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(1) koxZEzHEs, BOKELL, FAOHWEEGICRESD.)

If you grew up female in America, you heard this: Sports are unfeminine. And this: Girls who play sports are
*tomboys. You got this message: Real women don't spend their free time sliding feet-first into home plate or *smacking
their fists into gloves.

So you didn't play or you did play and either way you didn’t quite fit. You didn’t fit in your body — didn’t learn to live
there, breathe there, feel dynamic and capable. Or mayhe you fell madly, passionately in love with sports but didn’t quite
[it in society, never saw yourself — basketball player, cyclist, golfer — reflected in movies, billboards, magazines.

Or you took a middle ground, shying away at first but then later sprinting toward aerobics and weight lifting and in-

line skating, relishing your increasing endurance and grace and strength. Even then, though, you sensed that something

was wrong: all the ads and articles seemed to focus on weight loss and beauty. While those may have inspired you to get
(2)
fit in the first place, there are more important things, you now know, than how you looked. No one seemed to be talking

aboul pride, pleasure, power, possibility.

If you grew up male in America, you heard this: Boys who don’t play sports are *sissies or homosexuals. And thjs:.
Don’t throw like a girl. You got this message: Sports are a male *initiation rite, as fundamental and natural as shaving
and deep voices —a prerequisite, somehow, to becoming an American man. So you played football or soccer or baseball
and felt competent, strong, and bonded with your male buddies. Or you didn’t play and risked ridicule.

‘Whether we were inspired by *Babe Ruth or *Babe Didrikson or neither, and whether we played kickball with our
brothers or sisters or both, all of us, female and male, learned to associate sports *prowess and sports privilege with
masculinity. Even if the best athlete in the neighborhood was a girl, we learned from newspapers, television, and from our
own parents’ prejudices that batting, catching, throwing, and jumping are not neutral, human activities, but somehow more
naturally a male domain. Gradually our cullure’s reverence for men’s professional sports and its silence about women's

4
athletic accomplishments shaped, defined, and limited how we felt about ourselves as women and men.

You may have noticed that boys are no longer the only ones shooting baskets in public parks. One girl often joins the
boys now, her hair dark with sweat, her body alert as a squirrel's. Maybe they don’t pass her the ball. Maybe she grabs it
anyway, squeezes mightily through the barricade of hodies, leaps skyward, feet flying.

Or she teams with other girls. Gyms fill these days with the noisy sounds of women hard at play: basketbhalls seized
by *calloused hands, sneakers squealing like shocked mice. The players’ high, urgent voices resonate, too —"Here!”

“Go!"— and right then nothing exists for them except the ball, the shifting *constellation of women, the chance to be fluid,
smooth, alive.

What does this mean? What does it mean that everywhere, women are running, shooting baskets, getting sweaty and
exhausted and *euphoric? What changes when a woman becomes an athlete?

Everything.

}On playing fields and in gyms across America, women are engaged in a contesl with higher stakes than trophies or

ribbons or even prize money. Through women’s play, they are deciding who American women will be. Not just what

games they will play, but what role they will play in this still-young nation. Not only what their bodies will loolk like, but

what their bodies can do.

(Mariah B. Nelson, “We Don't Like Football, Do We?” modified)
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Information tools, such as the personal computer and the Internet, are increasingly critical to economic success and
personal advancement. “Fa]liﬁg Through the Net: Defining the Digital Divide” finds that more Americans than ever have
access to telephones, computers, and the Internet. At the same time, however, there is still a significant “digital divide”
separating American information “haves” and “have nots.” Indeed, in many instances, the digital divide has ( 1 ).

The good news is that Americans are more ( 2 ) than ever before. Access to computers and the Internet has
soared for people in all *demographic groups and geographic locations. At the end of 1998, over 40 percent of American
households owned computers, and one-quarter of all households had Internet access. Additionally, those who were less
likely to have telephones are nowl more likely to have phones at home.

( 3 ) this good news, however, is the persistence of the digital divide between the information rich (such as
Whites, Asians/Pacific Islanders, those with higher incomes, those more educated, and dual-parent households) and the
information poor (such as those who are younger, those with lower incomes and education levels, certain minorities, and

those in rural areas or central cities). The 1998 data reveal significant disparities, including the following:

« Urban households with incomes of $75, 000 and higher are more than twenty times more likely to have access to the
Internet than those at the lowest income levels, and more than nine times as likely to have a computer at home.

+ Whites are more likely to have access to the Internet from home than Blacks or Hispanics have from any location.

» Black and Hispanic households are approximately one-third as likely to have home Internet access as households of
Asian/Pacific Islander descent, and roughly two-fifths as likely as White households.

«( 4 ) income level, Americans living in rural ﬁi’eas are (5 ) in Internet access. Indeed, at the lowest income
levels, those in urban areas are more than twice as likely to have Internet access than those earning the same income

in rural areas.

For many groups, the digital divide has widened as the information “haves” ( 6 ) the “have nots” in gaining access

to electronic resources. The following gaps with regard to home Internet access are representative:

+ The gaps between White and Hispanic households, and between White and Black households, are now more than five
percentage points larger than they were in 1997,

+ The digital divides based on education and income level have also ( 7 ) in the last year alone. Between 1997 and
1998, the divide between those at the highest and lowest education levels increased 25 percent, and the divide between

those at the highest and lowest income levels (8 ) 29 percent.

Nevertheless, the news is not all ( 9 ). For Americans with incomes of $75, 000 and higher, the divide between
Whites and Blacks has actually ( 10 ) considerably in the last year. This finding suggests that the most affluent
American families, irrespective of race, are connecting to the Net.

(U.S. Department of Commerce, “Falling Through the Net: Defining the Digital Divide,” modified)
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For thousands of years, children could reliably expect to have certain experiences. Infants would hear their parents
and other adults talking. Babies would see objects, some of them colored, some of them moving. Food would be obtained
from nearby land. The sun would bring light when it rose and leave darkness behind when it set. Our brains evolved to
make the most of these situations.

But times have changed. Since the invention of agriculture, and especially since industrialization, the environment has
changed substantially and in many cases has come under our ( a ), making some of these realilics a lot less reliable.

What happens when experiences necessary to our development are hard to find? Artificial light is much less bright than

(1)
sunlight and seems to interfere with the normal matching of lens power to eye size through experience. Grocery stores are
@

full of processed food, which lacks fiber, nutrients, and variety compared to our ancestral diet. Our brains have evolved to
seek out sugar and fat because such foods were rare treats during our evolution, buﬁ now they are readily available. These
dietary changes may ( b ) to therise in [atnessﬁz)nd some types of cancer.

These examples illustrate a fundamental conceptual problem with trying to separate the effects of genes from the

effects of the environment(: the two influences are inextricably linked. Evolution has selected genes that produced an
3) B

adaptive outcome in our ancestral environment, but these genes may not interact as effectively with our current
(A

environment.

That doesn't mean that there’s anything wrong with the modern world, nor that there’s anything wrong with our

genes; it’s just (hat they don’t play nicely together in some cases. For instance, type 2 *diabetes, which is linked to a
(5)

variety of lifestyle risk factors, is also highly ( e ). This may seem less confusing if you think of genes and

environment as having a conversation about how growth should proceed. In this framework, particular genes and certain

(6)
environmental conditions can easily interact to produce an unfavorable outcome that would not have resulled from

variations in either the genes or the environmental conditions alone.

(Sandra Aamodt and Sam Wang, Welcome to Your Child’s Brain, modified)

i diabetes: {ERHG

M1 THRSA~OFERTHNEE L TEDHELLbDEETNENTOY ~LOSEME 1 DT DRY, BRTEAL.

7. create from nothing 7. something very enjoyable
n -[. change completely ) -{. something difficult to get
B
7. use quite effectively 7. something good for the health
I., overcome with great effort I.. something very nutritious
7. automatically
. obviously
©
7. closely
I. actually
B2 ( a )~ ¢ J)OMBICASEBBEUEEEINTNTFTOT~TO5505 1 D9 DEY, B TEAL
7. agreement 7, adjust 7. treatable
-f. control 4. resort - . hereditary
(@ (b) (©
7. guidance 7. contribute 7. prevalent
I. policy T. respond T. selective

— 5 — OM4(251—25)




3 FHRANL), ©) B)& HAFFICHRE, FHEBOH O they KB LTI, mRYAEAZBERTS L,
M4 THREEEA R T EAENNEZARICHIL T AARE Tk,
B 5 THDICE LT, EOETOEFRITIRT DI OEE GRS 248 L THnE, FXHLTZOMMTA

DM HBEEZATE, &b, BERICEHEINTOEHIEFHTER N,

these genes may not interact as effectively with our current environment

(4) W~oxEdEkcR,

(1) SHEOKIHETRENE N, TABKERE RO ISHERD 5L,

@) TNTOWER, TORMICETNT, @, ik, SHE03DIckE < HEI NS,

Q) EHORMBEOERITMNDE T, izt OEiEERNIC—EICRizn 5,

@) Whih SFLAOMOBNTEEIC D2 THE, TOKREELUTHSMER U <5 W CRIO S A8 O
IZfiEh o fz.

= fi — OM4(251—26)



