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ROMEEZS, BNCER L.

While most of our face is important in helping us to communicate, it is our eyes that are the most crucial: our ability to
“read” faces — to interpret people’s intentions or to sense what they might be thinkinggis largely a matter of observing
what they do with their eyes. This is made easy by the fact that we have a large, highly distinctive white area in our eyes,
the 'sclera, a feature shared with no other 2primate species.

The adults of most primates have a brown sclera that blends with the color of the %iris, which is usually brown also.

The large white area in human eyes makes it easy for us to see the direction of other people’s gaze, and this helps us to
)

recognize the focus of their attention and to anticipate how they are likely to act. One suggestion is that the evolution of
cooperative behavior in our early human ancestors — behavior such as hunting and searching for food — relied on members
of the group being able to coordinate their actions with others. If so, this in turn may have favored efficiency in
communication: individuals whose gaze. could be seen and followed more easily may have been understood better than
those whose eyes were less revealing. *Stealth and silence are often key elements of successful hunting, and silent
communication that used gaze direction and eye movements to indicate one’s own intentions and to direct others may have
made all the difference between getting meat for dinner or going hungry.

If this is true, it suggests that the reverse may be true for our primate cousins. In their case the dark sclera may
have developed to disguise their g(za)ze, thereby making it difficult for other animals to know where they were looking,
particularly when the head was turned to one side, since gaze direction and head direction are usually matched. Among
primate species for whom facing and staring at another animal constitutes a threat, this kind of “eye ®camouflage” would

(3)
be an advantage: if it is difficult to see where an animal is looking when the head is turned to the side, there is less chance

of being caught looking. and having that look interpreted as a threat. Eye camouflage is likely to be most useful at a
distance: at very closé range gaze direction can be detected more easily, even with dark sclerae.

®Baboons provide an interesting case. In the social life of monkeys there is a delicate balance to be maintained
between being able to detect another’s gaze and making sure your own gazing isn’t misunderstood, and the brown sclerae
help to maintain this balance. Adult males can get very excited suddenly; the degree to which they will tolerate another

individual close to them, especially while they are feeding, is not predictable. If young “juvenile baboons have to walk past

an adult male and put themselves in arm’s reach, they monitor the eyes of the adult male closely and are careful not to let
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him catch them in the act in case their own gaze is interpreted as a challenge. The slightest shift of a male’s gaze toward

them, even in the absence of any head movement, leads juveniles to jump right out of the adult’s way. With the head
B

turned away, a juvenile may glance stealthily toward the adult male: the adult will find it difficult to tell where the juvenile

is looking because the iris and the sclera are similar in color and because little of the juvenile’s eyes will be visible, If the

juvenile had white sclerae, this would give the game away — looking away would appear light, whereas direct eye contact
©) o)

would look dark.

(David Perrett, In Your Face, modified)
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gel permission from the adult

keep a close relationship with the adult
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get very close to the adult

be much surprised at the adult’s behavior

® escape away from the adult’s control

move aside quickly from the adult
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show a courageous attitude toward the adult

make the situation complicated
reveal something hidden accidentally

ruin many things completely
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solve the problem clearly
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‘When you look closely at how we use language, you find that a lot of what we say is 'metaphorical —we talk about
certain things as though they were other things. We describe political campaigns as horse races: “*Senator Jones has
pulled ahead.” Morality is ‘cleanliness: “That was a dirty trick.” And understanding is seeing: “New finding °illuminates
the structure of the universe.”

People have known about metaphor for a long time. Until the end of the 20th century, almost everyone agreed on one
particular explanation, neatly ®articulated by Aristotle. Metaphor was seen as a strictly linguistic device—a kind of
catchy turn of phrase—in which you call one thing by the name of another thing it’s similar to. This is probably the
definition of metaphor you learned in high school English. According to this view, you can metaphorically say that “Juliet
is the sun” if, and only if, Juliet and the sun are similar — for instance, if they are both particularly "luminous.

But in their 1980 book Metaphors We Live By, George Lakoff and Mark Johnson proposed an explanation for

metaphorical language that ®flouted this received wisdom. They reasoned that if metaphor is just a *free-floating linguistic
4]
device based on similarity, then you should be able to metaphorically describe anything in terms of anything else it's

similar to. But Lakoff and Johnson observed that real metaphorical language, as actually used, isn't badly organized at all.

Instead, it's systematic and coherent.

It’:(j)systematic in that you don’t just metaphorically describe anything as anything else. Instead, it’s mostly abstract
things that you describe in terms of concrete things. Morality is more abstract than cleanliness. Understanding is more
abstract than seeing. And you can’t reverse the metaphors. While you can say “He’s clean” to mean he has no ‘criminal
record, you can’t say “He’s moral” to mean that he bathed recently. Metaphor moves in a single direction.

Metaphorical expressions are also coherent with one another. Take the example of understanding and seeing. There
are lots of “relevant metaphorical expressions: for example, “I see what you mean,” and “Let’'s shed some light on the
issue,” and “Put his idea under a “microscope and see if it actually makes sense.” And so on. While these are totally
different metaphorical expressions — they use completely different words — they all coherently describe certain aspects of
understanding in terms of specific aspects of seeing. You always describe the understander (the one who understands) as
the seer (the one who sees), the understood idea as the seen object, the act of understanding as seeing, and so on.

These observations led Lakoff and Johnson to propose that there was something going on with metaphor that was

deeper than just the words. They argued that the metaphorical expressions in language are really only surface

“phenomena, organized and generated by mappings in people’s minds. For them, the reason metaphorical language exists
(3)

and is systematic and coherent is that people think metaphorically. You don’t just talk about understanding as seeing; you

think about understanding as seeing. You don't just talk about morality as cleanliness; you think about meorality as

cleanliness. And it's because you think metaphorically — because you systematically map certain concepts onto others in
your mind — that you speak metaphorically, The metaphorical expressions are merely (so to speak) the tip of the iceberg.

(Benjamin Bergen, “Metaphors Are in the Mind,” modified)
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When David Beckham moved to'Real Madrid in 2003, there was a lot of guessing about why he’d chosen to play in
the number 23 shirt. It was (1 ) choice, many thought, since he’d being playing in the number 7 shirt for England and
*Manchester United. The trouble was that at Real Madrid the number 7 shirt was already being worn by Raiil, and the
Spaniard wasn’t about to move over for this handsome boy from England.

Many different theories were put forward to ( 2 ) for Beckham’s choice, and the most popular was the Michael
Jordan theory. Real Madrid wanted to break into the American market and sell lots of replica shirts to the huge US
population. But football (or ‘soccer’, as they like to call it) is not a popular game in the States. Americans like baskethall,
which can end with scores like 100-98, and baseball, where there is almost always ( 3 ). They can’t see the point of a
game that goes on for 90 minutes and can end 0-0 with no side scoring or winning.

According to this theory, Real Madrid had done their research and found that the most popular basketball player in
the world was ( 4 ) Michael Jordan, the *Chicago Bulls’ top scorer. Jordan wore the number 23 shirt for the whole of
his career. All Real Madrid had to do was put 23 on the back of a football shirt, cross their fingers and hope that the
Jordan (5 ) would work its magic and they would break into the American market.
But as soon as I saw Beckham’s number, a more mathematical ( 6 ) immediately came to mind. 23 is a prime
number. A prime number is a number that can be divided only by itself and 1. 17 and 23 are prime because they can’t be
written as two (7 ) numbers multiplied together, whereas 15 isn’t prime because 15 = 3 X 5. Prime numbers are the
most important numbers in mathematics because all other whole numbers are built by multiplying primes together.

When I started loolﬁng a little closer at Real Madrid’s football team, I began to ( 8 ) that perhaps they had a
mathematician on the bench. A little ( 9 ) revealed that at the time of Beckham’s move, all the Galdcticos, the key
players for Real Madrid, were playing in prime number shirts: Carlos (the key of the defense) number 3; Zidane (the heart
of the midfield) number 5; Radl and Ronaldo (the foundations of Real’s strikers) 7 and 11. So perhaps it was ( 10 )
that Beckham got a prime number, a number that he has become very attached to. When he moved to *LA Galaxy he
insisted on taking his prime number with him in his attempt to gain popularity among the American public with the
beautiful game.

(Marcus Du Sautoy, The Number Mysteries, modified)
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