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Introduction  

THOSE WERE THE DAYS 

 
Not too long ago, it was my honor to serve as Chief Futurist and Strategy Guy for a 

company called Zapoint, a developer of innovative career management tools. Among 

other things, my duties there included producing a blog which we dubbed The 

Transparency Revolution. 

That name was bit of an odd choice, considering all of the different subjects we wanted 

to get into. But there were two good reasons for going with it: 

1. A key selling point of our career management toolset was that it contributed 

to organizational transparency. 

2. The domain transparencyrevolution.com was available. 

(They were both fairly good reasons, but number two pretty much clinched it.) 

TR, as it was called it for short, dealt with career and employment issues from a variety 

of angles. I looked at the world both through the eyes of job hunters and hiring 

managers. I was especially interested in the growing role that technology plays in how 

our careers unfold. But the blog also covered larger issues related to technology and 

society, with an emphasis some of my favorite topics such as language, the future, 

humor…and lots of other stuff. 

Here I have collected not necessarily the “best of” 

the work I did on that blog, but what I hope is a 

representative sample.Realizing that times have 

changed a bit, I decided to go with a mix of topics 

that are still reasonably hot and those that show 

the passage of time. Nothing lasts forever, of 

course. Zapoint has merged itself into a new entity, 

Tambora, demonstrating that there are still lots of 

cool company names to be had if you just look for 

them.  Meanwhile, I live in the hope that I will one 

day have a job title even half as cool as the one I 

had while working there. 



 

3 

Obviously, there is more to life than being cool. But there are few things worse than 

being uncool – as demonstrated by, just to cite a random sample, high-fiving the 

person interviewing you for a job.   So if nothing presented here does much to establish 

my own coolness, it may at least help a hypothetical job applicant avoid doing 

something that is, I think we can all agree, majorly uncool.  

In which case, it will all be worth it. 
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1  

THIS COULD REALLY SAVE US SOME TIME 

 
A theme I harp on quite a bit is the unfortunate tendency for job interviews to come 

down to so much posturing and game-playing. Writing at Forbes, George Bradt explains 

that really there are only three job interview questions: 

1.  Can you do the job? 

2.  Will you love the job? 

3.  Can we tolerate working with you? 

 

Get answers to those three questions from everyone you interview; then compare the 

various answers to identify your strongest candidate(s). Simple. And it should save a 

lot of time over asking people how they would go about escaping from a blender. 

 

 

I’m a little unsure about that third question, to tell you the truth. I understand that it’s 

a big piece of qualifying a candidate, but you can’t just come right out and ask “Can 

we tolerate you?” Most people think they’re fairly tolerable, if not downright likable, 

individuals. So whereas I think items 1 and 2 are simplified restatements of the 

questions you would ask, number 3 tells you the answer you’re going for without giving 

much of a clue as to how you would fish for it. (That will probably vary quite a bit from 

company to company and from job to job.) 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172814/http:/www.forbes.com/sites/georgebradt/2011/04/27/top-executive-recruiters-agree-there-are-only-three-key-job-interview-questions/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172814/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/quit-with-the-stupid-job-interview-questions/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172814/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2012/02/this-could-really-save-us-some-time/fittingin/
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However, it should come as no surprise that how well you fit (i.e., whether “we can 

tolerate you”) is a valid line of inquiry. Everyone should go into a job interview — both 

the interviewers and interviewees — with this list of questions in mind. No head games, 

no gotchas, just honest dialog. 

The only surprising thing about any of this is that it is, in fact, newsworthy. Hiring 

managers and recruiters would benefit tremendously from adopting these three 

questions. Maybe it’s time to give them a try? 
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2  

CERTAINTY AND UNCERTAINTY 

 
Bill McNabb, chairman and CEO of the Vanguard Group, writes in the Wall Street 

Journal that uncertainty is holding back economic growth — in particular the 

introduction of new jobs: 

Quite simply, if firms can’t see a clear road to economic recovery ahead, 

they’re not going to hire and they’re not going to spend. It’s what economists 

call a “deadweight loss”—loss caused by inefficiency. 

At Vanguard we estimate that the spike in policy uncertainty surrounding the 

debt-ceiling debate alone has resulted in a cumulative economic loss of $112 

billion over the past two years. To put that figure in perspective, the 

Congressional Budget Office estimates that sequestration may reduce total 

funding by $85 billion in 2013. Clearly, the U.S. debt situation is the economic 

issue of our generation. 

But it’s not just about the numbers. Every time lawmakers seemingly get close to a 

deal that will restore fiscal responsibility but instead fail, we at Vanguard hear the 

concerns of investors. They ask: How does this affect my retirement fund? What about 

my college savings account? How does this affect my taxes? Would I be better off 

putting my savings under the mattress? 

I can’t argue with McNabb that people feel very uncertain about the future. And I’m 

thinking that the policy initiatives he suggests later in his piece would help remedy 

some of that. However, there are other forces at work that must be taken seriousy. 

New policies might help fix the economy, but that doesn’t necessarily tell us anything 

about what the jobs situation will look like. 

As I’ve noted many times over the past few years, we can no longer assume that 

economic growth is a friend to job creation. Economic growth, tied with technological 

growth, destroys jobs. That has always been the case. Traditionally, it has been a 

matter of creative destruction. In the past, economic growth and new technologies 

always created far more jobs than they destroyed. We didn’t bemoan the loss of the 

buggy-whip industry and all the jobs it entailed; after all, the automobile was one of the 

greatest job-creation engines in U. S. history. 

But what happened to all those car-making jobs? Check out this very telling chart, 

from MJ Perry: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323789704578443431277889520.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop
https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323789704578443431277889520.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop
https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/mjperry.blogspot.com/2012/04/phenomenal-gains-in-manufacturing.html
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Note the reasonably steady growth in manufacturing output over 60 years, and the 

precipitous drop in manufacturing employment that started in the year 2000. 

Manufacturing output continued to grow even as the total manufacturing work force 

dropped by more than a third. And note that we’re not talking about the 21st-century 

equivalent of buggy-whips, here. This is the making of everything, across the board. We 

can do it with fewer people now, so of course we do. 

The standard argument is that manufacturing as a whole must now be seen as a 

quaint, buggy-whip-making type activity — one that technology and economic growth 

have decreed is no longer a viable creator of jobs. But not to worry! The economy 

marches on, creating more and better opportunities for all those folks displaced from 

manufacturing jobs. Automation is simply replacing drudge work, as it always has. The 

real economy is in information, now, not stuff. Everyone has the chance to move up 

the value chain. 

The problem with that argument is that our machines are far better at working with 

information than we are, except where it comes to actually understanding information, 

where we still have a bit of an edge. Automation is poised to start killing white-collar 

jobs with the same ruthless zeal that it used in going after blue-collar jobs. In fact, the 

use of the future tense in that sentence is superfluous. This is already happening. How 

else can we account for an economy that is growing overall — however slowly — while 

the total number of people who work continues to go down? 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2013/02/the-real-unemployment-rate/
https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2013/04/certainty-and-uncertainty/manufcaturingoutputvsemployment/
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In an essay with the provocative title Robots Will Do Everything You Do Now Only Better 

— What Then? Jason Dorrier frames the uncertainty as follows: 

One argument says that this time is different because soon robots will be able 

to do everything a human does. But it’s misguided to assume we can forecast 

what humans “will do.” What that statement really means is, “In the future, 

robots will do everything humans do today.” But what exactly it is that humans 

will do in the future is anyone’s guess—and few, if any, have ever successfully 

predicted it. 

Before the 20th century, most folks in the West farmed. Now, thanks to massive 

productivity gains in agriculture, virtually none do. To a 19th century farmer that would 

imply nothing less than the collapse of the economy. Why? Because the thing most 

people did back then was farm. Our farmer might understandably wonder, “What will 

we do when machines perform our jobs for us? How will we make money? How will we 

survive?” 

Glib reassurances aside, there are no easy or obvious solutions to these problems. It’s 

a question for the medium to long term — although it is also the present reality for 

millions of people who are unemployed / underemployed. A more daunting question 

for the short term is this: what happens if we implement something like the policies 

that McNabb recommends (or other policies that you think would work better) and the 

economy really took off…and it accelerated the rate of job loss? 

What if the sluggish economy is the only thing keeping so many people employed? That 

sounds like a crazy question. But it’s just possible that it’s true. If so, we’re damned if 

we do and damned if we don’t (economically speaking). No wonder people are feeling 

uncertain. 

 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/singularityhub.com/2013/04/28/robots-will-do-everything-you-do-now-only-better-what-then/
https://web.archive.org/web/20130503031246/http:/singularityhub.com/2013/04/28/robots-will-do-everything-you-do-now-only-better-what-then/
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3  

I’D RATHER BE… 

 
Is this surprising? Gallup reports that a majority of American workers are not engaged 

in their jobs: 

Seventy-one percent of American workers are “not 

engaged” or “actively disengaged” in their work, 

meaning they are emotionally disconnected from their 

workplaces and are less likely to be productive. That 

leaves nearly one-third of American workers who are 

“engaged,” or involved in and enthusiastic about their 

work and contributing to their organizations in a positive 

manner. This trend remained relatively stable 

throughout 2011. 

It’s not a question of whether you would rather be golfing. Most people at work can 

think of something they would rather be doing than what they’re currently doing. A 

lucky few are pursuing a true calling, doing work that they would do for free if they 

weren’t being paid for it, and as engaged in their day-to-day tasks as a kid on the cusp 

of achieving a new level in a video game. 

Most of us don’t feel quite that level of engagement, at least 

not all the time. So it’s not a question of whether you would 

rather be doing something else. The question is — does it 

show? Does it impact your performance? 

I’ve got to think that, for a good share of the 50% of the 

workforce who are not engaged in their jobs, it does show — at 

least to some extent. Certainly for the 1/5th of the workforce 

who are actively disengaged, it shows. Those folks don’t need to tell you that they’d 

rather be golfing; they’re actually off golfing right now! 

So what accounts for this lack of engagement? I can think of several possibilities: 

 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.gallup.com/poll/150383/Majority-American-Workers-Not-Engaged-Jobs.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.gallup.com/poll/150383/Majority-American-Workers-Not-Engaged-Jobs.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbegolfing/
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbesleeping/
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1. Their jobs suck. 

Maybe it’s the boring tasks; maybe it’s the obnoxious co-workers, 

maybe it’s the crappy desk; maybe it’s the unbearable boss. There 

are a lot of different ways for a job to suck, and any of them could 

account for workers feeling unengaged or actively disengaged 

with their current situation. 

2. They see no future. 

This is a subset of having a job that sucks, but it’s important enough to have its own 

item on the list. Even a good job, even a great job, can get stale after a while. When 

people begin to feel that they aren’t getting anywhere, that there’s no next step, 

frustration and boredom set in. And frustration and bordeom are like kryptonite to 

engagement. 

3. They’re spoiled. 

I can just  hear some of you grumbling:  

“Engagement” is a bunch of touchy-feely HR crapola, and if people feel disengaged 

from their jobs it’s just because a lot of bleeding hearts have led them to believe that 

the world owes them a living / job they like. In my day we worked in the coal mines 18 

hours a day, seven days a week, and died of black lung before we were 30 — never 

once whining about how “unengaged” we felt. 

Yeah, maybe.  People might be a little spoiled these days. But 

then maybe that’s better? Personally I would rather be spoiled 

than work 18 hours a day in a mine. 

 

4. They’re human. 

A somewhat gentler alternative to the previous item — if 10 years of Gallup data shows 

that half of the workforce is unengaged, maybe that’s the natural order of things. 

Maybe people have always been largely unengaged? 

According to the linked article, 30% workforce engagement is the 

all-time high water mark. And we’re very close to that right now 

at 29%, even with a sluggish economy and people being stuck in 

jobs longer than they might have been when opportunity was 

more abundant. The only thing that makes 30% engagement 

look bad is the expectation that it should be a lot higher. But that 

expectation is apparently not all that well grounded in reality. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbecycling/
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbefishing/
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbecanoeing/
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It’s too bad Gallup doesn’t have data to show from a 

couple of decades or a century ago. Who knows? In those 

days, maybe only 5-10% of the workforce was engaged. 

We might be living in a veritable Worker’s Paradise by 

comparison. Perhaps we should be pleased that the 

engagement numbers have reached this great height. 

Pleased, perhaps, but not satisfied. If there is a long-term 

trend towards greater worker engagement, it’s a trend 

that needs to be better understood and encouraged. The link between employee 

engagement and productivity is obvious. As with diversity, engagement is a “soft” value 

that employers are smart to pursue, and not just because it shows what wonderful 

people they are. It also shows that they are good businesspeople. 

 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/diversity-and-performance/
https://web.archive.org/web/20111207180016/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/11/2404/ratherbeanywhere/
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4  

AS THE BUBBLE BURSTS 
 

It’s been widely noted that, over the past couple of decades, higher education costs have 

skyrocketed far out of proportion to the economic benefits that degrees provide. Higher 

education looks like a bubble, not too unlike the dot-com and real estate bubbles that 

preceded it. 

Not everyone is comfortable with such a characterization. Framing a discussion of 

education strictly in terms of how much it costs versus how much the recipients of it earn 

seems crass to some. What about the intrinsic value of education? What about the social 

benefits of having an educated populace? Actually, those might have been better questions 

to ask back before the price grew so outrageous. For better or for worse, these days colleges 

and grad schools are largely seen as credential mills. The value of their product is expanded 

economic opportunity for the consumers of that product. 

 

It’s important to note that the schools themselves have done as much as anyone to foster 

and promote such a model. This puts them in (to say the least) an awkward position now 

that the economic reality is such that we’re even beginning to wonder whether a college 

degree should be a requirement for many jobs. 

Moreover, if what we’re really interested in is the intrinsic value of education and the social 

benefits of having an educated populace, it’s pretty exciting to note that 

education qua education has never been more widely available than it is today, often at 

little or no cost. This list of 12 dozen places to educate yourself online for free provides a 

https://web.archive.org/web/20111114095659/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/10/degree-required/
https://web.archive.org/web/20111114095659/http:/www.marcandangel.com/2010/11/15/12-dozen-places-to-self-educate-yourself-online/
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nice overview. Even if over-priced institutions of higher learning decide they want to 

reclaim the value proposition of education as intrinsically valuable, they are going to be up 

against some pretty stiff competition — at a price that’s hard to beat. 

So what future is there for institutions of higher learning? What function will they serve 

post-bubble? 

If credentials become less important, and education increasingly becomes a do-it-yourself 

affair, these schools still have an important role to play. As Brent Iverson explains it, 

universities need to be in the research business and, maybe even more importantly, the 

inspiration business: 

When a world-class researcher inspires young science students, the practical benefits 

multiply downstream to drive our economy and at the same time create the next generation 

of inspirational science and engineering teachers… 

When my career is over, I hope that I will have been able to inspire students to find their 

passions and realize their biggest dreams. As we embrace change and build the future of 

higher education together, we must never forget that inspiration, a uniquely human 

interaction that occurs when a college student meets a true scholar, needs to remain an 

essential and celebrated element of higher education… Information, especially in the 

technical fields, becomes obsolete, but inspiration lasts a lifetime. 

Institutions of higher learning will still have an important role to play after the bubble 

bursts. The demand for credentials may ease up somewhat, but it’s hardly going to go away. 

These institutions will continue to drive learning through research, which is not (yet) ready 

to be outsourced to the cloud. And they will continue to provide the kinds of interactions 

Iverson is talking about. 

Most universities at least pay lip service to the idea that they exist to inspire a new 

generation of thinkers to move human knowledge along. But if these institutions want to 

be relevant in the future, they are going to have to go well beyond lip service.  

https://web.archive.org/web/20111114095659/http:/www.statesman.com/opinion/iverson-inspiration-at-heart-of-education-1952957.html
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5  

DON’T BE A BONEHEAD (FOR APPLICANTS) 
 

 

I am typically pretty  hard on hiring companies and recruiters when it comes to their 

using candidate screening and job interview tactics that I think are unfair, silly, and 

just plain bad business. But it’s important to note that these criticisms do not let the 

interviewee off the hook in any way. 

So in the spirit of equal time, I direct you to CareerBuilder’s survey of boneheaded 

things that job candidates do. Let’s begin with the basics: 

• Answering cell phone or texting 

• Appearing disinterested 

• Dressing inappropriately 

• Appearing arrogant 

• Talking negatively about current or previous employers 

• Chewing gum 

Seriously? Adults who need jobs? Every item on that list is worthy of a full-on face palm 

(and, sorry, “not knowing how” to dress appropriately is no excuse.)  

 

Unfortunately, I don’t think my delicate features can handle so much abuse. So let’s 

use the honors system. If you have ever done any of those things in a job interview, 

please slam your open-palmed hand into your face right now. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318170420/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/07/they-dont-have-a-job-for-you/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318170420/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/07/advanced-hoop-jumping-and-other-games/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318170420/http:/www.careerbuilder.com/share/aboutus/pressreleasesdetail.aspx?id=pr680&sd=2%2f22%2f2012&ed=12%2f31%2f2012&siteid=cbpr&sc_cmp1=cb_pr680_
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318170420/http:/www.careerbuilder.com/share/aboutus/pressreleasesdetail.aspx?id=pr680&sd=2%2f22%2f2012&ed=12%2f31%2f2012&siteid=cbpr&sc_cmp1=cb_pr680_
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It’s okay. We’ll wait. 

Then there are items such as these: 

• Candidate asked for a sip of the interviewer’s coffee. 

• Candidate asked, “What company is this again?” 

• Candidate wore a Boy Scout uniform and never told interviewers why. 

• Candidate referred to himself in the third person. 

Phil Bowermaster thinks it’s safe to say that these are people who didn’t really want 

jobs to begin with. I wish this was the end, but there are plenty more bonehead moves 

to consider. 
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6  

HOW GOOGLE DOES IT 
 

 

How does Google do it? There are many different possible answers to that, of course, 

depending on which “it” you mean. But here’s a quote from former CEO Eric 

Schmidt, talking about talent management at Google, that really caught my attention: 

“People are going to do what they are going to do, and you’re there to assist 

them. They don’t need me, they are going to do it anyway. They are going to 

do it for their whole lives. Maybe they could use a little help from me. At 

Google, we give the impression of not managing the company because we 

don’t really. It sort of has its own borg-like quality if you will. It sort of just 

moves forward.” 

Well, that kind of goes to the whole “it,” now doesn’t it? 

Schmidt is describing an organization that exemplifies many of the most forward-

thinking management values: empowerment, trust, engagement, alignment. And very 

much to his credit, he does it without using any of those buzzwords. (Not that 

buzzwords are always bad. There’s nothing wrong with 

talking about, say, transparency, for example.) People 

are going to do what they do. A company that can 

actually fill positions with people who actively want to 

do the things the job requires, who were going to 

perform those tasks anyway–that company has a 

tremendous advantage. 

The “borg-like quality” is an emergent phenomenon. 

When an organization is that well designed, and when 

staff aptitude and capability are that closely matched 

with the tasks at hand, management really can step 

back and take facilitator role with day-to-day, and 

possibly even quarter-to-quarter priorities. This is 

where the need for leadership, distinct from 

management, becomes apparent. It takes leadership 

to so precisely define and align an organization to 

begin with, and to establish the kind of trust and 

individual responsibility that Schmidt is talking about. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160317034008/http:/gigaom.com/2011/05/02/eric-schmidt-former-google-ceo-how-google-hires/
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It would be fair to ask whether Schmidt might be gilding the lily, and it would probably 

be fair to assume that he might, at least somewhat. We all know the importance 

of posturing, after all. But we also know what tremendous success Google has had 

over the years, and we know how eager people are to be a part of that success. 

Another important question would be how applicable is the Google approach to other 

companies, or to companies in general? As I wrote not long ago: 

A world in which each employee gets to pick his or her own job title and responsibilities 

is still a ways off. But a world in which employees have a more robust role in defining 

their value proposition within the company, where tools are in place which enable 

these employees to leverage their skills, education, and experience to the 

organization’s (and their own) best advantage… 

That world isn’t so far off. 

We’re not all going to be working for Google any time soon. But in the coming years, I 

think we will see companies take greater and greater strides towards becoming more 

“borg-like.” And that might be a surprisingly good thing.7  

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160317034008/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/endless-posturing/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160317034008/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/02/must-be-a-pretty-nice-place-to-work/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160317034008/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/03/choose-yourself/
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7  

ONE-WAY GLASS 
 

A lot has already been written about Greg Smith’s dramatic op-ed resignation 

letter from Goldman Sachs. For those who haven’t yet read it, he provides a laundry 

list of the company’s failings, which is sobering…if not exactly shocking: 

1. The corporate culture has shifted. The company no longer focuses on the 

needs of the customer. 

2. There is a complete lack of respect for customers. Employees “callously…talk 

about ripping their employees off” and refer to them as “Muppets” (we can 

only assume in not a good way.) 

3. Employees lack integrity, although Smith very carefully (and wisely) disclaims 

knowledge of any illegal behavior. 

These are all good reasons to leave a company. And Smith’s parting words of advice 

are also sound: 

If clients don’t trust you they will eventually stop doing business with you. 

Make the client the focal point of your business again. Without clients you will 

not make money. In fact, you will not exist. 

So it’s interesting to me that so much of the response to Smith’s letter has been 

negative. Parodies have been popping up all over the place, including Darth Vader’s 

resignation from the Galactic Empire: 

How did we get here? The Empire changed the way it thought about leadership. 

Leadership used to be about ideas, setting an example and killing your former mentor 

with a light sabre. Today, if you make enough money you will be promoted into a 

position of influence, even if you have a disturbing lack of faith. 

But many of the responses have been considerably less lighthearted, like the one on 

The Reformed Broker entitled How to Quit a Job Without Publishing an Op-Ed, which 

asserts the following: 

The “culture” of Goldman Sachs was, is and always will be about making money, often 

at the expense of a client. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/www.nytimes.com/2012/03/14/opinion/why-i-am-leaving-goldman-sachs.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/www.nytimes.com/2012/03/14/opinion/why-i-am-leaving-goldman-sachs.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/mashable.com/2012/03/14/goldman-sachs-parodies/
https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/www.thedailymash.co.uk/news/society/why-i-am-leaving-the-empire%252c-by-darth-vader-201203145007/
https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/www.thedailymash.co.uk/news/society/why-i-am-leaving-the-empire%252c-by-darth-vader-201203145007/
https://web.archive.org/web/20120513205239/http:/www.thereformedbroker.com/2012/03/14/how-to-quit-a-job-without-publishing-an-op-ed/
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Other critics question Smith’s timing, wondering how many fat, juicy Goldman Sachs 

paychecks he collected while gradually coming to the realization that he could no 

longer work for them in good conscience. Still others wonder if he held on long enough 

to collect his annual bonus before he could no longer stand to work there any more. 

Personally, I don’t care for the Reformed Broker’s cynicism, and I’m perfectly willing to 

give Smith the benefit of the doubt that he really is concerned about the culture and 

ethics of Goldman Sachs, that he left the company because of those concerns, and 

that there is nothing particularly suspect about the timing of his resignation. But having 

said all that, there is still an important question that remains to be answered. How 

much of this criticism did Smith offer up before submitting his resignation? 

He is right to want Goldman Sachs to be an ethical company that values its customers. 

When he noticed the company beginning to stray from these core values, he had an 

obligation to speak up. Did he? If not, if his resignation letter is the first his superiors 

are hearing about his concerns, then he has been complicit in the change of culture 

and the management practices he bemoans. And his letter is little better than self-

congratulatory grandstanding. 

A manager who withholds this kind of feedback and yet who expects honesty and 

transparency from the top is a hypocrite. Organizational transparency can’t be a sheet 

of one-way glass. I’m not saying that Smith is such a hypocrite. He may well have gone 

on the record about these concerns repeatedly over the years before resigning. If so, 

good for him. 

But it is odd (is it not?) that he never mentions that in his letter. 
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8  

(UN)EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION 
 

Who’s ready for some bonehead action from the hiring side of the desk? 

Megan McArdle at The Atlantic reports on a disturbing trend observed from some 

recent testimony before the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. Apparently, 

some employers are refusing to consider the unemployed when sourcing new hires. 

McArdle writes: 

This is a grim sign for both the job market, and the unemployed.  Employers 

are inundated with resumés, and one easy way to weed down the pile is to 

look only at people who are currently employed.  Even though they know how 

bad the job market is, it’s easy to assume that there must be something wrong 

with them if they can’t find a job.  In this job market, such an assumption is 

free:  there are too many qualified applicants for most positions. 

What’s happening to the long term unemployed is tragic.  Not only are they becoming 

less employable as time wears on; they’re also losing the economic and social capital 

that comes from holding a job in our society. 

I agree that this is a tragedy. Moreover, like so many tragedies, it is a senseless one. 

While unemployment remains high, there are going to be more disappointed job-

seekers than happy ones; that’s unavoidable. But weeding out all of the resumés of 

the unemployed is an inexcusable shortcut. It’s unfair to those candidates and it’s not 

in the best interests of the organizations these hiring managers represent. Employers 

are best served by hiring the most qualified candidates, based on a thorough review 

of the skills, background, and aptitudes of the applicants. 

Employers who are so overwhelmed by 

the sheer volume of applicants need a 

quick way of sorting through the skills 

and backgrounds of all applicants to 

find the best matches. This  will require 

a significant rethinking of how skill and 

background information is presented to 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160316092918/http:/www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2011/02/the-destruction-of-human-capital/71414/
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the employers and how they work through it. 

Meanwhile, a quick open letter to hiring managers… 

Dear Hiring Managers: 

Nobody likes a bonehead, especially not a lazy one. So knock it off. 

You know what I’m talking about. 

It’s this business of only considering currently employed applicants when 

sourcing. We have been talking about this for a while now. Some are now 

saying there ought to be law. Make it illegal to discriminate against the 

unemployed. I’m on the record as dubious about a legal solution…but keep it 

up and you’ll force me (and many others) to reconsider. 

There is no doubt that cutting the unemployed from consideration when hiring 

saves you a lot of time and trouble. Well guess what — cutting, say, women, 

Jews, and Hispanics out would also give you a smaller resumé pile to work 

from. Why not do that? You don’t do that because it’s illegal, of course, but 

also because you know it would be unfair and wrong. 

Whatever rationalizations you have in place for supporting the practice, you 

need to drop them. You are denying good people an opportunity primarily to 

save yourself some work. And you know it. There are smarter and more 

meaningful ways to narrow down the pool — ways that give you a better shot 

of hiring the right person. Let’s start looking at those, okay? 

Please. Don’t be lazy. Don’t be a bonehead. 

Just knock it off, all right? 

Thanks, 

Phil Bowermaster 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160730064003/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/02/devaluing-of-human-capital/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160730064003/http:/www.tlnt.com/2011/06/07/discriminating-against-unemployed-workers-there-ought-to-be-a-law/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160730064003/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/employing-the-unemployed/
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9  

12 IMPORTANT THINGS IN THIS CHAPTER 
 

 

 

Most important subjects are best represented in list form. The items presented here 

are no exception to that. 

1. Sasquatch 

He’s elusive, mysterious, intensely private. Does that remind you of anyone? I think 

you see where I’m going with this. 

2. Network 

It’s probably the most important thing you can do. And if you don’t know how to 

network…well, then that’s all the more reason to network. It’s the best way to learn 

how to network. 

3. That Embarrassing Thing That Happens 

All too often. And always at exactly the wrong moment. Or, when you think about it — 

the right moment. 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20120513174119/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2012/03/12-important-things-in-this-blog-post/thelist2/
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4. Cut the Stress 

Sure, it’s easier said than done. But you need to stop stressing out so much. Now. And 

don’t tell me you’re not stressed. Listen, denial is not a river in Egypt, okay? So knock 

it off with the stress already. 

5. Duct Tape 

You can never have enough of it and it has (literally) 23 billion different uses. 

6. Social Networks 

Now that you’ve mastered networking (see item 2)  you are going to want to take it up 

a notch and do it socially. Try a social network. There are several available, most of 

them are free. (Hint: go with a free one.) 

7. Date Night 

It doesn’t have to be anything fancy or elaborate. Just open a fresh bag of pork rinds 

and see what’s on TBS. The important thing is that you make time for each other. 

8. Frenemies 

They’re not friends. They’re not enemies. They sort of start out like friends and end up 

like enemies. Well, okay, that’s just how the word is constructed. Actually, it’s much 

more complicated than that. 

9. A Healthy Colon 

This almost always gets overlooked. People are really squeamish about certain topics, 

such as colon health, bowel movements, painful diarrhea, blood in your stools, 

unsightly toilet stains, cramping, constipation, litter-box odor, and Jersey Shore. But, 

honestly, is there any way to be healthy (or happy) without a healthy colon? Think about 

it. 

10. That Way That Men and Women Are Different 

You know? And then how they always pretend that they aren’t? Like they’re fooling 

anybody? Hilarious! 
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11. Please Read My Blog 

Please? 

12. Network 

It’s the one people always forget because it sounds so simple. But if you take just one 

item away from this list, only 11 items will remain. 
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10 

JUMPING THROUGH HOOPS 
 

Job-hunters are subjected to a lot these days. They are discriminated against if they’re 

currently unemployed or if they hold a job that is too much like being unemployed. If 

they do make their way into the first of what is lately evolving into an absurd number 

of interviews, they are subjected to increasingly irrelevant and downright stupid job 

interview questions. 

Who would have guessed it could get worse? (I guess I should have, being a futurist 

and all…) From Ask a Manager: 

Interviewer wants me to create a 20-minute presentation about myself 

I just got contacted for a second interview (the first was via phone). The next 

is in-person, and they are requiring me to create a 20-minute presentation 

about myself (a formal presentation to be sent to them prior to my interview 

date), which I must then present to them in at the interview. I have never heard 

of such a thing. I thought interviews were supposed to be two-way 

conversations. Why make the candidate jump through weird hoops like this? 

Have you heard of this? Is this normal? 

Wow. Just wow. 

On the one hand, I would love being given this assignment. My only problem would be 

cutting three to four hours worth of material down to 20 minutes. (At the linked article, 

Allison Green has some amusing ideas about how she might put together such a 

presentation.) 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/02/devaluing-of-human-capital/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/consultant-unemployed-whats-the-difference/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/quit-with-the-stupid-job-interview-questions/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.askamanager.org/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.askamanager.org/2011/07/interviewer-wants-me-to-create-a-20-minute-presentation-about-myself.html
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But seriously. 

A prolonged period of high unemployment has resulted in a glut of candidates applying 

for many, if not most, positions. Hiring managers and recruiters keep trying to think of 

new and better ways to thin the herd, always at the expense of the candidates. 

Of course, there are a few (highly select) jobs for which this presentation exercise would 

be completely appropriate. Per the linked article, this was not one of them. Heck, there 

are probably even some jobs for which those stupid job interview questions linked 

above would be appropriate. 

But using these techniques where they don’t apply is unfair to the candidates and 

ultimately not terribly helpful to those making hiring decisions. If presentation skills 

aren’t a huge part of the job description, being wowed by a really attractive 

presentation could easily lead to hiring a less-than-optimal candidate. 

I’m on the record already as favoring a hiring process guided by a consistent, numbers-

based online profile. I mentioned on Friday that gamification might be the key to 

making the job search process endurable for job-hunters: 

In a sense, a lot of people are already playing a game (a real-life game)  called Trying 

to Find a Job in this Crummy Economy. Wouldn’t they be more likely to play that game 

to its conclusion if it was a little more engaging, a little more fun, a little 

more addictive, even? 

That same level of engagement, fun, and stickiness needs to work its way into a 

serious, skill-and-experience-based selection process for job candidates. The tools that 

hiring managers use should be interactive, attractive, colorful, and easy to work with. 

Finding a truly qualified candidate based on reasonable criteria should be an 

incremental win. Hiring exactly the right person from such a pool of candidates should 

be an Epic Win. 

I guess my conclusion, oddly enough, is that hiring managers need to stop making 

candidates jump through hoops…and start playing games with them. 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/02/who-needs-a-resume/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160106065912/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/07/games-are-more-than-fun-and-games/
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11 

THE OTHER KEY TO HAPPINESS 
 

Owen Sanders at the Frontier Neuropschology blog presents a highly readable 

summary of what the field of positive psychology has to tell us about human happiness. 

The findings aren’t terribly surprising (at least they weren’t to me) but it is handy having 

everything compiled together in one place like this. 

First and perhaps most importantly, we need to come to terms with what doesn’t cause 

happiness. Genetics has something to do with it, accounting for perhaps as much as 

half of our happiness, but then again, maybe less than a quarter of it. Meanwhile the 

factor we tend to think of as most closely associated with happiness — life 

circumstances — accounts for a lot less than we think. It turns out that when really bad 

(or really good) things happen to us, the long-term impact on our happiness — after the 

initial shock wears off — is about a 10% bounce one way or the other. 

So what should you do if you want to be happy? 

1. Think positive.  

Optimism is associated with a wide variety of positive health and career outcomes, so 

it helps create all those life circumstances that won’t make you as happy as you 

thought, but that’s okay. Apparently, the optimism itelsf will make you happy. 

It’s important to note that 

there are two kinds of 

optimism. One is the kind 

that says, “I know there’s a 

big health risk, but I’m 

going to go right on 

smoking. I’m optimistic 

things will work out.” Of 

course, this isn’t really 

optimism at all; it’s denial. 

However happy it might 

make you in the short 

term, it will kill you in the 

long run. The there’s the 

kind that says, “I know I got 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160316083549/http:/frontierneuropsychiatry.wordpress.com/2013/06/11/positive-psychologys-advice-on-how-to-be-happy/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160316083549/http:/frontierneuropsychiatry.wordpress.com/2013/06/11/positive-psychologys-advice-on-how-to-be-happy/
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my leg blown off from a land mine, but I’m convinced that I can make god things 

happen in my life anyway.”  That’s the kind you want. 

2. Avoid overthinking things. 

How do you know when you’re overthinking? How about this — if you seem to be going 

over and over things in your head and it’s not making you very happy, you’re probably 

overthinking things. 

3. Avoid judging yourself in comparison to others. 

It’s great to have good role models that we try to emulate. But that’s not what we’re 

getting at with this one. if you spend your time pissed off that your neighbor has a 

better car than you do, or depressed that his kids are more attractive than yours — 

that’s lethal for happiness. 

4. Savor the good stuff. 

Don’t just do things you enjoy. Remember to enjoy doing the things you enjoy. 

As I mentioned, these all seem pretty straightforward. But I’m going to add one. I was 

just reading this Scientific American  piece (you need a paid subscription to read the 

full article) on resilience, which has several interesting overlaps with Sanders’ 

happiness summary. In case you’re not sure, here’s what the authors Southwick and 

Charney mean by “resilience”: 

Biologically, resilience is the ability to modulate and constructively harness the stress 

response—a capacity essential to both physical and mental health. 

The authors talk about the ability to re-frame negative experiences, form good social 

networks, be optimistic (of course) and adopt good stress-management techniques. 

But if I were going to sum it all up and define it as the missing key to happiness, I would 

say it like this: 

5. Build your tolerance to pain. 

This is the paradoxical one. Surely happiness has more to do with avoiding pain than 

getting good at enduring it? 

Wrong. Pain-avoidance is a strategy that comes dangerously close to the false version 

of optimism we rejected above. In fact, being able to endure pain is probably a key 

ingredient to being truly optimistic. This doesn’t just mean physical pain, although we 

have to be able to tolerate a certain amount of that if we want to be in good physical 

condition. We hear all these admonitions to get out of our “comfort zones” if we want 

to succeed in life, which often refers to risking embarrassment or social rejection. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160316083549/http:/www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=enhance-your-resillience-stress
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Being able to take action confidently in spite of potential pain (real or imagined) is 

probably the key differentiator between people who are happy and people who are not. 

And if this fifth point is later confirmed by research in the field of positive psychology, 

remember that you read it hear first! 
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12 

TERRIBLE EFFICIENCY 
 

Fiscal Times presents some very discouraging analysis: 

• Only 58.4 percent of Americans are employed, the fewest since the 1980s. 

• Corporations have recouped 100 percent of profits lost in the recession. 

• GDP has regained its pre-recession level with 7.3 million fewer workers. 

Some will blame the ‘greedy’ corporations for focusing on profits rather than job 

creation, but a company that achieves the same level of profitability with a smaller 

staff has become more efficient. Likewise, an economy that achieves the same GDP 

with a smaller workforce is a more efficient economy. 

Efficiency is one of the traits we look for both in individual businesses and in the 

economy overall. It’s not the only trait, but it is an important one. 

But efficiency need not be terrible. Perhaps the only real remedy to job loss is economic 

growth. If a company can achieve the same profits with fewer people, why not find a 

way to achieve greater profits with an expanded workforce? Likewise, we should be 

looking for a way to tie GDP growth to adding workers back into the workforce. 

Technology has enabled the efficiency that costs jobs. So it makes sense that 

technology should be employed to help get people back into the workforce. The Web 

is already enabling an educational revolution; it can provide the tools to get knowledge 

and skills into the hands of the 

people who need it with speed 

and efficiency. Moreover, as we 

so often discuss here, 

technology is enabling a new 

and an empowering way to 

align the right individual with 

the right job. 

Automating learning and the 

job search can create a terrible 

efficiency of their own.  Workers 

and would-be workers are 

increasingly going to have to be 

nimble, flexible, and 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160722022121/http:/www.thefiscaltimes.com/Columns/2011/06/13/Adapt-or-Die-Some-Jobs-Are-Never-Coming-Back.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20160722022121/http:/www.thefiscaltimes.com/Columns/2011/06/13/Adapt-or-Die-Some-Jobs-Are-Never-Coming-Back.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20160722022121/http:/thenextweb.com/industry/2011/05/14/how-the-internet-is-revolutionizing-education/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160722022121/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/06/terrible-efficiency/success/
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responsive. For real growth to occur, they are going to have to find a way to embrace 

and internalize the same efficiency which seems to constantly put them in its 

crosshairs. 

Interesting times ahead. 
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13 

A SMALL PREDICTION CONCERNING  

THE FUTURE OF LANGUAGE 
 

Ah, transparency in action. Did you read about it? A rookie news anchor A. J. Clemente 

pulled a full Ron Burgundy, spewing  out nervous obscenities preparing for his first TV 

appearance. Google it if you’re interested in witnessing the whole embarrassing 

spectacle. (I’m not providing a transcript.) 

 No doubt, there are lessons to be learned here about proper language in the 

workplace, knowing when a microphone is turned on or not, paying attention as to 

whether you’re on live television — all crucial considerations for a news anchorman. 

Still, I think most of us can’t help but feel sorry for him (and his poor co-anchor). What 

an excruciating experience, and what a humiliating way to lose your job. 

But all is well. When the video of Clemente’s disastrous debut went viral, it led to more 

than his dismissal from his new job at that North Dakota TV station. Apparently he was 

featured on the Today show this morning and will be on Letterman tonight. 

I’m guessing he will land on his feet, 

probably ending up with a 

substantially better gig than he just 

lost…but probably not in San 

Diego (Warning: if you don’t like 

what Clemente said, you won’t like 

what’s at the link.) So no harm 

done, except to those who really 

were shocked and offended to hear 

such language. And their harm was 

temporary, unlike being fired. 

Although that group’s numbers are 

diminishing, their sensibilities still 

set protocol for some television and 

other media outlets. 

This blog, for example. 

The standard is completely self-imposed; I don’t pretend for a minute that I have never 

used the same language that Clemente used. But I have a reasonably old-fashioned 

sense of propriety and decorum. That such standards are old-fashioned is 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/http:/www.salon.com/2013/04/24/fired_tv_news_anchor_a_j_clemente_books_letterman_today_show/
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/http:/www.salon.com/2013/04/24/fired_tv_news_anchor_a_j_clemente_books_letterman_today_show/
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/http:/www.youtube.com/watch?v=iGtGwkMSyWU
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/http:/www.youtube.com/watch?v=iGtGwkMSyWU
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2013/04/a-small-prediction-concerning-the-future-of-language/ronburgundy/
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demonstrated by the popularity of, for example, the I (Effing) Love Science 

Facebook page — it has nearly five million followers. 

(I follow the more politely named Science Is Awesome, which I understand comes from 

the same source, so I can share the same content without putting F-bombs in my 

timeline. Does that seem overly fastidious? Perhaps, but you see my Mom follows my 

timeline…) 

Some of us who have taken several dozen trips around the sun are inclined to wonder 

why admiration for science requires an obscenity for emphasis. But apparently we are 

outnumbered by a younger, hipper crowd who wonder how the eff else are you 

supposed to show emphasis? 

And thus my prediction: in the near future, f-word will have lost all shock value. A. J. 

Clemente’s dismissal will seem hopelessly quaint, the very idea that people were ever 

offended by a silly word 

Still, some of us who have taken several dozen trips around the sun are inclined to 

wonder why admiration for science requires an obscenity for emphasis. But apparently 

we are outnumbered by a younger, hipper crowd who wonder how the eff else are you 

supposed to show emphasis? 

And thus my prediction: in the near future, f-word will have lost all shock value. A. J. 

Clemente’s dismissal will seem hopelessly quaint, like the idea that people were ever 

offended by this: 

This will be a great loss. Currently the f-word holds a very powerful place in the English 

lexicon: it’s not a word you start with; it’s one you resort to when all else has failed. It’s 

a verbal trump card. Or at least it was. You can’t put the juice back in a word once it’s 

gone. Something else will have to take its place. 

And, yes, the fact that I shudder at the thought is also a sign of how old-fashioned I 

am. 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/https:/www.facebook.com/IFeakingLoveScience
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/https:/www.facebook.com/IFeakingLoveScience
https://web.archive.org/web/20130601132823/https:/www.facebook.com/ScienceIsSeriouslyAwesome
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14 

MAINTAIN EYE CONTACT!  
 

There’s a great thread archived on 

Quora — What is the Most Bizarre Job 

Interview You’ve Ever Been a Party To? 

Sometimes the interviewer is a jerk, 

sometimes the candidate is a flake, 

and sometimes massive weirdness 

descends. 

How weird can job interviews get? 

Would you believe… 

Rabbits. I went to an interview at a 

small advertising agency in West Palm 

Beach. I interviewed with the owner in her small private office, where she had about 5 

rabbits running around, loose, going to the bathroom, nibbling carrots. Which explained 

the smell. At one point she picked up a rabbit and put it on her desk to pet while we 

were talking. I did get the job, but decided not to take it. 

Some of these stories are creepy: 

Then as the interview was winding down he said: “Do you know what I hate 

the most?! Someone your age driving around a new BMW.” I was shocked at 

how angry he was– in fact I felt very uncomfortable by this point. But he was 

visibly very upset at the idea of someone younger than him having a nice 

expensive car. I demurred something about being financially responsible and 

then he shouted over me that it had nothing to do with spending money wisely 

but that most likely the kid had the car given to him, which in his book was 

apparently an awful crime. (I think, incidentally, this experience cured me of 

envy in all forms, I realized then and there that someone having been given a 

nice car hurt me not at all and that it told me nothing about what kind of 

person they were or their life, other than that they had a nice car). This 

culminated in him ranting for awhile and finally the interview ending and I left 

the building, went home, and jumped straight into the shower. 

At least one is downright terrifying: 

As I was escorting a candidate across the lobby to the hiring manager’s office, 

people were suddenly running down the stairs, screaming that there was a 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130227011758/http:/www.quora.com/Job-Interviews/What-is-the-most-bizarre-job-interview-you-have-ever-been-party-to
https://web.archive.org/web/20130227011758/http:/www.quora.com/Job-Interviews/What-is-the-most-bizarre-job-interview-you-have-ever-been-party-to
https://web.archive.org/web/20130227011758/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2013/01/maintain-eye-contact/bunnys/
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man with a gun in the building. Seconds later, gunfire erupted. I immediately 

shoved the candidate out the door and we made it to the parking lot, but I 

turned around and re-entered the building to assist my colleagues. This was 

the 1988 ESL massacre in Sunnyvale, CA where seven coworkers were shot 

and killed, and the gunman held us at bay for 5 hours. 

I learned later that my candidate had arrived early and parked directly across 

from an RV in the parking lot. As the candidate sat in his vehicle for several 

minutes, he noticed an agitated man in the RV staring at him. It was the 

gunman, who was waiting for my candidate to leave before beginning his 

rampage. 

This one I like a lot, although I don’t personally think I would hire the guy. (Sales is one 

thing; extortion is something else.) 

I was real hungry for my first job out of college. I finally was granted an 

interview with a company I really wanted to work for. They stressed the 

necessity of being a “closer.”  The big shot regional vp of sales happened be 

in town that day and walked into the interview. He took out a nice Cross pen, 

handed it to me and said ” sell me this pen.” I took it apart and showed him 

the quality and how something as simple as a pen makes a statement to you 

prospect blah blah. 

He finally said ok and extended his hand for the pen. I withdrew and said the 

pen was a bargain at $5! He looked at me and said the role playing was over 

but I wouldn’t give him his pen until I got $5 for my show. Very pissed he 

walked out and slammed the door. 

Got the job but don’t think he ever liked me. 

Still got the $5 bill. 

Finally there’s this: 

I was interviewing for an exec position in a startup. This was no esoteric 

company. I was sent there by their investor – one of the largest VC in the world 

(think Google). 

The interviewer had her baby in the room. 

Wait, there’s more. 

The baby was fussy. 
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Not done yet. 

The baby was fussy. 

The person – vp hr of the startup – took the baby in her arms. 

Baby was still fussy. 

[Redacted – interviewer begins breastfeeding her child.] 

The only thing I actually remember from the interview is the mantra I kept 

repeating in my head as soon as I realized what just happened: “Maintain eye 

contact, don’t look down, maintain eye contact, maintain eye contact…” 

Always good advice, of course. 
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15 

BYSTANDERS IN THE AGE OF TRANSPARENCY 
 

By now we’ve all read about the death of Ki-Suck Han, a New York man who was 

pushed onto the subway tracks in front of an oncoming train. We will not be publishing 

the photo that was snapped of him a few seconds before he was struck by the train — 

the photo that ran on the cover of the New York Post with the tasteless headline, “This 

Man Is About to Die.” 

But there is another photo that is bound to surface sooner or later, and that one we 

are eager to see. And to share. More on that photo in a moment. 

I spent a good deal of time in Russia in the early to mid 90′s; news stories about people 

falling onto the tracks of the Moscow Metro were not that uncommon back in those 

days. Moscow has a reputation for being a big, brutal, uncaring city — and in many ways 

it is just that — but every story I ever heard about someone falling onto the tracks was 

a story about how that person was rescued. I don’t recall ever hearing about someone 

falling onto the tracks and being left to die.  (There may have been one or two tragic 

failed rescue attempts in there, but if so that just makes the point all the more clear.) 

My point here isn’t just that New York 2012 comes off bad when compared to Moscow 

1993 (although it does); the truth is that New York has long had the reputation for 

being a city where people tend to stand by and do nothing when others would step in 

and try to help. Assuming that such a tendency exists, that it isn’t just an unfair 

reputation heaped on New Yorkers based on a few limited incidents, there must be 

some social dynamic behind it: there’s something in the air, or the water, or simply the 

way people expect to behave that’s different from places where people do step in. 

Whatever that difference is, it’s about to tested. And that’s where the second 

photograph comes in. 

We can assume that the subway station where this tragedy occurred has something in 

common with virtually every other public space in the city of New York:  it’s under the 

constant, unblinking eye of security cameras. The picture snapped by R. Umar Abbasi 

— which he rather pathetically claims he took only so that his flash could serve as a 

signal to the driver of the oncoming train — shows only the victim and the oncoming 

train. A broader perspective would have shown those standing nearby and doing 

nothing to help. 
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And that broader perspective is precisely what those security cameras can provide. 

The excuse traditionally offered for not helping in such situations is that people “don’t 

want to get involved.” (This incident has the added component of “everything 

happened so fast,” which simply means that the bystanders  had to suppress their 

consciences for only a few seconds before it was all over.) This speaks of a strong 

desire for anonymity. But for good or for ill, anonymity no longer exists. 

The photo that should be on the cover of the New York Post, the New York Times, and 

every other publication (irrespective of whether they ran the original controversial 

photo) is that broader perspective — showing as many identifiable faces of bystanders 

as possible, and perhaps even matching them with names. Some time back, 

we noted that technology creates persistence of items from our past that we wish 

would just go away. There are some bells you just can’t un-ring.  Whether or not photos 

surface showing the bystanders having their few seconds of conscience-suppression 

— and I hope they do — those who stood by and knew they might have done something, 

and didn’t even try, might find that the ringing will go on for a very long time indeed.  

https://web.archive.org/web/20130302062716/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/03/persistence-and-the-bell-you-cant-un-ring/
https://web.archive.org/web/20130302062716/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2012/12/bystanders-in-the-age-of-transparency/subway/
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16 

DYING INDUSTRIES 
 

Yahoo! finance lists 10 dying industries, including things you would expect like 

newspapers and fixed wireline telelphony along with a few eyebrow-raisers like tuxedo 

and costume rental. 

(Pardon me if formal wear rental is a much bigger industry than I realized, but I don’t 

see how it belongs on the same list as textile mills and video post-production.) 

To me the most interesting thing about this analysis is the underlying reason for the 

disappearance of each of these industries. Does anyone else see a trend, here? 

(Emphasis added in each example.) 

Video Postproduction Services 

Movie studios are moving post-production in house. Meanwhile, technological 

advances have boosted efficiency… 

Newspaper Publishing 

The move to online news and the competition from a plethora of new media 

information sources are obvious culprits. 

Apparel Manufacturing 

Cheap labor costs overseas, combined with consumers’ expectation for a 

bargain at home 

Textile Mills 

Cheap competition from abroad, which has halved revenue in the last decade 

alone. 

Formal Wear 

An influx of cheap alternatives from abroad is the culprit again, with more cost-

conscious Americans opting for disposable options each year. 

Record Stores 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160317022035/http:/finance.yahoo.com/career-work/article/112946/doomed-industries-bnet
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No mystery here. Consumers have been happily downloading and getting 

their occasional CD purchase from big box discounters like Walmart. 

Video Rental 

Why head to the local Blockbuster when NetFlix will deliver or offer for 

download any film you want? 

Photoshop 

Digital cameras and online image sharing make your local photo developer 

obsolete. 

Manufactured Housing 

The industry has been squeezed between more innovative competitors and a 

drop in the price of traditional homes. 

Wired Telecommunication Carriers 

When the whole world is buzzing 

about wireless and mobile 

communications, it’s got to be 

depressing to be the traditional wired 

communications carriers. 

So in six out of ten of the examples listed, 

emerging technologies are the real industry 

killers. Three of the remaining industries are 

being driven out by low-cost foreign competition. Only the death of  pre-fab, truck-

delivered housing can be attributed, to some extent, to our economic woes. 

Conventional wisdom tells us not to worry about job losses that occur when an industry 

gets snuffed out by a new technology. For example, we don’t mourn the significant loss 

of buggy-whip-related jobs that occurred when the automobile was introduced. 

Technological development helps grow the economy, which creates new jobs. For every 

job lost in the old industry, many new ones will be created in the new industry. 

Unless, of course, that’s wrong or simply can’t go on forever. 

Even clothing manufacturing (and the closely related textile and formal wear rental) 

industries, which are currently losing ground to cheap overseas labor stand a fair 

chance of being moved to the desktop in the coming years. Such a shift is not as 

unrealistic as it might sound. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160317022035/http:/www.blog.speculist.com/2010/04/where-are-the-g.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20160317022035/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/06/10-doomed-industries/buggy/
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In many cases, relatively expensive labor loses out to relatively cheaper labor, which 

ultimately also loses out to new technologies. Finally the industry, and all the jobs, get 

swallowed up by new technology. 

In the coming years, new technologies will continue to disrupt industries and eliminate 

jobs. Those entering the job market need to take a serious look at the sectors they are 

considering and what the probabilities are that the job they are considering might soon 

be replaced by a machine. Those who are currently employed need to make the same 

analysis, perhaps with a bit more urgency. 
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17 

DON’T HIGH-FIVE THE INTERVIEWER 
 

Brazen Life presents the Top 10 Insider Tips for getting Hired at Google (or Any Coveted 

Company). Some good advice there. It seems that the real deciding factor might be 

how well you convey your passion for the product or for the role in question. 

I very much enjoyed this concluding bit of advice from Matthew Carpenter-Arevalo: 

Lastly, if at any point a high-five is warranted, it should be instigated by the interviewer, 

and not you… 

Apparently Arevalo was once on the receiving end of an interviewee high-five. Alas, the 

exuberant candidate did not get the job. 

While we’re on the subject, I would guess that winks, hugs, fart jokes (even really funny 

ones), and referring to anyone as “dude” (especially the interviewer, especially if she’s 

a woman) might not give you the edge you’re hoping for. And even if you’re interviewing 

for your dream job at Facebook, I doubt that “poking” the interviewer is a good idea. 

Just saying. 

 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172737/http:/blog.brazencareerist.com/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172737/http:/blog.brazencareerist.com/2012/01/05/10-insider-tips-for-getting-hired-at-google-or-any-coveted-company/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172737/http:/blog.brazencareerist.com/2012/01/05/10-insider-tips-for-getting-hired-at-google-or-any-coveted-company/
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18 

A NEW LITERACY 
 

English teachers don’t get much positive press these days. That’s partly because 

teachers in general don’t get much positive press, and also because there is 

widespread agreement that reading and writing skills have slipped considerably over 

the past few decades — which is largely a matter of scapegoating teachers for a set of 

social trends that would be hard for anyone to try to slow — but also because everybody 

knows that these days STEM is where it’s at. 

So it’s interesting to note that the new Pew Survey on student writing shows that 

English in particular teachers are leading the way in adoption of digital technologies, 

social media in particular, in support of developing writing skills. As I noted this week 

on another blog, teachers are learning that writing performance improves significantly 

when students have an audience, which social technologies inherently provide. 

But apparently it isn’t all good news. With the greater enthusiasm for writing that an 

audience creates, teachers are also observing a drop-off in some of the fundamentals. 

Or rather, they are seeing the introduction of some new standards and conventions 

that evolved in the social space but that don’t seem a good fit for the classroom, or for 

formal writing generally: 

Teachers also expressed concerns that lax grammar and abbreviations like 

‘BTW’ (by the way), commonly used on social networking sites, were appearing 

in school work. 

While this seems like a big deal to English teachers (and having a BA in English myself 

and having worked as an editor for many years, I understand their perspective) I think 

there’s a real baby / bathwater dichotomy that we want to be aware of here.  If kids 

are producing writing that otherwise reflects both genuine interest and enthusiasm for 

their subject and  the kind of effort behind constructing a clear argument that such 

factors encourage, maybe we son’t want to totally lose it over the fact that they are 

writing “BTW” and “IDK” and even (shudder) “ur.” 

Yes, we should correct those things, and insist that they not be part of formal writing. 

Just to support my own personal favorite lost cause for a moment, we should also insist 

that an objective pronoun be used when the meaning of the sentence calls for it, even 

if that pronoun comes at the end of a sentence or after the word “and.” If you have no 

idea what I’m talking about, then between you and me, you’re part of the problem. And 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/https:/www.awpwriter.org/library/writers_chronicle_view/2097/nea_report_shows_that_steep_decline_in_american_reading_skills_will_have_significant_long-term_negative_effects_on_society
https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/https:/www.awpwriter.org/library/writers_chronicle_view/2097/nea_report_shows_that_steep_decline_in_american_reading_skills_will_have_significant_long-term_negative_effects_on_society
https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/http:/www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2013/Teachers-technology-and-writing.aspx
https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/http:/www.socialedtech.org/improving-creative-skills-via-social-technology/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/http:/globalnews.ca/news/721255/educators-learning-to-evolve-as-technology-social-media-changes-teaching/
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if you think there was something grammatically wrong with the previous sentence, you 

are simply proving my point. (Read this if you are interested in starting down the road 

to redemption.) 

Unfortunately, “between you and I” probably is a lost cause because the basic rules of 

grammar and the logic  that make right-thinking people (like me) cringe when they hear 

those words, rules that I was taught in the fifth grade and that have stuck with me ever 

since, are simply no longer taught. You can get a degree in English without ever having 

learned that writing “between you and I” is an abomination. Many of the teachers upset 

by kids using “BTW” and “ur” probably use this construction, and all its related 

abominations, all the time. 

In a few years, the kids who are developing their composition skills via social media 

will be the English teachers, the editors, and even the authors of style guides. They will 

probably be a lot more lax about Web-speak than some of us would like for them to be. 

I can dare to hope that at least the authors of the style guides will still be on my side 

about pronouns, but  by then most of us civilians will have given up. 

 

Yes, this is the old “Language evolves over time — get used to it” argument, but I want 

to add a twist that we tend not to think about, and that I don’t see covered in the  Pew 

results or any of the articles about them. In the same way that they are more 

comfortable with smartphones and social apps than their elders, these kids are 

developing modes of communication that are native to the digital world and that will 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/http:/oxforddictionaries.com/words/between-you-and-me
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serve that world better. Here I don’t mean things like “WTF” and “LMAO” — those were 

old news when these kids were born, anyway — but rather methods of approaching 

subjects and structuring arguments that are well-suited to these new environments. 

A decade ago, when I started blogging, I noticed that some of my fellow bloggers would 

occasionally send me a draft of a blog post for comments. These people were good 

writers and I understood why they did it — it’s part of the composition process. Or at 

least, it used to be. I learned early on that very few blog posts go through the rough 

draft / review /cleaned up draft / more review /final copy process that was always part 

of publishing anything. 

A blog post is both a draft and a finished work. That was a new kind of critter, requiring 

its own conventions, and these have developed over time. Likewise, conventions have 

emerged around what constitutes an effective Tweet or Facebook status update. And 

it goes further than that. There are effective and less-effective approaches to sending 

out messages on Tumblr and Pinterest and Youtube, things that “writers” didn’t have 

to worry about back in the day, back when multimedia was for specialists. 

In the past, when we said that language is changing we meant that annoying new words 

were being introduced and that rules we thought were important were being ignored. 

And that’s still happening. (see above.) But now something else is going on. Language 

is really changing. It is being chopped and processed and extruded in ways never 

imagined even a few years ago. It is no longer just living alongside visual information; it 

is embedded within it; it has become hybridized with it. 

And, no, it will never be the same. These kids using social media in their English classes 

are on the cutting edge of developing a whole new literacy, different in kind from what 

has come before. Somehow, we’ll have to get used to it. 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160315083553/http:/insights.wired.com/profiles/blogs/the-rise-of-the-visual-web-and-your-new-social-media-marketing#axzz2ZVIAQKCu
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19 

MORE GOOD WORK TO DO 
 

I once had a boss who used to always say “The reward for good work is more good 

work to do,” which kind of made sense but which also seemed to be a bit lacking. I 

think I would have preferred something more along the lines of “The reward for good 

work is a huge bonus, a raise, a promotion and — as a result of that last item — more, 

and more interesting, and more important, good work to do.” 

I was reminded of my ex-boss’s formula when I saw this piece by Dave Galletly over on 

Wired: 

Overworked, Overwhelmed, Overscheduled? Work More 

You are overwhelmed, overscheduled, and dejected, because you keep trying 

to have it all—or at least most of it. You want a fulfilling job and personal life, 

and it’s not working. The way out? Work more. 

Hey come on — seriously? So not only is work a reward it’s a solution, a treatment, a 

therapy. It’s good for what ails you! Great — but what if what ails you is unemployment? 

So? What’s the problem? Work more! 

(And while you’re at it — eat some cake.) 

Knee-jerk reaction aside, I believe this idea has more going for it than the “reward” 

idea. First off, it’s important to note that the additional work Galletly is recommending 

in that piece is side projects — doing something outside of your normal day-to-day 

tasks. So this advice truly does apply to the unemployed. The unemployed have a daily 

grind just like the rest of us — theirs involves looking for a job. 

So how do side projects help? 

1.Flexing different muscles (literal or intellectual) has a cross-training effect, allowing 

you to go back to your main task rested and reinvigorated. 

2. Some side projects turn into viable jobs, businesses, or other means of moving your 

career ahead. It’s always good to have options, and side projects can help you to 

develop those. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160702033411/http:/www.wired.com/opinion/2012/10/pl-column-side-gigs/
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So it would seem that doing good work really can lead to having more good work to do. 

And as counter-intuitive as it might sound, taking some time to work on something 

other than the job-hunt might be the best thing you can do to move your career forward. 

. 
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20 

RESUMÉ TMI 
 

A very interesting piece in Harvard Business Review Blogs claims that women job 

candidates who include a photograph with their resumés actually hurt their chances 

of getting a job. Attractive women get the brunt of the bias, with single women 

discriminated against in particular. Unattractive women who include a photo are 

discriminated against less frequently than attractive women, but again do themselves 

no favors. 

Bottom line: women who don’t include a photo with their resumés are more likely to 

get called in for an interview than women who do. 

So the very practical takeaway is that women should avoid including a photo with their 

resumés. Guys, it doesn’t hurt you at all. In fact, if you’re good looking, it can give you 

a bit of a boost. Note that these trends apply when women are the ones screening the 

candidates; when men are doing the screening, the bias against women with photos 

goes away. 

Apparently there is no mirror effect where male HR reps discriminate against men who 

include a picture (or at least that wasn’t mentioned in the article.) Also, there is no 

discussion about where the bias goes if the HR rep is gay — whether male or female. 

I think research like this is useful, although I have a couple of problems with the piece 

linked above. First, I think the assertion that women select against women out of 

jealousy is a bit of a stretch on the evidence. The author explains that other motives 

are eliminated one way or another by different approaches to skewing the data, leaving 

jealousy as the “only” explanation. No, it leaves jealousy as the only explanation on 

your list. There may be others. 

Also, I didn’t care for this bit: 

Résumés in the U.S. and UK rarely include photos, so it might be tempting to think that 

you can gain an edge by including a picture of yourself the next time you apply for a 

job. You’d certainly stand out from the crowd, and with personal boundaries getting 

fuzzier and everyone’s pictures on Facebook anyway, what’s the harm of showing an 

employer what you look like? 

The truth is, you could be hurting your chances as well as contributing to a bigger 

problem: allowing bias to creep into companies’ hiring processes. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172725/http:/blogs.hbr.org/cs/2012/03/photos_of_attractive_female_jo.html
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Got it, ladies? When you submit a photo with you’re resumé, YOU are contributing to 

bias in the workplace by allowing yourself to be discriminated against. Isn’t there a 

technical name for this? Blaming the… something. 

Anyway, my guess is that this form of bias won’t be around forever. Most social media 

profiles include a photo. A lot of people have a photo on their LinkedIn profiles, for 

example– should women now all take theirs down? The trend is towards every resumé 

including a photo. Once that becomes established practice, it will be interesting to see 

whether the bias against attractive women will continue. 

 

Apparently it's not a problem for guys.* 

*No that is NOT my real resumé, for crying out loud. I don’t include a picture at all, 

much less one that takes up half the page! 

 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172725/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2012/03/too-much-transparency-in-resumes/resumewithpicture-2/
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Conclusion  

YOUR FUTURE JOB HUNT 
 

I’ve spent the past few months making my own humble contribution to adding an 

analytical layer to a job search sitewhich we’ve also been working on making 

more interesting and social networkish. 

These initiatives have given me some time to think about how rapidly the process that 

we call “job hunting” is changing, both from the candidate’s and from the hiring 

manager’s perspective. Based on what I’ve learned working on these projects, and 

generally from posting to this blog every day, I’m prepared to make a few predictions 

about what job hunting will be like in the near future. 

1. It will keep getting sillier, and probably won’t get any  more fair. 

Job candidates can continue to expect to be asked questions like, “How many bricks 

are there in Shanghai?” and “If you were the size of a pencil, how would you escape 

from a blender?” Once organizations decide that they’re being creative and cutting 

edge by asking them, it’s hard to get them off the stupid job interview questions. No 

matter how nice we ask. 

Meanwhile, there seems to be no slowing down in the practice of discriminating against 

the unemployed,or even the arguably-less-employed-than-they-should-be. 

Expect your future job hunt to involve a lot of hoop-jumping and the very real possibility 

of being eliminated for reasons that have nothing to do with how qualified you are. 

2. The resumé is dead (long live the resumé.) 

I don’t have a ‘resumé” per se any more. I have a LinkedIn profile, a Zapoint Profile, a 

Jobster profile, a Naymz profile, a 

Facebook profile, and some really out-

of-date online resumés on  Monster, 

CareerBuilder, and at least a couple 

others. 

My LinkedIn profile looks like a 

resumé but it’s more sophisticated 

and adaptable than a resumé. I was 

able to import it into both Zapoint and 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/08/do-you-need-a-career-credit-report/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/08/do-you-need-a-career-credit-report/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/jobster.com/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/jobster.com/lifechart
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/02/who-needs-a-resume/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/quit-with-the-stupid-job-interview-questions/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/07/they-dont-have-a-job-for-you/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/04/consultant-unemployed-whats-the-difference/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/07/advanced-hoop-jumping-and-other-games/
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.linkedin.com/in/philbowermaster
https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/08/future-job-hunt/futurenextexit/
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Jobster to create my profiles there, both of which allow me to do various kinds of 

analysis of my skills and experience. 

Time was we created a resumé almost entirely for the consumption of others. But 

increasingly, we are seeing the data that comprises the resumé as the real asset — 

rather than one superficial organization of it that we print out and share with potential 

employers. That data belongs to us, and it is as much for our use as it is for the use of 

others. 

3. Job Hunt = Bucking for Promotion? 

Speaking of it being our data, we can increasingly expect HR systems within 

organizations to be driven by the same kinds of profiles that are currently replacing 

resumés. Talent Management is looking to become the latest in a long series of 

processes to be automated and handed off to the consumer (or in this case, the 

employee.) Talent management has always been a massive exercise in cat-herding 

anyhow. Why not let the cats herd themselves? 

We’ll find that career management inside the organization is going to look more and 

more like career management outside the organization. Trying to get a promotion (or 

even stay in the position you’re in) is going to require using many of the same tools 

and skills currently required for the job hunt. 

4. It will become more “social.” 

I put scare quotes on the word social because job-hunting is already one of the most 

inherently social activities we engage in. It’s been known for a long time that those who 

create and maintain strong social networks (as distinct from “social networks” ) have 

a tremendous advantage in looking for a job over those who aren’t successful at 

creating and maintaining such networks. 

The difference today and into the future is that the social aspects of the job search will 

increasingly rely on social technologies. These technologies will provide new ways for 

friends to refer and otherwise connect each other with opportunities. Referrals and 

ranking, even completely subjective “thumbs-up” type ranking, will likely become an 

important part of candidate selection criteria. 

Some will see that last sentence as a reaffirmation of point 1, above. And if we’re not 

careful, that’s exactly what it will be. 
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5. Candidates will get some new advantages. 

It’s not all downside for job hunters. The profile-driven approach described above will 

make it possible for candidates to get a much clearer idea of how close a match they 

are for given positions — using objective criteria. The job hunt will not become a 

completely mathematical proposition, but it is going to tend in that direction. 

Likewise, large collections of profiles raise the possibility of creating an aggregate 

profile database. With everyone in a database of job-seekers using the same tagging 

“language” to describe their skills and experience, it will be easy fora  job-seeker to 

run a quick calculation to determine that he or she is the 5th (or 5000th) most 

qualified candidate applying for a given position. That should save everyone a lot of 

time. 

Of course, there will be many other changes in the job search process over and above 

the ones I’ve listed here. What major changes do you expect to see? 

 

 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160318172749/http:/www.transparencyrevolution.com/2011/08/the-quantified-career/

