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Plastik tötet Wale 
 

Die Ozeane ersticken im Plastikmüll, ihre Bewohner krepieren am Darmverschluss! An der 
holländischen Küste starb ein junger Pottwal – 25 kg Plastik im Körper kosteten ihn das Leben. Ein 
Fall unter Tausenden…[…] 

Nehmen wir zum Beispiel eines unserer beliebtesten Plastikprodukte, die Plastiktüte. Sie 
belastet die Umwelt in mehrfacher Hinsicht: 1. Für ihre Herstellung wird Erdöl benötigt. 2. Sie 
verändert bei unachtsamer „Entsorgung“ die Umwelt. 3. Bei ihrer Verbrennung werden Killer-
Stoffe wie Formaldehyd und Phenole freigesetzt. 4. Bei einer Nutzungsdauer von durchschnittlich 
einer halben Stunde bleibt sie uns etwa 100-400 Jahre als ganzes Produkt erhalten, bis sie in 
Kleinstteile zerfällt. Gelangt sie in die Ozeane, geht dieser Zerkleinerungsprozess zwar rascher 
vonstatten, die Plastikpartikel schweben aber eine noch nicht erforschte Zeit lang durchs Wasser. 
 

Ein einziger Müllteppich 
240 Millionen Tonnen Plastik werden jedes Jahr von den Menschen produziert, wovon etwa 

sechseinhalb Millionen Tonnen in die Ozeane gelangen. Nach Schätzungen des 
Umweltschutzprogramms der Vereinten Nationen treiben auf jedem Quadratkilometer der 
Wasseroberfläche 18.000 Plastikteile in allen möglichen Größen. 

Doch das ist nur die vielzitierte Spitze des Eisberges: Mehr als 70% des Plastikmülls in den 
Meeren sinkt ab und treibt mit den großen Strömungen um unseren blauen Planeten oder bleibt 
schlicht auf dem Meeresboden liegen. Während des Zersetzungsprozesses werden zudem große 
Mengen Gift freigesetzt, an denen eine noch nicht erforschte Anzahl Meeresbewohner stirbt. 
Täglich, auf unbestimmte Zeit! 

In Form von Kleinstteilen gelangt der Plastikmüll zudem wieder zurück in die menschliche 
Nahrungskette! (…) 

Jedes Jahr verenden Zehntausende Tiere in den Ozeanen an den Folgen unseres Umgangs 
mit dem „Zivilisationsprodukt“ Plastik. Jeder zweite tote Seevogel, der heute an den Stränden 
Europas gefunden wird, ist ein Opfer unserer Wegwerfgesellschaft. Der Film der mit Müll 
gefütterten Albatros-Küken auf Midway sorgte für Aufsehen. 

Ornithologen und Meeresbiologen berichten von grauenhaften Funden: Bis zum Platzen mit 
Plastik gefüllte Mägen kleiner wie großer Seevögel, kleine und mittelgroße Meeressäuger, die sich 
in umhertreibenden Plastikplanen oder Plastik-Fischernetzen verfangen haben und ertranken. 

Doch vor allem die größten Meeresbewohner, die Wale, sterben nachweislich immer 
häufiger an Plastikmüll, den sie bei der Nahrungsaufnahme mit einsaugen oder den sie irrtümlich 
mit ihrer Nahrung wie etwa Oktopusse oder eben Plankton verwechseln. Das Resultat ist immer das 
gleiche: Die Tiere krepieren qualvoll an einem Darmverschluss, weil Plastik eben unverdaubar ist 
und bleibt. 

Viele Wale, die an Stränden (mitunter noch lebend) gefunden werden, sind dorthin nicht 
aufgrund einer Fehlorientierung gelangt, sondern weil sie geschwächt vom Todeskampf oder um 
mehr als zwei Drittel ihres Körpergewichtes abgemagert dorthin abtrieben.[…] 

Wissenschaftler gehen heute davon aus, dass etwa 1,3 Millionen Vögel, 150.000 Meerestiere 
und Meeressäuger am Zivilisationsmüll verenden; wahrscheinlich mehr Wale, als von den 
Walfängern getötet werden. Denn 99,9% der Walkadaver werden eben nicht an Land gespült, 
sondern bleiben auf See. 

Segel Reporter, 09.11.2013 von Michael Kunst 
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UK gender gap continues to widen 
 
 
The UK has slipped out of the top 20 countries for gender equality and the gap between men and 
women in the workplace has widened, according to a report that places Britain behind the 
Scandinavian countries and the Philippines. Research by the World Economic Forum (WEF) […] 
found the UK has slipped from 18th to 26th in the rankings of its Global Gender Gap Report, part 
of a steady decline from the forum’s inaugural league table in 2006, when the UK was ranked ninth.  
[…] While the UK failed to make the top 20 in any of the report’s four categories – economy, 
education, health and politics – the drop in its overall rating this year was chiefly attributable to a 
significantly lower score in “economic participation,” which measures attributes such as the ratios 
of women in the workforce, wage equality for similar work done by men, and the number of women 
in senior roles. 
 
[…] The WEF report is the latest in a line of studies and campaigns seeking to highlight gender 
inequality issues. Last week a global study of almost 6,000 MBA graduates by research group 
Catalyst found that the most highly qualified female business graduates lack the ambition of male 
counterparts in sectors such as engineering, manufacturing and natural resources. That finding 
appeared to be supported by comments from Moya Greene, chief executive of Royal Mail and one 
of only five female chief executives in the FTSE 100. In a speech last week, she said: “It’s still 
disappointing when you see how young women view their ambition – and how others view that 
ambition.” […] In 2011 the UK government launched a review of women on boards by Lord 
Davies, which set a target of having a minimum of 25% female representation on FTSE 100 boards 
by 2015. […] The latest figures show that 61 members of the FTSE 100 have yet to reach 25%.  
 
[…] Ruth Sealy, a lecturer and researcher in organisational psychology at City University London, 
said: “One of the approaches beginning to have an effect is this continual push for transparency in 
reporting. It is beginning to have an impact as it makes organisations a lot more aware about what’s 
going on internally and a bit more embarrassed about it. We are not in the same place we were five 
years ago. The whole women on boards thing has had an impact. It is finally beginning to have an 
impact on chief executives.” 

 
 

Adapted from Simon Goodley, The Guardian, 28 Oct 2014 
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If you’re a man, is it better to have a male or female boss? 
 
 
Gallup has been asking Americans whether they’d prefer a male or female boss since the early 
1950s and, while the trends are in the direction of equality, overall, both sexes still say they’d prefer 
a man. What is perhaps most striking is that women plump for male bosses more strongly than men: 
in 2014, 39 per cent of women said they’d prefer a male boss, against only 26 per cent of men. 
Moreover, far more men say there’s no difference. So, case closed, right? Even women say men are 
better bosses. Well, no. For starters women have centuries of male-dominated history counting 
against them. Even now, in the UK, only 35 per cent of managers are female. So, people are twice 
as likely to have had a male manager than a female manager – and the higher you go and the older 
you get, the more pronounced this bias gets. Thus, for many people this kind of preference may 
simply be a case of better the devil you know than the she-devil you don’t. 
 
[…] The trouble is, while generalisations about populations are interesting, they’re well known to 
be a very poor guide to individuals. Besides, whatever you might prefer, you very rarely get to 
choose your boss anyway, so the best, if rather obvious, advice is to recognise your boss as an 
individual. “Rather than categorising according to stereotypes, the real world challenge is finding a 
way to work with the boss you have regardless of gender,” says Emily Frohlich, client director of 
business psychologists Nicholson McBride. “You need to have the self-awareness to set aside your 
perceptions of differences and ask, ‘What is this person in front of me like?” 
 
However, to end on a note of positive discrimination, if you are a man who works in a female 
dominated environment, you are unlikely to be held back: in fact, quite the reverse. Research 
suggests that, instead of hitting a glass ceiling, you will experience a “glass escalator” and advance 
more quickly. 

 
 

Adapted from Rhymer Rigby, The Telegraph, 19 Feb 2015 
 



6 
 

 
DOCUMENT 2  
 

If you’re a man, is it better to have a male or female boss? 
 
 
Gallup has been asking Americans whether they’d prefer a male or female boss since the early 
1950s and, while the trends are in the direction of equality, overall, both sexes still say they’d prefer 
a man. What is perhaps most striking is that women plump for male bosses more strongly than men: 
in 2014, 39 per cent of women said they’d prefer a male boss, against only 26 per cent of men. 
Moreover, far more men say there’s no difference. So, case closed, right? Even women say men are 
better bosses. Well, no. For starters women have centuries of male-dominated history counting 
against them. Even now, in the UK, only 35 per cent of managers are female. So, people are twice 
as likely to have had a male manager than a female manager – and the higher you go and the older 
you get, the more pronounced this bias gets. Thus, for many people this kind of preference may 
simply be a case of better the devil you know than the she-devil you don’t. 
 
[…] The trouble is, while generalisations about populations are interesting, they’re well known to 
be a very poor guide to individuals. Besides, whatever you might prefer, you very rarely get to 
choose your boss anyway, so the best, if rather obvious, advice is to recognise your boss as an 
individual. “Rather than categorising according to stereotypes, the real world challenge is finding a 
way to work with the boss you have regardless of gender,” says Emily Frohlich, client director of 
business psychologists Nicholson McBride. “You need to have the self-awareness to set aside your 
perceptions of differences and ask, ‘What is this person in front of me like?” 
 
However, to end on a note of positive discrimination, if you are a man who works in a female 
dominated environment, you are unlikely to be held back: in fact, quite the reverse. Research 
suggests that, instead of hitting a glass ceiling, you will experience a “glass escalator” and advance 
more quickly. 

 
 

Adapted from Rhymer Rigby, The Telegraph, 19 Feb 2015 
 

7 
 

DOCUMENT 3  
 

At this rate, it'll take 100 years to get gender equality at work 
 

Things are improving so slowly for women in corporate America that we aren’t going to achieve 
gender equality at the top for another 100 years, according to a report released on Wednesday. It's 
not for the reasons you might think - i.e., it's not a “mommy issue.” Both women and men reported 
feeling strained by the competing pulls of work and family, according to the survey of nearly 
30,000 workers at 118 North American companies. The survey was conducted by McKinsey & 
Company and LeanIn.org, a nonprofit focused on women's advancement founded by Sheryl 
Sandberg, chief operating officer at Facebook. 
 
The big, ugly, hard-to-fix issue, the study suggests, is gender bias. That contradicts a lot of the 
conventional wisdom about why women don’t make it to the so-called C-suite - the highest levels 
of a company where you find the jobs with “chief” in the title […]. “Some of the biggest barriers 
are cultural and related to unconscious biases that impact company hiring, promotion, and 
development processes,” said Dominic Barton, global managing director of McKinsey & Company 
[…]. A lot of people, for example, believe on some level that women are less competent than men. 
There's also something called a "maternal bias," in which mothers who do well at their job are 
disliked - and kept from advancing - because they're believed to be terrible parents.  
Women hold 45 percent of entry-level jobs at the companies surveyed, and their ranks thin out as 
you go higher. Only 27 percent of vice presidents at those companies are women, as are 23 percent 
of senior vice presidents and 17 percent of C-suite execs. These figures are a very slight 
improvement from 2012 […]. Very slight - that’s where that 100-year estimate comes from.  
 
So what’s going on? First off, women aren’t quitting their jobs or “opting out.” In fact, the survey 
found that women, on average, quit their jobs at the same rates as men, or even less often. At the 
higher levels, women are more likely than men to stick around, the study found. The issue is that 
women aren’t getting promoted at the same rate as men - and at every step along the corporate 
ladder, women say they are less interested in becoming a top executive. 
 
The reasons why are telling. For single women, the main reason they said they didn’t want to 
advance any higher at work was stress. And while women with children said the main reason they 
didn't want to advance was because of work and family pressures, stress came in at a very close 
second for that group. […] For men with children, the difficulty of balancing work and family was 
also the top reason they weren't interested in holding a higher-ranking job - 62 percent of men with 
children said that, compared to 65 percent of women with children. And mothers were 15 percent 
more interested in becoming a top executive than the women surveyed who didn’t have children. 
 
 “Historically, we thought women were less interested in promotions because of their concerns with 
family responsibilities,” Rachel Thomas, the president and co-founder of LeanIn, told The 
Huffington Post. “This study points to a new reason: […] women say stress and pressure is a top 
obstacle for them - all women, not just mothers.” The stress, Thomas suggests, comes from the 
bigger hurdles women face at the office. For example, there’s research showing that women are 
often believed to be less competent at their jobs than they really are, while men are often believed to 
be more competent than they are. Women have to prove themselves again and again. 
 
There's also a Catch-22 involving personality: women who are seen as competent are less likely to 
be seen as likable, and women viewed as more likable are less likely to be seen as competent, 
research has shown. “We always say that women walk on a tightrope,” Thomas said. “Men are not 
on that tightrope.” 

 
Adapted from Emily Peck, The Huffington Post, 30 Sept 2015 
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Gender equality: prospects for further transformation 
 
 

In certain important ways men potentially have much to gain from deeper and more robust forms of 
gender equality in American life. In a world of real gender equality men would have a richer array 
of life choices around parenting and work. The dominant models of masculinity make it difficult for 
many men to play a full and active role in caregiving activities within the family. It is very difficult 
for men to interrupt their careers to take care of small children. The dominant models of masculinity 
also promote intense forms of competitiveness that make many men miserable, working excessively 
long hours, losing sight of more important things in their lives. Further advances towards gender 
equality will potentially involve a significant restructuring of the rules that govern the relationship 
between work and family, and this would give both men and women greater flexibility and balance 
in their lives.  
 
The inequalities in the gender division of labor […] have an impact far beyond simply the specific 
problem of free time available to men and women within families. It also deeply affects inequalities 
in the labor market and employment. The greater domestic burdens that, on average, married 
women have compared to married men act as a significant constraint on the kinds of jobs they can 
seek in the labor market. It also affects the attitudes of all employers towards prospective women 
employees. […] If we are to move towards a more equal sharing of the time burdens of family life, 
this will have to occur through indirect means which change the incentives men and women have 
around these tasks and, perhaps, affect the balance of power of men and women within these 
domestic relations as they negotiate over domestic responsibilities. Three policies are particularly 
relevant here: pay equity; high quality publicly provided childcare services; egalitarian paid parental 
leave. 
 
 

Adapted from E.0. Wright & J.Rogers, American Society: How It Actually Works, W.W. Norton, 
2010 

 


