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Основные понятия:

Потребность как социальный конструкт (К.Маркс, А.Смит)

In the factory we make cosmetics," Charles Revson of Revlon, Inc. said, "in the store we sell hope."1 An advertising executive told me, "We've convinced the mothers of America that they're not good mothers if they don't serve Minute Maid." Another executive, referring to AT&T's "Reach Out and Touch Someone" campaign said, "Advertising turned that instrument, a physical inanimate object, into an instrument of the heart." These are the sorts of statements, no matter how hyperbolic or self-serving, that critics of advertising seize on as the inner worm of truth in the apple of the ad industry. 
As I have argued, advertising as a business tool is more complicated than such claims suggest and people are more simple, and sturdy, than these visions imply. If one is to arrive at an understanding of the modern passion for goods, an examination of advertising is an essential step but it is not the first step—as marketers know very well and as social critics should learn. The first step, it seems to me, is to gain an understanding of the role material possessions play in human lives not just in advertising-saturated societies but in any society. The next step is to try to understand the social forces that gathered in the past one hundred years to produce both the advertising industry itself and the infrastructure of a consumer society that called for and supported new attitudes toward goods and a new receptivity to advertising. Only then can advertising's role as a specific goad to sales and a general cultural encouragement toward materialism be viewed in its proper context. […]
The Concept of "Human Needs"
The common image of a primitive society is one of hunters and gatherers scraping a living from the savannah, surviving from hour to hour in search of food, spending their entire lives getting enough to eat. These creatures get along with the true basics of existence, not strikingly different from other animal species.

Such groups or part-groups have existed under extreme circumstances in advanced societies. The people who lived in Nazi concentration camps barely survived. True, their needs for survival were psychological as well as biological, but they were as close to the human edge of existence as any group has ever been. Primitive societies, however, were not and are not like that. Primitive societies, as anthropologist Marshall Sahlins has provocatively observed, are characterized not by a paucity (нехватка) of goods but by a paucity of needs. Hunters and gatherers do not often starve nor must they normally work hard to keep from starving. They typically have an abundance of food and they typically have more leisure time than most people in modern industrial societies. Our most ancient human ancestors, as best as we can tell from the simplest societies we find today, were "affluent." Hunters and gatherers today generally have ample caloric intake and acquire the food they need with just a few hours of work a day.2
 […]
Even in the poorest societies and even in the most primitive human worlds, human needs and desires are culturally constituted and socially defined. Human needs are for inclusion as well as for survival, for meaning as well as for existence. For purposes of social analysis, the notion that there are basic biological needs that can be separated from artificial and created social needs does not make good sense. All needs are socially constructed in all human societies. What people require are the elements to live a social life, the elements to be a person.

But what, then, is required to live a social life? This, of course, will differ from one society to another. The requirements of personhood in different societies will differ, as both the philosopher of modern capitalism, Adam Smith, and the most trenchant critic of capitalism, Karl Marx, understood. Smith defined human "necessaries" as "not only the commodities which are indispensably necessary for the support of life, but whatever the custom of the country renders it indecent for creditable people, even of the lowest order, to be without."3 He observes that a linen shirt is not "strictly speaking" a necessary of life. The Greeks and the Romans lived well without linen shirts. […]
Smith's position has several important implications. First, for Smith, poverty is not a level of income. Poverty is relative to what a given society deems a decent standard of living. Second, Smith observes that no one, even the people in the lowest ranks of England, lives only on necessaries. Even the poor enjoy luxuries. This raises the possibility, although Smith himself does not say so, that one of the requirements of decent or creditable conduct is the ability to afford some things, whose nature is not specified, beyond the things required for decent conduct. That is, the creditable human being must have not only the things needed for decent life, but something extra, something superfluous or sentimental or luxurious. The human being, to be human, must show that he or she is not just an animal or brute, not just biological, and must in some manner make that nonanimal nature visible. […]
Karl Marx, like Adam Smith, understood human needs to be socially and historically produced. Human needs vary according to the physical conditions of the country and according to "the degree of civilization of a country."5 In Capital, Marx holds that there are two kinds of consumer goods – consumer necessities and luxuries. True articles of luxury are items that only the capitalist class consumes. A consumer necessity is something that is in general and habitual use among the working class—like tobacco, whether or not it is physiologically essential to life.6 This is consonant with Adam Smith's view of the matter. Like Smith, Marx fully appreciated that human needs are social and relative. In Wage, Labour and Capital, he wrote that an owner may find a small house adequate so long as other houses in the same neighborhood are the same size. Then someone builds a palace and "the house shrinks from a little house to a hut… Our desires and pleasures spring from society; we measure them, therefore, by society and not by the objects which serve for their satisfaction. Because they are of a social nature, they are of a relative nature."7
[…] Marx saw what social scientists have too long ignored, the anthropological truism that things do not have value in themselves but only relationally, as part of a language of values, in a socially constituted and situated vocabulary of meanings. […]
Social Membership and the Standard Package of Goods
Marx, a more complex and subtle critic of capitalism than is sometimes appreciated, notes an interesting irony in his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. The frightening invention of capitalism is not the creation of artificial or new needs. The terrible invention is the concept that there is such a thing as purely physical or biological need. Other social systems had treated human beings as social entities, not biological machines. These societies did not necessarily treat people equally or fairly but did take people to be social beings, spouses and in-laws in kinship systems, lords and vassals in political systems, and so forth. Only capitalism, according to Marx, conceived of human beings as raw material. And only capitalists dared calculate the minimum amount it would take to keep workers alive, healthy enough to work in factories and to reproduce in families a new generation of workers.38
[…] For Marx, who believed human beings to be human beings because of and through their labor, capitalism brought out the most of human creative capacities by universally extending industry. Its glory was to provide productive power for the creation of new needs and the exploitation of new human capacities.40 The trouble with capitalism was that it exploited the proletarian many for the benefit of the capitalist few, that it did not return to workers the fair benefit for their labor, that it treated them not as human ends in themselves but as means to the end of production, that it built work-settings in which the worker was divorced from any meaningful relationship to the objects produced, and that instead of humanizing and fulfilling life it thereby contributed to the deadening of existence. […]
An evaluation of advertising and marketing today is obliged to think more critically than Marx did about the worth of "creating new needs," but it must also refrain from nostalgia for a golden era when people's needs were true and natural. People's needs have never been natural but always cultural, always social, always defined relative to the standards of their societies. […]
Families select target standard packages. They want to consume more and better things, but not endlessly, not insatiably. They seek not social superiority, as a rule, but social membership. They want, as Rainwater puts it, "those attributes and resources that go into the construction of a virtual social identity for persons in their society."43
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