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Five years ago, South Korea mapped out a plan to gtransform its education system into the
world’s most cutting-edge. The country would turn itself into a ‘knowledge powerhouse,’* one
government report declared, breeding students () ‘equipped for the future.” These students would have
little use for the thick textbooks familiar to their parents. Their textbooks would be digital, accessible
on any screen of their choosing. Their backpacks would be much lighter. By setting out to change
traditional textbooks for digital ones, the chief element of its plan for transformation, South Korea
tried to ganticipate the future — and its vision has largely taken shape with the global rise in tablets,
smattphones and e-book readers.

But South Korea, among the world’s most wired* nations, has also seen its plan to digitize
elementary, middle and high school classrooms by 2015 conflict with a trend it didn’t anticipate:
education leaders here worry that digital devices are too pervasive* and that this young generation of

tablet-carrying, smartphone-loving students might benefit from less exposure to gthem, not more.

Those concerns have caused South Korea to gcut back the ambition of the project, which is in a trial
stage at about 50 schools. Now, the full launch won’t be a revolution: classes will use digital textbooks
alongside paper textbooks, not instead of them. First- and second-graders, government officials say,
probably won’t use digital textbooks at all.

The newest thinking, in the eyes of some education experts here, calls into Question South Korea’s

long-held principle that etechnology automatically brings progress. One of Seoul’s major daily

newspapers warned in an editorial about the country’s ‘excessive trust’ in digital education and the
mistaken assumption that wireless education means better quality.

Other countries are watching closely, because no other nation, according ( 77 ) government
officials here, has a similarly ambitious digital plan. The nearest comparison might be in Florida,
where officials last year proposed gradually withdrawing traditional textbooks by 2015. But South
Korea’s education system has long been known for pushing the limits. It is among the world’s most
demanding. Most students meet ( -f ) private tutors or attend cram schools.* Parents worry ( ¥ )
their kids’ achievement. South Korea has among the world’s highest literacy* levels and highest
private education spending.

‘The concern about the digital textbook,” said Kwon Cha-mi, who runs the digital program at one
of the trial elementary schools in Seoul, ‘is that young students won’t have as much time to experience
real life and real things. They’ll just see the whole world through a computer screen.’

At first glance, some of the anxiety sounds like the typical concerns of an older generation that

doesn’t understand the new. But South Korean students are showing @the negative side of
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over-stimulation. A government survey reports that about one in 12 students between ages 5 and 9 is

addicted to* the internet, meaning they become anxious or depressed if they go without access. Some
() €xperts suggest a similar problem in the United States, where between 8% and 12% of children

show signs of internet addiction.

@Education officials here fear that if tablets and laptops become compulsory in the classroom,

students could become even more device-dependent. They might also suffer from vision problems.

Some parents, officials say, have (,, expressed the concern that their kids will struggle to keep their

focus on studying when using an internet-connected () device. Before making a complete transition to

digital books, the government should study the ‘health (;)effects’ on students, said Jeong Kwang-hoon,

chief of the online learning division at the Korea Education and Research Information Service.
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@ (a) aiming
(b) claiming
(c) going
(d) refusing
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(a) technology equals automation
)} technology equals progress
(c) technology is always automatic
(d) technology is led by automated progress
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an older generation not understanding the new
becoming anxious or depressed

being under-stimulated

going without internet access
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In many countries around the world, it is common for the state to ask its citizens if they will
volunteer to be organ donors. Now, organ donation is one of those issues that cause strong feelings in
many people. On the one hand, it’s an opportunity to turn one person’s ( 7 ) into another person’s
( 4 ). But on the other hand, it’s more than a little disturbing to be making plans for your organs that
don’t involve you. It’s not surprising, therefore, that different people make different decisions, nor isit

surprising that rates of organ donation vary considerably from country to country. It might surprise

you to learn, however, q{ global / how / is / much / there / variation }. In a study conducted a few
years ago, two psychologists found that rates at which citizens consented to donate their organs varied

across different European countries, from as low as 4.25% to as high as 99.9%. What was even more

curious about these differences is that gthey weren’t scattered, but rather formed two distinct groups
— one group that had organ-donation rates in the single digits* and teens,* and one group that had
rates in the high nineties — with almost nothing in between.

What could explain such a huge difference? That’s the question I put to a classroom of bright
Columbia University students not long after the study was published. Actually, what I asked them to
consider was two anonymous countries, A and B. In country A, 12% of citizens agree to be organ
donors, while in country B 99.9% do. So what did they think was different about these two countries
that could (zyaccount for the choices of their citizens? Being (.smart and creative students, they came
up with lots of possibilities. Perhaps one country was secular™ while the other was highly religious.
Perhaps one had more (5)advanced medical care, and better success rates at organ transplants, than the
other. Perhaps the rate of accidental death was higher in one than another, resulting in more available
organs. Or perhaps one had a highly socialist culture, (zyemphasizing the importance of community,
while the other prized the rights of individuals.

All were good explanations. But then came (the curveball. Country A was in fact Germany, and
country B was ... Austria. My poor students were at a loss — what on earth could be so different
about Germany and next door Austria? But they weren’t giving up yet. Maybe there was some
difference in the legal or education systems that they didn’t know about? Or perhaps there had been
some important event or media campaign in Austria that had galvanized® support for organ donation.
Was it something to do with World War II? Or maybe Austrians and Germans are more different than
they seem. My students didn’t know what the reason for the difference was, but they were sure it was

something big —gyou don’t see extreme differences like that by accident. Well, no — but you can get

differences like that for reasons that you’d never expect. And for all their creativity, my students never

figured out the real reason, which is actually extremely simple: in Austria, the default choice is to be
an organ donor, whereas in Germany the default is not to be. The difference in policies seems minor
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— it’s just the difference between having to mail in a simple form and not having to — but it’s enough
to push the donor rate from 12% to 99.9%. And what was true for Austria and Germany was true
across all of Europe — all the countries with very high rates of organ donation had opt-out policies,

while the countries with low rates were all opt-in.
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(a) calculate
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(d) explain
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(d) regular
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(c) reasonable
(d) sophisticated
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(e) viewing
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