

 CHAPTER 11: CHALLENGING THE MYTHS OF COMPETITIVE MODERN LIFEPRIVATE 


The larger point is not in doubt: the favoured, it is more than evident, do not contemplate and respond to their own longer-run well-being. Rather, they respond, and powerfully, to immediate comfort and contentment. This is the controlling mood. And this is so not only in the capitalist world, as it is still called; a deeper and more human instinct is here involved. (p 6-7).

In this chapter I shall explore how the problems of accumulations of wealth increase conflicts of interest. I shall argue that the reason unrestrained competition is often destructive is because of our psychology; that people respond to market forces with feelings; they can be impassioned by the opportunities to obtain wealth and status and feel anger and/or despair when thwarted. This leads to the view that political theory and practice should address the psychological tensions of capitalist economics. I suggest that these tensions can be softened when capitalist systems make efforts altruism. Moreover, I shall note that many politicians have noted this fact for centuries.

Competition and Caring
Economic arenas can be separated loosely into competitive and caring/egalitarian.
Although there are many reasons for the inflation (in an archetypal sense) of contest-competition in capitalist societies the consequence is that our psychology becomes focused on winners-losers, superior-inferior, social comparison, shame and humiliation avoidance, envy and possessiveness of physical resources as status signals. This psychology not only shows itself in the way business and places of work are organised but also in the personal psychologies of the stressed, depressed and anxious. They speak of their (sense of) inferiority, lost status, envious anger and themselves as losers. Without social comparison, envy and the enjoyment of possessions, no-one would bother to try to out compete others. Envy arises for a perception of disparity and a view that what resources the other has will be kept to themselves and not shared. When we want what others have, we are motivated to model their behaviour, to be like them, and may try to out-preform them (for status, comforts, money, etc.). Capitalism likes envy, where each is simply trying to out-compete each (may the best man win and all that). The problem is capitalism, without regulation, cannot control greed and exploitation.

If there are no social restraints on competition then it becomes a disparity amplification system. Here people simply go for more and more so that accumulations (of power, status and wealth) build up and those with power are able to exert greater (subordinating) control over those without. All kinds of tactics can be used to maintain disparity; deception, cheating, secret deals, monopolies, old boy and family networks, special education for the privileged etc. A casual look at the world today would suggest that disparity amplification is one of the legacies of capitalism. The rich are very rich and the poor very poor. Our competitive minds worry not a bit about that, over and above policing and defending our accumulations. And the competitive mind cares little for the environment, as the current democratic American vice-president Al Gore has made clear.

The caring-altruistic side of our minds, however, thinks and feels about relationships very differently. When we care for others we do not socially compare, nor feel envy, nor shame or fear shame, but rather our feelings and attentions are on the needs of others (and our environments) and our pleasures come from seeing others grow, develop and improve with our input. We are prepared to make sacrifices for the other and/or give time, energy and resources to them. Caring recruits our altruistic psychology involving empathy, sympathy, and compassion. It is thus a disparity reducing system. As Eisler
 points out, in some societies caring is valued more than competing/dominating. 

We often think competition is good for us, and it certainly has its benefits. Few would dispute that the West has a better standard of living, in terms of material choices, health and education and so forth than the communist block, which, as an economic system, was an abject failure. However, competition also carries many dangers. Our intoxication with its success can blind us to its dangers. For example, study after study have shown that humans (on the whole) function best, in regards to their mental health, not in competitive groups but in supportive, cohesive communities where there are low levels of change and frustration, where conflicts of interest are handled in ways that are recognised to be fair and where people feel valued.
 Communities which work well have a way of harmonising the inherent fragmented nature of our inner selves. They give space to and shape our potentials. Our needs for recognition and status are linked to community values, to contribute and live peacefully with others, rather than to selfish individualistic pursuits which threaten to fragment and segregate people, setting one against another. There is often a sense of responsibility to others that helps to constrain the more reptilian addictions of ownership, possessiveness, power and pompous or aggressive demonstrations of one's superiority or strength.
 Be it in families, schools, work places or other groups, respect and caring marks the groups that are socially cohesive and relatively happy.

In our society today we recognise that it is possible to have science without a civil or caring order; to have economic growth that increases unfairness not reduces it; to make technological advances that take us closer to armageddon not away from it. We can do more harm than good. In this chapter, therefore, we will look at some of the myths that have grown up in our competitive societies. The competitive part of us has many justifications for its importance. But our competitive psychology is failing to come to terms with the realities of the modern world. A caring psychology, prepared to make scarifies for others (and our environments) welfare is now desperately needed to help us heal and cope with the world as it is becoming. These psychologies revolve around the distribution of resources.


The Problems of Resource Distribution
Humans evolved in small groups of interconnected others where it was maladaptive to have vast accumulations of wealth and possessions, especially if the group was nomadic. The advent of agriculture and "staying put" and the production of surplus and population growth was to produce social contexts never encountered before.
 Although bringing many benefits, it would play havoc with our evolved minds if not handled fairly. Indeed, although civilisation has produced some wonderful things, when we look at the terrible ghetto poverty, the religious bigotry, the child labour, the horrendous factory conditions, slavery, pollution and ecological destruction, the tortures, the wars and the means we have invented to injury people - we have to admit that it is not all good. We are all too often, to quote Norman Dixon again "our own worst enemy." Over the last few thousand years our caring psychology may well think we have been veering towards the mad a lot of the time.

Competition tends to be, as I have said, a disparity amplification system. It is rank focused. Accumulations of resources, both economic and social (like status) will intensify conflicts of interest. Political and economic theories are focused on understanding and offering solutions to these conflicts. Sometimes these conflicts are internal to the society and give rise to concerns with social fairness. Sometimes they are external and are noted in the need to out-compete other countries. When it comes to outgroups, e.g., other countries, international concerns with social fairness rarely makes much head way and nations are concerned to preserve and advance their own competitive edge. It is the rallying call for so much economic policy, "we must remain competitive in world markets." Jobs gained in one country can create losers and poverty in another. And a `competitive edge' armed with justifications of superiority become the excuse for exploitation and imperialism - a key ingredient of western progress.

The problems and inequalities in our competitive life styles, which are now so far removed from our early origins, have given birth to many political philosophies and solutions with various justifications for each.
  Many theories are often inaccurate or incomplete and contain commonly contradictory ideas of human nature. Of particular interest are the place they see for altruistic behaviour in society. Some of these are:

1. Individuality: This view suggests that humans are not really social animals needing supportive communities but are self-focused individuals. There is, to quote Thatcher's famous phrase, `no such thing as society only individuals'. Thus, we are best left to get on with things by ourselves - without government intervention. Social (altruistic) policies often makes things worse and creates dependency. The free market of competing individuals is the best way for complex societies to conduct themselves. Transferred to businesses and nations, each unit of organisation is seen as individual and in competition with other equivalent units. Little, if anything, should be done to disturb the free market. 

2. Need: This view recognises that we are far from equal and at times some people and groups need more help than others. Those who wish to privilege black groups or women (positive discrimination) in business may take this view. Targeting resources on the sick and needy is related to this view. Internationally, it calls for a massive shift of resources from the rich to the poor. Need rather than profit should guide action. We should avoid the gross accumulations of power and wealth in the hands of the few.

3. Equity: This view suggests that we should be rewarded by the effort we put in and the results we get. No effort (or input) no reward. It leads to the view of:

4. Inequality: Some people are more able than others and this should be rewarded. Without recognition and reward for variations of abilities people will migrate to other businesses or countries seeking personal rewards for talents, or even if they stay you wont get the best out of them. Societies function best by privileging the talented and the fruits of their labour will trickle downwards (non-altruistic) or should be shared and redistributed via (for example) taxation (altruistic).

5. Happiness: Competitive psychology sees contentment as arising from personal control over things and possessions (comforts), and less from belonging to communities. Individualistic self-promotion is good not destructive. People are happier the more they have. The drive to possess is essential for competition to work.

6. Biological neutrality: This view splits mind and body. Mental ill health and outright mental illness are nothing to do with economic or social conditions. Ill health are conditions of the body (brain) and can be fixed by medical interventions - drugs mostly. Crime arises from bad people who should be locked up and punished until they conform to the rules. Economics (resource distribution) and biology are totally separate domains of being.

We now look at some of these ideas and explore the various difficulties with each. All of these positions can muster arguments in their support but few recognise the complexity of human nature - especially that we may need to do different things in different contexts and in different ways.

The Myth of Individual Responsibility
The idea that communities and individuals can look after themselves, if relieved of government interference, has never been true, not since the early days of agriculture expanded group size. One does not have to be very historically fluent to realise that throughout the ages much of human life has been pretty bleak, if not dreadful. From the time of Buddha, if not before, philosopher after philosopher turned away for the notion of the `goodness of God' precisely because so much of life is full of suffering. Communities and individuals cannot protect themselves from diseases, wars, famines, or from changing ecologies - only societies and cultures can do that and then only to a degree. The defeat of small pox and so many other diseases, for example, depended on a slowly established, complex medical science built internationally, generation by generation. The effectiveness of birth control and education is mostly a modern invention (apart from abstention or non vaginal sex, of course). Relief operations for ecological disasters are complex affairs.

One cannot easily opt out of society but must find some way to accommodate to it. This was made tragically clear long before the deep recessions of the 1930's and again today in the world of disappearing jobs and the shanty towns of the poor. Looking back we can see that as people left the land and became more and more trapped in towns and cities, it became increasing impossible to simply gather, hunt and fish for oneself or kin or collect enough wood to keep warm. With the introduction of the feudal system, the giving of lands to the `King's Knights,' land came under the control of the elite and there were laws on poaching. With the onset of the industrial revolution and the technological developments in agriculture, people were forced off the land in vast numbers, and brought them into totally new relationships with work and the means of feeding and clothing themselves. Flooded with an abundance of cheap labour that kept wages down the industrial revolution propelled itself relentless onwards.

This shift from land to towns and cities not only changed the nature of social life but also the constructions of personal identities. In many ways the `workers' became trapped and caged in the new environments of production located in towns and cities, in factories and mines. In part the under classes are created by this entrapment and the reduced opportunities for `gathering-hunting', and in part by the creation of specific social roles (jobs and professions) from which they are either excluded or cannot fit. So the idea that individuals can look after themselves may (perhaps) work in certain kinds of ecologies of small groups, where there is a direct connection of people with their sustaining environments (which allow them to feed themselves and engage in hunter-gathering life styles) - although even here population growth, disease and accidents render individuals victims to forces they cannot control. Individualism is a cruel illusion in modern life that requires turning a blind eye to the exploitation of the individualist. Individuals simply cannot function outside of a group (and its historically built infrastructure) on which they are dependent.

In our modern day, nothing can protect us from the globalisation of markets, the need to change quickly or the renewed downward pressure on wages. The owners and controllers of capital and finance are now able to cruise the world searching out low wage labour forces and shift investment accordingly. Apart from drugs and pornography, or those things that are out-right illegal, the major financial markets and services of the world care little for where profits come from. Nor do they care from `what' the returns on investment accrue. They care only for the returns to shareholders and the salaries on their own deals. Thus, many industries, like textiles, shoes and toys, freed from international labour laws, have migrated to low wage economies where exploitation is easier. Such forces, which are way beyond the individual to control, leaves many high and dry in worlds of uncertainty, insecurity, unemployment and/or poverty.
 To the receivers of this international investment are the benefits of new industrial ghettos, with their pollutions, overcrowding and bleak two-dimensional life styles - work and consumption. Undoubtedly, this will bring some benefits especially if education improves. But what we have seen is that the social irresponsibility of the market culture of competing individuals may be good for business but can become uninhabitable for many. 

The politics of individualism teaches not mutual dependency but self-interest, self-promotion and illusory self-reliance, that falls apart the moment we become sick or our skills are no longer needed. We teach people that they have a right to do, and have what they want, but also that we are all nothing - over and above objects in the service of production. We sell illusory dreams that anyone can become president or prime minister, despite the fact that given the size of the population the success rate has not been too high. Individualism can be a thinly disguised return to the Hobbesian world of each against each.

From Responsibility to Blame
The most usual blame for disparities and disparity amplifications is individuals. The notion of individual responsibility is a hollow view when looked at with a social-evolutionary lens or applied to modern economic realities. It’s interesting to consider where such bizarre notions came from. One source was as an invention, welded together by religious and other authorities; a construction by an elite-serving social order who were more intent on subordination to authority and power than genuine notions of moral behaviour. By stressing the responsibility of the individual it became possible to disconnect suffering from being anything to do with the dominant elite or social climate. If you sinned it was you who would suffer God's wrath not the social circumstances of your sinning, or those who trapped you in poverty. This theme, of locating blame on individuals, has proved extremely useful to those who do not wish to acknowledge any responsibility for their fellow humans. If people suffer then it is their fault - so they deserve it. Thus, the notion of individual responsibility is actually a means of locating blame and turning people away from the realities that it is in the social domains of life where the sources of so much hardship are to be found.

Moral behaviour and economic behaviour have often been linked. Will Hutton,
 writing in the Guardian shortly after the publication of the Rowntree report on inequality, on why the poor remain silent, noted:


When Seebohm Rowntree revealed in his land-mark study in 1902 that 28 percent of people in York were living in poverty, the Times thundered that a large proportion of the poor were "miserable mainly from their own fault" - a reaction not seriously shaken as another Rowntree inquiry 90 years later reports similar findings.


So overwhelming is this view in popular culture that the poor share it; even if they resent their lot, they believe that they have no right to expect any different - and those that do find marginalisation so lowers their self-worth that they become accomplices in their own devaluation. (p 11).

David Smail
 has pointed out that through the ages there has been a confounding of two very different kinds of power: economic power and will power. If one is without economic power then this must be to do with something lacking in the self.
 And more problematic; if one is in a `state of suffering' then via the power of one's will, or via more effort one should be able to bring release - so `get on yer bike'. In both instances individuals are held responsible for whatever state they are in. Individualism is a neat way of avoiding social responsibility for others. A confounding of will power, economic power and moral behaviour/character allows blame to be easily, by slight of hand, placed at the door of the disadvantaged.

The myths of will power and individual responsibility ensure that many will blame themselves for their depressions and the state they are in - thus confounding them. Shame, envy, rage, anxiety, frustration, - all these are heightened in environments where people have no control. While it may be true that jobs are disappearing, indeed the whole nature or work is changing, we should note that many of our institutions and ways of life have grown up assuming the stability of employment. For example, mortgages assume that up to a third of one's income will be available for twenty-five years or so. Insurance polices also assume steady (or increasing) wage packets. In these times of increasing house repossessions (now close to 1,000 per week) there is no indication that such institutions are ready for the long term unemployed, the `contract worker' who may have long periods of unemployment or highly unstable work records. One can work from home, I guess, if one has a home and the skills to do so. 

The Myth of Equality
The myth of individualism is rendered more acceptable by another illusion - that of equality. That all should be treated equally is a moral view captured by ideas that all are created equally under God. But a spiritual dictate to not assume one's superiority over others can be easily turned into ideas that we are actually created equally. A visit to any children's ward as some die of cancer makes obvious the fact that we are far from equal - genes do not play fair - nor, of course, do social environments. Justice and fairness are human creations not aspects of nature, and there are many views on what fairness is, what it entails and the degree to which the needs of some should be met by those who have the resources to pay.
 So our inherent inequality is a painful reality. We are each the product of genetic accidents and socialisations. We have no more control over the genes we will have as to the cultures and social conditions we will be born into. The concept of individual responsibility denies this fact. A caring psychology suggests that it is not to ourselves we should develop responsibility but to others because equality is something to be worked for, not something that is natural. 

It is also the case that in everyday life we do not make choices based on the equality of people. Indeed, we actually hope that some of our institutions will chose on the basis of inequality. If I, or my family, need brain surgery I hope that medicine has ensured that my surgeon has been chosen from the ranks of the bright, talented and caring. In other words I hope they have filtered out the less bright, the untalented and the uncaring.

Here lies the paradox. We want to be treated equally yet know we are not equal in so many ways. When it comes to others having something to offer us, be it medical care, insurance advice, teachers for our children, or employees we know that some will be better than others. So we search for the best, rather than the average or less good practitioners. Hence the desire for equality when we each behave and select precisely because of inequality is a paradox. If a society starts with pre-established beliefs of the quality of groups of individuals (e.g., of women as less able/tough than men, or white people as brighter than black people) then this choosing becomes the basis for racism and sexism - simply prejudice. It is often more concerned to exclude from, rather than include into.

The recognition of inequality, indeed the farming of inequality, is at the heart of capitalist economics. The market economy via a system of rewards and institutional tests of ability is believed (or supposed) to act as a filter that gradually ranks people so that those able to do certain things have access to the means to do them and those not able to do certain things do not. This is the rise of the meritocracy (although more accurately talentocracy). Now in many ways this is highly rational. Even in early humanoid societies one could expect that the best hunters or healers were given the means to do their own thing; that it would be silly to force a good hunter to stay at home and search for berries, or a good healer with a dodgy leg and poor aim to go hunting. In China under Moa, and Russia under Stalin, there was an attempt to wipe out this simple and obvious psychology of individual differences. Very gifted intellectuals were either shot or made to till the land. That is one way to deal with the problems of inherent inequality and the emergence of rank differences, but not very bright, grossly inefficient and cruel. 

So it is precisely because of our inherent inequality that we address ourselves to the problem of creating equality - of rights, freedom from exploitation, fairness and to theories of social justice, and exposing the assumptions of inequality (e.g, some groups are better than others because of colour or sex). There have been many theories written on these ideas which have been well documented by Plant.15 Unfortunately, however, the facts of inequality have meant that those with power can have disproportionate effects on the rules and applications of justice. The harshest punishments have always fallen on the subordinate, and the mechanisms for fairness and justice privilege the elite, leaving some forms of exploitation untouched (e.g., racism and sexism). Some people are more able to fulfil certain roles better than others. Which ever way one looks at it, the facts of inequality are always trying to assert themselves. The problem is how we help the less able. When IQ tests were first introduced in the 1880's the original desire was to identify those in need of extra help. Since that time, however, awareness of IQ differences have been used to privilege the bright, often at the expense of the less bright. There has never been a disproportionate amount of resources given to the less able.

The Harder You Work the More You Get 
This principle of equity has usually been up-rank only. One reason for giving tax-breaks to the rich is the assumption that the managers of business are siting around playing noughts and crosses waiting for the monies to motivate them. You will not get the best out of them unless you, "stuffed their mouths with gold." This is rather offensive to them in fact. Of course, most of us wont turn down any monies on offer but it is inaccurate to believe that people are only motivated by money. The brain drain has often been cited as a reason why we must pay certain individuals more. But in my experience people move abroad for many reasons, the weather is one. In science, although bigger salaries are attractive it is more the better facilities and opportunities to do good work that appeals. Not having good career prospects because of blockages in the system is another. Status rather than money can be important.

When it comes to the workers we suddenly see a complete change of heart. These are different types of people apparently who are not motivated by opportunities and money but by fears of unemployment. They are motivated to work harder through low wages not high ones. The gross disparities between the bosses and the workers can do little except generate envy and protest. We are not in the middle ages with the rights of kings or when people were taught that God ordained some to be better than others. The idea that one's pay relates to the scarcity of the resource (in the form of talent) that one offers may be sound economics but it is hopelessly inadequate for dealing with our complex psychologies.

Another problem is that no-one can agree on what is equitable. Is a £500,000 or more salary equitable? Clearly many would think not even though "the market" might pay it. Market equity runs up against psychological judgements of equity. Few working in the mines or factories would like to think they are that unequal, or work that less hard. So large market-produced disparities can activate envious rage and contempt. It is naive to ignore this psychology.

Taxation as a Disparity Control Mechanism
Although, in early societies, the good hunter was encouraged to hunt it was not expected that the products of his hunt would be eaten only by him. In egalitarian groups, prestige was (is) given to sharing the products of his/her labour and the recognition of his/her mutual dependency within the group - even in the context of inequality of ability. Unfortunately, this psychology was designed and adapted to close-knit groups not the mega-states of unknown millions. Whereas our hunter or healer could see and relate to all those who benefited from his/her efforts, in the societies of the modern world this direct contact between provider and receiver no longer exists. Even today we are much more likely to care for, and make sacrifices to, others when we have direct contact or relationship with them - than if they are faceless strangers. In other words, in a large society where the close-knit groups of early humanoids no longer exist, the normal group pressure to share, struggles to work and must depend on social ideals. So although the principle of redistribution of resources and social equality was to become a moral focus of political theory,15 when placed in the context of groups the size of millions, it was going to run up against a psychology that does not exactly like it.

As I have mentioned, in many societies there has been an awareness of the essential inequality of humans. This is sometimes institutionalised in a caste and class system. In Europe, as it headed down the capitalist road, there was an awareness that a society needs to select from unequal individuals to fit specific roles. The problem is that be it by a class system, or the rise of the meritocracy some would be able to accumulate at a much faster rate than others. The market would privilege some individuals because they had talents or opportunities (class or family back-up) to do well. Accumulations, especially within family groups and the elite would act to increasingly subjugate `the masses' who were reliant on them for work. So, as Marx understood, the owners of capital and machines would have a disproportionate power to exploit those without the technical means of production. History would thus be textured with the struggles of the haves against the have nots.

Nevertheless, following the age of enlightenment and various attendant ideals of liberty, ideas gradually emerged that the products of peoples labour (and capital) should be shared within society to restrain increasing disparities. I say gradually but, of course, these ideals of sharing were often central in some religions but struggled to become incorporated in social institutions.
 The way sharing and social fairness was to be achieved was not by holding people back, making them all wear grey cloths and ploughing fields, but through the redistribution of resources (the wealth) in the form of taxation. One aspect of taxation is therefore that it is a social endeavour at altruism. Taxation can be used to invest in services and provisions for mutual benefit. Of course, taxation was never originally designed to produce fairness or services, but rather to give monies for armies and other things for the ruling elite. It is unclear at what point in history taxation came to be seen not only as a means for the State to conduct its business in all those things that individuals could not do for themselves (form armies, build the roads, schools, hospitals, etc.) but also as a form of social altruism and levelling. Moreover, governments did begin to recognise certain social obligations and introduced laws on slavery, child employment, education, rights of trade unions and so forth, and to coordinate services. Along with these changes, taxation was increasingly used to support and develop an increasingly complex infra-structure of a modern technological State (e.g., schools, roads, welfare services, etc). 

Gilmour,
 in denouncing the right wing agenda of the Thatcher years as a betrayal of Troy values points out that:


In 1830 Peel thought the great evil of the times was `a tendency to diminish the enjoyment of the poorer classes, to lower them in the scale of society, and widen their separation for the upper classes.' Twelve years later, seeking to counter the tendency, he refused to impose more taxes on the poorer classes. Instead, he reintroduced income tax, believing that it was `for the interest of property that property should bear the burden' of rescuing the countries finances, while he lowered the cost of living for the benefit of the poor. For Peel, social policy was at least as important as economic policy.


Disraeli went further...... In the 1840s he lamented the existence of `two nations between whom there is no intercourse and no sympathy... the rich and poor'. And some thirty years later, considering the people's health `the most important question for a statesman', he declared `the elevation of the condition of the people to be a great object of the Tory Party'.....17 (P 129)

And later, at the turn of the century, Salisbury thought that government should be concerned with the poor and that no system that was not just to the poor could survive.17 Onwards through this century the same sentiments applied. Certainly since the war, all governments (until the 1980s) have sought to actively promote welfare and build a complex infrastructure. So that by the time Thatcher came to power poverty had not been eradicated but things were far improved from what they had been some hundred years earlier, and the National Health service was the envy of the world. Limited it might have been, but at least some politicians did see some role for what might be call altruistic capitalism; that is some role for caring and resource redistribution. Hence a complex infrastructure of schools, health and welfare services, aided by the Keynesian vision to eradicate unemployment grew like an increasing intricate scaffold around which the internal operations of society could operate. 

As we have now found to our cost if one begins to dismantle the infrastructure which supports social complexity and drops altruistic efforts at redistribution of wealth and social provisions, then things begin to fray at the edges. There is a risk of parts collapsing into anarchy. Supporting the infrastructure as it becomes more complex and interconnected may call for many different types of intervention, in different contexts, delivered in different ways and not just (or even) public ownership. Thus, on the `new-left' there is a focus on `communities' and providing them with the means to control their local environments, but this must be done in partnership with governments.

The point is, many early efforts of governments did try to reduce the grosser forms of exploitation and disparity that operated in society. To be sure this was not simply on the basis of moral or altruistic thinking (though it was to a degree) but also a recognition that an uneducated, restless, or sick population made for an inferior work-force. Even today, education is emphasised, not so much from a moral position, that people will be excluded without education or that people may not be able to decipher the confusing messages of a market focused media, but because we will not be able to compete in the world without it. The problem here is that if businesses and industry can select from the educated and shun the less educated and keep a competitive edge (indeed it may even increase it by paying fewer people to do more with advanced technologies) then they will. Good move for business and profit maybe - bad move for people. This is why people are educated to be "production units" with productive skills, to fit the demands of industry and their training in empathy and caring for others, or citizenship is rather hap-hazard.
 

What is clear is that in the last decade the altruistic role of taxation to introduce greater equality in opportunities, or any concern to refine and develop the social infrastructure has been all but abandoned. There does not seem to be much recognition on the political right that competing individuals and businesses cannot take a wider view. The infrastructures they develop are likely to be somewhat arbitrary (serving only their immediate or direct self-interest) and they will be uncontrolled and poorly coordinated. Based on the myth that individuals can spend money better than governments the rich, (but not the poor) have experienced a great release from taxation. That this will produce benefits for all is based on myths can be seen from a brief look at history which shows the appalling conditions that most lived under when individuals were not obliged to pay taxes to support a complex, social infrastructure or maintain decent working conditions. Also eroded in the last fifteen years (although not completely gone) has been the idea that society, `as a society,' should provide certain services to people which require those more able to pay to finance these services. And further, those services in turn should be directed as the most needy not those who pay more.

Free Choice and Taxation 
The retreat from the attempts of altruistic capitalism, (however, limited they might have been) and thus the acceptance of increasing competitive disparity amplification has many sources. As Galbraith19 has made clear the liberation from the burdens of taxation has fitted not only with the myths of individualism but with making a virtue of free choice. Despite the fact that free choice is always limited to the alternatives on offer and can often be quite limited; despite the fact that free choice is always bounded by status, fashion and shame avoidance; despite the fact that free choice is often manipulate by media images and the constructions of wants, and despite the fact that one person's choice can be another person's loss - freedom of choice has been elevated to a virtue. 

Once the moderately wealthy could escape into the realms of private housing, education and health care and detach themselves from the deficiencies of the  mega-organisations of public services then freedom of choice became a rallying call to the contented who could afford to pay. Quite naturally, the moderately wealthy wanted more control over their income to do just that. Freedom of choice, which depends on purchasing power is, of course, a sick joke to the poor. Free choice only exists if you have the skills, talents, (family) back-up, money or resources to exercise it. And because of the facts of inequality it can never be that individuals (alone) are equally free to chose. Money not only allows one to buy education (for example), but also to send you child to schools of similar social status, to met others with similar values and develop networks of potentially helpful alliances. How many from Eton and Harrow first developed their networks at these schools, which would help them move into the higher echelons of society?  

Free choice, an anathema to the hunter-gatherer, and as we have seen in the chapter on shame a troubling ideal, has become a virtue and yard stick for the happy life. Yet I suspect that people would forgo choice if they could trust in the quality of government funded institutions. Indeed, unlike America perhaps, a recent newspaper poll found that sixty percent of people want to pay more tax to finance schools and welfare services. It is because reduced taxation and provisioning by governments reduces quality (the current debates as the government tries to impose yet more cuts on education, the increasing class sizes etc. attest clearly to this) that people feel they can buy better themselves.19 Thus, many may want to desert the cooperate provisions of these services, get tax breaks for doing so and thus making them more difficult to sustain. In a way people seek to get back to direct personal contact with services when they do not trust in the quality of government provided services. Not surprisingly then taxation, as a burden to free choice, can be resisted with some force by the contented. The failure to provide quality services is at the heart of the problem and not the fact that people seek the best. The other point, of course, is that having the resources to exert free choice, to send one's children to the best schools is also a matter of signalling high status.

Once one believes in the power of individuals to look after themselves, sees no role for altruism as a disparity reducing device, avoids the realities of social inequalities, abandons the principles of social fairness, forgets that complex societies need complex infrastructures - then it is indeed possible to enter the realms of a low taxation society and sell it as a virtue. Politics becomes, as George Orwell once observed, the art of defending the indefensible. The hunter-gather wisdom of sharing and the avoidance of gross discrepancies of rank and resources is lost. Even though at the heart of so many religions there is recognition of the importance of sharing the products of one's labour, few on the right take it seriously - which makes their religious liaisons so contradictory.

A moral society is significantly influenced by what happens at the top.
  In common discourse today is the idea that both the governed and the governing need new forms of partnership. It is patently obvious that well provisioned services are unsustainable without funds and low taxation simply starves schools and hospital etc. of funds. Communitarianism, the new buzz word in politics, does not necessarily address these issues, and I fear it could be a way of shredding cooperate responsibility again via the back door. It may well be that we need new infrastructures that enable communities to care more for themselves and be self-directing (e.g., in dealing with crime on estates, or looking after their housing conditions, or dealing with difficult neighbours) but they are going to need the funds to do it. There is simply no other way a society can be fairer without sharing and investment in it. If one leaves all to market forces, which have often been compared to the laws of the jungle, then a jungle is what one will get and not an ordered and civilised society.

The issue of responsibility, of the State to the individual, and the individual to the State captured in the concept of citizenship, are efforts to recruit our altruistic psychologies and avoid gross exploitations (and deceptions) of one on the other. However, altruism not is only concerned with the rights of each as they enter into a cooperative partnerships, but has to acknowledge the problem of inequality, not only as it naturally exits but as it is socially created. 

The Psychology of Taxation
If taxation is a disparity limiting mechanism, is the fuel for decent welfare services and so forth, but (to a degree) depends on our altruistic psychology then clearly the psychology of paying taxes, the psychology of sharing the fruits of one's labour, needs careful attention. Our altruistic psychology developed in the context on small-close knit groups not mega-states. Limited though it might be, many people do what to see the sick cared for, poverty reduced and people given fair education. Our jerry built brains make us concerned with our own self-interests but also with others though empathy and sympathy (the subject of the next chapter). It seems to me that recognising this shows that there are serious difficulties with the psychology of taxation and the way we rise monies to socially provision our societies. When I studied economics as an undergrad the personal psychology of paying taxes was never mentioned and still isn't. Yet it is clearly a vital aspect to how we live together and finance our services. Allied to the belief that freed from taxes I could buy better services are other problematic psychologies.  

A major problem with taxation is the psychology of paying taxes. For example, even though I am pro-tax I must admit to a certain irritation at paying them - especially if mistakes are made and am I landed with a bill I had not anticipated. This may be due partly with how our brains work and how we pay taxes. For example, I look at my salary and focus on the gross pay. This is the figure that sticks in my mind - but, of course, it does not resemble what I will actually get in my hand. So I see how much has gone in tax and feel (perhaps irrationally) deprived. If I go to buy a new computer I'll have the figure in my mind given by the supplier, but then get a bill that is far more because of VAT. This can only breed frustration and resentment because of the way our (or at least my) jerry-built minds work - we are constantly being confronted with the fact that we have had something taken away from us, or that we have under-estimated what something will cost. I am not gaining any social prestige from the fruits of my labour being shared, nor am I in direct contact with the beneficiaries. My psychology of sharing and caring must, therefore, rely on higher ideals - not direct emotional ones. Winning, prestige and money, paying directly for services etc., or feeling deprived and constrained, however, all have a very direct emotional impact. 

Maybe the psychologically more helpful thing to do would be to find a way of paying taxes that did not imply that one's real worth was gross pay - since one never gets that - but net pay. When I apply for a job figures quoted should reflect closer to what I will actually get, net. Suppliers should not flash up prices excluding VAT but should always include it - the real cost. I may be irrational about this but my simple mind would find that a far easier system to handle. Perhaps a massive devolution of taxation to local level might help. How can we tap our altruistic psychology more sensibly and not have it clash so often with self-interest and a sense of deprivation? I don't know. It would take far better minds that mine and some novel ideas to think this one through. All I wish to indicate is that the way we pay taxes at the moment is a psychological system designed to breed resentment and evasion. Nowhere is the neglect of psychological understanding more obvious than in one of our most important social activities - the way we share the products of our labour.

But there are ways to tax that may be less psychologically troublesome. Recently, at a world conference on poverty the French President Francois Mitterand noted an idea put forward by James Tobin, noble prize winner in economics.
 He observed that in the financial markets transactions amount to around a trillion dollars a day. A tax of 0.5% tax would render 150 billion dollars a year, a sizable sum to tackle poverty world-wide. As usual though not everyone was enthusiastic about such efforts and some argued that it was up to individual governments to tackle poverty - some hope. Surely we must think of world solutions for world problems, especially since we increasingly recognise that individual governments are losing their power over their own economic systems as markets become globalised.

Other resentments are, of course, that we do not like the fruits of our labour being spent on certain projects, e.g., billions (and it is billions) on Trident missiles, subsides to the arms industry, or road building to create more asthma patients and road congestion. This does put governments (and local councils) in extremely difficult positions because you can't please all the people all of the time. Conflicts of interest come to focus on how social monies should be spent and these conflicts can lead to many resentments, non-payments and efforts at deception. The problem is that if the ruling elite have the morals of the street gang, of the strongest wins, and the idea of mutual dependency and responsibility is of historical interest only, then the chances of using taxation to produce a fairer and more provisioned society are in serious doubt. 

The Myth of Trickle Down Economics
The morality of the unrestrained market place, which in many ways would have appalled Adam Smith who had a far greater sense of responsibility than he is given credit for, was given, during the eighties, a new suit of clothes. This was the idea that the more wealth created by the higher ranks of society the more would trickle down to the lower ranks. On this rising tide of wealth all would move upwards. It was an all gain and no lose myth. You could forget about altruistic efforts of redistribution, or needs to control the inherent disparity amplification of market economics - although all societies worry about vast monopolies. Hidden from view was the fact that this would actually increase disparity and inequality, and that in an increasingly competitive and unrestricted market place, advantages won would have no relation to fairness, mutual dependency, social responsibility, the development and maintenance of a complex infrastructure or community cohesiveness. Of all economic theories this was the most ivory tower, developed along with monetarism, by pouring over national statistics and historical changes in economic activity with a hint of a discredited Social Darwinism thrown in.17 Mostly, these promises of trickle down and monetarism have proved illusions, broken on the back of rising energy prices, (which stung the 1970's Labour government badly), international capital movements and a failure to appreciate Keynesian wisdoms of fiscal economics. Moreover, there seemed to be a cloud come of the vision of those who thought that capitalist society had produced better welfare, medicine (especially when compared to communism). They forgot that it may well have done so but this was in large measure due to previous governments using wealth creation to distribute its benefits by investing in the social infrastructure of schools, the national health service and so forth. 

So we now know that the marriage of monetarism and trickle down economics does not work - it is all trickle up. Moreover, these polices, by squeezing the consuming/purchasing potential of the lower wager earners of society actually reduce the demand for goods and services on which the capitalist system depends. As the manufacturing infrastructure changes so that production becomes more specialised and aimed at people with money (e.g., computers), the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. The Rowntree report on incomes and wealth published in February of 1995 was a telling indictment on the failure of trickle down economics. The wages of the highest paid thirty percent have gone up fifty percent in the last fifteen years while those of the bottom twenty-thirty percent have stayed the same or fallen. 

Goldsmith
 explodes the myth of trickle down with another set of statistics.


Almost every national government has fallen into the trap of counting and measuring without attempting to understand the consequences. In France over the past twenty years GNP has grown by 80%, a spectacular performance. And yet during the same period unemployment has grown from 420,000 to 5.1 million (the official figure is 3.3 million, but the government's own statistics show various categories consisting of 1.8 million people have been omitted). The fact that such growth can be achieved while at the same time excluding over 5 million people from active participation in society - a proportion equivalent to over 22 million people in the USA - should incite a government to reconsider its policies. Alas, that does not happen. All we hear is that if only we could achieve one-half a per cent or 1 per cent faster growth in GNP all would be saved. In the United Kingdom, despite growth of GNP of 97%, between 1961 and 1991 the number of those living in poverty grew from 5.3 million to 11.4 million. (p 9). 23
Poverty
Poverty is one of the consequences of allowing competitive disparity amplification get out of hand. Gilmour17 points out that:


Experts find it difficult to agree on definitions of poverty. But a proper definition would not be confined to income. It would include Beveridge's `five giants' - want, ignorance, squalor, idleness and disease - which would encompass such factors as homelessness and poor education....


Measuring poverty in the Thatcher era is difficult because of the inadequacy, and at times deliberate obfuscation of government statistics. (p. 137)

The growth in poverty and social deprivation has no single cause but include rising unemployment, especially of the less well educated, falling values of family support incomes, an increase in single parent families and loss of social provisions such as council houses. Many of these social hardships have fallen disproportionately on ethnic groups, single parents and the elderly. The growth in low paid part-time, MacDonalds-type jobs is no compensation at all for these radical changes. 

As many commentators have noted the rich should not believe they can protect themselves from the rising tide of social disintegration. Although crime and mental illness are far too complex to be located in a single cause like poverty, poverty is one fertile breeding ground for them. The growth in crime and social protest will create unpleasant and tense social places, while the growth in violence, mental and physical ill health and increasing underclasses who will need some kind of support (or prison and probation services), suggests that the tax bill can only grow. And cost falls on individuals as well as society at large. For example, many businesses are spending millions, (possibly overall billions) on security. Many millions have recently gone into protecting shops from ram-raiders. Ten years ago I hardly knew anyone who had had their car broken into. Today half of my department have in the last year. The cost is enormous, not only personally but on the police etc. When individuals have to protect themselves from the alienated it gets very costly indeed and one has to ask would not this money be better spent in preventing the need for it? As society fractures and fragments we will be paying in personal and financial terms more and more heavily.

Moreover, without a desire to share and instigate a healing processes we will be forced down a road of more authoritarian and repressive governments just to keep the lid on. We know that as groups become more frustrated and marginalised in society they tend to regress to crime and violence especially in young males.
 To control the protests of the increasingly disadvantaged and alienated, as they seek release in drugs and stealing cars, one needs more police control. Thus, what emerges are increasing fractures in society, increasing unrest, intergroup aggression (racism) and increasingly restrictive policing. Having created the threat from the alienated we now need to control it with the powers of the State. This is precisely why the criminal justice bill is so serious and worrying a piece of legislation for it has been designed to cope with threats that have been (in part) created by economic policies and failures in the social responsibility of government. In a recent documentary in BBC's Everyman series, Joan Bakewell reported on the growing prison program in the USA. It seems that tougher sentencing, a reduction in rehabilitation and a fortress approach are the order of the day. If California is treated as a country, then it would be both one of the richest in the world and one with the highest prison population, and six more large prisons are planned. Briton has one of the largest prison populations of the EEC and the numbers of young males being locked up is growing fast. This is an expansive and irrelevant policy only useful for party conferences to convince those that something is being done by way of punishment. Most researchers realise that such lock-up practices do not, on the whole, without proper rehabilitation, work. Without a concerted effort to tackle poverty and alienation the slogans `tough on crime - tough on the causes of crime,' are slogans with little substance. 

The main problem with theories like trickle down, and indeed many economic theories, is that they are so socially and psychologically naive. There is no other profession apart from politics which can keep themselves so far away from the data and evidence and rely so heavily on ideology and simple prejudice.
 Economic polices can treat people as if human motivation, feelings and needs simply don't exist. The basic irrationalities of humans, our needs for care and status are ignored, or at best receive only lip service. People can be treated like factory fodder, who can be moved around, picked up, dumped and dislocated like objects without a subjectivity or feelings. Young males without jobs, dislocated from social groups and from older males to socialise them, with no way to plan for a future and see their fortunes improve, nor see themselves as able to make important contributions to the welfare of their community, exist in a highly maladaptive environment that they were not evolved to fit. 

Whether it be in paying taxes, understanding how to help people behave more responsibly or reducing ill-health, there seems little way to proceed unless one understands our social psychology - the discipline so scorned by some politicians. They seem to have become more interested in electorate manipulations than scientific findings. But the message should be clear by now: maladaptive environments produce adaptive behaviours but only to that environment. That is, in tough, crime ridden areas it may be more adaptive to tough and callous, rather than altruistic.

If we lift the horizon of our thinking beyond national to international problems of poverty and study human misery and suffering world wide, be it via famine, war, the spread of disease (e.g., AIDS), or the processes by which individuals are subordinated and dis-empowered, then even a cursory glance shows the enormous power of social organisation and social policy in their creation.
 It is seems unlikely we will be able to make many inroads into these problems without radical social changes.

Fractures
Once as society begins to fracture along the dimension of economic disparities then there is reversion to localities, and small groups operate increasingly outside the umbrella of the State. This fracturing takes place because the social infrastructure cannot support a complex society - they are the sections that are fraying away at the edge and eating further inwards. Where this happens we often see that governments have been unable or negligent in providing the supports for an integrated society. They have not supported education or welfare services. Groups of people have been left to fend more and more for themselves, which because they do not have access to resources they often patently fail to do. The inner city ghetto and the shanty town is the result.

Into the crevices of these fractures come the gang leaders, terrorists and drugs barons who offer a dark paternalism. They hold out to the poor at least some degree of support in exchange for loyalty. Many South American cities are well down that road and far from being pleased when the police remove one of the drugs barons the poor can be enraged and grief struck. They have been left victim to rival gangs and without alternative supports. And all the time these groups have access to the world of affluence via their televisions and radios. This media speaks not to or for them, it rarely attempts to articulate their anger but to suppress it in the language of criminality.


Happiness  
The Myth of Consumer Happiness 

Galbraith19 believes that inertia in tackling social problems lie with the contented, who defend their privileges and vote for governments who will offer more to them and their social opt-out life styles. They are sizable enough (in the America anyway) to win elections and their outrage at being asked to make sacrifices is enough to bring any wayward, sharing politician back into line. But the questions run deeper than this. If it is the quality of our social relationships that make us happy why do we not attend to this and recognise that our privileges create envious enemies. One reason, of course, is that relationships are localised in that (for example) one's closest associates will come from one's own type of group, and we hope and expect the State to defend us against the protests of the poor. But still this does not explain the shift to competitive economics in developing countries. Why do they change, and so speedily take to consumerism?

I think the answer has been constantly undervalued by the Greens. The fact is that outside a technological society life can be very hard. One's children die, the winters cold and wet and food unpredictable. It is very easy to see why people would be attracted to simple comforts of running water, electricity and medicine. Gardens of Eden are very rare. Even dark Greens are liable to hurry to the nearest hospital if their child takes sick. Once medicine starts to improve health, population (without good birth control) increases and the land becomes exhausted. China, for example, for various reasons has lost 30% of its arable land in the last forty years, although soil erosion from the pressure of population is no new event.
Add to this the inherent excitements shown on television and the urge to belong to the `have mores' is enormous. And once industrialisation starts, fuelled in part by the exploitations of multi-nationals, then, as it was here during the industrial revolution, people become attracted to the towns and trapped. 

The contented in the West are so distanced from the harshness and cruelties of nature that we can forget just how much a difference simple comforts make. The enticements to produce more begins very gently. So in a way people trade the social wealth of their communities for physical wealth - comforts. Once hooked on physical comforts, exciting things and expanding populations, and enthused with status desires to become `modern,' especially in the young, it is difficult to get back to what it was. From here it is mostly down hill into competitiveness and beliefs that since a little made things better more will make things better still. More is the route to happiness and less the route to unhappiness and deprivation.

Many writers have noted that the pursuit of happiness, as a goal and ideal and written into the American constitution, is illusory.
 It is illusory because it is so tied to consumption of things not the quality of relationships. An evolutionary approach suggests that on the whole we are more likely to feel good when we are loved, cared for, find a place in a group, feel accepted, find a mate(s), gain respect and prestige, can trust in others and are free from persecution. Only a few of these things are related directly to material possessions. The idea that somehow these social needs can be supplanted with material things in the pursuit of happiness is a myth. There are few (apart from the schizoid perhaps) who would find happiness living alone on a desert island, even if all material wants could be satisfied by a Star Trek-like replicator. In any case happiness may be so ethereal that it turns out to be a pointless pursuit and meaning, commitment and involvement become more the focus of peoples lives.

Yet there is a relationship between material possessions and states of mind. Even Freud in his letters to his friend Fleiss, noted how his money worries constantly effected his mood.
Although material possessions cannot purchase happiness they can protect from abject misery and fear. Economic power is a certain kind of power which, without it, can have a mutilating effect on the social fabrics of life and one's personal psychology. Poverty pushes us towards bleak insecurity, frustration and constant worry. So economic power may not offer a root to happiness but does offer a defense against insecurity and hopelessness. It does expand choices. Money cannot buy happiness but can protect us from certain kinds of stress and unhappiness. 

But disparities in wealth also bring disparities in the perception of happiness. Maybe I would be a happier person if I had the salary of X. Maybe that extra holiday, the bigger house and car I saw last week would make me happier. If only I could afford to get on the internet! I have a patient whose is wealthy and she fears and believes that others will wonder what she has got to be depressed about - her wealth should liberate her from depression. So disparities, as we have said, can ignite envy and craving. These are deliberately fuelled by the media beaming its pictures and intrusive messages into our homes - messages of what others have - of their comforts and opportunities. Advertising worries not at all about stimulating desires that cannot be satisfied except by the few. In this it is cruel - as cruel in a way as showing a child a new toy and marvelling at it then staying, "Ah but you are not good enough to have it."

So consumerism is a practice that depends on creating, activating and stimulating desires, wants and envy.
 It can be highly addictive and like addictions of all kinds gives the odd buzz or two. Getting the new house, car or television is not without its pleasures. We are hooked on the appeal of immediate gratification, the overvaluation of objects and the inability to deal with frustration. The problem is that we have a hunter-gatherer psychology and tend to believe that these things grow on trees (or at the back of the shop). But, of course, they don't and to have things to consume goes with exploitation of the environment, animals and people - which become the source of more unhappiness. So we become trapped in a hopeless conflict of wanting more wages but cheaper goods. The maximisation of our `spending power' so much the virtue of capitalism leads us to the market place where we buy the cheapest goods (or at least search out the bargains) regardless of concern that some may come from cheap child labour in the third world, or the tragic exploitation (of animals or natural resources or pollution) that goes into making these `things' available. We worry only what something will cost us, not the cost (environmental or social) that has been incurred in its production. We are too distant from its production. 

As in most things, however, education can help. The more the TV documentaries show what goes on behind the scenes the more informed we can be. Consumer choice can become a powerful agent for change. The boycotting of South African goods during apartheid, or meat from factory farmed animals, or hard woods taken from tropical forests, or animal furs and ivory, suggest that there are glimmerings of social responsibility in consumption. However, although many of us logically know the benefits of green consumerism and conservation, thanks largely to media education (which could do far more), and we may even desire to behave green, when push comes to shove, we don't. The sacrifice seems too high - after all we have worked so hard so why shouldn't we have these things? It is as if our jerry-built brains just can't cope with the bigger picture and the dictates of immediate self-interest. My daughter, however, believes this is too pessimistic and that the younger generation are becoming more aware of the consequences of blind consumption. I hope she is right. 

On Being Producers, Consumers and Enraged
Consumerism is more than just a fulfilment of material need, it fulfils many psychological ones. It can be used to provide pleasures and offset the boredoms of modern life, to travel and play. It can be used to maintain one's social status or raise it. In my son's school to have the right football strip is a sign of prestige, no less than having a certain type of car, or going to certain types of restaurants, or joining the right golf club. One can define one's social status by one's purchasing power. Prestige comes not from what one can share but from what we can purchase and possess. For many consumerism is a skilful education in narcissism as Lasch30 made so clear. One must have `it,' whatever it is. We find it difficult to tolerate frustration and if we lose resources, this can bring abject misery.

The problem with consumerist led ideals is that we tend to see consumers and producers as separate people. But to be a consumer we have to work (unless we have inherited or won money, of course). The quality of our lives and our happiness depends as much, if not more so perhaps, on the quality of our lives as producers. For the majority, participation in the consumer society requires considerable sacrifice of time in (often meaningless) activity. From the day we first go to school to the day of our retirement our free time is a highly structured. We exist in a socially segregated and limited world of nine to five, or longer. We are brought up knowing that much of our lives will be spent in factories, offices and other places of work, which were we to win the lottery we certainly would not choose. We may have to associate with strangers and people we may not like; bosses who bully and threatened, men who sexually or racially harass, and people whose personalities simply grate on us. We battle against bureaurocracies and worry that if we do not keep going all that we have built around us will turn to dust. Increasingly, we recognise that our jobs are unstable and easily lost. To compensate for the long hours spent in the these factories or offices, and the stress of it, more material things are needed to feel better, to reward us. This is captured in the dictum, "I worked hard for it so I deserve it." And our expectations of what we deserve are built day by day by advertising, social comparison and envy. So we work to satisfy the addictions we have been infected with, to protect from insecurity, and until recently to contextualise us in society by taking personal identities from our jobs.

There is general agreement that our lives as producers (at work) have become more harsh and unpleasant in the last decade of so. We have concentrated so much on efficiency and competition (to produce the most at the least cost) that we seem to have forgotten that the quality of our lives comes from our relationships and sense of security. Moreover, we see again that freed from restraints many in industry are reverting back to highly exploitative working practices and will cut corners on workers protections if they can (e.g., employ more part-timers). When companies today announce huge profits and efficiency savings we are increasing concerned with how this was done - that is the working practices involved. A patient of mine has told of how a new private security firm has come in to run his division. They cut the hourly rate from £7 to £4.50 saying they never pay more, and asked for increased working hours (twelve hour shifts). One person who cannot afford his mortgage and has become depressed and my patient took a serious turn for the worst. This kind of thing is happening across the nation. But union powers have been so curtailed there is little they can do. If the `workers' don't like it they are told they are free to leave. And these environments do brutalise people, make no mistake and advantage those ruthlessness enough to "get results." It is rather alarming that there now seems few in politics that voice these concerns - that looks to the quality of people lives in the contexts they spend much of their time.  

I believe that there is a hidden rage in us from finding ourselves contextualised in these worlds of work or poverty, that eats so much of our time. In a recent newspaper poll forty percent said they felt tired most or all of the time. We have to put up with this, of course, because not to do so threatens us with being dumped outside a `productive' life. By middle age many are looking to retire provided they have the means to create reasonable lives. The lottery win becomes a dream for release to a far more self-directed life. Our rage spills out in consumerism and lack of care for what we consume or how we produce it. We will not be frustrated. At the Rio conference on the environment in 1992 George Bush made clear that he would not take any action  that threatened American jobs. He knew perfectly well that the anger released against him should he have done so could lose him the election - though he lost anyway.


Disparity Amplification, Biology and Mental Health
The Myth that Economics is Biologically Neutral
There have been, as we saw in chapter 4, many sociological theories which see all human feelings and values as socially constructed; that the social is neither informed by the biological nor constrained by it. One understands the desires of such theorists - to avoid genetic-type deterministic arguments, and to try to expose the way cultural values can do such harm. Indeed, I have noted this repeatedly in this book. But in some ways the lack of respect for the archetypal in us is also a cruel illusion. I want to state clearly, therefore, that the political and economic are not biologically neutral - that we evolved to live in certain ways and if we deviate too much from that, without looking after our basic human social needs, then we will suffer.

From the moment of birth one's life expectancy can be determined by where one lives and into what type of community one finds oneself. Simple comparisons between the third world and the developed nations make this obvious. However, even in developed countries all is far from well. In fact recent research has found that differences in many health outcomes are related to socio-economic status and this is not just for the extremes.
 While life expectancy has been static or improving for the more well off it has been falling in the poorest sections of society. The increasing rates of death in the poor especially makes sad reading. In men, for example, not only is there increasing risk of various diseases such as heart disease but on average the managerial and professional classes live eight years (nearly 10% longer) than unskilled workers and it's worse for the unemployed.
 Moreover, suicide has increased 300% in the last decade or so in younger males.
 And TB is making a come back in the poor sections of some cities. In fact it is disparities of wealth not GNP that best predicts health outcomes in the developed world.32 Some of these findings can be attributed to life styles such as smoking (although clearly not suicide). But one has to acknowledge that even if people recognise smoking is bad for them they may feel so depressed, angry and hopeless that this is the last of their worries. Self-esteem is a powerful aid to giving up bad habits.

But there are many other factors which indicate it is relative not absolute poverty that is so damaging. The poor are more likely to live close to industrial centres with all their pollutions. The poor cannot escape into the leafy suburbs. Compared to the wealthy they are more likely to live in over crowded spaces, with all the tensions that creates. Their houses are also more likely to be damp and in poor repair (e.g., tower block estates). The poor also have less healthy diets. They may not be able to afford to pay electricity, gas or water bills. The need for fridges comes from the way food is marketed today. Without personal transport (in a car dependent economy) they may not be able to travel to services (e.g., as hospitals become more centralised). And they are more likely to live passive lives, bored, aimless, worried about the future and trapped in houses with children. And there are powerful links between an person's state of mind and their physical health. 

Stress of many kinds affects the immune and cardiovascular systems. When we look at what these stresses are, stresses which are so biologically powerful and potential deleterious, we can run a long list; from the aesthetic awfulness of the estate, to the hopelessness of unemployment and the dashing of aspiration; from the worries and fears of debt and loan sharks to the inherent relationship tensions of living with constant frustration; from the loss of self-worth to the sense of having been abandoned and marginalised; from the thwarted desires to escape to the serious restriction of any kind of choice. The word redundancy, used to fire people and to whole sections of society means, after all, `no longer necessary or wanted'.
 And as we noted in chapter 4 people internalise and take identities from their social environments. 

In the Government's Health of the Nation publication there is only one passing reference to poverty and inequality and little recognition of the way the socio-economic impacts on the biological. The Government wants the health service to sort out the mess while at the same time cutting beds and producing meaningless statistics to parade at party conferences. Recent research has suggested that high users of costly emergency health services come from the socially disadvantaged, the stigmatised groups, the homeless, those with drug and alcohol problems, victims of violence and the mentally ill. Moreover, the rates have been increasing.
 Summarising one observer Malone notes.


Previously the poor were blamed for not using medical services enough, for relying on their own resources and for undue suspicion of medicine. Now they are blamed for relying too much on admittedly ineffective medical services and not enough on their own resources. (p. 471) 35

In regard to mental ill health things are bad. Work by Brown and Harris
 found that depression, which is at epidemic portions in some communities, and is far more prevalent in poor rather than wealthy communities,31 can arise from a mixture of vulnerability factors and provoking agents or life events. In working class communities, where (depending on your definition of depression) the rates of depression can be well over 50 percent, the most common vulnerability factors for women are low-self-esteem, having no close relationships, having three of more children at home and no outside employment. Upon these vulnerability factors any life event with long term implications, such as loss of a (husband's) job or the break up of a relationship can trigger depression. One of the key consequences is a collapse into hopelessness and feeling trapped with no way out. Yet up to a third of (non-psychotic) depressions will remit with the onset of a positive or fresh start event. The problem is, of course, that as one becomes depressed it becomes more difficult to present oneself as confident to potential employers or potential partners or to summon the perseverance necessary to look for work, find out about one's entitlements, or fight with councils, or look for friends etc. So creating opportunities for fresh start events fall away. Even if one is vulnerable to psychotic problems, what often triggers relapse is social factors, such as poverty, unemployment and poor housing.

There is also evidence that in homes fraught with frustration and stress of unemployment, boredom and financial restraint, physical abuse of children increases. As more than one patient said to me, "I am always on a short fuse and I can lash out at the kids and then hate myself for it. I think there is something wrong and nasty about me." There is much in mental ill health that is like poverty itself - a vicious circle. As people become depressed they also become more irritable and do less. As these things follow they loss self-esteem and become more depressed. There are treatments that help people look at how they think about themselves and these can be helpful, but such treatments do not address the underlying social causes of mental ill-health. In some ways they are back to confusing economic power with will power, and there is evidence that the very poor do not do that well with such therapies. 

Even for those in work the picture is increasingly less than rosy. Around 1.7 million working days are lost to stress, the highest cause of lost working days after back problems. The increasing work loads, as employers expect more for less, and the realisation if one does not perform there is another in line eager to have a go, means that for some the hours spent at work are increasing. All employers like workaholics and so fan what is in essence a form of craziness. When one is burnt out they are easily replaced. The sheer callousness of some working environments is frightening.

Medicine and the Myth of the Curable?
The most important social debates concern how to heal our social divisions and the symptoms of crime and mental illness they spawn. Some look to bio-medicine or think that our problems are all in our genes. However, although genes may play a role in personality traits, social contexts play a role in how these are expressed or constrained. Seeking solutions in genes for social problems is extremely dangerous.
  Nor should we be too hopeful that some new wonder drug (even better than Prozac?) is the solution for the social depressions of our times - as helpful as these may be for very ill individuals.
 Drug companies are, of course, pleased to peddle a belief in the value of their wares but these drugs do not change our values, re-educate or create jobs and might even make matters worse. This is because there is an increasing sense in society (and of some in the medical profession) that depression, anxiety, aggression, frustration and work burn-out are to do with one's brain chemicals and a quick fix is available. And patients obviously want to feel better - and quickly.

Of course, many forms of mental suffering are real enough and drugs can, on a personal level, be a great relief for the very ill - to be honest I've certainly benefited from the odd tranquilliser myself. Drugs like Prozac are now been seen as new designer drugs that increase the confidence to compete in an increasingly competitive world. The problem is that a drug alone orientated practice to suffering creates a cultural set of beliefs about how to fix things, a search for diseases of (only in) the brain, not of the social life, and speaks to the wrong level for change.39 Governments like it because it seems cheap and bio-medicine has always seemed like real science (none of this airy-fairy social stuff). But it can result in a blind eye to the causes of how our brain chemicals got up to mischief in the first place. True, psychologist's tend to have a jaundiced view of these drugs because we tend to see all the drug failures and hear the complaints about medics never having the time to listen to them. 

And we do not know what these drugs do to our altruistic strategies. Of course, seriously depressed people are not very altruistic, but there are anecdotal reports that for some these drugs may make us care less about others. For example, Newnham38 reports on the experiences of one writer who took Prozac:


"I decided to try shopping on Prozac..... I'm usually fanatical about getting the right present for the right person. This year, as a result of Prozac, when I didn't find the right thing, many friends went without a present, and I feel no shame. It's not so much that you buy less, it's that you don't care what you buy, or if you buy." (p. 12)38
Such views should ring alarm bells. If these drugs help us to be less self-critical and shame sensitive them they could well be personally helpful, but we do not know how they effect empathy and caring behaviour. Do they make us less worried about all kinds of things including the state of the world we live in? Suppose we found that some drugs increase social confidence but also reduce altruism and concern for the poor? As far as I know there is no data to judge these issues - maybe they increase altruism (and certainly curing the depression might). Increasingly various high profile personalities and leaders admit to taking Prozac - how does it effect their values? Does it increase their confidence to support moral programs or does it reduce their concern to do so and simply increase their own internal sense of status? And do we know if increases in confidence are matched by real improvements in ability? The mildly hypomanic can think they are doing good work but others around them might not share that view. The mildly hypomanic will then blame others for not seeing their talent. I do want to stress that for seriously depressed people drugs can be life savers - for me that is clear and not at issue. What is at issue is that drugs which boost confidence in those who have become mildly depressed because their life styles are highly competitive may not challenge their life styles but more vigorously pursue them. Is this wise? We need more research here.

These concerns are not to alienate psychiatrists but rather to appeal to the old medical aspirations which saw them pushing for changes in hygiene, standards of food and nutrition, child care, immunization programmes and much more. The leaders of psychiatry and psychology must combine to state clearly that we have enough evidence now to know that some environments are psychologically toxic. And this toxicity operate at many levels; on the constructions of personal identities, social roles and their biological substrates; on family and community life; on hopes, expectations and aspirations; and on the shapes and forms of social frustration and deprivations. We must make mental health a priority. Indeed, the World Health Organisation has already begun to make these aspects clear. 


Without peace and social justice, without enough food and water, without education and decent housing, and without providing each and all of us with a useful role in society and an adequate income, there can be no health for the people, no growth and no social development.(p. 13)33
These are laudable motives but still to reach down into funded "craziness" preventative practices. Whether we look at crime, violence, unwanted pregnancies, divorce, depression, drugs and alcohol, or straightforward despair, it does not take long to recognise that we are in serious trouble; and that we need values, reflected in our leaders, which are able to tackle these issues - rather than cynically offering us tax breaks, more powerful weapons or more efficient industries, to build our fortresses against the shifting sands of fragmentation and inequality. Drugs may help with distress in our personal lives, but we are not sure how much they will help change our societies which can be so crazy-making.

Conclusion
In this chapter I have outlined a number of mythologies that take some account of our evolved nature and social realities. We noted the current myth that individuals are better able to spend their money wisely than governments. This is, of course, is a myth because we can't protect ourselves from diseases, famines, economic ups and downs, or wars, nor can individuals plan on anything like the scale necessary to build or run the infrastructure of the modern State. It is because we remain mutually dependent on each other that we need to have a social system that both recognises this mutual dependency and legislates in a way that advantages it and brings as many into the productive (or at least participating) life of society as possible. And we need far more thoyght about the quality of our lices as producers.

When it comes to financing social policy altruism is an ideal (a moral philosophy) as much as a directly felt experience; i.e., in paying taxes we are working with our ideals and do not pay them because we have direct contact with (or gain prestige from) the beneficiaries. Complex societies need complex infrastructures, and governments who abandon this clear need are, in my view, destructive. They will, via their appeal to selfishness set us on course to `Blade Runner' societies and other nightmares. In some parts of the world we are there already. Moreover, as the world becomes more globalised and interconnected, it needs complex infrastructures urgently, not miserly individual governments who hide behind elitist visions of the West. 

In my view communism is not, and has never been, an answer. Only someone who was unfamiliar with modern psychology would think it was, for it produces the amorous mass where talent cannot find its way to the roles necessary to offer good practice. It cannot deal with conflicts of interest because it does not recognise them. Unbridled, or non-altruistic capitalism, however, without a clear understanding of the importance of mutual dependency and the need to constantly redistribute the products of labour simply produces so many losers that the privileged live more and more in a drawbridge society, hoping to shred themselves of their social responsibility and protect themselves from the unrest and protests of the masses. Disparity amplification, without controls, does not produce a common good but a privileged or contented good for a (increasingly shrinking) few. Moreover, the accumulations of wealth actually inhibit the free flow of talent and one ends up with the old boy net-work of the incompetent. So the privileges of wealth are turned, not to create greater social responsibility in a fairer society, but to protect privilege.

Those concerned with social policy have usually been presented with a conflict of considering what is fair, helpful and altruistically desirable with what is economically possible. Rarely has mental health been related to economic policy. And yet is it how we feel about things that lead us to behave well or badly. On the whole people behave more reasonably if they feel supported with a respected place in society. Postmodernism has been a gift to those who would deny human needs and see all as socially created. But human social needs are real, blood and guts stuff. Some environments are psychologically toxic and always will be so. This does not mean that provisioning a society to protect he poor is the answer to problems, for problems are as much to do with the social contexts of poverty - the aimlessness, lack of meaningful roles, the lack of community or sense that one does matters. Provisioning should be tied to bringing people in to join in the activities of society, including decent wages for decent participation. If psychologists can make one contribution to these complex issues of modern life then it must be to spell out time and time again that the economic cannot be divorced from the psychological, nor the biological. Evolutionary psychology in particular can focus on economics because one of its key concerns are the strategies that evolved to control the distribution of resources. Economic expediency may produce environments that are efficient and productive but uninhabitable. We must, at some point, decide whether we will be like ants, simply serving a system of forces that swirl about us (for humans - the unrestrained market), or whether we wish to have the system serve us - as human beings. We will engage a different style of thinking and a different set of values according to how we decide which we want.




� Galbraith, J.K. (1993).








� Classifying societies and groups is actually quite difficult. They can be investigated as to their internal structures and/or how they relate externally to other societies and groups. Some researchers explore differences in anti-social and prosocial behaviour (see for example Hinde,R.A. and Groebel, J. 1991 eds) or peaceful and war-like (see Howell, S. and Willis, R. 1989) or partnership and dominator/competitive see Eisler, R. (1990). Yet other researcher given more complex classification see for example Fiske A.P.(1992). I have outlined this for chapter 4 but it worth repeating it here. Fiske suggests four basic forms of socio-culture organisation. 1. Communal sharing which is similar to egalitarian; people are treated as equals. 2. Authority ranking where people are attentive to where they are in the social ranks and have rights or powers increased or reduced according to their ranks. Ranks tend to be rigid. 3. Equality matching where people keep track of favours and obligations. 4. Market pricing where forms of social behaviour are made from economic exchanges and the values placed on commodities and attributes (money or special skills can buy you up the ranks). Different psychologies (beliefs and values) are needed and recruited in the different models. 





� Gore, A. (1992). A thoughtful and highly informative book on the problems of environmental destruction from unrestrained competition and a lack of care. The stories of industrial- ecological damage are frightening. Interestingly although we often think that early hunter-gatherer societies were respectful of the land, in fact once agriculture go going land was exploited and this was true apparently even of very early Greek societies (see Runnels, C.N. 1995) - which we tend to see as idyllic. 








� Eisler, R. (1990). It is usually the archetypal forms of competition and cooperation that are usually contrasted rather than competition and caring (e.g, see Argyle, M. 1991). But as we noted in chapter 3, cooperation is a complex behaviour and their is no reason why it would recruit a caring psychology. Eisler touches on this point. 





� See Argyle, M. (1987) for a review. See also Howell, S. and Willis, R. (1989)





� See some of the societal patterns compared and contrasted (e.g., the Gusii and the King!) in chapter 4. See also Sampson, E.E. (1993) who touches on stem of these themes in various ways.





� It is well to remember, however, that even collective groups who can be very prosocial internally can be pretty cruel to outsiders and other groups. At times it can be our care and loyalty for others and our grief at their injury that can lead us to very anti-social and vengeful, as in war (see chapter 10).





� Mann, M. (1986).





� Gay, P. (1977, 1995). Raymond Plant has also written and in depth exploration of various recent political philosophies which articulate arguments in support of these positions and their various combinations.





� This can lead to some very strange paradoxes. A person who was a leader of a local group would continually advocate the need for individuality in good Thatchertite tradition. But in reality he was a highly group made man, engaging in numerous committees and groups. His espousal of individuality and disdain for community could only live by the fact he was highly embedded in his community of conservatives. He disavowed the very process that made him what he was and gave him his power. I am not sure that Margaret Thatcher ever understood that all leaders are members of communities and the moment that community has had enough and can survive without you, they will destroy you. One's power depends on the continual excitement of the fantasies and ideals of the group as we say in chapter 7. 





� Keegan, W. (1993). The spectra of capitalism is indeed a serious problem if not restrained by caring values. As Keegan  makes clear the establishment of the capitalist superstructures with their beauocratices, multi-nationals and national self-interest offer dark warning for the future.








� Hutton, W. (1995b).





� Smail, D. (1987).





� Gay, P. (1995) gives a comprehensive historical exploration of such of justifications for inequality - especially belief in the essential superiority of some groups and individuals. Scott, J.C. (1990) explores the many reasons the subordinate do not revolt.








� Plant, R. (1991). Concerns with the nature of social justice and fairness have at the heart of modern political philosophy - and complex arguments some are. Plant given a very helpful overview to this area of thought and one which sadly we do not do justice to here. Galbraith, J.K. (1993) also discusses the theme of payment by the rich for services to the poor.
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� Gilmour, I.I. (1992).








� Education of our caring psychology, of the importance of sharing, respect and compassion are arbitrary and very much not central to education. These talents, it is believed, develop naturally or in the home - despite the fact we know that many homes are fraught places and increasingly with absent parents out at work. And men (fathers) have rarely seen it as their responsibility to educate our caring psychology. Caught in the need to work, parents worry, mostly that their children will acquire work skills to ensure them jobs, or they avoid even that responsibility.





� Galbraith, J.K. (1993)





� One of my religious teachers once told me (and it appears also in some gnostic texts) that the original commandant "thou shalt not steal," was actually "thou shalt not accumulate." However, some saw that this was going to cause huge problems so they subtlety changed it. I don't know if this is true but I like the story and can believe it.





� See Emler, N. and Hogan, R. (1991) for a fascinating discussion of this.





� As reported in the Independent on Sunday, March t, 1995 p. 1, "Mitterrand bows out with call for world tax," by Geoffrey Lean and Nicholas Timmins.





� Goldsmith, J. (1994) offers and interesting exploration on the economic mismanagement behind the growth of poverty, crime and ecological destruction. 





� Archer, J. (1994 eds). And in this book see chapter five.





� One reason for this, of course, is that unlike other professions, where one is chosen because one has demonstrated some knowledge or ability in the field, politicians must win votes from those very distant from the facts. Moreover, we base choices on media manipulate sets of images that play on basic fears and prejudices in sound-bites. When the Sun newspaper claimed they helped elect the last Tory government, a rather grandiose claim to be sure, there was nonetheless a shudder that they may have had a point. (see Postman, N. 1987). Would you chose a doctor or pilot like this? I have no answers to this except to note how incredibly dependent we are on the media for accurate information and the integrity of politicians - sadly a profession held in rather low regard. It is alarming when the son of Thatcher turns up in American courts charged with racketeering and corruption, massive arms deals and the sleazy dealings of government are exposed. 





� Sen, A. (1993). Gives a powerful overview of the role of social and economic policy as causes of famines and disease, especially in the third world. Our investment and loans which have put so many in debt is of tragic proportions and now some countries can barely cope with the interest on these loans. 





� Runnels, C.N. (1985a).





� Rowe, D.  (1992) Offers a very detailed and insightful exploration on how we have become so hooked on material things and how frustration and anger at not having them seem central to our experiences of ourselves and our lives





� I am grateful to David Smail for this observation.





� Lasch, C. (1979/1991).





� Adler et al., (1994)





� Donnison, D. (1992). See also Wilkinson, I.G. (1992).


 





� I have discussed in more detail else where (Gilbert, P. 1992a).


 





� Some commentators have noted that along with single parent families, young males are finding themselves increasingly redundant in the modern world. There is no work for them and they are ill equipped or skilled to join modern working technological industries, simply labouring is becoming less useful. Nor are the equipped with much emotional sensitivity of life. Many have grown up in tense, aggressive homes pervaded with hopelessness. They make poor fathers and poorly committed companions to women and can be filled with anger and contempt. However, their protests need not worry us for we can build more prisons. 
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� Gibbs, W.W. (1995).
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� Some psychiatrists are quite alarmed at how Prozac has been so hyped in the media and can be given for little more than confidence boosting when anti-depressants were designed for serious depression. For mild depression placebos and clinical caring support do as well as drugs and most psychological therapies do as well for moderate forms, and may even be superior at preventing relapse. In serious depression drugs are often important - at least in conjunction with therapy. But in a way Psychiatry only have itself to blame for the bad publicity for they have grossly over-extended themselves. They still feel it is their given right to be leaders in mental health, despite their social and psychological understanding being poor (after all they rarely study it in any depth). A consultant colleague, who I think is a very caring man, has such has vast numbers attending his clinics that trying to do anything other than offer drug relief is near impossible. This is very stressful to him. But psychiatry has never clearly marked the limits of its profession, it worries about competitors (like psychology). Apart from some notable exceptions it does not strongly advocated biopsychosocial models nor teach them at medical school, nor does it argue forcefully and in support of psychological inputs. In general hospitals, where the psychological component of illness and health behaviours is huge, many don't have any psychologists all. The problem with psychology is that it tends to be time intensive and market economics want quick fixes.








