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ROFEL G A TREITEZIZEZ N,

As anyone who has read the Declaration of Independence knows, the right to the pursuit

of happiness is part of the nation’s founding principles in the United States. But when it
(1)

comes to where to look for it, the instructions are less than clear.

Many think money holds the key.

For years researchers, from psychologists to economists, have examined whether there is
a direct connection between one’s financial and emotional wealth. Studies suggest that more
money can lead to a significant increase in positive outlook when it brings people out of
poverty, but when simply taking a person up a pay grade, there’s often only a minor change in
attitude. And while the purchase of material possessions can offer temporary pleasure, the

2
effects of a new watch, car, or dress, studies show, are almost always short-lived.

But new research by one Harvard scholar suggests that happiness can be found by
spending money on others. Michael Norton, assistant professor at the Harvard Business
School, conducted a series of studies with his colleagues at the University of British Columbia
(UBC). Together they showed that people are happier when they spend money on others
rather than on themselves.

“This study dealt with a paradox that economists have talked about for a long time — that
increases in income don’t(:i?)end to lead to big increases in happiness,” said Norton. “People buy
bigger and bigger houses, but they don’t seem to get much happier as a result.”

The work included a national survey in which the group asked 632 American men and
women how much they made annually; how much they spent each month on bills, expenses,
and gifts for themselves; and what they spent monthly on gifts for other people and
contributions to charities. They also asked them to rate their level of happiness. The findings
showed that those who reported spending more on others also reported a greater level of
happiness, while how much they spent on themselves had no impact on happiness.

Another study examined how 16 employees spent a bonus at a Boston-based company. A
m(iérll)th before receiving the bonus, which averaged about $5,000, the employees were asked to
rate their level of happiness. After they received the bonus, they were again asked what their
happiness level was, along with a series of questions about how they spent the money. Those
who spent more of their bonus on others registered a higher level of happiness than those who
spent it on themselves. In addition, the actual size of the bonus appeared to have no influence
on a person’s happiness. “The dollar amount of the bonus had no impact on happiness over
time,” said Norton. “People were just as happy whether they received $3,000 or $8,000. All

that mattered was the percent spent on other people.”
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In a third study, researchers at UBC handed envelopes of money to students on campus.
The s(iiidents were told they should spend the money (either $5 or $20) by the end of that day
either on themselves — to cover a bill or expense or get themselves a gift — or on others, a
gift for someone or contributions to charity. The results mirrored those from their other
studies. “We found that people who spent the money on themselves that day weren’t happier
that evening,” said Norton, “but people who spent it on others were. The amount of money,

$5 or $20, didn’t matter at all. It was only how people spent it that made them happier.”
(1) THREDZE2FZFBO “it" ETHOEHSNI L THABCELZE W,
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Two approaches have tended to define the debate about sustainable prosperity in recent
years. The first is conscious consumption, also known as “green shopping.” The second
approach, “green technology” (ecological technology) is a topic which covers everything from
energy to transportation, housing to product design. These two approaches are mutually
supportive, and both have a lot to offer as we try to find our way to a “green future.”

But there is a danger concerning these approaches, in thinking that all we have to do is
design better, greener products to replace those we already consume, and then convince
people to buy them. I call this idea “the Swap.” It’s sort of a middle stage on the road to a
better future, where people have accepted that something must change, but not yet realized
that everything must change. Therefore, the Swap is a form of denial.

It’s an attractive fantasy — instead of driving a big car, living in a big house and shopping
at “The Gap,” I can drive a Toyota Prius, live in an eco-home and shop at a “green” online
shopping site. However this doesn’t work, because the systems, such as highways and
suburbs, that support such choices are unsustainable. For instance, highways are destructive,
even when full of hybrid cars, and suburbs are unsustainable, even when the individual houses
are ecological.

If we’re going to avoid ecological destruction, we need to not only do things differently,
rather we need to do different things. We need to build dense neighborhoods where people
can do more walking, composed of “green” buildings, well-planned bicycle pathways with
adequate bicycle parking, and public transportation served by bicycle. We also need good
design choices and smart technologies that let us live in a different set of relationships with
the things we own. By accepting innovation in technology, design, planning, and policy, we
can transform the systems around us, and provide ourselves with much more sustainable
choices. “Green” lives will not look like the lives we live today. That doesn’t mean that they’ll
be less attractive. On the contrary, both our quality of life and our prosperity may increase
dramatically.

But there is a side to this change which is more an art than a science: understanding how
we can reconnect with one another in our communities. I believe that to ignore the creative,
emotional, even spiritual aspects of this transformation is to fail.

Many of the unsustainable systems we're trying to change seem to give us individual
independence by inserting goods and commercialism between the citizen and his or her
community. However, as we change such systems, we will need to enter a new reality — one
of interdependence. We need to remind people how to be good neighbors, how to build
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friendships, how to share, how to see their own best interests in public goods. That is, how to

be a good citizen.

So, one of the major design challenges we face is figuring out how to successfully develop

architecture, urban planning, the arts, new forms of community engagement, and new forms

of commerce. At the same time, I don’t think that when we approach changing the world, we

ought to exclude the possibility of changing ourselves.

NOTE

sustainable: able to be maintained without destroying the environment

Complete the following sentences in English.

(1)

The author considers two current ecological approaches to be a potential danger for the

future. These are: and

According to the author, the term indicates that people have “not yet
realized that everything must change.”

The author feels that and are unsustainable systems.

Three different facilities the author recommends to be created in planning new

neighborhoods are: , and

According to the author, failure means

In this essay, “interdependence” most directly implies being
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Facial expressions are important for connecting with the audience, but the skillful speaker
does not want to manipulate the audience by using them. (I)Eﬁ%bif:blf WEE L FDOEENEY)
MESIHOLMBHDTHS. As in all body movements, facial expressions should be natural
extensions of the spoken message.

Of all the different parts of the face, the eyes are the most important in establishing the
speaker-audience relationship. Good eye contact helps to establish a connection and belief in
the speaker. A speaker who looks at the audience appears more honest than one who does
not. In a study on the effect of eye contact on audience response, (2)74 a7 DX0%
WEELFOAD, PBVWELFLOSESBFDAvE—DREBEABDIENTES EDM .
The relationship between eye contact and belief in the speaker has also been supported
through research.

Although eye contact is important in delivering the message, it is impossible to look at the
entire audience at one time. The effective speaker looks directly at individual audience
members seated in various locations. An empty stare or wandering eyes do not add to your
delivery. | 743> 57 hO#RE LT BIH, TRTOBRII—ATOBELAT TR BLDL
SICBLELENZFELFIIINRETHS.
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FEZ DA TRICEZIRE N,

I just read a magazine article that said robots were bad for humanity.

Bad, what do you mean?

Well, the author says that a lot of people are losing their jobs to robots.

Really? I think robots represent the future of humanity. Don’t you agree?

If it means not working, I don’t think it’s much of a future.

But robots do jobs that people don’t want to do; dangerous jobs, like working with
poisonous chemicals or working deep underground in mines. Think of how many lives
could be saved.

Well I suppose you have a point. But we still need jobs.

That’s right, but can’t we train people to take new jobs, jobs that are more suited to
IT and other 21st century professions?

Maybe robots could give us the free time so we can become better educated. So I
guess robots mean better jobs, not fewer jobs.

Yeah, that’s what I'm saying.

I suppose in the West we tend to hold negative opinions of robots. We tend to focus

(1
on the differences, the alien head, the stiff unnatural way of walking. The

mechanical is associated with remoteness, coldness, and a lack of feeling.

Hmmm, here in Japan we see robots more as friendly, helpful beings. Some of our
most popular cartoon heroes are friendly, even noble robots who fight for justice.
We've designed robots complete with smiling faces. One robot I know of is even
designed to look exactly like a Japanese woman.

I think I'd find it easier to deal with them if they looked like machines — after all, the

@)
only thing scarier than a machine is a machine disguised as a human. In many

Hollywood films with robots, they inevitably turn out to be a threat to humankind.

But surely you can’t take Hollywood fiction too seriously.

Still, you can’t just dismiss the issues raised in these films. For example, who owns
the robots? If only a few wealthy corporations own robots, they could control most of
society without being seen and without lifting a finger. We may not even know their
identity.

Well then, I propose that each of us should own a robot! The more robots the better.
Then I suppose we could send them off to work and we could go to the beach!

But all joking aside, there’s one thing about robots that causes me concern. It has to
do with robots and warfare. Did you know that right now, the military is developing
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intelligent, automatic weapons systems?

Ben: Exactly —how can you fight against a robot that feels no pain, has no fear and
grants no mercy?

Emiko: Yes, it’s a frightening prospect. So I think we need to create laws to restrict the use
of robots, so that robot technology can remain beneficial.

Ben: Yeah, and only humans can do that.
(3)

M1 ORy MCHLTBen AR TNBZEE—HLANbDE, KOA~DDHHS—
DRV, BETEARIN,
(A) Robots may be harmful for humanity.
(Bl Robots may help promote free time.
(© Robots should have smiling faces.

(D Robots are scary.

aul

(2 BRy btd 2 Emiko DEXLLE-KTEHDE, KOA~DDOHFN5—DEY, i
BTEARIWN,

(A) Robots will lead in war.

(B} Robots will educate us.

(© Robots will own manufacturing plants.

(D Robots will benefit society.

(F 3) Ben NRFEDHTRAEZEAFEEE, ROA~DDOHHNS—DEY, LETEARE
2%
(A) Robots and dangerous chemicals.
(B Robots and work.
(©) Robots and movies.

(D Robots and war.

(4 TFTHREZESWS Z &M, HABTHELRZIW,

(F 5) THRELDESIZBen NEZX HEHZEHAFZ THALRI W,

(1 6) THREQUIMZIETH, BEBTHHALLZIWN,
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