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Unit 1 Social Animals
<Caring What Other People Think>

A woman apologized to me a few days ago because she was crying. She was upset that her sister was not talking to her—a sister to whom she was very close, and who, because of their age difference, had acted throughout most of her life as her mother. “I know I shouldn’t care about what other people think,” she said.

“She’s the closest person in your life, so how can you not care what she thinks?” I replied. How much someone cares about what others think depends—or should depend—on the nature of their relationship.

When I was at Princeton, there were no fraternities; instead, there were seventeen eating clubs. In order for an upperclassman to have a place to eat, he would have to be selected by one of these clubs in a process that was called “bicker.” Toward the end of sophomore year, all students had to dress up formally and wait in their rooms for representatives of these clubs to come calling—if they chose to. These visits were inspections, during which the visitors would assess whether particular students were desirable or not. There was a hierarchy among these clubs, and Court Club, where I ended up, was at the bottom.

I understood that the criteria by which the students were chosen were not things that I especially valued. I did not consider myself charming, or especially attractive or dynamic; nor would I ever have described myself as very socially skilled. I did not anticipate that I was likely to do well in bicker, but to be considered undesirable by sixteen of the seventeen clubs was difficult to accept. My roommate, who found himself in the same situation, was particularly upset. He had been at the top of his high school class, making his social descent further and more surprising than mine. He spent that night complaining about the unfairness of the process and refusing to accept his offer to come to Court—until he saw that no other offers were forthcoming. The whole thing had a bad effect on him; and knowing him ever since, I think that rejection left a permanent scar. Personally, I felt a lot better when I discovered that all my friends were also at Court, and I had a wonderful time the next two years.

There were a small number of students, known to everyone, who got no offers to join a club and thus were assigned to different clubs by the administration. I only knew one of them; and I thought he was a great guy, for what that’s worth. He went on to a distinguished academic career as a mathematician.
It is important not to internalize the standards of other people. When everyone thinks badly of you—even if they are not necessarily people you admire—it is hard not to feel depressed, but in general the opinion of strangers should not matter very much. What follows is a hierarchy of whose opinions should matter:

• What matters most is the opinion of immediate family: a spouse, children, and parents, in that order.

• The opinion of a boss and of close friends should matter a lot, although not as much as family.

• The opinion of colleagues and of neighbors should matter somewhat less.

• The opinion of acquaintances should not matter very much.

• The opinion of people you encounter in the street or casually at a party should not matter at all.

I would feel distressed if my wife thought I had behaved disrespectfully to her—or to anyone else. Likewise, I would feel concerned if a close friend thought I had behaved in such a way. If an acquaintance said something similar to me, I might stop briefly to think about it; if it were a stranger, I would not pay any attention.

Of course, how much I would be concerned about anyone’s opinion would depend also on exactly what that opinion was. If someone thinks you are a criminal, you have to pay attention. But if a stranger thinks your laugh is too loud, you should not care. You should not bother to conceal your political opinions from your co-workers and neighbors because it does not matter if they approve or not. You should not have to stay indoors just because there is a stain on your shirt.

Your good qualities notwithstanding, some people will disapprove of you because they are in the business of looking down on everyone and judging them unfavorably, because of their own emotional needs. They will consider some people not educated enough, from the wrong background, or not sophisticated enough for them. Such people—even if they are family members—are not worth paying attention to.

It is possible to grow accustomed to this fact: some people will like and approve of you, and some won’t. Some people (family members, frequently) are determined to believe you are deficient and in the wrong no matter what you do. But others will take one look at you and admire you for things you take for granted. Try to find these people.
<New Graduates, Don't Go Along to Get Along>

Every year at this time, millions of young people walk across stages at high school and college graduation ceremonies. They're all knowledgeable about math, history, and science, and rightly proud of their diplomas. But the sight of them always makes me think of one area of education that is neglected. That is the importance of personal autonomy, or making your own decisions even if it means going against the crowd or being judged unfavorably by others. As a teacher, I know that schools are not the best places to learn the value of maintaining your individuality. They are places where being liked is extremely important, and deviating from the norm in any way usually brings nothing but trouble. The idea of “going along to get along” may well be necessary for surviving school life, but I have a piece of advice for graduates: Do not carry it into the real world. Remaining true to yourself without caring what others think means leading a more sensible, rewarding, and moral life.

On a daily basis, autonomy protects you from making dumb decisions. For example, a well-known concept in both advertising and politics is called the bandwagon effect. Ads commonly include terms like “best-selling” and “number-one” because people like to buy brands that are already popular. And they do so even if an almost identical product is cheaper. Many people also tend to vote for the most popular candidate because they want to be on the winning team—which does not seem like the best way to choose a leader. So you waste your money and your vote by trusting the crowd's judgments over your own.

Maintaining your autonomy not only keeps you from behaving foolishly, it is also the key to a life rich in experiences and achievements. Worries about being judged by others must not prevent you from pursuing what you want, whether it is a relationship, career goal, or personal project. Teaching English to non-native speakers, I often had students who were reluctant to practice speaking despite a sincere desire to learn. They feared sounding silly. So each time I had a new class, I would say a few words in the students' native language, which I was then studying. Sure enough, there were giggles at my funny pronunciation and broken grammar. Nonetheless, the class couldn't help but notice that I survived. Who's sillier—the person who makes mistakes while working toward a goal or the person who achieves nothing out of fear of being laughed at? The same goes for making the acquaintance of people who interest you or going after the perfect job.
Sometimes it may be excessive respect for authority, rather than fear of embarrassment, that keeps you from remaining true to yourself. But part of being an autonomous person is disagreeing with powerful people when necessary. J. K. Rowling's first Harry Potter novel was rejected by twelve publishers before finally being accepted. Luckily, Rowling knew she had created something worthwhile, and rejections by the “experts” in publishing did nothing to change her mind. If they had, she would not be one of the best-selling authors in history and one of the wealthiest women in the world. But sometimes the rewards of standing your ground against authority are much more substantial than success and fame. Everyone knows that Martin Luther King, Jr., and Mahatma Gandhi defied and angered those in power by maintaining their integrity. In the process, they helped liberate millions of people. If you follow the news, you know that the world badly needs more Kings and Gandhis.

The importance of staying autonomous is most dramatically demonstrated by what happens when people surrender to a “mob mentality.” This term refers to the often destructive and uncharacteristic behavior of people when they are part of an angry crowd. In August 2011, a peaceful protest turned to rioting in London and several other UK cities. For a week, crowds of mostly young people broke windows, set fires, and stole from stores. Many of those who took part had previously been good citizens whose turn to crime seemed inconceivable—until it happened. People looked to psychology for insight; and while there is no definitive explanation, two theories were mentioned most. One is what psychologists call “deindividuation,” which seems to happen when a group considers itself under threat. Each individual's identity becomes temporarily less important than their group identity, and the group's values become their own for the moment—even if those values include violence. The other theory says that in unfamiliar situations people are unsure how to behave, so they look to others for cues. It is likely that both these factors contributed to the UK riots as well as other cases of mass violence. In any case, those involved should have thought for themselves instead of letting the crowd think for them. Obviously, their neighbors would have been better off, too.

Graduates, most of us learn this the hard way, and we don't learn it in school: If you refuse to let ridicule hurt you, to let the powerful undermine your convictions, or to mindlessly imitate others, your life will be better in ways large and small. Today you all look the same in your identical caps and gowns. You follow the person ahead of you across the stage on an identical path, hoping you don't trip and embarrass yourself. But don't go through life that way.
Unit 2 The Online Generation
<“I Took My Kids Offline”>
At the end of 2008, Susan Maushart was anxious about the amount of time her three teenagers spent obsessing over technology.

All she usually saw of her 15-year-old son, Bill, was the back of his head as he played on his game console. Her elder daughter, Anni, 18, constantly visited social networking sites, and 14-year-old Sussy seemed physically attached to her laptop, often staying logged on to the Internet through the night. Over a period of months, Maushart, a single mother, became aware that something was not right. But when she watched Sussy receive video clips of her friends streamed live over the Internet, her worries became “profound panic.”

“My concern,” she says, “was that we had ceased to function as a family. We were just a collection of individuals who were very connected outward to friends, business, school, and sources of entertainment and information. But we simply weren’t connecting with one another in real space and time in any sort of authentic way.”

Maushart, now 52, decided to take action. She initiated what she describes as an “experiment in living” and banned all technology in her home for six months. Her family was to discover life without computers, the Internet, game consoles, TV, or mobile phones (although her teenagers were able to access screens at their friends’ houses and in school). They were to be abruptly disconnected from minute-by-minute Facebook status updates about their latest bad hair day.

Initially, the main objections came from other parents. Maushart says that most of her children’s friends’ parents seemed to believe that Anni, Bill, and Sussy would become either socially unwanted or idiots. Upon receipt of Maushart’s out-of-office email stating that she was no longer online, many of them assumed that she had lost her mind. She puts this unexpectedly “wild” reaction down to a feeling of tacit judgment. Her thinking was that it made them uncomfortable because it made them question the choices that they were making.

Maushart had high expectations of her experiment: “I hoped that it would transform our lives—that we would become a closer family, read more, sit around the table to eat, and play more music.” She laughs when saying this. And yet, to her delight, many of these expectations were met. Once they realized they had to submit to their mother’s orders, her children adapted well to an offline world.

During their half-year of technological deprivation, the family did eat together more regularly. They talked more. They went to the cinema and restaurants. Anni began studying in the university library and cooking lasagne. Bill rediscovered his saxophone and got into reading novels by the Japanese author Haruki Murakami. But Sussy, as the youngest and most technologically literate, struggled. To her mother’s dismay, she moved to her dad’s house for the first six weeks. Eventually, however, she accepted the idea of a night not lit up by the glow of the computer and found that her irregular sleep patterns had disappeared.

Maushart’s extreme action was not just personally motivated. With a Ph.D. in media ecology, she had a secondary, academic interest in how the family would react and was well aware of the cultural context. She felt that they hadn’t chosen the lives that they’d been living. As her children were growing up, technological advances had increased rapidly, with “some new gadget or extension of the Internet” coming along every few months, making it difficult to keep up with the newest trends and devices.

In the face of this “burden of constant connectivity,” Maushart was inspired by Henry David Thoreau’s Walden. At a “critical moment” in her dissatisfaction with her family life, she re-read the 19th-century American naturalist text about the author’s time spent living in a hut in the woods. She felt that his teachings paralleled the ones she wanted to give her children. “I love his message of living simply, authentically and, perhaps above all, living deliberately. Making choices consciously about the way you’re going to live your life, not having life live you,” she says.

In terms of their technological habits, however, the aftermath of the experiment did not follow Thoreau’s way of life or teachings. “To be completely honest,” she says, “there are days when I think nothing has actually changed—except that we had this wonderful period, this six months when we were living a different kind of life.”

But because the experiment illustrated how the Internet was interfering with their social life, her older two teenagers have both taken holidays from Facebook, albeit not permanent ones. Bill sold his gaming console to buy a new saxophone, and Anni still prefers to study in the library, in a social-networking-free zone. Sussy doesn’t surf and chat online through the night, but this is more due to maternal authority than her own choice.

The ability of teenagers to adjust, in her opinion, should not be taken lightly. Her children have all expressed a willingness to go offline again. It is something she, too, would love to do. “I’d look forward to a technology vacation,” she says, “just like I look forward to going on a yoga retreat. I see it as an intermittent thing that straightens your head out, not a way of life.”
<Listen Up, Parents! Why Children Must Be Allowed to Use the Internet>
When you think about the greatest invention in history, what technology comes to mind? Some people may say the automobile or the airplane. Others may say the television, the radio, or maybe the laser. These answers are certainly acceptable, considering the positive impacts that these innovations have had around the world.

There are many people who would also put the Internet at the top of their list. In fact, Time magazine ranks the Internet as one of the twenty most important developments of the 20th century. This is because of the various benefits that the Internet has brought society. Therefore, the inclusion of the Internet on the list of all-time best technologies should not come as a surprise.

However, there are critics who call attention to the harmful effects of the Internet. For example, they blame the Internet for exposing children to violence and other adult content. People have also had personal information such as their name, address, bank accounts, and credit card numbers stolen by online thieves. Then, there is the problem of Internet addiction. Spending too much time on the Internet can cause people to become anti-social and depressed. Sitting at a computer for hours on end is unhealthy due to the lack of physical activity involved. In response to these bad influences, there are even parents who, as a measure of protection, ban their children from using the Internet.

However, a recent study provides insights that might make some parents think differently about the Internet. Researchers at the University of Southern California and the University of California, Berkeley, conducted a survey of 800 teenagers to observe their online habits. They discovered that Internet activities actually help young people develop important social skills. Through the Internet, children can learn self-expression, confidence, and cross-cultural understanding. Internet users also gain broader points of view by interacting with people from diverse backgrounds.

Additionally, an increasing number of schools are using the Internet as a tool for learning. Teachers are turning to online social networking as a means of engaging their students. With young people using email less often than in the past, some teachers find Facebook and other sites to be a better medium for communicating with their students. Google Drive and other cloud platforms have also proven effective. Students can work together online for group projects and out-of-classroom discussions. In this regard, forbidding children from using the Internet could alienate them from their classmates. Not being able to go online could negatively affect their schoolwork as well.

To a greater extent, preventing children from using the Internet could be damaging in the long run. Global trends have made the Internet an inevitable part of everyday life. They have also made computer and Internet knowledge a prerequisite for employment. Statistics show that more than fifty percent of today’s jobs require some degree of technology skills. Experts predict that this will increase to seventy-seven percent by the year 2020. These figures show that students must become competent in using computers and the Internet if they are to survive in our digital age.

In the end, parents still have a vital role to play when it comes to their children and the Internet. First, they must recognize the Internet as a part of youth culture that is here to stay. This understanding is the foundation for guiding their children’s productive use of the Internet. Next, they must establish clear guidelines for their children to follow, including when and how long they are allowed to be online. It is also important that they know whom their children are communicating with online. This does not necessarily mean that parents have to be friends with their son or daughter on Facebook or be actively involved in their social networking circles. However, they should know who their children are online friends with. Some experts go as far as to recommend that a shared password be used so that parents can access their children’s accounts. In this way, parents can know what activities their son or daughter is doing on the Internet, while children are less likely to disobey their parents and get involved in unsafe online situations because they know that their parents are watching.

Unit 3 Addicted to Fame
<Sick of the Fame Game>
So, I went into my local bar the other night, and Scarlett Johansson was sitting there, drinking a pint. Now, this came as a bit of a surprise. The bar is a dive, home to a variety of locals. It doesn't even have a name (though everyone calls it Jonnie’s); it just has a neon sign flashing the word BAR.

It turned out (after consultation with the bartender) that the young Hollywood star was in the bar meeting an ex-boyfriend who was a guitarist in a local band. That explained Scarlett's presence and also the numerous young, painfully trendy-looking men gathered around the jukebox.

City of Stars

I mention this incident because it illustrates one of the most unusual things about living in New York: celebrities. This is a city full of them. Its tabloids devote most of their pages to the parties and movie premieres that happen every night. The famous Page Six gossip column in the New York Post is full of items every morning that British tabloid editors would put on their front page.

This is the city of Gawker Stalker, the handy website that posts the latest celebrity sightings and allows one to stalk the famous without all that tedious hanging around outside their houses. Celebrity sightings are a conversational standard among New Yorkers, along with the price of real estate and the Yankees. This is mainly because they live among us.

Unlike in Los Angeles, where the rich and famous live behind enormous gates, celebrities in New York live in apartments and houses cheek by jowl with the rest of us. They tend to walk to places, hail taxis, shop at the local deli, and—in Scarlett's case, apparently— pop into my local bar for a quick drink. I recently asked a taxi driver if he had had anyone famous in the back of his cab. He gave such an impressive list of names, and I lost interest somewhere after Robert De Niro.

Celebrities Taking Over the World

Now all this seems pretty harmless, just another part of living in one of the greatest cities on earth. But there is a wider point to make about celebrity in America and in the rest of the world: It is everywhere. It has become a cult of the famous in which ordinary people, big businesses, and politicians are indulging themselves to equally destructive degrees.

Celebrity dominates newspapers and TV shows. Even in a time of war, it is the problems of Britney Spears, Paris Hilton, and Jessica Simpson that get the bulk of media attention in the US. During the recent finals of American Idol, more Americans voted in the TV contest than they had for either 2004 presidential candidate—and amazingly, the show promoted this as a good thing. Celebrity publications are, not surprisingly, booming.

But celebrity has long burst out of the news pages. Covering the 2004 US elections, I found it remarkable how politicians fought for celebrity endorsements as if presidential candidates were competing in a “celebrity election” as well as the more conventional one. Just look at the recent attention surrounding Bono and his efforts to defeat poverty. Why was it that we only got interested in this because Bono thought it was a good idea? Why should a celebrity’s approval confer value on an issue?

In this media-saturated world, celebrity is the predominant cultural force. It manipulates taste, fashion, and advertising. A mental illness has even been identified to describe those who follow celebrities too closely. It is called Celebrity Worship Syndrome, and its sufferers dedicate their lives to the chosen subject of their affection. To me, the key word here is “worship.” Celebrities have become the new gods and goddesses. We idolize them. They seem unreal and inaccessible and yet become the object of our wants and desires.

When we see them as human beings, it appears magical. Stories of their lives distract us from the everyday hardships of our own. We respond to their exhortations to do things: if Bono says give, we give. This is not a harmless phenomenon. This is religion. As a former TV executive, Jon Katz, once wrote: “Celebrity worship is akin to a national religion in the United States. It's one of the country's most invasive and dubiously valuable commodities, and it is the fast-burning fuel for a relentless, corrosive media machine that infects most every part of our culture.”

A Return to Sanity

So, Scarlett Johansson was sitting in my bar—a young woman who has starred in a few films and seems quite normal. She drank a pint, chatted to her friends, and then headed off into the night like any other person in New York. As one unimpressed local put it after she left: “If Scarlett Johansson's going to start coming to Jonnie’s, then this bar is over for me.”

The world would be a better place if we all thought like that a bit more often. So put down your tabloid, put down your TV remote, remove Gawker Stalker from your favorites list. Old-fashioned religions are still doing just fine, and we don't need a new opium for the masses—even when it’s dressed in spiky heels.
<Media Coverage of Stars—Nobody Loses>

On July 19, 2013, musical artist Kanye West had a well-publicized dispute at Los Angeles International Airport with a celebrity photographer named Daniel Ramos. Like most paparazzi, Ramos makes money by taking candid photographs of celebrities as they go about their daily lives. Kanye West ended up attacking Daniel Ramos for trying to get his attention for some candid photos. It’s not West’s first public argument with the paparazzi. Nor is Kanye alone. Several celebrities, in fact, have been caught on camera attacking persistent photographers. Many more have publicly complained about their lack of privacy.

But, really, do celebrities have any right to complain? I would argue that a lack of privacy is simply the price that celebrities have to pay for their fame and fortune. Far from hurting anyone, the attention that these celebrities get actually helps their careers. And the benefits, it should be added, don't stop with the stars themselves. Society enjoys the rewards that these random photos bring.

It's nearly impossible for new or unknown celebrities to get any kind of media coverage at all. This is not, however, the case with a more established celeb, whose every move is documented by the paparazzi. Through a mutually beneficial cycle, the prying media and the sometimes camera-shy celebrities whom they follow actually help each other. Media outlets attract consumers with stories about their favorite stars, while the celebrities get free press that increases their chances of staying relevant in the entertainment business. The careers of certain celebrities could collapse entirely if not for the media attention that they receive for just going about their daily lives.

So let's look for a moment at exactly what the media and, in particular, the paparazzi are up to here. In effect, they're doing nothing more than creating buzz. Of course, the paparazzi do this for entirely selfish reasons. A provocative photo of an A-list celebrity can net the photographer an impressive sum of money. According to the Sydney Morning Herald, photographer Jamie Fawcett took home $250,000 for a candid photo of Brad Pitt and Angelina Jolie vacationing in Namibia. Yes—$250,000.

It's easy to see, then, why the celebs are upset that others are profiting by exploiting their images without permission. Or is it? This buzz does much more than yield a handful of paparazzi big paychecks. It actually generates people’s interest in the stars. Many fans have a natural curiosity about the personal lives of their favorite celebrities. And it's the paparazzi who give the public glimpses into those celebrities’ lives, thereby both satisfying and increasing that curiosity. Of course, this heightened interest is what packs movie theaters the world over, which can be a very good thing indeed for a star. After all, higher box office sales fuel the stars' careers and make them wealthy in the process. This is why some fame-hungry stars are even known to coordinate with the paparazzi, arranging “accidental” public encounters.

So the benefits of publicity exceed the costs for both sides of the camera lens. But there's another often overlooked beneficiary—society as a whole. Everyday people wishing to make a statement must go to great lengths to gain even the smallest amount of attention. The media, however, give celebrities a strong advantage when they want their voices heard. Celebrities who wish to express support for a good cause already have the microphone set up for them. By utilizing this platform, celebrities like Ellen DeGeneres and Paul McCartney can use their fame to support charities such as the Humane Society and the World Wide Fund for Nature. The actors Sean Penn and George Clooney are well-known for their support of disaster relief charities such as Red Cross and Habitat for Humanity. Celebrities can draw attention to causes that the public might not otherwise hear about. It's not wrong, then, to say that society as a whole can profit from a bit of buzz created by the media.

Sure, the constant media attention may be annoying. But when compared to other occupational hazards, it’s relatively harmless. It drives celebrities' careers and even gives society a boost. So if anything, celebrities should be grateful to still be getting such attention. Kanye West may think that he doesn’t want the cameras swarming around him every time he leaves his house. But the day that the cameras stop showing up may be the day his career comes to a close.
Unit 4 parenting Styles
<Behaviorism and the Cognitive Model>

Behaviorism is a theory of learning. It states that children repeat behaviors that they perceive to bring a desired reward. At the same time, they cease behaviors that they perceive to bring punishments. All of us (children, too) tend to maximize our rewards while minimizing our punishments. The behaviorism approach to parenting is a powerful tool when it comes to raising smaller children. Reasoning skills haven't developed enough in preschoolers. Of course you understand the dangers of busy streets and traffic risks. But when you tell small children not to play near a busy street, they typically cannot process the scope of the dangers that might occur.

Four-year-olds will learn better from a parent who makes them come in for ten minutes of time-out if they forget and go near the street again. They may say that the ball rolled into the street, and they simply retrieved it. To such children, ten minutes may feel like hours. This is a strong punishment for kids who just want to play. Now, it can be argued that an angry swat on the behind is also going to be perceived as a punishment. This is true. But numerous studies consistently reveal that non-spanking approaches to discipline can be very effective.

A 2008 ABC News poll found that about sixty-five percent of Americans approve of parents spanking children, but only twenty-six percent approve of spanking in schools. Spankings are common at home and are often used when frustration leads the parent to lash out.

For many parents, behaviorism is a guiding strategy that focuses the parent's attention on effective parental intervention efforts that work well and often work quickly. The key in using this approach is to know your child well enough to know what he or she defines as a reward or a punishment. Some children are sensitive to parental criticism and will respond well to a disappointed look or tone of voice. Other children respond better to giving or withdrawing privileges (computer games, cell phones, TV privileges, or playtime with friends). Once you get an idea of where your child stands on rewards and punishments, you can selectively use a reward or punishment approach.

The behaviorism formula is relatively simple once you've identified your child's rewards and punishments. If you want a child to learn a new habit or improve on a skill, motivate her with a reward. For example, if she puts her own dirty laundry away for a week, you'll let her pick out her next outfit at the store (but you have to really let her pick it out, no matter what you think about it). You can also withhold rewards when misbehavior occurs. For example, a child who gets an hour of video game time after his chores and homework are finished might lose his hour on a day that he forgets to do his homework.

The core of the most effective system of discipline is to connect the reward or punishment to the natural consequence of the behavior. In other words, when a teen stays out past curfew, grounding him or her is a natural consequence. It helps to logically reinforce the link between the behavior and its consequence. If you want a child to behave in a public setting, reward the child while he or she is behaving. Many well-meaning parents wait until the child is frustrated and misbehaving, then they break out the treats. When they do this, they are rewarding misbehavior.

One of the findings about behaviorism is that it works best for younger children and should be complemented with a logical or thinking-based approach called the cognitive model as the child gets older. The cognitive model of parenting is an approach whereby children learn to change their behaviors after weighing the consequences of their actions. It applies reason and clarification to children in an effort to get them to understand why they should behave a certain way. After age 7, children undergo major cognitive changes that allow them to develop greater reasoning skills. Children younger than that will try to understand, but they benefit more from short statements and behavioral rewards and punishments. Teenagers and young adults, on the other hand, have developed abstract reasoning skills. They can think and reason complex matters and therefore can carry on conversations and present their case while understanding their parents' case.

The cognitive model is a relief for many parents who complain that behaviorism feels too much like a bribe or extortion. My answer to this concern is that when someone bribes or extorts another, they are typically doing it for selfish reasons. When parents use rewards and punishments with smaller children, the desired result is typically supportive of the child and the child's development and growth. It's not a bribe to help someone be a better or more mature person.

It would be nice if there were one parenting model that worked for every child in every case. But that model doesn't exist. Behaviorism and cognitive approaches fail with some children, especially when their emotions override their reasoning and their judgment. Teenagers have very emotional decision-making processes that often require tremendous patience from parents. Even when a child's behaviors and thinking are irrational and based more on emotional approaches, these models still work better than none at all—or better than simply spanking or grounding.
<Is Strict Parenting Better for Children?>

How strict is too strict? Bryan Caplan and Amy Chua debate parenting styles.

Yale law professor and mother of two Amy Chua describes in her controversial memoir, Battle Hymn of the Tiger Mother, a new type of role model for mothers—someone who insists on several hours of music practice every day, bans sleepovers, and isn't happy with anything less than an A+ for schoolwork. Bryan Caplan, an economics professor and father of three whose new book says nature will always win over nurture, prefers "serenity parenting"—the belief that parents should stop hothousing their children. Can either of them change the other's mind?

Bryan Caplan: I'm wondering why you don't incorporate genetics into your story because there really isn't much about how your kids are the children of law professors and best-selling authors, and this might have something to do with their success.

Amy Chua: My book isn't about success or biology. It's a memoir. I was raised by strict Chinese immigrant parents, and I tried to do the same with my two daughters. It worked in some ways and not in others.

BC: You write about how your husband was raised in a very liberal way, but you describe this parenting as "doomed to fail." It didn't fail with your husband—he is a professor and best-selling author.

AC: Some people are just self-motivated—my husband was. I also believe there are many children for whom parental involvement is key. I had academic parents, and I was a good student, but when I was 14, I got into a bad crowd, my grades started falling. My father used some tough language on me, and now, as an adult, I am so grateful. For some kids, parents can be important in providing moral and academic guidance.

BC: Most of my book is based on a summary of forty years of adoption and twin studies— the result is parents don't have much effect on their kids. In your book, you have many great stories about how you influenced your kids, and I don't deny that you did for a while, but what the adoption and twin evidence says is that the feeling that parents are changing their kids is an illusion. There is a short-term effect, but the long-term effect is very different.

AC: My daughter Sophia said she would never have developed her love of music if it wasn't for me. My husband was given a choice by his mother when he was about 6— do you want to start playing the violin or play with your friends? He chose friends, of course. He still came out great, but he regrets not reading music. I feel a responsibility that doesn't seem to operate with you—I need to prepare my daughters for the world so they can have the opportunities.

BC: If you and your daughters enjoy music together, that is fantastic, but there is a lot in your book that makes it sound like there was a lot of suffering and anger that outweighed the happiness.

AC: My book is a bit of a spoof. I don't write about all the fun we had.

BC: You had a schedule in the book—one that I remember had "one hour of fun family time." And that was optional.

AC: That was a joke. It was a schedule for Saturday, and that was a day when we drove Lulu to Julliard [performing arts conservatory]. But my thinking evolved somewhat after that incident. I pulled back after my daughter rebelled, though not entirely—I still insisted on academic excellence, but I gave Lulu more choice and freedom.

BC: I'm a huge classical music fan, but I'm grateful my parents didn't push me to learn an instrument because I think I'd hate music if they had.

AC: That shows you can't win as a parent, because my husband wishes he had been pushed.

Interviewer: Bryan, how would you describe your parenting style?

BC: I have three sons—8-year-old identical twins and a baby. I'm not permissive; we do have discipline, and we do enforce rules. But the point is to make sure they treat people decently. Parents seem to think their kids are like clay that you can shape when they're wet. A better metaphor is that kids are like flexible plastic—they respond to pressure, but when you release the pressure, they tend to pop back to their original shape. I don't know Amy and her kids, but from my reading of the book, the mother-daughter relationship seemed strained for many years, and that's sad.
AC: I instilled a sense of respect and discipline that will last them a lifetime. I don't think just by doing fun things and praising kids all the time that they develop that inner strength. When my kids wanted to give up on things, I wouldn't let them, and those are lifelong lessons. The reason my daughters say they would be strict parents themselves is because that represents a mother who loves her children more than anything.

BC: The feeling that parents have to do all this stuff for their kids or else they are letting the kids down is a big factor in people not wanting to have kids. In developed nations, birth rates are low, and I think that is due to people feeling having kids is a cross to bear. It's a lot easier to have more kids if you are honest with your limitations and realize that they are their own people and that their success in life is largely up to them and not you.
Unit 5 Honesty: Not the Best Policy?
<The Ordinary Lies We All Tell, and What’s Behind Them>
It’s been said that everybody lies, and psychologists now have plenty of evidence to support that claim. At one point or another in your life, you have certainly told small or even big lies because it seemed like the right thing to do at the time. However, if you’re like most people, you prefer to see yourself as generally upright and honest. You definitely expect honesty from the people you know. Why would you threaten your own self-concept, not to mention your relationships with others, by failing to live up to that standard of honesty?

There are certainly many rational reasons to lie, depending on the circumstances. You’d like to get out of a speeding ticket, so you claim that you weren’t going over the speed limit. (Good luck with that!) To get a job that you want, you “revise” your résumé, perhaps adding non-existent job titles. On an online dating site, you adjust your age, height, and weight in order to conform more closely to the ideal image you’d like to present. A neighbor going out of town asks you to pick up the mail, and you fib that you’ll be away also.

These deceptions don’t seem to be that outrageous. But if you get caught in the lie, it can have unfortunate consequences for your relationships with others. Lies can also have a negative effect on your view of yourself. Even little lies can erode your self-image as good, moral, and upstanding.

As pointed out in a 2013 publication on deception in negotiations by Joseph Gaspar of Rutgers University and Maurice Schweitzer of the University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School, most studies of deception look at cognitive and motivational causes, such as how much people are likely to gain (or lose) from their lying behavior. However, these authors argue it’s just as important to look at the affective basis of deception. In other words, what emotions lead people to lie and what emotions do they feel after they lie? According to their Emotion Deception Model, people’s thoughts before, during, and after the lie are important, but just as important are their feelings.

Some of your feelings when you’re lying may have nothing to do with the current situation at all. You’re feeling mildly annoyed about something, so when someone asks you to pick up that mail you think that your annoyance has to do with the request. You think it’s too big an imposition, and since you were already in a bad mood you commit the lie. But under other circumstances, you may have cheerfully agreed to the favor.
Even if you’re in a perfectly good mood, according to Gaspar and Schweitzer, an interpersonal situation itself can produce emotions that prompt lying. A friend talking about how much weight she has lost by dieting makes you feel envious because this is a goal you were, coincidentally, hoping to achieve as well. The feeling of envy that accompanies this situation leads you to tell the obvious untruth that you’ve lost even more weight. In the moment, it was the painful comparison you made of yourself and the other person that caused you to lie. You can imagine this happening in other areas as well, such as grades, income, or honors and awards. As Gaspar and Schweitzer point out, you may also be motivated to lie by the emotion expressed by the other person. If your exaggerated claims are met with admiration, you’ll only want to go further. Having a gullible person to talk to is like emotional food for the liar.

Thus, the feelings you have in the moment, whether positive or negative, can influence whether or not you lie. In addition, the feelings you think you’ll have afterward must be added to the equation. If you think you’ll feel better after you lie about being smarter, thinner, or richer, you are more likely to be dishonest. Let’s say you put those inaccurate job titles on your résumé, no one finds out, and you get the job. Now you feel little or no guilt, and you actually feel pretty good about having accomplished the deception. This phenomenon is called “cheater’s high.” It can be pretty exciting to know that you succeeded in your little deception and suffered no consequences.

The problem with the expected emotional consequences of lying is that they can be wrong. You might think you’ll be happier after telling your lie (believing you’ll get the job). However, if you’re caught, you might feel significantly worse. And the next time you’re tempted to tell a lie, you’ll remember the remorse and guilt you felt, and you’ll restrain yourself.

To sum up, it would be great to conclude that once informed about the nature of lying, neither you nor the people you know will ever lie again. However, even as you recognize that lying is bad, and bad for you, your emotions can still get in the way and keep you from being 100 percent truthful 100 percent of the time. By recognizing the feelings you have before and after you lie, you may eventually find yourself lying less and enjoying your relationships more.
<Liar, Liar, Justifier>
I’ve always had a strong moral sense, and I feel guilty easily. Once, as a kid, after stealing five dollars from my mother’s purse, I didn’t sleep well for two nights straight because of the intense feelings of shame that arose. When my mom finally found out, she didn’t punish me, instead saying that my guilt had been punishment enough. You’d think, then, that my sense of right and wrong would be enough to stop me from behaving immorally—but in fact I tell lies all the time, in all sorts of situations.

As it turns out, I’m not alone. It is an empirical fact that most people lie quite regularly. A 1996 study by Dr. Bella DePaulo, a psychologist at the University of Virginia, revealed that most people are liars. She studied 147 people between the ages of 18 and 71 and found that most of them lied at least once or twice a day. She discovered that college students lied to their mothers in one of every two conversations—a figure that, when considered, is pretty believable. Another study, cited in The Day America Told the Truth, revealed that it’s not just moms to whom people lie as 75 percent of people lie to their friends, 73 percent to their siblings, and 69 percent to their spouses. And, as an aside, I should mention that most are actually rather adept at this, given that about three out of every four lies go undetected.

Most people do not consider bending the truth really such a horrible thing. Dr. Leonard Saxe of Brandeis University confirms it isn’t nearly as bad as it seems because lying helps to escape potential punishment. If you show up late for work because you forgot to set your alarm, you’re better off telling your boss that you were stuck in traffic. In these kinds of situations, people don’t lie because they have malicious intentions—they’re just trying to avoid trouble. And lies like this, while dishonest, really don’t do any harm.

In fact, not being able to lie could signal developmental issues in young children. As soon as kids are old enough to play and talk, they’re taught that honesty is the best policy. But that lesson apparently doesn’t stick for long. The Institute of Child Study at the University of Toronto researched 1,200 children aged 2 to 17. It found that while only about two out of ten 2-year-olds were able to lie, by age 4 that number had skyrocketed to nine out of ten. The director of the institute, Dr. Kang Lee, admits that while a child’s habit of lying may distress his or her parents, it’s actually a totally normal thing to do. Lying is actually a sign that the child has developed important cognitive skills such as the ability to recognize what other people know and don’t know.
But it’s not as if kids learn to lie completely on their own. They learn to lie from the very people who tell them never to bend the truth. Robert Feldman, associate dean at the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences at the University of Massachusetts, points out a pretty glaring contrast in the lessons that adults teach their kids. First, parents tell children to always be honest. But when little Jimmy receives an extremely ugly sweater from his Aunt Betty—knitted by her own hands—Mom tells Jimmy that, in order not to hurt Aunt Betty’s feelings, he should say he loves the gift. You can see what’s going on, right? Contrary to her usual teaching, Mom actually instructs her son to tell a lie. And in doing so, she teaches her son that there is utility in bending the truth. In some circumstances, it can help one avoid hurting others’ feelings and thereby help to prevent embarrassment and perhaps even conflict. From an early age, children deduce that lies are acceptable as long as there is what seems like a good reason.

Not everyone agrees that lying can be morally acceptable. The 18th-century German philosopher Immanuel Kant wrote that lying—no matter what the justifications may be—is always wrong, even if a lie could bring about better outcomes. However, there are certainly situations in which telling the truth seems incompatible with behaving morally. Take, for example, a woman whose husband abuses her. When she moves out, the husband confronts her brother to find out where she is. Would it be right for the brother to tell the abusive husband where she is or to lie about her whereabouts? Is being honest really more ethical in this case even if it means putting the woman at risk? I respectfully disagree with Kant.

Lying is part of human nature because it involves self-preservation, and children learn to do it at a very early age from the same people who teach them morality. While I think that being honest is best in certain situations, there’s actually a big gray area when it comes to the morality of telling the truth. From now on, I’m not always going to feel guilty about lying.
Unit 6 To Mars!
< Why We Want to Spend the Rest of Our Lives on Mars>
Since its announcement in May 2012, the Mars One project hasn’t had an easy ride. Critics have questioned all aspects, from the technical feasibility to its funding model. But last month Dutch entrepreneur Bas Lansdorp, the project’s founder, announced a partnership with the aerospace company Lockheed Martin to build a satellite to put into orbit around Mars by 2018. This was a positive development for the Mars One project, which aims to send four volunteers on a one-way ticket every twenty-six months to spend the rest of their lives on the Red Planet.

Assuming they can overcome some of the not insignificant technical issues—such as minimizing the radiation exposure the astronauts experience and landing a heavy, manned craft safely on the surface—the main issue faced by the project seems to be one of funding. So Mars One aims to raise the majority of its estimated $6 billion cost by selling television rights and sponsorship deals.

While he thinks we should be seeing people land on Mars by 2035, the second man to walk on the moon, Buzz Aldrin, is very skeptical about the timetable given by the Mars One project. He says: “I don’t think there’s that much technology that indicates that the Mars One corporation, with over 150,000 people applying, really knows how to get four people to Mars by 2023 [sic] even if they don’t bring them back.”

He said that while he believes private corporations do have an important role to play in space exploration, something as monumental as sending people to Mars will be achieved only through international cooperation.

So what is next for the project? Mars One recently announced that after receiving more than 200,000 applications from more than 140 countries during phase one of selection, it has cut the applicant pool by 99.5 percent to 1,058 candidates who will go through to phase two. What these applicants (who include the two below) will undergo in round two has not yet been agreed on.

Maggie Lieu, 23, Ph.D. student

Interviewer: Why did you sign up?
ML: I just think it’s a really good opportunity to advance science. It’ll have such a big impact not just on the scientific community but on the whole world. The last time people went to the moon was in 1972, and we haven’t been back since. This mission would have a similar effect on people’s imaginations.

Interviewer: Doing a Ph.D. with the Astrophysics and Space Research Group at Birmingham, do you think you have a better perspective on the mission?

ML: With the Mars One mission, the main goal is not really science, and that’s a problem. If you want the science community on board, you have to give them some results. So just going to Mars for the fun of it, or for a TV program, which is what they’re trying to make it out to be, would cost a lot for not very much. Even though we’re not expected to do science there, it would easily be possible. Once you’re on Mars, they can’t make you do what they want.

Interviewer: Does any part of you think that Mars One is just a big gimmick?

ML: No, it’s not a gimmick. I mean, when Neil Armstrong went to the moon, they didn’t have anything particular in mind. It was just testing if we could make it to the moon. When they came back, they brought samples of moon rock that turned out to be really important for science, but I don’t think they had any specific scientific purpose when they went there. I see this project as the same, testing man’s capability.

Ryan Macdonald, 20, student

Interviewer: What are you expecting when you first land on Mars?

RM: Survival will have to be the first priority. Initially for the first year or so, it’ll mainly be construction: linking everything together, establishing the equipment, maintaining the solar panels that will convert sunlight into electricity, and creating a stable living environment. We’ll be bringing some basic canned food to keep us going until we start actually growing our own food. In the long term, it’ll be hydroponically grown vegetables and insects for protein. Potentially, later on, you could further supplement your diet by bringing in some frozen fish eggs and starting a little pond. I’d like to find a way to grow some tea on Mars. I think that’s very important for the mental health of all the people there. Once the tea is sorted out, the science would then begin properly.

Interviewer: Are you worried or scared at all?

RM: There’s risk in everything we do in life. We all die eventually, of course. Actually, the fact is that because things are going to be so strictly controlled—for example, the diet of the people who go and the air they breathe—assuming that there is no major equipment failure, people will live longer on Mars than on Earth.
Interviewer: You’re quite young. Does that not bother you?

RM: The problem with sending someone who has already experienced most of their life, and they’re about 60 or so, is that you want to maximize how many years they will have on Mars so that they can do the most good. The best investment for the people who are sending you is to send someone younger. Fresh young minds would be more adaptable and more able to be trained. They would also be more able to deal with problems that might be unique to being on Mars.
<Red Planet Risks>

Picture this: You have constant headaches. You’re dizzy and nauseated. Your companions are driving you crazy, and they’re beginning to smell because none of you is allowed to shower. Your back hurts, and you find it hard to sleep. And your bunkmate—who considers himself a comedian—won’t stop asking the question “Are we there yet?”

Sounds like fun, right? And that’s just getting to Mars. After you land, the real fun begins.

Believe it or not, there are actually 200,000 people who volunteered to migrate to the Red Planet. The Mars One foundation is a Dutch company that has set its sights on establishing a colony of humans on Mars as soon as 2025, and they have a long list of prospective colonizers willing to take a one-way trip. Based on the cold, hard facts, I would suggest that these potential future “Martians” have not actually considered the challenges that face them after leaving the cozy confines of Earth. They must know that the journey to Mars and the subsequent colonization of the planet will be anything but a walk in the park.

To start with, the trip alone will take seven to eight months. Due to its ever-changing position in its orbit around the sun, Mars is between 55 million kilometers from Earth at its closest and 401 million kilometers away at its farthest. And throughout the journey, conditions will be extremely cramped. According to Mars One, each astronaut will have just twenty square meters of living space—clearly not a lot of room to stretch one’s legs.

And speaking of legs, space travel poses a number of risks to the human body. Unfortunately, spaceships that produce gravity for their occupants only exist in science fiction. The lack of gravity causes major problems like bone loss and muscle atrophy. Here on Earth, muscles are constantly working against gravity even when a person is just standing around, but in space they’ll basically be floating lazily within the body. Even the astronauts on the International Space Station—who exercise two hours a day—struggle to stand up when they return to Earth. Mars One astronauts will exercise three hours a day, but experts are still not sure if that will be enough. Calcium will be leaking out of the astronauts’ bones and into the bloodstream, causing the bones to break down and become brittle. On top of all that, the colonizers will have to perform their own medical procedures when the need arises.
Aside from these physical health risks, participants' psychological well-being may also be at risk due to the extreme isolation. From the moment the colonizers begin their trip, they’ll experience a level of isolation that few humans have ever experienced. John Cacioppo, a social psychologist at the University of Chicago, studied the effects of loneliness and found that they can be life-threatening. Isolation can lead to poor quality of sleep and a weakened immune system. Even worse, he found that socially isolated people show higher rates of cancer, infection, and heart disease.

Unfortunately, there’s very little to be done about these ill effects as isolation causes a downward spiral that can only be reversed by—you guessed it—increased social interaction. However, with so few colonists there to begin with, that isn’t even an option. But if their isolation proves too unbearable, the colonists can just come back home, can’t they? Not a chance. The technology to make return trips possible does not yet exist. As it stands, the trip to Mars is truly a one-way journey—once they land, they’re there forever.

Being stranded on Mars will be a challenge in itself as the planet is an inhospitable host for human life. The dust storms on Mars are the most severe in the solar system, can cover the entire planet, and sometimes last for months. In addition, the atmosphere on Mars consists of 95 percent carbon dioxide, 3 percent nitrogen, and small amounts of argon, oxygen, and other gases. Carbon dioxide, as you may remember from middle school science class, is poisonous in large amounts. Anyone stepping outside would also have to put on a protective suit. The atmospheric pressure on Mars is only 0.6 percent of Earth’s atmospheric pressure at sea level, so without a suit, the colonist’s saliva will actually boil! On top of all this, the thin atmosphere allows much more radiation from the sun to reach the surface, which in turn causes the colonizers to be more susceptible to different forms of cancer.

So while 200,000 people may be very willing to embark on this dangerous adventure, I have to admit that I’m not ready to abandon Earth just yet. It’s true that scientists have made amazing advances in space travel in recent years, but they’ve got a long way to go before they convince me that it’s safe to travel to and colonize the Red Planet.
Unit 7 The Millennial Generation
<They Don’t Live for Work . . . They Work to Live>

Settling down on the shiny black sofa in the front room of their student house in Newcastle, Ailsa McNeil and her roommates discuss what they will do once they leave university. 
“The idea of moving into the financial world of London and working long hours inside a massive company does not appeal to me,” said McNeil.
She is not alone. New research has found that a similar attitude to work is widespread among the group of people known as Generation Y, usually defined as those born between the late 1980s and the year 2000. A study of more than 2,500 people in this group found that they were rejecting their parents’ conception of work and were determined not to lead lives that revolved so heavily around their jobs.
Instead, they were ready to resign if their work was not fulfilling and fun with a decent number of holidays and the opportunity to take long stretches off for charity work or travel. Compensation and status were not prioritized, according to the study by Talentsmoothie, a firm that advises companies on the changing workforce.
The research concluded that this generation has “many choices: gap years and extensive travel are the norm. They have seen their parents in stressful jobs working long hours and realize that hard work for big companies apparently does not bring prosperity and happiness. . . . They want their lives to be different, and this shows. If they are dissatisfied, they resign.”
The study found that 85 percent of Generation Y wanted to spend 30 percent to 70 percent of their time working from home. More than half wanted a flexible working arrangement. The top priority when choosing a job was “doing work that I love,” while “earning lots of money” was far behind, in seventh place.
That is why major companies, hoping to attract the very best graduates, are doing whatever they can to lure them in. “The previous generation saw work as a primary part of life,” says Madalyn Brooks, HR director at Procter and Gamble. “Now, we are seeing the growth of a different profile of candidates. They have grown up in relatively affluent families. They want to be sure that they can strike a balance between work and their personal life, and so the opportunity to take time off, to travel, to work for a company with a strong social responsibility record—these are all concerns that we increasingly hear when recruiting talent.”
Procter and Gamble has already adapted its recruitment efforts and what it offers to meet the needs of Generation Y. Instead of just stressing higher salaries, this company is highlighting the opportunity for flexible hours, the chance to work from home, and other perks. Similar packages are being offered by companies across Britain.
However, the overconfidence of Generation Y is proving a challenge for employers. In fact, the research found that younger workers were far more willing to challenge managers and relatively unconcerned with hierarchy. In one case, outlined in the study, a chief executive of a large insurance firm emailed employees to inform them about a major decision. James, 24, who had recently joined the firm, told his older colleagues he disagreed with what had been done. He quickly decided to share his feelings with the head of the company and sent his thoughts directly to him in an email. A reply popped up on James’s screen: “I have been running this company for ten years; I think I know what I am doing.” James hit back: “I realize this is an uncomfortable conversation, but I am not the only one that disagrees with you.” Luckily, he was able to convince the boss that he was not simply being rude.
Simon Walker, a founding director of Talentsmoothie, said he planned to look at how attitudes differed across the world. He argued that they were partly dictated by age but also by circumstances. In China, Generation Y is made up of only-children, as a result of the one-child policy, who grew up through difficult economic times. They would have very different values from their British counterparts, he said.
In Britain, meanwhile, there would be people of all ages who shared typical Generation Y attitudes, he argued, but they would be far more common within the age group. One of those attitudes, according to research by Walker and others, is a strong desire to be fulfilled in their jobs. 
“We see young people that are searching for some sort of meaning in life,” said Julia Middleton, the group’s chief executive. “I think life is cyclical, and there is a return to people searching for meaning and searching for values.”
<Becoming an Attractive Employee>

Generation Y was just entering the labor market when the 2008 financial crisis hit. The world’s economy went into a tailspin. This event created an unstable job market, and many people found themselves without employment. Fast-forward to the present, and the economy has not fully recovered. Thus, it’s of vital importance for job seekers to carefully strategize their approach to career development. And it is especially important for those new to the workforce.
Not all the problems that this generation faces result from the economic crisis. It seems that employers do not have a very high opinion of the younger generation. According to a study called “Gen Y Workplace Expectations,“ managers would rather not hire these workers. The data suggests that Gen Y, or the Millennials, are seen as having high job expectations. They are also viewed as being easily distracted and having a poor work ethic. Many managers believe this generation lacks the “soft skills” required for good job performance. They see young people as having inadequate skill at working with others on a team and at prioritizing job tasks. Furthermore, Gen Y workers are perceived as having a poor attitude toward their jobs. 

These perceptions and the tight job market should be taken into account when members of Gen Y apply for any job. They should look at making themselves as attractive as possible to employers. There are a few ways to do this.
For instance, one attractive quality of a potential employee is technological knowledge and flexibility. Fortunately for this young generation, IT skills and social media will play an increasing role in the future. This works to their advantage because they are the first generation to have grown up in the Information Age. They are quite confident when it comes to showing off their interests and skills in this field. This makes them a natural fit for companies seeking expertise in technology, marketing, and networking. In addition, Millennials are used to dealing with large amounts of information in learning environments as well as in social media environments. They should emphasize this skill when applying for jobs that require the ability to multitask. 
However, fluency in technology can also have its drawbacks. Though Generation Y might be experts in online social media, they may be lacking in face-to-face communication skills. Employers welcome fresh ideas and new concepts—but only when offered in respectful and articulate ways. People skills greatly enhance the appeal of a prospective employee, so Millennials should do their best to demonstrate these skills.
Another attractive quality is, of course, experience. Members of this generation may have little or no work experience outside of school. Thus, it is important that an applicant’s résumé list any activities that involved teamwork and goal-driven responsibilities. Membership in a sports or social club and participation as a volunteer are good examples of this. These activities involve goal management and planning, along with the ability to focus while competing on a team. When hiring committees see this, they see a candidate who is capable of working in a variety of environments.
Finally, an attractive quality when job-hunting is a great attitude toward a potential job. In their social circles, school lives, and home lives, Millennials are used to gaining praise and approval for everything they have done. As a result, they have gained a reputation for being a bit overconfident and presumptuous. Young job seekers must realize that the employment market is about how an employee will be a good fit for a company, not the other way around. In fact, in an interview, an important question to ask is: “What would be expected of me as an employee?” Listing any past experiences for which a good attitude was beneficial to the end goal of any activity is another great way to impress a future boss.
In today’s tough job market, Millennial job seekers need to provide a potential employer with great reasons to hire them. Employers look for people they can invest in and train for the future. Technological and verbal communication skills, experience, and a positive attitude are all important criteria that hiring committees are looking for. These desirable traits will always be essential. Hopefully, they will provide Millennials with all the tools they need to become successful employees in the years to come.
Unit 8 Going to School—at Home
<Kids Learn Better Without School>

What do Leonardo da Vinci, Mozart, and Thomas Edison have in common? They all achieved extraordinary things, and they were all educated at home. For most of human history, learning at home was the norm; most people did not attend school. Now parents in many parts of the world are rediscovering the value of homeschooling. Homeschooling, or home-based learning, refers to the education of children by their parents (or tutors under parental supervision) at home rather than by teachers in school. In the US—where the movement began in the late 1960s—more than 2 million children already study at home. This number grows every year. Homeschooling is also on the rise in several other countries, especially Australia, Canada, and South Africa. Parents have a lot of reasons for choosing not to send their kids to school. But the most common are that homeschooling lets them avoid low-quality public schools, personalize their kids' education, and transmit their own values to their children. 
Many parents choose to homeschool simply because they believe they can do a better job of educating their children than the local school can. The few studies that have explored this question suggest that those parents are right. One recent US study compared the achievement test scores of public school students with those of kids who had been homeschooled. The homeschooled students were found to be at least one full grade level ahead of the public-schoolers in most subjects. Of course, not all public schools are equal, particularly in the US. American students' test scores are consistently lower than those of kids in other developed countries. Scores there also vary more than average, likely due to the unequal quality of schools in different locales. Some might view these facts as proof that public education needs reform rather than as proof that home-based learning is the best way. Still, homeschooling is an attractive option for families who are not satisfied with the local school system. 
Maybe homeschooled kids do better because they can learn in their own way and at their own pace. Opponents of homeschooling object that it lacks the reliable structure of a “real” school, not to mention teachers with training and expertise. Homeschooling parents reply that education does not consist of passing facts from one person to another according to a set schedule. More accurately, education means maximizing a kid's innate desire and ability to learn. And the rigid, one-size-fits-all nature of public schooling is not the best way to achieve this. We all have different strengths, learning styles, and interests. In a large group, even the best teacher cannot accommodate them all. Some students will always find the lesson too slow, while others will struggle to keep up. Likewise, some will gladly take part in class discussions, while others will prefer to mull things over quietly. One practitioner of home-based learning says, “Children, like adults, need time to be alone to think, to muse, to read freely, to daydream, to be creative, and to form a self independent of the barrage of mass culture.” How many schools encourage these things? Parents can shape instruction to a child's personality and needs even if they are not experts in the subject matter.
But isn't schooling needed in order to socialize kids into the culture—to ensure that they have plenty in common with their peers? As the above remark about “mass culture” suggests, this is exactly what many parents wish to avoid. For one thing, homeschooling families are more religious than average. In those countries with homeschooling movements, promoting any religion is prohibited in public schools. Thus, a large number of homeschoolers are Christian parents who want faith to be a major part of their kids' education. Muslim and Jewish parents make up a growing percentage of homeschoolers as well. Many parents who are not religious also want to take the lead in shaping their children's moral values. Public school students spend about half their waking hours with classmates. Homeschooling parents know the power of peer pressure when it comes to bullying, drugs, and sex. They want to be the predominant influence on their kids' characters instead of leaving that job to the “cool” kids at school. They may have the right idea. Statistics show that homeschooled children are no less socially adjusted than public-schoolers and in fact have fewer behavior problems. They are also more likely to do volunteer work. 
The change from home education to universal schooling occurred only over the last two hundred years or so. Perhaps it's time to reconsider that change. Who better to foster children's personal development and natural hunger for learning than the people who love them most? Kids educated by their parents are flourishing academically, and they are doing so without the lack of freedom and the negative social influences found in formal schooling. As teacher-turned-homeschooling-advocate John Holt puts it, “What is most important and valuable about the home as a base for children's growth into the world is not that it is a better school than the schools, but that it isn't a school at all.”
<Homeschooled Kids Miss Out Academically, Socially>

Homeschooling is legal in the US, but in most other countries it is severely restricted or almost unknown. Most of the world seems to have concluded that kids ought to go to school. But why? Advocates of homeschooling argue that it is the oldest and best method of educating children. Yet in fact there are compelling reasons to believe that schooling is a surer way of producing well-educated, socially engaged citizens. 
Everyone has a stake in the proper education of children, so it is too important to be left to parents who may not be qualified. Granted, some studies have shown better academic outcomes for children who study at home. But these studies are fundamentally flawed. They are entirely based on the results of standardized tests, which are notoriously unreliable. It is much more likely that homeschooled kids end up with worrying gaps in their education. After all, they are (usually) taught by only one or two individuals throughout their school years. Those people's limitations become the child's limitations. Most parents who homeschool are not adequately trained to teach. They are not even required to have college degrees—but schoolteachers usually are. Furthermore, schools offer a full staff of teachers with various specialties. How many parents are experts in advanced math, world history, and biology?
Children who do not attend school also miss out on the intellectual stimulation of learning along with their peers. Classmates compete with and challenge one another. The term peer pressure has a negative connotation, being most often associated with behaviors such as smoking. But remember that kids can also pressure each other to excel. And they can help one another. Research shows that when a more advanced child assists a less advanced one in his or her studies, both students benefit.
Apart from academics, homeschooling fails in another important function of public schooling: integrating kids into the larger community. At school, kids spend six to eight hours every day working and playing with their neighbors. This is an unparalleled way for children to learn how to get along with others, particularly those different from themselves. The German education minister has said that "in our increasingly multicultural society, school is the place for a peaceful dialogue between different opinions, values, religions, and ideologies.” In other words, it is a force for unity and tolerance—when everyone participates.
Some of the consequences of homeschoolers’ isolation are more personal. Kids who do not attend school cannot be members of the school band, soccer team, or computer club. The result is many lost opportunities for fun and friendship. A related problem is the “differentness” of children who are homeschooled. Even in the US, where the practice is more common than in any other country, kids who learn at home are a small minority (between three and four percent). Thus, they may be singled out by their peers as “weird.” When they do interact with other kids, they face questions and criticism about their parents' choice not to send them to school.
Along the same lines, kids studying at home frequently feel disconnected from popular culture compared to those who attend school. Often, their parents have an unusual amount of control over their exposure to TV shows, movies, and music. One blogger who was homeschooled wrote about her experience at university, “I was missing essentially all of the cultural knowledge and shared background the other college students around me had. It has taken me years to adjust to mainstream society, and I think in some ways I will always feel a little bit like a foreigner.”
Surely, homeschooling parents only want the best for their kids. But just as surely, many of those kids view the decision to teach them at home as unintentionally cruel. They'd rather be like the overwhelming majority of the world's young people who go to school. That is why home-based education is unlikely to be legalized in most countries anytime soon. People around the world realize that schooling provides opportunities for academic, civic, and interpersonal development that home-based education simply cannot equal.
Unit 9 The Creative personality
<Creative People Are Different>

The car you drive, the song you love dancing to, the film that makes you cry, and the medicine that keeps you healthy—all are the results of creativity. The urge to create is uniquely human. It is part of human nature to imagine things that don’t exist yet, and the results are beautiful works of art or novel solutions to problems. However, it’s obvious that some people are better at this type of imagining than others. A minority of highly creative people are responsible for most of the ideas that shape our culture and our everyday lives. And these people have certain characteristics that distinguish them from the rest of the population.
As you might expect, creative people’s minds work differently from other people’s. What may surprise you is that this difference has little to do with general intelligence: research suggests that those with very high IQs are no more creative than the moderately bright. IQ tests measure what psychologists call convergent thinking, the ability to solve problems for which there is one correct answer. But highly creative people excel at divergent thinking. This is the ability to generate multiple possible answers by allowing the mind to connect ideas in unexpected ways. It is the type of thinking people do when brainstorming. Divergent thinkers are mentally resourceful. They do not just gather information; they play with it and wonder, “What if?” For example, most people always took it for granted that a painter could only depict an object from one perspective. Pablo Picasso wondered if it was possible to show multiple perspectives at once and invented cubism.
This talent for divergent thinking is even reflected in the brains of the creative. One study compared the brain scans of university art students to those of non-artists. Of particular interest was the precuneus, the area of the brain that controls the “mind’s eye,” or the ability to visualize, combine, and manipulate images. The researchers detected greater development of the precuneus in the artists than in the non-artists. Other research involved the prefrontal cortex, which controls inhibitions and keeps people from doing or saying “inappropriate” things. In other words, it is the brain’s censor. And it was found to be less active in jazz musicians while they were improvising music, as opposed to when they were playing from memory. Apparently, creative people can turn off the part of their brains that worries about making mistakes or being judged negatively.
A related trait that creators share is a tendency toward risk-taking. Psychologists have found a link between having a so-called type T personality and being creative. Type Ts constantly seek out new and stimulating experiences, even when doing so is risky, and they rely on their own judgment rather than obeying rules and conventions. Acting on a new idea is always a gamble: What if it doesn’t work? What if people laugh? But the highly creative are nonconformists who love entering unexplored territory. Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi is a psychologist and the author of Creativity: Flow and the Psychology of Discovery and Invention. He quotes a Nobel Prize-winning economist: “One of the most common failures of able people is a lack of nerve. They’ll play safe games. In innovation, you have to play a less safe game if it’s going to be interesting.”
The courage to take risks isn’t worth much unless it comes with a drive to keep going even if the risk doesn’t pay off. Successful creative people have this trait, too. Contrary to popular opinion, most highly creative people produce a lot that is so-so and only a little that is great. But instead of allowing their failures to discourage them, they keep working—sometimes obsessively—until they reach their goals. The composer Pyotr Tchaikovsky wrote a letter to a friend complaining that some colleagues of his gave up too easily: “We must always work, and a self-respecting artist must not fold his hands [just because] he is not in the mood.” This drive comes from within the creators themselves, not from a desire for money or other external rewards. They create for the sake of creating, for the deep satisfaction it brings them to solve a problem, overcome a challenge, and realize a vision.
This combination of traits—unusual thought patterns, risk-taking, and the stubborn pursuit of a goal—is not the best recipe for a happy social life. Divergent thinking is often seen by others as bizarre thinking, and dedication to a creative project means many hours alone. The neuroscientist Nancy C. Andreasen, author of The Creative Brain, writes that “a highly original person may seem odd or strange to others.” The very creative face “criticism or rejection for being too questioning, or too unconventional.” The result is feelings of loneliness and isolation.
Nevertheless, don’t feel too sorry for creative types, as being considered eccentric seems like a small price to pay for the rewards of being able to create. Here is the biggest difference between the highly creative and everyone else: When they are alone, working late into the night on an original idea that deeply interests them and that could change the world, highly creative people experience a joy that few others can. As Csikszentmihalyi puts it, “The excitement of the artist at the easel or the scientist in the lab comes close to the ideal fulfillment we all hope to get from life, and so rarely do.”
<Do Weird People Make Better Artists?>

Yet another new piece of scientific research contradicts our belief that when it comes to art, we can’t be swayed. It demonstrates that previous knowledge of an artist’s character unconsciously affects the way we view his or her work.
This touches a sensitive nerve. We all know that when we choose a new car, tablet, or flat-screen TV, we’re unconsciously influenced by previous impressions and notions, usually from advertisements. And we don’t mind that too much because choosing a new tablet isn’t a decision that reveals our true selves. (Sociologists might not agree, but let’s ignore them for now.)
Art is a different matter. Here, our independence of thought is center stage. When we’re standing in front of that challenging new artwork or that difficult piece of modern music, we feel tested in a very personal way. That’s why the confusion we may feel, though uncomfortable, is actually welcome. It shows we’ve answered the call to that deep self which resists popular opinion and thinks for itself. Iudico ergo sum: I judge, therefore I am.
Not so, according to a new research paper from a team led by the psychologist Wijnand van Tilburg of the University of Southampton. This study demonstrates fairly conclusively that we attach greater value to artwork created by artists who do not conform—but only if the art itself is of a daring kind. We are disposed to want artists who are “daring” to be strange, eccentric types, and we don’t like the idea that someone who dresses like an accountant could create anything unconventional.
In one experiment (there was a whole series of them), the participants were shown one of two pictures of a fictitious artist called Stefansson. One was an ordinary-looking male in his twenties, while the other depicted a man of the same age who “had half-long hair combed over one side of his head” and “had not shaved for several days.”
The results were that the people who were shown the untidy Stefansson liked his wild, unconventional art more than those who were shown the clean-shaven, suit-wearing Stefansson. All this suggests that the image of the “Bohemian” artist has lost none of its power even though it’s now at least 150 years old.
The researchers say our desire for “sincerity” in an artist underlies this preference. I suppose what they mean is an artist’s style and lifestyle should invariably go together: “As in art, so in life.”
A noble idea, but why have the nonconformist artists been allowed to take it over, as if it somehow belongs to them by right? What about that huge body of art, literature, and music that obeys the conventional rules and genres of art and was created by artists who led conventional, “normal” lives? Are we supposed to label these works boring and insincere? That would eliminate an awful lot: the tragedies of Racine, Bach’s St. Matthew Passion, and Shakespeare’s sonnets, to name a few obvious examples.
This research project should be followed by another, which looks at that other sort of art and the people who created it. But I’m willing to bet it won’t be. We’re too much in love with the transgressive forms of art and the hairy, Bohemian types that produce them. It’s a strange sort of blindness, which overlooks the fact that a lot of transgressive or radical art has been produced by people who were models of middle-class conventionality.
Vassily Kandinsky, creator of abstract art, and Eric Satie, prophet of musical modernism, both dressed like bankers. Fernando Pessoa, one of the founders of literary modernism, set out to look perfectly colorless in his suit and hat, just so he could fade into the background. René Magritte went one step further, putting his conventional bowler-hatted appearance into numerous paintings, endlessly duplicated as if to show just how anonymous he was.
It’s the gap between their dull appearance and their raging inner world that makes these creators so interesting. It’s a different kind of “sincerity,” which doesn’t show off, and actually highlights the contradiction between surface and depth. That’s why the psychologists’ questionnaires are powerless to measure it. Gustave Flaubert’s advice was: “Be regular and orderly in your life like a bourgeois so you may be violent and original in your work.”
Unit 10 Friendship is Golden
<Do You Have Too Many Friends?>

People under-cultivate what is most important, and nowhere is this more clear than with regard to our friendships. The 80/20 principle suggests an interesting hypothesis that roughly 80 percent of the value of friendships comes from 20 percent of a person’s friends, that is, from a very small number of people.
If this theory is true, what does it mean for your life? In general, you will find that you allocate much less than 80 percent of your time to the few people who comprise 80 percent of “relationship value” for you. In other words, you may be spending valuable time with many people who are not very important to you. Why would you do this?
The answer is often inertia and convenience. You might see neighbors a lot because they are close by and invite you around. You might see other people who are not important to you because they want to see you, and you think it is rude to refuse. You might not see some really valuable friends because they don’t live close by, which makes it difficult to meet. And couples often see friends together when only one of them really has a close relationship with the person or people concerned.
The choice should be plain. Go for quality in friendships rather than quantity. Do not spend an average amount of time with all friends. Instead, focus on reinforcing and deepening the relationships that are most important to you. Do not see people just because you’ve gotten into the habit of accepting and returning invitations. 
There is yet another crucial wrinkle having to do with the chronology of relationships in people’s lives. It turns out that the human capacity for close relationships is far from infinite. There is another trade-off between quality and quantity that people should heed: Anthropologists stress that the number of deep and potent personal relationships people can establish is limited.
Apparently, the common pattern of people in any society is to have two important childhood friends, two important adulthood friends, and two “advisers” whom they rely on heavily, such as a priest, doctor, or counselor. Typically, there are also two powerful sexual partners who eclipse the others. Most commonly, people fall in love only once, and there is one family member whom each person loves above all others. The number of really significant personal relationships is low, and it is remarkably similar for everyone, regardless of their location or culture.
This has led to the “village theory.” In a small, traditional village, all these relationships happen within a few hundred meters, and they are often formed within a short period of time. For most people in developed countries, these relationships may be spread all over the planet and over a whole lifetime. Still, the relationships constitute a “village” that people have in their heads. And once the slots are filled, they’re filled forever. 
The anthropologists say that if people have too much experience or too many close friends too early in life, they use up their capacity for further deep relationships. This may explain the superficiality often observed in those whose profession or circumstances force them to have a great number of relationships, such as salespeople, interviewers, “celebrities,” or those who move frequently from one country or region to another. 
J. G. Ballard quotes a rehabilitation project for young women who had mixed with criminals. The women were no more than 20 or 21 years old and had had a rough life. The project introduced them to middle-class volunteers, kind and educated people who tried to become friends with the girls and invited them into their homes. 
Many of the subjects had been married at an early age. Many had had their first children at 13 or 14. Some had been married, or the equivalent, three times by the time they reached 20. Others had had hundreds of lovers and even had children with men who were then shot dead or jailed. They’d been through everything—relationships, motherhood, breakups, and losses—experiencing the whole scale of human experience while still in their teens. 
Do you think it would be wonderful and calming for these unfortunate girls to experience a different kind of life around people who wanted to take a genuine interest in them and to give to them rather than abuse them? Well, think again. The project was a total failure. Why? The women were incapable of forming any new deep relationships. They were all used up. Their relationship slots had been filled, forever.
The lesson from this sad story is this: fill your relationship slots with extreme care and not too early! Leave room to have one or two wonderful relationships in later life.
Without relationships, you are either dead to the world—or dead. Your friendships are at the heart of your life and help to determine who you are and how happy and successful you will be. But quantity is the enemy of quality. You can only define and extend your individuality via deep friendship and collaboration with a few other people.
Nonetheless, most people don’t spend enough time or give enough attention to their true best friends. If I have persuaded you of that, do something about it. By making a few simple and congenial alterations to the time you give your friends, you may hugely increase your happiness and that of the people around you.

<The Value of Variety: Having Friends from Different Social Circles>

Friendship is a central aspect of human life from childhood to old age. As an abstract concept, friendship has many dimensions, such that even the smartest minds have trouble fully describing it. However, the journey of understanding what it means to be a good friend is important because it brings everyone closer to knowing what it means to be human. 
There are opposing opinions about which approach to friendship is best for people’s well-being. This is a serious topic, with sides proposing recommendations for how to avoid the severe physical, mental, and emotional consequences that can result from relationship problems. Specifically, they counsel people who have difficulties making deep connections with others. They offer advice for effective ways to build rapport and strengthen camaraderie. They also seek to provide consolation to people whose bonds of friendship have been broken. 
Some experts believe that people should focus on having only one or two best friends. The explanation is that the human capacity for developing close relationships is limited. Therefore, people must be careful and selective about whom they choose as friends. While this can be true to a certain degree, there are still a number of reasons that it is valuable to have many friends from a wide variety of social circles. 
Some studies indicate that having a diverse group of friends creates better learning environments for students. In particular, if young people make friends from different backgrounds, they have opportunities to reinforce their learning through their peers. With more chances to boost their learning, they typically exhibit higher levels of academic success. For this reason, students with larger groups of friends tend to get higher grades on assignments and tests. Students with a variety of friendships are also more likely to participate in class. They feel comfortable in the classroom, are more likely to give answers when the teacher calls on them, and participate in group discussions. Again, this comes with the socialization from having a large group of friends that can relate to each other despite their differences.
One explanation for this higher academic achievement is that diversity can inspire positive intergroup attitudes. People become more inclusive of others through ongoing dialogue and exposure to various points of view that are different from their own. In turn, cultural awareness and the feeling of being part of a community are both linked to happiness and a sense of belonging. When placed in a school setting, these are social circumstances that foster improved learning.
Having different kinds of friends has its educational benefits. But did you know that having a variety of friendships could also have a positive effect on a person’s health? Intimate relationships with family and friends are known to prolong people’s lives. When a person has someone to rely on and trust, typically that person is less likely to get depressed and stays in better physical condition. These healthy influences can help prevent illness and even add years to one’s life. 
Being a member of a diverse group of friends can have the same impact. In fact, having a large social circle contributes to personal well-being in other ways, too. For one, diverse friendships cause a person to develop skills for adapting to different situations. That person learns how to balance a variety of friends’ needs, manage expectations, and keep an organized schedule. In short, it brings maturity as well as control over one’s life. It gives a sense of purpose and mental endurance, which helps a person to be happy and confident. With personal growth in these areas, one has support for taking better care of oneself and maintaining healthy living habits. 
Lastly, diverse friendships have implications for society as a whole. There is a direct correlation between the proportion of people that have a wide variety of friends and the spread of cultural awareness. Individuals become more understanding of other people’s viewpoints and backgrounds. This is especially true when it concerns topics such as race, ethnicity, and gender. People who have friends that are different from them tend to be respectful and welcoming of others from their friends’ groups because of the diversity in their own social circle. As more and more people adopt this open-mindedness, it will gradually spread throughout society. 
All things considered, both sides of the debate on how to build friendships have valid arguments. It can be enriching for someone to focus on one or two friends because it leads to deeper friendships. However, there are many reasons that having a lot of friends from a wide variety of social circles is beneficial, too. Namely, it improves the individual‘s education and health while also making society a better place to live.
Unit 11 Animal Discoveries
<Should We Experiment on Animals? Yes>

Before the end of this year, the European Union will vote on a directive that could transform the way animal testing is carried out. This has caused a rise in public debate about whether or not society should allow experiments on animals. If you ask me, I am a firm believer that the answer is “yes.” Here are my reasons.
Antibiotics, insulin, vaccines for polio and cervical cancer, organ transplantation, HIV treatments, heart bypass surgery—the huge volumes of cures read like an A to Z of medical progress. But these major advances have something in common. They were all developed and tested using animals.
Animal experimentation is a contentious issue. However, the debate can be reduced to two essential questions. First, does it work? Second, is it ethical?
The first question has a straightforward answer. Animal testing does work. On the other hand, opponents would have you believe there are substitutes for all animal research, or that animal testing is always misleading and unsafe. These are incorrect arguments that distort the truth.
In scenarios for which there are reliable alternatives, of course we use them. That is what the law demands. Magnetic resonance imaging and computer models along with work on isolated tissues and cell cultures can be useful. Nonetheless, they cannot provide the full range of discoveries that animal research can.
No one chooses to use animals where there is no need. It gives no scientist pleasure to conduct tests on living creatures when it could possibly result in harming them. Moreover, animal testing is time-consuming, expensive, and subject to layers of regulation. Yet, it is still the best method of finding out what causes disease and of knowing whether new treatments will be safe and effective.

Biologically, we are similar to species such as mice and rats because we have practically the same set of genes. Their bodies respond to disease and treatments much as ours do. If a genetically modified “purple tomato” can fight cancer in mice, as was announced yesterday, it might work for humans, too.
Medical research is a long and difficult process. By the time a therapy reaches the patient, it is easy to forget just how important animals were in its development. Patients might not know that the powerful new drugs Avastin (for bowel, breast, and lung cancer) and Herceptin (for breast cancer) were developed after research on mice.
In fact, animal research has contributed to seventy percent of Nobel prizes for physiology or medicine. Without it, we would—medically speaking—be stuck in the Dark Ages.
It is not only drugs and vaccines. Just last week, researchers in Seattle announced that they had used an electronic brain implant to enable a monkey to move its paralyzed limbs, a discovery with the potential to allow severely disabled people to regain movement.
I challenge anyone who has followed the sad case of Daniel James, who committed suicide after becoming paralyzed in a rugby accident, to try to inhibit research in the UK on spinal injuries, some of which involves rats.
Far from being ashamed of this kind of research, we should be proud of our scientists, whose work offers hope to those suffering from incurable disorders.
But what of the ethical issues? Some say that saving people from suffering is no excuse for the death of laboratory animals.
Those who object are entitled to refuse treatments that have been developed through animal tests— even if that means rejecting the vast majority of medical treatments that exist. But they don’t have the right to force that opinion on the majority, who expect and hope for new and better treatments. 

We all hope for a day when animal research is no longer needed, but until then it is vital. To decrease animal research—including, in special cases, research on monkeys—would impede the flow of treatments to people who need them.
Medical researchers are not a bunch of scalpel-wielding lunatics. Those I know are compassionate, humane people who carry out their work with great caution and consideration, and with every effort to minimize suffering.
There are incurable diseases out there—for example, Alzheimer’s, multiple sclerosis, and schizophrenia—that shatter lives. If we are to have any hope of treating such conditions, medical research needs every tool at its disposal. For everyone’s benefit, that must include animals.
< Exposing Myths: A Case Against Animal Testing>

Each year, countless animals are experimented on worldwide. While exact statistics are unknown, the US government reports that over a million animals are involved in research testing annually in that country alone. Some organizations put the number even higher. The Humane Society estimates over 25 million, and that is only in the US! Globally, the total is said to be more than 100 million animals used in experiments per year.
One of the main reasons such research occurs is the opinion that animals are resources for human use. While many scientists agree that animal testing is tragic, they maintain that it is necessary for the search to find cures that enhance humans’ quality of life. 
In response, animal rights activists make it their mission to debunk claims that support the animal testing industry. They refute arguments in favor of experimenting on animals, and they campaign for the elimination of animal testing in all its forms. Let’s take a closer look at some of these animal testing myths and the counter-arguments against them. 
Myth: Animals are incapable of human-like intelligence or pain. 
“Bird-brained” and “pig-ignorance” are terms equated with having little to no intelligence. Yet, careful observation of animals may cause a rethinking of these expressions. Dolphins, for example, can solve problems and make use of tools, and are thought to have their own language. Elephants are also very intelligent and have impressive memories. There is even an elephant in South Korea named Koshik that has learned to imitate human speech and can say a few Korean words. 
Now, one might argue that dolphins and elephants are not used for animal testing. These animals typically aren't, but dogs and monkeys are, and these two species are well- known for being very clever creatures. Imagine your dog or another family pet being experimented on. How would that make you feel?
Intelligence aside, the suffering that animals experience during experiments is reason enough to abandon the practice. The general consensus in the scientific community is that animals can feel pain. Evidence has been found in mice and rats. When put in painful situations, they exhibit facial expressions that are similar to those shown by humans who are in pain. In addition, animals display an increase in brain hormones, protective reactions, and a decrease in appetite when exposed to painful stimuli. 
Myth: Very few animals are harmed or killed. 
For argument’s sake, let’s say that most animals being tested on are not harmed or killed because of research protocols. Even if this is true, there are other aspects of the animal testing industry that must be taken into account. 
First, lab facilities are like animal prisons. The animals are kept in cages that are often crowded, so they have very little room to move around. They are also exposed to various day-to-day stressors such as loud noises and bright lights. This is coupled with the inability to express their natural behaviors and interact with other members of their species. These contexts create severe mental trauma, especially in primates. Investigations have revealed monkeys screaming, ripping out their hair, and spinning around out of control because of the lab conditions they are living in.
Then, there is the defense that government regulations protect animals from unethical testing practices. True, there are laws like the Animal Welfare Act in the US and the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act in the UK that give a certain amount of protection. However, these legal rights are limited. For instance, mice and rats are not covered under the Animal Welfare Act. They do not receive the same safeguards of minimum cage size and transport. In fact, the federal government does not require mice and rats to be included in the annual count of animals used in research. Considering that mice and rats make up ninety percent of all animal test subjects, these realities should be enough to outrage any normal person. 
Myth: There are no suitable alternatives. 
Some scientists justify experimenting on animals by citing a lack of options—that other research methods do not produce the same level of results as animal testing. However, this is simply untrue.
There is evidence that animal testing itself is ineffective. In the US, for instance, ninety-two percent of medicines that have gone through animal testing fail in human trials. Moreover, many of the most significant medical breakthroughs are actually from human studies. These include the link between smoking and cancer, the development of X-ray technology, and the discovery of the AIDS virus.
Innovations in testing methods over the past few years are also proving to be very valuable. There have been great improvements made to research methods that use human cells or computer-modeling devices. In particular, Harvard University has created systems called Organs-on-Chips that behave like human body structures.
In brief, these options show that medical research can be done without animal testing. And given the speed of technological advances, it is only a matter of time before experimenting on animals becomes completely outdated. Therefore, why don’t we get a head start now and ban animal testing once and for all?
Unit 12 Think Globally, Eat Locally

<Buy Locally? Not If You Care About the Environment>
Just yesterday, I came across a local farmers’ market as I took a new route home from the office. I’d forgotten that this market takes place every week, and consequently spent a bit of time wandering from stall to stall, taking in the sights and smells of the fresh produce. 
While there, I started talking with another shopper and suggested that I could buy produce of similar quality at a supermarket for much less money. She assured me that the tomato I was squeezing was the best purchase I could ever make. I’d be supporting local farmers, and I’d be helping the environment, too. And, with a flash of anger in her eyes, she said that I wouldn’t be “enriching the evil corporate agricultural machine.” Seriously—she actually said that. 
I set the tomato down and backed away slowly.
It’s easy to believe that buying locally produced food is better than buying food at a grocery store. After all, you get to meet the people who (supposedly) grew the food you’re buying. You know exactly where your food is coming from. But I left the market that day feeling that a little research was needed. 
A number of problems became clear immediately. First, there’s no real definition of “local” when it comes to talking about a food’s origin. The idea of eating local is so appealing to some people that one enthusiastic eater even coined the term “locavore” to describe someone who only eats food grown within a certain radius. But what distance are we talking about here? It could mean a 250-mile or even 500-mile radius, with no real way to determine when it stops being “local” and starts being “imported.”
Another problem—different seasons and locations yield different crops. California has a better climate for growing strawberries and grapes, while Idaho has better conditions for growing potatoes. Does that mean only Californians should have the benefit of eating farm-fresh strawberries? Of course not. Why would a farmer in California try to compete with one in Idaho by growing potatoes if his or her land and climate are better suited for growing something else? 
In his Freakonomics article entitled “The Inefficiency of Local Food,” Steve Sexton invents a theoretical world in which all food production is localized. In this system, food producers in each state would have to grow a share of produce proportional to that state’s population, rather than mass-producing a crop to export elsewhere.
Sexton followed the steps involved in farming and estimated the costs of a locavore system. To start, you’d have to get your hands on more farmland. Farming requires vast amounts of space, which has to come from somewhere. In this case, it would come from the existing habitats of wild plants and animals. After the land has been cleared, the crops need fertilizer and chemicals to ensure that the plants remain healthy and undamaged. Next, the crops have to be harvested and moved to a distributor. Finally, the food would have to be moved to a store.
According to Sexton’s estimates, this local system would require 60 million additional acres of farmland, 2.7 million tons more fertilizer, and 50 million pounds more chemicals when compared to our current production and distribution systems. The environmental impact would be utterly devastating, destroying habitats and increasing pollution.
While supporters of locally grown food will argue that transporting food for long distances increases carbon emissions, Dr. Alexander Kasterine of the International Trade Centre suggests the opposite. Let’s look at pineapples and mangoes, for example. Of course, you could grow them in hothouses in the UK. But farms in England, as it turns out, use more energy in their food production than do farmers in Africa, who rely less on tractors and machinery and more on manual labor. Transit from Africa actually results in lower carbon emissions than would growing the food at home and transporting it a shorter distance. On top of that, purposefully avoiding buying the agricultural output of developing nations would be unfair to the farmers in those countries. The solution, Dr. Kasterine says, is not to grow locally and cut off the food supply from overseas, but to focus on reducing carbon emissions at home. 
OK, you ask, what about growing your own food? Community gardens are popping up like weeds in urban areas thanks to initiatives from politicians, but I was surprised to find out that even growing your own vegetables doesn’t have as positive an impact as you’d think. In places like New York City, where space is already scarce and expensive, putting aside acres of land for planting a few vegetables instead of developing housing forces more people outside city limits to where they’re no longer in walking distance to work. Sustaining a dense population within a small area, where people can walk and take public transportation, does more good for the environment than planting a few rows of squash does.
We are thus faced with a dilemma. Vast quantities of fossil fuels are consumed whether we ship our produce in from half a world away or grow it in empty city lots or small farms just outside of town. But if you crunch the numbers, the lesser of these two evils becomes apparent—at the end of the day, shipping in food is our best, if imperfect, choice over the long haul.
<Living on the 100-Mile Diet>

It’s strawberry season, and James and I are at Ellis Farms, picking big berries and dropping them gently into small buckets. I lick traces of sweet red juice from my fingers and say, “If I make jam, we can have strawberries all year.” James asks with what, exactly, I plan to make the jam. Sugar? One of the planet’s most exploitative products, shipped in from thousands of kilometers away?
“But what,” I reply, “will we eat all winter?”
This may seem like a peculiar question in an age when it’s normal to have Caribbean mangoes in winter and Australian pears in spring; however, on the first day of spring we began to live with the rhythms of the land as our ancestors did. For one year, we would rely solely on locally sourced foods, with all of our food and drink for home consumption originating within 100 miles of our Canadian home. 
This was without a doubt an odd scheme, but we had our reasons. For the average American meal, World Watch reports that the ingredients typically travel between 2,500 and 4,000 kilometers, a twenty-five percent increase from 1980 alone. This average meal uses up to seventeen times more petroleum products than an entirely local meal and increases carbon dioxide emissions by the same amount. Big problems require revolutionary answers. 

But forget about virtue for just a moment. There is a qualitative difference between locally produced foods and ones that travel the world to reach your home. Few would deny typical supermarket produce has very little taste. On the other hand, we took our inspiration from a meal we created entirely from the bounty around us while staying at our off-the-grid cabin in northern British Columbia: a Dolly Varden trout, fresh mushrooms, dandelion greens, and potatoes—all from the fields, forests, and streams within easy walking distance.
So our rules, when we began, were clear. It wasn’t enough for food to be locally produced (as in bread made by local bakers). Instead, every ingredient had to come from the earth in our magic 100-mile circle. Our only “out” was that we were allowed to eat occasionally in restaurants or at friends’ houses, as we always had, so that we did not have to be social outcasts for a year.
Immediately there were problems. First was the expense. We used to eat a nearly vegan diet at home—our dwindling bank accounts emphasized how much cheaper beans, rice, and tofu are than wild salmon, oysters, and organic cheeses.
Then, we wasted away because we were unable to find any locally grown grains—no more bread, pasta, or rice. The only starch left to us was the potato. The results were quickly visible—between us, we lost about fifteen pounds in six weeks.
At the end of these desperate six weeks, we violated our own rules to include locally milled flour—a small amendment, but an unwanted change to our original plans, nonetheless. Anita’s, the one local company we found, said they got their organic grains from Canadian sources, so we decided this would have to do. 

Then there was a lack of variety. From March 21 until the farmers’ markets started in mid-May, there just weren’t many vegetables available. For a couple of weeks, we even wondered if it would be possible to go on with this crazy diet.
But now that the farmers’ markets are in full swing, we are perfectly content with the 100-Mile Diet. What to do from then until next March? My thoughts turn to preserves. Then they come back to the sugar question. 
“Couldn’t we use honey?” James says as we survey our twenty-six pounds of fresh-picked strawberries.

“I don’t think it will ‘jam’ with just honey,” I say. “You need so much sugar, and I really can’t imagine what that much honey would cost.”
The strawberry lady tells us that the Cameron family sells honey just up the road, so we drive there to find out the cost. The bee lady, Gail Cameron, walks out of her house when she hears the sound of our tires on the driveway. She tells us that this is the first honey of the season—blueberry—and she gives us a sample on a popsicle stick. It is the sweetest, most delicious honey I’ve ever had. We buy a kilogram for $11. (A kilogram of sugar costs $2.59.)
At home I heat a few saucepots of strawberries until they release their own juices and grudgingly add one cup of precious honey to make a grand total of two large jars of preserves. I was right, they don’t “jam,” but we do end up with a tasty sauce. We pray for good bulk rates when summer sunshine gets the bees making more honey, but we suspect that honey is out of our reach as a means of preserving a winter’s worth of fruit. But we won’t worry about the sugar issue—at least until blueberry season next month.
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