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What separates us humans from other creatures is our highly developed sense of
morality, an inborn* understanding of good and bad, of right and wrong, of what it
means to suffer not only our own pain—something any creature with a basic nervous
system can do—but also the pain of others. We go beyond simple empathy* to a
complex consideration of feelings and responses, of the results of our actions on deep,
even intimate levels. That quality is the essence of what it means to be human. Why

(I)it’s an essence that so often goes wrong, no one can say.

Morality may be a hard concept to grasp, but we acquire it fast. A young child will
learn that it’s not all right to eat in the classroom, because the teacher says it’s not. If
the rule is changed and eating is approved, the child will happily follow the rule. But if
the same teacher says it's also OK to push another student off a chair, the child
hesitates. “He’ll respond, ‘No, the teacher shouldn’t say that,”” says psychologist
Michael Schulman, co-author of Bringing Up a Moral Child. In both cases, somebody

taught the child a rule, but the rule against pushing is one that children are unlikely to

break even if someone in authority allows it. (9yThat’s the difference between a matter

of morality and one of mere social convention, and Schulman and others believe kids

feel it naturally.

Of course, the fact is a child will sometimes hit someone and won't feel particularly
bad about it either—unless he’s caught. The judgments we make about morality—
knowing what'’s right and wrong and recognizing both kinds of behavier in ourselves
and othérs—are pretty commeon to all of us. The choices we make, to behave morally or
immorally, are a different matter, and there is a wide variety across groups of people.
Simply knowing or naturally understanding a rule does not mean we will follow it.

Where do those instincts come from? (g % L Tl ihi b HIABEOBEICH) 2o &
POV T—EL AV THL I ? PEEEALE IO L) REEHIKSEWEZ S
TLETEROH ErS EVvoTHOD A I EREDI D TH R, Brainscans

are providing some clues. Animal studies are providing others. Investigations of group

behavior are providing still more. None of this research may make us behave better, not
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right away at least. But all of it can help us understand ourselves—a small step up from
savagery*, perhaps, but an important one.

The deepest foundation of morality is the phenomenon of empathy, the
understanding that what hurts me would feel the same way to you. This is a quality
nonhumans share.

It’s not surprising that animals far less complex than we are would display a
characteristic such as empathy. (4)Behavioral scientists often reduce what we call

empathv to a kind of business arrangement known as reciprocal altruism. A favor done

today—food offered, shelter given—brings a return favor tomorrow. If a group of
animals practices that give-and-take well, the group does well

But (5yeven in animals, there's something deeper going on. One of the first and most
meaningful observations of empathy in nonhumans was made by Russian
primatologist* Nadia Kohts, who studied nonhuman thinking in the first half of the 20th
century and raised a young chimpanzee in her home. When the chimp would make his
way to the roof of the house, ordinary methods for bringing him down-—calling,
scolding, offers of food—would rarely work. But if Kohts sat down and pretended to
cry, the chimp would go to her immediately. “He runs around me as if looking for the
person who hurt me,” she wrote. “Ile gently takes my face in his hands...as if trying to

understand what is happening.”
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Meat has received a renewed wave of attention from environmentalists since the
October U.N. climate change report which says that cattle damage the climate, destroy
ecosystems*, increase deforestation* and make us unhealthy all at once. (I)Campaigns

such as “Meatless Monday” and “Eat Less Meat” encourage individual consumption

changes to reduce agriculture’s impact. But that solution is too simple: Not all animal
agriculture is the same. Greenhouse gas emissions* from cattle farming vary by
geographic region, production system and even management practices. While some
practices are harmful, others can be good for the environment, provide important
nutrients and even supply carbon to the soil, helping fight climate change. “How” these
animals are farmed is at least as important as “how many” animals are farmed.

Cattle production in the United States happens primarily in two ways: by feeding the
cattle with grass or corn. All cattle start out eating grass on farmland; (o BTELOLIL
BRBRERINS E THEAET 2 b 07 KEOARE
BN AET I, —E0oEbh) OB EBYEASIE S5, Asyoucan

imagine, the two systems’ environmental irapacts can be very different.

The production of beef from corn-fed cattle is well known to be harmful. These farms
are some of the worst water polluters* (including water which is polluted from
manure* lakes), and contribute to antibiotic resistance* and poor air quality. Corn-fed
cattle consime more U.S.-grown corn than any other purpose, worsening the negative
impacts of industrial, commercial crop production, including intense soil loss, high
greenhouse gas emissions and nitrogen®* loss. In many ways, (3)the problem is the corn,
not.the cow.

By contrast, a growing body of research shows that grass-fed beef from sustainable
systems can supply substantial soil carbon (canceling out some or most of the
emissions), maintain wildlife habitats*, improve water filtration® and produce healthy
food from otherwise unusable land—most cattle farming land can’t be used for other
purposes. Because so much land is used to grow corn for cattle, moving toward

grass-based systems could free up one-quarter of all usable land on Earth for producing
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crops diréctly for human consumption or for other purposes.

But if grass-fed systems offer so many benefits, why do some studies say otherwise?
Partly, it’s because we haven't been studying beef production holistically®. By focusing
only on greenhouse gas emissions, we ignore all other ecosystem benefits that arise
from these practices—for example, increasing soil health and resistance to droughts¥
and floods. Many studies only look at systems where cattle are contimiously farmed on
the same land, which can lead to soil loss and high methane* emissions.

By contrast, (4ywell-managed rotational systems are designed to follow the natural
moving patterns of species of grass-eating animals that evolved along with grass and
rangeland* ecosystems. The animals are farmed intensely and moved regularly, which
prevents damage, increases production, lowers emissions, and supplies more carbon.
This is done without any of the chemicals used in standard crop production.

The historical change of grass and rangeland ecosystems for the growing of crops,
and the disappearance of native grass-eating animals on these lands has destroyed soil
and released huge amounts of COz into the atmosphere. It makes sense to reintroduce
cattle farming using well-managed rotational systems as it can renew lost soil carbon
on almost useless land at a very low cost.

If we're really going to face the climate challenge, (5)the U.S. government needs to

separate itself from the influence of the farming industry and reduce the commercial

corn subsidies* that sustain high levels of industrial meat production.
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[l Write approximately 120 words in English about some changes to their diet that
individuals could make to have a positive effect on the environment. You should give

examples of how your ideas will achieve these changes. This task will be marked on
both content and the accuracy of the English language used.
(BIEARE FRL T ORI LD »CR e . ) (40 =)

[V Write approximately 80 words in English about one member of your family. This

task will be marked on both content and the accuracy of the English language used.
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