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o ' Teachers of a11 subdects ‘at \all levels . are ccnstantly
s arching for helpful new. materials,. and’ A iy corporations and.
special interest organizations have responded by-preparing and
diétributing free or low-cost materials for “:ducational" purposes. ,
However, a teacher should ‘preview sguch materi{ls carefully before
using them to'‘determine whether thjy Eight be*-ropaganda for theé'
.corporaticn or organizations Por example, a papphlet produced by the
‘American Advertising Federation, entitled "Queetions and Answers’
ahout Advertising," purports to answer 20 frequently asked questions
about advertising. The booklet .contains many’ ‘misleading stateme

‘and .such ‘incomplete 1nformation, and is a veritakle handbook of
,logical fallacies. While such. educational matetrials .may be a trhe .
~bargain if vsed adv1sedly, if accepteﬂ uithout question they are far
“too "expen51ve" to use.f(DF) .
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the lookout for helpful new mater1als, and mpny Corporatlon&.fb

search by establlshlng bureaus wh1ch prepare and d1strLbute

.. FREE EDUCATIONAL

Teachers of a11 Subjeots at'a11 levelg are constantly on ﬂj%mk_

wd s f."'and special interest organizatlons have reSponded to their
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free and low-cost materlals Wthh they 1abe1 "educatlonal.;

sources, but a. teacher ~“who is tempted to use mater1a1s prepared

oo Lo '.

'~ There are, no doubt, many good mater1a1s that ‘come from,such

o L K

%,i . by“h spec1a1 lnterest group shou1d prev1ew thsm carefully to :
' ey . / .: . _
i ;i .see whether they are more than propaganda for the: corporatlon » '13{

: or organl.za tl Or1l.

. - ‘.

f;v' A As an,example, we mlght look at ‘a pamph1et entitled 'si

“y
‘ . -J.‘u"‘

»

d

Amerlcan AdvertLSLng Federatlon.«

'.'- ) ¢ /

g / .
e ‘ for a/general audlence (s1nce "a1most everybody, at one tlme

" an mlght seem su1tab1e for Engllsh olass dlSCuSSlonS of the

AR
RERET LT

Questlons and Answers About Advert1s1ng publ;shed by the.

o o lanjhage of advert1s1ng or for marketlng class lntroductlons
éb the’ purposes of advert1s1ng.. The\pamphletﬂpurports to
//answer twenty frequently asked questlons about advert1s1ng

/ .
/. in "plaln,anon technldal terms.

The pamphlet 1s lntenged

i or aﬁother, has a, questlon about some phase of . [}dvertlsfngj") gs;

L]

N

N

-+ T e

Tt does ach1eve freedom - .

¢ \ .
v

from technlcallty, but the."plalnness" is in. doubt even 1n v
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"the answers o such straightforward questions as the first,

."How much-'is spent for advert1s1ng in the United States?"

After clting a specific flgure ($28. 6 billion in 1974) and

the percentggg of the gross national product it. represents (24),
the pamphlet‘polnts outi- gratuitously and rather om1nously-- '
that about f1fty firms (out of a total of more than 4,000, 000)
conslstently spend at least $10 mlllion per year on advertlslngu

These f1rms are 1dent1f1ed as. offerlng "the quality and variety o

"mof goods and services whubh consumers demand and expect "

/’wealth and competltlon can be exemplified by\theNc;real 1ndustry.

But unanswered are the questlons that such 1nformation ralses.

~Isn' t there a suggestion that wealth and power are S0, concentrated

id the hanqs of * S0 few that the concept of competltlon within

\

the "free enterprise" system is 1mpract1cablé7 And does Amerlcan

N

T business truly offer ohoices to the conSumer7 The matter of

. e .

*

Although the AAF pamphlet c1tes;only a vdgue top € pendlture

._on advert1s1ng by an 1nd1v1dual company of- $10 million or more,"

'Qas eafiy as 1966 Kellogg spent $46 mllllon on advertLSLng, w1th

a net prOflt of” $38 3 milllon for its 4OA share of the bﬁ{\\fast

"food market (as c1ted by Ron Goulart in The Assault on Chlldhood,

hSherbourne Rressﬁ 1969) vaanyone argﬁes that’there lS‘Stlll;

- room for competitlon w1th a necessary product\llke-breakfast«

-8 L \

,food he may be’ surprised to learﬂgihat in the.same year -
fi_Nahisco captured only 5% of the market, Ralston Pur1na 34, and

' ®
ff1fty other companies comblned ZA (alsb in Goulart) As for.

-

- the‘"variety" that the consumer wants, 1t is not difficult

to, establLSh that a,great dgal of advertislng money is spent
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: dﬁ trying to differentiate products so simildr that it is 7 f\'

- ?" impossible for ordinary consumers to tell hem apart. Studies

.

by various agencies (e.gey Consumers‘Union ahd the. FDA) show -

' that aspirin 13 aspirin isvaspirin despite Wide variation iﬁ
price.' (1 recently noted 100 aner selling for $1 09 .100
St Joseph for 98¢, and 100 oﬁyan unadzertised and fo{ 49¢. )
This matter of the. 111us10n of choice lS the subJect of- a

R

recent book %y Jefffey Schrank Snap, Crackle, _and” Popular

. o
Iaste (Dell ﬁ977) Schrank conv1n§;ngly argues that the bulk Ty

of advertLSLng aney is. spent in tr

ng to convince consumer%

.

- competition between products that are npt Just s1milar but L
identical--e g., bananas from the same plantation and gasolines.ﬁ
from the same reéinery. He also p01nts out (as do other writers}

like Carl P. Wrighter in I Cam Sell You Anfthing) that the

'term "best" is legally‘f/terpreted, in adveft1s1ng, as a parity -

y

word ‘which can be tran%lated as "nojbettér or worse than ‘the .-

comgetition."

"+ . The second question wpic the AAF pamphlet poses ‘is -;~ L
"Why do we need to spend tHis amount7"' The answer first

o . _ .

", foceuses on the necess1ty -of continuing production and consumption

Kd

ior continuing economic growth.. If the answerr yere to go no

fu%ther,-it might be dif i ult to refute. But the AAF Spokes-
¢ ' men are not content to stop there and contend that large adver- ':,"
tis1ngaexpenditures are tified by the "fact" that they inform ' \

- the Publlc about ‘new products, that advertising is th \/ast .
' . ‘T i | ' . L" ' v ’ ) : l '[ [ i o »- . . .. ‘/ :2‘.';, . .7
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o expensive way of getting such information to the .consumér, and

. that the-consumer can buy more efficiently when\he compares

Therfallacrous—nature—_‘——ss—

of the claims about lnformlng consumers - can be shown in the

‘utter lack of definltlve 1nformatlon about such products as. . _—

over the counter pain killers that advertislng provides.

e ' If the consumer pays close attentlon to ads for Bayer and
- . o . v -" aa ..
' ' Tylenol fot example, he will "learn" only that the twO manu-

-fapturers make conflictlng claims that cannot, 1f interpretedju

N ,,»liﬁerally, be s1multaneously true.‘hAs for advertising's belng : )

+
d .
v

the least EXpens1ve means of lnformlng consumers. about new

products, this qlalm mlght be ‘an - example of begging the\Questlon ‘e

1f we concentrate on the-concept of . Wlnformlng.ﬁ But admltting

! RS

that a m&Q_facturer 1is e%fltled to’ inform consﬁmers abput :

«

K\. the existence of new products, we may wonden why there is not

. lpformatlon-about the relatf@e costs of alternate means. of

.
. \ . .

/[ 1nform1ng consumers. . - . ., N . "Tw
, . Questlon number threexasks,f"Doesn t advert1s1ng add to .:‘
. L the- cost “of goods advertised?" . The AAF admlts that "marketlng
D -
i o expensef. a_. must- be 1ncludedn1n the sales pr1ce," But there . .

,
3

IR S follows éé explanat;on thatladvergiglng 1ncreases sales and ..

$
. that increased sales enable the manufacturer to lower unlt -
[} . \_ \ . [N 'y

. costs and . to lower prices;. It is undeniable tha% mass productlon
¢ .

- S e

has seemed to ‘Lower the prlces of such th;ngs as teleVLSlon

" sets, tran31stor radlos, and g&lpulators, but we may-wonder
. ""\
whether‘competltlon from forelgn manufactureﬁL hasn t been

a, more SLéanicant factbf ,It‘would nomdoubt bemdrfficult T

T . ; . ~* L e - c .o ¢
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for a consumer to cite lowered prices on widely-advertised

~ .7

goods 1 ke cigarettes, breakfast foods, and 1iquor, nor can .

inf1at{on be the sole causeé ot unreduced—prices—on—such—goods.
b,
' In fact, the brand-name mania of advertisers appears to have '

-
[l

_the opposite effect. We need only remember,the comparison of

A prices for aspirin.« And, Jeffrey Schrank claims that héaVily-. BN

advertised brand-name products can se11 for 50 to 200 perceqt
(P .
more than identical products that are not advertised. ‘ .o
y .
.+, Another question cdncerns advertising cdsts per unit

of saled and the answer- cites less .than half a cent on anack '

of cigarettes and one- fifth of- & cent per bottle of soft drink.
. Again. however. the AAE is not conte@S to setfle for an
o answer that might be uhquestioningly accepted by ersumers' «

~

and ‘continues by comparing such sma11 advertising costs to.. -

r Fo -
retail selling costs of ISA to 18%. The fdilure to Specify
the exact nature of. selling costs (do they include packaging.

~ shipping retail mark- up7) suggests that an itemized list of

perce\tage of costs of each part of . the marketing- process

might prove that advertis1ng costs are not so small as they

a

o Flght appear- We have afready seen Schrank s estimate of

L& e

.g~.d : increased 6’st for brand names, and Si&ney Margolius,,in . e

The Innocent Consdher Vs\ the ExplOiters (Pocket Books, 1968).,

.- cites figures that cast. furthef'doubt ongthe AAF's c1aims:

he ndtes advertis1ng and promotion costs of 'cereal at 20¢ N

_ _per $1 as compared to a cost of on1y 21¢ per $1 for ingfedients.
. . als ’ ;
' ’ The pamphlet continues w1th further questions about and - S &

“

justifications of ex nditures for advertis1ng that promulgate
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the myth that advertising ultimately cutyg costs through

- - ’ v

increased productﬂbn and volume of ;ales. There is also the *

hint that unadvertised products have something to hidea "Usually,

.

the claim [?o pass advertising savings on to the consumeé] covers

>~ up an attempt to sell lower . quality goods at a higher profit. . o e

But counter-aréuments are as numerpous as’ the-AAF variations on 4

-
’..

pthe question. One very visible bit of eVidence is store ~ N

Jbrands of groceries. These brands are often identical t%

[8

nationalfy-advertised brands (cbming frOm the same process1ng

* o ' Y

plants?) and are invariably less" expensﬂweq Recemtly some”
.. grocéry stores’ have been selling generic. label staples such

as, canned vegetables,wcatsup, flour. and alumiﬁﬁm foil w1th ;

¢ i d

. some success. A check of prices at one such store revealed

I3

that a 16%- -0z, can of cream style ‘corn ﬁas 37¢ for a national I

A '-brand 31¢ for a.local branda and 25¢ for' a, "no-name" brand.~'C///

-

U It is true that generic food products usually carry a lower ]

-

Department of Agriculture grade des1gna@ion, but grades are : .

based on color, taste, and’ uniformity and - have little or no, o
~—— e

bearing on nutritional value. Store brands of other items‘

besides groceries eﬁhibit Similaf sav1ngs., Although such-

. g ’

chains as Sears and Montgomery Ward are constrained from
; f

revealing the manufacturers of their house -name pr&ducts,

> k]

o a consumer can sometimes spot names on packaging, recognize k

.. - s a »dt

. ! design Similarities:>or find a salesman Willing to reveal ; -

‘the s;cret. We mus; keep\Xn.mind that volume pﬂrchaSing o ';

contributes to consumer saVings here, but théﬁ‘ﬁelcan wonder

’ -

o why huge-conglomerates ‘that have reached maXimum efficiency

. . . o . .
T . . . . '
' ot : : . : . W . .
.l L/ . -« : - L 4 ’ - . ° - Tt ) ﬁ .
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in mass production do. not lower prices. Is itjbecuase hey. are

still passing along advertising costs tﬂat "allowed" the to

- L

—————————reaoh—that—efficiency. - Y T — o .

-

(/’)
befodF the FTC concerning advertiSing directed toward children,

., The pamphlet S. answers to questions about . truth and taste
in advertising are no more satisfying than its answers about
‘the economics .of advertising. The AAF would ‘have "the corn umév
believe that, in spite of occasional lapses, advertiéers ’re
interested in an increasingly high- standard’of adVertisin ‘and
that they achieve those standards by self regulation thro gh
industry codes. But no mention is madé, as it was in an |

w -
earlier ‘edition of the pamphlet, of federal regulation and -
ol
judgment, which~have, in recent years, required corrective
advertising for ‘Such products as STP and Listerine. "And the‘ 'ﬂ'

codes that the pamphlet mentions as ev1dence of adVertisers' } ,

eagerness to regulate themselves are certainly at least partially *

S

inspired by a deSire te avoid. unfavorable action by government )
. 4 ST

agencies.' Examples of changes to. satis%y demands abound in' '

‘the National ASSOCiation of Broadcastersﬁ\code.- After hearings

- . - u . rd »

the NAB code was changed to include disclaimers about the - ' ,
7 L . '
nutritional»vaIUe of cereals and to cut qpmmercral time in - )?. 3

children s programming. “But in practice littfe chdngedx ?ereal
R d : -
disclaimers appear as parts of. lyrics set’ ta catchy tunes -or

.

-
v

are deemthSized by blatant adJectives like "deliCious" and

‘

"sweet," an through shorter ‘ads the<number of commerCials‘has

r‘
decreased only slightly. It is, in part, such halfway measures'

that have oaused the, FTC to be conSidering regulations that LA A

« ! . * ;
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would.ban.all advertising~directed'to childrcn under eight and

R , severely limi't advertising to older' ¢hildren. T

-~

Y ’ If I have implied “thus, far, that evaluating special-interest

‘materials requires in- depth knowlcdge of the subject or a great

v ot deal of research to refute debatable issues, I have.been

~ ‘

— misleading. It is pdssible, in the casevof the AAF pamphlet.

to’ rely entirely upon‘basic principlcs of 1o‘ic and argument .
)

to identiﬁy fallacious reasoning. And thlS possibility suggests

. ‘ .ﬂthat it may not be necessary or ‘even desirable to reject specia1<
_interest materials -as unsuitable for the classroom. It may be,

An fdet, “that-there 1s.no better source of.examples of-logical

L 4

' falldcies. Further analysis of the AAF pamphlet reveals it ;

-

to be a casebooﬁ of such fallac1es. ) C : ’

N . >

"fl i A clear example of a post hoc argument comes ire the' answer «
to’ the question af - wheth r advertis1ng has anything to do with

. the standard of 11v1ng in th United States. .The answer pegins.

‘h

- - "Nowhere else in the*world is advertis1ng used SO effectiyely

) v
(3

and so extens1ve1y as 1n the United States. Nowhere elSe‘is,

L]

A 'there so’high'i standard of 11v1ng." And the'further-commentary

’ does nothing to mitigate this first fallacfous relationshio df o

( fk-ideas when it suggests that advertising creates a demand for .

’ products which make "an enriched, rewarding, and more confortable
’ a4
1ife for us all." \e~term "standard of 11v1ng" 1s .subverted

] ]

o N 'to the advertisers' purposes without a s1ngle bow to- greater

values or to current concern about vanishing resources or.

env1ronmenta1 issues. : _ . '

]

"An ad hominem argument 1s revealed L the answer to the

A - S,
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questlon of why some critics nttack advertising. " Once recason

. \ o
.

B . suggested is ignonanccn "somc .+ » o do not understand the

» ‘ economic Service that advortiqing performs in promot[ng
the . .+ goods and schicos that providc_thc 1ifo blood of
. our high standard of living." . The only other rcason-allowed’

L ‘15 subversionl " .Q. . by dttacking advertising they are,

ﬁ khowingly and purposely, attempting‘to discredit our'entire;

k ‘American business system." Intercsting;enough, the AAF -

has deleted, in ‘the current edition of the pamphlet, a more

e . -
. - ..

W\\ ~blatant condemnation of these "disgreditors" which appeared

S . . o ,
in an earlier edition. Perhaps they realized that it was too’
hasty a generalization to suggest that ‘any such critic "wants

some other form of government in our country." L .
\\ éimilar refusal to allow more than'two poss1ble alternatives
is revealed in the AAF's answer, in the earlier edition, to
‘: the question of what would happen if. all advertis1ng were
”discontinued. The quitefexpected .answer is that the media
| would grind to.a halt or be prohibitively expens1ve and that
.people wonld_lose jobs as sales décreased. In snmmary,-the
pamphlet points eout, "Our economj:is builtaaround aggressive °
. selling and advertising-and would go to pieces without them."
The. poss1bility of other aLternatives is at least admitted, .
if not explored, in the more recent estion, which predicts-'
only radicaljalteration ‘ahd not complete collapse of our
-eCOnomic system: But the implied false assumption is, of
‘courséy that any change‘conld not .be for the;better.

> ' AR ]

An 1ncon31&tent a

"'reﬁore illogical system of - -

/




. white, p. 10
r w vy . ] p

. claéatflcatton is employed in tho answer te the question of
who benefits from advertising. The three groups clted are
—f——————the—ﬁénsumefT—the—busfﬁeesmanv—ﬁﬂd—ﬂa%i—af—u5—wha~wa§k—¥or

\ . s - . .
. consumers ahd businessmen don't work for 1iving. And the

" a living," the logical tmpl}cut}Op deing, of. course, that

full commentary on how weorkers arc benefited makes use of

a faliacious scare tactici 1f there is udyertising, there

18 mass production, and {'f there is mass production, therc is

- [ . [ §
" employment. If there werc no advertising, onc is cxpacted to

conclude, many of us would 1l0sc our jobs., - . b

-

-

I have by'no means exhausted what'can be said abdut thc

—

deceptive languagc of this small five- page pamphlet, nor do
I claim that I have chosen a typxcal examplc of speclal- interest
)educatxonal materials. And I do not intend to suggest tth\
onli\épebial:intefest-materxals should be examinedkfor‘deceptive

langbage or- fallacious reasaning. But I hope that I have

<
\

elerted teachers -to the problems of using free materiale and
- suggestedian answer. to my title question abo;t the cost of
% .SUCh:materials.‘ If they are used advisedly, they can be a
' : reel bargain. If they are accepted as truth, tﬁey can be ) .
A ' far too expensive: : e N

-
f

—
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