
ОБРАЗЦЫ ТЕКСТОВ ДЛЯ ЧТЕНИЯ, РЕФЕРИРОВАНИЯ И ПЕРЕВОДА

Text 1

WORKING IN A REMOTE TEAM

Aisha had been very successful managing her team in Edinburgh and was asked by the
company to lead a remote team for an important two-year project. Keen to demonstrate her leadership abilities to the head office, Aisha got her team members together for a remote meeting. But right from that first meeting, she realised that this was going to be a different challenge.
For a start, Archie was late for the meeting by about 15 minutes because of ‘technical
problems’. Lucia kept asking about really specific details, while Aisha was hoping to use the meeting to get to know the team members and identify priorities. Archie and Lucia kept accidentally talking at the same time, and when they didn’t speak, there was an uncomfortable silence. Valentina hardly said a word. No one had their cameras on, so there was none of the usual communication through body language or facial expressions. Without these visual clues, Aisha had no idea whether people were interested, lost, confused or bored.
By the end of the meeting, Aisha didn’t feel like she had achieved much of her agenda and wasn’t sure what people had understood. She wondered how she was going to build trust and encourage bonding in her team.
As companies continue to think globally, and as modern-day technology makes remote
working easier, remote teams have become common. Instant messaging, videoconferencing and other web-based tools all help. But communication via modern technology is not without its problems. Meetings, essential for team bonding and working together effectively, can be particularly challenging online. Aside from having to coordinate people in different time zones and ensuring that no one is multitasking and getting distracted, meetings on virtual platforms are not always helpful for good communication. As seen from Aisha’s example, videoconferencing is often characterised by uncomfortable silences and people talking over each other.
So what can managers of remote teams do to improve meetings and encourage successful team bonding? Here are five tips.
1. Build trust quickly.
It can be hard to trust people you don’t know very well, so make sure the first meeting
includes proper introductions, where members of the team are able to share information
about themselves, their role and their context. Encourage people to have their camera on for conference calls right from the start so that team members can put a face to a name and build stronger relationships.
2. Discuss preferred communication styles and approaches to work.
Schedule some time during one of the initial meetings to talk about things like time-keeping, expected amount of participation, how closely members prefer to follow the agenda and so on. Talk about the challenges of online meeting platforms and how members can help make meetings more effective.
3. Discourage distractions.
Minimise the risk of people multitasking and not paying attention during meetings by creating a culture of calling with video on. Another way to ensure that people concentrate during meetings is to give each member a role, for example, someone to take the minutes, someone to notice problems and someone to offer ideas and alternatives.
4. Try to understand what silence means.
If someone is quiet for a while, it might mean ‘thinking time’, and that’s OK. But it might also mean lack of understanding or disagreement, so try to get more information from them. Ask for everyone’s point of view at the beginning of a new project and make regular opportunities to speak to team members individually. This will help you understand other people’s opinions on things and avoid misunderstandings.
5. Actively manage turn-taking and be careful not to let one person dominate
the meeting. If you notice that someone isn’t talking much, ask them for their opinions and bring them into the conversation, or speak to that person later individually to check everything is OK.


Text 2

THE GREAT DEBATE: NEGATIVE VS. POSITIVE LABELING

However, proponents of genetic engineering, like Kirsten Hansen, have often challenged this argument by reasoning that the current voluntary negative labeling of traditional foods helps consumers make informed choices as much as the hypothetical positive labeling of GE foods. From Hansen's perspective, the current policy is ethical and should continue in the future. However, as argued by the author, Hansen's argument is significantly flawed and mistaken.
Firstly, Hansen suggests that the negative labeling of traditional foods provides consumers with all the information they need to know about genetically engineered (GE) foods. To some extent, this is true in the sense that consumers assume that every product without a specific label like 'GE free' or 'organic' may be genetically engineered or contain GE ingredients. If consumers assume that all foods without these labels are genetically engineered, then they have all the necessary information. However, as Rubel and Streiffer correctly point out, consumers simply do not assume that all foods without negative labels might be genetically engineered. This was evident in a survey conducted by the Pew Initiative on Food and Biotechnology, where 60% of American consumers believed they had never consumed genetically engineered foods, even though 70% of foods on grocery store shelves contain genetically engineered ingredients. Hence, Hansen's argument is unconvincing because there is substantial reason to believe that consumers would not simply assume unlabeled foods are genetically engineered.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Secondly, Hansen confidently assumes that all negatively labeled foods are not genetically engineered. While this may generally hold true, the agricultural output of organic farmers is occasionally contaminated by wind-borne pollen from neighboring genetically engineered farms. For example, shortly after a farmer planted a genetically engineered corn seed in Capulalpan, Mexico, the entire farming community noticed slight changes in their corn supply, even though they never planted these corn seeds. This illustrates the rapidity of crop contamination. In the United States, corn farmers filed a class-action lawsuit against Aventis for the contamination of their fields with Starlink, a genetically engineered corn. The plaintiffs claimed that Aventis failed to take appropriate measures to prevent Starlink from contaminating their fields, causing them to lose significant domestic and foreign markets due to Starlink triggering dangerous allergies. In another case, Percy Schmeiser, a local Saskatchewan farmer, found himself accused by Monsanto of illegally planting the company's genetically modified, patented canola. He countersued and filed a $4.2 million lawsuit, claiming that Monsanto's Roundup Ready canola plants trespassed and contaminated his fields. Schmeiser maintained that he had never planted the Roundup seeds and was a victim of a new technology invading his property. Although the court ruled against Percy Schmeiser, this case once again highlights the real possibility of crop contamination, especially with the expansion of agricultural biotechnology. The contamination of farms makes it possible for genetically engineered food products to accidentally end up on grocery store shelves under the organic label. Therefore, there is no guarantee that an organic food product is genuinely organic since labels are based on production methods, not evaluation of the final end-product. As a result, consumers can never be certain that their products are 100% free of genetically engineered ingredients. This raises concerns because as farmers sow more and more genetically engineered seeds, the rate of contamination is likely to increase. Hence, it is with great concern that Naomi Klein, a renowned Canadian journalist and activist, stated, "soon all our foods will be polluted by genetic modification." The flaws in Hansen's argument, as outlined above, demonstrate the inadequacy of negative labeling to provide consumers with the necessary information they need to make informed market decisions. Negative labeling, if anything, perpetuates consumer ignorance.
