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HBO CURC 
Wednesday, May 9th 
D21 1423 Upper Ottawa Street, Unit 2 
10:00 a.m. 
 
St. Jacobs Country Playhouse 
Wednesday, May 15th 
SOLD OUT 
02:00 p.m. 
 
OSSTF Retirement Tea at St. Naum’s 
Wednesday, June 6th 
1150 Stone Church Rd. E 
04:00 p.m. 
 
Greenlane Estate Winery, etc. 
Tuesday, June 19th 
3751 King Street, Vineland 
10:30 a.m. 
 
Barangas on the Beach 
Tuesday, July 17th 
380 Van Wagners Beach Rd. 
12:00 p.m. 
 

 

Editors: R. Giles, M. Payne, T. Viola 
 

OSSTF ARM Website 
 

For a compendium of information regarding 
ARM chapters from across Ontario, please 
see http://www.armcouncil.osstf.ca/. 
 

Executive Meetings 

Meetings for the executive are scheduled for 

Monday, June 4 and Monday, August 27. 

Meetings begin at 10:30 a.m. at the D21 

Office. All are welcome. 

President’s Report 

 

On Tuesday, March 20, we had a large group 

participate at the W. J. McCallion 

Planetarium at McMaster University. We 

found a parking lot and then we wound our 

way through a university that bears little 

resemblance to the small institution I 

attended in the late 1960’s. Eventually we 

arrived at our destination. A grad student 

gave a very interesting talk. We then went to 

Ye Olde Squire Restaurant, across from 

Westdale High School for lunch. Those of us 

interested in history will remember that this 

is on the spot of the legendary Paddy Greens 

Hotel. They say that some thirsty Mac 

students were seen entering this 

“institution”.  

 

In April we held our annual general meeting 

and elected our new executive for 2018-2019. 

May takes us to St. Jacobs for West Side 

Story. June, winery tour, ‘nuff said.  

 

July will bring us to one of our favourite 

Lake Ontario spots. On July 17th we will 

meet for lunch at Barangas at 12 noon. 

Please email Frieda Smyth at frietz@aol.com 

by Friday, July 13th, if you plan to attend so 

we have an idea of our numbers. 

 

Winery Tour 

We are having a wine tour in warm weather. 

 

At least it should be warm on Tuesday, June 

19, 2018. We will start off at Greenlane 

Estate Winery at 10:30 a.m. It is located at 

3751 King Street, Vineland. (This is actually 

the old Highway #8.) It is just east of Cherry 

Avenue on the bend before getting into 

Vineland.  

 

 

http://www.armcouncil.osstf.ca/
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From there we will travel to the Redstone 

Winery for a tasting and for lunch. Our final 

visit will be to the Malivoire Wine Company. 

 

The cost of all tastings will be covered by 

ARM, however, lunch is not covered.  

 

Please RSVP to armchapter21@gmail.com. 

 

Notice: Provincial OSSTF 

  

 

 

Please see the link below for the joint 

media release from OSSTF and ETFO 

regarding the unfair labour practice 

complaints against the Government of 

Ontario. 

 

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e

172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-

4264-b8f9-

032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Re

lease_April_2018.pdf 

 
  

 

HBO CURC 
 

The next HBO CURC Area Council Meeting 

will take place on Wednesday, May 9, 10:00 

a.m., at the OSSTF Office, 1423 Upper 

Ottawa Street, Hamilton. 

 

Issues to be discussed include: 

Comprehensive Plan to Protect Workers 

Pensions and Retirement Benefits, OFL 

Provincial Election Planning and Materials, 

and Ontario Health Coalition Questions to 

MPP Candidates. 

 

Guest Speaker: Sandy Shaw, NDP 

Candidate for Hamilton West-Ancaster-

Dundas. 

 

HBO CURC is a supporter of the Neighbour 

to Neighbour Food Bank. Please bring a 

“toony” to the meeting to donate to the Food 

Bank. 

 

All ARM members are invited to attend since 

ARM is an affiliate of CURC. 

 

Our Group 
 

President: Milt Payne; V.P.: Colleen Wray; 

Benefits Officer: Jay Parekh; Secretary: 

Mary Lou Mattucci; Membership Secretary: 

Barb Brown; Editors: Tony Viola, Milt 

Payne, Ruth Giles; Treasurer: Bob 

Thompson. Members at Large: Malcolm 

Buchanan, Suzanne Burchell, Chester 

Faulknor, Warren Johnson, Murray Kilby, 

Pat Lachapelle, Jan Lukas, Brian Radke, 

Frieda Smyth, Norm Urhig. 

 

The New ARM 2019 Exec 

 

President: Milt Payne;  

V.P.: Chester Faulknor;  

Benefits Officer: Jay Parekh;  

Secretary: Mary Lou Mattucci;  

Membership Secretary: Barb Brown;  

Editors: Colleen Wray, Ruth Giles;  

Treasurer: Bob Thompson.  

 

Members at Large: Malcolm Buchanan, Barb 

Brown, Suzanne Burchell, Susan Coleman, 

Warren Johnson, Murray Kilby, Pat 

Lachapelle, Jan Lukas, Brian Radke, Frieda 

Smyth, Tony Viola, Norm Urhig. 

 

  

mailto:armchapter21@gmail.com
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-4264-b8f9-032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Release_April_2018.pdf
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-4264-b8f9-032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Release_April_2018.pdf
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-4264-b8f9-032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Release_April_2018.pdf
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-4264-b8f9-032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Release_April_2018.pdf
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/93824e6e172abad56de301f84/files/4df255c0-228c-4264-b8f9-032d398ad5e4/OSSTF_ETFO_Media_Release_April_2018.pdf
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ARTICLES: 

 

Teaching sex-ed in schools is no 

sin 
 

“Unfortunately, much of the resistance to 

teaching schoolchildren about sex and 

sexuality comes from Christians, and the 

general view out there is that all Christians 

fall into this camp.” By Michael Coren 

 

TO THE POINT |April 2018 
https://ucobserver.org/to_the_point/2018/04/teaching-sex-ed-in-

schools-is-no-sin/ 
 

A few months ago, I wrote a satirical tweet 

about sex education: “I sympathize with 

those who fear that sex ed will sexualize 

kids. Our youngest studied WWI on a 

Monday; by Friday he’d invaded Belgium.” 

The remark received an extraordinary 

220,000 “likes” and 81,000 retweets. In other 

words, a lot of people support sex education 

and realize that opposition to it is often 

based on misunderstanding. 

 

Unfortunately, much of the resistance to 

teaching schoolchildren about sex and 

sexuality comes from Christians, and the 

general view out there is that all Christians 

fall into this camp. It’s not true, of course, 

but it’s an entirely understandable 

conclusion. Because in Ontario and Alberta, 

where new curricula have been or will be 

implemented, conservative Roman Catholics 

and evangelicals have joined together with 

some in the Muslim and Sikh communities to 

present an organized opposition. 

 

I’ve reported on several of the 

demonstrations against the Ontario 

curriculum, and while I’m sure many of the 

people present were well-meaning, I was 

shocked by the anger and hysteria, the 

number of homophobic comments and 

placards, and the general ignorance of what 

is actually taught in schools. 

 

Many church people assume that sex 

education is a form of indoctrination, 

introducing all sorts of strange and perverse 

ideas at far too early an age. This is 

nonsense. The classes are more about 

explaining to young people that there is no 

need to feel guilty or ashamed about their 

feelings, including same sex attraction. 

Learning this can be not only life-changing 

but also life-saving. 

 

There’s something else that flies in the face 

of those claiming, grotesquely, that sex ed is 

somehow about grooming kids for abuse by 

pedophiles. A good, thorough and modern sex 

education tells children that they own their 

bodies and always have the right to say no. It 

empowers them to recognize and report 

abuse and exploitation. So it’s jarring that 

Christians, who should care deeply about 

children’s safety, would often be so opposed.  

 

The reasons, I believe, are based more on 

fear and culture than on love and faith. 

Change can be frightening, and I too am 

sometimes surprised, even shocked, at how 

rapidly society has transformed. But Christ 

called for revolution rather than 

complacency, and we have to be able to let go 

of the past and rejoice as the world is made 

anew. 

 

Sex has long been a great taboo in many 

religious circles. We have assumed, wrongly, 

that there is something sinful about a 

healthy and open attitude to sex and 

sexuality. Parents are a vital part of their 

children’s education, but on the subject of 

sex, they have frequently failed to do an 

adequate job. Schools are there not to 

contradict but to help mothers and fathers, 

and ultimately to help children. In a few 

years, we will wonder what all the fuss was 
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about. Until then, let’s be a little more 

trusting, optimistic and — yes — faithful. 

 

Michael Coren is an author and journalist in 

Toronto. 

 

Why Vote on June 7th? 
http://www.histori.ca/voices/page.do?pageID=420 

 

Voting connects citizens with their political 

process. It helps choose our leaders (those 

who share our views or those who may 

inspire us). The simple act of marking a 

ballot tells our leaders what we think about 

decisions that affect our lives, such as how 

much taxation we think is fair or what issues 

(such as health care or the environment) we 

think are most important. 

 

Voting connects us to one another as citizens. 

By taking part in an election and by 

expressing our point of view, we help our 

democracy work. By agreeing or disagreeing 

with our leaders we show that the political 

system can accept differing points of view 

and can resolve them. By not voting, we 

break the connection between individual 

Canadians and their community.  

 

Voting helps to safeguard our freedoms. A 

democratic community can only survive if its 

citizens see participation in the political 

process as a duty and a responsibility.  

 

By voting, each citizen participates in a 

process that might lead to other forms of 

involvement, such as working for a political 

party or even running for office. 

 

The notion that voting yields nothing serves 

only to perpetuate the misconception that 

voting does nothing. Want more? Participate 

with the political party of your choice. Shape 

the platform that serves you best. Do not 

permit someone else to be responsible for you. 

—Ed. 

How having power is like having 

brain damage: a new book 

explains why systems fail 

 
When we’re in charge, we are impulsive and 

ignore others’ perspectives. This can be a 

dangerous problem in a complex system, a 

new book argues. 

 

By CHRIS CLEARFIELD Excerpted from 

Meltdown 

ANDRAS TILCSIK 

Sun., April 1, 2018 
https://www.thestar.com/news/insight/2018/04/01/how-having-

power-is-like-having-brain-damage-a-new-book-explains-why-

systems-fail.html 

 

Modern-day failures — from the catastrophic, 

like a train crash, to the more amusing, like 

mixing up a Best Picture Oscar ballot — have 

much to do with our increasingly complex 

systems. In their new book Meltdown, Chris 

Clearfield and Andras Tilcsik, examine what 

these types of disasters have in common and 

what we can do to avoid them in future. 

 

It’s difficult to be a dissenter. We often feel 

the need to go along with what others in our 

group think, and neuroscience shows that 

this desire for conformity isn’t just the result 

of peer pressure. It is wired into our brains. 

 

In one experiment, scientists used functional 

magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) to see 

how our brains react when we hold an 

opinion that deviates from our group’s 

consensus. It turns out that two things 

happen when we go against the grain. First, 

a brain region involved in error detection 

becomes very active. The nervous system 

notices a mistake and triggers an error 

message. It’s as though your brain is saying: 

Hey, you’re doing something wrong! You 

need to make changes! At the same time, an 

area of the brain that anticipates rewards 

slows down. Your brain says: Don’t expect 
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that you’ll be rewarded! This won’t work out 

well for you! 

 

“We show that a deviation from the group 

opinion is regarded by the brain as a 

punishment,” said the study’s lead author, 

Vasily Klucharev. And the error message 

combined with a dampened reward signal 

produces a brain impulse indicating that we 

should adjust our opinion to match the 

consensus. Interestingly, this process occurs 

even if there is no reason for us to expect any 

punishment from the group. As Klucharev 

put it, “This is likely an automatic process in 

which people form their own opinion, hear 

the group view, and then quickly shift their 

opinion to make it more compliant with the 

group view.” 

 

This played out in a fascinating study led by 

Emory University neuroscientist Greg Berns. 

Participants looked at pairs of three-

dimensional objects, each shown from a 

different angle, and had to tell if the objects 

in each pair were identical or different. Each 

participant was put in a group of five 

volunteers, but the other four people in the 

group were actually actors who worked for 

the researchers. Sometimes the actors 

answered correctly, but sometimes they all 

gave the wrong answer. Then it was the real 

participant’s turn to answer, and the 

researchers used a brain scanner to capture 

the moment. 

 

People went along with the group on the 

wrong answer more than 40 per cent of the 

time. That’s not too surprising — many 

experiments demonstrate people’s 

willingness to conform. What is interesting is 

what the brain scanner showed. When people 

agreed with their peers’ incorrect answers, 

there was little change in activity in the 

areas associated with conscious decision-

making. Instead, the regions devoted to 

vision and spatial perception lit up. It’s not 

that people were consciously lying to fit in. It 

seems that the prevailing opinion actually 

changed their perceptions. If everyone else 

said the two objects were different, a 

participant might have started to notice 

differences even if the objects were identical. 

Our tendency for conformity can literally 

change what we see. 

 

And when people went against the group, 

there was a surge in activity in brain regions 

involved in the processing of emotionally 

charged events. This was the emotional cost 

of standing up for one’s beliefs; the 

researchers called it “the pain of 

independence.” 

 

When we shift our opinions to conform, we’re 

not lying. We may not even be conscious that 

we’re giving in to others. What’s happening 

is something much deeper, something 

unconscious and uncalculated: our brain lets 

us avoid the pain of standing alone. 

 

These results are alarming because dissent 

is a precious commodity in modern 

organizations. In a complex, tightly coupled 

system, it’s easy for people to miss important 

threats, and even seemingly small mistakes 

can have huge consequences. So speaking up 

when we notice a problem can make a big 

difference. 

 

Dissent makes no difference if no one listens. 

And listening to a dissenting voice can be as 

hard as speaking up. 

 

It turns out that the effect of being 

challenged — of having your opinions 

rejected or questioned — isn’t just 

psychological. Research shows that there is a 

real, physical impact on the body. Your heart 

beats faster and your blood pressure rises. 

Your blood vessels narrow as if to limit the 

bleeding that might result from an injury in 

an impending fight. Your skin turns pale, 
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and your stress level skyrockets. It’s the 

same reaction you would have if you were 

walking in the jungle and suddenly spotted a 

tiger. 

 

This primal fight-or-flight response makes it 

hard to listen. And, according to an 

experiment conducted at the University of 

Wisconsin–Madison, things get even worse 

when we are in a position of authority. 

 

In the study, three strangers had to sit 

around a table in a lab and discuss a long list 

of issues, like an alcohol ban on campus or 

the need for mandatory graduation exams. It 

got boring quickly. Luckily, after 30 minutes, 

a research assistant came in with a plate of 

chocolate chip cookies, a nice relief from the 

task. What participants didn’t know is that 

the plate of cookies was part of the 

experiment. In fact, it was the most crucial 

part. 

 

Half an hour earlier, just before the session 

started, the researchers had randomly 

picked one of the three strangers and told 

the group that that person would serve as an 

evaluator of sorts. The role came with no real 

power; it just involved assigning 

“experimental points” to the other two people 

in the group based on their contributions to 

the discussion. These points had no 

substantive meaning at all. They didn’t 

affect participants’ compensation or their 

chances of being invited back for future 

studies. And because the study results were 

anonymous, no one outside the lab would 

even know how many points anybody 

received. 

 

It was a fleeting, trivial sense of power. The 

evaluators knew they were chosen by sheer 

luck and not because of their skills or 

experience. They knew their evaluations had 

no real power. 

 

Yet, when the plate of cookies arrived, they 

behaved very differently from the others. The 

plate didn’t have enough seconds for 

everyone, and the evaluators were more 

likely than their peers to take an extra 

cookie. It took just a little taste of being the 

boss to make people feel entitled to a scarce 

resource. 

 

“Everybody takes one cookie,” explained 

Dacher Keltner, one of the researchers who 

ran the study. But who takes the first extra 

cookie? “It’s our person in the position of 

power who reaches out, grabs the cookie, and 

says, ‘that’s mine.’ “ 

 

When the researchers later watched the 

videotapes of the study, they were struck not 

only by how much the evaluators ate but also 

how they ate. They displayed signs of 

“disinhibited eating,” psychology-speak for 

eating like an animal. They were much more 

likely to chew with their mouths open and 

scattered more crumbs, both on their faces 

and on the table, than the other participants. 

 

The cookie study is a simple experiment, but 

it has big implications. It suggests that even 

the faintest sense of power — being in charge 

of something clearly inconsequential — can 

corrupt. And it’s just one of many studies 

drawing the same conclusion. Research 

shows that when people are in a position of 

power, or even just have a sense of power, 

they are more likely to misunderstand and 

dismiss others’ opinions, more likely to 

interrupt others and speak out of turn 

during discussions, and less willing to accept 

advice — even from experts. 

 

In fact, having power is a bit like having 

brain damage. As Keltner put it, “people 

with power tend to behave like patients who 

have damaged their brain’s orbitofrontal 

lobes,” a condition that can cause insensitive 

and overly impulsive behaviour. 
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When we are in charge, we ignore the 

perspectives of others. This is a dangerous 

tendency because more authority does not 

necessarily equal better insights. A complex 

system might reveal clues that a failure 

looms, but those warning signs don’t respect 

hierarchy. They often reveal themselves to 

folks on the ground rather than to higher-

ups in the corner office. 

 

Robert, a large, muscular man in his 60s, 

arrived for a routine checkup at his dentist’s 

office in downtown Toronto. Robert had 

always preferred an 8 a.m. appointment and 

was never late. And he always looked 

healthy and full of energy when he walked 

into the waiting room and greeted Donna, 

the office’s longtime receptionist. 

 

But when Donna saw him that morning, 

something didn’t feel right to her. His face 

was red, and he was sweating. She sat him 

down and asked if he was OK. “Yeah, I’m 

fine,” he told her. “I just didn’t sleep well. I 

had indigestion. And my back hurts a little.” 

He had looked up his symptoms online, but 

he didn’t want to bother his doctor. 

 

It sounded innocent enough, but Donna had 

a strange feeling that something was amiss. 

Though the dentist, Dr. Richard Speers, was 

in the middle of performing a procedure on 

another patient, she went in to see him. 

“Dick, Robert is here, and something just 

doesn’t feel right to me. Can you come out 

and take a look at him?” 

 

“I’m really busy right now,” Speers replied. 

 

“I really think you should see him,” Donna 

insisted. “Something isn’t right.” 

 

“But I’m in the middle of this,” said Speers. 

 

“Dick, I want you to see him.” 

 

Speers gave in. He had always trained his 

staff — his dental assistant, his hygienist, 

and even his receptionist — to speak up 

when something didn’t feel right. He thought 

they might catch something he would miss. 

 

He took off his gloves and went to the 

waiting room. He asked Robert a few 

questions: had he taken any Tums for his 

indigestion? Did it help? Was there any pain 

in his left arm? Any discomfort between his 

shoulder blades? Robert had taken Tums, 

but that didn’t help. He did feel some pain in 

his left arm, around his wrist. And, yes, he 

had upper back pain. 

 

“Is there a history of heart disease in your 

family?” Speers asked. 

 

“Yes, my father and brother both died of a 

heart attack,” Robert replied. 

 

“How old were they?” 

 

“They were both my age.” 

 

Without delay, Speers sent him to the 

cardiac centre of Toronto General Hospital, 

just down the street. Robert was 18 hours 

into a heart attack. Triple bypass surgery 

saved his life. 

 

In his free time, Dr. Speers is a pilot and 

aviation enthusiast, and he’s been on a 

mission to teach dentists safety lessons from 

the airline industry. The biggest lesson he 

learned from pilots was to get people lower 

down in the hierarchy to speak up and to get 

higher-ups to listen. 

Since the 1970s, a series of fatal accidents 

have forced changes in the airline industry. 

In the bad old days, the captain was the 

infallible king of the cockpit, not to be 

challenged by anyone. First officers usually 

kept their concerns to themselves, and even 

when they did speak, they would only hint at 
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problems. Organizational researcher Karl 

Weick described their attitude like this: “I 

am puzzled by what is going on, but I 

assume that no one else is, especially 

because they have more experience, more 

seniority, higher rank.” 

 

But as the industry grew, aircraft, air traffic 

control and airport operations became too 

complex for this approach to work. The 

captain was king, but the king was often 

wrong. There were too many moving parts 

and they were too intricately connected for 

one person to notice and understand 

everything. 

 

Captains and first officers usually alternate 

flying the airplane. The flying pilot 

manipulates the primary controls. The non-

flying pilot talks on the radio, runs through 

checklists, and is expected to challenge the 

flying pilot’s mistakes. About half of the 

time, the captain is the flying pilot, and the 

first officer is the non-flying pilot. In the 

other half, the roles are switched. So, 

statistically, roughly 50 per cent of accidents 

should happen when the captain is flying the 

plane, and 50 per cent when the first officer 

is in charge of the controls. Right? 

 

In 1994, the NTSB published a study of 

accidents due to flight crew mistakes 

between 1978 and 1990. The study reported 

a staggering finding. Nearly three-quarters 

of major accidents occurred during the 

captain’s turn to fly. Passengers were safer 

when the less experienced pilot was flying 

the plane. 

 

Of course, it’s not that captains were poor 

pilots. But when the captain was the flying 

pilot, he (and most often it was a “he”) was 

harder to challenge. His mistakes went 

unchecked. In fact, the report found that the 

most common error during major accidents 

was the failure of first officers to question 

the captain’s poor decisions. In the reverse 

situation, when the first officer was flying 

the plane, the system worked well. The 

captain raised concerns and pointed out 

mistakes and helped the flying pilot 

understand complex situations. But this 

dynamic worked only in one direction. 

 

All this changed with a training program 

known as Crew Resource Management, or 

CRM. The program revolutionized the 

culture not just of the cockpit but also of the 

whole industry. It reframed safety as a team 

issue and put all crew members — from the 

captain to the first officer to the cabin crew 

— on more equal footing. It was no longer 

disrespectful to question the decisions of a 

superior — it was required. CRM taught 

crew members the language of dissent. 

 

Parts of CRM sound obvious, even outright 

silly. An important part of the training, for 

example, focuses on a five-step process that 

first officers can use to raise a concern: 

 

1. Start by getting the captain’s 

attention. (“Hey, Mike.”) 

2. Express your concern. (“I’m worried 

that the thunderstorm has moved over 

the airport.”) 

3. State the problem as you see it. (“We 

might get some dangerous wind 

shear.”) 

4. Propose a solution. (“Let’s hold until 

the storm is clear of the airport.”) 

5. Get an explicit agreement. (“Does that 

sound good to you, Mike?”) 

These steps sound barely more sophisticated 

than what we might teach a child about how 

to ask for help. Yet they were rarely followed 

before CRM came along. First officers would 

state a fact (“the thunderstorm has moved 

over the airport”) but would hesitate to get 
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the captain’s attention and express how 

concerned they were, let alone propose a 

solution. So even when they tried to express 

a grave concern, it often sounded more like a 

casual observation. 

 

CRM was a huge success. Since it took hold 

in U.S. commercial aviation, the overall rate 

of accidents involving flight crew mistakes 

has declined sharply. And whether the flying 

pilot is the captain or the first officer no 

longer matters. In the 1990s, just half of the 

accidents — rather than three-quarters — 

happened when it was the captain’s turn to 

fly. 

 

The program works because it gives 

everyone, from baggage handlers to pilots, a 

sense of purpose. The message is that every 

single person can make an important 

contribution to safety, and everyone’s views 

are important. And, as Daniel Pink explains 

in his book Drive, this approach — giving 

people a sense of purpose and autonomy — is 

often the most effective way to motivate 

them. 

 

The ideas behind CRM have also spread to 

other fields struggling with increasingly 

complex operations, like firefighting and 

medicine. In a 2014 article in the Journal of 

the Canadian Dental Association, Dr. Speers 

and his co-author, dentistry professor Chris 

McCulloch, described what Crew Resource 

Management would look like in the dental 

office. 

 

“Dentists need to minimize hierarchy in their 

operatories by creating an atmosphere in 

which all personnel feel comfortable 

speaking up when they suspect a problem,” 

they wrote. “A team member may see 

something the dentist is oblivious to, such as 

undetected caries [cavities] or a tooth that is 

about to receive inappropriate treatment. 

Dental team members should be encouraged 

to cross-check each other’s actions, offer 

assistance when needed, and address errors 

in a non-judgmental fashion.” 

 

But learning to embrace dissent is hard. 

When Crew Resource Management was 

introduced, many pilots thought it was 

useless psychobabble. They called it “charm 

school” and felt it was an absurd attempt to 

teach them how to be warm and fuzzy. But 

as more and more accident investigations 

revealed how failures to speak up and listen 

led to disasters, attitudes began to shift. 

Charm school for pilots has become one of 

the most powerful safety interventions ever 

designed. 

 

Excerpted from Meltdown: Why Our Systems 

Fail and What We Can Do About It by Chris 

Clearfield and András Tilcsik. Copyright © 

2018 by Chris Clearfield and András Tilcsik. 

Published by Allen Lane Canada, a division 

of Penguin Random House Canada Limited. 

Reproduced by arrangement with the 

Publisher. All rights reserved. 
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On the lighter side… 

 

 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 


