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The calendar, if little else, says spring is here. Although many people gather to see
cherry blossoms, that reliable messenger of the change of the season, history shows these
blossoms are { 7 ) than just pretty flowers.

For centuries people in ( 1 ) have celebrated gathering under cherry trees when
they're fully flowered. Because the flowers tend to open all at ( ™7 ) and die quickly, they
became a sszmbol of something that’s brief and temporary — something that must be enjoyed
{( I ) it’s too late, says Bruce L. Batten, a historian of Japan.

That idea made cherry blossoms appealing as military symbols; personnel were ( F )
it was an honor to “die like beautiful falling cherry petals”®! during the era of imperial
expansion in Japan, ( ) stretched from the 19th century through World War . Many
cherry trees were planted during that period, and their image on army and navy uniforms
helped establish the association ( % ) Japan and the cherry blossom. At the same time,
cherry trees were planted to comfort the souls of dead soldiers. Eventually they became a
symbol of peace, not ( 7 ). -

Today, cherry trees can be seen as a sign of ( % ) else. Because there is a record of
the celebration of their blossoming, they have become evidence of ( 3 ) change as shorter
winters cause the flowers to open at earlier and earlier dates. “That is clear evidence,” Batten
says, “that things are getting warmer.” |

[Adapted from “The Surprising History of Cherry Blossoms,” by Olivia B. Waxman, Time,
Vol. 189 No. 12, p. 17, Aprit 3, 2017]
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Are there some things that money should not be able to buy? If so, how can wel decide
which goods and activities should he bou:zght and sold, and which should not? I suggest we
approach these questions by asking a slightly different one: are there some things that money
cannot buy?

Most people would say yes, there are. Consider friendship. Suppose you want more
friends than you have. Would you try to buy some? Not likely. Af moment’s reflection would
tead you to realize that it wouldn’t work. A hired f(ﬁi)end is not the same as a real one. You
could hire peppie to do some of the things that friends usually do, such as picking up your mail
when you're out of town, looking after your children, or listening to your troubles and offering
éympathetic advi(;e. Although all of these services can be bought, you can’t actually buy a
friend. Somehow, the money that buys the friendship spoils it, or turns it into something else.

Or consider the Nobel Prize.*' Suppose you desperately want a Nobel Prize but fail to get
one in the usual way. It might occur to you to buy one, but you would quickly realize that it
wouldn’t work. The Nobel Prize is not the kind of thing that money can buy. Nor is the Most
Valuable Player (MVP) award of a sports league. You could buy the trophy if some previous
winner were willing to sell it, and you could display it in your living room, but you could not
buy the award itself, A

7 This is not only because the Nobel committee and sports leagues don’t offer these awards

-' for sale. Even if they sold one Nobel Prize each year at an auction, ? the bought award would
not be the same as the real thing. The good that gives the prize its value would vanish in such
a market exchange. This is because the Nobel Prize is an honor, not a product.

The same is true of a sport’s MVP award. It, too, is an honor, whose value would be lost
if it were bought rather than earned. There’s a difference, of course, between a trophy, which
is a symbol of an award, and the award itself. Some winners of the Academy Awards*? have
sold their statuettes,** or left them to their children who have later sold them at‘auctions, but
it is obvious that buying the Academy Award for best actress is not the same as winning it.

. These fairly obvious examples offer a clue to the more difficult question that concerns us:
are there some things that money can buy but shouldnt? Consider a good that can be bought
but whose buying and selling is against many people’s sense of morals —a human kidney,*®
for example. Some people defend markets in organs for transplantation;*® others think that
such markets are not moral. If it's wrong to buy a kidney, the problem is not, as with the
Nobel Prize, that the money ruins the good. The kidney will worl regardless of the financial

. {2
payment, if we can assume that it matches the patient who wants it, so to determine whether

kidneys should or shouldn’t be for sale, we have to consider a moral problem.
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Or consider baby selling. Some years ago, a judge proposed the use of markets for people
who wanted to adopt children. . He acknowledged that people would be willing to pay a higher
price for some babies than for others, but he argued that the market system would do a better
job than the current system, which allows agencies to charge certain fees to people who adopt
habies, but pot to sell babies at an auction or charge a market price for them.

Many people oppose that judge’s proposal and maintain that children should not be bought
and sold, no matter how efficient the market would be. In thinking through this controversy,
it’s worth noticing a characteristic feature of it: like a market in kidneys, a market in babies
would not ruin the good that the person buying it seeks to acquire. A bought baby is
different, in this respect, from a bought friend or Nobel Prize. If there were a market to adopt
babies, people who paid the going price would get what they wanted —a child —but whether
such a market is moral is a further question.

So it seems, at first glance, that there is a sharp distinction between two kinds of goods:
the things (like friends and Nobel Prizes) that money can’t buy, and the things (like kidneys
and children) that money can buy but perhaps shouldn’t, But, if we look more closely, we can

3
notice a connection between the obvious cases, in which the financial exchange spoils the good

being bought, and the cases that raise a controversy, in which the exchange does not spoil the

good but includes a moral problem.

[Adapted from What Money Can’t Buy, by Michael J. Sandel, Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New
York, 2013, pp. 93-96]
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(1) Most people would agree with the opinion that there are several things that they
cannot get by money.

(2) For people who cannot get an MVP award in a sports league in the usual way, an
auction is an ideal place, because they can acquire the trophy and honor at the same
time.

_(3) Only one Nobel Prize is available at an auction per year.

{4} There are people who take a negative stand against buying and selling human organs
in a market for moral reasons.

{(5) Although people have to pay a fee to adopt a baby in the current system, that is not

the same as purchasing one.
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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 g:'owing {amily, at the
_expense of his employees.”

But there was a twist. When the researchers examined the data more closely, the
(I

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 lind 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, one study in which a professor of
(2

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:

(@) You get $2b and your partner gets $10.

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

The first option is the selfish one; youre 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).

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
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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 then 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. Ind(,ed 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 peopie 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 aggr essive 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 when they have more women in top

*6

management roles, especially when it comes to innovation. 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 imore €COROITNC 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) 1n the second paragraph, in the phrase “. .. more generously thaﬁ others,” the word
“others” refers to other employees.
(9 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.

(4] OED
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