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Preface


A South Carolina textile mill, 1962. A humid June afternoon. Summer was the workshop’s busiest season, and everyone had been putting in a lot of hours. This particular week was made more stressful by reports of small, mite-like bugs in the factory, perhaps brought in with a shipment of cloth. As the afternoon wore on, one young woman suddenly complained of feeling a bug bite. Soon after, she fainted dead away.


On Tuesday of the following week, another woman who believed she had been bitten fainted. That afternoon, a third woman. Soon after, four other women reported to the doctor with symptoms of dizziness and nausea. Within eleven days of what would later be known as an epidemic, sixty-two people were medically treated for various physical symptoms due to bug bites. Their reports of the bites were quite specific and detailed. One textile worker claimed, “I felt something bite me on my leg and when I scratched my leg, the little white bug came up under my fingernail. I got weak in the legs and got sick.” Tellingly, while this worker recalls a white bug, most other reports described black bugs.


Extensive testing by the mill and outside authorities revealed that only a few bugs had been found, the mites were not known to bite humans, and they certainly could not have caused systemic problems like those experienced by the textile workers. But the employees were verifiably losing consciousness, vomiting, and experiencing shakes. Reviewing the available evidence, the doctors and other experts on the case came to the startling conclusion that the maladies suffered by the workers were, at the end of the day, all in their head.1


Cases of alarming symptoms spreading rapidly from person to person without being tied to any physical causes occur throughout documented history, from the Salem witch trials to the Bin Laden itch.2 The term for such occurrences is hysterical contagion, which you may know by its more extreme form, mass hysteria. All involve fear of a powerful unknown threat spreading through a close-knit group. A more contemporary example than the june bug story involved a group of teenage girls at a New York high school who began exhibiting symptoms reminiscent of Tourette’s syndrome—involuntary twitches and vocalizations called tics. The affected girls were profiled on talk shows, their symptoms were displayed on videos uploaded to YouTube, and their struggles were discussed openly on Facebook. The case was so high-profile that Erin Brockovich, legal clerk and environmental activist (played by Julia Roberts in the eponymous biopic), flew in to help investigate. But exhaustive testing revealed no evidence of any sort of toxin that could explain the girls’ symptoms and pointed to the possibility of a mass psychogenic illness, perhaps exacerbated by social and national media attention.3


These cases have in common a tight-knit social group with a constrained physical location, the occurrence of a single “index” case that launches the contagion, and the fact that many of the symptoms—among them dizziness and involuntary motor movements—also manifest during states of acute anxiety. Human beings are so social that we can literally make ourselves sick just by observing others, the symptoms spreading from one person to the next by the power of ideas alone.


These hysterical contagions are rare. But vivid instances of emotions and ideas diffusing from one body to another, one mind to another, are not. We are by nature deeply social animals. In this book we’ll see just how ingrained that sociality is—to the point where we catch thoughts and moods and, yes, even panic attacks from one another as easily as we exchange cold viruses in midwinter. We synchronize our thoughts, our moods, and our brain activity. In this book we’ll tackle both the mechanisms and the implications of this synchronicity using psychology, neuroscience, history, anthropology, literature, and philosophy.


Of course, we don’t synchronize with all members of humanity equally; we preferentially harmonize with people who are close to us by birth, location, and shared culture, whether that culture is writ large (at the macro level of entire societies) or small (at the micro level of groups that help form our multilayered identities, for example ethnicity, political party, and even sport fandoms). These tribal tendencies toward forming ingroups can shape our most cherished traditions and moments, but they can also lead to tension with outgroups that can have devastating consequences.


To unite all of this research on our hypersocial, groupish natures, I use the metaphor of the hivemind. It is not my metaphor—the notion of a hivemind, a group sort of consciousness and/or collective body of knowledge, has long been discussed in both academic settings and in common parlance. But before we go further, I’d like to spell out what the hivemind means to me in the framework of this book.


For one, the hivemind refers to the extent to which we are capable of entering a state of mind that is more collectively focused, in which we share attention and goals and emotions. At times we may even experience an expansion of our consciousness* to incorporate our social others. As positive psychologist Barbara Fredrickson once said: “Emotions are not bounded by skin. It isn’t that one person’s emotions affect the other … the two people are sharing the emotion.”*


Second, hivemind also refers to the principle that what we know and feel is not determined in a vacuum of independent experiences and decisions but rather is shaped by the collective. Our synchronicity means that ideas and fashions and ways of interpreting the world have their own sort of life outside the individual people who contribute to it, something eighteenth- to nineteenth-century German philosophers called the zeitgeist, or spirit of the times. We’ll discuss a psychological concept called “appraisals,” which are interpretations or stories about the world, and we’ll see both how the hivemind influences the appraisals we make and how, in turn, the appraisals we choose shape our very reality. The hivemind collectively decides what is true, what is proper, what is normal, what is cool, and what is important. But it isn’t just positive and negative judgments that are shaped by the hivemind. Rather, the hivemind is also critical in shaping our perception of the world, in building our consensus reality.


Our deeply entrenched sociality has always been with us, but the advent of both smartphones and social media may be sharply escalating our synchronicity. We are at a watershed moment, for these new technologies have not only allowed us to access a world of information and communication but have also ushered in a revolution in our social functioning. We are suddenly able to access the thoughts and emotions of our social partners at all hours of the day and night, to see their lives unfold in real time—even if they live on the other side of the world. While most think pieces would have you believe that these changes spell irreparable harm to our attention spans and deepest relationships, the truth is much more nuanced than that. While these new social technologies are associated with worrying trends toward echo chambers, radicalization, and societal fragmentation, there is also mounting evidence that, in other ways, they are drawing us closer together, introducing new ways of connecting, and extending our cognitive horizons.


Blaming smartphones and social media for unhappiness is a dominant narrative in our contemporary hivemind. But while feelings of disconnection in our modern age do co-occur with the invention of social technologies, it may be that the latter is not causing the former. As Johann Hari writes in his book Lost Connections, “The Internet was born into a world where many people had already lost their sense of connection to each other … our obsessive use of social media is an attempt to fill a hole, a great hollowing, that took place before anyone had a smartphone.” In this book I will argue that the true disconnection is not the screens we hold between us but our overemphasis on the individual over the collective, ambition over altruism, personal pleasure over human progress. I will also argue that, ironically, our appraisals of fear surrounding social technology may be creating a self-fulfilling prophecy of anxiety and unhappiness—for us, and for our children.


Moreover, I will propose that how you use social technology may be critical for whether social media has a beneficial or detrimental effect on your happiness. We’ll build this model together by examining quite a lot of evidence, but for now we can sum it up thus: using social media to actively enhance your existing relationships or to fill gaps in your social support network is likely to result in positive outcomes, but using social technology to supplant face-to-face time with people you love or activities like sleep or exercise (especially if you do so through passive “lurking”) is likely to result in negative outcomes. As one major review of the literature put it, “Whether behavior on social network sites is good or bad for well-being depends on whether the behavior advances or thwarts innate human desires for acceptance and belonging.”4 In other words, use social media to enhance and augment your social connections, not to eclipse them.


I have three aims in writing this book. The first is to explore the extent to which we operate at times more like coordinated honeybees in a hive than lonely, separate individuals, that our thoughts and ideas and emotions spill over and leap from mind to mind. The second is to evaluate the extent to which recent advances in technology—namely, smartphones and social media—may be amplifying these collective tendencies for both good and ill. The third is to take a stab at answering the big question: What now? How can we avoid the worst perils of our hiveminds? How can we do so while also harnessing the marvelous symbiotic power of group action and these powerful new tools we have at our disposal?


I wrote the first proposal for this book in early fall 2015—before Brexit, before the 2016 US presidential election, before Facebook became both complicit in the spread of false information and an emotional minefield of comment feuds among people who previously seemed to like each other quite a lot. I was on sabbatical from my professor job, training for a half marathon, and experimenting with recipes from Haruki Murakami novels. I thought that this book would be fun, a lighthearted romp through some of my favorite research in psychology and neuroscience, a new way of looking at the power and promise of social technologies rather than endlessly wringing our hands over their bevy of distractions.


These are different times, and now this is a different sort of book—one rife with dehumanization and conspiracy theories and political polarization.


It won’t be all doom and gloom, though. We’re going to go zip lining together, and gambling, and dog watching. We’ll hear about some truly amazing science being conducted in laboratories around the globe and talk with people who are working hard on the ground floor of social activism and digital education to try to turn this ship around.


This book is the story of how I came to see that a body of research I’ve spent most of my career contributing to might offer a solution to the polarized mess we’re in. It is also the story of a bit short of a year, a year that I spent reading everything I could get my hands on and talking to everyone I could find who might have light to shed on the nature of our collective selves and how social technologies are impacting our humanity. We’re going to drive all over New England and up and down the Atlantic coast, talking to people. We’ll talk to people in the canyons of Salt Lake City and by the banyan trees of Tallahassee. We’ll talk to them in restaurants and rooftop bars and coffeeshops. You’ll hear enough about the food we eat and the libations we imbibe for my writers’ group companion to snark, “What do you think you’re writing here, Game of Thrones?”


In the first section of the book, I’ll endeavor to convince you that while you have been living your life to this point as though you are a unique, individual “you” with a personal history, ideas about the world, and set of motivations, you have been operating under a mistaken set of assumptions. This you, the you you probably refer to as “I,” is both formed by and intermingled with all of the other people who populate your cultural wing of the human hive. Absent these interactions with your social others, without anyone to give you feedback or to differentiate yourself from, you might not even have a sense of self. Turn-of-the-twentieth-century sociologist Charles Horton Cooley argued that influence from our social others “enters into our system of thought as a matter of course, and affects our conduct as surely as water affects the growth of a plant” and called this socially formed identity the looking-glass self.5 In large part, we source our identity from the reflection our social others hold up to us. He observed that “the mind lives in perpetual conversation”—we spend at least part of every waking hour either conversing with social others or imagining future conversations in our minds.


We’ll try to answer the question: How do my thoughts become yours? How do we learn to tap into a cultural hivemind of knowledge and beliefs and biases, our collective library of knowledge? We’ll consider the fact that most of what we know about the world (that Earth revolves around the sun, that gasoline turns into energy that our cars use to run, that we get sick when tiny pathogens invisible to the naked eye invade our bloodstream) are facts that most of us have no direct experience with but merely absorbed from our teachers and television shows and conversations with others. Among other interviews, we’ll talk with an evolutionary biologist about the intersection of her field of study and fiction, evaluating the degree to which, as historian Kelly Baker writes, “the boundaries between the real and the fictional are ever so porous. We want them to be firm, solid, and impenetrable, but instead, things slide through…. Fantasy can stalk our waking hours, too.”6


We don’t treat all human beings equally, feeling a greater kinship to some than to others, welcoming certain people across our thresholds of inclusion and leaving others out in the cold. We’ll talk to a biological anthropologist about why this is and how it happens, how we befriend and fall in love with some individuals and not others, how we include people of certain nationalities and personalities and political persuasions in our moral circles and exclude others. At a rooftop bar in the Big Apple, we’ll explore the impact of social technology on our well-being—how smartphones and social media can both build us up (by enhancing our existing and creating new social connections) and take us down (through internet shame spirals and harassment).


We’ll then travel to the site of the 2017 Charlottesville riots to meet social neuroscientist Jim Coan. Jim believes that on a neurological level, we rely on people being close to us. Soothing behaviors from our close others, like hugs, hand-holding, and reassuring smiles, calm us down in a very physical sense—in terms of reducing blood pressure, stress hormones, and other alarm-related reactions in the body. Absent these interactions, not just our mental health but also our physical health suffers. As Jim says, “Loneliness is tied to being more likely to die at any time of any cause at any phase of life.” He thinks his research partially explains this surprising finding. We’ll also see what Jim has to say about research on some of the worst of our social human tendencies—our willingness to dehumanize and even demonize people who don’t belong to our tribe.


In the darkest chapter of the book we’ll talk with historian Kelly Baker, who has written one book about the Ku Klux Klan and its relationship to mainstream Protestant culture in the United States, and another about our fascination with zombies. I’ll argue that conspiracy theories, mass movements, and cults all have certain principles in common, and that these characteristic principles have hivemind stamped all over them. Worse, we’ll see that the development of the web and social media has allowed adherents of some of these paranoid groups and ways of thinking to fuse in alarming ways.


Feeling decidedly queasy after all of that, we’ll begin meeting with people who are determined to appeal to the better angels of our collective souls. During an ice storm we’ll meet with clinical psychologist Nnamdi Pole, who will encourage us to consider that people vary in their degree of vulnerability, and we’ll adopt that lens to ask whether some people are more susceptible to the negative impacts of social media than others—and consider what we can do to protect them.


In the shadow of the mountains of Salt Lake City we’ll consider how our narrative of fear and anxiety surrounding social media may be poisoning our well-being, and how our children may be best served by us taking a deep, calming breath and working with them to develop healthy technology habits.


We will then explore an area of research that I have spent the past decade or two investigating: that of emotion regulation, narrative, and meaning-making. Grounded in our earlier examination of how our understanding of the world and who we are as people is shaped by our collective, we’ll investigate how changing the story we tell ourselves can quite literally change our reality—especially when our entire hive buys in. We’ll then take this work on emotion regulation and narrative for a test-drive. We’ll interview psychologists Keith Maddox and Heather Urry, who are helping college students regulate their anxieties about discussing racial issues in cross-race contexts.


To be sure I don’t leave you in despair, we’ll end the book by considering one of the greatest unifying forces known to man—puppies. I’ll talk to lead trainer Kathy Foreman at NEADS: World Class Service Dogs about how service dogs are taught to meld with their owners, to anticipate their needs before the owners even know of them, to be their eyes and ears and paws. We’ll take the lessons from this interview to evaluate the extent to which human happiness may rely on tending to our collective, prosocial natures as much as (if not more than) it does on fulfilling our individualistic goals and desires.


We’ll conclude by arguing that it is critically important that we learn to reach outside of our narrow ingroups, that we focus less on our tribal natures and more on our hiveish ones.


What This Book Is Not


This book is not a polemic. You won’t close it feeling that you know whether social technologies are a net good or bad for humanity. Our relationship with technology and how it intersects with our collective natures is what writer and sociologist Tressie McMillan Cottom and others call a wicked problem, one of the many “tangled, layered and deeply urgent dilemmas” facing modern humanity that cannot be solved by a think piece or one-sided argument. “For if there’s one thing I know from studying wicked problems and reading the great writers who wrote into existence our world,” Cottom writes, “it is that a smart person avoids certainty.”7 One of the central messages of this book is that our attraction to false binaries, simple stories of good and evil, and quick fixes is among the most dangerous aspects of our hivemind. I refuse to play into that. I will present you with research evidence from psychology and neuroscience labs from around the world (including my own), and we’ll check in with some of the best thinkers and best writers on the topic. But this is a wicked problem that won’t be solved by one person or one book or one perspective.


This book is also not a media sciences book, or a technology book, or a sociology book, and as such won’t address many of the problems with social technology that operate on these levels. The social media platforms as they currently exist pose real, present dangers that need fixing both from within (on the part of the technology companies) and without (governmental regulation). A short list of these dangers includes digital monopolies, threats to personal privacy, algorithmic manipulation, propagation of already existing social inequalities, threats to democratic governing, Russian bots, the spread of false information, and organized harassment campaigns.*


There are numerous fantastic people covering these issues, their ramifications, and some possible solutions. To name just three, check out Siva Vaidhyanathan’s book Anti-Social Media: How Facebook Disconnects Us and Undermines Democracy, Chris Gilliard’s scholarship on privacy and how modern technology both exacerbates old and manufactures new inequalities, and Zeynep Tufekci’s TED Talk (and related work) called “We’re Building a Dystopia Just to Make People Click on Ads.”


In a chapter titled “The Problem with Facebook Is Facebook,” Vaidhyanathan sums up one of these problems succinctly: “A global system that links 2.2. billion people across hundreds of countries, allows every user to post content indiscriminately, develops algorithms that favor highly charged content, and is dependent on a self-service advertising system that precisely targets ads using massive surveillance and elaborate personal dossiers cannot be reformed at the edges.” I urge you to read the work of these scholars and others, and to support legislation (and legislators) willing to make changes to protect our digital and human rights as these platforms spread and are increasingly in the control of just a few hands.


What This Book Is


This is a psychology book, concerned with the much more personal issue of what happens when you take an ultrasocial animal, with all of its hiveish proclivities and deep desire for human connection, and you give it a slim, handheld screen that conveys the thoughts and emotions of all of its social partners, accessible day and night.


Social media platforms come and go (remember MySpace?), and some of the current giants may fall in the wake of recent privacy and manipulation scandals. There also seems to be a growing transition from more outward-facing, public social sharing (e.g., Facebook) toward more inward-facing, private social sharing (e.g., group texting). But I don’t think connecting with one another over digital technologies—whether through texting or Instagram or FaceTime or virtual reality—is going anywhere, at least anytime soon.


This book will tackle what these social technologies mean for the human experience. Your experience. I wrote this book in part to write my way into understanding where we are right now as a country, as a Western society, and to a lesser extent as a species. Writing it gave me some level of hope and reassurance. I hope it does the same for you, while also illuminating paths forward to greater collective good.


For a little insight into my approach before we begin: I am an emotion regulation researcher. My research focuses on the strategies people use to manipulate their emotions in order to meet the goals they have. I have studied these strategies by using computerized programs to assess people’s behaviors and experiences, psychophysiological recordings to assess their bodily reactions (such as skin sweating and heart rate), and neuroimaging methods to examine their brain function. I have explored whether emotion regulation helps us understand how college students learn new topics in the classroom, why some people with recurrent episodes of depression fully recover and others do not, and why people who have lived through the trauma of a natural disaster experience varying levels of distress afterward.


But even more than I am a researcher, I am a teacher. From the very beginning of my academic career I sought to spend more of my time inside the classroom than out of it. When I teach, my students and I do not ground our intellectual discovery only in the psychological research literature but also in any domain of knowledge that might illuminate our inquiry. I took this teaching-informed approach to writing the book that you hold in your hands. We’ll consider quite a bit of psychology, but we’re also going to delve into history, anthropology, evolutionary biology, philosophy, and literature. My apologies to my colleagues in these disciplines for any unintentional mischaracterizations or oversimplifications. Feel free to @ me on Twitter.


My third area of expertise, related to the second, is that I have spent a fair bit of time the past few years traveling around the country talking with fellow teachers about how to better our craft. As part of this work, I have done quite a lot of thinking about how one group of people (educators) influence the thoughts and emotions of other people (students) and how we faculty developers can influence the whole collective. This work has certainly shaped how I think about our social natures. Working with faculty across numerous disciplines other than social science also has lent me an appreciation of all of the many ways of knowing about the world.


This book is a work of creative, narrative nonfiction. According to the conventions of the genre, I tweaked the presentation of material slightly to increase clarity and readability and to more thoughtfully draw meaning. The interviews did not all occur in the order in which they are presented in the book (though only a few are shuffled). I recorded all of the interviews and transcribed them, but I did clean up disfluencies and occasionally changed the order of topics to follow a more coherent thread of logic. Anecdotes from my past obviously use reconstructed dialogue, since I didn’t have a recorder with me at the time or think to use one if I did.


Since this book is meant to be enjoyed by a general audience rather than an academic one, I didn’t litter the text with excessive citations and numerals. I cited specific research studies and new information that I discovered in writing the book—you can find these organized by chapter in a section at the end called Notes. Books I referenced directly you can find in a separate section called Hivemind Reading List. For the most part I trusted the expertise of the book authors and the experts I interviewed, though here and there I inserted additional references where I thought a motivated reader might want to follow up.


As this book is written by an American living in America and interviewing other Americans, it is obviously steeped in an American perspective. Issues of technology and social experience manifest in different ways across the globe, but every book has a page limit and I’ve focused on what I have seen closest to home.


Without further ado: welcome to the hivemind.







* Well, depending on your definition of consciousness. They don’t call it “the hardest problem” for nothing.


* As I scribbled this down at a conference talk rather than recording it and transcribing it, my apologies to Barbara Fredrickson if I didn’t get the quote exactly right.


* Uh, and that’s the short list.




AUTUMN
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Chapter One


Welcome to the Hivemind


Deerfield, Massachusetts


On Star Trek, one glowing red cybernetic eye connects the Borg to the hivemind of their collective species, the promise of inevitable assimilation. Over on Doctor Who, the sinister chrome CyberMen similarly wield their capacity for universal domination by absorbing individuals into a mass cooperative, smoothing away individual propensities and desires into one uniform will. Madeleine L’Engle writes in A Wrinkle in Time of a spreading blackness taking out the light of the universe. The steadily beating heart of this darkness is a single consciousness who claims that the essential cause of human unhappiness is our insistence on living our “own, separate, individual lives” rather than being subsumed into IT.


Our works of science fiction are filled with harrowing cautionary tales about societies in which the needs of the individual are completely subjugated to the majority. The central premise is that to achieve a successful hivemind, we need to sacrifice individual differences and all think the same, act the same, in lockstep with one another. This tension between our individual and communal natures is ever present in our collective consciousness.


I believe this deep-rooted fear of the collective aspects of human nature stems from the lack of autonomy it suggests, the degree to which accepting our ultrasocial natures means that we surrender the steering wheel of our lives to unconscious influences from without. But the assumption that we are usually in conscious control of our own attitudes and feelings and decisions is increasingly suspect, as data from psychology and neuroscience pile up suggesting that our supposedly logical, fully conscious individual selves are not always in the driver’s seat of behavior.


Neuroscientist David Eagleman sums up much of this recent research in his book Incognito: The Secret Lives of the Brain. A lot of the evidence Eagleman brings to bear has to do with basics of movement and perception, but the really titillating parts of his book tackle more complex behaviors and experiences. For instance, in a section called “Will the True Mel Gibson Please Stand Up?” he references the DUI arrest of the popular 1980s actor, who was caught uttering a series of anti-Semitic slurs on tape. Gibson and many of his friends claimed that these thoughts and feelings were entirely alien to the sober, friendly Gibson and were merely unfortunate drunken ramblings to be ignored; others, pointing to the old saying “in vino veritas” (“in wine, truth”) scoffed at the excuse and argued that illicit substances release our usual inhibitions and reveal what’s underneath—our “true” feelings. But Eagleman argues that the brain operates more like a democracy of rivals, with multiple subsystems and tendencies, each grappling for control at any given time. Alcohol may dampen one set of selves, the controlled and cautious ones, and allow other prejudices and base desires and selfish impulses to wrest control of behavior. But neither set of tendencies is more or less you—each represents different sets of neural circuits.


And even when the controlled, intentional sides of our psyche are at the steering wheel, these other sides of ourselves are still influencing us. Eagleman marshals quite a lot of evidence to this effect—that well-meaning, socially conscious people still hold negative implicit associations about people who belong to other races and genders. Or that our ratings of a person’s level of physical attractiveness is influenced by the size of their pupils at the time of rating, which reflects the degree to which they are interested or aroused. Or that people whose job it is to peek at the naughty bits of baby chicks to see if they are male or female (yes, this is a real job) can’t describe how they know but learn to do their job by standing next to a trained chicken sexer who routinely tells them whether their guesses are accurate or inaccurate.


Our conscious minds may also be too slow to be responsible for most decisions and movements, leading some neuroscientists to speculate that the reason we have consciousness at all is not to make moment-to-moment decisions but to process social and emotional information,1 to weigh priorities and consider who is friend and who is foe. Eagleman likens the dethronement of the conscious mind to Galileo’s discovery that the Earth was not the center of the universe. “To know oneself may require a change of definition ‘to know.’ Knowing yourself now requires the understanding that the conscious you occupies only a small room in the mansion of the brain, and that it has little control over the reality constructed for you.” The reality constructed for you by unconscious aspects of perception and predictions based on past experiences, that is—and, as we’ll soon see, also the consensus story of reality handed to you by the hivemind.


In Song of Increase, beekeeper and writer Jacqueline Freeman waxes lyrical about the cooperative nature of the honeybees, how they exist in harmony not only with one another but also with the flowers and the sun and the changing of the seasons. Each bee exists as an individual, but simultaneously also exists as one unit of a larger collective, one cell of another, larger organism. Freeman invokes the German word Bien, which she says incorporates not only this sense of the hive as a larger organism but also the extent to which the hive both relies on and responds to the ecosystem in which it resides.


Like honeybees, human beings may also exist at least in part nestled within a collective, our individual identities both informed by and utterly embedded within our shared existence. While we certainly have separate bodies, separate brains, we share thoughts and emotions and memories—and as we’ll see, these shared mental experiences are reflected in a synchronization of our neural activity. These mental phenomena don’t respect the physical boundaries of our bodies but diffuse from one mind to another, wiring us up to experience the world in similar ways.


Could we, like the honeybees, be at least partly a collective species? We traveled very different evolutionary paths, but we may have ended up at a cooperative solution that bears some striking similarities.


Human Beings: 90 Percent Chimp, 10 Percent Bee?


Social psychologist Jonathan Haidt is currently serving as professor of ethical leadership at New York University’s Stern School of Business and is the author of both a large body of scientific papers and several popular psychology books. According to Haidt’s detailed analysis of psychological and evolutionary evidence, human beings are “90 percent chimp and 10 percent bee.”*2 Like chimpanzees, we are deeply concerned with our own welfare, tribal, and sometimes unafraid to resort to violence to get our way. But at the same time, we also have a more communal, beelike side to our nature. We can be groupish, as Haidt puts it. He cites nineteenth-century French sociologist Émile Durkheim, who claimed that human beings should be called Homo duplex, a species capable of both individuality and pooled collective identity. Other theorists have similarly proposed that human experience has both an “I-mode” and a “We-mode.”3


Our hivelike sides emerge under circumstances that nudge our consciousness into a shared frame of experience, such as dancing in sync to a common rhythm and chanting and singing together. Situational factors that blur the boundaries of our bodies—such as darkness, alcohol, extreme tiredness, shared repetitive movement, and certain drugs—also encourage a more communal than individual level of consciousness. Cult leaders often intentionally foster these conditions to encourage conformity among their followers.4


When we sync up both our output (motor movements, vocalizations) and our input (seeing and hearing one another’s movements and sounds), we may extend our body’s awareness and sense of self to the larger collective. William H. McNeill, professor of history at the University of Chicago and World War II veteran, writes of his experiences of ecstasy while performing rote marching drills with his fellow soldiers: “A sense of pervasive well-being is what I recall; more specifically, a strange sense of personal enlargement; a sort of swelling out, becoming bigger than life, thanks to participation in collective ritual.”


In his book Keeping Together in Time: Dance and Drill in Human History, McNeill argues that the practice of syncing muscle movements and vocal expressions together in time leads to “boundary loss,” or the sense that there are no longer strict divisions between self and other, that one has joined with a larger group consciousness. He believes that this practice enhances group solidarity by affecting human emotions and provides a sort of “muscular bonding” that leads to group cohesion—the keen oneness and kinship many soldiers report feeling for their fellow comrades in arms.


McNeill argues that human beings in all cultures and across time periods have discovered and rediscovered the power of syncing movements and sound in time, from reenacting (and practicing future) successful hunts around campfires to the creation of the pyramids to military drills—all activities in which we sync up and become bigger and more capable than our individual bodies.


Picking up McNeill’s mantle, journalist and scholar Barbara Ehrenreich traces the history of ecstatic dancing from prehistoric times through to modernity in the lovely and painstakingly researched book Dancing in the Streets: A History of Collective Joy. She draws on anthropological evidence to argue that routinely celebrating with other human beings is a deep part of our heritage. Ritualistic dance and collective celebration crop up again and again in the human historical record, as does frequent backlash, most often by the powerful over the powerless.


Among the oppressed, keeping together in time became a way of ensuring solidarity and developing countercultures. African American people enduring slavery in the United States developed work songs to share oral traditions, help one another cope, and sometimes share coded messages. These songs were frequently sung during repetitive shared movement. In another example, the Native American Ghost Dance spread across the United States in the late nineteenth century with a viral intensity. A circle dance that promised unification with lost loved ones and an end to white colonialization, it was rumored to have mystical properties. Its wide appeal and rapid spread could be tied to the combination of shared ecstatic movement and the promise of power in a time of hopelessness and despair.


Those dominating the dispossessed often see in the shared movement something distasteful, states of barbarism or unrestrained sexuality. But some feel lured into the dance. For instance, Ehrenreich quotes writer Clinton Furness, who in the 1920s attended an African American ring shout, a form of worshipful dance: “I was gripped with the feeling of a mass intelligence, a self-conscious entity, gradually informing the crowd and taking possession of every mind there, including my own….” The dance may whirl one into the hivemind, allow one to release the self and join in a greater collective.


While we may have lost the regular, large, organized ecstatic group rituals of our past, you can find pale shadows of ecstatic group ritual even in modern Western cultures. I would bet if you did a quick scan of your life experience you could find several instances. I can remember feeling the tidal pull while singing Christmas carols in church as a child, feeling the vibration both in my own chest and thrumming all around me from other voices raised in song. I also felt it as a teenager moshing to NIN cover bands, the unexpected sweetness of slamming your body against the hard planes of other people’s bodies—especially when one set of hard planes belongs to someone you currently think is cute but who will eventually become your husband and the father of your child.


Every summer, tens of thousands of people converge on the Black Rock Desert in northwest Nevada in a temporary city created for the sole purpose of ecstatic group ritual. An eclectic combination of visual art, music, invention, and “radical inclusion” (and, if rumors are to be believed, quite a bit of better living through pharmaceuticals), Burning Man encourages an intense building of community spirit and collective group ritual.


Even modern-day sports fandoms bear the traces of early ritualistic worship. Fans paint stripes of team colors on their faces, don costumes of sports jerseys and hats and other markers of team belonging, chant, wave, rise, and shout together. In the practice of tailgating, fans also feast and share mind-altering substances, much like their ancient counterparts.


There are likely multiple biological mechanisms underlying various aspects of these hiveish experiences, when our physical divisions seem to break down a bit and we meld our consciousness with one another. Three possible candidates involve the release of endogenous (that is, naturally produced by the body) opioids, the neuropeptide oxytocin, and our capacity for mirroring.


Endogenous opioids may be familiar to you due to their role in the runner’s high. It turns out, endogenous opioids are also released when we participate in shared movement and activity as part of a group, for instance during dancing, competitive rowing, and even mutual laughter,5 which may partially explain why we find these experiences so rewarding and are driven to seek them out.


Oxytocin is a neuropeptide produced in the hypothalamus and released by the pituitary gland during childbirth, breastfeeding, and orgasm. Oxytocin also appears to play a strong role in more indefinite psychological happenings such as bonding and attachment and the development of ingroup solidarity6—and its ugly cousin, outgroup hostility.7 It may have some of its effects on social interaction and attachment by blurring the distinction between self and other.8 Adorably, it is also released in the brains of both human beings and their dogs when they share long (and presumably adoring) gazes with each other.9


In the 1990s, a group of researchers in Italy made a surprising discovery. There were neurons in monkeys’ brains that would fire not only when a monkey performed an action (e.g., picked up a peanut) but also when a monkey observed someone else performing that same action (e.g, watched the researcher pick up a peanut).10 It seemed as though to these neurons, performing an action oneself and watching someone else perform that action was the same thing. In the early days of this research, some people thought these “mirror neurons,” as they would come to be dubbed, were specialized types of neurons in a specific part of the brain that were responsible for understanding the worlds of the people we observe, our social partners.11 Some argued that this mirroring of neuronal activity was the neural basis of empathy.12


After this early enthusiasm, the concept of mirror neurons experienced a bit of a backlash. Some people pointed out that the basic phenomena—a single neuron firing both when an organism performed an action and when the organism observed the same action—had only been directly observed in monkeys, not in humans. Others asked how it was that these special types of neurons were structurally and functionally inseparable from other types of neurons.*


Marco Iacoboni is a professor of psychiatry and biobehavioral sciences at UCLA and one of the lead researchers on mirror neurons. He doesn’t talk about mirror neurons as separable neurons anymore as much as he talks about “mirroring” as a process.13 In one of Iacoboni’s earliest papers,14 he had people in a neuroimaging scanner tap their fingers and then watch videos of other people tapping the same finger and observed nearly the same brain activation for both. Neuroimaging picks up on blood flowing to regions of the brain that are more active, so these data are not measuring whether single neurons are firing but rather whether whole regions of the brain are becoming active. These findings reflect the idea of mirroring, of our brains reacting similarly whether we experience something or a social other experiences it—and there are hundreds of such papers at this point. Thus, it seems plausible that mirroring is one of the biological underpinnings of our ultrasociality.


I think of the times that I’ve felt mirroring on a deep body level. When I lean in behind my daughter and pop the lock on her ski boots with my pole, I can feel in my body my father doing this action for me, how we shift our weight to the outside leg, wrap the arm around, find the notch to press. When I shuck a clam, I can both see and feel my grandfather’s weathered hands doing the same, the precise rhythm and tilt of the shell required for the action. When I absentmindedly pluck a leaf of lemon balm, rub it to release its scent, and then sniff it before letting it flutter to the grass, I can feel my mother in my fingertips.


These neural systems and a few others could work together to promote social alignment, a sort of herding at the level of the human brain. Rather than flocking like birds or swarming like ants, human beings may synchronize through the processes of emotional contagion and social conformity, producing “shared feelings, shared coordination, and shared identity.”15


It is not just when part of large crowds or rituals that we sync up, however. Human beings synchronize together all of the time—in pairs, in threesomes, and in groups. When human beings interact face-to-face, they tend to mimic one another’s posture and facial expressions,16 feel similar emotions,17 fall in step when walking together, and easily share mannerisms and patterns of prosody and even eye gaze patterns.18 Synchronizing with other people also seems to drive bonding with them. When someone mimics our body movements (posture, gestures), we’re more likely to like them and feel rapport with them.


This synchrony and ultrasociality mean we’re social when we’re completely alone—even thinking is not a solitary activity. For human beings, psychologist Michael Tomasello writes, “thinking is like a jazz musician improvising a novel riff in the privacy of his own room. It is a solitary activity all right, but on an instrument made by others for that general purpose, after years of playing with and learning from other practitioners, in a musical genre with a rich history of legendary riffs, for an imagined audience of jazz aficionados. Human thinking is individual improvisation enmeshed in a sociocultural matrix.”19 Even in the privacy of our own minds we cannot escape our ultrasociality.


We are Homo duplex. We certainly experience much of the world as individuals, but we also have a collective instinct to seek social situations, to sync up together like honeybees in a hive.


Social Animal, Meet Social Media


A song comes on in a coffee shop that reminds you of a past lover, and you text him the remembrance, accompanied by a picture of your perfect cappuccino. A crisis strikes in the city where you live, and you check yourself in as safe on Facebook, then upload a video of the aftermath. You are hosting an outer space party and connect with an artist in New Zealand who creates glow-in-the-dark tapestries that recreate parts of the night sky, which you drape around your dorm room to create the illusion of being immersed in a starlit night.


With the advent of social media and smartphones, we have an entire new medium through which we can connect, synchronize, and influence one another. So far we have considered ways we harmonize that involve physical movement and/or in-person presence—but our thoughts and emotions also synchronize over technological mediums. At any time of day or night, you can access not just the thoughts of your social partners (through their texts and status updates and tweets) but also (in the videos and images they share) the world they are seeing unfold before them. Multiple social media platforms now encourage “stories,” first-person videos of a tiny sliver of your day that disappear after a delay. These stories slide you right into a few seconds of your friends’ lived experience.


Not only has the medium of sharing our experiences changed with the introduction of social media, but so, too, has the reach. It is no longer just our immediate social network that influences us and is influenced by us, but indeed human beings all over the planet. This online spread of ideas and emotions over large groups adopts the language of contagion—videos, articles, ideas go “viral,” spread quickly and far.


Consider memes. The word meme is short for the word mimeme, an ancient Greek word meaning “to imitate.” Evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins coined the term to explain tiny particles of culture (like genes, but for ideas and practices) that are replicated and passed on from one person to the next, across space and over generations.20 He thought that, like genes, pressures similar to natural selection operated on these ideas, with some spreading with alacrity and having a lasting impact and others sputtering out quickly. The internet age quickly adopted the idea for often-Photoshopped visual images that represent common ways of looking at the world.


Taking our sociality online also means that we have a new way of measuring the degree to which our thoughts and emotions and ideas influence one another because most of what we do online is trackable. For instance, Facebook and some collaborators demonstrated that when it rains in one city, poor moods spread not only throughout that city but also through the social networks of the people living in that city.21


Facebook also admitted to intentionally tweaking the content of users’ newsfeeds in order to test if they could make people feel slightly better or worse based on the content of their daily dose of friend updates.22 Controlling people’s newsfeeds such that they saw fewer negative or fewer positive posts resulted in people using slightly fewer negative or positive words themselves—seeing one’s social network get slightly less positive made you share slightly fewer positively worded posts, and vice versa for negative. While the effect was vanishingly small (the number of positive and negative words used by the two groups was statistically different but, practically speaking, was one-tenth of a percent change), it nonetheless suggests that we don’t even need to be interacting with our social others in real life to have their moods and thoughts affect us. Social contagion can spread over digital networks as well.


Researchers at the University of Pittsburgh traced the ripples of fear, sympathy, and solidarity spreading through people’s social networks following the Boston Marathon bombings.23 They analyzed geo-information from people’s tweets as well as common hashtags about the bombings (e.g., #prayforboston, #bostonstrong) to watch the physical and social spread of emotions and information following the terrorist attacks and subsequent lockdown.


The researchers found strong evidence of contagion in the form of a traceable spread of emotions and use of hashtags across Twitter, leaping from one person to another through interconnected networks. Interestingly, though, the most important predictor of expressions of fear and solidarity was direct experience with Boston. That is, having a number of followers or friends in the Boston area was less predictive of fear and solidarity than recently having visited in the city or having lived there for a time.


In another example, people from Chicago shared more fear than those from Indianapolis, even though the latter city is geographically closer, perhaps because Chicago is an airport hub that frequently interacts with Boston’s airport. These findings suggest that “the extent of ‘corporeal’ social exchange—the number of people who move back and forth between the communities—may reflect a deeper set of social, cultural, and economic ties that go beyond sharing information and other forms of virtual communication to include senses of shared community or identity.” What is important is how closely you identify with a region, the extent to which it has gotten under your skin and become part of your identity.


Emotions, too, spread both face-to-face and online, and in fact, sharing emotion with social others may intensify both your affective responses and theirs. At the time of this writing, musician, actor, innovator, and all-over thespian David Bowie has just died of liver cancer at the age of sixty-nine. While 2016 was notoriously full of shocking celebrity deaths, Bowie’s was an early and large loss. It evoked a torrent of publicly expressed grief, from man-on-the-street types who found solace in his music, to famous musicians in their own right who felt inspired by his example and shared kismet-tinged stories of encounters with him, to people in the queer community who found in his unconventional approach to gender expression a reassuring reflection of their own experiences and struggles with society’s restrictions.
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