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(1) At This year's Halloween costumes were even better than last year's.
B What did you think of mine? Did I look ( ) to you?

A Absolutely! You were probably the scariest zombie I've ever seen.

fright
frighten

frightened

® @ © Q

frightening

(2) A Ijustcan't see why no one ever disagrees with Barbara at staff meetings.
B It's true. The team seems to accept ( ) any suggestion she
makes.

A Exactly. I think each one of us needs to contribute to the actions we take.

blindly
clearly

invisibly

® @ ©Q

transparently



(3) A: Have you never played chess before?
B: ( ), I never learned to play.

A Oh, you really should. It's a lot of fun.

Maybe
No
Recently
Yes

® © O

(4) A: Hey, do you know whether Lori and David are still looking for a new

house?

B: I don't know. We ( ) them at church on Sunday, but they
didn't notice us.

A: Maybe I'll give them a call. Our neighbors have decided to sell theirs.

meet

® Q

met

saw

® @

see

(5) A: Did you recognize which of those two paintings was the original?
B: I swear I couldn’t ( ) a difference between the two of them.

A I know! Sarah's skill at reproduction is exceptional.

achieve

believe

@ O Q

perceive

®

receive



(6)

(7)

A You won't believe what ( ) to me on my birthday.
B: Oh really? What?

A I got burned by one of the candles on my cake while I was making a wish.

happened

o Q

has been happened

was happened

® @

was happening

At T heard that Mrs. Peterson was in a rage yesterday after school.
B She wants to know who is to ( ) for the broken TV in her
classroom.

A T bet nobody admits to knowing anything about it.

accuse

0

blame

@

guilt

®

punish

A You look worried. Do you think we might run out of drinks tonight?

B: At this rate, by the time the band starts, all the wine will
( ).

A Let me check the storeroom. I think there may be a few extra cases

down there.

be drinking
be drunken

have been drunk

® @ ® 9

have been drunken



(9) A:

S

® @ ©

) A:

® @O

I hear you ( ) your brother’s backpack for the camping trip

without asking.

: He never uses it anyway. So, why can't I use it?

: You can, but you have to ask for permission first when you are going to

use something that belongs to someone else.

borrowed
lent
loaned

rented

My little brother has already written me three letters since I came to

college.

: How sweet! I guess he just ( ) you and wants you to come

home soon.

: Perhaps. I sure look forward to seeing him when I go home, too.

depresses
misses
regrets

waits
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(any, are, for, impossible, me, more, to, up, with, you).
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(afterward, had, I I, it, it, lost, not, realized, that, was).

(3) FAIARD LD B i ar T 3570 % WD) 72,

(a, a, book, found, I, place, quiet, read, to, which).

(4) BEVIPEN T D TESINITH % 2 ol

(about, bed, but, care, I, tired, to, too, was).

(5) AFx U FWITEZAINRLTVE) B LT LTIEWiFav,

(do, leave, might, nothing, scandal, to, which, you).
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M &kOQ)~E)DHEZLICIE, TREN 1 DZTHYTHEWETESH ) 5. TOEH%E
P~@DHH SR, v— 7 REAKICZORTEY—7 Le S, (15 K)

(1) An infant® born to Chinese parents, which has brought up from the very
l\,_f)

beginning by English speakers in the United States, may have physical

characteristicg from its natural parents, bu%> it will inevitably speak English.
O £

(2) In the days of the wooden sailing ship, there WasO not guarantee@ that sailors
Z

Osetting out on a long voyage woul% ever see their homeland again.
2) 22

p

(3) Salt has long been believed to possess grea‘g73 medical powers, and a Roman

statesman is said t% have made it a practic(gD adding a grain of salt to any drink
D

suspected of containing poison.

@

=

(4) We spené a great deal of time looking ’throughO a large number of books to help
,f

her fin% a little information about it, but she knevg@ many of it already.
O —

(5) It really is better@to ask for help instead ofO pretend to know@how to do
,f

something when you are probably no‘g\ capable of doing it at all.
@

=

IV ®koOX#EFCHELT, HBMAMKOMEMICEALZ SV, (10 X)

Bblckirz iz, —fHIcHuTws Aizb & RIFEMRZHERFTLILTY,



v

RONTEZFHAT, (D~DEMIEZ RSV, OO EIZERBR L2 X

Vo (80 4)

Terrorism upsets people. It does so deliberately. That is its point, and that is
why it has held so much of our attention in the early years of the 21st century.
Insecurity can take many forms, but nothing else plays quite so sharply on our
sense of weakness. After 9/11%, we found ourselves in an apparently permanent
state of emergency, a “war against terror,” whose consequences are as inscrutable*
as terrorism itself. Terrorism is never easy to understand, least of all immediately
after a terrorist attack. When society feels ( a ) threat, attempts at rational
analysis are often openly resisted as giving aid and comfort to, or even
sympathizing with, the enemy. Yet without such analysis, combatting terrorism
seems a confusing contest against an indefinite threat.mAlthough terrorism can

sometimes look rational, more often it seems to go off the chart of “common sense”

—to be not only unjustifiable, but brutal and mad.

Something about terrorism makes its threat grow far ( b ) its actual
physical scale. Images of terrorism, in newspaper comics or on the covers of the
numerous books on the subject published over the last generation, typically set
giant weapons against small targets. Before 9/11 at least, most writers on

terrorism recognized that the physical threat posed by terrorism was small

compared with other more common dangers. But even then, ordinary people, or
(2)

their political representatives, showed little willingness to put the threat in

perspective. Often urged on by a mass media that over-emphasized the public
danger, politicians rushed to answer the call for protective actioh. That action was,
however, usually irregular and episodic. 9/11 called for more than this.

Terrorism shot to the center of the political discussion, and from then on it
would be hard to contend that the damage it could cause was relatively
insignificant, or even that its ( 7 ) effect was out of proportion to its ( 4 )

effect. New York saw damage that looked like a wartime air attack. Although the

_7_



casualty list shortened from a potential 50,000 to less than 4,000, the vision of mass
destruction, previously restricted ( ¢ ) the kind of weapons possessed by only
a handful of major powers, had appeared. The attack was worse in terms of
deaths in a single day than the bloodiest battles of the Civil War®. But unlike in
war, the destruction—however awful—was limited. No invading armies appeared.
If this was war, it was far from the familiar conventions of traditional war. As the
dust settled on Ground Zero*, most of the questions that had always formed the
puzzle of terrorism remained. If anything, the indefinite extent of President
Bush's* “war against terror” underlined more sharply than ever the need (d )
some definition of this vague term.

Both political and academic efforts to come to grips with terrorism have
repeatedly been fixed on the issue of definition, of distinguishing terrorism
( e ) criminal violence or military action. Most writers have no trouble making
a long list of legal or other definitions and then adding their own to it. One well-
known survey opened with a whole chapter on the issue; another managed to
gather over a hundred definitions before concluding that the search for a
satisfactory definition was still on. ( = ) The reason is labeling, because
“terrorist” is a description that has almost never been voluntarily adopted by any
individual or group. It is applied to them by others, above all by the governments
of the states they attack. States have not been slow to brand violent opponents
with this title, with its clear implications of inhumanity, criminality, and lack of real
political support. Equally, states find it quite easy to produce definitions of
terrorism. The USA, for instance, defines it as the deliberate use or threat of
violence to promote fear, intended to threaten governments or societies; the UK
( = ) the use or threat, for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, or
ideological® course of action, of serious violence against any person or property.

Having done this, though, they tend to find it harder to specify the behavior
thus charged; there is no specifically “terrorist” action that is not already a crime

under ordinary law. Instead, they label certain organizations as “terrorist” and

__8_



make membership in them an offense, and they draw up lists of established
offenses such as possession of explosives or taking hostages. Britain has come up
( f ) an offense called “preparation of an act of terrorism.” Ultimately,
terrorism appears to be defined by ( % ) rather than ( % ).

The problem here is that state definitions simply assume that the use of
violence by “subnational groups* " (as the US Department of State’s* definition has
it) is automatically illegal. In the state's view, only the state has the right to use
force—it has, as scholars tend to say, a ( ¥ ) on the legal use of violence. But
outsiders may wonder whether all use of violence by non-state actors is equally
unjustifiable, even if it is formally illegal. The very first revolutionary terrorists in
the modern sense believed themselves justified in opposing with violence a
repressive regime® in which no freedom of political expression or organization
was permitted. And, importantly, many foreign critics of Tsarist Russia*—
governments included—agreed with them. These differences of perspective gave
rise to the well-known saying that(a“one person's terrorist is another’s freedom

Some writers have suggested that, instead of pursuing a precise definition, it

would make more sense to construct a set of categories of actions that are
generally seen as “terrorist.” It is certainly the case that many kinds of action
repeatedly used by terrorist groups—such as hostage-taking or hijacking—are
seldom if ever used in conventional military conflicts; they do seem to signal a
special type of violence. But any such list soon loses its value; too many terrorist
actions resemble either military or criminal acts. In any case, it is, in the end, not
so much the actions themselves that are characteristic of terrorism as their
intended political function. Terror is simply a method of random violence “as likely
to be used by any insane individual as by a state,” as one political scientist says,
“but terrorism is a distinctive form of modern political action, intended to threaten
the ability of a state to ensure the security of its members” and thus its claim to

legal authority. To get closer to a definition of terrorism we need to analyze its

__9.__



political logic, for nearly all definitions of terrorism are too similar to the definition
(4)

of war to be of much use.
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(7)) (4 )
@ | abstract concrete
@ | domestic international
® | general specific
@ psychological physical
® public private
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Why the anxiety?
Why the curiosity?
Why the difficulty?

® © ©

Why the necessity?

@

Why the utility?
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©) action purpose
@ | content form
@ | intention behavior
@ | law custom
® quality quantity
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@D maintenance @ management @ means

@ model ® monopoly
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(D A person who is called a freedom fighter by some people can be considered
a terrorist by others.

@ A terrorist is a person who is fighting to save his or her friends imprisoned
for unjustifiable reasons.

® If you have a friend who is a terrorist, you are likely to become one, too.

@ Terrorists' actions are unjustifiable even when they are fighting for their
freedom.

(® The standards for freedom of speech can change from one person to

another.
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This relative way of thinking is central to the impossibility of finding a broadly

accepted definition of terrorism.
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(12)

People understand terrorism better just after a terrorist attack.

After a terrorist attack, politicians want to be the first to rush to the scene.
It is extremely difficult to know how many people have died in a terrorist
attack.

More people were killed in the 9/11 attack than on any day in the Civil War.
The 9/11 attack differed significantly from traditional wars.

There are hardly any individuals or groups who have called themselves
“terrorists.”

The USA made a clearer definition of terrorism than the UK.

Individuals are likely to choose terrorism when they suffer cruel treatment.

Not all uses of violence toward governments can be regarded as totally
wrong.
Terrorism is not a political action intended to threaten a state’s claim to

legal authority.
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