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(1) RO®CEHAT, UFOBMICEZ L.

“Don’t you hate it,” says Jon the Robot, gesturing with tiny arms at an
expecting crowd, “when you're trying to solve inverse kinematics equations™ to
pick up a cup and then you get ‘Error 453, no solution found’?” The crowd laughs.
“Don’t you hate that?”

Jon is the creation of Naomi Fitter, an assistant professor at Oregon State
University. The tiny robot performs when an operator presses a button, then
tells the same jokes in the same order, like a professional comedian®.

But the robot’s act is more human than it might first appear. Jon is learning

(1)
how to respond to its audience — it can now vary the timing of its delivery based

on the length of the audience’s laughter, and add different responses to jokes
based on the level of noise in the room. The prospect of an Artificial Intelligence
(AI) that understands why we are laughing, and that can produce its own
genuinely funny material, is sort of a holy grail* for a group of Al researchers.
Al can diagnose”® cancers, read maps and play games, often faster and more
accurately than humans can. For the moment, however, linguistic* humor is still
primarily a people thing. Finding a way to teach machines to be funny on their
own would be a major step forward — one that could fundamentally change the
way we relate to the devices around us. To understand a person’s humor is to
know what they like, how they think and how they see the world. An Al that

2
understands all that has the power to do a lot more than just tell jokes.

The first step is to attempt to break down the fundamentals of human
humor. Machines learn by taking vast amounts of data and feeding it through
algorithms™® —in other words, formulas or detailed sets of instructions—in
search of patterns or unique features. But it can effectively destroy a joke
through a painfully unfunny operation. “Explanations are to jokes ( a )
autopsies™ are to bodies: if the subject isn’t already dead, it soon will be,” wrote
Tony Veale, an associate professor at University College Dublin.
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Humans have vast mental libraries of cultural references and linguistic
meanings to draw upon when hearing or telling a joke. Al has access only to the
information that humans choose to give it, which means that \if we want an Al to
make us laugh, we have to be clear about the kind of humorl?;lve want to teach it.

On the other hand, of course, a tool with the power to influence and
entertain can also be used to control. Understanding someone’s sense of humor
is a window into how they see the world, what their preferences are, maybe even
where they are open to attack. It's not a power that people are entirely
comfortable with computers having.

In one 2019 study, researchers recruited pairs of people who already knew
each other as friends, partners or family members. They gave participants™ a
list of jokes and asked them to choose which ones their friend or partner would
find funny, based on a limited sample of the person’s responses to other jokes.
They had computers guess the same thing, based on the same data, then showed
the list to the participants so that they could confirm which jokes they liked. The
machines predicted people’s favorite jokes more accurately than their friends or
partners did. The computers performed better than humans at guessing which
jokes a participant would like in a second experiment as well. But in this one,
people liked the recommended jokes less if they thought the jokes came from a
machine. They didn’t trust the computers. Other studies have also found that
people rate humor as one of the tasks they trust humans with far more than Al,
along with writing news articles, composing songs and driving trucks (all of
which AI has some success in doing).

Jokes are about a shared view of the world, a willingness to violate the same
conventions and laugh at the same things. We know what it means when a
friend sends something along and says, “I thought you'd find this funny.” What’s
a robot getting at when it does the same thing? And who ultimately benefits if
its humor wins us over? There's a common saying that robots should do the jobs
that are too dirty, dangerous or dull for humans. Comedy could be all of those
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things, but we still want it for ourselves.

As for Jon the Robot, its live appearances have so far been limited to a
series of pre-pandemic* shows. The act is not at the point where it might
threaten the career of comedians yet. Before powering down, Jon always signs
off with the same line: “If you like me, please book me and help me take your

jobs.”

Hi# : Corinne Purtill, “Funny Equals Ha Ha.” (Time, January 17/January 24,
2022). Lo#d, 0L, —HEEELTWS,
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() ko¥EXEHFAT, UTOBMICER L.

Can natural gas —a fossil fuel® that puts out 50% less carbon dioxide*
(CO2) than coal, but still contributes ( a ) global warming — help us achieve
a transition® to green energy? The question has long divided politicians.

After years of delays, the European Union (E.U.) wants to reach a decision
on its “taxonomy*”-—an official list of investments the E.U. classifies as
sustainable® for the planet. The taxonomy aims to help Europe’s private sector,
which is trying to adjust spending to meet recent environmental targets, move its
money to the \Lg}_l_t_ places. Any new natural-gas project must replace a more
harmful foss(il-)fuel plant, receive a construction permit by December 31, 2030,
and be equipped to transition to lower-carbon gas by 2035.

The taxonomy has become the focus of a political debate over the future, as
the E.U. aims to cut its greenhouse gas* emissions™® by 55% by 2030 to stay on
track to avoid the worst of climate change. France has backed it, largely
because it allows nuclear energy, the country’s main energy source. The
taxonomy’s inclusion® of nuclear power, which does not put out greenhouse
gases but carries other environmental risks, as a green investment has also
attracted conflicting opinions.

On one side, countries including Italy and many Central and Eastern
European nations argue that Europe needs to invest more ( b ) natural gas,
which provides 22% of the E.U’s energy, as a “bridge fuel” and addition to
renewables™® like solar and wind power. Classifying some natural gas as green is
a practical decision to help member states shift off even dirtier coal and oil more
quickly, according to Christian Ehler, a German member of the FEuropean
Parliament (MEP) from the European People’s Party. “Some countries are not
jumping from coal to wind — there will be a step in between. So politically there
needs to be a compromise,” he says.

The other side — including Spain, Ireland and Green Party politicians across
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the E.U. —rejects that idea, and says that the E.U. needs to push all possible

investment toward renewables, which make up only around 16% of Europe’s

energy supply. “This way of thinking in favor of ‘less bad' energy sources could
(2)
have worked a couple of decades ago,” says Jakop Dalunde, a Green MEP. “But

today, in a climate emergency, we have to have full focus on energy sources that
are truly sustainable.” Granting natural gas a “green stamp” will encourage
more fossil-fuel infrastructure®, Dalunde argues, and could shift funding from
clean energy — a problem, given renewables capacity needs to expand by 12%
every year to stay on tréck for zero carbon gas emissions by 2050.

And although the taxonomy includes fairly strict conditions for natural-gas
projects to be classed as green, campaigners are concerned that it will be
difficult to hold projects responsible for meeting them, says Tsvetelina
Kuzmanova, a sustainable-finance-policy adviser. She also argues that any
expansion of natural gas will threaten the E.U.s 2030 goal to reduce methane*
emissions by 30%. The main component of natural gas, methane is a powerful
greenhouse gas with more than 80 times the short-term warming power of CO..

Many observers worry about the signal tha} \the move sends to the rest of
the world, which looks to the E.U. as a leader in ’iiimate policy. Researchers say
politicians in South Korea followed the E.U.s discussion closely when drafting
their own sustainable-energy taxonomy, which also classifies natural gas as a
transitional fuel.

In January 2022, a group of investors including most of the world’s largest
asset managers sent an open letter to E.U. representatives urging them not to
classify natural gas as green. Such a move, they wrote, “would seriously
compromise Europe’s status as a global leader in sustainable finance, potentially
causing a ‘race to the bottom’ that could reduce the level of climate ambition” in
other regions. “As the E.U, we are losing a lot of the authority we need to
convince others to shift their policies in order to achieve climate sustainability,”
says Mounir Satouri, a Green MEP from France. “This is a huge mistake.”
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1. It began to rain right after he left home.
2. He is the right person for the position.
3. She has no right to talk to her teacher like that.

4. Turn to the right and you'll see the tall building.

— 7 — OM1(079—8)



il 3 THELZMRE X,

il 4 THREGQOEKT HNAEE HAFE THRIZENXK,

Bl 5 AXONEELEBTHIHDERD 1 ~ TS DEUESTERL,
1. R AL, AR E R OLAEREITIRN,
2. PHORARHATO Y 27 NI 2030 FEETIKERDFAEEILENDH
Do
30 VI ARRKANAZEBERIRINF—IREL TS,
4. RAYVREFHEEERIRLFRELTNE I ENS, HTEEREIR
LTna,
5. BRMNE AL, BUEDFET 2030 E L TIZAY > OHEHI &% 55 % I AT
RETH 5,
6. BRMNES DT RIF—DHGRICET @AM EFRICHEEZSZ K LAD
%,
7. TEFRIIRMNEEDS KRN AT DEHE 6 > EEMTHENELELEX
T3,

- 8§ — OM1(079—9)



(M) TFEskeERe X,

HE, Db & <f-oTWLEEICE, ERENAZERSZTENTY
2ZENHVET., HDVWEEL, DIONOHEVWAARTEI > TEEDEKE
RO THML TSI LB LIELIEBHZ2DTY, BHOMEEL TNWDE, 9
W —RACERTSZENDENSTHDET,

HigE : HEEFEE R 25 2 5 b2 B Ghiih, 2001 48)

— 9 — OM1(079—10)



(V) UTFTO®EI#FAT, HBETELL.

The coronavirus pandemic® has caused many changes in society and daily

life. Describe either one positive or one negative change that has appeared in

society or daily life due to the coronavirus pandemic.

Be sure to explain the reason why you think this change is positive or

negative. Your answer should be at least 40 words.

*coronavirus pandemic #8200 J 71 )L A EYE O R AYIRFT
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