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It seems entirely possible
that everything is
exactly the way
it is supposed to be until
someone finds out that…

 

…not too long ago, washing your hands
with soap to avoid contamination and death
was considered unnecessary. The doctor who 
discovered that it could prevent women from dying
after childbirth lost his license to practice, his job and
his sanity, dying in obscurity.

 

Despite extensive research,
his findings reportedly conflicted
with the scientific and medical
opinions
at the time.

 

Some people may always feel
they are

entitled

to deny and bury


truth

 

until it no longer suits them

 

 




Definitions


SLAVE:

♦a person who is the (il)legal property of another and is forced to obey their owner

♦a person who is forced to submit themselves to an influence by circumstance

♦to work hard almost past one’s capacity, or for extended time, under difficult conditions

 

 

TOXIC PERSON:1

♦Someone who never genuinely apologizes for the harm they cause and does not meaningfully repair the damage

♦Someone who frequently manipulates another person into something they don’t want to do

♦Someone who constantly creates confusion in the mind of another person with their behavior—and denies it

♦Someone who always makes you feel bad about yourself in their presence

 

DENIAL:

♦A “prison”

 

FAIR:

♦adjective: respectful of everyone’s rights; in accordance with the rules

♦adverb: without cheating or trying to achieve an unjust advantage

 

 

 




Foreword


“A great man is hard on himself; a small man is hard on others.”
—Confucius

 

How did we get this far without truly knowing who we are? Artificial intelligence is at our doorstep, yet we seem to barely comprehend the psychology of our own species. Time is going faster than ever before it seems. For thousands of years our ancestors made cave drawings, etched tools, built castles and churches, revered Gods, waged war, built hideouts, established cultures, circumvented the ocean in search of treasure, wiped out entire civilizations through disease and campaigns of terror, and disappeared.

Homo sapiens can be empathic and full of good will one moment, and overcome by an out-to-kill, regardless-of-the-consequences rage the next. When we are really honest with ourselves, we may have to admit that everything has consequences—bad and good deeds, now or later. After thousands of years of doing “just fine” without it, electricity emerged as a nifty tool for progress. Even though the first use of electricity was around 600 B.C. when the Greeks and Romans reportedly used it for electroplating,2 it wasn’t until the eighteenth century that Benjamin Franklin, among others, conducted extensive research on electricity and developed many of the basic concepts used today. About a hundred and twenty years later, we mastered the art of flight.

Not even forty years later, the jet engine was developed. Since then, we created nuclear power stations and spacecraft. It all seems so logical because our brain appears perfectly capable of keeping up with progress. At the same time, unfortunately, we keep waging war, abusing children, and running pedophile rings. Women keep saying men violate their rights, while men are slowly but surely coming forward with the abuse they have to endure at the hands of parents, school officials and other authority figures.

This is going to sound overly philosophical, but denial seems to be a powerful mechanism. It can deprive someone of something, or it can allow someone else to keep going when the odds appear to be stacked against them. Is the exploration of abuse and denial irrelevant when a growing population appears to ignore both—or when those in control use denial to make the case for their position of power? Checks and balances exist to make society livable, yet their relevance may be moot when people appear to thrive in their absence.

We are going to meet people for whom it can be argued that they charted a path to virtually immeasurable success while denying the extent to which they relied on the contributions of others or else, abused others to gain an advantage. Some encountered challenges along their way that forced them to reflect on the righteousness of their actions. Others didn’t encounter such challenges or they successfully worked around them. The question why some people were successfully challenged and others were not may be critical for you and yet possibly utterly irrelevant for others.

What one person calls abuse may be denied as such by you or anyone else. What may be considered an appropriate remedy for abuse may be called unjustified by those in charge. There are possibly millions—humans and animals alike—suffering inhumane living conditions. Regardless of the fact that some have enshrined humane treatment and many other rules and regulations into a charter or law does not seem to prevent abuse because some deny it is happening—or they entertain a different definition of abuse—and they have remained in charge regardless.

Our exploration here aims to identify the factors of human existence that seem most closely connected to denial in its broadest interpretation. The goal is to facilitate reflection and discussion on the questions, “What on Earth are we doing? What are we trying to accomplish?” Nobody is expected to grasp the complexity of the whole of human existence. Even the author admits that many aspects of life have remained untouched here—that there may be a critical aspect of life left off the table, denied of its existence. The difference, hopefully, between this and genuine denial being that the author presumptively admits he denied the existence of one or more such aspects rather than proudly stating, “This is it, there is nothing else,” while still being able to make a point that allows you to gain a better perspective.

What is bias and where does it originate? The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language3 appears to define bias as follows:

(A)	a preference or an inclination, especially one that inhibits impartial judgment; or

(B)	an unfair act or policy stemming from prejudice.4 

In the behavior of practically every species, we can see something of ourselves. Consider cuckoos, for example, in how they have no problem with another bird raising its chicks5. Yet, from the moment a newborn emerges from egg or womb, there is something they all share: the challenge to survive. Bias toward their own may prevent them from seeing the bigger picture—just like a business that pollutes a river may ignore the fact that fish that feed a village swim in said river.

Besides a will to survive there seem to be two other conditions governing our existence: a will to live, in philosophical circles sometimes referred to as “conatus,” and meaning for life.6 The latter two are reserved for exploration outside of the context of this book. Rather, we are going to explore what it means to live in companionship with other humans in the context of the need to survive—men and women of every gender identity dependent on each other.

The United Nations Declaration of Human Rights7 and the Committee on the Rights of the Child (“CRC”) provide a right to survive to all. With regard to the latter, the principle of survival and development requires a conjunctive reading with all other rights and provisions of the CRC such as guiding principles and substantive rights—rights to health, adequate nutrition, security, an adequate standard of living, a healthy and safe environment, education and play.8 Where does this moral compass originate? Nature seems to have quite a different idea. From the moment we are born, something tries to kill us: bacteria, viruses, natural disasters, animals higher on the food chain, and acts of God—which presumably includes the occasional meteorite and manmade objects falling from the sky.

Add to this list possibly our own mother in a severe state of post-partum depression, desperation or delusion, a person from within our community such as a random shooter on anti-depressants,9 a drunk driver, or a malfunctioning airplane that crashes as a result of poor maintenance or a fake engine part, and we have quite a range of possibilities for our premature demise—while there may be many more. Our chances of survival thus seem determined by how supportive or adversarial the environment is at any given point in life.

The behavior of some people is occasionally considered, at a minimum, objectionable. People may be raised in the most loving of circumstances, by nurturing and responsible caregivers. Yet, what happens when the situation changes, when events outside one’s control put undue stress on life: when someone competes for a job, or when the economy turns bad—for many years? What effect does it have when a person’s health fails? What happens when someone is exposed to long periods of offensive behavior or stressful circumstances?

Life may be governed by at least one fundamental rule: karma, commonly known as cause and effect. If we accept that for every cause there is indeed an effect, it may be helpful to know if there is a key for determining how a person is most likely going to respond in a given situation. Finally, time may have to be considered as a factor more critical in the outcome of said situation than ever before. In other words, we are going to explore what may be a realistic and useful root cause of most behavior. 

The concept of slavery implies that one enjoys a superior status over another, suggesting the other person is subject to one’s command. We are going to cover painful topics that may bring up horrific memories of trauma and abuse related to slavery. Nevertheless, we are going to stay clear of any direct association of a religious organization with slavery or with other practices like sexual exploitation. Likewise, this is not the place to discuss if a religious practice as the ultimate tool for enslavement—mentally or otherwise—goes against the basic principles of human rights. Finally, slavery may have far reaching consequences, yet it can be as close to home as addiction to a product or a habit.

You are going to say that it is not fair to single out certain individuals for the pain they have caused while ignoring the good that they may have done. Behavior appears to present itself in terms of the context in which it exists together with the company the primary agent keeps. In other words, it seems best that we explore how “good” people can be made to acquiesce to and even commit objectionable actions, while “bad” people can be made to look good before, while or after initiating them. This means that we are going to take an in-depth look at narcissism and what moment in time might be most closely correlated to its presentation.

Deception may be something God himself invented. Nature deceives when the occasion calls for it and so do we. How useful is deception, and is it fair? The Golden Rule10 admonishes not to “do unto others what one does not want done to oneself,” implying that if one deceives, one may be deceived at some point down the road. The effects of deception can be quite dramatic and damaging. Acts of hypnosis, poor nutrition, environmental factors, chemical exposure and other factors can make us gullible to deception if the experts are right.11, 12 

At the root of deception, abuse, and goodwill is personality—which we share to a certain degree with others. How confident we feel, and how insecure we are, determines to a great extent how much we get accomplished. When we meet the kids we knew from kindergarten as adults, who turned into the driven, ruthless executive, the creative genius, or the skilled craftsperson? Each of them eating, sleeping and breathing on this planet, each of them with needs and desires. In terms of personality, how does one go from “focus, discipline, dedication, curiosity” to “manipulation, greed and violence”? The key seems to be that “focus” is a characteristic whose flipside is insecurity.

We are reportedly ever closer to a conscious encounter with one or more civilizations from outside our galaxy—or perhaps we have always had contact with extraterrestrials and we just don’t know it. If we had an opportunity to get our house in order, what step should we take first?

 

Carl Vincent
Issaquah, 2023
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Disclaimer


 

This is a book about human behavior from the perspective of a layperson. It is an attempt to explain certain fundamental principles of attitude, of relating between people, and that of people relating with their environment based on simple, day to day observations by someone not educated let alone licensed in the field of psychology.

I believe that everyone who is not considered a psychopath, sociopath or physically challenged in their mental performance, is inherently a good person, even though certain influences can make a person’s behavior become corrupt, or at least deviate from morally and ethically just behavior, temporarily or permanently. Morally challenging subjects such as slavery and suicide are discussed here. If you know someone who is considering suicide, please seek help from a local mental health helpline or in the United States of America visit the National Alliance on Mental Illness website at https://www.nami.org/.

It is not my place to judge behavior, whether from a head of State, a religious leader, an executive at a corporation or from anyone else. The underlying premise of the research conducted for the purpose of this book was to observe rather than analyze behavior, and to distill it into statistically relevant form devoid of bias as much as possible. Said premise was based primarily on objectionable behavior and the context and company it had.

The author is not a licensed psychologist, behavioral specialist or medical practitioner. The inclusion of nutritional and dietary material herein does not constitute a claim to knowledge or license in this field by the author. The author is not a professional astrologer. There are many different interpretations of the stars and zodiac signs in the context of human behavior, just as there are many different systems that seek to interpret such behavior. The validity of said interpretations is not in question. While some aspects of Western astrology have been used as a foundation for discussion, the material referenced herein has been deemed to violate the inclusive premise of Western astrology and its system of ten planets and many interpretive points by professionals in the field.

You are encouraged to replicate the research presented in this book to form your own opinion on the state of human behavior in society. As our collective knowledge on human behavior is updated, the information presented herein may be considered inadequate in its representation of the human condition or become obsolete. Some or all of the material presented herein may conflict with local laws and regulations. The author assumes no legal responsibility for your enjoyment of this publication.

References to she, he, they and any other applicable pronouns may be used going forward in addition to their and them, implying any gender identity equally and without discrimination.

READING THIS BOOK MAY TRIGGER FEELINGS OF GUILT, SHAME AND INADEQUACY, PAST TRAUMA AND STRONG FLASHBACKS. BY PROCEEDING PAST THIS PAGE, YOU AGREE TO HOLD THE AUTHOR AND PUBLISHER HARMLESS AND TO PROTECT THE AUTHOR AND PUBLISHER AGAINST ANY LIABILITY AND HARM RESULTING FROM READING THIS BOOK.

If you or someone you know as been affected by sexual abuse, in the USA help is available 24/7 through the National Sexual Assault Hotline at 800.656.4673.

For more resources, go to wbd.com/where-to-turn

 

“When I despair, I remember that throughout history the way of truth and love has always won. There have been tyrants and murderers and for a time they seem invincible, but in the end they always fall—think of it, always.”
—Mahatma Ghandi

 




Introduction


 

“We may never know a person’s motivation,
but it seems at least some people thrive
only when they have control over others.”

 

“COUNT FIVE! On count five, you will put both hands on the ground simultaneously and kick your feet to the rear! WHAT IS YOUR PROBLEM, recruit?” The drill sergeant’s voice is stern and direct, and their command is clear. You must obey. Lives are at stake. If you did not have the luxury of preparing for combat, hopefully you had a similar mentor in civilian life. Discipline, rigor and control can be your best friend. In the heat of battle, your decision counts. Do you face the challenge all on your own? How are you going to stay the course and motivate yourself? Challenges can be instantaneous and short-lived or they can be never-ending endeavors. Having discipline and stamina can mean the difference between success and failure. The questions are how to prepare, how to believe in yourself, how to replenish en route, and what to do when the finish line is in sight.

Challenges can be met with a direct, no holds barred approach or with soft, empathic and calculated maneuvering. Challenges can take any form. The most unpredictable challenge may be dealing with people. People who at one time can be our greatest ally or enemy and we may not notice them shapeshifting back and forth. Do we know enough about human behavior and personality to say, “I’ve got this?” Look up a famous historical figure like Napoleon Bonaparte. How can we not stand in awe at the lengths people will go to analyzing the late emperor’s political and military accomplishments and failures and the differences of opinion on both. We rely on information we can’t verify and on hearsay from people whose political affiliation may make them biased. We were not there. And yet, we want to be excited and make a contribution. Now think about something you had planned for the future. How are you going to get there? How many people do you need to make your plan work? If decision making in the present may seem complex and depressing, think about how it would help if you could focus and ignore all the voices that try to talk you out of whatever you are doing or plan to do. Some people can do that because they were born that way. Others are not so lucky. It turns out, we need both types of people and often even a third one.

Making soup conjures up an image of blending nutritious and delicious ingredients in a broth that forms the perfect introduction to the rest of the meal even if it’s only bread. Whether your soup nurtures you, your family or friends, it brings the elements of nature and transformation right into the kitchen and your imagination. Starting with good stock, adding onions, protein and vegetables and flavor to our liking, soup is a dish virtually everyone can relate to. Writing A Few Good Cardinals has been very much like making soup. Starting with biology, adding will, purpose, gender identity, culture, psychology, and that critical ingredient that many take for granted: the moment one is born.

Every time we make soup, it tends to always taste a bit different from before. We also all have our own unique way of preparing it. Along the same lines, it is not too difficult to imagine that, while we may have much in common with others of our tribe, we each make our life unique. When we add inferior ingredients to soup, it may not taste very good but we will still eat it when we are really hungry. When we add bad ingredients, we may rather throw it out. So, how can we see the problems in our lives in a new light—maybe we need to change some of the ingredients or change our perspective: reduce the ones that taste unpleasant while increasing those that improve the flavor. The challenge is that everyone is always making soup somewhere, and it seems we don’t always get to choose the flavor. What if we could muster our inner drill sergeant and fix the problem?

In about 1537, a certain European colonial power appears to have felt very confident. El Abra in Colombia, approximately 13,000 years old, is reported to be the site of one of the most ancient archaeological sites in the Western Hemisphere.13 The Muisca negotiated with invaders from the Old World over the source of their gold. There appears to have been a misunderstanding. To the Muisca, gold could have been a symbol of accomplishment because they owned lots of jewelry made of this precious and highly desirable metal. The conquistadores insisted the Muisca show them the source. The Muisca pointed to their salt mines, from which they extracted the commodity so desired by other tribes it made for excellent trading value.

To the Muisca, the source of their gold was obvious: it was what they accepted as currency from other tribes in exchange for salt. Reportedly, the other tribes did not challenge the Muisca for their salt because the Muisca had developed expertise in mining it and were willing to put in the labor required for the job. Other tribes specialized in other activities and thus there was balance and harmony in the region. Frustrated, the invaders reportedly first killed their counterparts in the negotiation and subsequently, to show how serious they were, almost everyone else in the tribe for “good measure.” In revenge, the surviving locals allegedly refused to assist the conquistadores in their search for El Dorado14 for decades to come even if it meant a certain death.

If there is a cardinal one governing life, how can it not be karma—cause and effect? If I do something that is objectionable and that someone disagrees with, I can be sure that I will hear about it. Yet on occasion, I may have an opportunity to bend or even break this rule if nobody can see what I am doing—or so I may think. Another approach might be to deny that what I am doing will hurt anyone, or to blame a situation or another person. What would help me ease my mind most about the potential consequences? For one, I could decide to just do the right thing even if nobody is watching. We are going to explore the concept of rules in A Rule is a Rule…Unless You Are One of Them.

People who consider life akin to “war” may (un)consciously pursue their agenda at the cost of everything and everyone else around them. They might be Keith Raniere of NXIVM or Elizabeth Holmes of Theranos. Holmes was the founder and Chief Executive Officer of a “revolutionary” biotech company whose promises were discovered to be a fraud.15 Raneiri was the creator of a groundbreaking motivational system that inspired Hollywood elites and people like the Dalai Lama alike. He was convicted on fraud, sex trafficking and racketeering charges.16

The principles underlying human behavior appear to be more accessible than experts want us to believe when we keep it simple. The chapter Behavior = Context, gives an introduction of what theories have been developed to date. The intention here is to be able to more easily identify when someone does not have your best interests at heart. The chapter Deeper, Bigger introduces us to the concept of deception in order to manipulate and gain an (unfair) advantage. People who seek control may acknowledge that rules are necessary for society to function, yet they may deny that the rules apply to them if said rules interfere with their mission.

In my experience, a healthy narcissist sets healthy boundaries. People who are born during certain times of the year, and who experience certain conditions growing up, appear to have a significantly increased risk of developing toxic narcissistic behavior instead. In A Method to the Madness we will explore how one or more of the following may contribute to toxic narcissism: (a) someone’s date of birth, (b) location and time of birth, and (c) a combination of exposure to trauma, behavior from others and peer pressure. In The Essentials we go one step further by investigating the characteristics of astrological zodiac signs.

Birds of a Feather Stick Together discusses what makes people seek support and protection among others with similar beliefs. In 1911, Frederick Winslow Taylor published his book on the Principles of Scientific Management Theory.17 His introduction of a theory for an optimized working environment for workers and management was considered revolutionary at the time. One of the first observations Taylor apparently made is that workers, especially when they underperform, may consider neutral or constructive attention as a sign that they are being recognized and perhaps even appreciated for their contribution. Improved productivity may be an immediate result even without a direct incentive. Sincerity, genuine concern and respect may be ingredients of the relationship between supervisor and staff that foster a constructive working environment and high productivity, blurring the line between “birds” who otherwise “stick together.”

We may all have that moment in our lives when we had a first memorable encounter with someone who cheated or took advantage of us and it hurt. These and similar events may remain etched in our memory because they hurt our confidence. They traumatized our child brain, incapable of responding to a threat like an adult can with righteous anger or stoic self-regulation.18 Worse still, people may suggest that we agreed to something when in fact we didn’t, or that we remember something that didn’t, in fact, occur. In Truth Is Truth Until It Isn’t we explore the mechanism behind the illusion that memory occasionally tricks us into believing and how that affects our relationships.

A society may differentiate itself through the character of its judicial system and the recognition of property rights. People across the world have culturally and historically different concepts of morality, of what constitutes acceptable behavior, and of what are appropriate types of punishment for behavior that violates the law. In the chapter Institutionalized Motivation we dive into the effect of toxic narcissism on our efforts to produce things at scale, to reach people beyond our own backyard, and to affect climate policy, for example.

Bias is a concept that often gets paid lip service because it frequently gets in the way of on-the-spot decision making. In Life is “Real” we discuss how this often unconscious yet very important factor affects the quality of our decisions. Our self-confidence may depend on the need to survive. Confidence may be instilled by nurturing caregivers and a feeling of safety. One may be very confident yet highly insecure. Live and Let Die aims to guide us to a better understanding.

People are known to adapt their behavior to others in order to fit in or to set a new precedent. In Tell Your Story we reflect on how we learn by example because our brain directs us to, and what inspires us to be unique. Learning to use time to your advantage is an integral part of the journey of self-empowerment. A toxic narcissist uses time to gradually enslave, sidestepping the rules, while using fear and denial to intimidate. In Who is Your Friend? we explore different behavioral characteristics and how each use time to their advantage.

How familiar are you with the outcome of the Spanish quest for gold in the New World? As you may know, it didn’t end well for the side that chose violence over logic. The Spanish did find gold eventually, except not where the Muisca lived. In fact, to this day nobody has reportedly been able to find the location, commonly referred to as El Dorado, where the Muisca’s gold was originally extracted.19 In any case, gold from other parts of the New World did make its way to Spain in large quantities, where it allegedly served to crash the economy with hyperinflation.

Empathy is an important step towards compassion. Once we have compassion for our mind and body, we can reimagine how society should function. Narcissistic people seem essential because they may be the final call for authentic and brave expression of ourselves. When narcissism turns toxic, that is the moment we need to pay attention. The chapter Pure Fiction explores strategies and practical suggestions for thriving in a relationship with a toxic narcissist. Suffering is a virtually natural part of the human condition. It seems the toxic narcissist plays a logical role in this if it weren’t for their own self-proclaimed if not apparent suffering. What can possibly show us how suffering fits into our own life? The chapter From Chiron With Love explores how we can possibly see our fate in the stars.

While this first edition is heavily geared towards an American audience, you may resonate with the material no matter where you live. Future and translated versions of this book will focus on regional accounts of narcissism.

 

 

 

 




A Rule is a Rule 
Unless You Are One Of
Them


“Acknowledge that society is engineered to elicit frustration and suffering.”

 

When nobody is watching, do the rules apply? What rules? When the stakes are high, the leverage is great and the future is uncertain, a rule may be easily bent or broken.  If I were to force you to adopt my perspective, is that fair—ultimately? What is your definition of “fair,” and does it even matter that we talk about it?

“That’s not fair!” We have all said it at one point in time. We may all have been accused of not being fair. It is easy to say that “Everyone is born with a sense of fairness,” but what difference does it make if we can’t agree on what it means? The concept of fairness appears to have a built in bias that tends to favor my own perspective. Even the words that I write radiate bias and can elicit a sense of unfairness in you. This book was written by a Caucasian male who grew up in a privileged albeit small country that has dominated global trade since the fifteen hundreds. It is also a country that was invaded many times over, was once part of another monarch’s empire or two, and wasn’t even officially a unified country until well after the United States was founded. Better known for its famous painters like Vincent Van Gogh, cheese and wooden shoes,20 The Netherlands reportedly controlled and enslaved people in their far flung colonies and trading posts for centuries. What is fair from my point of view may be very different for you.

People who migrate to a different country may do so because they feel they will have a better opportunity elsewhere. When opportunities are lacking, it may be that a certain group of people has a naturally unfair advantage because they live in a more resource rich part of the country, because they achieved an advantage by force or manipulation, or because they developed their skills and talents and contribute to society as best as they can. Every country has its own set of rules to which we may need to adapt in order to fit in. Countries may agree on rules that apply to all people around the world. Where rules originate may be a combination of what seems practical in the here and now plus what was already enshrined in law by our ancestors. How flexible we are in adjusting adopted law to our current circumstances may be a matter of personality and need. It may start with something as simple as a rule of the “house,” my mother telling me to wash the dishes by hand because she thinks the dishwasher uses too much electricity, an appliance she didn’t have growing up. It sounds like a bad analogy, but established practice can have a profound effect on our resistance to changing a rule when circumstances call for it. 

If we feel we are better off under a certain set of rules, we may be more likely to consider the rules fair. It may take someone with great empathy to see fairness from another person’s perspective. If we want to be really honest, we should consider that some of us are more rational and that “rational fairness” can often be perceived as “unfair” by almost everyone else. How we choose to perceive things can change what we think is fair.21

When you know who you are dealing with, you may feel respected. When I have an ulterior motive and try to deceive you, I might hide behind the mask of a fake identity. For an author, for example, this has long been a way to protect themselves from unwanted attention or to gain a foothold into a world dominated by men. In today’s world of cybercrime and identity theft, it may be no surprise that the concept of identity has taken on a much different definition. Adopting an identity that is different from our birth name has long been considered a given online in order to protect our own interests. However, in cybercrime, the fake identity can present a bit of a shock when we find out somebody is not who they claim to be. The male, thirty-one year old FBI agent posing as a fourteen year old girl in order to catch a pedophile may be a good example.

Who else misrepresents who they are or what their position is in order to get what they want? Maybe the parent who comes up with an excuse so their child will show up for dinner, the teacher who offers to give a student a good grade if they have sex, or the politician who promises to end a war if elected. Perhaps it is the promise of making everyone pay their “fair share,” disguising both the need for power to determine what “fair” means as well as the desire to destroy the middle (and upper) class as professed by the ideology of communism.22,23 These and many other situations find us giving in to pretense for a position we covet—we do want dinner, but we want to finish a chat with a buddy first, we may not know what sex is but our hormones are raging and we sure want a good grade, and it would be great if we could finally pull out of that “needless” war.

The rule may be trust, while the conditions are set ad hoc and as arbitrary as those in power can make them. Yet, there is one tool in the arsenal of the narcissist that is probably the most powerful in getting us to do their bidding: to promise and failing to deliver, also known as “future faking.” In 2022, Keir Starmer (born September 2), leader of the Labor Party of the United Kingdom, passionately announced that his plan to freeze energy bills was key to reducing inflation.24 For two years, Labor campaigned on their assessment of the economy that the opposition Tories would leave them. After Starmer got elected Prime Minister by a minority, one of the first things on the agenda appears to have been to ignore that pledge and to scrap winter fuel payments for seniors25—rather than lowering the energy bill or keeping it stable, it is going up instead for this demographic of about ten million people or approximately 14.9 percent of the total population. Why does Starmer target older people? The answer seems clear: because they don’t have the energy to protest. No pun intended. Starmer reportedly claimed, “things are worse than we ever imagined.”

Politics has been fraught with promises and failures to deliver since the beginning of time. Indicating that one tends to take over the government after an election win with an “image” rather than a “clear understanding” does not seem to instill much confidence, especially when that image involves a budget shortfall of twenty-two billion Pound Sterling out of about twelve-hundred billion in government spending in the 2022-2023 budget, one point eight percent. Similar scenarios take place on a smaller or even micro scale everywhere yet often with like consequences. With one blow to your confidence in them, the narcissist accomplishes two goals: first, showing you who is in charge, and second, that your trauma is part of the conditioning for your future compliance—with every breach of your trust they weaken your resistance and self-esteem.

The Vietnam War seems to have left an extremely traumatic mark on American society. While the events leading up to the war, the various actors who alternately escalated or deescalated the fighting, the political maneuvering and the behind the scenes impact of military interests may be debated until the end of time, one thing happened that very few seem to have predicted beforehand. After the United States withdrew from the conflict and communism took hold of Vietnam, the bloodshed didn’t end. As in Cambodia under Pol Pot (born May 19),26 in China under Mao Zedong (born December 26),27 and the Soviet Union under Josef Stalin (born December 18), the regime ensured that dissidents were ruthlessly reeducated or eliminated in large numbers even though communism consistently appears to fail to deliver on its promises.28,29

What does seem to work in turning the populace into a brainwashed mass of conformists may be a combination of propaganda, oppression, poverty and denial. The United States of America requires a pledge from nationalized citizens that they have no ties to the Communist Party. Yet, there appear to be many native born Americans—not to be confused with Native Americans—who would rather give up on the country’s constitutional principles than fix what is wrong with capitalism and abandon their desire to introduce the most oppressive economic system the world has ever known.30 Just like the rest of the developing world, every communist country that currently exists, or that has ever existed, relies on a market driven economy and on technology developed in the free West31 to get where they are today. Their respective populations are allegedly kept craftfully in the dark thanks to a combination of an extensive effort to misrepresent history and limitations on free speech, press and internet access.

The general public expects to be able to trust the media based on the premise that journalism’s first obligation reportedly is to tell the truth.32 How disappointing it must have been at the time, when the radio show War of the Worlds appears to have led to the birth of modern fake news. Newspapers reported an alien invasion in October of 1938, an invasion that didn’t happen. The reason behind this was that publishers apparently feared competition from a “new” medium: radio.33 Did everyone suddenly lose trust in reporters? It seems a new generation of readers and listeners grew up instead and all was forgotten. Before we get too emotionally involved in the argument of what news channel may still be trustworthy, let us take a step back into the history of finance.

You may be no stranger to borrowing money to finance a purchase, or lending money to help someone. Either way, the incentive for the lender usually comes in the form of interest. However, this wasn’t always the case. For example, Ancient Greece and Rome outlawed interest bearing loans while many Christian denominations in medieval Europe considered the charging of interest at any rate sinful. There was a term for the demand of interest back then, which has since changed to mean “excessive interest” or “loan sharking:” usury. 34

Over time, the definition of usury has changed just as much as the rules around money appear to have changed. In the Middle Ages, banking was governed by strict rules as to who could conduct financial business and what kind.35,36 Perhaps in an attempt to wrest control from powerful Christian interests, at the end of the 19th century, a group of left-wing financiers and industrialists set their sights on taking over the British Empire and the world. They created distinct organizations: the Milner Group37 and the Fabian Society.38

The origins of this initiative appear to go back to the Industrial Revolution of the 1700s. A new, powerful class consisting of international trade, finance and industrial interests had emerged from gold and diamond mining operations. They developed a monopoly on diamonds, through ownership by the Milner Group’s De Beers of all South African diamond mines. Similarly, the Milner Group and their associates monopolized oil interests with the establishment of British Petroleum, Royal Dutch Shell, and Standard Oil, as well as certain other industries. These same interests extended their power through the control of a global network of financial firms like the Bank of England, the United States Federal Reserve System, and J.P. Morgan Chase.

As leaders of the Milner Group, figures such as Lord Milner, Lionel Curtis and Henry Hodson, initiated a competition for resources that would inevitably lead to international conflict. They focused on monopolizing material resources, whereas the Fabian Society concentrated on intellectual and humanitarian aspects. It aimed to capture the heart and mind of the Western masses with the promise of a just, socialist world and to control the people for the Fabian Society’s profit.

Socialism and communism promote the centralization of control of all aspects of society. Rules are made and enforced by a select, privileged few. In a psychopathic drive for control, Milner-Fabian adherents reportedly sponsored revolutions in Russia and China, many military conflicts and two world wars. Mass cross-cultural immigration is one of their tools to subjugate the masses, while racial diversity has been imposed as a means to defuse conflict. Arab and Muslim leaders have eagerly become their partners, culminating in the systematic promotion of Islam in the West.39,40

Who first sets the rules tends to be the creator of a new business, a new religion, or a new country, for example. When you were born, your caregivers may have instructed you to listen to them because they set the rules at home. The Golden Rule is the principle of treating others as one would want to be treated by them. Adam was created last of all beings to teach him humility. If he acted in an overbearing manner, the Golden Rule41 served to remind him that the fly preceded him in the order of creation. When a rule has outlived its purpose, it may be updated to reflect the current sentiment or necessity, or it may be discarded. Rules that have never changed may be, “Everyone who makes a practice of sinning also practices lawlessness; sin is lawlessness,”42 and, “for every effect there is a cause, and for every cause there is an effect.”43

To fully understand what a rule means, we may have to take the rule apart and study the meaning of the words themselves. What is a sin? In the Bible, virtually every type of sin pertains to knowledge, pleasure, or a good name for oneself. Committing a sin may be as simple as not listening to my intuition, for which I am inevitably punished one way or another.

The principle of cause and effect may be considered the law of karma. When I do something only to feel better rather than help someone out of genuine concern, for example, it somehow always seems to come back to haunt me—an objectionable good deed. Prior to engaging in war, anyone can claim they are going to win and that the cause is just. As an example, any soldier in Napoleon Bonaparte’s Grande Armée prior to the French invasion of Russia44 may have believed in the cause and supported their popular general wholeheartedly. For many, Bonaparte’s accomplishments as ruler of the French Empire must have been sufficient evidence of his greatness. In hindsight, we may say that his record on domestic civil rights contrasts sharply with the alleged exploitation of conquered territories during his reign, adversely affecting his reputation.45 Did he venture a “bridge too far,” paraphrasing a failed stage from a theater of war in a different era?46

Some people know when breaking a rule seems to be the right thing to do, and when breaking a rule can make or break a future. There are those who admit (certain) rules exist, especially the one about cause and effect, but that they should be applied mostly to you and only sometimes to themselves—depending on who stands to benefit, obviously. Napoleon may have had a bruised ego after the failed campaign in the Peninsular War against Spain and Portugal.47 Rather than laying low and solidifying his rule domestically, he sought to reestablish his military dominance with the Russia campaign of 1812, leading to a massive defeat in 1813. Napoleon Bonaparte was born on August 15, 1769 in Ajaccio, Corsica. If historic wars are not indicative enough of cause and effect, today’s turf wars between drug cartels or those between drug companies in the pharmaceutical markets may provide a more contemporary clue.

People can be very protective of their territory if the invader does not provide a valid benefit in conjunction with respect. As an example of the latter, think perhaps of the invasion of the Netherlands by Nazi Germany in World War II. The Netherlands is a small country in a very strategic location when it comes to international trade. Germany historically relies on its neighbor’s vital sea, river and rail infrastructure. While the Dutch set up an underground resistance movement the moment the Nazis invaded, there was allegedly also significant support for the German invasion. This resulted in an economic boom during especially the first year and a half of the Nazi occupation. As we discuss who decides when a rule applies, especially the rule of karma, it may be best to reflect on the observation that it took reportedly more than fifty years before the story of economic decline and exploitation of the Dutch by the Nazis in World War II, the traditional narrative, was questioned.48

During the Hunger Winter of 1944-’45 the Dutch had virtually nothing to eat because the Nazis took the harvest for themselves. This gave the impression that the Dutch did nothing but suffer under the Nazi regime. An effort to document the wartime experience of the Dutch shows that bias was considered an important factor to be prevented as much as possible in coming to terms with what really happened.49 Meanwhile, Anne Frank’s story and her death in a Nazi concentration camp hide the fact that a significant segment of the Dutch population appear to have aided the Nazis in their persecution of Jews and “undesirables”: “The victim and his immediate social environment have a common interest in suppressing the threatening memories of the war and the more recent feelings of despair and confusion. In this way a ‘conspiracy of silence’ develops.”50 The truth eventually comes out, as it always does.

Rules exist pretty much anywhere there is a potential interaction between people. Rules exist for the behavior of people in a group of any size, from your local church to a nation state and between them such as international maritime rules and the Geneva Convention.51 Rules exist for playing the card game bridge, for playing golf, riding a bicycle, and driving a car or truck. Rules exist for pilots navigating the airways, for captains of ocean going vessels and for astronauts venturing in space. Rules exist for a judge just as much as they do for the president of a country. Likewise, rules exist for the maintenance of a friendship—don’t call me after 10 p.m., give a gift for a birthday, and congratulate someone for the birth of a child.

We introduce rules to make life more predictable, to establish a standard of fairness, and to express our desire to cultivate progress. Rules are meant to make it easier for you to purchase something from a foreign country, or to sell something to someone overseas. Rules exist to maintain order and to make sure you have a pretty good chance making it to your destination when you take a plane ride. There may be an ordinance stipulating how much noise you can make at which hours of the day. Customs and regulations dictate when your store may be open for business. The state or province where you live may have rules on which land may be used for agriculture and which for residential construction. The country where you live has rules governing who may get a passport for travel to a foreign country and what type of grain is acceptable for import. Rules may be burdensome and in need of review and cancellation from time to time.

Rules are everywhere—in sports, at work, in traffic, in commerce, for food safety and medical care, for financial transactions, for the transport of hazardous goods, and in space. Rules exist in the People’s Republic of China and they appear to be quite different from those in America, but you wouldn’t know it unless you studied them or visited both countries yourself. Rules need to be synchronized between countries to avoid gridlock in international trade. Yet, how can we judge the fairness of a society and the quality of life of its people if we don’t know how the rules are interpreted?

The person charged with applying a rule may decide in your favor or not depending on their mood and how well they are paid. Imagine you are playing a game of football (or soccer, in America). How would you know if the referee is going to be impartial the entire game? Let’s say that somebody scores a goal with their hand: a foul, and the point is invalidated. Most people would agree with this one, unless your name is perhaps Diego Maradona.52 Players may apply certain tactics to agitate their opponent, enticing them to break a rule when they might not have an intention to do so at first. How would such gamesmanship53 affect the attitude of the referee?

Historic moments in the sport of football may be interpreted differently depending on what country one rooted for. In the 1978 World Cup final between Argentina and the Netherlands, the host nation had a lot at stake—a first World Cup title. Argentina’s squad is reported to have arrived five minutes late onto the field, which time the local fans used to get extra motivated or loud, depending on how you look at it. The Argentinian team proceeded to complain about a Dutch player’s medical condition for which he had been ruled fit to play several games earlier in the tournament. The referee sided with the host team.54 Who was disappointed that the interpretation of the rules went against their team? The Dutch supporters, obviously. Was the referee’s decision fair? Perhaps it wasn’t. Maybe he chose to protect himself against a potentially dangerous situation after the game as suggested by a 2021 incident in Argentina’s first division when a referee accused a Lanus player of threatening to kill him.55

In the case of the World Cup, if you are diehard fan of the game, you might rightfully argue that there are many better, more recent incidents with far more serious consequences. And if you are not a big football fan, you might say, “It’s just a game.” What these examples have in common is that I wasn’t there to personally witness the event. And even if I had been there, you would be reading only one side of the story anyway. What if the Dutch players had been disrespectful towards a referee in a previous match?

The circumstances leading to somebody breaking a rule and somebody else allowing it may forever remain unknown. Conscience therefore appears to be the name of the game. Perhaps having a conscience matters when lives are at stake, money, or both. It is in “peace” time that we might become complacent to the fact that bullies and aggressors who charm with their grandiose plans for world power tend to start small. We might brush off how those with a utilitarian perspective—narcissists—deal with moral issues because “we are all human, after all.” One could argue that everything involves risk and that one should be able to tolerate it. Risk may be governed by permanent, natural rules, or by manmade laws. It may also be affected by temporary factors such as a deadline, however arbitrary it may be.

There is logic and common sense, and then there is the rule of the deadline. On January 28, 1986, they competed to get seven people into space aboard the Space Shuttle Challenger.56 The operator of the Space Shuttle, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), had stipulated that there was a deadline for mission STS-51-L. The launch had been delayed before due to weather. Another delay was considered unacceptable. Unfortunately, a critical part of the Shuttle’s propulsion system had been subjected to external temperatures lower than it had been designed for in the early hours of January 28. Some engineers recommended postponing the launch until the affected part had sufficiently warmed up.

Instead, management decided that the launch deadline took precedence. When the Challenger exploded shortly after liftoff because the part that the engineers had been so concerned about failed, it reportedly cost the US taxpayer about US$1.6 billion and the lives of all seven astronauts. Significant trauma on the loved ones of the astronauts who perished as well as on the many others involved with the Shuttle program ensued. Occasionally someone will say, “There is a reason for everything.” Unfortunately, most of us don’t have this kind of flexibility to “play” with the rules.

Two major industrial accidents that were also the result of cost cutting measures have affected the lives of many more: the Chernobyl57 nuclear reactor incident in the former Soviet Union in 1986, and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill58 in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010. When you picked up this book, it was probably not your intention to become proficient in nuclear engineering. Therefore, avoiding the boring details, let me just say that the cost-conscious design of the four nuclear powerplants at the Chernobyl site in Ukraine was not an accident—pun not intended. When something leaves little room for error, the impact of one person can be quite significant. On April 26, the attitude and behavior of deputy chief-engineer Anatoly Dyatlov—who was also the supervisor of a safety test taking place that same day—spelled doom for Chernobyl’s reactor number 4: arrogance, over-confidence in his own skill, and denial of the severity of the situation. Shift personnel did not dare question his authority.

The situation in the Gulf of Mexico in April of 2010 was a bit different. The results were disastrous nonetheless—especially for the fishing industry—and on a scale not seen before. Authorities closed large portions of the Gulf of Mexico to commercial and recreational fishing following the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in an attempt to mitigate contamination. Many fishers sought alternative income solutions or chartered their vessels to help with the cleanup process.59 The underlying cause of the failure of the Deepwater Horizon oil rig and the subsequent discharge of significant quantities of oil into the Gulf was reportedly a series of cost-cutting decisions not unlike those at Chernobyl, as well as an inadequate safety system. The moral of the story is that regardless of the political system, corners will be cut with the wrong people in charge.

Towns and neighborhoods the country over appear terrorized by noise from loud muscle cars and motor bikes. A noise ordinance can give a community the reassurance that law enforcement has the tools to protect everyone’s mental health and right to quiet enjoyment. After all, when there is noise, how is the quality of one’s sleep and attentiveness during waking hours not affected?60 As one might expect, law enforcement often has more important things to do leaving affected citizens angry and powerless in many cases. A brain troubled by noise cannot think well, rest well nor study for an exam preparing for a job that helps propel the community forward. Similarly, brain development in babies may be disrupted by noise of any kind when they try to sleep. The solution: headphones, they were invented for a reason. Buy a fast, quiet car and blast the imitated engine noise into your own ears, not in those of the neighborhood.

We may have a different interpretation of the rules depending on the situation and time of day—and depending on the chance of getting caught breaking a rule. In a group of a hundred people, one person breaking a rule resulting in harm to another may go unnoticed at first yet may eventually be remedied or punished. In a group of one hundred, eleven people breaking a rule may quickly garner pushback. At any point, we may ask ourselves when it is the right time to change a rule—unless it were proven the majority have somehow lost their mind or worse, they didn’t have it in the first place. Our commitment to a rule may depend on how much impact it has on the welfare of the community, and how much we benefit from its implementation.

Some rules have been carried over from ancient times like Roman law which partially found its way into our modern legal framework, while others are newly crafted. Rules may be governed by social conventions adopted over hundreds if not thousands of years. They can be fundamental to one culture while awkward or non-existent in another. If there is one “rule” that stands out it may be the one that stipulates that we all learn from each other and our environment by observation. Consider it a biological principle because it operates thanks to something called mirror neurons,61 which were reportedly only recently discovered to be present in the brain of every human.

For people who deny that rules apply to them, ignoring the rule of karma seems to make life ever so slightly more convenient. When nature, God, or their fellow citizen, strikes back, they shift the blame to a third party. Psychologists apparently differentiate how people accept blame for an adversarial event: by accepting guilt or by feeling shame. Feeling shame is accompanied by transferring blame onto another person, group or event. On the other hand, people who feel guilt apologize, offer a resolution that is fair to all involved, and aim to prevent a recurrence. Try getting that kind of response from the person who feels shame: “I don’t know what you are talking about” may be their preferred response instead.

You may live in a world where the rules apply to you but not to your neighbor. Imagine that you purchased some food for dinner for you and your family. Your neighbor walks by, sees the food sitting on the kitchen table and decides he wants to have some. He walks in, grabs half of it and walks out. How do you feel? The next day, you see that your neighbor has some clothes hanging on the wash line to dry. You see a nice dress and…do you take it or not?

Some people share from the goodness of their heart. Some cultures have this kind of sharing embedded into the principles of their society. But taking without asking, taking without a need? Let’s see what happens when the situation is a bit different: it is war time and your neighbor is one meal away from dying after having escaped the enemy, while you need the dress as a disguise to stay safe.

Narcissistic behavior can inflict significant trauma and damage. Unfortunately, the narcissist may have a very different perspective. If changing our perspective on someone’s behavior can change our perspective of the person, how would our perspective on narcissism as a condition change if we were to accept that the narcissist may be at war—at war with themselves, with the world, or both? War has rules and they are a bit different from those we maintain at peace time. War also knows more “life and death situations” than we tend to encounter when we are not at war—when life is an adventure or a puzzle instead.

Talking about war, the German soldier was apparently able to achieve remarkable successes early on in World War II. Known as the Blitz Krieg,62 German divisions went around the French Maginot line,63 quickly conquering France from the left flank. They managed to cover such a great distance in a short time thanks to putting every soldier on the drug Pervitin.64 It may not have been the first instance when entire battalions were under the influence, but it sure made an impression even decades later. While this is not the right venue for a discussion about who started World War II and why, there does seem to be something worth mentioning about the prelude of the Blitz Krieg on France with regard to narcissism and the institutionalized variety: compartmentalized decision making.

Prior to Germany executing its strategy for the attack on France, French intelligence reportedly was well aware that Nazi Germany were planning some type of maneuver. As is quite common in national intelligence and counter-intelligence efforts, France had several services each trying their best at predicting hostile activities against the nation. The French in the days leading up to World War II were allegedly known to have been proud of their past achievements and eager to extend their long history of battlefield successes while trying to forget less memorable ones. It has been speculated that, through a mixture of intellectual laziness, bureaucratic complacency, and a conservative attitude, the French may have failed to modernize their military thinking.65 Nazi Germany was keen to take advantage of this.

As we shall see further on in a very different and more recent theater of war, the French intelligence community pre-WWII was highly compartmentalized. In other words, none of the commanders of the various intelligence services shared their findings with others, while information passed up the chain of command that went counter to established doctrine tended to be ignored. The top decision makers who were the recipients of intelligence briefings were essentially in the dark about Nazi Germany’s real intentions. We shall revisit this when we look at institutionalized narcissism.

Speaking of intelligence and war, how can we not take a moment to look at one of the most colorful characters in the history of espionage: Harold Adrian Russell “Kim” Philby, born January 1. In the dramatic series Spy Web66 we learn how Philby managed to work his way up the ranks in the British secret service while serving his “real” masters, the Soviet Union. While he was revealed as a member of a spy ring known as the Cambridge Five in 1963, Philby escaped by first being reassigned to a less impressive posting in Washington, D.C. where his contact with the United States Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was also a Soviet spy, and subsequently making his way to Russia where he died in 1988 in peaceful retirement. Of the Cambridge Five, Philby is believed to have done the most damage to the British and American intelligence establishment, providing classified information to the Soviet Union that caused the deaths of many MI6 and CIA agents. The damage was allegedly only lessened by Josef Stalin’s notorious paranoia—himself a psychopath—that Philby may be a triple agent.
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