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    Nanmathi Manion, who at the time of her assistance to me was studying for her doctorate in psychology at the University of Wisconsin, my alma mater, spent days and evenings at the library searching databases for materials pertinent to this book and then patiently interpreted them for me. By the time you read this, Nanmathi will probably have a “Dr.” prefix before her name. Her specialized field of study was in developmental psychology.




    David Amodio, another student at Wisconsin, who was also nearing completion of his doctorate, searched simultaneously in other directions and helped relate current reference texts to the concept of the id, the Inner Dummy. David's specialty was social neuroscience, research that examines the neurological substrates of cognition and emotion involved in social behavior, a perfect background for this book.
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    My thanks also to Kurt Kleininger and Eva Winer of the PsycINFO User Service of the American Psychological Association, who studiously searched the vast databases covered by this service and helped direct me to key terminology that unlocked the doors. My thanks as well to Shirley Paolinelli who supervised the database searches of FIND/Svp and to Marie Dwyer who spent hours in libraries to confirm statistical and other data.




    I am also grateful to Dr. Ava Carn-Watkins, assistant director of the Masters Program in Counseling Psychology at Northwestern University School of Education and Social Policy, who read the manuscript as I was completing it and thought that the structure we were creating and describing relating to the nature of the Inner Dummy might be a remindful benefit to professionals as well as to the average person curious about thoughts or actions they couldn't explain.
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    It took a while for another friend of mine, Barry Berish, retired CEO of the Jim Beam Brands Co., and an officer of Fortune Brands, to get into the book, because as I pointed out in one of the chapters, Barry became clinically depressed only weeks following his retirement for no apparent reason. He became involved with the book in the closing days of my writing of the manuscript and relayed important information about how the book was affecting him and what more he thought I needed to do, including adding an epilogue.




    Greg Schutz, who is president of a large tool company and another good friend, helped me alter the balance between the academic references and my interpretations of them.




    Then there are the people who inspired me to write this book, who are admittedly candidates for the Inner Dummy Hall of Fame and admit it. They include among others, John McDonald III; Bob Schwartz; Sid Cohen, whom I write about in the book; and people like Howie Campbell, president of one of the largest distribution companies in Canada who climbed a ladder as he was moving from an old home to a gorgeous new home on a lake, to retrieve a lighting fixture with a value of less than $50, fell off the ladder, and broke his wrist. On a business ski trip with one of my oldest clients, In-Sink-Erator, Howie told me that the story wasn't quite true. But his protests came as he was arguing with a man behind the grill as to whether the french fries, costing $1.25, shouldn't come free with his grilled chicken sandwich. I told Howie I wouldn't put the story in any of the chapters, but I never mentioned the acknowledgments.




    My thanks also to Donna Czukla, my long-suffering secretary of more than thirty years, who filled in whenever necessary during the writing and processing of the book and who knows the characteristics of my Inner Dummy as well as anyone.
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    Finally, my deepest gratitude goes to Jonathan Kurtz of Prometheus Books for his encouragement in the writing of this book. And to Steven L. Mitchell and Mary A. Read for their help in its editing.




    [image: images]


  




  

     



    [image: images]




    David Weiner is a talented, thoughtful, and creative man who has utilized those characteristics in the development of this unusual book. He has incorporated some of his own personal experiences from the domestic, business, and entertainment worlds into the intellectual explorations he has undertaken to produce an interesting and novel perspective on the complexities of being human. Although a “nonprofessional,” David's observational skills and sensitive appreciation of the psychology of our species have allowed him to see things that professionals do not always notice. His writing offers an entertaining yet thought-provoking way of considering the problems of irrationality and how we might attempt to cope with them. The relevance of his presentation should be self-evident. We are immersed in a sea of seemingly senseless events, and repeatedly ask ourselves: “How could such and such happen?” “Why in the world did so and so do that?” “Did he or she really mean to do that?”




    Although many of the manifestations of these kinds of questions are not necessarily answered in the chapters that follow, they are addressed in a cogent and often amusing manner. A broad cross-section of readers will find themselves attracted to the main theme, which is universal—there is an Inner Dummy in all of us.




    The concept of the id formulated by Dr. Sigmund Freud was not something that Freud created out of the blue. The idea that there is something in us of which we are not fully aware is at least implicit in ancient healing rituals, philosophical systems, and theological constructs. We humans have probably been attempting to understand and master our passions and actions at least as long as we have had an inkling that other people had some relationship to ourselves. What Freud and other students of the subject in the eighteenth and particularly late nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth century did was to attempt, among many other things, to systematize the concept and ramifications of what in this book is called the Inner Dummy. I believe Weiner has done a fine job of articulating these qualities in a very accessible way.




    He has also tried to present a range of often differing beliefs on a variety of topics related to his central subject, and has done so, I think, in a fair, reasonable, and comprehensive manner given that this is not intended as an academic textbook. When he first showed me the draft of this work, I found it to be a refreshing approach to what I had been used to reading in more formalized tomes. In the process I found myself revisiting a subject in a novel way, a subject that I had probably been taking for granted for a number of years.




    As a practicing psychiatrist, I have been addressing the clinical problems associated with the behavioral consequences of limbic activity for a generation. I learned early in my education that irrational factors were important parts of the meat and potatoes of psychiatric difficulties. Mental health professionals in general direct their therapeutic efforts at enhancing the rational scope of their patients’ functioning, and they often aid these efforts greatly when they help clients to understand the existence of the irrational in themselves. In a sense the task of the patient and therapist is to strive to assert (or reassert) what I call productive control by the rational self over the consequences in behavior of the emotions generated by the limbic apparatus—the goal is not to stifle the emotions themselves but to integrate them into the rational actions of the individual. At times medications are prescribed in order to further this process, but this is not always so. However, Weiner points out that the underlying factors of behavioral disturbances are at least reflected in the neuronal circuits that comprise the human brain, including its limbic components.




    It is important to understand, however, that this is not a pathology text. The phenomena that Weiner describes are everyday occurrences for all of us, and are not necessarily associated with mental illness. These brain activities are inherent, although life experiences obviously mold and modify them.




    There have been numerous criticisms of Freud's psychiatric hypotheses from the moment they were originally presented. Some of them have been criticized on political, some on religious, and some on scientific grounds. The works of Freud, in general, are not the focus of this book. His development of the psychological existence of the unconscious, is however, almost embedded in much of modern psychological assumptions about human behavior. Weiner's utilization of the persona of Freud is of course a literary device—I think a rather charming one. But it also permits him to show in an uncomplicated fashion a central fact, namely, that we humans are not only what we think we are, but also what we are not always aware we are. The more we diminish what we don't know, the better off we are all likely to be.




    Gilbert M. Hefter, M.D.


    May 1999
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    [I]t assumes that a man's ego is psychologically capable of anything that is required of it, that his ego has unlimited mastery over his id. That is a mistake; and even in what are known as normal people the id cannot be controlled beyond certain limits.




    Dr. Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents (1930)
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    In her 1998 book, Reporting Live, Lesley Stahl, a correspondent for the CBS network's 60 Minutes, wrote about a conversation she had with retired New York Times journalist James Reston about the idiosyncrasies of some of the nation's presidents:




    I remarked about those presidents who, in spite of their success, hadn't felt they'd “arrived” and sat in the White House still trying “to prove something to themselves and to the world.”




    “All these guys are beyond journalism,” said Reston. “They're all psychological novels. How do you explain a guy like Nixon? He lived a life of pretense; tried to be a tough guy when he wasn't tough, tried to be vulgar when he wasn't really vulgar. The real Nixon was better than the phony Nixon, you see?”1




    For centuries, we have observed people in all stations of life who appear apparently normal in casual conversation, but become totally irrational in outlook or actions in specific segments of their lives, and we wonder what drives them to it.





    We'll wonder about a Slobodan Milosevic of Yugoslavia, who in suit and tie gazes devotedly at his wife, but believes in “ethnic cleansing,” a concept that has caused the killing of tens of millions of men, women, and children in the twentieth century alone. Or we'll wonder about mothers or fathers who might be charming and delightful in their work and social lives, but behind the closed doors of their homes are incapable of giving credit to their own children for anything, belittling them instead at every opportunity and scarring for years the more vulnerable of them. Or we'll wonder about the boss, who is captivating in meetings with his or her peers and superiors, but who transforms in the presence of subordinates, acting like Godzilla on the hunt. Or the high school student who is quiet and withdrawn and kind to his parents, but one day walks into his school with a machine gun and starts blasting away.




    What drives them to it? We'll wonder. We'll stare at them as we might a beautifully maintained used car we are thinking of buying, wondering what's under the hood.




    Thousands of novels, plays, and motion pictures have been written around apparently normal characters who are placed in situations and settings that trigger puzzling acts of irrationality, leaving us to ponder the mysteries of human nature. To heighten the wonderment, the story lines usually offer hints about life experiences that might have driven these characters to their illogical outlooks, while reminding us of others who underwent similar experiences and came out whole.




    We have yet to be presented with a completely cogent, comprehensible explanation of the side of our minds that causes these outlooks, motivating us to say and do stupid things or worse. And yet this is probably the greatest problem we have as humans occupying the planet Earth. If we could find a workable way to adjust the more serious of our irrational outlooks and modify the hatreds, jealousies, greed, paranoia, and vengeance that are among the punishing emotions triggered by them, more of us would have the opportunity to live in normal families in normal communities and in a normal world.




    My objective in this book is twofold. First, I explore the underlying causes and nature of irrational, neurotic outlooks in a way that would be comprehensible to most of us. Second, I examine and describe the basic remedies that are available currently to deal with the damaging irrationalities we observe in ourselves or others.




    The research for this book actually began with a previous book called Brain Tricks, which focused on the peculiar self-effacement qualities of the brain. It pointed out that neuroscientists have discovered that everything we remember, know, and think as humans is determined by complex, computerlike connections of neuron cells in our brains. However, while we might be told about this and all its implications and actually come to believe it, the thought doesn't get absorbed at a deeper level. Within a moment or two, most of us will begin thinking about something closer to reality, like feeding the kids.




    “Okay, I agree, it's the neuron connections in my brain that make me think, not some ethereal soul source,” we might say. “But where did I put the oatmeal?”




    Even more puzzling is the human reaction to the fact that neuroscientists don't really know as yet how much of the mental side of our brain works, what the precise processes are. As Dr. Francis Crick, the Nobel laureate points out, one of the major problems hindering this research is that scientists can't ethically experiment with exposed, living, human brains.2 They can experiment with animals—not a pleasant thought—but animals can't tell us how their thoughts are being affected as the process is taking place. New electronic imaging techniques are helpful in tracking such things as the coursing of blood flow in the brain as we think, but the technique is still young. As a result, as I pointed out in Brain Tricks, if we don't know how we think, if we don't know what the process is, then how can we be absolutely certain of anything we think we know?




    “We don't know how we think? We can't be certain of anything? Well, that is surprising. Now I could swear I left the oatmeal sitting on top of the microwave.”




    In the second section of Brain Tricks, I suggested that there was a deeper level of our minds with a screen that filtered out such information. This limbic mind, I suggested, might have wired programs that work to keep us grounded to our everyday needs, and make it exceedingly difficult to reach a perspective that we are basically lost in space, time, and the mysteries of genetics, and are probably insignificant.




    “Insignificant? Well, I don't think so. Amy, do you remember where the oatmeal is?”




    Thus, among the characteristics of the drives of the limbic mind that I want to explore in greater detail with this book are those that could turn our minds from higher thoughts to thinking about the oatmeal in an instant. Or to cleaning out the ethnics from a neighboring province. Or to abusing our kids when we know they need support. Or to having sex with the married neighbor next door. Or to fighting to save a relationship we know is destructive for us. Surely among the thousands of books and articles relating to psychology and psychiatry, finding the documented answers would be easy. I have found, however, that the search for this documentation is extremely difficult. I have learned, as the famed evolutionary biologist Edward O. Wilson pointed out, that people know more about their automobiles than their minds.3 What I thought would be four months of preparatory research stretched to more than a year.




    In the first chapters of this book I describe the first stages of this research that works to link Dr. Sigmund Freud's metaphoric id to the limbic organs of our brain. It turns out that Dr. Freud and Dr. Joseph LeDoux, a leading authority in the field of neural science, were both seeking many of the same answers. I then describe the search for documentation of the primitive drives apparently contained in the metaphor of the limbic system and some of the interesting frustrations I encountered while dealing with the vast array of academic writings in the fields of psychology and psychiatry, even with two university psychology doctorate students, Nanmathi Manian and David Amodio, assisting me and the help of skilled specialists employed by the database search service offered by the American Psychological Association. I then point out how, with their help, I was finally able to locate the information I needed by identifying specific academic terminology that appeared to unlock the doors.




    The second section of the book dissects each of the major limbic drives that are most obvious to us: power, sexuality, survival, territory, and nurturance. These drives, which are apparently instinctive, appear to be shaped by our genetics and our life experiences in combination and form a critical underpinning of our personalities. They also appear to be holdovers from a limbic brain design that was intended for primitive life in the wilderness. They apparently have never gone away. As the cerebral or thinking side of our brain evolved, it simply grew over our limbic brain. And so while these limbic, instinctive drives might have made perfect sense when we were living in caves, many of their characteristics have become totally out of place in the modern world of high technology and the arts, as useful to us today as the remaining vestiges of our tail bones. Academics now call the field of study dealing with this subject matter evolutionary psychology. There is also a field of practice called evolutionary psychiatry.




    In subsequent chapters, I focus on how these drives appear to have their own sets of expectations and that we appear to be driven to meet them through a system of emotional rewards and punishments that, to make matters worse, has its own set of flaws. Dr. Freud originally called this system his pleasure-unpleasure principle. In a nutshell, we win the issue and we are rewarded with feelings of happiness and joy. We lose the issue and we are punished with feelings of depression and frustration. However, if we lose badly when our expectations are intense, the system may go awry and we might be punished with troublesome psychiatric conditions. At the opposite side of the system, if an experience gives us intense feelings of reward, we might become addicted to the experience even though it might kill us, as the repetitive use of cocaine is apt to do.




    This limbic brain—the id—doesn't fool around and, unfortunately, it doesn't always have our real-world interests at heart. It wants its own way with primitive settings, needs, and outlooks that in some of us are more imbalanced than in others. And as Dr. Freud observed, the id is frequently impervious to reason. If you are in an elevator accident at age ten, you might still be fearful fifty years later, despite every argument and demonstration presented to you, and with which you might rationally agree.




    Next, I explore what creates the intense levels of these limbic drives, which can color and even “capture” our rational outlooks. Is it genetic (nature)? Is it nurture? I quote from some of the more recent studies, particularly those dealing with twins separated at birth and reared apart. I also explore studies of trauma, which appears to be the primary device for changing the intensity of these stubborn drives when we are adults. For example, recall the stereotyped rancher most of us have seen in old western motion pictures, who has intense territorial and power drives and is obsessed with grabbing all the land around him at the expense of his neighbors, until his only son dies and he can see at last the futility of his obsession where nothing he acquires is ever going to be enough.




    The last chapters deal with the remedies that currently are available to us, the “controlled traumas,” or therapies that we can choose for ourselves, which might involve working with a professional. Someone doesn't always have to die, we don't always have to be involved with a serious accident, to bring us to our senses. I discovered that there are hundreds of possible remedies to protect us from punishing emotions or that work to change our outlooks or do both.




    Then there is the intrusion of Dr. Freud himself. In reading popular psychology books over the years, I found that I would at times get bogged down, unable to pick up a book a day or so later, to continue reading it, as compelling as the subject matter might be. And so to offer relief and to further simplify and reinforce the subject matter, I intermittently interject chapters of a fictional plot involving Dr. Sigmund Freud brought back in time to assist a mythical advertising agency in communicating to the general public the nature of the id.




    It is this agency's CEO who tells Dr. Freud that the id as a brand name for an advertising campaign “will never fly. No one will relate to it.” He subsequently suggests the term “Inner Dummy” as a phrase or “sound bite the public will buy.” In addition to reading books written by Dr. Freud, I read a number of his biographies, watched video of old film clips, and heard one of the only recordings ever made of his voice. I had hoped to catch his character, including his sense of humor and dry wit, as he challenges the agency's efforts to simplify his work and exploit it with such merchandising products as the Dr. Freud Inner Dummy Bathroom Scale, that always weighs eight pounds less. Of course, when this product is presented to him for his reaction, he is appalled.




    When I first began to include the Dr. Freud chapters, I held my breath as I watched Dr. Gilbert M. Hefter, my professional collaborator on this book and an associate professor of clinical psychiatry, read them. I was sure he would throw the manuscript down in disgust. Instead, he began chuckling and told me it was an excellent idea. Dr. Hefter, whom I've known for many years, and whom I've admired for devoting much of his career to helping those in need, regardless of station, is an admirer of Dr. Freud, knows a lot about his career and writings, and holds a perspective of Dr. Freud's concept of the id that was of immense help in the writing of this book. He would invariably offer insights that were invaluable.




    He kept saying to me, jokingly, I think, but I was never sure, “You know, my involvement with this book and my implied endorsement of your concept of the id as an Inner Dummy can cause me a lot of trouble in the professional world.” And I would invariably reply, “On the other hand, look how brave this will make you appear, a professional willing to condone a bit of simplicity so the rest of us can better understand what you and your contemporaries are dealing with.”




    Dr. Hefter's commentary appears after many of the chapters.




    NOTES




    1. Lesley Stahl, Reporting Live (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1999), p. 385.




    2. Francis H. C. Crick, The Astonishing Hypothesis: The Scientific Search for the Soul (New York: Macmillan, 1994), pp. 107–11.





    3. Edward O. Wilson, Consilience: The Unity of Knowledge (New York: Knopf, 1998), p. 97.
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    Vice officers Ernie Caldera and Terry Bennyworth of the Los Angeles Police Department followed the white BMW top-of-the-line 8 Series Sports Coupe at 1:30 A.M. as it drove along a section of Sunset Boulevard known as “Bargain Basement City” and pulled up on the comer of Courtney Avenue.




    “Why is a BMW model like that stopping around here?” Caldera asked.




    “Probably for the usual,” Bennyworth replied.




    A woman emerged from the shadows and entered the car. The vice officers followed the car as it pulled away and headed to a quiet residential street, where it stopped again. Caldera glided up and stopped behind the BMW, grabbed his flashlight, got out of the car, and waited for his partner to emerge.




    As Caldera approached the rear of the BMW he thought he saw some slight motion in the backseat. He turned to Bennyworth, who with a nod indicated that he saw it as well. Caldera crouched and slowly advanced toward the car. When he reached the rear window on the driver's side, he carefully elevated his upper body and turned on his flashlight, shining it through the window. His eyes widened and he stood erect. Then with a wide grin, he turned back to Bennyworth.




    “You've got to see this for yourself,” he said, motioning Bennyworth over. Now they both peered through the window. What they saw was a slight, thin white man slouched down in the rear seat, looking up in shock. He had obviously been getting oral sex from an attractive, black female.




    The man and woman were asked to step out of the car. They were handcuffed and taken to Hollywood's police headquarters, where the man was recognized as the movie star Hugh Grant. The woman was identified as a known prostitute named Devine Brown, age twenty-three. The story of the car sex and subsequent arrest quickly turned into a media frenzy.1




    Professional and amateur psychiatrists and psychologists appearing on television had a field day. This was not only a shocker, it was a first-class puzzler. In the first place, why would Hugh Grant, with his obvious sexual charisma, even need to hire a prostitute? And second, why did he have the sexual act performed in the backseat of his car on a public street?




    Grant's first television interview after the incident was with Jay Leno, host of the Tonight show. Leno's first question was: “Hugh, what were you thinking?” It was a question that many of us would have asked. Here, after all, was a wealthy movie star, clearly handsome, clean cut, intelligent, energetic, witty, and articulate, who was in a serious relationship with Elizabeth Hurley, a very attractive and erudite woman.




    Grant answered the question with directness and grace, stating, in essence, that the incident was an unfortunate example of stupidity. And so our lives went on.




    But the “Hugh Grant Incident” did resurrect for many of us the age-old question, “What makes apparently normal people suddenly do or say things that are obviously irrational?” We observe this kind of irrationality almost every day in news reports and in our daily lives and some of us question it almost every time.




    “Why would he do some stupid thing like that?”




    “What makes her behave that way?”




    “I can't figure it out.”




    “Impossible to believe.”




    On the other hand, when the media report irrational acts of apparently very disturbed people, the incidents might really bother us, but we don't question why they happened. We know that deranged people can do terrible things.




    This book is not about the psychotics among us, although we touch on the subject. It is about apparently normal people who display irrationalities, why they do it, and what the remedies are.




    Take President Bill Clinton, for example. Here is the leader of the most powerful nation in the world; generally respected by foreign governments; and, despite a Republican-dominated Congress, apparently on his way to finishing out his second term with a flourish. He presented his intelligent wife; young, charismatic daughter; and himself to the nation as a family struggling for normalcy in the midst of an intense media spotlight. They went to church on Sundays, had Chelsea's friends over for dinner, and watched television together—in this sense Bill Clinton was apparently normal.




    And then came the Monica Lewinksy affair, with the special prosecutor revealing to the general public the most intimate of sexual details, embarrassing the nation, and undoubtedly humiliating Clinton's wife and daughter. The president became the butt of crude, mean jokes, and faced the process of impeachment.




    Jay Leno, who, along with David Letterman led the parade of crude humor, might have appropriately asked Clinton, “Mr. President, now with regard to Monica, just exactly what were you thinking?”




    Or what are we to think of Harry Helmsley, the New York real-estate magnate, who built an empire worth billions? In his eighties he was accused of conspiring with his wife, Leona, to evade a relatively paltry sum in income taxes by deducting as business expenses the cost of furnishings and other personal items for their country estate. Purchases of products and services for personal use must be paid for with the after-tax dollars that most of us deposit in our banks. Caught by the Internal Revenue Service, Leona Helmsley was tried and sent to prison. Her husband, now deceased, and whose business reputation was previously considered impeccable, would have joined her in prison, but was let off because of poor health.




    How many times have we seen apparently normal individuals and families like the Helmsleys, who have enormous wealth, go to great lengths to save a few dollars either legally or illegally and for no good reason? What drives them to it? What are they thinking?




    And how many times have we read about wealthy family businesses dominated by aging patriarchs who are apparently normal but who refuse to share power, causing lawsuits that tear their families apart, pitting husbands against wives, fathers against children, brothers against sisters? Does this make sense? Isn't there enough money for all? Isn't a rational solution possible? What are they all thinking?





    Or what about cult groups, like Heaven's Gate, who commit group suicide so that they can reach a new home behind a comet that is traveling by? What drives their otherwise apparently normal leaders to this kind of thinking? And what drives their adherents to follow them to the bitter end?




    Or what about Charles Kuralt, the former CBS broadcaster, who appeared to be among the most apparently normal of us, as we watched him on his last series, On the Road ? It turned out he had plenty of company on the road in the form of Patricia Shannon, who traveled with him, unknown to his wife, “Petie.” Shortly after Mr. Kuralt died, Ms. Shannon surfaced, seeking 130 acres and a home Kuralt owned near Twin Bridges, Montana, which she claimed Kuralt had left her in a modification of his will.2 How could he lead such a double life, one so different from the persona he created for public consumption? What was he thinking?




    Or what about college graduates drafted by the National Basketball Association or the National Football League who demand contracts worth tens of millions of dollars and then hold out if they don't get their price? “What's going on here?” we ask ourselves. How have our athletes, entertainers, CEOs, and the like who are otherwise apparently normal people become so warped that they measure themselves by the stratospheric compensation they can command rather than on the relative importance of their jobs? Why do they become so angered if they learn a contemporary is being paid more? They know they don't really need the extra money when they are already earning millions. How many more homes can they buy? How many jets? How many dress shirts? What are they all thinking?




    Or take an accountant I'm acquainted with, we'll call him Norman Stone, a placid and quiet individual, who is hard to draw out in conversation, who prefers to sit alone at business and social functions and whose role model is probably “Mr. Chips.” Stone is definitely an apparently normal person. But then why does he go to violent movies, the gorier the better, and sit there mesmerized, chomping through buckets of popcorn, often staying through two or three showings of the films? Why isn't he immersed in church activities instead? What draws him to this violence, which is so out of character? And why, when he attends an occasional Chicago Bears football game, does he wear a Bears football sweatshirt and hat, paint his face, and shout profanities during tense moments? What is going through his mind? What changes him?




    Don't we all know individuals who lead relatively quiet lives like Stone, but who become transformed in their cars on crowded expressways, screaming and gesturing at innocent drivers who cut into their lanes? For example, one North Carolina driver education teacher had his student driver chase down a motorist who had cut them off, and then the teacher began punching the man.




    What are all of these people thinking?




    Or take Adolf Hitler, who in the 1930s was considered by most Germans as a father figure, a “führer,” apparently normal by most standards for politicians who fight their way into power. Today we see cable channel documentaries about his life that include film clips showing him dressed in a sport coat and tie on the sunny veranda of his country home high on a Bavarian hilltop, chatting pleasantly and politely with his guests, showing humor, nuzzling children and pets, and in other ways acting like an apparently normal person.




    We can almost visualize Jay Leno with a remote television crew transported back through time, cornering the nattily dressed Hitler in his library, telling him that his actions have been causing the deaths of millions of innocent people, and asking “Adolf, you must know this is madness. Please, what are you thinking?” and then high-tailing it out before Hitler buzzed for the nearest machine gun squad.




    Or what about Hitler's henchman Adolf Eichmann, who planned and carried out the extermination of millions of Jews, Gypsies, and Slavs, among others, but according to legal scholar Hannah Arendt, had been certified as normal by half a dozen psychiatrists? How could an otherwise apparently normal person do what he did? What drove him to it?




    Or what about DeNeen L. Brown, a reporter for the Washington Post, who wrote a column about how she came home one day to find her six-month-old son in the arms of a baby-sitter, who was just doing her job? Mrs. Brown described how she flew into a rage of jealousy and subsequently sought out minuscule faults in the sitter that she could use as grounds to fire her, despite her husband's frantic efforts to bring her to her senses. Mrs. Brown described this episode as baby-sitter jealousy and pointed out that it is a relatively common affliction.3




    What drives Mrs. Brown and others like her to it?




    Or what about the British-born daughter of Pakistani immigrants, who went into hiding because her own father vowed to find her, with the help of her brother, and murder her because she left home at sixteen rather than give up her studies and accept an arranged marriage?4 What drives an apparently normal father to turn so savagely against his own daughter?




    What about mothers or fathers, who can never say anything encouraging to their children? At work or in their social lives they can be engaging or witty or display other characteristics that mark them as apparently normal, but they display another face to their children. No matter what those children attempt in their lives to make their parents proud, they are met with criticism. The torment the children feel can last through adulthood. What are these parents thinking?




    It is apparent that even the most civilized among us have an inner craziness, a potential for irrationality with which we must contend. Some of us can wear a cloak of civility easily and naturally for years, but in one tense moment, we can lose control and become totally irrational. Others of us may wear the cloak of civility, but can feel drives lurking beneath the surface, ready to push us into irrational fits of anger or jealousy or envy, or into making unreasonable demands or tormenting someone in our charge. And so we work hard to control them, to keep them in check. We may question these drives. What are they? Where did we get them? But we can't find the answers or understand those we are given.




    Still others of us may wear a cloak of civility with a very loose fit. Rarely a day passes when our inner craziness doesn't escape, creating agonies and anxieties among those whose actions fail to meet our expectations. In one moment we can be sweet, reasonable, comforting, and full of humor. But in an instant we can become despotic, display volcanic rages of temper, and spew out poisonous remarks. We are aware of the drives that impel our irrationality as well as our weakness in controlling them. Is there any hope for us? We are puzzled by what is going on in our minds.




    Finally, there are those of us who wear a cloak of civility only as an act. The drives that propel our inner craziness are so intense they have actually captured our rationality. We view life from distorted perspectives. While we may act rationally at appropriate times, we apparently do so because these inner drives, which appear to have a warped intelligence of their own, lead us to appear rational if this helps meet their unreasoning expectations. Hitler in his early years in power would fall into this category. So would Joseph Stalin, Saddam Hussein, and to a lesser extent the Leona Helmsleys of the world. And so would millions of others who lead otherwise apparently normal lives but whose names are unknown to us.




    We cannot walk up to these people, clap them on the back, and say, “Hey, you're hurting a lot of people out there. Let's go have a beer and talk about it.” Their craziness has captured them. They would have no idea of what we're talking about.




    Strangely enough, we appear to understand and accept people who have a severe personality disorder or who are psychotic and obviously afflicted with a serious mental illness. We also appear to understand criminals and thugs who commit violent acts. We don't like them, we try to capture and incarcerate them, but we're not puzzled by them. There have always been criminals around.




    However, we are puzzled by the irrational acts of apparently normal people. If we read about the capture of a career burglar, we don't give it a second thought. But if our next door neighbor, an apparently normal person with a job and family, is caught burglarizing a home, we are puzzled. Why did he do it? What was he thinking? With a wife and family, how could he be so stupid?




    Others of us will neutralize the puzzlement with authoritative statements: “It's human nature. We're not perfect, so what can you do?” Or, “It's our instincts. Some of them are good, some bad. It's the luck of the draw.” Or, “There's an evil side to all of us. We all have it and we have to control it. We have to keep it in check.” Or, “It's the devil. The devil got into her.” Or, “It's our dark side. We all have a dark side, you know.”




    Some put a label on the craziness, the irrationality, to help cope with it. The Hindus call the craziness of apparently normal people vasanass. The Italians call it stunad, and the Germans verklopfte. The Yiddish language, spoken by Jews for centuries, contains a word for it that describes the less harmful aspects of our craziness: mishigoss. “Would you believe it? Allen won't come over for dinner unless he can sit at the head of the table and he's not even a relative. Such mishigoss.” Or, “Emily is such a neatnik that early one morning her husband got up to go to the bathroom and when he got back, his side of the bed was made. Who could live with that kind of mishigoss?”




    The inner craziness, the irrationalities we see and deal with every day have intensity levels that range from Allen's quirk about sitting at the head of the table, to Hitler's irrational penchant for power and for “cleansing” the human race according to his specifications. And yet, all of these irrational drives of otherwise apparently normal persons, regardless of their nature or intensity, appear to derive from the same basic operating system of our brains, one that most psychiatrists and psychologists have long been familiar with but which is unknown to or is beyond the understanding of most of the rest of us.




    “What they were thinking,” what drives apparently normal people to do strangely irrational things, becomes apparent in the following chapters.
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    In 1997, Henry and Edith Everett took back a $3 million gift they had given to the city's Children's Zoo, because they thought the plaque acknowledging the gift was too small.1




    Did you know your brain was computerized? I didn't. About fifteen years ago I came across that fact in The Dragons of Eden: Speculations on the Evolution of Human Intelligence by Carl Sagan. It's been well publicized in hundreds of articles and books and on television documentaries about the mind and brain, but for the most part, this critical fact remains ignored. It is as if our brains themselves, in a peculiar phenomenon, don't want this recently found knowledge to be absorbed.




    The next time you have dinner with friends, you can observe this phenomenon simply by bringing up the computerized nature of the brain as a topic of conversation. During a lull after the appetizers, say something like: “I was reading a book about the brain and I was amazed to learn that it works very similar to a computer. It turns out that even our emotions are programmed—love, guilt, hatred, trust, and all those things. Basically, as we sit here, it is our computerlike brains that are talking to one another. What do you think about this?”




    The typical retort would be something like: “And how many cocktails did you have before dinner, Louise?”




    In an instant, you'll note that the conversation will turn to the usual topics—restaurants, vacations, movies, politics, sports, the children, and such. Our brain/minds appear intent on keeping us focused on our own little realities.




    However, gaining perspective into the inner craziness of apparently normal people requires that we know something about the computerlike nature of the brain and how it apparently evolved. So grit your teeth for two minutes of scientific detail about the brain and note for future reference that your eyes may glaze over, even for this short simplified description.




    The brain uses a nerve cell called a “neuron” to perform the same task as a computer's transistor. Through the magic of chemically generated electricity, neuron cells in the course of directing our physical and mental lives are being turned “on” or “off.”




    The average adult brain contains somewhere between 100 billion and 300 billion neuron cells, maybe more. Until recently, most published works about the brain put the number at 100 billion, but Dr. Richard Restak, a noted neurologist and author who has written many understandable and fine books about the brain, mentioned the number 300 billion in his latest work, The Receptors, and who am I to argue?2 I have difficulty keeping count for twenty-five sit-ups.




    What is really mind-boggling about the brain when compared to the average personal computer is that most basic computer transistor switches are turned “on” or “off” by a single line running to them, much like the light switch on your wall. So while a computer's microprocessor might contain hundreds of millions of microscopic transistors, each of them usually receives its switching signal from only one microscopic line, coming in one side and going out another. Each neuron in our brain, on the other hand, is connected to somewhere between 10,000 and 20,000 other neurons. Instead of one line running into a neuron like a computer transistor, there are some 10,000 lines that are part of the switching mechanism, each generating electrical impulses that the individual neuron must weigh and measure to determine if it should be “on” or “off.” This would be akin to turning on your computer and finding 10,000 e-mail messages, which you must pore through to determine if you should stand up or sit down. One of your little neurons has to do that instantaneously. To add two and two in your head, probably hundreds of millions of neurons are receiving hundreds of trillions of inputs to help you instantaneously come up with the answer of five. Excuse me…four.




    In addition, each neuron cell itself is a vastly complicated piece of machinery. It took me almost a day of painstaking reading, technical dictionaries at hand, to understand a relatively short Scientific American article about the inner workings of a typical neuron. There are about 12,000 molecules in each microscopic neuron which together create the machinery that makes it work, almost as many parts as you'll find in an automobile. Each of these 12,000 parts and pieces must work almost perfectly to determine when to trigger an “on” or “off’ response and do so within the context of at least 100 billion other neuron cells, each the working equivalent of an automobile.




    I will spare you further mind-boggling brain detail, which can go on for thousands of pages, fact after eye-glazing fact. But there is one embarrassment. While science has done a remarkable job in uncovering the physical workings of our brain so that, among other things, surgeons can operate to remove tumors and such, scientists still haven't figured out how the brain's software works, primarily its mental software. In other words, we don't know much of what is going on in our heads that allows us to do such things as think, hate, love, and make judgments.




    Dr. Gerald M. Edelman, a widely known and highly publicized neurobiologist, stated in an interview in the New Yorker magazine that it is “not even wrong to call a brain a computer.” It is beyond a computer, he contends. “It is something more akin to a complex ecology like a jungle.”3 My understanding of his point is that while a personal computer will create the letter “A” on your screen every time in the same way, with the same transistors being “on” or “off,” the brain might do it differently each time.




    He points out that even in a relatively simple command “like seeing a spoon, not a fork—there are more than 20 major locations in the brain that have to do with that field.” In other words, we have an organism in our head that in the process of allowing us to recognize a spoon, or adding two and two, is creating flashing, electrical connections that might enervate whole segments of the brain, maybe even all of it, in a way that is far different than the relatively simple connective process a personal computer would use to calculate the same sum.




    And while the brain is working to add two and two, it is simultaneously allowing us to see, hear, smell, and feel what is about us; focus all of it into a seamless, aware consciousness; and at the same time control our heartbeat, liver function, blood pressure, and physical coordination that allows us to run and jump. All of this is contained in an organ that is barely three pounds.




    The upshot of all this is that while most of the authority figures in the world have read something about the brain/mind and its makeup, very little really sinks in for them. Like most of the rest of us, they have been apparently misled by the unassuming nature of the brain/mind.




    It is rare that you find anyone who has found great success giving the credit to his or her brain. “It's a gift,” the humblest among us might say. The point is our brains are not up there sending a message to the arrogant among us to the effect: “Hey, get off of it, you didn't have much to do with anything. I'm the one working my tail off up here, writing, directing, producing, researching, creating, hitting baseballs, managing. All you're doing is acting out my script.”




    Just visualize the hundreds of millions of volumes of books in the world's libraries written by or describing authoritative figures who lived before 1950 and never knew that our mental faculties, including our powers of reasoning, observation, and memory are shaped by the genetic coding that creates the brain's computerlike structure. This incalculably valuable information was not handed automatically to us by a higher being as we evolved into thinking creatures. Rather, humans, with an aptitude for science, had to dig the information out through years of painstaking research, which needed to widen with exponential leaps before we even had our first clues.




    Unbelievably, this enormously complex computer in our skulls, which science has described as the most complicated object yet found in the known universe, came delivered to us without an operating manual. In a nutshell, neuroscience has been trying to create such a manual. The mental section might require thousands of pages, and from what I can gather, we've probably only learned enough to fill the first few chapters, even though most of us think we are much farther along.




    As one result, we are not easily convinced that our emotions, drives, and feelings, whether rational or not, are the result of something physical, the computerlike operating systems of our brains. Many of us believe that our mental consciousness and faculties are the result of a soul force that we inherit at birth and which determines who and what we are, including how we think and the level of our intelligence.




    My oldest friend, Ron Rattner, whom I've known since we were both five (our birthdays are a week apart), became a student of spirituality and a self-declared, born-again Hindu, after many mystical experiences at the time of a painful divorce about twenty years ago. Eventually he gave up a prolific corporate law practice to devote full time to meditation and a life of spirituality. During the writing of my first book, which had to do with the trickery of the brain, I recall vividly a conversation we had about the view of neuroscience that our brains are the all-encompassing force and in full control of our mental faculties.




    Ron, or Rosik, which is his Hindu name, argued on behalf of the spiritual belief of reincarnation, which in a nutshell means that a soul force, which has already been through endless lives, enters our bodies at birth and takes over. When we die, this soul force leaves our human remains and reenters a spiritual habitation to await its next assignment.




    I pointed out to Rosik that I had read a number of books about physical diseases and maladies of the brain such as strokes, and that these will affect dramatically how we think and act. “We have all seen some of the strongest people we've known reduced to mental vegetables after a severe stroke,” I said. “We have seen those who are significantly retarded because of a brain malady unable to get beyond a first-grade level of education.” And then I went on naming brain-related disorders of people who lost all their short-term memory, or all memory, or who say or see everything backwards, or have other distortions. Rosik listened patiently.




    “How can you disagree with this?” I continued. “You've seen examples of it. We all have.”




    “I didn't say I disagreed,” he replied.




    “So then, how can you resolve the issue of the computerized brain with the theory of spirituality and the soul force?”




    “It's simple,” he said. “The soul force is in there. It is the same as it was at birth. It just has to contend with a brain that is impaired or injured in some way. This was one of its challenges for this specific life cycle. There was something that had to be learned to make it better for future lives and an impaired brain was a teacher.”




    Rosik's point is not rationally arguable. While spiritualists claim to have answers to the secrets of life, pure rationalists, those whose minds are wide open to any form of evidence, understand and appreciate their own limited knowledge. They know that basically anything is possible. And so if you believe in a soul force and it gives you comfort, then you should know that there can be no enlightened argument against it.




    Whether a soul is occupying our bodies or not, we still have to contend with the brain we were given and which the soul presumably occupies.




    While we are only just starting to understand how the mental software of our brains work, neuroscientists have a pretty good idea of how our sensory mechanisms of sight, sound, smell, taste, and touch work even though they don't know how and where these mechanisms come together to contribute to our total consciousness. As Francis Crick and other scientists have pointed out, they aren't allowed to tinker seriously with living human brains. You can't ask a dead brain how its consciousness is being altered when you are probing around in it. Nobody is home.




    But one thing that science appears convinced of is that the brain/mind, with its ability to create consciousness, is an organism that had humble beginnings and evolved into what it has become today and will probably continue to evolve. In other words, it has been growing in our heads like a cauliflower, but over thousands of centuries.




    Some academics like Dr. Paul McLean, who has been director of the Laboratory of Brain Evolution and Behavior of the National Institute of Mental Health, claim that the human brain has been evolving for approximately three million years, growing in size and complexity. This growth, Dr. McLean contends, has dramatically intensified during the past 250,000 years, but it was not proportional. The growth occurred predominantly in new layers of cells that form our cerebral cortex, the brain area which processes our ability to think, reason, create, communicate through language, and be rationally aware of ourselves. These are the attributes of intelligence that moved us far beyond other higher animals such as chimpanzees, which live in close-knit families as we do, cuddle and care for their young, exhibit frustrations and jealousies, enjoy playing and romping, but which are apparently unaware of the nature of their existence and can't write an opera.




    In his book, A Triune Concept of the Brain and Behavior, Dr. McLean describes how the structure of the brain is divided into three areas called reptilian, limbic, and cerebral.4 He describes the reptilian area of the brain as being located at the very base of the brain, near the stem. Our reptilian brain is basically all we had when we were still slithering around in the wilds. It provided us with only the most basic of instinctive reactions. The limbic system was a later evolvement of the brain, which Dr. McLean contends grew right over the reptilian brain. The limbic system appeared to create most of the drives and emotions we share with the higher animals. If you've ever had a dog as a pet or have one now, you are basically observing in its actions and personality the limbic system you share with it. You love your dog and you can see it love you back. If you brought a new baby home you might have observed that the dog exhibited traits of jealousy. You scolded it and you saw it slink off, tail between its hind legs, displaying guilt and remorse. If the dog lived with a single neighbor and he or she died, you could see traits of grief. In sexual matters you could observe a mating dance. If there were puppies, you could see nurturing, caring, and fierce protectiveness. As the puppies grew you could observe the power struggles and an eventual pecking order. The emotional characteristics of dogs have been chronicled beautifully in Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson's 1997 book, Dogs Never Lie about Love.




    We also see such emotions displayed in documentaries about gorillas, chimpanzees, orangutans, baboons, tigers, wolves, and elephants, the favorites of educational cable-channel program producers. In effect we are witnessing the drives of the limbic system in a state where it is unfettered by the much more evolved human cerebral cortex, which elevates us over the higher animals in total brainpower.




    Chimpanzees and humans, in fact, share 98.5 percent of DNA. Chimpanzees are the closest animal to humans with a highly social and emotionally complex nature, although gorillas and orangutans are also very close. There is even an academic movement to link chimpanzees to humans on the same genus Homo, making them part of the family of Homo sapiens.5




    Apparently, what Jane Goodall, Dian Fossey, Birute Galdikas, and other primatologists were doing, as they spent many years observing higher animals in their natural environments and social units, was observing and reporting on the behaviors created primarily by the limbic system, unfettered, as previously stated, by the higher thinking power of a human cortex. When we read books written by these primatologists or watch documentaries about the higher animals, we become captivated, apparently because we are seeing something human in them, something of ourselves that most of us are loath to admit. We have been taught that we are really not part of this higher animal family, that we are a world apart from them, that as humans we have been given a “divinity” that firmly separates us. And so our fascination, this captivation, appears to devolve from a higher plane where we inwardly suspect our kinship. This may relate to our morbid curiosity about dead humans. We'll stare and gawk at the remains in an open casket, apparently wondering how a divine human can lie lifeless like a dead animal on the road.




    The point is, however, that the higher animals are very much like us when it comes to instinctive drives and emotions. And according to Dr. McLean, this is because as our enlarged cerebral cortex developed, it also grew over our limbic and reptilian systems. In other words, he contends, the limbic and reptilian sections of our brain, which contained the drives and emotions we needed as humans to thrive and survive in the cruel wilderness along with other higher animals, haven't gone away. They are only hidden behind the mantle of civility, which the reasoning power and creativity of our new outer, cerebral brain allowed us to develop. Neurologist Richard Restak, in one of his first books called The Brain…The Last Frontier (1979), pointed out this layered evolution of the brain and candidly summarized its consequences as manifested in human irrationality. But he quickly left the subject of irrationality to delve into other information about the brain.




    If the theory of the layered brain is correct, and there are some arguments against it, as the next chapter will attest, then it is shameful that we weren't informed of this design aberration by the revelations of higher being messengers, who might have been better able to communicate the reasons for good and evil or just tell us that we still had these primitive, instinctive drives programmed in our brains.




    No modern design engineer worth his or her salt would create a remarkably new computer capability and simply overlay the old operating system. Rather, the engineer would either scrap or redesign the old operating system so that it would meld with the new in a seamless computer model in which all functions are coordinated.




    But whether the brain evolved in layers or not, it is apparent to science, including mental-health practitioners, that we basically have two mental operating systems in our brain, one primarily cerebral, the other primarily limbic and primitive. In a civilized world the two frequently oppose each other. The sorry part is that we haven't been told by our parents or other authority figures that as we pursue our lives, we will be contending with these sometimes conflicting brain/mind operating systems.




    So it is not surprising that people like Hugh Grant who find themselves caught doing something irrational and are asked “What were you thinking?” can't even begin to explain what happened. We are now about to give him an explanation he could have used to answer Jay Leno.
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    Pursuant to our prior note, you are to report to Station 12 for time reinstatement and transposition. You will be synthesized molecularly upon your arrival at Earth at which time you are to comply with the instructions enclosed. Upon completion of your assignment you will be retransposed back to your current location and molecular condition.




    Dr. Freud stared in disbelief at the message. Of all things, he was being ordered back to earth, “for just a few days,” the message said, to help some American advertising agency named Croft to communicate his concept of the id to the planet at large.




    This is ridiculous, he said to himself. What good would it do? Even if the people on earth understood the concept they would probably still make no real effort to control the incendiary emotions and drives that can be unleashed by the id—hatreds, jealousies, aggressions, violence, and arrogance, just to name a few. Let them go on with their selfish, primitive games. In the end, it doesn't really matter.




    And then there was the unpleasant thought of his mind being crammed back into a brain, where he himself would be exposed to all the baser emotions and drives of the id that he escaped upon death, one of the true benefits of leaving the physical domain of the human race.




    The Croft Advertising Agency, he thought. Who are they? How will they twist my beloved concept of the id? And what about Chicago? I have never visited there. Will it be cold? If it is, I will undoubtedly feel it.




    Ach, I have no choice, he thought. A direct order is a direct order. He headed over to the retransformation center hoping to get the entire experience over with quickly.
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    When Britain became involved in World War II, in 1939, the duke and duchess of Windsor were virtually living in exile, in homes in France, Spain, and Portugal. Edward VIII had been king of England, but was forced to renounce the throne when he announced his intention to marry a divorced American woman who was unacceptable to the royal establishment at the time. When war broke out, the British government asked the duke to become governor of the Bahamas. He accepted, but refused to get on the ship awaiting him until he and the duchess had their full assortment of “bed linen,” which was at their home in France, behind Nazi lines. As bombs were falling on London, the duchess also requested her favorite bathing costume, which she said a courier would have no trouble recognizing since it was Nile Green.1




    Not everyone in academia agrees with Paul McLean's concept of the triune brain. I recall watching Stephen Jay Gould, the Harvard paleontologist, in a panel discussion on a PBS television program ridicule the theory of McLean's triune concept of the brain. “Of course, the brain didn't develop in this way,” he said. “Of course, there was modulation of our primitive, limbic behavior as the brain evolved.” Neural science professor Joseph LeDoux, in his 1996 book, The Emotional Brain, called McLean's concept of the limbic system inaccurate in the sense that it appears that other parts of our brain are participants in the emotional process. He said: “Though imprecise, the limbic system term is a useful anatomical shorthand for areas located in the no-man's-land between the hypothalamus and the neocortex, the lowest and highest (in structural terms) regions of the forebrain respectively. But scientists should be precise.”2 LeDoux used most of his book to point out that the amygdala, an almond-sized brain member that is part of the limbic system, is the predominant controller of our emotional drives, particularly those that create fear.




    Research professor Candice Pert, in her 1997 book, Molecules of Emotion, noted that McLean's problem was describing how much of his work was real science and “how much was metaphor.”3 By this, she apparently meant that the complexities and unknowns of the brain systems involved with emotions, including connections to the forebrain, were apparent to Dr. McLean who could simply include them in his theories of the limbic system as a metaphor, or as Le Doux put it, a “useful anatomical shorthand.”




    Cognitive scientist Steven Pinker's 1997 book, How the Mind Works, appears to agree with Stephen Jay Gould. “One problem for the triune theory,” he writes “is that the forces of evolution do not just heap layers on an unchanged foundation. Natural selection has to work with what is already around, but it can modify what it finds.” He then raises this question: “Might the software for the emotions be burned so deeply into the brain that organisms are condemned to feel as their remote ancestors did?” He answered in the negative: “The evidence says no: the emotions are easy to reprogram.”4 I read that last sentence over and over, deciding that Steven Pinker had never met my first ex-wife, Phyllis.




    Daniel Goleman, author of the 1995 book Emotional Intelligence, agrees with LeDoux that it is the amygdala which is the primary seat of all baser emotions.5 Then there is Susan A. Greenfield, Oxford professor of pharmacology, who in her 1997 book, The Human Brain, concedes that McLean's theory “might help us understand the literally mindless and uniform behavior of masses at political rallies….”6




    So it obviously isn't cut and dried that you can take McLean's theory to the bank, but I have yet to find any reference work in which the basis of our emotional system isn't attributed to the limbic area in general. And in deference to Dr. McLean, even where there is some disagreement with portions of his concept, his work is frequently described as “classical limbic theory,” implying that it is at the very least a foundation for further research and thought.




    As a nonacademic trying to make sense of what academics write about the mental side of the brain, I often feel like I'm observing a spectator sport. For one thing, it appears that many scientists are driven to ferocious attacks on each other, particularly when papers are published propounding some new theory. The power games and jealousies can be dumbfounding. It is the inner craziness of apparently normal people at a glorified level.




    Candice Pert in her Molecules of Emotion alludes to the fact that her jealousies might have hurt the aspirations toward a Nobel Prize by two of her research laboratory associates, whom she thought were using too many of her ideas about opiate receptors in the brain without including her name on the application. Imagine the competition that exists when it comes to new theories and pronouncements about the mental operating systems of the brain. As previously stated, the design and operating processes of our mental software remains, for the most part, unknown to science. As a result, science still does not know the biological structure of the entity that we call consciousness or the biological process of how we think or how our memory works, although some significant strides have been made in recent years. However, those strides, in the context of all that remains unknown, only manage to get us just below the tip of the iceberg.




    Every author of note I've quoted in this book or read while doing my research, admits to vast gaps of information about the brain. Scientists who inhabit the world of neural science have utilized primarily the brains of animals for their impressive studies. As a result, they, including Dr. LeDoux, admit that much of what they propound about the biological processes of the mental software of the human brain is hypothetical.7




    And so, for the purposes of this book, it appears perfectly permissible to use the phrase “limbic system” as the “metaphor” or “anatomical shorthand” for the collection of brain parts in the subneocortex that harbor and control our cauldron of emotional drives and feelings, accepting that some limbic parts are more influential than others and that there are connections to other parts of the brain. And, it appears permissible to use other metaphors as well, which we will do.




    We can now put the limbic system issue to rest. Let's move on to a key observation that underscores a primary reason for the inner craziness of apparently normal people: The limbic system appears to have an agenda of its own that under certain circumstances can blind the reasoning power generated by the neocortex and cause us to do irrational things or have irrational beliefs and attitudes.




    Most of us know that our minds have separate rational and instinctive/emotional sides. But I think we all suspected that as civilized humans, not just higher animals, we have been blessed with a “divine” fusion that has created one single mind. We haven't been relating the instinctive urges we feel to any separate entity. Our mind is our mind. It is one.




    For example, some of us might have felt instinctive, sexual urges at times in our lives when it made no rational sense to pursue. Perhaps we were very happily married, but met someone at a party to whom we were intensely sexually attracted and who appeared to be attracted to us. Despite the strength of the urge, we rationalized, resisted, and went home with our spouse. In this instance, it might have been beneficial for us to know that the sexual urge we felt at the party came from a separate, sexual agenda of our brain/mind's limbic system, but it would not have been crucial.




    This knowledge does become crucial, however, when the intensity of our sexual or other limbic programs is so high that when they are triggered they are capable of blocking our rationality, blinding us to reason, so to speak, so that we obey the urges, even though we are still capable of “knowing” rationally that what results may be destructive to us and to others in our lives. At the time of the party, if it was our fate to have an intense, limbic sexual setting, we would have exchanged telephone numbers with the person we were attracted to and the complications would have begun, even as we might have wondered just what in the hell were we doing with our lives.




    In the car one day, I heard a PBS radio report that said John F. Kennedy was allegedly asked in a private interview by a journalist why he was endangering his presidency with his frequent womanizing. His alleged reply was, “I can't help it.” Whether this report was true or not, what he might have said in more literal terms was that his sexual limbic drive was so intense that his reasoning power was unable to control it.




    Sigmund Freud, who died in 1939, was not privy to Dr. McLean's triune concept of a sectionalized brain, but he appeared to get close to the heart of the matter with his theory about the id, which is the name he gave to the brain's center of instinctual action and which he visualized as being a separate, unconscious force in the structure of our minds. Freud believed that the id has no concept of time, awareness, or logic. In other words, it can be impervious to the persuasions of what he called the ego, or our rational, “external conduit” (his phrase) that science believes has its basis in the brain's neocortex. And so Freud, in recognizing this separation of the rational and instinctive sides of our minds, concluded, in effect, that the instinctive or id side has its own agenda. In his book The Ego and the Id, Freud called the id “unyielding and obstinate.”8




    He also added the concept of the super ego, which he theorized as a third part of our mind that houses our morals and ideals. The ego might thus at times become the referee between the ideals of the super ego and the primitive drives of the id.




    But it is Freud's concept of the id as having no sense of time, awareness, or logic, that appears to cut to the heart of why apparently normal people can harbor some type of inner craziness that can remain unchanged for years, despite changes in their lives or in the world at large that make their irrationality appear increasingly bizarre.




    Someone of my acquaintance, we'll call her Sarah Reinwald, at the age of eighteen was in a terrible elevator accident. The elevator she was exiting began to slip and somehow she got caught between the door and the front wall of the shaft, which crushed her arm and leg. After almost a dozen operations, Sarah was able to resume her life. But from then on and up through today at the age of sixty, she goes to extraordinary lengths to avoid riding in an elevator. When she has no other choice but to use an elevator, she experiences intense pangs of fear.




    This, then, is what Freud meant when he said the id, which apparently harbors an instinctive drive that reacts to keep us alive in emergencies, among other drives, has no sense of time, awareness, or logic. No one at all, including family, friends, and a string of therapists early on, were able to talk with Sarah rationally to resolve her fear of elevators: “Look, Sarah,” we might say to her today, standing with her in the lobby of a high-rise office building and facing a bank of elevators, one of which she must take to visit her dentist on the twenty-third floor, “that accident happened to you over forty-two years ago. It is time to get over it.”




    “I know it is time to get over it,” she will reply.




    “Do you know what the odds are of that accident happening again? It is one in one billion at the least. Not only that, the elevator manufacturers have since installed safety devices that completely prevent that same type of accident from happening again. Do you understand what I'm saying?”




    “Yes, I do.”




    “Then you must understand that what happened to you at the time of your accident was simply a matter of terrible luck. You were in the wrong place at the wrong time. You realize that, don't you?”





    “Yes, I do.”




    “You realize that the odds of this ever happening to you again are infinite. You realize that, don't you?”




    “Yes, I realize that.”




    “You realize that completely?”




    “Yes, I do.”




    “So you know that if you step in an elevator car today, it is practically impossible that any harm can come to you.”




    “Yes, I know that.”




    “You definitely know that?”




    “Yes, definitely.”




    “Well then, good. Let's get on the elevator and leave all this nonsense behind once and for all.”




    “Not on your life. I'm going home.”




    Sarah's last comment doesn't really surprise us. Most of us have observed strange fears or quirky drives—phobias and compulsions within ourselves and others that are impervious to rational dialogue. We just don't relate this illogic to a separate compartment of our minds.




    We also know we have survival instincts. Let's assume that these instincts are part of what we might metaphorically call our survival program. Let's also visualize this survival program as being based in our limbic system, or subneocortex, or Freud's id. From this location, we can deduce that one of its primary purposes is to sense impending danger and respond instinctively with actions designed to cope with the situation and keep us alive.




    As part of the sensing process, we appear to have what Daniel Goleman in Emotional Intelligence metaphorically called an “emotional sentinel,”9 a survival antenna of sorts, that is imbedded in the vision of our consciousness. There it is, constantly on the alert for signals of impending danger, without any rational effort on our part.




    Before Sarah had her elevator accident when she was eighteen, her limbic survival program, according to friends who knew her then, appeared to have relatively normal settings, to use another metaphor. She was even said to be a bit on the daredevilish side, once doing a handspring off a high-diving board as a young teenager, one friend reported, with no apparent fear at all. As the elevator from which Sarah was about to exit began to slip, we can visualize her survival program antenna or sentinel sensing an impending calamity and causing an instinctive marshaling of the forces of her entire body to cope with it.




    We have all experienced the terror of an impending calamity. It is impossible for most of us to duplicate all of the feelings generated by these experiences utilizing our reasoning power alone. Try to imagine yourself plummeting downward in an elevator or being in the middle of another life-threatening situation, one you haven't experienced before. You can create the vision of the experience in your consciousness, but your survival antenna or sentinel obviously knows that it is artificial and fakery because the feelings of terror, which can permeate our entire body, aren't recreated.




    Joseph LeDoux points out in The Emotional Brain that the instant our mind (with its sentinel on alert) senses the threat or experience of life-imperiling danger, the neural networks of the brain involved in the process of the instinctive reaction bypass the rationality of our neocortex and go directly to our limbic system, specifically our amygdala, which triggers the release of “emotional chemicals,” neurotransmitters and other peptides that induce appropriate limbic responses throughout our entire body.




    In Sarah's mishap, as the elevator began to slip, we can assume that her amygdala triggered the release of adrenaline and other “emotional chemicals” that caused a surge of blood to flow to her head to bring her thought processes to full alert, increased the energy and strength of her arms and legs as she began to struggle upward, and de-energized organs unneeded in the emergency, such as her stomach. The brain obviously knows instinctively when lunch can wait.




    LeDoux and other neurobiologists have theorized that brain transmissions involved in life-threatening experiences are designed to bypass our rationality to save time, which makes a lot of sense. The limbic brain, the processes of which are basically identical in all higher animals, including chimpanzees, gorillas, and humans, was obviously designed for the isolation of primitive, tribal, wilderness life. If we were walking along a wilderness path and a dangerous snake slithered out, it would make sense that our limbic brain be designed for instinctive, instantaneous reaction. Even a second's delay for rational thought might be fatal.




    The experiencing of an emotional trauma, such as our encounter with the snake or Sarah's elevator accident, is also the triggering point for another instinctive phenomenon that takes place in our brain, if we survive the ordeal. The experience creates what LeDoux calls an “emotional memory,” or what others have called a “limbic memory.” These memories also follow neural networks that bypass our rationality and base themselves in the limbic system, becoming one of those searing memories of traumatic events we don't forget. In the process, it also appears that such a memory can cause a change in the settings of the limbic program involved (there is more than one, as we'll describe later), which in the examples of the snake and Sarah's elevator accident, would be our metaphoric survival program.




    Because our rationality is bypassed throughout this process, the change in the settings takes place without any conscious resolve on our part. In a sense, we have absolutely nothing to do with the result. We wake up the next morning and we are more fearful of the objects involved in the trauma than we were when we woke up the morning before.




    We can also deduce that the intensity of the trauma we experience determines the intensity of the limbic memory, which then affects the level of change in the program's settings. If the snake turned out to be some harmless creature looking for food, we wouldn't be as fearful of future encounters as we would if the snake were poisonous, had actually bitten us, and we survived.




    Because these settings are obviously instinctive in nature, we can apply Freud's id rule that they are impervious to time, logic, or awareness, and so may trigger emotional responses in the future that can be way out of proportion to any danger that may have existed because of changes in our lives or in the conditions that caused the original trauma. This would explain why Sarah remains fearful of elevators forty-two years after her accident, despite all the rational evidence that has been presented to her about new safety devices and the infinite odds of future accidents.




    She sees a bank of elevators before her today and presumably her emotional sentinel triggers the limbic memory of the accident harbored by her survival program. An intense fear is then generated that has no rational basis, and which Sarah knows has no rational basis, but is helpless to do anything about. Or to put it another way, she gets it, but her id doesn't.




    The settings of Sarah's survival program appear almost as mechanical as the software that creates the letter “B” in your word-processing program. Press that letter on your keyboard and the letter “B” will appear each and every time. Put Sarah in front of an elevator and even after forty-two years, a limbic fear will emerge each and every time. The difference between the letter “B” and Sarah's fear is that the fear may feel a little different each time it is triggered. Emotional feelings are not entirely robotic.




    And, in accordance with Freud's rule that these instinctive drives and reactive emotions are impervious to logic, awareness, or time, there is frequently nothing that reason and persuasion alone can do to change them. Sarah has this irrational fear, and unless she can be treated successfully by a therapist, as described in chapter 32, or suffers a counterbalancing trauma, she may suffer from the fear until the day she dies.





    For example, Sarah may make a rational decision, even at the age of sixty, to make an attempt to rid herself of this fear of elevators. (Frequently, according to some psychotherapists, people like Sarah are frightened of having such fears removed, thinking that the lack of fear will make them less cautious when exposed to the danger.) But if Sarah does decide to seek a remedy through cognitive therapy,* the practitioner would take her through a series of sessions, utilizing strategic, rational approaches that are designed to penetrate her limbic mind and prove to it that its fear of elevators is unfounded.




    However, the human brain is not like the hard drives of computers that emanate from automated production lines. Each human brain is different. Therapists must work first to gather as much information about the individual as they can, before deciding on a strategic course of action. Sometimes the course of action they take works and sometimes it doesn't. It depends on, among many other things, Sarah's real willingness to get rid of the fear, the skills of and her relationship with the therapist, the techniques that are employed, and the intensity of the limbic memories creating the fear. Dr. Hefter points out that there are situations where therapy may not be enough to eradicate some highly intense phobias, whoever the therapist is and whatever techniques he or she might use.




    Or, Sarah's fear might be cured without any conscious effort on her part, by a happenstance, counterbalancing trauma, that might go something like this: Sarah is in the lobby of the downtown office building again, on the way to see her dentist. She is waiting in a state of near terror when an elevator door opens and she sees a little girl all alone, about to emerge. Then, in horror, Sarah watches as the elevator begins to slip downward. The little girl tries to jump up and out, but all she manages to do is grasp the floor ledge with her elbows. Then the elevator doors begin to close threatening to loosen the girl's grip when Sarah jumps in, pulls the girl away from danger, and saves her as the elevator's safety devices switch in and the car comes to a safe halt. In the process of living through this trauma, Sarah's limbic brain (or id) somehow got the “insight” that she could deal with elevators again and so the irrational fear that she had experienced for dozens of years was neutralized, just like that. Or, without seeing a therapist or experiencing any counterbalancing trauma, or experiencing any memorable event of any sort, Sarah could wake up one day and find that her fear of elevators has mysteriously vanished. Such is the complexity and mystery of our id.





    The exploits of the traumatization, retraumatization, and untraumatization of the id or limbic brain is really the stuff of Hollywood movies. Most of us can remember movies where the lead characters needed to fight their irrational fears to fulfill some heroic act, and were then rewarded when the fears were banished. The movie Vertigo with James Stewart is one that comes immediately to mind. Stewart plays a character with a fear of heights, but in the end fights through it in a climb up a tall, narrow church steeple for a confrontation with a character played by Kim Novak, his costar, with whom he thought he was in love. There must be thousands of story plot lines with the same basic theme.




    As we shall see, this subconscious limbic brain of ours, with its own stubborn agenda that is separate from our rationality, goes far beyond its instinctive survival role. Its plethora of programs, drives, and emotions, which can conflict with each other, literally shape the way each of us behaves. It is monumental in our lives and it is crucial that we understand it.




    COMMENTARY BY DR. HEFTER




    The issues presented here are fundamental ones in attempting to understand better what underlies human behavior. Although the concepts of “id,” “inner force,” “élan vital,” “drives,” “impulses,” “urges,” “desire,” etc., have emerged over centuries, it is only in the twentieth century that increasingly precise connections have been made between these concepts and the anatomy and physiology of the brain itself (in earlier times, other parts of the human organism, e.g., the heart, were believed to be the locations of whatever it was that gave rise to particular feelings or behavior). The emphasis given here to the anatomic area of the brain known as the limbic region is appropriate, as long as it's kept in mind that much current thinking in the neurosciences reflects the belief that the brain as a whole, including the neocortex, has a significant role in the experiencing of emotions and the behavior that may follow from that experiencing. The association of the limbic area with the id is an interesting hypothesis, made particularly curious by the fact that the id is itself hypothetical, whatever clinical usefulness may be made of it.
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    The CEO of a major lawn and garden manufacturer (we'll call him Joe) was playing golf with two of his sales managers and Brian, a buyer for a huge chain retailer. Brian was responsible for purchasing more than $20 million of the company's lawn and garden power blowers and weed trimmers. After putting out on the fifth green, Joe asked Brian his score. “Five,” Brian said. “I don't think so, Brian,” Joe responded in a ministerial tone. “I saw you take eight strokes,” and he proceeded to detail each shot, as Brian turned beet red and the two sales managers began visualizing the disappearance of the chain's business.1




    “Dr. Freud? Please…Dr. Freud, we have to continue.”




    Freud woke from his slumber. He was sitting across the desk from a man he had never seen before.




    “Continue with what, sir?” Freud asked in confusion.




    “We were talking about your theories of the mind's basic structures; you told me you were assigned to return to life on earth so that you could help our advertising agency communicate your concept of the mind to the mass audience of American consumers.”




    “Ah, yes, excuse me. This has all been puzzling to me, to say the least. My memory obviously slipped. Please tell me who you are and what we have been talking about. You'll have to excuse my lapses.”




    “No problem, doctor. I fully understand. My name is Ted Croft and I am the CEO of the Croft Advertising Agency, one of the largest independent ad agencies remaining in the United States. We received what I can only describe as a surreal communication that you would be returning to life, to work with our agency to communicate your concept of the instinctive side of the mind in all its facets.”




    Croft paused, smiling widely, then continued. “And you know what is really great about this? For an assignment this large we are usually in competition with many other agencies. But this was just handed to us. It's a good sign for our relationship, Dr. Freud.”




    “I see,” Freud replied, obviously still puzzled. “And where were we in our discussion? I assume this is the first of our discussions.”




    “Yes it is, sir, and you were describing how the mind is basically split into three parts.”




    “Oh yes, of course.”




    “You were saying that first we have the rational part of our brain that harbors our reasoning power and intelligence.”




    “That is correct. It is also our conduit to the external world.”




    “I see…then you mentioned we have an inner part of the brain that contains all of our instinctive drives and reactive emotions that color our behavior, attitudes, and beliefs, and which is what our campaign is to focus on.”




    “Yes, and this side of our minds is basically unconscious in the sense that it is out of our conscious awareness. It is also impervious to logic, awareness, or time.”




    “And you said that this is the part of the mind that can cause us to act or think irrationally.”




    “That is essentially correct when it is strong enough to drive reason away. Pure, uncolored reasoning power would normally not cause irrationality.”




    “Now you also mentioned that there is a third part of our mind that acts as our moral center, being the recipient of the training, beliefs, and ideals passed along to us by our parents and other influences in our lives.”




    “That is also essentially correct.”




    “And how do you know this, Dr. Freud? What proof do you have that we have three separate parts to our mind?”




    “There isn't any confirmed medical proof, of course,” Freud said, now more alert and sitting up in his chair. “These are theoretical structures based on my many years of treating patients with neurotic tendencies and writing about them. You can observe for yourself the common sense logic of these three structures.”




    “Yes, I believe I can. And I'm sure we can get around the fact that you don't have actual proof. And for that we can thank the American public, who are more interested in a sound bite summarizing a benefit than long detail. With your concept, I imagine the benefit will be something like…,” Croft paused momentarily and thought, “…understanding and learning to shape our inner minds to further our careers and make us happier in our family and social lives.”




    “I don't think it's possible to summarize the benefits of this concept in one sentence,” Freud replied abruptly.




    “Well, let's just say that we'll work hard to create a series of benefit statements you can agree with, okay?”




    “We shall see.”




    “Now I assume, Dr. Freud—and I apologize for not having read your books, I was a history major—that you have given names to these three parts of our mind, although the marketing hook will be on the instinctive side of your theory.”




    “Yes, they have names, metaphors, if you will.”




    “So what name have you given to this instinctive side?”




    “I call it the ‘id.’ ”




    “The ‘id'?” Ted Croft looked stunned. “For god's sake, what kind of name is that? What does it mean?” he asked.




    “It means nothing. It is a name that was suggested to me by a Swiss doctor named Georg Groddeck, whom I met in 1917, and I thought it quite appropriate.”




    “Well, ‘the id’ is just not going to fly, I can tell you that, right now. How are we going to create a believable brand called the id? Who is going to understand it? How are consumers going to relate it to? Come on, we need to get real.” Freud looked unsettled as Croft sat back and thought a moment before continuing. “Do you know what your id reminds me of?”




    “Please enlighten me.”




    “It reminds me of OS/2.”




    “I'm afraid I've never heard of that.”




    “That's exactly my point. The OS/2 is a brand name someone at IBM, probably an engineer and not a marketer, came up with to describe the operating system for its own line of personal computers, a product you'll soon learn about. And let me tell you, IBM hammered away at that OS/2 brand name for years, spending hundreds of millions of dollars in all forms of advertising to sell it to the American public, and yet it was a marketing failure. And that's because IBM's competitor in this field, a company called Microsoft, came up with a better, more understandable branding for its product called ‘Windows.’ ”




    “Windows?”




    “Yes, Windows, a name every segment of the market could relate to. The concept of Windows and its simple branding completely devastated OS/2. The point is, we don't want your id to turn into another OS/2.”




    “I see,” Freud replied tentatively.




    “It's also important because we are already thinking beyond the advertising of your brand to the merchandising.”




    “Merchandising? I'm afraid I don't understand.”




    “Videos, audiotapes, books, T-shirts, and the like. There is real opportunity there. Take the university market, for example. We could make a solid communications impact just selling T-shirts to university students. But not with this ‘id’ idea of yours. How many T-shirts do you think we would sell if the headline said: ‘Repair our ids. Don't make war.’ The students would look at that and scratch their heads. Do you get it, Dr. Freud? This name doesn't ring, it's not going to sell. The only solution is for us to give your id idea to our creative people and have them come up with something that will take off and really fly.”




    “Like what, if I might ask?”




    “Oh, I don't know, the creatives will come up with a number of brand alternatives for us to review and then maybe we'll show the best of them to a panel of consumers to get their reactions. But let me think for a moment. Maybe we can come up with the nub of an idea right here, right now.” Croft paused. “You say this id side of our mind is impervious to logic, awareness, or time?”




    “Yes.”




    “And so it can make us do or believe in stupid things and we may not even be rationally aware of the stupidity?”




    “That is correct. It senses reality, but warps it to its own vision, which may be good or bad.”




    “And nothing anybody can say will make any difference.”




    “Yes, it is impervious to logic. For example, I'm sure you have people working for your agency who believe they are much more talented than they really are and who have become arrogant and blinded to reality. In psychotherapy, we might call them narcissistic. They feel themselves to be the alphas of their worlds to whom all others should be submissive. And when they fail they blame everyone but themselves.”




    Croft sat back and stared at the ceiling. “Wow, you got through to me on that one,” he said, sitting upright and staring intently at Freud. “This place has plenty of people like that, many of whom are absolutely brilliant, but who haven't got a clue that their power plays and arrogance are holding them back. When we talk to them about these specific issues in job reviews, they look at us like they're deaf and dumb.” The ad executive stood up and began pacing around the office. “You heard me when I said ‘deaf and dumb,’ Dr. Freud?”




    “Yes, I heard it.”




    “Well the instant I said it, an idea came to me like a bolt out of the blue. And it should make you happy. Here it is: Visualize this phrase like it was written on an outdoor billboard. We call your id…the ‘Inner Dummy.’ Get it? Your id is now in capital letters…the ID—which is now short for ‘Inner Dummy.’ That part of our mind which is instinctive in nature and impervious to logic. Yes…yes. It is our Inner Dummy, okay, and our hope is that its settings are such that it does more good for us than harm because you can't get through to it. It acts dumb because it is dumb. It doesn't get anything you say directly to it.”
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