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Considering how widespread it is and how unpleasant it can be, we know surprisingly little about pain.
Pain is not a thing — it’s a perception. The same injury can cause vastly different levels of pain in different
people, depending (77 ) anumber of factors, including how busy they are and what mood they are in.
If you stub*! your toe during a relaxed Sunday afteroon, you might feel a lot of pain. If you do the same
thing as you are running to stop a small child ( - ) walking in front of a bus, you might not notice the
pain at all.

Fortunately, because painisa ( 7 ) — a feeling — rather than something more concrete, music
can help to minimize it. Music can reduce stress, relax you, improve your mood, and focus your attention
— all factors that can help reduce the ( = ) you feel. In addition, the fact that your brain is having to
process the music is a distractor*2 — like seeing a child in danger — which interferes (4~ ) the “Bloody
hell! That hurts!” signal. Music has been found to be very useful in dealing with temporary pain ( % )
as dental treatment and headaches, particularly if the patient chooses the music and controls ( % ) loud
it is. Interestingly, the music works best if the patient has been told ( 2 ) it will reduce the pain. If
patients believe that they have some control over a method of pain reduction, the belief itself helps to reduce
the pain. -

One study of the effects of music on pain involved asking volunteers to keep their hands in very cold
water foras (%7 ) asthey could stand. Participants who chose their own music could keep their hands
in the cold water for (= ) than people who listened to white noise or random relaxation music. Once
more it seems that choosing the music made the volunteers feel more in control of the situation and this
helped them cope with the pain for a longer time. Women who performed this test after choosing their own
musicnot (¥ ) coped longer with the pain but also felt that the pain was lessintense; (2~ ) coped
longer but felt the same intensity.

[Adapted from Why You Love Music: From Mozart to Metallica — The Emotional Power of Beautiful
Sounds, by John Powell, Little Brown, 2016, pp. 76-77]
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Are animals capable of having fun? That is to say, are they capable of doing things that have no
particular purpose other than to bring them pleasure and happiness? I think that’s an important question,
because the answer helps us decide whether animals experience positive feelings only when they perform
tasks that promote the survival of the species. If that were the case, then pleasure and happiness would be
purely the result of instincts that ensure that certain behaviors are engaged in and rewarded. In contrast, just
by remembering happy experiences, humans can feel the emotions that went with them and enjoy them over
and over again. Free-time fun belongs here, such as a holiday by the sea or winter sports in the mountains.
Might (1this be the essential thing that makes us different from animals? But then an Internet video showing
a tobogganing*! crow sliding down the roof of a house comes to mind. The crow has found a lid*? from a
plastic container. It carries it up to the highest part of the roof, places it on the slope and then jumps onto it to
slide down. No sooner does the bird reach the bottom than it goes back up for its next ride. The point?
Apparently none. The fun factor? Probably the same as when we jump onto the wooden or plastic object of
our choice and slide down a hill in the snow.

Why would crows use energy on (such an activity that has no meaning? After all, the tough competition
in evolution demands that creatures eliminate all activities that do not have any benefit, and any animal that
does not meet this demand will not survive. And yet it’s been a long time since we humans have paid any
attention to this apparently absolute rule. At least in wealthier countries, we have energy to spare and we can
afford to use it to enjoy ourselves. Why should it be any different for an intelligent bird that has set aside
sufficient food for the winter and can devote some of its energy to fun and games? Clearly, crows, too, can
convert surplus resources into simple fun and create happy feelings whenever they want.

So what about dogs and cats? Anyone who lives with these animals can tell stories about how they love
to play. Our dog Maxi liked to play tag*3 with me in our yard. Because she knew she could run much faster
than I could, she always gave me a chance to catch her so that the game didn’t get boring. She’d run big
circles around me, every once in a while running quickly towards me. Then, just before I caught her, she’d
step aside and I’d miss. You could tell just by looking at her how this game delighted her. I really enjoy
looking back to that time, and yet I"d rather find other examples as evidence of play with no useful purpose
at all — in a positive meaning — because Maxi probably used this game to make our relationship stronger.
And it’s true that any fun activity within a group can act as social glue and therefore serve a purpose in its
evolution. Energy invested in unity promotes groups that can resist threats from the outside.

So let’s take another look at crows. There are lots of reports of crows that tease** dogs. They stalk™*?
them from behind and bite them on the tail. Of course the dog spins around too slowly to catch the bird,
which soon starts the game all over again. This is not a case of creating social unity, and it’s not a case of the

bird practicing some survival skill, either. After all, escaping from spinning dogs is not a necessary survival
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behavior. No, what’s going on here seems to be something completely different. 3)The crow can clearly put

itself in the dog’s place and realize that the dog will always be too slow and will therefore get annoyed. And

that’s what makes it so much fun to tease it over and over again, happily anticipating its reaction. Lots of

crows enjoy doing this, as is evident in any number of Internet videos.
[ Adapted from The Inner Life of Animals: Surprising Observations of a Hidden World, by Peter Wohlleben,
Vintage: Penguin Random House UK, 2018, pp. 101-103]}
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Crows might enjoy sliding down a roof in the same way that humans enjoy skiing.

Basically, activities with no survival benefit to animals are assumed to disappear during their
evolution.

Crows do not have time for fun activities in winter because they must use all their energy to find
food for survival.

The author’s dog understood that she could move more quickly than him when they played tag.

Crows tease dogs as a means of practicing survival skills.
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Growing old is a relatively recent phenomenon. Until the last century or two, the average life span was

less than 30 years. (yThere is very little historical information about the aging process, and because so few

people had the opportunity to achieve their full aging potential, we are just now learning what our potential

life spans are. Prior to the agricultural revolution of 10,000 or so years ago, life was usually cut short by
predation,*! injury, or starvation. The emergence of agriculture led to the formation of villages and cities;
with people settling in close proximity,*? we saw the rise and spread of infectious diseases, which continued
to inhibit** average life spans. It wasn’t until the twentieth century that average life expectancy began to rise
appreciably, thanks to the medical successes curing infectious diseases, the widespread availability of food,
and fewer hazards of daily life in civilized society. In fact, in the twentieth century alone, we have added
approximately 30 years to the average life span, a near doubling over the previous millennia.**

A century ago there were only a handful of centenarians** on earth. By 1950 their numbers were
estimated to be a few thousand. Today there are thought to be 340,000 centenarians worldwide, and it is
estimated that that number will increase to 6 million by 2050. The highest concentrations of centenarians are
projected to be in the United States and Japan. In 2009 there were approximately 100,000 in the United States
and nearly 40,000 in Japan, but by mid-century those numbers are expected to grow to at least 600,000 in
the United States and a full million in Japan, making centenarians the fastest-growing segment*¢ of society,
more than 20 times the overall rate of total population growth.

These impressive statistics emphasize the possibility of 100 as a reasonable objective, a longevity™’
beacon*® that is demonstrably achievable. And yet we find ourselves in an era when the upward progression
of expected life span is seriously threatened by an epidemic*” of lifestyle-based negative factors. Obesity*1°
and diabetes*!! are the dangers of our times, a peculiar regression*!? in a century of generally improving
public health and longevity. We are increasingly becoming a bifurcated*!* society, with one segment focused
on health and nutrition, and the other shifting our public health statistics in the negative direction. Probably
the greatest challenge in public health policy today is to provide the education and motivation for the
unhealthy to turn their lives around and adopt healthier — and hence more productive — lifestyles.

()

It is as natural as breathing to want to extend life to its maximum limit. And yet who wants to live with
sickness, weakness, and the loss of independence? Who wants to spend their last years — or decades —
bedridden and hooked up to machines? It should be obvious that longevity and health are flip sides of the
same coin. Longevity without health is not a desirable outcome for anyone. In fact it’s not even an option. It
is the convergence*!* of the aging process and the quality of our health that determines our life span.

@An extensive study by a Danish research group, covering 30 developed countries, now projects that,

of the babies born in these countries today, fully half should live to 100 or more. More importantly, these
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people are expected to encounter less disability*!S and fewer functional limitations as they age, a
consequence of presumed healthier lifestyles. The half that will not reach 100 will likely continue the other
notable trend of our times, the increasing rate of obesity and diabetes that is pulling longevity statistics in the
other direction.

Who wouldn’t want to live to 100 or more, to have the longest possible life span? Not everyone,
apparently. According to a survey by the Pew Research Group, only 8 percent of Americans actually
expressed a desire to live to 100. The reason is that most of us still associate that age with sickness and a very
low quality of life. The image presented by a 100-year-old person is invariably one dominated by the things
that a person can no longer do, of loss of independent living and degraded function. 3What is desirable about

living so long if you can’t do the things that seemed to make life worth living in the first place?

We believe that this view of late life is demonstrably wrong. One’s later years are not fated to
catastrophic*!¢ decline and decrepitude,*!” and we can now assert with the support of solid science that a
great deal of the aging process is within our personal control.

[Adapted from The Roadmap to 100: The Breakthrough Science of Living a Long and Healthy Life, by
Walter M. Bortz IT, MD and Randall Stickrod, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010, pp. 7-11]
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(1) Starvation was a common cause of death before the agricultural revolution.

(2) In 2050 there will probably be one million people over the age of 100 in Japan.

(3) Thanks to our keen interest in health and nutrition, lifestyle-based diseases are no longer a risk
to longevity.

(4) Most Americans want to live to be 100 years old.

(5) The authors assert that all centenarians will face sickness and a very low quality of life.
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