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Gender Fraud:
a fiction

“ … a gripping read … ” Katya, Goodreads

Impact

“Edgy, insightful, terrific writing,
propelled by rage against rape. Tittle writes in a fast-paced,
dialogue-driven style that hurtles the reader from one
confrontation to the next. Chock full of painful social
observations ….” Hank Pellissier, Director of Humanist Global
Charity

“ … The idea of pinning down the inflictors
of this terror is quite appealing ….” Alison Lashinsky

“A deftly scripted novella by an author with
a genuine flair for a riveting narrative style of storytelling that
will engage the dedicated attention for women and men from first
page to last … ” Micah Andrew, Midwest Book Review

It Wasn’t Enough

“Unlike far too many novels, this one will
make you think, make you uncomfortable, and then make you reread it
….” C. Osborne, moonspeaker.ca

“… a powerful and introspective dystopia ….
It is a book I truly recommend for a book club as the discussions
could be endless ….” Mesca Elin, Psychochromatic Redemption

“Tittle’s book hits you hard ….” D. Sohi,
Goodreads

Exile

“Thought-provoking stuff, as usual from Peg
Tittle.” James M. Fisher, Goodreads

What Happened
to Tom

“This powerful book plays with the gender gap
to throw into high relief the infuriating havoc unwanted pregnancy
can wreak on a woman’s life. Once you’ve read What Happened to
Tom, you’ll never forget it.” Elizabeth Greene,
Understories and Moving

“I read this in one sitting, less than two
hours, couldn’t put it down. Fantastic allegorical examination of
the gendered aspects of unwanted pregnancy. A must-read for
everyone, IMO.” Jessica, Goodreads

“Peg Tittle’s What Happened to Tom
takes a four-decades-old thought experiment and develops it into a
philosophical novella of extraordinary depth and imagination ….
Part allegory, part suspense (perhaps horror) novel, part defense
of bodily autonomy rights (especially women’s), Tittle’s book will
give philosophers and the philosophically minded much to discuss.”
Ron Cooper, Hume’s Fork

Sexist Shit
that Pisses Me Off

“Woh. This book is freaking awesome and I
demand a sequel.” Anonymous, barnesandnoble.com

“I recommend this book to both women and men.
It will open your eyes to a lot of sexist — and archaic —
behaviors.” Seregon, Goodreads

“Honestly, selling this in today’s climate is
a daunting challenge — older women have grown weary, younger women
don’t seem to care, or at least don’t really identify as feminists,
men — forget that. All in all a sad state of affairs — sorry.”
rejection letter from agent

Shit that
Pisses Me Off

“I find Peg Tittle to be a passionate,
stylistically-engaging writer with a sharp eye for the hypocritical
aspects of our society.” George, Amazon

“Peg raises provocative questions: should
people need some kind of license to have children? Should the court
system use professional jurors? Many of her essays address the
imbalance of power between men and women; some tackle business,
sports, war, and the weather. She even explains why you’re not
likely to see Peg Tittle at Canada’s version of an Occupy Wall
Street demonstration. It’s all thought-provoking, and whether or
not you’ll end up agreeing with her conclusions, her essays make
for fascinating reading.” Erin O’Riordan

“This was funny and almost painfully
accurate, pointing out so many things that most of us try NOT to
notice, or wish we didn’t. Well written and amusing, I enjoyed this
book immensely.” Melody Hewson

“ … a pissed off kindred spirit who writes
radioactive prose with a hint of sardonic wit …. Peg sets her
sights on a subject with laser sharp accuracy then hurls words like
missiles in her collection of 25 cogent essays on the foibles and
hypocrisies of life …. Whether you agree or disagree with Peg’s
position on the issues, Shit that Pisses Me Off will stick
to your brain long after you’ve ingested every word — no thought
evacuations here. Her writing is adept and titillating … her razor
sharp words will slice and dice the cerebral jugular. If you enjoy
reading smart, witty essays that challenge the intellect, download
a copy ….” Laura Salkin, thinkspin.com

“Not very long, but a really good read. The
author is intelligent, and points out some great inconsistencies in
common thinking and action …. may have been channeling some George
Carlin in a few areas.” Briana Blair, Goodreads

“ … thought-provoking, and at times,
hilarious. I particularly loved ‘Bambi’s cousin is going to tear
you apart.’ Definitely worth a read!” Nichole, Goodreads

“What she said!!! Pisses me off also! Funny,
enjoyable and so right on!!!! Highly recommended.” Vic,
indigo.ca

Critical
Thinking: An Appeal to Reason

“This book is worth its weight in gold.”
Daniel Millsap

“One of the books everyone should read. A lot
of practical examples, clear and detailed sections, and tons of all
kinds of logical fallacies analyzed under microscope that will give
you a completely different way of looking to the everyday
manipulations and will help you to avoid falling into the common
traps. Highly recommended!” Alexander Antukh

“One of the best CT books I’ve read.” G.
Baruch, Goodreads

“This is an excellent critical thinking text
written by a clever and creative critical thinker. Her anthology
What If is excellent too: the short readings are perfect for
engaging philosophical issues in and out of the classroom.” Ernst
Borgnorg

“Peg Tittle’s Critical Thinking is a
welcome addition to a crowded field. Her presentations of the
material are engaging, often presented in a conversational
discussion with the reader or student. The text’s coverage of the
material is wide-ranging. Newspaper items, snippets from The Far
Side, personal anecdotes, emerging social and political
debates, as well as LSAT sample questions are among the many tools
Tittle employs to educate students on the elemental aspects of
logic and critical thinking.” Alexander E. Hooke, Professor of
Philosophy, Stevenson University

What If?…
Collected Thought Experiments in Philosophy

“Of all the collections of philosophical
thought experiments I’ve read, this is by far the best. It is
accessible, uses text from primary sources, and is very well
edited. The final entry in the book — which I won’t spoil for you —
was an instant favorite of mine.” Dominick Cancilla

“This is a really neat little book. It would
be great to use in discussion-based philosophy courses, since the
readings would be nice and short and to the point. This would
probably work much better than the standard anthology of readings
that are, for most students, incomprehensible.” Nathan Nobis,
Morehouse College

Should Parents be Licensed? Debating the Issues

“This book has some provocative articles and
asks some very uncomfortable questions ….” Jasmine Guha, Amazon

“This book was a great collection of essays
from several viewpoints on the topic and gave me a lot of profound
over-the-(TV-)dinner-(tray-)table conversations with my husband.”
Lauren Cocilova, Goodreads

“You need a licence to drive a car, own a
gun, or fish for trout. You don’t need a licence to raise a child.
But maybe you should … [This book] contains about two dozen essays
by various experts, including psychologists, lawyers and
sociologists ….” Ian Gillespie, London Free Press

“… But the reformers are right. Completely.
Ethically. I agree with Joseph Fletcher, who notes, “It is
depressing … to realize that most people are accidents,” and with
George Schedler, who states, “Society has a duty to ensure that
infants are born free of avoidable defects. … Traditionalists
regard pregnancy and parenting as a natural right that should never
be curtailed. But what’s the result of this laissez-faire attitude?
Catastrophic suffering. Millions of children born disadvantaged,
crippled in childhood, destroyed in adolescence. Procreation cannot
be classified as a self-indulgent privilege — it needs to be viewed
as a life-and-death responsibility ….” Abhimanyu Singh Rajput,
Social Tikka

Ethical Issues
in Business: Inquiries, Cases, and Readings

“Ethical Issues in Business is clear
and user-friendly yet still rigorous throughout. It offers
excellent coverage of basic ethical theory, critical thinking, and
many contemporary issues such as whistleblowing, corporate social
responsibility, and climate change. Tittle’s approach is not to
tell students what to think but rather to get them to think — and
to give them the tools to do so. This is the text I would pick for
a business ethics course.” Kent Peacock, University of
Lethbridge

“This text breathes fresh air into the study
of business ethics; Tittle’s breezy, use-friendly style puts the
lie to the impression that a business ethics text has to be
boring.” Paul Viminitz, University of Lethbridge

“A superb introduction to ethics in
business.” Steve Deery, The Philosophers’ Magazine

“Peg Tittle wants to make business students
think about ethics. So she has published an extraordinarily useful
book that teaches people to question and analyze key concepts ….
Take profit, for example …. She also analyzes whistleblowing,
advertising, product safety, employee rights, discrimination,
management and union matters, business and the environment, the
medical business, and ethical investing ….” Ellen Roseman, The
Toronto Star
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​ Preface

In a way,
Just … Think about
It is part of my
Shit that Pisses Me
Off series, but it
seemed to me that too many people were misled by the title and the
covers of the series, dismissing the pieces as emotional rants,
failing to see that in very many cases, I was actually presenting
arguments worth serious consideration.

So … new title and new cover.

When there are several pieces dealing with
the same broad topic (for example, our environment, business,
education, religion, legislation, etc.), I’ve put them together in
a cluster (rather than a separate titled section, which seemed too
monumental).


​ Garbage

I
was walking down the lane the
other day and I noticed a piece of litter, looked like the melted
bottom of a plastic bottle. I fumed for a bit, angry at whoever had
just tossed it there, and planned to pick it up on my way back. To
carry it all the way home, where I’d throw it in the garbage, and
three weeks later take to the dump. And it suddenly occurred to me:
why go to all that trouble just so it could be buried in some
arbitrary place six miles away from here, when I could just as
easily bury it here?

But it’s
not so arbitrary, is it. It’s ‘away from here’, it’s not on the lane I walk on every day, it’s
not in my backyard. And I realized then that when city planners
started including dumps in their blueprints, we took a seriously
wrong turn: with such a word, such a concept, we legitimized NIMBY.
So too with words like ‘litter’ and ‘garbage’. What is that but
stuff that doesn’t belong here, stuff we don’t want here, here in our back yard. We ‘throw it away’.

And
where is ‘away’? It’s a piece of land bought or rented for just that purpose; a bunch of
people, the city, the community, has simply pooled their money,
their taxes, to hire someone to pick up and move the stuff we don’t
want, from ‘here’ to ‘there’. (‘There’ being, often, not even in
our own country.) (Explain again how the rich nations came to be so
rich?)

Now that
might not be so bad, but let’s go back to square one: why?
Why did the people
want the stuff moved in the first place? Because it’s unhealthy and/or unsightly. The
stockholder model (I own, therefore I have the right to … ) is
simplistic, in denial with regard to relationships, to
interdependence. The stakeholder model (I am affected by, therefore
I have the right to … ) is more enlightened. And since the stuff we
put in the dump, the ‘landfill’ site (ya gotta love euphemisms),
can degrade the land, water, and air beyond its borders, no, we don’t have the right, even though we
have the money, to pay someone to move it from our back yard to
someone else’s back yard. (Actually, it can affect other people
even if it stays in our
backyard. Because it doesn’t really. Stay there. So we don’t even
have the right to dump it, even to produce it — if it’s going to end up dumped, in the first
place.)

Imagine a world in which there was no word for
‘garbage’. Perhaps if there was no such thing as ‘the dump’, if we
didn’t have a ‘waste’ basket in every room, perhaps then we
wouldn’t buy so many plastic bottles. There’s only so many you can
bury. They don’t decompose. Perhaps instead, we’d buy our cola as
concentrate in bottles half the size or as fizz tablets wrapped in
paper. Perhaps we’d buy only reusables, only compostables. My god
if we’d had to keep on our own half-acre or in our own apartment
everything we’ve ever thrown out …


​ Who owns the water?

I
am intrigued by (occasional)
struggles over ownership of water — not so much the issue of
whether or not Canada should sell its lakes, but whether or not
they are Canada’s to sell. And what intrigues me is not that we’re
struggling with ownership of water, but that we’re
not
struggling with ownership of
land. We accept that concept: someone owns the land and when you
want some, you have to buy it from the owner, who bought it from
the previous owner, and so on. Why isn’t the same true for our
water?

Is
this inconsistency due
to our being ‘solids’ as Star Trek Voyager’s Odo might note? (Solids who, nevertheless, need
liquids, as well as gases — and we haven’t even begun to consider ownership of the air — to survive.)
(And, further, who are themselves mostly liquid and partly gas … ) Or is it an indication of
our bias toward the visual — we can’t see air nor can we draw lines
in water. Whatever, it is certainly not the result of rational
consideration.


​ New and Improved / Needs and Wants

‘New and
improved’ is not just a bit of harmless puffery; it’s a two-party
addiction. Stupid consumers must have and stupid companies must
produce — new and improved stuff. And it hurts third parties. Such
as the animals who are used to test a product every time it
changes, every time it becomes new and improved. And, perhaps more
importantly (though I’m really not sure anymore), the people who
won’t get their needs met because resources are being spent on
stupid people’s wants.

There is
a difference. Between needs and wants. One you can do without; the other you can’t.
People like to call wants ‘needs’, however, because needs are
more compelling. Such
people are thus being manipulative: to say ‘I need X’ makes it
sound like it’s not an option, like X must be provided; but to say
‘I want X’ leaves the other free(r) not to fulfil the request. We
need clean water, nutritious food, shelter/warmth, and sometimes,
medical care. Everything else is a want. (So yes, Freud and Maslow
and every man since who says sex is a need — you’re wrong. Evidence
supports the contrary claim: surprising as this may seem, people
who don’t have sex do not die.)

Nor do
you die without the new and improved dish detergent or
lip gloss. Or this
year’s Chrysler. Don’t get me wrong: many improvements are indeed
improvements; some are even valuable improvements. The new
detergents without phosphates
are much better than the ones with phosphates. And the car with the
catalytic converter and higher mpg is better than its predecessor.
But most changes are not improvements. (There is a difference —
between change and improvement.) And most improvements are not
significant enough to warrant new and improved products at the rate
they’re being put on the market.

Most of
the new and improved stuff is stuff we don’t need.
Actually, so is most of the old
and unimproved stuff. There’s a frighteningly high number of people
in our society who exhibit arrested development, who seem stuck at
the infantile phase of shouting ‘More! More! I want more!’ I yearn
for the day when kids across our country do not start each day
reciting a prayer or an anthem but the words ‘We don’t need.’
Because, by and large, in Canada, we don’t. We don’t need. We
already have. Enough.

Growth is not
always good. We have these positive associations with the word
because we think of a child growing. But the healthy child stops
growing when it reaches an optimum size. There’s a name for
unlimited growth: cancer.

And it’s
this not stopping, it’s
this making and taking more than we need, that has gotten us into
this dead end. Our atmospheric carbon dioxide, largely the
consequence of our resource consumption, is [in February 2018] at
408.5ppm (which, barring an immediate and international response,
assures a global temperature increase of 2 degrees. Which triggers
a bunch of feedback loops we can’t stop).1 Isn’t it time to stop? To grow up and say ‘No
thank you, I’m fine, I have enough’?

__________

1 See 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/earth-will-cross-the-climate-danger-threshold-by-2036/
and

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/paris-un-climate-talks-why-2-degrees-are-so-important/.


​ Canada Day — Are you sure you want to
celebrate?

Before you get
all patriotic and fly your little Canadian flags in celebration of
Canada Day and, presumably, of being Canadian, think about it. Are
you really proud to be:

• the second
worst of all the industrialized countries when it comes to sulfur
dioxide emissions

• the
second worst when it comes to carbon monoxide emissions

• the
third worst when it
comes to greenhouse gas emissions (we pump out 48% more greenhouse
gas emissions per capita than the OECD average, up about 13% since
1990, in violation of our international commitments)

• the
fourth worst when it comes to producing ozone-depleting stuff

• the
second worst with regard
to per capita water consumption

• the third
worst when it comes to per capita energy consumption

• the second
worst when it comes to energy efficiency

• not
even in the top ten with regard to garbage production per person (we’re 18th out of
27) (and we’re 24th out of 25 for glass recycling, 21st out of 28
for paper and cardboard recycling)

• when
it comes to producing nuclear waste, we’re #1!! Yay!! We produce
more nuclear waste per person than any other OECD country!!

In
short, we are hogs. We
are stupid, don’t-give-a-damn pigs. We’re the ones to blame for so
much of this climate change — the heat waves, the floods, the
droughts, the high food prices. Our fault. Yup, fly your little
flag. That’s it, wave it, smile … Ya stupid idiot.

__________

Canada vs. The OECD: An Environmental Comparison,
David R. Boyd.
Eco-Research Chair of Environmental Law and Policy, University of
Victoria. 2001. http://bibvir2.uqac.ca/archivage/12536745.pdf


​ Life as we know it

So I noticed
this morning the birds are gone. They used to wake me up every
morning around five o’clock and since I’d just gone to bed at two
or three, I’d roll over, put in my earplugs, and go back to sleep.
And I just realized that I haven’t had to do this for … must be a
week now.

And it
occurred to me. This is how it will happen. This is how it
is
happening. I’ve been hoping
for, waiting for, some catastrophic event, some wake-the-fuck-up
change that will make the world sit up and take notice and
finally, finally, do
something to fix, to save, the planet.

But that’s not
going to happen.

When’s
the last time you saw a frog? A bee? Fish swimming in the water?

In March
[2012], it’s 80 degrees in Canada and 30 degrees in Greece, food prices have increased
25% because of droughts, and still people drive their cars into town several times a
week, still people go
on vacation by plane, and what’s on TV? Nonstop coverage of the
Olympics. Of people trying to run a little bit faster than someone
else or throw a ball a little bit further than someone
else.

So I’m pissed
off again at everyone.

And I’m
pissed off at the scientists. The point of no return has been moved from 2040 to
2017.1
It’ll take just 2 degrees.
We’re at 1.6 degrees.2 And what
have they done? Quietly, politely, filed their reports. Continued
to publish their papers in journals that only a dozen other people
read. They should be taking political leaders hostage! They should
be — I don’t know, isn’t there any way they can force someone to do something? Students organize
protests against higher tuition, larger groups made the Occupy Wall
Street movement happen — where are the scientists storming Ottawa
and Washington saying “LOOK, YOU MOTHER FUCKERS, YOU HAVE TO DO
SOMETHING NOW!!”?

And why
isn’t the rest of the world boycotting us? Telling us they won’t
buy any of our shit
until we get our act together about the environment?

So, this
is how it’ll happen. First the frogs, then the bees, then the fish,
then the birds … Life as
we know it will end while everyone in the States and Canada is
watching TV.3 Probably
some new reality show.

__________

1 “[As] the IEA found, we’re about five years away from
building enough carbon-spewing infrastructure to lock us in and
make it extremely difficult — maybe impossible — to avoid 450 ppm.
The point of no return comes around 2017.” 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/post/when-do-we-hit-the-point-of-no-return-for-climate-change/2011/11/10/gIQA4rri8M_blog.html

2 “In the last century, the average global temperature has
risen approximately 1.6 degrees Fahrenheit; disconcertingly, most
scientists agree that the point of no return is a rise 2 degrees
Fahrenheit. Beyond these levels (approximated to be 450 ppm carbon
dioxide), the planet will experience unprecedented changes in the
global climate and a significant increase in the severity of
natural disasters (Dresner, 2008). [ … ] [S]ome estimate that the
loss of species is currently happening at 1000 times the natural
rate of extinction (Esterman, 2010). Species simply do not have
enough time to adapt to altered habitats or migrate to better
suited ecosystems. This leaves them stranded, and many of them soon
become endangered. … [And in case you miss the relevance of that]
As a population, humans depend on a great deal of species for
survival. http://web.mit.edu/12.000/www/m2015/2015/climatechange.html

3 An aside … sort of … I caught a glimpse, by accident, of
one of those entertainment celebrity shows the other day and it hit
me: we pay people who pretend to be doctors more than we pay people who
actually are doctors.


​ Have you noticed the way the weather is being
reported?

Have you noticed
the way the weather is being reported lately?

Commentators refer to “extreme storms” — making them sound
all exciting and daring,
like “extreme sports”.

One
opens with “this week’s wildest weather” as if we’re on a fun
safari.

Another asks
“Will any records be broken?” suggesting that, like athletic
competitions, breaking a record will be a good thing.

And on a
popular weather network
website, the “photo of the day” shows a huge iceberg afloat,
testament to the alarming melt of the polar
ice,1
and the caption reads,
unbelievably, “Anyone else see a face in the iceberg?”

They’ve turned the death of our planet into
entertainment.

And
then there’s all that
pseudo-scientific detail! The rain is going to be caused by water
droplets, that’s droplets of H2O, in the air that will succumb to
gravity, under normal conditions, and eventually reach us, possibly
at 6:20 or maybe 6:21.

Thing
is, all that drama and
detail distracts us from what’s really going on with the weather.
Notice the obsession with proximate causes? Is it because if they
addressed the real causes, those remote causes like eating meat and
using fossil fuels, they’d have to address blame? (Maybe that’s why
they’re referring to “acts of weather”. Not, like, acts of
humanity.) (And certainly not, anymore, acts of someone’s
god.)

And,
have you noticed the increase in climate change disaster movies?
Right, yeah, let’s get
everyone comfortable with the idea. The idea that survival is
possible. All we need is a hero.

__________

1 “Six thousand years ago, when the world was one degree
warmer than it is now, the American agricultural heartland around
Nebraska was desert. … The effect of one-degree warming, therefore,
requires no great feat of imagination. … Whilst snow-covered ice reflects more
than 80% of the sun’s heat, the darker ocean absorbs up to 95% of
solar radiation. Once sea ice begins to melt, in other words, the
process becomes self-reinforcing. More ocean surface is revealed,
absorbing solar heat, raising temperatures and making it unlikelier
that ice will re-form next winter. The disappearance of 720,000
square kilometres of supposedly permanent ice in a single year
testifies to the rapidity of planetary change. … Chance of avoiding
one degree of global warming: zero. http://globalwarming.berrens.nl/globalwarming.htm


​ Business in Denial

‘We’re
just providing what the market, what people, demand.’ The CEO says.
‘The customer is squarely in the driver’s seat.’ Yeah right. Gosh,
shucks, don’t-look-at-me.

One, I
doubt that’s true. I mean, if people really wanted your product,
you wouldn’t (have to) spend millions on advertising, advertising to persuade them to buy
it. Supply isn’t (just) following demand; demand is following
supply. Your supply. You’re in the
driver’s seat.

Two,
even if it is true, that people do want it, I find it hard to
believe that someone
with enough whatever to get to an executive position, a
decision-making position, would be so meekly obedient to the
desires, the demands, of the common people.

Or so
helpless: ‘demands’ is such loaded language, implying that
resistance, your resistance, is futile, implying that you are without power
here.

Or so
spineless — as if you have no mind, no desire, no
will of your own.

Please,
have the guts, the maturity, to take responsibility for your
actions. You produce/provide what you do because you
choose to, because you
want to. If you are acceding to
market demands — and I have no doubt that you are — it’s because
it’s profitable, it’s because (you think) it’s in your best
interests. You ‘want to make it easy for the customer to do
business with [you]’ because business with you is business for you. Customers are a means to your end of profit. Otherwise
you’d be as interested in poverty management as you are in wealth
management.

‘Our
shareholders demand high returns.’ Another pass-the-buck denial of
responsibility. One,
again, I doubt that’s strictly true. Did you ask them all? And was
their response fully informed? Were they aware that their high
returns come at the expense of others? (Others’ low wages, loss of
employment; other’s high prices, loss of choice through monopoly;
environmental degradation; etc.)

And two,
even if they do, again, do you have to obey them? Of course not.
Unless — and here’s the all important hidden (by you, from you)
assumption — unless you want the value of your company to be
‘high’ so people will give you
money. There’s that self-interest again.

‘Return
on equity is an important measure of our success.’ Not the amount
of good one does, not the amount of happiness one creates, no,
these things don’t matter; success isn’t even justice, isn’t getting back what one puts
out, no, success is how much more one gets back than one puts out. Self-interest.
Literally, interest.
For the
self. It’s egoism, pure
and simple. And childish and dangerous. I don’t think ‘society as a
whole’ is in the vocabulary. The total inability to recognize, let
alone deal with, the moral dimension — i.e., the consideration
of others — is
frightening.

And the
ego knows no satisfaction. ‘From start-up to growth.’ The life
cycle of a business seems to stop there. At growth. And more growth. And more growth.
Excuse me? What about stasis? What about decline? They are part of
the entire life cycle. Only a cancer grows and grows and
grows.


​ No Advertising in Public Space

I
once read a sci fi novel in
which holographic ads suddenly appeared in front of you, ‘blocking’
your way, almost continuously, as you made your way down a city
street. It made me imagine people paid by perfume companies
wandering through the streets assailing me with sample sprays
…

I am a
strong advocate of
prohibiting all advertising in public spaces. There is no
justification for the desires of one person, let alone the desire
of one person for money, to be
imposed on everyone. Furthermore, there are enough alternative
venues for advertising (radio, TV, newspapers, magazines, websites,
malls), all of which, unlike, often, public space, can be used or
not (especially as long as there are advertising-free radio, TV,
magazine, and website options), making the use of public space is
simply unnecessary.

We
should be able to go
about our lives without the constant assault on the senses, on the
mind, that is advertising. Of course this is an argument made by
someone who notices ads,
who pays
attention to her
environment, who thinks about what she sees. For most people, ads are not such an
assault, because they’re unconsciously perceived. But then they’re
even more coercive, subliminally manipulative, and even more
indefensible in public space.

Advertising is not only cognitively coercive, but
physically dangerous
when it appears on roadsides, especially in animated form, which
shamelessly tries to take drivers’ attention off the road. Would we
allow drivers to watch TV, similarly visual content with moving
images, while they drive?

An
additional argument applies to natural environment public space (forest, field,
lake, ocean) which is, to my mind, beautiful (or at least more
beautiful than city). In this case, there is the added
transgression of the destruction of beauty. It was a sad, sad day
when advertising was allowed along the perimeter of the rink and
even on the ice during figure skating performances. Years to
achieve the perfect lines, sullied by persisting in-your-face
BUY-MY-SHIT signs we can’t help but see while we try to focus on
the beauty. (And it’s not like the sign enhances the beauty. It’s
not like the sign itself is remotely beautiful.)

Would
those of us who can hear allow a deaf person to make a
clamour with cymbals all day
long? Then why do we allow aesthetically-challenged CEOs to do the
same? Why do we allow our natural beauty to be degraded, destroyed,
piece by piece, by those who are, obviously, blind to its beauty?
Is it because we don’t recognize the beauty or because we don’t
value it (or, at least, don’t value it over the individual pursuit
of money). (Seriously? Do we really believe that an individual’s
desire for money trumps so much?) (Well, no, the people with the
power to make regulations believe that. And they are as
aesthetically-challenged. And often CEOs.)


​ No Advertising

Imagine a “No
Advertising” rule. Whenever you wanted to buy something, you’d just
look it up in a central directory with a really good search engine
that enabled you to see all of your options (a shortlist based on
your preferences) accompanied by product information. Or you could
just choose from the selection offered by whatever store you went
to.

Most
magazines, newspapers, radio stations, and television
stations would die. The
ones that are just tools of the companies who use them for
advertising. The other ones, the ones supported by people genuinely
interested in reading, listening, and watching what they have to
offer, would live on.

So that
means that all those
incredibly annoying DJs who sound hyper-enthusiastic about, well,
everything — gone. All those TV stations full of all those inane TV
shows that no one in their right mind would pay to see — gone. (And
oh to watch a show without the station logo on the screen in my
face the whole time. Has anyone actually proven that that increases
how much I watch NBC or CBC or whoever? It’s like the company name
that was etched on the glass door of my woodstove; since I like to
watch a fire without someone’s name etched on my consciousness
every time I do, I had the glass replaced. At an additional cost,
of course.)

No more
blinking billboards to
distract us from driving. (Those things should be illegal in any
case.)

No more
flyers. All that time, labour, and material used by the company, the post office, and
the recipient to deal with all that advertising — recovered, for
other purposes.

No more
telemarketing phone calls. (There’s a reason there are no more
door-to-door salesmen. We’d’ve shot ’em all by now.)

And my
god, the internet. All
those pages that would load twice as quickly if they didn’t have
ads.

Not
to mention the email
spam. Gone.

In all,
over $500 billion would become available for other purposes.
Instead of spending all that money to make their products
look
good, companies might use it to
make products that actually are good. Did you know that the pharmaceutical industry spends
twice as much on advertising as it does on research?

Lastly,
freed from the constant onslaught of others telling us what we
need and want, maybe we
could recognize our genuine needs and wants.


​ Supervisory Responsibility

I
have come to realize that the
corporate definition of ‘responsibility’ is very different than the
common definition. I am thinking, in particular, of ‘supervisory
responsibility’.

Consider
this situation. A subordinate (say, an assistant) prepares and
distributes
advertisements for a position; she interviews various applicants,
selects one and notifies him of his success, then trains the new
person, and periodically checks his work performance. One might
think the subordinate’s job description would include “recruit,
hire, train, and supervise”.

One
would be wrong. Subordinates can’t hire. Only superordinates
(supervisors) can hire. Subordinates can’t supervise.
Only superordinates can
supervise. Say what? But the subordinate did hire and supervise, so obviously she
can
hire and supervise.
Nope.

And
apparently this set-up is common: the subordinate actually
does
X, but the superordinate
is responsible for X. If there’s a problem, he’s the one who’ll be held
accountable.

First,
there’s a substantial incoherence here. If indeed the subordinate is
not
responsible, why is she
reprimanded and sometimes even fired for making a mistake or doing
a poor job? The notion of penalty implies the notion of
responsibility. Why blame A for X if A isn’t responsible? Shouldn’t
we blame whoever’s responsible? Shouldn’t the superordinate, then,
be fired if the subordinate messes up? (Yeah right. That’ll happen.
When pigs fly.)

Second,
this conception of responsibility infantilizes the subordinate. A
sign of maturity is that one takes responsibility for one’s actions. Only with
children (and the mentally incompetent) is another held
responsible. Denying the subordinate that responsibility is, then,
insisting on juvenile (or incompetent) status.

Third,
it puts a great deal of strain on the superordinate. It is very stressful to be
responsible for someone else’s behaviour. One has the
responsibility, but not the control. No wonder they develop
ulcers.

And no
wonder they develop into control freaks — a fourth problem. If one
is responsible for
something, one is surely going to try to have some control over that something. And so
superordinates try to control their subordinates: they give orders,
they criticize, they reprimand, etc. The greater the subordinate’s
autonomy (insistence on maturity), the more antagonistic the
relationship will become.

Fifth,
there’s an ethical problem. It’s simply not fair to hold people
responsible for something over which they have no control. This moral
principle is even threaded throughout our legal system.

This conception
of responsibility is unfair in another way as well, and this is a
sixth problem. Usually, one of the relevant aspects of a job
description that determines the salary for that position is degree
of responsibility. So the subordinate does X, and is awarded, say,
10 points on the salary scale. But the superordinate is
responsible
for X, and is awarded
100 points. Not fair.

This
logical sleight-of-hand
makes the superordinate’s job look so much more demanding — after
all, they’re responsible for so very much: if they supervise ten
people, they’re responsible for ten whole jobs! No wonder they get
paid ten times as much! But, of course, there’s something wrong
here — the meaning of the term ‘responsible’ gets changed half way
through: in the first case, ‘responsible for it’ means ‘doing it’,
but in the second case, ‘responsible for it’ means ‘seeing that it
gets done’.

Let me
suggest that supervisory
responsibility was instituted as a checks-and-balance sort of
thing, as a quality control mechanism. And this is a good thing.
But having someone be responsible for making sure another person
does his/her job is quite different than having that someone be
responsible for the other person’s job.

And the
first kind of responsibility need not have a great
deal more status and
salary attached to it. In fact, it need not have
any
more status and salary attached
to it. A doing X, B doing Y, C doing Z, and D double-checking A, B,
and C doing X, Y, and Z — why shouldn’t all four people be
considered equal in terms of status and salary? In fact, one could
argue that A, B, and C should have more status and salary than D.
It usually takes more skill and effort to do X, Y, and Z, to a standard than to see whether
they got done to that standard. And if B messes up, why can’t B be
held responsible for not doing Y, and D held responsible for not
checking B’s work (which is different from D being held responsible
for not doing Y)? And why can’t B have control over how to do Y,
and D have control over how to check B doing Y (which is different
from D having control over B)? There would be a need for B’s work
to be accessible to D, but accessible is not the same as
controllable. This way, both responsibility and control are kept in
their proper spheres. And both B and D are treated like adults. And
neither is put on a fast track to an ulcer. (Of course, another
arrangement is to have A doing X, B doing Y, C doing Z, and A
double-checking B, B double-checking C, and C double-checking A; no
need for D at all.)

So why
does the corporate world
maintain the problematic view of responsibility? Well, it sure
keeps the hierarchy cemented in place. The very terms ‘subordinate’
and ‘superordinate’ mean ‘inferior’ and ‘superior’ (in fact, one
often hears references to ‘one’s superiors’ rather than, as is more
accurate, ‘one’s organizational superiors’). So my guess is that the desire to control is
not necessarily linked to responsibility; more often, it’s linked
to ego.


​ Leadership?

Some time ago, I
attended a “Women in Leadership” conference put on by one of
Ontario’s larger unions. What I learned there disillusioned two
parts of me: the labour part and the feminist part.

In the
seminar on Collective
Bargaining, I was told that “Every negotiation is an exercise in
perceived power: if you have power and act as if you don’t, then
you don’t; if you don’t have power and act as if you do, then you
do.” If you don’t have power, then don’t act as if you do! Don’t
act like every obnoxious male I know, strutting about with an
inflated sense of importance, acting like The Authority on
Everything. Yes, of course, many buy the act (including,
eventually, the actor): many are suckered in by the suit and tie,
the bass voice speaking with weighty pauses, the overly serious
demeanour. But to pretend is to deceive. And to pretend in order to
gain power, in order to control — that’s manipulation.

Furthermore, I’m disturbed by the view that perception
is more important than
reality. Although perception may well guide human action more often
than reality, I think that that state of affairs is unfortunate.
Whatever happened to ‘Don’t judge a book by its cover’? To
perpetuate, indeed to encourage, pretence over substance, form over
content, is very dangerous. Especially at the bargaining table. It
occurred to me that the union probably hires image consultants —
does it pay them more than it does its policy
consultants?

I was
also told that “I need is better
than I
want.” Wait a minute,
there is a difference between needs and wants, and to call a want a
need is misleading, and, again, manipulative. So is inflating needs
and wants, the next piece of advice.

I was
reminded of the scene in Ayn Rand’s Atlas Shrugged in which a worker describes why the fictional
socialist-run Twentieth Century Motor Company failed miserably: at
first ‘from everyone according to their abilities, to each
according to their needs’ worked fine, but then people didn’t just
need supper for their kids and a wheelchair for their grandmother,
they needed cream for their coffee, they needed the living room
replastered, and they needed a new car. Well of course it was the
squeaky wheels (the “rotten, whiny, snivelling beggars”) that got
the grease — as well as the yacht they ‘needed’.

It’s
hard enough to reach an agreement when two parties have
different objectives; to
lie about those objectives makes it harder, not easier. We should
say what we mean and mean what we say. So if you want X, say you
want X, not X times two. It’s the morally correct thing to do, but
even from a pragmatic point of view, it makes sense: people stop
believing people who exaggerate, people who lie.

“Negotiations is a game.” One seminar leader said it, and
another illustrated it.
The ‘ice breaker’ in her seminar was a game called “Diverse
Points”. Basically the game went like this: the Leisure Area was
for single players to form pairs in preparation for negotiation;
the Negotiations Area was for negotiation — people met in pairs and
tried to reach agreement on how to divide 100 points between them
in any of four proportions, 90/10, 80/20, 70/30, 60/40 (a division
of 50/50 was not permitted); the object of the game was to
accumulate as many points as possible and the player with the
highest total score was the winner.

Well.
First of all, trying to get as many points as possible is
not negotiating, it’s
competing.

Second,
why isn’t a split of 50/50 permitted? In the absence of
significance (the points had no meaning) and,
therefore, rationale, a
split of 50/50 is, to my mind, most fair. Why structure a game that
excludes fairness as a possibility? Could it be that achieving fair
agreement is not the point?

Third —
the Leisure Area! I suppose it was intended to simulate the
golf course, the tennis
court, the cocktail lounge — you butter up your associate,
pretending to be friends, doing the leisure thing together, and
then you saunter over to the Negotiations Area. ‘How To Use Your
Friends’ couldn’t be written more clearly over the entrance.
Instead, why not just show up at the Negotiations Area when you
want to negotiate?

I played
the game, with great
reluctance and after considerable thought, trying to average 50
points per negotiation. As I mentioned earlier, it was the best I
could do in terms of fairness (I believe a split of 90/10 could
also be fair — it depends on context, which was absent). To my
pleasant surprise, many of the women I interacted with were quite
happy with this approach, and we easily and pleasantly decided who
would get 40 and who would get 60, based on each of our totals so
far; sometimes we agreed on 70/30, or even 80/20, if one of us was
quite a bit over an average of 50 and the other quite a bit under.
However, at least one woman lied to me about her point average.
This was not surprising, given the preceding instruction. She may
have been the winner, I’m not sure; to be honest, I didn’t care
much who won.

The
conference proceeded and the more I learned about succeeding in my
role as a union officer, as a woman on the labour front, the more I wished I hadn’t been
elected by my branch. The last thing I remember was this statement:
“Collective bargaining has nothing to do with logic or reason.”
Apparently it has nothing to do with ethics either.


​ Crossing the Line

I
crossed a picket line once. The
Ontario Federation of Secondary School Teachers (OSSTF) in the
Toronto area was on strike in 1983, and one of their demands was
that union members be hired to fill night school and summer school
teaching positions. They were concerned about quality of education:
they didn’t want these courses to become second-class courses as a
result of being taught by second-class teachers who were
unqualified and inexperienced.

Well. I
was qualified. More qualified than many of the older OSSTF members who got their teaching
jobs when you didn’t even need a B.A., let alone a B.Ed. And I was
experienced. In addition to about ten years of private music and
dance teaching experience, I’d had a half-time regular day school
position for one year and had taught a few night school courses the
following year.

But more
than that, I was enraged: what right does a person who already has a full-time teaching
job and income (a wage that even at the lowest point is enough to
support two people) have
to an extra, a second, teaching job and income when there are so
many without even a first?

Insofar
as unions fight against
abuses by management, I support them. It’s the have-nots pulling
together against the haves. But more and more today, union members
themselves are the haves — they have jobs. And when they take
action to protect (only) their own members, as is their mandate,
well, it’s the same old us/them thing, isn’t it? And it
perpetuates, it doesn’t eradicate, class inequality.

If
unions really want to honour their socialist history, they’d not be
selfishly protecting their own but sharing. At the
time, in Canada, about
one in ten was unemployed. If those nine employed people had given
up just four hours of their forty-hour work week, that tenth
could’ve been employed — and all ten would have a very adequate
thirty-six hours a week income.

There’s
something morally
indecent about expecting the have-nots to support the haves, asking
them to forego the little bit of income they could get as
replacement workers (I prefer the term ‘bandages’ to ‘scabs’) in
support of fringe benefits and pension plans for the regular
workers. Pretty soon, unions will be asking the people in Thailand
and wherever not to accept the jobs at Mattel and GM. And
that’s
crossing the
line.1

__________

1 Of course, one has to consider population control
as well: if you’re reproducing yourself for no good reason and I’m
not, why should part of my job go to your offspring? That is, why
should your choices reduce my quality of life?


​ Mentoring: It’s Who You Know

Studies show
that people who have had mentors, who have had someone to provide
“sponsorship, exposure, visibility, coaching, protection, and
challenging assignments — activities which directly relate to the
protégé’s career” do indeed experience more career advancement than
people who have not had mentors.1 In a study of 1241 American executives, 67% of all
respondents said they had a mentor.2 Which just goes to show — it’s who you know. That’s how,
why, they are executives.

Given
that it’s a 1979 statistic, presumably the respondents are
referring to an informal mentorship, which arises spontaneously, as opposed to a formal
mentorship, which is arranged by the organization as part of a
mentoring program. The problem in both cases, however, is that most
people who are in a position to mentor, a position of power and
prestige, a well-connected position, are men. Still. So sexism
keeps women from becoming protégés — because even if the guy’s wife
is fine with it, everyone will wonder whether she’s sleeping her
way to the top and that’ll handicap her, essentially cancelling any
advantage of the mentorship. Furthermore, women who could be
mentors avoid mentoring other women because they fear being
labelled feminist troublemakers. Why don’t men avoid mentoring
other men for fear they’ll be labelled — what, part of the old
boys’ network?

All that aside,
it seems to me that mentoring is unfair: it makes ‘it’s who you
know not what you know’ true. Merit becomes not the sole criterion for advancement.

Though
perhaps mentoring counters chance. Chance is unfair too. With
mentoring, those who do get doors opened for them are those who deserve it. But to say
‘All A are B’ doesn’t mean ‘All B are A’: to say ‘All those who are
mentored have merit’ doesn’t mean ‘All those with merit become
mentored’. I’m not sure mentors choose their protégés according to
merit (or develop merit in their protégés). (In which case,
mentoring simply legitimizes favouritism.3)

So
why do mentors
choose who they choose? Why do mentors mentor at all? I wonder if
it isn’t just some primitive lineage impulse in action. You know …
men need a son, someone to carry on the family name. And since it’s
more and more unlikely that men have actual sons in a position to be their protégés … Do mentors tend
to choose sons of friends when available? Do they tend to choose
people who are twenty to thirty years younger, in the ‘son’ age
bracket? What about women who mentor? More likely,
their
motive is social
justice,4 not
personal legacy.

I’m not
saying people shouldn’t seek, or give, advice and guidance. But a
mentor doesn’t just act
as a source of information about the policies and procedures of the
organization, help you with specific skills, give you feedback,
etc. A mentor often
does more than that:
a mentor introduces you to influential people in the organization,
facilitates your entry to meetings and activities usually attended
by high-level people, publicly praises your accomplishments and
abilities, recommends you for promotion, and so on. But see here’s
the thing. Introductions should be unnecessary. Meetings attended
by high level personnel shouldn’t be open to others.
Everyone’s
accomplishments and abilities
should be praised publicly. Only your immediate supervisor or some
named designate should be able to recommend you for a promotion.
And so on.

So the
need for mentors means the organization isn’t structured to advance based on merit. So
shouldn’t mentors’ efforts instead be directed to making sure that
it is? To making sure that mentors aren’t needed? You shouldn’t
need a mentor to open doors because the doors shouldn’t be locked.
You shouldn’t need a mentor to give you inside information because
there shouldn’t be any inside information: an organization’s
policies and procedures should be written out for all to read,
perhaps even presented at a new employee training session (and
there should be no unwritten policies, no under-the-table
procedures); any preferences for application materials, be it for a
job, a promotion, or a grant, should be stated on the application
form itself, or perhaps explained in a separate ‘Tips for
Applicants’ sheet; and knowledge of any available job, promotion,
or grant should be freely accessible to all. Influential people
should use their influence only in formal channels; their authority
should only be that vested in them by the terms of their job
description.

Men are
so proud of not mixing
pleasure and business, of separating the personal from the public.
Bullshit. Aren’t a lot of critical connections, let alone
decisions, made on the golf course? At the bar? Between conference
sessions? It seems that by ‘personal’ and ‘pleasure’ they just mean
women — wives, daughters, sexual liaisons. They leave the women in
their lives out of consideration. But their relationships with
their buddies and their sons — these are very much brought into the
workplace.

__________

1 “Formal and Informal Mentorships: A Comparison on Mentoring
Functions and Contrast with Non-mentored Counterparts,” Georgia T.
Chao and Pat M. Walz Personnel Psychology 45.3 (1992)

2 “Much Ado about Mentors,” B. Roche. Harvard Business
Review 5.7
(1979)

3 Or its opposite: let’s not forget that mentors can close doors too
— what do you do when your mentor starts ‘forgetting’ to ‘mention’
you?

4 For example, several mentoring programs are designed for
women and minorities because they are unconnected, because they are “not as
well integrated into departmental or institutional networks” (Linda
K. Johnsrud, “Enabling the Success of Junior Faculty Women through
Mentoring” in Mentoring Revisited: Making an Impact on Individuals and
Institutions, p.53). But this just compensates for an unfair system; it
doesn’t make it less unfair.


​ Unprofessional

As in
‘unprofessional behaviour’ or ‘unprofessional attire’. As in ‘not
good’. As in ‘cause for dismissal’. Given that extreme consequence,
we’d better define ‘unprofessional’. Easier said than
done.

The word
‘professional’ means, simply, ‘pertaining to the profession’. Not
helpful. Let’s assume
that the profession’s standards are being referred to, standards which, presumably,
identify a certain minimum regarding quality of performance. For example, good counselling depends on
trust; specifically, for example, the counsellee trusts the
counsellor not to tell others what has been discussed during the
session. Therefore, a counsellor who fails to maintain
confidentiality is being unprofessional. As another example, it is
incontestable that certain professions are best carried out when
their practitioners do not accept bribes. So if a police officer or
a lawyer does accept a bribe, s/he would be guilty of
unprofessional behaviour. So far, so good.

What
about the professor who has a relationship with a student?
Is
it incontestable that
university education is best achieved without personal attachment between professor and student
and/or when the professor is impartial? Is impartiality possible,
let alone probable, even without professor-student relationships? (I’m thinking of racial,
religious, and gender prejudices, and even simple personality
conflicts.) And do personal attachments necessarily mean
lack of
impartiality?

Consider
the profession of
broadcast journalism. One could argue that based on the evidence of
public opinion polls, a newscast is taken more seriously (i.e., is
more successful) when delivered in a bass voice. So it would be
unprofessional to hire tenors, let alone altos and
sopranos.

Things
become even murkier when we leave unprofessional behaviour and
venture into unprofessional attire. In which professions is the success
of the job dependent on specific attire? Incontestably, scuba
diving and fire fighting. What about nursing? Why do they have to
wear those uniforms? They aren’t intrinsically sterile. Ease of
identification in emergencies? Okay, I’ll accept that. What about
the staff at fast food outlets? I should think correct
identification is pretty much guaranteed by their being behind the
counter (not that getting fries with that is a matter of any
urgency). From here, we can readily get into the ridiculous: how
does wearing lipstick and mascara relate to success on the job for
an airline worker or a bank teller? (One of the former was fired
for not wearing any make-up, one of the latter for wearing too
much.) How does wearing cotton pants and a sweatshirt relate to
success on the job for an elementary school teacher? (Suspended
without pay for the entire school year.)

That much of
professionalism is concerned with appearance is unsettling for
several reasons:

(1)
There is often no correspondence between the appearance of
competence and competence itself; whether that teacher wears
polyester or denim, for
example, does not, cannot, indicate
the quality of her teaching. (Especially in education, this view is
abhorrent because it contradicts one of the fundamentals of
scientific inquiry: we try to teach our students to understand what
it 
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