Lecture 9 Federal Fear-   Social units and their potent influence                     
                                                                                      Rick Rayfield
Social contingencies abound. Fear of anything that threatens our "federation"- family friends, community, nation., planet. Fear of losing spouses, children, parents. Fears of our identity personally, as family and clan, as country. Uses of these fears for social bonding and competitiveness, and misuse for political purposes of controlling citizenry
  Did you eat your peas?  Did you wet your pants?  Is your underwear showing?  Did you make that smell?  Did you say please?  

 Why was I picked last to play dodge ball?  Does Tommy have a crush on you?  Does Susie know you have a crush on her? Why wasn’t I invited to the birthday  party? Why does the teacher not call on me when I raise my hand?  Do I look ugly?   Why do my parents let my brother do things, and but him things, but not me?

   What if my kids don’t like me?  What if my spouse asks for a divorce?  What if I don’t have enough money to keep my mother in a nursing home?  Will I have enough money for my kids’ college?   Why didn’t I get asked to be on the church Council, play on the Rotary golf team?   Why weren’t we invited to the wedding?

  If we do not have a new sidewalk, will people shop at the mall instead?  If we do not offer tax-subsidies, will we never attract companies that offer the jobs we need?  If we do not build a new stadium will the team move and the voters pick new leaders?  If we do build a new stadium, will I have access to a Skybox?  If we move the factory to Mexico, will we make enough more money to justify the loss of jobs and the hassle of exporting and importing what we need?  When I leave the outside light on all night, does it really cause acid rain because the power company burns more coal?

  It’s not just the things we fear losing or missing.  It’s the social milieu, so critical to our survival as social beings.

   Freud identified oral pleasure as the first stage of development. And he identified the mother child relationship as critical.  His emphasis is called psychosexual because of his interest in bodily pleasure.  Erikson’s emphasis is called psychosocial because of his interest in interpersonal learning and identity formation in relation to other people.

  Our oral pleasure, or as I like to consider it, our pleasure at acquiring things- food, air, water, clothes, is a source of direct fear, relating to the consequence of failing to get hese things-  we could starve, or fail to breath, or dehydrate, or freeze.  But in a social setting, these oral or acquiring pleasures are also a source of socially based fear.  Are you providing good food etc for your family?  Do they like your cooking?  Did you eat more or less than your fair share?  The social procurement, preparation, and consumption of food, drink, and shelter produce opportunities for social reinforcement and social punishment in terms of group attention, involvement, ancillaries, communication, and so on.  Any source of reinforcement and punishment also has the potential for fear and anxiety,  fear of NOT obtaining the reinforcement or of being punished.

  The social potential for fear relating to oral pleasure starts with the simplest social structure,  two people, a dyad.  This dyad is mother and child.  It may be father and child. It may be grandparent and child.  But even if more than one adult is present, people usually report a two-person relationship rather than trios. Etc. I am struck with amusement by girls at nine or ten years of age talking about one of them  “breaking up” with her boyfriend.  They have friends in groups, but early love relationships outside the family are dyads, couples.   Even simple two-person relationships are complex- people with differing talents and interests and ages and genders end up with complicated trade-offs of social reinforcement for each other.  What does baby give mommy? What does mommy give baby?  When these get tangled up, we often wash our hands, and “break up” if that is easier.  BY tangled up, I refer especially to the use of social punishment within a relationship.  It is much more expensive to control a relationship by proving reinforcement- you usually have to give up something than by punishment.  Punishment is usually inexpensive, and you can get a big effect, feel in control, perhaps satisfy an emotional need to “live big” by using punishment.  As complicated as we are, like a car engine,  it is much easier to mess it up than to fix it up.  Punishment is dangerous, and this is why Skinner was so opposed to it, and in favor of nourishing systems of reinforcement.  Fortunately, baby-care is a great model of two people providing social reinforcement, smiling talking, learning, adapting, as basic needs are also being exchanged, with little anxiety and fear one would hope.

  Baby care and family life is also a good example of more people in the social group, and in a complication of social rules and benefits and punishers.  The child learns that social rules differ from mommy to daddy to grandma to aunts and uncles.  The world gets more complicated, with more potential for uncertainty of success, and therefore more social anxiety and fear. As the social group expands, with neighborhood, church, or school, we add even more characters to the cast, and more opportunity for uncertainty.

  Oddly even, if we grow the group very large, as in an urban environment, we lose the sense of personal connections in large segments of our life, and so we are less bound by complicated social contingencies.  Mom and dad are not watching us; only our internalized guilt (or generalization of ethics) may limit us.  Many young people find this urban anonymity very liberating for pursuing their personal pleasure- whether it is the singles bars, spending money on a car and stereo, making money as a job that is a little south of ethic, etc. African cities- a relatively new phenomenon- are racked by the AIDS epidemic as young people have less rather than more social control of their sexual behavior by family and community. Ditto San Francisco. Move to the Bay, be gay, and you won’t embarrass your family (and yourself) in Podunk.

  Let’s back up and look at Freud’s second stage and see the same potential for direct fear, social fear, and the complications as the social group expands. Freud’s term was the anal stage. I prefer to consider it the disposal stage.  Instead of acquiring good stuff, the disposal behaviors are related to getting rid of what you do not want.  For Freud, eating is oral pleasure, and urinating is anal pleasure. Yeah yeah- pooping is REALLY anal pleasure, because its about the worst stuff you get rid of.  For me, breathing is in oral or acquiring.  Breathing out- getting rid of carbon dioxide- is anal or disposal behavior.  Drinking is acquiring, sweating is disposal. Putting on deodorant is disposal.  Throwing out trash or a lousy boyfriend is disposal.  Running for a fire is disposal.  If you get stuck doing only acquiring or throwing out, this is a bad balance.  There are often conflicts between what you want and ant to get rid of, and what society wants.  These conflicts produce anxiety and fear as you negotiate not only what you want and want to discard, but how society treats you for doing these behaviors.

  Getting down and dirty with Freud’s anal stage, it is not just the mess you make when you are not toilet trained at four years old, it is also society’s attention, approval, and disapproval that plays a big role.  The best toilet-training program of all time, by Nate Azrin, works in one day, because he as he parents employ strong social approval for using the toilet from as many people as possible, the child’s whole social net is recruited to change the rules for that child to pro-toilet and anti-diaper.  The world as a whole gets toilet-trained at about 18 months of age.  In the USA, it is over a full year later, depending on your definition of toilet-trained. Why?  Are we trying to reduce the trauma of toilet-training? No.  It’s all about money. Modern disposable diapers are profitable. And every year the makers of disposables, to make more money, with no concern for the volume of human feces in our landfills, create diapers that look more and more like underwear.  “Pull-ups” mean a child and parents can avoid the social disapproval and embarrassment of diapers.  I hate to even call these products diapers, since the word originally meant a white cloth- we are back to issues of purity and disgust.  Even as adults many of us have “accidents”, whether due to illness, dreams, bad food, or whatever.  In tight urban quarters, with cleanliness standards made possible by modern technology, we are more and more sensitive to bodily waste disposal issues.  We have TV and bus poster ads not just or deodorant, but “feminine hygiene products” that really seem more related to identity and style than actual hygiene. Or maybe that’s just the marketing.  Even as adults, maybe especially as adults who look forward to our first Depends in retirement, we have social fear and anxiety related to the most basic issues of disposal.

  These fears also extend to all manner of ridding rid of stuff, of moving to a new place, of separation in relationships,  and getting the kids out of the house smoothly as the grow up.  Sure you want some of the kids to stay and run the farm, but not all of them.  And you want a few of them around to take care of you in old age, but not so many they fight over you.  Life gets complicated, and the basic issues don’t even go away.

  I want to make a special note to point out the extreme pain caused when a couple breaks up.  The pleasure of bonding is so intense, finding someone who loves you is so wonderful.  But, when someone tells you they do not love you anymore.  This feels very very bad most of the time.  And so when we are in the position of being loved again, we may resist bonding again, to avoid the anxiety and fear of being rejected again.  It is very painful to love someone who does not love you, darn it.  And it is very awkward to have someone love you who you do not love.  We learn to cope with these usually.  But having a mutual love relationship crash, to be told you are not loved any more,  ouch, ouch, ouch,  this is something to avoid happening again.  So we may find ourselves, with experience, fearful of entering into relationships where this could happen.  Or we get into the relationship, but then the fear motivates us to bail out.  It limits our enjoyment,  and we hate the limits, the cause, and we quit before we get hurt.  You can’t leave me, I’m leaving you.  Same with “ you can’t fire me, I quit.” At least you keep the illusion of control even if the outcome is bad. It is often difficult for couples in second and third relationships to feel as fully committed; they are worried, and the worry limits the pleasure in the relationship, which makes you more worried that his is not “the right” person.  It’s not the person, in this case,  it’s the previous relationship impacting this one.  No easy answers. We are adaptive learners. Sometimes it helps to know that this is the sources of anxiety and limited involvement.  I leave it to you to wonder if the two genders are affected differently by this.

     We will leave Freud’s phallic, latent, and genital stages for a later time,  but it would e a good exercise for you to consider the social fears relating to our reproductive behavior.  Our appearance, our social status, our competence as social partners, and in bed, or gender role, the list gets long fast. Pairing up with someone for sexual pleasure involves a lot of social tightrope walking, and concomitant anxiety and fear.

  Let’s skip ahead to very large groups.  You belong to your family, have a family name. When asked who you are, you give your name.  You might also give where you are from.  Your place, your town, your community is an important part of your identity.  Now move up the ladder, and you have an identity with a church denomination, a state, and racial group, a part of the economy.   Our identity usually consists of a serious of social groups we belong to, sometimes the groups are identified by place or activity.   The groups are of ever-increasing size, like Buckminster Fuller’s famous address, street, town, state, USA, Earth, Solar System, Milky Way Galaxy.  The interesting thing is that we will almost always give up our identity in a larger group, joined later in life, to defend a smaller earlier group.  If there is no threat from outside, we will aggression within our various groups.  We will argue with our parents,  fight with our spouse, yell at our kids, talk behind the minister’s back, vote against the mayor, condemn the President, and revile Western Civilization.  But if someone else bad-mouths our spouse, we are ready to commit assault and battery and go to jail.  Our government may be a bunch of idiots, but we will sign up to fight and die if another country attacks us. (Maybe even if they don’t, if we feel threatened.   This aggressive social pecking order is so potent, motivated by fear that our social group is threatened, with dire consequence to us,  that we are easily suck into it with bad logic and bad evidence.  I had a friend whose boyfriend loved bar-room fighting.  He had no trouble at all picking fights.  We often use the phrase “No mothers.” to indicate that while we wish to insult and provoke each other to aggression (for whatever minor perceived excuse), we agree not to insult our mothers because then we really would behavior irrationally.

   Jews around the world debated whether Israel (Zion) should be established as a homeland.  The debate between many Jewish groups was often bitter and angry.  Once Israel was declared, and the first Jewish solider killed, no one dared criticize. The debate was ended.

   As we teetered toward war with Iraq, you could see the New York Times giving up its resistance and joining in patriotic support of the President and the troops. This is a time-honored pattern.  You might as well we aware of it sooner rather than later.  If the Times had not rejoined the war effort, the Times risked being ostracized from the nation.  Oddly enough, because of the model of public resistance which grew to the VietNam war, we had a model for free speech which re-opened for business once the thunder and awe was over and President Bush declared victory in Iraq on the deck of an aircraft carrier. 

  From this you can see that our greatest fears are loss from our smaller social groups.  Our greatest fear relates to losing ourselves, our parents, spouse, and children,  and then our friends. It is interesting to see people whose loyalty gets splits between their town and their country.  Wars have been traditionally national, and we had survived a civil war. The government and society have invested in building national patriotism.  When I grew up in the 50s and 60s, we always said the pledge of allegiance in school every day, and we never even knew our state HAD a flag. 

 When we are called upon to takes sides in any conflict, we experience social fear.  Who will reinforce and punish our behavior?   If you oppose a social action, what other part of society will support you?   And if the social your action will be opposed at one social level, and opposed at another, how do you decide?  The outcomes are seldom predictable, so you are bound to be at least anxious.  

  Naturally, to encourage our support, institutions and social groups will try to play their card to garner your support, either by rewards or threats.  Speaking in opposition is often claimed to be giving aid and comfort to the enemy by some  and called supporting our basic right of free speech by others.  One is tempted to not participate to avoid this calculus.  We should not mistake this decision to stay out of the debate with apathy.

   We, the United States, joined from 1976 to 1948 (with Alaska and Hawaii) to form a federation of states.  The emphasis on nation politics sometimes obscures our view of this federation.  Regardless of history, our cities are federations of neighborhoods,  our states federations of towns and counties.  Our churches are often federations of families.  Each level of federation and our individual identity with it carries rules and expectations for behavior, and the attendant anxiety and fear of our successful operation within that context.  Whew.  NO wonder we are eating Paxil and Prozac.

   The classic use of political fear in history is to incite a nation by claiming that another nation or group is attacking, either directly, by conspiracy, or is in preparation to attack.  Military slaughter of native Americans was based on largely false claims of  native Americans scalping and raping white settlers.  Hitler set Germany to war with claims that Jews controlled the economy and were taking over the world.   History is full of similar examples, the enemy is portrayed as uncivilized, evil, and aggressive, so we attack them.

   In ancient Greece, the warring city states were able to overcome their diversity, their fear of foreign culture, and war-mongering by those who benefited from an aggressive economy (arms-makers and lousy leaders).  The overcame these by an education system that studied the truth of historical aggression, the way social groups can cooperate and tolerate, and the means by which governments can serve and protect citizens without resorting to violence.  This was the birth of political science and so far as we know the first democracy based on an educated  and interactive citizenry. In the last 2500 year since, we have seen numerous set-backs, notably the Dark Age and Middle Ages prior to the Renaissance, and even in the 20th century.  It is my hope that the recent revolutions in education and information will decrease the use of misinformation and fear to motivate the public to unnecessary aggression.  

