

Chapter 8: SUBMITTING, FOLLOWING AND REBELLIONPRIVATE 


The powerful....have a vital interest in keeping up the appearances appropriate to their form of domination. Subordinates, for their part, ordinarily have good reasons to help sustain those appearances or, at least, not openly contradict them. Taken together, these two social facts have, I believe, important consequences for the analysis of power relations. (p. 70)

Despite our beliefs in our human autonomy and individuality we may be one of the most easily led and manipulated species to have walked this earth. We can be inspired by our leaders, be devoted to them, be terrified of them, deceived by them, kill for them, and even kill ourselves for them. Between 1940 and 1945 over 11 million people were murdered in the Nazi death camps of Germany because many were prepared to submit to and comply with the xenophobic visions of their leader. In 1978 the world was horrified by the way the charismatic religious leader, Jim Jones, had created the conditions by which nearly a thousand people voluntarily committed mass suicide (including feeding poison to their own children) on his orders. 

Leader-follower (dominate-subordinate) behaviour is recognised in just about every type of mammal. This behaviour could only have evolved and become so common if there had been reproductive benefits for both leaders (dominants) and followers (subordinates).
 However, as the 1978 Jonestown mass suicides show the evolved psychology of subordination and following can at times work against genetic self-interest. At the very least it demonstrates the enormous power of leader-follower relationships. Moreover, as discussed in the last chapter, we often put great emphasise on the importance of personal freedom and yet often fail to recognise just how much of our behaviour is directed at seeking approval, fitting in with our social groups and subordinating ourselves to various individuals, doctrines, traditions and values. 

This chapter explores some of the complexities of human forms of submitting and following. We start by looking at basic evolved patterns of submission. From there I will consider how `submitting to' and endorsing social rules, values and doctrines underpins our personal identities. I will then consider why we find some types of leader (even highly authoritarian ones) and their values attractive. 

Voluntary and Involuntary Submissions
Many of the earliest forms of social behaviour such as, courting, sexual advertising, mating, threatening, harassing, territorial defensive, ritual threat displays and submission are to be found in our earliest ancestors, the reptiles. MacLean
 points out that:


....Ethologists have made it popularly known..... that a passive response (a submissive display) to an aggressive display may make it possible under most circumstances to avoid unnecessary, and sometimes mortal, conflict. Hence it could be argued that the submissive display is the most important of all displays because without it numerous individuals might not survive. (italics added, p 235).

Submissive behaviour made an early appearance on the evolutionary stage. Few would argue that submissive behaviour in all its various forms are central to human activities. The difference between us and the reptiles is not on the need to have a submissive repertoire but that human submission is far more complex. In terms of our human psychology the two basic dimensions which underpin human submissive and following behaviour are our old friends fear and attraction (see chapter 3). 

Fear: When there is fear of the dominant(s), the basic psychology is escape/avoidance, compliance, obedience or simple resignation. We do what we are told, follow and comply with others out of fear of the consequences of doing otherwise. This is a form of involuntary subordination. If we had the power/resources not to submit or could escape from the situation, then we would. Some forms of fearful, involuntary submission (which involves feelings of powerlessness and having to comply with the wishes of others) show up in many forms of psychopathology. The psychiatrist John Price
 was one of the first to link (a personal belief in) low status and submissive behaviour to psychopathology. For example, in social anxiety and depression people often feel very inhibited in putting forward their own views or needs. It is well known that the depressed and socially anxious person finds it almost impossible to be confidently assertive - even thought they would very much like to be so. They experience their inhibitedness as quite involuntary and may even hate themselves for it. In the last chapter we noted how depressed people often feel highly subordinate, and label themselves as inferior, bad, inadequate, failures, losers and worthless (i.e., of low status/power).

So one form of involuntary submission comes form certain states of mind - we feel constrained from within ourselves. At other times we recognise that our subordinate behaviours are very much controlled from outside; they are controlled by the situation or context. Indeed, since most of our lives are lived in hierarchically organised social structures1 we often need to know when and to whom to act submissively, or at least not openly challenge. As Scott
 makes clear there is always a difference to be drawn between public forms of submission/obedience and private acceptance. The most deferential public displays may be accompanied by quite the opposite behind closed doors and when out of sight of the dominant. At one level we may know we are choosing to behave as a subordinate, but in private do not identify ourselves as inferior in a personal sense. Nonetheless, the experiences associated with fear based compliance include fear of persecution and punishment/injury, exclusion, withdrawal of approval and love, shame and even loss of identity. Some subordinate behaviours directed towards a dominant are often related to calming a potentially punitive dominant, e.g., a God, leader, parent or group.

Generally, then involuntary submission occurs when a person recognises that they are behaving in a non-assertive way, and would prefer not to, but cannot either muster the confidence to be assertive or the situation is such that it would be detrimental to be assertive. The feelings associated with involuntary submission are mostly negative and include depression, anxiety and various forms of resentment. Such feelings are rare when it comes to voluntary submission. Voluntary submission is usually based on attraction.

Attraction: Subordination to a leader/dominant because the leader is attractive (has high SAHP) is a little more tricky, and usually seems far more voluntary. Here we willingly submit to the other. We recognise their superiority, indeed are relieved by it, for the dominant seems stronger, wiser or more able than ourselves. We want to form a positive relationship with him/her, and to benefit from this relationship, rather than just control his/her anger. In this situation we may show respect, adoration, worship and even love. However, subordinate love is a different kind of love to that between (say) mother and baby, sexual lovers or friends. In the first place lovers, babies and friends are not awed by each other and spend a lot of time looking into each other's eyes, and exploring each other's faces. In submissive adoration, however, there are clear submissive behaviours such as bowing the head, going down on one knee as a mark of respect, avoiding eye contact or even prostrating oneself. The dominant is at a distance and cannot be approached with any intimacy. Indeed, to do so is taken as a sign of disrespect and not knowing one's place. The dominant can touch you but (usually) you cannot reach out and embrace the dominant. So adoration and worship of a dominant, when it involves submission and recognition of one's inferior position, is different from other forms of love. At times there can be an acute sensitivity to one's deferential social presentation. In religious texts submitting to God's will and love of God are often seen as interchangeable. It is the degree to which a person see's their submission to and obedience of a higher authority as voluntary or involuntary that determines whether such behaviours are associated with negative feelings or more positive one's. 

Sometimes a person comes to `adore' someone who is actually quite harmful to them. How did Hitler get the following he did? Also in various cults and abusive relationships there can be an attraction and what looks like voluntary submission to rather aversive characters and one wonders how this could happen. Indeed it is in the interaction of fear and attraction based forms of submissive behaviour that produces so many paradoxes of human behaviour. In the next part of this chapter I will explore some of the ways they can become locked together.

Reverted Escape
There is an aspect to subordination that involves both fear and attraction in a rather odd way. This was noted by the ethologist Michael Chance
 in his studies of non-human primates. In many primates, if a subordinate has been attacked by a dominant the first response is to flee, but subsequently the subordinate seems motivated to return to the dominant - the very source of the threat. It is as if the dominant now has some attraction to the subordinate. Often, Chance observed, there can be a cautious and tense return, where approach and avoidance seem to compete. Gradually, moving forward and expressing highly submissive behaviours, the subordinate comes nearer and nearer to the dominant until they are close. Then, not uncommonly, the dominant will often pat, stroke or even embrace the subordinate. These behaviours have a calming effect on both the dominant and subordinate. The subordinate has, as it were, made the threat less, by ensuring acceptance of itself via ensuring that its submission is accepted. It has changed the state of mind of the dominant - from anger to reassurance. This has been called reverted escape - meaning that coping with a threat actually involves returning to it and calming it down.

Jane Goodall
 has observed very similar behaviours in chimpanzees, which she feels is related to a need for contact, (although need to calm the dominant is also probably, if not more, important.) She gives a good example of reverted escape.


Perhaps the most dramatic illustration of the chimpanzee's need for physical contact is after he has been threatened or attacked by a superior, particularly when a young adolescent male has been victimised by a high‑ranking adult male. Once Figan, aged about 10 years, was badly pounded by the alpha male (Goliath at the time). Screaming and tense, Figan began cautiously approaching his aggressor who sat with his hair still bristling. Every so often, the desire to flee seemed almost to overcome the adolescent's desire for contact and he turned, as though to retreat. But each time he went on again until eventually he was crouched, flat on the ground in front of Goliath. And there he stayed, still screaming, until Goliath, in response to his submission, began to pat him gently on the back on and on until the screaming gradually subsided and Figan sat up and moved away quite calmly. Such incidents are common and almost always the aggressor responds to the submissive gestures of the subordinate with a touch, a pat or even an embrace. Occasionally, if a young male is not reassured in this way in response to his submission, he may actually fly into a tantrum, hitting the ground and screaming so intensely that he almost chokes. (p. 144) 8
Humans often use reverted escape quite unconsciously and is a well known psychological trick; raise anxiety but also be a source of relief. This means a person may become attracted to the very thing (or person) who made them anxious. Reverted escape does appear important to humans also. Having experienced the wrath of a dominant there can be a strong desire to calm that wrath by returning, humble and submissive  - seeking acceptance. In human behaviour this may be mirrored in religious confessions, seeking redemption and even forgiveness. If one cannot escape from the reach of the dominant, and/or if in some way one sees oneself as dependent on him/her, the anxiety might be great. It may be adaptive to ensure that the dominant's anger is calmed and that they come to see you as dutifully subordinate and not a threat to their rule. At times women returning to aggressive males seem to show the features of reverted escape and it is only when escape can be assured that the relationship eventually breaks-up. At times sex can be offered to calm the aggressions of a dominant male which gives some control over them. 

Reverted escape is a complex behaviour but it suggests that fear does not always lead to avoidance - but on the contrary can lead to an increase in attraction (in terms of the focus of attention), approach and submission. To feel forgiven and accepted can increase the attraction of the dominant. There may be few questions asked of whether the original attack or threat was fair. Indeed, people who feel subordinate and inferior may blame themselves for even the most unreasonable attacks upon them, making their subordinacy and need to be forgiven the greater.

Many a bully seems to intuit that a threat, followed by an opportunity to return (submissively) and obtain forgiveness can strengthen his/her power over subordinates, by, on the one hand reminding them of his/her power over them, and on the other giving opportunities for acceptance and reassurance. It may be the relief from calming the dominant which is so positively rewarding. This reward is transferred onto the dominant so that the dominant's acceptance, the source of relief, is seen as attractive and desirable. This may help explain why some people become devoted to bullies. The degree to which reverted escape is involved in masochistic behaviour is unknown.

Attraction
Of course, not all attractions to dominant individuals are derived from reverted escape mechanisms. Following leaders because they are attractive (have high SAHP -  see chapter 3) is based on the rewards associated with following and compliance. These can be called expansions - in that the person who follows gains love, approval, status, security, a sense of belonging, acceptance, power, privilege etc - the advantage of following is that we become more than we were; we gain from it. Following raises our SAHP and RHP (see chapter 3). It is important to note, however, that gains and losses, fears and attractions are not mutually exclusive - one hopes for the rewards (e.g., approval) but may also fear the loss of them. So in fact most following behaviour probably involves mixtures of fear and attraction.
There can also be a real attraction to leaders who stir us emotionally via their charisma. This emotional arousal may be associated with the arousal of anticipated rewards; a kind of inflation in fantasy of what we might become. In psychoanalytic theory this is seen as a form of projection, and we see in the leader things that we are unable to do for ourselves. Very few will be attracted to those who seem subordinate, too negative, and many a politician has lost an election by focusing people on the need for limitation and restraint/sacrifice. Leaders who might diminish rewards are not popular - people want to be `expanded', given opportunities, feel optimistic, win victories etc., not have them closed down. The conservative government is waiting (hoping) for people to get the `feel good factor' to change its fortunes. 


Submission and Personal Identity
Our capacity for `submitting' shows itself in many other areas apart from the more straightforward dominate-subordinate relationships. This is because a personal identity involves `adhering to' values and rules. Adhering means `to stick with,' or `to go alone with,' and also captures ideas such as `complying with,` or `agreeing to.' In this section I hope to show that our capacity for submission is an important aspect (although only one aspect) of creating an identity.

Following Rules
We show our capacity to submit when we `comply' with rules, doctrines, values, secular ideologies or institutions. At this level we have internalised a system of beliefs from the outside world about `correct' social behaviour. For example, if a cue forms at the bank we mostly accept that we must wait our turn. When the traffic light turns red we stop (unless drunk). We recognise that rules do provide for some stability and consistency on how to act and they reduce conflicts. Complete anarchy is chaos and learning social rules (and when to obey them) is a mark of competent social behaviour. To maintain social consistency in rule directed behaviour, be this stoping at traffic lights, bowing to the Queen and showing deference, or even in courting behaviour, we put pressure on people to conform with and obey the rules. If we all followed different rules then social behaviour would be almost impossible.

Internalisation
Some rules are kept simply because of external pressure. They are public rather than private acts and if one thinks one can `get away' with rule breaking one may try to do so. Maintaining rules and values, however, can also be internalised and part of our private discourses - they operate even outside or beyond the reach of an enforcer. In psychoanalysis the internalisation of rules and values is seen as a superego function. Let me briefly explain this. The superego forms from the values and prohibitions that children internalise from their parents. It grows from the rewards and punishments parents give to a child. For example, being punished for failure a child may internalises the rule(s) "I must never fail, or it is bad to fail" and the child will come to feel (internally) bad about themselves if they fail. Or suppose a child expresses anger and the parent says, "you are bad/unlovable to do that." The child then learns, `anger is bad and I am bad if I express it'. To take another example, one might be put off the pleasures of masturbation because one has been taught that such pleasures are sinful. Thus, complying or failing to comply with inner rules gives rise to a sense of a good or bad self; of what one can and cannot do; of what is permissible and what not. Or to put this another way, "I come to judge myself by the way others have judged me." Thus the superego, (or memory of rewards and punishments) becomes part of the self (not external to it) and exerts control over feelings and self-identity. 

To be `dominated and controlled' by one's inner superego is to be internally driven to obey certain rules and conform to certain ideals and standards (do's and don'ts; shoulds and should nots) that were at one time ordered by others. The anticipation of breaking a rule (e.g., failing, not trying hard enough, expressing anger, or masturbating) can give rise to guilt, shame and anxiety. Indeed, some people may never experience the full extent of their rage or sexuality but only their (superego) anxiety of it. 

On the other hand, obeying rules and doing "the right thing," can give a sense of security or even pride. Some people may even risk external persecution to obey their internal values and/or superego and "do the right thing" - a from of martyrdom. Because we internalise the rewards and prohibitions of parents we may come to deliver self-punishments and rebukes to ourselves (self-criticism) for violating rules and standards. These violations can take many forms. They may include actions (e.g., aggressive or sexual) or even having certain thoughts, feelings or fantasies that have been deemed unacceptable. As analysts say, "when the superego speaks it sounds remarkably like mum and dad."

The point about all this is that subordination is not just to an external agent but also to an internalised other(s) who has become part of the self and orientates us to a moral space of actions, thoughts and feelings. The more people internalise obedience to rules and values the more certain their subjugation to them. The superego, of course, is shaped by the manipulations of the parents to get their child to behaviour in the way they wish. And in many instances the values parents want their child to internalise are those that will gain SAHP in the group and protect their own reproductive interests. Thus, in general, parents often attempt to educate their children to follow social rules, to obey them, to achieve status and comply with certain sexual practices. If the parent is successful then it may appear to the child (and later adult) that they are voluntarily following these goals and agendas and will not feel resentful for trying to follow them.

Identity
Following doctrines and values has other advantages. Why is someone a feminist, or a catholic, or a left-wing socialist? Why do we identify with and internalise such values? Clearly, at one level it is about conformity, finding alliances, being with like others and joining the in-group. We may be attracted to groups and leaders because we are biologically set up to be, but the exact values we identify with will be a mixture of echoes from own archetypal psychology and our socialisations. For example, those with strong competitive temperaments might chose sport, others might be attracted to authoritarian political groups, yet others are attracted to academic groups. But selecting who and what to follow is not just to find ways to enhance SAHP but it is also a moral issue and a question of identity. As Taylor
 points out, we may identify with a faith or doctrine and in so doing locate ourselves in a moral and predictable space. Thus, to follow a doctrine and value system tells us who we are.


To know who I am is species of knowing where I stand. My identity is defined by the commitments and identifications which provide the frame or horizon within which I can try to determine from case to case what is good, or valuable, or what ought to be done, or what I endorse or oppose. In other words, it is the horizon within which I am capable of taking a stand. (p. 27).9
Taylor's linkage of our valuing with `taking stands' is to link identity with a form of territoriality. An identity acts like a territory that is advertised, claimed and defended. And we might expect that threat to it will arouse all the defensive actions of a reptile defending its territory, because to be human locates territoriality in identity. Indeed, our values mark our boundaries, of what we defend, what we acclaim, what we might fight for. Moreover, to lose the commitment to the territory, ideals or value system, or for them to dissolve around us, gives rise to anxiety and confusion of what one should do, where one stands in the world, who one is, where one's home and comrades are. We often speck of such things in spacial terms. Losing an identity is a form of `displacement,' giving rise to `disorientation' in new spaces of the unfamiliar. A `who am I' is thus also a `where am I'. Hence, following is intimately linked with identity and endorsing values because they root us in a predictable space. As Taylor says:


To know who you are is to be orientated in a moral space, a space in which questions arise about what is good or bad, what is worth doing and what not, what has meaning and importance for you and what is trivial and secondary. (p. 28)9 

Thus, human identity exists in a `space of questions,' dilemmas and challenges, and where answers offer locations and defenses. We will be attracted to things and people who help us answer these questions; about what is right and wrong, what gives SAHP and what losses it. Developing an identity by adopting values, roles and attitudes which have been laid out by others, helps us to relate to others - to know that others will act towards us predictably; others believe what we believe, their answers are our answers. In this way conflicts and uncertainties are reduced, or if they arise one can defend one's `position' or identity with appeals to one's own authority (dominance), higher authority if necessary (God says we should.....) or to others in the group. And so leaders can become important to us because they mark out potential identities, they offer values and articulate meanings. We look to them for guidance, for the things to follow or should be doing.

We can see then that the way we become (say) men and women, a doctor or priest, is based on following doctrines - of agreeing to endorse and thus follow values of how we should be and how we should act, in order to be accepted as a good representative of a man, woman, doctor or priest. These doctrines and values reflect both archetypal themes (e.g., of caring or competing) but are also socially defined and given; we learn them from others. In some societies, as we have seen (chapter 5) values of manhood can be that men should be tough and fearless in order to gain the SAHP of being `an able man', while in other societies manliness resides more with peacefulness. Beating up opponents might loss SAHP in academic groups, but destroying the arguments of opponents might gain it. But whatever role we take and whatever identity we assume and aspire to, we are in a sense proving ourselves to be dutiful subordinates to the doctrines of constructed identities. That our identities will be aimed at expansions (gaining and defending SAHP) and exerting control is hardly surprising, because as we have said, to some degree an identity is like a territory, a space that we occupy. And by our actions we advertise our identities and are in fear of losing them. 

There is no shortage of those who will tell us what being a good feminist or man is, how we should relate to men/women, what our attitudes to child rearing should be, or sex, pornography, God and each other. Followership can help us by giving us something we can't give ourselves; a certainty and clarity of values, identity and purpose. We follow the writings of our chosen leaders, devouring their messages and trying to transform ourselves. And any desire that we might have to disobey can feel like treachery and disloyalty. The dominant people in a group will know this and may play on it with cruel effort to magnify it by shame: `If you do not submit to or follow the doctrines you are not one of us'.

Group Size 
An identity is created in a social context via engaging in roles and affirming values. Thus, to form coherent identities (as a man, a psychologist, a cricketer - not very good one in my case) a person must make consistent connections with others. Group size has a significant bearing on the ease by which this is done. Some researchers point out that the preferred size of a group varies from 50-150. This figure reflects the size of groups that humans evolved within (its EEA, see chapter 2). If groups get much larger than that the familiarities and opportunities for personal relations begin to break down. But even within even these groups there are smaller groups of cliques (of 3-5), families and teams (10-15). Most sports teams are between 10-15 players, Jesus had twelve disciples and interestingly even lions never hunt in groups of more than twelve. 

In humans there are always tensions of identity and roles in mega-groups because there are so many unknown people. One can not rely on having one's identity confirmed by others because one simply is `not known' to others. So there are problems of one's small(er) community becoming lost in mega-groups and of being `just one' of an amorous mass. Thus, localised groups have a tendency to try to distinguish themselves and set boundaries around themselves to mark their identities and territories. The group will have common agendas, objectives and goals. To be accepted in a group one must share, submit and follow these, more or less. So in a way small groups set out the climate for certain types of discourse in which one can express oneself and find a place, and identity. But in so doing one must also be willing to submit to, and comply with the group's values and goals.

Of course, group identity may be much larger (e.g., of political groups or professions) but they still behave territorially and require some consistently of view to be shared and followed. That we do behave with a kind of (reptilian) territoriality to our social identities can be seen by how individuals react to claims made, for example, on their (supposed) domain of expertise or knowledge. If, for example, psychologists start to engage in debates on psychotropic drugs, there is the feeling that they are encroaching on another group's (medicine's) territory. Indeed, domains of knowledge, working practices and power are seen as territories and people use the language of `stealing, encroaching, invading and defending'. 

We can see then that conformity and obedience to the rules and values of the group help to locate us in a predictable social space - a location of familiarity and mutual reinforcement of our identities. Given these preliminary thoughts we can explore why we often follow and submit to others who have quite destructive values. As is often the case self-interest will not be far from view.


The Appeal of the Authoritarian Leader
History shows us that we often, willingly, subordinate ourselves to the most unsavoury of characters. So it is incorrect to believe that authoritarian leaders are often unpopular. They have a very simple message, "follow me and I will make you great, a superior being and protect your interests; I will restore or raise your pride/status/prestige,' or sometimes more paternalistically, "I will give you a home, a place in the world. I will give you an identity." The stronger the need for such things the stronger the leader-follower relationship. Hitler tapped those needs very well. This need for dominance and status over others is, of course, none other than our older evolved brains having a say. 

In BC 54 Caesar invaded Britain which was a military failure, but as Grabsky
quotes from Dio:


"From Britain he had won nothing for himself or for the state except the glory of having conducted an expedition against its inhabitants; but he prided himself greatly and the Romans at home likewise magnified it to a remarkable degree." (p 59, italics added).11
Magnification of a leader's abilities is a mutual act of subordination and adoration, but also, at least in part, a projection of one's own grandiosity onto the leader. They are great - you are great. The adoration Hitler inspired is well known. Some even wept at his speeches, and many fell over themselves to obey his orders which they saw as making their group (and its values) superior. Before the war turned for the worse, Hitler could be assured of huge masses rolling out to see his public appearances. Napoleon and Stalin were also greatly adored despite the enormous suffering they brought. And why? In part it seems they could promise a sense of specialness, glory and at times protection to those who walked in their shadows and obeyed them. This is not the kind of love that emerges between child and parent (or lovers) through their mutually, joyful interpersonal interactions, but it is a kind of attraction derived from more primitive idealisation. The mixtures of fear and attraction/expansion are clear and this is what activates, excites and inflates the tendencies to adoration.

Despite the devastation of jobs, the fragmentation of society, and the style of leadership that became apparent quite early on, Thatcher was not unpopular with large sections of society. Indeed, as Gilmour
 notes:


".....Plenty of people in Britain and overseas also gloried in Thatcherism. They saw Britain's first woman prime minister and her opinions and activities as the promise of a revitalised Britain and a renewal of freedom both at home and abroad. Part of the British adulation might be ascribed to what Richard Shepard, MP, called the `hallelujah chorus' of a press that saluted everything government did. In the past, Britain's conservative newspapers had often criticized Tory prime ministers for not being sufficiently right wing. That was not the complaint that could be laid against Mrs Thatcher; and the right-wing press - many of its publications could not be described either as Tory or even as newspapers - were in a state of perpetual thanks giving to and for the Prime Minister. (p. 8)12
Overseas also her prestige was immense. Clearly, she was able to tap into something that people felt they needed. It is as if living in the world we do a leader who offers us specialness and protection from the supposed dangers outside gets our vote. And we have also noted that a key means that a leader has to manipulate followers is raise (or identify) anxieties, speak to fears, then offer themselves as a source of relief. 

To be fair to the British people though Thatcher never obtained more than 45% of the vote and it was only our archaic voting system (and the appalling mess the opposition parties got themselves into) that allowed her to flourish so strongly. Indeed, the poor quality of opposition parties of the 1980's was frightening. If people are presented with genuine and viable choices they will have to try to resolve conflicts of choice and struggle to make decisions. They will have to answer questions of `where do we stand' and `what do we stand for'? But if oppositions rule themselves out as viable alternatives, by their lack of coherence, failure to project an ability to "do the job," or by a failure to move with the aspirations of the group, then choices become limited. People become more certain of what they don't want, what they stand against, rather than what they stand for. Choice becomes an exercise of choosing between the "lesser of two evils." Choosing against rather than choosing for may be the basis of cynicism in a dissatisfied group.

Many writers believe that a group will choose the leaders who appear to offer the best solutions to stress and fragmented identities. Thus, right wing, authoritarian leaders are likely in times of stress and alienation, where identities are fluid and easily fragmented and lost and conflicts of interest are prominent. They will appeal to an old set of idealised past values, of family, country, stability, certainty and apple pie (back to basics). When the left promises to reduce hierarchies, merge identities and reduce differences they walk a difficult line between appeals to a higher morality and fairness, whilst threatening further fragmentation and loss of identity. No-one knows where they are. There are signs that the left have learnt this lesson and recognise that support depends on positive values that offer expansions and clear identities. But one can see the paradox. Only when things improve might egalitarian messages have appeal. When things are tough people want strong (often non-egalitarian) leaders who are tough on crime, people seen as cheating the system, and who will protect self-interest etc.

Fantasises, Ideals and Manipulating Voluntary Submission
If one does not have the power to coerce or enforce involuntary submission then it is useful (and indeed often more effective) to try to elicit voluntary submission and following. And this is where the tactics of manipulation of image come into their own. 

Leader and social group are linked by what has sometimes been called a merger in the aspirations and ideals of group and leader. This merger may at times lead to loss of self-identity. Indeed, within a group there can be deliberate efforts to reduce individuality and differences. However, in a way, to talk of loss of self-identity can be misleading for often the person (follower) does not feel belittled or made smaller in a negative sense but expanded, made stronger and more special. This is a key strategy of cults but also to a lesser degree of many political and religious groups. Via imitation and mutual reinforcement of ideals, values and identities, the boundaries of individuality shade over into a corporate identity. One becomes known to oneself and others as that which the group represents, e.g., I am a communist, a capitalist, a catholic, a moonie, a psychologist, a conservative. As these roles are enacted and reinforced they become more and more absorbed into the self. So, as Lindolm
 notes, even though people experience themselves to be free agents they are in fact becoming less free as they merge with the group identity and don the mask of a good party member. They are willingly grooming themselves for followership and subordination. The group gatherings, the rituals, the meetings, and the religious and party conferences give many opportunities for practice. 

So a leader and group can be engaged in joint, mutually reinforcing exercises of exciting and boosting aspiration and fantasy based ideals (expansions). These ideals and hopes of a future and (better) way of life often involve some sense of belonging, acceptance and superiority. It is this which gives them their emotional textures and psychic inflations. The leader excites the fantasy life of the group, pointing to what they could be and could have if they agree to suspend their individuality. The subordination to the leader is thus also a way of (potentially) achieving a personal set of needs, fantasises and aspirations. This is the basis of worship, for in the worship of the leader one is also expressing the emotional needs to be protected, loved, wanted, successful, gain status and be chosen. And so the charismatic leader depends on our myth making, aspiring, needful and worship psychology. If the leader survives and prospers then so does the hopes and ideals of the individuals of the group. 

In this it is wise to be aware that many of the most authoritarian of leaders like Hitler, Stalin and many others, only get where they do because of the vast numbers of people who will support them. When times are bad many people may look to strong leadership and this was how Hitler came to power. Nazism was a set of values that Hitler helped to shape, but he did not himself create them. Indeed, similar values and aspirations can be found in many groups both long before Hitler and afterwards. Hitler could never have gained power nor held on to it without a set of political circumstances that he gambled with, a failure in opposition parties to be creditable and an increasingly vast number of individuals, from all walks of life, both on the ground and in the inner circles, to support him. Whether we look at Cambodia or Bosnia the same factors apply. Individual leaders play a significant role in brutalising societies, but only a role.

Following Fraud's
The need to belong to a group of like minded others is vitally important to our sense of self, developing alliances and attachments and explains why groups will keep leaders in power even when they discover or know the leader is a fraud. What is happening here is the group has taken a life of its own and people fear that should the leader be discredited then the group will fragment and die. With it will go all the privileges of being in that group; the safety, the sense of belonging, alliances, the hopes and aspirations for a better life, and, of course, the status or sense of specialness (SAHP). In so far as the personal identity has fused with the group identity then this destruction is also experienced as destruction of a self-identity. In extreme circumstances one has no life, no identity, no existence, outside of the group. People can then be subject to paranoid and depressive experiences and even suicidal ideation. More than a few have killed themselves when their group on which they have pinned so much, fragments and dies.

Jim Jones, the leader of the religious sect that ended in mass suicide in 1978 was a fraud and some of those close to him knew it. Indeed, Lindholm14 notes that many of the followers of the people's church (PC) were well aware of Jim Jones failings:


But the PC membership consciously agreed that these failings and lies should be overlooked because of the need to bolster Jones' infallibility for the good of the group. As one member of the PC said, "a leader must maintain an image in order to command the respect of his followers." (Mills, 1979). Therefore, Jones should be treated as if he were the Messiah. (p. 146)14
Thus, as Lindholm and others observe, the followers actually created their own state of subordination. Their obedience to him was not (only) because he disciplined them but because they had accepted him as their leader and the group's life and identity depended on him staying it. It can be seen then that both leader and follower engage in creating these myths and in so doing may make them a reality. People who are more distant from the leader don't like too many changes at the top. Richard Nixon was another leader who lost any sense of the myth he was in, but almost got away with his Watergate scandal by the preparedness of dutiful subordinates to cover up for him. So leaders can be kept in `power' as puppets because those around them believe that the group could not carry out its tasks or fulfil its functions (e.g., keeping power and holding alliances together) without the leader and the image that he/she and thus the group projects. Moreover, if he/she goes - they go. There can be a sense of loyalty to the leader that not only prohibits questioning but also maintains continued support despite obvious failings in the leader. So subordination may become the vehicle for holding a group together and thus one's own identity.

Manipulation of the Image
As noted above much leadership can depend on manipulating voluntary subordination and following. The suppression of information is a key means of this manipulation of leadership - but this is done as much by those who want the group to continue as it is by the leaders themselves. Hollywood has made many a good film from such scenarios (e.g, The President's Men). At one level such movies help to dispel an over idealistic view of government (and leadership) but it also spreads paranoia and cynicism of government- which may or may not be helpful. The issue is, however, over the battle of social presentation to entice followership and acceptance of those in power. 

As Scott1 says:


The public transcript is, to put it crudely, the self-portrait of dominant elites as they would have themselves seen. Given the usual powers of dominant elites to compel performances from others, the discourse of the public transcript is a decidedly lopsided discussion..... It is designed to be impressive, to affirm and naturalise the power of the dominant elites, and to conceal or euphemize the dirty linen of their rule. (p 18)1
Whether one speaks of dominant groups like psychiatry and the medicalisation of neurotic disturbance, the territorial boundaries of the professions, political parties and rulers, of even patriarchy itself, the same applies to all groups who would seek power in social spaces. The manipulation of information or propaganda, to insure the best possible presentation, has always been important to those who rule and lead for they must, to some degree, peddle a fantasy and an ideal of their goodness and worth. 

However, the massaging of such identities to entice acceptance and control over others is becoming increasing important in the modern world. Groups with vested interests in maintaining leaders or professional interests in power can and do manipulate information. A Gilmour12 notes, during the 1980s the right wing press were beside themselves trying to praise and culturally reinforce everything Mrs Thatcher did. The manipulation of values by a privately owned press - ownership that cannot be assured without large amounts of money, is frightening. Autocratic and authoritarian tendencies are reflected in some sections of the media as they feed off the needs to feel special and sell their papers by shaming outsiders and those who do not fit in with the capitalist dream. 

There have been claims that some politicians (mostly in the States) have taken audiences from the general public, wired them up to physiological monitoring equipment and measured responses to particular sound-bytes. At one level this is straight forward market research, I guess, but it is also potentially dangerous. Packaging, while important, may be no more than discovering what inflates our own self-interest; what excites or soothes. It is the art of manipulation. 

Crook2 has drawn attention to the way the media has become a vehicle for the focus of attention on the leader and his/her message. Because of the evolved tendencies to focus attention on the more dominant:


This natural and partially unconscious process operates continuously in human groups. Early in human history it was recognised that control over the process of leadership choice might be made in several ways: by influence, by manipulation of perception, or by coercion.


Advertence presented for public consumption..... in modern life comprises all those devices that make full use of media control and manipulations to maintain social leadership by ensuring that public attention focuses on the more satisfying activities, real or imaginary, of the leader. The leader is commonly a personification of an institutionalised stance taken by a political faction that is carefully orchestrated "theatrically" through public presentation of an individual and his media image....... 


In modern life, therefore, natural social psychological processes of leadership attribution have fallen to a considerable degree under the control of institutions. Institutional manipulation through over-control of the media could thus in a Western democracy cause a mass population to exercise choices based on presentations of individuals whose appearance differs greatly from their real character, their true intentions, or their actual abilities. It seems unlikely that choices made in such a manner could increase the sum of happiness for anyone except the manipulators of society. (p. 26)2
Even though such effects can lead to highly destructive outcomes, note how Crook attests to them being based on `natural social psychological processes'. But it is a possibility that rather than pandering to our short term self-interests, leaders could be educating us about why this could be dangerous to long term interests, community development and world stability. The problem is, even if you get a leader who tries to act more morally, the competing interests in a society and different social groups may make it comparatively easy for an old style (reptilian) appeal to self-interest and paranoia of the outsider to sail though. We are, therefore, now incredibly dependent on good journalism to tell us what's going on. The opium of the masses may no longer be religion but sections of a press who are not neutral. Instead of informing us they promote the all too human behaviours of elitism, power, toughness, xenophobia and strength, and subdue active questioning by the peddling of soft porn images and titillations of the sexual impropriorities of the wealthy. A press more concerned with shaming rather than changing is a serious concern.

But to a degree the media is responding to us (and the kinds of paper we will buy, or programs we will watch) as much as we are responding to it. Indeed, Postman
in his critique of the media has noted that we are now less interested in being informed and more interested in being amused and soothed.


This is the lesson of all great television commercials: they provide a slogan, a symbol or a focus that creates for viewers a comprehensive and compelling image of themselves. In a shift from party politics to television politics, the same goal is sought. We are not permitted to know who is best at being President or Governor or Senator, but whose image is best in touching and soothing the deep reaches of our discontent..... As Xenophanes remarked twenty five centuries ago, men always make their gods in their own image. But to this television has added a new wrinkle: Those who would be gods refashion themselves into images the viewers would have them be. (p. 138).15
So dominant (leader) and subordinate (led) can `play games' with each other and neither may be that interested in the truth, accuracy or complexity. We hear what we want to hear. We do not want dark messages. For example we are told that crime comes from bad people not the likes of you or me, and we will build prisons to contain them. Poverty is unfortunate but poverty was much worse a hundred years ago; we are doing okay. When we are told that our depressions and anxieties are only a problem with our synapses, and not to worry about the societies we live in, nor the hard choices we might have to make - our miseries are curable with drugs - and so cheaply and simply too.
. We subordinate ourselves to messages that sooth, reduce tensions and offer solutions that will not conflict with our self-interests or call for major changes.

And here is one of the most interesting paradoxes of human dominant (leader) subordinate (follower) relationships in the modern world. In animals involuntary submission comes from efforts to calm the dominant because the dominant has a certain power. But in our human types of modern political world, it is the dominant who must either sooth his supporters, or offer them benefits in the future. He must (pretend to) treat his supporters as if they were allies, (rather than subordinates acting on his behalf) or at least deceive them into thinking themselves as such. 


Darker Sides of Support and Submission
It is rare, if at all, that positions of power can be obtained or maintained without the support of allies, sometimes from those ranking above them, and sometimes from followers. Single individuals will always be vulnerable to others ganging up against them. Indeed, in many ways cultures attempt to enshrine and legitimatise the uses, limits and responsibilities of power; of who can do what to whom and these are usually to advantage the privileged, high(er) ranking groups. But what we have seen is that support from followers often comes from attractive (if manipulated) appeals that in some way tell supporters what they want to hear. This increases their SAHP. The leaders of elite group's will maintain the image of the group's elitism - at least to ingroup members.

Supports for Leaders
One of the advantages of supporting leaders is, as we have noted, because they can provide a framework for linking people together within groups. Thus, leaders often publicly articulate what the group stands for and what the basic values are. They can be its `mouth piece', and followers can look to them for guidance. Once a group has a hierarchial structure, with an elite who articulate what the beliefs and values of the group should be, there is a mutual process of absorbtion of values. Of course, leaders can introduce changes and articulate new values if they are perceived as strong enough. For example, Gilmour12 is highly critical of Thatcher for changing what he sees as basic traditional Tory values, and argues that it is not very clear what the Tories now stand for. For Gilmour, Thatcher's new values did not appeal, but for many they did.

When it comes to obtaining backing, for new or even repressive values and regimes, there are many ways leaders can obtain it. One is the appeal to the backing of a greater power which is external to the group. Religious elites usually claim to have the backing of God. To threaten the elites power and authority (e.g., the Pope), is to threaten God himself. Not a good idea if you believe in the power of God. One of the factors that kept many leaders in positions of power in eastern Europe, during the cold war, was the military back-up from the USSR. Many terrorist leaders and their organisations have received backing, in the form of arms and other resources, from outside countries. So leaders (and groups) can be supported and maintained by those within or outside the group that is led. If leaders have strong (outside) backers they can act with little concern for those they lead. In most of our work places we do not have a say in whom our bosses or superiors will be. They are selected by those higher rather than lower in the organisation. Thus, in many of our most intimate social places we find that we are led by individuals whose backing is from outside, or from above. Our immediate superiors are imposed. Not surprisingly then that 60-70% of people say that their biggest work stress is problems with their superior. 

Training in Obedience and Followership
So far we have focused on followership mostly in relation to expansions, attractiveness, need for identity and the manipulation of values. But we should also take a closer look at obedience. Here we return to a theme of subordination that we noted earlier; that of internalisation. Milgram
 made clear that authority and our relationship to it are part of life from our very first days:


From his very first years, he [the child] was exposed to parental regulation, whereby a sense of respect for adult authority was inculcated. Parental injunctions are also the source of moral imperatives. However, when a parent instructs a child to follow a moral injunction, he is, in fact, doing two things. First, he presents a specific ethical content to be followed. Second, he trains the child to comply with authoritative injunctions per se. Thus, when a parent says, "Don't strike smaller children," he provides not one imperative but two. The first concerns the manner in which the recipient of the command is to treat smaller children (the prototype of those who are helpless and innocent); the second and implicit imperative is, "And obey me!" Thus, the very genesis of our moral ideals is inseparable from the inculcation of an obedient attitude. Moreover, the demand for obedience remains the only consistent element across a variety of specific commands, and thus tends to acquire a prepotent strength relative to any particular moral content. (pp 136, bracket added)17
Alice Miller
 has also written powerfully on how so much of our early socialisations are designed to produce subordinate feelings and attitudes in us. As the child emerges from the family with a sense of his/her subordinacy well educated, much of his/her early life is spent learning how to subordinate him/herself to an authority system that exists. These are encased in institutions with historical roots and continue because others (perhaps over hundreds of years) have subordinated themselves to them (e.g, the church, or university system). He/she learns not only that harmonious relations require subordination to superiors, but that getting on in the world requires subordination to the institutional values - these may be seen  as the higher authority (of the law, or medicine, spreading the word of God). Thus, individuals willingly adopted the practice of subordination because of the future prospects, positions and rewards for doing so. This, as Milgram points out, is the internalisation of the social order. In addition, of course, parents can exercise enormous control over the child's whole approach to such institutions. The desire to please parents, or identify with their values by getting into a profession, or follow their religious practice, is carried far into adult life.

Obedience and (Im)Moral Behaviour
Milgram's academic life was devoted to the study of authority. He devised one of the now classic experiments to explore the limits of it. In a number of experiments with volunteers, subjects were told that they were to take part in an experiment on learning.17 They would ask questions of another person sitting in an adjacent room and were to deliver an electric shock for an incorrect answer. The shocks were of graded intensity going from mild to very severe (450 volts). In reality, of course, the experiment was a fake, no body got shocked, the person in the other room was part of the experiment, but crucially the subject asking the questions and delivering the shocks did not know this. In the first round of experiments 65% of subjects were obedient and did what the experimenter told them. Many went up to the horrendous 450 volts. Even when the subject could hear (feigned) cries from the learner in the other room the percentage of obedient subjects did not fall (62%). When touch and physically proximity were included 30% still complied even though it was (supposedly) causing pain to the learner.

Norman Dixon
 has given an excellent discussion of these types of experiments including one done with dogs in which the shocks were real. Some subjects were clearly in conflict and stressed by what they were asked to do, women slightly more so than men, but they still did it. Some subjects worried about their legal lability but not ethical. If responsibility could be passed to the experimenter compliance was more likely. It has been comparatively easy to go from such research findings to the Nazi death camps. But it is more frightening because these subjects had not been whipped into a frenzy of hate by their leaders with inflated ideals, nor were they avenging a shamed identity. Nor were they specially chosen as many camp soldiers were. Nor was there any penalty for not obeying (e.g., as might be the case in institutions). Nor was there any peer-group pressure - they were simply obeying instructions. Thus, in the absence of any obvious threats or advantages for obedience, still many people simply complied with what they were asked to do, despite internal conflicts. Perhaps this demonstrates more than anything else the power of the rank archetype. And we should be cautious in believing that this is only the result of socialisation. Rather socialisation inflates this tendency in us - but its power comes from its archetypal core which is simple: "Submit to those above you." But this is to not to devalue the role of moral education, but to make it a more central concern (see chapter 12).

The Henchman
Milgram's work bears importantly on the psychology of what we might call the henchman, if we add to his findings that authoritarian leaders are often attractive (have high SAHP) to many. At times authoritarian leaders, who are going to be powerful, can rise though the ranks by appearing accommodating and helpful to their superiors. They are regarded as loyal and devoted and gradually gain access to the inner circles. Indeed, their rather hostile attitudes to outsiders (and at times ruthlessness with subordinates) are seen as assets rather than a problem. Many institutions have used people with authoritarian styles to achieve their ends, to do the "dirty work". These include business, political, religious and military organisations. 

So the henchman is the person who is prepared to do the `dirty work.' There are many historical tales of people who, out of devotion to (and at times fear of) their leader have done some appalling things. The Gestapo are the archetypal type. And as mentioned above there are usually no shortage in society of these types. But these are extremes of a behaviour that is far more common than we often appreciate. Henchman behaviour can be aimed at gaining SAHP from a leader, desiring to be valued by the leader and chosen as a reliable ally. Be it in the secret police or any organisation where someone sets out to ensure that the rules and values of those above are enforced on those below can be seen as henchman-like.

It maybe that many forms of complicity to situations that we know to be immoral makes us all, to a degree, `henchmen'. The difference is where we draw the line; how far will go before we rebel. If an organisation asks us to sack half our workforce would we do it? And would we do it reluctantly or indifferently? At what point does our own personal morality (and courage) incite us to rebel, even if, in the process, we will risk losing the SAHP of being loyal to the group's values and requests? The problem is that people's values are changed (and corrupted) by systems especially when there are pressure to conform, a need for strong ingroup ties and serious sanctions (e.g., loss of SAHP or exclusion) for disobedience. We know that in the extreme case of war people will do and accept things that before they felt they would never accept.


Rebellion
Although Milgram17 wrote a chapter in his book on disobedience most psychologists have not really focused on the psychology of the those who did not comply, but rather more on those who did. But in some ways disobedience is at least as interesting and certainly as important. Milgram17 suggests that disobedience is the result of strain. What causes strain are conflicts. On the one hand is the pressure not to comply because it violates moral standards, empathy for the other, and personal identities that "one is not that kind of person". On the other is the pressure to comply because of fears of non-compliance and retaliation from the authority (in Milgram's experiments these did not seem great, although the subject may have assumed them to be there) and wishing to show one's acceptability by one's very subordination (the Henchman psychology). 

As Milgram points out there are various ways this strain can be reduced. Sometimes this is via the social context. It seems much easier to drop bombs on thousands of people from 20,000 feet than it is to batter one person to death with a club. Indeed, the arms trade depends on exactly this fact. But there are a number of psychological manoeuvres that people use to keep the (essentially submissive) relationship between themselves and the authority in tact. These include, avoidance, denial, and blaming the victim. There may also be subtle subterfuges which attempt to reduce the cruelty but not break fully with authority (e.g., in Milgram's research - trying to signal to the learner the right answer). Verbal dissent was often expressed, but when encouraged, (not threatened) by the experimenter to continue the subject did so. Maybe verbal dissent allows the subject to think that they did what they could, short of outright rebellion to stop the experiment. However, as Milgram points out, this is rarely helpful.

The process of rebellion goes through stages of: Inner doubt, externalisation of doubt, dissent, threat, disobedience.
 I think Milgram's17 own words here testify to the struggle this is and explains, perhaps, why so many of us find it difficult to rebel in spite of all the suffering we see about us.


The act of disobedience requires a mobilization of inner resources, and the transformation beyond inner preoccupation, beyond merely polite verbal exchange, into the domain of action. But the psychic cost is considerable.......


The price of disobedience is a gnawing sense that one has been faithless. Even though he has chosen the morally correct action, the subject remains troubled by the disruption of the social order he brought about, and cannot fully dispel the feeling that he has deserted a cause to which he had pledged support. It is he, and not the obedient subject, who experiences the burden of his action. (pp. 163-164).17 

If one adds to that the fear of shame, and actual serious consequences that families, organisations and state can bring down on one's head for disobedience and defection, then it is perhaps not surprising that our compliance with immoral social behaviours is maintained.

But we must also go beyond this. Scott
 points out that what is claimed and done in public may not be internalised. This allows for a good deal of deception, where cheating is not uncommon (subterfuge). It is the private discourse that is at the core of self-identity. The internal experiences to cheating can vary from a psychopathic type cynicism and contempt for those who he has cheated, to a more depressive response - or it may be the first steps to greater freedom. The religious celibate who gives in to his desire for sexual relations may see this as a rebellion to the constrictions placed on him. If he can value his own rebellion and affirm it then he might be able to positively reclaim some lost individuality. But if he does not claim and value his rebellion, if he is frightened of it, feels he has been disloyal to the cause, (to his parents, God, or the rules and obligations of his group) then he is likely to be racked with guilt and project his temptations on to others. His desire to rebel becomes an attack on himself and others. Finding within him pressures to disobey, much will depend on his attitudes and reflections on such desires. Indeed, in psychotherapy, people can be caught in strong conflicts between obedience and disobedience and the therapeutic work is to enable reflection on these conflicts. 

Rebellions can be motivated for different reasons and seek different outcomes. Sometimes we just want to change things, to free ourselves from internal or external controls. We may wish only that the dominant take notice of us, that it changes its ways and becomes more caring (perhaps), or just give up some of its power. Here we wish to renegotiate our relationship with the dominant not destroy it. But other forms of rebellion are, of course, based on seething hatred for oppression. Here we do not wish to renegotiate but to destroy and completely obliterate the dominant. The risk we run with hatred based rebellion is that we can replace it with something equally as bad. We can use the same tactics of control on those who would resist us as the dominant used to oppress us. And so all terrorist regimes have within them terrorising systems to defectors or those who do not comply to fight for the new world order. For them there will always be those who must be threatened, shamed and subordinated, whose power constitutes a threat to the new order that is sought. 

The Many Failures of Rebellion
Failure in rebellion springs from many sources. There is as Milgram notes the problem of feeling faithless and disloyal and the psychological cost in coping with a sense of betrayal. A person who wishes to reveal a fraud of a colleague may feel a strong sense of betrayal. Some feminists have felt they have betrayed the cause if they wish to get pregnant and settle down with man. Some patients in therapy may struggle with a strong sense that having to change their ideas and values about themselves may need `betraying' the family values and standards (superego dictates) their parents gave them. So loyalty is often a serious inhibitor of our rebellion. But there are many other reasons why people remain in states of subordination. We noted early in this chapter the role of the superego and how, once values and prohibitions have been internalised, they can be very hard to overcome. And, as we noted in chapter 5, if subordinates think that by obeying now they will one day work their way up the ranks then it may be in their interests to maintain the established order and wait their turn.

But the story of subordination and rebellion weaves complex plots. In addition to all the manipulations of values and fantasies noted above, Scott21 articulates a number of other reasons for failures in rebellion. First, of course is that rebellion would be far too costly and likely to fail. One simply does not have the resources to rebel. This does not mean that rebellion is not desired or even planned. Indeed, as Scott points out, the private discourses of people may be filled with fantasies of rebellion to achieve a better life, but these never become public or known, for the `would be rebel' will do all they can to cover their tracks and not be found out. The blockage is at the level of actions not thoughts.

However, the blockage can be at the level of thoughts and this seems very common in psychotherapy. In this form people have so internalised the ruling order and value system that they believe they are subordinate because they are subordinate (inferior, poor). One can see how in gender relations the idea of the subordinate status of women to men has been so internalised that until recently few questioned it. Eve was made from Adam's rib after all! In a caste system one is what one is. These are powerful beliefs that inhibit even the aspiration to rebel or challenge the ruling elite. One's best bet is to accommodate oneself to it.

Another reason is that the ruling elite manage to convince the subordinates that however unfair things are this is the natural order of things, there is no other way - it is inevitable. It has always been like this and it will always be like this. Thus, subordinates come to accept their place and fate with resignation. They may think it unfair but like facing death what else can one do? When evolutionists reveal the darker sides of ourselves, this is not licence to say nothing can be done, that men will always treat women like property or whatever. Our reasoning intelligence can find ways to reduce these unfortunate inclinations. And of course in the field of economics we hear constantly that there is little to be done to stop the globalisation of markets and the downward pressure on wages. We do not rebel because we are convinced by the stories and explanations of the people who are supposedly `in the know.' When I first came into psychology it was an absolute given that one should not challenge the beliefs of people suffering psychosis, and I accepted this. Today the most innovative treatments are in challenging psychotic beliefs with cognitive type therapies. Our acceptance of things as they are because we are told that is the way it is, is one major reason for our subordination and the inhibition of creativity and rebellion. 

Yet another reason is that people do not have the means to articulate their rebellion. This is closer to the ideas of Foucault. The discourse of society (or groups) literally inhibits the way we think - there is a blockage on exploration and articulation of alternatives. Knowledge is power and whoever controls how people think (and what they think about) can subjugate alternative discourses, ideas and theories. Since ideas can only grow in a social space, without open debate they cannot form and mature. When I started my thinking on evolution theory it was pretty crude and easily blown away by those who had better articulated alternative views - I had not thought through, nor learnt from others `how to think' and conceptualise what I was trying to articulate. Subordination thus comes from not being able to get on the first rung of the ladder and mount a viable alternative. Science, the place were freedom of thought is (supposedly) so valued can actually be a good example of such processes of subordination. Many a scientist has been shamed by being labelled heretical only later to be proved correct. But the shaming of the ruling elite (and restriction of research funds etc.) may be sufficient to stop explorations along tracks that threaten the ruling order, unless that is, one can summon sufficiently well articulated arguments (or evidence). Paradigms change slowly and often not without conflicts and splits, or until the old adherents (dominants in the field) die off. 

As feminist writers point out, the male domination of science has controlled not only how science is done but what questions it should address (e.g., vast allocations of research resources to armaments and the military). It is because we think in certain ways that we create certain types of world (be this homophobic, militaristic or whatever). If certain views are privileged then others are subjugated and exist outside the public domain of influence. In such situations the alternative ideas never develop, and become coherent; they remain unknown potentials.

Finally, we should note that another reason we do not articulate our rebellion is that all around us is a sense of shame, which is hidden. In chapter 6 we noted how many societies did not wish to tackle genital mutilation, or the problems of patriarchy; we have problems in accepting that in the absence of social constraints the holocaust could happen in any country. We, in the West, do not wish to explore the serious exploitations in our ways of life. Robins22 points out that there is collusion to be silent. He quotes for Sibony:


A group is a collection of people who are resolved to keep silent about the same thing: a thing that then becomes a secret. This `point of silence' holds the group together, sustains it and even structures it. To violate it is to violate a taboo, to re-open a great wound. It is to risk driving the group to despair because it has absorbed and digested this silence to ensure its very survival. (p. 80).

So collusions in silence come for re-opening wounds, and these wounds are none other than facing our shame - and we (as individuals) are threatened with being shamed should we try to open them. And so as Robins22 notes the media can become instrumental in the evasion of our anxiety and shame. For we do not like looking into dark mirrors. Our media must sooth us and direct attention away from our wounds, our inadequacies our double dealings,
 our shame. Indeed, as Robins suggests, the media creates our identities by its efforts to articulate, mirror and present core values (and role models of citizenship) of a nation State and these must be based on positive values.

Whatever we follow and simply accept something, we may never ask ourselves; what do I lose from this acceptance, or from following (being in) this group, this doctrine, this leader? What conflicts and uncertainties am I freeing myself from? What discourses are subordinated in me and in my relationships? On what am I and others silent? Where is my rebellion? From my work in therapy I suspect that those who inhibit their conflicts and try to follow `the doctrines' are losing the most important opportunities for change - for it is via our inner conflicts and uncertainties that we are called to question. Therapy does not try to remove conflicts but change the nature of them; to see them less in black and white terms, to compassionately free the self to be able to live in and with conflict. There is nothing wrong with not knowing what to do, with wanting to sit on the fence awhile, or with withholding choice.


The Need for Subordination
It might be thought that followership, subordination and submission is all bad. This, of course, cannot be so because social life as we know it could not exist without some degree of subordination. Indeed, there are some who at every turn see subordination as an affront to themselves and refuse to subordinate any of their needs for the benefit of others, or refuse to see that there are others who may know more, be more talented etc. and they can be riddled with envy. Compromise is seen as weakness. Moreover, rebellion against authority can stem from a hatred of it and in this sense the person is trapped by it. They must continually fight against it and become obsessed by it. The need to prove oneself an autonomous individual can be as much as tyranny as its opposite. And there is nothing like fighting for a cause, no matter how moral one thinks it is, to inflate the tendency to tyranny within oneself and thus subordination to the cause. 

Sam Keen
, in his observations on manhood, believes we have become emotionally dead and that we need more people with passion who feel outraged about things. On this I believe one needs great caution. Hitler was a man of passion and outrage, but these behaviours were hardly helpful. He rebelled against the subordination/defeat of the German people and the impact on his identity. So outrage can lead to some very unfortunate places because passion and outrage can throw the psyche out of balance and lead to inflations. Defensive affects like anger and outrage can easily activate the power seeking part of ourselves. It is when we take a moral position from anger (rather than compassion or grief) that we have to be most careful. 

Freedom and compassion is not the absence of subordination but the recognition of the other.
 It is about accepting (a degree of) limitation. So it is more that we need clarity on what we are subordinating ourselves to and for what. We don't need to accept authority simply because it is there or it is written that..., or X says that..... Equally, we cannot pretend that we are not highly social animals in need of mutually investing relationship and our identities socially reinforced. Nor can we pretend that at times we do not need to go with group consensus and accept our limitations, our misunderstandings. The complex dynamic between the social and personal means that we recognise the complexity; that simple rights and wrongs are hard to find; that moral dilemmas may not be solved in a black and white, that at times it is preferable to do X, at other times Y; that although I think I am free to act maybe I'm not.

Conclusion
Followership and subordination are more than the relationship between leader and follower. They involve copying and mimicry, wanting to be like, identification and form the basis of much social learning and behaviour. As I suggested we are an easily led species and this can be a source of our greatest achievements and worse excesses. Even in the creation of personal identity there is much that involves our preparedness to submit and comply. 

I have veered away from talking about how states of subordination can create disturbed states of mind, especially depression and social anxiety.
 This would have taken us off on another journey. But we should add that (involuntary) subordination is known to exert marked effects on brain biology and thus states of mind. However, in a way, to parcel out disturbed states of mind from the non-disturbed is fraught with problems. After all is the person who gets depressed because they can't go along  immoral commands and feels the burden of their isolation more disturbed than the person who goes along with it without question? Are there some situations where if one weren't depressed one would be abnormal? Evolutionary theorists suggest that a lot that passes as psychopathology is actually adaptive behaviour in the social contexts in which it operates. If we only study states of mind outside their contexts then we might have some rather odd ideas about such states of mind. 

In this chapter I have been more concerned with the relationship of dominant-subordinate, but these relationships interact with brain biology for all of us. The social is never biologically neutral. Moreover, I have attempted to point out that it is not only subordination that needs consideration but also rebellion. What began millions of years ago as a means to avoid open conflict has, in the human mind, been put to many new uses. Nothing resembling group behaviour could exist without our preparedness to subordinate ourselves to rules, causes and leaders. It is in the psychology of subordination and following that some of the sources of our crazy and destructive behaviours are to be found. 
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� Crook, J.H. (1986). We will not explore the evolutionary theories here in any detail but Crook has written an excellent paper on the subject, exploring reproductive benefits of leader-follower behaviour. 
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� For the most recent outline see Price et al., (1994), and Sloman et al., (1994). One view of depression is that the person has a strong desire to escape or fight (and not accept the situation they are in) but are unable to do so effectively (e.g., may they are not strong enough of lack the opportunities.





� Just as one can be in a state of love so one can be in a state of submission. Love is exciting, it keeps us awake at night, it lifts our self-esteem and recruits our fantasies. It makes us get a new haircut and buy new cloths. Being defeated, and or in a state of intense submission, however, leaves us feeling without energy, with a lost confidence, the fight goes out of us, and we feel inferior, worthless and without status. It too can keep us awake but more from fear, worry and looking how to escape - sometimes suicide seem the only way. Lizards too seem to get depressed if they lose rank. For more on this depressing tale see Gilbert, P. (1992).








� Scott, J.C. (1990) explores this distinction between private and public forms of subordination in detail, and makes clear that even those who accept a subordinate position in society or other relationships may not see themselves as personally inferior. Acts to protect the self from the persecuting power of dominant elites are not the same as internalisation of an inferior identity. Indeed, oppressed groups may see themselves as morally superior.
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� In many ways the whole point of psychotherapy is to challenge the follower-leader relationship inside of ourselves. Psychotherapy often involves changing values. If one seeks psychotherapy (or even a spiritual quest, say via meditation) then one is entering the seas of uncertainty, and exploring what was lost within oneself by following certain beliefs, values and people. Freud often said that it is not a lack of authority that makes many of us neurotic but too much authority in the form of the superego; we are frighten to be ourselves. 
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� I might be wrong about this but I don't think the labour party ever really understood the enormous psychological fears that the winter of discontent stirred up in the minds of the electorate. Being unable to bury the dead and having rubbish in the streets were deeply archetypal threats of chaos and anarchy. When Thatcher was first elected it is well to remember she promised two things. First to offer strong government to subdue the chaotic elements in society and second to heal divisions. The second promise was a deception of course for her government was highly divisive, but that did not effect her appeal for the desire for social cohesion.
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� This does mean that there are people whose synapses really are in trouble and who do benefit from drugs. But as evolutionary and social psychiatrists are now making clear it is a lot more complex than that. (e.g., see McGuire et al., 1992). A drug based solution to an individual's distress should not blind us the rates of depression that reflect social conditions - leaving aside all the complex arguments about sub-types and so on. But I stress I am not anti-drug - I just advocate a more complex view than biological determinism. Huxley's Brave New World of drug soothing comes not overnight but slowly, perhaps over many decades, as we gradually see that every feeling from laughter to sex, from fear to pain to depression have biological substrate. Psychiatrist wish to relieve pain and direct biological interventions seem wise and moral to them.
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� Dixon, N.F. (1987). Some of this work was later attacked as being unethical because it involved lying to subjects and placing them in distress. Indeed, as Dixon notes Milgram's career was put under a cloud because of it. But I agree with Dixon here; that this was a major piece of work and some of the attacks were very unfair and of dubious motivation. If we do not understand how subordination can really drive us crazy then we may as well back up and go home now. We may offer different interpretations of the findings, or be concerned by the methods (and such work would not get passed an ethics committee now) but we can't deny that at the time it was major eye opener, whose findings are now taken for granted. see also McDermott's interview with Zimbardo et al., (1993).





� Interestingly, in psychotherapy as people are changing their attitudes and values they can sometimes go through similar stages with the therapist. For example, a patient who has been told they are unlovable and are self-critical may first begin to question this because something in them tells them that it is unfair. At first but they do not fully voice it or own this rebellion. In the next stage they do start to speak of it, and about how the parents treated them. In the next stage they begin to show dissent at their self-critical side and articulate and their resentments. This may be associated with threats and angry feelings to the parents (and their self-critical selves). They feel safe enough to being to explore `rebellion', although may be plagues with feelings of betrayal (of parents) and disloyalty. Finally, we may try to help then simply stop obeying their critical selves and become softer with themselves. It is interesting that the same process that we see in working against external authorities may also be present in dealing with internalised (superego) authorities.
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� See Price et al., (1994); Gilbert, P. (1989; 1992); Sloman et al., 1994.











