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Task 1 
 

Read the two abstracts below, which give summaries of two academic articles relating to museum 
programmes. 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT ONE 
 
Doing emotion work in museums: re-conceptualising the role of community engagement practitioners  
Ealasaid Munro   
 
Recent years have seen a particular focus on the ways in which museums can contribute to social 
policy objectives around health and wellbeing (Camic and Chatterjee 2013). Much of this work argues 
that engagement with museums can be beneficial to those individuals who could be considered 
marginalised, vulnerable or otherwise excluded. In particular, museum staff and policy makers have 
emphasised ways in which engagement with museums may positively impact individuals’ physical 
and emotional wellbeing (Jermyn 2001). Research supports this view; there is, for example, a large 
body of work that seeks to investigate the impact of cultural activities on individuals’ self-esteem and 
self-confidence (see, for example, Galloway and Stanley 2004). Drawing on fieldwork conducted with 
Glasgow Museums, I argue in this paper that emotions are central to the practice of community 
engagement, and that the ‘emotional’ nature of community engagement is key to its perceived social 
impact. My paper focuses predominantly on the delivery of community engagement programmes, and 
investigates how museum staff understand their impact, before going on to examine the ways in 
which museum staff encounter and use emotions during the course of their work with the community. 
 
ABSTRACT TWO 
 
Touching Heritage: community health and wellbeing promotion through sustainable and inclusive 
volunteer programming in the museums sector 
Nicholas Vogelpoel et al  
 
The potential for museums to operate as agents of change in the promotion of social inclusion and 
health and wellbeing is a growing area of research and is aligned with the intersections between 
cultural engagement and public health. Using a case study analysis, this paper will discuss 
implications and findings of research and practice arising from a heritage-in-health programme called 
‘Touching Heritage’. The programme takes museum objects from University College London 
collections out to people who by virtue of their health or age would otherwise be excluded from 
participating in cultural activities, such as those who are hospitalised or residents of care homes. The 
programme extends access to a wide variety of heritage objects, and actively involves socially 
excluded/isolated communities and individuals in participatory sessions. The paper will discuss the 
potential for museums to promote health and wellbeing by recruiting and training volunteers to 
become community curators and object-handling facilitators. Using a mixed-methods approach to 
data collection, including surveys, focus groups, interviews and reflexive feedback, the paper will 
discuss findings related to best practice for the development of volunteer-led outreach programmes 
that partner museums to hospitals and community healthcare services. The paper will discuss 
implications for sustainable practice, satellite programming, and best practice in heritage-in-health 
work. 
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Task 2 
 

Read the four extracts below, which give the views of four writers on artificial intelligence (AI) and 
robotics. 
 
 
A James Woudhuysen  
 

The physicist Stephen Hawking said that AI could become a real threat to mankind, with computers 

developing sufficient intelligence to assume control. Humans, limited by slow biological evolution, 

could not compete, and would be superseded. That Hawking himself cannot speak without computer-

assistance is an irony. For the fact is that computers are likely to remain a help much more than a 

hindrance for many years to come. Sure, they might run amok; but that will be to do with bad or 

malevolent programming, not evil intent on the part of the computer. It is one thing to recognise the 

rapid increase in computer power; it is quite another to confer on semi-conductors the power to think. 

Computers are not ‘smart’, any more than cities are. They cannot form aesthetic, ethical, 

philosophical or political judgments. These are the special faculties of humankind, and no amount of 

electrons, or so-called ‘digital democracy’, can substitute for them. True, IBM’s Watson 

supercomputer recently won a game show. But it did not know it had won. The viewers did, but just 

because a machine passes the Turing test, in that it looks intelligent, that doesn’t mean that it is 

intelligent. 

 

B Peter Norvig 
 

The notion of the ultra-intelligent machine was introduced in 1965 by mathematician I. J. Good, who 

worked with Alan Turing at Bletchley Park. Good noted that “the first ultra-intelligent machine is the 

last invention that man need ever make”, because from then on, the machines would be designing 

other, ever-better machines, and there would be no work left for humans to do. AI researcher Ray 

Kurzweil has called this the technological singularity, or the tipping point at which ultra-intelligent 

machines so radically alter our society that we can’t predict how life will change afterwards, some 

fearfully predicting human redundancy, with complex legal implications, others envisaging a utopian 

world filled with endless leisure. 

 

Focusing on these fanciful  scenarios  has distracted the conversation from the very real societal 

effects already brought about by the increasing pace of technological change. For 100,000 years, we 

relied on the hard labour of small bands of hunter-gatherers. A scant 200 years ago we moved to an 

industrial society that shifted most manual labour to machines. And then, just one generation ago, we 

made the transition into the digital age. Today much of what we manufacture is information, not 

physical objects – bits, not atoms. Computers are ubiquitous tools, and much of our manual labour 

has been replaced by calculations. 
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C Max Tegmark 
 
In the near term, the goal of keeping AI’s impact on society beneficial motivates research in many 

areas, from economics and law to security and control. Whereas it may be little more than a minor 

nuisance if your laptop crashes or gets hacked, it becomes all the more important that an AI system 

does what you want it to do if it controls your car, your airplane, your pacemaker, your automated 

trading system or your power grid.  

 

In the long term, an important question is what will happen if the quest for strong AI succeeds and an 

AI system becomes better than humans at all cognitive tasks. Designing smarter AI systems is itself a 

cognitive task. Such a system could potentially undergo recursive self-improvement, triggering 

an intelligence explosion leaving human intellect far behind. By inventing revolutionary new 

technologies, such a superintelligence might help us eradicate war, disease, and poverty, and so the 

creation of strong AI might be the biggest event in human history. Some experts, though, have raised 

the possibility that it might also be the last, unless we learn to align the goals of the AI with ours 

before it becomes superintelligent. 

 

D  Guardian editorial 
 
The European Parliament has urged the drafting of a set of regulations to govern the use and creation 

of robots and artificial intelligence, including a form of “electronic personhood” to ensure rights and 

responsibilities for the most capable AI. The status this would confer on robots would be analogous to 

corporate personhood, which allows firms to take part in lawsuits both as the plaintiff and respondent. 

It also addresses the risk that overly competitive robots could result in large-scale unemployment, and 

calls for the serious examination of a universal basic income as one possible solution.  

 

Needless to say the proposals will be extremely controversial. One could argue that, effectively, a law 

of the nature proposed in this resolution would grant human rights to robots. That’s not going to go 

down well with companies that are creating robots and AI. If I create a robot, and that robot creates 

something that could be patented, should I own that patent or should the robot? If I sell the robot, 

should the intellectual property it has developed go with it? These are not easy questions to answer, 

and that fact goes right to the heart of this debate. 
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Task 3 
 

Read the text below, which is an adapted extract from an article written by Jan Polowczyk in an 
academic journal. 
 
 

The nature of decision-making 
A significant contribution of psychology to behavioral economics 

 
1 Rationality plays the central role in standard economic theory. It is assumed that economic 

agents such as consumers are rational and selfish, and that their tastes do not change. 
Expected utility theory (EUT)1 is the foundation of the rational-agent model and is to this day 
the most important theory in the social sciences. EUT was not intended as a psychological 
model; it was a logic of choice, based on elementary axioms of rationality. But economists 
adopted EUT in a dual role: as the logic that prescribes how decisions should be made, but 
also as a description of how people make choices. 

 
2 In the 1970s, the psychologists Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky set out to understand 

how humans actually make risky choices, without assuming anything about their rationality. 
The most significant work by Kahneman and Tversky is prospect theory (PT). It was closely 
modeled on EUT but departed from it in fundamental ways. Their model was purely 
descriptive, and its goal was to explain systematic violations of the axioms of rationality in 
actual decision-making. Prospect theory is therefore more complex than expected utility 
theory.  

 
3 The fundamental idea of PT is that losses loom larger than corresponding gains. The concept 

of loss aversion is certainly the most significant contribution of psychology to behavioral 
economics. If there is a choice between a guaranteed payment of $1 and a gamble in which 
the probability of getting $100 is 1 in 80, according to EUT people should choose the $100-or-
nothing gamble. But in experiments they don’t, at least not always. This asymmetry has an 
evolutionary explanation. Organisms that treat threats as more urgent than opportunities have 
a better chance of surviving and reproducing. The brains of humans and other animals contain 
a mechanism that is designated to give priority to bad news. Animals, including people, fight 
harder to prevent losses than to achieve gains.  

 
4 Humans often need help in making more accurate judgments and better decisions, and in 

some cases policies and institutions can provide that help. However the school of thought 
known as the Chicago School of economics holds that people always act as rational agents, 
and it is therefore unnecessary and even immoral to protect people against their choices. 
Rational agents should be free, and they should be responsible for taking care of themselves.  

 
5 Behavioral economists such as Kahneman believe that in decision-making the rationality of 

individuals is limited by the information they have, the cognitive limitations of their minds, and 
the finite amount of time they have to make the decision. They do not contest freedom, but 
they believe that a cost of freedom is borne by individuals who make bad choices, and by a 
society that feels obligated to help them. The decision of whether to protect individuals against 
their mistakes therefore presents a dilemma for behavioral economists. The economists of the 
Chicago School do not face that problem, because rational agents do not make mistakes. 
Kahneman supports a position of libertarian paternalism, in which the state and other 
institutions are allowed to nudge people to make decisions that serve their own long-term 
interests.  

 

                                                           
1 Expected Utility Theory: This states that with regard to choices where the outcome is uncertain, the individual  
   will choose the act with the highest expected utility. 
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6 In later work, Kahneman argued that the human mind is limited by our excessive confidence in 
what we believe we know, and our apparent inability to acknowledge the full extent of our 
ignorance, along with the uncertainty of the world we live in. People are prone to overestimate 
how much they understand about the world and to underestimate the role of chance in events. 

 
7 According to Kahneman, optimistic overconfidence may well be the most significant of the 

cognitive biases and can be both a blessing and a risk. It can be called the engine of 
capitalism. Optimistic individuals play a disproportionate role in shaping our lives. Their 
decisions make a difference; they are the investors, the entrepreneurs, the political and 
military leaders – not average people. They got to where they are by seeking challenges and 
taking risks. The chances that a small business will survive for five years in the United States 
are about 35%. But individuals who open such businesses do not believe the statistics apply 
to them. The optimistic risk-taking of entrepreneurs surely contributes to the economic 
dynamism of our society, even if most risk-takers end up disappointed. 

 
8 One of Kahneman’s key conclusions is that professionals are almost as susceptible to 

cognitive biases as non-professionals. Experts show many of the same biases as other 
people, but in attenuated form. Kahneman gives many examples confirming this idea, e.g. 
real-estate agents, or professional investors, including fund managers. The evidence from 
more than fifty years of research is conclusive: for a large majority of fund managers, the 
selection of stocks is more like "rolling dice than like playing poker". In another study, experts 
commenting on political trends were not significantly better than nonspecialists in producing 
predictions, even in the area they knew the best. According to Kahneman, errors of predictions 
are inevitable because the world is unpredictable. We should not expect much from pundits 
making long-term forecasts although they may have valuable insights into the near future.  

 
9 Kahneman considers the story of how Google turned into a giant of the technology industry. 

His conclusion is that learning from the Google story is largely illusory. There was a great deal 
of skill in the Google story, but luck played a more important role in the actual event than it 
does in the telling of it. According to Kahneman the CEOs' influence on company performance 
is much smaller than suggested. Stories of success and failure consistently exaggerate the 
impact of leadership style and management practices on firm outcomes, and thus their 
message is rarely useful. Because luck plays a large role, the quality of leadership and 
management practices cannot be inferred reliably from observations of success.  

 
10 Kahneman has never referred in his works to the concepts of the 18th century classical 

economist Adam Smith, who is considered the father of economic science. The present 
comparative analysis demonstrates an amazing convergence between Smith's theory and 
contemporary behavioral economics. Current economics is returning to the roots of 18th 
century classical economics. This reversion is supplemented by modern knowledge regarding 
complex evolutionary systems, psychology and sociology, and is supported by the latest 
technical achievements of neuroeconomics allowing an insight into chemical and physical 
processes in the human brain. 
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Task 4 
 

Read the text below, which is an adapted extract from a book on cultural theory called After Theory by 
the cultural theorist Terry Eagleton. 
 
 
No layperson opens a botany textbook and shuts it with an irascible bang if they do not understand it 
straight away.  Since art and culture are at least as complex as the life of plants, it would be strange if 
talk about them were any more instantly comprehensible.  Yet a lot of people who are not surprised to 
find botany hard going are mildly outraged not to be able to understand an account of a sculpture or a 
novel.  And this is for an interesting reason.  Art and culture are supposed to deal with ‘human’ 
questions rather than with ‘technical’ ones – with love, death and desire, rather than with the law of 
tort or the ‘organic’ structure of decapods.  And we can surely all understand the ‘human’.  In fact, this 
is a dubious distinction.  For Aristotle, being human was in a sense a technical affair, as was love for 
Thomas Aquinas, desire for Sigmund Freud and as death is for a mortician.  And it is not easy to sort 
out the ‘human’ from the ‘technical’ in the case of art. 
 
Art, however, seems in principle available to anybody, in a way that knowing about the organic 
structure of decapods is not.  In fact, some essays about decapods are probably a lot easier to read 
than Joyce’s Ulysses or the poetry of Paul Celan.  With modernism, the language of art begins to 
diverge radically from the language of everyday life, in a way that George Eliot would no doubt have 
found surprising.  People have sometime spoken like Adam Bede, but nobody ever spoke like 
Finnegans Wake.  With postmodernism, however, the two idioms are drawn closer together: the 
language of the media and a good deal of culture is once again the language of everyday life.  And 
this reinforces the conviction (itself much older than postmodernism) that art is a matter of common 
human concerns and that there is something self-contradictory in talking about common concerns in 
uncommon language. 
 
This is obviously a mistake.  Questions which are of interest to everyone are not necessarily simple.  
Lungs and livers are of interest to everyone, but medics discuss them in fairly abstruse ways.  They 
make fine distinctions and portray complex processes of the kind that our everyday language does 
not require.  Moral matters are also of common human concern but because the question of what it 
means to live well is a hard one to answer, moral philosophy has had to evolve its specialised forms 
of speech in order to tackle it.  The same goes for talk about neuroses or the political state.  As far as 
neurosis goes, it is interesting that one of the rare bodies of theory to seep down to street level is 
psychoanalysis.  This highly arcane theory, astonishingly, is the common dialect of the street.  Terms 
like ‘ego’, ‘Oedipus complex’, ‘libido’, ‘paranoia’ and ‘unconscious’ have become part of everyday 
language in a way that ‘ideology’, ‘commodity fetishism’ or ‘mode of production’ have not. 
 
Why this is so merits a study in itself.  But it may be partly because there is something bizarre and 
sensational about the language of psychoanalysis which captures the popular imagination, as there 
isn’t about the language of Marxism or semiotics.  The other striking example of obscure jargon 
becoming the common speech of millions is theology.  ‘Grace’, ‘sacrament’, ‘Trinity’, and ‘original sin’ 
are hardly simple terms, but they are certainly everyday ones.  Ordinary people have no difficulty in 
grasping such complex notions if they seem relevant to their lives, just as they have no problem in 
deciphering complex economics if their wage packets are at stake. 
 
We are accustomed to issues of general interest being discussed in everyday language.  The press is 
an obvious example.  We are also used to issues of minority interest being expressed in specialized 
language, such as the jargon of pigeon fanciers or sado-masochists.  What is more disconcerting is to 
hear questions of common interest expressed in specialist ways.  This is frustrating, since it makes us 
feel we ought to be able to understand this language when in fact we do not.  Discussing issues of 
common interest in specialized ways is not a bad description of the role of the classical intellectual.  
‘Culture’ is now one of the main patches on which we can raise the kind of searching, fundamental 
questions that the intelligentsia at their best have traditionally voiced.
 

1 
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This was not always so.  Historically speaking, the role of the intellectual has shifted from one patch to 
another.  Intellectuals had to find the sort of specific language in which more general, fundamental 
issues of humanity could be raised.  They were in search of what we might call a meta-language – 
one through which they could have simultaneous access to questions of politics, ethics, metaphysics, 
and the like.  And what this might be has altered from time to time and place to place.  Sometimes 
one academic subject has provided intellectuals with a temporary home, and sometimes another.  
Sooner or later, they tend to find themselves being rudely evicted and in search of alternative 
accommodation. 
 
Once upon a time, it was theology – the so-called queen of the humanities – where the intellectual 
pitched his tent.  Theology was conveniently linked to ethics, politics, aesthetics, metaphysics, 
everyday life and ultimate truth.  For a time, then, it was philosophy which gave the intellectual house 
room – indeed, it still is in those European cultures for which philosophy has not been reduced to an 
aridly semantic affair.  For the nineteenth century, the obvious place for the intellectual to be was in 
science.  The natural sciences were now the paradigm of human knowledge, with implications far 
beyond the nature of the physical world.  Science spread its influence into ethics, sociology, theology, 
philosophy, literature and the like and so was the kind of busy crossroads where the intellectual could 
take up home.  If Voltaire and Rousseau were typical intellectuals of the eighteenth century, Darwin 
and Huxley played the role to perfection in the century that followed.  But the nineteenth century also 
saw the rise of the so-called man of letters, whose task was to move between a number of specialized 
fields of knowledge, judging them from a broadly moral, socially responsible, humanistic standpoint.  
This kind of well-informed dilettante had to be proficient in more than one subject if he or she was to 
earn a living as a reviewer.  The nineteenth century also witnessed the growth of the new disciplines 
of sociology and anthropology, which promised to provide meta-languages of a kind. 
 
It is here that the essence of the classical intellectual is to be found.  Intellectuals were not simply 
narrow specialists.  Indeed, a snap definition of intellectuals might be that they are the opposite of 
academics.  Jean-Paul Sartre deemed a nuclear scientist to be an intellectual only if he or she had 
signed a petition against nuclear testing.  Intellectuals were concerned with the bearing of ideas on 
society and humanity as a whole. 
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