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Advertising

High School students, and many teachers, are notorious believers in their own immunity to 

advertising. These naive inhabitants of consumerland believe that advertising is a bunch of 

lies and influences only the vast hordes of the less sophisticated. Their own purchases,' they 

think, are made purely on the basis of value and desire, with advertising playing only a minor 

supporting role.  They know about  Vance Packard  and his  'hidden persuaders'  and the 

adman's psychosell and bag of persuasive magic. They are not impressed.

Advertisers know better. Although few people admit to being greatly influenced by ads, 

surveys  and  sales  figures  show that  a  well-designed  advertising  campaign  has  dramatic 

effects. A logical conclusion is that advertising works below the level of conscious awareness 

and it works even on those who claim immunity to its message. Ads are designed to have 

an effect while being laughed at, belittled, and all but ignored.

A person unaware of advertising's claim on him is precisely the one most vulnerable to the 

adman's attack. Advertisers delight in an audience that believes ads to be harmless nonsense, 

for such an audience is rendered defenseless by its belief that there is no attack taking place. 

The purpose of classroom study  of advertising is to raise the level of awareness  about the 

persuasive techniques used in  ads.  One way to do this is to analyze  ads in  microscopic 

detail. Ads can be studied to detect their  psychological hooks, how they are used to  gauge 

values and hidden desires of the common man. They can be studied for their use of symbols, 

color, and imagery. But perhaps the simplest and most direct way to study ads is through an 

analysis of the language of the advertising claim.

The 'claim' is the verbal or print part of an ad that makes some claim of superiority for the 

product being advertised. After studying claims, students should be able to recognize those 

that are misleading and accept as useful information those that are true. A few of these claims 

are downright lies, some are honest statements about a truly superior product, but most fit 

into the category of neither bold lies nor helpful consumer information. They balance on 

the narrow line between truth and falsehood by a careful choice of words.

From Jeffrey Schrank, Deception Detection
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In the firing line

This text was written at the time of the Cold War when relations between the USA and USSR were very tense.

People want and need peace. Most politicians believe that they are pursuing courses likely to maintain peace. 

And yet 50,000 nuclear warheads are ready to be released. The policy of deterrence has increased the possibility 

of nuclear war by intent, accident, error, or the efforts of a madman or terrorist group. World arms expenditure goes 

on at the rate of about $500 billion a year, while thousands are dying unnecessarily of starvation or disease. How 

has this come about, and how can it be put right?

These are the problems examined in two books, The War Machine and Protest and Survive*. The main message 

from both is similar. As one of the contributors to the second book, Mary Kaldor, puts it, armament is 'a national 

process involving people, money and institutions, deeply embedded in the fabric of our society'; but disarmament 

requires 'an international act of will'. While differing somewhat in emphasis the two books agree on the general 

nature of that act, which must be based on understanding of how the present situation has arisen.

Europeans especially must face reality, because much American policy aims to limit the nuclear exchange to 

European soil. The so-called US 'commitment to Europe' is a commitment to support a war that they hope will be 

limited to Europe by their threat of strategic exchange with the USSR. The attractiveness of this policy to the US is 

obvious enough; the extraordinary thing is that Europeans accept it.

Given the present situation, how did it arise? One of the other contributors to the second book, Alva Mydral, 

shows how the ambition of each super power to be second to none rendered escalation inevitable. And Dan Smith 

reminds us that many of the steps up the ladder were initiated by NATO. So long as America had atomic 

superiority, Western Europeans could see themselves as sheltering under an American umbrella, but they have 

failed to see that as near-parity approached they came to be used as a protective buffer.

In perhaps the most important and certainly the most chilling chapter in Protest and Survive David Holloway 

analyses Soviet militarism. Stemming from the early history of the USSR, it was catalysed by the internal policy of 

industrialisation, reinforced-by the second World War and augmented when Khrushchev's efforts towards peaceful 

coexistence were defeated by a combination of internal forces, and American ineptitude. Now, though war is 

glorified perhaps less than in the West, the defence sector is closely integrated with the party and is a determining 

factor in the Soviet economy.

The driving force behind this may be affected but cannot be eliminated simply through changes in Western 

policy. But there is scope for change, and it must be fostered. The Russian people sacrifice much more than do 

Americans to maintain the level of armaments and they, like the Americans, must see that nuclear escalation 

cannot bring security. 

Pressures for internal reform, and for changes in Soviet policy to the outside world, may well find expression with 

the next change of leadership. Western governments must not foreclose Soviet moves towards disarmament, and 

both governments and individuals must endeavour to keep the dialogue open.

There is absolute agreement that disarmament is not only necessary but urgent, and that active steps must be 

taken. Both books (and especially Bruce Kent in Protest and Survive) stress the importance of each side making a 

genuine effort to understand the other. Afghanistan, for instance, however deplorable, must be seen in terms of 

USSR attempts to establish influence in the Gulf area and the US liaison with China; and the immediately 

preceding NATO decision to increase its missile strength may well have confirmed the arguments of the Soviet 

generals. Individuals must ask whether Soviet aggressiveness is all that NATO propaganda would have us believe, 

and they must consider Soviet and American action by the same criteria.

From Robert A. Hinde in The Guardian Weekly
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Text 1 – Heart transplants

Whether BBC2's dramatised programme on heart transplants at the Harefield Hospital, in 

Cambridge, will alleviate public fears about heart transplants remains to be seen. Whether organ 

transplantation is a good thing, looked at objectively, is something human beings must debate 

forever. Whatever your antipathy to medicine as drama, it does seem clear that some at least of 

the cases against transplantation are increasingly hard to make. Transplants are part of modern 

medicine and to reject the idea of them is to reject a great deal more besides.

Through the 1970s, the success of organ transplantation - kidney, heart and liver - steadily 

increased; but so too did the range of argument brought against them. Many people simply 

found the idea of transplantation repellent: a spectrum of opinion ranging from the aesthetic 

objection to major surgery in general to various more subtle and detailed religious objections. 

Though one may condemn mere squeamishness and argue religious detail, the ability of human 

beings to argue aesthetic issues is a necessary quality of humanity, and when we stop arguing 

such points we will know that the Dark Ages have been reborn. Two other, more concrete forms 

of objection have also come to the fore however, and they are easier to deal with.

The first, aimed mainly at heart transplants, is that money spent on them is money wasted. The 

objectors suggest that the main reason for transplants, coronary heart disease, is in large 

measure a self- inflicted disease, because the main recognised causes, diet and smoking, are 

under the patient's own control. They go on to argue that the money spent on transplants, which 

saves only a few patients, would save far more lives if spent on prevention. These arguments are 

superficially attractive, but they are not generally fair or true. To be brought up on a diet which, 

after World War II, was widely recognised as being "correct" - one rich in meat, eggs, and dairy 

products - is hardly to be the victim of self- inflicted damage. The idea that preventive methods are 

necessarily economical is one of the great myths of our age. Preventive campaigns are an 

appalling waste of money unless accurately focused, and even to discover the best way of getting 

information across is extremely expensive, as the "Stanford Heart Prevention Program" in the US is 

still demonstrating. Of course prevention is desirable, but the general idea that an ideal must be 

reached for before the immediate problems are solved is one of the more dangerous arguments 

of recent history. In the world's leading heart transplant centre (that of Norman Shumway in 

Stanford) only patients who seem able to act as "home-makers" after the operation - typically, a 

family man in his late 40s - are considered suitable; and their rate of rehabilitation is high. 

Medicine thus practised is not only legitimate but also economical.

The second specific modern objection is that raised in a BBC Panorama programme early last 

year; that surgeons take organs from donors who are not properly dead. The issues are deep but 

the simple answer is that in respectable hospitals this is a simple lie, and Professor Roy Calne, 

best known in this context for his work on liver and kidney transplantation at Cambridge, is on 

record as suggesting that the loss of confidence caused by this programme among the relatives of 

potential donors led to deaths among potential recipients.

The one question that remains, even accepting that heart transplantation is a technique that 

can succeed, is whether the money spent on transplants would not be better spent on other 

surgical interventions or on other kinds of medicine. Within the current resources that medicine 

has available to it, perhaps other techniques, other treatments that now are too expensive to 

perform could be carried out if transplants were not. The ripples of this kind of argument spread 

through all human activity. After all, medicine is only one of several ways of spending public

money for public good.

From The New Scientist
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Text 1 - Genes

Even very sheltered people have heard that we are in the middle of a biological revolution 
which offers the hope or threat of transforming human reproduction. We are used to frozen sperm 
and artificial insemination, and we are starting to get used to eggs and embryos frozen for later 
implantation in someone's womb. And, alongside this, is our growing power of genetic 
intervention.

Of the two standard responses to these developments, one, found among some scientists, is to 
spread reassurance. Genetic engineering will bring about a beneficial transformation of agriculture, 
and it will enable us to produce such things as human insulin for diabetics. Those with their feet on 
the ground, it is said, concentrate on these real applications, and not on science fiction 
speculation about choosing people's genes. The theoretical and practical obstacles are so 
immense that worry about such a programme is a lot of alarmist nonsense.

Despite this comforting response there is the disturbing memory of our past response to 
dangerous new technology. There has often been the point where scientists have said the 
technical obstacles are too great. But we have a history of moving very rapidly from there to the 
point where the breakthrough has happened and we are told it is too late to discuss stopping it.

The other standard response is one of rather inarticulate dread. There is the feeling that these 
biological developments may mark a stage of history where scientists start to play God and design 
what people are to be like. Resistance to this is deeper and more complex than opponents usually 
manage to express. It is much easier to feel repelled by these projects than to give a 
coherent account of precisely what the objections are.

If we stay inarticulate, events will perhaps take one of two courses. The first is that the 
techniques of genetic change will be applied, a little at a time. At each stage some specifiable 
gain will seem to outweigh rather vague feelings of resistance. By easy stages, we might move to 
a world none of us would choose if we could see it as a whole from the start. The other possibility 
is that our resistance will prove stronger, and these techniques will fall under some undiscriminating 
ban. A result of this might be the loss to future generations of things they would have found of 
great value. Leaving our opposition inarticulate excludes any discrimination between desirable 
and undesirable uses of genetic intervention.

In order to focus our values more sharply, it seems worth adopting a deliberate casualness 
towards present views in order to engage in a thought experiment. Suppose we had the technical 
ability to choose our children's genetic characteristics. What use, if any, should we make of this 
power? And what reasons can be given in support of any answer to this question?

Suppose, as part of our thought experiment, that we develop means of replacing the faulty 
genes responsible for genetic disorders, without producing any bad medical side-effects. Many of 
us who accept abortion as part of a screening programme might admit that cure would be 
preferable. And those who oppose abortion do not want babies to suffer from avoidable handicaps: 
they, too, would find such genetic intervention hard to resist.

A disorder like clinical depression may well turn out to have some genetic component. But all of 
us are mildly depressed some of the time. In making a genetic alteration to eliminate clinical 
depression, we are bringing people up to within the normal range of depression. Is there such a 
sharp boundary between doing that and moving people from the bottom end of the normal range 
to the top: making normal people more cheerful?

Perhaps it is arrogant to try to give people some characteristics rather than others. But, if so, 
why are we willing to aim to develop characteristics such as kindness, generosity or imaginativeness 
when we bring up children?

One reason why we distinguish genetic methods from environmental ones is the degree of risk 
involved. Genetic mistakes might be disastrous and irreversible. This is obviously a good reason 
for saying at the very least that any attempt at positive genetic intervention should be confined at 
first to very few people, and should be extremely slow and cautious. The risks and dangers may 
be enough to rule it out altogether. But we should perhaps consider the possibility that, a long 
time from now, we will discover huge benefits to set against the risks. If this were so, people might 
differ over how to weigh risks against benefits, as they now do about nuclear power.
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