


CHAPTER 7: POWER AND LEADERSHIPPRIVATE 


Those who want to lead are not fit to and those who are fit to, don't want to! (an old proverb)


Greatness is a transitory experience. It is never constant. It depends on the myth-making imagination of humankind. The person who experiences greatness must have a feeling for the myth he is in. He must reflect what is projected on to him. And he must have a strong sense of the sardonic. The sardonic is all that permits him to move within himself. Without this quality, even occasional greatness will destroy a man.

Leadership is a form of social dominance, and leaders can exert powerful influences on the behaviours, ideals and feelings of the led. This chapter is concerned with rank and how, in humans, dominance expresses itself through the use of various forms of power. We will note that leaders can use their power in many different ways. They can use it to gain recognition, status and superiority for themselves and in so doing can act to suppress, intimidate, subordinate and structuralise the hierarchy and make sharper the boundaries between insider and outsider (the good and the bad). On the other hand leaders can act to relax, encourage and nurture subordinates, helping them to reduce their dependence on leaders, to de-structuralise the hierarchy and soften boundaries. To obtain a leadership position, obviously requires some type of power. However, what this and the next chapter will try to explore is that styles of leadership do not exist in a vacuum but are influenced by social contexts, external and internal stresses, and by the demands of followers.


Notes on Power
In evolutionary theory power is defined by reproductive success - for sociobiologist that is the ultimate in power. Mostly, however, social power is explored in the contexts of the relationships and motivations of people. When we explore the social origins of power, which followed the advent of agriculture,
 we can see this as a history of the changing forms of dominant-subordinate relationships, and the different social patterns of living it sporned. Feminists
 philosophers
 sociologists
 and psychologists
have been among the many to have placed power central to their explorations. Apart from the interpersonal theorists
 dominant-subordinate relationship have been in the background, not the foreground, of these explorations.

Power is usually defined as the ability to influence or `make happen'. The concept of power can be use in a scientific non-social way as energy - an electric company calls itself powergen - clearly no social dimension here. In relationships, however, we might speak of constructive power (e.g., to build, create, give life, save life and nurture) or destructive power (to tear down, destroy). Usually the former is slow working over time whereas destructive power can be quick and immediate. What might have taken years to build can be destroyed in seconds. The immediacy of destructive power can give a person a very strong sense of their influence and energy - even their aliveness. The child builds the tower of blocks and then smashes it - with a smile. In all of us there exists impulses to create and destroy. And these can share complex relationships. We might create armies and weapons of destruction in order to destroy - but they can also be used to protect.

Types of Power
Hollander and Offerman
, suggest three types of power: Power over others, the power to make or entice others to do things a leader wants; Power to, involving the degree of freedom to do as one wishes, also called empowerment; and Power from; involving the ability/power to resist the wishes/demands of others. As they point out high status involves all three forms of power, whilst subordinates have at best one or two and sometimes practically no such powers at all.

When it comes to considering the forms of power psychologists have suggested five main forms are suggested. Reward power is the ability to provide something that others want and will work for (e.g controlling access to wages, food, love, approval etc.). Coercive/punishment power is the ability to control others through actual or threatened aversive outcomes (e.g., to injury the other or remove/withhold something of value to others). Both these are fairly direct, used by animals, and require little psychological capacity. The other three however require more complex psychologies. Legitimate power is linked to rights and obligations which require understanding and recognition of rights and obligations. It is used as a basis of law and socially defined roles (e.g., the power of the captain, teacher, president, etc.). Expert power relates to an awareness of the superiority of another's knowledge or skill and it linked with respect and at times admiration (e.g., doctors, priests, scientists). Referent power refers more to attractiveness, liking and person's charm or charisma.
 Many forms of power and indeed leadership requires that the dominant has access to and can control and the attention of subordinates.

As we noted in chapter 3, interpersonal theorists
 have argued that dominance-subordination is a vertical dimension of relating while love-hate is horizonal dimension. So, therefore, it is possible to have both loving and hating/aggressive forms of dominance. To my mind these are all helpful ways of explaining the complexities of power and leadership, but at times they can hide those complexities rather than reveal them. So in what follows, armed with this notes on the nature of power and social influence we will now explore leadership in greater detail. In the next chapter we will explore following behaviour.


Leadership
Lindholm
 notes, in his study of charisma, that we do not always behave in our own genetic self-interest when it comes to following leaders. There has been more than one leader who has taken us on a trip into mass destruction. In 1978 the world was shocked by the Jones Town suicide of men, women and children. Some, who were not present at the time, killed themselves later. And this was not the first, nor will it be the last, time that followers have killed others and themselves in devotion to a cause, manipulated by a leader. It is our rank psychology that courts so much craziness. So in this chapter we explore some facets of leadership.

Leaders vary in style and basic psychology (e.g., in terms of their charisma, skills/knowledge, tendency to punish or reward). But they are also shaped and given access to leadership positions/roles via their cultures and social relationships.
 Some leaders are elected by those they will lead, others are imposed (as in the military) by superiors. Some leaders are encouraged to adopt certain styles and do certain things because of what is expected of (and projected onto) them. In the preceding chapter we noted how George Orwell had to shoot the elephant, not from any personal desire to do so, but because of the expectations of the crowd and his concern to maintain his image of himself and of his "white-man" group. In his book, `On the Psychology of Military Incompetence', Norman Dixon
 notes that preferred leadership style varies according to the context. For example, in low stress times soldiers prefer democratic leaders, but in stressful situations, like war, they prefer autocratic, strong leadership on whom they can depend. Thus, subordinate preferences for styles of leaders are effected by personal and social stresses and the potentially saving, protective qualities the leader seems to provide. Given this, some individuals are able to manipulate group values for their own ends and farm support. Authoritarian leaders can, for example, exaggerate threats, especially from outsiders and thus increase their appeal by offering themselves as strong, protective and decisive leaders. In low stress times leaders may rely more on their intelligence and less on experience but the reverse is the case in stressful times.
Thus, there is a complex interaction between leadership behaviour, the psychology of followers, and social context which allows, encourages or even demands certain actions. 

Leadership behaviours can be expressed in many contexts and at many different social positions. It involves various combinations of power such as directing the attention of others, and the ability/power to control, guide, influence, encourage or coerce the behaviour and values of others. Nearly all humans have the ability to adopt leadership behaviours. Even in simple two-some's one may be more the leader than the other, although they may swap roles from time to time. Thus, leadership behaviours can emerge in just about any social relationship; e.g., playground, street gang, terrorist group, church fete society, local cricket team, the hospital ward, business organisation, and government. Leadership research also makes the distinction between task orientated leadership and person orientated leadership. The person orientated leader will attempt to manipulate the values and emotions of subordinates, getting them `devoted to the cause' that they will lead.

Although leader-follower relationships are to some degree archetypal potentials (and this is what can give them their passion and emotion distorting qualities) we should note that our first experiences of `leaders' are our parents.

The Family
Family structures are also authority, hierarchical structures. Human family relationships, however, are highly contextualised within their cultures. Cultures legitimise the use of power within the family. They may not only amplify gender differences in the power exercised within families (men as head of the household) but bestow rights. In many societies men are (more or less) bestowed the right of sexual access to their wives and even today there are issues around whether rape can occur inside marriage. In the middle ages, wife beating was allowed, provided the stick was no thicker than a thumb. In modern societies, noted for their highly segregated and privatised families, power is exercised by the limitation of freedom of choice and rights. Thus, for example, women and children who are locked into abusive relationships may lack the resources or opportunities to move away. Male dominance of the family is thus encased in socially bestowed privileges and values.

For all animals, parents are automatically positioned to control the behaviour of their offspring. Thus, the parent-child relationship is also a dominant-subordinate one. In childhood, the experience of being subordinate to one's parents is also associated with enormous needs for care and acceptance from them. This combination of care eliciting and care giving with subordination, has the effect of blending different archetypal potentials together. It is not surprising, therefore, that humans can learn and develop their attitudes and emotional sensitivity `to authority' from the experiences they have with, and of, their parents. So parenting is, in many ways, a leadership role because it involves differences in power and demands for obedience. And our attitudes to leadership and authority (seeking it, subordinating ourselves to it, or hating it) can be shaped during our formative years.

Society bestows and accepts the rights of parents to behave in certain ways to their children. Children are automatically assumed to come under the power and control of their parents. The use of physical punishment (and types of punishment in general), religious indoctrination, diet, indeed the right to impose various forms of life style are seen as parental rights. The state may intervene at times, as with laws on education, and there can be conflicts over the exact limits of power that can be exercised with families, e.g., the state intervenes in cases of sexual abuse or if parents refuse blood transfusions on religious grounds. Generally though, children are indoctrinated to adopt the prevailing attitudes and values of their group be these religious, political, or gender. Young children can be taken on political marches, made to read the Bible or Koran, to view history through a particular lens and so forth. If any of these practices are crazy then we can easily pass them on.

Leadership Roles
Once out of the family there are other groups and social relationships in which we must find our place. Leadership roles can be ascribed and defined by social groups and one passes some entrance test or exam to enter them (e.g., lawyer, doctor) which legitimises the use of power. As we saw in chapter five, in some societies obtaining the recognition of manhood legitimises the use of certain types of power and authority (e.g., over women). Historically, leaders could be given their roles `as of right' (e.g,. by an institutionalised class or caste system). In fact many leadership positions (Kings, Emperors, and so forth) were family determined. Even today the family of origin and the social rank of the family can significantly influence a person's chances and aspirations to leadership positions. Top leaders of social institutions are rarely those who have risen through the ranks, but usually begin their claims from class-bestowed privileged positions. But the importance of the rank of one's family is also noted in many non-human primates. Females especially, usually obtain their rank from their mother's and aunt's rank. As it has been for millions of years, we leave the family and emerge into the social world where rank is everywhere. 

Exercising Power
People often seek out leadership positions from which to use power and once there, their personality will influence how that power and position is exercised. So even though a social group may legitimise the use of power, and select an individual(s) for leadership roles, the way power is exercised depends on complex interactions between the person exercising it and those on whom it is exercised. Some may become leaders even against their wishes, via their popularity or the personal values they express. John Lennon, for example, along with other pop groups of the time, had an enormous effect on the values of the young. However, he consistently denied that he wished to be seen as any kind of leader. He wanted fame for his music.

Psychotherapists note that the acts of being attended and looked to, or treated as a leader (saviour, guru etc.) can ignite leadership desires. Indeed, without caution one can be intoxicated by it, becoming grandiose and carried away by it. There is an inflation of the up-rank archetype. For example, therapists have to be very careful of the idealisations, admirations and needs projected onto them, so as to avoid getting inflated ideas about themselves. Whether one is a doctor, lawyer or psychotherapist, it is very easy to fall victim to inflations of one's own rank and power; one's own importance. 

One may never know how a person is going to behave until they are given or find themselves in positions of power; when they put on the uniform. Some years ago Zimbardo and his colleagues
 took a group of students and arbitrarily divided them into guards and prisoners. Before the week was out the experiment had to be stopped because about a third of the guards had become vindictive and authoritarian, devising various punishments for disobedient prisoners. The simmerings of a gestapo mentality were not hard to see. This was a shock to the researchers. So positions of power can inflate and excite underlying tendencies in a person.

Secure and Insecure Dominance
Styles of leadership have been studied in animals as styles of dominance. In most non-human primate studies to date, subordinates show greater activation of stress hormones than dominant animals, especially higher levels of circulating cortisol. However, in unstable groups dominant animals can show almost as high levels as subordinates. The work of Sapolsky
, who has studied free ranging baboon's in Africa, suggests that secure, dominant baboons in stable groups have: Low stress cortisol levels, they differentiate well between a threatening rival and other animals; when threatened they escalate fights and usually win; if they lose they displace aggression on to a third party; they have high levels of non-sexual interactions with infants and females and are generally relaxed and affiliative.

High ranking but insecure baboons (especially if the group is unstable) have: High levels of stress hormones, tend to be more aggressive (generally and sexually), are more likely to pick fights (rather than just respond to threats), appear more suspicious, and are generally less relaxed and less affiliative. While these differences in leadership/dominance style reflect the stability of the group they also reflect individual differences. Thus, we see that security of the position may be important for the kinds of behaviour that dominant's express. This leads us to the idea of differences between secure and insecure dominance. Some human leaders certainly seem to show forms of insecure dominance. 

This insecurity is mediated through both the social context and personality. It is possible that in humans insecurity may be, in part, a general personality trait (as it seems to be for baboons and chimpanzees). The combination of strong needs for power in humans (to control others) compensates, perhaps, for basic personal insecurities, quite possibly of an insecure, avoidant attachment style (see chapter 3). In fact many researchers have argued that aggressive leaders have had disturbed backgrounds with low parental warmth. There is a basic view in psychotherapy that `where love was not there shall be a power and fear.' 

It will be recalled from chapter 3 that we noted many researchers draw distinctions between threat/aggression based dominance and affiliation based dominance styles. Insecure dominance, we can suggest, shows itself in the readiness to adopt threat based leadership styles; that is leadership is primarily organised via the defense system (see chapter 2). In humans the interaction between threat and affiliation is complex because humans can be far more manipulative of their social-presentation and image, i.e., presenting themselves as affiliative when in fact they are not. As we shall now see, insecure patterns of dominance show up quite commonly in leadership styles. 

Personality
Although this book has tried to veer away from being overly focused on traits within individuals (and research on leadership suggests that personality is only one facet of leadership for it is always the interaction that is important), our exploration of leadership does require some consideration of personality. 

It seems to be the case that some leaders are more likely to have particular traits and personality styles which reflect quite serious insecurities. These may include: Narcissistic, obsessional, autocratic, authoritarian, psychopathic and hypomanic (or manic-depressive). The definition of narcissistic, which underpins many of them, is captured by Adler (1986).


These patients tend to be extremely self-centred, often needing praise and constant recognition in order to feel momentarily good about themselves. Rather than feeling a sense of their own worth or value, they require repeated bolstering from the outside. In their relationships with people, they tend to be exploitative and insensitive to the feelings and needs of others. Their behaviour can be superficially charming on the one hand and arrogant on the other. They expect special privileges from those around them without giving anything in return, yet they can feel easily humiliated or shamed and respond with rage at what they perceive to be criticisms or failure of people to react in the way they wish..... Many can elaborate active fantasies about magnificent success in love, sex, beauty, wealth or power. They often devalue people they have previously idolised and tend to split, i.e. see people as either all good or all bad, or alternate between these extremes. (p430-431).18
Adler's description highlights status evaluative and power‑hostility components, the use of others for self‑valuing purposes, exploitativeness and sense of entitlement, and a comparative lack of the more prosocial aspects of human nature such as empathy, moral thinking, and care giving. They can have the motto `if you're not with us you're against us'. They can be strident in emphasising the importance of their own vision and truck little disagreement. They can be envious, grandiose and expect allegiance. They can maintain this allegiance by a mixture of threats, shaming and offering favours and prestige to allies and followers. Yet for all this at times their style may inspire devotion.

The psychopathic person has many narcissistic traits but in addition is generally more callous, sadistic, distrustful, amoral, exploitative, ruthless and easily activated into violent fights. Their compassion for others is notable by its absence.

Autocratic and authoritarian personalities are similar to the narcissist but they are extremely ranked focused. Norman Dixon
used psychoanalytic theory to argue that these personality styles are a defense against uncertainty and anxiety; i.e., insecurity. They must know their place and can be incredibly deferential and submissive to those ranking above them and controlling of those ranking below. They have strong beliefs in the value of the ranked authority system, the importance of obeying orders and are not so keen on democracy.

The manic-depressive traits, from which some leaders suffer, are believed to relate more to a mood disorder. Winston Churchill was a classic example. This leads them to swing between grandiose ideas about their self-importance, have marked needs for power, low frustration tolerance but they have high energy, are charismatic, take risks and are creative. However, when depressed they are riddled with self-doubt and feelings of worthlessness, with a tendency to hide away and feel suicidal. They usually lack the sadistic and callousness of the psychopath but can be paranoid to some degree and are very sensitive to threats and challenges to their own (and their group's) status. People with narcissistic traits (and these can be present in any of the above types) may not have full blown manic-depressive illnesses, but nonetheless they can show marked swings of mood and confidence. 

Although these are usually regarded as personality or mood disorders, it is quite wrong to think that having a disorder consigns one to the backstreets of history. Indeed, some are not satisfied with simply being psychopathic and narcissistic in their own limited social domains. Their drive for leadership and greatness marks them out from other less leadership focused personalities. In such a pursuit these traits can be a positive advantage in making it big.  Unfortunately, in the past and to some degree still, these individuals can take hold of whole cultures, societies, groups and organisations with a terrible cost. More worryingly, once in power their poor emotional and/or physical health can have very serious consequences.

Anti-Social and Prosocial Leadership Style
Running along side explorations of personality have been many efforts to distinguish leadership styles using different constructs. For example, Maslow distinguished democratic from authoritarian leaders; McClelland distinguishes the affiliative from the power orientated; Eisler distinguishes dominator (masculine) from partnership (feminine) styles; Kalma et al., distinguish between sociable and aggressive leaders. And elsewhere I have distinguished the prosocial from the anti-social leader.

So there is no single system of understanding and all have their insights and limitations. Much may depend on where you look of course, i.e., whether you focus on the tasks, results or on interpersonal style. The types of leaders we will note shortly may well get results, but they tend towards the authoritarian, dominator, aggressive, anti-social leadership style. I will refer to these collectively as anti-social because their style can have very negative effects on and for others.

Anti-social leaders tend to come from insecure backgrounds with a history of abusive, emotionally cold, rigid/authoritarian or neglectful parenting which leads them to develop various mixtures of the above mentioned traits. Judged through the lens of the last two chapters we could see these individuals as being highly shame prone, sensitive to humiliation, extraordinarily status conscious, and in need of defending against humiliation at all costs. The way this is done, as in the Hitler complex, is not just via defense of self but an active promotion of one's superiority - in other words heightened activity of a primitive up-rank, archetypal mentality. To be superior promises the power to defeat any who would make claims on one's status or position. Although one can certainly link such psychologies to reproductive strategies - and genes - these distal explanations do not always help us understand the complex of forces which bring these archetypes to such prominence within any one person at a point in history. Thus we should always consider family background and social context. 

Anti-social leaders have particular philosophies, motives and tendencies which include: A perception of the world as competitive and the strongest wins; a belief in the superiority of one's social group, often with a fear, dislike or even contempt for outsiders; a belief in the importance of strength and pride; a belief in the importance of close ingroup loyalties as a protection against external badness (us against them); a need for control and power over others; a fear of losing status; a belief that their own way (vision) is superior; a simple right versus wrong moral system or no moral system at all; a tendency to use people to met their own ends; and often a lack of care for others. 

Prosocial leaders tend to have very different backgrounds, coming from a secure and warm family life and have developed the archetypal abilities to empathise and care for others. This there are far more altruistic strategies in their styles. Compared to anti-social leaders they have different philosophies, motives and tendencies which include: A preference for cooperative over competitive behaviour; a preference for partnership and peaceful solutions to conflicts rather than winning; a belief in the importance of valuing and nurturing others as people rather than as means to an end; a complex moral system; an opening up of groups and dissolving boundaries (we are all the same under the skin); and a sardonic sense of the heroic. 

These are dimensions rather than absolute categories. One could compare (say) Nelson Mandala with Hitler to get a feel of the differences. But, in general, it is probably preferable to think of style rather than `the individual' because at times a person may show one face of leadership but at other times another. They may have mild tendencies towards either prosocial or anti-social styles or these styles may be marked and rigid. They may appear highly prosocial to ingroup members who show allegiance but anti-social to outsiders and defectors. They may be intuitively inclined towards (say) prosocial leadership but the social group (electorate) which supports them demands another style, and invalidates their prosocial efforts - telling them they need to be tough-minded. The ease (and degree) by which a leader will compromise their own values in order to get elected or chosen suggests that for some, gaining leadership roles is more important that pursuing personal principles. Personal principles can be too costly. On the other hand, the group might encourage an amplification of a preferred personal style. Some who are mildly aggressive become more so with being encouraged to go further and be more ruthless. As we noted above insecurity can effect style, but this insecurity may come from stresses in the environment. 

People who are groomed for leadership by virtue of their families' social position, ie., they are placed in leadership positions, need not be socially skilled. However, some anti-social leaders are highly socially skilled, good orators and good at manipulating the values and (usually) needs for superiority, certainty, and strength in their followers. 

Fear Based Patterns
Sometimes those with anti-social leadership styles can inspire devotion. At other times, as in China and the old USSR, they bring to life social patterns of fear and suspicion. Such regimes usually only survive with the support of a hidden class of `secret police' who are ruthless and vicious and can create the fear of `the knock on the door in the middle of the night'. Societies never seem to have had much problem in finding such folk and such `police forces' can include a fair number of both narcissistic and sadistic personalities, who colour the whole police force. Anti-social leaders, protected by the young men of the secret police and other arms of enforcement, may slowly age and can in fact be quite old before they are deposed or simply die in post. China and the USSR were classic examples of this.

For some supporters, appeasement and compliance is used to reduce the potential aggression of the leader(s) and/or his/her supporters. That is, the primary internal psychological organisation in both leaders and subordinates is defensive (see chapter 2) rather than relaxed and open. The fear based anti-social leadership style and its effects are the most easily detected. Even if the leader appears friendly, fear and apprehension can be common experiences. The psychology of subordinate, is to make sure they know where the threat might be (and for what), and avoiding it, or at least taking necessary steps to reduce it. Behaviourists would call this `punishment' based control. The ethologist Michael Chance
 called this pattern of social behaviour agonic - meaning that the defensive aspects of fight/threaten (in the dominant) and appeasement/submit or flight/escape (in the subordinate) are primed (see chapter four). This leads to constrictions on the patterns of attention, reduces open exploration and may reduce the development of compassionate values. 

If you watch members of a group interact when the leader is out of the room and compare this to when he/she is present you can sometimes have a feel for whether an anti-social style is operating. When an anti-social leader enters, the previous fun and jokey exchanges may cease, as does the free exploration of ideas. There is a switch in attention. Everyone watches their backs to ensure they are not the next to be attacked and they are preoccupied with the mood the leader is in. Bad moods signal hard times and times to watch yourself. Every thing is done to avoid putting the leader in a bad mood - even withholding important information about `bad news' or mistakes. The poor folk who do put the leader in a bad mood can be blamed by other subordinates for causing them a hard time. At one meeting a subordinate said to another "why did you say that. You know what he's like. Now we are all going to suffer. Why couldn't just keep your mouth shut." My housemaster at school was very much like this and it was well known that the other masters (we called them master then not teachers) were wary, if not frightened, of him. He was a cane happy sod.

Of course, at times anti-social styles are unintended and reflect poor social skills, or stress, but at other times anti-social leaders enjoy the idea that others are apprehensive of them and believe this ensures them respect. Indeed, a belief in, and even admiration of, fear based respect probably marks the anti-social leader.

Industry is just beginning to recognise that some leadership styles are disastrous; that there is a dark side to charisma.
 Perhaps in our modern age there is a gradual fading in the valuing of tough leadership (but it is gradual and at times I doubt it). Those who do well at interview and present themselves with confidence, keenness and are socially skilled (often being male helps too) have often appeared the preferable people to place in positions of power and leadership. However, unless you observe them working with their team you have little idea how they will perform as leaders. Some turn out to be narcissistic, who value themselves but not others, are competitive with subordinates and shaming. They create such poor morale and inhibit other's creativity that they can cost an organisation dearly. Nearly all of us will have had some experience of having to work with these characters. So management training is all the vogue right now, teaching how to be socially rewarding and supportive, able to appreciate subordinate feedback and build a cooperative-friendly team spirit. 

The thing to watch out for is those who can mimic such behaviours in `training workshops' but do not really (privately) value these behaviours. So there can be slippage in their non-verbal behaviour and style. They may say `the right things' but not feel or act friendly. At the slightest conflict they become aggressive/shaming, threatening to escalate conflict unless the other backs-down. Non-verbal behaviour is so important, I believe, because it taps right into the reptilian brain, and this, in interpersonal interactions, is what can set the emotional tone of the relationship(s). Indeed, we know that people monitor nonverbal communication at least as much as verbal. The way leaders deal with conflicts (of interest) both verbally and non-verbally is crucial to the skill of a leader. Good prosocial leaders have the ability to keep conflicts serious but also playful. People don't feel personally attacked; they play the ball not the player. Leaders like the Dalai Lama, Nelson Mandela and Gandhi are well known for such abilities. 

Prosocial leaders are rarely feared. They encourage free exploration and affiliative styles. They are easy to approach and open to the opinions of others. Subordinates do not fear them because as leaders they do not use shame and humilation as a means of control. Generally, subordinates enjoy working with and for them and do not feel patronised or looked down on. Prosocials are concerned to see others mature, grow and pass on. They are not envious of others success. Their dark side is that they may not perform well in conflict situations - or at least can be very stressed by it and indecisive. Their needs for affiliation can interfere with tough decision making.

Leadership and Deception
As mentioned above a prosocial style can be superficial - it is a con and deception devised to be attractive to others. It is seen most commonly in cults, but not uncommonly in politics where self-presentation to win votes may hide a dark, scheming and manipulative style. That the prosocial style is a deception is revealed at times of conflicts of view, doubt, or if a member of the group desires to leave the group and defect. Everything changes for the potential defector. Where before they were wanted and esteemed now they are degraded (e.g., called scab, traitor, heretic, weak, or made fun of etc.). They can be threatened with fear of permanent expulsion, loss of status and prestige, loss of support, or outright persecution from the previously supportive group and its leader. To put this another way when a subordinate looks for the exit they find they are trapped - it is hard to leave, or if they do, impossible to return. Many religions use this threat of course. No-one can love you like God can love you - if you leave the clan, the religion, you will put yourself beyond God and his love. Don't defect.

So the superficial prosocial leader knows how to play the game. They can stay prosocial as long as they receive sufficient subordinate, compliant, loving, or devotional signals. As we shall see later, Jim Jones was almost certainly one of these types. They are among the most dangerous because of their skilful manipulation of needs for love, acceptance and conformity in subordinates, and their ability to create a sense of protection and belonging for ingroup members, with subtle (and sometimes not so subtle) undercurrents of fear.

Most of our history has not been shaped by leaders who have been on management training courses. It is alarming how much human history, not to mention our value systems, have been shaped by people who, at least from our position, seem rather crazy and certainly anti-social. Our civilisation, culture and even our self-identities have been significantly shaped by our leaders and the mimicry of their values. Even now we don't take nearly enough care in choosing our leaders (see next chapter). But through most of our history we have not had that much choice.


An Historical Legacy of Anti-Social Leaders
Gaius Julius Caesar was born around 100 BC. He was a man of extraordinary personal ambition. According to Grabsky's recent study of commanders, Caesar was a great commander.
 And well he might have been, but he was an archetypal, anti-social leader. From a very early age he was fixated on the desire for power and status in Rome. He, like many with anti-social leadership styles, was quite willing to take subordinate positions and ingratiate or grovel if it suited his purpose. He was known as a good orator and a ruthless manipulator. He also bore grudges. Once, when he was captured by pirates off the island of Rhodes, he joked with them that he would hunt them down and crucify them. When his ransom was paid and he was released he did exactly that. 

Caesar worked out that the only way to gain power back in Rome was via developing his reputation as a military commander. His conquests had no other purpose as far as we can tell except to impress and give him power. For this he was prepared to wage wars that would kill and enslave very many thousands. 

Among his many campaigns was the invasion of Gaul, which at the time was most of Northern Europe. He regarded the Gauls as semi-barbaric; a typical outgroup perception for the anti-social leader. There is no doubt that he was a courageous commander and gained the loyalty of his men by fighting with them, often shoulder to shoulder. Not all anti-social leaders are like this. But he also succeeded in stifling the growing culture and civilisation that was emerging in Gaul and changing the course of western history for ever; all for personal ambition. 

In fact Grabsky's book is full of descriptions of people who to can be described, a degree at least, as to have anti-social leadership styles. Of Lord Nelson he says "He was vain, ambitious,... He made up his own rules and disobeyed orders." Nelson came to symbolize the best and worst traits of a leader. Devotion to country is also devotion to subdue outsiders and see enemies everywhere, and although sacrifice and courage are also represented in the character so is ambitiousness, status seeking and greed. Of Napoleon, Grabsky's narrative tells us of another ruthlessly ambitious man, who appeared to fear passing into history without trace. New looks at history suggest that Richard the Lionheart was actually a thug and the crusades pretty barbaric affairs. Francis Drake a plunderer and slaver -  facts not commonly taught in our idealised history books. 

Hitler is the most obvious, recent and extreme form of anti-social leader. He was moody and unpredictable and full of ideas of the need for conquest and the creation of the super-race. Unlike Caesar, who from the outset was interested in personal power, Hitler always linked his greatness and that of the German people together. Indeed, the rescuing hero type of leader is also potentially dangerous for he (it is usually a he) can inflame the insecurities of people, work on their grievances and offer himself as a saviour. As Lindholm notes, Hitler was devastated by the defeat of the first World War:


But Hitler did not disintegrate. His experiences had altered him, so that at this hopeless moment he received the call that reformulated his identity. Voices, like Joan of Arc, told him to rescue the motherland from the Jews. His blindness miraculously vanished as Hitler suddenly knew himself to be the saviour of his adopted nation. Henceforth, he and Germany were, he felt, mystically merged and he could act from his inner feelings with absolute certainty (pp. 109)

There is another fact that is not well known. According to Freeman20 Dr Morrell, the personal doctor to Hitler from 1936, was giving him large quantities of medication including sedatives, narcotics and amphetamine - often on demand. These may well have increased his tendency to psychosis and paranoia. Towards the end Hitler was not only showing the signs of syphilis but also Parkinson's disease, probably the consequence of such drug abuse.

Throughout history, the drives for power, dominance, saviourhood and rescuing heroes have been linked - and they can make a very unsavoury mixture. Indeed, one of the great tales of leadership, represented in many religions and cult groups, is of a leader's belief in saviourhood together with the subordinates need to feel saved, restored and reunited as a group. In Hitler the need for high dominance was obviously amplified as was a clear paranoid orientation to outsiders. The sheer scale of human suffering he brought to the world probably bears no equal. Like many effective leaders he was clever, manipulative, ruthless and a good orator, capable of arousing strong feelings of power, national pride and devotion to the cause. He was able to deceive Chamberlain that he was trustworthy. Like many he was a complex character, however, because, as Lindholm25 notes, he had strong needs to be loved and cared for. At the time he was persecuting Jews he passed a decree that lobsters should be given a painless death. He was also a vegetarian!

His contemporary, Stalin, was not much different. He cleverly out manoeuvred Trotsky after Lenin's death and hounded him into exile, where in Mexico in 1949, Trotsky was murdered with an ice pick in the head. Trotsky was not that pleasant himself and was quite able to shoot deserters, but he was a rival of Stalin's and possibly Lenin's preferred choice of successor. Stalin could not tolerate dissent, bore grudges and had no qualms in sending millions to the death camps. His will and vision were imposed with a terrible cost to the Russian people. Socialist ideals become a nightmare in his hands. Even now the power vacuum in this totalitarian state leaves room for new anti-social leaders to come through, peddling their paranoid messages and appeal to greatness to the oppressed.

It is a harrowing realisation that at the time of the second world war the main leaders of the conflict all had very serious problems. In Germany was a highly disturbed personality and drug addict, the leader of Italy not a lot better, Stalin was a clear psychopath, and as gifted as he was, Churchill suffered from manic-depression! 

As we noted above, some individuals can appear to be prosocial leaders, even offering love and compassion, but such outward appearances actually hide, or over-lay a cauldron of hate and fear. This can be most deceptive - at least to some people. The Christian cult leader, Jim Jones gained his following by preaching a lot about love and offering saviourhood. He told his followers that no-one could love them like he could - all else was a pale shadow. He told people how much they could find love through him and he preached an idealistic and simplistic morality. Yet he was a loner who from an early age said: "I was ready to kill by the third grade. I mean I was so fucking aggressive and hostile, I was ready to kill. Nobody gave me any love, any understanding.... I'm standing there alone. Alone. Always alone..." (Quote in Lindholm, p. 140).25
Moreover, like some anti-social leaders he focused sexuality and sexual values on himself. David Koersch was the same. For Jones:


Those who showed an interest in the opposite sex - and where therefore "compensating" for their homosexuality- were humiliated, or sometimes sodomised by Jones to prove their homosexuality.... Jones' sexual contact with men generated tremendous sexual conflict within some of them. He made his lessons in buggery all the more humiliating by always assuming the dominant position. As he conquered his partners, he told them again and again that it was for their own good. He derived no pleasure at all from the act, he told them, but made sure they did. (as Quoted in Lindholm, p. 145).25
In the next chapter we shall look at `followership' and ponder why these kinds of people get the attention they do. Hitler and similar others can only get power because there are many others willing to support them. It is far too easy to see the Hitlers of this world as bad and mad, who's personal rule is what does the damage. It is far more complex than this. As we shall see in the next chapter such leaders must have followers and supporters. For Hitler these were vast numbers in the military, police, academia, businesses right through to the clerks on the shop floor. Unless we understand the social, economic and political conditions that allow these individual's to come through - with their messages of strong leadership, power and pride - then we will not understand how such terrors can be brought to life. It is comforting to think that they, and the people who follow them, are crazy in a psychiatric sense - and may be some are. But even though these are extremes anti-social style leaders have impacted on our history substantially. 

Problematic in another way are those who have these styles to a mild degree, and by their commitment to dogmas and ideologies are impassioned for what they believe to be a moral crusade. As Dixon
 points out, unfortunately virtue and crusades can be highly destructive. We might hope that such leadership styles are unlikely in democracies and certainly the excesses are constrained, but not completely.

Autocracy and Democracy
Autocratic forms of leadership are represented at both extremes of political activity, by the right and left wing have different concerns in regard to rank. The right wing is concerned with competition and the emergence of ranks and differences, protecting privilege, and with gaining, maintaining or identifying with a superior position. The left dislike competition and any form of ranks (at least that is what they say publicly, but we know about Animal Farm). They identify themselves with the low(er) ranks - the workers. The two wings can see themselves in complete opposition although the leadership styles can be similar. Many noted similarities of interpersonal style between Scargill and Thatcher at the time of the miners strike in 1984.

In many ways various leaders arise because they seem to offer solutions to the various social tensions inherent is our modern institutional life styles. We explored what these tensions were in chapter four, with recourse to the ideas of Eisenstadt.
 A potential threat to society comes from a failure to tackle these social tensions and find compassionate solutions for those who feel outsiders and are disadvantaged. The left has been labelled as a party of envy, fighting for the subordinates, the underdog, and is identified by the rich as a potentially inhibiting and grasping party concerned more with the distribution of wealth rather than its creation. The right is derived from a sense of superiority and fear of subordinate attack. Both, in different ways, can reflect authoritarian rather than compassionate values; both support the politics of conflict rather than consensus; and both think in terms of strong government to impose their own system of values (which are seen as threatening either to one or other ends of the hierarchy). 

Do we really only have a choice between the politics of greed and fragmentation versus the politics of envy and corporatism? Without a clear psychological understanding of the dynamics of rank these polarised conflicts will continue, and although winners and losers may change places, overall nothing changes. Within the friction between competing groups one or other may gain the ascendency. But as Milgram noted:


Some dismiss the Nazi example because we live in a democracy and not an authoritarian state. But, in reality, this does not eliminate the problem. For the problem is not "authoritarianism" as a mode of political organisation or a set of psychological attitudes but authority itself. Authoritarianism may give way to democratic practice, but authority cannot be eliminated as long as society is to continue in the form we know. (p 179).

As I write this it is the fiftieth anniversary of the liberation of the Nazi concentration camps. For all the television programmes that there have been, all the stories sadly told, there was not one program that I saw which had any in-depth analysis of the social-psychological forces that brought the Nazi state to life. The superficiality was, to my mind, frightening. 

Recent Leaders  

Although we now live in a democracy, it is in the very nature of the manipulation of power that democracy often fails to provide prosocial leaders. Hugh Freeman,20 who was president of the Royal College of Psychiatrists, has given a powerful and frightening review of how psychological and physical health problems have plagued many of our recent leaders in Europe and America. His review highlights many concerns, some of which are noted here. Woodrow Wilson suffered a number of mini-strokes that led to a personality change. In 1945, at the time of the Yalta conference Roosevelt was so terminally ill he may not have really understood what was going on. J.F. Kennedy used amphetamine and steroids, both of which could have affected his judgement. Lyndon Johnson has been described as highly narcissistic with feelings of insecurity and grandiosity. In 1966-67, when the Vietnam war was becoming preoccupied with carpet bombing and defoliation, Johnson viewed his critics as `enemies and traitors'. Nixon was known to have many narcissistic traits, to be exploitative and untrustworthy. At the time of the Watergate scandal he was drinking to such an extent, "that his aids thought him incapable of dealing with any business - however urgent- at these times."(p. 24) Ronald Reagan, towards the end, was known to be suffering from dementia, now sadly well advanced. Yet it was believed that if he could have stood again he would have won. It is true of course that the personalities of leaders do not exclude them from bringing social advances. Johnson did introduce important polices of social reform and a "new deal." But the pressures of modern leadership can still play havoc with a person and while they may be helpful to insiders they can be highly destructive to outsiders.

In Britain, Anthony Eden, at the time of the Suez crisis, was abusing drugs and alcohol and was described by some to be, "quite simply mad" (20, p.24). As the history books are written on Margaret Thatcher and the up-surgence of the right in the 1980's, we get clear evidence of the autocratic leadership style. Ian Gilmour's book `Dancing with Dogma'
 leaves little doubt that at least some of the elements that go to making an autocrat were present in Thatcher's style. For example, Gilmour (who was one of her ministers in the early years) writes:


Mrs Thatcher regarded her first cabinet (and, I suspect, also her other cabinets) not as an aid to good government but as an obstacle to be surmounted. Her belief that dialogue was a waste of time rather than a means of arriving at an agreed course of action was a part of her rejection of consensus politics. Consensus, the Prime Minster later proclaimed, was achieved only by `abandoning all beliefs, principles and values. Whoever won a battle,' she asked, `under the banner of, "I stand for consensus"?' In her mind, of course, 'conviction' was diametrically opposed to consensus." (P 4-5)29
As the years passed and more and more cabinet colleagues defected, speaking of her autocratic treatment of them, we began to get more insight into the psychology that controlled her. Rank and dominance and the need for greatness were written everywhere. And for whom was this greatness desired? Not for the poor who became poorer still, but for an elite; for an ideal of being British. Her obsession with enemies was revealed clearly when she said at the time of the miners strike in 1984, "We had to fight the enemy without in the Falklands. We always have to be aware of the enemy within, which is more difficult to fight and more dangerous to liberty." (Quoted by Gilmour29). So the miners were not just ordinary people fighting, often violently, for their jobs (manipulated by their own leader to a degree) but were potential enemies of the cause. This was a time when a Prime Minister openly talked about ninnies and wimps, and efforts at shaming. It was a time that ideology and causes matter more than people. It was a time when there was no such thing as society only a collection of individuals, until that is, Brussels threatened British interests, then the idea of Britishness made a come back.

When her end came it was shabby, marred by back-stabbing and retribution for the failures in the courage and loyalty of her subordinates (colleagues). Such an old story and somewhat typical of a person who has little ability to reflect on the self and see the sources of her difficulties as coming from within. To be fair to Thatcher though, it is less clear how much she was motivated by a personal ambition to be great, or more to rescue an identity for family and country. Certainly, her stated intent was to free people from government control, although in this quango-ised state of ours even this is doubtful. It is now estimated there are 7,700 quangos of various sorts, often staffed by conservative appointees and costly the state £54 billion.
 She was certainly a strong leader and enjoyed the title the `Iron Lady'. We must leave it to the historians to decide. She changed Britain significantly. Who knows what we may now be like without her. But it is her style that marks her as being the autocratic type.

So we can see that anti-social leaders have a number of qualities. A need for power; a belief in their own way, a focus on the importance of strength, a tendency to talk in terms of fighting, conquering, pride and becoming great, a need to stress the importance of being more powerful than competitors, paranoid or contemptuous attitudes to those who are not ingroup members, a preparedness to subdue subordinates not with argument but with fear or shame - the language of wimps and ninnies.

In whatever context leadership arises, the lack of compassion for followers and subordinates can lead to appalling abuses of power; the first world war being a most tragic example. As Dixon
 makes clear, at times military leaders have seen their subordinates as no more than cannon-fodder. But even democratically elected leaders can show a complete lack of interest in certain sections of the groups they lead, except to keep them in check. Many leaders in the West appear to have a view of the "workers" as manoeuvrable production units whose value depends on whether they can be fitted in with wealth creating - i.e., production fodder. Rebellion can be ruthlessly put down (e.g, the miners strike of 1984).

If we are becoming increasing cynical about our leaders, religious and political, and even democracy, we might remember our history and what has gone before. There is no way to avoid leadership. Sure, some will try to manipulate us to get our vote and sure they will have the various human failings, like sexual ones, but we can still insist on compassionate values once we sort out in our own minds the issue of how we want the world to look for our grandchildren. Do we want them to live in a polluted, highly competitive, `dump the losers', world?

As Freeman20 makes clear some of our problems with leadership arise because our jerry built brains were never designed to cope with the leadership of the mega-groups we now live within, nor the mass of information leaders have to cope with, nor the uncertainties of positions that can change rapidly, nor the complexity of the competing interests of all the subgroups that exist within the modern state, nor indeed with the grandiosity and scale of power that is so much part of a modern nation state. To say that political leadership, with its hands on nuclear buttons and the arms trade, is in crisis, is an understatement.


Selecting for the Best or Worst?
Democracy, which I hasten to add I strongly support, has a number of serious flaws. It requires potential leaders to be bright but also highly manipulative and even deceptive, prepared to manipulate information and statistics to make themselves look good. Very few people are sufficiently in the "know" to make informed judgements and so our dependency on leader/party rhetoric is ensured. Also many democracies currently operate in a highly competitive, adversarial domain (have you listened to `today in parliament' recently), where point scoring is a mark of good leadership. In most developed societies, operating a first passed the post system, there are only two major parties with a number of minor ones who might split the vote. There is no other profession that depends so much on manipulation of attention. 

Moreover, typical of the anti-social leadership style are appeals to national pride. The presentations can be filled with rhetoric and nonverbal displays of power as they glower down from their podiums. But as we have seen pride and the appeal to superiority can be a powerful appeal indeed, but also terribly destructive. Thatcher's messages were full of restoring British pride. Also democratic leaders, to get votes, (and the media who might support them) can pander to the worse in us - to our xenophobic tendencies and fears (and desires for retribution) on crime. Groups like the unemployed, those on welfare, single parents or those on death row are marginalised and shamed to boost the prestige of the potential leader. Leaders may grossly mislead people of the seriousness of a situation to secure votes or hold onto power. Even though not all leaders may wish to behave like this, they are going to have an uphill battle to get our vote if they don't. Indeed, to quote George Orwell, the political can become a matter of `defending the indefensible', a reality Gilmour29 would see all too readily in Britain of the 1980s.

Leadership and Alliances
Our animal-primate psychology is revealed in other ways when it come to leadership and flaws in democracy. One of the most serious problems facing us is that both primate and human leadership/dominance are always derived from alliances. So indeed, over many centuries human leaders have built around themselves a system of alliances (reaching back to simple surfdoms and chiefdoms) that ensure a continuation of elitist values and institutions. Because leaders need support they have to build in a potential reward system for followers and supporters, enabling them to gain power in the higher echelons of the group and protect their privileges. Thus, there is always a complex interaction between leaders and alliances. The use of favouritism and patronage to alliances is as powerful a mechanism in humans as it is in non-human primates. No chimpanzee can make it to the top without offering favours to alliances.

As Hutton
points out this has been achieved in Britain via the continuance of an old system of favours and mutual supports, operated through the institutionalisation of the peerage, honour and patronage system.


.... the incapacity of the constitution to offer any check to discretionary executive government has even corrupted the Conservative Party, with the contagion spreading to the state. Honours are routinely awarded to party contributors; funds are accepted from foreign donors of questionable character and motive in return for undeclared favours; defence contracts and flotation of privatised utilities are awarded to government supporters in industry and city. What has been constructed in Britain, using the ancient and unfettered state, is a form of conservatives hegemony in the literal meaning of that word: a system of supremacy over others. (p 4)33
And moreover,


The Lord Chancellor, a member of the cabinet appoints the judgers who come from the same milieu as his party colleagues while the government's chief officer, the Attorney General is also drawn form the ranks of the governing party..... Judges appoint other judges in their own image, while the criminal justice system is increasingly involved in maintaining order.(p 36)33
In whatever social milieu we explore, be it of the feminist critique of patriarchy3, or the establishment of academic and scientific hegemonies, or the political institutions we inhabit, or even the rise of tyrants like Hitler, we see that leaders and alliances are wrapped around each other to protect their own interests and shape the values and pursuits of privilege - supremacy. Barkow's
 recognition of the role of status and prestige in forming and maintaining human ranks, is, in current human society the primate mind advanced by its skilful manipulation of favours. Until these psychological aspects of our minds are addressed and confronted, as they work themselves out in our traditions, values and institutions, it is unlikely that we will be free from creating a certain craziness in our social spaces. This is because, as we saw in chapter five, such forces are designed to create inequality, specialness, privilege and unfairness not the reverse.

Self-Interest on the World Stage 
So it seems clear that many positions of power rely on forming alliances and various trades of favours to support mutual self-interest. Internationally this has had many tragic consequences. In the first place the growth of the arms trade and the power of western armies has led many western governments to support foreign groups and governments that were not far short of barbaric. And they did so from pure self-interest and xenophobia but clothed in the language of moral crusades and freedom. Chomsky's
 recent book Deterring Democracy leaves no doubt that the West has been involved in a fairly systematic process of propping up many two-bit dictators provided they leave open the door to western influence, (access to their resources) with tragic consequences for the people. In the history of modern wars we can see time after time the meddling hand of the West. Not only do they arm one, and at times both sides, but the conflicts of the lands fought over are often due to western influence. Much of Africa is split up into unrealistic nation states disrespectful of tribal boundaries with arbitrary borders due to the legacy of colonialism.

Time after time the desire to support alliances rather than stick to moral principles has been to our shame. The history of Vietnam is a history of broken promises. Ho Chi-Minh had helped the Americans against the Japanese and were promised that the Americans would do what they could to keep the French (whose colony it was before the war) out. In the six months of 1945 when they briefly had independence Mo Chi-Minh actually quoted from the American constitution. In the end though the alliance to the France was stronger than that to Vietnam and the French recolonised the South, creating a new rebel group in the north. Understandably the sense of anger and betrayal was immense. The rest, as they say is history. Turning a blind eye to our own and our allies immoral behaviour has been the source of much suffering.

Democracies then do not liberate us from pursuing self-interest and exploitation. We just do it in different ways, hiding our historical immoral behaviours and using appeals to national pride and self-interest with a little Xenophobia thrown in for good measure. This gets votes. As we shall see in our chapter on economics, once a society beings to loosen the restraints on self-interest, and anything goes in the pursuit of profit and wealth accumulations, societies begin to fragment and we end up with the worst economic and social depravities. A civilised society becomes civilised by the restraints it imposes on self-interest and exploitation.

Leading Change?
It is, of course, true that western societies, indeed the world, is undergoing rapid change. We need leaders who are managers of this change. These managers and leaders are going to have to address themselves to the increasing conflicts and tensions of competing groups. If our psychological health both nationally and internationally were put more on the agenda as a salient concern in managing this change then I suspect we might have a very different orientation to how we go about things. But sadly we don't. The pursuit of wealth and self-interest rule to day. At home the creation of short-term employment contracts, and increasing part-time work (which has far fewer rights than full-time) and the increasing insecurities gradually proliferating, as our cultures and communities fragment, suggests times of increasing violence, depression and various stress related conditions.
 Styles of leadership, from the reaches of government right down to the managers of industry and (what used to be) the nationalised services are caught in the whirlwind of these changes. If the stories of my patients are to be believed, as they lose their jobs or have wages cut, managers are veering towards increasingly, competitive anti-social styles.

Over and over again evolutionary psychologists (along with many others) will tell us that we cannot just create any social climate and think that humans will behave decently. Our minds are constantly monitoring the social domain, they are highly attuned to it and if the social domains provides cues for poverty, envy betrayal etc. we will react accordingly. Although many like to think that moral behaviour is about individuals, this is a cosy illusion.
 Moral behaviour grows from moral institutions and moral social structures that promote social fairness and the recognition of the needs of others, not just self-interest. Social policy matters. It is as much a top down as a bottom up process. 

Conclusion
We are increasingly interested in styles of leadership and are far less prepared (or educated) to adopt subordinate roles than we were. Many commentators see a gradual reduction in our deferential attitudes to our social institutions. But this is only a beginning and our subordinate tendencies and needs for strong leaders who offer clarity and certainty (and promote self-interest) are powerful within us. Unfortunately, our reduced deference is giving way to cynicism and contempt for authority which could have serious unforseen consequences. Moreover, even in democracies we should be wary of how the press and others manipulate our values and get us to caste our vote. As Gilmour notes it is possible to live under an "elected dictatorship."29 

Although the grosser excesses and tyrannies of dictatorship are limited by democracies, this does not guarantee us freedom from the anti-social leadership style. Their visions for greatness, their authoritarian tendencies and appeals to pride and privilege, singing to our animal natures, may well fragment and destroy the fabric of civil society - and we will vote for it. 
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� We don't have to go with the message of a need to be special or great or if we do we can be great for other reasons apart from beating opponents or competitors. We may need strong leaders but they need to be chosen by us to tell the truth and advise us of the reality - a reality that in our hearts we all know. 





	"Look the world is in a real mess. The resources are disappearing fast, our forests and wild life are going extinct. Our cities are polluting and our children our suffering. Population is racing out of control. Parts of our cities are falling into decay, drugs and gang violence. Many of our young feel hopelessly alienated. On the other side of the world millions are starving yet we have stock piles of food sitting in Europe. We are spending fortunes on arms and selling them to whoever wants them. I mean, you can buy a land mine for the price of a coke. And in some parts of the world it is easier to buy arms than food. We've been supporting governments and regimes, not for any moral reason, indeed some are quite immoral, but because they served our interests. In fact to, quote Chomsky, we have often actively deterred democracy. I mean who do you think helped build Sadam's Iraqian army? I wont mention South America. Our GATT polices that protect us and of which we were so delighted, are very unfair to the third world. Frankly, we've really cocked up here. We've being leading you down the garden path following the old reptilian brian solutions of possessiveness, control and competition. We knew you'd go along with us because like us you need to feel special and protected in you privileged positions. In any case we only let you know so much. The only way out is for us to change radically, slow down and take stock. We are not special we've just being lucky; Oh yeah - and exploitative of course. Time to pay the bill and think about others who share this world with us. No more nationalism, "them and us." Time for compassion..... Ah, but then again, what the hell. We wont live forever. We'll be long gone when the problems really begin to bite. Keeping taking the tablets and be happy."





This is giving in to the desire to pontificate, for which I apologise, and so put it in my notes. But many, perhaps most, could say similar - it is not that people don't see the problems of only acting from short-term self-interest but we seem caught up in it. Sociobiologists might say, "so what did you expect of a jumped-up clump of DNA that only got to where it is today by looking after self-interest." Can't argue with that I guess, but this does not mean we are completely powerless either. The more we understand ourselves and the cultural values we adopt, the leaders we support and why, the more we are given some freedoms to chose. It's worth a hope anyway.   
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