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According to one widely held view, culture and country are more or less
interchangeable. For example, there is supposed to be a “Japanese way” of
doing business (indirect and polite), which is different from the “American
way” (direct and aggressive) or the “German way” (no-nonsense and
efficient), and to be successful, we have to adapt to the business culture of
the country we are doing business with.

A recent study has challenged this approach, however. Using data from
558 previous studies over a period of 35 years, this new research analyzed
four work-related attitudes: the individual versus the group; the importance
of hierarchy and status; avoiding risk and uncertainty; and competition
versus group harmony. If the traditional view is correct, differences between
countries ought to be much greater than differences within countries. But, in
fact, over 80% of the differences in these four attitudes were found within
countries, and less than 20% of the differences correlated with country.

It’s dangerous, therefore, to talk simplistically about Brazilian culture or
Russian culture, at least in a business context. There are, of course, shared
histories and languages, shared foods and fashions, and many other shared
country-specific customs and values. But thanks to the many effects of
globalization — both in human migration and the exchange of technologies
and ideas —it’s no longer acceptable to generalize from country to business
culture. A French businessperson in Thailand may well have more in
common with his or her Thai counterparts than with people back in France.

In fact, occupation and socioeconomic status are much better predictors

— 3 — OMT7(624—197)



of work values than country of origin. A hundred doctors from different
countries, for example, are much more likely to share attitudes than a
hundred Britons from different walks of life. Language aside, a truck driver
in Australia i1s likely to find an Indonesian truck driver more familiar
company than an Australian lawyer.

Successful negotiation depends on being able to predict the actions of
the other party. In an international context, to the extent that our judgments
arise from ideas about national characteristics, we are likely to make the
wrong predictions and respond inappropriately. Cultural stereotyping by

country is just bad business.
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Cycling one morning, Professor Dacher Keltner had a near-death
experience. “I was riding my bike to campus,” he recalls, “and I came to a
crossing. I had the right of way, but this big luxury car just didn’t slow

23

down.” With only about one metre to spare before impact, the driver finally
stopped. “He seemed both surprised and contemptuous, as if I was in his
more important way.” Keltner’s first response was a mixture of anger and
relief: his university had not lost a psychology professor that day. His
second was more academic. Was there, he wondered, a measurable
difference between the behaviour of owners of luxury cars and that of other
drivers?

The professor sent a group of psychology students to monitor driving
etiquette and keep notes on car models. They noted which drivers allowed
pedestrians their right of way at street crossings, and which drivers pretended
not to see them and sped straight past. The results couldn’t have been
clearer. People driving luxury cars were a quarter as likely to stop at a
crossing and four times more likely to cut in front of another car than drivers
of less expensive cars. The more luxurious the vehicle, the more entitled its
owner felt to (7 ) the traffic laws.

(1 ) In some experiments Keltner and his collaborators put
participants from a variety of income levels to the test; in others, they tried
to make participants feel less powerful or more powerful by asking them to
think about people more or less powerful than themselves, or to think about
times when they felt strong or weak. The results all pointed in the same

direction. People who felt powerful were less likely to be considerate;
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wealthy participants were more likely to cheat in games involving small cash
rewards and to dip their hands into a jar of sweets marked for the use of
visiting children. When watching a video about childhood cancer their faces
showed fewer signs of sympathy.

(2 ) When Keltner and his colleagues published an influential paper
on the subject in 2010, three European academics, Martin Korndorfer, Stefan
Schmukle and Boris Egloff, wondered if it would be possible to reproduce
the findings of small lab-based experiments using much larger sets of data
from surveys carried out by the German state. The idea was to see whether
this information, which documented what people said they did in everyday
life, would offer the same picture of human behaviour as results produced in

2

the lab. “We simply wanted to reproduce their results,” says Boris Egloff,
“which seemed very believable to us.” The numbers they obtained,
however, did not fit the expected patterns. Taken as a whole, they suggested
the opposite. Privileged individuals, the data suggested, were proportionally
more generous to charity than their poorer fellow citizens, more likely to
volunteer, more likely to help a traveller struggling with a suitcase or to look
after a neighbour’s cat.

Who, then, is right? Are powerful people nicer or nastier than
powerless ones? How can we explain the conflicting answers yielded by
these two sets of data? ( 3 ) If being generous in public brings rewards,
then rich people might be more inclined to help old ladies across roads.
Drivers, invisible in their cars, need not worry about aggressive driving
damaging their reputations. And Keltner points out that the data come from
people’s accounts of their own generosity, and not from actually observing
their good actions. “We know from other studies that the wealthy are more
likely to lie and exaggerate about ethical matters,” he says. “Self-reported
data in economics and face-to-face data in psychology capture different
processes. What I say I do in society may not be how I behave with actual

people.”
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(4 ) In August 2015, the journal Science reported that a group of
270 academics, led by Brian Nosek, a respected professor of psychology at
the University of Virginia, had attempted to reproduce the results of 100
similar psychological studies. Ninety-seven of the original studies had
produced results consistent with the hypotheses being tested. Only 36 of the
Nosek group’s experiments did the same. Those numbers threatened to
undermine the entire discipline of experimental psychology, for if a result

cannot be reproduced it must be in doubt. ( 5 )

a) Not everyone accepts this conclusion, however.

b) What happened on the road also happened in the lab.

c) The connection between privilege and selfishness, then, is still unproved.

d) It may be that rich people are better at disguising their selfishness than

poor people.

e) This idea, however, created a considerable sensation outside the

academic world.

f) But it is also possible that the problem lies not with the survey data but

with the psychological experiments.
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Dear Jun,

You will not remember me. I am your grandfather and I left the
country when you were only three years old. But— though I have only a
few weeks to live —1 have made a success of my life, and you will inherit
all my vast wealth if you convince me that you will use it well. Tell me

what you would use my money for, and why. I am looking forward to your

reply.

Your grandfather,

Marley

Dear Grandfather Marley,

Your grandchild,

Jun
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(6) Why, according to the speaker, was Deep Blue able to defeat Kasparov?
a) Kasparov did not take the match seriously.
b) Deep Blue was receiving help from some human experts.
c) Deep Blue’s processing power was too much for Kasparov.

d) The stress of playing against a computer was too much for Kasparov.

(7) Some people argued that Go would be a better test of computer
intelligence than chess because
a) Go depends more on recognising visual patterns.
b) Go players are said to be cleverer than chess players.
c) it takes a longer time to become skilful at Go than at chess.

d) there are too many possibilities in a game of Go to analyse.
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(8) Before the March 2016 match against Lee Sedol, AlphaGo
a) played many practice games against itself.
b) won a match against a strong European amateur.
¢) won a match against a Go professional by four games to one.

d) played many practice games against various human opponents.

(9) AlphaGo’s victory against Lee was impressive because
a) it still showed certain weaknesses.
b) it was far more powerful than Deep Blue.
¢) it was able to find creative and original moves.

d) it was able to calculate many more possibilities.

(10) Choose the least appropriate title for this passage.
a) From Deep Blue to AlphaGo
b) Is Human Intelligence Unique?
¢) Recent Increases in Computer Power

d) The Evolution of Computer Intelligence
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(11)

According to Megan, what is one reason why humans are sometimes

worse at making decisions than computers?

a)
b)

C)
d)
(12)
a)
b)

d)

(13)

Humans make decisions based on faulty information.
Humans become distracted by their subjective desires.
Humans give up too easily when faced with unpleasant decisions.

Humans are not good at choosing among a large number of options.

According to Megan, how do chess programs make decisions?
The programs evaluate the opponent’s playing style.

The programs use moves from previously played games.

The programs evaluate each possible move systematically.

The programs use moves based on input from human experts.

Why does Alex not want computers to make important decisions?
Computer programs can pose security risks.

Computers have no sense of right and wrong.

Computer programs often crash and have bugs.

Computers have no personal interest in what they decide.

— 16 — OMT7(624—210)



(14) According to Megan, how might computers be more “caring” than
human doctors?
a) Computers can be programmed to interpret the feelings of patients.
b) Computers can calculate the amount of medicine each patient needs.
c) Computers can be programmed to interact more warmly with patients.
d) Computers can encourage patients to share personal information more

easily.

(15) What is one reason Daniel is worried about computers?
a) He thinks that they might start a war.
b) He thinks that they might control the human race.
¢) He thinks that they might take over the police force.

d) He thinks that they might eliminate the need for people to work.
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i)

(16) The speaker has been close to her sister Uche ever since
a) Uche calmed her crying regularly.
b) Uche stopped her from crying on the stairs.
¢) Uche became attached to her at four years old.

d) Uche led her by the hand around their new house.

(17) Uche was considered tough because
a) she would ignore insults.
b) she would wear boys’ clothes.
c) she would use rough language.

d) she would ignore social expectations.

(18) Uche once
a) made a dress from materials she found.
b) apologized for hitting the neighbor’s son.
c) cooked okra with liver sauce for the speaker.

d) took sandals from her mother without asking.

(19)  Which of the following is not a way the sisters are described to differ?
a) patience
b) hair style
¢) toughness

d) occupation

— 18 — OMT7(624—212)



(20) Which of the statements best summarizes the speaker’s description of her
sister?
a) Uche is curious and bold.
b) Uche is strong and caring.
¢) Uche is rich and generous.

d) Uche is talkative and intelligent.
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(21) The term “documentary” emerged awkwardly out of early

(a]
practice. When entrepreneurs in the late nineteenth century first began to

record moving pictures of real-life events some called what they were

LY
making “documentaries.” The term did not stabilize for decades, however.

Other people called their films “educationals,” “actualities,” “interest films,”

s perhaps referred to their subject matter — “travel films,” for example.
John Grierson, a Scot, decided to use this new form in the service of the

British government and invented the term “documentary” _ by applying to a

[d]
work of the great American filmmaker Robert Flaherty. He defined

documentary as the “artistic representation of actuality” —a definition that

has proven durable probably fe] because it is so very flexible.

(22) Documentary film began in the last years of the nineteenth century

Ca] with the first films ever projected, and it can take many forms. It can be
a trip to exotic lands and lifestyles, as was Nanook of the North (1922). Tt
can be a visual poem, such as Joris Ivens’s Rain (1929) —a story about a

rainy day, [b]is set to a piece of classical music, in which the storm echoes

the structure of the music. It can be 120 artful piece of propaganda.

Soviet filmmaker Dziga Vertov, who proclaimed that fiction cinema was

poisonous and dying and dl that documentary film was the future, made Man

with a Movie Camera (1929) as propaganda __both for a political regime

[e]
and for a film style.
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(23) What is a documentary? A simple answer might be: a movie about
real life. And that is precisely the problem: documentaries are about real
life; they are not real life. They are Ca] not even windows onto real life.
using real life as their raw material,

They are portraits of real life, 6]

constructed by artists and technicians who make numerous decisions about

o] what story to tell to whom and for what purpose. You might then say: a

movie that does its best to represent real life and dl that it doesn’t

there is no way to make a film without

manipulate it. And yet

> [e]
manipulating the information. Selection of topic, editing, and mixing sound

are all manipulations. Broadcast journalist Edward R. Murrow once said,
“Anyone who believes that every individual film must represent a ‘balanced’

picture knows nothing about either balance or pictures.”

(24) The problem of deciding how much to manipulate Ca] is as old as the

form.  Nanook of the North is considered one of the first great

documentaries, but its subjects, the Inuit, assumed roles at filmmaker Robert

Flaherty’s direction, . .much like actors in a fiction film. Flaherty asked

> [b]

them to ] do things they no longer did, such as hunt for walrus® with a

spear, and he

[ d]represented them as ignorant about things they understood.

At the same time, Flaherty built his story from

[]his own experience of
€

years into living with the Inuit, who happily participated in his project and

gave him plenty of ideas for the plot.

7 “walrus BA T

— 21 — OM7(624—215)



(25) The importance of documentaries 1s Ca] linked to a notion of the

public as a social phenomenon. The philosopher John Dewey argued

persuasively that the public—so crucial to the health of a democratic

society —_ .is not just individuals added up. A public is a group of people

[b]
who can act together for the public good

] and so can challenge the deep-

seated power of business and government. It is an informal body that can

g SOme together in a crisis if necessary. There are as many publics as there

are occasions and issues to call them forth. We can all be members of any

particular public —_ .if we have a way to communicate each other about the

[e]
shared problems we face. Communication, therefore, is the soul of the

public.
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How can the capacity for solitude be cultivated? With attention and
respectful conversation.

Children develop the capacity for solitude in the presence of an attentive
other. Imagine a mother giving her two-year-old daughter a bath, allowing
the girl to daydream with her bath toys as she makes up stories and learns to
be alone with her thoughts, all the while knowing her mother is present and
available to her. Gradually, the bath, taken alone, becomes a time when the
child is comfortable with her imagination. Attachment enables solitude.

One philosopher has a beautiful formulation: “Language ... has created
the word ‘loneliness’ to express the pain of being alone. And it has created
the word ‘solitude’ to express the glory of being alone.” (Y)Loneliness 1S

emotionally and even physically painful, born from a lack of warmth in early

childhood, when we need it most. Solitude — the capacity to be contentedly

and constructively alone — is built from successful human connection at just
that time. But if we don’t have experience with solitude — and this is often
the case today — we start to equate loneliness and solitude. This reflects the
poverty of our experience. If we don’t know the satisfaction of solitude, we
only know the panic of loneliness.

Recently, while I was working on my computer during a train ride from
Boston to New York, we passed through a magnificent snowy landscape.

( 4,\I wouldn’t have known this but for the fact that I happened to look

outside on my way to get a coffee. Then I noticed that every other adult on

the train was staring at a computer. We deny ourselves the benefits of

()
solitude because we see the time it requires as a resource to use more

profitably. These days, instead of using time alone to think (or not think),

we hurry to fill it with some digital connection.
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When she died last year at the age of ninety-four, I'd known Doris™ for fifty
years. In all that time, I’ve never managed to figure out a ( 26 ) for her that
properly and briefly describes her role in my life, let alone my role in hers. We
have a handy set of words to describe our nearest relations: mother, father,

daughter, son, uncle, aunt, cousin, although (A\that’s as far as it goes usually in

contemporary Western society.

Doris wasn’t my mother. I didn’t meet her until she opened the door of her
house after I had knocked on it to be allowed in to live with her. What should I
call her to others? For several months I lived with Doris, worked in the office of
a friend of hers and learned typing. Then, after some effort, she persuaded my
father to allow me to go back to school. As a ( 27 ), he had turned down
further schooling after I was expelled —for climbing out of the first-floor
bathroom window to go to a party in the town— from the progressive, co-ed
boarding school™ that I had been sent to some years before when I was eleven.
My father gave in and Doris sent me to my new school.

At the new school, teenagers constantly referred to and complained about
their parents, using the regular words for them. Could I refer to Doris as my
adoptive mother? She hadn’t adopted me, although she’d suggested it. My
mother had had one of her screaming fits and threatened to sue Doris if she tried
to adopt me. So that was quietly dropped. I sometimes said ‘adoptive mother’
anyway, as an easy though inexact solution. It mattered how I referred to her;
whenever 1 was called on to say ‘Doris, my er... sort of, adoptive mother... my

2

er... Doris...” to refer to my adult-in-charge, I was aware of giving the wrong
impression.

For some reason, being precise, finding a simple possessive phrase that
covered my circumstances, was very important. 1 didn’t want to lie and I did
want to find some way of summing up my ( 28 ) accurately to others. But I
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hadn’t been an adopted child. Both my parents were still alive and (regrettably,
in my view) in contact with me.

After I was expelled from my old school, I ran away from my father in
Banbury and went to stay with my mother in Hove, in her very small flat. That
had lasted only a few days before the wisest ( 29 ) seemed to be to roll up in
a corner and refuse to eat or talk. ‘How can you do this to me? Why can’t you
be decent, like other children?’ she screamed.

It was considered a good idea to keep me away from my parents, so after the
authorities had fed me, they put me into the Lady Chichester Hospital in Hove.
It was a small psychiatric unit in a large detached house. I became the official
baby of the place, and both staff and patients looked after me and tried to shield
me from the worst of the other people’s problems. 1 was fascinated and felt
quite at home and well cared for at last.

I developed a secret ( 30 ) that I was mysteriously pregnant and the
doctor was waiting for me to come to terms with it. Apart from that, I wasn’t
mentally ill at all and they weren’t trying to treat me. I stayed there for four
months, without medication, spending long periods sitting on the beach in Hove,
staring at the sea — it was a winter of unprecedented ice and snow — while they
tried to figure out what to do with me.

Then, all of a sudden, I received a letter from Doris, saying that although I
didn’t know her, she knew about me from her son, who had been in my class at
school. Much over-excited gossip, you can imagine, had been going on there
about the wicked Jennifer who’d got expelled and was now in a madhouse.

In his letter to Doris, her son Peter wondered, in all innocent generosity
(since we had by no means got on with each other at school), if, since I was
‘quite intelligent’, they might not be able to help me somehow. Doris said in her
letter to me that she had just moved into her first house, that it had central
heating (she was particularly proud of that) and a spare room, so I might like to
stay there, and perhaps, in spite of my father’s reluctance, go back to school to
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get my exams and go to university. It wasn’t clear in the letter how long I was
invited to stay for, but the notion of going to university suggested something
long-term.

I read the letter many times. The first time (B\with a kind of shrug: ‘Ah, I

see. That's what’s going to happen to me next.” Unexpected things had
happened to me so frequently and increasingly during my childhood that they
seemed normal. I came to expect them with a detached passivity. Then I read
the letter again with astonishment that I had a guardian angel. Then fear. Then
a certain amount of disappointment, and some real thought about whether to
accept or not. And finally all these responses were mixed, and I had no idea
how to respond either to my own fears and expectations, or to this stranger for
her invitation.

So Doris was not my mother. And aside from ( C\awkward social moments,

what she was to me was laid aside along with other questions best left unthought.

% *Doris 1FUAD /) —)NEERRFUR - Ly 7 (1919~2013) DT &
**co-ed boarding school 5 #r#:Z D & FH D4

(A) THE (A) Z2ETEBEREIEITROLDICEVWRZ H5E, EMCASER
LMY EE 1 BEEE I,

that’s ( ) we usually use

(B) THEE(B) TEHIILTIDXIBRRIEZELZDH, BRETHHAT L.

(C) TH#REL (C) DEMARRNAZ HAFE THAT X
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a) designation b) disease c) fear d) generosity
e) move f) participation g) punishment h) result
1) rush j)  situation

(1) EXOAFELEHLBZVWBDIFEND, —DEY, ¥—7— D (3])
IZZORmEZ~Y— 78 &
a) The author struggled to define her relationship with Doris.
b) The author’s mother did not want her to be adopted by Doris.
¢) A bad rumour about the author was spreading at her new school.
d) Doris’s son wanted to help the author because she was very smart.
e) The author was staying at a hospital when she received a letter from

Doris.

(U) Doris CEEDHBRZRETZORCEDHEYRDDE—DEYL, v —7
Y—bhD B ITEDERFENY—T L

a) disastrous b) illegal c) passionate

d) unconventional €) unstable
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As human beings, we like to think that there is something unique about our minds
that makes us superior to the rest of the world. So it was a great shock when in
1997 a supercomputer called “Deep Blue” beat the world chess champion, Garry

Kasparov. A mere machine had won at a purely mental challenge, defeating one

of the strongest players ever.

How had that happened? People came up with various excuses. Perhaps
Kasparov had got tired, or perhaps he felt frightened of the machine. There was

even a suggestion that the team of scientists overseeing Deep Blue were giving it

some unfair assistance.

But the true explanation is Deep Blue’s sheer computing power. The powerful
processors used by Deep Blue could analyse millions of possible moves. No
human being could possibly consider so many options. So, when Kasparov lost,
many people said: “Deep Blue’s victory is just another demonstration of a

machine’s power or strength: it doesn’t really show intelligence or creativity”.

But if chess is not a test of intelligence, what is? Some people argued that the
game of “Go” would be more appropriate. Go is played on a larger board, and
there are many more possibilities. Human Go players often say they are compelled
to choose a move by instinct, not by calculation. It seemed that computers would

never have the creative intelligence to defeat a human Go champion.

But then, in March 2016, a computer program called AlphaGo did defeat one of the
world’s best human players, the South Korean professional Lee Sedol. In a five-

game match, the computer won by four games to one.

1



Two aspects of this victory were particularly impressive. The first was how much
the machine had improved. Six months before the match with Lee Sedol, AlphaGo
had played a professional European Go play»er, a much weaker opponent.
Although the computer won that match, it still showed certain weaknesses. In the
following six months, however, the computer played many millions of games
against itself, gradually learning how to improve. By the time it played Lee in
March, it was much stronger. Lee acknowledged that the machine had been too

strong for him, although he said that it was a defeat only for him personally, not for

“humankind”.

The second impressive aspect was the way in which the machine played. It did
not seem superior in calculating power. In fact, it made some mistakes. But in
its creative use of strategy, in the originality of some of its moves, the computer

seemed superior. This could not be described as a victory for mere calculating

power.

The program which defeated Kasparov at chess did so merely by simple calculation.
But AlphaGo’s success seems to prove that computers can also show intelligence
and creativity. Perhaps that is why one commentator deseribed AlphaGo as not

just “the best player of the past two thousand years” but also as “a work of art”.



B)

Alex: How was the computer club today, Megan?

Megan: Oh, it was great, Alex! We were visited by an executive from a European

software company. Her talk was called “How Computers Make Decisions”.

Alex: I never thought of computers making decisions before. I thought they just

followed the rules that we give them. After all, they don’t have ambitions or

desires like we do.

Megan: But that doesn’t mean that they have worse judgment. In fact, maybe the
opposite. The speaker said that humans are affected by tiredness, or by sickness,
or by their superficial impressions about a topic. They also do badly when there
are many possible outcomes to consider—like when we want to find an apartment

to live in, or to map the quickest route between two places. Humans quickly get

overwhelmed by the choices.

Alex: So computers can be better than us at making decisions?

Daniel: To a dangerous degree—if you ask me.

Megan: Oh, Daniel! What about strategy games such as chess? The computer
maps out possibilities like branches on a tree. It gives a rating to each‘branch, and

then it just picks the option with the highest rating. It can do that very, very

quickly.



Alex: Still, I don’t think I’d want to live in a world in which computers made all
the important decisions. After all, they don’t care about the results of their

choices. Chess computers try to win the game only because we program them to.

Megan: That’s true. But the speaker today also said that sometimes decisions

made by computers can seem more caring.

Alex: How can that be?

Megan: In medicine, for example, doctors often can’t adjust treatments to each
individual, because that would mean handling too much information. They just
provide standard amounts of medicines, for example. But a computer can quickly
analyse all the tests and give each individual the exact treatment that they need.

Isn’t this more “caring”, in a sense, than human doctors?

Alex: What do you think, Daniel? Should we let computers make all the choices

for us?

Daniel: I'm worried that we will lose control if we give machines too much
information. I read recently that personal health data held by a private company
in Britain was leaked onto the internet. Besides, you say that computers can make

better decisions than humans. Suppose they decide to take over the world? They

might start keeping us as pets!

Megan: Oh, don’t be so dramatic. Even the most advanced computers just follow

the instructions in their software. Plus, they need electricity—which we provide.



Alex: Maybe the problem isn’t so much giving control to the computers, as giving
it to the companies that run them. I don’t think that computers are trying to take

over the world, but I do think that companies are.

Daniel: You both don’t see what’s happening! Before long, it’ll be the computers

that are running the companies!
Alex: Well, we can’t uninvent them, can we? What do you think we should do?

Daniel: I think we have to set them against each other. Divide and rule. We need

computers to police the computers.
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I remember standing at the foot of the long stairway in our new house. I was too
frightened to climb. Then my sister Uche silently took my hand and we went up

together. 1 was four; she was fifteen. It is my earliest memory of my attachment

to her.

My mother tells me that the close relationship between me and my sister started
much earlier. I was a restless baby, whose nightly screaming was soothed only by
her. When I was first given regular food, my mother tried to feed me okra and

liver sauce. But [ would eat it only if my sister fed me.

In my teenage years she was the glamorous big sister who was studying medicine
at university. I looked up to her: Her beautiful face, her smooth grape-dark skin,

the gap in her teeth inherited from our mother.

I was always impressed by her original style. She made long earrings from parts
of an abandoned chandelier and made bows for her shoes from old handbag straps.
She designed her own clothes—dresses with colorful ribbons, lavishly shaped
trousers—for the tailor in the market to make for her. Many of her clothes were
handed down to me. At the age of thirteen, I wore elegant, fitted dresses when my

classmates were still in little-girl clothes.

She was the tough one in the family—the unconventional girl. When she was in
primary school, the neighbor’s 'son called her a devil, and she climbed over the
hedge, beat him up, and climbed back home to continue her game of table tennis.
That evening, the neighbors came over to complain to my parents. Asked to

apologize to the boy, my sister said, “But he called me a devil.”

She once sneaked into my mother’s wardrobe and took her high-heeled sandals to
school. They were promptly seized by the teacher. She told my mother about it

more than ten years later, describing the sandals in detail, laughing.



She laughs easily and often. She sends funny jokes by e-mail.
She is the second and I am the fifth of my pare‘nts’ six children.

1 became a writer; she is a successful doctor. We have different tastes. She
touches my natural curly hair and says, “What is this rough mop?” I point to her

long, straight hair and joke, “That looks like plastic!”

Still, we ask each other’s opinions of outfits and hairstyles. We have long
conversations about my book events and her medical conferences. We talk and e-
mail often. I love to spend weekends with her, her wonderful husband, Udodi,

who is like a big brother to me, and her eighteen-year-old twin daughters.

There is something very solid about her. To be her little sister is to feel always
that a firm cushion exists at my back. When our father went into hospital last year, -

it was her steady voice that quieted my despair.

“You work so hard,” she told me once, simply and plainly, when I was struggling

to finish a book, and it made everything seem better.

She turned fifty in early March. “Don’t get me cards that say, ‘Happy Fiftieth

Birthday,’” she told my brothers and sisters and me. “Just ‘Happy Birthday’ is
fine.”



