards of corn or sugar.

(DThe most famous case of an animal said to be capable of counting is that of
a horse in Germany which was called Clever Hans. The events occurred at the
beginning of the 19th century. The horse’ s owner believed that animals could
think and reason as we can and that this faculty could be brought out by
training the animals. He trained Clever Hans to give the answers to problems
of arithmetic; the horse gave the correct answer by tapping the right number
of times with its forefoot. Clever Hans was taught to tap units with one
forefoot and tens with the other. The animal gave the correct answers; not only
to additions but to other processes of arithmetic. It gave the right answers
too when the questions were not spoken but shown to it written on a card.

@This case was so much talked about in the newspapers that a committee of
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scientists was formed to investigate the astonishing powers of the horse. The
committee, after a careful investigation, found that the owner and trainer of
Clever Hans was an honest man, that he had not purposely trained his horse to
stop tapping and so to give a correct answer, by giving it a slight hint, as
is done with performing circus animals. The absence of any such trickery was
proved by the fact that members of the committee themselves got the right
answers from Hans even when the owner was not present.

@It looked as if the horse really could think and count. But soon after this
another scientist discovered what really was the truth of the matter. He found
that if the horse was asked questions to which none of the people present knew
the answers, then the animal never gave a correct answer. It could not even
answer the simplest question. The questions were asked by showing the horse
a card which the questioner himself had not read. This biologist soon
discovered that, when the horse gave correct answers, what really occurred was
this: the horse responded to very slight movements of head or body made by a
questioner who knew the answer. These movements were quite unconscious, and
the questioner did not know that he made them. But the questioner, of course,
was aware of the number of taps that the horse should make. He counted the taps
to himself, and when the horse arrived at the right number, the questioner’s
tension would be relieved by a very slight, unconscious movement of his head
or body. It was to this movement that the horse responded by stopping the
tapping of its foot. Questioners who did not know the answer made no such
movements, so the horse was confused. The horse had really taught itself to
answer these very small movements during its training; it was always trained
to try its best by rewards of corn or sugar.

(=)

Clever Hans in Germany was said to be capable of counting. The owner trained
the horse to give the correct answers to arithmetic problems by tapping the
right number of times with its forefoot. (34)

A committee of scientists proved that there was no trickery; even when the
owner was not present, they got the right answers from Hans. (24)

However, a biologist discovered that if the questions were asked [the
questions asked] by showing cards the questioners had not read, Hans never gave
correct answers. It responded, by stopping tapping, to unconscious movements
of the questioners knowing the answers. (35 or 37) 93 or 95 words)
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Summarize the following passage within 100 words.

For most of human history, creativity was regarded as the power of supreme
beings. All religions are based on origin myths in which one or more gods
shaped the heavens, the earth, and the waters. Somewhere along the line they
also created men and women — weak, helpless things subject to the anger of
the gods. It was only recently in the history of the human race that the tables
were turned: men and women were now the creators, and gods the products of
their imagination. Whether this started in Greece or China 2, 500 years ago,
or in Florence 2,000 years later, does not matter much. The fact is that it
happened quite recently in the long history of the race.

In other words, our views of the relationship between gods and humans have
been reversed. It is not so difficult to know how such a thing happened. When
the first myths of creation arose, humans were indeed helpless, at the mercy
of cold, hunger, wild beasts, and one another. They had no idea how to explain
the great forces around them — the rising and setting of the sun, the wheeling
stars, the alternating seasons. They struggled in vain to make sense of this
mysterious world. Then, slowly at first, and with increasing speed in the last
thousand years or so, we began to understand how things work — from bacteria
to planets, from the circulation of the blood to ocean tides. Humans no longer
seemed so helpless after all. Great machines were built, energies exploited,
and the entire face of the earth transformed by human craft and appetite. It
is not surprising that as we ride the wave of evolution we have taken over the
title of creator.

Whether this transformation will help the human race or cause its decline
is not yet clear. It should help if we realized the immense responsibility of
this new role. The gods of the ancients, like Shiva, like Jehovah, were both
builders and destroyers. The universe endured in a delicate balance between
their mercy and their anger. The world we inhabit today is also on the edge
of becoming either the rich paradise or the barren desert that our contrary
impulses are capable of realizing. The desert may prevail if we ignore our own
capacity for destruction and go on blindly abusing our newly-won powers.

While we cannot foresee the eventual results of creativity — of the attempt
to impose our desires on reality, to affect the destiny of every form of life
on the planet — at least we can try to understand better what human creativity
is and how it works. For, for better or for worse, our future is now closely
tied to this force.

(DFor most of human history, creativity was regarded as the power of supreme
beings. All religions are based on origin myths in which one or more gods
shaped the heavens, the earth, and the waters. Somewhere along the line they
also created men and women — weak, helpless things subject to the anger of
the gods. It was only recently in the history of the human race that the tables
were turned: men and women were now the creators, and gods the products of
their imagination. Whether this started in Greece or China 2,500 years ago,
or in Florence 2,000 years later, does not matter much. The fact is that it
happened quite recently in the long history of the race.

@1In other words, our views of the relationship between gods and humans have
been reversed. It is not so difficult to know how such a thing happened. When
the first myths of creation arose, humans were indeed helpless, at the mercy
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of cold, hunger, wild beasts, and one another. They had no idea how to explain
the great forces around them — the rising and setting of the sun, the wheeling
stars, the alternating seasons. They struggled in vain to make sense of this
mysterious world. Then, slowly at first, and with increasing speed in the last
thousand years or so, we began to understand how things work — from bacteria
to planets, from the circulation of the blood to ocean tides. Humans no longer
seemed so helpless after all. Great machines were built, energies exploited,
and the entire face of the earth transformed by human craft and appetite. It
is not surprising that as we ride the wave of evolution we have taken over the
title of creator.

(@Whether this transformation will help the human race or cause its decline
is not yet clear. It should help if we realized the immense responsibility of
this new role. The gods of the ancients, like Shiva, like Jehovah, were both
builders and destroyers. The universe endured in a delicate balance between
their mercy and their anger. The world we inhabit today is also on the edge
of becoming either the rich paradise or the barren desert that our contrary
impulses are capable of realizing. The desert may prevail if we ignore our own
capacity for destruction and go on blindly abusing our newly-won powers.
@While we cannot foresee the eventual results of creativity — of the attempt
to impose our desires on reality, to affect the destiny of every form of life
on the planet — at least we can try to understand better what human creativity
is and how it works. For, for better or for worse, our future is now closely
tied to this force.

(=)

Creativity was regarded as the power of gods: Gods created men and women.
Quite recently in the history of the human race, humans became the creators,
and gods (became) the products of their imagination. (33 or 34)

We began to understand how things work. We transformed the entire face of
the earth. We have taken over the title of creator. (23)

This may help the human race or cause its decline; like gods, we are both
builders and destroyers. Though unable to foresee its eventual results, we can
better understand (human) creativity, to which our future is closely tied.
(37 or 38) 93 or 95 words)
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Summarize the following passage within 100 words.

One of the divisions of the contemporary world is between those who are
prepared to dress their age and those who regard clothes as a means to fight
off age. At my American university, there are professors teaching in
deliberately unlaced gym shoes. | know of school principals who never wear
neckties. They believe they are staying young.

Clothes have played a large part in bringing about the drift away from
grown-up to youth culture. In part, dress in America — and not America alone
— has changed owing to an increase in informality throughout all generations
and social classes in contemporary life. As a boy, | have no memory of my
father or any of his friends owning any casual clothes. They wore suits
everywhere, even sitting around on a Sunday afternoon; they never left the
house without a serious hat. Much of the time, men now dress like boys, in
Jeans, sports shirts, gym shoes and baseball caps. Meanwhile, little girls
dress like grown women, in short shorts, bikinis and platform shoes, The result
is to erase the line between the youthful and mature, though it doesn’ t really
work. Instead it gives a tone of formlessness to the society that adopts ift.

Why should I care about any of this? Is it my business if people wish to
appear younger than their true age? If seeming youthful is pleasing to them,
why not wish these people good luck, however hopeless their endeavor? I really
ought to be more open-minded. But, alas, | cannot. The United States, if not
the Western world, has been on a great youth binge for at least thirty or forty
years now. My guess is that the praise of youth, as an American phenomenon,
began with the election of John F. Kennedy. Suddenly, to be young was very
heaven! At forty-two, Kennedy was the youngest man ever elected president. He
was the first president not to wear a hat. He had an athletic build, a
beautiful wife. and a low hairline. The unspoken part of Kennedy-inspired
youth worship was a reduction in admiration for anyone older. To be beyond
fifty was to be a little too old for anything. "As we grow older,” wrote a
poet, “we must guard against a feeling of lowered respect.”

This cult of youthfulness may be the principal legacy of the 1960s. And the
cult — more like a national craze — allows a very wide age range for
youthfulness. Today one would not think to say that no one over thirty is to
be trusted, that sentiment has been replaced by the notion that no one under
forty needs to get serious yet about life or work. One of the curious qualities
I have noticed about recent generations is the absence of any hurry to get
started as early in life as my generation did.

(D0ne of the divisions of the contemporary world is between those who are
prepared to dress their age and those who regard clothes as a means to fight
off age. At my American university, there are professors teaching in
deliberately unlaced gym shoes. | know of school principals who never wear
neckties. They believe they are staying young.

@Clothes have played a large part in bringing about the drift away from
grown-up to youth culture. In part, dress in America — and not America alone
— has changed owing to an increase in informality throughout all generations
and social classes in contemporary life. As a boy, | have no memory of my

father or any of his friends owning any casual clothes. They wore suits




everywhere, even sitting around on a Sunday afternoon; they never left the
house without a serious hat. Much of the time, men now dress like boys, in
Jjeans, sports shirts, gym shoes and baseball caps. Meanwhile, little girls
dress like grown women, in short shorts, bikinis and platform shoes, The result
is to erase the line between the youthful and mature, though it doesn’t really
work. Instead it gives a tone of formlessness to the society that adopts it.
@Why should I care about any of this? Is it my business if people wish to
appear younger than their true age? If seeming youthful is pleasing to them,
why not wish these people good luck, however hopeless their endeavor? I really
ought to be more open-minded. But, alas, [ cannot. The United States, if not
the Western world, has been on a great youth binge for at least thirty or forty
years now. My guess is that the praise of youth, as an American phenomenon,
began with the election of John F. Kennedy. Suddenly, to be young was very
heaven! At forty-two, Kennedy was the youngest man ever elected president. He
was the first president not to wear a hat. He had an athletic build, a
beautiful wife. and a low hairline. The unspoken part of Kennedy-inspired
youth worship was a reduction in admiration for anyone older. To be beyond
fifty was to be a little too old for anything. "As we grow older,” wrote a
poet, “we must guard against a feeling of lowered respect.”

@This cult of youthfulness may be the principal legacy of the 1960s. And the
cult — more like a national craze — allows a very wide age range for
youthfulness. Today one would not think to say that no one over thirty is to
be trusted, that sentiment has been replaced by the notion that no one under
forty needs to get serious yet about life or work. One of the curious qualities
I have noticed about recent generations is the absence of any hurry to get

started as early in life as my generation did.

(=)

One division of the contemporary world is between those who accept their age
and those who regard clothes as a means to stay young. Dress has brought about
the drift away from grown-up to youth culture. This gives a tone [an
atmosphere] of formlessness to the society. (45)

The praise of youth, as an American phenomenon, began when John F. Kennedy
was elected president at forty-two. (19)

As a result of this cult of youthfulness, people of a very wide age range
[a very wide age range of people] are considered youthful. Today no one under
forty needs to get serious yet about life or work. (30) (94 words)
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Summarize the following passage within 100 words.

Consider what happens when we enter a dark room and turn on the
electric-light switch. As far as we are able to tell, the light coming from
the light bulb hits our eyes instantly. But if we investigate what happens,
we must agree that the source of the light is the light bulb itself, that is,
the light that floods the room first must come from the bulb. Hence, we are
forced to conclude that the light travels from the light bulb to our eyes to
give us the sensation of light. But our senses seem to tell us that we see the
light the very instant we throw the switch. We now know that the speed of light
is so great as to make it appear to travel instantaneously from one place to
another.

The battle over whether the velocity of light was infinite or finite raged
with full fury during the Middle Ages, with no less eminent a scientist than
Descartes (1596-1650) claiming it to be infinite, while Galileo (1564-1632),
another great scientist of the day, claimed the velocity to be finite.

In an effort to prove that he was right, Galileo attempted to measure the
velocity of light. One dark night he stationed an assistant, equipped with a
lighted lantern covered with a pail, on a hilltop 3 miles away from him. Galileo
also had a lantern covered with a pail. When both were ready, Galileo lifted
his pail, thus permitting the light rays from his lantern to travel towards
his assistant with the velocity of light. Galileo’ s assistant, upon seeing the
light, also lifted his pail, and the light rays from his lantern in turn
traveled back to Galileo — again with the velocity of light. Galileo measured
the total time from when he first lifted his pail to when he received the light
rays from his assistant’s pail and, having measured the distance between the
two positions as accurately as possible beforehand, Galileo then computed the
velocity of light.

Each time Galileo did the experiment he obtained a different value for the
velocity, and so the results of the experiment were inconclusive. We now know
the reason the experiment failed: the time it took Galileo and his assistant
to notice each other’s lanterns and then act, that is, their reaction time,
was so long in comparison with the travel time of light that the light rays
from their lanterns could travel completely around the earth fourteen times
if we assume their reaction time was one second each. We see that although the
method Galileo used appeared sound at the time, it was as futile as for a snail
to try to catch a fly.

(DConsider what happens when we enter a dark room and turn on the
electric-light switch. As far as we are able to tell, the light coming from
the light bulb hits our eyes instantly. But if we investigate what happens,
we must agree that the source of the light is the light bulb itself, that is,
the light that floods the room first must come from the bulb. Hence, we are
forced to conclude that the light travels from the light bulb to our eyes to
give us the sensation of light. But our senses seem to tell us that we see the
light the very instant we throw the switch. We now know that the speed of light
is so great as to make it appear to travel instantaneously from one place to
another.

@The battle over whether the velocity of light was infinite or finite raged




with full fury during the Middle Ages, with no less eminent a scientist than
Descartes (1596-1650) claiming it to be infinite, while Galileo (1564-1632),
another great scientist of the day, claimed the velocity to be finite.

@In an effort to prove that he was right, Galileo attempted to measure the
velocity of light. One dark night he stationed an assistant, equipped with a
lighted lantern covered with a pail,on a hilltop 3 miles away from him. Galileo
also had a lantern covered with a pail. When both were ready, Galileo lifted
his pail, thus permitting the light rays from his lantern to travel towards
his assistant with the velocity of light. Galileo’ s assistant, upon seeing the
light, also lifted his pail, and the light rays from his lantern in turn
traveled back to Galileo — again with the velocity of light. Galileo measured
the total time from when he first lifted his pail to when he received the light
rays from his assistant’s pail and, having measured the distance between the
two positions as accurately as possible beforehand, Galileo then computed the
velocity of light.

@Each time Galileo did the experiment he obtained a different value for the
velocity, and so the results of the experiment were inconclusive. We now know
the reason the experiment failed: the time it took Galileo and his assistant
to notice each other’ s lanterns and then act, that is, their reaction time was
so long in comparison with the travel time of light that the light rays from
their lanterns could travel completely around the earth fourteen times if we
assume their reaction time was one second each. We see that although the method
Galileo used appeared sound at the time, it was as futile as for a snail to
try to catch a fly.

[iE ]

We now know the speed of light is so great as to make it appear to travel
instantaneously from one place to another. The battle over whether the
velocity of light was infinite or finite raged during the Middle Ages. (40)

Claiming it to be finite, Galileo attempted to measure it with his assistant.
However, the experiment failed because the reaction time it took them was too
long in comparison with the travel time of light. The method Galileo used was
as futile [useless] as for a snail to try to catch a fly. (52) (92 words)
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